International Symposium on Khojazada, 22-24 October 2010,
organized by the Faculty of Theology, Uludag University & Bursa
Metropolitan Municipality, Bursa-Turkey

After a successful symposium on Mulla Fanari in 2009, the Theol-
ogy Faculty of Uludag University and the Bursa Metropolitan Munici-
pality organized a symposium on the Ottoman intellectual Khojazada
(d. 893/1488) from 22 to 24 October 2010.

The first day was opened by Prof. M. Kara and Prof. A. Arslan.
Kara discussed the Sufi environment of Khojazada’s days. Arslan
(well known for his study of Kamal Pasha Zada’s commentary on
Khojazada’s Tabafut al-falasifa) introduced the general philosophi-
cal environment of Khojazada, emphasizing the inclusion of an in-
creasing number of philosophical arguments within the kalam dis-
course.

The first session was mainly concerned with Khojazada’s life. The
tirst presentation was by Prof. A. K. Cihan and concerned the general
scientific environment during the time of Khojazada (in particular,
under the patronage of Sultan Mehmed ID). In the Ottoman environ-
ment, the Hanafi school was dominant in Religious Law and al-Jurjani
and al-Taftazani shaped and influenced to a large extent the agenda
of the philosophical and theological investigations. Especially under
the rule of Mehmed II, who conquered Constantinople in 1453, intel-
lectual circles experienced an upsurge. As a simple example of this
upsurge, Cihan showed that in al-Shaqa’iq al-Nu‘maniyya (a bio-
bibliographical dictionary of Ottoman intellectuals), 89 scholars are
recorded during the reign of Mehmed II, whereas only 40 are re-
corded during the reign of the previous sultan, Murad II. Cihan also
discussed the different intellectual centers such as Edirne, Bursa, and
Istanbul.

Subsequently, the life of Khojazada was discussed into detail in
presentations by Prof. M. Hizli and Prof. S. Kose. Bearing the full
name Muslih al-Din Mustafa b. Yasuf b. Salih al-Barsawi, Khojazada
was raised by a father who was a rich businessman. His birth date is
not explicitly recorded, although Kose argued for a birth year of
838/1434. Living his whole life in the Ottoman Empire, Khojazada
became a well-known scholar in his own days and remained well
known as the various glosses on his books testify. After he had stud-
ied for some time, he entered the service of Ibn Qadi Ayathlagh. In
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the Aghras Madrasa, he studied Arabic, the principles of law and re-
ligion, and the linguistic sciences of meanings and metaphors with
Ibn Qadi Ayathltgh. Then, Khojazada entered the service of Khidr
Bek Ibn Jalal. Khojazada held positions as a mudarris (multiple times
in Bursa and Istanbul and once in Iznik; he also served as a private
teacher of the sultan) and a gadi (in Kestel, Edirne, Istanbul, and
Iznik and for the army), and he held strong connections throughout
his life with all three Sultans under whom he served. He died in Bursa
in 893/1488.

Khojazada was also buried in Bursa, and his grave was the subject
of the talk by Dr. H. Giilgen. Contextualizing the gravestone within
the Ottoman environment, Giilgen showed how Khojazada’s grave-
stone is a fine example of a ‘Bursa-style’ gravestone. The elaborate
writings and decorations are unique for its time and could indicate
that the gravestone was made based on a specific request, according
to Gilgen.

The second session of the first day discussed Khojazada’s philoso-
phical and theological writings. Prof. A. Shihadeh began the session
with a discussion of some of Khojazada’s glosses on al-Jurjani’s Sharh
al-Mawdgqif. After some remarks on the use of commentaries (sing.
sharh) and glosses (sing. hashiya) in the time of Khojazada, Shihadeh
examined some problems regarding the nature of kalam as a disci-
pline and of theological knowledge and enquiry. He argued that Kho-
jazada is generally more critical of the later Ash‘aris (e.g., Fakhr al-
Din al-Razi, al-Abhari, and al-Jurjani) than he is of the earlier, classical
Ashc<aris (e.g., al-Ash‘ari, al-Baqillani, and al-Juwayni). As for the core
theological doctrine of Ash‘arism (e.g., the omnipotence of God),
Khojazada appears to favor the positions of earlier schools over the
position of later schools, which were often contradictory.

The second presentation was given by Prof. C. Karadas. A techni-
cal-philosophical discussion on causality was delivered. It mainly
focused on the concept of secondary causality and its role within the
Peripatetic philosophical framework. The presentation then problem-
atized this scheme from within a religious outlook and surveyed al-
Ghazali’s synthesis, which predominantly draws from the idea of
God’s custom ( ‘dda).

A similar technical-philosophical discussion was undertaken by L.
W. C. van Lit. In his presentation, he discussed Khojazada’s and ‘Ala>
al-Din al-TasT’s chapters on God’s knowledge from their studies on
al-Ghazalt’s Tabafut al-falasifa. While surveying their arguments, van
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Lit pointed out that Khojazada’s text in particular reveals a great de-
gree of reliance on earlier texts, such as the previously mentioned al-
Jurjant’s Sharb al-Mawagqif- Though <Ala> al-Din does not explicitly
use many citations, his text relies on almost exactly the same texts as
Khojazada’s text does. Overall, Khojazada seems to favor Qutb al-Din
al-Razi’s solution (particulars are known by their unique bundle of
universals), while ‘Ala> al-Din seems to emphasize Fakhr al-Din al-
Razi’s idea of knowledge as a relation.

Although a fourth paper — on Khojazada’s exposition of the Liar
Paradox — was announced, it was not presented. The third session
suffered from similar issues. A paper on ‘Tahdfuts in terms of Eternity
of Creation’ was not presented; another one on ‘the eternal speech of
God’ was read on behalf of the author. The session began with a
stimulating presentation by Dr. O. Tiirker. He tried to assess the suc-
cess of the Tabafut-studies of Khojazada and “Ala’> al-Din al-Tasi by
explicating the philosophy-theology relation in the Islamic tradition.
Turker invoked the technical term of ‘disputation’ (jadal) to establish
a twofold discourse for theologians (mutakallimin). On the one
hand, there is the discourse between Islamic and non-Islamic intellec-
tuals, and on the other hand, there is the discourse between intellec-
tuals of different Islamic denominations. His claim is that, before al-
Ghazali, ‘the philosophers’ (al-falasifa) were considered non-Islamic
intellectuals by Muslim theologians, whereas after al-Ghazali, ‘the
philosophers’ were accepted as intellectuals of a different Islamic
denomination, inducing a far greater commitment to philosophy (in
the Peripatetic sense of the word) by the theologians. As such, Tirker
claims, the revivification of the Tahdfut discussion could not establish
itself as an enduring tradition because the Tabdfut discussion betrays
a commitment to the first type of discourse. The second paper was
presented on behalf of Dr. A. Belhaj. He edited and discussed a trea-
tise of Khojazada entitled ‘Epistle on the Eternal Speech of God’
(Risala [T anna kalam Allab gadim).

On Saturday, sessions four and five were undertaken. The fourth
session was opened by Prof. Y. Michot. He contributed a paper on
the division of the sciences, as it is given by Khojazada in his intro-
duction to his Tahafut al-falasifa. By and large, Khojazada’s division
resembles Ibn Sina’s division of the sciences. Michot’s historical
analysis also brought to light the solution to the obscure “dlat
Jjuz’iyya,” which is faithfully reproduced in every edition of Ibn Sina’s
treatise, even though it is unclear what exactly ‘particular instruments’
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is supposed to mean. Using Ibn al-Akfani’s division of the sciences,
Michot proposes to emendate it to “dlat harbiyya” (war instruments).

The two other presentations of this session were given by Dr. T.
Yicedogru and V. Kaya, and both dealt with philosophical discus-
sions concerning cosmology. Yiicedogru highlighted the differences
between Khojazada’s view (close to the mainstream kalam view) and
alternatives such as Sufi and philosophical views. Kaya’s paper fo-
cused on one issue of cosmology, namely whether or not the uni-
verse is eternal. Primarily using Khojazada’s Tabhafut al-falasifa, he
showed that Khojazada argues for a strict creation of the universe.
The presentation also offered a good sample of the style of the Tahda-
fut al-falasifa, of which the fierce criticism on al-Ghazali is most
noteworthy.

The fifth and final session was devoted to Khojazada’s scientific
writings. Prof. I. Fazlioglu opened with a fascinating paper on a trea-
tise concerning the question of whether the universe has a center.
This question was raised by Sultan Mehmed II and was addressed by
tifteen respondents, of which Khojazada was one. To answer the
question, Khojazada transformed the cosmological problem into a
mathematical problem.

The second speaker, Dr. A. Akbar Ziaee, discussed Khojazada’s
treatise on rainbows. He referred to the cultural significance of the
rainbow and to the scientific ventures to explain the phenomenon in
the most satisfying way. Conceptually, Khojazada’s treatise is in line
with those of previous scientists within the Islamic world, such as Ibn
Sina, according to Akbar Ziaee.

The final speaker was K. Senel. She offered an in-depth discussion
of celestial bodies (Ar. sing. falak) using Khojazada’s Tabafut al-
[falasifa. By discussing aspects such as soul (nafs) and will (irada) in
connection to celestial bodies, she both raised classical issues in natu-
ral philosophy and metaphysics and showed how Khojazada’s cri-
tique on “the philosophers” questions the tenability of theorems.

In all, this symposium proved to be thought provoking. In itself a
great contribution to a better understanding of the intellectual history
of the Ottoman Empire, this symposium will hopefully lead to more
attention being paid to Khojazada and the intellectual history of the
Ottoman Empire in the years to come.

L. W. C. van Lit
McGill University, Montreal, Quebec-Canada



