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PREFACE

This book is a revision of my dissertation Pain and Compensation in

Mu#tazilite Doctrine: #Abd al-@abb§r’s Teaching and Its Adoption by M§nkdÊm

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.
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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 else 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 world1. 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

 1 Of the works on this subject, I mention only Hebblethwaite (1976), who gives
a short introduction to views about evil and suffering in the world’s religions, and
Hick (1985r) who describes the development of Christian thought on this problem.
A good treatment comparing Islamic and Western theodicy is Ormsby (1984).



introduction2

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 suffering2. 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-MughnÊ fÊ abw§b al-tawÈÊd wa-’l-

#adl, [Ta#lÊq] sharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa and al-Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf.

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 ‘åfism, and Pessagno (1984), who describes al-M§turÊdÊ’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. #Abb§d al-SulamÊ), Hourani (1971, 97-102) (on #Abd
al-Jabb§r) and Peters (1976, 269-271) (on #Abd al-Jabb§r). Vajda (1985, 333-386)
describes the opinions held by the Karaite Yåsuf al-BaßÊr and #Abd al-Jabb§r.
On the related question of the best of all possible worlds (al-aßlaÈ) see Brunsch-
vig (1974a, 5-23), who describes the Mu#tazilite view, and Ormsby (1984), who
discusses al-Ghaz§lÊ’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 (D§r 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-MughnÊ fÊ abw§b al-tawÈÊd wa-’l-#adl, or al-MughnÊ3 for short. It ap-
peared to be a systematically built-up explanation of the Mu#tazilite
doctrine by the Mu#tazilite theologian #Abd al-Jabb§r4 (d. about 415/
1024). From what #Abd al-Jabb§r says at the end of volume XX it
becomes clear that with this volume the work is complete (MughnÊ

XX/2, 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 manuscripts5. 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 is [Ta#lÊq] sharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa. The work was already
known, as some collections of Arabic manuscripts contain copies of
it6. However, the text of this work had not yet been edited. It was
only edited in 1965 in Cairo by #Abd al-KarÊm #Uthm§n, after the
Yemen expedition. He used two manuscripts for his edition: the
Istanbul manuscript7 and the Yemen manuscript, the photocopy of
which is kept in the National Library in Cairo8. #Uthm§n attributed

3 See Anawati (1957, 281-284). The titles al-MughnÊ fÊ abw§b al-tawÈÊd wa-’l-#adl
and al-MughnÊ were used both as can be concluded from the fact that both titles
are written in the manuscripts. See also el-Khodeiri (1958, 417).

4 For the biography of #Abd al-Jabb§r, see below, 36-53. For more details
on the MughnÊ, see below, 8-10 and 44-45.

5 See el-Khodeiri (1958, 417-418). Until now, no manuscripts of volumes I,
II, III, X, XVIII and XIX and the missing parts of volumes IX and XVII of the
MughnÊ 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 MughnÊ that is an
original manuscript belonging to the collection of D§r 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, ‘an#§", Rome and Vien-
na.

7 Collection of Ahmet III 1872 (Ta#lÊq, 28-29).
8 Collection of Maktabat al-J§mi# al-kabÊr, kal§m 190 (undated); D§r al-kutub

photocopy B 277799 (Ta#lÊq, 29-30). See also Gimaret (1979, 49).
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the work to #Abd al-Jabb§r. He thought that #Abd al-Jabb§r’s disci-
ple M§nkdÊm, whose name is also mentioned on the title page, wrote
it down from #Abd al-Jabb§r’s dictation (Ta#lÊq, 27: 16-28: 3). How-
ever, when studying the text, some scholars became aware that
M§nkdÊm’s contribution to the work must have been more than only
writing it down. They therefore started to refer to SharÈ al-ußål al-

khamsa as a commentary or paraphrase made by M§nkdÊm, although
they did not give arguments for this9.

It was Gimaret10 who convincingly argued that the text edited by
#Uthm§n was not a work by #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 #Uthm§n used as the basis of his edition. It reads:
Kit§b SharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa li-Q§·Ê ’l-qu·§t #Abd al-Jabb§r b. AÈmad al-

Hamadh§nÊ al-Asad"ab§dÊ al-mutawaff§ sanat 415 hijriyya #ulliqa #an al-sayyid

al-im§m Qaw§m al-dÊn M§nkdÊm etc. (Ta#lÊq, 37). Gimaret concluded
that “#ulliqa #an ... M§nkdÊm” means that the work was “received” from
M§nkdÊm, in the sense that it contains the reports of lectures11 giv-
en by M§nkdÊm on a work by #Abd al-Jabb§r entitled SharÈ al-ußål

al-khamsa12. This means that the title of the text edited by #Uthm§n
should be: Ta#lÊq sharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa13.

9 Madelung (1965, 182-183 and 256) referred to the work as M§nkdÊm’s
“Kommentar (Ta#lÊq) zu Q§·Ê #Abd al-Jabb§rs Erläuterung der fünf Grundlehren”
and Vajda (1985, 303) pointed out that the text that was known as #Abd al-Jabb§r’s
SharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa did not reproduce #Abd al-Jabb§r’s teachings literally.

10 Gimaret (1979, 47-57).
11 See Gimaret (1979, 51-52). This implies that M§nkdÊm is to be consid-

ered as the author of the work. His authorship is confirmed by another manu-
script that says “ta"lÊf” instead of “#ulliqa #an”. (See note 13). That the verb #allaqa
#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 #allaqa, with
the prepositions #al§ or #an, was said of a student who took notes of the lecture
of his master-jurisconsult.”

12 #Abd al-Jabb§r’s SharÈ al-ußål 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 ‘an#§" (Makhãåã§t, 1976, 31). This
list also contains two other manuscripts of this work: nos 94 and 237. They are
entitled: SharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa, li-’l-Q§·Ê #Abd al-Jabb§r b. AÈmad, but instead of
the formula “#ulliqa #an”, they say: “ta"lÊf Qaw§m al-DÊn M§nkdÊm AÈmad b. \usayn
al-ma#råf bi-ShashdÊw.” As for manuscript no. 95, which is mentioned as another
manuscript of M§nkdÊm’s paraphrase, Gimaret (1979, 49, note 1) has found that
it is not Ta#lÊq sharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa, but a different work.
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In #Abd al-Jabb§r’s time, and probably in M§nkdÊm’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 is what the verb #allaqa #an refers to. The record of the
notes made by a student was called ta#lÊq or ta#lÊqa14. A student could
use a ta#lÊq as a book. The difference between a commentary and a
ta#lÊq was probably that a commentary was dictated word by word,
whereas a ta#lÊq contains notes of a lecture that was given at the normal
rate of speech. It is likely that M§nkdÊm gave lectures about #Abd
al-Jabb§r’s SharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa, explaining it and commenting on
it. A student made notes of M§nkdÊm’s words and the result was Ta#lÊq

sharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa.
Among the manuscripts photographed in Yemen by the expedi-

tion is another work that was also attributed to #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Majmå#

fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf 15 and it consists of four volumes. The text of

14 The term ta#lÊqa 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#lÊqa type were used as textbooks for the study of law from the
second half of the third/ninth century. The ta#lÊqa was first developed by Sh§fi#Ê
and \anafÊ jurisconsults, and was adopted at a later date by the \anbalÊs and
M§likÊs and in other disciplines such as grammar, kal§m, and medicine. Makdisi
(1981, 125-126) deems it likely that in #Abd al-Jabb§r’s time Mu#tazilites made
use of such ta#lÊq§t for their study of the Mu#tazilite system.

15 The manuscript of the Majmå# that was photographed by the Yemen ex-
pedition, the photocopies of which are kept in the D§r 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 Universitätsbibliothek Tübingen, in the collection of the Fondation “Caeta-
ni” in the library of the Academy of Lincei in Rome and in the collection of
Taymår B§sh§ in the D§r al-kutub in Cairo (Majmå# I, 8). The Yemen manu-
script and the manuscripts belonging to the collections in Tübingen and Cairo
were used by Houben for his edition of volume I that he mistook for al-MuÈÊã
bi-’l-taklÊf by #Abd al-Jabb§r. It was published in Beirut in 1965. Volume I was
also edited that year in Cairo by #AzmÊ, who likewise mistook it for #Abd
al-Jabb§r’s al-MuÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf. 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 (Majmå# II, 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 #AzmÊ in Cairo,
both in 1965. Both editors attributed the work to #Abd al-Jabb§r16.
Later, Gimaret17 produced evidence that al-Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf

is a paraphrase written by Ibn Mattawayh, another disciple of #Abd
al-Jabb§r of a work by #Abd al-Jabb§r entitled al-MuÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf. The
following words appear on the title-page of the manuscript that is
the basis of the Houben edition: al-Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf li-Q§·Ê

’l-qu·§t AbÊ ’l-\asan #Abd al-Jabb§r b. AÈmad wa-huwa min jam# al-shaykh

al-im§m AbÊ MuÈammad al-\asan b. AÈmad 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...”18. Another argument put forward by Gimaret to defend

that in ‘an#§" two other manuscripts of parts of al-Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf 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 (Makhãåã§t, 1976).

16 When Houben edited the first volume of al-Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf he
assumed that it was a version of #Abd al-Jabb§r’s Kit§b al-MuÈÊã made by one of
his students (Majmå# I, 8). However, he noticed the difference in style between
the MughnÊ and al-Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf. 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-Jabb§r’s dictation and he therefore presented the work as #Abd al-Jabb§r’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 Majmå# as the work of Ibn Mattawayh and to the MuÈÊã as the work of
#Abd al-Jabb§r, although without explaining the relation between them. It was
Gimaret (1977, 20-31) who presented arguments that al-Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-
taklÊf is not the original al-MuÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf by #Abd al-Jabb§r but a critical par-
aphrase by Ibn Mattawayh.

17 Gimaret (1977, 20-31).
18 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 min
jam# in the title of al-Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf means “composed by” had been
understood by Luãf and #Awn, the editors of Ibn Mattawayh’s al-Tadhkira fÊ aÈk§m
al-jaw§hir wa-’l-a#r§· (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
fÊ aÈk§m al-jaw§hir wa-’l-a#r§·, Ibn Mattawayh says: “I saw in what Q§·Ê ’l-qu·§t
wrote [or dictated] (jama#ahå) in Ta#lÊq al-Baghd§diyy§t ...”(Tadhkira, 86: 17-18).
Another example of jama#a in the sense of “he wrote [or dictated]” is to be found
in #Abd al-Jabb§r’s Fa·l al-i#tiz§l wa-ãabaq§t al-Mu#tazila, where #Abd al-Jabb§r says
about Abå ’l-Fa·l al-KashshÊ that he wrote a good book in which he “brought
together” ( jama#a) what is not to be seen in other works (Fa·l 319: 1-3; see also
•abaq§t, 101: 8-10).
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his opinion that al-Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf is a paraphrase is that
in the text #Abd al-Jabb§r is referred to in the third person19. On
the basis of these and other indications in the text, Gimaret20 con-
cluded that al-Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf is a paraphrase of #Abd al-
Jabb§r’s al-MuÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf.

Gimaret referred to Ta#lÊq sharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa and al-Majmå# fÊ

’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf as paraphrases because in them M§nkdÊm and Ibn
Mattawayh describe in their own words what #Abd al-Jabb§r said
in SharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa and al-MuÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf, respectively. How-
ever, Ta#lÊq sharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa and al-Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf

are not mere paraphrases. Gimaret has made this clear by mentioning
several passages that show evidence that M§nkdÊm and Ibn Matta-
wayh added their own opinions and critical comments to what #Abd
al-Jabb§r said or left out what they deemed to be superfluous21.

M§nkdÊm’s and Ibn Mattawayh’s critical approaches to #Abd al-
Jabb§r’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 (naíar)
as a way to finding the truth about God and the world. #Abd al-Jabb§r
strongly disapproved of uncritical adherence (taqlÊd) to the opinion
of another person or to the doctrine of a school (Mukhtaßar, 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 MughnÊ,
where he invites his fellow Mu#tazilites to correct the mistakes they
may find in it (MughnÊ XX/2, 257: 12-14). It shows that #Abd al-
Jabb§r was open to correction by his fellow Mu#tazilites. So, when
M§nkdÊm and Ibn Mattawayh criticize #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 Ta#lÊq sharÈ al-ußål 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-MuÈÊã], Q§·Ê ’l-qu·§t chose ...” (Wa-qad ikht§ra Q§·Ê ’l-qu·§ti fÊ ghayri h§dh§
’l-kit§bi) (Majmå# III, 91:20). “But what Q§·Ê ’l-qu·§t says is different: ... what
he says in the MughnÊ is that ..., then he withdrew that and said: ...” (Wa-innam§
’khtalafa kal§mu Q§·Ê ’l-qu·§ti ... fa-’lladhÊ q§lahå fÊ ’l-MughnÊ annahå ..., thumma raja#a
#an dh§lika wa-q§la ...) (Majmå# II, 305: 12-13).

20 Gimaret (1977, 29-31).
21 Gimaret (1979, 53-57 and 1977, 24-26).
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Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf are critical paraphrases, Gimaret22 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-Jabb§r. In line with M§nkdÊm’s and Ibn Mat-
tawayh’s critical approach to #Abd al-Jabb§r’s texts, it is to be ex-
pected that Ta#lÊq sharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa and al-Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-

’l-taklÊf contain opinions that are their own rather than those of #Abd
al-Jabb§r23. 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 M§nkdÊm and Ibn Mattawayh introduced in their
paraphrases opinions that differ from #Abd al-Jabb§r’s opinions.

The possibility that the MughnÊ as it is found in the manuscripts is
a paraphrase can be eliminated. Firstly, that the text was dictated
by #Abd al-Jabb§r is indicated by the words iml§" al-q§·Ê AbÊ ’l-\asan

#Abd al-Jabb§r that follow the main title on the title page of each
volume. Unlike the paraphrases, no one apart from #Abd al-Jabb§r
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
MughnÊ from dictation is (are) not even mentioned. That this text was
dictated by #Abd al-Jabb§r is confirmed by #Abd al-Jabb§r himself
at the end of the MughnÊ, where he uses the word dictation (iml§" ),
several times in reference to his work on it (MughnÊ XX/2, 258: 1-

22 Gimaret (1979, 57).
23 This had already been observed by Vajda. Working on an annotated trans-

lation of al-Kit§b al-muÈtawÊ, written by the Mu#tazila influenced Karaite muta-
kallim Yåsuf al-BaßÊr (first half of the eleventh century), he compared the con-
tents of this work with those of works by #Abd al-Jabb§r in order to get a better
understanding of Yåsuf al-BaßÊr’s thinking. Doing so, Vajda knew that [Ta#lÊq]
sharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa and al-Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf were not works by #Abd
al-Jabb§r but rather critical paraphrases, made later, of these works. He point-
ed out that because [Ta#lÊq] sharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa and al-Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf
were made later, they could not have been known to Yåsuf al-BaßÊr when he
wrote al-Kit§b al-muÈtawÊ, which was finished in 411/1021 (see Vajda, 1985, 592),
shortly before the death of #Abd al-Jabb§r in 415/1024. Vajda said: “Notre
documentation concernant #Abd al-Jabb§r comprend, on le sait, des oeuvres qui
sont certes issues de son enseignement, mais ne reproduisent pas littéralement
celui-ci, et prennent même assez souvent une attitude critique sur des points de
détail: il s’agit du ’arÈ et du MaÆmå# au demeurant postérieurs l’un et l’autre à
Yåsuf al-BaßÊr. Par conséquent, s’il est indispensable de se référer à ces textes,
voire d’y recourir constamment, il importe de ne jamais oublier qu’ils ne peu-
vent avoir servi, sous la forme où nous les lisons aujourd’hui, de sources au Maitre
karaïte. A ce point de vue, seul le MuÇnÊ peut etre actuellement considéré com-
me renfermant des textes qui nous vent parvenus dans la rédaction que Yåsuf
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-Jabb§r is always given in the first person24. Taking these indica-
tions into account, it can safely be assumed that the text of the MughnÊ

as it was found in the ‘an#§" manuscript is not a paraphrase like Ta#lÊq

sharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa and al-Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf.

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

The edited text of the MughnÊ consists of the fourteen volumes that
have been discovered25. The sequence of subjects in these volumes
shows that the MughnÊ was dictated according to a carefully thought
out design, so that the twenty-volume work forms a coherent whole26.
The MughnÊ consists of two main parts: al-TawÈÊd (Unity) and al-#Adl

(Justice). The names of these parts correspond to the two main
Mu#tazilite principles. The second main part, al-#Adl, starts with
volume VI and ends with volume XX. The subject of pain is main-
ly discussed by #Abd al-Jabb§r in the second part of volume XIII of
the MughnÊ (MughnÊ XIII, 226-568), which is named al-Luãf (Divine
Assistance)27 because this is the subject that is discussed in this vol-
ume28. According to #Abd al-Jabb§r pain imposed by God is an
important luãf 29. In addition, particular aspects of pain are consid-

24 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
...” (wa-qad bayyann§ fÊ ghayri maw·i#in anna ...) (MughnÊ XIII, 242: 14); “we have
spoken at length on it ... and now we raise the question of ...” (wa-qad ashba#n§
’l-qawla fÊhi ... wa-naÈnu ’l-§na nåridu ...) (MughnÊ XIII, 262: 3); “we have explained
in the beginning of the section on justice that ...”(wa-qad bayyann§ fÊ awwali b§bi
’l-#adli annahå ...) (MughnÊ XIII, 298: 14).

25 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, MughnÊ.

26 For an outline of the structure of the MughnÊ, see Peters (1976, 34-35).
27 For an explanation of the meaning of the term luãf, see below, 148-151.
28 Volume XIII (al-Luãf ) was edited by Abå ’l-#Al§" #AfÊfÊ 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-Jabb§r’s analysis of
pain on it. Vajda (1985, 333-386) studied it, comparing #Abd al-Jabb§r’s theory
on the compensation of pain as it is expressed in this volume with the corre-
sponding chapter in Yåsuf al-BaßÊr’s al-Kit§b al-muÈtawÊ. McDermott (1978,
181-186 and 382-384) studied the discussions on pain in this volume in order to
compare #Abd al-Jabb§r’s theory on this subject with the theories of al-Shaykh
al-MufÊd and al-SharÊf al-Murta·§.

29 See below, 151-153, 155-156.
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ered briefly in other volumes of the MughnÊ in the discussion of other
subjects. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r also
discusses how they bring pain into existence30.

As opposed to the printed text of the MughnÊ that consists of four-
teen volumes, the printed text of Ta#lÊq sharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa con-
sists of only one volume. There are some indications that M§nkdÊm
not only paraphrased but also summarized #Abd al-Jabb§r’s work31.
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 M§nkdÊm’s Ta#lÊq sharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa in general
conforms to the structure of #Abd al-Jabb§r’s SharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa.
It consists of an introduction and five parts that are named after the
five Mu#tazilite principles (ußål). Although M§nkdÊm declares that he
prefers the system of two principles as it is followed in the MughnÊ,
he maintains the structure of #Abd al-Jabb§r’s SharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa,
which is based on the five principles. As for the order of subjects
within each part, it seems that M§nkdÊm mostly keeps the order as
it was in #Abd al-Jabb§r’s SharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa. This is indicated
by remarks like: “However, he presented it in this way, so we fol-
low him” (Ta#lÊq, 81: 13). Sometimes M§nkdÊm disapproved of the
order chosen by #Abd al-Jabb§r. For instance, he says: “The right
sequence would be to begin with..., but we follow his [#Abd al-Jab-
b§r’s] way, so we start with what he started with” (Ta#lÊq, 666: 4-7).
However, M§nkdÊm sometimes changed the order: “We will answer
the second question first, because that suits better...” (Ta#lÊq, 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
(#ara·), but we will first explain what an accident is” (Ta#lÊq, 230:
10-11). The subject of pain is discussed in the second part, that deals
with the principle of Justice (#adl) (Ta#lÊq, 299-608). The discussion
of pain and its compensation takes twenty-two printed pages (Ta#lÊq,
483-505). Because of the rather limited scope, some aspects of pain,

30 MughnÊ IX, 52-59. In this section #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 Ta#lÊq sharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa that deal with the sub-
ject of the appointed time (ajal), Abrahamov (1993a, 14, note 38) noticed that
they seem to summarize #Abd al-Jabb§r’s views.
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such as how it comes into existence, are not explicitly discussed in
Ta#lÊq sharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa.

Al-Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf is longer than Ta#lÊq sharÈ al-ußål

al-khamsa, but shorter than the MughnÊ. 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-Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf, like the MughnÊ, is divided in
two main parts: Unity and Justice. As a sort of introduction, an
explanation is first given of God’s imposing obligations (taklÊf) on
humans and what one must know with respect to this subject (Maj-

må# I, 1-25). This is followed by the first main part, al-TawÈÊd (Uni-
ty), which deals with attributes in general and the attributes of God
in particular (Majmå# I, 26-226). The second main part, al-#Adl (Jus-
tice), which is much longer than the first main part, al-TawÈÊd, starts
at the end of volume I (Majmå# I, 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 (Majmå# III, 11-129). Although the discussion
of pain in the Majmå# is not as extensive as that in the MughnÊ, it deals
with all the aspects of pain that are discussed in the MughnÊ.

The authors of the three texts, #Abd al-Jabb§r, M§nkdÊm 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-Jabb§r by
his disciples M§nkdÊm and Ibn Mattawayh. In this dissertation I made
a comparison of the sections on pain in al-MughnÊ, Ta#lÊq sharÈ al-ußål

al-khamsa and al-Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf. The conclusion was that
M§nkdÊm and Ibn Mattawayh agreed with #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 M§nkdÊm and Ibn Mattawayh which
show their disagreement with #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r,
M§nkdÊm, Ibn Mattawayh and other Mu#tazilites, I have kept it,
although it is not essential for the subject of the present study.
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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”1, 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 M§turÊdiyya. 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-ußål al-khamsa)2. The five principles are explicitly
mentioned by the Mu#tazilite al-Khayy§ã (ca. 220/835-ca. 300/913)
in his Kit§b al-intiß§r in order to define the characteristics of the
Mu#tazila. According to him, Mu#tazilites are those who adhere to
the following principles: Unity (tawÈÊd), Justice (#adl), the Promise and
the Threat (al-wa#d wa-’l-wa#Êd), the Intermediate Position (al-manzila

bayn al-manzilatayn) and Commanding the Right and Forbidding the
Wrong (al-amr bi-’l-ma#råf wa-’l-nahy #an al-munkar). Al-Khayy§ã 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 disagreed3. 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 Baßra,

1 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 Baßra 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 Baghd§d. In fact, most modern scholars distin-
guish two schools within the Mu#tazila, the Baßra and Baghd§d
schools4. Some others have distinguished more than two5. The clas-
sical books about Islamic sects distinguished several Mu#tazilite
schools. Al-Shahrast§nÊ (479/1086-548/1153) divided the Mu#tazila
into twelve schools, each with its own doctrines (Milal I, 46-85),
whereas #Abd al-Q§hir al-Baghd§dÊ went so far as to distinguish
twenty-two Mu#tazilite schools (Farq, 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 Chain of Transmission of Mu#tazilism

#Abd al-Jabb§r is said to have belonged to the Baßra school6 or, more
specifically, to the Bahshamiyya school7 within the Baßra Mu#tazila.
The Bahshamiyya school is the school of Abå H§shim al-Jubb§"Ê (d.
321/933). An indication that #Abd al-Jabb§r considered himself a
member of the Baßra-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 Baßra
Mu#tazilites, among them the teachers of #Abd al-Jabb§r himself8.

#Abd al-Jabb§r is not the first Mu#tazilite to mention a chain of
transmission of Mu#tazilite knowledge. His teacher Abå IsÈ§q b.
#Ayy§sh also said that the knowledge of the Mu#tazila was passed down
by a chain of transmission and he started his chain with W§ßil and

4 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-Murta·§ (d. 840/1437)

and al-Farraz§dhÊ (d. about 510/1116), respectively, also mention these Baßra
Mu#tazilites and include #Abd al-Jabb§r as the next authority in the chain. These
chains will be discussed later. (See below, 29-30).
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#Amr (•abaq§t, 5: 11-12). According to a standard account of the
origins of the Mu#tazila, W§ßil b. #Aã§" (d. 131/748)9 and #Amr b.
#Ubayd (d. 144/761)10 were the founders of the Mu#tazila. The ac-
count11 gives an explanation of the name Mu#tazila and says that this
name was given to #Amr b. #Ubayd and his companions (aßÈ§b) be-
cause they had dissociated themselves (i#tazalå") from the study-cir-
cle of al-\asan al-BaßrÊ (d. 110/728) after disagreeing with him about
the status of the grave sinner12. #Amr then joined W§ßil with respect

9 On W§ßil b. #Aã§", see Van Ess (1991, II, 234-280) and Daiber (1988).
10 On #Amr b. #Ubayd, see Van Ess (1991, II, 280-310).
11 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 W§ßil
(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 #AlÊ’s rights to the caliphate and who refused to fight for or against
#AlÊ. Nyberg supposed that W§ßil 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 W§ßil
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 W§ßil. He took into account the
fact that among the Ib§·ites the term i#tiz§l meant “renouncing one’s allegiance to
the im§m” 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 Kit§b ußål al-niÈal 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 (i#tazalå"), from the “battle of the camel” (36/656). This bat-
tle had its origins in the conflict between #AlÊ on the one hand and •alÈa, al-Zubayr
and #$"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 Kit§b ußål al-niÈal sug-
gests that the group around W§ßil b. #Aã§" and #Amr b. #Ubayd was called Mu#tazila,
because W§ßil and #Amr declared that they did not know which of the two parties
was in the right (Mas§"il al-im§ma, Arabic text, 16-17). Kit§b ußål al-niÈal has been
attributed to al-N§shi" 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. \arb (d. 236/850) may be the author of Kit§b ußål al-niÈal.

12 In early Islam there had been disagreement about the status of the grave sinner.



chapter one16

to the question of the grave sinner and the early followers of both
leaders were called Mu#tazila.

It is reported that the Baßra Mu#tazilite Abå ’l-Hudhayl (ca. 135/
752—between 226/840 and 236/850) described a chain of transmis-
sion that did not start with W§ßil and #Amr, but started with the
Prophet. His teacher #Uthm§n al-•awÊl 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-’l-tawÈÊd) from the angel Gabriel, who
brought it down from God (Fihrist, 202). The next authorities men-
tioned in this chain are: #AlÊ b. AbÊ •§lib, #AlÊ’s son MuÈammad b.
al-\anafiyya, MuÈammad b. al-\anafiyya’s son Abå H§shim #Abdal-
l§h and W§ßil b. #Aã§", who transmitted the knowledge of Justice and
Unity to #Uthm§n al-•awÊl.

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 #AlÊ, it reminds us of the

The Kh§rijites (Khaw§rij) were of the opinion that a grave sinner’s status was that of
an unbeliever. Their adversaries (the Murji"ites) believed that a grave sinner does
not lose his status as a believer. Al-\asan al-BaßrÊ’s opinion was midway between
those of the Kh§rijites and the Murji"ites. He declared that a grave sinner is a hyp-
ocrite (mun§fiq) (Watt, 1973, 17). The term mun§fiq 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-\asan al-BaßrÊ. They declared that
the grave sinner is a malefactor ( f§siq). 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-\asan al-BaßrÊ’s term
mun§fiq and the Mu#tazilites’ term f§siq is that being judged as f§siq could have con-
sequences for holding a function. In Islamic law the judgment that someone is a
f§siq 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-Jabb§r discusses the qualities that the leader of the Muslim com-
munity must have, he declares that he cannot be a malefactor ( f§siq) because he
must have the quality of justice (#adl). If he had the quality of viciousness ( fisq), he
would legally not be able to be a witness or pass judgment (MughnÊ XX/1, 201: 16-19).
In al-Ußål al-khamsa, #Abd al-Jabb§r explains that the judgment that a malefactor
( f§siq) is neither a believer (mu"min) nor an unbeliever (k§fir) 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 (Ußål, 82: 3-5 and 93: 13-24).
#Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (mun§fiq), a malefactor ( f§siq) does not pretend to be differ-
ent than he is.
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ShÊ#ite chains of im§ms and the ‘åfÊs’ spiritual chains which indi-
cate how esoteric wisdom was transmitted from MuÈammad to the
later ‘åfÊs through #AlÊ b. AbÊ •§lib 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 is likely that #Abd al-Jabb§r adopted the names of the first au-
thorities in his chain from Abå ’l-Hudhayl’s chain as he, too, starts
the chain with MuÈammad. He probably chose the names of the later
authorities himself. It appears that each name mentioned by #Abd
al-Jabb§r in his chain corresponds to one generation (ãabaqa) of
Mu#tazilites in his Fa·l al-i#tiz§l wa-ãabaq§t al-Mu#tazila13. #Abd al-Jabb§r
gave numbers to the generations in this work. Keeping to these
numbers, the following chain of transmission can be constructed:

–MuÈammad
[1]. #AlÊ b. AbÊ •§lib
[2]. MuÈammad b. al-\anafiyya
[3]. Abå H§shim b. MuÈammad b. al-\anafiyya
[4]. W§ßil b. #Aã§" and #Amr
[5]. #Uthm§n al-•awÊl
[6]. Abå ’l-Hudhayl
[7]. The disciples (aßÈ§b) of Abå ’l-Hudhayl of whom, according

to #Abd al-Jabb§r, the most prominent was Abå Ya#qåb al-ShaÈ-
È§m
[8]. Abå #AlÊ [al-Jubb§"Ê]
[9]. Abå H§shim

[10]. A group of prominent disciples of Abå H§shim, such as Abå
#AlÊ b. Khall§d, al-shaykh Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ and others (Fa·l,
164: 16-25).

The first authority mentioned by #Abd al-Jabb§r in the chain is the
Prophet, who is said to have transmitted the knowledge to #AlÊ b. AbÊ
•§lib, so that W§ßil and #Amr gained their knowledge through #AlÊ’s
family (Fa·l, 164: 16-25). The fifth authority is Abå #Amr b. AbÊ
#Uthm§n Kh§lid al-•awÊl. He is mentioned as the person who re-
ceived this knowledge from W§ßil (d. 131/748) and #Amr b. #Ubayd
(d. 144/761). #Uthm§n al-•awÊl was a disciple of W§ßil, who sent him
to Armenia as a missionary for the Mu#tazila (Dhikr, 67: 8-10, Fa·l,

13 In #Abd al-Jabb§r’s Fa·l al-i#tiz§l wa-ãabaq§t al-Mu#tazila the first generation (ãa-

baqa) of “Mu#tazilites” is that of #AlÊ b. AbÊ •§lib (AmÊr al-mu"minÊn) (Fa·l, 214: 3).
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251: 4-5, and •abaq§t, 42: 2-3). Little is known about him, except
for some anecdotes, but Abå ’l-Hudhayl mentions him as his teacher14.

The sixth authority in the chain is Abå ’l-Hudhayl MuÈammad
b. al-Hudhayl al-#All§f al-#AbdÊ (ca. 135/752—between 226/840 and
236/850)15. He was an important theologian. Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê
showed great respect for him, declaring that speculative theology
(kal§m) began with Abå ’l-Hudhayl16. (Fa·l, 258: 17).

Abå ’l-Hudhayl transmitted his knowledge to several disciples of
whom al-ShaÈÈ§m was the most prominent, according to #Abd
al-Jabb§r. However, he may have mentioned al-ShaÈÈ§m as the most
prominent among them in order to defend his assertion that he is
the link between Abå ’l-Hudhayl and Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê17. Abå
Ya#qåb Yåsuf b. #Abdall§h al-ShaÈÈ§m18 (ca. 184/800-257/871?) does

14 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 Abå ’l-Hudhayl and W§ßil in the chain of
transmission. #Uthm§n does not seem to have been an important theologian as he
is not mentioned by al-Khayy§ã or al-Ash#arÊ. He is not known to have written any
work.

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

16 This remark suggests that Abå ’l-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 4ir§r
b. #Amr (ca. 110/728-200/815) who taught in Baßra, where Abå ’l-Hudhayl also
spent most of his life. Later Mu#tazilites like al-BalkhÊ did not consider 4ir§r a
Mu#tazilite because he did not adhere to all five Mu#tazilite principles (Dhikr, 75:
4-5). On 4ir§r, see Van Ess (1991, III, 33-63 and 1981).

17 Abå ’l-Hudhayl’s best known disciple is usually considered to be Abå IsÈ§q
al-Naíí§m (ca. 165/782-221/836). On him, see Van Ess (1991, III, 296-445; 1985b
and 1992). In some respects his doctrine deviated from Abå ’l-Hudhayl’s doctrine
(Fa·l, 264: 2). #Abd al-Q§hir al-Baghd§dÊ (d. 429/1037) reports that most of the
Mu#tazilites, including Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê and Abå ’l-Hudhayl himself, regarded
al-Naíí§m as an unbeliever (Farq, 80). According to Madelung (p.c.), this report must
be taken with caution, because #Abd al-Q§hir al-Baghd§dÊ often was a liar when it
came to reporting the views of opponents. In any case, even if al-Naíí§m had been
acknowledged by all Mu#tazilites, he could not have functioned in the chain as the
link between Abå ’l-Hudhayl and Abå #AlÊ because he died in about 221/836. It is
therefore impossible that he could have taught Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê, whose date of
birth was 245/849.

18 On al-ShaÈÈ§m, see Fa·l (280: 11-281: 5), •abaq§t (71: 16-72: 10), Van Ess
(1991, IV, 45-51) and al-Khayyån (1997, 201-208). Al-ShaÈÈ§m was probably a
young boy when he became a disciple of Abå ’l-Hudhayl, since he is called “the
youngest of the young students of Abå ’l-Hudhayl” (aßghar al-ghilm§n). The singular
of ghilm§n is ghul§m. Makdisi (1990, 235) translates this term as “student-servitor”.
Young students acted as their master’s servant. #Abd al-Jabb§r says that al-ShaÈÈ§m
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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#dåm)
is something (shay" )19. Ibn al-NadÊm (d. 385/995) does not mention
any work by him (Fihrist, 220). #Abd al-Jabb§r only mentions a com-
mentary on the Qur"§n by him (Fa·l, 280: 12-13). However, al-
DhahabÊ (d. 748/1348)20 mentions the following works: al-Istiã§#a #al§

’l-Mujbira, al-Ir§da, K§na wa-yakånu and Dal§lat al-a#r§·. Al-ShaÈÈ§m
seems to have been the teacher who gave Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê most
of his Mu#tazilite instruction, since no other Mu#tazilite teachers of
Abå #AlÊ are known.

The next authority in the chain is Abå #AlÊ MuÈammad b. #Abd
al-Wahh§b al-Jubb§"Ê21. He was born in Jubb§ in Khåzist§n in 235/
849. In about 257/871 he left Baßra and went to Baghd§d but later
took up residence in #Askar Mukram in Khåzist§n22. In a mosque in
#Askar Mukram Abå #AlÊ held public sessions in which he taught
Mu#tazilite doctrine. These sessions were open to everybody who
wanted to ask him questions23. Abå #AlÊ 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 Baßra, the commander of the Zanj had a discussion
with al-ShaÈÈ§m, but after the discussion he let him leave freely. According to al-
Khayyån (1997, 203), al-ShaÈÈ§m subsequently fled by see, possibly to Oman or
India or elsewhere. Although al-ShaÈÈ§m became known as the teacher of Abå #AlÊ
al-Jubb§"Ê, he could not have taught him for long because in 257/871, when he died
or left Baßra, Abå #AlÊ was probably no older than twenty-three (Gwynne 1982, 10).

19 McDermott (1978, 197) and al-Khayyån (1997, 204-205). However, Van Ess
(1991, IV, 45) thinks that al-ShaÈÈ§m may have learned this from other Mu#tazilite
thinkers of his time, although not from Abå ’l-Hudhayl himself.

20 Siyar a#l§m al-nubal§". X, 522. See al-Khayyån, 1997, 208.
21 On Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê, see Fa·l (287: 1-296: 4), •abaq§t (80: 2-85: 4), Fihrist

(217-218), Gwynne (1982), Gimaret (1976 and supplement: 1984), Khushaym (1968)
and Gardet (1965).

22 Probably he did not return to Baßra because of the difficult situation in this
town after the Zanj revolt that had continued from 255/869-270/883. Baßra 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 Khåzist§n (Gwynne, 1982, 11).

23 It is reported that in #Askar Mukram women, too, came to these sessions and
that Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê 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 Abå #AlÊ’s daughter, who was well versed in Mu#tazilite doc-
trine and propagated its teachings among women (•abaq§t, 109: 9-10 and Fa·l, 330:
10-11).
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he taught his special students24. His two most famous students were
his son, Abå H§shim, and Abå ’l-\asan al-Ash#arÊ (260/873-324/
935). Al-Ash#arÊ 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/
915, only a few years after al-Ash#arÊ’s conversion, Abå #AlÊ died.

When Abå #AlÊ died, his son Abå H§shim #Abd al-Sal§m b.
MuÈammad b. #Abd al-Wahh§b al-Jubb§"Ê, was only twenty-five years
old, assuming for the moment that Abå H§shim was born in 277/
890. However, some biographers mention the year 247/861 as the
date of Abå H§shim’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 one25. Further evidence
in favour of this later date is the fact that #Abd al-Jabb§r apologizes
in Fa·l al-i#tiz§l for mentioning Abå H§shim as the first of the ninth
generation of Mu#tazilites, the generation of Abå #AlÊ’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. (Fa·l, 304: 5; •abaq§t, 94: 3). Abå H§shim seems to have spent
most of his life in #Askar Mukram and Baßra26. However, in 314/
926 he took up residence in Baghd§d (Fihrist, 222) and died there in
321/933.

After Abå H§shim, the next authorities in the chain mentioned
by #Abd al-Jabb§r are Abå H§shim’s disciples. Of these disciples, #Abd
al-Jabb§r mentions specifically Abå #AlÊ b. Khall§d and Abå #Abdall§h
al-BaßrÊ, thus distinguishing these two disciples from the other disci-
ples. At this point, #Abd al-Jabb§r’s chain of transmission stops, but
Ibn al-Murta·§ and al-Farraz§dhÊ describe a chain of transmission

24 Khushaym (1968, 77).
25 Both Gwynne (1982, 12) and Khushaym (1968, 306) stick to the later date of

277/890. Khushaym argues that if Abå H§shim was born in 247/861, his father
Abå #AlÊ 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 Abå H§shim became the leader of the Baßra 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.

26 Khushaym (1968, 310).
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that continues further and includes #Abd al-Jabb§r himself. This chain
will be discussed later27.

The chain of transmission described by #Abd al-Jabb§r not only
shows that he considered himself as belonging to the Baßra school,
but it also indicates which school within the Baßra Mu#tazila he
belonged to. In this respect it is significant that Abå H§shim is named
as the authority who received the knowledge from Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê
because Abå H§shim was not accepted by all of Abå #AlÊ’s aßÈ§b28 as
his successor. After Abå #AlÊ’s death, his adherents divided into two
schools that both claimed to continue the tradition of Abå #AlÊ. That
#Abd al-Jabb§r mentions Abå H§shim as the authority who trans-
mitted the knowledge from Abå #AlÊ therefore makes it clear that he
considered himself part of the school of Abå H§shim’s adherents.

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

2. The Bahshamiyya/IkhshÊdiyya Conflict

#Abd al-Jabb§r reports that some of Abå #AlÊ’s disciples (aßÈ§b) refused
to acknowledge Abå H§shim as his successor because Abå H§shim’s
opinions on certain questions differed from those held by his father.
#Abd al-Jabb§r does not deny that there were differences of opinion
between father and son, but he denies that they were important
enough for Abå H§shim to be rejected as Abå #AlÊ’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 Abå \anÊfa and his disciples

27 See below, 29-30.
28 Makdisi (1981, 128-129) came to the conclusion that the aßÈ§b 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 aßÈ§b. The term aßÈ§b in
the sense of special students is also found in al-JushamÊ’s SharÈ al-#uyån. Al-JushamÊ
introduces the twelfth generation of Mu#tazilites as follows: “They are the aßÈ§b of
the Chief Judge Abå ’l-\asan [=#Abd al-Jabb§r] and those who studied with him
(qara"å" #alayhi)... (SharÈ al-#uyån, 382: 5-6). We see that al-JushamÊ mentions the aßÈ§b
of #Abd al-Jabb§r separately, which means that he makes a distinction between aßÈ§b
and other students.
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(aßÈ§b) (Fa·l, 304: 18-305: 1). Ibn al-Murta·§ adds other examples.
He points out that Abå #AlÊ himself also disagreed with Abå ’l-Hudhayl
and al-ShaÈÈ§m, and that there was also a difference of opinion
between Abå ’l-Q§sim al-BalkhÊ and his master (•abaq§t, 95: 5-8).

Nevertheless, for some of Abå #AlÊ’s aßÈ§b the disagreement was
apparently too drastic and so they turned away from Abå H§shim.
One wonders, therefore, whether it is true that the difference of
opinion between Abå #AlÊ and Abå H§shim 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 Abå #AlÊ and Abå H§shim are frequently quoted
by #Abd al-Jabb§r, who refers to them even more than to his direct
masters, Abå IsÈ§q b. #Ayy§sh and Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ29. Abå
#AlÊ’s and Abå H§shim’s opinions are also found in the works of
non-Mu#tazilites, such as al-Ash#arÊ’s Maq§l§t al-Isl§miyyÊn. 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 Abå #AlÊ and Abå H§shim as they are quot-
ed in the works of #Abd al-Jabb§r and other authors, an impression
can be formed about their teachings30. Khushaym31 has described
the general principles of Abå #AlÊ’s teaching on the basis of these quo-
tations. He examined quotations by Abå #AlÊ in both Ash#arite and
Mu#tazilite sources and compared Abå #AlÊ’s opinions with those of
Abå H§shim that he found in the same sources. Khushaym concluded
that there is no doubt that Abå H§shim disagreed with his father on
certain essential points of Mu#tazilite doctrine32 such as the theory

29 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 Abå #AlÊ and Abå H§shim. To these ref-
erences can be added another reference to one of Abå H§shim’s works, Naq· al-
abw§b (mentioned by Gimaret, 1976, 298), in MughnÊ, XI, 318: 15.

30 Abå H§shim’s theory of the “states” (aÈw§l) has been described by Gimaret
(1970) on the basis of discussion in Ash#arite sources. Gwynne (1982) made a first
reconstruction of Abå #AlÊ’s TafsÊr, collecting the citations of Abå #AlÊ’s commen-
tary on the Qur"§n that are found in later Qur"§n commentaries. Another recon-
struction of this tafsÊr was made by Gimaret (1994).

31 Khushaym (1968, 97-299).
32 #Abd al-Jabb§r probably described the differences of opinion between Abå

#AlÊ and Abå H§shim in his work al-Khil§f bayn al-shaykhayn (#Uthm§n, 1968, 62).
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of the “states” (aÈw§l)33 and the doctrinal question of what one can
be blamed for.

Abå #AlÊ’s disciples reacted differently to the difference of opinion
between father and son. #Abd al-Jabb§r reports that some of them
fully or partially agreed with Abå H§shim, whereas others refrained
from expressing an opinion on the disagreement between father and
son. However, #Abd al-Jabb§r thinks that some of Abå #AlÊ’s disci-
ples exaggerated their support for Abå #AlÊ because they finally de-
clared that Abå H§shim was an unbeliever (Fa·l, 305: 11-13 and
•abaq§t, 95: 15-96: 1). Reacting to the rejection of his opinions, Abå
H§shim wrote books in which he refutes the opinions of his adver-
saries among Abå #AlÊ’s disciples (Fa·l, 305: 13 and •abaq§t, 96: 1).
It is likely that Jaw§b§t al-’aymarÊ (Answers to al-’aymarÊ)34 was one of
Abå H§shim’s refutations of his adversaries.

Abå #Abdall§h MuÈammad b. #Umar al-‘aymarÊ (ca. 234/
848-315/927) reportedly remained loyal to Abå #AlÊ and his hostil-
ity towards Abå H§shim reached such a pitch that he called him an
unbeliever. He tried to win Abå H§shim’s supporters round to his
point of view, but they refused to take his side (•abaq§t, 96: 15-18).
Before becoming Abå #AlÊ’s disciple, al-‘aymarÊ had studied with
Mu#tazilite masters of Baghd§d, such as al-Khayy§ã (Fa·l, 308: 15-16
and •abaq§t, 96: 12-13). He then stayed with Abå #AlÊ in #Askar
Mukram for a long period. He was about the same age as Abå #AlÊ
and seems to have been a man of influence among Abå #AlÊ’s disci-
ples. Ibn al-NadÊm reports that Abå #AlÊ himself used to refer to him
as “our master (shaykhun§) Abå #Abdall§h” (Fihrist, 219). This use of
the title shaykh is a sign of respect35. Al-‘aymarÊ was well versed in

Sezgin (1967, 625) assumed that a manuscript in the Vatican collection, entitled
al-Ikhtil§f fÊ ußål al-fiqh (Vat. Vida 1100), contained al-Khil§f 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-Khil§f bayn al-
shaykhayn, since this latter work presumably deals with the controversies between Abå
#AlÊ and Abå H§shim which, as we have seen, were theological rather than legal in
nature. That al-Khil§f 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 (Majmå# II, 201: 6 and Tadhkira, 245: 12).
Madelung (1965, 179 and 1986a, 5-6) thinks that the manuscript Vat. Vida 1100
may turn out to be part of Abå •§lib al-N§ãiq’s Kit§b al-MujzÊ fÊ ußål al-fiqh.

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

34 On this work, see Gimaret (1976, 319-320).
35 The term shaykh can mean “teacher”. Ibn al-Murta·§ says of Abå #AlÊ al-
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Abå #AlÊ’s teachings and a fervent adherent to his doctrines. He
defended Abå #AlÊ’s opinion, as becomes clear from his refutation of
al-BalkhÊ’s Kit§b al-nih§ya fÊ ’l-aßlaÈ #al§ AbÊ #AlÊ in which al-BalkhÊ refutes
Abå #AlÊ’s doctrine of the optimum (al-aßlaÈ) (Fihrist, 219).

Al-‘aymarÊ rejected the innovations that were introduced by Abå
H§shim36, breaking with him and returning to Baghd§d, probably
shortly after Abå #AlÊ’s death (Fa·l, 309: 6). It may be that in Baghd§d
al-‘aymarÊ claimed to be the new leader37 of the Baßra Mu#tazila.
This would explain why Ibn al-NadÊm says that al-‘aymarÊ became
leader of the Mu#tazilites of Baßra after Abå #AlÊ had died38. In fact,

Jubb§"Ê: “wa-k§na shaykhuhå Ab§ Ya#qåba ’l-ShaÈÈ§m” (and his shaykh was Abå Ya#qåb
al-ShaÈÈ§m) (•abaq§t, 80: 5-6). When #Abd al-Jabb§r refers to Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê,
Abå H§shim al-Jubb§"Ê, and his own teachers Abå IsÈ§q b. #Ayy§sh and Abå
#Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ in the MughnÊ, he almost always prefixes to their names the title
shaykhun§ (our shaykh). However, the title of shaykh can also be given as an expres-
sion of respect. #Abd al-Jabb§r sometimes used the title shaykhun§ to refer to Abå
’l-Q§sim al-BalkhÊ, a Baghd§d Mu#tazilite. (See, for instance, MughnÊ VIII, 4: 1, MughnÊ
XIV, 61: 9, MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r
addressed his disciple Abå RashÊd al-NÊs§bårÊ. When Abå RashÊd became a mem-
ber of #Abd al-Jabb§r’s study-circle, he was already a respected Mu#tazilite master
and an author of books (SharÈ al-#uyån, 382: 10). It is reported that he was the only
disciple addressed by #Abd al-Jabb§r with the title shaykh (•abaq§t, 116: 8 and SharÈ
al-#uyån, 382: 131).

36 For instance, with respect to the question of whether it is possible that some
substances are continuous and others disappear. Abå #AlÊ declared that this indeed
is possible, whereas Abå H§shim declared that it was impossible. It is reported that
Abå #AlÊ adopted his son’s opinion later, but al-‘aymarÊ refused to accept Abå
H§shim’s innovation and held to Abå #AlÊ’s original opinion (Mas§"il, 97: 5-12).
Al-‘aymarÊ possibly took a stand against innovations of any kind, as he is reported
to have opposed Abå #AlÊ’s plan to amalgamate the Mu#tazila and the ShÊ#a in #Askar
Mukram (Fa·l, 291: 12-14). It is not known whether Abå #AlÊ did intend to do such
a thing.

37 The terms ra" Ês (leader) and riy§sa (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" Ês thus entails notions of excellence and
superiority (Makdisi, 1981, 131-133). When Ibn al-Murta·§ says of Bishr b.
al-Mu#tamir: “He was the leader (ra" Ês) among the Mu#tazilites of Baghd§d”, he means
that he was the most important scholar among them (•abaq§t, 52: 7). #Abd al-Jabb§r
uses yet another term for “leader”: in his report about Bishr b. al-Mu#tamir, he says
that Bishr was “the za#Êm (leader) of the Baghd§dÊs among the Mu#tazila” (Fa·l, 265:
9).

38 Ibn al-NadÊm also says that al-‘aymarÊ was the same age or about the same
age as Abå #AlÊ (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 Abå #AlÊ’s death.
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al-‘aymarÊ had all the necessary qualifications for the leadership: he
had reached a respectable age and was generally known as a great
scholar39. It must have been a bitter experience for him when Abå
H§shim succeeded Abå #AlÊ and thus got the position that he pos-
sibly thought he himself was be entitled to. That Abå H§shim was
much younger than al-‘aymarÊ probably exacerbated the situation,
since it must have been difficult for al-‘aymarÊ 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 Abå
H§shim’s innovations, for al-‘aymarÊ’s hostility towards him.

Nevertheless, Abå H§shim had disciples, among them those disci-
ples of Abå #AlÊ who had decided to accept him as their new master.
We do not know how many they were. #Abd al-Jabb§r mentions one
of them by name, Abå ’l-\asan al-FarzawÊ. He is reported to have
sympathized with Abå H§shim and to have disapproved of the hos-
tility that was shown by many of Abå #AlÊ’s disciples towards Abå
H§shim (Fa·l, 296: 2-4).

This means that after Abå #AlÊ’s death there were two groups: firstly,
Abå #AlÊ’s former disciples who, sticking to his doctrine, refused to
accept Abå H§shim and possibly recognized al-‘aymarÊ as their new
leader and, secondly, those disciples who accepted Abå H§shim as
their new leader. It is conceivable that both groups considered them-
selves as the continuation of Abå #AlÊ’s school40. We do not know
the name by which the two groups were known in the period after
Abå #AlÊ’s death, but it is certain that a generation later there were

39 See Fa·l (290: 14-15) and •abaq§t (96: 12).
40 Gimaret (1980, Introduction, 13) refers to the school of Abå #AlÊ as the

“Jubb§"ite school” to which Abå #AlÊ and Abå H§shim and their followers, like #Abd
al-Jabb§r, Abå RashÊd al-NÊs§bårÊ, Abå ’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ and Ibn Mattawayh,
belonged. He came to the conclusion that they formed a school and called it the
Jubb§"ite school because the adherents frequently refer to Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê and
Abå H§shim in their works. Gimaret says: “Il faut donc parler d’une école jubb§"ite,
comme on parle, du côté sunnite, d’une école ash#arite et d’une école m§turÊdite”.
The schools of both the Bahshamiyya and the IkhshÊdiyya can be seen as a contin-
uation of the Jubb§"iyya, Abå #AlÊ’s school, whose doctrine was built on that of Abå
’l-Hudhayl. The school of #Abd al-Jabb§r and his disciples is referred to as Bahsha-
miyya because its doctrine is a continuation and an elaboration of Abå H§shim’s
doctrine. On the other hand, it would not be wrong to refer to it as Jubb§"iyya,
because Abå H§shim based his doctrine on that of his father Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê.
However, the name Jubb§"iyya is less clear because the IkhshÊdiyya can also be
referred to as Jubb§"iyya, as they also adhered to Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê’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 IkhshÊdiyya41 and the Bahshamiyya.
The IkhshÊdiyya was named after Abå Bakr AÈmad b. #AlÊ b. Ma#jår

al-IkhshÊd (or: al-Ikhsh§d) (about 263/876-326/938)42, a disciple of
al-‘aymarÊ, who had stayed with him for a long period (Fa·l, 309:
6). He had adopted his master’s hostility towards Abå H§shim and
was a fanatical adversary not only of Abå H§shim, but also of his
disciples, who were called the Bahshamiyya or the Bah§shima43. Ibn
al-IkhshÊd was the author of a book on the points of difference be-
tween Abå H§shim and Abå #AlÊ (•abaq§t, 110: 13). He was not only
an expert in the field of Mu#tazilite doctrine, but also a jurist and a
grammarian44. The only unfavourable thing mentioned in connec-
tion with him was his zealous opposition to the Bahshamiyya (•abaq§t,
100: 7-9).

The enmity between the IkhshÊdiyya and the Bahshamiyya was
intense. Ibn al-IkhshÊd and his disciples were not the only fanatics;
it appears that there were also fanatics among Abå H§shim’s disci-
ples, like Abå ’l-Q§sim al-SÊr§fÊ, who lived in Baßra. Originally, he
had been a follower of the IkhshÊdiyya, but Abå IsÈ§q b. #Ayy§sh,
the teacher of #Abd al-Jabb§r, had persuaded him to leave the IkhshÊ-
diyya and become an adherent to the Bahshamiyya. After joining the
Bahshamiyya, he is reported to have become “a sword” against the
IkhshÊdiyya (Fa·l, 328: 14-15). Another fanatical adherent to the

41 According to Nyberg (1953, 425), the IkhshÊdiyya dominated in Baghd§d
during the whole 4th/10th century. It is not clear whether the Baghd§d Mu#tazila
school continued to exist in Baghd§d. Nyberg says that Abå ’l-Q§sim #Abdall§h b.
AÈmad al-BalkhÊ al-Ka#bÊ, who is considered to belong to the Baghd§d Mu#tazila
school, founded a school at Nasaf. Nyberg also mentions the school of Abå Bakr
MuÈammad b. Ibr§hÊm al-ZubayrÊ in Ißfah§n. It seems that this was a Baßra Mu#tazila
school different from the IkshÊdiyya and the Bahshamiyya. #Abd al-Jabb§r says that
in Ißfah§n he saw Ibn al-ZubayrÊ’s daughter who was old aged then. According to
him, Ibn al-ZubayrÊ for the greater part adhered to the doctrine of Abå ’l-Hudhayl
(•abaq§t, 90: 1-11).

42 Since Ibn al-IkhshÊd died in 320/932 at the age of fifty-six (•abaq§t, 100: 5-6),
he must have been born in about 263/876. Ibn al-NadÊm gives a different date for
his death and says that he died in 326/937 (Fihrist, 220).

43 #Abd al-Q§hir al-Baghd§dÊ (Farq, 111) and al-Shahrast§nÊ (Milal I, 78: 13) refer
to the disciples of Abå H§shim al-Jubb§"Ê as the Bahshamiyya, whereas Ibn
al-Murta·§ uses the name Bah§shima (•abaq§t, 119: 2). The names Bah§shima and
Bahshamiyya were probably derived from B§ H§shim, the Persian form of the name
Abå H§shim. (Compare this, for instance, with B§yazÊd, which was the Persian form
of Abå YazÊd). Gimaret (1986, 265, note 1) and Khushaym (1968, 306, note 2) say
that the name H§shimiyya was also used for the disciples of Abå H§shim al-Jubb§"Ê.

44 Gimaret (1976, 308). The grammarian Abå ’l-\asan #AlÊ b. #^s§ al-Rumm§nÊ
(296/908-384/994) was a disciple of Ibn al-IkhshÊd.
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Bahshamiyya was Abå AÈmad b. AbÊ #All§n, a disciple of Abå
#Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ (•abaq§t, 114: 13-15).

The discord between the two rival schools became so vehement
that, in Baßra, the vizier of the Båyids Abå ’l-Q§sim b. Sa#d al-
Ißfah§nÊ45 organized a meeting for the followers of both schools in
order to reconcile them (Fa·l, 329: 1-3). A dispute (mun§íara) was held
between the representatives of each of the two groups46, the IkhshÊdiy-
ya being represented by their leader Abå #Abdall§h al-\abashÊ47 and
the Bahshamiyya by Abå ’l-Q§sim al-SÊr§fÊ, mentioned above. #Abd
al-Jabb§r was one of those who attended the meeting. He reports that
Abå ’l-Q§sim al-SÊr§fÊ rebuked al-\abashÊ in the presence of all his
school’s followers. #Abd al-Jabb§r does not reveal who ultimately
prevailed (Fa·l, 328: 13-329: 10 and •abaq§t, 107: 15-108: 4).

After some time, perhaps as a result of this meeting, the enmity
between the IkhshÊdiyya and the Bahshamiyya became less intense.
#Abd al-Jabb§r reports that when he met Abå AÈmad b. Salma, one
of al-‘aymarÊ’s disciples, in #Askar Mukram, he still was a fanatical
adversary of the Bahshamiyya, but that later he became more mod-
erate (Fa·l, 333: 5-9). The same thing is reported about #AlÊ b. #^s§
al-Rumm§nÊ (d. 384/994), who at first was an adversary of the
Bahshamiyya and wrote a work in which he systematically refuted
Abå H§shim’s al-Baghd§diyy§t48. It is said that he later became mild-
er towards Abå H§shim and his followers (Fa·l, 333: 2-4).

It is not clear whether the IkhshÊdiyya as a separate school within
the Baßra Mu#tazila continued to exist. #Abd al-Jabb§r and other
Mu#tazilites, like Ibn Mattawayh and Ibn al-Murta·§, do mention
the IkhshÊdiyya49, but although the Ash#arite #Abd al-Q§hir b. •§hir

45 Busse (1969, 441, note 2) thinks that he might be Abå ’l-Q§sim Sa#d b. #Abd
al-RaÈm§n al-Ißfah§nÊ, secretary (k§tib) to the Båyid al-\abashÊ b. Mu#izz al-Dawla,
the governor of Baßra.

46 It was not unusual in that time for one scholar to try and defeat another by
means of arguments in public meetings. On mun§íara, see Van Ess (1976).

47 On al-\abashÊ, see •abaq§t (110: 5).
48 On this work, see Gimaret (1976, 308-312). Al-Rumm§nÊ also wrote some

books on Islamic law (Fihrist, 220-221) and a commentary on the Qur"§n, which
was greatly admired by al-‘§Èib b. #Abb§d (•abaq§t, 110: 7-11).

49 The IkhshÊdiyya are mentioned by #Abd al-Jabb§r (Fa·l, 328: 14 and 329: 2).
M§nkdÊm (d. 425/1034) does not mention them in Ta#lÊq sharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa (see
the index of Ta#lÊq), but Ibn Mattawayh (d. 469/1076) refers to them in al-Majmå#
fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf. (See, for instance, Majmå# I, 296: 9 and 341: 7, Majmå# II, 311:
16, and Majmå# III, 31: 9-83: 19). They are also mentioned by Ibn al-Murta·§ (d.
1437) in •abaq§t al-Mu#tazila (•abaq§t, 107: 17, 114: 15 and 115: 3). Al-Shahrast§nÊ
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al-Baghd§dÊ (d. 429/1037) was a contemporary of #Abd al-Jabb§r and
might have heard about them, he does not mention the IkhshÊdiyya
in his book on the Muslim sects. When he discusses Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê
and the Jubb§"iyya, he says: “The Baßrian Mu#tazilites in his time
adhered to his [Abå #AlÊ’s] doctrine. Then, after him, they went over
to the doctrine of his son Abå H§shim” (Farq, 110). He does not seem
to have known that there was a conflict about Abå #AlÊ’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-Jabb§r. Of Abå H§shim
and the Bahshamiyya, he says:

Most of the Mu#tazilites of our time adhere to his [Abå H§shim’s]
doctrine because of the propaganda of [al-‘§Èib] Ibn #Abb§d, the vizier
of the Båyids. They are called “the Dhammiyya”, because of their
opinion on [the question whether someone] deserves blame (dhamm)50

for what he has omitted to do (Farq, 111).

#Abd al-Q§hir al-Baghd§dÊ’s reference to al-‘§Èib b. #Abb§d51, #Abd
al-Jabb§r’s patron, makes clear that he is referring to the Mu#tazilite
school to which #Abd al-Jabb§r belonged, the Bahshamiyya. According
to him, this school had become the dominant Mu#tazilite school in
his time52.

(d. 548/1153) does not mention them in al-Milal wa-’l-niÈal, but Fakhr al-DÊn al-R§zÊ
(543/1149-606/1209) does mention them in his I #tiq§d§t firaq al-muslimÊn wa-’l-mushrikÊn
(I #tiq§d§t, 44).

50 One of the main points of difference between Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê and Abå
H§shim was the deserving of blame (dhamm). Abå H§shim’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 IkhshÊdiyya and the Bahsha-
miyya, as is confirmed by #Abd al-Jabb§r (Fa·l, 329: 3). It is possible that the fol-
lowers of Abå H§shim 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-‘§Èib b. #Abb§d, 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 IkhshÊdiyya.
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3. The Leadership of the Bahshamiyya after the Death of Abå H§shim

It is not clear who succeeded Abå H§shim as leader of the Bah-
shamiyya after his death in 321/933. #Abd al-Jabb§r’s chain of trans-
mission of knowledge does not inform us about this, telling in the
last part only that

from Abå H§shim, the [Mu#tazilite] knowledge was received by a
group of well-advanced [disciples] (mutaqaddimån), such as Abå #AlÊ
b. Khall§d, al-shaykh Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ and others; then, in
a comparable way, [it was transmitted] into our time (Fa·l, 164:
23-25).

If #Abd al-Jabb§r had mentioned one disciple of Abå H§shim, it is
likely that this person would have been the new leader of the Bah-
shamiyya after Abå H§shim’s death. However, by saying that a whole
group transmitted the Mu#tazilite knowledge received from Abå
H§shim and mentioning two people by name, Abå #AlÊ b. Khall§d
and Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ, he leaves it uncertain who was the leader.

Unlike #Abd al-Jabb§r, Ibn al-Murta·§ and al-Farraz§dhÊ mention
in their chains of transmission the name of only one authority who
transmitted the knowledge from Abå H§shim. The last part of Ibn
al-Murta·§’s chain of transmission includes the following names53:

[9]. Abå H§shim and his generation (ãabaqatuhå)
[10a]. Abå IsÈ§q b. #Ayy§sh
[10b]. Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ
[11]. #Abd al-Jabb§r (•abaq§t, 7: 5-7).

The names in the last part of al-Farraz§dhÊ’s chain of transmission54

are:

[9]. Abå H§shim
[10a]. Ibn Khall§d
[10b]. Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ
[11]. #Abd al-Jabb§r
[12]. Abå RashÊd al-NÊs§bårÊ
– Ibn Mattawayh

53 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
•abaq§t-books.

54 The text of this chain is quoted in Ta#lÊq, 24, note 1, and Ras§"il I, 87.



chapter one30

– MuÈammad b. Mazdak55

– al-Farraz§dhÊ

If we compare these chains of transmission with #Abd al-Jabb§r’s, we
see that the name of Ibn Khall§d, the first of Abå H§shim’s disci-
ples mentioned by #Abd al-Jabb§r, is missing in Ibn al-Murta·§’s
chain, but is included in al-Farraz§dhÊ’s chain. Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ,
mentioned by #Abd al-Jabb§r as the second person in Abå H§shim’s
group of disciples, is presented as the only person who received the
Mu#tazilite knowledge from Abå IsÈ§q b. #Ayy§sh or Ibn Khall§d
and who in his turn transmitted this knowledge to #Abd al-Jabb§r.
The strange thing is that, according to what Ibn al-Murta·§ himself
says in his •abaq§t al-Mu#tazila, Ibn Khall§d, Abå IsÈ§q b. #Ayy§sh
and Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ belonged to the same generation of
Mu#tazilites. Why did Ibn al-Murta·§ present Abå IsÈ§q and why
did al-Farraz§dhÊ present Ibn Khall§d as the one who transmitted
the knowledge to Abå #Abdall§h? Before answering this question, I
will first give the biographies of the persons mentioned in the last
part of the chains.

3.1. Ibn Khall§d (?-?)

Abå #AlÊ MuÈammad b. Khall§d56, who is mentioned by #Abd
al-Jabb§r and al-Farraz§dhÊ at the end of the chain of transmission,
was a disciple of Abå H§shim. His dates are unknown57. In his Fa·l

al-i#tiz§l wa-ãabaq§t al-mu#tazila #Abd al-Jabb§r assigns him the first place
in the generation of the disciples of Abå H§shim. As #Abd al-Jabb§r
usually classifies the masters within each generation according to their
age58, it is likely that the date of Ibn Khall§d’s birth was earlier than

55 Gimaret (1979, 60) says that he has not been able to find out who this Ibn
Mazdak was. Al-Farraz§dhÊ studied with al-Murshad bi-ll§h Abå ’l-\usayn YaÈy§
(d. 477/1084). As it is unlikely that b. Mazdak is a wrong reading of al-Murshad,
he must have been another of al-Farraz§dhÊ’s masters.

56 On his life and works, see Fihrist (222), Fa·l (324: 3-11), •abaq§t (105: 5-10),
Sezgin (1967, 624), Schacht (1971) and Tadhkira (624-625).

57 His dates are not given by Ibn al-NadÊm either, although he considers Ibn
Khall§d to have been one of Abå H§shim’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.

58 We have seen that #Abd al-Jabb§r finds it necessary to justify his mentioning
of Abå H§shim before older masters of his generation by referring to Abå H§shim’s
high level of knowledge (Fa·l, 304: 5).
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that of Abå ’l-Q§sim Ibn Sahlawayh59 and Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ,
who are mentioned after him. According to #Abd al-Jabb§r, Ibn
Khall§d first studied with Abå H§shim in #Askar Mukram. After Abå
H§shim took up residence in Baghd§d, he too moved to Baghd§d to
study with him (Fa·l, 324: 4-6). This must have been after 314/926,
since it was in this year that Abå H§shim moved to Baghd§d. Ibn
Khall§d is said not to have attained the rank of master (shaykh) (Fa·l,
324: 11-12 and •abaq§t, 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 Abå #Abdall§h
al-BaßrÊ is said to have started his study of Mu#tazilite doctrine with
him.

Ibn Khall§d reportedly was the author of two works: Kit§b al-ußål

and Kit§b al-sharÈ. This last work seems to have been his own com-
mentary (sharÈ) on the first work. For some unknown reason he did
not complete Kit§b al-ußål and it was later completed by #Abd al-
Jabb§r60, who is also the author of a commentary on this work61. This
is an indication that Kit§b al-ußål was considered to be an important
work, even though Ibn Khall§d had not completed it. From this it
can be concluded that Ibn Khall§d was well versed in Mu#tazilite
doctrine even though he never attained the rank of shaykh.

59 The correct reading of this name is Ibn Sahlawayh or Ibn Sahlåya, in anal-
ogy to SÊbawayh/SÊbåya (Madelung, p.c.).

60 See Gimaret (1979, 69).
61 The Zaydite im§m al-Mu"ayyad bi-’ll§h is said to have made notes (#allaqa #an)

of a work called Ziy§d§t al-sharÈ (\ad§"iq, 265: 19-266: 1). This work may have con-
cerned additions (Ziy§d§t) to Ibn Khall§d’s SharÈ or to #Abd al-Jabb§r’s SharÈ on Ibn
Khall§d’s Kit§b al-ußål. The Zaydite im§m Abå •§lib YaÈy§ b. al-\usayn al-N§ãiq
bi-’l-Èaqq (d. 424/1033) made Ziy§d§t (additions) to #Abd al-Jabb§r’s commentary
(SharÈ) on Ibn Khall§d’s Kit§b al-ußål (Madelung, 1965, 180-181, Gimaret, 1979, 70-73
and 78, and Madelung 1986a, 10). Another commentary on Ibn Khall§d’s Kit§b al-ußål
was edited by Abå RÊda in Cairo in 1969, entitled FÊ ’l-tawÈÊd. The author is not
mentioned in the manuscript. Abå RÊda thought that the edited text was written
by Abå RashÊd al-NÊs§bårÊ himself. Gimaret, however, thinks that it is not Abå
RashÊd’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 Khall§d’s Kit§b al-ußål, but
on Ibn Khall§d’s Kit§b al-sharÈ (Gimaret, 1979, 73). A part of Abå RashÊd al-NÊs§bårÊ’s
Ziy§d§t has been identified by Martin (1978).
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3.2. Abå IsÈ§q b. #Ayy§sh (?- ?)

Abå IsÈ§q Ibr§hÊm b. #Ayy§sh al-BaßrÊ62, who is mentioned by Ibn
al-Murta·§ as the person who received the Mu#tazilite knowledge from
Abå H§shim and his generation, was the first teacher who instruct-
ed #Abd al-Jabb§r in Mu#tazilite doctrine. #Abd al-Jabb§r does not
mention the dates of his birth and death. In his Fa·l al-i#tiz§l wa-ãabaq§t

al-Mu#tazila, he discusses Abå IsÈ§q as fourth person of the Mu#tazilites
of the tenth generation, directly after Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ, which
may imply that he was younger than Abå #Abdall§h.

Abå IsÈ§q is reported to have studied first with Abå #AlÊ b. Khall§d
and then with Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ. He was already teaching
Mu#tazilite doctrine before 321/933, while Abå H§shim was still alive.
This can be concluded from the report that one of his students, Abå
’l-\asan b. al-NajÊÈ, left him to study with Abå H§shim in Baghd§d
(•abaq§t, 109: 11-12) and, as we know, Abå H§shim died in 321/
933.

#Abd al-Jabb§r describes Abå IsÈ§q 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 Khåzist§n, teaching in
Tustar, #Askar Mukram, Ahw§z, al-Ubullah (a town near Baßra) and
Baßra itself. It seems that he did not teach in Baghd§d because peo-
ple reportedly travelled from Baghd§d to Khåzist§n to study with
him (Fa·l, 328: 6-8). #Abd al-Jabb§r says that Abå IsÈ§q was the author
of books that contained refutations and answers to questions, but he
does not mention these books by name (Fa·l, 328: 10-11)63.

3.3. Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ (289/902 or 293/905 or 308/920–369/979)

Abå #Abdall§h al-\usayn b. #AlÊ al-BaßrÊ64 was #Abd al-Jabb§r’s other
Mu#tazilite teacher. According to Ibn al-NadÊm, Abå #Abdall§h was
born in Baßra in 308/920 (Fihrist, 222), but others say that he was
born in 293/905 or 289/90265. Although #Abd al-Jabb§r studied with

62 On Abå IsÈ§q, see Fa·l (328: 3-10), •abaq§t (107: 8-13), Sezgin (1967, 624)
and #Uthm§n (1968, 48-49).

63 Ibn al-Murta·§ maintains that Abå IsÈ§q was the author of a book on the
im§mate of al-\asan and al-\usayn (•abaq§t, 107: 12-13), but this work is not
mentioned by #Abd al-Jabb§r.

64 On Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ, see Fa·l (325: 10-328: 2), •abaq§t (105: 11-107:
7), Fihrist (222), Van Ess (1980), Kraemer (1986, 178-184) and #Uthm§n (1968, 50-51).

65 Van Ess (1980, 12).
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Abå #Abdall§h and must have known him well, he does not mention
Abå #Abdall§h’s birthplace, saying only that he belonged to the people
of #Ir§q (Fa·l, 324: 13). #Abd al-Jabb§r does not give his date of birth,
either.

#Abd al-Jabb§r says that Abå #Abdall§h first studied with Ibn
Khall§d and then with Abå H§shim (Fa·l, 325: 11-12). Ibn al-NadÊm
also mentions Abå ’l-Q§sim b. Sahlawayh66 as Abå #Abdall§h’s pro-
fessor (ust§dh) (Fihrist, 222). We do not know in which period Abå
#Abdall§h studied with Abå H§shim but it must have been before
321/933, as this is the year in which Abå H§shim died. If #Abd
al-Jabb§r’s report that Abå #Abdall§h studied with Abå H§shim is
correct, it would prove that Abå #Abdall§h’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 Abå H§shim
died. As he first studied with Ibn Khall§d, 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 Abå #Abdall§h
was born in 289/902 or 293/905 than in 308/920.

#Abd al-Jabb§r reports that Abå #Abdall§h dictated from the year
330/941 until his death (Fa·l, 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-Jabb§r reports that he studied Islamic law
with the prominent \anafite legal scholar Abå ’l-\asan al-KarkhÊ
(d. 340/952) for a long period. Al-KarkhÊ was himself a Mu#tazilite
and had many Mu#tazilites among his students67. Abå #Abdall§h died
in Baghd§d in 369/979 (Fihrist, 222 and Fa·l, 325: 18).

We return now to the question of who became the leader of the Bah-
shamiyya after Abå H§shim’s death. Ibn al-NadÊm informs us that
in a later period Abå #Abdall§h became the leader of his “colleagues”
(wa-ilayhi #ntahat riy§satu aßh§bihÊ fÊ #aßrihÊ), not specifying which
Mu#tazilite school he means (Fihrist, 222). As Ibn NadÊm previously

66 Ibn Sahlawayh was a disciple of Abå H§shim. #Abd al-Jabb§r mentions him
among the disciples of Abå H§shim, after Ibn Khall§d and before Abå #Abdall§h
al-BaßrÊ, but he does not say that Ibn Sahlawayh was the teacher of Abå #Abdall§h
(Fa·l, 324: 13-325: 9).

67 Busse (1969, 443-444).
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said that Abå #Abdall§h adhered to the doctrine (madhhab68) of Abå
H§shim, it must be concluded that he means that Abå #Abdall§h
became the leader of the Bahshamiyya. However, Abå #Abdall§h
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 Abå H§shim had already been dead for nine
years. This means that Abå #Abdall§h did not become leader any
earlier than nine years after the death of Abå H§shim.

This still leaves unanswered the question of who was the leader of
Abå H§shim’s school in the first nine years after his death. The other
disciple of Abå H§shim mentioned by #Abd al-Jabb§r in his chain of
transmission is Ibn Khall§d. However, it is unlikely that he became
the leader of the Bahshamiyya in the period between Abå H§shim’s
death and Abå #Abdall§h’s leadership, as he reportedly did not at-
tain the rank of shaykh. Ibn al-Murta·§’s chain of transmission sug-
gests that Abå IsÈ§q b. #Ayy§sh was the leader of the Bahshamiyya
in the period between Abå H§shim and Abå #Abdall§h. He had not
studied with Abå H§shim himself, but he belonged to the Bahsha-
miyya and already had students before Abå H§shim died. It is there-
fore possible that he became the leader of the Bahshamiyya after Abå
H§shim’s death. If he became the leader of the Bahshamiyya after

68 The noun madhhab is a derivative of the verb dhahaba. In the Mu#tazilite texts
the verb dhahaba il§ is used to indicate that someone held a certain theory, for in-
stance, in the sentence: “wa-’lladhÊ yadhhabu ilayhi shuyåkhun§ Abå ’l-Hudhayli wa-aktharu
aßÈ§bihÊ wa-Abå #AlÊ wa-Abå H§shimi raÈimahum-u ’ll§hu annahå...” (and the opinion held
by our masters Abå ’l-Hudhayl and most of his companions and Abå #AlÊ and Abå
H§shim, may God have mercy upon them, is that...) (MughnÊ VI/I, 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-k§na madhhabuhå
madhhaba Mu#ammarin fÊ af #§li ’l-ãab§"i#i l§ fÊ ’l-ma#§nÊ” (with respect to the acts of “na-
tures”, his opinion was that of Mu#ammar, but not with respect to the ma#§nÊ) (•abaq§t,
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-t§bi#Êna
li-madhhabi AbÊ #AlÊ ’l-muta#aßßibÊna lahå” (and he belonged to the fanatical followers
of the doctrine of Abå #AlÊ [al-Jubb§"Ê]) (•abaq§t, 98: 5). Another way to express
adherence to someone else’s doctrine is to say dhahaba madhhabahå, as in the sen-
tence: “k§na yadhhabu madhhaba Mu#ammarin” (he adhered to the doctrine of Mu#ammar)
(Fa·l, 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-\§kim al-JushamÊ (413/1022-494/1100) says about Abå
RashÊd al-NÊs§bårÊ: “wa-k§na Baghd§diyya ’l-madhhabi” which can be translated as:
“his doctrine was that of the Baghd§d Mu#tazila” (he belonged to the school of
Baghd§d) (SharÈ al-#uyån, 382: 10).
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Abå H§shim, then why do #Abd al-Jabb§r and al-Farraz§dhÊ 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 Abå #Abdall§h because he was not Abå #Abdall§h’s teacher. Rather,
they were two colleagues, the one teaching in Baßra and other towns
in Khåzist§n, and the other in Baghd§d. Another problem is that
although Abå IsÈ§q is reported to have met Abå H§shim, he seems
not have studied with him. #Abd al-Jabb§r and al-Farraz§dhÊ may
have taken this into account. This may be the reason why they do
not present Abå IsÈ§q b. #Ayy§sh as the one who transmitted the
Mu#tazilite knowledge from Abå H§shim to Abå #Abdall§h.

 As for the leadership of the Bahshamiyya after the death of Abå
#Abdall§h, according to Ibn al-Murta·§’s and al-Farraz§dhÊ’s chains
Abå #Abdall§h transmitted the Mu#tazilite knowledge to #Abd
al-Jabb§r. #Abd al-Jabb§r’s appearance in the chain does not pose
problems. It is known that he studied with Abå #Abdall§h in Baghd§d
for a long period and later became the leader of the Mu#tazila (SharÈ

al-#uyån, 365: 11 and •abaq§t, 112: 10-11). His being mentioned as
the leader of the Mu#tazila as a whole and not only of the school of
Abå H§shim may be due to the fact that Abå H§shim’s school be-
came the dominant Mu#tazilite school, as is reported by #Abd al-Q§hir
b. •§hir al-Baghd§dÊ (Milal Baghd. 129: 10-11). The school of #Abd
al-Jabb§r was a continuation of the Bahshamiyya, although some refer
to his school as the Rayy Mu#tazila, since Rayy is where #Abd
al-Jabb§r trained most of his disciples.

In what follows, I will give the biographies of #Abd al-Jabb§r, M§nk-
dÊm ShashdÊw, Ibn Mattawayh, Abå RashÊd al-NÊs§bårÊ, who was
leader of the Bahshamiyya after #Abd al-Jabb§r, and Abå ’l-\usayn
al-BaßrÊ, who dissociated himself from the school of #Abd al-Jabb§r
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-Jabb§r

#Abd al-KarÊm #Uthm§n has written an extensive biography of #Abd
al-Jabb§r based on a study he made of several sources69. I will mainly
rely on his biography for my description of the life of #Abd al-Jabb§r.
#Uthm§n gives a survey of the known70 titles of works by #Abd
al-Jabb§r, presenting them in a thematic order71. He explains that
he decided not to present them in chronological order because in
all but a few cases the date of #Abd al-Jabb§r’s works is difficult to
determine. The date of some of them is known because at the end
of the MughnÊ #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 MughnÊ (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r’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-Jabb§r’s works the reader should
refer to the list in #Uthm§n’s study72.

69 #Uthm§n (1968, 11-41). For a bibliography of the sources on #Abd al-Jabb§r,
see #Uthm§n (1968, 245-247) and Madelung (1985, 118).

70 #Uthm§n collected the titles of sixty-nine works. For some additional ti-
tles, see below, note 4. For those works of #Abd al-Jabb§r that have been pub-
lished, see Madelung (1985, 117). These works are: 1. Mutash§bih al-Qur"§n, ed.
#Adn§n MuÈammad Zarzår, 2 vols. Cairo, 1969. 2. Al-MughnÊ fÊ abw§b al-tawÈÊd
wa-’l-#adl (see References: MughnÊ). 3. Al-Mukhtaßar fÊ ußål al-dÊn (See References:
Mukhtaßar). 4. TanzÊh al-Qur"§n #an al-maã§#in. Cairo, 1329/1911, and Beirut, 1967.
5. TathbÊt dal§"il al-nubuwwa, ed. #Abd al-KarÊm #Utm§n, 2 vols. Beirut, 1966. 6.
Kit§b fa·l al-i#tiz§l wa-ãabaq§t al-mu#tazila (see References: Fa·l). To this list can
be added: Kit§b al-ußål al-khamsa (see References: Ußål ).

71 #Uthm§n (1968, 57-72).
72 Works that have been attributed to #Abd al-Jabb§r but which are not found

in #Uthm§n’s list are: al-Mukhtaßar fÊ ußål al-dÊn, which might be identical with
Mukhtaßar al-\usn§ (or al-\asanÊ) (Ta#lÊq, 122: 15) (on this work, see below, 47),
al-Måjib§t wa-’l-mu"aththir§t (Tadhkira, 597: 17), al-Ußål al-khamsa (on this work, see
below, 45-46) and Ta#lÊq al-Baghd§diyy§t. Ibn Mattawayh mentions #Abd al-Jabb§r’s
Ta#lÊq al-Baghd§diyy§t in his al-Tadhkira fÊ aÈk§m al-jaw§hir wa-’l-a#r§· (Tadhkira, 86:
17 and 87: 11). It probably was a ta#lÊq of Abå H§shim’s al-Baghd§diyy§t. On Abå
H§shim’s al-Baghd§diyy§t, see Gimaret (1976, 308-312).
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4.1. #Abd al-Jabb§r’s Youth

Abå ’l-\asan #Abd al-Jabb§r b. AÈmad b. #Abd al-Jabb§r b. AÈmad
b. al-KhalÊl al-Hamadh§nÊ al-Asad§b§dÊ was born in about 320/932,
in Asad§b§d, a town situated 54 kilometres west-southwest of
Hamadh§n on the road that connects Baghd§d, Hamadh§n and
Rayy73. In the fourth/tenth century Asad§b§d was a populous city
with a mosque and good markets74. In 319/931, Hamadh§n had been
conquered by the Ziy§rid prince Mard§wÊj75, who was murdered in
323/935 by his own Turkish troops76. A long drawn out battle fol-
lowed during which the Båyids occupied a large part of the Ziy§rids’
territory, leaving to them only the Caspian provinces77. The Båyids
originated from the Caspian province of Daylam§n and adhered to
ShÊ#ism. In a short time they succeeded in extending their control
over #Ir§q, Khåzist§n, Kirm§n and F§rs. Control over their territo-
ries was divided among three brothers: Mu#izz al-Dawla ruled #Ir§q,
Rukn al-Dawla ruled Jib§l and #Im§d al-Dawla ruled F§rs and
Khåzist§n. This means that during #Abd al-Jabb§r’s youth Asad§b§d,
which was situated in Jib§l, was ruled by Rukn al-Dawla. The pro-
vincial capital of Jib§l in this period was Ißfah§n78.

It seems that #Abd al-Jabb§r originated from a poor family79. He
started his religious studies in his home town Asad§b§d, where he
studied ÈadÊth, Sh§fi#ite law and other subjects. With respect to the-
ology, #Abd al-Jabb§r is said to have first adhered to the Ash#arite
school (•abaq§t, 112: 3)80. Like many students in his time81, 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 Hamadh§n, Ißfah§n,
#Askar Mukram and Baßra82.

73 Bosworth (1987, 697).
74 Le Strange (1930, 196).
75 Madelung (1975, 212).
76 Bosworth (1980, 92).
77 Bosworth (1980, 92-93) and Busse (1969, 18).
78 Busse (1975, 280).
79 #Uthm§n (1968, 29).
80 Madelung (1985, 117) warns that this statement should be viewed with

caution. He considers it more likely that #Abd al-Jabb§r was brought up on a
traditionalist Sh§fi#ite creed.

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

82 #Uthm§n (1968, 23-24) and Madelung (1985, 117).
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Around 346/957 #Abd al-Jabb§r was in Baßra collecting ÈadÊth83.
Baßra was one of the important cultural centres of the Båyid em-
pire and a centre of Mu#tazilite learning. In 336/947 it had been
conquered by the Båyid Mu#izz al-Dawla, who took up residence in
Baghd§d and made his son, al-\abashÊ, governor of Baßra. Al-\a-
bashÊ had a great interest in culture and collected a library with fifteen
thousand volumes84. Apart from this library, Baßra had a Mu#tazilite
library which had been founded by Ibn Suw§r85. According to
#Uthm§n86, it was in Baßra that #Abd al-Jabb§r abandoned his former
creed and became a Mu#tazilite. He started to study Mu#tazilite
doctrine with the famous Baßrian scholar Abå IsÈ§q b. #Ayy§sh87.

4.2. #Abd al-Jabb§r in Baghd§d and R§mhurmuz

From Baßra #Abd al-Jabb§r travelled to Baghd§d. It is not known
when he arrived there, nor when he left Baghd§d again. In 346/
957 he was still in Baßra and in 360/970 he was in R§mhurmuz. It
can therefore be concluded that his stay in Baghd§d must have been
sometime between these two dates, although he probably did not
remain there the whole time. The situation in Baghd§d in those years
was turbulent. There were frequent clashes between the Sunnite and
ShÊ#ite factions that sometimes ended in heavy fighting, burning, and
looting, as happened in 348/959 and 349/96088. In Baghd§d #Abd
al-Jabb§r89 became a student of Abå #Abdall§h al-\usayn b. #AlÊ
al-BaßrÊ.

Al-JushamÊ says that #Abd al-Jabb§r stayed with Abå #Abdall§h
for a long time during which he compiled many books (SharÈ al-#uyån,
366: 5-6). It is likely that the titles of some of these books are men-
tioned among the works that #Abd al-Jabb§r says he dictated before
he started to dictate the MughnÊ (MughnÊ XX/2, 258: 11-14). These
works are:
– Naq· al-luma#90. This is a refutation of al-Ash#arÊ’s Kit§b al-luma#.

83 #Uthm§n (1968, 43).
84 Busse (1969, 524).
85 Busse (1969, 524-525) thinks that this might be Abå #AlÊ b. Suw§r al-K§tib,

who was a contemporary of Ibn al-NadÊm, the author of the Fihrist.
86 #Uthm§n (1968, 24).
87 On Abå IsÈ§q b. #Ayy§sh, see above, 32.
88 Canard (1962, 278-283).
89 On Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ, see above, 32-33.
90 Naq· al-luma# is mentioned by al-JushamÊ (SharÈ al-#uyån, 368: 8) and by Ibn
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– Kit§b al-#umad91. This is a work on legal theory and methodology
(ußål al-fiqh). #Abd al-Jabb§r is also the author of a commentary on
it92 (•abaq§t, 113: 11).
– TaqrÊb al-ußål93.
– TahdhÊb al-sharÈ94. It is not clear which sharÈ is meant here.
– Kit§b al-mabsåã95.
– SharÈ al-J§mi# al-ßaghÊr96. This is a commentary on Abå H§shim’s
al-J§mi# al-ßaghÊr97.
– Kit§b al-nih§ya98. This is a work on legal theory and methodology
(ußål al-fiqh).

These are probably only the most important of #Abd al-Jabb§r’s

al-Murta·§ (•abaq§t, 113: 11). For other references, see #Uthm§n (1968, 71).
M§nkdÊm’s and Ibn Mattawayh’s references (Ta#lÊq, 325: 3 and Majmå# I, 351:
14) to Naq· al-luma# can also be added to these references. The Ash#arite
al-B§qill§nÊ is the author of K. Naq· al-naq· in which he, in his turn, refutes #Abd
al-Jabb§r’s Naq· al-luma# (Gimaret, 1985a, 187, note 12).

91 Kit§b al-#umad is mentioned by al-JushamÊ (SharÈ al-#uyån, 368: 6) and by
Ibn al-Murta·§ (•abaq§t, 113: 11). For other references to it, see #Uthm§n (1968,
61). M§nkdÊm’s reference to it (Ta#lÊq, 46: 3) can also be added to these refer-
ences. The text of Kit§b al-#umad has not been found but \amÊdull§h, the editor
of Abå ’l-\usayn’s Kit§b al-mu#tamad has pointed out that several passages from
#Abd al-Jabb§r’s Kit§b al-#umad are found in Kit§b al-mu#tamad. \amÊdull§h con-
siders it possible that a fragment of a manuscript in the Vatican collection will
turn out to be a part of #Abd al-Jabb§r’s Kit§b al-#umad (Mu#tamad II, French text,
18). However, Madelung (1965, 179, and 1986a, 5-6) thinks that the manuscript
may turn out to be part of Abå •§lib al-N§ãiq’s Kit§b al-MujzÊ fÊ ußål al-fiqh.

92 Another commentary on Kit§b al-#umad was made by #Abd al-Jabb§r’s dis-
ciple, Abå ’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ, before this disciple wrote his Kit§b al-mu#tamad. This
can be concluded from references in Kit§b al-mu#tamad, in which Abå ’l-\usayn
refers to #Abd al-Jabb§r’s Kit§b al-#umad, #Abd al-Jabb§r’s SharÈ [on Kit§b al-#umad]
and his own sharÈ on #Abd al-Jabb§r’s Kit§b al-#umad. See, for instance, Mu#tamad
I, 324: 13-14 where all three works are mentioned in one passage.

93 TaqrÊb al-ußål is not mentioned by al-JushamÊ or Ibn al-Murta·§.
94 TahdhÊb al-sharÈ is not mentioned by al-JushamÊ or Ibn al-Murta·§.
95 Mentioned by al-JushamÊ (SharÈ al-#uyån, 368: 1) and Ibn al-Murta·§

(•abaq§t, 113: 8).
96 #Abd al-Jabb§r refers in the MughnÊ to his SharÈ al-J§mi# al-ßaghÊr (MughnÊ

IX, 69: 22-23). Both al-JushamÊ (SharÈ al-#uyån, 368: 3) and Ibn al-Murta·§
(•abaq§t, 113: 9) mention a work that they call SharÈ al-j§mi#ayn. It may be that
this is a commentary on both Abå H§shim’s al-J§mi# al-ßaghÊr and his al-J§mi#
al-kabÊr.

97 On Abå H§shim’s al-J§mi# al-ßaghÊr, see Gimaret (1976, 316-317).
98 Al-JushamÊ (SharÈ al-#uyån, 368: 6) and Ibn al-Murta·§ (•abaq§t, 113: 10)

say that Kit§b al-nih§ya is a work on legal theory and methodology (ußål al-fiqh).
For other references to it, see #Uthm§n (1968, 62), who is of the opinion that it
was dictated in the period of the dictation of the MughnÊ but before the death of
Abå #Abdall§h, which means that it dates from the period 360/970-369/979.
#Utm§n does not give arguments for his opinion.
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works from the period before he started to dictate the MughnÊ and it
is worth noting that among them are Kit§b al-#umad and Kit§b al-nih§ya,
two important works on legal theory and methodology.

#Abd al-Jabb§r left Baghd§d in 360/970 at the latest. This can
be concluded from the fact that in 360/970 he started to dictate the
MughnÊ in R§mhurmuz. Perhaps he was still in Baghd§d in 356/967
when the Båyid Mu#izz al-Dawla died and was succeeded by his eldest
son #Izz al-Dawla. It is not known why #Abd al-Jabb§r did not con-
tinue his stay in Baghd§d, although the difficult economic situation
there may have been a reason for his departure. Life had become
hard in Baghd§d 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 Khur§s§n99. #Abd al-Jabb§r may also have left the
city for fear of a famine100. For whatever reason, #Abd al-Jabb§r
travelled from Baghd§d to the province of Khåzist§n.

At the time of #Abd al-Jabb§r, Mu#tazilism was widespread in the
province of Khåzist§n. #Askar Mukram, where Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê
and his son Abå H§shim had lived, was a centre of Mu#tazilism101.
This town had a Mu#tazilite library which, like the one in Baßra, had
been founded by Ibn Suw§r. In this library students could study
Mu#tazilite doctrine102. Other places in Khåzist§n with important
Mu#tazilite communities were R§mhurmuz, Tustar, Sås and Junday-
s§bår (Dhikr, 112-113). #Abd al-Jabb§r taught Mu#tazilite doctrine in
#Askar Mukram and R§mhurmuz (SharÈ al-#uyån, 366: 7). As we have
seen, in 360/970 he started to dictate the MughnÊ in the mosque of
Abå MuÈammad #Abdall§h b. al-#Abb§s al-R§mhurmuzÊ in R§m-
hurmuz (SharÈ al-#uyån, 366: 7-8 and •abaq§t, 98: 9-10). During the
time that #Abd al-Jabb§r was in Khåzist§n he kept in touch with Abå

99 Canard (1962, 283).
100 If #Abd al-Jabb§r did leave Baghd§d for this reason, he may have done

the same as Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ before him. #Abd al-Jabb§r suggests in his
biography of Abå #Abdall§h that in a period of famine and scarcity Abå #Abdall§h
left Baghd§d. This might have been in 334/945, when many people died from
starvation (Canard, 1962, 283). Abå #Abdall§h travelled to #Askar Mukram, in
the province Khåzist§n, but he later returned to Baghd§d (Fa·l, 325: 14-15). Like
his master, #Abd al-Jabb§r left for Khåzist§n but, unlike him, he did not return
to Baghd§d, except for a short stay many years later.

101 Abå ’l-Q§sim al-BalkhÊ 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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#Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ. This can be concluded from the report that Abå
#Abdall§h’s books used to reach #Abd al-Jabb§r until he settled in
Rayy103 (•abaq§t, 107: 5-6).

4.3. #Abd al-Jabb§r Chief Judge of Rayy

Rukn al-Dawla, who had ruled over Jib§l 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 Ißfah§n, and Fakhr al-Dawla, who should rule over Ha-
madh§n and DÊnawar. 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, #A·ud al-Dawla, who ruled over F§rs
and Khåzist§n at that time and resided in ShÊr§z. Fakhr al-Dawla
took refuge in Khur§s§n, which belonged to the territories of the
S§m§nids. #A·ud al-Dawla gave Fakhr al-Dawla’s territory to
Mu"ayyid al-Dawla, who thus gained control over the whole of Jib§l,
although this was on condition that he acknowledge the supremacy
of #A·ud al-Dawla104.

At first, Mu"ayyid al-Dawla retained Rukn al-Dawla’s vizier but
after some time he replaced him with his own secretary, al-‘§Èib b.
#Abb§d. Because a chief judge is appointed by the vizier, a new chief
judge was needed in Rayy, so al-‘§Èib 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 Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ for his advice. Reportedly, Abå
#Abdall§h first sent him Abå IsÈ§q al-NaßÊbÊnÊ105 (or al-NaßÊbÊ), one
of his disciples, but al-‘§Èib did not want him. Then Abå #Abdall§h
sent #Abd al-Jabb§r, another of his disciples, who was accepted (al-

W§fÊ bi-’l-wafay§t XVIII, 32: 3-12). Al-‘§Èib and #Abd al-Jabb§r
possibly knew each other already. They may have met in Ißfah§n,

103 According to Ibn al-Murta·§, Abå #Abdall§h died in 367/977, which is
exactly the same year as #Abd al-Jabb§r became chief judge of Rayy (•abaq§t,
107: 5-6). Ibn al-NadÊm, however, mentions 369/979 as the year in which Abå
#Abdall§h died (Fihrist, 222).

104 Cahen (1965, 748).
105 On al-NaßÊbÊnÊ see •abaq§t (114, 16). He was a leading member of the

school of Abå #Abdall§h. It is reported that he as head of the Baßra Mu#tazilite
school debated Abå Bakr al-B§qill§nÊ in #A·ud al-Dawla’s court in ShÊr§z.
Al-TawÈÊdÊ unfavourably spoke of him (Kraemer, 1986, 185-186). Al-SharÊf
al-Murta·§ was one of his students (•abaq§t, 117).
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when al-‘§Èib was still Mu"ayyid al-Dawla’s secretary106.
#Abd al-Jabb§r became the chief judge of Rayy in 367/977. The

splendid certificate of his appointment was written by al-‘§Èib him-
self107. It states that #Abd al-Jabb§r was appointed as chief judge of
Rayy, QazwÊn, Abhar-Zanj§n, Suhraward, Qumm and Dunb§wand
(Dam§wand). He supervised the judges in the northern half of the
province of Jib§l and was allowed to appoint judges as his represent-
atives in the towns of the district.

#Abd al-Jabb§r’s patron, al-‘§Èib b. #Abb§d, 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-Jabb§r, 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 ShÊ#ite doctrine with regard to the theory of
the im§mate. His works include books on Mu#tazilite theology108. Ibn
al-Murta·§ seems to have regarded him as a Mu#tazilite, since he
mentions his name among the Mu#tazilites of the generation of #Abd
al-Jabb§r (•abaq§t, 115: 11-13). M§nkdÊm’s regard for al-‘§Èib as a
theologian was such that he mentioned al-‘§Èib’s opinion on one
of the Mu#tazilite questions (Ta#lÊq, 494: 17-18).

Al-‘§Èib 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 people109. 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 doctrine110. It seems that #Abd
al-Jabb§r supported al-‘§Èib in his aspirations. It is said that he, too,

106 Madelung (1985, 117).
107 In the fifth/eleventh century this valuable document was given as a present

to Nií§m al-Mulk (Mez, 1922, 168). The text has survived because it was in-
cluded by al-R§fi#Ê al-QazwÊnÊ #Abd al-KarÊm b. MuÈammad (d. 623/1226) in
his al-TadwÊn fÊ akhb§r QazwÊn. A manuscript of this work exists in the collection
of D§r al-kutub in Cairo. That part of this work in which the biography of #Abd
al-Jabb§r and the text of the certificate of his appointment as chief judge are
found has been edited by Fu"§d Sayyid as an introduction to his edition of #Abd
al-Jabb§r’s Fa·l al-i#tiz§l wa-ãabaq§t al-Mu#tazila (Fa·l, 122-126).

108 Cahen (1971, 672).
109 Kraemer (1986, 211 and 270).
110 Kraemer (1986, 265).
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sent Mu#tazilite missionaries to \anafite communities in the region111.
A work like al-Mukhtaßar fÊ ußål al-dÊn, which #Abd al-Jabb§r wrote at
the request of al-‘§Èib, may have been intended for missionary
activities.

Al-‘§Èib 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-SharÊf al-Ra·Ê (d. 406/1016) and Ibn al-
\ajj§j (d. 391/1001)112. Al-‘§Èib himself was also active in the lit-
erary field. He wrote poems, anecdotes, and studies on literature and
lexicography113. It is not known whether #Abd al-Jabb§r regularly
visited the sessions114 (maj§lis) that al-‘§Èib held at his court, but it
is certain that he attended some of them, perhaps those sessions in
which al-‘§Èib educated secretaries115. This can be concluded from
what #Abd al-Jabb§r says at the end of the MughnÊ. He explains that
there is a difference in style between the first part of the MughnÊ and
the last part because the last part was dictated in Rayy, where he
attended al-‘§Èib’s sessions116.

When Mu"ayyid al-Dawla died in 373/983, al-‘§Èib proposed that
Fakhr al-Dawla, the expelled brother of Mu"ayyid al-Dawla, be
accepted as the new ruler of Jib§l. Having been driven away, Fakhr
al-Dawla had lived in exile in the empire of the S§m§nids. When
Fakhr al-Dawla came from NÊs§bår and took up residence in Rayy,
al-‘§Èib became his vizier117. This change of rulers did not affect
al-‘§Èib’s position much, nor that of #Abd al-Jabb§r.

111 Madelung (1988, 30).
112 Makdisi (1990, 236) compares the court of al-‘§Èib with that of H§rån

al-RashÊd and concludes that there were more poets at the court of al-‘§Èib than
at H§rån’s court. He observes that al-Tha#§libÊ (d. 429/1038) cites eight great
poets for the court of H§rån al-RashÊd, whereas he cites thrice that number for
al-‘§Èib’s court.

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

114 Kraemer (1986, 259-272) gives an account of some sessions held by
al-‘§Èib as they were described by Abå \ayy§n al-TawÈÊdÊ (d. 414/1023), who
himself thought unfavourably of al-‘§Èib.

115 Makdisi (1990, 66).
116 #Abd al-Jabb§r says: “When we came to live near him [al-‘§Èib], 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.” (MughnÊ XX/2, 259: 1-2). #Abd al-Jabb§r implies that al-‘§Èib taught
him to use a more eloquent style. He may have practised this in the elegant
introduction to al-Mukhtaßar fÊ ußål al-dÊn which he wrote for al-‘§Èib.

117 Busse (1975, 289-290).
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During the period that #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 MughnÊ, which he had started in 360/
970 before he became chief judge. When the MughnÊ was finished in
380/990, he sent it to al-‘§Èib. In reply, al-‘§Èib sent him a letter
in rhymed prose written in his own handwriting118.

As #Abd al-Jabb§r dictated the twenty volumes of the MughnÊ 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 MughnÊ #Abd al-Jabb§r says that the mayor part (mu#íamuhå)
of the MughnÊ was dictated during Abå #Abdall§h’s life119. Abå
#Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ died in 369/979, as #Abd al-Jabb§r himself says
in his biography of Abå #Abdall§h in Fa·l al-i#tiz§l wa-ãabaq§t

118 For the text of this letter, see SharÈ al-#uyån (369: 13-371: 1).
119 Wa-la#alla q§"ilan yaqålu: inna mu#íama ’l-kit§bi yadullu m§ yajrÊ fÊhi min dhikri

saykhin§ AbÊ #Abdill§hi #al§ Èay§tihÊ fa-aw§khiruhå tadullu #al§ waf§tihÊ, wa-innam§ tajiduhå
ka-dh§lika li-ann§ amlayn§ mu#íamahå wa-huwa Èayyun (MughnÊ XX/2, 258: 9-10).
#Abd al-Jabb§r suggests that at the beginning of the MughnÊ he added the bless-
ing for the living to the name of Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ, whereas in the last part
he added the blessing for the deceased to his name. The blessings meant by #Abd
al-Jabb§r are the blessings “May God make his life long” (aã§la ’ll§hu baq§"ahå),
which is placed after the name of living persons as a sign of respect, and “May
God have mercy upon him” (raÈimahå ’ll§hu), which is placed after the name of
deceased persons. This leads one to assume that in the first nine volumes of the
MughnÊ, Abå #Abdall§h’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 MughnÊ, the blessing for the deceased “May God
have mercy upon him” appears after the name of Abå #Abdall§h. See, for in-
stance, MughnÊ (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 Abå #Abdall§h
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 (MughnÊ XX/2,
262: 21). It is known that blessings after names were sometimes changed. When
Sulaym§n b. N§ßir b. Sa#Êd (sixth/twelfth century) wrote an abridgement of Abå
’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ’s Kit§b al-Mu#tamad fÊ ußål al-fiqh, he said that he changed the
blessing “May God make his life long” (aã§la ’ll§hu baq§"ahå) after the name of
Q§·Ê ’l-qu·§t (#Abd al-Jabb§r) to the blessing “May God have mercy upon him”
(raÈimahå ’ll§hu) because #Abd al-Jabb§r had died by then. However, sometimes
Sulaym§n 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 MughnÊ, al-‘§Èib’s name appears with the blessing
for the living (MughnÊ, VI/2, 4: 12 and MughnÊ 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 (Fa·l, 325: 18). If #Abd al-Jabb§r dictated one volume a
year, he should have dictated about nine volumes during Abå
#Abdall§h’s life. This is nearly half of the MughnÊ and not the mayor
part of it.

However, there is another remark from #Abd al-Jabb§r that seems
to indicate that the greater part of the MughnÊ was dictated after 367/
977, when he had become a chief judge. In volume VI/2 of the
MughnÊ he says that he heard al-‘§Èib b. #Abb§d giving his opinion
on a theological question. He refers to hem as al-‘§Èib al-JalÊl, adding
to his name the blessing “May God make the life of his Highness
long” (ad§ma ’ll§hu #uluwwahå) (MughnÊ, VI/2, 4: 12). The fact that #Abd
al-Jabb§r says that he heard al-‘§Èib 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-Jabb§r’s remarks is that the first
volumes of MughnÊ were dictated once again in the period of 367/
977-380/990, after #Abd al-Jabb§r had become a chief judge.

At the end of the MughnÊ, #Abd al-Jabb§r mentions books that he
dictated in the same period as the MughnÊ (MughnÊ XX/2, 258: 4-7).
These works are:
– SharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa. This work should not be confused with
M§nkdÊm’s critical paraphrase of it120. As we have seen, the work
that was paraphrased by M§nkdÊm is a commentary made by #Abd
al-Jabb§r on one of his earlier works, Kit§b al-ußål al-khamsa121. On

120 #Uthm§n edited this critical paraphrase under the title SharÈ al-ußål
al-khamsa. On this work see above, 3-4. M§nkdÊm’s ta#lÊq is not the only ta#lÊq on
#Abd al-Jabb§r’s SharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa. Another ta#lÊq was later made by Abå
MuÈammad Ism§#Êl al-Farraz§dhÊ. Gimaret (1979, 61) places al-Farraz§dhÊ’s death
in about 510/1116. He concluded that al-Farraz§dÊ’s ta#lÊq is very close to
M§nkdÊm’s but that it still is a new ta#lÊq.

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 (#aqÊda) in the form of questions and answers that
could easily be understood by the average reader. The text of Kit§b al-ußål 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). Kit§b al-ußål al-khamsa is
not mentioned by al-JushamÊ or Ibn al-Murta·§ among the works of #Abd
al-Jabb§r, nor is it mentioned by #Abd al-Jabb§r himself at the end of the Mugh-
nÊ. Perhaps it was not mentioned because it was regarded as a less important
work after #Abd al-Jabb§r had dictated his commentary (sharÈ) on it. As for #Abd
al-Jabb§r’s SharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa, we know that it existed because it is mentioned
by #Abd al-Jabb§r among the works that he dictated in the same period as the
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the basis of a study of several manuscripts Gimaret concluded that
#Abd al-Jabb§r’s SharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa is a commentary made by him
on one of his earlier works, Kit§b al-ußål al-khamsa. Gimaret discov-
ered the text of Kit§b al-ußål al-khamsa in a manuscript in the Vatican
collection. Comparing this work with M§nkdÊm’s critical paraphrase
of #Abd al-Jabb§r’s SharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa, he became convinced that
this was the work which SharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa is a commentary on.
– SharÈ al-maq§l§t122. This is a commentary on al-Maq§l§t, a work by
Abå ’l-Q§sim al-BalkhÊ123.
– Bay§n al-mutash§bih fÊ ’l-Qur"§n124. This is an explanation of diffi-
cult passages in the Qur"§n.
– Kit§b al-i#tim§d125.
– SharÈ al-jaw§mi#. It is likely that one of the collections ( jaw§mi#)
referred to is Abå H§shim’s al-J§mi# al-kabÊr126, but it is not clear what
the other collections are. We have seen that #Abd al-Jabb§r dictat-
ed a commentary on Abå H§shim’s other collection, al-J§mi# al-ßaghÊr,
in the period before the dictation of the MughnÊ127.
– Kit§b al-tajrÊd128.
– SharÈ kashf al-a#r§·129.

MughnÊ (MughnÊ XX/2, 258: 6). It is also mentioned by al-JushamÊ (SharÈ al-#uyån,
368: 2) and by Ibn al-Murta·§ (•abaq§t, 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-Jabb§r’s SharÈ al-ußål
al-khamsa in Nashw§n al-\imy§rÊ’s Al-Khår al-#Ên [or al-#ayn], Beirut/‘an#§", 19852,
259-260.

122 SharÈ al-maq§l§t is mentioned by al-JushamÊ (SharÈ al-#uyån, 368: 3) and by
Ibn al-Murta·§ (•abaq§t, 113: 10). This work was also known to Ibn SÊn§ be-
cause in one of his letters he refers to what #Abd al-Jabb§r says in it about space
( fa·§"). Dhanani (1994, 70) gives a translation of this passage.

123 On him, see above, 26, note 41, and below, 60, note 196.
124 Bay§n al-mutash§bih fÊ ’l-Qur"§n, al-Mutash§bih for short, is mentioned by

al-JushamÊ (SharÈ al-#uyån, 369: 1). The text has been edited by #Adn§n MuÈam-
mad Zarzår (Cairo, 1969). On its contents, see Peters (1976, 11-12) and #Uthm§n
(1965, 58). #Uthm§n concluded that it was completed before #Abd al-Jabb§r
dictated volume XVII of the MughnÊ because he refers to it in that volume.
Bernand (1984) studied the exegetical method applied by #Abd al-Jabb§r in Bay§n
al-mutash§bih fÊ ’l-Qur"§n.

125 Kit§b al-i#tim§d is mentioned by al-JushamÊ (SharÈ al-#uyån, 367: 17) and by
Ibn al-Murta·§ (•abaq§t, 113: 6). Ibn Mattawayh refers to it (Tadhkira, 601: 10).

126 On this work, see Gimaret (1976, 313-316).
127 See above, 39.
128 Kit§b al-tajrÊd is mentioned by al-JushamÊ (SharÈ al-#uyån, 369: 3).
129 Ibn Mattawayh refers to it by the title SharÈ kashf al-aghr§· #an al-a#r§· (Tadhkira,

337: 8-9) but al-JushamÊ (SharÈ al-#uyån, 368: 4) and Ibn al-Murta·§ (•abaq§t, 113:
10) refer to it by the title SharÈ al-a#r§·. Ben Shammai (1974, 302) considers
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– a part of SharÈ adab al-jadal130. The title indicates that SharÈ adab

al-jadal must be a commentary on a work on the rules of disputa-
tion, entitled Adab al-jadal. It is not clear who was the author of this
Adab al-jadal. It is known that Ibn al-R§wandÊ is the author of a work
called Kit§b adab al-jadal and that there is another book on this sub-
ject in which al-BalkhÊ corrected mistakes that he discovered in Ibn
al-R§wandÊ’s book131. #Abd al-Jabb§r’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 himself132.
– answers to questions. #Abd al-Jabb§r says that in this period he
also gave answers to questions. Al-JushamÊ (SharÈ al-#uyån, 368: 9-11)
and Ibn al-Murta·§ (•abaq§t, 113: 12-13) mention works by #Abd
al-Jabb§r that contain answers to questions posed to him. Most of
these works are named after towns, for instance, al-R§ziyy§t after
Rayy, al-#Askariyy§t after #Askar Mukram, and al-NÊs§båriyy§t after
NÊs§bår. They were probably given these names because the ques-
tions were posed by inhabitants of these towns.

#Abd al-Jabb§r’s al-Mukhtaßar fÊ ußål al-dÊn probably also dates from
the period in which he was chief judge because he wrote this work
at the request of al-‘§Èib. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 MughnÊ, in the
period 380/990-385/995. Al-Mukhtaßar fÊ ußål al-dÊn is a rather short
work on Mu#tazilite doctrine, presumably meant for laymen who ad-
hered to Mu#tazilism133.

it possible that a part of this work exists in a manuscript in the British Museum.
130 This work is not mentioned by al-JushamÊ or by Ibn al-Murta·§.
131 Gimaret (1985, 247-248).
132 Al-JushamÊ mentions among #Abd al-Jabb§r’s works one that is named

al-Jadal (SharÈ al-#uyån, 369: 4). #Uthm§n (1968, 63) supposes that by al-Jadal
al-JushamÊ means SharÈ adab al-jadal.

133 It is not mentioned by al-JushamÊ or Ibn al-Murta·§, probably because
it was not an important work. The text has been edited by MuÈammad #Im§ra
in Ras§"il al-#adl wa-’l-tawÈÊd (Cairo, 1971. Reprint: 1988). It is a compendium of
Mu#tazilite learning (Daiber, 1975, 266). Possibly, it is identical to #Abd al-Jabb§r’s
Mukhtaßar al-\usn§ (or al-\asanÊ), because M§nkdÊm reports that in Mukhtaßar
al-\usn§ #Abd al-Jabb§r says that the principles of Mu#tazilite doctrine are Unity
(tawÈÊd), Justice (#adl), Prophethood (nubuww§t) and Prescriptions of the Religious
Law (shar§"i#) (Ta#lÊq, 122: 15-16). The same four principles are mentioned in
al-Mukhtaßar fÊ ußål al-dÊn (Mukhtaßar, 197: 16-19). It is unusual to have only four
principles: the usual number is five. It is therefore possible that M§nkdÊm is re-
ferring to the work that was edited by #Im§ra under the title of al-Mukhtaßar fÊ
ußål al-dÊn. Frank (1982a, 355) refers to this work as Ris§lat al-\usn§.
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The titles of the works mentioned make it clear that in the peri-
od 360/970-385/995 #Abd al-Jabb§r composed all kinds of works,
including an extensive “summa theologica” (al-MughnÊ), 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"§n.
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 Kit§b al-#umad and Kit§b al-nih§ya which date from before the
MughnÊ.

4.4. The End of the Judgeship

Al-‘§Èib died in 385/995. In accordance with his wishes, he was
buried in Ißfah§n. It is said that #Abd al-Jabb§r refused to pronounce
the funeral prayer of remission for his sins and that Fakhr al-Dawla
arrested #Abd al-Jabb§r for this and fined him heavily134. It is pos-
sible that this is a historically inaccurate story, fabricated by #Abd
al-Jabb§r’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 sinners135. Even if #Abd al-Jabb§r’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-‘§Èib’s patronage, so that he was no longer pro-
tected against Fakhr al-Dawla’s actions. Al-‘§Èib’s heirs were no safer
from Fakhr al-Dawla’s actions than #Abd al-Jabb§r and it is unlike-
ly that Fakhr al-Dawla would have defended al-‘§Èib’s honour while
at the same time confiscating his property and showing his discon-
tent with him. Fakhr al-Dawla confiscated al-‘§Èib’s property136,

134 Kraemer (1986, 272).
135 #Abd al-Jabb§r was of the opinion that repentance of sins is an obliga-

tion (MughnÊ 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 (MughnÊ XIV, 371-373). He is of the
opinion that one who genuinely repents no longer deserves to be punished or
blamed (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r therefore considers it wrong to intercede for those
who die without repenting of their sins (Ta#lÊq, 688: 14-17). In this, #Abd al-Jabb§r’s
position is much stricter than Abå H§shim’s, who maintains that intercession is
a good act (Ta#lÊq, 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 possessions137 and why several officials
lost both their positions and their properties after al-‘§Èib’s death.
#Abd al-Jabb§r was probably dealt with in the same way as these
officials.

It is not known when #Abd al-Jabb§r was released but it is 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-‘§Èib’s death.
This could not have been the result of his adherence to Mu#tazilism
or the Sh§fi#ite school of law, as the new chief judge of Rayy, Abå
’l-\asan #AlÊ b. #Abd al-#AzÊz al-Jurj§nÊ138 was, like #Abd al-Jabb§r,
a Mu#tazilite and a Sh§fi#ite (•abaq§t, 115: 4-5 and SharÈ al-#uyån, 380:
11-12). Relations between the new chief judge and #Abd al-Jabb§r
were apparently good, since #Abd al-Jabb§r said the funeral prayer
for al-Jurj§nÊ when he died in 392/1002 (SharÈ al-#uyån, 380, note
83).

Fakhr al-Dawla died in 387/997, only two years after al-‘§Èib.
After his death rulership was divided between his eldest son Majd
al-Dawla in Rayy, and his youngest son Shams al-Dawla in
Hamadh§n. However, both sons were minors at the time, so Fakhr
al-Dawla’s widow al-Sayyida ShÊrÊn ruled over Jib§l as their regent139.
She acknowledged the supremacy of Bah§" al-Dawla in Baghd§d.
When Majd al-Dawla140 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 F§ris, occupied himself with his
study and his harem. It seems that he had an interest in Mu#tazilism,
since #Abd al-Jabb§r wrote a work for him, al-MajdÊ, named after
him141.

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-‘§Èib had neglected to collect these sums
(Mottahedeh, 1973, 43, note 35).

138 On him, see al-W§fÊ bi-’l-wafay§t (XVIII, 33: 19) and Madelung (1965, 15).
He was not only a scholar but also a poet. He wrote a commentary on the Qur"§n
and treatises on law and history, and poems (•abaq§t al-sh§fi#iyya I, 163-164).

139 Spuler (1952, 106).
140 On Majd al-Dawla, see Bosworth (1986, 1028). The philosopher Ibn SÊn§

stayed for a short time at his court in Rayy, probably around the year 404/1014
(Gutas, 1988, 99).

141 #Uthm§n (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 Zanj§n and
several other towns were occupied by an $dharb§yj§n dynasty.
Shortly after 398/1007 al-Sayyida made the Kurdish prince Ja#far
#Al§" al-Dawla b. K§kåya governor of Ißfah§n, but this was a mis-
take since #Al§" al-Dawla soon succeeded in making himself indepen-
dent142. The rule of al-Sayyida over Rayy did not come to an end
until she died in 419/1028.

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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 Baghd§d in 389/999
on his way to Mecca to perform the pilgrimage. On the way back,
he stayed in Baghd§d for some time to teach143. We have seen that
one of those who studied with him during this stay in Baghd§d was
the Im§mite theologian al-SharÊf al-Murta·§144. #Abd al-Jabb§r also
visited other places, such as QazwÊn in 409/1018145, #Askar Mukram,
and Ißfah§n, where he taught his own books146. 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, sharÊfs (de-
scendants of the Prophet) carried him on their shoulders (SharÈ

al-#uyån, 369: 8-9). This illustrates their great respect for him.
#Abd al-Jabb§r used to transmit knowledge by both dictation and

teaching, but apparently he spent more time teaching than dictat-

142 Busse (1975, 294).
143 Madelung (1985, 117).
144 Al-SharÊf al-Murta·§ Abå ’l-Q§sim #AlÊ b. al-\usayn al-MåsawÊ #Al§m

al-Hud§ (355/967-436/1044) became the leader of the Im§mites of Baghd§d after
the death of his teacher al-Shaykh al-MufÊd in 413/1022. On al-SharÊf
al-Murta·§’s doctrine, see McDermott (1978, 373-394). McDermott (1978, 382)
observes that al-SharÊf al-Murta·§’s doctrine on pain and compensation is in
general similar to that of #Abd al-Jabb§r.

145 #Uthm§n (1968, 26).
146 In Ißfah§n #Abd al-Jabb§r gave lessons on Ziy§d§t al-sharÈ which were

attended by the Zaydite im§m al-Mu"ayyad bi-’ll§h (\ad§" iq, 265: 19-266: 1). It
is not clear to which commentary the additions (ziy§d§t) were made. It may have
been Ibn Khall§d’s famous SharÈ (see above, 31).
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ing147. 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 them148. One of the works that #Abd al-Jabb§r taught in this way
was al-MuÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf. This can be concluded from a remark made
by Ibn Mattawayh who, in his critical paraphrase of this work, says
“and he [#Abd al-Jabb§r] said when he taught this book [al-MuÈÊã

bi-’l-taklÊf ]...” (wa-q§la fÊ tadrÊsi h§dh§ ’l-kit§bi....) (Majmå# I, 184: 11)149.
The teaching was not always done by #Abd al-Jabb§r himself.
Al-Labb§d, one of his best graduate students (aßÈ§b), would be his
substitute (khalÊfa) in teaching (SharÈ al-#uyån, 383: 8 and •abaq§t, 116:
15)150.

As said before, in the last period of his life #Abd al-Jabb§r also
wrote or dictated books. We know the titles of some of them. These
are:
– TathbÊt dal§"il al-nubuwwa151. This deals with MuÈammad’s prophet-
ship. According to a notation in the book itself, #Abd al-Jabb§r wrote
this work in 385/995152, the year in which he lost his position as chief
judge.
– TanzÊh al-Qur"§n #an al-maã§#in153. In this work #Abd al-Jabb§r clar-
ifies verses of the Qur"§n and refutes objections of opponents.
– al-MajdÊ154. As we have seen, this work was written for Majd al-

147 Wa-k§na raÈimahå ’ll§hu yakhtaßiru fÊ ’l-iml§"i wa-yabsuãu fÊ ’l-darsi (SharÈ al-
#uyån, 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).
151 This may be the same work as al-Adilla, of which al-JushamÊ says it is a

work on the Qur"§n (SharÈ al-#uyån, 369: 1). It is not mentioned by Ibn al-Murta·§.
For other references to it, see #Uthm§n (1968, 60). The text was edited by #Abd
al-KarÊm #Uthm§n and published in 1966 in Beirut. On its contents, see Peters
(1976, 12-13) and Madelung (1985, 117).

152 Peters (1976, 13, note 45).
153 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. (#Uthm§n, 1968, 59, and Madelung, 1985, 117). It is mentioned
by al-JushamÊ as al-TanzÊh (SharÈ al-#uyån, 369: 1). Ibn al-Murta·§ does not mention
it.

154 On this work, see #Uthm§n (1968, 71-72). Al-JushamÊ and Ibn al-Mur-
ta·§ 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.
– Fa·l al-i#tiz§l wa-ãabaq§t al-Mu#tazila155. This work contains a short
summary of the Mu#tazilite doctrine and biographies of famous
Mu#tazilites. #Abd al-Jabb§r wrote it at the request of the Khw§-
razm-sh§h al-Ma"mån II (r. 399/1009-407/1017)156, who, accord-
ing to what #Abd al-Jabb§r says in the introduction, had become an
adherent of Mu#tazilism. (Fa·l, 137-138). This work was a source for
both al-JushamÊ’s SharÈ al-#uyån and Ibn al-Murta·§’s •abaq§t al-Mu#ta-

zila157.
– al-Am§lÊ fÊ ’l-ÈadÊth or, Naím al-faw§"id wa-taqrÊb al-mur§d li-’l-r§"id.

Presumably #Abd al-Jabb§r dictated this work after Fa·l al-i#tiz§l

wa-ãabaq§t al-Mu#tazila because at the beginning of that work he says
he will compile a work on ÈadÊth (Fa·l, 213: 15). This work on ÈadÊth

is probably what later became al-Am§lÊ fÊ ’l-ÈadÊth158.

4.5. #Abd al-Jabb§r’s Death

There is no agreement among #Abd al-Jabb§r’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 415/1024159. It is reported that eight sharÊfs participated in the

155 On this work, see #Uthm§n (1968, 63-64). The text was edited by Fu"§d
Sayyid and published in 1974 in Tunis. #Uthm§n drew the conclusion that it was
written between 388/998 and 407/1017 because he took it for granted that Sh§h
Abå ’l-#Abb§s al-Ma"mån II reigned from 388 to 407. Fu"§d Sayyid (Fa·l, 137)
thought that al-Ma"mån II came to power in 390. He refers to E. de Zambaur
(Manuel de généalogie et de chronologie pour l’histoire de l’Islam. Hanovre: Lafaire, 1927,
316), who indeed mentions the date of 390. However, according to Bosworth
(1996, 89) al-Ma"mån II reigned from 399/1009 to 407/1017.

156 The court of Abå ’l-#Abb§s Ma"mån II in Gurg§nj was a centre of learn-
ing and literature. Among the brilliant figures who surrounded al-Ma"mån II were
the philosopher Ibn SÊn§ and the philologist Abå Manßår #Abd al-M§lik al-
Tha#§libÊ. (Bosworth, 1978, 1066). For Ibn SÊn§’s stay in Gurg§nj, see also Gutas
(1988, 29 and 80).

157 •abaq§t (XVI) and Madelung (1987, 330).
158 This is #Uthm§n’s conclusion (#Uthm§n, 1968, 59-60). The work is not

mentioned by al-JushamÊ or Ibn al-Murta·§. For references to it, see #Uthm§n
(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 (#Uthm§n,
1968, 60).

159 #Uthm§n (1968, 26-27).
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prayer for the deceased at his funeral. One of them was M§nkdÊm
ShashdÊw160, the author of Ta#lÊq SharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa. Another par-
ticipant was Abå ’l-#Abb§s al-Samm§n, the chief judge of Rayy at
that time. He was a Mu#tazilite and one of the disciples (aßÈ§b) of
#Abd al-Jabb§r but, unlike #Abd al-Jabb§r, he followed the \anafite
school of law (SharÈ al-#uyån, 391: 2 and note 129). The funeral was
also attended by Abå RashÊd al-NÊs§bårÊ161, who, as we have seen,
became the leader of #Abd al-Jabb§r’s school, the Bahshamiyya, after
his death.

5. Abå RashÊd al-NÊs§bårÊ

As already mentioned, al-Sayyida ShÊrÊn died in 419/1028, a few
years after the death of #Abd al-Jabb§r. 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, MaÈmåd of Ghazna, for assistance. MaÈmåd
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 territory162. Having occupied Rayy,
MaÈmåd 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.

MaÈmåd dealt severely with the Carmathians, the B§ãinites and
the Mu#tazilites who lived in Rayy. In his report on the capture of
Rayy that he sent to Caliph al-Q§dir in Baghd§d he announced that
he had cleared Rayy from B§ãinite and heretic propaganda and had
burnt the Mu#tazilite, philosophical and ShÊ#ite books that he had
come across163. He added that the leaders of the Mu#tazila and the
extremist ShÊ#a were carried off to Khur§s§n together with Majd al-
Dawla and his son164.

160 For his biography, see below, 60-62.
161 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-JushamÊ does not report on deportations of Mu#tazilites from Rayy and

does not refer to any action of MaÈmåd of Ghazna against them. Instead, he
reports that #Abd al-Jabb§r’s former servant, Abå Bakr al-DÊnawarÊ, held a dis-
pute with Abå ’l-\asan al-TånÊ in the presence of MaÈmåd after MaÈmåd’s
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MaÈmåd’s severe attitude towards ShÊ#ites and Mu#tazilites may
have been a demonstration of his loyalty to the #Abb§sid caliphs in
Baghd§d. The caliph al-Q§dir (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 (kal§m) and the teaching or discussion of Mu#tazilism
(i#tiz§l) and Im§mism (raf·). Those who failed to observe this ban
would be punished. Because of this proclamation, the \anafite lawyer
Abå #Abdall§h al-‘aymarÊ (d. 436/1045) had to renounce his
Mu#tazilism in order to be appointed as a judge in Baghd§d165. In
420/1029, several years after the proclamation, Caliph al-Q§dir had
three letters officially read in his palace in Baghd§d in which he again
rejected Mu#tazilism and ShÊ#ism166.

MaÈmåd’s banishment of the Mu#tazilites and his report on the
actions he had taken in Rayy against the Carmathians, the B§ãinites
and the Mu#tazilites can be seen as responses to the caliph’s proc-
lamations. MaÈmåd 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, MaÈmåd placed it under the rule of his
son Mas#åd and commanded him to subjugate the neighbouring
dynasties. Obeying this order, Mas#åd first defeated the Daylamite
S§l§r. Then, in 421/1030 he captured Hamadh§n and Ißfah§n from
the Kurd #Al§" al-Dawla b. K§kåya, the former Båyid governor168.

arrival in Rayy (SharÈ al-#uyån, 390: 12-15). However, al-JushamÊ does report
al-MaÈmåd’s action against three Mu#tazilites of NÊs§bår when he was in Ghazna.
They were brought to him and he exiled them to Quzd§r, where they died (SharÈ
al-#uyån, 387: 7-11) (See also •abaq§t, 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 #Uzd§r (SharÈ al-#uyån, 387: 10) or as Ghuzd§r (•abaq§t, 118: 10) but evi-
dently the place meant here is Quzd§r, the capital of Tår§n, one of MaÈmåd 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 Ibn K§kåy§ had to leave Ißfah§n together with Ibn SÊn§, his vizier and

physician (Gutas, 1988, 135).
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When his father MaÈmåd died in the same year, Mas#åd marched
to NÊs§bår and claimed the throne169. Ibn K§kåya made use of his
absence to occupy Rayy, but this did not last long170. He was soon
driven out again by a force dispatched by Mas#åd and for several
years after this, Rayy was ruled by Mas#åd’s governors. It was a
turbulent period in which the governors of Rayy repeatedly fought
Ibn K§kåya. 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 groups171. In the same year Ibn
K§kåya at last succeeded in occupying Rayy, but he ruled over it
for only a short period because he died in 433/1041172. 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-Jabb§r. What had happened to his school during this turbulent
period? Al-JushamÊ and Ibn al-Murta·§ report that the leadership
(riy§sa) of the Mu#tazila after the death of #Abd al-Jabb§r passed to
Abå RashÊd Sa#Êd b. MuÈammad b. Sa#Êd al-NÊs§bårÊ173 (SharÈ al-#uyån,
382: 11-12 and •abaq§t, 116: 4). We have seen174 that this leader-
ship did not imply political leadership but it meant that after #Abd
al-Jabb§r’s death Abå RashÊd was regarded as the most outstand-
ing of all living Mu#tazilites. He also became #Abd al-Jabb§r’s suc-
cessor as master of his school, the Bahshamiyya (SharÈ al-#uyån, 382:
14).

Who was Abå RashÊd? His date of birth is not known but he was
probably born in the second half of the fourth/tenth century, al-
though before 360/970175. At first, Abå RashÊd adhered to a
Mu#tazilite school of the Baghd§dian tradition. When he was already
an acknowledged scholar and author of books he went to Rayy to
study with #Abd al-Jabb§r, who is said to have received him most
favourably, and he became one of #Abd al-Jabb§r’s disciples (aßÈ§b)
(SharÈ al-#uyån, 382: 11 and •abaq§t, 116: 3-4). Abå RashÊd’s arrival

169 N§íim (19712, 85).
170 Bosworth (19732, 234) and Gutas (1988, 135).
171 Bosworth (1968, 38).
172 On #Al§" al-Dawla b. K§kåy§’s war with the Ghaznavids, see Bosworth

(1970, 76-81).
173 On the life and works of Abå RashÊd, see SharÈ al-#uyån (382: 83-383: 5),

•abaq§t (116: 2-13), Madelung (1985a), Frank (1980), Martin (1978), #Uthm§n
(1968, 50), Sezgin (1967, 626-627), Horten (1910, 6-9) and Biram (1902, 7-10).

174 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-‘§Èib b. #Abb§d in 385/
995 since Abå RashÊd said that he saw the Zaydite al-Mu"ayyad
bi-’ll§h at al-‘§Èib’s scholarly meetings (\ad§"iq, 266: 1-4).

The relationship between Abå RashÊd and #Abd al-Jabb§r was
almost that of two colleagues. Ibn al-Murta·§ reports that one day
#Abd al-Jabb§r was asked to compile a book on opinions ( fat§w§) in
speculative theology (kal§m) that could be read and commented on,
as was done in law ( fiqh). However, #Abd al-Jabb§r was busy with
other books and he therefore passed the request on to Abå RashÊd,
who thereupon compiled DÊw§n al-ußål (•abaq§t, 116: 10-13 and SharÈ

al-#uyån, 382: 18-383: 2).
After staying with #Abd al-Jabb§r for some time, Abå RashÊd went

back to NÊs§bår where he had a study-circle (Èalqa) of theologians176

(SharÈ al-#uyån, 382: 18 and •abaq§t, 116: 9-10). He later returned to
Rayy, where he remained until his death (SharÈ al-#uyån, 382: 14-16).
He also visited Jurj§n, perhaps on his journey to or from NÊs§bår.
It is reported that he made a new version of DÊw§n al-ußål in Jurj§n,
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 (jaw§hir) and accidents
(a#r§· ) before discussing the unity (tawÈÊd ) 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
(SharÈ al-#uyån, 383: 2-5).

Abå RashÊd was in Rayy when #Abd al-Jabb§r died in about 415/
1024. This can be concluded from the fact that he is mentioned
among the mourners at #Abd al-Jabb§r’s funeral177. Assuming that
Abå RashÊd 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-Jabb§r’s death. We do not known how much longer he lived af-
ter this because the date of his death is unknown178. It is possible

176 It 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), Abå RashÊd 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 Abå RashÊd lived between
320/932 and 460/1068. He may have concluded this from the fact that the copyist
of manuscript Berlin no. 5125 of Abå RashÊd’s Kit§b al-mas§"il fÊ ’l-khil§f bayn
al-BaßriyyÊn wa-’l-Baghd§diyyÊn 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 MaÈmåd of Ghazna. If so, he probably was not among the
Mu#tazilite leaders who were banished by MaÈmåd because
al-JushamÊ says that Abå RashÊd stayed in Rayy until he died (SharÈ

al-#uyån, 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. Abå ’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ and his School

Another of #Abd al-Jabb§r’s important disciples was Abå ’l-\usayn
al-BaßrÊ MuÈammad b. #AlÊ179, who was born in Baßra. He studied
with #Abd al-Jabb§r in Rayy, but he also studied philosophy with
Ibn al-SamÈ (d. 418/1027) in Baghd§d180. Like #Abd al-Jabb§r, Abå
’l-\usayn was both a theologian and a jurist but, unlike #Abd
al-Jabb§r, he followed the \anafite school of law181. He spent most
of his life in Baghd§d, 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 415/1024182. We have seen that in 408/1017
Caliph al-Q§dir had issued his proclamation in which he forbade
the teaching of Mu#tazilism. Abå ’l-\usayn apparently did not ob-
serve this prohibition.

The doctrine of Abå ’l-\usayn183 differed at several points from

uscript that was copied in 460/1068. In another manuscript of Abå RashÊd’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
(Makhãåã§t, 1976, 24, item 145). This must be wrong because it implies that he
died earlier than #Abd al-Jabb§r, which is contradicted by the report that he
attended #Abd al-Jabb§r’s funeral in 415/1024 (or 414/1023 or 416/1025).

179 For literature on Abå ’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ 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 Abå ’l-\usayn by Gimaret (1985b).

180 Madelung (1980, 25) and Kraemer (1986, 131).
181 Madelung (1980, 25) reached this conclusion because, when Abå ’l-\u-

sayn died in 436/1044, the prayers at his funeral were said by the \anafite judge
al-‘aymarÊ, 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).
183 For the main points of his doctrine, see Gimaret (1985b). All the theolog-

ical works of Abå ’l-\usayn are lost. His doctrine has to be constructed from
the works of his disciples. The most prominent of his disciples is Rukn al-DÊn
MaÈmåd Ibn al-Mal§ÈimÊ (d. 536/1141) (Gimaret, 1986b, 486). The extant parts
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the doctrine of #Abd al-Jabb§r. Al-\§kim al-JushamÊ and Ibn al-
Murta·§ report that the Bahshamiyya184 felt an antipathy towards
Abå ’l-\usayn, 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 (SharÈ al-#uyån, 387: 15-
18, and •abaq§t, 119: 2-4). Points of difference between #Abd al-Jabb§r
and Abå ’l-\usayn are mentioned by al-Shahrast§nÊ (479/1086-548/
1153) in his book about religions and sects. In his judgment, Abå
’l-\usayn was a philosopher185 who presented his doctrine to the
Mu#tazilites as if it was speculative theology (kal§m) (Milal I, 85: 3-9).
Fakhr al-DÊn al-R§zÊ (543/1149-606/1209) considered the follow-
ers of Abå ’l-\usayn to form a Mu#tazilite school separate from the
Bahshamiyya and referred to this school as al-\usayniyya (I#tiq§d§t,
45).

These observations indicate that because of a divergence of opinion
between master and disciple, the school of #Abd al-Jabb§r split into
two schools186, the Bahshamiyya and the school of Abå ’l-\usayn
al-BaßrÊ. The same thing had happened before, when the school of
Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê split into the Bahshamiyya and the IkhshÊdiyya,
but with this difference: there are no reports about hostilities between
the Bahshamiyya and the \usayniyya. The school al-R§zÊ refers to
as “Bahshamiyya” was probably the school of #Abd al-Jabb§r’s suc-
cessor Abå RashÊd al-NÊs§bårÊ and his followers. Others may have
followed Abå ’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ, forming a new Mu#tazilite school.

Adherents to the school of Abå ’l-\usayn included MaÈmåd Ibn

of Ibn al-Mal§ÈimÊ’s Kit§b al-Mu#tamad fÊ ußål al-dÊn have been published by Martin
McDermott and Wilferd Madelung. (London: Al-Hoda, 1991). An edition of his
Kit§b al-F§"iq fÊ ußål al-dÊn is under preparation by Martin McDermott and Wil-
ferd Madelung (Schmidtke, 1997, 8, note 5). Gimaret (1985b, 322) studied a
manuscript of al-F§"iq fÊ ußål al-dÊn and two other manuscripts in which references
are made to opinions of Abå ’l-\usayn. He concluded that Abå ’l-\usayn dis-
agreed with the Mu#tazilite masters of the Baßrian tradition about a number of
significant issues. For Abå ’l-\usayn’s opinions, see also Gimaret (1986, 287-289,
notes).

184 Ibn al-Murta·§ uses the name al-Bah§shima, but al-JushamÊ speaks of “our
fellows” (aßÈ§bun§).

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

186 #Uthm§n (1968, 51) describes the school of Abå ’l-\usayn as a small school
(madrasa) within the school of #Abd al-Jabb§r, but Madelung (1980, 25) speaks
of Abå ’l-\usayn’s school as a separate school that had diverged from #Abd
al-Jabb§r’s school.
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al-Mal§ÈimÊ al-Khw§razmÊ187, who is considered the most promi-
nent of Abå ’l-\usayn’s disciples. Two of Abå ’l-\usayn’s other dis-
ciples were Abå #AlÊ b. al-WalÊd (d. 478/1086), who at first had been
a disciple of #Abd al-Jabb§r but who had later become a disciple of
Abå ’l-\usayn188, and Abå ’l-Q§sim b. Barh§n (d. 456/1064), who
lived in Baghd§d189. A later adherent was TaqÊ al-DÊn al-Najr§nÊ190,
who lived in the sixth/twelfth century. In his work he refers to Abå
’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ and Rukn al-DÊn al-Khw§razmÊ191 as being his
masters. Ibn al-Murta·§ says that Abå ’l-\usayn and his disciple Ibn
al-Mal§ÈimÊ were followed by many of the later theologians and by
most of those Im§mites who adhered to Mu#tazila192 (•abaq§t, 119:
9-11). There were also Zaydites who partly adhered to Abå ’l-\u-
sayn’s doctrine193.

187 On him, see •abaq§t, 119: 9-11. See also above, 57-58, note 183. Al-Ju-
shamÊ does not give a biography of Ibn al-Mal§ÈimÊ.

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

189 On Abå ’l-Q§sim b. Barh§n, see Makdisi (1963, 393-394).
190 Elshahed (1983) has edited, translated and analyses a part of his Kit§b

al-k§mil fÊ ’l-istiqß§" fÊ-m§ balaghan§ min kal§m al-qudam§". This work deals with the
differences between the school of Abå ’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ and the Bahshamiyya.
According to Schmidtke (1991, 3), it is a valuable source for the theological views
of Abå ’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ.

191 Apparently, this Rukn al-DÊn al-Khw§razmÊ is the same person as MaÈmåd
Ibn al-Mal§ÈimÊ, Abå ’l-\usayn’s disciple and the author of Kit§b al-Mu#tamad fÊ
ußål al-dÊn. The latter’s full name is Rukn al-DÊn MaÈmåd Ibn al-Mal§ÈimÊ
al-Khw§razmÊ (d. 536/1141) (Madelung, 1987, 329 and Mu#tamad fÊ ußål al-dÊn,
title-page and IV).

192 See also Madelung (1965, 222) and (1991, VIII). The Im§mite SadÊd al-
DÊn MaÈmåd b. #AlÊ b. al-\asan al-\immaßÊ al-R§zÊ (d. after 600/1204) was
influenced by the doctrine of the school of Abå ’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ (Madelung,
1991, VIII). According to Schmidtke (1997, 7, note 2), his Kit§b al-Munqidh min
al-taqlÊd has been published (2 vols, Qumm, 1412-4/1991-3). She says that it
contains lengthy quotations from Ibn al-Mal§ÈimÊ’s Kit§b al-F§"iq fÊ ußål al-dÊn.
To SadÊd al-DÊn’s Im§mite Mu#tazilite school belonged the Im§mites NaßÊr al-
DÊn al-•åsÊ (d. 672/1274), Kam§l al-DÊn MÊtham b. MÊtham al-BaÈr§nÊ (d. 699/
1300), and \asan b. Yåsuf b. al-Muãahhar al-\illÊ (al-#All§ma al-\illÊ) (d. 726/
1325) (Schmidtke, 1991, 4).

193 Madelung (1965, 222) mentions some of them by name. He says that Abå
’l-Q§sim b. ShabÊb al-Tih§mÊ and #Abdall§h b. Zayd al-#AnsÊ adhered to most
of Abå ’l-\usayn’s doctrine, whereas the im§m YaÈy§ b. \amza adopted all of
his doctrine.
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7. M§nkdÊm ShashdÊw

A contemporary of Abå RashÊd and Abå ’l-\usayn was the Zay-
dite sharÊf Abå ’l-\usayn AÈmad b. AbÊ H§shim MuÈammad
al-\usaynÊ al-QazwÊnÊ194, who was named “M§nkdÊm” and whose
surname was “ShashdÊw”. He was a disciple of the Zaydite im§m
al-Mu"ayyad bi-’ll§h195 and stayed with him in Lanj§ in Daylam§n
where al-Mu"ayyad bi-’ll§h had his residence. Like many other
Zaydite theologians, they both felt attracted to Mu#tazilite theology196.

194 On the life and works of M§nkdÊm, see Madelung (1965, 181-183) and
Gimaret (1979, 57-60). His complete name, showing his descent from #AlÊ b. AbÊ
•§lib is mentioned by al-MuÈallÊ (\ad§"iq), 270: 7-13). The name M§nkdÊm is
also vocalized as M§nekdÊm, M§nakdÊm or M§nkadÊm. Monnot (1974, 263, note
1) explains that M§nkdÊm is the Arabic form of the Persian name M§ng-dÊm which
means “Face of the Moon”. According to al-MuÈallÊ he was also called al-Mus-
taíhir bi-’ll§h (\ad§"iq, 292: 10).

195 According to the index in Ta#lÊq sharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa, M§nkdÊm refers
to al-Mu"ayyad bi-’ll§h only once (Ta#lÊq, 52: 8). He usually refers to other mas-
ters such as Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ and #Abd al-Jabb§r.

196 For a description of the historical connections between Zaydism and
Mu#tazilism, see Madelung (1965, 153-222), Zayd (1985, 17-38), #$rif (1987,
62-72), and Madelung (1987a, 361-362). According to Zayd (1985, 33) the first
to combine Zaydism and Mu#tazilism was al-Q§sim b. Ibr§hÊm al-RassÊ (169/
785-246/860) who lived in Egypt in the period before 199/815 until 212/826.
He then settled in Rass near al-MadÊna. 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-Q§sim’s works in which he openly admits that he has become
a Mu#tazilite. Abrahamov (1990, 55), however, thinks that “al-Q§sim seems to
have been a Mu#tazilite thinker”. Madelung (1989, 1991a and 1992) disagrees
with Abrahamov about al-Q§sim being influenced by Mu#tazilite doctrine; he is
of the opinion that he rather was influenced by contemporary Christian theol-
ogy. Some of al-Q§sim’s followers propagated Zaydism in Iran. In 250/864 the
Zaydite al-\asan b. Zayd became the ruler of •abarist§n, where he imposed
ShÊ#ite ritual and law in combination with Mu#tazilite theology. After his death
in 270/884 he was succeeded by his brother MuÈammad b. Zayd (d. 287/900),
whose secretaries were two Mu#tazilites, Abå ’l-Q§sim al-BalkhÊ and Abå Mus-
lim al-Ißfah§nÊ (Madelung, 1988, 88). A grandson of al-Q§sim b. Ibr§hÊm was
YaÈy§ al-H§dÊ il§ ’l-\aqq (245/859-298/911), whose theological doctrine was
strongly influenced by Mu#tazilite doctrine, particularly by the Baghd§dian
(Madelung, 1965, 163-168). Al-H§dÊ founded a Zaydite im§mate in Yemen, where
some of the Zaydites of •abarist§n joined him (Zayd, 1985, 55-95). In Daylam§n
and JÊl§n, two provinces neighbouring •abarist§n, Zaydism was propagated by
al-N§ßir bi-’l-\aqq b. #AlÊ al-Uãråsh (d. 304/917), whose doctrine differed in
several respects from that of al-Q§sim b. Ibr§hÊm. He was less interested in
Mu#tazilism than al-H§dÊ (Madelung, 1965, 159-163). His adherents became
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When al-Mu"ayyad bi-’ll§h died in 411/1020, M§nkdÊm said the
funeral prayer for him197 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-Jabb§r died (in 415/1024, 414/
1023 or 416/1025) as he is mentioned among the sharÊfs who at-
tended his funeral. In 417/1026 he was back in Lanj§, where he tried
unsuccessfully to be accepted by the Zaydites as their im§m. He may
have returned to Rayy after this failure because it is known that he
died there in 425/1034198. By then the political situation had changed
in Rayy: it was under Ghaznavid rule from 420/1029 to 429/1038.
We have seen that MaÈmåd took action against the Mu#tazilites in
Rayy, but it is not known whether this affected M§nkdÊm.

It is not clear whether M§nkdÊm ever studied with #Abd al-Jabb§r
himself. He was probably trained in Mu#tazilism by al-Mu"ayyad
bi-’ll§h, who himself had studied with Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ and
later with #Abd al-Jabb§r. It is possible that M§nkdÊm attended les-
sons given by #Abd al-Jabb§r when he was in Rayy after 411/1020,
although by then #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 seen199, M§nkdÊm is the author of a critical paraphrase
(ta#lÊq) of #Abd al-Jabb§r’s SharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa. It seems to have been
a widely used work on Mu#tazilite doctrine since several copies have
survived up to the present200 and a commentary on it was written

known as the N§ßiriyya, whereas the adherents of the school of al-Q§sim and
al-H§dÊ were referred to as the Q§simiyya. Most of the Daylamites belonged to
the Q§simiyya and therefore had ties with the Zaydites in Yemen. AÈmad b.
al-\usayn al-Mu"ayyad bi-’ll§h (333/944-411/1020) and his brother Abå •§lib
YaÈy§ b. al-\usayn al-N§ãiq bi-’l-\aqq (340/951-424/1033), two Caspian
Zaydite imams who studied Mu#tazilite theology with Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ,
also belonged to the Q§simiyya. (For works by Abå •§lib al-N§ãiq bi-’l-\aqq,
see Madelung 1986a). Their doctrine shows the influence of the Baßrian tradi-
tion of the Mu#tazila, as distinct from the doctrine of al-H§dÊ who was closer to
the Baghd§dian tradition (Madelung, 1988, 90). One of the brothers, al-Mu"ayyad
bi-’ll§h, later studied in Rayy with #Abd al-Jabb§r. Al-JushamÊ reports that it was
said that #Abd al-Jabb§r himself also studied with al-Mu"ayyad bi-’ll§h (SharÈ
al-#uyån, 376: 3-12). As al-Mu"ayyad bi-’ll§h 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-’ll§h belonged to the group of scholars who
surrounded al-‘§Èib b. #Abb§d. M§nkdÊm was one of his disciples.

197 Al-MuÈallÊ (\ad§"iq, 292:9).
198 Madelung (1965, 182).
199 See above, 3-4.
200 See above, 3, note 6.
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by al-Q§sim al-MuÈallÊ201. It is not known whether M§nkdÊm had
students but, as he composed a work like Ta#lÊq sharÈ al-ußål al-kham-

sa, it is 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 Ta#lÊq SharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa.

Although M§nkdÊm was a Zaydite202, in the Ta#lÊq 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” (aßÈ§bun§) and he
often places the title “our master” (shaykhun§) before the name of a
Mu#tazilite master. However, he distances himself from the Mu#tazila
when he discusses the im§mate, juxtaposing Zaydite and Mu#tazilite
opinion on this subject and using the expression “in our opinion”
(#indan§) with respect to the Zaydite opinion and referring to “the
Mu#tazilites” and “they” with respect to Mu#tazilite opinion (Ta#lÊq,
753: 17-754: 18).

8. Ibn Mattawayh

Abå MuÈammad al-\asan b. AÈmad b. Mattawayh203 probably lived
in the Ghaznavid and early Seljuk periods. In 434/1042, some years
after the death of M§nkdÊm, Rayy was occupied by the Seljuk
Tughril-beg. The Seljuks were a group of Oghuz Turks who had
moved into Khur§s§n and had occupied the towns Marw, Har§t and
NÊs§bår before they captured Rayy. After its occupation, Rayy
became the capital of Tughril-Beg’s empire until he made Ißfah§n

201 His full name was al-Q§sim b. AÈmad b. \umayd al-MuÈallÊ al-W§di#Ê
al-‘an#§nÊ. Probably, he was the grandson of \umayd al-MuÈallÊ (d. 652/1254),
the author of al-\ad§"iq. The title of his commentary is Kit§b ta#lÊq #al§ sharÈ al-im§m
al-mashhår bi-M§nkdÊm alladhÊ sharaÈa bihÊ ’l-Ußål al-khamsa li-q§·Ê ’l-qu·§t #Abd
al-Jabb§r b. AÈmad raÈimahum-u ’ll§hu. Gimaret (1979, 63) has pointed out that
there is a mistake in this title, as the commentary by M§nkdÊm is not on #Abd
al-Jabb§r’s Ußål al-khamsa but on his SharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa.

202 That M§nkdÊm was a Zaydite becomes clear when he mentions Zayd as
the fourth Im§m after MuÈammad, saying that the Im§ms are “#AlÊ b. AbÊ •§lib,
then al-\asan, then al-\usayn, then Zayd b. #AlÊ and then those who lived like
them” (man s§ra bi-sÊratihim) (Ta#lÊq, 757: 18).

203 Madelung (1982) has pointed out that the name as it appears on the
title-page of volume I of the Majmå# is deceptive. The last part of the name, #AlÊ
b. #Abdall§h b. #Uãba (read: #Aãiyya) b. MuÈammad b. AÈmad al-Najr§nÊ, 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 (Majmå# I, French text, 10).
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the capital in 442/1050204. In 447/1055 Tughril-beg occupied
Baghd§d which meant the end of the empire of the Båyids.

In Baghd§d Tughril-beg was acknowledged as sultan by Caliph
al-Q§"im who had succeeded his father al-Q§dir 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 Baghd§dian scholars and ascetics, where
his father’s proclamation against Mu#tazilism and ShÊ#ism was read
again and all those present had to sign it205. However, despite his
loyalty to the caliph, Tughril-beg seems to have left the Mu#tazilites
undisturbed, probably because of his preference for the \anafite
school of law, to which most of the Mu#tazilites belonged206. He dis-
liked Sh§fi#ism, hence his hostile attitude towards the Ash#ariyya, most
of whom were Sh§fi#ites207. Because of his preference for the \anafite

204 Bosworth (1968, 42 and 38).
205 Glassen (1981, 12). Another reason why the situation in Baghd§d was

difficult for the Mu#tazilites was that they had close relations with the ShÊ#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 ShÊ#ites, the Ism§#Êlite F§ãimids, created a special threat
to Sunnite Islam. They had conquered Aleppo in 429/1038 and had spread
propaganda for Ism§#Êlism 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-ShÊ#ite policy that was not only directed
against F§ãimid propaganda but also against the ShÊ#ites in Baghd§d, 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 ShÊ#ites’ difficult position, the Im§mite
scholar Abå Ja#far al-•åsÊ (d. 459/1067), who was a disciple of al-Shaykh al-MufÊd,
took refuge in Najaf in 449/1057 (Glassen, 1981, 40). For the ShÊ#ites things
improved temporarily when Baghd§d was reoccupied in 450/1058 by the former
Båyid commander al-Bas§sÊrÊ, who had the support of the F§ãimids. He execut-
ed the vizier Ibn al-Muslima, but in 451/1060 he himself was killed when
Tughril-beg, who supported the caliph, occupied Baghd§d (Glassen, 1981, 43-44).
After al-Bas§sÊrÊ’s defeat the Karkh quarter was plundered by the mob. The large
library that had been founded by the Båyid vizier Sh§pår 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 #AmÊd al-Mulk al-KundurÊ
(Busse, 1969, 527).

206 Madelung (1971, 129-130).
207 In 445/1053 Tughril-beg issued an order that al-Ash #arÊ was to be cursed

from the pulpits in Khur§s§n. He also gave the command to arrest and deport
the four most prominent Sh§fi#ites of NÊs§bår. One of them was the theologian
Abå ’l-Ma#§lÊ al-JuwaynÊ, who, however, managed to escape and take refuge in
Mecca (Bulliet, 1973, 83). Under Alp Arsl§n, who succeeded his uncle Tughril-beg
as sultan in 455/1063, the persecution of the Ash#ariyya came to an end. His
vizier Nií§m al-Mulk supported the Sh§fi#ites and, as the Ash#arites were most-
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school, Tughril-beg appointed \anafite judges and built new mosques
for the \anafites, such as the new congregational mosque in Rayy208.
In NÊs§bår he founded the madrasa al-Sulã§niyya, in which \anafite
law was taught209.

As a result of Tughril-beg’s preference for the \anafite 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 Baghd§d both the Mu#tazilites and the As#arites were
attacked several times by mobs that supported traditionalist Sun-
nism210.

A Mu#tazilite who had an official function under the Seljuks was
Abå Bakr MuÈammad al-N§ßiÈÊ (d. 484/1091). He had specialized
in \anafite law and was appointed as a judge, first in NÊs§bår and
later in Rayy211. 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 Ism§#Êl b. #AlÊ
al-Samm§n (d. after 447/1056)212 and by al-Murshad bi-’ll§h Abå

ly Sh§fi#ites, they benefited from this support. Nií§m al-Mulk founded madrasas
called Nií§miyya, in both NÊs§bår and Baghd§d. These madrasas, in which Sh§fi#ite
law was taught, were open to Sh§fi#ite students only (Makdisi, 1973, 158-161).
One of the professors of the Nií§miyya in Baghd§d was the famous al-Ghaz§lÊ,
who taught Sh§fi#ite law there from 484/1091 until 488/1095.

208 Madelung (1971, 126-127).
209 Bulliet (1972, 252). The Mu#tazilite-\anafite Abå ’l-\asan #AlÊ b. al-\asan

al-‘andalÊ (d. 484/1091) enjoyed good relations with the Seljuk government. He
occupied the position of preacher (khaãÊb) at the old congregational mosque in
NÊs§bår for nine years. It was said that he was the prime mover in the persecu-
tion of As#arite leaders in NÊs§bår (Bulliet, 1972, 236).

210 The Mu#tazilite theologian Abå #AlÊ b. al-WalÊd (d. 478/1086), a disciple
of Abå ’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ, is said not to have left his house in Karkh during the
last fifty years of his life for fear of the Baghd§d mobs. Because of this, his stud-
ents had to come secretly to his house (Makdisi, 1963, 407-408 and Makdisi, 1997,
20). Ibn #AqÊl (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 #AqÊl’s
retraction is to be found in Makdisi, 1997, 4). This illustrates the difficult posi-
tion of the Mu#tazilites in Baghd§d 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 Daylam§n (SharÈ al-#uyån,
389: 1-5, and •abaq§t, 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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’l-\usayn YaÈy§ (d. 477/1084). Al-Murshad bi-’ll§h was a Zaydite
jurist who combined Mu#tazilite theology with Zaydite law213. One
of his students was Abå MuÈammad Ism§#Êl b. #AlÊ al-Farraz§dhÊ who,
like M§nkdÊm, was the author of a ta#lÊq on #Abd al-Jabb§r’s SharÈ

al-ußål al-khamsa214. 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. Some215 say he died
in 469/1076, others216 in 468/1075. Madelung217 thinks that nei-
ther of these dates is reliable and that he may have died earlier.
Al-JushamÊ’s assertion that Ibn Mattawayh studied with #Abd
al-Jabb§r (darasa #al§ Q§·Ê ’l-qu·§ti) is one of the few indications of
when he lived (SharÈ al-#uyån, 389: 15). That Ibn Mattawayh did study
with #Abd al-Jabb§r himself seems to be confirmed by remarks he
made in his works. Sometimes he refers to what #Abd al-Jabb§r said
in his lessons, for instance, “he said when he taught this book...”218

(Majmå# I, 184: 11). This suggests that he personally attended lessons
given by #Abd al-Jabb§r about the MuÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf, although he may
be simply reporting what he heard others say about these lessons.

If Ibn Mattawayh did study with #Abd al-Jabb§r, this was prob-
ably when #Abd al-Jabb§r was a very old man and Ibn Mattawayh

213 On al-Murshad bi-’ll§h Abå ’l-\usayn YaÈy§, see Madelung (1965,
184-185).

214 Gimaret (1979, 60-61). A reference to al-Farraz§dhÊ’s ta#lÊq is found in FÊ
’l-tawÈÊd (622: 18) in which al-Farraz§dhÊ is referred to as the commentator on
Kit§b al-ußål al-khamsa, although what is meant is #Abd al-Jabb§r’s SharÈ al-ußål
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 Qur"§n died. This date
was probably adopted by other scholars, including Houben (Majmå# I, French
text, 8) and Sayyid (SharÈ al-#uyån, 389, note 124) as the year in which Ibn
Mattawayh died.

216 #Uthm§n (1968, 51) and Ben-Shammai (1974, 298, note 32) say that Ibn
Mattawayh died in 468/1075.

217 Madelung (1982).
218 Wa-q§la fÊ tadrÊsi h§dh§ ’l-kÊtabi. Other remarks on #Abd al-Jabb§r’s teach-

ing are “he said in the lesson” (Èak§ fÊ ’l-darsi) (Majmå# I, 160: 23), “he pointed
out this aspect when he taught this book” (wa-il§ h§dh§ ’l-wajhi ash§ra fÊ tadrÊsi
h§dh§ ’l-kit§bi) (Majmå# III, 90: 20) and “he pointed this out in the lesson and it
is clearer than what is said in the book” (wa-ilayhi ash§ra fÊ ’l-darsi wa-huwa ab-
yanu mimm§ dhakarahå fÊ ’l-kit§bi) (Majmå# III, 91: 20-21).
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a young student. He seems to have been younger than #Abd
al-Jabb§r’s other students, something which can be deduced from
the place he is given in the generation (ãabaqa) of #Abd al-Jabb§r’s
students in al-JushamÊ’s SharÈ al-#uyån, which usually mentions the
persons belonging to the same ãabaqa in a loose chronological order219.
Since Ibn Mattawayh is mentioned as #Abd al-Jabb§r’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 Abå MuÈammad Ism§#Êl b. #AlÊ al-Farraz§dhÊ’s
ta#lÊq on #Abd al-Jabb§r’s SharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa220. Although this chain
is not considered historically reliable221, it shows that al-Farraz§dhÊ
considered Ibn Mattawayh as a student of Abå RashÊd al-NÊs§bårÊ.
We do not know whether Ibn Mattawayh really was one of Abå
RashÊd’s students but, whatever the case, his place in the chain of
transmission shows that Ibn Mattawayh was considered to be younger
than Abå RashÊd. This chain of transmission also shows that Ibn
Mattawayh belonged to the Bahshamiyya as it was continued by Abå
RashÊd and that he did not belong to the school of Abå ’l-\usayn
al-BaßrÊ. After Abå RashÊd’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
MaÈmåd of Ghazna’s hostility towards the Mu#tazilites and extremist
ShÊ#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 im§mate
differed from the Zaydite opinion. This can be concluded from the
title of a work written by the Zaydite Q§·Ê Ja#far in which he re-
futes Ibn Mattawayh’s opinion on the im§mate. The title of the work

219 Mentioning someone at the end of the ãabaqa 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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is: K. al-naq· #al§ ß§Èib Majmå# al-muÈÊã fÊ-m§ kh§lafa fÊhi ’l-zaydiyya min

b§b al-im§ma222 (Refutation of the opinions on the im§mate by which
the author of Majmå# al-muÈÊã opposed the Zaydiyya). Yet, Ibn Mat-
tawayh had ShÊ#ite sympathies because he is said to have confirmed
the superiority of #AlÊ over Abå Bakr in his Kit§b al-kif§ya but he seems
not to have been an Im§mite ShÊ#ite223.

The following works by Ibn Mattawayh are known:
– al-Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf. As we have seen, this work is a crit-
ical paraphrase of #Abd al-Jabb§r’s al-MuÈÊt bi-’l-taklÊf.
– al-Tadhkira fÊ aÈk§m al-jaw§hir wa-’l-a#r§·. Two alternative titles of
this work are Ris§la fÊ laãÊf al-kal§m and al-Tadhkira fÊ #ilm al-kal§m

(Tadhkira, 17-20)224. As the first title indicates, this work deals with
atoms and accidents.
– al-Kif§ya225. This work has been mentioned above.
– Kit§b al-taÈrÊr226.
– Ta#lÊq al-iÈ§ãa is possibly also a work by Ibn Mattawayh. There is
an anonymous manuscript with this title in the library of al-J§mi#
al-KabÊr in ‘an#§" and Ibn Mattawayh is mentioned as the possible
author227.

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

The last generation of Mu#tazilites mentioned by al-JushamÊ and Ibn
al-Murta·§ is the generation of #Abd al-Jabb§r’s students. Certain-
ly, there were still Mu#tazilites after #Abd al-Jabb§r’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 im§m’s immunity from sin differed from Im§mite opinion on this subject,
as Ibn Mattawayh did not consider immunity from sin to be a prerequisite for
the validity of the im§mate.

224 Two manuscripts of the work exist in collections in Yemen. The photo-
copies of these manuscripts are kept in the D§r al-kutub in Cairo. A third
manuscript forms part of the collection of the Bibliotheca Ambrosiana in Milan
(Löfgren, 1981, 173-174). The text of volume I was edited by S§mÊ Naßr Luãf
and Fayßal BadÊr #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 SharÈ al-tadhkira fÊ laã§"if al-kal§m (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-

Mal§ÈimÊ’s Kit§b al-mu#tamad fÊ ußål al-dÊn.
227 Makhãåã§t (1976, 10, item 46).
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died but adherence to Mu#tazila decreased. In Baghd§d Mu#tazilism
gradually disappeared, although in the sixth/twelfth century
Mu#tazilite theology was still taught by some \anafite scholars228.
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
\anafite school of law229.

At the beginning of the sixth/twelfth century the Seljuk sultans
favoured the Sh§fi#ites and Ash#arism, but Sultan Mas#åd b. MuÈam-
mad (r. 529/1134-547/1152) favoured the \anafites again, as
Tughril-beg had done earlier. However, Mas#åd’s preference of
\anafism did not imply that he favoured Mu#tazilism. Rather, he
supported M§turÊdism and wanted the Mu#tazilites to accept
M§turÊdism. However, when they refused to do so, he did not take
action against them230 as he had against the Ash#arites231. It seems
that he tolerated Mu#tazilism because the Mu#tazilites were mostly
\anafites. This may have been the reason that Mu#tazilite doctrine
was still taught in Rayy and Baghd§d 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 ground232. A district in which Mu#tazilism
survived for a long time was Khw§razm, where it had already ex-
isted in #Abd al-Jabb§r’s time—he wrote his Fa·l al-i#tiz§l wa-ãabaq§t

al-Mu#tazila at the request of the Khw§razm-sh§h Ma"mån II. A
well-known Khw§razmian Mu#tazilite was al-ZamakhsharÊ (467/
1075-538/1144)233, who wrote a famous commentary on the Qur"§n.

228 Madelung (1971, 136).
229 Madelung (1971, 135, note 68).
230 Madelung (1971, 135-136).
231 In 537/1142 Sultan Mas#åd forced two prominent Sh§fi#ites in Rayy to

sign documents disavowing some points of their Ash#arite doctrine. The next year
al-Ash#arÊ was cursed from some pulpits in Baghd§d and two Ash#arites were de-
ported (Madelung, 1971, 131-134).

232 This is Madelung’s opinion (Madelung, 1987, 330).
233 J§r All§h MaÈmåd b. #Umar al-ZamakhsharÊ (d. 538/1144) belonged to

the Bahshamiyya. Probably, he studied in Jusham with a disciple of al-\§kim
Abå Sa#d al-JushamÊ (d. 494/1101), who was an adherent of the Bahshamiyya
school. Later he had a close relationship with Rukn al-DÊn MaÈmåd b.
al-Mal§ÈimÊ (d. 536/1141), the most prominent disciple of Abå ’l-\usayn al-
BaßrÊ, 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-Minh§j fÊ ußål al-dÊn, 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-DÊn al-R§zÊ (543/
1149-606/1209), an Ash#arite theologian from Rayy, visited Khw§-
razm and Transoxania where he engaged in disputes with the
Mu#tazilites234. In I#tiq§d§t firaq al-muslimÊn wa-’l-mushrikÊn, a short work
on sects, he says that, of all the Mu#tazilite groups ( firaq) that he has
described, only the adherents (aßÈ§b) of Abå H§shim and the adher-
ents of Abå ’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ have survived (I #tiq§d§t, 45). It can
be concluded from this that, by then, the Mu#tazilite school of
Baghd§d, which had continued the doctrine of Abå ’l-Q§sim
al-BalkhÊ, had disappeared altogether. The Mu#tazilites living in
Baghd§d probably belonged to the school of Abå ’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ
or the Bahshamiyya.

In Khw§razm Mu#tazilism continued to exist until at least the
eighth/fourteenth century. The traveller Ibn Baããåãa (704/1304-779/
1377) reported that when he visited the town Khw§razm 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 Özbeg (a Mongol prince, Khan of the Golden Horde,
r. 712/1312—742/1341), and his governor were orthodox Sunnites
(RiÈlat Ibn Baããåãa, 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 century235. The
hostile attitude of the rulers of Khw§razm towards Mu#tazilism, as
described by Ibn Baããåãa, 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 doctrine236. They took their doctrine with them to

sharÊ most often refers to Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê and his son Abå H§shim, rather
than to his teacher Ibn al-Mal§ÈimÊ or to Abå ’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ, 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 Khw§razmian Mu#tazilites who lived
in the sixth/twelfth and seventh/thirteenth centuries.

235 Makdisi (1993, 384) says that Ibn AbÊ ’l-Waf§" (d. 775/1373), in his work
al-Jaw§hir al-mu·iyya fÊ ãabaq§t al-Èanafiyya, mentions only one Mu#tazilite \anafite
living in the eighth century.

236 See above, 60-61, note 196.
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Yemen237, 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 Im§mite ShÊ#ites, especially in their
legal theory and methodology. The Im§mite theologian al-Shaykh
al-MufÊd (d. 413/1022) and his disciple al-SharÊf al-Murta·§ (#Alam
al-Hud§) (d. 436/1044), who both studied with #Abd al-Jabb§r,
adopted many Mu#tazilite opinions238. Through al-Murta·§’s disci-
ple Abå Ja#far al-•åsÊ (Shaykh al-•§"ifa) (d. 459/1067) Mu#tazilite
ideas found acceptance in Im§mite theology239.

10. Conclusion

It seems that the Bahshamiyya Mu#tazila of Rayy achieved their
greatest number of adherents under #Abd al-Jabb§r, as can be con-
cluded from the many Mu#tazilites who are said to have studied with
him (SharÈ al-#uyån, 365: 10-11). Without doubt, the support of the
Båyid vizier al-‘§Èib b. #Abb§d, who favoured Mu#tazilism, stimu-
lated the growth of the school. When al-‘§Èib 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 MaÈmåd, who disapproved of Mu#tazilism. Al-
though there is no exact information about adherence to Mu#tazilism
in those days, it is likely that MaÈmåd’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 Abå ’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ.

238 McDermott (1978) has written a study on the theology of al-Shaykh
al-MufÊd in which he also considers the ideas of his disciple al-SharÊf al-Murta·§.
For a short description of al-Shaykh al-MufÊd’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 Im§mite Mu#tazilites adhered largely to the school
of Abå ’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ. One of them was al-#All§ma al-\illÊ (d. 726/1325).
In her dissertation on his theology, Sabine Schmidtke (1991, 250) comes to the
conclusion that the impact of the school of Abå ’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ on al-\illÊ’s
theological views was crucial and that in all issues where this school disagreed
with the Bahshamiyya, al-\illÊ followed them closely.
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miyya may have been the appearance of a new Mu#tazilite school,
the school of Abå ’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ.

M§nkdÊm and Ibn Mattawayh were undoubtedly disciples of #Abd
al-Jabb§r 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 M§nkdÊm, although they are both men-
tioned as students of #Abd al-Jabb§r. It is not known with certainty
whether they studied with #Abd al-Jabb§r personally. Nevertheless,
M§nkdÊm and Ibn Mattawayh had a thorough knowledge of #Abd
al-Jabb§r’s doctrine, as becomes clear from their critical paraphrases.
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CHAPTER TWO

THE ONTOLOGY AND PERCEPTION OF PAIN

1. The Existence of Pain

First #Abd al-Jabb§r turns his attention to the question of how we
know that pain exists1. He is concerned with establishing (ithb§t) 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-Jabb§r 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 Sophists2.
He disagrees with them and is convinced that perception is a reli-

1  #Abd al-Jabb§r discusses the existence of pain in a chapter called “Chapter
on establishing the existence of pains” (Faßl fÊ ithb§t al-§l§m) (MughnÊ XIII, 229:
17-270: 9). Dhanani (1994, 26, note 31) points out that thabata and its cognates
(ithb§t, etc.) in the kal§m 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 ithb§t. 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 mawjåd (presently exist-
ing), as muthbat includes both mawjåd (presently existing) and ma#dåm (not presently
existing, but existing at other moments). Van Ess added that the Mu#tazilites used
the term manfÊ (impossible) as the opposite of muthbat.

2  See MughnÊ XII, 42: 20-43: 1 and MughnÊ IV, 79: 6-7. Bernand (1982, 71-72)
thinks that the Sophists to whom #Abd al-Jabb§r refers were groups of thinkers
who belonged to the early mutakallimån 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 229: 19-20)3.

In this context, “thing” (shay" ), means anything that can be known,
irrespective of whether it is material or immaterial4.

In the quoted passage, #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r’s theory, this implies that one
reflects5 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 (dalÊl ) of the thing to be
known. Reflection (naíar) is a way to acquire knowledge about the
thing (al-madlål ) to which the indication refers.

Pain is perceptible. Therefore, #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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 ma#n§ must be established. We know that this ma#n§ 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 ma#n§ of pain]
exists [and that it is] a perceptible class of things different from the
other accidents (MughnÊ XIII, 230: 3-9)6

3  I #lam annahå l§ ãarÊqa li-’l-#ilmi bi-’l-shay"i aw·aÈu min al-idr§ki. Fa-mat§ tan§wala
’l-idr§ku shay"an fa-qad istaghn§ fÊ ithb§tihÊ #an dalÊlin. See also MughnÊ IX, 53: 23-24.

4  #Abd al-Jabb§r declares that even God can be referred to as a “thing” (shay"),
because He is an object of knowledge (MughnÊ 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 shay" for things that are
not presently existent (ma#dåm).

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

6  Wa-qad #alimn§ ann§ najidu fÊ ab#§·in§ ’l-§l§ma #al§ Èaddi m§ najidu fÊ ’l-ajs§mi ’l-
Èar§rata wa-’l-burådata, bal aw·aÈa minh§, fa-yajibu ithb§tu ma#nan mudrakin. Wa-qad
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#Abd al-Jabb§r says that what is perceived is a ma#n§, but what does
the term ma#n§ mean? And what did his master Abå IsÈ§q b. #Ayy§sh7

mean when he denied that pain is a ma#n§? (MughnÊ IX, 59: 9). Be-
fore answering this question, it will be useful to briefly consider his
theory about the structure of beings in this world8.

In #Abd al-Jabb§r’s theory, material things (objects) consist of at-
oms ( jawhar, plural jaw§hir)9 and accidents (#ara·, plural a#r§· ). The
atoms form a substrate (maÈall) 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 (taÈayyuz)10 and
the accident of its “spatial relation” (kawn)11 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-Jabb§r’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

#alimn§ annahå l§ yajåzu fÊ dh§lika ’l-ma#n§ an yakåna nafsa ’l-jismi wa-s§"ira m§ yaÈduthu
min tafrÊqin wa-#tim§din wa-ghayrihim§, fa-yajibu ithb§tuhå jinsan mudrakan mukh§lifan li-
s§"iri ’l-a#r§·i.

7  On Abå IsÈ§q b. #Ayy§sh, see above, 32.
8  It is difficult to get a clear idea of #Abd al-Jabb§r’s cosmology as he prob-

ably discussed the theory of atoms and accidents in the missing first volumes of
the MughnÊ. 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
Jabb§r’s theory. Peters (1976, 105-158) describes the cosmological theories of #Abd
al-Jabb§r based on a study of the MughnÊ, the Ta#lÊq and the Majmå#. For the cos-
mological theories of #Abd al-Jabb§r, see also Frank (1978, especially 39-57), where
he describes cosmological notions within the Baßra school of the Mu#tazila. Gima-
ret (1990, 43-126) gives many references to the cosmological theories of the school
of Abå H§shim in his discussion of al-Ash#arÊ’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 kal§m texts means “atom”. Dhanani (1994,
59, note 16) agrees with him.

10  For the meaning of the term taÈayyuz, see Dhanani (1994, 62-71).
11  Mostly, the term kawn (plural: akw§n) 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 (ta"lÊf ) 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 it12.

Let us return to what #Abd al-Jabb§r means when he says that pain
is a ma#n§. In the MughnÊ, #Abd al-Jabb§r uses the term ma#n§ in dif-
ferent senses. Sometimes he uses it with its common meaning, “sense”
or “meaning”. He also uses the term ma#n§ 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 (tan§sukh)
(MughnÊ XIII, 379: 18-380: 1)13. 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 ma#n§ in a
different sense.

In volume V of the MughnÊ (V, 253: 4-15)14, #Abd al-Jabb§r enu-
merates several meanings of ma#n§ as part of his discussion on whether
it is permissible to describe God as being a ma#n§15. He points out
that this depends on what is understood by ma#n§. He reports that
Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê rejected the description of God as being a ma#n§

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

13  #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (tan§sukh). They therefore believed
that the living being on which God has imposed duties (mukallaf ) is not the person
(shakhß) but a ma#n§ in him, that migrates in the persons and the shapes (hay§kil )”.

14  Frank (1967, 250, note 15), Daiber (1975, 226) and Monnot (1974, 40) refer
to this passage for the meaning of the term ma#n§.

15  The description of God as a ma#n§ may have been derived from Christian
doctrine. Wolfson (1976, 128) points to the use of the term ma#n§ 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
(aqnåm) or a thing (ma#n§).
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and argued that ma#n§ means “meaning”16. #Abd al-Jabb§r goes on
to discuss other meanings of the term ma#n§. He says that the mu-

takallimån use the term ma#n§ in reference to causes (#illa, plural #ilal )17

[of qualifications], as they say: “a moving being (al-mutaÈarrik) is
moving by virtue of a ma#n§”, and equate this with saying: “it is
moving by virtue of a cause (#illa)”. #Abd al-Jabb§r adds that ma#n§

in this sense is not used with reference to God. (MughnÊ 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 ma#n§ and he
adds that when ma#n§ is used in this broad sense, it cannot be de-
nied that God is a ma#n§ (MughnÊ V, 253: 12-15). We see that #Abd
al-Jabb§r acknowledges that ma#n§ 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 mutakallimån, and not only Mu#tazilites18, used ma#n§ as a

16  Understanding ma#n§ in the sense of “meaning”, Abå #AlÊ denied that it is
permissible to describe God as being a ma#n§. However, he considered that it was
permissible to say that God is ma#niyy, in the sense that God is meant, when God
is spoken of in speculative theology (kal§m) and in the Traditions (akhb§r) (MughnÊ
V, 253: 4-8). #Abd al-Jabb§r’s report does not make clear whether it must be con-
cluded that Abå #AlÊ only knew ma#n§ 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#n§, #illa, ßifa, and Èukm as follows: “Ma#n§ 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 ma#n§; but when the redness is considered as
causative (of the apple’s being red) it is called #illah. The quality that it causes, namely
the apple’s redness, is called ßifah; the ßifah 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’, (Èukm). In the phrase ‘this apple is
red, ‘red’ is the Èukm of the apple.”

18  Daiber (1975, 78-90) describes how concept of ma#n§ was used by several
mutakallimån. Before her sudden death Dr. Marie Bernand kindly sent me the fol-
lowing information with respect to the meaning of the term ma#n§: “Ma#n§ peut
vouloir dire “disposition”, notion empruntée au stoicisme. Selon les £§hirites le
ma#n§ est considéré comme un intermédiaire entre la réalité et la subjectivité en
ce qu’elle a de valable grace à l’appréhension pure. Selon les Im§mites le ma#n§
est le sens divin à 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#n§ a des sens très diversifiés. Mis à part le sens grammatical (signi-
fication), on peut dire que le terme ma#n§ se caractérise par une vaste ampleur
conceptuelle et il subsume des valeurs allant de la réalité abstraite à l’existence
réelle. Au centre de cette constellation on peut dire que se situe la notion de dis-
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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
mutakallimån19. Frank studied the term ma#n§ as it is used by several
mutakallimån in order to clarify its technical meaning in the kal§m in
general20. At the end of the first part of his article, having given
examples from the MughnÊ 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
ma#n§, in this technical sense, means an immediate, intrinsic causal
determinant21.

Daiber made an extensive study of the theological-philosophical
system of the Mu#tazilite Mu#ammar b. #Abb§d al-SulamÊ (d. 215/
830). In this study he describes the specific meaning of the term ma#n§

in Mu#ammar’s philosophy where ma#n§ refers to an entity that de-
termines something and which itself is determined by another ma#n§,
so that there is a chain of ma#§nÊ. He says:

Damit ist nichts anderes ausgesagt, als daß die Wirkung einer Sub-
stanz, nämlich sein Akzidens, durch ein sogenanntes ma#n§ bedingt ist:
das ma#n§ bestimmt das So-sein des Seienden, d.h. was das Seiende
ist; durch das ma#n§ 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. Ma#n§ ist eine Wiedergabe von
“Wesen”22.

Descriptions of the meaning of ma#n§ as it was used by #Abd al-Jabb§r
can be found in monographs on him. In his monograph on #Abd
al-Jabb§r Peters translates ma#n§ as “qualifier” and he explains its
meaning as:

Ma#n§: 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’à signifier la positivité d’une determination. Le ma#n§
en ce sens est une abstraction réalisée déterminant dans un corps quelque chose
de non-corporal, ainsi un état (È§l) (Ta#lÊq, 410)”.

19  For references to some special studies on the term ma#n§ in kal§m texts, see
Peters (1976, 156, note 234). See also Daiber (1975, 78-90).

20  Frank (1967).
21  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 qualification23.

The meaning “qualifier” is given by Bernand, as well, but she gives
more definitions of ma#n§. She distinguishes the following meanings
of ma#n§: (in French) 1. “entité causale”, “cause qualifiante”, “syn-
onyme de #illa”; 2. “réalité incorporelle”; 3. “accident spécifique”;
4. “signification”, “sens”24. Of the first meaning “qualifier”, she says:

La qualification ßifa ou Èukm 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 l’existant accidentellement et en vertu d’autre
chose que lui. Cette chose est la cause (ma#n§) de cette qualification25.

An example of the use of ma#n§ in the sense of “cause of a qualifi-
cation” or “qualifier” can be found in #Abd al-Jabb§r’s discussion of
the subject of desire. He explains that we are described as “feeling
a desire” (mushtahÊ) by virtue of a ma#n§ that exists in us, and this ma#n§

is a desire (shahwa). He argues as follows: a person finds himself in
the state of “feeling a desire” (mushtahÊ) 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-

jåd) of a ma#n§ in this person. This ma#n§ can only be a desire (shahwa)
(MughnÊ IV, 19: 17-20)26. The existence of this ma#n§ is the cause (#illa)
of this person’s being qualified as “feeling a desire”.

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XII, 5: 3-9). However, according to #Abd al-Jabb§r,
the existence of the ma#n§ 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 230: 4-9).

23  Peters (1976, 155-157). Monnot (1974, 40) concluded that ma#n§ means
“accident”. He said: “Peut-être, en somme, la ma#n§ n’est-elle autre que l’accident
en tant qu’il est cause d’une attribution et raison de validité d’un attribut?”.

24  Bernand (1982, 370).
25  Bernand (1982, 77-78).
26  For an English translation and explanation of this passage see Frank (1967,

249). In a similar way, #Abd al-Jabb§r explains that we are “willing” (murÊd) or
“reflecting” (n§íir) [on something] by virtue of the existence of a ma#n§ in us. This
ma#n§ is a will (ir§da) or “reflection” (naíar), respectively. If this ma#n§ exists in a
person it is the cause (#illa) of his being qualified as “willing” or “investigating”
(MughnÊ VI/2, 24: 9 and 25: 12; MughnÊ XII, 5: 3-9).
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#Abd al-Jabb§r asserts that pain is a ma#n§. However, although ma#n§

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” (§lim), not because of
the existence of pain in us but rather because we perceive something
and feel an aversion (nufår) 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 suffering27 (MughnÊ IV, 55: 10-11).

Ma#n§ in the sense of “immediate, intrinsic causal determinant” is
more or less equivalent to the term #ara· (accident)28. In a passage
cited before29 #Abd al-Jabb§r refers to pain as being a ma#n§ differ-
ent from the other accidents (#ara·, plural a#r§· ). We have already
seen that accidents determine the qualities of the substrate they inhere
in. In #Abd al-Jabb§r’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 (MughnÊ 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 ma#n§ becomes clear from
what #Abd al-Jabb§r reports about his teacher Abå IsÈ§q b. #Ayy§sh.
#Abd al-Jabb§r says that Abå IsÈ§q denied that pain is a ma#n§. How
are we to understand this statement? #Abd al-Jabb§r reports that

Abå IsÈ§q b. #Ayy§sh, may God have mercy upon him, used to deny
[the existence of] pain absolutely. He used to say that it is not a ma#n§,
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 ma#n§ of pain does not cause a state is confirmed by #Abd al-Jabb§r
in more than one place. See, for instance, MughnÊ VII, 36: 16-17 and MughnÊ IX,
164: 19.

28  Frank, 1967, 252.
29  See above, 73.



chapter two80

establish the existence of a perceptible ma#n§ (MughnÊ IX, 59: 9-11)30.

Abå IsÈ§q did not deny that people suffer when they are injured but
rather he denied that something new, a ma#n§, comes into existence.
He seems to have been of the opinion that we suffer from the ab-
sence of “soundness” (ßiÈÈa)31, 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.
Abå IsÈ§q therefore says that pain is not a ma#n§.

In another passage, #Abd al-Jabb§r reports that Abå IsÈ§q said
that we suffer when the body is injured, because in that case the
balance of the body is disturbed:

Our shaykh Abå IsÈ§q, 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 ma#n§. 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. (MughnÊ IV, 29: 7-9)32

#Abd al-Jabb§r himself does not use the concept of balance (i#tid§l)
in his theory of pain. It is possible that Abå IsÈ§q 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§j)33. If these elements are present in a right
proportion to each other, the organic body is “balanced” (mu#tadil)34.

30  #Al§ anna shaykhan§ Ab§ IsÈ§qa bna #Ayy§shin raÈimahå ’ll§hu k§na yanfÊ ’l-alama
aßlan, wa-yaqålu innahå laysa bi-ma#nan wa-innam§ ya"lamu ’l-Èayyu idh§ baãalat ßiÈÈatu
jismihÊ wa-’ntafat-i ’l-Èay§tu #anhå #an dh§lika ’l-maw·i#i fa-ya"lamu #inda dh§lika kam§ ya"lamu
idh§ adraka ’l-mar§rata wa-l§ yuthbitu ma#nan mudrakan.

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

32  Wa-qad k§na shaykhun§ Abå IsÈ§qa raÈimahå ’ll§hu yaqålu inna ’l-alama ’l-È§ditha
fÊ jismihÊ laysa bi-ma#nan wa-innam§ ya"lamu ’l-ins§nu #inda tafrÊqi jismihÊ li-annahå qad
baããala ßiÈÈatahå wa-z§la #tid§lu jismihÊ.

33  Gutas (1988, 75, note 10).
34  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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Abå IsÈ§q probably believed that we suffer when the balance of the
humours in our body is disturbed35. This must be the “disappear-
ance of soundness” to which he refers in the foregoing passage.

Although #Abd al-Jabb§r had studied with Abå IsÈ§q, he did not
adopt his teacher’s opinion that pain is not a ma#n§. #Abd al-Jabb§r
saw the implications of denying the existence of a perceptible thing.
He pointed out that Abå IsÈ§q’s opinion that pain is not a ma#n§ may
lead to the denial of the existence of all perceptible things (MughnÊ

IX, 59: 14-20, MughnÊ IV, 29: 18-20)36.

2. How Pain is Perceived

#Abd al-Jabb§r asserts that pain is a perceptible ma#n§, 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-Jabb§r says that pain does not require a sense organ with a spe-
cial structure (binya makhßåßa) 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 SÊn§ (370/980-428/1037), a contemporary of #Abd al-Jabb§r, who spent a short
time (between 403/1013 and 405/1015) in Rayy in the period after #Abd al-Jabb§r’s
judgeship (Gutas, 1988, 261). Ibn SÊn§ explains that pain is caused either
by the occurrence of a bad blending of the humours that suddenly changes the
existing blend (miz§j) or by something that disrupts the connectedness (ittiß§l ) of
the body (Q§nån fÊ ’l-ãibb, I, 108). In his opinion, pain means experiencing the in-
compatibility of the changed mixture (miz§j) of humours. He thinks that every in-
compatible (mun§fÊ) thing that is felt hurts because of its incompatibility. Ibn SÊn§’s
theory of the cause of pain resembles Abå IsÈ§q’s opinion that a human being
suffers because the “soundness” of his body disappears and its balance is disturbed.

35  Abå IsÈ§q’s denial of the existence of pain as a ma#n§ leads us to ask why
his opinion was so different from #Abd al-Jabb§r’s opinion. Ibn Mattawayh reports
that Abå IsÈ§q formed this opinion because he was not able to find an adequate
answer to a question concerning the generation of pain (Majmå# III, 15: 16-17).
See below, 101-102, note 36.

36  A detailed refutation of Abå IsÈ§q’s opinion is given by #Abd al-Jabb§r in
volume XIII of the MughnÊ, where he puts forward many arguments refuting this
opinion, not addressing Abå IsÈ§q directly but presenting his arguments in the
usual form of a dialogue: “If he says...., he is answered....” (Fa-in q§la..., qÊla lahå...)
(MughnÊ XIII, 262: 3-269: 17).
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perceived by any part of the body on condition that there is life (Èay§t)
in that part of the body37 (MughnÊ IV, 38: 3, MughnÊ XI, 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 (Èar§ra). 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 260: 3-9). #Abd
al-Jabb§r considers this a feature distinguishing pain from all other
things (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r’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-Jabb§r, 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 (nufår al-ãab#) it is called pain, but
if it is perceived with desire (shahwa) it is called pleasure. We have
seen that according to #Abd al-Jabb§r, we suffer not because of the
existence of the ma#n§ of pain in our body, but because of our aver-
sion to what we perceive. Had we perceived this ma#n§ with desire
(shahwa), we would instead have experienced pleasure38 (MughnÊ IV,
15: 12-17, 17: 3-12). #Abd al-Jabb§r explains it thus:

37  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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XI, 335: 13-18).

38  See also Brunschvig (1974, 78-79).



the ontology and perception of pain 83

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 (MughnÊ IX, 54: 20-22)39.

It is #Abd al-Jabb§r’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 class40

( jins) of things (MughnÊ IX, 54: 21 and MughnÊ, XIII, 255: 12-13).
In order to strengthen his argument, #Abd al-Jabb§r mentions

actions that can cause both pain and pleasure, such as exposing
oneself to intense cold (bard shadÊd ), warming oneself at a fire (ißãil§" ),
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 (MughnÊ XIII, 243: 3-5).
Scratching a healthy part of the body hurts, but someone suffering
from scabies41 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#n§ can be experienced as
pain or as pleasure (MughnÊ IV, 17: 17-19).

Opponents may object to #Abd al-Jabb§r’s theory that pain and
pleasure are one class of things by pointing out that there is no word
to denominate42 this class and that it is therefore doubtful whether

39  L§kinnahå idh§ k§na n§fira ’l-ãab#i #anhu alima bihÊ wa-summiya alaman wa-idh§
k§na mushtahiyan lahå ’ltadhdha bihÊ wa-summiya ladhdhatan, fa-’l-jinsu l§ yataghayyaru
wa-in taghayyara #alayhi ’l-ismu wa-taghayyara Èukmu ’l-Èayyi bihÊ.

40  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 Baßrian mutakallimån of
this period is not equivalent to the English “genus”. Frank (1985, 78, note 19)
explains that the Baßrian 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-Jabb§r refers to the four “spatial relations”
(movement, rest, composition and separation) as forming one jins. He also says that
speech (kal§m) and “articulated” sounds (aßw§t muqaããa#a) form one jins (MughnÊ 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 (MughnÊ
VII, 23: 6 and 41: 18-42: 2). See Peters (1976, 292-312).

41  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).

42  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-Jabb§r 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 (#ib§ra) for the class of pain and pleasure, the existence of this
class can be known because it has a predicate (ßifa) 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 (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r’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-Jabb§r
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 it43 (MughnÊ XIII, 257: 1-6 and 256: 3-7).

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r’s explanation is that speakers of Arabic (ahl al-lugha) give
denominations (#ib§r§t) to things (ma#§nÊ) according to their most striking feature.
They therefore gave pain a name but not the class it belongs to (MughnÊ XIII, 256:
1-7).

43  It may appear strange that something can be perceived and yet cannot be
given a name. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 255: 1-9).
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about this. Some of them, probably including Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê and
his son Abå H§shim44, 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 opposite45 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 themselves46. 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
is it possible that someone is sometimes without either of them? #Abd
al-Jabb§r 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

44  Ibn Mattawayh reports that, as opposed to #Abd al-Jabb§r, Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê
and his son Abå H§shim were of the opinion that living beings must feel either
desire or aversion, so that they are never without either of them. Abå #AlÊ there-
fore believed that everything that is perceived by the senses is perceived with either
desire or aversion (Tadhkira, 321: 8). Ibn Mattawayh does not mention the rea-
soning of Abå #AlÊ with respect to this question. It appears that his son Abå H§shim
agreed with him on this point. Ibn Mattawayh reports that Abå H§shim believed
that life entails (mu·ammin) aversion and desire (Tadhkira, 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-Jabb§r discusses the question of whether life entails aversion and
desire, he does not mention what Abå H§shim’s opinion on this question was. He
only says that Abå H§shim gave information about it (nabbaha #al§ dh§lika) and that
Abå #Abdall§h explained it (ßarraÈa bi-’l-qawli bihÊ), so that it is not clear which
opinion was Abå H§shim’s and which opinion was Abå #Abdall§h’s on this ques-
tion (MughnÊ XIII, 243: 14-19).

45  On the concept of ·idd (opposite), see Peters (1976, 142-143).
46  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-Jabb§r concludes that it is possible for a living
being to feel neither desire nor aversion (MughnÊ XIII, 244: 10-17).

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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-
ceive 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 242: 10-13 and MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r’s disciple Ibn Mattawayh agrees with him that it
is possible that something belonging to the class of pain and pleas-
ure is 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#n§ is not
called pain or pleasure (Majmå# III, 17: 1-2)47. 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 (Majmå#

III, 17: 2-3).
Another question with respect to #Abd al-Jabb§r’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-Jabb§r 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

47  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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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)48 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-Jabb§r admits
that deviations from the usual way in which things happen can occur,
but only in times when prophets appear49 (MughnÊ 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 242: 1-2).

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ

XIII, 243: 10-13).

48  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 Ibr§hÊm, who is not burnt
by fire, see Qur"§n 21; 69. #$da corresponds, qua contents, with what we call the
laws of nature.” For an explanation of the concept of #§da, see also Antes (1970,
40-44), Wolfson (1976, 544-551), Schwarz (1976, 251-252, note 87) and Gimaret
(1980, 262).

49  One of the criteria for a miracle performed by a prophet is that it must
break with the normal course of events (al-#§da). See MughnÊ 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 (Majmå# I, 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-Jabb§r 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 moment50, but rather whether it is possi-
ble to experience pain in one part of the body and pleasure in an-
other part. This question is 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ,
XIII, 259: 1-8). #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 257: 14-258: 11).

50  This question is discussed by Ibn Mattawayh in al-Tadhkira fÊ aÈk§m al-jaw§hir
wa-’l-a#r§·. 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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CHAPTER THREE

HOW PAIN COMES INTO EXISTENCE

After having explained what pain is and how it is perceived, #Abd
al-Jabb§r discusses the way in which pain comes into existence. He
first considers whether pain is something that can be produced1 by
human beings (MughnÊ XIII, 271: 2). According to his doctrine, only
a limited number of acts (af #§l, plural of fi #l) 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 them2.

Defining what human beings are able to produce, #Abd al-Jabb§r
refers to what Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê and Abå H§shim said on this
subject. They said that human beings can do two sorts of actions:
firstly, “acts of the limbs” (af #§l al-jaw§riÈ) such as movements
(Èarak§t), different sorts of pressure (i #tim§d§t), composition (ta"lÊf ),
different sorts of pain (§l§m) and sounds (aßw§t), and, secondly, “acts
of the heart” (af #§l al-qulåb) such as thought ( fikr), will (ir§da), con-
viction (i#tiq§d) and “the opposites of conviction”3, and remorse
(nadam) (MughnÊ IX, 13: 13-16). This enumeration makes it clear
that #Abd al-Jabb§r considers pain as something that can be pro-
duced by human beings.

#Abd al-Jabb§r asserts that human beings can only produce pain
in a way that he refers to as “generation” (tawlÊd)4. 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

1 Speaking about divine and human acting, #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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.

4 The term tawallud is also used. On the Mu#tazilite theory of generation (tawlÊd)
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-#Ir§qÊ (19836, 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 (Kit§b
al-tawlÊd) of the MughnÊ, 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 knock5.

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-Jabb§r’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”) (MughnÊ

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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ IX, 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 body6. According to #Abd al-Jabb§r’s doctrine,
pain is generated by the injury. He therefore refers to the injury
as the cause7 (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-Jabb§r’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) (MughnÊ IX, 139:

5 See Peters (1976, 141). See also below, 93.
6 See below, 94-97.
7 Generally, sabab and #illa are both translated as cause, although they are

different terms. Sabab is used in relation to the production of acts, whereas #illa
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 #illa 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 generation8. Producing something by means
of the process of cause and effect is called generation (tawlÊd) in
Mu#tazilite doctrine.

1. ‘iÈÈa and Wah§

In #Abd al-Jabb§r’s discussion of the generation of pain, two terms
are often used by him. These are the terms ßiÈÈa and wah§. In what
follows, attention will first be given to the meaning of the term ßiÈÈa.
I have not come across a definition of this term in those parts of
the MughnÊ that I have studied. What #Abd al-Jabb§r means by it
becomes clear from the way in which it is used9. It appears that in
reference to living bodies, the existence of ßiÈÈa in a body means
that this body is intact and without injury. This can be concluded
from #Abd al-Jabb§r’s assertion that ßiÈÈa exists in the body of a
living being if this body is free from defect (s§lim min al-§fa); ap-
pearance of a deficiency (ikhtil§l) in a living body implies the dis-
appearance of the soundness of that part of the body (MughnÊ XIII,
269: 12-14). Used in this sense, ßiÈÈa only applies to living beings.
#Abd al-Jabb§r emphasizes this by specifying that the soundness he
refers to is needed for life (al-ßiÈÈatu ’llatÊ taÈt§ju ilayh§ ’l-Èay§tu)
(MughnÊ IX, 52: 23). He adds that this soundness cannot be per-
ceived, which implies that its existence is known by deduction
(MughnÊ XIII, 262: 11). It is difficult to find an adequate transla-
tion for the term ßiÈÈa. 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-Jabb§r’s time the term ßiÈÈa was also understood in
senses other than that described above. This can be concluded from
the definition of ßiÈÈa given by M§nkdÊm. In order to refute an
opinion of the Baghd§dian Mu#tazilites, M§nkdÊm mentions three

8 See Peters (1976, 60-61).
9 #Abd al-Jabb§r uses the term ßiÈÈa 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 ßiÈÈa, the first of which is “composition in the
sense of having healed” (al-ta"lÊfu min jihati ’l-ilti"§mi) (Ta#lÊq, 392: 4)10.
Composition (ta"lÊf ) is a term that is used in #Abd al-Jabb§r’s cos-
mology to indicate that two atoms are connected to each other, so
that they form one substrate11. The word ilti"§m is the verbal noun
of the verb ilta"ama, which means “being repaired”, “being connect-
ed” or “having healed” (wound). This meaning of ßiÈÈa, “compo-
sition in the sense of having healed”, conforms to the sense in which
ßiÈÈa is used by #Abd al-Jabb§r because in both cases it refers to
the intactness of a living body without any injury.

The second meaning of ßiÈÈa mentioned by M§nkdÊm is “the
balance of the mixture” (i #tid§l al-miz§j) (Ta#lÊq, 392: 4). This is the
sense in which it was used by physicians in M§nkdÊm’s time. This
becomes clear from another part of the Ta#lÊq where M§nkdÊm
explains that by the “balance of the mixture” the physicians (aãibb§")
understand the balance of “the four natural dispositions” (ãab§"i #):
warmth (Èar§ra), coldness (buråda), wetness (ruãåba) and dryness (yubå-

sa) (Ta#lÊq, 154: 15-18). For these physicians “balance of mixture”
meant that the four humours were in balance12. The third mean-
ing mentioned by M§nkdÊm is “the cessation of illnesses and sick-
nesses” (zaw§lu ’l-amr§·i wa-’l-asq§mi) (Ta#lÊq, 392: 4-5). This was
probably the sense in which ßiÈÈa was understood by the common
people.

Wah§13 is a verbal noun derived from the verb “w-h-y” that,
according to Kazimirski14, means “being burst” or “being torn”
(French: être crevé, déchiré). Kazimirski translates wah§ itself as “crack”,
“fissure”, “burst”, “rupture” (French: fissure, rupture, solution de con-

tinuité, crevasse, déchirure). Brunschvig15 translates this term with the
French word “lésion” which corresponds with the English “lesion”.
As for an English translation of wah§, Peters16 translates it as “cleav-

10 See also Ta#lÊq (154: 15).
11 See Peters (1976, 132-134).
12 On the four humours, see above, 80.
13 In the MughnÊ two forms are found: wah§ and wahy. In MughnÊ (IX, 52-56)

it is written with an alif at the end of the word. In MughnÊ XIII (for instance,
261) it is written with a y§" maqßåra; in both cases the pronunciation is “wah§”.
However, in MughnÊ (XIII, 231: 4) the manßåb form wahyan is found which indi-
cates the pronunciation as “wahy”.

14 Kazimirski (1860, II, 1618-1619).
15 Brunschvig (1974, 76).
16 Peters (1976, 134).
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age”, whereas Hecker translates it as “infirmity”17 or “weakness”18.
In view of the way #Abd al-Jabb§r uses the term, I have chosen to
translate wah§ 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 wah§ as “lesion”, we also distinguish it from
other related terms used by #Abd al-Jabb§r, such as separation (taf-

rÊq or iftir§q) and wound ( jurÈ).
Defining what is meant by a lesion (wah§), #Abd al-Jabb§r refers

to Abå H§shim al-Jubb§"Ê and says that “by a lesion (wah§) he [Abå
H§shim] means a separation (iftir§q) upon whose occurrence the
soundness (ßiÈÈa) needed by life disappears, and not a separation
that does not have this effect”19 (MughnÊ IX, 52: 23-24). #Abd al-
Jabb§r does not provide a definition of his own: he probably agrees
with Abå H§shim’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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ

IX, 54: 13-16)20. 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-Jabb§r refers to sounds. We have seen21 that according to his
doctrine, sound is generated by pressure (i#tim§d), 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 (muß§kka) generates sound; other kinds of
pressure do not generate sound. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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).
19 Wa-’l-wah§ innam§ yurÊdu bihÊ ’l-iftir§qa ’lladhÊ tantafÊ #indahå ’l-ßiÈÈatu ’llatÊ

taÈt§ju ilayh§ ’l-Èay§tu dåna ’l-iftir§qi ’lladhÊ l§ yu"aththiru h§dh§ ’l-ta"thÊra (reading tantafÊ
rather than tantaqÊ). Hecker (1975, 171, note 144) proposes to correct tantaqÊ as
it is written in the edition to tantafÊ, which is indeed a good solution.

20 I agree with Hecker (1975, 171, note 158) that MughnÊ (IX, 54: 15-16) should
be read as wa-ill§ lam yuwallid dh§lika instead of wa-’l-alamu yuwallidu dh§lika.

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 is prevented from doing so because the condition for the
generation has not been fulfilled (MughnÊ IX, 163: 22-23).

 In addition to the term wah§ (lesion), #Abd al-Jabb§r also uses
the general term iftir§q or tafrÊq (separation) in reference to that
which generates pain. In volume IX of the MughnÊ (MughnÊ IX, 52:
16-59: 8), he almost exclusively applies the term wah§ (lesion) when
he discusses the generation of pain, whereas in volume XIII of the
MughnÊ he often uses the term tafrÊq (separation). For instance, at
the beginning of the chapter in volume XIII that deals with the
generation of pain (MughnÊ XIII, 272-275), he says that pain is
generated by a separation (tafrÊq) on the condition that soundness
disappears22 (MughnÊ XIII, 272: 3). Yet, in this volume he also uses
the term wah§ (lesion), for instance, when he explains that pain is
generated by a lesion (MughnÊ XIII, 260: 10).

Although #Abd al-Jabb§r mostly uses the terms wah§ (lesion) and
tafrÊq (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 MughnÊ, where #Abd al-Jabb§r says that ”... it is an estab-
lished fact that it [the pain] is generated by the spatial relation (kawn)
that is the lesion (wah§)23” (MughnÊ VI/1, 169: 6-7). We have seen24

that kawn (spatial relation) is a term used by #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r is “sep-
aration” (iftir§q) which indicates that two atoms are separated rather
than connected to each other.

2. How Pain is Generated

As we have seen, #Abd al-Jabb§r says that pain is generated by a
specific sort of separation in a living body. This separation is the
result of pressure (i #tim§d) that is put on the body. This means that
in #Abd al-Jabb§r’s opinion the process by which pain is produced

22 I#lam anna ’l-ßaÈÊÈa anna ’lladhÊ yuwalliduhå huwa ’l-tafrÊqu bi-sharãi nafyi ’l-ßiÈÈati.
23 Qad thabata annah§ [al-§l§m] tatawalladu #an-i ’l-kawni ’lladhÊ huwa ’l-wah§.
24 See above, 74.



how pain comes into existence 95

consists of the following steps: firstly, pressure is put on the body;
secondly, the pressure generates a separation (lesion) in the body;
thirdly, the separation generates pain (MughnÊ XIII, 273: 14). In
his article on #Abd al-Jabb§r’s theory of pain, Brunschvig25 presents
the process of producing pain as follows:

i#tim§d → wah§ (=tafrÊq) → alam

(pressure → lesion (=separation) → pain)

This makes clear that according to #Abd al-Jabb§r, it is not the
pressure that generates the pain, but rather the lesion (wah§), al-
though it is not possible to produce pain without the use of pres-
sure.

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r gives
the example of an atom ( jawhar). As we have seen26, 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. (MughnÊ IX,
53: 4-8). #Abd al-Jabb§r argues that this is different for a lesion (wah§)
and pain. He points out that a lesion is a separation (tafrÊq) and it
is known that separations can exist without the simultaneous ex-
istence of pain (MughnÊ IX, 52: 24-53: 8). Therefore a lesion and
pain can be a cause and its effect.

#Abd al-Jabb§r’s theory of generation sets still other conditions
for the relationship between cause and effect, 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
is non-existent, for instance, if the cause disappeared before the
effect came into existence. A further condition is that the quantity

25 Brunschvig, (1974, 75).
26 See above, 74.



chapter three96

of the effect must be commensurate with the quantity of the cause.
Lastly, the process of generation must always be the same.

#Abd al-Jabb§r explains that with respect to the generation of pain
the lesion meets all of these conditions (MughnÊ IX, 52: 16-18). He
rejects the idea that it is not the lesion but rather the disappear-
ance (nafy) of the soundness (ßiÈÈa) 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 275: 1 and
MughnÊ IX, 55: 24).

As for the condition that the quantity of an effect is commensu-
rate with the quantity of a cause, #Abd al-Jabb§r points out that
lesions and pain meet this condition because “when the injuries
increase, the pain increases” (wa-mat§ z§dat al-jir§È§tu z§dat al-§l§mu)
(MughnÊ XIII, 272: 7-8). #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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 (tafrÊq) and little pain, but if he is hit
equally hard in a soft part there is a large separation and the pain
is intense (MughnÊ 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.

Abå H§shim al-Jubb§"Ê had different opinions on this subject. Like
#Abd al-Jabb§r, Abå H§shim 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 (MughnÊ IX, 52: 19-22). Thus, in his book
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al-J§mi#27 he said that pressure (i #tim§d ) generates a lesion (wah§) in
the body and this lesion generates the pain (MughnÊ IX, 138: 11-14).
However, #Abd al-Jabb§r reports that in Abå H§shim’s works oth-
er opinions on the generation of pain are found28: in al-Abw§b29 Abå
H§shim 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) (MughnÊ IX, 138: 14-15). As we do
not know the chronological order of Abå H§shim’s works, it is not
clear which of these opinions was the last to be held by him.

However this may be, #Abd al-Jabb§r is of the opinion that pres-
sure on a body generates a lesion, and that this lesion generates
pain. As for M§nkdÊm, he adopted one of Abå H§shim’s other
opinions: the opinion that pressure generates the pain. In his dis-
cussion of the generation of acts in general (Ta#lÊq, 387-390),
M§nkdÊm 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-Èasabi ’l-·arbi ’l-mawjådi min jihatihÊ)
(Ta#lÊq, 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” (akw§n) and asserts that “a
human being (al-q§dir bi-’l-qudra) can only produce something in
something else by means of pressure (i #tim§d )” (Ta#lÊq, 91: 19-92:
1). This conforms with Abå H§shim’s opinion in al-Abw§b.

27 Gimaret (1976, 313) assumes that al-J§mi# was a work that discussed the-
ological problems in a systematic order.

28 Ibn Mattawayh confirms that Abå H§shim’s opinions about the genera-
tion of pain differed. He reports that Abå H§shim’s opinion (madhhab) is that the
cause (sabab) of pain is the lesion (wah§), but that in some places he said that the
pressure (i #tim§d ) generates it (Majmå# III, 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-Jabb§r’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 (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r a lesion
(wah§) is caused by pressure (i #tim§d ). 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII,
233: 5-7). #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ

XIII, 233: 8-10)30

30 Wa-yajåzu fÊ ’l-·a#Êfi an yakåna li-·u#fihÊ taghåßu ’l-ibrata fÊ badani ’l-Èayyi #al§
wajhin yadhhabu ãålan wa-#ar·an wa-’l-qawiyyu bi-khil§fihÊ fa-yakånu ’l-mawjådu min fi#li
’l-qawiyyi mithla ’l-mawjådi min fi#lihÊ aw aqalla. I prefer to read badani ’l-Èayyi as it
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After giving his own solution to this question, #Abd al-Jabb§r de-
scribes, without rejection31, what Abå H§shim said about this is-
sue. Abå H§shim 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” (taqãÊ#)32 in general (MughnÊ 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 (ajz§"

al-tafrÊq)33 than a weak person. He considered separation as con-
sisting of particles (ajz§" ) 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 233: 11-236: 11, MughnÊ IX,
55: 1-13 and Majmå# III, 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-Jabb§r observed that Abå H§shim’s opinion raises some

is found in the manuscript rather then badanihÊ ’l-Èayyi (MughnÊ XIII, 233, note
2).

31 Although in the MughnÊ #Abd al-Jabb§r describes Abå H§shim’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 Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã
bi-’l-taklÊf says that #Abd al-Jabb§r did not agree with Abå H§shim and rejected
the idea that only a part of the separation generates pain. (Majmå# III, 24: 17-
18). As the MuÈÊã was probably written (or dictated) after the MughnÊ, it is pos-
sible that #Abd al-Jabb§r expressed opinions different from those in the MughnÊ
because he had gained new insights.

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

33 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? (MughnÊ IX, 56: 15-57: 6 and MughnÊ XIII,
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
( f§#il)34. Abå H§shim 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 (MughnÊ XIII,
233: 16-18).

Another difficult point in Abå H§sim’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 Abå
H§shim’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” (Majmå# III, 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
(#al§ samti ’l-istiq§mati) 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” (Majmå# III, 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

34 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-Jabb§r 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: awq§t) for the
prick and produces something of which the total quantity is equiv-
alent (muq§bil) to what is done by the strong person in less time
(Majmå# III, 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 (nufår): “if the aver-
sion (nufår) is equal, the suffering (ta"allum) is equal, and if the aver-
sion increases, the suffering increases” (Majmå# III, 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 (ta"allum). 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 aversion35.

The question of the two needle-pricks may seem to be an unim-
portant question but had Abå H§shim, #Abd al-Jabb§r and Ibn
Mattawayh not been able to answer it, their opponents could have
used this to challenge them about their doctrine on pain36. This

35 The idea that the quantity of pain is related to the quantity of aversion is
also found in the MughnÊ, where #Abd al-Jabb§r says that living beings differ from
each 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-Jabb§r’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
(MughnÊ XIII, 251: 7-13). #Abd al-Jabb§r is probably referring to people like mystics
who have trained themselves to bear pain, such as, for instance, the Persian mystic
Abå Sa#Êd b. AbÊ ’l-Khayr (967-1049), a contemporary of #Abd al-Jabb§r who
underwent difficult ascetic practices (Schimmel, 1975, 241-242).

36 In the Tadhkira fÊ aÈk§m al-jaw§hir wa-’l-a#r§·, Ibn Mattawayh reports that
the question of the two needle-pricks and Abå H§shim’s answer was the very
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becomes clear from #Abd al-Jabb§r’s introduction to this question
in which he presents the question as being raised by opponents who
refute that pain is a perceptible ma#n§ that can be produced by
humans by means of the process of generation (MughnÊ XIII, 232:
14-18).

4. The Duration of Pain

We have seen37 that in #Abd al-Jabb§r’s cosmology, objects in this
world consist of atoms and accidents (a#r§·). All accidents are tem-
poral, but some of them are continuous (b§qÊ) 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” (akw§n) 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 accord38. According to #Abd al-Jabb§r pain is such an acci-
dent (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r’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 (MughnÊ

XIII, 237: 1-8).
That it is indeed possible that an effect, such as pain, comes into

reason why Abå IsÈ§q concluded that pain is not a ma#n§ but rather the disappear-
ance of soundness (zaw§l al-ßiÈÈa) (Tadhkira, 310: 14-311: 6). (See above, 79-81).

37 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-Jabb§r with the example of “intrinsic pressure” (i #tim§d

l§zim)39. 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 fire40 and the lightness41 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 (asb§b), whether or not they are con-
tinuous, intrinsic pressure must generate its effect, unless it is pre-
vented from doing so (MughnÊ, XIII, 237: 4-7)42. 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-Jabb§r 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 (taqãÊ#)
(MughnÊ XIII, 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
how43 can the incision generate pain during its continuance? (MughnÊ

XIII, 237: 9-10). To this objection #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ 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).

40 Gimaret (1990, 73, 100, 115-116).
41 Pines, 1979, 44.
42 A comparison of this text with the text of MughnÊ XIII, 237: 3-4 makes it

clear that the edition should be corrected to wa-k§na b§qÊh§ ka-È§dithih§ fÊ dh§lika
’l-wajhi.

43 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-Jabb§r
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 (MughnÊ XIII, 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.

Abå H§shim 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-Jabb§r, he did
not believe that soundness continues to disappear. Instead, he
believed that the lesion (wah§) 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
(MughnÊ IX, 164: 10-14 and MughnÊ XIII, 238: 1-2).

Abå H§shim therefore concluded that the variation in the quan-
tity of pain was the result of the variation in the quantity of the
wound ( jurÈ). He considered it possible that as long as soundness
is absent44, the state of the wound varies, in the sense that the cause
(sabab) of the pain repeatedly (È§lan ba#da È§lin) comes into existence.
He said that this was possible because of renewed “induced pres-
sure” (i#tim§d mujtalab). 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 (i#tim§d l§zim) which,
as we have seen, is pressure that results from the weight of a heavy

44 Reading in MughnÊ XIII, 328: 5 muntafiya instead of muntaqila, in accord-
ance with MughnÊ XIII, 238: 10.
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object, the burning of fire or the lightness of a thing45. According
to Abå H§shim, the renewed induced pressure can be the result
of a human or divine act46 (MughnÊ XIII, 238: 1-6).

#Abd al-Jabb§r thought that the lesion lasts and repeatedly gen-
erates its effect for as long as it exists, but would Abå H§shim have
approved this opinion? #Abd al-Jabb§r says that, as he could not
remember in detail Abå H§shim’s teaching with respect to this, he
asked Abå #Abdall§h about it. Abå #Abdall§h 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
exist47 (MughnÊ IX, 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 (Majmå# I, 424: 5-7). From this we may conclude
that he agreed with Abå H§shim about this question, although he
does not explicitly criticize #Abd al-Jabb§r’s opinion. Ibn Matta-
wayh’s disagreement with #Abd al-Jabb§r implies that he did not
adopt an innovation introduced by #Abd al-Jabb§r but maintained
the original teachings of the Bahshamiyya with respect to this
question.

45 See above, 103.
46 With respect to MughnÊ XIII, 238: 3 the editor gives as possible readings:

al-kh§rij or al-j§riÈ. The meaning of both readings is not clear, but possibly the
correct reading should be jaw§riÈ, as fi#l al-jaw§riÈ is the singular of af#§l al-jaw§riÈ
(the acts of the limbs). For the acts of the limbs, see above, 89. We have seen
that Abå H§shim 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.

47 Abå #Abdall§h’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-Jabb§r’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-Jabb§r, 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-Jabb§r’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 (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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 (amr§·), cannot be produced by
humans. This leads #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r gives the examples of the involuntary movements of a
person who trembles or who is partly paralysed (maflåj), 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-Jabb§r refers
to the Qur"§n in which it is said that God tries ( yamÈana) his wor-
shippers by illnesses (MughnÊ XIII, 367: 11-14).

In #Abd al-Jabb§r’s opinion, pain that exists without the exist-
ence of a lesion is produced by God directly (#al§ jihati ’l-ibtid§"i).
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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-Jabb§r asserts that
everything we can do through generation, God can do in two ways:
either through generation or directly (mutawallidan wa-mubtada"an)
(MughnÊ XIII, 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 366: 1-8)48. 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ IX, 111: 10)49.

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ IX, 112: 10-13).

7. The Problem of the Scorpion Sting

From the foregoing it becomes clear that #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r in order to answer the ques-
tion of why, when we are stung by a hornet (zunbår) or a scorpion
(#aqrab), we experience severe pain although the separation in our

48 #Abd al-Jabb§r reports that Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê 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 Abå #AlÊ took it for granted that God cannot have needs, he concluded that
God only acts directly (MughnÊ IX, 94: 1-7 and Majmå# I, 417: 9-12). It is not
clear how Abå #AlÊ explained the punishment by fire in Hell. (See below, 107,
note 49).

49 Wa-qad ßaÈÈa annahå Ta#§l§ yaf #alu fÊ ’l-§khirati ’l-§l§ma fÊ ahli ’l-n§ri muta-
wallidan #an i#tim§di ’l-n§ri. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r’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 (#§da) in cases
like this that pain from God is added to the pain generated by the
separation50. 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 (MughnÊ

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
( jam§d )51. It 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 Grave52? Anyhow, it is clear that

50 It may seem strange to us that #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r, 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.

51 On #Abd al-Jabb§r’s opinion on this question, see Brunschvig (1974, 80-81).
On the opinions of Abå #AlÊ, al-BalkhÊ, Abå H§shim and al-Ash#arÊ on this point,
see Gimaret (1990, 130).

52 There was disagreement among the mutakallimån as to whether or not the
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#Abd al-Jabb§r, M§nkdÊm53 and Ibn Mattawayh discuss the ques-
tion without applying this to the Punishment of the Grave54. They
probably discuss this because opponents may use this question to
refute the theory of generated pain.

According to #Abd al-Jabb§r, Abå H§shim first said that pain
cannot exist in inanimate bodies but he later changed his opinion,
saying that it is possible55. In this context, #Abd al-Jabb§r does not
speak of “pain”, but of the “class of pain” ( jins al-alam). He explains
that Abå H§shim 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 (MughnÊ IX, 62: 23-24
and 164: 17-21, MughnÊ XIII, 274: 2-3 and Tadhkira, 321: 18-322:
2).

#Abd al-Jabb§r shares Abå H§shim’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 ma#n§ only needs a
substrate (maÈall). This means that it can exist in any substrate,
including that of an inanimate object. He agrees with Abå H§shim
that in that case it is not called pain (MughnÊ XIII, 252: 7-8 and
MughnÊ VII, 36: 15-19).

Some opponents of #Abd al-Jabb§r may have objected to his
opinion on the grounds that we cannot know anything about the

dead are punished in their graves. Al-Ash#arÊ says that most people believed that
the dead are punished in their graves; only the Mu#tazilites and the Kh§rijites
(Khaw§rij) rejected this (Maq§l§t, 430: 10).

53 M§nkdÊm does not deny that there will be a Punishment of the Grave (#adh§b
al-qabr), although he believes that this punishment will not take place before the
interval between the two blasts of the trumpet on Judgment Day (Ta#lÊq, 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 M§nkdÊm’s opinion about the Punishment
of the Grave, see also McDermott (1978, 271).

54 Brunschvig (1974, 81).
55 According to #Abd al-Jabb§r, the work in which Abå H§shim expressed

his new opinion is called Naq· al-ãab§"i# (MughnÊ XIII, 252: 8), but Ibn Mattawayh
says that it is called al-Naq· #al§ aßÈ§b al-ãab§"i# (Tadhkira, 321: 19-322: 1). Gima-
ret (1976, 327) assumes that al-Naq· #al§ aßÈ§b al-ãab§"i# is the same work as Naq·
al-ãab§"i# and that it belongs to the works that Abå H§shim 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-Jabb§r points out that if this ma#n§ 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-Jabb§r 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 (wujåd) in the inanimate object and its absence
(#adam) (MughnÊ XIII, 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-Jabb§r answers that when this ma#n§ exists in an inanimate
object, it is perceived by God56 (MughnÊ XIII, 252: 18-20). According
to Mu#tazilite doctrine God perceives all perceptible things57, so He
also perceives pain. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 body58, yet we do not therefore deny that
this pain exists.

#Abd al-Jabb§r does not discuss how the ma#n§ pain is brought

56 It should be noted that according to #Abd al-Jabb§r’s doctrine this does
not imply that God feels pain. What is perceived by God is only the ma#n§: aver-
sion is impossible for God and this ma#n§ 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 384: 15-16).

57 Peters (1976, 244).
58 #Abd al-Jabb§r 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#n§ 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-
ceive 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#n§, but because of the impossibility of their sharing one substrate (MughnÊ
XIII, 253: 6-10).
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into existence in an inanimate object. He only reports that Abå
H§shim 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 (ßiÈÈa) disappear. Soundness does not apply to inanimate
objects, but only to living bodies. Abå H§shim 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” (ta"lÊf ) in the substrate of a living
being, and connection also applies to the substrate of an inanimate
object59. 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 (MughnÊ IX,
164: 18-165: 5).

59 However, we may observe that by equating soundness in a living body with
connection in an inanimate object, Abå H§shim 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.
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CHAPTER FOUR

JUDGMENTS ON INFLICTING PAIN

Before directing our attention to #Abd al-Jabb§r’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-Jabb§r 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 acquired1.
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-Jabb§r therefore refers to the divine world as “the absent” (al-gh§"ib),
whereas he uses the term “the present” (al-sh§hid ) for the world in
which we live2. However, although God belongs to the absent world
(al-gh§"ib), He acts in the present world (al-sh§hid ). In #Abd al-Jabb§r’s
opinion, God’s acts in the present world function as indications (dal§"il )
from which knowledge about Him can be acquired by means of
reflection (naíar). This method of acquiring knowledge about God
is called al-istidl§l bi-’l-sh§hid #al§ ’l-gh§"ib (using indications found in
the present world for drawing conclusions about the absent world)3.

1 On the knowledge by which God is known, see Peters (1976, 224).
2 On al-sh§hid and al-gh§"ib, see Peters (1976, 407-409).
3 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 Èaml al-gh§"ib #al§ ’l-sh§hid or qiy§s

al-gh§"ib #al§ ’l-sh§hid (drawing an analogy between the absent world
and the present world)4. This method is applied by #Abd al-Jabb§r.
He explains that knowledge about a particular predicate (ism) of God
is acquired by applying to the absent world (al-gh§"ib) what is known
about this predicate from the present world (al-sh§hid) (MughnÊ VII,
210: 7-9 and MughnÊ 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
(MughnÊ VI/2, 269: 4-6).

In his discussion of pain inflicted by God, #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r’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-Jabb§r uses the following couples of terms: khayr (some-
thing good) and sharr (something bad), Èasan (good) and qabÊÈ (bad5),
naf # (profit) and ·arar (harm).

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

5 There are different opinions on how to translate the term qabÊÈ. Reinhart
(1955, 185, note 8) translates qabÊÈ 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 qabÊÈ as “evil” and íulm as “wrongdoing”. He considers sharr
and fas§d as synonyms of qabÊÈ (1971, 49). Frank (1985, 73) translates qabÊÈ as
“ethically bad” and Fakhry (1991, 32) as “bad”, whereas Peters (1976, 87) trans-
lates qabÊÈ as “evil”. Mohammed (1985, 65) also translates qabÊÈ as “evil”, but
adds that qabÊÈ is only the equivalent of evil if it is used in a moral sense; if qabÊÈ
is used in a nonmoral sense, he considers it better to translate it as “bad”. I have
chosen to translate qabÊÈ as “bad” without the addition of “ethically” or “mo-
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When #Abd al-Jabb§r uses the terms khayr (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-Jabb§r therefore describes khayr as “good profit” (al-naf #

al-Èasan) and sharr as “bad harm” (al-sharr al-qabÊÈ) (MughnÊ 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 mal§dhdh) and joy (surår), 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-Jabb§r therefore describes
khayr not just as “profit”, but as “good profit”: it does not entail a
harm that outweighs it.

Harm (·arar) is characterized by #Abd al-Jabb§r as pain (alam, plural
§l§m) and sorrow (ghamm, plural ghumåm). 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” (sharr). #Abd al-Jabb§r 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” (MughnÊ V, 14: 3-5).

#Abd al-Jabb§r declares that one and the same thing (shay") can
occur in such a way (wajh) that it is something good (khayr), but it
can also occur in such a way that it is something bad (sharr) (MughnÊ

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 pain6.

rally” because in several cases #Abd al-Jabb§r uses the term qabÊÈ in a non-moral
sense, for instance, when he describes harm done by animals as qabÊÈ. He also
uses qabÊÈ in reference to unwise acting, when he describes useless acts as qabÊÈ.

6 When #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r uses the terms Èasan and qabÊÈ in reference to ac-
tions that result in good (khayr) or bad (sharr) 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-Jabb§r declares that an act is described as bad
(qabÊÈ) if its agent deserves blame (dhamm) for it, “if it stands alone”
(idh§ ’nfarada) (MughnÊ VI/1, 7: 8). Hourani7, translating idh§ ’nfarada

as “taken in isolation”, supposed that #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r’s opinion that tell-
ing a lie is intrinsically bad8. The explanation for #Abd al-Jabb§r’s
addition of the words “if it stands alone” is found in the last part of
Hourani’s suggestion. #Abd al-Jabb§r uses the expression “if it stands
alone” with respect to bad acts that are trivial (MughnÊ VI/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 (MughnÊ V, 34: 11)9.
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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r’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).
8 In a later article (1972, reprint 1985) Hourani (1985, 104) says: “#Abd

al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r says one can al-
ways escape from such a dilemma by insinuations or silence, and never needs to
tell a direct lie (MughnÊ VI.ii, 342)”.

9 For a French translation of this passage, see Monnot (1974, 195).



chapter four116

that in the discussion of acts that are not done intentionally #Abd
al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r describes these acts as bad because of the harm
involved.

#Abd al-Jabb§r says that it is a characteristic of an act that is
described as good (Èasan) 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-Jabb§r to say that an act is good
when its agent deserves praise (madÈ). 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-Jabb§r’s opinion
one deserves praise for doing what is recommended (nadb), desira-
ble (muraghghab fÊhi) or obligatory (w§jib)10. However, one does not
deserve praise for acts that are permissible (mub§È)11 (MughnÊ VI/1,
7: 14-8: 1, and MughnÊ XIV, 16: 11). As one is not blamed for doing
them either, #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r, 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)12 in which the act is done. He points out that acts

10 #Abd al-Jabb§r declares that a person deserves praise (madÈ) for doing what
is obligatory. (Wa-min Èaqqi ’l-w§jibi an yustaÈaqqa bihÊ ’l-madÈu, MughnÊ XIV, 16:
11). When Hourani (1971, 39) gives a table of the ethical categories of acts ac-
cording to #Abd al-Jabb§r, he adds that the doer of an obligatory act does not
deserve blame or praise. This does not accord with what #Abd al-Jabb§r says in
the MughnÊ (XIV, 16: 11). In the table of ethical values that he made in a later
article Hourani (1985, 101) has omitted this addition.

11 The terms permissible (mub§È) and obligatory (w§jib) are also used in law.
However, Mohammed (1984, 51) warns that we should not be misled by the
apparent similarity between #Abd al-Jabb§r’s terms and the terms used in the
sharÊ#a, as #Abd al-Jabb§r’s terms do not refer to legal matters. On the meaning
of mub§È, 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 is wrong to say
that every infliction of pain is bad just because it is infliction of pain.
#Abd al-Jabb§r thinks it possible to inflict pain in such a way that
this act is described as good.

Yet, #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (íulm), commanding someone to do a bad
thing (amr bi-qabÊÈ), having a conviction that is not in accordance with
truth ( jahl ), and the will to do something bad (ir§da li-qabÊÈ)13 (Mugh-

nÊ VI/1, 10: 16-17).
To explain that an action can be done in different ways, #Abd

al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r
means by taking as an example the statement: “AÈmad is in the
house”. If the person who makes the statement knows that AÈmad
is in the house, the statement is true, but if he knows that AÈmad
is not in the house, the statement is a lie. According to #Abd al-Jabb§r,
in the first case making the statement is good and in the second case
it is bad because it is a lie. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r uses the term in different ways.
Sometimes he uses wajh 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 wujåh) 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 (jamÊ#a ’l-wujåh)
for which acts are done” (Hourani, 1971, 96).

13 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 #aql 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-Jabb§r 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 (íulm), it is also known
that this act is bad. This is so because the acts mentioned by #Abd
al-Jabb§r 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
(íulm) as a good act is impossible because it is a contradiction in terms.

#Abd al-Jabb§r recognizes a category of acts that cannot be judged
as good or bad (MughnÊ VI/1, 7: 4-5). There was a difference of
opinion among the Baßra Mu#tazilites about the judgment on acts
that are done by a sleeper (n§"im) or absentminded person (s§hÊ)14,
people who are not aware of their actions15. 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?

Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê and his son Abå H§shim 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 (MughnÊ VI/1, 11: 15-17, MughnÊ XIII, 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 (MughnÊ, VI/1, 88:
2-5).

The IkhshÊdiyya held an opinion very close to that of Abå #AlÊ and
Abå H§shim: they considered that an act is bad because of the agent’s
will (ir§da). Ibn Mattawayh refuted their opinion, pointing out that

14 Hourani (1971, 38, note 24) chose to translate s§hÊ as “unconscious”, but
#Abd al-Jabb§r 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 is bad because of a third will,
and so on and on (Majmå# III, 31: 9-11).

Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ and Abå IsÈ§q b. #Ayy§sh, teachers of #Abd
al-Jabb§r, 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. Abå
#Abdall§h and Abå IsÈ§q 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 (MughnÊ

XIII, 311: 14-17, MughnÊ VI/1, 11 : 18-12: 9).
#Abd al-Jabb§r declares that he prefers the opinion of Abå

#Abdall§h and Abå IsÈ§q in this question to that of Abå #AlÊ and
Abå H§shim (MughnÊ XIII, 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r asserts that it is known by reason, whether
a particular act is good or bad, he opposes the opinion of the “Com-
pulsionists” (Mujbira)16 on this question. The “Compulsionists”,
among whom #Abd al-Jabb§r includes the Ash#arites, believed that
it is known from God’s revelation and religious law whether an act
is good or bad (MughnÊ XIII, 282: 7-12). This implies that according
to them acts are good or bad because of a divine command or pro-
hibition17. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (m§lik)18 and that a divine prohibition is therefore the rea-
son why an act is bad (MughnÊ VI/1, 102: 9-14).

To support his argument, #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (wajh). 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 (íulm) 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-Jabb§r, 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.

17 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”.

18 On the meaning of m§lik 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 (MughnÊ VI/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-Jabb§r 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 (wajh) must also be good (MughnÊ

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-Jabb§r argues that if
acts were bad because of a divine prohibition (nahy), 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
(MughnÊ VI/l, 102: 4-8). By these arguments #Abd al-Jabb§r refutes
that a divine command or divine prohibition defines whether an act
is good or bad.

#Abd al-Jabb§r’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 (íulm), we know that this act is
bad, even before we have learned this from God’s revelation (Mugh-

nÊ 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-Jabb§r’s opinion, the cause of these
discrepancies is that God’s revelation discloses aspects of a particu-
lar act that cannot be known by reason19. For instance, it may dis-
close that an act is permissible (Èal§l ) because God has given per-
mission to do it, which cannot be known by reason (#aqlan) (MughnÊ

VI/1, 32: 3-7). #Abd al-Jabb§r gives the example of the slaughter-
ing of livestock. By reason, one may conclude that this act is forbid-
den (maÈíår). 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 good20

(MughnÊ VI/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-Jabb§r, 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 (w§jib). 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 ßal§t (ritual prayer) is obligatory, which means that performing
the ßal§t is a good act. However, someone who does not know God’s
revelation may think differently. #Abd al-Jabb§r explains that in His
revelation God has promised to reward those who perform the ßal§t.
Thus, performing the ßal§t leads to a profit (the reward). In #Abd al-
Jabb§r’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 ßal§t must be obligatory. They
would say:

Had we known by reason that we obtain an enormous profit if we
perform the ßal§t, that it [the ßal§t] 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 ßal§t] is obligatory (MughnÊ VI/1, 64: 14-16)21.

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-Jabb§r’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-Jabb§r 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#tiq§d)
someone has. He uses the term conviction (i#tiq§d) as a general term

21 Li-ann§ law #alimn§ bi-’l-#aqli anna lan§ fÊ ’l-ßal§ti naf#an #aíÊman wa-annah§ tu"addÊ
bin§ il§ an nakht§ra fi#la ’l-w§jibi wa-nastaÈaqqa bih§ ’l-thaw§ba la-#alimn§ wujåbah§
#aqlan. For a translation, see also Reinhart (1995, 159).
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that comprises knowledge (#ilm) and supposition (íann)22. 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”
(MughnÊ IV, 15: 5-6)23. The counterpart of sorrow is joy. Joy (surår)
is the knowledge or the supposition that a profit (naf #) is acquired or
will be acquired (MughnÊ IV, 15: 5). #Abd al-Jabb§r declares that
causing someone sorrow is comparable with inflicting pain on this
person; both acts are good or bad on the same grounds (MughnÊ 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 (·arar)24 (MughnÊ IV, 14: 4 and MughnÊ XIII,
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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r’s belief that adults
of sound mind have “necessary knowledge” (#ilm ·arårÊ) 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 knowledge25.

When #Abd al-Jabb§r says that it is “necessarily” known that in-
justice (íulm) is bad, it implies that no reflection (naíar) is needed for
knowing this (MughnÊ XIII, 301: 3-6). However, one must reflect in
order to know whether or not a particular act of inflicting pain or
sorrow is indeed an injustice and take into consideration the circum-
stances, and the harm and profit it involves. #Abd al-Jabb§r calls
knowledge that is the result of reflection “acquired knowledge” (#ilm
muktasab) (MughnÊ XII, 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.
23 For a French translation of MughnÊ IV, 15: 20, see Vajda (1985, 244-249).
24 #Abd al-Jabb§r uses both the terms ·arar and ma·arra (plural ma·§rr). The

terms are synonyms, but ·arar is mostly used for harm in general, whereas ma·arra
usually refers to a particular harm.

25 Bernand (1982, 137-180) explains #Abd al-Jabb§r’s theory of necessary
knowledge in her study on #Abd al-Jabb§r’s theories of knowledge. See also
Abrahamov (1993), Reinhart (1995, 151-153) and above, 117, note 13.
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sary knowledge that doing this act is bad (MughnÊ XIII, 305: 2-6 and
307: 1-7)26. 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-Jabb§r understands by injustice (íulm).

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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,
– is not deserved
– and is not done on the supposition that it has one of the mentioned

aspects (MughnÊ XIII, 298: 8-9)27.

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-Jabb§r’s understanding of
injustice. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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] (MughnÊ XIII,
306: 12-16)28.

26 Because of what #Abd al-Jabb§r says in the preceding passage, I propose
to read MughnÊ XIII, 307: 2 as “l§ yajåzu an l§ yu#lama qubÈuhå” instead of “l§ yajåzu
an yu#lama qubÈuhå” because the latter reading is not in agreement with what #Abd
al-Jabb§r has said before.

27 Fa-ÈaqÊqatu ’l-íulmi huwa kullu ·ararin l§ naf #a fÊhi yåfÊ #alayhi wa-l§ daf #a
ma·arratin z§"idatin #alayhi wa-l§ mustaÈaqqin wa-l§ yuíannu fÊhi ba#·u h§dhihÊ ’l-wu-
jåhi.

28 Wa-dh§lika li-annahå qad ya#lamu anna #Amran ghayru mustaÈiqqin li-’l-§l§min,
wa-anna Zaydan l§ yaßiÈÈu an yastaÈiqqa an yu#§qibahå, wa-ya#lamu annahå salima #an
·ararin #aíÊmin wa-khawfin (reading khawf instead of Èawf ); fa-l§ yajåzu an yakåna
madfå#an bihÊ ·ararun #aíÊmun, wa-ya#lamu annahå lam yaqßid m§ aqdama #alayhi Êß§lahå
il§ naf #in, wa-ya#lamu ay·an anna l§ im§rata li-’l-naf #i, wa-ya#lamu ta#ammudahå li-dh§lika
min ghayri íanni ’l-naf #i wa-li-ba#·i ’l-wujåhi.



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-Jabb§r’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 (MughnÊ XIII, 314: 14). The
profit must outweigh the harm; if the profit is less than the harm,
#Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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)29 (MughnÊ 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 ( f§"ida)
and is therefore a useless act (#abath) (MughnÊ XIII. 331: 8-10). #Abd
al-Jabb§r 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
dÊn§r (MughnÊ 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

29 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 (ghara· ) 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-Jabb§r also gives the example of someone who pays a
workman to pour out water from one side of the sea to the other
side (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r 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#qålan) (MughnÊ XI, 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 (MughnÊ VI/1, 11: 5-11)30.

Although #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r discusses
the subject of good and bad acts in this world in order to apply this
to the acts of God31. 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
later32 that this would subvert #Abd al-Jabb§r’s theory of divine
compensation for suffering.

6. Good Infliction of Pain

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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,

30 Frank (1978, 144, note 48) points out that #abathan should be read for ghny"
in line 5; li-’l-#abath for llghyb in line 6; and al-#abath for ’lghyb in line 8.

31 For instance, see MughnÊ XIII, 395: 6-14 and MughnÊ 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 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-Jabb§r, inflicting pain is good
if it provides the harmed person with a profit that outweighs the pain.
To explain this, #Abd al-Jabb§r gives the example of someone who
disposes of his garment in order to obtain money for it (MughnÊ XIII,
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-Jabb§r therefore takes into consideration how much this profit
is. If 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-Jabb§r 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 (#abath) and, like all useless acts, it is bad (MughnÊ

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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 396: 15-17 and 345:
7-8). #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 320: 7-20).

#Abd al-Jabb§r’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
(#§qil ) has to give his consent to be harmed. Only children, madmen
and animals are not asked for their consent. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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#tazilites33 said, indeed, that the relation between God

33 #Abd al-Jabb§r does not mention them by name but refers to them as “our
masters” (shuyåkhun§).
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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 (MughnÊ XIII, 454: 17-455: 9).

This solution is rejected by #Abd al-Jabb§r because it conflicts with
his theory on God imposing obligations (taklÊf )34 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-Jabb§r 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 dÊn§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 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.
(MughnÊ 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 is done to avert another harm. For the harm to be good, the
harm averted must be greater than the harm suffered. #Abd al-Jabb§r
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-Jabb§r 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

34 On his theory of taklÊf , see below, 142-148.
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or trade in order to avoid poverty or the fear of poverty (MughnÊ XIII,
335: 6-8). #Abd al-Jabb§r also adds that reflection (naíar) 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 (kh§ãir)35 and the urge to know truth (MughnÊ XIII,
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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r, adults of sound mind (#uqal§" ) know
intuitively (bi-’·ãir§r) that it is good to avert an existent harm by means
of another existent harm if that harm is less than the averted harm
(MughnÊ 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 (surår) about the great-
er harm being averted. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ 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 (MughnÊ

XIII, 337: 19-338: 2).
We have seen that according to #Abd al-Jabb§r’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

35 The motive (d§#Ê) and the inner voice (kh§ãir) 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 kh§ãir by “inner voice”, in view
of Peters’ (1976, 64-65) explanation: “I believe that we justly compare this kh§ãir
with what we know as God’s voice in our heart, our conscience”. Reinhart (1995,
157) says that Abå H§shim al-Jubb§"Ê and #Abd al-Jabb§r held that the kh§ãir is
a form of speech. He explains that the kh§ãir provokes fear that leads to inquiry,
which in its turn leads to knowledge. Reinhart translates kh§ãir as warner. Wolf-
son (1976, 624-644) discusses the theory of the two kh§ãirs (one inciting to doing
an act and one inciting to not doing it) in relation to freedom of choice.



judgments on inflicting pain 131

is good, the quantities of the two harms must therefore be weighed
against each other. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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
is much greater than the chosen harm (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r considers this an injus-
tice (íulm) 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 (#abath).
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 (MughnÊ XIII, 342: 3-8).

6.3. Inflicting Deserved Pain

According to #Abd al-Jabb§r’s theory it is, on certain conditions, good
to inflict pain or sorrow on someone who deserves a punishment
(#iq§b), blame (dhamm) or a reproof (lawm). Doing such a thing is good
because it is deserved. It should not be concluded from this that #Abd
al-Jabb§r 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 prudently36 speaks of blame and sorrow, and not of punishment
and physical pain:

36 Although one might think of physical pain inflicted on a criminal when
#Abd al-Jabb§r speaks of deserved pain, he does not mention the Èadd punish-
ments as an example of deserved pain. The Èadd punishments are: 1. stoning or
scourging for illicit intercourse (zin§); 2. scourging for falsely accusing a married
woman of adultery (qadhf ); 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 344: 4-6)37.

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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” (qab§"iÈ #aíÊma) committed. The
blame is expressed by the persons who are wronged themselves and
not by other persons. In #Abd al-Jabb§r’s opinion, we known intu-
itively (bi-ãarÊqat al-i·ãir§r) that in this case it is good to blame the
wrong-doer, even though he is hurt by the blame (MughnÊ XIII, 344:
9).

There are some respects in which deserved pain differs from pain
that involves a profit or averts a harm. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 harmed38. 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-Jabb§r thinks that—on certain conditions—it is
good to inflict pain on someone who deserves a punishment, he
considers it bad to punish oneself (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r therefore gives an example of deserved pain (sor-
row) inflicted by humans on their own initiative.

37 Wa-qad bayyantu annahå yaÈsunu min aÈadin§ an yadhumma man as§"a ilayhi aw
aqdama #al§ ’l-qab§"iÈa ’l-#aíÊmati wa-in k§na dh§lika ’l-dhammu wa-’l-istiÈq§qu yughim-
muhå wa-yu"dhÊhi wa-yu"aththiru fÊ qalbihÊ.

38 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-Jabb§r, 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 (MughnÊ

XIII, 290: 16-18; see also MughnÊ XIII, 413: 13-15).
Does this mean that #Abd al-Jabb§r, 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 Èadd punishment if the guilty person avoids pun-
ishment by flight (harab) or repentance (tawba) (MughnÊ XIII, 432: 6-7).
#Abd al-Jabb§r himself does not completely agree with them. He does
agree with them about flight from the punishment. However, he does
not think that a Èadd punishment39 should be abandoned if the guilty
person repents; it is his opinion that in that case, the religious lead-
er (im§m) must still inflict the Èadd punishment even though the re-
pentance implies that the guilty person no longer deserves to be
punished. The Èadd punishment should then not be seen as a pun-
ishment but as a trial (miÈna) from God (MughnÊ XIII, 408: 15-16 and
409: 16-18). We will see later40 that #Abd al-Jabb§r believes that the
pain of a Èadd punishment given to one who repents is compensated
for by God (MughnÊ XIII, 461: 15-18; MughnÊ XIII, 493: 11).

#Abd al-Jabb§r indicates another point of difference between de-
served pain and pain that involves a profit or averts a harm. As we
have seen41, 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 347:
1-6). Does #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-wa#Êd)42. Since I

39 On the Èadd punishments, see above 131-132, note 36.
40 See below, 154.
41 See above, 126-131.
42 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-Jabb§r’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 MughnÊ XIII, 365: 20 #Abd al-Jabb§r refers
to al-Wa#Êd (the Threat) in the present tense: “we [will] study (nataqaßß§) ... in the
Wa#Êd”.
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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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r uses
the terms i#tiq§d (conviction), #ilm (knowledge) and íann (supposition)43.
The meaning of these terms can be clarified as follows: someone has
a conviction (i#tiq§d) 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-Jabb§r
uses the term jahl (MughnÊ XIII, 352: 6-7). If his conviction is in
accordance with truth it is called knowledge (#ilm). How can we be
certain that a conviction we have is in accordance with reality? #Abd
al-Jabb§r 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 (sukån al-nafs) that we do not feel when we are not
certain of this44. This certitude exists in us, for instance, when we
are certain that something exists because we have seen it with our

43 For more details on the meaning of the terms i#tiq§d, #ilm and íann, see Peters
(1976, 41-56), Bernand (1982, 279-300) and Reinhart (1995, 155-156).

44 In her detailed study on #Abd al-Jabb§r’s theory of knowledge, Bernand
(1982, 291-300) explained how the concept of sukån 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 (íann) about something, for instance, when something is supposed
to happen in the future. #Abd al-Jabb§r therefore says that we do
not have knowledge (#ilm) of, but only a supposition (íann) about, what
will happen in the future.

In #Abd al-Jabb§r’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-Jabb§r
again takes up the example of selling a garment for a dÊn§r. He
considers this act to be good, regardless of whether the dÊn§r is spent
at that moment or later, although there is only certainty about the
profit if the money is spent at once. If the dÊn§r 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r explains that these acts are good because of the sup-
position (íann) someone has at the moment that he chooses the pain,
namely, that the pain will involve a profit or avert a harm (MughnÊ

XIII, 348: 12-13). However, he makes it conditional that the sup-
posed profit is much greater than the pain suffered (MughnÊ XIII, 349:
1-7 and 362: 3-12).

The examples that #Abd al-Jabb§r has given above concern self-
inflicted pain. In #Abd al-Jabb§r’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-Jabb§r
considers that harming an adult of sound mind (#§qil ) 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 357: 11-14). However, in #Abd al-Jabb§r’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 (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r’s opinion it is not good to inflict pain on the
supposition that it is deserved. He declares himself in agreement with
Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê, who was of the opinion that supposition cannot
take the place of knowledge with respect to deserved pain. In Abå
#AlÊ’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 (íann) 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 (MughnÊ

XIII, 363: 3-7).
Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê’s son Abå H§shim is reported45 to have said

that it is good to inflict pain even if it is only supposed that the pain
is deserved (MughnÊ XIII, 363: 13-14). This evidently referred to
blaming someone, as he argued that it is difficult to know with cer-

45 The works to which #Abd al-Jabb§r refers are Abå H§shim’s al-Abw§b and
his al-Baghd§diyy§t (not al-Ta#d§diyy§t 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 (MughnÊ, XIII, 363: 14-364: 6). Abå H§shim
disagreed with Abå #AlÊ that in those cases the reason why blaming
is good is a future profit. Abå H§shim 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
(MughnÊ XIII, 364: 6-10). #Abd al-Jabb§r rejects this. He is convinced
that the infliction of deserved pain is only good if it is known that
it is deserved (MughnÊ XIII, 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-Jabb§r, 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 drowning46? 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 Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê’s time (Majmå# III, 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-Jabb§r’s opinion is that this is good if he supposes
that this is the only way to be saved. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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

46 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 MughnÊ 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 340: 13).

However, in #Abd al-Jabb§r’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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r explains that if the rescuer breaks
the hand for a purpose (ghara·) it means that he supposes that there
is an advantage in saving the drowning person in this way. Howev-
er, #Abd al-Jabb§r considers that his act is bad if he breaks the hand
for no purpose, because in that case it is a useless act (#abath)47 (MughnÊ

XIII, 340: 5-9). We have seen48 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-Jabb§r’s opinion on this question differs slightly from Abå
#AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê’s. In Abå #AlÊ’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. Abå #AlÊ 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) (Majmå# III, 29: 9).
We have seen that in #Abd al-Jabb§r view the act of the drowning

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

48 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
harmed49. Yet, on what grounds is self-defence a good act? Accord-
ing to #Abd al-Jabb§r’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) (MughnÊ XIII, 341: 6-7)50. Does
self-defence not imply that we harm someone else in order to avert
a harm to ourselves?

Presumably #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 is 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 is 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ

XIII, 340: 18-341: 3)51.
In #Abd al-Jabb§r’s opinion, it is not bad to harm someone in

49 \anafite lawyers say that it is permissible (mub§È) to kill someone else in
self-defence, provided that the attack cannot be averted in another way (Sch-
acht, 1978, 768).

50 We should remember that #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 MughnÊ in which #Abd
al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 341: 4-6).

7.3. Pain Inflicted by Children and Animals

We have seen52 that #Abd al-Jabb§r considered bad the act of some-
one who in his sleep or absentmindedly harms someone else53. Al-
though the act is not done intentionally #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 animals54. #Abd al-Jabb§r
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) (MughnÊ XIII, 304: 4-6). #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 478. 9-10).

In the next chapter we will see that #Abd al-Jabb§r, 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.
53 It 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.

54 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-Jabb§r, this is done.
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CHAPTER FIVE

COMPENSATION OF PAIN

We have seen1 that #Abd al-Jabb§r believes that pain that is not
produced by humans or other living beings must be brought into
existence by God. In #Abd al-Jabb§r’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-Jabb§r’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-Jabb§r 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. TaklÊf and Luãf

The theory that God imposes obligations on all adults of sound mind
(#uqal§" ) is an important issue in #Abd al-Jabb§r’s doctrine. The
Arabic term for God’s imposing of obligations is taklÊf (charging).
TaklÊf is the verbal noun of the verb kallafa which is used in the
Qur"§n, in the statement that God does not impose the impossible
on man2. According to #Abd al-Jabb§r’s doctrine, several of God’s
actions towards humans have a relation to God’s taklÊf: 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-Jabb§r refers to these acts of God as alã§f (plural of luãf ).
According to him, God’s sending of prophets to the people in order
to inform them about the obligations imposed on them is a luãf.
Equally, he considers God’s infliction of pain a luãf. For a good
understanding of how this can be a luãf, I will first discuss #Abd
al-Jabb§r’s theory of taklÊf.

1 See above, 106-107.
2 See Qur"§n 6: 152, 7: 42, 23: 62, 2: 286, 65: 7 and 2: 233.
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1.1. Definitions of TaklÊf

For a definition of taklÊf, #Abd al-Jabb§r3 refers to Abå H§shim al-
Jubb§"Ê, who said that taklÊf means: “willing an act [to be done] that
involves discomfort (kulfa) and trouble (mashaqqa) to the person on
whom it is imposed” or “commanding and willing something that
involves discomfort for the person who is commanded to do it”
(MughnÊ XI, 293: 5-7). From these definitions it becomes clear that
taklÊf implies that someone (the mukallif) wants someone else (the
mukallaf) to do something and that he tells (or commands) him to
do it. An essential element of taklÊf 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 taklÊf it means it is His will (ir§da) that particu-
lar troublesome acts are done by humans and, according to Abå
H§shim’s definition, God makes this known to them by command-
ing them to do these acts.

According to Ibn Mattawayh, #Abd al-Jabb§r said in al-MuÈÊã bi-

’l-taklÊf that taklÊf means “making known (i #l§m) and willing (ir§da)”.
In this definition the term “commanding” from Abå H§shim’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-Jabb§r 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
God4 (Majmå# II, 189: 7-10). Examples of rationally known obliga-
tions are gratitude for a benefaction (shukr al-ni #ma) (MughnÊ XIV,
161: 6-7), refraining from injustice and usurpation5, returning what
is entrusted to one’s custody, and paying debts (MughnÊ XIII, 423:
8-9).

3 #Uthm§n (1971, 17-44) gives a detailed description of #Abd al-Jabb§r’s doc-
trine of taklÊf basing it on the texts of the MughnÊ and Ibn Mattawayh’s Majmå#.
See also McDermott (1978, 57-69), Peters (1976, 32-33) and Sander (1994, 66-
67).

4 See above, 117, note 13.
5 In his review of my dissertation in Bulletin Critique des Annales Islamologiques 14

(1998, 46) Prof. Daniel Gimaret suggests that in MughnÊ XIII, 423: 9 “ghaßb” should
be read in stead of “gha·ab”.
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Ibn Mattawayh thinks that in the definition of taklÊf the term
“making known” is to be preferred to the term “commanding” (amr)
(Majmå# II, 191: 4-7). Schwarz6 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 taklÊf may suggest that those acts that make up part of
the taklÊf 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 taklÊf 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 Abå H§shim and #Abd al-
Jabb§r, taklÊf 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 taklÊf 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 (ilj§" ): it
leaves open the possibility that God constrains people to act in
accordance with His will (Majmå# I, 1: 12-13). Ibn Mattawayh points
out that the idea of constraint conflicts with the principle of taklÊf.
Imposing obligations presupposes freedom of choice for those on
whom the obligations are imposed. Ibn Mattawayh therefore gives
the following definition of taklÊf: “making known (i#l§m) to the mukallaf

that there is profit (naf #) or harm (·arar) for him in what he, with
trouble (mashaqqa), performs or does not perform, provided it does
not reach the extent of constraint (ilj§" )” (Majmå# I, 1: 14-15).

M§nkdÊm’s definition of taklÊf bears a strong resemblance to Ibn
Mattawayh’s definition7. He defines taklÊf as: “Making known (i#l§m)

6 Schwarz (1976, 237).
7 When we compare the definitions of Ibn Mattawayh and M§nkdÊm with the

definitions of Abå H§shim and #Abd al-Jabb§r, we see that Ibn Mattawayh and
M§nkdÊm do not use the term “willing”, but they do use the term “making known”
(i#l§m). On this point it may appear that they agree with #Abd al-Jabb§r’s
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to the other that there is profit (naf #) or averting of harm (daf # ·arar)
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 (ilj§" )” (Ta#lÊq, 510: 4-5).

1.2. The Purpose of God’s TaklÊf

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (thaw§b)8 (MughnÊ XIII, 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 420: 16-421: 1). #Abd
al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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 (tafa··ul). 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, M§nkdÊm and Ibn Mattawayh apparently do not understand
by i#l§m “making known which acts are obligatory and which acts are bad”—as
#Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r shares with them the opinion that freedom of choice is a condition
for taklÊf, he does not mention this in his definition of taklÊf. The fact that M§nkdÊm’s
and Ibn Mattawayh’s definitions of taklÊf closely resemble each other but differ from
#Abd al-Jabb§r’s definition makes one wonder whether they both adopted their
definitions from a Mu#tazilite master other than #Abd al-Jabb§r. 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.

8 See also Sander (1994, 64-66).
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reward must be more than a gift (MughnÊ XIII, 392: 17-393: 4).
Another difference that #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 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 impossible9. #Abd al-Jabb§r refutes the idea
that divine obligations cannot be fulfilled, arguing that it is bad to
impose an impossible task (MughnÊ VI/1, 61: 6-9) and God does
not perform bad acts.

1.3. The Mukallaf

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ 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 (MughnÊ XI, 292: 7-8). But this alone is not
enough: people also need the power to use their bodies. In #Abd
al-Jabb§r’s opinion God is obliged to give people the power (qudra)
to act before He imposes the obligations on them (MughnÊ XI, 367:
18-368: 1). He argues that imposing obligations on someone who
is not able to perform them is a bad act.

#Abd al-Jabb§r concludes from this that a person on whom God’s
obligations are imposed (mukallaf ) must have the following quali-
ties: able to act (q§dir), knowing (#§lim), perceiving (mudrik), living
(Èayy) and willing (murÊd ) (MughnÊ XI, 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"§n. For the places where this is said, see above,
142, note 2.
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#Abd al-Jabb§r 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 taklÊf, 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 (MughnÊ XI, 387: 7-12).

A mukallaf must also know and have a will10. #Abd al-Jabb§r
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 (#§qil ) is able to
acquire knowledge about God’s taklÊf and to distinguish between
that which does and that which does not belong to the obligations
of the taklÊf (MughnÊ XI, 371: 18-20). This means that only those
who have a sound mind can be mukallaf (MughnÊ XI, 375: 14-15);
children (MughnÊ XIII, 430: 11-12), insane adults (MughnÊ XIII, 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-Jabb§r’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 (MughnÊ

XI, 371: 19-372: 2). Other obligations are known by deduction after
reflection on indications (adilla, plural of dalÊl ) that God has placed
in this world. #Abd al-Jabb§r therefore thinks that reflection (naíar)
and learning (ma#rifa) are the most important obligations imposed
on a mukallaf (MughnÊ XIII, 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XI, 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 (MughnÊ XI,
375: 5-13).

1.4. Luãf

According to #Abd al-Jabb§r, 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 (MughnÊ XV, 22: 9-10
and MughnÊ XI, 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 (d§#Ê) is not the cause of this act: it
urges (iqta·§) someone to choose to perform the act but does not
make performance necessary (laysa bi-måjibin li-dh§lika)11 (MughnÊ VI/
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-Jabb§r thinks that the knowledge (#ilm), supposition (íann)
or conviction (i #tiq§d ) that a particular act is good is a motive to
choose to do this act12. Similarly, the knowledge that a particular
act is bad is a motive to refrain from doing it (MughnÊ VI/1, 196:
1-5). Why then do people sometimes choose to perform bad acts13?
#Abd al-Jabb§r thinks that this is because they feel the need (È§ja)
for a particular profit, or the need to avert a particular harm. Need
is another motive (d§#Ê) 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 bad14 (MughnÊ VI/1, 187: 17-188: 5). However, this need

11 Hourani (1971, 83) points out that by declaring that the motive does not
necessarily cause the performance of an act, #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r answers it, see Hourani (1971,

92-97).
14 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-Jabb§r says that God, unlike human beings, is without need or desire (MughnÊ
IV, 25: 20-21 and 30: 8-9; MughnÊ V, 247-248). One of the reasons why all God’s
acts are good is that He is without needs (MughnÊ VI/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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ VI/1, 181: 7-13). According to #Abd al-Jabb§r,
the knowledge that there is no real need to perform a bad act
prevents someone from choosing to do this act (MughnÊ VI/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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ VI/1,
187: 3-4). Apart from reward and punishment, there are other ways
in which God motivates the mukallaf. In #Abd al-Jabb§r’s opinion,
everything that motivates a mukallaf to choose to fulfil the obliga-
tions of God’s taklÊf is a luãf 15.

Taking into account the sense in which luãf is used by #Abd al-
Jabb§r, it is difficult to find an adequate translation for this term.
I agree with Abrahamov16 that translating luãf as “divine assistance”
is preferable to translating it as “grace”, but it can be objected that
this translation suggests that alã§f (plural of luãf ) are only produced
by God. However, we will see that a human act, for instance per-
forming the ßal§t, can also be a luãf in the sense that it motivates
people to fulfil the obligations imposed by God. Luãf may there-
fore be translated as “assistance in fulfilling the obligations of God’s
taklÊf ”, but this translation is not workable because it is too long.
I therefore prefer to use the Arabic term or nevertheless to trans-
late luãf as “divine assistance”, taking into consideration that most
alã§f come from God.

For his definition of luãf #Abd al-Jabb§r refers to the Mu#tazilite
masters (shuyåkhun§), who defined luãf as “that which motivates [a
person] to perform an act of obedience so that at its occurrence

15 On luãf, see also Schwarz (1972, 427), who explains that #Abd al-Jabb§r’s
theory of luãf does not conflict with his theory of constraint (ilj§"). Luãf induces human
beings to do an act, but does not necessarily entail the action. Abrahamov (1993b)
gives an annotated translation of the chapter on luãf in M§nkdÊm’s Ta#lÊq sharÈ al-ußål
al-khamsa (Ta#lÊq, 518-525).

16 Abrahamov (1993b, 43, note 16).
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this act is chosen or is most likely to be chosen” (MughnÊ XIII, 9:
3-4). A luãf is 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 (d§#Ê) is knowledge that exists in a person’s heart.
Like the motive, the luãf does not cause an act, but it urges some-
one to perform it17. It is possible that someone knows a luãf but does
not choose to do that which the luãf motivates him to do18.

#Abd al-Jabb§r’s definition of luãf does not explicitly relate it to
God’s taklÊf. But although #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 taklÊf (MughnÊ

XIII, 9: 10). They used luãf 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 luãf with respect to immorality (mafsada) and
referred to immorality as a luãf fÊ ’l-qabÊÈ: that which motivates
someone to choose to perform a bad act (MughnÊ XIII, 9: 13). #Abd
al-Jabb§r adds that it is out of the question that a luãf fÊ ’l-qabÊÈ is
an act of God: it is bad to motivate someone to choose a bad act
and God does not perform bad acts (MughnÊ XIII, 23: 6-7)19.

Not only God can do a luãf, an act that motivates people to fulfil
the obligations imposed on them by Him, but a human act can also
function as a luãf. #Abd al-Jabb§r gives the example of a prophet.
It is a luãf 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 luãf, as well:
his action motivates others to fulfil the obligations imposed on them
by God (MughnÊ XV, 22: 5-6). This luãf is an act done by a human
being. This makes it clear that it is not a condition that a luãf be
done by God.

#Abd al-Jabb§r therefore distinguishes three sorts of luãf: firstly,
a luãf that is done by God, secondly, a luãf done by the mukallaf for
whom it is meant, and thirdly, a luãf not done by God nor by the

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

18 Thus, I think that the description that #Uthm§n (1971, 386) gives of luãf as
“the act of which God knows that man obeys at its occurrence” is not precise,
because it rules out the possibility that a luãf 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 27: 4-6). As we have
seen, adhering to the prescriptions of religious law, for instance
performing the ßal§t, is a luãf. This luãf is an example of the second
sort of luãf: it is done by the person for whom the luãf is meant.
#Abd al-Jabb§r also gives an example of a luãf that is not done by
God nor by the person for whom the luãf is meant: when a proph-
et teaches the religious law his teaching is a luãf meant for people
other than himself. However, #Abd al-Jabb§r observes that although
the luãf is not meant for the prophet, the prophet himself also profits
from it as he is also motivated by what he teaches (MughnÊ XIII,
46: 12-15).

2. Why God Imposes Pain

According to #Abd al-Jabb§r pain from God is an important luãf.
In the MughnÊ the discussion of pain follows immediately on the
discussion of luãf in general. When #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 106: 10-12). #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r rejects the idea that illness is a punishment from
God, as was believed by several different groups whom #Abd
al-Jabb§r refers to as “the adherents of the transmigration of souls”
(aßÈ§b al-tan§sukh). 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 punishment20. They believed that pleasure can also

20 On them, see above, 75, note 13. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 379: 14-381: 3). #Abd al-Jabb§r mentions the
Khurramiyya as one of the groups who adhered to this doctrine
(MughnÊ XIII, 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 ShÊ#ite religious movements that
existed mainly in Iran21.

Although Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê 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 Èadd punishments. \add punish-
ments are only given to Muslims, and Abå #AlÊ thought it possible
that illnesses which unbelievers suffer from are a punishment in-
flicted on them instead of Èadd punishments (MughnÊ, 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
(kab§"ir) (MughnÊ XV, 300-303). Abå #AlÊ therefore believed that the
prophets’ illnesses are a trial imposed on them by God. #Abd
al-Jabb§r reports that although Abå #AlÊ believed that God com-
pensates for undeserved illnesses, he did not consider them as a luãf

but rather as a trial (miÈna)22 (MughnÊ XIII, 431: 2-4, 104: 8-9, 105:
5-6). (The difference between luãf and trial is that a luãf 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 taklÊf 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 380: 5-10).

21 Madelung (1986).
22 #Abd al-Jabb§r says that it is reported that later Abå #AlÊ changed his opin-

ion to that of Abå H§shim (MughnÊ XIII, 104: 11).
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whereas a trial only concerns the person who suffers.)
Abå #AlÊ’s son Abå H§shim 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-Jabb§r,
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. Abå H§shim concluded from this that each ill-
ness is a luãf that motivates adults of sound mind to fulfil the obli-
gations imposed on them by God (MughnÊ XIII, 431: 16-432: 19,
104: 9-10, 105: 6-17).

#Abd al-Jabb§r agrees with Abå H§shim 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. (MughnÊ XIII, 407: 7-10). #Abd
al-Jabb§r also agrees with Abå H§shim 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
(MughnÊ XIII, 415: 13-416: 4).

#Abd al-Jabb§r asserts that even the illnesses of people who are
aware that they have failed to fulfil the obligations of God’s taklÊf

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 taklÊf. According to this theory, God
threatens those who fail to fulfil the obligations with a severe pun-
ishment23. 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 417: 9-418: 9).

23 In the Qur"§n it is said that the punishment in the hereafter will be heavier
than the punishment in this world (Qur"§n 39: 26 and 68: 33). For verses of the
Qur"§n in which it is made clear that there is a great difference between reward
and punishment in the hereafter, see Qur"§n 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"§n 40: 71-76 and 4: 56) and the delights of the reward
in paradise (for instance, Qur"§n 36: 55-57, 52: 17-27, 55: 46-78 and 76: 5-22).
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2.2. \add Punishment

Although #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 punished24. An example of such a
deserved punishment from God is a Èadd punishment: although it
is carried out by humans, it is considered to come from God be-
cause it is done on His command. #Abd al-Jabb§r considers a Èadd

punishment a punishment from God that is given here and not in
the hereafter, in hell (MughnÊ XIII, 417: 16).

 #Abd al-Jabb§r does not think that a Èadd punishment can be
both a punishment and a trial (miÈna) 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 Èadd punishment25 and that it
is not considered good to expose oneself to a Èadd punishment. This
indicates that the Èadd punishment is not a trial because it is con-
sidered good to bear a trial (miÈna). In #Abd al-Jabb§r’s opinion, a
Èadd punishment is meant to be a deserved punishment and, there-
fore, it cannot at the same time be a trial for the punished person
(MughnÊ XIII, 433: 15-18), although, it is a luãf for people other than
the punished person (MughnÊ XIII, 459: 1-3).

According to #Abd al-Jabb§r, it is different if the person on whom
a Èadd punishment is inflicted has genuinely repented of his offence.
In that case he no longer deserves to be punished (MughnÊ XIII,
432: 5). Still, in #Abd al-Jabb§r’s opinion, the sentence must be
carried out all the same and in that case the Èadd punishment will,
indeed, be a trial (miÈna) for this person. In that case the Èadd

punishment is not only a luãf for others but becomes a luãf for the
“punished” person himself, too (MughnÊ XIII, 408: 15-16 and 497:
16).

24 An example of punishments given by God in the present world is to be found
in the Qur"§n where it is said that the people of Thamåd and Madyan were killed
by an earthquake after they had been warned by a prophet (Qur"§n 7: 78 and 7:
91). The Qur"§n says that God only punishes after He has warned by means of a
prophet (Qur"§n 17: 15). #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 Mukhtaßar, 251 and Heemskerk (1992, 60).

25 On escaping a punishment, see above, 132-133. Evidently, the punishment
of someone who escapes the punishment for a Èadd-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-Jabb§r’s
opinion an illness or other pain that comes from God is a luãf. If
a mukallaf suffers an illness, it is a luãf not only for himself, but also
for other people who live near him. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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
(MughnÊ XIII, 370: 14-16). Similarly, pain suffered by a non-mukallaf

can be a luãf for a mukallaf. For instance, the illness that a child suffers
from is a luãf for its parents (MughnÊ XV, 22: 11-12).

Explaining that the illness of a child is a luãf for its parents, #Abd
al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r’s time did not know how
to explain this and simply ignored the problem. #Abd al-Jabb§r
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 (MughnÊ XIII, 382: 9-383: 2). #Abd al-Jabb§r
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 (MughnÊ XIII, 382: 4-8). Children become
ill just as adults do. These illnesses cannot be produced by other
living beings. From this #Abd al-Jabb§r concludes that children
suffer from illnesses produced by God (MughnÊ XIII, 385: 15-19).

We have seen that #Abd al-Jabb§r considers each illness a luãf.
Adults of sound mind can profit from the motivation contained in
illnesses and deserve a reward by fulfilling the obligations of God’s
taklÊf. After having reached maturity children become mukallaf so
that they can also profit from the luãf 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-Jabb§r their suffering is not
useless: adults living near to them can profit from the luãf 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-Jabb§r’s solution to this problem is found in a compensation
(#iwa·) that is given by God.

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r rejects this. He
points out that God’s omniscience implies that supposition (íann)
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
(MughnÊ XIII, 356: 10-11 and 369: 1-6).

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 369: 11-15).

If the harm to be averted comes from someone other than God,
#Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r thinks that God
should not intervene and prevent this mukallaf from inflicting the
harm because, as a mukallaf, he has freedom of choice (MughnÊ XIII,
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-Jabb§r
concludes from this that God does not inflict pain in order to avert
a harm (MughnÊ XIII, 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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 claim26

on the spoiler for an amount equal to the value of the garment
(MughnÊ XIII, 387: 16-388: 4). It should be noted that #Abd al-Jabb§r
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-Jabb§r concludes that pain
must also be compensated for. He makes an exception for good
infliction of pain that meets the conditions that we saw earlier27.
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 (MughnÊ XIII,
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 beforehand. #Abd al-Jabb§r
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-Jabb§r explains that the act of the employer is good, be-

26 #Abd al-Jabb§r uses the Arabic verb istaÈaqqa. He speaks of istiÈq§q #iwa·
(having a right to be compensated) along with istiÈq§q thaw§b (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-Jabb§r 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 is that the person to whom the harm is done “deserves”
to be compensated. #Abd al-Jabb§r therefore compares God’s com-
pensation for illnesses to the “compensation” given to an employee
for fatiguing work imposed on him (MughnÊ 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 seen28 that #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (#§qil) would
choose to bear the harm for it. In #Abd al-Jabb§r’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
(#uqal§" ), 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 (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r.
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-

28 See above, 128-129.
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sate them for the pain He inflicts on them29, 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 (Majmå# III, 69: 11-16).

#Abd al-Jabb§r reports that Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê believed that God
inflicts pain because He wants to provide people with a compen-
sation30 (MughnÊ XIII, 390: 1-8). However, his son Abå H§shim
disagreed with him and asserted that God’s purpose was not only
to provide a compensation but also to give a warning (i#tib§r) to the
mukallafån (plural of mukallaf ). He agreed with his father that God
compensates for pain inflicted by Him. God’s act would be an
injustice (íulm) 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 warning31 (Mugh-

nÊ 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. Abå
H§shim 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 Abå
H§shim’s opinion, God’s infliction of pain is good because of the
combination of compensation and warning.

#Abd al-Jabb§r’s opinion on this question differs only slightly from
Abå H§shim’s. According to #Abd al-Jabb§r, God’s purpose is to
provide a benefit (maßlaÈa). 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 Abå #AlÊ was of the
opinion that God inflicts pain because of the compensation (Majmå# III, 13: 12-
14). However, it should be noticed that Abå #AlÊ had a different notion about God’s
compensation. As opposed to #Abd al-Jabb§r, he was of the opinion that compen-
sation will be provided everlastingly (MughnÊ 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 IkhshÊdiyya adopted Abå #AlÊ’s opinion. Ibn Mattawayh reports that they
said that at the moment that God inflicts pain He wants to provide a compensa-
tion (Majmå# III, 83: 19).

31 #Abd al-Jabb§r observes that Abå H§shim said that Abå #AlÊ shared this
opinion, but that he himself could not discover this in Abå #AlÊ’s books, although
he did find that Abå #AlÊ thought it possible that pain is a benefit (maßlaÈa) (MughnÊ
XIII, 390: 11-13). The way in which #Abd al-Jabb§r checks the correctness of Abå
H§shim’s report on Abå #AlÊ shows his critical use of sources.
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compensation for pain but the luãf contained in pain inflicted by
Him on His creatures. He considers the fact that pain is a luãf 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-Jabb§r’s
opinion, God is obliged to produce acts that motivate a mukallaf to
fulfil the obligations of His taklÊf. If God does so by inflicting pain
on this mukallaf or on other living beings, He does what is obliga-
tory (w§jib) for Him and this is the main reason why the infliction
of pain is good (MughnÊ XIII, 390: 14-391: 3).

Inflicting pain without compensating for it is a bad act. #Abd
al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r does not disagree with
Abå H§shim 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-Jabb§r that the first reason
why it is good that God inflicts illnesses is that, by giving a warn-
ing (i#tib§r), God does what is obligatory (w§jib) for Him with re-
spect to His imposing of obligations (taklÊf ) and that the second
reason is the compensation given for this pain (Majmå# III, 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 (i#tib§r) for them? If they take the warning to heart and
fulfil the obligations of God’s taklÊf, 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r
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 (MughnÊ XIII, 398: 6-9).
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3.2. Compensation for Pain Inflicted by Humans

#Abd al-Jabb§r believes that pain inflicted by God is compensated
for by Him. But what about pain inflicted by humans or animals?
In #Abd al-Jabb§r’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 later32.

In #Abd al-Jabb§r’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 (MughnÊ 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 (MughnÊ 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 493: 1-2). #Abd al-Jabb§r’s
arguments for this opinion will be discussed later33.

How this is to be applied is explained by #Abd al-Jabb§r using
the example of an im§m who wrongly condemns someone to be
punished with a Èadd punishment. In #Abd al-Jabb§r’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 Èadd punishment. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 im§m. #Abd al-Jabb§r considers that inflicting a
Èadd punishment is an act of obedience to God and he therefore
thinks that the executioner did not act wrongly in obeying the im§m
carrying out the sentence. In his opinion, it is the im§m who must
compensate the wrongly condemned person for his pain, suppos-
ing he made the mistake. If the mistake was not made by the im§m
but by the witnesses, the witnesses must compensate the wrongly
condemned person for his pain (MughnÊ XIII, 493: 6-10).

In #Abd al-Jabb§r’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 (MughnÊ XIII, 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-Jabb§r
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 (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 497: 10-12 and 497: 17-19). #Abd
al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r’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-Jabb§r speaks of
a mistake (khaãa" ), by the im§m or the witnesses. His use of the term
“mistake” indicates that the im§m did not intentionally pass a wrong
sentence, nor did the witnesses intentionally give wrong declara-
tions. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 494: 19-495: 2).

3.3. Compensation for Pain Inflicted by Children, Insane People and Animals

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 481: 2-7).

#Abd al-Jabb§r’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-Jabb§r’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-Jabb§r rejects this suggestion. He argues that enabling (tamkÊn)
someone to inflict pain does not lead to an obligation to compen-
sate for the pain he inflicts.

To explain this, #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ 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-

nÊ XIII, 468: 4-6). #Abd al-Jabb§r 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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kÊn) and giving permission (ib§Èa)34. 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ 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 (ikhtiy§r) and
not under constraint. This implies that the animal must compen-
sate for the pain (MughnÊ XIII, 475: 14-17 and 476: 2-20). Perhaps
#Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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

34 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
(Majmå# III, 104: 3-6).

3.4. Compensation for Pain Inflicted by God’s Command or Permission

According to #Abd al-Jabb§r’s theory, God’s command or permis-
sion (ib§Èa) 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 456: 10-14)35. According to #Abd
al-Jabb§r, 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 (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r 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

35 Reading MughnÊ XIII, 456: 13, fa-ja#aln§hu as written in the manuscript, and
not fa-ja#aln§h§ as suggested by the editor. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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#aln§hu refers to al-#iwa·. 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 is “fa-ja#aln§hu dal§latan #al§ ÈusnihÊ li-annah§ bi-nafsih§ laysat tågibu Èusnahå
(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 tågibu for yågibu).



compensation of pain 167

happen, who will compensate the son for his pain: God or the
father? #Abd al-Jabb§r 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
(MughnÊ XIII, 403: 16-404: 1 and 462: 1-17).

Another case of inflicting pain by divine permission is the slaugh-
tering of cattle. In Qur"§n 5: 3 it is said that the eating of all cattle
(bahÊma) is 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 (MughnÊ VI/1, 64: 11-13).

In #Abd al-Jabb§r’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-Jabb§r 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 (thaw§b) from God offered to hu-
mans by God’s imposition of obligations (MughnÊ XIII, 459: 9-11).
#Abd al-Jabb§r asserts that God’s permission to slaughter cattle is
good because it is a luãf for the slaughterer himself and for others
who are mukallaf (MughnÊ XIII, 457: 13-18 and 458: 18-459: 3). The
slaughter contains a warning (i#tib§r) for them (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r’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-Jabb§r justifies the slaughter of cattle. How-
ever, in his time there were people who opposed the slaughter of
cattle. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (ghalÊl) on me, although I have not committed a
crime against you?’” (MughnÊ XIII, 460: 3-6). #Abd al-Jabb§r refers
to a book on this subject called al-NawÈ #al§ ’l-bah§"im (The lamen-
tation on the animals)36 (MughnÊ 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 (ruw§t) must have made
a mistake, since it is more likely that they made a mistake than that
God (al-\akÊm) is wrong (MughnÊ XIII, 460. 12-13). #Abd al-Jabb§r
comments that this is a misconception ( jahl).

36 Ibn Mattawayh says that its author was Abå #^s§ al-Warr§q (Majmå# III, 14:
7-9). Ibn al-NadÊm indeed mentions among the books of Abå #^s§ al-Warr§q a book
called Kit§b al-gharÊb al-mashriqÊ fÊ ’l-nawÈ #al§ ’l-Èayaw§n (Fihrist, 216). Abå #^s§ al-
Warr§q 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
Kit§b al-maq§l§t after 250/864.
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#Abd al-Jabb§r 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 God37. He probably knew that in ÈadÊth 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 prohibited38. 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-Jabb§r 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 (íulm) to oneself and
an injustice is compensated for only if it is done to someone else.
To explain this, #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r 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
(MughnÊ XIII, 490: 5-6). #Abd al-Jabb§r considers that exerting
oneself in order to fulfil the obligations of God’s taklÊf is a form of
self-inflicted pain. This pain need not be compensated for because
a reward is given for it (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r 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).

38 Eisenstein (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-Jabb§r gives the
example of someone who is very hungry and exerts himself trying
to still his hunger and to avert starvation. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ 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
(MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r 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
(MughnÊ XIII, 490: 11-12). #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 490: 17-491: 1).

We have seen that #Abd al-Jabb§r considers it good that a per-
son inflicts pain on himself on the supposition (íann) that it will yield
him a profit in the future. However, the expected profit may not
eventuate. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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
(MughnÊ XIII, 491: 3-5).

But what if the gladness is less than the harm? #Abd al-Jabb§r
believes that in that case God will compensate for the self-inflicted
pain (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r 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 is convinced that it is good to do so. However, #Abd al-Jabb§r
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 (MughnÊ XIII, 491: 10-11). This is com-
parable to #Abd al-Jabb§r’s opinion that one is not compensated
for inflicting pain on oneself to avert a harm which could have been
averted in another way39. In both cases the self-infliction is unnec-
essary and is not compensated for. #Abd al-Jabb§r’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 seen40 that #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 493: 3-6 and
465: 5-10).

3.6. Compensation for Pain Inflicted by Exposing Someone Else to Harm

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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
(#§da)41 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 (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r with respect to

39 See above, 170.
40 See above, 139-140.
41 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 seen42 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 450: 14-16). #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 450: 16-18 and 500: 1-3).

3.7. Compensation for Sorrow

We have seen43 that by “harm” #Abd al-Jabb§r understands both
pain and sorrow (ghamm). In his opinion, a person in sorrow
(mughtamm) is someone who knows or supposes that harm happens
or will happen to him (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r, 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-Jabb§r’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-Jabb§r
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-

42 See above, 107-108.
43 See above, 114.
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sates them for their illnesses (MughnÊ XIII, 437: 4-8).
To explain this, #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r emphasizes that the sorrow felt by the
father is not produced by God, but it is an act of the heart44 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 (MughnÊ XIII.
437: 11-17, 438: 3-4)45.

In the above case, the father’s sorrow is produced by himself,
but sorrow can also be produced in someone by God. #Abd al-Jabb§r
believes that if a child’s father dies, some of the child’s sorrow about
this loss is intuitive knowledge (#ilm ·arårÊ) 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 438: 6-8).

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r explains
this, using the example of a miser (bakhÊl). He points out that a miser
feels more sorrow about losing one of his possessions than a gen-
erous person ( jaw§d ). 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 is lost and think it unfair that the miser gets more compensa-
tion. Nevertheless, #Abd al-Jabb§r 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

44 On acts of the heart (af #§l al-qulåb), see above, 89.
45 In the text of MughnÊ XIII, 438: 4, the word al-im§na should be corrected to

read al-im§ta.
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an act of God that the miser feels more sorrow than the generous
person (MughnÊ XIII, 438: 13-17). Probably, #Abd al-Jabb§r reasons
that the miser has no choice with respect to the sorrow he feels:
he cannot choose to feel less sorrow46.

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r explains
that if somebody feels sorrow without reason (min ghayri sababin),
his sorrow is considered as being produced on his own initiative.
#Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (ib§Èa)47 (MughnÊ XIII, 438: 19-439:
4). He does not clarify what kind of sorrow he means by “sorrow
produced by divine permission”.

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 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-Jabb§r
does not think so. He argues that no harm has been done to this

46 We may observe that #Abd al-Jabb§r 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.

47 In MughnÊ XIII, 439: 1-2, at§Èa should be corrected to read ab§Èa and al-it§Èa,
al-ib§Èa.
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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-Jabb§r thinks that God’s intention
must have been to benefit someone other than the owner (MughnÊ

XIII, 439: 13-17). It is likely that he means that God’s act is a luãf

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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 555: 4-19 and 559: 7-11).
In #Abd al-Jabb§r’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-Jabb§r’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 Abå H§shim al-Jubb§"Ê on this question.
Abå H§shim 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 439: 17-19). #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (íulm) 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 440: 4-7).

Ibn Mattawayh discusses a particular case of sorrow not discussed
by #Abd al-Jabb§r: 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 (Majmå# III, 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
(Majmå# III, 112: 21-113: 4).

4. The Administration of Compensation

We have seen48 that in #Abd al-Jabb§r’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
(MughnÊ XIII, 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 454: 8-9). Yet, as #Abd al-Jabb§r asserts,
this does not imply that the obligation is inapplicable to us (Mugh-

nÊ XIII, 494: 2-3). How, then, can humans and animals compen-

48 See above, 161-166.
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sate each other for pain? #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r thinks that this
mediation is obligatory for God. He explains that after having
enabled a wrongdoer (í§lim) 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 (intaßafa) to him and
the person wronged (maílåm) by him (MughnÊ XIII, 472: 2-3).

 This is in accordance with #Abd al-Jabb§r’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 (w§lÊ or qayyim) who takes care of the financial inter-
ests of a minor49 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 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-Jabb§r has in mind
when he speaks of God’s administration of justice (MughnÊ XIII, 526:
8-9).

49 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
(mur§hiq). 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 luãf. Although #Abd al-Jabb§r differs with them about this last point, he agrees
with them that God can be seen as the guardian of His creatures (MughnÊ XIII,
454: 17-455: 9).
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According to #Abd al-Jabb§r’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
(MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r 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
is as if God takes a quantity of compensation that He would have
given to the former and gives it to the latter instead (MughnÊ XIII,
530: 8-16).

From #Abd al-Jabb§r’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 (MughnÊ XIII,
482: 6-13). The same applies to animals that are hurt by humans
in a way that God has not given permission for50.

#Abd al-Jabb§r’s theory that God transfers compensation from
one creature to another raises the question of what happens if a
wrongdoer (í§lim) 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 (tafa··ul) from Him and
transfer this as a compensation to the people who are wronged by
the tyrant (MughnÊ XIII, 540: 1-8 and 473: 11-15).

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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

50 If a 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 540: 4-541: 5). #Abd al-Jabb§r also
argues that it is unthinkable that God would make donations to
wrongdoers (MughnÊ XIII, 543: 17-544: 2).

On his side, #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 sufferings (MughnÊ

XIII, 542: 7-543: 4 and 472: 17-473: 107). #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (·arb min al-shaw§ghil)51

(MughnÊ XIII, 543: 9-17, 472: 12-15 and 494: 14-18).
Ibn Mattawayh agrees with #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (Majmå# III, 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 constraint52

(Majmå# III, 103: 11-12).

51 #Abd al-Jabb§r does not consider the possibility that God stops the wrong-
doer by force, probably because this would conflict with the principles of God’s
taklÊf. 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 Ibn 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r
concludes that God gives the compensation after the harm is done
and not beforehand (MughnÊ 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-Jabb§r 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 mukallafån are revived to be rewarded or punished by God
but also animals, children and other non-mukallafån that cannot have
deserved reward or punishment (MughnÊ 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 520: 14-521: 3).

Apart from these special cases, #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 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-Jabb§r argues that the entire compensation for a spoilt
garment can be made immediately, but can also be paid later
(MughnÊ XIII, 494: 3-5). From this, he concludes that God’s provi-
sion of compensation can be postponed until the hereafter. #Abd
al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r
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 (MughnÊ XIII, 526:
2-527: 3).

M§nkdÊm agrees with #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (Ta#lÊq, 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 (Ta#lÊq, 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-Jabb§r’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 (MughnÊ XIII, 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r explains its
justice by the example of an orphan ( yatÊm) 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 (mur§hiq), to let his debtor off his debt if the trustee has de-
cided differently. In #Abd al-Jabb§r’s opinion this also applies to
the compensation that is administered by God (MughnÊ XIII, 532:
3-533: 3).

Ibn Mattawayh agrees with #Abd al-Jabb§r that compensation
that is to be given or transmitted by God cannot be remitted. He
is more explicit than #Abd al-Jabb§r in his explanation, mention-
ing a blow (laãma), an insult (shatÊma) or slander (ghÊba) as examples
of harm for which compensation cannot be remitted (Majmå# III,
82: 1-4). He says that he disagrees with Abå #Abdall§h 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 paid53. As for the compensation for illnesses and other pain
inflicted by God, Abå #Abdall§h 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 is so great that we are, so to speak, forced not to remit it
(Majmå# III, 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 (Majmå# III,
82: 11-14).

5.1. The Compensation of People in Paradise

We have seen that in #Abd al-Jabb§r’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. Mukallafån will be rewarded or punished in the

53 Probably, he refers to compensation for bodily injuries. We have seen (above,
163) that #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r’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 taklÊf 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r argues that the wronged person is not entitled to
the honour and respect included in the reward (MughnÊ XIII, 545:
4-7).

Another difference between compensation and reward is found
in their duration. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 508: 5-17 and 515: 19-516: 3).
In his opinion, the giving of compensation is limited (munqati#)54.
However, other Mu#tazilites55 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

54 The term munqaãi# is used, for instance, in the title of the chapter of the MughnÊ
that deals with this subject. This title is: Faßl fÊ bay§n al-dal§la #al§ anna ’l-#iwa· munqaãi#
(Chapter on the evidence that the compensation is limited) (MughnÊ XIII, 508: 1-2).

55 #Abd al-Jabb§r says that Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê and many other masters believed
that the divine compensation is provided everlastingly (see above, 159, note 30).
M§nkdÊm and Ibn Mattawayh say that Abå ’l-Hudhayl and a group of Mu#tazilites
of Baghd§d were of this opinion (Ta#lÊq, 494: 15-18 and Majmå# III, 70: 2-4).
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conflicts with the theory of God’s taklÊf. 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 taklÊf in the hereafter. If there is no taklÊf, there are also
no grounds for God to inflict pain as a luãf for the mukallafån. 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 511: 8-18).

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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
(MughnÊ XIII, 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 512:
3-9). But what about adults of sound mind in Paradise who, in #Abd
al-Jabb§r’s opinion, obtain their compensation together with their
reward? Can they be unaware of receiving their compensation? #Abd
al-Jabb§r thinks that God may break the compensation up into
many parts and give these parts over a long period. If the recip-
ients 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 513: 3-6).

 M§nkdÊm pays a great deal of attention to the question of the
duration of the giving of compensation. He reports that #Abd al-
Jabb§r’s patron, al-‘§Èib al-K§fÊ [b. #Abb§d]56, asserted that

56 He was the Båyid vizier who appointed #Abd al-Jabb§r as his chief judge.
On al-‘§Èib b. #Abb§d, see above, 42-43.
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compensation is given everlastingly. However, M§nkdÊm himself
agrees with #Abd al-Jabb§r that the giving of a particular compen-
sation ends as soon as the amount that is due is given (Ta#lÊq, 495:
6-496: 3)57. As for how to avoid displeasure about the compensa-
tion being ended, M§nkdÊm also gives a solution that #Abd al-Jabb§r
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 (Ta#lÊq,
496: 9-13). As for Ibn Mattawayh, he, too, adds a solution that is
not mentioned by #Abd al-Jabb§r: 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 (Majmå# III, 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-Jabb§r’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 (MughnÊ XIII, 513:
10-12). M§nkdÊm disagrees with #Abd al-Jabb§r 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#lÊq, 499: 4-13).

#Abd al-Jabb§r’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 (tafa··ul).
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 (MughnÊ XIII, 513: 13-17).

57 In the text of Ta#lÊq, 495: 19, al-lußåß, should be corrected to read al-mu#awwa·.
M§nkdÊm 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r
therefore sees no reason why it should not be given to them (MughnÊ

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 (kuff§r) 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-Jabb§r considers this
unlikely (MughnÊ XIII, 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-Jabb§r 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 ( f§siq) 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-Jabb§r 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 (takhfÊf ) of their pain in
hell (MughnÊ XIII, 523: 1-6 and 486: 15-16)58.

If all the diminution of punishment were given at the same time,
the result could be that someone who deserves to be punished is

58 In the text of MughnÊ XIII, 523: 1, taÈqÊqan should be corrected to read takhfÊ-
fan.
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no longer punished during that time. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 524: 15-17).

5.3. 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
seen59, #Abd al-Jabb§r believes that if they have not received all
their compensation in this world, it is inevitable that God will revive
them60, together with the mukallafån, on the Day of Resurrection
so that they can receive their compensation in the hereafter. (MughnÊ

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 (MughnÊ 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 Abå
#Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ who, as #Abd al-Jabb§r reports, was of the opinion
that compensation consists of the same things as reward: things that
people have a desire for61. 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

59 See above, 180.
60 Although #Abd al-Jabb§r 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"§n 6: 38, where it is said that the animals will
be gathered to their Lord (Bousquet, 1958, 39-40). M§nkdÊm asserts that animals
are revived on the Day of Resurrection in order to receive their compensation in
the hereafter. He quotes a ÈadÊth in which the Prophet said: “On the Day of
Resurrection God does justice (intaßafa) between wrongdoer (í§lim) and wronged
(maílåm), and even between the hornless ( jamm§"), and the horned (qarn§")” (Ta#lÊq,
505: 4-9).

61 For instance, in Qur"§n 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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 521: 4-18).

Ibn Mattawayh says that there is no reason why water could not
be given as compensation to an animal (Majmå# 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 taklÊf 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 (Majmå# III,
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 before62 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 seen63 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-Jabb§r’s solution to this problem is that God continues
to give the animal the same things, but then as a donation64 (MughnÊ

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-Jabb§r adds that in that case God’s act would

62 See above, 176.
63 See above, 184.
64 Like #Abd al-Jabb§r, M§nkdÊm 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-Èashr) there will be no death (Ta#lÊq, 497: 7-8). M§nkdÊm 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 514: 17-515:
3). He does not specify which kind of joy he has in mind. M§nkdÊm
explains that people in Paradise may be gladdened by the forms
of animals whose lives have ended in this way (Ta#lÊq, 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 (Ta#lÊq, 496: 18-497: 6).
M§nkdÊm refers to a verse from the Qur"§n about the Last Day
that says: “and the unbeliever shall say: O would that I were dust”
(Qur"§n 78: 40).

5.4. The Compensation of Children

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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-mukallafån

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-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 514: 3-4).

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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 is not clear who these people are. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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
\anbalites who believed that children will be questioned in the
grave after God has completed their mental faculties65. #Abd
al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 513: 17-514: 33).

#Abd al-Jabb§r 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 (MughnÊ XIII, 514: 4-7). #Abd al-Jabb§r probably re-
fers here to the Qur"§n 52: 24, 56: 17-18 and 76: 19, where it is
said that in Paradise young boys move around presenting drinks
to the inhabitants66. 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-Jabb§r thinks it possible
that after this moment God will donate everlastingly that which
they used to receive as compensation.

6. Conclusion

#Abd al-Jabb§r’s doctrine of God’s taklÊf 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-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r’s opinion, this pain is brought into existence by
God and also has a relation to His taklÊf. He believes that God
motivates people to choose to fulfil the obligations that He has
imposed on them. #Abd al-Jabb§r 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-Jabb§r’s doctrine all pain
in this world is related to God’s imposing of obligations (taklÊf ). Pain
inflicted by living beings on their initiative is the corollary of the
freedom of choice given by God because of this taklÊf 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 taklÊf enables #Abd al-Jabb§r to justify
why God has created a world in which pain exists.
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INDEX

#adam (absence; nonexistence) 96, 110;
see also ma#dåm

al-Adilla (by #Abd al-Jabb§r) 51
#adl (divine justice) 2
adolescent (mur§hiq) 177, 182, 190
#A·ud al-Dawla, Båyid, (d. 372/983) 41
Ahlwardt, Wilhelm 56
#Al§" al-Dawla b. K§kåya (d. 433/1041)

50, 54, 55
#AlÊ b. AbÊ •§lib (d. 40/661) 15, 16, 17,

60
§lim (suffering) 79
#allaqa #an (to write down what is taught;

to take notes) 4, 5, 31, see also ta#lÊq
Alp Arsl§n, Seljuq (d. 465/1072) 63
al-Am§lÊ fÊ ’l-ÈadÊth (by #Abd al-Jabb§r) 52
amputation 137, 138
amr (command) 118, 120-122, 132, 143,

144, 154, 161, 162, 167, 179; amr
bi-qabÊÈ  117

#Amr b. #Ubayd (d. 144/761) 15, 17
analogy between the absent world and

the present world (qiy§s al-gh§"ib #al§
’l-sh§hid) 112-113, 126, 128, 157, 164,
180

animals 128, 140, 147, 163-169, 170,
176, 178, 180, 187-189, 190; are not
mukallaf and cannot deserve a divine
reward or punishment 147, 152, 167,
187; in the hereafter 187-189; carniv-
orous and predatory animals 164-
166, 174, 188; see also #aqrab, (scor-
pion), zunbår (hornet), and slaughter
of livestock

#§qil, plural #uqal§" (adult of sound mind)
123, 128, 129, 130, 136, 142, 147,
155, 158, 185

#aql, see #ilm
#aqrab (scorpion) 107-108, 172, 187
#ara·, plural a#r§· (accident) 73, 74-75,

77, 78, 79, 102
Asad§b§d 37
aßÈ§b disciples 21, 22, 25, 26, 55; grad-

uate students 21, 51; companions 58,
62

al-Ash#arÊ, Abå ’l-\asan (d. 324/935)

#abath (useless act) 125-126, 127, 131,
132, 138, 142, 159, 189

Abrahamov, Binyamin 10, 60
Abå #Abdall§h al-BaßrÊ (d. 369/979) 20,

22, 23, 27, 29, 30, 31, 32-33, 34, 35,
38, 40, 41, 44, 45, 61, 85, 105, 119,
182, 187

Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê (d. 304/915) 17, 19-
20, 21-26, 28, 34, 40, 69, 75, 76, 85,
89, 107, 118, 136, 137, 138, 152,
159, 183

Abå \anÊfa (d. 150/767) 21
Abå H§shim #Abdall§h b. MuÈammad

b. al-\anafiyya (d. ca. 98/717) 16,
17

Abå H§shim al-Jubb§"Ê (d. 321/933) 17,
20-23, 25, 26, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, 34,
35, 40, 46, 48, 69, 85, 89, 93, 96-97,
99-101, 104-105, 109, 111, 118, 130,
136, 143, 153, 159, 160, 175

Abå ’l-Hudhayl (d. between 226/840
and 236/850) 16, 17, 18, 19, 22, 25,
26, 34, 183

Abå ’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ (d. 436/1044)
25, 39, 44, 57, 58, 59, 64, 69

Abå ’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ’s school 58-59,
69-71

Abå #^s§ al-Warr§q (d. ca. 250/864) 168
Abå IsÈ§q b. #Ayy§sh (4th/10th centu-

ry) 14, 22, 23, 26, 29, 30, 32, 34, 38,
74, 79-81, 101, 119

Abå Muslim al-Ißfah§nÊ 60
Abå RashÊd al-NÊs§bårÊ (5th/11th cen-

tury) 23, 24, 25, 29, 31, 34, 53, 55-
57, 58, 66

Abå RÊda, MuÈammad #Abd al-H§dÊ 31
Abå •§lib al-N§ãiq bi-’l-\aqq (d. 424/

1033) 23, 31, 39, 60, 61
al-Abw§b (by Abå H§shim al-Jubb§"Ê) 97,

136
accident, see #ara·
act, see fi#l; see also tawlÊd (generation)

and ibtid§" (acting directly)
#§da (normal course of events) 87, 108,

171-172
K. adab al-jadal (by Ibn al-R§wandÊ) 47
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20, 63, 68, 74, 108, 109
Ash#arites / Ash#arism 37, 63, 64, 68, 69,

100, 120
#Askar Mukram 19, 20, 23, 24, 27, 31,

32, 37, 40, 47, 50
al-#Askariyy§t (by #Abd al-Jabb§r) 47
atom, see jawhar
aversion, see nufår
averting of harm (·af# ·arar) 124, 129-

131, 134-135, 145, 156, 169-170
#Awn, Fayßal BadÊr 6
#AzmÊ, #Uthm§n al-Sayyid 5, 6

bad, see qabÊÈ; see also sharr (something
bad)

Baghd§d 19, 20, 23, 24, 26, 31, 32, 33,
35, 38, 40, 50, 54, 57, 59, 63, 64, 68;

Baghd§dÊ Mu#tazila 14, 23, 24, 26, 34,
55, 60, 61, 64, 69, 91, 183

 al-Baghd§dÊ, #Abd al-Q§hir b. •§hir (d.
429/1037) 14, 18, 26, 27, 28, 35

al-Baghd§diyy§t (by Abå H§shim
al-Jubb§"Ê) 27, 36, 136

Bah§" al-Dawla, Båyid, (d. 403/1012) 49
Bah§shima (alternative name for Bah-

shamiyya) 26
Bahshamiyya 11, 14, 25, 26-28, 53, 55,

58, 59, 66, 68-70, 105; leadership 29-
35

bakhÊl (miser) 173
al-BalkhÊ al-Ka#bÊ, Abå ’l-Q§sim (d.

319/931) 18, 23, 26, 46, 47, 60, 69,
108

b§qÊ (continuous) 102
al-B§qill§nÊ, Abå Bakr (d. 403/1013) 39,

41
al-Bas§sÊrÊ (d. 451/1060) 63
Baßra 18-20, 26, 27, 32, 35, 37, 57
Baßran Mu#tazila 13, 14, 21, 24, 26, 28,

41, 57, 61
B§ãinites 53
Bay§n al-mutash§bih fÊ ’l-Qur"§n (by #Abd

al-Jabb§r) 46
Ben-Shammai, H. 3, 46, 65
benefit, see maßlaÈa
Bernand, Marie 72, 76, 78, 123, 130,

134
binya (structure) 75, 81
Biram, Arthur 6
Bishr b. al-Mu#tamir (d. between 210-

226/825-840) 24
blame, see dhamm

blessings after names 44, 45
blood-money, see diya
blow 96, 97, 102
Bosworth, C.E. 52
Brunschvig, Robert 9, 92, 95, 116
Busse, Heribert 27, 38
Båyids 37, 63

caretaker 128, 129
Carmathians 53
cause (in the process of generation), see

sabab
cause (of a qualification), see #illa
chains of transmission of Mu#tazilism 14-

18, 21, 29, 30, 66
children 128, 140, 155-156, 158, 163,

171, 173, 175, 180, 187, 189-190; are
not mukallaf and cannot deserve a
divine reward or punishment 147,
154; in the hereafter 180, 189-190;
— who have died before reaching
maturity 155, 187, 189-190; sorrow
of — 173; disciplining — 166-167

class of things, see jins
coldness (buråda) 73, 92; exposing a child

to — 171
command / commanding, see amr
compensation, see #iwa·; see also diya

(blood-money)
composition (spatial relation), see ta"lÊf
condition (sharã) for the generation

(tawlÊd) of pain 93, 94, 99, 103, 105,
106, 111

consent to be harmed 127, 128, 129,
132, 136, 137, 157, 158, 177

constraint, see ilj§"
continuous, see b§qÊ
conviction, see i#tiq§d; see also jahl (a

conviction that is not in accordance
with truth)

cosmology 74, 92, 102

d§#Ê (motive) 130, 148, 149, 150
Daiber, Hans 5, 76, 77
dalÊl, plural dal§"il or adilla / dal§la (indi-

cation) 73, 112, 147, 166
·arar / ma·arra, plural ma·§rr (harm) 113-

114, 122-125 and passim
Day of Judgment 109
Day of Resurrection 186, 187, 188, 189
Day, Last 184
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Daylam§n 37, 60, 64
death 171, 172, 173, 180, 188; sorrow

about — 151, 172, 173
denomination, see #ib§ra
deserved pain 124, 131-134, 136
desire, see shahwa and mushtahÊ
al-DhahabÊ (d. 748/1348) 19
dhamm (blame) 28, 115, 116, 119, 131,

132, 136, 137, 140
Dhammiyya 28
Dhanani, Alnoor 46, 72, 74
dictation (iml§")  5, 8, 51
·idd (opposite) 85, 88, 89, 102
difference of opinion 7, 21, 22, 58
al-DÊnawarÊ, Abå Bakr (d. 405/1014) 53
4ir§r b. #Amr (d. ca. 200/815) 18
disasters 172
dispute, see mun§íara
DÊw§n al-ußål (by Abå RashÊd al-

NÊs§bårÊ) 56
diya (blood-money) 163, 182
donation, see tafa··ul

effect, see musabbab
enabling, see tamkÊn
Ess, Josef van 15, 18, 19, 72
executioner 161, 162
exertion 129, 134, 135, 169, 170
existence; establishing the — of some-

thing, see ithb§t; see also muthbat (be-
ing established to exist)

Fa·l al-i#tiz§l wa-ãabaq§t al-Mu#tazila (by
#Abd al-Jabb§r) 36, 52, 68

al-F§"iq fÊ ußål al-dÊn (by Ibn al-Mal§ÈimÊ)
58, 59

Fakhr al-Dawla, Båyid, (d. 387/997) 41,
43, 48, 49

Fakhr al-DÊn al-R§zÊ (d. 606/1209) 28,
58, 69

Fakhry, Majid 113, 120
al-Farraz§dhÊ, Abå MuÈammad Ism§#Êl

b. #AlÊ (d. ca. 510/1116) 29, 30, 35,
45, 65

F§rs 37, 41
al-FarzawÊ, Abå ’l-\asan 25
f§siq (malefactor) 12, 16, 186
F§ãimids 63
fear 124, 130
FÊ ’l-tawÈÊd (attributed to Abå RashÊd al-

NÊs§bårÊ) 31
fi#l, plural af#§l (act) 89, 90, 98, 100; —

s of the limbs (af #§l al-jaw§riÈ) 89, 98,
105; —s of the heart (af#§l al-qulåb)
89, 173; — cannot be produced by
two agents acting together 100; act-
ing through generation, see tawlÊd;
acting directly, see ibtid§"

fire (n§r) 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 tawlÊd
al-gh§"ib (the absent world; the divine

world) 112, 113; see also analogy
between the absent world and the
present world (qiy§s al-gh§"ib #al§
’l-sh§hid)

ghamm, plural ghumåm (sorrow) 87, 114,
122, 123, 131, 132, 151, 172-176,
179, 180; — without reason (min
ghayri sababin) 174

al-GharÊb al-mashriqÊ fÊ ’l-nawÈ #al§ ’l-
Èayaw§n (by Abå #^s§ al-Warr§q) 168

Ghaznavids 55, 61
ghul§m (student-servitor) 18
gift, see tafa··ul
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#n§ 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 taklÊf; does not impose
the impossible 146; does what is
obligatory for Him 146, 147, 160,
177; motivates the mukallafån 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 Èasan; see also khayr (something
good)

grave sinner, 15, 16
Gwynne, Rosalind Ward 20, 22

al-\abashÊ, Abå #Abdall§h 27
al-\abashÊ, b. Mu#izz al-Dawla, Båyid,

27, 38
Èadd punishment 131-132, 133, 152,

154, 161, 162
al-H§dÊ il§ ’l-\aqq, YaÈy§ (d. 298/911)

60, 61
\adÊth 37, 38, 52, 169, 187
È§ja (need) 148-149
al-\§kim al-JushamÊ (d. 494/1100) 34,

68
È§l (state) 77, 78, 79
Èal§l (permissible) 121
Hamadh§n 37, 41, 49, 54
\amÊdull§h, MuÈammad 39
\anafites / \anifism 43, 53, 54, 63, 64,

68, 69, 139
\anbalites 189
Èaraka, plural Èarak§t (movement) 83, 89,

90, 102, 105; involuntary movements
105, 106

harm, see ·arar
Èasan (good) 113-116 and passim
al-\asan al-BaßrÊ (d. 110/728) 15, 16
al-\asan b. Zayd (d. 270/884) 60
H§shimiyya (alternative name for Bah-

shamiyya) 26
Èay§t (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-§khira) 107, 152, 153, 154,

162, 180-184, 187-191; see also hell,
and paradise

al-\illÊ al-#All§ma (d. 726/1325) 59, 70
al-\immaßÊ, SadÊd al-DÊn (d. after 600/

1204) 59
al-\imy§rÊ, Nashw§n (d. 574/1178) 46
hornet, see zunbår
Horten, Max 56, 65

Houben, J.J. 5, 6, 62, 65
Hourani, George F. 115, 116, 118, 137,

148
Èukm (assessment; predicate) 76, 77, 78,

83
humours 80, 81, 92
hunger 170
\usayniyya, see Abå ’l-\usayn al-Baß-

rÊ’s school

ib§Èa (permission) 116, 158, 161, 165,
166-169, 171, 174

#ib§ra (denomination) 83, 84
Ibn #Abb§d, see al-‘§Èib b. #Abb§d
Ibn AbÊ #All§n, Abå AÈmad 27
Ibn AbÊ ’l-Waf§" (d. 775/1373) 69
Ibn #AqÊl (d. 513/1119) 64
Ibn #Ayy§sh, Abå IsÈ§q, see Abå IsÈ§q

b. #Ayy§sh
Ibn Barh§n, Abå ’l-Q§sim (d. 456/1064)

59
Ibn Baããåãa (d. 779/1377) 69
Ibn F§ris (d. 395/1004) 49
Ibn al-\ajj§j (d. 391/1001) 43
Ibn al-IkhshÊd, Abå Bakr AÈmad b. #AlÊ

(d. 326/938) 26
Ibn Khall§d, Abå #AlÊ (4th/10th centu-

ry) 17, 20, 29, 30-31, 32, 33, 34, 50
Ibn al-Mal§ÈimÊ, Rukn al-DÊn MaÈmåd

(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-Murta·§ (840/1437) 22, 26, 27,
29, 30, 32, 35

Ibn al-Muslima (d. 450/1058) 63
Ibn al-NadÊm (d. 385/995) 19, 23, 26,

30, 32, 33, 38, 41
Ibn al-NajÊÈ, Abå ’l-\asan 32
Ibn al-R§wandÊ (4th/10th century) 47
Ibn Sahlawayh, Abå ’l-Q§sim 31, 33
Ibn Salma, Abå AÈmad  27
Ibn al-SamÈ (d. 418/1027) 57
Ibn SÊn§ (d.428/1037) 46, 49, 52, 54, 81
Ibn Suw§r al-K§tib, Abå #AlÊ 38, 40
Ibn al-WalÊd, Abå #AlÊ (d. 478/1086) 59,

64
Ibn al-ZubayrÊ, Abå Bakr MuÈammad

26
Ibr§hÊm, Prophet, 87
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ibtid§" (#al§ jihat al-ibtid§") (acting direct-
ly and not through generation) 106;
see also mubtada"an

idr§k (perception) 72, 73, 82, 85, 110,
134, 146

iftir§q (separation), see tafrÊq
IkhshÊdiyya 25-28, 118, 159
ilj§" (constraint) 144, 145, 149, 165, 170,

179
#illa, plural #ilal (cause of a qualification)

76, 78, 90
illness (mara·, plural amr§·) 75, 106, 129,

151-153, 155, 158, 159, 168, 172,
177, 179, 180, 182, 185, 186, 191

#ilm (knowledge)  72-73, 123, 134-135,
147, 172, 173; intuitive, innate
knowledge (— ·arårÊ / bi-ãarÊqat
al-i·ãir§r / #aqlan) 117, 120, 121, 122,
130, 132, 143, 147, 173; acquired
knowledge (— muktasab) / acquisition
of knowledge 72-73, 130, 147; see
also naíar

#Im§d al-Dawla, Båyid, (d. 338/949) 37
Im§mites / Im§mism 50, 54, 59, 63, 70
imposing of obligations, see taklÊf
inanimate object, see jam§d
indication, see dalÊl
injustice, see íulm
insane people 128, 129, 140, 147, 163,

175
instigation 165
intaßafa (to administer justice) 177, 187
intention 118, 124, 125, 127, 128, 138;

unintentionally 118-119, 140, 163,
157

K. al-intiß§r (by al-Khayy§ã) 13
ir§da (will) 78, 89, 90, 143, 144, 147
ir§da li-qabÊÈ (will to do something bad)

117, 119
Ißfah§n 26, 37, 41, 50, 54, 62
al-Ißfah§nÊ, Abå ’l-Q§sim b. Sa#d 27
ithb§t (establishing the existence of) 72,

73
i #tid§l (balance of the body) 80, 81
i #tid§l al-miz§j (balance of the mixture) 92
i #tim§d, plural i #tim§d§t (pressure) 73, 74,

89, 90, 93, 94, 95-98, 105, 107; in-
duced pressure (— mujtalab) 104; in-
trinsic pressure (— l§zim) 103

K. al-i #tim§d (by #Abd al-Jabb§r) 46
i #tiq§d (conviction) 89, 122, 134
I #tiq§d§t firaq al-muslimÊn wa-’l-mushrikÊn

(by Fakhr al-DÊn al-R§zÊ) 69
i #tiz§l, see Mu#tazilism
ittiß§l (connectedness) 80
#iwa· (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, Båyid, (d. 367/978) 40

al-Jadal (by #Abd al Jabb§r) 47
Ja#far b. AbÊ YaÈy§, al-Q§·Ê (d. 573/

1177) 66
Ja#far b. \arb (d. 236/850) 15
jahl (wrong conviction, not in accor-

dance with truth; misconception)
117, 134, 168

jama#a (to compose; to write) 6
jam§d (inanimate object) 108-111
al-J§mi# (by Abå H§shim al-Jubb§"Ê) 97
al-J§mi# al-kabÊr (by Abå H§shim al-

Jubb§"Ê) 39, 46
al-J§mi# al-ßaghÊr (by Abå H§shim al-

Jubb§"Ê) 39, 46
jarab (scabies) 83, 88
Jaw§b§t al-‘aymarÊ (by Abå H§shim al-

Jubb§"Ê) 23
jawhar, plural jaw§hir (atom) 74, 92, 94,

95, 99, 102
Jib§l 37, 41-43, 49
JÊl§n 60
jins (class of things) 73-74, 83, 84; class

of pain and pleasure 82-88, 109, 111
joy, see surår
Jubb§ 19
al-Jubb§"Ê, Abå #AlÊ, see Abå #AlÊ al-Jub-

b§"Ê
al-Jubb§"Ê, Abå H§shim, see Abå

H§shim al-Jubb§"Ê
Jubb§"iyya 25, 28
jurÈ (wound) 93, 103, 104
al-Jurj§nÊ, Abå ’l-\asan (d. 392/1001)

49
al-JushamÊ, al-\§kim, see al-\§kim al-

JushamÊ
justice, see #adl; to administer —, see

intaßafa
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al-JuwaynÊ, Abå ’l-Ma#§lÊ (d. 478/1085)
63

juz", plural ajz§" (particle) 99, 100

al-Ka#bÊ, see al-BalkhÊ al-Ka#bÊ, Abå
’l-Q§sim

k§fir, plural kuff§r (unbeliever) 16, 152,
154, 186

kal§m (speculative theology) 54, 56
kal§m (speech) 83
al-K§mil fÊ ’l-istiqß§" fÊ-m§ balaghan§ min

kal§m al-qudam§" (by TaqÊ al-DÊn al-
Najr§nÊ) 59

Karkh quarter (Baghd§d) 63, 64
al-KarkhÊ, Abå ’l-\asan (d. 340/952) 33
kawn, plural akw§n (spatial relation) 74,

83, 94, 95, 97, 102
khalÊfa (substitute-teacher) 51
Kh§rijites (Khaw§rij) 16, 109
kh§ãir (inner voice) 130
khayr (something good) 113, 114
al-Khayy§ã (d. ca. 300/913) 13, 23
al-Khayyån, RashÊd 19
al-Khil§f bayn al-shaykhayn (by #Abd al-

Jabb§r) 22, 23
al-Khår al-#Ên [or al-#ayn] (by Nashw§n

al-\imy§rÊ) 46
Khur§s§n 40, 41, 53, 62, 63
Khurramiyya 152
Khushaym, #AlÊ FahmÊ 20, 22, 26
Khåzist§n 19, 32, 35, 37, 40, 41
Khw§razm 68, 69
kidhb (lie) 115, 117, 118
al-Kif§ya (by Ibn Mattawayh) 67
al-Kit§b al-MuÈtawÊ (by Yåsuf al-BaßÊr) 8,

9
knock, see muß§kka
knowledge, see #ilm
Kraemer, Joel L. 43
al-KundurÊ, AmÊd al-Mulk (d. 456/

1064) 63

al-Labb§d, Abå MuÈammad #Abdall§h
51

ladhdha / maladhdha, plural mal§dhdh
(pleasure) 82-84, 86-88, 114, 115

Lanj§ 60, 61
leaderschip (riy§sa) of a theological

school 20, 24, 25, 33, 55
learning, see ma#rifa
lesion, see wah§
libraries 38, 40, 63

lie, see kidhb 115
life, see Èay§t
lifeless parts of the body 82
K. al-luma# (by al-Ash#arÊ) 38
luãf, plural alã§f (assistance in fulfilling the

obligations of God’s taklÊf ) 142, 149-
151, 152, 153, 154, 155, 160, 167,
175, 184; luãf fÊ ’l-qabÊÈ 150

K. al-mabsåã (by #Abd al-Jabb§r) 39
Madelung, Wilferd 4, 15, 18, 23, 37, 39,

46, 55, 57, 58, 59, 60, 62, 65, 67, 68,
125, 168

madÈ (praise) 115, 116, 119
madhhab (opinion; doctrine; school) 34
madrasa (institution of learning) 63, 64
Madyan 154
ma#dåm (not presently existing, absent)

19, 72, 73, 95
mafsada (immorality) 150
maÈall (substrate) 74, 75, 79, 85, 92, 102,

109, 110
MaÈmåd, Ghaznavid, (d. 421/1030) 53,

54, 55, 57, 71
maÈíår (forbidden) 121
Majd al-Dawla, Båyid, (d. 420/1029)

49-51, 53, 54
al-MajdÊ (by #Abd al Jabb§r) 50, 51
al-Majmå# fÊ ’l-muÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf (by Ibn

Mattawayh) 5-7, 8, 11, 67
Makdisi, George 4, 5, 18, 21, 43, 69
al-Ma"mån II, Khw§razm-sh§h, (d.

407/1017)  52, 68
ma#n§, plural ma#§nÊ (causal determinant)

73-81, 82, 83, 84, 86, 102, 109, 110
manfÊ (impossible) 72
M§nkdÊm (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-Maq§l§t (by Abå #^s§ al-Warr§q) 168
al-Maq§l§t (by al-BalkhÊ) 46
Maq§l§t al-Isl§miyyÊn (by al-Ash#arÊ)  22
Mard§wÊj, Ziy§rid, (d. 323/935) 37
ma#rifa (learning) 147, 152
Martin, Richard C. 31
K. al-mas§’il fÊ ’l-khil§f bayn al-BaßriyyÊn wa-

’l-Baghd§diyyÊn (by Abå RashÊd al-
NÊs§bårÊ) 56

maßlaÈa (benefit) 159
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Mas#åd, Ghaznavid, (d. 431/1040) 54-
55

Mas#åd b. MuÈammad, Seljuk, (d. 547/
1152) 68

M§turÊdism 68
mawjåd (presently existing) 72
McDermott, Martin 9, 50, 58, 70
Mecca 50, 63, 169
medical treatment 129
miÈna (trial) 133, 152, 153, 154
al-Minh§j fÊ ußål al-dÊn (by al-Zamakh-

sharÊ) 68
miracle 87
miser, see bakhÊl
miz§j (blend; temperament) 80, 81, 92
Mohammed, Abdalla I. 113, 116
Monnot, Guy 3, 60, 78
motivation 148, 150, 155, 165
motive, see d§#Ê
movement, see Èaraka
moving, see mutaÈarrik
Mu#ammar b. #Abb§d al-SulamÊ (d. 215/

830) 2, 34, 77
al-Mu"ayyad bi-’ll§h (d. 411/1020) 31,

56, 50, 60, 61
Mu"ayyid al-Dawla, Båyid, ( d. 373/984)

41, 43
mub§È (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-MufÊd, al-Shaykh (d. 413/1022) 9, 50,

63, 70
al-MughnÊ fÊ abw§b al-tawÈÊd wa-’l-#adl (by

#Abd al-Jabb§r) 3, 8-10, 36, 44-45,
133

al-MuÈallÊ, \umayd (d. 652/1254) 60,
62

al-MuÈallÊ al-Q§sim b. AÈmad b.
\umayd 62

MuÈammad, Prophet, 16, 17
MuÈammad b. al-\anafiyya (d. 81/700)

16, 17
MuÈammad b. Mazdak 30
MuÈammad b. Zayd (d. 287/900) 60
al-MuÈÊã bi-’l-taklÊf (by #Abd al-Jabb§r) 6,

7, 51, 65, 99, 143
Mu#izz al-Dawla, Båyid, (d. 356/967)

37, 38, 40
Mujbira 100, 120

al-Måjib§t wa-’l-mu"aththir§t (by #Abd
al-Jabbar) 36

K. al-MujzÊ fÊ ußål al-fiqh (by Abå •§lib
al-N§ãiq) 23, 39

mukallaf, plural mukallafån 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-Mukhtaßar fÊ ußål al-dÊn (by #Abd
al-Jabb§r) 36, 43, 47

Mukhtaßar al-Èusn§ (or al-\asanÊ) (by #Abd
al-Jabb§r) 36, 47

mun§fiq (hypocrite) 16
mun§íara (dispute) 27, 53
al-Munqidh min al-taqlÊd (by SadÊd al-DÊn

al-\immaßÊ) 59
murder 163, 164
murÊd (willing) 78, 146
Murji"ites 16
al-Murshad bi-’ll§h Abå ’l-\usayn

YaÈy§ (d. 477/1084) 30, 64
al-Murta·§, al-SharÊf (#Alam al-Hud§)

(d. 436/1044) 9, 41, 50, 70
musabbab (effect) 90, 91, 95, 96, 98, 102,

103, 107
muß§kka (knock), 90, 93
mushtahÊ (feeling a desire) 78, 83
al-Mustaíhir bi-’ll§h (d. 512/1118) 60
mutaÈarrik (moving) 76, 102
mutakallimån 72, 76, 77
al-Mu#tamad fÊ ußål al-dÊn (by Ibn al

Mal§ÈimÊ) 57, 58, 59, 67
K. al-Mu#tamad fÊ ußål al-fiqh (by Abå

’l-\usayn al-BaßrÊ) 39, 44
Mutash§bih al-Qur"§n (by #Abd al-Jabb§r)

36
Mu#tazila / Mu#tazilism (i#tiz§l) 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 ußål

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

n§"im (sleeper) 118, 119, 126, 163
al-Najr§nÊ, #AlÊ b. #Abdall§h b. #Aãiyya

62
Naq· al-abw§b (by Abå H§shim al-
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Jubb§"Ê) 22
al-Naq· #al§ aßÈ§b al-ãab§"i# (by Abå

H§shim al-Jubb§"Ê) 109
al-Naq· #al§ ß§Èib Majmå# al-muÈÊã ... (by

Q§·Ê Ja#far) 67
Naq· al-luma# (by #Abd al-Jabb§r) 39
Naq· al-naq· (by al-B§qill§nÊ) 39
al-N§shi" al-Akbar (d. 293/906) 15
al-NaßÊbÊnÊ (or al-NaßÊbÊ), Abå IsÈ§q 41
al-N§ßiÈÊ, Abå Bakr MuÈammad (d.

484/1091) 64
al-N§ßir bi-’l-\aqq b. #AlÊ al-Uãråsh (d.

304/917) 60
al-N§ãiq bi-’l-\aqq, see Abå •§lib al-

N§ãiq bi-’l-\aqq
al-NawÈ #al§ ’l-bah§"im (by Abå #^s§

al-Warr§q) 168
naíar (reflection) 7, 73, 78, 112, 123,

130, 147, 152
Naím al-faw§"id wa-taqrÊb al-mur§d

li-’l-r§"id (by #Abd al-Jabb§r) 52
al-Naíí§m, Abå IsÈ§q (d. ca. 221/836)

18
need, see È§ja
needle-pricks 98-101
K. al-nih§ya (by #Abd al-Jabb§r) 39, 48
K. al-nih§ya fÊ ’l-aßlaÈ #al§ AbÊ #AlÊ (by

al-BalkhÊ) 24
NÊs§bår 43, 47, 53, 54, 55, 56, 62-64
al-NÊs§bårÊ, Abå RashÊd, see Abå

RashÊd al-NÊs§bårÊ
al-NÊs§båriyy§t (by #Abd al Jabb§r) 47
Nií§m al-Mulk (d. 485/1092) 42, 63
nufår (aversion) 79, 82, 84-86, 88, 101,

109, 110, 147
Nyberg, H.S. 15, 26

obligations, see taklÊf (imposing of obli-
gations)

obligatory, see w§jib
Oghuz Turks 55, 62
opposite, see ·idd
Ormsby, Eric L. 2
Özbeg, Mongol, (d. 742/1341) 69

pain (alam, plural §l§m) 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 idr§k; see also mudrak

(perceptible)

permissible, see mub§È; see also Èal§l
permission, see ib§Èa
Peters, J.R.T.M.  51, 74, 77, 87, 90, 92,

113, 130, 133
pleasure, see ladhdha
power of acting, see qudra
praise, see madÈ
presence, see wujåd
pressure, see i#tim§d
principles of Mu#tazilism, see ußål
profit, see naf#
prophets 87, 142, 147, 148, 150-152,

153, 154
punishment (#iq§b) 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 (takhfÊf) of — in hell 186;
see also Èadd punishment

Punishment of the Grave (#adh§b al-qabr)
108, 109

qabÊÈ (bad) 113-118 and passim
q§dir (able to act) 146; — bi-’l-qudra 97;

see also qudra (power of acting)
al-Q§dir, Caliph, (d. 422/1031) 53, 54,

57
al-Q§"im, Caliph, (d. 467/1075) 63
al-Q§sim b. Ibr§hÊm al-RassÊ (d. 246/

860) 60-61
QazwÊn 42, 50
qudra (power of acting) 75, 98, 110, 146
Qur"§n 106, 142, 146, 153, 167, 187,

189, 190

ra"Ês (most important scholar; leader of
a theological school) 24; see also lead-
ership

R§mhurmuz 38, 40
al-R§mhurmuzÊ, Abå MuÈammad

#Abdall§h b. al-#Abb§s 40
Rayy 35, 41-44, 47, 49, 50, 53-57, 61,

62, 64-66, 68, 81
al-R§zÊ, Fakhr al-DÊn, see Fakhr al-DÊn

al-R§zÊ
al-R§ziyy§t (by #Abd al Jabb§r) 47
reflection, see naíar
Reinhart, A. Kevin 76, 113, 117, 130
repentance, see tawba
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revelation, see al-sam#
reviving 109, 180, 186, 187, 189
reward, see thaw§b
Ris§la fÊ laãÊf al-kal§m (by Ibn Mattawayh)

67
Ris§lat al-Èusn§ (by #Abd al-Jabb§r) 47
Rukn al-Dawla, Båyid, (d. 366/976) 37,

41
al-Rumm§nÊ, #AlÊ b. #^s§ (d. 384/994) 26,

27

sabab, plural asb§b (cause in the process
of generation) 90, 95, 96, 97, 98, 103,
106, 107

s§hÊ (absentminded person) 118, 119,
126, 163

al-‘§Èib b. #Abb§d (d. 385/995) 27, 28,
41, 42-43, 44, 47, 48, 49, 45, 61, 70,
184

ßal§t (ritual prayer) 122, 149, 151
al-sam# (revelation) 120, 121, 122, 132,

144, 163, 190
S§m§nids 41, 43
al-Samm§n, Abå ’l-#Abb§s (5th/11th

century) 53
al-Samm§n, Ism§#Êl b. #AlÊ (d. after 447/

1056) 64
al-‘andalÊ Abå ’l-\asan #AlÊ b. al-\asan

(d. 484/1091) 64
ßawt, plural aßw§t (sound) 83, 89, 90, 93
al-‘aymarÊ, Abå #Abdall§h (d. 436/

1045) 54, 57
al-‘aymarÊ, Abå #Abdall§h MuÈammad

b. #Umar (d. 315/927) 23-27
Sayyid, Fu"§d 42, 65
al-Sayyida ShÊrÊn (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
scorpion, see #aqrab
scratching 119; see also jarab (scabies)
self-defence 139-140, 171
Seljuks 55, 62, 64, 66, 68
separation, see tafrÊq
sessions (maj§lis) 19, 42, 43
Sezgin, Fuat 22
Sh§fi#ites / Sh§fi#ism 37, 49, 63, 64, 68
al-ShaÈÈ§m, Abå Ya#qåb (d. 257/871?)

17, 18-19, 22, 23

al-sh§hid (the present world) 112, 113;
see also analogy between the absent
world and the present world (qiy§s
al-gh§"ib #al§ ’l-sh§hid)

al-Shahrast§nÊ (d. 548/1153) 14, 26, 58
shahwa (desire) 78, 82, 84-86, 88, 147,

148, 165
Shams al-Dawla, Båyid, 49
Sh§pår b. ArdashÊr (d. 416/1025) 63
K. al-sharÈ (by Ibn Khall§d) 31, 50
SharÈ adab al-jadal (by #Abd al-Jabb§r) 47
SharÈ al-a#r§· (by #Abd al-Jabb§r) 46
SharÈ al-j§mi# al-ßaghÊr (by #Abd al-Jabb§r)

39
SharÈ al-j§mi#ayn (by #Abd al-Jabb§r) 39
SharÈ al-jaw§mi# (by #Abd al-Jabb§r) 46
SharÈ kashf al-aghr§· #an al-a#r§· (by #Abd

al-Jabb§r) 46
SharÈ al-maq§l§t (by #Abd al-Jabb§r) 46
SharÈ al-tadhkira fÊ laã§’if al-kal§m (by

unknown author) 67
SharÈ al-#umad (by #Abd al-Jabb§r) 39
SharÈ al-#umad (by Abå ’l-\usayn al-

BaßrÊ) 39
SharÈ al-ußål al-khamsa (by #Abd al-Jabb§r)

4, 10, 45-46, 65
SharÈ al-#uyån (by al-H§kim al-JushamÊ)

52
al-SharÊf al-Ra·Ê (d. 406/1016) 43
sharr (something bad) 113, 114
shay" (thing) 73, 76
shaykh (master) 23, 24, 31
ShÊ#a / ShÊ#ism / ShÊ#ites 24, 37, 38, 53,

54, 63, 67, 70, 152
Siegel, Rudolph E. 80
ßifa (attribute; predicate) 76, 84, 78
ßiÈÈa (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-SÊr§fÊ, Abå ’l-Q§sim 26, 27
slander 176, 182
slaughter of livestock 121, 167-168
sleeper, see n§"im
Smith, Jane Idleman 190
Sophists 72
sorrow, see ghamm
sound, see ßawt; see also muß§kka (knock)
soundness, see ßiÈÈa
spatial occupation, see taÈayyuz
spatial relation, see kawn
state, see È§l
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stealing 127-128, 139, 162, 168, 175
Stroumsa, Sarah 15
structure, see binya
‘ubÈÊ, AÈmad MaÈmåd 150
substance (jawhar) 74
substrate, see maÈall
sukån al-nafs (certitude) 134-135
Sulaym§n b. N§ßir b. Sa#Êd (6th/12th

century) 44
Sunnites 38, 54, 63, 64, 69
supposition, see íann
surår (joy) 114, 123, 130, 170, 189

ãab§"i# (natural dispositions) 92
ãabaqa (generation of Mu#tazilites) 17, 20,

21, 29, 30, 66
•abaq§t al-Mu#tazila (by Ibn al-Murta·§)

52
•abarist§n 60
al-Tadhkira fÊ aÈk§m al-jaw§hir wa-’l-a#r§·

(by Ibn Mattawayh) 6-8, 11, 67
tafa··ul (donation, gift) 145, 146, 159,

178, 179, 185, 188, 189, 190
tafrÊq / iftir§q (separation) 73, 80, 83, 93,

94, 95, 96, 97, 99, 100, 102
TafsÊr (by Abå #AlÊ al-Jubb§"Ê) 22
taÈayyuz (spatial occupation) 74
TahdhÊb al-sharÈ (by #Abd al-Jabb§r) 39
K. al-taÈrÊr (by Ibn Mattawayh) 67
K. al-tajrÊd (by #Abd al Jabb§r) 46
taklÊf (imposing of obligations) 129,

142-151, 152, 153, 155, 159, 167,
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