Bi-Quarterly Journal

A5 Wi g Aduall 4y ;S 2o glaiadl (B el Al g2 g
ol asdeg 5431 S6T e 55l 6 La¥H
1 (ol 5" S0 L Blisas 5 ' 5k L) lsS

1433jafiil 2@gmail.com :_ggpSJl by (] 48 dsalldll Aol drols & puolnoll Ao M bl g 0ly585 Al ¢ gumyll oS A
bagaraliya72@gmail.com : 5gpSI] &y (il 408 dsollell tlnaell dnols Ml (1585 pole pud cdsluno Szl Y
Salman_quliyuf@miu.ac.ir : SepSI) by iyl o8 duedll dlaall dnsls ¢y yidianally ()8 wand <ol o ¥

ol JGoI ! Slo ghro
IS e 8 dlodlly dpulua] Eobiedl yo 53 "l Y] adSill gy s :Jlio)] g5
bt Lot 2Judlly 8yl toyto cy Buosdl SIS (ol g (oMLY s Jlio

oo Y= ol xgtall oyl o Jglis bl adleg liog ol i, L
aodley (8l U1 Jeaall) 3l sols (Y &yyoeall JlosT e slezeVl
e S g e (ealo Yl sl IS’ 3 pgonell el Do V) o,
S Byl 155 ey (pad Sillaall 3y e Lylas!) Tyl S all VEFY Ja g, V¥
iy A1 I e ST o e ol (ol 28 ¢ cpelial eally cpuidl in ol 0,
O alll o ol 83g0all g Wgleadl ot Al B3]y T Lo dduogy Sl o I ool r
Yo Vol ons Y aidll Ling ‘uthf,ulyxf,mmuu‘,lxulm \ wﬁ-;;lé\ﬁ
U J

Ji5 gl (B gyl 3919 5 mall J) st o2l Jadl poleo oY Ll
Lo Yy = g1 JLos Sl e 555" il g el ool 230
sl i 25 Y gl S0 Sl gy (6588 - cabally Jadly S
Aedle g el 2] ) e Sy g1 A VLGS g iy )

VPEY aslll oolen VY
VPPV oy VY 2] 6

(5558 ihig)l el ¢y IS5 19 2 3 2> o o o g )1 oIS
O Bl 4l a1 cially ool Epo Lo diogs i iobd Yl s
g il ) A g o il S oY sl 5 o)
s Y1 J ol alll] BN U ol i o 555 25 L) ge
& Sl 9> Sy Syl amsts 5,2l 85, 05 o el 5 s "
] iy 359 8 Janl o i Y gl ] 65 5y ol S| e
A S gl o= Al o IS g ol U iy ) ol gedly o)
I s Laiod gy e LB Lt sy ¥ - LSl i o6 Y

heall sl o cyl) S 2zl 50 iid) Y o
” SRS

a0, Sall Gaglaiall 3 Y1 Sl g (VFFY) Olaio ol S5 3Lt S50y Ll g thin) alss 6 pines 23 Uisan]
AVASIYY (1)) & polaal sty ) & ) ol dedleg J13all T e 5850 ,e i) i, iy daal

https://doi.org/10.48309/ihcc.2026.550544.1035

(<o) Osilgall ©

ol sl £ s

Q


https://doi.org/10.48309/ihcc.2026.550544.1035
file:///F:/Work/مجلات/10.%20Mirath%20Islami%20&%20Chalesh-haye%20Moaser/Jeld%2002/Mirath%20Islami%20&%20Chalesh-haye%20Moaser%2002%20(Ar-En)/qer.journals.miu.ac.ir

VPRV (D) ) s polead] cliaidly o asd] Clpil) "y

Aowiad!

IS e b ddoedlly Bwl ) Coldl sl iog o oIY! CalSll Gy Vs i
ol 030 ol imnniyl Bl el 5,0 LN anyd (s ns S 500 < oMY
b 20 90l 53925 2y ol all g 3Ll oy tl] IS o s Y (il Jlged
i 3 Ly ool ) 8 om0 o) i o] Stonall S5 iy s
PN L) 3 Jaall 55 Augd Y] liaally I g iplata (i S5 ialita b
A5 S ladls Bloall JEVI Gl (B Al )l 0da sly2] 8900 (aSSg BaSodly Jaall pulaes
g2 plall Caelly Y dgsmog SN llly oyl dgiinog gIY) JaallS penlis e
151 dels gl Loy iy cpstaids o] e 3530 o adaally 8, LN el 2ling Luloos
Dl Asole¥) el Mos (o VY5 ) ol 2oy 8,2 LM Mtaa (2 0+ 1)
g a8 o Y1 Sl g o o Kaall Gl e i 190 ol )
sl i) aa)l Cigo e Bl 55T 6165 515 gn Sledl] ciiglly SaseSims all Jie o
) i pgomall DS gl > e Tyt ol Jlome (15505 ity lanl A0SV
025 Jlemall i 5 Lol ) B Blially (yiumset]

Axgiol

o 2l ] g e gl I B -l ) gl 55 yn Bl o
(omodsh) (905 (e gl B8ty il el anc 1S Y]
g il 1l 8o lN) sy ez oS JlosNly o] o ol gaizeo (555 )5
il ") b SV sy I3l Jlec 2pils colas (e 53509 2i0la clie 151
a1 1y 5 s b Slyell (i long Lol Aedle Jlocy &Ly e goona’s oSl
lodaloiy Ao gl o Sl il bl o 8l S ol Sy 350
BN gl Ay o bl sloi ) G el B 83L sy o) (siona)
o L) o 4yl ColSy 2 pgomell manliol) B )aa)l daslyall M o Mol S oo
ol L Lo o By )y Sl Bhnial iy 80le bl abaiall Nl
o) 35 g oy il o Jadly Y 833Ylg sl cynd] o o poee munli
S e gesiosis el illcall S el sl iy geal] lorllasaally epliall 1y1o
il 1l 56 Tyl A lael] o e



Y 09ajg (& yr Lo, oals | e, Lisd g iy difuell iy Kl doplicial] o5 g ) Sl copmg

gy

oo b Y] CilSl g Al 5 3 J0lg 5,0 L 5N 98 (] Cooel il jolid
98 b iy oY1 Sl o o el altoy (61 8 LaV) jolai yed Lol ddlises o
N5 iy o i ] e 205 ) 0 sy Al iy ool 5 SLally Billasll 531,30 s 5 o
O D3] e 03 136 ot Jaall O e syl iy 3oV (B lly (yad]
O ol Y anaedly 3l Y) M) Lol .o A ol ol >i>£9 o)) e f sl
oo I & 2y e W6 BT of L 0.3 (sl Bagio put g Woleo i illas el 331
335 &SI Qs ¥l &gsme 2y SV dorgs o Blind] olad¥l Jadd ol youit
A all e J) sl s Y sl JUdl ey te e sl ale o s a0 g6 oo
Gl Mo lalle sl o all Sy IS 23 e 2y 2sll S 5 il B el Lojla
A o @l el Joliall (3 Ll Yy ole Jedll 13 33 oy i Yy g Y
Aoy ol Ao unlly Adie s 4513 819y CarlSl g (55 o] e ooV,
ISNER) @19 el Vgl 1l s e Congll 1in Aol ode 355, U) s )
P36 Lt W) Jadl olsl g <yl e Mt o)) ey Juall s 1y il
Sl Lo Loy bl (513 S AllS 65,9, Allad] oo (Jolly 1S 1S) all 511 ol
oy Janlo s JY] 3 3l o]yl b ol o 950 51 s 03985 o S Y
A1gS B Sl 68y ol o 1 s S oy 0%t allly doend (Caall) Galg) i Jadll
oaasgg dellll yo sl iy Lo IS Cilallly dgemiialls < oY1 il gy oy pgiolanss sl
oY) Glaadll g CalSilly (] des g aseSo (oSon alll s coly gy deanall o
g yladlly A3 ol iS5 nnd gV oyl ) il Sl gl Lsls. calalll 1)
po) Losbis Ly V) @rtad] 098, cbeslialy dluaell 3l A3 ye Sl oreg
B 019> e Uasd) Ll Gl all 2151308 o Sill ogng pas Jlo b bl =Y
Al a8 a8l el Joad 4313 limg (gl 90 Llos a8l 05 (465 4518 e,
ol Joe8 (3 (3055 Bl L) 3331 s of o) BoMeg JI3all s 3 liall el jolads
aley calally JaallS dagyell paplaod] gpen Ll Uil Ly (" palial] rally !’ ,IS5]
NEITESN FOW3-WS N I [P



VPRV (D) ) s polead] cliaidly o asd] Clpil) "E

aod gt

Sl gy Wls 3 3Jaally 8,0t el Ll 3 (0 all 0 g
Mgy ot = Jodl BaMe o1 e 5550 o - il g, o Aslall Aol 0da )l
ol AT apliall go ol o 500y B2l 5 il gn bty i) S
e o Y1 BN g3l il el (ol iy L) 3 55 o il
CnlS5 ) YT Jadl by ditlao 239V il Ao ) Ubos (6355 all 435 aualy
oglaial geud < Jliall b g ptally 3150) 2dle g Aginmy Jp5Ylg (Ol Dy olidlly i Y Lo
MW Y1 aleSl Sliiall LojMog 23NV wuil) faall Sl Loy el 4y Sl
B 3 By Lol 355y s b IS 002 Ta3) niod] all 435 Lo o) 800
MY plladl] Sy lall 3gu1)l 85, (Sl 23NV ags anally clially gl
w Balgll Ao IS UM sl 0] 58 3 Sty omd i) (6l 3ubatly
5 0l 8aall 5, 3050 e ddoal) By 5y IS sl SV Ol ¢yl
555 9 Coedl 13g) il Sasmally  SMiall ol llasdl gy Ao polall )5
oimytall o T pelSie Jotd 6,8l gpsgs pasg b (5000 (et b o
iyda JS 000 ST i e Joid Bl 03 Bl anoll o) g o i
eI IS s ol (8,8 (g Skl ol pgerlly A (o Sl aes S EIS)

ST amy Bl 5sYlg il 3 gty 25y IS) (LY pogdn) Gz glgngy Y]



Bi-Quarterly Journal

An Examination of the Necessity of Divine Obligation in
the System Thought of the 'Adliyyah and a Critique of
the Ash'arite View, with Emphasis on the Works of Al-

Ghazalt and al-"Allamah al-Hilli

Talim Reza Jafari'™

, and Seyyed Bagqir Ilya Razavi?

, and Salman Quliyuf3

1. Corresponding Author, PhD student, Department of Contemporary Theological Currents, Al-
Mustafa Al-Alamiyah Society, Qom, Iran. Email: 1433jafri12(@gmail.com

2. Assistant Professor, Department of Sciences and Arts of Recitations, Al-Mustafa Al-
Alamiyah Society, Qom, Iran. Email: baqaraliya72@gmail.com

3. PhD student, Department of Quran and Orientalists, Al-Mustafa Al-Alamiyah Society, Qom,
Iran. Email: Salman_quliyuf@miu.ac.ir

Article Info

ABSTRACT

Article type:
Research Article

Article history:
Received:

7 September 2025
Received in revised form:
5 November 2025
Accepted:

3 December 2025
Available online:

27 December 2025

Keywords:

Divine Obligation, Rational
Necessity,

Ash‘arites,

‘Adliyyah (Justice-oriented
schools: Imam1 Shi‘ah and
Mu ‘tazilah),

Rational Moral Valuation,
Divine Grace,

Al-Ghazali,

Al-‘Allamah al-Hill1.

The 1ssue of "the necessity (Wﬁgﬁlb) of divine obligation (faklif)" 1S
amg;llg the fundamental and ¢ en%mg topics in Islamic theology,
revealing a profound disagreement between the Ash‘arite and
‘Adliyyah schools concerning. God's essence, attributes, and
relationship with the world. U g an analytical-argumentative
method and relying on the seminal works of Abu Hamid al-Ghazal

a prominent representative of the Ash ‘arites) and al-* Allamah al-Hillt

a key figure in ‘Adliyyah theology), this research addresses the
question: Is divine obligation incumbent upon God, or i it merely a
voluntary matter subject to His absolute will? From the Ash‘arite
perspective, with the denial of "rational moral valuation (al-husn wa
al-qubh al-‘agli)," and/ rational or, moral necessity upon the Divine
Essence is rejected. Obligation is mtelj?reted as a pure manifestation
of God's uncaused and unlimited will; meaning God could have
created a world without obligation, reward, or punishment, and such
an act would be termed neither just norunjusetaas the criteria for justice
and injustice are meaningless prior to revéaled law (shar*). In contr
the ‘Adhﬁlya,h, by accepting the principle of "rational moral valuation'
and emphasizing God's pertect attribu es-;%altlc.ulaﬂy wisdom, in_}]ustlce,
and grace (lutf)-consider the necessity o obhgatlon to be inherent.
This™is because abandoning the guidance of capable subjects is
incompatible with God's essential perfections and would constitute
absur ijt]yhor an inducement to evil. Al- ah al-E ies tl
God's intherent wisdom necessitates the establishment of obligation
accompanied by means of guidance (such as prophethood), not out of
need, but as a nece; manifestation of divine mercy an gtace The
study demanstrates that the ‘ Adliyyah view is consistent not only with
rational evidence but also with Quranic verses and human nature
(fitrah). It strengthens the foundations of religious ratignality, universal
moral stability, divine justice, and human responsibility. Conversely,

1e Ash arite View, by Telativizing values and denying reason's role in

discerning good and eyil, leads to outcomes incompatible with justice,
the purposiveness of creation, and the stability of the legislative
system. Consequently, the necessity of obligation upon God-in the
sense of a rational necessity arising from His perfect attributes-is not
only logical and Quranic but also essential for preserving the true
sanctity of the Divine Essence and justifying the overarching structure
of religion from prophethood to the hereafier.
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Introduction and Statement of the Problem

One of the most central disagreements among Islamic theological
schools, particularly between the Ash‘arites and the ‘Adliyyah, is the
issue of "the necessity of obligation upon God Almighty"; not the
necessity of obedience of the servants, but whether God is from a
rational or grace-based perspective, obliged to establish religious
obligations (taklif) for human guidance? The ‘Adliyyah, citing
principles such as "rational moral valuation" and "the necessity of
divine grace," consider the establishment of obligation to be necessary,
arguing that abandoning the guidance of a capable servant is
incompatible with God's inherent justice and wisdom. In contrast, the
Ash‘arites, by denying "rational moral valuation," reject any rational or
moral necessity upon the Divine Essence, viewing obligation as solely
a manifestation of God's absolute will and pure discretion. This means
God's actions are explained solely based on "ownership" and
"authority," with no external or rational ruling governing the
Transcendent Essence.

This dispute extends beyond a jurisprudential or legal-theoretical
discussion and is rooted in two different intellectual systems concerning
God's essence and attributes, the role of reason in discovering rulings, and
the concept of justice. Within this framework, the works of Abii Hamid al-
Ghazali-as a symbol of the Ash‘arite school-and al-*Allamah al-Hilli-as a
prominent figure in ‘Adliyyah theology during the occultation era-
represent two fundamental approaches to responding to "the question of
the necessity of obligation." In works such as al-Iqtisad fi al-I'tigad and
Tahafut al-Falasifah, al-Ghazali views obligation as arising from God's
exclusive right of ownership, while al-‘Allamah al-Hilli, in Kashf al-
Murad and Nahj al-Haqq, considers the necessity of obligation to be a
consequence of God's wisdom, inherent justice, and grace.

This study, using an analytical-argumentative method, addresses
several questions: Is divine obligation incumbent upon God or merely
discretionary? If it is necessary, what rational or grace-based
foundations make it essential? And if it is discretionary, is this view
compatible with divine justice and wisdom? Furthermore, how have al-
Ghazali and al-"Allamah al-Hillt, within the framework of their
respective theological principles, answered these questions?



137 An Examination of the Necessity of Divine Obligation ... | Talim Reza Jafari et al

Thus, the main research question is: How have al-Ghazalt and al-
‘Allamah al-Hillt addressed the issue of the necessity or discretion of
divine obligation and its compatibility with God's justice and wisdom?

The ultimate objective of this research, by elucidating the theological
principles of both schools and analyzing the arguments of al-Ghazali
and al-Allamah al-Hilli, is to provide a more coherent defense of the
‘Adliyyah position regarding "the rational necessity of obligation upon
God," based on rational and scriptural evidence.

Background of the Research

No independent scholarship comparative study currently carried out
that specifically analyzes the issue of the necessity or discretion of
divine obligation within the framework of the al-*Allamah al-Hillt and
Abi Hamid al-Ghazali. Nevertheless, numerous manuscripts have been
written in the field concerning the concept of obligation, its theological
foundations, and the general perspectives of the Ash‘arite and
‘Adliyyah schools.

Among important books in this field are The Nature and Theological
Foundations of Obligation (Muhammad Hashim Mas‘tdi), The
Philosophy of Obligation from the Perspective of ‘Adliyyah
Theologians (Muhsin Kazim1), and Human Obligation, Human Destiny
(Jawad Mahmiidi Ardakant). While these works contribute significantly
to explaining the essence of obligation or reflecting the view of one of
the theological schools, they lack an analytical comparison based on the
primary theological texts of al-Ghazali and al-°Allamah al-Hill1. Also,
thesis such as "The Issue of Right and Obligation from the Viewpoint
of the Ash‘arites and Imamis" (Sanaz Razmju Qashqa’1) and "Qur'anic
Foundations of Obligation-Centricity" (Arslan Khayrullaht) have
engaged in a broader comparison of the two schools, but they lack direct
citation of the core theological texts of these two prominent figures,
especially concerning the grace-based necessity of obligation.

On the other hand, books such as The Philosophy of Obligation
(Muhammad ‘Ali Fayyad), Theological Foundations of Right and
Obligation (Ayatullah Jawadi Amuli), and The Presentation of the
Theory of Obligation by the Shi‘ah Theologians of Baghdad (Husayn
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Birashk and Bahnam Talib1), though contemplating the rational and
theological dimensions of obligation, have either remained within the
framework of one school or have not adopted a balanced comparative
and analytical perspective when addressing the question of "the
necessity of obligation upon God."

Within this context, the distinct of this research study becomes
clearer: the absence of a precise, comparative, and text-based
examination of the views of al-Ghazali and al-"Allamah al-Hilli
regarding the central question of whether divine obligation-from a
rational or grace-based perspective-is necessary for the Divine
Essence, or whether it is merely placed within the order of human
guidance as a manifestation of absolute discretion and divine wisdom.
The present research, by referencing authentic theological texts and
focusing on these two pivotal intellectual figures, seeks to fill this gap,
however partially.

1. Conceptual Analysis of Obligation (Taklif)

1.1. Obligation in Lexicology

The root of the word "taklif" in Arabic goes back to "kalafa," which
has been used in lexical sources with various meanings. One of these
meanings is "intense inclination or love"; as al-Khalil ibn Ahmad al-
Farahidi writes in al-"Ayn: "al-kalaf: al-1la“ b1 al-shay " (al-Farahidi, al-
‘Ayn, Vol. 5, p. 372). Ibn Faris also confirms this meaning, considering
it one of the connotations of the root "kIf" (Ibn Faris, Maqayis al-
Lughah, Vol. 5, p. 136).

Another meaning found in lexical texts for this root is "a mole or
colored spot on the face." Al-Raghib al-Isfahant in Mufradat Alfaz al-
Qur’an explains that "al-kalaf {1 al-wajh" is so named because its owner
feels discomfort or "kulfah" (hardship) from its presence (al-Raghib al-
Isfahani, al-Mufradat, p. 721). Ibn Manzur also mentions this usage,
considering it among the secondary meanings of the word (Ibn Manziir,
Lisan al-"Arab, Vol. 9, p. 307).

However, the meaning used in the domains of jurisprudence and
theology goes beyond these metaphorical or emotional usages. Isma ‘il
al-JawharT writes: "kallafahu taklifan" means "amarahti bi-ma yashuqq
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‘alayh"; that is, he commanded him to do something that is difficult and
burdensome for him (al-Jawhari, al-Sihah, Vol. 4, p. 1424). This
meaning is also reflected in al-Farahidt's al-‘Ayn (al-Farahidi, al-‘Ayn,
Vol. 5, p. 372). More importantly, the meaning of "compulsion" is
clearly presented in later lexical sources. In al-Mu‘jam al-Wasit, the act
of obligation is defined as: "A command issued by its issuer-as the
authority possessing the right of obligation-to compel the performance
of a duty" (Authors' Collective, al-Mu ‘jam al-Wasit, Vol. 2, p. 795). Abt
Hilal al-‘Askart also places the word "taklif" under the category of
compulsion, emphasizing that this compulsion is usually accompanied
by hardship or difficulty (al-‘Askari, al-Furiiq f1 al-Lughah, Vol. 1, p.
210). This point is also mentioned in Taj al-‘Arts (al-Zabidi, Taj al-
‘Arts, Vol. 12, p. 465).

In Persian dictionaries as well, "taklif" is defined as duty, order, or
work accompanied by compulsion and hardship; for example, in
Farhang-e Abjadi (translation of al-Munjid), where "taklif" is defined
as "hardship, trouble, duty, order, and command" (Fu’ad Afram al-
Bustani, Farhang-e Abjadi, p. 735).

In light of this examination, it can be concluded that although the
word "kalaf" in Arabic has referred to different meanings, including
intense love and facial blemishes, in the context of "taklif"-especially
in theological and jurisprudential texts-the primary meaning is the
compulsion to perform an act whose fulfillment or omission is difficult
for the obligated person. This meaning, as also indicated in Lisan al-
‘Arab, not only emphasizes the linguistic layer of the word but also
serves as the foundation for the technical concept of "taklif" in
theological discussions about the necessity of divine obligation, divine
grace, and justice.

1.2. Obligation in Theological Terminology

In Islamic theological discussions, the term "taklIif" has been used
with different meanings, reflecting the fundamental differences in
theological principles among various schools (Makarim Shirazi, Da irat
al-Ma‘arif al-Figh al-Mugqaran, Vol. 1, p. 72).

Some theologians have defined obligation as a demand or command
accompanied by hardship and difficulty; from this view, obligation
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inherently has an objective dimension of "kulfah" (difficulty). This
approach is prominent in the definitions of key figures of the ‘Adliyyah
and Imamis: al-Shaykh al-Mufid writes: "Obligation means compelling
someone to do something that is heavy and difficult for a human to
perform" (al-Mufid, Awa’'il al-Maqalat, p. 113). Al-Sayyid al-Murtada
also defines it as "demanding something from another that is
accompanied by hardship and difficulty" (al-Sayyid al-Murtada, al-
Dhakhirah, p. 105). The Mu ‘tazili Qadt ‘Abd al-Jabbar also emphasizes
that obligation "is accompanied by difficulty, but does not reach the
level of necessity" (Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Sharh al-Usul al-Khamsabh, p.
344; al-Muhtt bi al-Taklif, p. 11).

In contrast, others-particularly among the Ash‘arites-have defined
obligation more absolutely, as compulsion or a command from God,
regardless of the presence or absence of hardship. Al-Ghazali says:
"Taklif... its meaning is compelling to do something that involves
hardship," but elsewhere he explicitly states that "it is not necessary to
be agreeable to one's nature or desire," which indicates that his focus is
more on the command's suitability for compulsion than on the essence
of hardship (Dughaym Sami’, Mawsii‘at Mustalahat al-Imam al-
Ghazali, p. 180). This approach aligns with the Ash‘arite principle of
negating rational necessity upon God.

Furthermore, there are definitions that consider obligation as a
command or summons from someone whose obedience is obligatory,
as al-Shaykh al-Tus1 writes: "Obligation is the will of the one who wills
(the Lawgiver) regarding a hardship-inducing matter" (al-Tisi, al-
Tibyan, Vol. 3, p. 524). Ibn Maytham al-Bahrani defines it as "the
summons and command of one whose obedience is primarily
obligatory" (al-Bahrani, Qawa‘id al-Maram, Vol. 1, p. 114).

Al-Shaykh al-Tist and al-"Allamah al-Hilli provided a more
comprehensive structural and content-based technical definition of
obligation. They define it as "the primary will of one whose obedience
is obligatory for a matter accompanied by hardship, on the condition
that he informs the doer about his demand" (al-Ttis1, Kashf al-Fawa’id,
p. 69; al-Hilli, Kashf al-Murad, p. 297). This definition encompasses
inherent compulsion (the will of the Lawgiver), the existence of
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hardship, and the conditions of rationality (the obligated's awareness),
and within the framework of the discussion on "the necessity of
obligation upon God"-the core of the present research-it aligns most
closely with the principles of the ‘Adliyyah (such as grace, justice, and
rational moral valuation).

Therefore, despite the various definitions of obligation exist in
Islamic theology, the technical meaning intended in this research-which
is raised in the discussion of the necessity or discretion of divine
obligation-is the one that includes both legal compulsion and
association with hardship, while also incorporating the obligated
person's capacity for awareness and rational choice-a matter well-
reflected in al-*Allamah al-Hillt's definition.

2. Conceptual Analysis of Necessity (Wujiab)

2.1. Necessity in Lexicology

"Wujib" lexically means necessity, inevitability, and inherent
coherence between two things; meaning the separation of one from the
other is impossible; as it is said: "A predicate is inseparable from its
subject" (Shirazi, al-Tiraz al-Awwal, Vol. 8, p. 290; al-Raghib al-
Isfahani, Mufradat Alfaz al-Qur’an, p. 555; al-Turayhi, Majma“ al-
Bahrayn, Vol. 3, p. 15).

2.2. Necessity in Terminology

In jurisprudential terminology, "wujub" refers to an obligation
imposed by the sacred Lawgiver upon the obligated person, such as the
obligation of prayer, fasting, or returning trusts; their omission makes
one deserving of punishment (al-Shahid al-Thani, Tamhid al-Qawa‘id,
pp. 34-35; al-Subhani al-Tabrizi, Farhang-e ‘Aqa’id wa Madhahib-e
Islami, pp. 545-546; al-Sadr, Durts f1 ‘[lm al-Ustl, Vol. 1, p. 63; Fakhr
al-Din al-Razi, al-Mabhsiil, Vol. 1, p. 93; al-Mushkini, Istilahat al-Usil,
p. 280). Jurisprudential obligation essentially has three pillars: the
commander (lawgiver), the commanded (the obligated), and the
commanded act. Given this meaning, jurisprudential necessity is
outside the scope of the present discussion because no one argues for
jurisprudential necessity upon God Almighty, as God here is only the
commander, and given His essence as the commander, no compulsion
or obligation applies to Him.
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In theological terminology, "wujiib" is discussed in various contexts
and generally means the necessity and requirement of an act from an
agent, considering the agent's essential attributes (natural or volitional)
(al-Tast, Talkhis al-Muhassal, p. 342; Fayyad, Muhadarat f1 Usil al-
Figh, Vol. 1, p. 401; al-Subhani, al-I1ahiyyat ‘ala Huda al-Kitab wa al-
Sunnah wa al-"Aql, Vol. 4, p. 121). Sometimes it is used to mean
compulsion, requirement, and the impossibility of omitting the act (al-
Tust, Talkhis al-Muhassal, p. 342; Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, Mafatih al-
Ghayb, Vol. 22, p. 132; Qadt Nurullah, 1409 AH, Vol. 2, p. 187; al-
Shahrastani, al-Milal wa al-Nihal, pp. 37, 88). Considering the
meanings and applications of "wujiib" in theological discussions, it
becomes clear that "wujiib" here has only two pillars: the agent and the
act. Therefore, "wujiib" in theology means the definite necessity and
requirement of an act issuing from an agent, due to the agent's essential
attributes and perfections, not due to an external law or compulsion.
The source of theological necessity is also the agent's essence and
attributes.

3. Types of Obligation: Revealed (Sam T) and Rational (‘Aqli)

In Islamic theological and jurisprudential thought, obligation is
divided into two categories: rational and revealed (or legal) obligation.
This classification has been a basis for distinguishing between the
sciences of theology and jurisprudence; such that Abt al-Salah al-Halab1
in his book al-Kafi divided it into two sections: "rational obligations"
(theology) and "revealed obligations" (jurisprudence) (Abu al-Salah al-
Halabi, al-Kafi, pp. 33, 107; also al-Mufid, Awa’il al-Magqalat, p. 44; al-
Karajki, Kanz al-Fawa’id, p. 110; Ibn Zuhrah, Ghaniyat al-Nuzii', p. 33;
‘Ala’ al-Din al-Halabi, Isharat al-Sabagq, p. 66).

Rational obligations refer to those duties that become incumbent
upon the obligated person by the dictate of pure reason, without the
need for revelation or legal text. The ‘Adliyyah theologians (Imami
Shi‘ah and Mu "tazilah) believe that reason can discern the goodness and
badness of acts, and the first obligation is "the rational necessity of
contemplating the proofs for knowing God" (al-Sayyid al-Murtada, al-
Dhakhirah, pp. 170-171; and Rasa’il, Vol. 3, p. 15).
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However, obligation existed even before the mission of the prophets;
for example, Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar considers the primary obligation to
be "knowing God" (Mankdim, Sharh Usil al-Khamsah, pp. 39, 72;
‘Uthman, Nazariyyat al-Taklif, p. 86; al-‘Allamah al-Hilli, Kashf al-
Murad, p. 375).

Revealed obligations are the rulings communicated to the obligated
person through the Book and the Sunnah; for instance, what is discussed
in the science of jurisprudence. These obligations rest on two bases: a)
Confirmation of the truthfulness of the prophets, which itself relies on
rational obligations (al-Jassas, al-Fusil f1 al-Ustl, Vol. 3, p. 380; al-
Ghazali, al-Mustasfa, p. 6); b) Non-contradiction with rational
obligations (al-Karajki, Kanz al-Fawa’id, p. 101; al-Ghazali, al-Iqtisad,
pp. 133—134). Revelation is only applicable in cases where reason itself
does not stipulate an obligation (al-Mufid, Tashih I‘tigadat al-
Imamiyyah, p. 143; al-Ghazali, al-Mustasfa, p. 6).

From the ‘Adliyyah perspective, revealed obligations complement
rational obligations, rather than replacing them. The mission of the
prophets is considered a "divine grace" to provide motivation for
fulfilling rational obligations (Mankdim, Sharh Usil al-Khamsah, p.
565; al-Tusi, al-Iqtisad, pp. 246-247; al-Rawandi, al-Khara’ij wa al-
Jara'ih, Vol. 3, p. 1061).

In contrast, the Asharites and traditionalist jurists deny rational
obligation and believe that the necessity of obligation is known only
through revelation; meaning if God has not commanded something,
reason cannot deem it obligatory (Ibn Firak, Mujarrad Magqalat al-
Shaykh Abi al-Hasan al-Ash‘ari, p. 285; al-Shahrastani, Nihayat al-
Aqdam, p. 371; al-Juwayni, Luma“ al-Adillah, p. 108). For them, the
goodness of an obligation is not because of itself, but because it is "an
act of God" (Ibn Firak, ibid., pp. 141-142).

Therefore, in the ‘Adliyyah system, reason is an independent source
preceding revelation, while from the Ash‘arite perspective, God's will
is considered the sole source of obligation, and reason cannot have any
role in discerning obligations.
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4. Historical-Theological Development of the Debate on the Necessity of
Obligation between the Ash ‘arites and the ‘Adliyyah

The discussion of obligation in Islamic theology has its roots in the
first centuries of Hijrah, taking shape in response to questions about
human responsibility for their actions. In the half of the first century
AH, Ma‘bad al-Juhani (d. 80 AH) and Ghaylan al-Dimashqt (d. 117
AH) took a stance emphasizing human free will against the
predestinarians who considered all acts to be created by God. This view
faced opposition from Companions such as ‘Abdullah ibn ‘Umar ibn
al-Khattab (al-Tirmidh1, al-Jami‘ al-Sahih, Vol. 5, p. 6; Ibn Mandah, al-
Iman, Vol. 1, pp. 116-117; al-Lalaka’i, Sharh Usial I‘tigad Ahl al-
Sunnah, Vol. 4, p. 750).

In contrast, predestinarians such as Jahm ibn Safwan (d. 128 AH)
believed all acts are God's creation, and humans are only
metaphorically considered agents; because the real agent is God. This
view faced the objection: How can one reward or punish a human who
is not the real agent? (al-Nashi’ al-Akbar, al-Awsat f1 al-Maqalat, p. 92;
al-Sayyid al-Murtada, Inqadh al-Bashar min al-Jabr wa al-Qadar, pp.
28, 30).

In response to this view, the Mu‘tazilah and Imamis emphasized the
principle of divine justice, stating: Since God is just, He cannot obligate
someone to do something beyond their capability. Therefore, capacity
(real ability to perform the act) in the obligated person is a prerequisite
for obligation (Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Fadl al-I'tizal, pp. 147-148; Ibn
Shadhan, al-Idah, p. 6).

The Mu'tazilah considered capacity to exist before the act, while
some theologians such as Dirar ibn ‘Amr (d. 190 AH), Bishr al-Maris1
(d. 218 AH), and Husayn ibn Muhammad al-Najjar (d. 220 AH)
considered capacity to be simultaneous with the act (al-Sayyid al-
Murtada, Ingadh al-Bashar, pp. 28-32; al-Khayyat, al-Intisar, pp. 61—
62; al-Nashi’ al-Akbar, al-Awsat fi al-Maqalat, p. 95; al-Ash‘ari,
Magqalat al-Islamtyyn, pp. 4243, 72-73, 108, 231-235).

In determining the identity of the "obligated person," Abu al-
Hudhayl considered the human to be the visible body (al-Ash‘ari,
Magqalat, pp. 329, 337), while Ibrahim al-Nazzam (d. 221 AH)



145 An Examination of the Necessity of Divine Obligation ... | Talim Reza Jafari et al

considered it to be a soul connected to the body (ibid., p. 331). However,
most Mu‘tazilah and Imamis accepted the definition of Abti Hashim al-
Jubba't (d. 321 AH): A human is a living, capable being upon whom
command, prohibition, blame, and praise apply (Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar,
al-Mughni, Vol. 11, p. 311; al-Majmi’, Vol. 2, pp. 241-246; al-Sayyid
al-Murtada, al-Dhakhirah, pp. 113—114; Hims1 al-Razi, al-Munqidh min
al-Taqlid, Vol. 1, pp. 291-292).

The Mu ‘tazilah and Imamis, by proposing rational moral valuation,
divided obligation into two categories: rational and revealed. Rational
obligation-such as knowing God-was necessary even before the mission
of the prophet (Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Sharh Usil al-Khamsah
(Mankdim's text), pp. 39, 72; ‘Uthman, Nazariyyat al-Taklif, p. 86; al-
‘Allamah al-Hill1, Kashf al-Murad, p. 375; al-Isfarayini, al-Tabsir {1 al-
Din, pp. 66, 70). The mission of the prophets was also for divine grace
and to provide motivation for fulfilling these obligations (Mankdim,
Sharh Usil al-Khamsah, p. 565; al-Tisi, al-Iqtisad, pp. 246-247; al-
Rawandi, al-Khara'ij wa al-Jara’ih, Vol. 3, p. 1061).

In contrast, Abu al-Hasan al-Ash‘ari, criticizing Mu tazili
foundations, said: Rational moral valuation does not exist; rather,
obligation is known only through revelation (Qur’an and Sunnah), and
God's will is the sole source of obligation. He even considered taklif ma
1a yutaq (obligation beyond capacity) permissible (Ibn Furak, Mujarrad
Magalat al-Shaykh Abi al-Hasan al-Ash‘ari, p. 285; al-Shahrastani,
Nihayat al-Aqdam, p. 371; al-Juwayni, Luma“ al-Adillah, p. 108; al-
Ash‘ari, al-Luma’, p. 54; Risalah ila Ahl al-Thaghr, pp. 264-265; al-
Mawardi, A‘lam al-Nubuwwah, p. 42; Ibn Taymiyyah, Minhaj al-
Sunnah al-Nabawiyyah, Vol. 3, p. 104).

For al-Ash"ar1, obligation is good because it is God's act, not because
of itself (Ibn Furak, Mujarrad..., pp. 141-142, 147-148). Also, reward
is God's favor, and punishment is His justice; not that a human, by
dictate of reason, deserves reward (al-Shahrastani, al-Milal wa al-Nihal,
Vol. 1, pp. 101-102).

From the 4th century AH onwards, the discussion of obligation
became an inseparable part of divine justice discussions in the works of
Imami theologians (such as Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar in al-Mughni, Vol. 11,
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and al-Majmii‘ fT al-Muhit bi al-Takl1f) and the Mu ‘tazilah. On the other
side, Ash‘arite theologians also critiqued this theory (al-Baghdadi, Usul
al-Din, pp. 206-207; al-Ghazali, al-Iqtisad f1 al-I'tigad, p. 114).
Following this, the most important principles of the Ash‘arites and
‘Adliyyah regarding the issue of obligation, its necessity or non-
necessity upon God Almighty, will be presented and examined.

5. The Principles of the Ash ‘arites Regarding the Non-Necessity of Obligation
upon God Almighty

The Ash‘arite school, relying on principles such as "revealed moral
valuation" and "the absoluteness of divine will," considers obligation to
be a completely discretionary act lacking rational necessity for God.
Here, these principles are examined in more detail:

5.1. Revealed Moral Valuation (al-Husn wa al-Qubh al-Shar 1)

Among theological discussions, one of the most central
disagreements between the Ash‘arites on one hand and the ‘Adliyyah
(Imami Shi‘ah and Mutazilah) on the other revolves around "rational
moral valuation". Contrary to the common understanding, the point of
contention in this discussion is the deservingness of a just agent for
praise and an unjust agent for blame by reason-not merely the
compatibility or incompatibility of acts with nature or benefit (al-
Taftazani, Sharh al-Magqasid, Vol. 4, p. 282). The ‘Adliyyah believe
reason can independently discern such deservingness, while the
Ash‘arites do not accept this capability for reason and consider such
deservingness to be solely dependent on the divine law and God's
command and prohibition (al-Jurjani, Sharh al-Mawagqif, Vol. 8, p. 192;
al-Qushj1, Sharh Tajrid al-I'tiqad, p. 347).

From the Ash‘arite perspective, "goodness" and "badness," in the
sense of deserving reward or punishment in the divine court, are purely
revealed; meaning apart from God's command and prohibition, there is
no basis for praise or blame. In this view, obligation is considered good
because God has commanded it-not due to the essence of that action, any
inherent benefit in it, or a rational relationship between it and good or
evil (al-Magqrizi, al-Mawa ‘iz wa al-I"tibar, Vol. 2, p. 360). Therefore, "if
God commands something, it is good; and if He prohibits i, it is evil."
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This perspective entails that no obligation is necessary upon God,
because making something necessary for the Sacred Divine Essence
means "imposing obligation upon the Creator of obligations," which is
incompatible with God's sanctity and inherent independence (Hamadani
Asadabadi, Sharh al-Usil al-Khamsah, p. 209). Therefore, the Ash‘arites
even reject the rational necessity of justice or the impossibility of
injustice from God, arguing: "Reason cannot determine what God must
or must not do; because God has no responsibility or accountability" (al-
Shahrastani, al-Milal wa al-Nihal, Vol. 1, pp. 101-102).

However, the subtle point is that the ‘Adliyyah in no way deny the
truth that "no one can impose obligation upon God." Rather, what they
mean by "rational necessity" is reason's discovery of what God has
made necessary for Himself. For example, reason, relying on rational
axioms, understands that injustice contradicts God's essential status;
therefore, God is transcendent above any injustice (al-Hilli, Nah;j al-
Haqq wa Kashf al-Sidq, p. 83). This rational discovery is confirmed by
the Qur’an: "Indeed, Allah does not do injustice, [even] as much as an
atom's weight" (Qur’an 4:40).

In contrast, the Ash‘arites, by confining goodness and badness to
divine command and prohibition, deny any rational or beneficial
relationship between obligation and the subjects' benefit. The
‘Adliyyah, however, believe that God, due to His inherent grace and
mercy, is rationally obliged to establish obligation for the subjects,
because obligation is a means for attaining otherworldly benefit (al-
Sayyid al-Murtada, al-Dhakhirah, p. 108; al-Tist, al-Iqtisad, p. 64).

Accepting the Ash‘arite theory has fundamental and dangerous
consequences: If goodness and badness are completely variable and
dependent on the Lawgiver's command, no ruling will be absolute or
stable; because whatever is good today, tomorrow-if God's command
changes-will become evil. Such a view renders all ethical and legal
principles relative, temporary, and unreliable (al-Muzaffar, Dala’il al-
Sidq, Vol. 3, pp. 260-272). Interestingly, even the Ash arites themselves
in practice-such as in the discussion of the necessity of Imamate for
preserving social order-use concepts that, without a rational or
beneficial basis, are groundless and inconsistent within the framework
of their own theory.
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In conclusion, the Ash‘arites, by denying rational necessity and
rational moral valuation, not only endanger the concept of divine justice
but also eliminate the stability and discipline of divine rulings and
ethical principles. In contrast, the ‘Adliyyah theory, by accepting
rational moral valuation and the necessity of divine grace, preserves the
inherent dignity and honor of humanity and guarantees the stability and
rationality of the divine legislative system.

5.2. The Absoluteness of Divine Will and Volition

In the Ash‘arite theological school, divine will and volition are
absolute and unlimited. From the Ash‘arite perspective, God is the
absolute owner of the created world, and nothing-including the acts of
subjects, the existence or non-existence of obligation, justice or
injustice-lies outside His will. This will is an "uncaused cause";
meaning it is not an effect of any other cause, and no rational, moral, or
existential constraint can restrict it (Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, al-Tafsir al-
Kabir, Vol. 14, pp. 126, 135).

Therefore, the obligation of servants is also purely from God's will,
not arising from a necessity incumbent upon God's essence. The
Ash‘arites, including al-Ghazali, believe:

"...Creation, invention, and obligation are done out of favor, not out
of necessity; and grace and beneficence are done as an obligation of
generosity, not as a requirement. So favor, beneficence, grace, and
blessing belong to none but Him. For He is capable of imposing all
kinds of punishment upon the servants and afflicting them with various
pains and sufferings; and if He did so, it would be justice, not ugliness
or injustice. And He grants reward to servants for their obedience based
on generosity and the fulfillment of promise, not based on
deservingness and necessity. For no act is necessary upon Him, and
injustice is inconceivable from Him, and no one has a necessary right
against Him. And His right upon servants regarding obedience is due to
His stipulation through the tongues of His messengers, not by mere
reason. However, He sent messengers and manifested their truthfulness
through miracles, and they conveyed His commands, prohibitions,
promises, and threats. And it became obligatory upon creation to
believe in what they brought." (al-Ghazali, al-Arba‘in {1 Usil al-Din,
1409 AH, Vol. 1, pp. 13—-14).
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Within this framework, if God leaves a human as a disbeliever,
places someone in Hell, or imposes obligation upon servants, or even if
He does not, none of these acts are, from a rational perspective (without
the revealed law), evil or good; because goodness and badness are
purely revealed and dependent on God's command and prohibition (al-
Taftazani, Sharh al-Magqasid, Vol. 4, p. 282). Hence, "if God commands
something, it is good; and if He prohibits it, it is evil" (al-Magqrizi, al-
Mawa ‘iz wa al-I‘tibar, Vol. 2, p. 360).

This view entails that no rational necessity be posited upon God;
because making something necessary upon the Creator means
"imposing obligation upon the very essence that imposes obligation,"
which conflicts with God's sanctity and inherent independence
(Hamadant Asadabadi, Sharh al-Ustl al-Khamsah, p. 209). Also, since
God "is not questioned about what He does" (al-Shahrastani, al-Milal
wa al-Nihal, Vol. 1, pp. 101-102), therefore, from reason's perspective,
He "must" or "must not" do nothing.

Thus, obligation is good only because of the Lawgiver's command,
not due to its essence or any benefit in it. Even if God placed a believer
in Hell and a disbeliever in Paradise, this act would be neither injustice
nor justice, but merely God's will-and since God's will is the source of
all values, this act itself becomes absolutely good.

In this view, divine determinism is also reinforced: If everything
stems from God's will and He is the complete cause of all acts, then
humans are compelled in their acts. This determinism, alongside
revealed moral valuation, prevents the attribution of evils to God:
because God never does evil; rather, whatever He does-even if
apparently evil-becomes absolutely good due to its connection to
God's will.

The Ash‘arite theory has been critiqued and challenged from various
angles because this theory — though proposed with the aim of
sanctifying God — results in incompatible with sound reason, divine
justice, and the foundations of ethics and legislation. The ‘Adliyyah
(Imami Shi‘ah and Mutazilah) reject this view by citing rational moral
valuation and the necessity of divine grace.
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Also, human reason, prior to any revealed text, knows that injustice
is evil and justice is good. This knowledge does not stem from
revelation but from rational axioms. As al-Shaykh al-Mufid, al-Sayyid
al-Murtada, and al-"Allamah al-Hillt have emphasized: "Every rational
person endowed with reason knows the evil of injustice" (al-Tust, al-
Iqtisad, p. 86; al-"Allamah al-Hilli, Nah;j al-Haqq wa Kashf al-Sidq, p.
83). The Noble Qur’an also confirms this rational discovery: "Indeed,
Allah does not do injustice, [even] as much as an atom's weight"
(Qur’an 4:40).

On the other hand, if goodness and badness are purely revealed, then
before the mission of the prophet, disbelievers could not comprehend
the goodness of faith or the evil of disbelief-whereas the Qur’an says
inhabitant nature are also responsible. Also, if reason cannot
comprehend the goodness of obeying God, what reason is there to obey
Him? Can one say: "Obey God because He Himself said obey!"? This
is begging the question (Ibn ‘Atiyyah, Abha al-Midad, Vol. 2, p. 154).

The ‘Adliyyah believe: God, by wisdom of His grace, is rationally
obliged to provide means of guidance. Obligation is a means for
realizing the otherworldly benefit of subjects; and God, as a Wise being
transcendent above any injustice or deficiency, is transcendent above
leaving His subjects astray and without guidance (al-Sayyid al-
Murtada, al-Dhakhirah, p. 108; al-Tdsi, al-Iqtisad, p. 64).

The necessity of grace means the rational necessity of obligation
upon God, not meaning "others imposing obligation upon God," but
rather reason's discovery of what God has obligated Himself to by
His own essence. As al-"Allamah al-Hillt says: "Reason
understands that injustice contradicts God's essential status;
therefore, God is transcendent above injustice" (al-"Allamah al-
Hilli, Nahj al-Haqq, p. 83).

Also, if goodness and badness are completely variable and
dependent on the Lawgiver's command, no ruling's stability is
guaranteed. Today truthfulness is good, tomorrow-if God wills-
falsehood will be good! This view undermines all ethical and legal
principles and eliminates the possibility of rational argumentation in
religion (al-Muzaffar, Dala’il al-Sidq, Vol. 3, pp. 260-272).
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Even the Ash‘arites themselves in practice use principles such as the
necessity of Imamate for safeguarding religion; whereas based on their
own theory, without explicit text, such necessity is irrational-unless it is
accepted that reason can discern benefit, i.e., rational moral valuation is
accepted.

The Shi‘ah (and sometimes the Mu'tazilah), by accepting
longitudinal agency-meaning humans are voluntary agents within God's
agency-preserve the unity of divine action and affirm human free will.
In this view, evil acts are attributed to humans (because they occur by
their independent will), but the existence of the sphere of free will and
the system of justice is attributed to God-which is absolutely good
(Misbah Yazdi, Amiizish-e Falsafah, Vol. 2, p. 392).

Therefore, God's will includes humans being free; not that every act-
even injustice-becomes good because it command from God. Rather,
God, due to His perfection, is transcendent above any injustice or
deficiency, and evil acts only occur through human choice within the
framework of a wise system that, overall, is the best possible system.

In general, the Ash‘arite view of "the absoluteness of divine will and
volition," though proposed with the aim of sanctifying God, leads in
practice to the denial of divine justice, ethical relativism, and the
weakening of the foundations of religious legislation. In contrast, the
‘Adliyyah theory, by accepting rational moral valuation and the
necessity of divine grace, preserves the inherent dignity of humanity
and guarantees the stability and rationality of divine rulings. This view
1s not only compatible with sound reason and human nature but also in
complete harmony with Qur’anic verses-such as the verse "Your Lord
does not wrong anyone" (Qur’an 18:49).

5.3. The Theory of Acquisition (Kasb)

The theory of acquisition in Ash‘arite theology presents an apparent
solution for reconciling determinism and human free will and is used to
justify the belief in the non-necessity of obligation upon God. Abu al-
Hasan al-Ash‘arT, the founder of the Ash arites, proposed this theory to
explain the relationship between human voluntary acts and God's
absolute power: God is the exclusive creator of all acts, but humans
"acquire" them.
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To avoid determinism and Mu'tazili delegation (tafwid), the
Ash‘arites proposed the theory of "acquisition." According to al-
Ash‘ari, God is the primary agent of human acts, and humans acquire
them with their own power and will (which are created by God); the
criterion for reward and punishment is this acquisition (al-Subhani,
Buhtth f1 al-Milal wa al-Nihal, Vol. 2, p. 123).

The Ash‘arites consider the unity of divine action a principle and
consider God the exclusive agent of all acts, saying habitual and other
causes are ineffective (Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, al-Qada’ wa al-Qadar, p.
30; Ibn ‘Atiyyah, Abha al-Midad, Vol. 2, p. 155; Fakhr al-Din al-Razi,
al-Matalib al-‘Aliyah, Vol. 9, p. 9; al-Tusi, al-Barahin al-Qati‘ah,
Commentator: Astarabadi, Vol. 2, p. 392; al-Mar‘ashi, Thqaq al-Haqq,
Vol. 1, p. 78). They also do not accept a single act having two
independent agents, saying because it would necessitate the conjunction
of two contradictories (God's will for existence, the servant's will for
non-existence), which is impossible (Hammud, al-Fawa'id al-
Bahiyyah, Vol. 1, pp. 320, 323).

The most famous interpretation of the Ash ‘arite acquisition theory is
the non-effective concomitance of human power with the divine
creation of the act, like the concomitance of a container and its contents;
human power has no effect in the actualization of the act, rather the
human is the locus of its occurrence (al-Iji, Sharh al-Mawagif, n.d., Vol.
8, p. 146; al-Ghazali, al-Iqtisad f1 al-I"tigad, 1409 AH, pp. 59-61).

According to the Ash‘arites, including al-Ghazali, this theory is
derived from Qur’anic verses such as verses describing humans as
acquirers of their acts (Qur'an 14:51; 2:135, 141, 202) (al-Ghazalj,
Majmii‘at Rasa’il, p. 60; Furtizanfar, Sharh-e Mathnawi-ye Sharif, Vol.
2, p. 560; Wolfson, The Philosophy of the Kalam, p. 723). Al-Bagqillant
considered acquisition as the creation of legal titles (like prayer) by
humans, not the essence of the act. He says: If we consider humans
creators of their own acts, this leads to polytheism in creation, because
the necessity of human being the creator in obedience is that God
created the human and his prayer, so they become partners in creating
the praying human, and without the human, God's creativity would not
be complete (al-Bagqillani, al-Insaf fima Yajib I‘tigaduh, p. 193).
However, here God's creativity and human creativity are not on the
same level but are longitudinal, so no polytheism is necessitated.
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Al-Taftazan1 described acquisition as the human's will prior to the
divine creation of the act (al-Taftazani, Sharh al-*Aqa’id al-Nasafiyyah,
pp. 58-59, p. 213). Qadrdan Qaramalaki cites five interpretations:
simultaneity, relational power, influence on aspects of the act, intention,
and acknowledgment of free will (Qadrdan Qaramalaki, Nigah-e
Sevvum be Jabr wa Ikhtiyar, pp. 243-249).

From the Ash‘arite perspective, this apparent reconciliation of
determinism and free will justifies the non-necessity of obligation upon
God; because all acts are created by God and humans lack independent
creative power, thus obligation does not become necessary upon Him,
and divine justice in creation is preserved without human influence (al-
Taftazani, Sharh al-°Aqa’id al-Nasafiyyah, p. 213; al-Subhani, Buhiith
f1 al-Milal wa al-Nihal, Vol. 2, p. 113).

The Ash‘arites say because acts lack inherent goodness/badness,
only revelation is the criterion (al-Mar ‘ashit, Ihqaq al-Haqq, Vol. 1, pp.
78, 118, 154; al-Kharazi, Bidayat al-Ma‘arif, Vol. 1, p. 104; al-Qazwint,
al-AliisT wa al-Tashayyu', p. 258). And on the other hand, determinism
necessitates that God not do evil, so all acts (even evils) are good by
revelation, and injustice is also good from the perspective of being
God's act (al-Tusi, al-Barahin al-Qati‘ah, Commentator: Astarabadi,
Vol. 2, p. 382). Consequently, obligation (compulsion beyond capacity)
is not necessary upon God; the servant is compelled.

In general, from the theological perspective of the Ash arite school,
the theory of "acquisition," proposed by figures like Abii al-Hasan al-
Ash‘art and later developed by thinkers such as al-Ghazali, al-Jurjani,
al-Taftazani, and al-Qushji, posits a dual relationship for human acts:
from the perspective of existence and actualization, they are attributed
to God; and from the perspective of "acquisition," they are attributed to
humans. Within this framework, humans have no independent power to
create an act before performing it. Rather, when their will is directed
towards performing an action, God, at that very moment and
simultaneously with the human's initiation of the act, creates the
necessary power (capacity) for that act within them.
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Al-Ghazali states this position as follows: "When the servant's
attachment to something occurs, divine capacity is found, which is called
acquisition... The servant's power is at the moment of undertaking the action,
not before it; therefore, whenever he undertakes the action, God Almighty
creates for him a capacity at the moment of his undertaking it, and this is
called acquisition." (al-Ghazali, Majmu‘at Rasa’il, p. 95) Accordingly,
God's relationship to the act is effective attachment; meaning God directly
creates the power and gives existence to the act. But the human's relationship
to the same act is concomitant attachment (simultaneity without causal
effect); meaning at the moment of undertaking, the human desires an action
and simultaneously the necessary power is created within him. This
simultaneity of human will with the creation of divine power is sufficient for
the act to be attributed to the human and considered "acquisition," thus
providing the basis for reward and punishment (al-Subhani, Buhiith fi al-
Milal wa al-Nihal, Vol. 2, p. 200).

This approach is an attempt to find a balance between the unity of
divine action and human moral responsibility, though it has been
criticized by the ‘Adliyyah (Imami Shi‘ah and Mu‘tazilah) for its
inability to explain real free will and divine justice.

The ‘Adliyyah (Mu'tazilah and Imami Shi‘ah) consider the
acquisition theory incapable of explaining free will and divine justice.
Ja'far al-Subhani describes it as utterly ambiguous, noting that even al-
Taftazan1 admits the inability to give a clear interpretation (al-Subhant,
al-Jabr wa al-Ikhtiyar, p. 282; Buhiith f1 al-Milal wa al-Nihal, Vol. 2, p.
134). Acquisition cannot justify obligation and responsibility because if
human power is ineffective, it resembles determinism and divine justice
(obligation beyond capacity) is violated (al-Subhani, Buhth f1 al-Milal
wa al-Nihal, Vol. 2, pp. 152—-154).

The Mu'tazilah and Shi‘ah emphasize that human power must be
effective in the act for obligation to be rational; acquisition denies this
and reverts to determinism (al-Subhani, al-Jabr wa al-Ikhtiyar, pp. 268—
269). Even some later Ash‘arites like al-Juwayni (al-Subhani, Buhiith fi
al-Milal wa al-Nihal, Vol. 2, p. 141), al-Sha‘rani (al-Sharani, al-Yawaqit
wa al-Jawahir, Vol. 1, p. 253), Muhammad ‘Abduh (Risalat al-Islam, p.
49), and al-Shaltiit abandoned it because it is incompatible with the
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Qur’anic usage of acquisition and the principle of divine justice. These
critiques are based on divine justice: God does not impose obligation
beyond capacity, so humans must be independent agents (al-Subhani,
Buhiith fi al-Milal wa al-Nihal, Vol. 2, pp. 152—-154).

5.4. Negation of Purpose and Final Cause from Divine Acts

The negation of purpose and final cause from divine acts is one of
the Ash‘arites' main reasons for denying the necessity of divine
obligation upon servants. The Ash‘arites argue that if God Almighty's
acts are directed towards a purpose or goal, this means God needs that
purpose-conceived as "good" or "perfection"-and is deprived of it. Such
a notion entails deficiency, poverty, and need in the absolutely perfect
Divine Essence, which is incompatible with His nature of self-
sufficiency and inherent richness. Therefore, they consider God's acts
to be "without purpose" and reject attributing any goal or final cause to
divine acts (al-Ghazali, al-Iqtisad f1 al-I"tigad, p. 110).

This theory stands in clear contrast to the school of the ‘Adliyyah-
which includes the Mu ‘tazilah and Imam1 Shi‘ah-because the ‘Adliyyah
emphasize that divine obligation is always purposeful and contains
wisdom and benefit for the obligated, even if no benefit accrues to God.
The Ash‘arites, however, consider any discussion of "purpose" in
obligation to be outside the realm of rational knowledge and
incompatible with the principle of God's self-sufficiency (al-Ghazali,
al-Iqtisad, p. 110).

In this regard, al-Ghazali, in a chapter titled "Chapter on God
Almighty's Obligation of His Servants" in his Majmu‘at Rasa'il,
explains the structure of divine obligation with a medical analogy. He
writes: "God Almighty's obligation upon servants is not like a human's
obligation upon another, which is connected to a purpose and goal, and
God has no share in obligating... God Almighty's obligation upon
servants is like a physician's obligation upon a patient. If the patient
wants to overcome a fever illness, the physician orders him to drink a
coolant, and the physician himself has no need to drink it; the one who
opposes causes no harm to him, and compliance brings him no benefit...
Just as God Almighty created the cause of healing, He also created the
cause of happiness, which is obedience, fighting the soul against
prohibitions, and striving to purify from moral corruptions..." (al-
Ghazali, Majmii‘at al-Rasa’il al-Imam al-Ghazali, Vol. 1, p. 341).
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In this statement, al-Ghazali affirms that although obligation has
positive moral and spiritual effects for servants (like healing for the
patient), God has no involvement in this obligation as seeking benefit
or expediency. In fact, he acknowledges that the goodness of obligation
and its positive effects for humans is undeniable, but he does not accept
that "the necessity of obligation upon God" is rationally good or
obligatory for God, because: "How can obligation be necessary upon
God, while He has no benefit in making obligation necessary upon
servants, nor does any harm or deficiency threaten Him if it is not
necessary?" (al-Ghazali, Majmii‘at al-Rasa’il, p. 341).

In response to this argument, it must be said that none of the
‘Adliyyah theologians have ever claimed that divine obligation is
directed towards God's own benefit or perfection, or that its omission
would create a deficiency in His self-sufficient essence. Rather, all the
‘Adliyyah agree that benefit, profit, harm, or danger entirely pertain to
the servants, and obligation stems purely from divine mercy, grace, and
favor. A contemporary thinker expresses this point precisely:

"This doubt is a fallacy and an analogy of the work of an imperfect
and needy agent to the work of a perfect and inherently self-sufficient
agent. For reason's judgment that 'an agent must perform an act from
which benefit accrues to him' applies to an agent who is imperfect and
wants to compensate for his deficiency through his act, not to an agent
who is inherently self-sufficient... Reason does not have such a
universal judgment that even an agent who is inherently self-sufficient
and has no aspect of deficiency must consider a benefit in his act...
Obligation, like the act of creation itself, is for the purpose of
beneficence towards servants; because although it is a conventional and
contractual matter... this conventional matter, despite being
conventional, has the effect of bringing the obligated to new perfections
they lack. Thus, obligation is a link between two realities: the imperfect
human reality (before performing the obligation) and its perfect reality
(after performing the obligation)." (Tabataba'1, al-Mizan f1 Tafsir al-
Qur’an, Vol. 8, p. 49).
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Therefore, the main conflict here is not in accepting or denying the
wisdom or expediency of obligation, but in how purpose is attributed to
divine action. The ‘Adliyyah explicitly state that the existence of
purpose in God's act does not mean need or deficiency, but points to
God's inherent mercy and wisdom aimed at guiding and elevating
servants. The Ash‘arites, fearing that this view would lead to attributing
deficiency to the Divine Essence, declare all divine acts-including
obligation-free from any independent purpose and final cause.

Given these four principles of the Ash‘arites, it becomes clear that
the Ash‘arite school, relying on '"revealed moral valuation,"
"absoluteness of will," "the theory of acquisition," and "negation of
final cause," attempts to preserve God's independence and sanctity.
However, this view, by denying rational moral valuation and rejecting
the necessity of grace, leads to results incompatible with sound reason,
divine justice, moral stability, and the stability of legal rulings. In
contrast, the ‘Adliyyah theory-by accepting rational moral valuation,
the necessity of grace, and human longitudinal agency-while preserving
the inherent sanctification of God, strengthens the foundations of the
rationality, justice, and stability of religion, aligning with human nature
and Qur’anic verses (such as "Indeed, Allah does not do injustice,
[even] as much as an atom's weight" [Qur’an 4:40]).

Therefore, the Ash‘arites' denial of the necessity of obligation upon
God is not only irrational but, while appearing to sanctify, actually leads
to the weakening of the ethical and theological foundations of religion.

6. The Principles of the ‘Adliyyah Regarding the Necessity of Obligation upon
God Almighty

Here, the most important principles of the ‘Adliyyah view
concerning the necessity of obligation upon God Almighty for servants
are analyzed and examined:

6.1. Rational Moral Valuation

For the ‘Adliyyah (Imami Shi‘ah and Mutazilah), rational moral
valuation means reason's independent perception of the goodness or
badness of some voluntary acts of aware agents, which forms the basis
for divine justice and the necessity of obligation upon God. The
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‘Adliyyah believe human acts, under secondary descriptions such as
justice, injustice, truthfulness, and falsehood, are inherently good or
evil, and practical reason knows this axiomatically, though revelation
clarifies some of them.

‘Adliyyah theologians, including Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar al-Tamimi (d.
415 AH), in Sharh al-Mu‘tazilah and al-Mughni fi Abwab al-Tawhid
wa al-"Adl, extensively prove rational moral valuation and consider it
the basis for divine justice; for example, he says: "Reason knows the
goodness of justice and the evil of injustice axiomatically" (al-Mughni,
Vol. 1, p. 52). Also, Ibrahim ibn Siyyar Nasir al-Din (d. 391 AH), in al-
Imamah, emphasizes the axiomatic nature of the goodness of acts (al-
Imamah, p. 123). Among Shi‘ah theologians, al-Shaykh al-Mufid (d.
413 AH), in Tashih al-I‘tigad and al-Amali, makes the necessity of
obligation contingent upon rational goodness: "Wisdom necessitates
grace and obligation" (Tashth al-I°tigad, p. 47). Also, al-Shaykh al-TtsT
(d. 460 AH), in Talkhis al-Muhassal and al-Ghaybah, considers
obligation good due to expediency (Talkhis al-Muhassal, p. 342).

Al-"Allamah al-Hilli, in numerous theological works such as Nahj
al-Haqq wa Kashf al-Sidq and Kashf al-Murad, proves rational moral
valuation as rational axioms and makes it the basis for the necessity of
obligation upon God, because divine wisdom necessitates perfect and
expedient acts. He states that rational people, for example, agree on the
goodness of justice and the evil of injustice (Nahj al-Haqq, p. 82; Kashf
al-Murad, Vol. 1, p. 302).

Al-"Allamah al-Hilli lists seven meanings of goodness and badness:
1) Existence and non-existence, 2) Perfection and deficiency, 3) Praise
and blame, 4) Reward and punishment, 5) Conformity and opposition
to purpose, 6) Conformity and opposition to the requirement of essence,
7) Grace and mercy. He identifies the point of contention as
deservingness of praise/blame (Nahj al-Haqq, p. 81). This foundation
saves divine justice from the purely revelational view of the Ash‘arites
and makes obligation a necessity of divine wisdom, which is the basis
for knowing prophethood and the hereafter (Kashf al-Murad, p. 238).
Al-"Allamah concludes that rational goodness opens the door to God's
transcendence above evils, and al-Ash‘ar1, by denying it, attributes evil
to God (Nahj al-Haqq, p. 87).
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Al-‘Allamah says regarding the ‘Adliyyah belief about rational
moral valuation: "The Imamis and Mu'tazilah believe that reason
perceives the goodness and badness of some acts axiomatically and
self-evidently, such as the goodness of beneficence and the evil of
injustice, without need for revelation" (Kashf al-Murad f1 Sharh Tajrid
al-I"tigad, p. 235). This rational perception is independent of revelation,
and even atheists and Brahmins (Hindus) admit the goodness of justice
and the evil of injustice, indicating a universal rational nature (Dala’il
al-Sidg, Vol. 1, p. 368). Al-"Allamah emphasizes that the Asharites'
absolute denial is verbal, because in their sermons they acknowledge
the goodness of justice and the evil of oppression (Nahj al-Haqq, p. 84).

Al-"Allamah presents three main arguments: First, the consensus of
rational people on the goodness of justice and evil of injustice, even
without revelation; for example, the doer of good deserves praise, and
the oppressor deserves blame (Nahj al-Haqq, p. 82; Kashf al-Murad,
Vol. 1, p. 302). Second, if goodness and badness were purely
revelational, certainty in prophethood would be negated; because
entrusting miracles to a liar is evil and reason knows it beforehand, so
believing a claimant of prophethood after miracles becomes
meaningless (Dala’il al-Sidq, Vol. 1, p. 368; Nahj al-Haqq, p. 84). Third,
Qur’anic verses such as "Indeed, association [with Him] is great
injustice" (Qur’an 31:13) call polytheism inherently great injustice, and
"Everything with Him is by measure" (Qur’'an 13:8) indicates God's
wisdom in obligations, which is not understood without rational
goodness (Nahj al-Haqq, p. 85). Al-"Allamah responds to the
Ash‘arites' objection regarding negating God's free will: Rational
goodness does not compel God to do evil, but His wisdom directs Him
to good acts, like a human wise person who is obliged to justice without
any deficiency in power (Kashf al-Murad, p. 236).

Al-*Allamah  al-Hilli considers obligation (command and
prohibition, sending prophets) necessary upon God, not in the sense of
jurisprudential obligation upon God, but as necessitated by His inherent
wisdom; because God is all-knowing and wise, so abandoning grace
(obligation for guiding servants to happiness) is evil and incompatible
with His perfection (Nahj al-Haqq, p. 83). He argues: "Wisdom
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necessitates grace and obligation, because abandoning it results in loss
of benefit and is evil; and God is transcendent above evil" (Dala’il al-
Sidq, Vol. 1, p. 369). That is, divine wisdom necessitates obligating,
because it is good and involves otherworldly benefit, and abandoning it
is evil due to the loss of servants' happiness. Against the Ash ‘arites who
consider obligation pure grace without necessity, al-°Allamah says this
statement exposes God to deficiency, because a wise being does not
abandon benefit; like a competent physician who considers prescribing
medicine obligatory upon himself (Kashf al-Murad, p. 237). Also, the
question on the Day of Judgment, "So what is [the matter] with you that
you do not fear?" (Qur’an 34:21) indicates the inherent evil of denying
miracles, which reason judges before revelation (Nahj al-Haqq, p. 86).

Al-"Allamah al-Hill1 also addresses the Ash‘arites' determinism in
this regard, saying: If goodness were purely revelational, the servant
would be compelled to receive reward and punishment, but reason
acknowledges that the voluntary doer of good deserves praise (Dala’il
al-Sidq, Vol. 1, p. 370).

In general, the ‘Adliyyah view, while preserving God's sanctity and
inherent independence, by accepting rational moral valuation and the
necessity of divine grace, guarantees moral stability, justice, the
rationality of legislation, and human responsibility, aligning with
human rational nature and Qur’anic verses. In contrast, the Ash‘arite
view-despite its apparent sanctifying nature-by denying reason's
discovery of ethical values, not only weakens the foundations of divine
justice but may also lead, in practice, to an incomplete conception of
God's essence. Therefore, the necessity of obligation upon God,
meaning the rational necessity arising from His perfect attributes, is not
only logical and Qur’anic but also essential for preserving the
rationality of religion and divine justice.

6.2. The Necessity of the Concomitance of Essential Attributes with Acts

For the ‘Adliyyah, the concomitance of God's essential attributes
(such as knowledge, power, and wisdom) with His acts necessitates the
obligation of imposing obligation (commanding and prohibiting
humans and sending prophets), because God's acts cannot be
incompatible with His perfect attributes.
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The ‘Adliyyah (Imami Shi‘ah and Mu tazilah) consider essential
attributes to be identical with the Divine Essence, being eternal,
everlasting, and unlimited. Wisdom is among these attributes, and its
opposite (ignorance or absurdity) is negated from God's essence (al-
‘Allamah al-Hill1, Kashf al-Murad i Sharh Tajrid al-1'tigad, p. 236; al-
Shaykh al-Mufid, Tashih al-I‘tigad, p. 47). Al-‘Allamah al-Hilli
emphasizes: "Wisdom is an essential attribute identical with the
Essence, and its concomitance with acts is absolute perfection; for God
is All-Knowing, Wise, so His act must involve benefit, not absurdity"
(Nahj al-Haqq, p. 83). Al-Shaykh al-TtsT also says: "Essential attributes
need nothing else, and acts necessarily accompany them because
deficiency in the act implies deficiency in the essence" (Talkhis al-
Muhassal, p. 342). This concomitance, unlike the Ash‘arites who
consider attributes additional to the essence and acts absolute, affirms
God's transcendence above evils.

From al-‘Allamah al-Hillt's perspective, obligation (legislation of
rulings and prophethood) is rationally good because it involves grace
(guidance to otherworldly happiness). Abandoning it results in loss of
benefit and is evil, and God's inherent wisdom necessitates good acts:
"Wisdom necessitates grace and obligation, since abandoning it is evil
due to loss of benefit, and God is transcendent above evil" (Dala’il al-
Sidg, Vol. 1, p. 369). He gives an example: A human wise person
considers abandoning a patient's medicine evil without any deficiency
in power; God, with inherent wisdom, does not tolerate abandoning
obligation, so it is necessary (Kashf al-Murad, p. 237). Qadi ‘Abd al-
Jabbar (Mu‘tazili) agrees: "Inherent wisdom necessitates good acts, and
obligation is good because it involves the ultimate good" (al-Mughni f1
Abwab al-Tawhid wa al-"Adl, Vol. 1, p. 52). This concomitance makes
necessity not compulsion upon God, but necessitated by His essential
perfection; denying it exposes God to deficiency (abandoning grace).

Al-"Allamah al-Hillt presents several proofs for this: First, the
axiomatic rational goodness of justice/evil of injustice; God's essential
attributes necessitate His acts following rational truth (Nahj al-Haqq, p.
82). Second, certainty in prophethood is based on the rational evil of
entrusting miracles to a liar; inherent wisdom without obligation
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renders prophethood absurd (Dala’il al-Sidq, Vol. 1, p. 368). Third, the
Qur’an describes obligation as wise: "Everything with Him is by
measure" (Qur’an 13:8), confirming the concomitance of inherent
wisdom with acts (Nahj al-Haqq, p. 85).

Al-"Allamah al-Hillt critiques the Ash‘arite belief, saying that the
belief in non-concomitance (absolute acts) leads to compulsion of the
servant and divine absurdity, but God's inherent justice limits acts to
goodness (Kashf al-Murad, p. 238).

In the discussion of the necessity of the concomitance of God's
essential attributes-especially wisdom and justice-with His acts, the
issue of the necessity of communicating obligation as one of the
necessary consequences of this concomitance arises. This discussion is
closely related to another issue known as one of the most important
proofs for the necessity of communicating obligation: namely, the evil
of punishment without notification. According to this, punishing
someone who has never become aware of their obligation is
incompatible with divine justice.

In this regard, al-Shaykh al-TusT states: "Informing the obligated
person of the obligation of the act, or its goodness, or indication to it, is
a condition for the goodness of obligation from God; because it is part
of the cause for which he was obligated." (al-Tust, al-Iqtisad {1 Tariq al-
Rashad, p. 62).

According to him, until the obligation or goodness of an act is
communicated to the obligated person, that act is not an obligation for
him; because communication is part of the cause for the goodness of
divine obligation itself.

Nasir al-Din al-Tast and later al-‘Allamah al-Hilli in the
commentary on Tajrid al-I'tiqdd emphasize the same point:

"And obligation is good because it involves a benefit not obtained
without it, on the condition of notification... We made notification a
condition; because if the obligated person does not know the obligation-
imposer's will regarding the act, he is not obligated." (al-Hill1, Kashf al-
Murad fi Sharh Tajrid al-1"tigad, p. 319).

This necessary connection between notification and obligation not
only proves divine justice but also opens the door to God's
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transcendence above any evil. Otherwise, rewarding and punishing a
compelled human-as proposed in the deterministic approach of the
Ash‘arites-would be irrational and unjust (Nahj al-Haqq, p. 87).

Finally, al-‘Allamah al-Hillt concludes that God's essential
attributes, such as wisdom, necessitate that His acts be inherently good;
therefore, obligation is also necessitated by wisdom, and abandoning it-
i.e., not guiding servants-would mean deficiency in God's essence
(Dala’il al-Sidq, Vol. 1, p. 370).

Given the above, it becomes clear that the ‘Adliyyah (Imam1 Shi‘ah
and Mu 'tazilah) consider God's essential attributes-especially wisdom-
identical with His essence and necessitate His acts towards rational
goodness and purposiveness. Therefore, obligation (guidance,
legislation, and prophethood) is not merely pure grace but is
necessitated by wisdom, because abandoning it means loss of benefit
and deficiency in the Divine Essence. This necessary concomitance
confirms divine justice and entails the evil of punishment without
notification; meaning communicating obligation is a condition for its
validity. In contrast, the Ash arite view, which liberates divine acts from
any rational and ethical constraint, leads to determinism, absurdity, and
ethical relativism. Consequently, accepting the concomitance of
essential attributes with acts not only affirms God's transcendence
above all evil but also strengthens the rational foundations of
jurisprudence, prophethood, and the hereafter.

6.3. The Purposiveness of Divine Acts

One of the most solid and central proofs for the necessity of
obligation upon God Almighty in the ‘Adliyyah school (including
Imami Shi‘ah and Mu'tazilah) is the purposiveness of divine acts.
Reason, by its own axioms, judges that the act of a wise being is never
absurd or without purpose; because "“abath" (absurdity)-performing an
act without goal or benefit-is among rational evils, and God, by dictate
of His essential perfection, is transcendent above any evil. Therefore,
obligation-which includes sending prophets, legislating rulings, and
guiding servants to otherworldly happiness-is not only pure grace but a
necessary concomitant of God's inherent wisdom, and reason considers
it inherently good and necessitated by wisdom.



Islamic Heritage and Contemporary Challenges, 2025, 1 [2] 164

The ‘Adliyyah believe God is inherently wise, meaning His wisdom
is identical with His essence and never separate from it. Therefore, all
God's acts-including obligation-are purposeful and involve benefit for
creatures. In this view, "purpose" means divine policy for realizing the
existential perfection of servants, not a need or essential requirement
from God. As al-"Allamah al-Hillt emphasizes:

"Any act not done for a purpose is absurd, and absurdity is evil, and
God Almighty is impossible for Him to do evil." (al-Hilli, Kashf al-
Murad f1 Sharh Tajrid al-I'tigad, p. 64).

Al-Shaykh al-Mufid, citing numerous Qur’'anic verses, also
expresses this point:

"God created for the benefits of creation and did not inform anyone
from His creation of the details of the causes for which He created,
commanded, and obligated, although He informed in general that He
did not create creation absurdly but created them for wisdom and
benefit, and indicated this by reason and revelation. So He, glory be to
Him, said: '"We did not create the heaven and the earth and that between
them in play' (Qur’an 21:16), and said: 'Then did you think that We
created you uselessly?' (Qur’an 23:115), and said: 'Indeed, We have
created everything according to a measure' (Qur'an 54:49) meaning
with truth and placed it in its place, and said: 'And I did not create the
jinn and mankind except to worship Me' (Qur’an 51:56), and said
regarding what He obligated: 'Their meat will not reach Allah, nor will
their blood, but what reaches Him is piety from you' (Qur'an 22:37).
God created creation for benefits, though He did not inform any of His
creation of the details of the causes of creation and legislation.
However, He informed in general that creation is not absurd but based
on wisdom and benefit, and both reason and law prove this." (al-Mufid,
Tashih al-I‘tigadat, Vol. 1, p. 58). Therefore, purposelessness and
absurd creation are not only improper but a kind of essential deficiency
incompatible with God's essence.

This view stands against the Ash‘arite opinion that considers divine
acts absolute and without purpose, deeming any attribution of purpose to
God's acts to entail need and deficiency. The ‘Adliyyah respond that
purpose in divine action is not a deficiency for the agent, but a perfection
for the object; God performs creation and obligation for the purpose of
another-i.e., the benefit of creatures-without Himself having any need.
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Obligation is rationally good because it provides the means for
servants to attain otherworldly happiness and great reward. Abandoning
obligation means loss of purpose and essential benefit, which reason
considers evil. Therefore, a wise being transcendent above any
deficiency rationally and necessarily must establish obligation.

In this regard, al-"Allamah al-Hilli in Dala’il al-Sidq, Vol. 1, p. 369
and Nahj al-Haqq, p. 83, gives an example: "A competent physician
prescribes medicine for the purpose of healing the patient; abandoning
prescription is evil. God, with inherent wisdom, sends obligation for the
ultimate good of servants."

This argument aligns with numerous Qur’anic verses cited by al-
Shaykh al-Mufid and also referenced by al-‘Allamah al-Hill1 in various
instances (Nahj al-Haqq, p. 85).

Also, Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar (Mu‘tazili) in Sharh al-Usiil al-Khamsah
(p. 291) writes: "Obligation is for the purpose of benefit for the
obligated, and abandoning it is foolishness impossible for the Wise,"
meaning abandoning obligation is a kind of folly incompatible with a
wise essence.

Al-"Allamah al-Hill1 presents three categories of arguments for the
purposiveness of divine acts and the necessity of obligation:

First, rational proof: Rational people unanimously consider absurd
acts evil and wise acts purposeful (Kashf al-Murad, p. 237).

Second, scriptural proof: Numerous verses such as the verses of al-
Dukhan and al-Mu 'miniin, and also the verse "To your Lord is the final
goal" (Qur’an 53:42), which shows all matters return to God, testify to
the overall purposiveness of divine acts.

Third, critical proof: The Ash‘arite view that considers acts
purposeless leads to absurdity in creation and futility in prophethood-
whereas reason and revelation both consider prophethood a means of
guidance (Dala’il al-Sidq, Vol. 1, p. 368).

He emphasizes that "the purpose of the act is not deficiency, but
perfection for another; God creates and obligates for the purpose of
creatures" (Nahj al-Haqq, p. 84).
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Accepting the purposiveness of divine acts has profound and
multifaceted consequences shaping the overall structure of theological,
ethical, and jurisprudential views:

First, this belief stabilizes divine justice on a solid foundation: God,
by dictate of His inherent wisdom, never leaves servants in aimlessness
and confusion but guides them to happiness and perfection through
guidance and obligation.

Second, this perspective challenges the determinism of the Ash “arite
school; because if obligation is purposeful, humans must have real free
will to be deserving of reward or punishment for their acts (Kashf al-
Murad, p. 238).

Third, purposiveness highlights the rationality of obligation itself:
obligation is not a meaningless imposition or mere burden but a divine
opportunity bestowed upon humans to reach the peak of existential
perfection and closeness to God through it.

Fourth, this view guarantees God's transcendence above all evil;
because any act lacking benefit and purpose is rationally evil, and God-
transcendent above all defect and deficiency-never performs such an act.

In conclusion, the purposiveness of divine acts not only opens a
window to God's transcendence above any deficiency but also proves
the necessity of divine grace-including obligation for guiding servants-
as an inherent necessity arising from God's flawless wisdom (Dala’il al-
Sidq, Vol. 1, p. 370).

In general, this theological principle is the foundational basis for
‘Adliyyah beliefs, proving prophethood through miracles and rational
proofs, and justifying the hereafter and human moral responsibility.
Without accepting purposiveness and the necessity of obligation, not only
is divine justice called into question, but the entire religious structure based
on free will, responsibility, and hope for divine reward collapses.

6.4. The Necessity and Requirement of Divine Grace (Lutf)

In the ‘Adliyyah theological school, the necessity of divine grace is
one of the main pillars for proving the necessity of obligation upon God.
This necessity does not mean "jurisprudential obligation upon the
Divine Essence," but rather a rational necessity arising from God's
perfect attributes, especially wisdom and mercy. Because grace-as
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defined by theologians-is an act that brings the obligated closer to
obedience and distances them from sin, and since it involves essential
benefit, God's inherent wisdom necessitates its performance. As al-
‘Allamah al-Hill1, in his theological works including Kashf al-Murad fi
Sharh Tajrid al-I‘tigad (p. 325) and Nahj al-Haqq wa Kashf al-Sidq (p.
83), divides grace into three categories:

Actual grace from God: Such as sending prophets and legislating
rulings, which is necessary upon God because without it, the purpose
of obligation-i.e., otherworldly happiness-would be unattainable.

Actual grace from the obligated: Such as obedience; God must make
this obedience manifest and obligate the person to it.

Actual grace from others: Such as the existence of an infallible
Imam, which is a condition for knowing obligation and establishing
justice; and providing such conditions is also necessary upon God (al-
‘Allamah al-Hill1, Anwar al-Malakdt, p. 154).

Al-‘Allamah writes regarding the necessity of grace from God Almighty:

"Grace is necessary because with it the purpose of the obligated (i.e.,
otherworldly happiness) is achieved, and abandoning it necessarily
defeats the purpose." (al-Hilli, Kashf al-Murad, p. 328).

Also, al-Shaykh al-Mufid in Awa’il al-Maqalat (p. 59) explicitly
states that grace is necessary "from the aspect of generosity and grace,"
not because of "compulsory justice"; meaning God bestows grace
because of His giving essence, not due to external compulsion.

Al-‘Allamah al-Hillt presents several proofs for the necessity of
grace, including:

a. The Proof of Power and Motive: Whenever an agent has the power
and rational motive (da‘'1) to perform a good act, and abandoning it
entails loss of benefit, that act becomes necessary-just as a physician
who can prescribe medicine and aims to heal the patient, abandoning
the prescription is evil (al-°Allamah al-Hilli, Anwar al-Malakt, p. 154).

b. The Proof of Rational Goodness: Grace is inherently good, and
abandoning it-especially regarding obligation-entails rational evil,
because obligation is "actualizing grace" or "approaching grace";
meaning it either directly leads to obedience or brings the obligated closer
to it (al-Sayyid al-Murtada, al-Dhakhirah, p. 186; Nah;j al-Haqq, p. 83).
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c. The Proof of Inherent Mercy: God, by dictate of His inherent
mercy, encourages the obligated to obedience, and obligation is the
highest exemplar of this mercy (Dala’il al-Sidq, Vol. 1, p. 369).

Therefore, obligation without grace (such as prophethood or
guidance) is incomplete and absurd. Al-‘Allamah al-HillT summarizes
this relationship thus: "Power accompanied by motive equals the
necessity of the act, and obligation is the most purposeful grace."
(Kashf al-Murad, p. 325).

This view is also confirmed by Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar in al-Mughnt
(Vol. 1, p. 291), who says: "Grace is necessary upon the Wise, and
obligation is the grace of generosity."

Al-"Allamah al-Hilli critiques the Ash‘arite view that considers
grace non-necessary: "Denying the necessity of grace renders divine
acts absurd and God purposeless; whereas reason judges a wise being
never abandons benefit." (Kashf al-Murad, p. 326).

In response to the objection that "why do some remain disbelievers
despite grace?", al-‘Allamah explains that grace brings the obligated
closer, not compels; meaning the disbeliever, knowing reward and
punishment, has also received grace but turns away from faith by his
own choice (Nahj al-Haqq, p. 86).

This principle not only proves the necessity of obligation but also
establishes the foundations for other fundamentals such as the necessity of
Imamate, the infallibility of the Imams, and the necessity of the hereafter.

In conclusion, grace is a necessity from the requirements of God's inherent
wisdom; therefore, obligation is necessary, and abandoning it is considered a
deficiency in the Divine Essence (Dala’il al-Sidq, Vol. 1, p. 370).

In general, the principle of "the necessity of divine grace" from the
‘Adliyyah perspective is a rational and divine foundation for justifying
the purposiveness of divine acts and the necessity of obligation. God, by
dictate of His inherent wisdom and mercy, has made obligation necessary
upon Himself not out of need, but because of a grace that secures the
benefit of servants. This grace is a kind of existential perfection for the
creature, not a deficiency for the Creator. And this very principle opens
the door to God's transcendence above absurdity and evil and establishes
the foundations of jurisprudence, the principles of religion, and divine
justice on the firmest basis of reason and revelation.
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6.5. The Perpetual Need of Humans for Divine Laws

One of the most central proofs of philosophers and ‘Adliyyah
theologians for the necessity and requirement of divine obligations and
law is the structural need of humans for law and an ethical-social order.
This need is not a historical or temporary exigency but an existential
necessity arising from human nature and innate structure. Humans, by
virtue of being a composite of a higher soul (intellect and spirit) and a
material soul (desire and anger), need an order beyond pure reason to
attain spiritual perfection individually and establish a sustainable and
just collective life socially.

Al-"Allamah al-Hilli in Kashf al-Murad (p. 320) expresses this need
as follows:

"Since humankind needs mutual assistance and cooperation, mutual
assistance and cooperation necessitate law and a program whose
application in self-discipline, contemplation of lofty and high matters
(transcendent truths and values), and remembrance of warnings,
requires a foundation of effective and beneficial justice-in addition to
which it also brings divine reward."

This view is not exclusive to al-‘Allamah al-Hilli; other prominent
theologians and commentators such as Sayyid ‘Abd al-Husayn Tayyib
(Kalam al-Tayyib, pp. 123-124), Ahmad ibn Zayn al-*Abidin al-' Amili al-
‘Ammilt (Lata’if Ghibiyyah, pp. 204-205), and al-‘Allamah Tabataba'1
(al-Mizan, Vol. 12, p. 199) have also emphasized this principle.

Divine obligation can be divided into two categories:

Rational Obligations: Acts whose goodness or evil is independently
discerned by reason, such as justice, truthfulness, trustworthiness, and
keeping promises. These principles are universal and innate, affirmed
even among non-Muslims.

Revealed (Wahy-based) Obligations: Acts about which reason is
silent regarding their goodness or evil and are specified only through
revelation, such as the details of prayer, fasting, alms, etc. Most legal
rulings fall into this category.

This classification shows that although reason is capable regarding
principles, it is incapable regarding the particulars and details of the
benefits and harms of acts. Therefore, divine wisdom necessitates that
God, through prophets, provides a complete and comprehensive
program for guiding human individual and social life.
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The Noble Qur’an also clearly confirms this principle. In a verse
many theologians consider the "divine practice of justice," it states:
"And never would We punish until We sent a messenger" (Qur’an
17:15). This verse indicates that divine justice necessitates completion
of proof; meaning God provides necessary guidance and legislation for
humans before any punishment. Without divine law, moral and social
responsibility would be baseless.

Ayatullah Tabars1 in Kifayat al-Muwahhidin (Vol. 1, p. 505)
logically warns that if God leaves servants without obligation and
divine law, the primary purpose of creation-i.e., eternal happiness and
servants drawing near to God-would be negated. In such a hypothesis,
human creation would be considered absurd and futile, and God-Who
is transcendent above any absurdity-would be violating His own
purpose: "If obligation were not necessary, it would necessarily follow
that He, glory be to Him, violates His purpose, and His act would be
absurd and futile, and He is greatly exalted above that."

He also points to the social consequences of this hypothesis: Without
divine policy and "the whip of obligation," each individual would
follow their own desires, and soon human social order would collapse,
because "encroachment" upon others' property, rights, and dignity
would lead to disasters and corruptions incompatible with "God's
inherent grace and justice."

The Qur’an explains this connection in the famous verse of innate
disposition (fitrah): "So direct your face toward the religion, inclining
to truth. [ Adhere to] the disposition of Allah upon which He has created
[all] people. No change should there be in the creation of Allah. That is
the correct religion..." (Qur’an 30:30). This verse states that the true
religion is the very divine innate disposition upon which humans are
created. The monotheistic innate disposition inherently seeks a
monotheistic law. Therefore, divine obligation is not an external matter
but the fulfillment of an innate, inherent need. Humans, from within,
desire law, justice, and spiritual values; and this very desire is the basis
for accepting divine law and celestial obligations.
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In summary, the perpetual need of humans for divine laws is not
merely an empirical or historical observation but a rational-innate proof
justifying the necessity of divine obligation from reason's perspective,
confirming divine justice in the completion of proof, proving the
necessity of prophethood and revelation based on reason's incapacity in
particulars, and revealing the inherent connection between innate
disposition and divine law. Within this framework, divine law is not a
restriction on freedom but a path from the Wise Creator for humans-
within the framework of their innate and social needs-to attain
perfection and eternal happiness.

6.6. The Necessity of Inducing Evil in Case of the Non-Necessity of Obligation

The necessity of inducing evil (ighra’ ila al-qaba’ih) in case of the
non-necessity of obligation is a key proof for the necessity of obligation
upon God from the ‘Adliyyah perspective, because abandoning
obligation leaves humans in ignorance of good and evil and makes
entrusting miracles to a liar possible, which is rationally evil.

Inducing evil means encouraging or placing another in a situation
leading to evil action, such as entrusting a miracle (a divine sign) to a
false claimant of prophethood without distinction; this is evil because it
is injustice, defeats the purpose, and contradicts wisdom (al-"Allamah
al-Hill1, Kashf al-Murad i Sharh Tajrid al-I‘tiqad, p. 237; Qadi ‘Abd
al-Jabbar, al-Mughni fi Abwab al-Tawhid wa al-Adl, Vol. 1, p. 90).

Al-"Allamah al-Hilli, while explaining al-Khwaja's words in this
regard, writes:

"The absence of obligation entails the occurrence of an evil act and
causes God to do an evil act; because if God does not bring obligation
upon a being that has the conditions for obligation-meaning all the
characteristics of a being that can be obligated exist in it. If the
conditions for obligation are available in a being and God does not bring
obligation, He has done an evil act; because this being has
characteristics that naturally, without being obligated, incline towards
evils and ugliness. Although humans have intellect and inclination
towards truth, there also exists in them an inclination towards
falsehood. Now that humans have the capacity for obligation and can
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be deterred from evil, and if left alone they naturally incline towards
evils, is abandoning obligation tantamount to an evil act or not?
Certainly, reason considers abandoning obligation evil; therefore,
revealing divine law is necessary." (al-Hilli, Kashf al-Murad {1 Sharh
Tajrid al-I'tigad, 1407 AH, pp. 321-322).

Also, al-‘Allamah explains: "If obligation were not necessary, God
would leave humans without revealed guidance, so distinguishing truth from
falsehood in claims of prophethood would be impossible, and miracles
would be entrusted to liars, which is inducing falsehood and rationally evil."
(al-*Allamah al-Hill1, Nahj al-Haqq wa Kashf al-Sidq, p. 84).

The goodness of obligation equals its necessity, and the absence of
obligation equals the issuance of an evil act from God; as al-Shaykh al-
TisT states while explaining the issue of the goodness of the necessity
of obligation:

"... If God is able to make the obligated independent of evil through
good and does not do so and inclines him to his inner desires and leaves
him between himself and his desires, then if there is no purpose for this
act it is futile, and if there is a purpose for this act, its purpose must only
be obligation and compelling him according to his desire, even if it is
difficult for him, for the sake of the great benefit of reward; and if this
is not the case, encouragement to strengthen motives for attaining it
becomes necessary..." (al-Tsi, al-Iqtisad fima Yata‘allaq bi al-I'tigad,
1406 AH, pp. 111-112).

Al-"Allamah al-Hillt presents several proofs for this issue: First,
certainty in prophethood is based on the rational evil of entrusting
miracles to a liar; without obligation (revelation for distinction),
humans remain in ignorance and God leads them to deny real miracles
or believe false ones (Dala’il al-Sidq, Vol. 1, p. 368; Kashf al-Murad, p.
303). Second, the purpose of creation is guidance; abandoning
obligation places the needy human in evil (misguidance), like leaving a
child in danger without a guide (Nahj al-Haqq, p. 85). Third, the Qur’an
indicates the evil of inducement: "So what is [the matter] with you that
you do not fear?" (Qur’an 34:21), the question to the deniers points to
the self-evident evil of denying miracles before revelation (Kashf al-
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Murad, p. 238). Al-Shaykh al-Tus1 agrees: "Absence of obligation
necessitates inducement to aggression, and wisdom is transcendent
above it." (Talkhis al-Muhassal, p. 342).

Al-"Allamah al-Hill1, while criticizing the Ash‘arite view in this
regard, states: "The belief in the non-necessity of obligation renders
divine acts absurd and God an inducer to evil, because without
revelation, humans are incapable of distinguishing miracles and
exposed to temptation (believing falsehood or denying truth)." (Nah;j al-
Haqq, p. 86).

Qadt “Abd al-Jabbar also writes about this necessity: "Obligation is
necessary to repel inducement to evil, because ignorance of benefit
leads to misguidance." (Sharh al-Usiil al-Khamsah, p. 291). This proof
establishes the necessity of prophethood, Imamate, and infallibility.

In conclusion, the necessity of inducement without obligation
violates wisdom and makes obligation necessary (Dala’il al-Sidq, Vol.
1, p. 370). This principle distinguishes the justice of the ‘Adliyyah from
the absolutism of the Ash ‘arites.

In summary, humans, by dictate of their innate structure, have
inclinations that, in the absence of guidance, lead them towards evil
acts. If God leaves such a being without obligation and guidance, He
has essentially provided the ground for sin and indirectly invited or
induced to evil, which is utterly incompatible with God's sanctity,
wisdom, and inherent justice. Therefore, obligation is not merely
discretionary grace but an inherent necessity dictated by God's perfect
attributes-especially His transcendence above any evil. And abandoning
obligation, leaving humans exposed to base inclinations, is itself a kind
of evil act, and reason considers it impossible for a Wise essence.
Consequently, the necessity of divine obligation to prevent this implicit
inducement to evil is a solid, rational, and divine principle that both
stabilizes divine justice and preserves the sanctity of God's essence
from any deficiency or resemblance to evil.
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Final Conclusion and Practical Comparison of the Views

In Islamic theological systems, the issue of "the necessity of divine
obligation" represents two fundamental and sometimes opposing
approaches: the Ash‘arite view and the ‘Adliyyah view. This
disagreement is rooted in how each school understands God's essence,
His attributes, and the relationship between reason and revelation.

From the Ash‘arite perspective, divine obligation is solely a
manifestation of God's absolute and uncaused will. By denying
"rational moral valuation," they reject any inherent or rational necessity
for establishing obligation. In this view, God could have created a world
without obligation, and this would be neither just nor unjust, because
justice and injustice only acquire meaning after legislation. Therefore,
the system of obligation is merely a discretionary, non-necessary grace.

In contrast, the ‘Adliyyah, based on the principle of "rational moral
valuation" and emphasizing perfect attributes-especially wisdom,
justice, and mercy-consider the necessity of obligation to be inherent.
The Wise God, as an essence whose every act is aligned with the
purpose of guiding and bringing happiness to humans, cannot establish
obligation aimlessly or without guidance. From this perspective,
establishing obligation accompanied by means of guidance (such as
prophethood) is an inseparable manifestation of divine attributes, not an
arbitrary choice.

This disagreement clearly manifests in responses to questions such
as "Could God have given miracles to a liar?" or "Was a world without
obligation possible?": The Ash‘arites accept such possibilities within
the scope of absolute will, while the ‘Adliyyah consider them rationally
impossible and incompatible with divine wisdom.

The ‘Adliyyah view is superior in several respects: First, by
accepting rational foundations, it enables all humans to discern good
and evil and strengthens the rationality of religion. Second, it
guarantees divine justice in punishment and reward. Third, it saves
creation and prophethood from absurdity. Fourth, it ensures global
moral and legal stability. Fifth, it aligns with numerous Qur’anic verses,
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including the verses on delivering the message, sending messengers,
and not imposing obligation beyond capacity.

In conclusion, the necessity of obligation upon God, not in the sense
of external imposition but as an inherent necessity arising from His
perfect attributes, is a rational, ethical, and Qur’anic necessity. The
‘Adliyyah view, while preserving divine sanctification and harmonizing
reason and revelation, has clear superiority over the Ash‘arite view.
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