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that while the basic prosody of Qur’anic sajʿ is accentual, based on the number of stresses in adjacent
verses, quantitative rhythmical parallelism becomes more important at the ends of verses and often includes
penultimate feet.

§
The Core of the Qur’an: Sūrat Yā Sīn (Q. 36)
M.A.S. Abdel Haleem
SOAS, UNIVERSITY OF LONDON
The Prophet dubbed Sūrat Yā Sīn the ‘core of the Qur’an’. This article attempts to explain the reasons for
this. It highlights the central theme of the sura, the resurrection of the dead: Yā Sīn provides the longest
presentation of this subject in one single sura, dealing with all the arguments the disbelievers bring up
against it. Contrary to the opinions of some scholars, the structure of this sura, seen in the succession of its
well-connected parts, with additional consolidation from a web of recurring expressions, is shown to be
completely coherent. The article elucidates some of the stylistic features of the sura and ends with an
account of the special signiﬁcance of Sūrat Yā Sīn for Muslim believers, individually and collectively,
throughout the world.

§
Al-Ṭabarī and the Dynamics of tafsīr: Theological Dimensions of a Legacy
Mustafa Shah
SOAS, UNIVERSITY OF LONDON
The Jāmiʿ al-bayān ʿan taʾwīl āy al-Qurʾān is ﬁttingly recognised as representing an important milestone
in the history of the discipline of tafsīr: within the work, al-Ṭabarī accomplished a uniquely comprehensive
exegetical synthesis of literary, grammatical, legal and theological elements, bringing a broader sense of
deﬁnition and purpose to the discipline of tafsīr. Among the characteristic features of the scholarship of alṬabarī are the objectivity and consistency he brought to his work and such qualities resonate in his gauging
of theological issues and topics. While it has been customary to view al-Ṭabarī’s theology as being strictly
informed by a rigidly traditionalist methodology, a circumspect review of theological discussions in the
tafsīr reveals not only the author’s accomplished marshalling of the attendant arguments and theses, but also
the spirit of autonomy and resourcefulness with which he assesses points of doctrine and dogma. In this
article an attempt is made to analyse aspects of the intertwined theological discourses of the tafsīr and
related treatises, bridging them with materials articulated in the biographical sources. The aim is to explore
the relationship between his approach to scholarship along with the standpoints to which he adhered and
their impact upon attitudes towards his remarkable work and legacy.

§

Al-Ṭabarī and the Dynamics of tafsīr:
Theological Dimensions of a Legacy
Mustafa Shah
SOAS, UNIVERSITY OF LONDON

While the earliest forms of Qur’anic exegesis were systematically constellated around
treatments of the Qur’an in which selected topics and features of the text had been
discretely expounded upon, it was in the Jāmiʿ al-bayān ʿan taʾwīl āy al-Qurʾān
composed by Muḥammad b. Jarīr al-Ṭabarī (224–310/839–923) that an imposingly
more integrated and wide-ranging approach to the interpretation of the Qur’an was
cultivated, which broached literary, legal, grammatical, and even theological issues
and themes.1 Despite relying distinctly upon the exegetical materials furnished by
antecedents in the form of texts, treatises and orally transmitted materials, the
synthesis offered in his Jāmiʿ al-bayān surpassed all previous efforts in the ﬁeld,
bringing comprehensiveness and a broader context to the discipline of exegesis.2 And
while over successive centuries the accomplishments of al-Ṭabarī were complemented
and extensively reﬁned by successive generations of exegetes, the precision and levels
of expertise brought by him to all aspects of scholarship pored over in his monumental
tafsīr set an important historical milestone.3 It is often assumed that this author’s
approach to the resolution and espousal of theological doctrines and points of dogma
was essentially informed by a rigidly derived traditionalist strategy, to the extent that
his tafsīr monotonously served as a vehicle for the articulation and defence of the
credal statements and doctrinal catechisms associated with Sunnī religious orthodoxy;
however, a close examination of al-Ṭabarī’s treatment of theological issues reveals an
underlying sophistication and exuberance which deﬁnes the meticulousness and
thoroughness he brought to the traditions of learning with which he engaged.4
Certainly, his own ‘theological orthodoxy’ is instinctively shaped by traditionalist
considerations, although within the tafsīr he adopted not only a rationally-devised
exposition of dogma, but was also intrepidly prepared to employ grammatical
arguments and philological constructs to advocate and expound upon theological
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premises and doctrines, furnishing aspects of the commentary with a distinctly
polemical tone. Signiﬁcantly, embedded within the matrices of his own theology is
a determined and objective attitude to speciﬁc points of doctrine which led to his
being criticised by a number of inﬂuential individuals among the ahl al-ḥadīth
(‘traditionists’), the consequences of which are reﬂected in various dramatic episodes
in his lifetime.5 Additionally, one detects within the theological narratives of the tafsīr
an attempt to rein in the excesses of speculatively-formulated strategies and constructs
as pursued by rational theologians within the Sunnī camps which al-Ṭabarī felt were
not conducive to the defence of orthodox doctrine, further underlining the spirit of
independence which deﬁned his scholarship. Ingeniously, through his commentary,
al-Ṭabarī demonstrated that tafsīr was not simply a perfunctory endeavour devoted to
the presentation of the exegetical statements and musings distilled from a hierarchy of
early luminaries, despite the acceptance that due reverence had to be accorded to
materials which were authentically sourced from them.6 Nor was its ultimate goal the
forensic analysis of the linguistic constituents of scripture, but rather he had shown
that while preceding discussions provided analogues and a substratum upon which the
discipline could develop ways of engaging with and drawing inspiration from the text
of the Qur’an, the craft of Qur’anic interpretation turned essentially on the locating of
new relative contexts and discourses to which the interrelated narratives of exegesis
could be made pertinent.7 Al-Ṭabarī’s treatment of contentious theological issues
exempliﬁes the manner by which this could be achieved, shedding light on key issues
of concern to theologians and the solutions which were proposed to resolve them
within an exegetical framework.8 In both the life and works of al-Ṭabarī, a gauging of
the trajectories of all the interlocking intellectual discourses reveals the intricacy and
profundity of his contribution to the traditions of learning associated with classical
Islamic thought.9
The Grammarian Nexus
In a monograph devoted to the linguistic thought of the Kufan grammarian Abū
Zakariyyāʾ al-Farrāʾ (d. 207/822), the Egyptian scholar Aḥmad Makkī al-Anṣārī
discerningly drew attention to the fact that veiled criticisms of this scholar frequently
surfaced in the course of al-Ṭabarī’s commentary.10 Al-Anṣārī observed that although
al-Ṭabarī rarely names al-Farrāʾ when discussing speciﬁc linguistic views or issues
with which he was in disagreement, a circumspect review of the passages in which
criticisms occur intimates that it is al-Farrāʾ and his Maʿānī al-Qurʾān which provide
an indispensable backdrop to the ensuing discussions. Among the instances in which
this is evident is the pericope referring to God’s istiwāʾ in Q. 2:29 (thumma’stawā
ilā’l-samāʾ), and its extolling of the Almighty’s ascent to the heavens.11 Deﬁnitions of
the semantic import of istiwāʾ within classical Qur’anic commentaries and dogmatic
treatises were principally shaped by preconceived theological outlooks and
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considerations: many traditionist scholars tended to promote an interpretation in
which istiwāʾ was equated with the act of rising or ascending, adhering to the evident
language used in the verse. Within this context it was asserted that there existed an
incontrovertible distinction between the divine and human attributes of such an act
and that the principle of bi-lā kayf (‘amodality’) had to be applied when broaching
such Qur’anic statements; conversely, rationalist theologians, and indeed a number of
traditionalist scholars, preferred to apply a metaphorical gloss to the term, or identify
meanings which obviated any anthropomorphic imagery inferred from the use of the
language in this and similar Qur’anic passages.12 Al-Ṭabarī opens his exegesis of the
verse by disclosing that there existed differences regarding the term’s interpretation
and that some had said that istawā ilā’l-samāʾ meant aqbala ʿalayhā; he also cites a
turn of expression which conveys this speciﬁed meaning. Al-Ṭabarī then refers to a
verse of poetry, in which the phrase aqbala ʿalayhā occurs in a context connoting the
turning of one’s attention to a given matter, noting that it was adduced as evidence for
the equating of istawā with the connotation of iqbāl (‘advent’), an explanation he
describes as being erroneous. Having dismissed the previous gloss, al-Ṭabarī focuses
upon introducing a number of further periphrastic qualiﬁcations of the term istiwāʾ,
included among which are the usage of the term denoting the actions of someone
being diverted from one place to another (taḥawwul); the turning of one’s attention or
focus towards a matter or concern (ʿamada lahā or ilayhā); and the equating of istiwāʾ
with al-ʿuluww and irtifāʿ (‘a rise’ or ‘an ascent’), which is supported by a dictum
attributed to al-Rabīʿ b. Anas (d. 139/756).13 Having systematically proceeded
through the gamut of explanations proffered by various scholars in respect of the
semantic import of istiwāʾ, al-Ṭabarī concludes with a conspectus of accepted lexical
explanations of the term, including those cited above and others which fall
semantically within the conﬁnes of the Arabs’ use of istiwāʾ, such as al-iḥtiyāz
wa’l-istīlāʾ (‘occupation of space’ and ‘gaining hegemony or ascendancy’). He then
pronounced that the most ﬁtting meaning of the Qur’anic verse is the one which
equates istiwāʾ with al-ʿuluww and irtifāʿ, adding that ‘He ascended and rose over
them [the heavens], giving order to them by virtue of his power and created them as
seven heavens’. In the context of the allusion to al-Farrāʾ, it is the next passage of the
commentary which is fascinating, as it reveals al-Ṭabarī’s censure of those individuals
who reject the equating of istiwāʾ with al-ʿuluww and irtifāʿ. He remonstrates that
such a position was supposedly taken in order to steer clear of the implication that the
semantic thrust of signifying an ascent and rising towards the heavens is predicated by
a previous state of being beneath them; the inference is that to get from one state to the
next necessitates physical displacement and motion. Al-Ṭabarī dismisses the rationale
of such a stance, describing it as being a case of replacing the conventionally
understood meaning with one which is unknown; he also mentions that the espousal
of such an explanation offers no reprieve from what its advocate is seeking to
escape.14 The corollary to this point is that favouring the term iqbāl over ʿuluww does
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not circumvent the physical connotation implied by the use of the verb. It is evident
that the views of al-Farrāʾ are the subject of his diatribe for the whole of the beginning
of al-Ṭabarī’s discussion of al-istiwāʾ, as well as the later passages in which he
reprimands the advocate of this view, are precisely informed by the exegetical
treatment of this verse in the Maʿānī al-Qurʾān, as indicated by al-Anṣārī.
Still, al-Ṭabarī’s reproach does not end there: posing a hypothetical question to his
anonymous opponent, he states that ‘it would be said to him, “You allege that the
taʾwīl of His statement istawā is aqbala and therefore was He [in a state of] retreat
from the heavens before He advanced towards them?” And should he claim that such
an act does not constitute the iqbāl of action but rather an abstract iqbāl, it would be
said to him, “Therefore you should say ʿalā ʿalayhā can likewise denote a rising of
dominion and authority (ʿuluww mulk wa-sulṭān) and not a rising concomitant with
movement and rest (ʿuluww intiqāl wa-zawāl)” ’, insinuating that such an explanation
need not be understood in the sense of a physical act. Al-Ṭabarī then indicates that
whatever is said in response to the aforementioned hypothetical statement would be
matched with similarly binding objections, before concluding his discussion of the
point by stating that if it were not for the fact that he disliked expatiating the book with
matters not pertinent to it, he would have identiﬁed the ﬂaws of every statement made
in response to the above where it was found to be in conﬂict with the recorded dicta of
the people of truth.15 Elsewhere in the tafsīr where Qur’anic references to istiwāʾ are
resolved, al-Ṭabarī refers to his having mentioned differences among scholars
concerning its import and that it had been adequately addressed beforehand in his
tafsīr, although while discussing its occurrence in Q. 13:2, he simply curtly states that
it connotes ʿalā ʿalayhā and offers the same explanation at other instances where it
features.16 The dialectically structured critique of al-Farrāʾ’s view together with the
whole polemical thrust of the passage betrays the somewhat assertive yet informed
manner by which al-Ṭabarī engages with his opponent; and indeed, it is quite arresting
that throughout the tafsīr prominent grammarian luminaries and the linguistic
explanations which they endorse are often the targets of criticism which he pursues
relentlessly and unwaveringly.17 A summary review of the discussions on istiwāʾ
as they feature in the Maʿānī reveals an unassumingly succinct gauging of the verse:
al-Farrāʾ merely mentions two lexical explanations for istiwāʾ, one of which speciﬁes
that istiwā is used to indicate the expiry of one’s youth (strength), while in the second
instance, it is stated that it can connote something becoming straightened from a state
of crookedness. He then introduces a third view, ‘aqbala ilayyā wa-ʿalayyā’, which
he contends is relevant to the meaning of the actual verse before modestly admitting
that ‘God knows best’! And he ends his exposition not only with a report ascribed to
Ibn ʿAbbās in which the verb ṣaʿida (‘to climb’) is used to paraphrase istiwāʾ, but also
with the declaration that all the aforementioned examples discussed by him are
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attested in the language of the Arabs, thereby conﬁrming the existence of empirical
evidence for his explanation.18
Al-Anṣārī was of the opinion that al-Ṭabarī’s censure of al-Farrāʾ, although he does
not directly mention his name, was motivated, in this instance and others, by his
aversion to the latter’s Muʿtazilī leanings.19 Classical biographical sources do allege
that al-Farrāʾ had Muʿtazilī sympathies, yet the theological views he sporadically
expresses in the Maʿānī are by no means redolent of a rampant espousal of
Muʿtazilism.20 This was the conclusion that Edmund Beck reached having
meticulously mined the tafsīr for its theological content;21 indeed, he had spoken
of parallels between the theological theses favoured by al-Farrāʾ and those which were
to become the cornerstone of the brand of speculative theology eventually
championed by Abū’l-Ḥasan al-Ashʿarī (d. 324/935); signiﬁcantly, these had been
earlier nurtured by Ibn Kullāb (d. 241/854–5) and al-Qalānisī (ﬂ. third/ninth century)
all of whom made substantial contributions to Sunnī theological discourses.22
However, Beck’s conclusions have been questioned by Joseph van Ess, who felt
that he had not paid sufﬁcient attention to al-Farrāʾ’s stance on the subject of
determinism and human free will.23 Still, as can be shown, there do exist statements in
the Maʿānī in which al-Farrāʾ clearly attempts to place distance between himself and
the so-called Qadarīs and, theologically speaking, he has more in common with the
movement traditionally identiﬁed with expressions of Sunnī orthodoxy than a
supposed afﬁnity with Muʿtazilism.24 And, moreover, his preferred explanation of
istiwāʾ was hardly conducive to the charge that he harboured Muʿtazilī tendencies;
on the contrary, such positions were favoured by Sunnī theologians of rational
persuasions as demonstrated by al-Ashʿarī’s own exposition of the term in his
al-Ibāna ʿan uṣūl al-diyāna,25 which insists that while the act of istiwāʾ is a reality, it
must be understood in terms which beﬁt God’s majesty and it is not accompanied by
ṭūl istiqrār; namely, the strictures of time, space and location do not impinge upon it;
moreover, al-Ashʿārī insists that the amodality of the act of istiwāʾ remains
paramount. The extent to which later Ashʿarīs moved away from the traditionist
position by adopting the theological instrument of taʾwīl (‘ﬁgurative paraphrasing’),
or indeed metaphor, within interpretive strategies to circumvent anthropomorphisms
in scripture becomes a key point of controversy within medieval Sunnī theological
thought and the tensions between certain traditionists and Ashʿarīs over approaches
to points of dogma are palpably played out in the later literature.26 Of course, it
could be argued that al-Ṭabarī was averse to such tendencies even within expressions
of Sunnism and this would place his theology somewhere between the ahl al-ḥadīth,
who censured the use of speculative theology together with its reliance on dialectical
schema, and the rational traditionalists within the Sunnī camps, who felt obliged to
develop such strategies to counter Muʿtazilī defences of theological constructs.27
Within such contexts, dogmatic positions were forged in an intensely reactionary
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milieu which witnessed the crystallisation of doctrines to counter opposing and
contested views.
Most Muʿtazilī theologians tended to employ the term istawlā (‘gaining hegemony’)
as a paraphrase for istiwāʾ or simply locate its lexical equivalent in the noetic notion
of qaṣd (‘abstract intention’), thereby attenuating any perceived physicality to the
act.28 The Muʿtazilī luminary ʿAbd al-Jabbār (d. 415/1025) dismissed the idea that
istiwāʾ could be construed as locative or temporal and quotes the leading Muʿtazilī
scholar Abū ʿAlī al-Jubbāʾī (d. 303/915), who insists that it reﬂects the act of qaṣd:
namely, God’s turning His attention to the creation of the heaven. One signiﬁcant
treatise in which al-Farrāʾ’s explanation of this verse surfaces is the Majālis Thaʿlab
(or ‘ “Sessions” of Thaʿlab’), a work which collates philological and grammatical
reminiscences of the Kufan philologist and littérateur Thaʿlab (d. 291/904). In
two separate passages in the text he mentions the various meanings of istiwāʾ, stating
in one instance that ‘al-Farrāʾ and our companions say aqbala ʿalayhā; others
say istawlā’; on a second occasion in a reference to Q. 20:5 (al-Raḥmanu
ʿalā’l-ʿarshi’stawā), he states that ‘the Muʿtazila equate istiwāʾ with istawlā’,
implying that al-Farrāʾ took a different view.29 Thaʿlab was renowned for his antikalām posturing; in his reference to aqbala ʿalayhā he uses the term aṣḥābunāʾ – he
is hardly likely to have associated with a view which was Muʿtazilī in countenance.
Still, referring to the Majālis, al-Anṣārī made the claim that even Thaʿlab associated
al-Farrāʾ with the Muʿtazilī view and he implied that the adoption of the term iqbāl
was commensurate with their lexical paraphrase of the term, which is misleading
because, as shown above, Thaʿlab speaks of two different views, yet al-Anṣārī
curiously omitted any reference to the further quotation in the text where Thaʿlab
mentions the Muʿtazilīs and istawlā as a view endorsed by them.30 Al-Ṭabarī was a
student of Thaʿlab, who describes him as one of his early protégés and he was
mentored by his leading charge, Abū ʿUmar al-Zāhid (d. 345/956); furthermore, Abū
Ḥātim al-Sijistānī (d. 255/869) and Ibn Durayd (d. 321/933), both of whom were
renowned for their expertise in philology, are linked to him.31 It was by virtue of his
close acquaintance with the scholarship of leading Basran and Kufan luminaries that
al-Ṭabarī gained insights into the various linguistic arguments prevalent among
the two schools, which he was able to adduce at length throughout the course of the
Jāmiʿ. Thaʿlab is noted for having memorised the literary legacy of al-Farrāʾ, to the
extent that he was able to identify the loci of individual passages from his actual
works; he would have been cognisant of any connection between al-Farrāʾ and the
Muʿtazilīs on such issues.32
Signiﬁcantly, there does exist an anecdote in which the renowned scholar Aḥmad
Ibn Ḥanbal (d. 241/855) was said to have pronounced that he used to hold the Kufan
grammarian al-Farrāʾ in great esteem until he read his Maʿānī al-Qurʾān text.33 Given
the traditionist credentials of Ibn Ḥanbal, such a statement might lead to the
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impression that issues of orthodoxy and doctrine were probably upmost in his mind.
However, al-Farrāʾ’s Maʿānī ostensibly focuses on the grammatical treatment of
Qur’anic readings with the aim of demonstrating the linguistic authority of lectiones
and this is something al-Ṭabarī also engaged in to the extent that he was censured by
later reader specialists for questioning the linguistic bases of a number of lectiones
attributed to the Damascene scholar Ibn ʿĀmir (d. 118/736), a ﬁgure whose reading
was designated as one of the canonical seven.34 Signiﬁcantly, theological musings
do occasionally permeate al-Farrāʾ’s analyses, although these are notably incidental to
the work’s conceptual thrust and intended focus.35 A clearer hint of what appears to
lay behind Ibn Ḥanbal’s statement is probably preserved in the biographical work of
the Mālikī scholar al-Qāḍī ʿIyāḍ (d. 543–4/1149), Tartīb al-madārik, which includes
an anecdote mentioning that Abū ʿUbayd al-Qāsim Ibn Sallām (d. 224/838) compiled
an exegetical-grammatical treatise which merged the linguistic analyses of al-Farrāʾ
and Abū ʿUbayda. It is reported that Ibn Sallām was apparently half way through the
text when he received a dispatch from Ibn Ḥanbal, in which he spoke of being
dismayed to learn that ‘you are compiling a work on qirāʾāt in which you have
established al-Farrāʾ and Abū ʿUbayda as authorities in the area of maʿānī al-Qurʾān:
desist from this’.36 By all accounts Ibn Sallām supposedly stopped working on
the text, having reached Sūrat al-Anbiyāʾ. One of the standard features of the
maʿānī genre is its use of models of grammar which were methodically supported
by references to profane poetry and the diction of the Arabs for the purposes of
elucidation, exempliﬁcation and argumentation. This certainly would have perturbed
those of a strictly traditionist persuasion who were repelled by the notion that profane
materials should be used to justify the linguistic integrity of the Qur’an,
notwithstanding the fact that it was often the linguistic idiosyncrasies associated
with scripture’s textual transmission which were being acutely scrutinised by
grammarians. The resort to use of poetry to elucidate the language of the Qur’an in
exegesis was considered to be a moot point within early exegetical strategies, as
indicated by the discussions of the Kufan grammarian Ibn al-Anbārī (d. 328/939), who
made a passionate defence of its interpretive utility.37 And, criticism of the use of
poetry as the basis for explicating scripture does appear in traditionist narratives,
although it featured among the repertoire of exegetical tools employed in al-Ṭabarī’s
Jāmiʿ.38 Indeed, historical tensions between certain traditionist scholars and al-Ṭabarī
could have emanated from these and other related issues.
Placing aside debates about the implications of al-Farrāʾ’s supposed propensity to
Muʿtazilism, the refutation outlined by al-Ṭabarī essentially countenances the idea that
one could quite conceivably speak of ʿuluww and irtifāʿ in senses which do not
signify physical movement, although admittedly this features within the central thrust
of the lines of argumentation through which he runs in order to counter the basis of
al-Farrāʾ’s view. However, even when mentioning the preferred view of the verse’s
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meaning, it is evident that al-Ṭabarī is mindfully positioning his own arguments in
ways which would vitiate any objections that an opponent might raise. Still, this did
not stop some commentators from suggesting that al-Ṭabarī espoused the latter view:
the exegete al-Wāḥidī (d. 468/1076) in his voluminous commentary, Kitāb al-basīṭ,
isolated it as al-Ṭabarī’s preferred opinion: namely, that istiwāʾ was equated with the
rising of sovereignty and dominion (mulk wa-sulṭān), as favoured by those seeking to
maintain a non-literal spin.39 The very nature of the discussions presented by al-Ṭabarī
acutely underpins both the subtlety of his approach and the intricacies of his own
theological position. When compared with the reserve and caution exercised by the
ahl al-ḥadīth, who were distrustful of the dialectical technique, which was conﬁgured
around the tenacious pursuit of the perceived logical inconsistencies of opponents’
arguments, the enthusiasm and mastery with which he employs it are striking. So, not
only is his defence of doctrine more intricate than hitherto accepted but his approach
to issues of dogma has a markedly independent quality to it. Subtle patterns of
argumentation are employed not only in his presentation of the exegesis of exempla
and law, but they also feature in his discussion of grammatical and philological issues.
With regards to ﬁgures such as al-Farrāʾ and Abū ʿUbayda, their analyses often
provide the background to a not insigniﬁcant number of linguistic issues which he
discusses in the course of the tafsīr, with ‘anonymous’ grammarians often being the
subject of sustained criticism.40 Interestingly, it was the frequency of the allusions to
al-Farrāʾ in the Jāmiʿ which led al-Anṣārī to conclude, albeit exaggeratedly, that the
Maʿānī served as a model for al-Ṭabarī’s own work.41
Discourse on the ism and the musammā
On the more conventional points of theological doctrine, al-Ṭabarī’s position is
generally situated within the brand of theology associated with traditionalist
expressions of Sunnī orthodoxy. This is clear in his critique of Muʿtazilī doctrinal
arguments on the created status of the Qur’an; the divine attributes; predestination;
intercession; the beatiﬁc vision; and it extends to his critical appraisal of points of
dogma promulgated by movements deemed outside the fold of Sunnī expressions
of orthodoxy.42 Yet most salient is the manner in which al-Ṭabarī is able to defend
the perceived orthodox position, employing an armoury of logical and linguistic
arguments whenever he clashes with adversaries, although as is shown by his critique
of al-Farrāʾ, he was willing to criticise individuals whose own doctrinal stances sit
contiguously within the conﬁnes of a traditionalist-deﬁned theology. Such qualities
are characteristic of the intellectual autonomy which he brought to his scholarship
whether in tafsīr, ﬁqh or indeed ḥadīth; the notion that his work is informed by an
approach to issues of theology strictly trammelled by convention is not borne out by
the Jāmiʿ.43 This is apparent in his treatment of istiwāʾ and, likewise, in al-Ṭabarī’s
allusions to the question of the nature of the relationship between the ism and the
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musammā (nomen and nominatum), a topic traditional sources suggest has its
provenance in the second-eighth/third-ninth centuries and which had conceptual
implications for dogmatic discussions on the divine attributes.44 From a theological
perspective, the related debates turned on whether there existed a unity of identity
between names (asmāʾ) and their referents (musammāt).45 Initially, the position taken
by certain orthodox scholars appeared to be shaped in response to the Muʿtazilī
argument, which had posited a ontological disjunction between the ism and the
musammā and proposed that the former was connected to the conventional process of
naming (tasmiyya) in the sense that the ism issued from waṣf al-wāṣif (the attribute
supplied by someone), an explanation which was viewed as constituting a furtive attack
on the traditional doctrine of the divine attributes and their substantive nature; and there
is certainly a nexus with the undermining of the traditional doctrine of the uncreated
Qur’an.46 According to the general Muʿtazilī thesis, God knows and has power by virtue
of His unique essence in the sense that ‘attributes’ such as knowledge and power did not
subsist hypostatically within it.47 By dismissing the unity of identity between the ism
and the musammā, it was possible to argue that God’s attributes, as conceptually
conceived by traditionalist scholars, were not essential properties of the essence.48 To an
extent, the so-called traditionalist position was deﬁned by its being instinctively based
on the adoption of an opposing view which upheld the notion of the unity of identity
between the ism and the musammā.
In order to appreciate the signiﬁcance of al-Ṭabarī’s gauging of the subject it is worth
outlining some of the positions espoused among the ahl al-ḥadīth, groups within the
Sunnī camps and notable Muʿtazilī ﬁgures on the ism and musammā paradigm.
ʿUthmān b. Saʿīd al-Dārimī (d. 280/893), a representative of the aṣḥāb al-ḥadīth,
points out in his refutation of the doctrines of the Muʿtazilī Bishr al-Marīsī (d. 218/
833) that his cohorts professed that asmāʾ Allāh are something other than God: the
names He has were those creation devised to refer to Him; al-Dārimī countered this
thesis by asserting that the asmāʾ Allāh embodied the essence of His attributes,
‘taḥqīq ṣifātihi’, and that the idea that creation provided Him with ‘names’ implies a
deﬁciency.49 The reasoning is that if something is other than God, then it necessarily
must belong to the realm of created entities, although what may have commenced as a
straightforward critique of the notion that asmāʾ Allāh were something other than God
soon exponentially distended into a sweeping defence of the ism and the musammā
being essentially one, although al-Dārimī’s discussion is concerned speciﬁcally with
the unity of identity between God and His attributes, as opposed to offering a broader
discussion of the intricacies of the arguments about the ism and the musammā; it was
Ibn Kullāb and his companions who earlier reasoned that it should not be said that the
ṣifāt are Him nor should it be said that they are something other than Him.50 Certainly,
many scholars were sceptical of the utility of arguments about the ism and the
musammā and favoured abstaining from deliberations on the subject. In his
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biographical dictionary, al-Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī includes a report relating that the
traditionist scholar Ibrāhīm al-Ḥarbī (d. 285/898), a student of Ibn Ḥanbal, declared
that ‘People have spoken on the subject of al-ism and al-musammā; it has reached my
attention that Aḥmad b. Yaḥyā disliked talking about the ism and the musammā and I
abhor for you what Aḥmad b. Yaḥyā abhors’, implying that his Kufan mentor,
Thaʿlab, harboured disdain for such dialectical discourses.51 And this appears to be a
position favoured by many among the ahl al-ḥadīth and is recorded as a stance
preferred by Ibn Ḥanbal, who is reported to have plainly disavowed those who profess
that God’s names are created (makhlūqa).52 Yet among later Ḥanbalī scholars, there
does appear a tendency to speak more assertively about the equivalence of the ism and
the musammā in broader terms not conﬁned to the debate about the asmāʾ Allāh being
something other than God: for example, it is reported that during the time of al-Zajjāj
(d. 311/923), the Basran grammarian who was the author of the commentary Maʿānī
al-Qurʾān wa-iʿrābuhu and a contemporary of al-Ṭabarī, the Ḥanbalīs professed the
view that ‘al-ism huwa al-musammā’. Al-Zajjāj, who aligned himself with the
theological conservatism of the Ḥanbalīs, is said to have engaged in a debate on the
subject with the Ẓāhirī scholar Ibrāhīm b. ʿArafa, better known through his sobriquet
Nifṭawayhī (d. 323/935), dismissing the latter’s contention that he was in agreement
with the Ḥanbalis on that matter.53 Such reports, if authenticated, show the avidity
with which certain Ḥanbalīs defended the equivalence between the ism and the
musammā, which appears to have been given a much more extensive compass beyond
simply referring to the attributes of God, and such a doctrinal stance would have been
one which was adhered to by individuals in al-Ṭabarī’s lifetime. Among much later
generations of Ḥanbalī luminaries one is able to ﬁnd scholars such as al-Qāḍī Abū
Yaʿlā (d. 458/1066), whose own ruminations on the topic provided shaded
qualiﬁcations of the traditional stance, showing that there were important strictures
which had to be applied when arguing for the unity of identity between the ism and the
musammā. Al-Qāḍī Abū Yaʿlā explains that by claiming that the asmāʾ Allāh are
other than Him and are created, it was postulated that from eternity God had neither
name nor attribute until creation devised for Him names and attributes, which is the
very point al-Dārimī earlier identiﬁed.54
Turning to early Ashʿarī luminaries, the doctrine of the ontological unity of the ism
and the musammā was vigorously defended, although in the credal summary which
al-Ashʿārī presents in the Ibāna, he does not engage in a detailed discussion of the
subject but plainly declares that whoever claims that the asmāʿ Allāh are something
other than God is in manifest error; an identical statement also features in his Maqālāt
al-Islamiyyīn.55 Ibn Fūrak (d. 406/1015), who was instrumental in preserving many of
the doctrinal teachings of al-Ashʿarī, actually points out that he did not subscribe fully
to the doctrine that the ism was the musammā, implying that his teaching on the
subject was much more intricate and nuanced.56 Ibn Fūrak refers to a quotation in
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which al-Ashʿarī explained that he intended to repudiate al-Jubbāʾī’s criticisms of the
aṣḥāb al-ṣifāt (‘the traditionalists’) because of their doctrine that the ism is the
musammā; in the quotation it is clariﬁed that his critique of al-Jubbāʾī was not
expounded upon because al-Ashʿarī took the view of the traditionalists, but for
the reason that al-Jubbāʾī set out to diminish the view using parameters which
contravened his own epistemological framework and were inconsistent with his
tenets.57 The Ashʿarī cynosure ʿAbd al-Qāhir al-Baghdādī (d. 429/1037) does discuss
the doctrine of the ism and the musammā in the introduction to his Tafsīr asmāʾ Allāh,
explaining that the majority of scholars among the ahl al-sunna wa’l-jamāʿa was
of the view that, ontologically, the ism is the same as the musammā in form and in
essence and that this was the professed belief of al-Ḥārith al-Muḥāsibī (d. 243/857),
who apparently devoted a treatise to the subject.58 Al-Baghdādī also adds that this was
a view stipulated by al-Ashʿarī in his commentary on the Qur’an, but that his position
on the subject, which he previously outlined, was one which identiﬁes a division of
the categories of al-asmāʾ.59 Later generations of Ashʿarī scholars such as al-Bāqillānī
(d. 403/1013) and al-Juwaynī (d. 478/1085) presented trenchant defences of the unity
of identity between the ism and the musammā.60 In his Tamhīd, al-Bāqillānī points
out that individuals have differed over the ism: ‘is it the musammā itself or an attribute
found in it or a phrase other than the musammā?’, and he then declares that ‘the ahl
al-ḥaqq believe that the ism is the same as the musammā itself or indeed an attribute
intrinsically connected to it; it is not (a product of) the tasmiyya’.61 Likewise, in
al-Bāqillānī’s précis of the arguments, he distinguishes between the asmāʾ al-dhāt
(‘attributes of the essence’) and the asmāʾ al-afʿāl (‘attributes of the acts’), noting that
in the case of the latter they are something other than Him.62
Bearing in mind the background to the discussions and their historical signiﬁcance,
it is notable that al-Ṭabarī’s foray into the subject of the ism and musammā
appears deceptively incidental, although it demonstrates the polemical turn which he
frequently allows his commentary to take. He is concerned not with directly defending
the idea of there being an ontological unity between the ism and the musammā, nor
indeed with explicitly dismissing the connection between the two, but rather with
showing the futility of discussions on the topic, although his musings draw attention
to conceptual ﬂaws in the arguments of those who champion the notion of ontological
unity. Moreover, the manner in which he wrestles with the technicalities of the related
debates in the tafsīr displays the tenacity and assertiveness with which he was to treat
topics he deemed theologically signiﬁcant; it also conﬁrms his percipient grasp of the
dialectical disposition of the arguments, and his ingenious use of the forum provided
by his commentary to articulate an ‘orthodox’ response. The thrust of his prescient
treatment of the subject was to inﬂuence later traditionalist approaches, all of which
underlines the complexities which colour his own Sunnī allegiances and the extent to
which he was prepared to defend them.
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The mention of the subject of the ism and musammā features in the opening section of
the tafsīr devoted to the explication of the basmala in which he underlines the verbal
agency concomitant within the syntactic function of the prepositional bāʾ in the
basmala, and the fact that in such constructions the bāʾ requires an implicit verb
which determines its context and function, although there is no explicit verb present:63
al-Ṭabarī points out that if one were to mention the basmala when reciting the Qur’an,
it would be obvious to a hearer that the individual reciting the text had meant
‘ “I recite in the name of God, the Beneﬁcent, the Merciful”; likewise, had the
basmala been mentioned prior to one’s standing, or other similar acts, it would
be obvious that the speaker meant “I stand in the name of God, the Beneﬁcent, the
Merciful”.’ Al-Ṭabarī even discounts the objection that the reference to the
aforementioned function of the basmala created ambiguities; it would be clearer
to simply state bi’llāh, as it might otherwise be inferred that acts were carried
out through something other than God. His dismissal of this latter point turns on
his highlighting the relationship between al-ism and al-tasmiyya (‘the process of
naming’): he indicates that in the language of the Arabs an indeterminate relationship
can sometimes pertain between the patterns of maṣādir (‘verbal nouns’) and the verbal
forms with which they are conventionally linked; he then moves on to adduce selected
verses of poetry to exemplify the phenomenon, showing that the invocation of the
basmala simply means ‘I begin by naming God prior to a statement or an act’.64 It is
critical to draw attention to al-Ṭabarī’s brilliantly effective use of Prophetic traditions
and related dicta at successive stages of the arguments he is positing, as he allows
them to buttress the points which he has elaborated upon. Thus, for example, a dictum
he adduces includes a reference to the Prophet’s being instructed by the angel Gabriel
‘to recite by mentioning God your Lord’; and to likewise ‘rise and recline in the name
of your Lord’; al-Ṭabarī argues that the wording conﬁrms the correctness of the point
he made: namely, the verbal function of the tasmiyya within the context of the
basmala and the fact that it connotes: ‘I recite by summoning and invoking God’.65
When discussing the function of the basmala, he even uses a legal analogy to drive
home the argument: namely, it was commonly accepted among the majority of
classical jurists that it would be ritually incorrect to utter ‘bi’llāh’ when slaughtering
an animal as opposed to ‘bi’smi’llāh’; on the basis that this would conﬂict with
Prophetic convention and precedent.66 The denouement of the deliberations is that
there exists an unequivocal semantic distinction between bi’smi’llāh and bi’llāh.67
At this juncture in the tafsīr al-Ṭabarī then goes on to pronounce ‘this is not the place
for extensively elucidating as to whether the ism is the musammā or indeed something
other than it; or whether it serves as its attribute for [such a discussion] would render
the book lengthy’.68
During the ensuing analysis, al-Ṭabarī draws his reader’s attention to one particular
line of poetry which was frequently adduced by proponents of the thesis that the
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ism and musammā were one and he actually disputes its interpretation. Adhering to a
dialectical format, he pronounces ‘How would you respond if someone were to assert:
“What do you say about the hemistichs of Labīd b. Rabīʿa in which he states
ilā’l-ḥawli thumma ismu’l-salāmi ʿalaykumā // wa-man yabki ḥawlan kāmilan
fa-qadi’ʿtadhar?” ’69 He then reveals to his reader that someone purportedly well
versed in the language of the Arabs has proffered such an explanation: namely, that
bi’smi’llāh means bi’llāh and he sets about formulating an explanation of the line of
poetry, but not before ﬁrstly reasoning that if such an explanation were accepted, it
would be possible to say ‘I saw ism Zayd’ and ‘I ate ism the food’ or even ‘I drank
ism the drink’: that the Arabs would collectively refute such usages in their language
signiﬁed, in al-Ṭabarī’s view, the defectiveness of such an explanation of the opening
segment of Labīd’s line of poetry; he then adds that such a view would only be
possible if it is accepted that in essence the ism is the musammā.70 The ﬁgure to whom
al-Ṭabarī is alluding is Abū ʿUbayda b. Maʿmar b. al-Muthannā (d. 210/825), a giant
in the ﬁeld of philology and the author of the Majāz al-Qurʾān. Indeed, if one were to
trace this explanation to his actual text and its exegesis of the verse, Abū ʿUbayda says
‘bi’smi’llāh means bi’illā for the ism of an entity represents the very essence of that
entity’;71 he then adduces the actual verse of poetry attributed to Labīd b. Rabīʿa. It is
this exact explanation which is the subject of a detailed critique by al-Ṭabarī delivered
within the dialectical framework of a rejoinder, although it is the linguistic aspects of
the arguments only with which he is concerned. Whether the theological signiﬁcance
of the ism and musammā controversy was an issue in vogue at the time of Abū
ʿUbayda is open to question, although it is probable that he would have been
principally concerned with ﬂeshing out the applied linguistic implications of the
discussions; this is despite his reportedly saying, ‘If you hear someone assert that the
ism is something other than the musammā, then bear witness to his heresy
(zandaqa)’.72 The verse of poetry and the accompanying explanations he adumbrated
were subsequently utilised by enthusiastic advocates to support the thesis that the ism
and the musammā are ontologically one; simultaneously, various Qur’anic verses such
as Q. 55:78, Sanctiﬁed is the name of your Lord; Q. 12:40, These are indeed names
which you and your forebears devised; Q. 87:1, Exalt the name of your Lord; and
Q. 19:7, Oh Zachariah: We give to thee glad tidings of a son whose name is John,
were axiomatically cited to defend the thesis.73
Tellingly, like al-Farrāʾ, Abū ʿUbayda is accused of blatantly harbouring Muʿtazilī
tendencies in various biographical anecdotes.74 Still, in this instance he is
propounding a view which was to be appropriated by advocates of the thesis that
the ism was identical to musammā and among them were a number of traditionalists
and even later Ḥanbalī scholars.75 Conversely, al-Ṭabarī is dismissing the linguistic
bases of such an argument together with the wider point which ﬂows from it. He had
mentioned in his synopsis that the aim of the current discussion is to determine
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whether the ism which forms part of the genitive construct in the basmala is a noun or
whether it is a maṣdar which possesses verbal agency via a process of tasmiyya.
Notably in his exegesis of Q. 55:78, tabāraka’smu rabbika dhī’l-jalāli wa’l-ikrām
(Sanctiﬁed is the name of your Lord …), which is one of a number of analogous
verses used to defend the thesis that the ism and musammā were equivalent, al-Ṭabarī
employed lexical paraphrase to explain its structure, stating ‘tabārak dhikru
rabbika’.76
It is intriguing that there exist certain parallels between al-Ṭabarī’s critique of the
argument in support of the ism and musammā paradigm and its treatment in the work
of the Basran grammarian and Muʿtazilī scholar Ibn Jinnī (d. 392/1002), who devotes
a section to the iḍāfat al-ism ilā’l-musammā wa’l-musammā ilā’l-ism in his seminal
philological treatise al-Khaṣāʾiṣ. He mentions that his mentor Abū ʿAlī al-Fārīsī
(d. 377/987) frequently visited this topic and was seemingly mesmerised by it and,
evocatively, Ibn Jinnī insists that therein existed unassailable grammatical proof of
the ﬂawed nature of the belief which some hold that the ism is the musammā.77 Like
al-Ṭabarī, Ibn Jinnī dismisses Abū ʿUbayda’s reference to Labīd’s poetry and his view
regarding bi’smi’llāh being the same as bi’llāh. He discusses his former explanation in
some detail, referring to Abū ʿAlī al-Fārisī’s views on the subject and the fact that he
explains it through the syntactic phenomenon of ḥadhf al-muḍāf (the ellipsis of the
former part of the genitive construct). And he adds that he (and Abū ʿAlī) would be in
agreement with regards to the maʿnā suggested by Abū ʿUbayda but that the latter
speaks of there being an otiose element in the verse; while, they speak of nuqṣān:
namely there is a missing component supplied through reference to ellipsis (thumma
ism (maʿnā) al-salām ʿalaykumā).78 Interestingly, Ibn Jinnī described the topic of
al-ism and the musammā in the language of Arabic as being abstruse (gharīb), and
dramatically concluded that few are able to become familiar with and penetrate it.79
The key point here is whether at the time when al-Ṭabarī had outlined and
disseminated his arguments through the tafsīr whether those in the traditionalist camps
were favouring the doctrine that the ism huwa al-musammā, as many later Ḥanbalīs
did.80 Be that as it may, the fact that there existed friction between al-Ṭabarī and
individuals afﬁliated to traditionalist groups, including the later Ḥanbalīs, may well
have resulted from the ﬁner qualiﬁcations he was offering on this topic and other
related issues.81
While al-Ṭabarī’s commentary is replete with doctrinal discussions in which key
points of dogma are painstakingly expounded upon and then appropriately endorsed
in light of his own standpoint, he was also the author of two theological treatises
which unambiguously introduced orthodox dogma using a credal format. According
to biographical evidence, parts of the tafsīr were initially available as early as
270/883, while the whole of the work was in circulation between the years 283/896
and 290/903.82 The shorter treatises, the ﬁrst of which is the Ṣarīḥ al-sunna and the
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second, al-Tabṣīr fī maʿālim al-dīn, appeared subsequent to the Jāmiʿ.83 The Ṣarīḥ is
divided into pithy sections which discuss select points of dogma, adducing dicta
sourced from the Pious Ancestors to highlight that the theological views presented in
the work encapsulate the essence of a traditionally deﬁned orthodoxy. Doctrines he
addresses in this include the uncreated nature of the Qur’an; the reality of the beatiﬁc
vision; the divine creation of the human act; hierarchies among the Companions and
their virtues; the status of the articulated word of God; the divisible nature of faith; the
relationship between the ism and the musammā; and the gravity of falsely attributing
statements to someone – the fact that al-Ṭabarī is drawing attention to this last point
appears to hint at certain doctrinal allegations which were made against him and are
recorded in biographical anecdotes. He uses the Ṣarīḥ to afﬁrm that his positions on
the key doctrinal issues are the ones outlined in the text and that anyone insinuating
otherwise is an utter miscreant who deserves God’s wrath.84 Doctrinal points are
covered in greater depth and detail in the second related treatise, al-Tabṣīr fī maʿālim
al-dīn, a work which was written for the people of Āmul, Ṭabaristān, following a
request that al-Ṭabarī compose a text providing a summary of the doctrines over
which the community had differed.85 Expressing the need to avoid discord on matters
of faith and also highlighting the fact that the natives of Āmul were being led by
a malevolent elite who had openly sown the seeds of dissension among them,
particularly the easily beguiled common folk, it is the subject of the ism and the
musammā with which he commences his disquisition. Signiﬁcantly, he is not
concerned with explaining the intricacies of the arguments in this regard but the topic
provides him with an opening gambit as he bemoans the fact that those who delve into
the subject have no appreciation as to what informs the debates, often misconstruing
the fact that esteemed ﬁgures such as the traditionists Abū Ḥātim al-Rāzī (d. 277/890)
and Abū Zurʿa al-Rāzī (d. 264/878) are said to have professed the doctrine of the ism
being equivalent to the musammā, erroneously deducing from that a presumed
orthodox position to which they ignorantly and crudely subscribed; al-Ṭabarī warns
that they were unaware of the gravity of what they were saying.
In the Ṣarīḥ al-sunna, al-Ṭabarī simply states that the doctrine of whether the ism is
the musammā or an entity other than it represents a senseless innovation concerning
which there are no (early) dicta which might be sought for guidance on the matter, nor
indeed statements attributed to respected authorities to which one might pay heed;
he then advises that it sufﬁces to follow the lead of the Qur’anic verse which states
and to God belongs the exalted names so plead to Him through them (Q. 7:180). It
was the phrasing provided by this very verse which certain traditionalist scholars
adopted when formulating their compromise solution to the quandary of the
relationship between the nomen and nomenatum: namely, that al-ism li’l-musammā.
Later scholarship was to explain that there were occasions when the ism was identical
with the musammā, just as there were instances when the two should be considered as
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constituting separate identities.86 It was also posited that the assertion of the formula
al-ism li’l-musammā circumvented the doctrinal obstacles predicated by the Muʿtazilī
position. The formula also meant that theoretical tensions about the nature of
al-tasmiyya, a veritable tertium quid in relation to the ism wa’l-musammā, were
expediently dissipated.87 Al-Ṭabarī had demonstrated with clinical insight and
precision in the Jāmīʿ that insurmountable logical absurdities resulted from upholding
the concept of the ontological unity between the ism and the musammā. The gist of his
arguments was presented with greater simplicity, but equally decisive terms in both
the Ṣarīḥ al-sunna and the Tabṣīr, with the aim of showing that such discussions
were invariable futile and best avoided as the Pious Ancestors had never intended
that the paradigm should serve as a shibboleth of orthodoxy. It is worthy of note
that aspects of the arguments presented by al-Ṭabarī on the subject resonated in the
works of luminaries such as the Ẓāhirī scholar Ibn Ḥazm (d. 456/1064), and likewise
Ibn Taymiyya (d. 728/1328), who presented a detailed treatment of the topic with
the aim of showing that while the ‘orthodox’ reaction to the Muʿtazilī doctrine
was understandable, the resultant doctrine did have its ﬂaws and undesirable
consequences.88 Indeed, in his treatment of the topic, Ibn Taymiyya quotes
extensively from al-Ṭabarī, insisting that it was his position as articulated in the
Ṣarīh al-sunna which was worthy of emulation. In the Jāmiʿ al-Ṭabarī’s mastery of
the arguments is evident and he took advantage of the latitude provided by the forum
of tafsīr to broach the topic in an allusive but effective manner, underlining the
intricate disposition of his own theological standpoints and the skill with which they
are synthesised; moreover, the references to the topic in his credal compositions
reveal the consistency of his position.
Characterising the Theological Thought of al-Ṭabarī
In a study of al-Ṭabarī’s treatment of the Qur’anic pericopes in which the beatiﬁc
vision is extolled, Gösta Vitestam made the case that his theological approach was
intellectual but somewhat veiled.89 He even suggests it was distinguished from the
philosophy of the Ḥanbalīs, adherents of ‘naïve popular piety’, and he reasoned that in
certain ways al-Ṭabarī ‘was bounded by the traditional tafsīr and did not dare to
transgress its limits’. Vitestam did refer to the ‘openmindedness’ with which al-Tabarī
explored certain theological topics as being rather astonishing, but seems to attribute
his whole drive as being regulated by his wanting to win the conﬁdence of the
orthodox, which hints at a somewhat disingenuous aspect to the aims of his
endeavour. Vitestam argues that al-Ṭabarī wanted to show he was keenly acquainted
with the concept of God for which the speculative theologians stood. But on the
evidence of the Jāmiʿ, in contrast, al-Ṭabarī’s foray into the realm of speculative
theology is barely difﬁdent or guarded, nor is it couched in moderate terms, but is
rather vigorously and assertively pursued. He is not unctuously seeking to appease
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certain theological quarters and camps, but independently aligning himself with the
views he felt were representative of an accepted orthodoxy. In this respect Claude
Gilliot has argued in his monograph on al-Ṭabarī that his commentary helps pave the
way for the articulation of a traditionally-based orthodoxy and even hints that he did
not have an explicit opponent in mind when pondering theological questions, although
the aforementioned discussions and al-Ṭabarī’s subtle criticism of the grammarians
reveal that speciﬁc adversaries, movements and even ideas were clearly within the
vista of the dialectical sweep of his own arguments.90 And a number of traditionists
proved to be implacable opponents of certain doctrinal positions al-Ṭabarī advocated.
One theme evident from Gilliot’s study is that the Jāmiʿ was not principally concerned
with the issues of dogma and dialectics but rather it aimed at the consolidation of
an accepted orthodoxy based on theological views and discourses already in
circulation.91 Franz Rosenthal concluded his inﬂuential study of the life and works of
al-Ṭabarī by stating that ‘there is every reason to assume that his dogmatic beliefs
were basically those of the mainstream of ‘orthodox’ Islam as it was conceived, for
instance, in the environment of Ibn Ḥanbal’.92 He went on to say that ‘nothing to the
contrary can be observed in his preserved dogmatic writings such as the Ṣarīḥ and
the Tabṣīr’. Yet, as can be seen from the marked independence of thought and robust
objectivity with which al-Ṭabarī forensically analysed theological topics in the Jāmiʿ,
his brand of theology possessed an adventurously intricate edge to it and he was
prepared to differ not only with the Ḥanbalīs, but other key scholars as his gauging of
the discourses on the ism and musammā, together with his examination of the istiwāʾ
verse, indicates.
Based on Joseph van Ess’ study of the historical emergence of the Muʿtazila and
his conclusions regarding their role during the miḥna together with the connection
between them and later Muʿtazila, Christopher Melchert had presented a new
identiﬁcation of all the major opposing theological parties of the third/ninth century.
He spoke of there being three main parties during the third/ninth century:
traditionalists (including luminaries such as Aḥmad Ibn Ḥanbal), rationalists
(Ḥanafī jurists and the leading Muʿtazilī scholars) and semi-rationalists (selfproclaimed traditionalists who employed apologetic theology). He posited that
traditionalists tended to be opponents of dialectics, whose approach to law and issues
of theology was strictly informed by scriptural sources such as the Qur’an and ḥadīth.
In contrast the semi-rationalists made ample use of speculative methods and constructs
in approaches to theology and law, resorting to rationally based analogues. Melchert
identiﬁed al-Ṭabarī as one of a number of third/ninth-century ﬁgures who harboured
semi-rationalist tendencies.93 However, one senses that the term ‘semi-rationalist’,
which by Melchert’s own admission retains an indistinctness, probably overlooks the
ﬁne distinctions with regards to the subtle fusion between traditionalism and
rationalism within the make up of al-Ṭabarī’s theological position together with the
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individuality which is a mark of his work, whether it is in the realm of his approach to
theology, jurisprudence, or even history. Such generalised terms overlook the
dynamics of the currency of a developing orthodoxy, as al-Ṭabarī’s tafsīr shows,
although the classiﬁcation provides some deﬁnition with regards to prevailing
attitudes within the Sunnī camps. Fascinatingly, with the modern context in mind,
Walid Saleh discerningly points out that ‘al-Ṭabarī was never Salafī enough for the
Salafīs’ and that for the purposes of their agenda his work was usurped by Ibn Kathīr’s
Qur’an commentary.94 Clifford Bosworth refers to the fact that al-Ṭabarī generally
treated the verses of the Qur’an ‘from a grammatical and lexicographical standpoint’;
he also notes that the author makes both ‘dogmatic theological and legal deductions
from the text’ and that his ‘own dogmatic beliefs appear to have been basically within
the framework of “orthodox” Islam as conceived, for example, in the environment of
Ibn Ḥanbal just before al-Ṭabarī’s time and that of al-Ashʿarī after him’.95 However
there are unique characteristics to the constitution of al-Ṭabarī’s dogmatic theology
which sometimes place him at odds with speciﬁc points of doctrine which Ibn Ḥanbal
and his students would have endorsed, and this would also apply with regards to his
use of kalām techniques in the defence of dogma; yet by the same token he does not
fully subscribe to the unfettered brand of speculative and theology with which alAshʿarī and his later adherents are associated, making unique his own synthesis of
theology and approaches to its defence. Even the position he was to take in defending
or repudiating speciﬁc Prophetic traditions underlines the thoroughly objective ethic
he adopted in his works.
Al-Ṭabarī in the Biographical Sources
Despite the fact that classical biographical sources generously acknowledge the
distinction of al-Ṭabarī’s intellectual achievements and his contribution to the classical
traditions of learning, also comprised alongside the profusion of adulatory dicta
are selected reports that speak of contentious issues and dramatic episodes in which
his resolve on key theological, ḥadīth-based and legal standpoints was tested. The
incidents in question provide further context to the theological discussions and
perspectives which feature in the Jāmiʿ, and the bases of his own position on crucial
points of doctrine. It is worth drawing attention to the provenance of the biographical
sources on al-Ṭabarī, many of which emanate from materials collated by students
linked with him. Two such students, al-Qāḍī Abū Bakr Aḥmad b. Kāmil b. Khalaf
(d. 350/961) and Abū Muḥammad ʿAbd al-ʿAzīz b. Muḥammad al-Ṭabarī (ﬂ. thirdfourth/ninth-tenth centuries), are said to have compiled biographies devoted to their
mentor and although their works have not survived, their names appear with regularity
as informants and narrators for the panoply of reports which cover his life and times in
biographical literature.96 Another student, Abū Muḥammad ʿAbd Allāh b. Aḥmad
b. Jaʿfar al-Farghānī (d. 362/972–3), was the author of an important supplement (ṣila)
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to al-Ṭabarī’s seminal history, which included an obituary devoted to his mentor.97
Ibn Kāmil is credited with a number of notable exegetical and legal works and he was
responsible for promulgating the school of jurisprudence which was linked with alṬabarī, who by his own admission had previously adhered to the Shāﬁʿī tradition of
ﬁqh for a period of some ten years, conﬁrming the signiﬁcance he attached to the
notion of independent ijtihād.98 Rosenthal notes that al-Ṭabarī’s own works are a
very ‘limited source of hard biographical data’ about the author, adding that the
principal materials on his life were preserved in three works: the Taʾrīkh Baghdād
of al-Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī (d. 463/1071); the Tāʾrīkh madīnat Dimashq of Ibn
ʿAsākir (d. 571/1176); and the Irshād al-arīb ilā maʿrifat al-adīb of Yāqūt al-Ḥamawī
(d. 629/1229), which furnished the most exhaustive account of his life – it was Yāqūt
who intimated at the end of his entry on al-Ṭabarī that most of the reports on his
life were sourced from the biographical works devoted to him by Ibn Kāmil and
ʿAbd al-ʿAzīz. Rosenthal suggested that later writers principally relied upon the
profusion of reports preserved in these compilations, although it should be noted
that unique references to incidents in his lifetime are found in other historical
materials.99
Al-Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī commences al-Ṭabarī’s entry in the Taʾrīkh Baghdād by
recounting that despite the fact that news of his death was not announced, those who
gathered for the ritual burial prayer were numerous and that vigils were held at his
grave for many months; he also reports that he was the subject of elegies composed by
religious scholars and littérateurs.100 Yāqūt mentions that, due to fear of the common
folk, al-Ṭabarī had to be buried at night, as accusations were made against him about
his Shīʿī sympathies. This is previously recorded in the work of the ethicist and
historian Miskawayhi (d. 421/1030), who mentions his being interred at night due to
the rabble preventing his funeral taking place during the day, adding that he was
accused of ‘rafḍ’ and ‘ilḥād’ (‘Shīʿī tendencies’ and ‘heresy’).101 In his al-Muntaẓam
fī tāʾrīkh al-umam wa’l-mulūk, Ibn al-Jawzī repeats most of the detail found in
al-Khaṭib’s work, but while discussing his funeral and the fact his death was not
publicised he offers some thoughts as to why al-Ṭabarī was accused of harbouring
Shīʿī sympathies, referring to al-Ṭabarī’s opinion that the wiping over the feet
associated with ritual ablution was permissible in lieu of washing them, a position
favoured by the Imāmīs.102 As argued by Rosenthal, even a brief examination of the
discussions of the relevant Qur’anic passage, Q. 5:7, as presented in the tafsīr shows
that al-Tabarī’s position is undoubtedly aligned with the perspective advanced by
Sunnī scholars, with his own discussion of ‘wiping’ being qualiﬁed through citations
of authenticated qirāʾāt which support the different interpretations; still, the espousal
of such a view was hardly evidence of any Shīʿī leanings.103 Ibn al-Jawzī quotes from
the work of the historian Thābit b. Sinān (d. 365/975) when mentioning the
accusations of rafḍ, an important source upon which later historians relied.104
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Biographical works also attributed allegations of Shīʿism to the fact that al-Ṭabarī had
devoted a study to the famous Ghadīr Khumm tradition which he discussed in a work
he composed devoted to the virtues of al-Imām ʿAlī, Kitāb faḍāʾil ʿAlī; in the text he
authenticated the actual tradition and appended to it faḍāʾil materials on Abū Bakr and
ʿUmar. Indeed, the subject is touched upon by Yāqūt, who hints that it was probably
cited as evidence of his Shīʿism.105 Nonetheless, there were of course earlier ḥadīth
scholars, including Ibn Ḥanbal and al-Tirmidhī (d. 279/892), who had already
included it in their collections.106 Its citation together with discussions germane to the
technicalities of its isnād documentation was hardly an indicator of dogmatic bias; the
fact that the tradition was glossed in ways to reﬂect the legitimacy and primacy of the
claims of ʿAlī b. Abī Ṭālib to the ofﬁce of caliphate within Shīʿism remains an entirely
separate issue; besides, al-Ṭabarī’s tafsīr and the two credal treatises he composed
conﬁrm his staunch loyalty to the standard doctrines on the caliphate articulated by
traditionalist Sunnī scholars.107 There were slight variations on the Ghadīr Khumm
tradition, such as the ḥadīth al-thaqalayn, which featured in Sunnī collections,
including Muslim’s Ṣaḥīḥ;108 and indeed the dictum referred to as the ḥadīth
al-ṭayr.109 Although, again, the inclusion of these traditions in these extensive
collections was part and parcel of ḥadīth scholarship.
The concerted attempts to tarnish and discredit al-Ṭabarī’s Sunnī reputation appear
to have their origin in some of the disputes in which he himself was embroiled.110 In
the ensuing passages of Ibn al-Jawzī’s Muntaẓam, the person responsible for bringing
a number of allegations against al-Ṭabarī to the attention of a ﬁgure by the name of
Naṣr the chamberlain is Abū Bakr Muḥammad b. Abī Dāwūd (d. 316/929). His father
was the famous traditionist, Sulaymān b. al-Ashʿath (d. 275/888), who was a
distinguished student of Ibn Ḥanbal and transmitted the corpora of the amālī (also
referred to as the masāʾil), constituting many of his legal responsa and whose sunan
collection of traditions was renowned.111 Among the accusations discussed in Ibn
al-Jawzī’s account is that al-Ṭabarī professed the beliefs of the Jahmīs (those with
presumed Muʿtazilī inclinations) on account of his explanation of Q. 5:64, where it is
mentioned that God’s two hands are stretched out, which he purportedly paraphrased
as ‘God’s grace’ (niʿma), a ﬁgurative spin on the verses which many rationalists
favoured; in the Muntaẓam, Ibn al-Jawzī reports that he denied this. Al-Ṭabarī’s
commentary has an extended discussion of the various explanations proffered for this
verse, in which he initially points out that in the usage and poetry of the Arabs such
turns of expressions were used to symbolise benevolence and muniﬁcence as opposed
to ungenerousness, but he then includes a gamut of other explanations which are
individually analysed.112 Among these are views advocated by speculative
theologians (ahl al-jadal) some of whom posit that ‘His two hands’ means ‘His
grace’, while others equate the term with ‘quwwa’ (‘power’), seeking parallels with a
second Qur’anic verse (Q. 38:45).113 Other explanations are listed, including yad
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being paraphrased as representing His sovereignty and treasures (mulk wakhazāʾinuhu) and one which identiﬁes yad as being one of His attributes, noting
that it is not an organ (jāriḥa) in the form of a human hand. The ﬁnal part of the
discussion of the verse simply comprises separate but cogent refutations of the view
that equates yad with niʿma, which are successively listed but introduced through the
formula ‘they say’, and it is with the refutations that he concludes the section,
although the last opinion cited makes it plain that it is inconceivable in the language of
the Arabs that the dual can be used to connote an entire class, as in yadayn for niʿma.
The way the tafsīr is structured enabled al-Ṭabarī to include all sorts of perspectives
and explanations with which he did not necessarily agree, and while he regularly
shares his thoughts on his preferred view, there are also many instances in which he
remains silent; still, concerning this particular verse, Abū Bakr’s claim appears
unfounded.
The second allegation which Abū Bakr made was that al-Ṭabarī had narrated a
dubious tradition which mentions that upon the Prophet’s death his very soul ﬂowed
into the hands of ʿAlī who proceeded to ingest it; al-Ṭabarī disputes having offered
such a wording, disclosing that he simply said he wiped his face with it. Ibn al-Jawzī
considers the whole episode of the accusations to be highly implausible (muḥāl)
before going on to imply that the incidents were credible because al-Ṭabarī actually
responded to the charges by way of an epistle sent to Naṣr, the chamberlain, in which
he elaborated ‘there is no assemblage lower in Islam than this despicable group’. The
fact that al-Ṭabarī referred to ‘this group’ using this sort of language indicates his
anger at the seriousness of the allegations. Ibn al-Jawzī describes the statement as
unpleasant, observing that ‘he should have confronted his actual accuser and not
condemn an entire group, given that he was aware of the afﬁliation of the individual
making the accusation’.114 Notwithstanding the fact that al-Ṭabarī had taken stances
on theological points which brought him into conﬂict with certain traditionist scholars,
it is the disputes with Ibn Abī Dāwūd which appear to have been particularly divisive,
affecting judgements about his Sunnī allegiances in the later biographical sources.115
Bearing in mind the more general reasons given for al-Ṭabarī’s treatment of the
Ghadīr Khumm report, it seems that his discussion of its authentication and
transmission may have its origins in the disputes with Ibn Abī Dāwūd as some reports
indicate that originally al-Ṭabarī set about authenticating the Ghadīr Khumm dictum
upon hearing that Ibn Abī Dāwūd had questioned its genuineness, and this led to his
working on the composition of the faḍāʾīl works, as indicated above.116 According to
the hadīth critic Ibn ʿAdī (d. 365/976), Ibn Abī Dāwūd was renowned for his ﬁercely
anti-Shīʿī stances, questioning not only the traditions such as the Ghadīr Khumm and
the ḥadīth al-ṭayr dictum, which were viewed as being symbolically important within
Shīʿism, but also promulgating reports which impugned ʿAlī’s reputation; Ibn Abī
Dāwūd is said to have been so sceptical of the ḥadīth al-ṭayr tradition that he declared
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that if it were true, it would invalidate the concept of the Prophethood of
Muḥammad.117 It is noted that having been banished from Baghdad for some
years, he later returned and adopted a much more conciliatory attitude and joined the
Ḥanbalī madhhab (taḥanbala); it was even stated that he set about composing a work
which promulgated the virtues of ʿAlī, upon hearing of which al-Ṭabarī sardonically
declared, ‘The [slumbering] sentinel has bellowed Allāhu akbar’, a turn of phrase
used to mock someone pretending to be alert.118 Referring to the reports in Yāqūt’s
Irshād, Rosenthal did argue that the various questions raised by individuals about the
historicity of the episode at Ghadīr Khumm impelled al-Ṭabarī to take a stand, which
led to his authorship of the Faḍāʾil ʿAlī. Intriguingly, Rosenthal argued that Sunnī
scholarship expressed ‘discomfort’ with al-Ṭabarī’s efforts in respect of this putative
work and he goes on to argue that while al-Ṭabarī’s ‘personal identiﬁcation with
“orthodox” attitudes cannot be doubted, he appears to have tried to be evenhanded in
an objective scholarly manner, much to the embarrassment of later Sunnī scholars’.119
However, the issue here is not that Sunnī scholars were embarrassed by the subject of
his work, as other notable ḥadīth specialists had already pored over and validated
issues surrounding the transmission of these reports, but rather their disquiet stemmed
from the fact that al-Ṭabarī was being inaccurately accused of harbouring Shīʿī
inclinations, a charge which was in their view unfounded. Thus, for example, in the
Mīzān al-iʿtidāl of Shams al-Dīn al-Dhahabī (d. 748/1348), al-Ṭabarī is described as
having ‘a slight inclination towards tashāyuʿ and muwālāt which is innocuous’.120
Picking up on these points in the commentary on the text, the Lisān al-mīzān, Ibn
Ḥajar al-ʿAsqalānī (d. 852/1448) tactfully probes the validity of these claims, referring
to an accusation by Aḥmad b. ʿAlī al-Sulaymānī (d. 404/1013) which contends that alṬabarī used ‘to manufacture’ traditions for Shīʿīs, which Ibn Ḥajar describes as an
indiscriminately spurious charge. He then remarks that al-Ṭabarī was a distinguished
and esteemed scholar who may have had faults, but that to inveigh against him
with falsehoods and baseless insinuations was deplorable. He goes on to offer the
interesting observation that perhaps al-Ṭabarī was being confused with his namesake,
Abū Jaʿfar b. Rustam al-Ṭabarī, who was a renowned Shīʿī scholar.121 This same
conclusion was earlier reached by Ibn Kathīr (d. 774/1373), who described seeing a
two-volume work which brought together transmissions of the Ghadīr Khumm report
and a similar work devoted to the ḥadīth al-ṭayr. Ibn Kathīr also repeats the claim, which
appears to originate with Ibn Abī Dāwūd, that al-Ṭabarī was said to have professed the
Shīʿī view regarding the wiping of the feet when performing ablution as opposed to the
view which stipulated that washing them was obligatory. He brieﬂy refers to the ensuing
confusion between the identiﬁcation of Ibn Rustam and al-Ṭabarī, arguing that the
latter’s Jāmiʿ clearly shows that he stipulates that washing the feet in water, together
with rubbing them at the same time, was compulsory, noting that he used the expression
‘masḥ’, which was misconstrued by many who failed to appreciate the distinctions he
intended; the implication is that al-Ṭabarī is absolved of holding such a view.122
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There were pre-existing hostilities between al-Ṭabarī and Dāwūd b. ʿAlī al-Iṣfahānī
(d. 270/884) the founder of the Ẓāhirī school. It is not insigniﬁcant that during one
particular debate al-Ṭabarī had disputed with Dāwūd over a topic in which he
overwhelmed him to the extent that he was unable to respond; as a result one of
Dāwūd’s students began to berate him, prompting al-Ṭabarī to leave. Although the
student in question was reprimanded by Dāwūd, al-Ṭabarī went on to compose a text
entitled al-Radd ʿalā dhī’l-asfār, a refutation evidently linked to the topics discussed
in this incident.123 Despite this, al-Ṭabarī was said to have held Dāwūd’s scholarship
in great esteem and reportedly had in his possession 80 fascicules of his works which
he had actually transcribed.124 Friction between al-Ṭabarī and the Ẓāhirīs persisted
through Dāwūd’s son, Abū Bakr, who is said to have been piqued by al-Ṭabarī’s
aforementioned encounter with his father. Rosenthal points out that biographical
reports do recount that when by chance Abū Bakr and al-Ṭabarī were brought
together, Abū Bakr implied that he had wanted to vent his annoyance at him, but that
he was won over by al-Ṭabarī’s excessive praise for his father and the respect he had
accorded him as his son. Rosenthal concluded that this would tend to suggest that
tensions between al-Ṭabarī and Abū Bakr were amicably resolved;125 however, it
seems highly likely that the antagonism between al-Ṭabarī and the Ẓāhirīs remained.
Indeed, some centuries later it was Ibn Kathīr who reported that ‘he was buried in his
home because common folk among the Ḥanbalīs and the rabble attached to them
prevented his burial during the day, attributing him to rafḍ; and there were
ignoramuses who accused him of heresy’.126 Refuting the insinuations, Ibn Kathīr
contends that they were simply ‘emulating Abū Bakr Muḥammad b. Dāwūd al-Faqīh
al-Ẓāhirī, who used to criticise him [al-Ṭabarī], accusing him of grave offences and
rafḍ’.127 Ibn al-Nadīm (d. 380/990 or 395/1003) lists under Abū Bakr’s works a text
entitled al-Intiṣār min Abī Jaʿfar al-Ṭabarī, which would conﬁrm the rivalry of sorts
between the two ﬁgures.128 One does ﬁnd criticisms of al-Ṭabarī circulating in later
Ẓāhirī literature, hinting at lingering tensions. One of the most prominent Ẓāhirī
luminaries, the Andalusian scholar Ibn Ḥazm, produced a detailed critique of
al-Ṭabarī’s supposed stance on the obligation of knowing God’s attributes by way of
istidlāl (‘deductive reasoning’).129 He was of the view that al-Ṭabarī was ‘a great
ﬁgure among our predecessors whom we respect for his virtues’, but added that his
beliefs on the topic, which were derived by an elevation of the status of analogical
reasoning, had to be contested.130
Historical Trajectories of the Discord
Much more arresting in the biographical literature are the narratives which refer to
al-Ṭabarī’s disagreement with the emerging Ḥanbalīs, which is all very ironic given
that as a young man when he left Āmul, his home town in Ṭabaristān, his intention
was to study traditions with Ibn Ḥanbal in Baghdād.131 Indications that there were
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issues with speciﬁc individuals who were associated with the Ḥanbalīs is evident
from al-Khaṭīb’s inclusion of an anecdote which records that the traditionist scholar
Muḥammad b. Isḥāq b. Khuzayma (d. 311/923) had borrowed a copy of the Jāmiʿ
from a student to whom the text had been dictated by al-Ṭabarī between the years
of 283/896 to 290/902–3, and that having borrowed the tafsīr for some years, he
declared that no one was more knowledgeable than al-Ṭabarī and that the Ḥanbalīs
had indeed ‘wronged him’.132 Ibn Khuzayma also features in a connected report
in which a student tells the tale that, having returned to Nīshāpūr from Baghdad,
where he studied traditions, he was asked by Ibn Khuzayma about his teachers
there. Having alluded to the individuals with whom he studied, he was questioned
as to whether he had beneﬁted from al-Ṭabarī’s knowledge. He replied, ‘No’,
explaining that while al-Ṭabarī was in Baghdad no one was able to meet with him
as the Ḥanbalīs prevented students from seeing him. Expressing his dismay,
Ibn Khuzayma replied that studying with al-Ṭabarī would have surpassed learning
with all those other individuals.133 It was Tāj al-Dīn al-Subkī (d. 772/1370), the
Ashʿarī apologist, who poured ridicule on the idea that the Ḥanbalīs could have
wielded such inﬂuence, to the extent that they prevented individuals from seeing
him, although it has been pointed out that his view of the Ḥanbalīs was somewhat
prejudiced.134 This wrangling with certain traditionalist individuals who were
afﬁliated with the Ḥanbalīs is a recurring theme in the biographical sources, but
although they are said to have been the instigators behind much of the ensuing
hostility, it is evident from the rather refractory nature of al-Ṭabarī’s relationship with
the Ẓāhirīs, and indeed the traditionist Ibn Abī Dāwūd, that there existed a range of
misgivings emanating from various groups and individuals, particularly with regards
to points of theology and rational approaches to the defence of doctrine, and even
points on jurisprudence and ḥadīth, which accounted for the broader antagonism
between al-Ṭabarī and his opponents. Such tensions became a catalyst for a sustained
outpouring of enmity and over the centuries original accusations were given further
currency. Al-Ṭabarī’s literary legacy, in addition to his biography, certainly indicates
that he should be seen as an independently-minded individual who enjoyed mastery
over key traditions of learning, all of which inevitably brought him into intellectual
as well as personal disagreements with his peers, whether they were jurists,
grammarians, traditionists, or indeed theologians.135 He was prepared to clash not
only with his ideological opponents among the speculative theologians of the
Muʿtazilīs but also with those who belonged to the broad alliance of the Sunnī camps,
including traditionists, among whom were Ḥanbalīs, and those who were advocates
of a rational defence, treatment and qualiﬁcation of points of dogma and theology.
Indeed, it was with an independent frame of mind and even-handedness that he
broached scholarly topics, a point very much discerned in Rosenthal’s view of the
character of his scholarship. In his biography of al-Ṭabarī, al-Farghānī speaks
eloquently of his fearing no one despite the ignominy of his being treated
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obnoxiously, adding that his adversaries were ignoramuses, those driven by envy, and
even heretics.136
According to the initially allusive account in Yāqūt’s Irshād, around the year 297/907,
al-Ṭabarī was sought out in the mosque by the Ḥanbalīs one Friday and questioned
concerning Aḥmad Ibn Ḥanbal and about the ḥadīth al-julūs ʿalā’l-ʿarsh. The context
for this seems to have been related to al-Ṭabarī’s composition of the Ihktilāf
al-fuqahāʾ, a work which collated the opinions of key jurists and was supposedly
composed to assist him in recollecting the views of those with whom he was debating.
This was one among an impressive array of works he devoted to legal topics,
including the Laṭīf al-qawl fī aḥkām sharāʾiʿ al-Islām, which apparently encompassed
the sum and substance of his legal views. Still, there appear to have been objections as
to why Ibn Ḥanbal was not included among the authorities listed in the Ihktilāf
work.137 Al-Ṭabarī’s response was to have said Aḥmad’s views on khilāf are ‘not
deliberated over’, to which came the response that other scholars have cited his views
on ikhtilāf; al-Ṭabarī countered by stating that he had ‘not seen [instances] of anyone
citing him in this regard and nor was he aware of any of his companions being
depended upon therein’.138 The discussions à propos the ḥadīth al-julūs ʿalā’l-ʿarsh
centred on an interpretation of the last part of Q. 17:79, perchance, your Lord might
bring you back to a highly extolled station.139 One gloss of the latter part of the verse
attributed to the exegete Mujāhid b. Jabr (d. 104/722) referred to the Prophet being sat
on the glorious throne. In Yāqūt’s account al-Ṭabarī is said to have mentioned the
ḥadīth al-julūs ʿalā’l-ʿarsh and asserted it was muḥāl (‘impossible’), apparently citing
a verse of poetry to drive home his point, much to the vexation of the ‘Ḥanbalīs
and aṣḥāb al-ḥadīth’ who leapt up and began throwing their ink pots at him. In
the aftermath of this al-Ṭabarī quickly sought refuge in his home, where stones
were thrown at its entrance, thereby blocking access to the property. Apparently,
‘thousands’ of police intervened to protect him from the common folk.140 Rosenthal
has suggested there are manifest elements of hyperbole in the accounts of this
incident, particularly the references to ‘thousands of police’ being called upon to
intervene, and he has even played down the suggestion that as a consequence of these
events al-Ṭabarī composed an apology to the Ḥanbalīs, spending the remainder of his
life praising the virtues of Ibn Ḥanbal and the sound nature of his beliefs to the extent
that he inveighed against anyone who insinuated that he implied otherwise.141 Yāqūt
remarks that it is even claimed that his work on ikhtilāf was found buried in his home
following his death and that copies were made of the text.142 Notwithstanding the
formulaic elements in the accounts of these events, the fact remains that there was
undoubtedly hostility between al-Ṭabarī and certain individuals who were associated
with the ahl al-ḥadīth and the Ḥanbalīs; and it was principally theological issues
which appear to be the source of his travails, although topics germane to ritual law and
even traditions emerge in disputes recounted in the biographical literature.143 Ibn
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al-Jawzī reports that in the year 309/923 Abū Jaʿfar was asked to attend the home
of the vizier ʿAlī b. ʿĪsā in order to debate with the Ḥanbalīs; however, even though
al-Ṭabarī showed up, the Ḥanbalīs did not appear – it is stated that they had a number
of speciﬁed grievances against him.144 The event may well have been related to the
accusations about al-Ṭabarī’s theological views; in his al-Kāmil fī’l-taʾrīkh, Ibn
al-Athīr (d. 630/1233), bemoans the fact that the common folk egregiously prevented
al-Ṭabarī’s public funeral on account of the allegations of his inclination to rafḍ and
ilḥād, but in relation to the charges he indicates that it was the same vizier ʿAlī
b. ʿĪsā who actually exclaimed ‘By God had these people been asked to elaborate
as to what is meant by rafḍ and ilḥād, they would neither know nor comprehend
[the meaning]’.145 Ibn al-Athīr goes on to claim that some Ḥanbalī individuals
were actually behind this and the common folk simply followed their lead. It is not
insigniﬁcant that numerous theological points made within the tafsīr would have
caused consternation to those of a stern religiosity, and, as has been mentioned, even
the use of dialectical frameworks was spurned by arch-traditionists. Figures such as
the Ḥanbalī al-Ḥasan b. ʿAlī al-Barbahārī (d. 329/941) spoke of the baleful nature of
the kalām-based procedure, even pronouncing that such a method led to the ‘igniting
of doubts in the heart even though its proponent may arrive at truth and the sunna’.146
Regarding al-Barbahārī, Rosenthal did conclude that although his ‘name is not
mentioned in connection with al-Ṭabarī’s Ḥanbalite trouble, he must be seen as the
person behind most of it’.147 Yet it seems inevitable that the seeds of the disputes
between al-Ṭabarī and his detractors were sown much earlier, when the Jāmiʿ was ﬁrst
composed and gradually disseminated through al-Ṭabarī’s lectures, well before
al-Barbahārī became active; and, intellectually, he was less inﬂuential than Ibn Abī
Dāwūd, who remained a somewhat implacable foe.148 Ibn Abī Dāwūd was respected
in his lifetime as a traditionist, becoming a ﬁgure around whom opposition to
al-Ṭabarī could consolidate. Indeed, despite its late provenance there is a report in the
Siyar aʿlām al-nubalāʾ of al-Dhahabī which provides some sense of the support
which Ibn Abī Dāwūd could muster: it states that ‘the Ḥanābila were the ḥizb
(‘cohorts’) of Abū Bakr b. Abī Dāwūd and that they were numerous and agitated
against Ibn Jarīr, causing him harm to the extent that he conﬁned himself to his
home’.149
With regards to the explanation of the verse Q. 17:79 provided in the tafsīr, al-Ṭabarī
takes the view that the maqām referred to the Prophet’s being able to intercede on that
day; and this too was a second view with which the exegete Mujāhid is associated,
although he is actually cited as the source for the report that the Prophet would be
seated on the throne.150 However, al-Ṭabarī does include the gloss which refers to the
Prophet being seated on the throne but it is one among a sequence of explanations
he introduces for the verse. Signiﬁcantly, having registered that view, he follows
it up by categorically adducing Prophetic traditions which identiﬁes the ‘maqāman
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maḥmūdan’ with the act of intercession, and these are introduced by al-Ṭabarī with the
statement that they provide ‘the most preferred two statements on the (subject) in
terms of correctness’, although he does go on to ponder at length the sundry
theological implications of the discussions and viewpoints germane to the julūs
narrative, sensitively attempting to ﬁnd subtle ways of evaluating them.151 In his
voluminous Kitāb al-sunna, which preserves a miscellany of legal, theological,
exegetical and even paraenetic statements attributed to Aḥmad b. Ḥanbal and the
circle of scholars who were closely linked with him and the orthodoxy he espoused,
Abū Bakr al-Khallāl (d. 311/923) includes a detailed section devoted to the maqām
al-maḥmūd, quoting the Mujāhid explanation together with a selection of related
materials, including dicta on the subject of al-julūs ʿalā’l-ʿarsh as discussed by
traditionists.152 In one of the reports Ibn Ḥanbal’s son, ʿAbd Allāh, reﬂects on a
conversation he had with his father concerning the tradition’s isnād in which the
former is said to have sighed due to the fact that it had not reached him with a chain of
transmission that was ʿālī (possessing a coveted shorter isnād).153 Al-Khallāl also
recalls that his mentor, Abū Bakr al-Marrūdhī (d. 275/888–9), who was a student of
Ibn Ḥanbal, actually had a work entitled Kitāb al-maqām al-maḥmūd from which he
read;154 al-Khallāl’s discussion of the topic is exceptionally detailed, including a
welter of statements arguing for the veracity of the reports that the Prophet would be
seated on the throne, with various luminaries separately pronouncing that whoever
rejects the Mujāhid tradition and the inference that the Prophet would be seated on the
throne ‘is jahmī’; ‘is disavowed’; or deserves to be ‘impeached’; ﬁgures such as Isḥāq
b. Rāhawayhi (d. 238/852) and Ibrāhīm al-Ḥarbī are ceremoniously cited for their
endorsements; and there are reports afﬁrming the reliability of Layth, who transmitted
the view on the authority of Mujāhid; even the interpretation of dreams is invoked to
support the explanation.155 It is unquestionable that this was a topic which led to
passionate debates with respected traditionists offering strident defences of the
interpretation; the reliability of the reports claiming that the Prophet would be seated
on the throne is consistently defended throughout the section.156 While, for the
rationalists among Muʿtazilī theologians and certain Sunnī individuals, the
physicalities regarding the Prophet’s linkage with the glorious throne had
implications for their notions of God’s divine transcendence. As noted above, in
the Jāmiʿ al-Ṭabarī does include Mujāhid’s gloss, but with a measure of equanimity
he simply qualiﬁed its importance by suggesting that there existed a preferred view:
namely, that the verse in question was acclaiming the Prophet’s role as an intercessor
on that day. It was probably his support of such explanations which brought him into
conﬂict with defenders of that particular interpretation of the verse; many of its
supporters were ﬁgures later associated with the emerging Ḥanbalī school.157 The
Baṣran grammarian al-Zajjāj, in his ﬂeeting reference to the maqāman maḥmūdan
narrative brieﬂy states that the best explanation is the one which equates it with the
Prophet’s intercession, which would suggest that in his lifetime there were ﬁgures
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linked with the Ḥanbalīs who were prepared to side with such views.158 The subtleties
inherent in al-Ṭabarī’s convoluted explanation of the maqām verse were seemingly
lost on later scholars who seized upon one of the opinions he endorsed in the tafsīr:
al-Qurṭubī (d. 671/1272) actually remarks that al-Ṭabarī underpinned it (the notion
of the Prophet’s being seated on the throne) using an ‘needlessly inﬂated avowal’.
Al-Qurṭubī was to insist that such meanings can only be accommodated through the
matrix of taʾwīl: namely, that it was inappropriate to imply that God was restricted to
space, location and direction. He also listed next to the mention of al-Ṭabarī a view
ascribed to Abū Dāwūd al-Sijistānī, Abū Bakr’s father, in which it is proclaimed that
whoever denies this tradition (the Prophet’s sitting on the throne) is besmirched,
thereby conﬁrming the historical tension between the position taken by certain
traditionists and the one countenanced by al-Ṭabarī, suggesting the dispute, in terms
of its representing a struggle of ideas, was protracted and would have intensiﬁed once
al-Ṭabarī’s Jāmiʿ, together with his teachings, was in circulation.159
The chasms one can sometimes encounter between the positions taken by al-Ṭabarī on
dogmatic issues covered in the Jāmiʿ and those included in the credal treatises of the
traditionists, many of whom were later associated with the emerging Ḥanbalī tradition,
do, it becomes evident, account for some of the criticisms directed towards him by his
detractors. A further example of this can be seen in al-Ṭabarī’s treatment of the verse
in which the heavenly kursī is mentioned (Q. 2:255), where he reports that the ahl
al-taʾwīl differed over the semantic import of the term. He begins by mentioning that
some have taken the view that the kursī represents God’s knowledge and he adduced a
dictum linked with Ibn ʿAbbās which was narrated by al-Ṭabarī’s mentor, Abū
Kurayb (d. 248/861–2), along with an auxiliary report sourced from Ibn ʿAbbās which
contextualises the interpretation further. The next explanation offered is one which
states that the kursī represents the ‘position of the qadamayn’ adding that ‘it issues a
groaning sound like the sigh of a riding beast (‘aṭīṭ ka-aṭīṭ al-raḥl’).160 A sequence of
dicta is adduced to clarify the explanation, one of which speaks of the kursī being
beneath the throne (ʿarsh) in the analogical vein of a footstool upon which sovereigns
place their feet when seated on a throne. The sheer magnitude of the kursī and the
throne is animated through various Prophetic traditions, one of which further speaks
of the material relationship between the two as being akin to a ring being cast into the
middle of a vast desolate plain. The ﬁnal report presented by al-Ṭabarī is one which
cites al-Ḥasan al-Baṣrī (d. 112/728), who declares that ‘the kursī is the ʿarsh’. Having
listed the various positions, it is hinted that each of the views professed ‘has its
foundation and mode of support’ before it is afﬁrmed by al-Ṭabarī that the most
apposite explanation is the one supported by the tradition in which the Prophet refers
to the throne ﬁlling the heavens and the earth and says that He will sit upon it leaving
not ‘four digits [of space]’, and that it issues a groan like the sigh of a riding beast
when ﬁrst mounted due to the weight [of its load] (inna lahu aṭīṭ ka-aṭīṭ al-raḥl
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al-jadīd idhā rukiba min thiqalihi)’; three separate asānīd bearing similar reports are
listed.161 His tendency to include a raft of different opinions, some of which he
possibly disagrees with, provides him with a means of making dexterous use of the
gamut of perspectives and explanations presented for the explication of certain
verses.162 Still, it is rather surprising, and even out of character, that having listed this
ﬁnal explanation and introduced it by announcing that it represented the preferred
view, al-Ṭabarī then returns to the ﬁrst gloss of the verse linked with Ibn ʿAbbās,
noting ‘that the explanation explicitly veriﬁed by the Qur’an is the statement of Ibn
ʿAbbās’; namely, the one which equates the kursī with knowledge. The next segment
of the verse, protecting them burdens Him not, is used to articulate the argument that
‘His knowledge of them [the heavens and earth] is no encumbrance to him’.163 The
concatenation of Prophetic, lexical and poetic dicta subsequently attested by al-Ṭabarī
to deliver an irrefutable connection between the kursī and ʿilm intimates that it was
this very view that he seems to incline towards, especially as the discussion of the
kursī narrative culminates with these points; besides, he had returned to Ibn ʿAbbās’
explanation afresh having already discussed its import. Why al-Ṭabarī would want to
manoeuvre between these two seemingly contradictory standpoints is confounding,
but such jockeying for position would have placed him at odds with certain traditionist
contemporaries who were upholding the authenticity of the dicta which refer to the
‘groaning’ of the kursī and the ʿarsh.164 In actual fact, even the equating of the kursī
with knowledge was viewed as an insidious means of circumventing the perceived
anthropomorphic imagery presented by the tradition; indeed early traditionist scholars
such as Muḥammad b. ʿUthmān b. Abī Shayba (d. 297/907) were composing epistles
devoted to the ʿarsh and the panoply of traditions which were related about it.165
Discussing what he considered to be outrageous examples of Muʿtazilī exegesis which
were aimed at reconciling the meanings of the Qur’an with dubious dogmatic
inclinations, Ibn Qutayba (d. 276/889) actually included the equating of the kursī with
God’s knowledge as one such example; so even the accommodation of such views
within the body of the tafsīr was deemed ominous by those of a traditionist
persuasion.166 Furthermore, formidable traditionist scholars such as Ibn Khuzayma
and, in later years, Ibn Manda (d. 395/1004) along with Ibn Baṭṭa al-ʿUkbarī (d. 387/
997) all defended the report in question.167 It was the dissenting Ḥanbalī Ibn al-Jawzī
who dismissed it in his Shubhat al-tashbīh, condemning his Ḥanbalī cohorts for
promulgating such dogmatic views, which he felt were vapid.168 Likewise Ibn ʿAsākir
actually authored a work entitled Bayān al-wahm wa’l-takhlīṭ al-wāqīʿ fī ḥadīth alaṭiṭ, pouring scorn on such interpretations and assailing the ﬁgure responsible for its
narration: Ibn Isḥāq (d. 150/767), the author of the Sīra.169
The opposition an interpretation such as the one outlined by al-Ṭabarī would
have faced is evident from the strident and protracted defence of the physical
elements of the ʿarsh and kursī narratives which is mounted in the denunciatory work
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of the traditionist al-Dārimī in a section entitled Bāb mā jāʾ bi’l-kursī, aimed at
countering the arguments of his ‘historical’ opponent the Muʿtazilī Bishr al-Marīsī.
Arrestingly, he starts his philippic by talking of al-Marīsī’s drawn out denial of God’s
throne and seat, remonstrating with his preference for the dictum in which Ibn ʿAbbās
equates the kursī with God’s knowledge. Al-Dārimī sets about questioning the isnād
documentation for the tradition, arguing that it conﬂicts with what was narrated by
trustworthy transmitters, noting there was a much more plausible dictum also narrated
on the authority of Ibn ʿAbbās which sanctioned a contrary opinion. Al-Dārimī refers
to a plethora of traditions which contravene the ﬁgurative treatment of references to
the throne and seat, taking the opportunity to assail his beleaguered opponent at every
possible stage of his deliberations, often incorporating al-Marīsī’s arguments
verbatim. Also included is the very tradition which mentions ‘inna lahu aṭīṭ ka-aṭīṭ
al-raḥl al-jadīd idhā rukiba min thiqalihi, which was initially endorsed as the
preferred explanation for the kursī by al-Ṭabarī, but then passed over in favour of
the Ibn ʿAbbās report.170 Al-Dārimī emphasises that although he and his fellow
traditionalists accept necessarily such dicta, they also ‘believe in everything with
which He describes himself and how He describes himself without qualiﬁcation (bi-lā
kayf)’. The scathing tone of al-Dārimī’s tirade gives some indication of the indignation
aroused by the equating of the kursī with ʿilm among certain traditionists; yet this
is the explanation with which al-Ṭabarī concluded his exegesis; notwithstanding the
fact that he uses the phrase ‘explicitly veriﬁed by the Qur’an’ to introduce it.171 It was
the aṭīṭ tradition which was adduced in ʿAbd Allāh b. Aḥmad b. Ḥanbal’s Kitāb
al-sunna wa’l-radd ʿalā’l-Jahmiyyya, in a section dealing with dicta narrated on the
subject of the throne and God the Almighty’s sitting on it; and moreover, in
the treatise terms such as mumāssa (‘touching’) are used and any inference that
the physicalities implied by such narratives infringed upon the notion of God’s
transcendence is trenchantly dismissed as evidence of heresy.172 It is against the
background of such discourses that opponents among the traditionist scholars would
have assessed the theological musings of al-Ṭabarī’s Jāmiʿ.
Although it would be absurd to assert that there existed a blanket opposition of
sorts setting apart al-Ṭabarī and the Ḥanbalīs along with the traditionists, one does
encounter points of dogma defended in the Kitāb al-sunna of ʿAbd Allāh which
appear at odds with the views endorsed or preferred in the Jāmiʿ, including the
maqāman maḥmūdan and even to an extent the discussion on the kursī. It was his
approach to discussing and supporting theological issues such as these together with
the independence of mind with which al-Ṭabarī approached legal and ḥadīth
discussions which led to the controversies in which he became involved, engendering
spurious accusations about al-Ṭabarī’s inclination to ilḥād, rafḍ and iʿtizāl. Yet, as his
discussion of istiwāʾ and his musings on the inappropriateness of the ism and
musammā paradigm demonstrate, he was prepared not only to criticise indirectly
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ﬁgures such as al-Farrāʾ and Abū ʿUbayda, who were not quite in the ahl al-jadal
camp, but also to take a stance against certain aspects of arch-traditionist discourses
and selected doctrines he believed were not pertinent to expressions of religious
orthodoxy.173 The vigour and passion with which contentious theological issues are
tackled in the tafsīr bespeak volumes about the dynamic which informs his own
theology, giving the distinct impression that his struggle with his opponents is one
epitomised by ideas. Despite the controversies and the fact that accusations lingered in
the later sources about his so-called inclination to Shīʿism and unconventional
theological views, in real terms the legacy of al-Ṭabarī remained undiminished and he
continued to command the respect and admiration worthy of his contribution to the
key traditions of learning which distinguished the Islamic sciences. Ibn al-Nadīm
describes al-Ṭabarī as being one of the eminent scholars of his era, adding that he was
a paragon of many of the traditional disciplines of learning, including the Qur’anic
sciences, grammar, poetry, philology and jurisprudence.174 And, when commenting
on his tafsīr, Ibn al-Nadīm remarks that no work of the like had ever been produced,
pointing out that it had since been abridged by a number of scholars. When
mentioning the works ascribed to Ibn Abī Dāwūd, Ibn al-Nadīm remarked that he also
compiled a tafsīr which emulated the tafsīr of al-Ṭabarī, which was a subtle hint at the
rivalry between the two.175 Testimonies referring to the superiority of the Jāmiʿ were
to appear in successive biographical notices, from al-Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī’s
biographical dictionary to the work of Yāqūt. In his Inbāh al-ruwāt ʿalā anbāh
al-nuḥāt, a work which offered one of the most extensive ‘biographical’ treatments of
grammarians, philologists, littérateurs, poets, readers and historians, straddling the
early years of the Islamic tradition and extending right through to the seventh/
thirteenth century, Jamāl al-Dīn al-Qifṭī (d. 646/1248) included a somewhat brief
account of al-Ṭabarī in which he mentions the pre-eminence of his tafsīr: he also
refers to his works on history and jurisprudence, noting that he had kept the entry on
him concise due to his having separately devoted a text to the life and legacy of this
ﬁgure entitled al-Taḥrīr fī akhbār Muḥammad b. Jarīr, a work he openly describes as
being splendid.176 In recognition of al-Ṭabarī’s achievements in the context of the
period, it is therefore no surprise that the Shāﬁʿī traditionalist and Ashʿarī theologian
Abū Ḥāmid al-Isfarāyīnī (d. 406/1016) had reportedly stated that it would have not
have been considered too much had one travelled to China in order to come into
possession of his tafsīr.177
Conclusions
The signiﬁcance of al-Ṭabarī’s contribution to the tradition of exegesis together with
the magnitude of his achievement in the ﬁeld rests not only with his subtle synthesis
and collating of the disparate elements of tafsīr, but it extends to the fact that in the
course of the tafsīr he was able to demonstrate that the discipline of exegesis provided
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an important forum which could be brought to bear on the predominant discourses and
intellectual debates of his era; moreover, in his Jāmiʿ he successfully marshalled the
sources and arguments with stunning skill when grappling with theological issues, and
certainly inﬂuenced subsequent approaches to the defence of doctrine, ensuring his
legacy was not only unrivalled but also that it would endure. Classical literary sources
frequently and appropriately commend the theological conservatism and
traditionalism of al-Ṭabarī with regards to his stance on dogmatic issues, with the
view often expressed that his oeuvre afﬁrms that he staunchly defended doctrines
which were considered to be touchstones of an emerging Sunnī orthodoxy. However,
what is striking about al-Ṭabarī’s treatment and resolution of dogmatic issues is the
objective and sedate manner in which he positions his own theological standpoints
and objectively defends their rationale. And although his brand of theology sits ﬁrmly
within the conﬁnes of traditionalist Sunnī orthodoxy, he does not predictably adhere
to all of the theological positions which were determinedly upheld within such
discourses, and it was this very fact that brought him into conﬂict with a number of
inﬂuential ﬁgures among his peers. The consequences of this were enormous, leading
to aspersions initially being cast about his loyalty to traditional Sunnī orthodoxy,
discussions which reverberated in the classical literature: his unswerving allegiance to
it was never in question, but the independence of thought and impartiality al-Ṭabarī
brought to his treatment of theological issues were emblematic of his overall approach
to scholarship. Al-Ṭabarī was willing to countenance a much more active approach to
defending orthodoxy, but one which shows his thorough acquaintance with the
currency of dogmatic theology. Moreover, while he registered his criticisms of aspects
of traditionist theological discourses with which he disagreed with candour, he was
equally at pains to draw attention to shortcomings in the theological discourses of
those in the Sunnī rationalist camps, especially in instances where such material was
the product of speculative and reactionary theological discourses, offering key
revisions and complements to dogmatic constructs devised for the defence of doctrine.
The fact that al-Ṭabarī had adopted such a comprehensive approach to topics and
themes pored over in the tafsīr meant that for some later writers the subtlety of his
doctrinal musings was sometimes obliquely obscured. Of course, over successive
periods the countenance of theological discourses was to change fundamentally with
the advent of the philosophical theology championed by al-Ashʿarī and developed
further by later Ashʿarī acolytes. In respect of his commentary, such ﬁndings should
readily consign to history the perception which prevails regarding al-Ṭabarī’s Jāmīʿ as
symbolising a straightforward traditional approach informed by the opaque parameters
of tafsīr bi’l-maʾthūr. As has been shown elsewhere, such characterisations and
categorisations of forms of tafsīr are clearly misleading.178 Al-Ṭabarī had ingeniously
shown that the discipline of tafsīr provided a unique forum from which contributions
could be made to prevailing intellectual discourses and his own deliberations
on theological doctrines presented in the commentary reveal him to possess mastery
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over the predominant discourses to the extent that he is not merely reiterating
conventionally accepted points of belief and dogma, but locating an apposite substrate
for their defence, resolution and synthesis. Moreover, the true measure of his
accomplishment in the realm of tafsīr can only be fully appreciated when it is
considered in light of the intellectual and ideological debates with which the author
had to contend throughout his lifetime.
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and never relied upon by al-Ṭabarī, namely al-Kalbī (d. 146/763), Muqātil b. Sulaymān (d. 150/
767) and al-Wāqidī (d. 207/822), despite al-Kalbī often being cited in the work. Undoubtedly,
the exegetical endeavour attributed to exegetes such as al-Suddī (d. 127/745), Sufyān al-Thawrī
(d. 161/787), ʿAbd al-Razzāq al-Ṣanʿānī (d. 211/826), ʿAbd Allāh b. Wahb (d. 197/812),
Sufyān b. ʿUyayna (d. 198/814) and Yaḥyā b. Sallām (d. 200/815), provided key blueprints and
points of reference which al-Ṭabarī could utilise when developing his own work.
3 For English translations of selected parts of the text, see al-Ṭabarī, The Commentary on the
Qurʾān by Abū Jaʿfar Muḥammad b. Jarīr al-Ṭabarī being an Abridged Translation of Jāmiʿ
al-bayān ʿan taʾwīl āy al-Qurʾān, intr. and annot. J. Cooper, ed. W.F. Madelung, Alan Jones
and J. Cooper (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987); and also Helmut Gätje, The Qurʾān
and its Exegesis: Selected Texts with Classical and Modern Interpretations, tr. Alford T. Welch
(Berkeley & Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1976); Feras Hamza and Sajjad Rizvi
with Farhana Mayer (eds), An Anthology of Qurʾānic Commentaries. Volume 1: On the Nature
of the Divine (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), pp. 28–9. Norman Calder, Jawid
Mojaddedi and Andrew Rippin (ed. and tr.), Classical Islam: A Sourcebook of Religious
Literature (London & New York: Routledge, 2003), pp. 114–18. For a summary of the Persian
translations, see Elton Daniel, ‘The Sāmānid “Translations” of al-Ṭabarī’ in Hugh Kennedy
(ed.), Al-Ṭabarī: A Medieval Muslim Historian and his Work, Studies in Late Antiquity and
Early Islam, 15 (Princeton: Darwin Press, 2008), pp. 263–97, in which insidious aims are
identiﬁed with the efforts of Manṣūr b. Nūḥ (r. 350–65/961–76), who commissioned the
translation of the History and the Tafsīr.
4 Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī, General Introduction, vol. 1, p. 61; see for example the
arguments in Gösta Vitestam, ‘AṬ-Ṭabarī and the Seeing of God’ in Alexander Fodor (ed.),
Proceedings of the 14th Congress of the Union Europeenne des Arabisants et Islamisants.
The Arabist, Budapest Studies in Arabic 13–14:1 (1995), pp. 147–55; and see the summary in
Boswell, art. ‘al-Ṭabarī’ (p. 12); also Norman Calder et al, Classical Islam, pp. 114–18; also
William Montgomery Watt, The Formative Period of Islamic Thought (Oxford: Oneworld
Publications, 1998 (reprint of the 1973 edition)), p. 297. Ignaz Goldziher mentions al-Ṭabarī’s
showing ‘little appreciation of independent, arbitrary, and subjective ideas, which he does not
consider worth recognising’ and the notion that knowledge based from materials derived from
the Pious Ancestors was indispensable for tafsīr (see Ignaz Goldziher, Die Richtungen der
islamischen Koranauslegung (Leiden: Brill, 1920), p. 87 and the translation quoted above by
Wolfgang H. Behn (tr. and ed.), Schools of Koranic Commentators with an Introduction on
Goldziher and Hadith from Geschichte des Arabischen Schrifttums by Fuat Sezgin (Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz, 2006), p. 57). Al-Ṭabarī’s reliance on loci probantes from poetry is also
highlighted, and the fact that the work is an important source for the views of the Kufan and
Basran grammarians, yet Goldziher claims that despite this he never abandons ‘his
interpretation based on tradition’ (p. 92) and that in a number of passages his ideas as a
theologian surface, although the suggestion is that he ‘takes the ground occupied by traditional
expressions of orthodoxy’ (p. 93, and see also p. 61 in Behn, Schools). Goldziher did suggest
that al-Ṭabarī took a position which was close to Muʿtazilism on free will and guidance (hudā
and ḍalāl), although he speaks of his probably not being aware of the sensitivities of the stance
and that he always endeavours to present himself as an opponent of sectarian dogmatic
tendencies; there are also references to his maintaining ultra-orthodox teachings and opposing
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metaphorical interpretation as indulged in by rational theologians (pp. 94–5, and p. 62 in Behn,
Schools). See also his point on p. 96, in which he speaks of his opposition to the elimination
of anthropomorphic imagery in scripture and says that on occasion he does not suppress or
openly censure views deemed rational on such issues (pp. 97–8, and p. 63 in Behn, Schools).
For more on mentors and inﬂuences, see Gilliot, Exégese, langue, et théologie en Islam,
pp. 19–37; for al-Ṭabarī’s works, see also pp. 39–68. Traditional views of the ‘orthodox’ quality
of the tafsīr are summarised in Ibn Taymiyya, Majmūʿ, vol. 13, p. 385, although he would have
been speciﬁcally judging it on its treatment of exempla and popular material.
5 Notwithstanding exceptions and nuances, the traditionists or aṣhāb al-ḥadīth tend to be
individuals who are associated with a stern religiosity on matters of theological doctrine, while
the traditionalists can include scholars who approve not only of the use of rational frameworks
for the defence of dogma, but they are prepared to apply metaphor or ﬁgurative language to
explain away literal meanings in the text. Details of the episodes are provided in the translation
in Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction, vol. 1, pp. 58–63 and pp. 68–78.
Discussions with reference to the Arabic sources are to be examined below.
6 Among the extant early works are Mujāhid b. Jabr al-Makkī, Tafsīr Mujāhid, ed. Muḥammad
ʿAbd al-Salām (2 vols. Madīnat al-Naṣr: Dār al-Fikr al-Islāmī, 1989); al-Ṣanʿānī, ʿAbd
al-Razzāq b. Hammām, Tafsīr al-Qurʾān al-ʿazīz al-musammā Tafsīr ʿAbd al-Razzāq, ed. ʿAbd
al-Muṭīʿ Amīn Qalʿajī (2 vols. Beirut: Dār al-Maʿrifa, 1991); Abd Allāh b. Wahb, Al-Ġāmiʿ:
Tafsīr al-Qurʾān (Die Koranexegese), ed. and annot. Miklos Muranyi (Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz Verlag, 1993). See also Miklos Muranyi, al-Ġāmiʿ: Tafsīr al-Qurʾān
Koranexegese 2 Teil I (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1995) and ʿAbd Allāh b. Wahb: al-Ğāmiʾ.
Die Koranwissenschaften (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1992); Harald Motzki, ‘The Author and
His Work in the Islamic Literature of the First Centuries: The Case of ʿAbd al-Razzāq’s
Muṣannaf’, Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam 28 (2003), pp. 1–31. Parts of Yaḥyā b.
Sallām’s tafsīr have been published by Hind Shalabī (Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 2004).
The issue of whether ﬁxed literary texts existed in the early tradition continue to be debated,
although al-Ṭabarī is often referring to texts which are not extant, or indeed views which were
circulating on the authority of luminaries from the early tradition.
7 In his brief biographical entry, Clifford Bosworth speaks of commentaries which antedate
al-Ṭabarī’s, adding that he took over al-Ṣanʿānī’s commentary ‘in its entirety for his own work’
(Bosworth, art. ‘al-Ṭabarī’). He also mentions Horst’s argument that al-Ṭabarī utilised earlier
commentaries which are no longer existent (see Heribert Horst, ‘Zur Überlieferung im
Korankommentar aṭ-Ṭabaris’, Zeitschriften der Deutschen Morgenländischen Gesellschaft 103
(1953), pp. 290–307). He did utilise previous elements but perhaps al-Ṭabarī’s achievement is
best understood in terms of his reﬁning the hermeneutical framework within which materials
collated from different works could be placed and contextualised. One has to bear in mind that
the Tafsīr was a commentary which was forged in the context of a number of predominant
intellectual discourses: the ﬁrst of which was informed by the quest for a consensus for the
articulation of a traditionally deﬁned orthodoxy; the second related to establishing the
legitimacy of tafsīr among the traditional sciences; the third was about circumscribing
epistemological and methodological frameworks through which the explication of the text
should proceed; while the fourth turned on demonstrating how the popular treatment of exempla
could play an important role in contextualising and giving relevance to the sacred word. See
also ʿAlī b. Faḍḍāl al-Majāshiʿī, al-Nukat fī’l-Qurʾān, ed. Ibrāhīm ʿAlī (Riyadh: Dār al-Rushd,
n.d.), in the introduction to this work he reports, on the authority of al-Ṭabarī, that the aims of
the Qur’an are encompassed in three areas: tawḥīd, akhbār and diyānāt (p. 9). It was Theodor
Nöldeke who remarked of al-Ṭabarī’s tafsīr that if it were available all other commentaries
would be rendered secondary (see Goldziher, Die Richtungen, p. 86; and Behn, Schools, p. 57).
See also the seminal work by Theodor Nöldeke and Friedrich Schwally, Geschichte des
Qorans, 2nd edn (Leipzig: Dieterich ‘sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1909–38).
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8 See Yāqūt al-Ḥamawī, Muʿjam al-udabāʾ, vol. 5, p. 254 and p. 267, where his student and
biographer ʿAbd al-ʿAzīz b. Muḥammad al-Ṭabarī praises his ‘orthodoxy’ at length. Firstly, his
proﬁciency in the methods of disputation is extolled (p. 267) and then testimony is included
stating that with regards to the sum and substance of his theological standpoints Abū Jaʿfar
adhered to positions espoused by the ‘majority’ and the Pious Ancestors. We are also informed
of his always differing with the Muʿtazilīs whenever they contravened the consensus of the
‘jamāʿa’ on issues such as predestination; the non-created status of the Qur’an and the denial of
the beatiﬁc vision; the status of the sinner; the Prophet’s role as an intercessor; and their opinion
regarding ‘the capacity to act exists prior to the commission of an act’ and that all acts are
created by God. See the translation of this passage in Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī:
General Introduction, vol. 1, p. 61. Also, see Claude Gilliot, Exégese, langue et théologie en
Islam, pp. 207–78 (‘Chapitre VIII Le Combat De Ṭabarī Pour L’Orthodoxie’).
9 For various studies, see Norman Calder, ‘Tafsīr from Ṭabarī to Ibn Kathīr: Problems in the
Description of a Genre, Illustrated with Reference to the Story of Abraham’ in G.R. Hawting
and Abdul-Kader A. Shareef (eds), Approaches to the Qurʾān (London & New York:
Routledge, 1993), pp. 101–40; Abdulkader Tayob, ‘An Analytical Survey of al-Ṭabarī’s
Exegesis of the Cultural Symbolic Construct of ﬁtna’, also in Hawting and Shareef (eds),
Approaches, at pp. 157–72; Sahiron Syamsuddin, ‘Muḥkam and mutashābih: An Analytical
Study of al-Ṭabarī’s and al-Zamakhsharī’s Interpretations of Q. 3:7’, Journal of Qur’anic
Studies 1:1 (1999), pp. 63–79; Sahiron Syamsuddin, ‘Exégèse et sémantique institutionnelle
dans le commentaire de Ṭabarī’, Studia Islamica 77 (1993), pp. 41–94; Ulrika Mårtensson,
‘Through the Lens of Modern Hermeneutics: Authoral Intention in al-Ṭabarī’s and al-Ghazālī’s
Interpretation of Q. 24:35’, Journal of Qur’anic Studies 11:2 (2009), pp. 20–48; Ulrika
Mårtensson, ‘ “The Persuasive Proof”: A Study of Aristotle’s Politics and Rhetoric in the
Qur’ān and in al-Ṭabarī’s Commentary’, Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam 34 (2008),
pp. 363–420; Anthony H. Johns, ‘Three Stories of a Prophet: al-Ṭabarī’s Treatment of Job in
Sūrah al-Anbiyāʾ, 83–4 (Part 1)’, Journal of Qur’anic Studies 3.2 (2001), pp. 39–61. Peter
Heath, ‘Creative Hermeneutics: A Comparative Analysis of Three Islamic Approaches’,
Arabica 36 (1989), pp. 173–210; Jane Dammen McAuliffe, ‘The Tasks and Traditions of
Interpretation’ in Jane Dammen McAuliffe (ed.), Cambridge Companion to the Qurʾān
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), pp. 181–209.
10 Aḥmad Makkī al-Anṣārī, Abū Zakariyyāʾ al-Farrāʾ wa-madhhabubu fī’l-naḥw wa’l-lugha
(Cairo: al-Majlis al-ʿAlā li-Riʾāyat al-Funūn wa’l-Ādāb wa’l-ʿUlūm al-Ijtimāʿiyya, 1964).
Despite almost 50 years having passed since the work’s publication, it remains an invaluable
study of the legacy of al-Farrāʾ, which is some achievement given the fact that it was produced
when many of his works were only available in manuscript form.
11 Al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. 1, pp. 428–34. These positions are summarised by
al-Qurṭubī, Abū ʿAbd Allāh Muḥammad al-Anṣārī, al-Jāmiʿ li-aḥkām al-Qurʾān
wa’l-mubayyin li-mā taḍammnahu min al-sunna wa-āy al-Furqān (21 vols. Beirut: Dār
al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1988), vol. 1, pp. 176–7. Beginning his discussions by stating that the
verse represents one of the mushkilāt (‘intricately challenging’) verses, he lists all the different
views held by exegetes and concludes with the principle which holds for this and similar verses:
averting (meanings) which convey the sense of physical movement or displacement. He
actually speaks of three camps with regards to the interpretation of such verses: those who
advocate accepting the truth of the verses and refrained from their qualiﬁcation or interpretation;
others who upheld the literal meaning of such verses, interpreting them in ways consistent with
the tenor of their literal meanings and usage (al-Qurṭubī labels those who accept such views as
being mushabbiha, ‘corporealists’); and a third camp who recite and promote explaining away
and averting the literal explanation of such verses. The sensitivities are carried over in
translations of the Qur’an: J.M. Rodwell used the terms ‘proceeded to the heaven’ and ‘sitteth
on his throne’ (p. 94 and p. 340) for Q. 2:29 and Q. 20:5 respectively (J.M. Rodwell, The Koran
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(London: Dent, Everyman Library, 1963, ﬁrst published in 1909)); Marmaduke Pickthall
favoured ‘Then turned He to the heaven’ and ‘The Beneﬁcent One, Who is established on the
Throne’ (p. 36 and p. 228) for the same set of verses (Marmaduke Pickthall, The Meaning of the
Glorious Koran (New York; Toronto: New American Library, 1975)); Arthur J. Arberry had
‘then He lifted Himself to heaven’ and ‘sat Himself upon the Throne’ (p. 5 and p. 311 of The
Koran Interpreted (Oxford & New York: Oxford University Press, 1998)); while M.A.S. Abdel
Haleem favoured ‘He turned to the sky’ and ‘The Lord of mercy established on the throne’ (p. 6
and p. 196, The Qur’an: A New Translation (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004)). For the
various groups, see also Binyamin Abrahamov, ‘The Bi-la Kayfa Doctrine and its Foundations
in Islamic Theology’, Arabica 42:3 (1995), pp. 365–79. However, it is worth bearing in mind
that speciﬁc sects such as the Karrāmiyya and the so-called Sālimiyya were renowned for
adhering to an anthropomorphic reading of this and other connected verses; see van Ess,
Der Eine und das Andere, vol. 1, p. 598 and vol. 2, p. 1,009f.
12 This is also true for notable Shīʿī luminaries: see al-Ṭabrisī, Abū ʿAlī al-Faḍl b. al-Ḥasan,
Majmaʿ al-Bayān fī tafsīr al-Qurʾān (5 vols. Beirut: Dār Maktabat al-Ḥayāt, n.d.), vol. 1,
pp. 156–7. Among his listed interpretations are ‘qāṣada li’l-samāʾ’, ‘istawlā ʿalā al-samāʾ’ and
‘istawā amruhu ilā’l-samāʾ’ (p. 156). Cf. Maher Jarrar, ‘Some Aspects of Imāmī Inﬂuence on
Early Zaydite Theology’ in Rainer Brunner, Monika Gronke, Jens P. Laut and Ulrich Rebstock
(eds), Islamstudien ohne Ende. Festschrift für Werner Ende (Würzburg: Ergon Verlag, 2002),
pp. 201–23). See also al-Māturīdī, Abū Manṣūr Muḥammad b. Muḥammad al-Māturīdī
al-Samarqandī, Taʾwīlāt al-Qurʾān, ed. Aḥmad Wānlī’ūghlī, rev. Bakr Ṭūpāl’ūghlī (17 vols.
Istānbūl: Dār al-Mīzān, 2005), vol. 1, pp. 68–70, in which he comments on several Qur’anic
verses referring to istiwāʾ and their allusions to motion and stresses the importance of avoiding
anthropomorphic glosses of their import; he even advocates applying more general lexical
paraphrase to obviate such physical glosses. For more on the developments within the Māturīdī
school, see van Ess, Der Eine und das Andere, vol. 2, pp. 794–6; and the recently published
‘A Critical Edition of al-Hādī in Māturīdī Doctrine of the Ḥanaﬁte-Māturīdī Imām ʿUmar
al-Khabbāzī (d. 691/1292)’ by Ayedh Saad Aldosari (unpublished PhD Dissertation: Trinity
Saint David University of Wales, 2013).
13 Al-Ṭabarī does explain that even those who equated istiwāʾ with irtafaʿa differed over the
subject of the verb: is it the Creator of the heavens or indeed the ‘vapours’ which sat over the
recently created heavens (al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. 1, p. 434). Cf. the discussion in
Gilliot, Exégese, langue, et théologie en Islam, pp. 238–41 (‘La session de Dieu sur le Trône’),
especially p. 239.
14 Al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. 1, pp. 434. Al-Ṭabarī seems to be implying that al-Farrāʾ
said that there was a ‘compelling’ reason why he actually favoured this explanation, although
this is not evident in the passages of the Maʿānī; it may well be the case that the original
musings of al-Farrāʾ have not survived in the extant copies of the work.
15 Al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. 1, pp. 434–5. This is an expression he uses elsewhere in the
text. Note how al-Khaṭṭābī described istiwāʾ, stating it represents ‘ʿalāʾ al-majd wa’l-sharaf’
(al-Khaṭṭābī, Abū’l-Sulaymān, Shaʾn al-duʿāʾ, ed. Aḥmad Yūsuf al-Daqqāq (Beirut, Damascus:
Dar al-Māʾmūn li’l-Turāth, 1984), p. 66.
16 Al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. 1, p. 333. See also vol. 12, p. 483; cf. vol. 15, p. 18, in
which the term dabbara is used to denote God’s attending to ‘or governing’ his affairs, having
established himself on the throne. See also al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, ed. al-Turkī, vol. 16,
p. 11, in which he explains Q. 20:5, ‘al-Raḥmān ʿalā ʿarshihi irtafaʿa wa-ʿalā’, and vol. 18,
p. 591 and vol. 22, p. 387, ‘irtafaʿa ʿalayhā wa-ʿalā’. With regards to al-Farrāʾ’s gloss, it could
also be argued that iqbāl was the corollary of will and intention.
17 Examples of the criticisms of ahl al-ʿArabiyya, which includes both al-Farrāʾ and indeed
Abū ʿUbayda, are found throughout the tafsīr and he usually uses the formula ‘some among the
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ahl al-ʿArabiyya claim’ or simply ‘the grammarians’ in general: see al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān,
vol. 1, p. 223, in which he criticises in detail the views of some grammarians who speak of the
otiose function of the ḥurūf al-muqaṭṭaʿa; and vol. 1, p. 132, where he describes one
grammarian as being someone whose acquaintance with the interpretation of ahl al-taʾwīl is
feeble and whose ‘narration of the statements of the Pious Ancestors from among the scholars
of tafsīr is scant’. The ﬁgure to whom he is referring is Abū ʿUbayda and he is questioning his
locating the meaning of al-Raḥmān within the semantic compass of ‘dhū raḥma’: ‘al-Raḥmān
majāzuhu dhū’l-rahma’. There are also instances where he explicitly discusses key differences
over grammatical topics by Kufan and Basran grammarians (vol. 1, p. 184); although, as
pointed out by al-Anṣārī, al-Farrāʾ is often the subject of a rebuke (vol. 4, p. 301); the maʿānī
based works of al-Quṭrub (d. 206/881), al-Kisāʾī (d. 189/804), al-Farrāʾ, Abū ʿUbayda (d. 210/
825), al-Akhfash al-Awsaṭ (d. 215/830) and Ibn Qutayba (d. 276/889) provided discussions and
arguments which were referred to in the course of the commentary. See also Gilliot, Exégese,
langue, et théologie en Islam, pp. 168–203, which focuses on the treatment of grammatical
issues in the Jāmiʿ.
18 Abū Zakariyyāʾ al-Farrāʾ, Yaḥyā b. Ziyād, Maʿānī al-Qurʾān, ed. Aḥmad Yūsuf Najātī and
Muḥammad ʿAlī al-Najjār (3 vols. Cairo: Dār al-Kutub al-Miṣriyya, 1955–72), vol. 1, p. 29.
19 Al-Anṣārī also took the view that al-Ṭabarī based large sections of the linguistic discussions
in the tafsīr on the work of al-Farrāʾ without appropriately acknowledging his source,
even accusing him of plagiarising him; there are many instances in which he highlights where
al-Ṭabarī alludes to him and includes discussions which can be sourced to the Maʿānī, but such
views appear exaggerated, especially when one takes into account the sheer scope of al-Ṭabarī’s
work and the nature of citation within the framework of such works: see pp. 321–4 of al-Anṣārī,
Abū Zakariyyāʾ al-Farrāʾ. Notably, a PhD thesis on the subject of the traditionalist outlook of
al-Ṭabarī did refute these allegations in detail; see Aḥmad al-ʿAwāyisha, al-Imām Ibn Jarīr alṬabarī wa-difāʿuhu ʿan ʿaqīdat al-salaf (unpublished PhD dissertation: Jāmiʿat Umm al-Qurā,
1983), pp. 122–34. And this is discussed by Aḥmad Ṣaqr in the introduction to his edition of
Ibn Qutayba’s Kitāb tafsīr gharīb al-Qurʾān (Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1978). See page
‘dāl’ of the introduction, where he also states that al-Ṭabarī quotes the statements of these
ﬁgures without due acknowledgement. See also Gilliot, Exégese, langue, et théologie en Islam,
pp. 187–9.
20 Yāqūt al-Ḥamawī, Muʿjam al-udabāʾ, vol. 5, p. 620, in which al-Farrāʾ is described as ‘a
jurist conversant with juridical differences; the pre-Islamic battles of the Arabs; their histories
together with poetry; medicine and astrology (astronomy); and who was a mutakallim inclined
towards Muʿtazilism, who also philosophised in his works, applying the terminologies of
the philosophers’. The Muʿtazila did claim him as one of their own.
21 Al-Farrāʾ’s theological leanings were highlighted in the work of Edmund Beck,
‘Die dogmatisch religiöse Einstellung des Grammatikers Yaḥyā b. Ziyād al-Farrāʾ’, Le
Muséon 64 (1951), pp. 187–202. See the English translation of this article, as ‘The Dogmatic
Religious Stance of the Grammarian Yaḥyā b. Ziyād al-Farrāʾ’ in Andrew Rippin (ed.), The
Qurʾān: Formative Interpretation (Aldershot: Variorum, 1999), pp. 137–58; also Rafael
Talmon, ‘The Philosophising Farrāʾ: An Interpretation of an Obscure Saying Attributed to the
Grammarian Thaʿlab’ in Kees Versteegh and Michael Carter (eds), Studies in the History of
Arabic Grammar II. Proceedings of the Second Symposium on the History of Arabic Grammar
(Wiesbaden: O. Harrassowitz, 1990), pp. 265–79; also Edmund Beck, ‘ʿArabiyya, Sunna und
ʿĀmma in der Koranlesung des zweiten Jahrhunderts’, Orientalia 15 (1946), pp. 180–224;
Edmund Beck, ‘Studien zur Geschichte der Küﬁschen Koranlesung in den Beiden Ersten
Jahrhunderten’, Orientalia 17 (1948), pp. 326–55; Edmund Beck, ‘Studien zur Geschichte der
Küﬁschen Koranlesung in den Beiden Ersten Jahrhunderten, III’, Orientalia 20 (1951),
pp. 316–28.
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22 For more on Ibn Kullāb, see Joseph van Ess, Theologie und Gesellschaft im 2. 3.
jahrhundert Hidschra (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1991–5), vol. 4, pp. 200–2; and his ‘Ibn
Kullāb und die Miḥna’, Oriens 9–10 (1967), pp. 92–142. For al-Ashʿarī, see van Ess, Der Eine
und das Andere, vol. 1, pp. 454–1. Ibn Ḥajar reports that Ibn Kullāb was condemned by Ibn
Ḥanbal for his brand of speculative theology, as were his colleagues (Ibn Ḥajar, Lisān al-mīzān,
ed. ʿAbd al-Fattāḥ Abū Ghudda (10 vols. Beirut: Maktab al-Maṭbūʿāt al-Islāmiyya, 2002),
vol. 4, pp. 486–7); his theological thought and ideas are constantly ﬂagged in the works of
Ibn Taymiyya. See also Abū’l-Ḥasan al-Ashʿarī, Maqālāt al-Islāmiyyīn, ed. ʿAbd al-Ḥamīd
(2 vols. Beirut: al-Maktaba al-ʿAṣriyya, 1990), vol. 1, pp. 350–2, and vol. 2, pp. 225–6. For
Qalānisī, see Daniel Gimaret, ‘Cet autre théologien Sunnite: Abū l-ʿAbbās al-Qalānisī’, Journal
Asiatique 277 (1989), pp. 227–61.
23 Van Ess, Theologie und Gesellschaft, vol. 2, p. 87 and vol. 4, p. 746.
24 See Mustafa Shah, ‘Expressions of Traditional Orthodoxy: the Kufan Grammarian al-Farrāʾ
and the Allegations of iʿtizāl’, forthcoming. Reinhart questions the view that Sunnī orthodoxy
should be seen as the default term for Islam as he argues that it has its own history as one
of many movements within the traditions of Islam (see Kevin Reinhart’s ‘Sunni Sectarianism’
in Yasir Suleiman (ed.), Living Islamic History: Studies in Honour of Professor Carole
Hillenbrand (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2010), pp. 209–25); however, Reinhart’s
view does not pay sufﬁcient regard to the overbearing prominence of Sunnī discourses across
the traditional religious sciences, and the sample of works he uses to make his points is too
conﬁned. See also Brett Wilson, ‘The Failure of Nomenclature: The Concept of Orthodoxy in
the Study of Islam’, Comparative Islamic Studies 3:2 (2007), pp. 169–94. The mistaken idea
that most early grammarians were of a Muʿtazilī persuasion is a common perception although
the sources do not fully substantiate that view.
25 Al-Ashʿarī, Abū’l-Ḥasan ʿAlī b. Ismāʿīl, al-Ibāna ʿan uṣūl al-diyāna, ed. Muḥammad ʿAbd
al-Ḥamīd (Beirut: Maktabat Dār al-Bayān, 1999), pp. 97–103. For the arch-traditionist
approach, see works such as Ibn Khuzayma, Abū Bakr, Kitāb al-tawḥīd wa-ithbāt ṣifāt al-rabb
ʿazza wa-jalla (Riyadh: Dār al-Rushd, 1988), pp. 231–40, and the discussion of istiwāʾ; Ibn
al-Jawzī, Abū’l-Faraj Jamāl al-Dīn, Dafʿ shubhat al-tashbīh bi-akaf al-tanzīh (Beirut: Dār
al-Hijra, 1990); Nader El-Bizri, ‘God: Essence and Attributes’ in Tim Winter (ed.), The
Cambridge Companion to Classical Islamic Theology (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2008), pp. 121–40; also al-Juwaynī, ʿAbd al-Malik b. ʿAbd Allāh, al-ʿAqīda
al-Niẓāmiyya, ed. Muḥammad al-Zubaydī (Beirut: Dār Sabīl al-Rashād & Dār al-Nafāʾis,
2003), p. 166–8, in which he speaks of such verses being mushkilāt and that it was best to avoid
the elaboration of meanings such as istiwāʾ. The idea that the divine essence can be a substrate
for temporal acts is dismissed within classical Ashʿarism, as a ﬁgure such as al-Rāzī would
argue this would mean that such acts would have to exist concomitantly with His essence,
which is impossible (al-Rāzī, Fakhr al-Dīn, Kitāb al-muḥaṣṣal fī uṣūl al-dīn aw muḥaṣṣal afkār
al-mutaqaddimīn wa’l-mutaʾakhkhirīn min al-ʿulamāʾ wa’l-ḥukamāʾ wa’l-mutakallimīn, ed.
Ḥusayn Aṭāwa, 1st edn (Cairo: Maktabat Dār al-Turāth, 1991), p. 158). See also p. 187, where
al-Rāzī refers to al-Ashʿarī’s afﬁrming that istiwāʾ was a ṣifa, but stating that there is no proof
of either denying or afﬁrming that this and others such as the yad are ṣifāt and that a
non-committal stance was appropriate in such instances. These were referred to as the ṣifāt
al-khabariyya: namely, those which are substantiated by the scriptural sources; the terms
samʿiyya or indeed naqliyya are also used.
26 This is evident in the work of the later Ashʿarīs who devised rational constructs and postulates
when faced with interpreting such dicta. Ibn Taymiyya argues that many of the Ashʿarīs took
this position on istiwāʾ for the simple reason that they rejected the notion that accidents can
subsist within the divine essence; this would apply to the elective attributes such as those
associated with God’s being pleased or angry (see Ibn Taymiyya, Majmūʿ, vol. 6, pp. 217–68).
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It is suggested that the Ashʿarīs predicate a concomitance between the ﬁʿil wa’l-mafʿūl, in
the sense that the istiwā becomes a created act in respect of the throne (see Ibn Taymiyya,
Majmūʿ, p. 121 and pp. 141–9; also the Uṣūl of al-Baghdādī cited below, p. 112, n. 58).
27 Al-Ghazālī, Abū Ḥāmid, Iḥyāʾ ʿulūm al-dīn (4 vols. Cairo: Dār al-Maʿrifa, 1987), vol. 1,
p. 146. Al-Ghazālī mentions that the ahl al-ḥaqq were compelled to resort to taʾwīl (‘explaining
away a literal meaning’) when faced with such dicta. This is also associated with the notion of
tafwīḍ (‘delegating’).
28 Al-Qāḍī ʿAbd al-Jabbār, Mutashābih al-Qurʾān, ed. Muḥammad Zarzūr (Cairo: Maktabat
Dār al-Turāth, 1969), pp. 72–5. Cf. al-Ashʿarī, Maqālāt al-Islāmiyyīn, vol. 1, p. 285; Ibn Ḥazm,
Abū Muḥammad ʿAlī b. Aḥmad, al-Fiṣal fī’l-milal wa’l-ahwāʾ wa’l-niḥal, ed. Muḥammad
Naṣr and ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-ʿUmayra (4 vols. Beirut: Dār al-Jīl, 1985), vol. 2, pp. 289–92.
29 Abū’l-ʿAbbās Thaʿlab, Aḥmad b. Yaḥyā, Majālis Thaʿlab, ed. ʿAbd al-Salām Hārūn,
5th edn (Cairo: Dār al-Maʿārif, n.d.), see p. 174 and p. 269. This and other quotations are
discussed at greater length in the forthcoming Shah, ‘Expressions of Traditional Orthodoxy’.
See Anṣārī, Abū Zakariyyā al-Farrāʾ, p. 82, where he simply states that al-Ṭabarī’s dislike of
Muʿtazilism led him to rail against al-Farrāʾ; one of the conclusions reached by al-Anṣārī in his
study was that al-Farrāʾ had Muʿtazilī leanings.
30 Jamāl al-Dīn al-Qifṭī, Inbāh al-ruwāt ʿalā anbāh al-nuḥāt, ed. Muḥammad Abū’l-Faḍl
Ibrāhīm (4 vols. Cairo: Dār al-Kutub al-Miṣriyya, 1956), vol. 1, p. 177. It is also signiﬁcant that
the Shīʿī commentator al-Ṭabrisī mentions that Thaʿlab was asked about the meaning of istiwāʾ,
and he replied that ‘our companions say: al-iqbāl’. So it is clear many non-Muʿtazilī scholars
would not have considered it a controversial view (al-Ṭabrisī, Majmaʿ al-Bayān fī tafsīr
al-Qurʾān, vol. 1, p. 157).
31 Al-Qifṭī, Inbāh al-ruwāt, vol. 3, pp. 89–91; Yāqūt al-Ḥamawī, Muʿjam al-udabāʾ, vol. 5,
pp. 242–75, especially pp. 254–7. For more on these ﬁgures see Ibn al-Anbārī, Nuzhat
al-alibbāʾ fī ṭabaqāt al-udabāʾ, ed. Ibrāhīm al-Samarāʾī (al-Zarqāʾ: Maktabat al-Manār, 1985),
pp. 145–8 and pp. 191–4. Ibn Durayd composed touching dirges in his honour.
32 Ibn al-Anbārī, Nuzhat, pp. 173–4; and Jamāl al-Dīn, Inbāh, vol. 1, p. 138.
33 Ibn Taymiyya, Aḥmad b. ʿAbd al-Ḥalīm, Majmūʿ fatāwā shaykh al-Islam, ed. ʿAbd
al-Raḥmān b. Muḥammad b. Qāsim (38 vols. Riyadh: Maṭbaʿat al-Riyāḍ, 1961–74), vol. 16,
p. 155; and Ibn Taymiyya, Jawāb al-Iʿtirāḍāt al-Miṣriyya ʿalā’l-futyā al-Ḥamawiyya, ed.
Muḥammad Shams (Jeddah: Dār ʿĀlam al-Fawāʾid, n.d.) pp. 9–31, in which criticisms are
made of the controversial ʿArabiyya-based treatment applied in exegesis and the use of poetry.
For more on al-Farrāʾ, see al-Qifṭī, Inbāh al-ruwāt, vol. 4, pp. 6–23. Cf. Ibn al-Wazīr, Abū
ʿAbd Allāh Muḥammad b. al-Murtaḍā, Iythār al-ḥaqq ʿalā’l-khalq fī radd al-khilāfāt
ilā’l-madhdhab al-ḥaqq min uṣūl al-tawḥīd, 2nd edn (Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya,
1987) p. 146 ff for the best forms of tafsīr.
34 Muḥammad b. Muḥammad al-Dimashqī, Ghāyat al-nihāya fī ṭabaqāt al-qurrāʾ,
ed. Gotthelf Bergsträsser and Otto Pretzl (2 vols. Cairo: Maṭbaʿat al-Saʿāda, 1935), vol. 2,
pp. 106–8; see also vol. 1, p. 424 and vol. 2, p. 19, to which Rosenthal refers with regards to Ibn
al-Jazarī’s dismissal of al-Ṭabarī’s criticisms of the reading of Ibn ʿĀmir (Rosenthal, The
History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction, vol. 1, p. 58, n. 225). Ibn al-Jazarī (d. 833/1429)
refers to the fact that Abu’l-Qāsim al-Ṣhaṭibī (d. 590/1194) mounted a defence of Ibn ʿĀmir and
criticised al-Ṭabarī.
35 Beck, ‘Die dogmatisch religiöse’, pp. 187–202, passim.
36 Ismāʿīl b. Isḥāq al-Azdī, Aḥkām al-Qurʾān, ed. ʿĀmir Ḥasan Ṣabrī (Beirut: Dār Ibn Ḥazm,
2006). A useful source providing details of Ismāʿīl b. Isḥāq’s legacy is Ibn al-Nadīm, al-Fihrist,
ed. R. Tajaddud, 3rd edn (Beirut: Dār al-Masīra, 1988), p. 40. Fragments from the original text
feature in Miklos Muranyi, Beiträge zur Geschichte der Ḥadīt- und Rechtsgelehrsamkeit der
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Mālikiyya in Nordafrika bis zum 5. Jh. D.H: Bio-bibliographische Notizen aus der
Moscheebibliothek von Qairawān, Quellenstudien zur Ḥadīt- und Rechtsliteratur in
Nordafrika (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag, 1997). See also al-Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī, Abū
Bakr Aḥmad b. ʿAlī, Taʾrīkh Baghdād (14 vols. Beirut: Dār al-Fikr, n.d.), vol. 6, pp. 284–90
and pp. 285–6, for a description of his exegetical works; al-Qāḍī ʿIyāḍ, Tartīb al-madārik
wa-taqrīb al-masālik li-maʿrifat aʿlām madhdhab Mālik, ed. Muḥammad Sālim Hāshim
(2 vols, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1998), vol. 1, pp. 463–72. Such was al-Jahḍamī’s
erudition in the linguistic sciences that it is said of him that had he not been engrossed in his
work as judge, he would have competed with both Mubarrad and Thaʿlab as the leading
grammarian of his age (al-Qāḍī ʿIyāḍ, Tartīb al-madārik wa-taqrīb al-masālik, vol. 1,
pp. 463–72). See p. 471 for the discussion on Abū ʿUbayd.
37 See the detailed defence of the use of poetry in Ibn al-Anbārī, Abū Bakr Muḥammad b.
al-Qāsim, Kitāb īḍāḥ al-waqf wa’l-ibtidāʾ, ed. Muḥyī al-Dīn ʿAbd al-Raḥmān Ramaḍān (2 vols.
Damascus: Majmaʿ al-Lugha al-ʿArabiyya, 1971), vol. 1, pp. 99–102.
38 Ibn Taymiyya, al-Iʿtirāḍāt al-Miṣriyya, pp. 9–31.
39 Al-Wāḥidī, Abū’l-Ḥasan ʿAlī b. Aḥmad, Tafsīr al-basīṭ, ed. Muḥammad b. Ṣāliḥ b. ʿAbd
Allāh b. Fawzān (25 vols. Riyadh: Jāmiʿat Muḥammad b. Saʿūd al-Islāmiyya, 2009), vol. 2,
p. 299f. The editor of the text actually contests that this was the view that al-Ṭabarī had
preferred, arguing that it was mentioned in the framework of his rejoinder; he then goes on to
refer to the early discussions, arguing that al-Ṭabarī did side with the view that it meant irtifāʿ in
the plainer sense.
40 Al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. 1, p. 394 (examples of criticisms of al-Farrāʾ);
vol. 22, p. 244 (‘zaʿama baʿḍ ahl al-ʿArabiyya’). See the examples discussed above in
note 17.
41 This is a point observed in Muḥammad al-Mālikī, Dirāsat al-Ṭabarī li’l-maʿnā min khilāl
tafsīrihi Jāmiʿ al-bayān ʿan taʾwīl āy al-Qurʾān (Ribāṭ: Wizārat al-Awqāf wa’l-Shuʾūn
al-Islāmiyya, 1996), pp. 88–90. For a review of the nature of his theological views, see
pp. 189–205. Concerning the tafsīr, Franz Rosenthal argued that ‘during his lifetime, it
probably was considered his outstanding scholarly achievement, even more so than his great
works on law and ḥadīth’ (Rosenthal, The History, p. 105).
42 See al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. 1, pp. 162–3, in which he dismisses the views of ahl
al-qadar when discussing the notion of tafwīḍ, in the context of free will and the capacity to act,
as al-Ṭabarī explains that without seeking God’s support man is unable to ﬁnd his way to divine
guidance (see also p. 168). See also al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. 5, pp. 403–7, which
includes dicta on God’s speaking to Moses; al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. 7, pp. 260–3 and the
reference to the span of one’s life (ajal); and al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān (ed. Turkī), vol. 19,
p. 575, and the reference to God’s creation of man’s acts; al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān (ed. Turkī),
vol. 22, pp. 160–3, and the authority of qadar; al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān (ed. Turkī), vol. 24,
pp. 384–9, where al-Ṭabarī countenances the physicality of God’s advent on the Day of
Judgement; and al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān (ed. Turkī), vol. 20, p. 145f, where he refers to God’s
creating Adam with His hands; al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān (ed. Turkī), vol. 21, p. 605, where it is
stated that the Prophet is in our sight. But one does come across exceptions such as Q. 20:39
(before my sight), where he ponders the two contrasting explanations, one of which refers to the
idea of ‘ﬂourishing before us’, endorsing it on the basis of its being consistent with the preferred
lectio: al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān (ed. Turkī), vol. 16, pp. 57–60. Still, his overall position on
points of dogma is conﬁrmed in the two credal works he composed which are discussed below:
al-Ṭabarī, Ṣarīḥ al-sunna, ed. Badr b. Yūsūf al-Maʿtūq, 2nd edn (Kuwait: Dār al-Khulafā
li’l-Kitāb al-Islāmī, 2005); and al-Ṭabarī, al-Tabṣīr fī maʿālim al-dīn, ed. ʿAlī b. ʿAbd al-ʿAzīz
b. ʿAlī al-Shibl (Beirut: Dār al-ʿĀṣima, 1996). It is also known under the alternative title Tabṣīr
ulī’l-nuhā wa-maʿālim al-hudā. Folios are missing from the end of the al-Tabṣīr manuscript,

124

Journal of Qur’anic Studies

rendering it incomplete. For the polarity between the views of al-Ṭabarī and Shīʿism, see Watt,
The Formative Period, p. 368, n. 88.
43 See the discussion in Mårtensson, Tabari, pp. 22–3, where she speaks of theology requiring
more discursive reasoning than history.
44 See for more on this discussion see Aḥmad al-ʿAwāyisha, al-Imām b. Jarīr al-Ṭabarī,
pp. 344–53; cf. Cornelia Schöck, ‘Name (ism), Derived Name (ism mushtaqq) and Description
(waṣf) in Arabic Grammar, Muslim Dialectical Theology and Arabic Logic’ in Shahid
al-Rahman, Tony Street and Hassan Tahiri (eds), The Unity of Science in the Arabic Tradition:
Science, Logic, Epistemology and their Interactions (n.p.: Springer, 2008), pp. 329–60; al-Qāḍī
ʿAbd al-Jabbār, Aḥmad al-Asadabādī, al-Mughnī fī abwāb al-tawḥīd wa’l-ʿadl, ed. Maḥmūd
Muḥammad al-Khuḍayrī (Cairo: al-Dār al-Miṣriyya li’l-Taʾlīf wa’l-Tarjama, 1965), pp. 160–5;
Abū Ḥāmid al-Ghazālī, al-Maqṣad al-asnā sharḥ asmāʾ Allāh al-ḥusnā, ed. Muḥammad
al-Nawāwī (Cairo: Maktabat al-Fajr al-Jadīd, 2006). See al-Ghazālī’s view in Fakhr al-Dīn
al-Rāzī, Lawāmiʿ al-bayyināt sharḥ asmāʾ Allāh taʿālā wa’l-ṣifāt, ed. Ṭaha ʿAbd al-Raʾūf
Saʿad (Cairo: Maktabat al-Kulliyāt al-Azhariyya, 1976). The Majmūʿ has a whole section
devoted to the subject (Ibn Taymiyya, Majmūʿ fatāwā shaykh al-Islam, vol. 6, pp. 185–212;
Michel Allard, Le problème des attributes divins dans la doctrine d’al-Ashʿarī de ses premiers
grands disciples (Beyrouth: Imprimerie Catholique, 1965); Harry Austryn Wolfson, The
Philosophy of the Kalām (Cambridge, MA & London: Harvard University Press, 1976),
pp. 111–234; Merlin Swartz, A Medieval Critique of Anthropomorphism: Ibn al-Jawzī’s Kitāb
Akhbār al-ṣifāt: A Critical Edition of the Arabic Text with Translation, Introduction and Notes
(Leiden: Brill, 2002), pp. 111–12; Frank Griffel, Al-Ghazālī’s Philosophical Theology (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2009), p. 84; Taneli Kukkonen, ‘Al-Ghazālī on the Signiﬁcation of
Names’, Vivarium 48 (2010), pp. 55–74 (Kukkonen notes that the native Islamic context of the
discussions should not be dismissed but that in al-Ghazālī’s broaching of the topic a
philosophical analogue is used); and Jamal Elamrani, ‘La question du nom et du nomme (al-ism
wa’l-musammā) entre la dialectique et la grammaire: à propos d’une epitre d’al-Baṭalyusī’,
Zeitschrift für Arabische Linguistik 15 (1985), pp. 80–93.
45 This is also explored in arguments about the status of homonyms, synonyms and antonyms.
See Bernard Weiss, ‘Ilm al-waḍʿ: An Introductory Account of a Later Muslim Philological
Science’, Arabica 34 (1987), pp. 339–56. For more on the relationship between words and the
process of positing meanings, see Mustafa Shah, ‘Classical Islamic Discourse on the Origins of
Language: Cultural Memory and the Defense of Orthodoxy’, Numen: International Review for
the History of Religions, 58:2–3 (2011), pp. 314–43. See also the discussions in Daniel
Gimaret, Les noms divins en Islam: exegese lexicographique et theologique (Paris: Cerf, 1988),
pp. 37–50, which mainly focus on the implications for tawqīf and iṣṭilāḥ and the origins of
language.
46 See the discussions in ʿUthmān b. Saʿīd al-Dārimī, Radd al-Imām al-Dārimī ʿUthmān b.
Saʿīd ʿalā Bishr al-Marīsī al-ʿAnīd, ed. Muḥammad Ḥāmid al-Fiqhī (Beirut: Dār al-Kutub
al-ʿIlmiyya, n.d.), p. 7. For more on Bishr, see Watt, The Formative Period, pp. 196–9; and van
Ess, Der Eine und das Andere, vol. 1, p. 90 and p. 283f; van Ess, Theologie und Gesellschaft,
band 3, pp. 175–88; and the discussion about al-Marīsī as a Ḥanafī and cf. Melchert, The
Adversaries p. 238.
47 See Mānkdīm Shashdīw, Aḥmad b. al-Ḥusayn, Kitāb sharḥ al-uṣūl al-khamsa, ed. ʿAbd
al-Karīm ʿUthmān (Cairo: Maktabat Wahba, 1965), pp. 182–3. ʿAbd al-Jabbār is frequently
presented as the author of the text.
48 It is worth considering al-Ṭabarī’s account of the miḥna in the Taʾrīkh in which he preserves
the discussions between Aḥmad Ibn Ḥanbal and his accusers, particularly where his Muʿtazilī
opponent mentions the link between the ear and ‘all hearing’ and sight and ‘all seeing’, before
citing a Qur’anic verse which Ibn Ḥanbal is asked to explain and he responds by saying ‘huwa
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kamā waṣafa nafsahu’ (al-Ṭabarī, Taʾrīkh al-rusul wa’l-mulūk, ed. Muḥammad Abū’l-Faḍl
Ibrāhīm (11 vols. Cairo: Dār al-Maʿārif, 1969), vol. 8, p. 639).
49 ʿUthmān b. Saʿīd al-Dārimī, Radd ʿalā Bishr al-Marisī, p. 7.
50 See al-Ashʿarī, Maqālāt al-Islāmiyyīn, vol. 2, p. 225.
51 Al-Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī, Taʾrīkh Baghdād, vol. 5, pp. 209–10. See also al-Qifṭī, Inbāh,
vol. 1, p. 177.
52 Al-Qāḍī b. Abī Yaʿlā, Abū’l-Ḥusayn Muḥammad, Ṭabaqāt al-Ḥanābila, ed. Muḥammad
Ḥāmid al-Faqī (2 vols. Cairo: Dār Iḥyāʾ al-Kutub al-ʿArabiyya, n.d.), vol. 2, pp. 299–300.
Appended to the work is a summary of the creed attributed to Ibn Ḥanbal which states that he
considered the subject of the ism and musammā to be grave, although his companions took
different positions. See Ṭāriq b. ʿAwaḍ Allāh (ed.), Masāʾil al-Imām Aḥmad: riwāyat Abī
Dāwūd al-Sijistānī (Riyadh: Maktabat Ibn Taymiyya, 1999), p. 369. See also Muḥammad
al-Biṭār and Rashīd Riḍā (eds), Masāʾil al-Imām Aḥmad: riwāyat al-Tammār al-Baṣrī ʿan Abī
Dāwūd al-Sijistānī (Damascus: n.p. n.d.), p. 262, where he responds to a question about
whether the names of God are created.
53 Yāqūt, Muʿjam al-udabāʾ, vol. 5, p. 170; cf. Ibn Kathīr, Abū’l-Fidāʾ Ismāʿīl, al-Bidāya
wa’l-nihāya, ed. A. Mulḥim, A. ʿAṭwī, F. Sayyid, M. Nāṣir al-Dīn and A. ʿAbd al-Sātir (8 vols
in 2. Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1986), vol. 6 (parts 11–12), p. 195, where it is mentioned
that the raʾīs al-Ḥanābila, ʿAlī al-Barbahārī, led his funeral prayer.
54 Al-Qāḍī Abū Yaʿlā, Muḥammad b. al-Ḥusayn, al-Muʿtamad fī uṣūl al-dīn, ed. Wadi Z.
Haddad (Beirut: Dar El-Machreq, 1986), pp. 70–2, although Abū Yaʿlā offers important
distinctions between his position and the Ashʿarī one (p. 71), aspects of the Ashʿarī position are
replicated. One should bear in mind that Abū Yaʿlā was renowned for his broaching of
speculative frameworks for the defence of the traditionalist doctrines of the Ḥanbalīs, although
he did disagree with some of their positions.
55 Al-Ashʿarī, al-Ibāna ʿan uṣūl al-diyāna, p. 44; al-Ashʿarī, Maqālāt al-Islāmiyyīn. For the
Shīʿī position on this see Shaykh al-Ṭāʾifa Abū Jaʿfar Muḥammad b. al-Ḥasan al-Ṭūsī,
al-Tibyān fī tafsīr al-Qurʾān (5 vols. Najaf: al-Maṭbaʿat al-ʿIlmiyya, 1957/1376), vol. 1, p. 20,
where he dismisses the equivalence between the ism and the musammā. See also al-Ṭabrisī, Abū
ʿAlī al-Faḍl b. al-Ḥasan, Majmaʿ al-bayān fī tafsīr al-Qurʾān (5 vols. Beirut: Dār Maktabat
al-Ḥayāt, n.d), vol. 1, pp. 42–3, where he replicates many of al-Ṭabarī’s arguments; al-Māturīdī,
Taʾwīlāt al-Qurʾān, vol. 17, pp. 165–6. For medieval implications of the discussions, see
Niẓām al-Dīn, Muḥammad b. Ḥusayn al-Naysābūrī, Gharāʾib al-Qurʾān, ed. Zakariyyāʾ
ʿImrān (5 vols. Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1996), vol. 1, p. 64.
56 Ibn Fūrak, Abū Bakr Muḥammad b. al-Ḥasan, Mujarrad maqālat al-shaykh Abī’l-Ḥasan
al-Ashʿarī: (exposé de la doctrine d’al-Ashʿarī), ed. D. Gimaret (Beirut: Dar el-Machreq,
1987), pp. 38–9. See al-Ashʿarī, al-Ibāna, p. 44; and al-Ashʿarī, Maqālāt al-Islāmiyyīn, vol. 1,
p. 345 and vol. 2, p. 211, for the discussion of the relationship suggested by the Muʿtazilīs
between al-waṣf wa’l-ṣifa.
57 Ibn Fūrak, Mujarrad maqālat, pp. 38–9.
58 ʿAbd al-Qāhir al-Baghdādī’s Tafsīr asmāʾ Allāh al-ḥusnā, MS British Library Or. 7547,
fol. 1–2, and indeed in his Kitāb uṣūl al-dīn (Istanbul: Madrasat al-Ilāhiyāt bi-Dār al-Funūn,
1928, p. 112) (I should like to thank Andrew Rippin for bringing the manuscript to my attention
back in 2009). Rippin has also devoted a recent article to the legacy of al-Baghdādī: Andrew
Rippin, ‘ʿAbd al-Qāhir al-Baghdādī and the Study of the Qurʾān’, al-Bayān 10:1 (2012), pp. 1–15.
For more on al-Baghdādī, see van Ess, Der Eine und das Andere, vol. 1, pp. 667–716.
59 For more on the various attitudes and positions see van Ess, Theologie und Gesellschaft im
2. 3., vol. 4, pp. 200–1, in which he discusses Ibn Taymiyya’s references to differences on the
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subject between al-Muḥāsibī and Ibn Kullāb. The implication is that the latter’s notion about the
attributes being neither the same as the ism, nor different from it, was at the centre of arguments
as al-Muḥāsibī questioned this and spoke of an ontological equivalence.
60 Al-Bāqillānī, Abū Bakr b. Ṭayyib, Kitāb tamhīd al-awāʾil wa-talkhīṣ al-dalāʾil, ed. ʿImād
al-Dīn Aḥmad b. Ḥaydar (Beirut: Muʾassasat al-Kutub al-Thaqāﬁyya, 1993), p. 258;
al-Juwaynī, Kitāb al-irshād ilā qawāṭiʿ al-adilla fī uṣūl al-iʿtiqād, ed. Asʿad Tamīm (Beirut:
Muʾassasat al-Kutub al-Thaqāﬁyya, 1996), p. 135f. Other paragons of Sunnism, al-Khaṭṭābī
(d. 388/998), al-Lālakāʾī (d. 418/1027) and al-Baghawī (d. 510/1117), also took similar
positions. See al-Lālakāʾī, Abū’l-Qāsim Hibat Allāh, Sharḥ uṣūl iʿtiqād ahl al-sunna
wa’l-jamāʿa, ed. Sayyid ʿImrān (2 vols. Cairo: Dār al-Ḥadīth, 2004), vol. 1, pp. 153–60; and
al-Baghawī, al-Ḥusayn b. Masʿūd, Sharḥ al-sunna, ed. Shuʿayb Arnaʾūṭ and Zuhayr
al-Shāwīsh (16 vols. Damascus: al-Maktab al-Islāmī, 1983), vol. 1, pp. 187–8. There are
of course legal implications: al-Bayhaqī, Abū Bakr Aḥmad b. al-Ḥusayn, Manāqib al-Imām
al-Shāﬁʿī, ed. Aḥmad Ṣaqr (2 vols. Cairo: Dār al-Turāth, 1970), vol. 1, p. 403, where he
mentions al-Shāﬁʿī’s stating that if one swears an oath and invokes the names of God and fails
to uphold it, he must expiate. Al-Ghazālī did recoil from the Ashʿarī position and qualify the
rationale of his arguments in his al-Maqṣad al-asnā; see the summaries of the ‘Ouvarages
Spéiﬁques’ in Gimaret, Les noms divins en Islam, pp. 16–29.
61 Al-Bāqillānī, Kitāb tamhīd al-awāʾil wa-talkhīṣ al-dalāʾil, pp. 260–2.
62 Al-Bāqillānī, Kitāb tamhīd al-awāʾil wa-talkhīṣ al-dalāʾil, pp. 260–2.
63 Al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. 1, pp. 114–34 for the whole section (and pp. 114–15),
which begins by extolling the importance of the basmala, adding that its mere mention allows
one to reconstruct the intended, yet inner, meaning of its speaker, which is elided. See the
discussion in Gilliot, Exégese, langue, et théologie en Islam, pp. 242–4.
64 Al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. 1, p. 116. For more on this phenomenon see Ibn Jinnī,
al-Khaṣāʾiṣ, vol. 3, pp. 34–51; al-Ṭabarī points out that Arabic is replete with examples of this
syntactic trait and produces poetic verses to demonstrate this.
65 Al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. 1, p. 117.
66 Al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. 1, p. 118. This point is discussed in Aḥmad al-ʿAwāyisha,
al-Imām Ibn Jarīr al-Ṭabarī, pp. 122–34.
67 Al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. 1, pp. 117–18.
68 Al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. 1, p. 118. It is worth noting that the text’s editor, Aḥmad
Shākir, considered al-Ṭabarī’s explanation of the arguments about the basmala and the links
with tasmiyya as being inspired, and indicative of his perceptive grasp of the issues: see the
discussion in the footnote at pp. 118–19.
69 These lines were from a poem composed for his two daughters by the mukhaḍram poet
Labīd on his deathbed in the kāmil meter. He died during the caliphate of ʿUmar. See Ibn
Qutayba, Muḥammad ʿAbd Allāh b. Muslim, al-Shiʿr wa’l-shuʿarāʾ, ed. M. Qamīḥa and
N. Zarzūr, 2nd edn (Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1985) pp. 154 ff. A detailed commentary
of the verse is provided in ʿAbd al-Qādir b. ʿUmar al-Baghdādī, Khizānat al-adab wa-lubb
lubāb lisān al-ʿArab: wa-huwa sharḥ ʿalā shawāhid sharḥ al-kāﬁya li’l-raḍī, ed. ʿAbd alSalām Muḥammad Hārūn (13 vols. Cairo: al-Maṭbaʿa al-Salaﬁyya, 1347–51/1928–32), vol. 4,
pp. 337–42 (shāhid no. 305). The point is that the ism in the poetry is the equivalent of
al-salām. In the line of poetry he was instructing his daughters that it would sufﬁce if they
mourned his passing for a year. For al-Ṭabarī’s discussion of the line, see al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ
al-bayān, vol. 1, p. 119. He says that there are two possible meanings of the line, neither of
which coincides with Abū ʿUbayda’s view, which sees the ism being the musammā. The ﬁrst
meaning, his preferred view, is having mourned for a year the two daughters should adhere to
(the mention of) God’s name and His remembrance and desist from thinking of their father and
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crying over him, suggesting it was a form of ighrāʾ (‘exhortation’); for the second explanation
al-Ṭabarī refers to its reﬂecting a process of tasmiyya: namely, that may God’s name be over
you (‘tasmiyyatī Allāh ʿalaykumā, as in ism Allāh ʿalayka’), whereby someone seeks the refuge
and protection of the Almighty.
70 Al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. 1, p. 119.
71 Abū ʿUbayda, Maʿmar b. al-Muthannā, Majāz al-Qurʾān, ed. Fuʾāt Sezgin, 2nd edn (2 vols.
Beirut: Muʾassasat al-Risāla, 1981), vol. 1, p. 16. See also the discussion in al-Zajjājī,
Abū’l-Qāsim ʿAbd al-Raḥmān b. Isḥāq, Ishtiqāq asmāʾ Illāh, ed. ʿAbd al-Husayn al-Mubārak,
2nd edn (Beirut: Muʾassasat al-Risāla, 1986), p. 217, where he seems to suggest that by taking
such a view of the ism being the salām, Abū ʿUbayda was being held hostage to the notion that
the ism is the musammā, although al-Zajjājī simply dismisses the argument that the existence of
linguistic phenomena such as synonyms and antonyms impacted upon the idea of the unity
of identity between the ism and the musammā is discussed in Ibn al-Anbārī, Muḥammad b.
al-Qāsim, Kitāb al-aḍdād, ed. Muḥammad Abū’l-Faḍl Ibrāhīm (Beirut: al-Maktabat
al-ʿAṣriyya, 1987) p. 13.
72 Al-Lālakāʾī, Sharḥ uṣūl, vol. 1, p. 155. Khalaf b. Hishām al-Bazzār, the renowned Kufan
reader, is also quoted, showing that many traditionalists were simply stating the ism was the
musammā. There are similar statements attributed to al-Shāﬁʿī.
73 Al-Bāqillānī, Kitāb tamhīd al-awāʾil wa-talkhīṣ al-dalāʾil, p. 258. The reasoning is that the
Qur’anic dicta show that the ism must be the same as the musammā for God would not
command mankind to exalt or glorify something other than him. While the arbitrary naming
of deities is condemned in Q. 12:40; this has a nexus with the origins of language and the
tawqīf-iṣṭilāḥ debate. It was the Muʿtazilī ʿAbbād b. Sulaymān (d. 252/864) who asserted that
the change in the name of something would lead to a change in the essence of its identity:
Naysābūrī, Abū Rashīd Saʿīd b. Muḥammad b. Saʿīd, al-Masāʾil fī’l-khilāf bayn al-Baṣriyyīn
wa’l-Baghdādiyyīn, ed. M. Ziyāda and R. al-Sayyid (Beirut: Maʿhad al-Inmāʾ al-ʿArabī, 1979),
p. 161. Cf. the discussions in ʿAbd al-Jabbār, al-Mughnī fī abwāb al-tawḥīd wa’l-ʿadl, vol. 5,
pp. 160–6.
74 His Khārijī inclinations are dismissed in Wilferd Madelung, ‘Abū ʿUbayda Maʿmar
b. Muthannā as a Historian’, Journal of Islamic Studies 3:1 (1992), pp. 47–56. See also Yāqūt,
Muʿjam al-udabāʾ, vol. 5, p. 509; al-Zubaydī explicitly mentioned that his books and views
cannot substantiate the claim of his being inclined to Muʿtazilism (Muḥammad b. al-Ḥasan
al-Zubaydī, Ṭabaqāt al-naḥwiyyīn, ed. Muḥammad Abū’l-Faḍl Ibrāhīm (Cairo: Dār al-Maʿārif,
1973), pp. 175–7).
75 Al-Qāḍī b. Abī Yaʿlā, Ṭabaqāt al-Ḥanābila, vol. 2, pp. 299–300.
76 Al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān (ed. Turkī), vol. 22, p. 278.
77 Ibn Jinnī, Abū’l-Fatḥ ʿUthmān, al-Khaṣāʾiṣ, ed. Muḥammad ʿAlī al-Najjār, 2nd edn (3 vols.
Cairo: n.p., n.d.), vol. 3, pp. 24–32. Ibn Jinnī’s treatment of this topic is couched using a
terminology and framework which ﬂeshes out the linguistic dimensions of the arguments.
78 Ibn Jinnī moves on to elaborate by referring to the difference between the lexeme for sword
(sa/y/f) and its orthographical denotation in which it is the ism and retains a wholly abstract
quality; and, conversely ‘ḍarabtuhu bi’l-ḥadīd’ which constitutes the actual weapon
(al-musammā) wrought from iron.
79 Ibn Jinnī, al-Khaṣāʾiṣ, p. 32. Intricately entwined in the discussions is the notion of the
derivation of the term ‘al-ism’, which became one of the key subjects of khilāf between Basran
and Kufan grammarians. The grammarians’ interest in the topic was principally concerned with
issues such as the relationship between words and the concepts they embody, including
discourses about the origins of language and the process of naming, although the arcing of the
conceptual boundaries of the associated discourses meant that aspects of the discussions of key
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grammarian luminaries regularly surfaced in the constructs and premises ruminated over by
theologians. It is the grammarian al-Zajjājī (d. 337/949), who earlier provided a detailed
discussion of the linguistic ramiﬁcations of the arguments in his Īḍāḥ fī ʿilal al-naḥw, using
points raised by Sībawayhi as the background for positing his thoughts on the topic (al-Zajjājī,
Abū’l-Qāsim ʿAbd al-Raḥmān b. Isḥāq, al-Īḍāḥ fī ʿilal al-naḥw, ed. Māzin al-Mubārak (Cairo:
Maṭbaʿat al-Madanī, 1959)). See also the translation by Kees Versteegh, The Explanation of
Linguistic Causes, al-Zajjājī’s Theory of Grammar (Amsterdam: J. Benjamins, 1995). Versteegh
reasoned that al-Zajjājī had Muʿtazilī inclinations on the basis that he appeared to discount the
unity of identity between the ism and the musammā, but it is quite plain that this could not be
used as an indicator of such leanings; moreover, there is nothing in his works to suggest that
his theology is not of the brand defended by scholars associated with traditional Sunnism.
80 See note 75.
81 Yāqūt does query the correctness of one aspect of al-Ṭabarī’s theological positions as
presented by his biographer ʿAbd al-ʿAzīz b. Muḥammad al-Ṭabarī, arguing there is a hint of
strict determinism detected in his belief with regards to the ‘sealing of the non-believers’ hearts’
yet the references to his theological beliefs in the entry present an individual whose ‘orthodoxy’
was consistent with traditional Sunnī beliefs (Yāqūt al-Ḥamawī, Muʿjam al-udabāʾ, vol. 5,
pp. 267–8).
82 Yāqūt, Muʿjam, vol. 5, p. 255, where Ibn Kāmil states al-Ṭabarī dictated 150 verses of
the tafsīr before continuing to complete the Qur’an, adding that this was done in 270/883–4
and that it gained a reputation. Rosenthal (The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction,
pp. 106–7), cites 190 verses, while the Iḥsān ʿAbbās edition of the Muʿjam lists 150 verses.
83 See Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction, p. 106; while Yāqūt
includes various reports in his Muʿjam al-udabāʾ, vol. 5, p. 243, p. 248, p. 255, p. 256 and
p. 260. See also van Ess, Der Eine und das Andere, vol. 1, pp. 294–5.
84 Al-Ṭabarī, Ṣarīḥ al-sunna, ed. Badr b. Yūsūf al-Maʿtūq, 2nd edn (Kuwait: Dār al-Khulafāʾ
li’l-Kitāb al-Islāmī, 2005), p. 40. It was the subject of a study by Dominique Sourdel, ‘Une
profession de foi de l’historien al-Ṭabarī’, Revue des Études Islamiques 36 (1968), pp. 177–99.
See also Claude Gilliot’s summary of his works in Exégese, langue, et théologie, pp. 39–68;
also Mårtensson, Tabari, pp. 18–23.
85 Al-Ṭabarī, al-Tabṣīr fī maʿālim al-dīn, p. 103f.
86 Al-Bayhaqī, Abū Bakr Aḥmad b. al-Ḥusayn, Shuʿab al-īmān, ed. Muḥammad al-Saʿīd
Zaghlūl (17 vols. Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 2000), vol. 1, pp. 124–6. Cf. Ibn Taymiyya,
Majmūʿ, vol. 6, pp. 175–85.
87 Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction, vol. 1, p. 105.
88 Ibn Ḥazm, al-Fiṣal fī’l-milal, vol. 5, pp. 135–46; Ibn Taymiyya, Majmūʿ, vol. 6,
pp. 175–212, see p. 187.
89 Gösta Vitestam, ‘AṬ-Ṭabarī and the Seeing of God’, pp. 147–55. See al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ
al-bayān, vol. 12, pp. 12–23.
90 Gilliot, Exégese, langue, et théologie en Islam, pp. 207–78 (‘Chapitre VIII: Le Combat De
Ṭabarī Pour L’Orthodoxie’), especially p. 207, where he states that ‘Un commentaire coranique
n’est pas un traité d’hérésiographie, pourtant la polémique contre les groupes sectaires n’en est
pas absente. Ceux-ci sont parfois désignés, mais le plus souvent, tout au moins dans le
Commentaire de Tabari, ils sont laissés dans l’anonymat, et ce n’est que la connaissance des
débates qui ont animé la communauté musulmane jusqu’à son époque qui permet parfois de les
identiﬁer.’ Also, with regards to the Qādarīs, see p. 276 and his point that ‘Il est impossible
d’identiﬁer précisément les groupes ou led personages qu’il vise dans sa polémique antiqadarite’.
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91 See Gilliot, Exégese, langue, et théologie en Islam, at p. 207, p. 221, p. 228, pp. 223–37 and
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p. 23.
92 Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction, vol. 1, p. 61.
93 See Christopher Melchert’s ‘The Adversaries of Aḥmad b. Ḥanbal’, Arabica 46 (1997),
pp. 234–53. With regards to al-Ṭabarī, Melchert mentions that ‘medieval sources give various
accounts of the accusation against him, but most have to do with semi-rationalist positions in
either theology or jurisprudence’ (p. 247). Melchert identiﬁed the following as semi-rationalists:
al-Shāﬁʿī (d. 204/820), al-Ḥusayn al-Karābīsī (d. 248/862), Abū Thawr (d. 240/854), al-Ḥārith
al-Muḥāsibī (d. 243/857), Dāwūd b. Khalaf al-Ẓāhir (d. 270/884), al-Muzanī (d. 264/878) and
al-Ṭabarī, although one senses that he was more concerned about the characterisation of
approaches to law. Cf. Mustafa Shah, ‘The Early Arabic Grammarians’ Contributions to the
Collection and Authentication of Qurʾānic Readings: The Prelude to Ibn Mujāhid’s Kitāb
al-sabʿa’, Journal of Qur’anic Studies 6:1 (2004), pp. 72–102, at p. 76f. The underlying theme
of Melchert’s argument is that Ibn Ḥanbal was perturbed more by the semi-rationalists than the
Muʿtazila (p. 235), and that semi-rationalism became the matrix of the classical schools of law
(see p. 250). Melchert also questions whether Rosenthal was right to identify tout court the
Muʿtazilīs with rationalism.
94 Walid A. Saleh, ‘Preliminary Remarks on the Historiography of tafsīr in Arabic: A History
of the Book Approach’, Journal of Qur’anic Studies 12 (2010), pp. 6–40, p. 13. Reproduced in
Mustafa Shah (ed.), Tafsīr: Interpreting the Qurʾān, Critical Concepts in Islamic Studies
(4 vols. London: Routledge, 2013), vol. 1, pp. 289–324.
95 Boswell, art. ‘al-Ṭabarī’.
96 Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction, pp. 7–8. In addition, see the
lengthy entry which features in Ibn ʿAsākir, Abū’l-Qāsim ʿAlī b. al-Ḥasan, Taʾrīkh madīnat
Dimashq, ed. ʿUmar b. Gharāma al-ʿAmrawī (75 vols. Beirut: Dār al-Fikr, 1997), vol. 52,
pp. 188–208 (biography no. 6160).
97 Yāqūt, Muʿjam, vol. 5, p. 244; Rosenthal’s The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction,
p. 10; also Ibn ʿAsākir, Taʾrīkh madīnat Dimashq, vol. 52, p. 193, where he mentions
al-Farghānī’s dhayl.
98 Al-Subkī, Tāj al-Dīn, Ṭabaqāt al-Shāﬁʿiyya al-kubrā, ed. Maḥmūd Muḥammad al-Ṭanāḥī
and ʿAbd al-Fattāḥ Muḥammad al-Ḥilw (10 vols. Cairo: Maṭbaʿat ʿĪsā al-Bābī al-Ḥalabī,
1964–76), vol. 3, p. 123. See also the entry on Ibn Kāmil in al-Dhahabī, Shams al-Dīn, Siyar
aʿlām al-nubalāʾ, ed. Shuʿayb Arnaʾūṭ and Maʾmūn al-Ṣāghirjī (25 vols. Beirut: Muʾassasat
al-Risāla, 1990), vol. 15, pp. 544f.
99 Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction, p. 10. Although he states ‘that
unless there is irrefutable proof to the contrary, we must assume that the reports reﬂect reality,
and that idealising descriptions depict, if not reality, then something equally or more important,
namely, the perception of contemporaries’. Such materials, he says, are legitimate sources for
the biographer although caution must be exercised when using them.
100 Al-Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī, Taʾrīkh Baghdād, vol. 2, pp. 162–8. He actually uses the term
samāʿ, which connotes active audition, to highlight the mode of contact between al-Ṭabarī and
the ﬁgures he mentions. For more on the modes of transmission, see Zayn al-Dīn al-ʿIrāqī, Fatḥ
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M. al-ʿAjjāj al-Khaṭīb, 3rd edn (Beirut: Dār al-Fikr, 1404/1984), pp. 420–80; al-Khaṭīb
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from the Qur’an. Among al-Ṭabarī’s works was a text devoted to collating variae lectiones.
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Maḥmūd al-Arnāʾūṭ and ʿAbd al-Qādir al-Arnāʾūṭ (10 vols, Damascus: Dār Ibn Kathīr, 1989),
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name, Abū Jaʿfar Muḥammad ibn Jarīr ibn Rustam at-Ṭabarī’.
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See also Yāqūt, Muʿjam, vol. 5, p. 269.
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ascribed to him. Sinān’s work was a dhayl to al-Ṭabarī’s history.
105 Yāqūt, Muʿjam, p. 247. Yāqūt includes an anecdote in which Abū Bakr b. Kāmil relates
that an individual not only claimed that ʿAlī was in Yemen at the time of the so-called incident,
but he also composed a poem which listed the various regions of the Arabian Peninsula and
mentioned Ghadīr Khumm, recounting in it that numerous false reports about it had been
concocted. This perturbed al-Ṭabarī, who authored the Faḍāʾil ʿAlī and listed the paths of
transmission for the Ghadīr Khumm dictum, which attracted the attention of Shīʿīs who began
inveighing against the Companions. This consequently caused al-Ṭabarī to collate materials on
the virtues of the Companions; he was then asked to collate those of Banī ʿAbbās.
106 See Aḥmad Ibn Ḥanbal, Musnad, ed. Shuʿayb Arnaʾūṭ and ʿĀdil Murshid (50 vols. Beirut:
Muʾassasat al-Risāla), vol. 32, pp. 56–7, for the tradition in which he refers to the incident at
Ghadīr Khumm; also see vol. 32, pp. 11–12 for the tradition cited in n. 111. See also alTirmidhī, al-Jāmiʿ al-mukhtaṣar min al-sunan ʿan rasūl Allāh wa-maʿrifat al-ṣaḥīḥ al-maʿlūl
wa-mā ʿalayhi al-ʿamal in al-Kutub al-Sitta: mawsūʿat al-ḥadīth al-sharīf, ed. Ṣāliḥ b. ʿAbd
al-ʿAzīz Āl-Shaykh (Riyadh: Dār al-Salām, 1999), p. 2,034, ḥadīth nos. 3712 and 3713 in
which the term ‘man kuntu mawlāhu fa-ʿAlī mawlāhu’ is mentioned in the section ‘Manāqib
al-Imām ʿAlī’. Separate discussions were conducted on issues of transmission, authenticity, and
indeed signiﬁcance, in the attendant commentaries on such works. Within Sunnī scholarship the
issue was whether al-Tirmidhī’s transmission included ziyāda (‘elements of interpolation’) of
the dictum (see Ibn Taymiyya, Aḥmad b. ʿAbd al-Ḥalīm, Minhāj al-sunna al-nabawiyya fī naqḍ
al-Shīʿa wa’l-Qadariyya, ed. Muḥammad Rashād Sālim (9 vols. Riyadh: Jāmiʿat Muḥammad
Ibn Saʿūd, 1985), vol. 7, pp. 393–7).
107 Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction: he concludes that it was
probably a desideratum that the collected lectures on the virtues of all these Companion ﬁgures
be collated in a single work but this never materialised (pp. 91–3), although the point is made
that his ‘personal identiﬁcation with ‘orthodox’ attitudes cannot be doubted’ (p. 93).
108 Muslim, Ṣaḥīḥ, in al-Kutub al-Sitta: Bāb manāqib al-Imām ʿAlī, p. 1,102 (ḥadīth no.
6225), in which Zayd b. Arqam related that the Prophet had delivered a sermon at the pools of
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Khumm between Mecca and Medina, and having declared that he was a mortal whose passing
was imminent he went on to state that he had bequeathed to the community ‘al-thaqalayn’ (‘the
two substantial matters’); the ﬁrst of which was the Qur’an, to which it should steadfastly hold
on; and the second was ‘ahl-baytī’, to whom reference was repeatedly made in the form of an
advisory. Cf. al-Ḥākim al-Naysābūrī, Muḥammad b. ʿAbd Allāh, al-Mustadrak ʿalā’lṢaḥīḥayn, ed. Muṣṭafā ʿAbd al-Qādir ʿAṭāʾ (5 vols. Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 2002),
vol. 3, pp. 117–8 (Bāb maʿrifat al-saḥāba). The Mustadrak can include additions as well as
variations of traditions not featured in the Ṣaḥīḥayn, although its methodology was questioned
by some later traditionists.
109 The ṭayr tradition relates that roasted hen was prepared for the Prophet, but before eating it
he supplicated, desiring that the person most loved in God’s eyes would share the meal with him.
His servant, Anas b. Mālik heard the prayer, before whispering, ‘Let it be someone from my
people (al-anṣār)’, only for ʿAlī to arrive. ʿAlī was refused entry by Anas, who informed him
that the Prophet was otherwise engaged, but upon ﬁnally having been allowed access after three
attempts, he was asked what had kept him by Muḥammad, whereupon he explained that he was
rebuffed by Anas, who, when in turn asked by the Prophet what caused him to act in such a way,
replied that it was his wish that the person who shared the Prophet’s meal would be a man from
his own people, to which Muhammad responded, ‘He loves his people’ (al-Ḥākim al-Naysābūrī,
al-Mustadrak ʿalā al-Ṣaḥīḥayn, vol. 3, pp. 141ff. (see ḥadīth nos. 4650, 4651 and 4652).
110 He was born in Āmul, Ṭabaristān, which is situated on the Caspian Sea. He speaks of
memorising the Qur’an when he was seven; leading prayers when he was eight; and recording
traditions when he was nine (Yāqūt, Muʿjam, p. 247).
111 Ibn al-Nadīm, al-Fihrist, p. 288. See also the version of the Fihrist edited by Aymān Fuʾād
Sayyid (3 vols. London: Muʾassasat al-Furqān li’l-Turāth al-Islāmī, 2009) at vol. 3, pp. 117–24.
112 Al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. 10, pp. 450–6.
113 Al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. 10, p. 454.
114 Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction, p. 60, Rosenthal did feel that
the ambiguous nature of the last passage in Ibn al-Jawzī’s text meant that it was difﬁcult to
ascertain who were the actual subjects in the various verbs. He also speaks of Ibn al-Jawzī
referring to the rejection of the tradition as ‘absurd’ and that the rest of the passage might be the
narrative from Thābit b. Sinān’s history: see n. 233. He also reasons that the episode had
nothing to do with the Ḥanbalīs (pp. 60–1.) He explains ‘that the criticism of al-Ṭabarī’s
unfairness in blaming the entire group for the error of one of its members is difﬁcult to ascribe
to Ibn al-Jawzī’. Rosenthal does associate the discussions with the tradition but it appears to be
more about the whole episode of the allegations.
115 Al-Dhahabī, Siyar aʿlām al-nubalāʾ, vol. 13, pp. 221–38; see p. 230, in which the enmity
between him and al-Ṭabarī is mentioned along with Ibn Ṣāʿid (d. 318/930), a respected ḥadīth
specialist.
116 Ibn ʿAsākir, Taʾrīkh madīnat Dimashq, vol. 52, pp. 197–8. Cf. Al-Dhahabī, Siyar aʿlām
al-nubalāʾ, vol. 14, p. 274. A work also seen as emanating from the Faḍāʾil is a text entitled
al-Radd ʿalā’l-hurqūṣiyya. Rosenthal speculates that this might have been a refutation of Ibn
Abī Dāwūd (Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction, pp. 123–4) had argued
that Brockelmann’s earlier suggestion that it was a refutation of the Ḥanbalīs was incorrect
(Sezgin’s Geschichte, vol. 1, pp. 328–9). The work is mentioned in ʿAbd al-ʿAzīz
al-Ṭabāṭabāʾī’s Ahl al-bayt fī’l maktabat al-ʿArabiyya (Qom: Muʿassasat Ahl al-Bayt
li’l-Turāth, 1417 AH), (work no. 327), pp. 191–2; it is claimed therein that the Shīʿī scholar
Ibn Ṭawūs (d. 673/1274–5) used to cite from it.
117 ʿAbd Allāh b. ʿAdī al-Jurjānī al-Qaṭṭān, al-Kāmil fī ḍuʿafāʾ al-rijāl, edited by committee
(7 vols. Beirut: Dār al-Fikr, 1997), vol. 4, pp. 1,577–8. In al-Dhahabī’s account above (p. 228)
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Ibn Ṣāʿid, his foe, is said to have remarked that it sufﬁces what his father said about him:
namely, that he was a liar; and that Abū Dāwūd also exclaimed that it was a calamity that he
was seeking a judgeship. Ibn ʿAdī even states ‘I know not what had been revealed to his father
regarding him’. Ibn Abī Dāwūd was accused of being from the nawāṣib (‘enemies of ʿAlī’).
Al-Dhahabī, who discusses the report, simply explains that Ibn Abī Dāwūd’s comments were
lamentable especially as the tradition, whether it is authenticated or not, has a largely neutral
signiﬁcance (p. 232 of Siyar). Al-Jurjānī completed his entry on Ibn Abī Dāwūd by stating that
if it were not for the fact that he had stipulated including in his work all those ‘censured’, he
would have omitted mention of him (Ibn ʿAdī, al-Kāmil, p. 1,578): Incidentally, it was Ibn ʿĪsā
who allowed Ibn Abī Dāwūd to return out of exile from Wāsiṭ, where he had been banished by
Ibn al-Furāt. The ḥadīth scholar al-Dārāquṭnī is said to have remarked of Ibn Abī Dāwūd, ‘He is
thiqa, except he is prone to errors with regards to traditions’ (al-Khaṭīb, Taʾrīkh Baghdād,
vol. 9, p. 468). Intriguingly, Nāzūk, the head of police mentioned in the story of the stoning of
al-Ṭabarī’s home, had to facililate Ibn Abī Dāwūd’s funeral due to the great numbers who
attended.
118 Al-Jurjānī al-Qaṭṭān, al-Kāmil, p. 1,577.
119 Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction, pp. 92–3; and for more on
Rustam, see p. 13, p. 57 and p. 118.
120 Al-Dhahabī, Mīzān al-iʿtidāl fī naqd al-rijāl, ed. Muḥammad Bijāwī (4 vols. Beirut:
Dār al-Fikr, 1992), vol. 3, pp. 498–9; Ibn Ḥajar, Lisān al-mīzān, vol. 7, pp. 25–9 (biography
number 6580).
121 Ibn Ḥajar, Lisān al-mīzān, vol. 7, p. 26. He even reasons that if one were to swear on oath
that al-Sulaymānī had intended Ibn Rustam it would have been validated. Rosenthal dismisses
the attempts to attribute the work to Ibn Rustam. Ibn Ḥajar does mention the fact that the
Andalusian exegete Abū Ḥayyān (d. 745/1344) was so beguiled by what al-Sulaymānī had to
say about al-Ṭabarī that when presenting one of his exegetical views in his al-Baḥr al-muḥīṭ, he
described him as ‘a leading authority from among the Imāmīs’! Although, one of the recent
printed versions has the reference to Abū Jaʿfar al-Ṭūsī. Al-Dhahabī also expresses his surprise
at the persuasiveness of al-Ṭabarī’s study of the Ghadīr Khumm reports.
122 Ibn Kathīr, al-Bidāya wa’l-nihāya, vol. 6 (part 11), p. 157f. Ibn Rustam, also from Āmul,
was noted for his strident Shīʿism and was a prominent grammarian praised for his learning (see
Ibn al-Anbārī, Nuzhat al-alibbāʾ, p. 180; and al-Qifṭī, Inbāh, vol. 1, p. 163). In his Taʾrīkh,
al-Ṭabarī did make extensive use of the materials narrated by Abū Mikhnaf, who was criticised
by Sunnīs for his ‘Shīʿī bias’, but he made it evident in the introduction to his work that he was
merely narrating the materials and that many would ﬁnd materials which were objectionable.
See also Khalil Athamina, ‘The Historical Work of al-Balādhurī and al-Ṭabarī: The Author’s
Attitude Towards the Sources’ in Hugh Kennedy (ed.), Al-Ṭabarī: A Medieval Muslim
Historian and his Work, Studies in Late Antiquity and Early Islam, 15 (Princeton: Darwin
Press, 2008), pp. 141–55; and in the same work, Sebastian Günther, ‘Al-Nawfalī’s Lost
History: A Shīʿī Sourced Used by al-Ṭabarī and Abū’l-Faraj’, pp. 157–73. For materials on
narrators cited in his works, see Muḥammad Ṣubḥī b. Ḥasan Ḥallāq, Rijāl tafsīr al-Ṭabarī:
jarḥan wa-taʿdīlan min taḥqīq Jāmiʿ al-bayān ʿan taʾwīl āy al-Qurʾān li-Aḥmad Shākir
wa-Maḥmūd Shākir (Beirut: Dār Ibn Ḥazm, 1997); and Akram al-Fālūjī al-Atharī (ed.),
al-Muʿjam al-ṣaghīr li’ruwāt al-Imām Ibn Jarīr al-Ṭabarī (2 vols. Ammān: Dār al-Atharīyya
and Dār Ibn ʿAffān, 1425 AH).
123 Yāqūt, Muʿjam, vol. 5, pp. 265–6.
124 Yāqūt, Muʿjam, vol. 5, p. 260.
125 Yāqūt, Muʿjam, vol. 5, pp. 265–6, Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī: General
Introduction, pp. 68–9.
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126 Ibn Kathīr, al-Bidāya wa’l-nihāya, vol. 6, p. 157. And Bosworth states that al-Ṭabarī had
debates and discussions with Abū Bakr but that these took place ‘on the level of courtesy and
mutual respect’ (Bosworth, art. ‘al-Ṭabarī’).
127 One suspects that Ibn Kathīr may have confused Ḍawūd al-Ẓāhirī’s son with Ibn Abī
Dāwūd al-Sijistānī as many of the allegations which are bandied about, including references to
terms such as ilḥād and rafḍ, emanated from the latter ﬁgure. Still, certain Ẓāhirī scholars, such
as Ibn Ḥazm, remained critics. In the Turkī manuscript of al-Bidāya wa’l-nihāya the words
‘ẓāhirī’ and ‘faqīh’ are omitted, but the name is Abū Bakr Muḥammad b. Dāwūd (vol. 14,
p. 849) and this is due to variants between manuscripts.
128 Ibn al-Nadīm, al-Fihrist, p. 272.
129 In the opening section of his seminal history, al-Ṭabarī uses the argument from ḥudūth
(‘temporality of the world’), to prove the existence of God, which was a kalām-based
proposition censured by traditionists. Ibn Ḥazm deals with al-Ṭabarī’s views on the necessity of
istidlāl (‘inductive reasoning’) in determining the existence of God, pointing out he was close to
the Ashʿarīs on this point (Ibn Ḥazm, al-Fiṣal fī’l-milal, vol. 4, pp. 67–78).
130 Ibn Ḥazm, Rasāʾil Ibn Ḥazm al-Andalusī, ed. Iḥsān ʿAbbās (4 vols. Beirut: Muʾassasat
al-ʿArabiyya li’l-Dirāsāt wa’l-Nashr, 1983), vol. 4, pp. 291–2. Ibn Ḥazm stated that by virtue of
this statement, he died (‘entered his grave’) in utter ignorance, but he mentions seeking God’s
forgiveness for him.
131 Yāqūt, Muʿjam, vol. 5, p. 248.
132 Al-Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī, Taʾrīkh Baghdād, vol. 2, p. 164. Cf. Rosenthal, The History of
al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction, p. 30, in which the relationship with this ﬁgure is assessed.
Also, p. 19, where he claims that the notion that he went to study with Ibn Ḥanbal may have
been fabricated to alleviate tensions with the Ḥanbalīs.
133 Al-Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī, Taʾrīkh Baghdād, vol. 2, p. 164. He is the author of the Kitāb
al-tawḥīd and the Ṣaḥīḥ. See also Ibn ʿAsākir, Taʾrīkh madīnat Dimashq, vol. 52, p. 195, as the
account differs slightly. It should be noted that Ibn Khuzayma apparently accompanied
al-Ṭabarī on his journey to Miṣr and they shared accommodation there. See Yāqūt, Muʿjam,
vol. 5, p. 246.
134 Al-Subkī, Ṭabaqāt al-Shāﬁʿiyya al-kubrā, vol. 3, p. 125.
135 This can be seen in the reports about his debates with traditionists; his refusal of ofﬁcial
positions; his rejection of gifts from the vizier (Yāqūt, Muʿjam, vol. 5, p. 270 ff).
136 Al-Subkī, Ṭabaqāt al-Shāﬁʿiyya al-kubrā, vol. 3, p. 125. Cf. Watt, The Formative Period,
p. 297. Watt speaks of al-Ṭabarī making concessions to the views of the Muʿtazilīs in the tafsīr
and that he was bitterly opposed in the last years of his life by the Ḥanbalīs. Firstly, the idea that
al-Ṭabarī made concessions is strictly out of character; and, secondly, the opposition mounted
by the Ḥanbalīs and indeed some of the aṣḥāb al-ḥadīth, such as Ibn Abī Dāwūd, persisted
throughout extended periods of his life.
137 Yāqūt, Muʿjam, vol. 5, p. 253. The passages in which Yāqūt mentioned al-Ṭabarī’s
reference to al-Aṣamm have been the subject of dispute, particularly the reference to the term
sahw: see Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction, p. 100; Gilliot, Exégese,
langue et théologie en Islam, pp. 42f; and Stewart, ‘Muḥammad b. Jarīr al-Ṭabarī’s al-Bayān’
(cited below at note 142), p. 328. It is possible that the term is simply a reference to the town
(Sahw) in Egypt mentioned by Yāqūt in the Muʿjam al-buldān, as al-Ṭabarī did spend some time
in Egypt (Yāqūt, Muʿjam al-buldān (5 vols. Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1991), vol. 3,
p. 291). He was included among the notable (‘strangers’, ghurabāʾ) who stayed in Egypt: see
Ibn Yūnus ʿAbd al-Raḥmān, Taʾrīkh Ibn Yūnus al-Ṣadafī, ed. ʿAbd al-Fattāḥ Fatḥī ʿAbd alFattāḥ (2 vols. Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 2000), vol. 2, pp. 195–6, ‘taʾrīkh al-ghurabāʾ’.
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138 Yāqūt, Muʿjam, vol. 5, p. 253. For more on the Laṭīf, see Yāqūt, Muʿjam, p. 262; Ibn
al-Nadīm, al-Fihrist, p. 291; Gilliot, Exégese, langue et théologie en Islam, pp. 39 f; and
Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction, pp. 113–4. It is mystifying that the
ﬁgures who are supposed to have led the ‘Ḥanbalī’ charge against him are rather obscure: Abū
ʿAbd Allāh al-Jaṣṣāṣ, Jaʿfar b. ʿArafa, and Muḥammad b. ʿĪsā al-Bayāḍī (see Rosenthal, The
History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction, pp. 72–3; also Gilliot, Exégese, langue, et théologie
en Islam, pp. 252–4 for an assessment of the account; cf. Michael Cook, Commanding Right
and Forbidding Wrong in Islamic Thought (Cambridge & New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2001), speciﬁcally his chapter on the Ḥanbalīs of Baghdad, pp. 114–44; also the
discussion on pp. 116–17 and at n. 14 on p. 117, for his reference to the stoning of al-Ṭabarī’s
home).
139 See the discussions in Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction,
pp. 69–78; cf. Yāqūt, Muʿjam, vol. 5, pp. 252–4; and also Mujāhid b. Jabr al-Makkī,
Tafsīr Mujāhid, ed. Muḥammad ʿAbd al-Salām (2 vols. Madīnat al-Naṣr: Dār al-Fikr al-Islāmī,
1989).
140 The variations in the accounts are noticeable: the verse of poetry is said to have been
transcribed by al-Ṭabarī over the entrance to his home, whereupon the head of the police erased
it and the so-called aṣḥāb al-ḥadīth came along and replaced it with several lines of poetry
conﬁrming the Prophet’s station at the side of the Almighty, which ended with a hemistich
stating that ‘thus it was narrated by al-Layth on the authority of Mujāhid’. See also Rosenthal,
The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction, pp. 69–78.
141 Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction, p. 78 and p. 105 (also p. 73).
142 Yāqūt, Muʿjam, vol. 5, pp. 253–4. See also al-Ṭabarī, Tahdhīb al-āthār wa-tafṣīl al-thābit
ʿan rasūl Allāh, ed. Maḥmūd Muḥammad Shākir (5 vols. Cairo: Maṭbaʿat al-Madanī, 1982).
Classical writers such as Ibn al-Nadīm, al-Khaṭīb and Yāqūt all mention that the author died
before he could complete the Tahdhīb, although all are agreed that it reﬂected a highly
acclaimed piece of scholarship and Tāj al-Dīn al-Subkī referred to it as a wonder amongst his
works (see Shākir’s introduction to the Tahdhīb). His arrangement of the traditions and analysis
of them underline his proﬁciency and mastery of the relevant scholarship. The Tahdhīb
discusses areas such as the ʿilal of the traditions and their paths of transmission; legal
signiﬁcance; the differences among scholars in their regard; and coverage is extended to lexical
analysis. See also al-Ṭabarī, Ikhtilāf al-fuqahāʾ (Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, n.d.); see also
the version edited by Joseph Schacht, Das Konstantinopler Fragment des Kitāb ikhtilāf alFuqahāʾ (Leiden: Brill, 1933). Related articles include Claude Gilliot, ‘Le traitement du ḥādīth
dans le Tahdhīb al-ātār de Ṭabarī’, Arabica 41:3 (1994), pp. 309–51; and Devin J. Stewart,
‘Muḥammad b. Jarīr al-Ṭabarī’s al-Bayān ʿan uṣūl al-aḥkām and the Genre of uṣūl al-ﬁqh in
Ninth-Century Baghdad’ in James Montgomery (ed.), Occasional Papers of the School of
Abbasid Studies, Cambridge 6–10 July 2002 (Leuven: Peeters, 2004), pp. 325–49. Stewart
suggests that developments within the ﬁeld of uṣūl al-ﬁqh were well advanced within the
tradition when al-Ṭabarī’s work was written and that much of the scholarship in the work feeds
off earlier endeavours in the ﬁeld attributed to leading Ḥanafī as well as Muʿtazilī authorities.
Also important is F. Kern’s study, ‘Ṭabarī’s Ikhtilāf alfuqahāʾ’, Zeitschrift der Deutschen
Morgenländischen Gesellschaft 55 (1901), pp. 61–95.
143 The issue of the Ghadīr Khumm and ṭayr traditions has already been discussed at length,
particularly in the context of the disputes with Ibn Abī Dāwūd. Yāqūt, Muʿjam, vol. 5, p. 252,
recounts a discussion about the asānīd and the spread of transmission of traditions in which
al-Ṭabarī exchanged views with Ibn Ḥamdān, highlighting the latter’s errors.
144 Ibn al-Jawzī, al-Muntaẓam fī tāʾrīkh, vol. 13, pp. 215–17; further unrest is cited with
regards to the stirrings of ʿAlī b. Muḥammad al-Barbahārī, the ‘leader of the Ḥanbalites’, who
instigated riots (p. 317).
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145 Ibn al-Athīr, ʿIzz al-Dīn ʿAlī b. Abī al-Karam, al-Kāmil fī’l-taʾrīkh, ed. Muḥammad Yūsuf
al-Daqqāq (11 vols. Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1987), vol. 7, pp. 8–10. For more on the
clash with the Ḥanbalīs, see Bakr b. ʿAbd Allāh Abū Zayd, al-Madkhal al-mufaṣṣal ilā ﬁqh
al-Imām Aḥmad b. Ḥanbal wa-takhrījāt al-aṣḥāb (2 vols. Jeddah: Dār al-ʿĀṣima, 1417 AH),
pp. 361–8. He discusses the relationship between al-Ṭabarī and the Ḥanbalīs and refers to the
fact that al-Khallāl was the ﬁrst individual to collate the teachings of Ibn Ḥanbal, which has
implications for the claim that the anecdote in which al-Ṭabarī is supposed to have angered
certain Ḥanbalī ﬁgures due to his omitting the legal opinions of Ibn Ḥanbal presents something
of an anachronism on account of the latter’s legal views being ﬁrstly collated and promulgated
by al-Khallāl. For the role of al-Khallāl, see al-Dhahabī, Tadhkirat al-ḥuffāẓ, vol. 3, pp. 785–6.
The point Abū Zayd makes is that the ‘madhdhab’ of Ibn Ḥanbal would not have been around
at that time and so to refer to a clash with Ḥanbalīs is absurd. However, this does not obscure
the fact that ﬁgures who identiﬁed with Ibn Ḥanbal and his theology took positions which
brought them into opposition with al-Ṭabarī. See also Abdul Hakim al-Matroudi, The Ḥanbalī
School of Law and Ibn Taymiyya: Conﬂict or Conciliation (London & New York: Routledge,
2006) – a discussion of Ibn Ḥanbal’s legal legacy features in the ﬁrst chapter, especially
pp. 10–15; and al-Dhahabī, Siyar aʿlām al-nubalāʾ, vol. 14, pp. 267–82, especially p. 274.
146 Al-Barbahārī, Abū Muḥammad al-Ḥasan b. ʿAlī, Sharḥ al-sunna, ed. Khalid b. Qāsim
(Riyadh: Maktabat al-Ghurabāʾ al-Athariyya, 1993), p. 71. Some have referred to his censure of
al-Ashʿarī regarding his authorship of the Ibāna, although it has also been suggested the story is
suspect (see his biography below in note 147). See also Richard Frank, ‘Elements in the
Development of the Teaching of al-Ashʿarī’, Le Muséon: Revue D’Études Orientales 104
(1991), pp. 141–90, esp. pp. 171–2, where Frank examines the signiﬁcance of the report.
147 Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction, p. 72, and see the discussion in
n. 278. See his biography in al-Qāḍī b. Abī Yaʿlā, Ṭabaqāt al-Ḥanābila, vol. 1, pp. 300–9.
148 For more on him, see Cook, Commanding Right and Forbidding Wrong, p. 114ff. And
there were obviously points of disagreements which were sourced to other works and views.
149 Al-Dhahabī, Siyar aʿlām al-nubalāʾ, vol. 14, p. 277. Also, see his entry in al-Qāḍī b. Abī
Yaʿlā, Ṭabaqāt al-Ḥanābila, vol. 2, pp. 51–5 and the poem he composed summarising his faith.
150 Al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, ed. al-Turkī, vol. 15, p. 47.
151 Al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, ed. al-Turkī, vol. 15, pp. 47–54. It is striking that Muqātil b.
Sulaymān, who is accused of abject anthropomorphism, does accentuate the theme of
intercession in his tafsīr of the verse. Ibn Taymiyya did claim that his views were
misrepresented in doxographies (Ibn Taymiyya, Minhāj al-sunna al-nabawiyya, vol. 2,
pp. 618–20), (p. 78). See also Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction,
Appendix A, on pp. 149–151, which translates parts of al-Ṭabarī’s discussion of the julūs
narrative in the Jāmiʿ. Having stated his preference with regards to the shafāʿa explanation, he
never speciﬁcally discounts the Mujāhid report, but states that it represents a belief whose
veracity cannot be disregarded in terms of the content of the actual report or indeed its rational
basis. He uses the argumentum e silentio, noting there are no reports from the pious ancestors
rejecting the notion before embarking upon a detailed exposition of the different arguments.
152 Abū Bakr al-Khallāl, Aḥmad b. Muḥammad b. Hārūn, Kitāb al-sunna, ed. ʿAṭiyya
al-Zahrānī (7 vols. Riyadh: Dār al-Rāya, 1989), vol. 1, pp. 209–56. The Kitāb al-sunna is also
referred to as the al-Musnad due to the fact the term is mentioned in its opening lines. Some
seventy-odd reports are devoted to the subject, many of which directly endorse the Prophet’s
being sat on the throne. See also Henri Laoust, La Profession de foi d’Ibn Baṭṭa (Damascus:
Institut Français de Damas, 1958); Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction,
pp. 76–7, where he discusses the perceived physical sensitivities predicated by the Mujāhid
tradition. It is frequently pointed out that the codiﬁcation of the legal views and musings of Ibn
Ḥanbal was the accomplishment of Abū Bakr al-Khallāl, whose efforts contributed signiﬁcantly
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to the emergence of the school of jurisprudence which was posthumously linked with him.
Although it is unlikely he studied with Aḥmad, he was closely linked with one of his pupils Abū
Bakr al-Marrūdhī and his works remained critical sources for the emerging school.
153 Al-Khallāl, Kitāb al-sunna, p. 212 (report no. 239). The editor of the text questions the
very authenticity of this report, quoting al-Dhahabī, who asserted Aḥmad Ibn Ḥanbal said that
there were no reliable reports which exist on this subject.
154 Al-Khallāl, Kitāb al-sunna, p. 217.
155 For more on the Jahmiyya, see Josef van Ess, Anfänge muslimischer Theologie: zwie
antiqadaritische Traktate aus dem ersten Jahrhundert der Higra, Beiruter Texte und Studien,
Bd. 14 (Beirut: in Kommission bei Franz Steiner Verlag, Wiesbaden, 1977); and van Ess, Der
Eine und das Andere, vol. 1, pp. 311–14 and p. 528f. In Bosworth, art. ‘al-Ṭabarī’, Bosworth
describes the Ḥanbalīs as being ‘belligerent and uncompromising’ referring to al-Ṭabarī’s
tribulations with the Ḥanbalīs as being ‘acerbic’ and saying that they ‘may well have had a
disturbing and unsettling effect on al-Ṭabarī’s life’. He makes the point that during al-Ṭabarī’s
lifetime Ḥanbalism had ‘struggled to carve a niche for itself alongside the existing three
madhhabs’. He suggests its ‘advocates were both pugnacious and often unscrupulous, being
ready to whip up the mindless Baghdād mob’. Bosworth sees the dispute as stemming from
al-Ṭabarī’s omission of Ibn Ḥanbal’s legal opinions in his work which enraged the ‘baying
Ḥanbalite mob’. Still, it should be evident from the material covered thus far in the article that
the roots of this discord and dissent are much more intricate than hitherto suggested by
Bosworth; differences about key theological issues and discussions about traditions are also
fuelling the tensions and it is Ibn Abī Dāwūd who is particularly prominent as a major rival. See
also Cook who plays down the Ḥanbalī role in al-Ṭabarī’s difﬁculties (Cook, Commanding
Right and Forbidding Wrong, pp. 114–44).
156 Al-Khallāl, Kitāb al-sunna, pp. 214–15, especially the report which features Abū Dāwūd.
See also Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction, pp. 71–3, where he
discusses Abū Bakr al-Marrūdhī.
157 There are parallels with al-Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī: see al-Dhahabī, Siyar aʿlām al-nubalāʾ,
vol. 18, p. 284; and al-Dhahabī, Tadhkirat al-ḥuffāẓ, vol. 3, p. 1,183. Rosenthal would suggest
that the ‘role of Ḥanbalite hostility, though real, seems to have been exaggerated in connection
with his death as it was in his life’ (Rosenthal, The History of al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction,
p. 78).
158 Al-Zajjāj, Abū Isḥāq Ibrāhīm b. al-Sarī, Maʿānī al-Qurʾān wa-iʿrābuhu, ed. A. Shalabī
(5 vols. Beirut: ʿĀlam al-Kutub, 1988), vol. 3, p. 256.
159 Al-Qurṭubī, Abū ʿAbd Allāh Muḥammad al-Anṣārī, al-Jāmiʿ lī-aḥkām al-Qurʾān
wa’l-mubayyin li-mā taḍammnahu min al-sunna wa-āy al-Furqān, joint editors (21 vols in
42 parts. Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1988), vol. 5 (part 2), pp. 201–2. See also Cook,
Commanding Right and Forbidding Wrong, p. 116, in which he discusses Ḥanbalī disturbances
which took place in 317/929 as a result of the arguments about this verse.
160 Al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. 5, pp. 398–402. Cf. Ibn Ḥanbal,ʿAbd Allāh Aḥmad, Kitāb
al-sunna wa’l-radd ʿalā’l-Jahmiyyya, ed. Aḥmad al-Qufaylī (Cairo: Dār Ibn al-Jawzī,
2008), pp. 231–5. The editor of the text has supplied full critical notes, often pointing
out that the traditions cited are weak or even questionable; yet it is evident that such materials
were deemed signiﬁcant within arch-traditionist discourses, particularly in al-Ṭabarī’s era.
The term aṭīṭ, derived from the verb aṭṭa, is paraphrased by Ibn Durayd as ‘the groaning or
moaning of a riding beast or camel’, which is also associated with its carrying an onerous load;
a tradition is also included mentioning the screeching of the gates of Paradise as a result of the
thronging (crowds). See Ibn Durayd, Abū Bakr Muḥammad b. al-Ḥasan, Jamharat al-lugha,
ed. Ramzī Baalbaki (3 vols. Beirut: Dār al-ʿIlm li’l-Malayīn, 1987), vol. 1, p. 58. Also note
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Abū’l-Ḥasan al-Ashʿarī, Maqālāt al-Islāmiyyīn, vol. 1, pp. 285–6, where the term is discussed
in respect of differences among theologians about the throne and the issue of the aṭīṭ
(‘groaning’).
161 The ‘four digits’ narrative is discussed at length in Ibn Taymiyya’s Majmūʿ, vol. 13,
pp. 414–20 and vol. 16, pp. 435–6; also Ibn Taymiyya, Minhāj al-sunna al-nabawiyya, vol. 2,
pp. 628–31.
162 This is a point observed in Muḥammad al-Mālikī, Dirāsat al-Ṭabarī li’l-maʿnā min khilāl
tafsīrihi Jāmiʿ al-bayān ʿan taʾwīl āy al-Qurʾān (Ribāṭ: Wizārat al-Awqāf wa’l-Shuʾūn
al-Islāmiyya, 1996), pp. 88–90. For a review of the nature of his theological views, see
pp. 189–205.
163 Al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-bayān, vol. 5, p. 401. A brief review of the footnotes reveals that the
editor of the tafsīr, Aḥmad al-Shākir, was startled by the contradiction presented by al-Ṭabarī’s
exegesis of the verse.
164 The debate about its authenticity has spilled over into modern discussions with the late
traditionist Nāṣir al-Dīn al-Albānī including it in his collection of weak traditions, Sisilat
al-aḥādīth al-ḍaʿīfa wa-athāruhā al-sayyiʾ fī’l-umma (14 vols. Riyadh: Maktabat al-Maʿārif
li’l-Nashr, 1993), vol. 6, pp. 146–7 (no. 2639). Al-Albānī points out that the ﬁgure who is
pivotal in the isnād of the tradition is Ibn Isḥāq, the author of the famous sīra, who is
technically classed as a mudallis, which, among other traits, can denote an individual who is
known to conceal deliberately the sources from whom he quotes due to the fact that they are
often unreliable, although he notes that in the isnād he uses the ʿanʿana form. Cf. the discussion
in Ibn Taymiyya, Majmūʿ, vol. 6, pp. 545–84, cited below, especially pp. 556–7 and vol. 16,
pp. 435–6. See the defence of such dicta, including the maqāman maḥmūdan in Ibn Qayyim’s
al-Kāﬁya al-Shāﬁya fī’l-intiṣār li’l-ﬁrqā al-nājiya (al-qaṣīda al-nūniyya), ed. M. ʿAbd
al-Raḥmān et al. (3 vols. Jeddah: Dār ʿĀlam al-Fawāʾid, n.d.), vol 2, p. 318ff and p. 473ff.
165 Muḥammad b. ʿUthmān b. Abī Shayba, Kitāb al-ʿarsh, ed. with a study by Muḥammad
b. Khalīfa al-Tamīmī (Riyadh: Maktabat al-Rushd, 1998), pp. 436–8. See also Abū Bakr b. Abī
ʿĀṣim, Kitāb al-sunna, ed. Bāsim b. Fayṣal al-Jawābira (2 vols. Riyadh: Dār al-Aṣmaʿī, 1998),
vol. 1, pp. 392–3.
166 Ibn Qutayba, Muḥammad ʿAbd Allāh b. Muslim, Taʾwīl mukhtalif al-ḥadīth ﬁ’l-radd ʿalā
aʿdāʾ ahl al-ḥadīth (Cairo: Maktabat al-Mutanabbī, n.d.), p. 46.
167 Ibn Khuzayma, Kitāb al-tawḥīd, p. 104, although on p. 106 he rejects one report including
the same language due to reservations he has about the isnād.
168 Ibn al-Jawzī, Dafʿ shubhat al-tashbīh, pp. 89–90.
169 Al-Dhahabī and Ibn Taymiyya both covered the topic in some detail, attempting to
ﬁnd ways of accommodating the various interpretations (al-Dhahabī, Kitāb al-ʿarsh, ed.
Muḥammad b. Khalīfa al-Tamīmī (2 vols. Medina: Islamic University of al-Madīnah
al-Munawwara, n.d.). See also Ibn Taymiyya, Majmūʿ, vol. 6, pp. 545–84 and vol. 16,
pp. 435–6. For the Ashʿarī response, see Ibn Fūrak, Abū Bakr Muḥammad b. al-Ḥasan, Kitāb
mushkil al-ḥadīth aw Taʾwīl al-akhbār al-mutashābiha, ed. and comm. Daniel Gimaret
(Damascus: Institut Français d’études arabes de Damas, 2003), pp. 230–2. It became standard in
rational discourses to associate descriptions like istiwāʾ with created phenomena conﬁned to the
throne in sense that the act (ﬁʿil) is manifested only by virtue of its object (mafʿūl); it is not
something of which the divine essence partakes. See also ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Naysābūrī’s
al-Ghunya fī uṣūl al-dīn, ed. ʿImād al-Dīn Aḥmad Ḥaydar (Beirut: Muʾassasat al-Kutub
al-Thaqāﬁyya, 1987), pp. 77–8.
170 It was Abū Dāwūd al-Sijistānī who earlier included the tradition in his sunan collection.
The wording does differ slightly regarding the terms used (madd for qāla). The tradition relates
a request for intercession which perturbs the Prophet, who reacts by referring to the majesty and
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greatness of God and in this context the throne is mentioned. At one stage the Prophet expressed
a point by illustrating with his ﬁngers. For more on the notion of al-riwāya bi’l-maʿnā, see
Mustafa Shah, art. ‘Ḥadīṯ, Language of’ in Encyclopedia of Arabic Language and Linguistics
(Leiden: Brill, 2011).
171 Abū Dāwūd, Sulaymān b. al-Ashʿath al-Sijistānī, al-Sunan, ed. Shuʿayb Arnaʾūṭ et al.
(7 vols. Damascus: Dār al-Rasāʾil al-ʿĀlamiyya, 2009), vol. 7, pp. 106–7 (‘innahu layaʾīṭu bihi
aṭīṭ al-raḥl bi’l-rākib’); discourse on the ʿarsh features in the introductory part of Ibn Kathīr’s
history (Ibn Kathīr, al-Bidāya wa’l-nihāya, vol. 1, pp. 7–9).
172 Ibn Ḥanbal, Kitāb al-sunna wa’l-radd ʿalā’l-Jahmiyyya, pp. 231–5, at p. 234, where he
states the Almighty will sit on the throne. The same text has a section in which Abū Ḥanīfa is
rebuked by numerous luminaries for various issues (pp. 155–63). It is reported by Ibn Kāmil
that when al-Ṭabarī was dictating the Dhayl al-mudhayyal, he highly praised Abū Ḥanīfa,
which upset one of his companions, al-Ṣawwāf, who began to inveigh against al-Ṭabarī; it was
said that al-Ṭabarī refused to pardon his conduct (Yāqūt, Muʿjam, vol. 5, p. 268f).
173 Ibn Kathīr, al-Bidāya wa’l-nihāya, vol. 6, pp. 156–7.
174 Ibn al-Nadīm, al-Fihrist, p. 288. Walid A. Saleh, The Formation of the Classical Tafsīr
Tradition: The Qurʾān Commentary of al-Thaʿlābī (Leiden: Brill, 2004), pp. 10–12, does
question the inﬂuence of al-Ṭabarī’s work and its overall impact; he is concerned with the
assertion that al-Ṭabarī perfected the tradition and everything that came after him was an inert
variation on his work. Certainly, one needs to appreciate that al-Ṭabarī continues the
achievements of earlier scholarship and enhances its discourses, to which later scholars
substantially contributed, augmented and improved upon. As he states, tafsīr is by no means ‘a
static enterprise’, and in al-Ṭabarī’s work an attempt is made to qualify and reﬁne the
intellectual discourses of his day, which he did. See also pp. 207–9, although one needs to
assess al-Ṭabarī’s work on the basis of its contents and the debates with which it engaged.
175 Al-Nadīm, al-Fihrist, p. 288. This is also a point identiﬁed by Rosenthal, The History of
al-Ṭabarī: General Introduction, p. 59 and p. 110. On the author’s Shīʿī inclinations, see Devin
Stewart, ‘The Structure of the Fihrist: Ibn al-Nadīm as Historian of Islamic Legal and
Theological Schools’, International Journal of Middle East Studies 39:3 (2007), pp. 369–87.
176 Al-Qifṭī, Inbāh al-ruwāt, vol. 3, pp. 89–91. It was al-Qifṭī who also included an entry for
al-Ṭabarī in his work entitled al-Muḥammadūn min al-shuʿarāʾ, where he also refers to the
Taḥrīr, although on this occasion he describes it as being a gratifying work (‘muqniʿ’ as
opposed to ‘splendid’); see al-Qifṭī, al-Muḥammadūn min al-shuʿarā, ed. Ḥasan Maʿmarī
(Paris: Jāmiʿat Paris, Kulliyat al-Ādāb wa’l-ʿUlūm al-Insāniyya, 1970), pp. 187–9.
Unfortunately, the Taḥrīr has not survived. Ibn Khayr al-Ishbīlī (d. 575/1179) mentions the
transmission paths for a number of al-Ṭabarī’s works which had reached him and were
circulating in al-Andalus (Abū Bakr Muḥammad b. Khayr al-Ishbīlī, Fahrasa (Dār al-Kutub
al-ʿIlmiyya, 1998): al-Jāmiʿ, p. 52; the Tahdḥīb al-āthār, p. 169; al-Taʾrīkh (dhayl almudhayyal), p. 195; Kitāb al-farāʾiḍ, p. 230; and the Kitāb ādāb al-nufūs, p. 256). For more on
his works, see Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn Khalīl b. Aybak al-Ṣafadī, al-Wāfī bi’l-wafayāt, ed. Aḥmad Arnāʾūṭ
and Turkī Muṣṭafā (29 vols. Beirut: Dār Iḥyāʾ al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 2001), vol. 2, pp. 212–4.
Bosworth does speak of there being a hiatus between the fourth/tenth century and the time of
al-Qifṭī as far as biographical interest in the life of al-Ṭabarī is concerned, but this is incorrect
and would have had little bearing on the fact that his literary legacy remained inﬂuential and
attracted the sustained interest and attention of scholarship; and his achievements continued to
be recorded in the biographical literature. The fact that the Sāmānid Amīr commissioned the
translation which sought to ‘hijack al-Ṭabarī’s name and reputation’, conﬁrms the esteem in
which his work was held (Daniel, ‘The Sāmānid “Translations” ’, p. 297).
177 Cf. Abū’l-Muẓaffar al-Isfarāyīnī, al-Tabṣīr fī’l-dīn wa-tamyīz al-ﬁrqa al-nājiya ʿan
al-ﬁraq al-hālikīn, ed. Muḥammad al-Kawtharī, reprint (Cairo: al-Maktaba al-Azhariyya
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lil’l-Turāth, 1999); see p. 191 and the reference to the fact that (scholarship in) tafsīr lay in the
hands of al-Ṭabarī. Other relevant sources include Ibn Khallikān, Aḥmad b. Muḥammad,
Wafayāt al-aʿyān wa-anbāʾ abnāʾ al-zamān, ed. Iḥsān ʿAbbās (8 vols. Beirut: Dār al-Thaqāfa,
1968), vol. 4, pp. 191–2; al-Subkī, Ṭabaqāt al-Shāﬁʿiyya al-kubrā, vol. 3, pp. 120–8; and
al-Samʿānī, ʿAbd al-Karīm b. Muḥammad, al-Ansāb, ed. ʿAbd Allāh ʿUmar al-Bārūdī (5 vols.
Beirut: Dār al-Jinān, 1988), vol. 4, pp. 46–8. Al-Samʿānī appears to rely on al-Khaṭīb for the
bulk of his information on al-Ṭabarī, repeating the details mentioned by the author. This is also
true of Abū’l-Zakariyyāʾ al-Nawawī’s Tahdhīb al-asmāʾ wa’l-ṣifāt (4 vols. Beirut: Dār
al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, n.d.), vol. 1, pp. 77–9, which includes a reference to al-Ṭabarī’s having
links with al-Rabīʿ b. Sulaymān; he also notes an evaluation of one of his legal views by the
Shāﬁʿī scholar al-Ramlī (d. 1004/1596), author of the famous Nihāyat al-muḥtāj ilā sharḥ
al-minhāj. See al-Dhahabī, Siyar aʿlām al-nubalāʾ, vol. 14, pp. 267–82; al-Dhahabī, Tadhkirat
al-ḥuffāẓ, ed. ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Muʿallamī (4 vols. Hyderabad: Dāʾirat al-Maʿārif
al-ʿUthmāniyya, 1374 AH), vol. 3, pp. 710–15; al-Ṭabarī is identiﬁed as having a separate
legal school of thought (‘lahu madhhab fī’l-ﬁqh ahktārahu li-nafsihi’) and indeed one of his
students composed a work in defence of it (vol. 3, p. 121). For more on his school, see Ibn
ʿAsākir, Taʾrīkh madīnat Dimashq, vol. 52, p. 200; Ibn al-Nadīm also associates him with a
number of leading scholars of ḥadīth and praised him for having sought so-called shorter
asānīd, travelling to Egypt, Syria, Kufa, Basra and Rayy. These were asānīd which possessed
fewer intermediaries separating the ﬁrst narrator of a tradition from the actual originator of the
tradition and were the raison d’être of the riḥla; Rosenthal simply mentions these constituting
brief visits to local authorities, but they are very signiﬁcant within the context of the acquisition
of knowledge in ḥadīth scholarship. Luminaries such as Sufyān al-Thawrī and Ibn Ḥanbal
are noted for having extolled those who set out on such quests, and indeed it is described as
a sunna: see Jalāl al-Dīn al-Suyūṭī, Tadrīb al-rāwī fī sharḥ taqrīb al-Nawawī, ed. ʿAbd
al-Wahhāb ʿAbd al-Laṭīf (2 parts in 1. Cairo: Dār al-Turāth, 1972), vol. 2, p. 160f); also
Leonard Librande, ‘The Categories High and Low as Reﬂections on the Riḥlah and Kitāba in
Islam’, Der Islam 55:2 (1978), pp. 267–80.
178 Saleh, ‘Preliminary Remarks on the Historiography of tafsīr’, p. 20. His point is that the
reference to al-Ṭabarī’s tafsīr being maʾthūr was ideologically and not factually driven.
The principal texts discussed in this article are provided as supplementary material online (see
www.euppublishing.com/toc/jqs/15/2)

Appendices
al-Ṭabarī, Jāmiʿ al-Bayān, Istiwāʾ
A
ﺍﻟﻘﻮﻝ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺄﻭﻳﻞ ﻗﻮﻟﻪ ﺗﻌﺎﻟﻰ  } :ﺛُﻢَّ ﺍﺳْﺘَﻮَﻯ ﺇِﻟَﻰ ﺍﻟﺴَّﻤَﺎﺀِ ﻓَﺴَﻮَّﺍﻫُﻦَّ ﺳَﺒْﻊَ ﺳَﻤَﺎﻭَﺍﺕٍ {
 .ﻗﺎﻝ ﺃﺑﻮ ﺟﻌﻔﺮ  :ﺍﺧﺘﻠﻔﻮﺍ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺄﻭﻳﻞ ﻗﻮﻟﻪ  " :ﺛﻢ ﺍﺳﺘﻮﻯ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﺴَّﻤﺎﺀ
ﻓﻘﺎﻝ ﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ  :ﻣﻌﻨﻰ ﺍﺳﺘﻮﻯ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﺀ  ،ﺃﻗﺒﻞ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ  ،ﻛﻤﺎ ﺗﻘﻮﻝ  :ﻛﺎﻥ ﻓﻼﻥ ﻣﻘﺒﻼ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻓﻼﻥ  ،ﺛﻢ
ﺍﺳﺘﻮَﻯ ﻋﻠﻲّ ﻳﺸﺎﺗﻤﻨﻲ  -ﻭﺍﺳﺘﻮَﻯ ﺇﻟﻲّ ﻳﺸﺎﺗﻤﻨﻲ .ﺑﻤﻌﻨﻰ ﺃﻗﺒﻞ ﻋﻠﻲّ ﻭﺇﻟﻲّ ﻳﺸﺎﺗﻤﻨﻲ .ﻭﺍﺳﺘُﺸْﻬِﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺃﻥّ
 :ﺍﻻﺳﺘﻮﺍﺀ ﺑﻤﻌﻨﻰ ﺍﻹﻗﺒﺎﻝ ﺑﻘﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﺸﺎﻋﺮ
ﺃَﻗُﻮﻝُ ﻭَﻗَﺪْ ﻗَﻄَﻌْﻦَ ﺑِﻨَﺎ ﺷَﺮَﻭْﺭَﻯ ...ﺳَﻮَﺍﻣِﺪَ  ،ﻭَﺍﺳْﺘَﻮَﻳْﻦَ ﻣِﻦَ ﺍﻟﻀَّﺠُﻮﻉِ
ﻓﺰﻋﻢ ﺃﻧﻪ ﻋﻨﻰ ﺑﻪ ﺃﻧﻬﻦ ﺧﺮﺟﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﻀّﺠﻮﻉ  ،ﻭﻛﺎﻥ ﺫﻟﻚ ﻋﻨﺪﻫﻢ ﺑﻤﻌﻨﻰ  :ﺃﻗﺒﻠﻦ .ﻭﻫﺬﺍ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﺘﺄﻭﻳﻞ ﻓﻲ ﻫﺬﺍ
ﺍﻟﺒﻴﺖ ﺧﻄﺄ  ،ﻭﺇﻧﻤﺎ ﻣﻌﻨﻰ ﻗﻮﻟﻪ  " :ﻭﺍﺳﺘﻮﻳﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﻀﺠﻮﻉ "  ،ﺍﺳﺘﻮﻳﻦ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ ﺧﺎﺭﺟﺎﺕ ﻣﻦ
.ﺍﻟﻀﺠﻮﻉ  ،ﺑﻤﻌﻨﻰ ﺍﺳﺘﻘﻤﻦ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ
ﻭﻗﺎﻝ ﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ  :ﻟﻢ ﻳﻜﻦ ﺫﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺟﻞ ﺫﻛﺮﻩ ﺑﺘﺤﻮُّﻝ  ،ﻭﻟﻜﻨﻪ ﺑﻤﻌﻨﻰ ﻓﻌﻠﻪ  ،ﻛﻤﺎ ﺗﻘﻮﻝ  :ﻛﺎﻥ ﺍﻟﺨﻠﻴﻔﺔ ﻓﻲ
ﺃﻫﻞ ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺍﻕ ﻳﻮﺍﻟﻴﻬﻢ  ،ﺛﻢ ﺗﺤﻮَّﻝ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﺸﺎﻡ .ﺇﻧﻤﺎ ﻳﺮﻳﺪ  :ﺗﺤﻮّﻝ ﻓِﻌﻠﻪ] .ﻭﻗﺎﻝ ﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ  :ﻗﻮﻟﻪ  " :ﺛﻢ ﺍﺳﺘﻮﻯ
 :ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﺀ " ﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﺑﻪ  :ﺍﺳﺘﻮﺕ[  .ﻛﻤﺎ ﻗﺎﻝ ﺍﻟﺸﺎﻋﺮ
ﺃَﻗُﻮﻝُ ﻟَﻪُ ﻟَﻤَّﺎ ﺍﺳْﺘَﻮَﻯ ﻓِﻲ ﺗُﺮَﺍﺑِﻪِ ...ﻋَﻠَﻰ ﺃَﻱِّ ﺩِﻳﻦٍ ﻗَﺘَّﻞَ ﺍﻟﻨَّﺎﺱَ ﻣُﺼْﻌَﺐُ
ﻭﻗﺎﻝ ﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ  " :ﺛﻢ ﺍﺳﺘﻮﻯ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﺀ "  ،ﻋﻤﺪَ ﻟﻬﺎ  .ﻭﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺑﻞ ﻛﻞُّ ﺗﺎﺭﻙ ﻋﻤﻼ ﻛﺎﻥ ﻓﻴﻪ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺁﺧﺮ  ،ﻓﻬﻮ
.ﻣﺴﺘﻮ ﻟﻤﺎ ﻋﻤﺪ ﻟﻪ  ،ﻭﻣﺴﺘﻮٍ ﺇﻟﻴﻪ
.ﻭﻗﺎﻝ ﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ  :ﺍﻻﺳﺘﻮﺍﺀ ﻫﻮ ﺍﻟﻌﻠﻮ  ،ﻭﺍﻟﻌﻠﻮّ ﻫﻮ ﺍﻻﺭﺗﻔﺎﻉ .ﻭﻣﻤﻦ ﻗﺎﻝ ﺫﻟﻚ ﺍﻟﺮﺑﻴﻊ ﺑﻦ ﺃﻧﺲ
ﺣُﺪِّﺛﺖ ﺑﺬﻟﻚ ﻋﻦ ﻋﻤﺎﺭ ﺑﻦ ﺍﻟﺤﺴﻦ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺣﺪﺛﻨﺎ ﻋﺒﺪ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺑﻦ ﺃﺑﻲ ﺟﻌﻔﺮ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺃﺑﻴﻪ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺍﻟﺮﺑﻴﻊ ﺑﻦ ﺃﻧﺲ :
 " .ﺛﻢ ﺍﺳﺘﻮﻯ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﺀ "  .ﻳﻘﻮﻝ  :ﺍﺭﺗﻔﻊ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﺀ
ﺛﻢ ﺍﺧﺘﻠﻒ ﻣﺘﺄﻭّﻟﻮ ﺍﻻﺳﺘﻮﺍﺀ ﺑﻤﻌﻨﻰ ﺍﻟﻌﻠﻮّ ﻭﺍﻻﺭﺗﻔﺎﻉ  ،ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﺍﺳﺘﻮﻯ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﺴّﻤﺎﺀ .ﻓﻘﺎﻝ ﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ  :ﺍﻟﺬﻱ
ﺍﺳﺘﻮﻯ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﺀ ﻭﻋﻼ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ  ،ﻫﻮ ﺧﺎﻟﻘُﻬﺎ ﻭﻣﻨﺸﺌﻬﺎ .ﻭﻗﺎﻝ ﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ  :ﺑﻞ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻟﻲ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ  :ﺍﻟﺪُّﺧَﺎﻥُ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ
 .ﺟﻌﻠﻪ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻟﻸﺭﺽ ﺳﻤﺎﺀ
ﻗﺎﻝ ﺃﺑﻮ ﺟﻌﻔﺮ  :ﺍﻻﺳﺘﻮﺍﺀ ﻓﻲ ﻛﻼﻡ ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺏ ﻣﻨﺼﺮﻑ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻭﺟﻮﻩ  :ﻣﻨﻬﺎ ﺍﻧﺘﻬﺎﺀُ ﺷﺒﺎﺏ ﺍﻟﺮﺟﻞ ﻭﻗﻮّﺗﻪ  ،ﻓﻴﻘﺎﻝ ،
ﺇﺫﺍ ﺻﺎﺭ ﻛﺬﻟﻚ  :ﻗﺪ ﺍﺳﺘﻮﻯ ﺍﻟﺮّﺟُﻞ .ﻭﻣﻨﻬﺎ ﺍﺳﺘﻘﺎﻣﺔ ﻣﺎ ﻛﺎﻥ ﻓﻴﻪ ﺃﻭَﺩٌ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻷﻣﻮﺭ ﻭﺍﻷﺳﺒﺎﺏ  ،ﻳﻘﺎﻝ ﻣﻨﻪ :
 :ﺍﺳﺘﻮﻯ ﻟﻔﻼﻥ ﺃﻣﺮُﻩ .ﺇﺫﺍ ﺍﺳﺘﻘﺎﻡ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺃﻭَﺩٍ  ،ﻭﻣﻨﻪ ﻗﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻄِّﺮِﻣَّﺎﺡ ﺑﻦ ﺣَﻜﻴﻢ
ﻃَﺎﻝَ ﻋَﻠَﻰ ﺭَﺳْﻢِ ﻣَﻬْﺪَﺩٍ ﺃﺑَﺪُﻩْ ...ﻭَﻋَﻔَﺎ ﻭَﺍﺳْﺘَﻮَﻯ ﺑِﻪِ ﺑَﻠَﺪُﻩ

B
ﻭﺍﻟﻌﺠﺐُ ﻣﻤﻦ ﺃﻧﻜﺮ ﺍﻟﻤﻌﻨﻰ ﺍﻟﻤﻔﻬﻮﻡ ﻣﻦ ﻛﻼﻡ ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺏ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺄﻭﻳﻞ ﻗﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ  " :ﺛﻢ ﺍﺳﺘﻮﻯ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﺀ " ،
ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﻫﻮ ﺑﻤﻌﻨﻰ ﺍﻟﻌﻠﻮ ﻭﺍﻻﺭﺗﻔﺎﻉ  ،ﻫﺮﺑًﺎ ﻋﻨﺪ ﻧﻔﺴﻪ ﻣﻦ ﺃﻥ ﻳﻠﺰﻣﻪ ﺑﺰﻋﻤﻪ  -ﺇﺫﺍ ﺗﺄﻭﻟﻪ ﺑﻤﻌﻨﺎﻩ ﺍﻟﻤﻔﻬﻮﻡ ﻛﺬﻟﻚ -
ﺃﻥ ﻳﻜﻮﻥ ﺇﻧﻤﺎ ﻋﻼ ﻭﺍﺭﺗﻔﻊ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺃﻥ ﻛﺎﻥ ﺗﺤﺘﻬﺎ  -ﺇﻟﻰ ﺃﻥ ﺗﺄﻭﻟﻪ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺠﻬﻮﻝ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺄﻭﻳﻠﻪ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺘﻨﻜﺮ .ﺛﻢ ﻟﻢ ﻳَﻨْﺞُ
ﻣﻤﺎ ﻫﺮَﺏ ﻣﻨﻪ؛ ﻓﻴﻘﺎﻝ ﻟﻪ  :ﺯﻋﻤﺖ ﺃﻥ ﺗﺄﻭﻳﻞ ﻗﻮﻟﻪ " ﺍﺳﺘﻮﻯ " ﺃﻗﺒﻞَ  ،ﺃﻓﻜﺎﻥ ﻣُﺪْﺑِﺮًﺍ ﻋﻦ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﺀ ﻓﺄﻗﺒﻞ ﺇﻟﻴﻬﺎ ؟
ﻓﺈﻥ ﺯﻋﻢ ﺃﻥّ ﺫﻟﻚ ﻟﻴﺲ ﺑﺈﻗﺒﺎﻝ ﻓﻌﻞ  ،ﻭﻟﻜﻨﻪ ﺇﻗﺒﺎﻝ ﺗﺪﺑﻴﺮ  ،ﻗﻴﻞ ﻟﻪ  :ﻓﻜﺬﻟﻚ ﻓﻘُﻞْ  :ﻋﻼ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻮّ ﻣُﻠْﻚ ﻭﺳُﻠْﻄﺎﻥ

 ،ﻻ ﻋﻠﻮّ ﺍﻧﺘﻘﺎﻝ ﻭﺯَﻭﺍﻝ .ﺛﻢ ﻟﻦ ﻳﻘﻮﻝ ﻓﻲ ﺷﻲﺀ ﻣﻦ ﺫﻟﻚ ﻗﻮﻻ ﺇﻻ ﺃﻟﺰﻡ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻵﺧﺮ ﻣﺜﻠﻪ .ﻭﻟﻮﻻ ﺃﻧﺎ ﻛﺮﻫﻨﺎ ﺇﻃﺎﻟﺔ
ﺍﻟﻜﺘﺎﺏ ﺑﻤﺎ ﻟﻴﺲ ﻣﻦ ﺟﻨﺴﻪ  ،ﻷﻧﺒﺄﻧﺎ ﻋﻦ ﻓﺴﺎﺩ ﻗﻮﻝ ﻛﻞ ﻗﺎﺋﻞ ﻗﺎﻝ ﻓﻲ ﺫﻟﻚ ﻗﻮﻻ ﻟﻘﻮﻝ ﺃﻫﻞ ﺍﻟﺤﻖ ﻓﻴﻪ ﻣﺨﺎﻟﻔًﺎ.
ﻭﻓﻴﻤﺎ ﺑﻴﻨﺎ ﻣﻨﻪ ﻣﺎ ﻳُﺸﺮِﻑ ﺑﺬﻱ ﺍﻟﻔﻬﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺎ ﻓﻴﻪ ﻟﻪ ﺍﻟﻜﻔﺎﻳﺔ ﺇﻥ ﺷﺎﺀ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ
al-Farrāʾ Maʿanī al-Qurʾān, Istiwāʾ :
A
ﻭﻗﻮﻟﻪ  :ﺛُﻢَّ ﺍﺳْﺘَﻮﻯ ﺇِﻟَﻰ ﺍﻟﺴَّﻤﺎﺀِ ﻓَﺴَﻮَّﺍﻫُﻦَّ  ...ﺍﻻﺳﺘﻮﺍﺀ ﻓﻰ ﻛﻼﻡ ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺏ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺟﻬﺘﻴﻦ  :ﺇﺣﺪﺍﻫﻤﺎ ﺃﻥ ﻳﺴﺘﻮﻯ
ﺍﻟﺮﺟﻞ ]ﻭ[ ﻳﻨﺘﻬﻰ ﺷﺒﺎﺑﻪ  ،ﺃﻭ ﻳﺴﺘﻮﻯ ﻋﻦ ﺍﻋﻮﺟﺎﺝ  ،ﻓﻬﺬﺍﻥ ﻭﺟﻬﺎﻥ .ﻭﻭﺟﻪ ﺛﺎﻟﺚ ﺃﻥ ﺗﻘﻮﻝ  :ﻛﺎﻥ ﻣﻘﺒﻼ ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻓﻼﻥ ﺛﻢ ﺍﺳﺘﻮﻯ ﻋﻠﻰّ ﻳﺸﺎﺗﻤﻨﻰ ﻭﺇﻟﻰّ ﺳﻮﺍﺀ  ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﻌﻨﻰ ﺃﻗﺒﻞ ﺇﻟﻰ ﻭﻋﻠﻰّ ﻓﻬﺬﺍ ﻣﻌﻨﻰ ﻗﻮﻟﻪ  :ﺛُﻢَّ ﺍﺳْﺘَﻮﻯ ﺇِﻟَﻰ
ﺍﻟﺴَّﻤﺎﺀِ ﻭﺍﻟﻠّﻪ ﺃﻋﻠﻢ .ﻭﻗﺎﻝ ﺍﺑﻦ ﻋﺒﺎﺱ  :ﺛﻢ ﺍﺳﺘﻮﻯ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﺀ  :ﺻﻌﺪ  ،ﻭﻫﺬﺍ ﻛﻘﻮﻟﻚ ﻟﻠﺮﺟﻞ  :ﻛﺎﻥ ﻗﺎﺋﻤﺎ
.ﻓﺎﺳﺘﻮﻯ ﻗﺎﻋﺪﺍ  ،ﻭﻛﺎﻥ ﻗﺎﻋﺪﺍ ﻓﺎﺳﺘﻮﻯ ﻗﺎﺋﻤﺎ .ﻭﻛﻞّ ﻓﻰ ﻛﻼﻡ ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺏ ﺟﺎﺋﺰ
Al-Ṭabarī and the basmala: the ism wa'l-musammā
A
ﻭﺫﻟﻚ ﺃﻥ ﺍﻟﺒﺎﺀ ﻣﻦ " ﺑﺴﻢ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ " ﻣﻘﺘﻀﻴﺔ ﻓﻌﻼ ﻳﻜﻮﻥ ﻟﻬﺎ ﺟﺎﻟﺒًﺎ  ،ﻭﻻ ﻓﻌﻞَ ﻣﻌﻬﺎ ﻇﺎﻫﺮٌ  ،ﻓﺄﻏﻨﺖ ﺳﺎﻣﻊَ ﺍﻟﻘﺎﺋﻞ
" ﺑﺴﻢ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ " ﻣﻌﺮﻓﺘُﻪ ﺑﻤﺮﺍﺩ ﻗﺎﺋﻠﻪ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺇﻇﻬﺎﺭ ﻗﺎﺋﻞ ﺫﻟﻚ ﻣُﺮﺍﺩَﻩ ﻗﻮﻻ ﺇﺫْ ﻛﺎﻥ ﻛﻞ ﻧﺎﻃﻖ ﺑﻪ ﻋﻨﺪ ﺍﻓﺘﺘﺎﺣﻪ ﺃﻣﺮًﺍ
 ،ﻗﺪ ﺃﺣﻀﺮَ ﻣﻨﻄﻘُﻪ ﺑﻪ  -ﺇﻣّﺎ ﻣﻌﻪ  ،ﻭﺇﻣّﺎ ﻗﺒﻠﻪ ﺑﻼ ﻓﺼْﻞٍ  -ﻣﺎ ﻗﺪ ﺃﻏﻨﻰ ﺳﺎﻣِﻌَﻪ ﻋﻦ ﺩﻻﻟﺔٍ ﺷﺎﻫﺪﺓٍ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ
ﻣﻦ ﺃﺟﻠﻪ ﺍﻓﺘﺘﺢ ﻗِﻴﻠَﻪ ﺑﻪ  .ﻓﺼﺎﺭ ﺍﺳﺘﻐﻨﺎﺀُ ﺳﺎﻣﻊ ﺫﻟﻚ ﻣﻨﻪ ﻋﻦ ﺇﻇﻬﺎﺭ ﻣﺎ ﺣﺬﻑ ﻣﻨﻪ  ،ﻧﻈﻴﺮَ ﺍﺳﺘﻐﻨﺎﺋﻪ  -ﺇﺫﺍ
ﺳﻤﻊ ﻗﺎﺋﻼ ﻗﻴﻞ ﻟﻪ  :ﻣﺎ ﺃﻛﻠﺖ ﺍﻟﻴﻮﻡ ؟ ﻓﻘﺎﻝ  " :ﻃﻌﺎﻣًﺎ "  -ﻋﻦ ﺃﻥ ﻳﻜﺮّﺭ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺌُﻮﻝُ ﻣﻊ ﻗﻮﻟﻪ " ﻃﻌﺎﻣًﺎ " ،
ﺃﻛﻠﺖ  ،ﻟﻤﺎ ﻗﺪ ﻇﻬﺮ ﻟﺪﻳﻪ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﺪﻻﻟﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺃﻥ ﺫﻟﻚ ﻣﻌﻨﺎ  ،ﺑﺘﻘﺪُّﻡ ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ ﺍﻟﺴﺎﺋﻞ ﺇﻳﺎﻩ ﻋﻤﺎ ﺃﻛﻞ .ﻓﻤﻌﻘﻮﻝ ﺇﺫًﺍ ﺃﻥّ
ﻗﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻘﺎﺋﻞ ﺇﺫﺍ ﻗﺎﻝ
ﺑﺴﻢ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺍﻟﺮﺣﻤﻦ ﺍﻟﺮﺣﻴﻢ " ﺛﻢ ﺍﻓﺘﺘﺢ ﺗﺎﻟﻴًﺎ ﺳﻮﺭﺓً  ،ﺃﻥ ﺇﺗﺒﺎﻋﻪ " ﺑﺴﻢ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺍﻟﺮﺣﻢ ﺍﻟﺮﺣﻴﻢ " ﺗﻼﻭﺓَ " :
ﺍﻟﺴﻮﺭﺓ  ،ﻳُﻨﺒﺊ ﻋﻦ ﻣﻌﻨﻰ ﻗﻮﻟﻪ  " :ﺑﺴﻢ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺍﻟﺮﺣﻤﻦ ﺍﻟﺮﺣﻴﻢ " ﻭﻣﻔﻬﻮﻡٌ ﺑﻪ ﺃﻧﻪ ﻣﺮﻳﺪ ﺑﺬﻟﻚ  :ﺃﻗﺮﺃ ﺑﺴﻢ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ
ﺍﻟﺮﺣﻤﻦ ﺍﻟﺮﺣﻴﻢ .ﻭﻛﺬﻟﻚ ﻗﻮﻟﻪ  " :ﺑﺴﻢ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ " ﻋﻨﺪ ﻧﻬﻮﺿﻪ ﻟﻠﻘﻴﺎﻡ ﺃﻭ ﻋﻨﺪ ﻗﻌﻮﺩﻩ ﻭﺳﺎﺋﺮ ﺃﻓﻌﺎﻟﻪ  ،ﻳﻨﺒﺊ ﻋﻦ
ﻣﻌﻨﻰ ﻣﺮﺍﺩﻩ ﺑﻘﻮﻟﻪ " ﺑﺴﻢ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ "  ،ﻭﺃﻧﻪ ﺃﺭﺍﺩ ﺑﻘِﻴﻠِﻪ " ﺑﺴﻢ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ "  ،ﺃﻗﻮﻡ ﺑﺎﺳﻢ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ  ،ﻭﺃﻗﻌﺪ ﺑﺎﺳﻢ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ.
ﻭﻛﺬﻟﻚ ﺳﺎﺋﺮ ﺍﻷﻓﻌﺎﻝ
B
ﻗﻴﻞ  :ﺇﻥ ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺏَ ﻗﺪ ﺗﺨﺮﺝ ﺍﻟﻤﺼﺎﺩﺭَ ﻣﺒﻬﻤﺔً ﻋﻠﻰ ﺃﺳﻤﺎﺀ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ  ،ﻛﻘﻮﻟﻬﻢ  :ﺃﻛﺮﻣﺖُ ﻓﻼﻧًﺎ ﻛﺮﺍﻣﺔً  ،ﻭﺇﻧﻤﺎ ﺑﻨﺎﺀُ
ﻣﺼﺪﺭ " ﺃﻓﻌﻠﺖُ "  -ﺇﺫﺍ ﺃﺧﺮﺝ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻓﻌﻠﻪ  " -ﺍﻹﻓﻌﺎﻝُ "  .ﻭﻛﻘﻮﻟﻬﻢ  :ﺃﻫﻨﺖ ﻓﻼﻧًﺎ ﻫَﻮﺍﻧًﺎ  ،ﻭﻛﻠّﻤﺘﻪ ﻛﻼﻣًﺎ.
 :ﻭﺑﻨﺎﺀ ﻣﺼﺪﺭ  " :ﻓﻌَّﻠﺖ " ﺍﻟﺘﻔﻌﻴﻞ .ﻭﻣﻦ ﺫﻟﻚ ﻗﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﺸﺎﻋﺮ
ﺃَﻛُﻔْﺮًﺍ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺭَﺩِّ ﺍﻟﻤَﻮْﺕِ ﻋَﻨِّﻲ ...ﻭﺑﻌﺪ ﻋَﻄَﺎﺋِﻚَ ﺍﻟﻤِﺌَﺔَ ﺍﻟﺮِّﺗَﺎﻋَﺎ
 :ﻳﺮﻳﺪ  :ﺇﻋﻄﺎﺋﻚ .ﻭﻣﻨﻪ ﻗﻮﻝ ﺍﻵﺧﺮ
ﻭَﺇﻥ ﻛﺎﻥَ ﻫﺬﺍ ﺍﻟﺒُﺨْﻞُ ﻣﻨْﻚ ﺳَﺠﻴﺔً ...ﻟﻘﺪ ﻛُﻨْﺖُ ﻓﻲ ﻃَﻮﻟِﻲ ﺭَﺟَﺎﺀﻙَ ﺃَﺷْﻌَﺒَﺎ
 :ﻳﺮﻳﺪ  :ﻓﻲ ﺇﻃﺎﻟﺘﻲ ﺭﺟﺎﺀﻙ .ﻭﻣﻨﻪ ﻗﻮﻝ ﺍﻵﺧﺮ

ﺃَﻇُﻠَﻴْﻢُ ﺇﻥ ﻣُﺼَﺎﺑَﻜﻢ ﺭَﺟُﻼ ...ﺃَﻫْﺪَﻯ ﺍﻟﺴّﻼﻡَ ﺗﺤﻴَّﺔً ﻇُﻠْ ُﻢ
.ﻳﺮﻳﺪ  :ﺇﺻﺎﺑﺘﻜﻢ .ﻭﺍﻟﺸﻮﺍﻫﺪ ﻓﻲ ﻫﺬﺍ ﺍﻟﻤﻌﻨﻰ ﺗﻜﺜُﺮُ  ،ﻭﻓﻴﻤﺎ ﺫﻛﺮﻧﺎ ﻛﻔﺎﻳﺔ  ،ﻟﻤﻦ ﻭُﻓِّﻖ ﻟﻔﻬﻤﻪ
C
ﻭﻻ ﺧﻼﻑ ﺑﻴﻦ ﺍﻟﺠﻤﻴﻊ ﻣﻦ ﻋﻠﻤﺎﺀ ﺍﻷﻣﺔ  ،ﺃﻥ ﻗﺎﺋﻼ ﻟﻮ ﻗﺎﻝ ﻋﻨﺪ ﺗﺬﻛﻴﺘﻪ ﺑﻌﺾ ﺑﻬﺎﺋﻢ ﺍﻷﻧﻌﺎﻡ " ﺑﺎﻟﻠﻪ "  ،ﻭﻟﻢ
ﻳﻘﻞ " ﺑﺴﻢ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ "  ،ﺃﻧﻪ ﻣﺨﺎﻟﻒ  -ﺑﺘﺮﻛﻪ ﻗِﻴﻞَ  " :ﺑﺴﻢ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ " ﻣﺎ ﺳُﻦَّ ﻟﻪ ﻋﻨﺪ ﺍﻟﺘﺬﻛﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﻘﻮﻝ .ﻭﻗﺪ ﻋُﻠﻢ
ﺑﺬﻟﻚ ﺃﻧﻪ ﻟﻢ ﻳُﺮِﺩْ ﺑﻘﻮﻟﻪ " ﺑﺴﻢ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ " " ﺑﺎﻟﻠﻪ "  ،ﻛﻤﺎ ﻗﺎﻝ ﺍﻟﺰﺍﻋﻢ ﺃﻥ ﺍﺳﻢَ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ  " :ﺑﺴﻢ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ
ﺍﻟﺮﺣﻤﻦ ﺍﻟﺮﺣﻴﻢ " ﻫﻮ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ .ﻷﻥ ﺫﻟﻚ ﻟﻮ ﻛﺎﻥ ﻛﻤﺎ ﺯﻋﻢ  ،ﻟﻮﺟﺐ ﺃﻥ ﻳﻜﻮﻥ ﺍﻟﻘﺎﺋﻞ ﻋﻨﺪ ﺗﺬﻛﻴﺘﻪ ﺫﺑﻴﺤﺘَﻪ " ﺑﺎﻟﻠﻪ "
 ،ﻗﺎﺋﻼ ﻣﺎ ﺳُﻦَّ ﻟﻪ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﻘﻮﻝ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻟﺬﺑﻴﺤﺔ .ﻭﻓﻲ ﺇﺟﻤﺎﻉ ﺍﻟﺠﻤﻴﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺃﻥّ ﻗﺎﺋﻞَ ﺫﻟﻚ ﺗﺎﺭﻙ ﻣﺎ ﺳُﻦَّ ﻟﻪ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﻘﻮﻝ
ﻋﻠﻰ ﺫﺑﻴﺤﺘﻪ  -ﺇﺫْ ﻟﻢ ﻳﻘﻞ " ﺑﺴﻢ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ "  -ﺩﻟﻴﻞٌ ﻭﺍﺿﺢ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻓﺴﺎﺩ ﻣﺎ ﺍﺩَّﻋﻰ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﺘﺄﻭﻳﻞ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻘﺎﺋﻞ " :
.ﺑﺴﻢ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ "  ،ﺃﻧﻪ ﻣﺮﺍﺩ ﺑﻪ " ﺑﺎﻟﻠﻪ "  ،ﻭﺃﻥ ﺍﺳﻢ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻫﻮ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ
ﻭﻟﻴﺲ ﻫﺬﺍ ﺍﻟﻤﻮﺿﻊ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻮﺍﺿﻊ ﺍﻹﻛﺜﺎﺭ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻹﺑﺎﻧﺔ ﻋﻦ ﺍﻻﺳﻢ  :ﺃﻫُﻮَ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﻤﻰ  ،ﺃﻡْ ﻏﻴﺮُﻩ  ،ﺃﻡ ﻫﻮ ﺻﻔﺔ ﻟﻪ ؟
ﻓﻨﻄﻴﻞ ﺍﻟﻜﺘﺎﺏ ﺑﻪ  ،ﻭﺇﻧﻤﺎ ﻫﺬﺍ ﻣﻮﺿﻊ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻮﺍﺿﻊ ﺍﻹﺑﺎﻧﺔ ﻋﻦ ﺍﻻﺳﻢ ﺍﻟﻤﻀﺎﻑ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ  :ﺃﻫﻮ ﺍﺳﻢٌ  ،ﺃﻡ
ﻣﺼﺪﺭ ﺑﻤﻌﻨﻰ ﺍﻟﺘﺴﻤﻴﺔ ؟

D
ﻓﺈﻥ ﻗﺎﻝ ﻗﺎﺋﻞ  :ﻓﻤﺎ ﺃﻧﺖ ﻗﺎﺋﻞٌ ﻓﻲ ﺑﻴﺖ ﻟﺒﻴﺪ ﺑﻦ ﺭﺑﻴﻌﺔ
:
ﺇﻟَﻰ ﺍﻟﺤَﻮْﻝِ  ،ﺛﻢ ﺍﺳْﻢُ ﺍﻟﺴَّﻼﻡ ﻋﻠﻴﻜُﻤَﺎ  ... ،ﻭﻣﻦ ﻳَﺒْﻚِ ﺣَﻮْﻻ ﻛﺎﻣﻼ ﻓَﻘَﺪ ﺍﻋﺘَﺬَﺭْ
ﻓﻘﺪ ﺗﺄﻭﻟﻪ ﻣُﻘﺪَّﻡ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻌﻠﻢ ﺑﻠﻐﺔ ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺏ  ،ﺃﻧﻪ ﻣﻌﻨﻲ ﺑﻪ  :ﺛﻢ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻡ ﻋﻠﻴﻜﻤﺎ  ،ﻭﺃﻥ ﺍﺳﻢَ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻡ ﻫﻮ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻡ
ﻗﻴﻞ ﻟﻪ  :ﻟﻮ ﺟﺎﺯ ﺫﻟﻚ ﻭﺻﺢ ﺗﺄﻭﻳﻠﻪ ﻓﻴﻪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺎ ﺗﺄﻭّﻝ  ،ﻟﺠﺎﺯ ﺃﻥ ﻳﻘﺎﻝ  :ﺭﺃﻳﺖُ ﺍﺳﻢ ﺯﻳﺪ  ،ﻭﺃﻛﻠﺖُ ﺍﺳﻢَ ﺍﻟﻄﻌﺎﻡ
 ،ﻭﺷﺮﺑﺖُ ﺍﺳﻢَ ﺍﻟﺸﺮﺍﺏ ؛ ﻭﻓﻲ ﺇﺟﻤﺎﻉ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺏ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺇﺣﺎﻟﺔ ﺫﻟﻚ ﻣﺎ ﻳﻨﺒﺊ ﻋﻦ ﻓﺴﺎﺩ ﺗﺄﻭﻳﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺄﻭﻝ ﻗﻮﻝ
ﻟﺒﻴﺪ  " :ﺛﻢّ ﺍﺳﻢ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻡ ﻋﻠﻴﻜﻤﺎ "  ،ﺃﻧﻪ ﺃﺭﺍﺩ  :ﺛﻢ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻡ ﻋﻠﻴﻜﻤﺎ  ،ﻭﺍﺩِّﻋﺎﺋﻪ ﺃﻥ ﺇﺩﺧﺎﻝ ﺍﻻﺳﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺫﻟﻚ
.ﻭﺇﺿﺎﻓﺘَﻪ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻡ ﺇﻧﻤﺎ ﺟﺎﺯ  ،ﺇﺫْ ﻛﺎﻥ ﺍﺳﻢ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﻤَّﻰ ﻫﻮ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﻤَّﻰ ﺑﻌﻴﻨﻪ
ﻭﻳُﺴﺄﻝ ﺍﻟﻘﺎﺋﻠﻮﻥ ﻗﻮﻝَ ﻣﻦ ﺣﻜﻴﻨﺎ ﻗﻮﻟَﻪ ﻫﺬﺍ  ،ﻓﻴﻘﺎﻝ ﻟﻬﻢ  :ﺃﺗﺴﺘﺠﻴﺰﻭﻥ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺑﻴﺔ ﺃﻥ ﻳﻘﺎﻝ  " :ﺃﻛﻠﺖُ ﺍﺳﻢَ
ﺍﻟﻌﺴﻞ "  ،ﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﺑﺬﻟﻚ  :ﺃﻛﻠﺖ ﺍﻟﻌﺴﻞ  ،ﻛﻤﺎ ﺟﺎﺯ ﻋﻨﺪﻛﻢ  :ﺍﺳﻢ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻡ ﻋﻠﻴﻚ  ،ﻭﺃﻧﺘﻢ ﺗﺮﻳﺪﻭﻥ  :ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻡُ
ﻋﻠﻴﻚ ؟
ﻓﺈﻥ ﻗﺎﻟﻮﺍ  :ﻧﻌﻢ ! ﺧﺮﺟﻮﺍ ﻣﻦ ﻟﺴﺎﻥ ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺏ  ،ﻭﺃﺟﺎﺯﻭﺍ ﻓﻲ ﻟﻐﺘﻬﺎ ﻣﺎ ﺗﺨﻄِّﺌﻪ ﺟﻤﻴﻊ ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺏ ﻓﻲ ﻟﻐﺘﻬﺎ .ﻭﺇﻥ
.ﻗﺎﻟﻮﺍ  :ﻻ ﺳﺌﻠﻮﺍ ﺍﻟﻔﺮﻕَ ﺑﻴﻨﻬﻤﺎ  :ﻓﻠﻦ ﻳﻘﻮﻟﻮﺍ ﻓﻲ ﺃﺣﺪﻫﻤﺎ ﻗﻮﻻ ﺇﻻ ﺃُﻟﺰﻣﻮﺍ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻵﺧﺮ ﻣﺜﻠﻪ
ﻓﺈﻥ ﻗﺎﻝ ﻟﻨﺎ ﻗﺎﺋﻞ  :ﻓﻤﺎ ﻣﻌﻨﻰ ﻗﻮﻝ ﻟﺒﻴﺪ ﻫﺬﺍ ﻋﻨﺪﻙ ؟
.ﻗﻴﻞ ﻟﻪ  :ﻳﺤﺘﻤﻞ ﺫﻟﻚ ﻭﺟﻬﻴﻦ  ،ﻛﻼﻫﻤﺎ ﻏﻴﺮ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﻗﺎﻟﻪ ﻣﻦ ﺣﻜﻴﻨﺎ ﻗﻮﻟﻪ
ﺃﺣﺪُﻫﻤﺎ  :ﺃﻥ " ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻡ " ﺍﺳﻢٌ ﻣﻦ ﺃﺳﻤﺎﺀ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ  ،ﻓﺠﺎﺋﺰ ﺃﻥ ﻳﻜﻮﻥ ﻟﺒﻴﺪ ﻋﻨَﻰ ﺑﻘﻮﻟﻪ  " :ﺛﻢ ﺍﺳﻢ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻡ
ﻋﻠﻴﻜﻤﺎ "  ،ﺛﻢ ﺍﻟﺰﻣﺎ ﺍﺳﻢَ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻭﺫﻛﺮَﻩ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺫﻟﻚ  ،ﻭَﺩَﻋَﺎ ﺫﻛﺮﻱ ﻭﺍﻟﺒﻜﺎﺀَ ﻋﻠﻲّ ؛ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻭﺟﻪ ﺍﻹﻏﺮﺍﺀ .ﻓﺮﻓﻊَ ﺍﻻﺳﻢ
 ،ﺇﺫْ ﺃﺧّﺮ ﺍﻟﺤﺮﻑَ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﻳﺄﺗﻲ ﺑﻤﻌﻨﻰ ﺍﻹﻏﺮﺍﺀ .ﻭﻗﺪ ﺗﻔﻌَﻞُ ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺏ ﺫﻟﻚ  ،ﺇﺫﺍ ﺃﺧّﺮﺕ ﺍﻹﻏﺮﺍﺀ ﻭﻗﺪﻣﺖ ﺍﻟﻤُﻐْﺮَﻯ ﺑﻪ
 ، :ﻭﺇﻥ ﻛﺎﻧﺖ ﻗﺪ ﺗﻨﺼﺐُ ﺑﻪ ﻭﻫﻮ ﻣﺆﺧَّﺮ .ﻭﻣﻦ ﺫﻟﻚ ﻗﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﺸﺎﻋﺮ
)ﻳَﺎ ﺃَﻳُّﻬﺎ ﺍﻟﻤﺎﺋﺢُ ﺩَﻟﻮِﻱ ﺩُﻭﻧَﻜﺎ! ...ﺇﻧﻲ ﺭﺃﻳﺖُ ﺍﻟﻨَّﺎﺱ ﻳَﺤْﻤﺪُﻭﻧَﻜﺎ

 :ﻓﺄﻏﺮَﻯ ﺏ " ﺩﻭﻧﻚ "  ،ﻭﻫﻲ ﻣﺆﺧﺮﺓ  ،ﻭﺇﻧﻤﺎ ﻣﻌﻨﺎﻩ  :ﺩﻭﻧَﻚ ﺩﻟﻮﻱ .ﻓﺬﻟﻚ ﻗﻮﻝ ﻟﺒﻴﺪ
* ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﺤﻮْﻝِ  ،ﺛﻢَّ ﺍﺳﻢُ ﺍﻟﺴَّﻼﻡُ ﻋَﻠَﻴْﻜُﻤَﺎ *
ﻳﻌﻨﻲ  :ﻋﻠﻴﻜﻤﺎ ﺍﺳﻢَ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻡ  ،ﺃﻱ  :ﺍﻟﺰﻣﺎ ﺫﻛﺮ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻭﺩﻋﺎ ﺫﻛﺮﻱ ﻭﺍﻟﻮﺟﺪَ ﺑﻲ  ،ﻷﻥ ﻣﻦ ﺑﻜﻰ ﺣَﻮْﻻ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻣﺮﺉ
_.ﻣﻴّﺖ ﻓﻘﺪ ﺍﻋﺘﺬﺭ .ﻓﻬﺬﺍ ﺃﺣﺪ ﻭﺟﻬﻴﻪ

Ibn Jinnī al-Khaṣāʾiṣ
A
ﺑﺎﺏ ﻓﻲ ﺇﺿﺎﻓﺔ ﺍﻻﺳﻢ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﻤﻰ ﻭﺍﻟﻤﺴﻤﻰ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻻﺳﻢ
ﻻﺳﺘﻌﻤﺎﻟﻪ .

ﻫﺬﺍ ﻣﻮﺿﻊ ﻛﺎﻥ ﻳﻌﺘﺎﺩﻩ ﺃﺑﻮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺭﺣﻤﺔ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻛﺜﻴﺮﺍً ﻭﻳﺄﻟﻔﻪ ﻭﻳﺄﻧﻖ ﻟﻪ ﻭﻳﺮﺗﺎﺡ
ﺍﻟﻤﺴﻤﻰ .

ﻭﻓﻴﻪ ﺩﻟﻴﻞ ﻧﺤﻮﻱ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺪﻓﻮﻉ ﻳﺪﻝ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻓﺴﺎﺩ ﻗﻮﻝ ﻣﻦ ﺫﻫﺐ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺃﻥ ﺍﻻﺳﻢ ﻫﻮ
ﻧﻔﺴﻪ .

ﻭﻟﻮ ﻛﺎﻥ ﺇﻳﺎﻩ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺠﺰ ﺇﺿﺎﻓﺔ ﻭﺍﺣﺪ ﻣﻨﻬﻤﺎ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺻﺎﺣﺒﻪ ﻷﻥ ﺍﻟﺸﻲﺀ ﻻ ﻳﻀﺎﻑ ﺇﻟﻰ
B
ﺍﻟﻤﻮﺿﻊ .

ﻭﺇﻧﻤﺎ ﺫﻟﻚ ﺑﻌﺪ ﻋﻦ ﺇﺩﺭﺍﻙ ﻫﺬﺍ
ﻟﺒﻴﺪ  :ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﺤﻮﻝ ﺛﻢ ﺍﺳﻢ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻡ ﻋﻠﻴﻜﻤﺎ ﻭﻣﻦ ﻳﺒﻚ ﺣﻮﻻ ﻛﺎﻣﻼ ﻓﻘﺪ ﺍﻋﺘﺬﺭ
ﻭﻛﺬﻟﻚ ﻗﺎﻝ ﺃﺑﻮ ﻋﺒﻴﺪﺓ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻮﻝ 
ﻋﻠﻴﻜﻤﺎ .

ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺛﻢ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻡ
ﻛﺄﻧﻪ 
ﺍﺳﻢ .

ﺍﻟﻠﻪ  :ﺇﻧﻤﺎ ﻫﻮ ﺑﺎﻟﻠﻪ ﻭﺍﻋﺘﻘﺪ ﺯﻳﺎﺩﺓ
ﻭﻛﺬﻟﻚ ﻗﺎﻝ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻮﻟﻨﺎ ﺑﺴﻢ 
ﻏﻴﻼﻥ  :ﻻ ﻳﻨﻌﺶ ﺍﻟﻄﺮﻑ ﺇﻻ ﻣﺎ ﺗﺨﻮﻧﻪ ﺩﺍﻉٍ ﻳﻨﺎﺩﻳﻪ ﺑﺎﺳﻢ ﺍﻟﻤﺎﺀ ﻣﺒﻐﻮﻡ ﻳﺪﻋﻮﻧﻨﻲ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺎﺀ

ﻭﻋﻠﻰ ﻫﺬﺍ ﻋﻨﺪﻫﻢ ﻗﻮﻝ
ﺃﺳﻮﺩ .

ﻟﻲ  :ﺃﺻﺒﺖ ﻣﺎﺀ
ﻭﺍﻟﻤﺎﺀ  :ﺻﻮﺕ ﺍﻟﺸﺎﺀ ﺃﻱ ﻳﺪﻋﻮﻧﻨﻲ  -ﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﺍﻟﻐﻨﻢ  -ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺎﺀ ﺃﻱ ﻳﻘﻠﻦ 

ﻣﺎﺀ ﺃﺳﻮﺩ
ﻓﺄﺑﻮ ﻋﺒﻴﺪﺓ ﻳﺪﻋﻰ ﺯﻳﺎﺩﺓ ﺫﻱ ﻭﺍﺳﻢ ﻭﻧﺤﻦ ﻧﺤﻤﻞ ﺍﻟﻜﻼﻡ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺃﻥ ﻫﻨﺎﻙ ﻣﺤﺬﻭﻓﺎً .
ﺃﻱ  :ﺛﻢ ﺍﺳﻢ ﻣﻌﻨﻰ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻡ ﻋﻠﻴﻜﻤﺎ ﻭﺍﺳﻢ ﻣﻌﻨﻰ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻡ
ﻋﻠﻲ  :ﻭﺇﻧﻤﺎ ﻫﻮ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﺪ ﺣﺬﻑ ﺍﻟﻤﻀﺎﻑ 
ﻗﺎﻝ ﺃﺑﻮ 
ﻋﻠﻴﻜﻤﺎ .

ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺛﻢ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻡ
ﻫﻮ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻡ ﻓﻜﺄﻧﻪ 
ﻓﺎﻟﻤﻌﻨﻰ  -ﻟﻌﻤﺮﻱ  -ﻣﺎ ﻗﺎﻟﻪ ﺃﺑﻮ ﻋﺒﻴﺪﺓ ﻭﻟﻜﻨﻪ ﻣﻦ ﻏﻴﺮ ﺍﻟﻄﺮﻳﻖ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﺃﺗﺎﻩ ﻫﻮ ﻣﻨﻬﺎ ﺃﻻ ﺗﺮﺍﻩ ﻫﻮ ﺍﻋﺘﻘﺪ ﺯﻳﺎﺩﺓ
ﺷﻲﺀ .

ﺷﻲﺀ ﻭﺍﻋﺘﻘﺪﻧﺎ ﻧﺤﻦ ﻧﻘﺼﺎﻥ
ﻗﻮﻟﻨﺎ  :ﻣﺜﻠﻲ ﻻ ﻳﺄﺗﻲ ﺍﻟﻘﺒﻴﺢ ﻭﻣﺜﻠﻚ ﻻ ﻳﺨﻔﻰ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﺍﻟﺠﻤﻴﻞ ﺃﻱ ﺃﻧﺎ

ﻭﻧﺤﻮ ﻣﻦ ﻫﺬﺍ ﺍﻋﺘﻘﺎﺩﻫﻢ ﺯﻳﺎﺩﺓ ﻣﺜﻞ ﻓﻲ ﻧﺤﻮ
ﻛﺬﻟﻚ .

ﻛﺬﺍ ﻭﺃﻧﺖ
ﺫﺍﻙ .
ﻗﻮﻟﻪ  :ﻣﺜﻠﻲ ﻻ ﻳﺤﺴﻦ ﻗﻮﻻ ﻓﻌﻔﻊ ﺃﻱ ﺃﻧﺎ ﻻ ﺃﺣﺴﻦ 
ﻭﻋﻠﻴﻪ 

ﺗﺄﻭﻳﻠﻪ  :ﺃﻱ ﺃﻧﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺟﻤﺎﻋﺔ ﻻ

ﺭﺃﻭﻩ  :ﻣﻦ ﺯﻳﺎﺩﺓ ﻣﺜﻞ ﻭﺇﻧﻤﺎ

ﻭﻛﺬﻟﻚ ﻫﻮ ﻟﻌﻤﺮﻱ ﺇﻻ ﺃﻧﻪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻏﻴﺮ ﺍﻟﺘﺄﻭﻝ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ
ﻳﺮﻭﻥ ﺍﻟﻘﺒﻴﺢ ﻭﺇﻧﻤﺎ ﺟﻌﻠﻪ ﻣﻦ ﺟﻤﺎﻋﺔ ﻫﺬﻩ ﺣﺎﻟﻬﺎ ﻟﻴﻜﻮﻥ ﺃﺛﺒﺖ ﻟﻼﻣﺮ ﺇﺫ ﻛﺎﻥ ﻟﻪ ﻓﻴﻪ ﺃﺷﺒﺎﻩ ﻭﺃﺿﺮﺍﺏ ﻭﻟﻮ ﺍﻧﻔﺮﺩ
ﻋﻨﻪ .
ﻫﻮ ﺑﻪ ﻟﻜﺎﻥ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺄﻣﻮﻥ ﺍﻧﺘﻘﺎﻟﻪ ﻣﻨﻪ ﻭﺗﺮﺍﺟﻌﻪ 
ﻓﻴﻪ .
ﻓﺈﺫﺍ ﻛﺎﻥ ﻟﻪ ﻓﻴﻪ ﻧﻈﺮﺍﺀ ﻛﺎﻥ ﺣﺮﻱ ﺃﻥ ﻳﺜﺒﺖ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﻭﺗﺮﺳﻮ ﻗﺪﻣﻪ 
ﺍﻵﺧﺮ  :ﻭﻣﺜﻠﻲ ﻻ ﺗﻨﺒﻮ ﻋﻠﻴﻚ ﻣﻀﺎﺭﺑﻪ ﻓﻘﻮﻟﻪ ﺇﺫﺍً  :ﺑﺎﺳﻢ ﺍﻟﻤﺎﺀ ﻭﺍﺳﻢ ﺍﻟﺴﻼﻡ ﺇﻧﻤﺎ ﻫﻮ ﻣﻦ ﺑﺎﺏ

ﻭﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﻗﻮﻝ
ﺍﻷﻭﻝ .

ﺇﺿﺎﻓﺔ ﺍﻻﺳﻢ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﻤﻰ ﺑﻌﻜﺲ ﺍﻟﻔﺼﻞ
ﻑ .
ﺍﻟﺠﻮﺍﺏ  :ﺱ ﻱ 

ﻫﺬﺍ  :ﻣﺎ ﻫﺠﺎﺀ ﺳﻴﻒ ﻓﻴﻘﻮﻝ ﻓﻲ
ﻭﻧﻘﻮﻝ ﻋﻠﻰ 
ﻭﻧﻘﻮﻝ  :ﺿﺮﺑﺖ ﺑﺎﻟﺴﻴﻒ ﻓﺄﻟﺴﻴﻒ ﻫﻨﺎ

ﻓﺴﻴﻒ ﻫﻨﺎ ﺍﺳﻢ ﻻ ﻣﺴﻤﻰ ﺃﻱ ﻣﺎ ﻫﺠﺎﺀ ﻫﺬﻩ ﺍﻷﺻﻮﺍﺕ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﻄﻌﺔ
ﻣﺴﻤﻰ .

ﺟﻮﻫﺮ ﺍﻟﺤﺪﻳﺪ ﻫﺬﺍ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﻳﻀﺮﺏ ﺑﻪ ﻓﻘﺪ ﻳﻜﻮﻥ ﺍﻟﺸﻲﺀ ﺍﻟﻮﺍﺣﺪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻭﺟﻪ ﺍﺳﻤﺎ ﻭﻋﻠﻰ ﺁﺧﺮ
ﻭﺇﻧﻤﺎ ﻳﺨﻠّﺺ ﻫﺬﺍ ﻣﻦ ﻫﺬﺍ ﻣﻮﻗﻌﻪ ﻭﺍﻟﻐﺮﺽ ﺍﻟﻤﺮﺍﺩ ﺑﻪ
Ibn al-Jawzī: al-Muntaẓam
A
ﻭﻓﻰ ﺫﻯ ﺍﻟﻘﻌﺪﺓ ﺍﺣﻀﺮ ﺍﺑﻮ ﺟﻌﻔﺮ ﻣﺤﻤﺪ ﺑﻦ ﺟﺮﻳﺮ ﺍﻟﻄﺒﺮﻯ ﺩﺍﺭ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﻦ ﻋﻴﺴﻰ ﻟﻤﻨﺎﻇﺮ ﺍﻟﺤﻨﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﻓﺤﻀﺮ ﻭﻟﻢ
ﻳﺤﻀﺮﻭﺍ ﻓﻌﺎﺩ ﺍﻟﻰ ﻣﻨﺰﻟﻪ ﻭﻛﺎﻧﻮﺍ ﻗﺪ ﻧﻘﻤﻮﺍ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﺍﺷﻴﺎﺀ ﻗﺎﻝ ﺍﻟﻤﺆﻟﻒ ﺳﻨﺬﻛﺮ ﻗﺼﺘﻬﻢ ﻣﻌﻪ ﻋﻨﺪ ﺫﻛﺮ ﻭﻓﺎﺗﻪ ﺍﻥ
ﺷﺎﺀ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺗﻌﺎﻟﻰ
B
...
ﺗﻮﻓﻰ ﺍﺑﻮ ﺟﻌﻔﺮ ﺍﻟﻄﺒﺮﻯ ﻭﻗﺖ ﺍﻟﻤﻐﺮﺏ ﻣﻦ ﻋﺸﻴﺔ ﺍﻻﺣﺪ ﻟﻴﻮﻣﻴﻦ ﺑﻘﻴﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺷﻮﺍﻝ ﺳﻨﺔ ﻋﺸﺮ ﻭﺛﻠﺜﻤﺎﺋﺔ ﻭﺩﻓﻦ
ﻭﻗﺪ ﺍﺿﺤﻰ ﺍﻟﻨﻬﺎﺭ ﻳﻮﻡ ﺍﻻﺛﻨﻴﻦ ﺑﺮﺣﺒﺔ ﻳﻌﻘﻮﺏ ﻓﻰ ﻧﺎﺣﻴﺔ ﺑﺎﺏ ﺧﺮﺍﺳﺎﻥ ﻓﻰ ﺣﺠﺮﺓ ﺑﺎﺯﺍﺀ ﺩﺍﺭﻩ ﻭﻗﻴﻞ ﺑﻞ ﺩﻓﻦ
ﻟﻴﻼ ﻭﻟﻢ ﻳﺆﺫﻥ ﺑﻪ ﺍﺣﺪ ﻭﺍﺟﺘﻤﻊ ﻣﻦ ﻻ ﻳﺤﺼﻴﻬﻢ ﺍﻻ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻭﺻﻠﻰ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﺒﺮﻩ ﻋﺪﺓ ﺷﻬﻮﺭ ﻟﻴﻼ ﻭﻧﻬﺎﺭﺍ ﻭﺫﻛﺮ ﺛﺎﺑﺖ
ﺑﻦ ﺳﻨﺎﻥ ﻓﻰ ﺗﺎﺭﻳﺨﻪ ﺍﻧﻪ ﺍﻧﻤﺎ ﺍﺧﻔﻴﺖ ﺣﺎﻟﻪ ﻷﻥ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﺍﺟﺘﻤﻌﻮﺍ ﻭﻣﻨﻌﻮﺍ ﻣﻦ ﺩﻓﻨﻪ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﻬﺎﺭ ﻭﺍﺩﻋﻮﺍ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ
ﺍﻟﺮﻓﺾ ﺛﻢ ﺍﺩﻋﻮﺍ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﺍﻻﻟﺤﺎﺩ ﻗﺎﻝ ﺍﻟﻤﺼﻨﻒ ﻛﺎﻥ ﺍﺑﻦ ﺟﺮﻳﺮ ﻳﺮﻯ ﺟﻮﺍﺯ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺢ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻟﻘﺪﻣﻴﻦ ﻭﻻ ﻳﻮﺟﺐ
ﻏﺴﻠﻬﻤﺎ ﻓﻠﻬﺬﺍ ﺍﻧﺴﺐ ﺍﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﺮﻓﺾ ﻭﻛﺎﻥ ﻗﺪ ﺭﻓﻊ ﻓﻰ ﺣﻘﻪ ﺍﺑﻮ ﺑﻜﺮ ﺍﺑﻦ ﺍﺑﻰ ﺩﺍﻭﺩ ﻗﺼﺔ ﺍﻟﻰ ﻧﺼﺮ ﺍﻟﺤﺎﺟﺐ
ﻳﺬﻛﺮ ﻋﻨﻪ ﺍﺷﻴﺎﺀ ﻓﺄﻧﻜﺮﻫﺎ ﻣﻨﻬﺎ ﺍﻧﻪ ﻧﺴﺒﻪ ﺍﻟﻰ ﺭﺃﻯ ﺟﻬﻢ ﻭﻗﺎﻝ ﺍﻧﻪ ﻗﺎﺋﻞ ﺑﻞ ﻳﺪﺍﻩ ﻣﺒﺴﻮﻃﺘﺎﻥ ﺍﻯ ﻧﻌﻤﺘﺎﻩ ﻓﺄﻧﻜﺮ
ﻫﺬﺍ ﻭﻗﺎﻝ ﻣﺎ ﻗﻠﺘﻪ ﻭﻣﻨﻬﺎ ﺍﻧﻪ ﺭﻭﻯ ﻋﻦ ﺭﻭﺡ ﺭﺳﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺻﻠﻰ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﻭ ﺳﻠﻢ ﻟﻤﺎ ﺧﺮﺟﺖ ﺳﺄﻟﺖ ﻓﻰ ﻛﻒ
ﻋﻠﻰ ﻓﺤﺴﺎﻫﺎ ﻓﻘﺎﻝ ﺍﻧﻤﺎ ﺍﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻣﺴﺢ ﺑﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻭﺟﻬﻪ ﻭﻟﻴﺲ ﻓﻴﻪ ﺣﺴﺎﻫﺎ ﻗﺎﻝ ﺍﻟﻤﺼﻨﻒ ﺭﺣﻤﻪ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻭﻫﺬﺍ
ﺍﻳﻀﺎ ﻣﺤﺎﻝ ﺍﻻ ﺍﻧﻪ ﻛﺘﺐ ﺍﺑﻦ ﺟﺮﻳﺮ ﻓﻰ ﺟﻮﺍﺏ ﻫﺬﺍ ﺍﻟﻰ ﻧﺼﺮ ﺍﻟﺤﺎﺟﺐ ﻻﻋﺼﺎﺑﺔ ﻓﻰ ﺍﻻﺳﻼﻡ ﻛﻬﺬﻩ ﺍﻟﻌﺼﺎﺑﺔ
ﺍﻟﺨﺴﻴﺴﺔ ﻭﻫﺬﺍ ﻗﺒﻴﺢ ﻣﻨﻪ ﻷﻧﻪ ﻛﺎﻥ ﻳﻨﺒﻐﻰ ﺍﻥ ﻳﺨﺎﺻﻢ ﻣﻦ ﺧﺎﺻﻤﻪ ﻭﺃﻣﺎ ﺍﻥ ﻳﺬﻡ ﻃﺎﺋﻔﺘﻪ ﺟﻤﻴﻌﺎ ﻭﻫﻮ ﻳﺪﺭﻯ
.ﺍﻟﻰ ﻣﻦ ﻳﻨﺘﺴﺐ
Yāqūt: Irshād al-Arīb
A

ﻗﺎﻝ ﻏﻴﺮ ﺍﻟﺨﻄﻴﺐ ﻭﺩﻓﻦ ﻟﻴﻼ ﺧﻮﻓﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻷﻧﻪ ﻛﺎﻥ ﻳﺘﻬﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﺘﺸﻴﻊ ﻭﺃﻣﺎ ﺍﻟﺨﻄﻴﺐ ﻓﺈﻧﻪ ﻗﺎﻝ ﻭﻟﻢ ﻳﺆﺫﻥ ﺑﻪ
ﺃﺣﺪ ﻓﺎﺟﺘﻤﻊ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺟﻨﺎﺯﺗﻪ ﻣﻦ ﻻ ﻳﺤﺼﻲ ﻋﺪﺩﻫﻢ ﺇﻻ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻭﺻﻠﻲ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻗﺒﺮﻩ ﻋﺪﺓ ﺷﻬﻮﺭ ﻟﻴﻼ ﻭﻧﻬﺎﺭﺍ ﻭﺭﺛﺎﻩ
ﺧﻠﻖ ﻛﺜﻴﺮ
ﻣﻦ ﺃﻫﻞ ﺍﻟﺪﻳﻦ ﻭﺍﻷﺩﺏ
ﻗﺎﻝ ﻭﺳﻤﻊ ﻣﺤﻤﺪ ﺑﻦ ﻋﺒﺪ ﺍﻟﻤﻠﻚ ﺑﻦ ﺃﺑﻲ ﺍﻟﺸﻮﺍﺭﺏ ﻭﺃﺣﻤﺪ ﺑﻦ ﻣﻨﻴﻊ ﺍﻟﺒﻐﻮﻱ ﻭﺃﺣﻤﺪ ﺑﻦ ﺣﻤﻴﺪ ﺍﻟﺮﺍﺯﻱ ﻭﺃﺑﺎ
ﻫﻤﺎﻡ ﺍﻟﻮﻟﻴﺪ ﺑﻦ ﺷﺠﺎﻉ ﻭﺃﺑﺎ ﻛﺮﻳﺐ ﻣﺤﻤﺪ ﺑﻦ ﺍﻟﻌﻼﺀ ﻭﻋﺪﺩ ﺧﻠﻘﺎ ﻛﺜﻴﺮﺍ ﻣﻦ ﺃﻫﻞ ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺍﻕ ﻭﺍﻟﺸﺎﻡ ﻭﻣﺼﺮ
ﻭﺣﺪﺙ ﻋﻨﻪ ﺃﺣﻤﺪ ﺑﻦ ﻛﺎﻣﻞ ﺍﻟﻘﺎﺿﻲ ﻭﻏﻴﺮﻩ ﻭﺍﺳﺘﻮﻃﻦ ﺑﻐﺪﺍﺩ ﻭﺃﻗﺎﻡ ﺑﻬﺎ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺣﻴﻦ ﻭﻓﺎﺗﻪ
B
ﻓﻠﻤﺎ ﻗﺪﻡ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺑﻐﺪﺍﺩ ﻣﻦ ﻃﺒﺮﺳﺘﺎﻥ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺭﺟﻮﻋﻪ ﺇﻟﻴﻬﺎ ﺗﻌﺼﺐ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﺃﺑﻮ ﻋﺒﺪ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺍﻟﺠﺼﺎﺹ ﻭﺟﻌﻔﺮ ﺑﻦ ﻋﺮﻓﺔ
ﻭﺍﻟﺒﻴﺎﺿﻲ ﻭﻗﺼﺪﻩ ﺍﻟﺤﻨﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﻓﺴﺄﻟﻮﻩ ﻋﻦ ﺃﺣﻤﺪ ﺑﻦ ﺣﻨﺒﻞ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﺠﺎﻣﻊ ﻳﻮﻡ ﺍﻟﺠﻤﻌﺔ ﻭﻋﻦ ﺣﺪﻳﺚ ﺍﻟﺠﻠﻮﺱ ﻋﻠﻰ
ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺵ ﻓﻘﺎﻝ ﺃﺑﻮ ﺟﻌﻔﺮ ﺃﻣﺎ ﺃﺣﻤﺪ ﺑﻦ ﺣﻨﺒﻞ ﻓﻼ ﻳﻌﺪ ﺧﻼﻓﻪ ﻓﻘﺎﻟﻮﺍ ﻟﻪ ﻓﻘﺪ ﺫﻛﺮﻩ ﺍﻟﻌﻠﻤﺎﺀ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻻﺧﺘﻼﻑ ﻓﻘﺎﻝ
ﻣﺎ ﺭﺃﻳﺘﻪ ﺭﻭﻱ ﻋﻨﻪ ﻭﻻ ﺭﺃﻳﺖ ﻟﻪ ﺃﺻﺤﺎﺑﺎ ﻳﻌﻮﻝ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﻢ ﻭﺃﻣﺎ ﺣﺪﻳﺚ ﺍﻟﺠﻠﻮﺱ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺵ ﻓﻤﺤﺎﻝ ﺛﻢ ﺃﻧﺸﺪ
ﻭﻻ ﻟﻪ ﻓﻲ ﻋﺮﺷﻪ ﺟﻠﻴﺲ (
) ﺳﺒﺤﺎﻥ ﻣﻦ ﻟﻴﺲ ﻟﻪ ﺃﻧﻴﺲ
ﺍﻟﺮﺟﺰ
ﻓﻠﻤﺎ ﺳﻤﻊ ﺫﻟﻚ ﺍﻟﺤﻨﺎﺑﻠﺔ ﻣﻨﻪ ﻭﺃﺻﺤﺎﺏ ﺍﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ ﻭﺛﺒﻮﺍ ﻭﺭﻣﻮﻩ ﺑﻤﺤﺎﺑﺮﻫﻢ ﻭﻗﻴﻞ ﻛﺎﻧﺖ ﺃﻟﻮﻓﺎ ﻓﻘﺎﻡ ﺃﺑﻮ ﺟﻌﻔﺮ
ﺑﻨﻔﺴﻪ ﻭﺩﺧﻞ ﺩﺍﺭﻩ ﻓﺮﻣﻮﺍ ﺩﺍﺭﻩ ﺑﺎﻟﺤﺠﺎﺭﺓ ﺣﺘﻰ ﺻﺎﺭ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﺎﺑﻪ ﻛﺎﻟﺘﻞ ﺍﻟﻌﻈﻴﻢ ﻭﺭﻛﺐ ﻧﺎﺯﻭﻙ ﺻﺎﺣﺐ ﺍﻟﺸﺮﻃﺔ
ﻓﻲ ﻋﺸﺮﺍﺕ ﺃﻟﻮﻑ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﺠﻨﺪ ﻳﻤﻨﻊ ﻋﻨﻪ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻣﺔ ﻭﻭﻗﻒ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﺎﺑﻪ ﻳﻮﻣﺎ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﻠﻴﻞ ﻭﺃﻣﺮ ﺑﺮﻓﻊ ﺍﻟﺤﺠﺎﺭﺓ ﻋﻨﻪ
ﻭﻛﺎﻥ ﻗﺪ ﻛﺘﺐ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﺎﺑﻪ
ﺍﻟﺮﺟﺰ ) ﺳﺒﺤﺎﻥ ﻣﻦ ﻟﻴﺲ ﻟﻪ ﺃﻧﻴﺲ

ﻭﻻ ﻟﻪ ﻓﻲ ﻋﺮﺷﻪ ﺟﻠﻴﺲ (

ﻓﺄﻣﺮ ﻧﺎﺯﻭﻙ ﺑﻤﺤﻮ ﺫﻟﻚ ﻭﻛﺘﺐ ﻣﻜﺎﻧﻪ ﺑﻌﺾ ﺃﺻﺤﺎﺏ ﺍﻟﺤﺪﻳﺚ
) ﻷﺣﻤﺪ ﻣﻨﺰﻝ ﻻ ﺷﻚ ﻋﺎﻝ
) ﻓﻴﺪﻧﻴﻪ ﻭﻳﻘﻌﺪﻩ ﻛﺮﻳﻤﺎ
) ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﺮﺵ ﻳﻐﻠﻔﻪ ﺑﻄﻴﺐ
) ﻟﻪ ﻫﺬﺍ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﻡ ﺍﻟﻔﺮﺩ ﺣﻘﺎ

ﺇﺫﺍ ﻭﺍﻓﻰ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﺮﺣﻤﻦ ﻭﺍﻓﺪ (
ﻋﻠﻰ ﺭﻏﻢ ﻟﻬﻢ ﻓﻲ ﺃﻧﻒ ﺣﺎﺳﺪ (
ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻷﻛﺒﺎﺩ ﻣﻦ ﺑﺎﻍ ﻭﻋﺎﻧﺪ (
ﻛﺬﺍﻙ ﺭﻭﺍﻩ ﻟﻴﺚ ﻋﻦ ﻣﺠﺎﻫﺪ (

ﺍﻟﻮﺍﻓﺮ
ﻓﺨﻼ ﻓﻲ ﺩﺍﺭﻩ ﻭﻋﻤﻞ ﻛﺘﺎﺑﻪ ﺍﻟﻤﺸﻬﻮﺭ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻻﻋﺘﺬﺍﺭ ﺇﻟﻴﻬﻢ ﻭﺫﻛﺮ ﻣﺬﻫﺒﻪ ﻭﺍﻋﺘﻘﺎﺩﻩ ﻭﺟﺮﺡ ﻣﻦ ﻇﻦ ﻓﻴﻪ ﻏﻴﺮ ﺫﻟﻚ
ﻭﻗﺮﺃ ﺍﻟﻜﺘﺎﺏ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﻢ ﻭﻓﻀﻞ ﺃﺣﻤﺪ ﺑﻦ ﺣﻨﺒﻞ ﻭﺫﻛﺮ ﻣﺬﻫﺒﻪ ﻭﺗﺼﻮﻳﺐ ﺍﻋﺘﻘﺎﺩﻩ ﻭﻟﻢ ﻳﺰﻝ ﻓﻲ ﺫﻛﺮﻩ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺃﻥ ﻣﺎﺕ
ﻭﻟﻢ ﻳﺨﺮﺝ ﻛﺘﺎﺑﻪ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻻﺧﺘﻼﻑ ﺣﺘﻰ ﻣﺎﺕ ﻓﻮﺟﺪﻭﻩ ﻣﺪﻓﻮﻧﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﺘﺮﺍﺏ ﻓﺄﺧﺮﺟﻮﻩ ﻭﻧﺴﺨﻮﻩ ﺃﻋﻨﻲ ﺍﺧﺘﻼﻑ
ﺍﻟﻔﻘﻬﺎﺀ ﻫﻜﺬﺍ ﺳﻤﻌﺖ ﻣﻦ ﺟﻤﺎﻋﺔ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ﺃﺑﻲ  -ﺭﺣﻤﻪ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ

The Throne and Seat
ﺍﻟﻘﻮﻝ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺄﻭﻳﻞ ﻗﻮﻟﻪ ﺗﻌﺎﻟﻰ  } :ﻭَﺳِﻊَ ﻛُﺮْﺳِﻴُّﻪُ ﺍﻟﺴَّﻤَﺎﻭَﺍﺕِ ﻭَﺍﻷﺭْﺽَ {
ﻗﺎﻝ ﺃﺑﻮ ﺟﻌﻔﺮ  :ﺍﺧﺘﻠﻒ ﺃﻫﻞ ﺍﻟﺘﺄﻭﻳﻞ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻌﻨﻰ " ﺍﻟﻜﺮﺳﻲ " ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﺃﺧﺒﺮ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺗﻌﺎﻟﻰ ﺫﻛﺮﻩ ﻓﻲ ﻫﺬﻩ ﺍﻵﻳﺔ ﺃﻧﻪ
.ﻭﺳﻊ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﻮﺍﺕ ﻭﺍﻷﺭﺽ
.ﻓﻘﺎﻝ ﺑﻌﻀﻬﻢ  :ﻫﻮ ﻋﻠﻢ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺗﻌﺎﻟﻰ ﺫﻛﺮﻩ
 :ﺫﻛﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺎﻝ ﺫﻟﻚ
ﺣﺪﺛﻨﺎ ﺃﺑﻮ ﻛﺮﻳﺐ ﻭﺳﻠﻢ ﺑﻦ ﺟﻨﺎﺩﺓ  ،ﻗﺎﻻ ﺣﺪﺛﻨﺎ ﺍﺑﻦ ﺇﺩﺭﻳﺲ  ،ﻋﻦ ﻣﻄﺮﻑ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺟﻌﻔﺮ ﺑﻦ ﺃﺑﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﻐﻴﺮﺓ  ،ﻋﻦ
.ﺳﻌﻴﺪ ﺑﻦ ﺟﺒﻴﺮ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺍﺑﻦ ﻋﺒﺎﺱ  " :ﻭﺳﻊ ﻛﺮﺳﻴﻪ " ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﻛﺮﺳﻴﻪ ﻋﻠﻤﻪ
ﺣﺪﺛﻨﻲ ﻳﻌﻘﻮﺏ ﺑﻦ ﺇﺑﺮﺍﻫﻴﻢ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺣﺪﺛﻨﺎ ﻫﺸﻴﻢ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺃﺧﺒﺮﻧﺎ ﻣﻄﺮﻑ ،
ﻋﻦ ﺟﻌﻔﺮ ﺑﻦ ﺃﺑﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﻐﻴﺮﺓ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺳﻌﻴﺪ ﺑﻦ ﺟﺒﻴﺮ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺍﺑﻦ ﻋﺒﺎﺱ  ،ﻣﺜﻠﻪ ﻭﺯﺍﺩ ﻓﻴﻪ  :ﺃﻻ ﺗﺮﻯ ﺇﻟﻰ ﻗﻮﻟﻪ " :
ﻭﻻ ﻳﺆﻭﺩﻩ ﺣﻔﻈﻬﻤﺎ " ؟
.ﻭﻗﺎﻝ ﺁﺧﺮﻭﻥ  " :ﺍﻟﻜﺮﺳﻲ "  :ﻣﻮﺿﻊ ﺍﻟﻘﺪﻣﻴﻦ
 :ﺫﻛﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺎﻝ ﺫﻟﻚ *
ﺣﺪﺛﻨﻲ ﻋﻠﻲ ﺑﻦ ﻣﺴﻠﻢ ﺍﻟﻄﻮﺳﻲ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺣﺪﺛﻨﺎ ﻋﺒﺪ ﺍﻟﺼﻤﺪ ﺑﻦ ﻋﺒﺪ ﺍﻟﻮﺍﺭﺙ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺣﺪﺛﻨﻲ ﺃﺑﻲ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ :
ﺣﺪﺛﻨﻲ ﻣﺤﻤﺪ ﺑﻦ ﺟﺤﺎﺩﺓ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺳﻠﻤﺔ ﺑﻦ ﻛﻬﻴﻞ  ،ﻋﻦ ﻋﻤﺎﺭﺓ ﺑﻦ ﻋﻤﻴﺮ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺃﺑﻲ ﻣﻮﺳﻰ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺍﻟﻜﺮﺳﻲ :
 .ﻣﻮﺿﻊ ﺍﻟﻘﺪﻣﻴﻦ  ،ﻭﻟﻪ ﺃﻃﻴﻂ ﻛﺄﻃﻴﻂ ﺍﻟﺮﺣﻞ
ﺣﺪﺛﻨﻲ ﻣﻮﺳﻰ ﺑﻦ ﻫﺎﻭﻭﻥ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺣﺪﺛﻨﺎ ﻋﻤﺮﻭ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺣﺪﺛﻨﺎ ﺃﺳﺒﺎﻁ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺍﻟﺴﺪﻱ  " :ﻭﺳﻊ ﻛﺮﺳﻴﻪ
ﺍﻟﺴﻤﻮﺍﺕ ﻭﺍﻷﺭﺽ "  ،ﻓﺈﻥ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﻮﺍﺕ ﻭﺍﻷﺭﺽ ﻓﻲ ﺟﻮﻑ ﺍﻟﻜﺮﺳﻲ  ،ﻭﺍﻟﻜﺮﺳﻲ ﺑﻴﻦ ﻳﺪﻱ ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺵ  ،ﻭﻫﻮ
.ﻣﻮﺿﻊ ﻗﺪﻣﻴﻪ
ﺣﺪﺛﻨﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺜﻨﻰ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺣﺪﺛﻨﺎ ﺇﺳﺤﺎﻕ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺣﺪﺛﻨﺎ ﺃﺑﻮ ﺯﻫﻴﺮ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺟﻮﻳﺒﺮ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺍﻟﻀﺤﺎﻙ ﻗﻮﻟﻪ  " :ﻭﺳﻊ
ﻛﺮﺳﻴﻪ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﻮﺍﺕ ﻭﺍﻷﺭﺽ "  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﻛﺮﺳﻴﻪ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﻳﻮﺿﻊ ﺗﺤﺖ ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺵ  ،ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﻳﺠﻌﻞ ﺍﻟﻤﻠﻮﻙ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﺃﻗﺪﺍﻣﻬﻢ
،
ﺣﺪﺛﻨﺎ ﺃﺣﻤﺪ ﺑﻦ ﺇﺳﺤﺎﻕ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺣﺪﺛﻨﺎ ﺃﺑﻮ ﺃﺣﻤﺪ ﺍﻟﺰﺑﻴﺮﻱ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺳﻔﻴﺎﻥ  ،ﻋﻦ ﻋﻤﺎﺭ ﺍﻟﺪﻫﻨﻲ  ،ﻋﻦ ﻣﺴﻠﻢ -
ﺍﻟﺒﻄﻴﻦ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺍﻟﻜﺮﺳﻲ  :ﻣﻮﺿﻊ ﺍﻟﻘﺪﻣﻴﻦ
ﺣﺪﺛﻨﻲ ﻋﻦ ﻋﻤﺎﺭ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺣﺪﺛﻨﺎ ﺍﺑﻦ ﺃﺑﻲ ﺟﻌﻔﺮ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺃﺑﻴﻪ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺍﻟﺮﺑﻴﻊ  " :ﻭﺳﻊ ﻛﺮﺳﻴﻪ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﻮﺍﺕ -
ﻭﺍﻷﺭﺽ "  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﻟﻤﺎ ﻧﺰﻟﺖ  " :ﻭﺳﻊ ﻛﺮﺳﻴﻪ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﻮﺍﺕ ﻭﺍﻷﺭﺽ " ﻗﺎﻝ ﺃﺻﺤﺎﺏ ﺍﻟﻨﺒﻲ ﺻﻠﻰ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ
ﻭﺳﻠﻢ  :ﻳﺎ ﺭﺳﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻫﺬﺍ ﺍﻟﻜﺮﺳﻲ ﻭﺳﻊ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﻮﺍﺕ ﻭﺍﻷﺭﺽ  ،ﻓﻜﻴﻒ ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺵ ؟ ﻓﺄﻧﺰﻝ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺗﻌﺎﻟﻰ  ) :ﻭَﻣَﺎ
 .ﻗَﺪَﺭُﻭﺍ ﺍﻟﻠَّﻪَ ﺣَﻖَّ ﻗَﺪْﺭِﻩِ ( ﺇﻟﻰ ﻗﻮﻟﻪ  ) :ﺳُﺒْﺤَﺎﻧَﻪُ ﻭَﺗَﻌَﺎﻟَﻰ ﻋَﻤَّﺎ ﻳُﺸْﺮِﻛُﻮﻥَ (
ﺣﺪﺛﻨﻲ ﻳﻮﻧﺲ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺃﺧﺒﺮﻧﺎ ﺍﺑﻦ ﻭﻫﺐ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﻗﺎﻝ ﺍﺑﻦ ﺯﻳﺪ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻮﻟﻪ  " :ﻭﺳﻊ ﻛﺮﺳﻴﻪ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﻮﺍﺕ ﻭﺍﻷﺭﺽ
" ﻗﺎﻝ ﺍﺑﻦ ﺯﻳﺪ  :ﻓﺤﺪﺛﻨﻲ ﺃﺑﻲ ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﻗﺎﻝ ﺭﺳﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺻﻠﻰ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﻭﺳﻠﻢ  " :ﻣﺎ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﻮﺍﺕ ﺍﻟﺴﺒﻊ ﻓﻲ
ﺍﻟﻜﺮﺳﻲ ﺇﻻ ﻛﺪﺭﺍﻫﻢ ﺳﺒﻌﺔ ﺃﻟﻘﻴﺖ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺮﺱ ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﻭﻗﺎﻝ ﺃﺑﻮ ﺫﺭ  :ﺳﻤﻌﺖ ﺭﺳﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺻﻠﻰ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﻭﺳﻠﻢ
 .ﻳﻘﻮﻝ  :ﻣﺎ ﺍﻟﻜﺮﺳﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺵ ﺇﻻ ﻛﺤﻠﻘﺔ ﻣﻦ ﺣﺪﻳﺪ ﺃﻟﻘﻴﺖ ﺑﻴﻦ ﻇﻬﺮﻱ ﻓﻼﺓ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻷﺭﺽ
.ﻭﻗﺎﻝ ﺁﺧﺮﻭﻥ  :ﺍﻟﻜﺮﺳﻲ  :ﻫﻮ ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺵ ﻧﻔﺴﻪ
 :ﺫﻛﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺎﻝ ﺫﻟﻚ
ﺣﺪﺛﻨﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺜﻨﻰ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺣﺪﺛﻨﺎ ﺇﺳﺤﺎﻕ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺣﺪﺛﻨﺎ ﺃﺑﻮ ﺯﻫﻴﺮ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺟﻮﻳﺒﺮ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺍﻟﻀﺤﺎﻙ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﻛﺎﻥ -
.ﺍﻟﺤﺴﻦ ﻳﻘﻮﻝ  :ﺍﻟﻜﺮﺳﻲ ﻫﻮ ﺍﻟﻌﺮﺵ

***
ﻗﺎﻝ ﺃﺑﻮ ﺟﻌﻔﺮ  :ﻭﻟﻜﻞ ﻗﻮﻝ ﻣﻦ ﻫﺬﻩ ﺍﻷﻗﻮﺍﻝ ﻭﺟﻪ ﻭﻣﺬﻫﺐ  ،ﻏﻴﺮ ﺃﻥ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﻫﻮ ﺃﻭﻟﻰ ﺑﺘﺄﻭﻳﻞ ﺍﻵﻳﺔ ﻣﺎ ﺟﺎﺀ ﺑﻪ
ﺍﻷﺛﺮ ﻋﻦ ﺭﺳﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺻﻠﻰ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﻭﺳﻠﻢ  ،ﻭﻫﻮ ﻣﺎ
ﺣﺪﺛﻨﻲ ﺑﻪ ﻋﺒﺪ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺑﻦ ﺃﺑﻲ ﺯﻳﺎﺩ ﺍﻟﻘﻄﻮﺍﻧﻲ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺣﺪﺛﻨﺎ ﻋﺒﻴﺪ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺑﻦ ﻣﻮﺳﻰ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺃﺧﺒﺮﻧﺎ ﺇﺳﺮﺍﺋﻴﻞ ،
ﻋﻦ ﺃﺑﻰ ﺇﺳﺤﺎﻕ  ،ﻋﻦ ﻋﺒﺪ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺑﻦ ﺧﻠﻴﻔﺔ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺃﺗﺖ ﺍﻣﺮﺃﺓ ﺍﻟﻨﺒﻲ ﺻﻠﻰ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﻭﺳﻠﻢ  ،ﻓﻘﺎﻟﺖ  :ﺍﺩﻉ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ
ﺃﻥ ﻳﺪﺧﻠﻨﻲ ﺍﻟﺠﻨﺔ ﻓﻌﻈﻢ ﺍﻟﺮﺏ ﺗﻌﺎﻟﻰ ﺫﻛﺮﻩ  ،ﺛﻢ ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺇﻥ ﻛﺮﺳﻴﻪ ﻭﺳﻊ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﻮﺍﺕ ﻭﺍﻷﺭﺽ  ،ﻭﺃﻧﻪ ﻟﻴﻘﻌﺪ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ
ﻓﻤﺎ ﻳﻔﻀﻞ ﻣﻨﻪ ﻣﻘﺪﺍﺭ ﺃﺭﺑﻊ ﺃﺻﺎﺑﻊ  -ﺛﻢ ﻗﺎﻝ ﺑﺄﺻﺎﺑﻌﻪ ﻓﺠﻤﻌﻬﺎ  -ﻭﺇﻥ ﻟﻪ ﺃﻃﻴﻄﺎ ﻛﺄﻃﻴﻂ ﺍﻟﺮﺣﻞ ﺍﻟﺠﺪﻳﺪ ،
 .ﺇﺫﺍ ﺭﻛﺐ  ،ﻣﻦ ﺛﻘﻠﻪ
ﺣﺪﺛﻨﻲ ﻋﺒﺪ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺑﻦ ﺃﺑﻰ ﺯﻳﺎﺩ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺣﺪﺛﻨﺎ ﻳﺤﻴﻰ ﺑﻦ ﺃﺑﻲ ﺑﻜﺮ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺇﺳﺮﺍﺋﻴﻞ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺃﺑﻲ ﺇﺳﺤﺎﻕ  ،ﻋﻦ
.ﻋﺒﺪ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺑﻦ ﺧﻠﻴﻔﺔ  ،ﻋﻦ ﻋﻤﺮ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺍﻟﻨﺒﻲ ﺻﻠﻰ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﻭﺳﻠﻢ  ،ﺑﻨﺤﻮﻩ
ﺣﺪﺛﻨﺎ ﺃﺣﻤﺪ ﺑﻦ ﺇﺳﺤﺎﻕ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺣﺪﺛﻨﺎ ﺃﺑﻮ ﺃﺣﻤﺪ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺣﺪﺛﻨﺎ ﺇﺳﺮﺍﺋﻴﻞ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺃﺑﻲ ﺇﺳﺤﺎﻕ  ،ﻋﻦ ﻋﺒﺪ
  . :ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺑﻦ ﺧﻠﻴﻔﺔ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺟﺎﺀﺕ ﺍﻣﺮﺃﺓ  ،ﻓﺬﻛﺮ ﻧﺤﻮﻩﻭﺃﻣﺎ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﻳﺪﻝ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺻﺤﺘﻪ ﻇﺎﻫﺮ ﺍﻟﻘﺮﺁﻥ ﻓﻘﻮﻝ ﺍﺑﻦ ﻋﺒﺎﺱ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﺭﻭﺍﻩ ﺟﻌﻔﺮ ﺑﻦ ﺃﺑﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﻐﻴﺮﺓ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺳﻌﻴﺪ
ﺑﻦ ﺟﺒﻴﺮ  ،ﻋﻨﻪ ﺃﻧﻪ ﻗﺎﻝ  " :ﻫﻮ ﻋﻠﻤﻪ "  .ﻭﺫﻟﻚ ﻟﺪﻻﻟﺔ ﻗﻮﻟﻪ ﺗﻌﺎﻟﻰ ﺫﻛﺮﻩ  " :ﻭﻻ ﻳﺆﻭﺩﻩ ﺣﻔﻈﻬﻤﺎ " ﻋﻠﻰ ﺃﻥ
ﺫﻟﻚ ﻛﺬﻟﻚ  ،ﻓﺄﺧﺒﺮ ﺃﻧﻪ ﻻ ﻳﺆﻭﺩﻩ ﺣﻔﻆ ﻣﺎ ﻋﻠﻢ  ،ﻭﺃﺣﺎﻁ ﺑﻪ ﻣﻤﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﻮﺍﺕ ﻭﺍﻷﺭﺽ  ،ﻭﻛﻤﺎ ﺃﺧﺒﺮ ﻋﻦ
ﻣﻼﺋﻜﺘﻪ ﺃﻧﻬﻢ ﻗﺎﻟﻮﺍ ﻓﻲ ﺩﻋﺎﺋﻬﻢ  ) :ﺭَﺑَّﻨَﺎ ﻭَﺳِﻌْﺖَ ﻛُﻞَّ ﺷَﻲْﺀٍ ﺭَﺣْﻤَﺔً ﻭَﻋِﻠْﻤًﺎ ( ،
 " .ﻓﺄﺧﺒﺮ ﺗﻌﺎﻟﻰ ﺫﻛﺮﻩ ﺃﻥ ﻋﻠﻤﻪ ﻭﺳﻊ ﻛﻞ ﺷﻲﺀ  ،ﻓﻜﺬﻟﻚ ﻗﻮﻟﻪ  " :ﻭﺳﻊ ﻛﺮﺳﻴﻪ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﻮﺍﺕ ﻭﺍﻷﺭﺽ"
ﻗﺎﻝ ﺃﺑﻮ ﺟﻌﻔﺮ  :ﻭﺃﺻﻞ " ﺍﻟﻜﺮﺳﻲ " ﺍﻟﻌﻠﻢ .ﻭﻣﻨﻪ ﻗﻴﻞ ﻟﻠﺼﺤﻴﻔﺔ ﻳﻜﻮﻥ ﻓﻴﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻢ ﻣﻜﺘﻮﺏ " ﻛﺮﺍﺳﺔ "  ،ﻭﻣﻨﻪ
 :ﻗﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﺮﺍﺟﺰ ﻓﻲ ﺻﻔﺔ ﻗﺎﻧﺺ
ﺣﺘﻰ ﺇﺫﺍ ﻣﺎ ﺍﺣﺘﺎﺯﻫﺎ ﺗﻜﺮﺳﺎ .
al-Ṭabarī's exegesis of Q. 17:79
al-Maqām al-maḥmūd
ﻋﺴـﻰ
ﺟﺒـﺔ  ،ﻭﺇ ـﻧﻤـﺎ ﻭﺟـﻪ ﻗـﻮﻝ ﺃﻫـﻞ ﺍ ـﻟﻌﻠــﻢ  :ـ
ﻋﺴـﻰ ﻣـﻦ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﻭﺍ ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﻮﺩﺍ ( ﻭ ـ
ﻣﻘـﺎﻣـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻳﺒﻌﺜـﻚ ﺭﺑـﻚ ـ
ﻋﺴـﻰ ﺃﻥ ـ ـ ـ
ﻭﻗـﻮﻟـﻪ ) ـ
ﻋﻤـﺎ ـﻟﻬـﻢ
ﻃﻤﻌﻬـﻢ ـﻓﻴـﻪ ﻣـﻦ ﺍ ـﻟﺠـﺰﺍﺀ ﻋﻠــﻰ ﺃ ـ
ﺑﻌﺒـﺎﺩﻩ ﻣـﺎ ﺃ ـ ـ ـ
ﻳﻔﻌـﻞ ـ ـ
ﻣﻨﻴـﻦ ﺃﻥ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﻻ ﻳـﺪﻉ ﺃﻥ ـ ـ
ﺟﺒـﺔ  ،ـﻟﻌﻠــﻢ ﺍ ـﻟﻤـﺆ ـ ـ
ﻣـﻦ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﻭﺍ ـ
ﻧﻔﻌـﻪ  ،ﺇﺫﺍ
ﻃﻤـﻊ ﻣـﻦ ﻗـﺎﻝ ﺫﻟـﻚ ﻟـﻪ ﻓـﻲ ـ ـ
ﺻﻔﺘـﻪ ﺍ ـﻟﻐـﺮﻭﺭ  ،ﻭﻻ ﺷـﻚ ﺃﻧـﻪ ﻗـﺪ ﺃ ـ
ﻋﺘﻬـﻢ ﺇﻳـﺎﻩ ـﻟﻴـﺲ ﻣـﻦ ـ ـ
ﻭﺍ ـﻟﻌـﻮﺽ ﻋﻠــﻰ ﻃـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻧﻔﻌـﻪ ﺇﻳـﺎﻩ ﻣـﻊ
ﺑﻴﻨـﻪ ﻭ ـﺑﻴـﻦ ـ ـ
ﺳﺒـﺐ ـﻳﺤـﻮﻝ ـ ـ
ﻳﻨﻔﻌـﻪ  ،ﻭﻻ ـ
ﻟﻤﻘـﻮﻝ ﻟـﻪ ﺫﻟـﻚ ﻭ ـﺗﻌـﺎﻫـﺪﻩ ﺛـﻢ ﻟـﻢ ـ ـ ـ
ﻫـﻮ ـﺗﻌـﺎﻫـﺪﻩ ﻭﻟـﺰﻣـﻪ  ،ﻓـﺈﻥ ﻟـﺰﻡ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﺣﺒـﻪ ﻏـﺎﺭ ـﺑﻤـﺎ ﻛـﺎﻥ ﻣـﻦ ﺇﺧـﻼﻓـﻪ ﺇﻳـﺎﻩ
ﺣﺒـﻪ ﻋﻠــﻰ ـﺗﻌـﺎﻫـﺪﻩ ﺇﻳـﺎﻩ ﻭﻟـﺰﻭﻣـﻪ  ،ﻓـﺈﻧـﻪ ـﻟﺼـﺎ ـ
ﻣﻨـﻪ ـﻟﺼـﺎ ـ
ﻃﻤـﺎﻉ ﺍﻟـﺬﻱ ـﺗﻘـﺪﻡ ـ
ﺍﻷ ـ
ﻏﻴـﺮ ﺟـﺎﺋـﺰ ﺃﻥ ـﻳﻜـﻮﻥ ﺟـﻞ ـﺛﻨـﺎﺅﻩ ﻣـﻦ
ﻃﻤﻌـﻪ ـﻓﻴـﻪ ـﺑﻘـﻮﻟـﻪ ﺍﻟـﺬﻱ ﻗـﺎﻝ ﻟـﻪ  .ﻭﺇﺫ ﻛـﺎﻥ ﺫﻟـﻚ ﻛـﺬﻟـﻚ  ،ﻭﻛـﺎﻥ ـ
ﻓﻴﻤـﺎ ﻛـﺎﻥ ﺃ ـ ـ
ــ
ﻋﺘـﻪ  ،ﺃﻭ ﻋﻠــﻰ ـﻓﻌـﻞ ﻣـﻦ ﺍﻷ ـﻓﻌـﺎﻝ ،
ﻃﻤـﻊ ﻋﻠــﻰ ﻃـﺎ ـ
ﻃﻤﻌﻬـﻢ ـﻓﻴـﻪ ﻣـﻦ ـ
ﻟﻌﺒـﺎﺩﻩ ﺻـﺢ ﻭﻭﺟـﺐ ﺃﻥ ﻛـﻞ ﻣـﺎ ﺃ ـ ـ ـ
ﺻﻔﺘـﻪ ﺍ ـﻟﻐـﺮﻭﺭ ـ ـ
ــ
ﺃﻭ ﺃﻣـﺮ ﺃﻭ ـﻧﻬـﻲ ﺃﻣـﺮﻫـﻢ ﺑـﻪ  ،ﺃﻭ ـﻧﻬـﺎﻫـﻢ ﻋﻨــﻪ  ،ﻓـﺈﻧـﻪ ﻣـﻮﻑ ـﻟﻬـﻢ ﺑـﻪ  ،ﻭﺇ ـﻧﻬـﻢ ﻣﻨــﻪ ﻛـﺎ ـﻟﻌـﺪﺓ ﺍﻟﺘــﻲ ﻻ ـﻳﺨﻠــﻒ ﺍﻟـﻮﻓـﺎﺀ ـﺑﻬـﺎ ،
ﻗﺎﻟﻮﺍ  :ﻋﺴﻰ ﻭﻟﻌﻞ ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻭﺍﺟﺒﺔ .

ﻟﻠﻴـﻞ
ﻓﻴﻬـﺎ  ،ﻭﻣـﻦ ﺍ ــ
ﻣﺘﻬـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪ ﻓـﻲ ﻫـﺬﻩ ﺍﻷﻭﻗـﺎﺕ ﺍ ـﻟﺘـﻲ ﺃﻣـﺮﺗـﻚ ﺑـﺈﻗـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻟﻤﻔـﺮﻭﺿـﺔ ﻳـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻭﺗـﺄﻭﻳـﻞ ﺍ ـﻟﻜـﻼﻡ  :ﺃﻗـﻢ ﺍ ـﻟﺼـﻼﺓ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﻓﺘﻬﺠﺪ ﻓﺮﺿﺎ ﻓﺮﺿﺘﻪ ﻋﻠﻴﻚ  ،ﻟﻌﻞ ﺭﺑﻚ ﺃﻥ ﻳﺒﻌﺜﻚ ﻳﻮﻡ ﺍﻟﻘﻴﺎﻣﺔ ﻣﻘﺎﻣﺎ ﺗﻘﻮﻡ ﻓﻴﻪ ﻣﺤﻤﻮﺩﺍ ﺗﺤﻤﺪﻩ  ،ﻭﺗﻐﺒﻂ ﻓﻴﻪ .
ﻟﻤﻘـﺎﻡ ﺍﻟـﺬﻱ ﻫـﻮ
ﻛﺜـﺮ ﺃﻫـﻞ ﺍ ـﻟﻌﻠــﻢ  :ﺫﻟـﻚ ﻫـﻮ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﻟﻤﺤﻤـﻮﺩ  ،ـﻓﻘـﺎﻝ ﺃ ـ
ﻟﻤﻘـﺎﻡ ﺍ ـ ـ ـ
ﻣﻌﻨـﻰ ﺫﻟـﻚ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﺧﺘﻠــﻒ ﺃﻫـﻞ ﺍ ـﻟﺘـﺄﻭﻳـﻞ ﻓـﻲ ـ ـ
ﺛـﻢ ﺍ ـ
ﻋﻈﻴـﻢ ﻣـﺎ ﻫـﻢ ـﻓﻴـﻪ ﻣـﻦ ﺷـﺪﺓ ﺫﻟـﻚ
ﻳﺤﻬـﻢ ﺭ ـﺑﻬـﻢ ﻣـﻦ ـ ـ
ﻟﻠﻨـﺎﺱ ـﻟﻴـﺮ ـ ـ
ﻟﻠﺸﻔـﺎﻋـﺔ ــ
ﻟﻘﻴـﺎﻣـﺔ ــ ـ
ﻋﻠﻴـﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ ﻳـﻮﻡ ﺍ ـ ـ
ـﻳﻘـﻮﻣـﻪ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ــ
ﺍﻟﻴﻮﻡ .
ﺫﻛﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺎﻝ ﺫﻟﻚ :
ﺳﺤـﺎﻕ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺻﻠــﺔ ﺑـﻦ ﺯﻓـﺮ ،
ﺳﻔﻴــﺎﻥ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺃﺑـﻲ ﺇ ـ
ﺣﻤـﻦ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺛﻨــﺎ ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪ ﺑـﻦ ـﺑﺸـﺎﺭ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺛﻨــﺎ ﻋﺒــﺪ ﺍﻟـﺮ ـ
ﺣـﺪﺛﻨــﺎ ـ ـ
ﻛﻤـﺎ
ﺣﻔـﺎﺓ ﻋـﺮﺍﺓ ـ
ﻟﺒﺼـﺮ  ،ـ
ﻳﻨﻔـﺬﻫـﻢ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﻓﻴﺴﻤﻌﻬـﻢ ﺍﻟـﺪﺍﻋـﻲ  ،ﻭ ـ ـ
ﺻﻌﻴـﺪ ﻭﺍﺣـﺪ  ،ـ ـ ـ ـ ـ
ﻳﺠﻤـﻊ ﺍ ـﻟﻨـﺎﺱ ﻓـﻲ ـ ـ
ﻋـﻦ ﺣـﺬ ـﻳﻔـﺔ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـ ـ
ﻟﺨﻴـﺮ ﻓـﻲ ﻳـﺪﻳـﻚ ،
ﺳﻌـﺪﻳـﻚ ﻭﺍ ـ ـ
ﻟﺒﻴـﻚ ﻭ ـ
ﻓﻴﻘـﻮﻝ  :ـ ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪ  ،ـ ـ
ﺧﻠﻘـﻮﺍ  ،ـﻗﻴـﺎﻣـﺎ ﻻ ـﺗﻜﻠــﻢ ـﻧﻔـﺲ ﺇﻻ ﺑـﺈﺫﻧـﻪ  ،ـﻳﻨـﺎﺩﻯ  :ﻳـﺎ ـ ـ
ــ
ﻣﻨـﻚ ﺇﻻ ﺇ ـﻟﻴـﻚ ،
ﻣﻨﺠـﺎ ـ
ﻣﻠﺠـﺄ ﻭﻻ ـ ـ
ﻋﺒـﺪﻙ ـﺑﻴـﻦ ﻳـﺪﻳـﻚ  ،ﻭﺑـﻚ ﻭﺇ ـﻟﻴـﻚ  ،ﻻ ــ
ﻟﻤﻬـﺪﻱ ﻣـﻦ ﻫـﺪﻳـﺖ  ،ـ
ﻭﺍ ـﻟﺸـﺮ ـﻟﻴـﺲ ﺇ ـﻟﻴـﻚ  ،ﻭﺍ ـ ـ
ﺗﺒﺎﺭﻛﺖ ﻭﺗﻌﺎﻟﻴﺖ  ،ﺳﺒﺤﺎﻧﻚ ﺭﺏ ﻫﺬﺍ ﺍﻟﺒﻴﺖ ; ﻓﻬﺬﺍ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﻡ ﺍﻟﻤﺤﻤﻮﺩ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﺫﻛﺮﻩ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺗﻌﺎﻟﻰ .
ﺳﺤـﺎﻕ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺻﻠــﺔ ﺑـﻦ
ﺷﻌﺒـﺔ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺃﺑـﻲ ﺇ ـ
ﺟﻌﻔـﺮ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪ ﺑـﻦ ـ ـ
ﻟﻤﺜﻨـﻰ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪ ﺑـﻦ ﺍ ـ ـ ـ
ﺣـﺪ ـﺛﻨـﺎ ـ ـ
ـــﻲ ﺻﻠــﻰ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪ ﺍﻟﻨﺒ
ﺻﻌﻴــﺪ ﻭﺍﺣـﺪ  .ﻓـﻼ ـﺗﻜﻠــﻢ ـﻧﻔـﺲ  ،ﻓـﺄﻭﻝ ﻣـﺎ ﻳـﺪﻋـﻮ ـ ـ
ﻳﺠﻤـﻊ ﺍﻟﻨــﺎﺱ ﻓـﻲ ـ
ﺯﻓـﺮ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺣـﺬ ـﻳﻔـﺔ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـ ـ
ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﻭﺳﻠﻢ  ،ﻓﻴﻘﻮﻡ ﻣﺤﻤﺪ ﺍﻟﻨﺒﻲ ﺻﻠﻰ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﻭﺳﻠﻢ  ،ﻓﻴﻘﻮﻝ  :ﻟﺒﻴﻚ  ،ﺛﻢ ﺫﻛﺮ ﻣﺜﻠﻪ .
ﻋﻴﺴـﻰ ﺑـﻦ ﻳـﻮﻧـﺲ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺭﺷـﺪﻳـﻦ ﺑـﻦ ﻛـﺮﻳـﺐ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺃ ـﺑﻴـﻪ
ﻋﻤـﺮﻭ ﺑـﻦ ﺧـﺎﻟـﺪ ﺍﻟـﺮﻗـﻲ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﺎ ـ ـ
ﺳﻠﻴﻤـﺎﻥ ﺑـﻦ ـ
ﺣـﺪ ـﺛﻨـﺎ ــ ـ
ﻋﻦ ﺍﺑﻦ ﻋﺒﺎﺱ  ،ﻗﻮﻟﻪ ) ﻋﺴﻰ ﺃﻥ ﻳﺒﻌﺜﻚ ﺭﺑﻚ ﻣﻘﺎﻣﺎ ﻣﺤﻤﻮﺩﺍ ( ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﻡ ﺍﻟﻤﺤﻤﻮﺩ  :ﻣﻘﺎﻡ ﺍﻟﺸﻔﺎﻋﺔ .
ﻛﻬﻴــﻞ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺛﻨــﺎ ﺃﺑـﻮ ﺍﻟـﺰﻋـﺮﺍﺀ
ﺳﻠﻤـﺔ ﺑـﻦ ـ
ﺳﻔﻴــﺎﻥ  ،ﻋـﻦ ــ
ﺣﻤـﻦ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺛﻨــﺎ ـ
ﺣـﺪﺛﻨــﺎ ﺍﺑـﻦ ـﺑﺸـﺎﺭ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺛﻨــﺎ ﻋﺒــﺪ ﺍﻟـﺮ ـ
ﻓﻴﻤـﺮ ﺍ ـﻟﻨـﺎﺱ ـﺑﻘـﺪﺭ
ﺟﻬﻨـﻢ  ،ـ ـ
ﺟﺴـﺮ ـ ـ
ﻓﻴﻀـﺮﺏ ﻋﻠــﻰ ـ
ﻋﺒـﺪ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﻓـﻲ ـﻗﺼـﺔ ﺫﻛـﺮﻫـﺎ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺛـﻢ ﻳـﺆﻣـﺮ ﺑـﺎ ـﻟﺼـﺮﺍﻁ ـ ـ
 ،ﻋـﻦ ـ
ﺣﺘـﻰ ـﻳﻤـﺮ ﺍﻟـﺮﺟـﻞ
ﻟﺒﻬـﺎﺋـﻢ  ،ﺛـﻢ ﻛـﺬﻟـﻚ ـ
ﻟﻄﻴـﺮ  ،ﻭﻛـﺄﺳـﺮﻉ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﻛﻤـﺮ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﻛﻤـﺮ ﺍﻟـﺮﻳـﺢ  ،ﻭ ـ
ﻋﻤـﺎ ـﻟﻬـﻢ ; ـﻳﻤـﺮ ﺃﻭ ـﻟﻬـﻢ ﻛـﺎ ـﻟﺒـﺮﻕ  ،ﻭ ـ
ﺃـ
ﻓﻴﻘـﻮﻝ  :ﺇﻧـﻲ ﻟـﻢ
ﻓﻴﻘـﻮﻝ  :ﺭﺏ ـﻟﻤـﺎ ﺃ ـﺑﻄـﺄﺕ ﺑـﻲ  ،ـ ـ
ﺑﻄﻨـﻪ  ،ـ ـ
ﻳﺘﻠﺒـﻂ ﻋﻠــﻰ ـ ـ
ﺣﺘـﻰ ـﻳﺠـﻲﺀ ﺁﺧـﺮﻫـﻢ ـ ــ
ﻣﺸﻴـﺎ  ،ـ
ﺳﻌﻴـﺎ  ،ﺛـﻢ ـ ـ
ــ
ﺟﺒـﺮﺍ ـﺋﻴـﻞ
ﻟﻘﻴـﺎﻣـﺔ ـ
ﻓﻴﻜـﻮﻥ ﺃﻭﻝ ﺷـﺎﻓـﻊ ﻳـﻮﻡ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﻟﺸﻔـﺎﻋـﺔ  ،ـ ـ
ﻋﻤﻠــﻚ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺛـﻢ ﻳـﺄﺫﻥ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﻓـﻲ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﺃ ـﺑﻄـﺄ ﺑـﻚ  ،ﺇ ـﻧﻤـﺎ ﺃ ـﺑﻄـﺄ ﺑـﻚ ـ
ﻋﻴﺴـﻰ ﻗـﺎﻝ ﺃﺑـﻮ ﺍﻟـﺰﻋـﺮﺍﺀ  :ﻻ ﺃﺩﺭﻱ
ﺣﻤـﻦ  ،ﺛـﻢ ﻣـﻮﺳـﻰ  ،ﺃﻭ ــ
ـــﻞ ﺍﻟـﺮ ـ
ـــﻪ ﺍ ـﻟﺴـﻼﻡ  ،ﺭﻭﺡ ﺍ ـﻟﻘـﺪﺱ  ،ﺛـﻢ ﺇﺑـﺮﺍﻫﻴــﻢ ﺧﻠﻴ
ﻋﻠﻴ
ﻳﺸﻔـﻊ ﻓﻴــﻪ  ،ﻭﻫـﻮ
ﻓﻴﻤـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻳﺸﻔـﻊ ﺃﺣـﺪ ـﺑﻌـﺪﻩ ــ
ـــﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ ﺭﺍ ـﺑﻌـﺎ  ،ﻓـﻼ ـ ـ
ﻧﺒﻴﻜـﻢ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﻋﻠﻴ
ﻳﻬﻤـﺎ ﻗـﺎﻝ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺛـﻢ ـﻳﻘـﻮﻡ ـــ
ﺃــ
ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﻡ ﺍﻟﻤﺤﻤﻮﺩ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﺫﻛﺮ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ) ﻋﺴﻰ ﺃﻥ ﻳﺒﻌﺜﻚ ﺭﺑﻚ ﻣﻘﺎﻣﺎ ﻣﺤﻤﻮﺩﺍ ( .
ـــﻞ
ﻟﺤﺴـﻦ ﻓـﻲ ﻗـﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ـﺗﻌـﺎﻟـﻰ ) ﻭﻣـﻦ ﺍﻟﻠﻴ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪ ﺑـﻦ ـﺑﺸـﺎﺭ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺛﻨــﺎ ﺍﺑـﻦ ﺃﺑـﻲ ﻋـﺪﻱ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﻋـﻮﻑ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﺣـﺪﺛﻨــﺎ ـ ـ
ﻟﺸﻔـﺎﻋـﺔ ﻳـﻮﻡ
ﻣﻘـﺎﻡ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﻟﻤﺤﻤـﻮﺩ  :ـ
ﻟﻤﻘـﺎﻡ ﺍ ـ ـ ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﻮﺩﺍ ( ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺍ ـ ـ
ﻣﻘـﺎﻣـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻳﺒﻌﺜـﻚ ﺭﺑـﻚ ـ
ﻋﺴـﻰ ﺃﻥ ـ ـ ـ
ﻓﺘﻬﺠـﺪ ﺑـﻪ ﻧـﺎﻓﻠــﺔ ﻟـﻚ ـ
ــ ـ
ﺍﻟﻘﻴﺎﻣﺔ .

ﻟﺤﺴـﻦ ،
ﻋﻴﺴـﻰ  :ﻭﺣـﺪ ـﺛﻨـﻲ ﺍ ـﻟﺤـﺎﺭﺙ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﺎ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﻋﻤـﺮﻭ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﺎ ﺃﺑـﻮ ﻋـﺎﺻـﻢ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪ ﺑـﻦ ـ
ﺣـﺪ ـﺛﻨـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﻮﺩﺍ ( ﻗـﺎﻝ :
ﻣﻘـﺎﻣـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻣﺠـﺎﻫـﺪ  ،ﻓـﻲ ﻗـﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ـﺗﻌـﺎﻟـﻰ ) ـ
ﻧﺠﻴـﺢ  ،ﻋـﻦ ـ
ﺟﻤﻴﻌـﺎ ﻋـﻦ ﺍﺑـﻦ ﺃﺑـﻲ ـ ـ
ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﺎ ﻭﺭﻗـﺎﺀ  ،ـ ـ ـ
ﺷﻔﺎﻋﺔ ﻣﺤﻤﺪ ﻳﻮﻡ ﺍﻟﻘﻴﺎﻣﺔ .
ﺣﺪﺛﻨﺎ ﺍﻟﻘﺎﺳﻢ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺛﻨﺎ ﺍﻟﺤﺴﻴﻦ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﺛﻨﻲ ﺣﺠﺎﺝ  ،ﻋﻦ ﺍﺑﻦ ﺟﺮﻳﺞ  ،ﻋﻦ ﻣﺠﺎﻫﺪ  ،ﻣﺜﻠﻪ .
ﻋﺜﻤـﺎﻥ  ،ﻋـﻦ
ﻣﻌـﺎﻭﻳـﺔ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﻋـﺎﺻـﻢ ﺍﻷﺣـﻮﻝ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺃﺑـﻲ ـ ـ
ﻟﺤﺴﻴـﻦ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﺎ ﺃﺑـﻮ ـ
ﺣـﺪ ـﺛﻨـﺎ ﺍ ـﻟﻘـﺎﺳـﻢ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﺎ ﺍ ـ ـ ـ
ﺳﻠﻤﺎﻥ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﻫﻮ ﺍﻟﺸﻔﺎﻋﺔ  ،ﻳﺸﻔﻌﻪ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻓﻲ ﺃﻣﺘﻪ  ،ﻓﻬﻮ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﻡ ﺍﻟﻤﺤﻤﻮﺩ .
ﻣﺤﻤـﻮﺩﺍ (
ﻣﻘـﺎﻣـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻳﺒﻌﺜـﻚ ﺭﺑـﻚ ـ
ﻋﺴـﻰ ﺃﻥ ـ ـ ـ
ﺳﻌﻴـﺪ  ،ﻋـﻦ ـﻗﺘـﺎﺩﺓ  ،ﻗـﻮﻟـﻪ ) ـ
ﺣـﺪ ـﺛﻨـﺎ ـﺑﺸـﺮ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﺎ ﻳـﺰﻳـﺪ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻧﺒﻴـﺎ  ،ﻓـﺄﻭﻣـﺄ ﺇ ـﻟﻴـﻪ
ﻣﻠﻜـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻋﺒـﺪﺍ  ،ﺃﻭ ــ
ﻧﺒﻴـﺎ ـ
ﺧﻴـﺮ ـﺑﻴـﻦ ﺃﻥ ـﻳﻜـﻮﻥ ـ ـ
ﻋﻠﻴـﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ ـ
ﻭﻗـﺪ ﺫﻛـﺮ ـﻟﻨـﺎ ﺃﻥ ـﻧﺒـﻲ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ــ
ﺛﻨﺘﻴـﻦ  :ﺃﻧـﻪ
ﻋﻄـﻲ ﺑـﻪ ـﻧﺒـﻲ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ـ ـ ـ
ﻧﺒﻴـﺎ  ،ﻓـﺄ ـ
ﻋﺒـﺪﺍ ـ ـ
ﺧﺘـﺎﺭ ـﻧﺒـﻲ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﺃﻥ ـﻳﻜـﻮﻥ ـ
ﻋﻠﻴـﻪ ﺍ ـﻟﺴـﻼﻡ  :ﺃﻥ ﺗـﻮﺍﺿـﻊ  ،ﻓـﺎ ـ
ﺟﺒـﺮﺍ ـﺋﻴـﻞ ــ
ـ
ﻟﻤﺤﻤـﻮﺩ ﺍﻟـﺬﻱ ﻗـﺎﻝ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﺗﺒــﺎﺭﻙ
ﻟﻤﻘـﺎﻡ ﺍ ـ ـ ـ
ﺗﻨﺸـﻖ ﻋﻨــﻪ ﺍﻷﺭﺽ  ،ﻭﺃﻭﻝ ﺷـﺎﻓـﻊ  .ﻭﻛـﺎﻥ ﺃﻫـﻞ ﺍ ـﻟﻌﻠــﻢ ﻳـﺮﻭﻥ ﺃﻧـﻪ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﺃﻭﻝ ﻣـﻦ ــ
ﻭﺗﻌﺎﻟﻰ ) ﻋﺴﻰ ﺃﻥ ﻳﺒﻌﺜﻚ ﺭﺑﻚ ﻣﻘﺎﻣﺎ ﻣﺤﻤﻮﺩﺍ ( ﺷﻔﺎﻋﺔ ﻳﻮﻡ ﺍﻟﻘﻴﺎﻣﺔ .

ﻣﺤﻤـﻮﺩﺍ ( ﻗـﺎﻝ :
ﻣﻘـﺎﻣـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻣﻌﻤـﺮ  ،ﻋـﻦ ـﻗﺘـﺎﺩﺓ ) ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪ ﺑـﻦ ﺛـﻮﺭ  ،ﻋـﻦ ـ ـ
ﻋﺒـﺪ ﺍﻷﻋﻠــﻰ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪ ﺑـﻦ ـ
ﺣـﺪ ـﺛﻨـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻫﻲ ﺍﻟﺸﻔﺎﻋﺔ  ،ﻳﺸﻔﻌﻪ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻓﻲ ﺃﻣﺘﻪ .
ﺳﺤـﺎﻕ ،
ﻣﻌﻤـﺮ ﻭﺍ ـﻟﺜـﻮﺭﻱ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺃﺑـﻲ ﺇ ـ
ﺧﺒـﺮﻧـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻋﺒـﺪ ﺍﻟـﺮﺯﺍﻕ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺃ ـ
ﺧﺒـﺮﻧـﺎ ـ
ﻳﺤﻴـﻰ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺃ ـ
ﻟﺤﺴـﻦ ﺑـﻦ ـ ـ
ﺣـﺪ ـﺛﻨـﺎ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﻳﺠﻤـﻊ
ﻣﺤﻤـﻮﺩﺍ ( ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـ ـ
ﻣﻘـﺎﻣـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻳﺒﻌﺜــﻚ ﺭﺑـﻚ ـ
ﻋﺴـﻰ ﺃﻥ ــ
ﺳﻤﻌـﺖ ﺣـﺬ ـﻳﻔـﺔ ـﻳﻘـﻮﻝ ﻓـﻲ ﻗـﻮﻟـﻪ ) ـ
ﻋـﻦ ﺻﻠــﺔ ﺑـﻦ ﺯﻓـﺮ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـ ـ
ﺳﻜـﻮﺗـﺎ ﻻ
ﺧﻠﻘـﻮﺍ ـ
ﻛﻤـﺎ ــ
ﺣﻔـﺎﺓ ﻋـﺮﺍﺓ  ،ـ
ﻟﺒﺼـﺮ ـ
ﻓﻴﻨﻔـﺬﻫـﻢ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﻳﺴﻤﻌﻬـﻢ ﺍﻟـﺪﺍﻋـﻲ  ،ـ ـ ـ
ﺣﻴـﺚ ـ ـ ـ ـ
ﺻﻌﻴـﺪ ﻭﺍﺣـﺪ ـ
ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﺍ ـﻟﻨـﺎﺱ ﻓـﻲ ـ ـ
ﺳﻌـﺪﻳـﻚ  ،ﻭﺍ ـﻟﺨﻴــﺮ ﻓـﻲ ﻳـﺪﻳـﻚ  ،ﻭﺍ ـﻟﺸـﺮ ﻟﻴــﺲ ﺇﻟﻴــﻚ ،
ـــﻚ ﻭ ـ
ﻓﻴﻘـﻮﻝ  :ﻟﺒﻴ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪ  ،ــ
ـــﺎﺩﻯ ـ ـ
ـﺗﻜﻠــﻢ ـﻧﻔـﺲ ﺇﻻ ﺑـﺈﺫﻧـﻪ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﻓﻴﻨ
ﻣﻨـﻚ ﺇﻻ ﺇ ـﻟﻴـﻚ  ،ـﺗﺒـﺎﺭﻛـﺖ ﻭ ـﺗﻌـﺎ ـﻟﻴـﺖ ،
ﻣﻨﺠـﻰ ـ
ﻣﻠﺠـﺄ ﻭﻻ ـ ـ
ﻋﺒـﺪﻙ ـﺑﻴـﻦ ﻳـﺪﻳـﻚ  ،ﻭﻟـﻚ ﻭﺇ ـﻟﻴـﻚ  ،ﻻ ــ
ﻟﻤﻬـﺪﻱ ﻣـﻦ ﻫـﺪﻳـﺖ  ،ﻭ ـ
ﻭﺍ ـ ـ
ﺳﺒﺤﺎﻧﻚ ﺭﺏ ﺍﻟﺒﻴﺖ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﻓﺬﻟﻚ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﻡ ﺍﻟﻤﺤﻤﻮﺩ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﺫﻛﺮ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ) ﻋﺴﻰ ﺃﻥ ﻳﺒﻌﺜﻚ ﺭﺑﻚ ﻣﻘﺎﻣﺎ ﻣﺤﻤﻮﺩﺍ ( .
ﺳﺤـﺎﻕ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺻﻠــﺔ ﺑـﻦ ﺯﻓـﺮ ،
ﻣﻌﻤـﺮ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺃﺑـﻲ ﺇ ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪ ﺑـﻦ ﺛـﻮﺭ  ،ﻋـﻦ ـ ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪ ﺑـﻦ ﻋﺒــﺪ ﺍﻷﻋﻠــﻰ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺛﻨــﺎ ـ ـ
ﺣـﺪﺛﻨــﺎ ـ ـ
ﺣﻔـﺎﺓ ﻋـﺮﺍﺓ
ﻳﺴﻤﻌﻬـﻢ ﺍﻟـﺪﺍﻋـﻲ  ،ـ
ﻟﺒﺼـﺮ  ،ﻭ ـ ـ ـ ـ
ﻳﻨﻔـﺬﻫـﻢ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﺣﻴـﺚ ـ ـ
ﺻﻌﻴـﺪ ﻭﺍﺣـﺪ  ،ـ
ﻳﺠﻤـﻊ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﺍ ـﻟﻨـﺎﺱ ﻓـﻲ ـ ـ
ﻗـﺎﻝ ﺣـﺬ ـﻳﻔـﺔ  :ـ ـ
ﺳﻌـﺪﻳـﻚ "  ،ﺛـﻢ ﺫﻛـﺮ ـﻧﺤـﻮﻩ  ،ﺇﻻ
ـــﻚ ﻭ ـ
ﻓﻴﻘـﻮﻝ  " :ﻟﺒﻴ
ـــﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ ــ
ـــﻲ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﻋﻠﻴ
ﺧﻠﻘـﻮﺍ ﺃﻭﻝ ﻣـﺮﺓ  ،ﺛـﻢ ـﻳﻘـﻮﻡ ﺍﻟﻨﺒ
ﻛﻤـﺎ ــ
ـ
ﺃﻧﻪ ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﻫﻮ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﻡ ﺍﻟﻤﺤﻤﻮﺩ.
ﻭﻗﺎﻝ ﺁﺧﺮﻭﻥ  :ﺑﻞ ﺫﻟﻚ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﻡ ﺍﻟﻤﺤﻤﻮﺩ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﻭﻋﺪ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻧﺒﻴﻪ ﺃﻥ ﻳﺒﻌﺜﻪ ﺇﻳﺎﻩ  ،ﻫﻮ ﺃﻥ ﻳﻘﺎﻋﺪﻩ ﻣﻌﻪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﺮﺷﻪ .
ﺫﻛﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻗﺎﻝ ﺫﻟﻚ :

ﻳﺒﻌﺜــﻚ
ﻋﺴـﻰ ﺃﻥ ــ
ﻳﻌﻘـﻮﺏ ﺍﻷﺳـﺪﻱ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺛﻨــﺎ ﺍﺑـﻦ ـﻓﻀﻴــﻞ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﻟﻴــﺚ  ،ﻋـﻦ ـﻣﺠـﺎﻫـﺪ  ،ﻓـﻲ ﻗـﻮﻟـﻪ ) ـ
ﺣـﺪﺛﻨــﺎ ﻋﺒــﺎﺩ ﺑـﻦ ـ ـ
ﺭﺑﻚ ﻣﻘﺎﻣﺎ ﻣﺤﻤﻮﺩﺍ ( ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﻳﺠﻠﺴﻪ ﻣﻌﻪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﺮﺷﻪ .
ﻭﺃﻭﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﻘﻮﻟﻴﻦ ﻓﻲ ﺫﻟﻚ ﺑﺎﻟﺼﻮﺍﺏ ﻣﺎ ﺻﺢ ﺑﻪ ﺍﻟﺨﺒﺮ ﻋﻦ ﺭﺳﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ .
ﻛﻴـﻊ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺩﺍﻭﺩ ﺑـﻦ ﻳـﺰﻳـﺪ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺃ ـﺑﻴـﻪ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺃﺑـﻲ ﻫـﺮﻳـﺮﺓ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﻗـﺎﻝ
ﻭﺫﻟـﻚ ﻣـﺎ ﺣـﺪ ـﺛﻨـﺎ ﺑـﻪ ﺃﺑـﻮ ﻛـﺮﻳـﺐ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﺎ ﻭ ـ
ﻟﺸﻔـﺎﻋـﺔ
ﻋﻨﻬـﺎ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  " :ﻫـﻲ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﻮﺩﺍ ( ﺳﺌــﻞ ــ
ﻳﺒﻌﺜــﻚ ﺭﺑـﻚ ـﻣﻘـﺎﻣـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻋﺴـﻰ ﺃﻥ ــ
ـــﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ ) ـ
ﺭﺳـﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﻋﻠﻴ
".
ﻫﻴـﻢ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﺎ ﺩﺍﻭﺩ ﺑـﻦ ﻳـﺰﻳـﺪ ﺍﻷﻭﺩﻱ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺃ ـﺑﻴـﻪ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺃﺑـﻲ
ﻣﻜـﻲ ﺑـﻦ ﺇﺑـﺮﺍ ـ
ﺣـﺪ ـﺛﻨـﺎ ﻋﻠــﻲ ﺑـﻦ ﺣـﺮﺏ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﺎ ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﻮﺩﺍ ( ﻗـﺎﻝ  " :ﻫـﻮ
ﻣﻘـﺎﻣـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻳﺒﻌﺜـﻚ ﺭﺑـﻚ ـ
ﻋﺴـﻰ ﺃﻥ ـ ـ ـ
ﻋﻠﻴـﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ ﻓـﻲ ﻗـﻮﻟـﻪ ) ـ
ﻟﻨﺒـﻲ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ــ
ﻫـﺮﻳـﺮﺓ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﻡ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﺃﺷﻔﻊ ﻓﻴﻪ ﻷﻣﺘﻲ " .
ﺑﻘﻴـﺔ ﺑـﻦ ﺍﻟـﻮ ـﻟﻴـﺪ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺍﻟـﺰ ـﺑﻴـﺪﻱ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺍﻟـﺰﻫـﺮﻱ  ،ﻋـﻦ
ﺣﻤـﺪ ﺑـﻦ ﺍ ـﻟﻔـﺮﺝ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻟﺤﻤﺼـﻲ ﺃ ـ
ﻋﺘﺒـﺔ ﺍ ـ ـ ـ
ﺣـﺪ ـﺛﻨـﺎ ﺃﺑـﻮ ـ ـ
ﻳﺤﺸـﺮ ﺍﻟﻨــﺎﺱ
ـــﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ ﻗـﺎﻝ  " :ـ ـ
ـــﻲ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﻋﻠﻴ
ﻛﻌـﺐ ﺑـﻦ ﻣـﺎﻟـﻚ  ،ﺃﻥ ﺍﻟﻨﺒ
ﻛﻌـﺐ ﺑـﻦ ﻣـﺎﻟـﻚ  ،ﻋـﻦ ـ
ﺣﻤـﻦ ﺑـﻦ ـ
ﻋﺒــﺪ ﺍﻟـﺮ ـ
ﺧﻀـﺮﺍﺀ  ،ﺛـﻢ ﻳـﺆﺫﻥ ﻟـﻲ  ،ﻓـﺄﻗـﻮﻝ ﻣـﺎ ﺷـﺎﺀ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﺃﻥ
ﻓﻴﻜﺴـﻮﻧـﻲ ﺭﺑـﻲ ﺣﻠــﺔ ـ
ﻳـﻮﻡ ﺍ ـﻟﻘﻴــﺎﻣـﺔ  ،ﻓـﺄﻛـﻮﻥ ﺃﻧـﺎ ﻭﺃﻣﺘــﻲ ﻋﻠــﻰ ﺗـﻞ ــ ـ
ﺃﻗﻮﻝ  ،ﻓﺬﺍﻙ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﻡ ﺍﻟﻤﺤﻤﻮﺩ " .
ـــﺪ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﺑـﻦ
ـــﺚ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﻋﺒﻴ
ـــﺚ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺛﻨــﻲ ﺍﻟﻠﻴ
ﺷﻌﻴــﺐ ﺑـﻦ ﺍﻟﻠﻴ
ﻟﺤﻜـﻢ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺛﻨــﺎ ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪ ﺑـﻦ ﻋﺒــﺪ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﺑـﻦ ﻋﺒــﺪ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﺣـﺪﺛﻨــﻲ ـ ـ
ﻋﻤـﺮ ـﻳﻘـﻮﻝ  :ﻗـﺎﻝ
ﻋﺒـﺪ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﺑـﻦ ـ
ﺳﻤﻌـﺖ ـ
ﻋﻤـﺮ ـﻳﻘـﻮﻝ  :ـ ـ
ﻋﺒـﺪ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﺑـﻦ ـ
ﺣﻤـﺰﺓ ﺑـﻦ ـ
ﺳﻤﻌـﺖ ـ
ﺟﻌﻔـﺮ  ،ﺃﻧـﻪ ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـ ـ
ﺃﺑـﻲ ـ ـ
ﻓﺒﻴﻨﻤـﺎ ﻫـﻢ ﻛـﺬﻟـﻚ
ﺣﺘـﻰ ـﻳﺒﻠــﻎ ﺍ ـﻟﻌـﺮﻕ ـﻧﺼـﻒ ﺍﻷﺫﻥ  ،ـ ـ ـ ـ
ﻟﺸﻤـﺲ ـﻟﺘـﺪﻧـﻮ ـ
ﻋﻠﻴـﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ  " :ﺇﻥ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﺭﺳـﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ــ
ﺑﻤﺤﻤـﺪ
ﻓﻴﻘـﻮﻝ ﻛـﺬﻟـﻚ  ،ﺛـﻢ ـ ـ ـ
ـــﻪ ﺍ ـﻟﺴـﻼﻡ  ،ــ
ﻓﻴﻘـﻮﻝ ـﻟﺴـﺖ ﺻـﺎﺣـﺐ ﺫﻟـﻚ ﺛـﻢ ـﺑﻤـﻮﺳـﻰ ﻋﻠﻴ
ـــﻪ ﺍ ـﻟﺴـﻼﻡ  ،ــ
ﺳﺘﻐـﺎﺛـﻮﺍ ﺑـﺂﺩﻡ ﻋﻠﻴ
ﺍ ــ
ﻓﻴﺸﻔﻊ ﺑﻴﻦ ﺍﻟﺨﻠﻖ ﺣﺘﻰ ﻳﺄﺧﺬ ﺑﺤﻠﻘﺔ ﺍﻟﺠﻨﺔ ﻓﻴﻮﻣﺌﺬ ﻳﺒﻌﺜﻪ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻣﻘﺎﻣﺎ ﻣﺤﻤﻮﺩﺍ .
ﺳﻌﻴـﺪ ﺑـﻦ ﺯﻳـﺪ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﻋﻠــﻲ ﺑـﻦ
ﻋﻴـﻞ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﺎ ـ ـ
ﺳﻤـﺎ ـ
ﺷﺒـﺔ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﺎ ﻣـﻮﺳـﻰ ﺑـﻦ ﺇ ـ
ﻋﻤـﺮ ﺑـﻦ ـ
ﺣـﺪ ـﺛﻨـﻲ ﺃﺑـﻮ ﺯﻳـﺪ ـ
ﻣﺴﻌـﻮﺩ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﻗـﺎﻝ ﺭﺳـﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ
ﻋﻠﻘﻤـﺔ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺍﺑـﻦ ـ ـ
ﻫﻴـﻢ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺍﻷﺳـﻮﺩ ﻭ ــ ـ
ﻋﺜﻤـﺎﻥ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺇﺑـﺮﺍ ـ
ﻟﺤﻜـﻢ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﻲ ـ ـ
ﺍـ ـ
ﻟﻤﻘـﺎﻡ
ﻟﻤﺤﻤـﻮﺩ " ـﻓﻘـﺎﻝ ﺭﺟـﻞ  :ﻳـﺎ ﺭﺳـﻮﻝ ﺍ ـﻟﻠـﻪ  ،ﻭﻣـﺎ ﺫﻟـﻚ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﻟﻤﻘـﺎﻡ ﺍ ـ ـ ـ
ﺳﻠـﻢ  " :ﺇﻧـﻲ ﻷﻗـﻮﻡ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﻋﻠﻴـﻪ ﻭ ـ
ﺻﻠـﻰ ﺍ ـﻟﻠـﻪ ـ ـ
ـ
ﻓﻴﻜـﻮﻥ ﺃﻭﻝ ﻣـﻦ
ﺣﻔـﺎﺓ ﻋـﺮﺍﺓ ﻏـﺮﻻ ـ ـ
ﻋﻠﻴـﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ  " :ﺫﺍﻙ ﺇﺫﺍ ﺟـﻲﺀ ـﺑﻜـﻢ ـ
ﻟﻤﺤﻤـﻮﺩ ؟ ﻗـﺎﻝ ﺭﺳـﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ــ
ﺍـ ـ ـ
ﻣﺴﺘﻘﺒــﻞ ﺍ ـﻟﻌـﺮﺵ  ،ﺛـﻢ ﺃﻭﺗـﻰ
ﻳﻘﻌـﺪ ـ ــ
ﻓﻴﻠﺒﺴﻬﻤـﺎ  ،ﺛـﻢ ـ ـ
ﺑﻴﻀـﺎﻭﻳـﻦ  ،ــــ ـ ـ
ـــﻦ ــ
ـــﻪ ﺍ ـﻟﺴـﻼﻡ  ،ﻓﻴــﺆﺗـﻰ ﺑـﺮ ـﻳﻄﺘﻴ
ﻳﻜﺴـﻰ ﺇﺑـﺮﺍﻫﻴــﻢ ﻋﻠﻴ
ــ
ﻳﻔﺘـﺢ ـﻧﻬـﺮ
ﻳﻐﺒﻄﻨـﻲ ـﻓﻴـﻪ ﺍﻷﻭﻟـﻮﻥ ﻭﺍﻵﺧـﺮﻭﻥ  ،ﺛـﻢ ـ ـ
ﻏﻴـﺮﻱ ـ ـ ـ ـ
ﻣﻘـﺎﻣـﺎ ﻻ ـﻳﻘـﻮﻣـﻪ ـ
ﻳﻤﻴﻨـﻪ ـ
ﻟﺒﺴﻬـﺎ  ،ﻓـﺄﻗـﻮﻡ ﻋـﻦ ـ ـ ـ
ﺑﻜﺴـﻮﺗـﻲ ﻓـﺄ ـ ـ ـ
ــ
ﻣﻦ ﺍﻟﻜﻮﺛﺮ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﺤﻮﺽ .

ﻟﺤﺴﻴـﻦ ،
ﻣﻌﻤـﺮ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺍﻟـﺰﻫـﺮﻱ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﻋﻠــﻲ ﺑـﻦ ﺍ ـ ـ ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪ ﺑـﻦ ﺛـﻮﺭ  ،ﻋـﻦ ـ ـ
ﻋﺒـﺪ ﺍﻷﻋﻠــﻰ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪ ﺑـﻦ ـ
ﺣـﺪ ـﺛﻨـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻟﺒﺸـﺮ
ـــﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ ﻗـﺎﻝ  " :ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛـﺎﻥ ﻳـﻮﻡ ﺍ ـﻟﻘﻴــﺎﻣـﺔ ﻣـﺪ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﺍﻷﺭﺽ ﻣـﺪ ﺍﻷﺩﻳـﻢ ﺣﺘــﻰ ﻻ ـﻳﻜـﻮﻥ ــ
ـــﻲ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﻋﻠﻴ
ﺃﻥ ﺍﻟﻨﺒ
ﻳﻤﻴـﻦ
ﺟﺒـﺮﺍ ـﺋﻴـﻞ ﻋـﻦ ـ ـ
ﻋﻠﻴـﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ  :ﻓـﺄﻛـﻮﻥ ﺃﻭﻝ ﻣـﻦ ﻳـﺪﻋـﻰ ﻭ ـ
ﻟﻨﺒـﻲ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ــ
ﻣﻴـﻪ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﻣـﻦ ﺍ ـﻟﻨـﺎﺱ ﺇﻻ ﻣـﻮﺿـﻊ ﻗـﺪ ـ
ﻓﻴﻘـﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﻋـﺰ ﻭﺟـﻞ :
ﺳﻠﺘـﻪ ﺇﻟـﻲ  ،ـ ـ
ﺧﺒـﺮﻧـﻲ ﺃﻧـﻚ ﺃﺭ ــ
ﻗﺒﻠﻬـﺎ  ،ﻓـﺄﻗـﻮﻝ  :ﺃﻱ ﺭﺏ ﺇﻥ ﻫـﺬﺍ ﺃ ـ
ﺣﻤـﻦ  ،ﻭﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﻣـﺎ ﺭﺁﻩ ـ ــ
ﺍﻟـﺮ ـ
ﺻﺪﻕ  ،ﺛﻢ ﺃﺷﻔﻊ  ،ﻗﺎﻝ  :ﻓﻬﻮ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﻡ ﺍﻟﻤﺤﻤﻮﺩ .
ﻣﻌﻤـﺮ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺍﻟـﺰﻫـﺮﻱ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﻋﻠــﻲ ﺑـﻦ
ﺧﺒـﺮﻧـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻋﺒـﺪ ﺍﻟـﺮﺯﺍﻕ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺃ ـ
ﺧﺒـﺮﻧـﺎ ـ
ﻳﺤﻴـﻰ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺃ ـ
ﻟﺤﺴـﻦ ﺑـﻦ ـ ـ
ﺣـﺪ ـﺛﻨـﺎ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﺷﻔـﻊ ﻓـﺄﻗـﻮﻝ  :ﻳـﺎ
ﻟﻘﻴـﺎﻣـﺔ "  ،ﻓـﺬﻛـﺮ ـﻧﺤـﻮﻩ  ،ﻭﺯﺍﺩ ـﻓﻴـﻪ  " :ﺛـﻢ ﺃ ـ
ﻟﻨﺒـﻲ  " :ﺇﺫﺍ ﻛـﺎﻥ ﻳـﻮﻡ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﻟﺤﺴﻴـﻦ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﻗـﺎﻝ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﺍـ ـ ـ
ﺭﺏ ﻋﺒﺎﺩﻙ ﻋﺒﺪﻭﻙ ﻓﻲ ﺃﻃﺮﺍﻑ ﺍﻷﺭﺽ  ،ﻭﻫﻮ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﻡ ﺍﻟﻤﺤﻤﻮﺩ " .
ﺳﻤﻌـﺖ
ﻃﻬﻤـﺎﻥ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺁﺩﻡ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﻋﻠــﻲ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـ ـ
ﺣـﺪﺛﻨــﺎ ﺍﺑـﻦ ـﺑﺸـﺎﺭ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺛﻨــﺎ ﺃﺑـﻮ ﻋـﺎﻣـﺮ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺛﻨــﺎ ﺇﺑـﺮﺍﻫﻴــﻢ ﺑـﻦ ـ ـ
ﻣﺘـﻪ  ،ﺛـﻢ ـﻳﺠـﻲﺀ ﺭﺳـﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﺻﻠــﻰ
ﻓﻴﺠـﻲﺀ ﻣـﻊ ﻛـﻞ ـﻧﺒـﻲ ﺃ ـ
ﻟﻘﻴـﺎﻣـﺔ  ،ـ ـ
ﻳﺤﺸـﺮﻭﻥ ﻳـﻮﻡ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﻋﻤـﺮ ـﻳﻘـﻮﻝ  :ﺇﻥ ﺍ ـﻟﻨـﺎﺱ ـ ـ
ﺍﺑـﻦ ـ
ﺷﻔـﻊ ،
ﻓﻴﻘـﻮﻝ  :ﻳـﺎ ﻓـﻼﻥ ﺍ ـ
ـــﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ ﻓـﻲ ﺁﺧـﺮ ﺍﻷﻣـﻢ ﻫـﻮ ﻭﺃﻣﺘــﻪ  ،ﻓﻴــﺮﻗـﻰ ﻫـﻮ ﻭﺃﻣﺘــﻪ ﻋﻠــﻰ ﻛـﻮﻡ ﻓـﻮﻕ ﺍﻟﻨــﺎﺱ  ،ــ
ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﻋﻠﻴ
ﻟﻤﻘـﺎﻡ
ﻋﻠـﻰ ـﺑﻌـﺾ ﻳـﺮﺟـﻊ ﺫﻟـﻚ ﺇ ـﻟﻴـﻪ  ،ﻭﻫـﻮ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﺑﻌﻀﻬـﻢ ـ
ﺷﻔـﻊ  ،ـﻓﻤـﺎ ﺯﺍﻝ ﻳـﺮﺩﻫـﺎ ـ ـ ـ
ﺷﻔـﻊ  ،ﻭﻳـﺎ ﻓـﻼﻥ ﺍ ـ
ﻭﻳـﺎ ﻓـﻼﻥ ﺍ ـ
ﺍﻟﻤﺤﻤﻮﺩ ﺍﻟﺬﻱ ﻭﻋﺪﻩ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺇﻳﺎﻩ .
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪ ﺑـﻦ ﺣـﺮﺏ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺍﻟـﺰ ـﺑﻴـﺪﻱ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺍﻟـﺰﻫـﺮﻱ ﻋـﻦ
ﺣﻴـﻮﺓ ﻭﺭ ـﺑﻴـﻊ  ،ﻗـﺎﻻ ـﺛﻨـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪ ﺑـﻦ ﻋـﻮﻑ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ـﺛﻨـﺎ ـ
ﺣـﺪ ـﺛﻨـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻳﺤﺸـﺮ
ﻋﻠﻴـﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ ﻗـﺎﻝ  " :ـ ـ
ﻛﻌـﺐ ﺑـﻦ ﻣـﺎﻟـﻚ  ،ﺃﻥ ﺭﺳـﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ــ
ﻛﻌـﺐ ﺑـﻦ ﻣـﺎﻟـﻚ  ،ﻋـﻦ ـ
ﺣﻤـﻦ ﺑـﻦ ـ
ﻋﺒـﺪ ﺍﻟـﺮ ـ
ـ
ﺧﻀـﺮﺍﺀ  ،ﺛـﻢ ﻳـﺆﺫﻥ ﻟـﻲ ﻓـﺄﻗـﻮﻝ
ﻓﻴﻜﺴـﻮﻧـﻲ ﺭﺑـﻲ ﻋـﺰ ﻭﺟـﻞ ﺣﻠــﺔ ـ
ﻣﺘـﻲ ﻋﻠــﻰ ﺗـﻞ  ،ـ ـ ـ
ﻟﻘﻴـﺎﻣـﺔ ﻓـﺄﻛـﻮﻥ ﺃﻧـﺎ ﻭﺃ ـ
ﺍ ـﻟﻨـﺎﺱ ﻳـﻮﻡ ﺍ ـ ـ
 " .ﻣﺎ ﺷﺎﺀ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﺃﻥ ﺃﻗﻮﻝ  ،ﻓﺬﺍﻙ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺎﻡ ﺍﻟﻤﺤﻤﻮﺩ
ﻣﺤﻤـﻮﺩﺍ ( ـﻟﻤـﺎ ﺫﻛـﺮﻧـﺎ
ﻣﻘـﺎﻣـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻳﺒﻌﺜـﻚ ﺭﺑـﻚ ـ
ﻋﺴـﻰ ﺃﻥ ـ ـ ـ
ﻟﺼﺤﻴـﺢ ﻣـﻦ ﺍ ـﻟﻘـﻮﻝ ﻓـﻲ ﺗـﺄﻭﻳـﻞ ﻗـﻮﻟـﻪ ) ـ
ﻭﻫـﺬﺍ ﻭﺇﻥ ﻛـﺎﻥ ﻫـﻮ ﺍ ـ ـ ـ
ﻣﺠـﺎﻫـﺪ ﻣـﻦ ﺃﻥ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ
ﺑﻌﻴـﻦ  ،ﻓـﺈﻥ ﻣـﺎ ﻗـﺎﻟـﻪ ـ
ﺻﺤـﺎﺑـﻪ ﻭﺍ ـﻟﺘـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻋﻠﻴـﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ ﻭﺃ ـ
ﻣـﻦ ﺍﻟـﺮﻭﺍﻳـﺔ ﻋـﻦ ﺭﺳـﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ــ
ﺟﻬـﺔ ﺧﺒــﺮ ﻭﻻ ـﻧﻈـﺮ  ،ﻭﺫﻟـﻚ
ﺻﺤﺘــﻪ  ،ﻻ ﻣـﻦ ـ
ـــﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ ﻋﻠــﻰ ﻋـﺮﺷـﻪ  ،ﻗـﻮﻝ ﻏﻴــﺮ ﻣـﺪﻓـﻮﻉ ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪﺍ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﻋﻠﻴ
ﻳﻘﻌـﺪ ـ ـ
ــ
ﺻﺤـﺎﺑـﻪ  ،ﻭﻻ ﻋـﻦ ﺍﻟﺘــﺎ ـﺑﻌﻴــﻦ ﺑـﺈﺣـﺎﻟـﺔ ﺫﻟـﻚ
ـــﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ  ،ﻭﻻ ﻋـﻦ ﺃﺣـﺪ ﻣـﻦ ﺃ ـ
ﻷﻧـﻪ ﻻ ﺧﺒــﺮ ﻋـﻦ ﺭﺳـﻮﻝ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﻋﻠﻴ
ﺧﺘﻠﻔـﻮﺍ ﻓـﻲ ـﻣﻌﻨــﻰ ﺫﻟـﻚ ﻋﻠــﻰ ﺃﻭﺟـﻪ ﺛـﻼﺛـﺔ  :ـﻓﻘـﺎﻟـﺖ
ﻳﻨﺘﺤـﻞ ﺍﻹﺳـﻼﻡ ﺇ ـﻧﻤـﺎ ﺍ ـــ
ﺟﻤﻴــﻊ ﻣـﻦ ـــ
ﻟﻨﻈـﺮ  ،ﻓـﺈﻥ ـ
ﺟﻬـﺔ ﺍ ــ
 .ﻓـﺄﻣـﺎ ﻣـﻦ ـ
ﻛﻤـﺎ
ﺳﻬـﺎ  ،ﻭﻫـﻮ ـ
ﺧﻠﻘـﻪ ﺍﻷﺷﻴــﺎﺀ  ،ﺛـﻢ ﺧﻠــﻖ ﺍﻷﺷﻴــﺎﺀ ﻓﻠــﻢ ـﻳﻤـﺎ ـ
ﺧﻠﻘـﻪ ﻛـﺎﻥ ﻗﺒــﻞ ــ
ﻣﻨﻬـﻢ  :ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﻋـﺰ ﻭﺟـﻞ ﺑـﺎﺋـﻦ ﻣـﻦ ــ
ﻓـﺮﻗـﺔ ــ
ﻣﺒـﺎ ـﻳﻨـﺎ  ،ﺇﺫ ﻻ ـﻓﻌـﺎﻝ
ﻣﻤـﺎﺳـﺎ  ،ﻭﺟـﺐ ﺃﻥ ـﻳﻜـﻮﻥ ـﻟﻬـﺎ ـ
ﺧﻠﻘﻬـﺎ  ،ﺇﺫ ﻟـﻢ ـﻳﻜـﻦ ﻫـﻮ ـﻟﻬـﺎ ـ
ﺷﻴـﺎﺀ ﺍ ـﻟﺘـﻲ ــ ـ
ﻏﻴـﺮ ﺃﻥ ﺍﻷ ـ
ﻟـﻢ ﻳـﺰﻝ  ،ـ
ﻣﺒـﺎﻳـﻦ ـﻟﻬـﺎ  .ﻗـﺎﻟـﻮﺍ  :ﻓـﺈﺫﺍ ﻛـﺎﻥ ﺫﻟـﻚ ﻛـﺬﻟـﻚ  ،ﻭﻛـﺎﻥ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﻋـﺰ ﻭﺟـﻞ ﻓـﺎﻋـﻞ
ﺟﺴـﺎﻡ ﺃﻭ ـ
ﻣﻤـﺎﺱ ﻟـﻸ ـ
ﺷﻴـﺎﺀ ﺇﻻ ﻭﻫـﻮ ـ
ﻟـﻸ ـ
ﻣﺒـﺎﻳـﻦ  ،ـﻓﻌﻠــﻰ
ﻋﻤﻬـﻢ ﺃﻧـﻪ ـﻟﻬـﺎ ـ
ﺷﻴـﺎﺀ  ،ﻭﺟـﺐ ﺑـﺰ ـ ـ
ﻣﻤـﺎﺱ ﻟـﻸ ـ
ﺷﻴـﺎﺀ  ،ﻭﻟـﻢ ـﻳﺠـﺰ ﻓـﻲ ﻗـﻮ ـﻟﻬـﻢ  :ﺇﻧـﻪ ﻳـﻮﺻـﻒ ﺑـﺄﻧـﻪ ـ
ﺍﻷ ـ
ﻋﻠﻴـﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ ﻋﻠــﻰ ﻋـﺮﺷـﻪ  ،ﺃﻭ ﻋﻠــﻰ ﺍﻷﺭﺽ ﺇﺫ ﻛـﺎﻥ ﻣـﻦ ﻗـﻮ ـﻟﻬـﻢ ﺇﻥ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪﺍ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ــ
ﻣـﺬﻫـﺐ ﻫـﺆﻻﺀ ﺳـﻮﺍﺀ ﺃ ـﻗﻌـﺪ ـ ـ
ﻣﻨﻬﻤـﺎ
ﻣﻤـﺎﺱ ﻟـﻮﺍﺣـﺪ ــ ـ
ﻛﻠﻴﻬﻤـﺎ  ،ﻏﻴــﺮ ـ
ﻣﻨﻬﻤـﺎ ـــ ـ
ﺑﻤﻌﻨــﻰ ﻭﺍﺣـﺪ ﻓـﻲ ﺃﻧـﻪ ﺑـﺎﺋـﻦ ــ ـ
ـــﻮﻧﺘــﻪ ﻣـﻦ ﺃﺭﺿـﻪ ـ ـ
ـــﻮﻧﺘــﻪ ﻣـﻦ ﻋـﺮﺷـﻪ  ،ﻭﺑﻴﻨ
ﺑﻴﻨ
.
ﺷﻴـﺎﺀ  ،ﻻ ﺷـﻲﺀ ـﻳﻤـﺎﺳـﻪ  ،ﻭﻻ ﺷـﻲﺀ ـﻳﺒـﺎ ـﻳﻨـﻪ  ،ﺛـﻢ ﺧﻠــﻖ
ﺧﻠﻘـﻪ ﺍﻷ ـ
ﻭﻗـﺎﻟـﺖ ﻓـﺮﻗـﺔ ﺃﺧـﺮﻯ  :ﻛـﺎﻥ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ـﺗﻌـﺎﻟـﻰ ﺫﻛـﺮﻩ ـﻗﺒـﻞ ــ
ﺷﻴـﺎﺀ ﻻ ﺷـﻲﺀ ـﻳﻤـﺎﺳـﻪ ﻭﻻ ﺷـﻲﺀ ـﻳﺒـﺎ ـﻳﻨـﻪ  ،ـﻓﻌﻠــﻰ ﻗـﻮﻝ
ﺧﻠﻘـﻪ ﺍﻷ ـ
ﻛﻤـﺎ ﻟـﻢ ﻳـﺰﻝ ـﻗﺒـﻞ ــ
ﻣﻬـﺎ ـﺑﻘـﺪﺭﺗـﻪ  ،ﻭﻫـﻮ ـ
ﺷﻴـﺎﺀ ﻓـﺄﻗـﺎ ـ
ﺍﻷ ـ

ﻋﻠﻴـﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ ﻋﻠــﻰ ﻋـﺮﺷـﻪ  ،ﺃﻭ ﻋﻠــﻰ ﺃﺭﺿـﻪ  ،ﺇﺫ ﻛـﺎﻥ ﺳـﻮﺍﺀ ﻋﻠــﻰ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪﺍ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ــ
ﻫـﺆﻻﺀ ﺃ ـﻳﻀـﺎ ﺳـﻮﺍﺀ ﺃ ـﻗﻌـﺪ ـ ـ
ﻗﻮﻟﻬﻢ ﻋﺮﺷﻪ ﻭﺃﺭﺿﻪ ﻓﻲ ﺃﻧﻪ ﻻ ﻣﻤﺎﺱ ﻭﻻ ﻣﺒﺎﻳﻦ ﻟﻬﺬﺍ  ،ﻛﻤﺎ ﺃﻧﻪ ﻻ ﻣﻤﺎﺱ ﻭﻻ ﻣﺒﺎﻳﻦ ﻟﻬﺬﻩ .
ﺧﻠﻘـﻪ ﺍﻷﺷﻴــﺎﺀ ﻻ ﺷـﻲﺀ ﻭﻻ ﺷـﻲﺀ ـﻳﻤـﺎﺳـﻪ  ،ﻭﻻ ﺷـﻲﺀ ﻳﺒــﺎﻳﻨــﻪ  ،ﺛـﻢ
ﻭﻗـﺎﻟـﺖ ﻓـﺮﻗـﺔ ﺃﺧـﺮﻯ  :ﻛـﺎﻥ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﻋـﺰ ﺫﻛـﺮﻩ ﻗﺒــﻞ ــ
ﻛﻤـﺎ ﺃﻧـﻪ ﻗـﺪ ﻛـﺎﻥ ﻗﺒــﻞ
ـــﻪ ﺟـﺎ ـﻟﺴـﺎ  ،ﻭﺻـﺎﺭ ﻟـﻪ ـﻣﻤـﺎﺳـﺎ  ،ـ
ﻟﻨﻔﺴـﻪ ﻋـﺮﺷـﺎ ﺍﺳﺘــﻮﻯ ﻋﻠﻴ
ﺧﻠﻘﻬـﺎ  ،ـﻓﺨﻠــﻖ ــ ـ
ﺃﺣـﺪﺙ ﺍﻷﺷﻴــﺎﺀ ﻭ ــ ـ
ﻋﻄـﻰ
ﺧﻠﻘـﻪ ﺍﻷﺷﻴــﺎﺀ ﻻ ﺷـﻲﺀ ﻳـﺮﺯﻗـﻪ ﺭﺯﻗـﺎ  ،ﻭﻻ ﺷـﻲﺀ ـﻳﺤـﺮﻣـﻪ ﺫﻟـﻚ  ،ﺛـﻢ ﺧﻠــﻖ ﺍﻷﺷﻴــﺎﺀ ﻓـﺮﺯﻕ ﻫـﺬﺍ ﻭﺣـﺮﻡ ﻫـﺬﺍ  ،ﻭﺃ ـ
ــ
ﺷﻴـﺎﺀ ـﻓﻤـﺎﺱ ﺍ ـﻟﻌـﺮﺵ
ﺷﻴـﺎﺀ ـﻳﻤـﺎﺳـﻪ ﻭﻻ ـﻳﺒـﺎ ـﻳﻨـﻪ  ،ﻭﺧﻠــﻖ ﺍﻷ ـ
ﺧﻠﻘـﻪ ﺍﻷ ـ
ﻣﻨـﻊ ﻫـﺬﺍ  ،ﻗـﺎﻟـﻮﺍ  :ـﻓﻜـﺬﻟـﻚ ﻛـﺎﻥ ـﻗﺒـﻞ ــ
ﻫـﺬﺍ  ،ﻭ ـ
ﻣﻨـﻪ  ،ـﻓﻌﻠــﻰ ﻣـﺬﻫـﺐ ﻫـﺆﻻﺀ
ﻣﺒـﺎﻳـﻦ ﻣـﺎ ﺷـﺎﺀ ـ
ﺧﻠﻘـﻪ  ،ﻭ ـ
ﻣﻤـﺎﺱ ﻣـﺎ ﺷـﺎﺀ ﻣـﻦ ــ
ﺧﻠﻘـﻪ  ،ـﻓﻬـﻮ ـ
ﻋﻠﻴـﻪ ﺩﻭﻥ ﺳـﺎﺋـﺮ ــ
ـﺑﺠﻠــﻮﺳـﻪ ــ
ﻣﻨﺒـﺮ ﻣـﻦ ﻧـﻮﺭ  ،ﺇﺫ ﻛـﺎﻥ ﻣـﻦ ﻗـﻮ ـﻟﻬـﻢ  :ﺇﻥ ﺟﻠــﻮﺱ ﺍﻟـﺮﺏ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪﺍ ﻋﻠــﻰ ﻋـﺮﺷـﻪ  ،ﺃﻭ ﺃ ـﻗﻌـﺪﻩ ﻋﻠــﻰ ـ ـ
ﺃ ـﻳﻀـﺎ ﺳـﻮﺍﺀ ﺃ ـﻗﻌـﺪ ـ ـ
ﺟﺒـﺎ ﻟـﻪ
ﻋﻠﻴـﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ ﻣـﻮ ـ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ــ
ﺟﻤﻴـﻊ ﺍ ـﻟﻌـﺮﺵ  ،ﻭﻻ ﻓـﻲ ﺇ ـﻗﻌـﺎﺩ ـ ـ
ﻳﺸﻐـﻞ ـ ـ
ﻋﻠــﻰ ﻋـﺮﺷـﻪ  ،ـﻟﻴـﺲ ـﺑﺠﻠــﻮﺱ ـ ـ
ﻋﻠﻴـﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ ﻣـﺎ ﻛـﺎﻥ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ــ
ﻣﺒـﺎ ـﻳﻨـﺔ ـ ـ
ﻛﻤـﺎ ﺃﻥ ـ
ﻟﻌﺒـﻮﺩﻳـﺔ ﻟـﺮﺑـﻪ  ،ـ
ﺻﻔـﺔ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﻣﺨـﺮﺟـﻪ ﻣـﻦ ـ
ﺻﻔـﺔ ﺍﻟـﺮﺑـﻮ ـﺑﻴـﺔ  ،ﻭﻻ ـ
ـ
ﻟﻌﺒـﻮﺩﻳـﺔ ﻟـﺮﺑـﻪ ﻣـﻦ ﺃﺟـﻞ ﺃﻧـﻪ
ﺻﻔـﺔ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﺟﺘـﻪ ﻣـﻦ ـ
ﻣﺨـﺮ ـ
ﺻﻔـﺔ ﺍﻟـﺮﺑـﻮ ـﺑﻴـﺔ  ،ﻭﻻ ـ
ﺟﺒـﺔ ﻟـﻪ ـ
ﻏﻴـﺮ ﻣـﻮ ـ
ﺷﻴـﺎﺀ ـ
ﻣﺒـﺎ ـﻳﻨـﺎ ﻟـﻪ ﻣـﻦ ﺍﻷ ـ
ـ
ﻣﺒـﺎﻳـﻦ ـﻟﻬـﺎ  ،ﻫـﻮ
ﻟﻤﻘـﺎﻟـﺔ ﺑـﺄﻧـﻪ ـ
ﻛﻤـﺎ ﺃﻥ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﻋـﺰ ﻭﺟـﻞ ﻣـﻮﺻـﻮﻑ ﻋﻠــﻰ ﻗـﻮﻝ ﻗـﺎﺋـﻞ ﻫـﺬﻩ ﺍ ـ ـ
ﻣﺒـﺎﻳـﻦ  ،ـ
ﻣـﻮﺻـﻮﻑ ﺑـﺄﻧـﻪ ﻟـﻪ ـ
ﺻﻔـﺔ
ﻋﻠﻴـﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ ﺍ ـﻟﺨـﺮﻭﺝ ﻣـﻦ ـ
ﻟﻤﺤﻤـﺪ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ــ
ﻣﺒـﺎﻳـﻦ ﻻ ﻳـﻮﺟـﺐ ـ ـ ـ
ﻣﺒـﺎﻳـﻦ ﻭ ـ
ﻣﻌﻨـﻰ ـ
ﻣﺒـﺎﻳـﻦ ﻟـﻪ  .ﻗـﺎﻟـﻮﺍ  :ﻓـﺈﺫﺍ ﻛـﺎﻥ ـ ـ
ـ
ـــﻦ ﺇﺫﺍ ـﺑﻤـﺎ
ﺣﻤـﻦ  ،ـﻓﻘـﺪ ﺗﺒﻴ
ﺍ ـﻟﻌﺒــﻮﺩﺓ ﻭﺍﻟـﺪﺧـﻮﻝ ﻓـﻲ ـﻣﻌﻨــﻰ ﺍﻟـﺮﺑـﻮﺑﻴــﺔ  ،ـﻓﻜـﺬﻟـﻚ ﻻ ﻳـﻮﺟـﺐ ﻟـﻪ ﺫﻟـﻚ ـﻗﻌـﻮﺩﻩ ﻋﻠــﻰ ﻋـﺮﺵ ﺍﻟـﺮ ـ
ﻳﻘﻌـﺪ
ﻣﺠـﺎﻫـﺪ ﻣـﻦ ﺃﻥ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ـﺗﺒـﺎﺭﻙ ﻭ ـﺗﻌـﺎﻟـﻰ ـ ـ
ﻳﻨﺘﺤـﻞ ﺍﻹﺳـﻼﻡ ﻣـﺎ ﻗـﺎﻟـﻪ ـ
ﻣﻤـﻦ ـ ـ ـ
ﻣﺤـﺎﻝ ﻓـﻲ ﻗـﻮﻝ ﺃﺣـﺪ ـ
ﻏﻴـﺮ ـ
ﻗﻠﻨـﺎ ﺃﻧـﻪ ـ
ــ
ﻣﺤﻤﺪﺍ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﺮﺷﻪ .
ﻓﺈﻥ ﻗﺎﻝ ﻗﺎﺋﻞ  :ﻓﺈﻧﺎ ﻻ ﻧﻨﻜﺮ ﺇﻗﻌﺎﺩ ﺍﻟﻠﻪ ﻣﺤﻤﺪﺍ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﺮﺷﻪ  ،ﻭﺇﻧﻤﺎ ﻧﻨﻜﺮ ﺇﻗﻌﺎﺩﻩ .
ـــﺮ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺍ ـﻟﺠـﺮﻳـﺮﻱ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﺳﻴــﻒ ﺍ ـﻟﺴـﺪﻭﺳـﻲ  ،ﻋـﻦ ﻋﺒــﺪ
ﻟﻌﻈﻴــﻢ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺛﻨــﺎ ـﻳﺤﻴــﻰ ﺑـﻦ ﻛﺜﻴ
ﺣـﺪﺛﻨــﻲ ﻋﺒــﺎﺱ ﺑـﻦ ﻋﺒــﺪ ﺍ ـ ـ
ـــﻪ ﻭﺳﻠــﻢ ﻳـﻮﻡ ﺍ ـﻟﻘﻴــﺎﻣـﺔ ﻋﻠــﻰ ﻛـﺮﺳـﻲ ﺍﻟـﺮﺏ ﺑﻴــﻦ ﻳـﺪﻱ ﺍﻟـﺮﺏ ﺗﺒــﺎﺭﻙ
ﻣﺤﻤـﺪﺍ ﺻﻠــﻰ ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﻋﻠﻴ
ﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ﺑـﻦ ﺳـﻼﻡ  ،ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺇﻥ ـ ـ
ﻣﻌـﻪ  .ﻓـﺈﻥ ﺃﺟـﺎﺯ ﺫﻟـﻚ ﺻـﺎﺭ
ﻋﻠﻴـﻪ ﻻ ـ
ﻳﻘﻌـﺪﻩ ــ
ﻋﻨـﺪﻙ ﺃﻥ ـ ـ
ﻣﻌـﻪ  ،ـﻗﻴـﻞ  :ﺃ ـﻓﺠـﺎﺋـﺰ ـ
ﻳﻨﻜـﺮ ﺇ ـﻗﻌـﺎﺩﻩ ﺇﻳـﺎﻩ ـ
ﻭ ـﺗﻌـﺎﻟـﻰ  ،ﻭﺇ ـﻧﻤـﺎ ـ ـ
ﻟﻠﻌـﺮﺵ ﻣﺒــﺎﻳـﻦ  ،ﺃﻭ ﻻ ـﻣﻤـﺎﺱ ﻭﻻ ﻣﺒــﺎﻳـﻦ  ،ﻭﺑـﺄﻱ ﺫﻟـﻚ ﻗـﺎﻝ
ﻳﻘﻌـﺪﻩ  ،ﻭﺍﻟﻠــﻪ ــ
ﺇﻟـﻰ ﺍﻹﻗـﺮﺍﺭ ﺑـﺄﻧـﻪ ﺇﻣـﺎ ـﻣﻌـﻪ  ،ﺃﻭ ﺇﻟـﻰ ﺃﻧـﻪ ـ ـ
ﻣﻨـﻪ ﺧـﺮﻭﺟـﺎ ﻣـﻦ
ﻏﻴـﺮ ﺟـﺎﺋـﺰ ؛ ﻛـﺎﻥ ـ
ﻳﻨﻜـﺮﻩ ﻭﺇﻥ ﻗـﺎﻝ  :ﺫﻟـﻚ ] ﺹ [ 533 :ـ
ﻣﻨـﻪ ﺩﺧـﻮﻻ ﻓـﻲ ـﺑﻌـﺾ ﻣـﺎ ﻛـﺎﻥ ـ ـ
ﻛـﺎﻥ ـ
ﻳﻨﺘﺤـﻞ ﺍﻹﺳـﻼﻡ  ،ﺇﺫ ﻛـﺎﻥ ﻻ ﻗـﻮﻝ ﻓـﻲ ﺫﻟـﻚ
ﺟﻤﻴـﻊ ﻣـﻦ ـ ـ ـ
ﺣﻜﻴﻨـﺎ ﻗـﻮ ـﻟﻬـﻢ  ،ﻭﺫﻟـﻚ ﻓـﺮﺍﻕ ـﻟﻘـﻮﻝ ـ ـ
ﺟﻤﻴـﻊ ﺍ ـﻟﻔـﺮﻕ ﺍ ـﻟﺘـﻲ ـ ـ ـ
ﻗـﻮﻝ ـ ـ
ﺇﻻ ﺍﻷﻗﻮﺍﻝ ﺍﻟﺜﻼﺛﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﺣﻜﻴﻨﺎﻫﺎ  ،ﻭﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺤﺎﻝ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻮﻝ ﻣﻨﻬﺎ ﻣﺎ ﻗﺎﻝ ﻣﺠﺎﻫﺪ ﻓﻲ ﺫﻟﻚ .
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