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he parable of The Wise Servant (Khidr) and Moses (Qur'an 18:60-68)

constitutes the basis for a theory in Sufi doctrine called ilm al-ladunn (lit.

the knowledge from His Presence, or divine inspiration received directly
from God). The Sufis considered the expression “whom We had taught knowledge
from Our Presence (ladunna)” as “a special kind of knowledge believed to be given
by God directly without an intellectual endeavor” and appropriated it for “God’s
saintly servants.” The Sufi exegetes interpreted ladunna (from Our Presence),
as “from the level of Exclusive Unity (ahadiyya) of Our Self” and developed an
independent theory of knowledge on the basis of this interpretation.' This theory
gradually gained acceptance among the scholarly circles, as in the case of al-Ghazzali
(d. 1111).2 However, the theologians in particular never stopped discussing and
questioning this theory in view of several points, including whether the inspiration
presented as the way of acquiring divine inspiration is the source of knowledge as
well as the conditions for validity of the knowledge gained thereby.? This theory
was mentioned intrinsically within the works of some Sufis and scholars during
the Ottoman period.* Moreover, it became the subject of an interesting scholarly
debate between two early eighteenth-century Ottoman scholars: Sacaklizade
Muhammad al-Mar‘ashi (d. 1732)° and ‘Alami Ahmad Efendi.®

According to Sagaklizade, the debate took place as follows: When Sacaklizade
began gaining fame after writing his Tartib al-‘ulum, he came across a treatise
written by ‘Alami Ahmad Efendi on some of his statements about divine inspiration.
He examined ‘Alami’s treatise, which ‘Alami claimed to have written so that “the

weak students would not be deceived by the words of the man from Mar‘ash” and

1 Mustafa Oztiirk, “Bilge Kul-Musa Kissasi ve slam Kiltiiriinde Hizir Mitosu,” Ondokuz Mayis Universitesi
[lahiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi 14-15 (2003), 275.

2 See Imam Gazali, Hak Yolcusuna Ogiitler (Ey Ogul/Eyyiihe’l-Veled)-Lediinni flim Risalesi, trans. Asim
Ciineyd Koksal (Istanbul: Buytiyen Ay Yayinlari, 2015), 80-94.

3 See Abdiilgaffar Aslan, “Kelam’da {Thamin Bilgi Degeri,” Siileyman Demirel Universitesi [lahiyat Fakiiltesi
Dergisi 20 (2008): 35-44.

4 See, for example, Davad el-Kayseri, Lediinni [lim ve Hakiki Sevgi, trans. Mehmet Bayrakdar (Istanbul:
Kurtuba Kitap, 2011), 37.

5 For Sagaklizade’s biography, see Findiklili Ismet Efendi, Tekmiletii’s-saka’ik fi hakki ehli’l-hakd’ik, haz.
Abdiilkadir Ozcan (Istanbul: Cagr1 Yayinlari, 1989), 50-52. For Sacaklizade’s views and works, see
Ibrahim Cetintas, “Sacaklizade ve Ilimleri Siniflandirmasi” (PhD Dissertation: Ankara Universitesi
Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, 2006).

6 Concerning ‘Alami Ahmed Efendi, the eighteenth-century biography writer Shaykhi Mehmed Efendi
says only that he left the Rawani Chalabi Madrasa in 1705 (Muharram 1117), which served at the
level of kharij, and then left Sahn-i Samaniya in 1711 (Shawwal 24, 1123). See Seyhi Mehmed Efendi,
Vekayi‘t'l-fudala, ed. Abdulkadir Ozcan (Istanbul: Cagr Yayinlari, 1989), II-11I, 291, 621.
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replied to it in his Risalat al-jawab, presumably written sometime after 1708.7 In
it, Sacaklizade not only clarified his words, but also responded to ‘Alami’s critiques.
Two separate copies of this seven-chapter treatise, written in Arabic, exist in the
Stleymaniye Library.®? However, we have not found al-‘Alami’s al-Ifham fi al-ilham®
in our catalogue search of Turkey’s manuscript libraries so far. In fact, this points
to an important insufficiency in view of conducting a comprehensive analysis of
the debate and especially learning about ‘Alami’s opinions. However, Sacaklizade
has at least eliminated this insufficiency by briefly mentioning ‘Alamf’s critiques in
his treatise. Hence, one can examine the debate on the basis of this treatise, which

we will seek to do in this article.

There are several reasons to study this debate. First of all, given that it is related
to “a source and a kind of knowledge” such as divine inspiration adopted primarily by
the Sufis and approached cautiously by the theologians, it includes some possibilities
that can help researchers determine these two scholars’ intellectual attitudes and
positions. Second, certain aspects of the debate (i.e. those related to epistemology,
the theory of knowledge, and methodology) found in Risalat al-jawab, if read as a
continuation of the attitude of “reckoning in relation to the predecessors,”® which

seeks to subject the “methodological integration” efforts' characterizing the

7 Sacaklizade gives this information in his treatise’s introduction. See Sacaklizade, Risalat al-jawab
(Sulaymaniye Library, Murad Molla, no.1835), 29a-38b. At its end are two different historical records:
“its fair copy was made (tabyid) in Shawwal 1141 (April-May 1729)” and “al-fagiru al-da‘ Yusuf sene
1142/1730 fi awa’il-i Dhu al-Hijjah” (June 1730). It is uncertain whether the first date belongs to
Sacaklizade or to the copyist. The treatise’s content contains an expression to signify the date of writing
as “The Shaykh of Ayasofya Shaykh Sulayman, the light of the time.” As Shaykh Sulayman served as
the Shaykh (preacher) of Ayasofya Mosque between Jumada al-Awwal 1120 (July-August 1708) and
Rabi‘ al-Akhir 1130 (February-March 1718) and died in 1722, it is possible that Sacaklizade wrote this
treatise sometime between 1708-18 or before 1722. For information about Shaykh Sulayman, see Seyht
Mehmed Efendi, Vekayi‘ii'I-fudald, ed. Abdiilkadir Ozcan (Istanbul: Cagr1 Yayinlari, 1989), II-I11, 678-80.

8 Besides the record given in footnote 7, the record of the treatise’s second copy is as follows: Sagaklizade,
Risalat al-jawab ‘an i‘tirad Ahmad ‘Alami (Sulaymaniye Library, H. Hiisnii Pasa, no. 631), 50b-56b.
9 Sacaklizade does not mention ‘Alami Ahmed Efendi’s treatise in Risdlat al-jawdb. Salim Qadduri al-Ha-

mad says that ‘Alami’s treatise is entitled Risdla al-ifham fi al-ilhdm, based on a copy at the Saddam Cen-
ter of Manuscripts (no. 10828/1). See Muhammed b. Abi Bakr al-Mar‘ashi al-mulaqqab bi-Sacaklizade,
Juhd al-mugqill, textual criticism and editing by Salim Qadduri al-Hamad (Amman: Daru ‘Ammar,
2001), 30.

10  For the claim that the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries came into prominence by means of a
critical evaluation of the methodological integration efforts in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries,
see Ibrahim Halil Ucer, “Islam Diistince Tarihi icin Bir Dénemlendirme Onerisi,” 35-37; Thsan Fazliogluy,
“Muhasebe Dénemi,” Islam Diisiince Atlas1, 111/1022-43; Thsan Fazlioglu, “Muhasebe Doénemi'nde
Nazarfi ilimler,” Islam Diisiince Atlasi, 111/1043-58.

11  For the assertion that the “methodological integration” efforts, which seeks to integrate the
methodologies of nazar and mushahada characterize Islamic thought during these centuries, see
Ibrahim Halil Uger, “Islam Distince Tarihi i¢in Bir Dénemlendirme Onerisi,” ed. ibrahim Halil Ucer,
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fifteenth and sixteenth centuries of Islamic thought to a critical reading, the debate
becomes crucial in determining the tendencies of Ottoman thought in particular
and of Islamic thought in general during the eighteenth century.

Here, we will briefly review the approaches in Islamic thought concerning
divine inspiration within the Khidr parable in general to make sense of the claims
set forth in this debate. After this, we will discuss ‘AlamT’s critique of Sacaklizade
and Sacaklizade’s answers to these critiques. Finally, these critiques and answers,
as well as other elements that attract our attention in Risalat al-jawab, will be
analyzed. In the appendix, Orkhan Musakhanov’s critical edition of Risalat al-
jawab will be given.

l. The Intellectual Background

The Khidr parable has been discussed from various perspectives.’> However, the
theory of divine inspiration grounded on it did not attract serious attention
among the researchers, even though this theory constitutes one of Sufism’s two
main principles.’® In fact, it is mentioned as a subject of discussion only in a few
general studies that examine this particular parable!* and briefly in some studies
on esoteric knowledge and the history of Sufism.*

One of the Sufis who developed this theory is Junayd al-Baghdadi (d. 910).
According to him, the knowledge of Presence that Prophet Moses learned from
Khidr and the esoteric knowledge known by Caliph ‘Ali is the same.'® Another Sufi
who mentions this theory is al-Qushayri (d. 1072), who interprets “we had taught
knowledge from Our Presence” (min ladunnd) and defines divine inspiration in his
Lata’if al-Isharat as follows:

Islam Diistince Atlas: (Istanbul: Konya B.B. Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 2017), 1/19-35; Omer Tiirker, “Yenilenme
Dénemi,” Islam Diisiince Atlasi, 11/498-515.

12 See, for example, Ahmet Yasar Ocak, Islam-Tirk Inanglarinda Hizir Yahut Hizir-Ilyas Kiiltii (Istanbul:
Kabala Yayincilik, 2012); Oztiirk, “Bilge Kul-Musa Kissasi,” 245-281.

13 Ocak, Hizir-Ilyas Kiilti, 85.

14 Oztirk, “Bilge Kul-Musa Kissasi,” 275; Ismail Albayrak, “Kur’an ve Tefsir A¢isindan Hizir Kissas1 ve
Ledtn {lmi,” in Kur'n ve Tefsir Arastirmalani-V (Islim Diisiincesinde Gayb Problemi-I), ed. Bedrettin
Cetiner (Istanbul: Ensar Negriyat, 2003), 200-10; Selahattin Akti, “Stfi Epistemolojinin Onemli
Dayanaklarindan Olan Hizir Kissasinin Kaynaklarina Dair Oryantalist Iddialar,” Canakkale Onsekiz
Mart Universitesi flahiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi 11 (2017), 49.

15  See, for example, Siileyman Uludag, “Batin lmi,” DIA 5 (1992), 188-89; Osman Tiirer, Ana Hatlaryla
Tasavvuf Tarihi (Istanbul: Atag Yayinlari, 2011), 211-16.

16  Uludag, “Batin flmi,” 188.
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This is a kind of knowledge gained through inspiration which comes from God and
which is attained without an effort of searching. The divine inspiration is the knowledge
by which God made his saints knowledgeable on matters beneficial for them; its benefit
is not peculiar only to its possessor; on the contrary, it is the knowledge that has
benefits for all servants in that it includes matters concerning the right of God; it is
the knowledge which is impossible to be denied by its possessor and is a proof for the
certainty of what its possessor sees.”

Dawud al-Qaysari (d. 1350), the first Ottoman mudarris and who adopted the
Sufi doctrine of the Oneness of Being (wahdat al-wujud), states that “the real elixir
of life denotes the divine inspiration from God the All-Aware and the Omniscient,
which flows over the sacred personalities those who have unveiled the veils of both
light and dark and are purified from the human defects.””® On the other hand,
inspiration is the knowledge of unveiling on the level of the heart, which exists in
the spiritual part of the knowledge of unveiling. This consists of two parts, namely,
the “formal (suwari) and spiritual (ma‘nawi). This sort of knowledge, the highest
level of the knowledge of unveiling, “comes from God in a special manner without
the intermediacy of an angel” and is given to “the saintly elite” (wali).*

Among the Sufis of the Ottoman period, the Khalwati Shaykh Niyazi-i Misri
(d. 1694) and the Jalwati Shaykh Isma‘il Haqqi Bursawi (d. 1725) also spoke of
the theory of divine inspiration. According to Misri, divine inspiration is called
“the knowledge of wardthah” and “the divine knowledge,” which Allah bestows
as a divine gift (wahb). One can attain this knowledge by being sincere through
practicing the Sharia, abstaining from ostentation (riya’), avoiding arrogance
and the love of worldly ranks and positions, and evading the absurdities.?* On
the other hand, Bursawi thinks that “we taught knowledge from Our Presence”
is specific to the knowledge of the Unseen and informing humanity about it by
God’s leave or to esoteric knowledge. He defines divine inspiration as a knowledge
“placed into the heart immediately without an outward factor” and states that it
is attained “by those saints who progressed on leading an ascetic life and who are

reverent.”?!

17  Abdulkerim el-Kuseyri, Kuran-1 Kerim Tefsiri, Letafiu’l-isdrat, trans. Mehmet Yalar (Istanbul: ilk Harf
Yaymlar, 2013), III/269-70.

18  Davad el-Kayseri, Lediinni lim, 37; cf. Mehmet Bayrakdar, Davild el-Kayseri (Istanbul: Kurtuba Kitap,
2009), 55.

19  Bayrakdar, David el-Kayseri, 56-58.

20  Ethem Cebecioglu, “Niyaz-1 Misri'ye Gére Hz. Musa ve Hizir Kissast: Cocugun Oldiiriilmesi,” Akademiar
Dergisi 1 (2016), 54-55.

21 Oztiirk, “Bilge Kul-Musa Kissasi,” 275.

123



basic elements: its main basis is the Khidr parable, divine inspiration is considered
a sort of knowledge directly given by God through inspiration, and this knowledge

NAZARIYAT

These statements show that the Sufi theory of divine inspiration has three

is appropriate only for saints.

As for the scholars’ approach to this theory, one of those who mentioned it is
al-Ghazzali (d. 1111), who, as Fakhr al-Din al-Razi states, wrote a treatise “on the
proof of divine inspiration.”?? The following views are quite elucidatory concerning

divine inspiration and inspiration:

22

23

24

Know that the human knowledge is attained in two ways: the human learning and the
divine learning... the second way is Divine teaching and it has two aspects. The first
one is to reveal... The inspiration is the universal soul’s warning (tanbih) the human
soul to the extent of the power of the latter’s attributes, its sufficiency for this and the
power of its capacity. The inspiration is an output of revelation; hence, the revelation
means putting forth the unseen state explicitly whereas the inspiration means putting
forth it in a veiled manner. The knowledge emanating from the revelation is called
the prophetic knowledge (‘ilm-i nabawi) and the one stemming from the inspiration
is called the divine inspiration. In view of its attainment, the divine inspiration is the
knowledge in which there is no intermediary between the soul and the Maker from
Nothing (al-Bari). This knowledge resembles to the light which is pure and unsullied,
and which reaches the subtle hearts from the niche of the unseen...”® The revelation
is the ornament of the prophets and the adornment of the saints... And the divine
inspiration can be attained by both the people of prophethood and of sainthood. Thus,
as Allah informs us, the case for Khidr is as follows: “We taught knowledge from Our
Presence” ... The truth of wisdom can be gained through the divine inspiration. One
who cannot attain this level cannot be wise... And those who reach at the level of divine
inspiration would be contented with the learning knowledge much and with the pains
and weariness of learning. They acquire knowledge less, they know much, get tired less
and rest much... On the other hand, the gate of inspiration is not closed and the light
of the universal soul did not cease... Although Allah closed the gate of revelation, He
opened the gate of inspiration out of His Mercy, He made the affairs concerning this
matter easy and divided them into levels... Know that the divine inspiration — which is
the flow of the inspiration light — occurs after the “levelling...”**

Fahruddin er-Razi, Tefsir-i Kebir/Mefatihu'l-Gayb, trans. Suat Yildirnm-Lutfullah Cebeci-Sadik Kilig-C.

Sadik Dogru (Istanbul: Huzur Yayin-Dagitim, 2013), XV, 222.

At the end of these sentences, al-Ghazzali says: “Revelation emerges from the flow (ifadha) of the

Universal Intellect and inspiration emerges from the lighting (ishrdg) of the universal soul.”

Gazali, Lediinni [lim Risalesi, 80-94. Ghazzali’s other definition of inspiration is as follows: “Some
knowledge not attained by learning from anyone or by deduction and gained without necessity rushes
into the intellect as if thrown from somewhere. This kind of acquiring knowledge is called inpiration.”
See Mehmet Vural, “Gazzali (6.505/1111)’nin Epistemolojisinde Sezgi ve fTham,” Tasavvuf: IImi ve

Akademik Aragtirma Dergisi 3/9 (2002), 183-84.
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Fakhr al-Din al-Razi (d. 1210), another scholar who expounded this theory,
wrote in his Mafatih al-Ghayb:

“The expression ‘We taught knowledge from Our Presence’ in the verse points at the
fact that the knowledge possessed by that servant is the one gained from Allah without
intermediacy. The Sufis called the knowledge attained through unveiling (mukashafa) as
the divine inspiration (‘ilm-i ladunni)”

According to al-Razi, the “quintessential part” in this matter is as follows:

the knowledge in the form of verification (tasdiq) or envisagement (tasawwur) can be
attained either by theoretically (nazari) or by acquisition (kasbi). There are two kinds
of the practical (‘amali) way. The first one is to listen to the theoretical and axiomatical
(badihi) knowledge and try to collect them. This way is called theory (nazar) or
contemplation (tafakkur). The second one is the way of one’s striving to weaken his/her
faculties of sense (hiss) and imagination (the soul) by means of various ascetic discipline
(riyadat) and spiritual struggles (mujahada). When they are weakened, the intellectual
faculty increases and the divine light in the substance of the intellect shines forth; a
kind of knowledge takes place without the effort of contemplation and pondering, and
the knowledge becomes perfect. And this is called the divine inspiration.”

One of the scholars who put this theory on his agenda is Ibn Taymiyya (d.
1328), who holds that divine inspiration is the knowledge “that Allah manifested
(fath) within the hearts of His reverent saints and sincere servants. The reason for
bestowing this knowledge exclusively upon them is that the people who have this
quality purify their hearts from what displeases Allah and do that which pleases
Him.”?® According to Ibn Taymiyya, inspiration, which is also called unveiling
(kashf) and discernment (firasa), is a way of acquiring knowledge that enables one
to hear what is not heard by another, to see what is not seen by another, and to
know what is not known by another. This path “becomes manifest in one in the
form of knowledge, speaking, assumption, belief, love, wish, and an act; thus,
the heart is inclined to what is true, explicit, and intelligible.” But inspiration is
not the most reliable way to true knowledge, for that type of knowledge might
contain aspects that violate the Quran and Sunnah. If this is not the case with the
knowledge that comes to the heart, then it is valid. Such knowledge does not allow
one to go beyond the Islamic law (Sharia).”” Some ‘@bids (worshippers) adopted

25  For al-Razi’s view and those that explain it, see er-Razi, Tefsir-i Kebir, XV, 222-23.

26  Takiyytuddin ibn Teymiyye, “Zahir ve Batin {lmine Dair bir Risale,” trans. Mustafa Oztiirk-Ali Bolat,
Tasavvuf: IImi ve Akademik Arastirma Dergisi 11/6 (2001), 283.

27  Emrah Kaya, “Tasavvufun ve Epistemolojik Bir Ara¢ Olarak {lhamin Ibn Teymiyye Diistincesindeki
Yeri,” Cumbhuriyet Ilahiyat Dergisi 20/1 (2016), 27-29.

125



NAZARIYAT

the approaches of Batinis, those who “argue that they might attain God without
following the Holy Prophet” on certain matters. Their claims, which suggest that
the lawfulness of Khidr’s going beyond the Sharia is also possible for the saints
by citing the Khidr parable as a proof, is an explicit error because Khidr never did
this. Moreover, this parable only denotes the fact that not everyone may know
the proof. In this respect, neither the general public nor the spiritual elite has any
choice but to follow and obey the Sharia both outwardly and inwardly.?®

Ibn Khaldan (d. 1406) also mentions this theory in his Shifa’ al-sa’il li-tahdhib
al-masad’il. After classifying knowledge as either “acquired” (kasbi) or “bestowed”
(wahbi), he places divine inspiration in the second category by referring to the
verse “We taught knowledge from Our presence” as if it were another version of
al-Ghazzali’'s aforementioned views.?® He then writes about how inspiration comes
and whether this path is reliable or not. According to these statements, confirming
and affirming such knowledge is almost a matter of conscience. That which explicitly
points to its reliability and witnesses its validity is the state of dream.

Although al-Ghazzali’s illustration of a pool, according to which knowledge
approaches the spirit from two directions, and the illustration of Indian and
Chinese artists are not powerful enough to be proof for everyone, “it is as a precise
proof for those who have an unshaken delight, a profound discernment and
commonsense.” However, the Sufis have no more explicit evidence than dream to
prove the possibility of attaining knowledge through inspiration and the validity
of its existence. Divine inspiration is a kind of knowledge “that emerges within the
heart as a secret through an unusual cause in the outer world.” Numerous evidences
indicate the possibility of this knowledge and “such matters were observed among
many Companions, those who came after them (the Tabi‘un) and also among who

came after them.”®°

These scholars follow the Sufis’ claims or agree with this theory’s basic elements,
such as the existence of a kind of knowledge called “divine inspiration,” that this
knowledge is based on the Khidr parable, is unique to the saints, and is attained
by spiritual exercises (riyadit). Whether inspiration, which is defined as the arrival
path of divine inspiration, is a source of knowledge, as well as the conditions
according to which such knowledge is taken into consideration, disagreements

28  Ibn Teymiyye, “Zahir ve Batin,” 300; cf. Kaya, “Ibn Teymiyye,” 27-29.
29  Ibn Khaldun’s definition differs from that of al-Ghazzali, for he says divine inspiration emerges by
“blowing into the heart.”

30 Ibn Haldun, Tasavvufun Mahiyeti (Sifau’s-sdil li-tehzibi'l-mesail ve Mukaddimede Tasavvuf IImi), ed.
Siilleyman Uludag (Istanbul: Dergah Yayinlari, 1998), 107-12.
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occur between the Sufis and some of these scholars and between these scholars
and others and/or the theologians.

The Sufis, who introduced the theory of divine inspiration, view it as the way
to acquire divine inspiration in the form of a source of knowledge, provided that
it is a separate argument (hujja) or has its proofs in the Quran and Sunnah. For
example, the Hanafi jurist ‘Ald’ al-Din al-Samarqandi (d. 1144) states that one
group of Sufis regards inspiration as an argument in itself on the same level as
“reflection” (nazar) or “deduction” (istidlal) concerning the judgments (ahkdm).*
By the same token, it is also stated that Ibn Taymiyya said “the authentic (sahih)
inspirations are accepted as proofs” by the people of delight and the ecstatic ones,
as well as people of unveiling (kashf) and those of spiritual address (mukhataba).*?
Moreover, Sufis such as Harith al-Muhasibi, Dhu-l-nan al-Misri, Aba Yazid
al-Bistami, and Abu Sa‘id al-Kharraz considered inspiration “the main source
of knowledge beyond sense, received knowledge (khabar) and the intellect.”®?
According to Hac1 Bayram Bager’s analysis concerning some works on Sufism, such
as al-Qushayri’s al-Risala, al-Sarraj’s al-Luma’, and Hakim Tirmidhi’s al-Bayan al-
Farq, Sufis divided the knowledge that emerged in the heart into various classes
such as “Lawd’ih-tawali“~lawami’, bawadih-hawajim, khawdtir, ‘awdrid, tawarigq,
qadih, wagi‘. Because such knowledge might be angelic, pertain to the soul, or be
satanic, they said the wdrid that has no proof or witness from the Quran and the
Sunnah, the most important principles, should be rejected.?* It should be added
to Bager’s statement that when the expressions used by al-Hujwiri to differentiate
gnosis (ma'rifa) from inspiration (ilhadm) are taken into account, this principle set
forth by the Sufis is meant not for the knowledge gained through the witnessing
(mushahada) method, which is said to be the “furthest level of unveiling,” but for
the knowledge/inspiration that approaches the heart through the method of an
unveiling at a lower level, like disclosure (mukdshafa).®

31  Sagaklizade, Risdlat al-jawdb, 30ab. cf. Birsin, “Fikih Ustlinde iTham,” 252.

32  Aslan, “Kelam’da {Tham,” 31.

33 Yusuf Sevki Yavuz, “flham,” DIA 22 (2000): 98.

34  Haa Bayram Bager, Seriat ve Hakikat: Tasavvufun Tesekkiil Siireci (Istanbul: Klasik Yaynlari, 2017), 182-
83, 207.

35 Resat Ongoren, “Bir Bilgi Kaynag Olarak Tasavvufta Kesfin Degeri,” Istanbul Universitesi Ilahiyat
Fakiiltesi Dergisi 5 (2002): 87. Concerning the Sufis’ denominations and classifications of the knowledge
gained through unveiling and inspiration in various forms, according to their levels of clarity and
certainty as well as their statements that the clarity, certainty, and reliability level each of them is
different and the authority of each one is diverse, see Siileyman Uludag, “Gaybin Bilinmesinde Kesf ve
ilhamin Roli,” in Kur'an ve Tefsir Aragtirmalari-VI (Islam Diisiincesinde Gayb Problemi-II), ed. Bedrettin
Cetiner (Istanbul: Ensar Negriyat, 2004), 282.
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Unlike these approaches, many theologians, among them the Mu'tazilite
Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar (d. 1025), dismiss inspiration as a source of knowledge.*
The Ash‘arite theologian Abu al-Hasan al-Ash‘ari (d. 935) states that objective
knowledge cannot be attained through any source such as “inspiration, dream,
narration (tahdith) and divine inspiration,” whereas Ibn Farak (d. 1015) says that
inspiration cannot be a certain source of knowledge.*” Among the Maturidis, Imam
Maturidi (d. 944) states that one can attain knowledge on some special occasions
through inspiration, but that any claims made by those other than the prophets
cannot be considered proofs of its validity because they might have originated from
Satan. As a result, inspiration is far away from being a way of gaining knowledge.
Abu al-Yusr al-Pazdawi (d. 1100) says that any claim made by such people is
devoid of proof. Abu al-Mu‘in al-Nasafi (d. 1114) states that inspiration cannot
be a source of knowledge as regards Islam, because any inspiration that comes to

38 ¢

someone does not bind another.*® ‘Umar al-Nasafi (d. 1142) argues that inspiration

is not “a means of gaining knowledge on knowing the authenticity of something
according to people of truth.”®® The Ottoman scholar Kamalpashazada (d. 1534)
states that one’s knowledge of Allah’s Existence and His Attributes is “reflective
and deductive” knowledge, the inspiration of the saints cannot be considered a
means of knowledge, and that this can be binding for the saints but cannot be a

certain proof for others.*

According to Mehmet Birsin’s evaluations, the jurists considered the possibility
that inspiration could arrive to those who are not prophets are principally
admissible. However, there are two opinions as to whether inspiration is a proof or

not. According to the first one, inspiration is a proof, but only for the person who

36  Aslan, “Kelam’da {Tham,” 33.

37  Ibid., 36. The Asharite scholar ‘Abd al-Qadir al-Baghdadi admits that “inspiration contributes to direct
the feelings concerning arts of the people who have special talents. According to Aslan, however,
this “should not mean al-Baghdadi admits that the certain knowledge which can be used within the
religious domain depend on the inspiration and he accepts the inspiration as an independent source
of knowledge.” Sayf al-Din al-Amidi (d. 1233) does not consider the inspiration as one of the sources
of knowledge. But he treats inspiration in view of ma'ifatullah/knowledge of God and says that
knowledge is attained through it.” Ibid., 37, 40.

38  Aslan, “Kelam’da [lham,” 41-44.

39  According to al-Taftazani, who interprets al-Nasafi’s remark to mean that inspiration “is not a means
of gaining knowledge for everyone, it is not appropriate to be used as a proof against others,” “there
is no doubt that the knowledge emerges through inspiration. There are the sayings of the Prophet
concerning this matter. There are anecdotes narrated from many of the salaf on this matter.” See
Taftazani, Kelam Ilmi ve Islam Akaidi (Serhu’l-akaid), ed. Sileyman Uludag (Istanbul: Dergah Yayinlari,
1999), 121.

40  Saymn Dalkiran, Ibn Kemal ve Diigiince Tarihimiz (Istanbul: OSAV Yayinlari, 1997), 114.
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is inspired. While his/her acting in accord with it is obligatory (wajib), he/she is
prohibited from inviting others to it. According to ‘Ala’ al-Din al-Samarqgandi, this is
the opinion of the majority of the scholars. Ibn Amir H3j states that some scholars
such as al-Suhrawardi, al-Razi, and Ibn al-Sabbagh hold this view. According to
the second view, the inspiration is a proof neither for one who is inspired nor
for any other person. Some Hanafi methodologists such as al-Jassas, al-Dabusi,
Ibn al-Humam and also Ibn Hazm are among those who hold this view. Ibn Amir
Haj says that this view is the favoured one (mukhtar). These views show that the
methodologists do not regard the inspiration as an absolute source of knowledge,
attribute no function to it when determining and altering a legal judgement, and
appropriate to it a function that affects the personal preference only in the domain
of permissibility (jawaz).**

Il. Sacaklizade’s Views on Divine Inspiration and ‘Alami’s Critiques

In Tartib al-‘ulim, where he deals with the classification of sciences, Sacaklizade
gives the following brief information on divine inspiration under the title of “the
authority of the moral science”:

As for the divine inspiration- which, as you see, is something other than the science of
Sufism- it is also called as the science of inward, unveiling, mawhiba, secrets, concealed,
wardtha and truth (haqiqa). This science is what al-Razi mentions in his al-Tafsir al-Kabir
as follows: “The Sufis call the knowledge gained through unveiling as divine inspiration.”
Al-Razi means that this naming is made on the basis of the following verse, “We had
taught knowledge from Our Presence (min ladunni).” Al-Kawashi interprets this verse
as follows: “It is the knowledge of the inward and it is the divine inspiration.” In al-
Madarik, it is stated that “It is the knowledge of informing about the unseen.” And I say:
It denotes what Allah taught Khidr; -as you will see later on- not about the knowledge of
the inward in an absolute meaning. The science of unveiling cannot be acquired through
learning and teaching; it is acquired through struggling (mujahada) which is ordained
by Allah to find the true path. Thus, Allah says “As for those who strive for Us. We shall
surely guide them in our ways.” And in one Hadith, it is stated that “Allah will bestow
the knowledge of what they know not for those who practice with what they know... On
the opposite side of the divine inspiration exist the science of sharia, the science of the
outward and the science of obligations (mu‘amalat).”*

41  Birsin, “Fikih Usaliinde ilham,” 253-55, 264.

42 Sacaklizade, Tartib al-‘ulim, textual criticism and editing by Muhammad b. Isma‘l al-Sayyid Ahmad
(Beirut: Dar al-Basha'ir al-Islamiyya, 1988), 171-172; cf. Sacaklizade, Tertibii'l-‘ulim, trans. Zekeriya
Pak-M. Akif Ozdogan (Kahramanmarag: Ukde Kitapligi, 2009), 203-04.
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Under the title of “Is the science of Inward against the science of Outward?”
he makes the following statements, which are related to his aforementioned words

and certain parts of which are criticized by ‘Alami:

(....) It should be said in this case that the unlawful things those appear as lawful for
them is due to the emergence of a secret reason that would make them lawful. The
law maker’s making something unlawful is provided that the reason which makes the
thing lawful should appear. However, the law maker made that thing unlawful for his
servants absolutely and did not speak of the mentioned condition in that its occurrence
is rare. The example of this situation is the occurrence of reason which would render it
lawful for Khidr to make a hole in the ship and slay the child. That these two things are
lawful for Khidr is against the fact that the Prophet prohibited to give harm another
one and slay an innocent child for his umma absolutely. However, in view of the law
maker, there are conditions those would restraint these two prohibitions. Thus, the
first prohibition is made bound by a condition and is peculiar to those who do not know
that it would serve to eliminate a greater harm in view of the person who is harmed
[gloss: concerning the words “is pecular to those who do not know,” al-Baydawi says
“It is reported from Ibn ‘Abbas that Najda al-Haruri wrote to him and asked: How did
Khidr slay the child? Did the Prophet (PBUH) forbid slaying the children?” and we wrote
the following words in return: “If you know what Moses’ wise one knew concerning the

situation of the children, you also have the right to slay them. (Sagaklizade)] ...”**

According to Sagaklizade’s narrations in his Risdlat al-jawdb, ‘Alami made three
fundamental critiques against these opinions quoted from Tartib al-‘ulum. The first
critiqueis his aforementioned statement: “That these two things are lawful for Khidr
is against the fact that the Prophet prohibited harming another one and slaying an
innocent child for his umma absolutely. However, in view of the Lawmaker, there
are conditions that would restrain these two prohibitions” ... “the restraint (taqyid)
of this absolute nass with the inspiration is not something uttered by anyone that
we know among the people of truth as it is the case with the man from Mar‘ash
who fabricated lie.”** According to this, it seems that ‘Alami accused Sacaklizade in
his first critique by “restraining the absolute nass with inspiration.

‘AlamT’s second critique concerns Sacaklizade’s approach to the precept (hukm)
of acting in accord with inspiration. Probably he accused Sagaklizade of claiming
that doing so is determined by consensus (ijjma’) in his Tartib al-‘ulam-based on the
Khidr parable.

43 Sacaklizade, Tartib al-‘ulum, 174-75; cf. Tertibii'l-‘ulim, 206.
44 Tbid,, 35a.
45  Ibid., 35ab.
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His third critique is about his sentence in Tartib al-ulam: “The unlawful things
those appear as lawful for them is due to the emergence of a secret reason that
would make them lawful.” According to what Sagaklizade stated, ‘Alami understood
“a secret reason that would make them lawful” as “it is appropriate to be a reason;
however, the Lawmaker did not make it a reason (‘illa) for the judgment (hukm) due
to its secrecy.” He then rendered the following sharp judgement by mentioning the
malice (mafsada) of this: “This is the sophistry of the Qaramita and opens the gate
of blasphemy (ilhad)....*¢

Besides all of these, having examined Sacaklizade’s need for answer, we concur
that ‘Alami launched another (but indirect) critique due to his inclusion of a

narration from Imam al-Yafii.

Imam al-Yafi1 says in Rawd al Rayahin: “Things those emanate from the Sufis and are
against the outward knowledge is performed by them either during the state of spiritual
ecstasy (sakr) and unintentionally — and in this case, they are not responsible — or there

is an esoteric interpretation of their deeds which is known only by the esoteric scholars
47

just as it is the case with the parable of Moses and Khidr.

As Sacaklizade stated, ‘Alami objected to Imam al-Yafi7s approach of
“attributing two options” in the aforementioned quotation (‘ald hasri tardid al-
Yafi') by quoting the renowned salafi scholar Ibn Taymiyya: “To be inerrant or
sinless is not a condition of being a saint; on the contrary, it is permissible (ji’iz)
for some religious knowledge to remain secret from him.”*® Thus, it seems that
‘Alami implied that Imam al-Yafi'i thought directly, and that Sagaklizade thought
indirectly, that a saint could not sin. He also implied that they wanted to legitimate
all of the saints’ acts that violate the outward science through inspiration and

called attention to this effort’s impropriety.

Sacaklizade’s text contains critiques of ‘Alami. At the beginning of his
treatise, he stated that ‘Alami criticized his words in Tartib al-ulum “as if without
thinking profoundly and precipitately at first glance (fi awa’il al-nazar), whereas he

“contemplated over ‘Alami’s treatise and wrote down answers to the objections.”*

46 Tbid,, 37ab.

47  Sacaklizade, Tertibi'l-‘ulum, 207.

48  Sacaklizade, Risalat al-jawab, 37b-38b.
49  Ibid., 29b.
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Ill. Sacaklizade’s Answers to ‘Alami’s Critiques

Before examining Sacaklizade’s answers, we want to give an outline of the views he
expressed in his Risalat al-jawdb concerning “divine inspiration” and “inspiration,”
as these views, which are not found in Tartib al-‘ulim, will help readers understand
what Sagaklizade thinks about the matter and better comprehend his answers.

According to what Sacaklizade said — based on the information contained
in ‘Ald’ al-Din Muhammad bin Ahmad al-Samarqandi’s (d. 1144) al-Mizan — the
inspiration called “the witnessing of the heart” is to the meaning into the heard
(ilqa’) through effusion (fayd), namely, the creation of meaning in the heart. Allah
creates inspiration without the intermediacy of the soul or Satan. This is the true
and “real inspiration; it is called the secret revelation” for the prophets and irshad
or hidaya for the rest. Or Allah creates it with the intermediacy of either the soul or
Satan anditbecomes “batil” or “daldla” In this case, itis called “waswasa, ighwa, idlal.”
Although inspiration comprises both, according to the custom (‘urf) it is specific
to the former. Of course, the inspiration of the prophets is true and denotes the
knowledge concerning what is inspired without reflection and deduction for them;
it is called “the secret revelation.” However, the inspiration for Muslims other than
the prophets is controversial, for one group of Sufis regard it as a proof separate
from the reflection and deduction concerning the judgment (ahkam), whereas
“according to those who are called Jafariyya among the Rafidis,” there is no proof
other than inspiration. For “the people of the truth” (ahl-i Haqq), the inspiration in
question can be a proof only after reflection and deduction.®

According to Sagaklizade, there are three proofs about the truth and falseness
of the inspiration that comes: legal (shar), intellectual (‘agli), and ordinary (‘adz).”
The first two are well-known; the third one is the opening of the bosom (sadr) by
eliminating any hesitation about the inspiration’s truthfulness after contemplation
for the inspiration to come, and the contraction (ingibad) of the bosom by the
formation of the hesitation thereof. In other words, removing the doubt about the
things that come to the mind, the soul’s contentment with it, and the opening of
the bosom for it testify the truth of that which comes (wdrid); the opposite testifies
its falseness (batil), which is also called the ordinary proof (the murdqaba of the
saints). In such a situation, opening the bosom would be possible only for the
saints. The contentedness of the saint’s soul marks the truth of what is placed into

50  Ibid., 30ab.

51  Asfaras we understand from his definition, what Sacaklizade meant by the ordinary (‘adi) proof might
be ‘Ubayd Allah al-Samarqandr’s “the muraqaba of the saints.”
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his/her heart. If the soul is discontented with that which comes and the bosom is
closed to it, it is not the real one (ghayr-i sadiq).”> But acting in accord with divine
inspiration or inspiration denotes acting upon an inspiration for which a legal or
intellectual proof does not attest, and it is attested by — the ordinary - proof. Such
acting is of two kinds: the inspiration of the judgment of something pertaining to
independent reasoning (ijtihdadi) to the saint, concerning which no independent
reasoning was fulfilled before, and the inspiration of legal reason to the saint for
a judgment. One who falls into heedlessness about those inspirations that have
no legal or intellectual proof knows the truth of the inspiration only through the
ordinary proof (the murdqaba of the saints).”® It is not permissible for the majority
toactin accordance with the inspiration. According to the records narrated from Ibn
Taymiyya’s al-Furgan bayna awliya’ al-Rahman wa awliya’ al-Shaytan in a collection
copied by Shaykh Sulayman, Ibn Taymiyya’s path implies that the parable of Khidr
is the law of Prophet Muhammad and indicates the “necessity” (wujib) of acting in
accordance with the inspiration.>*

Sacaklizade expresses these opinions briefly in Risdlat al-jawab. We now move
on to his answers to ‘Alamf’s critiques. Related to ‘Alamf’s first critique, Sacaklizade
states that he mentioned the first sentence as an explanation of Najda al-Haruri’s
question, and the second one as the explanation of the dialogue between Najda al-
Haruri and Ibn ‘Abbas, narrated from al-Baydawi, as the proof of this question and
answer at the gloss (hdshiya) in Tartib al-‘ulum. For him, it is quite surprising to be
accused of “conditioning the absolute principles of the Quran and Sunnah (nass)
with the inspiration” by ‘Alami due to the mentioned words. For, it is obvious that
the conditioning in his word is with the parable of Khidr. In this respect, “this claim

of ‘Alami is a ‘slander.”®

Concerning ‘Alami’s second critique, that he allegedly asserted consensus
(ijma‘) has been reached to act in accord with the inspiration, Sacaklizade says
that to do so suggests that the parable of Khidr is based on - though against the
minority among the Shafi‘ites — the law of Prophet Muhammad, is the scholars’
general opinion. He also states that he never made such a claim and thus ‘Alamf’s
criticism, which is based on quoting the opinions of Shafi‘ite scholars like al-Subki
and al-Bulgini, who disagree on the matter, is meaningless. For Sagaklizade, the

52 Sacaklizade, Risdletii’l-cevab, 31ab.
53  Ibid., 32a-33a.
54  Tbid., 33b-34a.
55  Ibid., 34b-35a.
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negative particular preposition is opposed to the positive universal preposition,
not to the positive particular preposition; however, no such universality exists
in his words.*® That is to say, this specific critique is groundless because he never
claimed that acting in accordance with inspiration has been proven via consensus.

As for Sacaklizade’s answer to the third critique, he says what he meant by “a
secret reason” is “the legal-unseen reason that is not signified by any proof.” The
analogy he made by the Khidr parable is the strongest indication of this, for if Khidr
is “prophet” — which is the most probable possibility — then the reason he mentions
is certainly the “legal reason,” in that he is law maker. If he is a “saint,” then even
mentioning his act as a reason, which is not acknowledged in his Prophet’s law,
would be very unlikely. In other words, what matters here is the “legal reason.”
Then the claims of ‘Alami, such as “The Qarmati sophistry” and “the gate of heresy”
are “grave slanders.” Sagaklizade even states that he would complain about ‘Alami
in “the court of Hereafter” due to these slanders.”’

Apart from these answers, Sacaklizade seems to have needed to reply to two
of ‘Alamfi’s expressions, which are in a sense indirect critiques, that seem to be
proclaimed in the latter’s al-Ifham fi al-ilham. In this respect, he first quoted
the following statement in his treatise: “Inspiration is relied on only after one
knows its correspondence to the intellectual and legal proof; thus, the knowledge
concerning the truth of inspiration is either with the intellectual or legal proof.
For this reason, the inspiration of the saints cannot be deemed divine inspiration.”
He continues: “It is quite surprising that in his treatise he narrated from Sharh al-
tahrir [of Ibn Amir H3j] the signs according to which the opening of the bosom
and an opponent belonging to another thought should not hinder - that is to
say, the sign of the real, true inspiration.” It appears that Sagaklizade narrates
these expressions as ‘Alami’s statements and then presents his own evaluation of
this matter. For him, the sign in question can be relied on only in the absence of
a legal and intellectual proof for the inspiration. Furthermore, when inspiration
becomes a proof for the saint in the absence of any legal and intellectual evidence
concerning the inspiration, it is only with the “piety” (diydna), not with the
“outward” nature of the Sharia.®®

Second, Sacaklizade answers ‘Alami’s statements about his aforementioned
quotes from Imam al-Yafi7in his Tartib al-‘ulim concerning the outward knowledge

56  Ibid., 35ab.
57  Ibid., 36b-37b.
58  Ibid., 32b-33a.
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that emanates from the Sufis. According to him, Imam al-YafiT’s approach depends
on his good intentions for the Sufis. But these good intentions do not mean that
they are sinless. Moreover, the saint must, of necessity, have good intentions, as
stated in al-Madarik. In these expressions, Imam al-YafiT meant those imams who
are famous for their “sainthood,” such as Bayazid-i Bistami, Junayd al-Baghdadi,
Abu Bakr Shibli, Ibrahim b. Adham, and those mentioned in al-Qushayri’s Risala.
Al-Qushayri also praised them at the beginning of this work due to the necessity
for the Sufis to have good intentions.”® In other words, he says that ‘Alamfi’s claims
on this matter are false because he claimed that a saint cannot sin. Sacaklizade puts

an end to his words with this last answer concerning ‘Alamf’s critques.

IV. The Analysis of Their Claims, Opinions, and Sources of
Those Opinions

The claims and opinions of Sacaklizade and ‘Alami portrayed so far should be
analyzed, first of all, in view of their intellectual framework or mentality. The first
thing to be said in this regard is that they basically disagree on two issues. The first
one is whether the Khidr parable can be considered a proof. In his first critique of
Sacaklizade, ‘Alami interprets Khidr’s making a hole in the ship and slaying the
child, as narrated in the Quran, as acting in accord with inspiration and claims
that the absolute doctrine or (nass), according to which the Prophet prohibits
harming others and slaying an innocent child by means of inspiration for his
umma absolutely,” cannot be conditioned. In response, Sa¢aklizade claims that the
“conditioning” here is not by inspiration, but by the parable. Thus, ‘Alami points
to inspiration as a proof deduced from the parable of Khidr, whereas Sa¢aklizade
refers to the parable itself, which denotes a proof that appears to be different but
the same in nature for conditioning. In fact, one can say that they do not disagree
on the basis of the proof by means of which some type of conditioning is made. So,
from where does this disagreement emerge? To answer this question, we look at

the details of Sacaklizade’s opinions.

According to what Sagaklizade said, the renowned scholar al-Baydawi based
Khidr’s acts on the universal precept that “it is necessary to be ascribed the lesser
(ahwan) one in case of the encounter (ta‘drud) of two harms.” This precept is

acknowledged in Prophet Muhammad’s laws, regardless of this parable, as well as

59  Ibid., 37b-38b.
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in the other laws. However, there is a nuance concerning the universal precept:
When the encounter of two harms is known by sensual (hissi), intellectual (‘agli) or
legal (shar) proof, there is no dissent between the laws concerning the necessity
of choosing the lesser harm. However, when the encounter is known through
inspiration and unveiling, as it is the case with this parable, the necessity choosing
the lesser harm is acknowledged in the law of Khidr through the parable’s proof,
based on the principle that “when Allah or His Messengers tell about the law of the
previous ones without disclaiming, it is the law of our own Prophet according to
the majority of the Hanafis and the Shafiis” in the methodology. In this respect,
a majority of the scholars say that inspiration is a proof by the evidence of the
parable of Khidr, for whom inspiration comes; however, the minority states that it
is not lawful to act in accord with it.%°

Although it is clear from these statements that what Sa¢aklizade meant by
the expression of “the proof of the Khidr parable” in the context of the universal
precept of “the necessity of being ascribed the lesser one (ahwan) in case of the
encounter (ta‘arud) of two harms,” the knowledge of the situation mentioned in
this precept seems to be inspiration that, in the final analysis, is gained by “the
inspiration and unveiling.” They also differ over deducing inspiration as a proof
from this parable. As a matter of fact, their dispute might have been about the
authenticity level of the proof of inspiration. However, if we act prudently and
think of the “proof of the parable of Khidr” expression separately from inspiration,
as Sac¢aklizade proclaimed, then it would be related to “the authenticity level of the
proof of the parable of Khidr.” As stated earlier, Sacaklizade’s approach is that the
proof of this parable or inspiration as a proof is also valid in the law of Prophet
Muhammad. However, ‘Alami’s approach seems to state that inspiration and act
(or the proof of this parable) in the parable is specific to the event, namely, to
Khidr himself, and thus cannot be used as a proof to condition an absolute nass.
In this respect, Sagaklizade states in another critique that ‘Alami brings the views
of some Shafi1 scholars, such as al-Subki and al-Bulqini, into question concerning
the impossibility of acting in accord with this parable. If ‘Alami does not share
this opinion, then the only possibility is that he either thinks it is improbable to
deduce the conclusion of “conditioning the doctrine” from the dialogue between
Ibn ‘Abbas and Najda, unlike the claim of Sacaklizade, or thinks that Sacaklizade’s
opinion concerning inspiration is so broad to reach to the point of “conditioning
the nass” (i.e., he sees inspiration as a proof that would condition the nass).

60  Ibid., 33b-34a.
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The second difference is in which circumstances one can act in accord with
inspiration as a proof within the framework of proofs as to whether the [particular]
inspiration is right or wrong.

In fact, both the parable and the different approaches to inspiration’s degree of
authenticityis, in onerespect, nothing other than the exteriorization of the different
ideas. In other words, these scholars’ conflicts depend on which circumstances one
can act in accord with inspiration as a proof or even what divine inspiration and
inspiration mean. Sacaklizide claims that there are three proofs concerning the
inspiration whether it is true of false; to act in accord with divine inspiration means
to act in accord with an inspiration which no legal and intellectual proofs attest,
but is attained by an ordinary proof (the muraqaba of the saints); it is attested
by the ordinary proof and the usage of this proof as evidence is unique to the
saints. However, the statements narrated by Sacaklizade, presumably from ‘Alami,
indicate that one can rely on inspiration only after knowing its correspondence with
a legal and intellectual proof, that knowledge concerning the inspiration’s truth
can be gained only through one of these proofs, and the inspiration of the saints
cannot be counted as divine inspiration. In other words, ‘Alami does not consider
ordinary proof as one of the proofs that determine the value of the information
or the inspiration and thus excludes the authority gained through inspiration by
the saints, who are considered as the sole users of this proof. Although Sacaklizade
implies that ‘Alami accepts this proof by stating that he conveyed the sign of real
inspiration (i.e., the characteristics of inspiration known by ordinary proof by
means of quoting from ‘Alami’s Sharh al-Tahrir), the clear statements above show
that this is not incisive. Therefore, one can say that these scholars differed over the
meaning of inspiration: Sacaklizade considers real inspiration as something whose
information value can be measured by ordinary proof, whereas ‘Alami thinks it can
be measured only by legal and intellectual proofs.

This differentiation is certainly an important indication with regard to
Sacaklizade and ‘Alami’s intellectual structure. What conclusions can be drawn
from this if one takes this indication as a starting point? In other words, what do
their different views correspond to in the history of Islamic thought?

Answering this question requires an analysis of the opinions of Sufis and
scholars on which conditions one can rely on the knowledge gained through
inspiration. According to some information found in the literature, those Sufis
who view inspiration as a separate proof — a natural result of the divine inspiration
theory — think that its validity is determined by the saints who are, possibly, its
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object,’! whereas some think that it can be determined according to whether a
proof or a witness from the Quran or Sunna (the legal proof) exists.®

The scholars have different perspectives. For example, the Maturidi theologian
Abu al-Mu‘in al-Nasafi (d. 1114) states that parts of inspiration can be authentic
(sahih) or invalid (fasid); thus, one must appeal to proofs other than inspiration in
order to consider the knowledge acquired through inspiration as vaild. If the proofs
support this knowledge, then it can be considered accurate; if not, then it must be
considered inaccurate.®® ‘Ald’ al-Din al-Samarqandi (d. 1144), the author of Mizdn
al-usul fi nata’ij al-‘uqul, from which Sacaklizade benefitted greatly in his treatise,
states that one can understand which inspiration is true and which is false only
by intellectual proofs (deduction).®* The famous Ash‘arite theologian Sayyid Sharif
al-Jurjani (d. 1413) says that one can know whether inspiration is from Allah or
another source only by reflection; otherwise, inspiration without intellection is
void.% The Shafi jurist Sam‘ani states any inspiration that agrees with the Quran
or Sunna is acceptable, whereas those that do not must be rejected.

Ibn Taymiyya says that if the knowledge that comes through inspiration is
not negated by these two sources after being tested with them, then it can be
considered valid.” The Maturidi scholar ‘Ubayd Allah al-Samarqandi (d. 1301),
who is also connected with Sufism, argues that any inspiration coming to the saint
would be a proof only for that saint in case it comes from an angel or Allah. The
inspiration that comes to people who are not prophets or saints is rejected as a
means of gaining knowledge because it is difficult to distinguish the knowledge
that comes from Allah or an angel to the heart from the solicitude given by the soul
and the devil. Such distinguishing is possible only by the muragaba of the saints.®®
Some scholars, it is said, who think that inspiration is proof only for the person so
inspired, claim that the heart’s feeling broadness/comfort, as well as the existence

61  AsIsma‘l Haqqi Bursawi stated, it is quite natural to assume that the Sufis, who consider the inward
science as knowledge “gained through tasting, divine unveiling, inspiration and placing into the heart
(ilqd’) rather than letter and sound” and think that “all inward knowledge is attained only by tasting,
intuition (wijdan), witnessing, examining (iydn) rather than proof and evidence, adopt the view that
the validity of inspiration can be determined by the saints.” For the mentioned views of Bursawi, see
Oztiirk, “Bilge Kul-Musa Kissas1,” 275.

62  For these matters, see the works mentioned in footnotes 34-38.
63 Ak, “Maturidi Alimlere Gore,” 136-37.

64  Ibid., 138-40.

65  Aslan, “Kelam'da {Tham,” 35-40.

66  Birsin, “Fikih Usalinde ilham,” 255.

67  Kaya, “Ibn Teymiyye,” 27-29.

68 Ak, “Maturidi Alimlere Gére,” 142.
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of no feeling (khatir) that is inconsistent with it, proves that the specific inspiration
is from Allah.%®

In light of this information, the Sufis and scholars appear to have developed
three basic approaches to inspiration’s validity. Sagaklizade, who also holds this
view, lists them aslegal, intellectual, and ordinary. The identities of those who adopt
these approaches, which can be explained as confirming to the Quran and Sunnah
or not being contrary to the law, reflection and deduction, and the muragaba of the
saints, are important in terms of the answer for which we are looking. When the
intellectual-scholarly identities of their adherents are evaluated roughly, putting
aside the first approach because it has a quality that cannot be attributed to a
certain intellectual-scholarly circle, it appears as if the theologians have adopted
the second approach and the Sufis, as well as those scholars who deal with Sufism
(e.g., ‘Ubayd Allah al-Samarqandi), have adopted the third one.

If we turn to our question within the frame of this inference, we think that the
two scholars’ difference over the meaning of inspiration indicates that Sacaklizade
agrees with the scholars who adopt the theory of divine inspiration in a way
that aligns with the Sufi discourse, whereas ‘Alami treats it as do the jurists and
theologians who approach this theory via the law and the proofs of reasoning.
Moreover, Sa¢aklizade seems to follow those scholars, particularly al-Ghazzali, who
consider the Sufi epistemology acceptable.”

Another aspect of Sacaklizade and ‘Alami’s opinions and claims on inspiration
that should be analyzed is the sources of their opinions within the framework of
the scholars and works that Sacaklizade benefited from, referred to, or mentioned
in his Risalat al-jawab, as well as what this means in view of the tradition of
Ottoman scholarship and thought. When we assess Risdlat al-jawab in regard to
this matter, one can say that these works were Sharh al-Aqa’id and al-Mizan in the
treatise’s first section (“the definition of inspiration”); from al-Mizan and al-Nasafi

69  Birsin, “Fikih Usaliinde iTham,” 253-54.

70  Asunderstood from Tartib al-‘ulum, Sagaklizade was influenced seriously by al-Ghazzali. His references
to al-Ghazzali’s views as he deals with the divine inspiration in this work, and that he dealt with Sufism
through the rites of Qadiriyya and Nagshbandiyya by favor of Shaykh Abd al-Ghani al-Nablusi (stated
in Wagayi® al-fudala’) all support our opinion that he followed the Sufi discourse or the line of scholars
such as al-Ghazzali as regards divine inspiration and inspiration. And Sagaklizade’s dealing with matter
by relying on the literature of jurisprudence-theology rather than Risalat al-jawab does not falsify this
opinion. Sac¢aklizade naturally had to appeal the former type of literature as he answered critiques
based on the jurisprudential-theological perspective in order to justify himself. Moreover, he did not
restrict himself to the views within the literature in question while mentioning the ordinary proof,
which is his main opinion on inspiration.
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in the second section (“the inspired thing’s being knowledge”); from al-Baydawi
and al-Madadrik in the third section (“the definition of the proof concerning the
inspired thing’s being real and unreal”); from Ibn Nujaym’s al-Ashbah in the third
section (“the definition of acting in accordance with divine inspiration”); from al-
Baydawi, al-Mizan and Ibn Taymiyya’s al-Furgan bayna awliya’ al-Rahman wa awliya’
al-Shaytan by means of a treatise belonging Shaykh Sulayman (“the shaykh of
Ayasofya”), in the fifth section (“the interpretation of the parable of Khidr”; from
al-Manar and its expositor, al-Baydawi and al-Zamakhshari, in the sixth section, in
which he replied to several of ‘Alam1’s claims; and from al-Quashayri’s al-Risala in
the seventh section, in which he replied again to one of ‘Alam1’s claims. Sagaklizade
mentiones Sharh al-Tahrir, al-Subki, al-Bulgini, and Ibn Taymiyya as the scholars
from whom ‘Alami benefited or referred to.

Among these jurisprudential works, al-Mizdan (Mizan al-usil fi natd’ij al-‘uqul)
was written by the Hanafi jurist ‘Ald’ al-Din al-Samarqandi (d. 1144),” al-Manar
(Manar al-anwar) by the Hanafi scholar Abu al-Barakat al-Nasafi (d. 1310),7” and
al-Ashbah (al-Ashbah wa al-Nazd'ir) by the Hanafi jurist Ibn Nujaym (d. 1563).7 Al-
Mizan, to which Sacaklizade referred most often, is viewed as “an original book on
the principles of jurisprudence written with a content and methodology that differs
from the classical Hanafi usul tradition and, instead, conforms to the methodology
of compilation belonging to the works of the theologians, and is the most important
text that reflects the jurisprudential-theological approaches of Samarqand Hanafi-
Maturidi branch, notably the views of Aba Mansur al-Maturidi.””* Sacaklizade’s
references to al-Baydawi, al-Zamakhshari, and al-Madarik refer, respectively, to
the exegesis of Anwar al-tanzil wa asrdr al-ta’'wil of the Ash‘arite theologian and
Shafif jurist Qadi al-Baydawi (d. 1286),” al-Kashshaf of the Mu'tazilite scholar
al-Zamakhshari (d. 1144),7® and Madarik al-tanzil wa asrar al-ta’'wil of the Hanafi
scholar Abu al-Barakat al-Nasafi (d. 1310).”” His references to al-Nasafi and Sharh
al-‘aga’id indicate that he consulted such theological works as the Aga’id al-Nasafi
of the Hanafi-Maturidi scholar Najm al-Din ‘Umar al-Nasafi (d. 1142)” and one

71  Haca Mehmet Giinay, “Semerkandi, Alaeddin,” DIA 36 (2009): 470-71.

72  Ferhat Koca, “Menari’l-Envar,” DIA 29 (2004): 118.

73  Mustafa Baktir, “el-Esbah ve'n-nezair,” DIA 2 (1995): 458-59.

74  Giinay, “Semerkandi, Alaeddin,” 471.

75  Yusuf Sevki Yavuz, “Beyzavi,” DIA 6 (1992): 100-01.

76  Ali Ozek, “el-Kegsaf,” DIA 25 (2002): 329-30.

77  Mustafa Oztiirk, “Medariki’t-Tenzil ve Hakaikii't-Te’vil,” DIA 28 (2003): 292-93.
78  Yusuf Sevki Yavuz, “Akaidiin-Nesefi,” DIA 2 (1989): 218-19.
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of its commentaries, the Sharh al-‘aqa’id, written by the Ash‘arite theologian Sa‘'d
al-Din al-Taftazani (d. 1142).” Al-Qushayri’s famous al-Risdla deals with tasawwuf.
And Ibn Taymiyya’s al-Furqan bayna awliya’ al-Rahman wa awliya’ al-Shaytan, which
Sagaklizade referred to by means of a text written by “the Shaykh of Ayasofya”
Shaykh Sulayman, as its title and writer clearly show, is a work on theology written
by the famous salafi scholar Ibn Taymiyya (d. 1328).2°

In this data, some aspects need to be pointed out in the context of Sagaklizade’s
sources of ideas and the structure of the tradition of Ottoman scholarship and
thought. First, he preferred the Hanafiyya’s jurisprudential literature and the
Maturidiyya’s theological literature while explaining inspiration in his Risdlat al-
jawab. This might be a natural result of the general structure pertaining to the
tradition of Ottoman scholarship and thought; it might have originated from the
fact that Sagaklizade thought he could propound or argue his own attitude better
in this manner. Another one is that most of the books on jurisprudence, theology,
and exegesis that appealed to him are those known and used within the Ottoman

scholarly circles.®

Another interesting aspect that draws our attention is Sacaklizade’s reference
to an opinion of Ibn Taymiya in his al-Furgan bayna awliya’ al-Rahman wa awliya’
al-Shaytdan. In our opinion, this reference points out that he is acquainted not only
with Ibn Taymiyya’s opinions, but also appeals to the latter’s views as the occasion
arises or when needed. Hence, Sa¢aklizade also quoted one of his views in Tartib
al-‘ulum,®? along with those of Ibn al-Qayyim, a student of ibn Taymiyya, when he
speaks of philosophy in Tartib al-‘ulim.®® This situation is of great importance in
view of both Sacaklizade’s intellectual structure and the structure of the tradition of
Ottoman scholarship and thought, because it constitutes a circumstantial evidence
concerning some important problematics: whether Ibn Taymiyya in particular and

79  Siikrit Ozen, “Teftazani,” DIA 40 (2011): 299-303.

80  Ferhat Koca, “Ibn Teymiyye, Takiyytddin,” DIA 20 (1999): 395.

81  Formoreinformation concerning the books read within the Ottoman scholarly circles on jurisprudence,
theology, and exegesis, see Ahmet Yasar Ocak, “Dini Bilimler ve Ulema,” in Osmanh Uygarhig, ed.
Halil Inalcik-Giinsel Renda (Istanbul: Kiiltiir Bakanligi Yayilari, 2003), I, 256-63; M. Hultsi Lekesiz,
“Osmanh lmi Zihniyetinde Degisme (Tesekkiil-Gelisme-Coziilme: XV-XVIL Yiizyillar)” (Master’s
thesis: Hacettepe Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, 1989), 39-47; Hasan Akgindiz, Klasik
Donem Osmanli Medrese Sistemi: Amag—Yapz—f§leyi§ (Istanbul: Ulusal Yayinlari, 1997), 168-70, 177, 554
(footnote 344), 555 (footnotes 352 and 363), and 556 footnote 366).

82  Mehmet Gel, “XVIIL. Yiizyilin Ik Yarisinda Osmanli {lim Gelenegindeki ‘Hakim Cizgi'ye ‘Felsefe’ Odakli
Bir Elestiri: Sacaklizade Muhammed el-Mar‘asi,” in Otekilerin Pesinde: Ahmet Yasar Ocak'a Armagan, ed.
Mehmet Oz-Fatih Yesil (Istanbul: Timas Yayinlari, 2015), 652.

83  Gel, “XVIII. Yuzyilin,” 651-653.
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salafi thought in general influenced the tradition of Ottoman scholarship and
thought, in what ways (if any) this influence occurs, which Ottoman scholar were
influenced by Ibn Taymiyya and his students, and in which domains and on which
levels these influences occur.

There is a striking indication on how or through which medium these views
were transmitted into Sacaklizade’s abovementioned reference and thus into the
tradition of Ottoman scholarship and thought. As stated above, he mentions ibn
Taymiyya’s opinion on this matter in his Risalat al-jawab and says that he saw it in a
collection compiled from the writings of Shaykh Sulayman, whom he praises as “the
virtuous, the light of his time.” In other words, Shaykh Sulayman is Sacaklizade’s
source concerning Ibn Taymiyya’s view on the matter. Given the fact that one of
this article’s goals is to provide information about the structures of the tradition of
Ottoman scholarship and thought during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries,
one must explain who Shaykh Sulayman was or his intellectual identity to realize it.

According to the information given by Shaykhi Mehmed Efendi (d. 1732-33),
who authored the biographies of scholars, the shaykhs (mashayikh) and poets
(shu‘ar@’) of this specific time period, three points in particular draw our attention
to Shaykh Sulayman Efendi’s (d. 1722) life story. First, he set out in 1669,
aged nineteen, after completing his education in Istanbul with the intention of
travelling, pursuing his education, making the pilgrimage, and visiting the “Rawda
of the Prophet.” During this journey, he graduated and was authorized to teach
hadith science and read the kutub-i sitta in Damascus from the hadith scholar
Shaykh Muhammad al-Balbani; he received an ijaza from Shaykh Nur al-Din ‘Ali
b. ‘Ali Shabramallisi in Cairo; he graduated and received an ijdza from one of the
hadith scholars (mashayikh-i hadith) Shaykh Husayn ‘Ajami/‘Ujami in Haramayn-i
Sharifayn and from Shaykh ‘Abd al-Qadir al-Safuri, Shaykh Muhammad b.
Sulayman al-Maghribi, Shaykh Ibrahim al-Kurdi, and Shaykh ‘Abd Allah b. Salim
al-Basri; he received ijaza from Shaykh ‘Abd al-Qadir al-Maqdisi in Quds; and
received the ijdza for “narration (riwdya) of jurisprundence (figh) from the author
of Fatawa-yi Khayriyya, Shaykh Khayr al-Din al-Ramli, in Ramla after reading part
of Hidaya, his book on jurisprudence.®* As for as we can determine, except for the
Shafi‘ite jurist and scholar of Quranic recitation al-Shabramallisi (d. 1676),%° the
preeminent Hanafi jurist of his time al-Ramli (d. 1671)%¢ and Shaykh ‘Abd al- Qadir
al-Magqdisi, those who are said to receive ijaza from Shaykh Sulayman Efendi are

84  Seyhi, Vekayi't'l-fudala, 11-111, 678-79.
85  Abdullah Karaman, “Sebramellisi,” DIA 38 (2000): 395-96.
86  Ali Pekcan, “Remli, Hayreddin b. Ahmed,” DIA 34 (2007): 563-64.
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the scholars of hadith; as John Voll states, especially ‘Ajami/‘Ujami (Hasan b. ‘Ali
al-Ujaymi (d. 1702),*” al-Maghribi (d. 1682-83), al-Kurdi (Ibrahim b. Hasan al-
Kuarani d. 1690) and al-Basri (d. 1722) are preeminent members of the Haramayn-
based scholar network of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.® According
to Voll, the characteristic of this scholarly network is combining hadith science
and Sufism “in a different manner” by concentrating on the hadith and by scholars
belonging to the network who were initiated into some “activist” Sufi orders of the
time like the Nagshbandiyya. It played a role in the development of revivification
and renewal ideas and movements in the Islamic world during the eighteenth
century.®® According to Khaled el-Rouayheb, whose important and extensive book
on the seventeenth-century history of Islamic intellectuality was published a few
years ago, one of these scholars, Ibrahim al-Karani, is an ardent follower of Ibn
al-‘Arabi and a Sufi who adopts the idea of the Oneness of Being (wahdat al-wujid)
but also - it seems as a paradox though - a scholar who tries to find and read
the works of Ibn Taymiyya as well as those of his student Ibn al-Qayyim, and who
sometimes defends these two “Hanbalite puritan scholars” against accusations of
anthropomorphism and played an important role in improving their thoughts.?

Second, Shaykh Sulayman Efendi returned to Anatolia after the mentioned
journey, participated in Sultan Mehmed IV’s military campaign against Lahistan
(present-day Poland) in April 1674, and gradually began taking part in scholarly
debates together with approximately ten other people to attend the lessons in
the sultan’s council. Following the campaign, he studied astronomy, geometry,

87  When the hadith scholar mentioned as Husayn ‘Ajami/‘Ujami in Wagqayi‘ al-fudala is taken into
consideration with the Haramayn hadith scholars mentioned at the same place in this book, it is quite
probable that he is Hasan al-‘Ujaymi. About this scholar, see John Obert Voll, “Abdullah B. Salim el-
Basri ve 18.Yiizyilda Hadis {lmi,” trans. Nail Okuyucu, in Bat1 Goziyle Tecdid: Islam Dinyasinda Tecdid
Hareketleri 1750-1850, ed. Nail Okuyucu (Istanbul: Klasik Yayinlari, 2014), 223; Casim Avci, “Uceymi,”
DIA 42 (2012): 37-38.

88  For further information concerning these scholars, see Voll, “Abdullah b. Salim el-Basri,” 217-30;
John Obert Voll, “Hadis Alimleri ve Tarikatlar: 18. Yizyil Haremeyn Ulemasi ve Islam Dinyasindaki
Etkileri,” trans. Stimeyye Onuk, in Bati: Géziiyle Tecdid, 63-74; John Obert Voll, “Muhammed Hayyat es-
Sindi ve Muhammed b. Abdiilvehhab: 18. Yizyil Medine’sinde Bir Entelektiiel Grubun Tahlili,” trans.
Mustafa Demiray, Bati Goziiyle Tecdid i¢inde, 53-61.

89  Voll, “Hadis Alimleri ve Tarikatlar,” 63-74; Voll, “Abdullah b. Salim el-Basri,” 229-30. Some researchers
have criticized Voll's claim. For these critiques and an evaluation of the entire matter, see Eyyiip Said
Kaya, “Batili Géziiyle Modernlesme Arifesinde Tecdid,” in Bati Géziiyle Tecdid, 13-35.

90  For matters such as Ibrahim Karani’s being a Sufi who adopts the idea of the Oneness of Being, the role
of the commentators of Ibn al-‘Arabi, such as Sadr al-Din al-Qunawi and Jami, who disseminated Sufi
perspectives over the Arab lands, his critiques on the established Ash‘arite theology, his affinity with the
views of fourteenth- century Hanbalite traditionalists such as Ibn Taymiyya and Ibn al-Qayyim, his role
in improving the views of these two scholars, his relations with some contemporary Hanbalite scholars,
see Khaled el-Rouayheb, Islamic Intellectual History in the Seventeenth Century: Scholarly Currents in the
Ottoman Empire and the Maghreb (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 271-346, 350-52.
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arithmetic, and mathematics from Shaykh al-Sayyid Mahmud al-Wani Efendi
in Edirne, where Mehmed IV resided.” Although one should approach warily
his statement that he studied with Mahmud al-Wani (d. 1713), the son of Wani
Mehmed Efendi (d. 1685) who was Mehmed IV’s teacher,?® this information implies
that Shaykh Sulayman Efendi belonged to the circle of Wani Mehmed Efendi, who
is said to be the leader of the third phase of the famous Qadizadali preachers who
were influenced by some of Ibn Taymiyya’s views,? for Wani Mehmed Efendi also
participated in the Lehistan campaign.®

Third, Shaykh Sulayman Efendi also functioned as a preacher, like Wani Mehmed
Efendi, and was promoted to the rank of preaching in Ayasofya-yi Kabir Mosque
during his service. Moreover, while working as a teacher in Saray-i Jadid-i Sultani,
to which he was appointed in 1781, he caused a social problem by claiming that the
reciters (qurra’) and memorizers of the Quran (huffaz) do not recite the letter zad/
dad properly.” In other words, just as the Qadizadali preachers, Shaykh Sulayman
Efendi gives the impression of a preacher who can look from different points of view
or behave marginally in the context of religious life in Ottoman society. Given all of
this, we can say that some Arabic scholarly circles, especially that of the Haramayn
hadith scholars, played a role through personalities such as Shaykh Sulayman Efendi
for Ibn Taymiyya’s ideas being rooted in Sa¢aklizade’s thought in particular, as well
as the tradition of Ottoman scholarship and thought in general.

As for analyzing the names Sacgaklizade mentioned in his Risdlat al-jawdb as the
scholars and works to whom ‘Alami referred, the Sharh al-tahrir, the name given by
Sagaklizade in this context, must be the commentary al-Tagrir wa al-Tahbir, written
by the Hanafi jurist Ibn Amir Hac (d. 1474) on his teacher Ibn al-Humam’s al-Tahrir,

91  Seyhi, Vekayi'i'l-fudala, 11111, 679. For Mehmed IV’s military campaign against Lahistan, see Ismail
Hakk: Uzuncarsili, Osmanli Tarihi (Ankara: TTK Yayinlari, 1995), III/1, 426-27.

92  Shayhi writes that Mahmud al-Wani was appointed to preach at the Valide-i Sultan Mehmed Han
Mosque after his father in 1685. He began his education in 1688 and became the intern (mulazim)
of Shaykh al-Islam Dabbaghzada. When this information is taken as the basis, it seems rather
unreasonable that he studied sciences such as astronomy, geometry, arithmetic, and mathematics
under Shaykh al-Sayyid Mahmud al-Wani Efendi, for it is understood that Shaykh Sulayman Efendi
had not yet begun preaching or was working as a mudarris in 1685. For Mahmud al-Wani’s biography,
see Seyhi, Vekayi‘i'l-fudala, 1I-111, 355.

93  For Wani Mehmed Efendi’s biography, see Seyhi, Vekayi'l-fudald, I, 580-81. For the Qadizadali
leadership, see Madeline C. Zilfi, “Kadizadeliler: Onyedinci Yiizyil Istanbul'unda Dinde Thya
Hareketleri,” trans. M. Hulusi Lekesiz, Tiirkiye Giinliigii 58 (1999): 74-76; Marc David Baer, IV. Mehmed
Déneminde Osmanl Avrupasi’nda Ihtida ve Fetih, trans. Ahmet Fethi (Istanbul: Hil Yayin, 2010), 174-91.

94  Baer, IV. Mehmed Déneminde, 182.

95  Seyhi, Vekayi'i'l-fudala, 11-111, 679-80.
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onjurisprudence.®® Al-Subki®” and al-Bulgini (Shaykh Siraj al-Din al-Bulqini d.1402)
are Shafii scholars.”® On the other hand, Ibn Taymiyya is a salafi scholar. Of all of

‘Alami’s references, he is the most striking figure and, as far as we are concerned,

some of his views were used without mentioning him explicitly within the Ottoman

scholarly circles between the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. For example,
Shaykh al-Islam Chiwizada (d. 1547)% and probably a member of Qadizadali circle'®
Ahmad al-Rami al-Aqhisari (d. 1631-32)** are among this path’s followers. %
Moreover, figures such as the leader of the Qadizadali Movement’s second phase

who appeal to Ibn Taymiyya’s views by referring explicitly to Ustuwani Mehmed

Efendi (d. 1661),' Tarigatci Amir,’* and Sagaklizade are not among those who
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Saffet Kose, “Ibn Emiru Hac,” DIA 19 (1999): 476-77.

This scholar should either be Tagi al-Din al-Subki (d. 1355) or one of his sons: Taj al-Din (d. 1370)
and Baha al-Din Subki (d. 1372). For these scholars, see Bilal Aybakan, “Siibki, Takiyytddin,” DIA 38
(2000): 14-15; Bilal Aybakan-Cagfer Karadas, “Stibki, Taceddin,” DIA 38 (2000): 11-14; Recep Cici,
“Siibki, Bahaeddin,” DIA 38 (2000): 11.

Sacaklizade, Risalat al-jawab, 35ab.

For the claim that some of Chiwizada’s views about Ibn al-‘Arabi and the idea of Oneness of Being
depend on those of Ibn Taymiyya, although not explicitly, see Mehmet Gel, “A XVI* Century Ottoman
Scholar in the Footsteps of Ibn Taymiyya and and Opponent of Ibn Arabi: Civizade Muhyiddin Sheikh
Mehmed Efendi,” llahiyat Studies: A Journal on Islamic and Religious Studies, IV/2 (2013), 183-208.

It is claimed that Aghisari is a student of Qadizada due to his statements in one of his treatises:
“Hadhihi risalatun li al-fadil al-Rami sahib al-majalis tilmidh al-Mawla Qadizada rahimahullahu ta‘ala
rahmatan wasi‘atan ... Qadizada, who is mentioned here, might be Qadizada Mehmed Efendi (d.
1635). See the Sulaymaniye Library: Resid Efendi, no. 985, 77b. For some remarks on the connection
between al-Aqhisari and Qadizadelis, see Mustapha Sheikh, Ottoman Puritanism and Its Discontents:
Ahmad al-Rumi al-Aqhisari and Qadizadelis (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016).

For the idea that Aghisari narrated some passages from Ibn Taymiyya’s Igtida’ al-sirat al-mustagim
li-mukhalafati ashab al-jahim without mentioning ibn Taymiyya’s name in his Majalis al-abrar, see
Mustapha Sheikh, “Taymiyyan Influences in an Ottoman-Hanafi Milieu: The Case of Ahmad al-Rami
al-Aqhisari,” Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society XXV/1 (2015), 1-20.

Her, we should state, in view of the references for Ibn Taymiyya, that Dede Céngi (d. 1567) referred
to him explicitly and ‘Ashiq Chalabi translated his Siyasa al-shariyya into Turkish. For further
information about this and the Khalwati shaykh and preacher Qadizada Mehmed Tlmi Efendi’s
appropriation of ‘Ashiq Chalabf’s translation, see Derin Terzioglu, “Bir Terciime ve Bir Intihal Vakas1:
Ya da ibn Teymiyye'nin Siyasetit’s-Ser‘iyye’sini Osmanlicaya Kim(ler), Nasil Aktardi?” Tiirkliik Bilgisi
Arastirmalart (TUBA) 31/11 (2007), 247-75. For another study on the last matter, see Ahmet Hamdi
Furat, “Selefiligin Osmanlrya Etkisi Baglaminda Kullanilan Bir Argiman: Ibn Teymiye'nin es-
Siyaseti's-Ser‘iyye Isimli Eserinin Osmanli Diinyasinda XVI. ve XVII. Asirdaki Terciimeleri,” Marife,
1X/3 (2009), 215-26.

For the Ustuwanf’s appeal to an opinion of Ibn Taymiyya on rags, see Hiiseyin Yurdaydin, “Ustiivani
Risalesi,” Ankara Universitesi flahiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi X (1962), 75.

Tariqatci Amir, who introduces himself in one of his treatises as “Ebu’l-Feth Sultan Mehmed Camii'nde
Ders-i am Tartkatct Emir dimekle ma‘raf bu fakir Seyh Mustafa,” refers to Ibn Taymiyya in the addendum
of his translation of Birgivi Mehmed Efendi’s Tarigat-i Muhammadiyya. For these matters, see Mustafa
b. Abdullah el-Osmanciki (Tarikatc: Emir), Serhu Tebyini’l-Meram (Sulaymaniye Library, Hact Mahmud
Efendi, no. 954), 1b-2a; Vedadi (Mustafa b. Abdullah/Tarikatci Emir), Tekmile-i Terceme-i Tarikat-1
Muhammediyye (1308), 343.
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served as mudarris or qadi within the central hierarchy of the Ottoman scholarship
organization.

However, ‘Alami was a central scholar in the Ottoman Empire in his capacity
as a mudarris at Sahn-i Thaman. Bearing this in mind, his explicit reference to Ibn
Taymiyya is of great importance in view of the necessity to accentuate the latter’s
influence and place in the tradition Ottoman scholarship and thought during the
eighteenth century. ‘Alami’s references to al-Subki and al-Bulqgini are significant
because they are Shafi‘is. We think that he might have felt a need to refer to the
because their view supports his thesis.

Finally, one must ask why ‘Alami feels a need to write a refutation concerning
Sacaklizade’s opinions on divine inspiration, although he was the one who started
the debate. Which factors led him to behave as such? Clearly, his views on divine
inspiration and inspiration differed from those of Sagaklizade and he was sensitive
to its Sufism-related dimension. As far as we can inferred from his expressions in
the Risdlat al-jawab’s introduction, as Sa¢aklizade became famous for his Tartib al-
ulim and influential at least over madrasa students, ‘Alami should have decided to
write his refusal to eliminate “the danger.” Of course, this is the personal reason of
the debate on micro level.

However, there ought to be a reason or dynamic(s) that supports or prompts
this reason on the macro level, one that should be searched for within the social,
religious, and intellectual setting of both scholars’ time. Since no detailed or
sufficient research has been undertaken on this setting,'® it is difficult for us
to make any concrete statement concerning these dynamics. Although several
factors come to mind within this framework, such as the antagonism between the

intellectual-ideological inclinations adopted by ‘Alami and Sacaklizade among the

106

Ottoman scholarly circles of the time'® or the reaction against the Nagshibandiyya

105 For some remarks on the Islamic world and the characteristics of Ottoman scholarly life, see el-
Rouayheb, Islamic Intellectual History in the Seventeenth Century, 235-71; Thsan Fazlioglu, “Muhasebe
Déneminde Nazari {limler,” Islam Diisiince Atlasi, 111/1043-58; ibrahim Halil Ucer, “Islam Diigiince
Tarihi icin Bir Dénemlendirme Onerisi,” Islam Diisiince Atlas1, 1/35-37. For another study published
after this article, one that includes important remarks related to this period, see Ahmad S. Dallal, Islam
Without Europe: Traditions of Reform in Eighteenth-Century Islamic Thought (Chapel Hill: The University
of North Carolina Press, 2018).

106 Given that ‘Alami was among the central scholars and that Sacaklizade was among the provincial
scholars, the competition in question can be related to the influences of the intellectual-scholarly dy-
namism stated by Ihsan Fazlioglu as “the transmission of the new developments by Ottoman scholars
in the East and South-East those who had relations with the scholarly circles in Iran to the capital of
Ottoman Empire through Iraq and Syria at the end of 17% century” and as the pilgrimage “continues to
be the center in which different ideas are gathered and blended, and disseminated again thereof.” For
further information, see Thsan Fazhioglu, “Muhasebe Dénemi,” Islam Diisiince Atlast, 111/1022-43.
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on the line of Ahmad al-Sarhandi or the Khalwatiyya, and thus Sufi thought'*” as a
possibility, to what extent these factors are eligible or if any other dynamics were
influential during that period will have to be clarified by further studies.

Conclusion

According to Risdlat al-jawdb, Sagaklizade and ‘Alami’s dispute over divine
inspiration and inspiration centered on whether the proof, which is firstly based
on the Quran’s Khidr parable and expressed by the former as “the proof of the
Khidr parable” and by the latter as “inspiration,” is valid according to Islamic law or
to what extent it is valid. As we could not find ‘Alami’s treatise, we can state that
behind this dispute lie their differing views on inspiration’s validity. For example,
Sagaklizade (although he describes it as the proof of the Khidr parable) thinks that
the proof of inspiration deduced from this parable is also valid in the law of Prophet
Muhammad without being unique to Khidr in the context of the universal precept
“the necessity of being ascribed the lesser one at the confrontation of two harms.”
On the other hand, ‘Alami seems to think that acting in accord with the inspiration
defined in the parable cannot be used to condition the nass or in similar situations
to express a certain opinion. We must first find and study ‘Alamf’s treatise in order

to make this clear.

These two scholars, who seem to agree on deducing inspiration from the Khidr
parable as a proof, differ on which circumstances can one act in accord with this
proof or what divine inspiration and inspiration mean in one respect. Sacaklizade
argues that divine inspiration means to act in accord with an inspiration to
which nothing from legal and intellectual proofs attest, and with the opening
or contraction of the bosom (the murdgaba of the saints). In this context, the
inspiration’s validity is something determined by the opening or contraction of
the bosom only after the saints contemplate the information that comes to the
heart or the mind, namely, ordinary proof. However, it seems that the inspiration’s
validity can only be determined by intellectual or legal proof according to ‘Alami,

and the inspiration of the saints is not part of divine inspiration.

Based on these remarks, whose main differentiation point is how inspiration

gained its quality as the source of knowledge peculiar to the saints, Sacaklizade

107 For further information, see el-Rouayheb, Islamic Intellectual History in the Seventeenth Century, 235-71.
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seems to follow the approach of those scholars, like al-Ghazzali, who adopt the
theory of divine inspiration. ‘Alami seems to follow the jurisprudential-theological
approach, which conditions the theory of divine inspiration with the criteria of
law and the intellect. Their approaches can be explained as the exteriorizations
of two different approaches such as, for example, “the methodological integration
pursuit” that is said to exist among the scholars at that period influenced by al-
Ghazzali or within some Sufi circles in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries,
as well as “subjecting this pursuit to a critical analysis in relation to the ancient
legacy.” This important fact needs to be studied separately based on comprehensive

research data.

When presenting their different views, these two scholars also distinguished
themselves from each other in view of the sources they used. As we have not
seen ‘Alamfi’s treatise, we have no idea if there is a meaningful situation within
this differentiation. However, it is remarkable that these two scholars referred to
the views of the famous salafi scholar Ibn Taymiyya - in favor of their own views,
of course — within the scope of this particular debate. These references have the
characteristics of data that need to be taken into consideration in view of their
intellectual disposition and the problematic of “whether ibn Taymiyya (and the
salafi thought in general) was influential on the tradition of Ottoman scholarship

and thought or to what extent they were influential.”

Another important fact here is that Sacaklizade referred to a view of Ibn
Taymiyya not directly through the latter’s al-Furgan bayna awliya’ al-Rahman
wa awliya’ al-Shaytan, but to a collection consisting of the writings belonging to
Shaykh Sulayman Efendi, the preacher at Istanbul’s Ayasofya-yi Kabir Mosque
between 1708-18. This indicates that this figure is one of those who helped Ibn
Taymiyya’s views become popular or influential in the Ottoman scholarship and
the intellectual life of the eighteenth century. Shaykh Sulayman Efendi’s relations
with various Arabic scholars and with the Haramayn hadith scholars in particular
leads us to a series of important matters, among them the influence of Arabic
intellectual circles over Ottoman scholarship and intellectual life during the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries; the nature of this influence; and its relation
and results concerning the ideas and movements of revivification, reform, and
renewal that began crystallizing in the Islamic world especially during that period.
Future studies and research on these matters would, of course, enable us to better

understand Ottoman scholarship and thought.
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Appendix: The Critical Edition of
Risalat al-jawab by Sacaklizade

Orkhan Musakhanov’

A. Manuscripts of Sagaklizade’s Risalat al-jawab
1. Siilleymaniye Library, MS Murad Molla 1835: 29b-38a.

This copy, which includes the glosses of the author, was reproduced by Yuasuf al-
Mar‘agiin 1142 AH during the lifetime of Sacaklizade. While only one of the glosses
is at a different hand, the notice of the authorship concludes with “idem” (minhuy).
There are two possibilities: first, Sagaklizade reviewed the text after penning the
glosses and added a further gloss. Second, someone other than the copyist added
the author’s gloss from another manuscript for augmentation. I added a note for

the difference at hand at the end of the aforementioned gloss.

This is an important copy for being reproduced during the author’s lifetime, the

inclusion of author’s glosses, and the absence of correction and corruption.

2. Silleymaniye Library, MS Hasan Hiisnii Paga 631: 50b-56b.

This text, which is missing the copy date and the identification of the copyist, does
not include the author’s glosses of the epistle. Compared to MS Murad Molla 1835,
this copy is almost identical to it except for four minor deviations. This fact lends

credence to the care taken by the copyists of the two manuscripts.

*

Dr. Faculty Member, Afyon Kocatepe University, Faculty of Islamic Studies.
Correspondence: orxan.musaxan@gmail.com
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B. The Method of Critical Edition

The critical edition of the epistle is based on the ISAM Handbook of Critical Editions.
MS Murad Molla 1835 is taken as the primary copy, abbreviated as M. All the author’s
glosses on the epistle are included. The main text is compared to MS Hasan Hiisnii Paga
631, abbreviated as H. The recto of the folio is indicated by the letter W (wajh) and
verso by Z (zahr). Quranic verses are shown in square brackets. The sources of the main
text and the glosses are identified. The quotations are shown in “”, and the quotes in
quotations are put in « ».
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