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Abstract

In this article, we present a so far unstudied epistolary exchange between two 
sixth/twelfth-century Zaydis from Yemen on Mānkdīm’s famous Taʿlīq Sharḥ al-Uṣūl 
al-khamsa. In the text, which survives in a unique manuscript, al-Ḥasan al-ʿUdharī 
raises objections against passages from the proof for the createdness of the world 
and from the chapter on beatific vision in the Taʿlīq, touching upon issues related to 
accidents (aʿrāḍ), attributes (ṣifāt), and sense-perception. Al-ʿUdharī’s objections are 
refuted by al-Ḥasan al-Raṣṣāṣ, who was possibly his teacher. The debate is of inter-
est for studying the sixth/twelfth-century Zaydi reception of Muʿtazili teachings, as is 
evident, but it also serves as a valuable testimony to the Zaydi engagement with other 
intellectual traditions, including proponents of Greek-derived logic and Ashʿari argu-
ments against Muʿtazili theories. Our article first situates the text and its arguments in 
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its historical and intellectual context, then offers an English translation, and concludes 
with a critical edition of the epistolary exchange.
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1 Introduction

One of the most important systematic accounts for the study of the doctrines 
of the Bahshami branch of Muʿtazilism is Taʿlīq Sharḥ al-Uṣūl al-khamsa by 
al-sharīf al-Mustaẓhar bi-llāh Qiwām al-Dīn Abū l-Ḥusayn Aḥmad b. al-Ḥusayn 
b. Abī Hāshim al-Ḥasanī al-Qazwīnī, sometimes referred to in historical sources 
as Ibn al-Aʿrābī, and much better known as Mānkdīm Sheshdīw (d. ca. 425/ 
1034). Since its 1965 publication in the edition of ʿAbd al-Karīm ʿUthmān,1 the 
text has been repeatedly reprinted and productively used by many modern 
scholars of Muʿtazili and specifically Bahshami theology. In line with the text’s 
attribution among the majority of scholars in the 1960s and 1970s, ʿUthmān 
had published the text as ʿAbd al-Jabbār al-Hamadhānī’s (d. 415/1025) Sharḥ 
al-Uṣūl al-khamsa. In an 1979 article on the Taʿlīq Sharḥ al-Uṣūl al-khamsa, 
Daniel Gimaret rectified this erroneous attribution along with other confu-
sions of previous scholars regarding the work’s textual relationship to other 
Muʿtazili works.2 He demonstrates that the text published by ʿUthmān is in 
fact Mānkdīm’s recension of or commentary on ʿAbd al-Jabbār’s Sharḥ al-Uṣūl 
al-khamsa, which in turn is the latter’s autocommentary on his own Uṣūl, 
rather than a commentary on other homonymous Muʿtazili works.3

Appealing to the substantial number of manuscripts that have been pre-
served of the Taʿlīq, Gimaret alerted to the fact that the text enjoyed a great 

1 Mānkdīm Sheshdīw, Sharḥ al-uṣūl al-khamsa.
2 Gimaret, “Les Uṣūl al-ḫamsa”.
3 A fragment of ʿAbd al-Jabbār’s autocommentary has possibly survived in a Karaite manu-

script, preserved in St Petersburg, National Library of Russia, Firk. Arab. 259; see Schmidtke, 
“Muʿtazilī Manuscripts”, pp. 407–412, no. 8. Mānkdīm’s supercommentary was the product 
of his lectures on ʿAbd al-Jabbār’s Sharḥ al-Uṣūl al-khamsa and penned down by his stu-
dents, hence the name Taʿlīq. For a case study on a Taʿlīq style of commentary see Ansari 
& Schmidtke, “The Zaydī Reception of Ibn Khallād’s Kitāb al-Uṣūl” (reprinted in Ansari & 
Schmidtke, Studies in Medieval Islamic Intellectual Traditions, chapter 5).
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popularity among the Zaydis of Yemen. Also, he shows that the text’s impact is 
confirmed by two other commentaries that depend on Mānkdīm’s Taʿlīq. The 
first was written between the late fifth/eleventh and early sixth/twelfth cen-
tury by a Zaydi from Northern Iran, Abū Muḥammad Ismāʿīl b. ʿAlī b. Ismāʿīl 
al-Farrazādhī, and survives in manuscript form. The second was written  
by a Yemeni Zaydi who lived in the first half of the eighth/fourteenth century, 
al-Qāsim b. Aḥmad b. Ḥumayd al-Muḥallī. Al-Farrazādhī’s commentary, equally 
titled Taʿlīq Sharḥ al-Uṣūl al-khamsa, is a commentary on ʿAbd al-Jabbār’s 
Sharḥ al-Uṣūl al-khamsa. Yet a significant amount of passages exhibit so close 
similarities with Mānkdīm’s that Gimaret concludes that, even in the absence 
of any mention, al-Farrazādhī must have used Mānkdīm as a source. Al-Qāsim 
al-Muḥallī’s text is in turn a commentary on Mānkdīm’s Taʿlīq. Al-Muḥallī cites 
Mānkdīm explicitly—he even records textual variants from different copies 
of the work—and adds an additional textual layer, in which he also appeals 
to doctrinal developments that occurred after Mānkdīm’s times: al-Muḥallī 
refers often to the Muʿtazilis Abū l-Ḥusayn al-Baṣrī (d. 436/1044), Rukn al-Dīn 
Maḥmūd Ibn al-Malāḥimī (d. 536/1141) and the Ashʿari Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī 
(d. 606/1210). Two additional Yemeni commentaries on Mānkdīm’s Taʿlīq, not 
explored by Gimaret, illustrate the ongoing engagement with the text: ʿAbdallāh 
b. al-Ḥasan al-Dawwārī’s (d. 800/1397–98) Nihāyat al-wuṣūl ilā maʿānī Sharḥ 
al-uṣūl and ʿAlī b. Yaḥyā al-Ḥusaynī’s Nihāyat dhawī l-ʿuqūl ʿalā Sharḥ al-uṣūl.4

In this article, we present an additional, and to our knowledge as yet unno-
ticed commentary upon Mānkdīm’s Taʿlīq Sharḥ al-Uṣūl al-khamsa.5 The text 

4 For the former, see al-Wajīh, Aʿlām, vol. 1, p. 550; for the latter, see the description of the only 
surviving manuscript copy in al-ʿIzzī, Fihrist, p. 24, no. 5.

5 This commentary was identified by Hassan Ansari, when he visited the Österreichische 
Nationalbibliothek in Vienna, as part of consulting systematically the collections of Yemeni 
manuscripts in European libraries (for more details see Ansari & Schmidtke, “The Fate of 
Yemeni Manuscripts”, pp. 114–115). The text is recorded in Grünert’s handwritten inventory 
of the collection (Grünert, Kurzer Katalog, p. 38, no. 143) with its title, “al-Raṣṣāṣ” as author 
(leaving it ambiguous to which member of the family this refers), and “induced” (“veran-
lasst”) by “al-Ḥasan b. Nāḍir (sic) b. Yaʿqūb al-ʿUdharī”, while it is missing in the inventory of 
al-Ḥasan al-Raṣṣāṣ’s writings in Thiele, Theologie. A catalogue of the Vienna Glaser collection 
is still an important desideratum for completing the picture of surviving Zaydi manuscript 
copies. In the framework of the “Muʿtazilite Manuscript Project”, Gregor Schwarb started 
compiling a bibliography of Zaydi-Muʿtazili works, aggregating the information of pub-
lished catalogues, scholarly literature, and available hand lists (such as Grünert’s or the list 
of manuscripts digitized by the Zayd b. ʿAlī Cultural Foundation; see Schwarb, “Un projet 
international”). It was continued under the aegis of the ERC AdG “Rediscovering Theological 
Rationalism in the Medieval World of Islam”, directed by Sabine Schmidtke, of which we were 
team members. Unfortunately, the work was never completed. Although the authors of this 
paper cited a draft of the work in earlier publications, we no longer see value in referencing 
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in question, titled al-Ajwiba al-qaṭʿiyya ʿ an al-masāʾil al-ʿudhariyya, is of interest 
for studying the sixth/twelfth-century Zaydi reception of Muʿtazili teachings, 
as is evident, but it also serves as a valuable testimony to the Zaydi engagement 
with other intellectual traditions, including proponents of Greek-derived logic 
and Ashʿari arguments against Muʿtazili theories. Perhaps, the description 
“commentary” is somewhat misleading for our text, because it differs signifi-
cantly from the commentaries listed above. Instead of being an exposition and 
explanation of the entire Taʿlīq, the text presented here is very short and does 
not engage with the entire Taʿlīq. Rather, it consists of an epistolary exchange 
between two scholars from the sixth/twelfth century, in which one raises 
objections to three specific passages from Mānkdīm’s text, to which the other 
responds. The two scholars were Zaydis from Yemen, among whom Bahshami 
theology had found a receptive intellectual milieu during these times. Copies 
of Bahshami texts like Mānkdīm’s Taʿliq were brought, along with many other 
works, from the centres of Zaydi learning in Northern Iran to Yemen, where 
local scholars embraced their doctrines and built on them their own literary 
tradition. Nonetheless, the adoption of Bahshami theology was never uncon-
tested among Yemeni Zaydis, and it faced the suspicion of being a deviation 
from what some members of the community considered the authentic teach-
ing of early Zaydi authorities. In addition, even though Muʿtazili doctrines 
dominated the sixth/twelfth-century theological discourse of the Yemeni 
Zaydis—contrary to the trend in the Sunni milieu—they were not isolated 
from contemporary intellectual debates in the Sunni world that challenged 
Muʿtazilism. The text presented here illustrates this connection.

The person who raises the three objections against the Taʿlīq is named 
al-Ḥasan b. Nāṣir b. Yaʿqūb b. ʿĀmir al-Shatawī (or: al-Shitwī) al-ʿUdharī 
al-Hamdānī (fl. late sixth/twelfth century), and his contemporary al-Ḥasan b. 
Muḥammad b. al-Ḥasan al-Raṣṣāṣ (d. 584/1188) speaks in defence of Mānkdīm, 
rebutting al-ʿUdharī’s critique. Little is known about al-Ḥasan al-ʿUdharī’s 
life.6 He served as the secretary to the Imam al-Manṣūr bi-llāh ʿAbdallāh b. 
Ḥamza (r. 593–614/1197–1217), who was a student of al-Ḥasan al-Raṣṣāṣ and 
promoted—even violently—Bahshami theology under his reign.7 We don’t 

it for information that is available in catalogues and other scholarly literature, as its publica-
tion has not materialized.

6 Al-Ḥasan al-ʿUdharī had three sons who participated in scholarly activities in Imam 
al-Manṣūr bi-llāh’s entourage: ʿImrān (d. after 630/1232), Masʿūd (alive 633/1236), from whose 
pens we possess several manuscript copies, and Asʿad. See Ansari & Schmidtke, Studies in 
Medieval Islamic Intellectual Traditions, pp. 30, 82, 136–7, 166, 182, 238).

7 Al-Manṣūr bi-llāh’s sīra mentions al-Ḥasan al-ʿUdharī several times; see Ibn Diʿtham, Sīra, 
vol. 2, p. 83, vol. 3, pp. 485, 509.
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know of any writings by al-Ḥasan al-ʿUdharī other than his epistolary exchange 
with al-Raṣṣāṣ about Mānkdīm’s Taʿlīq.

Al-Ḥasan al-ʿUdharī’s interlocutor, al-Ḥasan al-Raṣṣāṣ, is much better 
known. Although biographical information about him are rather scarce, we 
have a detailed picture of his teachings, as they have been preserved in a sub-
stantial amount of writings. During his relatively short life, al-Ḥasan al-Raṣṣāṣ 
was instrumental in developing the doctrinal underpinnings of the emerging 
Bahshami strand among Yemen’s Zaydis, which came to be the theological 
mainstream thanks to its promotion by the Imam al-Manṣūr bi-llāh. Apart 
from some works on legal methodology, most of al-Raṣṣāṣ’s writings deal with 
rational theology (kalām). In particular, he put great emphasis on metaphysi-
cal issues: he wrote treatises specifically devoted to kalām atomism, causality, 
as well as a systematic exposition of the Bahshami theory of aḥwāl (literally: 
“states”), which attempted to explain the ontology of the characteristics of 
beings.8 These are indeed subjects of equally central concern to falsafa, that is, 
philosophy in the Aristotelian and/or Neoplatonic tradition. As Greco-Arabic 
philosophers developed their theories in a distinct conceptual and epistemo-
logical framework, al-Raṣṣāṣ in some of his writings critically engages with 
them. He does so in a treatise discussing the essence-existence distinction, in 
several refutations of hylomorphism, in rebuttals of the doctrine of the eter-
nity of the world, as well as in a refutation of al-Ghazālī’s (d. 505/1111) Maqāsid 
al-falāsifa. The biographical literature also credits al-Raṣṣāṣ with a work 
entitled Munāqaḍat ahl al-manṭiq. This work, which might be identical with 
al-Raṣṣāṣ’s refutation of al-Ghazālī’s Maqāṣid, indicates that it had a specific 
focus on formal logic.9 Kalām had developed its own patterns of argumen-
tation, typically (though not exclusively) in a not less sophisticated form of 
analogical reasoning. It was only gradually from the late fifth/eleventh cen-
tury onwards that practitioners of kalām started advocating the adoption of 
Greek-derived logic.10 Al-Raṣṣāṣ lived consequently in a period in which the 
acceptability of formal logic was still controversially negotiated. He actively 
participated in this debate, with the abovementioned treatise, in which he 
apparently attacked al-Ghazālī as one of the prominent advocates of incorpo-
rating syllogistic logic into kalām.11 Unfortunately, this refutation is lost, but we 

8  For a study of al-Raṣṣāṣ’s biography and his metaphysical teachings, see Thiele, Theologie.
9  For al-Raṣṣāṣ’s critical engagement with falsafa and falsafa-infused kalām, see Ansari & 

Schmidtke, “Sixth/Twelfth-Century Zaydī Theologians of Yemen Debating Avicennan 
Philosophy”.

10  van Ess, “Logical Structure”; El-Rouayheb, “Theology and Logic”.
11  Ansari & Schmidtke, “Sixth/Twelfth-Century Zaydī Theologians of Yemen Debating 

Avicennan Philosophy”, pp. 240–241n48.
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will see that one of al-ʿUdharī’s objections and al-Raṣṣāṣ’s response to it offer a 
glimpse of these two scholars’ familiarity logic.

The existence of an epistolary exchange between al-ʿUdharī and al-Raṣṣāṣ 
on Mānkdīm’s Taʿlīq is not attested in any sources. The response’s attribution 
to al-Raṣṣāṣ in the text’s unique copy is however authentic, as corroborated by 
a quotation of al-Raṣṣāṣ’s lost treatise, titled The Twenty Questions (al-Masāʾil 
al-ʿishrūn), which is also cited in other writings of his.12 Possibly, al-Ḥassan 
al-Raṣṣāṣ used Mānkdīm’s Taʿlīq as a textbook in his study circles. This is 
suggested by the introduction of al-Raṣṣāṣ’s al-ʿAshr al-fawāʾid, where he 
reports—without explicit reference to Mānkdīm, though—that he was asked 
by some of his acquaintances to elaborate on a thought experiment, which is 
indeed found in the Taʿlīq.13 Perhaps, al-Ḥasan al-ʿUdharī attended al-Raṣṣāṣ’s 
classes on the Taʿlīq and presented his critical remarks on the text in this con-
text to al-Raṣṣāṣ.

Al-ʿUdharī’s first question relates to a claim that is found in Mānkdīm’s 
proof for the creation of bodies, which traditionally started from the observa-
tion that bodies are positioned in space such that they are either composed 
or separated from each other, either moving or resting. The atomist ontology 
of kalām explained these spatial as well as other qualities of bodies by acci-
dents (aʿrāḍ) that subsist in the atoms from which bodies are composed. The 
proof for the creation of bodies argues that spatial qualities are a necessary 
condition for bodies to exist, because we cannot conceive of their existence 
without either resting in some position in space or moving from one position 
to another, nor without being either composed with or separated from other 
atoms. Since these spatial qualities are changing, consequently temporal, and 
hence, according the theologians’ reasoning, created, it was concluded that 
bodies that necessarily carry these created accidents must be created, too.

Mānkdīm responds in the Taʿlīq to a series of objections in order to pre-
clude that being composed (mujtamiʿ), as one of the spatial qualities of bodies, 
could possibly be the effect of other causes than accidents. Al-ʿUdharī’s ques-
tion relates to Mānkdīm’s argument against one of these objections, namely 
why the bodies’ composition cannot possibly be caused by an agent (li-ma lā 
yajūzu an yakūna l-jism mujtamiʿan bi-l-fāʿil).14 The formula bi-l-fāʿil refers to 
that which agents produce immediately by virtue of their autonomous acts. 

12  Al-Raṣṣāṣ cites al-Masāʾil al-ʿishrūn in Kayfiyyat kashf al-aḥkām wa-l-ṣifāt ʿan khaṣāʾiṣ 
al-muʾaththirāt wa-l-muqtaḍiyāt and al-Kāshif li-dhawī l-baṣāʾir ʿan ithbāt al-jawāhir. For a 
partial reconstruction of the work’s contents see Thiele, Theologie, pp. 37–38.

13  Ansari, Khalkhali, and Thiele, “Why Humans Refrain from Lying”, pp. 426–427.
14  Mānkdīm Sheshdīw, Sharḥ al-uṣūl al-khamsa, pp. 100–101.
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Mānkdīm argues that an agent cannot immediately cause a body to be com-
posed, rather than by virtue of creating in it an accident as the actual cause of 
the body’s composition, because this would carry the false implication that the 
same agent who causes the body’s composition causes also the body to exist. 
The problem behind this implication is that humans do have the capacity to 
cause a body’s composition, but not the capacity to create bodies, according 
to Bahshami doctrines. But why does causing an object’s attribute without cre-
ating an accident in it imply that whoever causes this attribute is also the very 
object’s creator? Mānkdīm substantiates his claim with the example of speech, 
whose pragmatic features—commanding, prohibiting, or informing—are 
conceived of as attributes of speech: whoever makes his speech a command, 
a prohibition or a statement, Mānkdīm argues, also creates the speech itself; 
and unlike our own speech, we cannot cause other persons’ speech to be a 
command, a prohibition or a statement, since we do not create their speech.

Now, what is noteworthy in al-ʿUdharī’s objection is the formal nature of 
his argument. He raises the question whether or not Mānkdīm’s proposition 
(“Whoever is capable of causing an object to have an attribute without creat-
ing a distinct entitative cause (maʿnā) is capable of creating the object itself.”) 
is convertible—in other words whether or not interchanging the proposition’s 
subject and predicate leads to another true proposition—and if so, whether it 
converts into a universal or particular affirmative. Al-ʿUdharī’s critical question 
adopts consequently the form of Greek-derived logic, that earlier theologians 
had long opposed.

Al-ʿUdharī argues that either option, that is, the proposition’s conversion 
into a universal or a particular affirmative, results into false propositions or 
contradictions. Converting it into a particular affirmative would contradict 
Mānkdīm’s own example of speech that humans create and cause to have an 
attribute without the need of creating an accident in it. Its conversion into a 
universal affirmative, in turn, would lead to two absurdities. If no accidents 
were required for bodies to be combined or separated, they could be both at 
the same time, because only the coming into being of an accident’s contrary 
annihilates its existence and inhibits the conjunction of two incompatible 
states of affair. The other absurd corollary would be to assume that necessary 
causes could exist without being effective.

In his response, al-Raṣṣāṣ likewise frames his argument within the for-
mal structure of Greek-derived logic, rather than relying solely on the kalām 
argumentative style he typically employs. Al-Raṣṣāṣ addresses the question 
of the proposition’s convertibility, arguing that it can indeed be converted 
into a particular affirmative. To support his claim, al-Raṣṣāṣ first presents a 
scenario where the proposition’s conversion would lead to a false statement: 
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God’s capability to create bodies, coupled with His incapability to combine or 
separate these bodies without creating an accident within them. From this, he 
derives the correct conversion of the proposition into a particular affirmative: 
“Some who are capable of creating an object are also capable of creating an 
attribute of it without creating a distinct entitative cause within it.” Al-Raṣṣāṣ 
then counters al-ʿUdharī’s objections by asserting that this proposition is true 
in the context of human creation of speech. He argues that not every speaker 
is capable of creating an attribute of their speech, such as whether it is a com-
mand, prohibition, or statement. The backdrop supporting this claim is the 
Bahshamis’ doctrine that these attributes require intentionality on the part of 
the speaker—something that is absent in the case of a sleeping person, whose 
speech is random and purposeless. Hence, al-Raṣṣāṣ concludes that the propo-
sition’s conversion into a particular affirmative is both valid and applicable in 
this context. Al-Raṣṣāṣ ultimately agrees with al-ʿUdharī that Mānkdīm’s prop-
osition does not convert into a universal affirmative. However, he believes that 
al-ʿUdharī’s arguments lack sound reasoning and, as a result, he contradicts 
several claims made by al-ʿUdharī in his objection.

The second thematic unit of al-ʿUdharī’s objections against Mānkdīm con-
cerns issues related to optics. Mānkdīm discusses these questions in the chapter 
on beatific vision.15 However, the controversy over whether or not humans will 
see God through visual perception at the Last Judgment is not of any concern 
for al-ʿUdharī. Instead, he focuses on technical questions about the nature of 
human visual perception. Notably, this part of al-ʿUdharī’s objections echoes 
arguments of Ashʿari theologians, as we will see now in more detail.

To begin this part, al-ʿUdharī quotes Mānkdīm’s claim that sense-perception 
(idrāk) is not an accident or entity that subsists in the human body and 
causes it to perceive objects. In accordance with the Bahshami theory of  
sense-perception, Mānkdīm argues that if sense-perception were an accident, 
we would have to concede that in the absence of this accident, sense-perception 
would be impossible even if a person has sound senses, an object of percep-
tion exists, and no obstacle prevents the object’s perception. Al-ʿUdharī has 
nothing to object, but he contrasts this claim with the opinion of an “oppo-
nent”, and even if he does not name him explicitly an Ashʿari, the position 
can be clearly identified as Ashʿari: the “opponent’s” doctrine acknowledges 
that sound senses, the absence of obstacles, and the presence of an object of 
perception are required for humans to perceive, but these are not sufficient 
conditions because a supplemental cause is needed for humans to be able to 

15  The chapter, titled “on the negation of [beatific] vision” ( faṣl fī nafy al-ruʾya), is found in 
Mānkdīm Sheshdīw, Sharḥ al-uṣūl al-khamsa, pp. 232–261.
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perceive. The backdrop of this theory was the Ashʿaris’ occasionalism, which 
allowed for the conception that human sense-perception ultimately depends 
on God, rather than merely the conjunction of physical circumstances.16

Despite mentioning this Muʿtazili-Ashʿari controversy, al-ʿUdharī does not 
enter into the debate whether or not sense-perception is an accident. Rather, 
he is concerned with conceptions of the mechanics of human visual percep-
tion. The Bashshamis’ understanding rests on the idea that visual perception 
depends on rays, incorporating earlier considerations of Muʿtazili thinkers, 
who sought to support their theory of rays with a hypothesis about the optical 
process that allows us to view our reflection in a mirror.17 Mānkdīm’s Taʿlīq 
also contains a description of this process, and it is this passage that al-ʿUdharī 
selects for his second objection.18 Accordingly, a ray emanates from the 
beholder’s eye, strikes the mirror, acts as an eye there, and reflects a ray back 
through which we see ourselves. Al-ʿUdharī objects that this theory is mere 
speculation as nothing proves the emanation of rays from human eyes. Rather, 
according to al-ʿUdharī, the following arguments speak against the theory: 
either parts of the visual power or the entire visual power would have to exit 
the beholder’s eye, resulting in the perception of the reflection being either 
weakened or completely impossible, due to the eye’s loss of visual power.

Al-ʿUdharī’s final objection targets the conception of the gaze as a thin body 
( jism raqīq) and questions to what extent this conception can account for 
visual perception, without explicitly referencing the Taʿlīq. He objects that if 
this conception were true, neither of the gaze’s two qualities—its corporeal-
ity and its thinness—could account for our perception: either we would have 
to concede that every body is perceiving, or every thin body, including air, 
which does not perceive. A third hypothesis, namely grounding visual percep-
tion in a combination of the gaze’s thinness and its striking a reflective object, 
would likewise entail that air perceives whenever it touches a mirror. An addi-
tional problem arises from the conception of the gaze as a body, according to 
al-ʿUdharī: once it strikes the mirror, we would be forced to acknowledge the 
existence of two bodies—the mirror and the gaze—in the same locus of being, 
which is absurd.

In fact, al-ʿUdharī’s objections challenge those elements of the Muʿtazili con-
ception of visual perception—and, ultimately, their arguments for rejecting 
beatific vision as a sensory experience— that were also at the centre of Ashʿari 
criticism. To recognize these parallels, we compared al-ʿUdharī’s objections 

16  See Gimaret, Doctrine, p. 177.
17  For early discussions in kalām on this optical process see al-Ashʿarī, Maqālāt, p. 434.
18  Mānkdīm Sheshdīw, Sharḥ al-uṣūl al-khamsa, p. 249.
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with the chapter on beatific vision in one of the most popular and influential 
Ashʿari theological manuals, al-Juwaynī’s (d. 478/1085) Kitāb al-Irshād. The first 
section of al-Juwaynī’s chapter attempts to demonstrate that sense-perception 
is an accident, the doctrine to which al-ʿUdharī appeals at the beginning of his 
remarks related to sense-perception.19 Earlier, we identified the “opponent”, 
as al-ʿUdharī refers to the proponent of this doctrine, as a representative of 
Ashʿari theology and explained the basis of the conception of sense-perception 
as an accident, rooted in the school’s occasionalism.20 A little later, al-Juwaynī 
argues against the Muʿtazili doctrine that visual perception occurs on condi-
tion that a ray emanates from the beholder’s eye and strikes an object. In this 
context, he rejects their theory of mirroring and their conception of rays as 
thin bodies. Like al-ʿUdharī, al-Juwaynī seeks to demonstrate the absurdity of 
the theory of rays.21 Indeed, this theory posed a challenge to the Ashʿari doc-
trine that beatific vision entails the actual visual perception of God, as they 
could hardly claim that a ray, conceived as a thin body, could strike God with-
out attributing corporeality to Him.22

Al-Raṣṣāṣ counters al-ʿUdharī’s objections by dividing them into two “ques-
tions”. First, he defends the idea that sense-perception only depends on the 
soundness of our sense organs and on the absence of obstacles that would 
prevent us from perceiving an object. To support this claim, al-Raṣṣāṣ argues 
that we perceive object even when we are unaware of it. For example, we can 
be distracted by deliberating on something completely distinct from an object 
we see—and still perceive it. Similarly, our senses also function when we are 
sleeping: the proof is that we wake up from flea bites or loud sounds, demon-
strating that consciousness is not required for sense-perception to operate. He 
concludes that the act of sense-perception generates knowledge of the object 
we perceive, but we do not need to be aware of the act of perceiving itself, as 
the occurrence of unconscious perception proves. In how far does this respond 
to the question whether or not sense-perception is an accident? Al-Raṣṣāṣ’s 
answer is somewhat implicit and we tend to explain it as follows: it seems to 
suggest that sense-perception correlates with an accident, but this accident is 
not sense-perception itself, but rather knowledge of the perceived object, of 
which the Bahshami theory indeed conceived as an accident.

Al-Raṣṣāṣ then turns to al-ʿUdharī’s attempt to challenge Mānkdīm’s the-
ory of the physical process of viewing one’s reflection. First, he corrects a 

19  al-Juwaynī, al-Irshād, pp. 166–167.
20  See also Gimaret, Doctrine, p. 171.
21  al-Juwaynī, al-Irshād, pp. 169–173.
22  See also Gimaret, Doctrine, pp. 174, 179–181.
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misrepresentation in al-ʿUdharī’s critique of the Bahshami theory: it is not of 
the gaze but rather of the visual ray that Bahshamis conceive as a thin body. In 
case of humans, this visual ray has not the sufficient strength for their eyes to 
see and therefore depends on rays of light to which they are connected—the 
reason why humans see less the weaker light is. On this backdrop, al-Raṣṣāṣ 
counters, al-ʿUdharī’s objection is pointless. Whenever a visual ray—and not 
the gaze—emanates from the beholder’s eye, it connects the eye with the 
object of perception, similar to a thread extending between the two. The 
reflective object then reflects the ray back to the beholder’s eye. As a result, the 
beholder’s eye and the object of perception are neither disconnected, nor does 
the ray’s emanation from the beholder’s eye weaken and, let alone, use up the 
beholder’s capacity to see.

Al-Raṣṣāṣ then comes back to correct al-ʿUdharī’s misunderstanding of the 
conception of the gaze. It denotes the movement of the iris that occurs when 
the beholder directs it towards their object of perception. As every movement 
in the framework of kalām atomism, al-Raṣṣāṣ, argues, it is consequently an 
accident (ʿaraḍ) and cannot conceivably be a body, so the conception sup-
posed by al-ʿUdharī is incoherent and inaccurate.

With regard to al-ʿUdharī’s critique that Mānkdīm’s theory implies that every 
thin body must be perceiving, al-Raṣṣāṣ counters that the ray itself is not see-
ing. Resonating the Bahshami theory of sense-perception, he claims that being 
perceiving is a quality of living beings that occurs whenever there is an object 
of perception and on condition that no obstacles or defects prevent them from 
perceiving it. Accordingly, the presence of a ray enters into the definition of 
the conditions for visual perception, since the lack of rays are indeed a defect. 
Consequently, the mere presence of a thin body and even of rays are not suf-
ficient for the occurrence of perception, as it requires a living being capable 
of perception.

Finally, al-Raṣṣāṣ rebuts al-ʿUdharī’s last objection. He counters that the 
claim that reflection occurs whenever a ray strikes a reflective object does 
not imply the presence of two bodies in the same locus. Instead, the ray only 
touches the surface of the reflective object, which means that the two bodies 
are in the closest possible vicinity without any spatial distance in between. Yet 
neither body shares its locus with the other.

A question that remains to address is how the debate between al-ʿUdharī 
and al-Raṣṣāṣ can be explained. We largely exclude the hypothesis that 
al-ʿUdharī himself was an Ashʿari. His later position as a secretary at the court 
of Imam al-Manṣūr bi-llāh seems incompatible with this. The Imam himself 
was a fervent promoter of Muʿtazili doctrines. To be sure, we know of vari-
ous instances where Muslim courts acted as patrons of representatives from 
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opposing intellectual currents. Yet the reign of al-Manṣūr bi-llāh was charac-
terized by consolidating and securing the dominance of Bahshami theology, 
even through the use of force against its detractors. In any case, our text clearly 
shows that Zaydi theologians of that time were familiar with contemporary 
Ashʿari doctrines and arguments. Possible points of contact could have been 
Shafiʿis in their vicinity or texts they were able to access. These texts may also 
include Muʿtazili works that record Ashʿari arguments and then refute them.23 
Kalām is characterized by a dialectical culture of debate with both real and fic-
tional intellectual opponents. Thus, al-ʿUdharī’s role as a proponent of Ashʿari 
arguments could be understood as an exercise and practice within this culture 
of debate.

In the following we provide a translation and edition of al-ʿUdharī’s objec-
tions and al-Raṣṣāṣ’s responses. The translation and edition are based on what 
seems to be a unique manuscript copy. The text is preserved in a multitext 
codex, which is in possession of Österreichische Nationalbibliothek in Vienna, 
MS Cod. Glaser 215, fols 1v–6r. The manuscript was possibly produced in the 
eighth/fourteenth century by a single hand. The codex has been described by 
Hassan Ansari and Sabine Schmidtke in the framework of their editions of 
other texts contained in it.24 A digital copy of the codex has been made openly 
accessible in the framework of the “Zaydi Manuscript Tradition” project.25

2 Translation

Decisive Answers to al-ʿUdharī’s Questions
Written by the High Master, the Unique Scholar, al-Ḥasan b. Muḥammad 
b. al-Ḥasan al-Raṣṣāṣ, Asked to him by the High Master, al-Ḥasan b. Nāṣir b. 
Yaʿqūb al-ʿUdharī

23  For example, Ibn al-Malāḥimī, Muʿtamad contains a chapter on beatific vision that 
engages in a detailed fashion with the Ashʿari theory of sense-perception (specifically 
pp. 434–474).

24  Ansari & Schmidtke, “Sixth/Twelfth-Century Zaydī Theologians of Yemen Debating 
Avicennan Philosophy”, p. 245.

25  The project, curated by Sabine Schmidtke and Hassan Ansari and based at the Institute 
for Advanced Study, Princeton, NJ, records the digital copy under the number ZMT 00464; 
images are available online via the project’s partner Hill Museum & Manuscript Library 
(HMML) at https://w3id.org/vhmml/readingRoom/view/140547.

https://w3id.org/vhmml/readingRoom/view/140547
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In the name of God, the Compassionate, the Merciful. Praise be to God, the 
Lord of the worlds, may He bless the master of the messengers, Muhammad, 
and his righteous family, and His peace be upon him and them all.

The master Mānkdīm said in the first premise26 of his Commentary: “Who-
ever is capable of causing an object27 to have an attribute without creating a 
distinct entitative cause (maʿnā)28 [within this object] is capable of creating 
the object itself.”29 Does this proposition convert into a universal affirmative 
or into a particular [affirmative]? If it is said: “It only converts into a particu-
lar affirmative, because it is not [true] that whoever is capable of creating an  
object is also capable of causing it to have an attribute without creating a 
distinct entitative cause within it”, we object: “But we are actually capable 

26  Al-ʿUdharī refers to the first “premise” (daʿwa, pl. daʿāwī) of a much-employed proof 
for the existence of God in kalām theology. The proof is attributed to the early Muʿtazili 
theologian Abū l-Hudhayl. It establishes the existence of God by arguing that the world 
is made up of created bodies, a claim that presupposes a divine Creator. The temporal 
existence of bodies is demonstrated by the following four “premises”: (1) bodies are com-
bined, separated, moving or resting by virtue of entities, that is, accidents inherent to 
them; (2) accidents are created and have temporal existence; (3) bodies cannot possi-
bly be free from accidents nor precede them in existence; (4) if bodies necessarily carry 
accidents that have temporal existence, they must have temporal existence, too; see 
Davidson, Proofs for Eternity, pp. 134–143. The proof for creation from accidents in its typi-
cal structure is found in Mānkdīm Sheshdīw, Sharḥ al-uṣūl al-khamsa, pp. 95–115.

27  Our translation “object” for dhāt follows the suggestion of Dhanani, Physical Theory, 
pp. 29–33. The term dhāt was also used as the Arabic equivalent for the Aristotelian notion 
of “essence”. In the context of kalām, dhāt is almost synonymous to shayʾ, i.e. “thing” or 
“entity”, and denotes that which can be an object of knowledge (maʿlūm) and of predica-
tion (al-mukhbar ʿanhu), something that also implies its possible description by specific 
qualities or attributes (ṣifāt, sing. ṣifa). See also Frank, Beings, pp. 22–23.

28  Maʿnā, pl. maʿānī refers in the terminology of kalām to accidents (aʿrāḍ, sing. ʿaraḍ). The 
term maʿnā is said to have been introduced by Muʿammar b. ʿAbbād al-Sulamī (d. 215/830), 
who formulated the controversial theory that bodies possess their qualities by virtue of 
infinite chains of maʿānī. Although Muʿammar’s theory was later rejected, the term maʿnā 
was adopted for accidents, which were believed to determine the changeable qualities 
of atoms and bodies, including colour, taste, their position in space or their movement. 
Maʿnā was also translated as “causal determinant” (Frank, “Al-Maʿnā”), or “entitative attri-
bute” (Frank, “The Ašʿarite Ontology”, followed by Dhanani, Physical Theory). Key does 
not consider Frank’s understanding of maʿnā to be wrong, but rather too limited to a spe-
cific context of meaning, and suggests “mental content” (Key, Language between God and 
the Poets). In our opinion, however, this does not work as a translation in the sentence 
above. While Key argues that maʿnā can (though not necessarily should) be translated 
uniformly, Bennett, “Introducing the Maʿānī” leaves the term untranslated, concluding 
that “the realm of maʿānī was a site for constant theoretical inquiry, irreducible to a single 
doctrinal or disciplinary tradition” (p. 94).

29  Mānkdīm Sheshdīw, Sharḥ al-uṣūl al-khamsa, pp. 100–101.
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of creating speech and we are capable of causing it to have an attribute with-
out creating a distinct entitative cause [within it].” And if it is said: “It converts 
into universal affirmative”, it would necessarily follow that bodies are com-
bined and separated at the same time, or that a necessary cause would exist 
without its effect. An example of this would be (wa-mithāl dhālika) if we pre-
sumed that the Creator, Exalted, would produce a combined body without 
[creating an accident of] combination, because He is capable of producing 
[the body]. And we would then have to presume that He creates a body and 
[an accident of] combination within it, and that thereafter he wants to sep-
arate [the body] without creating [an accident of] separation within it. The 
result would be either that the two [i.e., combination and separation] would 
exist simultaneously, or [only] the [accident of] combination, or [only] the 
[accident of] separation. Yet if combination and separation existed simul-
taneously, the body would be combined and separated at the same time; if 
combination existed without separation, God could not possibly be powerful; 
and if [only] separation existed, [we would have to concede] a necessary cause 
without effect.

Then he [i.e., Mānkdīm] said in the section on visual perception: 
“Sense-perception in not an accident (maʿnā), because if it was an accident, 
we would not see that which is in front of us, even provided that our senses are 
sound, an object of perception exists and no obstacle [prevents us from per-
ceiving it].”30 The opponent31 asserts [exactly] this: that humans can see when 
their senses are sound, there are no obstacles [to perception], and an object of 
perception exists. However, these conditions do not cause sense-perception 
[in his opinion]. Elsewhere he [i.e. Mānkdīm] said on this issue: “The visual 
ray emanates from the beholder’s eye (nuqṭat al-nāẓir), it then strikes the mir-
ror and operates like an eye (ʿayn), it is then reflected, and the human being 
sees his face.”32 What proves that something emanates from the eye and strikes 
the mirror? If it is said: “A human being sees things like threads that depart 
from his eye”, we respond: “Does the entire gaze (naẓar) or parts of it [ema-
nate from it]?” If it were parts of his gaze, it would follow that when [these 

30  Mānkdīm Sheshdīw, Sharḥ al-uṣūl al-khamsa, p. 255.
31  “Opponent” refers to Ashʿari scholars, who claimed that vision is an entity that God cre-

ates in humans. This occasionalist theory of vision implies that even in the presence of all 
necessary conditions, humans cannot see unless God creates in them an entity of vision. 
A Bahshami rebuttal of this theory is found in ʿAbd al-Jabbār, Mughnī, vol. 4, pp. 50ff. For 
an Ashʿari refutation of the Bahshami theory, see al-Juwaynī, al-Shāmil, pp. 688–689.

32  See Mānkdīm Sheshdīw, Sharḥ al-uṣūl al-khamsa, p. 249: “We say: It is as if he were facing 
his own face, because the ray emanates from his eye, strikes the mirror, operates like an 
eye, and then it is reflected back. Hence, he sees his face as if he were facing it.”
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parts] strike the mirror, and the human sees his face, his gaze would be feeble, 
because he lost parts of his gaze. If it was his entire gaze, it would also follow 
that he could not possibly see the mirror whilst perceiving his face, because his 
entire gaze would subsist in the mirror. Furthermore, they claim that the gaze 
is a thin body. They should be asked: “What induces and causes [the gaze to 
perceive]?” If it was by virtue of its corporeality (li-kawnihi jisman), every body 
would be perceiving. If it was by virtue of [the gaze’s] thinness, we would have 
to concede that air perceives, since [air] is a thin [body]. And if the cause for 
[its being perceiving] was its thinness and its striking some reflective object 
(ittiṣāluhu bi-kull ṣaqīl), it would be necessary for air to be perceiving whenever 
it strikes a mirror: because then, the cause [for it’s being perceiving]—namely 
thinness and the mirror’s reflectivity—would be present. Moreover, if the gaze 
was a thin body, it would necessarily occupy space. Yet the mirror [also] occu-
pies space, wherefore two bodies would occupy the same locus of being ( jiha), 
and this is absurd.

[This is] the answer to the first question, and with God is success: The 
proposition mentioned by the Master Mānkdīm, may God be pleased with 
him, is a universal affirmative proposition that only converts into a particu-
lar affirmative. For when we say: “Whoever is able to cause objects to have an 
attribute other than [the attribute of] existence without creating an accident 
within them is also capable of creating these very objects”, this does not entail 
that whoever is capable of creating objects is also able to cause them to have 
an attribute other than existence without creating a distinct entitative cause 
within them. The reason is that God Exalted has the capability to [create] the 
body itself before he brings it into existence, but He is not able to make it com-
bined without [creating] a distinct entitative cause, that is, combination. If He 
were able to make the existing [body] combined without creating a distinct 
entitative cause, He would not be able to separate it as long as its existence 
continues. The reason is that objects cannot possibly be deprived from actual 
attributes caused by an agent as long as their existence continues, as is shown 
in a section of the Twenty Questions and elsewhere.33 Yet it is established 
that there is nothing combined that cannot be separated, because the shared 
ground for the possibility [of combination and separation] is [the bodies’] 
occupying space and similarity. Consequently, the proposition only converts 
into a particular affirmative. Then it should be said: “Some who are capable of 
creating this [object] are also capable of causing it to have an attribute with-
out creating a distinct entitative cause within it.” This is known from speech: 

33  Al-Raṣṣāṣ refers in al-Kāshif li-dhawī l-baṣāʾir ʿan ithbāt al-jawāhir to al-Masāʾil al-ʿishrūn 
for a demonstration of the same claim he is making here; see Thiele, Theologie, p. 37.
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whoever is capable of creating it is also able to cause it to be a command or a 
statement, whenever he does it knowingly and is not unaware of it. He can do 
this without creating a distinct entitative cause within it. Yet this is not applica-
ble to things other than speech, and even not universally to speech. Actually, a 
sleeping or unconscious [human] is capable of creating speech whilst sleeping 
or being in a state of unawareness, but he cannot possibly cause [his speech] to 
be a command or statement whilst sleeping or being in a state of unawareness. 
Rather, speech produced whilst sleeping or being in a state of unawareness 
has merely the form of commands and statements, but it has not the char-
acteristics (ḥukm) of commands and statements, because the characteristics 
of commands and statements exist [only] when the agent wants that which he 
commands and when he conveys information to someone. Yet whoever sleeps 
or is unconscious cannot possibly be willing—[precisely] because he is uncon-
scious and unaware—and, [in addition], willing something is only possible if 
it first comes to mind. So even if the said [proposition] is applicable to speech, 
this does not entail that the conversion of the proposition is a universal one, 
because speech is not equivalent to all acts, but rather only one [type] among 
others. Thus, even if we accept his claim, it still converts into a particular affir-
mative only. If we say: “Not everybody who is capable of [creating] an object is 
[also] able to cause it to have an attribute without creating a distinct entitative 
cause within it”, then this does not mean that whoever is capable of creating 
speech—which is one among other [types] of acts—cannot possibly cause it 
to be a command or statement without [creating] a distinct entitative cause. 
The reason is that particular negative propositions do not contradict particular 
affirmatives, specifically in a matter of possibility ( fī māddat al-imkān).34 And 
[indeed], our affirmation “whoever is capable of creating an object can cause it 
to have an attribute without creating a distinct entitative cause, as in the case 
speech” is a particular affirmative proposition. Consequently, it is not in con-
tradiction with saying that “not everybody who is capable of creating an object 
can [also] cause it to have an attribute without [creating] a distinct entitative 
cause”. Rather, the two [propositions] are concurrently true.

Now, with regard to the conversion of [the proposition] into a universal 
one, his claim is false and contradictory. He presumes that God Exalted first 

34  A particular negative proposition and a universal affirmative proposition are contradic-
tory. “Matter of possibility” refers to the modality of the relation between the subject and 
the predicate of a logical proposition. When the relation between the subject and the 
predicate of a logical proposition is neither necessary nor impossible, the matter of the 
proposition is possible. An example would be the attribution of the predicate “writing” to 
the subject “human being”.
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creates a body and an [accident of] combination within it, and then wants to 
separate it without creating within it an [accident of] separation, and he even-
tually concludes: “The result would be either that the two [i.e., combination 
and separation] exist simultaneously, or [only] the [accident of] combination, 
or [only] the [accident of] separation.” Consequently, he first presumes that 
an agent wants to cause [a body] to be separated without [creating] an [acci-
dent of] separation, and second he presumes that an [accident of] separation 
exists and that the agent wants its existence, since he says: “Either the two exist 
simultaneously, or only one of them, and if the [accident of] separation did not 
exist, the agent could not possibly be capable of action.” We should object: If 
you assume that the agent causes the body to be separated without [creating] 
a distinct entitative cause, and then no separation occurs, and there is thus 
no way to presume that either combination exists, or [only] one of the two 
without the other, while [the agent] wants to cause [the body] to be separated, 
but he does not want the [accident of separation] to exist within it, and if that 
which he does not want to exist does not exist, then this is no evidence for 
[the agent’s] weakness and incapability. If, in turn, the [accident of] separation 
existed, it would not follow that a necessary cause (ʿilla) would exist without 
its effect, because whenever an [accident of] separation exists, its effect must 
also occur (wajaba thubūt ḥukmihi)—namely that the body is separated—and 
the opposite cannot be true—namely, the [presence of] an [accident of] com-
bination and the occurrence of its effect, that is, the body’s being combined. 
And we should object: Once a body exists, it is no longer related to the agent. 
The reason behind this is that [agents] cannot possibly cause it to exist when 
it [already] exists, because it is absurd to cause the existence of something 
that [already] exists. Hence, if he cannot cause it to exist once it exists, he can-
not cause it to have an attribute without [creating] a distinct entitative cause 
either, because he can only cause it to be that way on condition that he is capa-
ble of creating it, and this is not the case, once [the body] exists.

The answer to the second question is that whenever a person deliberates35 
on an issue while observing an object with his sound eyes, he must see [the 

35  Literally, the Arabic expression translates as “looking at something with one’s heart”, 
and means deliberating or reflecting upon something. See for example ʿAbd al-Jabbār, 
Mughnī, vol. 12, p. 4 and the corresponding passage in Hamdan, and Schmidtke (eds.), 
Nukat al-Kitāb al-Mughnī (from which we translate as it offers an improved reading): 
“Know that when using the term naẓar, it can refer to the act of directing the sound iris 
toward an object in order to see it, […] and to the act of looking with the heart. […] Here, 
we want to refer to the act of looking with the heart, whose true meaning is reflection 
( fikr), because no one looks with their heart unless they are reflecting, and no one reflects 
unless they are looking with their heart. This is how the definitions of things are known”.
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object] whenever there are no obstacles, because all conditions for seeing it 
are fulfilled. However, he is not conscious of the fact that he is seeing, just as 
the sleeper perceives flea bites and loud sounds while asleep. These percep-
tions cause him to wake up, even though he is unaware of his perceptions, of 
what he experienced, and of what caused him to wake up from his sleep.36 The 
same applies to the problem we are discussing: what is achieved by someone 
absorbed in thinking is the knowledge of the object of perception and observa-
tion rather than [the knowledge] that he perceives and sees by his senses, and 
this is obvious.

The answer to the third question is that the visual ray is a thin and tight 
(musiff ) body37 that emanates from the beholder’s eye, and it is attached to 
the ray of the sun or of the moon or the stars. By virtue of this connection it 
becomes the beholder’s instrument by virtue of which he sees what he sees, 
be it even as far as the stars. This is only so because the visual ray is attached 
to these lights and comes to be like one single ray that strikes the object of 
perception or [the object’s] locus of being.38 Yet the visual ray itself is not suffi-
cient for the possibility of visual perception. Rather it needs to be connected to 
light that reinforces and strengthens it. Therefore, we cannot see in complete 
darkness, even in the presence of our visual ray: the reason is its weakness and 
the lack of a reinforcing light. Bats see by night rather than by day, because 
their visual ray is powerful and sufficient by night without additional light. On 
the other hand, they do not see by day because the [solar] rays are connected 
to their visual ray such that they are exorbitantly multiplied and consequently 

36  The question whether knowledge (ʿilm) and sense-perception (idrāk) are identical or 
something distinct is a topos in discussions of kalām and often open the relevant sec-
tions of texts dealing with this issue. Both Muʿtazilis and Ashʿaris disagree on this 
question, and Bahshamis argued they are distinct. See Benevich, “Nonreductive Theories 
of Sense-Perception in the Philosophy of Kalām”, pp. 97–103. Al-Raṣṣāṣ’s example for 
illustrating that knowledge is distinct from sense-perception is also found in Mānkdīm 
Sheshdīw, Sharḥ al-uṣūl al-khamsa, p. 169: “Regarding the actuality of sense-perception 
in the absence of knowledge, it occurs when a sleeping person perceives the bites of 
bugs and fleas that annoy him, even though he cannot assert or know this. Similarly, he 
perceives a conversation without knowing it, or he sees something from a distance and 
thinks it is black when it is actually green.”

37  For the visual ray’s conception as a thin body, see ʿAbd al-Jabbār, Mughnī, vol. 4, p. 58 (“We 
know that a ray is a thin, luminous (munīr) body that must strike objects and emanate 
from the eyes, as long as there are no obstacles.”) and Ibn Mattawayh, Tadhkira, vol. 2, 
p. 722 (“Know that the ray, whose necessity has been affirmed, is a thin body similar to 
light. It can be colored, or colorless.”)

38  For the junction of rays of vision with rays of light, see Ibn Mattawayh, Tadhkira, vol. 2, 
p. 724: “Immediately upon opening our eyes, we see the sky, because the rays dispersed in 
the atmosphere and our visual ray become like one single thing.”
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they cannot see because of an overabundance of rays. Many animals, like cats, 
see by day and by night because their visual rays have an intermediate quantity 
between few and many, such that they are sufficient by night and not outshined 
by the abundance of [solar] rays by day.39 Now if this is correct, his argument 
in this issue is pointless. This is so because whenever a visual ray emanates 
from the beholder’s eye, it does not separate from the eye to the extent that it 
is completely emptied of [visual rays]. Rather, it extends between the behold-
er’s eye and the perceived object together with the rays that are dispersed in 
the atmosphere and to which it is connected. And whenever [the visual ray] 
strikes a reflective object it is reflected back because of the absence of a hole 
and because of the strength of the ray [reflected by] the reflective object on 
which it falls. That which falls on the reflective object is not the entire ray: 
one part of it is reflected back to its opposite, just as the sun ray is reflected to 
the roof or the wall of the house, whenever it strikes water. The sun ray thus 
becomes like a threat stretched between [the sun] and the water, and then 
from this point the sun ray extends like a stretched thread between the water 
and the house’s roof or wall. The same applies to what we say about the visual 
ray: it emanates from [the eye] and extends, together with the rays in the atmo-
sphere to which it is connected, between the beholder’s eye and the reflective 
body like a stretched thread, and then from there the rays connected to the 
visual ray extend a ray like a stretched thread between the reflective object and 
its opposite. This invalidates [al-ʿUdharī’s] objection that if the visual ray was 
part of [the beholder’s] gaze and struck a mirror, it would follow that when 
it strikes the mirror and the human sees his face, his gaze would be feeble. 
This is so because they are big rays, one connected to the other, going straight 
(mustaqīma) and reflected back. This does not weaken the visual ray, just as 
the sun ray is not weakened when it is reflected by water to a roof or a wall. We 
do not claim, as he assumes, that [the beholder’s] eye emanates all the rays and 
is emptied of them when they touch the perceived object, so that, supposedly, 

39  The idea is discussed in more detail in Ibn Mattawayh, Tadhkira, vol. 2, p. 724: “Know that 
even though the ray that emanates from the eye is indispensable, it is not sufficient for 
vision to occur. Rather, a body is required—such as the sun, a lamp or something else—to 
support our visual ray. Yet, we do not consider it necessary that that which supports our 
visual ray must be a thin body ( jisman raqīqan mutakhalkhalan), because it happens with 
glass, despite of its thickness, and similarly with water. We do consider it necessary that 
this matter is joined with our visual ray, because when we happened to be in a dark house, 
we cannot see what is in it. Similarly, we cannot see in the dark night, except we dispose of 
a lamp or something similar, because parts of our ray emanate and no longer serve as an 
instrument. If there are animals that can see in the dark night, this is so because of their 
abundant ray”.
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[the beholder] does not see the mirror whilst seeing his [own] face [in it], 
because the ray would subsist on the mirror. This is so because if a part of the 
ray or of the rays connected to it strikes the mirror and is then reflected by it 
to its opposite, it is still connected to the beholder’s eye, and so what he imag-
ines does not compel [us to make any concession] (lā yalzamu). The visual ray 
is not referred to as “gaze” (naẓar) according to the common sense of schol-
ars. Rather, the gaze from one’s eye denotes the directing of one’s sound iris 
towards the perceived object in order to see it. Now directing the iris is a move-
ment, and so an accident.40 Therefore, it is not identical with the ray, which is 
a thin body, but it is rather a condition, namely the soundness of the sensory 
organ, that is, the eye, and once it is supplied with a ray (ikhtaṣṣat bi-l-shuʿāʿ) it 
is called “vision” (baṣar). Consequently, “vision” is the soundness of the eye. We 
do not claim that the ray [itself] perceives objects, such that every thin body 
is seeing, as he assumes, but rather it is the condition for a living body to see 
perceivable objects. Consequently, a seeing subject is a living [being], and the 
cause for his being seeing is his being alive, provided that there are objects to 
see and that obstacles and defects [that prevent him from seeing] are absent.41 
[We do not consider] that these defects are absent until the eye is supplied by 
rays, since the lack of rays is indeed a defect. Furthermore, not every thin body 
is a ray, because dark air (al-hawā al-muẓlim) is a thin body and hence not a 
ray. Rays are indeed thin and tight (musiff ) bodies. However, it is not necessary 
that something that does not live sees its reflection whenever a ray strikes a 
reflecting body: rather in the absence of a living being, the fulfilment of the 
conditions for visual perception does not necessitate that [perception] actu-
ally occurs. Accordingly, even if a ray strikes a mirror, [the mirror] does not 
see, since the cause for it to see is absent, namely its being alive. Furthermore, 
whenever the tip of a ray strikes a mirror, this does not entail that two bodies 
subsist in the same locus. Rather, whenever the tip of a ray strikes it, it is in its 
vicinity (mujāwiran) but actually not subsisting in the same locus. Since if it 
subsisted in the same locus, it would not strike it and touch it, because this can 

40  Mānkdīm Sheshdīw, Sharḥ al-uṣūl al-khamsa, p. 44: “Naẓar is an expression with multiple 
meanings. It is used to refer to the act of directing one’s sound iris toward an object in 
order to see it.” See also the above quoted passage from Nukat al-Mughnī and its corre-
sponding passage in the Mughnī (fn. 35).

41  The Bahshamis argued that human sense-perception is the effect of their being alive on 
condition that an object of perception exists, and no physical defect nor any other obsta-
cle prevents us from perceiving. See Ibn Mattawayh, Tadhkira, vol. 2, pp. 699–670. For the 
theory’s background see Peters, God’s Created Speech, pp. 94–95, 175–176, 243–244; Frank, 
Beings, pp. 153–154.
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only possibly [be true] for two [bodies] that subsist in two loci without spatial 
distance in between.

This is how it should be responded to the questions, according to what 
time and paper42 allows us. May God the Sublime provide His assistance and 
may His way lead us to righteous acts by virtue of His grace. Praised be God 
alone and blessed be His messenger, our master the Prophet Muḥammad, and 
his family.

3 Edition

ر�ةّ��ة
��ذَ
ُ
�ل�ع �ئ�ل ا لم��س�ا ����ط�ع��ةّ��ة �ع��ذ ا

�ل�ط��ة و�ذ��ة ا ��ذ
ئ
ال�

�ه�ا  �ل�� �ع���ذ
ئ
�� ��س�ا �ا �لر�صّ �ل�ح��س��ط�ذ ا � �ذ�ذ ا

ّ
�ل�ح��س��ط�ذ �ذ�ذ محم وح�� ا

ئ
لم ال� �ل�ع�ا  ا

ّ
�ل حذ

ئ
ذ ال�

��ة���� �ل��س��طش �لط�ة�ذ ا
ئ
�ة�ا

ر��ة
��ذَ
ُ
�ل�ع و�ذ ا

�صر �ذ�ذ �ة�ع�ط�هة �ل�ح��س��ط�ذ �ذ�ذ �ذ�ا  ا
ّ

�ل حذ
ئ
ذ ال�

��ة���� �ل��س��طش ا

�لر���ةم �لرح����ذ ا �� ا
ّٰ
�ل��ل �ذ���م ا

�ل�����ةّ��ذ��ة�ذ  ا �ذ���ة�ة��  �ه�ل 
ئ
ا وع��لی   �

ّ
محم لممر��س��ل��ة�ذ  ا ��س��ط��ةّ��  ع��لی  �ة��  و�ص��لوا لم��ة�ذ  �ل�ع�ا ا  ّ

ر�ذ  ��
ّٰ
�ل��ل �ل�ح�ط����  ا

. حذ���ع��ة�ذ
ئ
�ه�طم ا ���� ع��لط�ة�� وع��لط��ة و��س�لا

 ع��لی 
ً
�ة�ا ا �ع�ل �ذ �ذ �ة�ح�طذ

ئ
ر ع��لی ا ّ ����ذ ��ة��

رح: »ك�ل �ل��صش یة ا
�ی ��ذ و

ئ
�عو�� ال� �ل�� یة ا

�ذ��ك�د�ةم ��ذ �ل��س��ط��ةّ�� ���ا ل ا ��ة�ا
��ذ��ة  لمو��ذ ��ةّ��ة ا

�ل�ط��ة�����ذ ه ا «،، �ه�ل �ه��ذ �ة ا �ل��ذ � �ة��ل�ك ا �ا �ة�حذ ر ع��لی ائ � ��ة��
�ش ���ع�ذ ا  ائح��

و�ذ ��ة ����ذ � �ص�هذ
ر ع��لی  ّ ����ذ ��ة��

 �ل���ة��� ك�ل
�ذّ
ئ
�طئ�ةّ��ة وا رذ � ��ذ

ّ
�ه�ا ل� �طة�ذ�ع�ك��� ائل

��ذّ ��ة�ل: ائ
�ذ ��ة �ائ

�طئ�ةّ��ة؟ ��ذ رذ و ��ذ
ئ
�طة�ذ�ع�ك��� ك��لط�ةّ��ة ا

 � �ا �ة�حذ ر�ذ�ا ع��لی ائ �ذّ�ا ��ة�� ��ة�� �ائ
��ة�ل �ل��: ��ذ

�، ��ة
�ه�ا ���ع�ذ ���ة

�� ��ذ � و�ةوحذ
ّ
 ائل

��ة �ع��ل��ه�ا ع��لی �ص�هذ �ذ �ة�ح�طذ
ئ
ر ا �ة ��ة�� ا � �ذ �ا �ة�حذ  ائ

�ه�ا �طة�ذ�ع�ك��� ك��لط�ةّ��ة 
��ذّ ��ة�ل: ائ

�، وائ�ذ ��ة
� ���ع�ذ �ا �ة�حذ  ائ

و�ذ ��ة ����ذ � ه ع��لی �ص�هذ � �ا �ة�حذ ر�ذ�ا ع��لی ائ م و��ة�� �ل��ك�لا ا
��ة 

ّ
�ل�ع��ل �� ا وحذ

�ذ �ة
ئ
م ا

و �لرذ
ئ
هة، ا ح�� �ل��ة وا یة ح�ا

 ��ذ
ً
��ةر��ة�ا ��ة�ط���ع�اً ���ط�هذ ���م م�حذ �ل�حذ  �ة�كو�ذ ا

�ذ
ئ
�ل�ك ا م ����ذ �ذ

�لرذ
��ة�ط���ع�اً �ذ�لا  ���ماً م�حذ �� ��ذ وحذ

ئ
�ذ�� ا ر��ئ ��س��ط��ذ������ا �ا �لط�ذ  ا

�ذّ
ئ
ر ا

ّ
�ذ �ذ�ط�هة��

ئ
�ل�ك ا ل �ذ �� ���ع��لو�ل��ه�ا، و����ش�ا ول� �ةوحذ

ع�اً  �ةما ��ة�� ا��ذ
�� ��ذ وحذ

ئ
���ماً وا �� ��ذ وحذ

ئ
�ذّ�� ا

ئ
�اً ا �ة���صذ

ئ
ر ا

ّ
ّ �ذ�ط�هة��

م
�ة�� �ش ا � �ذ �ا �ة�حذ ر ع��لی ائ �ذّ�� ��ة�� ��ة��

ئ
�ةماع ل� ا��ذ

�ةماع  �� ال���ذ و �ةوحذ
ئ
ا ���ع�اً ا ��  �ةوحذ

�ذ
ئ
�ّ��ا ا �� ����ذ��، ��ذ�لا �ة�حذ��لو ائ  �ةوحذ

ة
� را

��ذ��ة ��ةر ا
ر�ة�ط�هة�� �ذ�عذ

� �ة�ط��ذ را
ئ
ّ ا

م
�ش

42  Al-Raṣṣāṣ responded on the same paper on which he received al-ʿUdharī’s questions, 
hence the limitation of space.
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��ةر�  �ة�ط�هذ

�ذ
ئ
 ا

ّ
ح
� لم�ا �ص

� ���ع�ذ �ا �ة�حذ  ائ
و�ذ و�ش�� ����ذ � �ل��ة ح�� یة ح�ا

��ة�ط���ع�اً ��ذ �ع��ل�� م�حذ �ذ �ة�ح�طذ
ئ
 ����ذ�� ا

ّ
ح
�ذّ�� �لو �ص

ئ
ل�

ء �ذ�ع��  �هة�ا �لط�ذ  ا
�ل��ة یة ح�ا

�ه�ا ��ذ �ة �ع���ذ ا �ل��ذ روحذ ا ع�ل �ة��س��ط��ة�������ة�ل ��ذ �ا �ل�ط�هذ  �ذ�ا
��ة ّ �ص�هذ

�ذّ ك�ل
ئ
�ئ��، ل� ل �ذ�ط�هة�ا یة ح�ا

��ذ
��ةر�ه�ا. و��ة�� 

ر�ة�ذ وعذ
�ل�ع��صش �ئ�ل ا لم��س�ا �ع�� ����ذ ا �صذ یة ��وا

�ذ ��ذ
ّ
�ل�ك ����ذ��ة و�ش ع��لی ���ا �ذ �ل�ح�� �ل��ة ا �ه�ا ح�ا

��ة �ا �طش�ذ
رذ 

ّ
�ل��ة�������ة ، و�هیة ا رذ وا �ل�حذ ��ة ا

ّ
یة ع��ل

��ذ ك45  ��ةرا ��سش ة �ل�لا
��ةر�  �ة�ط�هذ

�ذ
ئ
ورذ ا � و�ة�حذ

ّ
��ة�ط��ع ائل �ذّ�� ���ا ����ذ م�حذ

ئ
�ش���ذ��ة ا

 � �ا �ة�حذ ] ع��لی ائ
�ل�ط�ذ ر [3 ا ذ ����ذ ��ة��

ل: �ذ������ ��ة�هة�ا
�طئ�ةّ��ة ��ذ�ط��ة��ط، ��ذ رذ ��ةّ��ة ��ذ

�ل�ط��ة�����ذ �ش�ل، وائ�ذّم�ا �طة�ذ�ع�ك��� ا �لط�ةما ��ع ا
م،  �ل��ك�لا یة ا

�ه�ا، كما �ذ�ع����ص�� ��ذ ���ة
� ��ذ

� ���ع�ذ �ا �ة�حذ  ائ
و�ذ ��ة ����ذ � �ع��ل��ه�ا ع��لی �ص�هذ ر ع��لی ���طذ  �ة�ط�هة��

�ذ
ئ
�ل�ك ا �ذ

هً �ع��ذ��،  ��ةر ��س�ا
لم�اً �ذ�� وعذ �ذ ع�ا � ك�ا

�مراً وحذ��ذراً ���ة
ئ
�ع��ل�� ا �ذ �ة�ح�طذ

ئ
 ����ذ�� ا

ّ
ح
ه �ص � �ا �ة�حذ ر ع��لی ائ �ذّ ����ذ ��ة�� �ائ

��ذ
م،  �ل��ك�لا �ة ��سو�� ا ا ّ �ذ

یة ك�ل
�ل�ك ��ذ ��ة��، و�ل���ة��� �ة��ّ�ر� �ذ

� ��ذ
� ���ع�ذ �ا �ة�حذ  ائ

و�ذ �ل�ك ����ذ �  ����ذ�� �ذ
ّ
ح
و�ص

ل  یة ح�ا
م ��ذ �ل��ك�لا � ا �ا �ة�حذ 46 ع��لی ائ

�ذ را � م ��ة�ا
�ئ �لط�ذ�ا �هیة وا �ل��س�ا �ذّ ا �ائ

�اً، ��ذ �ة���صذ
ئ
م ا �ل��ك�لا یة ا

�ذ�ل ل� �ة��ّ�ر� ��ذ
�ذّ  �ائ

��ذ وم، 
�لط�ذ وا �ل�����هو  ا ل  ح�ا یة 

��ذ حذ��ذراً  ول�  �مراً 
ئ
ا �ع��ل��  �ه�ط���ا ���طذ �����ذ  ّ

�ة���ص���� لم  وائ�ذ  وم 
�لط�ذ وا �ل�����هو  ا

��ل���ة��� 
�ل�حذ��ذر ��ذ �مر وا

ئ
وم ع��لی �صورهة ال�

�لط�ذ �ل�����هو وا ل ا یة ح�ا
�ه�ط���ا ��ذ �ه���ة ر ����ذ ���ذ م وائ�ذ �ص�� �ل��ك�لا ا

��ور 
ئ
اً �ل����ص�ا ع�ل �مر�ة�� �ا �ل�ط�هذ �ذ�كو�ذ ا  47 �ذّم�ا �ش���ذ��ة �ل�حذ��ذر ائ �مر وا

ئ
�ذّ ح�كم ال�

ئ
�ل�حذ��ذر، ل� �مر وا

ئ
�ل�� ح�كم ال�

�ذ  �ه��ة�ا �ة�ذ لم�ا �ه���ا ��س�ا �ه�ط���ا �مر�ة��
م �ة��س��ط��ة�������ة�ل �لو��ذ

�ئ �لط�ذ�ا �هیة وا �ل��س�ا حذ��ذر �ع��ذ��، وا
ئ
��ذ ا

ّ
ر �ع�� ��ذ�ا

��ذ �ذ�� وال�ئ
�ل�ك  ّ�ر� �ذ �ذّ�� �لو ا

ئ
ل، وع��لی ا �ا �لط�ذ ���وره �ذ�ا �ذع ��ذ

ء �ة���ة هة �ل��ل���ش�ة � را ��ة ال�ئ
ّ
48 �ص�ح

�ذّ
ئ
�ذ �ع��ذ�� ل� ��ذ�لا وعذ�ا

ل �ذ�ل  ���طذ�ع�ا
ئ
ّ ال�

م �ل���ة��� �هو ك�ل �ل��ك�لا �ذّ ا �ائ
��ة��ة ك��لط�ةّ�اً ��ذ

�ل�ط��ة�����ذ  �ة�كو�ذ �ع�ك��� ا
�ذ
ئ
��ذ ا م لم �ةو��ذ �ل��ك�لا یة ا

��ذ
ا  �ذ �طئ�ةّ�اً ��ذ�ط��ة��ط، و�ل���ة��� ائ رذ  �ة�كو�ذ �ة���ص�������ة������اً �ل�كو�ذ �ع�ك�����ه�ا ��ذ

�ذ
ئ
ه ا ور�

ئ
�ه�ا، ���طذ�ع��لی49 ���ا ا �هو �ذ�����ص�ذ

�ه�ا«  ���ة
� ��ذ

� ���ع�ذ �ا �ة�حذ  ائ
و�ذ ��ة ����ذ � �ع��ل��ه�ا ع��لی �ص�هذ  ����ذ�� ���طذ

ّ
ح
�ة �ص ا ر ع��لی �ذ ّ ����ذ ��ة��

��ة��لط�ذ�ا: »�ل���ة��� ك�ل
�ع��ل��  ل ���طذ ���طذ�ع�ا

ئ
ذ ال�

��ة �هو �ذ������ �ل��ذ م ا �ل��ك�لا � ا �ا �ة�حذ ر ع��لی ائ � �ل�ط�هة�ا ّ ����ذ ا
�ذ ل� �ة���ص����

ئ
م ����ذ�� ا

�ة��لرذ
�طئ�ة��ة  رذ �ل��ذ ��ذ��ة ا لمو��ذ ذ ا

��ة���� �طئ�ة��ة ل� �طة�ذ�ا رذ �ل��ذ ��ة ا �لط�ذ �ل��س�ا  ا
��ة��ة

�ل�ط��ة�����ذ �ذّ ا
ئ
] ل� � [3 �ذ

و�ذ ���ع�ذ �مراً وحذ��ذراً ����ذ �
ئ
ا

�ع��ل��ه�ا ع��لی  �ة ���طذ ا �ل��ذ ا  � �ا �ة�حذ ر ع��لی ائ � �ل�ط�هة�ا ا ّ ����ذ 
و�لط�ذ�ا: »��ة�� �ة���ص����

. و��ة �ذ ����ك�ا هة ال�ئ � یة ���ا
ما ��ذ

ّ
��س�ة

و�لط�ذ�ا: 
��ة �ل�ط�هة ��ة���صذ �طئ�ة��ة ��ذ�لا �ة�كو�ذ ����ذ�ا رذ ��ذ��ة ��ذ ��ة��ة ��و��ذ

م ��ة�����ذ �ل��ك�لا �« ك�ا
� ���ع�ذ �ا �ة�حذ  ائ

و�ذ ��ة ����ذ � �ص�هذ

ك. ��ةرا ��سش ك: ال� ��ةرا ��سش �ل�لا   45

ر. � : ��ة�ا �ذ را � ��ة�ا   46

��ة��ة. ��س��طش �ل�ح�ا یة ا
��ذ��ة ��ذ �ا �صذ : ائ �ش���ذ��ة   47

. �ل�� �����ش���و�ذ �ل��، وم�ح�ا �ذ م�ح�ا : ل� �ذّ
ئ
ل�   48

�ذ��. �ع�ا
���طذ�ع��لی: ���طذ   49
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�«، �ذ�ل 
و�ذ ���ع�ذ ��ة ����ذ � �ع��ل��ه�ا ع��لی �ص�هذ ّ ����ذ�� ���طذ

�ة �ة���ص���� ا � �ذ �ا �ة�حذ ر ع��لی ائ ّ ����ذ ��ة��
 »�ل���ة��� ك�ل

�ذ حذ����ة�ع�اً. ��ة�ا �ة���ص��
��ة�� 

ذ ��ذ
ر��

�ذ ��ذ  ائ
ذ

��ة���� ��س�� ����ة��ذ�ا م ��ذ�ا �هو ك�لا
�����ه�ا ك��لط�ة��ة ���ذ �ذ�ع��ك�ا م ع��لی ائ �ل��ك�لا �ّ��ا ���ا �ذ�لره ����ذ ا

ئ
��ذ�ا

ه  ��  �ةوحذ
ة

� را
��ذ��ة ��ةر ا

ر�ة�ط�هة�� �ذ�عذ
� �ة�ط��ذ را

ئ
ّ ا

م
ع�اً �ش �ةما ��ة�� ا��ذ

�� ��ذ وحذ
ئ
���ماً وا �� ��ذ وحذ

ئ
�ذ�� ا �� ��س��ط��ذ������ا

ّٰ
�ل��ل �ذّ ا

ئ
 ا

ً
ول�

ئ
ا

 ،»
ة

� را
��ذ��ة ال�  �� �ةوحذ و 

ئ
ا �ةماع،  ال���ذ  �� �ةوحذ و 

ئ
ا ���ع�اً،  ا  �� �ةوحذ  

�ذ
ئ
ا ���ا  ائ ل: »��ذ�لا �ة�حذ��لو  ��ة�ا  ّ

م
��ة��، �ش

��ذ
و�  �طذ�ة�اً و��ذ �ش�ا ذ 

ر��
��ذ مّ 

�ش  ، ة
� را

��ذ��ة ا و�ذ  ����ذ �  
ً
��ةر��ة�ا ���ط�هذ �ع��ل��  �ة�ح�طذ اً  �مر�ة�� ع�ل  �ا �ل�ط�هذ ا  �لو�ذ 

ً
ول�

ئ
ا ذ 

ر��
��ذ�ط��ذ

لم  وائ�ذ  ح���ه���ا 
ئ
ا و 

ئ
ا ���ع�اً،  ا  �� �ةوحذ �ذ 

ئ
ا ���ا  ائ « و�ل��: 

�ذ�ط�هة ه  و� و��ذ  � را
ئ
ا ع�ل  �ا �ل�ط�هذ ا �ذّ 

ئ
وا ة 

� را
��ذ��ة  ال�

ع�ل  �ا �ل�ط�هذ �ذّ ا
ئ
��ة ا ر���ذ

ا ��ذ �ذ ول �ل��: ائ
 �ة�ط�هة

�ذ
ئ
�ئ�ل ا «. ��ذ��لل�هة�ا راً � ع�ل �ع��ذ �لو�ذ�� ��ة�ا �ا �ل�ط�هذ رحذ ا ة ��ذ

� را
��ذ��ة �� ال� �ةوحذ

 ��  �ةوحذ
�ذ
ئ
�ّ��ا ا �ذّ�� ائ

ئ
ل �ذ�ا � �ة�ط�هة�ا

ة ���ةّ
� را

��ذ��ة ك ا ��ل���ة��� �ه��ذ�ا
� ��ذ

و�ذ ���ع�ذ  ����ذ �
ً
��ةر��ة�ا ���م ���ط�هذ �ل�حذ �ع�ل ا ���طذ

ة 
� را

��ذ��ة و� ال�  ولم �ةر� و��ذ
ً
��ةر��ة�ا �ع��ل�� ���ط�هذ � ���طذ را

ئ
ر، �ذ�ل ا ��ذ

آ
و�ذ ال� ح���ه���ا �

ئ
�� ا و �ةوحذ

ئ
�ةماع، ا ال���ذ

�� �ع��ذ  روحذ ه �ع��ذ�� و��ذ رذ ع��لی �ع��ذ  [
�ل�ط�ذ  [4 ا

ّ
ل �ة�� لم  �ل�ك  ����ذ �ذ ه  �ةر� لم  ���ا   �� ا لم �ةوحذ �ذ �ائ

��ذ ��ة�� 
��ذ

 �� � وحذ
�ذّ�� ���ة �ائ

و�ذ ���ع��لو�ل��ه�ا ��ذ  �ذ��
�ل�ع��ل��ة و� ا م ����ذ�� و��ذ

 لم �ة��لرذ
ة

� را
��ذ��ة �� ال� ا وحذ ، وائ�ذ راً � �لو�ذ�� ��ة�ا

�ةماع  ه و�هو ال���ذ ّ
�� �ذ �صذ م �ذ����لا

 و�لرذ
ً
��ةر��ة�ا ���م ���ط�هذ �ل�حذ ��ذ �طش�ذو�ة ح�ك���� و�هو �لو�ذ ا ة و��ذ

� را
��ذ��ة ال�

رحذ  �ئ�� ��ة�� ��ذ ل �ذ�ط�هة�ا یة ح�ا
���م ��ذ �ل�حذ ول: ا

 �ة�ط�هة
�ذ
ئ
�ئ�ل ا ��ة�ط���ع�اً. و�ل�ط�هة�ا ���م م�حذ �ل�حذ ل ح�ك���� و�هو �لو�ذ ا وا ورذ

ل،  و� م�ح�ا لمو��ذ � ا �ا �ة�حذ  ائ
�ذّ
ئ
�ئ�� ل� ل �ذ�ط�هة�ا یة ح�ا

ه ��ذ � �ا �ة�حذ ّ ����ذ�� ائ
�ذّ�� ل� �ة���ص���� �ائ

ر ��ذ � �ل�ط�هة�ا �ة �ذ�ا
ّ
�لط�ة�ع��ل �ع��ذ ا

و�ذ  ��ة ����ذ � �ع��ل�� ع��لی �ص�هذ �ذ �ة�ح�طذ
ئ
ّ ����ذ�� ا

ء لم �ة���ص���� �هة�ا �لط�ذ ا  
�ل��ة یة ح�ا

ه ��ذ � �ا �ة�حذ ّ ����ذ�� ائ
ا لم �ة���ص���� وائ�ذ

یة 
و� ��ذ

�ل�ك ���ط�هذ�ط�هة ه، و�ذ � �ا �ة�حذ راً ع��لی ائ � �ه�ا �لو�ذ�� ��ة�ا �ع��ل�� ع��لط��ة رط ���طذ �ذّ ��صش
ئ
ء ل� �هة�ا �لط�ذ  ا

�ل��ة یة ح�ا
� ��ذ

���ع�ذ
ء. �هة�ا �لط�ذ  ا

�ل��ة ح�ا
ة 
� �� و�هو م�ح�� ��لط�ذ

یة ����س��ط��ئ��ل��ة �ذ�ط�هة
راً ��ذ

�ذ �ذ �ذ�ا � ك�ا
�ذ ���ة �ذ��س�ا �ذّ ال�ئ

ئ
یة ا

�ذ �لط�ش�ا ل ا �ل��سوئ ا �ذ �ع��ذ ا وا �ل�حذ وا
�ة��ة 

�لروئ �ئ��ط ا را �ةماع ��صش ع ل���ذ
�ذ لموا �ل��ة ا ا � رذ

ه ���ة  �ةرا
�ذ
ئ
��ذ ا �ذّ�� �ة�حذ �ائ

�ل��س��ل��ة�ط����ة ��ذ ��ة��ة�� ا یة �ذ�ح��
لممر�ئ �حو ا

�ذ
��ة��ش 

�عذ �ل��ذرا ا ر�� 
��ة رك  �ة�� م 

�ئ �لط�ذ�ا ا �ذّ 
ئ
ا �طئ�ة�اً، كما  را یة �لو�ذ�� 

��ذ �ل��  �ذ�ح�ا ل�ع��لم 
� ا �ع��ذ  �ه�ل  و�ل�كط�ذّ�� �ذ ��ة�� 

��ذ
 لم 

�ه�� وائ�ذ �ا �ذ
�ذ���ة �اً ل� �ل�ك ��س���ذ�ذ را�ك�ه �ل��ذ �  ائ

و���� و�ة�كو�ذ
�ل��ة �ذ یة ح�ا

��ة�ط����ة ��ذ �ل�����ذ �ة ا �صوا
ئ
رك ال� و�ة��

�ح��ذ 
�ل�ك ���ا �ذ و����، �ك�دذ

�ه�� ����ذ �ذ �ا �ذ
�ذ���ة ه ول� ���ا ��س���ذ��ذ ا �ه�ا ��ة � �ل��ذ ر��ة �ذ�ا ر�ك�ه ول� �ة�� �

ئ
�ة�ع��لم �ذم�ا ا

 
ً
رك�ا ه ل� �لو�ذ�� ����

آ
ر�ك�ه ورا �

ئ
ل�ع��لم �ذم�ا ا

� ��لر �هو ا �ل�ط�هذ �� �ذ�ا ��لط�ذ
ة ��ة

ر� لم��س��ط��ة��ذ یة ���ةّ ا
ل ��ذ ا ��ة رذ �ل��ذ �ذّ ا �ائ

��ة�� ��ذ
��ذ

��ر. �ا ] �ذ �ل�ك [4 �ذ ��س��، و�ذ �طئ�ة�اً �ذ�حوا ورا
ر 

�ذ �لط�ذ�ا ر ����ذ �ذ�ط��ة�����ة ا  �طة�ذ���ة��صش
�ذ  �ُ���سَ

��ة�ة
���م ر��ة �ع�اع ��ذ �ل��سش �ذّ ا

ئ
�ل��ش ا �لط�ش�ا ل ا �ل��سوئ ا �ذ �ع��ذ ا وا �ل�حذ وا

�ة��ة 
یة روئ

یة ��ذ
�ئ �ل��ة �ل��لرا

آ
�ل��ه�ا �ذ�� ا ���ص�ا

��ة���ص��ةر �ذ�ائ�ة
�ل�كوا�لط��ذ ��ذ �ئر ا �ل�ط�هة�ط�مر و��س�ا �ط����� وا �ل��سش �ع��ة ا ��سش

ئ
و�طة�ة���ص�ل �ذ�ا
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�ع�اع  �ذّ ��سش
ئ
�ل�ك ائل� ل� وّل و�ه��ل��ة و�ل���ة��� �ذ

ئ
یة ا

�ل�كوا�لط��ذ ��ذ �ذ�ا ا ح��
ئ
�� �ع��ذ�� كما �ةر�� ا

ُ
 �ذ�ع

ه وائ�ذ ���ا �ةرا
 ،��

ّ
و �ذم�������ل

ئ
یة ا

لممر�ئ لم��ة���ص�ل �ذ�ا ح�� ا �لوا �ع�اع ا �ل��سش ر�ة ك�ا �ه�ا ��ذ���ص�ا لم��ة���ص��ل��ة ��ذ ر ا وا
�ذ
ئ
�ة���ص�ل �ذ�ال� �ذ���صره ا

هة 
ّ
لمم�� ا ر  وا

�ذ
ئ
�ذ�ال� �ل��  �ة���ص�ا ائ ����ذ   

ّ
�ذ�� ل�  �ذ�ل  �ةر��   

�ذ
ئ
ا یة �ص�ح��ة 

��ذ ��ة�اً 
��ذ �ذ���صره ك�ا �ع�اع  ��سش ر�  و�ل���ة��� م��ذ

�ص�لاً  �ع�اع �ذ���صره ح�ا �ذ ��سش ����ص��ة وائ�ذ ك�ا �ل���ذ رط ا
�ذ�ا �ع��ذ�� ��ذ ح��

ئ
ا ل� �ةر�� ا و�ة��ة �ل��، و�ل��ه��ذ

لم�ط�هة �ل�� وا
طم 

�ل�����ذ ر  �ه�ا �لط��ذ ا و�ذ  �ل��لط�ة�ل � �ذ�ا �ةر��  �ذّم�ا  ائ ���ة���ش 
��ذ �ا �ل�حذ�ط�هذ وا ر.  وا

�ذ
ئ
ال� ����ذ  ه  ّ

�ةم�� ���ا  و��ذ�ط�هة��   �� �ع�ط�هذ �ل���صذ
�ع��ة  ��سش

ئ
�ذّ ال�

ئ
ر ل� �ه�ا �لط��ذ ر ول� �ةر�� �ذ�ا وا

�ذ
ئ
�ئر ال� و�ذ ��س�ا �ل��لط�ة�ل � ا یة 

��ة�اً ��ذ
��ذ ر ك�ا �ع�اع �ذ���صر�ه�ا ��ذ���ص�ا ��سش

لم�������ة�احذ  �ع�اع ع��لی ا �ل��سش هة ا � �ة�ا
�ذ رذ ��ة ��ذ�لا �ةر�� لم��ك�ا ����سش رهة ��ذ�ا

ش
ر �ك��

�ع�اع �ذ���صر�ه�ا ��ذ��ة��ك��ش �طة�ةّ���ص�ل �ذ��سش
ر �ذ��ة�ذ  ا لم�ط�هة�� یة ا

ع�� ����ةو�����ط ��ذ �ع�ا �ذّ ��سش
ئ
�ل���رّ ل� راً ك�ا �ه�ا

�ة �ةر�� �لط�ة�لاً و��ذ �ذ�ا �ل�ح��ةوا ��ةر ����ذ ا
ش
�لط�ة��، و�لط� ائ

�ل�ك لم �ة�ك��ذ   �ذ
ّ
ح
� �ص

ر، و���ة �ه�ا �لط��ذ  �ذ�ا
�ع��ة ��سش

ئ
رهة ال�

ش
�ل��لط�ة�ل ول� �ةم������ط�هة�� �ك�� یة ا

ً ��ذ
��ذ �هو ك�ا

رهة ���ذ
�ل��ك��ش �ل�ط�هة��ل��ة وا ا

�ذّ��  �ائ
ر ��ذ

�ذ �لط�ذ�ا ا �ذ�ط��ة�����ة  ر ����ذ  �ذ���ة��صش ا  �
�لط�ذ���صر ���ة ا �ع�اع  �ذّ ��سش

ئ
�ل�ك ل� �� و�ذ ل وحذ �ل��سوئ ا ا لم�ا �ذ�لره ����ذ 

یة ��ع 
لممر�ئ ر و�ذ��ة�ذ ا

�ذ �لط�ذ�ا  �ذ��ة�ذ �ذ�ط��ة�����ة ا
ّ
��ة��ة�� �ذ�ل �هو مم��ة��

ّ
�ة��ل�� �ذ��ك��ل ا � �ةرذ

�لط�ذ��ة�����ة ���ةّ ���ص�ل �ع��ذ ا ل� �طة�ذ��ذ
م  �ذ�ع�ك��� �ع��ذ�� �ل�ع�� ��ة�ل50 ا

�ل���ص�هة �ل �ذ�ا �ة���صّ ا ا وّ، وائ�ذ �ل�حذ یة ا
] و�طة�ةّ���ص�ل �ذ�� ��ذ

�ل�ط�ذ ه [5 ا
ّ
�ة �ةم��

�لط�ة �ع��ة ا ��سش
ئ
ال�

 ّ
��ة�ل �هو ك�ل

�ل���ص�هة �ذ�ا �ة���ص�ل  ا ��ة  �ل��ذ ا ع ع��لط�ة��، و�ل���ة��� 
��ة و���طة �ل��ذ ا ��ة�ل 

�ل���ص�هة ا �ع�اع  و�ة��ة ��سش
��ذ��ذ و�ة�ط�هة لم��ذ�ا ا

ع 
���طة �لوا �ط����� ا �ل��سش �ع�اع ا �ذ��ل�� كما �طة�ذ�ع�ك��� ��سش �ا

�ی ���ا �ة�ط�هة ��ة�ل ائ
�ل���ص�هة مّ �طة�ذ�ع�ك��� �ر��ذ�� �ع��ذ ا

�ع�اع �ش �ل��سش ا
�ه�ا و�ذ��ة�ذ   �ذ���ة��ذ

ّ
لمم��ة�� �ل�حذ��ة��ط51 ا �ط����� ك�ا �ل��سش �ع�اع ا ��ة���ص��ةر ��سش

�ئ����� ��ذ و ح�ا
ئ
���ة��ة ا �لط�ذ  ا

�ی ��س�هة�ط�ذ ء ائ لم�ا ع��لی ا
���ة��ة  �لط�ذ  ا

ء و�ذ��ة�ذ ��س�هة�ط�ذ لم�ا و� �ذ��ة�ذ ا لمم�� �ل�حذ��ة��ط ا �ط����� ك�ا �ل��سش �ع�اع ا ء ����ذ ��سش لم�ا  ����ذ ا
ّ
ّ �ةم��ة��

م
ء �ش لم�ا ا

یة 
�ذ�� ��ذ  

لم��ة���ص��ل��ة ا �ع��ة  ��سش
ئ
 ����ذ�� و����ذ ال�

ّ
�ذّ�� �ةم��ة�� �ائ

�لط�ذ���صر ��ذ ا �ع�اع  یة ��سش
ول ��ذ

�ل�ط�هة ا �ل�ك  �ئ�����، �ك�دذ و ح�ا
ئ
ا

�ع��ة  ��سش
ئ
ال� �ل�ك  ����ذ �ذ  

ّ
ّ �ةم��ة��

م
 �ش

ّ
لمم��ة�� ا �ل�حذ��ة��ط  ��ة�ل ك�ا

�ل���ص�هة ا ���م  �ل�حذ ا ر و�ذ��ة�ذ 
�ذ �لط�ذ�ا ا �ذ�ط��ة�����ة  �ذ��ة�ذ  وّ  �ل�حذ ا

�ل�ك �طة�ذ����ل  �ذ��ل��، و�ذ��ذ �ا
��ة�ل و�ذ��ة�ذ ���ا �ة�ط�هة

�ل���ص�هة و� �ذ��ة�ذ ا لمم�� �ل�حذ��ة��ط ا �ع�اع ك�ا �لط�ذ���صر ��سش �ع�اع ا  �ذ��سش
لم��ة���ص��ل��ة ا

 ��
ئ
هة ورا

آ
لممرا �ة���ص�ل �ذ�ا ا ا �ذ م ائ

��ة��لرذ
ر ��ذ

�لط�ذ���ذ ا ذ 
 �ذ������

�ذ �ذ ك�ا  ائ
هة
آ
لممرا لم��ةّ���ص�ل �ذ�ا �ع�اع ا �ل��سش �ذّ ا ائ و�ل��: »

��ة
ذ 
������ �طذ�ذ �ه�ا  �ذ�����ص�ذ �طة�ة���ص�ل  ��ةرهة  �ع��ة �لط�ذ ��سش

ئ
ا �ه�ا 

��ذّ
ئ
ل� �ل�ك  و�ذ �ذ���صره«،،   

�ع�ط�ذ �ة���صذ  
�ذ
ئ
ا �ه��  �ذ و���ذ �ذ��س�ا ال�ئ

�ط�����  �ل��سش ا �ع�اع  �ع�ط�ذ ��سش �ل�ك كما ل� �ة���صذ �ل��ذ �ع�اع �ذ���صره  �ع�ط�ذ ��سش ����س��ط��ة�هة��ة�ط����ة و����ذ�ع�ك��س��ة ��ذ�لا �ة���صذ
�ذّ 

ئ
��ذّ�� ����ذ ا ول �ذم�ا �ذ

، و�ل��س��ط��ذ�ا �ذ�ط�هة �ذ �ل�ح��ة����ا و��ذ وا
�ل��س�هة �ی ا ء ائ لم�ا ��� ���ا �طة�ذ�ع�ك��� �ع��ذ�� �ع��ذ ا �ذ�ع��ك�ا ل�

�ذ ل� 
ئ
��ذّ�� ����ذ ا م ���ا �ذ

� �ة��لرذ
یة ���ةّ

 �ل����مر�ئ
ً
��سّ�ا �ة��ل��ه�ا و�ة���ص��ةر مم�ا ا �ل�ع��ة�ذ و�ةرذ ���ص�ل �ع��ذ ا �ع�اع �طة�ذ��ذ �ل��سش ّ ا

ك�ل

��ة. �ل���ص�هذ ��ة�ل: �ذ�ا
�ل���ص�هة �ذ�ا   50

لم�������ة��ط. �ل�حذ��ة��ط: ك�ا ك�ا   51
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�ع�اع  �ل��سش �ذّ ا
ئ
�ل�ك ل� هة، و�ذ

آ
لممرا یة ا

ر ��ذ �ع�اع ��ة�� �ص�ا �ل��سش �ذّ ا
ئ
�ه�� ل� �طة�ة�� �لو���ذ

ل روئ یة ح�ا
هة ��ذ

آ
لممرا �ةر�� ا

�ی ���ا  �ه�ا ائ �ذ�ع�ك��� �ع���ذ ّ ا
م
هة �ش

آ
لممرا  �ذ�� �ذ�ا

لم��ة���ص��ل��ة �ع��ة ا ��سش
ئ
و ����ذ ال�

ئ
�طذ��ذ ����ذ�� ا �ا ] حذ �ة���ص�ل [5 �ذ وائ�ذ ا

�لط�ذ���صر �ة��س�ط�مّی  �ع�اع ا و�هّ����، و�ل���ة��� ��سش
م ���ا �ة

ر ��ذ�لا �ة��لرذ
�ذ �لط�ذ�ا �اً ����ةّ���ص�ل �طذ�ذ��ة�����ة ا �ة���صذ

ئ
�هو ا

�ذ��ل��ه�ا ���ذ �ا
�ة�ط�هة

��س�اً  �لط�ةما یة ا
لممر�ئ �حو ا

�ل��س��ل��ة�ط����ة �ذ  ا
��ة��ة �ل�ح�� �ل�ع��ة�ذ �هو �ة�ط�هة��ل��ة��ذ ا ر �ذ�ا

�لط�ذ���ذ �ذّ ا �ائ
ء ��ذ �ل�ع����ص�ا یة �عر��ذ ا

راً ��ذ
�ذ���ذ

���م  ��ة �هو ��ذ �ل��ذ �ع�اع ا �ل��سش ذ ��ذ�لا �ة�كو�ذ �هو ا
��ر�ة�����ه�ا و�هو �عر��

��ة��ة �هو �ة �ل�ح�� �طة�ة��، و�ة�ط�هة��ل��ة��ذ ا
�لروئ

�ع�اع ��سمّ��ة��ة �ذ���صراً  �ل��سش ��ة �ذ�ا ��ة�����ّ ��ذ � ا
���ة

، ��ذ �ل�ع��ة�ذ �ة �هیة ا
�لط�ة ��سّ��ة ا �ل�ح�ا ����ة52 ا رط ��س�لا ��ة�ة و�هو ��صش

ر��ة
م 

� �ة��لرذ
�ة ���ةّ ركَ�ا رَك �ل����ص�� لم�� �ع�اع �هو ا �ل��سش ا �ذّ  ول: ائ

�ل��س��ل��ة�ط����ة، و�ل��س��ط��ذ�ا �ذ�ط�هة ا �ل�ع��ة�ذ  �لط�ذ���صر �هو ا �ا
��ذ

م  ��س�ا ��ذ
ئ
ّ ����ذ ال�

�ل�حیة یة �لو�ذ ا
رط ��ذ �طئ�ة�اً، وائ�ذّم�ا �هو ��صش ��ة�ة را

���م ر��ة  �ة�كو�ذ ك�لّ ��ذ
�ذ
ئ
��ذّ�� ����ذ ا ���ا �ذ

�ة  لممر�طئ�ة�ا و� ا رط و��ذ �طئ�ة�اً �هیة �لو�ذ�� ����ةّ�اً �ذ��صش یة �لو�ذ�� را
�ل�ع��ل��ة ��ذ ّ وا

�ل�حیة یة �هو ا
�ئ �لرا ، ��ذ�ا �ة �طئ�ة�اً �ل����مر�طئ�ة�ا را

ّ �ع��ة��ذ�� 
� �ة�حذ��ة����

��سّ��ة ���ةّ �ل�ح�ا ��ة ا �ئ��ل��ة �ع��ذ �ذ ا �ة �ذرذ ��ذ�ا
آ
. و�ل���ة��س��ط��ة ال� �ة ��ذ�ا

آ
ع وال�

�ذ لموا ل ا وا ورذ
ء  �ل��هوا ا  

�ذّ �ائ
��ذ ع�اً  �ع�ا ��سش ��ة�ة 

ر��ة ���م  ��ذ ك�لّ  و�ل���ة���  ���ط�هةّ��.  یة 
��ذ ��ذ��ة 

آ
ا �ع�اع  �ل��ل��سش ه  ��ذ�ط�هة�� �ذّ  �ائ

��ذ �ع�اع  �ل��سش �ذ�ا
 ّ
یة ك�ل

م ��ذ
، و�ل���ة��� �ة��لرذ �ذ  �ُ���سَ

��ة�ة
���م ر��ة �ع�اع ��ذ �ل��سش �ع�اع وائ�ذّم�ا ا ��ة�ة و�ل���ة��� �ذ��سش

���م ر��ة ��لم ��ذ
لم���ذ ا

����ذ  م 
�ة��لرذ �ل���ة���   

�ذ ائ �ة�ك��ذ ����ةّ�اً  لم  ���ا  ��ة�ل 
�ل���ص�هة ا �ل�ك  �ذ�� �ذ �ةر��   

�ذ
ئ
ا ��ة�ل 

�ل���ص�هة �ذ�ا �ة���ص�ل  ا �ع�اع  ��سش
�ع�اع  �ل��سش �ه�ا ا �ة���ص�ل ��ذ هة وائ�ذ ا

آ
لممرا 53 ا

�ذّ �ائ
هة]،، ��ذ �ل�ح��ة�ا �ة [ا � ��ذ�ط�هة��

�ة��ة �����صو�ل��ه�ا ���ة
�لروئ رط ا �����صول ��صش

م 
��ل���ة��� �ة��لرذ

�ل�ك ��ذ �ه�ا �ل���ة��س��ط��ة �ذ�ح��ةّ��ة، و�ك�دذ
��ذّ �ائ

�ه�ا ��ذ ���ة
ك ��ذ را � �طئ�ة��ة �ل�ط�هذ�ط�هة�� ع��ل��ة ال�ئ ] �ذرا

�ل�ط�ذ ��ل���ة��س��ط��ة ]6 ا
��ذ

�ل�ك  هة و�ذ ح�� �ه��ة وا یة ���ذ
را ��ذ �ذ ��ة�� �ص�ا ���ما �ل�حذ ا  �ة�كو�ذ 

�ذ
ئ
هة ا

آ
لممرا �ذ�ا �ع�اع  �ل��سش ا �ة���ص�ل �ر��ذ  ا ا �ذ ائ

�طئ�ذ�اً  �ذ ك�ا �ه�ا، و�لو ك�ا �ه���ة یة ���ذ
�طئ�ذ�اً ��ذ  �ل��ه�ا ولم �ة�ك��ذ ك�ا

وراً �ا �ذ م�حذ �ه�ا ك�ا �ة���ص�ل �ر��ذ�� ��ذ � ا
�ع�اع ���ة �ل��سش �ذّ ا

ئ
 ل�

یة 
�طئ�ذ��ة�ذ ��ذ � �ذ��ة�ذ ك�ا

ّ
 ائل

ّ
�ل�ك ل� �ة���ص���� �ذّ �ذ

ئ
�ه�ا ل�  ��ذ

ً
��سّ�ا �ه�ا ومم�ا ل �لو�ذ�� ����ة���ص�لاً ��ذ ��س��ط��ة������ا �ه�ا ل� �ه���ة یة ���ذ

��ذ
��ذ��ة. �ه�ط���ا ول� ����س�ا  �ذ���ة��ذ

�ه��ة��ة�ذ �ذ�ح��ة��ش ل� �ذو�ذ ���ذ
 ، ة

�لور� �لو��ة��ة وا ا �ةّ��سع  �ئ�ل �ذ�ح��س��ط��ذ ���ا ا لم��س�ا ه ا �ذ �ع��ذ �ه��ذ وا �ل�حذ یة ا
ول ��ذ

�ل�ط�هة ا ه �ر�ة�ط�هة��ة  �ه��ذ
���ذ

ه  �� وح��
ّٰ
�ل�ح�ط���� �ل��ل ��. وا �ة �ر�ة�ط�هة��، �ذم��ذّ�� و�ل����ط�هذ �ل�حذ��ةرا �ی ا � ائ

ّ
��ة�هة�� و�ة��س��

و��ذ
�ی �ة�ح��س��ط�ذ �ة �� �ة�ع�ا

ّٰ
�ل��ل وا

م.
ّ
�ل�� و��س��ل

آ
ّ وع��لی ا

�ذ�ة
�ل��ذ � ا

ّ
�ذ�ا محم �ة�� ع��لی ر��سو�ل�� ��س��ط��ةّ�� و�ص��لوا

����ة. �ل��س�لا ����ة: ا ��س�لا   52

. �ة � : ��ذ�ا �ذّ �ائ
��ذ   53
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