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MATURiDi THEOLOGY IN THE OTIOMAN EMPIRE: 

DEBATING HUMAN CHOICE AND DIVINE POWER 

Philip Dorron· 

It is frequently alleged that the science of kalam (Islamic dogmat­

ic theology) experienced no meaningful growth or development during 

the Ottoman period. Secondly, developments in the important Sunni 

school of theology, the Maturidian tradition of kalttm, beyond the con­

tributions of Abu M~ur al-Matundi (d. 944) himself and his Samarqandi 

intellectual successors have been almost entirely neglected in Western 

scholarly literature.1 This paper aims to contribute to filling these lacunae 

in understanding by describing one key element of Ottoman-era 

Maturidi kalam literature: the delineation of a distinctly Maturtdi theory 

of the relationship between human freedom and divine ornnipotence.2 

• Assist. Prof., PhD; Wofford College, USA 
1 Important exceptions to these two t~ndencies may be seen in Badeen, Edward, Sun­

nitiscbe 7heo/ogie in osmaniscber Zeit (Wurzburg: Orient-lnstitut Istanbul, 2008), 
and El-Rouayheb, Khaled, "Opening the Gate of Verification: The Forgotten Arab-

.J 
Islamic Florescence of the 17m Century," International]oumal of Middle East Studies 

38/2 (2006), 263-281. 
For English summaries of al-Maturldi's theological views on this issue, see Ceric, 
Mustafa, Roots of Synthetic 71Jeology in Islam: A Study of the Theology of AbLi Mm1$itr 

al-Maturidi (d. 3331944) (Kuala Lumpur: International Institute of Islamic Thought 
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This paper will argue that one of the key theological questions 

discussed by al-Maturldi was given a more precise formulation in the 

works of Ottoman-era theologians. This question was how a specific 

human action can be in any way attributable to the human individual. 

This question needed to be answered because if, according to al­

Maturldi, a human's act could not be in any way attributable to her, then 

she could not be held morally liable for it in the afterlife. However, if all 

things in the universe are created by God (which must manifestly be true 

in monotheistic belief), then in what sense, if any, is a human being's act 

attributable to the human committing it? In short, how can we solve the 

problem of the relationship between the moral necessity of human free­

dom and the ontological necessity of divine omnipotence? Al-Maturldi 

responds by attempting to deftne an internal process of deliberation , 

intention, and assent that takes place inside each human individual be- . 

fore an act takes place, and then further argues that this internal process 

occasions God's creation of the act itself, following a human being's 

intention to commit it. This paper will analyze al-Maturidi's discussion of 

this internal process and then go on to show how this part of al-

and Civilization [ISTAC], 1995); Pessagno, J. Merle, "On al Maturidi's Notion of Hu­

man Acts," Islamic Thought and Cultun:;· Papers Presented to the Islamic Studies 

C?roup of American Academy of Religion (ed. Isma'Il R. al Faruqi; [Washington, D.C.): 

International Institute of Islamic Thought, 1982), 61-64; id., "Wda, Ikhtiyiir, Qudra, 

Kasb: The View of Abu M~ur al-Maturidi," journal of the American Oriental Socie­
ty 104/1 (1984), 177-191; id., "The Uses of Evil in Maturidian Thought," Studia Islam­

ica 60 (1984), 59-82; and Rudolph, Ulrich, Al-Maturfdi and the Development of Sunni 

Theology in Samarqand(trans. Rodrigo Adem; Leiden & Boston: Brill, 2015). 
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Maruridi's theology received special attention in the Ottoman period, 

where it was reformulated to better express and explain this theological 

insight. 

This moment in Maruridian theological history also represents an 

intellectual phenomenon typical of the Ottoman period. As El-Rouayheb 

has argued, intellectual life in the Ottoman period placed great emphasis 

on a methodology referred to as ta/;Jqfq ("verification"), or a process of 

more clearly explicating the evidence for a specific scholarly proposi­

tion.3 This Ottoman-era development of al-Maturidi's original discussion 

represented an example of talJqiq, where later followers of his school 

attempted to more clearly formulate and explicate his attempt to affirm 

both human freedom and divine omnipotence. In other words, the theo­

logical question of the relationship between human freedom and divine 

omnipotence experienced a uniquely Ottoman Islamic methodological 

reformulation, a development important not only for the history of the 

Maturidi school and Ottoman-era Islamic theology, rbut·also for the histo­

ry of this important theological question in general. 

Al-Maturidi on the Question of Human Freedom and Di­

vine Omnipotence 

Al-Maturidi's discussion of this thorny theological dilemma be­

gins with ~e question of how it is that any action at all can be agnbuted 

to the human being committing it, and in what sense specifically it may 

3 EI-Rouayheb, "Opening the Gate of Verification," 265. 
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be said to be attributed to her. This is the key question he is trying to 

answer since it is necessary for God's judgment of human acts to make 

moral sense. Al-Maturldi presents three types of arguments for the asser­

tion that a human being's actions are, in some sense, attributable to her: 

these are arguments from revelation, reason, and a prio?i knowledge.4 

Al-Maturidi cites a number of verses from the Qur>an in this context, 

including for instance: 

SGrat al-Nal:ll 90: "Truly God commands justice, virtue, and giv­

ing to kinsfolk, and He forbids indecency, wrong, and rebelliousness." 

SGrat al-Sajda 17: "No soul knows what comfort is kept hidden for 

it as a recompense for that which they used to do." 

SGrat al-Zalzala 7: "So whosoever does a mote's weight of good 

shall see it."5 

Al-Maturidi therefore deduces from the Qur>an itself that God not 

only commands human beings to do good and avoid evil, but that God 

will also reward or punish human beings in this context: for this to be 

true, he asserts, human acts must in some way be attributable to those 

committing them. 

Use of these types of proofs are typical of al-Maturidi's theological methodology 
more generally; see for instance al-Maturidi, Abu M~ur Mu!Jarrunad ibn 
Mobammad ibn Mal:unud, Kitab al-tawl?id (eds. Bekir Topaloglu and Muhammed 
Aru9; Beirut: Dar $adir & Istanbul: Maktabat al-Irshad, 2007), 66 and 302. 
Al-Maturidi, Kittlb al-tawl?id, 306; All Qur'anic translations taken from T11e Study 

Quran: A New Translation and Commentmy (ed. Seyyed Hossein Nasr, et al.; New 
York, NY: HarperOne, 2015). 
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Al-Maturidi then goes on to assert that pure reason also demon­

strates that human acts must in some way be attributable to their human 

corrunitters. He attempts to prove this by arguing that there are at least 

some senses in which an act cannot be attributed to God (and thus, mu.st 

in at least this sense be attributable to the human being). These include 

the status of the act as a form of obedience or disobedience (to divine 

command) or the status of some acts as kinds of moral evil.6 Since re­

ward and punishment, or moral rightness or wrongness, are features of 

at least some human acts, these senses of the act ~ust be attributable to 

either God or the human being committing them: since it is manifestly 

nonsensical to attribute to hold God subject to any form of moral ap­

proval or opprobrium, or any form of obedience or disobedience, these 

are examples of senses in which an act may be attributed to the human 

being. 

Finally al-Maturidi argues that human beings simply know a pri­

ori that they are freely choosing their actions and therefore their actions 

may be said to be attributed to them, at least in this (very important) 

sense of free commission and thus subjection to moral judgment by 

God. This is the argument that al-Maturidi presents the most forcefully, 

as his theological methodology places great emphasis on the crucial role 

that human sensory and self-knowledge plays in human knowledge 

more generally. To use his phraseology: "Everyone knows a priofi (min 

naftihi) that he is a chooser (mukhttir) in what he does, and that he is 

6 Al-Maturidi, Kitdb al-tawl)id, 306. 
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[also] a doer (jacil) and acquirer (kasib) (of his action from Godf"7 To 

deny this reality, according to al-Maturidi, involves a denial of simply 

human sensory knowledge of one's self, and at the same time approach­

es the heresy of fatalism (jabr).8 

These theological terminologies (mukbtar, jacil, and kasib) 

would go on to form the basic structure of later Maturidian discussions 

of this same theological problem, and later Maturidian theologians 

would also resoundingly afftrm that the human being is the chooser, 

doer, and acquirer of the act that she commits. Every human being freely 

chooses the action that they commit, and are ther~fore rightly called the 

doer of that act (as opposed to the act being strictly attributed solely to 

God). Once a human being makes a decision to commit an act, God 

provides that person with the ability or power (qudra) to commit the act 

itself; in this way, human beings are said to acquire the act from God.9 . 

Thus, because God is the creator of all things in the universe, God is 

directly responsible 'for the existence of the act itself, since human beings 

cannot bring things into being from nothing. However, humans are re­

sponsible for the moral consequences of the act since they freely choose 

which acts they wish to commit. Thus, the existence of an act is not at­

tributable to human beings, but its status as a free choice with moral 

7 Ibid., 307. 
8 Ibid. 
9 Ibid., 342. 
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consequences is attributable to them.10 This is the essence of al­

Maturidi's doctrine of human choice (ikhtiyttr), a term that he uses to 

refer to this entire complex of theological ideas. 

However, as is clearfrom the above analysjs, al-Maturidi's discus­

sion of this problem leaves significant questions unanswered: if human 

beings are able to freely choose their actions before God brings them 

into being, what exactly is the nature of this choice (ikhtiyttr)? Is it, too, a 

creation of God? If so, how can it be said to be a moment of actual moral 

freedom attributable to the human being? In other words, how does al­

Maturidi's formulation get past ~e fundamental dilemma in the first 

place? Al-Maturidi attempts to begin to answer this question by positing 

a process of internal deliberation that human beings undertake prior to 

God's creation of an act. He argues that the power to commit the act (the 

qudra) is created by God subsequent to the "desire of the human being 

and his choice and inclination (may!)" to the commission of the act.11 In 

other words, al-Maturidi attempts to better defme human choice (the 

centerpiece of his discussion) by locating it in the innermost heart of the 

individual being, where a, purely internal process of deliberation and 

"inclination" occurs prior to God's intervention. Sensing the importance 

of this move in al-Maturidi's original discussion, Ottoman-era Maturidian 

theologians would attempt to better explicate this process of internal 

deliberation in order to safeguard the theological necessity of)luman 

10 Ibid., 310 and 323. 
II Ibid., 352. 
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freedom and choice vis-a-vis God's omnipotence. 

It is important to point out here that Ottoman-era theologians 

who identified with al-Matuiidi's theology almost certainly were not ex­

posed to al-Matuiidi's ideas directly from al-Maturidi's own text, but 

were familiar with other works of Matulidian theology from the later 

school tradition. The most influential of these texts was Abu 1-Mu'In al­

Nasafi's (d. 1115) Tab$irat al-adilla, a systematic explication of al­

Maruridi's ideas, numerous copies of which are extant in Ottoman-era 

madrasa collections in Istanbul and elsewhere. On this particular theo­

logical question, al-Nasafi adheres closely to al-Maturidi's discussion, 

where he also calls human beings choosers, doers, and acquirers of their 

actions. 12 Like al-Matuiidi, he also uses the term "choice" (ikbtiyar) to 

describe human actions and he also follows al-Maturidi's views of God's 

empowerment of.human beings to commit an act that they have already 

"intended" to commit. 13 In other words, like al-Maturidi, he identifies the 

locus of human freedom and moral responsibility in a proc:;ess of internal 

deliberation that occurs before the person is empowered by God to 

commit an act; al-Nasafi refers to this process·as "intention" on the part 

of the human being. However, like al-Matulidi, al-Nasafi does not elabo­

rate in much detail on this process. 

12 AJ-Nasafi, Abu 1-Murm Maymlin ibn Mul)ammad, Tab$irat al-adil/a fl ~ill al-din 

(eds. Hiiseyin Atay and ~aban Ali Diizgi1n; Ankara: Diyanet ~leri B~kanhgt Yaym­

lan, 2004), II, 227-228. 
13 Ibid., 167. 
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Another I:Ianafi theologian and jurist whose work would have a 

major impact on the Ottoman-era discussion of this question was the late 

Marnluk-era Egyptian scholar Ibn al-Hurnam (d. 1457). Though not ex­

plicitly part of the Maturidian tradition, Ibn al-Hurnam's kalam text Kitab 

al-musayara.fi 'ilm al-kalam would in fact play a major role in the Ot­

toman-era discussion of this theological problem. Like al-Maturidi and 

the Maturidian tradition, Ibn al-Humam affirmed the doctrine of ikbtiyar 

and consequently argued that human choice provided the occasion for 

God's creation of their actions.14 Unlike al-Maturidi and al-Nasafi, how­

ever, Ibn al-Humam took tl1e important step of attempting to better elu­

cidate tl1e inner process mat constitutes the free choice of the human 

being when committing an act, a process that al-Maturidi and al-Nasafi 

merely alluded to or posited without any elaboration (as we have seen 

above). 

Ibn al-Humam terms me moment that a person chooses to com­

mit an action me "sincere resolve" ('azm mu$ammam), and it is only 

after this moment of intention is formulated that God creates me act for 

the human being to commit: "If the human being brings about that re­

solve, men God creates the action for him, and thus the action is at­

tributed to God with respect to its being [simply physical] movement, 

and it is [attributed] to the human being with respect to its being adultery 

14 Ibn ai-Humam, Kamal al-Din Mul;lammad ibn 'Abd al-Wa]J.id ibn 'Abd al-l;Iamid, 

Kitab al-musayara fi %n al-kalam wa-l- <aqa>id al-tawl)fdiyya al-nnmjiya fi I­
ttkbira (Cairo: al-Maktaba al-Mal)miidiyya al-Tijli.riyya, 1929). 
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and the like [i.e., an action in the sense that it can earn moral approval or 

censure]. "15 Thus, Ibn al-Humam provides a pithy terminology to refer to 

the moment of deliberation and intention that truly makes a human ac­

tion a produce of free choice: this is the "sincere resolve," a moment of 

free choice that occurs only within the human being's heart. This is also 

the feature of human action that ensures that each act potentially in­

volves moral responsibility, since it means that each human act is rooted 

in a moment of unburdened human free will. The question still remains, 

however, as to the ontological status of this moment of free will: since 

everything in the universe is created by God (including the act itself), is 

not this moment also created by God? This is the question that the Otto­

man-era theologians would attempt to tackle, in an effort to preserve 

and better elucidate this central emphasis on human freedom in 

Maturidian theology. 

Reformulating al-Maturidi : Discussing Human Freedom 

and Divine Omnipotence in Ottoman-Era Kalam 

The questkm as to how to best classify and characterize Otto­

man-era Sun.nl kalam is a very difficult one. As numerous scholars have 

pointed out, the Ottoman intellectual tradition tended toward synthesis 

in the Islamic religious sciences, and often ignored the boundaries be­

tween schools erected by earlier scholars (such as the divide between 

Maturldism and Ash'arism). Indeed, following trends already evident in 

IS Jbfd., 55-56. 

-228-



OsmanlJ'da ilm-i KeHim: Alimler, Eserler, Meseleler 

the Mamluk period, Ottoman-era theologians often ignored, down­

played, or even attempted to erase differences between these two kalam 

schools, most often opting instead for "pan-Sunni" theological projects 

rooted in the "philosophical" kalam metaphysics of Fakhr al-Din al-R.azi 

(d. 1210).16 Exclusive affiliation with either the Ash'ariyya or Maturidiyya 

during the Ottoman period was r~latively rare. There were, however, 

~xamples of a stated preference for one school over the other in specific 

theological questions, as exemplified in a series of 18th -century treatises 

devoted to discussing a concept called the "partial choice" or "the partial 

will" (al-ikhtiyar al-juzJi or al-irada al-juz'iyya). This concept referred 

to the specific aspect of human acts that renders them free, and thus 

morally consequential. Many of these treatises were notable for taking 

an explicitly Maturidi approach to the question of human acts, and in 

doing so rendered a specific critique of Ash 'ari theology. 

Judging by extant manuscript copies in the Si.ileyrnaniye Library 

in Istanbul, Mubarnmad ibn Mu~tafa I:Iamid al-Kafawi Aqkirrnani's (d. 

1760) Ottoman-language treatise Aftil al-%ad wa-l-irada al-juz'iyya 

16 The strongest example of this "synthetic" impulse in theology is the prevalence of 
theological ikhtilli.f treatises devoted to minimizing the differences within Sunni 
kalam school traditions. See, for instance, Rfsalat al-ikbtiltlf bayna 1-Asba<ira wa-l­

Matu7·idiyya by Ibn Kamal Pasha (d. 1534), one of the most prolific theologians of 
the Ottoman period (ed. Badeen 2008), and the numerous articles on this topic by 
Mehmet Kalayct of the Ankara University Divinity Faculty. 
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was by far the most common example of this genre.17 Numerous copies 

of Arabic-language treatises on this topic were also produced in the mid-

18th century Ottoman Empire, most notably Mul).ammad ibn Abmad al­

Gumuljinawi's (ca. mid-18th century) Risala fi ba/;Jth al-i1'tida al­

juz~iyyd8 and the famous scholar Dawild al-Qar~I's (d. 1756) Ristila fi 
bayan mas~atat al-ikhtiyan:u al-juz~iyya wa-1-idrakat al-qalbiyya.19 The 

analysis here will focus on these two texts, since they currently do not 

exist in edited versions and are, despite their popularity in the Ottoman 

period, largely unknown in current scholarship. Moreover, the argu­

ments made in tl1ese particular treatises are very representative of other 

examples of this genre. 

Both of these treatises make two new arguments that attempt to 

bolster the Matulidi doctrine of free human choice. These are: 1) that 

human beings possess a "starting point" or "access point" (madkhaf) in 

each of their acts that is the result of interior deliberations and inclina­

tions; and that 2) these internal processes are best described as a "state" 

(/;Ja/:) of the person rather than as an element of creation (khalq) because 

these internal processes occur in the innermost reaches of the human 

17 An edition and detailed analysis of this treatise can be found in $amil-6c;a1's "Osmanlt 
Kelamalan E§'ari miydi?: Muhammed Akkinnani'nin insan Hilrriyeti Anlay•~•." Dini 

A1<l§lmnalar215 (1999), 225-254. 
18 MS· Istanbul: SU!eymaniye Ktiti.iphanesi, Esad Efendi, 1180 is used here. 
19 MS Istanbul: SU!eymaniye Ki.ltuphanesi, Serez, 1422 is used here. An edition of a 

slightly earlier example of this genre is also provided in Badeen's collection, Qa<;li­
zada Mubammad al-Isbiri a1-Ar<;lun1mi's (d. 1717), Mumayyizat madbbab al­

Maturidiyya 'an al-madhahib al-ghayriyya. 
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being, and thus do not have actual existence in the external world (fi l­

khttrij). The term madkbal is meant to refer to the fact that human be­

ings possess a specific role in, or "point of entry" or "admittance" into, 

the existence of the act by virtue of their own choice and intention that 

occasions the actual creation of the act (as a d1ing in the world) by God. 

Though difficult to render into English, the use of the term "mad­

khal' (which very literally means: "a place into which one is entered in" 

or "a place where a thing is caused to be brought about") very precisely 

captures the sense of human freedom that these theologians are trying to 

express: that is, that human beings play a role in the occasioning of an 

act based on their desire to commit it, but that the existence of the act 

itself is due to the creation of God. This single term, therefore, very well 

encapsulates the Maturidian doctrine that 1) human beings are free be­

cause their choice to commit an act is essentially unfettered, but that 2) 

God remains the omnipotent creator of all things in the world because it 

is God that actually brings the act into being in the real world (outside 

the inner deliberations of the person). 

According to al-Qar$I, "the human being possesses a madkhal in 

his acts."20 Al-Qar$1 identifies this term with the concept of kas~, or (as 

seen above) the notion that human beings "acquire" acts created for 

them by God. This Ottoman-era Maturidian discussion, therefore, can 
.J 

also be understood as an explication (or more accurately, a tal?qiq) of 

the much older theological notion of "acquisition." Furthermore, al-Qar$1 

20 Al-Qar~i, Risala .fl bayan mas>afat a/-ikbtiyan:it al-juz>iyya, 6a. 
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cites Q 2:286 as evidence for this position: "God tasks no soul beyond its 

capacity. It shall have what it has earned and be subject to what it has 

perpetrated." According to al-Qar$i, the elaboration of a specific mad­

khat that human beings possess with respect to an act is a distinctly 

Maturidian theological position: he argues that the Ashcariyya's discus­

sion of human acts contains an element of "compulsion" (itf,{irar) pre­

cisely because it does not include a notion of madkhal. This critique of 

Ashcarism, though conducted very respectfully and without any accusa­

tion of outright heresy, is interesting for two reasons: it demonstrates 

that al-Qar$i aclmowledges a distinctly Maturidian tradition of theology 

with which he identifies on this particular question,21 and it highlights his 

concern to remove any element of "compulsion" from a proper under­

standing of human actions. This argument is, therefore, a strong theolog­

ical case for human freedom, albeit it within the context of divine om- . 

nipotence. 

Secondly, al-Qiir$1 argues that the inner deliberations and inten­

tions that form the madkhal of the human act are not properly described 

in terms of creation (khalq): "the notion of creation does not pertain to 

them" .because they are "actualized ... in the interior (t;limn) of individu­

als such that they are not created [in the. outside world]. "22 This means 

that these deliberations and intentions exist in "an intermediate [state] 

21 Al-Qlir~i elsewhere refers to a wide variety of theologians as authorities, suggesting 
that he may not have recognized a substantial difference between Ash<aris and 
Mlituridis on most theological questions. 

22 Al-Qiir~i, Risala fi bayan mas>afat al-ikbtiyarat al-ju.z>iyya, lla. 
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between e~stence and non-existence," which al-Qar~I defines as a l;H'i/.23 

To sum up, according to al-Qar~i: "human beings possess dakhl ["en­

trance," or "access"] in their free actions, such that fatalism (jabr) is re­

futed ... and they are not creators of their free actions, such that qadr is 

refuted [i.e., the doctrine that human beings directly cause their acts to 

'~ come into being)."24 In other words, al-Qar~i views the Matundian posi­

tion as the ideal middle ground of orthodoxy that avoids both 1) an af­

fumation of fatalism and 2) a denial of the absolute omnipotence of 

God.25 

Al-Gumuljinawi's arguments are similar to al-Qar~I's, and also 

borrow heavily from Ibn al-Hurnam's text. Like al-Qar~i, al-Gumuljinawi 

also identifies himself as part of the Matundian tradition, at least on this 

particular theological question.26 According to al-Gumuljinawi, "Human 

beings possess actions of partial choice (ikhtiytirat juz)iyya) and wishes 

of the heart (i1·adat qalbiyya) on account of which tl1ey are rewarded or 

punished."27 In oilier words, like al-Qar~i, al-Gumuljinawi argues that it 

is the inner deliberations and intentions of a human being that guarantee 

moral responsibility, because these processes are what occasion the 

existence of the act itself and are not subject to any fonn of compulsion. 

He also, like al-Qar~I, accuses !he Ash'ariyya of introducing an element 

23 Ibid. 
24 Ibid. 
2; Al·Qar~;I, RistUa.fi bayan mas'a/at al-ikbtiyartu al1uz'iyya, llb. 
26 AI·Gumuljinawi, Risala.fi ba/;Jtb al-irtida al1uz'iyya, 2b. 
27 Ibid., 3a-3b. 

-233-



Maruricfi Theology in the Onoman Empire/P. DorroU 

of compulsion into their doctrine of human action. Using al-Qar~i's same 

terminology, al-Gumuljinawi argues that this is the case because the 

Ash'ariyya do not elaborate any kind of "access" (dakbl) for the human 

being in the processes that bring their acts into existence. 28 By contrast, 

according to al-Gumuljinawi, al-Maturldi's doctrine holds that: "the 

power (qudra) and will Urada) of the human being possess a madkhal 

in the action, which is not the effecting of their actual existence. "29 

Again, like al-Qar~i, al-Gumuljinawi also identifies this madkhalwith the 

concept of kasb and the "partial will" (al-inida al1uz'iyya).30 Al­

Gumuljinawi also identifies the internal processes of deliberation and 

intention within the human being that occasion the creation of an act as 

a kind of /;Jal, since they are neither exist in the external world, nor are 

they lacking in existence entirely.31 Al-Gumuljinawi's arguments, there­

fore, are essentially identical to al-Qar~i's on these important points. Al­

Gumuljinawi also copies passages from Ibn al-Humam on the notion of 

the "sincere resolve," suggesting that Ibn al-Humam had at least some 

influence on this discussion of human acts during the 18th century. Al­

Qar~i also cites Ibn al-Humam as a theological authority on this topic.32 

28 Ibid., 3b-4b. 
29 Ibid., 4b. 
30 Ibid. 
31 Ibid., 4a. 
32 Al-Qar~I, Risala fi bayan mas'alat al-ikhtiyarat al1uz'iyya, Sa. 
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The Significance of the Ottoman-Era Maturidian Explica­

tion of Human Free Will 

Despite their brevity, and aside from their theological sophistica­

tion, these treatises provide some important insights into the nature of 

Sunni kalti1n discussions in the Ottoman period. They confirm the as­

sessment that Ottoman-era theologians did not see themselves as exclu­

sively Ash<ari or Maturidi in school affiliation, but instead recognized a 

wide variety of historical figures and precedents as authorities worthy of 

emulation. At the same time, however, al-Qar~I and al-Gumuljinawi 

show that not all Ottoman-era theologians simply minimized or refused 

to recognize major differences between Ash<an and Maturidi (an attitude 

common in the ikhtilafliterature). Instead, al-Qar~I and al-Gumuljinawi, 

while recognizing both al-Ash'ari's and al-Maturldi's authority, were very 

comfortable declaring their preference for one thinker over the other in 

some important theological issues, even going so far as to suggest that 

al-Ash<an's thought leaned toward determinism. 

While these· two theologians may have been broadly syncretistic 

and pan-Sunni in their intellectual outlook, they were not uncritically so. 

Ottoman theologians' understanding of Sunni kalam debates therefore 

evinces a level of extraordinary sophistication and development, to the 

point of being able to draw fine distinctions among a variety of divergent 
.J 

theological traditions, within a single theological problem. Though their 

approach was encyclopedic, it was not simply a cataloging exercise: 

instead, these theologians were, to use a phrase, "connoisseurs" of the 
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myriad theological traditions that had preceded them, and they ·were 

able to critically evaluate and explicate the most intractable of theologi­

cal problems .based on this knowledge. In other words, it is hoped that 

this discussion may help to dispel the widespread contention that Otto­

man scholars were merely uncritical encyclopedists who did not pro­

duce works of original value. Based on this admittedly small example, it 

would seem that they were much more original and sophisticated than is 

often asserted. 
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