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Abstract

Islamic heresiography has a long history whose roots go back to the
second century of Hegira. The development process, which started
with individual articles (maqālah), continued with encyclopedic
works. As far as we know, the alphabetical classification of firqahs is
the first attempt at Islamic heresiography. This classification, which was
written by Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm in the late period of the Ottomans and
reached the present day as a single copy, is remarkable in terms of both
the author’s environment and the subjects it contains. This article
suggests that the author lived in the 18th century and belonged to the
Qāḍīzādelī environment. First, the identification of the author is
clarified, and then the content of the heresiographical treatise is
analyzed. Finally, the Arabic version of the text with the developed text
structure is presented as an appendix.
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Introduction

The first five centuries played a decisive role in the development of
the main character of Islamic thought. The main problematic areas,
subjects, and concepts of religion and thought were shaped mainly
during this founding process. This is also true for Islamic sects; most
sects that have survived throughout history and about which we have
information emerged in these first five centuries and established their
general character. After this process, it was as if time stopped and no
other sects emerged. The surviving sects are those that were able to
withstand the erosion of time and to carry their old existence to its new
context. Is the problem the lack of emergence of new and different
sects or the lack of new classifications? There is no doubt that these
two are related and necessary to each other. This problem necessitates
comprehensive studies. However, it is true that the classifications of
the later periods did not go beyond a shortened and reduced
reoccurrence of the heresiographical content of the first five centuries
and that these later classifications could not produce an internal
structural authenticity and differentiation. The treatise al-Madhhab al-
ḥaqq wa-l-madhāhib al-bāṭilah (Mḥmb), which is the subject of this
article and was written by Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm (M.b.I.), is remarkable
in terms of his attempt to write an alphabetic script. Considering that
there was no previous attempt of this sort and that the classification
forms of different traditions made on the basis of the ḥadīth of seventy-
three sects still maintain their influence, M.b.I.’s treatise is original and
deserves to be considered in terms of the general development of
heresiography. In this article, this treatise, which has reached the
present day in the Balıkesir Library of Manuscripts, is analyzed in terms
of its author, the period in which it was composed, and its content. Its
Arabic text is presented as an appendix.

I. Identification of the Author of the Treatise

In the introduction of Mḥmb, the author presents himself as “al-
Sheikh Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm.” Based on this name, it is difficult to
evaluate him or to identify the period in which he lived and the
environment to which he belonged. In such cases where we have no
information other than the root name, a follow-up method consisting
of several stages can be adopted for the identification of the author.
The first stage is to look at the content of the book itself. In this context,
we can examine whether a general portrait of the author can be
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proposed by considering some references in the treatise and the
general perspective of thought reflected in the treatise. From this point
of view, one of the most noteworthy points in the content of the treatise
is the negative references of the M.b.I. to the Sufis in the Malāmatī line.
Sects such as al-Ilhāmiyyah, al-Awliyāʾiyyah, al-Bāṭiniyyah, al-
Jāhiliyyah, al-Ḥubbiyyah, al-Ḥurūfiyyah, al-Ḥūriyyah, al-
Qalandariyyah, al-Maqābiriyyah, and al-Wujūdiyyah, which are
included in Mḥmb, can be connected to Sufism. Al-Awliyāʾiyyah, for
example, asserts that if one reaches the position (maqām) of walāyah,
the commandments and prohibitions will fall from him and he will
reach the closest position to God.1 Al-Bāṭiniyyah is a group that argues
that they are people of taṣawwuf who have secret knowledge and do
not need the Book and the Sunnah. When they want to provide
evidence to fulfill or reject certain deeds, they claim that they go to
Muḥammad. If they receive an answer that will satisfy them, they are
satisfied with it; otherwise, they apply to Allah himself.2 Al-Ḥūriyyah
are those who claim that Allah has married them to a houri. These
people are from al-Khalwatiyyah and claim that the Qurʾān is a curtain
between the servant and the Lord, that the poems are the Qurʾān of the
dervish order, and that they can also reach Allah through the khalwah
and the favor of the sheikh. After ending the dance (raqṣ), this group
performs ablution (ghusl) on the grounds that they have sexual
relations with the houri in the drunkenness of the dance.3

Maqābiriyyah are people who seek help from the people of the grave
because they believe that the people of the grave are aware of their
situation, hear what they say and can fulfill their wishes.4 They  are
those who argue that all things are the same as Allah’s existence, so
they see the ulūhiyyah (godhead) in every being.5

All of these groups, which M.b.I. mentions in the category of
superstitious sects, possess mystical tendencies. Hence, he is distant
from those who side with Ibn al-ʿArabī and the malāmatī line.
However, the aforementioned Sufi tendencies have been recorded in
various sources from the 11th century onward under similar names but
with different contents. Therefore, this information alone is not enough

1  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, al-Madhhab al-ḥaqq wa-l-madhāhib al-bāṭilah (Balıkesir:
Ömer Ali Bey Library of Manuscripts, MS 322), 143r.

2 Ibid., 143v.
3 Ibid., 146v.
4 Ibid., 151r.
5 Ibid., 152v.
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to identify the period in which the author lived. However, while
mentioning the al-Ḥūriyyah, his statement that this sect is one of sub-
groups of al-Khalwatiyyah is an important clue to identify the historical
period in which M.b.I. lived. The socio-cultural context in which the
Khalwatīs were the most powerful but the reaction against them was
the most intense was the Anatolian geographical context, especially
Istanbul. In the ʿulamāʾ-Sufi tension that started in the first half of the
16th century but reached its climax in the 17th century, the Khalwatīs
were the main carriers of the Sufi camp. The reference to al-
Khalwatiyyah in the treatise reveals, at least, that M.b.I. could not have
lived earlier than the 16th century. It is clear that more information is
needed to determine exactly the time he lived. Al-Maqābiriyyah, which
is mentioned in the treatise, may be significant in this respect. This
conception is first seen in Ighāthah, a work composed by Ibn Qayyim
al-Jawziyyah (d. 751/1350). It is understood that the concept did not
yet have a terminological value given that it was used only once.6 It
was Aḥmad al-Rūmī al-Āqḥiṣārī (d. 1041/1632) who transformed this
concept into a specific terminological use in the Ottomans. He wrote a
treatise on this issue and severely criticized the people he called al-
Maqābiriyyah.7 Al-Āqḥiṣārī was known in the Qāḍizādelī circle, and his
works were frequently used. In particular, his work Majālis was a work
that gained a general acceptance in these circles as much as al-Birgiwī’s
al-Ṭarīqah. Considering the author’s use of al-Maqābiriyyah in the
treatise, the author could not have lived before at least the 17th century.
Another noteworthy point of the treatise is the reference to Abū
Ḥanīfah, when M.b.I. listed the qualities of Ahl al-sunnah at the end of
the manuscript. The author places Māturīdism at the center of the
doctrinal acceptances of Ahl al-sunnah and records his identity as
Māturīdī.8

This is the portrait of M.b.I. introduced in Mḥmb. Based on this
information, it can be suggested that M.b.I. could be a figure belonging
to the Qāḍīzādelī circles and could not have lived before the 17th

century. However, to make this portrait clearer, it is necessary to move
to the second stage of the follow-up and to focus on the majmūʿah

6  Shams al-Dīn Muḥammad ibn Abī Bakr Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyyah, Ighāthat al-
lahfān min maṣāyid al-shayṭān, ed. Muḥammad Ḥāmid al-Faqī (Beirut: Dār al-
Kutub al-ʿIlmiyyah, 1971), I, 197.

7  Aḥmad al-Rūmī al-Āqḥiṣārī, Risālah fī l-radd ʿalá l-Maqābiriyyah (Istanbul:
Süleymaniye Library, Fatih, MS 5398), fols.71-86.

8  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, al-Madhhab al-ḥaqq, 153v.
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where the manuscript is found. It is possible that the treatises collected
in the majmūʿah were written by the same person and that they were
composed by M.b.I., who is in the last sequence of the majmūʿah.
There are six works in the majmūʿah recorded with  inventory number
322 in the Balıkesir provincial public collection: Munabbihāt by Ibn
Ḥijjī (d. 816/1413), an abridged treatise on the ʿaqīdah, ethics, and
deeds by Dulgerzāde (d. 1159/1746), a part of Iḥyāʾ of al-Ghazālī, a
commentary by M.b.I. on al-Ghazālī’s work Ayyuhā l-walad, a treatise
by ʿĀlim Muḥammad (d. 1116/1704) about the duration of disbelievers
in Hell, and the last treatise, Mḥmb, which is the subject of this article,
by M.b.I. The first treatise was copied in 1149/1736, the second in
1151/1738, the third in 1152/1739, the fourth in 1153/1739, and the fifth
in 1147/1733. The only treatise without a copy date is the sixth one in
question. The character of the copying for all of the works in the
majmūʿah is the same, and none of the names of the copyists in the
farāgh records is mentioned.

Among these works, the work that needs to be examined for the
identification of M.b.I. is the voluminous commentary on al-Ghazālī’s
Ayyuhā l-walad because it can be understood that Muṣṭafá, the author
of this work, and Muṣṭafá, the owner of the heresiographical treatise,
are the same person. Moreover, the commentary in question both
confirms and clarifies the portrait of M.b.I. The most referenced work
in the commentary is al-Ṭarīqah of al-Birgiwī (d. 981/1573). When
extensive information is needed, the author refers the reader to this
work of al-Birgiwī.9 Additionally, Ghunyat al-mutamallī of al-Ḥalabī
(d. 956/1549), ʿAqāʾid of al-Sanūsī (d. 895/1490), al-Waṣiyyah of Abū
Ḥanīfah, al-Mawāhib of al-Qasṭallānī (d. 923/1517), Muntakhab al-
hayʾah al-saniyyah of Ibrāhīm al-Āmidī (d. after 1069/1659), Rawḍāt
al-jannāt of Ḥasan Kāfī al-Āqḥiṣārī (d. 1024/1615), Sharḥ al-Fiqh al-
akbar and Ḍawʾ al-maʿālī of ʿAlī al-Qārī (d. 1014/1605), Jilāʾ al-qulūb
of al-Birgiwī and Majālis of Aḥmad al-Āqḥiṣārī are among the works
the author used and sometimes quoted in the commentary in question.
These works are widely used in the Qāḍīzādelī environment. Among
these, the most recent deceased writer was Ibrāhīm al-Āmidī. His work,
cited as Muntakhab, is an abridgement of al-Hayʾah al-saniyyah by
al-Suyūṭī (d. 911/1505). Al-Āmidī says in its preamble that he dedicated

9  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, Sharḥ Ayyuhā l-walad (Balıkesir: Ömer Ali Bey Library of
Manuscripts, MS 322), 97r, 108v, 111v.
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this abridgement to Meḥmed IV (1648-1687).10

In the content of the commentary of Ayyuhā l-walad, the following
expressions about the malāmatī Sufis support the author’s portrait in
the heresiographical treatise:

Which calamity is severer than the faith of people of innovation (ahl
al-bidaʿ) and than the mission of nearness to mendacity? Indeed, the
following expressions of Sufis of our time set an example for this. ‘A
person who is close to our sheikh talks to God repeatedly in a single
day; we do not need to consider the knowledge (ʿilm) and books
because if we need to, we refer to the Messenger, if we receive an
answer from him, we content ourselves with it, otherwise, we consult
directly with God.’ We seek refuge in Allah from such words and faith.11

This information corresponds exactly to the views presented in
Mḥmb as belonging to al-Bāṭiniyyah. Thus, M.b.I. transformed the
reality of his time into a sect under the concept of al-Bāṭiniyyah, which
was a rather old concept that was mainly used to describe the Ismāʿīlīs.
Again, when commenting on the features of a sheikh in the work of al-
Ghazālī, he makes the reference, “what is meant here by sheikh is not
to find fame just as the sheikh of Sufis in our day who is ignorant,
apostatized, went astray, misguided.”12 Considerations of M.b.I. in his
commentary on Ayyuhā l-walad about the importance of fiqh and the
value of faqīhs also confirm his relationship with the Qāḍīzādelī
circles.13 It is important to note that in the commentary, he uses the
epithet “our Imām” for both al-Māturīdī and Abū Ḥanīfah.14

The author of Mḥmb and Sharḥ Ayyuhā l-walad is the same person,
and the two works reveal a portrait of M.b.I. that complete each other.
Based on the content of these two works, it can be said that M.b.I. lived
in the second half of the 17th century and the 18th century and had a
similar world of thought to the Qāḍīzādelī environment. Although we
have an opinion about the period in which M.b.I. lived and the
environment to which he may have belonged, the question of who he
really is remains unclear. At this point, it is possible to move to the third

10  Ibrāhīm al-Āmidī, Muntakhab al-hayʾah al-saniyyah fī l-hayʾah al-sunniyyah
(Ankara: National Library, MS A 7486), 14v.

11  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, Sharḥ Ayyuhā l-walad, 97v.
12 Ibid., 107v.
13 Ibid., 125v-126r.
14 Ibid., 76r.
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stage of the follow-up: to trace the root name M.b.I. in other works. Is
it possible that the other works whose author is named M.b.I. belong
to this author? Among the works recorded under the name of M.b.I. in
the catalogs of manuscripts, seven works should be examined. The first
work, specified by its author as Zubdat al-amthāl, has a content
composed of Arabic proverbs or vocabulary. The author presented
himself in the introduction of work as “Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm from
Gallipoli, the home of the veterans and mujāhids, the homeland of the
ʿārifs and the saints.” He dedicated his work to Murād III (d.
1003/1595) and compiled it on the basis of relevant works.15

The second work, Tuḥfat al-ikhwān, is a commentary on al-
Birgiwī’s al-ʿAwāmil, which has a wider network of circulation. The
author gives his name in the preamble as “al-Sheikh Muṣṭafá ibn
Ibrāhīm” and states that upon request from some of his distinguished
pupils, he commented on this work of al-Birgiwī entitled al-ʿAwāmil
al-jadīdah, which was well accepted by the pupils and by those
engaging in fiqh. He also expressed his happiness about the circulation
of the book and named his work Tuḥfat al-ikhwān in the hope that it
would bring him much more on the Day of Judgment.16 Considering
both the reason that led him to write a commentary and his
expectations about the work he wrote, the author can be understood
to be in a tradition of education and teaching.

The third work is called Sharḥ al-Awrād al-Bahāʾiyyah. This
commentary, which has many copies, is a commentary on the awrād
of Bahāʾ al-Dīn Naqshband (d. 791/1389). The author wrote this
commentary at the request of a friend whose request he could not
refuse. In the commentary, in addition to the root name M.b.I., there is
a nisbah of the town and denomination. The nisbah of the
denomination is al-Ḥanafī, while the nisbah of the town varies from
copy to copy. There are different usages in the copies, such as al-

15  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm al-Gelībūlī, Zubdat al-amthāl li-wuqūʿihā ʿumdat al-aqwāl
(Istanbul: Süleymaniye Library, Bağdatlı Vehbi, MS 1751), 1r-2v.

16  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, Tuḥfat al-ikhwān (Istanbul: Maṭbaʿa-i ʿĀmirah, n.d.), 2.
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Adaqī,17 al-Adanī,18 al-Adanawī,19 al-Adhanī,20 al-Ādhanī,21 and al-
Edirnewī.22 However, in all cases, the author’s root name and content
are identical. It is possible to collect these usages into two groups,
Edirne and Adana. It is not clear to which of these two cities the author
belongs; a third possibility is that he lived in both regions at different
times. However, the coincidence of the letter integrity suggests that the
variability in the first analysis was due to the misreading or mistyping
of the copyists. However, it is not possible to identify which of the
possibilities, Edirne or Adana, reflects the truth.

The fourth, fifth, and sixth works are commentaries on the three
ḥizbs of Nūr al-Dīn al-Shādhalī (d. 656/1258). “Ḥizb” is the name given
to prayers that are arranged to achieve certain goals, common among
Sufis.23 Al-Shādhalī has many ḥizbs.24 Commentaries ascribed to M.b.I.
are al-Shādhalī’s Ḥizb al-barr, Ḥizb al-baḥr, and Ḥizb al-naṣr. Ḥizb
al-barr is the prayer that needs to be read to travel safely on land. In
the text of the commentary shown to belong to M.b.I., the name of the
author is not included. The explanations for the reason for writing in
the introduction are noteworthy and shed light on the period in which
the commentary was written. The author examined al-Shādhalī’s
widely accepted ḥizb among the people and aimed to explain some of
the subtleties in its content. However, a development caused this to be
delayed. The author stated that Allah soon helped him to finish the

17  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, Sharḥ al-Awrād al-Bahāʾiyyah (Istanbul: Süleymaniye
Library, Hacı Mahmud, MS 4204), 15v.

18  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, Sharḥ al-Awrād al-Bahāʾiyyah (Ankara: National Library, MS
A 7835), 1v; (Ankara: National Library, MS A 8221), 118v; (Ankara: National Library,
Çankırı, MS 246), 1v.

19  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, Sharḥ al-Awrād al-Bahāʾiyyah (Ankara: National Library,
Zile, MS 113), 70v.

20  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, Sharḥ al-Awrād al-Bahāʾiyyah (Manisa Library of
Manuscripts, Akhisar Zeynelzade, MS 642), 131v.

21  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, Sharḥ al-Awrād al-Bahāʾiyyah (Istanbul: Süleymaniye
Library, Reşid Efendi, MS 511), 1v.

22  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, Sharḥ al-Awrād al-Bahāʾiyyah (Istanbul: Süleymaniye
Library, Hacı Mahmud, MS 4095), 1v.

23  Süleyman Uludağ, “Hizb,” in Türkiye Diyanet Vakfı İslâm Ansiklopedisi (DİA),
XVIII, 182.

24  Ahmet Murat Özel, “Şâzelî,” in Türkiye Diyanet Vakfı İslâm Ansiklopedisi (DİA),
XXXVIII, 386.
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commentary he had started, and he completed it in 1140 (1727).25

Considering this information, it is suggested that the author lived at
least in the 18th century. However, because there is no author name in
the text, it is difficult to determine the owner of this information. The
information in the ẓahriyyah of the 1564 numbered Laleli copy of this
commentary used in this article is important in that it refers to the
identity of the author. The author of the commentary is presented as
“Mullā Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm al-Adhanī al-Māturīdī, the disciple of al-
Sheikh Meḥmed al-Ṭarsūsī.” Meḥmed al-Ṭarsūsī (d. 1145/1732), who
was presented as his teacher, was the son of Aḥmed Efendī, muftī of
Ṭarsūs, and assumed the post himself upon the death of his father. Al-
Ṭarsūsī was distinguished with his competence in intellectual and
transmitted sciences.26 Additionally, he composed many treatises and
annotations (ḥāshiyah), especially in the field of intellectual sciences.27

Muṣṭafá al-Khādimī, the father of Abū Saʿīd al-Khādimī (d. 1176/1762),
is reported to have been the student of al-Ṭarsūsī.28 Perhaps the most
important information to identify the environment of both al-Ṭarsūsī
and his disciple M.b.I. is the fact that al-Ṭarsūsī was a student of Vānī
Meḥmed Efendī (d. 1096/1685), who was one of the important figures
of the Qāḍīzādelīs movement.29

Unlike Sharḥ Ḥizb al-barr, in Sharḥ Ḥizb al-baḥr and Sharḥ Ḥizb
al-naṣr, the name of author is mentioned in the text. Ḥizb al-baḥr, the
first of these, refers to the prayer during a journey at sea. The author,
whose kunyah information is mentioned in its ẓahriyyah as “Mullā
Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm al-Adhanī al-Māturīdī, the disciple of al-Sheikh
Meḥmed ibn Sheikh Aḥmed al-Ṭarsūsī,”30 directly begins the
commentary without citing any information about the reason the work
was written. Giving his kunyah in the epilogue (khātimah) as Muṣṭafá

25  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, Sharḥ Ḥizb al-barr (Istanbul: Süleymaniye Library, Laleli, MS
1564), 1v-3r.

26  Fındıqlīlī ʿIṣmet Efendī, Takmilat al-Shaqāʾiq fī ḥaqq ahl al-ḥaqāʾiq, in Şakaik-i
Numaniye ve Zeyilleri, ed. Abdulkadir Özcan (Istanbul: Çağrı Publications, 1989),
V, 63-64.

27  Abdullah Kahraman, “Tarsûsî Mehmed Efendi,” in Türkiye Diyanet Vakfı İslâm
Ansiklopedisi (DİA), XL, 115-116.

28  Yaşar Sarıkaya, Merkez ile Taşra Arasında Bir Osmanlı Âlimi: Ebu Said el-Hâdimî
(Istanbul: Kitap Yayınevi, 2008), 34-35.

29 Ibid., 25.
30  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, Sharḥ Ḥizb al-baḥr (Istanbul: Süleymaniye Library, Laleli, MS

1564), 116r.
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ibn Ibrāhīm al-Adhanī al-Māturīdī al-Ḥanafī, the author associates the
reason he wrote this commentary with the prevalence of prayer among
the people and their reading it carelessly.31

Similarly, in Sharḥ Ḥizb al-naṣr, the author mentions his name in
the khātimah of the commentary as “Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm al-Adhanī al-
Ḥanafī.” Differences like those in the above works about the nisbah of
the town are seen in the various copies of the commentary. In some
this nisbah is al-Adhanī,32 and in some it is al-Adanawī.33 The
information he shares under four headings is about how to read and
pay attention to this prayer. The fourth heading is the analysis of
whether reading this prayer or similar prayers is hypocrisy. The author
quotes from al-Birgiwī’s al-Ṭarīqah that “it is not hypocrisy to demand
a worldly benefit from God by performing an otherworldly deed.”34

The seventh work is called Ḥāshiyah ʿalá Sharḥ Ādāb al-Birgiwī.
The commentary that is the subject of the Ḥāshiyah was written by
Qāzābādī Aḥmed Efendī (d. 1163/1750) on Ādāb of al-Birgiwī and
gained general acceptance. In the introduction of Ḥāshiyah, the author
presents himself as al-Sharīf Muṣṭafá ibn al-Sayyid Ibrāhīm.35 Apart
from this, there is no information reflecting who the author really is.
The author states in the preamble of the commentary that the
commentary written by Qāzābādī, whom the author describes as
unique in his time, on the treatise of al-Birgiwī contains highly
important information. Nevertheless, there are many obscure points;
thus, he composed his Ḥāshiyah. Qāzābādī, who is reported to have
been a disciple of ʿAyntābī Meḥmed Efendī (d. 1111/1699), is also the
teacher of Abū Saʿīd al-Khādimī. Al-Khādimī learned from him in
Istanbul for almost eight years.36 It is reported that Qāzābādī, who

31 Ibid., 147v-148v.
32  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, Sharḥ Ḥizb al-naṣr (Istanbul: Süleymaniye Library, Hacı

Mahmud, MS 4202), 19r; (Ankara: National Library, MS A 5133), 16r.
33  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, Sharḥ Ḥizb al-naṣr (Ankara: National Library, MS A 5198),

47v; (Ankara: National Library, Zile, MS 113), 97v.; (Ankara: National Library,
Adana, MS 311), 150v.

34  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, Sharḥ Ḥizb al-naṣr (Hacı Mahmud, 4202), 19v-20r.
35  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, Ḥāshiyah ʿalá Sharḥ Ādāb al-Birgiwī (Istanbul: Süleymaniye

Library, Laleli, MS 2943), 1v; (Çorum: Hasan Paşa Library of Manuscripts, MS 4726),
12v.

36  Mustafa Yayla, “Hâdimî, Ebû Saîd,” in Türkiye Diyanet Vakfı İslâm Ansiklopedisi
(DİA), XV, 24.
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wrote a commentary on al-Qaṣīdah al-nūniyyah, a poetical text of
ʿaqāʾid, and composed a ḥāshiyah on al-Muqaddimāt al-arbaʿah,
posed an opposing stance against the Sufis.37 Since the first of the seven
works above is dedicated to Murād III, there is no possibility that it
belongs to the author we are seeking. The content of the remaining six
works, the context and the period in which they were produced seem
compatible with the heresiographical treatise and the author’s portrait
reflected in Sharḥ Ayyuhā l-walad. Meḥmed al-Ṭarsūsī, mentioned in
the ẓahriyyahs of Sharḥ Ḥizb al-barr and Sharḥ Ḥizb al-baḥr as his
student, had an ijāzah from Vānī, the leader of Qāḍīzādelīs in his time.
Additionally, the affiliation of al-Māturīdī mentioned in the ẓahriyyah
in question corresponds to the context of the heresiographical treatise
and Sharḥ Ayyuhā l-walad.38 His work Tuḥfat al-ikhwān is  a
commentary written on al-Birgiwī’s al-ʿAwāmil. The fact that al-Birgiwī
is also a great respectable person in the Qāḍīzādelī line suggests that
there might be a similar perception in the mind of the author who
wrote the commentary on Tuḥfat al-ikhwān. The quotation in Sharḥ
Ḥizb al-naṣr from al-Ṭarīqah of al-Birgiwī makes the existence of a
similar interaction more visible. The Ḥāshiyah composed on the
commentary that Qāzābādī wrote on the Ādāb of al-Birgiwī is likely to
be written by the same author. Considering the fact that Qāzābādī did
not have good relations with the Sufis of his time and that he was also
the teacher of Abū Saʿīd al-Khādimī, who had a similar discourse with
the Qāḍīzādelīs on such matters as al-dhikr al-jahrī, it can be
suggested that the author of Ḥāshiyah, which was written with praise
of this commentary and its author Qāzābādī, is in harmony with the
portrait of M.b.I.

Although it is quite possible that the man who wrote the
commentary on al-Shādhalī’s ḥizbs also wrote the commentary Sharḥ
al-Awrād al-Bahāʾiyyah, it seems that the M.b.I. reflected in Mḥmb
and Sharḥ Ayyuhā l-walad remained distant from the Sufis of his time.
In this case, it may seem strange that he wrote commentaries on the
ḥizbs of al-Shādhalī, the founder of al-Shādhaliyyah, and on the awrād
of Bahāʾ al-Dīn Naqshband, the founder of al-Naqshbandiyyah. This
may seem to contradict the author’s portrait. However, while at first
glance it may seem to be a contradiction, in fact, it can be said that it is

37  Bursalı Mehmed Tahir, Osmanlı Müellifleri, ed. A. Fikri Yavuz and İsmail Özen
(Istanbul: Meral, n.d.), I, 374.

38  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, al-Madhhab al-ḥaqq, 153v.
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not a contradiction but rather a point that completes the portrait of
author. Al-Naqshbandiyyah, especially the Mujaddidī line led by al-
Imām al-Rabbānī (d. 1034/1624), had a sharīʿah-centered religious
understanding. In the Ottoman neighborhood, the Mujaddidī-Naqshī
line most often sympathized with the Qāḍīzādelīs in the struggle
against the other side, the Khalwatīs, and positioned itself next to
them.39 For example, Sheikh al-Islām Fayḍ Allāh Efendī (d. 1115/1703),
the disciple and son-in-law of Vānī, is one of the figures whose
Qāḍīzādelī and Naqshī identities correspond.40 Likewise, al-Khādimī,
who positioned himself in the line of Qāḍīzādelīs with the treatises he
wrote, is one of the most influential names of the Naqshbandiyyah
order in Anatolia. A small treatise of al-Khādimī is the most concrete
example of the Qāḍīzādelī-Naqshbandī intersection.41 Therefore,
Sharḥ al-Awrād al-Bahāʾiyyah does not contradict the fact that our
author opposes Sufism in the Malāmatī line. This opposition does not
mean to oppose all of Sufism and its essence. In fact, the content
reflected in Sharḥ Ayyuhā l-walad confirms this. The fact that he
quoted Muḥammad Khwājah Pārsā, a prominent figure in the
Naqshbandiyyah,42 when he listed the qualities of Ahl al-sunnah wa-l-
jamāʿah at the end of Mḥmb may suggest that M.b.I. may have looked
at Naqshbandiyyah with sympathy.

The M.b.I. we are seeking in this article and M.b.I. the author of six
works may be the same person. Some of the six works, perhaps all of
them, may actually not belong to the author of the heresiographical
work. However, this possibility does not invalidate the author’s close
stance to the environment of the authors of these six works. Even if
only Mḥmb and Sharḥ Ayyuhā l-walad are taken into account, it can
be understood that our author lived between the second half of the 17th

century and the first half of the 18th century, had a Ḥanafī and Māturīdī
identity, opposed the Malāmatī Sufi tradition, especially the Khalwatīs,
and remained close to the Qāḍīzādelī environment. When we assume
that the other six works were written by the same author, it can be
suggested that M.b.I. is a person who was born at the end of the 17th

century, learned from al-Ṭarsūsī, adopted the perspective of the

39  Dina L. Gall, A Culture of Sufism: Naqhsbandis in the Ottoman World 1450-1700
(Albany, NY: State University of New York, 2005), 152.

40 Ibid., 154.
41  Abū Saʿīd Muḥammad ibn Muḥammad al-Khādimī, Risālah fī māhiyyat al-ṭarīqah

(Istanbul: Süleymaniye Library, Esad Efendi, MS 3543), 54r-v.
42  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, al-Madhhab al-ḥaqq, 154r.
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Qāḍīzādelīs, took a dissenting attitude against the Sufi movements in
the Malāmatī line but sympathized with the Sufi tendencies that had
high sensitivity toward sharīʿah (such as al-Naqshbandiyyah), came to
the fore with his Māturīdī and Ḥanafī credentials, became busy with
educational activity and passed away in the second half of the 18th

century. At this point, in terms of completing the final picture, we can
perhaps focus on the meaning of the fact that his town nisbahs show
variability (i.e., al-Adhanī, al-Edirnewī and al-Adanawī). Among these
nisbahs, the most reasonable one is probably the nisbah of al-Adanī
or al-Adanawī. It is recorded that in Islamic sources, Adana was written
as Ardana, Adana, Adhana, Azana, and Batana.43 It is likely that the
previous usages of Arabic spelling alternately remained in circulation,
and the author was described as al-Adhanī. Considering that he was a
student of Meḥmed al-Ṭarsūsī and the copies of the above-mentioned
works are available in the Adana Provincial Public Collection as
Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm al-Adanawī, it is possible to identify the final name
of author as al-Sheikh Mullā Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm al-Adanī/al-Adanawī
al-Ḥanafī al-Māturīdī.

II. Content Analysis of the Treatise

M.b.I.’s heresiographical treatise Mḥmb differs considerably from
the earlier classifications of sects in the Islamic tradition of thought.
Previous classifications are usually based on the completion of the
number given in the ḥadīth of 73 sects. The seventy-third group is often
recorded as Ahl al-sunnah wa-l-jamāʿah according to the definition
given in the ḥadīth.44 The remaining 72 sects are usually
mathematically listed, and sometimes they are randomly placed under
the defined supra-identities.45 Although mathematical classification
patterns seem to be quite suitable for those who want to classify the
sects, it becomes inconceivable to comprehend the reality as time
progresses and the intellectual imagination expands. In particular, the
attempt to realize this in the number 73 led sects to be kept abstractly

43  Yusuf Halaçoğlu, “Adana (İslamî Devir),” in Türkiye Diyanet Vakfı İslâm
Ansiklopedisi (DİA), I, 349.

44  For more information on this issue, see Muhammet Emin Eren, Hadis, Tarih ve
Yorum: 73 Fırka Hadisi Üzerine Bir İnceleme (Istanbul: KURAMER, 2017).

45  Gömbeyaz tabulated his templates of classification in accordance with different
tendencies and presented them as an appendix at the end of his doctoral work. Cf.
“İslam Literatüründe İtikâdî Fırka Tasnifleri” (PhD diss., Bursa: Uludağ University,
2015), 262-310.
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alive that never existed or could not survive and prevented new sects
or movements from being part of the classification.

M.b.I. also starts by referring to the ḥadīth of 73 sects but does not
reveal an enumeration of sects based on the number. It is certain that
the motivation for doing so is his attempt to make an alphabetical
classification because in such a classification, all sects are made part of
a supra-cluster (in his words, “al-madhāhib al-bāṭilah”) without
needing any sub- or supra-classification. This is significant because the
most remarkable point in group classifications is that some later
philosophical and Sufi differentiations cannot be associated with any
of the early accepted supra-sect categories. Sufi differentiations are the
most remarkable example of this. There is usually no supra-identity
with which these differentiations can be associated. For example, it is
often not possible to cluster them under such traditions as Muʿtazilah,
Khawārij, Shīʿah, or Murjiʾah. However, as time passed, the fact that
these differentiations were not only confined to Sufism but were also
the powerful carriers of doctrinal views led them to be taken into
consideration. In such cases, these differentiations are given
separately.46 In an alphabetical classification, there is no need for these
differentiations or the search for a new place separate from the
theological sects in the classical literature; rather, a flexible framework
is formed that allows them to be positioned as separate.

An attempt to create such a flexible framework is evident in M.b.I.’s
Mḥmb. The information he presents about writing the treatise also
supports this. He regards the sects other than the saved sect as demons
of humans and thinks that they are worse than demons of elves.
According to him, these sects infiltrated both those who have
knowledge among Ahl al-sunnah wa-l-jamāʿah and those who are
people of foolishness (ahl al-ḥamāqah). It is not possible to
distinguish them from their appearance and clothing; recognition is
possible by knowledge of their behavior and words. The author states
that he clarifies the beliefs and words of these sects in order to find out
who they really are. By doing so, he aims to protect people who are
unaware of inner face of the affair, who fall in the darkness of heresy,
and who cannot distinguish the scrawny and the fat or the right and

46  For example, in the classification of the Ṣadr al-Dīn-zādah al-Shirwānī, the Sufi
sects are mentioned under the title of malāḥidat al-ṣūfiyyah. See Mullāzādah
Muḥammad Amīn ibn Ṣadr al-Dīn al-Shirwānī, Mukhtaṣar fī bayān al-madhāhib
al-mukhtalifah (Istanbul: Süleymaniye Library, Harput, MS 11), 113v-114r.
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the left from the damages of these sects.47 It can be understood that
M.b.I. opposed the depravation of the mind of people who did not
have enough knowledge on religious matters; in this respect, he
attributed a functional mission to his treatise. It is clear that this
opposition fed on an actual reality and pointed to a group with whom
he struggled. Although he indirectly expressed this as the demons of
the people, there should be some advocates of non-legitimate views
among the people in his time. Who were those in reality who caused
M.b.I. to make an alphabetical classification of sects? Considering the
author’s portrait above, it is not difficult to guess that his actual
interlocutors were the Malāmatī Sufis. The flexible framework
provided by the alphabetical classification also allows the persons who
infiltrated the Ahl al-sunnah wa-l-jamāʿah to be positioned under the
guise of Sufism as a superstitious sect. In fact, ten sects included in his
work in this context are related to Sufism. In the alphabetical
classification of M.b.I., the Shīʿī sects have an actual equivalent at least
as much as Sufis. In fact, twenty-four sects in the classification
consisting of one hundred and three sects in total are associated with
Shīʿism. Since the Shīʿī sects were extensively included from the
beginning of the heresiographical tradition, it is not strange that M.b.I.
included twenty-four Shīʿī sub-sects in his classification. However,
when the sectarian struggle between the Ottomans and the Iranians is
taken into consideration, the existence and totality of the Shīʿī sects in
the treatise becomes more important than the other groups because he
wrote his treatise with a functional aim (i.e., to prevent the minds of
people from being depraved). In this case, it would be a deficiency to
think that the Shīʿī-Sunnī tension, which was vivid in his lifetime, had
no effect. This tension is particularly evident in the Ottoman-Iranian
relations under Aḥmed III and the later period. When the struggle
against the Iranians after Sheikh al-Islām Yenişehirlī ʿAbd Allāh
Efendī’s fatwá is compared with the struggles in the previous period,
its intellectual aspect can be understood as hard and strong.48 On the
Iranian side, when Nādir Shāh became the ruler and asked the Shīʿīs to
put an end to some of practices disturbing the Sunnīs and, in return,
asked the Sunnīs to recognize Jaʿfarism as the fifth true madhhab, this

47  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, al-Madhhab al-ḥaqq, 140v.
48  In this process, Meḥmed Fiqhī el-ʿAynī, vice of ʿAbd Allāh Efendī, summarized this

tension in the beginning of his treatise written to declare the apostasy of the Rāfiḍīs.
See al-ʿAynī, Kashf al-ghawāmiḍ fī aḥkām al-Rawāfiḍ (Istanbul: Âtıf Efendi
Library, MS 1179), 334v-335r.
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caused a new debate on the Ottoman side. While those who asserted
that sectarian strife should be terminated approved of this initiative,
those who remained distant from the recognition of Jaʿfarism as the
right sect strongly opposed this initiative. For example, Rāghib Pāshā
(d. 1176/1763), who was in the office of Raʾīs al-kuttāb, was one of
those who declared an opinion about the termination of this kind of
sectarian strife and the recognition of the Jaʿfariyyah as a correct sect.
This attitude caused tension between him and Bashīr Āghā (d.
1159/1746), who was in the post of eunuch under Aḥmed III and
Maḥmūd I for a total of twenty-nine years and had a great influence on
the palace under Maḥmūd I. Therefore, Rāghib was dismissed from his
post in 1144.49 In the classification of M.b.I., it is possible to find traces
of this discussion in the sect called al-Ittiḥādiyyah. He presents the
members of this sect as “those requiring the unity among Muslims as
the condition of Islam, and, in case of disagreement, those arguing that
everyone is infidel.” The concept of al-Ittiḥādiyyah is also mentioned
in other classifications; however, in these classifications, the contents
are classified as expressing an integration that refers to the unity of the
lover and the loved.50 It is not possible to see it, as M.b.I. meant, in
another classification of sects. This situation suggests that an actual
event was reflected in the treatise in the process of writing.

M.b.I. keeps the considerations of the sects as short as possible and
attempts to highlight their most distinctive features. He states in the
introduction that unless it is mentioned in the works of the experts, it
is not possible to reveal a feature that can distinguish all the sects from
the others. He mentions some of them under some others provided
that the procedures and principles are observed. The author, who
draws attention to the difficulty of dealing with all sects in a treatise of
this kind, states that he confined himself to the most common and
famous sects. Because of the reluctance of the people to consider the
voluminous older texts, he clarifies the distinctive features of the sects
he examines in a short treatise.51 Considering the information given in
his work, it can also be said that he was successful in this to a certain
extent. It is as if he chose the most characteristic ones among a great
deal of information, which suggests that he made a comprehensive

49  Mesut Aydıner, “Râgıb Paşa,” in Türkiye Diyanet Vakfı İslâm Ansiklopedisi (DİA),
XXXIV, 404.

50  For example see Risālah fī tafṣīl al-firaq al-ḍāllah (Diyarbakır: Ziya Gökalp Library
of Manuscripts, MS 553), 87r.

51  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, al-Madhhab al-ḥaqq, 140v-141r.
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reading of the sects. However, when examined carefully, it can be seen
that this information does not entirely belong to him and uses other
texts. In this context, the most frequently referenced source is al-
Taʿrīfāt, the alphabetical dictionary of al-Jurjānī (d. 816/1413). It may
be considered an indirect reference to al-Jurjānī that M.b.I. stated that
he took the lead by making an alphabetical classification in this field
and that, therefore, he positioned himself in the line of the virtuous
ʿulamāʾ.52 In his treatise, he referred to the work of al-Jurjānī in the
context of four sects, al-Jabriyyah, al-Khārijiyyah, al-Mushabbihah, and
al-Muʿaṭṭilah. However, when the texts are compared, the quotations
from al-Jurjānī are not limited to these four sects; the number of sects
he quotes from al-Jurjānī is more than sixty. The fact that the number
of groups he mentioned exceeds one hundred also shows that he was
not based solely on al-Jurjānī. In the text, he refers to al-Mawāqif of al-
Ījī only once in the context of the fact that al-Rāfiḍiyyah is divided into
twenty-three groups. However, it can be understood that he used al-
Mawāqif for other sects. For example, the information related to al-
Shayṭāniyyah, al-Mufawwiḍiyyah, al-Maymūniyyah, and al-Najjāriyyah
exactly overlaps with the information in al-Mawāqif. 53

It remains unclear which work or works are the source of the
information about the remaining sects. Sufi groups are also mentioned
under similar names in other works; however, the explanations given
sometimes differ from those of the works in question.54 Sometimes this
situation is also valid for other sects. The information in the context of
al-Bābakiyyah is remarkable in this respect. Bābak al-Khurramī (d.
223/838), the founder of the sect, is known in the sources as someone
who appeared in the mountainous regions of Azerbaijan during the
Abbasid period, struggled against the Abbasid rule for nearly two
decades, spread the doctrine of antinomianism (ibāḥah) among his
supporters and finally was captured and executed in the time of Caliph

52 Ibid., 141r.
53  Cf. Abū l-Faḍl ʿAḍud al-Dīn ʿAbd al-Raḥmān ibn Aḥmad al-Ījī, al-Mawāqif fī ʿilm

al-kalām (Beirut: ʿĀlam al-Kutub, n.d.).
54  See Gömbeyaz, “Bir Fırak Müellifi Olarak Fahreddin er-Râzî,” in İslam

Düşüncesinin Dönüşüm Çağında Fahreddin er-Râzî, ed. Ömer Türker and
Osman Demir (Istanbul: ISAM, 2013), 356-357, 365; Ethem Ruhi Fığlalı, “İbn
Sadru’d-Din eş-Şirvânî ve İtikâdî Mezhepler Hakkındaki Türkçe Risâlesi,” Ankara
Üniversitesi İlahiyat Fakültesi Dergisi 24 (1981): 270-271; Âdem Arıkan,
Hanefîliğin Bidat Karşıtı Söylemi: Dâmiğatu’l-Mübtedi‘în Örneği (Ankara: Ilahiyat
Yayınları, 2016), 59-69.
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al-Muʿtaṣim.55 In the heresiographical work Mḥmb, he records that
Bābak appeared in the time of Jaʿfar ibn Ghāzī Ḥusayn, known as
Sayyid Ghāzī al-Malaṭī, and claimed prophecy and that his supporters
argued that with his prophecy, the prophecy of the Prophet
Muḥammad came to an end. The figure he presented as Sayyid al-
Ghāzī al-Malaṭī is the famous Baṭṭāl Ghāzī. In fact, following his
statement, he also stated that Baṭṭāl killed Bābak calamitously.56 This
information is noteworthy because Baṭṭāl Ghāzī lived during the
Umayyad period, a hundred years before Bābak’s appearance. The
association of Bābak with Baṭṭāl Ghāzī is not included in the sources.
The only exception to this is the Manāqibnāmah of Sayyid Baṭṭāl
Ghāzī. Here, as the author of the heresiographical work stated, Baṭṭāl’s
struggle with Bābak was mentioned separately; finally, he killed him.57

In this case, it is highly probable that the author used the
Manāqibnāmah in question as the source for the information about
this sect.

It can be understood that M.b.I. compiled his treatise by using
information from several different sources. In addition to the
information he quoted, it provides an explanation about the exact
meaning of statements he quoted about the relevant sect’s supra-
identity and often refers to the prayer “we seek refuge in God” from
the views of the sect in question. It cannot be said that he is always
successful in associating the sects he mentions with the supra-
identities. In fact, this seems to be an inevitable consequence of his
alphabetical classification. Because they are not classified
mathematically, each sect is seen as an equal part of the supra-identity
perverted sect (al-firqah al-ḍāllah). When the sects are given
separately, the supra-identities to which they belong must also be
mentioned separately. M.b.I. tries to abide by this in the context of the
sects he mentions. Sometimes, however, he makes mistakes in
associating them. For example, stating that al-Zaydiyyah is followers of
Zayd ibn Yazīd, he positions it under Khawārij. He shows al-
Shuʿaybiyyah, which we know as a Khārijī sect, under the title of al-
Rawāfiḍ. He mentions al-Shaybāniyyah as a sub-sect of al-Jabriyyah,
which argued that they held determinism (jabr) and rejected fate

55  Hakkı Dursun Yıldız, “Bâbek,” in Türkiye Diyanet Vakfı İslâm Ansiklopedisi (DİA),
IV, 376-377.

56  Muṣṭafá ibn Ibrāhīm, al-Madhhab al-ḥaqq, 143v.
57  Necati Demir and Mehmet Dursun Erdem, “Türk Kültüründe Destan ve Battal Gazi

Destanı,” Turkish Studies/Türkoloji Dergisi 1, no. 1 (2006): 124-125.
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(qadar), whereas this sect is one of the Khārijī sects, and there is no
information in the sources that it advocated determinism. He also
mentioned al-Shamrākhiyyah under the Rawāfiḍ and said that they
were of the same opinion as al-Shūriyyah, except that they claimed
ʿAlī’s divinity. However, al-Shamrākhiyyah is generally defined as a
Khārijī and sometimes a Sufi sect. In both cases, the divinity of ʿAlī is
not associated with al-Shamrākhiyyah. This situation shows serious
inconsistencies and errors between the sect he mentioned and the
information given about it. Additionally, a sect under the name of al-
Shūriyyah cannot be identified. So, it cannot be understood to whom
the author referred with al-Shūriyyah.

There are some problems in his quotations, which are probably
caused by typographical errors in the manuscripts or by his
misreading. For example, the information in al-Taʿrīfāt as “ وابن ملجم
وكفر ابن ملجم بقتله “ is mentioned in the heresiographical treatise as 58”محقّ
It is clear that these two pieces of information have completely ”.عليّ
different meanings. The expression in the treatise is probably due to
misreading. A similar situation can be found in the context of al-
ʿInādiyyah. The author of the treatise probably read the word “الأشياء”
in the sentence “59”وينكرون حقائق الأشياء mentioned in al-Taʿrīfāt as “ًرأسا.”
However, since the meaning of the phrase probably did not satisfy
him, he felt the need to explain this word as “ًوخارجا أي ذهناً .” Misspelling
or misreading errors due to the copy he used can also be found in the
context of the sect names and the founding names of the sects. For
example, al-Khāzimiyyah in al-Taʿrīfāt is read as al-Jāzimiyyah by the
author of the heresiographical treatise. Similarly, al-Ḥābiṭiyyah is
recorded as al-Ḥāʾiṭiyyah, al-Sabaʾiyyah as al-Sabāʾiyyah, and al-
Kāmiliyyah as al-Kāhiliyyah.

M.b.I. sometimes could not escape minor errors of classification.
Although he makes an alphabetical classification, shifts are sometimes
observed in the alphabetical classification of sect names. For example,
where he should present al-Aswāriyyah after al-Isḥāqiyyah, al-
Iskāfiyyah, and al-Ismāʿīliyyah, he mentions it before them. Sometimes
a sect can be seen to be mentioned in several different ways. For
example, although he mentions a sect as al-Shayṭāniyyah and states
that its founder was Shayṭān al-Ṭāriq [al-Ṭāq], he also presents a sect

58  Abū l-Ḥasan ʿAlī ibn Muḥammad ibn ʿAlī al-Sayyid al-Sharīf al-Jurjānī, al-Taʿrīfāt,
ed. Ibrāhīm al-Abyārī (Cairo: Dār al-Rayyān li-l-Turāth, 1403), 32.

59 Ibid., 203.
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called Shayṭān al-Ṭāriq [al-Ṭāq]. Considering that the information he
provides for clarification overlaps, it can be understood that this is a
mistake caused by carelessness. One of these types of careless
mistakes can be seen in the context of al-Balkhiyyah and al-Kaʿbiyyah.
A similar mistake and carelessness is seen in the context of the
Imāmiyyah. The information given about this sect should be divided
into two parts. In the first part, he gives information about the
Imāmiyyah; however, elsewhere he gives information starting with “ هم
and does not overlap with ”الذين يكفرون عامة الصحابة وهم الذين خرجوا على علي
the information above. This information is about the Khārijīs and, at
the end, an account is also given that is often used in the sources to
denigrate the Khārijīs. In this case, two possibilities can be mentioned.
The first possibility is that there was a section about the Khārijīs in the
source the author quotes immediately after the Imāmiyyah and that the
author reported it as a whole without separating it. The second
possibility is that the author mixed the notes he had for the purpose of
transforming them into separate parties and that he combined the
information of two different sects as if they were the same group.
Finally, the author beginning the treatise with attribution to the ḥadīth
of 73 sects initially implies that he will only mention Muslim sects. In
his classification, however, he refers to such non-Muslim sects as al-
Barāhimah, al-Sumaniyyah, and al-Sūfisṭāʾiyyah. This fact, which can
be seen in other classifications of sects, shows that he did not take this
ḥadīth in his own classification as a strict framework of evaluation.

III. Edition of the Text

 ا ا ا 
د    أد وا و   اك أ  ر

َأو.رب ا   ّ  أو  أم وا و ا ا  ا 

ق  َاو  ،أا وا   ا رة اْ  ا ام ا  ا

د اا اا   ا  ار ن   .

ط ا ل ا ا وا ا ان ر اإا ،و    

ُّ:اإا ا    م  رأ  ء ا ا    ا

ا     ا وأ ، اا ر   اب ء اا آ  ا
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ّّ، رب ا ِ  و را أن       وة ا   ا و

ا اّأورا أ أ ق ا أو،  ا ا وا ات ا   

ءَ ة ا ر ة اأو،  اأأن ا ل أ أو.رج  ز

.أ  آ وإن  أا   ن      

ر و    إ ا  ن اأ  ةإا و ،  وا

ان ا   أا  و ول ا ر    َ 1أ ر

  ا.أا ر ا    ا وا او 

 وا  ا  أ إ.  ا ا  اا

، أ ا وا   ذو  و  أ ُا ُو  ّّا   ، وز

ُإو ّأا وأن    ا   أدا وا أن أردتُ،ا و

ًأ ا   دا  ل و   ى    ا

ل،  ّ ًا ّوو ّ   ا ّ، ا ل  او  ن أ .ق ا

ةن ص اأ و،ات  ت  ت وا دأ  ، 

م م ىردأو  ا را وا ّأ  ا      د ن 

ّ  و، ا واأ  ً، وو    ا

ن واأ ] ، ا ا  ا أا  ا 2[ .أو 

ر ّو ر      ت  ا  ع ا ن    

ل ا ه اا  و ،ن ذ  إو ا

ن ا،لوا ة ا  ذ ن أ  أ وأن  أ و   ا

ه ا  ع     ّ،أ إوراق      ا

ة ّ ؛ر  ر   ا س  ا  أو.ت اب ا

ن  ا ا م     ان. وإن   ا ا ا ّ    ا   أ

ء  س ا ان وأ  أر  ا . أ ا ن ا  أ أ ا وأ ا

ظ ـ" ا أ افوا ا إ ا 1 ي روي  ع ا. اق" ا ّ
ل  درا  ق ا و ا ا إ  

(Eren, Hadis, Tarih ve Yorum, 61-155 )
، و ا ا   ا 2 ل   ا ه ا،   ، ا 

. ا"  أ  " 
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ل   ً   ، اب ا وأداء  ا وا ة،   ا   وا

ك  ي، أ  دا  ك ري و وي،وو ، و   ىً 
ر  أردت، 3 ّ م  وا   أن أ  ،ً ن  ا   و

ء     ً  ا تُ  َ ّ  أن أ و  و 

ُدأب  ء، وّا دي.   ا ادي، واً ا ا   

ق   رح ا رق ا وا و ذاأ  ً ا ا و  ا ، ورا

 . ، ّواو ا  ر ء  ر أن    ا    

ن  ا أن ،  ا أ و  ا وا  ا  

اء ا   ء  ح، ا ن     ا  ،    ا

اء  ا  ّ ّ ف. ا ز  ا  ا ف،  أ ح، وأن    ا ا

م ا   أ  وزار وا وأدْ   ّ  ا ، و وا

د  م ا م  د و   ر  ا ه  ا اد ا ب و  ، و  ا

ر وأ  ات وأ ا  أ و و ا وا  أ ا

ّ ّ ، ا . آ .  ا أ ف  ا ه ا    ، آ

،   ا إ  ا أ  د   ة  ق  ا أن أ ا 

ل وا  : و ا وا ر أر م  أ ة وا ل  ذا ا  ا ا

ه ا   د. و ادةوا م. و ا  ا وا  ا  ا

ه ا وا أ ا وا وأ   ذ ر وا : ا وا

ر  ا،  ا ّ ةً ً روا  ا  ا إ    . ارج وا وا وا

ة. ق 

]١: ء 4]  ا ن إن ا ، و   ن ا  ا  

 ، ر  وم؛  ا رض  ، وا ر  ت، وا ر وا وا و 

؛ ا .   و  ذ   . م ا  ن  

]٢: ن] و ا ض ،و   ن إ  ا  إ :و ا

ل " ءً أن ا  " ة    ر، و ا   أ ا 

رة ا (ا ا3 ت ا    ء (ا 7-6س ا  ا رة ا ).113) و
4. "، و   ا "ا
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. ان ا   أ وأ ا ر ً وا  ّ ن. و دا  ا

ن ٣[ م؛   ط ا د   ا  ن إن ا  : د ] و ا

راً روا  ف   .ا

زل.  ]٤[ ر  ا رة  أن      ، ر أز ن ا  : ز و ا

. ؛     ا و  إ ا إرادة 

زرق.]٥[ ب   ا : و أ زار ، و 5و ا ن:   

ً، و ا  ر.ا    ا   ا . و أ

ب ]٦[ : و أ ار اريو ا وم، ا ر  ا ن: إن ا  

ن  وم. و ر  ا ن  ن: إن ا . و اً اً و   ا  ذ 

ل  م  ر ا أا ة أن ن  ر  ا ، و  ح     ا   
ر.6 ب  ا وا اب و  

ب أ  ا]٧[ : و أ ر 7و ا ن: إن ا   

. ر    ، ن وا ف  ا ء    ا

، وو ا]٨[ ر ا 
ّ

ا   ّ ن:  : و  ا 

. اً اً ّ .  ا  ذ  ب، وا  ّ ، و  ا إ

دق. ]٩[ ا ا    ا : و ا أ و ا

وم و  د و  ، و أن ا     در و   و  و 

ت. وذ  تنو   ا ر  و إ ا  ا

   ، ت و  و ر  ، وا ا  ا دات و  ا

ذ    ل ا  دات.  أرادوا  إ ت ورب  ه ا وا 

.

ا ]١٠[ ورون    اف  ن أن أ ا : و ا  ا و ا

. ، وأرادوا   وإ ا أ ا  أ ، ووا م ا  أ

.و،"ازرق"ا5
6. "، و   ا "
ه.7 اب  أ ف" و ا  ا "ا
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أن  إ ا  ]١١[ ً ن  م   ن  : و ا  ّ و ا

 ، ن  ا . و   ا ا   ً ن  و  ا  

س. ي ا ن   أ ب و ا

ن ]١٢[ اء  ً، أي  م    ن: ا : و ا  و ا

وا  ، وا ب وا ن ا . و   ا  ء أو  م ا ا

. ل ا و ون  إ

، و ]١٣[ م ا وج ا ن  وا  : ا    ا و ا

ن ا    . و وف وا  ا م ا  ج    

ا   دق وا ا ا إ  ا ده إ أن  ي وأو ه، وا ص   ا

ه  ا   ا8ا  رأ أ ا  ا ه9و 10و

ه ا ا   ا11 ا   ا ه   ا 12و و

ن  ر وا ع ا ن وا ح ا و   م ا ا     او ا

 ً ل أ ا   ج. و ؛   ا وا   د   و

م  ا   ا وإ أ ا ذا  ؛  وض ا ون .  و ا 

ا  وا و  ا   ر ا   ا و  ا و ا 

ا أ ار ا ل ا  ا   ة  أ ر  م. و  و

م  أ  أ     و  “: و   

. ا وز إ  ، و   ”13

ا ]١٤[ ، و  إ أ   : و   ا ر و ا

8. "، و   ا "ا
".ا"ا9

،اا 10 .اوا
."   ا ا "11
."ا   ا ا "12
واه13 داا دو  , اا وااهاا

: 48ة ا،"ا: ا. ظافا تهأنأن. و 1066"، ر ا وا ا

در ارجذما واوا تاأنو. ا وا توا ا

رااأ .ا
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ة  أ إ أن  ن ا م ا   ون ا   ر ا  و 

م ا .ج ا

ّو]١٥[
ِ وَْ ن: إن ا إذا   ا :ا  و ا 

، وا وا  ه  ا ه  ن   ، ب  ا  ّ ، و  ا وا

. اد   ا آن وا   ا

زي  ]١٦[ ي  ز    ب  ا ا : و أ ّ و ا

ري] ة 14و ا [ا ا ا ا . واد  نا   . ّل    ا

م. ة وا ة   ا ع  ة ا ا وا

ج ]١٧[ ف   ا و  ن  أ ا : و ا  ّ و ا

ب وا  إن ا ن إ ا  ، ّ وك  إ  ل وا  إ   ا

ات   إ آ    ا   وإ  إ ا    

. ت ا ن  ا

. و   ]١٨[ ا    ا ا : و ا اد و ا

رواح ا ا  ا ء ا -ا  اد  ا إن  ِ   ا
َ -و

. اً اً .  ا  ذ  ا إن روح ا   ا إ    ا

ّو]١٩[ ِ ُ ى]:ا ب [  ا رى   15و أ ن ا 

، ن وإن أا ، وأ  و إ ر ا   ا وإ    

ل   زوا إ ا  . ،     إ در ا
ّ

د  ا   و

ان ا    ن ر ا   ّ وا  وا و و ّ ، و د ا و

. أ

؛  14 ق، و    أ زي    ا ل ا زي ، و ا اب : ا ا  ا ، وا

، و     آش  ا و د ا رى  ا ي و ا ن   اذا  ر

ر آ زي؛      ل ا ت   ا ه ا ،  ا أ  إ   ا

: . را ه ا

Demir-Erdem, “Türk Kültüründe Destan ve Battal Gazi Destanı”, 124-125.
15، ى". وا  ا ى" او " ا اب " ا . وا ّاو  ِ ُ : ا   ا ا  ا 

. ق ا ه ا    ... و ّ ْ ْ او أَ ُ او ا
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:و]٢٠[ ا أي 16 ا ر ا ن   اء،  زون  ا  ا ِّ و ا 

زل  ت  ا و دات وا م  وإ  ا ن  م و    ا

. اً اً ن  ل ا  ّ .  ا  إ ا

ل ا ]٢١[ ون  إر  : ا ن إن  و ا  ا  و

ر  ل،  ن   ا  ا    إ ا ل إن  ر ا

 ً ،    ا  وإن       إ إر أ

.  

م ا ]٢٢[ ا  : و ا  ُ ُ  و ا ضٌ، وإذا  َ ئ  ُ  إذا 

 . ٌ ِ

]٢٣[: ِ ب 17و ا ، 18و أ ن  أ ا ، و   ا

ة   وا و   م وا اض وا ا ا  . ل  ث ا ي أ و ا

ن    . ن أ   ،  إذا  ء   ا   ا ه ا أن 

. ن  د  ن ا ،    اَن ا   ا    ا

ن ]٢٤[ ور ا  ر    ن ا    : و ا  و ا

ادّ،  أ     رة   ا م ا . و    

ن19:او]٢٥[ ب  ن 20و أ . و  ا ن ا ا  

،   ا   ا  
ّ

  ّ ن، وروح ا  رة إ إن ا   

.21 ا  اً اً ن  ا  ذ    

ن  و ]٢٦[ ن ا  . ب أ   ا   : و أ ا

د  إ   ل ا ن إن أ ل.   ء  ا ار وا   و  ا

. ر . و   ا إ ا 

. ا16 "، و   "ا
17."  ا "ا
18."  ا "
.و،"ا"ا19
.و،"ن"ا20
.و،""ا21
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د وا]٢٧[ ا إن ا س،  ب   أ : و أ ُ ري و ا

اردة  ص ا ون ا راً،   ن  و   ً ا ة  ون  ا د  وا

ك،  اً أ ا ّ ار.  أ د  دار ا  ً ر  ل ا ر    ا

ي  ذ   ا ا ر.  ل  أو  ن  ر  ن ا ر؛  ر  أو ا  

ر.  ا

]٢٨[: رود رود.22و ا ب أ  ا   ا  23و أ

ّ
م  ا   ، و رضا وا ا  ّ ، و ً  ً و

م. ة وا  ا  ا
ّ

اء  ا

زم  ]٢٩[ ب  : و أ ز ، و ا ن ا  ا  

ح  وى    ، و ل ا  ا ، وأ وإن ا   ا دون ا

. رة  ر  ، وإ ت  ا

ب،  دام  ]٣٠[ ب  ا وا ن ا  : و ا  و ا

.ك ا   إ ا   ا ام  و 

]٣١[   ّ ب ا ب أ     ا : و أ ُ و ا

ة ات  ا   24ا وف وأ   ّ م   ِّ ا إن ا    .

ة   ، و ا ة، وا   ى ا   ا و ٌ، و 

ء. و ا  ر، و  ت     ا وإذا  ٌ
ة]٣٢[ : و ا  ت    25و ا ن أ ا . و 

، و ا  . و  ً وا  ا   ، و ا أ

ً ن    ك   ّ  ّ دات    ن  ن ا   ، ً و 

ك    وراق   ك   26
ّ  ً اً ن     ، ا

. ن ا ا و

روز"ا22 .و،"ا
روز"ا23 .و،"ا
".ة"ا24
25."  ا "أ 
26."  ا "



                    Mehmet Kalaycı &  Muhammet Emin Eren276

ق ا ]٣٣[ ّ ا إن   ب.    ّ ب    : و أ و ا

ن ا   ، ب  ا ّ ع  ا   س. وا د وا   ا

ن إن ا    ن. و رق ا    ا ه، و ّ  ا   

ه  . و   ر   ؛   ن وا ف ا ء  ر   ا

ا.ا   ا 

رواح ]٣٤[ ا ا  . ب  ا   ذي ا : و أ َ و ا

ّ
ء وا  ا إ  ن روح ا  آدم      ا  

ا. ده ا  إ  ا  وأو

، و أ]٣٥[ : و   ا ن و ا ان.  ب   

ن   ر  دات. وا وا ة و     ا ِّ   ،ً رة  أ ُ  

ً إن ا    ً ن أ . و ى ا  د  ل أ     د

. ّ و ا ُ وإن ا  ا

]٣٦[: . و ا م ا ب ا ب أ  ا و  أ و أ

ي  . وا  ا و ا دثٌ ، و ، و ا  ٌ ن:  َ إ ا  و 

اد    ة، و ا س  ا ً﴿ ا ً ء ر وا   و﴾و

ر”ا   ة   27“إن ا  آدم   و أ   ا

. ّ ا

ر أي  ]٣٧[ ا ا  ا رث.  ب أ ا : و أ ر و ا

د  ل ا ا   28ن أ ن ا  ا أي ا   و 

.وا    ا

ال   ا  و ا]٣٨[ ن  ا ور  ا ن:   : و 

 . .    ا اً أو  اً اء    ،    

]٣٩[   
ّ

 ْ ن    ّ ن: إ  : و  ّ و ا

. اً أو  اً

داب ،"ارا ا ا  27 : 32ا وا وا .2612"، ر ا
28."  ا "
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: و ]٤٠[ و ن و ا ت ا  ا وف ا ن: ا  

ا  د ا 29اا اة. و   ا ة  ا ب    ا

. د ا  ن    و

]٤١[  . اره  ش،  ا ن: ا   ا : و  و ا

.ا  ذ  اً اً

]٤٢[: ام].30و ا ل 31و  [  أ ا ن   

؛     ك  ا  ِّ ن وا ، وزادوا  أنّ ا ا

ال ا وأ ، وإن      ً ر ن  أن ا  دام   . .

. ذ 

ن: ا    ]٤٣[ . و  وا : و   ا ّ ُ و ا

. ذ   . ده،  آ أ  وأو

ل ]٤٤[ ا: أ ة  أدرك.  ب  ّ و أ و َ ل  ا : و ّ ِ و ا

، وا ر، وا   ر  ا ،ا ، وإن ا  ا دون ا   ا

. رة  ر  ، وإ ت  ح ا وى    و

ر، و   ]٤٥[ ن أن ا   زوج  ا ّ : و  ر و ا

آن ا أ بّ، و ب  ا وا آن  ن: ا  . ّ َ ْ ّ ا ّ ا ر وإ

ا،  ا  ا ا ه ا إذا  . و ة و ا  إ ا 

رض. ّ  أد ا   . ر   ا ا ا  أ و

ء ]٤٦[ ا: ا ا ي.  ب ا ا أ ا م  : و  ّ  أوو ا

ء  ، و
ّ

ب  ا ا  ا ، و ا   ور  دة ا ن  ّ
ر  .آا وا

ل ا  ]٤٧[ ن أ ا   . ر َ ا َ ب  : و أ ّ َ َ و ا

ك. ر   و ا

"." ا 29 ا
30. "، و   ا "ا
اب 31 ام" و ا ه. ا "أ   أ ا أ
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وه، ]٤٨[ ّ و ً  أ  
ّ

ا   ارج: و   وو ا ّ ا و

ة ا إ ا  . و ا ً ن 32   . و ت ا    ذ  

ل   ا  ، و ن ودا  ا رج  ا ة   ة وا إن  ار ا

: ر“ ا ب ا ا ارج  33.”ا

ب أ ا ]٤٩[ : و أ ّ ّ ر و ا ا  ط.  و ا أ 

ه  . و  
ّ

د  و وم ا ا ن  أن ا  ،ً وم  و ا

. ا ه ا  ّ وا  
ِ

ُ ّ وا
ِ ا وا

ا و  إ ا]٥٠[ ، و َ وا  ا : و  أ ، وإن و ا

ن إن ا   ٌ . و ن  ور ا ر  ْ وا ُ ف ا َ ت  ن  ا

. ُ ذا  

،  ا و ]٥١[ اب ا و ون   ّ : و  ّ ا و ا

ا إ ا و    ذُ   اا ون اا  ّ ر . و  ا

، ن ا و  ّ ، و ّ م  34  ا أنّ  ا و ز

 ٍّ
ن ا  ، و   ا إ  دون   أ 

. ذ     . م ذ إ  ذ ا

: ا   ]٥٢[ زّا َ م    أ و ا ا: إن ا  . وا  ا

. ذ   . رم  ا ا ّ م ا . و  ا  ا   ا  ا 

ب زُرارة  ]٥٣[ ا و أ : و   ا رار ُ ْو ا ا أ  .

. ت ا  وث 

: و ]٥٤[ ا ه، و و ا م ا   ا:   . ً ا أ ّ   ا

م ا   ل  ق، و  م ا   ق  ه  .ق    

وا أ او ]٥٥[ ّ ارج.  ، و   ا ع ز   : و أ

32."  ا "ا 
؛ وا أ 1/61ہ؛ ا    382، 4/355  ا أ أو ہا أ أ  33

.2/438ب ا  
".ا"ا34
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. ان ا   أ ا ر

]٥٦[  . وم ا    و  ن إن ا : و  ّ و ا

ل. ُ وا إ ا  ا أ

م  ا  ]٥٧[ وا و  :  ا َ َ ر ا 35و ا
ّ

ل  ي  ا

  : ل ا  . و ا إ ا
ّ

ه   ،ً ، وإ  أ ا  ُ و 
ّ

 

ب. وا    ا
ّ

، و رة  ر   ا     

ن   ء  . و ً وإ ً رض   ا إ ا ل   ق  و  وا

." م  أ ا و  ا   ع ا " ا

ن  و ا]٥٨[ ع  ، و أ وا : و   ا ّ ُ
ا: 36

، وأ  و  ر ا ، وإ     رى   ا ا 

 ، ،     إ در ا
ّ

د  ن، وإن أ ا  ا   و إ

ل   زوا إ ا ّ ، د ا ن  و.زوذاو ون  ا 

 . ان ا   أ ن و وا و ر

ّو ]٥٩[ ن ا   ا37:ا  ،    ُ ل ا : إنّ إر

. ر    ، ء و  ا

: و]٦٠[ ُ . و  و ا وا ب     ا أ

 ، . و   ا  ر، وا  ا  ْ أ   ر، أ إ  ا

. ء ا  ء إن    ذ ا  ا

]٦١[: ا ا   38و ا رو  ا: إن  39ا ّإ أ  أ ٍّ
ّ. وا .    ا

ا: إن ا ]٦٢[ ه. و أي  ً ا  وا  : و   ا و ا

ء".35  ا "ا
36."  ا "
ّ"ا37 ُ .و،"ا
ا"ا38 ،اهاذ". ا وا ااناا ارجقا ا

، وا .الدراسةقسمفيالى ھذاشرناكما أا
ة   ا39 قرا ت و ا .  ا
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ج ده.40   و أو

ن]٦٣[ ب  : و أ ر.  41و ا ا  و ا  .  

 .   ا

قو ]٦٤[ ن ا ب إ  م  : و  ن: إن ا   42ا

ره.  ّ إ إذا أراده و ً  

رة ]٦٥[ م ا وا زوا  ّ ، و ا  ب ا : و أ و ا

ّ زوا  ّ . و ، و   ا ّ اض 43وا وا  ا  ا

.

ل ]٦٦[ ر  ّ ّ وا ن: ا ح.  ب أ  ا : و أ و ا

ر. ن  را   ا وإ   ا ، إن  ا

رِدة]٦٧[ َ ، و  ْ ن  أ ا ب  : و أ ْ ّ ا: 44و ا

ر أ  ، و  أوا ّ م   ا إ ا ا  ا. 

ق:]٦٨[ ن ا .   45و  ن  ا ب   ا و أ

ق ن، ا ا ق46   ن ا وا 47  وا   ا

ره.  ّ إ إذا أراده و ً ن إن ا     ، و   إ

]٦٩[ . ْ    ا ْ ا ن    رِدة: و  َ و ا

ا]٧٠[ . و  ا ُ و   ع  : و أ و َ ا 48و ا ّ إ أ 

ن  و، رضو ا    ا  ن  ً 49و و  ،  رواة ا

ج".40  ا "
ء". ا 41 "
رق". ا42 ن ا "ا
43. ء، و   "  ا "
درة". ا44 "
. ا45 رق" ، و  ن ا "ا
رق".46  ا "
رق".47  ا " ا
48."  ا "ا
و".49  ا "ا
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ال.  وا   ب ا .    أر ، وزاد   ا ا ء  ا

دة ]٧١[ ء  ن: إنّ ا  . : و   ا ّ
ِ ْ ِ و ا

د،  إن  ا أ   ء وز ت  ا وا  رج.  ، دون ا  ا

اً ْ ا  دث. إ ً د ، وإن  ً ض، وإن  ً ، وإن 

ء. وا  ا ا ا أ   

ً أي ]٧٢[ وا ا رأ . و أ ً  ا : و أ ّ د
ِ و ا

. ت  م و د   أو ا   و ا: إنّ ً، و ر و ً ذ

اب ]٧٣[ ُ  ا
ّ

ن أ  اً ن: إن   . وا :  ا ا ُ و ا

ب] ب [ اب وا ا 50ُ ا  إ    ،  ا  

 . ا ن    ، ِّ ن  ا   ، ع مإ  دون 

: و إ ]٧٤[ ر ٍ 51ةو ا ن أن   ، و  

ن  ن، و ن إن ا    ، و وْن ا وا  ا  َ ، و 

. ن  ا  أ إن ا

ال  و ]٧٥[ ون ا زق،  ء  ا ن: ا : و  ر ْ َ و ا

.ون ا  ن  ا ر م؛   ت ا ال وراء  ا

]٧٦[: ،52و ا ب أ ا ون ا  53و أ ّ و 

. ر ض،  وا . و   ا ً  ا ون  و

ز و ا  وا]٧٧[ ّ ي  ام  ا ّ : وا ا ا ّ ،و ا

ش  ا: إن ا   ا ، و  دة  د  ا ن  ن: إن ا و 

، إ  ا  ٌ دثٌ آن  ا: إن ا ل، و ا ا . و وا    ا

.  ذ  ا

ب أ ا    ]٧٨[ : و أ ن  54او ا

.   ا 50 ق  ،  ا  أن ا   ا
". ا51 "
.و" ا"ا52
."ا" ا53 ً و  أ
ه. ا54 اب   ، وا " و  "ا
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ه إ  أ  ى  و  ب وا  إرادة، وا    ا:  ا  . ا

ي  َ ا إ أَ شَ َ  ُ ت؛  إذا   : ا وا ل أ ن إن  ، و

ت.  ا

ر  أ  او]٧٩[ ن  ب  اأا: و أ

اد،ااءا. اا أيرو أنا

رااو.  و. اًاًذا. ا

ل، لءذو لاوا .ا

ت  و ]٨٠[ ون ا   ، : و   ا ّ أدْرِ ّ و اَ

ن  أ  ن، و ّ ن أ  اً.، و ن، و 

ا:   ا  ]٨١[ ز إ أ  :   ا و ا

رف       ، . أ

ن      ]٨٢[ ن:    ا م  : و  و ا

رة و  ن: إنّ  و  ف.   .  أر أ ا 

،    و      ت    ا و وا ل   ا

ر.  ّ ُ ن:  أ ا وا إ ا    ،   و 

ء   أ    ا   ب   ّ ء  ا وا و

ر.  ّ ُ ً ،  أ و ة وا ون  ا ّ ة  ا  ا ل  ذ از وا ا

ن:   ا ْ و  ُ ء ا و   . أ  ا و 

ن:  أ ا إ ا     . و  ن إ ا   ا

ْ ُ مْ و و َ ْ َ  ، .   ا ّ  ا أ  و ّ و راً  و 

.

دار]٨٣[ دار55:و ا ب أ    ا ا ا: 56.و أ

ً آن وأ   درون   ا س  َ 57ا ا:  وا ا  و ّ . و و

ل  ا   ل، و ل  ا ا   ث. و رث  و    ، ن   زَم ا

دار" ا55 ."ا و 
دار" ا56 ."ا ً و  أ
57. " و  ً  ا "
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ذ . ا ً .ؤ   أ  

ة]٨٤[ ا إ إ  : و ا ّ ُ ت    58و ا . و ا

ّ ُ ا: إن ا    ا ت. و ه  ّ ت و ا ا   مٌ

. ّ ْ ش ا  ا

ال،]٨٥[ ء ا ب وا   : و أ ل   59و ا ا

 ، راد دون ا ، وإن ا  وم    ا ن: ا ي. و  ا ا

ا  ٌ ن: إن ا   . و ر ل  ا ا  ن، و وإن ا     و

ل  ل ” ا“و  ا و  درٌ رة“، و ُ ا   ” ا ن: ، و ت. و ا

اط، وز أنّ ، وأ أ ا ا ل   ، وإن  ا زن   إن ا

ة  ن أنّ ار ا اء، و  م ا ن  ر     ا وا

ا  ا ن: إنّ . و      و      ا

ز ا . و  رن  ة. 60دون ا إذا   ة إن ا  ا  ا

  ّ ر  . وإنّ د ا ، وإن   ن: إن ا  ا   و

ن  ا اج  ِ ا . وإنّ ة أو ا ن  ا اء  اً،  ج  أ م دونو 

ن: إن  . و ا  وا ه  ا اب ا  أ ون  . و  ا

 . ً ت رأ ا ا ا أن   ذا و ، وز ور ا ر    ا   

. إ  م   ن ا اد   ه،   م،     وأن ا   

  ، ا ب ا و أر ن  أ اد  و ا ا و  ذ  أ

.    ّ  

. و ا ]٨٦[ ت ا  ا  أي   : و   ِّ ُ و ا

ت      .ا

ب]٨٧[ : و أ ّ ُ ا: إن ا   و ا  . د ا   ّ ُ
اض  م، وأ ا ً ا  ّ ّ اق وإ ر  ّ ً  ّ م إ  ا

 ، م ا ل  ا م،   ا:   ا   ان. و ان  راً ا

58."  ا "إ 
ا ا "59 اب"،ا ه.و ا  
ء.  60 ه   ا " ا "،  ا  
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 . ا: وا    . و م، و  ّ ا وا و   وإ ا

ز   ، و  ك و  ّ ُ وإ   رٌ درٌ ن  ا وإ  إن ا

م. ة  ا ف ا و   ا

ف ا ]٨٨[ ز إ أن ا      : ّ ْ َ   و ا

. ، و        أ و

ا: إن ا   ]٨٩[  . ة   ا ب  :  أ ّ ُ و ا

. ر، و  ا  ِ ج  ر،  رأ   ِ ن  رة إ  

ض ]٩٠[ ّ ا: إن ا    : ّ
ِ

ّ ُ .و ا ّ  ا إ 

د. ]٩١[ ى ا وم   ى ا ن: إن ا   : و  و ا

و   ً وم  ل: "و ا لحو  61."ا

ن ]٩٢[ ً أ  ر ز ب ا ون  أ : و   ّ ِ َ و ا

ن ن  ، و ف  ن و ّ ن  ا     .

اد      ، اب  ا دون  ا ، و ل وا ا

.

اً، ]٩٣[ ا: ا   أ  . ر ا ب أ  : و أ ر و ا

، 62اوا ر أ  م و ر ر أ  و  ا م، وا و ا

ن  ا  ، و ا  وا ذ   و   ا  .   و

. ْ َ و

ن ا ]٩٤[ ر، و ا  ان.  ن   ب  : و أ و ا

، وأن ا    وى   ا ، و ر  ا ل ا ، وأن أ ا دون ا

. رة  ر  ، وإ ت  ح ا  

ن  ا ]٩٥[ ا ر.  ب   ا ا : و أ ر ّ و ا

ل، وأن ا ن     ا ا . و ، وأن ا     ا

ا ا  ا ا 61 اج ا   ء ا"ـ ا  و ا ("  ه˜ن ا

569(
."" ا62 ي   وزن  ا ا ا او     ا  ا
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آن إذا     ن: ا . و ؤ م، و ا وث ا د و ت ا  ا

ض. ئ   وإذا 

.63:او]٩٦[
ّ

 ّ ا: إن ا  

]٩٧[  ، ر م، و   ا ّ ا ا ب إ : و أ ّ َ و ا

  ّ ده  ا  ا و ر أن   ا: إن ا    . م ا

 َ ِ ب  اب و ة و أن    ر أن   ا ، و  ح     

ر. ا وا

، و ]٩٨[ د ا  ء  و ن:  ا : و   د و ا

  ّ اً.ون ا اً ن  ل ا دات.  ا    ا

ء ]٩٩[ ا   . ف  ا ب أ ا ا : و أ َ ُ و ا

ن.  د دا و ون إ  ُ   و ، وأن أ ا ورات ا 

م  ]١٠٠[ ب  : و أ ر 64.و او ا ا: إن ا وا

امٍ، وا   و لٍ آن   ا:  د  ا ، و   65 

ف.  ا

ب   ]١٠١[ : و أ ن 66أ]أ[و ا زادوا  ا 

ء و ب   ا  ا 
ّ

ة وا:   ك ل   وا

ّ ّ ا ن، 67  إ  ود  ب ا ا: أ آن. و رة  ا ا

ا] ن أو  ا  ] كٌ ٍ ث 68و ذ ، وا ذ  ا ا ّ ذ  رٌ. ا ء   .

. ث  ا  ا

ب ]١٠٢[ : و أ ن: إن ا    و ا  . ا

، و  ه ا  أ ت   ِ ذ     . ش  ا ا

".ا ا "63
.و،"ا"ا64
65."  ا " 
66. "، و   ا "  أ
ّ"ا67 .و".ا
ه.68 اب   ة "، وا ة    ا "
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. ا
ّ

ة إ  ا ل و 

ه  ع   تُ أ ا ّ  ذ : أ ا وا  ا أ  ا

، ]ا أ    ا      أ [أ  ُ  69و

ع  . إن أ ا ،  ا  ا و  ا ا أن    أ

َ  أ ا وا  ُ .  ا ا ّ ت  أن أ ا    

ه  ا  ا ً ّ.    ا

]١٠٣ ، ل ا ل  ]  أن أ ا وا أ ا وأ ر و ا 

" ن ا إ  أ : " أ  ل ا  ا   ا وا 70ر

ل ا  ا   و  ل ر ً ا ده  ن  و و وا   

،  أو  إ  ة  ده. وذ إ   إ  و و وا

ن  ا  . أو أن ا ض  م أ   ن ا و ا

ن   و    ، وا ل   ا  ء  ا ن  ّ ار  وا

 . ن ا    ، د و ء  ز   ، ة وا ، وأ  ا ا 

[ ل [  و  ن  71وأ ا ء   ا    ،  

. وا ا ، و  ا ر ا ء و  ً وا  ،

 . ّ ّ أ   ا  ن  . و  ا ً ٌ ً أن ا  ٌ
. وا   ً ا   و ً ن  م   ن  أ   ا وا

ن،  . ا ، وا  . و ا وا   ا  ن  ا  أن ا

.   ا  و و :  و و ل  وا أن ا

ل] ره و و و [ ا ا ﴿ا  72ور و ا أ  أ ا آ

ا ب وأ اء   ا ء وا . و ا ﴾ ا ل وأو ا  ا

، و  ّ ّ ا ا   أ ا . وأ    ، وا أ وا

، و  ر ا أ    ، اً   ا ن  ت أ  وا  ا

.  ا 69 ق  ن ا ، و   ا
ريارا ا ا  70 م،" ا : 2ب ا .7280"، ر ا
ه.71 اب    ا "   و  " وا
. ا  72   ا  ا  ا ا 
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ر  ً ا ا . وأ ً ا أ ر  ً  و  ّ  ، س ا أروا

 ّ ر ا ول  ح ا أنّ ر ا ن أو أز  إ ا ت او 

وف وا   ن   ، وا  ا ن ا ن، وا  ا

ر  ن ا  . ن، و  ا ن ا ا ن، و   ا

ن. و  اا ط، وا و، وا ر ا ّ  أول ا ىا أد ا ، و أنّ

، أو ا . وذ  73ر  ه إ ا ، وأ  ا او ا

ام وإ ر ا   .ن أن  .  ا إ  اصّ و ا 

 ". ، و ا  ا  : " ا  ا   74(و ا

م .  ا

ب"، و  اه ا رّ أ ا ا م: "  ل ا  ا  .   ا إ أ

ق  ا  أ ا ا ِّ  "ّ ، و    ا ن ا   ا  ،" ز ا

م 75.  ا 76.) ا
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