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Yossef Rapoport, Marriage, Money and Divorce in Medieval Islamic
Society, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005, 137 pp.
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daughters received trousseaux while being denied direct access to other types
of property, especially land' (Rapoport 2005: 13).
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[...] the all-pervading cash obligations meant that Mamluk mar-
riages had little in common with the patriarchal ideal advocated
by the jurists and the moralists. Marriage did not create a unified
economic unit, with the husband as the provider and the wife as a
dependant. Rather, unlike slavery, marriage was very clearly a
contract, a complex business partnership, quite often leading to
court litigation and with good chance of ending in divorce
(Rapoport 2005: 68).
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By allowing expiation in divorce oaths, Ibn Taymiyya questioned
the most common and solemn form of social commitment, and
one that was part of the oath of allegiance inaugurating the rule
of every new sultan. The state retaliated by suppressing his doc-
trines, and continued to do so for more than a century after his
death (Rapoport 2005: 109).
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