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Part 1: Introduction

Section 1: The Author of al-Mawdagqif

Below is a translation of the author’s biographical entry from the printed
edition of al-Mawagif:

His Name and Lineage: He is “‘Abd al-Rahman b. Ahmad b. ‘Abd
al-Ghaffar b. Ahmad al-Iji, al-Shirazi. It is mentioned that his
lineage traces back to Abu Bakr al-Siddiq (God be pleased with
Him).

His title: “The aid of the religion (‘adud al-din),” “the supreme
judge,” “the teacher of the scholars,” and the “master of the
Shafi‘ts in his town.”
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His birth: He was born in Tj, a locality of the city of Shiraz, in the
*year 680 [Hijr1], although some have stated it to be the year 700
[Hijr1].

His knowledge: He was a leader in the rational sciences, a subject
specialist verifier (muhaqqiq) with exacting knowledge, an
expert in the two foundational disciplines—rational theology
(kalam) and jurisprudence (usil al-figh)—as well as the discipline
of word-order (ma'ani), literary embellishment (bayan), and
grammar. He also contributed to law and the arts.

His teachers: He took knowledge from the learned teachers of his
time, being particularly devoted to the shaykh Zayn al-Din—or
Taj al-Din al-Hanaki—who was the student of al-Qadi Nasir al-
Din al-Baydawi.!

His students: His most notable students that met with immense
fame included Shams [al-Din] al-Kirmani,? Diya’ [al-Din] al-
‘Afifi, and Sa‘d al-Din al-Taftazani.’

His works: In the subject of kalam, he wrote Kitab al-Mawdagqif,
al-Jawahir, an abridgment of al-Mawagif and al-‘Aqa’id al-
‘Adudiyya. He also wrote Sharh Mukhtasar Ibn al-Hdjib in
jurisprudence, and Kitab al-Fawa’id al-Ghiyathiyya about word-



order and embellishment. He also wrote Risala fi ‘Ilm al-Wad"
and Adab al-Bahth wa-I-Mundzara.*

His qualities: He was a liberal soul, influential, wealthy, most
kind, and financially generous towards students of knowledge
and greatly honoured his guests.’

His residency: He would initially stay in the city of Sultaniyya
during the time of the Mamluk governor Abu Sa‘id, but then
moved to Ij where he took up permanent residence.

His trial and death: Serious quarrels and disagreements occurred
between [al-Iji] and [Sayf al-Din Ahmad] al-Abhari® which
eventually led to the ruler of Kirman arresting [al-Iji] and putting
him in the Diraymiyan prison. He remained in prison until he
died in the year 756 [Hijri]. [end]’

Section 2: An Overview of al-Mawagqif

The al-Mawagif of al-1j1 is one of the most influential theological texts in
post-classical Sunni rational theology (kalam).® Based on the hybrid
genre of kalam and Arabic philosophy (falsafa)—a synthesis found in al-
Ghazali and Fakhr al-Din al-Razi—it has remained a mainstay of Ottoman
madrasa curricula as well as regional Islamicate metropolises of learning
since it was written.” It spawned many commentaries, super
commentaries and marginalia (hawdashi), the most famous commentary
of which is the Sharh al-Mawagif of Sayyid Sharif al-Jurjani (d.
816/1413).1 D As a post-classical text, al-Iji’s al-Mawagif embodies the
distinctive hybridity of kalam and falsafa, through the content and
structure of the text. There is a clear attempt to explicate the theories and
doctrines of both kalam and falsafa as rival explanatory models of truth
(epistemology), reality (metaphysics), ethics (morality), anthropology
(human nature), and revealed theology.

The broad approach al-IjT adopts to present the materials in al-Mawagqif
involves mentioning:

specific arguments made for their specific positions and shows
weaknesses of these arguments and positions through objections
to premises or conclusions, all in a concise and often abstruse
manner, thus making commentaries indispensable for
deciphering and comprehending the text.!!



Not only does al-IjT present a critique of the philosophers, but he also:

extends his critique to the positions of the different schools of
kalam as well as individual mutakallimiin on the questions he
discusses, mentioning their particular arguments and positions as
well as his objections to them.'?

One of his major aims in this kind of deconstruction is to demonstrate
that the Ash'ar1 theses on the various discussions and questions is broadly
correct. Al-IjT is determined to prove how sound theological and
philosophical reflection correspond to the intuitions, interpretations, and
theses of the Ash‘arT school, sometimes in an arguably strained way. This
polemical nature of al-Mawdgqif also constructs itself like a diagnostics
catalogue of theological and philosophical views and positions up to al-
IjT’s time, and thus is an important repository of philosophical theology
from the seventh/thirteenth and eighth/fourteenth centuries.

One of al-IjT’s aims in writing the al-Mawdgif was to demonstrate how
kalam was also a systematic and thorough discipline like philosophy,
with clear intellectual foundations and an edifice of knowledge that can
be built on that foundation.

The text of al-Mawagif divides into six areas or “stations” (mawgqif, pl.
mawagqif), with each mawgif having its own section preliminaries,
number of “aims” (magsid, pl. magdasid), and topics of discussion. There
is also an appendix (fadhyil) at the end describing seven heterodox groups
alluded to by the Prophet Muhammad followed by the orthodox group.
The six mawdgqif comprise of:

(1) epistemology and logic,

(2) ontology,

(3) metaphysics I: accidents,

(4) metaphysics II: atoms and substances,
(5) natural theology and

(6) revealed theology.

Section 3: A Note on the Philosophical Notes
The text of al-Mawdgqif is accompanied by my philosophical notes on the

subsection on the Doctrine of Resurrection and therefore are rough, terse
and in some places highly sketchy. They are NOT really detailed or



systematic comments, nor are my finalized reflections. These notes are
based on a “walk through” approach that presents the text in its own
division, sequencing, and thought progression, followed by my brief
explanations and interpretations along the way. These explanations and
interpretations have been taken broadly from the theological and
philosophical in-text commentary of al-Jurjani called Sharh al-Mawagif.
I also use other well-known Islamic theological manuals and treatises
written before and after this work that help shed light on the doctrine of
resurrection.

The answer to why I’m annotating this subsection of al/-Mawagif'is that
the doctrine of bodily resurrection is fundamental to Islam, and yet it is
overlooked in Muslim systematic theology relative to the other doctrines
like the divine attributes (al-sifat), and divine decree and predestination
(al-qada’ wa-l-qadar). Yet, in order to formulate an orderly, rational, and
coherent account of core Islamic doctrines, resurrection cannot be
ignored or overlooked. It is precisely due to this oversight on the Doctrine
of Resurrection by scholars and commentators alike that calls for clearer
analysis and explication of the arguments regarding it. In addition, many
students who study the various manuals of Islamic theology lament the
absence of access to primary texts discussing this doctrine. Hopefully,
this short study will not only build a more accurate understanding of al-
IjT’s own claims, but allow a greater appreciation of his text, and, more
importantly, obtain clarity on the doctrine of resurrection itself.

Finally, the section headings I’ve used to structure the notes are my own
and not from al-Mawagif. These headings are for navigation purposes;
they indicate the kinds of topics addressed in the analysis of the text.

Section 4: Logical Analysis

The notes on the Doctrine of Resurrection make use of formal
presentation of arguments. This means that these arguments are
reconstructed in natural language (as much as possible) followed by
semi-formal as well as formal (symbolic) language. To this end, I make
use of the following notations:

Table of Abbreviation
(Il = necessary
o = possible
\Y% = or



=and

=if and only if
=all

= some

= negation
=if...then...
= therefore
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I formally present arguments in al-Mawdgqif in logical language in order
to help me understand the overall arguments first, and then identify the
key inferences that will better help me assess for validity. Of course,
some of these arguments are reconstructions based on what I take to be
assumptions and unstated commitments and so in any reconstruction, a
degree of interpretation takes place by the one doing the reconstruction.
Hence, I acknowledge that these argument representations are open to
revision and indeed objection.

Section 5. Some Challenges in Reading al-Mawagqif

Al-IjT’s al-Mawagqif offers some challenges for the non-specialist reader
on the Doctrine of Resurrection that include the following:

1. The author’s use of terse language. This often makes it difficult
to decipher the precise points being made.

2. The author presents theological and philosophical arguments in
shorthand form. This requires unpacking and elaboration on his
meaning, which is not always easily determined.

3. The author often gives little or no reasoning behind some
arguments that he offers. This requires scaffolding the
arguments, whether supplied from the commentary literature or
through reconstruction.

4. The author omits all discussions on hadith. This may because the
nature of the discussions he engages in are conceptual and not
hermeneutical and acriptural.

Section 6: The Printed Edition of al-Mawagif

The text of al-Mawdgqif T have used is the Beirut edition printed by ‘Alam
al-Kutub in 1969. The entire Sixth Station (al-mawgqif al-sadis), titled



“Revealed Theology” (al-sam ‘yyat), is found from pp.337-403 of the
printed edition, and divides into four topical sub-sections with thirty-
three aims. The entire contents page of the sam ‘iyyat section has been
translated below: !

The Sixth Station — Revealed Theology
The First Marsad: On the Doctrine of Prophecy

Aim One: On the meaning of a prophet

Aim Two: On the true nature of a miracle

Aim Three: On the possibility of sending a prophet
Aim Four: On establishing the prophethood of

Muhammad

Aim Five: On the infallibility of prophets and a refutation
of the objections raised to their narratives in
Scripture

Aim Six: On the true nature of infallibility

Aim Seven: On the infallibility of angels
Aim Eight: On the superiority of prophets over angels
Aim Nine: On saintly feats

The Second Marsad: On the Doctrine of Resurrection

Aim One: On restoring the non-existent

Aim Two: On the congregation of bodies

Aim Three: An account of the philosophers’ doctrine
denying the assembling of bodies during the
resurrection

Aim Four: Paradise and Hell: are they both created [now]?

Aim Five: Discussion on reward and punishment based on
the principle of the Mu‘tazilis

Aim Six: An account of the doctrine of our companions

on [the issue of] reward and punishment
Aim Seven: On the annulment of reward
Aim Eight: On God pardoning enormities
Aim Nine: On the intercession of Muhammad



Aim Ten: On repentance

Aim Eleven:  On reviving the dead from their graves, their
being questioned by Munkar and Nakir, and the
punishment of the grave for the unbeliever and
the iniquitous [Muslim]

Aim Twelve:  On the traverse, the scales, the taking to
account, the reading from the book [of deeds],
the pond, and the testimony of the body’s
limbs.

The Third Marsad: On Names and Classifying People

Aim One: On the nature of faith

Aim Two: On the question: does faith increase or
decrease?

Aim Three: On unbelief

Aim Four: On the question of a person who observes the
prayer committing an enormity still being a
believer

Aim Five: On the question of one who prays towards
[Mecca] while opposing the truth being an
unbeliever

The Fourth Marsad: On the Imamate

Aim One: On the obligation to appoint the Imam and its
definition.

Aim Two: On the conditions of an Imam

Aim Three: On how to establish [someone as] an Imam

Aim Four: On the true Imam after the Messenger

Aim Five: On the most superior person after the
Messenger

Aim Six: On the Imamate of a lesser person while a

superior person exists



Aim Seven: On the obligation to hold all the Companions in
high esteem and refraining from reproaching
them

Appendix: Enumerating the heretical sects mentioned by
the Messenger
The Mu‘tazilis and they divide into twenty
sects
The Shi‘Ts and they divide into twenty-two
sects
The Kharijis and they divide into seven sects
The Murji'1s and they divide into five sects
The Najjaris and they divide into three sects
The Jabriyya
The Anthropomorphist
The Saved Sect

I have reproduced the original Arabic text of the subsection on the
Doctrine of Resurrection for convenient access to enable the reader to
analyze the text closely and/or make comparisons with other theological
and philosophical works. I have also made use of a non-technical
commentary of the entire revealed theology section by the Azhari shaykh
‘Abd al-Fattah Baraka entitled Sharh Mabhath al-Sam‘iyyat min Kitab
al-Mawagqif fi “Ilm al-Kalam, printed in Amman by Dar al-Niir al-Mubin
in 2016. The format of the entire commentary involves the Shaykh’s own
interlinear comments on the text of al-Mawdagqif followed by full
reproductions of the text and its commentary by al-Jurjant. The Shaykh’s
own direct commentary on the Doctrine of Resurrection is located on
pp.271-281, 291-297 and 307-311.



Part 2: The Text and Commentary of al-Mawagqif

. 5.@ A /c,o
. L}"\ ) \
.

Al-Marsad al-Thant — f1 al-Ma‘ad

The Subsection:
On the Doctrine of Resurrection

The First Aim (a/-Magsid al-Awwal)

On Re-existence

Text 1 (pp.371-372)
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Section 1: Re-existence

The term “re-existence” is generally defined as returning a non-existent
object back to existence after a “gap” in existence (see section 2.2). Al-
Ij1 upholds its possibility. As a shorthand, I call it the re-existence thesis
(RT):

(RT): it is possible for a body to have re-existence.
(using R)
OR
The stronger claim (RT') would be:
(RT'): it is possible for the same body to re-exist again.

(using R")
OR’

Al-IjT appears to uphold the possibility of both RT and RT’. The groups
that have objected to RT and RT’ include the philosophers,
reincarnationists (ah! al-tanasukh), some of the Karramiyya and Abu al-
Husayn al-Basri (d.436/1044) from the Mu'tazila. Al-IjT’s general
reasoning for the possibility of RT and RT’ is: an object x existing a
second time is something intrinsically possible because its existing a first
time is intrinsically possible. Denying the possibility of a second
existence is tantamount to denying the possibility of the first existence.
Al-Tj1, like all Ash‘arTs, denies the re-existence restriction imposed by the
philosophers. One reasoning he presents of those who reject RT and RT’
is:

(1) The possibility of something general does not necessitate
something more particular.

(2) The impossibility of something particular does not entail the
impossibility of something general.

(3) Re-existence is more particular than existence.

(4) Therefore, re-existence is not possible

(using G, P, R)
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AI-IjT’s reply is: existence (wujid, ‘E’) is univocal or uniform in its
applicability to things described with modal notions like possibility (¢),
necessity () and impossibility (~¢). It applies to an object irrespective
of whether it is the object’s first existence E; or second existence E; (re-
existence). If it is possible for something to exist at one time t; but
impossible at another time t, because existence at t; is more special or
specific (akhass) and hence totally different than at t;, then it would entail
a possibility in one instance becoming an impossibility in another, which
is impossible as that would entail collapsing modal categories, e.g.,
possibility into impossibility or impossibility into necessity. Such a view
would contradict clear-cut rational postulates (badihat al-‘aql), like
allowing temporally originated entities not to have a cause and thereby
close the door on establishing the existence of a Creator (sani ).

The act of bringing something into existence (shortened to “creating,” al-
jjad, ‘I’) is also univocal and uniform in its applicability to things. It
applies equally to objects irrespective of whether it is the object’s first
creation I; or second creation I, (recreation). Similarly, if it is possible for
something to be created at one time t, but impossible at another time t,
because being created at t» is more special or specific (akhass) and hence
totally different than at t;, then again it would entail a possibility in one
instance becoming an impossibility in another, which is impossible as
that would entail collapsing modal categories.

Al-Jj1 proposes that perhaps re-existence (al-i‘dda) as being lesser or
easier than existence (ahwan min al-ibtida’) can be argued based on the
Qur’anic verse:



“And it is He who begins creation; then He repeats it, and that is
[even] easier for Him. To Him belongs the highest description
[i.e., attribute] in the heavens and earth. And He is the Exalted in
Might, the Wise.” (Q.30:11)

This, of course, is an a fortiori argument. If the stronger can be done,
then it is even more so that the weaker be done.!* However, in respect to
God’s eternal attribute of power (qudra), there is undoubtedly no
gradation in it-things are not easy or difficult for God; the terms of
comparison or degree like “hard,” “easy,” “less,” and “strong” are for the
benefit of human conceptualisation and comprehension. In the empirical
world, we observe one thing x being easier than or less than another thing
v, but this has no relation to God’s perception, power, or how He
creates.'

Section 2: Gappy Existence'¢

The objector to resurrection sometimes makes a strong claim using modal
notions and other times relies on specific arguments. Both of these are
explained below.

Section 2.1: The Modal Claim:

The modal claim is that it is necessarily false (i.e., impossible) that an
object first exists, passes out of existence, and then re-exists. This means
that the first existence is not the same as the second existence as there is
an “intervening state” (takhallul) between both. If the first existence is
not the same as the second existence, then we cannot say the resurrected
body in its re-existent state (its second existence) is identical to the pre-
resurrection body (its first existence). Following contemporary
metaphysical literature, I’ll refer to an object’s state between the first
existence and second existence as “gappy existence” (GE). I'll state it as
follows:

(GE): It is possible that x exists at time t, x goes out of existence
at t; and y begins to exist at t; such that y = x.

The Islamic philosophers deny GE. They argue that: x exists at t, after
going out of existence at ti, then the way x exists at t, is not identical to
the way x existed at the prior time of t;. This must mean existence at t; is
not the same as it is at t,.



AI-jT’s possible reply: he enters a semantic point about the meaning of
“takhallul.” For him, non-existence is not an intervention of sorts, i.e.,
something that “enters” between an object existing at time t; and then
later at time t* that separates the essence of an object from itself. All that
is going on is an object has existence, loses the property, and then is
endowed with it again and this occurs at different times. See the diagram
below:

xatt; | GAP |xatt; | xatts | xatts
<at t,>

An analogy sometimes given in the creedal commentary literature of this
kind of gappy existence is how a person wears an item of clothing, takes
it off, only to then wear it again.!”

Section 2.2: The Specific Arguments

The arguments al-IjT mentions that deny bodily resurrection are supposed
to involve an absurdity or contradiction, and that is supposed to establish
its impossibility. They, along with his responses, are as follows:

Argument 1: the problem of past times
This argument is presented tersely by al-Iji. The broad form of it is:

(1) Resurrection of the same body is possible only if the related
temporal accidents of resurrection are recreated.

(2) Time is an accident of resurrection.

(3) Therefore, time will also be recreated.

(4) If time is recreated, then temporal states that existed in that time
will also be recreated.

(5) It is impossible to have both resurrection of the same body and
time.

(6) Therefore, it is impossible time is recreated.

(7) Therefore, all related accidents of resurrection cannot be
recreated.

(8) Therefore, resurrection of the same body is impossible.

(using B, A, T, R, E)



Formally:
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The core of the philosopher’s argument runs from premises 2-5. The
main objection—premise 5—is the metaphysical absurdity they claim is
entailed by recreating past existents and non-existents. In particular, if
time is a special property of some past existent, resurrecting that past
existent would entail resurrecting time and the temporal states that had
occurred in that time. This would entail an identical thing existing at two
different times—in the past (pre-mortem) and in the present (resurrection),
which is impossible.'®

AI-IjT’s reply: he challenges premise 2. The accidents or properties that
are recreated with bodily resurrection are those related to the individual
(mushakhkhasa), and time is not one of them because the individual
remains and time lapses. If a person existent now (the present) is the same
person prior to the present (past), then the change (al-taghayur) is not on
account of something external (amr al-khariji). This must mean time is
really a mental phenomenon; something experienced by the observer that
does not have a specific mind-independent ontology. Al-IjT’s view is that
the measuring that takes place when we measure the duration of an event
or an interval of time is really a mental act, one located in the mind;
hence, the experience of temporal duration is intrinsically bound up by a
psychological process and not because of some metaphysical feature of
reality.!’

AI-IjT rehearses an argument from Ibn Sina about how we as persons
persist from one moment to another without there being some
fundamental metaphysical change in us because if there was, we would
be entirely different persons from moment to moment and anyone
conversing with us would be conversing with two different persons at
two different times. But that would directly fly in the face of our own
psychological intuitions and awareness of self-continuity.



Argument 2: discernability of identicals

Objection: If we necessitate resurrection of the same body, it is still
possible for Allah to create a replica. If we have both resurrected body b
and its replica b*, then we would have two things (ithnayniyya) without
indiscernibility (distinction), which is impossible.

Al-JjT’s reply: he seems to uphold the notion of essential differentiation,
i.e., any two entities are differentiated by virtue of their ipseity (kullu
ithnyan mutamayizan bi-lI-huwiyya). He thus rejects the claim of the
philosophers that a body b and its replica b* are indiscernible objects.
Their discernibility is because of their different ipseity. This would also
apply to a pre-resurrected body and a post-mortem body, where there will
still be an aspect of differentiation and discernibility (ikAtisas) between
both.

Argument 3: discernability from non-existence

Objection: If the object to be resurrected is taken out of existence (i.e.,
ceases to exist or is annihilated), then it is impossible for it to be
differentiated or discerned (famayyuz) from some other object (e.g., its
replica) while in that state of non-existence.

Al-JjT’s reply: discernibility or differentiation of one object x with another
y while x is in a state of non-existence is impossible. Any mode of
discernment or differentiation is in fact a fictitious matter (amr wahmi)
without any real extra-mental reality or existence. In other words, the
differentiation happens in abstracto, or in the conceptual level by the
mind and is not a differentiation that exists beyond the mind.

The Second Aim (al-Magsid al-Thant)

On Bodily Resurrection

Text 2 (pp.373-374)
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Section 1: Bodily Resurrection

There is a consensus in all religions that bodily resurrection is both
possible (a rational claim) and that it will occur (a scriptural or revelatory
claim). The philosophers rejected both the possibility of bodily
resurrection and its occurrence.

Section 1.2: The Possibility

By “possible” they mean either metaphysical possibility or logical
possibility because clearly it is not physically possible to resurrect the
dead. This would make resurrection an act beyond any physical
explanation and hence a miraculous act of Allah. Al-IjT mentions two
propositions that are possible:

(Pr1) Reassembling bodily parts of some temporal object x
according to its original structure is possible.

This is because Allah knows where these original body parts of x are and
so He can reassemble them through His power. His knowledge tracks
their location and His power brings about the reassembly. The second
proposition is:

(Pr2) Recomposing something non-existent is possible.

See the section on re-existence above for the discussion on this
proposition.

(using R, C)

O(R  C)



Section 1.3: The Occurrence (Actuality)

The fact that bodily resurrection will occur (wugqii‘) is established based
on the report of one who is a truthful informant (a/-sadiq).

Argument:

(1) Whatever is reported by someone who is affirmed as truthful will
categorically occur.

(2) Bodily resurrection has been reported by someone who is
truthful.

(3) Therefore, bodily resurrection will occur.

The truthful informant has informed innumerable times about the
occurrence of bodily resurrection in a language that is not figurative, to
the extent that it has become a necessary matter of the religion, denial of
which is tantamount to disbelief.

Section 2: Rejection of Resurrection

AI-IjT presents two objections to the possibility of bodily resurrection.
They are, along with his responses, given below:

Section 2.1: The Problem of Anthropophagi (cannibalism):

Objection: If one person (cannibal) eats another person, then the one
eaten (cannibalised) becomes a part (juz’) of the cannibal. Either the
consumed parts are restored (via reassembly, re-composition,
reconstitution, etc.) in or fo both the cannibal and the cannibalised, which
is impossible, or in one of them, which is also impossible, as it would
entail that one of them is not resurrected as the very same person.

Al-JjT’s response: it is the core parts (al-ajza’ al-asliyya)® that are
resurrected, not every single part (juz’). The core parts are those that
remain or persist throughout one’s entire life (birth to death), as this is
what maintains a person’s diachronic identity. This must mean that the
core parts, if consumed by a cannibal, pass out of the digestive tract as
excess or surplus (fadl) and do not assimilate into the cannibal.?!

Section 2.2: The Problem of the Dilemma of Aims:



Objection: If bodily resurrection occurs then it is either for an aim
(gharad) or no aim at all. If it is for no aim at all, then resurrection is
gratuitous or pointless (‘abath). If it is for an aim, then the aim either
reverts to Allah, which cannot be the case as He is above any need for a
resurrection, or it reverts to human persons (al- ‘abd). If it reverts back to
persons, then the resurrection is either to inflict pleasure or pain. If it is
to inflict pain, then that is morally repugnant according to all forms of
moral consensus and what is rationally self-evident (badihat al-‘aql), as
it contravenes any wisdom/wise purpose and providence (al- indaya). If it
is for pleasure, then that too would be invalid, as pleasure is prevention
of and/or absence of pain according to inductive reasoning (bi-/-istiqra’)
such that if it was abandoned, there would be no pain to prevent or negate
and hence no pleasure to enjoy.

The Philosopher’s Argument may be constructed as follows:

(1) Bodily resurrection will not occur.

(2) Bodily resurrection will occur (assumption).

(3) If bodily resurrection occurs, then it is either for an aim or no
aim.?

(4) Ifit is aimless, then it is pointless.

(5) Ifitis for an aim, then it is either for Allah or human beings.

(6) It cannot be for Allah because He is in no need of it.

(7) Therefore, it must be for human beings.

(8) If it is for human beings, then it is either for pleasure or pain.

(9) It cannot be for pain as that is morally repugnant and contravenes
wise purposes.

(10) Therefore, it must be for pleasure.

(11) It cannot be for pleasure because you cannot get pleasure

without pain.
(12) Therefore, bodily resurrection will not occur.

(using B, A, P, G,H,Jand T)
Formally:

1~B

2 B (asm)
3Bo(AV~A)
4~ADP
5AD>(GVH)
6 ~G



7:+H
SH>(VT)
9 ~T

10 =]
11J=T
12~B

The philosophers’ argument attempts to impale the purpose of bodily
resurrection on the horns of a dilemma. If resurrection is aimless, then it
means Allah has ordained something for sport, namely a gratuitous
summation of human history indicating folly and pointlessness on the
part of the divine. If resurrection is to benefit Allah in some way, then
that entails He stands to gain something, but His perfection would mean
that is impossible. If resurrection is for human benefit, then assuming a
welfare model of divine action, the benefit would either manifest in
pleasure or pain. The latter is ruled out on the basis that Allah cannot be
author of injustices or morally reprehensible acts in inflicting pain on His
created creatures. The former is ruled out by elimination, viz. if pleasure
is defined by the absence of pain. One would not be possible without the
other.

Al-JjT’s response: he prefers that resurrection is not brought about for
some aim (gharad) governing divine actions (see his discussion on the
Ash‘ar1 divine action model). Hence, he would accept premise
6. However, he rejects the philosopher’s objection as a false dilemma.
Perhaps there is a third aim behind bodily resurrection that is neither for
pain nor pleasure; we just don’t happen to know it. Hence, he rejects the
exclusive disjunction in premise 5 as covering only both these
possibilities. He further rejects the contrary definition of “pleasure”
(ladhdha), viz. it being the absence of or repelling of pain (daf” al-alam)
based on the possibility of something else arising from the absence of one
without the other. Why must it be only these two paired without a third
or fourth? AI-IjT’s retort is that even if we accept the worldly reality of
pleasure and pain being inextricably bound and defined in that way, why
assume that is the identical case in the hereafter. There may be
experiences of pleasure (and its absence) in the afterlife that are
unfathomable and inexplicable to us. Thus, al-IjT retreats or defers to an
argument that posits a possibility but does not delineate what that
possibility is or might be. This might be taken to weaken his overall
counter-argument. Here is how the bare argument dialogue might be
stated:



Philosophers: either X or Y.
AI-TjT: it is at least possible that neither X nor Y but Z.
Philosophers: what is this other Z?

Al-Iji: 1 may not know exactly what Z is but it is at least
conceivable that there is one.

Section 3: al-IjT’s Follow up Point

Al-Jj1 states the following propositions regarding the models of
resurrection:

(Pr3) It is possible for Allah to annihilate bodily parts of an object
and then returns? them again.

(Pr4) It is possible for Allah to disperse bodily parts and then
reassemble?* them.

AI-IjT insists that the Qur’an neither upholds nor rejects either of these
resurrection models in a clear and decisive way due to the lack of
sufficient clear indications.”® However, he rejects as weak those who use
Q.28:88 as evidence for suggesting an annihilation of all thing, i.e.,
becoming non-existent: “everything will perish except His face.”
Dispersal of bodily parts means to perish. Everything perishing means to
lose one’s requisite properties, which includes loss of composition;
meaning, something that enables bodily parts to function properly.

Section 4: Different Views on Resurrection

According to al-Jurjani’s survey, there are five historical views on the
resurrection within the theological and philosophical literature:2°

1. Body only: the view of the mutakallimiin who generally rejected
the idea of a rational soul (the intellect) as conceived by the
philosophers.?’

2. Spiritual only: The view of the philosophers who denied the
possibility of a bodily resurrection.



3. Body & soul: The view of figures like al-Halimi, al-Ghazali, al-
Raghib al-Isfahani, al-Dabbiisi, Ma 'mar from the Mu‘tazila, the
later Imamiyya and Sufis who broadly defined personhood as: x
is a person =gr x is a rational soul. It is this soul that bears moral
responsibility, will be rewarded or sanctioned for its worldly
behavior, and it alone will persist after the destruction of the
body, which is merely a tool for the soul. On resurrection day,
God will create a body for the soul to animate and control and it
is not necessarily the material body inhabited during one’s
temporal life.

4. No resurrection: the naturalist philosophers, i.e., materialists who
denied the existence of an immaterial aspect to human beings.
Their view is that once death occurs, all perception, sentience,
powers, and properties cease. All that remains is the elementary
divided matter (al-mawadd al- ‘unsuriyya al-mutafarraqa).®®

5. Suspension of judgment: a view attributed to Galen who is said
to equivocate between a soul being either (i) a disposition (mizay)
in which case it would be impossible for it to become non-
existent and then recreated or (ii) a substance (jawhar) that
persists after the destruction of the physical body structure
(binya), which would allow for the possibility of a resurrection.?

Al-Jurjani seems to imply that that the view of al-IjT falls into the first
category.
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Section 1: Indestructability of the Soul

Al-JjT mentions philosophical views that deny bodily resurrection based
on the dispensability of the body and the indestructability of the soul. The
point here is that he highlights how the philosophers uphold a spiritual
afterlife and not a corporeal one. On these philosophical views, it is the
soul that subsists and experiences states of either felicity or infelicity
depending on the level of moral perfection it acquired while embodied.

One of the arguments of the Islamic philosophers for the indestructibility
of the soul after its separation from the body is based on its simple nature.
The basic argument form is:

(1) Whatever is simple (indivisible) is indestructible.
(2) The soul is simple (indivisible)
(3) Therefore, the soul is indestructible.

(using S, I)
Formally:

1So1
2S
3.1

If souls are destructible then their simple nature (basata) will exemplify
both potency and actuality, which is impossible because for each contrary
property to be exemplified requires two different substrates and that
means composition and composition undermines simplicity.

Section 2: Different Types of Souls

Al-IjT briefly mentions different categories of souls and their post-
mortem states according to the majority of the philosophers. Their view
is that the afterlife journey is characterised not as a bodily resurrection
but the soul’s separation from the body and its union with the abstract
realm of the World Soul.

The ignorant soul (jahila), being preoccupied with its bodily pleasures
while dwelling in its bodily entity, suffers unending pain upon separation
from it because its state of moral imperfection. It is also fully aware of



its moral imperfection and how there is no second opportunity to rectify
itself from that lowly state.

On the other hand, the knowing soul ( ‘@lima) is either (a) in an imperfect
state because of some of the vices it carried out and the bodily pleasures
it indulged in while attached to the body and will suffer pain upon
separating from it according to the degree to which it was engrossed in
those pleasures to finally then be purged and freed from the pain or (b) it
is in a perfect state that is free from moral imperfection and upon
separation from its bodily entity persists in eternal bliss.*

Section 3: Reincarnation

According to the reincarnationists,’' the direction of an iniquitous or
imperfect soul after its separation from the entity it inhabits is a
downward descent to another entity. The direction of a perfected soul
after dispensing from the bodily entity it occupies is an upward ascent
that finally results in uniting with one of the celestial spheres or souls and
awaits its perfection. The diagram below represents the ascent and
descent of the soul:*

Soul’s Descent

4 Celestial spheres
in a body (naskh) (al-ajram al-samawiyya)

{’

in an animal (maskh)

2
in a plant (faskh)

) Soul’s Ascent
in an inert object (raskh)

According to the doctrine of reincarnation, there is no bodily resurrection
(mda ‘ad jismani), only a cycle of incarnations of the soul. The doctrine
was refuted extensively by Islamic philosophers and theologians.*
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Moreover, if the non-existent were to be brought back into existence,
then this would require that all of its special properties in terms or which
it was, should also be brought back into existence. But these properties
include the time in which it existed. But if this time is brought back,
then the thing would not have been brought back into existence,
because that which is brought back into existence is that which would
he existing in another time.

Now, if it is allowed that the non-existent could return to existence
with all the non-existing properties existing with it, time being
considered either as having real existence that has ceased to be or
according to what is known of their doctrine, as one of the accidents
having correspondence with an existent, then we would be allowing
that time and temporal states could return to existence. But then there
would not be [one period] of time and another and hence no return of
the non-existent to existence.

The mind, however, rejects the notion that there are no different
periods of time in a manner that renders exposition unnecessary; all that
is said concerning this is deviation from peripatetic teaching.

19 Wiirtz, 113-114.

20 Alternatively, “essential parts,” “atomic parts,” and “core bodily matter.”.
2! Baraka, 292-293. Al-Taftazani (1950: 101-102) in his commentary on al-
NasafT’s creed states:

EENT3

[114] And the Quickening of the Dead (al-ba ‘th)/that is to say that
Allah quickens the dead from the grave by gathering their original parts
and restoring their spirits to them.

is a Reality/because of the statements of Allah, “Then on the Day of
Resurrection (vawm al-giyama) you will be quickened” (Qur’an 23:16),
and, “Say, ‘He who formed them at first will revive them’” (Qur’an
36:79). And there are many other decisive statutes which speak of the
Day when the bodies will be assembled.

The Philosophers denied the Quickening of the Dead on the basis that
the restoration of the non-existent thing (al-ma ‘dizm) with its substance
is impossible. Although there is no proof worthy of consideration for
their statement it does not harm the purpose [of the Quickening], for
our meaning is that Allah gathers the original parts of man and restores
the spirit to him, whether or not that is called the restoring of the



nonexistent thing with its substance. In this way their supposition falls
down, which is that if a man ate a man so that he became part of the
one who ate him, then those parts must be restored in both of them, and
that is impossible; or in one of them only, and thus the other is not
restored with all his parts. This [supposition falls down] because the
restored parts are the original parts continuing from the earliest of one’s
life until its end; and the parts eaten are superfluous in the eater and not
original.

Someone may object that this statement admits that there is
transmigration (al-tanasukh), for the second body is not the first [115]
because tradition relates of the people of the Garden that they are
without hair on their bodies and beardless, and ornamented with kuhl,
and that the molar tooth of one of the people of jahannam (Hell) is like
the mountain of Uhud. So from this it is seen that in every school of
thought [the idea of] transmigration has a firm footing. But we reply
that transmigration would only be necessary were the second body not
a creation out of the original parts of the first body. If anything like that
is called transmigration the dispute is only in the name; and there is no
proof that it is impossible to restore the spirit to such a body; but the
proofs rest on the fact of its reality, whether or not this is called
transmigration.

Al-Taftazant’s view is akin to resurrection as reassembly model. Allah
reassembles all bodies from the original sub-organic matter regardless of the
forms it takes subsequent to its decay or disintegration. The philosophers’
objection at core is that reassembly is tantamount to both reincarnation and
replication. Al-Taftazani’s response to the objection raised by the philosophers
is that the matter that constitutes the essential or primary parts of the body is a
sufficient condition for sameness of identity. There would be spatio-temporal
continuity between the original pre-mortem and created post-resurrected body
so long as a primary unit of matter from the original body was present. Thus, it
is not a necessary condition that the resurrected body have (numerically) the
exact same atoms, particles, simples or parts arranged in the same way. On the
cannibalism objection specifically, al-TaftazanT side-steps it by arguing that
Allah will reassemble the body from the matter that formed it up until the last
moment of death—irrespective of how it is digested or consumed subsequent to
the death. Put like, this, al-Taftazan1’s account of resurrection would be: (RB =
resurrected body):

RB! : a person’s body that is resurrected in the afterlife consists of all
and only those primary parts that composed the body at the point of
death.



RB? : a person’s body that is resurrected in the afterlife consists of parts
that composed the body during that person’s life.

22 ’m using “aim” and “purpose” synonymously.

2 Or recreates and/or restores them.

24 Or recompose and/or reconstitute them.

25 For Al-Ghazali’s resurrection model, see Al-Ghazali, al-Igtisad fi-I-I ‘tigad.
(Beirut-Damascus: Dar al-Qutayba, 2003): 155-156. It reads as follows:

If it is asked, “what do you say: are substances and accidents
annihilated and then both re-created or are the accidents alone
annihilated but not substances with the accidents re-created?” we will
reply that all of this is possible. There is no decisive proof in the Law
that specifies one of these possibilities over the other. One of these
possibilities is that the accidents are annihilated and the human body
remains, having the form of earth, for instance. Thus life, colour,
moistness, composition, shape, and other accidents pertaining to it
cease. The meaning of re-creating these [accidents] would be that they
themselves are restored to the body or replaced by new accidents
similar to them. For us, an accident does not subsist. Life is an accident,
and what is existent is at every hour another accident and a man is that
very man by virtue of his body. He is one not by virtue of his accidents,
for every accident is renewed and is not the previous accident. Hence it
is not a necessary condition for re-creation that the same accidents are
re-created. We mentioned this because some of our colleagues hold the
view that it is impossible to re-create the same accidents but this is false.
However, the arguments for its falsity are elaborate and there is no need
for discussing it given our aim here. The second possibility is that
bodies are annihilated as well [as the accidents], and then re-created by
being originated for a second time. If it is asked “in what way is the re-
created body different from the first and what is the meaning of your
statement that the re-created body is exactly the same as the first when
what is non-existent has no continuing essence or identity (‘ayn) which
would allow [an identical one] to be restored?” we will reply that: non-
existents (al-ma ‘diim) in Allah’s knowledge are divided into that which
had a previous existence and that which had no previous existence, in
the same way non-existence (‘adam) from eternity divides into that
which will have existence and that which Allah (Most High) knows will
have no existence. This division according to Allah’s knowledge cannot
be denied because God’s knowledge is complete and perfect and His
power is great and encompassing. The meaning of re-creating [the same
entity] is substituting the non-existence that was preceded by existence
with existence. The meaning of replica (mithl) is to originate existence
for a non-existence that had no previous existence. This is the meaning
of re-creating. So long as a body is able to persist and the issue reverts



back to renewing accidents that are replicas of the first ones, what the
Law [mentions] would be upheld and the problem of re-creating and
distinguishing the re-created thing from the first is resolved.
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27 On the metaphysics of bodily resurrection in Basran Mu tazilism, see the
analysis in Vasalou (2008: 157-180).
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Summarising from the 18" century Indian encyclopaedist al-Tahanawi,
Kamada (1995: 120) describes reincarnation (metempsychosis) as follows:



The rational soul reaches the sacred world (‘alam al-quds) when it frees
itself from bodily restrictions and attains perfection. On the contrary,
the soul which has not attained perfection is made to return to a human
body and transmigrates from one body to another until the soul reaches
its goal. The transmigration of souls limited to human bodies is called
naskh. Transmigration of souls downwards into animal bodies is called
maskh, raskh when souls go down to vegetative bodies, and faskh when
souls descend further into mineral bodies. Thus, souls are divided into
two groups: (1) those which ascend to reach the divine world, and (2)
those which descend to migrate into different bodies. Tahanawi
categorises souls with regard to the type of metempsychosis. The first
category is that of the perfect souls (nufiis kamila), which have reached
human bodies after their transmigration among various bodies and
attain enough perfection in both knowledge and morality to enter the
world of intelligence ( ‘alam al- ‘uqiil), free from bodies. The second is
that of the intermediate souls (nufiis mutawassita), which reach the
level of the celestial bodies and the imaginative forms (ashbah
mithaliyya) without attaining perfection. The third is that of the
deficient souls (nufiis nagisa), which remain in animal bodies.

See Shigeru Kamada, “Metempsychosis (a/-tanasukh) in Mulla Sadra’s
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