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This thesis deals with the problem of evil in Islamic theology, and, in
particular, trics 1o examine the concept of al-gabih in al-Qadi "Abd al-Jabbar
al-lHamadhani’s thought. This study is based on the fact that Islam, like other
monotheist religions, considers the presence of evil in the world as a grave
difficulty, a situation which has resulted in much disputc among the
mutakallimin. 1'or "Abd al-Jabbar, thc problem of evil is discussed in the
framework of the concept of divine justice. According to this formulation,
God does nothing except the good, as he must do the obligatory (al-wajib),
will not devote himsell to anything except for the sake of goodness, and
never desires to do  anything repulsive but only chooses wisdom and
rightcousness. Thus, "Abd al-Jabbar's discussion of the problem of cvil is an
ctlort aimed at detending God's justice and omnipotence in a world marred
by the presence of cevil. This is significant, since divine justice (al-adl),
together  with divine unity (al-tawhid), constitutes thc most important
characteristic of  Mutazilism, a characteristic by virtue of which the
Mu'tazilites claimed for themsclves the title of ahl al-adl wa al-tawhid, the

adherents of divine justice and unity.
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Cette these est centrée sur fe probicme du mal au scin de la theologic
islamique, ¢t cn particulier clle essaic d’examiner le concept d'al-qabih dans

I
la pensce

d'al-Qadi "Abd al-Jabbar al-llamadhini. Celte Ctude se base sur le
fait quc I'lslam, comme les autres religions monothCistes, considére la
presénce du mal dans le monde comme un séricux probléme - unc situation
qui a &1¢ a la source de bien des disputes parmi les mutakallimins.  Pour
*Abd al-Jabbir, lc probléme du mal est abord¢ dans e cadre du coneept de
la justice divine. Sclon cette formulation, Dicu ne fait que le bien; puisqu'il
doit faire ce qui est obligatoire (al-wajih), il ne se dévoue qu'a ce qui eslt
dans lintérét du bien; ct, il ne désire jamais faire quelque chose de
répugnant, mais choisit sculement la sagesse et la droiture. Donc, les propos
de “Abd al-Jabbar au sujct du probleme du mal représentent un elfort qui est
centré sur la défense de la justice et de Yomnipotence de Dicu dans un
mondc trouble par la préscncc du mal. Ccci est important, puisque la justice
divine (al-adl) constituc, avee I'unité divine (al-tawhid), les caracléristiques
les plus importantes du Mu'tazilisme, ce sont des caractCristiques qui feur ont
valu de revendiquer le titre d'ahl al-adl wa al-tawhid, c'est-a-dire des

« . . el e
partisans de la justice ¢t de l'unite divine.
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TRANSLITERATION

‘The Arabic-to-linglish transliteration system cmployed in this thesis
follows that ot the Institute of Islamic Studics, as shown in the scheme
below. However, note should be taken that the @' marbaitah (%) is normally
transliterated with "h", unless it occurs within idafah (genitive) or na't

(attributive) construction, in which it will appear as “t”. The hamzah (%)

occurring in the initial position is omitted, and simply appcars in the forms of

a, 1, u, according to its vocalization,

V= 3 v =7 f9'=q
v =D v =8 A=k
o= U3 = sh J =1
< = th o =8 ¢-m
2= we=d v =
z=nh b=t 2= h
7 = kh Y=z o = h(t)
2= d =" 5 = w(d)
3 = dh ¢ = gh & = vy (i)
J =0T o = | s =
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INTRODUCTION

Almost cvery person believes that he has experienced the existence of
evil. But not cveryone ol us is concerned with how this cvil comes to be
present in the world. ] On the one hand this evil is Telt to be a threat external
to us, something of which we might become the victims. On the other hand,
man himsell can do evil, or indced he might be the source of evil, such as by
making somcone clse suffer.? Thus, cvil is a problem that poscs many
questions, mainly lor philosophers and theologians. The presence of cvil in
the world has aroused much speculative thinking on their part concerning the
nature ¢ God, for it, as is generally believed, God is perfectly good and
ultimately powerlul, then he must be able to abolish evil. But, since cvil
remains present in the world, the obvious conclusion would be that either
God is not pe xetly good or he is not ultimately powcri'ul.3

Basced on the above notion, in a monotheistic framework, the presence
of evil is considered to be a grave difficulty, or even the greatest obstacle to
belicl, The presence of evil has puzzied monotheists because God is
understood o be not only the source of goodness, but also the creator of all

finite being, while being himsell unlimited in powcr.4

b pPaul Ricocur, "Evil”  The Encyvclopedia of Religion (New York:
Macmillan Publishing Co.. 1987), Vol. 5, p. 200.

to

Ihid.

-t

< John Hick. Evil and the God of Love (1.ondon: Macmillan, 1960), p. 5.

Geddes NacGregor., Philosophical Issues in Religious Thought (Boston:
Houghton Mutlin, 1973). p. 147.
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Islam, as a monotheistic religion, also considers the problem ot evil as
an issuc that needs 10 be resolved. Sinee the carliest stages in the
development of Islamic theology. the problem ol evil has been one of the
issues most {requently discussed by almost cvery Mushim theologian. Indeed
the problem of cvil, more o1 less, was one of the major subjects ol carly
Islamic theological debate, especially in so lar as it concerned the problem of
the "grave sin." This problem, according to tradition, gave rise to the
development of the greatest school of rational theology in Islam. This was
the Mu'tazilah, founded by two natives of Basra, Wasil b. "Ata" and "Amr b.
‘Ubaid, during the rcign of the caliph Hisham and his Umayyad successors
(105-131/723-748).9

Wasil b. "Atd’ is belicved o have been the lirst person to lormulate the
doctrine of r'tizal, which scrved as the starting point tor the cstablishment ol
this school. Muslims agreed that a person committing grave sin descived to
be called fasig and fajir. But they differed in describing the nature of tie

person deserving these cpilhcls.7 The Kharijis said he was an infidel. The

> "Grave sin” or kabirah (pl.: kabd'ir), as reported by Zuhdi Tlasan Tar

Allah, is ol two kinds: the first is of idolatry (kabirat al-shirk), the
greatest sin of all, whose agent is unforgivable and will be  ctenally
punished in hell-fire; and the sccond is lesser than that of idolatry but still
a scrious one. Bascd on a hadith narrated by Imam Muslim, this grave sin
consists of murder which is forbidden by God eacept tor legal purpose,
aduitery, heaping abusc upon the parents (Cugitg al-walidavn), giving falsc
testimony, witchcralt, cncroaching upon the right of an orphan, taking
usurious interest (akl al-riba), desisting trom soldierly march (al-tawalli
“an al-zahf), and accusing unblemished women (gadhf al-muhsanat). Sce,
Zuhdi Hasan Jar Allah, Al-Mictazilah (Caivo: Shirkat Musahamat  al-
Misriyah, 1947), p. 15. The hadith is quoted from Sahih Muslim, vol. 1,
pp. 63-64. 'The grave sin meant in this cvent usually reférs o the murder
of "Uthman b. "Affan, the third rightly guided caliph.
6 1.8, Nyberg, "Al-Mu‘tazilah,” Encyclopaedia of Islam, First Lditon
(Leiden: ). Brill, 1987), Vol. 6, p. 788. An interesting  and
comprchensive  discussion o the cmergence of Mu'tazilism is also
provided by Zuhdi Hasan Jar Allah in his work mentioned above, (pp.

12-50).
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Murji'is said he was a believer in spite ol his fisq and his fujir. Al-Ilasan al-
Basri and his lollowers said that he was a hypocrite (munafig). Wasil b.
"Ata’ had another opinion. Fe said that the description of a believer and an
infide! given in the Qur'an cannot be applicd to such a person. lle is,
theretore, neither a believer nor an intidel.  Nor did he agree with al-Hasan
al-Basri's description ol that person as « hypocrite cither. The only possibility
Icit was to put him in a special category of those who are in an intermediate
state, (manzilah bavna al—manzilata_vn).8

Later, the doctrine of the manzilah bavna al-manzilatayn becamc one
of the fundamental principles of the Mu'tazilite doctrines. This principle,
together with four others (a[-tawlgid, al-adl, al-wa’d wa al-wa'id, al-amr bi
al-ma'riaf wa al-nahy “an al-munkar), became the characteristics which
distinguished the Mutazilah from other schools of Islamic theology. Perhaps
the most important of all these principles was al-"adl (divine justice) which
reveals that God s just: all that he does is aimed at what is best for his
creation. Some of the problems discussed in relationship to this principle are:
Can God commit an injusticc? Could he prevent cvil? Is human power
created? And are physical evils subject to human will or not?

Once of the greatest Mu'tazilite scholars was al-Qadi “Abd al-Jabbar (d.
415/1025). lle was the most remarkable of the Basran theologians of the
period, and was considered by his successors as the head of the Mu'tazilite
10

scholars in his generation. ™ In 360 he migrated to Rayy, where he founded

7 1.s. Nyberg, Ihid.
8 Zuhdi 1lasan Jar Alliih, Al-Mi'tazilah. pp. 16-17.
9118, Nyberg, "Al-Mutazilah,” p. 792.

10 George I Hourani, Islamic Rationalism: the Ethics of "Abd al-Jabbar

(Oaford: Clarendon Press, 1971), p. 7.
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an influential school. He is known as onc ol the greatest of the later
Mutazilite theologians, especially because of his voluminous writings, one ol
which is his al-Mughni fi Abwab al-Tawhid wa al-*Adl. his magnum upus.”
The original cdition was compriscd of twenty parts (a@jza’). but an expedition
to Yemen organized by Egyptian scholars in 1951 was able to tind only
twelve parts, i.c. parts 4 - 9, 11 - 14, 16 and 20. Later, two more parts were
found, i.e. parts 15 and 17.12 Although the gencral plan of the Mughni
cannot be dctermined (since the [irst three parts are still missing), it has been
suggested that the work was not divided according to the live principles ol
the fundamental doctrines of the Mu'tazilah, but rather into its two major
sections: al-tawlgid and (/zl-‘adl,13 (divine unity and justice).

Since the problem of cvil is discusscd within the overall context of
divine justice, "Abd al-Jabbar's thought on the problem ol cvil is therelore
most cxtensively claborated in his Kitah al-Mughni. "“Abd al-Jabbar caaminces
this problem in many, albeit scattered parts ol this book, but mainly in Part
VI.1, Kitab al-Ta'dil wa al-Tajwir (Book on (Dctermination ol) Tustice and
Injustice, ed. A.IF. cl-Ahwany and 1. Madkour). In this scction we find "Abd
al-Jabbar's definition of act and the qualilications given to an act to define it
as either "good”, "evil”, "permitted”, "obligatory”, cte., which later on leads to

his basic principle that God will not do somcthing cvil. PPart V1.2, al-Kalam

1 ygs. Nyberg, "Al-Mutazilah,” p. 791.

12 judith Katz Hecker, "Reason and  Responsibility:  an  Explanatory
Translation of Kitab al-Tawlid trom Al-Mughni [i Abwab al-Tawhid wa
al-'Adl by al-Qadi "Abd al-Jabbar al-Hamadhani, with Introduction and
Notes.” Ph.D. Disscrtation, University of California Berkeley, 1975 p.
xxvi (Introduction).

Ibid. Scc also another remark on p. 7. "Abd al-Tabbar wrote a special
book on which he claborates his idea concerning those tive fundamental
principles of Mu'tazilite doctrines, i.c. in his Sharh al-Usil al-Khamsah,
edited by "Abd al-Karim ‘Uthman (Cairo: Maktabai Wahbah, 1965).
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(i al-fradah (The Discussion of the Will, ed. (. Anawati and 1. Madkour), is
devoted to demonstrating that God's will is really his act and that his act
cannot be cvil. Part VI, Kitab al-Makhlag (Book on the Creature, ed. T.
al-Tawil and 8. Zayd), dcals with acts done by mankind which can be said to
be evil, but whose cvilness cannot be attributed to God. Part 1X, Kitab al-
Tawlid (Book on Causation or Generation, cd. T. al-Tawil and S. Zayd),
oflers a rationalistic inquiry into the question of responsibility for human and
divine actions. Part X1, al-Taklif (Imposing of Obligation, ed. M.A. Najjar,
and ALIL Najjar), deals with God’s imposing duties on mankind which are
good for them, since this imposition implics a reward. Part XIII, al-Lutf
(Divine Grace, cd. I. Madkour and A.A. "Afifi), is concerned with the
divine assistance which makes the performance of the imposed duties
possible. Vinally Part X1V, Kitab al-Aslah, wa Istihqaq al-Dhamm wa al-
Tawbah (Book on the Optimum, Descrving Blame and Repentance, ed. M.
al-Siga and 1. Madkour), dcals with what is obligatory for God, and with the
taklif "aqli, God's imposition of duties upon us and its consequences. A most
important duty imposcd by God upon us is the use of the human intellect to
acquire true knowledge about God, neglecting of which would result in either
deserving blame or rcpcntm1cc.14 The general goal of these parts of the
Mughni is 1o show that God only does what is good, that he does only what
is obligatory, and that he only invites us to scerve him in ways which are
goocl.ls
Conscquently, "Abd al-Jabbar's Al-Mughni fi Abwab al-Tawhid wa

al-"Adl, together with his Sharh al-Usiil al-Khamsah, represent important

M 1R, Peters. God's Created Speech: A Study in the Speculative
Theology of the Mirtazilt Qadi al-Qudat Abii al-Hasan "Abd al-Jabbar b.
Alnad al-Hamadhani (1.cidén: 1.3, Brill, 1976), pp. 29-35.

IS 1hid.. p. 31, citing trom the Mughni. vol. VI:1, p. 3.
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sources for our understanding of how the problem of evil was dealt with in
Islamic theology. But since "Abd al-Jabbar usually discusses the same issue
repeatedly cither in different parts of the same or ol other works, it is
necessary to refer to some of his other writings, especially because of the
need to achicve a morc comprchensive clarification of "Abd  al-Tabbar's
concepts in the above two works. Among these is Kitab al-Majmir (i al-
Muhit bi al-Taklif, (Comprchensive Summary of Imposed Obligation) which
deals with his concept of imposing obligation, which is aimed at formulating
how man is to be judged responsible for his acts. 16

The technical terms used by “Abd al-Jabbar which are cquivalent to the
English word "evil" arc: "al-qabih”, "al-shary’, and "al-fasad". 'T'hese words
are sym)nymous.17 In this thesis | would like to usc "al-gabih” throughout.
The standard definition of al-gabih proposcd by “Abd al-Jabbar is the once
attributed to his teacher Abi Hashim, and it is a simplc one: "the cvil s
something that descrves blame when it is taken in isolation” (inna al-qabiha
ma yastahiqqu biki al-dhamm idha infarad).18 The clause "when it is taken
in isolation” is a significant part ol this definition, as the act or cvent will
deserve blame cnly when we consider it independently, regardless of s
context.

This thesis will attempt to examine “Abd al-Jabbar's point of view on

16 There are two cditions of this work: the lirst is by "Umar "Azmi, revised
by Ahmad Fu'ad al-Ahwani (Cairo, 1965), and another by 1.1, Houben
(Beirut, 1965). This work is less dircctly written by “Abd al-Jabbar, and
was rather frecly cdited by his disciple, Aba Muhammad al-Hasan b.
Mattawayh, as indicated in the front page of the the printed work. Sce
also, Hourani, Islamic Rationalism, p. 15 (note). The work cited in this
thesis is that of the Beirut edition.

17 "Abd al-Jabbar, al-Mughni fi Abwab al-Tawhid wa al-"Adl, vol. X1V, pp.

41-42.; Hourani, Islamic Rationalism. p. 49.

18 “Abd al-Jabbar, Ibid., Vol. VI:1, p. 26.; Hourani, Ihid.




7
the problem ot cvil, and to show how he maintains the concept of divine
justice, as a principal characteristic of Mu'tazilism, in the face of the problem
ol cvil. And 1o deal with this issuc, this thesis will be comprised of three
chapters. The tirst chapter will deal with the biography and the works of
‘Abd al-labbar. It will investigate how "Abd al-Jabbar came 1o be the
prominent Mu'tazilite figure of his age and how he made his contribution to
thc formulation of the fundamental teachings of this school, especially
through his works al-Mughni fi Abwab al-Tawhid wa al-"Adl and his Sharh
al-Usil al-Khamsah, which are virtually devoted to restructuring the whole
doctrinal system of Mu'tazilism. Al-Mughni, a word whose verbal root
mecans "that it procurcs all that is necessary and makes other things

({
supcrlluuus,"l )

is a work undoubtedly designed to give comprehensive
information about the subject concerned. The contents of this subject are
eaplicitly made known by the title given to the work: al-Mughni fi Abwab
al-Tawhid wa al-Adl, or al-Mughnt in Monotheism and Equity, as rendered
in Linglish on the back cover of some volumes of the printed work. Contrary
to the Sharh, which is an claboration of the five principles of Mu'tazilism, the
Mughni, though it consists of twenty volumes, only discusses "two basic
principles which every adult believer has to know: tawhid (God's unity) and
‘adl (God's juslicc).”20

The sccond chapter will focus on the nature of evil in theoretical
terms. In this chapter 1 try to claborate how the problem of evil is discussed
from the Christian theological perspective as well as from that of modern
thought, dealing with the truc nature of cvil and cvil as a problem, and

particularly whether or not it is compatible with the existence of God. This

19 ) RUEM. Peters, Gad's Created Speech, p. 217.
20 bid.. p. 29,




)
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is aimed at providing a general notion of how the problem ol evil, as
universally expericnced by mankind, is formulated and resolved, but still
remains an issuc of acute debate. It is hoped that this eaposition may provide
the groundwork for cxamining "Abd al-Jabbar's thought in discussing his
concept of al-qabih.

The third chapter concentrates more fully on discussing the basic
concept of evil in "Abd al-Jabbar's thought. By referring o both the Mughni
and the Sharh as the main sources, this discussion cncompasses several
issues, namely the true nature of al-gabih, and dcals with how “Abd al-Jabbar
defines it and what his main concern with the issuc is. Further, it also
discusses what the basic criteria are for determining whether or not an act or
a thing is considercd as cvil. In doing so, it is inevitable that I have also to
deal with the problem of suffering from “Abd al-Jabbar's point ol view,
particularly how suffering can or cannot be cvil, whether or not God really
inflicts it, and further conscquences which result from cither onc ol these
judgements. Accordingly, this discussion must also refer to another specitic
issue, i.e. God and the reality of evil. Here I will discuss the belief that God
never does any evil, a principle firmly held by the Mu'tazilites in maintaining
their concept of divine justice. Finally, as God is believed to be the most
wise and just, and to be one who does no wrong and never fails to lullill
what is obligatory, as indicated by the meaning of justice, the last portion of
this chapter is devoted to claborating human responsibility and the reality of
evil. In this scction I will discuss the notion that all human actions, both
good and cvil, are only attributed to man himself, and that none of these is
created by God on his part. This is to be the basis for God's cither conlerring
his reward upon those who obey him or inflicting his punishment upon those

who disobcy him.




CHAPTER 1 :
AL-QADIT "ABD AL-JABBAR, 11IS LIFE AND WORKS

It is not casy to obtain reliable biographical data on this prominent
tigure. It is cven dillicult to reconstruct his complete name, since historians
often differ in assigning him  agnomens  (kunyah) and titles (lagab).
Gienerally, his name is reconstructed as Abi al-ITasan ‘Abd al-Jabbar Ahmad
b. Khalil b. "Abd Allah al-Ilamadhani al-Asad Abadi.! But another account
reveals that it is "Abd al-Jabbar b. Ahmad b. "Abd al-Jabbar b. Ahmad b.
Khalil b. "Abd Allah Aba al-l1fasan al-Ilamadhani al-Asad Abadi, with the
cphitets “Imad al-Din (the pillar of laith) and, the more frequently appearing,
Qadi al-Qudat (the chicl judgc).:? e belonged to the eleventh generation of
the Mu'tazilites.? and was considered as a representative of the Basran
school, under the influence of al-Jubba’i, as well as an adherent of Abu

Hashim's theological thought dcaling with divine unity and justice (al-tawhid

‘Abd al-Jabbar, Sharh al-Usill al-Khamsah, e¢d. "Abd al-Karim ‘Uthman
(Cairo: Maktabat Wahbah, 1965), p. 13, (Introduction).

[£S]

“Abd al-Sattar al-Rawi, al-"Agl wa al-Hurrivah (Beirut: Al-Mu'assasat
al-"Arabiyah lLil-Dirasat wa al-Nashr, 1980), p. 36, citing from al-l1akim
Abu Sa'id al-Muhassin al-Jushami, Sharh “Uviin al-Masd'il, in Fadl al-
I'tizal wa Tabaqat al-Mu'tazilah, ed. I'uad al-Sayyid (Tunis: al-Dar al-
‘Tunisiyah lil-Nashr, 1974), p. 365.

‘ed

For a complete account of the gencerations of the Mu'tazilites, see Ibn al-
Murtada, Kitab al Munvah wa al-Amal i Sharh al-Milal wa al-Nihal,
(Beirui: Dar al-lIikr, 1979), pp. 122 - 200. "Abd "al-Jabbar declared that
the Mu'tazilite generations until his time were ten. But al-Hakim  al-
lushami, as reported by Ibn Murtada, eatended them to be “twelve in
which "Abd al-Jabbar was considered belonging to the eleventh. See Ibid.,
P94, and Sharh “Uvitn al-Masa'il. pp. 365-393.

e s, 0 -
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wa al-‘adl).4

There is not much information available for his carly lite as well. But
as he was said to have attained a great age, exceeding ninety years, and as he
died in 415/1025,5 it can be concluded that his birth was in about the year
325 A.H. at Asad Abad, in the region of Hamadhan, tran. llowever, this
conclusion scems to contradict the information recorded by "Abd al-labbir
himself in his works that he began his education under Muhammad Ahmad b.
‘Umar al-Za'bagi al-Basri, the traditionist, who died in 333 AIL So it is
inappropriate to assume that he was born in 325 A.IL., when his first master
died in 333 A.H. Accordingly, as "Abd al-Karim "Uthman suggests, his year
of birth could fall anywhere between 320 to 325 ALl 1.0

He grew up in a poor family. Tis father was a craltsman working as a
cotton ginner. Once, when he suffered from scabics, he bought grease to
cure it. But when the night came, he debated whether he should use it to
remedy his scabies or to usc it to light his room so as not to miss a chance to
read his books. Eventually he decided on the latter ()plinn.7

"Abd al-Jabbar spent his childhood in his birthplace, at Asad Abad, in
which he began his carly learning. No more details are available concerning
this stage of his studics there, nor as well as concerning his studics at Qazwin
under the two masters of that region, al-Zubayr b. "Abd al-Wahid, the jurist,

and Abu al-Hasan b. Salamah al-Qattan. In 340 A.ll. hc moved to

4 Al-Rawi, al-"Aql wa al-Hurriyah, p. 36, citing trom al-lakim al-Jushami,
Sharh "Uyitn al-Masa'il, p. 365. '

5 al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, Tarikh Baghdad (Cairo: Maktabat al-Khanji,
1931), "vol. XI, p. 115. Sce also Ibn al-Athir, al-Kamil [i al-Tarikh
(Beirut: Dar al-Sadir, 1966), vol. IX, p. 334.

6 Sharh al-Usiil al-Khamsah, p. 13, (Introduction).

7

Ibid., p. 15, (Introduction).
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Hamadhan to Icarn hadith from some reliable authoritics of the time, such as
Abu Muhammad "Abd al-Rahman al-Jallab and Abi Bakr Muhammad b.
'/,ukariy{l.H
Alter he had mastered the science of figh and its principles he went to
Isfahan at the end of 345 A.H., to learn more from Abiu Mul;ammad “Abd
Allah b. Ja'tar and Ahmad b. Ibrahim b. Yusul al-Tamimi. Then he moved
to Basra, the capital of science and civilization, attending several
instructional  scssions given by contemporary scholars, in which he was
greatly intluenced by Asharite and Shafi'ite thought. Thus, he could adopt
the doctrines of al-Ash’ari in theological matters, and of al-Shafi'i in
jurisprudence.  ‘This period is considered an important phase in the
development ol his rational capacity and his inclination to intellectual
eacrcises.? “Abd al-Jabbar began his intellectual life as a jurist (faqih),
supporting the Shaliite school. Then he turned to theology after he realized
that only a few scholars paid attention to this field, since it did not give them
any significant material benefit as did fiqh.lo
However, although "Abd al-Jabbar had learned a lot about both
Asharite and Shafi’ite thought, he was also aware of the controversial
discussions  persisting  aniong  the Basran scholars who were mostly
Mu'tazilites. Tle realized that it would be useful for him to communicate with
them by attending their circles, so as he could learn something of their

thought. liventually he himself would frequently engage in serious discussion

8 “Abd al-Karim al-Sam'ani, Al-Ansab, e¢d. "Abd al-Rahman al-Ma’lami
(Deccan: Da'irat al-Ma'arif al-"Uthmaniyah, 1962), vol. 1,'p. 211.

9 Al-Rawi. al-"Aql wa al-Hurriyah, p. 38.

W Siarh al-Usial al-Khamsah. p. 16; Ibn al-Murta(}ﬁ, Kitab al-Munyvah wa

al-Amal, p. 195,




with them. until "he found the truth and followed it.” !

This was the turning point of his conversion to Mu'tazilism, learning
under the guidance of Abi Ishaq b. “Ayyash, onc of the tenth generation of
the Mu'tazilite scholars. Then he moved 1o Baghdad, the centre of
Mu'tazilism and the capital of the caliphate, in which he could turther
develop his intellectual capacity within the circle of al-Shaykh “Abd Allah al-
Basri (d. 367 A.H.).12 He accompanied this master tor quite a long time in
order to examine his intellectual aptitude. After a long period of training, the
teacher was convinced that "Abd al-Jabbar could be at the head ot other
students, as he surpasscd all of them. 13

"Abd al-Jabbar was not only superior in his achicvement ol religious
knowledge, but also was successful in formulating his own system ol thought.
At the same time he began to write, and through his writings he decided to
devote his knowledge to the cause of spreading the message ot Islam beyond
the Iraqi border, towards al-"Askar in the region of Khuzistan, preaching and
inviting people to accept Islam and in particular the doctrines of Mu'tazilism.
He continued his proselityzing activitics as far as al-Ramahurmuz, where he
remained for a time, until he was invited by Sahib b. "Abbad to come to Rayy
in 360 A.H. Sahib b. "Abbad offered him patronage and made him toremost

among the outstanding scholars and jurists at his court. 14 Ihen in 367 AL,

11 AjRawi, al-"Agl wa al-Hurriyah, p. 39.

12 His name is mentioned in the tenth generation of the Mu'tazilites as Abu
‘Abd Allah al-Husayn al-Basri, lcarnt Mu'tazilism from Abu “Ali b.
Khalad and Aba IHashim. Hc is well known as al-Shaykh al-Murshid.
See, "Abd al-Jabbar, Firaq wa Tabagar al-Mu'tazilah, cJ). Al Sami al-
Nashshar and “Isam al-Din  Muhammad “Ali  (Alexandria: Dar al-
Matbu'at al-Jami‘iyah, 1972), p. 111.

13

Al-Rawi, al-'Aql wa al-Hurrivah, p. 39, citing trom Sharh Uvan al-
Masa'il, p. 365. ) '

14 Al-Rawi, Ibud., p. 40.
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in the reign of Mu'ayyid al-Dawlah, he was appointed to be the chiel judge
tor Rayy.l5 His judicial authority was not limited only to the region of Rayy,
but also c¢xtended into its dependent territorics. FFurthermore, he combined
the judicial authority of Hamadhan and al-Jibal undcer his control. 10 By
performing this religious office "Abd al-Jabbar was given the title of gadi al-
qudat, the chict ol judges, who had an authority to control other judges.
‘Abd al-Tabbar was the only Mutazilitec scholar who carned that honorific
title.!7 e held this office for quite a long time, until the death of his patron,
Sahib b. "Abbad, in 385 ALl

Aflter the death of Sahib b. "Abbad, "Abd al-Jabbar was dismissed
from his position as qadi al-qudat by the ruling amir, Fakhr al-Dawlah.
Some accounts report that the reason for his dismissal was the amir's
displeasure over “Abd al-Jabbar's retusal to pray for Sahib b. "Abbad at the
time of the latter's death.18 In spite of  Sihib b. "Abbad'’s kindness to “Abd
al-lJabbar during his life, and particularly his assigning him to the clevated
position of gadi al-qudat, "Abd al-Jabbar condemned him at the close of his
life tor not repenting of the grave sins that he had committed. e said: "I do
not ask God to have mercy upon him, because he did not show his

9 . - . . .
rcpcmuncc."” I'hus, "Abd al-Jabbar was himself blamed as unrespectful

15 ~Abd al-Karim b. Mubammad al-Rali'i, Al-Tadwin fi Akhbar Qazwin,
edited by Al-Shaykh “Aziz Allah al-Utaridi (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub
al-" lmiyah, n.d.), vol. TIL, p. 119,

lo Yaqut al-Rami, Kitab hshad al-Arib ila Ma'rifat al-Adib (Cairo:

Matba'at Hindiyah, 1924), vol. 11, p. 314,

Tay al-Din al-Subki. Tabaqar al-Shafi‘ivat al-Kuhm (Cairo: Al-Matba’at
al-Husayniyat al-Misriyah, 1906), vol. il1, p. 219.

lbn al-Athir. al-Kamil fi al-Tarikh. vol. IX, p. 111,

Ana la atarahhamu “alavhi li-'annahu lam yuzho tawbatahu. Yaqat al-
Rumi. Kutab 'Irshad al-Arib, vol. 11, p. 335, °
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(qalil al-rcavah) for that judgement, and was tmally arrested by the ami
Fakhr al-Dawlah who then deposed him from as ottice. and appomted Abu
al-Hasan "Ali b. "Abd al-"Aziz. as a new chicl qfuﬁ.m
Exactly why "Abd al-Jabbar took this harsh decision is not clear. ‘The
incident might illustrate "Abd al-Jabbar's strong attachment o one ot the
Mu'tazilite principles which says that the grave sinnet woukd reman eternally
in hell, if he did not repent. However, it is very possible that none ot the
parties were sincere in their actions. On the death of - Salub b, "Abbad., the
amir appointed new viziers, Abu al-Abbas al-Dabi and  Abu Al b,
Hamilah, to replace him and told them that the late Sahib b, Abbad had
wasted the wealth of the state and neglected the rights of the people, and
thus it was compulsory to make up the loss by conliscating his wealth and
property. And, accordingly it was also decided to contiscate much ol the
wealth and to invalidate all the appointments given by him to his companions
and dependants. Eventually, the amir decided to fine such people thiee
million dirhams.>1
It has been suggested that "Abd al-Jabbar, rcalizing the armir 1'akhr al-
Dawlah’s displcasurc with Sahib b. "Abbad, uscd the excuse ol the latter's
death-bed impenitence to distance himself from his patron, hoping thereby to
win favour and to preserve his official position. In this way he cou'd give the
impression that he was indeed against the late Sahib b, Abbad, and was in

. . . \ oh)
favour of the amir, and thus cscape from the latter's revenge. == However,

20 1pia.

Zahir al-Din al-Rudhrawari, Dhayl Kitab Taarub al-Umam, cd. 111
Amedroz (Baghdad: al-Muthanna, 1919), vol. 111, p. 262,

9
(2]

Judith Katz Tlecker, "Rceason and  Resposibility:  An o Baplanatory
Translation ot Kitab al-Tawlid trom Al-Mughni [i Abwab al-Tawhid wa
al-Adl by al-Qadi "Abd al-Tabbar al-Ilamadhani, with Introduction and
Notes,” Ph.D. Disscrtation, University of Calitormia Berkely, 1975, p.
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Abd al-fabbar was still olficially  condemned as  ungratetul, and was
irrcvocably dismissed trom his tenure,
But, on the other hand, Miskawayh, the historian contemporary to
Abd al-Tabbar, also reported that the reason for the amir to confiscate Sahib
b. "Abbad’'s wealth (and to abolish all the appoiniments made by him) after
his death was actually in order to replenish the tormer’s own bankrupt
collers. 'The amir even went further and sold the vizicrate tenure 1o both al-
Dabi and Tbn lamulah, who had been enemies 1o cach other.>3
No more dctails arc available on "Abd al-Jabbar's life after his
dismissal [rom his position as gadi al-qudat, cxcept, as llecker reports
further in her explanatory translation of Kitah al-Tawlid ol the Mughni, that
he stayed on in Rayy until his death, in 415/1025.2% Some rcports indicate
that he continued to teach and write during this period. This lack of
information could be, as Hecker lurther suggests, attributable to attempts by
the Mu'tazilite’s opponents to withhold evidence about Mu'tazilite activities,
or because of "Abd al-Tabbar’s own choice to withdraw from public life and
official attention. It might be true that he chose to do so because he had
suffered at the hands of the rulers, as well as for the sake of his personal
satety, or tor his desire to be free of the government's influence so as to be
able o pronounce his idcas without fear of repression. It cannot be
ascertained either whether he reoccupied his ottice as the chicl gadi or took

any other official position after Fakhr al-Dawla’s dcath in 387/997, although

av, (Introduction).

= Abu Al b, Muhammad Miskawayh, The Eclipse of the Abbasid
Calhiphate: Original Chronicles of the Fourth Islamic Century, translated
by Al Amedroze and D.S. Margoliouth (Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1921). vol. VI, pp. 279-280.

12
BN

Heceker, "Reason and Kesponsibility,” p. aiv, (Intoduction).
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some writers continued to call him gadi al-qudat. cven atter he had been
dismissed from that pnsl.25

In order to understand “Abd al-Jabbar's personality and his vicws
more extensively, it is necessary 1o discuss the historical dita dealing with
religious and political circumstances in the Abbasid caliphate during, the tenth
century.

"Abd al-Jabbar's lifctime coincided with the time when the central and
eastern parts of the Islamic world were ruled at lcast in theory, by the
Abbasid caliphs. But by the first hall of the tenth century, their sovereignty
had been weakened to such an extent that there arose other regional powers.
Several new dynasties were founded by the military commandcers of Daylam,
the mountainous hinterland on the south-western side of the Caspian sca,
such as the Ziyarids and the Buyids. These new dynasties came to power and
ruled central and southern Persia, as well as Mcsopotzuniu.z(‘

The Buyids, who were in power during "Abd al-Tabbar's liletime and
with whom he often had direct relationship, were a Persian dynasty, lounded
by Abu Shuja" Buya (Buwayh). Its rcal tounders, however, were his three
sons, "Ali, Iasan, and Ahmad. In the carly stage ol their carcers they
enlisted themselves in the service of Mardawij b, Ziyar, the tounder of the
Ziyarid dynasty. In about 320/932, when Mardawij was at the height of hi
power, "Ali, the cldest of these Buyid brothers, was appointed governor ol
al-Karj, south-cast of IHamadhan.27 The enthronement of “Ali as governor

can be considered as marking the Buyids' real emergence into political

25 Ibid., p. xv.

26 Philip K. liti, History of the Arabs (I.ondon: Macmillan, 1964), pp.
468-473.

27 Ibn al-Athir, al-Kamil fi al-Tarikh, vol. VIII, p. 2067. Miskawayh,
Tajarub al-Umam (Baghdad: al-Muthanna, 1914), vol. I, p. 277.
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power.,

In the tollowing years, the three brothers began their campaigns
against the Zivarid troops, and occupied some of their territories, such as al-
Rajan, Nawbandajian, Kazartn, Istahdn, Ifars, Shiraz, etc. In 324/935,
Ahmad, the youngest of them, conquered Kirman and kept advancing
gradually westwards, until eventually he was able to enter Baghdad in
334/945. Ttaving no powcer to resist Ahmad, the caliph al-Mustakti (944-946
C.15) had to appoint him amir ol-umara’, and even confer upon him the
honoritic laqab, Mu'1zz al-Dawlah. At the same time, his brothers, "Ali and
Hasan, also reccived the lagab "Imad al-Dawlah" and "Rukn al-Dawlah,"
rcspcclivcly.28 ‘This represents the beginning of the Buyids' interference with
the Abbasid house and their scizure of Baghdad, which was the very center
ol the caliphate. By doing so, the Buyids placed the caliphate under the
domination ol the army chiets.2Y

Although the Buyids were professing Shi'is, they did not intend to
suppress the caliphs by imposing their Shi‘ite doctrines nor destroy the
caliphate, but rather to let them maintain their Sunnite traditions. In
addition, considering that the Shi'is were only the minority, they must have
realized that it would be better for the Buyids to keep the caliphate under
their thumb.  Politically, they could benefit from this strategy, both to
legitimize their authority over the Sunnites, and to strengthen their diplomatic
relationship with the world outside. And, by deriving their official authority
from the caliphate, the Buyids made it appear as though they honestly

believed in the sovercignty of the Abbasid caliphate, even though the caliphs

78 , iy -~
25 K. V. Zettersteen, Buyids or Buwaihids,” The Encyclopedia of Islam,
Ist. edition, vol. 11, p. 807.

29 Ibid.
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were only the titular heads of state, or merely puppets in their hands. 3

"Abd al-Jabbar was born about the time when the Buyids began the
expansion of their authority by conquering the Ziyarids and scizing their
territories. ‘Thus, his lifetime was also witness 1o the political cataclysm of the
Abbasid caliphate, owing 10 the Buyids' interference, especially  their
enthroning and dethroning of caliphs at their will and by anneaing the
institution of the vizicrate dircetly to the amirate, which had l(ormerly
belonged under the authority of the caliphalc.m During that time. onc of the
most cutstanding Buyid viziers, Sahib b. "Abbad (326-385 A.IL), was known
as an influential Mu'tazilite scholar.32 But it was "Adud al-Dawlah,  the
greatest Buyid amir, who was the closest ol all to Mu'tazilism, and who was
its most enthusiastic supporter. e provided all possible facilitics for
fortifying and disseminating its tcachings throughout the caliphate. It was in
such an atmosphere that Sahib b. "Abbad could successfully achicve his
prominent official status, and, moreover, promote other Mu'tazilite scholars
to occupy important judicial and other official positions. As has been
mentioned previously, it was the vizier Sahib b. "Abbad who promoted “Abd

al-Jabbar to a high judicial preferment as gadi al-qudat of Rayy in 367 A.ll.

30 Claude Cahen, "Buwayhids or Buyids,” The Encyclopaedia of Istam, 2nd

ed., vol. I, p. 1350; K.V. Zcttersicen, "Buyids or Buwaihids,” p.807.

Philip K. Hitti, History of the Arabs, p. 471; Claude Cahen, "Buwayhids
or Buyids,” p. 1357.

(3]
(3]

Al-Rawi, al-"Agl wa al-Hurriyah, p. 32. In his bibliography (p. 495), al-
Rawi also mentions a treatisc written by Siahib b. "Abbad on Mu'tazilism
which survives until recently:  al-lbanah “an Madhhab Ahl al-Adl.
‘Unwan al-Ma'arif wa Dhikr al-Khald'iq, cd. al-Shaykh Muhammad
Hasan Ali Yasin (Baghdad: Dar al-Tadamun, 1963). 'Togcether with two
other viziers, Al-Muhallabi under Mizz al-Dawlah and Ibn al’Amid
under Rukn al-Dawlah, Sahib b. "Abbad was very cultured man and was
at the same time a great administrator. His vizicrate extended for twenty-
cight years, during the reign of Fakhr al-Dawlah and Mu'ayyid al-
Dawlah. Sce Hugh Kennedy, The Prophet and the Age of the Caliphates
(I.ondon & New York: Longman, 1986), p. 223,
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IHenee, this period was also known as the new awakening of Mu'tazilism after
its retrogression tor about two hundred ycars.33
‘T'he Buyids, along with the establishment of their suzerainty, recorded
a brilliant achicvement of scientific and cultural developments. Besides those
vizicrs who were very cultured men, there were many Arabic poets and sages
who were well-received  at their court. ‘They also bestowed honor upon
scientists, especially those whose special knowledge could be put to practical
usc. beaving aside the religious scholars, there were the historian Hilal al-
Sabi, the philosopher-historian Abia "Ali b. Muhammad Miskawayh, the
geographer Istakhri, the mathcmatician Aba al-Wafa' al-Buzjani, and the
astrologer al-Nasawi (for whom Sharaf al-Dawlah built an observatory in
Baghdad), and physicians such as al-Majiisi for whom "Adud al-Dawlah
founded a remarkable hospital in the ancient palace of Khuld at Baghdad and
another at Shiraz. Moreover, there were also great libraries established at
Shiraz, Rayy, and Isfahin, which werc organised successively by the Buyid
amirs. It was also during their reign that the naskhi calligraphy was invented
by Ibn al-Bawwab, who was himself one of the high Buyid clignitaries.?’4 It
was stll in this period that a collection of the Tkhwan al-Saf{l’s treatises, an
cnyclopedic work dealing with the doctrine of this society was composed.
Likewise in 377/987-988 Ibn al-Nadim composed his al-Fihrist, a catalogue
ol all knowledge available at that time.33 Another significant figure worth

mentioning was  lbn Sina (d. 1037) who wrote his philosophical treatises

33 Al-Rawi, al-"Agl wa al-Hurriyah, p. 32. For the complete account of the
Mu'tavilite retrogression as well as its general periodical division, see
Ihid.. pp. 15 -35.

3 Claude Cahen,"Buwayhids or Buyids,” p. 1354,

35 See Johann Fiick. "Al-Nadim,” The Encyclopaedia of Islam, 1st. edition,
vol. VI, pp. S08-809.
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during this period. There were still many other scientists, philosophers,
theologians., as well as pocts or essayists who were contemporaries ot “Abd
al-Jabbar and lived under the Buyid reign. All these facts indicate that during
the tenth-eleventh centuries, which corresponded with the span of “Abd al-
Jabbar's life, there occurred a remarkable scquence of scientitic and literary
achicvements. 30

Another important fact deserving of mention is that during this period
there was a strong alliance between the Shiites and the Mu'tazilites,
disregarding their differences in some doctrines. As has been pointed out
before, the Buyids were Shi‘ites of the moderate ‘I'welvers or Ithna “Ashari
tendency who provided great support to the sccond Mu'tazilite awakening,.
And it was during their rcign that "Abd al-Jabbar camc to be known as the
leader of the Mu'tazilites throughout the cexlipllatc.37 Actually, the
relationship or alliance between the Shiites and Mu'tazilites can be traced
back to the early emergence of Mu'tazilism. Disregarding the fact that
formal Mu'tazilism was founded by Wasil b. "Ata’ and "Amr b. “Ubayd during
the reign of the Umayyad Caliph Hisham b. “Abd al-Malik
(105-125/724-743), it was natural for “Abd al-Jabbar to include many carly
Muslim scholars, some of whom were the companions ol the Prophet and
some Shi'ite imams, into the first three levels of the Mu'tazilite g,cncrulion.38
"Abd al-Jabbar counted them among the original Mu'tazilitc gencrations

because they were the real links in the chain through which the principal

36 For an extensive discussion dealing with the intellcctual achicvements
during the Buyid age, sec Jocl Kraemer, Humanism in the Renaissance
of Islam: the Cultural Revival during the Buyid Age (I.ciden: 1.1, Brill,
1986), especially in the last two chapters.

37

Hecker, "Reason and Responsibilty,” p. xxiii, (Introduction).

See Ibn al-Murtada, Kitab al-Munyah wa al-Amal, p. 128; "Abd al-
Jabbar, Fadl al-T'tizal wa Tabaqat al-Mu'tazilah, p. 214.
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teachings of divine justice and the denial of predestination (al-'adl wa inkar
al-jubr), the most characteristic principles of Mutazilism, came to the later
generations, In the eyes of the Shitites, those doctrines were firmly held by
*Ali. and were declared o be the Shiite creed as well. 39

'The support given by the Buyids to the Mu'tazilites was undoubtedly
an outgrowth of this alliance. Once Sahib b. "Abbad was asked, "what would
you prefer o be your faith so as to be able to gain your victory?” He
confidently replicd in a line of verse, "I am a Shi'i Mu'tazilite.”?0 Al-Rawi
sces this attitude echoed in some of Sahib b. "Abbad's Shi‘ite contemporaries,
such as Abi al-Qasim al-Tanukhi, al-Nawbakhtt, Abi “Abd Alldh, Yahya b.
Muhammad al-"Alawi, al-Sharif al-Murtada, and others. Al-Rawi further
reports that this alliance was not limited to the Imami Shi‘ites only, but was
also prevalent among the Zaydites. The Zavdites were attracted to the
Mu'tazilite methods in discussing the problem of divine unity and justice (al-
tawhid wa al-adl), taking thesc methods directly from "Abd al-Jabbar.
Furthermore, they claimed that both Zaydites and Mu'tazilites were partisans
of divinc justice and unity, as this doctrine was held by some of their
prominent figures, such as Abu al-Husayn al-Zaydi, al-Sayyid Aba Talib,
Abu al-Qasim al-Basti, and Ahmad b. al-Mulahimi. Yet, it was also admitted
by “Abd al-Jabbar himself that the Zaydites were the closest among the

Shi'ites to Mu'tazilitc doctrines, especially in the realm of the imamate, in

39 1on  al-Murtada, Ibid., pp. 128-137. In his compilation of the
gencalogical order_of the Mu'tazilite gencration, "Abd al-Jabbar placed
“Ali, the leading Shiti Imam, at the first level together with the other
three guided caliphs, al-Khulafa al-Rashidiun, Abu Bakr, "Umar, and
‘Uthman. Sec also "Abd al-Rahman Badawi, Madhahib al—Islamlvm
(Beirut: Dar al-"Tim lil-Malayin, 1971), vol. I, pp. 40-46.

40 jatar b, Ahmad al- Bahlili, Sharh Qasidat Sahtb b. "Abbad fi Usal al-

Din (Baghdad: Maktabat Ahliyah, 1965), p. 36. Al-Rawi has an

caensive  claboration dealing with the relationship of Shitism  and

Mu'tazilism in his al-"Aql wa al-Hurriyah, sec Appendix 1V, pp. 480-488.
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which the Zaydite point of view agreed in many aspects with that of the
Mu'tazilites, with the exception of the nature of the Imam. ! When the
Zaydites eventually established their loothold in- San'd’, Yemen, it was not by
chance that it would be in that place that the most valuable Mu'tazilite
treatises were securely preserved. and contribute finally to studies on
Mu'tazilism by contemporary scholars. 42

From the previous discussion it can be said that the Mu'tazilites'
alliance with the Shiites gave the two sides equal benetits. The Muttazilites,
through the Buyids' support, could regain their power and intellectual vigour,
which had lain dormant until then for two hundred years. On the other hand,
their alliance was also beneficial for the Shiitcs as they could adopt the
Mu'tazilites’ great intellectual achicvements, cspecially their  theological
system, since in reality the Shi'ites did not posscss one: of their own at that
point. The first Shi‘ite scholar to utilize the Mu'tazilite heritage for his system
of thought was Ibn Babawayh al-Qummi, the grcatest Shi'ite scholar of the
fourth century, who compiled his al-T'lal, a trcatisc on the kalam. So, in
addition to the Zaydite adoption of “Abd al-Jabbar's tcachings, the
transformation of principal Mu'tazilite doctrines by other Shitite groups are a
clear indication that in general the Shi'ites inherited their theological

doctrines from the Mu‘tazilites.43

4L AlMughni, vol. XX:1, pp. 28-29.

42 Al-Rawi, al-"Aql wa al-Hurriyah, p. 486 (Appendix). For the discovery
of the Mu'tazilite treatiscs in Yemen, mainly that of "Abd al-Jabbar, sce
Fu'ad al-Sayyid in his introduction to Fadl al-I'tizal wa Tabagat al-
Mu'tazilah, pp. 7-11. : :

Zuhdi Hasan Jar Allah, al-Mu'tazilah (Cairo: Shirkat Musahamat al-
Misriyah, 1947), p. 205.
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"ABD AL-JABBAR'S WORKS

As the lcading Mu'tazilite figure of his age, "Abd al-Jabbar was known
as a very prolific author. During his lengthy lifetime he never ceased writing
and dictating, cven when he was holding the office ol gadi al-qudat or after
his dismissal rom that position. Ilis works, amounting to no less than four
hundred thousand pages, were reported as being available throughout the
Islamic world, cast and wcsl.44 Morcover, he was an authoritative proponent
of Mu'tazilism, defending its principles against the attacks of external
opponents and internal extremists, through his balanced interpretation of
Mu'tazilite teachings, which were not too tar from the Sunnite point of view.
It may be supposed that this tendency resulted from his acquintance with the
Shafi‘ites principles of jurisprudence as well as his mastery of the hadith
literature and {rom the fact that "Abd al-Jabbar's scholarship covered many
ficlds of Islamic learning of that time. Besides the arcas of jurisprudence and
hadith, he was also known as an expert in Qur'anic exegesis (tafsir), and had
a great interest in Greek philosophy, cspecially the logic of Aristotle. "Abd
al-Jabbar's  writings were  remarkable  contributions to  the corpus  of
Mu'tazilite thought in its last period. Al-Rawi considered “Abd al-Jabbar as
having been, along with al-) Ell}i'{,, Bishr b. al-Mu'tamir, and al-Jubba'i, one of
the four greatest Mutazilite scholars. 4 However, not all of "Abd al-Jabbar's

works were written down by his own hand. Many of them were dictated by

4 Sharh al-Usii! al-Khamsah, p. 19 (Introduction), citing from Ibn Hajar
al-"Asqalani’s Lisan al-Mizan, vol. 111, p. 387. "Abd al-Karim ‘Uthman
also mentions that al-llakim al-Jushami reported in his Sharh “Uyian al-
Masa'il (p. 367) that "Abd al-Jabbar’s works amounted to one hundred
thousand pages only.

45 Al-Rawi, al-Aql wa al-Hurrivah. p. 42.
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him to his disciples who then compiled them tor himv or put them under their
own namcs.

Many studics have been made recently to caplore  his  works.
Although it is impossible to mention all of these works, because many of
them have been missing or arc as yet undiscovered., "Abd al-Karim “Uthman
has compiled a valuable list in his Introduction to his cdition of "Abd al-
Jabbar's Sharh al-Usal al-Khamsah, by rcterring to Ibn al-Murtada’s Kitab al-
Munyah wa al-Amal. This list is comprised ol 69 titles, and in it he gives a
description of the subjects dealt with in cach, the places where they may
possibly be available now and the titles ol the (reatises of other scholars in
which he found them cited.40

Another compilation was made by "Abd al-Sattar al-Rawi in his al-"Agl
wa al-Hltrriyah.47 But, in contast to "Abd al-Kartm "Uthman's listing, al-
Rawi tries to classify "Abd al-Jabbar's works into ninc subjects, i.c. Qur'anic
science, principal doctrines, problems of schism, commentarics, disputations,
refutations, inquiries and responscs. Mu'tazilite history and gencerations, and
jurisprudence. The following is a short claboration ol "Abd al-Jabbir's works

in accordance with the classification made by al-Rawi.

1. Qur'anic Sciences (al-" Ulam al-Quraniyah).

*Abd al-Jabbar devoted great attention to this ficld, not only because
of the lofty position it deserves, but also because this scicnee functioned as a
means of spreading his tcachings. The arguments that  Abd al-lTabbar
advanced were an endeavour to explain the objective contormity between the

principles of Mutazilism and the evident assurance ol the Qur'an, as was

46 Sharh al-Usil al-Khamsah, (Introduction), pp. 20-23.
47 Al-Rawi, al-Aql wa al-Hurriyah, pp. 41-53.
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clearly shown by his later works in which he tried to clucidate the obscure
verses of the Quran. s Bavan al-Mutashabih i al-Quran and also Tanzih
al-Quran “an al-Mata in arc the two treatises in which he attempts to achieve
that aim. And for the sake of eaplaining his principal teachings, he wrote his
al-Tafsir al-Kabir or also known as a!-Muhit [i al-Tafsir. Other works in
this ficld arc al-Adillah. al-Tanzih, and Shahadat al-Quran. Al-Rawi also
mentions that the subject-matter of Tathbit Dala'il al-Nubuwwah belongs to
the science of the Qur'an, although he docs not give any further explanation.
But "Abd al-Karim “Uthman, the most recent cditor of this text (Beirut:
1966), cxplains that this book dcals with the miraculous aspects of the
Qur’an by which Muhammad'’s prophecy was fortificd.*8 "This is probably the
rcason for al-Rawi’s dccision to include this book in the category of
Qur'anic science. On  the other hand, ‘Abd al-Karim “Uthman, in his
Introduction to his cdition of “Abd al-Jabbar's Sharh al-Usiil al-Khamsah,
mentions  that  this book dcals with the Prophet's biography and his

. «
mlraclcs.4)

2. Works on the Principal Doctrines (al-A’mal al-Usiliyah)

‘Abd al-Jabbar was inclined to imitate al-Jubba'i's efforts at ridding
Mu'tazilite doctrines of any accretions made by the extreme wing of the third
century adherents. whose influence had produced a dreadful impression
among the common people. "Abd al-Jabbar was eager to nullify that
impression by claborating his tcachings and restoring the most agreeable
principles of Mu'tazilism. "lc began this task with his Al-Mughni fi Abwab

al-Tawhid wa al-Adl in twenty parts, which took him twenty years to

48 ~Abd al-Jabbar. Tathbit Daliii al-Nubuwwah (Beirut: Dar al-"Arabiyah,
1906), p. v. (Introduction by "Abd al-Karim “Uthman).

49 Sharh al-Usal al-Khamsah, p. 20, (Introduction).
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complete.  Although al-Mughni was considered as an encyclopedic work on
the Mu'tazilite doctrines embodicd under the two main principles, divine
unity and justice (al-tawhid wa al-adl), in reality those two principles also
encompassed the other three. Morcover, al-Mughni may be seen as the first
Mu’tazilite work attempting o cover the entire body ol Mu'tazilite doctrines
from all angles. However, because it was not direetly written by “Abd al-
Jabbar himsell but rather at his dictation, al-Mughni needed more thorough
study as well as accurate cditorial rcarrangement  before it couid  be
published.

Disregarding any dclects found in this treatise, it is still recognized as
a reliable source of Mu'tazilite doctrine. However, "Abd al-labbar was able
to fill in any gaps in this book with his other brilliant and profound
cxploration entitled al-Majmir [T al-Muhit bi al-Taklif. Also dcaling with al-
tawhid wa al-"adl, this book is distinguished from al-Mughni since it is more
subtle and condensed. Other books written by “Abd al-Jabbar dealing with the
principal Mu'tazilite doctrines arc Sharh al-Usiil al-Khamsah; Usitl al-Din
‘ala Madhhab Ahl al-tawhid wa al-Adl ;50 Mukhtasar al-Husna; Ziyadat al-
Usal; Taqrib al-Usil; Takmilat Sharh al-Usil; and al-Mugaddimat.

3. 'The Problems of Schism (al-Qudaya al-Madhhabiyah)

"Abd al-Jabbar’'s works dcaling with the problems of schism were
derived from his conception of the Mutazilite's principal doctrines. s
works in this field are al-T'timad, al-Tajrid, al-Jumal, al-Khatir, al-Dawa i wa

al-Sawarif, and al-Fi'l wa al-Fa'il.

4. Commentarics (al-Shurith)

50 Edited by Muhammad “Ammarah, included into Rasail al- Adl wa al-
Tawhid, with other trcatises of al-Imam al-FHasan al-Basri, al-Imam al-
Qasim al-Rasi, and al-Sharif al-Murtada (Beirut: Dar al-Shurag, 1988).
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The most apparent characteristic of fourth century theological writing

is that it was dominated by various commentarics and cxplanatory works
claborating the reasons lor schism and cstablishing firm foundations which
would be prool against any criticism. “Abd al-Jabbar's efforts in this field
were on behalt ot his school, and formed a large portion of his carly works,
such as:  Sharh al-Muhit, Sharh Kashf al-A'rad “an al-A’rad, Tahdhib al-
Sharh, Takmilat al-Sharh, Sharh al-Jawam:’, Sharh al-Maqalat, Sharh al4a,

and Ta'liq Naqd al-Ma'rifah.

5. Disputations (al-Jadalivat)

One ol the intelicetual traditions preserved by the Mu'tazilites was the
art ol disputation, not only in its formal but also in its analytical sensc of
maintaining an integrated argumentation. “Abd al-Jabbar's works in this field
arc Adab al-Jadal, supplemented with another work, al--Umdah fi al-Jadal
wa al-Munazwah. e also wrote a third work, al-Khilaf wa al-Wifaq, which
is a reflection on the Mu'tazilite disputational tradition, whose result was the
cleavage ol Mu'tazilism into the school of Baghdad and the school of Basra.
This cleavage also motivated "Abd al-Jabbar to writc his other treatise, Ma
Yajiezu [ihi al-Tazavud wa Ma la Yajiz, in which he tried to establish the
principal limitation of that disputational tredition and invited thc people to
aim at the greatest possible conformity with Mu'tazilite doctrines. This was
more clearly demonstrated by “Abd al-Jabbar when he tried to systematize the
problems disputed by Abt Al al-Jubb?'i and his son, Aba Hashim al-

Jubba'i, in his al-Khilaf bavna al-Shavkhavn.

6. Retutations (al-Nugid)
Al-Rawi states that along with his concern over the obligation to

defend Mu'tazilism against the challenges of its opponents, “Abd al-Jabbar
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realized that his criticism should be primarily directed to the Mu'tazihtes,
censuring in particular any ideas inconsistent with the principal doctrines ol
Mu'tazilism. llaving said this. al-Rawi fails to cite any work by "Abd al-
Jabbar which represents an internal critique of Mu'tazilism. “Abd al-labbar,
as al-Rawi further explains, then directed his criticism towards the ideas ol
Mu'tazilites” opponents, mainly the Shiite conception ot imamate and al-
ghaybah (conccalment) on which he wrote his Naqd al-Imamah and Naqd al-
Luma’. “Abd al-Jabbar criticized these Shi‘ite concepls  as  subsidiary
doctrines, having no origin in the religious principles.  Other books in this

ficld are al-Badal, Sharlg alA ra’, and al-Radd “Ala al-Na.g(‘zr(‘z.

7. Inquirics and Responses (al-Masa'il wa al-Jawabat)

Inquiries and responses were a method employed by Muslim scholars
to discuss theological issucs by stating the subject in the lorm ol a question
and trying to formulate its possible solution. It was first employed by Ta'tar
b. Harb, a Mu'tazilite scholar of the scventh generation in his al-Masa'il fi al-
Na'im and al-Masd'il al-Jalilah. “Abd al-Jabbar uscd this method at first to
compile the questions posed to other Mu'tazilite scholars and their answers,
recording them in his al-Mas@'il al-Wariduh “Ala Abi al-Husayn, al-Masi'il
al-Waridah "Ala al-Jubbaiyayn, and Masa'il Abi Rashid. 'Then, as he himscll
also received a lot of questions from some of his own disciples, he recorded
their questions and his answers, in compilations which bear the names of the
regions {from which the issucs originated, such as Ajwibat al-Raziyat, al-
Tarmiyat, al-Qashaniyat, al-Kifivat, al-Misriyat,  al-Nisabiriyat, al-
Khawarazmiyat, al-Askarivat, and al-Makkiyat.  Anothcer  book. al-
Mugaddimat, is also reported as belonging to this class, and is considered to
be an introductory claboration of matcrial in his other treatises on the

principal doctrines of Mu'tazilism,
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8. Treatise on Mutazilite history and its gencrations (Tartkh al-T'tizal wa
Tabaqgatuhu).

Abd al-Jabbar has an important treatisc dealing with the history of
Mutazilism and its scholars. His book, Fadl al-T'tizal wa Tabaqat al-
Mu tazilah, was the only treatise of its kind saved from destruction by "Abd
al-JTabbar's opponents, and was preserved in the libraries of certain Yemeni
mosques. Although it was not originally compiled from his own research but
was rather an extension of other compilations made by previous Mu'tazilite
scholars (Ibn Yazdadh al-lgbah{mi, Ibn I'arzawayh, Abi al-Qasim al-Balkhi,
and ()lhcrs),s1 this treatise is nevertheless very significant in that it preserves
the gencalogical order of the Mu'tazilite gencrations, as well as the gradual
development of their beliefs.  As reported by Ibn al-Murtada, there had been
ten  generations  of  Mu'tazilite  scholars  beginning  with  the  Prophet's
companions and extending until "Abd al-Jabbar's age, each of which included
famous ligures among the Mu'tazilite scholars.”? An important aspect which
preserved this treatise from disappearance was that its contents had been
almost completely quoted by al-Ilikim al-Jushami (d. 494 A.H.) in his Sharh
“Uvitn  al-Masa'il, in which he cxtended the number of the Mu'tazilite
generations to twelve. And then, about four hundred years later, Ibn al-
Murtadz (d. 840 A.1L) combincd the treatises of both "Abd al-Jabbar and al-
Jushami in his Kitab al-Munyah wa al-Amal, with a small simplification and

(.53

abridgemen

St “Abd al-Jabbar, Fadl ai-TI'tizal wa Tabagat al-Mu'tazilah, pp. 36-38,
(Introduction). ) )

Ibn al-Murtada, Kitab al-Munyah wa al-Amal, p. 127.

wn
S

“Abd - al-Jabbar.  Fadl al-Ttizal wa Tabagat al-Mu'tazilah, p. 35,
(Introduction). ‘ )
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9. Treatises on Jurisprudence (al-A'm7l al-Fighivah).

As a gadi, "Abd al-Jabbar was very learned in Islamic jurisprudence,
and accordingly wrote many treatises on it. His Kitah al-Amd, together with
Imam al-Heramayn's al-Burhan, al-Ghazali's al-Mustasfa, and Abu al-Husayn
al-Basri's Sharh al-Amd arc rcgarded as the four best treatises on Islamic
jurisprudence written by Muslim theologians. In addition, these tour treatises
have becen described as the foundations as well as the pillars ol this branch of
leaming.54 However “Abd al-Jabbar's Kitab al-Amd is still considered as
superior to all other works on Islamic Law, and basing themsclves on the
thesis convcyed in this book, other scholars after him compiled their own
treatises, such as Aba "Abd Allih al-Basri in his al-Mu’tamad [i Usitl al-
Figh, and al-Mulahimi in his al-Mu'tamad fi Usiil al-Din >

Besides Kitab al-Amd and its commentary, his other works on this
ficld arc Usal al-Figh and Nasihat al-Mutafaqqih,S(‘ both dealing with the
principles of jurisprudence, and Majmii' al-Ahd, al-Nihayvah, al-lHudid,
al-Uqud, Sharh al-Uqiid, and al-Mabsa{, in which he set forth his tcachings
dealing with both general and particular issucs of Islamic jurisprudence.

"Abd al-Jabbar madec a great contribution to the development ol

Shafi‘ite jurisprudence through his profound lcarning. In his al-Ikhtivarar he

>4 Al-Rawi, al-'Aql wa al-Hurriyah, p. 142, quoted from Ibn Khaldun, al-

Mugaddimah, (Cairo: Dar al-Sha’b, 1379 A.IL), p. 1031.

35 Ibid., p. 143.
36 Since the book remains undiscovered, it cannot be ascertained whether
or not this book rcally deals with Islamic jurisprudence. ven al-Rawi's
reference to "Abd al-Jabbar's Fadl al-I'tizal (p. 183) is also conlusing, as
the passage mentioning the title of this book deals with the problem of
"kalam.” Accordingly, "Abd al-Karim "Uthman's considcration to put this
book under the subject of “ilm al-kalam may be more appropriate. Sce
his Introduction to Sharh al-Usil al-Khamsah, p. 23. On the other hand,
Ibn al-Murtada considers this book as dealing with religious exhortation,
Scce his Kitab al-Munyah wa al-Amal, p. 195.
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cxamined all the juristical issucs based on the principles of this school with
great scrutiny. But, on the other hand, as "Abd al-Jabbar was in cvery other
respect a Mutazilite scholar, it was inevitable that he should have an interest
in making his juristical tcachings accord with Mu'tazilite thought, mainly in
the doctrine ol al-wa'd wa al-wa'id, the promise and threat. This is confirmed
when one consults part seventeen of his al-Mughni, which deals with Islamic
law (al-Shariyat). lu'ad al-Sayyid, in his introduction to this book,
reported that through this book "Abd al-Jabbar intended to establish the
loundations ol belict (usitl al-aqidah) and the foundations of practical life
(usial al-amal) tor the Muslim pcople.57

Out ol thosc numcrous works, however, there are only nine of them
mentioned by Brockelmann in his Geschichte der arabischen Litteratur,
namely : Tanzih al-Quran “an al-Mat@'in, Tathbit Dald'il al-Nubuwwah,
Kitab al-Majmii [i al-Muhit bi al-Taklif, Tabaqat al-Mu'tazilah, Risalah fi
‘llm al-Kimiya', al-Amali (Nizam al-Qawa'id wa Taqrib al-Marad (?) lil-
Ra'id). Sharh al-Usiil al-Khamsah, Mas'alah fi al-Ghaybah, and al-Khilaf
bavna al-Shaykhayn.58 In addition to these ninc works, Fuat Sezgin mentions
al-Mughni fi Abwab al-Tawhid wa al-"Adl, Mutashabih al-Quran, al-
Mictamad [i Usil al-Din, Kitab al-Dars, and Kitab al-Nihayah. The last two
are reported as fragments from al-Basri's al-Mu'tamad.”®

At the moment, as indicated by J.R.T.M. Peters in his God's Created
o0

Speech,”™ only thirtcen out of thosc trcatises are known to exist in

o7 Al-Mughni, vol. XVII, p. 5. (Introduction by Amin al-Khiili).

58 Carl Brockelmann. Geschichte der arabischen Litteratur (Leiden: E.J.

Brill, 1937), vol. 1, pp. 343-344.

59 Yuat Sczgin, Geschichte des arabischen Schrifttums (Leiden: E.J. Brill,
1967), vol. L, pp. 625-626.

00 J RIM. Peters. God's Created Speech: A Study in the Speculative
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manuscript, completely or partly; and only seven of them have  been
published already:

1. Bayan al-Mutashabih fi al-Quran. cdited by “Adnin Muhammad
Zarzir, published by Dar al-Turédth (Cairo: 1969), in two volumes,

2. Tanzih al-Quran “an al-Mat@'in, printed by al-Matba'at  al-
Jamaliyah (Cairo: 1329), and reprinted in Beirut (n.d.)

3. Tathbir Dald'il al-Nubuwwah, cditcd by "Abd al-Karim “Uthman,
published by Dar al-"Arabiyah (Beirut: 1966).

4. Fadl al-Ttizal, published together with the other treatise "Tabaqgat
al-Mu'tazilah,” edited by Fu'ad al-Sayid, printed in Tunis (1974).

5. Sharh al-Usitl al-Khamsah, cdited by "Abd al-Karim “Uthman and
printed in Cairo (1965).

6. Kitab al-Majmir fi al-Muhit bi al-Taklif, in two cditions, the first
is by ‘Umar al-Sayyid "Azmi (Cairo, 1965), and another by J.J. Houben
(Beirut, 1965).

1. Al-Mughni fi Abwab al-Tawhid wa al-Adl, his claborate summa
theologica. Originally consisted of twenty parts, but only fourteen of them
have been discovered and published in Cairo by the Iigyptian Ministry for
Culture and National Guidance (Wazarat al-Thagafah wa al-Irshad  al-
Qawmi) under the editional works of various scholars, from 1960 to 1969,

when the sixteenth and the last volume was complctcd.(’l

Theology of the Mu'tazili Qadi al-Qudat Abii al-Husan *Abd al-Jabbar b.
Ahmad al-Hamadhani (1cidcn: 15.J. Brill, 1976), pp. 11-14.

61 See 1bid., p. 27.
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CHAPTIEER 1T :
THE NATURLE OF EVIL IN THEORETICAL TERMS

The problem of evil has attracted the attention of many philosophers
and theologians, whose responses 1o it have been quite varied. The presence
of cvil in the world has aroused much speculative thinking on the subject of
the nature of God: whether or not he is really omnipotent, or, even more
extreme, whether or not he exists. The discussion of this issue .is still an
acule one, cven today, although the problem itsclf was originally formulated
by Epicurus (341-270 B.C.). His formulation is quoted by Lactantius (c.
A.D. 210-340):

God either wishes to take away evils, and is unable; or He is able,
and is unwiiling; or He is ncither willing nor able, or He is both
willing and able. If He is willing and is unable, He is feeble, which
is not in accordance with the character of God; if He is able and
unwilling, le is envious, which is equally at variance with God; if
Fe is neither willing nor able, He is both envious and feeble, and
thercfore not God; if He is both willing and able, which alone 1is
suitable to God, l'xiom what source then arc evils? or why does He
not remove them?

According to this point of view, it might be assumed that if God is
perfectly good and unlimitedly powerful, he must be able to abolish all evils.

But cvils arc still present in the world: hence it can be further concluded:

cither God is not perfectly good or he is not unlimitedly powert’ul.2 Or,in a

l M.B.) Ahcqrn, The Problem of Evil (I.ondon: Routledge & Kegan Paul,
1971). p. 2.

2 John Hick. Evil and the God of Love (1.ondon: Macmillan, 1966), p. 5.
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simpler cxpression: "God cannot be both all-powertul and pericetly good it
evil is real.”> Almost the same expression is commonly attributed to St
Augustine, the greatest theodicist of all, who says: "Lither God cannot
abolish evil or he will not: it he cannot then he is not all-powerlul; il he will
not then he is not all-good."4 Another perspective is given by St 'Thomas
Aquinas who apparently subsumed God's omnipotence under the notion of
his infinite goodness, as quoted by M.B. Ahern:

It one of two contraries is infinite, the other is excluded
absolutely. But the idca of God is that of an infinitec good.
Theretore it God should exist, lh%rc could be no cevil. But cvil
exists. Consequently God does not.

While the problem of evil reccived much attention from classical
thinkers and mediacval thcologians, the subject is still of interest to scholars
of recent times who scc the problem of evil as a continuing puzzic.

According to J.I.. Mackic, writing in Mind (1955), the problem of cvil
is a problem only for somcone who belicves that there is a God who is both
omnipotent and wholly good. Thercelore, it is not a scientific nor a practical
problem, but rather a logical one, demanding that once clarify and reconcile a
number of beliefs. The problem can be stated in its simple lorm as: God is
omnipotent; God is wholly good; and yet cvil cxists. Morcover, he rejects the

stance of thosc theologians who ignore the problem by saying: "Livil s

something to be faced and overcome, not to be merely discussed.”0

3 H.J. McCloskey, "God and LEvil," The Philosophical Quarterly, vol. 10,

no. 39 (1960), p. 97.

John W. Steen, "The Problem of Lvil: Fthical Consideration,” Canadian
Journal of Theology, vol. 11, no. 4 (1965), p. 255, citing from Augustin¢’s
Confession, Book 7, Ch. 5.

M.B. Ahern, The Problem of Evil, p. 3, citing from St. Thomas Aquinas,
Summa Theologicae, vol. 1, Question 2, Article 3.

!,.l,. Mackic, "Lvil and Omnipotence,” Mind, vol. 64, no. 254 (1955), p.
200.
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Another writer, 1. McCloskey, in the beginning of his article "The
Problem of Fvil” writes:

‘I'he problem of evil is a very simple problem to state. There is evil
in the world; yet the world is said to be the creation of a good,
omnipotent God. How is this possible? Surely a good, omnipatent
being would have made a world that is {ree of evil of any kind.

However, although it is "a very simple problem” to state, it remains
very crucial. Supposing it to be true that a good omnipotent God should have
made a world which is free of evil of any kind, the existence of evil is then
considered as entailing one of the following possibilities: either there is no
God; or he is not all-powerful; or he is not good; or there are two or more

4}
powers, ol which at least one is evil and neither or none is ommpotent,b all
ol which implics that the reality of evil is incompatible with the existence of
God. Indeed, in its most popular significance, the problem of evil is :

the problem of reconciling the hypothesis of a good and
beneficient deity with existence of an apparently evil and imperfect
world. Or, sincc omnipotence is commonly regarded as a
nccessary attribute of (hvnntx) it asks how God can be at once
omnipotent and entirely good.

[laving cstablished what is mcant by the "problem” of evil, we must
ask oursclves what its "nature” is as well. There are many different
arguments  regarding the nature of cvil and solutions proposed to the
problem, some of them involving major intellectual issues, both philosophical
and religious.

John 1lick, in his examination of the nature of evil, first tries to

approach the term etymologically by considering how the word is used in the

7111 McCloskey, "The Problem of Evil,” The Journal of Bible and
Religion, vol. 30, no. 3 (1962), p. 187.

8 Ibid.

9

B.A.G. l'uller, The Problem of Evil in Plotinus (Cambridge: University
Press, 1912), p. 18 (Introduction).
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“nglish, German, and I'rench languages. In English, he eaplains, the word
"evil” is trequently used in a comprchensive sense, and thus there can be
distinguished under it the moral evil of wickedness as well as such non-moral
evils as discase and natural disasters. In German, the word "evil” can be
translated as cither Ubel or Bose, although they have different senses. The
word Ubel is a general term, covering the meaning of both moral and non-
moral evils, even though it can be uscd in a particular sense for the latter,
whilst the word Bose is definitely used for moral cvil. ‘The French word for
evil is le mal, which refers to all types of evil. 10
Therefore, the term cvil can be generally differentiated into two types,
moral and non-moral. Moral evil can be defined as immorality, or whatever
evil human beings originate, such as sclfishness, cnvy, greed, deceit, cruclty,
callousness or cowardice, and on a larger scale, war. Non-moral cvil, on the
other hand, which can be referred to as physical evil or natural cvil, is the
cvil that originates independently of human actions, or, as Fairbairn
designates, physical evil means :
all the sufferings he may have to endure, whether bodily or
mental, nervous or sympathetic, alike as a distinct individual and a
social unit, alikc as a natural being, fleshly and mortal, and as a
human being, sharing in the special history of i people and in the
collective fortunes and immortality of the race.
Besides these moral and non-moral cvils, Tohn Ilick mentions aaother type of
evil, i.e. metaphysical evil, which was first proposed by Leibniz. This type of
evil refers to the basic fact of finitude and limitation within the created
universe, and is supposcd to be the ultimate cause of other types of evil; i.c.,

the unavoidable imperfection of created things is to be regarded as ovit. 12

10 john Hick, Evil and the God of Love, p. 18.

11 A M. Fairbairn, The Philsophy of the Christian Religion (New York &
London: Macmillan, 1902), p. 134.
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In the cxposition which lollows, 1 intend to rely heavily on the
claboration made by 11.J. McCloskey in his article "The Problem of Evil,”13
dcaling with the nature of evil, in which he discusses the problem in the
following order: Livil as Unrcal, Lvil as Privation, Evil as Real but Justified,

and Moral Livil.

A. EVIL AS UNREAL

‘The idea that evil is unreal can be traced back to Plotinus (c. 205-270
A.D.), who sces evil as simply the absence of reality. He establishes his idea
on the fact that cvil is the degree in which a given entity is still subject to
matter, or as a nccessary stage of development in the history of the visible
universe. This is because he considers that every entity is good to certain
eatent and evil to a converse extent.14 Furthermore, as also reported by
B.A.G. Fuller in his work The Problem of Evil in Plotinus, evil "has no real
existence gua evil. It is but an appearance, a partial aspect, an erroneous
opinion, a finite point of view."15 Thus, evil is illusory. Its existence can be
deduced from reality as a misunderstood fragment, to be considered as either
as a means towards pertection justified and transfigured by the end, or as an

integral and contributive factor in perfection itself. 10

—
t

2 John Hick, Evil and the God of Love, p. 19. See also, W.D. Niven,
"Good and Lvil," Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics (New York:
Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1955), vol. VI, pp. 324-325.

13 1. McCloskey, "The Problem of Evil,” pp. 187-197.

14 Philippus V. Pistorius, Plotinus and Neoplatonism: an Introductory

Study (Cambridge: Bowes & Bowes, 1952), p. 122,
Fuller, The Problem of Evil in Plotinus, p. 21.

16 1pia.
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In accordance with the above idea, Mary Baker Eddy. the founder ot

the Christian Science in 1866, writing in her book Science and Health with

Key to the Scriptures, declares that cvil is nothing and has no reality. "Evil is

neither person, place, nor thing, but simply a belicl, an illusion of material

sensc.”17 She gocs on 1o explain that cvil is merely illusion and crror, having

no real basis. Even in more concrete form, like sickness and death, cvil may

be regarded as illusion and nothingness, which would virtually vanish. "I{ sin,

sickness, and death were understood as nothingness, they  would
disappear."l8

If the idea of evil as unrcal is applicd to physical evil it may be said

that pain or suffering is not really evil, and that ncither is natural disorder.

Such things must be understood as logically occurring because of certain

causes, or because of a necessary natural law that we do not yet understand.

A person may think that pain, suffering, natural disorder, or cven disaster

are evils, possibly because he does not sce them in their whole context,
Sufferings of this present time could be reckoned as not worthy to be
compared with the glory that would be revealed 10 mankina, or may be
regarded as something for which the totality of experience is absolutely the
richer and better. B.A.G. Fuller writes :
Evil exists that God may triumph over and transcend it in an act
of victory in which his perfection consists; the opposition of good
and evil, that God ma)‘dmvc the supreme happiness of identitying
them in a higher unity.

It is very commonly belicved that there is no pleasure if there is no

pain, or at lcast that many pains arc virtual conditions for gaining plcasurc.

17 Mary Baker (. Liddy, Science and Health with Key to the Scriptures

(Boston: W.G. Nixon, 1891), p. 237.
18 bid., p. 464.
19 Fuller, The Problem of Evil in Plotinus, p. 21.
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T'hus, cvil can be regarded as a temptation for man in order 1o obtain higher
achicvement, Morcover, cvil can be justified as functioning as a mcans of
warning us against worsc possible cvils. It is true that hunger, which itself
causes discomfort or even pain, can {unction as a warning that our body
needs some supply of energy in order to avoid a greater evil. It our body
were not sensitive towards coldness or heat, we might not be aware of being
burnt or frostbitten, thus endangering our life. If wounds did not cause pain,
their presence might be just ignored and would lead to more dangerous
damage, and so on. Thus, pain can be considered as a warning system which
have been given to us in “the form of traffic lights to increase safety on the
roads,” although they are in some measure parasitic.20
This idea seems 1o be supported by M.B. Ahern as he suggests that
pain can and cven really does serve a good purpose. Pain, in some form or
other, has led people to seek medical aid in almost all cases. Thus, pain is
not an cvil to be evaded, since it can function as a pointer to something
beyond itselt, some physical ill that may need treatment.21
Like M.B. Ahern, J.I.. Mackie also suggests that the appearance of
evil can be understood in connection with the concept of progress:
that the best possible organisation of the universe will not be
static, but progressive, that the gradual overcoming of evil by good
is rcally a finer thing than would be the eternal unchallenged
supremacy of good.
That is, "the universe is better with some evils in it than it could be if there
were no evil.”22

However, McCloskey does not agrec that there is such a thing as an

KUSTRE McCloskey, God and Evil (I'he Haguc: Martinus Nijhoft, 1974), p.
87.

21 M.B. Ahern, "The Nature of Evil,” Sophia, vol. 5, no. 3 (1966), p. 38.

) . e .
== JL1.. Mackic. "Evil and Omnipotence,” p. 206.
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unreal evil. He argues that it is impossible to conccive that a thoroughly bad
man is only an illusion. “T'he thoroughly bad man is not simply an illusion ol
a bad man; he is a bad man.">3 Considering that cvil is unrcal or only a
valuable part which heightens the beauty of the whole might happen it one
had "a God's eye view.” Even from the moral point of view, however, it is
unreasonable to assert that the suffering of others is a contribution to the

divine melody.’z4

This allegation is in particular bascd on the idea that "evil is
like a discordant or ugly element in a symphony or painting but once which in
fact adds beauty to the whole work,"25 which is also rejected by MeCloskey.
He argues that it is incompatible to make an analogy between the eaistence
of evil and works of art. In contrast to the aesthetic model, in which the
parts have meaning in the context of thc whole, human actions arc
considered good or bad only by virtue of their intrinsic nature or their
consequences. Should the suffering be explained by reference to its conteat,
we have only to refer to our moral judgement, which suggests that cvil may
be justified as a means to good, but not as a part of a whole.20 And as this
explanation of suffering is based oun a falsc analogy between acsthetic
standards and moral judgement, inasmuch as a pain and sulfcring in the
world are very different from ugly or discordant clements in a painting or a

symphony, it is invalid to claim that evil is unrcal.

B. EVIL AS PRIVATION

23wy McCloskey, "The Problem of Lvil," p. 188.
24 ppia.

25 H.J. McCloskey, God and Evil, (1974), p. 41.
26 tpid., p. 189.
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Livil as privation is generally discussed with reference to Augustine's
most {requent phrase privatio honi, which means “privation of good.”27 The
idca that cvil is a privation of proper good, or of right order, is proffered as
an intermediate course between defining evil as merely an illusion (evil as
unrcal) and defining it as lully rcal. Thereby, it can serve to evade the
ditficulty of attributing to God the responsibility for creating evil in its
positive form.>8 Lvil, as St. Augustine explains, has no nature but loss of
g()ud.z()

But the idea of privation is not meant 1o be a simple lack of goodness,
such as a tree lacking the spiritual quality of an angel. Moreover, it is not an
instance of evil 10 have been created a member of a lower hierarchy of
creatures, since to have been created as a worm is not worse than to have
been created a lon. Accordingly, the immoral man is one whose acts spring
from lack ol right order, just as physical evil is said to result from the
abscnce of proper good.30 In general, cvil is negative, a lack, a loss, and
privation. Onc passage from the Enchiridion of St. Augustine reads:

that which has the name of evil is nothing else than privation of
good. For as, in the bodics of animatc beings, to be affected by
disecases and wounds is the same thing as to be deprived of health
(for the purpose of healing, when it is applied, is not that those
cvils which were in the bodies, namely diseases and wounds,
should come out from them and go elsewhere, but that they should

utterly ccase to exist: for wound or discas% is not a substance in
itself, but a defect of fleshly substance ....)

27 John Hlick, Evil and the God of Love, p. 53.

R I.). McCloskey, "The Problem of Evil,” p. 189.

29 %.)Auguslinc, The City of God (1.ondon: J.M. Dent & Son, 1947), p.
320.

30 1. McCloskey, "The Problem of Evil,” p. 189,

St. Augustine, Enchiridion or Manual to Laurentius Concerning Faith,
Hope, and Charitv. trans. by Erncst Lvan (London: S.P.C.K., 1953),
pp- 8-9.
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It may be said that St. Augustine’s point of view, te. that evil s
privation of good, is optimistic, in that it scems to be a reflection of his
optimistic way of thinking about the world. e sces evil as part of a total
metaphysical picture of the universe, basically resuling trom the whole
Christian interpretation of life, in which his conception ot privatio bom
receives its meaning and justification. Since the universe has been ereated by
an omnipotent and all-good God, cvil cannot be anything substantial or a
positive constituent of the umiverse, but only a loss ol natural "measure, lorm

T . . L 19

and order”, or a malfunctioning of somcthing that is in itscll good.-*=

Besides St. Augustine, we can find further elaboration ol the theory
that evil is privation in the writings of St. Thomas Aquinas. In his Sumima
Theologicae 1, Question 48, Article 3, we can read:

Evil imports the absence of good. But not every absence ol good
is cvil. For abscence of good can be taken in a privative and in a
negative sense. Absence of good, taken negatively is not cevils
otherwise, it would follow that what docs not eaist is evil, and also
that everything would bc cvil, through not having the good
belonging to something clse; lor instance, a man would be cevil
who had not the swiltness of the roe, or the strength ol lion. But
the absence of good, taken in a privative sense, \',;;m evily as, for
instance, the privation of sight is called blindness. -

From this passage, it is clear that St. Thomas regards cvil, in its basic
sense, as the absence of good, although not cvery absence ol good is evil. As
there are privative and ncgative abscnces ol good, it may be understood that
not existing or not having the good proper to onc’s naturc would be evil, For
instance, it is not cvil at all for man not to have wings, as wings arc not

proper to his naturc. What would truly be cvil would be his not having

hands, because it is the nature of his human body to have them. In a

32 john Hick, Evil and the God of Love, p. 60.

33 St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologicae, translated by lathers of the
“nglish Dominican Province (New York: Benziger Brothers, 1974), vol.
1, p. 250.




commentary on Aquinas’s theory, Fticnne Gilson explains:

What is called an evil in the substance of a thiag is only a lack of
some quality which ought naturally to be there. For a man to have
no wings is not cvil, because it 1s not the nature of the human
body to possess wings. Similarly there is no evil in not having fair
hair. The posscssion of fair hair 1s compatible with human nature
but is not necessary to it. On the other hand, it is an cvil for a
man to have no hands, while it is not so for a bird. Now the term
privation, considered strictly and in its proper scnse, designates
the absence or want of what a being ought naturally to possess. It
is to privation ol this kind that evil is limited. Evil is gyre ncgation
within a substance. It is not an essence, not a reality.

In contrast, McCloskey doces not accept that cvil can be regarded as
only a privation of proper good or right order. It is still right to say that the
immoral man is the onc whose acts originate from lack of right order or of
the dircction of God; and that physical evil lics in the absence of proper
good. But, as he further arguces, il it deals with the blind man it would be
really a paradigm. "Blindness is not an evil in living things which do not by
nature cnjoy sight, but it is an evil in man because sight is a good appropriate

(o mzm."35

In addition, he also repudiates the view that privative theory could be
applicd 1o the problem of pain. Pain is neither illusion nor simply absence of
good. Pain has a rcal and positive nature, and its cvilness issues from that
nature alone, not from its being the absence of something else. McCloskey
eaplains:

It is pointless to tell the child whose body is bruised and broken
by the landshide, and who is wracked by pain, that he is
expericncing simply a privation of the proper good of the body.

lis suflering may be associated with a privation of theg ¢gproper
good of the body, but it is much more and other than this.*

34 Yiticnne Gilson, The Christian Philosophy of St. Thomas Aquinas (New
York: Random Housce, 1956), p. 156.

3511, McCloskey, "“T'he Problem of Evil,” p. 189.
36 Ihid.
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Supposing that cvil were simply a privation of good, both the case of

a blind man and that ot a child being bruised by the landslide would remain
great problems. Would, as McCloskey afterwards enquires, a benevolent, all-
powerful being so arbitrarily and capriciously deprive individuals of their
appropriatc  human attributes and cause them suffering in doing  so?
Consequently he comes to the conclusion that cvil is real and has a real
nature of its own, as it cannot be regarded as merely privation ot being or of

right order.37

C. EVIL AS REAL BUT JUSTIFIED

The idea that evil can be justified refers to the general notion of the
problem of cvil, by asking whether any cvil could be morally justiticd il an
omnipotent, wholly good God cxists. I cvil could be justilicd, accordingly,
good seems 10 be the only criterion appropriate lor justilying it. ‘This is (o say
that the occurrence of cvil should produce good proportionate to that evil,
and that the good cannot be achicved without inflicting that cvil. These are
the conditions by which, according to M.B3. Ahern, cvil can be justified. For
example, Ahern goes on, it is morally justitiable for a motorist to injure onc
person slightly in order to avoid injuring another person seriously, although
he must realize that the first person would never agree with him. Howcever, it
does not mecan that when such an cevil is justified, the agent is blameless in
causing it. His intention to causc an cvil is, in some respect, itsell evil, Pain
which naturally accompanics surgery should not be intended, if the agent is

to bec morally blameless. 38

37 1bid., p. 190.
38 M.B. Ahcern, The Problem of Evil, p. 23
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The idea that non-moral evil or physical evil is rcal but justified, is
generally based on the beliel that evil serves as cither God’s warning to men
in order to acknowledge his power, or is deserved as his punishment for sin.
Physical cvil as God's warning of his power can be explained by the argument
that certain natural calamitics may be intended by God as a reminder to
mankind of his power over the universe. That is to say, God manifests his
power in causing the natural calamitics in the hope that men will respond
through fcar, then subjugate themselves to the power of God by worshipping
him or obeying his commands, and cventually become morally better
individuals by bcehaving respectfully towards God. Generally such a belief is
associated with the religious tradition of the reality of atonement and of
personal imnmrlalily.39
However, it is still a matter of dispute whether natural calamities can
serve the moral purpose of evoking respectful behavior towards God. On the
contrary, such calamitics may result in skepticism or even disbelief in God's
goodness. If God's intention in causing those calamities was in order to
achicve such a purposc, then it is hard to believe that God is both
omnipotent and omniscient. The question can also be posed: why should God
use such physical evils 1o achieve this object instead of choosing the less evil
methods  available to him as a benevolent God?%0  After all, the pains
intlicted outweighs the good achicved. Furthermore, much pain even results
in moral cvils such as a sense of defeat, self pity, selfishness, cringing,
cowardice, terror, cte. Or, as IR, Tennant suggests more precisely :
it is not necessary to suppose that every specific form of suffering

that man undergoces - ¢.g. the agony of tetanus or of cancer - is
antecedently willed by God as a means to some particular end. It

39111 McCloskey. God and Evil, (1974), p. 90,
0 pid.. p.ot.
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can be admitted that excrutiating pains are more severe than they
nced be for evoking virtues such as paticnce and lortitude, and
that to assign them to God's antecedent will would be to attribute
devilishness to the Deity. Morcover, the fact that some human
beings arc born as abortions, as imbecile or insane, scems o be
inexplicable on the view that every form of sulfering is a particular
providence, or an antecedently willed dispensation tor cducating
and spiritually perfecting the person on whom the alfliction falls:
while to suppose that suffering is inflicted on onc person for the
spiritual ﬂlit’icalion of another is again to conccive of God as
immoral.

‘The argument that physical cvil is considered as God’s punishment for
sin often makes reference to natural disasters, such as carthquakes, loods,
volcanic eruptions, and so on. The outstanding example generally referred to
in the past by theologians is the great earthquake that happenced in Lisbon in
the eighteenth century, in which 40,000 pcople were killed. However, it is
still debatable, since there was no a single proof indicating that all victims of
this incident were the sinfu! citizens of Portugal who descerved that paintul
punishment. At the time Voltaire asked: "Did God in this carthquake sclect
40,000 least virtuous of the Portuguese citizens?”.42 Indeed it is impossiblc
to assume that only the sinners were killed, because the victims included
children who were by nature innocent, and cven animals. As a result, that
disastrous earthquake, were we 10 look upon it as God's punishment, was not
proportionately distributed in accordance with the offence of the sufferers.

On the other hand, many physical evils have been inflicted on children
from the moment ol their birth, such as mental defects, blindness,
deformities, ctc. It is impossible to consider that such cvils constitute
punishment, and it is cven injustice to inflict on those innocent children such

retribution.43

41 ER. Tennant, Philosophical Theology (Cambridge: University Press,
1968), Vol. 1, p. 203.

42 1. McCloskey, "God and L.vil,” p. 102,
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Another explanation concerning justifiable evil deals with the idea that
physical cvils arc unavoidable but compensated for in after-life. C.A.

44 indicates that some sufferings are

Campbell, in his cxposition of suftfering,
unavoidable, and cven God himself could not avoid them, since they result
from the operation of natural law, which ultimately has a good effect.
Although such cvils arc unavoidable, God will make up for them by granting
joy in the after-life. Thus, evil is justified, and one should not complain about
it in this life.

As this explanation involves the possibility of compensation in the
after-lifc, it implics that the problem of suffering requires the notion of
immortality in order to be solved. However, not all people are sure that
there is such an atter-life in reality. But, as C.A. Campbell further suggests,
those pcople who accept the possibility of an after-life will hold certain
values not available in thosc who deny it. In reality, the principle of joy
compensating sorrow in our ordinary life is familiar and readily accepted. A
man who has expericnced much suffering in his life does not always complain
that lifc has been "unfair” to him, so long as he can hope that more happiness
and joy will counter-balance and cancel out the sorrows. This simple
principle of compensation, according to C.A. Campbell, is capable of
balancing the sufferings occurring in the earthly life with the joys in the after-
life. 4

Against all those cxplanations, H.J. McCloskey argues that although

undeserved and  unavoidable cvil is compensated for by some joys in after-

B hid.

4 A, Campbell, On Selfhood and Godhood (1.ondon: George Allen &
Unwin, 1957). pp. 301 1.

B .. p. 302.
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life, it is, however, still evil. McCloskey agrees that men do not always
complain about such evil. It is because men are accustomed o injustices in
their life that they can bear the occurrence of evil. They have grown to be
insensitive and have virtually learnt how to withhold their complaints in many
circumstances where they would be entitled to complain. McCloskey has
described this type of reaction:

We are used both to the injustices and to trying to right them in
terms of compensations. Never theless, 1t remains true that even it
he were finally to receive the most lavis®  of compensations, a man
unjustly but unavoidably imprisoned 10r twenty years would be
right in complaining that an evil had been done to him and that it
would have been a better world if he had not had to sulfer
undeservedly in this way. So, too, il God strikes down and kills an
only child, it is no adequatc compensation 4|(l he subscquently
blesses the parents with several other children.*9
The basic difference between both McCloskey and Campbell lics in
how to explain the "alleged unavoidability of cvil.” According to Campbell,
the world with the natural laws it has is a good world, and it is better tor the
world to have them than if it did not; the laws belonging to the world now
are superior o any others we can imagine. The last statcment is principally
to assert that evil, however undeserved it is, is unavoidable and cven the
omnipotent God himself would not be able to remove it. So, a good world is
the world in which there is evil as a result of the operation of the natural
laws.47 For cxample, it is evident that becausc of the functioning ol the law
of gravity certain calamities such as landslides and carthquakes happen,
whose occurrence is absolutely unavoidable.
But, against Campbell's point of view, McCloskey suggests that the

laws of nature are not the laws of corrclation indicating unilormitics. The

laws of naturc are held to govern natural phenomena. Accordingly, it would

46 1. McCloskey, "The Problem of Lvil,” pp. 190-191.
47 CA. C ‘ampbell, On Selfhood and Godhood, p. 29.
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be possible to hope that there could be a better world with fewer evils, in
which we might be able to enjoy more pleasurc and intellectual satisfaction,
in spite of the fact that it is impossible to give a detailed description of such
a world. On the other hand, it is also possible to hope that God could
intervene by way of miracles to reduce and even to eliminate suffering,
instcad of permitting calamitics to endanger the uniformity of nature, which

is by nature guo(l.48

D. MORAI. 1iVIL

Moral cvil is not merely moral fault. More than moral fault, it entails
an cstrangement of God's laws and a rejection of the reality of God's
existence. Nevertheless, it is believed that God, in creating mankind had the
intrinsic lorcknowledge that they would engage in moral evil by committing
actions such as lying or cheating, by being unkind to others, by being callous,
cruel, violent, jcalous, ruthlessly ambition, or by manifesting other
unplcasant traits. ¥ Tt is very common to find these evils in the daily actions
of individuals and it is not at all unusual to blame those who commit them as
sinners. Most theists think that all men, with rare exception, are sinners, and
it is well known that there arc always extraordinarily evil men such as
protessional killers or robbers, transgressors, oppressors, and the like. All of
these phenomena indicate that there is an immense amount of evil which has
1o be explained or justil‘icd.so

John Hick alleges that all these evils originate from sin, which he

48 . McCloskey, "The Problem of Lvil,” p. 191,
49 113, McCloskey. God and Evil, (1974), p. 113,
X 1hid.
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precisely defines as "a disoricntation at the very centre of man's being where
he stands in relationship with the Source and L.ovd of his lite and the
Determiner of his desliny.”S I Phe rcality of sin, as Hick goes on, alfects all
men’s horizontal relationships within the created realm, by which their
sinfulness expresses itself in various kinds of broken and destructive
relationships with human society and naturc. Thus, sinfulness has been
regarded as constituting the kernel of the problem of evil. If it is plausible
that sinfulness is the source of cvils, so it is legitimate to question: "why has
an omnipotent, omniscient, and infinitcly good God permitted sin to
happen?".52

The basic attempt to figurc out this problem relers to the traditional
elaboration of free will. J.L.. Mackic, in his articlc "Lvil and
Omnipotence,"53 reveals that evil is not to be ascribed to God, but rather to
the independent actions of human beings, since God has endowed them with
freedom of the will. The solution proposcd by J.1.. Mackic is very original.
In his solution of this problem he tirst trics to diffcrentiate between certain
sorts of evil, such as pain, misery, anguish, and the like on the one hand,
and cruelty, brutality, savagery, and the likec on the other, on the basis of
their degree of seriousness. Pain is called a fi:st order evil, while cruclty is
of the second order. FLirst order evils arc apparently those which naturally
occur in human life and cause suffering. Sccond order evils are those which
result from certain actions conducted by an agent which cause other's
suffering. Accordingly, it is only first order cvil that can be justitied, since it

may be a logically necessary component of good cvents, such as sympathy,

>l John Hick, Evil and the God of Love, p. 3.
2 Ipid.

>3 J.L. Mackie, "Luvil and Omnipotence,” p. 208.
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kindness, heroism, and the gradual successtul struggle to eliminate cvils. On
the contrary, +ccond order evil cannot be justified, and is ascribed only to
human beings and not to God who holds no responsibility for them.>4

Similarly, McCloskey suggests that since moral evil results from man's
exercise of free will, and frec will itself is held to be of highc« value, it is
claimed that tree will must outweigh not only the existence of moral evil and
the vast amount of physical cvil, but also the cternal suffering of the damned.
So, it is because of free will alone that man always chooses evil and, as a
result, the greatest sufferings endured by men are due to the free acts of
others.>d

But, again, why did a wholly good God give men {ree will knowing
that it would lcad them to commit evils? This is the most crucial question to
be dealt with in discussing the problem of moral evil, and is one that has
caused much dispute amnng theists. Morcover, not all of them agree with
the reality of man's {ree will. Some hold that it is almost unbelicvable that
man is completely free. What man can exercise is only limited free will. It is
frequently realized that man chooses what he does not really wish to. Several
hindrances restrain him from achieving his choice, either because of
miscalculation, lack of knowledge, inability to discover facts, etc.”0 This is a
position as largely held by the adherents of predeterminism,

Disrcgarding this pessimistic point of view, J.I.. Mackie suggests that
men should act freely, since God has given them free will, although it might
lcad them 10 commit some evils. 1t is still better for them to act freely, even

il sometimes they crr in the extent of their {reedom, than to be "innocent

M Ihid.
SRR TN McCloskey, “The Problem of Evil,” p.193.
30 bid.
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automata, acting rightly in a wholly determined wny."57 McCloskey, citing
G.H. Joyce, affirms that man should have the power to choose the wrong in
accordance with God's giving him great privilege in the form of his final
blessedness. This blcsscdness represents the fruit of his eacrtion and is a
reward for his hard-won victory which is a considerably higher achicvement
than it would have been had he received it without any cffort on his part.
Man may not deserve the reward duc to victory without being eaposed to the
possibility of defeat.>S

Free will, therefore, has been vindicated as justitying God's allowing
moral evil to happen. And moral cvil is, then, only a consequence ol the
possibility of defeat, without which man might not gain victory. Moral cvil
exists only by virtue of the hypothesis that there is a tree agent who has the
power to sin or morally to err. God has created man as a very subtle and
clever being, who is by naturc conscious of what he is doing. Unlike a hon,
for instance, which can tear its prey to picees and let it dic in agony, man,
through his conscience, commonly suffers guilt at causing another’s miscry.
And the lion, which has been preordained to act in this way, has no other
choice in treating its prcy.59

Finally, it must be acknowledged that there is no final conscnsus
amongst all theists and scholars in discussing the problem of evil. Fiveryone
holds his own view and has come 10 a conclusion dilferent lrom others, so
long as they ecstablish their argumentation on the basis of intellectual
inference. "We have seen,” writes W.D. Niven at the end of his cxposition ol

good and cvil,

57 J.L. Mackie, "Evil and Omnipotence,” p. 208.
38 H.J. McCloskey, God and Evil, (1974), p. 114,
9 Ibid., p. 116.
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that c¢very proposed  solution either leaves the old question
unanswered or raises new ones. The problem is for human mind
insoluble. However for we may get with an answer, ultimately
"I'here is a veil past which we cannot see’
and the final and lgﬁ complete answer to 'Si Deus bonus, unde
malum?’ lics within.
Nevertheless, the previous eaposition should provide a general notion of the
problem of cvil, and it is hoped that it may provide the groundwork for
examining al-Qadi "Abd al-Jabbar’s thought in discussing his concept of al-
qahih.

In general, it can be said that there are two different points of view
concerning the reality of evil. On the one hand there are some scholars who
say that cvil is rcal and unavoidable, and that thus it is incompatible with the
idca that there is a God who can be belicved to be wholly good and
omnipotent. On the other hand, there are some theists who hold that evil is
merely an illusion and unrcal, or that it is rcal but its reality is justificd as a
means of greater good, or that it is unavoidable in accordance with the idea
that cvil results from the operation of the natural laws, and will be
compensated for in after-lite.

In spitc of the fact that, as J.L. Mackie suggests, none of the
proposcd solutions of the problem of cvil can stand up to criticism, 0! it must
be realized, following A, T.ecerf’s consideration as restated by McCloskey,
that it is presumptuous and arrogant for man to judge God on the basis of
his limited human rcason. low can man, with his limited power, be so
confident of his reasoning as to claim that God is cither imperfect or does

N
not eaist .’(’"

LUV Y Niven, "Good and Evil," p. 324,

01 J 1. Mackic. "Evil and Omnipotence,” p. 212,

ANTH) McClozkey, "The Problem of Lvil,” p. 194,
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CHAPTER 111 :
THE BASIC CONCEPT OF LVIL IN "ABD Al -JABBAR'S THOUGHT

A. THE TRUE NATURE OF AL-QAB]I:I

"Abd al-Jabbar has discusscd the problem of cvil extensively in several
sections of his al-Mughni, mainly in Volume six, Part once, as well as in some
sections of his Sharh al-Usiil al-Khamsah. In both works. he discusses the
problem of evil in its relation with the gencral Mu'tazilite concept of divine
justice, which itself is the central theme of this volume of the Mughni.

In Arabic, to the extent that "Abd al-Jabbiir himsclf’ has eaplored, the
word gabih primarily indicates the acsthetic scnse, and mceans "ugly” or
"repulsive,” referring to a physical quality. Bascd on this idca, the word is
transferred to indicate an ethical quality, such as disgracctul, shameless, and
s0, evil and bad. "Abd al-labbar recognizes this difterence and concludes that
the true nature of al-gabth lies in its cthical scnse, whilst its acsthetic sense
should be considered as metaphorical (majaz).l This implics that "Abd al-
Jabbar's discussion of the problem of cvil concentrates more on moral cevil,
although to some extent he also discusses physical cvils, such as suffering,

. . )
pain, misery and the like.<

1 Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, p. 25; George V. Hourani, Islamic Rationalism:
The Ethics of "Abd al-Jabbar (Oxford: Clarendon, 1971), p. 49. Hourani’s
work will be cited frequently in this chapter, and will be referred to as
Islamic Rationalism.
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Prior to "Abd al-Jabbar, the chiel representative of the ninth
Mu’taziltc generation, Abi Ilashim, had defined al-qabih as "(the act) for
which, taken in isolation, one deserves blame.”> 'This simple definition also
reinforces its sense of moral cvil, since to be or not to be blamed is only
concerning a certain act.

‘The reason for restricting this definition with the phrase "taken in
isolation” is in order to exclude "peccadilloes and white lies by a person who
is on the whole of good character and perl'ormance.”4 Thus, it is to be
understood that we should blame the man only for the act itself, such as
injustice or lying, disrcgarding its context with his general record.” The same
definition is also mentioned in his Sharh, except that he uses the phrase "ala
ba'd al-wujith.” in some aspects, instead ol "idha infarad,” but still for the
same purpose, that is to exclude those peccadilloes, which, in spite of their
evilness, are not in every respect blameworthy. In this case, "Abd al-Jabbar
scems 10 be leaning more towards the Islamic concept of judgement of
human actions, where such actions are either deserving of reward or
punishment in accordance with divine sanction. Therefore, since one who
commits peccadilloes is neither blameworthy nor deserving of any reward, he
is granted pardon for it. Morcover, the definition also serves to exclude the
cvils done by small children or insane people and animals whose evilness is

not to be blamed, except in some respects, such as when it occurs in those

t9

Al-Mughni. vol. X111, p. 229,

‘'

Inna al-qabth ma yastahiqqu bihi al-dhamm idha infarad, translated as
quoted abové from Islamic Rationalism, p. 49. In spite of the fact that
this definition is ascribed to Aba Hashim, the criterion "deserving blame”
is always uscd by "Abd al-Jabbar in discussing the problem of evil.

Al-Mughni. vol. VI:1, pp. 19, 26.; Islamic Rationalism, p. 49.

Al-Mughni, Ihid.. Islamic Rationalism, Ibid.
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who realize what they are doing.6

In addition to the definitions cited above, "Abd al-Jabbar himscll
delines al-qabth as "an act for which, it it occurs in any way on the part of
one who knows it will occur {rom him in that way, and who lets it happen, he
deserves blame, unless there is a restricting reason.”” ‘This definition, not far
apart from the previous ones, cmphasizes that the basic idea of cvil is
something that deserves blame. But it is not clear how one should decide that
an action is blamcworthy. Based on the latter definition, "Abd al-Jabbar
indicates that an action is blameworthy when its cvilness occurs due to the
action of an individual who knows it will occur, but then does not relrain
from that action. In other words, it can be understood that to be
blameworthy the evilness of the action should be based on the real knowledge
or the consciousness of the docr. Thus, the knowledge or consciousness of
the agent is to be considered as the basic condition of an act being
blameworthy. However, there is another restriction for the latter definiiion:
for an act to be blameworthy, it must be an avoidable one, for the agent
cannot be blamed when it is impossible for him to avoid it, as can bhe
understood {rom idha lam yamna minhu mani’, or "unless there is a

restricting reason.”

6 Sharh al-Usil al-Khamsah, p. 41. There scems to be an obscurity in the
last Sentence, as it is cvident that children and insanc people would not
realize whether or not their actions arce cvil, and thus they cannot be fully
demanded for their responsibility.

7 Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, p. 26; Hourani, islamic Rationalism, p. .
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15. SOML, ASPECTS UNDER WHICH AN ACT MAY BE CALLED
1-VII,

In my turther discussion of "Abd al-Jabbar's concept of evil, I will often
reter to Tourani's Islamic Rationalism, the most recent study of “Abd al-
labbar's cthical thought, which provides a pattern for exploring "Abd al-
Jabbar's al-Mughni and his discussion of the problem of evil. According to
Hourani, "Abd al-Jabbar's main concern in discussing the concept of al-qabih
is Lo maintain the objectivity of value, and in doing so to counteract the views
ol the subjectivists, his main opponents, who held that the values of actions
arc determined exclusively by the will of God.8 “Abd al-Jabbar, in supporting
his call for an objective approach to the subject, states: "the
blameworthiness of a particular act is a fact that cannot be alterable by the
wishes, utterances, thoughts, or leelings of any spectator or judge, even if he
be God Himsell”? As a Mu'tazilite, "Abd al-Jabbar supported the general
concept of this school, that natural reason can serve as a sufficient source of
cthical knowledge. This means that man has the capability to know the right
and the good by his own unaided intellect, and even to define them,
independently of the divine will. 10 Thus, as the human intellect is inheritently
capable of recognizing the right and the good independently of the divine
will, good and cvil arc objective. Man can grasp the good or evil of actions
as he grasps "dircctly perceived phenomena” (al-mudrakat). "We know at
once that injustice, lying and ingratitude are cvil, just as we know straight

away that justice, truthtulness, and gratitude are good.”“

8 Istamic Rationalism, p. 3.
O Ibid.. p. 51.
1O shid.. p. 3.
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However, in the chapter "The explanation of how an act becomes evil

. 12
or good or obligatory, 12

"Abd al-Jabbar mentions that an cvil can be cither
‘rational” (al-qaba’ih al-aqliyah) or "juridical" (al-qaba’ih al—.\'luu’i.\'ah).l3
Rational evil defines an act that becomes cvil because ol its own peculiar
characteristics, not because of its relationship with other factors. This type of
evil is like wrongdoing or injustice (;ulm),14 lying (kiddhb), willing cvil
(iradat al-qabih), commanding cvil (amr al-qabih), ignorance (al-jahl), and
imposing unperformable obligation (taklif ma la yutag). Fach onc of these
acts is evil, such as in the casc of injustice, for instance, because of its being
injustice alone, not because it is committed by a certain agent, or, as said
previously, because of its relationship with other things.

I'urthermore, there must be something peculiar to cach one of these
"rational evils" which makes it different from the other evils. For instance,
there must be particular things that make injustice what it is, rather than

make it lying or pointless, ctc. Furthermore, "it must differ from good by a

11 pric L. Ormsby, Theodicy in Islamic Thought: The Dispute over ul-

Ghazali's "Best of All Possible Worlds” (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1984), p. 233, citing from Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, pp. 58, 61.

12 Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, pp. 57-60.
13" Hourani does not make any clarification of this al-gaba’ih al-sharivah,
cxcept that he mentions as "the evil of Law.” (Islamic Rauonalism, p.
70). As he refers to the same passage of the Mughni, it can be assumced
that what hc mcans with “"the cvil of I.aw" is that al-qaba ih al-shariyah.
But with regard to a few examples given in both the Mighni and the
Muhit, we may conjccture it as "an cvil resulting from disobeying or
tran'sg'rcssing the religious law (shartah),” "juridical evil” or "cvil in the
legal sense.” This agrecs with an allusion made by Hourani “"the evil of
the Laws (c.g. ncglect of prayers).”

14 pic L. Ormsby, while discussing the Problem of the Optimum, indicates
that zulm, according to Mu'tazilitcs, means "injustice” as the opposite of
al-adl. Of course, as he turther cxplains in his note, zulm may denote
wrongdoing in gencral, but it is used particularly ol {yrannous wrong.
This 1s in contrast with [lourani who maintains the use of "wrongdoing”

for zulm throughout his book. Sce, Ormsby, Theodicy n  Islamic
Thought, p. 227.
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reality (hagiqah) by which it is scparated from i.13
On the contrary, the “juridical evil" (al-qgabth al-shariyah) are acts
that become evil because of their relationship with other things. For example,
as 'Abd al-Jabbar says in the Muhit, it describes an act that incites
(somcone) to commit rational cvil or to renounce some obligations.
Unlortunately, “Abd al-Jabbar gives no further explanation of this "juridical
cevil,” except by restating the same idea in the Muhit with a suggestion that
the "juridical evil” should be understood in its gencral outlook. For example,
il God forbids us from doing a certain act, or ordains the Prophet to forbid
us from it, we should understand that if the act were not corrupt there would
not be such a prohibition. However, as we have only to adopt the general
knowledge of it, ignorance of such a detailed account of that "juridical evil” is
not considered as a defect on our part.16
In any case, "Abd al-Jabbar's main concern in dealing with evil is to
prove that it is objective. More than conforming to the defining formula
"deserving or not deserving blame,” an evil act must have distinguishing
attributes beyond that bare defining character which determines it as evil
rathcee than go()d.” Accordingly, there arc several grounds upon which we
can basc our knowledge of what makes cvil things evil, and what makes their
agent deserving or undeserving of blame. Restating what "Abd al-Jabbar
wriles in the Mughni, Hourani cxplains: “If 'rational evil' such as
wrongdoing and lying is distinguished by some property peculiar to it, there

must be something that makes it like that, cvil rather than good, and makes it

15 Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, p. 56; Islamic Rationalism, p. 63.
16 Kicah al-Majmii I al-Muhit bi al-Taklif, ¢d. by J.J. Houben (Beirut:
Matbaat al-Kathalikiyah, 1965), vol. 1, p. 235.

17" Istamic Rationalism, p. 62,
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rather than another thing evil"18
But before we proceed to discuss these grounds, it is usetul o note
that some grounds which make cvil things cvil are claborated in the negative
mode. This 1s what we find in "Abd al-Jabbir's discussion of this issue in the
Mughni, where he repudiates his opponents’ points ol view, belore he
explains his own. On the whole, there are four aspects which should be
rejected as grounds of evil, i.e., (1) An cvil thing is evil not because of its
genus (/'ins),l() existence or generation; (2) It is not because of the existence
of a detecrmining cause (ma'na) or the cessation of a cause; (3) It is not
because of certain states (ahwal) of its agent, such as being generated,
subjected, obliged (mukallaf), dominated, or subdued by God; (4) It is not
because of being prohibited or forbidden. The details of these four aspects
will be dcalt with in what follows, by rcferring to the Mughni as well as

) )
Hourani's work."o

1. In stating that an cvil thing is cvil not because ol its genus (Jins),
existence, or generation, "Abd al-Jabbar explains that there are no genus of
acts which may not be good if they occur with a certain aspect (ala wajh)
and evil if they occur with other than that aspect; so that we cannot judge

any genus of act in abstraction (bi-mujarradih) as cvil or good. For example,

18 1pid.

19 Hourani might have been mistaken in translating the word jins with
"species.” According to Ldward W. Lane, jins mcans "genus, kind or
general class, comprising undecr it scveral specics or sorts.” Sce, Fdward
W. l.ane, Arabic-English Lexicon (l.ondon & Jidinburgh: Williams
Norgate, 1974), Book I, p. 470. Here I will use "genus” for the meaning
of jins.

Islamic Rationalism, pp. 64-69. "Abd al-Jabbar's claboration of this issuc
is dispersed in several chapters (al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, pp. 77-114) which
are not specifically devoted to examining these aspects. It is Hourani
who has systematized them in such an orderly exposition.
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Abd al-Jabbar considers that pain and injury are not cevil in every instance of
their genus that occurs, because they can be just, and theretore not evil,
when they are accompanicd by benefits or are deserved. lFurthermore, in
another passage in the Mughni, he also states that injustice is not evil by
virtue of its genus. At tirst glance, this seems to contradict the idea that
injusticc is cvil simply because of its very nature, as has been previously
indicated to maintain its objectivity. This appears to show inconsistency on
"Abd al-labbar's part. But it is not true il we try to understand "Abd al-
Jabbar's idca more carefully. As Hourani further explains, injustice as a
genus s "a large class which is not referred to as a species in itsclf; the
specics arc the kinds ol pain, injury, ctc.,'which have a common character
that can be described in natural, non-value term."?'l Thus, injustice is not evil
because of the genus of act of which it is composed, like inflicting pain,
speaking in anger, cte., but, as has been stated before, simply because of its
being injustice.  In the Mughni "Abd al-Jabbar writes: “"Know that if
wrongdoing is cvil because ol its species, every injury and pain is evil. And
as to our knowledge that there is something good in it, it is evident that such
an idea is incorrect.”22
In the previous discussion, Hourani uses the word "species” for the
meaning ol s, However, in addition to this term, “Abd al-Jabbar also uscs
the words “avn. or hi-avnihi for the same purpose. Hourani further examines
the word “avn by relerring 10 AM. Goichon's Lexique de la langue
philosophique d'lbn Sina (Paris, 1938). in which it is said :
... IUis true that the word “ava does not itsc!t mean "specics”;

but in the eapression li-"avnihi meaning "because of its essence” we
have 1o ask, "the essence of what?’, and the context here gives

21 .. pPp. 04-65.
M
== Al-Mughni. vol. VI:1, p. 77.
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"the essence of the spccics."23

Actually, it is not "Abd al-Jabbar himscll who uses the words “avn. or
li<aynihi for the meaning of genus, but rather he quotes it from his master,
Abu "Ali al-Jubba't, who holds that "not 1o know God (al-jahl bi-Allah) is
evil because of its genus (h-"avnihi).” This expression was then used by “Abd
al-Jabbar's opponents to arguc against the former’s point of view dealing with
the objectivity of injustice. "Il not to know God (al-jahl bi-Allah) is cvil
because of its genus (li-'aynihi), it must be possible to say that injustice is
evil because of its gcnus.”24

*Abd al-Jabbar also states that no cvil thing is cevil because of its
existence. There is a simple rcason for this, i.c. it would lcad us to say that
every existent being is cvil, which is obviously falsc. There is no further
explanation given by “Abd al-Jabbar dealing with the significance ol the last
argument. In the same passage, "Abd al-Jabbar turther explains that an cvil
thing is not evil because of its lack of eaistence or because of its being non-
existent, because its evilness is only peculiar to its state of being existent. 2
In dealing with this point of view, Hourani suggests that there is a slight,
perhaps indirect influence from Nco-platonic thought through the books ol
al-Farabi and the treatises of the Tkhwan al-Sala’, as well as other writings
circulating in Iraq and Iran during his age, although it might be supposed
that “Abd al-Jabbir did not fully realize this. 20

Another aspect which is rejected by "Abd al-Jabbar as a ground tor

defining an act as cvil is that an cvil thing cannot be cvil because of its being

23 Islamic Rationalism, p. 64.
24 Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, p. 78.
25 Ibid., p. 80.

26 slamic Rationalism, p. 65.
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generated (muhdath). The reason s that it would imply that everything
gencerated is cevil, and this too is surcly false. "Abd al-Jabbar further explains
that if ¢vil were Lo be depeadent on generation, it would only happen in the
temporal sphere; but injustice, lor instance, even though it does not happen
in the cternal sphere, is believed to exist in it. Thus, there is no cssential

27

corrclation between cevil and genceration.

2. An evil thing is not cvil because of a determining cause (mana) or the
cessation ol a cause. "Abd al-Jabbar asserts that certain cvils, such as
injusticc and lying arc not cvil because of the mana or the determining
causc, but rather because of their own being.  An extensive study concerning
the meaning ol ma'na as a techrical term in Mu'tazilite theology, has been
made by Richard M. Irank. In it he suggests its meaning as "an immediate,
L ‘ . 8 ) e e
intrimsic causal determinant, or, as Iourani trics to simplity, "an internal
. W9 Ce C

determining cause or a ground.”=” In short, injustice or lying is evil because
of its own being, independent of other conditions. "It lying needed a ma'na
to make it evil, the ma'na might conceivably occur with truthfulness and
makce it evil; or conversely lying might occur without the ma'na, and then it
would be goml."m

It scems difficult to understand what is meant by mana in this

conteat, without considering the examples which "Abd al-Jabbar provides to

illustrate it As a determining cause, the ma'na is excmplified by “will" and

21 Al-Mughni. vol. VI:1, pp. 68-69; Islamic Rationalism, p. 65.

W N . N 0 . g .
=% Richard M. Irank, "al-Ma'na: Somce Reflections on the Technical
Meanings ol the ‘Ternn in the Kalam and its use in the Physics of
Muammar.” Journal of the American Oriental Society, vol. 87, (1967),
153
p- 253,

A .
2 Istamie Ratonalism, P. 06.

A Al-Mughni. vol. NV1:L, pp. 67-68; Islamic Rationalism, p. 66.
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"aversion” (al-iradah wa al-karahah). 1n a chapter entitled "The evil thing is
not evil because of the will or aversion” "Abd al-Jabbar ceaplains that in
accordance with his principal axiom. injustice is evil only when it is known to
be harmful, to havc no benefit, to not repel injury or to be undescrved.
Therefore, il an act were cvil because of one's will, its evilness could not he
known without knowing whether or not it is willed.  Furthermore, it evil acts
were evil because of the will, then acts could be good when they occurred
involuntarily, or without anybody's will 31

Besides the will, "Abd al-Jabbar also mentions knowledge (al-ilm) as
another example of a determining cause which makes an act evil. But, as it

is more than only a ma'na, knowledge is admissibly regarded as a condition

(shart) by which an agent deserves blame, because it is possible for man to
use it to avoid cvil. And it is not admissible for man to be blamed when it is
impossible for him to prevent himselt from doing evil, because it is as though
he were to do something undcer constraint, or as a result of prc:s‘:~'.llrc.32
Another word used by "Abd al-labbar to demonstrate the meaning ol
ma'na is the word illah. In Volume Xill of the Mughni it is said that
injusticc is not evil because of its “illah, because il that were so, it would
cease to be evil when the “illah is absent.33 Indeed "Abd al-Jabbar wants to
assert that if the ground for cvil (injustice, lying) were dependent on another
ground, it would not be the ground at all, which is not the case, because the
character of injustice and lying is itsclf sutficicnt grounds lor the cvilness ol

an act. In addition, there is another objection for suggesting the sccond

3L Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, p. 81.
32 Ibid., p. 82.
33 Al-Mughni, vol. X111, pp. 288-289.
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ground, that it would lcad us to an infinite serics of simultaneous ma‘imi.34
An cvil act is not evil because of the cessation of a cause or because
of its lack of existence, because its cevilness is peculiar to the state of its
existence. In addition, "Abd al-Jabbar suggests that it is incorrect to define an
act as ¢vil because of its lack of another ma'na, because every conceivable
ma'na is alrcady conveyed in it, and thus, acts such as injustice or lying

cannot be deprived of their evil character.3?

3. Another argument rejected by “Abd al-Jabbar is that an act is not evil
because of certain states (ehwal) present in the agent, such as being
generated, owned, subjected, obliged, dominated, or subdued by God. The
ahwal, as indicated by the examples above, reler to permanent states of the
agent in relation to another being. "Abd al-Jabbar's objection to such an idea
may be duc to the beliel held by the Ash’arites that man's subjection to God
makes it possible for him to be cvil, because he is capable of disobeying a
good master to whom he owes obedience. 36

In his refutation, "Abd al-Jabbar suggests that an attempt to connect
cvil with the states (ahwal) is of the usual character: that if it were so, all
human acts alike would be evil, because they proceed from beings in the
same relation of subjection to God.37 In addition, the agent’s status of being
generated or subjected s irrelevant to the value of the acts, like his being a

a0
body, tall, a substance, cte.38

Islamic Rationalism, p. 66.

35 Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, p. 80.

36 tslamic Rationalism, p. 67.
37 Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, p. §7.
K

Ibtd... p. 89.
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By making such a statement “Abd al-Jabbar wants (0 ecmphasize that it
the status of the agent resulted in a ditference in the cthical value ol an act,
it would be admissible to say that injustice done by the prophets or angels or
even God was not evil.3 But “Abd al-Jabbar also acknowledges that it is
possible for God to inflict pain on innocent children, and that this should not
be considered as cvil because there is always a difference ol circumstances,
such as that God will grant compensation in the next lite. %

Closcly associated with all the above explanations concerning the
status of the agent is the condition of being under prohibition which will be
dealt with in the following scction. In a similar way, “Abd al-labbar also
proves that God's acts arc not good or obligatory (wajib) because of his
status as Lord and commandcr. He suggests that the goodness of God be
judged by the same standard as that of men, which should not be different
because of the status and power of the ag,cnl.41 This is the principal doctrine
held by the Mu'tazilites against their theological adversarics, the Asharites.
The Asharites maintain that human acts arc made good only by being

commanded by God, which, in fact, would lcad them to a difficulty with

39 Ibid., p. 125.
40 Ihis idea scems to be very significant in “Abd al-Jabbar's thought as an
attempt to "justily” the reality of suffering undescrvedly inflicted upon
mankind, as will be discussed later. Howcever, although this was not
disputed by any of his contemporarics, this explanation would not bhe
accepted casily today. As has been discussed in the previous chapter,
we must ask oursclves: couldn’t God, the most wise and most powerlul
being, choose an casicr way other than intlicting pain on the innocent
children in order to give them reward? In modern times it is hard to
belicve that such an act of inflicting pain is duc to God's interest in
granting reward. A hedonist, for instance, would reject such an idea,
since they hold that a life without pain is more desirable than a lite with
it.  Scc Anthony O'llcar, Experience, Fxplanation and Faith: An
Introduction to the Philosophy of Religion (1.ondon: Routledge & Kegan
Paul, 1984), p. 202.

41 Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, pp. 59-60); Islamic Rationalism, p. 109,
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regard to their understanding of the goodness of God's acts. If God's acts are
said 0 be good in the same sense as that of human acts, it will imply that
they arc good for the obedience of a certain command. But if they are said to
he good lor a reason other than a command,

they must allow in the same way that His act may be evil for a

rcason other than a prohibition, and their doctrine that our evil -

acts arc cvil because of prohihiti% would not stand in the way of
the acts ot the Eaalted being evil ™=

‘Thus, "Abd al-Jabbar prcsumes that there is no proof that God's status
as Lord and Master of the universe in itself makes his acts good. If his status
of being Lord and Master were the criteria of his goodness, there would be
no guarantce that he has not punished the Prophets and rewarded the
Pharaohs, told lics, punished the obedicnts, and commanded the pointless
acts, since all of them could be performed through God's exercise of his
mastery and powcr.43 Based on this idea, "Abd al-Jabbar has emphasized
that things do not ditler in their essential natures in this world and beyond, a
good act is good regardless of agent, and an evil act is evil regardless of
ngcnt.44 Or, as aflo indicated somewhere else:

We shall demonstrate that this matter (ethical value) does not
differ according 1o agents, and that the judgement in this sphere

on the acts of the lj‘g:rnal Exalted One is the same as the
judgement on our acts.

4. An act is not evil because of its being prohibited or forbidden. According
o "Abd al-Jabbar, cvil is not cvil simply because it is forbidden (manhiy,

mahznr). Otherwise it would result in the incorrect consequence, that if evil

42
43

Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, p. 107; Islamic Rationalism, p. 109.
Islamic Rationalism, ibid.

Ormsby. Theodicy in Islamic Thought, p. 236, citing from the Mughni,
vol. X1V, p. 13.

Al-Mughni. vol. VI:1, pp. 59-00; Islamic Rationalism, p. 69.
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mcans forbidden, any forbidding will make an act evil, regardless of who
forbids it, cither man or God. Furthermore, it would be also possible for an
act to be at one and the same time ordered by God but forbidden by man,
which implics that it would be obligatory and evil at the same time, two
incompatible possihililiws.46

But his opponents claim that "evil means forbidden” is not a complete
definition of evil, because it must be ascribed as "forbidden by God.” And
because of God's status as divine Lord and Master, his prohibition must be
different from that of man, and thus God’s prohibition is authoritative,
causing the act thus prohibited to be cvil. Against this objection, “Abd al-
Jabbar says that if God were to forbid us from being grateful or acting justly,
or even to forbid us from knowing and believing in him, all these acts would
be evil according to that definition, which is absolutely unrcasonable. 47 In
another passage we can find another cquivalent answer: it God were to do
wrong, that would (really) be evil of Him, yet we do not say in His case that
He is forbidden to do it."*8 ‘This is another assertion made by "Abd al-Jabbar
i.e. that evil is somcthing objectively knowable, and not mercly because
determined by any prohibition. The principle held by "Abd al-Jabbar is that
there are cthical qualities inherent in acts, over and above being commanded
or l‘orbidden.49 Thus, if God commands some act to be dong, it is because
the act is itsclf good; and conversely, it God forbids somcthing, it is because
it is wreng or evil. Here is, then, the real point of ditlerence between "Abd

al-Jabbar and his opponents, who hold that good or cvil is detinitely

46 Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, p. 102.
7 Ibid., p. 104.
B Ihid., p. 28; islamic Rationalism, p. 27.

9 Islamic Rationalism, p. 56.
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determined by God's command or prohibition.

For further clarification, it is worthwhile noting "Abd al-Jabbar's
cxamination of the meaning of command as the opposite of prohibition.
Command, according to him, does not necessarily indicate that an act
commanded is obligatory (wa@jib), but rather represents information that
somcone wants something done by another person. Although it can still be
argucd that command may specify what is to be done in as much detail as
required, yet it does not mean to specify it in the way of obligation. "The
character of an act of being obligatory is different from being commanded.”
What makes an act obligatory is not its being commanded but rather its own
attribute. The same thing can be said for prohibition. Accordingly, "Abd al-
Jabbar suggests that God's command indicates that the commanded thing is
advantageous (salah) while God's prohibition indicates that the prohibited
thing is detrimental (fasad). Both are indications of the real characters of
the two acts, but do not necessitate the goodness of the one and the evilness
ol the other.51

There is still another suggestion given by "Abd al-Jabbar, to the effect
that if cvil means forbidden by God, one cannot know it as evil without
knowing that it is prohil)ilcd.S:2 ‘The real fact is, as Hourani tries to restate
*Abd al-Jabbar’s eaplanation :

anyonc can understand an ethical truth e.g. the cvilness of lying
without necessarily knowing the source of that truth - that evilness

comes from being forbidden - just as we can ggmw the existence of
a thing without any knowledge ot its creator.

George I. Hourani, "Divine Justice and Human Reason in Mu'tazilite
Ethical Theology” in Ethics in Islam, cd. by Richard G. Houvannisian
(Malibu, Calitornia: Undena Publications, 1983), p. 78.

SU Al-Mughni. vol. VI:1, p. 103.

32 bid.. p. 110,
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Corresponding to the definition “evil means forbidden” is "good means
commanded.” So that, if thc opponents insist that God's acts cannot be evil
because there was no Lord above him to forbid them, this doctrine in reality
raises difficulties about the meaning of the goodness of God's acts, However,
it is evident that God is not subject to any command, and that nothing can be
commanded of him. And if it is said that God's acts arc good for a rcason
other than a command, they must allow in the same way that his acts can be
evil for a reason other than a prohibition.54

The last explanation is also used by "Abd al-Jabbar to repudiate his
opponents’ argument that some evils forbidden and obligations prescribed in
God's revelation are not recognizable by rcason, which implics that cvil or
obligation is solely made by God's prohibition and command.”® On the
contrary, "Abd al-Jabbar suggests that there is always an intelligible reason
for the thing prohibited and commanded in revelation, accessible in principle
to our intelligence. This is in accordance with the idea conveyed in one of
the Qur'anic verses: "Verily God has cnjoined justice, the doing ol good,
and the giving of gifts to your relatives; and forbidden indecency, impropricty
and oppression. He warns you so that you may remember.” (Q.S. 16:‘)()).5(’
Thus, God refers to these things as real virtues and vices, with their own

characters, prior to being commandcd or pmhil)ilcd.57

53 Islamic Rationalism, p. 60.
4 Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, p. 107; Sharh al-Usal al-Khamsah, pp. 311-312;
Islamic Rationalism, p. 61. ' )

55
56

Islamic Rationalism, p. 57.

The translation of this verse is referred to Ahmed Ali, Al-Quran: A
Contemporary Translation (Princcton: Princcton University Press, 1984).
I will use this translation throughout in citing the Qur'anic verses.

57 Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, p. 113; Islamic Rationalism, p. 57.
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Having discussed the negative grounds of cevils, in which we can see
"Abd al-Jabbar's refutation of his opponents’ idea, we can proceed now to
discuss the positive grounds of evil as seen by our author. The word
"ground.” which is variously expressed by the terms ma'na, wajh, or “illah, in
its strici sense means:

the total character of an act which renders it evil, its internal
ma'na or “illah as contrasted on one side with the defined meaning
of "evil” and on the other side with the %réma facie aspects which
in some cascs go to make up the ground.

"Abd al-Jabbar's cxposition of these grounds can be found particularly
under the chapter "A Detailed account of the grounds on which evil things
are cvil,"s() n which he mentions the major grounds of evil, although he does
not claim to be providing a complete list of them. These grounds, which he
calls here wujith, are injustice (zulm), gratuitousness (abath), lying (kidhb),
ingratitude for a tavour (kufr al-ni'mah), ignorance (jahl), willing cvil (iradat
al-qabih), commanding cvil (amr al-qabih), and imposing unattainable
obligation (taklif ma la yutaq).

With less claborate exposition, "Abd al-Jabbar cites some examples in
order to make clear how these grounds act as the internal ma'na (plural :
ma'ant) tor cvil. "Abd al-Jabbar draws examples of some neutral acts and
eaplains how they become evil in accordance with one or more of these
grounds. Speech, for instance, as a neutral act can be evil because it is
pointless, or is a command of evil, or because it is lying. Here, "Abd al-
Jabbar posits pointlessness, commanding evil, and lying altogether as the

grounds of the cvilness of speech. The will, in the same way, can be evil

because it is pointless, a will for evil, a will to fulfill an unattainable

)
S8 Istamic Rattonalism, p- 69.

> Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, pp. 61-69.
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obligation, or will for deceiving or cheating.  Beliet can also be evil when it is

based on ignorancc or on supposition without any evidence. Thus, ignorance
is the real ground for the evilness of belief. One more example deserving of
mention is that pain is not itsclf ¢vil, exeept that it be the result of an act
which is pointless or an act ot injusticc. On this last point "Abd al-Jabbar
elaborates somewhat further, as will be discussed below.

However, “Abd al-Jabbar unfortunately doces not attempt a detailed
explanation of each of these grounds in the above mentioned chapter. 'Thus
just as Hourani tries to do, wec have to refer to some other parts of the
Mughni as well as the Sharh and the Muhit in order to reconstruct “Abd al-
Jabbar's theories. But as these grounds are discussed in vast and scattered
passages of "Abd al-Jabbar's works, it would be sufticient to circumscribe this
account 1o injustice, pointlessness, lying, and the will for evil. These four
grounds are the most frequently referred to by “Abd al-Jabbar in  his

exposition of the problecm of cvil.

1. Injustice

Injustice (zulm) is thc most prominent ground of cvil. "Abd al-Tabbar
defines it as "evil injuries done to another pcrson.”(’o In contrast to the
reference in the Qur'an which indicates that it is possible for pcople to do
wrong to thcmsclvc.s‘,61 this detinition stresses its social character, because it
excludes acts done to oncself.02

There is another definition of injustice, taken from "Abd al-Jabbar's

60 Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, p. 50.

61 For instance by the¢ Qur'anic expression "they wrong themselves” in
several verses, like 2:57; 3:117; 4:97; 16:28, ctc.
62

Islamic Rationalism, p. 70.
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discussion of the essential nature of wrong, where he writes @ "The essential
naturc ol wrong is any injury without benefit exceeding it or repulsion of
harm greater than it. which is not deserved and not thought to have any of

63 [y clarify this statement, "Abd al-Jabbar

these (good-making) aspects.
clsewhere gives an example of one who injures another person, personitied
by Zayd and "Amr. I, in the case ol Zayd's intlicting injury on "Amr the
latter docs not deserve it, or the former has no right to punish him, or it is
not for the purpose of sclf defense or even for “Amr's benefit, this injury is
cvidently wmng.(’4 From this example, we know that injury or harm is not a
prima facie evil. What makes it cevil is because it is inflicted wrongly, and not
lor a beneticial purpose or undeservedly. Morcover, there is an intelligible
component of this injustice, that is, injury (darar) or harm (madarrah), two
synonymous words which are defined as "any pain or sorrow, or thing
productive ol them, when they do not bring about benefit outweighing i.705
But, more than only inllicting pain, the injurious act can include disobedience
to God, because it leads to punishment, as well as feeding someone with
delicious but poisonced food, because it results in dcalh.66

However, it must be realized that injustice and injury are not on the
same level in terms of evil, That is because injury is not only a ¢ *mponent of

injustice,  but also a component of other grounds of % such as

>

67 (On

pointlessness, the other hand, injury is only a prin-e fu-ie evil

63 Al-Mughni. vol. X111, p. 298,
™ Ibid.. p. 306.

Al-Mughni. vol. X1V, p. 41 Islamic Rationalism, p. 71.
00 Ihid.

O Al-Mughni . vol. X111, p. 298.
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componcent of evil acts. because it can be neutralized by other tactors. 08 1y
the case of pain (al-alam) and its relation to injury, it can be undeistood that
pain is a species of injury. Thus, injury has a broader sense than pain,
because pain is an intrinsic state of fecling. But Hourani shows that both
injury and pain are independent but overlapping species ol prima fucie evil,
which can also become the components of injustice and pointlessness. Yet, it
ix still conceivable that pain, like injury, can be cvil only through not being a
causc of benelit, repulsion of greater injury, or descerved mmishmcnl.(‘() In
short, pain is cvil when it is wrong or pointlcss.7()

"Abd  al-Jabbar's conception that inflicting pain is cvil only as a
componcent of injustice or pointlessness is in fact not his own, but rather was
adopted Irom his masters. But his assertion in the Mughni that the pain ol
hard study is good, even il it doces not result in the real suceess of oblaining

knowlcdgc,7 !

shows that actually he did not maintain the consistency ol his
argument, since such pain is pointless, and therefore must be evil, ‘This is in
accordance with "Abd al-Jabbar’s principle that pain, like injury, is evil only
when it does not bring about benefit or does not lunction as iepulsion of
greater injury or as a descrved punishment.

Another discussion in the realm ol injustice as a ground ol cvil dcals
with the fact that some acts may lead to benetit as well as to injury. Abd al-
Jabbar, in this casc, suggests that the problem can be solved by comparing
both the benefit and injury, to sce which one is greater than the other. If the

injury is greater, it is as il the act does not lead to benelit. On the contrary,

68 Islamic Rationalism, p. 72.

69 Al-Mughni, vol. X111, pp. 228, 297.

70 Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, p. 63; Islamic Rationalism, p. 72.
TV Al-Mughni, vol. X111, p. 293.




75
il the benetit s greater. it s as if the injury does not happen. Another
possibility is 11 the proportion between them is not ascertainable, it can be
decided by employing our personal judgement and estimation, by considering
how much suttering the act may risk, as well as how much injury will be for
its consequence. And it the benefit s estimated to be greater than both

: . 2T
together, the act will not be judged as evil. 72
2. Gratuitousness or pointlessness (al-"abath).

[ess  eatensive than his discussion of injustice, ~Abd al-Jabbar's
claboration of gratuitouness as a ground of cvil states that a thing can be evil
because it is pointless, independently of any injustice, as has been alluded in
the previous part ot this section. THis discussion of this issue is scattered
throughout scveral  chapters, and  ¢even overlapping  with  other  subjects,
mainly with injustice (zulm). Thus we do not find a special chapter devoted
o discussing the nature ol gratuitousness as a ground of evil. The most
significant exposition ol it is in a chapter entitled "Injury may be evil because

n73 which is in fact not meant to

it is gratuitous, cven though it is not wrong,
serve as a complete discussion of gratuitousness alone. In the beginning of
this discussion "Abd al-Jabbar gives an cxample of gratuitousness by stating:
A man allows another person o beat him, on condition that the
beater compensates him with something more advantageous to him
than not being beaten. The agreed acts are carried out, no wrong
has been done. yet the bealing is %ll ... because it 1s useless
(pointless): no other reason possible.
There are two other examples, but all suggest the same notion, and

scem to be trivial or strange, as they never happen in our every day life. But

~J
T3

Al-Mughni, vol. X1V, pp. 26-27.

~J
‘.

Al-Mughni, vol. X111, pp. 312-315.

M 1bid., p. 312: Islamic Rationalism, p. 75.
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the idea is to clarify how the act of beating. which is not cvil because it is
compensated, is pointiess. Based on this idea, “Abd al-Jabbar makes an
analogy describing how il God were to inflict pain upon someone without any
consideration (i‘lib(‘lr),75 it would be evil, not because it is wiong, ( sulm) as
God will compensate him with a certain reward, but becausce it is |minllcss.7(‘
As God, the most wise, is believed never o do anything pointless, his
inflicting pain upon men must have an intelligible purpose, either that God
will compensate him with a greater joy or a reward, or that pain is deserved
as a punishment.

But, is it truc that God may inflict pain upon men? “Abd al-labbar
admits that this is so. In a chapter entitled "It is right for God to inllict
pain,"77 "Abd al-Jabbar explains that as inflicting pain is one ol the species of
acts that is possible for us 1o do, inflicting pain is also permissible (vajiz) for
God, because God is able to do every species of act he is permitted to. In
the following chapter entitled "In the affirmation that God inflicts pain” "Abd
al-Jabbar explains further how such pain is inflicted by God. "Abd al-Jabbar
establishes his argument by drawing an analogy with God's power over
natural phenomena such as color and his ability to sct distant things in
motion. According to his point of view, man cannot do anything with these
phenomena. And when these two things happen, ncither of which can be

}
done by man, it must be God who causes them to happcn.% But the main

75 A note made by "Abd al-Karim “Uthman, the cditor of’ Sharh al-Usal al-
Khamsah, shows us that according to “Abd al-Jabbar God's inflicting pain
must produce somc i‘tibar, which prompts men to perform their
obligations and persuades them to abandon the cvils. Sce Sharh al-Usial

al-Khamsah, p.493.
76 Al-Mughni, vol. X111, pp. 312, 229.
7T Ibid., p. 366.

78 Ihid., p. 367. For further discussion dealing with thosc natural
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concern ol “Abd al-Jabbar scems to be his assertion  that although 1t s
admitted that God can intlict pain upon man, such an act cannot be
considered as evil, because it is neither wrong nor pointless. This, as "Abd al-
labbar suggests, reinforces his rejection of the idea of the predestinarians
that somcthing is cevil because it is forbidden, or because of the status of the
ugcnl.7() This mcans that God’s inflicting pain is not ¢vil, not because it is
done by God above whom there is no Lord to forbid him, but because of an
objective reason, that is, because it is not wrong or pointless.

In addition, to hold that God never does something pointlessly also
means to maintain his justice. In his interpretation of the Qur'anic verse "Do
you think We created you for nothing, and that you will not return to Us?”
(OQ.S. 23:ll5),80 ‘Abd al-Jabbar asserts that this verse must be brought to
indicate God's justice. It means that as pointlessness is contrary (o the
mcaning of divine justice, God will never act or create something "for
nothing.” However, there is no further explanation how divine justice is
fulfillcd by climinating gratuitousness. But in general, as to maintain that
God is just means to affirm that all his acts are good and that he does no
wrong at all (as will be discussed later), it can be understood that since

>
pointlessness is cvil, there is none of his acts which is pomiless.bl

phcnomena which come into being only because of God, see, among the
others, al-Mughni, vol. 1X, pp. 87-93; Judith K. Hecker, "Reason and
Responsibility’ pp. 246-263.

" Al-Mughni, vol. X111, p. 368.
80 A-fa-hasibtum annama khalagnakum abathan wa-ilayna turjaiin. Here
the word "abathan” is translated as "for nothing,” or "for nought.” Sec,
Ahmed Al, Al-Quran: A Contemporary Translation, p. 297; M.
Pickthall.  The Meaning of the Glorious Koran (New York: New
American Library. n.d.), p. 252.

ST Abd al-Jabban, Mutashabih al-Qur'an, ¢d. "Adnan Muhammad Zarzir
(Cairo: Dar al-Turath, 1969), vol. 11, p. 520. )
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3. Lying (kidhh)

In the previous discussion, it has been shown  that together with
injustice, lying is one of the grounds of cvil, which, unlike injury, can be
dircctly regarded as evil. In ene passage of the Mughni, "Abd al-Tabbar
explains that lying is considered s cvil merely because it is lying, as the
rational judgement can decide. It is different from injury, which the rational
argumentation docs not necessarily recognize as evil simply because it s
injury, except when it is wrong or poimlcs.s'.&’2

In his attempt to prove his argument that lying is always cvil, "Abd al-
Jabbar makes a comparison with the case of painting. In the case of painting,
people may differ in their perception of the same subject. One person may
say that a painting is beautiful, but another person will say the opposite,
Alternatively, the same  person may change his mind, and say somcthing
differently from his previous point of view. This is not the case with injustice
or lying, where people will not differ in considering them as cvil; or that the
docr of them will deserve blame. “Abd al-Jabbar then draws an analogy with
the Kharijites who considered that killing people having different belicls from
theirs is lawful, because, being their cnemics, such pcople deserved  that
punishment. Thus, if they kncw that it was wrong (zelm), ccertainly they

or it as evil O3
would have to consider it as evil.

This is in accordance with another explanation given by "Abd al-Jabbar
in another part of the Mughni, in which it is stated that lying is known to be
evil in itself and unconditionally, for thc rcason that lying is on the same level

as injustice as the grounds of cvil. The passage from the Mughni reads:

82 Al-Mughni, vol. XIII, p. 351.
83 Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, p. 20.
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We know that wrongdoing when it is known as wrongdoing is
known as cvil, while it it (the act's cffect) is known as being
deserved or l«,adlng to benefit or repulsion of injury, or believed
to be such, its cvil condition is not known. So it is nccessary that
what nccessitates its cvilness is its being wrongdoing. ‘Thercfore,
the knowledge that it is cvil springs from the perfection of the
inteliect. I it were evil on any other ground, that would not be
neeessary. And our thesis about the other kinds of evils mumom,d
is the same - such as being imposition of what is beyond smgzronc
capacity, ingratitude to the bencefactor, ignorance and lying.

But, to some extent, lying cannot be eaactly similar to injustice,
because of their ditferent natures. The previous quotation shows  that
injustice is ¢vil when it is known to be injustice. But it it is deserved or leads
to benelit or repulsion of injury, it is not scen as evil anymore. Based on this
fact, a questiou can be raised: can lying be deserved or lead to benefit, or
can it function as repulsion of another cvi!? This issuec seems to remain
obscure in "Abd al-Jabbar's discussion, and cven invites more confusion.
However, "Abd al-Jabbir scems to assert that it is possible for lying to have
such qualitics as does injustice, i.c. having a benelicial effect or repelling
injury, as shown by the following quotation:

It is known immediately that a lic which has no benefit or
repulsion of injury is evil for the rcasons we have mentioned.
(But) if it were evil through its being exempt from them (benefit
and repulsion of injury), it would be like truthfulness. For
truthfulness too when it lgsl‘lckmg in them is evil, while when it
contains benefit it is good.

Bascd on this ideca, we can assume that lying, having the same
qualitics as injustice, cannot be evil when it leads to benefit or repulses other
injury. But it docs not scem to be true, and here is the beginning of the real
confusion in "Abd al-Jabbar's point of view. In contrast to the idea conveyed

in the previous quotation “Abd al-Jabbar goes on to state in the following

lines that if an cqual benefit occurred in lying as in truthtelling, it would be

8 hid.. p. 66: Islamic Rationalism, p. 77.
85 Ihid.
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permissible for man to preter lying to truthtelling. ‘This conclusion, as “Abd
al-Jabbar suggests, is absolutely false, and is itselt a proof that lying is cvil
because it is lying alone. With greater emphasis “Abd al-lTabbar writes:

... il it were possible for lying 1o be good because of benelit or
repulsion of injury. we should not be sure that it would not be
good from the Lixalted. and that would necessitate doubt about
His messages and those of His pm{)})cls. and would result in our
knowing nothing about these things ®?

Dealing with this contusion, Hourani suggests that in lact "Abd al-
Jabbar wants to provide "a test case” of the unconditional ¢vilness ol lying
with a conclusion that cven though lying can bring about benefit, it is still
evil.37 This statement is more clearly expressed by providing an example of
someone seeking to murder a believer. In such a critical case, lying is still
evil, although it is intended to save the life of that believer. Accordingly,
"Abd al-Jabbar proposes "speaking obliquely” (ta'rid) instead of lying in order
to save his life. An objection is then put forward by his opponents, to the
effect that if somcone does not know how to insinuate. a lic on his part must
be accepted as good, as well as on the part of those who e under
compulsion or overcome with fear. In answering this objection, "Abd al-
Jabbar insists that every sane person knows how to insinuate just as he knows
how to give information. Thus, in any casc, "Abd al-Jabbar maintains his
assertion that lying is still cvil, even though it might bring about benetit or
repulse another injury.88

The last notion scems to agree with an idea held by the German

philosopher, Immanuel Kant (1724-1804). Kant maintains that human action

should be based upon a rational principle and not on empirical onc; and

86 Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, p. 67; Islamic Rationalism, p. 77.

87 Istamic Rationalism, p. 78.

88 Al-Mughni, vol. VI:2, p. 342.
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suggests that this rational principle should extol the universal maxim, without
primary consideration of conscquences. Citing from Kant's cssay On a
Supposed Right to Tell Lies from Benevolent Motives, Brenden LA, Liddell
reports:

A triend, pursucd by a murderer, runs to my house and I hide
him. ‘Ihe murderer arrives and asks if my fricnd is hiding inside.
May I lic to save my fricnd? Kant's answer is that 1 may not, mnm,
it is always wrong to lic. e argues that we do not find i
anticipated rcsults the absolute moral criterion we need. Supposo
we universalize the maxim:  whenever 1 hide a [niend from a
murderer, 1 will lic to protect him. Surely, it would scem, we
could willingly allow anyonc to lic in such a situation. Isn't it
better to save a life than to tell the truth here? Generally speaking,
yes, but in such a case we cannot be sure that our purposc in lying
will actually result;  moral  decisions  require  some  absolute
criterion, not onc offering mercly high probability. Even if 1 do
lic, I cannot be certain that 1 will be believed; and if 1T am
I)clicvcd, I cannot be certain that my lic will ultimately prevent the
murderer {rom carrying out his plot. Suppose, for instance, that
my [ricnd, hearing me stall the murderer at the door, escapes
through a rcar window. The murderer believes me, scarches
clsewhere, find my friend outside, and kills him. By my lic, 1
helped cause the very result 1 had intended to prevent. The
anticipated coggequences upon which I based my decision to lie
did not occur.

In any casec, bascd on "Abd al-Jabbar's assertion that certain acts are
obligatory not because of a benclit obtainable for the obhgatec,)o it can be
assumed that, agrecing with Kant's point of view, lying is evil, disregarding

any benefit that might be pursued {rom it.
4. Willing cvil (iradat al-qabih)

Willing cvil is mentioned as one of the grounds of evil in "Abd al-

Jabbar's discussion containing a dctailed account of the aspects by which an

89 Brenden L.A. Liddell, Kant on the Foundation of Morality: A Modern
Version of the Grundlegung (Bloomington and London: Indiana
University Press, 1970), pp. 73-74.

N0 Ormsby, leodu v in Islamic Thought, p. 233, citing from Al-Mughni,

vol. X1V, p.
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evil thing should be judged as evil Il A ditterent caplanation is also available
in another volume of the Mughni. where it is mentioned that the will tor evil
is necessarily cvil, because whocever knows its being as such must know its
evilness, and that therefore the doer must deserve blame. Likewise the one
who knows injustice to be wrong will know its cvilness.Y”

In order to understand “Abd al-Jabbar's concept in wider perspective,
it is important that we sce what the relationship is between will and purpose
in evil. There are certain causal relations between cach ol them and the act,
Accordingly "Abd al-Jabbar uscs scveral terms 1o describe these relations,
dealing with mental processes and their results. In discussing this issuc,
Hourani trics to clarify some technical terms used by "Abd al-Jabbar, such as
shahwah (desirc), da'i (motive), iradah (will), and qasd (purpnsc).‘)?'

Jcaling with shahwah, Hourani explains that it is a natural state of
passion, the state of being attracted by what is perceived. 'T'he shahwah
comes before the motives and provides raw material for it. But it is still
different from the will which is more rational and tar-sighted.

The motive (da’i) is entircly an intellectual state, such as a knowledge
possessed by the able agent concerning the character of the act, or his
estimate or belief that something has benefit or that it is good. [t is possible
that several motives emerge for the same purpose of act. But the one which
is recally meant by "Abd al-Jabbar is thc most prominent of them which lcads
toward an act. Thus, the motive must precede man's act or his relraining

from it, as it is cvident that if someone performs an act hc must know what

N Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, p. 62.

92 Al-Mughni, vol. V1:2, p. 101.

93 Islamic Rationalism, pp. 82-89.
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he is (lmng.)4

Howcever, motive is neither a will nor another name for it, because a
person who has a motive (having knowledge that something is beneficial or
good lor him) may remain knowing it as such, but not willing it. So, motive is
a dctermining cause ot the will. ‘The will or iradah is then the necessitating
lactor which lcads toward action. It occupics an intermediatc position
between motive and  action. The  existence of will is something which
cveryone can observe immediately in his own experience, just as he observes
himselt believing, desiring, cte., the existence of which needs no proof.()5

Any intelligent person does not deny the fact of his aiming at
(kawnuhu qasidan li al-fi'l) and willing it (muridan lahu) and
choosing (rmukhtaran). e distinguishes between this state of his
and his rejecting (kawnuhu karihan), and he distinguishes Bglween
what he wills from himself and what he wills from another.
This quotation gives us an impression that aiming at (purpose), will, and
choice are synonyms. Thus it scems that "Abd al-Jabbar does not differentiate
between will and choice, no more than he does between will and purpose.
But, as Hourani then suggests, both will and purpose are used in different
conteats: iradah is used to indicate an activity of the mind without attention
to its cnd, while gasd is used to indicate the activity with attention to its

.97

eng ‘T'heretore, as Hourani goes on, iradah can signify "want,” based on

"Abd al-Jabbar's cexplanation "God wills all the acts of worship that He
commands and sccks, and e does not will any evil but rejects it."98

Bearing in mind those technical terms used by "Abd al-Jabbar in his

94 Al-Mughni, vol. VI:2, p. 194,

9 Ibid.. p. 88; islamic Rationalism, p. 85.

9 hid.

9 bid.

o8 Al-Mughni. vol. VI:2, p. 218 Islamic Rationalism, p. 87.
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discussion of the will for cvil. we can now discuss the relationship ol the
mental state 1o the value of evil. Based on our discussion that a motive is an
intcllectual state of the agent able to carry out an act, it can be defined in
terms of those acts which are done with knowledge (motivated) and others
which arc done without it (unmotivated). Hourani, in his attempt to clarify
this classification, makes further distinctions for cach once of these classes.
Motivated acts can cither have value independent of a particvlar purpose, or
have value dependent on a particular purpose. For example, motivated acts
with value independent of a particular purpose include acts like injustice,
ignorance, will for cvil, cte.99 The value judgement assigned tor thesce acts is
evil, and the agent descrves blame, except if he is in the state of constraint
(mulja’). An example of a motivated act with value dependent on a
particular purpose is that of lying, which is evil. Here too the agent deserves
blame.

But this "particular purposc” is not an casy term to understand. It is
taken from the phrasc "wajhan makhsisan” which frequently appears in "Abd
al-Jabbar's discussion of this issuc. Ilourani suggests that it docs not mean
simply the purpose to do evil, but more precisely, the purpose to inflict
injury, take revenge, or commit robbcry.l()() In other words, it is aimed at
inflicting a certain form of harm.

Unmotivated acts or acts without knowledge can be subdivided into
ordinary acts which cause damage resulting from unconscious actions, and
other acts whose value is dependent on a particular purposc. Acts which
cause damage and which arc performed by an unconscious agent are certainly

evil. But the agent, not being conscious of his actions or having no full

9 Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, p. 83.

100 jgiamic Rationalism, p. 92.
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awarcness of them, is not to be blamed. This is in accordance with the
critcrion given by “Abd al-Jabbar that knowledge of injustice is not a
condition for an act 10 be evil. Injustice is evil, regardless of whether or not
the agent knows it, because knowledge is only a condition for the agent's

deserving blame. 101

Unmotivated acts, whose value is dependent on a
particular purpose, is excmplified by the talking in one's slecep. Basically,
such an act is ncither good nor evil, since it is not right to consider this
talking as giving information or a command, nor can the act be regarded as
an acquisition cither for the sake of gaining a benefit or repulsing any
harm, 102
In contrast with “Abd al-Jabbar's assertion that knowledge is a
criterion of the value judgement on the agent, will is not a relevant criterion
for deciding our judgement on the agent. Thus, will is not a condition for
blaming the wrongdocer, because will is not always a determining factor for
the agent to decide his acts, such as in the case of constraint, where the
agent is unable to will to avoid an act. In addition, knowledge is merely one
of the conditions for our ability to will to perform an act.103
Accordingly, the will for evil is not blameworthy. This is what can be
clearly understood from “Abd al-Jabbar’s explanation, as follows:
I‘urther, this asscrtion (that iradah is a condition of deserving
blame) implics that none of us deserves blame for evil wills, for
they are not willed; and if that assertion werg 4admissible in this

case it would be admissible tor all other evils.

But as is clear from the beginning of our discussion that the will for

101 Al-Mughni. vol. VI:1, p. 82.

W2 b, p- 12,

O3 tstamic Ranonalism, p. 91.

W4 Al-Mughni. vol. VI:1. p. 82; Islamic Rationalism, p. 92.
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evil is necessarily cvil and its agent deserves blame, the last statement is then
in apparent contradiction with it. However, Hourani, in his attempt to
reconcile this contradiction, considers that the will for evil, like injustice and
ignorance, is an evil act disregarding its particular purpose, such as to injure
someone or to take revenge. And based on this argument, Hourani suggests
that a will for any evil object is evil, and its being cvil is not dependent on

particular directions of purposc.lo5

C. THE PROBLEM OF SUFI'ERING

Besides his extensive discussion of al-qabih dealing with its naturc and
the aspects by which a thing becomes evil, "Abd al-Jabbar also discusses al-
alam (sufferings, pains)m6 as another type of evil.

*Abd al-Jabbar's discussion of this issuc can be found, for the most
part, in volume XIII of the Mughni. In this volume "Abd al-Jabbar discusscs
the problem of suffering after explaining his concept of divine grace (lutf),
which occupies the first half of the book. Lutf, as a central theme of this
volume, is meant as something which summons men (o perlorm  their
obligations whether voluntarily or involuntarily. In the casc of the occurrence
of suffering, lutf plays a role similar to that played by a father who has to be

gracious toward his children by encouraging them to learn and 1o pursuc a

105 rsiamic Rationalism, p. 92.

106 The word alam (plural: alam) in the Dictionary mcans pain, ache,
suffering, or agony. (llans Wchr, A Dictionary of Modern Written
Arabic, (1976), p. 24. J.R.'T'M. Pecters prefers 10 use the word "pain”
for it, while Judith K. Hecker prefers "suffering.” Sce LRUT.M. Pcters,
God's Created Speech, pp. 134-135; Judith K. Hecker, "Reason and
Responsibility,” p. 135, {t. IHere T will use both "pain” and "sulfcring”
interchangcably.
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good cducation. 107 "Thus. the problem ol sufiering m the realm ol dvine
grace is justified by the eaplanation that if men had bestowed on them
perpetual delight and felicity, they would be oppressive and haughty. based
on the scriptural allusion cited by "Abd al-Tabbar: "Il God were 1o give in
abundance to s creatures they would fill the carth with oppression. So e
gives according to measurce as He will. e knows (what is good tor) i
crcatures.” (Q.S. 42:27).“)8 This discussion occupics more than the second
half of the volume. Although there arce some repetitions ol his discussion ol
the same issuc from volume nine of the Mughni (cspecially concerning, the
belief that pain is somcthing gencrated from “cleavage”  (tafnqah) o
“infirmity” (waha) of the l)ody),lo() "Abd al-Jabbir's discussion of sullering in
volume XIII is more complete and covers many aspects related  to i,
particularly concerning how suffering can or cannot be evil, whether or not
God really inflicts it, and further consequences ol the issue.

But the problem of suffering has also appeared in carlier volumes ol
the Mughni, mainly in volume scven, where there is a discussion ol it with
respect to its nature as an "accident” (‘arad) which occupies a certain space
of a living body, an idca held by Abu "Ali al-lubba’i; and that the pain is
called pain only when it is pereeptible together with a natural aversion (to it)
(li-anna kawnuhu alaman vanu ila kawnihi mudrakan maa nufior al-

{ab‘i ). 110

107 Al-Mughni, vol. X111, p. 9.

3
108 pyrther cxplanation for this verse is given by the author by stating that
God distributes sustenance among his creatures in a detinite way so as
to enable them to avoid avarice and so as to bring about their well-
being, as can be understood trom “He knows (what is good for) His
creatures.” Sce, Ibid., p. 193.

109 Ak-Mughni, vol. X111, p. 272; vol. IX. p. 52.

110 Al-Mughni, vol. VI1, p. 37; J.R/I'M. Pcters, God's Created Speech, p.
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Another discussion relating to the 1ssue is also available in volume one
ol his al-Muhit bi al-Taklif, in which "Abd al-labbar discusses suftlering as a
genus - cquivalent to the voice and compositiors (sawt wa-ta'lif) ol human
acts - which will not happen except when there s a cause. 11

As an accident (arad) compatible with composition (t'lif), pain is a
form o scparation or cleavage which occurs in a composite substance. In its
turn, this composite substancc is the substrate (maehall) in which the
cxistence of pain inheres and on which it depends. Accordingly, such an
accident can also exist in a non-living body, although then it is no longer
called pain. In another passage of the Muhit, "Abd al-Jabbar explains
further that pain as a genus is like pleasure (ladhdhah), which only differs
from pain in the name given to each of them. The name is given according
to the connection of special ma'ani appropriate to i, 112

As has been mentioned above, pain is called pain only when it s
pereeplible. And an agent is said to have pain when he can perceive it with
his natural aversion. This is said to be the reason why Abu "Ali al-Jubba'i
holds that pain nceds a living body to exist. 113

ain cannot happen by itself. It can only happen by means of a cause
which generates  (wallada) it. 'The cause is called wahi, infirmity or
114

weakness ' ' which generates the pain without delay:

135.
i al-Muhit bi al-Taklif, vol. 1, p. 411.
Ihid.. p. 366; LR'T.M. Peters, God's Created Speech, p. 134.
3 Al-Mughni, vol. VI1, p. 37.

Heceker in her translation of the text uses “infirmity”  instcad  of
‘weakness.” The latter, however, appears in a glossary supplemented to
the end ot this dissertation (p. 563), in which she writes wahi means
"weakness  (the case which generates suftering).”  JLR.UT.M. Peters
translates waha with "cleavage,” although there is no such notion found
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It has been established thai intiomity generates sultering. because
the latter incvitably  comes  about upon the occurience ot the
former, and because suffermg is produced in contormity e
infirmity. 1!'_ inlirmity did not generate suflering, ths would not e
the case.11S

As a generated effect ot the infirmity, suttering is said 1o be produced

in proportion to a directive cause (l‘mnizd).l 1O [y order 1o clarily this wea,

*Abd al-Jabbar gives as an example by making a comparison between beating

a tough part of the body and a tender one. in which the directive cause

would be the same, but the extent ol suflering would be ditterent:

Suffering is produced in proportion to the eatent of intunuty and
not in proportion to a dircctive cause. For it a person receved o
blow where his body is tough, the directive cause would be the
same (for both blows), but the (extent of) sullering weuld bhe
different, since lhf (fxlcnl of) inlirmity (ot cach place which was
hit) was diffcrent. 1

This is the way by which "Abd al-labbar demonstrates that suttering is

an cifect generated by infirmity. But what is meant by intirmity?  Abd al-

Jabbar cxplains in the following lines of his discussion that infirmity means "

dismemberment (iftiraq) upon the occurrence ol which the health which life

needs disappcars.

118

115

116

117

in the dictionaries. It scems Lo be based on his understanding of its
terminological mecaning  given by “Abd  al-labbar himscll:  al-waha
innama yuridu bihi al-iftiraq alladhi tantafi “indahu al-sihhah, that al-
waha is the cleavage which causes the absence of health. “ (Al-Mughni,
vol. IX, p. 52; J.RT.M. Peters, God's Created Speech, p. 134). 1
refer to use "infirmity” or "weakness” for its translation, rather than
‘cleavage.”

Al-Mughni, vol. 1X, p. 52; Hecker, "Reason and Responsibility,” p.
135.

T'timad, according to [ecker means "a directive cause which gencrates
movements in various directions.” But according o Peters, it means
"pressure” as onc of the five acts of the limbs (afal al-jawarit). The
other four acts arc modcs of being (akwan), compositions (ta'lifat),
sounds, and pains. Sce Hcecker, "Reason and Responsibility,” p. 556,
J.RT.M. Peters, God's Created Speech, p. 127.

Judith K. Tlecker, "Reason and Responsibility,” p. 135,
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Concerning the rclation ol pain with the nature of evil, we can tind

Abd al-labbar’s exposition i the second halt of volume XIHT of the Mughni.
where he begins his discussion by citing some ideas held by the ditterent

. . Q
schools of thought available at his time, 1Y

According 0 the Dualists (al-
Thanawivah), sullcrings and gricls (ghumiim) arc by naturce cvil, and their
existence is evil. Anotha idea holds that the sultering is cvil when it is
intlicted undescrvedly upon a person, be it tor his committing sin or tor his
neglecting his obligations. This idea is said to be held by the adherents of
metempsychosis (al-Tanasuhhivah) and the tollowers ol Bakr b. Ukht "Abd
al-Wahid . Zayd al-Z.ahig. 120

Another belict was that sulterings or pains are cvil except when they
can bring about benetit or are deserved, but they do not say that the benefit
which necessitates the goodness ol the sulferings is the compensation (Ciwad),

but rather because of the r'tibar, an admonition or exhortation by which man

HS - ppy., p. 125, 'This is another translation ftor the same phrase uscd by
Peters 1o eaplain the meaning of waha, in which the word iftiraq is
translated with "dismemberment” instead of "cleavage.”

N9 Ap-Mughni, vol. XIIL. pp. 226-229.

120 Abu al="Ala al=" Afifi, the editor of this volume of the Mughni, makes a

note tor this school by referring to al-Baghdadi's Al-Farq bayna al-

Firaq. in which he eaplains that this school s called Bakriyah, referring

to Bakr's name. Bakr agrees with al-Nazzam in holding that man is only

a spiritual being. But he also agrees with al-Ashari in his rejection of

the idea of "gencration” (tawlid), and holds that God is the creator of

pain in the body while beaten. See  al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, Al-Farg
bavna al-Firaq  (Cairo: Matba’at  al-Madani.  n.d.), p. 212, Al-

Tanasuhhivah is the scet which holds the doctrine of the transmigration

ol souls, and denies the resurrection. See Bdward W. Llane, An Arabic-

Enghsh Levicon (London & Ldinburgh: Williams Norgate, 1974), Book

L. part 7. p. 2789. This school ot thought is also called ashab al-naql

(the adherents of transmigration). In his Shar/t “Abd al-Jabbar explains

his r~tutation against their idea that human soul will transmigrate from

one to anothet Tower torm ol being it they disobey Gods and thus God's

punishment is intlicted in this way.  (Sharh al-Usial al-Khamsah, p.

487). Another retutation is also mentioned in'the Mughni, vol. XIII, p.
429,
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takes warning o1 example lrom the occurrence ol the sull'crim_gs.'zI This idea
. . . 12>
is said to have been held by “Abbad. ' =+

‘Abd al-Tabbar then continues by eaplaining some ideas held by the
Mu'tazilitc masters.  According to Aba “Ali al-Tubba'i. sultering is evil
because of its being wrong (zulm). and its being wrong s based on various
rcasons. such as its lack ol benetit. repulsion of harm, and whether or not it
is deserved. In addition, the supposition that anyone might have any ol these
defects is also considered as wrong, because it may causce griel lor him.
Furthermore. it is also eonsidered as wrong when the suttering happens in a
case in which the agent's intention is good but is not reccived with gratitude,
such as that agent has to break another person’s arm in order to save him
from being drowned. Il he did not break the victim’s arm he would certainly
not be taced with ingratitude. Thus, a man's cflort to save the victim turns
out 1o be cvil, because it is impossible for the Jatter to eapress his
gratefulness, inasmuch as he has lost the use of his arm.123

In contrast to the idca of Aba “Ali al-Jubba'i, his son, Abu Hashim,
considered that suffering is cvil because it is harmtul (darar). On the other
hand, he agrees with his father’s idea that benefit, repulsion ol greater harm
and whether or not it is deserved are factors which may deprive sultering

its evil naturc. This idea, according to "Abd al-Jabbar, is mentioned in "one

121 pe word itibar or "a cautionary example” is frequently used by “Abd
al-Jabbar to indicate the goodness that can be derived from suflering,
Its most suitable meaning for this context can be as such quoted above.
Sce Edward W. Lane, Ibid., Book 1, Part 5, p. 1938. Or, as has been
noted previously, rtibar mcans something which prompts men o
perform their obligations and persuades them to abandon the evils. Sce
Sharh al-Usil al-Khamsah, p. 493.
122 4y Har . " ar 2 : Al Talbar
e editor suggests that the name "Abbad mentioned by Abd al-labbar
may refer to ~Abbad b. Sulayman al-Damri, a member of the seventh
generation of the Mu'tazilites. )

123 Al-Mughni, vol. XIII, p. 227.
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placc” (fi meawdin), huy he gives no lurther description ol this source. Still,
as  Abd al-Tabbar goces on, most ol Abu Iashim's books mention that
sutfering as evil because of two factors, cither because it is wrong or because
it is pointless. e detines pointlessness as when something is not done
wrongly but tor no rcason (lam vakun fiha ma na). lVor example, it someone
allows another person 1o beat him and then the former asks the latter for
moncy as a compensation. the act of beating is not wrong, but it is still evil
because it is pointless. This 1s the same eaplanation as that of pointlessness
as the ground of evil.  According to "Abd al-Jabbir, this is the most reliable
ol Abu Hashim's points of view. And like his father, Aba Hashim belicved
that sulfering is evil when it is deprived of one or more of these four aspects:
benetit, repulsion of greater harm, being deserved as a punishment, and
heing supposed 1o have one ol these three 124

Bascd on the previous exposition, Aba Hashim is reported as to have
considered that the sutterings intlicted by God are cvil when they are mercly
for the sake of suttering. without any i'tibar. 'T'he evilness of such sufferings
is not because they are wrong - as it is believed that God will never inflict
any pain without a compensation - but because they are rmintlcss.lc25 Thus,
God's inflicting pain is not cvi! because cither God will compensate it or
because there will be a certain benefit or r'tibar by which the sufferings are
rendered not pointless.,

Having mentioned the ideas of these two Mu'tazilite masters, "Abd al-
Jabbar suggests that the right thing to believe concerning this issuc is that
sutferings can be good when they are tree trom any evil aspect. This is in

accordance with his assertion that an evil thing is evil because of the rational

24 i p. 228.

AN
25 i p. 229,
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aspects (wpith ma'gila) altirming it. And o good thing is considered as such
because of the absence of evil aspects. ‘Theretore. the discussion ot sutlering
should follow this way of thinking. 120

In spite of "Abd al-Jabbar's assertion that the most reliable dea held
by Abu Hashim s that sutferings are evil because ol the two casons
mentioned above (bemg wrong or pointless), “"Abd al-Tabbar cites another ol
Abu [lashim's claims, to the etfect that sul’enng is also evil because ol s
being harmful.  In a chapter entitled "Sullering is not ewvil because 1 is
hormtul,”127 *Abd al-Jabbar eaplams that the reason tor holding such an idea
is that i suftering is known as harmtul or is permtted 1o be so, it will be
cvidently known as cvil. and will be defmable as good only in the event of the
absence of this quality. For cexample, 1t a person were  deprived ot his
clothing tor a compensation less than its value, it would be ewvil, because it is
harmful. And, conversely, it the compensation were more valuable, it would
be good, cven though it originates in a situation which is potentially harmtul.
In accordance with this argument, the punishment ot hell is good, although it
is in rcality harmtul, because the sinner, i his gaining hin  desires by
committing disobedicnce (ma'sivah), is like the one who hastens to acquire
profit as a reimbursement for it. A similar casc is one where a wage is paid
in advance for a certain job; the hardness caused by the work will not be
harmful anymore.

Howcever, "Abd al-Jabbar docs not in cevery respect agree with Abu
Hashim's point of view. "Abd al-Tabbar docs not sce that disobedience or sin
committed by somcone is like a wage paid i advance tor a certain job, lor

the reason that the harmiul thing may no longer be harmtul when it brings

126 1bid.
27 b, pp. 293-297.
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about grcater benetit. Morcover, it s cvidently known that the benefit
gained from disobedience commatted during man's life is not compatible with
the cternal punishment that man will undergo in the atter-life. Thus, such a
thing cannot be said to have been transtormed from harmful to beneficial.
Another 1cason is that some sins committed by the responsible agent
(rnukallafy arc not always bencticial for, or desired, by him. This is like the
worshipping of 1dols done by unbelicvers No benefit is gained from such a
sinful act, but, ncvertheless, they will inevitably be punished for it
Theretore, it is inappropriate to assume that such a punishment is not
harmtul, and furthermore, it is as well incorrect 1o say that suffering is cvil
because it is harmtul, 128

Dealing with the idea that suffering can be good because it can repulse
greater injury, there seems to be a similarity with the idea that physical evil
in the torm ot pain is not evil, because it can be justified as a useful and even
a4 necessary warning syslc1n.129 According 10 "Abd al-Jabbar it is good for a
person o saleguard himself from sutfering severe injury by taking a lesser
risk, such as to run away in order to avoid the attack of a beast or to avoid
the danger of being burni by a firc. 130 Thus, although “Abd al-Jabbar thinks
that the sick person will only obtain relief from God (since God is believed
to be the only agent who causes his sickness, and never to inflict pain
pointlessly), it is still good for the person to try to obtain medical treatment
in order to avoid more severe injury. In line with this reasoning, "Abd al-
Jabbar suggests the necessity of the intellectual exercises for knowing God,

by which man will be freed from the teinble fear of the punishment of hell in

128 1bid.. pp. 295-290.
29 113, MeCloskey. God and Evil, (1974). pp. §7-90.

130 '.\[-‘\Iu‘qlull‘. vol. XTI, P- 335.




the after-life, 131

Regarding the possibility that God may inflict pain, "Abd al-Jabba
explains that it is incorrect to assume that God's intlicting pain is good o
the reason that God will repulse another harm with it. Accordingly, it is
ditferent from the case of man, for whom pain can be good on the
assumption that it is beneticial, repulsing another harm, or because 1t s
deserved. According to "Abd al-Jabbar. God's intlicting pain can be good

. . - 132 ] e
only when it is for benefit or when it is deserved. ™= In order to clarify this
idca, "Abd al-Jabbar trics to answer an objection raised by an opponent who
says that it God's inflicting pain upon a believer is tor a benetit, then it such
a pain were to be inflicted upon the intidels it should repulse the harmiulness
of some of his punishment. Thus, it must be good tor God to mtict pam in
order to repulse another harm, as well as because it s benelicial, In
answering this objection, "Abd al-Jabbar says that all mankind, believers and
infidels, deserve a compensation and benetit lrom God, and that it is cven
permissible for God to give the inlidels their compensation  in advance
(muw ajjala). Butil he is to postpone it until the day of punishment, it will be
regarded as being a part of their punishment. IUis not because originally they
deserved that the punishment be intlicted in such a way, but because when
this punishment is postponed until the time when it is impossible for it o he
fulfilicd (on the day of punishment), it must be substituted with something
clsc. 'This is what must generally be done by someone dealing with his debt.
When it is impossible for him to pay that debt but he has something clse

cquivalent to it, he must give 1t as a substitute. 133

131 Ibid.
132 thid., p. 369.
133 1hid., p. 372.
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Howcever, his opponent still arguces turther that if the sickness (as a
type ol sutlening) deserves a compensation or may serve as an climinating
tactor ol punishment (isgat al- 1gab), it must be possible to say that pain is
good becausce it repulses harm. But "Abd al-Jabbar scems to deny this idea,
by pronouncing that the original thing 1o be deserved is the compensation
(wed), and that climinating punishment is (only) a substitute lor it.134 More
deliberately, "Abd al-Jabbar cxplains in his Sharh that it is incorrect to
assume that God can intlict pain in order to repulse a greater harm, occause
God could repulse harm without it. ‘Thus inflicting pain for this purposc
would be pninllc.\‘:s‘.m5
In general, it can be said that all of "Abd al-Jabbar's discussion of the
problem of suffering tollows the same line, that it is permissible for God to
inflict pain. But, in accordance with the basic concept ot divine justice, his
intlicting pain s not at all evil. s inflicting pain can ¢cven be good inasmuch
as it can bring about benefit or because it is deserved as a punishment. Yet,
as "Abd al-labbar always asserts, it is never inflicted in order to repulse

another harm,

D. GOD AND THE REALTTY OFF IVIL

[laving discussed the nature of evil and other things related to it, now
we o can proceed 1o deal with another issue inscparable from the general
discussion of the problem of evil. This is the relation of God and the reality
ol ¢vil,

In cstablishing  their  principle  of  divine  justice (al-adl), the

134 Ihd.

Sharhr al-Usill al-Khamsah, p. 486.
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Mutazilites hold that man is the creator of his own acts. Thus, man is the
sole agent responsible tor all of his acts, whether good or evil; and he cannot
ascribe any of his evil acts o another agent by <aying that it is out of lis
power to cvade such an evil act. It is true. as has bean attitmed by “Abd al-
Jabbar, that an cvil act is evil regardless ol the agent who does i,

This is in contrast to the compulsionists (af-Mubirah) who hold that
man has no act in its rcal sense. because it s only God who acts; and ol the
act is ascribed to man. it is only metaphorical. However, tor some moderates
(the followers of al-Ashari), man is still considered as the ageat ol lus acts,
or is said to be the able agent (al-gadir), but not the creator ol his act, 130
This is the position taken by the Asharites, intermediate between the
extreme compulsionists and the adherents ol treedom of choice.

But concerning the theory that man is not the only agent who causes
evil, and that he himse!l often becomes a victim of cevils such as natural
disasters, calamitics, discases, famine, physical and mental deformitics, cte.,
it is not always conceivable to claim that such evils arc caused by human acts
alonc. Thus, there must be another agent who may cause them. As has been
alludced to in the previous discussion, that it is permissible tor God, in spite
of the fact that it is not cvil of him, to inflict pain, this imphes that God can
be said to be the agent of evil causes. However, it is not always such an casy
thing to decide. Liven the Mutazilite theologians are not of one mind i thewr
treatment of this issuc. Some ol their disputes are reported by Abd al-labba
in scveral parts of his books. In the Mughni we can read his account of these

disputes under the chapter "That God is able to do what would he wrong and

136 1nna la nagial inna al-abda lavsa hi-gadir, bal nagil imnahu laysa -
khalig. Muhammad Imarah, al-Mu tazilah wa Mushkdat al-1iuriyat
ul-Insanivah (Beirut: al-Mu'assasat al- Arabiyah lil-Dirasat wa al-Nashr.
1988), p. 36, citing trom I'akht al-Din al-Razi. Tuqadat Firag  al-
Muslimin wa al-Mushrikin (Cairo, 1938), p. 68.
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evil il he did it.” in which he eaplains that according to al-Nazzam, al-
Aswari, and al-Jahiz, it 1s impossible lor God to have power to do wrong and

to tell lics, or tail to choose the most appropriate thing to do (aslah), as

n
otherwise 1t would necessitate defect and want in his c.s.s‘cncc.l*’?

The others, hike Abu al-lHudhayl and his tollowers, Abi “Ali, and Abu
Hashim say that God has the power to do what may be wrong or lic, but that
Giod never does that because he knows the evilness of such an act and
because he does not need to do it In addition, according to Abu al-Iudhayl,
it is impossible tor God to do wrong, although he has the power to do 50,138

[Having mentioned some other ideas held by the other Mu'tazilite
scholars, "Abd al-Tabbar suggests that it s truc that God has power to do
what might be wrong il he should choosce it. His argument to support this
idca, as restated by THourani, says:

‘The prool of our thesis that (that God is alile to do evil) is that
evil beings, speech. ete. are hike good ones in their species,
because the cvil ones by being evil do not differ from the good
ones, as we have shown previously. So it that is true, one who s
able to do good (al-qadir "ala al-hasan) must be able to do evil,
just as once who is able to do one good is able to do another good
ol the same species. For good and evil have no ctfect on the
aspeet (wagh) that the power of the able agent attains, because the
able agent is just able to producce the species. That is shown by the
fact that the judgement of being able (hukm al-qadirin) docs not
vary so long as they are able to do the 'species, and it 1s not true
that some of them are restricted to having power over what 12 evil
in the species, not what is good, just as some people are not
restricted to going out trtom one (door) rather than another, or
being in one place rather than another, or causing pain in one
body rather than in another. So it this is true, and the cvil thing is
like the good, he who has power over the species must have
ower over all u?)kinds. good and cvil, just as he has power over
its good Kinds. L3

Thus. based on the previous quotation, the main reason for “Abd al-

137 Al-Mughni. vol. VI:1, p. 127.
38 .. p. 128,

B3 hid. p. 129 Islamic Rationalism, p. Y9,
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Jabbar's insistence that God may do wrong is that good and cvil things are
alike in their genus, and that the capacity of acting must extend to the whole
genus. Therefore, since God has power to do good. he must likewise have
the power to do evil. By saying that good and evil are ahke in their species,
he means that @ it we have the power 1o do a certain species ot act, such as
inflicting pain. we have that power regardless ol the goodness or badness ol
the acts; and the same must be true of God."140

The idea held by “Abd al-Jabbar is m fact in accordance with or
supports the general belief held by most Mushim theologians that God has
unlimited power. "Abd al-Jabbar himself insists in the Mughni that God must
have power over every species ol acts ol capable agcnls.l‘” This is also m
accordance with the scriptural cevidence, where we read: "Surely God does
not wrong anyone; they wrong themscelves” (Q.S. 10:44); "Your Lotd does no
wrong 1o Ilis creatures.” (Q.S. 41:46).  Following "Abd  al-fabbar's
interpretation of these verses, God's not wronging man does not mean that
he could not do so, but, on the contrary, his praising himscll tor not doing so
would not be possible unless he were able to do it.142 Phat is because his

being a wrongdoer is no more than the caistence of the potential tor such

acts on his part, and his not being a wrongdoer is simply because he does not

do wr(mg.143

Accordingly, it is evident that “Abd al-Jabbar, like most Mu'tazilite

scholars, holds that God can do evil. But it docs not mean that they would

140 rstamic Rationalism, p. 99.
141" Anna kulla jins min al-maqgdiarat yajibu kawnuhu ta'ala qadiran  alayh.
(Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, p. 59).

142
143

Sharh al-Usil al-Khamsah, p. 316.
Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, p. 134,
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say that God really doces it. In contrast to the Ash’arites, who maintain that
God creates the evil acts ot men as their first cause, and claim that it is not
cvil ot him because he is not disobeying any command, "Abd al-Jabbar would
not solve the problem in such an casy way. The last idea has been rejected by
"Abd al-Jabbar in his discussion that one of the aspects by which an act
becomes cevil is not because of being prohibited or disobeying command, as
has been dealt with in an carlier part of this discussion. In addition, it is
clear from the perspective of the Mutazilite doctrine that "if God were the
cause of evil or had a will tor it lle would be evil just like anyone else.”144

At the end of volume six, part two of the Mughni, "Abd al-Jabbar
explains that God would be foolish if he willed foolishness and evil. This is
the true consequence tor the willer of evil, as our experience proves. Indeed,
by this statement, “Abd al-Jabbar wants to make an analogy between the
nature ol God and that of man in the possibility of being foolish by willing
loolishness and cvil. In other words, as it is possible in the human expcerience
that to will foolishness is itself an indication of being foolish, the same
proposition must be true in the nature of God. This is what we can
understand from Abd al-Jabbar's implicit elaboration by using the words al-
shihid and al-gh('z'ib.MS Al-shahid, the present, means the present world
and visible reality. while al-gha'ib mcans the unseen world, beyond our
experience. More specilically, al-shahid is meant to indicate "man,” and al-
ghda'ib is meant to indicate "God,” as can be understood from the following
passage:

Once thing which necessitates them to hold the saying that God
would be toolish it he willed foolishness and evil is that because

144 ystamie Rationalism. p. 100

145 Al-Mughni. vol. VI:2, p. 341.



101

this proposition is necessarily true tor the present (al-shatud) tor
those who will evil. And the condition ol the willer ol evil s
indifferent trom that ot lhcl J}ncr of evil, and thus the unseen (al-
gha'ib) should be likewise, 0
In any case, "Abd al-Jabbar insists that there is no distinetion in applying
such a judgement on a doer and a willer ot evil. both in the present world
and in the other. or both in human and divine actions. This is also in
accordance with the well-known Mutazilite principle which is also supported
by "Abd al-Jabbar, that things do not difler in their essential natures in this
world and in the invisible transcendent world, a good act is good regardless
of agent, and cvil act is cvil regardiess ol ugcnl,]47 as has been indicated
carlicr in this chapter.

According to Hourani, the latter idea held by “Abd al-Jabbar has
actually brought him back to the same position taken by al-Nazzam and
others, viz. that God cannot do cevil, because it would make him evil, which
of course contradicts his cssence. However this is not true,  because
according to the principles held by “Abd al-Jabbar, God's essence would not
be affected by anything he did. On the other hand, 1o assume that God can
do evil may Icad to more crucial conscquences, because it may imply that it
is possible for God to really do it, and thus he would be blamable for it.
Therefore, as Hourani goes on, the position taken by "Abd al-labbar is that
although God is able 10 do cvil, it is not permissible (la vayiz) tor him o do
it. Yet, as has been alluded to before, "Abd al-Jabbar admits that discases

and pain arce inflicted by God. And, it has been shown as well that in any

casc it is not evil of him to do that, hecause these discases and pain are

146 Al-Mughni, vol. VI:2, p. 341. Scc also budward W. Lanc, Arabic-

English Lexicon, Book I, pp. 1611, 2314, on "shahid” and "gha'th."
147 Ormsby, Theodicy in Islamic Thought, p. 236, citing trom Al-Mughni,
vol. X1V, p. 13.
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cither deserved as punishment, or because they are trials (mihnah) sent by
God tor man's benehit, which are certainly to be compensated in the after-
lite. 149

Another conscequence resulting from  the above assumption is that if
God were able 1o do cevil, he would necessarily do it, based on the principle
that all possibilitics can be realized when the time is available. However, this
objection is casily rejected by “Abd al-Jabbar in his Sharh by stating that not
cveryone who is able 1o do cvil has necessarily to inflict it. "Abd al-Jabbar
eaplains it by an analogy ol onc who is able to stand up but remains seated,
and ol onc who is able to speak but wants to keep silence; this does not
necessarily mcean that they cannot stand up or speak. Likewise, as it is
helieved that God is able 1o initiate the resurrection (givamah) now, but has
not done it as yet, does not mean that God cannot do i 149 Or, as Hourani
has summed up: "just as men do not have to do everything they can do, so
God can refrain from doing evil." 150

To fortily the urgunwnt‘lhat God is not permitted to do evil, "Abd al-
Jabbar suggests that since God knows the evilness of the evil thing and he
has no need 1o do it, he will never choose evil at all.131 In order to clarity
this idea, again, "Abd al-Jabbar uses the analogy from human experience that
il one of us does not need o do evil or to tell a lie, and he knows the

evilness of both acts, he will not choose o do them.

In dealing with the idez that God knows the evilness of evil things,

8 jstamie Ranonalism, pp. 100-101. A sporadic discussion conccrning
discases and pains as trials or mihnah is available in the Mughni, vol.
XIIE, pp. 405-437. )

149 Sharh al-Usal al-Khamsah. p. 315.

150 jstamic Rationalism. p. 101,

151

Al-Mughni. vol, VEL p. 177,
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"Abd al-Jabbar asserts that since God knows his own essence (Calim -
nafsihi), he must know cvery perceptible thing, and thus he must know the
grounds (illat, plural: “dal) by which an evil thing becomes evil. And the
rcason that God doces not need to do evil s based on the reality that God
absolutely does not have any want (hAajah) in his essence. And il such a want
is impossible lor him, he must not have any need at all (vapibu kawnuhu
g,'lwmiy(m).l52 Thus to say that it is uot permissible for God to do cevil is
based on the fact that he has no motive 1o do it, and theretore, there is no
reason to think that he does it or would do it.153

Finally, to say that God never does any evil is something firmly held
by the Mu'tazilites as their principal tenet dealing with divine justice. In the
beginning of his ¢xposition of the nature ol divine justice, "Abd al-Jabbar
explains that to declare that God is just means to hold that he does no wrong,
nor does he choose it, that he never fails to {ulfill what is obligatory upon

him, and that all his acts arc good.|54

152 ppid.
153

154

Islamic Rationalism, p. 102.

Sharh al-Usial al-Khamsah, p. 301, as cited by liric 1. Ormshy,
Theodicy in Islamic Thought, p. 21.
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104
.. HUMAN RESPONSIBILITY AND THI REALITY OI° EVIL

In Arabic, responsibility is called mas'alivah, a derivative form of
sd'ala, mcaning "o ask” or "to question.” This is based on the scriptural
passage: "So tear God in whose name you ask ol onc another (tasa'aliina)
(the bond of) relationship. God surely keeps watch over you." (Q.S. 4:1);
and another verse: "He cannot be questioned about what He does, but they
will be questioned.” (Q.S. 21:23). The last part of the second verse, "they will
be questioned,” means that men will be asked about their gratefulness for
God's benetaction and blessing upon them as he has created and given them
nobility and remembrance (al-sharaf wa al-(lhikr).155

Terminologically, the word “"responsibility” or mas'alivah is not widcly
known in Mu'tazilite thought, and even the word “sa’ala” in the above verse
appears in their Quranic exegesis in connection with claborating the meaning
ol divine justice. So, in their interpretation of the verse La yus'alu “amma
vafalu wa-hum yus'aliin as translated above, the word yus'alu mcans that
man would be questioned about his deeds, for some of them might be
pointless, wrong. or evil; and God, the Iixalted, could not necessarily be
questioned as such, since all his deeds arc absolutely good and not evil at all.
Therefore, the questioning only applies to man’s deeds, cxamining those
faults which occur because of his own choice or freedom of will, and not
because they are ercated by God on his parl.ls6 This is in accordance with
Zamakhshari's insistence in his eacgesis that if man were forced to go astray

or to accept guidance he could not be questioned for his deeds, since

155 Samih Dughaym. Falsafat al-Qudar fi Fikr al-Mu'tazilah (Beirut: Dar

al-Tanwir, 1985). p. 303, citing trom Lisan al-Arab, vol. X1, p. 318. 1
am indebted to Dughaym's work in discussing this issue, and thus it will
be frequently aited.

150~ Abd al-labbar. Mutashiabih al-Quran. vol. 11, pp. 497-498.
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questioning cannot proceed in the face of perpleaity or constraint, but rather
in the possibility on the part of the agent to make a choice cither to pertorm
or not to perform the act.157 At this pointn the argument, the coneept of
mas'ilivah is subsumed by the concept ol tahlif (imposing an obligation),
since, based on previous attribution, the rahlif 1equires the meaning of
responsibility. 158

Imposing an obligation (taklif), as detined by "Abd al-JTabbar, mcans
to inform another person that he has o do or not to do a certain act cither
for his benelit or for the sake of repulsing harm, in the tace of the possibility
that the difficultics might descend upon him. so long as it does not come 1o
the limit of constraint. 159 Imposing the obligation, therclore, implies the
meaning of hardness or trouble by which an act may have a value
judgcmcnt.l(’() And in return for that imposition, man will necessarily
deserve cither praise for his tultilling the obligation, o1, conversely, will
deserve punishment for his neglecting it. This, as "Abd al-Jabbar suggests, is
in accordance with the purposc of imposing the obligation as an indication ol
requital, or in order to expose the obligatee to reward (ta rid al-mukallaf lil-
thawab), and for his benefit, so long as he deserves it because reward is not
good except if it is deserved. Therelore, it is necessary tor God to impose

obligations which ar¢ hard upon men tor this purpmc.l(’l

157 7amakhshari, al-Kashshaf “an Hagaiq Ghawarnud al-Tanzil (Beirot:

Dar al-Kitab al-"Arabi, 1947), vol. 11, p. 361.

158 Samih Dughaym, Falsafat al-Qudar, pp. 303-304.

159 al-Muhit bi al-Taklif, vol. 1, p. 1.
160 p\ Jes coseary "o " one s LAnce

ore clearly, it is unnccessary "to impose” upon someone, for instance,
to cat a delicious meal alrcady served for him, because it is against the
naturc of taklif, and therefore has no value. Sce Samih Dughaym,
Falsafat al-Qudar, p. 304. )

161 Al-Mughni, vol. X1, pp. 387, 393, 409, 410,
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But as a conscquence ol this imposition, man, to be responsible, must
have the capability to pertorm the obligation imposed upon him or with
which he is charged. In addition. he must also know its condition (kaifivah),
and be willing to produce that act in a certain way. And in order to be able
to meet all these conditions, he has to be living and perceiving.  This is the
criterion established by "Abd al-JTabbar in the Mughni, as he cxplains that
the responsible agent (mukallaf) is he who is able, knowing, perceiving,
living, and willing,
dor He (God) only charged with an act the (subject who is
able (gadir) to bring 1t (the act) into existence, knowing (‘alim
how it is (kavfiva), willing (murid) to produce it in this and not in
another way; an able subject (gadir) is only able when he is also
fiving. And the state of the “living” (hayy) can only be
distinguished trom others by his being perceiving (mudrik) the
peteeptible things when the hinderings arle61,akcn away, and by the
possibility ol ns being knowing and able. "V~
In any case, itis clear that the basis for imposing an obligation is the
possibility cither to do or not to do the act. And if there is a difficulty in
performing it, such a dilticulty should not causc any constraint which
climinates the capability of the agent in performing his obligation. This is in
order to establish our notion of the relation between imposing the obligation
(raklif) and the responsibility (mas'alivah).  So, the validity of imposing
obligation depends  substantially on the capacity of the agent to be
responsible, and here lies the essential meaning of justice as held by the
“3
Mutazilices. 103
lustice, as the second most important of the principal doctrines of
Mu'tazilism, has been discussed extensively in the first part of volume six of

the Mughni. Wce can find. however, an explicit claboration of its naturc in

162 Al-Mughni, vol. X1, p. 309, as cited by LR.T.M. Peters, God's Created
Speech . pp. 159-1600,

lo3 Samih Dughaym. Falsafat al-Qudar. p. 306.
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*Abd al-Jabbar's Sharh, where he explains that it used to desenbe an action.

justicc means the augmentation of the rights of another person and the
fultillment of what he is entitled 10,104 s augmentation (fawfir) wcans to
provide the person every possible expedient that would enable him to make
choices in performing his obligation, whercupon it is possible to ask him why
he performs it in such a way. And the {ultillment of what he is entitled o
consists in requiting him for his choosing goodness and by intlicting
punishment upon him for his wicked choice. 105 On the other hand, it the
nature of justice is ascribed to God, this means that God never does an cevil
act and will never choose to do so, that he never lails to accomplish what is
obligatory and that all his acts arc guod.m(’ In accordance with this notion,
in his trcatisc headed "al-Mukhtasar fi Usal al-Din,” "Abd al-Jabbar also
explains that the meaning of justice is knowledge of God's remoteness
(tanzih) from three aspects: all repulsive things, the failure to carry out the
obligation of giving reward, and devotion 1o scrving the repulsive or opposing,
favor or bencfit; and this cmphasizes that all his acts arc wise, just and
right.]67

By the above explanation, "Abd al-Jabbar wants to cmphasize that
God does nothing except the good, as he must do the obligatory (al-wanb),
and will not devote himself to anything eacept lor the sake ol g(m(lncs.s,"’x

and that he never wants to do anything repulsive but only chooses wisdom

164
165
166
167

Sharh al-Usal al-Khamsah, p. 132.

Samih Dughaym, Falsafat al-Qudar, p. 306.

Sharh al-Usal al-Khamsah, p. 301.

“Abd al-Jabbar, "al-Mukhtasar [i Usitl al-Din,)" in Rasa il al- Adl wa al-
'lfgé‘.'i_ﬁd, cd. by Muhammad “Imarah (Bcirut: Dar al-Shurug, 1988), p.
168 Al-Mughni, vol. VI:1, p. 3.
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and righteousness. 169
‘The discussion ol justice in its conncection with the above notion,
theretore, also refers to the concept of human action, i.c., by cox -iddering its
value judgement as cither good or evil. In his evplanation of the meaning of
action, Abd al-Jabbar suggests that the action is somcething which issucs (rom
the potential agent (al-q('ullr).”() Thus, cvery action originating from that
potential agent should be ascribed to that agent, since this is the direct
consideration which is "rcasonable for the witness” (ma'qil [i al-shahid),
based on the reality that “the effect of writing is only found in a person who
writes,” and therefore it should be said that writing is the action of that

:lgcnl.lﬂ

The above eaplanation of the meaning of action is needed by "Abd al-
Jabbar in order to prove that "man’s acts cannot all be predestined by God,

)
»172 And based on

because in this case man too could never be said to act.
this notion, the responsibility of man in all his actions can be established,
because the principle of justice comes to stand primarily for the doctrine of
lree will, Furthermore, in its relation to the meaning of divine justice, man's

responsibility for his acts is the basis for both reward and punishment,

because "God would be untast if he punished men for acts for which they

169 Rasa il al-Adl we al-Tawhid, p. 202.
170" L:or 1urther discussion of the nature of human act in “Abd al-Jabbar's
thought, sce, among the others, Islamic Rationalism by George I
Houram, pp. 37-47. But it is worth mentioning here that the action is
not merely somicthing generated (muhdath) or an event coming to
existence atter non-cxistence. The action must arise from a purposive
being with ability to do or not to do it. (Ibid., p. 37). Sce also, "The al-
Qadi "Abd al-Jabbar's  refutation of the Ash'arite  Doctrine ol
‘Acquisition’ (Kasb)," Israel Oriental Studies, vol. VI (1976), pp.

220263,

YU Rasatil al-Adl wa al-Tawhid. p. 203.

A
172 Al-Mughni. vol. VI:L, pp. 3-4, as cited in Islamic Rationalism, p. 37.
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were not responsible.” 173
The demand tor responsibility is accordingly mpossible when the
agent is in constraint.  This implics that responsibility does not exist unless
there is a real (reedom of act. Ahmad Amin, in his explanation ot the
Mu'tazilite understanding of justice suggests that there must be a capalnlity
belonging to man cither to perform the act or to retrain tromat, It he does »
does not do the act willingly, the reward or punishment will be rationally just.
But il God were to create man and then oblige him to pertorm the act in a
certain manner, such as to oblige one person to obey him and the other o
disobey, and he rewarded the former and punished the latter, it would be
entirely unjust. Thus, since God will never do evil, he will never impose
upon man an obligation unless it can be performed voluntarily, as otherwise
it would be possible for God to imposce an obligation upon man beyond his
capacity, which is truly evil 174
In addition, the Mu'tazilites definitely attach reward and punishment
to acts, and insist that God never fails in his obligation to reward the
obedient and to punish sinner. This is the detinite law cstablished by God in
accordance with his justice and wisdom. Therctore, divine justice necessitates
the condition of the responsible obligatee (mukallaf-mas’al) 0 be capable
and to be the author of his own acts. Fven it there is ditliculty in pertorming
some obligations, it must still be possible for God to question man's
responsibility, because along with that ditticulty the span ol choice and

capability will expand, and the cflicacy ol the human agent in overcoming

173 w. Montgomery Watt, The Formative Period of Istamuc  Thought
(Edinburgh: University Press, 1973), p. 231.

174 Ahmad Amin, Duha al-Islam (Cairo: Lagat al-Ta'lit wa al-Tarjamah
wa al-Nashr, 1952); vol. [11, p. 69.
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such a dilficulty will ¢nable him to make his cltort more etiective. 175 After
all, this is to cmphasize God's justice, who does not create something
pointlessly, and to demonstrate that all his acts are good. and chict among
these is the reality ol frecdom of choice bestowed on human nature. There
will be no meaning to divine justice and responsibiiity without the possibility
ol treedom of choice. 176

Based on the previous discussion, it is clear that the existence of
human responsibility is the basis for God's cither conferring his reward or
intlicting his punishment upon man. And since man is a responsible agent, all
of his acts must be ascribed to himself, or, as "Abd al-Tabbar frequently states
in his Sharh, human acts arc not created by God on man’s part, but it is man
himselt who creates them. 177 And in order to clarily this statement, “Abd al-
Jabbar eaplains further by distinguishing between what it means to be a
beneticent and an unkind person on the one hand, and between having a
beautiful and an ugly face on the other. The two phenomena nccessitate
dilferent treatments on our part, since the first deals with an cthical value
judgement, while the second with an acsthetical one. Thus, we will praise the
beneficent person for his benevolence, and blame the unkind person for his
misdeeds or insults. But such a trcatment is not applicable for a person who
possesses cither a beautitul or ugly face or a tall or short stature. That is
because, according to "Abd al-Jabbar, we cannot address our question to the
tall person by asking why he is tall, or to the short person by asking why he

}
is short. 178 This is true, because stature, not being subject to cthical value

175 Samih Dughaym. Falsafat al-Qudar, p. 307.

170 1pid.
177 Sharh al-Usil al-Khamsah, p. 332.

178 Ihd.
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judgement, does not deserve praise or blame: thus it is only human acts
which deserve cither praise or blame.

"Abd al-Jabbar's asscrtion on ascribing human acts to man himselt, and
not to God. more or less, comes as a result of ns vindication ol divine
justice. Human acts. which arc gencerally not disentangled trom evil matters,
cannot be ascribed to God. whose acts are absolutely good. and who himscell

docs not nced to do cevil.

It acts of the limbs were God's act--and among them there s
speaking and lying--it would necessarily tollow, that God would he
lying with cvery lie that 1s pronounced in the world. 1t we allowed
this (statement) with regard to Him, one would not trust 1hs word
and any ol the sign; and onc would be cumpcll«% to admit
everything that the Mugbirah are compelled to adnnt.,

By the above passage. "Abd al-Tabbar denies that God produces
human acts by the nature of the body or by dircet onigination (ibridi'an).
*Abd al-Jabbar gocs cven turther by considering those who maintan that Giod
produces such acts would in lact be intidels, “just as the Mughoal e

\d
considered infidels for attributing evil things to the Faalted God."180

Several arguments to support this idea are found in the Sharh.
According to "Abd al-labbar, human acts happen necessanly with regard to
his purposc and motive, and necessarily disappear with regard to his aversion
and his turning away from them, based on the soundness of his condition,
cither with certainty or with estimation. I their eaistence did not need an
agent, and did not depend on him, they would not exist on his part. ‘Fhis way

of reasoning determines the need of a thing for another, such as the movable

)
thing for movement, and the dormant thing for dormancy. 181

179 Al-Mughni, vol. IX, p. 18; Hcceker, "Reason and Responsinlity,” pp
27-28.

180 Ibid.

181 Sharh al-Usitl al-Khamsah. p. 336. In the Mughni. the same idea s



.

112
L urther claboration to clarity this argument shows us what is mcant
with cach phrasce of the above passage. By stating that human acts necessarily
happen with regard to his purpose and motive, and disappear with regard to
his aversion and his turning away [rom them, means the persistence of acts
(which refers to human’s own capability), and not only in the case of the
body which is called movable while there is movement in it. By stating
"according to the soundness of his condition” he means the extrication
(khulins) of his motives trom ditficulties and hindrances. His saying "with
certainty” means that the agent, while pertorming his acts, must know what is
being pertormed. And his concept of "estimation” refers to the act of a
torgettul person (al-sahi). whose acts are performed without certainty. If we
suppose that he has a motive tor his acts, these acts will not occur on his
part eacept in accordance with his motive. 182
In short, "Abd al-Jabbar wants to emphasize that human acts cannot
be aseribed to any subject other than man himself, because every act
produced on his part occurs only with regard to his motive and purpose. And
as a responsible agent, he must know what he is doing as his own act. Again,
"Abd al-Tabbar insists that these acts are not created by God on man's part.
Once more argument to prove that God docs not create human acts is
also otlered in the Sharh, especially applicable to those acts imputed to be
cvil.. "Abd al-Jabbar eaplains that according to our experience, the sanc

person does not want to spoil his appearance, for instance, by affixing some

stated as: "what indicates that Zayd's deed as his act is the fact that it
must be produced in accordance with his intention and motives, and
that it must disappear in accordance with his rejection and motives,
when he iy sound (of body and tacultics), and in the absence of
obstacles.”  (A-Mughni, vol. IX. p. 15; Hecker, "Reason and
Responaibility,” p. 20).

Gl
IS Sharky ol-Usial al-Khamsah. p. 336.
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bones to his neck. or riding a picee of wood around the market. As it is
unthinkablie for him to do that, it is also unthinkable tor him to ask another
person to do so. He does not want to do that because he knows its evilness,
and that he doces not need it 1t such an argument is true tor us, analogically,
it must also be truc lor God. 183 In other words. it God created human acts,
among which is cvil. it would imply that God has created that evii act as
well, and would further indicate that God asks that man to do what will spoil
his appearance. May God be exalted tar above such a thing, (taala Allah “an
dhalik).

Besides the above exposition mentioned in the Sharh, "Abd al-Jabbar
also explains in his Mughni how such human acts must be ascribed only to
man himscll for the purpose ot preserving divine justice. Samih Dughaym,
after examining "Abd al-Jabbar’s anthropological point of view as discussed in
the Mughni and the Muhit, suggests that human acts come forth together
from his limbs and mind, since there is no ditierence between cither of them

>
as composites of the human cnllty.lb4 It is clear that although the acts

J
183 pbid., p. 344.

)
184 ~Abd al-Jabbar mentions in Muhit, vol. 11, p- 241 that "man” is the
composite body (jumlah) which we sce, not something else inside it or
outside it. LR'T'M. Peters, like "Abd al-Sattar al-Rawi, considers that
based on this description, man, in "Abd al-Jabbar's point of view is a

material unity. (See: J. R.TM. Peters, God's Created Speech, pp.
160-161; al-Rawi, al-Agql wa al—Hurriyah, p. 357). But "Abd al-Jabbar
also mentions in the Mughni, vol. X1, pp. 311 and 32} that man is the
living being; he is the person (shakhs) structured by this special
structurc (binyah makhsiisah), through which he is ditferent trom other
animals, to whom the “command, prohibition, blame and phll.‘»(, are
addressed. This (Iusmptl(m bIVL,S an cmphasis on another dimension
peculiar to man as a "person,” which indicates that he is not merely a
physical structure (binvah maddzvah) More lmportdnl he s also
attributed with the principle "to whom the command, prohibition, blame
and praise arc addressed.” Thus, it scems based on this idca that
Samih Dughaym, who disagrees with that "matcrial” tendency of human
nature, claims that what is called with man must refer to the whole

human entity consisting of both body and mind. (Falsafat al-Qudar, p.
312).
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requite certain principal premises such as knowledge and will, they also need
the climination ot the obstruction and the ability to carry out the acts with
properly functioning physical organs. And the limbs are the physical organs
neceessary tor man's capability to perform an act. Thus, the acts of limbs
occur with regard to the capacity existing in them, as “Abd al-Jabbar explains
in the Mughni:

the state of a capable human agent varies (with respect to what he
is able to do with his limbs) at (various) times: onc time he can
carry a hcavy (load) with his hand, yet another time he can only
carry a lighter load. We know that the power of the substrate to
sustain the act of carrying is the same in both instances, and that
the tool is suitabic for both acts.... Consequently, it is lcarned
that in onc of thesce states his limb has such qualification as it does
not have it in the other. It is impossible for this to be an attribute
which goes back to the limb, since the capable agent is the man
and his totality, not all his limb. Now, il this is truc, then it is
lcarncd that the particular characteristic of the limb is the
existence of capabilitics in it, and that it is possible to perform an
act by “lhsglmb in proportion to the number of capabilities which
are in it,

What is important to note in this passage is "Abd al-Jabbar's assertion
that we cannot ascribe the acts of a limb to the nature of its substrate,186 but
only to the capacity prevailing in the limb. If the nature of a substrate were
an inlluential factor in the acts, our ability to carry something would not vary
from time to time or from one limb to another, as long as the substrate
remains the same. In addition, if the act can be carried out by means of a

quality ascribed 1o the limb alone, the capacity of the limb will not vary while

its condition is the same. Therefore, the variety of the limb's capabilities refer

IS5 Al -Mughni, vol. IX. pp. 18-19; Hecker, "Reason and Responsibility,”
pp- 29-30.

\
186 Substrate” or mahall, as Peters explains, is another name for a
substance_or a body as the placc where a certain accident (Carad)
inheres. The substrate can be a single or a composnte of some atoms, Or
even an organic body, which is called a "jumlah,” an aggregate of
various  substances. Thus, the term  substrate always indicates a
relationship with an accident which needs to exist and to inhere in it.
(J.RUTML Peters, God's Created Speech, p. 123).




3.7

1S
to the diversity of ability existing in them, as s indicated in the statement that
"the particular characteristic of the limb is the existence of capabilities in it.”
More importantly, "Abd al-Jabbir by this argument insists that as man can
produce the acts because of his own capability existing in his limbs, these
acts arc not crcated by God. 187
In another passage following the above ceaposition, we find "Abd al-
Jabbar's explanation that the acts of limbs incrcase and decrease in
accordance with changes in the state of the capable ugcnl.l88 This idea,
which coincides with his cxplanation in the Sharh that a man’s acts happen
with regard to his purposc and motive (and vice versa, as cited previously),
clearly indicates that the acts of limbs and will arc produced by man. But not
only "with regard to his purposc and motive,” for in the Mughni “Abd al-
Jabbar explains further that human acts inhering in his limbs, such as specech,
movement, and others, arc produced in accordance with his knowing the
manner how they are produced, as well as in accordance with his pereeption
(idrakihi) and his "tools” (alatihi), i.c. his limbs, tonguc, cte. 89 hat is
because it is impossible for man to perform his acts perfectly except il he has
knowledge of how they are produced, as it is only possibic for him o do his
acts if he perceives the substrate of his acts. An example to clarily this idca
is mentioned in thc same passage of the Mughnt:
.... it is only possible for a person to put points in books il he
erceives the substrate of the act or the place where he performs

it. Similarly, it is only possiblce for him to write ill}ms hand is not
crippled, and to spcak if his tonguc 1s unimpaired.

187 Al-Mughni, vol. IX, p. 19; Hecker, "Reason and Responsibility,” p. 32.
188 Ihid., p. 20; p. 33.

189 Al-Mughni, vol. IX, p. 21; Hecker, "Reason and Responsibility,” p. 37.
190 ppiq.
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In general, all these eapositions [ulfill the purpose of insisting that all

human acts originate from man himsclt; otherwise, it would not be necessary

for them to happen dependent on man's states and in the mamner suitable to

. . (
his will. 191

Finally, as it is clear that human actions are produced by man himselt

and nonc of which is crecated by God on his part, all these actioins must be

ascribed to man alone as a responsible agent capable of performing them

independently by  his own will, power, and knowledge. Thus, man is

responsible tor every action he takes, cither good or evil. More deliberately,

all cvil actions occurring on his part arc also of his responzibility. They

cannot be ascribed to any agent other than himself, and likewise, cannot be

. c 1 192 o~ . . .

regarded as willed by God. ' God, the most wise and just, does not will

any cvil act nor create them on man's part. In this sense, "Abd al-Jabbar's

point ol view scems to agree with the gencral tenet held by Mu'tazilites,
cspecially that of Wasil b. "Atd', as reported by al-Shahrastani :

The Creator, being wise and just, it is torbidden to establish a

rclation between Him and evil (sharr) or wrong (zulm). So it

cannot be conceived that His will regarding His servants should be

ditferent from His command; likewise Hc¢ would not punish them

on account of His own decisions. So man is the author ol good,

cvil, faith, unbelicet, obedience and transgression, and is rewarded

orlk)\inishcd for his acts, but the Lord gives him power for all this

All these explanations are devoted to fortitying the notion of divine

191 iy
l‘)? ’l‘l'. . %1331 - s ~ . o ar’e tnvereto . g « - « 3 Q 4

s reminds us to “Abd al-Jabbar's insistence that an act is evil not
because of certain states (@fiwal) present in the agent, such as being
generated, subjected, obliged, or subdued by God, as has been shown
i the carlier part of this chapter.
193 Abi al-Fath Muhammad "Abd al-Karim al-Shahrastani, al-Milal wa al-
Nihal. cd.”"Abd al-"Aziz Muhammad al-Wakil (Beirut: Dar al-Fikr,
nd.). vol. 1, p. 47, as cited in AJ. Wensinek. The Muslim Creed: Its
Genesis and  Historical Development (1.ondon: I'rank Cass & Co.,
1965). pp. 81-82.
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justice, whose very essential meaning is that God does not will any evil act,
and that he never tails to fultill what is obligatory, among which is 1o carry
out his promiscs and threats (al-wa'd wa al-wa'id). becausce it he tailed to do
sO, he would not only be unjust but also a fiar. 194 Again. Allah the Exalted

is far above such a thing, ta’ala Allah “an dhalik.

194 pastur Rahman, Islam, 2nd Ldition (Chicago and T.ondon: University
of Chicago Press, 1979), p. §9.




CONCILUSTON

The problem of evil is a crucial problem that has resulted in much
dispute among theologians  and  philosophers, and has  aroused much
speculative thinking on their part concerning the nature of God. In its
simplest lormulation, the problem of cvil is usually stated thus: it God is
behieved to be pertectly good and ultimately powertul, then he must be able
o abolish cvil; but, since evil remains present in the world, 1t is possibie to
presume that cither God is not perfectly good or he is not ultimately
powcrlul. Or, in anotha eapression: God cannot be both all-powerful and
perfectly good il evil s real, because 1t God cannot abolish cvil, then he is
not all-powertul, and if he will not abolish it, then he is not all-good.
Furthermore, this formulation also implies that  the reality of  ¢vil is
incompatible with the belief that God is the all-powerful and all-good. The
problem of cvil, which reecived much attention from  classical thinkers and
mediacval theologians, is, therelore, still of great interest  to scholars of
recent times, who see the problem of evil as a continuing puzzlic.

Lvil can be ditterentiated into two types: moral and non-moral cvil.
Moral evil is whatever evil human beings originate, and non-moral evil is the
cvil that originates independently of human actions. In the work of “Abd al-
Jabbar, both types of evil rececive equal treatment., although his  concern
seemis o be more coneentiated on moral evil. According to his point ol view,

the true nature of al-gabili. the word he usually cmploys to express the
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meaning of cvil, Hes inits signification ol cthical qualitics, such as
disgraccful, shameless, and so. evil and bad. "Thus. he delines evil as "an act
for which, it it occurs in any way on the part of one who knows it will ocewn
from him in that way. and lcts it happen, he deserves blame, unless there s a
restricting rcason,” or, as he also quotes trom his teacher Abu Hashim, “evil
is something that descrves blame when it is taken i solation.” In cach ol
these two definitions “Abd al-Jabbar cmphasizes that the basic charactenistic
of evil is somcthing that deserves blame, which n itsell signities cthical
value-judgement.

According to “Abd al-Jabbar, the nature ol cvil s something,
objectively  knowable. lle  disagrees  with  the  subjectivists,  his main
opponents, who maintain that the value of an action is determined eaclusively
by the will of God. "Abd al-Jabbar insists that the blameworthiness ol a
particular act is a fact that cannot be altered by the wishes, ullerances,
thoughts, or tecling of any spectator or judge, ceven il he bre God himselt.
This is based on the concept commonly held by the Mu'tazilites that natural
recason can scrve as a sulficient source of cthical knowledge, which means
that man has the capacity to know the right and the good by his own unaided
intelleet, and cven to deline them, independently ol the divine will. More
deliberately, man can grasp the knowledge ol good or cvil actions just as he
grasps "dircctly perecived phenomena” (al-mudrakatr). ‘Thus in the same way
as he can know at once that injustice, lying, and ingratitude are cvil, he
similarly knows straight away that justice, truthlulness and gratitude arc
good. This idca, o some eatent, agrees with “Abd al-fabbar’s insistence that
the most important duty imposed by God upon mankind is the use ol his
intellect 1o acquire true knowledge about God, the neglect of which, il not

repented. would result in deserving blame.




iz

In his ctiort to detend the behet that God is the most powertul and
just, Abd al-Jabbar insists that God's omnipotence is unlimited. However, if
must be kept in mind that while God can do anything he wills himsell to do
and anything that it is possible to do, God cannot do what is logically
impossible. This 1s not because his power is himited, but only because what is
logically impossible cannot really be thought or conceived of. Thus, God
cannol creale a “square circle,” as we cannot ask or desire him to do so,
because the very idea ol a square circle is nonsense.] But can God do evil?
With regard to the idea that God's omnipotence is unlimited, "Abd al-Jabbar
admits that God can do cvil, because good and evil are alike in their genus.
Since God has power to do good, he must likewise have the power o do
evil, just as one who is able to do one good is able to do another good of the
same genus, Yet, unlike the Asharites who hold that God creates the evil
acls of men as their hirst cause, "Abd al-Jabbar suggests that God would be
foolish it he willed tolly and cvil. Accordingly. “Abd al-Jabbar insists that
although God is able to do evil, it is not admissible (/@ vajiiz) for him to do
it. God does not do evil because he knows the evilness of the evil things and
has no motive or need (hajah) tor it. It God does cvil, he may do so in a
varicty of ways such as telling lies in his scriptures, rewarding the Pharaohs,
and punishing the Prophets.

Although “Abd al-Jabbar's discussion of the problem of cvil is focused
more on moral evil, he also provides an eatensive examination of non-moral
cvil dealing with sultering, calamitics, discases, deformities. ete. But in an
attempt to defend the coneept ot divine justice. “Abd al-Jabbiar's discussion of

the issue concentrates on whether or not God really inflicts such cvils and

I Ronald M. Green, “Pheodicy.” The Encvclopaedia of Religion, vol. X1V,

p. 432,
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whether or not suffering is evil. According to his point ol view. sulfering is
caused and intlicted by God. However, God's intlicting pam or sutlcring as
not ¢vil of him. since he never desires any evil act. and has no need for it.
Accordingly. God's inflicting pain is cither because it s deserved as a
punishment or because it will be compensated with another reward in the
after-lite.  Indeed it is not difficult to accept this doctrine., since Islam has
cstablished the beliel in the reality ol the alter-lite as ity principle tenet.? On
the other hand. sulfering is also considered as a trial (mihnah) which may be
inflicted upon any person. Liven the prophets themselves trequently suttered
pains.3 It suffering is not inflicted as a punishment. 1t must be regarded as a
trial and must be compensated., because it has been inllicted undeservedly.
The same judgement is also applicable to accidents, discases, calamities, or
delormitics. "Abd al-Jabbar's asscrtion in this regard is based on a hadith ol
the Prophet which states that whoever is deprived ol his two eyes in this
world God is not content until he should mdemnily him for them with
paradisc.4 This hadith reveals that the deprivation of onc’s cyesight (as a
sullering caused by the deformity) nccessitates a great compensation, since
one has been prevented from possessing what one needs in order to be able
to live properly.

‘The notion that God may inflict pain upon men, not out of cvil intent

but because it is deserved as a punishment, and with the promise of

9

Al-Sayyid Sabiq, al-Agd'id al-Islamivah (Cairo: Dar al-Kitab al- Arabi,
1964), p. 259.

Sce, Imam Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (Cairo: Dar al-Ma'ant, 1950),
vol. 111, p. 46! '

The hadith is quoted in the Mughni, vol. X1, p. 446, without mentioning
its source. Another hadith similar to the above cited but with ditlerent

eapression is reported by Imam Ahmad b, TTanbal in his Musnazd, vol.
X1V, pp. 29-30.
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compensation m the alier-life. scems o agree with the idea that "evil is real
but justiticd.” According to this idea, certain good cannot be achieved
without the endurance of suttering, and some sufferings arc unavoidable,
since they result from necessary operation of natural law. In addition, the
idca of "justfied evil” also suggests that certain physical evils occurring in the
world, such as calamitics, discascs, famines, cte., may be intended by God as
a reminder to mankind ol his power over the universe, by which it is hoped
that men will respond  through fear and then subjugate themsclves to the
power of God and become morally better. While "Abd al-Jabbar did not
suggest this in so many words, nevertheless in referring to the concept of
divine grace (futf), he suggests that if men had bestowed upon them
perpetual delight and felicity, they would be oppressive and haughty. "Abd al-
Tabbar tortities his argument by citing the Qur'anic verse: "If God were to
give in abundance 1o His creatures they would fill the earth with oppression.
He gives according to measure as He will, He knows (what is good for) His
creatures.” (Q.S. 42:27).

Thus, as divinc grace is aimed at making the performance of the
imposcd duties possible, the reality of suffering might serve as a means to
remind mankind that they should be aware of God’s omnipotence by which
God has imposed his order upon the whole universe. On the other hand,
"Abd al-Jabbar's insistence that suffering is inflicted upon men cither because
it is deserved as a punishment or that it will be compensated in after-life is
also meant to repudiate the belief held by the adherents of metempsychosis
(ashab al-tanasuhh). According to their point of view, God's punishment is
only inflicted in this world through men's enduring their transtormation from
onc being to another that is worse. “Abd al-Jabbar's objection t¢ this idea is

based on the reason that the nature of suffering as a punishment is that if it



were inflicted upon the infidels. it would be a part ol their punishment in the
after-life. and it intlicted upon the believers it would reduce the punishment
which they would have to endure in the after-life.

As it is clear that although it is possible tor God to do cevil, sinee
God's power is unlimited, this does not mean that God really does it
because it God had a will for evil he would be himsell evil, just like anyone
else. "Abd al-Jabbar insists that God would be foolish it he willed toolishness
or cvil. Based on this idea, any cvil taking place in a human act cannot be
attributed 1o or willed by God. Such an c¢vil should be ascribed to man
himsell as a responsible and free agent. As a Mutazilite, "Abd  al-Jabbar
tirmly holds that man should be a free, responsible agent, in accordance with
which God's imposing dutics upon man (teklif) is possible. Furthermore,
frcecdom and responsibility together form the basis for establishing  the
concept of divine justice, whose essential meaning is that God does nothing
except the good, as he must do what is obligaiory (al-wajib), will not devolte
himself to anything except for the sake of goodness, and never desires o do
anything rcpulsive but only chooses wisdom and rightecousness. By insisting
that God does nothing cxcept the good and that he must do what is
obligatory, it is impossible to say that God wills any evil to happen on man's
part. Whatever cvil act takes place on man's part should be man's own tull
responsibility. Man is the author of good, cvil, taith, unbelict, obedicence and
transgression, and is rewarded or punished tor cach one of them. This is to
be the basis for God's cither conlerring his reward upon those who obey him
or inflicting his punishment upon those who disobey him.

"Abd al-Jabbar's insistence on maintaining that man should be the
author of his good and cvil acts scems to agree with McCloskey's point ol

view that moral cvil results from man's exercising ol tree will, which it is
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chumed not only outweighs the eaistence of moral cvil and the vast amount
ol non-moral cwvils, but also the cternal sufiering of the damned. But,
knowing that it will lcad the men to commit evil, why did God who is wholly
good give them tree will? According to J.1.. Mackic, it is stll better for men
o act treely than 1o be innocent automata, acting rightly in a wholly
deternuned tashion. Men, as another writer, G.I1. Joyce, suggests, should
have the power o commit wrong, as God has given them great privilege in
the torm of their final blessedness. This blessedness represents the fruit of
their exertion and is a reward for their hard-won victory which is a
considerably higher accomplishment than it would have been i they had
achicved it without exercising any eftort. Men may not deserve the reward
duc to victory without being exposed to the possibility of defeat. This idea
also scems to agree with “Abd al-Jabbar's conception of taklif which is made
possible because of God's grace and is aimed at exposing mankind to requital
or reward.

The above exposition has given us another positive assertion that evil
is rcal but justificd, and free will, therefore, has been vindicated as justifying
God's allowing moral evil to happen.  Nevertheless, it must be admitted that
none of the solutions to the problem of evil proposed by "Abd al-Jabbar and
other thinkers can stand up to criticism. With regard 10 "Abd al-Jabbar's
claboration ot his concept of divine justice, tor instance, we lind Ahmad
Amin, once ol the modern Lgyptian writers, criticizing the Mu'tazilites in
general for having exaggerated in applying the analogy between what might
be true of God with the truth resuited from human intellectual exercises.
This. to some eatent, could be considered as an arrogant and presumptuous

stance on the part of man, as he judges God on the basis ol his limited
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human reason. Bul. in any case. sinee CAbd  al-Jabbar's concern s 1o
maintain that God is the most just and wise. who never desires any evil and
will not intlict his punishment undeservedly, "Abd al-Jabbar has done his best
in formulating how men should understand the nature of divine justice in the
face of the problem of evil. On the other hand, he has deliberately
repudiated his opponents’ point of view that God, being the most powetlul,
can do anything he wills regardless whether or not it is logically conceivable.
In contrast to their view, "Abd al-Jabbar maintains that both good and cvil
have an objective value accessible 1o the human capacity to know and to

define, and not merely determined by the will of God.

5 Ahmad Amin, Duha al-Islam, vol. 111, pp. 69-70.
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