SUFFERING IN THE MU TAZILITE THEOLOGY



ISLAMIC PHILOSOPHY
THEOLOGY AND SCIENCE

Texts and Studies
EDITED BY

H. DAIBER and D. PINGREE

VOLUME XLI




SUFFERING IN THE
MU TAZILITE THEOLOGY

‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Teaching on Pain and Divine Justice

BY

MARGARETHA T. HEEMSKERK

BRILL
LEIDEN - BOSTON - KOLN
2000



This book is printed on acid-free paper

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Heemskerk, Margaretha T.
Suffering in the Mu‘tazilite theology : ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s teaching on pain and
divine justice / by Margaretha T. Heemskerk.
p- cm. — (Islamic philosophy, theology and science, ISSN 0169-8729 ;
v. 41)
Includes bibliographical references and index.
ISBN 9004117261 (cloth : alk. paper)
1. ‘Abd al-Jabbar ibn Ahmad al-Asadabadi, d. 1025. 2. Mu‘tazilites—
Doctrines. I. Title. II. Series.
BP195.M6 H44 2000
297.2°118—dc21 00-021536
CIP

Die Deutsche Bibliothek — CIP-Einheitsaufnahme

Heemskerk, Margaretha T.:
Suffering in the Mu‘tazilite theology : ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s teaching on pain and
divine justice / by Margaretha T. Heemskerk. - Leiden ; Boston ; Kéln : Brill, 2000
(Islamic philosophy, theology and science ; Vol. 41)
ISBN 90-04-11726-1

ISSN  0169-8729
ISBN 9004117261

© Copyright 2000 by Koninklyke Brill NV, Leiden, The Netherlands
All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced, translated, stored in
a retrieval system, or transmatted in any form or by any means, electronic,
mechanical, photocopying, recording or otherwise, without prior written
permission from the publisher.

Authorization to photocopy tlems for internal or personal
use s granted by Brill provided that
the appropriate fees are paid directly to The Copyright
Clearance Center, 222 Rosewood Drive, Suite 910
Danvers MA 01923, USA.

Tees are subject to change.

PRINTED IN THE NETHERLANDS



CONTENTS

Preface ... . .

Introduction . ... ... i
1. The Problem of Pain and Suffering ................
2. Three Mu‘tazilite Texts .......... ... ... ...,
3. The Place of the Subject of Pain in the Three Texts

Chapter One: The Bahshamiyya.......................
1. The Chain of Transmission of Mu‘tazilism ..........
2. The Bahshamiyya/Ikhshidiyya Conflict .............

3. The Leadership of the Bahshamiyya after the Death
of Aba Hashim ........... ... ... ... ... ... .. ...

3.1.Ibn Khallad ........... .. . o i
3.2. Abt Ishag b. ‘Ayyash ........ ... ... ... ...
3.3. Abu ‘Abdallah al-BasrT .......................
4. ‘Abd al-Jabbar .......... .. .. .
4.1.‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Youth .......................
4.2. ‘Abd al-Jabbar in Baghdad and Ramhurmuz . ...
4.3. ‘Abd al-Jabbar Chief Judge of Rayy............
4.4. The End of the Judgeship ....................
4.5. ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Death .......................
5. Abu Rashid al-NisabarT ....... ... ... ... ... ...
6. Abu ’I-Husayn al-BasrT and his School..............
7. Mankdim Shashdiw............ ... .. .. .. ... ...,
8. Ibn Mattawayh..... ... ... ... ... ... ...
9. The Mu‘tazila from the Fifth/Eleventh to the Eighth/
Fourteenth Century...... ... ... ... ... ... ....
10. Conclusion . ...
Chapter Two: The Ontology and Perception of Pain. ... ..
1. The Existence of Pain.......... ... ... ... .. ...
2. How Pain is Perceived ........... ... ... ... ...
3. Pain and Pleasure ........ ... .. .. .. .. i
Chapter Three: How Pain Comes into Existence .........

1. Sthha and Waha. ................. ... ... ... ...



VI CONTENTS

How Pain is Generated. ..........................
The Problem of the Two Needle-Pricks.............
The Duration of Pain . ........ ... ... ... ... . ....
The Endof Pain ....... ... ... ... ... ... ...
Pain Brought into Existence by God ...............
The Problem of the Scorpion Sting ................
Can Pain Exist in Inanimate Objects? ..............

PN RN

Chapter Four: Judgments on Inflicting Pain .............
1. The Analogy Between Divine and Human Acts ... ...
2. Terms Used in Reference to Good and Bad .........
3. The Grounds on Which Acts are Good or Bad ......
4. How to Know Whether a Particular Act is Good or
Bad ...
5. How to Know Whether a Particular Act of Inflicting
Pain is Goodor Bad ............. .. .. . .. ...
6. Good Infliction of Pain........ ... ... . ... .. ...
6.1. Inflicting Pain that Involves a Profit............
6.2. Inflicting Pain in Order to Avert another Harm
6.3. Inflicting Deserved Pain ........ ... ... ... ..
6.4. Inflicting Pain that is Supposed to be Good .. ...
7. Judgments on Some Particular Cases of Inflicting Pain
7.1. Saving Someone and Harming Him............
7.2. Inflicting Pain on Someone in Self-Defence ... ..

7.3. Pain Inflicted by Children and Animals.........

Chapter Five: Compensation of Pain ...................
1. Taklif and Lugf ... ..o
1.1. Definitions of Taklif ....... ... ... .. .. .....
1.2. The Purpose of God’s Takltf ..................
1.3. The Mukallaf. . ..... ... ... . .. . ... .. ... ...

2.2. Hadd Punishment . ...........................
2.3. Children’s Illnesses ......... ... ... ... .....
3. The Compensation of Different Sorts of Pain........
3.1. Compensation for Pain Imposed by God........
3.2. Gompensation for Pain Inflicted by Humans . ...

94

98
102
106
106
107
108

112
112
113
116

119

122
126
127
129
131
134
137
137
139
140

142
142
143
145
146
148
151
151
154
155
157
157
161



GCONTENTS

3.3. Compensation for Pain Inflicted by Children,
Insane People and Animals .......................
3.4. Compensation for Pain Inflicted by God’s Com-
mand or Permission. . ......... ... .. .. .. .. .. .. ...
3.5. Compensation for Self-Inflicted Pain ...........
3.6. Compensation for Pain Inflicted by Exposing
Someone Else to Harm............ .. ... ... ... ..
3.7. Compensation for Sorrow.....................
4. The Administration of Compensation................
5. The Provision of the Compensation .................
5.1. The Compensation of People in Paradise .......
5.2. The Compensation of People in Hell ...........
5.3. The Compensation of Animals ................
5.4. The Compensation of Children................
6. Conclusion. ...... ...t

VII






PREFACE

This book is a revision of my dissertation Pain and CGompensation in
Mu‘tazilite Doctrine: ‘Abd al-Gabbar’s Teaching and Its Adoption by Mankdim
and Ibn Mattawayh, which I presented in 1995 at the University of
Nijmegen for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy under the super-
vision of Prof. Jan Peters and Prof. Kees Versteegh. I would like
to express my gratitude to my supervisors for their helpful advices
and their encouragement. I am also grateful to the late Prof. Marie
Bernand who used to read the drafts of my dissertation up to her
sudden death in 1993. I deeply regret missing her valuable remarks
and advice. Prof. Richard Martin also read the drafts. I wish to
thank him for his useful comments and suggestions. I also wish to
thank Prof. Hans Daiber, Prof. Josef Van Ess, Prof. Richard M.
Frank, Prof. Daniel Gimaret and Prof. Wilferd Madelung for com-
menting on the original dissertation. I have gratefully made use of
their remarks and observations.






INTRODUCTION

1. The Problem of Pain and Suffering

Many questions may arise for a person who reflects on the phenom-
enon of pain. If he directs his attention to what happens in his body
at the moment that he feels pain, he may wonder how it is that he
has this kind of experience. Why does it hurt when he is hit and why
does one injury hurt more than another? And how is it that some
sorts of pain, such as headaches, occur without any visible injury?
How does the pain stop?

The above questions relate to the suffering of pain, but how does
one account for the infliction of pain? As pain in general is consid-
ered to be a disagreeable sensation that should be avoided, it seems
obvious that it is morally bad to inflict pain on someone else, but
does this apply to every infliction of pain? Are there circumstances
in which it is good to inflict pain? For instance, is it good to inflict
pain on someone clse in order to obtain a profit for him or to avert
a harm to him? Should he give his consent first?

A religious person may wonder why pain exists at all in our world.
If he considers this world as created by God, who is good and
omnipotent, he may suppose that God could have created a world
in which nobody suffers. But our world is not like that. People suf-
fer pain as a result of illness and disaster. Are these imposed by God?
If so, for what reason does He subject His creatures to them? Are
they meant as a punishment for sin? Why, then, are children and
animals also made to suffer? Can they have sinned so that they
deserve to be punished?

Religion has always tried to find an answer to the problem of pain
and suffering in this world!. In Islamic theology the problem of
suffering is usually discussed as part of the larger problem of God’s
omnipotence and human free will. Adherents of the view that God
has absolute omnipotence hold that God is the only true agent in

! Of the works on this subject, [ mention only Hebblethwaite (1976), who gives
a short introduction to views about evil and suffering in the world’s religions, and
Hick (1985") who describes the development of Christian thought on this problem.
A good treatment comparing Islamic and Western theodicy is Ormsby (1984).
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this world. This implies that not only God’s own acts but also all
human acts are created by God. However, this theory raises a prob-
lem: how are we to interpret the evil done by humans? If God creates
the human acts, does this imply that He also creates the evil they
do? Does this mean that God creates bad actions?

The Mu‘tazilite thinkers strongly objected to the idea that God
creates human acts. They emphasized that God does no evil at all.
In their opinion, all evil in the world is caused by human agency.
In support of this view, they defended the notion of human freedom
of choice. They maintained that the evil done by humans is not God’s
will, but is chosen by these humans by their own will because God
has given them freedom of choice, which implies that they can choose
between doing an evil act and not doing it.

The Mu'‘tazilites referred to the principle that God only performs
good actions as the principle of Justice (‘adl). However, the princi-
ple that God does no evil at all raises the question of how to account
for illness and disaster which are thought to have been created by
God. Because of their adherence to the principle of Justice, the
Mu‘tazilites defended the opinion that illnesses and disasters creat-
ed by God are good, although at first sight they seem to be bad as
they involve pain and suffering®. As the problem of the existence of
pain and suffering in this world is closely related to the question of
the Justice of God, the subject of pain is given considerable atten-
tion in the three Mu‘tazilite texts al-Mughn? fi abwab al-tawhid wa-I-
‘adl, [Ta‘'lig] sharh al-usal al-khamsa and al-Mama* fi °l-muliat bi-’[-taklyf-

2. Three Mu‘tazilite texts

At the end of 1951 an Egyptian scientific expedition was sent to
Yemen to explore libraries there in order to find unknown manu-

2 For the opinions of Muslim thinkers on questions of pain and suffering see
Watt (1979), who discusses the Sunnite opinions about suffering and the place
of suffering in Safism, and Pessagno (1984), who describes al-Maturidi’s opin-
ion. For specifically Mu‘tazilite opinions on this subject see Nader (1956, 83-86),
Watt (1973, 238-242), Gimaret (1974, 1975 and 1980, 341-360), Daiber (1975,
253-281) (on Mu‘ammar b. ‘Abbad al-Sulami), Hourani (1971, 97-102) (on ‘Abd
al-Jabbar) and Peters (1976, 269-271) (on ‘Abd al-Jabbar). Vajda (1985, 333-386)
describes the opinions held by the Karaite Yasuf al-Basir and ‘Abd al-Jabbar.
On the related question of the best of all possible worlds (al-aslak) see Brunsch-
vig (1974a, 5-23), who describes the Mu‘tazilite view, and Ormsby (1984), who
discusses al-Ghazali’s view.
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scripts written by Mu'‘tazilite authors. A number of manuscripts were
found and photographed on the spot. The photographs were taken
to Cairo, where they are now kept in the National Library (Dar al-
kutub). Among the manuscripts that were photographed in Yemen
was a large manuscript that contained volumes IV-VIII, part of
volume IX, volumes XI-XIV, XVI and XX of a work that was called
al-Mughn fi abwab al-tawhid wa-"l-adl, or al-Mughn?® for short. It ap-
peared to be a systematically built-up explanation of the Mu‘tazilite
doctrine by the Mu‘tazilite theologian ‘Abd al-Jabbar* (d. about 415/
1024). From what ‘Abd al-Jabbar says at the end of volume XX it
becomes clear that with this volume the work is complete (Mughn?
XX72,257: 18-19). It is to be regretted that the large Yemen man-
uscript does not contain the whole work, but fortunately volume XV
and a part of volume XVII, which are missing in this manuscript,
have been found in two smaller manuscripts®. The text of all the
volumes that were available was published by several editors in Cairo
in the years 1380-1389/1960-1969.

Another Mu‘tazilite work that was photographed by the expedi-
tion in Yemen 1s [Ta'liq] sharh al-usil al-khamsa. The work was already
known, as some collections of Arabic manuscripts contain copies of
it®. However, the text of this work had not yet been edited. It was
only edited in 1965 in Cairo by ‘Abd al-Kartm ‘Uthman, after the
Yemen expedition. He used two manuscripts for his edition: the
Istanbul manuscript’ and the Yemen manuscript, the photocopy of
which is kept in the National Library in Cairo®. ‘Uthman attributed

3 See Anawati (1957, 281-284). The titles al-Mughni fi abwab al-tawhid wa-"l-‘adl
and al-Mughn? were used both as can be concluded from the fact that both titles
are written in the manuscripts. See also el-Khodeiri (1958, 417).

* For the biography of ‘Abd al-Jabbar, see below, 36-53. For more details
on the Mughni, see below, 8-10 and 44-45.

% See el-Khodeiri (1958, 417-418). Until now, no manuscripts of volumes I,
I, III, X, XVIII and XIX and the missing parts of volumes IX and XVII of the
Mughnt have been found. Ben-Shammai (1974, 302-303) believes that a missing
part of the volumes IX and X exists in the Firkovich collection in Leningrad.
Monnot (1974, 25-27) mentions a fourth manuscript of the Mughn? that is an
original manuscript belonging to the collection of Dar al-kutub in Cairo. How-
ever, he found that it does not contain any volumes besides some of those al-
ready found in the other three manuscripts.

6 Gimaret (1979, 48-49) mentions seventeen manuscripts that are found in
collections in Ankara, Berlin, Istanbul, Milan, Munich, San‘@’, Rome and Vien-
na.

7 Collection of Ahmet IIT 1872 (Ta‘lig, 28-29).

8 Collection of Maktabat al-Jami* al-kabir, kalam 190 (undated); Dar al-kutub
photocopy B 277799 (Ta‘lig, 29-30). See also Gimaret (1979, 49).
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the work to ‘Abd al-Jabbar. He thought that ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s disci-
ple Mankdim, whose name is also mentioned on the title page, wrote
it down from ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s dictation (7a‘lig, 27: 16-28: 3). How-
ever, when studying the text, some scholars became aware that
Mankdim’s contribution to the work must have been more than only
writing it down. They therefore started to refer to Shark al-usal al-
khamsa as a commentary or paraphrase made by Mankdim, although
they did not give arguments for this®.

It was Gimaret!? who convincingly argued that the text edited by
‘Uthman was not a work by ‘Abd al-Jabbar himself but rather a
critical paraphrase of a work by him. Gimaret pointed out that a
first indication for this is to be found on the title page of the Istan-
bul manuscript that ‘Uthman used as the basis of his edition. It reads:
Kutab Sharh al-usal al-khamsa l-Qadr *l-qudat ‘Abd al-Fabbar b. Akmad al-
Hamadhant al-Asad’abadt al-mutawaffa sanat 415 hyriyya ‘ulliga ‘an al-sayyid
al-imam Qawam al-din Mankdim etc. (Ta'liq, 37). Gimaret concluded
that ““ulliga ‘an ... Mankdim” means that the work was “received” from
Mankdim, in the sense that it contains the reports of lectures!! giv-
en by Mankdim on a work by ‘Abd al-Jabbar entitled Sharh al-usil
al-khamsa'®. This means that the title of the text edited by ‘Uthman
should be: Ta'lig sharh al-usil al-khamsa'®.

% Madelung (1965, 182-183 and 256) referred to the work as Mankdim’s
“Kommentar (7a'lig) zu Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbars Erlauterung der fiinf Grundlehren”
and Vajda (1985, 303) pointed out that the text that was known as ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s
Sharh al-usil al-khamsa did not reproduce ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s teachings literally.

10 Gimaret (1979, 47-57).

1 See Gimaret (1979, 51-52). This implies that Mankdim is to be consid-
ered as the author of the work. His authorship is confirmed by another manu-
script that says “talif” instead of ““ulliga ‘an”. (See note 13). That the verb ‘allaga
‘an means “he wrote down what is taught”, is confirmed by Makdisi (1981, 114),
who says about this term in relation to the study of law: “The verb ‘allaga, with
the prepositions ‘ala or ‘an, was said of a student who took notes of the lecture
of his master-jurisconsult.”

12 “Abd al-Jabbar’s Sharh al-usil al-khamsa has not been preserved. On this
work, see below, 45-46.

13 Application of this title is debatable because it is found on the title page
of another manuscript of the work, manuscript no. 194 of the list of manuscripts
that were filmed during the 1974 expedition to San‘@’ (Makhtatat, 1976, 31). This
list also contains two other manuscripts of this work: nos 94 and 237. They are
entitled: Sharh al-usal al-khamsa, li-’l-Qadi ‘Abd al-Jabbar b. Ahmad, but instead of
the formula ““ulliga ‘an”, they say: “talif Qawam al-Din Mankdim Ahmad b. Husayn
al-ma‘raf bi-Shashdiw.” As for manuscript no. 95, which is mentioned as another
manuscript of Mankdim’s paraphrase, Gimaret (1979, 49, note 1) has found that
it is not Ta‘lig sharh al-usal al-khamsa, but a different work.
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In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s time, and probably in Mankdim’s time as well,
professors used to dictate their works to their students, so that these
students wrote down complete books from dictation. But, in addi-
tion to this, a professor could give lectures for which he made lec-
ture notes, or he could teach with the help of one of his own works
or the work of another master. The students took notes of these lec-
tures. This 1s what the verb ‘allaga ‘an refers to. The record of the
notes made by a student was called ta‘lig or ta‘liga'*. A student could
use a ta'lig as a book. The difference between a commentary and a
la'lig was probably that a commentary was dictated word by word,
whereas a ta'lig contains notes of a lecture that was given at the normal
rate of speech. It is likely that Mankdim gave lectures about ‘Abd
al-Jabbar’s Sharh al-usal al-khamsa, explaining it and commenting on
it. A student made notes of Mankdim’s words and the result was 7a'lig
sharh al-usil al-khamsa.

Among the manuscripts photographed in Yemen by the expedi-
tion is another work that was also attributed to ‘Abd al-Jabbar at
first, but which later also turned out to be a critical paraphrase of
one of his works. The name of this critical paraphrase is al-Magma‘
i Cl-muhit bi-’l-taklif P and it consists of four volumes. The text of

4 The term {a‘liga was also used to designate the professor’s own lecture notes,
his own syllabus for the course he taught. According to Makdisi (1981, 118-127),
works of the ta‘liga type were used as textbooks for the study of law from the
second half of the third/ninth century. The ta‘liga was first developed by Shafit
and Hanaft jurisconsults, and was adopted at a later date by the Hanbalis and
Malikis and in other disciplines such as grammar, kalam, and medicine. Makdisi
(1981, 125-126) deems it likely that in ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s time Mu‘tazilites made
use of such ta‘ligat for their study of the Mu‘tazilite system.

15 The manuscript of the Majma that was photographed by the Yemen ex-
pedition, the photocopies of which are kept in the Dar al-kutub in Cairo, is the
only complete text that is known to exist. Manuscripts of only the first volume
exist in the collection of Depot der ehemaligen Preussischen Staatsbibliothek in
der Universitatsbibliothek Ttbingen, in the collection of the Fondation “Caeta-
ni” in the library of the Academy of Lincei in Rome and in the collection of
Taymtr Basha in the Dar al-kutub in Cairo (Magma‘ I, 8). The Yemen manu-
script and the manuscripts belonging to the collections in Tiibingen and Cairo
were used by Houben for his edition of volume I that he mistook for al-Muhit
bi-"l-taklif by ‘Abd al-Jabbar. It was published in Beirut in 1965. Volume I was
also edited that year in Cairo by ‘Azmi, who likewise mistook it for ‘Abd
al-Jabbar’s al-Muhit bi-’l-taklif. For the edition of volume II Houben made use
of two manuscripts: the Yemen manuscript and a manuscript found in the Na-
tional Library in Vienna (Magma‘ 11, 17). Houben died before the text could be
published. After his death, the first draft of the text was revised and corrected
by Gimaret. It was published in Beirut in 1981. Volume III, edited by Peters,
was published in Beirut in 1999. Daiber (1975, 509-510, note 2) has pointed out
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volume I was edited by Houben and, separately, by ‘Azmi in Cairo,
both in 1965. Both editors attributed the work to ‘Abd al-Jabbar!.
Later, Gimaret!'” produced evidence that al-Majmit* fi *l-muhit bi-’I-taklf
is a paraphrase written by Ibn Mattawayh, another disciple of ‘Abd
al-Jabbar of a work by ‘Abd al-Jabbar entitled al-Muhit bi-’[-taklif- The
following words appear on the title-page of the manuscript that is
the basis of the Houben edition: al-Majmi' fi *l-mulit bi-’l-taklyf - Qadi
’l-qudat Abt °l-Hasan ‘Abd al-Fabbar b. Ahmad wa-huwa min jam* al-shaykh
al-imam Abt Muhammad al-Hasan b. Akmad b. Mattawayh. Gimaret has
made it clear that the expression min jam’ does not mean “written
down from dictation by...”, as Houben assumed, but rather “com-
posed by...”!8, Another argument put forward by Gimaret to defend

that in San‘@’ two other manuscripts of parts of al-Majmi' fi °l-muhit bi-"I-taklif exist
which were not photographed by the Egyptian expedition to Yemen in 1952 and
are not mentioned in the list of the manuscripts photographed by this expedi-
tion. I found that these two manuscripts are neither mentioned in the list of
manuscripts that were photographed by the Egyptian expedition to Yemen in
1974 (Makhtatat, 1976).

16 When Houben edited the first volume of al-Majmit‘ fi *l-muhit bi-"l-taklif he
assumed that it was a version of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Ritab al-Muhit made by one of
his students (Mama‘ 1, 8). However, he noticed the difference in style between
the Mughnt and al-Maymi fi °l-muhit bi-’l-taklif. He found that the latter was less
complete than the former and that it showed a greater freedom and independ-
ence. However, he did not draw the conclusion that it was a commentary made
by Ibn Mattawayh. He thought that Ibn Mattawayh had merely written down
‘Abd al-Jabbar’s dictation and he therefore presented the work as ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s
work. On the French title-page of the printed text Ibn Mattawayh’s name is not
even mentioned. Nevertheless, as early as 1902, Biram (1902, 6-7) had referred
to the Magma‘ as the work of Ibn Mattawayh and to the Mukit as the work of
‘Abd al-Jabbar, although without explaining the relation between them. It was
Gimaret (1977, 20-31) who presented arguments that al-Maymi fi *l-muhit bi-’l-
taklif 1s not the original al-Muhit bi-’l-taklif by ‘Abd al-Jabbar but a critical par-
aphrase by Ibn Mattawayh.

17 Gimaret (1977, 20-31).

¥ The main meaning of the verb jama‘a, of which jam' is the verbal noun, is
“he collected; brought, or gathered together”, but it can also mean “he com-
posed, arranged, or settled a thing, or an affair” (Lane, 1868/93, 455). That mun
Jam‘ in the title of al-Mama' fi *l-muhit bi-°l-taklif means “composed by” had been
understood by Lutf and ‘Awn, the editors of Ibn Mattawayh’s al- Tadhkira fi alkam
al-jawahir wa-"l-a‘rad (Tadhkira, 14-15). There are other examples to be found in
which jama‘a is used in the sense of writing or dictating a book. In his al- Tadhkira
Ji abkam al-jawahir wa-"l-a‘rad, Ibn Mattawayh says: “I saw in what Qadi "l-qudat
wrote [or dictated] (jama‘ahi) in Ta‘lig al-Baghdadiyyat ...”(Tadhkira, 86: 17-18).
Another example of jama‘a in the sense of “he wrote [or dictated]” is to be found
in ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Fadl al-i‘tizal wa-tabaqat al-Mu'tazila, where ‘Abd al-Jabbar says
about Abu ’lI-Fadl al-Kashshi that he wrote a good book in which he “brought
together” (jama‘a) what is not to be seen in other works (Fadl 319: 1-3; see also
Tabagat, 101: 8-10).
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his opinion that al-Mama‘ fi °l-mulit bi-’l-taklif is a paraphrase is that
in the text ‘Abd al-Jabbar is referred to in the third person!'®. On
the basis of these and other indications in the text, Gimaret?’ con-
cluded that al-Maymi fi °l-muhit bi-’l-taklif 1s a paraphrase of ‘Abd al-
Jabbar’s al-Muhit bi-’l-taklif.

Gimaret referred to Ta‘lig sharh al-usil al-khamsa and al-Maymi' f
’l-muhit bi-’[-taklif as paraphrases because in them Mankdim and Ibn
Mattawayh describe in their own words what ‘Abd al-Jabbar said
in Sharh al-usal al-khamsa and al-Muhit bi-’l-taklif, respectively. How-
ever, Ta'lig shark al-usil al-khamsa and al-Mayma* fi °l-muhit bi-"l-takltf
are not mere paraphrases. Gimaret has made this clear by mentioning
several passages that show evidence that Mankdim and Ibn Matta-
wayh added their own opinions and critical comments to what ‘Abd
al-Jabbar said or left out what they deemed to be superfluous?!.

Mankdim’s and Ibn Mattawayh’s critical approaches to ‘Abd al-
Jabbar’s teaching should not be seen as a lack of respect for their
master. Criticism from disciples was stimulated by the Mu‘tazilite
masters. This may be a corollary of the great importance the
Mu‘tazilites attached to independent thinking and reflection (razar)
as a way to finding the truth about God and the world. ‘Abd al-Jabbar
strongly disapproved of uncritical adherence (faglid) to the opinion
of another person or to the doctrine of a school (Mukhtasar, 199: 11-
200: 3). He certainly also applied this to his own disciples and his
fellow Mu‘tazilites. He shows this attitude at the end of the Mughnz,
where he invites his fellow Mu‘tazilites to correct the mistakes they
may find in it (Mughni XX/2, 257: 12-14). It shows that ‘Abd al-
Jabbar was open to correction by his fellow Mu‘tazilites. So, when
Mankdim and Ibn Mattawayh criticize ‘Abd al-Jabbar and correct
what they deem to be a wrong opinion, they are only doing what
they are expected to do as good Mu'‘tazilites.

Because of his findings that 7a'lig sharh al-usal al-khamsa and al-

19 Gimaret (1977, 22) gives some examples from volume II. Other examples,
to be found in the volumes II and III, are: “And in other [books] than this book
[al-Muhif], Qadt ’l-qudat chose ...” (Wa-qad tkhtara Qadz °l-qudati fr ghayri hadha
I-kitaby) (Mayma® 111, 91:20). “But what Qadt ’l-qudat says is different: ... what
he says in the Mughni is that ..., then he withdrew that and said: ...” (Wa-innama
*khtalafa kalamu Qadrt *l-qudati ... fa-’lladht qalaha fi °l-Mughnt annahi ..., thumma raja‘a
‘an dhalika wa-qgala ...) (Mama‘ 11, 305: 12-13).

20 Gimaret (1977, 29-31).

21 Gimaret (1979, 53-57 and 1977, 24-26).
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Mami fi “l-mulit bi-’l-taklif are critical paraphrases, Gimaret?? advices
that these paraphrastic texts should be used with caution and that
not all the opinions that are found in them should automatically be
attributed to ‘Abd al-Jabbar. In line with Mankdim’s and Ibn Mat-
tawayh’s critical approach to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s texts, it is to be ex-
pected that Ta'lig sharh al-usil al-khamsa and al-Maymi* fi *l-mulit bi-
’l-taklif contain opinions that are their own rather than those of ‘Abd
al-Jabbar?. The conclusion of my dissertation confirms this. The
comparison of the subject of pain in the three texts has made clear
that in some cases Mankdim and Ibn Mattawayh introduced in their
paraphrases opinions that differ from ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinions.
The possibility that the Mughn as it is found in the manuscripts is
a paraphrase can be eliminated. Firstly, that the text was dictated
by ‘Abd al-Jabbar is indicated by the words unla’ al-qadr Abt °I-Hasan
‘Abd al-Jabbar that follow the main title on the title page of each
volume. Unlike the paraphrases, no one apart from ‘Abd al-Jabbar
himself is mentioned on the title pages as being involved in any way
in the production of the work. The person(s) who wrote down the
Moughnt from dictation is (are) not even mentioned. That this text was
dictated by ‘Abd al-Jabbar is confirmed by ‘Abd al-Jabbar himself
at the end of the Mughni, where he uses the word dictation (imla’),
several times in reference to his work on it (Mughnt XX/2, 258: 1-

22 Gimaret (1979, 57).

%3 This had already been observed by Vajda. Working on an annotated trans-
lation of al-Kitab al-muhtaw?, written by the Mu‘tazila influenced Karaite muta-
kallim Yusuf al-Basir (first half of the eleventh century), he compared the con-
tents of this work with those of works by ‘Abd al-Jabbar in order to get a better
understanding of Yusuf al-Basir’s thinking. Doing so, Vajda knew that [Ta'lig]
sharh al-usil al-khamsa and al-Majma® fi °l-muhit bi-’l-taklif were not works by ‘Abd
al-Jabbar but rather critical paraphrases, made later, of these works. He point-
ed out that because [Ta'lig] sharh al-usil al-khamsa and al-Majmi' fi *l-muhit bi-"l-taklif
were made later, they could not have been known to Yasuf al-Basir when he
wrote al-Kitab al-muhtaw?, which was finished in 411/1021 (see Vajda, 1985, 592),
shortly before the death of ‘Abd al-Jabbar in 415/1024. Vajda said: “Notre
documentation concernant ‘Abd al-Jabbar comprend, on le sait, des oeuvres qui
sont certes issues de son enseignement, mais ne reproduisent pas littéralement
celui-ci, et prennent méme assez souvent une attitude critique sur des points de
détail: il s’agit du Sark et du Magma® au demeurant postérieurs 'un et 'autre a
Yasuf al-Basir. Par conséquent, s’il est indispensable de se référer a ces textes,
voire d’y recourir constamment, il importe de ne jamais oublier qu’ils ne peu-
vent avoir servi, sous la forme ot nous les lisons aujourd’hui, de sources au Maitre
karaite. A ce point de vue, seul le Mugn? peut etre actuellement considéré com-
me renfermant des textes qui nous vent parvenus dans la rédaction que Yasuf
peut avoir eu sous les yeux” (Vajda, 1985, 303).
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259: 2). A second indication is the fact that in it, the voice of ‘Abd
al-Jabbar is always given in the first person®*. Taking these indica-
tions into account, it can safely be assumed that the text of the Mughnz
as it was found in the San‘@’ manuscript is not a paraphrase like 7a'lig

sharh al-usal al-khamsa and al-Maymi' f7 °l-mulit bi-’l-taklf.

3. The Place of the Subject of Pain in the Three Texts

The edited text of the Mughnz consists of the fourteen volumes that
have been discovered”. The sequence of subjects in these volumes
shows that the Mughnt was dictated according to a carefully thought
out design, so that the twenty-volume work forms a coherent whole?.
The Mughn? consists of two main parts: al-7Tawhid (Unity) and al-‘Ad!
(Justice). The names of these parts correspond to the two main
Mu‘tazilite principles. The second main part, al-‘Ad/, starts with
volume VI and ends with volume XX. The subject of pain is main-
ly discussed by ‘Abd al-Jabbar in the second part of volume XIII of
the Mughnt (Mughnt X111, 226-568), which is named a/-Lutf (Divine
Assistance)?’ because this is the subject that is discussed in this vol-
ume?. According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar pain imposed by God is an
important luff?°. In addition, particular aspects of pain are consid-

2 To the examples of sentences in the first person that Gimaret has includ-
ed, many more can be added such as: “we have explained in another place that
.7 (wa-gad bayyanna fi ghayri mawdi‘in anna ...) (Mughnt XIII, 242: 14); “we have
spoken at length on it ... and now we raise the question of ...” (wa-gad ashba‘na
’l-qawla fihi ... wa-nahnu °l-ana naridu ...) (Mughnt XIII, 262: 3); “we have explained
in the beginning of the section on justice that ...”(wa-gad bayyanna fi awwali babi
I-‘adli annahi ...) (Mughnt X111, 298: 14).

% These volumes were edited by several editors and published in Cairo in
the years 1960-1969. Volume XX was published in two separate parts. For a
survey of the titles of the volumes and the names of their editors, see Referenc-
es, Primary sources, Mughni.

% For an outline of the structure of the Mughni, see Peters (1976, 34-35).

27 For an explanation of the meaning of the term luff, see below, 148-151.

2 Volume XIII (al-Lutf) was edited by Abd ’I-‘Ala’ ‘Afiff and published in
Cairo in 1962. Several scholars have studied parts of this volume dealing with
pain. Brunschvig (1974 a) partly based his study of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s analysis of
pain on it. Vajda (1985, 333-386) studied it, comparing ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory
on the compensation of pain as it is expressed in this volume with the corre-
sponding chapter in Yasuf al-Basir’s al-Kitab al-muhtaw?. McDermott (1978,
181-186 and 382-384) studied the discussions on pain in this volume in order to
compare ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory on this subject with the theories of al-Shaykh
al-Mufid and al-Sharif al-Murtada.

29 See below, 151-153, 155-156.
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ered briefly in other volumes of the Mughn? in the discussion of other
subjects. ‘Abd al-Jabbar mostly does this in order to clarify the sub-
ject under discussion or to strengthen an argument. For instance, in
his discussion of the way in which humans act ‘Abd al-Jabbar also
discusses how they bring pain into existence®.

As opposed to the printed text of the Mughn7 that consists of four-
teen volumes, the printed text of Ta'lig sharh al-usal al-khamsa con-
sists of only one volume. There are some indications that Mankdim
not only paraphrased but also summarized ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s work?!.
He may have done so because the work was meant to be used as a
studybook and therefore should not be too extensive. It is likely that
the structure of Mankdim’s Ta‘lig sharh al-usal al-khamsa in general
conforms to the structure of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Skark al-usal al-khamsa.
It consists of an introduction and five parts that are named after the
five Mu‘tazilite principles (usi/). Although Mankdim declares that he
prefers the system of two principles as it is followed in the Mughnz,
he maintains the structure of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Shark al-usal al-khamsa,
which is based on the five principles. As for the order of subjects
within each part, it seems that Mankdim mostly keeps the order as
it was in ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Sharh al-usal al-khamsa. This is indicated
by remarks like: “However, he presented it in this way, so we fol-
low him” (7a'lig, 81: 13). Sometimes Mankdim disapproved of the
order chosen by ‘Abd al-Jabbar. For instance, he says: “The right
sequence would be to begin with..., but we follow his [‘Abd al-Jab-
bar’s|] way, so we start with what he started with” (7a'lig, 666: 4-7).
However, Mankdim sometimes changed the order: “We will answer
the second question first, because that suits better...” (7a‘l7g, 409: 5)
and, “After he, may God have mercy upon him, had explained that
God cannot be a body, he explained that He cannot be an accident
(‘arad), but we will first explain what an accident 1s” (7a'lig, 230:
10-11). The subject of pain is discussed in the second part, that deals
with the principle of Justice (‘adl) (Ta'lig, 299-608). The discussion
of pain and its compensation takes twenty-two printed pages (7alig,
483-505). Because of the rather limited scope, some aspects of pain,

30 Mughni 1X, 52-59. In this section ‘Abd al-Jabbar confines himself to the
way in which pain is brought into existence by human beings, leaving out any
discussion of other aspects of pain.

31" Studying the pages of Taliq sharh al-usil al-khamsa that deal with the sub-
ject of the appointed time (gjal), Abrahamov (1993a, 14, note 38) noticed that
they seem to summarize ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s views.



INTRODUCTION 11

such as how it comes into existence, are not explicitly discussed in
Ta'lig sharh al-usal al-khamsa.

Al-Mayma® ft l-mulit bi-’l-taklif 1s longer than Ta‘lig sharh al-usal
al-khamsa, but shorter than the Mughni. At present three volumes of
the text have been published, but as the manuscript consists of four
volumes, it is likely that the edited text will also consist of four vol-
umes. Al-Mamia* fi *l-muhit bi-’l-taklif, like the Mughni, is divided in
two main parts: Unity and Justice. As a sort of introduction, an
explanation is first given of God’s imposing obligations ({akl7f) on
humans and what one must know with respect to this subject (Maj-
ma‘ 1, 1-25). This is followed by the first main part, al-7Tawhid (Uni-
ty), which deals with attributes in general and the attributes of God
in particular (Mama‘ 1, 26-226). The second main part, al-‘4d! (Jus-
tice), which is much longer than the first main part, al-7awhid, starts
at the end of volume I (Mayma‘ 1, 227). The main discussion of the
subject of pain is to be found in the second main part, in the first
section of volume III (Majmi‘ 111, 11-129). Although the discussion
of pain in the Mami' is not as extensive as that in the Mughni, it deals
with all the aspects of pain that are discussed in the Mughni.

The authors of the three texts, ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Mankdim and Ibn
Mattawayh, belonged to three successive generations who adhered
to the same Mu‘tazilite school, the Bahshamiyya. The subject of my
dissertation was the adoption of the teaching of ‘Abd al-Jabbar by
his disciples Mankdim and Ibn Mattawayh. In this dissertation I made
a comparison of the sections on pain in al-Mughn?, Ta'liq shark al-usal
al-khamsa and al-Majmi’ fo °l-muhit bi-’[-taklif. The conclusion was that
Mankdim and Ibn Mattawayh agreed with ‘Abd al-Jabbar on most
points. Those parts in their discussion in which they do not add
anything to the topic at hand, have been left out here. Only some
additional remarks made by Mankdim and Ibn Mattawayh which
show their disagreement with ‘Abd al-Jabbar have been included.

In the original dissertation attention was paid to schools within
the Mu‘tazila, in particular in a historical survey of the Bahshamiy-
ya. As this survey contains useful information on ‘Abd al-Jabbar,
Mankdim, Ibn Mattawayh and other Mu‘tazilites, I have kept it,
although it is not essential for the subject of the present study.






CHAPTER ONE

THE BAHSHAMIYYA

If “school” is understood in the sense of the definition that says that
a school is “a body or succession of persons who in some depart-
ment of speculation or practice are disciples of the same master, or
who are united by a similarity of principles and methods”!, then the
Mu‘tazila can be said to constitute a school, as its members were
united by a similarity of principles. The Mu‘tazila as a whole can
be distinguished from other theological schools such as the Ash‘ariyya
and the Maturidiyya. Although some Mu‘tazilites had different
opinions on several details of Mu‘tazilite doctrine, they all adhered
to a set of fundamental theories. These theories are expressed in “the
five principles” (al-usiil al-khamsa)®. The five principles are explicitly
mentioned by the Mu‘tazilite al-Khayyat (ca. 220/835-ca. 300/913)
in his Kitab al-intisar in order to define the characteristics of the
Mu'tazila. According to him, Mu‘tazilites are those who adhere to
the following principles: Unity (tawhid), Justice (‘adl), the Promise and
the Threat (al-wa'd wa-"l-wa‘id), the Intermediate Position (al-manzila
bayn al-manzilatayn) and Commanding the Right and Forbidding the
Wrong (al-amr bi-’l-ma‘raf wa-"l-nahy ‘an al-munkar). Al-Khayyat main-
tains that whoever defends all of these five principles is a Mu‘tazilite.

However, although the Mu‘tazilites agreed on certain principles,
there were many details about which they disagreed®. The Mu‘tazila
was not a homogeneous group. Rather, it consisted of diverse groups
of thinkers following the doctrines of particular Mu‘tazilite masters.
However, these masters based their doctrines on theories of their
predecessors. If they formed their doctrines on the basis of theories
of the same predecessors, for instance, the early Mu‘tazilites of Basra,

' The Oxford English dictionary. Second edition, prepared by J.A Simpson and E.S.C.
Weiner. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989, XIV, 633.

2 On these five principles see Watt (1973, 228-249), Madelung (1965, 8-23), Ny-
berg (1953, 425-426). Gimaret (1992, 786-787) and Van Ess (1986, 224-225).

3 Frank (1966, 10) says about the Mu‘tazila: “...there are between diverse au-
thors basic and fundamental differences of view which are nigh absolutely incom-
patible”.
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their doctrines showed similarities. These similarities make it pos-
sible to speak of the Basra school within the Mu‘tazila. The same is
true of those Mu‘tazilites whose doctrines can be traced back to the
early Mu‘tazilites of Baghdad. In fact, most modern scholars distin-
guish two schools within the Mu‘tazila, the Basra and Baghdad
schools®. Some others have distinguished more than two°. The clas-
sical books about Islamic sects distinguished several Mu‘tazilite
schools. Al-Shahrastani (479/1086-548/1153) divided the Mu‘tazila
into twelve schools, each with its own doctrines (Milal I, 46-85),
whereas ‘Abd al-Qahir al-Baghdadi went so far as to distinguish
twenty-two Mu‘tazilite schools (Farg, 67). The reason for this is that
the main Mu‘tazilite schools may be subdivided into schools con-
sisting of the adherents to the doctrines of particular masters.

1. The Chan of Transmission of Mu‘tazilism

‘Abd al-Jabbar is said to have belonged to the Basra school® or, more
specifically, to the Bahshamiyya school” within the Basra Mu‘tazila.
The Bahshamiyya school is the school of Aba Hashim al-Jubba’ (d.
321/933). An indication that ‘Abd al-Jabbar considered himself a
member of the Basra-school and, in particular, of the Bahshamiyya
school, can be found in his account of the way in which Mu‘tazilite
knowledge was transmitted from master to master. In his account,
he describes a chain (sanad) of authorities who transmitted the knowl-
edge from one authority to another. The chain only mentions Basra
Mu‘tazilites, among them the teachers of ‘Abd al-Jabbar himself®.
‘Abd al-Jabbar is not the first Mu‘tazilite to mention a chain of
transmission of Mu‘tazilite knowledge. His teacher Aba Ishaq b.
‘Ayyash also said that the knowledge of the Mu‘tazila was passed down
by a chain of transmission and he started his chain with Wasil and

* See, for instance, Watt (1973, 217-224), Frank (1978, 29 and passim) and Made-
lung (1987, 327-329).

5 See, for instance, Busse (1969, 439-441), McDermott (1978, 6) and Kraemer
(1986, 72-73).

6 Peters (1976, 6-7) and Frank (1978, 5-6).

7 Busse (1969, 439-440) and McDermott (1978, 6).

8 Two other chains of transmission, described by Ibn al-Murtada (d. 840/1437)
and al-Farrazadht (d. about 510/1116), respectively, also mention these Basra
Mu‘tazilites and include ‘Abd al-Jabbar as the next authority in the chain. These
chains will be discussed later. (See below, 29-30).



THE BAHSHAMIYYA 15

‘Amr (Tabaqat, 5: 11-12). According to a standard account of the
origins of the Mu‘tazila, Wasil b. ‘Ata’ (d. 131/748)? and ‘Amr b.
‘Ubayd (d. 144/761)!° were the founders of the Mu‘tazila. The ac-
count'! gives an explanation of the name Mu‘tazila and says that this
name was given to ‘Amr b. ‘Ubayd and his companions (ashab) be-
cause they had dissociated themselves (itazal@’) from the study-cir-
cle of al-Hasan al-BasrT (d. 110/728) after disagreeing with him about
the status of the grave sinner!?. ‘Amr then joined Wasil with respect

9 On Wasil b. ‘Ata’, see Van Ess (1991, 11, 234-280) and Daiber (1988).

10°On ‘Amr b. ‘Ubayd, see Van Ess (1991, II, 280-310).

' Watt (1973, 209-211) came to the conclusion that this story must be a late
invention that does not reflect the historical course of events. Van Ess (1991, II,
335-338) thinks that this and other accounts were invented by opponents of the
Mu‘tazila. The facts about how the Mu‘tazila originated and why they were given
the name Mu‘tazila are difficult to establish. Several scholars have tried to shed light
on these questions. Stroumsa (1990, 271-273) took into consideration the fact that
by the first quarter of the second Islamic century ascetics were called “Mu‘tazila”.
She assumed that ‘Amr and his disciples were called “Mu‘tazila” because they were
ascetics who had separated themselves from worldly pleasures. ‘Amr then joined Wasil
(d. 131/748) with respect to the question of the grave sinner and the early follow-
ers of both leaders were called Mu‘tazila. Several scholars assumed that, at first, the
Mu‘tazila was a political movement and only later became a theological movement.
One of those who held this view was Nyberg (1953, 422), who made it clear that
the name Mu‘tazila was given to those whose position was neutral with respect to
the quarrels about ‘Alf’s rights to the caliphate and who refused to fight for or against
‘All. Nyberg supposed that Wasil and ‘Amr and their followers were called Mu‘tazila
because they were politically neutral. He explained that the question of the grave
sinner has a political background and that the political neutrality of ‘Amr and Wasil
was expressed in the principle of the manzila bayn al-manzilatayn. However, Van Ess
(1991, II, 340-342) has pointed out that it is possible that the group round ‘Amr
was already called Mu‘tazila before ‘Amr joined Wasil. He took into account the
fact that among the Ibadites the term ¢#%zal meant “renouncing one’s allegiance to
the imam” and speculated that the group of ‘Amr was called Mu‘tazila because they
renounced their allegiance to Quraysh. He added that this is no more than a hy-
pothesis. The Mu‘tazilite author of Ritab usil al-nihal explained the name as “neu-
tralism”. He declared that originally Mu‘tazila was a name given to one of the two
groups that kept aloof (tazali), from the “battle of the camel” (36/656). This bat-
tle had its origins in the conflict between ‘Ali on the one hand and Talha, al-Zubayr
and ‘A’isha on the other hand. According to him, two groups did not take part in
the battle: one group because they deemed it wrong to kill their fellow Muslims,
the other group because they did not know which of the two parties was in the right.
The latter group was called the “Mu‘tazila”. The author of Kitab usil al-nihal sug-
gests that the group around Wasil b. ‘Ata’ and ‘Amr b. ‘Ubayd was called Mu‘tazila,
because Wasil and ‘Amr declared that they did not know which of the two parties
was in the right (Masail al-imama, Arabic text, 16-17). Ritab usal al-nihal has been
attributed to al-Nashi® al-Akbar (d. 293/906), however, Madelung (1980a and 1987b,
374) has pointed out that the work must be earlier. He thinks that the Mu‘tazilite
Ja‘far b. Harb (d. 236/850) may be the author of Kitab usal al-nihal.

12 Tn early Islam there had been disagreement about the status of the grave sinner.
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to the question of the grave sinner and the early followers of both
leaders were called Mu‘tazila.

It is reported that the Basra Mu‘tazilite Aba ’l-Hudhayl (ca. 135/
752—between 226/840 and 236/850) described a chain of transmis-
sion that did not start with Wasil and ‘Amr, but started with the
Prophet. His teacher ‘Uthman al-Tawil had learned him this chain
of transmission of “Justice and Unity” that he, in fact, let start with
God, as he declared that the Prophet learned the doctrine of “Jus-
tice and Unity” (al-‘adl wa-"lI-tawhid) from the angel Gabriel, who
brought it down from God (Fihrist, 202). The next authorities men-
tioned in this chain are: ‘Ali b. Ab1 Talib, ‘Ali’s son Muhammad b.
al-Hanafiyya, Muhammad b. al-Hanafiyya’s son Aba Hashim ‘Abdal-
lah and Wasil b. ‘Ata’, who transmitted the knowledge of Justice and
Unity to ‘Uthman al-Tawil.

These chains of transmission were probably composed with the
intention of strengthening the legitimacy of Mu‘tazilism against its
opponents. Considering the place given to ‘Alf, it reminds us of the

The Kharijites (Khawary) were of the opinion that a grave sinner’s status was that of
an unbeliever. Their adversaries (the Murjr’ites) believed that a grave sinner does
not lose his status as a believer. Al-Hasan al-BagrT’s opinion was midway between
those of the Kharijites and the Murji’ites. He declared that a grave sinner is a hyp-
ocrite (munafig) (Watt, 1973, 17). The term munafiq refers to a Muslim who pretends
to be a believer but in his heart is an unbeliever. The Mu‘tazilites’ position on this
question was somewhat different from that of al-Hasan al-Basr1. They declared that
the grave sinner is a malefactor (fasig). They called their opinion on the legal status
of the grave sinner “the Intermediate Position” (al-manzila bayn al-manzilatayn) be-
cause their position is midway between declaring that this sinner is a believer and
declaring that he is an unbeliever. The difference between al-Hasan al-Basr1’s term
mundfig and the Mu‘tazilites’ term fasig is that being judged as fasig could have con-
sequences for holding a function. In Islamic law the judgment that someone is a
fasig implies that he is excluded from acting as a legal witness, making it impossible
for him to perform certain functions in the Muslim community (Wensinck, 19652,
105). When ‘Abd al-Jabbar discusses the qualities that the leader of the Muslim com-
munity must have, he declares that he cannot be a malefactor (fasig) because he
must have the quality of justice (‘adl). If he had the quality of viciousness (fisg), he
would legally not be able to be a witness or pass judgment (Mughnit XX/1, 201: 16-19).
In al-Usal al-khamsa, ‘Abd al-Jabbar explains that the judgment that a malefactor
(fasig) is neither a believer (mu’min) nor an unbeliever (kafir) implies that he is not
honoured or respected because he is not a believer. However, as opposed to an
unbeliever, he can marry a Muslim woman because he is not an unbeliever. He is
also buried with Muslims and Muslims will pray for him (Usal, 82: 3-5 and 93: 13-24).
‘Abd al-Jabbar argues that it is not right to call such a person a “hypocrite”, as a
hypocrite is an unbeliever in his heart, although he pretends to be a Muslim. As
opposed to a hypocrite (munafig), a malefactor (fasig) does not pretend to be differ-
ent than he is.
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Shi‘ite chains of imams and the Safis’ spiritual chains which indi-
cate how esoteric wisdom was transmitted from Muhammad to the
later Safis through ‘Al b. AbT Talib and his descendants. Obvious-
ly, the Mu‘tazilite chains of transmission reflect little historical truth,
especially with respect to the first authorities in the chain.

It 1s likely that ‘Abd al-Jabbar adopted the names of the first au-
thorities in his chain from Abt ’l-Hudhayl’s chain as he, too, starts
the chain with Muhammad. He probably chose the names of the later
authorities himself. It appears that each name mentioned by ‘Abd
al-Jabbar in his chain corresponds to one generation (fabaga) of
Mu‘tazilites in his Fadl al-i'tizal wa-tabaqat al-Mu'tazila'®. ‘Abd al-Jabbar
gave numbers to the generations in this work. Keeping to these
numbers, the following chain of transmission can be constructed:

—Muhammad

[1]. ‘Ali b. Ab1 Talib

[2]. Muhammad b. al-Hanafiyya

[3]. Abt Hashim b. Muhammad b. al-Hanafiyya

[4]. Wasil b. ‘Ata’ and ‘Amr

[5]. ‘Uthman al-Tawil

[6]. AbT ’l-Hudhayl

[7]. The disciples (ashab) of Abu ’1-Hudhayl of whom, according
to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, the most prominent was Abta Ya‘qub al-Shah-
ham

[8]. AbT ‘All [al-JubbaT]

[9]. Abt Hashim
[10]. A group of prominent disciples of Aba Hashim, such as Aba
‘Al b. Khallad, al-shaykh Abu ‘Abdallah al-BasrT and others (Fadl,
164: 16-25).

The first authority mentioned by ‘Abd al-Jabbar in the chain is the
Prophet, who is said to have transmitted the knowledge to ‘Al b. Abi
Talib, so that Wasil and ‘Amr gained their knowledge through ‘Alt’s
family (Fadl, 164: 16-25). The fifth authority is Aba ‘Amr b. Abi
‘Uthman Khalid al-Tawil. He is mentioned as the person who re-
ceived this knowledge from Wasil (d. 131/748) and ‘Amr b. ‘Ubayd
(d. 144/761). ‘Uthman al-Tawil was a disciple of Wasil, who sent him
to Armenia as a missionary for the Mu‘tazila (Dhikr, 67: 8-10, Fadl,

13 In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Fadl al-itizal wa-tabaqat al-Mu'tazila the first generation (fa-
baga) of “Mu‘tazilites” is that of ‘Al b. Abi Talib (Amir al-mu’ minin) (Fadl, 214: 3).
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251: 4-5, and Tabagat, 42: 2-3). Little is known about him, except
for some anecdotes, but Abii ’I-Hudhayl mentions him as his teacher'.

The sixth authority in the chain is Aba ’l-Hudhayl Muhammad
b. al-Hudhayl al-‘Allaf al-‘Abdi (ca. 135/752—between 226/840 and
236/850)"°. He was an important theologian. Abt ‘Ali al-Jubba’t
showed great respect for him, declaring that speculative theology
(kalam) began with Abi ’l-Hudhayl!®. (Fadl, 258: 17).

Abt ’1-Hudhayl transmitted his knowledge to several disciples of
whom al-Shahham was the most prominent, according to ‘Abd
al-Jabbar. However, he may have mentioned al-Shahham as the most

prominent among them in order to defend his assertion that he is
the link between Aba ’I-Hudhayl and Abi ‘Alf al-Jubba’1'’. Aba
Ya‘qub Yusuf b. ‘Abdallah al-Shahham'® (ca. 184/800-257/871?) does

4 However, Gimaret (1986, 190, note 5) and Van Ess (1991, II, 313-314) have
pointed out that probably the main reason why he called him his teacher was that
he could function as the link between Aba ’I-Hudhayl and Wasil in the chain of
transmission. ‘Uthman does not seem to have been an important theologian as he
is not mentioned by al-Khayyat or al-Ash‘ari. He is not known to have written any
work.

15 On Abi ’I-Hudhayl and his teachings, see Van Ess (1991, III, 209-296 and
1985) and Frank (1966).

16 This remark suggests that Ab@i ’I-Hudhayl developed a theological system by
himself, not building on the works of his predecessors. Yet Van Ess (1991, III, 216)
thinks it likely that he was influenced by the important speculative theologian Dirar
b. ‘Amr (ca. 110/728-200/815) who taught in Basra, where Aba ’l1-Hudhayl also
spent most of his life. Later Mu‘tazilites like al-Balkhi did not consider Dirar a
Mu‘tazilite because he did not adhere to all five Mu‘tazilite principles (Dhikr, 75:
4-5). On Dirar, see Van Ess (1991, III, 33-63 and 1981).

17" Abii ’I-Hudhayl’s best known disciple is usually considered to be Abii Ishaq
al-Nazzam (ca. 165/782-221/836). On him, see Van Ess (1991, III, 296-445; 1985b
and 1992). In some respects his doctrine deviated from Aba ’l-Hudhayl’s doctrine
(Fadl, 264: 2). ‘Abd al-Qahir al-Baghdadt (d. 429/1037) reports that most of the
Mu‘tazilites, including Abu ‘Ali al-Jubba’1 and Abt ’l-Hudhayl himself, regarded
al-Nazzam as an unbeliever (Farg, 80). According to Madelung (p.c.), this report must
be taken with caution, because ‘Abd al-Qahir al-Baghdadi often was a liar when it
came to reporting the views of opponents. In any case, even if al-Nazzam had been
acknowledged by all Mu‘tazilites, he could not have functioned in the chain as the
link between Abt *l-Hudhayl and Aba ‘Alf because he died in about 221/836. It is
therefore impossible that he could have taught Aba ‘Alf al-Jubba’i, whose date of
birth was 245/849.

8 On al-Shahham, see Fadl (280: 11-281: 5), Tabagat (71: 16-72: 10), Van Ess
(1991, 1V, 45-51) and al-Khayyan (1997, 201-208). Al-Shahham was probably a
young boy when he became a disciple of Aba ’I-Hudhayl, since he is called “the
youngest of the young students of Abt ’I-Hudhayl” (asghar al-ghilman). The singular
of ghilman is ghulam. Makdisi (1990, 235) translates this term as “student-servitor”.
Young students acted as their master’s servant. ‘Abd al-Jabbar says that al-Shahham
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not seem to have been an important theologian, although he is said
to be the first who defended the thesis that the nonexistent (al-ma‘dim)
is something (shay’)!?. Ibn al-Nadim (d. 385/995) does not mention
any work by him (Fihrist, 220). ‘Abd al-Jabbar only mentions a com-
mentary on the Qur’an by him (Fadl, 280: 12-13). However, al-
Dhahabi (d. 748/1348)*° mentions the following works: al-Istitd‘a ‘ala
I-Muybira, al-Irada, Kana wa-yakanu and Daldlat al-a‘rad. Al-Shahham
seems to have been the teacher who gave Aba ‘Al al-Jubba’T most
of his Mu‘tazilite instruction, since no other Mu‘tazilite teachers of
Abu ‘All are known.

The next authority in the chain is Abt ‘All Muhammad b. ‘Abd
al-Wahhab al-Jubba’i?!. He was born in Jubba in Khiizistan in 235/
849. In about 257/871 he left Basra and went to Baghdad but later
took up residence in ‘Askar Mukram in Khiizistan??. In a mosque in
‘Askar Mukram Abu ‘Al held public sessions in which he taught
Mu‘tazilite doctrine. These sessions were open to everybody who
wanted to ask him questions®®. Abii ‘Alf also held classes in which

reached the age of eighty, but he does not give the dates of his birth and death.
Gimaret (1986, 199, note 52) thinks he died in about 257/871. It is said that in 257/
871, when the Zanj captured Basra, the commander of the Zanj had a discussion
with al-Shahham, but after the discussion he let him leave freely. According to al-
Khayytn (1997, 203), al-Shahham subsequently fled by see, possibly to Oman or
India or elsewhere. Although al-Shahham became known as the teacher of Aba ‘Ali
al-Jubba’, he could not have taught him for long because in 257/871, when he died
or left Basra, Aba ‘Alf was probably no older than twenty-three (Gwynne 1982, 10).

19 McDermott (1978, 197) and al-Khayyiin (1997, 204-205). However, Van Ess
(1991, 1V, 45) thinks that al-Shahham may have learned this from other Mu‘tazilite
thinkers of his time, although not from Abt ’I-Hudhayl himself.

20 Siyar a'lam al-nubala’. X, 522. See al-Khayytin, 1997, 208.

2l On Abu ‘All al-Jubba’i, see Fuadl (287: 1-296: 4), Tabagat (80: 2-85: 4), Fikrist
(217-218), Gwynne (1982), Gimaret (1976 and supplement: 1984), Khushaym (1968)
and Gardet (1965).

22 Probably he did not return to Basra because of the difficult situation in this
town after the Zanj revolt that had continued from 255/869-270/883. Basra had
been severely damaged by the battles between the Zanj and the caliphal armies. It
must have been some time before the town had recovered from this damage. As a
result of the Zanj revolt, many intellectuals took refuge in ‘Askar Mukram and other
towns of Khazistan (Gwynne, 1982, 11).

2 Tt is reported that in ‘Askar Mukram women, too, came to these sessions and
that Aba ‘Alf al-Jubba’1 did not neglect them but answered their questions (Khushaym,
1968, 77). The interest of these women in Mu‘tazilism might be the result of the
missionary activity of Aba ‘Alr’s daughter, who was well versed in Mu‘tazilite doc-
trine and propagated its teachings among women (7abagat, 109: 9-10 and Fadl, 330:
10-11).
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he taught his special students*!. His two most famous students were
his son, Abtt Hashim, and Aba ’l-Hasan al-Ash‘art (260/873-324/
935). Al-Ash‘art stayed with him for a long period, but when he was
about forty years old, he abandoned Mu‘tazilism and converted to
a more traditionalist doctrine. This was the beginning of Ash‘arism,
which in later times became a serious rival for Mu‘tazilism. In 304/
913, only a few years after al-Ash‘arT’s conversion, Abii ‘All died.

When Abu ‘All died, his son Abti Hashim ‘Abd al-Salam b.
Muhammad b. ‘Abd al-Wahhab al-Jubba1, was only twenty-five years
old, assuming for the moment that Aba Hashim was born in 277/
890. However, some biographers mention the year 247/861 as the
date of AbG Hashim’s birth, which means that he was fifty-four years
old when his father died. This would imply that his father was only
thirteen years old at his birth. As this is unlikely, it can be concluded
that the later date of 277/890 is the correct one?. Further evidence
in favour of this later date is the fact that ‘Abd al-Jabbar apologizes
in Fadl al-‘tizal for mentioning Ab@ Hashim as the first of the ninth
generation of Mu‘tazilites, the generation of Aba ‘AlT’s disciples. He
admits that considering his age, he should be dealt with later because
he was younger than many of the persons mentioned in this gener-
ation. (Fadl, 304: 5; Tabaqat, 94: 3). Abta Hashim seems to have spent
most of his life in ‘Askar Mukram and Basra?®. However, in 314/
926 he took up residence in Baghdad (Fihrist, 222) and died there in
321/933.

After Aba Hashim, the next authorities in the chain mentioned
by ‘Abd al-Jabbar are Abta Hashim’s disciples. Of these disciples, ‘Abd
al-Jabbar mentions specifically Aba ‘Ali b. Khallad and Abta ‘Abdallah
al-Basri, thus distinguishing these two disciples from the other disci-
ples. At this point, ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s chain of transmission stops, but
Ibn al-Murtada and al-Farrazadhi describe a chain of transmission

2 Khushaym (1968, 77).

% Both Gwynne (1982, 12) and Khushaym (1968, 306) stick to the later date of
277/890. Khushaym argues that if Aba Hashim was born in 247/861, his father
Abt ‘Alfl would have been only thirteen years old at the time of his birth. Watt (1973,
300) gives more credit to this earlier date of 247/861, reasoning that the later date
of 277/890 implies that Aba Hashim became the leader of the Basra Mu‘tazila at
the age of twenty-five years, which is very young to become the leader of a theo-
logical school, and that the later date implies that it is impossible that he studied
under al-Mubarrad, who died in 898.

% Khushaym (1968, 310).
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that continues further and includes ‘Abd al-Jabbar himself. This chain
will be discussed later?’.

The chain of transmission described by ‘Abd al-Jabbar not only
shows that he considered himself as belonging to the Basra school,
but it also indicates which school within the Basra Mu‘tazila he
belonged to. In this respect it is significant that Abt Hashim is named
as the authority who received the knowledge from Abu ‘Alf al-Jubba’l
because Abti Hashim was not accepted by all of Abti ‘Alf’s ashab™ as
his successor. After Abu ‘Ali’s death, his adherents divided into two
schools that both claimed to continue the tradition of Abu ‘Ali. That
‘Abd al-Jabbar mentions Aba Hashim as the authority who trans-
mitted the knowledge from Aba ‘Al therefore makes it clear that he
considered himself part of the school of Abt Hashim’s adherents.

Before discussing the authorities of the last part the chain of trans-
mission, I will consider the conflict concerning Abu ‘AlT’s successor,
as it gives important information about the way schools were formed
within the Mu‘tazila.

2. The Bahshamiyya/ Ikhshidiyya Conflict

‘Abd al-Jabbar reports that some of Abt ‘AlT’s disciples (ashab) refused
to acknowledge Abt Hashim as his successor because Abt Hashim’s
opinions on certain questions differed from those held by his father.
‘Abd al-Jabbar does not deny that there were differences of opinion
between father and son, but he denies that they were important
enough for Abt Hashim to be rejected as Aba ‘Alf’s successor. In
his view, they differed only on minor questions and this was admis-
sible because it was considered acceptable for disciples to differ from
their masters. He gives the example of Aba Hanifa and his disciples

27 See below, 29-30.

%8 Makdisi (1981, 128-129) came to the conclusion that the ashab of a certain
master were his special students who had studied with him on a steady basis and
who had proceeded to a certain degree in their study; students who had only occa-
sionally studied with him would not be counted among his ashab. The term ashab in
the sense of special students is also found in al-Jusham?’s Sharh al-‘uyin. Al-Jushami
introduces the twelfth generation of Mu‘tazilites as follows: “They are the ashab of
the Chief Judge Abt ’lI-Hasan [=‘Abd al-Jabbar] and those who studied with him
(qara’@ ‘alayhi)... (Shark al-‘uyin, 382: 5-6). We see that al-Jushami mentions the ashab
of ‘Abd al-Jabbar separately, which means that he makes a distinction between ashab
and other students.
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(ashab) (Fadl, 304: 18-305: 1). Ibn al-Murtada adds other examples.
He points out that Aba ‘All himself also disagreed with Ab@i ’1-Hudhayl
and al-Shahham, and that there was also a difference of opinion
between Aba 'l-Qasim al-Balkhi and his master (7abaqgat, 95: 5-8).

Nevertheless, for some of Aba ‘All’s askab the disagreement was
apparently too drastic and so they turned away from Aba Hashim.
One wonders, therefore, whether it is true that the difference of
opinion between Abu ‘All and Aba Hashim concerned only ques-
tions of detail. In order to verify this, one has to rely on reports about
them because, although they both are the authors of many works,
not a single work has survived. This is surprising since the later
Mu‘tazilites attached great importance to their teaching. Fortunate-
ly, the opinions of Abu ‘Ali and Abt Hashim are frequently quoted
by ‘Abd al-Jabbar, who refers to them even more than to his direct
masters, Abil Ishaq b. ‘Ayyash and Abt ‘Abdallah al-Basri?’. Abi
‘Alr’s and Abli Hashim’s opinions are also found in the works of
non-Mu'‘tazilites, such as al-Ash‘arT’s Magalat al-Islamiyymn. However,
when Mu‘tazilites’ opinions are described by opponents whose ob-
ject it was to refute Mu‘tazilite doctrine, it must be taken into ac-
count that their rendering might not be reliable.

From the opinions of Abt ‘Alf and Abt Hashim as they are quot-
ed in the works of ‘Abd al-Jabbar and other authors, an impression
can be formed about their teachings®®. Khushaym?! has described
the general principles of Abta ‘Ali’s teaching on the basis of these quo-
tations. He examined quotations by Abu ‘All in both Ash‘arite and
Mu‘tazilite sources and compared Abu ‘All’s opinions with those of
Abt Hashim that he found in the same sources. Khushaym concluded
that there is no doubt that Abt Hashim disagreed with his father on
certain essential points of Mu‘tazilite doctrine® such as the theory

% In many cases, we are also informed about the names of the works in which
these opinions were found. On the basis of these references Gimaret (1976 and 1984)
compiled a bibliography of the works of Abt ‘Alf and Abta Hashim. To these ref-
erences can be added another reference to one of Abt Hashim’s works, Nagd al-
abwab (mentioned by Gimaret, 1976, 298), in Mughnz, X1, 318: 15.

%0 Abti Hashim’s theory of the “states” (ahwal) has been described by Gimaret
(1970) on the basis of discussion in Ash‘arite sources. Gwynne (1982) made a first
reconstruction of Abtu ‘Ali’s Tafswr, collecting the citations of Aba ‘All’s commen-
tary on the Qur’an that are found in later Qur’an commentaries. Another recon-
struction of this fafstr was made by Gimaret (1994).

31 Khushaym (1968, 97-299).

52 ‘Abd al-Jabbar probably described the differences of opinion between Abid
‘All and Abt Hashim in his work al-Khilaf bayn al-shaykhayn (‘Uthman, 1968, 62).
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of the “states” (ahwal)*® and the doctrinal question of what one can
be blamed for.

Abt ‘AlT’s disciples reacted differently to the difference of opinion
between father and son. ‘Abd al-Jabbar reports that some of them
fully or partially agreed with Aba Hashim, whereas others refrained
from expressing an opinion on the disagreement between father and
son. However, ‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks that some of Abu ‘Al’s disci-
ples exaggerated their support for Abt ‘All because they finally de-
clared that Aba Hashim was an unbeliever (Fadl, 305: 11-13 and
Tabagat, 95: 15-96: 1). Reacting to the rejection of his opinions, Aba
Hashim wrote books in which he refutes the opinions of his adver-
saries among Abu ‘AlT’s disciples (Fadl, 305: 13 and Tabagat, 96: 1).
It is likely that Jawabat al—faymaﬁ (Answers to al—SVa))marz 3 was one of
Abt Hashim’s refutations of his adversaries.

Abt ‘Abdallah Muhammad b. ‘Umar al-Saymart (ca. 234/
848-315/927) reportedly remained loyal to Abt ‘All and his hostil-
ity towards Ab@ Hashim reached such a pitch that he called him an
unbeliever. He tried to win Aba Hashim’s supporters round to his
point of view, but they refused to take his side (7abagat, 96: 15-18).
Before becoming Aba ‘Alf’s disciple, al-Saymarl had studied with
Mu'‘tazilite masters of Baghdad, such as al-Khayyat (Fadl, 308: 15-16
and Tabaqat, 96: 12-13). He then stayed with Aba ‘All in ‘Askar
Mukram for a long period. He was about the same age as Abu ‘Al
and seems to have been a man of influence among Aba ‘AlT’s disci-
ples. Ibn al-Nadim reports that Abu ‘Ali himself used to refer to him
as “our master (shaykhuna) Abu ‘Abdallah” (Fifirist, 219). This use of
the title shaykh is a sign of respect®. Al-Saymari was well versed in

Sezgin (1967, 625) assumed that a manuscript in the Vatican collection, entitled
al-Tkhtilaf fi usal al-figh (Vat. Vida 1100), contained al-Khilaf bayn al-shaykhayn. How-
ever, it can be concluded from the title that this manuscript deals with legal theory
and methodology. It is therefore unlikely that it is identical with al-Khilaf bayn al-
shaykhayn, since this latter work presumably deals with the controversies between Abt
‘Al and Aba Hashim which, as we have seen, were theological rather than legal in
nature. That al-Khilaf bayn al-shaykhayn dealt with theological questions can also be
deduced from references made by Ibn Mattawayh to this work. These references
concern theological or ethical subjects (Magma 11, 201: 6 and Tadhkira, 245: 12).
Madelung (1965, 179 and 19864, 5-6) thinks that the manuscript Vat. Vida 1100
may turn out to be part of Abu Talib al-Natiq’s Ritab al-Muwzt fi usal al-figh.

33 For an explanation of the theory of ahwal, see Frank (1982a and 1971), Gi-
maret (1970), Peters (1976, 145-148 and 324-327) and Wolfson (1976, 167-197). See
also below, 78.

3% On this work, see Gimaret (1976, 319-320).

% The term shaykh can mean “teacher”. Ibn al-Murtada says of Aba ‘Al al-
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Abu ‘All’s teachings and a fervent adherent to his doctrines. He
defended Abt ‘Alf’s opinion, as becomes clear from his refutation of
al-Balkht's Ritab al-mihaya fi *l-aslah ‘ala Abt ‘Al in which al-Balkht refutes
Abtu ‘Al’s doctrine of the optimum (al-aslah) (Fihrist, 219).
Al-Saymari rejected the innovations that were introduced by Abta
Hashim®, breaking with him and returning to Baghdad, probably
shortly after Abu ‘Alr’s death (Fadl, 309: 6). It may be that in Baghdad
al-Saymari claimed to be the new leader’” of the Basra Mu‘tazila.
This would explain why Ibn al-Nadim says that al-SaymarT became
leader of the Mu‘tazilites of Basra after Abtu ‘Alf had died?®. In fact,

Jubba’t: “wa-kana shaykhuhii Aba Ya‘qaba °l-Shakham” (and his shaykh was Abu Ya‘qub
al-Shahham) (7abagat, 80: 5-6). When ‘Abd al-Jabbar refers to Abu ‘Alf al-Jubba’i,
Abt Hashim al-Jubba’i, and his own teachers Aba Ishaq b. ‘Ayyash and Aba
‘Abdallah al-BasiT in the Mughn?, he almost always prefixes to their names the title
shaykhuna (our shaykh). However, the title of shaykh can also be given as an expres-
sion of respect. ‘Abd al-Jabbar sometimes used the title shaykhuna to refer to Abu
’I-Qasim al-Balkht, a Baghdad Mu‘tazilite. (See, for instance, Mughni VIII, 4: 1, Mughni
X1V, 61: 9, Mughnt XX/2, 176: 3 and 184: 3). Evidently the term shaykh is not used
here in the sense of teacher, but as an expression of respect. The title of shaykh as
an expression of respect can also be found in the way in which ‘Abd al-Jabbar
addressed his disciple Aba Rashid al-Nisabtairl. When Aba Rashid became a mem-
ber of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s study-circle, he was already a respected Mu‘tazilite master
and an author of books (Shark al-‘upan, 382: 10). It is reported that he was the only
disciple addressed by ‘Abd al-Jabbar with the title shaykh (Tabagat, 116: 8 and Sharh
al-‘wyiin, 382: 131).

% For instance, with respect to the question of whether it is possible that some
substances are continuous and others disappear. Aba ‘Al declared that this indeed
is possible, whereas Abt Hashim declared that it was impossible. It is reported that
Abu ‘Alf adopted his son’s opinion later, but al-SaymarT refused to accept Aba
Hashim’s innovation and held to Aba ‘Al’s original opinion (Masail, 97: 5-12).
Al-SaymarT possibly took a stand against innovations of any kind, as he is reported
to have opposed Aba ‘AlT’s plan to amalgamate the Mu‘tazila and the Shi‘a in ‘Askar
Mukram (Fadl, 291: 12-14). It is not known whether Abt ‘Alf did intend to do such
a thing.

37 The terms ra’zs (leader) and riyasa (leadership), when used with respect to schol-
arship, imply that a certain scholar was considered to be the top man among his
colleagues, the primus inter pares. The term ra’7s thus entails notions of excellence and
superiority (Makdisi, 1981, 131-133). When Ibn al-Murtada says of Bishr b.
al-Mu‘tamir: “He was the leader (ra’zs) among the Mu'tazilites of Baghdad”, he means
that he was the most important scholar among them (7abagat, 52: 7). ‘Abd al-Jabbar
uses yet another term for “leader”: in his report about Bishr b. al-Mu‘tamir, he says
that Bishr was “the za%m (leader) of the Baghdadis among the Mu‘tazila” (Fadl, 265:
9).

38 Tbn al-Nadim also says that al-Saymari was the same age or about the same
age as Aba ‘Alf (Fihrist, 219). That this is explicitly mentioned may be a hint that
the age of the candidates played a role in the question of who became the new leader
of the school after Aba ‘AlT’s death.
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al-SaymarT had all the necessary qualifications for the leadership: he
had reached a respectable age and was generally known as a great
scholar®”. Tt must have been a bitter experience for him when Abi
Hashim succeeded Abu ‘All and thus got the position that he pos-
sibly thought he himself was be entitled to. That Abt Hashim was
much younger than al-Saymari probably exacerbated the situation,
since it must have been difficult for al-Saymari and other senior
disciples to accept such a young person as their master. This may
also have been a reason, quite apart from his refusal to accept Abtu
Hashim’s innovations, for al-SaymarT’s hostility towards him.

Nevertheless, Abt Hashim had disciples, among them those disci-
ples of Abt ‘Alf who had decided to accept him as their new master.
We do not know how many they were. ‘Abd al-Jabbar mentions one
of them by name, Abt ’l-Hasan al-Farzawi. He is reported to have
sympathized with Ab@ Hashim and to have disapproved of the hos-
tility that was shown by many of Abu ‘All’s disciples towards Abu
Hashim (Fadl, 296: 2-4).

This means that after Abt ‘Alr’s death there were two groups: firstly,
Abu ‘Al’s former disciples who, sticking to his doctrine, refused to
accept Abt Hashim and possibly recognized al-Saymari as their new
leader and, secondly, those disciples who accepted Aba Hashim as
their new leader. It is conceivable that both groups considered them-
selves as the continuation of Abii ‘Al’s school*. We do not know
the name by which the two groups were known in the period after
Abu ‘Alr’s death, but it is certain that a generation later there were

39 See Fadl (290: 14-15) and Tabagat (96: 12).

0 Gimaret (1980, Introduction, 13) refers to the school of Abii ‘Alf as the
“Jubb@’ite school” to which Aba ‘All and Aba Hashim and their followers, like ‘Abd
al-Jabbar, AbG Rashid al-Nisabtri, Abt ’l-Husayn al-BasrT and Ibn Mattawayh,
belonged. He came to the conclusion that they formed a school and called it the
Jubba’ite school because the adherents frequently refer to Aba ‘Alf al-Jubba’t and
Abu Hashim in their works. Gimaret says: “Il faut donc parler d’une école jubba’ite,
comme on parle, du c6té sunnite, d’une école ash‘arite et d’'une école maturidite”.
The schools of both the Bahshamiyya and the Ikhshidiyya can be seen as a contin-
uation of the Jubba’iyya, Abt ‘AlT’s school, whose doctrine was built on that of Aba
’I-Hudhayl. The school of ‘Abd al-Jabbar and his disciples is referred to as Bahsha-
miyya because its doctrine is a continuation and an elaboration of Abt Hashim’s
doctrine. On the other hand, it would not be wrong to refer to it as Jubba’iyya,
because Abu Hashim based his doctrine on that of his father Aba ‘Alf al-Jubba’t.
However, the name Jubba’iyya is less clear because the Ikhshidiyya can also be
referred to as Jubba’iyya, as they also adhered to Aba ‘Alf al-Jubba’™’s doctrine. The
need to distinguish between these schools makes it necessary to refer to each of them
by a specific name.
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two rival schools, called the Ikhshidiyya*' and the Bahshamiyya.

The Ikhshidiyya was named after AbG Bakr Ahmad b. ‘Al b. Mafjar
al-Tkhshid (or: al-Ikhshad) (about 263/876-326/938)*, a disciple of
al-Saymari, who had stayed with him for a long period (Fadl, 309:
6). He had adopted his master’s hostility towards Aba Hashim and
was a fanatical adversary not only of Aba Hashim, but also of his
disciples, who were called the Bahshamiyya or the Bahashima®®. Ibn
al-Ikhshid was the author of a book on the points of difference be-
tween Aba Hashim and Aba ‘Ali (7abagat, 110: 13). He was not only
an expert in the field of Mu‘tazilite doctrine, but also a jurist and a
grammarian®. The only unfavourable thing mentioned in connec-
tion with him was his zealous opposition to the Bahshamiyya (7 abaqat,
100: 7-9).

The enmity between the Ikhshidiyya and the Bahshamiyya was
intense. Ibn al-Tkhshid and his disciples were not the only fanatics;
it appears that there were also fanatics among Abu Hashim’s disci-
ples, like Abt ’1-Qasim al-Sirafi, who lived in Basra. Originally, he
had been a follower of the Ikhshidiyya, but Aba Ishaq b. ‘Ayyash,
the teacher of ‘Abd al-Jabbar, had persuaded him to leave the Ikhshi-
diyya and become an adherent to the Bahshamiyya. After joining the
Bahshamiyya, he is reported to have become “a sword” against the
Ikhshidiyya (Fadl, 328: 14-15). Another fanatical adherent to the

# According to Nyberg (1953, 425), the Ikhshidiyya dominated in Baghdad
during the whole 4th/10th century. It is not clear whether the Baghdad Mu‘tazila
school continued to exist in Baghdad. Nyberg says that Aba "1-Qasim ‘Abdallah b.
Ahmad al-Balkhi al-Ka‘bi, who is considered to belong to the Baghdad Mu‘tazila
school, founded a school at Nasaf. Nyberg also mentions the school of Aba Bakr
Muhammad b. Ibrahim al-ZubayrT in Isfahan. It seems that this was a Basra Mu‘tazila
school different from the Ikshidiyya and the Bahshamiyya. ‘Abd al-Jabbar says that
in Isfahan he saw Ibn al-ZubayrT’s daughter who was old aged then. According to
him, Ibn al-Zubayri for the greater part adhered to the doctrine of Aba ’I-Hudhayl
(Tabagat, 90: 1-11).

2 Since Ibn al-Ikhshid died in 320/932 at the age of fifty-six (7abagat, 100: 5-6),
he must have been born in about 263/876. Ibn al-Nadim gives a different date for
his death and says that he died in 326/937 (Fihrist, 220).

¥ ‘Abd al-Qahir al-Baghdadi (Farq, 111) and al-Shahrastani (Milal 1, 78: 13) refer
to the disciples of Aba Hashim al-Jubba’1 as the Bahshamiyya, whereas Ibn
al-Murtada uses the name Bahashima (7abagat, 119: 2). The names Bahashima and
Bahshamiyya were probably derived from Ba Hashim, the Persian form of the name
Abu Hashim. (Compare this, for instance, with Bayazid, which was the Persian form
of Abt Yazid). Gimaret (1986, 265, note 1) and Khushaym (1968, 306, note 2) say
that the name Hashimiyya was also used for the disciples of AbG Hashim al-Jubba’1.

* Gimaret (1976, 308). The grammarian Abi ’l-Hasan ‘Alf b. Tsa al-Rummant
(296/908-384/994) was a disciple of Ibn al-Ikhshid.



THE BAHSHAMIYYA 27

Bahshamiyya was Abti Ahmad b. Abt ‘Allan, a disciple of Abu
‘Abdallah al-BasrT (7abagat, 114: 13-15).

The discord between the two rival schools became so vehement
that, in Basra, the vizier of the Bayids Aba °1-Qasim b. Sa‘d al-
Isfahani® organized a meeting for the followers of both schools in
order to reconcile them (Fadl, 329: 1-3). A dispute (munazara) was held
between the representatives of each of the two groups*, the Ikhshidiy-
ya being represented by their leader Abi ‘Abdallah al-Habashi!’ and
the Bahshamiyya by Aba ’1-Qasim al-Siraff, mentioned above. ‘Abd
al-Jabbar was one of those who attended the meeting. He reports that
Abt ’1-Qasim al-Siraff rebuked al-Habashi in the presence of all his
school’s followers. ‘Abd al-Jabbar does not reveal who ultimately
prevailed (Fadl, 328: 13-329: 10 and 7abagat, 107: 15-108: 4).

After some time, perhaps as a result of this meeting, the enmity
between the Ikhshidiyya and the Bahshamiyya became less intense.
‘Abd al-Jabbar reports that when he met Aba Ahmad b. Salma, one
of al-SaymarT’s disciples, in ‘Askar Mukram, he still was a fanatical
adversary of the Bahshamiyya, but that later he became more mod-
erate (Fadl, 333: 5-9). The same thing is reported about ‘Ali b. Isa
al-Rummani (d. 384/994), who at first was an adversary of the
Bahshamiyya and wrote a work in which he systematically refuted
Abti Hashim’s al-Baghdadiyyat*®. Tt is said that he later became mild-
er towards Abta Hashim and his followers (Fadl, 333: 2-4).

It is not clear whether the Ikhshidiyya as a separate school within
the Basra Mu‘tazila continued to exist. ‘Abd al-Jabbar and other
Mu'‘tazilites, like Ibn Mattawayh and Ibn al-Murtada, do mention
the Tkhshidiyya!®, but although the Ash‘arite ‘Abd al-Qahir b. Tahir

¥ Busse (1969, 441, note 2) thinks that he might be Abt ’1-Qasim Sa‘d b. ‘Abd
al-Rahman al-Isfahani, secretary (kat:b) to the Buyid al-Habashi b. Mu‘izz al-Dawla,
the governor of Basra.

# Tt was not unusual in that time for one scholar to try and defeat another by
means of arguments in public meetings. On mundzara, see Van Ess (1976).

#7On al-Habashi, see Tabagat (110: 5).

¥ On this work, see Gimaret (1976, 308-312). Al-Rummani also wrote some
books on Islamic law (Fihrist, 220-221) and a commentary on the Qur’an, which
was greatly admired by al-Sahib b. ‘Abbad (7abagat, 110: 7-11).

# The Ikhshidiyya are mentioned by ‘Abd al-Jabbar (Fadl, 328: 14 and 329: 2).
Mankdim (d. 425/1034) does not mention them in Ta'lig sharh al-usil al-khamsa (see
the index of Ta'lig), but Ibn Mattawayh (d. 469/1076) refers to them in al-Majmi’
Sv l-muliat bi-"l-taklif. (See, for instance, Mama‘ 1, 296: 9 and 341: 7, Magma' 11, 311:
16, and Mayma‘ 111, 31: 9-83: 19). They are also mentioned by Ibn al-Murtada (d.
1437) in Tabagat al-Mu'‘tazila (Tabagat, 107: 17, 114: 15 and 115: 3). Al-Shahrastani
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al-Baghdadi (d. 429/1037) was a contemporary of ‘Abd al-Jabbar and
might have heard about them, he does not mention the Ikhshidiyya
in his book on the Muslim sects. When he discusses Aba ‘Alf al-Jubba’t
and the Jubba’iyya, he says: “The Basrian Mu'‘tazilites in his time
adhered to his [Abta ‘AlT’s] doctrine. Then, after him, they went over
to the doctrine of his son Abt Hashim” (Farg, 110). He does not seem
to have known that there was a conflict about Abu ‘Alf’s successor.
For outsiders, it may not have been clear which different schools
existed within the Mu‘tazila. However, he does know of the Bahsha-
miyya and that this was the school of ‘Abd al-Jabbar. Of Abt Hashim
and the Bahshamiyya, he says:

Most of the Mu‘tazilites of our time adhere to his [Aba Hashim’s]
doctrine because of the propaganda of [al-Sahib] Ibn ‘Abbad, the vizier
of the Buyids. They are called “the Dhammiyya”, because of their
opinion on [the question whether someone] deserves blame (dhamm)>°
for what he has omitted to do (Farg, 111).

‘Abd al-Qahir al-Baghdadt’s reference to al-Sahib b. ‘Abbad®!, ‘Abd
al-Jabbar’s patron, makes clear that he is referring to the Mu‘tazilite
school to which ‘Abd al-Jabbar belonged, the Bahshamiyya. According

to him, this school had become the dominant Mu‘tazilite school in

his time®2,

(d. 548/1153) does not mention them in al-Milal wa-"l-nihal, but Fakhr al-Din al-Razi
(543/1149-606/1209) does mention them in his [tqgadat firag al-muslmin wa-"l-mushrikin
(I‘tigadat, 44).

%0 One of the main points of difference between Aba ‘All al-Jubba’t and Aba
Hashim was the deserving of blame (dhamm). Abt Hashim’s opinion was that a person
can deserve blame for failing to do what is obligatory (Gimaret, 1976, 305). This
became one of the points of conflict between the Ikhshidiyya and the Bahsha-
miyya, as is confirmed by ‘Abd al-Jabbar (Fadl, 329: 3). It is possible that the fol-
lowers of Abt Hashim were referred to by the nick-name of “Dhammiyya” because
of this. They were not the only group to be called Dhammiyya. There were other,
non-Mu‘tazilite, groups that were also called Dhammiyya (Hodgson, 1965).

51 On al-Sahib b. ‘Abbad, see below, 42-43.

52 The different schools were not equally successful, one school often surpass-
ing others in different periods. This may have happened because of the high stand-
ard of learning of a particular master’s school or because of the support this master
received from a ruler. It is conceivable that if one school became dominant, the other
schools did not disappear at once. They may have continued to exist in the back-
ground for some time without attracting any attention, finally losing all their fol-
lowers to the dominant school. This may have happened to the Ikhshidiyya.
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3. The Leadership of the Bahshamiyya after the Death of Aba Hashim

It is not clear who succeeded Abt Hashim as leader of the Bah-
shamiyya after his death in 321/933. ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s chain of trans-
mission of knowledge does not inform us about this, telling in the
last part only that

from Abu Hashim, the [Mu‘tazilite] knowledge was received by a
group of well-advanced [disciples| (mutaqaddiman), such as Abu ‘All
b. Khallad, al-shaykh Abu ‘Abdallah al-BasrT and others; then, in
a comparable way, [it was transmitted] into our time (Fadl, 164:

93-95).

If ‘Abd al-Jabbar had mentioned one disciple of Aba Hashim, it is
likely that this person would have been the new leader of the Bah-
shamiyya after Aba Hashim’s death. However, by saying that a whole
group transmitted the Mu‘tazilite knowledge received from Abu
Hashim and mentioning two people by name, Aba ‘All b. Khallad
and Abu ‘Abdallah al-Basri, he leaves it uncertain who was the leader.

Unlike ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Ibn al-Murtada and al-Farrazadhi mention
in their chains of transmission the name of only one authority who
transmitted the knowledge from Aba Hashim. The last part of Ibn
al-Murtada’s chain of transmission includes the following names®:

[9]. Abtu Hashim and his generation (fabaqatuhi)

[10a]. Aba Ishaq b. ‘Ayyash

[10b]. Aba ‘Abdallah al-Basr1

[11]. ‘Abd al-Jabbar (7abagat, 7: 5-7).
The names in the last part of al-Farrazadht’s chain of transmission®*
are:

[9]. Abta Hashim
[10a]. Ibn Khallad
[10b]. Abt ‘Abdallah al-Basr1
[11]. “Abd al-Jabbar
[12]. Abua Rashid al-Nisabtr1
— Ibn Mattawayh

5 The numbers before the names have been added by me in accordance with
the generations of Mu‘tazilites these masters belong to, according to the Mu‘tazilite
Tabagat-books.

3 The text of this chain is quoted in Ta‘lig, 24, note 1, and Rasa’l 1, 87.
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— Muhammad b. Mazdak>®
— al-Farrazadhi

If we compare these chains of transmission with ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s, we
see that the name of Ibn Khallad, the first of Abt Hashim’s disci-
ples mentioned by ‘Abd al-Jabbar, is missing in Ibn al-Murtada’s
chain, but is included in al-Farrazadht’s chain. Aba ‘Abdallah al-Basri,
mentioned by ‘Abd al-Jabbar as the second person in Aba Hashim’s
group of disciples, is presented as the only person who received the
Mu‘tazilite knowledge from Abu Ishaq b. ‘Ayyash or Ibn Khallad
and who in his turn transmitted this knowledge to ‘Abd al-Jabbar.
The strange thing is that, according to what Ibn al-Murtada himself
says in his Tabaqat al-Mu'tazila, Ibn Khallad, Abt Ishaq b. ‘Ayyash
and AbT ‘Abdallah al-Basri belonged to the same generation of
Mu‘tazilites. Why did Ibn al-Murtada present Aba Ishaq and why
did al-Farrazadht present Ibn Khallad as the one who transmitted
the knowledge to Abti ‘Abdallah? Before answering this question, I
will first give the biographies of the persons mentioned in the last
part of the chains.

3.1. Tbn Khallad (?-?)

Abi ‘Ali Muhammad b. Khallad®, who is mentioned by ‘Abd
al-Jabbar and al-Farrazadht at the end of the chain of transmission,
was a disciple of Abt Hashim. His dates are unknown®’. In his Fadl
al-ttizal wa-tabagat al-mu‘tazila ‘Abd al-Jabbar assigns him the first place
in the generation of the disciples of Aba Hashim. As ‘Abd al-Jabbar
usually classifies the masters within each generation according to their
age® it is likely that the date of Ibn Khallad’s birth was earlier than

% Gimaret (1979, 60) says that he has not been able to find out who this Ibn
Mazdak was. Al-Farrazadhi studied with al-Murshad bi-llah Abt ’l-Husayn Yahya
(d. 477/1084). As it is unlikely that b. Mazdak is a wrong reading of al-Murshad,
he must have been another of al-Farrazadhi’s masters.

% On his life and works, see Fikrist (222), Fadl (324: 3-11), Tabagat (105: 5-10),
Sezgin (1967, 624), Schacht (1971) and Tadkkira (624-625).

57 His dates are not given by Ibn al-Nadim either, although he considers Ibn
Khallad to have been one of Aba Hashim’s most important disciples (Fihrist, 222).
Sezgin (1967, 624) supposes that he died in about 350/961, but he does not cite
evidence for this date.

% We have seen that ‘Abd al-Jabbar finds it necessary to justify his mentioning
of Abti Hashim before older masters of his generation by referring to Aba Hashim’s
high level of knowledge (Fadl, 304: 5).



THE BAHSHAMIYYA 31

that of Abii ’I-Qasim Ibn Sahlawayh® and Abt ‘Abdallah al-Basri,
who are mentioned after him. According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Ibn
Khallad first studied with Aba Hashim in ‘Askar Mukram. After Abt
Hashim took up residence in Baghdad, he too moved to Baghdad to
study with him (Fadl, 324: 4-6). This must have been after 314/926,
since it was in this year that Abt Hashim moved to Baghdad. Ibn
Khallad is said not to have attained the rank of master (shaykh) (Fadl,
324: 11-12 and Tabagat, 105: 9-10). We are not told why he never
attained this rank. Did he die at a young age? Did he stop being a
Mu‘tazilite? Yet we know that he had students, as Aba ‘Abdallah
al-BasrT 1s said to have started his study of Mu‘tazilite doctrine with
him.

Ibn Khallad reportedly was the author of two works: Kitab al-usil
and Ritab al-sharh. This last work seems to have been his own com-
mentary (sharh) on the first work. For some unknown reason he did
not complete Kitab al-usial and it was later completed by ‘Abd al-
Jabbar®, who is also the author of a commentary on this work®!. This
is an indication that Aitab al-usil was considered to be an important
work, even though Ibn Khallad had not completed it. From this it
can be concluded that Ibn Khallad was well versed in Mu‘tazilite
doctrine even though he never attained the rank of shaykh.

% The correct reading of this name is Ibn Sahlawayh or Ibn Sahliiya, in anal-
ogy to Sibawayh/Sibuya (Madelung, p.c.).

60 See Gimaret (1979, 69).

61 The Zaydite imam al-Muw’ayyad bi-"llah is said to have made notes (‘allaga ‘an)
of a work called {yadat al-sharh (Hadaig, 265: 19-266: 1). This work may have con-
cerned additions ({iyadal) to Ibn Khallad’s Sharh or to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Shark on Ibn
Khallad’s Ritab al-usal. The Zaydite imam Abu Talib Yahya b. al-Husayn al-Natiq
bi-’l-haqq (d. 424/1033) made <iyadat (additions) to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s commentary
(Sharh) on Ibn Khallad’s Kitab al-usal (Madelung, 1965, 180-181, Gimaret, 1979, 70-73
and 78, and Madelung 1986a, 10). Another commentary on Ibn Khallad’s Kitab al-usal
was edited by Abt Rida in Cairo in 1969, entitled F7 °/-tawhid. The author is not
mentioned in the manuscript. Abt Rida thought that the edited text was written
by Abt Rashid al-Nisabarl himself. Gimaret, however, thinks that it is not Aba
Rashid’s work itself, but a critical paraphrase of it made by a later author. Gimaret
also thinks it possible that it is a commentary not on Ibn Khallad’s Kitab al-usal, but
on Ibn Khallad’s Kitab al-sharh (Gimaret, 1979, 73). A part of Abat Rashid al-Nisabari’s
Zwadat has been identified by Martin (1978).
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3.2. Aba Ishag b. ‘Ayyash (?- ?)

Abiti Ishaq Ibrahim b. ‘Ayyash al-Basri®®, who is mentioned by Ibn
al-Murtada as the person who received the Mu‘tazilite knowledge from
Abt Hashim and his generation, was the first teacher who instruct-
ed ‘Abd al-Jabbar in Mu‘tazilite doctrine. ‘Abd al-Jabbar does not
mention the dates of his birth and death. In his Fadl al-‘tizal wa-tabagat
al-Mu‘tazila, he discusses Abt Ishaq as fourth person of the Mu‘tazilites
of the tenth generation, directly after Abu ‘Abdallah al-Basri, which
may imply that he was younger than Aba ‘Abdallah.

Abu Ishaq is reported to have studied first with Aba ‘Alf b. Khallad
and then with Abt ‘Abdallah al-Basri. He was already teaching
Mu‘tazilite doctrine before 321/933, while Abti Hashim was still alive.
This can be concluded from the report that one of his students, Aba
’I-Hasan b. al-Najth, left him to study with Abt Hashim in Baghdad
(Tabagat, 109: 11-12) and, as we know, Abt Hashim died in 321/
933.

‘Abd al-Jabbar describes Abu Ishaq as an ascetic who never en-
gaged in idle pastimes, devoting his whole life to learning. He trav-
elled from place to place in the district of Khazistan, teaching in
Tustar, ‘Askar Mukram, Ahwaz, al-Ubullah (a town near Basra) and
Basra itself. It seems that he did not teach in Baghdad because peo-
ple reportedly travelled from Baghdad to Khazistan to study with
him (Fadl, 328: 6-8). ‘Abd al-Jabbar says that Abt Ishaq was the author
of books that contained refutations and answers to questions, but he
does not mention these books by name (Fadl, 328: 10-11)%3,

3.3. Abii‘Abdallah al-Basrt (2897902 or 295/905 or 308/920-369/979)

Abii ‘Abdallah al-Husayn b. ‘Al al-Basri®* was ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s other
Mu‘tazilite teacher. According to Ibn al-Nadim, Aba ‘Abdallah was
born in Basra in 308/920 (Fihrist, 222), but others say that he was
born in 293/905 or 289/902%. Although ‘Abd al-Jabbar studied with

52 On Abi Ishaq, see Fadl (328: 3-10), Tabaqat (107: 8-13), Sezgin (1967, 624)
and ‘Uthman (1968, 48-49).

%3 Tbn al-Murtada maintains that Abt Ishaq was the author of a book on the
imamate of al-Hasan and al-Husayn (7abagat, 107: 12-13), but this work is not
mentioned by ‘Abd al-Jabbar.

% On Abi ‘Abdallah al-Basri, see Fadl (325: 10-328: 2), Tabagat (105: 11-107:
7), Fihrist (222), Van Ess (1980), Kraemer (1986, 178-184) and ‘Uthman (1968, 50-51).

5 Van Ess (1980, 12).
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Abu ‘Abdallah and must have known him well, he does not mention
Abt ‘Abdallah’s birthplace, saying only that he belonged to the people
of ‘Iraq (Fadl, 324: 13). ‘Abd al-Jabbar does not give his date of birth,
either.

‘Abd al-Jabbar says that Abt ‘Abdallah first studied with Ibn
Khallad and then with Aba Hashim (Fadl, 325: 11-12). Ibn al-Nadim
also mentions Abii ’1-Qasim b. Sahlawayh® as Aba ‘Abdallah’s pro-
fessor (ustadh) (Fihrist, 222). We do not know in which period Abtu
‘Abdallah studied with Ab@ Hashim but it must have been before
321/933, as this is the year in which Ab@ Hashim died. If ‘Abd
al-Jabbar’s report that Aba ‘Abdallah studied with Aba Hashim is
correct, it would prove that Aba ‘Abdallah’s date of birth was one
of the two earlier dates (289/902 or 293/905). If he was born in 308/
920, he would only have been thirteen years old when Abta Hashim
died. As he first studied with Ibn Khallad, it would imply that he
started to study Mu‘tazilite doctrine when he was younger than thir-
teen. Since this is unlikely, it is more probable that Abt ‘Abdallah
was born in 289/902 or 293/905 than in 308/920.

‘Abd al-Jabbar reports that Abta ‘Abdallah dictated from the year
330/941 until his death (Fadl, 325: 17-18). If we accept that he was
born in 289/902 or 293/905 this would imply that he started to
dictate when he was about forty years old. It is unclear what his
occupations in the preceding period were. He possibly devoted all
his time to study. ‘Abd al-Jabbar reports that he studied Islamic law
with the prominent Hanafite legal scholar Abt 'l-Hasan al-Karkhi
(d. 340/952) for a long period. Al-Karkhi was himself a Mu'‘tazilite
and had many Mu‘tazilites among his students®’. Abti ‘Abdallah died
in Baghdad in 369/979 (Fihrist, 222 and Fadl, 325: 18).

We return now to the question of who became the leader of the Bah-
shamiyya after Abtt Hashim’s death. Ibn al-Nadim informs us that
in a later period Abt ‘Abdallah became the leader of his “colleagues”
(wa-tlayhi ‘ntahat riyasatu ashabiht fi ‘asrihi), not specifying which
Mu'‘tazilite school he means (Fihrist, 222). As Ibn Nadim previously

% Tbn Sahlawayh was a disciple of Ab@i Hashim. ‘Abd al-Jabbar mentions him
among the disciples of Aba Hashim, after Ibn Khallad and before Abu ‘Abdallah
al-Basri, but he does not say that Ibn Sahlawayh was the teacher of Aba ‘Abdallah
(Fadl, 324: 13-325: 9).

57 Busse (1969, 443-444).
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said that Abii ‘Abdallah adhered to the doctrine (madhhab®®) of Abt
Hashim, it must be concluded that he means that Aba ‘Abdallah
became the leader of the Bahshamiyya. However, Aba ‘Abdallah
started to dictate in 330/941. It is therefore unlikely that he was
already considered to be the leader of this school before that date.
By the year 330/941 Abt Hashim had already been dead for nine
years. This means that Abu ‘Abdallah did not become leader any
earlier than nine years after the death of Aba Hashim.

This still leaves unanswered the question of who was the leader of
Abt Hashim’s school in the first nine years after his death. The other
disciple of Abtt Hashim mentioned by ‘Abd al-Jabbar in his chain of
transmission is Ibn Khallad. However, it is unlikely that he became
the leader of the Bahshamiyya in the period between Abt Hashim’s
death and Aba ‘Abdallah’s leadership, as he reportedly did not at-
tain the rank of shaykh. Ibn al-Murtada’s chain of transmission sug-
gests that Abu Ishaq b. ‘Ayyash was the leader of the Bahshamiyya
in the period between Abt Hashim and Aba ‘Abdallah. He had not
studied with Abta Hashim himself, but he belonged to the Bahsha-
miyya and already had students before Abtt Hashim died. It is there-
fore possible that he became the leader of the Bahshamiyya after Aba
Hashim’s death. If he became the leader of the Bahshamiyya after

% The noun madhhab is a derivative of the verb dhahaba. In the Mu'tazilite texts
the verb dhahaba ild is used to indicate that someone held a certain theory, for in-
stance, in the sentence: “wa-"lladht yadhhabu ilayhi shuyakhuna Aba °l-Hudhayli wa-aktharu
ashabiht wa-Aba ‘Al wa-Aba Hashimi ralimahum-u ’llahu annahi...” (and the opinion held
by our masters Ab@i "l-Hudhayl and most of his companions and Aba ‘All and Aba
Hashim, may God have mercy upon them, is that...) (Mughni V1/1, 128: 2-3). The
meaning of madhhab, corresponding to this meaning of the verb dhahaba, is opinion.
An opinion can be attributed to an individual or to a whole group. An example of
an opinion attributed to an individual is found in the sentence: “wa-kana madhhabuhi
madhhaba Mu‘ammanrin fi af*ali °l-taba@’v la fi °l-ma‘an?” (with respect to the acts of “na-
tures”, his opinion was that of Mu‘ammar, but not with respect to the ma‘ani) (Tabaqat,
58: 9-10). Madhhab can also mean the whole body of someone’s opinions. When used
in this sense it means “doctrine”; as in the sentence: “wa-huwa min-a °l-tabi‘ina
li-madhhabi AbT ‘Alr “l-muta‘assibina lahiw” (and he belonged to the fanatical followers
of the doctrine of Abu ‘Ali [al-Jubba’1]) (7abagat, 98: 5). Another way to express
adherence to someone else’s doctrine is to say dhahaba madhhabahi, as in the sen-
tence: “kana yadhhabu madhhaba Mu‘ammarin” (he adhered to the doctrine of Mu‘ammar)
(Fadl, 267: 12). When madhhab is used in this sense, it comes very close to the mean-
ing of “school”. Madhhab can mean school in the sense of a set of opinions shared
by a group of people. Al-Hakim al-Jushami (413/1022-494/1100) says about Abt
Rashid al-Nisabart: “wa-kana Baghdadiyya °l-madhhab?” which can be translated as:
“his doctrine was that of the Baghdad Mu‘tazila” (he belonged to the school of
Baghdad) (Shark al-‘wyan, 382: 10).
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Abl Hashim, then why do ‘Abd al-Jabbar and al-Farrazadhi not
mention him in their chains of transmission? The reason for this may
be that it is unlikely that he transmitted the Mu‘tazilite knowledge
to Aba ‘Abdallah because he was not Abt ‘Abdallah’s teacher. Rather,
they were two colleagues, the one teaching in Basra and other towns
in Khazistan, and the other in Baghdad. Another problem is that
although Abu Ishaq is reported to have met Abti Hashim, he seems
not have studied with him. ‘Abd al-Jabbar and al-Farrazadhi may
have taken this into account. This may be the reason why they do
not present Abu Ishaq b. ‘Ayyash as the one who transmitted the
Mu'tazilite knowledge from Abt Hashim to Aba ‘Abdallah.

As for the leadership of the Bahshamiyya after the death of Aba
‘Abdallah, according to Ibn al-Murtada’s and al-Farrazadht’s chains
Abtu ‘Abdallah transmitted the Mu‘tazilite knowledge to ‘Abd
al-Jabbar. ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s appearance in the chain does not pose
problems. It is known that he studied with Abt ‘Abdallah in Baghdad
for a long period and later became the leader of the Mu‘tazila (Sharh
al-‘upan, 365: 11 and Tabagat, 112: 10-11). His being mentioned as
the leader of the Mu‘tazila as a whole and not only of the school of
Abt Hashim may be due to the fact that Aba Hashim’s school be-
came the dominant Mu‘tazilite school, as is reported by ‘Abd al-Qahir
b. Tahir al-Baghdadi (Milal Baghd. 129: 10-11). The school of ‘Abd
al-Jabbar was a continuation of the Bahshamiyya, although some refer
to his school as the Rayy Mu‘tazila, since Rayy is where ‘Abd
al-Jabbar trained most of his disciples.

In what follows, I will give the biographies of ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Mank-
dim Shashdiw, Ibn Mattawayh, Aba Rashid al-Nisabtri, who was
leader of the Bahshamiyya after ‘Abd al-Jabbar, and Abt ’I-Husayn
al-Basr1, who dissociated himself from the school of ‘Abd al-Jabbar
and became the leader of a new Mu‘tazilite school. There are few if
any reports about their lives. The information about them which does
exist deals primarily with their scholarly achievements. Yet it is like-
ly that political events in those days did influence their lives, espe-
cially when a new ruler came to power whose attitude towards the
Mu‘tazila was different from the previous ruler’s. I will therefore also
shortly describe some political events that took place during the life-
times of these Mu‘tazilites, even though the effects of these events
on their lives cannot be known with certainty.
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4. ‘Abd al-Fabbar

‘Abd al-Karim ‘Uthman has written an extensive biography of ‘Abd
al-Jabbar based on a study he made of several sources®. I will mainly
rely on his biography for my description of the life of ‘Abd al-Jabbar.
‘Uthman gives a survey of the known’ titles of works by ‘Abd
al-Jabbar, presenting them in a thematic order’!. He explains that
he decided not to present them in chronological order because in
all but a few cases the date of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s works is difficult to
determine. The date of some of them is known because at the end
of the Mughn? ‘Abd al-Jabbar mentions works he dictated before he
started dictating that work and also works he dictated during the
twenty years it took him to dictate the Mughni (Mughnt XX/2, 258:
11-14 and 4-7). Some other works can be dated on the basis of other
information, but for most of the works the period in which they were
dictated or written remains unknown.

In this study I will consider each period of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s life
and mention those works that are known to have been dictated during
it. This means that works that cannot be dated will not be mentioned.
For a complete survey of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s works the reader should
refer to the list in ‘Uthman’s study’2.

9 ‘Uthman (1968, 11-41). For a bibliography of the sources on ‘Abd al-Jabbar,
see ‘Uthman (1968, 245-247) and Madelung (1985, 118).

70 “Uthman collected the titles of sixty-nine works. For some additional ti-
tles, see below, note 4. For those works of ‘Abd al-Jabbar that have been pub-
lished, see Madelung (1985, 117). These works are: 1. Mutashabih al-Quran, ed.
‘Adnan Muhammad Zarzir, 2 vols. Cairo, 1969. 2. Al-Mughn? fi abwab al-tawhid
wa-"l-‘adl (see References: Mughni). 3. Al-Mukhtasar fi usal al-din (See References:
Mukhtasar). 4. Tanzih al-Qur’an ‘an al-matain. Cairo, 1329/1911, and Beirut, 1967.
5. Tathbit dala@’il al-nubuwwa, ed. ‘Abd al-Karim ‘Utman, 2 vols. Beirut, 1966. 6.
Kitab fadl al-vtizal wa-tabagat al-mu‘tazila (see References: Fadl). To this list can
be added: Ritab al-usil al-khamsa (see References: Usal).

"l “Uthman (1968, 57-72).

2 Works that have been attributed to ‘Abd al-Jabbar but which are not found
in ‘Uthman’s list are: al-Mukhtasar fo usil al-din, which might be identical with
Mukhtasar al-Husna (or al-Hasan?) (Ta'ltg, 122: 15) (on this work, see below, 47),
al-Majibat wa-"l-mu aththirat (Tadhkira, 597: 17), al-Usal al-khamsa (on this work, see
below, 45-46) and Ta'lig al-Baghdadiyyat. Ibn Mattawayh mentions ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s
Ta‘'lig al-Baghdadiyyat in his al-Tadhkira fi ahkam al-jawahir wa-"l-a‘rad (Tadhkira, 86:
17 and 87: 11). It probably was a ta‘lig of Ab@ Hashim’s al-Baghdadiyyat. On Abt
Hashim’s al-Baghdadiyyat, see Gimaret (1976, 308-312).
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4.1. ‘Abd al-FJabbar’s Youth

Abu ’l-Hasan ‘Abd al-Jabbar b. Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Jabbar b. Ahmad
b. al-Khalil al-Hamadhant al-Asadabadi was born in about 320/932,
in Asadabad, a town situated 54 kilometres west-southwest of
Hamadhan on the road that connects Baghdad, Hamadhan and
Rayy’3. In the fourth/tenth century Asadabad was a populous city
with a mosque and good markets’®. In 319/931, Hamadhan had been
conquered by the Ziyarid prince Mardawij’”®, who was murdered in
323/935 by his own Turkish troops’®. A long drawn out battle fol-
lowed during which the Bayids occupied a large part of the Ziyarids’
territory, leaving to them only the Caspian provinces’’. The Bayids
originated from the Caspian province of Daylaman and adhered to
Shiism. In a short time they succeeded in extending their control
over ‘Iraq, Khiazistan, Kirman and Fars. Control over their territo-
ries was divided among three brothers: Mu‘izz al-Dawla ruled ‘Iraq,
Rukn al-Dawla ruled Jibal and ‘Imad al-Dawla ruled Fars and
Khazistan. This means that during ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s youth Asadabad,
which was situated in Jibal, was ruled by Rukn al-Dawla. The pro-
vincial capital of Jibal in this period was Isfahan’®.

It seems that ‘Abd al-Jabbar originated from a poor family’’. He
started his religious studies in his home town Asadabad, where he
studied hadith, Shafi‘ite law and other subjects. With respect to the-
ology, ‘Abd al-Jabbar is said to have first adhered to the Ash‘arite
school (Tabagat, 112: 3)?°. Like many students in his time®!, he left
his home town after completing his initial studies. He travelled from
town to town, studying with famous scholars to broaden his knowl-

edge. It is known that he stayed for some time in Hamadhan, Isfahan,
‘Askar Mukram and Basra®2.

3 Bosworth (1987, 697).

™ Le Strange (1930, 196).

> Madelung (1975, 212).

76 Bosworth (1980, 92).

7 Bosworth (1980, 92-93) and Busse (1969, 18).

8 Busse (1975, 280).

7 “Uthman (1968, 29).

80 Madelung (1985, 117) warns that this statement should be viewed with
caution. He considers it more likely that ‘Abd al-Jabbar was brought up on a
traditionalist Shafi‘ite creed.

81 On the travels of Muslim scholars and students in different periods, see
Ahmed (1968, 100-111) and Kraemer (1986, 24-25).

8 Uthman (1968, 23-24) and Madelung (1985, 117).
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Around 346/957 ‘Abd al-Jabbar was in Basra collecting hadith®.
Basra was one of the important cultural centres of the Bayid em-
pire and a centre of Mu‘tazilite learning. In 336/947 it had been
conquered by the Buyid Mu‘izz al-Dawla, who took up residence in
Baghdad and made his son, al-Habashi, governor of Basra. Al-Ha-
basht had a great interest in culture and collected a library with fifteen
thousand volumes®!. Apart from this library, Basra had a Mu‘tazilite
library which had been founded by Ibn Suwar®. According to
‘Uthman®, it was in Bagsra that ‘Abd al-Jabbar abandoned his former
creed and became a Mu‘tazilite. He started to study Mu'tazilite
doctrine with the famous Basrian scholar Aba Ishaq b. ‘Ayyash?®’.

4.2. “Abd al-Fabbar in Baghdad and Ramhurmuz

From Basra ‘Abd al-Jabbar travelled to Baghdad. It is not known
when he arrived there, nor when he left Baghdad again. In 346/
957 he was still in Basra and in 360/970 he was in Ramhurmuz. It
can therefore be concluded that his stay in Baghdad must have been
sometime between these two dates, although he probably did not
remain there the whole time. The situation in Baghdad in those years
was turbulent. There were frequent clashes between the Sunnite and
Shi‘ite factions that sometimes ended in heavy fighting, burning, and
looting, as happened in 348/959 and 349/960%. In Baghdad ‘Abd
al-Jabbar® became a student of Abii ‘Abdallah al-Husayn b. ‘Ali
al-BasrT.

Al-Jushami says that ‘Abd al-Jabbar stayed with Abta ‘Abdallah
for a long time during which he compiled many books (Skark al-‘uyin,
366: 5-6). It 1s likely that the titles of some of these books are men-
tioned among the works that ‘Abd al-Jabbar says he dictated before
he started to dictate the Mughni (Mughnt XX/2, 258: 11-14). These
works are:

— Nagd al-luma®®. This is a refutation of al-Ash‘art’s Ritab al-luma’.

8 ‘Uthman (1968, 43).

8 Busse (1969, 524).

8 Busse (1969, 524-525) thinks that this might be Abal ‘Ali b. Suwar al-Katib,
who was a contemporary of Ibn al-Nadim, the author of the Fikrist.

8 ‘Uthman (1968, 24).

87 On Aba Ishaq b. ‘Ayyash, see above, 32.

8 Canard (1962, 278-283).

8 On Abu ‘Abdallah al-Basri, see above, 32-33.

9 Nagd al-luma‘ is mentioned by al-Jushami (Shark al-wyiin, 368: 8) and by Ibn
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— Kitab al-‘umad®'. This is a work on legal theory and methodology
(usal al-figh). ‘Abd al-Jabbar is also the author of a commentary on
it*? (Tabagat, 113: 11).
— Tagrib al-usil®.
— Tahdhib al-shark®*. 1t is not clear which skarh is meant here.
— Kitab al-mabsiat™.
— Shark al-Fami‘ al-saghir®®. This is a commentary on Abii Hashim’s
al-Fami al-saghir®’ .
— Kitab al-nihaya®®. This is a work on legal theory and methodology
(usal al-figh).

These are probably only the most important of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s

al-Murtada (7abagat, 113: 11). For other references, see ‘Uthman (1968, 71).
Mankdim’s and Ibn Mattawayh’s references (Ta‘ltq, 325: 3 and Mama‘ I, 351:
14) to Nagd al-luma® can also be added to these references. The Ash‘arite
al-Baqillani is the author of K. Nagd al-naqd in which he, in his turn, refutes ‘Abd
al-Jabbar’s Nagd al-luma® (Gimaret, 1985a, 187, note 12).

9 Kitab al-‘umad is mentioned by al-Jushami (Skark al-‘wpin, 368: 6) and by
Ibn al-Murtada (7abagat, 113: 11). For other references to it, see ‘Uthman (1968,
61). Mankdim’s reference to it (7a‘lig, 46: 3) can also be added to these refer-
ences. The text of Ritab al-‘umad has not been found but Hamidullah, the editor
of Abu ’lI-Husayn’s Kitab al-mu‘tamad has pointed out that several passages from
‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Ritab al-‘umad are found in Kitab al-mu‘tamad. Hamidullah con-
siders it possible that a fragment of a manuscript in the Vatican collection will
turn out to be a part of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Ritab al-‘umad (Mu‘tamad 11, French text,
18). However, Madelung (1965, 179, and 1986a, 5-6) thinks that the manuscript
may turn out to be part of Abt Talib al-Natiq’s Kitab al-Muwz7 fi usal al-figh.

92 Another commentary on Kit@b al-‘umad was made by ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s dis-
ciple, Abt ’I-Husayn al-Basr1, before this disciple wrote his Kitab al-mu‘tamad. This
can be concluded from references in Kitab al-mu‘tamad, in which Aba °1-Husayn
refers to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Ritab al-‘umad, ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Sharh [on Ritab al-‘umad|
and his own shark on ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Kitab al-‘umad. See, for instance, Mu‘tamad
I, 324: 13-14 where all three works are mentioned in one passage.

9 Taqrib al-usil is not mentioned by al-Jushami or Ibn al-Murtada.

9% Tahdhib al-sharh is not mentioned by al-Jushami or Ibn al-Murtada.

9% Mentioned by al-Jushami (Skark al-‘wpin, 368: 1) and Ibn al-Murtada
(Tabagat, 113: 8).

% ‘Abd al-Jabbar refers in the Mughni to his Sharh al-Jami al-saghir (Mughni
IX, 69: 22-23). Both al-Jushami (Skark al-‘upan, 368: 3) and Ibn al-Murtada
(Tabagat, 113: 9) mention a work that they call Skark al-jami‘ayn. It may be that
this is a commentary on both Abt Hashim’s al-Jam: al-saghtr and his al-Jam:
al-kabir.

9 On Aba Hashim’s al-Jami al-saghir, see Gimaret (1976, 316-317).

9 Al-Jushami (Skark al-‘uyiin, 368: 6) and Ibn al-Murtada (7abagat, 113: 10)
say that Ritab al-nihaya is a work on legal theory and methodology (usil al-figh).
For other references to it, see ‘Uthman (1968, 62), who is of the opinion that it
was dictated in the period of the dictation of the Mughni but before the death of
Abu ‘Abdallah, which means that it dates from the period 360/970-369/979.
‘Utman does not give arguments for his opinion.
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works from the period before he started to dictate the Mughnt and it
is worth noting that among them are Rit@b al-‘umad and Kitab al-nihaya,
two important works on legal theory and methodology.

‘Abd al-Jabbar left Baghdad in 360/970 at the latest. This can
be concluded from the fact that in 360/970 he started to dictate the
Mughnt in Ramhurmuz. Perhaps he was still in Baghdad in 356/967
when the Buyid Mu‘izz al-Dawla died and was succeeded by his eldest
son ‘Izz al-Dawla. It is not known why ‘Abd al-Jabbar did not con-
tinue his stay in Baghdad, although the difficult economic situation
there may have been a reason for his departure. Life had become
hard in Baghdad in those days: the price of food was extremely high
and it seems that in 358/968 many of the city’s inhabitants left for
Mosul, Syria and Khurasan®. ‘Abd al-Jabbar may also have left the
city for fear of a famine!?’. For whatever reason, ‘Abd al-Jabbar
travelled from Baghdad to the province of Khazistan.

At the time of ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Mu‘tazilism was widespread in the
province of Khazistan. ‘Askar Mukram, where Abt ‘AlT al-Jubba’t
and his son Abai Hashim had lived, was a centre of Mu‘tazilism'?!.
This town had a Mu‘tazilite library which, like the one in Basra, had
been founded by Ibn Suwar. In this library students could study
Mu‘tazilite doctrine!?. Other places in Khiizistan with important
Mu‘tazilite communities were Ramhurmuz, Tustar, Sts and Junday-
sabur (Dhikr, 112-113). ‘Abd al-Jabbar taught Mu‘tazilite doctrine in
‘Askar Mukram and Ramhurmuz (Shark al-‘upian, 366: 7). As we have
seen, in 360/970 he started to dictate the Mughn? in the mosque of
Abu Muhammad ‘Abdallah b. al-‘Abbas al-Ramhurmuzi in Ram-
hurmuz (Sharh al-‘uyiin, 366: 7-8 and Tabagat, 98: 9-10). During the
time that ‘Abd al-Jabbar was in Khaizistan he kept in touch with Abu

9 Canard (1962, 283).

100 T “‘Abd al-Jabbar did leave Baghdad for this reason, he may have done
the same as Aba ‘Abdallah al-BasrT before him. ‘Abd al-Jabbar suggests in his
biography of Aba ‘Abdallah that in a period of famine and scarcity Aba ‘Abdallah
left Baghdad. This might have been in 334/945, when many people died from
starvation (Canard, 1962, 283). Aba ‘Abdallah travelled to ‘Askar Mukram, in
the province Khuzistan, but he later returned to Baghdad (Fad/, 325: 14-15). Like
his master, ‘Abd al-Jabbar left for Khaizistan but, unlike him, he did not return
to Baghdad, except for a short stay many years later.

101" Abii ’1-Qasim al-Balkhi reports that ‘Askar Mukram was completely Mu‘ta-
zilite (Dhikr, 112), which probably meant that the people adhered to some fun-
damental Mu‘tazilite doctrines. Visitors to the town report on its inhabitants’
Mu‘tazilite leanings (Bosworth, 1987a).

102 Busse (1969, 525).
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‘Abdallah al-Basr1. This can be concluded from the report that Aba
‘Abdallah’s books used to reach ‘Abd al-Jabbar until he settled in
Rayy!®® (Tabagat, 107: 5-6).

4.3. “Abd al-Jabbar Chief Judge of Rayy

Rukn al-Dawla, who had ruled over Jibal since 335/947, died in 366/
976. It was his wish that after his death control of his territory should
be given to two of his sons, Mu’ayyid al-Dawla, who should rule over
Rayy and Isfahan, and Fakhr al-Dawla, who should rule over Ha-
madhan and Dinawar. However, Fakhr al-Dawla was not content
with his share and tried to seize Rayy as well. Thereupon, he was
driven away by a third brother, ‘Adud al-Dawla, who ruled over Fars
and Khazistan at that time and resided in Shiraz. Fakhr al-Dawla
took refuge in Khurasan, which belonged to the territories of the
Samanids. ‘Adud al-Dawla gave I'akhr al-Dawla’s territory to
Mu’ayyid al-Dawla, who thus gained control over the whole of Jibal,
although this was on condition that he acknowledge the supremacy
of ‘Adud al-Dawla'%,

At first, Mu’ayyid al-Dawla retained Rukn al-Dawla’s vizier but
after some time he replaced him with his own secretary, al-Sahib b.
‘Abbad. Because a chief judge is appointed by the vizier, a new chief
judge was needed in Rayy, so al-Sahib looked for a person able to
perform this important function. He may already have set his mind
on a Mu‘tazilite judge for this post since it is reported that he ap-
proached Abt ‘Abdallah al-Basri for his advice. Reportedly, Abt
‘Abdallah first sent him Abt Ishaq al-Nasibini'® (or al-Nasibi), one
of his disciples, but al-Sahib did not want him. Then Aba ‘Abdallah
sent ‘Abd al-Jabbar, another of his disciples, who was accepted (al-
Wafi bi-’l-wafayat XVIII, 32: 3-12). Al-Sahib and ‘Abd al-Jabbar
possibly knew each other already. They may have met in Isfahan,

103 According to Ibn al-Murtada, Abii ‘Abdallah died in 367/977, which is
exactly the same year as ‘Abd al-Jabbar became chief judge of Rayy (7abagat,
107: 5-6). Ibn al-Nadim, however, mentions 369/979 as the year in which Aba
‘Abdallah died (Fihrist, 222).

104 Cahen (1965, 748).

195 On al-Nasibini see Tabagat (114, 16). He was a leading member of the
school of Abt ‘Abdallah. It is reported that he as head of the Basra Mu‘tazilite
school debated Aba Bakr al-Baqillant in ‘Adud al-Dawla’s court in Shiraz.
Al-Tawhidi unfavourably spoke of him (Kraemer, 1986, 185-186). Al-Sharif
al-Murtada was one of his students (7abagat, 117).
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when al-Sahib was still Mu’ayyid al-Dawla’s secretary!%.

‘Abd al-Jabbar became the chief judge of Rayy in 367/977. The
splendid certificate of his appointment was written by al-Sahib him-
self!%7. Tt states that ‘Abd al-Jabbar was appointed as chief judge of
Rayy, Qazwin, Abhar-Zanjan, Suhraward, Qumm and Dunbawand
(Damawand). He supervised the judges in the northern half of the
province of Jibal and was allowed to appoint judges as his represent-
atives in the towns of the district.

‘Abd al-Jabbar’s patron, al-Sahib b. ‘Abbad, had been educated
as a secretary and had an intellectual interest in a variety of sub-
jects. Although he was not educated as a theologian and lawyer like
‘Abd al-Jabbar, he engaged in philosophical and theological ques-
tions. His biographers disagree about which theological doctrine he
adhered to. It seems that he considered himself to be a Mu‘tazilite,
although he followed Shi‘ite doctrine with regard to the theory of
the imamate. His works include books on Mu'‘tazilite theology!®. Ibn
al-Murtada seems to have regarded him as a Mu‘tazilite, since he
mentions his name among the Mu‘tazilites of the generation of ‘Abd
al-Jabbar (Tabagat, 115: 11-13). Mankdim’s regard for al-Sahib as a
theologian was such that he mentioned al-Sahib’s opinion on one
of the Mu‘tazilite questions (7a'lig, 494: 17-18).

Al-Sahib favoured Mu‘tazilism and probably for this reason ap-
pointed a Mu‘tazilite as chief judge. He wanted to propagate
Mu‘tazilism, not only among the learned but also among the com-
mon people!”. With this objective in mind, he held meetings in which
he discussed theological subjects with the people, speaking in the
vernacular. In addition to this, he sent missionaries to the bazaars
in order to promulgate Mu‘tazilite doctrine!'?. It seems that ‘Abd
al-Jabbar supported al-Sahib in his aspirations. It is said that he, too,

106 Madelung (1985, 117).

107 Tn the fifth/eleventh century this valuable document was given as a present
to Nizam al-Mulk (Mez, 1922, 168). The text has survived because it was in-
cluded by al-RafiT al-Qazwini ‘Abd al-Karim b. Muhammad (d. 623/1226) in
his al-Tadwin fi akhbar Qazwin. A manuscript of this work exists in the collection
of Dar al-kutub in Cairo. That part of this work in which the biography of ‘Abd
al-Jabbar and the text of the certificate of his appointment as chief judge are
found has been edited by Fu’ad Sayyid as an introduction to his edition of ‘Abd
al-Jabbar’s Fadl al-i‘tizal wa-tabagat al-Mu'‘tazila (Fadl, 122-126).

108 Cahen (1971, 672).

109 Kraemer (1986, 211 and 270).

10 Kraemer (1986, 265).
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sent Mu‘tazilite missionaries to Hanafite communities in the region'!!.
A work like al-Mukhtasar fi usil al-din, which ‘Abd al-Jabbar wrote at
the request of al-Sahib, may have been intended for missionary
activities.

Al-Sahib promoted science and literature as well and invited many
scholars and men of letters to his court in Rayy. Among them were
famous poets, such as al-Sharif al-Radit (d. 406/1016) and Ibn al-
Hajjaj (d. 391/1001)!"'%. Al-Sahib himself was also active in the lit-
erary field. He wrote poems, anecdotes, and studies on literature and
lexicography'!'®. It is not known whether ‘Abd al-Jabbar regularly
visited the sessions''* (majalis) that al-Sahib held at his court, but it
is certain that he attended some of them, perhaps those sessions in
which al-Sahib educated secretaries'!?. This can be concluded from
what ‘Abd al-Jabbar says at the end of the Mughni. He explains that
there is a difference in style between the first part of the Mughnz and
the last part because the last part was dictated in Rayy, where he
attended al-Sahib’s sessions!'°.

When Mu’ayyid al-Dawla died in 373/983, al-Sahib proposed that
Fakhr al-Dawla, the expelled brother of Mu’ayyid al-Dawla, be
accepted as the new ruler of Jibal. Having been driven away, Fakhr
al-Dawla had lived in exile in the empire of the Samanids. When
Fakhr al-Dawla came from Nisabur and took up residence in Rayy,
al-Sahib became his vizier!'!”. This change of rulers did not affect

al-Sahib’s position much, nor that of ‘Abd al-Jabbar.

11 Madelung (1988, 30).

112 Makdisi (1990, 236) compares the court of al-Sahib with that of Hariin
al-Rashid and concludes that there were more poets at the court of al-Sahib than
at Haran’s court. He observes that al-Tha‘alib1 (d. 429/1038) cites eight great
poets for the court of Haran al-Rashid, whereas he cites thrice that number for
al-Sahib’s court.

13 Cahen (1971, 671-672), Kraemer (1986, 259-272) and Makdisi (1990,
235-236).

14 Kraemer (1986, 259-272) gives an account of some sessions held by
al-Sahib as they were described by Aba Hayyan al-Tawhidi (d. 414/1023), who
himself thought unfavourably of al-Sahib.

115 Makdisi (1990, 66).

116 <Abd al-Jabbar says: “When we came to live near him [al-Sahib], we had
the good fortune to attend his sessions on science, and so it cannot be denied
that because of this there was a change in the expression and meaning of what
we dictated.” (Mughnt XX/2, 259: 1-2). ‘Abd al-Jabbar implies that al-Sahib taught
him to use a more eloquent style. He may have practised this in the elegant
introduction to al-Mukhtasar fi usil al-din which he wrote for al-Sahib.

17 Busse (1975, 289-290).
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During the period that ‘Abd al-Jabbar was a chief judge, he stayed
in Rayy most of the time, although he sometimes visited neighbouring
towns. In spite of his duties as chief judge he found the time to dictate
many books. He completed the Mughnz, which he had started in 360/
970 before he became chief judge. When the Mughn? was finished in
3807990, he sent it to al-Sahib. In reply, al-Sahib sent him a letter
in rhymed prose written in his own handwriting!!®.

As ‘Abd al-Jabbar dictated the twenty volumes of the Mughnz over
a period of twenty years (360/970-380/990), one would expect him
to dictate one volume a year. However, at the end of volume XX
of the Mughn? ‘Abd al-Jabbar says that the mayor part (mu‘zamuhi)
of the Mughni was dictated during Aba ‘Abdallah’s life!'?. Aba
‘Abdallah al-Basr1 died in 369/979, as ‘Abd al-Jabbar himself says
in his biography of Abt ‘Abdallah in Fadl al-itizal wa-tabagat

18 For the text of this letter, see Shark al-‘wyan (369: 13-371: 1).

9 Wa-la‘alla qa’ilan yaqilu: inna mu‘zama “l-kitabi yadullu ma yap7 fihi min dhikri
saykhina Abt ‘Abdillahi ‘ala hayatihi fa-awakhiruhii tadullu ‘ald wafatih, wa-innama tajiduhi
ka-dhalika li-anna amlayna mu‘zamahi wa-huwa hayyun (Mughnt XX/2, 258: 9-10).
‘Abd al-Jabbar suggests that at the beginning of the Mughni he added the bless-
ing for the living to the name of Aba ‘Abdallah al-Basri, whereas in the last part
he added the blessing for the deceased to his name. The blessings meant by ‘Abd
al-Jabbar are the blessings “May God make his life long” (atala llahu baqaaha),
which is placed after the name of living persons as a sign of respect, and “May
God have mercy upon him” (rahimaha ’llahu), which is placed after the name of
deceased persons. This leads one to assume that in the first nine volumes of the
Mughnt, Abu ‘Abdallah’s name will be found with the blessing for the living.
However, an investigation of the edited text shows that as early as volume IV,
the first available volume of the Mughnz, the blessing for the deceased “May God
have mercy upon him” appears after the name of Abua ‘Abdallah. See, for in-
stance, Mughnt (IV, 79: 2, 94: 13, 129: 6 and 262: 13). An explanation for this
might be that the copyist of the manuscript changed the blessing for the living
in the blessing for the death, because at the moment of copying Abta ‘Abdallah
had already died. At the end of the manuscript the year 606 (1210) is mentioned
as the year in which the copy of the manuscript was completed (Mughni XX/2,
262: 21). It is known that blessings after names were sometimes changed. When
Sulayman b. Nasir b. SaTd (sixth/twelfth century) wrote an abridgement of Abu
’I-Husayn al-BastT’s Ritab al-Mu‘tamad fi usil al-figh, he said that he changed the
blessing “May God make his life long” (atala °llahu baqa’aha) after the name of
Qadr ’l-qudat (‘Abd al-Jabbar) to the blessing “May God have mercy upon him”
(rahimahi °llahu) because ‘Abd al-Jabbar had died by then. However, sometimes
Sulayman forgot to change this, so that the original blessing “May God make
his life long” has been maintained in some places in the abridgment (Mu‘tamad
I, 23, note 4). Such a forgetfulness from the side of the copyist may also explain
that in the edited text of the Mughni, al-Sahib’s name appears with the blessing
for the living (Mughnz, V1/2, 4: 12 and Mughnt XX/2, 258: 18-19), although he
had died by the time the copy of the manuscript was made.
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al-Mu'tazila (Fadl, 325: 18). If ‘Abd al-Jabbar dictated one volume a
year, he should have dictated about nine volumes during Abt
‘Abdallah’s life. This is nearly half of the Mughni and not the mayor
part of it.

However, there is another remark from ‘Abd al-Jabbar that seems
to indicate that the greater part of the Mughni was dictated after 367/
977, when he had become a chief judge. In volume VI/2 of the
Mughni he says that he heard al-Sahib b. ‘Abbad giving his opinion
on a theological question. He refers to hem as al-Sahib al-Jalil, adding
to his name the blessing “May God make the life of his Highness
long” (adama “lahu ‘wluwwahi) (Mughnz, V1/2, 4: 12). The fact that ‘Abd
al-Jabbar says that he heard al-Sahib express his opinion and the
respectful way in which he speaks about him suggest that when he
dictated volume VI/2, he was already a chief judge in Rayy. A
possible explanation for ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s remarks is that the first
volumes of Mughni were dictated once again in the period of 367/
977-380/990, after ‘Abd al-Jabbar had become a chief judge.

At the end of the Mughni, ‘Abd al-Jabbar mentions books that he
dictated in the same period as the Mughnt (Mughnt XX/2, 258: 4-7).
These works are:

— Shark al-usil al-khamsa. This work should not be confused with
Mankdim’s critical paraphrase of it'?’. As we have seen, the work
that was paraphrased by Mankdim is a commentary made by ‘Abd
al-Jabbar on one of his earlier works, Kitab al-usil al-khamsa'?'. On

120 “Uthman edited this critical paraphrase under the title Sharh al-usil
al-khamsa. On this work see above, 3-4. Mankdim’s ¢a‘lzg is not the only ta'lig on
‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Sharh al-usil al-khamsa. Another ta‘lig was later made by Aba
Muhammad Isma‘l al-Farrazadhi. Gimaret (1979, 61) places al-Farrazadhi’s death
in about 510/1116. He concluded that al-Farrazadi’s ta‘lig is very close to
Mankdim’s but that it still is a new ta'lig.

121 This is a relatively short text that renders only the principal doctrinal points
of the Mu‘tazila without extensive elaboration. Gimaret thinks that it was meant
as a sort of Mu‘tazilite creed (‘agida) in the form of questions and answers that
could easily be understood by the average reader. The text of Kitab al-usal al-khamsa
was published by him as part of an article (Gimaret 1979, 79-96). An English
translation of the text with explanations has been published by Richard C. Martin,
Mark R. Woodward & Dwi S. Atmaja (1997, 90-115). Kitab al-usal al-khamsa is
not mentioned by al-Jushami or Ibn al-Murtada among the works of ‘Abd
al-Jabbar, nor is it mentioned by ‘Abd al-Jabbar himself at the end of the Mugh-
nt. Perhaps it was not mentioned because it was regarded as a less important
work after ‘Abd al-Jabbar had dictated his commentary (shark) on it. As for ‘Abd
al-Jabbar’s Shark al-usil al-khamsa, we know that it existed because it is mentioned
by ‘Abd al-Jabbar among the works that he dictated in the same period as the



46 CHAPTER ONE

the basis of a study of several manuscripts Gimaret concluded that
‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Sharh al-usial al-khamsa is a commentary made by him
on one of his earlier works, Ritab al-usil al-khamsa. Gimaret discov-
ered the text of Ritab al-usil al-khamsa in a manuscript in the Vatican
collection. Comparing this work with Mankdim’s critical paraphrase
of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Sharh al-usil al-khamsa, he became convinced that
this was the work which Shark al-usil al-khamsa is a commentary on.
— Sharh al-magalat**. This is a commentary on al-Magalat, a work by
Abi ’1-Qasim al-Balkhi'?3.

— Bayan al-mutashabih fi °I-Qur’an'**. This is an explanation of diffi-
cult passages in the Qur’an.

— Kitab al-itimad"®.

— Shark al-jawami’. It is likely that one of the collections (jawam:)
referred to is Abti Hashim’s al-7ami‘ al-kabir'?®, but it is not clear what
the other collections are. We have seen that ‘Abd al-Jabbar dictat-
ed a commentary on Abta Hashim’s other collection, al-jami® al-saghir,
in the period before the dictation of the Mughni'*’.

— Ritab al-tajrid"*.

— Sharh kashf al-a‘rad"*>.

Mughnt (Mughnt XX /2, 258: 6). It is also mentioned by al-Jushami (Skark al-‘uyan,
368: 2) and by Ibn al-Murtada (7abagat, 113: 9). However, the text of this work
has not been discovered in any collection of manuscripts yet. Prof. Madelung
kindly informed me that there is a quotation from ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Sharh al-usil
al-khamsa in Nashwan al-HimyarT’s Al-Khir al-n [or al-‘ayn], Beirut/San‘a’, 19852,
259-260.

122 Shark al-magalat is mentioned by al-Jushami (Shark al-‘wpin, 368: 3) and by
Ibn al-Murtada (7abagat, 113: 10). This work was also known to Ibn Sina be-
cause in one of his letters he refers to what ‘Abd al-Jabbar says in it about space
(fad@). Dhanani (1994, 70) gives a translation of this passage.

123 On him, see above, 26, note 41, and below, 60, note 196.

124 Bayan al-mutashabih fi °l-Quran, al-Mutashabih for short, is mentioned by
al-Jushami (Shark al-‘uyiin, 369: 1). The text has been edited by ‘Adnan Muham-
mad Zarzar (Cairo, 1969). On its contents, see Peters (1976, 11-12) and ‘Uthman
(1965, 58). ‘Uthman concluded that it was completed before ‘Abd al-Jabbar
dictated volume XVII of the Mughni because he refers to it in that volume.
Bernand (1984) studied the exegetical method applied by ‘Abd al-Jabbar in Bayan
al-mutashabih fv °l-Qurian.

125 Kitab al-i‘timad is mentioned by al-Jushami (Skark al-‘wpiin, 367: 17) and by
Ibn al-Murtada (7abagat, 113: 6). Ibn Mattawayh refers to it (7adhkira, 601: 10).

126 On this work, see Gimaret (1976, 313-316).

127 See above, 39.

128 Kitab al-tajrid is mentioned by al-Jushami (Shark al-‘wpin, 369: 3).

129 Tbn Mattawayh refers to it by the title Shark kashf al-aghrad ‘an al-a‘rad (Tadhkira,
337: 8-9) but al-Jushami (Shark al-‘uyin, 368: 4) and Ibn al-Murtada (7abaqat, 113:
10) refer to it by the title Shark al-a‘rad. Ben Shammai (1974, 302) considers

IS
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— a part of Sharh adab al-jadal'®. The title indicates that Sharh adab
al-jadal must be a commentary on a work on the rules of disputa-
tion, entitled Adab al-jadal. 1t is not clear who was the author of this
Adab al-jadal. Tt is known that Ibn al-Rawandi is the author of a work
called Kitab adab al-jadal and that there is another book on this sub-
ject in which al-BalkhT corrected mistakes that he discovered in Ibn
al-Rawandt’s book!®!. ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s commentary may be on one
of these two works, although it is also possible that it is a commen-
tary on an earlier work on disputation by himself!*2,

— answers to questions. ‘Abd al-Jabbar says that in this period he
also gave answers to questions. Al-Jushami (Skark al-‘uyin, 368: 9-11)
and Ibn al-Murtada (7abagat, 113: 12-13) mention works by ‘Abd
al-Jabbar that contain answers to questions posed to him. Most of
these works are named after towns, for instance, al-Raziyyat after
Rayy, al-‘Askariyyat after ‘Askar Mukram, and al-Nsabariyyat after
Nisabtr. They were probably given these names because the ques-
tions were posed by inhabitants of these towns.

‘Abd al-Jabbar’s al-Mukhtasar fi usil al-din probably also dates from
the period in which he was chief judge because he wrote this work
at the request of al-Sahib. ‘Abd al-Jabbar does not mention it among
the books he dictated between 360/970 and 380/990. It is there-
fore possible that he dictated it after he finished the Mughnz, in the
period 380/990-385/995. Al-Mukhtasar fi usal al-din 1s a rather short
work on Mu‘tazilite doctrine, presumably meant for laymen who ad-
hered to Mu‘tazilism!??.

it possible that a part of this work exists in a manuscript in the British Museum.

130 This work is not mentioned by al-Jushami or by Ibn al-Murtada.

11 Gimaret (1985, 247-248).

132" Al-Jushami mentions among ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s works one that is named
al-Fadal (Shark al-‘wyan, 369: 4). ‘Uthman (1968, 63) supposes that by al-FJadal
al-Jushami means Skarh adab al-jadal.

133 Tt is not mentioned by al-Jushami or Ibn al-Murtada, probably because
it was not an important work. The text has been edited by Muhammad ‘Imara
in Rasal al-‘adl wa-"l-tawhid (Cairo, 1971. Reprint: 1988). It is a compendium of
Mu‘tazilite learning (Daiber, 1975, 266). Possibly, it is identical to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s
Mukhtasar al-Husna (or al-Hasant), because Mankdim reports that in Mukhtasar
al-Husna ‘Abd al-Jabbar says that the principles of Mu‘tazilite doctrine are Unity
(tawhid), Justice (‘adl), Prophethood (nubuwwat) and Prescriptions of the Religious
Law (shara®) (Ta'liq, 122: 15-16). The same four principles are mentioned in
al-Mukhtasar fi usal al-din (Mukhtasar, 197: 16-19). It is unusual to have only four
principles: the usual number is five. It is therefore possible that Mankdim is re-
ferring to the work that was edited by ‘Imara under the title of al-Mukhtasar fi
usil al-dm. Frank (1982a, 355) refers to this work as Risalat al-Husna.
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The titles of the works mentioned make it clear that in the peri-
od 360/970-385/995 ‘Abd al-Jabbar composed all kinds of works,
including an extensive “summa theologica” (al-Mughn?), commentaries
on classical Mu‘tazilite texts and on some of his own works, works
on specific subjects of speculative theology, and a work on the Qur’an.
However, none of the works from this period seem to deal with legal
subjects. This is surprising since, as chief judge, one would have ex-
pected him to have dictated works on law like the two important
works Kitab al-‘umad and Kitab al-nihdya which date from before the
Mughni.

4.4. The End of the Fudgeship

Al-Sahib died in 385/995. In accordance with his wishes, he was
buried in Isfahan. It is said that ‘Abd al-Jabbar refused to pronounce
the funeral prayer of remission for his sins and that Fakhr al-Dawla
arrested ‘Abd al-Jabbar for this and fined him heavily!*!. It is pos-
sible that this is a historically inaccurate story, fabricated by ‘Abd
al-Jabbar’s adversaries on the basis of his opinion that one is pun-
ished for one’s sins unless one really repents of them and that there
is no intercession for sinners!*. Even if ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s convictions
were so strong that he refused to say the funeral prayer, it is more
likely that his arrest and the seizure of his properties were the result
of the loss of al-Sahib’s patronage, so that he was no longer pro-
tected against I'akhr al-Dawla’s actions. Al-Sahib’s heirs were no safer
from Fakhr al-Dawla’s actions than ‘Abd al-Jabbar and it is unlike-
ly that Fakhr al-Dawla would have defended al-Sahib’s honour while
at the same time confiscating his property and showing his discon-

tent with him. Fakhr al-Dawla confiscated al-Sahib’s property!®,

13% Kraemer (1986, 272).

135 Abd al-Jabbar was of the opinion that repentance of sins is an obliga-
tion (Mughni XIV, 335-337). However, he emphasizes that repentance must be
genuine, which implies that one must feel regret about the sin committed and
must be determined never to do it again (Mughnt XIV, 371-373). He is of the
opinion that one who genuinely repents no longer deserves to be punished or
blamed (Mughni XIV, 311: 4) and that punishment from God will only be remit-
ted after the sinner has truly repented and not as the result of someone else’s
intercession. ‘Abd al-Jabbar therefore considers it wrong to intercede for those
who die without repenting of their sins (7alzg, 688: 14-17). In this, ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s
position is much stricter than Aba Hashim’s, who maintains that intercession is
a good act (7Ta'lig, 689: 1-2).

136 Busse (1975, 295) and Cahen (1965, 749).
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possibly because he was in urgent need of money, apparently the
reason why, some years earlier he had arrested the commander of
the army and confiscated his possessions!®” and why several officials
lost both their positions and their properties after al-Sahib’s death.
‘Abd al-Jabbar was probably dealt with in the same way as these
officials.

It is not known when ‘Abd al-Jabbar was released but it 1s cer-
tain that he was not re-established in his position of chief judge under
the new vizier appointed by Fakhr al-Dawla after al-Sahib’s death.
This could not have been the result of his adherence to Mu‘tazilism
or the Shafi‘ite school of law, as the new chief judge of Rayy, Aba
’l-Hasan ‘Ali b. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz al-Jurjani'* was, like ‘Abd al-Jabbar,
a Mu‘tazilite and a Shafi‘ite (7abaqat, 115: 4-5 and Shark al-‘wyin, 380:
11-12). Relations between the new chief judge and ‘Abd al-Jabbar
were apparently good, since ‘Abd al-Jabbar said the funeral prayer
for al-Jurjant when he died in 392/1002 (Skarh al-‘uyiin, 380, note
83).

Fakhr al-Dawla died in 387/997, only two years after al-Sahib.
After his death rulership was divided between his eldest son Majd
al-Dawla in Rayy, and his youngest son Shams al-Dawla in
Hamadhan. However, both sons were minors at the time, so Fakhr
al-Dawla’s widow al-Sayyida Shirin ruled over Jibal as their regent!*.
She acknowledged the supremacy of Baha’ al-Dawla in Baghdad.
When Majd al-Dawla'*’ came of age, he did not take over the rul-
ership because his mother refused to give up power and continued
to rule in his name. So, Majd al-Dawla, who had been educated by
the philologist and grammarian Ibn Faris, occupied himself with his
study and his harem. It seems that he had an interest in Mu‘tazilism,

since ‘Abd al-Jabbar wrote a work for him, al-Majdi, named after
him!'*!.

137 Cahen (1965, 749). Fakhr al-Dawla’s need of money is further evidenced
by his order to the new vizier to collect 30,000,000 dirhams from the provinces
and from officials, allegedly because al-Sahib had neglected to collect these sums
(Mottahedeh, 1973, 43, note 35).

138 On him, see al-Wafi bi-’l-wafayat (XVIII, 33: 19) and Madelung (1965, 15).
He was not only a scholar but also a poet. He wrote a commentary on the Qur’an
and treatises on law and history, and poems (Tabagat al-shafi'iyya I, 163-164).

139 Spuler (1952, 106).

140 On Majd al-Dawla, see Bosworth (1986, 1028). The philosopher Ibn Sina
stayed for a short time at his court in Rayy, probably around the year 404/1014
(Gutas, 1988, 99).

1 “Uthman (1968, 71-72).
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The economic situation in Rayy was bad during the regency of
al-Sayyida and political instability was perhaps one of the main
reasons for this. Unceasing war efforts were needed to ward off attacks
from outside and to suppress internal uprisings. Majd al-Dawla had
to renounce a part of his territory in the west, where Zanjan and
several other towns were occupied by an Adharbayjan dynasty.
Shortly after 398/1007 al-Sayyida made the Kurdish prince Ja‘far
‘Ala’ al-Dawla b. Kakiiya governor of Isfahan, but this was a mis-
take since ‘Ala’ al-Dawla soon succeeded in making himself indepen-
dent!*?. The rule of al-Sayyida over Rayy did not come to an end
until she died in 419/1028.

‘Abd al-Jabbar died some years before her, having lived to a very
old age. He had been about sixty years old when he lost his posi-
tion of chief judge in 385/995. He lived for another thirty years,
devoting his time to teaching and writing or dictating books. He spent
most of this time in Rayy, although he visited Baghdad in 389/999
on his way to Mecca to perform the pilgrimage. On the way back,
he stayed in Baghdad for some time to teach!*. We have seen that
one of those who studied with him during this stay in Baghdad was
the Imamite theologian al-Sharif al-Murtada'*!. ‘Abd al-Jabbar also
visited other places, such as Qazwin in 409/1018'°, ‘Askar Mukram,
and Isfahan, where he taught his own books!'*®. When he grew old,
he began to suffer from gout. It is said that once, when he needed
to go out but was unable to do so because of the gout, shar7fs (de-
scendants of the Prophet) carried him on their shoulders (Skark
al-‘uyiin, 369: 8-9). This illustrates their great respect for him.

‘Abd al-Jabbar used to transmit knowledge by both dictation and
teaching, but apparently he spent more time teaching than dictat-

12 Busse (1975, 294).

43 Madelung (1985, 117).

144 Al-Sharif al-Murtada Abi ’1-Qasim ‘AlT b. al-Husayn al-Miisaw1 ‘Alam
al-Huda (355/967-436/1044) became the leader of the Imamites of Baghdad after
the death of his teacher al-Shaykh al-Mufid in 413/1022. On al-Sharif
al-Murtada’s doctrine, see McDermott (1978, 373-394). McDermott (1978, 382)
observes that al-Sharif al-Murtada’s doctrine on pain and compensation is in
general similar to that of ‘Abd al-Jabbar.

5 Uthman (1968, 26).

146 Tn Isfahan ‘Abd al-Jabbar gave lessons on (iyadat al-shark which were
attended by the Zaydite imam al-Mu’ayyad bi-’llah (Hada g, 265: 19-266: 1). It
is not clear to which commentary the additions (z¢yadat) were made. It may have
been Ibn Khallad’s famous Skark (see above, 31).
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ing'"”. When teaching, he may have taught one of his own books.
Teaching by means of a book became frequent in the fifth/eleventh
century, whereas dictation was used less often, although it was not
completely dropped. The students may have had copies of the work
that was taught and the master would read this work and explain it
to them!'*®, One of the works that ‘Abd al-Jabbar taught in this way
was al-Muhit bi-’l-taklif. This can be concluded from a remark made
by Ibn Mattawayh who, in his critical paraphrase of this work, says
“and he [‘Abd al-Jabbar] said when he taught this book [al-Mufit
bi-’l-taklif ]...” (wa-qala fi tadrisi hadha “l-kitabi....) (Majma‘ T, 184: 11)19,
The teaching was not always done by ‘Abd al-Jabbar himself.
Al-Labbad, one of his best graduate students (askab), would be his
substitute (khalifa) in teaching (Shark al-‘wyin, 383: 8 and Tabaqat, 116:
15) 150'

As said before, in the last period of his life ‘Abd al-Jabbar also
wrote or dictated books. We know the titles of some of them. These
are:

— Tathbit dal@’il al-nubuwwa''. This deals with Muhammad’s prophet-
ship. According to a notation in the book itself, ‘Abd al-Jabbar wrote
this work in 385/995!%2, the year in which he lost his position as chief
judge.

— Tanzih al-Qur'an ‘an al-matain'>®. In this work ‘Abd al-Jabbar clar-
ifies verses of the Qur’an and refutes objections of opponents.

— al-Majdi"*. As we have seen, this work was written for Majd al-

Y7 Wa-kana rahimahii “lUahu yakhtasiru fi °l-iml@’i wa-yabsutu fi °l-darsi (Shark al-
‘wyan, 369: 6).

148 Endress (1982, 287). On this method of teaching, see also Van Ess (1976,
24), Makdisi (1981, 112-126 and 114) and Kraemer (1986, 56-57).

149 See also below, 65, note 218.

150 On the function of a master’s substitute, see Makdisi (1981, 189).

11 This may be the same work as al-Adilla, of which al-Jushami says it is a
work on the Qur’an (Sharh al-‘uyan, 369: 1). It is not mentioned by Ibn al-Murtada.
For other references to it, see ‘Uthman (1968, 60). The text was edited by ‘Abd
al-Karim ‘Uthman and published in 1966 in Beirut. On its contents, see Peters
(1976, 12-13) and Madelung (1985, 117).

152 Peters (1976, 13, note 45).

133 On this work, see Peters (1976, 12). He deems it probable that it was
written after 380/990. The text was published in Cairo in 1329/1911 and in
Beirut in 1967. (‘Uthman, 1968, 59, and Madelung, 1985, 117). It is mentioned
by al-Jusham as al-Tanzih (Shark al-wyin, 369: 1). Ibn al-Murtada does not mention
1t.

154 On this work, see ‘Uthman (1968, 71-72). Al-Jushami and Ibn al-Mur-
tada do not mention a work with this title.
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Dawla. As Majd al-Dawla was still very young when Fakhr al-Dawla
died in 387/997, it is likely that it was written for him after this date,
when he had come of age.

— Fadl al-i‘tizal wa-tabagat al-Mu‘tazila". This work contains a short
summary of the Mu‘tazilite doctrine and biographies of famous
Mu‘tazilites. ‘Abd al-Jabbar wrote it at the request of the Khwa-
razm-shah al-Ma’miin II (r. 399/1009-407/1017)"°, who, accord-
ing to what ‘Abd al-Jabbar says in the introduction, had become an
adherent of Mu‘tazilism. (Fadl, 137-138). This work was a source for
both al-Jusham’s Shark al-‘uyin and Ibn al-Murtada’s Tabagat al-Mu'ta-
zila"’.

— al-Amalt ft °l-hadith or, Nazm al-fawa’id wa-taqrib al-murad li-’l-r@’id.
Presumably ‘Abd al-Jabbar dictated this work after Fadl al-i‘tizal
wa-tabaqat al-Mu‘tazila because at the beginning of that work he says
he will compile a work on hadith (Fadl, 213: 15). This work on fadith
is probably what later became al-Amal fi ’I-hadith'>®.

4.5. ‘Abd al-Fabbar’s Death

There is no agreement among ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s biographers on
the exact date of his death. Some say that he died in 414/1023
and others give the date as 416/1025, but the majority mention the
year 415/1024"9, Tt is reported that eight sharifs participated in the

135 On this work, see ‘Uthman (1968, 63-64). The text was edited by Fu’ad
Sayyid and published in 1974 in Tunis. ‘Uthman drew the conclusion that it was
written between 388/998 and 407/1017 because he took it for granted that Shah
Abt ’1-‘Abbas al-Ma'mian II reigned from 388 to 407. Fuad Sayyid (Fadl, 137)
thought that al-Ma’mtn II came to power in 390. He refers to E. de Zambaur
(Manuel de généalogie et de chronologie pour Uhistoire de I’Islam. Hanovre: Lafaire, 1927,
316), who indeed mentions the date of 390. However, according to Bosworth
(1996, 89) al-Ma’'mun II reigned from 399/1009 to 407/1017.

156 The court of Abii ’I-‘Abbas Ma’miin II in Gurganj was a centre of learn-
ing and literature. Among the brilliant figures who surrounded al-Ma’'mtn II were
the philosopher Ibn Sina and the philologist Aba Manstur ‘Abd al-Malik al-
Tha‘alibi. (Bosworth, 1978, 1066). For Ibn Sina’s stay in Gurganj, see also Gutas
(1988, 29 and 80).

137 Tabagat (XVI) and Madelung (1987, 330).

158 This is ‘Uthman’s conclusion (‘Uthman, 1968, 59-60). The work is not
mentioned by al-Jushami or Ibn al-Murtada. For references to it, see ‘Uthman
(1968, 59). Manuscripts of this work exist in the collections of the Vatican (Sezgin,
1967, 625), the British Museum and in a private collection in Cairo (‘Uthman,
1968, 60).

139 “Uthman (1968, 26-27).
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prayer for the deceased at his funeral. One of them was Mankdim
Shashdiw!®’, the author of Ta‘lig Sharh al-usiil al-khamsa. Another par-
ticipant was Aba ’1-‘Abbas al-Samman, the chief judge of Rayy at
that time. He was a Mu‘tazilite and one of the disciples (ashab) of
‘Abd al-Jabbar but, unlike ‘Abd al-Jabbar, he followed the Hanafite
school of law (Shark al-‘uyan, 391: 2 and note 129). The funeral was
also attended by Abti Rashid al-Nisabiiri'®!, who, as we have seen,
became the leader of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s school, the Bahshamiyya, after
his death.

5. Abi Rashid al-Nisabirt

As already mentioned, al-Sayyida Shirin died in 419/1028, a few
years after the death of ‘Abd al-Jabbar. After her death Majd
al-Dawla at last got the opportunity to rule but, because his mother
had always kept him out of state affairs, he had no practical expe-
rience at ruling and, unable to maintain order, was forced to ask a
neighbouring ruler, Mahmad of Ghazna, for assistance. Mahmatd
willingly took up this invitation and came to Rayy with his army in
420/1029 but, instead of helping Majd al-Dawla, he dethroned him
and took possession of his territory!®?2. Having occupied Rayy,
Mahmaud sacked the city and killed many citizens. It is said that he
sent the treasuries of Majd al-Dawla, among them fifty camel-loads
of books, to Ghazna, the capital of his empire.

Mahmaud dealt severely with the Carmathians, the Batinites and
the Mu‘tazilites who lived in Rayy. In his report on the capture of
Rayy that he sent to Caliph al-Qadir in Baghdad he announced that
he had cleared Rayy from Batinite and heretic propaganda and had
burnt the Mu'‘tazilite, philosophical and Shi‘ite books that he had
come across'%. He added that the leaders of the Mu‘tazila and the
extremist Shi‘a were carried off to Khurasan together with Majd al-
Dawla and his son'®*.

160
161

For his biography, see below, 60-62.
For his biography, see below, 55-57.
162 Bosworth (1986, 1028).
163 For this report, see Glassen (1981, 10-11) and Bosworth (1962, 70-72).
164 Al-Jushami does not report on deportations of Mu‘tazilites from Rayy and
does not refer to any action of Mahmud of Ghazna against them. Instead, he
reports that ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s former servant, Aba Bakr al-Dinawari, held a dis-
pute with Aba ’l-Hasan al-Tani in the presence of Mahmud after Mahmuad’s
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Mahmud’s severe attitude towards Shi‘ites and Mu'‘tazilites may
have been a demonstration of his loyalty to the ‘Abbasid caliphs in
Baghdad. The caliph al-Qadir (r. 381/991-422/1031) strove to
strengthen the position of the orthodox Sunnites by issuing a proc-
lamation in 408/1017 in which he commanded theologians to re-
main aloof from the Mu‘tazila. The proclamation also forbade spec-
ulative theology (kalam) and the teaching or discussion of Mu‘tazilism
(¢tizal) and Imamism (rafd). Those who failed to observe this ban
would be punished. Because of this proclamation, the Hanafite lawyer
Abt ‘Abdallah al-Saymart (d. 436/1045) had to renounce his
Mu‘tazilism in order to be appointed as a judge in Baghdad!®. In
420/1029, several years after the proclamation, Caliph al-Qadir had
three letters officially read in his palace in Baghdad in which he again
rejected Mu‘tazilism and Shi‘ism!®°.

Mahmud’s banishment of the Mu‘tazilites and his report on the
actions he had taken in Rayy against the Carmathians, the Batinites
and the Mu'‘tazilites can be seen as responses to the caliph’s proc-
lamations. Mahmud might have hoped to win the caliph’s favour
by presenting himself as a fighter for orthodox Sunnite Islam. It is
possible that he wanted the caliph’s legal and moral approval of his
expansionist policies, which had involved questionable actions such
as the deposition of Majd al-Dawla and the occupation of his terri-
tory167.

After occupying Rayy, Mahmid placed it under the rule of his
son Mas‘id and commanded him to subjugate the neighbouring
dynasties. Obeying this order, Mas‘ad first defeated the Daylamite
Salar. Then, in 421/1030 he captured Hamadhan and Isfahan from
the Kurd ‘Ala’ al-Dawla b. Kakiiya, the former Biyid governor!%.

arrival in Rayy (Shark al-‘wpan, 390: 12-15). However, al-Jushami does report
al-Mahmid’s action against three Mu‘tazilites of Nisabtr when he was in Ghazna.
They were brought to him and he exiled them to Quzdar, where they died (Sharh
al-‘upan, 387: 7-11) (See also Tabagat, 118: 7-10). It is likely that they were ban-
ished because of their adherence to the Mu‘tazila, although this is not explicitly
mentioned as the reason for their banishment. The name of their place of exile is
read as ‘Uzdar (Sharh al-‘upan, 387: 10) or as Ghuzdar (Tabagat, 118: 10) but evi-
dently the place meant here is Quzdar, the capital of Taran, one of Mahmad of
Ghazna’s early conquests (Le Strange, 1930, 331 and Gaube, 1994, 142).

165 Makdisi (1973, 156), Glassen (1981, 10) and Nagel (1988, 56-57).

166 Makdisi (1963, 301-303) and Laoust (1973, 173).

167 Bosworth (19732, 53).

168 Tbn Kakiiya had to leave Isfahan together with Ibn Sina, his vizier and
physician (Gutas, 1988, 135).

> o D



THE BAHSHAMIYYA 55

When his father Mahmud died in the same year, Mas‘td marched
to Nisabir and claimed the throne!®. Ibn Kakiiya made use of his
absence to occupy Rayy, but this did not last long!’’. He was soon
driven out again by a force dispatched by Mas‘ad and for several
years after this, Rayy was ruled by Mas‘ad’s governors. It was a
turbulent period in which the governors of Rayy repeatedly fought
Ibn Kakaya. Another disruptive factor was the presence of groups
of Oghuz Turks who raided the district. In 428/1037 or 429/1038
Rayy was attacked by two of these groups!’!. In the same year Ibn
Kakuya at last succeeded in occupying Rayy, but he ruled over it
for only a short period because he died in 433/1041'7%. Soon after
his death, Rayy was occupied by another rising power, the Seljuks.

By then, about fifteen years had passed since the death of ‘Abd
al-Jabbar. What had happened to his school during this turbulent
period? Al-Jusham and Ibn al-Murtada report that the leadership
(riyasa) of the Mu‘tazila after the death of ‘Abd al-Jabbar passed to
Abii Rashid Sa‘id b. Muhammad b. Sa‘id al-Nisabari'7? (Sharh al-wyin,
382: 11-12 and Tabagat, 116: 4). We have seen'’* that this leader-
ship did not imply political leadership but it meant that after ‘Abd
al-Jabbar’s death Ab@i Rashid was regarded as the most outstand-
ing of all living Mu'‘tazilites. He also became ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s suc-
cessor as master of his school, the Bahshamiyya (Skarh al-‘wyiin, 382:
14).

Who was Abt Rashid? His date of birth is not known but he was
probably born in the second half of the fourth/tenth century, al-
though before 360/970'7°. At first, Abt Rashid adhered to a
Mu‘tazilite school of the Baghdadian tradition. When he was already
an acknowledged scholar and author of books he went to Rayy to
study with ‘Abd al-Jabbar, who is said to have received him most
favourably, and he became one of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s disciples (ashab)
(Shark al-‘upan, 382: 11 and Tabaqat, 116: 3-4). Abt Rashid’s arrival

169 Nazim (19712, 85).

170 Bosworth (19732, 234) and Gutas (1988, 135).

171 Bosworth (1968, 38).

172 On ‘Al2’ al-Dawla b. Kakiya’s war with the Ghaznavids, see Bosworth
(1970, 76-81).

173 On the life and works of Aba Rashid, see Shark al-wyiin (382: 83-383: 5),
Tabagat (116: 2-13), Madelung (1985a), Frank (1980), Martin (1978), ‘Uthman
(1968, 50), Sezgin (1967, 626-627), Horten (1910, 6-9) and Biram (1902, 7-10).

17+ See above, 24, note 37.

175 Madelung (1985a, 367) considers it likely that he was born no later than
360/970.
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in Rayy must have preceded the death of al-Sahib b. ‘Abbad in 385/
995 since Abu Rashid said that he saw the Zaydite al-Mu’ayyad
bi-’llah at al-Sahib’s scholarly meetings (Hada’iq, 266: 1-4).

The relationship between Abt Rashid and ‘Abd al-Jabbar was
almost that of two colleagues. Ibn al-Murtada reports that one day
‘Abd al-Jabbar was asked to compile a book on opinions ( fatdwa) in
speculative theology (kalam) that could be read and commented on,
as was done in law (figh). However, ‘Abd al-Jabbar was busy with
other books and he therefore passed the request on to Abti Rashid,
who thereupon compiled Diwan al-usil (Tabagat, 116: 10-13 and Shark
al-‘uyiin, 382: 18-383: 2).

After staying with ‘Abd al-Jabbar for some time, Abt Rashid went
back to Nisabiir where he had a study-circle (kalga) of theologians!®
(Sharh al-‘wyan, 382: 18 and Tabagat, 116: 9-10). He later returned to
Rayy, where he remained until his death (Shark al-‘upan, 382: 14-16).
He also visited Jurjan, perhaps on his journey to or from Nisabar.
It is reported that he made a new version of Diwan al-usil in Jurjan,
because people there had objected to the sequence of the subjects
in the first version that he had written or dictated in Rayy. In the
first version he discussed the subject of atoms (jawahir) and accidents
(a‘rad) before discussing the unity (tawhid) and the justice (‘adl) of God.
In the new version the sequence of subjects was changed, so that
the subjects of atoms and accidents were discussed at a later stage
(Sharh al-‘uyin, 383: 2-3).

Abt Rashid was in Rayy when ‘Abd al-Jabbar died in about 415/
1024. This can be concluded from the fact that he is mentioned
among the mourners at ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s funeral'”’. Assuming that
Abu Rashid was born before 360/970, he must have been at least
fifty-four when he became the new leader of the school after ‘Abd
al-Jabbar’s death. We do not known how much longer he lived af-
ter this because the date of his death is unknown!”8. It is possible

176 Tt is not clear whether he had this circle before or after his first stay in
Rayy. Frank (1980, 32) is of the opinion that he gave it up before he returned
to Rayy to take up permanent residence there.

177 See above, 53.

178 According to Horten (1911, 433), Abt Rashid died in about 1068, but
he does not explain why he says this. Ahlwardt (1887/99, IV, 448) also gives no
explanation of how he reached the conclusion that Aba Rashid lived between
320/932 and 460/1068. He may have concluded this from the fact that the copyist
of manuscript Berlin no. 5125 of Abt Rashid’s Kitab al-masa’l fi ’l-khilaf bayn
al-Bagsriyyin wa-"l-Baghdadiyyin wrote that he copied this manuscript from a man-
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that five years later, in 420/1029, he witnessed the occupation of
Rayy by Mahmud of Ghazna. If so, he probably was not among the
Mu‘tazilite leaders who were banished by Mahmud because
al-Jushami says that AbG Rashid stayed in Rayy until he died (Skark
al-‘wyiin, 382: 14-16). It is possible that he went into hiding. We can
only speculate about the last part of his life because the biographers
are silent about it.

6. Aba ’l-Husayn al-Basrt and his School

Another of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s important disciples was Abt ’1-Husayn
al-BasrT Muhammad b. ‘Ali'’°, who was born in Basra. He studied
with ‘Abd al-Jabbar in Rayy, but he also studied philosophy with
Ibn al-Samh (d. 418/1027) in Baghdad'®. Like ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Aba
’I-Husayn was both a theologian and a jurist but, unlike ‘Abd
al-Jabbar, he followed the Hanafite school of law'8!. He spent most
of his life in Baghdad, where he taught and wrote or dictated books
on Mu‘tazilite theology and on law. It is likely that he had already
started to teach before 415/1024'82. We have seen that in 408/1017
Caliph al-Qadir had issued his proclamation in which he forbade
the teaching of Mu‘tazilism. Aba ’l-Husayn apparently did not ob-
serve this prohibition.

The doctrine of Abt ’I-Husayn!® differed at several points from

uscript that was copied in 460/1068. In another manuscript of Aba Rashid’s work
that is mentioned in the list of manuscripts that were filmed during the expedi-
tion to Yemen in 1974, the date of 400 (1009) is written as the year of his death
(Makhtatat, 1976, 24, item 145). This must be wrong because it implies that he
died earlier than ‘Abd al-Jabbar, which is contradicted by the report that he
attended ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s funeral in 415/1024 (or 414/1023 or 416/1025).

179 For literature on Aba ’I-Husayn al-BasrT and his works, see the bibliog-
raphy made by Madelung (1980, 25-26). To the studies mentioned by Made-
lung we may add a later article on Abtu ’I-Husayn by Gimaret (1985b).

180 Madelung (1980, 25) and Kraemer (1986, 131).

181 Madelung (1980, 25) reached this conclusion because, when Abi ’I-Hu-
sayn died in 436/1044, the prayers at his funeral were said by the Hanafite judge
al-SaymarT, a Mu‘tazilite jurist who had to renounce Mu‘tazilism in order to be
appointed as a judge (see above, 54).

182 This is Madelung’s opinion (Madelung, 1980, 25).

185 For the main points of his doctrine, see Gimaret (1985b). All the theolog-
ical works of Abt ’l-Husayn are lost. His doctrine has to be constructed from
the works of his disciples. The most prominent of his disciples is Rukn al-Din
Mahmtd Ibn al-Malahimi (d. 536/1141) (Gimaret, 1986b, 486). The extant parts



58 CHAPTER ONE

the doctrine of ‘Abd al-Jabbar. Al-Hakim al-Jushami and Ibn al-
Murtada report that the Bahshamiyya!®! felt an antipathy towards
Abt ’l-Husayn, accusing him of the adoption of theories from the
philosophers and the refutation of arguments of the Mu‘tazilite
masters in a way they could not approve of (Sharh al-‘uyiin, 387: 15-
18, and 7abaqgat, 119: 2-4). Points of difference between ‘Abd al-Jabbar
and Abt ’l-Husayn are mentioned by al-Shahrastant (479/1086-548/
1153) in his book about religions and sects. In his judgment, Abt
’l-Husayn was a philosopher!'®® who presented his doctrine to the
Mu‘tazilites as if it was speculative theology (kalam) (Milal 1, 85: 3-9).
Fakhr al-Din al-Razi (543/1149-606/1209) considered the follow-
ers of Ab@ "I-Husayn to form a Mu‘tazilite school separate from the
Bahshamiyya and referred to this school as al-Husayniyya (I'tiqadat,
45).

These observations indicate that because of a divergence of opinion
between master and disciple, the school of ‘Abd al-Jabbar split into
two schools!®® the Bahshamiyya and the school of Abii ’l-Husayn
al-Basr1. The same thing had happened before, when the school of
Abu ‘All al-Jubba’t split into the Bahshamiyya and the Ikhshidiyya,
but with this difference: there are no reports about hostilities between
the Bahshamiyya and the Husayniyya. The school al-Razi refers to
as “Bahshamiyya” was probably the school of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s suc-
cessor Abtui Rashid al-Nisabairt and his followers. Others may have
followed Abi ’l1-Husayn al-Basri, forming a new Mu‘tazilite school.

Adherents to the school of Abu ’l-Husayn included Mahmud Ibn

of Ibn al-Malahimt’s Kitab al-Mu'tamad fi usil al-din have been published by Martin
McDermott and Wilferd Madelung. (London: Al-Hoda, 1991). An edition of his
Kitab al-Faiq fi usal al-din is under preparation by Martin McDermott and Wil-
ferd Madelung (Schmidtke, 1997, 8, note 5). Gimaret (1985b, 322) studied a
manuscript of al-Faiq fi usil al-din and two other manuscripts in which references
are made to opinions of Abtu ’I-Husayn. He concluded that Aba ’l-Husayn dis-
agreed with the Mu‘tazilite masters of the Basrian tradition about a number of
significant issues. For Aba ’1-Husayn’s opinions, see also Gimaret (1986, 287-289,
notes).

184 Tbn al-Murtada uses the name al-Bahashima, but al-Jushami speaks of “our
fellows” (ashabuna).

18 Madelung (1991, 250, note 18) agrees with Gimaret that one should be
sceptical with respect to this remark.

186 Uthman (1968, 51) describes the school of Abai ’I-Husayn as a small school
(madrasa) within the school of ‘Abd al-Jabbar, but Madelung (1980, 25) speaks
of Abt ’I-Husayn’s school as a separate school that had diverged from ‘Abd
al-Jabbar’s school.
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al-Malahim1 al-Khwarazmi'®’, who is considered the most promi-

nent of Aba ’l-Husayn’s disciples. Two of Abt ’l-Husayn’s other dis-
ciples were Abu ‘Ali b. al-Walid (d. 478/1086), who at first had been
a disciple of ‘Abd al-Jabbar but who had later become a disciple of
Abii ’lI-Husayn'®® and Abi ’1-Qasim b. Barhan (d. 456/1064), who
lived in Baghdad'®. A later adherent was Taqt al-Din al-Najrani'®,
who lived in the sixth/twelfth century. In his work he refers to Aba
’l-Husayn al-Basri and Rukn al-Din al-Khwarazmi'®! as being his
masters. Ibn al-Murtada says that Ab@ ’l-FHusayn and his disciple Ibn
al-Malahimt were followed by many of the later theologians and by
most of those Imamites who adhered to Mu‘tazila!®? (Tabagat, 119:
9-11). There were also Zaydites who partly adhered to Abu ’l1-Hu-
sayn’s doctrine!%.

187 On him, see Tabagat, 119: 9-11. See also above, 57-58, note 183. Al-Ju-
shami does not give a biography of Ibn al-Malahimi.

188 On Ibn al-Walid, see Makdisi (1963, 407-409). See also below, 64, note
210.

189 On Abt ’1-Qasim b. Barhan, see Makdisi (1963, 393-394).

190 Elshahed (1983) has edited, translated and analyses a part of his Kitab
al-kamil fi °l-istigsa@’ fi-ma balaghana min kalam al-qudama’. This work deals with the
differences between the school of Abt ’l-Husayn al-BasrT and the Bahshamiyya.
According to Schmidtke (1991, 3), it is a valuable source for the theological views
of Abt ’I-Husayn al-Basri.

191 Apparently, this Rukn al-Din al-Khwarazmi is the same person as Mahmiid
Ibn al-Malahimi, AbG ’I-Husayn’s disciple and the author of Kitab al-Mu‘tamad fo
usiil al-din. The latter’s full name is Rukn al-Din Mahmud Ibn al-Malahimi
al-Khwarazmi (d. 536/1141) (Madelung, 1987, 329 and Mu‘tamad fi usil al-din,
title-page and IV).

192 See also Madelung (1965, 222) and (1991, VIII). The Imamite Sadid al-
Din Mahmad b. ‘Al b. al-Hasan al-Himmast al-Razi (d. after 600/1204) was
influenced by the doctrine of the school of AbG ’l-Husayn al-BasrT (Madelung,
1991, VIII). According to Schmidtke (1997, 7, note 2), his Ritab al-Mungidh min
al-taglid has been published (2 vols, Qumm, 1412-4/1991-3). She says that it
contains lengthy quotations from Ibn al-Malahimt’s Kitab al-Faiq fi usal al-din.
To Sadid al-Din’s Imamite Mu‘tazilite school belonged the Imamites Nasir al-
Din al-Tast (d. 672/1274), Kamal al-Din Mitham b. Mitham al-Bahrani (d. 699/
1300), and Hasan b. Yasuf b. al-Mutahhar al-Hill1 (al-‘Allama al-Hilli) (d. 726/
1325) (Schmidtke, 1991, 4).

195 Madelung (1965, 222) mentions some of them by name. He says that Ab@i
’I-Qasim b. Shabib al-Tihami and ‘Abdalldh b. Zayd al-‘Anst adhered to most
of Abt ’I-Husayn’s doctrine, whereas the imam Yahya b. Hamza adopted all of
his doctrine.

©
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7. Mankdim Shashdiw

A contemporary of Abt Rashid and Abu ’I-Husayn was the Zay-
dite sharif Aba ’I-Husayn Ahmad b. Abt Hashim Muhammad

al-Husayn1 al-Qazwini'**, who was named “Mankdim” and whose

surname was “Shashdiw”. He was a disciple of the Zaydite imam
al-Muwayyad bi-’1lah!® and stayed with him in Lanja in Daylaman
where al-Mu’ayyad bi-’llah had his residence. Like many other
Zaydite theologians, they both felt attracted to Mu'tazilite theology'®.

194 On the life and works of Mankdim, see Madelung (1965, 181-183) and
Gimaret (1979, 57-60). His complete name, showing his descent from ‘All b. Ab1
Talib is mentioned by al-Muhalli (Hadaiq), 270: 7-13). The name Mankdim is
also vocalized as Manekdim, Manakdim or Mankadim. Monnot (1974, 263, note
1) explains that Mankdim is the Arabic form of the Persian name Mang-dim which
means “Face of the Moon”. According to al-Muhallt he was also called al-Mus-
tazhir bi-’llah (Hadaiq, 292: 10).

195 According to the index in Ta‘lig shark al-usil al-khamsa, Mankdim refers
to al-Mu’ayyad bi-’llah only once (7a‘lig, 52: 8). He usually refers to other mas-
ters such as Aba ‘Abdallah al-BasrT and ‘Abd al-Jabbar.

19 For a description of the historical connections between Zaydism and
Mu‘tazilism, see Madelung (1965, 153-222), Zayd (1985, 17-38), ‘Arif (1987,
62-72), and Madelung (1987a, 361-362). According to Zayd (1985, 33) the first
to combine Zaydism and Mu‘tazilism was al-Qasim b. Ibrahim al-Rasst (169/
785-246/860) who lived in Egypt in the period before 199/815 until 212/826.
He then settled in Rass near al-Madina. A thorough study on him was written
by Madelung (1965). There is no agreement on whether he should be consid-
ered a Mu‘tazilite. Madelung (1965, 153) is of the opinion that he was not a
Mu‘tazilite, but that he “opened the door to Mu‘tazilism”. Zayd (1985, 33) also
thinks that he was not a Mu‘tazilite, arguing that he has not come across a sin-
gle passage in al-Qasim’s works in which he openly admits that he has become
a Mu‘tazilite. Abrahamov (1990, 55), however, thinks that “al-Qasim seems to
have been a Mu‘tazilite thinker”. Madelung (1989, 1991a and 1992) disagrees
with Abrahamov about al-Qasim being influenced by Mu‘tazilite doctrine; he is
of the opinion that he rather was influenced by contemporary Christian theol-
ogy. Some of al-Qasim’s followers propagated Zaydism in Iran. In 250/864 the
Zaydite al-Hasan b. Zayd became the ruler of Tabaristan, where he imposed
Shi‘ite ritual and law in combination with Mu‘tazilite theology. After his death
in 270/884 he was succeeded by his brother Muhammad b. Zayd (d. 287/900),
whose secretaries were two Mu‘tazilites, Aba ’1-Qasim al-Balkht and Aba Mus-
lim al-Isfahant (Madelung, 1988, 88). A grandson of al-Qasim b. Ibrahim was
Yahya al-Hadr ila ’I-Haqq (245/859-298/911), whose theological doctrine was
strongly influenced by Mu‘tazilite doctrine, particularly by the Baghdadian
(Madelung, 1965, 163-168). Al-Hadi founded a Zaydite imamate in Yemen, where
some of the Zaydites of Tabaristan joined him (Zayd, 1985, 55-95). In Daylaman
and Jilan, two provinces neighbouring Tabaristan, Zaydism was propagated by
al-Nasir bi-’lI-Haqq b. ‘Al al-Utrash (d. 304/917), whose doctrine differed in
several respects from that of al-Qasim b. Ibrahim. He was less interested in
Mu‘tazilism than al-Hadi (Madelung, 1965, 159-163). His adherents became
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When al-Mu’ayyad bi-'llah died in 411/1020, Mankdim said the
funeral prayer for him'%” and then departed for Rayy to study Mu'‘ta-
zilite theology. It is not clear how long he stayed there, but we know
that he was in Rayy when ‘Abd al-Jabbar died (in 415/1024, 414/
1023 or 416/1025) as he is mentioned among the sharifs who at-
tended his funeral. In 417/1026 he was back in Lanja, where he tried
unsuccessfully to be accepted by the Zaydites as their imam. He may
have returned to Rayy after this failure because it is known that he
died there in 425/1034'%, By then the political situation had changed
in Rayy: it was under Ghaznavid rule from 420/1029 to 429/1038.
We have seen that Mahmud took action against the Mu‘tazilites in
Rayy, but it is not known whether this affected Mankdim.

It is not clear whether Mankdim ever studied with ‘Abd al-Jabbar
himself. He was probably trained in Mu‘tazilism by al-Mu’ayyad
bi-’llah, who himself had studied with Abtu ‘Abdallah al-Basri and
later with ‘Abd al-Jabbar. It is possible that Mankdim attended les-
sons given by ‘Abd al-Jabbar when he was in Rayy after 411/1020,
although by then ‘Abd al-Jabbar was more than eighty-five years old
and perhaps for that reason was no longer engaged in teaching,
plagued as he was by gout.

As we have seen'®, Mankdim is the author of a critical paraphrase
(ta'lig) of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Sharh al-usil al-khamsa. It seems to have been
a widely used work on Mu‘tazilite doctrine since several copies have
survived up to the present?” and a commentary on it was written

known as the Nasiriyya, whereas the adherents of the school of al-Qasim and
al-Hadi were referred to as the Qasimiyya. Most of the Daylamites belonged to
the Qasimiyya and therefore had ties with the Zaydites in Yemen. Ahmad b.
al-Husayn al-Mu’ayyad bi-’llah (333/944-411/1020) and his brother Aba Talib
Yahya b. al-Husayn al-Natiq bi-’l-Haqq (340/951-424/1033), two Caspian
Zaydite imams who studied Mu‘tazilite theology with Aba ‘Abdallah al-Basri,
also belonged to the Qasimiyya. (For works by Aba Talib al-Natiq bi-’I-Haqq,
see Madelung 1986a). Their doctrine shows the influence of the Basrian tradi-
tion of the Mu‘tazila, as distinct from the doctrine of al-Hadi who was closer to
the Baghdadian tradition (Madelung, 1988, 90). One of the brothers, al-Muwayyad
bi-’llah, later studied in Rayy with ‘Abd al-Jabbar. Al-Jushami reports that it was
said that ‘Abd al-Jabbar himself also studied with al-Mu’ayyad bi-’llah (Skark
al-‘wpiin, 376: 3-12). As al-Mu’ayyad bi-’llah himself was a prominent scholar, they
must have been more like two colleagues rather than student and teacher. During
his stay in Rayy, al-Mu’ayyad bi-’llah belonged to the group of scholars who
surrounded al-Sahib b. ‘Abbad. Mankdim was one of his disciples.

197 Al-Muhalli (Hada’ig, 292:9).

19 Madelung (1965, 182).

199 See above, 3-4.

200 See above, 3, note 6.
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by al-Qasim al-Muhall??!. It is not known whether Mankdim had
students but, as he composed a work like Ta‘lig sharh al-usil al-kham-
sa, it 1s likely that he did teach Mu‘tazilite theology. However, we
do not know the names of any of his students. Nor is it known whether
he is the author of any works other than 7a‘lig Shark al-usil al-khamsa.

Although Mankdim was a Zaydite?®, in the 7a‘lig he usually iden-
tifies himself with the Mu‘tazila, to whom he refers as the People of
Justice. He refers to them as “our companions” (ashabuna) and he
often places the title “our master” (shaykhuna) before the name of a
Mu‘tazilite master. However, he distances himself from the Mu‘tazila
when he discusses the imamate, juxtaposing Zaydite and Mu‘tazilite
opinion on this subject and using the expression “in our opinion”
(‘indana) with respect to the Zaydite opinion and referring to “the
Mu‘tazilites” and “they” with respect to Mu‘tazilite opinion (7a‘lq,
753: 17-754: 18).

8. Ibn Mattawayh

Abii Muhammad al-Hasan b. Ahmad b. Mattawayh?* probably lived
in the Ghaznavid and early Seljuk periods. In 434/1042, some years
after the death of Mankdim, Rayy was occupied by the Seljuk
Tughril-beg. The Seljuks were a group of Oghuz Turks who had
moved into Khurasan and had occupied the towns Marw, Harat and
Nisabar before they captured Rayy. After its occupation, Rayy
became the capital of Tughril-Beg’s empire until he made Isfahan

201 His full name was al-Qasim b. Ahmad b. Humayd al-Mubhalli al-Wadi1
al-San‘ani. Probably, he was the grandson of Humayd al-Mubhalli (d. 652/1254),
the author of al-Hada?q. The title of his commentary is Ritab ta'liq ‘ald shark al-imam
al-mashhar bi-Mankdim alladht sharaha biht °l-Usal al-khamsa li-qadt °l-qudat ‘Abd
al-Jabbar b. Ahmad rahimahum-u °llahu. Gimaret (1979, 63) has pointed out that
there is a mistake in this title, as the commentary by Mankdim is not on ‘Abd
al-Jabbar’s Usal al-khamsa but on his Sharh al-usil al-khamsa.

202 That Mankdim was a Zaydite becomes clear when he mentions Zayd as
the fourth Imam after Muhammad, saying that the Imams are “‘Ali b. Ab1 Talib,
then al-Hasan, then al-Husayn, then Zayd b. ‘Al and then those who lived like
them” (man sara bi-stratihim) (Ta'lig, 757: 18).

203 Madelung (1982) has pointed out that the name as it appears on the
title-page of volume I of the Majma‘ is deceptive. The last part of the name, ‘Al
b. ‘Abdallah b. ‘Utba (read: ‘Atiyya) b. Muhammad b. Ahmad al-Najrani, ap-
pears to be the name of the scribe. This was known to Houben, who edited the
text and who, in his introduction, mentions this person as the scribe of the
manuscript of Rome (Mama‘ 1, French text, 10).



THE BAHSHAMIYYA 63

the capital in 442/1050%°*. In 447/1055 Tughril-beg occupied
Baghdad which meant the end of the empire of the Bayids.

In Baghdad Tughril-beg was acknowledged as sultan by Caliph
al-Qa’im who had succeeded his father al-Qadir in 422/1031.
Al-Q@’im continued his father’s traditionalist politics and, like him,
he forbade the teaching of Mu‘tazilism. In 433/1041 he held a
meeting in his palace with Baghdadian scholars and ascetics, where
his father’s proclamation against Mu‘tazilism and Shi‘ism was read
again and all those present had to sign it*”. However, despite his
loyalty to the caliph, Tughril-beg seems to have left the Mu‘tazilites
undisturbed, probably because of his preference for the Hanafite
school of law, to which most of the Mu‘tazilites belonged?’. He dis-
liked Shafi‘ism, hence his hostile attitude towards the Ash‘ariyya, most
of whom were Shafi‘ites?”’. Because of his preference for the Hanafite

204 Bosworth (1968, 42 and 38).

205 Glassen (1981, 12). Another reason why the situation in Baghdad was
difficult for the Mu‘tazilites was that they had close relations with the Shi‘ites.
Both groups lived in the same quarter of the city and were subject to attacks
from the traditionalist Sunnites, who knew they had the caliph’s support. In this
period another group of Shi‘ites, the Isma‘lite Fatimids, created a special threat
to Sunnite Islam. They had conquered Aleppo in 429/1038 and had spread
propaganda for Isma‘lism in Iran and Transoxania by sending missionaries to
these districts (Kennedy, 1986, 341). The caliph, and especially his vizier Ibn
al-Muslima, therefore pursued an anti-Shi‘ite policy that was not only directed
against Fatimid propaganda but also against the Shi‘ites in Baghdad, most of
whom lived in the Karkh quarter, where many Mu‘tazilites also lived (Glassen,
1981, 45, and Makdisi, 1963, 332). Laoust (1973) gives an account of the inci-
dents that took place there. Because of the Shi‘ites’ difficult position, the Imamite
scholar Abu Ja‘far al-Tast (d. 459/1067), who was a disciple of al-Shaykh al-Mulfid,
took refuge in Najaf in 449/1057 (Glassen, 1981, 40). For the Shi‘ites things
improved temporarily when Baghdad was reoccupied in 450/1058 by the former
Bayid commander al-Basasiri, who had the support of the Fatimids. He execut-
ed the vizier Ibn al-Muslima, but in 451/1060 he himself was killed when
Tughril-beg, who supported the caliph, occupied Baghdad (Glassen, 1981, 43-44).
After al-BasasuT’s defeat the Karkh quarter was plundered by the mob. The large
library that had been founded by the Bayid vizier Shapar in 383/993 and which
had many Mu‘tazilite and Zaydite books was plundered and burned. The books
that survived were appropriated by the Seljuk vizier ‘Amid al-Mulk al-Kundurt
(Busse, 1969, 527).

206 Madelung (1971, 129-130).

207 In 445/1053 Tughril-beg issued an order that al-Ash‘ari was to be cursed
from the pulpits in Khurasan. He also gave the command to arrest and deport
the four most prominent Shafi‘ites of Nisabar. One of them was the theologian
Abt ’1-Ma‘alt al-Juwayni, who, however, managed to escape and take refuge in
Mecca (Bulliet, 1973, 83). Under Alp Arslan, who succeeded his uncle Tughril-beg
as sultan in 455/1063, the persecution of the Ash‘ariyya came to an end. His
vizier Nizam al-Mulk supported the Shafi‘ites and, as the Ash‘arites were most-
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school, Tughril-beg appointed Hanafite judges and built new mosques
for the Hanafites, such as the new congregational mosque in Rayy?%.
In Nisabar he founded the madrasa al-Sultaniyya, in which Hanafite
law was taught?%.

As a result of Tughril-beg’s preference for the Hanafite school,
the position of the Mu‘tazilites improved. Although the early Seljuks
themselves did not adopt a hard line against the Mu‘tazilites, there
was in those days bitter enmity towards the Mu‘tazilites from tradi-
tionalist Sunnites, especially from their adherents among the com-
mon people. In Baghdad both the Mu‘tazilites and the As‘arites were
attacked several times by mobs that supported traditionalist Sun-
nism?!°,

A Mu‘tazilite who had an official function under the Seljuks was
Abt Bakr Muhammad al-Nasiht (d. 484/1091). He had specialized
in Hanafite law and was appointed as a judge, first in Nisabtr and
later in Rayy?'!. We do not know whether he also taught Mu‘tazilism
in Rayy. It is known that in the early Seljuk period Mu‘tazilite the-
ology was taught in Rayy by the traditionist and jurist Isma‘il b. ‘Al
al-Samman (d. after 447/1056)?!'? and by al-Murshad bi-’llah Abd

ly Shafi‘ites, they benefited from this support. Nizam al-Mulk founded madrasas
called Nizamiyya, in both Nisabtr and Baghdad. These madrasas, in which Shafi‘ite
law was taught, were open to Shafi‘ite students only (Makdisi, 1973, 158-161).
One of the professors of the Nizamiyya in Baghdad was the famous al-Ghazali,
who taught Shafi‘ite law there from 484/1091 until 488/1095.

208 Madelung (1971, 126-127).

209 Bulliet (1972, 252). The Mu'‘tazilite-Hanafite Abd ’l-Hasan ‘Al b. al-Hasan
al-Sandali (d. 484/1091) enjoyed good relations with the Seljuk government. He
occupied the position of preacher (khatib) at the old congregational mosque in
Nisabur for nine years. It was said that he was the prime mover in the persecu-
tion of As‘arite leaders in Nisabar (Bulliet, 1972, 236).

210 The Mu‘tazilite theologian Aba ‘Alf b. al-Walid (d. 478/1086), a disciple
of Abt ’I-Husayn al-Basri, is said not to have left his house in Karkh during the
last fifty years of his life for fear of the Baghdad mobs. Because of this, his stud-
ents had to come secretly to his house (Makdisi, 1963, 407-408 and Makdisi, 1997,
20). Ibn ‘Aqil (431/1039-513/1119), one of these students, was forced to pub-
licly renounce the Mu‘tazilism he was accused of in 465/1072 (Makdisi, 1963,
426-428 and Makdisi, 1997, 3-5). (The English translation of the text of Ibn ‘Aqil’s
retraction is to be found in Makdisi, 1997, 4). This illustrates the difficult posi-
tion of the Mu‘tazilites in Baghdad in that period.

211 Bulliet (1972, 206).

212 Madelung (1988, 30 and 91). It is reported that he was well versed in
Zaydite law and gave lessons not only in Rayy but also in Daylaman (Skark al-‘uyin,
389: 1-5, and Tabaqat, 119: 14-16). It is reported that he was the author of many
books, but I do not know whether any of his works has survived.
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‘I-Husayn Yahya (d. 477/1084). Al-Murshad bi-’llah was a Zaydite
jurist who combined Mu‘tazilite theology with Zaydite law?!3. One
of his students was Abt Muhammad Isma‘l b. ‘Ali al-Farrazadhi who,
like Mankdim, was the author of a fa‘lig on ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Shark
al-usil al-khamsa®'*. Their presence in Rayy is evidence of the fact
that in the early Seljuk period there were Zaydites in Rayy who
studied Mu‘tazilite doctrine.

It is not known whether Ibn Mattawayh lived in Rayy during this
period because the dates and places of his birth and death are un-
known, as is information about where he lived. Some?"® say he died
in 469/1076, others*'® in 468/1075. Madelung?®!’ thinks that nei-
ther of these dates is reliable and that he may have died earlier.
Al-Jusham?’s assertion that Ibn Mattawayh studied with ‘Abd
al-Jabbar (darasa ‘ala Qadr °l-qudati) is one of the few indications of
when he lived (Sharf al-‘uyiin, 389: 15). That Ibn Mattawayh did study
with ‘Abd al-Jabbar himself seems to be confirmed by remarks he
made in his works. Sometimes he refers to what ‘Abd al-Jabbar said
in his lessons, for instance, “he said when he taught this book...”?!
(Magmar' 1, 184: 11). This suggests that he personally attended lessons
given by ‘Abd al-Jabbar about the Mufit bi-’l-taklif, although he may
be simply reporting what he heard others say about these lessons.

If Ibn Mattawayh did study with ‘Abd al-Jabbar, this was prob-
ably when ‘Abd al-Jabbar was a very old man and Ibn Mattawayh

213 On al-Murshad bi-’llah Abd ’I-Husayn Yahya, see Madelung (1965,
184-185).

214 Gimaret (1979, 60-61). A reference to al-Farrazadh?’s ta‘lig is found in F7
’l-tawhid (622: 18) in which al-Farrazadhi is referred to as the commentator on
Kitab al-usal al-khamsa, although what is meant is ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Sharh al-usal
al-khamsa (Monnot, 1974, 267, note 1).

215 The date of 1076 was mentioned by Horten (1912, 465) as the year in
which Mattawayhi, the author of a commentary on the Quran died. This date
was probably adopted by other scholars, including Houben (Mayma‘ 1, French
text, 8) and Sayyid (Shark al-‘uyiin, 389, note 124) as the year in which Ibn
Mattawayh died.

26 “Uthman (1968, 51) and Ben-Shammai (1974, 298, note 32) say that Ibn
Mattawayh died in 468/1075.

217 Madelung (1982).

28 Wa-qgala fi tadrisi hadha *l-kitabi. Other remarks on ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s teach-
ing are “he said in the lesson” (haka fi ’l-darsi) (Mayma 1, 160: 23), “he pointed
out this aspect when he taught this book™ (wa-ila hadha ’l-wajhi ashara fi tadrisi
hadha °l-kitabi) (Mayma‘ 111, 90: 20) and “he pointed this out in the lesson and it
is clearer than what is said in the book” (wa-ilayhi ashara fi °l-darst wa-huwa ab-
yanu mimma dhakaraha fi °l-kitabi) (Mayma 111, 91: 20-21).
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a young student. He seems to have been younger than ‘Abd
al-Jabbar’s other students, something which can be deduced from
the place he is given in the generation (fabaga) of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s
students in al-Jushami’s Shark al-‘upan, which usually mentions the
persons belonging to the same fabaga in a loose chronological order?!?.
Since Ibn Mattawayh is mentioned as ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s second to last
student, this indicates that he was probably younger than the other
students.

Another indication for Ibn Mattawayh’s young age is the place
he is given in the chain of transmission of Mu‘tazilism described in
the introduction to Abti Muhammad Isma‘l b. ‘Alf al-Farrazadht’s
ta‘lig on ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s Sharh al-usil al-khamsa®**. Although this chain
is not considered historically reliable??!, it shows that al-Farrazadhi
considered Ibn Mattawayh as a student of Aba Rashid al-Nisabar.
We do not know whether Ibn Mattawayh really was one of Abt
Rashid’s students but, whatever the case, his place in the chain of
transmission shows that Ibn Mattawayh was considered to be younger
than Aba Rashid. This chain of transmission also shows that Ibn
Mattawayh belonged to the Bahshamiyya as it was continued by Abu
Rashid and that he did not belong to the school of Aba ’I-Husayn
al-Basr1. After Aba Rashid’s death he probably became the leader
of the Bahshamiyya, as can be concluded from the chain of trans-
mission.

It is not known whether Ibn Mattawayh lived in Rayy. In the
Ghaznavid period he may have had to live elsewhere because of
Mahmid of Ghazna’s hostility towards the Mu‘tazilites and extremist
Shi‘ites there. If he did live in Rayy during the Ghaznavid rule, he
may have had to hide his Mu‘tazilism until 434/1042, the year in
which the Seljuks gained control of Rayy. We have seen that in the
early Seljuk period Mu‘tazilite theology was taught in Rayy by some
Mu‘tazilites and Ibn Mattawayh may have been one of them.

Ibn Mattawayh was not a Zaydite: his opinion on the imamate
differed from the Zaydite opinion. This can be concluded from the
title of a work written by the Zaydite Qad1 Ja‘far in which he re-
futes Ibn Mattawayh’s opinion on the imamate. The title of the work

219 Mentioning someone at the end of the fabaga could also mean that he was
considered less important because, for instance, he did not belong to the same
Mu‘tazilite school. This, however, does not seem to apply to Ibn Mattawayh.

220 For this chain, see above, 29-30.

221 This is Gimaret’s opinion (Gimaret, 1979, 61).
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1s: K. al-naqd ‘ala sahib Mayma“ al-mulit fi-ma khalafa fihe °l-zaydiyya min
bab al-imama*** (Refutation of the opinions on the imamate by which
the author of Mama“ al-muhit opposed the Zaydiyya). Yet, Ibn Mat-
tawayh had Shi‘ite sympathies because he is said to have confirmed
the superiority of ‘Al over Abt Bakr in his Ritab al-kifaya but he seems
not to have been an Imamite Shi‘ite?*.

The following works by Ibn Mattawayh are known:
— al-Magmi fi °l-mufiit bi-’l-taklif. As we have seen, this work is a crit-
ical paraphrase of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s al-Mufit bi-’l-taklif.
— al-Tadhkira fr abkam al-jawakhr wa-"l-a‘rad. Two alternative titles of
this work are Rusala fi latif al-kalam and al-Tadhkira fi ‘im al-kalam
(Tadhkira, 17-20)%2*. As the first title indicates, this work deals with
atoms and accidents.
— al-Kifaya®*. This work has been mentioned above.
— Kitab al-tahri™®®.
— Ta'lig al-thata is possibly also a work by Ibn Mattawayh. There is
an anonymous manuscript with this title in the library of al-Jami
al-Kabir in San‘a’ and Ibn Mattawayh is mentioned as the possible
author??’.

9. The Mu‘tazila from the Fifth/ Eleventh to the Eighth/Fourteenth Century

The last generation of Mu‘tazilites mentioned by al-Jushami and Ibn
al-Murtada is the generation of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s students. Certain-
ly, there were still Mu‘tazilites after ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s students had

222 Madelung (1965, 214, note 409) and Daiber (1975, 509-510, note 2).

223 Madelung (1982) points out that Ibn Mattawayh’s opinion with respect
to the imam’s immunity from sin differed from Imamite opinion on this subject,
as Ibn Mattawayh did not consider immunity from sin to be a prerequisite for
the validity of the imamate.

224 Two manuscripts of the work exist in collections in Yemen. The photo-
copies of these manuscripts are kept in the Dar al-kutub in Cairo. A third
manuscript forms part of the collection of the Bibliotheca Ambrosiana in Milan
(Lofgren, 1981, 173-174). The text of volume I was edited by Sami Nasr Lutf
and Faysal Badir ‘Awn in Cairo in 1975. Volume II of the Ambrosiana manu-
script, which deals with the subject of man, has not yet been published (Dhana-
ni, 1994, 13, note 30). A commentary on the Tadhkira was made by an unknown
author. It is called Sharh al-tadhkira fi lataif al-kalam (Dhanani, 1994, 13).

225 On this work, see Madelung (1982) and Sezgin (1967, 627).

226 Madelung (1982) discovered a quotation from this work in Ibn al-
Malahimt’s Kitab al-mu‘tamad fi usal al-din.

27 Makhtatat (1976, 10, item 46).
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died but adherence to Mu‘tazila decreased. In Baghdad Mu‘tazilism
gradually disappeared, although in the sixth/twelfth century
Mu‘tazilite theology was still taught by some Hanafite scholars??.
There were still Mu‘tazilites in Rayy in the first half of the sixth/
twelfth century. One of them was a chief judge who followed the
Hanafite school of law??°.

At the beginning of the sixth/twelfth century the Seljuk sultans
favoured the Shafi‘ites and Ash‘arism, but Sultan Mas‘ad b. Muham-
mad (r. 529/1134-547/1152) favoured the Hanafites again, as
Tughril-beg had done earlier. However, Mas‘td’s preference of
Hanafism did not imply that he favoured Mu‘tazilism. Rather, he
supported Maturidism and wanted the Mu'‘tazilites to accept
Maturidism. However, when they refused to do so, he did not take
action against them?® as he had against the Ash‘arites*!. It seems
that he tolerated Mu‘tazilism because the Mu‘tazilites were mostly
Hanafites. This may have been the reason that Mu‘tazilite doctrine
was still taught in Rayy and Baghdad during this period, although
probably only on a small scale.

At the end of the sixth/twelfth century Mu‘tazilism still existed,
but it was clearly losing ground?*2. A district in which Mu‘tazilism
survived for a long time was Khwarazm, where it had already ex-
isted in ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s time—he wrote his Fad! al-i‘tizal wa-tabagat
al-Mu‘tazila at the request of the Khwarazm-shah Ma’man II. A
well-known Khwarazmian Mu‘tazilite was al-ZamakhsharT (467/
1075-538/1144)**, who wrote a famous commentary on the Qur’an.

228 Madelung (1971, 136).

229 Madelung (1971, 135, note 68).

230 Madelung (1971, 135-136).

21 In 537/1142 Sultan Mas‘@d forced two prominent Shafi‘ites in Rayy to
sign documents disavowing some points of their Ash‘arite doctrine. The next year
al-Ash‘arT was cursed from some pulpits in Baghdad and two Ash‘arites were de-
ported (Madelung, 1971, 131-134).

232 This is Madelung’s opinion (Madelung, 1987, 330).

238 Jar Allah Mahmiid b. ‘Umar al-Zamakhshari (d. 538/1144) belonged to
the Bahshamiyya. Probably, he studied in Jusham with a disciple of al-Hakim
Abu Sa‘d al-Jushami (d. 494/1101), who was an adherent of the Bahshamiyya
school. Later he had a close relationship with Rukn al-Din Mahmad b.
al-Malahimi (d. 536/1141), the most prominent disciple of Aba ’l-Husayn al-
Basr1, and he became influenced by the theology of his school (Madelung, 1986b,
485-495, and Schmidtke, 1997, 7-8). He wrote a short text on the principles of
Mu‘tazilism, al-Minhd fi usil al-din, which has been edited and translated by Sabine
Schmidtke (1997). According to Madelung (1986b, 489), in this text al-Zamakh-
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In the last half of the sixth/twelfth century Fakhr al-Din al-Raz1 (543/
1149-606/1209), an Ash‘arite theologian from Rayy, visited Khwa-
razm and Transoxania where he engaged in disputes with the
Mu'tazilites?®*. In ['tigadat firaq al-mustimin wa-"l-mushrikin, a short work
on sects, he says that, of all the Mu‘tazilite groups (firag) that he has
described, only the adherents (ashab) of Aba Hashim and the adher-
ents of Abt ’lI-Husayn al-BasiT have survived ([‘#igadat, 45). It can
be concluded from this that, by then, the Mu‘tazilite school of
Baghdad, which had continued the doctrine of Abf ’l1-Qasim
al-Balkhi, had disappeared altogether. The Mu‘tazilites living in
Baghdad probably belonged to the school of Abt "I-Husayn al-Basri
or the Bahshamiyya.

In Khwarazm Mu‘tazilism continued to exist until at least the
eighth/fourteenth century. The traveller Ibn Battata (704/1304-779/
1377) reported that when he visited the town Khwarazm shortly
before the year 734/1334, a group of prominent people came to visit
him. They informed him that the prevailing doctrine among them
was Mu'‘tazilism, although they did not openly profess it because the
ruler, Sultan Ozbeg (a Mongol prince, Khan of the Golden Horde,
r. 712/1312—742/1341), and his governor were orthodox Sunnites
(Rihlat Ibn Battata, 360). By then Mu‘tazilism was on the verge of
disappearing, as can be concluded from the silence of sources about
Mu'tazilites living later than the eighth/fourteenth century?*®. The
hostile attitude of the rulers of Khwarazm towards Mu‘tazilism, as
described by Ibn Battata, makes it unlikely that even here Mu‘tazilism
survived much longer.

However, Mu'‘tazilite principles survived in another way, not as
a separate doctrine, but within the doctrine of the Zaydites of Yemen.
Some Zaydites in the Caspian provinces had partly adopted
Mu‘tazilite doctrine?®®, They took their doctrine with them to

sharT most often refers to Aba ‘Ali al-JubbaT and his son Aba Hashim, rather
than to his teacher Ibn al-Malahimi or to Abta ’I-Husayn al-Basri, although he
is deeply influenced by them.

234 Anawati (1965, 751-752). Madelung (1971, 116, notes 25 and 26 and
1986b) mentions the names of several other Khwarazmian Mu‘tazilites who lived
in the sixth/twelfth and seventh/thirteenth centuries.

235 Makdisi (1993, 384) says that Ibn Abi ’I-Wafa’ (d. 775/1373), in his work
al-Jawahir al-mudiyya f7 tabagat al-hanafiyya, mentions only one Mu‘tazilite Hanafite
living in the eighth century.

236 See above, 60-61, note 196.
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Yemen?¥,| where Zaydism continues to exist up to our time. This
explains why manuscripts of Mu‘tazilite works can be found in li-
braries in Yemen. Mu‘tazilite ideas also survived, but on a smaller
scale, within the doctrine of the Imamite Shi‘ites, especially in their
legal theory and methodology. The Imamite theologian al-Shaykh
al-Mufid (d. 413/1022) and his disciple al-Sharif al-Murtada (‘Alam
al-Huda) (d. 436/1044), who both studied with ‘Abd al-Jabbar,
adopted many Mu‘tazilite opinions?*®. Through al-Murtada’s disci-
ple Aba Ja'far al-Tast (Shaykh al-T@’ifa) (d. 459/1067) Mu‘tazilite

ideas found acceptance in Imamite theology?*.

10. Conclusion

It seems that the Bahshamiyya Mu‘tazila of Rayy achieved their
greatest number of adherents under ‘Abd al-Jabbar, as can be con-
cluded from the many Mu‘tazilites who are said to have studied with
him (Shark al-‘wyiin, 365: 10-11). Without doubt, the support of the
Bayid vizier al-Sahib b. ‘Abbad, who favoured Mu‘tazilism, stimu-
lated the growth of the school. When al-Sahib died, the Mu‘tazilites
lost their political support and their position was weakened. The
situation became even more unfavourable when Rayy was occupied
by the Ghaznavid Mahmud, who disapproved of Mu‘tazilism. Al-
though there is no exact information about adherence to Mu‘tazilism
in those days, it is likely that Mahmud’s attitude had a negative
influence. Another negative factor for the adherence to the Bahsha-

237 Schmidtke (1998, 402) says that the Mu‘tazilite principles were introduced
in Yemen in the 6th/12th century and that as a result of the close relation between
Mu‘tazilism and Zaydism several Zaydite works contain information on the
doctrines of both the Bahshamiyya and the school of Abt °’l-Husayn al-Basri.

238 McDermott (1978) has written a study on the theology of al-Shaykh
al-Mufid in which he also considers the ideas of his disciple al-Sharif al-Murtada.
For a short description of al-Shaykh al-Mufid’s theology, see also Sander (1994,
82-122).

239 Madelung (1970, 27), Momen (1985, 79-81), Madelung (1987a, 367) and
Schmidtke (1991, 1-4). These Imamite Mu‘tazilites adhered largely to the school
of Aba ’l-Husayn al-Basri. One of them was al-‘Allama al-Hillt (d. 726/1325).
In her dissertation on his theology, Sabine Schmidtke (1991, 250) comes to the
conclusion that the impact of the school of Abtu ’I-Husayn al-BasrT on al-Hillt’s
theological views was crucial and that in all issues where this school disagreed
with the Bahshamiyya, al-Hilli followed them closely.
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miyya may have been the appearance of a new Mu‘tazilite school,
the school of Abt °’l-Husayn al-Basri.

Mankdim and Ibn Mattawayh were undoubtedly disciples of ‘Abd
al-Jabbar in the sense that belonged to his school and adhered to
his doctrine. However, as a result of the scarcity of information about
the Mu‘tazila of Rayy we do not know exactly how the relationship
between them was. Ibn Mattawayh seems to have belonged to a
younger generation than Mankdim, although they are both men-
tioned as students of ‘Abd al-Jabbar. It is not known with certainty
whether they studied with ‘Abd al-Jabbar personally. Nevertheless,
Mankdim and Ibn Mattawayh had a thorough knowledge of ‘Abd
al-Jabbar’s doctrine, as becomes clear from their critical paraphrases.



CHAPTER TWO

THE ONTOLOGY AND PERCEPTION OF PAIN

1. The Existence of Pain

First ‘Abd al-Jabbar turns his attention to the question of how we
know that pain exists'. He is concerned with establishing (ithbat) the
existence of pain in general. The point is whether pain is a really
existing thing or whether we suffer because of the absence of some-
thing that we need. Before this question can be answered, attention
must be given to the question of how we know the existence of things.
What are reliable ways to this knowledge?

As for perceptible things, it can be argued that the fact that they
are perceived proves their existence. In this case it is taken for granted
that perception is a reliable way to knowledge. However, some
philosophers, such as the Sceptics, deny that perception is reliable.
They maintain that perception cannot be trusted as we are some-
times deceived by our senses. They point out that we may see things
that do not really exist, such as mirages. ‘Abd al-Jabbar appears to
have been acquainted with the Sceptics’ opinion on this matter that
in his time was adhered to by people to which he refers as Sophists?.
He disagrees with them and is convinced that perception is a reli-

! “‘Abd al-Jabbar discusses the existence of pain in a chapter called “Chapter

on establishing the existence of pains” (Fasl fi whbat al-alam) (Mughnt X111, 229:
17-270: 9). Dhanani (1994, 26, note 31) points out that thabata and its cognates
(ithbat, etc.) in the kalam context are used both with their normal meaning of con-
firming or establishing that something is true, and in the specialized meaning of
confirming that something is a possible being, whether or not it presently exists.
Muthbat, as a passive participle, is a technical term related to the term ithbat. With
respect to the term muthbat (being established to exist), Van Ess (1966, 198) came
to the conclusion that it is a broader term than the term mawyjid (presently exist-
ing), as muthbat includes both mawyad (presently existing) and ma‘diam (not presently
existing, but existing at other moments). Van Ess added that the Mutazilites used
the term manfi (impossible) as the opposite of muthbat.

2 See Mughni X1I, 42: 20-43: 1 and Mughni IV, 79: 6-7. Bernand (1982, 71-72)
thinks that the Sophists to whom ‘Abd al-Jabbar refers were groups of thinkers
who belonged to the early mutakallimin and became attracted to philosophical specu-
lation.
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able way to the knowledge of things. Discussing the question of how
we know that pain exists, he says:

Know, that there is no clearer way to the knowledge of a thing than
perception. When something is perceived, there is no need for an in-
dication [that leads to knowledge of this thing] in order to establish

its existence (Mughni XIII, 229: 19-20).

In this context, “thing” (shay’), means anything that can be known,
irrespective of whether it is material or immaterial®.

In the quoted passage, ‘Abd al-Jabbar mentions two ways of ac-
quiring knowledge about something. One way is the perception of
the thing in question. However, when something is not perceptible,
it must be known in another way. In that case it can be known by
deduction. According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory, this implies that one
reflects’ on something that is already known in order to acquire
knowledge about something that is not yet known. The thing which
is already known functions as an indication (dalil) of the thing to be
known. Reflection (razar) is a way to acquire knowledge about the
thing (al-madlal) to which the indication refers.

Pain is perceptible. Therefore, ‘Abd al-Jabbar declares that in order
to known whether pain exists it is not necessary to reflect on some
indication, because a person who is in pain perceives pain in his body.
‘Abd al-Jabbar describes how the existence of pain is established:

We know that we feel pains in our limbs, just as we feel warmth and
coldness in objects, nay, even clearer. Therefore, the existence of a
perceptible mana must be established. We know that this mana can-
not be the body itself, nor one of the other things that happen [at
that moment to the body] such as a separation [injury] or pressure
or something else. So, it must be established that it [the mana of pain]
exists [and that it is] a perceptible class of things different from the
other accidents (Mughni XIII, 230: 3-9)°

3 Ilam annahit [ tariga li-’l-ilmi bi-"l-shay’i awdahu min al-idraki. Fa-matd tandwala
’l-idraku shay’an fa-qad istaghna ft ithbatiht ‘an daltlin. See also Mughni IX, 53: 23-24.

* ‘Abd al-Jabbar declares that even God can be referred to as a “thing” (shay’),
because He is an object of knowledge (Mughnt V, 253: 4-10). On the meaning of
shay’ in the works of the Mu'‘tazilites, see Bernand (1982, 265), Dhanani (1994, 29-
30) and Van Ess (1966, 192-202), who discusses the use of skay’ for things that are
not presently existent (ma‘dim).

> For the method of reflection in order to acquire knowledge and the func-
tion of the indication (dalil or dalala) in it, see Bernand (1982, 233-243), Reinhart
(1995, 155-156), Peters (1976, 65-66) and Van Ess (1966, 364-367).

5 Wa-qad ‘alimna anna najidu fi ab‘adina ’l-alama ‘ala haddi ma najidu fi l-ajsami ’I-
hararata wa-"l-buriidata, bal awdaha minha, fa-yajibu ithbatu ma‘nan mudrakin. Wa-qad
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‘Abd al-Jabbar says that what is perceived is a mana, but what does
the term mana mean? And what did his master Abii Ishaq b. ‘Ayyash’
mean when he denied that pain is a mana® (Mughnz IX, 59: 9). Be-
fore answering this question, it will be useful to briefly consider his
theory about the structure of beings in this world®.

In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory, material things (objects) consist of at-
oms (jawhar, plural jawahir)’ and accidents (‘arad, plural a‘rad). The
atoms form a substrate (makall) in which accidents inhere. These
accidents determine the forms and appearances of the material things.
In an atom several accidents can inhere, but an atom must always
at least have in it the accident of spatial occupation (tahayyuz)'® and
the accident of its “spatial relation” (kawn)'' at that moment. The
spatial relation of an atom takes into consideration whether it is
separated from another atom or is joined with it. It also takes into
consideration whether it is moving or is at rest. This is determined
by an accident (the accident of its spatial relation) that inheres in
the atom at that moment. As a result of the inherence of this acci-
dent, the atom is moving or at rest and separated or joined with
another atom. The atom’s other qualities are determined by other
accidents.

According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s doctrine, some accidents can inhere
in any substrate, but other accidents need a special substrate for which
certain conditions must be fulfilled. In other words, some accidents

‘alimna annahi la ygjazu fi dhalika °l-ma‘na an yakina nafsa °l-jismi wa-sa@’ira ma yahduthu
min tafrigin wa-timadin wa-ghayrihima, fa-yajibu ithbatuhi jinsan mudrakan mukhalifan li-
sa’n ’l-a‘rads.

7 On Abii Ishaq b. ‘Ayyash, see above, 32.

8 Tt is difficult to get a clear idea of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s cosmology as he prob-
ably discussed the theory of atoms and accidents in the missing first volumes of
the Mughni. Dhanani (1994) studied the various Mu‘tazilite theories on the atom,
but he mainly relied on the works of Ibn Mattawayh when considering ‘Abd al
Jabbar’s theory. Peters (1976, 105-158) describes the cosmological theories of ‘Abd
al-Jabbar based on a study of the Mughnz, the Ta'lig and the Mami‘. For the cos-
mological theories of ‘Abd al-Jabbar, see also Frank (1978, especially 39-57), where
he describes cosmological notions within the Basra school of the Mu‘tazila. Gima-
ret (1990, 43-126) gives many references to the cosmological theories of the school
of Aba Hashim in his discussion of al-Ash‘arT’s cosmology.

9 Jawhar is a term that is used both for atom and substance. Frank (1984,
290-291, note 19) remarks that jawhar in kalam texts means “atom”. Dhanani (1994,
59, note 16) agrees with him.

10" For the meaning of the term takayyuz, see Dhanani (1994, 62-71).

' Mostly, the term kawn (plural: akwan) is translated as “mode of being”.
However, Schmidtke (1997, 13) translates this term as “spatial relation”, which is
a good rendering of its meaning.
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can inhere in a substrate only if certain other accidents simultane-
ously inhere in it. For instance, the accident of the power of acting
can only exist in a living being. This implies first that it needs a
substrate in which the accident of composition ({a’/if) inheres, so that
the atoms together form a body. Secondly, this body must have a
special structure in order to be the body of a living being, which
implies that the accident for this structure must inhere in it. Third-
ly, in order to be living, the substrate must have the accident of life
in it. Only if all these accidents inhere in the substrate can the ac-
cident of the power of acting inhere in it'%

Let us return to what ‘Abd al-Jabbar means when he says that pain
is a mand. In the Mughn?, ‘Abd al-Jabbar uses the term mana in dif-
ferent senses. Sometimes he uses it with its common meaning, “sense”
or “meaning”. He also uses the term ma‘na to refer to that which
transmigrates from one body to the other, as is believed by those
who defend the doctrine of the transmigration of souls (lanasukh)
(Mughni X111, 379: 18-380: 1)!*. However, when he speaks about issues
such as the qualities of beings and the way in which these qualities
come Into existence, it is obvious that he uses the term mana in a
different sense.

In volume V of the Mughni (V, 253: 4-15)!*, ‘Abd al-Jabbar enu-
merates several meanings of mana as part of his discussion on whether
it is permissible to describe God as being a mana'®. He points out
that this depends on what is understood by mana. He reports that
Abt ‘All al-Jubba’ rejected the description of God as being a mana

2 On the different sorts of accidents see Peters (1976, 123-128) and Frank
(1978, 93-108).

13 ‘Abd al-Jabbar describes the opinion of the adherents to the theory of the
transmigration of souls, who believed that every illness is a punishment we deserve
from God. He reports that “they believed that disobedience [to God] was done
by him [the ill person] when he was different from this shape [the shape/body
this person has now]. Then he was transformed (nusikha) into this shape. Because
of this, they defended the transmigration of souls (tandsukh). They therefore believed
that the living being on which God has imposed duties (mukallaf) is not the person
(shakhs) but a ma‘'na in him, that migrates in the persons and the shapes (hayakil)”.

4 Frank (1967, 250, note 15), Daiber (1975, 226) and Monnot (1974, 40) refer
to this passage for the meaning of the term mana.

1> The description of God as a mand may have been derived from Christian
doctrine. Wolfson (1976, 128) points to the use of the term mana in the discussion
on the Christian doctrine of the Trinity. In the presentation of this doctrine it is
said that the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit are each a hypostasis or person

(agnitm) or a thing (ma‘na)
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and argued that ma‘n@ means “meaning”!®. ‘Abd al-Jabbar goes on
to discuss other meanings of the term mana. He says that the mu-
takallimin use the term mana in reference to causes (lla, plural ilal)'’
[of qualifications], as they say: “a moving being (al-mutaharrik) is
moving by virtue of a mana”, and equate this with saying: “it is
moving by virtue of a cause (ula)”. ‘Abd al-Jabbar adds that mana
in this sense is not used with reference to God. (Mughni V, 253: 9-11).
He goes on to say that sometimes something whose existence has
been established (al-shay’ al-muthbat) is referred to as a mana and he
adds that when mana is used in this broad sense, it cannot be de-
nied that God is a mana (Mughnt V, 253: 12-15). We see that ‘Abd
al-Jabbar acknowledges that mana can have the sense of “cause (‘illa)
of a qualification” and that it can also mean “something whose
existence has been established” (al-shay’ al-muthbat).

Several mutakallimiin, and not only Mu'tazilites'®, used mana as a

16 Understanding maa in the sense of “meaning”, Abt ‘All denied that it is

permissible to describe God as being a mana. However, he considered that it was
permissible to say that God is ma‘niyy, in the sense that God is meant, when God
1s spoken of in speculative theology (kalam) and in the Traditions (akhbar) (Mughnt
V, 253: 4-8). ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s report does not make clear whether it must be con-
cluded that Aba ‘Ali only knew ma‘na in the sense of “meaning” and in no other
sense.

17 “Illa means cause of a qualification. Reinhart (1995, 147) explains the rela-
tion between the terms ma‘na, ila, sifa, and hukm as follows: “Ma‘na is used to describe
the ontological nature of a quality, insofar as it can be imagined to be apart from
the thing in which it resides. Thus, ‘redness’ is the ‘redness’ of the apple’s being
red, and is said to be, as ‘redness,’ its mana; but when the redness is considered as
causative (of the apple’s being red) it is called %//ah. The quality that it causes, namely
the apple’s redness, is called sifah; the sifah is the attribute, or adjective in the phrase
‘the red apple.” Declaring the apple to be red, or assessing it to be red, or predi-
cating redness of the apple, is an ‘assessment’, (hukm). In the phrase ‘this apple is
red, ‘red’ is the hukm of the apple.”

18 Daiber (1975, 78-90) describes how concept of ma‘na was used by several
mutakallimiin. Before her sudden death Dr. Marie Bernand kindly sent me the fol-
lowing information with respect to the meaning of the term ma‘na: “Ma‘na peut
vouloir dire “disposition”, notion empruntée au stoicisme. Selon les Zahirites le
ma‘na est considéré comme un intermédiaire entre la réalité et la subjectivité en
ce qu'elle a de valable grace a 'appréhension pure. Selon les Imamites le ma‘na
est le sens divin a donner aux événements, intention divine. C’est aussi une sorte
de substrate conceptual, ce dont le concept suppose l'existence réelle. Somme toute
le term de ma‘na a des sens trés diversifiés. Mis a part le sens grammatical (signi-
fication), on peut dire que le terme mana se caractérise par une vaste ampleur
conceptuelle et il subsume des valeurs allant de la réalité abstraite a I'existence
réelle. Au centre de cette constellation on peut dire que se situe la notion de dis-



THE ONTOLOGY AND PERCEPTION OF PAIN 77

technical term with a specific meaning. What this meaning was
exactly, and how it can be adequately translated are questions which
have occupied the minds of scholars studying the works of these
mutakallimin®®. Frank studied the term mana as it is used by several
mutakallimiin in order to clarify its technical meaning in the kalam in
general?’. At the end of the first part of his article, having given
examples from the Mughni and other works, he concludes that:

Many other examples may be found but these few will more than
suffice to demonstrate beyond any reasonable doubt that the term
mand, in this technical sense, means an immediate, intrinsic causal
determinant?!,

Daiber made an extensive study of the theological-philosophical
system of the Mu'tazilite Mu‘ammar b. ‘Abbad al-Sulamt (d. 215/
830). In this study he describes the specific meaning of the term mana
in Mu‘ammar’s philosophy where ma‘na refers to an entity that de-
termines something and which itself is determined by another ma‘na,
so that there is a chain of ma‘ani. He says:

Damit ist nichts anderes ausgesagt, als dal die Wirkung einer Sub-
stanz, namlich sein Akzidens, durch ein sogenanntes mana bedingt ist:
das mana bestimmt das So-sein des Seienden, d.h. was das Seiende
ist; durch das mama unterscheidet sich ein bestimmtes Seiendes, die
durch ein Akzidens verwirklichte Substanz, von einem anderen. Dieses
bedingt also die Art und Weise der Bestimmtheit des Seienden, d.h.
die Verwirklichung eines begrenzten Seinsgehaltes; das Seiende ist das,
“was” es ist, durch sein W e s e n. Mana ist eine Wiedergabe von
“Wesen”?2.

Descriptions of the meaning of mana as it was used by ‘Abd al-Jabbar
can be found in monographs on him. In his monograph on ‘Abd
al-Jabbar Peters translates mana as “qualifier” and he explains its
meaning as:

Ma'‘na: qualifier, accident which causes something to be entitled to a
quality. When I use the word “qualifier”, I do not use it in its gram-

position qui peut aller jusqu’a signifier la positivité d’'une determination. Le mana
en ce sens est une abstraction réalisée déterminant dans un corps quelque chose
de non-corporal, ainsi un état (kal) (Ta'liq, 410).

19 For references to some special studies on the term mana in kalam texts, see
Peters (1976, 156, note 234). See also Daiber (1975, 78-90).

20 Frank (1967).

2 Frank (1967, 253).

22 Daiber (1975, 79).
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matical sense, but, literally, as that which makes something to be qual-
ified, to be entitled to a qualification?’.

The meaning “qualifier” is given by Bernand, as well, but she gives
more definitions of mana. She distinguishes the following meanings
of ma‘na: (in French) 1. “entité causale”, “cause qualifiante”, “syn-
onyme de lla”; 2. “réalité incorporelle”; 3. “accident spécifique”;

4. “signification”, “sens”?*, Of the first meaning “qualifier”, she says:

La qualification sifa ou hukm est ce que les mu‘tazilites disent d’un
existent. Elle désigne, chez celui-ci, une qualification qui n’existe pas
en soi, mais qui est dans P’existant accidentellement et en vertu d’autre
chose que lui. Cette chose est la cause (mana) de cette qualification®.

An example of the use of mana in the sense of “cause of a qualifi-
cation” or “qualifier” can be found in ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s discussion of
the subject of desire. He explains that we are described as “feeling
a desire” (mushtaht) by virtue of a mana that exists in us, and this mana
is a desire (shahwa). He argues as follows: a person finds himself in
the state of “feeling a desire” (mushtahi) for something after he was
not in this state. There must be a cause for this change: there must
be something that has brought about the state of “feeling a desire”.
The only possibility is that this state is caused by the existence (wu-
Jad) of a ma'na in this person. This ma‘na can only be a desire (shahwa)
(Mughni IV, 19: 17-20)*°. The existence of this mana is the cause (illa)
of this person’s being qualified as “feeling a desire”.

‘Abd al-Jabbar says that nothing is clearer is than the state we find
ourselves in. He asserts that with respect to the strength of our
knowledge of it, finding oneself in a state is analogous to perceiving
something (Mughni XII, 5: 3-9). However, according to ‘Abd al-Jabbar,
the existence of the mana of pain need not be established by com-
paring two states we find ourselves in: its existence is established by
the direct perception of pain (Mughn? XIII, 230: 4-9).

2 Peters (1976, 155-157). Monnot (1974, 40) concluded that ma‘n@ means
“accident”. He said: “Peut-étre, en somme, la mana n’est-elle autre que I'accident
en tant qu’il est cause d’une attribution et raison de validité d’un attribut?”.

2 Bernand (1982, 370).

% Bernand (1982, 77-78).

% For an English translation and explanation of this passage see Frank (1967,
249). In a similar way, ‘Abd al-Jabbar explains that we are “willing” (murid) or
“reflecting” (nazir) [on something] by virtue of the existence of a mana@ in us. This
mand is a will (&rada) or “reflection” (nazar), respectively. If this mana exists in a
person it is the cause (%lla) of his being qualified as “willing” or “investigating”
(Mughnt V1/2, 2419 and 25: 12; Mughnt XII, 5: 3-9).
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‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts that pain is a mana. However, although mana
means “cause of a qualification” or “qualifier”, he denies that the
existence of pain alone in us is the cause of a qualification. He
explains that we are described as “suffering” (alim), not because of
the existence of pain in us but rather because we perceive something
and feel an aversion (nufir) for what we perceive. This aversion is
the reason why we suffer; the existence in us of pain alone does not
bring us in a state of suffering?’ (Mughni IV, 55: 10-11).

Ma'‘na in the sense of “immediate, intrinsic causal determinant” is
more or less equivalent to the term ‘arad (accident)?®. In a passage
cited before® ‘Abd al-Jabbar refers to pain as being a mana differ-
ent from the other accidents (‘arad, plural arad). We have already
seen that accidents determine the qualities of the substrate they inhere
in. In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory, the accident of pain determines a
quality of its substrate. This means that when the accident of pain
inheres in a living substrate, there is pain in that part of the body.
It is possible to make a distinction between two parts of the body:
one with pain and the other without pain (Mughn? XIII, 231: 9-11).

The accident of pain determines a quality for a part of the body
and not a quality or a state for the person as a whole. However, when
pain exists in a part of his body, the person as a whole can be qual-
ified as “suffering”. As we have seen, it is because of the aversion
that this person feels for what he perceives—pain in a part of his
body—that he as a whole is qualified as “suffering”.

That it is not self-evident that pain is a mana becomes clear from
what ‘Abd al-Jabbar reports about his teacher Aba Ishaq b. ‘Ayyash.
‘Abd al-Jabbar says that Abt Ishaq denied that pain is a mana. How
are we to understand this statement? ‘Abd al-Jabbar reports that

Abu Ishaq b. ‘Ayyash, may God have mercy upon him, used to deny
[the existence of] pain absolutely. He used to say that it is not a ma‘na,
but that a living being suffers if the soundness of its body ceases and
the life disappears from it, [that is to say], from that place. Then he
suffers, just as he suffers if he perceives something bitter. He does not

27 That the mana of pain does not cause a state is confirmed by ‘Abd al-Jabbar

in more than one place. See, for instance, Mughnt VII, 36: 16-17 and Mughnt IX,
164: 19.

% Frank, 1967, 252.

29 See above, 73.
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establish the existence of a perceptible mana (Mughni X, 59: 9-11)%°.

Abt Ishaq did not deny that people suffer when they are injured but
rather he denied that something new, a mana, comes into existence.
He seems to have been of the opinion that we suffer from the ab-
sence of “soundness” (sizha)*!, when this temporarily disappears from
a part of our body as the result of an injury. This implies that we
do not suffer because something new comes into existence in a part
of our body, but because of the absence of something that we need:
the soundness of our body. We suffer because of its disappearance.
Abu Ishaq therefore says that pain is not a mana.

In another passage, ‘Abd al-Jabbar reports that Aba Ishaq said
that we suffer when the body is injured, because in that case the
balance of the body is disturbed:

Our shaykh Abt Ishaq, may God have mercy upon him, used to say
that the pain that comes into existence in his [the human being’s] body
is not a mana. The human being rather suffers when a separation has
been made in his body because this has ended its soundness and the
balance of his body has been disturbed. (Mughnz IV, 29: 7-9)32

‘Abd al-Jabbar himself does not use the concept of balance (¢‘t:dal)
in his theory of pain. It is possible that Aba Ishaq derived the con-
cept of the balance of the human body from the medical theory on
pain that was current in his time. This theory implied that in the
human body there are four humours: blood, phlegm, yellow bile and
black bile. They are mixed with one another in different quantities.
The particular blending of the four humours in a person was called
“temperament” (miz@)*®. If these elements are present in a right
proportion to each other, the organic body is “balanced” (mutadil)**.

89 “Ala anna shaykhana Aba Ishaga bna ‘Ayyashin rahimahii “lahu kana yanfi *l-alama

aslan, wa-yaqalu mnahii laysa bi-ma‘nan wa-innama ya’lamu °l-hayyu idha batalat sihhatu
Jismih? wa-"ntafat-1 "l-hayatu ‘anhii ‘an dhalika “l-mawdit fa-ya’lamu ‘inda dhalika kama ya’lamu
wdha adraka °l-mararata wa-la yuthbitu ma‘nan mudrakan.

31" For an explanation of what is understood by “soundness” (sihha), see be-
low, 91-92.

2 Wa-qad kana shaykhuna Aba Ishaqa rahimahi *llahu yaqgilu inna ’l-alama *l-haditha
St jismiht laysa bi-ma‘nan wa-innama ya’lamu “l-insanu “inda tafrige jismiht lLi-annahii qad
battala sihhataha wa-zala ‘tidalu jismiht.

3% Gutas (1988, 75, note 10).

3 See Ullmann (1978, 57-58). Ullmann (1978, 10) has pointed out that med-
icine in the medieval Islamic world was strongly influenced by the writings of Galen.
Galen wrote numerous medical treatises in which scattered remarks about pain
occur. His book On the Diseased Parts (De locis affectis) includes some chapters in
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Abt Ishaq probably believed that we suffer when the balance of the
humours in our body is disturbed®. This must be the “disappear-
ance of soundness” to which he refers in the foregoing passage.

Although ‘Abd al-Jabbar had studied with Abtu Ishaq, he did not
adopt his teacher’s opinion that pain is not a mana. ‘Abd al-Jabbar
saw the implications of denying the existence of a perceptible thing.
He pointed out that Abu Ishaq’s opinion that pain is not a mana may
lead to the denial of the existence of all perceptible things (Mughn?
IX, 59: 14-20, Mughni IV, 29: 18-20)%.

2. How Pain s Perceived

‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts that pain is a perceptible ma‘na, but how does
he think about the actual perception of pain? It is known that per-
ceptible things are perceived by different sense organs and that each
sense organ has a special structure. Sounds are perceived by the ears,
objects by the eyes, smells by the nose, tastes by the tongue. Pain is
a perceptible thing but by which sense organ is it perceived? ‘Abd
al-Jabbar says that pain does not require a sense organ with a spe-
cial structure (binya makhsisa) in order to be perceived: pain can be

which he systematically analyzes pain (Siegel, 1970, 184). Siegel (1970, 186) came
to the conclusion that “Galen was convinced that a localized disturbance of the
humoral balance was the common cause of pain.” Galen’s writings were known to
Ibn Sina (370/980-428/1037), a contemporary of ‘Abd al-Jabbar, who spent a short
time (between 403/1013 and 405/1015) in Rayy in the period after ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s
judgeship (Gutas, 1988, 261). Ibn Sina explains that pain is caused either
by the occurrence of a bad blending of the humours that suddenly changes the
existing blend (mizg) or by something that disrupts the connectedness (:tisal) of
the body (Qanin fi °l-tibb, 1, 108). In his opinion, pain means experiencing the in-
compatibility of the changed mixture (miz@) of humours. He thinks that every in-
compatible (munafi) thing that is felt hurts because of its incompatibility. Ibn Sina’s
theory of the cause of pain resembles Abu Ishdaq’s opinion that a human being
suffers because the “soundness” of his body disappears and its balance is disturbed.

% Abt Ishaq’s denial of the existence of pain as a mand leads us to ask why
his opinion was so different from ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion. Ibn Mattawayh reports
that Abtu Ishaq formed this opinion because he was not able to find an adequate
answer to a question concerning the generation of pain (Majma 111, 15: 16-17).
See below, 101-102, note 36.

% A detailed refutation of Abii Ishaq’s opinion is given by ‘Abd al-Jabbar in
volume XIII of the Mughnz, where he puts forward many arguments refuting this
opinion, not addressing Abu Ishaq directly but presenting his arguments in the
usual form of a dialogue: “If he says...., he is answered....” (Fa-in gala..., qila laha...)
(Mughnt X111, 262: 3-269: 17).
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perceived by any part of the body on condition that there is life (hayat)
in that part of the body®” (Mughni IV, 38: 3, Mughni X1, 336: 4). That
pain can be perceived by any living part of the body, whatever its
structure, is a feature that it shares with another category of per-
ceptible things: warmth (karara). However, in one aspect the percep-
tion of pain differs from the perception of temperature: we can
perceive warmth that exists in someone else’s body, whereas we can
only perceive pain that exists in our own body (Mughni X111, 260: 4
and 256: 9).

The “instrument” of sense by which pain is perceived is that part
of the body in which this pain appears (Mughni X111, 260: 3-9). ‘Abd
al-Jabbar considers this a feature distinguishing pain from all other
things (Mughnt XIII, 256: 8-13). However, according to his doctrine
physical pleasure (ladhdha) is also perceived by means of that part of
the body in which it appears. This means that pleasure has the same
feature as pain. This does not contradict ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s assertion
that this feature is specific to pain. According to his doctrine, pain
and pleasure are the same kind of thing.

3. Pain and Pleasure

According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, the difference between pain and pleasure
lies not in what they are but in the emotion with which they are
perceived. That which is perceived is given a different name because
of the difference in emotion. When something that can be pain or
pleasure is perceived with aversion (nufur al-fab’) it is called pain, but
if it 1s perceived with desire (shahwa) it is called pleasure. We have
seen that according to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, we suffer not because of the
existence of the mana of pain in our body, but because of our aver-
sion to what we perceive. Had we perceived this mana with desire
(shahwa), we would instead have experienced pleasure®® (Mughni IV,

15: 12-17, 17: 3-12). ‘Abd al-Jabbar explains it thus:

57 The condition of the existence of life holds for all parts of the body that
are used for perception: each sense organ can only function if life inheres in it.
‘Abd al-Jabbar establishes a strong connection between life and perception, mak-
ing the ability to perceive by means of that part of the body the criterion by which
he distinguishes living parts of the body from lifeless parts. As a result, he consid-
ers hair, bones and blood as lifeless parts of the body because it is not possible to
perceive things by means of them (Mughnz X1, 335: 13-18).

38 See also Brunschvig (1974, 78-79).
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But when he has an aversion to it, he suffers because of it, and it is
called pain; but if he desires it, he enjoys it, and it is called pleasure.
The class does not change, but the name changes and the predicate
of the living being changes through it (Mughni IX, 54: 20-22)%°.

It is ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion that when we set pain and pleasure
apart from the emotions with which they are perceived, they are one
and the same thing and he therefore says that they are the same class™
(yins) of things (Mughnt IX, 54: 21 and Mughnz, X111, 255: 12-13).

In order to strengthen his argument, ‘Abd al-Jabbar mentions
actions that can cause both pain and pleasure, such as exposing
oneself to intense cold (bard shadid), warming oneself at a fire (istila@’),
submerging oneself in lukewarm water, or scratching a part of the
body that is affected by scabies (jarab). The result of these actions
can be experienced as pain or as pleasure (Mughnt X111, 243: 3-5).
Scratching a healthy part of the body hurts, but someone suffering
from scabies*! who scratches the itchy part of his body affected by
scabies enjoys the scratching and experiences this not as pain, but
as pleasure. This implies that the same ma‘na can be experienced as
pain or as pleasure (Mughnt IV, 17: 17-19).

Opponents may object to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory that pain and
pleasure are one class of things by pointing out that there is no word
to denominate®? this class and that it is therefore doubtful whether

39 Lakinnahii idha kana nafira °l-tab‘i ‘anhu alima biki wa-summiya alaman wa-idha

kana mushtahiyan lahi “ltadhdha biht wa-summiya ladhdhatan, fa-’l-jinsu (@ yataghayyaru
wa-in taghayyara ‘alayhi °l-ismu wa-taghayyara hukmu °l-hayyt bihi.

*0 The term jins may also be translated as “genus” but, as Frank (1984, 290,
note 19) has pointed out, the term jins as it is used by the Basrian mutakallimiin of
this period is not equivalent to the English “genus”. Frank (1985, 78, note 19)
explains that the Basrian Mu'tazilites used the term jins primarily to speak of the
lowest, essential classes of beings, though they also commonly used it for more
extensive classes. For instance, ‘Abd al-Jabbar refers to the four “spatial relations”
(movement, rest, composition and separation) as forming one jins. He also says that
speech (kalam) and “articulated” sounds (aswat muqatta‘a) form one jins (Mughni VII,
22: 1-2). On the other hand, he also speaks of the jins of sound in general, which
comprises all possible sounds including speech and “articulated” sounds (Mughnt
VII, 23: 6 and 41: 18-42: 2). See Peters (1976, 292-312).

*1' Scratching a scabious place had already been used as an example by the
Greek philosophers. Alexander of Aphrodisias (fl. about AD 200) says that when
Aristotle discussed the possibility of feeling happy and sad at the same time he
mentioned, among other things, the example of a man who suffers from scabies
and scratches the affected part of his body, so that he enjoys the scratching, but
is sad at the same time, because he feels the need for more scratching (Badawi,
1968, 146).

2 One may wonder why it is that the class of pain and pleasure does not have
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such a class exists. This objection takes into consideration the rela-
tion between words and the existence of things. Can we know that
something exists if we cannot denominate it? ‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks
that this is indeed possible. He explains that the lack of a denomi-
nation for a thing is not a reason to conclude that this thing does
not exist. He argues that, notwithstanding the lack of a denomina-
tion (‘tbara) for the class of pain and pleasure, the existence of this
class can be known because it has a predicate (sifa) by which it dis-
tinguishes itself from all other things. He points out that each thing,
perceptible as well as imperceptible, is known by a specific feature
by which it is distinguished from other things. As for the class of pain
and pleasure, its unique quality is that it is perceived by means of
the living substrate in which it appears. As soon as we know that a
certain thing is perceived by means of that part of the body in which
it appears, we know that we are dealing with something that belongs
to the class of pain and pleasure, even though we cannot name this
class (Mughnt XIII, 255: 16-256: 10). It is evident that whatever
belongs to this class can be given a name as soon as we know the
emotion it is perceived with.

‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory raises the following question: is it possible
to perceive something belonging to the class of pain or pleasure
without an aversion to it or a desire for it, so that we experience
that which is perceived as neither pain nor pleasure? ‘Abd al-Jabbar
thinks that this is indeed possible. He explains that if this happens,
we know from the way it is perceived that it is something that be-
longs to the class of pain and pleasure, although we cannot denom-
inate it*® (Mughni XIII, 257: 1-6 and 256: 3-7).

‘Abd al-Jabbar believes that it is possible to perceive something
of the class of pain and pleasure without experiencing any pain or
pleasure at all because he takes it for granted that human beings can
be without aversion or desire. However, the Mu‘tazilites differed

a name. ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s explanation is that speakers of Arabic (ahl al-lugha) give
denominations (7baral) to things (ma‘ani) according to their most striking feature.
They therefore gave pain a name but not the class it belongs to (Mughni X111, 256:
1-7).
It may appear strange that something can be perceived and yet cannot be
given a name. ‘Abd al-Jabbar points out that such a thing may also happen when
we taste food. When we taste mixed food, we perceive a mixed flavour. From the
way it is perceived, we known that we perceive a flavour, but we cannot denom-
inate this flavour. This makes it clear that the lack of a denomination for a per-
ceived thing is not a reason to deny its existence (Mughnt XIII, 255: 1-9).
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about this. Some of them, probably including Aba ‘Alf al-Jubba’T and
his son Abii Hashim™, were of the opinion that a living being must
always feel either aversion or desire. This idea seems to have result-
ed from their interpretation of the theory of opposite® accidents.
According to this theory, some accidents continue to exist and only
disappear when opposite accidents appear in the substrate they in-
here in. This means that things continue to have the qualities de-
termined by these accidents. These qualities do not disappear until
the opposite qualities appear. At that moment, the first accidents must
disappear because accidents that are each other’s opposites cannot
exist together in the same substrate: they exclude each other. The
qualities determined by the opposite accidents appear. Accidents that
do not have opposites disappear of themselves*®. The qualities de-
termined by these accidents disappear without the appearance of
opposite qualities.

The question with respect to the perception of pain is whether or
not desire and aversion are each other’s opposites. Does desire only
disappear when aversion appears, and vice versa, so that one is never
without either of them? Or, are they not each other’s opposites and
1s it possible that someone is sometimes without either of them? ‘Abd
al-Jabbar asserts that the latter is indeed possible. He explains that
living beings can be without any desire or aversion because life does
not imply that the living being must feel either desire or aversion.
He argues that if life implied desire and aversion, a living being would
always desire all desirable things or feel an aversion to all things one

* Ibn Mattawayh reports that, as opposed to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Aba ‘Alf al-Jubba’t
and his son Abt Hashim were of the opinion that living beings must feel either
desire or aversion, so that they are never without either of them. Abt ‘Ali there-
fore believed that everything that is perceived by the senses is perceived with either
desire or aversion (7adhkira, 321: 8). Ibn Mattawayh does not mention the rea-
soning of Abtu ‘Al with respect to this question. It appears that his son Abt Hashim
agreed with him on this point. Ibn Mattawayh reports that Abt Hashim believed
that life entails (mudammin) aversion and desire (7Tadhkira, 321: 9-10). This means
that as long as a person is alive, he must feel desire or aversion, just as he must
always perceive that which can be perceived by him. (See Peters, 1976, 175-180).
When ‘Abd al-Jabbar discusses the question of whether life entails aversion and
desire, he does not mention what Abt Hashim’s opinion on this question was. He
only says that Ab@ Hashim gave information about it (nabbaha ‘ala dhalika) and that
Abt ‘Abdallah explained it (sarraha bi-’l-gawli bihi), so that it is not clear which
opinion was Abat Hashim’s and which opinion was Aba ‘Abdallah’s on this ques-
tion (Mughni X111, 243: 14-19).

#5On the concept of didd (opposite), see Peters (1976, 142-143).

16 Peters (1976, 125-126).
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can feel an aversion to and there would be no difference between
the living beings with respect to this. From the fact that things are
not that way, ‘Abd al-Jabbar concludes that it is possible for a living
being to feel neither desire nor aversion (Mughni XIII, 244: 10-17).

‘Abd al-Jabbar then argues that if we can be without desire or
aversion, it is possible that we perceive something belonging to the
class of pain and pleasure without feeling a desire for what we per-
celve or an aversion to it: we just perceive it. In that case, that which
is perceived is not called pain or pleasure. He adds that the belief
that living beings can be without desire or aversion also explains why
they may differ from each other with respect to their experiences of
pain and pleasure (Mughni X111, 242: 10-13 and Mughni IV, 17: 16-17).
He does not explain what he means by this remark, but it is likely
that he refers to the fact that one person does not feel pain in a
situation in which another person does feel pain.

‘Abd al-Jabbar’s disciple Ibn Mattawayh agrees with him that it
is possible that something belonging to the class of pain and pleas-
ure 1s perceived without feeling a desire for it or an aversion to it,
but Ibn Mattawayh explicitly applies this to God. He declares that
when something of the class pain and pleasure is perceived by “One
who is considered to be without desire or aversion”, this ma‘na is not
called pain or pleasure (Majma‘ 111, 17: 1-2)*’. By “One who is con-
sidered to be without desire or aversion”, Ibn Mattawayh means God.
According to Mu‘tazilite doctrine, it is impossible for God to feel a
desire for or an aversion to something, as this would imply that God
has needs and this would conflict with His omnipotence. Yet, be-
cause God perceives all perceptible things, He also perceives that
which belongs to the class of pain and pleasure. Ibn Mattawayh
emphasizes that although God perceives what belongs to the class
of pain and pleasure He is not described as feeling pain or pleasure,
as He does not perceive this class with aversion or desire (Magma‘
III, 17: 2-3).

Another question with respect to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory of pain
and pleasure is whether it is possible to perceive as pleasure that which
normally is painful. We have already seen that ‘Abd al-Jabbar gives
examples of actions, such as exposing oneself to intense cold, that
can result in pain or pleasure. Depending on the circumstances and
the quantity of what one is exposed to, the result of such an act can

¥7 See also Tadhkira, 308: 12-13 and 315: 3-5.
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at one time be perceived with aversion, so that it is experienced as
pain, and at another time with desire, so that it is experienced as
pleasure. However, does ‘Abd al-Jabbar consider it possible that
someone who is dismembered experiences this as a pleasure? It should
be taken into account that the question is not whether this person
enjoys suffering, but whether he experiences as pleasure that which
is normally experienced as pain.

‘Abd al-Jabbar does not deny that, in theory, it is possible for
someone to experience his dismemberment as a pleasure, but he
denies that this can normally happen. He asserts that the normal
course of events (‘@da)™ does not allow this. Like many things in this
world, pain and pleasure do not occur at random but always hap-
pen in the same way which is normal for them. ‘Abd al-Jabbar admits
that deviations from the usual way in which things happen can occur,
but only in times when prophets appear®® (Mughni XIII, 241: 16-17).
He therefore concedes that it is possible for somebody to be dismem-
bered without experiencing pain, but he points out that usually such
a thing does not happen because it would contradict what is nor-
mal for pain (Mughnt XIII, 242: 1-2).

‘Abd al-Jabbar adds that if someone experienced his dismember-
ment as a pleasure, this pleasure would be overpowered by additional
sorrow. He argues that such a person would not only feel pleasure
but also, simultaneously, sorrow (ghamm) because of the realization
that he will be physically disfigured, and this sorrow would outweigh
any pleasure he felt. ‘Abd al-Jabbar is convinced that people who
are in full possession of their mental faculties must feel sorrow about
the loss of their limbs because they need them as instruments. As
long as their limbs are sound, they can obtain pleasure and profits
using their limbs. Having lost them, this is no longer possible (Mughnt
XII1, 243: 10-13).

8 Peters (1976, 98), who translates ‘@da as “usage”, explains that: “this ‘us-

age’ is concerned not with the acts of human beings, but with God’s acts; it is the
normal course of events in this world, which is changed by God alone. For such
a deviation of the normal course of events in the time of Ibrahim, who is not burnt
by fire, see Quran 21; 69. ‘Ada corresponds, qua contents, with what we call the
laws of nature.” For an explanation of the concept of ‘ada, see also Antes (1970,
40-44), Wolfson (1976, 544-551), Schwarz (1976, 251-252, note 87) and Gimaret
(1980, 262).

* One of the criteria for a miracle performed by a prophet is that it must
break with the normal course of events (al-‘ada). See Mughnt XV, 171: 13, Peters
(1976, 98, note 316) and Rahman (1996, 413-414).
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Ibn Mattawayh also pays attention to a related question. He points
out that when we feel pain we cannot change this into a feeling of
pleasure because we cannot change our aversion into desire. In his
opinion, we ourselves cannot create an aversion or desire: only God
can create these things (Magma‘ 1, 433: 28-434: 3).

Another question to be asked is whether it is possible to feel pain
and pleasure at the same moment. The question discussed by ‘Abd
al-Jabbar is not whether something of the class of pain and pleasure
that happens in one part of the body can be experienced as pain
and pleasure at the same moment®, but rather whether it is possi-
ble to experience pain in one part of the body and pleasure in an-
other part. This question 1s raised because it implies that one can
have an aversion to a particular thing and at the same moment a
desire for the same sort of thing. ‘Abd al-Jabbar believes that it is
indeed possible to feel pain and pleasure at the same moment. He
makes this clear by the example of a man who scratches a part of
his body that is affected by scabies (jarab) and experiences pleasure
as the result of this scratching. However, if he at the same moment
scratches one of his healthy limbs, he experiences pain. This means
that he experiences pain and pleasure at the same moment (Mughnz,
XIII, 259: 1-8). ‘Abd al-Jabbar also considers it possible for some-
thing to be experienced at one moment as pain and at another

moment as pleasure, or that it may be experienced by one person
as pain and by another as pleasure (Mughnt XIII, 257: 14-258: 11).

50" This question is discussed by Ibn Mattawayh in al-Tadhkira fi ahkam al-jawahir
wa-"l-a‘rad. He declares that it is impossible to perceive one and the same thing
with aversion and desire at the same time. He explains that when aversion and
desire concern one and the same thing, they are each other’s opposites and ex-

clude each other (Tadhkira, 328: 1-5).
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HOW PAIN COMES INTO EXISTENCE

After having explained what pain is and how it is perceived, ‘Abd
al-Jabbar discusses the way in which pain comes into existence. He
first considers whether pain is something that can be produced! by
human beings (Mughni X111, 271: 2). According to his doctrine, only
a limited number of acts (¢f @/, plural of fi‘/) in this world can be
done by human beings; the production of things like colours, smells,
and life, is not possible for humans: only God can produce them?.

Defining what human beings are able to produce, ‘Abd al-Jabbar
refers to what Aba ‘Al al-Jubba® and Aba Hashim said on this
subject. They said that human beings can do two sorts of actions:
firstly, “acts of the limbs” (af*al al-jawarih) such as movements
(harakat), different sorts of pressure (i‘timadat), composition (ta¥if),
different sorts of pain (alam) and sounds (aswat), and, secondly, “acts
of the heart” (af‘al al-quluab) such as thought (fikr), will (#rada), con-
viction (i‘tigad) and “the opposites of conviction”?, and remorse
(nadam) (Mughnt 1X, 13: 13-16). This enumeration makes it clear
that ‘Abd al-Jabbar considers pain as something that can be pro-
duced by human beings.

‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts that human beings can only produce pain
in a way that he refers to as “generation” (tawlid)*. According to
his doctrine, human beings can produce things in two ways. Some
things such as pain and sounds can only be produced by them by

! Speaking about divine and human acting, ‘Abd al-Jabbar uses the verb fa‘ala,
yaf alu (to do; to act) which I mostly will translate as “to produce”.

2 See Peters (1976, 127).

3 By “the opposites of conviction” ‘Abd al-Jabbar means things such as doubt,
supposition and suspicion which he regards as opposites of conviction because
they exclude each other if they concern the same subject.

* The term tawallud is also used. On the Mu'tazilite theory of generation (taw/id)
see Bernand (1982, 233-240), Daiber (1975, 393-402), Van Ess (1966, 290-295),
Fakhry (1991, 37-38), Frank (1982, 324-326), Gimaret (1980, 36-47, and 1990,
401-409), al-Traqt (1983°, 51-60), McDermott (1978, 169-177), Nader (1956,
198-204), Peters (1976, 60-61 and 206-209) and Schwarz (1976, 250-251, note
85-86). Hecker (1975) gives an explanatory translation of volume IX (Kitab
al-tawlid) of the Mughni, that deals with generation.
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way of generation. The process of generation implies that in or-
der to produce something, the cause (sabab) of this thing is produced.
For instance, in order to produce a sound we have to put a special
kind of pressure (i.e., knocking) on something in such a way that
it produces a sound. This pressure is the cause of the sound. It is
impossible for us to produce sound directly without first produc-
ing its cause: pressure in the form of a knock’.

A second group of things can be produced by human beings only
directly (mubtada’an—"begun”) inside themselves without first pro-
ducing something else: they directly start producing the thing it-
self. The will is an example of this second group of actions: accord-
ing to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s doctrine, a person who wants to do
something directly produces in him- or her-self the will to do that
thing. A third group of things can be produced in both ways: either
directly (“from inside”) or by generation (“from outside”) (Mughni
IX, 13: 16-19). An example of this third group is movement. We
can move our own arms or legs from inside, but we also can move
objects from one place to another.

When ‘Abd al-Jabbar says that human beings can only produce
pain by the process of generation, he means that we are not able
to produce pain in our body directly, “from inside”, but only “from
outside”: we have to press something against our body, causing a
wound in it (Mughni 1X, 127: 19-22). It is only in this indirect way,
by first causing a wound, that we can produce pain in our own body
or in someone else’s body®. According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s doctrine,
pain is generated by the injury. He therefore refers to the injury
as the cause’ (sabab) of the pain. Nevertheless, the pain is consid-
ered to have been produced by the person who put the pressure
and caused the injury. According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s doctrine, he
who produces a cause (in this case, the injury) must be seen as the
one who produces its effect (in this case, the pain) (Mughni IX, 139:

5 See Peters (1976, 141). See also below, 93.

6 See below, 94-97.

7 Generally, sabab and <lla are both translated as cause, although they are
different terms. Sabab is used in relation to the production of acts, whereas ‘lla
is used in relation to the changing qualities of persons or objects. Frank (1967,
251) and Peters (1976, 209) note that, as opposed to a sabab, a ‘illa produces its
effect directly and necessarily. In order to distinguish between “cause” as a trans-
lation of lla and “cause” as a translation of sabab, some scholars speak of “sec-
ondary cause” when they refer to sabab. However, the addition of “secondary”
is not necessary in discussions of generation because it is evident in this context
which kind of cause is meant.
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20-21). This is the result of the close relation between a cause and
its effect (musabbab). Once a cause has been brought into existence,
it must generate its effect, unless it is prevented from doing so by
hindrances that impede generation®. Producing something by means
of the process of cause and effect is called generation (tawlid) in
Mu'‘tazilite doctrine.

1. Sthha and Waha

In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s discussion of the generation of pain, two terms
are often used by him. These are the terms sifha and waha. In what
follows, attention will first be given to the meaning of the term sifha.
I have not come across a definition of this term in those parts of
the Mughn that I have studied. What ‘Abd al-Jabbar means by it
becomes clear from the way in which it is used’. It appears that in
reference to living bodies, the existence of siiha in a body means
that this body is intact and without injury. This can be concluded
from ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s assertion that sitha exists in the body of a
living being if this body is free from defect (salim min al-afa); ap-
pearance of a deficiency (ikh#ilal) in a living body implies the dis-
appearance of the soundness of that part of the body (Mughnt X111,
269: 12-14). Used in this sense, sihka only applies to living beings.
‘Abd al-Jabbar emphasizes this by specifying that the soundness he
refers to is needed for life (al-sthhatu °llati tahtaju tlayha °l-hayatu)
(Mughnt IX, 52: 23). He adds that this soundness cannot be per-
ceived, which implies that its existence is known by deduction
(Mughnt X111, 262: 11). It is difficult to find an adequate transla-
tion for the term sihha. I have chosen to translate this term not as
“health” or “healthiness”, but as “soundness”, as a living being
whose body is without defect is described as being sound, even
though he may feel ill.

In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s time the term si#ha was also understood in
senses other than that described above. This can be concluded from
the definition of sikha given by Mankdim. In order to refute an
opinion of the Baghdadian Mu‘tazilites, Mankdim mentions three

8 See Peters (1976, 60-61).

9 ‘Abd al-Jabbar uses the term sihha in more than one sense. In reference to
ideas and statements, he uses it in the sense of correctness or possibility, indi-
cating that what is said is correct or logically possible (Peters, 1976, 80-81).
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possible meanings of sihha, the first of which is “composition in the
sense of having healed” (al-talyfu min jihati l-iltiami) (Ta'lig, 392: 4)'°.
Composition (talif) is a term that is used in ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s cos-
mology to indicate that two atoms are connected to each other, so
that they form one substrate!!. The word iltiam is the verbal noun
of the verb «/tawma, which means “being repaired”, “being connect-
ed” or “having healed” (wound). This meaning of sihha, “compo-
sition in the sense of having healed”, conforms to the sense in which
sthha 1s used by ‘Abd al-Jabbar because in both cases it refers to
the intactness of a living body without any injury.

The second meaning of sikha mentioned by Mankdim is “the
balance of the mixture” (i‘tidal al-miz@y) (Ta'liqg, 392: 4). This is the
sense in which it was used by physicians in Mankdim’s time. This
becomes clear from another part of the 7a‘lt¢ where Mankdim
explains that by the “balance of the mixture” the physicians (afzbba’)
understand the balance of “the four natural dispositions” (faba?):
warmth (karara), coldness (buriida), wetness (rutiiba) and dryness (yubi-
sa) (Ta'lig, 154: 15-18). For these physicians “balance of mixture”
meant that the four humours were in balance!?. The third mean-
ing mentioned by Mankdim is “the cessation of illnesses and sick-
nesses” (zawalu “l-amradi wa-"l-asgami) (Ta‘lzg, 392: 4-5). This was
probably the sense in which sihka was understood by the common
people.

Waha'® is a verbal noun derived from the verb “w-4-)” that,
according to Kazimirski'*, means “being burst” or “being torn”
(French: étre crevé, déchiré). Kazimirski translates waha itself as “crack”,
“fissure”, “burst”, “rupture” (French: fissure, rupture, solution de con-
tinuité, crevasse, déchirure). Brunschvig! translates this term with the
French word “lésion” which corresponds with the English “lesion”.
As for an English translation of waha, Peters'® translates it as “cleav-

10°See also Ta‘lig (154: 15).

" See Peters (1976, 132-134).

2. On the four humours, see above, 80.

13 In the Mughn? two forms are found: waha and wahy. In Mughnt IX, 52-56)
it is written with an alif at the end of the word. In Mughnt XIII (for instance,
261) it is written with a ya@’ magsira; in both cases the pronunciation is “waha”.
However, in Mughnt (XIII, 231: 4) the mansiab form wahyan is found which indi-
cates the pronunciation as “wahy”.

1 Kazimirski (1860, II, 1618-1619).
> Brunschvig (1974, 76).

6 Peters (1976, 134).
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age”, whereas Hecker translates it as “infirmity”!” or “weakness” .

In view of the way ‘Abd al-Jabbar uses the term, I have chosen to
translate waha as “lesion”, as it is clear that he uses this term to
refer to a separation made in the body of a living being, so that it
is injured. By translating waka as “lesion”, we also distinguish it from
other related terms used by ‘Abd al-Jabbar, such as separation (af-
11q or iftirag) and wound (jurkh).

Defining what is meant by a lesion (waha), ‘Abd al-Jabbar refers
to Abt Hashim al-JubbaT and says that “by a lesion (waha) he [Abtu
Hashim] means a separation (iftzraq) upon whose occurrence the
soundness (sihha) needed by life disappears, and not a separation
that does not have this effect”!® (Mughni X, 52: 23-24). ‘Abd al-
Jabbar does not provide a definition of his own: he probably agrees
with Abt Hashim’s definition of a lesion. This definition makes it
clear that a lesion is a separation that is distinguished from other
kinds of separation by the simultaneous disappearance of sound-
ness. This implies that not every separation generates pain.

‘Abd al-Jabbar makes the occurrence of this special feature, si-
multaneous disappearance of soundness, the condition for the
generation of pain, saying that pain is generated by a separation
on condition that soundness disappear from the substrate (Mughnt
IX, 54: 13-16)*. To defend his assertion that it is possible that a
cause (separation) only generates its effect (pain) if a special fea-
ture (simultaneous disappearance of soundness) is present, ‘Abd
al-Jabbar refers to sounds. We have seen?! that according to his
doctrine, sound is generated by pressure (:‘tzmad), although only by
a certain type of pressure. He considers that knocking on an ob-
ject is a form of putting pressure on it. Only pressure on an object
in the form of a knock (musakka) generates sound; other kinds of
pressure do not generate sound. ‘Abd al-Jabbar argues that, sim-
ilarly, not all kinds of separation generate pain: pain is only gen-
erated by separations that have the special feature that their oc-

17 Hecker (1975, 135 ff.)

18 Hecker (1975, 563).

Y Wa-"l-waha innama yuridu biht °l-iftiraqa °lladh? tantaft ‘indahi “l-sikhatu “llatt
lahtayu ilayha °l-hayatu dina *l-iftiraqe lladht la yw’aththiru hadha °l-tathira (reading tantafi
rather than fantag?). Hecker (1975, 171, note 144) proposes to correct tantaq as
it is written in the edition to fantafi, which is indeed a good solution.

20 T agree with Hecker (1975, 171, note 158) that Mughni (IX, 54: 15-16) should
be read as wa-illa lam yuwallid dhalika instead of wa-’l-alamu yuwallidu dhalika.

21 See above, 90.
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currence implies the disappearance of soundness. This means that
if soundness continues, a separation does not generate pain: in that
case it 1s prevented from doing so because the condition for the
generation has not been fulfilled (Mughnt I1X, 163: 22-23).

In addition to the term watka (lesion), ‘Abd al-Jabbar also uses
the general term iftirdg or tafrig (separation) in reference to that
which generates pain. In volume IX of the Mughnt (Mughnt IX, 52:
16-59: 8), he almost exclusively applies the term wa#ka (lesion) when
he discusses the generation of pain, whereas in volume XIII of the
Mughnt he often uses the term flafr7g (separation). For instance, at
the beginning of the chapter in volume XIII that deals with the
generation of pain (Mughnt XIII, 272-275), he says that pain 1is
generated by a separation ({gf17g) on the condition that soundness
disappears?® (Mughni X111, 272: 3). Yet, in this volume he also uses
the term waha (lesion), for instance, when he explains that pain is
generated by a lesion (Mughni XIII, 260: 10).

Although ‘Abd al-Jabbar mostly uses the terms waha (lesion) and
lafriq (separation) with reference to that which generates pain, he
sometimes uses a third term. This term is kawn (“spatial relation”™).
An example of the use of this term can be found in volume VI/1
of the Mughni, where ‘Abd al-Jabbar says that ”... it is an estab-
lished fact that it [the pain] is generated by the spatial relation (kawn)
that is the lesion (waha)*®” (Mughni V1/1, 169: 6-7). We have seen?*
that kawn (spatial relation) is a term used by ‘Abd al-Jabbar to
indicate the relation that an atom has to another atom, whether it
is connected to it or separated from it and whether it is moving or
at rest. The spatial relation meant here by ‘Abd al-Jabbar is “sep-
aration” (iflerag) which indicates that two atoms are separated rather
than connected to each other.

2. How Pain 1s Generated

As we have seen, ‘Abd al-Jabbar says that pain is generated by a
specific sort of separation in a living body. This separation is the
result of pressure (:‘tzmad) that is put on the body. This means that
in ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion the process by which pain is produced

22 Flam anna ’l-saktha anna *lladht yuwalliduhi huwa °l-tafiiqu bi-sharti nafyi °l-sihhati.
2 Qad thabata annaha [al-alam] tatawalladu ‘an-i °l-kawni “lladht huwa °l-waha.
2t See above, 74.
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consists of the following steps: firstly, pressure is put on the bodys;
secondly, the pressure generates a separation (lesion) in the body;
thirdly, the separation generates pain (Mughnt XIII, 273: 14). In
his article on ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory of pain, Brunschvig? presents
the process of producing pain as follows:

i‘timad — waha (=tafriq) — alam
(pressure — lesion (=separation) — pain)

This makes clear that according to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, it is not the
pressure that generates the pain, but rather the lesion (waha), al-
though it is not possible to produce pain without the use of pres-
sure.

‘Abd al-Jabbar advances several arguments to support his opin-
ion that the lesion, and not the pressure or something else, gener-
ates the pain. In his opinion two related things only can be cause
(sabab) and effect (musabbab) if the first (i.e., the cause) can exist
separately from the second (i.e., the effect). The reason for this is
that according to his theory a cause (sabab) may be prevented from
generating its effect (musabbab). If it appears that two related things
can only exist in co-existence with each other, it implies that they
cannot be cause and effect. To clarify this, ‘Abd al-Jabbar gives
the example of an atom (jawhar). As we have seen?®, atoms must
have some spatial relation (kawn). They cannot exist without hav-
ing a spatial relation: they must be moving or be immobile and be
connected to another atom or be separated from it. (Mughni IX,
53: 4-8). ‘Abd al-Jabbar argues that this is different for a lesion (waha)
and pain. He points out that a lesion is a separation (fafr7g) and it
is known that separations can exist without the simultaneous ex-
istence of pain (Mughni IX, 52: 24-53: 8). Therefore a lesion and
pain can be a cause and its effect.

‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory of generation sets still other conditions
for the relationship between cause and eftect, one of which is that
the effect must come into being during the existence of the cause.
This means that an effect cannot come into existence if its cause
1s non-existent, for instance, if the cause disappeared before the
effect came into existence. A further condition is that the quantity

% Brunschvig, (1974, 75).
% See above, 74.
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of the effect must be commensurate with the quantity of the cause.
Lastly, the process of generation must always be the same.

‘Abd al-Jabbar explains that with respect to the generation of pain
the lesion meets all of these conditions (Mughnz IX, 52: 16-18). He
rejects the idea that it is not the lesion but rather the disappear-
ance (nafy) of the soundness (sitha) which generates pain. He ex-
plains that this is impossible because things that do not exist can-
not generate effects: their nonexistence (‘adam) prevents their doing
so (Mughnt X111, 274: 10-11). He also rejects the idea that before
its disappearance the soundness generates pain but on condition
that it will disappear after having generated the pain. He argues
that it cannot be obligatory for something to become nonexisting
in order to be able to generate its effect (Mughni XIII, 275: 1 and
Mughnt 1X, 55: 24).

As for the condition that the quantity of an effect is commensu-
rate with the quantity of a cause, ‘Abd al-Jabbar points out that
lesions and pain meet this condition because “when the injuries
increase, the pain increases” (wa-mata zadat al-jirakatu zadat al-alamu)
(Mughnz X111, 272: 7-8). ‘Abd al-Jabbar adds that some people
maintain that it is pressure rather than a lesion which is the cause
of pain because they take into consideration that a heavy blow
causes intense pain and a soft blow causes little pain. They con-
clude from this that pain is commensurate with the blow, so that
the blow must be the cause of pain. ‘Abd al-Jabbar refutes this,
arguing that if the blow (the pressure) was the cause of pain, two
equal blows would always generate an equal quantity of pain.
However, two equal blows may generate different quantities of pain,
if the separations differ. If someone is hit in a hard part of his body
there is a small separation (fafrig) and little pain, but if he is hit
equally hard in a soft part there is a large separation and the pain
is intense (Mughnt XIII, 272: 5-7). This means that the pain is
commensurate with the separation and not with the pressure, thus
it must be concluded that it is not the pressure but the separation
which is the cause of the pain.

Abt Hashim al-JubbaT had different opinions on this subject. Like
‘Abd al-Jabbar, Abt Hashim took into consideration that a blow
to a soft part of the body is more painful than a blow to a hard
part and therefore concluded that it is the lesion and not the pres-
sure which generates pain (Mughni IX, 52: 19-22). Thus, in his book
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al-Fami*" he said that pressure (i‘timad) generates a lesion (waha) in
the body and this lesion generates the pain (Mughnz IX, 138: 11-14).
However, ‘Abd al-Jabbar reports that in Aba Hashim’s works oth-
er opinions on the generation of pain are found®®: in al-Abwab* Abu
Hashim said that it is possible that pressure generates both pain
and a lesion and in another part of the same work he said that pain
is generated by pressure and not by the “spatial relation” (kawn)
(by which he means separation) (Mughnt IX, 138: 14-15). As we do
not know the chronological order of Abt Hashim’s works, it is not
clear which of these opinions was the last to be held by him.

However this may be, ‘Abd al-Jabbar is of the opinion that pres-
sure on a body generates a lesion, and that this lesion generates
pain. As for Mankdim, he adopted one of Aba Hashim’s other
opinions: the opinion that pressure generates the pain. In his dis-
cussion of the generation of acts in general (7a‘l7g, 387-390),
Mankdim does not consider the generation of pain, nor does he
explicitly discuss this subject elsewhere. However, when discussing
other subjects, he does make some remarks on the generation of
pain. For instance, he comments that when someone hits someone
else, the quantity of pain is commensurate with the quantity of the
blow (fa-inna ’l-alama yaqa‘u bi-hasabi *l-darbi *l-mawjadi min jihatih?)
(Ta'lig, 338: 3-4). He argues that there is little pain if the blow is
light but that there is intense pain if the blow is heavy. From this
we may conclude that he is of the opinion that pressure (i.e., the
blow), and not a lesion, generates pain. There is evidence that he
rejects the idea that a lesion generates the pain, as he denies that
pain is generated by “spatial relations” (akwan) and asserts that “a
human being (al-gadir bi-’l-qudra) can only produce something in
something else by means of pressure (:‘wmad)” (Ta'liq, 91: 19-92:
1). This conforms with Aba Hashim’s opinion in al-Abwab.

27 Gimaret (1976, 313) assumes that al-7ami* was a work that discussed the-
ological problems in a systematic order.

% Ibn Mattawayh confirms that Abt Hashim’s opinions about the genera-
tion of pain differed. He reports that Aba Hashim’s opinion (madhhab) is that the
cause (sabab) of pain is the lesion (waha), but that in some places he said that the
pressure (i‘timad) generates it (Mayma' 111, 22: 21-22).

29 On this work, see Gimaret (1976, 298-304).
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3. The Problem of the Two Needle-Pricks

A difficult question with regard to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory on the
generation of pain is the fact that two needle-pricks are equally
painful. According to Mu‘tazilite thinking, we are able to act by
virtue of the power (qudra) that inheres in the substrate of our limbs.
The quantity of this power defines the proportions of the acts we
can perform using our limbs (Mughn? IX, 18: 16). It implies that a
strong person can put more pressure on an object than a weak
person. We have seen that according to ‘Abd al-Jabbar a lesion
(waha) is caused by pressure (i‘zmad). We have also seen that a
condition for the relationship of cause and effect is that the effect
is commensurate with the cause. This implies that the greater the
pressure, the greater the lesion. Thus, pain that results from pres-
sure applied by a strong person must be greater than pain that
results from pressure applied by a weak person because, the larg-
er the lesion, the greater the pain. If this is right, then how can it
be explained that a needle-prick is equally painful, whether given
by a strong or a weak person, and that the prick given by the weak
person may even hurt more?

‘Abd al-Jabbar gives a solution to this question. He calls into
question the correctness of the premise that a prick given by a strong
person results in a larger lesion than the prick given by a weak
person. He points out that the quantity of power that inheres in
someone’s limbs only determines the absolute limit of what can be
achieved by using these limbs; it is not necessary for a strong per-
son to use all his strength when giving a prick—as a matter of fact,
this also holds true for a weak person. A strong person who does
not use his full strength may produce a lesion that is as large as or
even smaller than a lesion produced by a weak person (Mughnz X111,

233: 5-7). ‘Abd al-Jabbar says:

It is possible that notwithstanding his weakness, a weak person pricks
the needle in the body of a living being in such a way that it pene-
trates in its length and breadth and that the strong person does it
differently, so that what actually is produced by the strong person
is as much or less than what is produced by the weak person (Mughnt

XIII, 233: 8-10)%°

89 Wa-yajazu fi *l-da‘tfi an yakina li-du'fihi taghiisu l-ibrata fi badani °l-hayyi ‘ala
waghin yadhhabu talan wa-‘ardan wa-’l-qawyyu bi-khilafihi fa-yakinu °l-mawyiadu min fo'li
’l-qawiyyt mithla “l-mawjadi min fi'liht aw aqalla. 1 prefer to read badani °l-hayyt as it
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After giving his own solution to this question, ‘Abd al-Jabbar de-
scribes, without rejection®') what Abti Hashim said about this is-
sue. Abt Hashim discussed the question of pain produced by a weak
and a strong person, although he did not refer to two needle-pricks
but to “cutting” (tagfi)* in general (Mughni IX, 54: 24-55: 15). He
took it for granted that a strong man’s act must be more effective
than a weak man’s. He declared that when a strong person cuts
someone’s body, he makes more particles of separation (ajza’
al-tafrig)*® than a weak person. He considered separation as con-
sisting of particles (gjza’) of separation. He then weighed how much
soundness disappears against how much separation there is. He said
that if the soundness that disappears does not correspond to the
quantity of particles of separation, as in the case of the strong person
cutting, this means that some particles of separation cannot gen-
erate pain. The shortage of disappearing soundness implies that for
these particles the condition of disappearance of soundness is not
fulfilled and a condition not being fulfilled prevents a cause from
generating its effect. Only those particles of separation for which
the condition of disappearance of soundness has been fulfilled can
generate pain. This means that in his opinion, the quantity of pain
is determined by how much soundness disappears and not by the
quantity of separation (Mughnt XIII, 233: 11-236: 11, Mughnt IX,
55: 1-13 and Mayma‘ 111, 24: 11-16). With respect to the two
needle-pricks this means that they are equally painful because in
both cases the same quantity of soundness disappears.

‘Abd al-Jabbar observed that Abt Hashim’s opinion raises some

is found in the manuscript rather then badanih? °l-hayyt (Mughnt XIII, 233, note
2).

31" Although in the Mughni ‘Abd al-Jabbar describes Abii Hashim’s solution
to the question of the two needle-pricks without rejecting it, it is possible that
he later rejected it. This would explain why Ibn Mattawayh in the Mayma fi ’l-muhit
bi-’l-taklif says that ‘Abd al-Jabbar did not agree with Aba Hashim and rejected
the idea that only a part of the separation generates pain. (Mgma 111, 24: 17-
18). As the Muhit was probably written (or dictated) after the Mughni, it is pos-
sible that ‘Abd al-Jabbar expressed opinions different from those in the Mughnz
because he had gained new insights.

32 Hecker (1975, 143) translates fagfi’ as “dismemberment” but this is not
meant here.

3 Juz’means “atom”, the smallest possible part into which material beings
can be divided. However, an atom is a substance (Peters, 1976, 121-122). Be-
cause a separation is not a substance, the meaning of juz’in this context cannot
be atom. I therefore decided to translate juz’as “particle” in this context.
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questions. For instance, if separation consists of particles of sepa-
ration does this mean that pain is generated by particles of sepa-
ration working together? (Mughnz IX, 56: 15-57: 6 and Mughnz X111,
234: 1-2). If so, this would mean one thing (pain) is generated by
a number of causes working together, which conflicts with the
Mu'‘tazilite principle that for each act there can be only one agent
(fail)**. Abti Hashim explained that his idea that pain is generated
by some particles of separation did not contradict this principle
because the disappearing soundness is not divided into particles and,
as one soundness disappears, one pain is generated (Mughnt XIII,
233: 16-18).

Another difficult point in Ab@ Hasim’s solution is how to explain
that it is indeed possible that the disappearance of soundness does
not concern all particles of a separation, but only some of them.
This may have been the reason why Ibn Mattawayh rejected Aba
Hashim’s solution to the question of the two needle-pricks. He
objected to the premise that two needlepricks are equally painful.
He thought that one may say: “It is impossible to prick in such a
manner that the two pricks are equally painful. Rather, we may
find that the prick of the strong person hurts more, or the other
way round” (Magma‘ 111, 24: 2-3). Or one may say: “Rather, we find
that the prick of the weak person hurts more than the prick of the
strong person because the strong person pricks with a steady hand
(‘ala samti °l-istigamati) and the weak person does not prick in this
steady way because of his weakness, and so pain is generated at
the sides of the needle-prick” (Mayma 111, 24: 3-5).

Notwithstanding his objections to the premise that the two
needle-pricks are equally painful, Ibn Mattawayh tries to find a
solution to the question that starts from the idea that the two pricks

3% The principle that one act cannot be produced by two agents acting to-
gether is an important principle because it forms the basis for the Mu'tazilites’
rejection of the opinion of the Mujbira, who declared that something can be the
act of God and man together. Mujbira was a name used by the Mu‘tazilites for
their opponents on the subject of predestination (Watt, 1973, 118, Hourani, 1971,
23-24, note 17, and Gimaret, 1980, 62). These opponents adhered to the opin-
ion that God determines the acts of man. In the time of ‘Abd al-Jabbar and his
pupils this doctrine was held by the Ash‘arites who introduced the concept of
kasb, which means that God creates an act but that this act is “acquired” by man.
Gimaret (1980) has written a detailed study on Mu'tazilite and Sunnite thought
on the subject of human acts and the arguments theologians used to defend their
positions. For the Mu‘tazilite argument that an act can only be done by one acting
subject, see Gimaret (1980, 287-298).
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are indeed equally painful. For his solution he takes into account
the duration of the prick. He considers that it is possible that the
weak person takes more time (more time particles: awgat) for the
prick and produces something of which the total quantity is equiv-
alent (mugabil) to what is done by the strong person in less time
(Magma® 111, 23: 22-24: 1) and Tadhkira, 311: 13-15).

Apart from this solution, Ibn Mattawayh gives another solution
to the question in which he starts from the idea that the strong
person and the weak person take the same time for pricking the
needle and that the strong person’s act is more effective than the
weak person’s. To explain that the two needle-pricks are equally
painful, Ibn Mattawayh takes into account that pain and pleasure
are the same sort of thing and that which is experienced as pain
is so because it is perceived with aversion. He considers it possible
that the two needle-pricks are equally painful because they are
perceived with an equal quantity of aversion (nufar): “if the aver-
sion (nufur) 1s equal, the suffering (taallum) is equal, and if the aver-
sion increases, the suffering increases” (Mama 111, 24: 7-8). It should
be noted that in the latter solution Ibn Mattawayh does not speak
of equal pain (alam), but of equal suffering (taullum). His solution
implies that he thinks two different lesions can produce equal
quantities of pain because, in spite of the difference in quantity of
pain generated by them, it provokes equal quantities of aversion®.

The question of the two needle-pricks may seem to be an unim-
portant question but had Abu Hashim, ‘Abd al-Jabbar and Ibn
Mattawayh not been able to answer it, their opponents could have
used this to challenge them about their doctrine on pain®. This

% The idea that the quantity of pain is related to the quantity of aversion is
also found in the Mughnz, where ‘Abd al-Jabbar says that living beings differ from
cach other with respect to the quantity of pain they feel because one living being
may have a greater aversion to what he perceives than another. However, as
opposed to Ibn Mattawayh’s opinion, ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s remark concerns the dif-
ferent quantities of aversion felt by different persons, and not by the same per-
son. He explains that someone who can bear suffering does not have as much
pain as another person, just as one person is not sorrowed by that which anoth-
er is sorrowed by. He adds that one can be trained to endure things more easily
(Mughnt X111, 251: 7-13). ‘Abd al-Jabbar is probably referring to people like mystics
who have trained themselves to bear pain, such as, for instance, the Persian mystic
Abu Said b. Abi 'I-Khayr (967-1049), a contemporary of ‘Abd al-Jabbar who
underwent difficult ascetic practices (Schimmel, 1975, 241-242).

% In the Tadhkira fi ahkam al-jawahir wa-"l-a‘rad, Ibn Mattawayh reports that
the question of the two needle-pricks and Aba Hashim’s answer was the very
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becomes clear from ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s introduction to this question
in which he presents the question as being raised by opponents who
refute that pain is a perceptible mana that can be produced by
humans by means of the process of generation (Mughnt XIII, 232:
14-18).

4. The Duration of Pain

We have seen®’ that in ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s cosmology, objects in this
world consist of atoms and accidents (a“7ad). All accidents are tem-
poral, but some of them are continuous (bag7) and some are not.
Continuous accidents exist as long as they are not annihilated by
the appearance of their opposites in the same substrate. Thus, for
instance, the “spatial relations” (akwan) form two pairs of incom-
patible accidents. An atom cannot exist without having a spatial
relation, so the accident of its present spatial relation has to per-
sist until its opposite comes into existence. This means that an atom
continues to be immobile as long as the accident of immobility
inheres in it. But, as soon as the accident of movement, the oppo-
site of the accident of immobility, comes into existence in the sub-
strate, the atom becomes moving. At that moment the accident of
immobility ceases to exist because of the existence of its opposite,
the accident of moving, in the atom. Likewise, the two other spa-
tial relations, composition and separation, are each other’s oppo-
sites. When one of them comes into existence in the substrate, the
existence of the other one comes to an end.

Accidents that do not have an opposite cease to exist of their
own accord®®. According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar pain is such an acci-
dent (Mughnt IX, 62: 17). But if pain is not continuous, then why
does the pain from a stab or a blow continue for some time? Why
does it not stop immediately? ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion is that the
pain continues because the injury does not generate pain only once,
but goes on to generate pain continually, as long as it exists (Mughn?
XIII, 237: 1-8).

That it is indeed possible that an effect, such as pain, comes into

reason why Abt Ishaq concluded that pain is not a mana but rather the disappear-
ance of soundness (zawal al-sihha) (Tadhkira, 310: 14-311: 6). (See above, 79-81).
7 See above, 74.
38 See Peters (1978, 125-126).
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existence continually, as long as the cause persists, is made clear
by ‘Abd al-Jabbar with the example of “intrinsic pressure” (:‘timad
lazim)®. Intrinsic pressure means pressure that results from the
weight of an object, the burning of fire or the lightness of a thing.
The weight of an object gives intrinsic pressure downwards; the
burning of fire' and the lightness*! of a thing give intrinsic pres-
sure upwards. Intrinsic pressure generates its effect not only at the
moment that it comes into existence but for as long as the pres-
sure persists. Like all causes (asbab), whether or not they are con-
tinuous, intrinsic pressure must generate its effect, unless it is pre-
vented from doing so (Mughnz, XIII, 237: 4-7)*2. A condition that
is not fulfilled prevents a cause from generating its effect but as
long as the condition is fulfilled and no other hindrances exist, the
cause must generate the effect. This holds for pain as well. ‘Abd
al-Jabbar therefore argues that as long as the wound lasts, the
condition of the disappearance of soundness is fulfilled and so the
cause, the lesion, must continue generating its effect, the pain. The
pain is generated over and over again by the first incision (fagf)
(Mughnt X111, 237: 7-8).

Opponents may have argued that the condition for the genera-
tion of pain is only fulfilled when the pain comes into existence
and not after that because soundness disappears only once, then
how*® can the incision generate pain during its continuance? (Mughni
XIII, 237: 9-10). To this objection ‘Abd al-Jabbar answered that
the incision can generate pain during its continuance because the
soundness disappears not only at the moment that the wound is
made, but also after this moment for as long as the wound exists.
The disappearance of soundness does not stop: it continues disap-
pearing just as a heavy object continues exerting pressure (intrin-
sic pressure) on the place where it lies (Mughn? XIII, 237: 11-13).
Because of this, the wound continues generating pain for as long
as the soundness has not returned.

However, the lasting pain does not stay as severe as it was im-

39 On intrinsic pressure, see Gimaret (1990, 73, 100, 115-116), Frank (1978,
79) and Peters (1976, 136).

#0 Gimaret (1990, 73, 100, 115-116).

1 Pines, 1979, 44.

#2° A comparison of this text with the text of Mughni XIII, 237: 3-4 makes it
clear that the edition should be corrected to wa-kana bagiha ka-hadithiha fr dhalika
l-waghi.

* In the text fa-kallafa should be corrected to fa-kayfa.
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mediately after the wound was made. The pain becomes less, al-
though from time to time its severity may increase and the pain
may again become as severe as it was in the beginning. How can
this be explained? If the first incision continues to generate pain,
should not the pain be equally severe all the time? ‘Abd al-Jabbar
thinks that the pain lessens and that its severity fluctuates because
of differences in the quantity of disappearing soundness. In his
opinion the quantity of generated pain is commensurate with the
fluctuating quantity of disappearing soundness. At times the pain
becomes less because some soundness has returned, and at times
the pain becomes the same as it was in the beginning because some
returned soundness has disappeared again (Mughnt X111, 238: 10-12).
He deems it possible that the one time a smaller quantity of sound-
ness disappears than the other, so that the quantity of disappear-
ing soundness varies from time to time.

Abt Hashim held a different opinion on the question of why pain
continues after a stab or blow. He said that the reason why a liv-
ing being continues to be in pain is that the cause of the pain comes
into existence recurrently. As opposed to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, he did
not believe that soundness continues to disappear. Instead, he
believed that the lesion (waha) continues to come into existence for
as long as the pain lasts. From the fact that the quantity of pain
varies from time to time he concluded that it was impossible that
pain at a later instance was still generated by the first cause (sabab).
He thought that if each new occurrence was generated by the first
cause, there could not be such a variation in the quantity of pain
(Mughnt IX, 164: 10-14 and Mughnt XIII, 238: 1-2).

Abu Hashim therefore concluded that the variation in the quan-
tity of pain was the result of the variation in the quantity of the
wound (jurh). He considered it possible that as long as soundness
is absent**, the state of the wound varies, in the sense that the cause
(sabab) of the pain repeatedly (halan ba‘da halin) comes into existence.
He said that this was possible because of renewed “induced pres-
sure” ((tumad muyjtalad). Induced pressure is pressure that is gener-
ated in an object, for instance, by throwing it. Such pressure does
not persist, as opposed to intrinsic pressure (tzmad lazim) which,
as we have seen, is pressure that results from the weight of a heavy

# Reading in Mughnt X111, 328: 5 muntafiya instead of muntagila, in accord-
ance with Mughni XIII, 238: 10.
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object, the burning of fire or the lightness of a thing®. According
to Aba Hashim, the renewed induced pressure can be the result
of a human or divine act®® (Mughnt XIII, 238: 1-6).

‘Abd al-Jabbar thought that the lesion lasts and repeatedly gen-
erates its effect for as long as it exists, but would Abt Hashim have
approved this opinion? ‘Abd al-Jabbar says that, as he could not
remember in detail Aba Hashim’s teaching with respect to this, he
asked Abu ‘Abdallah about it. Aba ‘Abdallah answered him that it
is possible, but that he himself considered it more likely that the
lesion only generates pain while it comes into existence because it
is a condition for the generation of pain that soundness disappears.
In his opinion, soundness only disappears at the moment that the
lesion comes into existence, but not when the lesion continues to
exist'” (Mughni 1X, 164: 1-7).

As for Ibn Mattawayh, he says that pain is something that is
generated only once by its cause so, for its continuance, the cause
must be renewed (Majmi‘ 1, 424: 5-7). From this we may conclude
that he agreed with Ab@ Hashim about this question, although he
does not explicitly criticize ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion. Ibn Matta-
wayh’s disagreement with ‘Abd al-Jabbar implies that he did not
adopt an innovation introduced by ‘Abd al-Jabbar but maintained
the original teachings of the Bahshamiyya with respect to this
question.

# See above, 103.

* With respect to Mughni XIII, 238: 3 the editor gives as possible readings:
al-khary or al-jarth. The meaning of both readings is not clear, but possibly the
correct reading should be jawarih, as fi'l al-jawarih is the singular of af‘al al-jawarih
(the acts of the limbs). For the acts of the limbs, see above, 89. We have seen
that Aba Hashim reportedly said in one of his works that it is pressure rather
than a lesion which generates pain. This may also apply to his opinion on the
duration of pain in existing wounds. Maybe, he considered that renewed pain
in the limbs of an injured person is the result of pressure on his wounds by
movements when he moves his wounded limbs either by his own intention or
unwillingly, for instance, when he trembles. Involuntary movements of a person
who trembles or is partly paralysed are seen as acts of God, because one can
not avoid trembling or shivering. See also below, 106.

#7 Abii ‘Abdallah’s answer makes clear that the problem lies in the condi-
tion for the generation of pain, namely, the disappearance of soundness. If this
is understood in the sense that soundness only disappears at the moment that
the lesion comes into existence, it implies that after this moment the lesion must
stop generating because the condition is no longer fulfilled. ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s so-
lution for the duration of pain is that the soundness continues to be disappear-
ing so that the condition for the generation of pain is fulfilled both when the
lesion comes into existence and during its continuance.
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5. The End of Pain

We have seen that according to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, the lesion contin-
ues to generate pain after a stab or blow has been inflicted. The
quantity of generated pain varies because the disappearing sound-
ness fluctuates. In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion, this also explains why
pain stops after some time: as the wound heals soundness is no
longer absent; the condition for the generation of pain (the disap-
pearance of the soundness) is no longer fulfilled and the cause is
prevented from generating its effect. Pain is not continuous, so it
stops of its own accord as soon as its cause stops generating it. This
means that as soon as soundness has completely returned, there is
no pain anymore (Mughnt XIII, 237: 12-14).

6. Pain Brought into Existence by God

Some sorts of pain, such as headaches, occur without any visible
injury. ‘Abd al-Jabbar mentions the example of internal pain which
one feels without being able to discern the cause by which it is
generated. This pain exists although nobody has put pressure on
that part of the body and soundness continues to exist in it. No
one could have produced this pain because, as ‘Abd al-Jabbar has
made clear, humans only can produce pain by first applying pres-
sure.

The absence of pressure means that the sorts of pain that exist
without lesion, such as illnesses (amrad), cannot be produced by
humans. This leads ‘Abd al-Jabbar to conclude that they can only
be produced by God. In order to make clear that it is possible that
things happen inside the body which are produced by God, ‘Abd
al-Jabbar gives the examples of the involuntary movements of a
person who trembles or who is partly paralysed (maflizy), and of the
movement of throbbing arteries. He asserts that these movements
are produced by God and that they have in common with pain
produced by God the fact that we cannot avoid them. For a piece
of evidence that pain can be produced by God, ‘Abd al-Jabbar refers
to the Qur’an in which it is said that God tries (yamhana) his wor-
shippers by illnesses (Mughnt XIII, 367: 11-14).

In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion, pain that exists without the exist-
ence of a lesion is produced by God directly (‘ala jihati l-ibtida?).
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God need not first produce a lesion in the body in order to create
pain. This does not imply that He is not able to produce pain
through generation, as humans do. ‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts that
everything we can do through generation, God can do in two ways:
either through generation or directly (mutawallidan wa-mubtada’an)
(Mughnt X111, 276: 2-4). Just as humans, God is able to bring pain
into existence by first bringing into existence the cause (sabab) that
generates pain (Mughni XIII, 366: 1-8)*%. A cause generates its ef-
fect, regardless of which agent produces it.

However, is it possible to find an example of such pain? ‘Abd
al-Jabbar knows an example of pain that is produced by God
through generation:

It is conceivable that in the Hereafter, the Exalted One brings pain
into existence in the people in Hell which is generated by the pres-
sure of the fire (Mughni IX, 111: 10)*.

‘Abd al-Jabbar explains that it is known that God will punish the
people in Hell through fire. The effect of fire on a living body is
seen as pressure on the body, which generates a separation which
in turn generates pain (Mughnt 1X, 112: 10-13).

7. The Problem of the Scorpion Sting

From the foregoing it becomes clear that ‘Abd al-Jabbar recognizes
two categories of pain: pain produced through generation and pain
produced directly by God. The notion that pain can be produced
by God is applied by ‘Abd al-Jabbar in order to answer the ques-
tion of why, when we are stung by a hornet (zunbar) or a scorpion
(‘agrab), we experience severe pain although the separation in our

# “Abd al-Jabbar reports that Abti ‘Alf al-Jubba was of the opinion that God
does not act through generation because this would imply that God needs a cause
(sabab) when He wants to produce things that we produce through generation.
As Abu ‘Al took it for granted that God cannot have needs, he concluded that
God only acts directly (Mughn? IX, 94: 1-7 and Mama‘ 1, 417: 9-12). It is not
clear how Aba ‘Alf explained the punishment by fire in Hell. (See below, 107,
note 49).

Y Wa-qgad sahha annahii Ta‘ala yaf-alu fi °l-akhirati °l-alama fi ahli °l-nari muta-
wallidan ‘an (‘timadi °l-nari. ‘Abd al-Jabbar explains that there is a good reason for
God to use fire in Hell: pain produced in this way is more terrifying than pain
produced by God directly. The people in Hell suffer more when they see the
fire touching them (Mughnz IX, 112: 10-14).
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body made by the sting is very small. This seems to contradict the
rule that generated pain is commensurate with the lesion that gen-
erates it.

‘Abd al-Jabbar’s answer is that the pain generated by the sepa-
ration is increased by additional pain brought into existence by God.
According to him, it is the normal course of events (‘ada) in cases
like this that pain from God is added to the pain generated by the
separation®’. This additional pain is produced directly and not
through generation. The quantity of this additional pain can there-
fore vary: it may be more at one time than at another time. It is
even possible that the additional pain does not come into existence
at all, whereas the pain that is generated by the lesion must always
come into existence, unless the lesion is prevented from generat-
ing its cause. This means that a scorpion sting always hurts because
the separation made by the sting always generates pain. The quan-
tity of this generated pain is always the same. However, the quan-
tity of additional pain may vary and therefore the total quantity
of pain felt by someone who is stung by a scorpion varies (Mughni
IX, 53: 9-14).

8. Can Pain Exist in Inanimate Objects?

There was some difference of opinion among the Mu‘tazilites on
the question of whether pain can exist in an inanimate object
(jamad)>'. Tt is not clear why they considered it necessary to dis-
cuss this. Had the question its origin in early theological discus-
sions on the Punishment in the Grave®?? Anyhow, it is clear that

%0 Tt may seem strange to us that ‘Abd al-Jabbar says that additional pain is
brought into existence by God and that he does not mention the venom that is
injected in the wound by the scorpion. However, even if the additional pain is
the result of the venom, ‘Abd al-Jabbar would probably consider the working of
the venom as an act of God similar to the working of fire. However, there is,
according to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, a difference between pain that is the result of a venom
and pain produced by God by means of fire: fire works by putting pressure on
the body of a living being and this pressure produces a lesion (a burn) which in
turn produces pain. The venom, however, does not work in this way because it
does not cause an injury.

> On ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion on this question, see Brunschvig (1974, 80-81).
On the opinions of Abu ‘Ali, al-Balkhi, Abt Hashim and al-Ash‘arT on this point,
see Gimaret (1990, 130).

%2 There was disagreement among the mutakallimiin as to whether or not the
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‘Abd al-Jabbar, Mankdim®® and Ibn Mattawayh discuss the ques-
tion without applying this to the Punishment of the Grave®*. They
probably discuss this because opponents may use this question to
refute the theory of generated pain.

According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Abt Hashim first said that pain
cannot exist in inanimate bodies but he later changed his opinion,
saying that it is possible®. In this context, ‘Abd al-Jabbar does not
speak of “pain”, but of the “class of pain” (jins al-alam). He explains
that Abt Hashim said that when this class exists in inanimate
objects, it is not called pain: that which belongs to this class is only
called pain if it is perceived with aversion (Mughn? IX, 62: 23-24
and 164: 17-21, Mughni X111, 274: 2-3 and Tadhkira, 321: 18-322:
2).
‘Abd al-Jabbar shares Aba Hashim’s opinion on the question of
whether pain can exist in inanimate objects, asserting that this is
possible. He argues that in order to exist this mana only needs a
substrate (mahall). This means that it can exist in any substrate,
including that of an inanimate object. He agrees with Abt Hashim
that in that case it is not called pain (Mughnt XIII, 252: 7-8 and
Mughnz V11, 36: 15-19).

Some opponents of ‘Abd al-Jabbar may have objected to his
opinion on the grounds that we cannot know anything about the

dead are punished in their graves. Al-Ash‘arT says that most people believed that
the dead are punished in their graves; only the Mu‘tazilites and the Kharijites
(Rhawary) rejected this (Magalat, 430: 10).

5% Mankdim does not deny that there will be a Punishment of the Grave (‘adhab
al-gabr), although he believes that this punishment will not take place before the
interval between the two blasts of the trumpet on Judgment Day (7a‘lzg, 733:
15-16). He explains that the dead must be brought back to life in order to be
punished, since the punishment of an inanimate body is impossible and incon-
ceivable. One might have expected him to defend this opinion by arguing that
pain cannot exist in inanimate bodies. However, although he believes that pain
cannot exist in inanimate objects, he does not mention this when he says that
the dead must be brought back to life. This indicates that the question of whether
or not pain can exist in inanimate objects was not discussed by him in reference
to the Punishment of the Grave. On Mankdim’s opinion about the Punishment
of the Grave, see also McDermott (1978, 271).

5 Brunschvig (1974, 81).

% According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, the work in which Abai Hashim expressed
his new opinion is called Nagd al-taba’i (Mughnt X111, 252: 8), but Ibn Mattawayh
says that it is called al-Nagd ‘ala ashab al-taba’ (Tadhkira, 321: 19-322: 1). Gima-
ret (1976, 327) assumes that al-Naqd ‘ala ashab al-taba’ is the same work as Nagd
al-taba@’ and that it belongs to the works that Aba Hashim wrote or dictated in
the last period of his life.
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existence of pain in inanimate bodies because we cannot perceive
this pain and that it therefore makes no difference whether it ex-
ists or not. But ‘Abd al-Jabbar points out that if this mana exists in
an inanimate object, we do know something about it: we know that
it would be called pain if it existed in a living substrate and was
perceived with aversion. He compares the existence of pain in an
inanimate object with the existence of the power to act (qudra) in
someone who is prevented from acting. Although such a person,
because he is hindered, cannot do anything that humans usually
do, it is wrong to say that the power to act does not exist in him:
we know that he would do whatever it is possible for humans to
do if he were not prevented from doing so. ‘Abd al-Jabbar says that
in the same way, one should not say that we cannot know anything
about pain in an inanimate object, nor that there is no difference
between its presence (wujiid) in the inanimate object and its absence
(‘adam) (Mughnt X111, 252: 7-15).

This raises the question of who can know the existence of pain
in an inanimate object, as we humans cannot perceive its existence.
‘Abd al-Jabbar answers that when this maa exists in an inanimate
object, it is perceived by God®® (Mughni X111, 252: 18-20). According
to Mu‘tazilite doctrine God perceives all perceptible things®’, so He
also perceives pain. ‘Abd al-Jabbar points out that the fact that only
God perceives pain in an inanimate object, while we ourselves
cannot perceive it, is no reason to deny that this pain exists. We
cannot perceive pain in someone else’s body because we can only
perceive pain in our own body®®, yet we do not therefore deny that
this pain exists.

‘Abd al-Jabbar does not discuss how the ma‘na pain is brought

% Tt should be noted that according to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s doctrine this does
not imply that God feels pain. What is perceived by God is only the ma‘na: aver-
sion is impossible for God and this mana is therefore not called pain because it
is not perceived with aversion. Thus, God can never be described as “being in
pain”, although He perceives the pain we suffer (Mughnt XIII, 384: 15-16).

57 Peters (1976, 244).

% ‘Abd al-Jabbar explains that the reason why we cannot perceive pain in
another body, whether this body is animate or inanimate, is that the substrate
in which the ma‘na inheres is not part of us. Pain is only perceived by the living
body in whose living substrate it inheres. If the substrate of another body in which
the pain inheres could become part of our substrate, we would be able to per-
celve it. Since it is impossible that the substrate of one body becomes part of
another body, two living beings cannot perceive each other’s pain. It is not because
of the ma‘na, but because of the impossibility of their sharing one substrate (Mughnt
XIII, 253: 6-10).
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into existence in an inanimate object. He only reports that Abu
Hashim said that a separation can generate the class (jins) of pain
and pleasure in each object. This seems to be in contradiction with
the theory that says that pain is generated on condition that sound-
ness (sihha) disappear. Soundness does not apply to inanimate
objects, but only to living bodies. AbG Hashim conceded this, but
he added that this only concerns the expression and not the essence
of that which is meant by soundness. In his opinion, soundness
means that there is “connection” (ta77f) in the substrate of a living
being, and connection also applies to the substrate of an inanimate
object®. According to him, this implies that the condition for the
generation of pain is fulfilled if one speaks of the disappearance of
connection instead of the disappearance of soundness (Mughni IX,
164: 18-165: 5).

% However, we may observe that by equating soundness in a living body with
connection in an inanimate object, AbG Hashim does not take into account that
there is an important difference between living beings and inanimate objects. A
separation (lesion) in the body of a living being disappears after some time and
soundness returns. This does not happen to inanimate objects: the separation
continues to exist.



CHAPTER FOUR

JUDGMENTS ON INFLICTING PAIN

Before directing our attention to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion on how
to judge the infliction of pain, I will discuss his theory on good and
evil. From his discussion of this subject, it becomes clear that his object
is not to set up an ethical system to be applied to human acts but
rather to show that all God’s acts are good.

1. The Analogy Between Divine and Human Acts

The assertment that all God’s acts are good leads to the question
how we can judge God’s acts. Does what applies to human acts also
apply to divine acts? ‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks that it is indeed the case.
His theory says God is not known by intuitive knowledge or by
perception. This means that knowledge about God must be acquired'.
The question is how this can be done as, in his view, God is far above
the world in which we live. We can perceive the world in which we
live with our senses, whereas the divine world is hidden from us. ‘Abd
al-Jabbar therefore refers to the divine world as “the absent” (al-gha’b),
whereas he uses the term “the present” (al-shahid) for the world in
which we live?. However, although God belongs to the absent world
(al-gha’ib), He acts in the present world (al-shahid). In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s
opinion, God’s acts in the present world function as indications (dala’l)
from which knowledge about Him can be acquired by means of
reflection (nazar). This method of acquiring knowledge about God
is called al-istidlal bi-’l-shahid ‘ald °l-gha’th (using indications found in
the present world for drawing conclusions about the absent world)?.

' On the knowledge by which God is known, see Peters (1976, 224).

2 On al-shahid and al-gh@’ib, see Peters (1976, 407-409).

5 On the method of using evidence found in the present world for drawing
conclusions about the absent world, see Bernand (1982, 243-261). Frank (1992,
31) expressed as his opinion that systematic attention should be given to the rules
and conditions for thinking rationally about, and for drawing valid inferences
with regard to, the absent world on the basis of what is phenomenally available,
as they are set forth in the texts of the speculative theologians.
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Closely related to the method in which knowledge of God is ac-
quired from evidences in this world is the method in which this
knowledge is acquired by drawing an analogy between this world
and the absent world. This is called ham! al-gha’b ‘ala °l-shahid or qiyas
al-gha’tb ‘ala ’l-shahid (drawing an analogy between the absent world
and the present world)!. This method is applied by ‘Abd al-Jabbar.
He explains that knowledge about a particular predicate (ism) of God
is acquired by applying to the absent world (al-gha’ib) what is known
about this predicate from the present world (al-shahid) (Mughnt V11,
210: 7-9 and Mughnz VIII, 233: 18-234: 2). In his opinion, the cor-
rectness of judgments with respect to the absent world can be proved
by the same arguments as are used with respect to the present world
(Mughnt V1/2, 269: 4-6).

In his discussion of pain inflicted by God, ‘Abd al-Jabbar frequently
uses the method of “drawing an analogy between the absent and the
present world”. He first describes which human ways of inflicting
pain are good and why they are good. Having done this, he discusses
the subject of God’s infliction of pain, drawing an analogy between
this world and the absent world in order to make it clear that God’s
infliction of pain is good because it is done in a way which is good.

2. Terms Used in Reference to Good and Bad

Before discussing ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion on whether inflicting pain
is good or bad, I will explain the meaning of some terms used by
him in reference to good and bad. In his discussions of good and
bad, ‘Abd al-Jabbar uses the following couples of terms: khayr (some-
thing good) and sharr (something bad), hasan (good) and gabih (bad’),
naf* (profit) and darar (harm).

* On the method of drawing an analogy between the absent world and the
present world, see Gimaret (1980, 281-283).

> There are different opinions on how to translate the term ¢abzh. Reinhart
(1955, 185, note 8) translates qabih as destestable since he believes that “the word’s
overtones are aesthetic rather than moral (as with the word evil)”. Hourani (1971,
29, 39, 48) translates gabth as “evil” and zulm as “wrongdoing”. He considers sharr
and fasad as synonyms of gabth (1971, 49). Frank (1985, 73) translates qab?h as
“ethically bad” and Fakhry (1991, 32) as “bad”, whereas Peters (1976, 87) trans-
lates gabth as “evil”. Mohammed (1985, 65) also translates qabih as “evil”, but
adds that gabh is only the equivalent of evil if it is used in a moral sense; if qabih
is used in a nonmoral sense, he considers it better to translate it as “bad”. I have
chosen to translate gabih as “bad” without the addition of “ethically” or “mo-
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When ‘Abd al-Jabbar uses the terms kkayr (something good) and
sharr (something bad), he refers to good and bad things that happen
to people. He relates this to profit and harm and takes into consid-
eration that what happens to people usually has aspects of both profit
and harm. In some cases, profit prevails and, in other cases, harm.
‘Abd al-Jabbar therefore describes khayr as “good profit” (al-naf*
al-hasan) and sharr as “bad harm” (al-sharr al-gabih) (Mughnt V, 45:
11-12). What he understands by good profit and bad harm becomes
clear from his descriptions of profit and harm. He characterizes profit
as pleasure (maladhdha, plural maladhdh) and joy (surir), which may
happen immediately or at some time in the future. He therefore adds
that also things that lead to pleasure and joy are considered to be a
profit. However, something is a profit on condition that it does not
entail a harm that outweighs it. ‘Abd al-Jabbar therefore describes
khayr not just as “profit”, but as “good profit”: it does not entail a
harm that outweighs it.

Harm (darar) is characterized by ‘Abd al-Jabbar as pain (alam, plural
alam) and sorrow (ghamm, plural ghumam). Similarly, as he did with
respect to profit, he includes in harm not only those things that are
pain or sorrow but also those which lead to pain or sorrow. How-
ever, when pain or sorrow are outweighed by a greater profit they
are not considered as “bad harm” (shar). ‘Abd al-Jabbar explains that
something is a real harm for someone only if it does not involve a
profit which is greater than the harm. He therefore adds “bad” when
he describes the meaning of sharr, thus characterizing sharr as “bad
harm” (Mughnt V, 14: 3-5).

‘Abd al-Jabbar declares that one and the same thing (skay’) can
occur in such a way (wah) that it is something good (kkayr), but it
can also occur in such a way that it is something bad (sharr) (Mughn?
V, 45: 9-10). That is, sometimes we may experience a particular thing
as bad because it harms us. At other times the same thing may happen
to us but then it may be something good because it involves a profit
for us. We will see that pain is such a thing. Pain may happen to us
without bringing us any profit, yet it may also lead to a profit greater

than the pain®.

rally” because in several cases ‘Abd al-Jabbar uses the term ¢abik in a non-moral
sense, for instance, when he describes harm done by animals as gabzh. He also
uses gabih in reference to unwise acting, when he describes useless acts as gabih.

® When ‘Abd al-Jabbar in this context speaks of pain he means pain that is
experienced as pain because it is perceived with aversion. Although pain may
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‘Abd al-Jabbar uses the terms fasan and gabih in reference to ac-
tions that result in good (khayr) or bad (skarr) happening to someone.
The result of such an action may concern the person who acted or
someone else: a person may inflict harm on someone else, but also
on himself. ‘Abd al-Jabbar declares that an act is described as bad
(qabih) if its agent deserves blame (dhamm) for it, “if it stands alone”
(idha “nfarada) (Mughni V1/1, 7: 8). Hourani’, translating idha "nfarada
as “taken in isolation”, supposed that ‘Abd al-Jabbar added these
words “to make an exception for peccadilloes and white lies by a
person who is on the whole of good character and performance”.
This seems to be contradicted by ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion that tell-
ing a lie is intrinsically bad®. The explanation for ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s
addition of the words “if it stands alone” is found in the last part of
Hourani’s suggestion. ‘Abd al-Jabbar uses the expression “if it stands
alone” with respect to bad acts that are trivial (Mughnt V1/1, 26:
14-16). He points out that when someone does some good acts and
some other trivial acts that are bad, this person does not deserve
blame if the praise for his good acts is equal to, or more than, the
blame for his bad acts. In that case the blame for his bad acts is
“neutralized” by the praise for his good acts (Mughni V, 34: 11)°.
However, that the agent of the bad acts does not deserve blame does
not mean that these acts are not bad. Had he not done the good
acts, but only these bad acts, he would be blamed for doing the bad
acts. ‘Abd al-Jabbar therefore adds “if it stands alone”, when he says
that the agent of a bad act deserves blame for doing such an act.
This means that Hourani’s suggestion is correct, although it refers
not only to peccadilloes and white lies, but to all kinds of trivial acts
that are bad.

In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion it depends on the circumstances
whether or not the agent of a bad act is to be blamed. We will see

lead to a profit, this does not mean that in that case it is experienced as a pleas-
ure. It does not stop being pain.

7 Hourani (1971, 49).

% In a later article (1972, reprint 1985) Hourani (1985, 104) says: “‘Abd
al-Jabbar shows some hesitation about lying, whether it belongs to absolute or
prima facie evils. In principle he holds it an absolute evil, but he has to face hard
cases raised by his Ash‘arite opponents. Would it be evil to tell a lie to save the
life of a Muslim, for example by saying he is not at home to someone coming to
his house with evident intent to murder him? ‘Abd al-Jabbar says one can al-
ways escape from such a dilemma by insinuations or silence, and never needs to
tell a direct lie (Mughnt V1.ii, 342)”.

% For a French translation of this passage, see Monnot (1974, 195).
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that in the discussion of acts that are not done intentionally ‘Abd
al-Jabbar describes some of these acts as being bad, although he
denies that the agent of such an act deserves blame. This concerns
cases in which someone is unintentionally harmed. The agent does
not deserve blame because the act is not done intentionally. Never-
theless, ‘Abd al-Jabbar describes these acts as bad because of the harm
involved.

‘Abd al-Jabbar says that it is a characteristic of an act that is
described as good (hasan) that its agent does not deserve blame for
doing it. As good is the opposite of bad, and praise is the opposite
of blame, one might expect ‘Abd al-Jabbar to say that an act is good
when its agent deserves praise (madh). However, this description would
not cover all acts that he describes as good. Indeed, one deserves
praise for doing certain kinds of good acts. In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion
one deserves praise for doing what is recommended (radb), desira-
ble (muraghghab fihi) or obligatory (wdajib)'°. However, one does not
deserve praise for acts that are permissible (mubah)'! (Mughni V1/1,
7: 14-8: 1, and Mughnt XIV, 16: 11). As one is not blamed for doing
them either, ‘Abd al-Jabbar considers permissible acts good: they fulfil
the requirement that one does not deserve blame for doing them.

3. The Grounds on Which Acts are Good or Bad

According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, whether an act is good or bad depends
on several factors such as the profit and harm the act involves and
whether or not permission has been given. He refers to the combi-
nation of factors that determine whether an act is good or bad as
the way (wajh)'? in which the act is done. He points out that acts

10 ‘Abd al-Jabbar declares that a person deserves praise (madh) for doing what
is obligatory. (Wa-min haqqi °l-wajibi an yustahaqqa bihi °l-madhu, Mughnt XIV, 16:
11). When Hourani (1971, 39) gives a table of the ethical categories of acts ac-
cording to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, he adds that the doer of an obligatory act does not
deserve blame or praise. This does not accord with what ‘Abd al-Jabbar says in
the Mughnt (XIV, 16: 11). In the table of ethical values that he made in a later
article Hourani (1985, 101) has omitted this addition.

' The terms permissible (mubah) and obligatory (wajib) are also used in law.
However, Mohammed (1984, 51) warns that we should not be misled by the
apparent similarity between ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s terms and the terms used in the
sharTa, as ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s terms do not refer to legal matters. On the meaning
of mubah, see Reinhart (1995, 128-132).

12.On wajh, see Reinhart, 1995, 148-151. It is difficult to give an adequate
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cannot be described as good or bad merely on the grounds that they
belong to a particular class of acts. For instance, it i3 wrong to say
that every infliction of pain is bad just because it is infliction of pain.
‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks it possible to inflict pain in such a way that
this act is described as good.

Yet, ‘Abd al-Jabbar considers that there are some actions that
cannot be done in such a way that they are good: it is always con-
sidered bad to do them. These acts include: telling a lie (kidhb),
committing an injustice (zu/m), commanding someone to do a bad
thing (amr bi-qabih), having a conviction that is not in accordance with
truth (jahl), and the will to do something bad (irada li-gabih)'® (Mugh-
nz VI/1, 10: 16-17).

To explain that an action can be done in different ways, ‘Abd
al-Jabbar gives the example of making a statement: the same state-
ment can be at one time in accordance with reality and at another
time not in accordance with reality. I will explain what ‘Abd al-Jabbar
means by taking as an example the statement: “Ahmad is in the
house”. If the person who makes the statement knows that Ahmad
is in the house, the statement is true, but if he knows that Ahmad
is not in the house, the statement is a lie. According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar,
in the first case making the statement is good and in the second case
it is bad because it is a lie. ‘Abd al-Jabbar refers to whether or not
the statement is in accordance with reality as the “way” (wajh) in
which the statement is made. He is of the opinion that once it is

translation of the term wajh. ‘Abd al-Jabbar uses the term in different ways.
Sometimes he uses wajk as a technical term, for instance, in the discussion of
the moral judgement on acts, but at other times he uses it with respect to the
qualities of things. Reinhart (1995, 148-151) mostly uses the term untranslated,
but says that it means face, aspect, perspective (148). He adds (219, note 19):
“Sometimes it means nothing more than ‘the way the act is done.” Hourani (1971)
translates wajh (plural wujih) as “aspect” (27, 31, 32 a.o.), “respect” (63), “ground”
(69, 121), or “reason” (96). Frank translates it as “manner” (1978, 132-135 a.o.),
“mode or manner” (1985, 71), and “way” (1985, 72). Gimaret (1980, 20-25 a.o.)
translates it in French as “modalité”. Brunschvig (1974a, 15) gives the French
translation “aspect”. These translations do not render the exact meaning of the
term wajh. Because of this, most translators add an explanation if the meaning
is not clear from the context. For instance: “the manner or the character (wajh)
of the occurrence of the act” (Frank, 1978, 132) or “all the reasons (jami‘a ’l-wujiih)
for which acts are done” (Hourani, 1971, 96).

3 The knowledge that these acts are bad makes part of the innate knowl-
edge of a human being. It belongs to the knowledge of the ‘ag/ which is created
in him or her by God (Reinhart, 1995, 151-153).
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known that a statement is a lie (kidhb), it is also known that making
this statement is bad.

A statement can also be a command. ‘Abd al-Jabbar declares that
if it is known that this command concerns the performance of a bad
act, it is also known that making this statement is bad. Similarly, if
it is known that a particular act is an injustice (zulm), it is also known
that this act is bad. This is so because the acts mentioned by ‘Abd
al-Jabbar are intrinsically bad acts. The Arabic words that are used
to describe these acts have a meaning that entails the judgment that
they are bad. For instance, describing a particular act of injustice
(zulm) as a good act is impossible because it is a contradiction in terms.

‘Abd al-Jabbar recognizes a category of acts that cannot be judged
as good or bad (Mughni V1/1, 7: 4-5). There was a difference of
opinion among the Basra Mu‘tazilites about the judgment on acts
that are done by a sleeper (na@’im) or absentminded person (sah?)'*,
people who are not aware of their actions'. Some said that these
acts are neither good nor bad. At first sight the question of whether
the act of a sleeper or absentminded person is good or bad may look
trivial. However, the real issue here is not the act of a sleeper or ab-
sentminded person but the reason why an act is bad. A sleeper acts
without intention, yet his act may imply harm or profit to someone
else. Then, what is decisive for the judgment passed on an act: the
intention of its agent or the result of the act?

Abu ‘Alf al-Jubba’T and his son Abt Hashim considered the in-
tention of the agent to be the deciding factor. They said that all acts
by sleepers and absentminded people are neither good nor bad,
because they are done without any intention or awareness that the
act is good or bad (Mughnt V1/1, 11: 15-17, Mughnt X111, 304: 6-7).
Even if someone in his sleep or absentmindedly harms someone else
by unintentionally striking him with his fist, they did not regard this
as bad because the harm is done unintentionally (Mughnz, V1/1, 88:
2-3).

The Ikhshidiyya held an opinion very close to that of Aba ‘Alf and
Abu Hashim: they considered that an act is bad because of the agent’s
will (zrada). Ibn Mattawayh refuted their opinion, pointing out that

4 Hourani (1971, 38, note 24) chose to translate s@7 as “unconscious”, but
‘Abd al-Jabbar means every state in which someone is unaware of his actions.
Therefore, I think that “absentminded” may be a better translation.

15 This question and the different opinions held on it are discussed by Hou-
rani (1971, 41-42) and Mohammed (1984, 52-53).
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the reason why an act is bad cannot be the agent’s will. He argued
that it is bad to will something bad. If this act were bad because of
the agent’s will, it would imply that the first will is bad because of
a second will, and that this second will 1s bad because of a third will,
and so on and on (Magma III, 31: 9-11).

Abt ‘Abdallah al-BasrT and Aba Ishaq b. ‘Ayyash, teachers of ‘Abd
al-Jabbar, considered that the result of an act was the decisive fac-
tor. They admitted that sleepers and absentminded people can do
acts that are neither good nor bad, such as speech and slight move-
ments. However, they declared that when someone in his sleep or
absentmindedly harms someone else, his act is bad even though it
is done unintentionally. They considered that sleepers and absent-
minded people may do acts that belong to a category of acts that
are injustices if they are done knowingly. Acts included in this cat-
egory cannot be good acts because they are intrinsically bad. Aba
‘Abdallah and Abu Ishaq said that sleep and absentmindedness cannot
have a bearing on the judgment on acts of this category: they are
always bad, whether they are done intentionally or unintentionally.
However, they declared that sleep and absentmindedness do have a
bearing on the blame attributed to the agent of a bad act: someone
who harms another person in his sleep or absentmindedly should not
be blamed for his act, even if this act is described as bad (Mughnt
XII, 311: 14-17, Mughnt V1/1, 11 : 18-12: 9).

‘Abd al-Jabbar declares that he prefers the opinion of Abt
‘Abdallah and Abu Ishaq in this question to that of Abu ‘All and
Abt Hashim (Mughn? X111, 311: 13-21). He agrees with them that if
the act of a sleeper or absentminded person harms somebody else,
this act is bad, although its agent should not be blamed for doing it.
He adds, moreover, that if this act involves a profit for someone else,
it is a good act, although the sleeper or the absentminded person
does not deserve praise for doing it. ‘Abd al-Jabbar mentions as an
example the act of someone else, who in his sleep, scratches some-
one else, so that the other person experiences pleasure as a result of
the scratching (Mughnt VI/1, 12: 10-11).

4. How to Know Whether a Particular Act is Good or Bad

With respect to acts that are done intentionally, ‘Abd al-Jabbar not
only takes into consideration the harm and profit they involve, but
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also other factors such as permission that has been given to do a
particular act. When these factors are known, it can be known by
reason whether a particular act is good or bad. We will see that ‘Abd
al-Jabbar also considers what is disclosed in the divine revelation.
He acknowledges that God’s revelation may disclose that a partic-
ular act is permitted by God, or that it involves a profit or harm
that is not known by reason.

When ‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts that it is known by reason, whether
a particular act is good or bad, he opposes the opinion of the “Com-
pulsionists” (Mujbira)!® on this question. The “Compulsionists”,
among whom ‘Abd al-Jabbar includes the Ash‘arites, believed that
it 1s known from God’s revelation and religious law whether an act
1s good or bad (Mughnz X111, 282: 7-12). This implies that according
to them acts are good or bad because of a divine command or pro-
hibition!’. ‘Abd al-Jabbar refutes this, arguing that an action can-
not be good only because it is done on someone else’s command.
Nor can an act be bad only because someone has prohibited it. He
rejects the opinion of those who argue that God is the Lord and
Master (malik)'® and that a divine prohibition is therefore the rea-
son why an act is bad (Mughnt V1/1, 102: 9-14).

To support his argument, ‘Abd al-Jabbar first explains that in our
world the quality of the agent does not define whether an act is good
or bad. When two different agents do the same act with the same
intention and with the same result, both acts are good or both acts
are bad because they are done in the same way (wajk). He considers
it impossible that the act of one of them could be good and the act
of the other bad. It is the way (wajh) in which an act is done which
determines whether it is good or bad. He adds that someone who
distinguishes between the acts of two agents on the basis of their
quality might conclude that committing an injustice (zulm) is bad if
the injustice is done by a human, but good if it is done by a prophet
or an angel. This is impossible, according to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, because

16 According to Watt (1990, 177) the Mu‘tazilites applied the name Mujbira
to all who denied their doctrine of human freedom to act, which means that most
Sunnites, from Traditionalists to Ash‘arites, are included in this term.

7 The opinion of the “Compulsionists” that acts are good or bad because
of a divine command or prohibition has been described as “ethical voluntarism”
(Fakhry, 1991, 46-52). Fakhry (1991, 31-45) describes the ethical doctrines of
the Mu‘tazilites as “ethical rationalism”.

8 On the meaning of malik according to the Ash‘arites and the Mu‘tazilites,
see Gimaret (1988, 313-318).
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injustice is always bad, regardless of whether it is done by humans
or by prophets and angels (Mughnz V1/1, 125: 11-19). The quality
of the agent does not have a bearing on this matter. Applying this
to the other world, ‘Abd al-Jabbar points out that when an act of
God is good because it is done in a particular way, the act of a human
being that is done in the same way (wah) must also be good (Mughnt
VI/1, 59: 16-60: 1).

After having explained that the quality of the agent has no bear-
ing on whether an act is good or bad, ‘Abd al-Jabbar argues that if
acts were bad because of a divine prohibition (rahy), every prohib-
ited act would be bad, not only acts prohibited by God but also acts
prohibited by man. In that case, it would be possible for an act to
be good and bad at the same time. This would happen if the act
was commanded by one person and prohibited by another person
(Mughnt V1/1, 102: 4-8). By these arguments ‘Abd al-Jabbar refutes
that a divine command or divine prohibition defines whether an act
is good or bad.

‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion that we know by reason whether an act
is good or bad does not imply that he disregards what is said in God’s
revelation (al-sam’) about good and bad acts. In his view, this con-
firms what is already known by reason. He argues that when we know
by reason that an act is an injustice (zulm), we know that this act is
bad, even before we have learned this from God’s revelation (Mugh-
n7 XIII, 309: 18-310: 3). However, there may be discrepancies be-
tween what we know by reason and what we learn by revelation.
How to explain this? In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion, the cause of these
discrepancies is that God’s revelation discloses aspects of a particu-
lar act that cannot be known by reason'?. For instance, it may dis-
close that an act is permissible (kalal) because God has given per-
mission to do it, which cannot be known by reason (‘aglan) (Mughnt
VI/1, 32: 3-7). ‘Abd al-Jabbar gives the example of the slaughter-
ing of livestock. By reason, one may conclude that this act is forbid-
den (mahzir). However, the disclosure of God’s permission in His
revelation provides additional information that says that slaughter-
ing livestock is permissible, which implies that this act is good?

(Mughnt V1/1, 64: 11-12).

19 See also Reinhart (1995, 157-159).
20 We will see (below, 167-168) on which grounds it is good, according to
‘Abd al-Jabbar, that God permits the slaughtering of livestock.
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The same applies to some acts that the religious law describes as
a religious duty, which means that they are obligatory (wajb). One
who does not know God’s revelation, may not consider these acts
to be obligatory. For instance, in God’s revelation it is disclosed that
the salat (ritual prayer) is obligatory, which means that performing
the salat is a good act. However, someone who does not know God’s
revelation may think differently. ‘Abd al-Jabbar explains that in His
revelation God has promised to reward those who perform the salat.
Thus, performing the salat leads to a profit (the reward). In ‘Abd al-
Jabbar’s opinion the profit that can be obtained is so great that
because of the very knowledge about this profit people would con-
clude by reason that performing the sa/at must be obligatory. They
would say:

Had we known by reason that we obtain an enormous profit if we
perform the salat, that it [the salal] leads us to choose to do what is
obligatory and that we deserve a reward for it, we would have known

by reason that it [the sala/] is obligatory (Mughni V1/1, 64: 14-16)2L.

Someone who knows God’s revelation knows the reward or punish-
ment that God will give for particular acts. If he knows that he can
obtain a profit (the reward) or can be harmed (by the punishment),
he knows by reason, weighing profit against harm, whether it is good
or bad to do these acts. This means that it is not because of a divine
command or prohibition that these acts are considered good or bad
but because of a divine reward or punishment. This may ultimately
amount to the same thing. However, ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory does
not imply arbitrariness on God’s part. We will see that he believes
that God’s acts are in accordance with what reason considers to be
good.

5. How to Know Whether a Particular Act of Inflicting Pain is Good or Bad

When ‘Abd al-Jabbar discusses whether inflicting pain is good or bad,
he does not restrict this to physical pain; he also includes causing
sorrow. According to him, sorrow (ghamm) is a “conviction” (i‘tigad)
someone has. He uses the term conviction (:‘tigdd) as a general term

2l Li-anna law ‘alimna bi-°l-‘aqli anna lana fi *l-salati nafan ‘aziman wa-annaha tuwaddi
bina ila an nakhtara fi'la °l-wajibi wa-nastahaqqa biha °l-thawaba la-‘alimna wwabaha
‘aglan. For a translation, see also Reinhart (1995, 159).



JUDGMENTS ON INFLICTING PAIN 123

that comprises knowledge (i/m) and supposition (zann)*?. A sorrow-
ful person (mughtamm) is therefore described by him as one who
“knows or supposes that a harm has happened or will happen to him”
(Mughni TV, 15: 5-6)?%. The counterpart of sorrow is joy. Joy (surir)
is the knowledge or the supposition that a profit (naf*) is acquired or
will be acquired (Mughnz IV, 15: 5). ‘Abd al-Jabbar declares that
causing someone sorrow is comparable with inflicting pain on this
person; both acts are good or bad on the same grounds (Mughn? IV,
16: 1-8). Although he mostly gives examples of the infliction of pain,
it is clear that what he says concerns sorrow as well. According to
his theory, pain (alam) and sorrow (ghamm) or what leads to pain and
sorrow amount to harm (daran)** (Mughni TV, 14: 4 and Mughni X111,
298: 10-11). All three terms—harm, pain and sorrow—occur in his
discussion of the infliction of pain.

The method followed by ‘Abd al-Jabbar in order to find out
whether a particular act of inflicting pain or sorrow is good or bad
is to find out whether this act should be called an injustice. We have
seen that committing an injustice is one of the acts that he consid-
ers intrinsically bad. This means that as soon as an infliction of pain
is known to be an injustice, it is also known that this act is bad because
injustice can only ever be bad. It is ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s belief that adults
of sound mind have “necessary knowledge” (‘¢/m dariarl) of this, that
is, knowledge that necessarily exists in an adult of sound mind, in
the sense that he or she cannot be without this knowledge?.

When ‘Abd al-Jabbar says that it is “necessarily” known that in-
justice (zulm) is bad, it implies that no reflection (nazar) is needed for
knowing this (Mughnz X111, 301: 3-6). However, one must reflect in
order to know whether or not a particular act of inflicting pain or
sorrow 1is indeed an injustice and take into consideration the circum-
stances, and the harm and profit it involves. ‘Abd al-Jabbar calls
knowledge that is the result of reflection “acquired knowledge” (‘/m
muktasab) (Mughni X1I, 67: 19-68:4). If reflection on the aspects of an
act leads to the conclusion that it is an injustice, it is known by neces-

22 On the different kinds of knowledge see also below, 134.

2 For a French translation of Mughni IV, 15: 20, see Vajda (1985, 244-249).

2* ‘Abd al-Jabbar uses both the terms darar and madarra (plural madarr). The
terms are synonyms, but darar is mostly used for harm in general, whereas madarra
usually refers to a particular harm.

% Bernand (1982, 137-180) explains ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory of necessary
knowledge in her study on ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theories of knowledge. See also
Abrahamov (1993), Reinhart (1995, 151-153) and above, 117, note 13.



124 CHAPTER FOUR

sary knowledge that doing this act is bad (Mughnt XIII, 305: 2-6 and
307: 1-7)%. However, it is possible, after reflection, to conclude that
what at first sight seems to be an injustice is in fact a good act. Before
discussing the different aspects of inflicting pain, it is useful to first
consider what ‘Abd al-Jabbar understands by injustice (zulm).

‘Abd al-Jabbar defines injustice in a negative way by mentioning
those cases in which doing harm is not an injustice. He says that

injustice is every harm that

— does not involve a profit that outweighs it,

— does not avert a harm greater than it,

— 1s not deserved

— and 1s not done on the supposition that it has one of the mentioned
aspects (Mughni XIII, 298: 8-9)?7.

This definition is formulated briefly and it is therefore not complete,
standing in need of explanation. From this definition alone, wrong
conclusions may be drawn about ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s understanding of
injustice. ‘Abd al-Jabbar gives another more extensive description of
injustice. He says that we know that the harm inflicted is an injus-
tice if it is known that

— ‘Amr [the harmed person] does not deserve to be hurt and Zayd
[the person inflicting the harm] cannot have the right to punish the
other;

— he [the harmed person] is safe from great harm or fear so that it
is not possible that a greater harm is averted in this way;

— the harm is not inflicted on him [the person harmed] with the
intention of providing him with a profit, nor is there is any evidence
of a profit;

— the harm is not done on the supposition that this harm will pro-
vide [the harmed person with] a profit nor [on the supposition that
this harm has] one of the [other] aspects [mentioned] (Mughnz XIII,
306: 12-16)%.

26 Because of what ‘Abd al-Jabbar says in the preceding passage, I propose
to read Mughn? X111, 307: 2 as “la ygjazu an [a@ yulama qubhuh@’” instead of “la yajizu
an yulama qubhuhi” because the latter reading is not in agreement with what ‘Abd
al-Jabbar has said before.

27 Fa-haqiqatu l-zulmi huwa kullu dararin 1@ nafa fihi yifi ‘alayhi wa-la daf a
madarratin zaidatin ‘alayhi wa-la mustahaqqin wa-1a yuzannu fiht ba‘du hadhiht °l-wu-
Jihi.

% Wa-dhalika li-annahi qad ya‘lamu anna ‘Amran ghayru mustahiqqin li-’l-alamin,
wa-anna Laydan [a yasihhu an yastahiqqa an yu‘aqibahi, wa-ya‘lamu annahi salima ‘an
dararin ‘azimin wa-khawfin (reading khawf instead of hawf); fa-la yajazu an yakina
madfi‘an biht dararun ‘azimun, wa-ya'lamu annahi lam yagsid ma agdama ‘alayhi tsalahi
ila naf*in, wa-ya‘lamu aydan anna la imarata li-’l-naf™i, wa-ya'lamu ta‘ammudahii li-dhalika
min ghayrt zanni °l-naft wa-li-ba‘di °l-wujithe.



JUDGMENTS ON INFLICTING PAIN 125

In this description some aspects are added that are not mentioned
in the first definition, such as the remark that the harm is an injus-
tice if the harming person does not have the right to inflict the harm
deserved. On the other hand, some aspects that are present in the
first definition are omitted, such as the condition that the profit must
be greater than the harm that is done. In the discussion of the dif-
ferent aspects of good infliction of pain the purport of what is men-
tioned in these definitions will be made clear. First, attention will
be given to inflicting harm that is described as a useless act (‘abath).

From ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s definitions of injustice it becomes clear that
according to him inflicting a harm that entails a profit outweighing
the harm, or that averts another harm greater than the harm suf-
fered, is not an injustice but a good act (Mughnt X111, 314: 14). The
profit must outweigh the harm; if the profit is less than the harm,
‘Abd al-Jabbar maintains that inflicting this harm is an injustice.
Similarly, if the harm averted is less than the harm suffered, the act
is considered an injustice. But what about inflicting harm that en-
tails a profit equal to the harm, or that averts an equal harm? Is this
act an injustice or not?

‘Abd al-Jabbar does not describe such an act as an injustice. Yet,
he considers it a bad act because, in his opinion, it is a useless act
(‘abath)®® (Mughnt XIII, 314: 13-15 and 331: 6-8). He explains that
when the profit is equal to the harm, it is as if the act is not done.
He gives the example of someone who disposes of something in order
to obtain the same thing. His act is without any advantage (fa’da)
and is therefore a useless act (‘abath) (Mughnt XII1. 331: 8-10). ‘Abd
al-Jabbar adds some other examples of useless acts. For a good
understanding it is necessary to know that he regards it as a harm
to have someone do hard work. This harm is compensated for by
the payment the worker gets for his work. An example given by him
of a useless act is that of someone who engages a workman to re-
fresh the open air because he wants to provide the workman with a
dinar (Mughnt XIII, 395: 10-11). With respect to this example is
important that the employer’s intention is to provide the workman
with money. He could have given the money to the workman as a
gift without making him do useless work, reaching his aim (giving

2 The meaning of the term ‘abath is discussed by Hourani (1971, 75-76), Peters
(1976, 89-90) and Frank (1978, 133-134). Madelung (1991b, 246) describes ‘abath
as “vain, aimless action”. He explains that: “The fully conscious agent who acts
without motive and aim (gharad) is described as acting vainly (‘@bith).”
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money) in an easier way. The employer’s act is therefore described
as useless.

‘Abd al-Jabbar also gives the example of someone who pays a
workman to pour out water from one side of the sea to the other
side (Mughnt XIII, 312: 6-7). The acts mentioned are by no means
an injustice as the workman is paid for his work. Yet they are bad
because they are superfluous. The result of these acts can be achieved
in another, easier way. ‘Abd al-Jabbar therefore defines a useless act
(‘abath) as “every act that is not done by its agent with the intention
of doing it in a reasonable way” (wajhan ma‘qalan) (Mughnt X1, 191:
3-4). He emphasizes, however, that acts done by sleeping or absent-
minded people are not to be considered as useless acts, although they
are not done in a rational way. These acts are done unknowingly,
whereas the characteristic of a useless act is that it is done knowing-
ly (Mughnt VI/1, 11: 5-11)%.

Although ‘Abd al-Jabbar considers that useless acts do not involve
injustice, he does not describe them as good acts. Had he described
them as good acts, this would have had consequences for his discus-
sion of acts done by God. It is evident that ‘Abd al-Jabbar discusses
the subject of good and bad acts in this world in order to apply this
to the acts of God®!. If he said that useless acts are good, it could be
concluded that some of God’s acts are good but useless. We will see
later®? that this would subvert ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory of divine
compensation for suffering.

6. Good Infliction of Pain

‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts that it is possible to inflict harm (pain or sor-
row) in such a way that the act in question is judged as a good act.
Such an act must not be an injustice or a useless act: it must belong
to the exceptions that he has mentioned in his definitions of injus-
tice. This means that doing harm can only be good by exception:
in general it is a bad act. We have seen that ‘Abd al-Jabbar says that
doing harm is an injustice unless this harm [1] involves a profit greater
than the harm, [2] averts a harm greater than the inflicted harm,

9 Frank (1978, 144, note 48) points out that ‘abathan should be read for ghny’
in line 5; l-’l-‘abath for lighyb in line 6; and al-‘abath for °lghyb in line 8.

31 For instance, see Mughni X111, 395: 6-14 and Mughni XI, 64: 8-9.

32 See below, 159.
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[3] is deserved, or [4] is done on the supposition to be as mentioned
before (Mughn? X111, 298: 8-9 and 316: 4-6). In what follows each of
these four exceptions will be discussed.

6.1. Inflicting Pain that Involves a Profit

We have seen that according to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, inflicting pain is good
if it provides the harmed person with a profit that outweighs the pain.
To explain this, ‘Abd al-Jabbar gives the example of someone who
disposes of his garment in order to obtain money for it (Mughnt X111,
318: 3-8). According to his theory, this act is good if the profit (the
money that is obtained) is more than the harm (missing the garment).
‘Abd al-Jabbar therefore takes into consideration how much this profit
is. I a large sum of money is obtained, the act of disposing of the
garment is good, because the harm of missing the garment is out-
weighed by the profit. If a small sum of money is obtained, the act
is bad because the profit obtained by possessing the money is not
enough to outweigh the harm of missing the garment.

According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar this example shows that the basis for
deciding whether the act of disposing of the garment is good or bad
is the quantity of the profit, and nothing else. The act is good only
if the profit outweighs the harm. He emphasizes that it is not enough
for the profit to be equal to the harm. If harm and profit are equal
it is a useless act (‘@bath) and, like all useless acts, it 1s bad (Mughnt
XIII, 331: 4-10).

The example just mentioned concerns harm that someone will-
ingly does to himself. If the harm is done by one person to another
more aspects must be taken into consideration. The profit must not
only outweigh the harm, but the act must be done with the inten-
tion of providing a profit and, if the harmed person is an adult of
sound mind, he must give his consent to be harmed for this profit.
In the example above the agreement to sell the garment for a cer-
tain sum of money implies that the owner gives his consent to be
“harmed” by the buyer in order to obtain the profit (the money).
The act of the owner is good because the profit obtained outweighs
the harm of missing the garment; the act of the buyer is good be-
cause the owner has given his consent beforehand to be “harmed”.

It would have been a different matter if the garment was taken
from the owner without his consent or, put differently, if the gar-
ment had been stolen from him. ‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts that stealing
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is bad. He admits that there is profit involved in this act: however,
the profit is for the agent of the act, the thief, but not for the victim
who suffers a loss. ‘Abd al-Jabbar explains that the profit is not to
be taken into consideration because it does not fulfil the condition
that it must be obtained by the harmed person and not by the per-
son inflicting harm. It is clear that it is bad to harm someone else in
order to obtain a profit for oneself (Mughnt X111, 396: 15-17 and 345:
7-8). ‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts that compensation for the loss of the
garment does not turn the theft of a garment into a good act, al-
though the compensation is a profit for the owner. He points out
that turning the theft into a good act is impossible because of the
thief’s intention when he stole the garment, which was to obtain a
profit for himself. It was not the thief’s intention to provide the
harmed person with a profit in the form of compensation; even if
this had been his intention, his act would be bad because the harmed
person did not give his consent beforehand.

‘Abd al-Jabbar adds that, apart from this, there is another reason
why the act of the thief would not be turned into a good act by a
compensation afterwards: the compensation for a stolen garment is
normally equal to its value. Thus, the profit for the owner of the
garment is equal to the harm. This does not meet the condition that
the profit must outweigh the harm (Mughni XIII, 320: 7-20).

‘Abd al-Jabbar’s assertion that a compensation afterwards does not
turn the act of harming someone without first obtaining his consent
into a good act places him in an awkward position. His purpose in
discussing these questions is to draw an analogy between the present
world and the absent (divine) world. If he first declares that doing
harm without consent is bad, how can he explain that God’s imposing
illnesses and pain on His creatures without obtaining their consent
beforehand is good? In the present world an adult of sound mind
(‘@gil) has to give his consent to be harmed. Only children, madmen
and animals are not asked for their consent. ‘Abd al-Jabbar consid-
ers it good that their caretaker inflicts pain on them in those situa-
tions in which he would deem it good to inflict this pain on himself.
He does not need their consent, because they are put into his care
and he knows what is best for them. If the pain leads to a profit
greater than the harm, it is good to inflict pain on them.

Some Mu'tazilites®® said, indeed, that the relation between God

33 ‘Abd al-Jabbar does not mention them by name but refers to them as “our

masters” (shuyikhuna)
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and humans is like the relation between a caretaker and those who
are put into his care. God created them, giving them life, and is
therefore in the best position to know what is good for them. When
God imposes illnesses on them, He does not have to ask for their
consent to be harmed if this harm leads to a profit for them that
outweighs the harm (Mughnt X111, 454: 17-455: 9).

This solution is rejected by ‘Abd al-Jabbar because it conflicts with
his theory on God imposing obligations (faklif)** on humans. This
presupposes that these humans are adults of sound mind, otherwise
it would be wrong to impose obligations on them. That they are adults
of sound mind implies that they should give their consent to be
harmed. ‘Abd al-Jabbar therefore presents a different solution. He
has thought out a situation in which it is good to harm an adult of
sound mind, even though he has not given his consent beforehand.
This is the case if the compensation for the harm is so great that it
is indisputable that all adults of sound mind, different as they are,
would choose to bear this harm to obtain the compensation that is
awarded for it. He gives the example of someone who is compen-
sated a thousand dinar for having to stand up after being seated. In
his opinion, someone who is awarded such compensation and yet
refuses to bear the harm for it must be considered as not being of
sound mind (Mughnz X111, 322: 15-17). He needs a caretaker. If, then,
his caretaker inflicts pain on him without his consent, the act of the
caretaker is good because of the profit it involves for this person.
(Mughnt XIII, 321: 9-19, 322: 9-18, 401: 1-12).

6.2. Inflicting Pain in Order to Avert another Harm

Another exception to the rule that doing harm is bad concerns harm
that 1s done to avert another harm. For the harm to be good, the
harm averted must be greater than the harm suffered. ‘Abd al-Jabbar
explains this by giving the example of someone who hurts himself
walking through thorns in order to escape a predatory animal or a
fire. It is considered good that he hurts himself in this way because
he would suffer more pain if he was torn to pieces by the predatory
animal or was burned by the fire. ‘Abd al-Jabbar gives other exam-
ples as well, such as undergoing a severe treatment in order to shorten
the duration of an illness, or exerting oneself by working in crafts

3 On his theory of taklif, see below, 142-148.
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or trade in order to avoid poverty or the fear of poverty (Mughnz X111,
335: 6-8). ‘Abd al-Jabbar also adds that reflection (nazar) in order to
acquire knowledge of God is good because it averts a harm: by taking
the trouble to reflect one gets rid of a great fear that is evoked by
one’s inner voice (khati)* and the urge to know truth (Mughni X111,
335: 8-10).

The problem in the examples mentioned is that the averted harm
does not happen, precisely because it is averted. Is it good to suffer
harm to avert a harm that is only expected to happen? Answering
this question, ‘Abd al-Jabbar distinguishes between a threatening
harm that already exists and a threatening harm that is expected to
come into existence but which does not yet exist.

According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, adults of sound mind (‘ugala’) know
intuitively (bi-dirar) that it is good to avert an existent harm by means
of another existent harm if that harm is less than the averted harm
(Mughnt XIII, 355: 10-12). There was difference of opinion as to the
reason why this is good. Some said that bearing the chosen harm is
good because it leads to a profit, namely, joy (surir) about the great-
er harm being averted. ‘Abd al-Jabbar rejects this, arguing that this
amounts to saying that bearing the harm is good because it stops
sorrow (ghamm) about the threatening harm. In his opinion, this is
wrong because it is the threatening harm itself that is averted and
not the knowledge of it, the fear of it, or the psychological picture
of it (Mughnt XIII, 336: 10-18). Only in those cases in which the
averted harm does not yet exist but is likely to come into existence
does he deem it possible to say that fear of the harm is averted.
However, he prefers to say that the harm itself is averted (Mughnt
XIII, 337: 19-338: 2).

We have seen that according to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory, it is only
if the averted harm is greater than the chosen harm that it is good
to bear the chosen harm. In order to know whether bearing a harm

% The motive (da7) and the inner voice (khatir) have a function in the proc-
ess of the acquisition of knowledge. They urge us to find out what truth is (Ber-
nand, 1982, 181-199). I have chosen to translate kkatir by “inner voice”, in view
of Peters’ (1976, 64-65) explanation: “I believe that we justly compare this khatir
with what we know as God’s voice in our heart, our conscience”. Reinhart (1995,
157) says that Aba Hashim al-JubbaT and ‘Abd al-Jabbar held that the khatir is
a form of speech. He explains that the khatir provokes fear that leads to inquiry,
which in its turn leads to knowledge. Reinhart translates khatir as warner. Wolf-
son (1976, 624-644) discusses the theory of the two kkatirs (one inciting to doing
an act and one inciting to not doing it) in relation to freedom of choice.
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is good, the quantities of the two harms must therefore be weighed
against each other. ‘Abd al-Jabbar admits that in many cases it is
difficult to know the quantity of an averted harm, especially if it does
not exist yet and is only expected to happen. It is therefore difficult
to know with certainty whether the averted harm is greater than the
chosen harm. For this reason ‘Abd al-Jabbar deems it necessary that
there be a great difference in quantity between the averted harm and
the chosen harm. In his opinion, it is only good to choose an exist-
ent harm in order to avert an expected harm if the expected harm
1s much greater than the chosen harm (Mughnt XIII, 342: 9-343: 2).

Evidently, it is bad to expose oneself to a great harm in order to
avert an insignificant harm. ‘Abd al-Jabbar considers this an injus-
tice (zulm) because the chosen harm is greater than the harm avert-
ed. In his opinion, it is also bad to choose to bear a harm in order
to avert an equal harm because in that case it is a useless act (‘@bath).
However, if it concerns an expected harm that is equal to the cho-
sen harm, he considers it an injustice to choose to bear this harm,
taking in consideration that the harm to be averted does not exist
but the chosen harm does exist (Mughni XIII, 342: 3-8).

6.3. Inflicting Deserved Pain

According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory it is, on certain conditions, good
to inflict pain or sorrow on someone who deserves a punishment
(‘igab), blame (dhamm) or a reproof (lazwm). Doing such a thing is good
because it is deserved. It should not be concluded from this that ‘Abd
al-Jabbar considers it good to take justice into our own hands. We
have seen that in his second definition of injustice, he says that
harming someone else is not an injustice if that person has deserved
this harm, but he adds that the person inflicting harm must have
the right to punish him. In the following example of deserved pain,
he prudently®® speaks of blame and sorrow, and not of punishment
and physical pain:

% Although one might think of physical pain inflicted on a criminal when
‘Abd al-Jabbar speaks of deserved pain, he does not mention the fadd punish-
ments as an example of deserved pain. The fadd punishments are: 1. stoning or
scourging for illicit intercourse (zina); 2. scourging for falsely accusing a married
woman of adultery (gadhf); 3. scourging for drinking wine or other intoxicating
drinks; 4. cutting off hands for theft; 5. various punishments, including crucifix-
ion, for various forms of robbery (Juynboll, 1930, 304-312, and Baradie, 1983,
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I have explained that it is good that we blame someone who has
wronged us or has committed terrible deeds of evil, although that blame
and the fact that the blame is deserved sadden him, annoy him and
affect his heart (Mughni XIII, 344: 4-6)%7.

‘Abd al-Jabbar gives an example of sorrow felt by someone who
deservedly is blamed. To make clear that the blame is really deserved,
he speaks of “terrible deeds of evil” (qaba’th ‘azima) committed. The
blame is expressed by the persons who are wronged themselves and
not by other persons. In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion, we known intu-
itively (bi-farigat al-idtirar) that in this case it is good to blame the
wrong-doer, even though he is hurt by the blame (Mughnt X111, 344:
9).

There are some respects in which deserved pain differs from pain
that involves a profit or averts a harm. ‘Abd al-Jabbar points out that
pain which involves a profit or averts a harm is mostly self-inflicted.
A person chooses to bear such pain, or, if this pain is inflicted by
someone else, he gives his consent to be harmed?®. However, with
respect to deserved pain quite the opposite is true: the deserved pain
is inflicted on someone without asking him for his consent.

Although ‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks that—on certain conditions—it is
good to inflict pain on someone who deserves a punishment, he
considers it bad to punish oneself (Mughnt XIII, 344: 15-17). In his
opinion, it is even bad to expose oneself voluntarily to punishment:
on the contrary, he considers it good to escape punishment. Evidently,
this is related to his opinion that we strive to obtain profit and try
to avert harm. ‘Abd al-Jabbar considers that punishment is of no use
for the one to be punished and that his exposure to punishment is
therefore a useless act (‘abath) which, like all useless acts is bad. In
his view, escaping a deserved punishment is a good act because in

96-129). Apparently, ‘Abd al-Jabbar does not mention them here because they
are imposed on God’s command, as disclosed in the revelation. The divine com-
mand means that it is God who punishes, although the punishments are carried
out by humans. ‘Abd al-Jabbar therefore gives an example of deserved pain (sor-
row) inflicted by humans on their own initiative.

57 Wa-qad bayyantu annahii yahsunu min ahading an yadhumma man asaa ilayhi aw
aqdama ‘ald °l-qaba’tha °l-‘azimati wa-in kana dhalika °l-dhammu wa-"l-istihqaqu yughim-
muhit wa-yudhthi wa-yuaththiru fi qalbihi.

% We have seen (above, 128) that there are some exceptions to this rule, for
instance, with respect to humans who are not in full possession of their mental
faculties. Their caretaker may take the decision for them to bear a pain. Anoth-
er exception, mentioned by ‘Abd al-Jabbar, is when the profit is so great that
everyone would choose to bear the pain for this profit.
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this way the person to be punished averts a harm to himself (Mughn?
XIII, 290: 16-18; see also Mughnt X111, 413: 13-15).

Does this mean that ‘Abd al-Jabbar, himself a judge, considers that
escaping punishment is legally permissible? He reports that some
jurists did, indeed, declare it permissible for a judge to refrain from
the infliction of a fadd punishment if the guilty person avoids pun-
ishment by flight (harab) or repentance (lawba) (Mughnt X111, 432: 6-7).
‘Abd al-Jabbar himself does not completely agree with them. He does
agree with them about flight from the punishment. However, he does
not think that a hadd punishment® should be abandoned if the guilty
person repents; it is his opinion that in that case, the religious lead-
er (zmam) must still inflict the fadd punishment even though the re-
pentance implies that the guilty person no longer deserves to be
punished. The /add punishment should then not be seen as a pun-
ishment but as a trial (mihna) from God (Mughnz X111, 408: 15-16 and
409: 16-18). We will see later® that ‘Abd al-Jabbar believes that the
pain of a hadd punishment given to one who repents is compensated
for by God (Mughnt XIII, 461: 15-18; Mughnt X111, 493: 11).

‘Abd al-Jabbar indicates another point of difference between de-
served pain and pain that involves a profit or averts a harm. As we
have seen?!, in order to know whether the latter pain is good, quan-
tities of pain and profit or averted harm must be weighed against
each other. ‘Abd al-Jabbar declares that this does not hold for de-
served pain. In his opinion, the infliction of deserved pain is good
by the mere fact that it is deserved and it is therefore not necessary
to take into consideration whether or not the quantity of the offence
is greater than the quantity of the punishment (Mughn? XIII, 347:
1-6). Does ‘Abd al-Jabbar mean that giving a heavy punishment for
a trivial offence is a good act? He does not explain this further, but
refers to his discussion of “the threat [of hell]” (al-waid)**. Since I

39 On the hadd punishments, see above 131-132, note 36.

40 See below, 154.

41 See above, 126-131.
2 Peters (1976, 34) supposes that a part of the missing volumes XVIII and
XIX must have dealt with “the Promise and the Threat”, but from ‘Abd
al-Jabbar’s use of the past tense of the verb “explain” (I explained/ bayyantu) we
may conclude that he discussed it in a volume earlier than volume XIII. This
does not exclude the possibility that the main discussion of this subject was
contained in volumes XVIII/XIX as in Mughnt XIII, 365: 20 ‘Abd al-Jabbar refers
to al-Wa'ud (the Threat) in the present tense: “we [will] study (natagassa) ... in the
Wad”.

'S
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have been unable to trace the discussion he is referring to, I can only
speculate about his opinion on the quantities of offence and punish-
ment. I think it unlikely that he considers it good to severely punish
someone for a trivial offence. His opinion probably should be ex-
plained as follows: one who commits a trivial offence only deserves
a light punishment; if he were punished severely this would be an
undeserved punishment and, consequently, a bad act because inflict-
ing pain is only good if it is deserved.

6.4. Inflicting Pain that is Supposed to be Good

We humans cannot know with certainty what will happen in the
future; we can only suppose that certain things will happen. Then,
what about exerting oneself in order to obtain a profit which does
not eventuate? Or choosing to bear a harm in order to avert a greater
harm, but that harm is not averted? Are these acts bad? This ques-
tion concerns the certainty of knowing. As ‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts the
omniscience of God, he obviously does not discuss these questions
with the intention of applying them to God’s acts; for him, it is an
established truth that supposing does not apply to God but only to
humans.

Referring to the different kinds of knowledge, ‘Abd al-Jabbar uses
the terms i‘tigad (conviction), im (knowledge) and zann (supposition)*.
The meaning of these terms can be clarified as follows: someone has
a conviction (i‘teqad) about something if he considers it to be true.
His conviction may be in accordance with reality or not. In the latter
case his conviction is a wrong conviction, for which ‘Abd al-Jabbar
uses the term jahl (Mughnt XIII, 352: 6-7). If his conviction is in
accordance with truth it is called knowledge (i/m). How can we be
certain that a conviction we have is in accordance with reality? ‘Abd
al-Jabbar points out that if we are certain that something is in ac-
cordance with reality, we feel in ourselves a true and authentic feel-
ing of certitude (sukin al-nafs) that we do not feel when we are not
certain of this**. This certitude exists in us, for instance, when we
are certain that something exists because we have seen it with our

# For more details on the meaning of the terms i‘tigad, ‘ilm and zann, see Peters
(1976, 41-56), Bernand (1982, 279-300) and Reinhart (1995, 155-156).

# In her detailed study on ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory of knowledge, Bernand
(1982, 291-300) explained how the concept of sukiin al-nafs was applied by the
Mu‘tazilites. See also Peters (1976, 48-50).
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own eyes. This certitude is missing when we only have a supposi-
tion (zann) about something, for instance, when something is supposed
to happen in the future. ‘Abd al-Jabbar therefore says that we do
not have knowledge (2/m) of, but only a supposition (zann) about, what
will happen in the future.

In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion it is good to inflict pain in order to
obtain a profit that does not exist at that moment, but which it is
supposed will eventuate in the future. To illustrate this, ‘Abd al-Jabbar
again takes up the example of selling a garment for a dinar. He
considers this act to be good, regardless of whether the dinar is spent
at that moment or later, although there is only certainty about the
profit if the money is spent at once. If the dinar is spent later, it is
supposed that the profit will eventuate; it does not exist at the moment
when the owner disposes of his garment. Similarly, in many other
cases when pain involves a profit, the profit is not known with cer-
tainty because it will happen in the future. Yet suffering the pain
for it is considered good. ‘Abd al-Jabbar mentions as examples trade
and labour that are done in order to obtain gains. Another exam-
ple involves exertion in the search for science, culture or exquisite
things. At the moment someone decides to harm himself like this,
the profit has not yet happened and cannot be known with certain-
ty, yet his act is considered to be good because it is supposed that
it will yield him a profit in the future (Mughnt XIII, 348: 3-9).

However, it is possible that a profit that is supposed to happen in
the future does not happen at all. This implies that the harm inflict-
ed does not lead to a profit that outweighs it. Similarly, it is pos-
sible that a harm is chosen in order to avert a greater harm but that
the harm intended to be averted happens after all. Must these acts
be judged as being bad? ‘Abd al-Jabbar does not think so. He con-
siders them good acts, notwithstanding the harm they involve. What,
then, makes these acts good? It cannot be the profit because there
is no profit, nor the averting of harm because harm is not averted.
‘Abd al-Jabbar explains that these acts are good because of the sup-
position (zann) someone has at the moment that he chooses the pain,
namely, that the pain will involve a profit or avert a harm (Mughnt
XIII, 348: 12-13). However, he makes it conditional that the sup-
posed profit is much greater than the pain suffered (Mughnt XIII, 349:
1-7 and 362: 3-12).

The examples that ‘Abd al-Jabbar has given above concern self-
inflicted pain. In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion it is also good to inflict
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pain on someone else on the supposition that it will provide him with
a profit in the future or that it will avert an expected harm, but only
if the other person has given his consent to be harmed. ‘Abd al-Jabbar
considers that harming an adult of sound mind (‘agi/) without his
consent is bad when it concerns a future profit, however great this
profit may be: no exception is made for a profit that is so great that
every adult of sound mind would choose to be harmed in order to
obtain it (Mughnt X111, 357: 11-14). However, in ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s
opinion it is good if someone harms living beings who are not in full
possession of their mental faculties and are put into his care, when
he supposes that this will lead to a profit for them in the future or
that it will avert an expected harm (Mughn? XIII, 362: 1-8).

Opinion diverged on the question of whether or not it is good to
inflict pain that is supposed to be deserved. Evidently, the question
is not whether it is good to punish someone for an offence it is sup-
posed he will commit in the future but rather whether it is good to
punish someone on the supposition that he has already committed
an offence. A different kind of supposition is therefore involved: there
is uncertainty about something, not because it has not happened yet
but because it is unclear what exactly has happened.

In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion it is not good to inflict pain on the
supposition that it is deserved. He declares himself in agreement with
Abu ‘Alf al-Jubba’i, who was of the opinion that supposition cannot
take the place of knowledge with respect to deserved pain. In Aba
‘All’s opinion, inflicting deserved pain is only good if it is known with
certainty that the pain is deserved. However, he reportedly made
an exception for blame, considering it good to blame someone on
the supposition that this person deserves to be blamed. He explained
that this act is good, not because of the blaming person’s supposi-
tion (zann) but because of the profit that the blamed person derives
from the blame: the blame may prevent him from committing the
offence for which he, perhaps undeservingly, has been blamed (Mughnt
XIII, 363: 3-7).

Abt ‘All al-Jubba’T’s son Aba Hashim is reported®™ to have said
that it is good to inflict pain even if it is only supposed that the pain
is deserved (Mughn? X111, 363: 13-14). This evidently referred to
blaming someone, as he argued that it is difficult to know with cer-

¥ The works to which ‘Abd al-Jabbar refers are Abai Hashim’s al-Abwab and
his al-Baghdadiyyat (not al-Ta'dadiyyat as is written in the edition).
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tainty whether the blame is deserved: in many cases in which blam-
ing is considered good the blame is, in fact, based on supposition
rather than knowledge (Mughnz, X111, 363: 14-364: 6). Aba Hashim
disagreed with Aba ‘Al that in those cases the reason why blaming
is good is a future profit. AbG Hashim took into account that the
blame is not given with the consent of the one who is blamed. As
we have seen, harming an adult without his consent to obtain a future
profit for him is not good. He therefore concluded that blaming in
those cases cannot be good because of a profit and that it must
therefore be good because of the supposition that it is deserved
(Mughnz X111, 364: 6-10). ‘Abd al-Jabbar rejects this. He is convinced
that the infliction of deserved pain is only good if it 1s known that
it is deserved (Mughni X111, 365: 12-20).

7. Judgments on Some Particular Cases of Inflicting Pain

7.1. Saving Someone and Harming Him

We have seen that according to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, it is good to avert
a serious harm by bearing a trivial harm. But what about someone
whose hand is broken while he is being saved from drowning®®? Is
saving him in this way good because a serious harm (drowning) is
averted by a trivial harm (breaking the hand of the drowning per-
son)? However, the drowning person may be saved without break-
ing his hand. Although this question concerns a theoretical case which
it is hard to imagine ever happening in reality, it was already a point
of discussion in Abu ‘Alf al-Jubba’T’s time (Mayma‘ 111, 29: 6-9).
The question of saving someone from drowning by breaking his
hand has different aspects. With respect to the drowning person
himself, it can be asked whether his exposing his hand to be broken
is good. ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion is that this is good if he supposes
that this is the only way to be saved. ‘Abd al-Jabbar argues that the
act of the drowning person can be compared with the act of some-
one who has his hand amputated for fear that the gangrene in it will
spread to the rest of his body. Having his hand amputated is good

# Hourani (1971, 75) mentions the question of the drowning person but speaks

of the rescuer’s broken hand and the compensation that the drowning person
gives to the rescuer. It is not clear which passage in the Mughnt Hourani based
this on.
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in this case because he supposes that the amputation will avert the
greater harm of dying from gangrene. Similarly, the act of the drown-
ing person is good if he supposes that the only way to be saved is by
exposing his hand to be broken (Mughnt XIII, 340: 13).

However, in ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion the drowning person’s act
is bad if he knows that he can be saved without having his hand
broken. Again, ‘Abd al-Jabbar compares the drowning person’s act
with the act of someone who has his hand amputated because of
gangrene. If the person with gangrene knows that he can be saved
from gangrene without having his hand amputated it is bad of him
to have his hand amputated. Similarly, if the drowning person knows
that he can be saved without exposing his hand to be broken yet
still exposes it to be broken, his act is bad (Mughnt XIII, 340: 3-5).

This concerns the act of the person who is drowning. As for the
person who saves him and breaks his hand, ‘Abd al-Jabbar is of the
opinion that if the rescuer intentionally breaks the drowning person’s
hand, it is good of him to do so, even if he were able to save him
without breaking it. ‘Abd al-Jabbar explains that if the rescuer breaks
the hand for a purpose (gharad) it means that he supposes that there
is an advantage in saving the drowning person in this way. Howev-
er, ‘Abd al-Jabbar considers that his act is bad if he breaks the hand
for no purpose, because in that case it is a useless act (‘abath)*” (Mughni
XIII, 340: 5-9). We have seen*® that according to him every act that
is not done with the intention of doing it in a reasonable way is a
useless act and useless acts are bad.

‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion on this question differs slightly from Aba
‘All al-JubbaTs. In Abu ‘All’s view, breaking the hand of the drowning
person although he could be saved without breaking his hand is a
bad act on the rescuer’s part. He argued that the rescuer harms
himself because he will not receive thanks and praise from the per-
son he has saved. Abu ‘Alf considered that the rescue altogether is
not an injustice because the profit for the drowning person (i.e., being
saved) outweighs the harm (i.e., his broken hand). However, he added
that the act of the drowning person who exposes his hand to be
broken is bad because it is a useless act (‘abath) (Magma‘ 111, 29: 9).
We have seen that in ‘Abd al-Jabbar view the act of the drowning

#7 This example is also given by ‘Abd al-Jabbar in another passage in which
he explains that doing harm is bad in those cases in which it is a useless act (‘abath)
(Mughni XIII, 312: 8-10).

8 See above, 125-126.
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person is good if he supposes that this is the only way he can be
saved.

7.2. Inflicting Pain on Someone in Self-Defence

Many people will consider that it is good to defend oneself against
an attack by someone else, even if it means that the attacker is
harmed®. Yet, on what grounds is self-defence a good act? Accord-
ing to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory it is bad to harm someone else in order
to gain a profit for oneself. He thinks that, similarly, it is bad to harm
someone else for the purpose of averting a harm to oneself. He argues
that this is known by reason, which says that it is not good to take
someone’s bread (harming him in this way) to appease one’s own
hunger (averting harm to oneself) (Mughni XIII, 341: 6-7)°°. Does
self-defence not imply that we harm someone else in order to avert
a harm to ourselves?

Presumably ‘Abd al-Jabbar in his function as a judge often dealt
with cases of self-defence. Answering the question of whether it is
good to harm someone else in self-defence he takes into account
whether it i3 necessary to use violence in order to avert the attack.
He concedes that it is good to inflict pain in self-defence, but only
if it 1s impossible to ward off an attacker without inflicting pain on
him. He emphasizes that if it is possible to fend off the attacker
without harming him there is an obligation to do so.

The same holds for an attack that can be warded off with only
slight harm to the attacker. ‘Abd al-Jabbar considers that it is bad
to harm the attacker more than is necessary: it should not be the
defender’s object to harm the attacker. If possible, he must try to
stop the attacker by keeping him off with his hands and if he can
keep him off without the use of violence, he should do so (Mughnt
XIIT, 340: 18-341: 3)°..

In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion, it is not bad to harm someone in

# Hanafite lawyers say that it is permissible (mubah) to kill someone else in
self-defence, provided that the attack cannot be averted in another way (Sch-
acht, 1978, 768).

% We should remember that ‘Abd al-Jabbar does not discuss the legal as-
pects of acts. Whether or not the thief of a loaf of bread should be punished
according to law is a different question that he does not discuss here.

51 Although I did not come across any passage in the Mughn? in which ‘Abd
al-Jabbar explicitly speaks as a judge, passages like the one discussed here may
evidence his experience with juridical cases.
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self-defence if this is the only way to ward off an attacker. He be-
lieves that this act is good because the attacker himself chooses to
be harmed: at the moment that he decides to attack someone, he
also chooses to expose himself to harm from the attacked person
acting in self-defence. Thus, harm done in self-defence should not

be seen as harm inflicted by the person attacked but rather as harm
inflicted by the attacker on himself (Mughnz XIII, 341: 4-6).

7.3. Pain Inflicted by Children and Animals

We have seen’? that ‘Abd al-Jabbar considered bad the act of some-
one who in his sleep or absentmindedly harms someone else®. Al-
though the act is not done intentionally ‘Abd al-Jabbar nevertheless
considers it bad because it involves harm. However, no blame is
attached because the harm is done unintentionally. Another reason
why no blame is attached for some bad acts is that they are done
by living beings without complete minds, such as children, insane
adults and animals. They are not blamed because they cannot know
that these acts are bad.

In Mu'‘tazilite thought God imposes obligations on adults of sound
mind but not on children, insane adults and animals®*. ‘Abd al-Jabbar
reports that some speculative theologians believed that acts that are
bad if adults of sound mind do them are not bad if they are done
by living beings on whom God has not imposed obligations (laysa
bi-mukallafin) (Mughnt X111, 304: 4-6). ‘Abd al-Jabbar rejects the opin-
ion of these theologians. In his view, harm done by such living beings
is bad even though they do not know that doing harm is bad. How-
ever, they do not deserve blame for their acts because they cannot
be prevented from acting by the knowledge that doing harm is bad:
they do not have this knowledge (Mughnz XIII, 478. 9-10).

In the next chapter we will see that ‘Abd al-Jabbar, having explained
that there are ways in which inflicting pain is good, goes on to apply
the method of drawing an analogy between this world and the di-
vine world in order to make clear that God’s acts of inflicting pain

52 See above, 118-119.

% Tt is obvious that this harm is good if it involves a greater profit for the
harmed person or averts a greater harm to him, even though the harm is not
done with this intention.

5 See below, 147.
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are good because they are done in those ways. However, this is not
the only reason why he has specified which human acts of infliction
of pain are good. The distinction between good and bad infliction
of pain is important for him because he believes that in particular
cases God compensates for pain, even if this pain is produced by
humans. However, he is convinced that God does not compensate
for bad infliction of pain: someone who inflicts pain on someone else
in such a way that his act is bad must himself compensate for this
pain. In the next chapter we will see how, according to ‘Abd
al-Jabbar, this is done.



CHAPTER FIVE

COMPENSATION OF PAIN

We have seen! that ‘Abd al-Jabbar believes that pain that is not
produced by humans or other living beings must be brought into
existence by God. In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theology all acts of God are
good. This implies that also those acts of God that entail suffering
for living beings must be good. A key question to be answered is
the purpose for which God inflicts pain on humans and animals
in this world. ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s doctrine says that God’s infliction
of pain must have a purpose, otherwise it would be a useless act
(‘abath), which implies that it is bad. To answer the question of
purpose, ‘Abd al-Jabbar relates God’s infliction of pain to the the-
ory that God imposes obligations on those living beings that can
be made responsible for their actions: adults of sound mind.

1. Taklif and Lutf

The theory that God imposes obligations on all adults of sound mind
(‘ugala’) is an important issue in ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s doctrine. The
Arabic term for God’s imposing of obligations is taklif (charging).
Taklif is the verbal noun of the verb kallafa which is used in the
Qur’an, in the statement that God does not impose the impossible
on man®. According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s doctrine, several of God’s
actions towards humans have a relation to God’s taklif: they are
done with the purpose of informing people about which obligations
are imposed on them or to motivate them to fulfil these obligations.
‘Abd al-Jabbar refers to these acts of God as altaf (plural of lutf).
According to him, God’s sending of prophets to the people in order
to inform them about the obligations imposed on them is a luyf.
Equally, he considers God’s infliction of pain a luff. For a good
understanding of how this can be a luff, I will first discuss ‘Abd
al-Jabbar’s theory of taklif.

I See above, 106-107.
2 See Quran 6: 152, 7: 42, 23: 62, 2: 286, 65: 7 and 2: 233.
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1.1. Definitions of Taklif

For a definition of taklif, ‘Abd al-Jabbar® refers to Abti Hashim al-
Jubb@’1, who said that teklif means: “willing an act [to be done] that
involves discomfort (ku/lfa) and trouble (mashaqqa) to the person on
whom it 1s imposed” or “commanding and willing something that
involves discomfort for the person who is commanded to do it”
(Mughni X1, 293: 5-7). From these definitions it becomes clear that
taklif implies that someone (the mukalliff wants someone else (the
mukallaf) to do something and that he tells (or commands) him to
do it. An essential element of taklif is that the mukallif informs the
mukallaf about what he wants him to do. Further, what is imposed
on the mukallaf involves discomfort for him: the act to be done is
not easy and agreeable but, rather, difficult and unpleasant. With
reference to God’s taklif it means it is His will (irada) that particu-
lar troublesome acts are done by humans and, according to Abt
Hashim’s definition, God makes this known to them by command-
ing them to do these acts.

According to Ibn Mattawayh, ‘Abd al-Jabbar said in al-Muhit bi-
’l-taklif that taklif means “making known (¢lam) and willing (irada)”.
In this definition the term “commanding” from Aba Hashim’s
definition is replaced by the term “making known”, which is a term
that includes more than “commanding”. The explanation for the
use of “making known” is that ‘Abd al-Jabbar believes that the
mukallaf can know obligations imposed on him not only from the
revelation, in which God’s commands are found, but also by de-
duction or by the intuitive knowledge which is created in him by
God*! (Magmi 11, 189: 7-10). Examples of rationally known obliga-
tions are gratitude for a benefaction (shukr al-ni‘ma) (Mughnt XIV,
161: 6-7), refraining from injustice and usurpation’, returning what
is entrusted to one’s custody, and paying debts (Mughnt XIII, 423:
8-9).

3 “Uthman (1971, 17-44) gives a detailed description of ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s doc-
trine of ‘aklff basing it on the texts of the Mughnt and Ibn Mattawayh’s Majma'.
See also McDermott (1978, 57-69), Peters (1976, 32-33) and Sander (1994, 66-
67).

* See above, 117, note 13.

® In his review of my dissertation in Bulletin Critique des Annales Islamologiques 14
(1998, 46) Prof. Daniel Gimaret suggests that in Mughni X111, 423: 9 “ghasb” should
be read in stead of “ghadab”.
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Ibn Mattawayh thinks that in the definition of takfif the term
“making known” is to be preferred to the term “commanding” (am?)
(Majma 11, 191: 4-7). Schwarz® supposes that the reason for Ibn
Mattawayh’s objection to the term “commanding” is that it may
conflict with the principle that a (divine) command cannot be the
reason why acts are good: the use of the term “commanding” with
respect to laklif may suggest that those acts that make up part of
the taklif are good because of God’s command. However, this does
not seem to be the main reason why Ibn Mattawayh objects to the
term “commanding”: he points out that “commanding” suggests
that the obligations of God’s taklif can only be known from God’s
revelation, which would imply that people who are unfamiliar with
this cannot know that God imposes obligations on them. The term
“making known”, however, includes what is known intuitively by
all adults of sound mind, whether or not they believe in God. God’s
obligations are also imposed on people who do not believe in Him.

According to the definitions given by Aba Hashim and ‘Abd al-
Jabbar, taklif also means “willing something to be done”. Ibn
Mattawayh also objects to the use of the term “willing”, arguing
that this only refers to what God wants people to perform and does
not take account of what He does not want them to perform; yet,
God’s taklif also concerns the prohibition of particular acts, which
means that these acts are not willed by God. He further objects to
the term “willing” because it does not exclude constraint (:4a@’): it
leaves open the possibility that God constrains people to act in
accordance with His will (Magma‘ 1, 1: 12-13). Ibn Mattawayh points
out that the idea of constraint conflicts with the principle of taklif.
Imposing obligations presupposes freedom of choice for those on
whom the obligations are imposed. Ibn Mattawayh therefore gives
the following definition of taklif: “making known (:‘lam) to the mukallaf
that there is profit (naf") or harm (darar) for him in what he, with
trouble (mashagqqa), performs or does not perform, provided it does
not reach the extent of constraint (:5a’)” (Magma“ 1, 1: 14-15).

Mankdim’s definition of ¢aklif bears a strong resemblance to Ibn
Mattawayh’s definition’. He defines taklif as: “Making known (i‘lam)

6 Schwarz (1976, 237).

7 When we compare the definitions of Ibn Mattawayh and Mankdim with the
definitions of Abt Hashim and ‘Abd al-Jabbar, we see that Ibn Mattawayh and
Mankdim do not use the term “willing”, but they do use the term “making known”
(¢lam). On this point it may appear that they agree with ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s
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to the other that there is profit (naf") or averting of harm (daf* darar)
for him in what he, with trouble, performs or does not perform,

to the extent that the situation does not reach the point of con-
straint (:ja’)” (Ta'lig, 510: 4-5).

1.2. The Purpose of God’s Takliyf

‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts that God’s purpose in imposing obligations
on all adults of sound mind is that He wants to give them the
opportunity to earn a reward (thawab)® (Mughnt X111, 420: 8). He
argues that God’s purpose cannot be that He wants particular acts
to be done or to be refrained from. If this was His purpose, He
could achieve it in another way, by forcing humans to act accord-
ingly. Only by constraint would God achieve His purpose with
certainty: imposing obligations is not a safe way to achieve this
because it is always possible that people will choose not to do that
which is imposed on them (Mughnt XIII, 420: 16-421: 1). ‘Abd
al-Jabbar therefore concludes that by imposing obligations on
humans, God’s purpose must be to give them the opportunity to
earn a reward.

Taking into consideration that God usually bestows many favours
on His creatures without first imposing obligations, one may won-
der what the difference is between these favours and the reward
that God holds out. ‘Abd al-Jabbar explains that this reward is much
greater than God’s usual favours. A divine favour may be small
because it is a purely gratuitous act (tafaddul). It is always good to
give a gift, however small it may be. This does not apply to a reward
because it is not good to reward someone by giving him a trifle: a

definition. However, Mankdim and Ibn Mattawayh apparently do not understand
by #lam “making known which acts are obligatory and which acts are bad”—as
‘Abd al-Jabbar said—but rather “making known that by doing certain acts a re-
ward can be acquired and a punishment can be averted”. Another new element
in their definitions is the emphasis on freedom of choice. Although, as we will see,
‘Abd al-Jabbar shares with them the opinion that freedom of choice is a condition
for taklif, he does not mention this in his definition of taklif. The fact that Mankdim’s
and Ibn Mattawayh’s definitions of taklif closely resemble each other but differ from
‘Abd al-Jabbar’s definition makes one wonder whether they both adopted their
definitions from a Mu‘tazilite master other than ‘Abd al-Jabbar. As they do not
mention the source of their definition, and I did not find any information about
this in other works, I am unable to answer this question at the moment.
% See also Sander (1994, 64-66).
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reward must be more than a gift (Mughnt XIII, 392: 17-393: 4).
Another difference that ‘Abd al-Jabbar sees between a gift and a
reward is that a reward is given with honour and respect for its
receiver, and a gift is not (Mughni XIII, 393: 4-5). The honour and
respect are given because something difficult has been done: it is
not considered good to reward someone for doing what is easy for
him (Mughnt X111, 425: 14-17). This means that if God’s purpose
is to give people the opportunity to earn a reward, He must im-
pose on them something difficult. This difficult thing is to fulfil the
obligations imposed on them by Him. This is difficult to do, but
not so difficult that it is impossible®. ‘Abd al-Jabbar refutes the idea
that divine obligations cannot be fulfilled, arguing that it is bad to
impose an impossible task (Mughni V1/1, 61: 6-9) and God does
not perform bad acts.

1.3. The Mukallaf

‘Abd al-Jabbar takes it for granted that God does not impose the
impossible and he therefore believes that God is obliged to do
certain things to enable people to fulfil that which He has imposed
on them (Mughn? XI, 292: 5-293: 3). He points out that thus, it is
obligatory for God to give people able bodies so that they can
perform their task (Mughn? XI, 292: 7-8). But this alone is not
enough: people also need the power to use their bodies. In ‘Abd
al-Jabbar’s opinion God is obliged to give people the power (qudra)
to act before He imposes the obligations on them (Mughni X1, 367:
18-368: 1). He argues that imposing obligations on someone who
is not able to perform them is a bad act.

‘Abd al-Jabbar concludes from this that a person on whom God’s
obligations are imposed (mukallaf) must have the following quali-
ties: able to act (gadir), knowing (‘alim), perceiving (mudrik), living
(hayy) and willing (murid) (Mughnt X1, 309: 13). The ability to act,
the possession of life and perception are closely related to each
other. The ability to act is given only to living beings: inanimate
beings cannot act. The characteristic of living beings is their abil-
ity to perceive. This means that one who is able to act must also
be living and perceiving. A mukallaf shares these qualities with all
living beings, including those who are not mukallaf.

9 This is what is said in the Qur’an. For the places where this is said, see above,
142, note 2.
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‘Abd al-Jabbar goes on to say that it is necessary for a mukallaf
to feel desire or aversion for certain things. He explains that this
is closely related to the purpose of God’s faklif, which is to hold
out a reward for doing something difficult. It is not difficult to do
something one has no aversion to or to refrain from something
which one feels no desire for: it would not be good to be reward-
ed for doing such a thing. A mukallaf must therefore feel desire or
aversion (Mughnt X1, 387: 7-12).

A mukallaf must also know and have a will'’. ‘Abd al-Jabbar
explains that a mukallaf must know which obligations are imposed
by God and he must know the particular way in which these acts
must be performed. He must have the will to do these acts in the
required way. Only someone with a sound mind (‘@gi/) is able to
acquire knowledge about God’s taklif and to distinguish between
that which does and that which does not belong to the obligations
of the taklyf (Mughny X1, 371: 18-20). This means that only those
who have a sound mind can be mukallaf (Mughnt X1, 375: 14-15);
children (Mughnz X111, 430: 11-12), insane adults (Mughnz X111, 410:
13-14) and animals cannot be a mukallaf. God does not impose His
obligations on them and this implies that they cannot deserve a
reward or a punishment from God.

In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion, God must provide those who are
mukallaf with the knowledge they need in order to be able to fulfil
the obligations. We have seen that some obligations are known by
the intuitive knowledge that is created in people by God (Mughnt
X1, 371: 19-372: 2). Other obligations are known by deduction after
reflection on indications (adilla, plural of dalil) that God has placed
in this world. ‘Abd al-Jabbar therefore thinks that reflection (razar)
and learning (ma‘rifa) are the most important obligations imposed
on a mukallaf (Mughnt X111, 422: 13).

There is a clear relation between God’s obligation to make the
obligations known and a mukallaf’s obligation to reflect and learn:
doing so, he acquires the knowledge about all that God has im-
posed on him. Another way in which God makes His commands
and prohibitions known is by sending prophets who bring a mes-
sage from Him about these things. They inform humans about the

10 “Abd al-Jabbar points out that not only humans but also angels have the
qualities mentioned by him but, although God has imposed obligations on the
angels, too, they are not described as mukallaf (Mughnt X1, 309: 17). The qualifica-
tion mukallaf applies only to a human being.
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contents of the obligations and about the reward or punishment
that God will give for fulfilling or failing to fulfil them (Mughnt XI,
375: 5-13).

1.4. Lutf

According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, the prophets not only inform people
of the obligations imposed by God, but also motivate them to fulfil
these obligations. In his opinion, God is obliged to motivate those
on whom He has imposed His obligations (Mughn? XV, 22: 9-10
and Mughn? X1, 292: 16-17). He thinks that adults of sound mind
choose to perform a particular act on the basis of motives that exist
in their hearts. Such a motive (da%) is not the cause of this act: it
urges (iqtada) someone to choose to perform the act but does not
make performance necessary (laysa bi-mitibin li-dhalika)'' (Mughni V1/
1, 188: 18). If the motive were the cause of the act, the act would
have to happen as soon as the motive existed and the conditions
for performing the act were fulfilled. That the motive is not the
cause of the act means that it is possible for the motive to exist in
somebody without the act being actually performed.

‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks that the knowledge (7/m), supposition (zann)
or conviction (:%2¢gad) that a particular act is good is a motive to
choose to do this act'?. Similarly, the knowledge that a particular
act 1s bad is a motive to refrain from doing it (Mughnz V1/1, 196:
1-5). Why then do people sometimes choose to perform bad acts'®?
‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks that this is because they feel the need (ka@ja)
for a particular profit, or the need to avert a particular harm. Need
is another motive (da‘%?) to choose to perform an act: it can urge
people to choose to perform a particular act even if they know that

the act is bad!* (Mughni V1/1, 187: 17-188: 5). However, this need

' Hourani (1971, 83) points out that by declaring that the motive does not
necessarily cause the performance of an act, ‘Abd al-Jabbar avoids the position
that the acts of man are determined by God creating motives in the hearts of people.

12 See Madelung, 1991b, 246-248.

13 On this question and how ‘Abd al-Jabbar answers it, see Hourani (1971,
92-97).

4 The theory that bad acts are done because of a particular need for some-
thing can be used as an argument that God does not perform bad acts. ‘Abd
al-Jabbar says that God, unlike human beings, is without need or desire (Mughnt
1V, 25: 20-21 and 30: 8-9; Mughni V, 247-248). One of the reasons why all God’s
acts are good is that He is without needs (Mughnz V1/1, 177).
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must be real and they must know that there is no other way to
obtain the needed thing. ‘Abd al-Jabbar is convinced that had the
doer of a bad act not needed to do it, he would have refrained from
doing it. Similarly, he would have refrained from doing the bad
act if he had known that he could obtain the needed profit in
another way (Mughnz V1/1, 181: 7-13). According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar,
the knowledge that there is no real need to perform a bad act
prevents someone from choosing to do this act (Mughnz V1/1, 188:
2-6).

The motive to choose to perform an obligatory act can be rein-
forced by the knowledge that a profit can be acquired by doing it.
‘Abd al-Jabbar therefore says that God strengthens the motives of
those on whom He has imposed His obligations by holding out a
reward and by threatening them with punishment (Mughnt VI/1,
187: 3-4). Apart from reward and punishment, there are other ways
in which God motivates the mukallaf. In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion,
everything that motivates a mukallaf to choose to fulfil the obliga-
tions of God’s taklif is a luff"°.

Taking into account the sense in which luff is used by ‘Abd al-
Jabbar, it is difficult to find an adequate translation for this term.
I agree with Abrahamov!® that translating luff as “divine assistance”
is preferable to translating it as “grace”, but it can be objected that
this translation suggests that alfaf (plural of lutf) are only produced
by God. However, we will see that a human act, for instance per-
forming the saldt, can also be a luff in the sense that it motivates
people to fulfil the obligations imposed by God. Luff may there-
fore be translated as “assistance in fulfilling the obligations of God’s
taklif”, but this translation is not workable because it is too long.
I therefore prefer to use the Arabic term or nevertheless to trans-
late lutf as “divine assistance”, taking into consideration that most
altaf come from God.

For his definition of luff ‘Abd al-Jabbar refers to the Mu‘tazilite
masters (shuyiakhuna), who defined luif as “that which motivates [a
person] to perform an act of obedience so that at its occurrence

15 On luff, see also Schwarz (1972, 427), who explains that ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s
theory of lutf does not conflict with his theory of constraint (:@). Lutf induces human
beings to do an act, but does not necessarily entail the action. Abrahamov (1993b)
gives an annotated translation of the chapter on luffin Mankdim’s Ta‘lig sharh al-usal
al-khamsa (Ta'ltq, 518-525).

16 Abrahamov (1993b, 43, note 16).
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this act 1s chosen or is most likely to be chosen” (Mughnt XIII, 9:
3-4). A luff 1s an act done by God or a human being that moti-
vates someone to perform an act; it is not the motive itself: as we
have seen, a motive (da7) is knowledge that exists in a person’s heart.
Like the motive, the luff does not cause an act, but it urges some-
one to perform it'’7. It is possible that someone knows a luff but does
not choose to do that which the luff motivates him to do'®.

‘Abd al-Jabbar’s definition of luff does not explicitly relate it to
God’s taklif. But although ‘Abd al-Jabbar admits that the term can
be used in a general sense, he declares that the Mu‘tazilite mas-
ters usually applied this term with respect to God’s taklif (Mughnt
XIII, 9: 10). They used luff in the sense of that which motivates a
person on whom God’s obligations are imposed (mukallaf) to choose
to do an act of obedience to God, although some said that they
also used the term /luff with respect to immorality (mafsada) and
referred to immorality as a lutf fi ’l-qabth: that which motivates
someone to choose to perform a bad act (Mughn? XIII, 9: 13). ‘Abd
al-Jabbar adds that it is out of the question that a luff fi ’l-qabth is
an act of God: it is bad to motivate someone to choose a bad act
and God does not perform bad acts (Mughni X111, 23: 6-7)!°.

Not only God can do a [uff, an act that motivates people to fulfil
the obligations imposed on them by Him, but a human act can also
function as a lutf. ‘Abd al-Jabbar gives the example of a prophet.
It is a luff from the side of God to send a prophet with a message
from Him. When this prophet teaches the religious law and holds
himself to its prescriptions, the prophet’s action is a luff, as well:
his action motivates others to fulfil the obligations imposed on them
by God (Mughnt XV, 22: 5-6). This luff1s an act done by a human
being. This makes it clear that it is not a condition that a lu{f be
done by God.

‘Abd al-Jabbar therefore distinguishes three sorts of luyf: firstly,
a [utf that is done by God, secondly, a lu{f done by the mukallaf for
whom it is meant, and thirdly, a /u{f not done by God nor by the

17 Subhi (19832, 64-67) points out this aspect, explaining that the Mu‘tazilites
were of the opinion that a luff does not force the mukallaf to perform an act of
obedience to God but only motivates him to perform this act.

8 Thus, I think that the description that ‘Uthman (1971, 386) gives of luff as
“the act of which God knows that man obeys at its occurrence” is not precise,
because it rules out the possibility that a lujf does not result in an act of obedi-
ence.

19 See also Abrahamov (1993b, 56, note 62).
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mukallaf for whom it is meant (Mughnt XIII, 27: 4-6). As we have
seen, adhering to the prescriptions of religious law, for instance
performing the salat, is a lutf. This luff is an example of the second
sort of luff: it is done by the person for whom the /u{f is meant.
‘Abd al-Jabbar also gives an example of a [uff that is not done by
God nor by the person for whom the lu#fis meant: when a proph-
et teaches the religious law his teaching is a /u{f meant for people
other than himself. However, ‘Abd al-Jabbar observes that although
the lutfis not meant for the prophet, the prophet himself also profits
from it as he is also motivated by what he teaches (Mughnt XIII,
46: 12-15).

2. Why God Imposes Pain

According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar pain from God is an important luff.
In the Mughni the discussion of pain follows immediately on the
discussion of luff in general. When ‘Abd al-Jabbar discusses pain
inflicted by God, he not only discusses illnesses and other sorts of
physical pain imposed by God, but he also includes sorrow caused
by acts of God, such as sorrow about the death of a loved one. In
his view this sorrow is caused by God because He made the be-
loved die (Mughnt XIII, 106: 10-12). ‘Abd al-Jabbar does not ex-
plain how a mukallaf (a person on whom God’s obligations are
imposed) is motivated by pain or sorrow from God, but as he refers
to pain as including a warning, he probably thought that pain and
sorrow warn people of a painful punishment in hell if they fail to
fulfil the obligations imposed by God.

2.1. Illnesses

‘Abd al-Jabbar rejects the idea that illness is a punishment from
God, as was believed by several different groups whom ‘Abd
al-Jabbar refers to as “the adherents of the transmigration of souls”
(ashab al-tanasukh). According to him, they believed that humans
suffer because of their bad acts in their previous lifetimes. They
maintained that pain that comes from God is good because it is
deserved as a punishment®’. They believed that pleasure can also

20 On them, see above, 75, note 13. ‘Abd al-Jabbar reports that these people
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be deserved and that both reward and punishment are given in this
world. Because of this, they denied that there is a hereafter. In their
view, cattle and birds were also living beings on whom God’s
obligations are imposed, and they said that God has sent a proph-
et to each sort (jins) of them. Consequently, many of them said that
reflection and learning do not belong to the obligations imposed
by God (Mughni X111, 379: 14-381: 3). ‘Abd al-Jabbar mentions the
Khurramiyya as one of the groups who adhered to this doctrine
(Mughnt X111, 380: 7). However, mentioning this name does not
make clear whom he refers to because Khurramiyya was a name
that was used for several extremist Shi‘ite religious movements that
existed mainly in Iran?!,

Although Abt ‘Alt al-JubbaT did not believe in the transmigra-
tion of souls, he did believe that many illnesses are a punishment
from God. In his opinion, they can be a divine punishment that
God inflicts in this world, like the /tadd punishments. Hadd punish-
ments are only given to Muslims, and Aba ‘Alf thought it possible
that illnesses which unbelievers suffer from are a punishment in-
flicted on them instead of fadd punishments (Mughnz, XIII, 431:
4-15). He made an exception for illnesses suffered by living beings
that according to his doctrine cannot have deserved punishment,
such as prophets and animals. Prophets cannot have deserved
punishment from God because they do not commit grave sins
(kaba’ir) (Mughnt XV, 300-303). Abt ‘All therefore believed that the
prophets’ illnesses are a trial imposed on them by God. ‘Abd
al-Jabbar reports that although Aba ‘Alf believed that God com-
pensates for undeserved illnesses, he did not consider them as a lugf
but rather as a trial (mihna)®* (Mughni XII1, 431: 2-4, 104: 8-9, 105:
5-6). (The difference between [uff and trial is that a fu{f can moti-
vate not only the person who suffers but other persons, as well,

believed in God’s imposing of obligations, but they maintained that at first God
imposed easy obligations. Then, when the human beings were disobedient to God,
He punished them by imposing difficult obligations on them. They said that there-
fore, nowadays, God’s taklif is difficult, as a punishment for humans. They also
believed that humans can be without obligations imposed on them by God if they
are completely obedient to God. In that case, for them the acts of devotion are
permitted but not obligatory. If they perform them, they are an expression of their
thanks to God (Mughnt XIII, 380: 5-10).

2l Madelung (1986).

22 “Abd al-Jabbar says that it is reported that later Ab@ ‘Ali changed his opin-
ion to that of Aba Hashim (Mughni X111, 104: 11).
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whereas a trial only concerns the person who suffers.)

Abu ‘Alf’s son Abt Hashim rejected his father’s opinion that
illnesses can be a punishment from God. In his opinion, illnesses
cannot be intended as punishment. According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar,
he argued that it is wrong to punish someone unless he knows what
he is being punished for. Someone who is ill does not know whether
his illness is a punishment, and even if he did understand that it
was a punishment, he would not know which offence he was be-
ing punished for. Ab@ Hashim concluded from this that each ill-
ness is a lutf that motivates adults of sound mind to fulfil the obli-
gations imposed on them by God (Mughnt XIII, 431: 16-432: 19,
104: 9-10, 105: 6-17).

‘Abd al-Jabbar agrees with Abt Hashim and defends his opin-
ion that illnesses cannot be intended as punishment. He points out
that prophets and pious people suffer from illnesses, although they
cannot have deserved punishment from God. This is an indication
that illnesses are not a punishment. (Mughn7 XIII, 407: 7-10). ‘Abd
al-Jabbar also agrees with Abt Hashim that someone who is pun-
ished must know which offence he is being punished for. He adds
that if this person does not know this, he may think that an injus-
tice is being done to him and this may prompt him to do bad acts.
This makes it clear that illnesses are not a punishment from God
(Mughnt X111, 415: 13-416: 4).

‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts that even the illnesses of people who are
aware that they have failed to fulfil the obligations of God’s taklif
and know that they deserve punishment are not a punishment. He
points out that inflicting illnesses on them as a punishment con-
flicts with the theory of God’s taklif. According to this theory, God
threatens those who fail to fulfil the obligations with a severe pun-
ishment?3, This means that their punishment must be more than
only suffering illnesses in this world. It implies that they will be
punished in the hereafter (Mughnt XIII, 417: 9-418: 9).

23 In the Qur’an it is said that the punishment in the hereafter will be heavier
than the punishment in this world (Qur’an 39: 26 and 68: 33). For verses of the
Qur’an in which it is made clear that there is a great difference between reward
and punishment in the hereafter, see Qur’an 22: 19-24, 56: 11-56 and 78: 21-36.
Apart from this, several descriptions are given of the horrors of the punishment
in hell (for instance, Qur'an 40: 71-76 and 4: 56) and the delights of the reward
in paradise (for instance, Qur'an 36: 55-57, 52: 17-27, 55: 46-78 and 76: 5-22).



154 CHAPTER FIVE

2.2. Hadd Punishment

Although ‘Abd al-Jabbar defends the opinion that illnesses imposed
by God are not a punishment, he does not deny that there is pain
in this world inflicted by God, or on His command, that is meant
to be a deserved punishment. However, in these cases the punished
persons know why they are punished?. An example of such a
deserved punishment from God is a sadd punishment: although it
1s carried out by humans, it is considered to come from God be-
cause it 1s done on His command. ‘Abd al-Jabbar considers a hadd
punishment a punishment from God that is given here and not in
the hereafter, in hell (Mughnt XIII, 417: 16).

‘Abd al-Jabbar does not think that a fadd punishment can be
both a punishment and a trial (mikna) for someone in the same way
as an illness is an trial. He defends his opinion by pointing out that
the law allows a person to escape a fadd punishment® and that it
is not considered good to expose oneself to a fadd punishment. This
indicates that the fadd punishment is not a trial because it is con-
sidered good to bear a trial (mihna). In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion, a
hadd punishment is meant to be a deserved punishment and, there-
fore, it cannot at the same time be a trial for the punished person
(Mughnt X111, 433: 15-18), although, it is a lutf for people other than
the punished person (Mughnt XIII, 459: 1-3).

According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, it is different if the person on whom
a hadd punishment is inflicted has genuinely repented of his offence.
In that case he no longer deserves to be punished (Mughn? XI1I,
432: 5). Still, in ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion, the sentence must be
carried out all the same and in that case the fadd punishment will,
indeed, be a trial (mihna) for this person. In that case the fadd
punishment is not only a luff for others but becomes a lu{f for the
“punished” person himself, too (Mughnz X111, 408: 15-16 and 497:
16).

2 An example of punishments given by God in the present world is to be found
in the Qur’an where it is said that the people of Thamtd and Madyan were killed
by an earthquake after they had been warned by a prophet (Qur’an 7: 78 and 7:
91). The Qur’an says that God only punishes after He has warned by means of a
prophet (Qur’an 17: 15). ‘Abd al-Jabbar refers to this verse in order to defend his
opinion that children, and even the children of unbelievers, do not deserve pun-
ishment from God. See Mukhtasar, 251 and Heemskerk (1992, 60).

% On escaping a punishment, see above, 132-133. Evidently, the punishment
of someone who escapes the punishment for a /add-offence will be given in the
hereafter, unless he repents.
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2.3. Children’s Illnesses

From the preceding we may conclude that in ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s
opinion an illness or other pain that comes from God is a luff. If
a mukallaf suffers an illness, it 1s a {uff not only for himself, but also
for other people who live near him. ‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks it pos-
sible that pain inflicted on one mukallaf by God can motivate an-
other mukallaf to refrain from doing an injustice to this person
(Mughnt X111, 370: 14-16). Similarly, pain suffered by a non-mukallaf
can be a lujf for a mukallaf. For instance, the illness that a child suffers
from is a luff for its parents (Mughni XV, 22: 11-12).

Explaining that the illness of a child is a luff for its parents, ‘Abd
al-Jabbar gives a solution to the difficult question of why innocent
children suffer from illnesses. We have seen that adherents of the
transmigration of souls explained these illnesses as a punishment
for sins committed in an earlier life. People who do not believe in
the transmigration of souls have to find another explanation.
Apparently, some people in ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s time did not know how
to explain this and simply ignored the problem. ‘Abd al-Jabbar
reports that some Muslims declared that children do not feel pain,
or that they only feel pain inflicted on them by humans and not
pain inflicted by God (Mughni XIII, 382: 9-383: 2). ‘Abd al-Jabbar
refutes the opinion of these people, pointing out that every adult
knows that during his own childhood he suffered pain in the same
way as in his adulthood (Mughn? XIII, 382: 4-8). Children become
ill just as adults do. These illnesses cannot be produced by other
living beings. From this ‘Abd al-Jabbar concludes that children
suffer from illnesses produced by God (Mughnt XIII, 385: 15-19).

We have seen that ‘Abd al-Jabbar considers each illness a luff.
Adults of sound mind can profit from the motivation contained in
illnesses and deserve a reward by fulfilling the obligations of God’s
taklif. After having reached maturity children become mukallaf so
that they can also profit from the luff contained in their illnesses.
However, children who die before reaching maturity cannot do this:
they cannot deserve a reward, as they never become mukallaf. We
have seen that according to ‘Abd al-Jabbar their suffering is not
useless: adults living near to them can profit from the /fu{f contained
in their illnesses. Yet, there must be a profit for the children as well.
It would be bad if God inflicted illnesses on them from which only
other people can profit and not they themselves. The question is
what kind of profit children can get from their illnesses. ‘Abd
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al-Jabbar’s solution to this problem is found in a compensation
(‘iwad) that is given by God.

‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts that God’s infliction of pain is good because
it involves a profit. However, we have seen that there are two other
grounds on which the human infliction of pain can be good: these
are the averting of a greater harm and the supposition that the pain
involves a profit or averts a harm. This leads to the question of
whether pain inflicted by God can be good because it averts a
greater harm, or because it is done on the supposition that it in-
volves a profit or averts a harm. ‘Abd al-Jabbar rejects this. He
points out that God’s omniscience implies that supposition (zann)
is impossible for Him. It is therefore not possible that God’s in-
fliction of pain is good because of a supposition made by Him
(Mughnt X111, 356: 10-11 and 369: 1-6).

‘Abd al-Jabbar also does not consider it possible that God’s in-
fliction of pain is good because a harm is averted by it. He points
out that this would be in conflict with God’s omnipotence. Sup-
pose that the harm to be averted by God’s infliction of pain comes
from God: it would be bad if God averted this harm by a second
harm because in that case both harms are done by the same per-
son. In our world it is not considered good if a person inflicts a
harm in order to avert a harm to be inflicted by himself. This also
applies to God (Mughnt XIII, 369: 11-15).

If the harm to be averted comes from someone other than God,
‘Abd al-Jabbar explains that there are two possibilities: the harm
to be averted is either good or bad. If the harm is good, it need
not be averted. If the harm is bad, there are again two possibili-
ties: the harm is done by a mukallaf or it is done by a non-mukallaf.
If the harm is done by a mukallaf, ‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks that God
should not intervene and prevent this mukallaf from inflicting the
harm because, as a mukallaf, he has freedom of choice (Mughnt X111,
370: 6-8). He must be given the choice between doing an act and
not doing it, even if his choice implies that he will be punished for
it. However, a non-mukallaf does not need freedom of choice. God
could prevent him from inflicting harm because He has the power
to prevent every living being from doing any act: there is no need
for God to inflict pain in order to achieve this. ‘Abd al-Jabbar
concludes from this that God does not inflict pain in order to avert
a harm (Mughnt X111, 370: 1-6).
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3. The Compensation of Different Sorts of Pain

3.1. Compensation for Pain Imposed by God

To explain that God compensates for illnesses and pain inflicted
by Him, ‘Abd al-Jabbar draws an analogy between the present world
and the “absent” (divine) world. He points out that in the present
world humans who have damaged the possessions of another hu-
man being must compensate him as restitution for the damage. ‘Abd
al-Jabbar gives the example of someone who spoils someone else’s
garment. It is considered obligatory that the spoiler compensate
the owner for the harm. This means that the owner has a claim?®
on the spoiler for an amount equal to the value of the garment
(Mughnt X111, 387: 16-388: 4). It should be noted that ‘Abd al-Jabbar
does not take into consideration whether the damage is done de-
liberately or by accident. It is evident that in both cases restitu-
tion should be made to the owner.

As pain is a sort of harm, ‘Abd al-Jabbar concludes that pain
must also be compensated for. He makes an exception for good
infliction of pain that meets the conditions that we saw earlier®’.
Although, in a manner of speaking, spoiling a garment is “made
good” by compensating the owner, the act of spoiling does not
become a good act even if the compensation is much more than
the value of the garment. This is, firstly, because the spoiling is not
done with the intention of providing the owner of the garment with
a profit. We have seen that harming someone else is only good if
it is done for the purpose of obtaining a profit for him (Mughnz X111,
488: 4-6). Secondly, the owner did not give his consent. If harm is
done to an adult of sound mind with the intention of providing him
with a profit, he must give his consent beforechand. ‘Abd al-Jabbar
gives the example of an employer who imposes work on an em-
ployee for agreed pay—the imposition of fatiguing work on the
employee can be equated with doing harm to him and the pay can
be equated with compensation given for the harm done to him.
‘Abd al-Jabbar explains that the act of the employer is good, be-

% ‘Abd al-Jabbar uses the Arabic verb istahagga. He speaks of istihqag ‘iwad
(having a right to be compensated) along with istihqaq thawab (deserving a reward),
but points out that deserving compensation is not quite the same as deserving a
reward, because in order to get a reward one has to perform difficult acts.

27 See above, 126-137.
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cause the employee has previously given his consent to be “harmed”
for the agreed “compensation”.

‘Abd al-Jabbar applies this to God’s infliction of pain. It is clear
that there is a difference between a human who compensates some-
one else for a spoilt garment and God who compensates for pain
inflicted by Him. Spoiling someone’s garment is a bad act, where-
as God’s infliction of pain must be a good act. The two acts of doing
harm are therefore not really comparable. What they have in
common i3 that the person to whom the harm is done “deserves”
to be compensated. ‘Abd al-Jabbar therefore compares God’s com-
pensation for illnesses to the “compensation” given to an employee
for fatiguing work imposed on him (Mughn7 XIII, 188: 9-10). Yet,
these two acts are not completely comparable. The employee has
given his consent to be “harmed”, whereas those who suffer from
illnesses have not given their consent to God. When God imposes
illnesses on adults of sound mind, He does not ask them whether
they agree to bear the pain for the profit that He will give them.
Yet, God’s imposition of illnesses must be a good act.

We have seen? that ‘Abd al-Jabbar allows two exceptions to the
rule that the person to be harmed must give his consent before-
hand. One exception is pain inflicted on children and other living
beings without intellectual faculties by someone whose care they
are in. Another exception is harming adults of sound mind for a
profit that is so great that every adult of sound mind (‘@¢:l) would
choose to bear the harm for it. In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion, God’s
imposition of illnesses is done in accordance with the latter excep-
tion. From this he concludes that the compensation that God gives
for pain inflicted by him is so great that all people of sound mind
(‘ugala’), however different their circumstances may be, would choose
to bear the pain for it. This implies that God gives a large quan-
tity of compensation for illnesses and other sorts of pain that He
imposes on living beings in this world (Mughnt XIII, 453: 19-454:
1, 401: 2-5, 402: 1 and 542: 4-11).

With respect to the question of the infliction of pain on adults
without their consent, Ibn Mattawayh disagrees with ‘Abd al-Jabbar.
He believes that those who are mukallaf have given God some kind
of silent permission to inflict pain on them. His opinion is that if
they know God, they also know that God will certainly compen-

2 See above, 128-129.
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sate them for the pain He inflicts on them?’, and that He will make
a compensation so great that each of them would choose to bear
the pain for it. In his view this amounts to giving permission to
God to inflict pain (Mgma* 111, 69: 11-16).

‘Abd al-Jabbar reports that Aba ‘Alf al-Jubba’1 believed that God
inflicts pain because He wants to provide people with a compen-
sation®® (Mughni XIII, 390: 1-8). However, his son Abti Hashim
disagreed with him and asserted that God’s purpose was not only
to provide a compensation but also to give a warning (itzbar) to the
mukallafin (plural of mukallaf). He agreed with his father that God
compensates for pain inflicted by Him. God’s act would be an
injustice (zulm) if no compensation was given. However, he point-
ed out that, notwithstanding the compensation, God’s infliction of
pain would be a useless act (‘abath) if it was not a warning®! (Mugh-
n7 XIII, 390: 9-11). If God’s only purpose was to give a compen-
sation, He could give this as a gift, without first inflicting pain. Abtu
Hashim concluded from this that God’s infliction of pain must be
done with a second purpose: to warn those who are mukallaf that
they should fulfil the obligations imposed on them by God. In Aba
Hashim’s opinion, God’s infliction of pain is good because of the
combination of compensation and warning.

‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion on this question differs only slightly from
Abu Hashim’s. According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, God’s purpose is to
provide a benefit (maslaha). By “benefit” he does not mean God’s

29 It should be noticed that what Ibn Mattawayh says can only apply to some-
one who believes that God compensates for illnesses. It does not apply to people
who think differently.

30 This is confirmed by Ibn Mattawayh, who reports that Abd ‘Al was of the
opinion that God inflicts pain because of the compensation (Mgma“ 111, 13: 12-
14). However, it should be noticed that Aba ‘Alf had a different notion about God’s
compensation. As opposed to ‘Abd al-Jabbar, he was of the opinion that compen-
sation will be provided everlastingly (Mughni XIII, 508: 3-4). For this reason, he
rejected the suggestion that God may provide the compensation as a gift, without
first inflicting pain. In his opinion, the compensation must be deserved by first
suffering pain, the way a reward must be earned by doing what is difficult. Prob-
ably, the Ikhshidiyya adopted Aba ‘Al’s opinion. Ibn Mattawayh reports that they
said that at the moment that God inflicts pain He wants to provide a compensa-
tion (Magmi 111, 83: 19).

31 “Abd al-Jabbar observes that Ab@i Hashim said that Abd ‘Alf shared this
opinion, but that he himself could not discover this in Aba ‘Alr’s books, although
he did find that Aba ‘All thought it possible that pain is a benefit (maslaha) (Mughnt
XII1I, 390: 11-13). The way in which ‘Abd al-Jabbar checks the correctness of Aba
Hashim’s report on Aba ‘Al shows his critical use of sources.
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compensation for pain but the /[uff contained in pain inflicted by
Him on His creatures. He considers the fact that pain is a luff as
the main reason why God’s infliction of pain is good and the com-
pensation for the pain as a secondary reason. In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s
opinion, God is obliged to produce acts that motivate a mukallaf to
fulfil the obligations of His taklif. If God does so by inflicting pain
on this mukallaf or on other living beings, He does what is obliga-
tory (wab) for Him and this is the main reason why the infliction
of pain 1s good (Mughnz XIII, 390: 14-391: 3).

Inflicting pain without compensating for it is a bad act. ‘Abd
al-Jabbar is therefore convinced that God compensates for the pain
He inflicts. However, he does not consider this to be the purpose
for which God inflicts pain. The compensation is only the corol-
lary of God’s motivating people by the infliction of pain: God gives
the compensation in order to ensure that His infliction of pain is
not a bad act. We see that ‘Abd al-Jabbar does not disagree with
Abt Hashim that God’s infliction of pain is good because of the
compensation and the warning, but his emphasis is different.

Ibn Mattawayh agrees with ‘Abd al-Jabbar that the first reason
why it is good that God inflicts illnesses is that, by giving a warn-
ing (t2bar), God does what is obligatory (wapb) for Him with re-
spect to His imposing of obligations (faklif) and that the second
reason is the compensation given for this pain (Majma‘ 111, 42: 5-
8).

With respect to those who are mukallaf, the question may arise
whether it is at all necessary for God to compensate them for pain
that He inflicts on them. Is it not sufficient that this pain contains
a warning (¢%bar) for them? If they take the warning to heart and
fulfil the obligations of God’s taklif, they will be rewarded in the
hereafter. This reward can be seen as a profit that outweighs the
harm, so that God’s infliction of pain is good because of it. ‘Abd
al-Jabbar rejects this suggestion. He points out that both a mukallaf
and a non-mukallaf can be compensated for harm done to them.
He concedes that a mukallaf and a non-mukallaf differ with respect
to the divine reward: a non-mukallaf cannot deserve this reward.
However, with respect to being entitled to compensation for harm
done to them he sees no difference between them. ‘Abd al-Jabbar
therefore thinks it unlikely that only the non-mukallaf would be
compensated while the mukallaf was not. He believes that both will
be compensated for pain inflicted by God (Mughnt X111, 398: 6-9).
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3.2. Compensation for Pain Inflicted by Humans

‘Abd al-Jabbar believes that pain inflicted by God is compensated
for by Him. But what about pain inflicted by humans or animals?
In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion justice must be done to whoever has
suffered damage, whether this damage concerns his possessions or
his body. He therefore thinks that, except for pain that is deserved
and pain that involves a greater profit or averts a greater harm,
each pain must be compensated for. The question is, who must
make this compensation. The manner of compensation will be
discussed later??.

In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion living beings are accountable for
harm that is done on their initiative, regardless of whether this harm
is inflicted intentionally or by accident, or whether it is done by a
living being that does not know that doing harm is bad. This means
that both mukallaf and non-mukallaf must compensate for the pain
they inflict on another living being, except for pain that is not
inflicted on their initiative (Mughnt XIII, 483: 3-5). The initiative
to inflict pain determines who compensates. This implies that liv-
ing beings must not only compensate for pain that they themselves
inflict on someone else, but also for pain that is inflicted by others
on their initiative. If someone forces someone else to inflict pain
on a third person, he, and not the person who actually inflicted
the pain, must compensate this third person (Mughnt XIII, 492:
19-493: 1). This also implies that if a human being inflicts pain with
the permission or on the command of God, God is considered to
have taken the initiative and God will therefore compensate the
suffering person for his pain (Mughnz X111, 493: 1-2). ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s
arguments for this opinion will be discussed later?.

How this is to be applied is explained by ‘Abd al-Jabbar using
the example of an imam who wrongly condemns someone to be
punished with a fadd punishment. In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion jus-
tice must be done to the wrongly condemned person. He must be
compensated for his undeserved pain, but by whom? Several per-
sons are involved in a fadd punishment. ‘Abd al-Jabbar first pays
attention to the executioner who carries out the sentence. In his
opinion the executioner does not have to compensate for the pain
he inflicted on the wrongly condemned person because he acts on

32 See below, 176-190.
33 See below, 166-169.
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the orders of the imam. ‘Abd al-Jabbar considers that inflicting a
hadd punishment is an act of obedience to God and he therefore
thinks that the executioner did not act wrongly in obeying the imam
carrying out the sentence. In his opinion, it is the imam who must
compensate the wrongly condemned person for his pain, suppos-
ing he made the mistake. If the mistake was not made by the imam
but by the witnesses, the witnesses must compensate the wrongly
condemned person for his pain (Mughnt XIII, 493: 6-10).

In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion, the compensation to be paid by
someone who, on his own initiative, inflicts pain on another living
being must be equal to the quantity of pain. To defend his opin-
ion, he uses the example of stealing a garment. Someone who has
stolen someone else’s garment must return it to him. If this is
impossible, he has to give him a compensation that is equal to the
value of the garment (Mughnz X111, 484: 8-7). If a human being does
an injustice to someone else, inflicting pain on him, his act is com-
parable to the act of someone who steals a garment. Both acts are
bad and involve harm to the person they are done to. ‘Abd al-Jabbar
concludes from this that compensation for human infliction of pain
must be equal to the pain. This implies that this compensation is
considerably less than the compensation given by God for illness-
es and other pain inflicted by Him (Mughn? XIII, 453: 19-454: 4).
The reason for this is that the human compensation is given as a
restitution for harm whereas God’s compensation is given in or-
der to make His infliction of pain a good act and is so great that
each would choose to bear the pain for it.

‘Abd al-Jabbar emphasizes that giving compensation is not a
punishment; it is not a fine. Compensation must be given because
justice must be done to someone who is harmed. A thief who
compensates for that which he has stolen will still be punished for
his offence, if not in this world, then in the hereafter. One should
not think that this means that he is punished twice: first by the
compensation that he must pay to his victim and, secondly, by a
punishment in hell. The compensation is not meant to be a pun-
ishment. Similarly, the punishment of a criminal does not abolish
his obligation to compensate for the pain he has inflicted on his
victim, nor is the quantity of the compensation reduced by the pun-
ishment. ‘Abd al-Jabbar also rejects the suggestion that punishment
by God implies that God will compensate the victim for the pain
inflicted on him by the criminal to be punished. He argues that
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God does not compensate for bad acts. Yet, the person on whom
the pain is inflicted is entitled to be compensated for his pain. This
means that the criminal must compensate him (Mughnz XIII, 525:
3-5, and 558: 9-11).

Paying blood-money (diya) is a way in which murder and bodily
injury are compensated for in this world. Can paying blood-money
for murder take the place of compensation for the pain suffered
by the victim? ‘Abd al-Jabbar does not think so. His opinion is that
paying blood-money to the family of the victim does not exempt
the murderer from his obligation to compensate his dead victim
for his pain. As he is dead, the victim cannot profit from money
which is paid in this world. Yet, he must be compensated for the
harm done to him (Mughnt XIII, 497: 10-12 and 497: 17-19). ‘Abd
al-Jabbar makes an exception for bodily injuries. He thinks that
paying blood-money can compensate for bodily injuries, but only
if the required quantity of blood-money is known, for instance, from
the divine revelation (Mughnt XIII, 498: 1-14). If the quantity of
blood-money is not known, the paying of compensation must be
done in the manner to be described later.

In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion, pain that is not inflicted intention-
ally must also be compensated for. In the example of the man who
was wrongly condemned to be punished, ‘Abd al-Jabbar speaks of
a mistake (khata’), by the imam or the witnesses. His use of the term
“mistake” indicates that the imam did not intentionally pass a wrong
sentence, nor did the witnesses intentionally give wrong declara-
tions. ‘Abd al-Jabbar takes into consideration that justice must be
done to the person who suffers the pain: he must be compensated
for his pain, even if it is inflicted in a state of unawareness, by
mistake, or in sleep (Mughnt XIII, 494: 19-495: 2).

3.3. Compensation _for Pain Inflicted by Children, Insane People and Animals

‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts that children, insane people and animals must
also compensate for the pain they inflict on other living beings. He
points out that for the obligation to compensate for pain to exist,
it is not necessary that a person must know that pain must be
compensated for. This means that those who do not know this must
also compensate for the pain they inflict on other living beings.
Regardless of who inflicts pain, justice must be done to those who
suffer this pain, whether they are human or animal. Every living
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being must be compensated for its pain, whether or not it knows
that it is entitled to compensation. As for the quantity of compen-
sation that must be given, it also makes no difference whether the
pain is inflicted by an adult of sound mind or by a living being
that does not possess mental faculties: in both cases the compen-
sation is equal to the quantity of pain (Mughnt X111, 481: 2-7).

‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion that animals must also compensate for
pain they inflict on other living beings raises questions with respect
to carnivorous animals. One might object to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opin-
ion by saying that they cannot help inflicting pain on other living
beings because God has given them sharp claws and teeth and thus
enabled them to inflict pain: it is therefore God who should com-
pensate for the pain they inflict on other living beings. ‘Abd
al-Jabbar rejects this suggestion. He argues that enabling (tamkin)
someone to inflict pain does not lead to an obligation to compen-
sate for the pain he inflicts.

To explain this, ‘Abd al-Jabbar gives an example from human
experience: somebody provides someone else with a knife to slaugh-
ter sheep but, instead, he uses the knife to kill somebody. This does
not imply that the man who provided the knife must compensate
for the murder. On the contrary, it is the murderer who has to
compensate for it. ‘Abd al-Jabbar adds that the idea that one must
compensate for enabling someone else to do a particular act would
imply that the ironsmiths and the polishers have to compensate for
all the murders and pain inflicted by the knives and swords pro-
duced by them. It is clear that this is not right, hence one does not
have to compensate for enabling someone to do harm. Further, ‘Abd
al-Jabbar points out that if this holds for the human world, it must
also hold for the divine world, which leads to the conclusion that
God does not have to compensate for enabling living beings to inflict
pain on other living beings (Mughnt XIII, 468: 8-16).

Some people might object that because of His omniscience, God
knows that when He enables a living being to harm other living
beings, this living being will do that what it has been enabled to
do and harm some other living beings. They think, therefore, that
if God does not intervene and prevent this living being from do-
ing harm, He must compensate for the harm inflicted by it (Mugh-
n7 XIII, 468: 4-6). ‘Abd al-Jabbar does not agree with them. He
points out that enabling does not mean that God approves of the
act of the living being. There is a difference between enabling (tam-
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kin) and giving permission (ib@ka)**. Just because a person is ena-
bled to inflict pain does not mean that he is given permission to
do so. Permission implies approving of someone being harmed. If
God gives permission, He will compensate for the harm He per-
mits. As we will see later, ‘Abd al-Jabbar believes that the person
who permits (and thus approves of) pain being inflicted is the one
who takes the initiative in this infliction of pain, which implies that
he must compensate for it.

‘Abd al-Jabbar also explains that enabling is not the same thing
as forcing. Forcing someone to do something limits his freedom of
action, whereas enabling does not have this effect. Someone who
is enabled to inflict pain is free to choose between doing and not
doing it. ‘Abd al-Jabbar explains that for the same reason, invok-
ing a desire in someone is not the same as forcing him. Invoking
a desire means motivating someone to perform a particular act.
Motivating does not limit freedom of action. ‘Abd al-Jabbar there-
fore thinks that one who instigates someone else to inflict pain does
not have to compensate for this pain, supposing that the instiga-
tion does not reach the point of constraint (Mughnt XIII, 476: 2-6).

The way in which carnivorous animals are created by God, with
claws, sharp teeth, and a desire to eat meat is considered by ‘Abd
al-Jabbar as enabling and instigating them to inflict pain, but not
as forcing them to do so. He therefore thinks that God does not
have to compensate for pain inflicted by these animals (Mughnz XIII,
475: 4-476: 2). In his opinion, these animals are free to choose
between inflicting pain and not inflicting it. This implies that if an
animal, whether it is carnivorous or not, hurts another living be-
ing, it must be considered as acting of its own free will (¢khtiyar) and
not under constraint. This implies that the animal must compen-
sate for the pain (Mughnt X111, 475: 14-17 and 476: 2-20). Perhaps
‘Abd al-Jabbar takes into consideration that predatory animals,
although they must eat other living beings, are free to choose how
to kill these living beings: in a painless way or with great pains.

Although Ibn Mattawayh agrees with ‘Abd al-Jabbar that God
does not compensate for pain inflicted by predatory animals, he
gives one exception to this rule. He believes that God compensates
for pain inflicted by predatory birds used for hawking, as long as
the hawking is done in the way permitted by God. He argues that

3 On giving permission, see below, 166-167.
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God has given His permission for this and the pain inflicted by these
birds is therefore compensated for by Him. If the hawking is not
done in the manner permitted by God, then either the bird or the
hawker must compensate for it, depending on the circumstances
(Magma‘ 111, 104: 3-6).

3.4. Compensation for Pain Inflicted by God’s Command or Permussion

According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory, God’s command or permis-
sion (tbaha) to humans to inflict a particular pain on other living
beings implies that inflicting this pain is a good act as God does
not give a command or give permission to do something bad. ‘Abd
al-Jabbar explains that what makes inflicting pain with God’s per-
mission a good act is that God will give compensation for the pain.
Without divine compensation the act would be bad, in spite of the
permission given (Mughni X111, 456: 10-14)%. According to ‘Abd
al-Jabbar, the compensation given by God for pain inflicted by
humans with His permission or on His command is on a par with
the compensation given by Him for pain inflicted by Himself. This
means that God compensates generously for this pain (Mughn? XIII,
452: 16-17).

God’s permission or command is also taken into consideration
if the profit fails to eventuate of pain that is inflicted on the sup-
position that it will yield a profit. In that case, justice requires that
the living being on whom this pain was inflicted must still be com-
pensated for his pain. ‘Abd al-Jabbar gives the example of a fa-
ther who disciplines his son on the supposition that it will lead to
a profit for the son. If it turns out that the desired profit does not

% Reading Mughni X111, 456: 13, fa-ja‘aln@hu as written in the manuscript, and
not fa-ja‘aln@ha as suggested by the editor. ‘Abd al-Jabbar declares that the slaugh-
ter of cattle is good because God will compensate the cattle for being slaughtered.
He explains that this compensation is the reason why the slaughtering is good: if
God did not compensate the cattle, the slaughtering would not be good, even though
He had permitted it. Similarly, if we know that God compensates for slaughter of
cattle, we know that this act is good, even if we do not know that He permits it.
Hu in fa-ja‘alndhu refers to al-wad. La-sabab does not make sense in this sentence.
It should be read as laysat, as has been pointed out by Gimaret in his review of
my dissertation (Bulletin Critique des Annales Islamologiques 14, 1998, 46), so that the
sentence 1s “fa-ja‘alnahu dalalatan ‘ala husnihi li-annaha bi-nafsiha laysat tagibu husnahi
(So we made it [the divine compensation] an evidence that it [the slaughter] is
good because it [the permission] itself does not necessarily cause that it [the slaugh-
tering] is good)” (reading tigibu for yigibu).
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happen, who will compensate the son for his pain: God or the
father? ‘Abd al-Jabbar believes that God will compensate the son,
because He has commanded fathers to discipline their sons. How-
ever, if the expected profit results, no compensation is needed
(Mughnt X111, 403: 16-404: 1 and 462: 1-17).

Another case of inflicting pain by divine permission is the slaugh-
tering of cattle. In Qur’an 5: 3 it is said that the eating of all cattle
(bahima) 1s permitted, with these exceptions: carrion, swine, animals
that have been dedicated to a god other than God, animals that
have been strangled, beaten down, fallen to their deaths or been
gored, animals that have been eaten by savage animals (except those
that were slaughtered by Muslims), animals that have been sacri-
ficed to idols, and animals that have been used for divination. From
this it can be concluded that slaughtering cattle is permitted by God.
This means that it is a good act: God does not give permission for
bad acts (Mughnt V1/1, 64: 11-13).

In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion, slaughtering cattle is good because
of the divine compensation given to the slaughtered animals. He
explains that the pain these animals suffer cannot be a deserved
punishment: animals cannot deserve punishment as God has not
imposed any obligations on them. Nor can the slaughtering be
meant to avert a greater harm to the cattle, since what could be a
greater harm for them than slaughter? It must be concluded from
this that slaughter is good because the cattle are given a divine
compensation. ‘Abd al-Jabbar explains that with respect to the cattle
God’s permission to slaughter them can be equated with God’s im-
position of obligations on humans. The possibility to acquire di-
vine compensation for being slaughtered is comparable with the
possibility to deserve a reward (thawab) from God offered to hu-
mans by God’s imposition of obligations (Mughn? XIII, 459: 9-11).
‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts that God’s permission to slaughter cattle is
good because it is a [uff for the slaughterer himself and for others
who are mukallaf (Mughnt X111, 457: 13-18 and 458: 18-459: 3). The
slaughter contains a warning (:‘#zbar) for them (Mughnt XIII, 458:
4-6). He does not explain this any further but probably means that
it warns people only to slaughter those cattle which God has giv-
en permission to slaughter. It warns them to obey God and to fulfil
the obligations imposed on them.

‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts that God does not compensate for the
illegal slaughter of cattle. This implies that God does not compen-
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sate for slaughtering stolen cattle. In that case, the slaughterer must
compensate the cattle for being slaughtered and, in addition, he
must also compensate the owner of the cattle for the loss of his
cattle. Nor does God compensate for slaughtering cattle in a way
prohibited by Him. A slaughterer who slaughters in a prohibited
way performs a bad act and he himself must therefore compen-
sate the cattle for being slaughtered (Mughnz XIII, 550: 5-7). Of
course, this means that cattle slaughtered in a prohibited way gets
less compensation than cattle slaughtered in a permitted way. This
seems to be unfair with respect to the cattle: the cattle cannot help
being slaughtered in a prohibited way. However, we should real-
ize that according to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s way of thinking the oppor-
tunity for cattle to earn a generous compensation by being slaugh-
tered in a permitted way can be equated with the opportunity to
earn a compensation for illnesses. Only those living beings on whom
God imposes illnesses can acquire compensation for those illnesses:
healthy living beings are not given this opportunity.

In this way ‘Abd al-Jabbar justifies the slaughter of cattle. How-
ever, in his time there were people who opposed the slaughter of
cattle. ‘Abd al-Jabbar reports that they said: “If cattle could speak
and understand things, they would say: “‘What is the wrong that I
have done and what is the crime that I have committed? What
enmity is there between you and me? Why do you want me to die,
although no harm has been done to you? Why do you satisfy your
thirst for revenge (ghalil) on me, although I have not committed a
crime against you?”” (Mughni XIII, 460: 3-6). ‘Abd al-Jabbar refers
to a book on this subject called al-Nawh ‘ala ’l-baha’sm (The lamen-
tation on the animals)®® (Mughni XIII, 459: 4). He reports that in
this book it is said that it cannot have been revealed that God
permits to slaughter cattle: the transmitters (ruwat) must have made
a mistake, since it is more likely that they made a mistake than that
God (al-Hakim) is wrong (Mughn? X111, 460. 12-13). ‘Abd al-Jabbar
comments that this is a misconception (jahl).

5 Ibn Mattawayh says that its author was Aba ‘Isa al-Warraq (Majma* 111, 14:
7-9). Ibn al-Nadim indeed mentions among the books of Abd Tsa al-Warraq a book
called Kitab al-ghartb al-mashriqi fi *l-nawh ‘ala °l-hayawan (Fihrist, 216). Aba Tsa al-
Warraq is reported to have belonged to the Mu‘tazila first, but later he was ac-
cused of being a Manichean. He is said to have died in 247/861 but Madelung
(1987b, 375, note 7) points out that this must be wrong, since he wrote his famous
Kitab al-magalat after 250/864.
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‘Abd al-Jabbar does not explicitly discuss killing animals other
than cattle. It is likely that he thinks that killing animals is bad unless
it is permitted by God*’. He probably knew that in hadith litera-
ture it is said that in the holy territory of Mecca some sorts of
animals, such as mice, scorpions and crows, must be killed. On the
other hand, the killing of certain other sorts of animals, such as
honeybees, ants, frogs and swallows, is prohibited®®. However,
opinions differ on this subject.

3.5. Compensation for Self-Inflicted Pain

If we ourselves destroy our belongings, we get no compensation
for this loss. ‘Abd al-Jabbar believes that, similarly, we are not
compensated for self-inflicted pain that does not involve a greater
profit or avert a greater harm. He considers that in that case the
self-infliction of pain means doing an injustice (zu/m) to oneself and
an injustice is compensated for only if it is done to someone else.
To explain this, ‘Abd al-Jabbar compares self-compensation with
selfpraise. We do not praise ourselves for acting well towards our-
selves and, similarly, we do not compensate ourselves for doing
injustice to ourselves (Mughnt XIII, 489: 3-15).

It is evident that self-inflicted pain is mostly done for the pur-
pose of obtaining a profit or averting a harm. ‘Abd al-Jabbar points
out that pain that leads to a greater profit need not be compensat-
ed for, whether it is done to oneself or to someone else. The profit
that is acquired, or will be acquired, replaces the compensation
(Mughnt XIII, 490: 5-6). ‘Abd al-Jabbar considers that exerting
oneself in order to fulfil the obligations of God’s faklif is a form of
self-inflicted pain. This pain need not be compensated for because
a reward is given for it (Mughnt XIII, 490: 3-4).

However, if someone inflicts pain on himself in order to avert a
harm, he does not obtain a profit that can take the place of com-
pensation. Will he be compensated for this self-inflicted pain? ‘Abd
al-Jabbar answers this question in the affirmative. He thinks that
in that case compensation must be given by the person who threat-
ened the other person with harm, since this person forced the other

37 On which animals are allowed to be slaughtered or killed, see Eisenstein
(1990, 14-17).
% FEisenstein (1990, 15).
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person to inflict pain on himself. It is not only humans or animals
that can threaten other living beings with harm: it is also possible
that a threat of harm comes from God. ‘Abd al-Jabbar gives the
example of someone who is very hungry and exerts himself trying
to still his hunger and to avert starvation. ‘Abd al-Jabbar believes
that God compensates this person for his exertion, which is a form
of self-inflicted pain. He explains that by making him hungry, God
forced this person to inflict pain on himself (Mughnz XIII, 490: 7-9).
He adds that the compensation implies that God will not reward
this person for his exertion: deserving a reward presupposes free-
dom of choice, which is impossible if one acts under constraint
(Mughnt XIII, 558: 5-9).

It is possible that self-inflicted pain is the result of being threat-
ened by a creature, for instance, a lion. ‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks that
if someone sees a lion in his way and hurts himself taking flight
through a thorny bush, the lion must compensate him for the pain
caused by the thorns because the lion forced him to act in this way
(Mughnt X111, 490: 11-12). ‘Abd al-Jabbar emphasizes that this only
applies to cases of real constraint. However, if the person in ques-
tion is able to avert the harm without pain, and yet averts it by
inflicting pain on himself, he harms himself unnecessarily. This is
seen as pain for which the fleeing person himself took the initia-
tive and he therefore is not compensated for it, either by the lion
or by anyone else (Mughnt XIII, 490: 17-491: 1).

We have seen that ‘Abd al-Jabbar considers it good that a per-
son inflicts pain on himself on the supposition (zann) that it will yield
him a profit in the future. However, the expected profit may not
eventuate. ‘Abd al-Jabbar is convinced that even in that case the
infliction of pain is good. Even if the expected profit does not
eventuate, the pain involves a profit: at the moment that someone
chooses to inflict pain on himself in order to obtain a profit he feels
gladness about the expected profit; this gladness may be greater
than the pain. In that case, the harm need not be compensated for
(Mughnt XIII, 491: 3-5).

But what if the gladness is less than the harm? ‘Abd al-Jabbar
believes that in that case God will compensate for the self-inflicted
pain (Mughnt XIII, 491: 5-8). He argues that God made the per-
son in question believe that it was good to harm himself in order
to obtain a future profit. ‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks that this self-inflicted
pain can be equated with self-inflicted pain for which God has given
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permission. In both cases one chooses to inflict the pain because
one 1s convinced that it i1s good to do so. However, ‘Abd al-Jabbar
emphasizes that one is not compensated for this pain if the self-
infliction was unnecessary and the expected profit could have been
obtained in another way (Mughnt XIII, 491: 10-11). This is com-
parable to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion that one is not compensated
for inflicting pain on oneself to avert a harm which could have been
averted in another way®’. In both cases the self-infliction is unnec-
essary and is not compensated for. ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion that
unnecessary self-infliction of pain is not compensated for, implies
that an attacker is not compensated for pain inflicted on him by
the defender. We have seen®” that ‘Abd al-Jabbar considers that
pain inflicted by someone on an attacker to defend himself against
the attack should be seen as pain that the attacker inflicts on him-
self. This means that the attacker is not compensated by the de-
fender, nor by anyone else, for his pain because it is considered to
be unnecessary self-infliction of pain (Mughni XIII, 493: 3-6 and
465: 5-10).

3.6. Compensation for Pain Inflicted by Exposing Someone Else to Harm

‘Abd al-Jabbar considers coldness, fire, and other natural phenom-
ena to be acts of God. This means that if somebody exposes a child
to the cold and the child dies, in his opinion the death of the child
is an act of God. Yet, ‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts that the person who
exposes a child to the cold, and not God, must compensate the child
for its pain. He argues that coldness belongs to those acts of God
that always happen in the same way. The person who exposes the
child to the cold therefore knows that the normal course of events
(‘ada)*' is that this child will suffer or even die. Because he knows
this, it is as if he himself inflicts the pain and therefore he must
compensate the child (Mughni XIII, 450: 4-11). This principle applies
to all acts of God that always happen in the same way, according
to the normal course of events: someone who exposes someone else
to such an act must compensate this person if he is harmed.
This principle is also applied by ‘Abd al-Jabbar with respect to

39 See above, 170.
40 See above, 139-140.
* For the meaning of ‘@da, see above, 87, note 48.
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the pain that is the result of a scorpion sting. We have seen’? that
in his view only the prick of the sting is the scorpion’s act but the
normal course of events is that pain produced by God is added to
the pain of the sting. As the additional pain is something that
belongs to the acts of God that always happen in the same way,
‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks that the scorpion must compensate for the
total quantity of pain, included the additional pain from God. He
explains that when pricking someone, the scorpion exposes this
person to an act of God; therefore it must compensate for the ad-
ditional pain as well (Mughnt X111, 450: 14-16). ‘Abd al-Jabbar com-
ments that in the case that the additional pain from God is more
than is normal, God compensates for the extra quantity of addi-
tional pain (Mughnt XIII, 450: 16-18 and 500: 1-3).

3.7. Compensation for Sorrow

We have seen® that by “harm” ‘Abd al-Jabbar understands both
pain and sorrow (ghamm). In his opinion, a person in sorrow
(mughtamm) 1s someone who knows or supposes that harm happens
or will happen to him (Mughni IV, 15: 5-6). Sorrow is the knowl-
edge or supposition that harm has happened or will happen. Sor-
row being knowledge or supposition implies that, according to ‘Abd
al-Jabbar, humans can produce sorrow in themselves, for instance,
by acquiring knowledge about harm that has happened to them,
but sorrow can also be produced in them by God. However, re-
gardless of who produces a particular sorrow, what is taken into
consideration is who produces that which gives cause for this sor-
row.

If someone’s father or son dies, or if someone loses something
which he used to take advantage of, he feels sorrow about this loss.
According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s doctrine, such things as the death
of living beings or the destruction of one’s possessions by a flood,
a fire or other natural disasters are acts of God. ‘Abd al-Jabbar
therefore equates sorrow about such losses with illnesses: in both
cases people suffer as a result of God’s action. This leads him to
conclude that God compensates his creatures for their sorrow about
misfortunes that are the result of divine acts, just as He compen-

#2 See above, 107-108.
# See above, 114.
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sates them for their illnesses (Mughnt XIII, 437: 4-8).

To explain this, ‘Abd al-Jabbar gives the example of the death
of a child. He asserts that both the child and its father are entitled
to compensation from God. The child is compensated for the pain
it suffers when dying and the father for his sorrow about the loss
of his child. ‘Abd al-Jabbar emphasizes that the sorrow felt by the
father is not produced by God, but it is an act of the heart** pro-
duced by the father himself: it is the knowledge that his son has
died. However, he would not have had this knowledge if God had
not made the child die. His sorrow is the result of God’s action
and can therefore be equated with physical pain inflicted by God.
God therefore compensates the father for his sorrow (Mughn? XIII.
437: 11-17, 438: 3-4)P.

In the above case, the father’s sorrow is produced by himself,
but sorrow can also be produced in someone by God. ‘Abd al-Jabbar
believes that if a child’s father dies, some of the child’s sorrow about
this loss is intuitive knowledge (‘t/m darari) produced in the child by
God. God will compensate the child for this sorrow: if He com-
pensates for sorrow produced humanly, He certainly also compen-
sates for divinely-produced sorrow (Mughni XIII, 438: 6-8).

‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts that the quantity of compensation that God
gives for sorrow is commensurate with the quantity of sorrow rather
than commensurate with the extent of that which gives cause for
the sorrow. People differ from each other with respect to the sor-
row they feel. Adults may feel more sorrow than children, and one
adult may feel more sorrow than another. ‘Abd al-Jabbar explains
this, using the example of a miser (bakhil). He points out that a miser
feels more sorrow about losing one of his possessions than a gen-
erous person (jawad). As a result, the miser gets more compensa-
tion for losing something than a generous person who loses the same
thing because the miser feels more sorrow. One may think that
compensation should be commensurate with the value of the thing
that 1s lost and think it unfair that the miser gets more compensa-
tion. Nevertheless, ‘Abd al-Jabbar believes that God compensates
the miser for all of his sorrow, however great it may be. He ar-
gues that God made the miser the way he is. It is therefore due to

* On acts of the heart (af*al al-qulii), see above, 89.
* In the text of Mughni X111, 438: 4, the word al-imana should be corrected to
read al-imata.
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an act of God that the miser feels more sorrow than the generous
person (Mughnt X111, 438: 13-17). Probably, ‘Abd al-Jabbar reasons
that the miser has no choice with respect to the sorrow he feels:
he cannot choose to feel less sorrow*c.

‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts that God does not compensate for sorrow
that is not the result of a divine act. For instance, if somebody feels
sorrow despite the fact that none of his loved ones has died, God
will not compensate him for his sorrow. ‘Abd al-Jabbar explains
that if somebody feels sorrow without reason (min ghayri sababin),
his sorrow 1s considered as being produced on his own initiative.
‘Abd al-Jabbar equates this form of sorrow—he may be thinking
of depression or melancholy—with unnecessarily self-inflicted pain
and asserts that a person is not compensated for it unless it is
produced by divine permission (tbaha)*’ (Mughni X111, 438: 19-439:
4). He does not clarify what kind of sorrow he means by “sorrow
produced by divine permission”.

‘Abd al-Jabbar believes that if there is a reason for sorrow but
people do not feel sorrow, God does not compensate them. We have
seen that in his opinion, God does not compensate for the loss of
possessions but rather for the sorrow about the loss. This implies
that if there is no sorrow, no compensation will be given. For
example, if a person’s property is destroyed by fire without his
knowing—for instance because he died before someone could tell
him about the loss—he is not compensated for this by God, al-
though the fire is an act of God. This is because this person did
not feel sorrow. To clarify this, ‘Abd al-Jabbar equates this sorrow
with physical pain that is not felt by a person, although something
is done to him that should hurt him. This person is not compen-
sated for what has been done to him, because there is no pain. The
same applies to sorrow that does not take place (Mughn? X111, 439:
5-16).

But should God not compensate for the loss of the property that
is destroyed by fire without his owner knowing it? ‘Abd al-Jabbar
does not think so. He argues that no harm has been done to this

¥ We may observe that ‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks differently about predatory
animals. We have seen (above, 165) that in his opinion, God does not compensate
for pain inflicted by them, although He made them as they are, arguing that animals
can choose their acts.

7 In Mughni X111, 439: 1-2, atdha should be corrected to read abdha and al-itaha,
al-ibaha.
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person: being dead he is no longer able to profit from his proper-
ty. This raises the question of God’s purpose when destroying the
property of this person. As the owner is dead, God’s purpose can-
not have been to provide him with a profit. Then why has God
destroyed his property? ‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks that God’s intention
must have been to benefit someone other than the owner (Mughn?
XIII, 439: 13-17). It is likely that he means that God’s act is a lugf
for a mukallaf other than the owner.

Until now, the discussion has been about compensation for sor-
row caused by acts of God but what does ‘Abd al-Jabbar think about
sorrow that is the result of human acts? We have seen that when
discussing good and bad infliction of pain, he equates physical pain
to sorrow. For instance, he argues that it is good to blame a per-
son although he is grieved by this and concludes from this that the
infliction of pain is good if the pain is deserved (Mughn? X111, 344:
9-14). However, discussing compensation of pain, he does not dis-
cuss compensation for sorrow caused humanly. It is not clear why
he ignores this subject.

‘Abd al-Jabbar does discuss another aspect of the loss of posses-
sions by human acts: the loss of profit. For instance, if someone
takes something that belongs to someone else, he harms the own-
er because he prevents him from deriving a profit from this pos-
session. ‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts that if a thief steals something he
must compensate the owner not only for the stolen thing itself but
also for his loss of profit (Mughnt XIII, 555: 4-19 and 559: 7-11).
In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion, this compensation cannot be given in
this world because we cannot know how much compensation must
be given for a loss of profit. We will see later how this compensa-
tion can be given.

In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion, loss of profit must be compensated
for even if the owner does not know about the loss of his posses-
sion. He disagrees with Abta Hashim al-Jubbat on this question.
Abt Hashim considered that if the owner is not grieved or harmed
by the loss, no injustice is done to him and therefore no compen-
sation is required (Mughni X111, 439: 17-19). ‘Abd al-Jabbar refutes
this and points out that taking what belongs to someone else harms
the owner, regardless of whether he knows this or not. In his opin-
ion, the occurrence of the harm is to be taken into consideration
and not whether the harm is known. He asserts that it is an injus-
tice (zulm) to take the possessions of a child or a madman or some-
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one who is absent, even though they do not know that their pos-
sessions are taken. He therefore thinks that these people must be
compensated for the harm, notwithstanding the fact that they do
not know that they have been harmed. However, he adds that they
need not be compensated for sorrow about the loss of their pos-
sessions: sorrow is a kind of knowledge and if this knowledge does
not exist, it is not compensated for (Mughnt XIII, 440: 4-7).

Ibn Mattawayh discusses a particular case of sorrow not discussed
by ‘Abd al-Jabbar: sorrow about being slandered. He thinks that
somebody who slanders somebody else does not have to compen-
sate the other person if this person does not know he has been
slandered. However, as soon as he knows this and feels sorrow about
it, the slanderer must apologize to him and compensate him for
his sorrow (Mayma‘ 111, 90: 5-8). It is also possible that the slan-
dered person suffers harm as a result of the slander: the ruler,
hearing the slander, may confiscate his property. Ibn Mattawayh
thinks that in this case the slanderer must only compensate the slan-
dered person for his sorrow about being slandered and not for the
harm that is the result of the slander. He argues that the ruler who
confiscates the property acts of his own free will and that it is
therefore the ruler who must compensate for the confiscation
(Magma* 111, 112: 21-113: 4).

4. The Administration of Compensation

We have seen®® that in ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion, humans and
animals must compensate other living beings for the pain that they
inflict on them, even if these living beings do not know that they
are entitled to compensation. He asserts that having knowledge is
not a condition for the obligation to compensate for inflicted pain,
nor is it a condition for deserving to be compensated for pain
(Mughnt X111, 493: 17-19). However, as he points out, we cannot
know how much compensation we must make for pain. This means
that we ourselves are not able to fulfil the obligation to compen-
sate for pain (Mughni XIII, 454: 8-9). Yet, as ‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts,
this does not imply that the obligation is inapplicable to us (Mugh-
n7 XIII, 494: 2-3). How, then, can humans and animals compen-

8 See above, 161-166.
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sate each other for pain? ‘Abd al-Jabbar believes that God will
mediate in the making of compensation. God is omniscient and
therefore knows exactly how much compensation must be given
for each pain. God will take the required quantity of compensa-
tion from the person who inflicted the pain and transfer this to the
person who suffered the pain. ‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks that this
mediation is obligatory for God. He explains that after having
enabled a wrongdoer (zalim) to wrong someone else and not hav-
ing prevented him from doing so, God is obliged to pass a verdict
on this wrongdoer and to administer justice (intasafa) to him and
the person wronged (mazlam) by him (Mughnt XIII, 472: 2-3).

This is in accordance with ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion that God is
the manager (mudabbir) of the affairs of his worshippers. He argues
that God has an insight into their interests that is better than their
own insight. God’s transferring quantities of compensation from
one person to another without their knowing this can be compared
to a trustee (walt or gayyim) who takes care of the financial inter-
ests of a minor® and administers justice between two or more of
them until their insight has grown and they are able to take care
of their affairs themselves (Mughn? X111, 472: 5-7 and 526: 4-8). The
trustee is entitled to be a creditor in the name of his clients and to
collect for them the money that others owe them. He is also enti-
tled to pay on their behalf the money that they owe to others. This
collecting and paying of money is what ‘Abd al-Jabbar has in mind
when he speaks of God’s administration of justice (Mughnt X111, 526:
8-9).

* The idea that God can be compared to a trustee who takes care of the
interests of minors was used by some Mu‘tazilite masters, who are not mentioned
by name, to defend their opinion that God can inflict illnesses on his creatures
without their consent. They pointed out that God has created humans and ani-
mals. He gives them life, food and all kinds of benefits. Therefore, the relation
between God and His creatures can be compared with that between a guardian
and an orphan. The guardian knows better than the orphan himself how to take
care of the orphan’s interests. This holds even when the orphan is an adolescent
(murahig). Notwithstanding the fact that the orphan is no longer a child, his guardian
knows better than he himself which things will profit and which will harm him.
Reasoning in this way, and comparing God with the guardian of an orphan, these
Mu‘tazilite masters declared that it is good that God inflicts pain on His creatures
without asking their consent because, as their guardian, He knows best what is
good for them. Therefore, they did not say that illnesses are good because they
are a luff. Although ‘Abd al-Jabbar differs with them about this last point, he agrees
with them that God can be seen as the guardian of His creatures (Mughnt XIII,
454: 17-455: 9).
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According to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory, living beings can be con-
sidered to own the compensation that they are entitled to receive
from God for illnesses, sorrow and pain that He made them suffer
(Mughnt XIII, 485: 14-486: 2). If one living being inflicts pain on
another, he owes this living being a quantity of compensation equal
to the quantity of inflicted pain. ‘Abd al-Jabbar believes that God
will subtract this quantity from the total quantity of divine com-
pensation that the former is entitled to receive and transfer it to
the quantity of divine compensation that the latter is entitled to: it
1s as if God takes a quantity of compensation that He would have
given to the former and gives it to the latter instead (Mughn X111,
530: 8-16).

From ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory it can be concluded that he be-
lieves that God is a sort of bookkeeper, who keeps the accounts of
the compensation that each creature is entitled to receive from Him
and transfers amounts from one account to the other. Every pain
inflicted by one creature on another is compensated for. If an animal
hurts a human, this human will be given a part of the compensa-
tion that the animal is entitled to receive from God (Mughnt X111,
482: 6-13). The same applies to animals that are hurt by humans
in a way that God has not given permission for’’.

‘Abd al-Jabbar’s theory that God transfers compensation from
one creature to another raises the question of what happens if a
wrongdoer (zalim) commits many acts of injustice. Is it possible that
a tyrannical ruler who oppresses and terrorizes people does not have
enough compensation to be transferred to all those who are wronged
by him? Answering this question, some Mu‘tazilite masters started
from the principle that people who are wronged must be compen-
sated anyhow. They said that if these people cannot get compen-
sation from the tyrant, God will ensure that they are compensat-
ed. He will provide the tyrant with a gift (fafaddul) from Him and
transfer this as a compensation to the people who are wronged by
the tyrant (Mughni XIII, 540: 1-8 and 473: 11-15).

‘Abd al-Jabbar rejects this idea. He reasons that this implies that
God would be obliged to make a donation to this tyrant because
God would fail to mete out justice if He did not do so. However,
being obliged to make a donation is a contradiction in terms. The

%0 Ifa human hurts an animal in a way that God has permitted, God will com-
pensate the animal for its pain. See above, 167.
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characteristic of a donation is that one is free to make it: one may
also not make it (Mughn? XIII, 540: 4-541: 5). ‘Abd al-Jabbar also
argues that it is unthinkable that God would make donations to
wrongdoers (Mughnt XIII, 543: 17-544: 2).

On his side, ‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks that a tyrant definitely has
enough divine compensation to compensate for all his acts of in-
justice. He points out that we cannot know how many sorrows,
pains, misfortunes and terrifying events have happened to this
wrongdoer. Even if we knew this, we could not know how much
compensation he will be given by God for these sufterings (Mughnt
XIII, 542: 7-543: 4 and 472: 17-473: 107). ‘Abd al-Jabbar consid-
ers it unthinkable that God would allow a wrongdoer to commit
his acts of injustice if He knew that this wrongdoer did not have
enough compensation. He thinks that in that case God would
somehow prevent him from committing an injustice, for instance,
by distracting him with some preoccupation (darb min al-shawaghil)®!
(Mughnt XIII, 543: 9-17, 472: 12-15 and 494: 14-18).

Ibn Mattawayh agrees with ‘Abd al-Jabbar that God only ena-
bles a wrongdoer to commit injustice to somebody else if He knows
that this wrongdoer has enough compensation to be transferred to
the person wronged (Magma‘ 111, 116: 8-14). He also gives a solu-
tion of his own to the question of the tyrant. He thinks it possible
that if a wrongdoer does not have enough compensation to also
compensate for crimes that are done on his orders, he must only
compensate for crimes he has committed with his own hands. In
that case, those who acted on his command must themselves make
compensation for these acts, unless they acted under constraint®?
(Mayma* 111, 103: 11-12).

51 ‘Abd al-Jabbar does not consider the possibility that God stops the wrong-
doer by force, probably because this would conflict with the principles of God’s
laklif- Stopping by force would imply that the wrongdoer no longer has freedom
of choice. However, if God distracts him by means of some preoccupation, he is
still free to choose to commit the injustice, although God stimulates him to do
another act in place of the injustice.

52 Tbn Mattawayh probably reasons that this wrongdoer’s subordinates could
have refused to obey him. However, his solution conflicts with the rule that some-
one who commands someone else to inflict pain on a third person must compen-
sate for this pain himself.
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5. The Provision of the Compensation

‘Abd al-Jabbar is certain that God does not provide compensation
for pain before the pain occurs. He points out that in this world it
is not good to give compensation before the harm is done unless
some agreement is made about the amount of compensation, for
instance, when an employee is paid a wage agreed on beforehand
for work to be done by him. From the fact that no such agreement
is made with respect to pain inflicted by God, ‘Abd al-Jabbar
concludes that God gives the compensation after the harm is done
and not beforehand (Mughnt XIII, 520: 8-521: 3). This does not
preclude the fact that God may already compensate living beings
during their lifetimes for illnesses and sorrow that He has made
them suffer.

However, there are some particular cases of pain for which
compensation cannot be given in this world. Living beings who
suffer pain while dying can be compensated for this pain only after
their deaths. ‘Abd al-Jabbar believes that God therefore has to revive
at least those living beings that died in pain since it is only then
that He can compensate them for this pain. This means that not
only the mukallafin are revived to be rewarded or punished by God
but also animals, children and other non-mukallafiun that cannot have
deserved reward or punishment (Mughnz XIII, 520: 9-10). God must
also revive those living beings who in long-lasting illnesses suffered
so much pain that their compensation is too great to be received
in its entirety during their lifetimes (Mughni XIII, 520: 14-521: 3).

Apart from these special cases, ‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks it ration-
ally possible that God already compensates His creatures during
their lifetimes for sorrows, illnesses and other pain inflicted on them
by Him (Mughnt X111, 520: 8-10), although he deems it also pos-
sible that the compensation is provided in the hereafter because it
is permissible to postpone the provision of compensation. Draw-
ing an analogy between the existent world and the divine world,
‘Abd al-Jabbar argues that the entire compensation for a spoilt
garment can be made immediately, but can also be paid later
(Mughnt X111, 494: 3-5). From this, he concludes that God’s provi-
sion of compensation can be postponed until the hereafter. ‘Abd
al-Jabbar believes that God determines whether a person will be
compensated in this world or in the hereafter. As God is omnis-
cient, He knows what is best for each creature. He will compen-
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sate each creature at the best moment for him. ‘Abd al-Jabbar
believes that if it is better for a living being to be compensated in
this world, God will provide the compensation in this world, dur-
ing this living being’s lifetime. If it is better for this living being to
be compensated later, in the hereafter, He will provide it in the
hereafter, after having revived this living being (Mughn? XIII, 526:
2-527: 3).

Mankdim agrees with ‘Abd al-Jabbar that God provides the
compensation either in this world or in the hereafter. He adds that
if God provides His compensation in this world, it may all be giv-
en at one time, or spread over several periods (7a‘lig, 498: 8-13).
He even thinks it possible that God provides compensation in this
world without the receiver feeling or knowing that what is given
to him is compensation for pain (7a‘lig, 497: 9-13).

In this world one may require compensation for a delay in the
payment of a debt because of the impossibility of profiting from
the money during the delay. In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion this does
not apply to God’s delaying the provision of compensation because
God does what is best for the receiver, which means that he is not
harmed by the delay (Mughnt X111, 496: 17-497: 3).

If we are entitled to compensation for a spoilt garment, we may
remit this compensation and tell the person who destroyed the
garment that he need not compensate us. Is this also possible with
respect to the compensation that God will provide us with? ‘Abd
al-Jabbar does not think so. He points out that the possibility of
remitting compensation is related to the possibility of claiming it.
Compensation provided in this world, such as for a spoilt garment,
can be claimed and can therefore also be remitted. Compensation
that is to be given or transferred by God in the hereafter cannot
be claimed in this world. From this ‘Abd al-Jabbar concludes that
this compensation cannot be remitted. This means that, with re-
spect to the compensation that will be transferred by God, one who
is wronged cannot release the wrongdoer from his obligation to
compensate him.

Similarly, the wrongdoer cannot discharge himself beforehand.
‘Abd al-Jabbar emphasizes that if a wrongdoer gives the wronged
person a sum of money with the intention of already compensat-
ing him in this world, this money will be considered to be a dona-
tion by him to the wronged person and not the payment of com-
pensation. Despite his payment, God will take from the wrongdoer
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the amount of compensation that is due and transfer it to the
wronged person.

This seems unfair at first sight, but ‘Abd al-Jabbar explains its
justice by the example of an orphan ( yafim) whose affairs are man-
aged by a trustee. If the trustee decides that the payment of a debt
should be delayed, it is not possible to pay the orphan at once.
Similarly, it is not possible for the orphan, even if he is an adoles-
cent (murahig), to let his debtor off his debt if the trustee has de-
cided differently. In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion this also applies to
the compensation that is administered by God (Mughnt XIII, 532:
3-533: 3).

Ibn Mattawayh agrees with ‘Abd al-Jabbar that compensation
that is to be given or transmitted by God cannot be remitted. He
is more explicit than ‘Abd al-Jabbar in his explanation, mention-
ing a blow (latma), an insult (shatima) or slander (ghiba) as examples
of harm for which compensation cannot be remitted (Mama* II1,
82: 1-4). He says that he disagrees with Aba ‘Abdallah who report-
edly said that compensation for offence that people commit against
each other can be remitted if it is known how much compensation
must be paid®. As for the compensation for illnesses and other pain
inflicted by God, Abt ‘Abdallah said that we cannot remit God
from His obligation to compensate us, even if we knew the quan-
tity of compensation, because the amount of the divine compen-
sation 1is so great that we are, so to speak, forced not to remit it
(Mama‘ 111, 82: 7-10). However, according to Ibn Mattawayh, most
Mu‘tazilite masters believed that compensation for offence such as
a blow, an insult or slander may not be remitted because we are
considered to be placed under the guardianship of God (Majma‘ 111,
82: 11-14).

5.1. The Compensation of People in Paradise

We have seen that in ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion, the provision of
compensation for both divinely and humanly inflicted pain is de-
layed until the hereafter if God knows that this is the better thing
for the recipient. Mukallafin will be rewarded or punished in the

53 Probably, he refers to compensation for bodily injuries. We have seen (above,
163) that ‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks that paying blood-money can compensate for bodily
injuries if the required quantity of blood-money is known, for instance, from the
divine revelation.
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hereafter, which means that if compensation is delayed until the
hereafter, they will receive it together with their reward or pun-
ishment.

In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion, God’s giving of compensation in the
hereafter should not lead to a situation where someone who has
not fulfilled the obligations of His tak{if receives something that
amounts to a reward from God. He therefore stresses the differ-
ence between compensation and reward. A reward is given with
respect and honour for the recipient because it can only be earned
by fulfilling a difficult task. Compensation, on the other hand, is
given without honour and respect. ‘Abd al-Jabbar therefore rejects
the idea that in the hereafter God may take a part of a wrongdo-
er’s reward—after having committed acts of injustice he may have
deserved a reward—and transfer this to the person wronged by him.
‘Abd al-Jabbar argues that the wronged person is not entitled to
the honour and respect included in the reward (Mughnz XIII, 545:
4-7).

Another difference between compensation and reward is found
in their duration. ‘Abd al-Jabbar believes that the people of Par-
adise will be given their reward everlastingly, whereas the giving
of compensation will end at the moment that the amount that is
due has been given (Mughnt XIII, 508: 5-17 and 515: 19-516: 3).
In his opinion, the giving of compensation is limited (munqati)®*.
However, other Mu‘tazilites® believed that compensation was also
given everlastingly. They argued that it is impossible that in the
hereafter the giving of compensation comes to an end because, as
soon as God stops providing a particular compensation, its recip-
ient would be displeased. As this displeasure is the result of an act
of God, God would have to compensate the recipient for it. This
would lead to a never-ending obligation for God to compensate,
because each time compensation was stopped, a new displeasure
would result that had to be compensated for.

Adherents to the opinion that compensation is given everlastingly
also argued that displeasure about the compensation being ended

5 The term mungati‘ is used, for instance, in the title of the chapter of the Mughni
that deals with this subject. This title is: Fasl fi bayan al-daldla ‘ala anna °l-‘wwad munqati’
(Chapter on the evidence that the compensation is limited) (Mughnz XIII, 508: 1-2).

% ‘Abd al-Jabbar says that Abii ‘Alf al-Jubba’t and many other masters believed
that the divine compensation is provided everlastingly (see above, 159, note 30).
Mankdim and Ibn Mattawayh say that Abt 'I-Hudhayl and a group of Mu‘tazilites
of Baghdad were of this opinion (7a'lig, 494: 15-18 and Majma* 111, 70: 2-4).
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conflicts with the theory of God’s taklif. According to this theory,
pain from God—and this displeasure is equated with pain from
God—is either a deserved punishment or a warning from God that
the obligations imposed by Him must be fulfilled in order to de-
serve a reward in the hereafter. However, after the Last Day it is
no longer possible to deserve a reward from God and therefore there
will be no taklif in the hereafter. If there is no faklif, there are also
no grounds for God to inflict pain as a luff for the mukallafiun. This
means that if God causes displeasure by stopping the provision of
compensation, this act cannot be a good act, even if He compen-
sated for the displeasure (Mughnt XIII, 511: 8-18).

‘Abd al-Jabbar agrees with his opponents that it is impossible that
people in Paradise would feel displeasure about something. If he
nevertheless sticks to his opinion that compensation ends after the
quantity that is due has been given, he must find a solution for the
displeasure about the compensation being ended. His solution is
that the recipient will not be aware that the provision of compen-
sation has ended and that he will therefore feel no displeasure
(Mughnz X111, 511: 20). However, this unawareness is only possible
if the recipient is also not aware that he is receiving his compen-
sation. How can this be done? Receiving compensation without
being aware of it is certainly possible for those recipients of com-
pensation who do not possess mental faculties (Mughnt XIII, 512:
3-9). But what about adults of sound mind in Paradise who, in ‘Abd
al-Jabbar’s opinion, obtain their compensation together with their
reward? Can they be unaware of receiving their compensation? ‘Abd
al-Jabbar thinks that God may break the compensation up into
many parts and give these parts over a long period. If the recip-
lents are given a small part of their compensation added to their
reward each time, they do not distinguish this part of compensa-
tion from what they receive as reward. In this way, they will not
miss the compensation when it is no longer given and so they will
not feel displeasure (Mughnt XIII, 513: 3-6).

Mankdim pays a great deal of attention to the question of the
duration of the giving of compensation. He reports that ‘Abd al-
Jabbar’s patron, al-Sahib al-Kafi [b. ‘Abbad]°®, asserted that

% He was the Biyid vizier who appointed ‘Abd al-Jabbar as his chief judge.
On al-Sahib b. ‘Abbad, see above, 42-43.
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compensation is given everlastingly. However, Mankdim himself
agrees with ‘Abd al-Jabbar that the giving of a particular compen-
sation ends as soon as the amount that is due is given (7a‘lig, 495:
6-496: 3)°’. As for how to avoid displeasure about the compensa-
tion being ended, Mankdim also gives a solution that ‘Abd al-Jabbar
does not mention. He points out that the people in Paradise know
the amount of compensation they are entitled to receive, so when
the giving of compensation ends they do not feel displeasure (7a'lzg,
496: 9-13). As for Ibn Mattawayh, he, too, adds a solution that is
not mentioned by ‘Abd al-Jabbar: after the recipient in Paradise
has received all of his compensation, God distracts him, so that he
does not notice that the compensation has ended and is not dis-
pleased about it (Mayma‘ 111, 75: 21-22).

People who suffer in this world may find little comfort in the
thought that they will be compensated in Paradise but without being
aware that they are being compensated. Two other of ‘Abd
al-Jabbar’s solutions may give more comfort. The first is that God
may give those who are rewarded in Paradise all of their compen-
sation in one instant before they enter Paradise (Mughnt XIII, 513:
10-12). Mankdim disagrees with ‘Abd al-Jabbar about giving the
whole amount of compensation in one instant, arguing that this
would imply that someone who has been ill for a year receives the
compensation for this illness in one instant, “and it is known that
someone of sound mind does not choose an illness of a year to
[obtain] profits that reach him in one instant, large as the amount
of profit may be” (Ta‘lig, 499: 4-13).

‘Abd al-Jabbar’s other solution is that after the giving of com-
pensation has ended, God may continue to provide those things
which comprised the compensation, but then as a donation (fafaddul).
In this way, the recipients do not have to miss those things that
make part of the compensation and so they will not feel displeas-
ure (Mughnt XIII, 513: 13-17).

57 In the text of Ta'lig, 495: 19, al-lusis, should be corrected to read al-mu‘awwad.
Mankdim declares that if divine compensation was given everlastingly, the state
of someone who is compensated would sometimes be equal to the state of some-
one who is rewarded.
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5.2. The Compensation of People in Hell

‘Abd al-Jabbar is convinced that people in hell will also receive the
compensation that they are entitled to. He argues that the fact that
these people deserve punishment does not nullify their right to be
compensated for pain and illnesses they suffered. As opposed to
reward, compensation is not given with honour and ‘Abd al-Jabbar
therefore sees no reason why it should not be given to them (Mughnt
XIII, 524: 3-12). He thinks it rationally possible that God, to the
extent that He has not given them their compensation during their
lifetimes, compensates them in the time after their revival and before
they enter hell. However, although this is rationally possible, it
would contradict what is revealed about the Day of Resurrection.
In the revelation it is said that unbelievers (kuffar) will feel sorrow
and grief on the Day of Resurrection. If they received their com-
pensation on that day, they would not feel sorrow but happiness
about the pleasures and profits that normally comprise compensa-
tion. Thus, although providing them with their compensation before
they enter hell is rationally possible, ‘Abd al-Jabbar considers this
unlikely (Mughnt X111, 522: 16-20).

The consequence is that people in hell who have not been com-
pensated in this world must receive their compensation together
with their punishment in hell. ‘Abd al-Jabbar explains that this is
indeed possible, but he thinks that it cannot consist of the same
things that are given to people in Paradise. He points out that,
rationally, giving pleasure can be equated with taking away pain.
He also points out that it is possible that God diminishes (khaffafa)
the punishment of a malefactor (fasig) with that amount of reward
that he has deserved for being obedient to God. This means that
this person receives a lighter punishment than he would have re-
ceived if he had not been obedient. From this ‘Abd al-Jabbar con-
cludes that, similarly, someone’s punishment can be diminished in
proportion to the compensation he is entitled to receive. In his
opinion, this also applies to unbelievers: their compensation for pain
will also be in the form of a diminution (takifif) of their pain in
hell (Mughni XIII, 523: 1-6 and 486: 15-16)%.

If all the diminution of punishment were given at the same time,
the result could be that someone who deserves to be punished is

% TIn the text of Mughnt XIII, 523: 1, tahqigan should be corrected to read lakhfi-
Jan.
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no longer punished during that time. ‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks that
this is not right and therefore believes that the diminution will be
spread over a long period, so that the punished person will not find
complete relief from his or her pain (Mughnt XIII, 518: 1-6). Like
the compensation for people in Paradise, the diminution of pun-
ishment will end at a certain moment. After this, the punishment
will be as heavy as it was intended to be (Mughnt XIII, 524: 15-17).

5.8. The Compensation of Animals

Animals and children who die before reaching maturity are not
mukallaf: God has not imposed obligations on them. Therefore they
cannot deserve a punishment or a reward from God. As we have
seen®, ‘Abd al-Jabbar believes that if they have not received all
their compensation in this world, it is inevitable that God will revive
them®, together with the mukallafin, on the Day of Resurrection
so that they can receive their compensation in the hereafter. (Mughnt
XIII, 486: 6-13). He refers to an account that says that God will
revive some cattle as a reward for the people in Paradise so that
they can enjoy the beautiful forms of these animals, whereas other
animals, such as snakes and scorpions, will be revived as a punish-
ment for the people in hell (Mughnt XIII, 514: 8-10).

One question is what the animals revived on the Day of Resur-
rection will be given as compensation. This was a problem for Aba
‘Abdallah al-BasrT who, as ‘Abd al-Jabbar reports, was of the opinion
that compensation consists of the same things as reward: things that
people have a desire for®!. This would imply that the revived an-
imals receive a compensation that consists of what humans have a
desire for, but what they themselves may not like. Is it permissible
that the compensation for the pain that animals have suffered

% See above, 180.

60" Although ‘Abd al-Jabbar says that God will revive the animals, he does not
say that they will be judged on the Day of Resurrection. Several Muslim theolo-
gians believed this because of Qur’an 6: 38, where it is said that the animals will
be gathered to their Lord (Bousquet, 1958, 39-40). Mankdim asserts that animals
are revived on the Day of Resurrection in order to receive their compensation in
the hereafter. He quotes a fadith in which the Prophet said: “On the Day of
Resurrection God does justice (intasafa) between wrongdoer (zalim) and wronged
(mazlam), and even between the hornless (jamma’), and the horned (garna’)” (Ta'liq,
505: 4-9).

1 For instance, in Qur’an 47: 15, it is said that in Paradise there are rivers of
water, milk, wine and honey, and all kinds of fruit.
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consists of things they have no desire for? ‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks it
is permissible because, in his opinion, a compensation need not
consist of things that the recipient has a desire for: it is sufficient
if the compensation consists of profitable things. However, he also
gives another solution: he thinks it possible that God creates in these
animals a desire for the food that is given to them in the hereafter
so that they eat what people like to eat, although in this world they
have a desire for different things (Mughnt XIII, 521: 4-18).

Ibn Mattawayh says that there is no reason why water could not
be given as compensation to an animal (Magmu* III, 78: 12). He
explains that eating other living beings is out of the question in
Paradise because it involves pain, which is impossible in Paradise
as there is no faklif anymore. He thinks that the predatory animals
in Paradise will therefore not desire to eat other living beings: God
will create in them the wish for other profitable things (Majma‘ 111,
78: 13-17).

Another question with respect to revived animals is what hap-
pens after an animal has received the whole amount of its com-
pensation. Their compensation is not given in combination with a
reward. We have seen before® that animals probably do not know
that what they are receiving is a compensation, but as they will not
receive something else—they are not rewarded—they will certainly
notice if the giving stops and feel displeasure about this. We have
also seen®® that according to the doctrine of God’s imposing of
obligations there will be no pain (or displeasure) in the hereafter,
except for pain that is a deserved punishment. Then how can it
be avoided that an animal feels displeasure when the giving of its
compensation ends?

‘Abd al-Jabbar’s solution to this problem is that God continues
to give the animal the same things, but then as a donation®* (Mughnt
XIII, 514: 10-14). Another solution he gives is that God ends the
life of the animal in a painless way by saying “Be dust”, and then
it stops living. ‘Abd al-Jabbar adds that in that case God’s act would

62 See above, 176.

63 See above, 184.

6% Tike ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Mankdim thinks it possible that God does not end the
lives of animals after they have received all their compensation. He points out that
this agrees with the opinion of people who say that after the Day of Resurrection
(al-hashr) there will be no death (7a‘lig, 497: 7-8). Mankdim does not specify who
these people are.
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not be a useless act (‘abath) because the death of the animal can be
a cause of joy for someone in Paradise (Mughni XIII, 514: 17-515:
3). He does not specify which kind of joy he has in mind. Mankdim
explains that people in Paradise may be gladdened by the forms
of animals whose lives have ended in this way (7a‘lig, 496: 15-17).
He thinks that not only the forms of the dead animals may be a
joy for people in Paradise but also that they may be gladdened by
the realisation that, unlike the compensation of an animal, their
reward is given everlastingly. People in hell who see the end of an
animal’s life may wish that their lives had ended because they know
that their punishment will go on for ever (7a‘lig, 496: 18-497: 6).
Mankdim refers to a verse from the Quran about the Last Day
that says: “and the unbeliever shall say: O would that I were dust”
(Quran 78: 40).

5.4. The Compensation of Children

‘Abd al-Jabbar does not explicitly discuss how children who have
died before reaching maturity receive their compensation from God.
From what he says about the compensation of other non-mukallafin
such as animals, it can be concluded that he believes that, similar-
ly, children who have not received their compensation in this world
will be revived on the Day of Resurrection in order to receive their
compensation. The question is what happens to these children after
they have received the whole amount of their compensation. ‘Abd
al-Jabbar thinks it possible that from that moment God will for ever
donate to them the things that they received as compensation, so
that they will not feel displeasure when the giving of compensa-
tion ends (Mughnt X111, 514: 3-4).

‘Abd al-Jabbar reports that some people thought differently on
this subject and maintained that in the hereafter God will give these
children a complete mind so that they will have knowledge of God.
It 1s not clear who these people are. ‘Abd al-Jabbar views them as
opponents, but he does not describe their opinions completely and
he does not mention their names. It is known that there were
Hanbalites who believed that children will be questioned in the
grave after God has completed their mental faculties®®. ‘Abd
al-Jabbar explains that, from a logical point of view, the Mu‘tazilites

65 Smith (1981, 174).
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do not think it necessary for God to complete the mental faculties
of children who have not reached maturity and that no indication
of this is found in the revelation either, but even if this were nec-
essary, it would not contradict the idea that children receive their
compensation in the hereafter (Mughnt XIII, 513: 17-514: 33).

‘Abd al-Jabbar agrees with people who think it possible that in
the hereafter God makes children like adolescents in this world.
He thinks that this is the most likely thing to happen, considering
the fact that it is said that the children will be the servants of those
in Paradise (Mughnt XIII, 514: 4-7). ‘Abd al-Jabbar probably re-
fers here to the Quran 52: 24, 56: 17-18 and 76: 19, where it is
said that in Paradise young boys move around presenting drinks
to the inhabitants®®. However, whether or not children are given
a complete mind, they probably feel displeasure if the giving of their
compensation stops after the full amount that is due has been giv-
en to them. We have seen that ‘Abd al-Jabbar thinks it possible
that after this moment God will donate everlastingly that which
they used to receive as compensation.

6. Conclusion

‘Abd al-Jabbar’s doctrine of God’s taklif includes an explanation
for the existence of pain and suffering. His doctrine says that God
has imposed obligations on humans because He wants to reward
them in the hereafter. A reward is earned by carrying out a diffi-
cult task of one’s own free will and not under constraint. God has
therefore given people freedom of choice so that they can choose
between fulfilling the obligations and not fulfilling them. Probably
as a corollary of the freedom given to humans, animals are also
given freedom of choice, although God has not imposed obliga-
tions on them. Freedom of choice implies that God does not in-
tervene if creatures hurt each other. He therefore does not prevent
creatures from committing crimes and inflicting pain on each other,
giving blows, kicks and stings. ‘Abd al-Jabbar believes that because
God does not intervene, He takes care that all who suffer from in-

66 Smith (1981, 178). She also quotes a tradition in which the Prophet said that
children will be the servants of the inhabitants of the Garden (Smith, 1981, 175).
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justice are compensated for this by those who have wronged them.

Creatures also suffer pain as the result of illnesses and plagues.
In ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s opinion, this pain is brought into existence by
God and also has a relation to His taklif. He believes that God
motivates people to choose to fulfil the obligations that He has
imposed on them. ‘Abd al-Jabbar is convinced that illnesses are a
warning from God to remind people that they must fulfil the ob-
ligations He has imposed on them. In his opinion, God will give a
generous compensation to all those creatures that He uses in this
way—that is, inflicting pain on them in order to give a warning.
This compensation may be given to them in this world or in the
hereafter in the form of a temporary provision of things they like
or in the form of a temporary mitigation of their punishment. God
also uses this compensation in order to mete out justice between
wrongdoers and their victims. The compensation of wrongdoers is
diminished and the compensation of their victims is increased.

This means that according to ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s doctrine all pain
in this world is related to God’s imposing of obligations (tak{if). Pain
inflicted by living beings on their initiative is the corollary of the
freedom of choice given by God because of this taklif and pain from
God is a warning for all adults of sound mind that they must fulfil
the obligations imposed by Him. This pain is copiously compen-
sated for. The doctrine of taklif enables ‘Abd al-Jabbar to justify
why God has created a world in which pain exists.
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al-Dhahabt (d. 748/1348) 19

dhamm (blame) 28, 115, 116, 119, 131,
132, 136, 137, 140

Dhammiyya 28

Dhanani, Alnoor 46, 72, 74

dictation (zmla) 5, 8, 51

didd (opposite) 85, 88, 89, 102

difference of opinion 7, 21, 22, 58

al-Dinawari, Aba Bakr (d. 405/1014) 53

Dirar b. ‘Amr (d. ca. 200/815) 18

disasters 172

dispute, see munazara

Dwwan al-usal (by Abu Rashid al-
Nisabari) 56

diya (blood-money) 163, 182

donation, see ‘tafaddul

effect, see musabbab

enabling, see tamkin

Ess, Josef van 15, 18, 19, 72

executioner 161, 162

exertion 129, 134, 135, 169, 170

existence; establishing the of some-
thing, see whbat; sce also muthbat (be-
ing established to exist)

Fadl al-i'tizal wa-tabaqat al-Mu‘tazila (by
‘Abd al-Jabbar) 36, 52, 68

al-Fa’iq fi usal al-din (by Ibn al-Malahimi)
58, 59

Fakhr al-Dawla, Buyid, (d. 387/997) 41,
43, 48, 49

Fakhr al-Din al-Razi (d. 606/1209) 28,
58, 69

Fakhry, Majid 113, 120

al-Farrazadhi, Aba Muhammad Isma‘Tl
b. ‘Ali (d. ca. 510/1116) 29, 30, 35,
45, 65

Fars 37, 41

al-Farzawi, Abu ’l-Hasan 25

fasig (malefactor) 12, 16, 186

Fatimids 63

fear 124, 130

It °l-tawhid (attributed to AbG Rashid al-
Nisabari) 31

Ji'L, plural af'al (act) 89, 90, 98, 100; —
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s of the limbs (af*al al-jawarih) 89, 98,
105; —s of the heart (af'al al-qulib)
89, 173; — cannot be produced by
two agents acting together 100; act-
ing through generation, see tawlid;
acting directly, see btida’

fire (nar) 103, 107, 108; exposing some-
one to — 171; sorrow about destruc-
tion by — 172, 174

Frank, Richard M. 3, 47, 74, 77, 78, 90,
112, 113, 116, 126

freedom of choice 2, 130, 144, 156, 165,
170, 179, 190, 191

Gabriel (angel) 16

Galen 80, 81

generation of acts, see tawlid

al-gha’b (the absent world; the divine
world) 112, 113; see also analogy
between the absent world and the
present world (giyas al-gha’ib ‘ala
’l-shahid)

ghamm, plural ghumam (sorrow) 87, 114,
122, 123, 131, 132, 151, 172-176,
179, 180; — without reason (min
ghayri sababin) 174

al-Gharth al-mashriqi fi ’l-nawh ‘ala °l-
hayawan (by Abi ‘Isa al-Warraq) 168

Ghaznavids 55, 61

ghulam (student-servitor) 18

gift, see tafaddul

Gimaret, Daniel 5-7, 9 18, 22, 25, 26,
30, 31, 45, 46, 58, 62, 66, 74, 97,
100, 109, 116, 143, 166

God; described as being a ma‘na 75, 76;
perceives all perceptible things 86,
110; is not described as feeling pain
or pleasure 86, 110; is without desire
or aversion 86, 110, 148; does not
have needs 86, 107, 148; brings pain
into existence 106-108, 110; acts di-
rectly, but can also act through gen-
eration 107; creates intuitive knowl-
edge in humans 117, 143; imposes
obligations, see taklif; does not impose
the impossible 146; does what is
obligatory for Him 146, 147, 160,
177; motivates the mukallafun 142,
148, 160, 165; does not stop the
wrongdoer by force 156, 179; can be
compared to a caretaker, a trustee or
a guardian 128-129, 177, 182; God’s
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commands, permission or prohibi-
tions 120-122, 132, 143, 144, 147,
165, 166, 167, 171, 174; purpose of
God’s infliction of pain 159, 160;
acquisition of knowledge about God
112-113, 130

good, see hasan; see also khayr (something
good)

grave sinner, 15, 16

Gwynne, Rosalind Ward 20, 22

al-Habashi, Aba ‘Abdallah 27

al-Habashi, b. Mu‘izz al-Dawla, Bayid,
27, 38

hadd punishment 131-132, 133, 152,
154, 161, 162

al-Hadr ila ’l-Haqq, Yahya (d. 298/911)
60, 61

Hadith 37, 38, 52, 169, 187

haja (need) 148-149

al-Hakim al-Jushamf (d. 494/1100) 34,
68

hal (state) 77, 78, 79

halal (permissible) 121

Hamadhan 37, 41, 49, 54

Hamidullah, Muhammad 39

Hanafites / Hanifism 43, 53, 54, 63, 64,
68, 69, 139

Hanbalites 189

haraka, plural harakat (movement) 83, 89,
90, 102, 105; involuntary movements
105, 106

harm, see darar

hasan (good) 113-116 and passim

al-Hasan al-Basr1 (d. 110/728) 15, 16

al-Hasan b. Zayd (d. 270/884) 60

Hashimiyya (alternative name for Bah-
shamiyya) 26

hayat (life) 75, 79, 80, 82, 85, 89, 91, 93,
146

headaches 106

Hecker, Judith Katz 93, 99

hell 107, 153, 154, 186, 187, 189

hereafter (al-akhira) 107, 152, 153, 154,
162, 180-184, 187-191; see also hell,
and paradise

al-Hillt al-‘Allama (d. 726/1325) 59, 70

al-Himmasi, Sadid al-Din (d. after 600/
1204) 59

al-Himyari, Nashwan (d. 574/1178) 46

hornet, see zunbir

Horten, Max 56, 65

INDEX

Houben, J.J. 5, 6, 62, 65

Hourani, George F. 115, 116, 118, 137,
148

hukm (assessment; predicate) 76, 77, 78,
83

humours 80, 81, 92

hunger 170

Husayniyya, see Aba ’l-Husayn al-Bas-
1T’s school

taha (permission) 116, 158, 161, 165,
166-169, 171, 174

‘thara (denomination) 83, 84

Ibn ‘Abbad, see al-Sahib b. ‘Abbad

Ibn Abi ‘Allan, Abt Ahmad 27

Ibn Abi °1-Wafa’ (d. 775/1373) 69

Ibn ‘Aqil (d. 513/1119) 64

Ibn ‘Ayyash, Aba Ishaq, see Aba Ishaq
b. ‘Ayyash

Ibn Barhan, Aba ’1-Qasim (d. 456/1064)
59

Ibn Battata (d. 779/1377) 69

Ibn Faris (d. 395/1004) 49

Ibn al-Hajjaj (d. 391/1001) 43

Ibn al-Ikhshid, Abt Bakr Ahmad b. ‘Al
(d. 326/938) 26

Ibn Khallad, Abu ‘Alf (4th/10th centu-
ry) 17, 20, 29, 30-31, 32, 33, 34, 50

Ibn al-Malahimi, Rukn al-Din Mahmad
(d. 536/1141) 57, 58, 59, 67

Ibn Mattawayh (d. ca. 468/1075) 23, 29,
36, 39, 46, 51, 62, 65-67, 71, 74, 81,
85, 86, 88, 97, 99, 100, 101, 105,
109, 118, 143, 144, 145, 158-160,
165, 176, 179, 182, 183, 185, 188

Ibn al-Murtada (840/1437) 22, 26, 27,
29, 30, 32, 35

Ibn al-Muslima (d. 450/1058) 63

Ibn al-Nadim (d. 385/995) 19, 23, 26,
30, 32, 33, 38, 41

Ibn al-Najih, Abu ’l-Hasan 32

Ibn al-Rawandt (4th/10th century) 47

Ibn Sahlawayh, Aba ’1-Qasim 31, 33

Ibn Salma, Abi Ahmad 27

Ibn al-Samh (d. 418/1027) 57

Ibn Sina (d.428/1037) 46, 49, 52, 54, 81

Ibn Suwar al-Katib, Aba ‘Ali 38, 40

Ibn al-Walid, Aba ‘Al1 (d. 478/1086) 59,
64

Ibn al-Zubayri, Aba Bakr Muhammad
26

Ibrahim, Prophet, 87
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wtida’ (‘ala jihat al-ibtida’) (acting direct-
ly and not through generation) 106;
see also mubtada’an

wdrak (perception) 72, 73, 82, 85, 110,
134, 146

iftirag (separation), see lafriq

Ikhshidiyya 25-28, 118, 159

tja’ (constraint) 144, 145, 149, 165, 170,
179

“lla, plural ‘tlal (cause of a qualification)
76, 78, 90

illness (marad, plural amrad) 75, 106, 129,
151-153, 155, 158, 159, 168, 172,
177,179, 180, 182, 185, 186, 191

‘“lm (knowledge) 72-73, 123, 134-135,
147, 172, 173; intuitive, innate
knowledge (— darart / bi-tarigat
al-idtirar / “aqlan) 117, 120, 121, 122,
130, 132, 143, 147, 173; acquired
knowledge (— muktasab) / acquisition
of knowledge 72-73, 130, 147; see
also nazar

‘Imad al-Dawla, Buyid, (d. 338/949) 37

Imamites / Imamism 50, 54, 59, 63, 70

imposing of obligations, see taklif

inanimate object, see jamad

indication, see dalil

injustice, see zulm

insane people 128, 129, 140, 147, 163,
175

instigation 165

intasafa (to administer justice) 177, 187

intention 118, 124, 125, 127, 128, 138;
unintentionally 118-119, 140, 163,
157

K. al-intisar (by al-Khayyat) 13

wada (will) 78, 89, 90, 143, 144, 147

wada li-qabth (will to do something bad)
117, 119

Isfahan 26, 37, 41, 50, 54, 62

al-Isfahani, Abt ’1-Qasim b. Sa‘d 27

whbat (establishing the existence of) 72,
73

1‘tidal (balance of the body) 80, 81

i‘tidal al-mizdj (balance of the mixture) 92

(‘timad, plural i‘timadat (pressure) 73, 74,
89, 90, 93, 94, 95-98, 105, 107; in-
duced pressure (— mujtalab) 104; in-
trinsic pressure (— lazim) 103

K. al-i‘timad (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar) 46

i‘tigad (conviction) 89, 122, 134

I‘tigadat firaq al-muslimin wa-"l-mushrikin
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(by Fakhr al-Din al-Razi) 69

1‘tizal, see Mu‘tazilism

utisal (connectedness) 80

“wad (compensation) 128, 129, 157-190;
right to — 164, 186; obligation to
compensate 157, 161-164, 176; im-
possibility of remittance 181, 182;
quantity 158-159, 162, 164, 168,
173, 177-178, transference 177-178,
181, 182; moment of provision 180-
181, 185, 186-187; duration 159,
183-184; components 187-188; dis-
pleasure about the — being ended
183, 184, 185, 188, 189, 190

‘Izz al-Dawla, Buyid, (d. 367/978) 40

al-Jadal (by ‘Abd al Jabbar) 47

Ja‘far b. Abt Yahya, al-Qadt (d. 573/
1177) 66

Ja‘far b. Harb (d. 236/850) 15

Jjahl (wrong conviction, not in accor-
dance with truth; misconception)
117, 134, 168

Jama‘a (to compose; to write) 6

Jamad (inanimate object) 108-111

al-Jami* (by Abu Hashim al-Jubba’t) 97

al-Jami* al-kabtr (by Abu Hashim al-
Jubba’n) 39, 46

al-Jami* al-saghtr (by Abu Hashim al-
Jubba’n) 39, 46

Jarab (scabies) 83, 88

Jawabat al-Saymart (by Abu Hashim al-
Jubbat) 23

Jawhar, plural jawahir (atom) 74, 92, 94,
95, 99, 102

Jibal 37, 41-43, 49

Jilan 60

Jins (class of things) 73-74, 83, 84; class
of pain and pleasure 82-88, 109, 111

joy, see surir

Jubba 19

al-Jubba’i, Abu ‘Ali, see Abu ‘Alf al-Jub-
ba’t

al-Jubba’i, Abu Hashim,
Hashim al-Jubba’t

Jubba’iyya 25, 28

Jurk (wound) 93, 103, 104

al-Jurjani, Aba ’l-Hasan (d. 392/1001)
49

see Abu

al-Jushami, al-Hakim, see al-Hakim al-
Jushamt

justice, see ‘adl; to administer —, see
intasafa
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al-Juwayni, Abt ’l-Maalt (d. 478/1085)
63
Juz’, plural gjza’ (particle) 99, 100

al-Ka‘bi, see al-Balkhi al-Ka‘bi, Aba
’I-Qasim

kafir, plural kuffar (unbeliever) 16, 152,
154, 186

kalam (speculative theology) 54, 56

kalam (speech) 83

al-Kamil fv l-istigs@’ fi-ma balaghana min
kalam al-qudama’ (by Taqi al-Din al-
Najrani) 59

Karkh quarter (Baghdad) 63, 64

al-Karkhi, Abt ’1-Hasan (d. 340/952) 33

kawn, plural akwan (spatial relation) 74,
83, 94, 95, 97, 102

khalifa (substitute-teacher) 51

Kharjjites (Khawarij) 16, 109

khatir (inner voice) 130

khayr (something good) 113, 114

al-Khayyat (d. ca. 300/913) 13, 23

al-Khayytn, Rashid 19

al-Khilaf bayn al-shaykhayn (by ‘Abd al-
Jabbar) 22, 23

al-Khar al-‘m [or al-‘ayn] (by Nashwan
al-Himyari) 46

Khurasan 40, 41, 53, 62, 63

Khurramiyya 152

Khushaym, ‘All Fahmi 20, 22, 26

Khuzistan 19, 32, 35, 37, 40, 41

Khwarazm 68, 69

kidhb (lie) 115, 117, 118

al-Kifaya (by Ibn Mattawayh) 67

al-Kitab al-Muhtawt (by Yusuf al-Basir) 8,
9

knock, see musakka

knowledge, see ‘t/m

Kraemer, Joel L. 43

al-Kunduri, Amid al-Mulk (d. 456/
1064) 63

al-Labbad, Aba Muhammad ‘Abdallah
51

ladhdha / maladhdha, plural maladhdh
(pleasure) 82-84, 86-88, 114, 115

Lanja 60, 61

leaderschip (riyasa) of a theological
school 20, 24, 25, 33, 55

learning, see ma‘rifa

lesion, see waha

libraries 38, 40, 63

INDEX

lie, see kidhb 115

life, see hayat

lifeless parts of the body 82

K. al-luma‘ (by al-Ash‘ari) 38

luff; plural altaf (assistance in fulfilling the
obligations of God’s taklif) 142, 149-
151, 152, 153, 154, 155, 160, 167,
175, 184; luif fr ’l-qabth 150

K. al-mabsat (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar) 39

Madelung, Wilferd 4, 15, 18, 23, 37, 39,
46, 55, 57, 58, 59, 60, 62, 65, 67, 68,
125, 168

madh (praise) 115, 116, 119

madhhab (opinion; doctrine; school) 34

madrasa (institution of learning) 63, 64

Madyan 154

ma‘dim (not presently existing, absent)
19, 72, 73, 95

mafsada (immorality) 150

mahall (substrate) 74, 75, 79, 85, 92, 102,
109, 110

Mahmiid, Ghaznavid, (d. 421/1030) 53,
54, 55, 57, 71

mahzar (forbidden) 121

Majd al-Dawla, Bayid, (d. 420/1029)
49-51, 53, 54

al-Majdr (by ‘Abd al Jabbar) 50, 51

al-Magma* fi °l-muhit bi-’l-taklif (by Ibn
Mattawayh) 5-7, 8, 11, 67

Makdisi, George 4, 5, 18, 21, 43, 69

al-Ma’'man II, Khwarazm-shah, (d.
407/1017) 52, 68

ma'‘na, plural ma‘ant (causal determinant)
73-81, 82, 83, 84, 86, 102, 109, 110

manjfi (impossible) 72

Mankdim (d. 425/1034) 4, 5, 7, 8, 10,
11, 39, 42, 45, 47, 53, 60-62, 71, 91,
92,97, 109, 144, 145, 181, 183-185,
187-189

al-manzila bayn al-manzilatayn (the inter-
mediate position) 15, 16

al-Magalat (by Abt Tsa al-Warraq) 168

al-Magalat (by al-Balkhi) 46

Magalat al-Islamiyyin (by al-Ash‘ari) 22

Mardawij, Ziyarid, (d. 323/935) 37

ma'‘rifa (learning) 147, 152

Martin, Richard C. 31

K. al-masa’ll fi °l-ktulaf bayn al-Basriyym wa-
’l-Baghdadiyytn (by Abu Rashid al-
Nisabari) 56

maslaha (benefit) 159
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Mas‘ad, Ghaznavid, (d. 431/1040) 54-
55

Mas‘ad b. Muhammad, Seljuk, (d. 547/
1152) 68

Maturidism 68

mawyid (presently existing) 72

McDermott, Martin 9, 50, 58, 70

Mecca 50, 63, 169

medical treatment 129

mihna (trial) 133, 152, 153, 154

al-Minhaj fi usal al-din (by al-Zamakh-
shari) 68

miracle 87

miser, see bakhil

mizaj (blend; temperament) 80, 81, 92

Mohammed, Abdalla I. 113, 116

Monnot, Guy 3, 60, 78

motivation 148, 150, 155, 165

motive, see da‘7

movement, see haraka

moving, see mutaharrik

Mu‘ammar b. ‘Abbad al-Sulami (d. 215/
830) 2, 34, 77

al-Mu’ayyad bi-’llah (d. 411/1020) 31,
56, 50, 60, 61

Mu’ayyid al-Dawla, Bayid, (d. 373/984)
41, 43

mubah (permissible) 116, 139

al-Mubarrad (d. 285/898) 20

mubtada’an (directly and not through
generation) 90, 107, 108

mudrak (perceptible) 73, 74, 80, 81, 86,
102

al-Mufid, al-Shaykh (d. 413/1022) 9, 50,
63, 70

al-Mughn? fi abwab al-tawhid wa-"l-‘adl (by
‘Abd al-Jabbar) 3, 8-10, 36, 44-45,
133

al-Muhalli, Humayd (d. 652/1254) 60,
62

al-Muhalli al-Qasim b. Ahmad b.
Humayd 62

Muhammad, Prophet, 16, 17

Muhammad b. al-Hanafiyya (d. 81/700)
16, 17

Muhammad b. Mazdak 30

Muhammad b. Zayd (d. 287/900) 60

al-Mulit bi-’l-taklif (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar) 6,
7, 51, 65, 99, 143

Mu‘izz al-Dawla, Bayid, (d. 356/967)
37, 38, 40

Mujbira 100, 120
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al-Magibat  wa-"l-mu’aththirat (by ‘Abd
al-Jabbar) 36

K. al-Mujzz fi usil al-figh (by Abt Talib
al-Natiq) 23, 39

mukallaf, plural mukallafun 75, 143, 144,
146, 147, 149, 150, 155, 156, 158,
159, 160, 180, 182, 187; obligations
imposed on — 142, 143, 144, 146,
147, 152

al-Mukhtasar fi usal al-din (by ‘Abd
al-Jabbar) 36, 43, 47

Mukhtasar al-husna (or al-Hasani) (by ‘Abd
al-Jabbar) 36, 47

mundfiq (hypocrite) 16

munazara (dispute) 27, 53

al-Mungidh min al-taqlid (by Sadid al-Din
al-Himmast) 59

murder 163, 164

murid (willing) 78, 146

Murji’ites 16

al-Murshad bi-’llah Aba ’l-Husayn
Yahya (d. 477/1084) 30, 64

al-Murtada, al-Sharif (‘Alam al-Huda)
(d. 436/1044) 9, 41, 50, 70

musabbab (effect) 90, 91, 95, 96, 98, 102,
103, 107

musakka (knock), 90, 93

mushtaht (feeling a desire) 78, 83

al-Mustazhir bi-’llah (d. 512/1118) 60

mutaharrik (moving) 76, 102

mutakalliman 72, 76, 77

al-Mu‘tamad fi usil al-din (by Ibn al
Malahimi) 57, 58, 59, 67

K. al-Mu‘tamad fi usal al-figh (by Abu
’I-Husayn al-Basr1) 39, 44

Mutashabih al-Qur’an (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar)
36

Mu‘tazila / Mu‘tazilism (:‘tizal) 15, 40,
49, 54, 61, 63, 64, 67-70; origins 15;
name 15, 16; favouritism of — 42,
60; repression of — 53, 54, 57, 63,
64; Mu'tazilite principles, see usal

muthbat (being established to exist) 72, 76

nadb (recommended) 116

naf (profit) 113, 114, 119, 122, 123, 124,
125, 127-130, 132, 135, 136, 137,
144, 145, 149, 166, 169, 170

na’im (sleeper) 118, 119, 126, 163

al-Najrani, ‘Ali b. ‘Abdallah b. ‘Atiyya
62

Nagd al-abwab (by Abt Hashim al-
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Jubba’t) 22

al-Nagd ‘ala ashab al-taba’
Hashim al-Jubba’t) 109

al-Nagd ‘ala salib Majmi' al-mulit ... (by
Qadr Ja'far) 67

Nagd al-luma‘ (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar) 39

Nagd al-nagd (by al-Baqillani) 39

al-Nashi’ al-Akbar (d. 293/906) 15

al-Nasibini (or al-Nasibi), Aba Ishaq 41

al-Nasihi, Aba Bakr Muhammad (d.
484/1091) 64

al-Nasir bi-’I-Haqq b. ‘Alt al-Utrash (d.
304/917) 60

al-Natiq bi-’l-Haqq, see Abua Talib al-
Natiq bi-’I-Haqq

al-Nawh ‘ala “l-bah@’im (by Abu ‘Tsa
al-Warraq) 168

nazar (reflection) 7, 73, 78, 112, 123,
130, 147, 152

Nagm  al-fawa’id wa-taqrib  al-murad
li-’l-ra’id (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar) 52

al-Nazzam, Abu Ishaq (d. ca. 221/836)
18

need, see haja

needle-pricks 98-101

K. al-nihaya (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar) 39, 48

K. al-nmihaya fi °l-aslah ‘ala Abt ‘Alr (by
al-Balkhi) 24

Nisabur 43, 47, 53, 54, 55, 56, 62-64

al-Nisaburi, Abt Rashid, see Abu
Rashid al-Nisabart

al-Nisabariyyat (by ‘Abd al Jabbar) 47

Nizam al-Mulk (d. 485/1092) 42, 63

nufur (aversion) 79, 82, 84-86, 88, 101,
109, 110, 147

Nyberg, H.S. 15, 26

(by Abi

obligations, see taklif (imposing of obli-
gations)

obligatory, see wajib

Oghuz Turks 55, 62

opposite, see didd

Ormsby, Eric L. 2

Ozbeg, Mongol, (d. 742/1341) 69

pain (alam, plural alam) passim, see Con-
tents; quantity of — 96, 97, 98-102,
104, 108; — is harm 114, 123

paradise 153, 183-185, 187-190

particle, see juz’

perception, see idrak; see also mudrak
(perceptible)

INDEX

permissible, see mubah; see also halal

permission, see tbaha

Peters, J R’ T.M. 51, 74, 77, 87, 90, 92,
113, 130, 133

pleasure, see ladhdha

power of acting, see qudra

praise, see madh

presence, see wujid

pressure, see itimad

principles of Mu‘tazilism, see wsil

profit, see naf

prophets 87, 142, 147, 148, 150-152,
153, 154

punishment (‘2gab) 122, 131, 132, 133,
136, 144, 148, 151, 152, 153, 154,
180, 183, 186, 187; the right to pun-
ish 124, 125, 131; wrongly con-
demned person 161-162; children,
insane people and animals cannot
have deserved — 147, 152, 154, 167;
diminution (takhfif) of — in hell 186;
see also hadd punishment

Punishment of the Grave (‘adhab al-qabr)
108, 109

qabih (bad) 113-118 and passim
qadir (able to act) 146; — bi-"l-qudra 97,
see also qudra (power of acting)

al-Qadir, Caliph, (d. 422/1031) 53, 54,
57

al-Qa’im, Caliph, (d. 467/1075) 63

al-Qasim b. Ibrahim al-Rasst (d. 246/
860) 60-61

Qazwin 42, 50

qudra (power of acting) 75, 98, 110, 146

Qur’an 106, 142, 146, 153, 167, 187,
189, 190

ra’ts (most important scholar; leader of
a theological school) 24; see also lead-
ership

Ramhurmuz 38, 40

al-Ramhurmuzi, Abt Muhammad
‘Abdallah b. al-‘Abbas 40

Rayy 35, 41-44, 47, 49, 50, 53-57, 61,
62, 64-66, 68, 81

al-Razi, Fakhr al-Din, see Fakhr al-Din
al-Raz1

al-Razyyat (by ‘Abd al Jabbar) 47

reflection, see nazar

Reinhart, A. Kevin 76, 113, 117, 130

repentance, see tawba



INDEX

revelation, see al-sam

reviving 109, 180, 186, 187, 189

reward, see thawab

Risala fi latif al-kalam (by Ibn Mattawayh)
67

Risalat al-husna (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar) 47

Rukn al-Dawla, Bayid, (d. 366/976) 37,
41

al-Rummani, ‘Alf b. Tsa (d. 384/994) 26,
27

sabab, plural asbab (cause in the process
of generation) 90, 95, 96, 97, 98, 103,
106, 107

saht (absentminded person) 118, 119,
126, 163

al-Sahib b. ‘Abbad (d. 385/995) 27, 28,
41, 49-43, 44, 47, 48, 49, 45, 61, 70,
184

salat (ritual prayer) 122, 149, 151

al-sam‘ (revelation) 120, 121, 122, 132,
144, 163, 190

Samanids 41, 43

al-Samman, Aba ’l-‘Abbas (5th/11th
century) 53

al-Samman, Isma‘l b. ‘Ali (d. after 447/
1056) 64

al-Sandali Aba ’I-Hasan ‘Ali b. al-Hasan
(d. 484/1091) 64

sawt, plural aswat (sound) 83, 89, 90, 93

al-Saymari, Abu ‘Abdallah (d. 436/
1045) 54, 57

al-Saymari, Aba ‘Abdallah Muhammad
b. ‘Umar (d. 315/927) 23-27

Sayyid, Fu’ad 42, 65

al-Sayyida Shirin (d. 419/1028) 49, 50,
53

Sceptics 72

Schmidtke, Sabine 59, 70

schools within the Mu‘tazila 13-14, 21,
25, 26, 27, 28, 34, 35, 58

Schwarz, Michael 149

scorplon, see ‘aqrab

scratching 119; see also jarab (scabies)

self-defence 139-140, 171

Seljuks 55, 62, 64, 66, 68

separation, see fafriq

sessions (maalis) 19, 42, 43

Sezgin, Fuat 22

Shafi‘ites / Shafi‘ism 37, 49, 63, 64, 68

al-Shahham, Aba Ya‘qab (d. 257/871?)
17, 18-19, 22, 23

215

al-shahid (the present world) 112, 113;
see also analogy between the absent
world and the present world (giyas
al-gha’ib “ala °l-shahud)

al-Shahrastant (d. 548/1153) 14, 26, 58

shahwa (desire) 78, 82, 84-86, 88, 147,
148, 165

Shams al-Dawla, Bayid, 49

Shaptr b. Ardashir (d. 416/1025) 63

K. al-sharh (by Ibn Khallad) 31, 50

Shark adab al-jadal (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar) 47

Sharh al-a‘rad (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar) 46

Sharh al-jami‘ al-saghir (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar)
39

Sharh al-jami‘ayn (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar) 39

Sharh al-jawami* (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar) 46

Sharh kashf al-aghrad ‘an al-a‘rad (by ‘Abd
al-Jabbar) 46

Shark al-magalat (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar) 46

Sharh al-tadhkira fi lat@’if al-kalam (by
unknown author) 67

Sharh al-‘umad (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar) 39

Sharlk al-‘umad (by Abu ’l-Husayn al-
Basri) 39

Sharh al-usal al-khamsa (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar)
4, 10, 45-46, 65

Sharh al-‘uyin (by al-Hakim al-Jushamy)
52

al-Sharif al-Radr (d. 406/1016) 43

sharr (something bad) 113, 114

shay’ (thing) 73, 76

shaykh (master) 23, 24, 31

Shi‘a / Shi‘ism / Shi‘ites 24, 37, 38, 53,
54, 63, 67, 70, 152

Siegel, Rudolph E. 80

sifa (attribute; predicate) 76, 84, 78

sthha (soundness), 79-81, 91-94, 111;
disappearance of — 80, 81, 91, 93,
96, 99, 100, 102, 103, 104, 105

sinner; status of the grave — 15, 16

al-Straft, Aba ’1-Qasim 26, 27

slander 176, 182

slaughter of livestock 121, 167-168

sleeper, see na’im

Smith, Jane Idleman 190

Sophists 72

sorrow, see ghamm

sound, see sawt; see also musakka (knock)

soundness, see sifiha

spatial occupation, see tahayyuz

spatial relation, see kawn

state, see hal



216

stealing 127-128, 139, 162, 168, 175

Stroumsa, Sarah 15

structure, see binya

Subhi, Ahmad Mahmud 150

substance (jawhar) 74

substrate, see mahall

sukan al-nafs (certitude) 134-135

Sulayman b. Nasir b. Sa‘ld (6th/12th
century) 44

Sunnites 38, 54, 63, 64, 69

supposition, see zann

surdr (joy) 114, 123, 130, 170, 189

taba’ (natural dispositions) 92

tabaga (generation of Mu‘tazilites) 17, 20,
21, 29, 30, 66

Tabaqat al-Mu‘tazila (by Ibn al-Murtada)
52

Tabaristan 60

al-Tadhkira fi ahkam al-jawahir wa-"l-a‘rad
(by Ibn Mattawayh) 6-8, 11, 67

lafaddul (donation, gift) 145, 146, 159,
178, 179, 185, 188, 189, 190

lafitg / iftirag (separation) 73, 80, 83, 93,
94, 95, 96, 97, 99, 100, 102

Tafsir (by Abu ‘Al al-Jubba’i) 22

lahayyuz (spatial occupation) 74

Tahdhib al-shark (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar) 39

K. al-tahrr (by Ibn Mattawayh) 67

K. al-tgrid (by ‘Abd al Jabbar) 46

taklif (imposing of obligations) 129,
142-151, 152, 153, 155, 159, 167,
169, 179, 183, 184, 187, 188, 190,
191

ta’lif (composition) 75, 83, 89, 92, 102,
111

ta'lig / ta‘liga 4, 5, see also ‘allaga ‘an

Ta'lig ‘ala sharh al-imam al-mashhir bi-
Mankdim (by al-Qasim al-Mubhalli) 62

Ta'lyg al-Baghdadiyyat (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar)
6, 36

Ta'liq al-ihata (attributed to Ibn Matt-
awayh) 67

Ta'lig  Sharh  al-usal al-khamsa (by
al-Farrazadhi) 45, 65, 66

Ta'lyg  sharh al-usal al-khamsa (by
Mankdim) 3-5, 7-8, 10, 11, 61-62,
149

tamkmn (enabling) 164

tanasukh / ashab al-tanasukh (adherents of
the transmigration of souls), 75, 151-

152

INDEX

Tanzith al-Qurian ‘an al-mata‘in (by ‘Abd
al-Jabbar) 36, 51

Taqt al-Din al-Najrani 59

taglid (uncritical adherence) 7

Taqrib al-usal (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar) 39

tagft® (cutting; incision) 99, 103

Tathbit dala’il al-nubuwwa (by ‘Abd
al-Jabbar) 36, 51

tawba (repentance) 48, 133, 154

tawlid (generation) 89-91, 94-97, 99, 102,
103, 105, 106

teaching 5, 19, 20, 50, 51, 65

Thamad 154

thawab (reward) 122, 145-146, 147, 148,
149, 152, 153, 157, 160, 167, 169,
170, 180, 183, 184, 185, 186, 187

trial, see mifina

Tughril-beg, Seljuk, (d. 455/1063) 62-64

al-Tuni, Abt ’1-Hasan 53

al-Tasi, Aba Ja'far (Shaykh al-Ta’ifa) (d.
459/1067) 63, 70

tyrannical ruler 178-179

Ullmann, Manfred 80

K. al-‘umad (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar) 39, 48

unbeliever, see kafir

useless act, see ‘abath

al-usal (the Mu‘tazilite principles) 10, 47;
al-usil al-khamsa 10, 13, 18

K. al-usal (by Ibn Khallad) 31

K. al-usal al-khamsa (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar)
36, 45, 46

K. usil al-nihal (attributed to al-Nashi’ al-
Akbar) 15

‘Uthman al-Tawil 16, 17

‘Uthman, ‘Abd al-Karim 3, 4, 36, 39,
45, 46, 47, 51, 52, 65, 143, 150

Vajda, Georges 4, 8, 9, 123

waha (lesion) 92-94, 95, 97, 98, 103, 104,
105

wajh, plural wyiah (way in which an act
is done; aspect) 114, 116, 117, 120,
121

wajib (obligatory) 28, 116, 122, 149, 157,
160

warmth (harara) 73, 82, 92

warning (¢‘#zbar) 159-160, 167

Wasil b. ‘Ata’ (d. 131/748) 14, 15, 16,
17

Watt, W. Montgomery 15, 20, 120



INDEX

weight, see ‘timad lazim 103

will, see wrada; see also murid (willing)
Wolfson, Harry Austryn 75, 130
women 19

wound, see jurk; see also waha (lesion)
wyad (presence) 78, 110

Yemen 3, 6, 57, 61, 69, 70

Zahirites 76

za‘tm (leader) 24

al-Zamakhshart (d. 538/1144) 68
Zambaur, E. de 52

Zanj 18, 19

zann (supposition) 89, 123, 124, 134-137,

217

166, 170

Zayd, ‘Ali Muhammad 60

Zaydites / Zaydism 50, 59-61, 62, 63,
65, 66, 69, 70

Ladat (by Abu Rashid al-Nisabari) 31

Lwadat al-shark 50

Lyadat al-shark (by ‘Abd al-Jabbar) 31

Lyadat al-sharh (by Abt Talib al-Natiq)
31

Ziyarids 37

zulm (injustice) 117, 118, 119, 120, 121,
123-125, 131; refraining from
143, 149, 155

zunbir (hornet) 107



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

ISLAMIC PHILOSOPHY, THEOLOGY AND SCIENCE
TEXTS AND STUDIES
ISSN 0169-8729

. Fakhry, M. Ethical Theories in Islam. Second expanded edition. 1994.

ISBN 90 04 09300 1

.Kemal, S. The Poetics of Alfarabi and Avicenna. 1991. ISBN 90 04 09371 0
10.
11.

Alon, 1. Socrates in Medieval Arabic Literature. 1991. ISBN 90 04 09349 4

Bos, G. Qusta ibn Liga’s Medical Regime for the Pilgrims to Mecca. The Risala
fi tadbir safar al-hajj. 1992. ISBN 90 04 09541 1

Kohlberg, E. A Medieval Muslim Scholar at Work. Ibn Tawis and his Library.
1992. ISBN 90 04 09549 7

Daiber, H. Naturwissenschaft bei den Arabern im 10. Jahrhundert n. Chr. Briefe
des Abu I-Fadl Ibn al-‘Amid (gest. 360/970) an ‘Adudaddaula. Herausgegeben
mit Einleitung, kommentierter Ubersetzung und Glossar. 1993,

ISBN 90 04 09755 4

Dhanani, A. The Physical Theory of Kalam. Atoms, Space, and Void in Basrian
Mu‘tazili Cosmology. 1994. ISBN 90 04 09831 3

Abu Ma‘sar. The Abbreviation of the Introduction to Astrology. Together with the
Medieval Latin Translation of Adelard of Bath. Edited and Translated by Ch.
Burnett, K. Yamamoto and M. Yano. 1994. ISBN 90 04 09997 2

Sabur Ibn Sahl. Dispensatorium Parvum (al-Agrabadhin al-saghir). Analysed,
Edited and Annotated by O. Kahl. 1994. ISBN 90 04 10004 0

Mar6th, M. Die Araber und die antike Wissenschaftstheorie. Ubersetzung aus
dem Ungarischen von Johanna Till und Gdbor Kerekes. 1994.

ISBN 90 04 10008 3

Ibn Abi al-Dunya. Morality in the Guise of Dreams. A Critical Edition of Kitab al-
Manam, with Introduction, by Leah Kinberg. 1994. ISBN 90 04 09818 6
Kiigelgen, A. von. Averroes und die arabische Moderne. Ansitze zu einer Neu-
begriindung des Rationalismus im Islam. 1994. ISBN 90 04 09955 7

Lameer, J. Al-Farabi and Aristotelian Syllogistics. Greek Theory and Islamic
Practice. 1994. ISBN 90 04 09884 4

Adang, C. Muslim Writers on Judaism and the Hebrew Bible. 1996.

ISBN 90 04 10034 2

Dallal, A.S. An Islamic Response to Greek Astronomy. Kitab Ta‘dil Hay’at al-
Aflak of Sadr al-Shari‘a. Edited with Translation and Commentary. 1995.

ISBN 90 04 09968 9

Conrad, L.I. (ed.). The World of Ibn Tufayl. Interdisciplinary Perspectives on
Hayy ibn Yaqzan. 1995. ISBN 90 04 10135 7

Hermansen, M.K. (tr.). The Conclusive Argument from God. Shah Wali Allah of
Delhi’s Hujjat Allah al-Baligha. 1996. ISBN 90 04 10298 1

Abrahamov, B. Anthropomorphism and Interpretation of the Qui’an in the Theo-
logy of al-Qasim ibn Ibrahim. Kitab al-Mustarshid. 1996. ISBN 90 04 10408 9
Wild, S. (ed.). The Qui’an as Text. 1996. ISBN 90 04 10344 9



28

29

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

.Riddell, P.G. and T. Street (eds.). Islam: Essays on Scripture, Thought and Socie-
ty. A Festschrift in Honour of Anthony H. Johns. 1997. ISBN 90 04 10692 8

.Jolivet, J. and R. Rashed (eds.). Euvres philosophiques et scientifiques d’ al-

Kindi. Volume 1. L’ Optique et la Catoptrique. Edited by R. Rashed. 1997.

ISBN 90 04 09781 3

Rudolph, U. Al-Maturidi und die sunnitische Theologie in Samarkand. 1997.

ISBN 90 04 10023 7

Endress, G. and J. A. Aertsen (eds.). Averroes and the Aristotelian Tradition.

Sources, Constitution and Reception of the Philosophy of Ibn Rushd (1126-1198).

Proceedings of the Fourth Symposium Averroicum (Cologne, 1996).

ISBN 90 04 11308 8

Elmore, G.T. Islamic Sainthood in the Fullness of Time. Ibn al-‘Arabi’s Book of

the Fabulous Gryphon. 1999. ISBN 90 04 10991 9

Abu Ma‘3ar. Kitab al-milal wa-d-duwal. Arabic text edited by K. Yamamoto with

an English translation by K. Yamamoto and Ch. Burnett. 1999.

ISBN 90 04 10725 8

Albumasar. De Magnis Coniunctionibus (On the Great Coniunctions). Latin text

edited by Ch. Burnett and Arabic-Latin, Latin Arabic Glossaries by K. Yamamoto

and Ch. Burnett. 1999. ISBN 90 04 11074 7

Stroumsa, S. Freethinkers of Medieval Islam. Ibn al-Rawandi, Abtu Bakr al-Razi,

and Their Impact on Islamic Thought. 1999. ISBN 90 04 11374 6

King, D.A. World-Maps for Finding the Direction and Distance to Mecca. Inno-

vation and Tradition in Islamic Science. 1999. ISBN 90 04 11367 3

Bar-Asher, M.M. Scripture and Exegesis in Early Imam? Shiism. 1999.

ISBN 90 04 11495 5

Sayyid Jalal al-Din Ashtiyani et al. Consciousness and Reality.. Studies in

Memory of Toshihiko Izutsu. 2000. ISBN 90 04 11586 2

Schmidtke, S. Theologie, Philosophie und Mystik im zwdélfershiitischen Islam des

9./15. Jahrhunderts. Die Gedankenwelten des Ibn Abi Gumhiir al-Ahsa’i (um

838/1434-35 — nach 906/1501). 2000. ISBN 90 04 11531 5

Griffel, F. Apostasie und Toleranz im Islam. Die Entwicklung zu al-Gazali’s

Urteil gegen die Philosophie und die Reaktionen der Philosophen. 2000.

ISBN 90 04 11566 8

Heemskerk, M.T. Suffering in the Mu‘tazilite Theology. ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s

Teaching on Pain and Divine Justice. 2000. ISBN 90 04 11726 1



	SUFFERING IN THE MU⁽TAZILITE THEOLOGY
	Copyright
	CONTENTS
	Preface
	Introduction
	1. The Problem of Pain and Suffering
	2. Three Mu⁽tazilite Texts
	3. The Place of the Subject of Pain in the Three Texts

	Chapter One: The Bahshamiyya
	1. The Chain of Transmission of M⁽tazilism
	2. The Bahshamiyya/Ikhshīdiyya Conflict
	3. The Leadership of the Bahshamiyya after the Death of Abū Hāshim
	3.1. Ibn Khallād
	3.2. Abū Isḥāq b.⁽Ayyāsh
	3.3. Abū ⁽Abdallāh al-Baṣrī

	4. ⁽Abd al-Jabbār
	4.1. ⁽Abd al-Jabbār’s Youth
	4.2. ⁽Abd al-Jabbār in Baghdād and Rāmhurmuz
	4.3. ⁽Abd al-Jabbār Chief Judge of Rayy
	4.4. The End of the Judgeship
	4.5. ⁽Abd al-Jabbār’s Death

	5. Abū Rashīd al-Nīsābūrī
	6. Abū ’Ḥusayn al-Baṣrī and his School
	7. Mānkdīm Shashdīw
	8. Ibn Mattawayh
	9. The Mu⁽tazila from the Fifth/Eleventh to the Eighth/Fourteenth Century
	10. Conclusion

	Chapter Two: The Ontology and Perception of Pain
	1. The Existence of Pain
	2. How Pain is Perceived
	3. Pain and Pleasure

	Chapter Three: How Pain Comes into Existence
	1. Ṣiḥḥa and Wahā
	2. How Pain is Generated
	3. The Problem of the Two Needle-Pricks
	4. The Duration of Pain
	5. The End of Pain
	6. Pain Brought into Existence by God
	7. The Problem of the Scorpion Sting
	8. Can Pain Exist in Inanimate Objects?

	Chapter Four: Judgments on Inflicting Pain
	1. The Analogy Between Divine and Human Acts
	2. Terms Used in Reference to Good and Bad
	3. The Grounds on Which Acts are Good or Bad
	4. How to Know Whether a Particular Act is Good or Bad
	5. How to Know Whether a Particular Act of Inflicting Pain is Good or Bad
	6. Good Infliction of Pain
	6.1. Inflicting Pain that Involves a Profit
	6.2. Inflicting Pain in Order to Avert another Harm
	6.3. Inflicting Deserved Pain
	6.4. Inflicting Pain that is Supposed to be Good

	7. Judgments on Some Particular Cases of Inflicting Pain
	7.1. Saving Someone and Harming Him
	7.2. Inflicting Pain on Someone in Self-Defence
	7.3. Pain Inflicted by Children and Animals


	Chapter Five: Compensation of Pain
	1. Taklīf and Luãf
	1.1. Definitions of Taklīf
	1.2. The Purpose of God’s Taklīf
	1.3. The Mukallaf
	1.4. Lutf

	2. Why God Imposes Pain
	2.1. Illnesses
	2.2. Ḥadd Punishment
	2.3. Children’s Illnesses

	3. The Compensation of Different Sorts of Pain
	3.1. Compensation for Pain Imposed by God
	3.2. Compensation for Pain Inflicted by Humans
	3.3. Compensation for Pain Inflicted by Children, Insane People and Animals
	3.4. Compensation for Pain Inflicted by God’s Command or Permission
	3.5. Compensation for Self-Inflicted Pain
	3.6. Compensation for Pain Inflicted by Exposing Someone Else to Harm
	3.7. Compensation for Sorrow

	4. The Administration of Compensation
	5. The Provision of the Compensation
	5.1. The Compensation of People in Paradise
	5.2. The Compensation of People in Hell
	5.3. The Compensation of Animals
	5.4. The Compensation of Children

	6. Conclusion

	References
	Index
	ISLAMIC PHILOSOPHY, THEOLOGYAND SCIENCE TEXTS AND STUDIES ISSN 0169-8729




