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Having discovered a majmiu‘ah at the Library of the Syrian Society during his travels to Beirut in 1854, Aloys
Sprenger announced in a letter to the JASB that he had discovered the earliest work in the history of Tasawwuf.!
Immediately upon his return, he published an article in this journal under the title “Notice on the _slali ¢lss19s
of Mohasaby Being the Earliest Work on Sufism as Yet Discovered, and on an Arabic Translation of a Work
Ascribed to Enoch.” In this article, he claimed that the majmti‘ah contained two distinct texts named Dawa’ and
al-Shubuhat, suggesting that they might constitute a single work and that their author was Harith al-Muhasibi (d.
243/857).2 Containing English translations of certain passages from the Dawa’ and brief information regarding
the content of al-Shubuhat, this article has retained its status as the sole source for researchers concerning
these two works until the present day. The reason for this is that after Sprenger, no one was able to access these
two works again. This is because the Syrian Society he cited ceased operations, and the manuscripts contained
therein were transferred to the library of another institution.® Researchers specializing in al-Muhasibi, such
as Louis Massignon, Margaret Smith, Josef van Ess, and Gavin Picken, were compelled to rely on conjectures
regarding the work based on Sprenger’s article, as they were unable to locate this majmut‘ah.*

Ahmad b. ‘Asim al-Antaki’s (d. between 220/835 and 239/853) work titled Dawa’ Da’ al-Quliib, contained in
this majmu‘ah long presumed lost, was published by me on November 14, 2025, demonstrating with evidence
that the Dawa’belongs to al-Antaki, while al-Shubuhat is the work of al-Muhasibi. Several months subsequent to
my publication, however, Bilal Orfali and Ridwan al-Sayyid released these texts, positing Dawa’ and al-Shubuhat
as a single work authored by al-Muhasibi. At this juncture, scholars of Tasawwuf are confronted with two distinct
studies presenting contradictory claims regarding the authorship of these works, thereby creating confusion

1  Theletter was sentin 1854 and published in 1855. Aloys Sprenger, “Extract from a letter of Dr. A. Sprenger, dated Damascus, December 24th, 1854.,”
24: 44,

2 Aloys Sprenger, “Notice on the Dawa’ da’ al-quliib of Mohdasaby being the earliest work on Sufism as yet discovered, and on an Arabic translation of
a work ascribed to Enoch,” 25: 143.

3 For further information on this society, see: A. L. Tibawi, “The Genesis and Early History of the Syrian Protestant College,” 21/1: 1-15. Moreover,
regarding the historical status of the manuscripts in this collection, see: Boris Liebrenz-Christoph Rauch, “Manuscript Ownership and Readership
at the American University of Beirut at the Turn of the Twentieth Century,” 248-292.

4 Asnoted in our study, some scholars were aware of this collection. However, because their primary focus was not on Dawa’ and al-Shubuhat, these
two important works in the field of Sufism remained largely unnoticed in the secondary literature. For a detailed discussion, see: Hasan Aydemir,
Ahmed b. Asim el-Antdki ve Devau dai’l-kulib Adl Eseri, 60-82.
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within the literature. Consequently, we have penned this book review with the aim of resolving the ensuing
confusion and articulating our critiques regarding the new edition by Orfali and al-Sayyid. Where their edition
and our study converge is on the attribution of al-Shubuhdt to al-Muhasibi. In our edition, a separate section was
dedicated to this subject, demonstrating with evidence that al-Shubuhdt belongs to al-Muhasibi.’ Their work,
however, diverges from our study in that it treats Dawa’ Da’ al-Quliib as a part of Kitab al-Shubuhat and, as a
natural consequence of this assumption, attributes the Dawa’to al-Muhasibl. In other words, our study presents
evidence regarding the attribution of the Dawa’ to al-Antaki and al-Shubuhat to al-Muhasibi and includes the
edition of the Dawa’ alone. Conversely, Orfali and al-Sayyid treated Dawa’ and al-Shubuhat as a single work,
publishing both texts together and attributing them to al-Muhasibi.

Before proceeding to our critiques, we must commend Orfali and al-Sayyid for their courage in preparing
the edition of al-Shubuhat, a task rendered particularly arduous by the fact that the work survives as a unique
manuscript. The authors have made a significant contribution to the field of Sufi studies by placing this work
of unique content at the disposal of researchers. We have no doubt that al-Muhasibi’s al-Shubuhdt, possessing
rich content regarding the relationship between Tasawwuf and politics as well as the connection of Tasawwuf
with other religious sciences, will bring new dimensions to the current perception of the history of Tasawwuf.
This study, conducted by the researchers, comprises three main sections. The first section, entitled “al-Muhasibi:
His Intellectual and Literary Biography,” constitutes the “research” component of the work. In this section, the
authors outline al-Muhasib1’s biography and Sufi thought, address the issue of the attribution of al-Shubuhdt to
al-Muhasibi, and describe the contents of the majmu‘ah (No. 66) housed in the American University of Beirut
Library. The second section, titled “The Text of Kitab al-shubuhdt,” constitutes the backbone of the study and
comprises the Arabic text of both Dawa’ and al-Shubuhat. Finally, the “Indices” section, unlike conventional
index sections, is devoted to detailed and extensive indices, comprising ayat, hadith, persons and tribes, places,
days and battles, and subject headings, that enhance the scholarly utility of the work. Let us now turn to our
critiques regarding the study by Orfali and al-Sayyid.

The expressions within the majmi‘ah containing Dawa’ and al-Shubuhat offer significant indications that
these constitute two distinct works. First, Dawa’ Da’ al-Quliib is the second of five different works contained in
this majmi‘ah housed at the American University of Beirut Library. Following the phrase “_slali ¢1s 5190 sn” found
in the al-faragh (colophon) of the first work, the text of the Dawa’ begins with an introduction containing the
expression “ Sl qwle ¢ o>i Ji". However, the final portions of the Dawa’ are missing. Immediately following
this lost final section of the Dawa’, that is, in the third position within the majmii‘ah, appears al-Muhasibi’s work
named Kitab al-Shubuhat, the beginning of which is lost.®

In fact, the page immediately following where the text of the Dawa’ ends differs entirely from the preceding
sections in terms of structure, content, and style. Furthermore, at the beginning of the sections of al-Shubuhat
there appear phrases such as “cl all QLS o a1 3=, and the al-faragh (colophon) of the manuscript clearly
contains the formula “=.40 LS =", indicating that the work has been completed.” Consequently, due to the
fact that the ending of the Dawa’ and the beginning of al-Shubuhat are missing, these two distinct works appear
consecutively in their incomplete state, creating the illusion of a single book. This is precisely the point that
perplexed Sprenger. Indeed, being aware of the records in the majmui‘ah, Orfali and al-Sayyid hesitated in titling
their study and opted for the following title reflecting this indecision: “Cslall 15 s 155 of wleidl LS. It is, of course,
possible that the work has been referred to by different names throughout history. However, not only do we
lack such data, but as will be seen below, the two works are also distinct from each other in terms of content
and style. We shall now turn to our own proofs regarding the fact that these constitute two separate works.

The strongest evidence demonstrating that the texts in question are independent works is that the statements
found in the Dawa’ are attributed to al-Antaki in later sources, whereas the statements contained in Kitab al-
Shubuhdt appear in al-Muhasibi’s other works. For instance, the fact that sayings cited with attribution to al-Antaki
in the works of al-Sulami, Abii Nu‘aym, Abl Khalaf al-Tabarf, al-Bayhaki, al-Dhahabi, Ibn al-Jawzi, Ibn ‘Asakir, and
Farid al-Din ‘Attar, as well as many other later Sifi authors, also appear in the Dawa’ is an indication that this
work is distinct from Kitab al-Shubuhat.? In texts of the subsequent period, these statements are attributed to
5  For evidence supporting the attribution of al-Shubuht to al-Muhasibi, see: Hasan Aydemir, Ahmed b. Asim el-Antdki ve Devdu dai’l-kuliib Adli Eseri,

101-108.

6  The Dawa’ appears on folios 15b-29a of the collection, whereas al-Shubuhat occupies folios 30a-123b. For the differences we have mentioned,
see the relevant sections of the manuscript. Majmii‘ah, American University of Beirut, Jafet Library, MS 170:121 saA (Mic-MS-80), fols. 15b-29a and
30a-123b.

7  For these expressions, see: Majmii‘ah, fols. 65a, 85a, 93a, 123b.
8  We address these citations in the subsequent sections of this study. Furthermore, for detailed information regarding the sayings attributed to al-
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al-Antaki, appearing sometimes in the form of passages and block quotations, and at other times as individual
sentences. Furthermore, the fact that the sayings ascribed to al-Antaki are derived from numerous sources
rather than a single source indicates that the Dawa’ may have been in circulation as an independent work. The
notion that al-Antaki was a “questioner,” as stated here by Orfali and al-Sayyid, does not align with historical
data. The passages ascribed to al-Antaki are not attributed to al-Muhasib1 or anyone else. Had al-Antaki been a
“questioner” as the authors suggest, later Siifi authors would have ascribed at least some of these expressions
to al-Muhasibi1 as well. On the other hand, the fact that a sort of summary of the headings and passages found in
al-Shubuhat appears in al-Muhasib1’s work titled Kitab al-Makasib wa-1-Wara“wa-I-Shubuhat indicates that it is
a work distinct from the Dawa’. Indeed, upon examining the text of al-Shubuhat, it becomes evident that it is an
expanded version of al-Muhasib1’s al-Makdsib in terms of content, style, and network of relations. Consequently,
had the text of the Dawa’ been a part of al-Shubuhadt, its content would necessarily have corresponded to that
of al-Muhasib1’s al-Makasib.

The themes of the Dawa’and al-Shubuhat are also distinct from one another. The Dawa’is a text that addresses
amultitude of subjects, ranging from ahwal (state) and magamat (stations) to human nature, and from muhasabat
al-nafs (inward accounting) to the derivatives of niyya (intention), in a brief and concise manner. Al-Shubuhat,
in contrast, is a work that substantiates various issues in great detail with evidence from the Qur‘an and the
Sunna, covering topics ranging from the conditions of the caliph’s just rule to the conditions of accepting gifts
from the sultan, from the ruling on earnings derived from the state to the status of property seized via usurpation
or oppression, and from doubtful matters in agriculture and trade to the lawful and unlawful aspects of human
earnings. Al-Shubuhat sustains this approach for approximately 200 pages without ever changing its theme. The
Dawa’, on the other hand, changes its topic practically every few pages. For instance, while discussing the nature
of the intellect, it focuses on muhasabat al-nafs a few pages later, and shortly thereafter, it proceeds to the subject
of ikhlas in niyya (intention) or to the relationship of friendship between two Sufis. As can be understood from
its introduction, the Dawa’is a more comprehensive work in terms of its subject matter. Its general purpose is
to mention, in outline, the fundamental matters that a murid (disciple) needs to know. Al-Shubuhdt, however,
is a text that focuses on the relationship between Siifis and politics, as well as the relationship between Siifis
and the ulama’, fully detailing these matters. In conclusion, this thematic divergence between the Dawa’ and
al-Shubuhat constitutes further evidence that the two texts are distinct works.

The textual structures of the Dawa’ and al-Shubuhat are also distinct from one another. Indeed, in their study,
Orfali and al-Sayyid acknowledge that the babs differ between these two works and even explicitly state that
the text abruptly continues with a different style of titling (p. 61). However, they attribute this difference to
the fact that the text is “incomplete.” The point where the authors state that the text’s titling style changes is in
fact where the Dawa’ ends and al-Shubuhat begins.” The Dawa’ consists of a uniform style of titling; that is, it
is composed solely of uniform babs such as Bab al-‘Aql and Bab al-Yaqin. AlI-Shubuhat, in contrast, is composed
of sixteen main headings under the designation of “juz’, along with subheadings such as “fasl” and “bab” that
branch out within these sixteen parts. On the other hand, the “incomplete” matters regarding the headings or
the text mentioned by Orfali and al-Sayyid pertain to al-Shubuhdt. This situation does not apply to the Dawa’.
Consequently, even the differences in the structures of the texts support our view of “two different works.”

Finally, the styles of the Dawa’ and al-Shubuhat are also distinct from one another. The Dawa’ consists of
short babs and responses to questions given in an aphoristic style. There are even babs in the text composed
of merely a single or a few aphoristic expressions.'® Al-Shubuhadt, however, is composed of ajza’ devoted to
the aforementioned doubtful matters, and of bab and fasl headings within these ajza’ that run on for pages.
Sometimes, there may even be more than one bab within a single juz’. The aim of al-Shubuhat within these
extensive parts is to detail the views it advocates with evidence derived from the Qur’an and the Hadith and
to refute contrary situations through specific examples. The Dawa’, on the other hand, focuses on the domain
expanded by Siifi concepts and does not dwell on examples and details in this context. Al-Antaki offers holistic
interpretations regarding the spiritual evolution of the individual based on these concepts. Moreover, the Dawa’
is a text composed predominantly in the question-and-answer (qultu/qala) format. In al-Shubuhat, however,
this format appears very rarely within its approximately 200 pages. On the other hand, the manner in which
the subjects are handled in the Dawa’ and al-Shubuhat is also distinct from one another. The Dawa’ contains
only a few hadiths, cited without isnad (chains of transmission). In this respect, the Dawa’is a dirayah-centered

Antaki by later Sufi authors that appear in the Dawa’, see: Hasan Aydemir, Ahmed b. Asim el-Antdki ve Devau dai’l-kuliib Adh Eseri, 88-92.
9  Majmi‘ah, fols. 29b-30a.
10 Majmii‘ah, fols. 21a, 23b-24a.
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work dominated by the author’s own views. Al-Shubuhat, in contrast, is a riwayat-centered text woven with
hundreds of hadiths cited along with their isnad. In fact, due to the hadiths that run on for pages, it can even be
said that this work is among the earliest textual examples to shed light on the relationship between Tasawwuf
and Hadith. Therefore, the fact that the two works differ markedly in style constitutes further evidence that
they cannot be the same work.

Having established that Dawa’ and al-Shubuhat are distinct works, we now examine the arguments Orfali
and al-Sayyid advance for attributing al-Shubuhdt, treating the two works as a single text, to al-Muhasib1. They
put forward the following three arguments:

1. The fact that the work proceeds via the question-and-answer method.
2. The fact that the first heading in the text is about the principles of usiil al-‘agl (the principles of the intellect)
3. The presence of expressions from al-Shubuhat in al-Muhasib1’s other works (p. 61)

First, the fact that both works feature the question-and-answer format is quite natural within the tradition
of early Islamic literature. Indeed, the works of many early Siifis, not only those of al-Muhasibi, are composed
in the question-and-answer format.'’ Moreover, as mentioned above, while the question-and-answer format
is quite frequent in the Dawa’, it is a feature rarely observed in al-Shubuhat. Therefore, the conclusion that the
works belong to al-Muhasibi cannot be inferred based solely on this aspect. On the other hand, based on this
question-and-answer format, Orfali and al-Sayyid conclude that the expression “ Sl¥l csle ¢ e>i J8” appearing
in the compilation refers to the questioner, namely al-Antaki (pp. 61-62). As evidence for this, they present
the opening passage of Kitab al-khalwa, whose attribution is disputed in modern scholarship. For the opening
passage of al-Khalwa is identical to a statement attributed to al-Antaki in the Hilyat. Let us now examine the
similarity in question between the two texts:

The Beginning of al-Khalwa The Passage Attributed to al-Antaki
Attributed to al-Muhasibi in the Hilyat
dells Jal o) 4l o) plel tdie dl gy bkl el ¢ ladl all g ool SL¥V JB | el oy (o oo 5 2ellall Jal o8 coias el S qunle o el JI"
ey Jles¥! llim £ty L @) bl Adpne cadal JlecHl gty oy Iaud ol il ke Jes Jles¥l Dlo Le Oponiing &1 oleadily 28,all Ciyla!

sl @ pdle masd pdlel Lass! JI dlmtul e meus¥ mpo libags sdsle pele Igalbog 2l 1gastinl cume LS Busly Ay sy Lagy Lol § ellest 19 pms
Mujwjﬁwlwwm\ \5411454441\1334@1%&1541.15\»!3&}. Wﬂ‘bﬁbﬂéﬁﬁew‘@mwmﬁuﬁmﬂﬁjw‘wwiw
Zellall Usor e Lod el 328 AL 51 o Bmaall iin Gt o3 s (v Lo S0 "B e paie O Zellll Jrezr e Lob.

12" e padie O

As is evident, the first passage in al-Khalwa, which begins with the phrase “qala al-Muhasibi,” is attributed
to al-Antaki by Abli Nu‘aym in his work titled the Hilyat in a much later period. Josef van Ess, the first to make
this observation, suggested based on this that al-Khalwa might also belong to al-Antaki.'* However, Orfali and
al-Sayyid disagree with van Ess on this matter, proposing instead that the author of al-Khalwa is al-Muhasibi,
while al-Antaki is its questioner (p. 60). This is because only the first paragraph of al-Khalwa appears in the Hilyat
attributed to al-Antaki. Indeed, the passages following this initial passage in al-Khalwa are not attributed to al-
Antaki in other sources. Therefore, in their view, al-Antaki must be in the position of the “questioner” regarding
the text of al-Khalwa here as well, while al-Muhasibi must be its actual “author.” Based on this reasoning, the
researchers have claimed that the same situation applies to Kitab al-Shubuhat (considering the Dawa’ and al-
Shubuhat together). According to them, the expression “ $l¥! cwle (1 1ol JB” appearing at the beginning of the
Dawa’ refers to al-Antaki, who is the transmitter of al-Shubuhat. Let us now examine the opening section of the
Dawa’ in question:

@“Bm&j@mngm&aj s ST s LSy calal o LS L oralall oy dll desd ! SUa¥T quole ¢ den J18”
ojwumijbﬂnwwmuwt@ W|MJ}5|WM Ll ddiy ok Tage il pog (S

IoJol b Gladf Al weih (ol Sldol 40T Gya T8 Usall saaiis Gl Juﬁmé, :dbS Joay 4l sl 31,8 e
Leo s Slale Ul el 46l S5 Jiludl s camlio o] 2asall sda Jal e @Slls llazmy of bl Jlas VAVY/T9 a301] T

11 Many works can be cited as examples of texts written in the ‘question-and-answer format’ in the third century AH, such as al-Kharraz’s Kitab al-
Sidgq, al-Tirmidhi's Khatm al-Awliya’, and al-Junayd’s Kitab al-Fana’.

12 al-Harith al-Muhasiby, Kitab al-Khalwa, ed. Ighnatiyts ‘Abdu Khalifa, 7.

13 Abu Nu‘aym al-Isfahani, Hilyat al-Awliya’, 9:284-285.

14 Josefvan Ess, Die Gedankenwelt des Harit al-Muhasibi, 19-21.
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When we grammatically trace the continuity of pronouns and verb-subjects in this passage, we encounter a
result contrary to Orfali and al-Sayyid’s assertion: the person “answering” the questions and the one “writing”
this text are the same person. Indeed, the flow in the introduction, “he asked him about these questions,” “he
answered him regarding them,” and “he wrote them down” (Lass L 41 « Jlual sia oe 4§las), confirms this point.
Here, while the subject of the verb “4L.” is the inquirer (L)l c>Lo), in the immediately following verb “a(>1s",
the pronoun shifts to the position of the respondent, that is, the murshid, who is the nearest antecedent, in
accordance with the rule of regular pronominal reference. As for the verb “ 53" that follows, its subject also refers
to the last-mentioned antecedent, in accordance with the rules of syntax. Furthermore, due to the presence of
the particle “.s”, the implied meaning here is that the murshid penned the work to answer the murid and provide
him with benefit. In this regard, when we consider the expression “sl¥l csle ¢ .o J&” in the introduction
and the flow of the text, it becomes evident that the one writing the text and the one answering are the same
person. Consequently, as indicated in this passage and as understood from the purpose of its composition, the
Dawa’ is a work penned by al-Antaki himself to address several issues.!®

On the other hand, in the classical period, citing the author’s name at the very beginning along with the
phrase “qala fulan” was a common custom. By providing the author’s name at the outset, authors or copyists
prevented the work from being lost or stolen.'” Indeed, the custom of citing the author’s name at the beginning
is a feature observed in the manuscripts of many extant Sifi works. The fact that we know the authors of the
works of many Siifis today, such as al-Muhasibi, al-Kharraz, al-Junayd, and al-Tirmidhi, is due to the expression
“gala fulan” found at the beginning of their manuscripts. While there may be other indicators for some, the
attribution of others to them relies solely on this phrase. In this respect, the phrase “qala Ahmad b. ‘Asim al-
Antaki” appearing at the beginning of the manuscript indicates, in its most fundamental and natural sense, the
author of the Dawa’.

Orfali and al-Sayyid state that this work belongs to al-Muhasibi on the grounds that the first heading of al-
Shubuhdt (considering the Dawa’ and al-Shubuhat together) concerns the intellect. This is because, according
to the authors, al-Harith al-Muhasibi is the originator of the “nature of the intellect” and the idea of “al-‘aqgl ‘an
Allah” in the history of early Tasawwuf (p. 61). It is certainly true that al-Muhasibi stands out among early Sifis
regarding the nature of the intellect, and that he even has an independent work on this subject, titled K. ma’iyyat
al-‘aql. However, the first passage of the Dawa’is related not to the nature of the intellect but to its qualities and
characteristics. The Dawa’ discusses, rather, the quality of the intellect, its role in the human-God relationship,
its utility, and its soundness.!® Al-Muhasibi, on the other hand, in K. ma’iyyat al-‘aql, focuses directly on what
the al-‘aql means and in what manner it is a ghariza.'® Conversely, in later Sufi texts, al-Antaki stands out with
frequent citations when the “quality/characteristics of the intellect” are concerned.?’ Furthermore, since the
expressions found in the “usil al-‘aql” of the Dawa’ are already attributed to al-Antaki in later sources, one
should conclude, based on this chapter heading that the work belongs to al-Antaki.?! Another point concerns
the concept of “al-‘aqgl ‘an Allah.” There is, in fact, no such discussion in the Dawa’. Furthermore, the Dawa’
contains no similar expressions regarding the idea of “al-‘aql ‘an Allah” as emphasized by al-Muhasibi in his
works.” Therefore, the claim that the Dawa’belongs to al-Muhasibi based on this reasoning remains unfounded.

15 Majmii‘ah, fol. 15b.

16 Another point worth mentioning here is that the phrase qala Abu ‘Abd Allah appears seven times in the Dawa’, and following this phrase, direct
answers are provided without any preceding questions. In other words, whoever Abi ‘Abd Allah is, he is the author of the work. However, the kunya
of both al-Antaki and al-Muhasibi is “Abt ‘Abd Allah.” Indeed, since ‘Abu ‘Abd Allah’ was the kunya of many Sufis in the early period, this cannot be
considered a definitive indicator. Moreover, al-Sulami states that al-Antaki had two kunyas, “Abui ‘Abd Allah” and “Abt ‘Al1,” but that “Abi ‘Abd Allah”
was the most famous among them, see: al-Sulami, Tabaqat al-Siifiya. ed. Mustafa ‘Abd al-Qadir ‘Ata, 118.

17 For instance, Hujwiri himself states that due to the plagiarism of his works, he inserted the phrase qala Hujwiri not only at the beginning of his book
but also in many places throughout it. Hujwiri, Kashf al-Mahjib, trans. Is‘ad ‘Abd al-Hadi Qandil, 1:191-192.

18 Majmii‘ah, fols. 15b-17a.

19 Inal-‘Aql, al-Muhasibi devotes considerable space to the nature of the intellect, the views of the scholars of his time regarding this subject, and his
own preference in this matter. For the relevant sections, see: al-Muhasibi, al-‘Aql wa-fahm al-Qur’an, ed. Husayn al-Quwwatli, 201-212.

20 al-Sulami, Tabagqat al-Sifiya, 118; al-Bayhaki, al-Jami‘ li-shu‘ab al-imadn, ed. Mukhtar Ahmad al-Nadw1i (Riyadh: Maktabat al-Rushd, 2003), 6:368;
al-Isfahani, Aba Nu‘aym, Hilyat al-Awliya’. 9:287-291; Abi Khalaf al-Tabar1, Salwat al-Arifin wa-Uns al-Mushtagin. ed. Gerhard Béwering, Bilal Orfali,
485.

21 For relevant sources and citations, see: Hasan Aydemir, Ahmed b. Asim el-Antdki ve Devdu dai’l-kulitb Adl Eseri, 88.

22 Moreover, considering that al-Antaki has a statement supporting the concept of al-‘aql ‘an Allah, the idea that he influenced al-Muhasibi might even
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Finally, the third argument presented by Orfali and al-Sayyid, namely, the claim that the expressions found
in al-Shubuhat (considering the Dawa’ and al-Shubuhat together) appear in al-Muhasib1’s other works, is
both accurate and misleading. It is an undeniable fact that the expressions in al-Shubuhat show significant
similarities to al-Muhasibi’s other works. However, the authors are mistaken on this point because by using
the title al-Shubuhat, they imply that the Dawa’ and al-Shubuhat constitute a single work. The point on which
they are correct is that passages quoted for pages in al-Muhasibi’s work Adab al-nufiis also appear in the Dawa’
text. However, even this fact serves as evidence that the Dawa’ belongs to al-Antaki, not to al-Muhasib1. This
is because an expression in the form of “One of the hukama’ said” appears at the beginning of these passages
in Adab al-nufiis.?* In the Dawa’, however, these passages appear directly without such an expression at the
beginning. It is implausible for al-Muhasibi to recount his own thoughts in Adab al-nufiis after having cited this
expression. Furthermore, the fact that these sayings, which follow the phrase “One of the hukama’ said” in Adab
al-nufiis and appear in the Dawa’, are attributed to al-Antaki in some later sources confirms the idea that the
text belongs to al-Antaki.?* Moreover, al-Antaki’s famous epithet is “Hakim.”?

Orfali and al-Sayyid state, based on Hujwir!’s statement, that al-Muhasibi was al-Antaki’s teacher (p. 59). This
claim is incorrect. In fact, most Sufi biographical works state that these two Siifis were peers.?® In our opinion
as well, there was a friendship between them rather than a teacher-student relationship. On the other hand,
al-Antaki was the elder.?’” Al-Muhasibl may have met al-Antaki at a time when he fled from Baghdad and went to
Dimashq. Moreover, if we consider the appearance of al-Antak’s expressions in the text of Adab al-nufiis together
with the fact that al-Antaki was the elder, we can suggest that al-Antaki influenced al-Muhasibi. As a matter of
fact, the entirety of al-MuhasibT's Adab al-nufiis, from beginning to end, is a text formed around the elaboration
and interpretation of the sayings that follow the expression “One of the hukama’ said.” Furthermore, if it is
revealed in the future that the other passages following the other expressions of “One of the hukama’ said” in
Adab al-nufiis also belong to al-Antaki, it might even be considered that al-Antaki had a significant influence on
al-Muhasibl. In truth, specifically regarding Adab al-nufiis, al-Muhasibl might be a “transmitter” of al-Antaki’s
thoughts. Significantly, van Ess questions the attribution of this work to al-Muhasibi since the passages following
the expression “One of the hukama’ said” in Adab al-nufiis are attributed to al-Antaki in classical sources and
suggests that al-Antaki might be the actual originator of the thoughts in the text.?® In our study, we also stated that
when we compared these two passages found in Adab al-nufiis and the Dawa’, al-Muhasibi gave the impression
of a sort of commentary, interpreting al-Antaki’s words by expanding upon them.?° However, further detailed
studies are needed to support the claim that Adab al-nufiis is a commentary on al-Antaki’s thoughts. In summary,
the point made by Orfali and al-Sayyid regarding the presence of expressions from al-Shubuhdt in al-Muhasib1’s
other works relates to al-Shubuhat, not to the Dawa’. After all, since al-Shubuhat is al-Muhasib1’'s work, it is
quite natural for similar ideas from his other works to appear in al-Shubuhadt. It is incorrect for the researchers
to assume that the Dawa’ and al-Shubuhat are the same work and to conclude that both belong to al-Muhasibi
without considering other possibilities at all. Having addressed our objections to the researchers’ arguments,
let us now mention some other proofs indicating that the Dawa’ is the work of al-Antaki:

As mentioned above, some expressions found in Dawa’ appear in later period Safl texts attributed to al-
Antaki. The fact that a significant portion of the Dawa’ appears in the works of authors such as al-Sulami, Abt
Khalaf al-Tabari, al-Bayhagqi, al-Dhahabi, Ibn al-Jawzi, Ibn ‘Asakir, and Farid al-Din ‘Attar, as attributed to al-
Antaki, is the strongest proof that the work belongs to al-Antaki. Because we have cited these proofs at length
in the work we published, we will mention only some of them here. The first passage of “Ustl al-‘aql,” the first
chapter of the Dawa’, is as follows:

be raised. See: al-Sulami, Tabaqat al-Stfiya, 120.

23 al-Muhasibi, Addb al-Nufiis, ed. ‘Abd al-Qadir Ahmad ‘At3, 45.

24  al-Sulami, Tabaqat al-Sifiya, p. 119; Farid al-Din ‘Attar. Tadhkirat al-Awliya’. ed. Muhammad Adib al-Jadir, 426,

25 Abil Zur‘a al-Dimashqi refers to his teacher al-Antaki, from whom he received hadith, as “Ahmad b. ‘Asim al-Hakim.” See: Ibn ‘Asakir, Ta’rikh
Madinat Dimashgq, ed. Muhibb al-Din Abii Sa‘ld ‘Umar b. Gharama al-‘Amrawi, 71:224; Shams al-Din al-Dhahabi, Siyar Alam an-Nubala’, ed. Kamil
al-Kharrat, 9:336. Ibn al-‘Adim (d. 660/1262) describes him as hakim and states that he belongs to the people of wisdom. See: Kamal al-Din Ibn
al-‘Adim, Bughyat al-Talab fi Tarikh Halab, ed. Suhayl Zakkar, 2:848. Moreover, the concept of hikma frequently appears in the sayings attributed to
him in the sources. Similarly, it is observed that the concept of hikma is frequently used in the text of the Dawa’. See: Majmii‘ah, fols. 18a, 18b, 21a,
21b, 23a, 24b, 28a.

26 For relevant sources, see: Hasan Aydemir, Ahmed b. Asim el-Antdki ve Devdu dai’l-kulib Adl Eseri, 41-42.

27 Indeed, when their dates of birth are examined, it is evident that al-Antaki was older than al-Muhasibi. For the birth dates of both, see: Hasan
Aydemir, Ahmed b. Asim el-Antdki ve Devdu dai’l-kuliib Adl Eseri, 23-25, 41-42. Knysh also disagrees with Hujwiri on this matter, stating that al-
Antaki was older and even suggesting that he may have been al-MuhasibT’s teacher. Alexander Knysh, “Ahmad b. ‘Asim al-Antaki,” 47-48.

28 van Ess, Die Gedankenwelt des Harit al-Muhasibi, 18.

29 Hasan Aydemir, Ahmed b. Asim el-Antdki ve Devau dai’l-kulith Adh Eseri, 97.
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This passage is likewise transmitted in the works of al-Sulami, Abti Khalaf al-Tabari, al-Bayhaki, Ibn ‘Asakir,
and Farid al-Din ‘Attar as attributed to Ahmad b. “Asim al-Antaki.?° Even though they do not mention the Dawa’
by name, the habit of including al-Antaki when transmitting Stfi sayings regarding al-‘aql gives rise to the opinion
that the work was seen or in circulation. Furthermore, in the Usiil al-‘aql chapter; it is observed that the answers
al-Antaki gives to questions in the form of “what is the most beneficial...?” using the superlative form appear in
the sources as attributed to al-Antaki, and even their sequence remains unchanged as block quotations. Now,
let us examine another passage found in the later part of the Usiil al-‘aql chapter of the Dawa™

Led redd aesll o Ladls aell (o Cagll cld Eusly ot clie § auog Zudal w8 4 Lo clise § wlae Lo U8 Sonanll pasl Les”
ol le a] ni Loy «lae Audy § 5,Sal1 closlly cclils L (e O3l clia Jlbly ol olall e iz Lo i JU8 Sedginll s
Gl By i g Gelid) clblas) (J15 S gl aasl Led iould gz Lo 2oy el lide Jao Lo s U Selay ) pas Lod snds
oAl e (a5 Lo 18 S oMYl aasl Led tedd clles tooliudd «tlundi osthy 4l 545 o1 1L SEaall aasl Led icds Cligs sa (e
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This passage from the chapter on the Usiil al-‘aql in the Dawa’ appears in the Hilyat in almost the same form,
attributed to al-Antaki, as follows:

o Dym L gl iy USG9 b clive 3 yhumg ccadyl w8 4y b clive 3 elae Lo onddl pasl” Sl ole oy daxl JUB
a2y Lo oy el clile o Lo el Il pasly oyl 2aslsg clae 4uay (§ ,Sall closlly uls a3 L (e O3l clin Jloly cgmlall
clic Gai Lo (odsY) aaily «luds Cigumy <l 483 O Gusall adily «2ligs 5o (s 3t clsidy ccluds oo eld] Clalins] 3=l a3lTs
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2 olle cndlall
Moreover, some sentences from this block quotation appear in Sifat al-Safwa with a partially altered sequence.*
Further on in the Usil al-‘aql chapter, the following statement regarding faqr appears:

sy 49 Matme 4 S Lot JE § yaall pasl Led el

This expression found in the Dawa’ appears in al-Sulami’s Tabaqat al-Stifiya and the Hilyat as attributed to
al-Antaki, with a minor variation, as follows:

35“15_4&\) 9 Slezmio 4 S Lo yaall ta'_"i" | Jay”

Following this statement in the Dawa’, a saying related to the concept of al-hazm is again attributed to al-
Antaki in the Hilyat.* Likewise, the saying concerning the purification of deeds from afflictions, which follows
immediately after, is attributed to al-Antaki in both the Tabagqat al-Sifiya and the Hilyat.*” It is also noteworthy
that most of the sayings in this first chapter of the Dawa’ appear in the Hilyat with attribution to al-Antaki.
Abii Nu‘aym al-Isfahani includes almost all the answers al-Antaki gave in the Dawa’ to questions in the form
of “what is the most beneficial...?” in the Hilyat.?® In addition to this, let us look at the very first sentence of the
chapter titled “Ma‘rifat al-nafs” in the Dawa’:

..\.,.n.l\ﬁﬂl&hﬁcwj.@péd.ls.slj‘Q%J).cjwdﬁmj‘)3}&;¢Qaw5@wdﬁplwoipk|"

30 Majmi‘ah, fol. 15b.

31 Majmi‘ah, fol. 15b.

32 al-Isfahani, Hilyat al-Awliya’, 9:282.

33 Ibn al-Jawzi, Sifat al-Safwa, ed. Khalid Mustafa Tarttsi, 846.

34 Majmi‘ah, fol. 16a.

35 al-Sulami, Tabaqat al-Sifiya, 119; al-Isfahani, Hilyat al-Awliya’, 9:283.

36 al-Isfahani, Hilyat al-Awliya’, 1996, 9/283.

37 al-Sulami, Tabagqat al-Sifiya, 119; al-Isfahani, Hilyat al-Awliya’, 9:283.

38 For the remaining parts of the passages in question, see al-Isfahani, Hilyat al-Awliya’, 9:282-284.
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al-Sulamt attributes the first part of this saying to al-Antaki:
404 8gntl ABg Lol 318 dupity duadl A8 yas A5 Adle (ye ttes] JUEs”

[tis noteworthy that one part of this saying does not appear in al-Sulam1. However, its continuation appears
in the works of al-Bayhagqj, al-Dhahabi, and al-Munawsi, attributed to al-Antaki with minor differences, as follows:

M S @ 13) Eadl o5 S oys sl § G35 U5 13) cudall @ Oyl 4B o gl 457
Letus look at the following passage found in the chapter named “Hidayat al-a‘mal” in the Dawa’:
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This passage appears in Abti Nu‘aym’s Hilyat with a slight difference, and similarly in Ibn al-Jawz1’s Sifat al-
Safwa, as attributed to al-Antaki.** Now, let us examine the following long passage in the Dawa’ that appears
after a few sentences following this paragraph:

Ll 4l ad cll jie ¥ Lagd Gilstlly llaly clall slgae 058 Lead Alaally Sl (KLl 4 Gpay Gaos o Gl ingudlly Ly
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This passage, transmitted at such length in the Dawa’, is likewise attributed to al-Antaki in the Hilyat with
a slight difference.* Immediately following this chapter in the Dawa’, a chapter heading titled “Sifat al-tazyin”
appears, consisting of a single sentence.*® This statement is also attributed to al-Antaki in the Hilyat, Kawakib
al-Durriya, and ‘IIm al-quliib, a work attributed to Abu Talib al-Makki but whose author is unknown.*” To avoid
prolonging the discussion, we suffice with these proofs. Now, finally, let us examine the relationship networks
of the individuals appearing in the Dawa’ and al-Shubuhat.

Yusufb. Asbat (d. 185/801), Abiui Ishaq al-Fazari (d. 188/804 [?]), and Haytham b. Jamil al-Antaki (d. 213/823)
are three figures whose sayings are transmitted in the Dawa’. The fact that these three are from Antioch and
that there exists a “direct relationship” between them and Ahmad b. ‘Asim al-Antaki serves as further proof that
the work belongs to al-Antaki himself. We observe a close connection between al-Antaki and these individuals,
both in terms of hadith transmission and personal companionship. Conversely, the fact that we are unable to
establish an organic link between al-Muhasibt and Haytham b. Jamil or Abu Ishaq al-Fazari further supports
this view.*® On the other hand, the fact that almost all of the initial narrators of the hadiths in al-Shubuhat had

39 Majmii‘ah, fol. 17b.

40 al-Sulami, Tabaqat al-Sifiya, 119.

41 al-Bayhaki, al-Jami‘li-shu‘ab al-iman, 2:270; al-Dhahabi, Siyar A‘lam al-Nubala’, 9:336; ‘Abd al-Ra’Gf al-Munawi, Kawakib al-Durriya, 1:531.

42  Majmii‘ah, fol. 29b

43 We have not included the text here for the sake of brevity. For comparison, see: al-Isfahani, Hilyat al-Awliya’, 9:287; Ibn al-Jawzi, Sifat al-Safwa, 847.

44 Due to the disorder of the folios in the majmi‘ah, a portion of this passage appears on folio 29b, while the remainder is found on folio 21a. See:
Majmii‘ah, fols. 21a, 29b.

45 al-Isfahani, Hilyat al-Awliya’, 9:288-289.

46 For the expression in question, see: Majmii‘ah, fol. 21a.

47 Anonymous, (attrib. Abu Talib al-Makki), Iim al-Qulib ed. ‘Abd al-Qadir Ahmad ‘At3, 165; al-Isfahani, Hilyat al-Awliya’, 9:289; ‘Abd al-Ra’iuf al-
Munaw1i, Kawakib al-Durriya, 1:531.

48 For the places where these names appear in the Dawa’, see: Majmii‘ah, fols. 18a, 23b-24a; Furthermore, for the relationship between al-Antaki and
the individuals in question, see: Hasan Aydemir, Ahmed b. Asim el-AntGki ve Devdu dai’l-kuliib Adli Eseri, 29-36.
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a direct relationship with al-Muhasibi, while having no connection to al-Antaki, is also a significant indicator
that the works and their authors are distinct. We have cited these proofs in detail in our published study.*

In conclusion, when we consider all the indicators together, there remains no doubt that the Dawa’belongs
to al-Antaki. As can be understood, Orfali and al-Sayyid reached the conclusion that it belongs to al-Muhasibi
because they proceeded from a flawed premise. In other words, had they not disregarded the strong indicators
from the very beginning that the Dawa’ and al-Shubuhat are distinct works, the researchers would likely not
have made this error. Due to the short interval between the publication dates of the two studies, it is probable
that Orfali and al-Sayyid were unaware of our work and the evidence we presented. Alternatively, even if they
were aware, they may not have had the opportunity to revise their views as their work was already in press.
However, we must express our hope that as time progresses, they will revise their work in new editions, and
that the researchers will publish the two works as separate entities, attributing the Dawa’ to al-Antaki alone.
On the other hand, should they persist in their current view, Orfali and al-Sayyid are required to strengthen the
‘research’ section of their work and respond to our critiques, at least in the next edition.

Setting aside all these critiques, Orfali and al-Sayyid deserve great commendation simply for bringing to
light and publishing a work as difficult to edit as al-Muhasib1’s al-Shubuhat for the first time. The al-Shubuhat
manuscript is an extremely arduous text to prepare for publication. Indeed, merely deciphering the isnads of
a work composed predominantly of such chains is the product of immense effort. We are grateful to them for
making such a work available to the scholars of Tasawwuf.
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