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PREFACE

Sirat Salim b. Dhakwan is an early Ibadi epistle directed against Khari-
jite extremism and Murj’ism. It is early in the sense of written before
¢.800, but its precise date is disputed. It was brought to light by Ennami
(‘Amr Khalifa al-Nami), an Ibadi scholar from Libya, who found it in an
Omani manuscript in his private possession and who cited it extensively
in his Cambridge thesis of 1971. Ten years later Cook edited and trans-
lated the parts directed against Murji’ism and discussed the entire epistle,
including its date, in his Early Muslim Dogma. Since then, Madelung, van
Ess, and Calder have offered alternative datings of the epistle, all on the
basis of the sections published by Cook, and van Ess has translated the
anti-Murji’ite parts into German. Martin Hinds was working on an edi-
tion and translation of the concluding part of the epistle at the time of his
death in 1988, but his draft was too incomplete for publication. Since it
is clearly desirable to have an edition and translation of the entire epistle,
it is by preparing this book that we have chosen to complete his work.

The edition and first two indices are by Zimmermann; the translation
was worked out and periodically revised between us, and we have both
contributed to the introduction; the rest is by Crone. Our findings build
on the researches of Wilferd Madelung, Josef van Ess, and Michael Cook,
from whose works, cited time and again in this book, we have derived
more information, understanding, and enjoyment than footnotes can in-
dicate, and with whom it has been an equal pleasure to agree and disagree.
Michael Cook also read an earlier draft of the entire book and responded
with exceedingly helpful comments. So too did Professor Madelung, in
the guise of an anonymous reader who went through the typescript with
unusual care and pencilled in comments and corrections which greatly im-
proved the book. We should also like to thank Alan Jones for comments
on the penultimate draft, Ahmad Ubaydli (‘Ubaydali) for help on Ibadi
matters, Mohamed Ben Madani for procuring a copy of Cuperly’s Intro-
duction from Algeria (and, while he was at it, sending a copy to the British
Library), and Etan Kohlberg for comments on parts of the translation as
well as his general enthusiasm about the project.

Our greatest debt is to Ennami who, some twenty-five years ago, passed
to Martin Hinds a xerox of the manuscript in his possession which in-
cluded the epistle of Salim b. Dhakwan. It is from this xerox that Cook
published part of Salim’s epistle and that we are now publishing the whole.
We do not know where the manuscript itself is to be found today. Having
completed his Cambridge doctorate, Ennami returned to Libya and had
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his thesis printed at Benghazi, but the printing was impounded and he left
the country to spend the next twenty years or so in exile; when he went
back to Libya again, apparently in the early 1980s, he was imprisoned, his
library was confiscated, and he died in jail. We should like the book to be
seen as a memorial to him.

June 1997 PC and FWZ

POSTSCRIPT 1999

Some time after our script had gone to press, Abdulrahman Al-Salmi, a
descendant of the Omani scholar al-Salimi whose name figures so prom-
inently in this book, arrived in this country to read for a Ph.D. at the
University of Durham. Upon hearing of our project, he informed us that
he had brought with him photocopies of two manuscripts from private
collections in Oman both of which included our epistle. We are deeply
grateful to Mr Al-Salmi for providing us with copies of the relevant pages,
which gave us a much firmer sense of the text as transmitted in modern
Oman, and enabled us to incorporate the new evidence while there was
still time.
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A NOTE ON CONVENTIONS

References to Sirat Salim are usually by part and paragraph, e.g. ‘I, 2.
The paragraph numbering is continuous, so the reference to the part is
strictly speaking unnecessary, but we have found it helpful to know at a
glance which part of the epistle is involved. Sometimes we refer to lines,
in the straightforward form ‘1. 482’ the line numbering being continuous
too.

When we refer to both pages and lines in other works we use the form
‘18.6’ or ‘18.—6’ (meaning six lines up). We only identify the first line of
the passage in question and frequently do not indicate lines at all. The
form ‘18:6’ is used where the reference is to a line or verse within a
numbered unit such as a sura or poem. Where references are given in
the form 2 = 19, the first figure refers to the edition and the second to
the translation.

Dates are normally given in the form 70/689 f, but double dates are
not easy to take in and there are times when we prefer to give kiri or
Christian dates on their own.

We retain the definite article of Arabic names in the text of the book,
but drop it in the notes and bibliographical discussions, except in first
references.

We use ‘traditionist’ for muhaddith (a transmitter of hadith) and ‘tradi-
tionalists’ for adherents of /hadith as a prime source of doctrine, whether
engaged in its transmission or not.

Conventions specific to the edition and translation are set out at the
end of the introduction.
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1
INTRODUCTION

The Kharijites were the first sect to crystallize in the Islamic world and
also the first to leave its heartlands for distant provinces in which they
could hold their own against the majority in religious and sometimes in
political terms as well. They are traditionally said to have emerged in the
first civil war (656—61) and to have split into sub-sects in the second (684—
92); their last bid for metropolitan power certainly came in the third civil
war (744-50); thereafter, their centre of gravity shifted to the provinces.
Even there they mostly died out, but the Ibadi sub-sect survived, primarily
in Oman and North Africa. The Ibadis constitute less than 1 per cent of
the total number of Muslims today, but, unlike many other tiny sectarian
groups dotted about the landscape of the Middle East, they have a rich
literary heritage stretching back to the formative centuries of Islam.

Having formulated their views early and moved into relative isolation
soon thereafter, the Ibadis can be expected to have retained old assump-
tions and ideas that are no longer to be found in the mainstream tradition;
they certainly preserve a considerable number of works said to have been
written before ¢.800, when the sources of the mainstream tradition be-
gin to flow freely. Their heritage is thus of great potential importance
for the reconstruction of early Muslim thought. This has long been re-
cognized, but the attempt to exploit the Ibadi tradition has been severely
hampered by its lack of accessibility; to some extent it still is. Thanks to
the Omani Ministry of National Heritage and Culture, which has been
publishing Ibadi sources at a steady rate over the last twenty years or so,
we are, however, beginning to acquire the wherewithal for the attempt to
put the Ibadi heritage to historical use. The present work is a contribution
to that endeavour. It makes accessible yet another early source from the
Ibadi tradition and seeks to evaluate what it tells us about early thought.
The result cannot be described as momentous. It is, however, sufficiently
instructive to suggest that continued work on the Ibadi tradition will prove
rewarding.

The text in question has come down to us under the title Sirar Salim
b. Dhakwan. In what follows we shall address questions of transmission,
authorship, and content, and explain our procedure in the subsequent edi-
tion and translation.
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THE MANUSCRIPTS

A. THE HINDS XEROX

Our text was introduced to Western scholars by the work of Ennami. His
doctoral thesis, submitted to Cambridge University in 1971, includes pas-
sages translated from two Omani manuscripts of mixed contents which it
does not fully describe. Let us call them B and C. We learn that both
were given to him by Omani friends and that both contained siras, in
the Omani sense of doctrinal epistles.! Among the things we learn about
B is that it was 426 pages long; carried our Sirat Salim at and around,
for example pp. 204 and 221; and that a xeroxed copy of this manuscript
had been given to the Library of the Faculty of Oriental Studies in Cam-
bridge.? Among the things we learn about C is that it carried a sira by
Aba ’I-Muw’thir at and around p. 20.3

In 1978 Cook went to the Faculty Library in Cambridge in search of the
xeroxed copy of B, but no such copy was to be found there. Instead, Cook
found a xerox in the possession of Martin Hinds. This copy, which Cook
proceeded to call the Hinds Xerox, included Sirat Salim and so appeared
to be a copy of B. This is, in fact, what Hinds assumed it to be;* but he
could not remember how he had come by it,* and its pagination does not
tally with that of B as known from Ennami’s thesis: passages translated
by Ennami with reference to pp. 204 and 221, for example, are found at
pp. 171 and 188 in the Hinds Xerox.% For this reason, Cook assumed that
the Hinds Xerox was actually a copy of C, and that Ennami had left un-
mentioned the fact that C, too, included Sirar Salim.” But the text at and
around p. 20 of the Hinds Xerox is not the sira of Abu ’1-Mu’thir cited by
Ennami from C; indeed, this sira is not found in the Hinds Xerox at all.?
Moreover, the Hinds Xerox, though ending with a page numbered 393,

1 <A, K. Ennami, ‘Studies in Ibadism’ (Cambridge Ph.D. thesis, 1971), i. 47 nn. 41-2.
There are several examples of sira in this sense in the Hinds Xerox; in S. I. Kashif (ed.), a/-Siyar
wa’l-jawabat (Cairo (WTQwTh), 1986); and in J. Wilkinson, “The Omani Manuscript Collec-
tion at Muscat, part II’; Arabian Studies, 4 (1978), 192 ff.

2 Ennami, ‘Studies’, i. 20, 25, 47 n. 41. Of B we also learn that Ennami’s Omani friend
held it, clearly incorrectly, to be part of the Ta’rikh or al-Sira al-kabira of al-Bisyani (whence
our siglum).

3 Ennami, ‘Studies’, i. 167 and n. 89 thereto.

4 He identified it as a copy of B on the manilla envelope in which he kept it.

5 He explained to Cook that initially Ennami must have lent him the manuscript itself, for
he had taken notes and copied three watermarks from it. ‘Presumably I then told Ennami how
interesting I found the MS + being the decent man he is he gave me the xerox copy. .. I still
have no recollection of the pre-xerox copy stage’ (letter to Cook, 5 April 1979).

¢ Ennami, ‘Studies’ i. 20, 25.

7 M. A. Cook, Early Muslim Dogma (Cambridge, 1981), 4.

8 As Cook notes, the scribe’s table of contents shows that it did once form part of the MS
that the Hinds Xerox reproduces. But it was positioned at the end, which had been lost by the
time the MS was xeroxed (cf. below, n. 34).
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actually has a total of 425 pages (or 426 if one includes the final blank),
corresponding to the 426 pages said by Ennami to be the total of B. The
scribe’s pagination is erratic: he inadvertently skipped one number and
duplicated another thirty-three (without the text itself being affected).®
Clearly, Ennami renumbered the pages of the manuscript and referred to
his own pagination. He must have done so after it was xeroxed and he
must have started his pagination three pages before the table of contents,
where the Hinds Xerox begins. The page numbers given by Ennami in
references to Sirat Salim in B are those which the Hinds Xerox would
bear if numbered correctly from a starting point of 4.1 It follows that the
Hinds Xerox is a copy of Ennami’s manuscript B; that C in all probab-
ility did not include Sirat Salim; and that the Hinds Xerox contains the
only copy of Sirat Salim known to exist until recently. A microfilm of
the Hinds Xerox has since been deposited in the Cambridge University
Library.!!

B. THE CONTENTS OF THE HINDS XEROX (HX)

The scribe’s table of contents is only slightly less erratic than his pagin-
ation. He numbers the items, but omits some and does not always list
the others in the order in which they actually appear. We now give a
corrected version. The numbers on the left refer to the order in which
the items appear, first in our numeration (in parenthesis) and next in the
scribe’s. The numbers on the right give the pages on which the items
appear, first with reference to the scribe’s defective pagination and next
(in parenthesis) with reference to our own. Unlike Ennami, but like the
scribe, we count the first page of the table of contents as ‘1’. Duplicates

in the scribe’s pagination are distinguished by superscript numbers (e.g.
pp. 1711, 171%).

(1) L. Bab fi ’l-waldya wa’l-barda pp. 3-66% (3-85)

(2) 2. Sirat Bashir b. Muhammad b. Mahbib'>  pp. 66°~79 (85-98)

(3) 3. Min jawab Muhammad b. Rawh" pp. 792-103 (98-122)
4) 4. Sirat Shabib b. Atiyya** pp. 103-39 (122-58)

9 He jumps from 40 to 42; p. 78 is followed by pp. 59-78, followed by two pages numbered
79; p. 159 is followed by pp. 150-9; and there are two pages 161, 315, and 381.

10 1t follows that Ennami’s pagination must have gone wrong towards the end: he should
have arrived at a total of 428 pages (or 429 counting the final blank) rather than 426. That there
were three pages before the table of contents is hypothetical, but there must have been at least
one, carrying the title: according to Hinds’s notes, the MS called itself al-siyar al-umaniyya.

11 Or. 1402.

12 See App. 1, no. 5 (descendants, iv).

13 This man appears to have flourished in the fourth/tenth cent. cf. al-Salimi, Tuhfar
al-a%an bi-sirat ahl “Uman (Cairo, 1961), i. 111-14, where he transmits from Abu ’l-Hawari
(late third/ninth to early fourth/tenth cent.); J. Wilkinson, The Imamate Tradition of Oman
(Cambridge, 1987), 167.

14 See Bibliogr. Sect. A, s.v. ‘Shabib b. Atiyya’.
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(5) 5. Mukhtasar min kitab sifat ahdath Uth-  pp. 139-54! (158-73)
man b. “Affan"

(6) 6. Sirat Salim b. Dhakwan pp. 1541-94 (173-224)

7) 7. Sirat  Muhammad b. Mahbub ila Abi pp. 195-202 (225-32)
Ziyad Khalaf b. Udhra'®

(8) 8. Sirat Abi Mawdid Hajib" pp. 202 (232)
Missing; lacuna noted
9) —  Siwrar Munir b. al-Nayyir al-FJaani il pp. 203—19 (233-49)

l-imam Ghassan b. Abdallah'® Acephal-
ous; title added later

(10) 14.  Fawab min Musa b. ‘Ali anhu wa-an  pp. 219-21 (249-51)
Hashim b, Ghaylan ilad l-imam  Abd
al-Malik b. Humayd"

(A1) 15.  Li’l-imam “Abd al-malik b. Humayd min  pp. 221-4 (251-4)
Hashim b Ghaylan  wa-ghayrihi  min
al-muslimin®

(12) 16.  Min kitab fihi hadith mukatabat “Ali b.  pp. 224-37 (254-67)
Abi Talib

(13) 17.  Risalar ‘Ali b. Abi Talib ila ‘Abdallah b.  pp. 237-8 (267-8)
al-“Abbas wa-jawabuhu lahu

(14) 11.  Kutab Abi ‘Abdallah Muhammad b. Mah- pp. 238-60 (268-90)
bith il@ imam Hadramamwt®'

(15) 12.  Sirat Hashim b. Ghaylan ila ‘Abd al-Ma-  pp. 260-2 (290-2)
lik b. Humayd*

(16) —  Untitled acephalous letter of advice to an  pp. 262—4 (292—4)
imam, possibly no. 29

(17) 13, Kitab Munir b. al-Nayyir ild Ghassan b.  pp. 264—79 (294-309)
Abdallah®

15 See below, Ch. 4, pp. 190 ff.

16 See App. 1, no. 4 (descendants, iii).

17" Abu Mawdud Hajib al-Ta’1 was a close associate of Abti ‘Ubayda’s, whom he predeceased
(cf. App. 1, no. 2). Some extracts from a sira of his are cited at HX, 100 ff (119 ff), at the end of
Muhammad b. Rawh’s letter. They may be mangled remains of this item rather than quotations
by Muhammad b. Rawh.

18 See Bibliogr. Sect. A, s.v. ‘Munir b. al-Nayyir’. For the imam, see App. 2.

19 Musa b. “Ali was a leading scholar who died in 230/844 f or the year after (Salimi, Tuhfa,
i. 1515 al-Harithi, al-Ugud al-fiddiyya f7 usul al-Ibadiyya (Beirut, n.d.), 254). For Hashim, see
the following n. For the imam, see App. 2.

20" See Bibliogr. Sect. A, s.v. ‘Hashim b. Ghaylan’. For the imam, see App. 2.

21 See App. 1, no. 4 (descendants, iii).

22 See above, n. 20.

23 See above, n. 18.
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(18)9.  Kitab Shabib b. Atiyya ila Abd pp. 279-85 (309-15)

al-Salam, radd ald ’[-shukkak wa’l-mur-

]'l')d24
(19) 10.  Min jawab al-gadi Abi Zakariyy@® Yakhya pp. 285-8 (315-18)

b. Sad®

Breaks off; scribe notes lacuna

Resumes; breaks off again pp- 289-93 (319-23)
(20) 18.  Kiutab min Musa ila ’l-imam pp- 293-9 (323-9)
(21) 19.  Sirat Khalaf b. Ziyad al-Bahrani®® pp- 299-365 (329-96)
(22) 20.  Kitab fihi radd ‘ald ahl al-shakk*’ pp. 365-81% (396-413)
(23) 21.  Sirar Abdallah b. 1bad*® pp. 3812-93 (413-25)

Incomplete, manuscript breaks off

22.  Left blank

23.  Rusalar Abi “Ubayda wa-Abi Mawdiid

24, Min Abi “Ubayda wa-Abi Mawdud ild
"I-Fadl b. Kathir

25.  Wa-mun kutub Abi “Ubayda

26.  Min Abi Mawdid ila Abi ’I-Hurr?*

27. Wa-hadha ilad ahl Uman fihi dhikr
Qutlay]ba (?) b. Dirham

28, Sirat Missa b. Abi Jabir®®

29.  Nasihat Abi Mawdud Ii’l-imam Ghassan
b. “Abdallah’!

30.  Li-Abi ‘Al

31. Hadha ma yagiilu ’1-Salt b. Malik™?

32. Min Hashim b. Ghaylan ila ’l-imam “Abd
al-Malik b. Humayd?

2% See above, n. 14.

25 For another epistle by this author, see Kashif, Siyar, ii. no. 21, where his death date is
given as 472/1079 f.

26 See Bibliogr. Sect. A, s.v. ‘Khalaf b. Ziyad’.

27 See App. 5.

28 This is the so-called first letter of Ibn Ibad to “Abd al-Malik (cf. the Bibliogr. Sect. A,
s.v. ‘IBI’).

29 For items 23—6, see above, n. 17. Abt ’I-Hurr was a participant in the great Ibadi revolt
in Arabia in the 740s.

30 Misa b. Abi Jabir al-Dabbi al-Izkawi was one of the carriers of knowledge to Oman and
a leading figure in Omani politics down to his death in 181/797 f (Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 105, 108,
110 f; Harithi, ‘Ugud, 253 f; Wilkinson, Imamate Tradition, index).

31 This may be the untitled and acephalous piece listed by us as (15). But Aba Mawdud,
i.e. Hajib at-Ta’1, who died before 158/775 (cf. above, n. 17), obviously cannot have written a
letter of advice to this imam, who ruled 192-207/808-23 (cf. App. 2).

32 For this imam, see App. 2.

33 Cf. above, n. 20.
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33, Sirat Abi 'I-Mw’thir al-Salt b. Khamis®*

34.  Sirat al-imam al-Muhanna b. Jayfar ila
Muadh (2) b. Harb®

35. Kitab al-muwazana “an al-shaykh Abi
Muhammad “Abdallah b. Muhammad b.
Baraka®®

36. Sirat al-shaykh Abi Muhammad ‘Abdal-
lah b. Muhammad b. Baraka®’

C. HX AND MANUSCRIPTS S AND N

Breaking off as it does without a colophon, the Hinds Xerox does not re-
cord its date; but Cook, taking expert advice on three watermarks once
copied from the manuscript itself by Hinds, established that its paper
dated from the mid-nineteenth century.3® The manuscript was almost cer-
tainly written in Oman, and may have been used by the Omani scholar
¢Abdallah b. Humayd al-Salimi (d. 1332/1914), in whose Tuhfat al-a“yan
Hinds discovered a close parallel to the concluding part of our epistle.
Al-Salimi does not mention his source; but his great-grandson, Abdulrah-
man Al-Salmi, has since informed us that Ennami was a friend of his
family and that it was his grandfather who presented Ennami with manu-
scripts from the family collection. More important, Al-Salmi provided us
with photographs of two further copies of our epistle, one of which — S
— is part of a codex in the library of his own family at Bidiya in Oman.

The extract in the Tuhfar al-ayan shares two distinctive errors with
both HX and S in its first paragraph,*® and for the rest is slightly closer
to S. Presumably, then, S was al-Salimi’s prime source, though he may
also have used the very manuscript which was to end up in Ennami’s pos-
session. The many differences between his version and ours, which are
recorded in our edition, must be regarded as changes made by al-Salimi
to a text much like ours, not as old variants preserved elsewhere. Whole
passages have been omitted; one has been transposed; some have been re-
phrased; and one has been replaced by a passage taken from elsewhere:

34 Cf. Bibliogr. Sect. A, s.v. ‘Ab@i ’l-Mu’thir’. This is the item that figured around p. 20
in Ennami’s MS C.

35 For this imam, see App. 2.

36 Published from a different MS in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 384—420. For the author, see Bibliogr.
Sect. A, s.v. ‘Ibn Baraka al-Bahlaw?’.

37 Cf. preceding n.

38 Hinds told Cook that his notes and watermarks ‘certainly belong to the MS from which
we now have the xerox copy’ (letter of 5 April 1979; cf. above, n. 5). His notes include some
from Sirat Salim.

39 Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 81-5.

40" See n. 47 below.
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instead of the sentence found at lines 959—61 of our edition, al-Sali-
mi’s version has thirteen lines taken from an epistle by Wa’il b. Ayyub.*!
Al-Salimi’s extract bears no independent witness to the text of Sirat Salim.
No other extracts have come to light so far. For the time being, that leaves
us with the testimony of HX, S, and N.

The codex which includes S is entitled Kitab al-siyar and dated
1120/1708. N is included in a codex entitled A/-Siyar al-1badiyya and
dated 1141/1728, which belongs to another private collection in Oman,
that of Ahmad b. Nasir al-Sayf1 at Nizwa. Like HX, both codices are an-
thologies of Ibadi epistles, though their contents are not the same. That
much we know from Al-Salmi, who is going to describe the two codices
more fully in his thesis. Meanwhile, his kindness has enabled us to in-
corporate the internal evidence of their versions of Sirat Salim. S and N
turn out to be so similar to each other that N, the younger, could almost
pass for a straight copy of S. More surprisingly, they are so similar also to
the later copy in HX that it, too, could almost pass for a direct descend-
ant of S, possibly through N. The older readings, as one might expect,
are better in places, particularly where they preserve a phrase or line lost
on the way to HX.*? Still, they do share some of its baffling little mis-
takes, thereby clearing its scribe from charges of mindless negligence.*
The main effect of the new evidence is to confirm the general reliability
of HX by showing that most of its peculiarities originated well before its
time. Together our three witnesses bear testimony to a scribal tradition
so committed to faithful reproduction that even such minor differences as
do exist between them tend to suggest a diversity of exemplars.

One striking example of faithful reproduction is the blank in line 912 of
our text, which is found in all three manuscripts alike, preceded by a sign
of obscure significance, and with nothing to suggest that sign and blank
were instituted by the scribe of S. They also share a tendency to repro-
duce transparent errors. For example, the word mihna plainly intended at
lines 560 and 638 is misrepresented as makabba in all three manuscripts.
As such errors cannot have escaped the notice of successive copyists, the
scribes of N and HX, at least, must have followed a principle of non-inter-
ference in the transmitted text. If the same principle was followed by the
scribe of S before them, no shared mistake is particularly likely to have
originated in S; and if none of them did, they must go back to an ante-
cedent copy at least one generation older than S, from which they could
have passed to N and HX along separate lines. Such a common ancestor
is further suggested by individual readings not easily discounted as slips

1 Tuhfa, i. 84.13-85.5; Wa’il b. Ayyub (on whom, see Bibliog. Sect. A, s.v.) in Kashif,
Siyar, ii. 46—7.4. Part of the passage in question is cited below, Ch. 7 (nn. 28, 33).

42 Notably at I1. 292 and 368.

43 Cf. Cook, Dogma, 159.
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of the pen. For in the light of the editorial restraint noted above, it is hard
to explain such variants as the huda ’I-qur’an of N for the hadha ’I-quran
of S and HX in I, 5,* or the thabat of HX for the problematic niyyat of S
and N at line 61, as conjectural emendations on the part of their scribes.

Again, where S and N have the ibtana of line 379 fully dotted, the
scribe of HX carefully drew a skeleton without dots, no doubt to show us
exactly what he found in his exemplar. If that impression is correct, he
was copying from an exemplar other than N or S, which may have been
independent of both and possibly older. It follows that any special defect
of HX could be a legacy from its exemplar. It need not have been he
who accidentally skipped the odd phrase or line preserved in S and N;
and the demonstratively undotted skeleton at line 379 creates a presump-
tion that orthographical oddities, in particular, are deliberate imitations of
what he found in his exemplar. HX not only has more undotted letters
than S or N, it is also more sparing in the supply of letters to support
hamza, and more often omits alif from syllables with 7z.*> Such seeming
archaisms could be residual traits inherited from a very old ancestor. The
youngest of our scribes may yet turn out to have been the most studiously
conservative of all.

Provisionally, we may picture the transmission of our text as follows.

Original archetype a 8th cent.?*
Hyparchetype B ?
Last common ancestor of known copies y ?
; s> 1120/1708

N " 1141/1728

Pi\X mid-19th cent.

Some of the question marks may disappear in the light of future discov-
eries. Further copies of our epistle may yet turn up. What we know now
is that the common text of S; N; and HX existed by the early eighteenth
century at the latest, and was stably transmitted in Oman thereafter. If]
as individual differences seem to indicate, HX is not descended from S,
let alone through N, it must have been from an earlier copy 7 that they all
inherited their shared peculiarities. Here is a short list of tell-tale cruces.

Distinctly garbled words are al-dhall for our (conjectural) alladhi at line
16; ti‘azir where one would expect a word meaning ‘you will be rewarded’

4* See n. 49 below.

45 See n. 50 below.
46 See Ch. 8 below.
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(1. 55); mahabb for our kitab (1. 102); nutq where one would expect a word
for ‘guilty’ (1. 467); mahabba for our mihna (11. 560, 638); nikah for our
nakih (1. 635); muSarifun for our mufiarigun (1. 658); min al-gawm for our
al-yawm (1. 729); %snh for a word meaning ‘split up’ (1. 755); i/la for our
al-imam (802); jaala for our halar (1. 823); a’imma for our amr (1. 838);
hatta ghalabahum for our khafiya ‘alayhim (1. 842); ngfw’ for our naqdhif
(1. 875).%

Distinctly garbled sequences of words are marked, for example, in lines
104 £, 167 £, 235, 576.

Some words are distinctly missing. The most notable among the minor
lacunae marked in our edition is found at line 47, where an ancestral pen
seems to have slipped from one occurrence of the same word to the next.
By contrast, the lacuna apparently indicated by the distinctive blank repro-
duced in line 912 occurs in a sentence where nothing seems to be missing
at all.

Finally, certain breaks in style and composition to be considered later
will show that y included some passages of interpolation. For example, the
last two paragraphs of what appears to be the original text are separated
by three incongruous passages (IV, 139—41) plainly inserted by transmit-
ters. Again, it will emerge from an abrupt transition in line 834 that there
must have been an earlier version which either contained the conclusion
to the paragraphs preceding the break or lacked the whole section (III,
106-13).48

Any copy which may come to light in the future will be recognizable
as another member of the family descended from v if it reflects the same
array of problems, in which case it may clarify lines of descent within
that family. If such a copy were older than S, it could be vy itself. If it
so reflected those problems as to explain some of them, it could be the
exemplar of y. And any copy so free from some of those problems as
to have to belong to a separate branch of transmission would enable us
to tell old from new in y; for anything still shared would then have to
be regarded as a feature of an earlier hyparchetype 3, possibly the oldest
version of Sirar Salim ever to be transmitted in Oman.

For the time being, we cannot tell where v departed from [ except in
matters of spelling. As we suggested earlier, some of its garbled sequences
of letters may have served to signal incidental obscurities in its exemplar,
that is, the copy representing, sometimes obscurely, our dimly perceived
hyparchetype B. In addition, certain inconsistencies within and between
our manuscripts distinctly show that successive copyists — including, but
not necessarily beginning with, the scribe of 7 — occasionally adapted

47 The last three readings occur in the passage underlying the extract in Salim?’s Tuhfa
(n. 39 above), where the third is emended while the other two are not.
48 See pp. 20-3 below.
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peculiar spellings to their own standards. Patchily preserved regularities
indicate that one of his predecessors consistently wrote a/if instead of ya’
at the end of words like huda, yuda, or muntaha;, supplied no letter to
support hamza in words like ru’is, shay’an, yabra’iuna, or mas’ul; rarely, if
ever, supplied hamza above or below alif, above ya’, or on the line; some-
times used madda to mark @ as well as °a; and rarely, if ever, used vowel
signs. Shared departures from those norms would indicate that the scribe
of v occasionally replaced final a/if with ya’, and added the odd hamza.
In all three manuscripts, ya° below hamza retains its dots, presumably to
indicate that the kamza does not belong to the original text. Individual
variants show that subsequent scribes made their own little changes and
additions.** For example, N will sometimes supply superscript alif, es-
pecially above final ya° in cases where y had retained a/if; and HX will
sometimes add /samza above initial a/if; even below madda, or where the
vowel 1s 1.

None of the ancestral spellings preserved in the text of y are uncommon
in manuscripts of various kinds, regions, and periods back to the Middle
Ages, except for a weakly attested tendency to omit a/if from syllables
with @, which could conceivably go back to the original archetype o.%°
That is hardly enough to encourage the romantic idea that B may have
been a direct copy of, or identical with, the original autograph. Yet the
fact remains that none of the changes we can see to have happened on
the way from a to 7y call for a date beyond the early Middle Ages. As it
would be awkward to allow too many intermediate copies between y and its
late descendants in Oman (how often can a transparently garbled reading
have been passed on without change?), it is tempting to assume that 7y
originated in Oman, and late enough to have had some Omani ancestors
at the end of its long line of descent from a. But then, there is nothing to
exclude the possibility that y was a medieval manuscript which, whatever
its place of origin, ended up being copied in Oman at a venerable old age.
In effect, all we can gather from the descendants of y about the origins
of their ancestors is contained in the lapidary title attested by all three:
Siratr Salim b. Dhakwan.

49 That goes to show that commitment to faithful reproduction did not entirely preclude
minor departures from the transmitted text. In one case, we can see the reason: where S and
HX read hadha ’I-qur’an at 11. 46, 47, and 54, the second letter seems to have carried no dot in
the exemplar of N, and the copyist replaced the final a/if of what he took to be huda with ya’,
no doubt to distinguish the two words more clearly from the Qur’anic phrase they ended up
as, rightly or wrongly, in other copies.

50 For example, alif is missing from the mu@wana of 1. 796 in all MSS, and from the yuzahir
of 1. 252 in HX; giyama is always spelt defectively in HX (as in the Qur’an), and sometimes
in N.
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SALIM B. DHAKWAN

The putative author of our source is a shadowy figure of the second/eighth
century. The Sistanis remembered a local boy by the name of Salim b.
Dhakwan who had been captured by the Arabs at Bust in 30/650 f and
later risen to prominence among them.’! The Ibadis knew a co-religionist
of the same name from the letters of Jabir b. Zayd, the first leader of the
Basran Ibadis (d. between 93/711 and 104/722): one of Jabir’s letters
is addressed to him.>? But Jabir apart, the first Ibadi to mention Salim
b. Dhakwan seems to be al-Bisyani, a fourth/tenth-century Omani, who
lists him among the scholars of the past in one of his epistles.>® Of Salim’s
epistle, with or without his name, there appears to be no trace in the Ibadi
literature down to the fifth/eleventh century.

If the Ibadi Salim b. Dhakwan is identical with the captive from Sistan,
he not only corresponded with Jabir, but also belonged to his genera-
tion. The modern Ibadi author al-Salimi does in fact place him in the
generation of the Successors along with Jabir.>* But the sixteenth-cen-
tury al-Shammakhi lists him in the generation of al-Rabi® b. Habib (d.
¢.170/786), with the comment that actually he belongs to the generation
of Abd “Ubayda (d. between 136/754 and 158/775).5° This is just compat-
ible with the claim that he corresponded with Jabir,* but it would rule out
his identification with the Sistani captive and place his floruit in the late
Umayyad or early ‘Abbasid periods, which is also where al-Bisyani impli-
citly seems to place him.>” Later Ibadi authors list him in close proximity
to scholars such as al-Kudami and al-‘Awtabi, implying, possibly uninten-
tionally, that he flourished in the fourth/tenth or fifth/eleventh century;>®
and the modern author al-Sam2ili explicitly places him in the same tabaqa

51 Turikh-i Sistan, ed. M. Sh. Bahar (Tehran, 1314), 82.ult; tr. M. Gold (Rome, 1976),
65 f (noted by Martin Hinds).

52 A. K. Ennami, ‘A Description of New Ibadi Manuscripts from North Africa’, Journal
of Semitic Studies, 15 (1970), 65.

53 Kashif, Siyar, ii. 86. For BisyanT’s date, see Bibliogr. Sect. A, s.v.

54 a1-Salimi, Jawhar al-nizam fi Glmay al-adyan wa’l-ahkam (Cairo, 1381), 552.3 (where
najl Dhakwan is used for Ibn Dhakwan on account of the metre).

55 al-Shammakhi, Kita@b al-siyar (Cairo, 1301), 119: wa-haqquhu an yudhkar fi rabagar Abi
Ubayda. (He also uses this phrase of other people listed in al-Rabi®s generation, cf. pp. 112,
113.) For the dates of Abu ‘Ubayda and al-Rabi‘, see App. 1, nos. 2—-3; for Shammakhi’s, see
Bibliogr. Sect. A, s.v.

56 Abtu “Ubayda himself is commonly said to have been a pupil of Jabir (see App. 1, no. 2).

57 Cf. above, n. 53. The list comprises Jabir, Abii ‘Ubayda, Dumam, Salim b. Dhakwan,
Abt ’1-Hurr, al-Rabi¢, Mahbub, Wa’il b. Ayyub, Khalaf b. Ziyad, and Hilal b. “Atiyya, in that,
faintly odd, order.

58 al-Tzkawi (attrib.), Kashf al-ghumma, British Library, Or. 8076, fo. 391b.1; Khamis b.
Sa‘id al-Shagqsi al-Rustaqi, Manhaj al-talibin wa-balagh al-raghibin (Oman (WTQwTh), 1979-),
i. 625.10; cf. Jumayyil b. Khamis al-Sa‘di, Qamis al-shari‘a (Zanzibar 1297-1301), viii. 308.7,
citing the Manhaj. Chronologically, these lists are badly jumbled.
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as the fifth/eleventh-century al-‘Awtabi.>® This is presumably a mistake.
But where in the second/eighth century we should place him cannot be
determined.

If our Salim was captured in Sistan, he will have passed into the owner-
ship of a Basran and probably continued to live within the Basran sphere
of influence (Khurasan, Sistan, Kirman, Fars, Basra, Oman) even after
he had been manumitted. Two Ibadi authors unreliably identify him as
an Omani.%’ The fact that he communicated with Jabir by letter certainly
suggests that he was active outside Basra,®! but his whereabouts are as
uncertain as his dates.

This is all we can say about him. A certain Salim al-Hilali is reputed
to have participated in an Ibadi delegation to “‘Umar II,%? and modern
Ibadi scholars identify this man with Salim b. Dhakwan.% But al-Sham-
makhi lists Salim al-Hilali and Salim b. Dhakwan as separate persons in
his Siyar,%* and the former is probably to be identified as Salim b. Hutay’a
al-Hilali, the author of a book which is cited by al-Barradi and which had
something in common with the epistle of Salim b. Dhakwan without be-
ing identical with it.%> Al-Salimi also identifies al-Mu‘tamir b. ‘Umara, an
Ibadi active in Oman in the second half of the eighth century, as a grand-
son of Salim;% Atfayyish concurs,®’ while al-Sama’ili makes him a son of

59 al-Sam@ili, Asdaq al-manahij fi tamyiz al-Ibadiyya min al-Khawarij, ed. S. 1. Kashif
(Cairo (WTQwTh), 1979), 55.10 (fifth rabaga).

60 Tzkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 391b.1; cf. 389b.13 (wa-min fugah@® “Uman); Shaqsi, Man-
haj, 1. 625.10, cf. pp. 621.9, 626.5 (drawn to our attention by Dr. A. Ubaydli); Sa‘di, Qamis,
viii. 308.7, cf. pp. 304.—3, 309.4, citing Shaqsi. Both Izkawi and Shaqsi have Khurasanis in their
lists of allegedly Omani scholars.

61 Noted by Cook, Dogma, 91, who infers from the prominence of Murjiism in his epistle
(if his it is) that he may have been a Kufan.

62 al-Darjini, Kitab tabaqat al-mash@ikh bi’il-Maghrib, ed. 1. Tallay (Constantine, n.d.), ii.
232; Shammakhi, Siyar, 79, both citing Abu Sufyan (Mahbub): the participants were Ja‘far
b. al-Simak al-°Abdi, al-Hubab/Khubab b. Kulayb, and Salim al-Hilali. For other lists which
omit Salim, see Izkawi, Kashf, fo. 389a.12; Shaqsi, Manhaj, i. 619.12; Sa‘di, Qamis, viii. 303.6.

63 Thus Atfayyish in ‘A. Y. Mu‘ammar, al-Ibadiyya bayna ’I-firaq al-islamiyya, 2nd printing
(Oman (WTQwTh), 1992), ii. 281: the participants in the wafd to “Umar II included, among
others, Ja‘far b. al-Simak al-‘Abdi, al-Hubab b. Kulayb, and Salim b. Dhakwan (repeated by
Kashif, Siyar, i. 120n). Cf. Salimi, 7uhfa, i. 105.-8 on al-Mu‘tamir b. “‘Umara b. Salim b.
Dhakwan al-Hilali.

64 He lists Salim al-Hilali in the generation of the 7@hi%n and Salim b. Dhakwan in that of
Abu ‘Ubayda (Siyar, 79f, 119).

65 Cf. al-Barradi’s list of Ibadi books in ‘A. Talibi, 4r@ al-khawarij al-kalamiyya (Algi-
ers, 1978), ii. 283.—4: wa-kitab Salim b. al-Hutay’a al-Hilali fi ’I-‘aqa’id wa’l-naqd wa’l-ihtija;.
This would do as a description of Salim’s epistle too. For the quotations, see al-Barradi, Kitab
al-jawahir, litho. (Cairo, 1302), 52.8, 16, 102.-2, 103.-10, 142.—6: they concern the proper treat-
ment of non-Ibadi Muslims, but are not found in Sirat Salim. On Salim b. Hutay’a al-Hilali,
see also R. Rubinacci, ‘Il “Kitab al-Gawahir” di al-Barrad?’, Annali dell’Istituto Universitario
Orientale di Napoli, NS, 4 (1952), 104.

66 See above, n. 63.

67 Cf. his note to Salimi, Jawhar al-nizam, 552.
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Salim.® But al-Mu‘tamir’s supposed descent from Salim was unknown
to al-Shammakhi. ®

Jabir’s letter to Salim b. Dhakwan does not appear to mention the
epistle with which the latter is credited;”® al-Bisyan’s list of scholars cer-
tainly does not refer to it. In fact, it is not mentioned or cited anywhere
in the early literature. This is odd because early Ibadi sources often touch
on Salim’s subject (the correct classification of opponents), and they al-
ways espouse views identical with his.”! His absence is particularly striking
in an epistle by Abu Sufyan Mahbub b. al-Rahil (d. ¢.210/825), who not
only deals with Salim’s subject and shares his views, but who also tells the
reader where he can read more about it: in the sira of Hilal b. “Atiyya,
the kutub of Jabir b. Zayd and Khalaf b. Ziyad, and the Muslim siyar
and ahkam in general.”?> Abt Sufyan would surely have mentioned Salim’s
epistle by name if he had known it. An anonymous Radd ‘al@ ahl al-shakk
preserved in the Hinds Xerox contains a refutation of the ‘first Murji’ites’
(al-murji’a ’-ulz) which is reminiscent of Salim’s, but it neither quotes nor
mentions him, and its date is unknown.”3

The first author to cite Salim’s epistle seems to be Muhammad b.
Ibrahim al-Kindi (d. ¢.508/1114f), who introduces a section with the
heading min sirat Salim b. Dhakwan fi amr Uthman b. ‘Affan and fills it
with a summary of Salim’s account of ‘Uthman’s innovations.”* It is also
for his account of “‘Uthman that Salim is mentioned by Abu Bakr Ahmad
b. ‘Abdallah al-Kindi (d. ¢.557/1162), a younger relative of the preced-
ing, who informs us that the so-called Nizwa party would adduce passages
on ‘Uthman from Hilal b. ‘Atiyya’s epistle, claiming that much the same
message was implied by ‘the epistle of Salim and the epistle of “‘Abdal-
lah b. Ibad’.”> Presumably, other citations can be found in the voluminous
later literature before al-Salimi cites the epistle again, without mentioning
Salim as its author;”® but it does not seem to have acquired prominence
in the Ibadi tradition. When later Omani authors list Salim b. Dhakwan

68 al-Sam@’ili, IsGf al-a%an fi ansab ahl Uman (Beirut, 1384), 56.-2.

69 Shammakhi, Siyar, 103 f, 109 f.

70 Ennami does not give the contents of Jabir’s letter (which is not accessible to us) in his
article (cf. above, n. 52); but had it mentioned the epistle, Ennami would surely have said so in
his thesis, completed a year after the article was published.

71 See, e.g., the sira of Wa’il b. Ayyiib, which rehearses the Prophet’s treatment of poly-
theists, People of the Book, and bughat along lines similar to Salim’s, but without using his
phraseology (Kashif, Siyar, ii. no. 24). The epistle of Abu Qahtan Khalid b. Qahtan also comes
close to Salim’s at times without betraying familiarity with it (ibid. i. 119, 121).

72 Kashif, Siyar, i. 304.1. For Abu Sufyan’s date, see App. 1, no. 5.

73 See App. 5.

74 al-Kindi, Bayan al-sharS, xxviii. (Oman (WTQwTh), 1988), 89.

75 al-Kindi, Kitab al-ihtid@, ed. S. 1. Kashif (Cairo (WTQwTh), 1985), 51 f. On the Nizwa
and Rustaq parties, see Wilkinson, Imamate Tradition, 166 ff and passim.

76 Cf. above, n. 39. Salimi quotes Part IV of the epistle (crossed with that of Wail b.
Ayyub) as ‘agidat ahl “Uman.
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among the scholars of the past, they never call him sahib al-sira, as they
do Hilal b. “Atiyya and other authors of famous epistles,”” but merely in-
clude his name without comment, as al-Bisyani had done. The epistle
does not appear to have passed to North Africa either. It is not listed in
al-Barradi’s list of Ibadi books, which has a substantial rubric on eastern
items;”® and though al-Shammakhi has an entry on Salim, he does not
mention the epistle, only Salim’s correspondence with Jabir.”’

One would infer from this that the Ibadis knew Salim b. Dhakwan in-
dependently of the epistle he is supposed to have written, which only came
to their knowledge at a fairly late stage. Its seemingly sudden emergence
in the eleventh- and twelfth-century literature suggests that it was com-
posed outside Oman, where it arrived too late to have much of an impact,
and also too late to pass to North Africa. We shall come back to this
possibility in Chapter 8.

One would also infer that it does not matter much whether one ac-
cepts the ascription of the epistle to Salim b. Dhakwan or not. We do not
know where he lived, and above all, we do not know precisely when he
lived. He belonged to the generation of Jabir or that of Abu “‘Ubayda (or
even that of al-Rabi®); but the problem posed by the epistle is precisely
whether we should place it in the generation of Jabir or in that of Abu
“Ubayda (or even al-Rabi‘). If we go by the 7arikh-i Sistan, Salim was
born before 30/650—-1 and thus likely to have written before 100/718; but
if we go by al-Shammakhi, he could have written as late as the 150s/770s,
or later still. The dates proposed so far for Sirat Salim in the modern
literature are 72/691 (Cook), ¢.82/701 (Madelung), ¢.100/718 (van Ess),
¢.130/747 (Cook’s second and preferred date), and the early “Abbasid
period (Calder).8? As things stand, all are compatible with the ascription.
Who wrote the epistle, where, and when, are thus questions which have
to be answered on the basis of the epistle itself. For the sake of conveni-
ence we shall continue to refer to its author as Salim, but this is without
prejudice to the question of who he actually was.

77 See, e.g., Sa‘di, Qamizs, viii. 303.ult, 306.13, 310.-3.

78 Noted by Cook, Dogma, 89, with reference to the list in Ennami, ‘Studies’, 9 f; see now
the longer version of this list given in Talibi, 4r@, ii. 283.

79 Cf. above, n. 55.

80" Cook, Dogma, ch. 10; W. Madelung, review of Cook in Journal of Theological Studies, 33
(1982), 629 f; id., “The Early Murji’a in Khurasan and Transoxania and the Spread of Hanafism’,
Der Islam, 59 (1982) 32 n; J. van Ess, Theologie und Gesellschaft im 2. und 3. Jahrhundert Hidschra,
[hereafter, 7G] (Berlin and New York, 1991-7), i. 171 ff; N. Calder, review of Cook in Journal
of Semitic Studies, 27 (1983), 183.
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THE EPISTLE

A. THE FOUR PARTS

Salim’s work consists of four main parts (to be referred to as I, II, III,
IV), which we may label ‘enjoinder to piety’, ‘history’, ‘polemics’, and
‘doctrinal stance’. The first two parts are preliminary to the main business
of the epistle and consist largely of fopoi well known from other early
doctrinal epistles and sermons, in which they often appear in much the
same order and similar wording. The last two parts convey the bulk of
his message.

PART I

The epistle has no address and probably never had one, since it is not
really a letter at all, but rather a manifesto which occasionally addresses its
readers (or listeners) directly. It starts with the obligatory fahmid, which
rapidly turns into a wasiyya bi’l-tagwa or ‘enjoinder to piety’, a common
topos in early doctrinal epistles and speeches originating in Iraq or within
the Iraqi sphere of influence.3! Medieval lawyers identify it as a com-
ponent of the Friday khutba,* and this could well be its original Sitz
im Leben. At all events, letters and speeches attributed to the Prophet
and the Rashidtn are adorned with it,® and it regularly features in doc-
trinal epistles from the mid-Umayyad period onwards: thus the letters
of Jabir,3* the so-called first letter of Ibn Ibad to ‘Abd al-Malik,®® the
Kitab al-irj@®,® and Abu Hanifa’s Letter to “Uthman al-Batti.?” It also
features in Ibadi epistles from the eighth to the tenth century;® and in

81 Cook, Dogma, 6 f; van Ess, TG, ii. 14 ff.

82 N. Calder, ‘Friday Prayer and the Juristic Theory of Government: Sarakhsi, Shirazi,
Maward?’, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, 49 (1986), 36.

83 van Ess, TG, ii. 15f. See also the Prophet in Ibn Sa‘d, al-Tabaqat al-kubrd (Beirut,
1958-60), vi. 28.—2; and Salih b. Musarrih in al-Tabari, Ta’rikh al-rusul wa’l-mulik, ed. M. J.
de Goeje et al. (Leiden, 1879-1901), 2nd ser., 882.

84 These are still unpublished. For a description, see Ennami, ‘New Ibadi Manuscripts’,
65f. For the presence of the topos, see J. van Ess, ‘Untersuchungen zu einigen ibaditischen
Handschriften’, Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlindischen Geschichte, 126 (1976), 27.

85 Cf. the western version in Barradi, Jawahir, 156—67; tr. R. Rubinacci, ‘Il califfo ‘Abd
al-Malik b. Marwan e gli Ibaditi’, Annali dell’Istituto Universitario Orientale di Napoli, NS, 5
(1953), 106-21. For an eastern version, see Kashif, Siyar, ii. 325.

86 J. van Ess (ed.), ‘Das Kitab al-irg@ des Hasan b. Muhammad b. al-Hanafiyya’, Arabica,
21 (1974), §1 = id. (tr.), TG, v. 6, §a.

87 Abu Hanifa, ‘Risgla ild “Uthman al-Batti’ in M. Z. al-Kawthari (ed.), Kitab al-Glim
wa’l-muta‘allim (Cairo, 1368), 34.

88 For the examples in the Hinds Xerox, see Cook, Dogma, 166, n. 17. For other examples,
see the letter of AbT Isa Ibrahim b. Isma‘il al-Khurasani to the North Africans in Ibn Sallam
al-Ibadi, Kitab fihi bad’ al-islam wa-shar@i€ al-din, ed. W. Schwartz and Salim b. Ya‘qub (Wies-
baden, 1986), 136.4 and the Omani epistles in Kashif, Siyar, i. 186, 233, 276, 325; ii. 36, 223.
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tenth-century Iraq, where treatises had replaced epistles, al-Ash¢ri in-
cluded it in his /bana.?® Some authors limit themselves to the mere phrase
usika/nisikum bi’l-taqwa/taqwa ’llah, but others develop the theme, and
in Salim’s epistle the development takes up no less than nine pages. It is
a rousing sermon which was surely meant for oral delivery. Its author re-
veals that he was a Kharijite by some of his phrases,”® but apart from the
fact that he strongly recommends jihad (presumably against non-Kharijite
Muslims rather than non-Muslim infidels), he does not have a specifically
Kharijite agenda here.

PART II

Part II starts with the amma ba‘du with which the author signals that he
has finished his tahmid.®" It does not, however, signal that he has finished
with preliminaries, for he now embarks on the ‘mission topos’.%? This topos
is also found in the so-called first letter of Ibn Ibad to ‘Abd al-Malik, the
Kitab al-irj@®, al-Walid ID’s letter regarding the designation of his suc-
cessors, al-Ma’mitin’s letter on the same subject,”® Hartin’s letter to Aba
Hamza and the latter’s reply to Hartin,** in later Ibadi epistles, and else-
where,” including al-ShafiT’s Risala.%

Again, some writers dwell on the topos at much greater length than
others. Some limit themselves to a few remarks about Muhammad; oth-
ers start with God’s choice of Islam as his own religion or some similarly
primordial event and proceed at leisure: an early tenth-century Ibadi
epistle attributed to Abu Qahtan Khalid b. Qahtan (hereafter Khalid)
spends some four pages on sacred history from God’s choice of his first

89 al-AshCari, ‘Kitah al-ibana’ in al-Ras@il al-saba ft ’I-aqad, 3rd printing (Hyderabad,
1980), 3.

90 esp. I, 5: wa-man hakkama al-yawm kitab allah.

91 According to W. al-Qadsi, ‘Early Islamic State Letters: The Question of Authenticity’ in
A. Cameron and L. I. Conrad (eds.), The Byzantine and Early Islamic Near East, i. (Princeton
NJ, 1992), 226, a letter has been preserved intact if it starts with the formula amma ba‘du. This
is clearly not a reliable rule, though it is true that the preliminaries before this formula are likely
to be devoid of interest.

92 Cf. Cook, Dogma, 7; van Ess, TG, ii. 13.

93 Cook, Dogma, 7; P. Crone and M. Hinds, God’s Caliph (Cambridge, 1986), app. 2 & 4.

9% Tarikh-i Sistan, 162f, 164 f = 1281, 130 f; G. Scarcia, ‘Lo scambio di lettere tra Haruin
al-Rasid e Hamza al-Harigi secondo il “Ta’rih-i Sistan”’, Annali dell’Istituto Universitario Ori-
entale di Napoli, NS, 14 (1964), 633 f, 635f = 639 f, 642.

95 Tabari, 3rd ser., 2166 f (al-Mu‘tadid’s epistle of 284/897 f); Kashif, Siyar, i. 94 ff, 155 f;
cf. also the speech of “‘Abdallah b. Sallam in Ibn A‘tham, Kitab al-futuh (Hyderabad, 1968—75),
ii. 223; and that of ‘Uthman in Sayf b. “Umar al-Tamimi, Kitab al-ridda wa’l-futich wa-kitab
al-jamal wa-masir Aisha wa-Ali, ed. Q. al-Samarrai (Leiden, 1995), 162.

96 al-Shafii, al-Risala, ed. A. M. Shakir (Cairo, 1940), 7 ff = M. Khadduri (tr.), al-Shafi’s
Risala® (Cambridge, 1987), 58 ff. For epistles that lack the topos, see Cook, Dogma, 7. Pace
Cook (followed by van Ess, TG, ii. 13), it is not really to be found in Abu Hanifa’s epistle
to ‘Uthman al-Batti. The account of Muhammad is here an integral part of Abu Hanifa’s
explanation of how one can speak of a mu’min dall, not a preliminary survey of sacred history.
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messengers to Muhammad’s death.®” Salim’s account is also long, for he
uses it to prepare the ground for his polemical agenda. Soon after reach-
ing Muhammad he embarks on a discussion of how the Prophet classified
infidels, with a view to showing that he established the rules to which the
‘Muslims’ (i.e. Ibadis) adhere and from which the extremist Kharijites
have diverged, as he later argues in part IIIL.

Having finished with the Prophet, he starts on a fopos peculiar to the
Kharijites. One might call it the ‘caliphs zopos’. It takes the form of a
survey of Muslim sovereigns from the Prophet onwards; it is always done
reign by reign, and it is characterized by transition phrases such as ‘then
God took him unto himself’ and ‘then there was’. It usually goes to the
first civil war (656—61) because its purpose is to establish who ‘we’ are
by rehearsing ‘our’ view of the past that led to ‘our’ emergence, but its
precise form depends on the agenda of the speech or epistle in which it
is found.”

Salim’s survey is of the conventional type in that it stops after the first
civil war: he displays no interest whatever in the later caliphs, who only
figure as anomymous mulik in sections III and IV. But though his aim is
primarily to rehearse the events in terms of which the Kharijites identify
themselves, he once more has some points to make by way of background
to the polemics of part III. Most of the survey is taken up with the mis-
deeds and death of ‘Uthman (644-56), and Salim’s specific point here is
that although it was legitimate to kill him, the believers did not treat his
or his followers’ families as polytheists by enslaving them, seizing their
property, or cutting off relations of inheritance with them (II, 57).

He adds that the Muslim Kharijites who followed one another there-
after did not treat their opponents as polytheists either, but on the contrary
adhered to the Prophetic paradigm outlined in the previous section (II,
65). This is the paradigm which Salim sees the Ibadis as preserving and

97 Kashif, Siyar, i. 94-7.

98 Thus the Kharijites at Nahrawan briefly outlined the history of Muhammad and the first
three caliphs before turning to their disagreement with “Ali (al-Baladhuri, Ansab al-ashraf, ii.
ed. M. B. al-Mahmudi (Beirut, 1974), 370). Mustawrid b. “‘Ullafa, also in the caliphate of Alj,
confined his survey to the Prophet and the first two caliphs, saying that what happened thereafter
was well known (al-Mubarrad, a/~-Kamil, ed. Z. Mubarak and A. M. Shakir (Cairo, 1936-7),
iii. 974 f; & ed. W. Wright (Leipzig, 1864-92), 576. Henceforth, refs. will be to the Cairo ed.
unless otherwise indicated). Najda b. ‘Amir, addressing Ibn al-Zubayr, praised the Prophet and
mentioned Abu Bakr and ‘Umar in the most appreciative terms, then moved on to ‘Uthman’s
reign, much like Salim’s Part I (Mubarrad, Kamil, iii. 1026, cf. “‘Ubayda b. Hilal in Tabari, 2nd
ser., 515f). Salih b. Musarrih surveyed the history from Prophet to “Ali before encouraging
his followers to take up arms against the Umayyads in his speech of 76/695 f (Tabari, 2nd ser.,
882 ff). Abu Hamza al-Ibadi continued his reign-by-reign survey down to Marwan II, the errors
of the Umayyad caliphs being what his speech was actually about (no Kharijite is on record as
having taken it any further) (Crone and Hinds, God’s Caliph, app. 3). But in Khalid’s epistle (in
which there are echoes of Abu Hamza) the survey peters out after Mu‘awiya and Yazid to be
replaced by a history of Ibadism down to the collapse of the second imamate in Oman (Kashif,
Siyar, i. 98-116).
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which he defends against the extremists in part III, recapitulating it in
part IV.

PART III

Twenty-nine pages into the epistle, Salim finally starts his polemics, first
against Kharijite extremists, i.e. the Azariga, Najadat, and their ‘splinter
groups’ (‘Atiyya, Dawud, Abu Fudayk), next against the Murji’ites and a
mysterious group whose name is given as the Fatana. All except the Fatana
are introduced with thumma, and the order is loosely chronological: the
Kharijite developments take us into the 690s; the section on the Murji’ites
relates to ¢.700-20; that on the Fatana, if part of the original epistle (cf.
below), presumably refers to a slightly later period.

According to Salim, the Kharijite extremists misclassify their gawm —
i.e. what we would call non-Kharijite Muslims (a contradiction in terms to
Kharijites) — as polytheists and thus deny them any kind of status under
Muslim law, holding that one can take their lives, property, women, and
children as one wishes, but not intermarry with them, inherit from them,
or otherwise treat them as persons endowed with legal existence.!% We
already know from part II that this is wrong, and Salim now argues that
the extremists contradict the Qur’an, the sunna of the Prophet, the ways of
the pious ancestors, and, not least, themselves: there is much reference to
the inconsistency between their theory and practice. He shows up their
inconsistencies with dilemmatic arguments of the form ‘if they say ...
and if they say’; both positions invariably collapse straight away, without
the opponents being put through further disjunctions, though Salim oc-
casionally deepens their discomfort by pursuing the implications of their
inconsistencies. He never uses expressions such as ‘then we say/we shall
answer/one says to them’, nor does he ever address his opponents in the
second person.

The Murj’ites offend Salim on two counts.” First, they suspend
judgement on the rights and wrongs of the participants in the first civil
war, on the grounds that the first civil war took place before their time.
That, he argues, means that they cannot declare for or against anyone in
the past. Though the Kharijite extremists perverted the ways of the an-
cestors they professed to follow, they did at least adhere to the principle
of association and dissociation, but the Murji’ites were compromising that
very principle. Secondly, he says, most of them refuse to classify their
‘kings’ as infidels even though they agree that their kings are sinners.
Their position is based on the claim that one can be a believer and a sin-
ner at the same time, which he flatly rejects as a contradiction in terms.

101

99 Cf. below, Ch. 8 (3) and (15).
100 For details, see the sections on the extremists in Ch. 5.
101 For details, see the section on the Murji’a in Ch. 6.
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He finds the Murji’ites to contradict both the Qur’an and themselves and
brings out the contradiction by means of dilemmatic arguments of the
same type as those used against the Kharijites.

The Fatana also offend Salim on two counts. !9 First, they claim that
whereas imams are entitled to make war on offending subjects, subjects are
not allowed to make war on offending imams. Secondly, they profess not
to know whether God will reward or punish kings in the hereafter. They
are thus worse than the Murji’ites, for though the latter classified kings
as believers, they did at least disown them as sinners in this world and
consigned sinners to Hell in the next.!% Salim does not use dilemmatic
arguments against the Fatana. To their first claim he simply retorts that
the law is the same for all. The second claim he formulates in words that
enable him to refute it with a simple citation from the Qur’an.

PART IV

Finally, Salim rounds off his epistle with a summary of where ‘we’ stand
and what ‘we’ ask of others. He begins by listing the salient points of the
ground covered in part III, recapitulating points already made and occa-
sionally adding new ones along the same lines against Kharijite extremists,
MurjPites, and Fatana.'® Next, he asks the erring parties to mend their
ways (IV, 131-7). The parties include some that have not been addressed
before. Three of them have been mentioned before (Saba’iyya, kings of
our gawm, our gawm), but one makes its first and last appearance here
(Bida“iyya). The formulation of the request neatly takes us back to the
wastyya bi’l-tagwa of the initial sermon (I, 2) and equally neatly culmin-
ates in the final, Qur’anically inspired, declaration that this is our stance:
we are the Muslims (IV, 138). Oddly, three paragraphs on other subjects
follow before we reach the final takmid.

B. THE QUESTION OF INTEGRITY

The inordinate length of its introductory parts notwithstanding, Salim’s
work is a well-composed tract, especially in its polemics against Kharijite
extremists. The correct doctrine is set out at length in the account of
the Prophet in the first half of part II, briefly reiterated in the account
of ‘Uthman in the second half, defended in the polemics of part III, and
recapitulated in the doctrinal stance of part IV. These sections, to which
we shall refer as the Kharijite parts of the epistle, were clearly composed
by the same author. No comparable attempt is made to prepare the po-
lemics against the Murji’a or Fatana in the account of the Prophet, and

102 For details, see the section on the Fatana in Ch. 6.

103 Cf. Ch. 6, pp. 221f, 248 ff.

104 TV, 114-30, with new points along the same lines at 118, 121. The new points made in
IV, 119, 127-8 are internal to the Ibadis (see the Commentary).
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the sections on these two groups could be omitted without affecting the
overall coherence of the work. So too could miscellaneous paragraphs of
part IV. Salim’s epistle, then, is first and foremost a tract against Kharijite
extremism.

The Murjr’ite section is, however, so similar in style and language to
the preceding polemics as to leave no doubt that it too must have formed
part of the original work. Here as there, we have strings of dilemmas as the
chief device of refutation; a relentless pounding of the phrase yudilluhum
an(na), ‘they are proved wrong by the fact that’; and an untiring pursuit
of contradictions, or inconsistencies between theory and practice, which
serve to show that the parties concerned have abandoned divine guidance:
for the Qur’an is free from inconsistency (:kktilaf), according to a verse
quoted at I, 5 and, again, against the Najadat, at III, 77. Salim is likely
to have used different sources for the Kharijite and Murj’ite parts, for
he consistently uses the tautologous expression firaq wa-bara’a (and cor-
responding verbs) in the Murji’ite section, where only one is used in the
Kharijite parts; and he speaks of the first and recent furga in the Murji’ite
section (III; 91, 104-5), whereas he refers to the first civil war as the firna
in the Kharijite parts (II, 36; IV, 114). But there is no change of author.

The section on the Fatana is more problematic. Unlike other oppon-
ents, the Fatana are not introduced by thumma, and there is no charge
of self-contradiction supported by dilemmatic argument in the rejection
of their claims; instead, there is repetition without progression in the
presentation of their first doctrine and extreme brevity in the second:
Salim uncharacteristically allows the Fatana to come back with four repe-
titions of their initial claim after he has rejected it, abstaining from further
comment (III, 109-12); and he disposes of their second claim in a mere
four lines, leaving the reader with a sense that something is missing (111,
113). A conclusion is also missing. The lines which follow in III, 113 (1.
834-8), introduced by thumma, do not round off the section on the Fatana,
but certainly conclude section 111, for they connect closely with the stance
of part IV. What they say is that we today must follow in the footsteps of
‘those guided by God before us’, i.e. the salaf, leading on to the opening
words of part IV, that therefore our stance today accords with that of the
Muslims in the past. That does not connect with anything said explicitly
against the Fatana. But it does connect with what has previously been
said against the Kharijites and Murji’ites: that the Kharijite extremists
pervert the ways of the sa/af whom they profess to follow; and that the
Murj?’ites have no salaf at all because they can neither affiliate to nor dis-
sociate from people in the past (cf. I, 91). The section on the Fatana is
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left looking like a later insertion, with an odd beginning, an unusual style
of argumentation, and no proper end.!?’

Nevertheless, there is a case for the view that the Fatana were included
in the original epistle. If someone inserted the section devoted to them, he
must likewise have inserted the paragraph devoted to them in the stance
(IV, 135). If so, we would be dealing with something approaching re-
writing rather than accidental or casual addition. That is not impossible,
of course, but it does not explain the appearance in the stance of the
Bida“yya, who are mentioned immediately after the Fatana and nowhere
else in the epistle (IV, 136). We would have to postulate that one and
the same part of the stance had undergone both rewriting and casual addi-
tion, which seems a little excessive. A simpler solution is to assume that
there is a lacuna in III, 113: a folio (or several) containing more on the
Fatana and a section on the Bida“iyya has dropped out. Both sects figure
in the stance because they once figured in the polemics as well; part of
the polemics disappeared, but the stance remained unchanged.

Of the two sects labelled Bida‘iyya in the heresiographical literature
known to date, one is an alleged offshoot of the Azariqa, the other a quiet-
ist sect classified as a sub-sect of the Murji’a. The latter are said to have
held the first innovators of the community to be those who accused the
imams of dividing the Muslims and suspending their laws; in their opinion
nobody was allowed to rebel against an imam even if he ordered something
sinful, for the Prophet had ordered that the imam be obeyed: anyone sin-
ning in obedience to an imam was excused.!®® The Fatana, whose name
is not attested elsewhere, were also quietists of a Murji’ite or closely re-
lated type.!?” In short, it may be that Salim’s Murjiite section originally
dealt with three related sects in loosely chronological order to match the
three in the Kharijite part: just as one fundamental error, i.e. misclas-
sification of the gawm as polytheists, spawned the Azariqa, Najadat, and
splinter groups, so another fundamental error, i.e. refusal to pronounce on
the rights and wrongs of people, spawned the Murji’ites, the Fatana, and

105 Cook, Dogma, 173 n. 12, also considers the possibility that the section of the Fatana is

interpolated, but with a different argument that we cannot accept because it presupposes that
the Fatana were Ibadis.

106 A)-Nasafi, Kitab al-radd ‘al@ ’I-bida‘, ed. M. Bernard in Annales Islamologiques, 16
(1980), 62.1, 123. (On this work see further K. Lewinstein, ‘Notes on Eastern Hanafite Her-
esiography’, Journal of the American Oriental Society, 114 (1994).) Their view that nobody may
rebel against an imam even if he orders maSiya seems to be formulated as a rejection of the
famous tradition /@ ta@a li’l-makhlig fi maSsiyat al-khalig, which Nasafi duly adduces against
them at p. 124. That the Prophet ordered obedience to every imam may be a reference to the
Ethiopian slave tradition (cf. P. Crone, ‘“Even an Ethiopian Slave”: the Transformation of a
Sunni Tradition’, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, 57 (1994), 60 ff).

107 Their views are found in classical Murji’ism, but Salim does not treat them as Mur-
ji’ites, cf. Cook, Dogma, 34f, who suggests that they were proto-Hanafis in some sense
(negating the argument referred to above, n. 105, and, in effect, restoring them to Murji’ism).
Proto-Hanafis is not a bad term for what we make of them ourselves (cf. below, Ch. 6).
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the Bida“iyya. Each one will have been seen as worse than the last: the
Murji’a classified their sinful kings as believers, but did at least disown
them and consign them to Hell; the Fatana refused to state whether sin-
ful kings would go to Hell and forbad revolt against them; the Bida‘iyya
not only forbad revolt, but also deemed it excusable to violate the law at
their command. The sections on the Fatana (now incomplete) and the
Bida“yya (now missing) will have concluded with words to the effect that
each progressively aggravated the mistake initiated by the Murji’a. The
section as a whole will have concluded with words to the effect that both
fundamental errors sprang from a refusal to abide by the sunna of the
Prophet and his followers, culminating in the last lines of III, 113, which
lead on to the stance in part IV.

This hypothesis leaves the different polemical style of the section on the
Fatana to be explained by a change of source rather than of author. A sim-
ilarly formulated argument appears in the epistle of Shabib b. “‘Atiyya (d.
after 751). Here the defenders of sinful kings are known as akl al-shakk:
like the Fatana, they argue that imams are entitled to make war on of-
fending subjects, whereas the reverse does not apply; and like Salim or his
impersonator, Shabib responds that the law is the same for all, without,
however, allowing the ak/ al-shakk to come back with four repetitions of
their claim.%® The repetitions may have been introduced, by our author or
someone else, to emphasize the sheer perversity of the claim: no further
comment is added because the examples refute themselves. This tech-
nique is not used elsewhere in the epistle, but the author certainly sounds
much like Salim himself in the brief refutations.!?®

Unfortunately, however, the paragraph addressed to the Bida‘iyya in
the stance is too vague to clinch their identification with the Murji’ite
quietists. It merely asks them to follow the sunna of the Prophet and to
make conformance to his sunna a condition of affiliation (IV, 136), which
can cover any number of deviations. It could easily be directed against
the quietism of the Murji’ite Bida‘iyya, in which case it would be asking
them not to affiliate to kings, let alone sin at their behest. But it could
just as easily be directed against the Azraqite Bida‘yya, in which case it
would be asking them to accept that the sunna of the Prophet prescribes
five daily prayers (rather than just the two mentioned in the Qur’an), and
to affiliate accordingly.!'®

108 Cf. the section on the Fatana below, Ch. 6, where the passage is translated.

109 The author speaks of ‘the kings of their gawm’ (ITI, 106, 113), as is the wont of Salim
(III, 98, 102; IV, 119, 131), but otherwise lets the Fatana retain their own word ‘imam’. In III,
106 he uses the Qur’anic phrase hatt@ yafii ild amri ’llgh in an argument worded much like
Salim’s against “Ali in II, 61 (and, more briefly, against the kff mu“azil in IV, 117). The Fatana
are presented as using the paraphrase hatta yurajiu ’l-haqq (four times in III, 106, 110 f), and
Salim uses it himself in the form muraja‘at al-haqq (11, 63; IV, 122).

10 Cf. the comm. ad IV, 136.
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If the Bida‘iyya of the stance are not the Murji’ite quietists, they are
wholly irrelevant to Salim’s epistle and will have been added by a later
hand simply because they were believed to be Azraqites of sorts. The
section on the Fatana then loses much of its point, inviting the suspicion
that it, too, was added, presumably by another hand, which also added the
paragraph on them in the stance (IV, 135). In that case, the section on the
Murj?’ites ended with the final lines of III, 113 which form the transition
to part IV. On the whole, we find the original presence of both Fatana
and Bida“iyya in the epistle more plausible than their original absence,
but since the question cannot be settled as things stand, we shall keep
both possibilities in mind.

There is, however, no doubt that the epistle contains a few minor in-
terpolations of the casual kind. A Prophetic kadith cited in 111, 71 must be
suspected of having been added, probably at first in the margin, simply
because no other hadith is overtly quoted anywhere else. And the last
three paragraphs of part IV before the concluding ta/kmid (IV, 139—41) are
clearly out of place, since they occur after the finale of IV, 138. Moreover,
the second introduces a new issue, and the third either rejects taqiyya,
which the epistle has earlier defended at some length, or (in our emen-
ded version) limits its use in an unexpected manner.!'!! Setting aside such
minor interpolations, we must conclude that what we have is either a
slightly incomplete work by a single author or a complete work by a single
author with some later additions by others.

C. THE GENRE BEHIND THE EPISTLE

Salim’s epistle is similar in structure to a much shorter early epistle of
disputed date, the Kitab al-irj@ (hereafter KI; further similarities will be
discussed in Ch. 7 below). Both works consist of an extended wasiyya
bi’l-tagwa followed by a mission history, polemics, and a declaration of
stance (though part of the stance precedes the polemics in KI). This sug-
gests a common literary genre, which we may dub the ‘pulpit manifesto’:
a genre of manifestos composed for oral delivery to the general public in
mosques.

Most siras in the Omani sense of doctrinal epistles are pulpit manifes-
tos (much as St. Paul’s epistles will have been), i.e. they are letters written
to a congregation setting out what we should or should not believe or do,
to be read aloud by a preacher. The sermons with which such siras be-
gin, often quite long, reflect their original Sizz im Leben. The name under
which they came to be known in Oman has its roots in the later Umayyad
period, when sira seems to have been used in the sense of ‘doctrinal posi-
tion’ or ‘stance’. ‘Oh Hind, listen to me, our sira is that we worship God

U1 Cf. the comm. ad III, 77; IV, 139—41.
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without giving him a partner. We suspend judgement on things when
they are doubtful’, the Murji’ite poet Thabit Qutna (d. 110/728 f) said in
a famous poem setting out the basic tenets of Murji’ism: sira here means
‘doctrinal position’.!'?> When the MurjPite rebel al-Harith b. Surayj was
fighting against Nasr b. Sayyar in Khurasan, he ordered his secretary Jahm
b. Safwan publicly to read kitaban sayyara lahu [bihi?] sirat al-harith, ‘a
tract in which he put/propagated the sira of al-Harith’. ‘Al-Harith wrote
his sira and it was read aloud in the streets and mosques of Marw’, as
another version has it.!'3 He ‘ordered Jahm ... to read aloud to people
his sira and what he was calling to’, as al-Nuwayri puts it.!'* We are not
given a summary of its contents, but it clearly set out al-Harith’s position
in implicit or explicit contrast with that of the governor Nasr. The tract
in which the sira was recorded was composed for delivery to the public in
mosques. In short, it was a pulpit manifesto.

KT is actually short enough to be comfortably delivered as a sermon, so
it is likely to be closer to the original genre than Salim’s work, of which
only Part I comes across as suitable for delivery as a public address. Even
that part is expansive, and the overall work is much too long for a single
sermon. Moreover, some of its extended strings of dilemmas (‘if they say
this, they are wrong because ... and if they say the opposite, they are
wrong because . ..") are too involved to be taken in by a crowd. What we
see in Salim’s work is the genre on its way to more sustained and special-
ized forms of literary debate. There are times when it is not far removed
from the dilemmatic monoculture of an epistle such as that attributed to
al-Hasan b. Muhammad b. al-Hanafiyya (yet another early epistle of dis-
puted date), which is devoted to a single issue of Qur’anic theology.!!
We may surmise that, in adopting the scheme of earlier pulpit manifestos,
Salim expanded Part II by incorporating material from historical sources
and Part III by following patterns set by tracts of the dilemmatic variety,
and perhaps by other kinds as well, if we allow that the section against
the Fatana may have formed part of the original epistle.

The dialectical device of dilemmatic exposition was evidently in vogue
in Salim’s time. So too, in circles of progressively specializing scholarship,

112 Abt ’1-Faraj al-Isbahani, Kitab al-aghani (Cairo, 1927-74), xiv. 270.4 = van Ess, TG,
v. 17, no. 3:4.

13 al-Tabari, Ta’rikh al-rusul wa’l-mulik, ed. M. J. de Goeje et al. (Leiden, 1879-1901),
2nd ser., 1918.9, 1920 f.

114 a)-Nuwayri, Nih@yat al-irab f7 funiin al-adab, ed. “A. M. Bijawi, xxi. (Cairo, 1976),
523.11.

115 ¢d. by J. van Ess in his Anfiinge muslimischer Theologie (Beirut, 1977); discussed by Cook,
Dogma, ch. 14. This text, which uses dilemmatic arguments to chart the Qur’anic evidence in
favour of predestination, is almost certainly older than the similar defence (¢.800) of the same
position by the Ibadi author ‘Abdallah b. Yazid al-Fazari (in W. Madelung (ed.), Streitschrift
des Zaiditenimams Ahmad an-Nasir wider die ibaditische Pridestinationslehre (Wiesbaden, 1985)),
which is rather more technical.
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was theological debate. But though Salim’s epistle is too long and involved
for pulpit delivery, its dilemmatic arguments are not particularly technical,
and it displays no interest in theology at all. The stance of Part IV is not
a creed. It does not include articles on God, angels, prophets, or afterlife,
let alone on God’s gadar and the like. Al-Salimi had to add thirteen lines
from another epistle in order to present it as agidat ahl uman.''® The
prophets are, of course, covered by two sections of Part II, while the Day
of Resurrection is invoked, by way of warning, in the opening sermon and
periodically thereafter; but Salim nowhere goes into issues of theology and
eschatology. His concern is with the practical principles of association and
dissociation in accordance with the Aukm of the Qur’an and the precedents
set by the prophets, the Prophet, Abu Bakr, “‘Umar, and the Muslim sa/af,
not with matters of strict belief.

It does not follow, however, that he took no interest in theology or
knew nothing about it. On one tantalizing occasion he uses a phrase fa-
miliar from the epistle attributed to “‘Umar II (yet another early epistle
of disputed date) in defence of the thesis that God knows ‘what men will
do and whither they are bound’ (i/z ma hum s@irim).''” Salim says that
the Prophet was sent with ‘knowledge of whither they are bound’ (bi-%/mi
ma hum s@irum tlayhi, 1. 196), which in the context is likely to mean no
more than that each of us is going to be either rewarded or punished
in the hereafter, without the determinist implications of “‘Umar’s thesis.
Salim could be using a current phrase that did not necessarily conjure up
the gadar dispute. But given that this dispute was alive throughout the
second century,!'® it seems more likely that he knew the phrase from this
very context and used it regardless of the determinist overtones it might
convey. He says no more about it because he is concerned with quite
different issues in this epistle. Similarly, on three separate occasions he
mentions the Qur’anic category of the kaff mu‘tazil to whom the Prophet
would grant temporary safety under conditions of war in return for his
neutrality, as would the ‘Muslim Kharijites’ and as Salim’s people still do,
even though the neutralist’s belief in an intermediate position (manzila)
between truth and falsehood is wrong (II, 26, 65; IV, 117). It is hard not
to take Salim’s formulation here as a reference to the Mu‘tazilite doctrine
that the sinner was neither a believer nor an unbeliever but rather in a cat-
egory in between (manzila bayna ’l-manzilatayn).''® Salim is not in the
business of refuting Mu‘tazilism in this epistle, but here as in the case

116 Cf. above, nn. 39, 41, 76,

117 From the Arabic text ed. by van Ess, Anfiinge, 44.1 f; discussed by Cook, Dogma, 127,
whose felicitous translation we have adopted.

18 Cf. van Ess, TG, ii. 46 ff and passim; EI?, s.v. ‘kadariyya’.

119 Thus also Cook, Dogma, 94.
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of determinism it seems that he cannot resist hinting at another preoccu-
pation of his, in an aside to the effect that :%zal in the classification of
sinners is just as misguided as :%:za/ in war, which is his present concern.
Though he never allows himself to be sidetracked, the odd hint of a topic
beyond his present concerns is suggestive of how much more he could
have said. It follows that his epistle is not a work that lends itself to easy
arguments e silentio.

D. SALIM AND THE QUR’AN

Salim’s most important source by far is the Qur’an. Some hundred and
fifty times he settles a point with a quotation marked as such by expres-
sions like gala (’llah). More often still, he invokes further Qur’anic proof
texts by way of paraphrase or allusion. We have charted his use of the
Qur’an in a special section of the footnotes to the Arabic text, where we
identify the corresponding lines of the Qur’an and give the exact words
paraphrased by Salim. Our distinction between quotation and paraphrase
is predicated on the assumption that his version of the Qur’an was as
similar to the standard version of today as our late manuscripts suggest.
The whole body of quotations (including some lines incorporated verbatim
without being marked as quotations) differs from the Egyptian standard
edition (ST) in twelve places at most.'?® All the differences are minor,
at least in the sense that they make no difference to Salim’s argument;
some are minute; 2! all could be copying mistakes.'?? One would not, of
course, expect the text used by an eighth-century sectarian to have agreed
in every detail with the standard printed version of today. Nor would
one expect many variants to have escaped conscious or unconscious cor-
rection at the hands of successive copyists in the course of some nine
hundred years of transmission;'?* and some of Salim’s quotations could
have been extended, others added, by transmitters. But there is no war-
rant for excessive scepticism. Salim’s insistence that the instructions of
the Qur’an be followed, and his own constant reference to details of those
instructions, would make no sense without a canonical text in everyone’s

120 See the variants marked ST in the upper nn. to 1l. 9, 15, 37, 201, 219, 220, 223, 229,
244, 510, 739, 744. Not one of them is found among the hundreds of old variants, mostly equally
minor, recorded in works of medieval Qur’anic scholarship as listed by A. Jeffery, Materials for
the History of the Text of the Qur’an (Leiden, 1937).

121 An opening qul is once omitted (I. 201) and added twice (Il. 223, 510). Less remarkably
still, initial wa-, fa-, or la- is missing in another six places. Such omissions have to be considered
as potential variants only because those particles are faithfully reproduced at the beginning of
other quotations (e.g. wa- at 1. 159, 162).

122 For example, it is natural to attribute the seeming variant in 1. 229 to a slip from one
verse into the slightly different wording of another (set out side by side in the lower note to the
line).

123 See below, p. 32, for a quotation in which a transmitter may have corrected a variant
preserved in Salim’s antecedent paraphrase.
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hands. It would be strange indeed if he had resisted the urge to quote
it again and again, and most of the quotations in our text are crucial to
his argument, at least in part; none seems to be at odds with what he
says. Whether any of the variants offered by our text go back to Salim’s
own copy we cannot tell before we know more about the early Ibadi Qur-
’an. Meanwhile, it seems reasonable to suppose that Salim’s Qur’an was
similar enough to ST for us to distinguish with some confidence between
quotation, paraphrase, and allusion.?*

The dense Quranicity of Salim’s epistle is apparent already in the first
paragraph of its opening sermon (I, 2). It consists of five parallel units
beginning with different expressions for ‘I enjoin you to ... /not to’ and
ending with lines from the Qur’an, of which one is formally quoted, six are
incorporated in the text more or less unchanged, one is freely paraphrased,
and a whole lot of others are alluded to in passing. Of the words success-
ively substituted for the initial awsa,'?* one does not occur in the Qur’an at
all (haththa, 1. 11), while another only occurs in unrelated contexts (kadda,
1. 6). They are not here used to invoke further Qur’anic evidence, but
simply for the rhetorical purpose of varying the expression.'?6 But many of
his words elsewhere are undoubtedly chosen for their Qur’anic resonance,
even if we discount those long since absorbed into the everyday language
of religion, and the volume of verses invoked in passing far exceeds those
listed in our notes. For example, upon opening his sermon with the con-
ventional formula nusikum bi-tagwa ’llah (1. 2), Salim first paraphrases and
then quotes the verse about God’s own wasiyya bi’l-tagwa to ‘those given
the Book before you and (to) yourselves’ (I. 4), as if to remind his pub-
lic of the Qur’anic origin of the formula. But his paraphrase focuses on
the ‘mission fopos’ to which he is going to devote the first two sections
of his historical survey in Part II. His words fi ’'lawwalin wa’l-akhirin
(1. 3) invoke a host of other verses that touch upon the theme in a vari-
ety of words. We have listed only the two verses where ‘the earlier’ and
‘the later’ communities or generations are mentioned together or in close
succession, and another pair of verses suggesting that even the word /7 is
here being used allusively by Salim (n. d to 1. 3). To keep our annotation

124 On that assumption, the first clause marked in 1. 7 alludes to the Qur’anic sentence
reproduced in n. b to that line, and the second mildly paraphrases the sentence reproduced
in n. c: the difference between its yuwaffi ’I-sabirin and the yuwaffa ’I-sabirun of ST is not
registered as a variant reading in the upper notes because it appears to be a change made by
Salim to adjust the Qur’anic clause to the syntax of his sentence. The slight difference registered
in n. 7 to 1. 15 is also likely to be an adjustment and should probably be taken off our list of
potential variants (above, n. 120).

125 Or wass@® The verse quoted at 1. 4 has Form IT; but Form IV (in the sense of ‘enjoin’
rather than ‘bequeath’) also occurs in the Qur’an (19:31).

126 S3lim will sometimes refer to the Qur’an without using its vocabulary: e.g., he readily
uses the common legal term gadhf for false accusations of unchastity even though the Qur’an
uses the root rmy (IV, 121).



28 INTRODUCTION

within reasonable limits we have concentrated on allusions to particular
proof texts in support of particular points, and have not always marked
recurrent phrases more than once. Our references still come to one for
every three lines of Salim’s text, enough to illustrate his implicit claim
that all he has to say rests upon the Qur’an.

Salim never discusses his sources. All he tells us about the Qur’an is
what it says about itself: above all, that it is clear (I, 5) and complete (II,
33), and that it must be adhered to (I, 4). He never mentions the name
of a sura or, for that matter, the word sura itself. He does not mention
the awkward fact that the canonical version was commonly said to have
been put together from partial records at the behest of the renegade caliph
“Uthman; or the claim of the Saba’iyya (mentioned in Kitab al-irja’) that
nine-tenths of the revelation had been suppressed; or the fact that many
details of the text were in dispute. He takes it for granted throughout that
the version familiar to him and his audience was a complete and authentic
record of God’s revelation to Muhammad. Because God says that the
Qur’an is clear, he also assumes that it must be possible for every believer
to know right from wrong when schismatics disagree about its meaning,
as the Qur’an says is their wont (I, 4). Addressing the general public,
he does not, however, go into problems of exegesis (ta’wil), except once
against the Murji’ites, whose interpretation of two Qur’anic passages he
rejects as fahrif, a Qur’anic term for distortion by quotation out of place
(ITI, 103-5). The right ta’wil, he says in passing, is that of the Muslims
in the past (IV, 114). But he does hint elsewhere that study comes into it,
and that some are more learned (fagik) than others.'?” The implication,
presumably, is that believers should take guidance from their fugaha’, and
that Salim is taking it upon himself to expound the right ta’wil because
he is himself such a fagih — someone who understands the Qur’an and
tradition, i.e. the way (sabil, sira, sunna) of the Muslims of the past.

The Qur’an is complete, not in the sense that it provides detailed in-
struction for all occasions, but in the sense that it institutes tradition as
an additional source of guidance. For it instructs the faithful to follow
the example of Muhammad, and Muhammad to follow the example of
those rightly guided before him (II, 35). Salim takes that to mean that the
Qur’an’s record of guidance and error among ‘the earliest and the latest
generations’, which comes to an end in the time of Muhammad, must
be extended by later Muslims to their own times, so that they may know
whose example to follow and whose to avoid. The first section of his own
history of guidance and error in part II, on the model behaviour of the
prophets before Muhammad, is based on the Qur’an, and so is most of the
next, on the model behaviour of Muhammad, in which Salim reconstructs

127 Intriguingly, Salim never uses the word ulama.
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Muhammad’s actions from the Qur’an on the assumption that he always
carried out its instructions. The rest is based on the testimony (skahada)
of the believers, which one must trust because Muhammad himself did
so, as the Qur’an records (I1I, 95).

Salim does not discuss his sources in this connection either. He tells us
about a letter sent by the Prophet (II, 29), a letter received by “Umar (11,
38), and two letters sent by ‘Uthman (II, 53); but he does not say whether
information of this and other kinds — such as the words exchanged
between ‘Uthman and his critics — is known to him from archives, books
of history, epistles like his own, or from oral accounts passed on within
the community, though he does imply that the Prophet’s abrogation of the
duty of hijra is something he has heard (balaghana, 111, 77). Here, too, one
may surmise that Salim confines himself to telling what he considers to
be the truth about the past, without going into problems of historical her-
meneutics, because he is addressing the general public.

Once more, we are given to understand that it must be possible for
Muslims to know the truth because that is what the Qur’an demands.
The historical survey of Part II, as we saw, ends with the first civil war
or ‘the Fitna’, as it came to be called (thus by Salim in II, 64 and IV,
114). It can be no accident that its section on Muhammad closes with a
paragraph on the trial or test (fitna) which God told him He would put
the believers through (II, 36). God’s test of a Muslim is not only whether
he obeys God’s law in private, but also whether he stands up for God’s
religion in public. Muhammad passed the test'?® by following the Qur’an
and the example of his predecessors as set out in the Qur’an (II, 36, 33).
In Salim’s view, the Muslims of his day, in order to follow the example of
the Prophet, have to follow the example of their own predecessors, his true
followers. They therefore have to know who among his would-be followers
(the ahl al-qibla, as he calls them, or ‘the gawm of the Muslims’) were the
Muslims to be followed. And that, we understand, is possible because, in
the words of the Qur’an, ‘the way of the sinners will be manifest’ to those
who are guided by it (II, 20). The Fitna of the past remains a test for
the Muslims of the present. When Murji’ites profess themselves unable,
in the face of conflicting testimony from the akhl al-qibla, to judge the
rights and wrongs of the parties involved (I1I, 5), they fail the test and
stand revealed as unbelievers. For somehow, in the light of the Qur’an,
they ought to know who among those offering conflicting testimony are
or were the believers/Muslims who have to be believed. (Salim uses the
terms ‘believers’ and ‘Muslims’ interchangeably.)

128 Cf. 1. 324, where we read najjahu min al-fitna, ‘it (sc. the Qur’an) saved him from the
test” — not, surely, in the sense that he was spared the test, but that he passed it.
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For Salim, as for the mainstream, sunna in the first place means the case
law of the Prophet and his caliphal successors. How sunna can comple-
ment the legislation of the Qur’an is indicated in a passage on the caliphate
of “‘Umar (II, 38). The precedents (sunan) which he set are legally binding
on Muslims because ‘the Muslims’ were consulted about his appointment
and he himself continued to consult them on how best to follow the Qur-
’an and the sunna of his predecessors, the Prophet and Abu Bakr. We
understand that, in Salim’s view, none of these conditions were met by
caliphs after the Fitna, apostrophized in Parts III and IV as the kings of
his gawm. We also understand that “‘Umar’s legal decisions are to be re-
garded as sunan, not bida like “Uthman’s (II, 40), because they accorded
with Qur’anic principles. Later it transpires that sunna not only com-
plemented Qur’anic law, but also superseded it in at least one case. The
Azraqites, Salim tells us (III, 70, cf. 97), reject the stoning penalty for
sexual offences; but they are wrong, for the Prophet once sentenced an
offender to be stoned and this has been sunna ever since. He does not
mention the fact that the Qur’an prescribes flogging or explain how sunna
can override the Qur’an. Perhaps he is embarrassed by the apparent lapse
of principle; perhaps the explanation is too technical for present purposes,
or too well known to need rehearsing. We can only suppose that his ex-
planation, as in the mainstream of legal thought around him, would have
turned on the Qur’anic concept of abrogation (naskh), which he briefly
mentions once in a different context (II, 27), though his wording does not
suggest that he held the stoning penalty once to have been found in the
Qur’an itself. %

On some occasions Salim hints that he could have said more about the
Qur’anic evidence adduced by his opponents. Thus in defending, against
the Azraqites, the principle that hiding one’s true colours in fear of per-
secution (kitman, tagqiyya) can sometimes be excused, he claims that the
Qur’an ‘urges’ (harrada) believers to practise taqiyya, which rather over-
states the import of the verse quoted (III, 73). The verb harrada occurs
twice in the Qur’an (see n. a to 1. 580), both times as an imperative com-
manding the Prophet to ‘urge’ the believers to fight. Presumably, then,
Salim is implicitly replying to an objection based on those verses, without
finding it necessary to go into details. Again, in rejecting the Azraqite in-
stitution of a test (mihna) for people wanting to join their cause, he omits
to mention the verse in which the Prophet and his followers are instructed
to examine (¢mtahinit) the motives of the women who have left their homes
in order to join them (III, 69; n. f to 1. 560). There must have been some
who objected that the verse only related to women, and Salim may allude
to this objection in his remark, against the Najadat, that they subject (not

129 Cf. J. Burton, The Collection of the Qur’an (Cambridge, 1977), ch. 4.
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only women but also?) men to a mihna (III, 82; 1. 638). But he seems
to have interpreted the verse on examination to mean no more than that
women, too, should be admitted if they fulfilled the basic requirements
of Islam (III, 69), holding that neither men nor women should be subjec-
ted to the kind of ordeal he describes in III, 74. Hence, presumably, he
preferred to avoid unnecessary detail by omitting discussion of the mikna
verse.

Since Salim’s epistle is so deeply rooted in the Qur’an, it is not easy to
characterize its own distinctive style. Among its most striking features,
however, are rhetoric of parallelism, balancing repetition and variation
on various scales; a predilection for the jussive in conditionals, and for
alladhi instead of ma;, and the frequent use of akad in the sense of
‘someone/anyone’.!3 The linguistic analysis of Salim’s text is something
we must leave to others. But it is worth noting two characteristic expres-
sions, which only occur in the Kharijite parts: umiir/ashya laysa kulluha
tuhs@ for ‘countless things’,'®' and man/ma sha’a ’llah in the sense of
‘whoever/however long it may have been’. The latter was a common idiom
among the Ibadis of Oman.!3?

THE EDITION AND TRANSLATION

Originally, when we had but one manuscript to work from, we reproduced
the text exactly as we found it in HX and relegated our textual criticism
to footnotes. We also let pages and lines begin and end where they do
in HX, numbering each line in the margin for ease of reference. That
layout was not something we wished to change when, at the proof stage,
we revised the text in the light of the evidence newly available from S
and N. But the text now bears the form in which we have translated it,
incorporating readings from all three manuscripts as well as conjectural
emendations proposed by ourselves and others. We have standardized the
orthography, adding diacritics and vowel signs to save readers who do not
know their Qur’an by heart the trouble of looking up Salim’s quotations,
and to make plain how we have construed his own words. We have not
added to the punctuation provided in our manuscripts by an occasional
letter #@°> — which in S tends to be filled in, and in N to be dotted in
the middle — at the end of an argument, quotation, or verse within a
quotation.

130 Iaysa yukhalifun@ fihi ahad illa ahad huwa dall at 1. 715 seems so clumsy that one is
tempted to delete one ahad with Cook (Dogma, 161).

131 See 11. 407, 585, 637; and cf. 492 (17 yuhs@ ‘adaduhd).

132 See App. 3.
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The footnotes are divided into two sections. The upper division
records variant readings, including a representative selection of purely or-
thographic variants. The lower division identifies Salim’s quotations from
the Qur’an and, in cases of paraphrase or allusion, supplies the words in-
voked. The aim of our edition is to make sense of the text attested by the
manuscripts. Words transparently garbled or missing have been restored.
In cases of doubt, we have either supplied a tentative emendation, or left
a gap, or retained the transmitted reading with a question mark added in
the notes to indicate that we perceive a problem but no solution. Needless
to say, an obvious solution may sometimes have eluded us. At the same
time, it stands to reason that some of the original words may have been
obliterated beyond recall in the course of transmission.

Particular readings often remain uncertain, even where the gist is clear,
because Salim has a habit of changing his expression. For example, in call-
ing upon his readers to abide by God’s word, he repeatedly tells them to
make the Qur’an their smam, but only once by means of an imperative of
the same root (I. 38). Singular expressions are most vulnerable to corrup-
tion; and in deriving emendations from parallel contexts and phrases, it
is easier to be sure of the sense than of the letter. At l. 36, Salim uses
the phrase man tamassaka bihi where the Qur’anic verse he quotes in the
next line has alladhina yumassikuna bi’l-kitab as in the standard version.
It is tempting to infer that Salim’s Qur’an had the verb in Form V, and
that a later copyist corrected the quotation but not the paraphrase. An old
Qur’anic variant with Form V is indeed on record;!3? and Salim’s phrase
recurs at 1. 50 and 312, apparently with Form V. But a variant reading
at 1. 50 suggests that his usage may have been as flexible in this case as it
tends to be in others.

For example, in attacking the Murji’ites for refusing to judge events
or people before their time (IV, 91 ff), Salim uses the key phrases ghaba
Sanhu, hadarahu and adrakahu ambiguously. Sometimes it is the would-be
judge who is said to have been absent from, present at, or old enough to
have experienced, a certain event or person; sometimes it is the event
which is said to have occurred in the would-be judge’s absence, presence,
or lifetime; and sometimes both constructions are possible.!3* Thus, what
looks like, for example, ma adrakna could just as well be ma adrakana
(I. 721). Where the text calls for emendation, both constructions need to

133 Cf. Jeffery, Materials, 133: Ubayy b. Kab (d. ¢.650) is said to have read massaki, ‘though
some said that he read tamassaki’.

134 Like others, Salim mostly uses adraka to say that the subject was old enough to have
met a certain man, or simply lived at his time (e.g. in IV, 130, 134; similarly the anonymous
epistle against the ak/ al-shakk quoted in App. 5; IB1, as quoted by Cook, Dogma, 60 f). But
at 1. 785 we find man adrakathu ’I-furqatu ’l-ula, ‘those overtaken by the first schism’, as in the
Qur’anic phrase man yudrikuhu ’l-mawt (Q. 4:78, quoted at 11. 139f).
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be borne in mind. The sense is not affected, but the reading remains in
doubt.

Since the reader has the text and translation on facing pages, we have
put more effort into making the translation intelligible than into making it
literal. We freely replace pronouns and demonstratives (—hu, —hum, dha-
lika, etc.) by the words to which they refer when the text is unambiguous;
insert particles like ‘also’, ‘thus’, or ‘indeed’ without putting them in par-
enthesis; translate one word by several and vice versa where this appears
desirable; and frequently adopt different translations for the same Arabic
word in different passages.

Even technical terms such as walaya, bara’a, and their cognates, are
variously translated, since no English equivalents will serve in all contexts.
Waliya was the relationship of love, loyalty, and support proper to mem-
bers of the same community living under the same law; a wa/i was a person
with whom one had such a relationship; tawallz was to declare oneself to
have such a relationship with someone; and tabarra’a was to declare the
opposite. The best English translation for tawallad and tabarra’a would
have been ‘incommunicate’ and ‘excommunicate’. But ‘incommunicate’
does not exist, ‘excommunicate’ has indelible ecclesiastical connotations,
and in any case, neither term alerts the reader to the fact that declara-
tions of walaya and bari’a were often about figures of the past. It was
above all by their choice of righteous forebears that religious communities
(or ‘sects’) in early Islam defined themselves. In the absence of a single
term we translate tawalld as ‘declare for’; ‘give allegiance to’, ‘associate
with’; and ‘affiliate to’. Walaya we normally render as ‘loyalty’ and wali
as ‘friend’, ‘ally’, ‘associate’, or ‘co-religionist’. We use ‘God’s allies’ for
awliy@ alladh because the more familiar ‘God’s friends’ (which we retain
in quotations from Arberry’s Qur’an translation) is a Suf1 expression with
connotations alien to Salim. For tabarra’a we normally use ‘disown’, but
since it does not give us a noun for bara’a, we also use the conventional
‘dissociate’ and ‘dissociation’. We likewise use the conventional ‘separa-
tion’ for the largely or wholly synonymous firag.

Hukm in Kharijite parlance is customarily rendered as ‘judgement’, but
it cannot be said to be an apt translation. A Aukm is either a law (plural
ahkam) or an act of formulating or applying a law — ‘speaking the law’,
in archaic parlance. When Kharijjites say that only God has /hukm, or
that God is the only hakam, they mean that law can only be issued by
God; human /Aukm should be a mere application of what God has spoken.
Words like ‘legislation’; ‘law’; ‘verdict’, or ‘decision’ spring to mind from
case to case, but not ‘judgement’, which is however so entrenched in the
literature that we have felt obliged mostly to retain it. When we opt for
alternative words, we always alert the reader to the fact that hukm is the
word translated.
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Hagq is another common term with a standard translation, ‘truth’,
which does not always work. Salim uses it for what is right, both cog-
nitively and morally. He will call upon people who have ‘gone astray by
following their own whims’ to revert to al~haqq or haqq allzh, meaning
the rights and duties prescribed for them by God in His law; and in such
contexts we have translated bi’/~haqq as ‘rightfully’ or replaced ‘the truth’
with ‘(God’s) law’ or ‘what is right’, unless the result proved too cumber-
some.

Qawm, in the sense of what we would call non-Kharijite Muslims, has
been left untranslated throughout.

Though all stylistic similarity disappeared in the course of revision, our
translation of the MurjP’ite section was originally based on Cook’s, that
of the concluding part on Hinds’s. In fact, without Cook’s pioneering
work we would not have dared to tackle the epistle; without Hinds’s draft
article it would not have occurred to us to try.
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printed in Cairo 1342/1923)

extract from 1l. 838 ff in al-Salim?’s Tuhfat al-aan, 1. 81.3—
85.8

not in S

N additionally has é\
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JA# instead
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reading proposed by Cook elsewhere in his Dogma
reading suggested to us by W. Madelung

references to the Qur’an

quotation from Sura 36, v. 82 (according to the division of
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plied after the reference

boundary between verses according to ST

added section heading; tentative rendering of obscure read-
ing

reference to the Qur’an; word(s) added in translation for
the sake of clarity

conjectural addition

something seems to be missing

m the Qur’an follow Arberry’s translation, with occasional

tacit adjustments.
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2
THE EPISTLE OF SALIM B. DHAKWAN

PART 1

1. Praise be to God, beside whom there is no lord and like whom there
is no thing (cf. 42:11). ‘When He desires something, His command is
simply to say to it “Be” and it is’ (36: 82).

2. We enjoin you to fear mighty God, for that is what God enjoined
among the earlier and later generations, as He says: ‘We have enjoined
those who were given the book before you, and you, to fear God. If you
disbelieve, to God belongs all that is in the heavens and in the earth.
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God is all-sufficient, all-laudable’ (4: 131). We urge you to be grateful
for His blessings and to (abide) by His law in patient (expectation) of
His (judgement), for God will increase those who are grateful to Him
(cf. 14:7) and pay the wages of the patient in full without reckoning (cf.
39:10). We should like to have you obey God and hate to have you disobey
Him, for ‘whoso obeys God and His Messenger, him He will admit to
gardens underneath which rivers flow <therein dwelling for ever>; that
is the mighty triumph. But whoso disobeys God and His Messenger and
transgresses His bounds, him He will admit to a fire, therein dwelling for
ever, and for him there awaits a humbling chastisement’ (4: 13 f). We spur
you to remember God and observe His command, for ‘men and women
who remember God oft — for them God has prepared forgiveness and a
mighty wage’ (33:35). We ask you to seek what is with God, for ‘what is
with God is better and more enduring for those who believe and put their
trust in their Lord’ (42: 36). We ask you to beware of God’s punishment,
and not to feel safe from Him and His devising, for ‘none shall chastise as
He chastiseth’ (89: 25), and ‘none feels secure against His devising except
the people of the lost’ (7:99).

3. So it is for you, servants of God, to fear God and be content with
His judgement, to vie for His pleasure, to seek what God has asked you
to seek, to be wary of the punishment He has asked you to beware of, and
to heed His book, which He has asked you to heed (cf. 5:44). For if you
are neglectful of something in this life, it will do you no harm as long as
you have heeded God’s injunction to fear Him; and if you are mindful of
something in this life, it will not benefit you if you have neglected God’s
injunction to fear him. So fear God in private and in public, for soon
your time will be up and your days will be spent. Then you will pass on
to your Lord, who will call you to account for your efforts and requite
you for what you did in this world. For He created it
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to try in it His servants which of them is fairest in works (cf. 67: 2). Works
He assigned to this world, requital to the next. He says, ‘Are you requited
but for what you did?’ (27:90). And: ‘And that a man shall have to his
account only as he has laboured, and that his labouring shall surely be
seen, then he shall be requited for it with the fullest requital’ (53: 39—41).
And: ‘“Whoever does evil shall be requited for it, and will not find for
himself, apart from God, a friend or helper’ (4: 123). Be mindful, then,
of what is due to your Lord and proceed (in pursuit of) the portion your
souls stand to gain and in (anticipation of) the questions you will be asked
on the Day of Resurrection. For God says — and ‘what He says is the
truth’ (6:73) — ‘Now, by thy Lord, we shall surely question them all
together concerning what they were doing’ (15:92f). And: ‘And on that
day when He shall call to them, and He shall say: What answers gave
you to the envoys?’ (28:65) — ‘We shall relate to them with knowledge;
assuredly We were not absent’ (7:7).

4. So if you can (ensure) — but there is no power save with God — that,
come the time when He will relate to you what you have done, He will
find you well engaged in the worship He has charged you with, (if you
can do that) you will have attained your portion (of reward) by obeying
your Lord, restraining yourselves from what He has forbidden you and
adhering to what He said you should do when He told you that He will
honour those of His servants who hold fast and adhere to His command,
saying “T’hose who hold fast to the Book, and perform the prayer — surely
We leave not to waste the wage of those who set aright’ (7:170). Take,
then, the Book of God as your guideline and heed what God has asked
you to heed. God sent His Messenger to be obeyed and sent down His
book to be followed and to judge between people in their disagreements.
God says, ‘We sent not ever any messenger but that he should be obeyed,
by the leave of God’ (4:64). And ‘Indeed, We sent our messengers with
the clear signs, and We sent down with them the Book and the Balance
so that men might uphold justice’ (57:25). And: “The people were one
nation; then God sent forth the prophets, good tidings to bear
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and warnings, and He sent down with them the Book with the truth
(hagqq), to judge between people in their disagrements; and only those
who had been given it disagreed about it, after the clear signs had come
to them, being insolent’ (2: 213).

5. Those who follow this Qur’an are dispensed by God from everything
else; and from those who neglect it He will accept nothing else. There is
no good to be desired without <(words of) guidance to it> in this Qur-
an' <and no evil to be shunned without (words of)> deterrence from
it <in this Qur’an>. In it God has manifested His excuse, declared His
argument (cf. 6: 149) and advanced His threat (cf. 50: 28); He has sent it
down as a decisive book (cf. 6: 114, 86: 13), a just judgement, a true state-
ment (cf. 4:87), a right account (cf. 3: 62), a clear light (cf. 4:174), and a
beneficent cure (cf. 41:44). He has made it a (source of) protection for
those who hold fast to it, a (source of) knowledge for those who ponder it
(cf. 4:82), a (source of) salvation for those who follow it, and a compact
in which there is no inconsistency. God says, ‘If it had been from other
than God, surely they would have found in it much inconsistency’ (4: 82).
It is straight, without crookedness (cf. 18:1f), and clear without confu-
sion. So let yourselves be advised and guided by the Book of God, for he
who is not guided by it will not be guided by anything else. It is through
this Qur’an alone that you have been commanded, by it alone that your
Prophet let himself be guided, about it alone that you will be questioned,
and according to it alone that you will be requited (?).2 Those who make
the Book of God their judge and imam today, attending to its firm argu-
ment and clear command, will be confirmed by God ‘with the firm word
in this life and the next’ (14: 27); they will be given (the benefit of) God’s
argument on the Day of Resurrection and will be made to prosper on
the day the adversaries arise. But those who make their own whim their
judge and imam today, disregarding God’s command and neglecting His
injunction, they will only harm themselves: nothing will diminish except
their own portion, nothing will be lost except their own share, and they
will find God ‘all-sufficient and all-laudable’ (cf. 4:131).

1 One of the two older MSS has ‘in the Qur’an’s guidance’ (here and twice again in this
paragraph), which could be the original reading. According to sura 41:44, the Qur’an is ‘a
guidance and a cure’.

2 The MSS, less plausibly, have ‘admonished’.
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6. So, servants of God, base your whole stance on the firm ground (of
the Qur’an) and build up a store of sound arguments in your favour with
God for the ‘day on which every soul shall come disputing in its own
behalf; and every
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soul shall be paid in full for what it wrought, and they shall not be
wronged’ (16: 111). It is for you to follow the good path and the conduct
(sira) approved in Islam, which was followed by God’s Prophet and God’s
allies (awliya®). Know that nobody will be guided by acting differently
from them. God says, ‘But whoso makes a breach with the Messenger
after the guidance has become clear to him and follows a way other than
the believers’, him we shall turn over to what he has turned to and We
shall roast him in Gehenna — an evil homecoming!’ (4:115).

7. So not one of you, O people, toils on the right or wrong path without
having received a truthful excuse and conclusive arguments (cf. 6: 149),
or without having been preceded in all that. You travel in the tracks of
predecessors who went their (various) ways, some right, some wrong. But
paradise is only reached by one path, which unites all the precepts of the
faith, whereas there are several paths to hell, for that is what God says
in His wisdom:! ‘And this is My path, straight, so do you follow it, and
follow not diverse paths lest they scatter you from His path. That then
He has charged you with; haply you will be God-fearing’ (6: 153). It is by
their imam that God will call His servants on the Day of Resurrection.
He says, ‘On the day when We shall call all men by their imam, and whoso
is given his book in his right hand — those shall read their book, and they
shall not be wronged a single date-thread. And whosoever is blind in this
world shall be blind in the world to come, and he shall be even further
astray from the way’ (17:71f).

8. So act with fear of God and draw near unto God by giving allegiance
to God-fearing people. Be mindful of whom you give your allegiance to,
for you will be allies of those to whom you give it. Beware of the allies
of Satan (4:76): do not give them allegiance, do not love them (cf. 58:22)
and do not follow their whims. God does not approve of that in an ally
of His, having warned you to beware of evildoers and told you that He
will disown those who give their allegiance to them. Do not be deceived
about God and do not let yourselves be deluded (cf. 31: 33, 35:5) by the

great number

U fi hikmatihi: possibly to be read fi hukmihi, ‘about His law’, or ‘in the course of setting
out His law’, for the words about to be quoted occur in a passage of legislation. God’s wisdom
is not a subject in this epistle.
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of people <who behave otherwise about what is right for?> yourselves, for
people have been led by their whims to go separate ways (cf. 6: 153), which
took them to dead ends. Many have adopted laws (ishtara%u) which God
has not permitted. God said to Muhammad: ‘“Then We set thee upon an
open way (sharia) of the Command; therefore follow it, and follow not the
whims of those who do not know. Surely they will not avail thee aught
against God. Surely the evildoers are friends one of the other; God is the
friend of the God-fearing’ (45: 18 f). And: ‘Had the truth (4agq) followed
their whims, the heavens and the earth and whosoever is in them had
surely corrupted. Nay, We brought them their remembrance, but from
their remembrance they turned’ (23:71).

9. So it is for you, servants of God, to strive to render what you owe to
God. Fear God in all your affairs, private or public; and know that He
is ever on the watch (89: 14) for those who disobey, and that nothing you
do escapes Him. So make provisions for yourselves (30: 44) of everything
good, and you will find it (all) with God ‘the day every soul shall find
what it has done of good brought forward, and what it has done of evil;
it will wish if there were only a far space between it and that day. God
warns you to beware of Him; and God is gentle with His servants’ (3: 30).

10. Take heed, then, of God’s warning to beware of Him (cf. 3:28).
Turn to where you see that God will be pleased with you for going. Do
not let yourselves be distracted by a world so curtailed that plenty of it
is but little, and so transient (cf. 18:35) in all it holds that it will not last
for the seeking, and the secker will not last for the quest (cf. 22:73). It
is, as God says, ‘a sport and diversion, a (show of tawdry) glitter, a cause
for boasting among you, and a rivalry in wealth and children. It is as a
rain whose vegetation pleases the unbelievers; then it withers, and thou
seest it turning yellow, then it becomes broken orts. And in the world to
come there is terrible chastisement, and forgiveness from God and good
pleasure; and the present life is but the joy of delusion’ (57: 20).

11. Aspire, then,
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to the bliss and honour of the hereafter to which God has asked you to
aspire; and abstain from this world and its glitter as God has told you to
do. Prefer the Book of God and obedience to it over your own whims. Let
yourselves grow ever more certain of the honour and mercy that God has
promised those who obey Him, and of the punishment and chastisement
with which He threatens those who disobey Him. <Concentrate?> your
ambition on the sound works for which He will requite those who engage
in them, rewarding them most handsomely; and beware of the kind of
works for which God has told you that He will chastise <those who engage
in them>, taking vengeance upon them (cf. 43:41). Let it become an easy
thing for you to obey God; shape up to that obedience, fortify yourselves
for it, and accustom yourselves to following the truth whether it suits your
whims or not; for you will only attain what you seek or be saved from what
you are anxious to avoid by forsaking your desires.

12. Make sure of your share (of reward) by participating in the struggle
(jihad) in God’s path, for that is the noblest of works in God’s eyes, the
work to be rewarded most bounteously, the unflagging trade (cf. 35:29),
the trade which will save (you) from painful chastisement (cf. 61: 10). God
says, ‘Such believers as sit at home — unless they have an injury — are
not the equals of those who struggle in God’s path with their possessions
and their selves. God has preferred in rank those who struggle with their
possessions and their selves over the ones who sit at home; yet to each
God has promised the reward most fair; and God has preferred those
who struggle over the ones who sit at home for the bounty of a mighty
wage, in ranks standing before Him, forgiveness and mercy; surely God
is all-forgiving, all-compassionate’ (4:95f). He says: ‘And those who are
slain in God’s path, He will not send their works astray. He will guide
them, and dispose their minds aright, and He will admit them to paradise,
that He has made known to them’ (47:4-6). And: ‘God has bought from
the believers their selves and their possessions against the gift
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of paradise: they fight in God’s path; they kill and are killed; that is a
promise binding upon God in the Torah and the Gospel and the Qur’an;
and who fulfils his covenant truer than God? So rejoice in the bargain
you have made with Him; that is the mighty triumph’ (9:111). And: ‘And
count not those who were slain in God’s path as dead, but rather living
with their Lord, by Him provided, rejoicing in the bounty that God has
given them, and joyful in those who remain behind and have not joined
them, because no fear shall be on them, neither shall they sorrow, joyful
in blessing and bounty from God, and that God leaves not to waste the
wage of the believers’ (3.169-71). And: ‘O believers, shall I direct you
to a commerce that shall deliver you from a painful chastisement? You
shall believe in God and His Messenger, and struggle in the path of God
with your possessions and your selves. That is better for you, did you but
know’ (61: 10-11). And: ‘And other things you love, help from God and
a nigh victory. Give thou good tidings to the believers’ (61: 13). And: ‘O
believers, be you God’s helpers, as Jesus, Mary’s son, said to the Apostles:
“Who will be my helpers unto God?”. The Apostles said, “We will be
God’s helpers”. And a party of the Children of Israel believed, and a party
disbelieved. So We confirmed those who believed against their enemy,
and they became masters’ (61:14). And: ‘O believers, if you help God,
He will help you, and confirm your feet. But as for the unbelievers, ill
chance shall befall them! He will send their works astray. That is because
they have been averse to what God has sent down, so He has made their
works to fail’ (47:7-9).

13.  So servants of God, fulfil your contract (bay‘@) with God and the
conditions you have paid Him allegiance on, and He will fulfil the con-
dition that He has taken upon Himself in your favour (cf. 2: 40). Know
that staying at home will not
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make you last for ever or postpone your terms when they come. God says,
‘Wherever you may be, death will overtake you, though you should be in
raised-up towers’ (4:78). He said to His prophet, ‘We have not assigned
to any mortal before thee to live forever. Therefore, if thou diest, will they
live forever? Every soul shall taste of death; and We shall try you with
evil and good for a testing, then unto Us you shall be returned’ (21: 34 f).
And: ‘But God will never defer any soul when its term comes. And God
is aware of the things you do’ (63:11). Aspire, then, to the virtue of jihad
in God’s path that God has asked you to aspire to. You will have to die
or be killed (some time), and jihad in God’s path will not shorten your
lives, for it does not bring forward anyone’s death before the days recorded
(kataba) for him by God have come to an end. God says: ‘It is not given
to any soul to die, save by the leave of God, at a recorded term (kitaban
mu’ajjalan). Whoso desires the reward of this world, We will give him of
this; and whoso desires the reward of the other world, We will give him
of that; and We will requite the thankful’ (3: 145).

PART I1I

[The prophets]

14. To proceed, God chose Islam as a religion (cf. 2: 132) which He ap-
proved (cf. 5:3) for Himself. He made it the religion of His angels, His
allies, and those pure in His eyes among the inhabitants of the heavens
and the earth (cf. 3:83). He sent all His messengers, the first and the
last, to bring it to the first and the last of the nations (16:36). God did
not send one prophet after another without making it incumbent on them
to confirm the prophets who had gone before them and to follow their
example.

15. Part of the compact God imposed on them when He sent His re-
ligion down to them was that they and those believing in it should not
scatter regarding it (cf. 42:13); for He says: ‘He has laid down for you
the religion that He enjoined upon Noah, and which We have revealed to
thee, and which We enjoined upon Abraham, Moses, and Jesus. Perform
the religion and scatter not regarding it.



58 SIRAT SALIM: TEXT AND TRANSLATION

Sgs ;uuﬁu\&’lm | (»jm Lawfﬂu&fflss

25 o g r"‘“‘u‘*‘““ o BT 35 06y 0 28 e )
JLMJ U@k— Leu WL»—\) (-,d (SNEy S50 P
dbj o Lc’l Clie &y 8 v\p\) ﬁ.ew o5 osslall
e °}uww(ﬁi\ww\dum,\>u\j
33l U 2, o Bl i 2
£ Ul g 56 J6 BT s 55; de £l
JEEE Sl i3 2 A5 o e bl G
W‘JW)“WJ‘“W)&J“@‘;‘JUQ
i Wt,\) il ] Ll e L G 08, o)
Sasls @) e,\p-\) g ] P [d.xj\ Qo e Al L
o T &l | R | \)i,v\uwjgus(x) by
taémcw_([n]oww 650 ey GAL Ipmlus
oy A 156 T S lgSU Bl B Tl @1 o
5 ol 8% g ol 00501 L) Vs 1)
Sl ST U6 a5 ) ss 8 DB LY dulas
Ll 5 5 LV JW LE JBy e Mol Al B s
/ 50 ng‘ Sl B35 5,50 2,00 G O A e
Sy 43k B ] Gely o 05 [y Dals G dlghh

Tl st HX 2+ SN e S @Ak HX
ol Jew JS A (s S) oy JSS MSS 55leS esle N 6 Guey HX
7+ oy HX 8 YL MSS 9 8 10 wsS M N sl HX
2, SN B i,3,8

aa 33.7f b-b 3.81f ¢ Cf. line 153 above d-d Cf. 33:36
r.a,.\ L 5 ﬂ_s u,g ol i d,w oy sé, 13) M, Y, ‘,.,.J O L)y e Cf

3: 64( (5-».; L5 sy 28 ) 1S s Jal L J’) £ 6:90 € 41:43
h-z 33.45f, paraphrased at the begmnmg G sl St 6 L @l

159

160

161

162

163

164

165

166

167

168

169

170

171

172

173

174

175

176



SIRAT SALIM: TEXT AND TRANSLATION, II 59

Very hateful is that for the idolaters that thou callest them to. God chooses
unto Himself whomsoever He will and He guides to Himself whosoever
turns, penitent’ (42:13). He also says: ‘And when We made a compact
with the prophets, and with you, and with Noah, Abraham, Moses, and
Jesus, son of Mary, We made with them a solemn compact so that He
might question the truthful concerning their truthfulness; and He has
prepared for the unbelievers a painful chastisement’ (33:7f). And: ‘And
when God made a compact with the prophets: That I have given you of
books and wisdom; then there shall come to you a messenger confirming
what is with you — you shall believe in him and you shall help him. He
said: Do you agree? And do you take My load on you on that condition?
They said: We do agree. He said: Bear witness so, and I shall be with
you among the witnesses. Whosoever turns his back after that — they
are the ungodly’ (3: 81f).

16. The prophets heeded their Lord’s injunction, delivered the message
with which they had been sent and gave sincere advice to those they had
been sent to, whose duty it was to believe them and respond to them.
God’s messengers continued on the path of the religion, their law (shari‘a)
being the same: to serve God. They and those to whom they had been
sent had no choice (cf. 33:36) in God’s affair. One after another they
brought the truth and confirmed one another accordingly.

[Muhammad]

17. Then God sent Muhammad, may God bless him and grant him
peace, as a prophet to confirm the prophets who had gone before him,
calling to a word to which the envoys before him had called their people,
the word of equality (sawa’, cf. 3:64) and the protection of Islam. And
so he followed the example of those whom God had guided before him.
God said: ‘Those are they whom God has guided, so take their guidance
as your example’ (6:90). And: ‘Naught is said to thee but what already
was said to the messengers before thee. Surely thy Lord is a Lord of for-
giveness and of painful retribution’ (41:43). God sent him ‘as a witness,
and good tidings to bear and warning, calling unto God by His leave, and
as a light-giving



60 SIRAT SALIM: TEXT AND TRANSLATION

5 A T Gy 32V ASNI U] el [18] 0 7
Ll o gLl JM)‘ . 55 et N, Sy 1
;34) ST o pses ® 6”‘&@‘) 2aslall e AL,
i)l o uaud) oy Al And O d P T S
gf,wwuuwum\w3 B 5 o aslal,
£ 9] s LT 1 W B KO cule Gy S
Do Ol gl;l;@g dwwofm ol il 6,
U O S s PG B 6 £ 8UT) \djwu@u&
/ o My o \:,<,.\ /"\u@&)\m@w\&c
(&C«»Jw‘%wof@ws%wofvuﬂ
ud,ba W;\wwumuwk%[zm
gjf;waf‘ﬁJ\Ul.qu dLuL.Leu»;:)b;:
ri}mf‘&&wﬁ;wwﬁ LA™ By o 15,4255 56
J@WL;\M”\JS d\s)a uyﬂvyu;\u}w@‘ﬁ
Zo 2176 m wwduu@sdpup,\wogmﬂy}
e Py 48l 4 oy aall S b Gy o ad
> o e oy b a ey 0 Tas Sl Pa
JU3 ¥ 1T p aal g 101 005 1 D L Lo o3
a3 OF L T Bl st [22] 6 T Rl ay 5\S

ARy

D sl HX 2 5LJIMSS 3 -8 # MSS:,IST 5 4.>~IMSS ¢ Yo HX
7 5w N HX

a2 5:19 b-b Cf 41:17 (invoked at 1. 854 below) e Cf.
11:59 (M)L:-Jf,\\ywb .y and 40:35 ou,&.a@yd;mca&.ﬁ
d-d Cf, e.g., 39:2 (CpMl & LAJa.‘Q oy .\...c«b ) ©-€ 5:48, paraphrased at the
beginning (... Gis Il LS G u,b) £f 2:213 (fully quoted at 1. 43-45
above) g8 5:49 h-h 776 H 4:165 i 8:42 kk Cf 6:55
Coml Joie G2y oLVl cllisy) M 2110 ™™ 21:24 (from a passage
intr;)duced by qul) nno20:123 °° Cf. 9:32 (... o)y r..a u\ Y\ & dbj) and 61:8
- J,)rw.ul, ) PPCf3030(‘..L€,J,:—wL.S|Vb65\m\aP a9 Cf. 27:88
e qu,ul sl &l C.¢ 6115

177

178

179

180

181

182

183

184

185

186

187

188

189

190

191

192

193

194

195



SIRAT SALIM: TEXT AND TRANSLATION, II 61

lamp’ (33:45f).

18. God sent him to white and black, Arab and non-Arab, freeman and
slave, male and female, ‘upon an interval between the messengers’ (5:19),
a temporary break when error (had prevailed) over worship and blindness
over guidance, when falsehood had come to the fore and tyrants had waxed
proud, to call (people to accept) that God alone should be served and that
obedience and worship should be devoted exclusively to Him. So God
sent down to him the book, ‘confirming the book that was before it, and
assuring it’ (5:48), ‘so as to judge between people in their disagreements’
(2:213).

19. Then He warned Him to beware of the evildoers lest they tempt him
away from it, saying, ‘And beware of them lest they tempt thee away from
any of what God has sent down to thee’ (5:49), ‘excusing and warning’
(cf. 77:6), ‘so that mankind might have no argument against God after
the messengers; God is all-mighty, all-wise’ (4: 165), and that ‘whosoever
perished might perish by a clear sign, and by a clear sign he might live
who lived; and surely God is all-hearing, all-knowing’ (8: 42).

20. Then He distinguished the signs in it ‘that the way of the sinner
might be manifest’ (6: 55). And in it He sent down our remembrance and
the remembrance of those before us, saying, ‘Now We have sent down
to you a book wherein is your remembrance; will you not understand’
(21:10). And: “This is the remembrance of him who is with me, and
the remembrance of those before me. Nay, but the most part of them
know not the truth, so therefore they are turning away’ (21:24). And:
“Then whosoever follows My guidance shall not go astray, neither shall
he be unprosperous; but whosoever turns away from My remembrance,
his shall be a life of narrowness’ (20: 123 f).

21. In it ‘He perfected His light’ (cf. 9:32, 61:8), explained His laws
(shara’©), defined His precepts, and after it He fashioned His creation (cf.
30:30) and perfected His work (cf. 27:88). In it He has permitted the
things that please Him and forbidden those that displease Him. What
God has permitted is permitted for ever; what He has forbidden is for-

bidden for ever: ‘No man can change His words; He is the all-hearing,
the all-knowing’ (6: 115).

22. God sent Muhammad to tell what had gone before him,
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to judge (in disputes) between His servants, and to teach (them) whither
they were bound after death. He ordered him to follow the Qur’an and
call (people) to it, saying ‘Call thou to the way of thy Lord with wis-
dom and good admonition’ (16:125). And: ‘Therefore call thou, and go
straight as thou hast been commanded: do not follow their whims’ (42: 15).
And: ‘And who is truer in speech than God?’ (4:122). And: ‘And who
speaks fairer than he who calls unto God and does righteousness and says,
Surely I am of them that surrender (al~muslhimun)?’ (41:33). And: “This
is my way. I call to God with sure knowledge, I and whoever follows after
me. To God be glory! And I am not among the idolaters (a/-mushrikin)’
(12:108). He ordered people to respond, saying ‘Respond to your Lord,
before there comes a day from God that cannot be turned back; upon that
day you shall have no shelter, no denial’ (42:47). And: ‘Respond to God
and the Messenger when He calls you unto that which will give you life;
and know that God stands between a man and his heart, and that to Him
you shall be mustered’ (8: 24).

23.  Muhammad, obeying his Lord, was wary of evildoers, followed what
God had sent down to him and called (people) to God, as God was or-
dering him, though he suffered great hurt from his people, who called
him a liar. When he was pained by his people calling him a liar and
saddened by their disbelief and error, God, in order to console him and
make him endure the hurtful slander he was suffering, said to him, ‘Per-
chance thou consumest thyself that they are not believers’ (26: 3). <And:>
“Yet perchance if they believe not in this tiding, thou will consume thyself,
following after them, of grief’ (18:6). And: ‘We would know indeed that
it grieves thee the things they say; yet it is not thee they cry lies to, but
the evildoers — it is the signs of God that they deny. Messengers indeed
were cried lies to before thee, yet they endured patiently that they were
cried lies to, and were hurt, until Our help came unto them.
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No one can change the words of God; and there has already come to thee
some tidings of the envoys. And if their turning away is distressful for
thee, why, if thou canst seek out a hole in the earth, or a ladder in heaven,
to bring them some sign — but had God willed, He would have gathered
them to the guidance. So be not thou one of the ignorant. Only those who
hear will answer; as for the dead, God will raise them up, then unto Him
will they be returned’ (6: 33—6). And: ‘Be thou patient, as the messengers
possessed of constancy were also patient’ (46:35). And: ‘Hold thou fast
unto that which has been revealed to you; surely thou art upon a straight
path’ (43:43). And: ‘If they cry lies to thee, then do thou say: I have my
work, and you have your work; you are quit of what I do, and I am quit of
what you do’ (10:41). And: ‘Say: I have only been commanded to serve
the Lord of this territory which He has made sacred: to Him belongs
everything. And I have been commanded to be of those that surrender
(al-muslmin), and to recite the Qur’an. So whosoever is guided, is only
guided to his own gain; and whosoever goes astray, say: I am naught but
a warner. And say: Praise belongs to God. He shall show you His signs
and you will recognize them. Thy Lord is not heedless of the things you
do’ (27:91-3).

24. Muhammad, may God’s blessings and peace be upon him, continued
for as long as God wished to call people to Islam without fighting being
prescribed for him. To those who obeyed he would bear good tiding of ‘a
garden the breadth whereof is the heavens and the earth, made ready for
those who believe in God and His messengers. That is the bounty of God;
He gives it unto whomsoever He will; and God is of bounty abounding’
(57:21). Those who disobeyed and called him a liar he would warn of
‘a fire whose fuel is men and stones, and over which are harsh, terrible
angels who disobey not God in what He commands them and do what
they are commanded’ (66: 6).

25. Then God prescribed fighting for him, ordering him
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to part company with the polytheists and to engage in armed struggle.
At that time Muhammad and those who were with him were only a small
band, but Muhammad patiently bore God’s judgement and submitted to
His order whether it was to his liking or not, so the fact that the Muslims
with him at the time were few while his enemies were many did not de-
ter him from obeying his Lord when He ordered him to fight in His
path, or from heeding His injunction and carrying out His judgement.
Muhammad ordered his companions to emigrate to Medina. Later the
Messenger of God moved out there himself. When he came to Medina,
the Ansar among its people gave him refuge and help (cf. 8: 72, 74), shared
their means equally with him, and so befriended him as not to prefer their
own lives to his (9: 120).

26. When Muhammad had been joined by the Muslims whom God
wanted to join him, he began to fight in God’s path against those poly-
theists who fought him, while granting safety to those who withdrew
(1%azala) and restrained (their hand) from him (cf. 4:90 f), and making
treaties with those who would undertake not to support his enemy against
him. That was what God was ordering him at the time, saying, ‘Fight in
God’s path with those who fight you, but aggress not: God loves not the
aggressors’ (2:190). And: ‘If they withdraw from you and do not fight
you, and offer you peace, then God assigns not any way to you against
them’ (4:90). And: ‘God forbids you not, as regards those who have not
fought you in religion’s cause, nor expelled you from your habitations, that
you should be kindly to them, and act justly towards them; surely God
loves the just’ (60:8). So he continued, as long as God wished, to pro-
ceed on the basis of these and similar passages of the Qur’an, fighting the
polytheists who fought him, granting security to those who withdrew and
restrained their hands and tongues from him, and making treaties with
those who undertook not to support an enemy against him.

27. Some portions of the Qur’an would abrogate others (cf. 2: 106),
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(for) it was not sent down all at once (cf. 25:32). When a verse was sent
down in abrogation of an earlier one, Muhammad would act upon it: the
validity of the earlier (rule) had expired; obedience demanded that he ap-
ply the (new rule). So when it was sent down that those who had a treaty
with God’s Prophet should be disowned (cf. 9:1) and God commanded
him to fight the polytheists totally (9: 36), he divided his enemy into vari-
ous categories and treated them in different ways. God allowed things in
respect of some (groups) that He prohibited in respect of others; to people
entitled to rights by (acceptance of) some of His command he granted a
legal status that He did not grant <to people not> so entitled.

28. Thus Muhammad called to Islam his people, the polytheist Arabs,
who at that time were further from the truth than anyone else (cf. 9:97).
He told them that if they joined Islam, God would not hold their former
ways against them, and that they would have the same rights and du-
ties as the Muslims. But he would fight those who rejected Islam, treat
their possessions as booty, and sever relations of inheritance with them.
Muslims would not be allowed to intermarry with them, have relations
of inheritance with them, eat their slaughters, or honour their contracts,
until they joined Islam and declared themselves content with the judge-
ment of the Qur’an. The fight against them would never end unless they
joined God’s religion.

29. The Zoroastrians, on the other hand, claimed some remnant of
knowledge (46:4). So the Messenger of God wrote a letter to the
Zoroastrians in Hajar, in which he called them to Islam. He told them
in his letter that, if they joined Islam, God would not hold their former
ways against them, and that they would have the same rights and duties as
the Muslims. For those who rejected Islam <God> had prescribed that
they pay jizya (cf. 9:29) so as to gain protection for their lives and safety
for their families and property.
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But though they would gain protection for their lives by (paying) jizya,
Muslims would not be permitted to intermarry with them, to have rela-
tions of inheritance with them, or to eat their slaughters, until they joined
Islam and declared themselves content with the judgement of the Qur’an.
The reason that the Messenger of God accepted jizya from them but not
from his people, the polytheist Arabs, is that they claimed a remnant of
knowledge. Because they were entitled to legal rights by such knowledge
the Messenger of God granted them a legal status not available to those
of his people who made no such claim as did the Zoroastrians.

30. As for the People of the Book, he would call them to Islam and ac-
ceptance of the truth he was bringing from God. Those who recognized
and professed it were accepted as Muslims and had the same rights and
duties as they did. For those who rejected Islam and called Muhammad a
liar God prescribed that they pay jizya if they wished (to be left alone?), so
as to gain protection for their lives and safety for their property and fam-
ilies. When the People of the Book paid jizya, the Muslims were allowed
to marry their women and eat their slaughters, but they were forbidden
ever to marry their men, to have relations of inheritance with them, and
to honour their contracts, until they joined Islam and declared themselves
content with the judgement of the Qur’an. The reason that God permit-
ted the women and slaughters of the People of the Book to the Muslims,
when He prohibited those of the Zoroastrians and idolaters, is that they
professed some of what God had sent down to them. By virtue of what
they professed of their books He granted them a legal status not available
to the Zoroastrians and idolaters, who did not study a book and were not
entitled to such rights.

31. As for the hypocrites, they had reservations about Islam (cf. 9:45,
24:50, 49:15) and doubted the resurrection (cf. 22:5), but they would
give the appearance, to the people of Islam, of following their religion (cf.
4:142), and the latter could not touch them because they were entitled to
legal rights
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by their use of their ¢gibla. That gave them advantages with the Muslims,
who would intermarry with them, have relations of inheritance with them,
eat their slaughters, and honour their contracts, instead of (Muslims) dis-
owning them (hypocrites) and deeming it lawful to shed the blood of many
of them, as they had done before (the hypocrites had converted to Islam).
The reason that God permitted the Muslims to intermarry with them,
enjoy mutual succession with them, and honour their contracts, when He
had forbidden them to intermarry with the People of the Book, to have
mutual succession with them, and to honour their contracts, is that they
were entitled to legal rights by their (profession of) the religion of the
Muslims and their use of their gibla. Because they were thus entitled
God granted them a legal status by which He permitted Muslims to in-
termarry with them, to have relations of inheritance with them, and to
honour their contracts, while forbidding them to collect jizya from them.
He did not extend that treatment to any other infidel in those days.

32. The Messenger of God, may the blessings and peace of God be upon
him, would kill a user of his ¢ib/a if he was guilty of a capital offence;! but
he would not thereafter enslave his offspring, treat his property as booty,
sever relations of inheritance with him, or marry his wife to a Muslim
before she had completed her waiting period and become lawful. This
was the conduct (sira) of God’s Messenger with mischief-makers among
the people of the gibla, (and that is) the precedent (sunna) he set for dealing
with them.

33. The Messenger of God proceeded in the best manner of the previ-
ous prophets, may the prayers and the mercy of God be upon them. He
bequeathed to you the book (cf. 35:32) by which he guided the Muslims
before you and which pronounces what is allowed and forbidden by God.
God did not take away His Prophet until the Muslims had understood
the laws (shara’i) of guidance; and their Prophet applied God’s command
among them till God had perfected their religion for them and completed
His blessing upon them, as He says: “Today I have perfected your religion
for you, and I have completed my blessing upon you, and I have approved
Islam for your religion’ (5: 3).

34. The path of those who have been embracing Islam since the
Prophet’s time is like the path of those who embraced it in his time; and
the path of those who have been rejecting it in unbelief since his time —
idolaters,

1 Literally, ‘killing was permitted against him’; a recurrent phrase evidently meaning that
the person concerned was liable to capital punishment under Islamic law.
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scripturalists, hypocrites, or people of his ¢gibla guilty of a capital offence —
is like the path of those who in his time rejected it in unbelief or incurred
the death penalty while adhering to his gib/a. In Muhammad’s time, God’s
judgement on those who failed to respond to his call to Islam was that
those who adhered to Islam and made it their religion must disown those
who (failed to) do so until they acknowledged Islam.

35. God said to those who believed, ‘You have been given a good ex-
ample in God’s Messenger for whosoever hopes for God and the last day,
and remembers God oft’ (33:21). Thus He ordered them to follow his
example, (just as) He ordered him to follow the example of those whom
God had guided before him, in (a verse) He sent down to him as a sign,
“Those are they whom God has guided; so take their guidance as your
example’ (6:90).

36. God told Muhammad that He would not ‘leave the believers in the
state in which you are — rather, He shall distinguish the corrupt from the
good’ (3:179). He told him that He would not leave them alone but rather
send them a trial (fitna) by which to test their tidings (cf. 47: 31), saying,
‘Alif Lam Mim. Do the people reckon that they will be left to say “We
believe” and will not be tried? We certainly tried those that were before
them, and assuredly God knows those who speak truly, and assuredly He
knows the liars’ (29: 1-3). Muhammad, heeding God’s warning of the trial
with which He was going to test the believers, held so fast to the book
which God had sent down to him that it saved him from the trial; and he
was so content with it (as a guide) that he proceeded in fear of what God
had asked him to fear (cf. 39: 16) and in pursuit of the good that God had
asked him to pursue.

[The caliphs]

37. When <God> had gathered His Messenger to Him, the believers
examined their situation and realized that the best way to perfect their
religion, remain united, and maintain God’s command would be to ap-
point from among themselves a deputy who would hold office over them
and follow the Book of God, carry out His command among them, im-
pose the penalties (hudid) fixed by Him, pass sentence according to His
judgement, and divide (the revenues) by His division. So they made their
choice, in the interest of their religion and for their own sake,
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strictly from among those who were closest among them to God and dis-
tinguished by justice and trustworthiness. God guided them to success (in
choosing) the man most outstanding among them in practising the faith,
the one best tried in godliness, and the oldest companion of the Messenger
of God, whom he had accompanied in the cave (cf. 9:40) after they both
left Mecca as emigrants to God (cf. 4: 100) — Abu Bakr al-Siddiq — and
him they appointed as caliph. He took the Qur’an as an imam, followed
the sunna of God’s Prophet, and knew that when he would meet his Lord,
who had put him in charge of the community of Muhammad, may God’s
blessings and peace be upon him, He would question him about the state
(in which he had left it). So he acted rightly (b:’/~haqq) and adhered to
justice among them. When God’s command came to him, he looked at
the flock in his care and exerted himself for the sake of God.

38. After consulting with the Muslims, he appointed “‘Umar b. al-Khat-
tab (to succeed him) as caliph. “Umar acted in accordance with the Book
of God, followed the sunna of God’s Messenger, and adopted the sunna
of Abu Bakr. But he was also confronted with cases which were not
covered by Qur’anic pronouncements or prior sunna, whether (received)
from the Messenger of God, may God’s blessing and peace be upon him,
or instituted by Abu Bakr. He was the first to settle some matters of in-
heritance law; and when his governor in Syria wrote to him that many
people were about to fall under the sway of wine and would not give it up
without a strong deterrent, he (prescribed) eighty lashes as a deterrent.
For many other problems, too, “‘Umar b. al-Khattab instituted precedents
(sanna sunan) as they arose after consulting with the Muslims; and it is
the duty of every Muslim to endorse them and follow them in practice.
For God says, ‘Obey God and obey the Messenger and those in authority
among you. If you should quarrel on anything, refer it to God and the
Messenger if you believe in God and the last day; that is better, and fairer
in the issue’ (4:59). “Umar was one of the wielders of authority whom
God has ordered the Muslims to obey and assist in (the practice of God’s)
truth (cf. 5:2)
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because he kept God’s command and followed it in obedience to Him, and
because He consulted with the believers (cf. 3: 159) about matters arising.

39. So he acted in obedience to His LLord and followed the path of his two
companions, knowing that if his practice differed from theirs in this world,
he would not be equal to them on the scales on the Day of Resurrection,
and that having been their companion in this world would not profit him
at all. So he kept to their deeds and was guided by their example (cf.
6:90) until God gathered him to Himself in that state, the Muslims being
well pleased with him and in allegiance to him.

40. Then “‘Uthman b. ‘Affan was appointed, after consultation with the
Muslims and with their approval. For as long as God wished, he con-
tinued to act in accordance with the Book of God and the sunna of the
Prophet. But then he lost sight of the next world and succumbed to
this-worldly ambitions, which led him to change the sunna and introduce
arbitrary innovations (bida).

41. He made (God’s) property something to be taken in turns (59:7)
among his relations: he gave Marwan the khums of Ifrigiya, al-Harith b.
al-Hakam the sadaqa of Bahrayn, al-Walid b. “‘Ugba the sadaqa of Kalb,
and he wrote (an order) for 300,000 dirhams in favour of al-Hakam to
al-Harith b. Nawfal, who was governor of Mecca and its environs. In so
doing, he transgressed against the judgement of God and judged by other
than what God has sent down. God says, ‘Whoso judges not according
to what God has sent down — they are the unbelievers’ (5:44).

42. He also borrowed an enormous amount of money from God. When
¢Abdallah b. al-Arqam, the trustee of the Muslims over their treasury,
came to him to demand repayment, ‘Uthman tried to fob him off with
excuses. When ‘Abdallah b. al-Arqam tired of it, he beseeched him in the
name of God to repay him what he had received. ‘It is God’s fay’ and
belongs to the Muslims, and I am not allowed to make free with it in your
favour’. ‘Uthman replied, ‘Why are you making a fuss about this money?
By God, I shall not repay any of it. If you wish to keep the keys (of the
treasury) for us (stop being difficult); if not, hand our keys over to us’.
Whereupon ¢Abdallah b. al-Arqam handed the keys over to him with the
words, ‘By God, I shall not hold any office for you for the rest of my life’.

43. When Abu Musa al-Ash¢ri came to him
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with money from Iraq, he promptly presented it to his daughters and
(other) family in bowls. Abu Musa’s eyes overflowed with tears when he
saw what he did with that money, and he mentioned what “Umar used
to do with the money that was brought to him; ‘Uthman replied, ‘Why
are you weeping, Abu Musa? ‘Umar, may God have mercy upon him,
used to deprive his relatives out of desire for God’s face (2:272); I, out
of desire for God’s face, give gifts to mine’. One thing here is at odds
with the other; but who (of the two) did wrong by abandoning (God’s)
law (hagq) in this case is clear to anyone who will give God’s command
enough thought to understand it. “Umar, may God have mercy upon
him, used to give his relatives their own shares, but not the shares of the
Muslims, because he desired God’s face and the next world (cf. 28:77).
But ‘Uthman gave his relatives both their own shares and those of the
Muslims because he wanted to act for this world (alone).

44. He bought lands and built housing with God’s money, and squande-
red it on his children and (other) family. But God says, ‘so that it be not
a thing to be taken in turns among the rich of you’ (59:7); and He rules
that ‘whoso judges not according to what God has sent down — they are

the evildoers’ (5:45).

45. When al-Walid b. “‘Uqgba killed a Kufan, a good Muslim, ‘Uthman
refused to execute him, for all that God says, ‘A life for a life’ (5:45);
and He rules that ‘whosoever judges not according to what God has sent
down — they are the ungodly’ (5:47). When al-Walid b. ‘Ugba drank
wine, ‘Uthman refused to impose the fixed penalty (4add) on him because
he was a relative of his. But God says, ‘O believers, be you securers of
justice, witnesses for God, even though it be against yourselves or your
parents or kinsmen, whether the man be rich or poor; God stands closest
to either. Then follow not a whim, lest you swerve; for if you twist or
turn, God is aware of the things you do’ (4:135).

46. He also reserved pasture for himself
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in rainwatered places belonging to the bedouin and let his retinue and
family graze their animals in it. But God says, ‘Say: Have you considered
the provision God has sent down for you, and you have made some of it
unlawful and some lawful? Say: Has God given you leave, or do you forge
against God? What will they think, who forge falsehood against God, on
the Day of Resurrection? God is bountiful to men; but most of them are

not thankful’ (10: 59 f).

47. He excluded the bedouin from holy war because he grudged them
a share in the stipends. But God says, ‘Say to the bedouin who were left
behind: You shall be called against a people possessed of great might to
fight them, or they surrender. If you obey, God will give you a goodly
wage; but if you turn your backs, as you turned your backs before, He
will chastise you with a painful chastisement’ (48: 16). The Messenger of
God, and after him Abu Bakr and ‘Umar, had called upon them to join the
Muslims in holy war, and had given them an equal share of the revenues,
except that they would favour one man over another in accordance with his
standing and seniority in Islam. Here (too) ‘Uthman shunned the sunna
of God’s Messenger and followed a way other than that of guidance. But
God says, ‘Whoso makes a breach with the Messenger after the guidance
has become clear to him, and follows a way other than that of the believers,
him We shall turn over to what he has turned to and We shall roast him
in Gehenna — an evil homecoming’ (4: 115).

48. He dismissed companions of the Messenger of God who understood
(the Book and sunna) and appointed foolish relatives of his who were young
of age (?), insensitive to the truth, and ignorant of many precedents (set by
the Prophet, Abu Bakr, and ‘Umar). (Those are) among the countless sins
which ‘Uthman committed by following his own whim instead of judging
rightfully. But God says, ‘David, behold, We have appointed thee a caliph
on earth; therefore judge rightfully between men
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and follow no whim, lest it lead thee astray from the way of God. Surely
those who go astray from the way of God — there awaits them a terrible
chastisement, for that they have forgotten the Day of Reckoning’ (38: 26).
And: ‘And who is further astray than he who follows his whim without
guidance from God? Surely God guides not the people of the evildoers’
(28:50).

49. The believers talked to him about the sins he was committing against
God, remonstrated with him about them and gave sincere advice, and
(thus) did their duty. But he was suspicious of their advice, declared their
opinion foolish, poured abuse on them, hurt them, and expelled some
of them from their homes without justification. He expelled Abu Dharr,
‘Amir b. ‘Abdallah, ‘Abdallah b. Masud, Hudhayfa b. al-Yaman, and Zayd
b. Suhan. And he beat ‘“Ammar b. Yasir until he made his bowels burst.
But God says, ‘And when God took compact with you: You shall not shed
your own blood, neither expel your own from your habitations; then you
confirmed it, and yourselves bore witness. Then there you are killing one
another, and expelling a party of you from their habitations, conspiring
against them in sin and enmity; and if they come to you as captives, you
ransom them; yet their expulsion was forbidden to you. What, do you
believe in part of the Book and disbelieve in part? What shall be the
recompense of those of you who do that, but degradation in the present
life, and on the Day of Resurrection to be returned unto the most terrible
of chastisement. And God is not heedless of the things you do. Those
who have purchased the present life at the price of the world to come
— for them the chastisement shall not be lightened, neither shall they be
helped’ (2: 84-6).

50. He sent out spies to listen to people’s criticism of him. When they
heard a man say something, they reported it to him, and he would then
deprive him of his rightful share
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in God’s fay’ on account of it. Others he punished by confiscating the
property they owned, by having them flogged, or by subjecting them to
discretionary punishment. But God says, ‘O believers, consume not your
goods between you in vanity, except there be trading, by your agreeing
together. And kill not one another. Surely God is compassionate to you.
But whosoever does that in transgression and wrongfully, him we shall
certainly roast at a Fire; and that for God is an easy matter’ (4: 29 f).

51. When the believers saw how he abandoned God’s judgement and
shunned the path of those whom God had guided before him by sus-
pending the fixed penalties (hudud), turning wealth into something taken
in turns, depriving believers of their rights in the booty bestowed on them
by God, putting the sadaga to uses other than those assigned to it by God,
and expelling the believers from their homes and their lands, then they
set out from every land to fight him.

52. When the first (contingent) descended on him and he realized that
they were coming to attack him, he sent word to the believers from among
the Emigrants and Helpers, saying, ‘I repent unto God. I will redress the
grievances of those who have been wronged and I will apply the hudud’.
On that he gave them God’s oath and compact, (swearing) that he would
abide by what he had promised them. They accepted that, so the army
turned back. But he did not refrain from any sin that he had been prac-
tising, nor did he redress any grievances or apply any hadd, except that he
had al-Walid b. “‘Ugba lashed for drinking wine; he still refused to execute
him for the man he had killed.

53. When the Muslims left him to go back, having reproached him for
his sins against God and told him to desist, he wrote to the governor of
Egypt about their leaders, (claiming) that they had made war on God and
His messenger. Some he ordered to be killed, others to have their hands
and feet cut off alternately (cf. 5:33). He also wrote to Mu‘awiya, ‘Send
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me the Syrians on (every) camel you have, refractory or docile, for the
people of Medina have turned infidel and renounced their obedience’.

54. But the Muslims intercepted his letter to the governor of Egypt as
it was being carried by a courier wearing his mantle and riding his camel,
which bore his brand. They claim that he was Abu ’I-Awar al-Sulami,
accompanied by a man from Khawlan. So they returned to ‘Uthman with
the letter and asked him, ‘Did you not claim that you would repent?’.
‘Yes’, he replied. ‘So what about this letter?” He said he did not know.
They said ‘If you are innocent, then ask your secretary why he wrote it,
for we recognize his hand. And try to remember whom you gave your
seal to so that he was in a position to seal this letter with it. If you are
going to say that someone has forged the seal and imitated your secretary’s
handwriting, then ask this courier who sent him; and ask the man in charge
of your riding camels who ordered him to hand over your camel to this
courier; and ask the courier who gave him your mantle. If you admit
to us what is clearly the fact of the matter, (we shall know that) you are
telling the truth’. When [. (?) .] he was at a loss for excuses that would not
rebound against himself, he said, ‘I know nothing about any of this’. But
if he had been innocent, it would not have been right for him, in God’s
religion, ever to let the matter rest until he knew who was behind it.

55. When it became clear to the believers that he was behind it himself,
and he refused to admit it, they said, ‘We will let this pass if you will
apply the hudud, redress grievances and appoint over us people whom we
do not distrust and (under whom) we will not fear for our lives’. When
he refused them that, they said, ‘In that case return our command to us.
For it is not an inheritance which has passed to you from a member of
your family and which we could not lawfully take away from you; we will
appoint over ourselves someone whom we do not suspect (of going against)
our religion and give you your share (of the fay’) along with the Muslims.
If you are innocent
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of what we suspect you of, God will acquit you on the Day of Resur-
rection and reward you for having returned <our command> to us when
we suspected you; and if you are [guilty?], God will take you to account
(cf. 4:6). Suppose that a man has been put in charge of some property
belonging to orphans: if he fails to pay over their income (cf. 4:2, 6) in
full and they suspect him, it is taken away from him and placed in the
charge of someone else. You have been put in charge of the government
of Muhammad’s community, which is more important than the property
of orphans, and you have failed to act equitably, so return the command
of the Muslims to them’. But he refused them that.

56. While they were remonstrating with him and messengers were going
to and fro between them, a man of the family of Kathir b. al-Salt shot a
Muslim of Aslam called Dinar b. ‘Iyad with an arrow and killed him; so
they sent word to him that so-and-so had shot and killed Dinar and that
they wanted retaliation. But, he said that he did not know who had killed
him. They sent words that they could adduce proof against his killer, so
would he confirm that he would be handed over? He refused.

57. When the Muslims had made every effort to persuade “Uthman to do
what was right and he was still denying them satisfaction and obstructing
(justice), they took to fighting him. And so the Muslims killed him for
going astray without repenting. With him they killed a number of Med-
inese, including al-Mughira b. al-Akhnas, for going astray as he had. They
treated them according to the judgement passed by the Messenger of God
on people of his gibla who had committed a capital offence. Hence they
did not enslave their offspring, treat their property as booty, sever relations
of inheritance with them, or bed their women before they had completed
their waiting periods and become lawful to their (new) husbands.

58. Then the Muslims paid allegiance to “Ali, having taken a promise
from him that he would act in accordance with the Book of God and
follow the precedents set by their Prophet and the two caliphs after him.
Nobody at the time could say that
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he had judged unjustly, neglected a fixed penalty (kadd), or divided (rev-
enues) unfairly.

59. But Talha, al-Zubayr, and their followers rose (up in arms), when
the command eluded them, and declared for “‘Uthman, seeking vengeance
for his blood — or so they said — they of all people, who had been among
the fiercest opponents of ‘Uthman until he was killed, the strongest critics
of his deeds, and the persons most bent on his destruction. The Muslims
reasoned with them on the Day of the Camel and admonished them in
the name of God and Islam not to transgress against them (cf. 49:9) and
not to put them in the position of having to kill them. But they viol-
ated their right (not to be attacked by fellow Muslims) and tore the veil
of Islam (by charging?) towards them and starting to fight them. God
helped the Muslims and showed them of their enemy what they wanted
so that they routed them with God’s permission (cf. 3:152) and killed
their leaders along with countless others. They treated them according
to the judgement passed by the Messenger of God on mischief-makers
among the people of his gibla and the judgement applied by themselves
to “Uthman and the people they had killed along with him.

60. Then they went to meet the Syrians, Mu‘awiya and his party, who
had declared for ‘Uthman and approved of his ways. The Muslims called
them to what is right and implored them by God and Islam not to trans-
gress against them and not to put them in the position of having to kill
them. But they violated their right (to freedom from attack), and so they
fought a fierce battle at Siffin until people were wounded and many were

killed.

61. 'Then “Ali abandoned the path the Muslims had followed in the past
by making somebody other than God the judge in a case already settled
by God. God says, ‘And God shall decide justly, and those that they
call on, apart from Him, shall not decide by any means; surely God is
the all-hearing, the all-seeing’ (40:20). And: ‘Is God not the justest of
judges?” (95:8) God’s judgement concerning their enemy was that they
should fight them till they reverted to God’s command (cf. 49: 9) and ‘till
there is no fitna and the religion
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is God’s’ (2: 193, 8: 39). But they suspended God’s judgement in this case,
shunning it, and they distorted God’s word by taking it out of context (cf.
4:46 etc.) and interpreted the Qur’an in a sense other than that in which
it was sent down. God says: ‘Is it the judgement of paganism, that they

are seeking? Yet who is fairer in judgement than God, for a people having
sure faith?’ (5:50).

62. The enemy whose judgement they were so happy to accept as to
make him their judge, and thus to subordinate God’s judgement to his,
was among those most hostile to God, most bent on the destruction of the
Muslims, and most eager to extinguish the light of God (cf. 9:32 etc.).
God says to His prophet: ‘Say: What, shall I seek after any judge but
God? For it is He who sent down to you the Book well-distinguished’
(6: 114). But “Ali did seek after a judge other than God, appointing people
of injustice as judges in God’s religion.

63. He claimed that those who clung to obedience to their Lord and who
refused to let anyone but God be their judge of anything already settled
by God were infidels who had forfeited their covenant of protection, and
that it was misguided to follow the path of the believers who had been
slain and died before the appointment of the two judges, though he was
still declaring for them and hoping that they would find eternal life and
sustenance with God (cf. 3: 169). He also branded as misguided those who
upheld the principles on which he himself had acted on the day ‘Uthman
was killed and on the Day of the Camel, (in other words those) who had
called on the people of error to return to what is right (kagq) by siding
with the Muslims, disowning past imams of wrongdoing, (warning them
that,) if they refused and turned away, they would fight them over it in
holy war (jihad) — those, he claimed, had forfeited their lives, though he
admitted that they had (previously) been Muslims whose lives it would
(therefore) have been unlawful to take.

64. When the Muslims saw how he was making a mockery of God’s
judgement, shunning the path of those who had been rightly guided in
the past, abandoning what they had fought for when the fitna broke out,
appointing someone other than God to be a judge in God’s religion,
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and betraying the cause in which they had given him their allegiance,
namely to fight God’s enemy and theirs (cf. 60: 1) till he perished or God’s
religion prevailed, then they deposed him and went out (to fight), making
the Qur’an their judge, satisfied with the judgement of God, who is the
best of judges (cf. esp. 10: 109), and separating from “Ali because he was
rejecting the judgement of God and accepting the judgement of a man he
used to declare an infidel and enemy of God. They gave up (all) desire
for this life and its pleasure(s) and sold themselves out of desire for the
approval of God (cf. 2:207).

65. Then the Kharijite Muslims followed one another, adhering to that
way. They would make God their sole judge and accept the path of the
Muslims who had gone before them. They would not kill the offspring
of their gawm or hold sexual intercourse with their women to be lawful.
They would not expose their gawm to indiscriminate slaughter, treat their
property as booty, or sever relations of inheritance with them. They would
discharge their trusts to them and others, and honour their contracts [with
them and?] others. Those members of their gawm who restrained (their
hands and tongue) and withdrew from them would be safe with them,
even though (the Muslims) would neither doubt their error [nor grant
them?] a position between right and wrong, for there is nothing after truth
but error (cf. 10:32). They would maintain blood ties (cf. 13:21, etc.)
and respect the rights of neighbours, companions, orphans, travellers, and
slaves (cf. 4: 36, etc.). Those who went out (to fight) would affiliate to those
who stayed at home, <and those staying at home would acknowledge> the
superiority which God has granted to those who go out (cf. 4:95). They
would love one another for the love of God
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and affiliate to one another out of desire for God’s approval (cf. esp. 60: 1).
The rich among them would share with the poor out of desire for God’s
face (2:272 etc.) and the last abode (cf. 28:77). When a party of them
went (out? passed away?), they would leave to the friends they left behind'
the ‘firm argument’? against their enemies (that counted) with people of
understanding who knew God’s command. Large numbers of believers
proceeded in this way.

PART III

[The Azariqa]
66. 'Then

1 Reading khallafithum. The MSS read khalafahum (the friends who) succeeded them’.
2 Cf 1 56.
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Ibn al-Azraq and his followers went out. They continued for as long as
God wished to follow the conduct of the Kharijites before them, but then
detestation of their gawm (cf. 5:2, 8) moved them to classify the latter
as idolaters. They severed relations of inheritance with them and forbad
intermarriage, though (the Kharijites of the past) to whom they affiliated
had intermarried and maintained relations of inheritance with them. If
the practice of those (in the past) to whom they affiliate was right,! then
they (are wrong to) go against it and (to) make it part of their religion
to disown those who practise it today; and if it was wrong, then they are
wrong to affiliate to those who used to practise it.

67. They deem it lawful to enslave their gawm, bed their women, treat
their property as booty, kill their offspring, and slaughter them indiscrim-
inately; yet those (in the past) to whom they affiliate did not deem any
of that lawful in their dealings with their gawm. If those to whom they
affiliate followed the right practice in their dealings with their gawm, then
they (are wrong to) go against them in this respect and (to) make it part
of their religion to disown those who practise it today; and if it was not
right, then they (are wrong to) affiliate to them nonetheless.

68. They refuse to grant protection to those members of their gawm who
ask for protection in order to hear the word of God even though they
declare them to be idolaters. Yet God says to His Prophet, ‘And if any
of the polytheists seek of thee protection, grant him protection so that
he may hear the word of God; then do thou convey him to his place of
security — that, because they are a people who do not know’ (9: 6). They
say that they will not grant protection to their gawm because the latter
have already heard God’s word, but the polytheists in respect of whom
God ordered protection to be given had also heard God’s word; for ‘they
said, “We have already heard; if we wished, we could say the like of this™’
(8:31). ‘And the unbelievers said, “Do not give ear to this Qur’an, and
talk idly about it; haply you will overcome”’ (41:26). And, ‘“Bring a
Qur’an other than this, or alter it”’ (10: 15). But even so, the Prophet of
God granted them protection, as he had been ordered to do.

69. (Further), they have instituted a test for the gawm and refuse to ac-
cept those who come to them on the basis of performance

1 A recurrent phrase literally meaning ‘if that was a guidance practised by those to whom
they affiliate’.



102 SIRAT SALIM: TEXT AND TRANSLATION
S & Ogaes By 58 Bl 315 361 sl 3Ll
35301 15T, 3Ll 15aly 156 0B £l A JG, &
p-’v -3 r")b 15,455 [70] ¢ ("') Spid D U\ ﬂi*'“ ‘JB
8 o Vs [T1] Bl & Coany r*“‘ o S, dyj
B Ly Pl b gy AV OF 0L G g
BB 8y Sl sler o0 gy ) e 453, O
SE L I A adly @ Cd AN Gy
sl oA 5 VT Jpl Sy Bl e S
ool 20 13,35 [72] < 5 1 0 5 G
G 15y b Uy gy iy ohlsely peles
Oty ohlsaly eles Oy gt O 156
> oS OB agie U3 Lide 8y oAb LV * oY,
dsv oo LSy a8 pedlle 4B 0 i 4 Joe 08
51048 48 S5 s o b oS 0l ale pd)
09350 K Vpue b 131G I8 Lo 8] gV @ 135S
s G OF B A Wy Ty ile] vgaiS] © pgited

561

562

563

564

565

566

567

568

569

570

571

572

573

574

575

576

o edl) BE e 0 D sls b 0l 0T <> et 28

Ogafll I35 T B B oy o) S ale B 853,
ot o s Jw Oes Oneill 09 e 2Ll oA
R rl

! Cook (199n67) S N | o>, 43y o>,J| HX ? Cook (198n63) ] wgotsd S ogilad N
et HX 3SN]r€,,.x,;HX 4(..@."3)\}ASHX el N 51,55 MSS
b b 595 anl ; 05
6S]r(;,"N (b HX 7&*’ ol 2 i MSS 8 &5, MSS

2 9:5 b For hayar and rizq in connexion with jikad see allusion to 3:169 at 1. 515
above e 9:99 o Cf 845 (. A6 B Ea ) e Cf 40:28

P 222 To 0. T A og ”}, 7
Coo Bl (55 050 I o GBS ) P 328

578

579



SIRAT SALIM: TEXT AND TRANSLATION, III 103

of prayer, payment of alms, and acknowledgement of their jurisdiction
(hukm), claiming that this is what God has ruled (fukm). But God says to
His Prophet, ‘If they repent, and perform the prayer, and pay the alms,
then let them go their way; God is all-forgiving, all-compassionate’ (9: 5).

70. They disbelieve in stoning! even though the Prophet stoned a man
of Aslam and this became sunna.

71. They disown every bedouin, even if he declares for them and testifies
that theirs is everlasting life, and asks God to grant him the same (heav-
enly) sustenance through holy war against His enemies that He grants
them. But God says, ‘And some bedouin believe in God and the last day,
and take what they expend for offerings bringing them near to God, and
the prayers of the Messenger. Surely they are an offering for them, and
God will admit them into His mercy; God is all-forgiving, all-compas-
sionate’ (9:99).

72. They deem those of them who stay at home to be infidels and hold it
lawful to take their lives and property, declaring it forbidden to associate
with them or to pray for forgiveness for them. Yet they affiliate to people
who used to affiliate to their quietists, who deemed it unlawful to take their
lives and property, and who held it lawful to associate with them and to
pray for forgiveness for them; and they know that these were their views.
If the practice of those to whom they affiliate was right, then they (are
wrong to) go against them in this respect and (to) brand as infidels those
who affiliate on the basis of it today; and if those to whom they affiliate
had affiliated to infidels, then they would have become infidels themselves,
and so would the Azraqites by affiliating to people affiliated to infidels.

73. They claim that they regard their quietists as infidels because they
hide their faith and their religion when God has ordered them to stand
firm (cf. 8:45). But a believer of Pharaoh’s folk was, for as long as God
wished, hiding his belief (cf. 40:28), and God did not reproach him for
hiding it. God also says, ‘Let not the believers take the unbelievers for
friends, rather than believers — for whoso does that belongs not to

1 Or, reading kaffari, ‘they declare (people) to be infidels for accepting the stoning penalty’.
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God in anything — unless you have a fear of them’ (tattagiu min-
hum tugatan) (3:28), thus urging the believers to practise dissimulation
(tagqiyya); and how can the believers dissimulate to infidels except by show-
ing them what they like and hiding their religion from them?

74. Besides, they themselves were more given to hiding their faith than
ever when they went out; for so-and-so would come to them and say, ‘Tell
me what your religion is’, to which they would say ‘No, we would be found
to be unbelievers if we did, so you tell us what it is’. If he misrepresented
some of what they believed, they would kill him. (This they did,) among
countless other sinful things, such as holding it lawful to appropriate trusts
that God has ordered (us) to honour and which the believers honoured
(too), or declaring that hypocrisy has been abolished and that nobody can
be a hypocrite (any more), or that God will forgive fornication and theft
if it is committed by one of them. But if (mere) companionship could
grant protection against hypocrisy, it would be companionship of God’s
Prophet that did so; [yet it did not, unless the companions?] accepted
what he called them to in the way of performing prayer and paying alms.
For that is Islam, ‘and whoso desires another religion than Islam, it shall
not be accepted of him; in the next world he shall be among the losers’

(3:85).

[The Najadat]

75. After them were the people of Yamama, Najda and his followers.
They declared that their gawm were in the position of idolaters, but held
it lawful to marry their women and eat their slaughters even though God
has prohibited the women and slaughters of the polytheists. If they say
that they classify their gawm as People of the Book, whose food and wo-
men God has permitted, then (they are inconsistent in that) they prohibit
taking poll tax (jizya) from them, for God says to the believers: ‘Fight
those who believe not in God and the last day and do not forbid what
God and His Messenger have forbidden — such men as practise not the
religion of truth,
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being of those who have been given the Book — until they pay the tribute
(jizya) out of hand and have been humbled’ (9: 29).

76. They honour the contracts of their gawm with dhimmis even though
they accuse their gawm of polytheism. But if it is right to honour their
contracts, they cannot classify them as idolaters; and if they are indeed to
be thus classified, they err in honouring their contracts; for if the Muslims
were to find that idolaters had made contracts with Jews, Christians, and
Zoroastrians, they would not honour the contracts of any of them.

77. They claim that emigration (4yra) from the abode of their gawm,
like that of the Prophet and his companions from Mecca, is a duty; but
emigration was abolished in the year of the conquest (of Mecca). Since
then there has only been holy war. We have heard that the Messenger of
God, may the blessings and peace of God be upon him, said, ‘there is no
emigration after today, but there is (still) holy war and (good) intention’.
They claim that after (any) emigration [they accomplish?] they will be
obliged to make another [because of communal strife (fitna)?] invalidating
the earlier one. This stance and opinion of theirs is inconsistent; and God
says, ‘If it were from other than God, surely they would find in it much
inconsistency’ (4: 82).

78. They hold it lawful to enslave their gawm, kill their offspring, treat
their property as booty, slaughter them indiscriminately, and sever rela-
tions of inheritance with them. But <the Muslims to whom> they affiliate
did not apply any such laws on the day they killed “‘Uthman or the Day
of the Camel, neither did the first Kharijites to whom they affiliate. If
the practice of those to whom they affiliate is right, then they (are wrong
to) go against them in this respect, (to) shun their path and (to) declare
those who follow their guidance to be unbelievers; and if it is not right,
then they (are wrong to) affiliate to them in spite of it.

79. If they say, ‘the Muslims to whom we affiliate (aw/iya’una) refrained
from enslaving their gawm because they had granted protection to the
survivors’, (the reply is that) they did not enslave the offspring of those
they had killed either, nor did they bed their women or treat their property
as booty; nor did they apply
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to ‘Uthman and those killed with him any such judgement as you say

(should be applied).

80. If they say, “Those to whom we affiliate refrained from that in or-
der to reconcile people’, (the reply is that) the Muslims would not have
refrained from carrying out a judgement that God had ordered them (to
carry out). They knew that (future) co-religionists (aw/iya®) of theirs, who
were going to follow their example, would follow it in respect of their ac-
tions; so it was not for them to reconcile people by judgements which were
wrong, both for them and for their successors who would follow their ex-
ample in later times. We know, thank God, that if they had deemed it
lawful to enslave their gawm and treat their property as booty, then they
would not have omitted (to secure) the shares due to their indigent poor
in dire need of their portions, or the shares due to travellers far from
home, whom they would not have passed over, but rather provided for
by granting them (their rights) in it, or the shares of young orphans who
have not reached the age of reason, to whom on the contrary they would
have granted their shares, since God has ordered them to hand over the
revenues of orphans in full and to be good guardians to them (cf. 4: 36 f).

81. If some of them say, “This (failure of theirs to treat their opponents’
property as booty) sprang from ignorance and lack of perception (of a
kind so harmless as) not to make it wrong for us to affiliate to them’, (the
reply is,) how can they claim that it is not wrong for them to affiliate to
one lot of people (in the past) only to disown and brand as polytheists
others today who act as they did?

82. They affiliate to people guilty of fornication, theft, and wine-drink-
ing, of falsely accusing chaste women of fornication (cf. 24:4, 23), of
unlawfully and intentionally taking lives forbidden by God (cf. 4:93,
6:151, 17:33), of appropriating the property of orphans, of taking usury
in awareness of what they are doing, of failing to pray in full knowledge of
God’s law about it, of judging by laws other than those sent down by God
in His book, of eating ‘carrion, blood, pork, and what has been hallowed
to other than God’ (16: 115) without being forced by necessity, and know-
ing that God has prohibited it, and of marrying their mother, daughter,
sister, paternal aunt, maternal aunt, foster-mother, and foster-sister (cf.
4:23) in full awareness that God has long since issued <legislation>
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and admonition about it. (These are some of the sins they commit) among
countless others, such as making money something taken in turns, making
it lawful to appropriate trusts, subjecting men to a test, making it unlawful
to own female (slaves) from among the women of their gawm, and making
anyone of them who is reluctant to fight confess to hypocrisy. If he con-
fesses to hypocrisy, he is given safety among them on that basis and they
deem it unlawful to take his life; but if he protests that he is innocent of
hypocrisy and claims to be a Muslim, they will deem it lawful to take his
life. So with them he is safe by virtue of an act that would have rendered
him fearful under the Messenger of God, for he would have forfeited his
life; and among them he is afraid by virtue of an act that would have
rendered him safe with the Messenger of God, for his life would have
been sacrosanct. So little do they know of God and so ignorant are they
of much of His command.

83. Again, they declared anyone of them who went back (a/-raji) to be
an infidel. They deemed it lawful to take his life and property, and likewise
branded as an infidel anyone of them who treated him as a co-religionist.
Later they themselves reverted to accepting him as a co-religionist. They
claim that they were right in both cases — the day they disowned him and
branded as an infidel whoever accepted him as a co-religionist, making it
lawful to take the latter’s life and property, and (again) the day they rever-
ted to accepting him as a co-religionist and disowned whoever declared
him an infidel, making it lawful to take the life and property of the latter.
But many of their number passed away while they were disowning the ra-
7i€and parted from the world in that state. We know, thank God, that if
they had been right the day they disowned <him> and made it lawful to
take the life and property of those who accepted him as a co-religionist,
then they would be wrong today in reverting to accepting him as a co-
religionist; and if they were right today in reverting to accepting him as
a co-religionist and branding as an infidel whoever <disowned him, then
they would have been wrong the day they disowned him and branded as an
infidel> whoever accepted him as a co-religionist; and those of them who
died disowning him on the day they departed from him would likewise
have been wrong.

[Dawud, ‘Atiyya, Abu Fudayk]

84. Then Dawud and his companions, ‘Atiyya and his companions, and
Abu Fudayk and his companions separated from him (Najda) over things
they reproached him for, claiming that he was wrong about them. But
the things over which they separated from him were no more numerous
than those on which they agreed with him, as regards enslaving people of
the gibla, killing
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their offspring, bedding their women, treating their property as booty,
slaughtering them indiscriminately, and severing relations of inheritance
with them. All of them, thank God, are wrong and abandon what is right,
to follow their own whim without guidance from God, while at the same
time they split over what they have in common. What unites Ibn al-Azraq
and his companions, Najda and his companions, “‘Atiyya and his compan-
ions, and Dawud and his companions, in whatever error they approve of,
is that they contradict themselves by doing what they prohibit and by
practising the things for which they brand (others) as infidels.

85. On top of that they are wrong because! they distort what God, ex-
alted and mighty is He, says about their gawm by taking it out of context.
They are wrong because they detest their gawm. They are wrong because
they act against the sunna of the Prophet in dealing with them <and> fail
to follow the conduct of (past) people to whom they affiliate in their deal-
ings with their gawm (today). They are wrong because they split <over
what> they have in common. And they are wrong because they have intro-
duced arbitrary innovations in their dealings with their gawm after those
to whom they affiliate (have set binding precedents).

86. Among their arbitrary innovations is that they severed relationships
of inheritance with their gawm when they went out and made their cause
manifest even though they had deemed it lawful to have relations of inher-
itance when they lived in their midst. They are wrong to have relations
of inheritance with people whose property they deem it lawful to treat as
booty; and they are wrong to treat as booty the property of people with
whom they deem it lawful to have relations of inheritance.

87. They are wrong to marry the women and eat the slaughters of (al-
leged) polytheists from whom they do not collect poll tax, and they are
wrong not to collect poll tax from polytheists whose women they deem it
lawful to marry.

88. They are also wrong <to honour> the contracts of (alleged) polythe-
ists. All these arbitrary practices show them to be wrong if (their gawm)
are indeed polytheists, as they say they are; and if they are not polytheists,
then they are wrong to accuse them of polytheism.

89. They are wrong to enslave <their gawm>. They are wrong to kill
them and their offspring. They are wrong to bed their women. They are
wrong to slaughter them indiscriminately. They are wrong to treat their
property as booty. And they are wrong to profess belief in emigration
(hijra) from their abode when a number of companions of their Prophet
died there after declaring their own gamwm to be infidels and they consider
them to have died in

U yudilluhum; literally, ‘it causes/proves/shows them to be in error that’ (they do
such-and-such things). Our translation frequently ignores the causative aspect altogether.
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a state of emigration: thus ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Awf, ‘Abdallah b. Mas‘ud,
Abu Dharr, and many other Muslims. If those men did indeed die in a
state of emigration, then they (the extremists) are not allowed to make
another emigration from their own abodes. If, on the other hand, their
emigration was invalidated by the trials (fitan, of civil war), then it can
only have been invalidated by fitan that led them astray (cf. 7: 155); and
if they did go astray, then the extremists are wrong to affiliate to them in
disregard of their error.

90. All these arbitrary innovations of theirs are wrong. If their gawm are
not polytheists, they are wrong because they have adopted deviant proced-
ures in dealing with them; and if their polytheism is manifest (?), then they
are wrong (in that) some of them have made the same innovations as their
gawm today . (?) . In these diverse conducts and newfangled innovations of
theirs the source of their error is their imputation of polytheism to their
gawm, and further the contradiction between their declarations and their
conduct.

[The Murji’a]

91. Then others, who had no predecessors whose path they followed or
authorities (awliya’) on whose guidance they modelled themselves, pro-
pounded the doctrine of suspended judgement. They said, ‘We will
pronounce on the recent schism (a/~furga al-akhira), having seen it and
been there; but we suspend judgement on the first schism’ — for they
were not there, it happened before their time. This is what they claim.
They hold that whoever accuses someone of error on the basis of the testi-
mony of the Muslims concerning something he was not there to see, or
which happened before his time, he is himself in error. This, they claim,
is God’s religion.

92. But if that doctrine of theirs is right, then all the participants in the
first schism were infidels. For when “Ali went out to the Kufans and called
upon them to separate from “‘Uthman, to disown him, and to fight those
seeking vengeance for his death, they responded without having been there
to see “‘Uthman’s behaviour and on the sole strength of the testimony of
the Muslims who told them (about it). And when Talha and al-Zubayr
went out to the Basrans and called upon them to declare for ‘Uthman
and seek vengeance for him by fighting “Ali and his party, they responded
even though they had not been there to see any of what
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they disagreed about. So if it is right to suspend judgement, (it follows
that) the people of Kufa and Basra were guilty of unbelief when they
responded to (calls to take sides over) something that had happened in
their absence and on which they accepted the testimony of people they
regarded as Muslims. (It also follows) that “Ali, al-Zubayr, and Talha fell
into unbelief when they called upon people to (take sides over) events
which these people had not been there to see, but over which they none-
theless deemed it lawful to shed Muslim blood and to disown those who
failed to respond; for they acted contrary to (the principle of) suspension
of judgement (which would be wrong) if the latter is indeed God’s reli-
gion regarding cases where one was absent from an event or lived after it
happened. And (it also follows that) the Murji’ites are themselves guilty
of unbelief when they suspend judgement on people who acted contrary
to their religion.

93. If, as they say, it is wrong to charge a user of the ¢ibla with error
when that person lived before one’s time, then they profess a doctrine
which they violate in practice: for they call on the younger generation of
their gawm to separate from Mu‘“wiya and to disown him. If it is wrong
for a Muslim to accuse someone who lived before his time on the basis
of the testimony of the Muslims (at large), then they are wrong in calling
(people) to a cause which it would be wrong for them to join; and if it is
right for a Muslim to accuse someone who lived before his time on the
basis of the testimony of the Muslims (at large), then they are wrong in
pronouncing it wrong.

94. From all this, God be praised, they have no way out. If they say that
Mu‘awiya is not like the people of the first schism, who were companions
of the Messenger of God — if that is what they say, (we answer that)
Mu‘awiya was a relative by marriage and a secretary of the Messenger of
God, and that “Umar b. al-Khattab only appointed him governor of the
Syrians because he so liked and admired him.

95. If they say that they have conflicting testimony from the people of the

gibla regarding the participants in the first schism (but not about Mu‘a-
wiya, we reply that) on Mu“wiya too
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there is conflicting testimony from the people of the gibla. Some approve
and some disapprove of him. If they say that these days no one disagrees
with them about Mu‘wiya unless he is himself astray, then (they admit
that) it is not for us to reject the testimony of the Muslims (at large) on
account of what is said by those who are astray: God has commanded us
to believe the believers and forbidden us to believe those who are astray,
by saying, addressing His Messenger, ‘He believes in God and believes
the believers’ (9:61). And, addressing others, ‘Do not make excuses, we
will not believe you; God has told us tidings of you’ (9:94).

96. If they argue that the younger generation whom they call upon to
separate from Mu‘wiya and to disown him can tell that he was wrong
from the reports of his (conduct) still current in their time, then (we reply
that just so) we, thank God, can tell today the error of those who were
wrong in the first schism from the reports still current in our time, and
from the fact that the Muslims (at large) disown them.

97. How, moreover, do they know that Abu Bakr and “‘Umar were right
when they claim not to be able to tell who was wrong from who was right
among the participants in the first schism, who were later than those two?
If they say that the people of the gibla are unanimous in proclaiming Abu
Bakr and “‘Umar right, and that this is why they affiliate to them, whereas
the people of the gibla disagree about the participants in the first schism,
and that this is why they suspend judgement on them — if this is what
they argue, then (we reply that) on Abu Bakr and “Umar too the testi-
mony of the people of the gibla is contradictory. Many of the Saba’iyya
dissociate from them. If they reply that they can tell the mendacity and
injustice of the Saba’iyya regarding Abu Bakr and “‘Umar from the errors
they observe in them today, then let them (likewise) tell the mendacity or
truthfulness of those who affiliate to the misguided participants in the first
schism on the basis of the error or right guidance which they can observe
in them (today). If they ask, ‘how can we reject the testimony of people
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who profess our creed, use our gibla, and believe in our Prophet?’; then
how do they reject the testimony of the Saba’iyya regarding Abu Bakr and
“Umar, when they too profess their creed, use their gibla, and believe in
their Prophet? And how do they reject what the Azariga, who also use
the gibla, say about stoning?

98. They claim that the kings of their gawm are believers and Muslims,
but that God has made it lawful to separate from them and to disown
them, and unlawful to associate with them and to ask for forgiveness for
them. But if they are indeed believers and Muslims, they are wrong in
deeming it unlawful to associate with them and to pray for forgiveness
for them, given God’s words ‘The believers, the men and women, are
friends of one another’ (9:71), and ‘Ask forgiveness for thy sin, and for
the believers, men and women’ (47: 19). And if God has made it unlawful
to associate with them and to pray for forgiveness for them, then they are
wrong in calling them believers.

99. They claim that they (the kings) are believers who have gone astray,
that their faith does not preserve them from error and that (conversely)
their error does not necessarily make them infidels or exclude them from
faith. But everyone is either a believer or an infidel. For God, whose
promise will come about without fail (cf. 22:47, 30:6), has decreed that
He will ‘guide those who believe to a straight path’ (22: 54) and that He
will ‘confirm those who believe with the firm words in this life and the
next’ (14:27). If the kings are believers, the Murji’ites are wrong in saying
that they have gone astray, given that God has told them that He will
‘guide those who believe to a straight path’ (22: 54); for one whom He has
guided to a straight path cannot be astray. And if the kings are astray, the
Murji’ites are wrong in declaring them believers.

100. Some of them profess that the kings are infidels devoid of faith
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and claim to know this from the Qur’an. For all that, they associate with
those Murji’ites who profess that the kings are believers devoid of unbe-
lief. If the kings are infidels, as they say they are, devoid of faith, then
those who declare infidels to be believers devoid of unbelief have gone
astray, and those who associate with them despite their profession have
gone astray as well.

101. The Murj’ite cause has thus [split up?], but the error which unites
them is that they base their doctrine on their own opinion, decide their
stance for themselves, oppose the way of those whom God has guided
before their time and reject the testimony of the Muslims for the testimony
of people who have gone astray.

102. They claim that it is wrong to admit the testimony of the Muslims
on events which happened before one’s time. But if that doctrine of theirs
is right, they are wrong in calling the younger generation of their gamwm
to separate from people who lived before their time. (Further,) if the
kings of their gawm are believers, they are wrong in forbidding association
with them, in disowning them and separating from them outright, and
in omitting to ask for forgiveness for them; and if they are not believers,
they are wrong in calling them believers, and in associating with those who
claim that believers they are. (Further,) they are wrong in associating with
people to whom they will respond! when (they call for) separation from
their enemy, but with whom they will not associate as long as they are
not disowning them. They are wrong in the discrepancy between their
declarations and their conduct.

103. They are wrong in interpreting the Book of God in a sense different
from that with which God sent it down. For they interpret as references
to suspension of judgement the words of God, “That is a nation that has
passed away; there awaits them that they have earned, and there awaits you
that you have earned; you shall not be questioned concerning the things
they did’ (2: 134, 141); and Pharaoh’s question to Moses about the former
generations (20: 51)

1 Or ‘who will respond to them’.
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to which ‘he replied, “The knowledge of them is with my Lord, in a book;
my Lord goes not astray, nor forgets”’ (20: 52).

104. By the life of God, if we place the people of the g:bla involved in
the <first> schism in the same category as the nation here described by
God as having passed away, then we classify them as chosen, excellent
(38:47) messengers of God. This verse has nothing to do with suspen-
sion of judgement. The nation referred to here is the one regarding which
God told the people of the Book who disagreed about it, ‘Or do you say
Abraham, Ishmael, Isaac, and Jacob, and the tribes — they were Jews or
Christians? Say: have you then greater knowledge, or God? And God is
not heedless of the things you do. That is a nation that has passed away;
there awaits them that they have earned, and there awaits you that you
have earned; you shall not be questioned concerning the things they did’
(2: 140 f). We, for our part, thank God, do not propose to suspend judge-
ment on God’s messengers. Rather, we profess that they are distinguished
by degrees (cf. 2:253), and we affiliate to them and testify that they are
free from all doubt and blemish. If we compare <the participants in> the
first schism to them, there can be no occasion for doubt or suspension of
judgement about them.

105. As for Pharaoh’s question to Moses about the former generations,
God sent Noah, Hud, Salih, Abraham, and Lot before Moses: they and
their followers and foes are the former generations. Do the Murji’ites
think that Moses put them (all) in a single category? He did not. Rather,
he affiliated to his brethren and disowned their enemies. The Murji’ites
are mistaken, praise be to God. They argue without proof (cf. 2: 111, etc.)
and distort the Qur’an by quoting it out of context. They take religion
to mean communal unity (a/~jama‘a). By God, if (all)
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the servants of God involved in the first schism were unbelievers, the Mur-
ji’ites would not recognize their unbelief; and if they were separated by
guidance and error, the Murji’ites would not throw in their lot with either
side.

[The Fatana]

106. The Fatana claim that the kings of their people are ‘an evil lot’
(21:74, 77) afflicted by (God’s) trial (maftunun, cf. 68:6), but that holy
war and fighting against them till they revert to what is right and desist
from their errors have been forbidden by God. Yet in His book, if only
they understood God’s word, God orders (the believers to wage) holy war
on offenders till they revert to His command (cf. 49: 9) and to fight against
people of fitna till they desist (from causing civil strife) and ‘till there is
no fitna’ (2:193, 8:39). So God gives the lie to what they say.

107. They claim that imams are right where other people would be
wrong if they adopted a course of action like that adopted by the im-
ams. For they claim that if an imam always practised what was right and
remained obedient to his Lord in every case he was confronted with, but
was (nonetheless) denounced for some of his rightful practices by a group
of people who declared it lawful to shed his blood unless he desisted, then
it would be lawful for the imam to wage holy war on them, and for the
Muslims to assist him in fighting them, till they repented and accepted
the rightful things they had rejected. But if the imam lapsed from (be-
ing) right to the (same erroneous) position for which it had been lawful
to wage holy war against them, then what was lawful for him would be
unlawful for them — namely, to wage holy war on him till he repented,
as he waged holy war on them till they repented. And it would not (now)
be lawful for the Muslims to assist them as it was lawful for them to assist
the imam.

108. This doctrine of theirs is false, thank God. For an imam is just an
ordinary man. If it is right for the imam to act in a certain way, it is right
for ordinary people to act likewise; and if it is wrong for ordinary people
to act in a certain way, the imam is (just as) wrong if he does the same.

109. They claim that if (a case calling for) one of the penalties (hadd)
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fixed by God came before the imam and he wanted to impose it, but was
obstructed by people declaring that it would be lawful to take his life if he
imposed that punishment on the guilty party, then it would be lawful for
him to wage holy war on them till they submitted to God’s judgement,
and lawful for the Muslims to assist him in it. But if the imam then did
something similar, what was lawful for him would be unlawful for them —
namely, to wage holy war on him till he submitted to God’s judgement,
as he made holy war on them till they submitted to God’s judgement.
And it would not (now) be lawful for the Muslims to assist them as it was
lawful for them to assist the imam.

110. They claim that if the imam (had to deal with) a group of people
refusing to pay the alms tax (zakah) on their property and declaring it
lawful to shed his blood if he forced them to pay it, even though he obeyed
God and (always) put the alms tax (sadaga) <to the use> to which God
has allocated it, then it would be lawful for him to wage holy war on
them, and lawful for the Muslims to assist him in it. But if the imam
then committed an act of witholding the alms tax from those entitled to
it quite like the (sin) for which it was lawful for him to take their lives,
then what was lawful for him would be unlawful for them — namely, to
make holy war on him till he reverted to what is right as it was lawful for
him to wage holy war on them till they reverted to it. And it would not
(now) be lawful for the Muslims to assist them as it was lawful for them
to assist the imam.

111. They claim that if people submitted an inheritance dispute to an
imam and he judged between them rightly (cf. 38:26), but they rejected
what was right, refused to accept it, and declared it lawful to take his life
for (judging as he did), then it would be lawful for the imam to wage holy
war on them till they reverted to what is right and accepted what they
had rejected, and lawful for the Muslims to assist the imam in it. But if
the imam failed to judge rightly and declared it lawful to take their lives
unless they accepted his judgement, then what was lawful for him would
be unlawful for them — namely, to wage holy war on him till he reverted
to what is right as he was allowed to wage holy war on them till they
reverted to it. And it would not (now) be lawful for the Muslims
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to assist them as it was lawful for them to assist the imam.

112. They also claim that if a man killed someone, intentionally or by
mistake, and refused to accept (the imam’s sentence of) retaliation or blood
money, and a group of people intervened to protect him from the imam,
then it would be lawful for the imam to wage holy war on them till they
submitted to God’s judgement and accepted His command in the case,
and lawful for the Muslims to assist him in that. But if the imam inflic-
ted similar (damage) without accepting God’s judgement in the case, then
what was lawful for him would be unlawful for them — namely, to wage
holy war on him till he submitted to God’s judgement and accepted His
command in the case. And it would not (now) be lawful for the Muslims
to assist them as it was lawful for them to assist the imam.

113. They claim that the kings of their gawm have wronged people and
been insolent in the earth without right (cf. 42:42), but that they do not
know whether they have thereby deserved God’s punishment or mercy.
Yet God says, “The way is only open against those who do wrong to people,
and are insolent in the earth without right; there awaits them a painful
chastisement’ (42:42) ... Today we see nothing more meritorious, more
rightly guided, more in the nature of obedience to God, more beneficial
after death, or more compelling as an argument in this world than being
content with the path of those whom God has guided before us and fol-
lowing the example of their righteous sunna. God says, ‘God desires to
make clear to you, and to guide you in the institutions (sunan) of those
before you, and to turn towards you; God is all-knowing, all-wise’ (4: 26).

PART IV

114. Therefore our stance is like the stance! of the Muslims before the
Jfitna came upon them on the day they killed “‘Uthman, on the Day of the
Camel, and on the day when they rejected the appointment of men to be
judges

U taba® li-‘amr al-muskimin: the manuscript reads taba® li-a’immat al-muslimin, ‘to follow the

imams of the Muslims’, and so does Salimi. But, in what follows, 7aba‘ is used, not to say
of a person that he follows the lead of another (in the sense of itzaba‘a), but rather to say of
something that it depends on, and accords with, something else on which it is modelled.
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of their religion. Our opinion today follows their opinion then; our in-
terpretation of the Qur’an today follows their interpretation then. We are
not among those who claim to be [more capable today (than the Muslims
of the past) of determining the meaning of?] Qur’an and sunna where it
was concealed from them.

115. We see it as our duty to respect the right of parents, relatives,
orphans, poor people, travellers, companions, neighbours, and slaves,
whether they are pious or impious.

116. We discharge all trusts entrusted to us by anyone, be he of our gawm
or not; we honour the contracts of our gawm with (?) dhimmis, and we
make restitution to dhimmis, if we can, for wrongs they have suffered at
the hands of our gawm and others.

117. We grant protection to anyone of our gawm or anyone else who
asks for it. At times of war, anyone who restrains (his hand and tongue)
and withdraws is safe with us and will be left alone to think it over, even
though we shall neither doubt their error [nor grant them?] a position
between right and wrong, for there is nothing after truth but error (cf.
10:32). When they have had time to think it over, we shall call upon
them to (follow) the Book of God, to recognize the truth and treat its
followers as friends, and to separate from falsehood and treat its followers
as foes. If they recognize the truth, acknowledge it, and associate with us
on that basis, we shall associate with them and deem it unlawful to take
their lives, even if they do <not> campaign with us. And if they reject
God’s truth, preferring blindness to guidance (cf. 41: 17) and separation
from the Muslims to union with them, we (in turn) separate from them
and fight them till they return to God’s command (cf. 49:9) or perish in
their error. But we do not hold that they should be classified as idolaters
so as to make it lawful for us to enslave them, kill their offspring, treat
their property as booty, or sever relationships of inheritance with them.

118. We do not hold with
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assassinating our gamwm or killing them in secret, however wrong they may
be. As long as we live among them, we show them approval of their ways.
For God does not command us to (assassinate or kill in secret) in His
book. Neither do we know of anyone among God’s allies in the nations
of the past who deemed any such thing to be lawful when in a position
like ours, so that we would be following their sunna in (doing) that. Nor
did any of the Muslims in Mecca do it to any of the polytheists, so that
we might do it to people (who are not even polytheists but people) of
the gibla. God ordered his Prophet to dissolve a league with people from
whom he feared treachery, saying, ‘And if thou fearest treachery any way
at the hands of a people, dissolve it with them equally: surely God loves
not the treacherous’ (8: 58).

119. We disapprove of any Muslim undertaking (to serve) with the kings
of their gawm as long as the latter continue in the error of their ways. For
if a Muslim campaigns with them and thereby calls upon their <enemies>
to obey them, he will be calling upon them to obey people he professes
to be infidels. But he must not call upon others to obey (the kings), for if
they respond and obey them, he will (have to) disown them; and if they
separate from him and do not obey them, he will (have to) deem it lawful
to fight them. He who fights along with kings is in one of two positions:
either he will be siding with them in (full) approval of their cause, or
else he will be helping them and strengthening their rule (sultan) (despite
reservations).

120. We hold that we are not forbidden to have relations of marriage and
inheritance with our gawm as long as they share our gibla. For the Muslims
used to have relations of marriage and inheritance with the hypocrites,
knowing (them for what they were), though the hypocrites could be seen
to commit more sins than can be seen (to be committed) by the majority
of our gawm today.

121. We do not hold with impugning the chastity of
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anyone who uses our gibla for something we have no knowledge of (cf.
24:15). Many Kharijites deem it lawful in their religion to impugn the
chastity of a member of their gawm of whom they know that he has dis-
sociated from zina (as a user of the g¢ibla). They will make that claim
(simply) because they have separated from him (as an unbeliever). Per-
haps they have never spoken with him and no co-religionist of theirs has
told them that he has spoken with him, and (as a result) they know nothing
about his ways. (But) God says, ‘O believers, be you securers of justice,
witnesses for God. Let not detestation for a people move you not to be
equitable; be equitable — that is nearer to godfearing. And fear God,
surely God is aware of the things you do’ (5:8). Further, if anyone who
deems that lawful were to be called a bastard by one of his co-religionists,
he could not [reject the slur?] if his mother were of the gawm, even if he
knew his mother to be perfectly chaste and innocent of what she was being
accused of. We for our part know, thanks to God and His kindness, that
the Messenger of God, may God’s blessing and peace be upon him, used
to flog hypocrites, men and women, knowing that they were hypocrites
and infidels. What moved him to do that was their use of the gibla, their
overt acceptance of the unlawfulness of zina in their religion and (their?)
dissociation from anyone who claimed that zina was lawful in his religion.

122.  We do not hold with exposing our gawm to indiscriminate slaughter,
as long as they use the gibla, before we have called upon them to revert to
the truth and hold to it. For God liked His Prophet to call (upon people)
and ordered him and the believers to do so, saying, ‘O Prophet! We have
sent thee as a witness, and good tidings to bear and warning, calling unto
God by His leave, and as a light-giving lamp’ (33:45f). And: ‘Call thou
to the way of thy Lord
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with wisdom and good admonition, and dispute with them in the better
way. Surely thy Lord knows very well those who have gone astray from
His way, and He knows very well those who are guided’ (16: 125). And He
said to him, ‘Say: This is my way; I call to God with sure knowledge, I and
whoever follows after me. To God be glory! I am not among the idolaters’
(12:108). And: ‘Let there be one nation of you, calling to good, and
bidding to what is approved (ma%if) and forbidding what is reprehensible;
those are the ones to prosper’ (3: 104). And: ‘And who speaks fairer than
he who calls unto God and does righteousness and says: “Surely I am of
them that surrender”’ (41:33).

123.  We do not hold with killing minors from among the people of our
gibla, who are without sin and understand nothing of the disagreements
between the users of the gibla. (They should not be killed) for the sin of
another person who is an adult (old enough to) understand God’s com-
mand and to know what it is that people disagree about, but who has
turned to ignorance after (receiving) the knowledge (of God’s revelation)
and to blindness after (receiving) the clear evidence (of God’s revelation,
cf. 3:19, 98:4, etc.). <The Prophet did not kill the offspring of hypo-
crites?> and the offspring of those who use the ¢ibla today are in the same
position as they. Even if they were ruled in obedience to God by an imam
of guidance, from whom some fathers separated over a dubious matter (f7
amyr shubha), they would not understand (the duty of) loyalty to the imam,
nor would they understand (the sin) of disowning him committed by the
fathers who had separated from him.

124. We do not hold with deeming it lawful to have sexual intercourse
with the wife of a man who has married her according to the Book of
God and the sunna of His Prophet unless her husband has divorced her
or passed away from her and she has completed the waiting period of the
divorcee or widow.

125. We disown people if we are aware that they have committed an
act of disobedience to God for which God has threatened chastisement,
ordering (us) to separate from whoever commits such an act and to disown
him and whoever associates with him in spite of it, until they desist and
show repentence. We do not hold it right to associate with
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anyone unless we are aware that he <fulfils his religious obligations?>, re-
cognizes God’s law (haqq), acts in obedience to God, supports His friends,
and separates from His enemies.

126. We do not hold with professing belief in making a Aijra from the
abode of our gawm in the way that the Prophet and his companions emig-
rated from the abode of their gawm. Rather, whoever of us goes out does
so in order to fight in the path of God, in obedience to him; and if he
returns to the abode of his gawm, we associate with him, provided that
he recognizes God’s law (hagq) and accepts that it applies to his own life
and his property.

127. We hold that it is right to associate with women and slaves who go
out (with us), provided that we know, before we go, that they approve of
(God’s) law (hagq), recognize it, and support (us) in its cause, and that they
only want to go out because they desire Islam and prefer (it) to everything
else. For God says, ‘And the believers, the men and the women, are friends
of one another; they bid to what is approved (ma%uf), and forbid what is
reprehensible; they perform the prayer, and pay the alms, and they obey
God and His Messenger. Those — upon them God will have mercy; God
is all-mighty, all-wise’ (9: 71).

128. We hold that a band of Muslims should pay allegiance to their imam
only on (condition that he will wage) jihad in the path of God and that they
will obey him in what is approved (ma%uf), till they perish in that pursuit
or prevail over their enemy. Let them therefore appoint to the command
their most excellent men and those among them who understand (God’s
religion).

129. Those of us who go out associate with those of us who stay at home;
but those of us who stay at home acknowledge the superiority which God
has granted to those of us who go out.

130. We affiliate to Muslims who lived before our time and whom we
have not seen, on the strength of the testimony of the Muslims; and we
disown the imams of wrongdoing and their associates who lived before
our time and whom we have not seen, on the strength of the testimony
of the Muslims.

131. We would like the kings of our gawm
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to fear God, not to follow their whims when God’s law (a/-haqq) demands
otherwise, not to reject a sunna, not to persist in sin after recognizing it
(for what it is), and to put the sadaga and fa)’ to the uses which God has
allocated to them.

132.  We would like the Saba’iyya to fear God, not to separate from those
who make God the sole judge in a matter already settled by God, and not
to associate with those who abandon and shun God’s judgement, making
someone other than God the judge.

133. We would like the Kharijites to fear God, not to make wrongful
violence part of their religion, not to shun the path of those whom God
guided before them, not to affiliate to people and (at the same time) act
contrary to their practice, and not to separate from those who follow the
conduct of the people to whom they affiliate.

134. We would like the Murj?’ites to fear God, their Lord, and to be-
lieve the believers when it comes to affiliating to Muslims who lived before
their time and (likewise) when it comes to disowning the imams of op-
pression who lived before their time, so that they will affiliate on the basis
of the believers’ testimony, as do those who today testify that the imams
of wrongdoing were astray, and who call those who do not judge in ac-
cordance with what God has sent down by the names which God Himself
applies to them.

135. We would like the Fatana to fear God, to accept the judgement of
the Qur’an so as to be convinced by its threat, and to deem lawful what
God has made lawful in dealing with people of oppression, transgression,
and wrongdoing, namely to separate from them and to fight them until
they repent.

136. We would like the Bida“iyya to fear God, to act in accordance with
the sunna of the Messenger of God, and to make conformance to it the
condition of affiliation even if they are too weak for it.

137. We would like the rest of our gawm to fear God, their Lord, not
to subordinate His judgement to the judgement of their gawm and not to
hold on to the compact with a people who disobey him, for God
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has not permitted anyone to give his compact to someone who disobeys
His command.

138. 'This is the stance to which we call and which we take ourselves,
God willing. There is no might or power save with God (cf. 18:39). We
call to God. We are the Muslims. We call for God to be obeyed so that we
can permit what He has permitted, prohibit what He has prohibited and
judge according to what God has sent down in His book, and we follow
the sunna of His Prophet and the sunna of the righteous among God’s
servants.

139. We do not approve, thank God, of extremism in our religion, of
wrongful violence in our stance, or of aggression against anyone who sep-
arates from us.

140. Our judgement today on whoever abandons our ¢ibla to turn else-
where is the same as that of our Prophet on those who abandoned his gibla
and as the judgement of the Muslims after him on those who turned to
a qibla other than theirs.

141. What is lawful for us today in the abode of our gawm is (equally)
lawful for us when we go out; and what is unlawful when we go out is
(equally) unlawful for us today in the abode of our gawm. We know, thank
God, that nothing which is forbidden to those of us who go out is permit-
ted to those who stay at home; and nothing which is permitted to those of
us who stay at home is forbidden to those who go out. [We know (how-
ever)]! that though God has given leave to those who reside among people
of error to practise fagiyya, He has not made it excusable for anyone (who
goes out to) proclaim and call to the truth to be afraid (yattaqi) of any of
the people of error in anything concerning God’s command.

142. Praise be to God, who enabled us to succeed in (taking) this (stance)
and guided us to it. ‘Had God not guided us, we had surely never been
guided. Indeed, our Lord’s messengers came with the truth’ (7:43). We
ask God to include us and you among those for whom ‘it will be pro-
claimed: “This is our Paradise; you have been given it as your inheritance
for what you did”’ (7:43).

1 Reading wa-na%am anna for wa-laysa inna, which does not look right and which results
in a contradiction of Salim’s earlier defence of zagiyya at II, 73. But our reading also results in
a contradiction, this time within the paragraph itself, and it is likely that something is missing.






3
COMMENTARY

PART 1

2. We enjoin you ... On the wasiyya bi ’l-tagwa topos, see above,
Ch. I, 15f. wa-narda lakum ta‘at allah wa-naskhatu lakum ma‘siya-
tahu. Likewise K1, 1. wa-nahuththukum. Cf. Muhammad b. Mahbub
in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 223.

3. ma istahfazakum Allah alayhi min kitabihi. Cf. Muhammad b.
Mahbub in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 223: ma istahfazakum ‘alayhi min amanatihi.
it will do you no harm as long as you ... fear Him. Cf. the letter of
Ibrahim b. Isma“l al-Khurasani in Ibn Sallam, Bad’, 136.5: man yattaqi
llah fa-huwa al-amin al-mahfuz alladhi [7 yadurruhu ma‘a aman alloh shay’
min amr al-dunya wa’l-akhira.

4. akhadhtum bi-hazzikum min ta‘at rabbikum. Not ‘your share of
obedience’, but ‘your share in the other world through obedience’. Cf.
below, 1. 110 (khudhit nasibakum min al-jihad: ‘make sure of your portion
by participating in holy war’) and 565 (wa-yas’alu ’llah an yarzuqahu mithl
alladhi razaqahum min jihad ad@ihi: ‘asks God to provide him (with a
portion) through holy war against His enemies on a par with what He
gives them’).

5. fa-man ittaba‘a hadha ’l-qu’an, etc. The phrase recurs almost
identically in KI, 1, where it is also part of a grand praise of the Qur’an.
Cf. also the so-called first letter of Ibn Ibad to ‘Abd al-Malik (hereafter
IB1): l@ yahtadi man ihtada min al-nas illa bi-’ttibathi wa-la yadullu man
dalla min al-nas illa bi-tarkihy (Kashif, Siyar, 1. 328.5; similarly the ver-
sion in Barradi, Jawahir, 157.16 = Rubinacci ‘Califfo’; 107). God has
manifested His excuse, declared His argument. This sounds odd
in English, but God has an excuse (‘udhr) in the sense that He cannot
be accused of unfairness: He has explained Himself and His law in the
Qur’an (‘declared His argument’ (4ujja)) and made it clear how He will
punish those who fail to abide by the stipulations (‘advanced His threat’
(wa9d)). Humans therefore cannot claim to toil ‘without having received
a truthful excuse and conclusive arguments’, as Salim points out below,
I, 7: God’s excuse equals the human lack thereof. wa-man hakkama
al-yawn kitab allah wa-ja‘alahu imaman. Cf. below, I, 7, where the
Qur’anic concatenation of imam and book is quoted; II, 28—-30, where ac-
cepting Islam equals al~rida bi-hukm al-qui’an; 11, 37, where Abu Bakr
ja‘ala ’l-qur’an imaman; above, 1, 4 (fa-"tammir bi-kitab allah); Tabari, 2nd



148 COMMENTARY

ser., 518.13, where Ibn al-Azraq tells his followers that al~kitab lakum
imam; the epistle of Shabib b. ‘Atiyya, which also has it that kitab allah
imamuna wa-imamukum (Kashif, Siyar, ii. 346.—2; reproduced in Salimi,
Tuhfa, i. 104); the so-called second letter of Ibn Ibad to ‘Abd al-Ma-
lik (hereafter IB2) in Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 212a.3, where we are
told of Shi‘ites who rely on Hadith that laysa ’l-kitab bi-imamihim; the
letter attributed to Abu Sufyan Mahbub b. al-Rahil in Darjini, Tabagat,
ii. 284.—4, on people ‘today’: laysa al-kitab lahum bi-imam (the text has
lahu). Cf. also the Kharijite creeds of the type radina bi’llah rabban . ..
wa-bi’I-qur’an imaman cited below, Ch. 7, 256 f.

7. truthful excuse and conclusive arguments. See above, ad 1, 5.

10. a world so curtailed. Sayfb. “Umar also characterizes the dunya as
mungatia in the sense of short lived (Futuh, 173.-5, in a speech attributed
to “‘Uthman).

12. make sure of your share. Cf. above, ad 4.

13. staying at home will not ... postpone your terms. Cf. Sa‘di,
QOamiis, vi. 146: the Muslims (i.e. Ibadis) say that nobody dies before his
ajal, contrary to those who claim that people who are killed do not live to
their terms. Similarly M. M. Moreno, ‘Note di teologia ibadita’, Annali
dell’Istituto Universitario Orientale di Napoli, NS, 3 (1949), 304.

PART I1I

14. For the mission topos, see above, Ch. 1, 16 f. God chose Islam
as a religion which He approved for Himself: Similarly letters by
al-Walid II (Tabari, 2nd ser., 1756 f = Crone and Hinds, God’s Caliph,
118); Yazid IIT (Tabari, 2nd ser., 1843 = Crone and Hinds, God’s Caliph,
126); “‘Abd al Hamid b. Yahya (Rasa@’il ‘Abd al-Hamid b. Yahya al-katib,
ed. I. “‘Abbas (‘Amman, 1988), 210, no. 17; 274. no. 27); and al-Ma’mun
(Crone and Hinds, God’s Caliph, 134). Cf. also Ibn al-Azraq to the Basrans
(Mubarrad, iii. 1038). He sent all His messengers. Similarly al-Walid
IT and al-Ma’min, above, and ‘Abd al-Hamid, 265, no. 22.

16. confirmed one another. Similarly al-Ma’mun (Crone and Hinds,
God’s Caliph, 134).

17. to confirm the prophets who had gone before him. Similarly
al-Walid II (Crone and Hinds, God’s Caliph, 119).

18. God sent him to white and black, Arab and non-Arab...
Muhammad was sent to ‘the white, the black, and the red’ according to
the eighth-century hadith al-isr@ cited by al-Suyuti, al-La’ali al-masnia
[t ahddith al-mawdi‘a (Cairo, 1352), i. 75.—7. Cf. also Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 79,
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where the Prophet da‘a al-‘arab wa’l-‘ajam ilayhi, possibly a summary of
Salim’s passage. upon an interval between the messengers ... when
error had prevailed. Abu Hamza’s mission topos has almost the same
formulation (al@ fatra min al-rusul wa-"ngita min al-haqq: thus Izkawi,
Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 272a.9). Similarly al-Walid and al-Ma’mun (Crone
and Hinds, God’s Caliph, 119, 134) and ‘Abd al-Hamid (265, no. 22) at

varying length and in different words.

19. so that mankind might have no argument against God. Cf.
al-Ma’mun: ‘so that He might have the conclusive argument over his Cre-
ation’, here too with citation of Q. 8:42 (Crone and Hinds, God’s Caliph,
134). Cf. also van Ess, TG, i. 412 f.

23. people ... called him a liar. Cf. ‘Abd al-Hamid, 266.6: he en-
dured al-adha wa’l-takdhib. Cf. also KI, 2, on previous prophets: people
kadhdhabihu. Similarly, al-Walid II (Tabari, 2nd ser., 1757 = Crone and
Hinds, God’s Caliph, 119).

24. for as long as God wished. This expression is used six times in
all in the epistle; cf. below, 1. 241, 249, 356, 542, 577. The expression
is extremely common in eastern, non-Kufan Ibadi sources, of which it is
close to being diagnostic, cf. App. 3.

25. kataba ‘alayhi ’l-qital. Cf. al-Qalhati, Kitab al-kashf wa’l-bayan
1 sharh iftiraq wa’l-adyan, British Library, Or. 2606, fo. 52b.10: thumma
kataba °llah ‘ald nabiyyihi al-qital, citing ‘Fight in the way of God those
who fight you and do not aggress. ..’ (Q. 2: 190). Cf. Ibn Ishaq, Das Leben
Muhammed’s, ed. F. Wiistenfeld (Gottingen, 1858—60), 313 f, where God
permits him to fight, with the verse ‘Permission is given to those who
fight who have been wronged...” (Q. 22:39). Later the Messenger of
God moved out there himself. That the Prophet was the last to emig-
rate is the standard view (cf. Ibn Ishaq, Leben, 323; contrast 339, where
the ‘emigrants followed one another to join the Apostle (in Medina)’.
wa-nasarithu, etc. KI, 3, has an almost identical phrase. Qalhati, Kashf,
fo. 51b.11, probably citing Hilal b. “‘Atiyya, has wa-nasarivhu wa-wasawhu
(Kashf, fo. 51b.=7).

26. man sha’a ’llah an yajtamia ilayhi. Cf. App. 3. yagatilu . .. man
qatalahu . . . wa-yw’amminu man i‘tazalahu minhum wa-kaffa ‘anhu
wa-yu‘@hidu man ‘ahadahu. Cf. Hilal b. ‘Atiyya: kana nabiyy allah sim
yugatilu man qatalahu wa-yakuffu ‘@mman kaffa ‘anhu wa-yu‘ahidu man a-
hadahu (Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 53a.2). Cf. also below, II, 65, where the early
Kharijites observe this rule; IV, 117, where it is restated as Ibadi doctrine.
In ASM too not killing al~mu‘tazil al-kaff is part of Ibadi doctrine (Kashif,
Siyar, 1. 229.-6). fa-makatha ma sha’a ’llah. Cf. App. 3.

27. Abrogation. Qalhati similarly informs his reader that the Qur’an
was not revealed in one piece and that parts of it would abrogate others
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(Kashf, fo. 52b.—4). disowned ... fight the polytheists totally. Cf.
Tabari, 2nd ser., 518, where the Azraqites invoke Q. 9: 1; Qalhati, Kashf,
fos. 55b.1, 56b.3, who explains that after Muhammed had been ordered
to fight the polytheists kaffatan, the ahl al-kitab were exempted from the
general rule with the revelation of Q. 9:29.

28. khamasa malahu. Literally, ‘take a fifth of his property’, or, in other
words, treat his property as booty from which a fifth must be deducted for
the imam, the fifth in question being God’s and earmarked for charitable
purposes (cf. Q. 8:41). Later Ibadi sources speak of ghanm rather than
khams in this context. gata‘a ’l-mirath minhu. Taken literally, this only
establishes that pagans could not inherit from Muslims, but the gat¢ was
meant to apply both ways: Muslims could only inherit from hypocrites
because the latter were overt Muslims themselves (cf. 11, 31). Salim duly
uses the reciprocal term mumwaratha in the following paras. and we trans-
late in a reciprocal vein throughout. al-rida bi-hukm al-qur’an. Also
below, 11, 29 f. It is close to synonymous with adoption of Islam here, in
accordance with the Kharijite conviction that there is no judgement but
God’s. For the overall message of the para., cf. Wa’il b. Ayyub, in Kashif]
Styar, 11. 57, who says much the same, adding that Arab polytheists can
be slaughtered indiscriminately and debarred from the holy mosque.

29. athara min al-9lm. Q. 46:4 (‘Bring me a Book before this, or
some remnant of knowledge’) provided a neat way of making Zoroastri-
ans quasi-People of the Book. the Messenger ... wrote ... to the
Zoroastrians in Hajar. Cf. Ibn Sa‘d, 1. 263 = J. Wellhausen (tr.), ‘Ibn
Sa‘d, Die Schreiben Muhammads und die Gesandtschaften an ihn’ in his
Skizzen und Vorarbeiten, iv. (Berlin,1889), 103: ‘the Prophet also wrote
to the Zoroastrians of Hajar, offering them Islam. If they refused, they
were to pay jizya, and one was not to marry their women or eat their
slaughters’. Likewise al-Baladhuri, Futith al-buldan, ed. M. J. de Goeje
(Leiden, 1866), 81; “‘Abd al-Razzaq b. Hammam al-San‘ani, a/~-Musan-
naf, ed. H.-R. al-A“zami (Beirut, 1970-2), vi. no. 10025; x. no. 19256.
Cf. also W2’il b. Ayyub in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 56 f; M. J. Kister, ‘Social
and Religious Concepts of Authority in Islam’; Ferusalem Studies in Arabic
and Islam 18 (1994), 88 ff; Y. Friedmann, ‘Classification of Unbelievers in
Sunni Muslim Law and Tradition’, Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam

22 (1998), 179 ff.

30. Cf. Wa’il b. Ayyub in Kashif, Siyar, ii, 56 f, who adds that one can-
not intermarry with or eat the slaughters of the People of the Book if
they are harb, (sic, i.e. not dhimmis): in that case one may kill them, en-
slave their women and children, and take their property as booty. Cf. also
Shagqsi, Manhaj, 1. 638.10, who applauds a seventeenth-century Ya‘rubi
sultan for expelling the Christians (i.e. Portuguese) from Masqat after he
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had ‘killed their fighting men, taken their property as booty, and enslaved
their women and offspring’.

32. Mischief-makers. We adopt this translation for the term muhdithin
in imitation of translators of the Constitution of Medina, which forbids
the believers to help or shelter a mukdith (Ibn Ishaq, Leben, 342). The
Ibadis duly invoked the khadith version of this clause (Kashif, Siyar, 1.
35.3) and ‘Uthman is the paradigmatic muhdith; his misdeeds are invari-
ably called ahdath in both the Ibadi and the Sunni literature. not ...
enslave his offspring, treat his property as booty, sever relations of
inheritance. The Prophet did all this to polytheists (cf. above II, 28),
but mischief-makers are not polytheists. Cf. below II, 57, 65, on the ex-
emplary behaviour of the early Muslims/Kharijites; III, 67 and passim on
the extremist divergence from the Prophet’s practice; and IV, 117 on Ibadi
practice. Marry his wife to a Muslim before she had ... become
lawful. This is a reference to istinkah, which the extremists allowed, cf.
below, III, 67 and the comments thereto.

33. awrathakum al-kitab. Similarly IBl: thumma awratha ’llah
Gbadahu ’l-kirab (Kashif, Siyar, 1. 328.4; cf. Barradi, 157.15 = Rubi-
nacci, ‘Califfo’, 107). Today I have perfected your religion. Also
cited by Khalid in Kashif, Siyar, i. 97.8, at the end of an exposition of
Muhammad’s teaching.

34. sabil man kafara bihi . .. min sahib wathan aw ahl al-kitab aw
mundfiq aw man halla ‘alayhi al-qatl min ahl qiblatihi. Here the
Zoroastrians have been omitted. They are not, in fact, relevant to the
polemics that follow, and one assumes that they were only included for
the sake of completeness in the first place.

36. fitna. The idea that God promised/threatened, or at least foresaw,
a fitna is also found in KI, 5, and IB1 (Kashif, Siyar, 11. 335.5; Qalhati,
Kashf, 84b.7; Barradi, 161.12 = Rubinacci, ‘Califfo’, 113), as well as other
Ibadi sources (cf. below, Ch. 7, 252). Van Ess wonders where God has
promised/threatened this fitna, and suggests Q. 8:73 (‘Das Kitab’, 27),
but the answer given by Salim and Ibn Ibad is Q. 29: 1-3 f (noted by Cook,
Dogma, 12), as well as 3:179 and 47: 31 in Salim.

37. ittakhadha ’l-qur’an imaman, cf. above, ad 1, 5. iqtada bi-sunnat
nabi allah. Similarly, Salih (Tabari, 2nd ser., 883), Abu Hamza (Crone
and Hinds, God’s Caliph, 129, §2) and Khalid (Kashif, Siyar, i. 98), in
different words.

38. iqtada bi-sunnat rasul allah. Similarly Salih, Abu Hamza, and
Khalid (cf. the previous para.). quir’an natiq aw sunna min rasiul al-
lah. Cf. Abu ’I-Mu’thir on kitab natig aw sunna ma’thirra (Kashif, Siyar,
1. 179.2). “‘Uthman and “Ali use the expression kitab natig in Ibn A¢tham,
1. 152.7, Sayf, Futuh, 251.-5. the first to settle some matters of
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inheritance law. See N. ]J. Coulson, Succession in the Muslim Family
(Cambridge, 1971), 45 f, 47, 73 ff. Eighty lashes for wine-drinking. This
is also mentioned by Abu Hamza (Crone and Hinds, God’s Caliph, 130,
§3). According to EF, s.v. ‘khamr’; col. 996b, the governor in question
was Khalid b. al-Walid. Obey God and ... the Messenger and those
in authority. Salim takes ‘those in authority’ to be caliphs or imams,
which appears to be the standard Ibadi view (similarly Bisyani in Kashif,
Styar, ii. 89.3; al-Jannawuni, Kitab al-wad€, ed. Abu Ishaq Ibrahim At-
fayyish (Oman (Maktabat al-Istigama), n.d.), 23).

39. hatta tawaffahu ’llah ... wa’l-mw’minun radun ‘anhu muta-
wallun lahu. Cf. the formulations used of Muhammad and Abu Bakr in
IB1 (hatta tawaffahu ’llah . . . wa-hum ‘anhu radan . . . hatta faraga ’-dunya
wa-ahl al-islam anhu radim wa-lahu mujamian (Kashif, Siyar, 11. 328.3, 9;
Barradi, Jawahir, 157.—4 = Rubinacci, ‘Califfo’, 108) and Khalid (Kashif,
Siyar, 1. 98 f).

40. For as long as God wished. See App. 3. The period in question
is usually identified as six years (cf., e.g., al-Baladhuri, Ansab al-ashraf,
v. ed. S. D. F. Goitein (Jerusalem, 1936), 25.14 (Waqidi), 26.4 (Hisham
b. “Ammar al-Dimashqi); Mubarrad, iii. 909.2, 946.-2, 1024.7). Later
Ibadi authors duly have ‘for six years or for as long as God willed’ (thus
Khalid in Kashif, Siyar, i. 100.8; Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 84b.-3), or simply
‘six years’ (thus Izkaw?’s version of Abu Hamza’s speech on the caliphs,
Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 273a.4); but Salim does not seem to have known it.
tala alayhi al-amad. Similarly Sayf, Futuh, 57.7; and Barradi, Jawahir,
56.1 (where amad has become amr). The idea is that he deluded himself
into thinking that he had all the time in the world.

41. Property something to be taken in turns. Likewise IB1 (Kashif,
Siyar, 1. 331.5; Barradi, Jawahir, 159.15 = Rubinacci, ‘Califfo’, 110; Qal-
hati, Kashf, fo. 85a; Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 181a). Abu Hamza
says the same of Mu‘awiya (Crone and Hinds, God’s Caliph, 130, §6).
Salim cites the Qur’anic verse behind the phrase (59:7) in II, 44 and uses
the phrase again in II, 51. He gave Marwan the khums of Ifriqiya.
Similarly Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 25.17, 27.ult., 28.4.10., 88.7 (Waqidi, Abu
Mikhnaf, Zuhri); al-Ya‘qubi, Ta’rikh, ed. M. Th. Houtsma (Leiden,
1883), ii. 191; Abu ’l-Faraj al-Isfahani, Kitab al-aghani (Cairo, 1927-74),
vi. 267 f; Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih, al-Ugd al-farid, ed. A. Amin, A. al-Zayn, and
I. al-Abyari (Cairo, 1940-9), iv. 283 f; Ibn Abi ’1-Hadid, Sharh nakj al-bal-
agha, ed. M. A.-F. Ibrahim (Cairo, 1965-7), i. 198.5; Barradi, Jawahir,
58.3; Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 85a.8; Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 181a.—5. 1B1
merely accuses him of having taken the khums for himself and his relatives
in general terms (Kashif, Siyar, 1i. 333.3; Barradi, Jawahir, 160.15 = Ru-
binacci, ‘Califfo’, 112). al-Harith b. al-Hakam the sadaqa of Bahrayn.
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Cf. Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 28.14 (ibl al-sadaqa); Tbn Abi ’1-Hadid, 1. 198.-2
(a market in Medina that the Prophet had made sadaga); Barradi, Jawahir,
58 (100,000 dirhams of the sadaga of Bahrayn); Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 86b.3
(‘Uthman gave the sadaga of Bahrayn to Ibn ‘Amir). al-Walid b. ‘Ugba
the sadaqa of Kalb. Cf. Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 28.17 (he gave the sadaga
of Quda‘a, not just Kalb, to al-Hakam b. Abi ’I-‘As, another Umayyad),
31.12 (al-Walid b. ‘Ugba was in charge of the sadaga of Taghlib under
“Umar). IBI accuses ‘Uthman of having misappropriated the sadaga in
general terms (Kashif, Siyar, 1. 331 f; Barradi, Jawahir, 159.-3 = Rubi-
nacci, ‘Califfo’; 111). 300,000 . .. in favour of al-Hakam. Cf. Baladhuri,
Ansab, v. 28.17 (the same without al-Harith b. Nawfal; ibid., 52.8 (300,000
to al-Harith b. al-Hakam), 58.12 (300,000 in favour of another Umayyad
when the latter came to Mecca, i.e. via al-Harith b. Nawfal); Qalhati,
Kashf, fo. 86b.3 (as here). Other Ibadi sources are much more indignant
about “Uthman’s decision to allow al-Hakam b. Abi ’I-‘As to return to
Medina from the exile into which the Prophet had sent him, a point Salim
omits, though they too mention gifts of money (here 100,000 dirhams) as
well (HX, 141.4; Barradi, Jawdahir, 57 t; Kashif, Siyar, i. 101.2; Qalhati,
Kashf, fo. 85a.6; Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 181a.—8). he transgressed
against the judgement of God, i.e. he violated the rule laid down in
59:7.

42. €“Abdallah b. al-Arqam and the loan. Baladhuri’s versions are sim-
ilar (Ansab, v. 58, 88); cf. also the brief versions in Khalifa b. Khayyat,
Ta’rikh, ed. S. Zakkar (Damascus, 1967-8), 195; Ibn Abi ’I-Hadid, i. 199.
On the Ibadi side, the Sifa tells the story almost identically (Barradj,
FJawahir, 61.15; see further, below, Ch. 4, 191). It is one out of many
loan stories involving ‘Uthman and/or his governors, cf. A. Noth, Quel-
lenkritische Studien (Bonn, 1973), 25f (tr. M. Bonner (Princeton, 1994),
21 f; add Sayf, Futih, 23 f) and note esp. Baladhuri, Ansab, v, 30 f, where
it is Ibn Mas‘ad who throws away the keys to the treasury in disgust.

43. Abu Musa ... came to him. Cf. Ibn Abi’I-Hadid, i. 199.11 (Abu
Musa brought a lot of money from Iraq and ‘Uthman distributed all of
it among B. Umayya); Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 38.7 (Abu Musa brought a
million dirhams from Iraq and ‘Uthman gave 100,000 to Zayd b. Thabit;
the poetry cited here is elsewhere said to have been triggered by Mar-
wan’s receipt of the khums of Ifriqiya, cf. Aghani, vi. 268; Iqd, iv. 283 f.;
al-Mutahhar al-Maqdisi, Kitab al-bad’ wa’l-ta’rikh, ed. C. Huart (Paris,
1899-1919), v. 200); Ibn Hamdun, a/-Tadhkira al-hamduniyya, ed. 1. ‘Ab-
bas, (Beirut, 1983— ), i. 141 (Abu Musa sent the revenues of Iraq with
Ziyad and a son of ‘Uthman took an istidana of silver); Barradi, Jawahir,
58.7 (Abu Musa sent a lot of money from the sadaga of Basra with Ziyad
b. ‘Abbad, and “Uthman distributed it among his children and family).
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li-banatihi wa-ahlihi fi ’l-sihaf. Cf. Barradi, Jawahir, 58.9: he distrib-
uted it among wuldihi wa-ahlihi bi’l-sthaf. In the non-Ibadi tradition gifts
to female relatives figure only in connection with a basket (sifat) full of jew-
els (Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 48.7, 88.17; Maqdisi, Bad’, v. 202). Abu Musa’s
eyes overflowed with tears. In Ibn Abi ’I-Hadid it is Ibn al-Arqam who
weeps; in Ibn Hamdun and Barradi it is Ziyad. what ‘Umar used to
do. Cf. Barradi, Jawahir, 58.10, where the weeping Ziyad tells a story of
how a little daughter of “Umar’s was forced to hand back a dirham she
had taken from money brought from Basra, the inverse of Salim’s story in
which ‘Uthman’s daughters receive such money. Why are you weeping
... to mine. For ‘Uthman’s flippant response, see also Baladhuri, Ansab,
v. 25.10, 19, 28.21, 88.9; Ibn Hamdun, i. 141.-7; Y4d, iv. 280.—4, 305.—6
(here to “Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Awf, who vows never to speak to him again);
Barradi, Fawahir, 58. Though the formulations vary, the point is always
the same.

44. He bought lands. Cf. Ya‘qubi, ii. 202; Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 25.18,
88.7; Tabari, 1st ser., 3037. According to ‘Umar Ibn Shabba, Ta’rikh,
al-Madina al-munawwara, ed. ‘A. M. Dandal and Y. S.-D. Bayan (Beirut,
1996), ii. 133 no. 1782, ‘Uthman was the first to grant and sell lands.
Dilatan bayna ’l-aghniy@. Cf. above, ad 11, 41.

45. al-Walid b. “‘Ugba killed a Kufan. This is a reference to the
story of Jundub b. Zuhayr al-Azdi: the latter killed a magician in Kufa,
whereupon al-Walid b. “‘Ugba wanted to execute him, but was persuaded
to put him in prison instead; impressed by his piety, however, the jailer
let Jundub go and was killed by al-Walid for this deed (thus, Baladhuri,
Ansab, v. 31 f; according to Ya‘qubi, ii, 190, the jailer was merely flogged;
cf. also Qalhati, Kashf, fos. 85b f, and the references in S. Moreh, Live
Theatre and Dramatic Literature in the Medieval Arab World (Edinburgh,
1992), 18, n. 64). The Sifa (on which see below, Ch. 4, 190 ff) adds that
the Kufans wanted to have al-Walid executed for killing the jailer, which
is unknown to the Sunni tradition but clearly what Salim is referring to
(Barradi, Jawahir, 61 f). al-Walid b. ‘Ugba drank wine. Cf. Baladhuri,
Ansab, v, 31 ff; Tabari, 1st ser., 2843 (= Sayf, Futuh, 28 ), 2845, 2848 f
Ya‘qubi, ii. 190. IB1 also says that he would lead the prayer drunk, but
without mentioning ‘Uthman’s refusal to inflict the sadd on him (Kashif,
Styar, 1i. 331.2; Barradi, Jawahir, 159.14 = Rubinacci, ‘Califfo’, 110). The
Sifa has both points (Barradi, Jawahir, 62.-9). For the charge that “‘Uth-
man suspended the hudud, see also G. R. Hawting, “The Significance of
the Slogan La Hukm® Illz Lillah and the References to the Hudud in the
Traditions about the Fitna and the Murder of “Uthman’, Bulletin of the
School of Oriental and African Studies, 41 (1978).
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46. He ... reserved pasture for himself. ‘Uthman is often accused
of having set up /imas, be it for the b/ al-sadaga (Tabari, 1st ser., 2963;
Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 38.3, 62.16), or in general (ibid., 53.14; Ibn Shabba,
Madina, ii. 116, 189, nos. 1711, 1941, where the accusation is associated
with the Haruriyya), or, as here, for his family (Ibn Abi ’1-Hadid, i. 199.2).
For the similar formulation in IB1 and the Sifa, see below, Ch. 4, 192.
Khalid also says that he hama qutr al-sama® (Kashif, Siyar, 1. 101.4); Qal-
hati (Kashf, fo. 85a.5) and Izkawi (Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 181a.—9) have it
that he mana‘a al-quir ‘an Gbad alloh. Have you considered the provi-
sion. .. This verse is also cited in criticism of ‘Uthman’s Aimas in Tabari
(Ist ser., 2963), IB1, the Sifa, and Khalid, cf. below, Ch. 4, 192.

47. Bedouin and holy war. That ‘Uthman excluded bedouin from par-
ticipation in jihad is unknown to the non-Ibadi sources, but also stated
in the Sifa (Barradi, Jawahir, 64). Say to the bedouin who were left
behind. As usual, Salim contrasts “‘Uthman’s behaviour with a hukm of
God’s, but he is walking on a tightrope here, for the passage is hostile to
the bedouin whose rights Salim wishes to defend. Madelung (echoing the
exegetes) holds that ‘In Sura 48: 11-16 bedouin Arabs are told that they
were left behind on the expedition to al-Hudaybiyya because of their lack
of motivation and that for the same reason they must also be left behind in
the campaign to Khaybar which they would join merely for the prospect
of spoils’ (W. Madelung, ‘Has the Hijra Come to an End?’, Revue des
Etudes Islamiques, 54 (1986), 229). Even without the benefit of tafsir, the
passage is hostile to the bedouin. But Salim cleverly concentrates on the
last verse which foretells that they will be called against a mighty people
and shifts his ground to the Prophet’s sunna thereafter.

48. foolish relatives ... who were young of age. They are also sufa-
h&@ in Abu Mikhnaf’s account in Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 63.5; Ibn Shabba,
Madina, 1i. 189, no. 1941; and in numerous Ibadi sources; cf. the Sifa in
HX, 142.7; Barradi, Jawdahir, 59.-5; Khalid in Kashif, Siyar, i. 101.ult,;
Qalhati, Kashf, fos. 85a.3, 85b.2; Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 181a.10.
They are identified as youths in Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 46.14, 53.14; I4d,
iv. 280.—7, 305.13). David, behold. .. Here, as in the secular Umayyad
literature examined by Crone and Hinds (God’s Caliph), the verse is un-
derstood as a reference to the caliphate. Contrast W. al-Qadi, “The Term
“Khalifa” in Early Exegetical Literature’, Die Welt des Islams, 28 (1988),
409: “The early exegetes in the Umayyad period did nor equate the Qur-
’anic “khalifa” with the head of the Islamic state’.

49. The believers talked to him. Cf. the individuals and groups who
remonstrate with him in Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 26.11, 28.19, 41.8, 46.10,
49.9; Tbn A‘tham, ii. 153, 180; Tabari, i. 2931 ff, 2995 ff; the Sifa in HX|
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143.1, 146.8; IB1 in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 395; Barradi, Jawahir, 161.6 = Ru-
binacci, ‘Califfo’, 114). and thus did their duty. One must ask the
imam to repent and mend his way before seeking to depose or kill him.
he ... declared their opinion foolish. Cf. Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 40.21,
Ibn A¢ham, i1, 172.-2, 183.10. he ... expelled some of them. Cf.
Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 36.8, 40.21, 42 f, 46.15, 47.19, 63.6; Tabari, 1st ser.,
2858 ft, 2907 ft, 2922 ff; Ibn Atham, ii. 182; IB1 (Kashif, Siyar, ii. 330.6;
Barradi, Jawahir, 159.6 = Rubinacci, ‘Califfo’, 110); Khalid in Kashif, Si-
yar, i. 101.1. AbT Dharr. See EI?, s.v. ‘Uthman is said to have exiled
him to al-Rabadha (Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 53 ff; Tabari, 1st ser., 2858 ff;
Ibn A¢ham, 1. 187.2; “I4d, iv. 283.14), though he is also said to have
gone there of his own accord (Baladhuri, op. cit., 53.19; Tabari, 1st ser.,
2860, 2896). His hostility to, and exile at the hands of, “Uthman figure in
IB1 (Kashif, Siyar, ii. 330.7; Barradi, Jawahir, 159.6 = Rubinacci, ‘Cal-
iffo’; 110); the Sifa (HX, 144.4; Barradi, Jawahir, 66 ff), Abu ’I-Mu’thir,
Khalid (Kashif, Siyar, i. 81.7, 101.1); Qalhati (Kaskf, fo. 85a.—6); and
Izkawi (Kashf al-ghumma, fos. 181a.—2, 182b.9). “‘Amir b. ‘Abdallah,
i.e. ‘Amir b. “Abd Qays (on whom, see EI°, s.v.), a Basran ascetic. Ac-
cording to Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 57.18, ‘Uthman had him come to Medina
for questioning and then sent him back to Basra; but others have it that
he was exiled to Syria (Ibn Sa‘d, vii. 108; Y¢d, iv. 283.15). He is men-
tioned among the men exiled from Basra in IB1 (Kashif, Siyar, i1. 330.-2;
Barradi, Jawahir, 159.11 = Rubinacci, ‘Califfo’, 110). ‘Abdallah b. Mas-
dd. See EF, s.v. Tbn Mas<Gd’. He is said to have been exiled from Kufa
to Medina and to have died there in AH 32 (Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 36f;
Tabari, Ist ser., 2894); but he is also said to have died in Medina before
“Umar was killed (in AH 23) or to have died in Kufa (Ibn Hajar, al-Isaba
1 tamyiz al-sahaba (Cairo, 1328), ii. 369.-9). ‘Uthman beat him fa-dugqa
diluhu (Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 36.18) or hatta kusira lahu dilan (Ya‘qubi, ii.
197) or adlauhu (Ibn Abi ’1-Hadid, i. 199.-6). He is not mentioned in
IBI, but the Sifa has it that “Uthman expelled him from Kufa and dagqa
adla‘ahu (HX, 145; Barradi, Jawahir, 75.8); the phrase recurs in Shabib
b.‘Atiyya (Kashif, Siyar, 11. 381.-3), Qalhati (Kashf, fo. 85a.—4; Izkawi,
Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 181b.1). Hudhayfa b. al-Yaman. That ‘Uthman
exiled this man is unknown to the mainstream tradition, in which he does
not even come across as an enemy of his (cf. in particular Sayf, Futih,
76, §71; Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 92.12; also Ibn Sa‘d, vi. 15). But in the Sifa
“Uthman exiles him to Mada’in (Barradi, 79.8, where he is Hudhayfa b.
al-Yamani). He was a hero to the Shi‘ites too. Zayd b. Sthan. “‘Uthman
punished him for his outspokenness by sending him to Syria (Ibn Sa‘d,
vi. 124 f; Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 41.3, 43.7). He is also mentioned among the
men exiled by “Uthman in IB1 (Kashif, Siyar, ii. 330.—5; Barradi, Jawahir,
159.9 (corrupt) = Rubinacci, ‘Califfo’, 110), and Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma,
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fo. 182b.10. “Ammar b. Yasir. ‘Uthman beat him hatta asabahu ’I-fatq
according to Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 49.15, 18; Ibn A‘tham, ii. 154 f, 186f;
hatta fataga batnahu according to Salim, the Sifa (Barradi, Jawahir, 65.2;
HX, 144.3), and other Ibadi sources (e.g. Kashif, Siyar, i. 80.-3, 100.-2;
1. 381.-3; Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 85a.—5).

50. Spies. Similarly Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 58.1. deprive him of his
rightful share. He reduces stipends or deprives people of them in
Tabari, 1st ser., 2934; IB1 (Kashif, Siyar, ii. 332.5; Barradi, Jawahir,
160.3 = Rubinacci, ‘Califfo’; 111); Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 85b.2; Izkawi, Kashf
al-ghumma, fo. 182b.—6). Confiscations. This does not seem to be men-
tioned elsewhere.

51. When the believers saw. .. Similarly Ibn Ishaq and the Sifa; cf.
below, Ch. 4.

52. Irepent unto God. For ‘Uthman’s repentance, see also Baladhuri,
Ansab, v. 46.21; Tabari, 1st ser., 2964, 2972 f, 2996, IB1 (Kashif, Siyar, ii,
335.8; Barradi, Jawahir, 161.—5 = Rubinacci, ‘Califfo’, 114); the Sifa (HX,
147.10; Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 85a.—2; Barradi, Jawahir, 83.—2). ‘ahd allah
wa-mithagahu. Similarly Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 64; Tabari, 2964; the Sifa
in HX, 147.11.14; Barradi, Jawahir, 83, ult. he had al-Walid b. “‘Ugba
lashed. This is normally said to have been done at the time of al-Walid’s
dismissal from Kufa (Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 33.19, 35.8, 16, 19; Tabari, 1st
ser., 2915; Ibn A‘tham, ii. 168.6; the Sifa () in Barradi, Jawdahir, 63.10).
But in Ibn Qutayba (attrib.), al-Imama wa’l-siyasa, 2nd printing (Cairo,
1969), i. 34, “Uthman likewise has al-Walid flogged after announcing his
repentance.

53. he wrote to the governor of Egypt. Several versions of the let-
ter are given in Ibn Shabba, Madina, 11. 212, 215f, nos. 2007 f, 2012 f;
Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 62, 65 f, 66—8; Tabari, Ist ser., 2965 (with the order
for alternate cutting of hand and feet, from Ya‘qub b. Ibrahim), 2984 f,
2989, 2992, 2995 f. Ibn A‘tham, ii. 211.10, also has the alternate cutting
of hands and feet, as does IB1 (Kashif, Siyar, 11. 335.-3; Barradi, Jawahir,
162.1 = Rubinacci, ‘Califfo’, 114). The letter is also mentioned in Qalhati,
Kashf, fo. 85a.ult., but its wording is not given. Send me the Syrians. ..
Thus also Abu Mikhnaf in Tabari, 1st ser., 2985, where the formulation
is almost identical.

54. Abu ’I-A%war. Most versions identify the carrier as a ghulam of
‘Uthman’s, but Abu ’l-A‘war is also named in Ibn Ishaq’s version, and
here too he is accompanied by a Khawlani (Tabari, Ist ser., 2984). The
Sifa first names the carrier as Abu ’1-A‘war al-Sulami accompanied by a
Syrian Khawlani on the authority of Ibn Ishaq and next has the rebels
confront ‘Uthman with the question ‘is this not your ghulam?’ (HX, 148;
Barradi, Jawahir, 84 f). 1 know nothing about any of this. Compare
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Baladhuri, Ausab, v. 66, 68; Tabari, 1st ser., 2965, 2989, 2993, 2995 f; Ibn
Shabba, Madina, ii. 212, 215 f, nos. 2007-9, 2012 f; the Sifa (HX, 148,

151'; Barradi, Jawahir, 85), where similar interchanges ensue.

55. We will let this pass if... The rebels also give ‘Uthman another
chance in Tabari, Ist ser., 2989. return our command to us. The
rebels also ask him to abdicate in Tabari, 1st ser., 2989 f, 2994, 2996, 3016,
3043 f; Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 66.10, 89.6, 92.4; and (the Sifa in?) Barradi,
FJawahir, 89, in far less detail. the government of Muhammad’s com-
munity ... is more important than the property of orphans. Abu
Hamza makes the same point in criticism of Yazid II (Crone and Hinds,
God’s Caliph, 131, §9).

56. Dinar b. ‘Iyad of Aslam. This name sounds like a contradiction
in terms because Dinar was a name characteristic of mawali. It is clearly
a corruption of Niyar; cf. Tabari, Ist ser., 3001, 3004, 3016; Baladhuri,
Ansab, v. 83.14, 86.9; Ibn Hajar, Isaba, 111. 578 f (Niyar b. ‘Iyad/Mukrim
al-Aslami, with role reversal in Baladhuri). We have left it unemended
because the misreading seems to have become canonical to the Ibadis: his
name is also given as Dinar in the Sifa (HX, 153!.7; Barradi, Jawahir, 91.—
8), Qalhati (Kashf, fo. 85b.1), and Izkawi (Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 183b.3). of
the family of Kathir b. al-Salt. Tabari names three different killers; cf.
Ist ser., 3001 (Abu Hafsa al-Yamani, from Waqidi), 3004 (Kathir b. al-Salt
al-Kindi), 3016 (Qabath al-Kinani). The killer is also Kathir b. al-Salt
al-Kindi in the Sifa (Barradi, Jawahir, 91.-5; HX, 153'.10). he did not
know who had killed him. Likewise, Tabari, Ist ser., 3002. “Uthman
gives a different reason for his refusal in Tabari, 3004; the Sifa, (HX,
153Y; Barradi, Jawahir, 91), and Izkawi (Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 183b.4).

57. al-Mughira b. al-Akhnas. Similarly, Tabari, 1st ser., 3016. Hence
they did not enslave their offspring, etc. Likewise Khalid (fa-lam
yaghnam al-muslhiman malahu wa-l& sabaw dhurriyyatahu, Kashif, Siyar,
1. 103.9, 109.2); Bisyani, ibid., ii. 126.—6; Qalhati in polemics against the
Azariqa (Kashf, fo. 198a.6), and Izkawi (Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 184.8). For
details of the practices rejected here, see Part III. For a different view of
the behaviour of the rebels, see Tabari, Ist ser., 3020, where they declare
his property to be forfeit on a par with his life.

59. Talha, al-Zubayr. .. had been among the fiercest opponents of
“Uthman. Likewise Ibn al-Azraq to Ibn al-Zubayr: kana abitka wa-Ali
wa-Talha ashadda ’-nas alayhi hatta@ qutila (al-Baladhuri, Ansab al-ashraf,
xi. (= Anonyme arabische Chronik), ed. W. Ahtwardt, (Greifswald, 1883),
82; cf. also Mada’in1 in Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 81.17); anon., Radd “ala ahl
al-shakk, HX, 374.10: kani ashadda ’l-nas ‘alayhi qabla dhalika. The
Muslims reasoned with them. The passage illustrates the principle
that one may only fight ahl al-gibla after al-da‘wa ild ’l-haqq, igamat
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al-hujja, 1dhar, and indhar, and then only if the opponents attack (Bisy-
ani in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 191.—4; cf. also ASM, ibid. i. 230.7; App. 4). the
judgement ... on mischief-makers. For the Prophet’s regulation of
the treatment of mischief-makers, see above, II, 32. Salim means that
they did not enslave their families, treat their property as booty, and so
on, and other sources say so explicitly (Khalid in Kashif, Siyar, 1. 109.1;
Barradi, Jawahir, 104.—7; Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 184a.8).

60. The Muslims called them to what is right. In other words, they
played by the rules (cf. the previous para.).

61. C¢Ali...making somebody other than God the judge. Sece below,
Ch. 4, 193 f.

65. Then the Kharijite Muslims. The expression suggests that Salim
took kharii to mean a Muslim (i.e. Ibadi) who makes a khurizj, a usage
also known among later Ibadis (cf. below, Ch. 8, 277 f) but he proceeds to
divide the Kharijite Muslims into ‘those of them who went out . .. those
who stayed at home’. For details of the practices which are being rejected,
see the polemics against the extremists in Part III. For a similar survey of
the ideal state up to the emergence of the Azariqa, see ASM in Kashif,
Siyar, 1. 207. They would not kill the offspring of their gawm. ASM
(loc. cit.) says that they did not enslave them. would not expose their
qawm to indiscriminate slaughter; treat their property as booty.
Similarly, ASM: wa-la *taradu al-nas bi’l-sayf wa-1& yaghnamic ahl qiblati-
him (loc. cit.). The mainstream tradition disagrees (cf. Ch. 5, 214; App. 4).
Those members ... would be safe. For the kaff and mu“azil, compare
IL, 26, above, where this is the Prophet’s practice; below IV, 117, where it
is restated as Ibadi practice. Salim’s insistence, both here and at IV, 117,
that there is no manzila between right and wrong looks like a reference
to Mu‘tazilism (similarly Cook, Dogma, 94). The rights of neighbours,
etc. Cf. below, IV, 115. Those ... them who went out. Cf. below, IV,
129, where this is restated as Ibadi doctrine; Shabib b. ‘Atiyya, who also
has it as general doctrine (yatawalla ‘ala dhalika al-madi minhum al-bagi,
Kashif, Siyar, ii. 348.6, reading al~madi for al-gasi and deleting the su-
perfluous waw); ASM on the early Kharijites (yatawalla al-qa%d al-kharij
wa’l-khary al-qa%d ... lam yantahilw hijra, Kashif, Siyar, 1. 207.7); and
Abu ‘Ammar, Mujaz, ii. 238.—4, where the same point is made. The rich
among them would share with the poor. Presumably a reference to
Q. 59: 7, the fay” belongs to the Prophet, kinsmen, orphans, travellers, and
the poor, and should not be something ‘taken in turns among the rich of
you’; cf. 11, 40, 44, 51.
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PART III

THE AZARIQA

66. for as long as God wished. For this formulation, see App. 3.
Idolaters. Salim uses this term interchangeably with mushrikiun, cf.
above 11, 28, 34; below, III, 68, 75, 76, 87, 90; IV, 117. Other Ibadi
sources, similarly, credit the Azragites with classifying non-Kharijite
Muslims as mushrikiun (al-Ash‘ari, Kitab magalat al-islamiyyin, ed. H.
Ritter (Istanbul, 1929-33), 89.6), or mushrikic ’I-‘arab (Mubarrad, iii.
1036), or ka-kuffar/mushriki ’I-arab or mithl kuffar al-‘arab wa-‘abadat
al-awthan (Mubarrad, iii. 1032; Ibn Abi ’1-Hadid, iv. 136.—7, 139.2; Y4d,
ii. 398; Abu Hatim al-Razi in K. Lewinstein, “The Azariga in Islamic
Heresiography’, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, 54
(1991), 266). The Ibadis similarly charge the Azariqa with tashrik ahl
al-qibla (see, e.g., Kashif, Siyar, 1. 300.8; ii. 85.7, 124.—7, 307.—3; Qalhati,
Kashf, fo. 197a.6), and equate akl al-shirk, ahl al-awthan, and mushrikic
'[-arab (Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 198b.11; Abu Sufyan in Kashif, Siyar, i. 320).
As Cook notes, the terminological differences are without doctrinal signi-
ficance (Dogma, 95). inheritance ... intermarriage. On the non-Ibadi
side the same point is made by Baladhuri, Ansab, xi. 80; Mubarrad, Kamil,
iii. 1032; Ibn Abi ’1-Hadid, iv. 136.—7; Tabari, 2nd ser., 518 f, citing Abu
Mikhnaf; Razi in Lewinstein, ‘Azariqa’, 265 f. For Ibadis making the same
point, see Bisyani in Kashif, Siyar, 1. 124.—6; Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 197a.4,
8; 198a.-2; Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 232b.5. All add that the Azariqa
prohibited the dhaba’ih of non-Kharijite Muslims; Abu Mikhnaf adds that
they would not accept them as witnesses. though the Kharijites of the
past. .. The contrasting practice of the early Kharijites and the extremists,
who, nonetheless, continue to recognize the early Kharijites as their fore-
bears, runs as a refrain through this section. Cf. below, IV, 133, and Ch.
5,211. Abu Sufyan Mahbub explicitly says that Abu Bilal did not classify
people of the gibla as idolaters (Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 266b.9).

67. saby qawmihim. Literally, it means taking them captive, but it is
clearly equated with reducing them to slavery and we always translate it
as such. Several Ibadi sources describe this as an Azraqite doctrine along
with ghanm amwalihim (Kashif, Siyar, 1. 208.—6; 1. 85.6, 124.—7, 307.—
3, cf. also 314.8; Qalhati, Kaskf, fo. 197a.6; Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo.
232b.3, cf. 266b.8, where Abu Sufyan says that Abu Bilal did not en-
gage in it); and countless Ibadi sources reject it along with the taking of
booty (/@ sib@ wa-la ghanima, as they frequently put it): see, e.g., Kashif,
Siyar, 1. 109, 230, 317.4, 9, 319.-2, 352.-2; ii. 201.8, 308.4, 348.3; Qal-
hati, Kashf, fos. 198a.5). But, as Cook notes, the heresiographers do not
have this point (Dogma, 96), though it lies behind the observation that
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the Ibadi rejected saby of gibla-users (Nashwan al-Himyari, a/~-Hur al-%n,
ed. K. Mustafa (Cairo, 1948), 173.12); there is also other evidence that
it was once well represented in the heresiographical literature (Lewin-
stein, ‘Azariqa’, 267 n). At all events, al-Jahiz knew that Qatari believed
in al-siba® (al-Bayan wa’l-tabyin, ed. ‘A.-S. M. Harun (Cairo, 1948-50),
iii. 264), and describes saby as a Kharijite practice in general, along with
al-ghan@im (‘Risala f1°’l-hakamayn’, ed. C. Pellat in al~-Mashrig, 52 (1958),
§95). bed their women. (istinkah nisa’ihim, also at 11, 57, 65; 111, 79, 84,
87, 89). According to Ibn Manzur, Lisan al-‘arab (Bulaq, 1300-7), s.v. nkh,
istankaha means to marry (fazawwaja); and, according to the exegetes ad
Q. 33:50, it means to seek in marriage (wa’l-istinkah talab al-nikah —
thus, e.g. Baydawi, Razi, Zamakhshari, ad 33:50). The word seemingly
appears in that sense in 1. 669, but we take it to be a corruption. Since
the Azraqites forbad intermarriage with their gawm (111, 66), yet permitted
istinkah, it cannot mean marriage of the ordinary kind. Q. 33:50 is about
women who give themselves to the Prophet, i.e. about marriage bi-ghayr
amr wali wa-lad mahr, as Qatada puts it (al-Tabari, Jami€ al-bayan [i tafsir
al-qur’an (Cairo, 1321), xxiv. 14.—11), and though the exegetes do not at-
tach this meaning to the verb istankaha itself, it does seem to be what it
denotes (cf. Nashwan al-Himyari, a/~-Qasida al-himyariyya, ed. and tr. A.
von Kremer (Leipzig, 1865), v. 45; drawn to our attention by Prof. M.
Ullmann). It also means marriage without guardian’s consent or dower in
the verse adduced by Ibn Manzur himself, though here the union is ef-
fected by men using force rather than by women giving themselves away:
hum qatalic al-T@i . . . Aba Jabir wa-"stankahic Umm Jabir, i.e. they killed
the T2°1 and dragged away his wife for sexual use. The verse is by Nabigha
al-Dhubyani (Diwan, ed. Sh. Faysal (Damascus, 1968), no. 25: 10; we owe
the identification to Prof. Ullmann, who also referred us to an ambivalent
passage in “Umar b. Abi Rabi‘a, Diwan, ed. P. Schwarz (Leipzig, 1901-9),
no. 186: 7). Salim uses the word in the same sense as Nabigha, his message
being that the Azraqites hold it lawful to kill, enslave and despoliate one’s
gawm and to make sexual use of their women (cf. esp. II, 79). This is
what one did to people whom one regarded as devoid of legal protection.
“Their religion is . . . to take a fifth of your property . .. and to marry your
daughters by force’ (wa-yankuhu fthum qasran banatakum), as Nasr b. Say-
yar says in one version of his famous poem depicting the Hashimiyya as
anti-Islamic aliens (Ibn A‘tham, viii. 163). When God allowed the Arabs
to conquer the Sasanid empire, the latter istankahit nis@>ahum wa-’staraqqic
awladahum, as Qahtaba says in a speech to the selfsame Hashimiyya on
their way to Iraq in 130/747 (Tabari, 2nd ser., 2005.3), translated ‘took
... their women and enslaved their children’ by J. A. Williams, The His-
tory of al-Tabari, xxvi (Albany, 1985), 110 f. There is no precise English
equivalent.
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At first sight Salim’s argument is peculiar. Sunni theory permits
the enslavement of idolatrous women, who may be bedded when they
have completed their waiting periods (Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyya, Ahkam
ahl al-dhimma, ed. S. al-Salih (Damascus, 1961), i. 16), and no doubt the
Kharijites agreed: the issue was whether one could classify one’s gawm as
idolaters. But contrary to expectation, Salim does not protest that women
of the akl al-qibla cannot be thus classified and that, therefore, they cannot
be enslaved or put to sexual use; rather, he ignores their enslavement and
devotes his polemics to the extremists’ violation of waiting periods: the
Prophet did not marry off women of (executed) ak/ al-qibla to Muslims be-
fore they had completed their waiting periods (II, 32); when the Muslims
killed “Uthman, they did not marry off the women (of the slain) before
they had completed their waiting periods (II, 57); for it is not lawful to
have intercourse with a married woman until she is widowed or divorced
and completes her waiting period (IV, 124); and the early Kharijites did
not yastahilluna furigj nis@’thim/yastankihic nisa’ahum (I, 65; 111, 79, and
cf. 89). Perhaps Salim adopts this line of argument because he has already
objected to the Azragqite classification of their gawm as idolaters. His point
now seems to be that even if gibla-using women could be enslaved, the
Azraqites are violating the law by ignoring the prescribed waiting period.

The term istinkah does not recur in other accounts of the Azariqa,
be they Ibadi or other, but the Ibadis condemn the practice under other
names: ‘in fighting wrongdoers from the people of the gibla it is not al-
lowed to take their property as booty, to enslave or kill their children, to
enslave their women, or to marry those who are married already (wa-la
saby imra’a wa-1a nikah dhat bal minhum) (‘Abd al-Halim, Ibadiyya, 62,
citing Bisyani’s Jami¢). Abu ’I-Mu’thir repeatedly points out that God has
made it forbidden to marry dhawat al-bu‘ula (Kashif, Siyar, ii. 296, 298.1,
308); and Qalhati notes that the Azariga consider lawful what God has
forbidden min al-dima@ wa’l-amwal wa’l-furny (Kashf, fo. 199a.7). It is not
discussed on the non-Ibadi side. treat their property as booty. Ibadi
sources commonly describe this as an Azraqite doctrine (see, e.g., Kashif,
Styar, 1. 208.=5; ii. 124, 307.-3; Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 232b.4, 16),
and they regularly reject it, cf. the refs. given above ad 111, 67, in connec-
tion with saby. All use the root ghnm rather than khms. Though the Sunni
heresiographers do not mention it, it is also well known to the mainstream
tradition. Ibn al-Azraq characterizes their property as fay’ al-muslimin in
his alleged correspondence with Najda (Mubarrad, iii. 1036.ult.; Ibn Abi
’I-Hadid, iv. 139.5; Y4d, ii. 398.—4). kill their offspring. Similarly Bal-
adhuri, Ansab, xi. 80, 83; Mubarrad, iii. 1031, 1033 f, 1036; cf. 1041.—4;
Ibn Abi ’l-Hadid, iv. 137 ff (cf. 163.7, where they kill both women and
children); ‘q¢d, 1. 223.9; ii. 397 f; Jahiz, Bayan, iii. 264, on Qatari; Nashi’,
or more properly pseudo-Nashi’; in J. van Ess (ed.), Frihe mu‘tazilitische
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Hiiresiographie (Beirut, 1971), §119; Ash‘ari, 87.8; Baghdadi, Farg, 63.7,
al-Shahrastani, Kitab al-milal wa’l-nihal, ed. W. Cureton (London, 1842—
6), i. 90.—7; Nashwan, 178.2 (the last three add the killing of women). It
seems to have fallen by the wayside in the Ibadi tradition, though Qal-
hati probably meant to mention it: intahala . . . sth@ ahl al-qibla wa-qhanm
amwalthim wa-siba® dhurriyyatihim, he says, presumably meaning gat/ dhur-
riyyatihim since there was no point in mentioning siba’ twice (Kashf, fo.
197a.5). slaughter them indiscriminately. Indiscriminate slaughter is
commonly mentioned in both Sunni and Ibadi sources, cf. Baladhuri, An-
sab, xi. 80; Mubarrad, 1ii. 1033.6; “Iqd, 1. 223.8; Nashi’, §119; Ash¢ri,
87; ASM, Bisyani in Kashif, Siyar, i. 208.—6; ii. 85.6; Qalhati, Kashf, fos.
197a.7, 197b.1, 198a.3; Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 232b.5.

68. They refuse to grant protection. Salim has forgotten to present
the Prophet as applying the Qur’anic instruction on this topic (cf. above,
II, 26, where he only deals with the different issue of the mu%azil kaff),
and neither the heresiographical literature nor the later Ibadi sources dis-
cuss it. But compare the story in which Wasil b. “Ata> saves himself and his
companions from death at the hands of unspecified Kharijites by claiming
to be ‘polytheists seeking protection to hear the word of God’; having been
granted protection, he reminds the Kharijites that the verse (9: 6) obliges
them to convey them to a place of safety too! (Mubarrad, iii. 891 f; ed.
Wright, 528; al-Tanukhi, Nishwar al-muhadara, ed. ‘A. al-Shaliji (Beirut,
1971-3), ii. 205 f; Ibn Abi ’1-Hadid, ii. 281; v, 80 f). A similar story is told
of Abu Hanifa when surprised by Kharijites in the Friday mosque of Kufa
(al-Baghdadi, Ta’rikh Baghdad (Cairo, 1931), xiii, 366). Yet another story
has non-Kharijites seek protection from Shabib’s men in 76/695 f: hav-
ing heard God’s word, they duly convert to Kharijism (Tabari, 2nd ser.,
895 £, citing Abu Mikhnaf). This story is told in corroboration of the doc-
trine that one should, indeed, grant protection to such people: ‘you have
acted well and correctly’, Shabib tells his men. For a less didactic ac-
count, see Tabari, 2nd ser., 1907, sub anno 127, where the Syrian general
Mansur b. Jumhur describes himself to al-Dahhak’s Kharijites as a sinner
who wishes to convert and ‘to hear the word of God’. It follows from
these stories that, like the Azariqa, Shabib and al-Dahhak classified their
gawm as mushrikun and that Shabib’s followers had also been reluctant to
apply the verse to them. Possibly, they too argued that their gawm had
heard God’s word already.

69. test. Similarly, Baladhuri, Ausab, xi. 78, 80 (ahdatha al-mihna, im-
tahana al-muhajir); Mubarrad, iii, 1032.3; Ashri, 87.4. It is also attested
for the Kharjjites of al-Dahhak in the third civil war: when Mansur b.
Jumhur describes himself to them as a sinner who wishes to convert and
hear God’s word, the narrator adds wa-hiya mihnatuhum (Tabari, 2nd ser.,
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1907, cf. above, ad 111, 68). The later Ibadis rarely mention it, though
Izkawi claims that they would flog those who failed their mihna (written
mhbthm, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 247b.10). Baghdadi, Farg, 63.4, somewhat
unpersuasively asserts that converts were tested by being ordered to kill a
former co-religionist and that they would be killed if they refused. The
institution was undoubtedly inspired by Q. 60:9: ‘when believing women
come to you as emigrants, then examine them’ (fa mtahinithunna).

70. stoning. That the Azraqites rejected it is also mentioned in Ash€ari,
89.3; Baghdadi, Farg, 64.1; Shahrastani, i. 90.—7 (adding their explanation
that it was not in the Qur’an); cf. also al-Malati, Kitab al-tanbih, ed. S.
Dedering (Istanbul, 1936), 142; Ibn “Asakir, Tahdhib ta’rikh Ibn “Asakir,
ed. ‘A.-Q. Badran and A. “‘Ubayd (Damascus, 1911-32), iv, 146, where
their view on the matter is reported to “Umar II. The later Ibadis also
knew about it, cf. Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 199b.—4; Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo.
247b.—11 (rhm). That the Azraqites declared others to be infidels for using
the penalty (as the text could be read to say) is not mentioned elsewhere. a
man of Aslam. Cf. Malik, a/-Muwatta’ (Cairo, n.d.), 165 f (K. al-hudud,
nos. 2-3); Cook, Dogma, 100 and nn. 110-11 thereto.

71. They disown every bedouin. This is not attested in any other
source, be it Sunni or Ibadi. hayat wa-rizq. Cf. Q. 3:169: ‘Count not
those who were slain in God’s way as dead, but rather living (¢hya’) with
their Lord, by Him provided (yurzagun)’, quoted above, I, 12. This is the
lot or share one hopes to obtain through holy war (for the construction
of min here, cf. above, ad 1, 4) and which one will pronounce the slain to
have attained if one sees them as having fallen in one’s own cause (cf. ‘Ali
above, II, 63; Tabari, 2nd ser., 517.18). The Bedouin declare themselves
supporters of the Azariga by pronouncing the Azraqite slain to be alive
and provided by God, and they ask God to provide themselves with the
rewards of death in holy war. Yet the Azariqa dissociate from them, un-
doubtedly because the latter had not made the 44ra. The Qur’an twice
forbids walaya with those who have not emigrated (Q. 4:89; 8:72). For
further discussion, see Ch. 5, 204 f; Ch. 8, 278 ff.

72. deem those of them who stay at home to be infidels. Simil-
arly Baladhuri, Ansab, xi. 80.10 (bari’a min al-ga‘adawa-"stahalla gatlahum
with ref. to Q. 9:90: ‘And the bedouin came with their excuses, asking
for leave; those who lied to God and His Messenger tarried (qa‘ada);
there shall befall the unbelievers of them a painful chastisement’); cf. also
the correspondence ibid. 81 f; Ibn Abi ’l-Hadid, iv. 136 ff; Mubarrad, iii,
1032 ff; Ugd, i1. 397 f; Ashri, 86 f; Baghdadi, Farg, 63; Shahrastani, i.
90, 93; Nashwan, 178.1. Likewise the Ibadis, cf. ASM in Kashif, Siyar,
1. 208.—6; Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 197a.7; Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fos. 232b.4
(they dissociate from the qa%d), 277b.7 (whoever dies without emigrating
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is a kafir mushrik). forbidden to associate with them or to pray for
forgiveness for them. None of the above sources mentions this, but it
follows automatically. Cf. Salih b. Musarrih’s in Tabari, 2nd ser., 882:
‘Separation from sinners (firaq al-fasigin) is a duty on the believers, for
God says in His Book, “Do not ever pray for any of them when he is
dead, nor stand over his grave; they disbelieved (kafari) in God and His
Messenger and died as sinners (fasigin)”’ (Q. 9: 84; and cf. the preceding
v., which shows the context to be qu%ud). Yet they afhliate to people...
Cf. above, ad 111, 66.

73. because they hide their faith. The Azraqite rejection of tagiyya
is also attested in Mubarrad, iii. 1032.4; Ibn Abi ’I-Hadid, iv. 136.—6;
Ash€ari, 89.3; Shahrastani, i. 90, 93; also in one Ibadi source (ASM in
Kashif, Siyar, i. 208.—6), and in the creed of Ibn Furak al-Khariji (below,
Ch. 8, 274). ma sha’a ’llah. Cf. App. 3.

74. they ... were more given to hiding their faith. This passage
(also tr. in Ennami, Studies, i. 28) seems to refer to the Kharijite practice
of interrogating opponents: they would not tell members of their gawm
what they believed, according to Salim, but would rather quizz them to
see how far their views corresponded with their own and kill them if the
correspondence was faulty. (Cf. below, App. 4. We owe our understand-
ing of the passage to Prof. Madelung). appropriate trusts. Similarly,
Baladhuri, Ansab, xi. 83 f; Mubarrad, ii. 1035, 1036; Ibn Abi ’l-Hadid,
. 136 ff; Iqd, 1. 223.9; 11. 397 f; Ashri, p. 89.5; Baghdadi, Fargq, 64. Cf.
Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 266b.8, where Abu Sufyan Mahbub says that
Abu Bilal’s followers did not appropriate trusts; Kashif, Siyar, 1. 229.—
6, 230.10, where an anonymous ninth-century Ibadi rejects violation of
trusts. Lewinstein takes their refusal to abide by Q. 4:58 in this matter
to go badly with their scripturalist tendencies (‘Azariqa’, 258 n. 46), but
the Qur’an does not command the believers to honour the trusts of infi-
dels and idolaters. hypocrisy has been abolished. This is unknown to
the heresiographers (Baghdadi, Farg, 63.6, even has them denounce con-
verts who fail their examination as hypocrites and polytheists!), but cf.
Baladhuri, Ansab, xi. 81.-2, where Ibn al-Azraq declares that azhara ’llah
al-din wa-qama‘a ’I-nifag. The later Ibadi sources do not mention it either.
Izkawi does credit the Azariqa and other Khawarij with holding that there
is no mundfiq in the dar al-hijra, but what he has in mind is a Najdite
rather than an Azraqite doctrine (Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 247b.10; below, ad
III, 82). God will forgive fornication, etc. This is a well-attested point.
The Azraqites testify that God will find favour with everyone who openly
displays Islam in their dar al-hijra, according to Ash€ri, 89.4. They do
not declare perpetrators of grave sins in their dar al~hijra to be infidels, ex-
cept for killers of Muslims (i.e. fellow Azraqites), according to Baladhuri,
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Ansab, xi, 94; Mubarrad, iii. 1053; Razi in Lewinstein, ‘Azariga’, 265.
Among the Ibadis, Izkawi makes the same point (Kashf al-ghumma, fo.
247b.8), while Qalhati indignantly explains that they write off co-religion-
ists in what they call dar al-shirk as polytheists while at the same time
elevating those in what they call dar al-islam to people of Paradise even if
they commit acts forbidden by God such as bloodshed, fornication, etc.
(Kashf, fo. 199b.4). On the face of it the doctrine contradicts their rig-
orist view that a grave sin (kabira) amounts to infidelity for which God
will punish the perpetrator for ever (Ashri, 86.2); but they clearly took
it to mean that those who opposed them were ipso facto guilty of kabad’ir,
while those who followed them were ipso facto innocent of them, except
for killers of fellow believers. (Cf. also the discussion in Lewinstein, ‘Az-
ariqa’, 259). if ... companionship could grant protection against
hypocrisy. Does Salim affect not to understand? The Azraqite position
which he himself has reported was that hypocrisy has disappeared and that
membership of the sect guards against hellfire, not that hypocrisy can be
avoided by companionship/membership of the sect. His objection would
have been apter if it had been directed against the Najdiyya, according to
whom #nifay could be avoided by emigration to a Najdite camp (cf. below,
ad 111, 82). Perhaps it was in this context that he first formulated it. Cf.
also above, II, 39, where he makes the point, in connection with ‘Umar,
that not even companionship of the Prophet guards against hellfire.

THE NAFDIYYA

75. they declared ... their gawm ... idolaters. The Sunni her-
esiographers do not mention this, and some have information to the
contrary (cf. Ch. 5, 206 f). But Ibadi sources agree that Najda followed
Ibn al-Azraq in branding his opponents as polytheists (Khalid in Kashif,
Styar, 1. 119.7; Bisyani, ibid, ii. 125.-5) and that generally he sara sira-
tahu (ASM, ibid, i. 208.—4; cf. also Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 200a.7). lawful
to marry their women and eat their slaughters. This is unknown to
the mainstream tradition, but also stated by Bisyani, who adds that they
legalized mutual succession (Kashif, Siyar, ii. 125.—4; cf. below, ad 111,
78, 86).

76. They honour the contracts of their gawm. This is not attested
elsewhere, and it is contradicted by Abu Tammam in W. Madelung
and P. E. Walker (eds. and trs.), An Ismaili Heresiography. The “Bab
al-shaytan’ from Abw Tammam’s Kitab al-shajara (Leiden, 1998), 22 = 36;
Shahrastani, 1. 91.ult., Nashwan, 170.12, probably all citing Ka‘bi, accord-
ing to whom the Najdiyya held the lives of the ak/ al-‘ahd in dar al-taqiyya
to be forfeit, i.e. they did not acknowledge the compact of dhimma that
their opponents had made with them. But Ash¢ari, 91.2, has akl/ al-mugam
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for ahl al-‘ahd, which accords with Ibadi information on the Najdi atti-
tude to stay-behinds (cf. below, ad III, 82; Ch. 5). Presumably, then, it
was to people staying behind in dar al-tagiyya that the passage originally
referred.

77. hijra is a duty. The doctrine is taken for granted, but not ex-
pounded, in Ash‘ri, 91.1; Nashwan, 170.11. Cf. also Baladhuri, Ansab,
xi. 135.—4; and below, ad III, 82. That the Najdiyya held emigration to
be obligatory is also known to the Ibadi tradition; see Khalid and Bisy-
ani in Kashif, Siyar, i. 119.8; ii. 125.-6; Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 200a.6, —1.
qad inqata‘at al-hijra ‘am al-fath. . . This is a paraphrase of the tradi-
tion that the text proceeds to cite verbatim. On the tradition, see Cook,
Dogma, 100 f; P. Crone, “The First-Century Concept of Higra’, Arabica,
41 (1994), 370 f, 377 ff. As Cook says (Dogma, 17), one would assume the
verbatim citation to be an interpolation, probably originating as a marginal
annotation, for Salim does not cite any other traditions in the epistle (not
even in III; 70, where he refers to the Prophet’s stoning of an Aslami),
and the full citation is in any case superfluous here. The /@ hijra tra-
dition is commonly cited in the later Ibadi literature. It is adduced by
Abu ’I-Mu’thir in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 296; Abu ‘Ammar, Mujaz, ii. 122.-3
(against Sufris); and by Bisyani and Qalhati (against the Azariqa) along
with other traditions in which Meccans wanting to emigrate to Medina
are told that Agra has come to an end (Kashif, Siyar, 11. 124f; Kashf,
fo. 197b.7-198a.2); Khalid observes that the duty of Aijra was abolished
after the conquest of Mecca (Kashif, Siyar, 1, 119.9); Izkawi also prohibits
hijra after the Prophet (Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 246b.9); and the creeds of
‘Amir b. “Ali al-Shammakhi and al-Jannawuni state that ‘We hold that
there is no Aijra after the conquest of Mecca’ (Ennami, Studies, i. 260;
P. Cuperly, Introduction a étude de I’Ibadisme et de sa théologie (Algiers,
n.d.), 334 = 337.-3; id., ‘La profession de foi d’Abu Zakariyya’ Yahya ibn
al-Hayr Ibn Abi I-Hayr al-Gannawun?, Bulletin d’Etudes Orientales, 32-3
(1982), 53.8). That the Ibadis do not call themselves muhajirun is noted
by Ka‘i in Shahrastani, i. 101.ult. and God says. Salim’s point is that
since there is inconsistency in the Najdite stance, it is not from God and
thus not part of Islam.

78. All the doctrines with which the Najdiyya are credited in this
para. flow from their alleged classification of their opponents as idolat-
ers/polytheists (above, III, 75), and most are mentioned in other Ibadi
sources; but the only Sunni author to agree is Malati (7Tanbih, 42). Ac-
cording to him, the Najdiyya ‘killed children, enslaved women, spilt blood,
and held it lawful to have intercourse with (captured) women and to take
the property (of their opponents)’; which is what Salim says too. But
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Malati’s errors in his account of the Kharijites are so gross that it is dif-
ficult to take him seriously, except in respect of the Iranian Kharijites of
his own time. He presents the Azariqa as moderates, the Ibadis as ex-
tremists, claims that Shabib’s Kharijites rebelled in Oman and conversely
that the Ibadis survive in the countryside of Kufa, and thinks that the Su-
fris are the followers of al-Muhallab b. Abi Sufra! enslave their gawm.
Similarly, Khalid in Kashif, Siyar, i. 119.8; Bisyani, idid., ii. 125.-2; Qal-
hati, Kashf, fo. 200a (sib@ al-dhurriyya). It is also implied by the story of
the expedition to Qatif led by Najda’s son: fa-qatala wa-sab& wa-ghanama
(Ash€ri, 90.3; Shahrastani, i. 91.11; Baladhuri, Ansab, xi, 131; Qalhati,
Kashf, fo. 200b.-3), but, Malati apart, Sunni sources never seem to make
it explicit. kill their offspring. This does not seem to be mentioned in
other sources apart from Malati, and it is contradicted by Najda’s rejec-
tion of the legality of killing children in his alleged correspondence with
Nafi¢ b. al-Azraq (Mubarrad, iii. 1034; Ibn Abi ’1-Hadid, iv. 137 ff; Y4d,
ii. 397f). treat their property as booty. Similarly Khalid and Bisyani
in Kashif, Siyar, 1. 19.8; 125.2; Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 200a.8. It is also im-
plied in the story of the expedition to Qatif mentioned above, but again
the Sunni sources apart from Malati fail to say so explicitly. slaughter
them indiscriminately. Mubarrad, iii. 1033.6, implies that Najda rejec-
ted istirad, but Khalid and Qalhati agree with Salim (Kashif, Siyar, 119.7;
Kashf, fo. 200a.8). sever relations of inheritance. This is not attested
elsewhere, and Bisyani, seemingly, contradicts it (above, ad III, 75). But
the contradiction may be more apparent than real (cf. below, ad III, 86).
the first Kharijites. On the term Khawarij as a self-designation, see be-
low, Ch. 8, 275 ff. On their behaviour after the killing of “Uthman and
the Battle of the Camel, see above, II, 57, and the comments thereto.

79. nor did they bed their women. This clearly implies that the Na-
jadat legalized sstinkah, though Salim has not explicitly said so. It is
not explicitly stated in other sources either, except for Malati in differ-
ent words (above, ad III, 78); but it flows from the legalization of saby
(above, ad 111, 78).

80. the Muslims would not have refrained. Khalid engages in a sim-
ilar argument: ‘If enslavement of and the taking booty from the people of
the ¢ibla had been lawful, the Muslims would not have abstained from it,
for they (never) abandoned a sunna of the Prophet’ (Kashif, Siyar, 109.3).
they would not have omitted to secure the shares. The recipients
enumerated here are those for whom the khums is destined according to

Q. 8:41.

81. this ... sprang from ignorance. Cf. the Najdite doctrine of ig-
norance as an excuse (Ashri, 90.8; Baghdadi, Farg, 67 f; Abu Tammam,
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22 = 35f; Shahrastani, i. 91.-8; Nashwan, 170.10). See further Ch. 5,
210.

82. They affiliate to people guilty of fornication. Salim seems to
have conflated two points here. First, the Najadat shared with the Azariga
the conviction that all members of their ranks were saved: ‘they affiliate to
co-religionists guilty of deeds for which /add is inflicted and other crimes,
saying that they do not know whether God will punish the believers for
their sins and that if He does, it will be in a different fire and only in
accordance with their sins, not perpetual punishment’ (Ashri, 91.3; cf.
Baghdadi, Farg, 55.-2, 68.—8; Abu Tammam, 22.10 = 36 (badly misun-
derstood by the translator); Shahrastani, i. 92.1; all add that they count
the persistent perpetrator of small sins as a polytheist, but the one-off
fornicator, wine-drinker, or thief as a Muslim). Secondly, Najda’s innov-
ations included the doctrine that he who falls into error through thad
is excused by ignorance provided that the error does not concern know-
ledge of God and other fundamental matters and that no /ujja has been
made against him; even if a person ignorantly concluded through thad
that marrying one’s sister or mother is legal, he would be a believer and
excused (Ibn Abi ’I-Hadid, iv. 133 f; cf. above, ad III, 81). Salim seems
to have padded the list of real sins that the Najdiyya would tolerate in
co-religionists aware that they were sinning with the hypothetical abom-
inations they would excuse in a mujtahid unaware that he had arrived at
sinful conclusions. money ... taken in turns. Normally an accusa-
tion levelled at Umayyads, cf. above, ad II, 41. appropriate trusts ... a
test. Najda is elsewhere said to have rejected both ideas (Mubarrad, iii.
1035.1; Baladhuri, Ansab, xi. 8§0.—2, 126.5); and they are not associated
with the Najdiyya in other sources. unlawful to own female slaves
from ... their gawm. This doctrine is otherwise unknown and incom-
patible with their legalization of saby and instinkah, cf. 111, 78, 79. Several
presumably Muslim women are taken and distributed among their captors
in the story of the expedition to Qatif (above, ad III, 78). The passage
may be corrupt, but the contradiction can in fact be resolved (cf. below,
Ch. 5, pp. 209 f). confess to hypocrisy — li-man thaqula minhum an
al-qital. Cf. Ashri, 91.1: wa-man thaqula ‘an hijratithim fa-huwa mun-
afig; Nashwan, 170.11: man naqala “an dar hiratihim fa-huwa munafig,
presumably a mistake for man thaqula, taken further in Abu Tammam, 22
= 36: wa-man intaqala min dar hijratihim fa-huwa munafig. It is clear from
Salim that those who stayed behind forfeited their lives unless they acknow-
ledged themselves as hypocrites. Outraged by the idea, Salim claims that
an acknowledgement of hypocrisy in the Prophet’s time would have had
precisely the opposite effect, though this contradicts his normal insist-
ence that the hypocrites of the Prophet’s time were protected by the law
on a par with the believers. Cf. also Bisyani in Kashif, Siyar, ii, 125.—4:
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wa-man aqama bayna azhur gawmind mimman yadinu bi-din Najda anza-
lahu munafigan wa-lam yunzilhu mushrikan.

83. al-rajiS, i.e. the one who leaves the camp to go home. Salim’s in-
formation here is unique to him, though Baghdadi is familiar with the
issue. According to him, some Bayhasis declared that ‘we dissociate from
whoever goes back from his dar al~hijra and jihad to a state of qu<ud’,
whereas others said, ‘no, we associate with him because he has gone back
to a state that was permitted to him before his /ira to us’ (Farg, 88.—
5). many of their number passed away. Salim is horrified, not by
the number of people who have been wrongly excluded from the com-
munity, but rather by the number of those who have wrongly branded
them infidels. Presumably, his reasoning is that the innocent victims will
be compensated in the next world, whereas the guilty accusers will be
punished for their sin.

84. Dawud. Cook (Dogma, 89) considers various possibilities and tent-
atively identifies him with the Dawud al-“Ukli who appears with Najda in
69/680 f and secedes from him thereafter (Baladhuri, Ansab, xi. 132.ult.,
133.-3). He does not figure in the heresiographers, but he does figure in
some Ibadi sources. Thus the sira of Shabib b. ‘Atiyya says that Nafi¢ b.
al-Azraq kharaja min al-umma along with Dawud, “Atiyya, and their likes
(Kashif, Szyar, 11. 375.ult.). ASM also has a Dawud among his a’imma
dulldl, though he does not associate him with Ibn al-Azraq or Najda
(Kashif, Syar, i. 209.6; cf. 208.11); and Izkawi has a Dawudiyya, though
no doctrines are specified (Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 234a.—3). “Atiyya. This
man is well known to the heresiographers (e.g., Ashri, 92 f). He broke
with Najda and ended up in Kirman, where he is numismatically attested
from 72 to 75 (Baladhuri, op. cit., 135.10; G. C. Miles, ‘Some New Light
on the History of Kirman in the First Century of the Hijra’ in J. Kritzeck
and R. Bayly Winder (eds.), The World of Islam: Studies in Honour of Phil-
hp K. Hitti, (London, 1959), 90). He figures in Shabib’s epistle, as seen
above, and also in AMS, where he has become Najda b. ‘Atiyya (Kashif,
Siyar, 1. 208.12); Qalhati correctly has him as “Atiyya b. al-Aswad (Kashf,
fo. 201a.3), as does Izkawi (Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 233a.12). Abu Fudayk.
He was the killer of Najda and was killed in his turn by ‘Abd al-Ma-
lik’s troops in 73/692 f (Tabari, 2nd ser., 852 f). He barely figures in the
Ibadi tradition, which has an otherwise unknown Ziyad al-A%am (sic) in-
stead (ASM in Kashif, Siyar, 1. 208.13; cf. Mahbub, ibid., 317 f; Qalhati,
Kashf, fo. 201a.5; Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 233a.—7). Ziyad cannot
be identical with Abu Fudayk, whose ism is given as ‘Abdallah b. Thawr
(Tabari, 2nd ser., 517.14). the things over which they separated. Cf.
Ash¢ari, 92 f, 101.1; Nashwan, 170.-5: “Atiyya and Abu Fudayk are not
known to have instituted any new doctrines apart from their disapproval
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of Najda and Ibn al-Azraq. What follows is the usual string of extremist
sins. bedding their women. Cf. the story that a slave girl belonging to
Umayya b. ‘Abdallah was found to be pregnant by Abu Fudayk when the
latter’s revolt had been suppressed (Tabari, 2nd ser., 853.11; cf. Ygd, iv.
47.7). It could also be counted as an instance of saby or khams.

86. lawful to have relations of inheritance when they lived in their
midst. In other words, they had treated other Muslims as co-religionists
until they rebelled. Bisyani is not aware that the Najdiyya ever stopped
doing so: according to him, they held it lawful to intermarry with their
gawm, call them to succession and inherit from them, and also to eat their
slaughters (above, ad III, 75). Salim presents them as inconsistent, but
they probably deemed it lawful to treat other Muslims as co-religionists
when they were forced to live among them (whence Bisyani’s impression)
and deemed all relations with them to be cut off when they rebelled and
emigrated to their own dar al-hijra (whence Salim’s impression that they
were inconsistent). See further Ch. 5, 209 f.

87. marry the women. Though directed against the extremists in gen-
eral, this para. is clearly about the Najdiyya.

89. hijra. We now get a new argument against the extremist insistence
on the duty to emigrate. Salim’s point seems to be that a dar al-hijra
does not cease to be one merely because you declare its inhabitants to be
infidels (though in principle this should turn it into a dar al-kufr such as
Mecca on the eve of the Prophet’s emigration); for several worthy men in
the time of “‘Uthman declared their gawm to be infidels without going to a
new place of emigration. If these men died in a state of /ijra in their abode
(Medina), as the extremists themselves accept, then the extremists are not
obliged, or, indeed, allowed, to make a /gjra from theirs (Kufa, Basra, etc.).
€Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Awf| etc. “‘Abd al-Rahman died in Medina in 32
(Khalifa b. Khayyat, Kitab al-tabagat, ed. A. D. al-“Umari, (Baghdad,
1961), 15); so did “Abdallah b. Mas“ud, according to most, while Abu
Dharr died in al-Rabadha near Medina (cf. above, ad 11, 49; Khalifa, op.
cit., 16, 31 f). Abu Dharr is a strained example since ‘Uthman ‘returned
him to bedouinism’ by exiling him to al-Rabadha (Baladhuri, Ansab, v.
54; cf. Kh. Athamina, ‘A%ab and Muhajirun in the Environment of the
Amsar’, Studia Islamica, 66 (1987), 11 f; and in the ninth-century epistle of
Muhammad b. Mahbub to Abu Ziyad Khalaf b. “Udhra we are explicitly
told that “Uthman nafahu min dar al-hyra (HX, 198.14).

90. The same innovations as their gawm today. This is presum-
ably a reference to the point made in III, 86: the extremists treated their
gawm as co-religionists while they lived among them, but severed all re-
lationships with them when they rebelled. Salim’s argument seems to be
that either the gawm are polytheists or else they are not. If they are not
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polytheists, the extremists have innovated by treating them as such when
they rebelled; and if they are indeed polytheists, some of the extremists
have innovated by treating them as co-religionists white they lived among
them. These innovations (or at least the latter) are as bad as the ones of
which they accuse their gawm. In other words, Salim is arguing against
double rules. Some of the extremists, including the Najdiyya, did appar-
ently hold it lawful to have different relations with their gawm depending
on whether they themselves were in a state of khurij or not (see Ch. 5,

209 1).
THE MURJPA

91. no predecessors. Similarly K1, 6; a/~-Radd ‘ala ahl al-shakk in app.
5. the recent schism ... the first schism. i.e. the first civil war and a
later divisive event which Salim never identifies. He shares the word furqa
with KI, 5, and only uses it in his Murji’ite section, but it is a common
synonym of fitna elsewhere, see, e.g., Baladhuri, Ausab, v, 30.14, 32.3,
45.8, 46.9; Kashif, Siyar, i. 70.-2, 137.4, 159.11, 186.—4, 193.3, 207.-2,
228.—4.

92. For a more tortuous version of the argument here, see App. 5. fa-qad
kafari . .. ajma‘un. Given that the verb is in the plural, we should per-
haps read wa-kaffaric ... ayma%n, ‘they have declared all the participants
in the first schism to be infidels’. In any case, Salim is using his own ter-
minology here. The Murji’ites have only said that a person who judges
on the basis of tradition rather than autopsy is da/l, but Salim takes it
for granted that all du/lal are infidels. Similarly, in the next para. firaq
. wa’l-bar@a. The use of both terms where one would do is consist-
ent in the Murji’ite section. It is not found in the previous parts, but
it recurs in 1V, 125. wa-kafarat al-murji’a aydan. Cf. above, ad 111,
91, for the use of kafara here. Cook makes this sentence the beginning
of the next para., but van Ess (7G, v. 13) is right that it belongs in this
one, where it completes the argument. Salim’s point is that i/ Murji’ism
is right, then all the participants in the first civil war were in error; and
if all participants in the first civil war were in error, then the Murji’ites
are wrong to suspend judgement on them: for you must surely dissociate
from people who are wrong by your own principles. In other words, Mur-
j’ism is self-defeating. It forces you to suspend judgement on the very
people who act contrary to it; it is one of those tenets which are wrong if
they are right (like relativism). The sentence cannot start the next para.
because the Murj’ites are not suspending judgement on people who act
contrary to i7j@’ in it, but rather acting contrary to it themselves.
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94. not like the people of the first schism. It is hard to see how this
justifies the Murji’ite transmission of attitudes to the next generation. See,

further, Ch. 6, 225 ff.

95. conflicting testimony. Salim has not mentioned the unanimity
principle in III, 91, and he takes knowledge of it for granted here: the
Murji’ites are ready to rely on reports transmitted from the past if they
are unanimous. They claim such unanimity not only about Mu‘awiya, but
also about Abu Bakr and “Umar (below, III, 97). Compare KI, 5, where
Abu Bakr and “Umar are accepted on the grounds that the umma did not
fight or disagree about them. Conversely, the Murji’ite poet Muharib b.
Dithar suspends judgement on ‘Uthman because some people say nasty
things about him while others say that he was an imam ‘adl who was killed
unjustly (Waki®, Akkbar al-qudah, ed. ‘A.-“A. M. al-Maraghi (Cairo, 1947—
50), 1ii. 29; tr. in van Ess, TG, v. 20; cf. also van Ess, ‘Das Kitab’, 47). Cf.
also HX, 378, tr. in App. 5. Unless he is himself astray. The Murji-
’ites have now admitted that one cannot rely on autopsy and unanimity
alone: when people disagree, one must decide whom to accept as author-
ities. God Himself says that one should believe some and not others, as he
proceeds to point out. gala ’llah li-rasulihi. Given that God’s statement
is a description of the Prophet, it would have come naturally to translate
‘God said about His Messenger’ (for gala /i in the sense of ‘say about’, see
J. van Ess, Anfinge Muslimischer Theologie (Beirut, 1977), 61 n; drawn to
our attention by Michael Cook). But the continuation wa-gqala li-akharin
makes this impossible.

97. unanimous in proclaiming Abu Bakr and “‘Umar right. They
did, in fact, claim unanimity regarding these two caliphs, see KI, 5; cf.
also above, ad 111, 95. al-Sabbaba/Saba’iyya. We use the form Saba-
’iyya without prejudice to what the original word may have been. The text
consistently has Sabbaba, which is not necessarily a corruption. The Saba-
’iyya were mockingly called Sabbabiyya with reference to their slander of
the first caliphs (E. Kohlberg, ‘Some Imami Shi‘i Views on the Sahaba’,
FJerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam, 5 (1984), 147). At some point this
nickname was corrected to Sabbaba, a proper collective feminine of sab-
bab, ‘slanderer’ (cf. Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 82, where the Sabbaba are glossed as
Shi¢ites, and Atfayyish adds in a note that they were thus known because
they slandered the first caliphs and other opponents of theirs, ad our 1V,
132). The original word may thus have been Sabbaba or, more probably
(given that it must be earlier), Sabbabiyya. Our scribe certainly writes it
with an a/if, not always used in Saba’iyya.

Whatever the original word may have been, it seems simply to mean
Shitites here, not just Rafidis, let alone ghulat; for if many Saba’iyya dis-
sociated from the first two caliphs, it would follow that some of them did
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not, meaning that the term included Shi‘ites such as the Batri Zaydis.
(Cf. also the comments ad 1V, 132.) That Saba’iyya was a broader term
than one expects on the basis of the heresiographical literature is rightly
noted by van Ess (Anfinge, 11). Cf. Ibn Sa‘d, vi, 275, where Ibrahim
al-Nakha‘i says that he is neither a Murji’1 nor a Saba’i (wrongly Sabali
in the Beirut edn.), presumably meaning neither a Murji’ite nor a ShiCite.
But in al-Dhahabi, Ta’rikh al-islam, iii, (Cairo, 1368), 358.—6, it means a
Rafidi Shi‘ite (cf. van Ess, Anfinge, 11), which also seems to be its mean-
ing in Tabari, 3rd ser., 29.—2: here Abu ’1-“Abbas identifies the Saba’iyya
as those who assert that the “Alids (left implicit) have a better right to the
caliphate than the ‘Abbasids; and Dawud b. “Ali continues by asserting
that the Kufans had never had a caliph before apart from “Ali and Abu
’-“Abbas, i.e. by concurring with their rafd but denying that the “Alids
have a right over and above the “‘Abbasids (ibid. 33, 37). they can tell the
mendacity. Once again, the Murji’ites are made to concede that one has
to pick one’s authorities, cf. above, ad I, 95. how do they reject what
the Azariqa ... say about stoning? The argument is that they cannot
do so without relying on tradition, which in its turn means choosing one’s
authorities for one’s view of the past. Neither autopsy nor unanimity can
be invoked here.

98. the kings of their gawm are believers. Salim cannot understand
how anyone can identify a person as a believer (and thus a member of
the umma) and at the same time deem it lawful to disown that person;
as he sees it, the umma consists of people who are friends because they
agree on how one should live and behave: if one disowns somebody be-
cause he departs from that agreement, the latter is by definition excluded
from the community and, thus, a kafir rather than a believer. The Murji-
’ite dissent from Salim’s preconceptions is first attested in the Aghani, ix.
139.13, where “Awn b. “‘Abdallah, a Kufan poet, upbraids the Murji’a for
speaking of a mu’minun min ali jawrin and mu’minun damuhu halal, clearly
with reference to ‘kings’ and servants of theirs. He either was or had
been a Murji’ite himself, but the notion of a believer whom it is lawful
to kill struck him as self-contradictory. (For the verse, see further Cook,
Dogma, 35 f; van Ess, TG, i, 165 f). Cf. the tradition in which Tawus says
‘amazing, our brothers of the people of Iraq call al-Hajjaj a believer!” (Ibn
Abi Shayba, Kitab al-iman, ed. M. N.-D. al-Albani (Damascus, 1385), 32,
no. 95; cited in W. Madelung, ‘Early Sunni Doctrine Concerning Faith’,
Studia Islamica, 32 (1970), 242). Thabit Qutna (d. 110/728 f), a Murj?’ite
poet who participated in the revolt of Yazid b. al-Muhallab, presumably
also meant to say that both ‘Ali and ‘Uthman were believers when he
said that both were servants (of God) who did not ascribe partners to
God (Aghani, xiv. 270.—4 = van Ess, TG, v. 18: 12 [with a different under-
standing of %bdan]). Both he and Muharib b. Dithar (d. 116/734 f), yet



PART III 175

another Murj’ite poet, denied that dhanb makes people polytheists (Agh-
ant, xiv. 270.7; Waki®, Qudah, iii. 30.15 = van Ess, TG, v, 18:7, 21:31). An
Ibadi, of course, would have retorted that it makes them kafirun of other
kinds, but it seems unlikely that the poets in question held the opposite
of a mushrik to be anything other than a believer.

99. believers who have gone astray. Compare Abu Hanifa to ‘Uth-
man al-Batti: ‘it has reached you that I am a member of the Murji’a and
say mu’min dall’ (Risala, 34.ult. = van Ess, TG, v, 25 (c)). Salim still finds
the notion preposterous: you are either a believer or an infidel, he says,
meaning that you are either one of us or else you are not. faith does not
preserve them from error ... error does not necessarily ... exclude
them from faith. Here we have the Murji’ite distinction between faith
and works which the Kharijites were not alone in finding offensive.

100. Some ... profess that the kings are infidels. This was clearly
the view of ‘“Awn b. “‘Abdallah (above, ad III, 98), but he seems to reject
not only the idea that oppressors should be classified as believers, but also
Murji’ism altogether in this verse. It is true that he cannot have done
so if the verse dates from the revolt of Ibn al-Ash‘ath, for he figures in
the Murjr’ite delegation to “Umar II (Ibn Sad, vi. 313; cf. Cook, Dogma,
36). But van Ess redates the verse to Yazid b. al-Muhallab’s revolt and
is thus free to accept the prima facie meaning of the verse, namely that
‘Awn abandoned Murj’ism (7G, 1. 165f). In any case, there are other
examples of Murji’ites who classified their kings as infidels, cf. below, Ch.
6 n. 94. For all that. Salim has fi dhalika here, as also in 1. 658. We have
emended both instances to ma‘a dhalika, which he uses too (1. 661), but
the emendations may be unnecessary, for Qalhati also has /7 dhalika in the
sense of ‘for all that’ (Kashf, fos. 200a.9, 200b.1, 201a.—7); and Salim may
have reserved ma‘a dhalika for ‘on top of that’. they associate. One
would not have guessed as much on the basis of ‘Awn’s verse, but van
Ess removes this problem by accepting that ‘Awn’s verse was in fact a
denunciation of Murji’ism.

101. The Murji’ite cause has thus split up. The verb is uncertain.
Cook emends to fusikha. We regard the ductus as beyond emendation and
base our conjectural translation on the fact that Salim likes to highlight
heretical disunity in conjunction with heretical agreement on error (cf.
above III) 84, 90). We have also taken the sentence to start the para. on
common errors rather than to conclude the previous one (similarly, van

Ess (TG, v. 16)).

102. The first two points simply summarize what has already been said,
cf. above, III, 93, 98-9. They are wrong in associating with people
to whom they will respond. This is obscure. Salim is summarizing a
point which does not seem to have been made before, unless he is referring
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to the group in §100. In any case, the gist of it seems to be that the
Murj?’ites are wrong to make opportunistic alliances with people they do
not normally approve of, but with whom they will sometimes associate in
joint bara’a from the enemy. discrepancy between their declarations
and their conduct. Salim makes the same point in his summary of the
polemics against the extremist Kharijites (above, 111, 90), and one would
have expected the section to end here. Instead, he moves on to a refutation
of the Murji’ite invocation of Qur’anic support.

103. That is a nation ... The knowledge of them ... The two
Qur’anic quotations here are both about past nations: you shall not be
questioned about the things they did (2: 124, 141); knowledge about them
is with God (20: 52, in response to Pharaoh’s question). In other words,
it is not for us to pass judgement on past events. KI, 6, also cites Moses’
answer to Pharaoh’s question. There is no citation in either Salim or KI
of Q. 9: 106, the verse in which van Vloten believed the Murji’ites to have
found their name (G. van Vloten, ‘Irdja”’, Zeitschrifi der Deutschen Mor-
genlindischen Gesellschafi, 45 (1891), 164). See further below, Ch. 6, 224 f.

THE FATANA

107. They claim that imams are right where other people would
be wrong. For Shukkak making the same argument, see the epistle of
Shabib b. ‘Atiyya in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 357 f; Abu ’I-Mu’thir, ibid., i. 156 f;
discussed below, Ch. 6, 245 f.

108. an imam is just an ordinary man. Shabib and Abu ’I-Mu’thir
make the same point.

110. The argument here seems to be based on the contrasting cases of
Abu Bakr and “‘Uthman: if an imam had to deal with people who refused
to pay zakah (as the ridda tribesmen did in the time of Abu Bakr), then
the Muslims would have to help him; but if an imam were to withhold
zakah from those entitled to it (as did ‘Uthman), then the Muslims would
not be allowed to oppose him in the Fatana’s view, though all Kharijites
would disagree. (We owe this insight to Prof. Madelung.)

112. The sinful imam here could also be construed as “Uthman in
disguise, since the latter could be described as having ‘inflicted similar
damage without accepting God’s judgement’ when he refused to hand over
the killer of Dinar/Niyar (above, II, 56; also drawn to our attention by
Prof. Madelung).

113. they do not know whether ... punishment or mercy. In other
words, they profess ignorance of the fate of the believing sinner in the
hereafter.
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PART IV

Large parts of the stance are translated in Ennami, Srudies, 33—40.

114. fitna. The civil war initiated by the killing of ‘Uthman was a fitna,
trial, in that unanimity disappeared and false claims arose to lead the be-
lievers astray. Salim’s claim here, and indeed, throughout the epistle, is
that the Ibadis have passed the test and preserve the original religion in-
tact. Abu Hanifa makes the same claim for Murji’ism in his epistle to
“Uthman al-Batti (35.2): it is al~amr . .. kana ‘alayhi ashabuhu hatt@ ta-
Jfarraqa ’l-nas. more capable today... Cf. above, III, 81, where some
Najdiyya explain the discrepancy between past and present practice by
crediting their forebears with ignorance. When the Basran Kharijites
pointed out to Ibn al-Azraq that he was introducing institutions which had
not been part of the practice of the sa/af, Ibn al-Azraq similarly explained
that hadhihi hujja gamat ‘alayya wa-lam tagum alayhim (Baladhuri, Ansab,
xi. 78.=5); or the Azariga explained that hadha tabayyana lana wa-khafiya
Sanhum (Ash¢ri, 87.5; Abu Tammam, 21 = 35). Against such claims,
Salim asserts that nothing was concealed from the imams of the past.
Consequently, one cannot claim them as one’s forebears without adhering
to their practice, as he has said time and again in Part III and reiterates

below, IV, 133.

115. the rights of parents, etc. Cf. above, II, 65, where the
Muslim Kharijites respect the rights of kinsmen, neighbours, companions,
orphans, travellers, and slaves. The continuation suggests that the extrem-
ists only respected such rights if the persons in question were members
of their sects. This is corroborated by ASM, who wishes the Muslims to
be ‘a people who ... do not disregard (yagra‘i) the rights of the neigh-
bour or traveller, who do not betray a trust, who do not kill the mu%azi/
kaff, or slaughter people wholesale’, adding ‘Know that the sira of the
Muslims before us and before you concerning the people of the gibla is
to call them ... if they refuse, fight them ... but their property is not to
be taken as booty, nor their families to be enslaved, one keeps one’s word
with them, honours their trust, one respects the bond of kinship with
them, honours one’s parents, and keeps good companionship with one’s
raf1q, wife, what one’s right hand possesses, and the traveller’ (Kashif,
Siyar, 1. 229.11, 230.7). Respect for the rights in question is also af-
firmed by W2’il b. Ayyub in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 48.2; Ahmad b. ‘Abdallah
al-Kindi (d. 557/1162) al-Musannaf, ed. ‘Abd al-Mun%m ‘Amir and Jad
Allah Ahmad (Oman, 1979-), i, pt. 2, 226 ff; Cuperly, ‘Profession de foi’,
48.-2; al-Mundhiri in Atfayyish, Majmiua, 275 fY). abrarvan kanic aw fuj-
Jjaran. The same expression is used in Jannawuni’s creed in connection
with birr al-walidayn (Cuperly, ‘Profession de foi’, 48.-2).
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116. We discharge all trusts. Cf. above, II, 65, where the early Khar-
jites do the same; and III, 74, 82, where the Azariga and Najadat hold it
lawful to dishonour them. That the Ibadis honour them is also stressed
in ASM, quoted in the comments to the preceding para. we honour the
contracts. Cf. above, II, 65, on the early Kharijites. According to Salim,
the Najdiyya also honoured the contracts of their gawm with dhimmis,
though it was inconsistent in their case (III, 76). Presumably, the Az-
ariqa did not, and he implies that dhimmis had been ill-treated as a result;
but he has not actually said so.

117. We grant protection. Cf. above, III] 68, where the Azariqa refuse
to grant protection to those members of their gawm who ask for it. al-kaff
al-mutazil. Cf. above, 11, 26, 65, where the Prophet and the early Khar-
jjites refrain from fighting those who withdraw and restrain their hands
from them, as laid down in Q. 4:90 f. But note that their neutrality can
only be temporary: once they have had time to think things over, they
have to take sides. That Salim’s rejection of a manzila between right and
wrong sounds like a reference to Mu‘tazilism has already been noted (ad
I1, 65). even if they do not campaign with us. Ennami, Studies, 1. 34,
has ‘He should struggle on our side’, presumably reading wa[-alayhi] an
yanfir where we have read wa-in [lam] yanfir. idolaters. Salim once more
rejects both the classification and its consequences (cf. above, III, 66, 75,
and passim).

118. Assassinating ... killing ... in secret. This has not been
discussed before. For Kharijites engaging in or resolving on fatk of oppon-
ents, see al-Baladhuri, Ansab al-ashraf, iv.a, ed. M. J. Kister (Jerusalem,
1971), 149.11, 154.14 (Sufyanid Basra); id., Futuh, 401 f (al-Mansur’s Sis-
tan); Tabari, 3rd ser., 631 (the Jazira in 178). The issue does not seem
to be discussed by the heresiographers. As for secret killing, Baladhuri
has it that Ibn al-Azraq was the first who gatala fi ’[-sirr (Ansab, xi. 78,
where the text wrongly has fi ’[-siyar). Qalhati also knows of it, cf. Kashf,
fos. 197b.1, 2 (the Azariqa, some Azariqa), 201a (the ASsamiyya). ASM
ascribes the doctrine of killing sirran wa-‘alaniyatan to the Tha‘labiyya
(Kashif, Siyar, 1. 209.4). That the Ibadis prohibited it is mentioned by
Ash‘ari, 104.-3; Baghdadi, Farg, 82.ult.; Nashwan, 173.—8; Shahrastani,
1. 100.-7). we show them approval of their ways. That is, we practise
taqiyya, defended above, II1, 73. It is said to have been endorsed by Abu
Bilal Mirdas b. Udayya, an early Kharijite whom the Ibadis acknowledge
as their own (Mubarrad, iii. 988.ult.).

119. serve with the kings. This is clearly directed against Ibadis: it is
‘Muslims’ who should abstain from service with kings, whom they know
to be ‘infidels’. Though Salimi does not have this para. it is unlikely to be
an interpolation since it speaks of mulitk rather than jababira, which had



PART IV 179

become the customary Omani term for illegitimate rulers by the ninth
century. Here as below, 128, it is clear that Salim did not live in an Ibadi
imamate.

Though it makes no difference, tasdid should perhaps be emended to
tashdid (cf. Tbn Abi ’1-Hadid, iv. 134.ult.: /li-tashuddir sultanahum).

120. relations of marriage and inheritance. Salim has made this
point many times before, though he has not always made it so clear that
he classifies his gawm as hypocrites. Cf. above, II, 31.

121. gadhf. Salim is starting new polemics against extremists here. The
text is difficult, but the meaning is reasonably clear. The extremists would
freely accuse their gawm of unlawful sexual relations simply because they
were gawm, in other words polytheists devoid of legal protection. The
first example is gadhf of men, to which Salim responds by quoting Q.
5:8, on acting equitably towards people one detests. (Ennami’s transla-
tion (Studies, 1. 36) breaks off at this point. We have rejected the reading
bar? min al-zin@ in 1. 877 because it would make the Kharijjites slander
people they know to be innocent rather than people they know nothing
about, defined as the issue in 1. 876, 879.) The second example, if we
have understood it correctly, is gadhf of women in the form of an insult
levelled at a fellow believer: one could accuse a woman of the gawm of any
kind of lewd behaviour and therefore call her son a bastard even if he was
a member of the sect. Salim responds by invoking the Prophet’s treatment
of the hypocrites, taking it for granted that the gawm should be classified
as such. According to him, the Prophet would flog hypocrites (presum-
ably for gadhf, cf. Q. 24:4 in conjunction with 9: 67); in other words, the
Prophet held them to be governed by Islamic law. This was because they
used the ¢zbla and overtly accepted the law (cf. II, 31), including its pro-
hibition of zina. If they can be punished under the law, they must also be
protected by it. Hence, it is not lawful for the Kharijites falsely to accuse
them of zina. The later Ibadi tradition agrees: it is unlawful to engage in
gadhf of muwahhidin whether they are people with whom one associates
or not (Sa‘di, Qamis, ix. 51).

Salim does not use the opportunity to take issue with the Azraqite doc-
trine that false accusations of zina were punishable by /add only if they
were directed against women (on the ground that it is only in connex-
ion with women that gadhf is mentioned in the Qur’an: cf. Ash¢ari, 89.7;
Shahrastani, i. 90.—6; cf. Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fos. 246a.11, 246b.7,
who prohibits gadhf al-muhsinin min al-rijal wa’l-nis@® in implicit oppos-
ition to this doctrine). In principle, an Azraqite could slander his male
co-religionists as freely as he could his gawm (though he could not call
them bastards since this was gadhf of their mothers, unless their mothers
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belonged to the gawm, as Salim says). Whether Salim knew the Azraqite
doctrine one cannot tell.

122. isti%ad. Cf. App. 4.

123. killing minors. All the extremists are presented as holding it law-
ful to kill the offspring (dhurriyya) of their opponents, cf. above III, 67,
78, 84, 89, but this is the first time Salim uses the term ‘minors’. Ennami
(Studies, 1. 38) translates the second half of this para. as follows: ‘But the
state of the descendants of those who face the giblah today would be the
same as if they were governed by a rightly-guided imam, ruling them with
obedience to God — yet some of the parents had broken away from him
(i.e. the imam) on a matter of uncertainty, so that they (the descendants)
did not acknowledge either “association” (walzyah) with the Imam or yet
dissociation (bar@ah) from those of their parents who disagreed with the
imam’.

124. intercourse with the wife of a man who has married. This
is directed against istinkah, cf. above, ad III, 67. It is remarkable that
Salimi kept this para. in his recension. Presumably, he read it as a general
statement of marriage law rather than polemics against a specific practice.

125. disown people if ... they have committed an act of disobedi-
ence to God. This is presumably directed against the extremist habit of
associating with sinners of all kinds within their camp, regarding them as
forgiven by God, cf. above, 111, 74, 82.

126. hijra. Cf. above, 111, 77, 89.

127. women and slaves who go out with us. Salim has not dis-
cussed khuriy of women and slaves before. The issue does not figure in
the heresiographical literature either, but cf. al-Jahiz, ‘Manaqib al-turk’
in G. van Vloten (ed.), Tria Opuscula (Leiden, 1903), 32.11, where wo-
men and slaves are among the many different people who mix in Kharijite
armies. That slaves would fight along with the free does not seem to be
mentioned elsewhere, but female participants are mentioned with some
frequency, see Mubarrad, iii. 986 ff; al-Baladhuri, Ansab al-ashraf, iv.b,
ed. M. Schloessinger (Jerusalem, 1938), 93.1; v. 143.12, 152.10; cf. also
al-Jahiz, Kitab al-hayawan, ed. ‘A.-S. M. Harun (Cairo, 1938—45), v. 590;
id., Bayan, i. 365, discussed in C. Pellat, ‘Djahiz et les Kharidjites’, Fo-
lia Orientalia, 12 (1970), 202 ff. Abu Bilal is supposed to have been the
first Kharijite to disapprove of, or even forbid, khuruj al-nisa’ (Baladhuri,
Ansab, iv.a, 142.12, 156 f, where female rebels are makhanith al-khawariy).
Ziyad b. Abihi reportedly put an end to the participation of women by
exposing them naked after he had killed them (ibid. 153.1; Mubarrad, iii.
985.7, Ibn Hamdun, Tadhkira, 1. 438 f). But they reappeared thereafter.
Shabib b. Yazid’s troops are reputed to have included 150 women (al-Isfar-
21ini, al-Tabassur [7 ’l-din (Cairo, 1940), 36.4), including his mother and
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wife, renowned horsewomen who eventually fell in battle (ibid.; al-Mas-
Qadi, Murij al-dhahab, ed. C. Barbier de Meynard and A. J. B. Pavet de
Courteille (Paris, 1861-77), v. 321f; ed. C. Pellat (Beirut, 1966—79), iii,
§2079), and who are even said to have been recognized as imams (Isfar-
2ini, Tabassur, 36.15, 24; cf. 35.-6). The Azariqa too had female soldiers
in their ranks (Aghani, vi. 144.6, 150.8; Tabari, i1. 1018 f), as did the
Najdiyya (Baladhuri, Ansab, iv.b, 50.4; cf. 47.15). The sister of Mas-
qud al-‘Abdi, who raised a Kharijite revolt in Bahrayn in 105/723 f, was
killed in battle; the sister of Mus‘ab al-Walibi, an Iraqi Kharijite about
the same time, likewise joined her brother (Ibn al-Athir, a/-Kamil fi ’I-ta’-
rikh, ed. C. J. Tornberg (Leiden, 1851-76), v. 88 f). Nineteen male and
one female Kharijites rebelled in Iraq in the reign of Hisham: the woman
was executed by Yusuf b. ‘Umar (M. J. de Goeje (ed.) Kitab al-uyan
wa’l-hada’iq (Leiden, 1871), 109.12). When al-Dahhak b. Qays entered
Kufa in 127/744 f, there were several women in his army (Tabari, 2nd
ser., 1901, 1906, 1907 f; Khalifa, 7a’rikh, 570.3). The wife of the Ibadi
rebel Abu Hamza fought along with him (al-Azdi, Ta’rikh al-Mawsil ed.
‘A. Habiba (Cairo, 1967), 79.11, 112.1; Aghani, xxiii. 247.14); and the sis-
ter of al-Walid b. Tarif al-Taghlabi fought with her brother in the Jazira
in 178 (Ibn al-Athir, Kamul, vi. 98). The tenth-century Malati says of
eastern-Iranian Kharijites, whom he calls Haruris and describes as extrem-
ists, that ‘their women fight on slender horses, just like their men’ (Malati,
Tanbih, 42.18; cited in Madelung, Religious Trends, 63); and the tenth-cen-
tury al-Nasafi credits the Khalafiyya with the doctrine that al~qu%d ‘an
al-jihad was forbidden to both male and female believers (Radd, 72).
Given that the extremists are on record as having accepted female par-
ticipation, Salim’s para. cannot be directed against them. On the contrary,
he seems to be arguing against fellow-Ibadis here, for Baladhuri’s inform-
ation that Abu Bilal disapproved of female participation reflects that of
the Ibadis themselves. Izkawi cites the Basran leader Abu Sufyan Mah-
bub as saying that Abu Bilal’s companions did not include women or
slaves, except for one woman of spectacular beauty who was pursued by
“Ubaydallah b. Ziyad and who joined them by way of flight, only to die
when they reached Ahwaz, i.e. she did not participate in the fighting and
Abu Sufyan approved of this fact (Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 266b.9); Qal-
hati stresses that once women and slaves had emigrated to Medina in the
Prophet’s time, they were not obliged to participate in jihad or khurig fi
qutal (Kashf, fo. 53b.—2, cf. 54b.2); and Salimi did not, apparently, find
Salim’s para. to his taste either, for it is not included in his text.
128. imam only on condition that he will wage jihad. Imams seem
to be envisaged entirely as military commanders chosen by the nafar with
whom they go to war ‘so that they may perish in that pursuit or prevail
over their enemy’. There clearly was no permanent imamate when Salim
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wrote (cf. also above, 119), nor does he envisage jihad as leading to the
establishment of one. His community is in a state of kiman or, as later
North Africans would call it, shira”: full-scale revolt against the oppressors
would be useless and the bulk of the Muslims live quietly under their rule,
but small bands of men (not less than forty) may decide to fight, under-
taking not to return to their lands or otherwise desist from their mission
until they achieve al-najah aw al-qat! (‘A. Y. Mu‘ammar, al-Ibadiyya [t
mamwkib al-ta’rikh (Cairo, 1964—6), 1. 94 f, where the other three states are
zuhitr and difa; characterized by a full-scale imamate and a temporary
imam for emergency purposes, respectively, and kiman, in which there is
no military activity at all. Omani usage was different).

129. madi and ga%d. This is directed against the extremists who de-
clare their sit-at-homes to be infidels, or hypocrites at best, cf. above III,
72, 82. The early Kharijjites are likewise presented as associating with
both goers-out and sitters-at-home, cf. III, 65, where the superiority of
the activist is also stressed.

130. Muslims who lived before our time. This is directed against
the Murji’a, who refuse to judge past persons on the basis of tradition
unless it is unanimous. Also tr. in Cook, Dogma, 26.

131. kings. One would have liked to have specific examples of their
misbehaviour, but the para. is wholly uninformative. That they misman-
age sadaga and fay’ is a standard accusation, for which Salim presumably
felt that he had given sufficient evidence in his account of “‘Uthman. Cf.
Hamza al-Khariji in Tarikh-i Sistan, 167.2 = 133; Scarcia, 638.4 = 644.
132. Saba’iyya. Though Salim has mentioned them before (above, III,
97), he has not engaged in polemics against them. The term seems to
stand for Shi‘ites in general (as Salimi says), for they are simply asked
not to separate from those who make God their only judge, i.e. the Ibadis,
and not to associate with those who abandon God’s judgement, i.e. ‘Ali
and his party.

133. Khawarij. The term clearly means ‘extremists’ here, since they are
being asked to stop affiliating to people whose practice they do not follow,
1.e. the first Kharijites. For this use of the term, see Ch. §, 275 ff.

134. Murji’a. This passage is translated in Cook, Dogma, 26. It recapit-
ulates the disagreement set out in the Murji’ite section of Part 111, adding
that they should stop calling imams of oppression mu’minun (left impli-
cit), as opposed to what God calls them, i.e. kafirun zalimun and fasigin
(5:44, 45, 47). Wa’il b. Ayyub also says that polytheists and ahl al-ihdath
must be called by the names which God has given them and by the milal
to which He has assigned them (Kashif, Siyar, ii. 53.-5).

135. Fatana. The threat (wa%d) is God’s threat, in the Qur’an, to pun-
ish the malefactors of whose afterworldly fate the Fatana profess ignorance
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(above, III, 113). They are asked to take it seriously, and to stop deeming
it unlawful to fight against rulers who violate the law.

136. BidaSyya. For the question whether this para. is an interpolation
or a residue of a lost part of the epistle, see above, Ch. 1, 21 ff. The her-
esiographers associate the name of Bida‘iyya with two quite different sects,
one presented as a subdivision of the Murji’a, the other as an offshoot of
the Azariga. The former, known only from Nasafi, Radd, 62, 123, has
already been discussed (above, 21f). Of the latter we are told that they
descended from the Azariga via the Khazimiyya, and that they held all
sinners to be unbelievers who would receive the punishments of idolaters
whether their sins were great or small (Nashi’, §121), only they them-
selves being destined for Paradise (al-Khwarizmi, Mafatih al-ulum, ed.
G. van Vloten (Leiden, 1895), 25; Abu Tammam, 24 f = 37). They also
claimed that the law only prescribes two (or three) daily prayers (Nashi’,
§121; Madelung, Qasim, 128; Abu Tammam, 25 = 37; cf. Q. 11:114), and
that it is prohibited to eat fish which has not been slaughtered (Nashi’
and Abu Tammam, loci cit.). Ibn Hazm credits the last two doctrines to
another alleged offshoot of the Azariga known as the Bittikhiyya or Bati-
hiyya after one Abu Isma‘il al-Bittikhi/Batihi (Fisal/, iv. 189.8; cf. van Ess,
TG, ii. 619 ff); but Abu Tammam, who also knows this sect, says noth-
ing about its Azraqite pedigree or its espousal of these two doctrines (45 f
= 51f). The founder of the Bida‘yya is said to have been one Yahya
b. Asram (Khwarizmi, Mafatih, 25). They shared with the Azariqa, then,
an attitude of exclusiveness and Qur’anic fundamentalism, and this is pre-
sumably why they were given an Azraqite pedigree, in so far as they are not
a heresiographical concoction (cf. Madelung, Religious Trends, 64; Lewin-
stein, ‘Azariqa’, 263). Precisely what the paragraph asks the Bida‘iyya to
do depends on which of the two sects one takes them to be (cf. above,

pp. 211).

138. fa-hadha ’l-amr alladhi nadi ilayhi. This phrase marks the end
in KI, 9, and the para. must have been the last here too. There could be
nothing to add to the declaration that ‘we are the Muslims’, except for
the final tahmid (in IV, 142). The next three paras. nonetheless revert to
particulars.

139. Ghuluw fi ’l-din. Salim has not used this expression before, but it
is Qur’anic (cf. 4: 171; 5: 77) and the entire para. is consonent with earlier
charges against the extremists. Only its position is wrong. It may have
been dislocated rather than interpolated.

140. man taraka qiblatana. It is not clear why Salim should introduce
a ruling on apostasy in his summary. Given that nobody has previously
been accused of abandoning the ¢ibla, and that there should not have been
any particulars here at all, this para. is best rejected as an interpolation.
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141. What is lawful for us today. The first half of this para. reads
like a rejection of the extremist doctrine that it is permitted to treat one’s
gawm as co-religionists for purposes of marriage, succession, and so on
while living in a state of tagiyya, only to cut off all ties with them when
one makes a khurig (cf. Ch. 5, pp. 209 f). But what it leads up to (or what
is tacked on to it) is a ruling on tagiyya. Unemended, the text rejects
taqiyya altogether: neither those who stay among their gawm nor those
who go out may practise it. Since Salim has previously defended tagiyya
at length (above, 111, 73 f; IV, 118), this would have to be dismissed as an
interpolation, and a crude one at that. In our emendation the text merely
says that whereas fagiyya is permitted to those who stay among the gawm
it is forbidden to those who go out (compare Muhammad b. Mahbub’s
ruling that al-imam al-ba’i is not allowed to use fagiyya: he must fight in
the way of God on the basis of ordering what is approved and forbidding
what is disapproved, cf. Kashif, Siyar, ii. 243.1). This may be compatible
with Salim’s views, but it is an odd continuation to a fervent affirmation
that the ¢a%d and the khary are governed by the same law. The text is
probably beyond repair, but it is in any case unlikely to be Salim’s. Apart
from the fact that it comes in the wrong place and formulates a wrong or
odd doctrine, it uses the wrong terminology: Salim has previously spoken
of al-madi rather than al-khary (11, 65; IV, 129).
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Salim b. Dhakwan was an Ibadi, possibly an Omani, and apparently an
acquaintance of Jabir, which is to say that he was a sectarian, possibly a
provincial, and apparently a very early figure. The discovery of an epistle
by such an author ought greatly to increase our understanding of early
Islamic history and beliefs, not only because early texts can be expected
to contain new information, but also, and more particularly, because they
make well-known information come alive by preserving early perspectives.
However faithful a tradition may be, it cannot transmit the contemporary
view of things because it cannot transmit all the information on which
that view is based. It has to be selective. But the world in which the
information it selects makes sense will disappear, leaving posterity with
dead knowledge, some of which will be shed while the rest will be inves-
ted with such meaning as makes sense under the new conditions. Early
sources give us glimpses of original preoccupations. We all know the story
of ‘Uthman, but how did Ibadis think of him some fifty years or a century
before the sources on which our knowledge is based set in? Abu Mikh-
naf, al-Mada’ini, and others tell us about the Azraqite split, but how did
Kharijites who lived through the events perceive them?

The epistle attributed to Salim b. Dhakwan contains no answers to
such questions. Of new information it has little and of new perspectives
it has few: as Cook puts it, there is almost nothing to take us by surprise in
Salim’s epistle except the lack of surprises.! It does give us a fuller account
of Kharijite doctrine on a particular issue than any other source, and in
so doing contributes to our understanding of early Kharijite thought; but
it cannot be said to make early Kharijism come alive. It is only on early
Murj?’ism and (in a more enigmatic way) the Fatana that it casts genuinely
new light: here one does have a sense of being taken behind the tradition
as we know it.

This is the gist of what the reader will learn from the chapters in this
section, in which we summarize Salim’s information on the main topics
covered in his epistle and compare it with the mainstream and Ibadi tra-
ditions. Our aim is partly to identify his relationship with these traditions
and partly to re-examine the topics on which he throws new light. The
implications of our findings for the place of origin and date of the epistle
will be taken up in the last chapter.

1" Cook, Dogma, 93.
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CUTHMAN

The first twenty pages of Salim’s epistle are mostly taken up with general-
ities which do not add to our understanding of the formative century. His
wastyya bi ’l-tagwa enjoins obedience to God, reminds the believers that
they are accountable to God for their deeds, stresses the transience of this
world, repeatedly invokes the Day of Judgement, offers a fervent passage
in praise of the Qur’an (to which we shall come back), and concludes by
urging the believers to fight holy war: most of this is timeless admonition.
His account of the Prophet consists largely of Qur’anic quotations, and it
only contains standard history for the rest, apart from the section on the
Prophet’s classification of opponents (which we shall discuss in Ch. 5).
The first two caliphs are given short, approving treatment without men-
tion of the Daba incident in Abu Bakr’s reign which figures in other Ibadi
discussions of relations with one’s gawm.? But the epistle deals at length
with the caliphate of “Uthman, so this is where the evaluation must begin.

Salim’s account is to the effect that “Uthman started well, but eventu-
ally (not, in his account, after six years) began to abuse his office for private
gain. He appointed his relatives to high office, squandered public wealth
on them, refused to apply the hadd punishments to them, and reserved
pastures for himself and his family at the expense of the Muslims. When
the Muslims complained, he responded by having some beaten and others
exiled. Eventually they went to Medina to ask him to repent or resign,
but though he feigned repentance, he did not mend his ways. He wrote a
letter to the governor of Egypt telling him to punish the Egyptian contin-
gent on its return, but the Muslims intercepted this letter and went back
to Medina where, after further fruitless discussion, they laid siege to him
and killed him.

All this is familiar enough from the akhbari accounts preserved in Sunni
sources. Salim has fewer details, and he omits a number of “‘Uthman’s mis-
deeds altogether, notably his collection of the Qur’an; he also differs here
and there, but only in minor ways. His list of people exiled by “Uthman
includes Hudhayfa b. al-Yaman, who is neither exiled by ‘Uthman nor an
enemy of his in the Sunni sources (II, 49). He has some variations on the
theme of ‘Uthman’s preferential treatment of his relatives (II, 41, 45). He

2 The Omanis are said to have participated in the ridda and to have been defeated by Aba
Bakr’s troops at Daba: 10,000 men were killed, their families were enslaved, and their property
distributed among the Muslims after deduction of a fifth for Medina. But when “‘Umar became
caliph he thought it wrong for Arabs to be slaves, now that the non-Arabs had been conquered,
and arranged for the release of the captives (thus Sayf in Tabari, 1st ser., 1979, 2012; cf. also Ibn
Sa‘d, vii. 101 f). This incident was adduced by extremist Kharijites to validate enslavement and
despoliation of non-Kharijite Muslims and was a problem to the Ibadis (cf. Salim b. Hutay’a in
Barradi, Jawahir, 52.—8; Khalaf b. Ziyad al-Bahrani, Sire, HX, 338 ff; Khalid in Kashif, Siyar,
i. 109.10; Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 198a.7).
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accuses ‘Uthman of confiscating people’s property, which the Sunni tra-
dition does not (II, 50). Finally, he associates one of ‘Uthman’s misdeeds
with eastern Arabia and another with bedouin who may be eastern Ara-
bian too: the sadaga which ‘Uthman gave to al-Harith b. al-Hakam was
that of Bahrayn, according to Salim, whereas the mainstream tradition
leaves it unidentified or associates it with Medina (II, 41); and “Uthman
refused to let bedouin participate in holy war because he did not want to
pay them stipends, which is a charge unknown to Sunni sources and the
only information which is genuinely new from their point of view (II, 47).

Though he barely departs from the mainstream tradition, his version
is not identical with, or obviously dependent on, any one of the akhbari
works which are extant today. Every now and again his account will agree
closely with one of them, and sometimes he will even use similar wording,
but only for a sentence or two. The parallels are atomistic.

For example, Salim sometimes agrees with Ibn Ishaq, whose account
of “Uthman’s murder was the earliest we had until Salim turned up with
a claim to be earlier still.> Ibn Ishaq states that ‘when the people saw what
“Uthman was doing’, the Companions of the Prophet in Medina wrote to
those in the provinces, asking them to come, and ‘they came from every
direction until they killed him’ (fa-agbalic min kulli ufq hati@ qatalivhu).
Salim uses the same narrative template: ‘when the believers saw how he
abandoned God’s judgement . . . they set out from every land to fight him’
(sa@rit min kulli ard li-yugatilahu).* Both proceed to tell us that “‘Uthman
claimed to repent, whereupon the army turned back. But Salim then says
that ‘Uthman did not mend his ways and that the leaders of the Muslims
returned, whereupon ‘Uthman wrote to the governor of Egypt; Ibn Ishaq
has “‘Uthman write to the governor of Egypt as soon as the army had
turned back, reserving ‘Uthman’s failure to mend his ways for later; and
when it comes to the wording of the letter, Salim has a striking phrase
found in other versions too, but not in Ibn Ishaq’s (II, 53). Yet, Salim
and Ibn Ishaq are agreed that the carrier of this letter was Abu ’I-A‘war
al-Sulami accompanied by a Khawlani, whereas other akhbaris identify
the carrier as a slave of “Uthman’s (II, 54). Thereafter Ibn Ishaq has a
long story about other letters that do not figure in Salim’s account: the
Egyptians wrote to “‘Uthman but got no reply, whereupon six hundred of
them returned to Medina; the Medinese too wrote to ‘Uthman; the latter
had “Ali draw up a letter arranging for a respite of three days, which he
used to get together a slave army instead of fulfilling the rebels’ demands;
and his failure to mend his ways as promised in this letter now caused
the Egyptians to turn back.® Instead, Salim has him write to Mu‘wiya

3 M. Muranyi, Die Prophetengenossen in der friihislamischen Geschichte (Bonn, 1973), 63.
# Tabari, 1st ser., 2983.8; Salim, II, 51.
5 Tabari, 1st ser., 2986 ff.
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for military help, as he also does in Abu Mikhnaf’s version in practically
identical words (II, 53). Both Ibn Ishaq and Salim have it that the let-
ter to the Egyptian governor was intercepted and that “Uthman tried to
deny knowledge of it, but so do all other accounts. Thereafter, al-Taba-
r1’s citations from Ibn Ishaq come to an end, making further comparison
impossible.

The result would hardly be very different if we compared Salim with
other akhbaris. Several compilers know that a follower of ‘Uthman shot
a Muslim by the name of Niyar b. ‘Iyad al-Aslami, and Salim knows this
too. According to al-Waqidi, Niyar was killed by Abu Hafsa al-Yamani (a
fact which he typically purports to know on the impeccable authority of
Abu Hafsa himself); but Salim says that he was killed by a member of the
family of Kathir b. al-Salt, and another report in al-Tabari, similarly, has
it that he was killed by Kathir b. al-Salt al-Kindi. Yet, Salim agrees with
al-Waqidi that ‘Uthman refused to hand over the killer on the grounds
that he did not know his identity, which is not what he says in the other
report.® And so one could go on.

Agreement is atomistic because the akhbari accounts on which our
modern knowledge of the murder of “Uthman is based are themselves
atomistic. All are compilations of set phrases and motifs given in varying
forms and joined in varying constellations. By the time the akhbaris were
active, history had acquired the characteristics of a kaleidoscope: much
the same pieces went into the overall picture however one shook it, and
each picture was a variant version of the next. But some pictures were
reduced to writing and thereby acquired authoritative status, which made
it increasingly difficult to shake the kaleidoscope again thereafter. From
the mid-ninth century onwards, scholars would simply excerpt, copy, ab-
breviate, and amalgamate such visions as were on offer.

It is a striking feature of Salim’s account that it is based on the same
pool of fixed phrases and motifs as that behind the akkhbari accounts: he
does not give us a fresh glimpse of the past, only another version of a
tradition that had stabilized by the time he wrote. But he does appear to
be putting his own pieces together. In so far as one can tell, he is not
copying, abbreviating, or amalgamating existing compilations, but rather
offering a compilation of his own. This is why he will agree with Ibn
Ishaq on one point, Abu Mikhnaf on another, and al-Waqidi on a third.

How, then, does he compare with the Ibadi tradition? Once again, he
supplies fewer details than other authors and omits well-known misdeeds
of ‘Uthman’s, such as his collection of the Qur’an.” But his pool of phrases

6 Salim, II, 56 and the comm. thereto.
7 According to the Sifz, ‘Uthman burnt the mas@hif and banned the gir@as of Ibn Mas<ad
and Ubayy b. Ka‘b, ordering everyone to recite @la harf wahid (HX, 142.7; Barradi, Jawahir,
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and motifs includes specifically Ibadi items; his whole perspective is Ibadj;
and there is one Ibadi work to which he is particularly closely related.

The work in question is Kitab sifat ahdath ‘Uthman, a book of eastern
(as opposed to North African) origin mentioned by al-Barradi® which sur-
vives partly in al-Barradi’s own account of ‘Uthman’s reign and partly in
the Mukhtasar kitab fihi sifat ahdath “Uthman b. “Affan, of which there is
a copy in the Hinds Xerox.” It cites information from the Kufan Shi‘ite
al-Amash (d. 148/765 f) and gives verbatim extracts from Ibn Ishaq (d.
¢.150/767), mostly without acknowledgement, though it does name him
on one occasion.'® The work is, thus, unlikely to have been written much
before the 150s/770s. When Salim departs from the mainstream tradi-
tion he is usually in agreement with this work: his only genuinely new
information, from a Sunni point of view, namely that ‘Uthman prevented
the bedouin from participating in holy war, is found in the Sifa too. And
his wording is sometimes similar to that of Sifa, as the following examples
show.

First, the narrative template that Salim shares with Ibn Ishaq also turns
up in the .Sifa, where it is not part of the quotations from the latter. Com-
paring all three versions, one notes that the two Kharijite formulations are
closer to each other than they are to Ibn Ishaqg’s.

1. Salim (I, 51):

ly,ls . . . (and many other misdeeds) . . . A (£>- S5 Ossll sl L
Cosla) SV e

2. Sifa (Barradi, Jawahir, 83.-9; HX, 147.3):

aJl ly,Le . . . (and many other misdeeds) . . . Oke s> Osakudl &, it

coskid o) osliad 5l oseind GBI K e

3. Ibn Ishaq (Tabari, Ist ser., 2983.8):

61.3, where a longer extract is given). His takhrig (sometimes tahrif) of the Book of God and
prohibition of Ibn Ubayy’s and Ibn Mas“ud’s readings are also mentioned in Qalthati, Kashf,
fos. 85a.3, 86a.8, —6; Izkawi (Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 181a.6, 10). Other notable omissions are
‘Uthman’s recall to Medina of al-Hakam b. Abi ’1-As, tarid rasil allzh (cf. the comm. to II,
41), and his refusal to inflict retaliation on “Ubaydallah b. ‘Umar for his murder of al-Hurmuzan
and Jufayna (cf. the Sifa in HX, 139.-5; Barradi, Jawahir, 56.1, where a longer extract is given;
EP, s.v. ‘al-Hurmuzan’).

8 Talibi, Ara, ii. 283; Ennami, Studies, p. 10, item 1.

9 HX, 139-541. That Barradi used the Sifa is clear from a comparison of the Mukhtasar
with his account.

10 HX, 144.5 (A“mash), 147-511. (Ibn Ishaq, unnamed, but cf. Tabari, 1st ser., 2984-9);
Barradi, Jawahir, 65.8, 70.12, 73.7, 79.10 (A‘mash), 84.7 (Ibn Ishaq, named).
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5L36 . . . (they wrote to each other) . . . Ok mo Lo AUl
Cosld G I F o
The Sifa also tells the story of “‘Abdallah b. al-Arqam’s resignation in
words almost identical with Salim’s.
1. Salim (I, 42):
Al Sy e Cnaledl ol Y1 5 s el Lae Yl Bl e il
L 3T V]l et Y1 o e Lo U (6 iy dllag Gilas oLl
iy U Loy U3 e Olae JUB .. onokedl Loy B s pa KB ol
36 Ca S Oly Ul W el O b 0B b a3l L iy JU
do S foet ¥ Bl JBy mglill BV G B e o] s Loeslie L)
RECI T PP
2. Sifa (Barradi, fawahir, 61.-9):
...M\w\gﬂ\dm&aut@wmduyaw\}
s amy dbls Ol J’.ﬁ- s Lolay RET. (gives his former offices)
O U B 23 e a3 L 131 Y] 036 LY o B s e 3 U
Ul ) sl el we e (B 1) s e 31 Lo bl DU 1y 0 L
Sy Comglin sds Cobell faa b JUB e Wlly O GI 7 sl
Ll e S Y ol J6 ¢ L

The agreement between the two sources also goes beyond that of sub-
stance in their account of “Uthman’s refusal to let the Bedouin fight holy
war.

1. Salim (II, 47):
LBy il G s Bl sl Ol
O sy yoss So gl Blosy &l Jswy Blos Wy .. . (follows Q. 48:16)
DM ke (e e aE OV N UG 2ol Grededl pe lptals
: CNM}“ 3 ad e
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2. Sifa (Barradi, Jawahir, 64.1):

8 8y = 1 o gl s Lo Sledl Ol eVl anie ade 1508 & OF,
ookl pe lpald eey S5 ol plsy g ade I Lo &1 Jpry 2l

Finally, they use almost identical wording in their account of ‘Uthman’s
reserves. The formulation in IB1 is also similar, especially in the western
version, and all three seem to be developments of a hyperbolic phrase
encountered in the mouth of a Kufan malcontent.

1. Salim (IL, 46):
LBy daly adle lgd cely LUl ol e 1wl o
. (follows Q. 10:59 1)
2. Sifa (HX, 141 f; Barradi, Jawdahir, 58 f):
) iy oy dlal b leyly DUl (S0 e Ul el pblse
o skl ) JS ST Ly L a3 8 seldl alT asaG
. (follows Q. 10:59)
3. IB1 [western] (Barradi, Fawahir, 159.—7 = Rubinacci, 110 f):
. (follows Q. 10:59f) . . . & J& u3,
4. IB1 [eastern] (Kashif, Siyar, ii. 331.8):
. (follows Q. 10:59f) . . . &I JB 26, . . . eslad &1 &5

5. Kufan malcontent to “‘Uthman (Ibn A‘ham, ii. 182.2):

Did the author of the Sifa use Salim’s epistle? This is unlikely since
he usually has greater detail than Salim. For example, it is impossible to
tell what Salim has in mind when he says that al-Walid b. ‘Uqgba killed a
Kufan without being penalized for it unless one has read the Sifa, where
the full story is told; and the Sifz also has ample information on Hudhay-
fa b. al-Yaman, which explains his appearance in Salim’s list of persons
exiled by “‘Uthman (II, 45, 49). Did Salim use the Sifa? That too seems
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unlikely. He certainly does not quote it directly. But he must have relied
on informants who knew the Sifa or from whose circles the Sifa emerged.

CALI

Salim’s treatment of “Ali’s caliphate is limited to three main points. First,
the Muslims called upon Talha, al-Zubayr, and their followers to revert
to the truth and desist from aggression before the Battle of the Camel (11,
59), just as they called upon Mu‘awiya and his followers before the Battle
of Siffin (II, 60), in accordance with the principle that one must always
engage in du@ before initiating hostilities.!! Secondly, the Muslims cor-
rectly treated the losers in the Battle of the Camel as muhdithim (cf. below,
Ch. 5). And thirdly, ‘Ali made somebody other than God the judge when
he accepted arbitration in the Battle of Siffin (II, 61—4).

This last point illustrates the Ibadi understanding of the slogan /&
hukma ill@ IPlah. To Salim, as to other Ibadi sources, it simply means
that all problems on which God has recorded His decision in the Qur’an
must be resolved in accordance with that decision and that humans are
only free to decide on their own if no Qur’anic decision is available. When
“Ali accepted arbitration, he ignored God’s ruling that one should fight an
unrighteous party ‘till it reverts to God’s commandment’ (Q. 49:9) and
‘till there is no fitna and the religion is God’s’ (Q. 8: 39).1% In other words,
Salim’s view is not that ‘Ali should have fought on until God’s decision
showed itself in the outcome of the battle,'® but rather that God’s hukm
for situations such as “Ali’s was that the believers should battle on un-
til the malefactors were defeated.'* ‘God, mighty and exalted is He, has
already given His decision concerning Mu‘awiya and his party, namely
that they shall be killed or return’, as the Kharijites at Siffin explain in
both mainstream and Ibadi sources,!® claiming that the use of arbitration
was comparable to appointing arbitrators in cases of zina, theft, and other
crimes for which God has laid down the law in the Qur’an.'® But this

11 Cf. the comm. to II, 58.

12 S3lim, II, 61; cf. Barradi, Jawahir, 120, 121, 123, 137, 149

13 Cf. F. Gabrieli, ‘Sulle origine del movimento Harigita’, Rendiconti della Classe di Scienze
Morali e Storiche, Reale Accademia d’Italia, 7th ser., iii, (Rome, 1941), 115.

14 Cf. L. Veccia Vaglieri, ‘Il conflitto ‘Ali-Mu‘awiya e la secessione Kharigita riesaminati
alla luce di fonti ibadite’, Annali dell’Istituto Universitario Orientale di Napoli, NS, 4 (1952),
31

15 Tabari, 1st ser., 3351.17; cf. also Nasr b. Muzahim, Wag‘at Siffin’, ed. A.-S. M. Hartin
(Cairo, 1382), 516. Similarly Abu ’I-Mu’thir in Kashif, Siyar, ii, 304 ff.

16 Abu ’I-Mu’thir in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 306; Abu ‘“Ammar, Mijaz, ii. 253 f, citing al-Hasan
al-Basri; Barradi, Jawahir, 120.10. Similarly, the Kharijites in Tabari, ii. 3351.10; Baladhuri,
Ansab, ii. 348; al-Khayyat, Kitab al-intisar, ed. and tr. A. N. Nader (Beirut, 1957), 102.13 =
128.1.
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certainly does not take us behind the tradition, and its starting point is
obscure in the extreme. Sunnis and Ibadis alike tell us that the Kharijites
opposed the arbitration at Siffin with reference to Q. 49:9, yet this verse
actually starts by endorsing arbitration, its full text being: ‘if two parties
of the believers fight, put things right between them, and if one of them
is insolent (baghat) against the other, fight the insolent one till it reverts
to God’s commandment’. It is a peculiar fact that nobody ever points this
out in the sources. When Ibn ‘Abbas tries to persuade the Kharijites to
rejoin the fold, he defends the takkim by invoking Q. 4: 35, on arbitration
between quarrelling spouses, and Q. 5: 95, on the appointment of two men
to judge cases of violation of the Aaram, but he does not make the obvious
point that God tells the believers to put things right between two parties
of believers at war in the very verse invoked by the Kharijites.!” No doubt,
Salim would have retorted that the Syrians were not a party of believers,
but rather of baghiya and infidels, but this was hardly a position shared by
Ibn “Abbas. Differently put, one would have expected the discussion to
turn on the status of the Syrians (bughat or believers?) rather than divine
versus human authority (hukm Allah or hukm al-rijal?).'® The defenders
of tahkim do not deny God’s hukm at all as the story is told. There must
be some doctrinal history behind this oddity,!® but Salim does nothing to
explain it. His is the standard interpretation of the slogan, and there is
nothing fresh about his presentation. He simply rehearses standard argu-
ments that must have achieved their final form well before he wrote.

17 Baladhuri, Ansab, ii. 360; Khalid in Kashif, Siyar, i. 112 f (cf. also Aba ’l-Mu’thir, ibid.
ii, 305.3, 306.6); Barradi, Jawahir, 120.6.

18 For a tradition which acknowledges this, see Baladhuri, Ansab, iii, no. 403, if they had
judged by the Qur’an, they would have considered ayy al-fi’atayn abgha.

19 Cf. Hawting, “The Significance of the Slogan’. Cf. also M. Hinds, “The Siffin Arbitration
Agreement’, Journal of Semitic Studies, 17 (1972), 101 f.



5
THE KHARIJITES
THE IBADIS

Salim’s account of his own faith is almost entirely concerned with the
classification of opponents and the legal consequences which flow there-
from. His fundamental point is that the Prophet divided infidels into the
following categories, to which later Muslims must adhere:

1. Arab polytheists (mushrikic al-‘arab), who are equated with idolaters
(‘@badat al-awthan). They have no right to exist and thus do not enjoy
any legal protection, but must be fought until they are killed or convert.
There can be no relations of inheritance or intermarriage between them
and the believers, nor may the believers eat their slaughters or honour
their contracts with others (II, 28).

2. Zoroastrians (majis). The Prophet granted them limited legal re-
cognition on the ground that they have a trace of knowledge, and they
can avoid being the object of perpetual jihad by paying jizya. But there
can be no relations of inheritance or intermarriage between them and the
believers, nor may the believers eat their slaughters. The status of their
contracts with others is not discussed, but presumably they are regarded
as invalid (II, 29).

3. People of the Book (ahl al-kitab). The Prophet granted them more
extensive legal recognition because they believed in some of what God
had revealed to them. Like the Zoroastrians, they can obtain the right
to peaceful existence by paying jizya; unlike them, they also have lim-
ited connubium with the believers, for the latter may marry their women,
though not their men. The believers may also eat their slaughters. But
there is no inheritance between the two communities, and the believers do
not have to honour their contracts with others (II, 30).

4. Hypocrites (munafiqgun). Like all the above, hypocrites are kuffar,
but because they outwardly profess Islam, they have exactly the same legal
status as the believers. All users of the gibla may intermarry, enjoy mutual
succession, eat each others’ slaughters, and all must honour each others’
compacts (I, 31).

5. People of the gibla whom it is lawful to kill (man halla ‘alayhi al-qatl
mimman yastaqbilu al-qibla) or, as we have put it, people guilty of a capital
offence, who are also described as ‘innovators’ or, as we have put it, ‘mis-
chief-makers’ (al-muhdithun min ahl al-gibla) (11, 32). These are people
within the community who have transgressed and become unbelievers
thereby, and who are deserving of capital punishment. The paradigmatic
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example is ‘Uthman, who forfeited his life by his persistent zkdath and
to whom the believers applied the judgement of the Messenger of God
regarding those adherents of his ¢ibla whom it is legitimate to kill (II,
57).

The moral of the exposition is that no ¢ibla users can be treated as mem-
bers of categories 1, 2, or 3. People of the gqibla who are kuffar rather
than Muslims must be placed in categories 4 or 5. Salim later makes it
clear that ‘our gawm’, i.e. non-Kharijite Muslims, should be classified as
hypocrites (cf. esp. IV, 120, 121).

Consequently, one may live among non-Kharijite Muslims, intermarry
with them, and enjoy mutual succession with them (IV, 120); one must
honour their trusts and fulfil their compacts with others (IV, 116). One
may not kill them in secret or destroy their reputations by falsely accusing
them of unchastity (IV, 118, 121). It is permitted to practise pious dissim-
ulation (tagiyya) while one lives among them (II1, 73; IV, 118), though one
should not go so far as to take service with ‘kings’ (IV, 119), and there is
no need to emigrate from the abode of one’s gawm; indeed, it is forbidden
(I11, 77, 89; IV, 126). One may go out to fight holy war against non-Khar-
1jite Muslims, and this is more meritorious than staying at home; but going
out (khurig) is not the same as making a /zjra, for it does not amount to a
severance of ties: those who go out may return (IV, 126), and those who
stay behind remain members of the sect (II, 65; IV, 129). Women and
slaves may participate in khurig (IV, 127), and one may elect an imam for
such expeditions, though one should not elect one for purposes other than
holy war (IV, 128). Those who go out may not engage in indiscriminate
killing (ist1%ad) of their opponents until they have called them to the truth
(IV, 122); they must respect the neutrality of those who withdraw from
fighting until the latter have made up their minds which side they are
on; and they must grant protection to whoever asks for it (IV, 117). Op-
ponents who wish to convert should be accepted without an examination
(mihna) (111, 69), while the rest must be fought until they are killed or con-
vert. One may not, however, kill their children, enslave their families, or
make sexual use of their women, though one may marry their women after
they have completed the waiting periods of widows or divorcees (II, 65;
IV, 117, 123, 124). Among themselves, the Muslims must dissociate from
sinners until they repent (IV, 125). These are the principles to which all
Muslims adhered until the first civil war (IV, 114). The Muslims whose
faith withstood the test continued to adhere to them thereafter (II, 65);
and though they were to be afflicted with further schisms (III, 66 ff), they
have adhered to them to this day. The Muslims in Salim’s parlance are
the Ibadis (a term he does not use).



THE KHARIJITES 197

All this is Ibadi doctrine as we know it from other sources, though
it is uncommonly detailed. Ibadi sources endlessly rehearse Salim’s sub-
ject, which eventually came to be known as al-milal al-sitt wa-ahkamuha,
that is, the rules pertaining to relations with idolaters, Jews, Christians,
Zoroastrians, wrongdoers, and Muslims;' and they never tire of repeating
that wrongdoers from among the people of the gibla are infidels in the
sense of munafigiun, not in that of mushrikin, so that they cannot be en-
slaved or despoliated.? Salim differs from other Ibadi sources only in the
length at which he writes, and in some of his terminology. As regards
the length, he expounds the scheme and attendant rules with greater co-
herence, detail, and passion than any other Ibadi author known so far,
including Wa’il b. Ayyub, who likewise puts some energy into its present-
ation.? Later authors merely summarize the scheme for didactic purposes
or call it up for use against opponents, taking the scheme itself for gran-
ted and putting all their energy into the claim that their opponents are
guilty of its violation: thus the early ninth-century epistles of Abu Sufyan
Mahbib, for example.* As regards terminology, Salim differs from the
ninth-century and later authors in that he never uses the term mumwah-
hidim for the Muslims at large, only akl/ al-qibla, never refers to internal
sinners as ahl al-kab@’ir or bughat, only as muhdithim, and never speaks of
non-Ibadi Muslims as mukhalifiun, only as gawmuna; nor does he bandy the
term munafiq about with the frequency of later sources: the term denotes
a legal status in his work, and clearly had for some time, inasmuch as he
takes it for granted; but he does not actually use it as a label. Further, he
refers to illegitimate sexual use of captured women as istinkah, a rare word
which does not seem to be attested anywhere else in the Ibadi tradition,
and he always uses the term khamasa where later Ibadis have ghanama for
treating the opponents’ property as booty. In short, his account does have
some distinctive features.

Salim’s account of Ibadism is in almost complete agreement with that
given in the mainstream tradition. The heresiographers come out as reli-
able informants as far as this sect is concerned. He does, however, clash
with the akhbaris over one minor doctrinal point and with both the akh-
baris and the heresiographers over a major one.

1 See Abu Hafs, Kitab muqaddimat al-tawhid, in Abu Ishaq Atfayyish (ed.), al-Majmia
al-gayyima (Bahla and Beirut, 1989), 14 ff; al-Salimi, Qasidat ghayat al-murad fi ’l-itiqad, ibid.
25. Abu Hafs and Atfayyish have six millas by counting the Jews and the Christians separately,
whereas Salim lumps them together as a4/ al-kitab and has two kinds of wrongdoers instead.

2 1In addition to the works mentioned in the previous n., see e.g., Abii ’l-Mu’thir in Kashif,
Siyar, ii, 201, 251, 292 ff, 308; Bisyani, ibid., 126; the epistles of Mahbub b. al-Rahil and Hartun
b. al-Yaman in Kashif, Siyar, i, nos. 7-9; al-Jannawuni, kitab al-wad<, ed. Abu Ishaq Ibrahim
Atfayyish (Oman (Maktabat al-istiqama), n.d.), 17 ff; al-Salimi, 7Talgin al-sibyan ma yalzam al-in-
san, 28th printing, (n.p., n.d.), 121f.

3 In Kashif, Siyar, ii, no. 24.

4 In Kashif, Siyar, i, nos. 7, 8.
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The minor point concerns booty. Salim categorically prohibits treat-
ing the property of (Muslim) opponents as booty, whereas al-Baladhuri
implies that the early Ibadis only prohibited it until the enemy had been
defeated in battle. According to him, Ibn Ibad and the Sufriyya blamed
Ibn al-Azraq for istihlalahu al-mal qabla ’I-muharaba and told him that the
Prophet only deemed it lawful to take the property of his opponents when
they raised war against him: apparently, they held it lawful to take the op-
ponents’ property as booty if they had been defeated in battle.’ This is
confirmed by Abu Mikhnaf’s account of the Sufri (?) Salih b. Musarrih,
who explains, in 77/696 f, that one was free to kill defeated enemies and
take their property as ghanima, though one was also free to grant them
protection.® But though Salim agrees that one may kill opponents in or
after battle, he is emphatic that one may not take their property as booty at
any time: the Muslims did not take the property of their defeated oppon-
ents after the murder of “‘Uthman, nor did they do so after the Battle of
the Camel, he says (III, 78). The heresiographers similarly report the bulk
of the Ibadis as holding that one could not take the opponents’ property
as ghanima, except for weapons and horses.” Either al-Baladhuri’s source
(probably al-Mada’ini) had misunderstood the Ibadi position or else it was
a point on which there had been divergent views.

The major point concerns the doctrine of kufr al-ni‘ma. Salim classi-
fies his gawm as hypocrites, not as kuffar bi’l-niam/li’l-ni‘am/al-ni‘am, an
expression he does not use,® though this is the classification with which
Ibn Ibad is said to have dissociated himself from the extremists in the his-
torical sources and with which the Ibadis are credited by almost all the
heresiographers t0o.? The heresiographers do know that the Ibadis oper-
ated with the concept of nifig as well,'” but where did they get the notion
of kufr al-nima from? The early Ibadis do not seem to have used it at
all.'' Muslim opponents are classified as hypocrites in al-Rabi¢ b. Habib,

5 Baladhuri, Ansab, xi, 83 f.

6 Tabari, 2nd ser., 886. (It is not clear whether there actually was a Sufri sect at this stage,
cf. K. Lewinstein, ‘Making and Unmaking a Sect: the Heresiographers and the Sufriyya’, Studia
Islamica, 76 (1992).)

7 Ash€ari, 104.11; Baghdadi, Farg, 83.3; Shahrastani, i. 100.-8.

8 The nearest he gets to it is his exhortation to shukr ni%amihi (I, 2).

9 For the historians, see below, n. 25. For the heresiographers, see Ashari, 110.14; Aba
’1-Qasim al-Balkhi, also known as al-Ka‘bi, in Ibn al-Nadim, kit@b al-fikrist, ed. R. Tajad-
dud (Tehran, 1971), 201; id. (probably) in Abu Tammam, 28 = 39 (cf. Walker’s comments
at p. 10); id. in Shahrastani, i. 101.1. Cf. also Abu “‘Ubayd, below, n. 37; Abu Ya‘la Ibn al-Far-
12>, Kitab al-mu‘tamad fi usil al-din, ed. W. Z. Haddad (Beirut, 1974), 189, §341. The Hanafi
heresiographer Abu Muti¢ al-Nasafi did, however, know that the Ibadis classified their oppon-
ents as hypocrites, though he wrongly held them to treat kufr and nifayg as alternative categories,
cf. his Radd, 69.ult.

10 Ash€ari, i. 105 f; Baghdadi, Farg, 85.

11 First noted by Cook, Dogma, 65.
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W2%il b. Ayytb, and Munir b. al-Nayyir.!> The ninth-century Mahbub
distinguishes mushrikim, who are idolaters and identical with the mushrikir
"[-arab, from those who acknowledge God, the angels, and so on, and
who are either Muslims or munafigun kuffar dullal fussag; he also speaks
of the munafiq dall kafir who is exempt from saby al-qawm wa’l-ghanima
and of al-kufi wa’l-nifiq wa’l-fisq wa’l-dalal, but not of kufr nima.'> His
contemporary Hartn similarly speaks of the kafir mundfig muwahhid,'*
while Abu ’I-Mu’thir affirms that infidels of that type are not mushrikin,
but kuffar munafigun dullal fasiqim, again without recourse to the notion of
kufr nima."> North African Ibadis of the same period also seem to operate
with nifiq alone.'®

To our knowledge, the term kufr ni‘ma is first attested in an Ibadi
source in the epistle of the Omani Khalid b. Qahtan written about Ap 900.
Here we are told that, after serving God for as long as God willed, Ib-
lis kafara ... kufr nima wa-nifaq, la kufr shirk: it was only later that
he became a polytheist. But no sooner has Khalid introduced the new
concept than he drops it to operate with the familiar concept of nifazg on
its own.!” The concept of kufi- nima recurs in a tenth-century Sunni ac-
count of Kharijites of eastern Fars, who may have been Ibadis,'® and in the
tenth-century al-Kudami.!® In North Africa it is missing from the creed
of the eleventh-century North African al-Jannawuni, which only speaks
of nifiig,?® and from the Migjaz of the twelfth-century North African Aba
‘Ammar (who says that both the Ibadis and the Zaydis classify grave sins
as kufr nifag)?' but it figures in the twelfth-century creed of Abu Sahl.??
In Oman it recurs in the twelfth-century al-Qalhati, who says that the
“Ajarida also use it, and in the seventeenth-century al-Shaqsi, as well as

12 3]-Rabi¢ b. Habib, al-Jami¢ al-sahih, 3rd printing (Jerusalem, 1381), nos. 74367, 924 ff;
Wa’il b. Ayyub in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 58 f; Munir b. al-Nayyir, ibid., i. 237.

13 Kashif, Siyar, i. 317 f, 320.

14 Kashif, Siyar, i. 331.1, cf. 334.

15 Kashif, Siyar, i. 157, cf. 179, 261 f ii. 292 ff; (/7 asm@ ahl al-kab@ir).

16 Cf. W. Schwartz, Die Anfiinge der Ibaditen in Nordafrika (Wiesbaden, 1983), 54 ff, where
kufr al-nima is not mentioned at all.

17 Kashif, Siyar, i. 90.5, 109, 116.

18 Madelung, Religious Trends, 76, citing Matati, Tanbik, 43. Madelung’s identification of
these Kharijites as Ibadis rests partly, but not only, on their use of the concept of kufr ni‘ma;
Malati (who merely calls them Shurat) credits them with other Ibadi-sounding views.

19 Kudami in Sa‘di, Qamizs, viii, 295.

VZO Cuperly, ‘Profession de foi’, 47 ff; cf. also R. Rubinacci, ‘La Professione di Fede di
al-Gannawuni’, Annali dell’Istituto Orientale di Napoli, NS, 14 (1964).

21 Abu ‘Ammar, Migaz, i. 117.3.

22 P. Cuperly, ‘L’Tbadisme au x1° siécle: La Aqida de Abu Sahl Yahya’, Revue de I'Institur
des Belles Lettres Arabes, 42 (Tunis, 1979), 291; cf. 305. But it is also missing from the creed of
the fourteenth-century ‘Amir b. ‘Ali al-Shammakhi in Cuperly, Introduction, app. 2; Ennami,
Studies, 1. 255 ff. (Ennami gives his death date as 592, but this must be a mistake for 7?2/ 1389f,
cf. T. Lewicki, ‘Une chronique Ibadite, “Kitab al-Sijar” d’Abu ’1-“Abbas Ahmad al-Sammah?’,
Revue des Etudes Islamiques, 8 (1934), 63 £.)
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the eighteenth-century al-Sa‘di, who say that the Ibadiyya, Sufriyya, and
Shi‘ all accept it.2® Twentieth-century Ibadis take it for granted.?*

One is thus surprised to learn from Abu Mikhnaf and an anonymous
author in al-Baladhuri and al-Mubarrad (probably al-Mada’ini) that kufr
al-ni‘ma was the concept with which the founder of Ibadism distanced
himself from other Kharijites.?> The claim is all the more peculiar in that
until the mid-eighth century the early Ibadis seem to have been as ignor-
ant of Ibn Ibad as they were of the concept with which he is credited
in the mainstream tradition.?® Even Aba Sufyan (d. ¢.210/825), who was
familiar with the term ‘Ibadiyya’ as a label used by outsiders, seems to
have known nothing of the man behind the name, for he did not appar-
ently have a rubric on him in his lost work cited by al-Shammakhi,?’ and
he conspicuously fails to refer to him in his extant epistles.?® In Oman,
Ibn Ibad makes his first appearance in the anomymous letter to al-Salt b.
Malik (237-72/851-86), which has it that “Abdallah b. Ibad, ‘Abdallah b.
Saffar, Nafi¢ b. al-Azraq, and man sha’a ’llah min al-muslimin were together
at the time of the furqa. This is clearly a variant version of al-Baladhur’s
and al-Mubarrad’s account, from which it differs mainly in that Ibn Ibad
does not propose the concept of kufr nima here: all we are told is that the
‘Muslims’ stuck to Ibn Ibad’s doctrine min al-‘adl wa’l-hagq wa’l-ma‘ruf.
He had clearly been adopted as a founding father by then, and the term
‘Ibadiyya’ duly appears as a self-designation in the very same letter.?® Tt
is also attested, though possibly not as a self-designation, in a work of the
Maghribi author ‘Amris b. Fath, who died in 280/896 f.3° But, his ad-
option notwithstanding, Ibn Ibad remained as peripheral to the Ibadis as
did the concept of kufr ni‘ma.

How is this peculiar development to be explained? As regards the kufr
nima, it is a pan-Muslim concept which is attested before Aba Mikhnaf3!

23 Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 202b.4; Shaqsi, Manhaj, i. 582.7, 585; Sa‘di, Qamis, vi. 98 f.

2% <A Y. Mu‘ammar, al-Ibadiyya fi mawkib al-ta’rikh (Cairo, 1964), i. 89 ff; Abu Ishaq
Atfayyish, ‘Nubdha ‘an al-khawari’in A. Y. Mu‘ammar, al-Ibaddiyya bayna ’I-firaq al-islamiyya,
second printing (Oman, 1992), ii. 286.-9; Salimi, Tulgin, 124; Sama’ili, Asdag, 33. Van Ess’s
view that the Ibadis started with kufr ni%ma and soon replaced it with kufr al-nifaq, or nifag on
its own, clearly is not tenable (7°G, ii. 228).

25 Abu Mikhnaf in Tabari, 2nd ser., 519; anon. in Baladhuri, Ansab, xi. 83; Mubarrad, iii.
1040 f; ed. Wright, 615; cited from Mubarrad in 7gd, i. 223 f.

26 Cook, Dogma, 64f.

27 Cook, Dogma, 65.

28 Cf. his two letters in Kashif, Siyar, i, nos. 7 and 8; he might have mentioned Ibn Ibad
at 302.9, and esp. at 321.4 on al-salaf al-salik: Mirdas, Jabir, Dumam, Abu Nuh, Abu ‘Ubayda,
and so on.

29 Kashif, Siyar, i. 207 f, 209.-5.

30 Ennami, Studies, i. 5. That the term is not used as self-designation is stated by Schwartz,
Anfiinge, 22 n. 2.

31 It occurs several times in the letters of ‘“Abd al-Hamid b. Yahya: God meant the Khur-
asanis to subdue ahl al-kufr li-ni‘matihi wa’l-juhid li-haqqihi (Rasa@il, 198.ult.); Marwan II’s
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and which may well have been adopted by some Kharijites for the classific-
ation of their gawm, be it in an experimental vein or on a permanent basis,
by the time Abu Mikhnaf and the anonymous author cited by al-Baladhuri
and al-Mubarrad wrote. If so, outsiders knew that the Kharijites were
divided between extremists and moderates, that they were experimenting
with ideas of hypocrisy and kufr ni‘ma, and (as is clear from Ibadi sources)
that they were accusing each other of going too far and falling short;3? but
who was accusing whom, with reference to what idea? According to Abu
Mikhnaf, the eponymous founder of Ibadism classified his gawm as kuffar
al-ni‘ma, to which the eponymous founder of Sufrism responded, ‘God
is quit of you, for you have fallen short, and God is quit of Ibn al-Azraq,
for he has gone to extremes’.’ But according to al-Shahrastani, it was
the eponymous founder of Sufrism who operated with the concept of kufr
al-nima.>* According to al-Baghdadi, it was the Najadat who adopted it
for the classification of grave sinners within their own ranks.*> And ac-
cording to al-Baladhuri and al-Mubarrad, it was the eponymous founder
of the Bayhasiyya who rejected Ibn Ibad’s position with the words, ‘Nafi¢
[b. al-Azraq] has become an infidel by going to extremes while you have
become an infidel by falling short’; this report adds that Abu Bayhas held
his opponents to be both polytheists and hypocrites.3® In short, it may
be that the Ibadis were credited with the concept of kufi nima simply
because external observers engaged in a somewhat haphazard pairing of
Kharijite positions with Kharijite sects. In so far as there is more to it, it
could be that the kufr ni‘ma classification was popular in Kufa, both Ibadi
and non-Ibadi, for the Zaydis are said also to have adopted it,>” and Aba
Hanifa is presented as familiar with it.3® By contrast, nifig was common

son was to fight people (in fact, Kharijites) who baddalu ni‘am allah kufran (216.3); and ‘Abd
al-Hamid or another scribe writing on behalf of Hismam tells Khalid al-Qasri that ma zahara
min kufrika ’l-nima has made God despair of receiving gratitude from him (322.11).

32 Cf. Shabib b. ‘Atiyya on tagsir aw ghuluwmw (Kashif, Siyar, ii. 369.1, 375.11), Khalaf b.
Ziyad on the same (HX, 302.6), Abu ’I-Mu’thir claiming that gasara bihim qawm ‘an manazilihim
wa-ghala qawm fihim (Kashif, Siyar, i. 157.5), and Jannawuni’s conviction that Ibadism is the
happy medium bayna’l-ghuluww wa’l-tagsir (Cuperly, ‘Profession de foi’, 53.7).

33 Cf. above, n. 25.

34 Shahrastani, i. 102.—4.

35 Baghdadi, Farq, 56.4; id., Usil al-din (Istanbul, 1928), 250.1.

36 Cf. above, n. 25.

37 AshCari, 73.14, 463.ult.; Kabi in Ibn al-Nadim, Fikrist, 201. Cf. also Madelung, Qasim,
12 f; van Ess, TG, v. 141, 144, where Wasil b. ‘Ata’ credits the Shi‘a (glossed as Zaydis by Ibn
al-Murtada) with the kafir ni‘ma classification. Abu ‘Ubayd, Kitab al-iman, ed. M. N.-D. al-Al-
bani (Damascus, 1385), 101.ult., 102.11, says that the Zaydis share the kufr nima classification
with the Ibadis. Abu Ya‘la says the same (above, n. 9), as do Shagsi and Sa‘di (above, n. 23),
and Madelung agrees (Qasim, pp. 60 f; ‘Early Sunni Doctrine concerning Faith’; 253).

38 Abu Mugqatil al-Samarqandi, Kitab al-Glhim wa’l-mutaallim, ed. Z. M. al-Kawthari
(Cairo, 1368), 32.13 = J. Schacht (tr.), ‘An Early Murci’ite Treatise: the Kitab al-‘alim
wal-muta‘allim’, Oriens, 17 (1964), §45. Cf. also al-figh al-absat in the same vol., p. 45.9, where
the Kharijites themselves are declared guilty of kufr al-ni‘am.
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currency in Basra, both Ibadi and non-Ibadi, and may thus have been the
only classification to have reached Oman until the tenth century.?® But
there is a problem here in that some Ibadis claim that the Zaydis also
classified sinners as mundfigiin,*® and these Ibadis may well be right, for,
unlike nifag, the concept of kufr nima still has not turned up in an early
Zaydi source.*! The history of that concept remains a puzzle.

The historians’ choice of Ibn Ibad as the bearer of the concept is even
more puzzling. They probably did not invent him, but there is no obvious
reason why they should have made him the founder of the sect. Wilkinson
and Cook propose that it has something to do with the suggestion of colour
in his name, which is plausible.*? Van Ess disagrees, proposing that the
problem can be resolved on the assumption that Ibn Ibad was a qadarite,
but this is more difficult to accept.

According to van Ess, the Ibadis were not originally opposed to qadar-
ism, but determinism won out under Abu ‘Ubayda in the reign of
al-Mansur (754-75). If Ibn Ibad was a qadarite, this would explain (ac-
cording to van Ess) why the main body of Ibadis forgot about him and also
why he continued to be venerated by the followers of al-Harith b. Mazyad
al-Ibadi (¢.8007), who were qadarites and acknowledged no imams after
Ibn Ibad apart from al-Harith himself: it was their departure from the
community tradition which caused them to reject Ibn Ibad’s successors.
Further, Ibn Hazm and al-Ka®bi explain Ibn Ibad’s marginal status among

39 Al-Hasan al-Basri classified the grave sinner as a mundafig, as did the Bakriyya and,
according to a famous story, “Amr b. “Ubayd before his conversion to al~manzila bayna ’l-man-
zilatayn (Madelung, Qasim, 11 ff; van Ess, TG, ii. 45, 111, 229 n, 256 f; v. 141). Hasan’s views
were invoked by the Ibadis, cf. Shaqsi, Manhaj, i. 585, where he rejects the claim that there is
no nifaq today.

40 Abu ‘“Ammar, above, n. 21; Jannawuni, Wad<, 16.1. Contrast Shagsi and Sa‘di, according
to whom it is the concept of kufr nima that the Ibadis share with the Shi‘a (see the refs. in
n. 23).

41 Cf. Madelung, Qasim, 60, on the anti-Murij’ite treatise preserved in Berlin, MS Glaser
116 (we are indebted to Michael Cook for a xerox of the passage). This treatise classifies the
sinner (fasig) as an unbeliever who is not a mushrik, but rather on a par with munafigun (fo.
2b), which is also Salim’s position. That neither this treatise nor the Majmu ascribed to Zayd
b. €Ali uses the concept of kufr nima is noted by van Ess, 7G, i. 264. Madelung’s first Zaydi
attestations of kufr nima come from the works of al-Hadi (d. 298/911) and al-Nasir al-Utrtsh
(d. 304/917) (Qasim, 161, 164).

42 J. Wilkinson, “The Early Development of the Ibadi Movement in Basra’ in G. H. A.
Juynboll (ed.), Studies on the First Century of Islamic Society (Carbondale and Edwardsville,
1982), 132; Cook, Dogma, 64, with reference to the colours in Ibn al-Azraq/Azraqiyya and Ibn
al-Asfar/Sufriyya. Van Ess objects that in Tabari, the founder of the Sufriyya is called Ibn
Saffar, which would make him the son of a coppersmith, and that i6@d has nothing to do with
abyad (TG, ii. 188 n). But Ibn al-Asfar/Saffar’s name is unstable, suggesting that it was derived
from that of the sect rather than the other way round, and some certainly understood the name
of the sect as a colour reference (cf. the explanation that it referred to the yellow faces of its
adherents). The fact that ibad is unrelated to abyad does suggest Ibn Ibad was historical, as
Cook observes: had they invented him, they would have called him Ibn al-Abyad. But they
could well have picked him out because his name was reminiscent of it.
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the Ibadis by claiming that he converted to Mu‘tazilism/Tha‘libi Khar-
ijism, and this could be taken to suggest that he was remembered as an
adherent of a gadarite system. According to van Ess, in short, Ibn Ibad
was not elevated to the status of sect founder, but, rather, demoted from
it because his views lost out.*

The trouble with this ingenious theory is that it can be restated as fol-
lows: the Ibadis began to dissociate from a major figure in their past at the
very time when akhbaris such as Abu Mikhnaf were beginning to present
him as their founder and when outsiders such as al-Mansur were begin-
ning to call them Ibadis.** Given these reminders it is not surprising that
they still remembered Ibn Ibad, both as their imam and as a qadarite, in
AD ¢.800, when al-Harith al-Ibadi seceded from the main body of Ibadis
in his name. Yet, thereafter they managed to forget him with such rapid-
ity and thoroughness that the Nukkaris, who also seceded about Ap 800,
professed never to have heard of him when Ibn Hazm interviewed them
in Spain,* while the rest of the Ibadis were happy to take him back as
one of theirs, and to call themselves Ibadis too, by the 850s-880s, having
heard about him from the Sunnis. It simply is not credible. *

There may well have been a Kharijite by the name of Ibn Ibad in
mid-Umayyad Iraq. For all we know he could have been a qadarite too,
and he may well have classified his opponents as kuffar al-ni’ma. But all
we can say is that none of this explains why he was singled out as the
founder of a sect which did not choose to identify itself in terms of either
qadarism or kufr ni‘ma.

THE AZARIQA

Salim’s account of the Azariga may be summarized as follows. Unlike
the ‘Muslims’, the Azariqa classify their gawm as polytheists and idolaters
(III, 66, 68) and argue that hypocrisy has ceased to exist (III, 74). Since
idol-worshippers do not enjoy any legal protection whatever, they may be
exposed to indiscriminate slaughter (isti7ad) or enslavement; their chil-
dren too may be killed, and their women may be bedded without further

43 Van Ess, TG, ii. 189, 202 ff; cf. Baghdadi, Farg, 84; Ibn Hazm, Kitab al-fisal, (Cairo,
1317-21), iv. 191.10; Kabi in Nashwan, 173.7; Cook, Dogma, 64.

4+ Cf. Abu Sufyan’s reporting in Shammakhi, Siyar, 91.19.

45 Cook, Dogma, 64.

46 Besides, the date of al-Harith al-Ibadi is unknown. He could be a contemporary of Abu
Sufyan, as van Ess proposes, but he could also be much later, since the first to mention him is
Ash€ari (d. 324/935 f); and the sect’s focus on Ibn Ibad could be later still inasmuch as the first
to report it is Baghdadi, (who died 429/1037). It is also reported in al-Sam®ni (d. 562/1166),
al-Ansab (Hyderabad, 1962—82), i. 87, no. 27 (drawn to our attention by Michael Cook), but
again without indication of when al-Harith was active.
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ado whether they are married or not (a practice Salim calls istinkah, 111,
67). They have no rights in their own property, which the ‘Muslims’ may
distribute among themselves as booty, passing a fifth to their imam (ibid.);
and since they do not have any legal personality, one cannot intermarry
with them, inherit from them, or pass property to them (III, 66), but
one can freely take anything they may have put in one’s trust (III, 74).
The Azariga prohibit pious dissimulation (fagiyya), though they practise
it themselves in Salim’s opinion (III, 73—4), and they refuse to recognize
as Muslims those co-religionists of theirs who ‘sit’ at home instead of go-
ing out to fight: they will dissociate from such stay-at-homes (ga‘ada),
declaring them to be infidels whose lives and property are forfeit and on
whose behalf it is forbidden to pray for forgiveness (III, 72). They also
dissociate from bedouin, even when the latter side with them and wish to
fight holy war along with them (III, 71). They will not grant protection to
any members of their gawm if they ask for it in order to hear God’s word
(cf. Q. 9:6), because in their view they have heard it already, and they will
not accept converts from their ranks without submitting them to a test
(mihna) (III, 68-9). But within their own ranks they hold everyone to be
saved; even fornicators and thieves are assured of divine forgiveness (II1,
74). By way of incidental information we are also told that they reject the
stoning penalty (III, 70).

All this is in perfect accord with both the mainstream and the Ibadi
traditions, though it omits some well-known points and adds some new
information. Of omissions there are three. First, Salim does not mention
that the Azariqa held /4ijra from the abode of their gawm to be obligatory,
though this is a key doctrine that one would have expected him to refute
at some length. He does, in fact, argue against it, but only in connection
with the Najadat. This is odd, for the Azariga certainly believed in the
obligatory nature of Aijra, as the Sunni and Ibadi traditions are agreed,*’
and it is reflected in two Azraqite doctrines reported by Salim himself:
the reason why stay-at-homes (qa‘@da) were excluded from membership
of the sect is that they had not made the Aijra,*® which was a Qur’anic

47 On the Sunni side, see Ashri, 86.8, 87.4, 88f Baghdadi in the following n.;
Shahrastani, i. 90.13; cf. also Crone, ‘The First-Century Concept’, nn. 133—4. For Ibadi state-
ments that Ibn al-Azraq intahala ’I-hijra, see ASM in Kashif, Siyar, i. 208.8; Abu ’I-Mu’thir
and Bisyani, ibid., ii. 85.6, 1245, 307.—-3; Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 197a.5, 200a.—5; Izkawi, Kashf
al-ghumma, fo. 232b.3.

48 The Azariqa akfarit al-qalada minhum an al-hijra ilayhim (Baghdadi, Usid, 332.12; cf.
al-qa‘ada . .. ‘an al-hijra in id., Farg, 63.1). Ashr?’s distinction between Ibn al-Azraq’s disso-
ciation from the stay-at-home and his ikfar man i@ yuhajir ilayhi reflects an Ibadi informant, as
Lewinstein rightly observes (‘Azariqa’, 254 n). Unlike the Azariqa, the Ibadis distinguished
between khurizj, of which they approved, and #ira, which they rejected (cf. Izkawi, Kashf
al-ghumma, fo. 266b.7, where Abu Sufyan describes Abu Bilal as making a khurizj without
subscribing to the doctrine of 4ira). Qalhati cleverly argues that Najda was inconsistent in
regarding Aijra as obligatory while at the same time affiliating to the ¢a%d: if hijra had indeed
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duty;* and it was also because bedouin had not made a Aijra that the
Azariqa refused to associate with them even when the latter sympathized
with their views: their willingness to fight notwithstanding, bedouin who
stuck to the desert had no better claim to the status of believers than did
other stay-at-homes. "

Secondly, Salim does not say that the Azariqa held secret killing to be
lawful, though he does know of Kharijites who claimed that it was (IV,
118). According to al-Baladhuri, Ibn al-Azraq was the first to legalize
al-qatl fi ’l-sirr, and al-Qalhati says that some Azariga adhered to it,! but
one suspects that Salim is right not to identify it as a specifically Azraqite
doctrine. Surreptitious killing must have been the last resort of Kharijites
who were committed to activism without having the means to rebel: it
hardly made sense to engage in such action if one was free to emigrate to
a dar al-hijra in which everyone was engaged in open warfare against the
gawm. Since Ibn al-Azraq did not recognize the legality of living among
one’s gqawm, it is hard to see why he should have endorsed al-gat! fi ’I-sirr,
and the doctrine may have been fathered on him for the simple reason that
it was extremist, or alternatively because it was adopted by Azraqites after
the suppression of their revolt.

Finally, Salim does not say that the Azariqa held it unlawful to eat the
slaughters of their gawm, but then, that is so obvious a consequence of
their classification that he may have found it unnecessary to spell it out.

As for new information, Salim is the first source to make the
above-mentioned point that the Azariga would dissociate from bedouin
sympathizers. He is also the first to tell us that the Azraqgites deemed it
unlawful to pray for forgiveness for their gawm, an opinion which Salih
b. Musarrih is said to have shared.>? Salim’s charge that the Azragites re-
fused to grant protection to gawm who wished to hear God’s word is also
new. Other Kharijites are said to have insisted on granting such protec-
tion,> and the refusal of the Azariga to do so presumably reflects their
sense of being the only righteous people in an utterly corrupt world. As
they saw it, they were latter-day People of the Ark while the rest of man-
kind were sinners scheduled for destruction, if not by a flood, then by

been a duty, Ibn al-Azraq would have been right to dissociate from the stay-at-home (Kas#f, fo.
200a.-6).

49 Cf. Baladhuri, Ansab, xi. 80, 82; Mubarrad, Kamil, iii. 1036; Ibn Abi ’1-Hadid, iv. 138,
where Ibn al-Azraq condemns the ga‘ada with reference to Q. 9: 89 (on the bedouin who stayed
behind) and 4: 96 (‘was God’s earth not wide enough for you to emigrate in it?’) in his alleged
correspondence with Najda.

50 Cf. Crone, ‘The First-Century Concept’, 379 f; below, Ch. 8, 278 f.

51 Cf. the comm. to IV, 118.

52 Cf. Tabari, 2nd ser., 882, where he invokes Q. 9:83 (Abu Mikhnaf).

53 See the comm. to III, 68.
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massacres at the hands of the Azragites themselves:>* there was no point
in setting up facilities for the salvation of this or that individual. Their
conviction that sinners within their own ranks would be forgiven reflects
the same sense of being the righteous few. For the rest, Salim only has
standard heresiographical information.

THE NAJDIYYA

Salim presents the Najdiyya as similar to the Azariqa. They too classify
their gawm as idolaters, he says (III, 75), stressing that they consider it ob-
ligatory to emigrate as the Prophet emigrated from Mecca (111, 77, cf. 89).
They too hold it lawful to expose their gawm to indiscriminate slaughter,
to kill or enslave their children (III, 78), and to bed their women (III,
79). They too legalize the treatment of their property as booty (III, 78)
and the violation of their trusts, and they too have a mihna for converts
(111, 82). But the Najdiyya diverge from the Azraqites, he says, in that
they allow ‘Muslims’ to marry the women of their idolatrous gawm as if
the latter were People of the Book (III, 75) and deem it unlawful to keep
them as slave girls (or so he seems to say at III, 82, but the passage may
be corrupt). They also deem it lawful to eat the slaughters of their gawm,
again as if they were People of the Book (III, 75), and they will honour
their contracts with dhimmis (111, 76). Further, they differ from the Az-
ariqa in that they acknowledge the existence of hypocrisy, which they use
for the classification of their ga‘ada: though hijra is obligatory, persons
who stay at home can remain members of the sect by accepting status as
munafiqgun (111, 82). People who joined the Najdiyya and then went back
home were once declared infidels whose life and property could be taken,
but now they too are deemed to be members of the sect (III, 83). Within
the sect people will allegedly tolerate sinners of all kinds, even fornicat-
ors, pork-eaters, contractors of incestuous marriages, and the like (III, 82),
Najdite laxity being even more extreme than that of the Azariqa if Salim
is to be believed.

Salim’s account agrees with such scraps of information as the Ibadis
preserve about them,> but not at all with the fuller picture presented in
the mainstream tradition. No non-Ibadi source claims that the Najdiyya
classified their gawm as idolaters, and some explicitly say that they clas-
sified them as unbelievers as distinct from mushrikiin.’® The non-Ibadi
sources barely mention the Najdite duty of /4ira and insist that Najda ac-
cepted stay-at-homes as co-religionists. According to them, Najda said

54 Cf. App. 4.
55 Cf. the comm. to III, 75, 77, 78.
56 Baghdadi, Usid, 332.13.
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al-ga‘ad minn@®” and deemed it lawful to stay in dar al-kufr;’® when Ibn
al-Azraq disowned stay-at-homes, Najda split off from him and argued
against him with reference to the ga%da in Mecca on the one hand, and
the Qur’anic recognition of ga%da on the other;>® and he declared those
who regarded the ga%ada “n al-hijra as infidels to be infidels themselves. ®
Non-Ibadi sources also insist that Najda endorsed tagiyya, which Salim
does not mention;®! they imply that he opposed isti%ad and explicitly have
him reject the killing of children, violation of trusts, and mi/kna for con-
verts in his alleged correspondence with Ibn al-Azraq.®? In short, the
mainstream tradition presents the Najdiyya as a sect of the same type
as the Ibadis.®® Further, no non-Ibadi source confirms that the Najdiyya
deemed it lawful to marry the women of their gawm and unlawful to keep
them as slave women, or that they permitted eating their slaughters and
held their compacts with dhimmis to be valid. Finally, the heresiographers
make much of Najda’s doctrine of ignorance, which does not preoccupy
Salim. %

How are these discrepancies to be explained? To start with the ques-
tion of extremism, Salim is undoubtedly right that Aira was a Najdite
doctrine, for although the Sunni sources do not make much of this point,
they are familiar with it, and so is the Ibadi tradition.® If it was a duty to
emigrate from the abode of non-Kharijite Muslims, the latter must have
been construed as kuffar in the sense of polytheists/idolaters, as Salim
says, not as kuffar ghayr mushrikin or kuffar nima; and those who failed
to emigrate must have been similarly construed even if they subscribed to
Najdite beliefs. In fact, this turns out to have been known to the main-
stream tradition too: al-Ash¢ari and Ibn Hazm report that the Najdiyya
‘regard it as lawful to take the lives and property of people who stay be-
hind in the abode of tagiyya’,%® They add that those who stayed behind
were branded as hypocrites, which sounds contradictory, but which makes
sense in the light of Salim, from whom it emerges that people who stayed

57 Mubarrad, iii. 1032.—4.

58 Baladhuri, Ansab, xi. 80.—2.

59 Baladhuri, Ansab, xi. 80 f, 126.5; Mubarrad, iii. 1033 f, 1035.5; Ibn Abi ’l-Hadid, iv.
136 f, 138.7; Shahrastani, i. 93.3.

60 Baghdadi, Farq, 67.1.

61 Mubarrad, iii. 1032.8; Ibn Abi ’1-Hadid, iv. 136.—3; Shahrastani, i. 93.6; also id., 92.—6,
citing Kabi.

62 Cf. the comm. to III, 78, 82.

63 Mubarrad, Kamil, iii. 1040.—4; ed. Wright, 615, explicitly says that the Najdiyya were
no different from the Ibadis at the time of the tafarrug.

64 Cf. the comm. to IIL, 81; Cook, Dogma, 97.

65 Cf. the comm. to IIL, 77.

66 Ash€ri, 91.2; Ibn Hazm, Fisal, iv. 190.5. In Aba Tammam, Shahrastani, and Nashwan,
Ash€ar?’s ahl al-mugam have been replaced by akl al-‘ahd, no doubt incorrectly (cf. the comm.
to III, 76).
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behind would forfeit their lives unless they acknowledged themselves as hy-
pocrites. In other words, the Najdiyya would only accept stay-at-homes
as co-religionists in a qualified sense: Najda ‘claimed that muhajiran have
the rights of Muslims and that those who agree with their Islam and ac-
cept it from them are hypocrites who do not, they claim, have the rights
of muhajirim; for all that, they regard their lives and property as protec-
ted’, al-Qalhati explains.®’ The convergence between the Sunni and Ibadi
sources here leaves no doubt that the early Najdiyya were extremists.

It follows that the quietist Najdiyya of the Sunni sources must be a later
development. There has been some doubt regarding the very possibility
of such a development on the grounds that the Najdiyya must have dis-
appeared shortly after the defeat of their revolt in 73/692 f;58 but though
the eleventh-century Ibn Hazm declares them extinct,® the evidence that
they survived for a couple of centuries after their defeat is substantial.
Salim himself accuses the Najdiyya of having treated the ri€ as an infi-
del in the past, saying that ‘many people have passed away while they were
disowning such a person’ (III, 83); and though he may stress the number
of those who have passed away for polemical purposes, his statement is
hard to square with the assumption that they disappeared after their de-
feat. According to Ibn al-Athir, a Kharijite by the name of Mas“ud b. Abi
Zaynab al-‘Abdi rebelled in Bahrayn and al-Yamama in 105/724 and was
defeated in the same year according to some, though others held him, or
his successor Hilal b. Mudlij, to have controlled Bahrayn and al-Yamama
for nineteen years.”® Given the whereabouts of this man and the fact that
the Ibadis know nothing about him, one would assume him to have be-
longed to the Najdiyya. More importantly, al-Shahrastani preserves a
Najdite statement which was clearly written after the ‘Abbasid revolu-
tion and which is formulated in a language suggesting a ninth-century
date at the earliest.”! There is thus every reason to believe al-Mubarrad
(d. 286/900 or a year earlier) when he says that ‘many of them survive to
this day’ (wa-gad baqiya min ahliha qawm kathir); and even al-Baghdadi (d.
429/1037) should perhaps be taken at face value rather than assumed to
copy an earlier statement when he says that the Najdiyya are divided into

67 Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 200a.ult. f.

68 Cook, Dogma, 92.

%9 Tbn Hazm, Fisal, iv. 87.7, 190.9.

70 Ibn al-Athir, v. 88 f. He was defeated by Sufyan b. “Amr al-“Uqayli, who had been ap-
pointed by “‘Umar b. Hubayra according to Ibn al-Athir, but who is said by Khalifa to have been
governor of the Yamama under Sulayman, i.e. before the revolt had even begun (7a’rikh, 430).

71 al-Shahrastani, Kitab nihayat al-agdam fi Glm al-kalam, ed. A. Guillaume (London,
1934), 482 ff, cf. 481.14. The statement reveals itself as Najdite rather than qadarite at p. 484.7—
9, and it was written at a time when al-“Abbas could be credited with knowledge that his
descendants would be caliphs (483.7). For further discussion, see P. Crone, ‘A Statement by
the Najdiyya Kharijites on the Dispensability of the Imamate’, Studia Islamica, 88 (1998).
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four groups, of which one ‘are the Najadat today’.”? They must indeed
have shed their extremism, then, for their defeat deprived them of their
dar al-hijra and constrained them to live among their gawm, except when
they rebelled under men such as Mas“ud. One would also assume their
famous denial of the obligatory nature of the imamate to be a doctrine
developed after their defeat.”

The proposition that the Sunnis show us Najdiyya who have modified
their doctrine gains in plausibility from the fact that there is evidence
of softening in Salim too. They no longer dissociate from the i< he
says, implying that they had reduced /ijra to mere khurij: whoever went
out was free to return (cf. Salim’s own position in IV, 126); whether the
Najdiyya continued to know the act as Agra or not, it did not entail sev-
erance of ties with the people one left behind. Salim also credits the
Najdiyya with contradictory doctrines which suggest that they operated
with different rules depending on whether they were in a state of khuriyj
or not: they classified their gawm as idolaters, yet held it lawful to eat
their slaughters; they deemed it lawful to kill and enslave their gamwm, and
to practise istinkah of their women, yet also held it lawful to marry their
women and unlawful to have them as slave girls. As a polemicist he feels
no urge to explain these contradictions. One way of resolving them, how-
ever, is to postulate that the Najdiyya held all ties with their gamwm to be
severed under conditions of revolt, but legalized quasi-normal relations
when they were forced to live among them. Double rules of this kind are
suggested for other Kharijites too. According to al-Qalhati, there emerged
from among the Azariqa and Najdiyya a certain Ziyad al-A‘sam who held
his gawm to be idolaters and prescribed /ijra from their abode; he deemed
it lawful to enslave, despoliate, or kill them, be it secretly or openly; ‘yet he
holds it lawful to intermarry with their gawm, to have ties of inheritance
with them, to eat their slaughters, and to stay among them’, al-Qalhati
says, clearly meaning that Ziyad al-A‘sam held such things to be lawful
while they stayed among them.” According to the twelfth-century Aba
‘Ammar, the Sufris (of North Africa) likewise held their opponents to be
polytheists from whom one must make a /zra and who may be killed, en-
slaved, and despoliated, but with whom one may nonetheless have mutual
succession, intermarry, pray, eat, and go on pilgrimage; and here too the
implication is that one may do all this unti/ one makes one’s emigration
from them.” Al-Kabi’s account of Sufri doctrine also makes better sense

72 Mubarrad, iii. 913.7; ed. Wright, 541; Baghdadi, Farg, 69.—2.

73 Masadi, Murig, vi. 25/iv, §2258; al-Nawbakhti, Firaq al-shi, ed. H. Ritter (Istanbul,
1931), 10; Ibn Hazm, Fisal, iv. 87.6, 190.4; Abu “Ammar, Mijaz, ii. 233.3; cf. Crone, ‘A Najdite
Statement on the Dispensability of the Imamate’, 69.

74 Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 201a.5.

75 Abu ‘Ammar, Mijaz, ii. 116.-7, 122.-6.
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if it is understood as a reference to double rules. According to him, the
Sufris held grave sins to be kufr and shirk, but deemed it permitted to
marry mushriks, eat their slaughters, inherit from them, and accept their
testimony, as the Prophet did in dar al-tagiyya;’® and he explicitly ascribes
double rules to the followers of the (apparently) Sufri al-Dahhak: the lat-
ter held it lawful to intermarry with kuffar gawmihim in the dar al-taqiyya,
but not in the dar al-alaniya.” If our understanding of III, 90, is cor-
rect, Salim here argues against the double rules adopted by ‘some’ of the
extremists, here presumably the Najdiyya, his point being that people are
either polytheists or else they are not: they cannot be differently treated
depending on circumstances. And the stance contains a (probably inter-
polated) passage laying down that the Ibadis do nor have double rules (IV,
141). That the Najdiyya should have adopted such rules after the sup-
pression of their great revolt is highly plausible.

There remains the problem why Salim does not make more of the Na-
jdite doctrine of ignorance. The answer could be that he shared it.”® Najda
operated with a distinction between indispensable and dispensable know-
ledge: it was obligatory to have knowledge of God, His Prophets, and the
unlawfulness of killing, robbing, and violating Muslims, and also to ac-
knowledge God’s revelation in its entirety; but for the rest people were
excused if they reached wrong conclusions in ignorance of what was law-
ful and unlawful.”® The Ibadis operated with a similar distinction between
matters in which knowledge is required and others in which ignorance is
allowed (ma yasa‘u jahluhu wa-la yasau jahluhu), which implies that sins
committed in permissible ignorance were excusable.?’ They may well have
disagreed with the Najdiyya over details of classification, but Salim cannot
have disagreed with the principle. Hence, presumably, he limited himself
to polemical use of some extreme examples (III, 82).

Overall, Salim displays no sign of personal acquaintance with the Na-
jadat, be they the original lot or the modified survivors. Here as elsewhere,
he is working from books or stable oral sources in which the subject mat-
ter was described in standard terms and formulations. For example, when
he says that the Najadat would accept an acknowledgement of hypocrisy
from people reluctant to fight (l-man thaqula minhum ‘an al-qital), he is

76 Nashwan, 177.
77 AshCari, 111.6; Aba Tammam, 33 = 42; Nashwan, 176.3; Baghdadi, Farg, 87.—6.
Cf. Moreno, ‘Note di teologia ibadita’, 302. For the question, see Cook, Dogma, 97.

79 Cf. comm. to III, 81, 82.

80 See, e.g., Kashif, Siyar, i. 86.ult., 166.6, 187.—3, 190.—6, 194f, 197f, 221.10; Sa‘di,
Qamis, vii. chs. 25, 29, and concluding remarks at p. 298 (tamma ’l-juz’ al-sabi€ fima yasa‘u
Jahluhu min din alldh wa-Ia yasau jahluhu); viii, ch. 1; ix. ch. 2, esp. p. 18; Sahqsi, Manhayj, i.
539, ch. 41, fi bayan ma yasau jahluhu wa-ma I@ yasau jahluhu; Jannawuni in Cuperly, ‘Pro-
fession de foi’, 47 ff.
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using a phrase which occurs elsewhere in the Ibadi literature in discus-
sions of the status of stay-at-homes (innama thaqula alayhim amr al-hijra
wa’l-khurigy min al-mawtin) and which al-Ka‘bi, as cited by al-Ashri and
Nashwan, employed as well (wa-man thaqula ‘an al-hijra fa-huwa mun-
afig).8! He also uses standard responses, such as ‘there is no kijra any
more’ or ‘the Muslims did not do any of that when they killed ‘Uthman
or after the Battle of the Camel’. But though he does not make lost worlds
come alive, he does give us new information which puts the Sunni picture
of the Najdiyya in perspective, and he knows much more about them than
the later Ibadi tradition.

MINOR EXTREMISTS

Dawud, “Atiyya, Abu Fudayk, and their companions are also presented as
quasi-Azragqites: they legalize indiscriminate slaughter of their gamwm, the
killing of their children, the enslavement of those whom they do not kill,
sexual use of their women, the treatment of their property as booty, and
cutting off relations of inheritance. But their disagreements are considered
less important than their points of agreement and no further details are
offered (III, 84).

Salim clearly did not know much about their doctrines, nor do any
other Ibadi or Sunni sources. Nowhere is he further from restoring lost
worlds than here.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF KHARIJISM

Throughout Salim’s account runs the conviction that Kharijism was born
as a moderate religion and that the extremists had once been moderates
themselves: their extremism was an innovation, not a legacy from the
past.3? Other Ibadis subscribed to the same view, and it is also represented
in the Sunni tradition;® but it is not likely to be right.

81 Shagqsi, Manhaj, i. 583.5; Sa’di, Qamiss, vi. 92.—5; comm. to III, 82.

82 Cf. esp. III, 66: Ibn al-Azraq and his followers makathit ma sh@a ’lah yasiruna bi-sirat
man kana qablahum.

83 Nafi¢ and Najda diverged from the Muslims min ba’di an kand ala din al-muslimin
(Khalid in Kashif, Siyar, i. 119); Ibn al-Azraq was the first to diverge from the creed of the ak/
al-istiggma (1zkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 232b.2). Cf. Baladhuri, Ansab, xi. 78 (where Najda
departs from the practice of the salaf min ahl al-Nahrawan wa-ahl al-qibla by instituting secret
killing and the mihna), 80 (where he is seduced by a mawl@ of B. Hashim into adopting istirad
and gatl al-atfal); Ash¢ari, 87.2 (where he departs from his sa/af by adopting ikfar al-qa‘ada and
the mihna); Baghdadi, Farg, 62.ult. (where he departs from the first Muhakkima by classifying
his opponents as polytheists rather than infidels); Abu Tammam, 21 = 35 (Nafi® introduced



212 THE KHARIJITES

Kharijite extremism consists of four closely related doctrines. First,
non-Kharijite Muslims were not Muslims but rather infidels excluded
from the community of believers. Secondly, one cannot live among in-
fidels. To be a Muslim one must make a /zra to a Muslim centre and
cut off all ties with the infidels that one has left behind. Thirdly, infidels
have no legal existence unless they are People of the Book. If they are not
People of the Book, they are pagans and one cannot intermarry with them,
inherit from them or call them to succession, eat their slaughters, honour
their compacts, and so on; on the contrary, one can kill and enslave them
as one sees fit and take their property as booty. Fourthly, the existence
of pagans is an affront against God because they do not recognize His
existence, and they must therefore be either converted or exterminated.

That Kharijism originated as an extremist persuasion is clear from the
fact that all Kharijites agreed on the first doctrine and all early Muslims
on the remaining three. In other words, all early Muslims, Kharijite or
non-Kharijite, were extremists as far as pagans were concerned: all held it
impossible to live among them; all regarded them as devoid of legal pro-
tection; and all held that they should be combated until they were either
killed or converted. All agreed that people who did not recognize God
had no right to exist. The Kharijites were extremists only in the sense that
they classified other Muslims as pagans:3* the remaining doctrines merely
spelt out the consequences.

The Ibadis rejected extremism by claiming that there were many kinds
of infidels, including some to whom the above consequences did not ap-
ply: kuffar munafigun, hypocrites, did enjoy the legal protection that kuffar
mushrikun, pagans, were denied; the Azariga and their likes were wrong
to place their gawm among the latter. But this distinction is secondary.
The early law only recognized two categories of people entitled to legal
protection, that is believers/Muslims and People of the Book. Since the
Kharijites did not regard their gawm as either Muslims or People of the
Book, they must have regarded them as kuffar/mushrikitn in the sense of
pagans. Pagans had no right to exist by whatever term they were known.
In classical law it is only Arab pagans who are unanimously denied the
right to exist and who must, therefore, be converted or exterminated; but
the existence of non-Arab paganism was still unknown when the Kharijites

dissociation from quietists and mikna, yet the Azariqa do not dissociate from their sa/af among
the Kharijites); Cook, Dogma, 97 f.

84 The Sunni tradition purports to know exactly when this classification was adopted: ac-
cording to Baladhuri, Ansab, iv.a, 147, the first Kharijite to label the akl al-gibla infidels was
Sahm b. Ghalib al-Hujaymi, who rebelled in Basra in 44/664 f. This is contradicted, though
hardly more reliably, by Baladhuri, Ansab, ii. 342.ult.; al-Dinawari, al-Akhbar al-tiwal, ed. V.
Guirgass (Leiden, 1888), 221, where they charge their opponents with skirk at the time of their
emergence; and by Tabari, 2nd ser., 39, where they charge them with kufr in 43/663 f.
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emerged, and in any case both they and their opponents were overwhelm-
ingly Arabs.

That the Ibadi distinction between kuffar and mushrikin is secondary
also follows from the fact that these two terms were interchangeable in
early usage. When Abu Hanifa explained to ‘Uthman al-Batti that an
Arab at the time of Muhammad’s mission was either a believer devoid
of shirk whose life and property were protected or else an infidel devoid
of faith whose life and property could be freely taken (kafiran . .. halalan
maluhu wa-damuhu), he equated shirk and kufr and took it for granted that
kuffar had no legal rights unless, as he added, they were People of the Book
from whom jizya could be taken.5 Conversely, when the MurjPite poets
Thabit Qutna and al-Muharib b. Dithar said that neither “‘Uthman nor ‘Ali
ascribed partners to God and that sin did not make people mushrikin, they
took it for granted that the opposite of a mushrik was a believer, not a kafir
of another kind.%® From Salim’s point of view, Abu Hanifa would have
made himself clearer if he had spoken of polytheists throughout, while
the Murji’ite poets should have spoken of unbelievers; for an infidel was
not necessarily a mushrik devoid of legal rights, in Salim’s view, and no
Kharijite apart from the extremists had ever said that “‘Uthman, “Ali, and
other sinners were mushrikin according to him. But the Kharijites with
whom these poets were taking issue clearly had not benefited from Ibadi
instruction.

In non-Kharijite parlance, moreover, the term kafir continued to
mean a person devoid of legal protection (unless he was a dhimmi or a
harbi granted temporary protection by treaty). The phrase kafir halal
al-dam/damuhu is common in the Sunni literature;®” the Mu‘tazilite
Hisham al-Fuwati allegedly held his opponents to be kuffar whose lives
and property could be freely taken; most Mu‘tazilites in al-Baghdadi’s
time held areas under Sunni control to be dar al-kufr and deemed it un-
lawful to eat Sunni slaughters, while the Sunnis in their turn deemed it
unlawful to eat those of the Mu‘tazila.3® Even a poet such as Rumi took
it for granted that kuffar could be freely killed ‘like wild animals before
the arrows or spears’, and that one could take their wives and children.®
To brand somebody as a kafir was to outlaw him. How could it have been

85 Abu Hanifa, Risala, 35.8.

86 Cf. the comm. to III, 98.

87 See, e.g., Ibn Khuzayma in al-Dhahabi, Tadhkirar al-huffaz (Hyderabad, 1376-7), ii.
728.—4 (fa-huwa kafir halal al-dam wa-kana maluhu fay’an); H. Laoust (ed. and tr.), La profession
de foi d’Ibn Batta (Damascus, 1958), 50.13 = 86; Tabari in Ibn Hazm, Fisal, iv. 35.-9 (kafir halal
al-dam wa’l-mal); and another statement b){ Tabari in D. Sourdel (ed. and tr.), ‘Une profession
de foi de I’historien al-Tabar?’, Revue des Etudes Islamiques, 36 (1968), 194.—7 = 187.

88 Shahrastani, i. 51 f; Baghdadi, Usil, 270.8, 340).

89 Ruimi, Mathnawi, ed. R. A. Nicholson (London, 1925-40), i. 204, book I, lines 3318 f.
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otherwise? There is nothing self-evident about the proposition that a per-
son could be both excluded from the ranks of the believers and protected
by Islamic law.

If all Kharijites originally regarded their opponents as kuffar, in the
sense of pagans, it follows that they must also have regarded /Aijra from the
abode of their opponents as a duty, or at least as commendable. Possibly,
their very name is a reference to this duty, since it is a self-designation
coined, in Briinnow’s view, with reference to Q. 4: 100 (wa-man yakhruju
min baytihi muhajiran ila ’llah, ‘he who goes out from his house emigrating
to God’).” Belief in the merit or duty of Aijra is certainly taken for granted
in Sunni accounts of Kharijite rebels before the Azariga and Najadat;’! it
continued to be accepted by the “Ajarida (as a meritorious act rather than
a duty), the Bayhasis, and the Sufris,? and it was not apparently until the
early ‘Abbasid period that the Ibadis rejected it.”* Nor was belief in the
legality of us2i7ad an Azraqite or Najdite innovation. The akhbaris present

the Kharijites as having practised is11%ad (and also as deeming their op-

ponents’ property to be booty) from the moment of their emergence;”*

and the Ibadis themselves accept the legality of iszi%ad in connection with
Arab mushrikiin: they merely refuse to classify their gawm as such.?
Pace Salim, extremism does not come across as an innovation that most
Kharijites could ignore, but rather as a legacy that all Kharijites had to
confront. From the mid-Umayyad period onwards, practically all were
trying to shed it. Though Shabib and al-Dahhak took it for granted that

90 Cf. below, Ch. 8 n. 39.

91 Cf. Ibn Hanbal, Kitab al-sunna (Mecca, 1349), 248.—-6, where a slave of the Kufan Com-
panion “Abdallah b. Abi Awfa who has joined the Kharijites encourages his master to emigrate,
to which the latter responds a-kijra ba‘da hijrati maa rasiul Allah?;, Baladhuri, Ansab, iv.a, 154,
where a Kharijite in the time of Ibn Ziyad calls to khurizj in response to Q. 16: 110 on those who
hajaric min ba‘di ma@ futini thumma jahadit wa-sabari. Cf. also van Ess, TG, i. 404, where the
Kufan Shaqiq al-Dabbi identifies himself to unspecified Kharijites (possibly Shabib’s, certainly
not Azariqa or Najdiyya) as a mu’min muhajir wa-muslim mu@win (cf. Mubarrad, iii. 1088.11,
where somebody identifies himself as a mu’min muhdajir to Qatari). Cf. also the (mostly later)
examples cited below, Ch. 8 n. 68.

92 See Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 202b.3 (‘Ajarida); the comm. to III, 83 (Bayhasis); Aba ‘“Ammar
in Ch. 8 n. 25 (Suftris). For the pervasiveness of the notion of Aijra among the Jaziran Kharijites,
eventually identified as Sufris, see also Ch. 8 nn. 9, 68; and cf. the implicit acceptance of Aijra
by all the Kharijites, including the Jaziran al-Dahhak, who accepted imtihan al-muhajir (cf. the
comm. to III; 69).

93 Cf. below, Ch. 8, 280.

9% Cf. App. 4. For early Kharijites holding saby and ghanm to be lawful, see also Baladhuri,
Ansab, ii. 360; Mubarrad, iii. 976; Baghdadi, Farg, 58, where they blame ‘Ali for having pre-
vented them from taking captive the women and children of their opponents defeated in the
Battle of the Camel even though he allowed them to plunder their camp: ‘how can you allow
us to take their property without their women and children?’. In the first two sources Ibn “Ab-
bas confounds them by asking them if they would have enslaved ‘A’isha after the Battle of the
Camel.

95 Cf. App. 4.
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their opponents were mushrikim,’® the former is presented as distancing
himself from isti%ad and reminding his followers that they did not kave
to kill defeated enemies or take their property as booty,”” while the latter
is said to have renounced the ban on intermarriage with opponents ex-
cept when armed revolt allowed the believers to live by their own rules,
the position reported for later Sufris too, as has been seen. The real or
alleged ASsamiyya likewise operated with two sets of rules.”® Others leg-
alized ties with opponents without qualifications, be it by distinguishing
between kuffar who are hypocrites and kuffar who are polytheists, as did
the Ibadis, or by classifying the Qur’anic hypocrites as polytheists and
thus allowing latterday polytheists to be classified as hypocrites too,”® or
by reclassifying them as mere kuffar nima. All were determined both to
preserve the original principle that opponents were kuffar and to avoid its
drastic implications; and it is clearly these people, not the Azariqa, who
were adopting an innovative approach to new conditions (and rewriting
the past in the process). The Azariqa differed from their predecessors
in that they were systematizers who made a grander and more concerted
attempt than ever before to practise what they preached; but what they
systematized was old thought, and this doomed them to failure. Survival
required compromise, and the history of Kharijism is one of relentless
attenuation of original doctrines. The Azariga may have died with their
ideals intact, but the Najdiyya survived to develop into quasi-Ibadis, while
the Ibadis in their turn survived to develop into quasi-Sunnis. The fi’a
galila still has its adherents in the modern world, but today they incline
to the view that they probably did not have anything to do with the killing
of ‘Uthman. %

The old thought which the Azariqa systematized was doomed to ex-
tinction because it rested on tribal assumptions. That early Kharijism
should be seen as a religious restatement of tribal (or more specifically
nomadic) values was first proposed by Watt,'°! and though it is difficult
to agree with the particular manner in which he develops the idea,'*? he
has a point. One of the most striking aspects of early Kharijite thought is
that it equated the Kharijite community with the moral universe. When

96 Cf. the comm. to IIL, 68.

97 Tabari, 2nd ser., 886, citing Abu Mikhnaf. In Mada’ini cited by Baladhuri, Ansab, xi.
82 f, the Sufris reject the legality of iszi%ad (and intentional killing of children) outright at the
time of the Azraqite schism, but Shabib does not go so far in Abu Mikhnaf’s account. Cf. also
App. 4.

98 Cf. above, 209 f.

99 Thus Abu Bayhas in Mubarrad, iii. 1040.4; cited from Mubarrad in Tgd, i. 223.9.

100 Sam@’ili, Asdag, 64.2.

101 W, M. Watt, ‘Kharijite Thought in the Umayyad Period’, Der Islam, 36 (1961); id.,
Formative Period, 34 ff; cf. also K.-H. Pampus, Uber die Rolle der Harigiya im friihen Islam (Wies-
baden, 1980), 40 ff.

102 Cf. Madelung, Religious Trends, 54 f.
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the Kharijites said that they were the only believers, they meant, in mod-
ern terminology, that they were the only human beings. Only they had
rights, duties, and responsibilities; all others were, so to speak, wild an-
imals. Among the Kharijites themselves, legal and moral rules applied;
towards others, they could behave in any way they liked, except where
protected status had been granted by treaty. Similar thinking is attested
for other archaic societies, including that of the early Romans; and in
the Muslim case it is likely to be a tribal legacy, not in the sense that
each tribe in pre-Islamic Arabia thought of itself as coterminous with the
moral universe, but rather in the sense that the Arab tribesmen at large
thought of their ‘tribal commonwealth’ along such lines: non-tribesmen
did not count, except in so far as they were protected by treaty.!% Khar-
jjite thought is also striking for equating community with consensus and
conformity. Of course, no community can exist without agreement on
fundamentals, but the Kharijite expectation went much further, and this
too is likely to be a tribal legacy. The tribesmen of pre-Islamic (and for
that matter later) Arabia subscribed to the same values and behaved in ac-
cordance with the same rules to a degree that simply cannot be achieved in
a complex society. All had the same occupations (agriculturalist or pastor-
alist), the same outlook on life, and the same code of honour; all those who
were different (weavers, tanners, craftsmen, musicians, hunters, and so on)
were excluded from tribal membership. The Kharijites apparently took
it for granted that the Muslim community would retain this homogen-
eity and, when it developed differently, applied the time-honoured tribal
remedy of going elsewhere to set up on their own and to defend the new
community with the sword. Salim cannot understand how the Murji-
’ites can dissociate from their kings and still classify them as believers —
or, in other words, continue to regard them as members of the Muslim
community (III, 99). Nor does he understand how those Murji’ites who
classify their kings as believers can live in a state of association with those
who classify them as infidels (III, 100): had they been Kharijites, they
would have split into rival communities of believers. The notion that the
community of believers could encompass a whole spectrum of values and
include a wide variety of different groups is alien to him. To Kharijites,
believers were all the same, in this world and the next.

Like the early Romans, the Arabs made a transition from tribe to em-
pire, but a great many characteristics of early Islamic thought reflect the
fact that the Arabs went through the Roman evolution in reverse. The Ro-
mans, who operated with a fundamental distinction between citizens and
others (with whom one could not marry or otherwise enter into contrac-
tual relations), expanded gradually and coped with expansion by recourse

103 Cf. P. Crone, Roman, Provincial and Islamic Law (Cambridge, 1987), ch. 4.
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to treaties which granted a bewildering variety of legal statuses to their
non-Roman subjects; centuries later, they swept away all these archaic
distinctions, granted universal citizenship, and adopted a universalist reli-
gion. But the Arabs started by adopting an (at least implicitly) universalist
religion and immediately acquired an empire to go with it, thus landing
themselves with the task of working out the statuses that people were to
enjoy within it after the event. All the early schools and sects offered an-
swers to this question. The Kharijite answer could not survive, except in
a modified form on the tribal fringes, because it refused to concede that an
imperial civilization cannot possibly possess the cultural and behavioural
uniformity of a tribal world. The Kharijites also had political views that
made them increasingly archaic, but it was not for them alone that they
were marginalized.






6
THE MURJPA AND FATANA
THE MURJI’A

Salim only takes issue with the Murji’ites on two points: they suspend
judgement on the participants in the first civil war, and they insist that
their ‘kings’ are believers. As regards the former point, the Murji’ites ar-
gue that one can only pronounce on the rights and wrongs of things on
the basis of personal observation (autopsy in the original sense) or unan-
imous testimony (IIL, 91, 95, 97).! Since the first civil war is a disputed
event which happened before their time, they cannot tell who was right
and who was wrong in it, and Salim implies that they neither affiliate
to nor dissociate from its participants. But they affiliate to Abu Bakr and
“Umar because the community is unanimous that they were rightly guided
caliphs (III, 97); and they dissociate from their ‘kings’ today because they
can see with their own eyes that they are misguided (III, 98-9). As re-
gards the latter point, some Murji’ites classify their kings as infidels (III,
100), but most accept them as believers on the grounds that ‘their faith
does not preserve them from error and their error does not necessarily ex-
clude them from faith’ (III, 99). But though they are believers, one must
dissociate from them (III, 98).

This is a substantial account of early Murji’ism by the standards at
other sources, KI included, and it both amplifies and corrects such in-
formation as we already possess. Its contribution may be examined under
six headings.

EARLY MURFPISM

Early Murji’ism has to be reconstructed on the basis of the poetry of
‘Awn b. “‘Abdallah (d. 110s/728-30s), Thabit Qutna (d. 110/728 f), and
Mubharib b. Dithar (d. 116/734 f) in conjunction with KI and Sirar Salim.
Between them, they identify Murji’ism as an answer to five questions
concerning the status of past and present Muslims, plus belief in predes-
tination. We list the first five questions here to facilitate the subsequent

1 Calder denies the existence of the unanimity principle, arguing that Cook derives it from
‘the polemical consequentialism of Sirat Salim’ and that it is not mentioned in KI (review of
Cook, 183). But it is hard to miss the unanimity principle in KI, or for that matter Muharib b.
Dithar (see the comm. to III, 95); and it is a starting point for Salim, not a polemical deduction
(111, 95, 97). Cf. the refutation of the akl al-shakk, where the author first presents the Murji’ite
doctrine that ‘it is not for him to believe either of the two sides, because of their disagreement’,
and next proceeds to Konsequenzenmacherei (HX, 378; tr. in App. 5): here too the unanimity
principle is a starting point.



220 THE MURJI°’A AND FATANA

discussion, but omit the belief in predestination, which is only attested in

Thabit Qutna.

1. ahl al-furqa: right or wrong?

According to the early Murji’ites, one must accept that Abu Bakr and
“Umar were rightly guided caliphs because there is agreement on this
point,? but one must suspend judgement on the participants in the first
Jfurqa because one cannot tell who was right and who was wrong in it:
one cannot judge disputed events that one has not seen for oneself. /172’
applies fi-man ghaba ‘an al-ryal aw lam yashhadithu, as KI, 5 puts it, or
Ji amr ghaba ‘anhu aw lam yudrikhu, as Salim says (III, 91). “We suspend
judgement on doubtful things’ (nurji ’l-umirra idha kanat mushabbahatan),
Thabit Qutna declares, presumably meaning the same, while Muharib b.
Dithar says that he practises i77@° of “Ali and ‘Uthman on the grounds
that ‘I suspend judgement on hidden matters (amran khafiyyan); what do
I know about the deeds of men who have gone before me and whom 1
have not seen?’.3

2. ahl al-furqa: believers or infidels?

Though the Murj?’ites did not presume to know whether ‘Uthman or ‘Ali
were right or wrong, they affirmed that both were believers, not infidels as
the Kharijites would have it. Thabit Qutna declares that ‘Ali and “‘Uthman
were ‘abdan who did not ascribe partners to God, i.e. they were believers
rather than polytheists. Muharib also affirms that they were “%bdan, now
in the sense of ordinary believers rather than prophets whom one knows
to be saved, and he adds that ‘I do not call anyone a polytheist’ (lam ashhad
ald gawmin bi-shirkin), possibly with reference to ‘Ali and ‘Uthman alone
and possibly to Muslims in general.*

3. Today’s sinners: believers or infidels?

The Murjr’ites affirmed that ‘Uthman and ‘Ali were believers because
they awarded that status to all users of the gibla, be they past or present,
sinners or otherwise: sin did not invalidate faith. Thus “Awn b. “Abdal-
lah reproached the Murji’ites for speaking of a ruler or governor as ‘a
believer from the house of oppression’ (mu’miniin min ali jawrin).> Salim

2 See the comm. to III, 95.

3 Aghani, xiv, 270.5; Waki<, Qudah, iii. 29, 11. 5f, 7, 9, 13 of the poem = van Ess, TG, v.
17, 19f (his tr. of Muharib’s badly edited and frequently obscure poem is most helpful). For
an English tr. of Thabit Qutna’s poem and part of Muharib b. Dithar’s, see now S. S. Agha,
‘A Viewpoint of the Murji’a in the Umayyad Period: Evolution through Application’, Journal
of Islamic Studies 8, (1997), 26 ff.

4 Aghani, xiv, 270.11-12; Waki®, Qudah, iii. 30, 1. 25-6, 32, of the poem = van Ess, TG,
v. 18, 21. (Van Ess translates @bdan as ‘human beings’ (Menschen) on both occasions, but poly-
theists and prophets are also humans.)

5 Aghami, ix. 139.12; for the variant versions, see Cook, Dogma, 173, n. 18. The reference
is normally assumed to be to al-Hajjaj, but van Ess’ redating of the poem to the time of Yazid
b. al-Muhallab’s revolt solves an otherwise intractable problem (cf. the comm. to III, 100).
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reproaches them for classifying their ‘kings’ as erring believers (mu’minimn
dullal) rather than as infidels (III, 99), though he notes that a few did
classify them as kuffar (111, 100). Thabit Qutna implicitly classifies all
Muslims as believers by denying that sin amounts to skirk: ‘I do not think
that sin makes anyone a polytheist as long as he professes the unity of God
(al-samad)’, he declares. Muharib makes the same point with reference
to ‘Ali and ‘Uthman or the Muslims at large when he observes that the
Kharijites equate sin with shirk, but that he himself does not call anyone
a polytheist.®

4. ahl al-furga: saved or damned?

First-century Muslims took it for granted that there was perfect corres-
pondence between this-worldly and other-worldly status: people who were
rightly guided in this world were saved in the next, while people who were
misguided in this world would go to Hell. If one suspended judgement on
the question whether “Uthman, “Ali, and other participants in the furqa
were rightly guided or misguided in this world, one ipso facto suspended
judgement on their other-worldly fate as well. Neither Salim nor KI pays
any attention to their other-worldly fate, but Thabit Qutna and Muharib
duly profess ignorance of it. Thabit Qutna says that “Ali and ‘Uthman will
be requited for their efforts (sa%), but that he himself cannot tell where
they have gone. Muharib suspends judgement on “Ali and ‘Uthman, say-
ing that he does not know anything about the deeds of past figures or
about their future fate: ‘What do I know about the deeds of men who
have gone before me and whom I have not seen? I do not know of any
Qur’an(ic verse) about their success (in the other world), but neither do
I know them to have committed faults (that would damn them)’.”

5. Today’s sinners: saved or damned?

Given the first-century assumption of perfect correspondence between
this-worldly and other-worldly status, one would expect the early Mur-
ji’ites to have consigned sinners to Hell. They suspended judgement on
the other-worldly fate of the ahl al~furqa because they did not know their
this-worldly status, but they had no reason to refrain from judgement in
the case of people whose sinful status was obvious to them. It is true that
they did in the end so refrain. The later Murji’ites were famed, indeed
notorious, for affirming not only that sinners were believers, but also that
they might be saved: God would punish or forgive them as He saw fit.
But the early evidence suggests that they started by regarding sinners as
doomed. When Thabit Qutna says that “‘Uthman and “Ali will be requited
for their efforts though he himself does not know where they have gone,
he seems to imply that they will be in Paradise if God has found their

6 Aghani, xiv. 270.7; Waki®, Qudah, iii. 30, 11. 29-32 of the poem = van Ess, TG, v. 18, 21.
7 Aghani, xiv. 270.14 f; Waki€, Qudah, iii. 29, 11. 13 f of the poem = van Ess, TG, v. 18, 20.
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efforts to be rightly guided and in Hell if He has found them to be sinful,
not that they may have been admitted to Paradise however sinful they may
have been. He certainly does not say that God may punish or pardon sin-
ners as He sees fit, though one would have expected him to mention this
doctrine if he had subscribed to it, given that his poem is in the nature of
a catechism. Mubharib b. Dithar similarly implies that “‘Uthman and ‘Ali
will be in Hell if they have sinned when he says that ‘I do not know of
any Qur’an(ic verse) about their success (in the other world), but neither
do I know them to have committed faults (that would damn them)’; and
he makes his assumption explicit by adding that if ‘Ali and ‘Uthman have
perished because of a sin (halaka bi-dhanbin), then he has saved himself
(by not associating with them), whereas if they have been saved, then he
has also been saved thanks to his doctrine of “%d/ (i.e. by not dissocat-
ing from them).® That the early Murji’ites held sinners to be damned is
in line with the fact that they held it lawful to kill sinners under certain
circumstances even though they continued to classify them as believers,
as we know from ‘Awn b. ‘Abdallah (galit mu’minun damuhu haldlun).® Tt
also explains why they forbad association with sinners such as kings, and
prayers of forgiveness on their behalf, as we know from Salim (III, 98):
for to dissociate from somebody was to declare him wrong in this world
and damned in the next, with a view to saving oneself from the same fate;
and the Murj’ites can hardly have prohibited prayers of forgiveness on
behalf of sinners while at the same time professing belief in the possibil-
ity that God might forgive them. In short, the evidence strongly suggests
that the early Murji’ites shared the common conviction that going astray
meant going to perdition. Sin did not invalidate faith, but it did rule out
salvation.

In his discussion of the fates of ‘Uthman and Ali, however, Muharib
b. Dithar adds that ‘I do not know of anyone (fulan) ... whether he goes
to Paradise to remain there forever or whether you will see him suffoc-
ate in Hell when it lights up’. If fulan really means ‘any believer’ here,
this is the first attestation of the Murji’ite suspension of judgement on
the other-worldly fate of sinners in general (as opposed to that of the ah/
al-furqa in particular). But it seems more likely that fu/an is poetic licence
for ‘Uthman and “Alj, for it makes perfect sense that Muharib should pro-
fess ignorance of their fate, given that he did not know whether they were
guilty of a dhanb or not, whereas it does not make sense that he should
twice link dhanb with damnation only to add that he was not sure about
this link after all.'

8 Aghani, xiv. 270.14; Waki€, Qudah, iii. 29 f, 11. 14, 26 f of the poem = van Ess, TG, v. 18,
20f.

9 Above, n. 5.

10 Waki¢, Qudah, iii. 30, 11. 22 f of the poem = van Ess, TG, v. 20.
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If this is accepted, the Murji’ite suspension of judgement on the
other-worldly fate of sinners is first attested in Abu Hanifa, who certainly
subscribed to the view that God might punish or forgive sinful believers
as He saw fit (assuming his epistle to “Uthman al-Batti to be authentic).!!
Salim’s Fatana also assert that they do not know whether their kings have
deserved God’s punishment or mercy (III, 113). Thereafter, the possible
salvation of the sinful believer is standard Murj’ite doctrine.

All in all, early Murj’ism can be reduced to two key propositions: we
cannot identify the status of the protagonists in the disputed past, meaning
that we cannot base membership of the community on attitudes to them;
and all Muslims must be accepted as believers even if they sin, meaning
that we cannot exclude people from the community merely because they
behave in a way unacceptable to us. Both doctrines are anti-sectarian. The
Murji’ites were trying to keep the Muslims together in a single community
in the here and now. How God would deal with them in the next world
was another question.

THE MEANING OF IRJA’

It should be clear from the above that i7ja” originally stood for suspension
of judgement on the participants in the first civil war, not, as Goldziher
and van Vloten believed, on the fate of the erring believer in the here-
after.!? For one thing, it is only in connection with the ahl al-furqa that
the early sources use the term (cf. the list above, no. 1); and, for another,
the early sources suggest that the Murji’ites did not suspend judgement
on anything except the error/damnation or otherwise of these figures (cf.
the list above, no. 5). But the original meaning of i77a”° was forgotten be-
cause the status of the ahl al-furqa ceased to preoccupy the Murji’ites in
the course of the ninth century. Many thus took it to mean suspension of
judgement on the other-worldly fate of sinners instead.'®> Even Ibn Han-
bal, a fanatical opponent of Murji’ism, is said to have recommended 772’
ma ghaba ‘anhu min al-umirr, in the sense of leaving the other-worldly fate
of sinners to God,'* and some duly explained the word as meaning ‘hold-
ing out hope’ for sinners, deriving it from the root 7jw rather than 7/°.!3
But this understanding of i774” is clearly secondary.

11 Aba Hanifa, Risala, 37.4 = van Ess, TG, v. 28 (r). A roughly contemporary attestation
would be Ragaba b. Masqala’s statement that the Murji’ites follow the religion of kings, if one
could be sure of its authenticity (cf. below, p. 237 f, for its interpretation).

12 1. Goldziher, Introduction to Islamic Theology and Law (Princeton, 1981), 74; van Vloten,
‘Irdja”, 164.

13 Thus the Murji’te ‘Abd al-Majid b. “Abd al-‘Aziz b. Abi Rawwad in van Ess, TG, ii.
661; al-Maturidi, Kitab al-tawhid, ed. F. Kholeif (Beirut, 1970), 382.

14 Tbn Abi Ya'la, Tubaqar al-Hanabila, ed. M. H. al-Fiqi (Cairo, 1952), i. 329.-3.

15 For an example, see the ref. below, n. 48. This etymology is rightly rejected by Madelung
in EPP, s.v. ‘Murdji®a’, col. 605.
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It follows that the term #774” is unlikely to have been coined with ref-
erence to Q. 9:106, as van Vloten suggested and as everyone has since
agreed.!® This verse is indeed a perfect proof text for i7ja as a doctrine
regarding the future fate of sinners, for it says that ‘others are deferred
(murjawna) to God’s commandment: either He punishes them or He for-
gives them’; and the Murji’ites did come to invoke it in van Vloten’s
vein.!” But they cannot have coined the term with reference to this verse
unless they understood it as a reference to the other-worldly fate of the
ahl al-furga, rather than sinners in general, and there is in fact no evid-
ence that the early Murji’ites used it at all. They only adduce passages
about past nations in KI and Salim. Both texts have them invoke Q.
20: 51, where Pharaoh asks Moses ‘And what of the former generations?’,
to which Moses replies, ‘Knowledge of them is with my Lord, in a book;
my Lord goes not astray, nor forgets’ (KI, 6; Salim, III, 103); and Salim
also has them invoke Q. 2:134, “That is a nation that has passed away;
there awaits them that they have earned, and there awaits you what you
have earned; you shall not be questioned concerning the things they did’
(I, 103).'® Both passages are excellent illustrations of the doctrine that
only God can know the rights and wrongs of disputed events in the past,
meaning that we must suspend judgement on them, but the actual term
irj@’ is not to be found in these verses. Even Abu Hanifa fails to adduce
van Vloten’s verse. He expounds the view that God may punish or for-
give the erring believer without reference to the Qur’an in his epistle to
Uthman al-Batti;'? in Abu Muqatil’s Kitab al-Glim wa’l-mutaallim he
invokes Q. 2:31f, on the angels’ refusal to tell God the names of things
they did not know, and 17: 36, on how one should not speak of what one
does not know for sure.?? Both illustrate the principle that one should not
label people on the basis of fallible knowledge, but the verb arja’a does
not occur in either; and since Abu Hanifa regards a/-murji’a as an abusive
name invented by his opponent, he can hardly have connected the term
with a non-abusive Qur’anic passage.?!

In short, the term #7j@° seems to be a non-Qur’anic coinage which ori-
ginally meant suspension of judgement on the past and future status of the
participants in the first civil war. Suspension of judgement in this sense

16 Van Vloten, ‘Irdja>, 164; van Ess, ‘Das Kitab’, 28; Cook, Dogma, 31 f; Madelung, ‘Murd-
ja’, EI?, col. 605.

17 Nashwan, 203.5. But Maturidi only invokes van Vloten’s verse in illustration of the
lexical meaning of i7ja@’, without suggesting that the doctrine is derived from it (7awhid, 381).

18 This verse is also invoked by Makhil in connection with ‘Uthman and “Ali in al-Sarakhsi,
Sharh kitab al-siyar al-kabir (li’I-Shaybani) (Cairo, 1957), 157.

19 Abu Hanifa, Risala, 37.4 = van Ess, TG, v. 28 (r).

20 Abu Mugqatil, Kit@h al-Glim, 22 f = Schacht, ‘Early Murci’ite Treatise’, §28; partly cited
by Maturidi, Tawhid, 282.

21 Abu Hanifa, Ris@la, 37 f = van Ess, TG, v. 29 (w). For the vv. they adduced in support
of their classification of all @kl al-salat as believers, see Nashi’, §28.
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is still part of Murji’ism in Abu Hanifa’s epistle to “‘Uthman al-Batti, Abu
Mugqatil’s Kitab al-alim wa’l-muta‘allim, and Abu Muti®s al-Figh al-ab-
sat,?? though the actual term #7j7 does not figure in any of them; and
the term is occasionally encountered in its original sense elsewhere.?? But
even Abu Hanifa’s view on the ahl al-furqa was a diluted version of ori-
ginal 777&”, and by the ninth century the Murji’ites had stopped suspending
judgement on the ak/ al-furqa altogether (see below, on #77@° and tradition).
The heresiographers do not mention #774° in its original sense at all.

THE SCOPE OF IRJA’

When the Murji’ites say that 7@’ applies fima ghaba ‘anhu wa-lam
yudrikhu, one takes them to mean that one must suspend judgement on
any disputed event in the past of which one does not have first-hand ex-
perience. In practice, one never hears of i774° of any historical event other
than the first schism, but it hardly follows that the Murji’ites divided
the past into different epistemological categories as a matter of principle.
Salim could, however, be taken to imply that they did.

Salim accuses the Murji’ites of violating their own principles by calling
upon the younger generation of their gawm to dissociate from Mu‘“awiya.
The violation consists in the fact that the younger generation had no
personal knowledge of Mu‘awiya (whereas the older generation appar-
ently did). Salim then gives the Murji’ites three arguments with which
to defend themselves: firstly, ‘Mu‘“awiya is not like the people of the
first schism, who were Companions of the Messenger of God’ (111, 94);
secondly, the Murji’ites ‘have conflicting testimony from the people of the
gibla regarding the participants in the first schism (but not about Mu‘a-
wiya)’ (III, 95); and thirdly, the younger generation can tell that Mu‘awiya
was misguided from the reports of his conduct current in their time (111,
96). The first argument denies that Mu“awiya was a Companion and both
the first and the second deny that he was a participant in the first civil
war. These denials are startling, and it is not clear why they enable the
Murj?ites to dispense with their epistemological principles; but one solu-
tion would be that the autopsy and unanimity principles only applied to
persons and events relevant to the transmission of the Prophet’s guid-
ance — that is the Prophet himself and the first two caliphs (on whom

22 Abu Hanifa, Risala, 36 = van Ess, TG, v. 27f;, Abu Muqatil, Kitab al-Glim, 23.7 =
Schacht, ‘Early Murji’te treatise’, §28 (where it is only alluded to); Abu Muti®, a/-Figh al-absat,
40 = A. J. Wensinck (tr.), The Muslim Creed (Cambridge, 1932), 104 (where it is art. 5 of the
supposed Figh Akbar I, on which see J. van Ess, ‘Kritisches zum Figh Akbar, Revue des Etudes
Islamiques, 54 (1986); id., TG, i. 207 ff).

23 Cf. Maturidi, Tawhid, 384; Ton Baraka al-Bahlawi in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 389.4, where those
who refuse to pronounce on the rights and wrongs of the ninth-century imams al-Salt and
Rashid are deemed to practise ‘pure i7ja”’, explained by an exposition of the Murji’ite stance
on the first civil war. For an undatable example, see the passage on the ‘first Murji’ites’ in
App. 5.
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the Murji’ites claimed unanimity), the ak/ al~furqa defined as Compan-
ions (on whom the Murji’ites suspended judgement because there was
disagreement about them), and the recent schism (on which the Murji-
’ites passed judgement because they had seen it for themselves). If so, the
Murji’ite argument is that Mu‘awiya was not a Companion and therefore
not a member of the ahl al-furga, but simply a contender, eventually king,
on whom one could form and transmit views without reference to the
autopsy and unanimity criteria, just as one could on ordinary events in
the past. This would make sense not only of the first argument, but also
of the third, in which the Murji’ites invoke the historical record which
they normally reject. It would not make sense of the second argument, in
which their epistemological principles are upheld, but Salim could have
put it in simply to cover all eventualities.

In favour of this interpretation it may be said that the definition of
the ahl al-furqa as Companions is unremarkable, at least by the stand-
ards of the traditionalist literature. It was the fact that the bearers of
the Prophet’s guidance had fought each other in the first civil war that
made this conflict so painful to posterity, and it is invariably as a dispute
between the Companions that the traditionalists discuss it. Salim does
not take issue with the definition either: he merely points out that actu-
ally Mu‘“awiya was a Companion too. But against the interpretation one
may note that the denial of Mu‘wiya’s Companionship (and thus mem-
bership of the ahl al-furga) is so odd that the Murji’ites are unlikely to
have made it. It is true that they rarely mention Mu‘awiya among the ah/
al-furqa on whom one should suspend judgement. The disputed figures
are always ‘Uthman and “Ali, sometimes Talha and al-Zubayr as well, but
not usually Mu‘awiya;?* and one could dismiss as polemical exaggeration
the verses in which the Shi‘ite poet al-Sayyid al-Himyari rhetorically asks,
in an anti-Murji’ite vein, whether one should ‘suspend judgement on “Alj,
the imam of guidance, and “Uthman . .. Ibn Harb (i.e. Mu‘awiya) and the
violent Kharijites at al-Nahrawan?’?> The Murji’ites are certainly unlikely
to have suspended judgement on the Kharijites at al-Nahrawan (on whom
they probably claimed unanimity — among non-Kharijites, that is — and
whom they could of course dismiss as non-Companions too). But Abu
Hanifa did count Mu‘awiya as a member of the ah/ al-furqa and suspen-
ded judgement on him too: one cannot tell who was right or wrong in the

2% Thabit Qutna and Muharib b. Dithar only mention ‘Uthman and “Ali (cf. the list above,
nos. 1, 2, & 4). Al-Hasan b. Muhammad b. al-Hanafiyya adds Talha and al-Zubayr (Dhahabi,
Ta’rikh al-islam, iii. 358.10), as does Salim. Similarly the tradition ascribed to Burayda b.
al-Khasib cited below n. 30.

25 Aghani, vii. 259.11.



THE MURJI°’A AND FATANA 227

conflict between “Ali and the Syrians, he says.?® And though Salim’s Mur-
ji’ites may well have disagreed with Abu Hanifa, they can hardly have been
so ignorant or silly as to deny that Mu“wiya was a Companion. Maybe
Salim simply credited them with a ridiculous argument to highlight the
desperation to which he imagined that his polemics would reduce them: if
one pointed out that they could not transmit their views on Mu‘wiya (as
king) to the next generation without violating their own principles, they
would go so far as to deny that Mu‘wiya belonged to the category of
people to whom their principles applied. If this is the correct interpreta-
tion, we may take it that the Murji’ites did, indeed, operate with different
epistemological categories, though they are unlikely to have gone as far as
Salim would have it.

Another and more plausible interpretation, however, is that Salim is
disposing of a perfectly coherent Murji’ite argument by breaking it into
three easily refuted parts. The hypothetical Murjr’ite argument would
have gone as follows: (1) Mu‘awiya was not like the other members of
the schism, for he was not a rea/ Companion: he was a late and reluctant
convert of a family notorious for its enmity to the Prophet and thus not a
rightly guided person fit to act as bearer of the Prophet’s guidance, though
he did of course know the Prophet and received kindly treatment from
him; (2) on this there is agreement, whereas there is no agreement on the
other members of the schism; (3) because there is agreement we accept the
historical record in the case of Mu‘awiya but suspend judgement on the
other members of the schism, and the next generation can learn the truth
about Mu‘awiya from the historical record just as we have ourselves.

In this rendition, the Murji’ites do not deny that Mu‘“awiya was a Com-
panion or a member of the ak/ al-furqa, nor do they operate with different
epistemological categories. They merely hold Mu‘wiya to have been so
different from the other Companions and akl al~furqa as to be covered
by the unanimity rule: one could, indeed, pass judgement on him. This
would explain his absence from most accounts of /774’ in the original sense.
If this interpretation is accepted, Salim’s Murji’ites, unlike Abu Hanifa,
dissociated from Mu‘awiya, not just as a king within living experience,
but also as a member of the ak/ al-furqa.

IRJA’> AND TRADITION

Salim’s main objection to Murji’ite epistemology is that it is incompat-
ible with tradition. If the status of the Muslims who fought in the first
civil war is so uncertain that one can neither associate with nor dissociate
from them, then most of the Companions are deleted from the record,
with the result that there can be no transmission from the Prophet via

26 Abu Hanifa, Risala, 36 = van Ess, TG, v. 27f.
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them. This is the point which Salim makes when he accuses the Mur-
ji’a of having no salaf (11, 91) and which is made even more forcefully
in the anonymous Radd ‘ala ahl al-shakk: ‘whom did they take their re-
ligion from?’, ‘they have no salaf to connect them with the Messenger of
God’.?” If, further, one can only pronounce on past events on the basis of
unanimous transmission or personal observation (autopsy), then very little
of the past survives to serve as the common history of the community: it
can no longer be used for the definition of communal membership, and
its elimination once again means that there can be no tradition.?® This is
the point Salim makes when he observes that the Murj’ites violate their
own principles by associating with Abu Bakr and ‘Umar and by teach-
ing the younger generation to dissociate from Mu‘wiya: for there is, in
fact, no unanimity about the status of Abu Bakr and “Umar (III, 97), and
the younger generation has no personal knowledge of Mu‘awiya (III, 93,
96, 102). In both cases the Murji’ite opinion rests on views transmitted
from one generation to the next, and in both cases the Murji’ites accept
these views because they are transmitted by people whom they regard as
trustworthy: why, then, do they claim that it is wrong to accept the testi-
mony of people whom they regard as believers? ‘God has commanded us
to believe the believers and forbidden us to believe those who are astray’,
he protests (III, 95). Without authorities there can be no tradition, and
without tradition there can be no knowledge of the past. When the Mur-
ji’ites invoke Mu‘awiya’s athar to justify their transmission of views to
the younger generation, Salim responds that it is precisely on the basis of
athar that one can judge past events (III, 96); and he concludes his dis-
cussion of i77a° by rhetorically asking the Murji’ites how they reject the
Azraqite position on stoning (III, 97; thereafter the discussion shifts to
the status of contemporary kings). His point is that in practice the Mur-
ji’ites are incapable of doing without tradition and that this shows their
epistemology to be false.

How the Murji’ites themselves viewed the relationship between their
epistemology and tradition is more difficult to say. They obviously ac-
cepted tradition in the sense of venerable ways of doing things (sunna);*°
and if they were pressed to justify it, one assumes that they validated it
with reference to agreement within the umma and/or the school. To some
extent their sunna must also have been exemplified in Hadith from the
Prophet and others, for some Murji’ites were traditionists and there are
plenty of Murj’ite traditions. They are overwhelmingly concerned with

27 See App. 5.

28 We fail to understand how Calder can claim that knowledge of the Book and community
sunna are prerequisites for judgements by autopsy (review of Cook, 183).

29 Cf.KI, 1, 4.
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faith rather than the furqa, however,3 and Prophetic Hadith does not fig-
ure prominently in either the legal or the dogmatic figh of Abu Hanifa,
who is presented as hostile to the transmitters of Prophetic tradition in
the Kitab al-alim wa’l-mutaallim.3! But this is hardly what Salim has in
mind. His dissatisfaction seems to arise entirely from the fact that on the
crucial issue of the first civil war the Murj’ites refused to be guided by
tradition, on the grounds that it was contradictory; and he is right that
in so doing the Murji’ites relegated tradition to a secondary role: the key
point is that the Murj?’ites would not allow tradition to sit in judgement
of disagreement.

Murjr’ite epistemology must have been even more offensive to the
proto-Sunni traditionionalists than it was to Salim. The ak/ al-sunna
wa’l-jama‘a agreed with the Murji’a that one should avoid taking sides
in the first civil war; both parties were trying to overcome sectarianism.
But the traditionalists held that one should abstain from judgement simply
because the protagonists in the first civil war were Companions, that is su-
perior beings, not because the civil war had taken place before one’s time.
One could not sit in judgement of people elevated above the rest of man-
kind, but neither could one adopt a neutral attitude to them: because they
were Companions one must affiliate to all of them.3? The traditionalists
thus achieved much the same result as the Murji’ites without relegating
tradition (be it in the sense of community sunna or Prophetic Hadith) to a
secondary role; and this is presumably one reason why i7ja” in the original
sense disappeared.

In fact, Salim’s Murji’ites seem to be close to the traditionalist posi-
tion themselves. When they deny that Mu‘awiya was a Companion or a
member of the akl al-furga (111, 94-5), they imply that they too held the
Companions to be superior beings. The Murji’ite principle that one must
suspend judgement on all the akl al-furga here seems to be in competi-
tion with the traditionalist principle that one must venerate all of them.
In Abu Hanifa’s doctrine the fusion of the two principles is complete; for
if al-Figh al-absat is to be trusted, his position was that ‘we do not dissoci-
ate from any of the Messenger of God’s Companions, nor do we associate
with one to the exclusion of another; and we refer the matter of ‘Uthman

30 See, e.g., Madelung ‘Early Sunni Doctrine Concerning Faith’. The only tradition with
a Murji’ite tendency on the furga known to us is Burayda b. al-Khasib’s prayer of forgiveness
on behalf of ‘Uthman, Ali, Talha, and al-Zubayr (Ibn Sa‘d, iv. 243).

31 Abu Mugqatil, Kitab al-Glim, 9, 10f = Schacht, ‘Early Murci’ite Treatise’, §§2, 4; cf.
p. 101.

32 Cf. Nashi, §§110, 114; the Haswhiyya in Nawbakhti, Firag, 15; Ibn Batta in Laoust, Pro-
Sfession de foi, 63 £ = 120 f (fuddilic “al@ s@ir al-khalg); Ashari, Ibana, 10.—2, tr. in R. J. McCarthy,
The Theology of al-Ash‘ari (Beirut, 1953), app. 4, §35; Nasafi, Radd, 85 f. The traditionalists do
not make an exception for Mu“awiya: he was the brother of Umm Habiba, the Prophet’s wife,
and also katib al-wahy, as Ibn Batta observes (op. cit., 65f = 124 f); “Ali himself was against
cursing him, Nasafi says (Radd, 86).
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and “Ali to God’.?? Like the early Murjiites, then, Aba Hanifa suspended
judgement on the participants in the first civil war; but where the early
Murjiites neither dissociated from nor associated with the ahl al~furqa,’*
Abu Hanifa recommended equal association with all of them. Muharib
b. Dithar had abstained from judgement on ‘Uthman and ‘Ali because
he could not tell who was right or wrong and did not wish to associate
with, and thus share in the dhanb of, a party doomed to perdition; but
Abu Hanifa abstained from judgement because, fundamentally, all Com-
panions were rightly guided, “Uthman and ‘Ali included.®® For practical
purposes, his position is thus identical with that of the traditionalists —
except, perhaps, for a tendency to tashayyu. His pupils report him as
having said that one should give preference to Abu Bakr and “Umar and
love “Ali and “Uthman (in that order).3® According to al-Nawbakhti, he,
Abu Yusuf, and other Murji’ites even deemed “Ali to have been right to
fight Talha, al-Zubayr, and other opponents (presumably including Mu‘a-
wiya), though this is incompatible with his abstention from judgement in
al-Figh al-absar.>’

The Murji’ites having abandoned i77@° of the ahl al-furga, there were
certainly some who became outright Shi‘ites.*® But the vast majority ex-
changed 774” for membership of the ahl al-sunna wa’l-jama‘a. “We profess
that the most excellent of this community, after our prophet Muhammad,
is Abu Bakr al-Siddiq, then “Umar, then “‘Uthman, then “Al?’, Abu Hanifa
is presented as declaring in his alleged (probably ninth-century) wasiyya,
this time getting the order right. ‘All the Murjia affiliate to Abu Bakr,
“Umar, ‘Uthman and “Alj, claiming that Abu Bakr was the most meritori-
ous person after the Prophet, and to Talha and al-Zubayr, claiming that
they repented before they were killed’, the ninth-century Pseudo-Nashi’
observes.* The original meaning of 7/ having disappeared, there were

33 Abu Muti, al-Figh al-absat, 40 = Wensinck, Creed, 104.

34 This is implicit in Salim’s account and explicitly stated in a dictum attributed to al-Hasan
b. Muhammad Ibn al-Hanafiyya in Dhahabi, 7a’rikh, iii. 358.10.

35 Compare the fact that he adduces ‘Al’s precedent in his epistle to ‘Uthman al-Batti
(Risala, 37.—7 = van Ess, TG, v. 28 (t)). For Muharib, see the above list, no. 5.

36 Thus Yahya b. Nasr in Baghdadi, Tu’rikk Baghdad, xiii. 377; Nah b. Abi Maryam in
Sarakhsi, Siyar, 157 f, where al-Sarakhsi does his best to explain away the order. It is presented
as the standard Hanafi view in Abt Tammam, 84 f = 82.

37 Nawbakhti, Firaq, 13. Contrast Akhbar al-dawla al-abbasiyya wa-fihi akhbar al-Abbas,
ed. ‘A.-“A. al-Duri and “A.-]J. al-Muttalibi (Beirut, 1971), 262.—2, where Murji’ites from Iraq
and Ravy speak disapprovingly of “Ali’s bloodshed in Abu Muslim’s presence.

38 See van Ess, TG, i. 319 ff.

39 Abu Hanifa (attrib.), Kitah al-wasiyya, with a comm. of Husayn b. Iskandar al-Hanafi, in
al-Ras@il al-sab‘a fi ’I-‘aqdid, 3rd printing (Hyderabad, 1980), 14 = Wensinck, Creed, 127, §10.

40 Nash?, §109. Cf. also Ibn Baraka in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 390.1: after having explained the
Murji’ite stance on the first civil war he adds that ‘even so, they affiliate to all of them’.
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even some who took the word to mean deferment of “Ali to the position
of fourth caliph.*!

THE DOCTRINE OF FAITH

It is clear from ‘Awn b. ‘Abdallah, Thabit Qutna, Muharib b. Dithar, and
Salim that early Murj’ism consisted partly of the doctrine of 7@’ and
partly of a doctrine regarding faith. The latter doctrine was to the effect
that faith and works were separate and that therefore anyone who pro-
fessed Islam was a believer regardless of his behaviour (cf. the list above,
nos. 2-3). This doctrine is also reflected in a tradition in which Tawus
expresses surprise at the fact that ‘the people of Iraq call al-Hajjaj a be-
liever’;*? it is well known from Abtu Hanifa, who defends the concept of
the erring believer (mu’min dall) in his epistle to “‘Uthman al-Batti, ex-
plaining that ‘the people of the gibla are believers, and I do not exclude
any of them from faith on the grounds that they have neglected any of
the legal precepts (fara@id)’;*} and it was what Murji’ism was largely about
after Abu Hanifa.

In his entry on Muharib b. Dithar, Ibn Sa‘d nonetheless claims that
the early Murji’ites (a/-murji’a ’I~ula) ‘suspended judgement on Ali and
“Uthman without testifying to faith or unbelief’, apparently meaning the
faith or otherwise of ‘Ali and ‘Uthman, though he could be referring to
that of all Muslims.** Either way, the contention is contradicted by the
poetry of Muharib himself (cf. the list above, nos. 2-3). It is Ibn Sa‘d’s
claim which lies behind the common assertion that early Murji’ism was a
‘political’ doctrine concerned with the first civil war whereas later Mur-
ji’ism was a ‘theological’ doctrine concerned with the nature of faith;*
but though it is, of course, true that Murji’ism became less ‘political’ as it
lost its interest in the first civil war, it had always been ‘theological’ inas-
much as it was concerned with faith from the moment of its emergence.
What it lacked in the days of Muharib b. Dithar was not the doctrine of
faith, as Ibn Sa‘d would have it, but rather the refusal to pronounce on
the other-worldly fate of sinners (cf. the list above, no. 5).

As Cook says, Ibn Sa‘d’s statement is tendentious.*® The Murjiite
exclusion of works from the definition of faith was as repulsive to the

41 Shahrastani, i. 104.3.

42 See the comm. to III, 98.

43 Abu Hanifa, Risala, 34.ult., 37.1 = van Ess, TG, v. 25 (a), 28 (r).

#* Ibn Sad, vi. 307. The prima-facie meaning is that the early Murjiites did not pronounce
on the faith or otherwise of “‘Uthman and “Ali, and it is thus understood by Ibn Hajar, Tuhdhib,
x. 50.-3; al-Dhahabi, Mizan al-i%dal, ed. “A. M. al-Bijawi (Cairo, 1963), iii. 441.

45 Cf. 1. Goldziher, Muslim Studies (London, 1967-71; 1st pub. Halle, 1889-90), ii. 91 (of
the original pagination); cf. also id., Introduction, 75; van Ess, ‘Das Kitab’, 46. Madelung also
distinguishes between a ‘politico-religious movement’ and a ‘theological Murji’a’, but makes it
clear that the theology of faith was common to both (‘Murdji’a’).

46 Cf. Cook, Dogma, 83.
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traditionalists as it was to the Kharijites, and those who wished to come
to terms with the Murji’ites had to render them innocuous by playing
down the centrality of their offensive doctrine. Ibn Sa‘d did this by pos-
tulating that originally Murji’ism was only about suspension of judgement
on the first civil war, not about the nature of faith. A certain Abu ’l-Salt
achieved the same result by postulating that originally Murji’ism was only
about the fate of the believing sinner, not about the nature of faith. This
Abu ’1-Salt, who is presumably to be identified as ‘Abd al-Sallam b. Sa-
lih al-Harawi, a moderate Shi‘ite known to have engaged in refutations
of Murj’ism in the time of al-Ma’miin,*’ defended Ibrahim b. Tahman
(d. 163/780), a Harawi traditionist dismissed by Sufyan b. ‘Uyayna as a
Murj?’ite, on the grounds that ‘their /77a° was not this odious doctrine
that faith is mere words without works and that omission of works does
not harm one’s faith; rather, their i77@° consisted in hoping for (yarjuna)
forgiveness on behalf of those who had committed major sins, in opposi-
tion to the Kharijites and others who consider people to become infidels
through sin. They used to hold out hope and not to declare people in-
fidels, and we are like that too; I heard Waki® [b.] al-Jarrah say that he
heard Sufyan al-Thawri say towards the end of his life: “We hold out
hope (narjir) for all sinners and people guilty of kaba’ir who follow our
religion and pray our prayers, whatever they may do”. And (he said this
even though) he was violently opposed to Jahmism’.*® Abtu ’I-Salt and
Ibn Sa‘d denied that true/original Murji’ism had anything to do with the
doctrine of faith because they found this doctrine repulsive.

Why did the traditionalists find the Murji’ite definition of faith so odi-
ous? The Murji’ites excluded works from the definition of faith so as to
enable sinners to remain members of the umma, universally conceived as
a community of believers. They wished to separate the criteria of com-
munal affiliation from the definition of rectitude within it; and to a western
reader their doctrine is perfectly innocuous: that faith should be internal
conviction (as the Jahmites said), or internal conviction plus verbal declar-
ation (as the majority of the Murji’ites held), to the exclusion of external
behaviour seems so self-evident that one is puzzled by the intense hostility
with which the traditionalists greeted the proposition. But then, western
readers derive their categories from Christianity, an antinomian religion,
whereas Islam is centred on a law; and what the traditionalists were saying
was precisely that commitment to the law was a precondition for mem-
bership of the Muslim community: since the community was defined as
one of believers, it followed that belief included acts. Just as Murji’ite
empiricism ruled out tradition as the prime source of knowledge, so the

47 Dhahabi, Mizan, ii. 616, no. 5051.
48 Baghdadi, Tw’rikh Baghddad, vi. 109.3.
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Murji’ite view of faith as mere conviction or declaration ruled out law as
the prime constituent of the umma.

To this must be added that the Murji’ite doctrine of faith violated some
deeply entrenched notions. To early Muslims, believers were by definition
rightly guided persons: they were members of the saving community in
this world and a4/ al-janna in the next; all others were excluded from the
community and thus doomed to Hell. This is why non-Murj?’ites classi-
fied grave sinners as something other than believers, be it as ku/far, after
the fashion of the Kharijites and early Iraqi traditionalists,** or as fussayg
who were neither believers nor infidels, after the fashion of the Mu‘tazila.
There could be no such thing as a sinful or a damned believer: a mu’min
dall was a contradiction in terms.>’

Further, early Muslims assumed Paradise and Hell to be permanent
destinations. All members of the saving community would go to Para-
dise for ever and everybody else would go to Hell for ever; there was no
temporary punishment in Hell for that Murji’ite chimaera, the believing
sinner. When Najda b. “Amir, the founder of the Najadat, considered the
possibility that the members of his own community might be punished
for their deeds, he postulated that their punishment would be both tem-
porary and effected in a ‘different fire’ — in other words, in a purgatory
distinguished from Hell by the fact that all its inhabitants were believ-
ers and that all would eventually escape from it:*! believers could not
rub shoulders with infidels in either this world or the next. The Murji-
’ites might have saved themselves some trouble by adopting this solution.
Instead, they started by postulating that sinners remained believers and
perished for their sins (cf. the list above, no. 5), eventually to argue that
God might damn or forgive the believing sinner as He saw fit. Either way,
they claimed that believers might indeed rub shoulders with infidels, not
in this world, but certainly in the next.

The doctrine that God might punish or forgive the believing sinner
as He saw fit was not much of an improvement on the original doctrine,
inasmuch as it turned the sinner’s afterlife into a kind of Russian rou-
lette: the mu’min dall who was in luck went to Paradise for ever while
the unlucky sinner went to Hell for ever.’? Since this was arbitrary in

49 For the Iraqi traditionalists, see Madelung, ‘Early Sunni Doctrine Concerning Faith’,
242 f. For an example of popular thinking along the same line, see Tabari, 2nd ser., 160.5,
where al-Farazdaq called Ziyad a kafir.

50 Cf. the comm. to III, 98-9; van Ess, TG, i. 196.

51 AshCari, 91.5.

52 This is what Ab@ Hanifa’s doctrine amounts to (above, n. 11). Van Ess thinks that he
envisages the punishment as temporary (7°G, i. 197 f), but Abu Hanifa does not say so; he does
not figure among the Murji’ites who debated whether the punishment of the believing sinner
might be eternal or not (Ashari, 149 f), and two of his Murji’ite contemporaries are known to
have envisaged Paradise and Hell as permanent destinations (van Ess, TG, ii. 531).
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the extreme, other Murji’ites unsurprisingly opted for the view that God
would forgive a// sinners: He would not damn a believer. Thus ‘Ubayd
b. Mihran al-Muktib, a contemporary of Abu Hanifa, held that whoever
died in a state of rfawhid need not fear for his salvation even if he had
committed grave sins; “Umar b. Dharr (d. ¢.153/770) praised himself for
belonging to an umma from whom God would only accept good works,
overlooking evil ones;>* Mugatil b. Sulayman (d. 150/767 or 158/775)
apparently taught that true faith inevitably outweighs any offence in the
eyes of God;>* Waki® b. al-Jarrah (d. 197/812) and others took the Mur-
ji’ites to affirm that belief outweighed the need for works;>> Ibn Qutayba
presents the Murji’ites as invoking the tradition that whoever professes
belief in one God will go to Paradise even if he commits zina or steals;>®
and al-Ash‘ri knows of Murji’ites who held that God’s threats of punish-
ment were only addressed to polytheists, for, just as good deeds are useless
in conjunction with skirk, so, bad deeds are harmless in conjunction with
iman.”” In short, the Murji’ites came to be associated with the view that
salvation was by faith alone. Differently put, they reverted to the view
that believers were ahl al-janna while continuing to hold that believers
included sinners. There is no evidence that they adopted this view in an
antinomian vein, but it naturally reinforced the traditionalist impression
that the Murji’ites were out to jettison the law.>8

Like other Muslims, the Hanafis eventually adopted the concept of
temporary punishment in Hell. This enabled them to reject the Mur-
j’ite view that works were irrelevant to salvation. ‘We do not say that
(the believer) will not enter Hell; nor do we say that he will remain there
for ever’, the Hanaf1 Figh Akbar (11, in Wensinck’s terminology) declares,
adding (with continued rejection of the Murji’ite label) that ‘we do not
say, as the Murji’ites do, that our good deeds are accepted and our sins
forgiven’. The fate of the sinner who died unrepentant was still a gamble
in that God might punish him or forgive him ‘without punishing him in

53 Shahrastani, i. 104.—6; Jahiz, Bayan, ii. 290.3; van Ess, TG, i. 157, 212.

54 AshCari, 151.6; cf. Shahrastani, i. 106.9, where it is denied that Mugqatil held this view.
Cf. also van Ess, 7G, ii. 517 (on his death date), 531 (on his doctrine).

35 M. Talbi, ‘De la théologie du salut i Kairouan au 111°/1x¢ siécle’, Akten des VII. Kon-
gresses fiir Arabistik und Islamwissenschaft, ed. A. Dietrich (Goéttingen, 1976), 355.

56 Tbn Qutayba, Ta’wil mukhtalif al-hadith, ed. M. Z. al-Najjar (Cairo, 1966), 4.

57 AshCari, 147.

58 This point is stressed by Talbi, “Théologie du salut’, 354f. For the Hanbalite image
of the Murj?’ites as destroyers of the belief in other-wordly rewards and punishment without
which the world cannot function properly, see Ibn “Aqil in Ibn al-Jawzi, Talbis al-iblis (Cairo,
1950), 84.3 = D. S. Margoliouth (tr.), “The Devil’s Delusion of Ibn al-Jauzi’, Islamic Culture,
9 (1935), 392, where it is even asserted that they would have preferred to deny the existence of
the Creator altogether!
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any way’; but the temporary nature of the punishment reduced the arbit-
rariness of the solution.’® Even grave sinners who died unrepentant would
not stay in Hell for ever, al-Nasaf’s Maturidite creed affirmed.
Though the traditionalists abhorred the Murji’ite exclusion of works
from the definition of faith, they were well aware that the community
had to include sinners and that the final sifting of saved from damned
had to be left to God. But unlike the Murj?’ites, they achieved this end
without violating entrenched notions. They defined communal member-
ship in terms of is/zm rather than iman, identifying the former as a broader
category than the latter: all musliman were members of the community,
but only some of them were mu’minizn and thus ahl al-janna.%' For the
rest, the traditionalists simply declared that nobody should call a member
of the ahl al-gibla an infidel for his sins, unless there was a tradition to
this effect, and that nobody could know his afterlife. ‘We do not say of
any member of the a4l al-gibla that he is in Paradise or Hell, and we do
not declare anyone to be an infidel even if he commits grave sins’, Ibn
‘Ukasha said.®? “We do not testify of any people of the gibla that they are
in Hell for a dhanb or kabira they have committed, unless there is a tradi-
tion to this effect ... nor do we testify that anyone is in Paradise for his
upright behaviour or good works, unless there is a tradition to this effect’,
Ibn Hanbal ruled, adding that God might punish or forgive the sinner as
He saw fit.%3 It was in this vein that he recommended irj@ ma ghaba “anhu
min al-umiir, meaning that one should leave the fate of sinners to God.®*
Here as in the case of the first civil war, the traditionalists thus rejected
the Murji’ite doctrine in order to achieve precisely the same effect.
Fundamentally, the difference between them could be said to be ter-
minological. The traditionalists disliked characterizing themselves as
muw’minun without adding ‘God willing’ because they equated mu’minin
with ahl al-janna: one could only hope to be one of them. The Murji-
’ites found the reservation ridiculous because one could not, in their view,
doubt one’s own faith, but they readily admitted that one could only hope
to be a member of the akl al-janna.® The choice of terms did have major

59 Ahmad b. Muhammad al-Maghnisawi, Shark al-figh al-akbar in al-Ras@il al-sab%a fi
’I-‘aqa’id, 3rd printing (Hyderabad, 1980), 27 f, 29; Wensinck, Creed, 192 f.

60 D. B. Macdonald, Development of Muslim Theology, Jurisprudence, and Constitutional The-
ory, repr. (Beirut, 1965), 312.

61 Ibn Hanbal in Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tubaqat, i. 343.5; cf. 27.6; Laoust, Profession de foi, 49 f
= 82f; Ash‘ari, Ibana, 9; McCarthy, Theology of al-Ashri, 242 f, §§24/25-6; cf. also EI?, s.v.
‘Islam’; sect. 3.

62 Tbn Asakir, Tuhdhib, iii. 134, s.v. ‘Umayya b. Uthman’.

63 Tbn Abi Ya'la, Tubaqar, i. 26.11; cf. also Madelung, ‘Early Sunni Doctrine Concerning
Faith’, 248 ff.

64 Cf. above, n. 14.

65 Madelung, ‘Early Sunni Doctrine Concerning Faith’, 238 ff; cf. also Nasafi, Radd, 120.
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doctrinal implications in that it forced the Murji’ites to defend a seem-
ingly antinomian concept of communal membership and salvation by faith
to the exclusion of works, but it lost these implications as both parties
came to include the sinner in the community and to suspend judgement
on his other-worldly fate, deeming such punishment as he might undergo
to be temporary (a development which awaits proper examination); and
though they continued to disagree over the definition of faith, they did so
without their former vehemence. Nothing much was at stake any more.®

ACTIVISM AND QUIETISM

Salim presents the Murji’ites as bitter opponents of the ruling powers, not
as the loyal supporters of the Umayyad regime that Goldziher took them
to be.%” Implicitly, he also describes them as activists, not as the quietist
endurers of oppression that they were eventually to become, for though
he does not explicitly discuss their views on revolt, be it under the label
of jihad, al-amr bi’l-ma‘ritf, or otherwise, the sheer fact that he is silent
on this point suggests that he had no disagreement with them here: had
they been quietists, he would presumably have highlighted their inconsist-
ency in dissociating from rulers while at the same time prohibiting revolt
against them. We may take it, then, that Salim’s Murji’ites were both
opponents of the regime and believers in the legitimacy of revolt. This
is probably Salim’s most startling information, for until Cook drew at-
tention to his epistle,®® Goldziher’s view enjoyed almost axiomatic status,
occasional notes of caution notwithstanding.®

The early Murji’ites are generally construed as loyalists or quiet-
ists on the grounds that (a) s772° was an implicitly or indeed explicitly
pro-Umayyad doctrine; (b) it is explicitly described as ‘the religion of the
kings’; (c) it was coupled with predestination; (d) KI recommends quiet-
ism; (e) many Murji’ites explicitly condemned militant action, except in
self-defence; and (f) therefore, they were traducing their own principles
whenever they engaged in revolt. But the most that can be claimed is that
Murji’ism was not by definition a doctrine of opposition.

(a) Irj@® was not an implicitly pro-Umayyad doctrine. For one thing,
it was only about the past: Murji’ites suspended judgement on uncertain

66 Cf. Tbn Taymiyya in Laoust, Profession de foi, 49 n of the tr. The differences had been
further minimized when al-Ash€ri defined faith as zasdig (Madelung, ‘Murdji’a’, col. 607b).

67 Goldziher, Muslim Studies, ii. 89 ff; id., Introduction, 74 f.

68 Cook, Dogma, ch. 6; id., ‘Activism and Quietism in Islam: the Case of the Early Murji’a’
in A. Cudsi and A. E. H. Dessouki (eds.), Islam and Power (London, 1981).

69 For the notes of caution see van Vloten, ‘Irdja>, 166 f; and, more particularly, J. Well-
hausen, The Arab Kingdom and its Fall (Calcutta, 1927; 1st publ. Berlin, 1902), 317 n; id.,
Die religivs—politischen Oppositionsparteien im alten Islam (Abhandlungen der koniglichen Gesell-
schaft der Wissenschaften zu Gottingen, phil.-hist. Klasse, NF 5) (Berlin, 1901), 15 n (with ref.
to al-Harith b. Surayj); H. Brentjes, Die Imamatsiehren im Islam nach der Darstellung des Asch‘ari
(Berlin, 1964), 45 f£.
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matters (in the past), but spoke loud and clear about those who acted
tyrannically or wilfully (in the present), as Thabit Qutna explained.” For
another thing, the persons on whom judgement was suspended included
“Uthman, on whom Umayyad legitimacy rested.”! Modern scholars take it
for granted that i7ja@” of “‘Uthman was less offensive to “‘Uthmanis than was
irj@ of Ali to the Shi‘ites, and it is true that Shi‘ite hatred of Murji’ism is
well attested. But then, Shiites and Murji’ites were neighbours in Kufa,
and our sources are overwhelmingly Iraqi. They simply do not tell us
how the supporters of the Umayyads reacted to Murji’ism. But it does not
seem likely that they should have welcomed a doctrine that put a question
mark over Umayyad legitimacy, and the hypothesis that Murji’ism was
actually designed as a formula for making peace with the Umayyads is
implausible. ”?

K1, 7, does contain an explicitly pro-Umayyad statement: it accuses the
Saba’iyya of firya ‘ala bani umayya wa-‘ala ’llah. But this statement is, so
to speak, too good to be true. One could, perhaps, envisage al-Hajjaj as
accusing the ShiCites of telling lies against the Umayyads and God, in that
order; but others would surely have put God first. It might be argued that
the passage should be translated ‘they tell lies against the Umayyads and
(even) against God’, but the jump from the Umayyads to God is still too
suggestive of al-Hajjaj for comfort. In other words, the passage is likely to
be corrupt. Cook suggests that bani umayya should be read as nabi allah,
and van Ess retorts that it is also unusual to put the Prophet first.”> This
is true, but not so problematic if we translate ‘they tell lies against the
Prophet of God and (even) against God’. Perhaps some wholly different
emendation should be considered, but however we tinker with the passage,
it does not seem likely that the original statement was a declaration of
loyalty to the Umayyads.

(b) Ragaba b. Masqala (d. 129/746 f) is credited with the statement that
‘the Murji’ites adhere to the religion of the kings’ (wa-amma ’l-murjra
fa-%l@ din al-mulik).”* This does not support the thesis that Murji’ism
was a pro-Umayyad doctrine, however, for al-Ma’mun is credited with
the similar dictum that ‘Murji’ism is the religion of kings’ (al-irj@ din

70 Aghani, xvi. 270.5 = van Vloten, ‘Irdja”, 162:5; van Ess, TG, v. 17, no. 3:5: nasduqu
al-gawla fiman jara aw “anada; (Kh. ‘Athamina, “The Early Murji’a: Some Notes’, Journal of
Semitic Studies, 35 (1990), 125 n. 80, opts for ‘we react aggressively’.) Agha, ‘Viewpoint’, 20 f,
takes the line to establish a contrast between jawr and other kinds of sin rather than between
certain and uncertain jawr.

71 Cf. Crone and Hinds, God’s Caliph, 31f.

72 The hypothesis was proposed by Madelung, Qasim, 229; van Ess, Anfiinge, 4 ff; cf. id.,
‘Das Kitab’, 40.

73 Cook, Dogma, 42f; id., ‘Activism and Quietism’, 20; van Ess, TG, v. 12. (Van Ess also
notes that KI does, in fact, use the expression nabi allah rather than the more common rasil
allah elsewhere.)

74 Laoust, Profession de foi, 40 = 67.
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al-mulik), and here the reference is to the fact that Murji’ism does not
categorically assign unrepentent sinners (such as kings) to eternal Hell.”?
Presumably, then, this is also what Raqaba had in mind. Suspending
judgement on the fate of unrepentant sinners obviously facilitated cooper-
ation with kings in that it enabled people to associate with them without
thereby dooming themselves to perdition; but in so far as the Murji’ites
were loyalists, it was thus #772” in the secondary rather than primary sense
that lay behind it. 7rj2’ in its original sense was a doctrine apt to offend
all the warring groups whose divisions it tried to transcend, and the only
caliphs who were in a position to find it attractive (whether they actu-
ally did so or not) were the “Abbasids, whose claim to the caliphate was
not based on, or at least not closely tied to, the rights and wrongs of the
participants in the first furga.

(c) Madelung conjectures that the Murji’ites made up for their excision
of “Uthman by legitimating the regime in predestinarian terms instead:
wa-ma qada allah min amr fa-laysa lahu radd, wa-ma yaqdi min shay’ yakun
rashadan, ‘what God decrees cannot be averted, and what He decrees is
right’, Thabit Qutna proclaimed.”® But the notion that determinism legit-
imated the Umayyad regime is even more problematic than the problem
it is meant to solve. What God decrees does of course include the powers
that be, such as the Umayyads; but it also includes revolts against them,
and should the revolts be successful, then that is what God predetermined
with His inexorable decree. Whatever the result of anything turns out to
be is what God willed, and since one cannot tell in advance what He will
prove to have willed, one can legitimate any course of action or inaction
in those terms. The very same Thabit Qutna who included predestin-
ation in his Murji’ite creed rebelled against the Umayyads with Yazid
b. al-Muhallab and fell out with them again over their fiscal policy in
Khurasan under Ashras:”’ God had clearly predetermined that he should
be an activist. The fact that the Zaydis and Ibadis also subscribed to
predetermination should put paid to the idea that this was necessarily a
pro-Umayyad stance.”®

(d) In his article on KI published in 1972 van Ess assumed the con-
cluding paragraph of KI to contain a quietist statement;’® but his reading

75 Ton Tayfar, Kitah Baghdid, ed. M. Z. al-Kawthari (Cairo, 1949), 51.2 (dictum only);
al-Tha“alibi, Thimar al-qulub, ed. M. A.-F. Ibrahim (Cairo, 1965), 185, no. 264 (both dictum
and explanation).

76 Aghani, xiv. 270.10 = van Vloten, ‘Irdja”, 163.10; van Ess, TG, v. 18:10. Cf. Madelung,
Qasim, 230, 231, where al-Hasan b. Muhammad b. al-Hanafiyya, the putative author of KI, is
assumed to have held the same views.

77 Aghani, xiv. 279.10; Madelung, ‘Early Murji®a’, 33, citing Tabari, 2nd ser., 1507-10; id.,
‘Murdji’a’, col. 606a.

78 Cook, Dogma, 40.

7 Van Ess, ‘Das Kitab’, 39.
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of the passage was laborious, and in 1981 Cook proposed a simpler read-
ing which eliminates the quietism and which has since been accepted by
van Ess himself.3 We accept it too and find further support for it in
Salim. As emended by Cook (and in his line numbering), KI, 9 proclaims
(1) fa-hadha amrund wa-ra’yuna . .. (6) wa-nudhakkiru bihi qawmanda (7)
wa-man sa’alana ‘an a’immating (8) fa-yastahillina/fa’l-yastahillic ba’dahu
dim@ana (9) aw yuarridit dim@®ahum lana, which Cook translates (1) This
is where we take our stand . .. (6) we bring it to the notice of our people
(7) and of whoever asks us concerning our imams. (8) After this they
will/let them deem it legal to shed our blood (9) unless they expose their
own blood to us [or: on our behalf]’. Van Ess’s translation is now similar,
except for the last line, which he renders ‘or give their own blood in ex-
change for ours’. Salim supports Cook’s ‘expose their own blood to us’ in
the sense of ‘forcing us to kill them’. In II, 59, he says, in wording sim-
ilar to that of KI, that when the ‘Muslims’ were confronted by Talha and
al-Zubayr they dhakkarichum bi’llah wa’l-islam an yabghit ‘alayhim wa-an
yu‘arridithum qatlahum, ‘admonished them in the name of God and Islam
not to transgress against them and not to put them in the position of hav-
ing to kill them’. In the light of this, the last lines of the KI paragraph
may be translated ‘(8) After this let them deem it lawful to kill us or (9)
expose themselves to killing by us’. The dichotomy between (8) and (9)
is more apparent than real since it was precisely by deeming it lawful to
kill the Murji’ites that the latter’s opponents would put themselves in the
position of bughat (in Salim’s Qur’anic terminology) and thus force the
Murj?’ites to kill them. But in any case, Cook is right that the overall
message is much the same as in Kitab al-Safwa’s declaration that ‘on this
basis we fight whoever of them fights us’.

(e) Thabit Qutna makes the same point as KI when he says that ‘We
only shed blood when others try to shed ours, in accordance with a single,
fixed rule’. He does not mean that Murji’ites are only allowed to use
the sword when they are attacked, unless ‘attacked’ is understood in the
broadest of senses.! What he means is rather that the MurjPites only
fight oppressors (bughat, in Salim’s terminology) and only on the basis
of principles: unlike Kharijites, they do not practise wanton isti%ad and,
unlike government troops, they do not engage in wanton %usabiyya.3? Sim-
ilar statements were made by the Ibadis: ‘we only fight those who fight

80 Cook, Dogma, 38 ff; van Ess, TG, v. 10 (w). But van Ess’s interpretation in TG, i. 177,
seems to reflect the earlier reading: KI is still taken to recommend restraint (Zuriickhaltung).

81 dghani, xiv. 270.8 = van Vloten, ‘Irdja®’, 163:8; van Ess, TG, v. 18:8. Understood in a
quietist vein by Madelung, Qasim, 230; id., ‘Murdji’a’, col. 606a.

82 Cf. the followers of al-Harith b. Surayj who claim that /7 nugatilu illd man yugatilund,
explicitly contrasting it with “@sabiyya (Tabari, 2nd ser., 1931.7, 9); and cf. the following n.
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us’ or ‘we only fight those who force us to fight them’, Abu Bilal is re-
puted to have declared when he rebelled against ‘Ubaydallah b. Ziyad;®3
‘we have only rebelled to restrain the people of corruption and to fight
those who fight us’, Balj b. “‘Uqgba is said to have proclaimed to the Med-
inese during the great Ibadi revolt in Arabia in 129.%* In neither case did
the statements amount to a declaration of quietism; on the contrary, they
were meant as legitimation of revolt, their message being that the rebels
were taking action for good reason. Pseudo-Nashi’ has it that most Mur-
ji’ites (presumably, before his own time) held it obligatory to wage jihad
on Quraysh, i.e. the caliphs, if the latter acted tyranically;3® and numer-
ous sources declare Abu Hanifa to have been a Murji’ite who believed
in armed revolt (murji’i yara ’l-sayf),%® which carries greater weight than
the fact that he is also presented as a quietist;%” for, given that not only
the Murji’ites but also the Sunnis of whom he came to be regarded as a
founding father eventually settled for quietism, he was bound to be recast
as an exponent of the classical position.

(f) It follows that there is no reason to see the Murji’ites as violating
their own principles whenever they took up arms,® and the sheer fre-
quency with which they did so also makes this implausible. Leaving aside
the curious claim that they participated in Ibn al-Zubayr’s revolt (before
they came into existence),?’ they joined the rebellions of Ibn al-Ashth
and Yazid b. al-Mubhallab in Iraq in ¢.82/701 and 101-2/720,% flirted with
the revolts of Zayd b. ‘Ali and Ibrahim b. ‘Abdallah in Iraq in 122/740 and

83 Baladhuri, Ansab, iv.a, 156.—3 (where it is coupled with rejection of isti%ad); Darjini,
Tabagat, ii. 219.—6; Shammakhi, Siyar, 64.—4 (the version with force).

84 dghani, xxiii. 232.18.

85 Nashi’, §108; Nawbakhti, Firag, 10; cf. also Abt Tammam, 80, 85 = 79, 82 f, where the
Ghaylaniyya and ‘all Murji’ites’ are activists while the Hanafis are activists and quietists alike,
presumably by conflation of information relating to different periods. Other sources show that
the Murj’ites had developed into quietists by the mid-ninth century, at least in Iraq (cf. nn.
101-5).

86 See, e.g., Baghdadi, Tu’rikh Baghdad, xiii. 384 ff; al-Jassas, Ahkam al-Qur’an (Beirut,
1994), i. 85, ad Q. 2: 124 (/@ yanalu ‘ahdi al-zalimin), and other exegetes on the same v.; below,
n. 91; Abu Tammam, 85.2 = 82. For other attestations, see M. Cook, The Voice of Honest Indig-
nation: al-amr bi’l-maraf wa’l-naky ‘an al-munkar in Islamic Thought and Practice, forthcoming,
ch. 1.

87 Abu Muti€, al-Figh al-absat, 44.9. Hence, presumably, Madelung’s statement that Aba
Hanifa was fundamentally opposed to armed revolt (‘Murdji’a’, col. 606b). Van Ess’s reaction
is more sceptical (7°G, i. 210).

88 Madelung, Qasim, 232. But he has since accepted that the Murjiites cannot be described
as Umayyad loyalists or quietists (‘Murdji’a’, col. 606a).

89 Thus Abt ‘Ubayda in A. A. Bevan (ed.), The Naka@id of Jarir and al-Farazdak (Leiden,
1905-12), i. 118.12, cited by Brentjes, 46 (they assisted Ibn al-Zubayr against the Syrians in
64/683 f).

90 For the participants in Ibn al-Ashth’s revolt, see Madelung, Qasim, 232 f. The Murji-
’ite participants in Yazid b. al-Muhallab’s revolt included Thabit Qutna (above, n. 77) as well as
the Basran Abu Ru’ba, ra’s t&’ifa min al-murji’a, and his companions (Tabari, 2nd ser., 1399.18,
1404.10, 1407.10).



THE MURJI°’A AND FATANA 241

145/762 £,° and staged revolts of their own in Khurasan under al-Harith
b. Surayj in 116-28/734—46.% Their insistence that even sinners were be-
lievers was not meant to imply that sinful behaviour had to be tolerated:
they deemed it obligatory to dissociate from sinful believers, as we learn
from Salim, and on occasion even held it lawful to kill them, as we learn
from ‘Awn.?3 Salim knows of Murj’ites who went so far as to brand their
‘kings’ as infidels (III, 100). Several later sources associate such Murji-
’ites with Ibn al-Ash‘th’s rebellion,* but this is not to say that crediting
kings with faith was incompatible with activism: according to Madelung,
the Murjr’ites of Khurasan were notable both for their refusal to include
works in the definition of faith and for sponsoring a ‘revolutionary reform
movement’ from the late Umayyad period till the ninth century.®

Early Murj’ism thus cannot be said to have been a doctrine of loyalism
or quietism. It would, however, also be wrong to claim that it committed
its followers to opposition. It is true that it may have done so in the for-
mulation of Salim’s Murji’ites, who arguably dissociated from Mu‘“awiya
as a participant in the first civil war, thus rejecting the entire Umayyad

91 Cf. C. van Arendonk, Les débuts de 'imamat zaidite au Yémen (Leiden, 1960), 281 of the
original pagination (numerous sources on how Abu Hanifa supported Zayd’s revolt financially,
though he would not participate personally); Ibn al-Murtada, Kita@b al-munya wa’l-amal fi sharh
al-milal wa’l-nihal, ed. M. J. Mashkur (Beirut, 1979), 94 f; also cited in Nashwan, 185 f (the
entire umma, including Murji’ites, joined Zayd’s revolt except for the Rafida!); Abu ’l-Faraj
al-Isfahani, Magatil al-Talibiyyin, ed. A. Saqr (Cairo, 1949), 361, 366 (Abu Hanifa strongly
supported Ibrahim b. “Abdallah’s revolt and gave fatwas telling people to join it; both he and
Misar b. Kidam actively encouraged Ibrahim to come to Kufa, promising him help; but the
Murji’ites at large were against it); Azdi, Mawsil, 188 (Abu Hanifa publicly supported Ibrahim’s
revolt and told people to join, as he would have done himself if he had been basiran); al-Fasawi,
Kitab al-maifa wa’l-ta’rikh, ed. A. D. al-“-Umari (Baghdad, 1974-5), ii. 788 (Abu Hanifa held
that Abu Ishaq al-Fazari would have done better if he had died in Ibrahim’s revolt along with
his brother instead of [fighting holy war against infidels] in Massisa — drawn to our attention
by Michael Cook); Baghdadi, Tu’rikh Baghdad, xiii. 385 (cites Fasawi’s account; adds another
on how Abu Hanifa encouraged Abu Ishaq al-Fazari’s brother to join Ibrahim’s revolt, in which
he was killed); Jassas, Ahkam al-Qur’an, i. 85 (summarizes all the above); van Ess, TG, i. 187f]
210 (adds that this is probably why Abu Hanifa was thrown into jail).

92 Cf. EP, s.v. ‘al-Harith b. Suraydj’. Al-Harith was a Murji’ite according to Tabari, 2nd
ser., 1575 (kana yara ra’y al-murji’a), with ref. to a poem by Nasr b. Sayyar (the crucial line is at
p- 1576.9). This was accepted by van Vloten (‘Irdja>’, 167 f, where the poem is translated) and
Wellhausen (Kingdom, 464 f, 485 £, 498 f, cf. 317 n), but rejected by Madelung, Qasim, 238, on
the grounds that his adherents do not seem to have had any interest in the rights and wrongs of
the first civil war: Jahm b. Safwan, al-Harith’s secretary, shared with the Murji’ites the feature
of excluding works from the definition of faith, and this was why Nasr credited them with irja°.
In his ‘Early Murji’a’, however, Madelung accepts al-Harith as a Murji’ite and his account
(summarized in ‘Murdji’a’ col. 606) is now close to Wellhausen’s.

93 Cf. the comm. to IIL, 98.

94 Sa%d b. Jubayr, a Murji’ite according to some (cf. below, n. 96), exhorted the rebels
to fight the oppressors for khurijihim min al-din (Ibn Sad, vi. 265), while Dharr b. “Abdallah
exclaimed 4al hiya illd bard hadida bi-yad kafir maftun (Ibn Sa‘d, vi. 293); and according to
Nashwan, 204.2, the Murji’a rebelled with Ibn al-Ash¢th in response to al-Hajjaj’s question
whether the messenger or the deputy is the more noble, saying that he kafara bi-dhalika (for
the question, see Crone and Hinds, God’s Caliph, 28 f).

95 Madelung, ‘Early Murjia’, 39.
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dynasty on principle (cf. above, on the scope of i774”). They also refused
to associate with, or pray for forgiveness on behalf of, ‘kings’ (III, 98), ap-
parently on the assumption that sinners were doomed to perdition (cf. the
list above, 5). But the Murji’ites who suspended judgement on Mu‘awiya
along with the other participants in the first schism left the status of the
dynasty he founded open. In their view, the legitimacy of the Umayyads
(or for that matter the “Abbasids) must have depended on the caliphs’ per-
formance, and the degree to which they regarded them as tyrants seems to
have varied. By the late Umayyad or early ‘Abbasid period, when they had
come to suspend judgement on the other-wordly fate of sinners, they could
even serve tyrannical kings without imperilling their souls, but there are
examples of collaboration from the beginning. Sa“id b. Jubayr (a Murji’ite
according to some®®), received appointment from al-Hajjaj before rebelling
under Ibn al-Ash‘ath; ‘Awn b. ‘Abdallah, who participated in the same re-
volt, went on to join Muhammad b. Marwan in the Jazira before attaching
himself to “‘Umar II’s court; Thabit Qutna held office in Khurasan under
Yazid b. al-Muhallab, and though he rebelled with the latter in Iraq, he
returned to service in the Khurasani army, to fall out with the Umayy-
ads again on a later occasion; Muharib b. Dithar was appointed judge by
Khalid al-Qasri; ‘Umar b. Dharr served as judge under Ibn Hubayra, in
whose entourage he enjoyed a prominent position;”’ Ibrahim b. Tahman
frequented the court of al-Manstir;”® al-Qasim b. Ma‘n was gadi under
al-Hadi and Harun;* and Aba Yasuf accepted appointment as chief gadi
from Hartin al-Rashid.!? In short, the Murjiite record is as notable for
its instances of collaboration as it is for those of rebellion.

By Abu Yusuf’s time, however, Murji’ism was a quietist doctrine, at
least in Iraq. It must have begun to develop in this direction by late
Umayyad or early ‘Abbasid times, for although Abu Hanifa and Mis‘ar b.
Kidam considered joining the revolts of Zayd b. ‘Ali and Ibrahim b. ‘Ab-
dallah, the bulk of the Iraqi MurjPites were against it.!! Ab@ Hanifa was
soon to be rewritten as a quietist, as has been seen.!?? By the mid-ninth
century the Murji’a were well known to al-Jahiz as adherents of /7 gital,'%3

96 Thus Abu Hanifa, Ris@la, 37.10 = van Ess, TG, v. 28 (t). Cf. Baghdadi, T#’rikh Baghdad,
xiii. 374.11, where Hammad b. Zayd observes of Sa‘id that Abu Hanifa intahalahu fi ’l-irja’.
Hence, presumably, the fact that he appears as a Murji’ite in Shahrastani, 108.12; accepted by
Madelung, Qasim, 231. He appears as an opponent of Murji’ism elsewhere (e.g. Ibn Sa‘d, vii.
228, where he warns somebody against Talq b. Habib on account of the latter’s Murji’ism).

97 Athamina, ‘Early Murji’2’, 118 n. 46, with extensive documentation.

98 Crone and Hinds, God’s Caliph, 84.

99 Van Ess, TG, i. 215f.

100 p72 sy ‘Abu Yasuf’.

101 Cf. above, n. 91.

102 Cf. above, n. 87.

103 Jahiz, ‘Hakamayn’, §95.
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while the Ibadi Abu ’I-Mu’thir thought of shukkak, Murji’a, and Hash-
wiyya as quietists by so many names;'®* the twelfth-century Nashwan
al-Himyari even knew of Hashwiyya and Murji’a who disapproved of
bloodshed to the point that they were willing to do without imams to
prevent it.!% On this issue too, then, the Murji’ites ended up by merging
with the ahl al-sunna wa’l-jama‘a.

According to Ibn Hanbal, the Kharijites offended the ak/ al-sunna
wa’l-jamaa by calling them Murj?ites. % The Kharijites were quite right
to discern a fundamental identity between the two, and others also no-
ticed it, in both a hostile and a sympathetic vein. Thus the Imami Shi‘ite
al-Nawbakhti (d. ¢.300/912) equated the Murji’a with al~sawad al-a‘zam,
the great and in his eyes misguided majority to which the historical Mur-
ji’ites and the traditionalists alike belonged.'”” The Sunni geographer
al-Maqdisi (wrote ¢.374/985) identified the Murji’ites as ancestral to
al-sawid al-azam, rightly guided in his eyes'”® and the Hanafi her-
esiographer al-Nasaf1 (d. 318/930) regarded the Hashwiyya as a Murji’ite
sub-sect.!?? Eleventh-century Mu‘tazilites also labelled the akl al-sunna
wa’l~athar MurjPites, though Abu Ya‘la (d. 458/1066) protested that the
label could more appropriately be applied to the Karramiyya.'!? By then,
the historical Murji’a had clearly long been dead and gone.

THE FATANA

The Fatana are mentioned for two doctrines only. First, they say that
their kings are evil and maftunin, but that it is forbidden to rebel against
them. If ordinary believers transgress, the imam must wage jihad on them
and the rest of the Muslims must help him, but the Muslims may not take
up arms against an imam who does wrong. This is illustrated with four
tedious examples (111, 106—12). Secondly, they say that although the kings
of their people have acted wrongly, they do not know whether they have
deserved God’s punishment or mercy by this (IIL, 113).

104 Kashif, Siyar, i. 65.

105 Nashwan, 150.6 (where the Najdiyya, who also held the imam to be dispensable, are
credited with the same motivation).

106 Tbn Abi Ya‘la, Tabagat, i. 36.5.

107 Nawbakhti, Firaq, 6 f, 15, with ref. to the fact that they affiliate to all parties in the first
civil war, identify all ak/ al-gibla as believers and hope that all will be forgiven.

108 31-Maqdisi, Ahsan al-tagasim fi ma%ifat al-aqalim, ed. M. de Goeje (Leiden, 1906), 38 f,
where the Murji’a are those who suspend judgement on the other-worldly fate of sinners.

109 Nasafi, Radd, 62.

110 Abu Ya'la, MuSGamad, 209, §381, where the Mu‘tazilites base themselves on the shared
refusal to condemn the fZsig to eternal Hell.
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The Fatana are not mentioned in any other source, and it has been sug-
gested that their name should be emended to ga‘da, but there is a good
case for accepting it as it stands, or at the most for emending it to Fitan-
iyya.!!! “The Fatana assert that the kings of their people are . . . mafiinin’,
the opening line of this section states, clearly suggesting that they owed
their name to their classification of kings as mafiunin, or, more generally,
to the fact that words of the root fin were constantly on their lips. “The
Bida“iyya say that the first who btada‘a innovations in this community are
those who found fault with the imams of the Muslims’, al-Nasaf1 says in
his opening lines on the quietists who may once have figured in Salim’s
polemics too. One would also take this to be an explanation of the sect
name. 12

Presumably, the Fatana argued that their rulers were mafiunian in the
sense of ‘having succumbed to temptation’ rather than in that of ‘mad’.
Q. 5:49 contains an instruction easily seen as addressed to rulers: ‘Judge
between them according to what God has sent down, and do not follow
their caprices, and beware of them lest they tempt thee (yafiinika) away
from any of what God has sent down to thee’. The Fatana would appear
to have argued that this is what their rulers failed to do. Why they deemed
it unlawful to take up arms against them is not explained.

According to Salim, the Fatana held their kings to be wrongdoers with
reference to Q. 42:42 on ‘those who do wrong to people and are insolent
in the earth wrongfully’; but this is somewhat implausible. The Fatana
claimed not to know the fate of their rulers in the hereafter, but Q. 42: 42
continues, ‘there awaits them a painful chastisement’, so that all Salim has
to do in order to refute them is to quote the verse in full (III, 112). The
Fatana can hardly have based their position on a verse which made it so
obviously untenable. The word mafiun, morever, only occurs once in the
Qur’an, so that the Fatana cannot have declared their kings to be maf-
tumiin without thereby conjuring up Q. 68: 5—7: ‘thou shalt see, and they
will see, which of you is al-mafiun. Surely thy Lord knows best who has
gone astray from His path and who are rightly guided (inna rabbaka huwa
alam bi-man dalla an sabilihi wa-huwa alam bi’l-muhtadin)’. This passage

11 The emendation to ga%da is proposed by Madelung in his review of Cook, 630. It has
the merit of leaving the word as a fa%la plural, for which Salim seems to have had a prefer-
ence (cf. jahala, zalama, ‘abadat al-awthan). But it seems unlikely that the same corruption
should have occurred repeatedly within one section, several pages apart, yet not elsewhere in
the epistle (¢a‘ada appear in 1. 569, 571, 576). Besides, Madelung takes his reading to ‘indicate
a situation of actual revolt ... since quietists became “sitters” only when others would rise’.
But the Fatana were quietists on principle, regardless of whether others were rising or not; and
if Salim was the author of the section on the Fatana, nobody was rising at the time of writ-
ing: the recent furqa is a past event, as we learn from the Murji’ite section (cf. below, Ch. 8,
pp- 294 f). Privately, Madelung has now proposed Fit(a)niyya as an alternative, on analogy with
Bid(a)“iyya, Qadariyya, etc.

12 Nasafi, Radd, 123.
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suggests that God distinguished between misbehaviour that ‘thou shalt see
and they will see’ and fundamental straying from His path (dalala) which
He alone was competent to judge. That kings were mafiunun was obvi-
ous to everyone, but only God could tell whether they had truly gone
astray: hence, perhaps, they declared themselves unable to tell whether
their kings would be damned or saved. (We have not, however, found any
trace of this interpretation in the exegetical literature.) They must have
held their kings to remain believers. We are not told whether they also
held ordinary sinners to remain believers or suspended judgement on their
fate in the hereafter, but one would assume them to have done so.

Who, then, were the Fatana/Fitaniyya? Their doctrines identify them
as Murj’ites or traditionalists, but they clearly were not Murji’ites of the
type discussed in Salim’s polemics. Salim’s Murji’ites dissociated from
kings in this world and consigned them to Hell in the next (if our under-
standing of his text is correct), whereas the Fatana forbad revolt against
kings and professed not to know their fate in the hereafter. If the section
is by Salim, he did not regard them as Murji’ites at all. They are not
identified as such, no attempt is made to play their views against those of
the Murji’ites, and they are enumerated separately in the stance (IV, 134—
5). But this has no bearing on their identity if they owe their presence in
the epistle to interpolation.

Interpolated or otherwise, the Fatana are difficult to pin down because
there is so little to distinguish the later Murji’a from the ahl al-sunna
wa’l-jamaa, or Hashwiyya, as the Ibadis preferred to call them:!!3 both
suspended judgement on the participants in the first civil war; both
refused to exclude the sinner from the community; both refused to pro-
nounce on the future fate of sinners; and both were opposed to rebellion.
The Fatana apparently shared the last two views, but it does not suffice
to make them distinctive.

The nearest we have to a clue to their identity is the fact that Shabib
b. ‘Atiyya, active in Oman between 134/752 and 177/794, argued against
opponents of a closely related kind, whom he called the ak/ al-shakk
wa’l-‘ama and whom one would assume to be Omanis voicing views dis-
seminated from Iraq. They too subscribed to quietist views, and at one
point Shabib has the following to say about them:

Among the things with which God leads them astray and blinds their sights is
that they claim that if there were an imam of guidance who upheld justice, and if
further a mischief-maker (muhdith) did some mischief for which he became liable
to a claim or fadd, and if the imam responded by trying to make him acquit
himself of that claim or hadd and the person owing it refused, then the Muslims
would be obliged to help and assist their imam in his fight against the person

113 The Hashwiyya call themselves a/~jamaa and ahl al-sunna, but they lie, as Bisyani puts
it (Kashif, Siyar, ii. 137).
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who refused to acquit himself of the obligation incurred by his mischief, be it
a claim or a hadd; and both the subjects and the imams should go on pursuing
him until he either fulfils that claim or God kills him and his followers. But if an
imam makes some mischief for which he becomes liable to a claim or Aadd and
the subjects ask him to fulfil that claim himself, this being what he owes, and he
resists the Muslims, then it is their duty — they claim — to desist from him, not
to fight him, not to help those who will fight him until he pays the duty he owes,
and not to uphold justice together with others. This suffices to show the error of
people who claim that if an imam makes mischief, they should not correct him
or go on reproaching him till he returns willingly on his own, nor stand up if he
refuses to return and ignores the rights of God and His /udid and the rights of
those endowed with them. Intelligent people know that the imam is a Muslim
like any other, with the same rights and duties as they have. He is not allowed to
make forbidden things lawful or to forbid lawful things by virtue of the fact that
God has put him in charge of His servants and lands. On the contrary, what he
owes to God is magnified by that office. The successor of the Messenger of God
Abu Bakr al-Siddiq said, addressing the Muslims, ‘I am no better than you, but

if I behave well, then help me and if I behave badly, then correct me’.'*

This is clearly a shorter version of Salim’s account of the Fatana’s po-
sition, written in a similarly tortuous style and making the same point,
that the law is the same for all, against them; Shabib’s comment that ‘this
should suffice to show the error’ could even be taken to suggest that he
was familiar with versions which piled example upon example on a par
with Salim’s.

Shabib’s ahl al-shakk or, as they are more commonly known, Shukkak,
are described in the Ibadi tradition as a party that originated in the first
civil war: when “‘Uthman was killed, some people said that he had been
killed justly, others said that he had been killed unjustly, but the Shukkak
professed not to know and suspended judgement on the matter, they be-
ing Sa‘d b. Abi Waqqas, ‘Abdallah b. ‘Umar, Muhammad b. Maslama, and
Usama b. Zayd.!"> They had ‘doubts’ about “Ali and Mu‘awiya too,1® to
which they added ‘doubts’ about fighting tyrants, i.e. they were quiet-
ists.!'” They would appear to be what Pseudo-Nashi> calls Hulaysiyya;
that is to say, quietist ashab al-hadith who ‘today’ count as part of the
Hashwiyya: they too are said to have stood aside in the first civil war under

114 Shabib b. ‘Atiyya in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 357 f; also in HX, 103 ff; Qalhati, Kashf, fos.
183a f, with minor variations.

115 Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 139a (with the four names); Bisyani in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 83; Bahlawi,
ibid., 390 f; Radd ‘ala ahl al-shakk in App. 5.

116 Cf. Bisyani in the previous n.

117 Shabib in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 352.8; Aba ’l-Muthir ibid., 310.—4 (al-shukkak fi shakkihim
[t qit@l al-jababira). Abu ’l-Mu’thir notes that they hold it obligatory to fight with the imam
against malefactors while at the same time deeming it forbidden to fight against an imam who
does wrong (ibid., 297; cf. i. 156 f); he also denounces the quietism of ‘the Shukkak, Murji’a
and Hashwiyya’ (i, 65.10).



THE MURJI°’A AND FATANA 247

the leadership of Sa‘d b. Abi Waqqas, ‘Abdallah b. “‘Umar, Muhammad
b. Maslama, and Usama b. Zayd, though Pseudo-Nashi’ explains their
neutrality with reference to their quietism rather than their views on
Uthman.'® Al-Qalhati explicitly identifies Shabib’s ahl al-shakk as Hash-
wiyya.!! They are often mentioned in tandem with MurjPites,'?° and one
could use the argument against the ‘first Murji’ites’ to refute their posi-
tion on “Uthman, as the anonymous Radd ul@ ahl al-shakk informs us.?!
Shabib does just that in his epistle. When his opponents claim not to
know whether “‘Uthman had been killed justly or unjustly, he responds
that they have ‘witnessed his killing and seen his deeds with their own
eyes’, i.e. their autopsy argument does not work.??

The bulk of Shabib’s epistle is concerned with their quietism, which
they defend with much reference to Prophetic Hadith. Their armoury
includes the famous kun ‘abd allah al-magqtidl tradition (also reported for
the Hulaysiyya),'?® and the declaration that the ¢a%d in a fitna is bet-
ter than the ¢@%m, mashi’, and rakib.">* They admit that the kings of
their people (mulik gawmihim) have abandoned the book of God, the sunna
of the Prophet, and the example of the rightly guided caliphs; but, they
say, salvation lies in ‘following the jama‘a wherever it turns in the way of
obedience or disobedience’, or in ‘following the sawad al-a‘zam, be it in
obedience or disobedience (to God)’ (which takes us close to the doctrine
reported for the BidaSiyya).!?® They interpret a saying of the Prophet to
mean that ‘the community is with its kings’ (a/~jamaa maa ’l-mulik).'2°
This is why one may not take up arms against them in their view, though
one must fight on their side against others who act wrongly, as the Fatana
agreed.

118 Nashi, §§19, 29.

119 Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 180a.

120 Cf. Shabib’s epistle to ‘Abd al-Salam in refutation of the Shukkak and Murji’a (HX,
279.ult.—285); Abu ’1-Mu’thir, above, n. 117; below, n. 127; Bahlawi on the Hawshwiyya, Mur-
ji’ites, and Shukkak in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 388-91.

121 See App. 5.

122 Kashif, Siyar, ii. 352.4.

123 Kashif, Siyar, ii. 352.10 (cf. 142.10, where Bisyani knows the Shukkak to invoke the
kun abd allah al-maqtil tradition); Nashi’, §19, on the Hulaysiyya. The latter also quote the
Prophet as saying ‘when two Muslims meet with their swords, both the killer and the victim
are in Hell’, and Shabib quotes his opponents as invoking the same tradition, without, however,
specifying that they ascribed it to the Prophet (Kashif, Siyar, ii. 356.11).

124 Kashif, Siyar, ii. 353.—6. Traditions on the ¢a%d in a fitna being better than the g@im,
etc. were also known to Sayf b. “‘Umar, who wrote about the same time as Shabib and who cites
two versions with approval, ascribing one of them to the Prophet (Futih, 299, §247 (= Tabari,
2nd ser., 1346), 300, §249).

125 Kashif, Siyar, ii. 355.2, 369.—3, 370 f. Cf. the tradition in ‘Abd al-Razzaq, Musannaf, xi,
no. 20966, where “‘Uthman tells people to stick to the jama‘a ‘whenever it is’. For the Bida“iyya,
see above, Ch. 1, p. 21.

126 Kashif, Siyar, ii. 355.2.
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The Ibadi tradition further credits the Shukkak with ‘doubts’ about
God’s threat, meaning that they did not categorically assign grave sinners
to Hell.'?” But on this point Shabib’s ahl al-shakk come across as different,
for they base their alleged claim that ‘the community is with its kings’ on
a Prophetic prediction that ‘God will strengthen this religion with men
who have no khalag’.'*® This is presumably a reference to Q. 3: 77 on those
who sell God’s covenant and their oaths for a little price: ‘there shall be no
share for them in the world to come (/& khalag lahum [7 ’I-akhira); God
shall not speak to them neither look on them on the Resurrection Day,
neither will He purify them; and for them awaits a painful chastisement’.

Apparently, then, Shabib’s opponents were traditionalists who had not
come round to suspending judgement on the other-worldly fate of sinners
yet: sinful kings had to be tolerated in this world, but they would be
punished by eternal hellfire in the next. Perhaps they still held sinners
to be unbelievers.'?® They will in that case have owed their nickname
Shukkak to Murji’ite scoffing at their refusal to call themselves believers
without the qualification ‘God willing’, not to the many kinds of doubt
with which the Ibadis explain their name.!3% At all events, they will have
been quite distinct from their Murji’ite contemporaries, for on the one
hand the Murji’ites were still activists, and on the other hand they no
longer professed to know that grave sinners were damned: one had to
take up arms against sinful rulers, but even rulers were believers, and
God might punish or forgive sinful believers as He saw fit. Abu Hanifa’s
generation of Murji’ites had adopted the profession of ignorance regarding
the fate of sinners in the hereafter to which Ragaba b. Masqala reputedly
referred as ‘the religion of kings’.13!

All this is of interest in that it suggests a context for the Fatana. The
Fatana espoused quietism and professed ignorance of the other-worldly
fate of sinners such as kings: they adhered to ‘the religion of kings’ in
respect of this world and the next alike. The fact that they have a name
of their own suggests that they appeared at a time when the combination
of these two doctrines was unusual, commonplace though it was to be-
come in later times. Suspension of judgement on the other-worldly fate

127 al-Kindi, al-Jawhar al-mugtasar, ed. S. 1. Kashif (Cairo, WYQwTh 1983), 122.12, with
ref. to the Murji’a and Shukkak.

128 Kashif, Siyar, ii. 355.2.

129 Cf. Madelung, ‘Early Sunni Doctrines Concerning Faith’, 242 (the Kufan traditionalists
and the school of Sufyan al-Thawri denied the name of believer to the grave sinner, and in
particular to the unjust ruler). Cf. the quietist traditions in Nu‘aym b. Hammad, Kitab al-fitan,
ed. S. Zakkar (Mecca n.d.; preface dated 1991), 82, 104, in which those who abstain from action
in fitna are characterized as believers, those who fight as infidels.

130 Madelung, ‘Early Sunni Doctrines Concerning Faith’, 239. The traditionalists repaid
the compliment by calling the Murij’ites Shukkak with ref. to their stance on the furga (cf. the
statement attributed to Maymtn b. Mihran in van Ess, 7G, i. 153).

131 Cf. above, pp. 223, 237f.
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of sinners is well attested in traditionalist circles by the first half of the
ninth century.!3? Quietism, still a matter of practicality rather than prin-
ciple to the MurjPites of Iraq in the 760s,'33 appears as a well-established
Murjiite principle in al-Jahiz about a century later.!3* It may thus tent-
atively be suggested that the Fatana should be placed in an area in which
Murj?ites and traditionalists lived cheek by jowl in or around the time of
Abu Hanifa and Shabib.

That still leaves the question whether the Fatana were traditionalists
who had adopted the Murji’ite position on the future fate of sinners or, on
the contrary, Murji’ites who had come round to the traditionalist position
on revolt. We cannot claim to have found much evidence, but three minor
considerations can be adduced in support of Murji’ite origins. First, the
word maftun is actually attested as an epithet of rulers in the mouth of a
Murji’ite: ‘this is nothing but a piece of cold iron in the hands of a kafir
maftiun’, Dharr b. “Abdallah is said to have exclaimed at Jamajim, presum-
ably with reference to the menacing sword of al-Hajjaj or some soldier of
his.!3> Since Dharr evidently belonged to the Murji’ites who held rulers
to be infidels (kafir mafiin) and who approved of revolt against them, he
was not a member of either Salim’s Fatana or Shabib’s Doubters, but the
passage does at least suggest that classification of rulers in terms of (Qur-
’anic?) fin was familiar in Murji’ite circles. Secondly, in a poem directed
against the Murjr’ites who rebelled in Khurasan with al-Harith b. Surayj,
the Umayyad loyalist Nasr b. Sayyar says that one should kill them, but
leave the doubter in his seduced state (wa-da ’l-murtaba mafiuna), pre-
sumably with reference to Murji’ites who had not actually taken up arms.
Here it is the quietist ‘doubter’ himself who is described as mafiun, not
the ruler (of whom Nasr approved); and he is probably mafiun in the sense
of having succumbed to the blandishments of Murji’ism (which Nasr de-
picts as wholly unislamic). It is tempting to read this as Nasr’s way of
repaying the Fatana’s compliment.!36 Thirdly, the Fatana’s quietist argu-
ment resembles that attributed by the later Murji’ites to Abu Hanifa in
that both contrast the duty to assist the imam against wrongdoers with
the ban on rebelling against the imam when he acts wrongly himself. '3

132 Cf. Abu 1-Salt, Ibn “Ukasha, and Ibn Hanbal above, pp. 232, 235.

133 Cf. the objections of Zufar b. Hudhayl when Abu Hanifa wanted the Murji’ites to sup-
port Ibrahim b. “‘Abdallah’s revolt (below, Ch. 7, n. 67).

134 Cf. above, n. 103.

135 Tbn Sad, vi. 293.

136 Tabari, 2nd ser., 1576.8. K. Y. Blankinship (tr.), The History of al-Tabari, xxv. (Albany,
1989), 114, takes the maftun to have been seduced by rebelliousness. This is also possible, though
it seems less likely, for Nasr would hardly have been inclined to spare them if they had in fact
rebelled.

137 Aba Muti€, al-Figh al-absat, 44.
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If the Fatana had Murji’ite roots, one might have expected Salim to
say so, but he was hardly concerned with their historical origin. On the
other hand, if his polemics originally included the Murji’a, Fatana, and
Bida‘iyya alike, he will have seen them as springing from the same funda-
mental mistake, and one may well wonder why he did not bring this out
by treating them as subdivisions of a single sect, whatever their historical
origin. One answer would be that his concern with muwalar and bard’a
made it impossible for him to classify the three together because the Mur-
j’ites dissociated from their kings whereas the Fatana and Bida‘iyya held
that community (jama‘a) lay with them. Another answer would be that
the Fatana and Bida‘yya owe their presence in his epistle to interpolation.



7
SALIM AND KITAB AL-IRJA

Kitab al-irja@ is a short tract divided by van Ess into nine paragraphs. The
first four paragraphs consist of a wasiyya bi’l-taqwa and mission topos: the
fifth presents the author’s doctrinal stance, while the sixth briefly defends
it; the seventh and eighth contain polemics against the Saba’iyya; and the
ninth reiterates that ‘this is our stance’. The component parts, then, are
similar to Salim’s.! They also have actual phrases in common, and there
are parallels between KI and other Ibadi sources. Some of the shared
phrases appear in accounts of the early Kufan circles from which both
the Kharijjites and the Shi‘ites emerged, suggesting that they had a long
ancestry on the Ibadi side (as well as raising the question how far and
how long they remained in use among the Shi‘ites). We shall refer to
such phrases as early Kufan. What light does all this throw on the date
and origin of KI? (The companion question as to the light thrown by KI
on Salim will be considered in Chapter 8).

THE PARALLELS

The phrases which KI shares with Salim and other Ibadi sources may be
tabulated as follows:

1. MISCELLANEOUS IN SALIM

(1) K1, 1: wnusikbum bi-tagwa ’llah wa-nahuththukum “ald amribi . . .
wa-narda@ lakum ta‘atahu wa-naskhatu lakum maSsiyatahu.

Salim, I, 2: nusikum bi-taqgwa ’llah al-‘azim . . . wa-nahuddukum ‘ald
shukri nmi‘amihi . .. wa-nard@ lakum ta‘ata ’lah wa-naskhatu lakum
maSsiyatahu . . . wa-nahuththukum ala dhikri ’lah.

(i) KI, 1: man hafizahu ballaghanu ma siwahu wa-man dayya‘ahu 1@
yagbal minhu ghayrahu.

Salim, I, 5: fa-man ittaba‘a hadha ’l-qui’an kafahu ’llahu ma siwahu
wa-man dayya‘ahu lam yagbal minhu ghayrahu.

(1) KI, 3: wa-minhum man awa wa-nasara ta’asaw bi-anfusthim wa-anisic
bihi wa-lam yarghabit bi-anfusihim an nafsihi.”
1 Cf. above, Ch. 1, p. 23.

2 For the reading adopted here, see van Ess, ‘Das Kitah’, 22 n. 1; id., TG, v. 7 n. 13; M.
Cook, review of TG, v, in Biblioteca Orientalis, 53 (1996), 251.
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Salim, 11, 25: fa-awaw al-ansar . .. wa-nasaruwhu wa-wasawhu bi-an-
Susthim wa-anisit bihi wa-lam yarghabit bi-anfusthim an nafsihi.

(iv) K1, 9: fa-hadha amruna wa-ra’yuna wa-nadu itlayhi.
Salim, IV, 138: fa-hadha ’l-amr alladhi nadu ilayhi.

(v) K1, 9: wa’ddakhiric min salih al-hujaj inda ’lah.
Salim, I, 6: wa’ddakhiric salih al-huja; nda lah.

There is similarity of diction rather than identity of phrases when
KI presents its doctrinal stance: fa-man arada an yas’alana “an am-
rina wa-ra’yina (K1, 5), it states, where Salim simply has fa-amruna . . .
wa-ra’yuna (IV, 114). KI uses the expression ahl al-furqa al-uwal, while
Salim has akl al-furqa al-uld in his account of the Murji’a (I11, 91, 94-5),
but Salim’s is a more natural expression and probably what KI should be
emended to say. Both use the verb ghaba in their definition of when one
should suspend judgement.3

2. THE FITNA PROMISED BY GOD

According to KI, God told the believers that they would be afflicted with
a fitna. This idea is found in quite different wording in Salim (II, 36) and,
in sometimes similar wording, in a number of other Ibadi sources.

K1, 5: mawud allah alladhi wa‘ada min wuqu® al-fitna.

IBl: ma wa‘ada allah mun al-fitan.

Ibn Hutay’a: ma sabaga f7 5lm allach min wuqu® al-fitna allati hadhdharahum
allah iyyaha*

Unknown source in Qalhati: lima sabaqa fi Gim allodh min wuqiu® al-fitna
wa-qad hadhdharahum alloh 1yyaha.

Shabib b. ‘Atiyya: thumma waqa‘at al-fitna allati dhakara[hd] allah.’

3. THE SABA’TYYA

The polemics against the Saba’iyya in KI, 7-8, have no parallel in Salim,
who only makes brief reference to this sect (I1I, 97; IV, 132); but the Saba-
’iyya are attacked in similar terms in Abu Hamza and IB2, with occasional
echoes in other Ibadi works.

(1) They throw the book behind their backs (cf. Q. 2:101; 3: 187):
K1, I, 7: zahari bi-kitab allah.

Abu Hamza: zaharat bi-kitab allah, cf. his gad nabadhithu war@a
zuharihim, of the Umayyads.
3 Cf. Cook, Dogma, 27f.

* Barradi, Jawahir, 53.5, 161.12; cf. Cook, Dogma, 12.
5 Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 84b.7; Kashif, Siyar, ii. 355.-8.
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IB2: nabadhii ’I-kitab warda zuhirihim.®

Compare Hilal b. ‘Atiyya on the ak/ al-kitab before the rise of Is-
lam: they erred, among other things, through nabdhihim kitab allah
war@a zuhirihim.”

The phrase is early Kufan: “Ali is reputed to have said of the two
arbitrators appointed in the first civil war that they nabadha hukm
al-kit@h warda zuhirihim.3

(i1) They tell lies against God:

KI1, 7: wa-a%anic al-firya “ald bani umayya [nabi allah?] wa-ald

"lah.
Abu Hamza: wa-a%anat/a%anit al-firya ald ’lah.

IB2: fa-lam tabqa firya azamu “ala ’lah firyatan ali rasil alloh min-
hum, cf. wa-‘azuma fira®uhum . . . and, in another context, wa-azhara
I-fird@ ala ’llah wa-ald rasilihi.’

Accusations of firya against God (a Qur’anic notion) are extremely
common in Ibadi sources. !

(iii) They follow an Arab family:

K1, 7: ittakhadhit ahl bayt min al-‘arab imaman wa-qalladuhum di-
nahum.

Abu Hamza: wa-galladic ahl bayt min al-‘arab dinahum.
IB2: ittakhadhit ahl hadha ’l-bayt dinan."!

(iv) They are obdurate against the Qur’an:
K1, 7: jufar “ald al-qui’an atba® li’l-kuhhan.
Abu Hamza: jufar ‘an al-qur’an atbau kuhhan/jufar [ l-din.
IB2: khalafit 'lI-quran . . . fa’ttabai ’l-kuhhan.'?

6 Abu Hamza in Aghani, xxiii. 242.6, 243.8; in Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 274b~7; in
Jahiz, Bayan, ii. 124.10; IB2 in Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 211b.6, reproduced in Cook,
Dogma, 9, cf. the discussion at pp. 11f.

7 Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 50.—5.

8 Tabari, 1st ser., 3368.

9 Abu Hamza in Aghani, xxiii. 243.8; in Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 274b.~7; in Jahiz,
Bayan, ii. 124.10; 1B2 in Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fos. 211b.1, 211a.—4, 210a.—7; Cook, Dogma,
9f and n. 34 thereto, cf. the discussion at pp. 36 f.

10° See, e.q., Shabib b. “Atiyya to ‘Abd al-Sallam in HX, 282.10, 282 f, 284 f; Hilal b. ‘Atiyya
in Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 50.10; anon., Radd ‘al@ ahl al-shakk in HX, 368.4, 14; 369.—4 and ult,;
376.3; 377.—4.

11 Aba Hamza in Aghani, xxiii. 243.14; in Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 274b.-2; IB2 in
Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 211b.2; Cook, Dogma, 9.

12 Aba Hamza in Jahiz, Bayan, ii. 124.13; in Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 274b—4; in
Aghani, xxiii. 243.14; IB2 in Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 211b.3; Cook, Dogma, 9.
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Salim has jufat ‘an al-haqq, of “Uthman’s relatives (II, 48).

(v) They hope for a dawla/bath before the resurrection:
K1, 7: yarjuma dawla takunu {1 bath yakanu qgabla ’I-sa‘a.
Abu Hamza: yantagirima al-duwal [ raj‘at al-mawta wa-yu’minina
bi’l-ba‘th qabla ’l-sd‘a.
IB2: za‘amic anna Gndahum Glman ... fihi bath al-mawtd qabla
yawm al-giyama . . . wa-yarjuna ’l-duwal wa’ l-zuhir [t ba‘th al-mawta
qgabla yawm al-giyama.'®

(vi) They open doors closed by God:

K1, 7. fatahit abwiaban kana ’llah saddah& wa-saddiu abwaban kana
llah fatahaha.

IB2 (in another context): fa-fataha li-ashabihi abwab al-kadhib . . .
wa-fataha lahum ma 1@ yasuddu fatqahu ahad abadan.'*

(vii) They see the firna, but not a way out:
K1, 7: yubsirina fitnataha wa-ma ya‘rifuna al-makhraj minha.
Abu Hamza: yusirruma ‘ala ’l-fitna wa-l@ yarifuna al-makhraj
minha.
Khalaf b. Ziyad al-Bahrani: awwal man absara al-fitna haythu
waqa‘at wa-utiya l-makhraj minha (in another context).!®

Shabib b. “Atiyya: hina waqa’at al-fitna fa-za‘ami annahum la yad-
ritna al-makhraj minha (of the ahl al-shakk).'®

4. THE CREED

When the author of KI comes to declare his doctrinal stance, he responds
with a simple creed and a declaration of Murji’ism. The creed takes the
following form:

K1, 5: allah rabbuna wa’l-islam dinuna wa’l-qur’an imamuna wa-mu-
hammad nabryyuna.

The basic form of this creed is common to all Muslims, but the particular
version found in KI is almost always Kharijite, and indeed early Kufan.

13 Aba Hamza in Aghani, xxiii. 243.11; in Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 274b.—-3 (second
half only); variant in Jahiz, Bayan, ii. 124.13; IB2 in Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fos. 211a.—3,
211b.5; Cook, Dogma, 9.

4 Y,kawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 210b.8, 9; Cook, Dogma, 10.

15 Aba Hamza in Jahiz, Bayan, ii. 124.12 (where yusirrina ala looks like a scribal improve-
ment on yubsirina); Khalaf in HX, 336.9; Cook, Dogma, 12.

16 Kashif, Siyar, ii. 351.5.
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As van Ess notes, the creed has its roots in the Qur’anic statement rab-
buna ’lah (Q. 41: 30, 46:13; cf. 21:112), or allah rabbuna (Q. 6: 23, 7: 89,
42:15), which is found in the form of rabbi ’liah on early Islamic coins.!”
In its bipartite form rabbi ’llah wa-dini ’l-islam the creed forms part of
an inscription from Jabal Usays dated 119/737.'% In its more common
tripartite form it is first encountered in an inscription of 86/705 on the
Umayyad mosque of Damascus: rabbuna ’llah wahdahu wa-dinuna ’I-is-
lam wa-nabiyyund muhammad.'® Tt occurs in much the same form on a
tombstone from Fustat dated 250/864, where the deceased testifies that
he radiya bi’llah rabban wa-bi’l-islam dinan wa-bi-muhammad nabiyyan;*°
and it figures in both Hadith and later Sunni literature too, often as an
answer to questioning in the grave.?!

The Shi‘ites were familiar with the tripartite form of the creed, which
appears in the mouth of the Hashimiyya in late Umayyad Khurasan: rad-
ind@ bi’llah rabban wa-bi’l-islam dinan wa-bi-muhammad (sm) nabiyyan.**
But they preferred to make it emblematic by adding a profession of
allegiance to their imams. Thus an odd poem about the arbitration
between ‘Ali and Mu‘wiya which starts with the Kharijite statement rad-
in@ bi-hukmi ’llahi & hukma ghayrahu continues in a Shi‘ite vein with
wa-bPllah rabban wa’l-nabiyyi wa-bi’l-dhikri wa-bi’l-asla ’I-hadi “ali im-
amund.”® The Hashimiyya in Khurasan used the form fa-inna qawm allah
rabbun& wa-muhammad (sim) nabiyyuna wa’l-kaba al-bayt al-haram gibla-
tund@ wa’l-rid@ min ahl muhammad imamuna;** and in the same vein a later
version on a piece of linen includes the twelve imams: raditu bi’llah rabban
wa-bi’l-islam dinan wa-bi-muhammad slm nabiyyan wa-bi’l-qur’an kitaban
wa-bi’l-kaba qiblatan wa-bi’l-a’immat al-ithna ‘ashar ‘alayhim al-salam im-
aman.*

The Ibadis also knew the tripartite version, which figures in the
ninth-century ASM: allah mawlana wa-muhammad nabiyyuna wa’l-islam
dinuna.?® But they too preferred to make it emblematic, and they did so

17 Van Ess, TG, i. 13f and n. 18 thereto. We also owe much of the documentation that
follows to van Ess.

18 M. A-F al-“Ishsh, ‘Kitabat ‘arabiyya ghayr manshtra fi Jabal Usays’, al-Abhath, 17
(1964), 290 f.

19 E. Combe, J. Sauvaget, and G. Wiet (eds.), Répertoire chronologique d’épigraphie arabe
(Cairo, 1931-), i. 17, no. 18.

20 Répertoire, ii. 80, no. 513.

21 Cf. A.J. Wensinck et. al., Concordance et indices de la tradition musulmane (Leiden, 1936—
69), s.v. (‘Islam’) (‘dini islam . . ." ; ‘radina bi’llah rabban wa-bi’l-islam dinan . . ."); Ibn Abi Shayba,
Musannaf, iii. 377; Suyuti, La’ali, i. 65.7; K. Nakamura (tr.), al-Ghazali, Invocations and Sup-
plications (Cambridge, 1990), 71; van Ess, TG, i. 14 n. 27.

22 Tabari, 2nd ser., 1503.4.

23 Mas“adi, Murij, iv. 401/iii, §1710.

24 _Akhbar al-Abbas, 287.2.

25 G. Wiet, Soieries persanes, Mémoires de Institut d’Egypte, iii (Cairo, 1947), 89.

26 Kashif, Siyar, i. 231.1.



256

SALIM AND KITAB AL-IRJA’

by identifying the Qur’an rather than a human being as their imam. The
standard Ibadi form of the creed is that which we find in KI.

(1)

(i)

(iif)

(iv)

™)

(vi)

(vii)

‘Abdallah b. Yahya:

al-islam dinuna wa-muhammad nabiyyuna wa’l-kaba qiblatuna wa’l-

qur’an imamund.”’

Wa’il b. Ayyub:

allah rabbuna wa-muhammad nabiyyuna wa’l-qur’an imamuna wa-bayt
[all@h] al-haram qiblatund wa’l-islam dinuna.?®

Hamza al-Khariji to Hartun:

radina by’ llah rabban wa-bi’l-islam dinan wa-bi-muhammad nabiyyan
wa-bi’l-qur’an imaman wa-hakaman.*

Abu Sufyan (attrib.):

allah rabbuna wa-muhammad (‘as) nabiyyund wa’l-qur’an imamund
wa’l-ka%ba giblatuna.’°

North African Ibadi:

allah rabbi wa’l-islam dini wa-muhammad nabiyyi wa’l-qur’an imami
wa’l-ka%a giblati.?!

North African Ibadi:

allah rabbuna wa-muhammad nabiyyuna wa-islam dinuna wa’l-ka‘ba
giblatun@ wa’l-qur’an imamuna.>?

al-Salimi:

allah rabbuna wa-muhammad nabiyyuna wa’l-qur’an imamuna wa’l-

sunna tariqund wa-bayt allh al-haram giblatuna wa’l-islam dinuna.>

The Ibadis frequently make clear that they regarded the Qur’an as their
imam in other ways too. Thus Salim speaks of man hakkama al-yawm kitab

Aghani, xxiii. 226.—-6.

Kashif, Siyar, ii. 46.1.

Tarikh-i Sistan, 167 f = 134; Scarcia, ‘Scambio’, 639 = 645.

Darjini, Tabagat, ii. 288 f.

Kitab al-jahalat, an early Ibadi kalam work adduced from an MS source by J. van Ess,

‘Nachtrige une Verbesserungen’, Arabica, 22 (1975), 48.

32

A. de C. Motylinski (ed. and tr.), ‘Chronique d’Ibn Saghir sur les Imams Rostemides

de Tahert’, Actes du XIV® congrés international des Orientalistes, Algers 1905 (Paris, 1906-8), iii.

62.1 =
33

130.-10.
Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 84.13 (an expanded version of Wa’il’s).
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allah wa-ja‘alahu imaman (1. 55) and afhirms that Abu Bakr jaala ’[-qur-
an imaman (1. 333); Ibn al-Azraq likewise says al-kitab lakum imam, while
Shabib b. ‘Atiyya says that kitab allah imamuna wa-imamukum; IB2 accuses
the Kufans of taking Hadith for their religion, adding that laysa ’I-kitab
bi-tmamihim; and Abu Sufyan says of people today that laysa al-kitab
lahum bi-imam.>*

Both the identification of the Qur’an as imam and the inclusion of this
identification in the creed are early Kufan. Sayf has ‘Ali give a speech
in which he tells the Kufans that people continued ma sha’a ’llah to have
Islam as their religion and the book as their imam until ‘Uthman was
killed; and version B of the Siffin arbitration agreement says that the
two arbitrators shall ‘take the book as imam’.%> (Hence, presumably, ‘A-
I’s claim that the arbitrators nabadha hukm al-qur’an warda zuhirrihim,
cf. above, 3 (i).) Sayf has “Ali proceed to cite the creed familiar from
Kharijjite works in the form wa-"rdaw bi’llah rabban wa-bi’l-islam dinan
wa-bi-muhammad (sIm) nabiyyan wa-bi ’l-quran hakaman wa-imaman (cf.
esp. no. (iii) above); and the wasiyya of al-Rabi® b. Khaytham al-Thawri, a
Kufan who had fought on “Alf’s side at Siffin and who died under “‘Ubay-
dallah b. Ziyad, is said to have contained the creed either in its common
tripartite form or else in a version adding that he was satisfied with ‘the
Furgan, or maybe he said the Qur’an, as imam’.3® Finally, the exegete
Mugatil b. Sulayman has a story about the Kufan Companions ‘“Ammar
b. Yasir and Hudhayfa b. al-Yaman, who were heroes to the Kharijites and
Shi‘ites alike, which presents Hudhayfa as declaring to the Jews, back in
Medina, that allah rabbi wa-muhammad nabiyyi wa’l-qur’an imami.>’ (Of
such material in which early Kufans are presented as using what later be-
came distinctively Kharijite forms there appears to be a fair amount.38)

Identifications of the Qur’an as imam (and even hakam) are en-
countered thereafter in the mouths of the caliphs Sulayman, Harun, and
al-Ma’miin, in scholarly statements on sunna,’® and in the Radd of the

34 Cf. the comm. to I, 5.

35 Sayf, Futih, 294, §244 (= Tabari, 1st ser., 3141); Hinds, ‘Siffin Arbitration Agreement’,
114.-6.

36 Sayf in the preceding n.; Ibn Sa‘d, Tabagat, v. 192 f.

37 M. Lecker, ‘Hudhayfa b. al-Yaman and “Ammar b. Yasir, Jewish Converts to Islam’,
Quaterni di Studi Arabi, 11 (1993), 151 n.

38 In addition to the odd poem (above, n. 22), the identification of the Qur’an as imam, the
creed including this identification and accusations of throwing the Qur’an behind one’s back, see
the speech by al-Ashtar in pre-Kharijite Kufa which includes a proto-Kharijite ‘caliphs topos’
and the ma sha’a ’llah expression common in Ibadi literature, and Sayf b. “‘Umar’s fondness for
the same expression in his account of early history (Ibn A‘tham, Futih, ii. 175; cf. above, Ch.
1, p. 17; App. 3, nos. 20f).

39 Uyimn, 35.—4 (Sulayman tells people to take kitab allah taGla imaman wa-"rdaw bihi haka-
man); Tabari, 3rd ser., 717.8 (Hartin tells Harthama b. Ayan to make kitab allah imaman ft
kulli ma huwa sabiluhu), 1118.3 (al-Ma’mun on al-qur’an alladhi ja‘alahu ’lah imaman lahum);
N. Calder, ‘The Significance of the term Imam in Early Islamic Jurisprudence’, Zeitschrift fiir
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tenth-century Sunni al-Nasafi. The latter even has the creed containing
this identification, citing it as a statement recommended by the Prophet in
encounters with Jews and Christians.*’ But between al-Rabi®s wasiyya and
al-Nasaf1’s Radd we only know of two possible exceptions to the rule that
creeds including the identification of the Qur’an as imam were Kharijite.
The first is the undated tombstone of one Abu Qays Zakhr b. Yahya b.
Zakhr b. al-S2’1b b. Usayyid b. ‘Adi al-Tamimi al-Mingqari in Egypt, which
states that he is radi bi’llah rabban wa-bi’l-islam diman wa-bi-muhammad
nabiyyan wa-bi’l-qur’an imaman,*' and the second is KI. We would infer
that Abu Qays was a Kharijite. Given the number of Kharijite phrases in
KT it hardly seems unreasonable to infer that, al-Nasafi notwithstanding,
the creed in KI is Kharijite too.

Cook, who discovered most of the parallels between KI and Ibadi
sources, observed that ‘but for its doctrine, we should have little hesita-
tion in classifying the K. a/-irja’ as an Ibadi, not a MurjPite text’.*? This
is certainly true. Even the paragraph in which the Murji’ite doctrine is
presented would appear to contain a Kharijite, presumably Ibadi, creed.
Though we cannot be sure that the creed is Kharijite, it is hard to avoid
the conclusion that, but for its Murji’ite insertions, KI actually ss an Ibadi
document.

THE AUTHORSHIP OF KI

KT is ascribed to al-Hasan b. Muhammad b. al-Hanafiyya (d. ¢.100/720),
who is said to have been the first to propound 7@’ and to have composed
KI to disseminate his views.** The ascription has been accepted by Made-
lung, van Ess, and Agha, and rejected by Brentjes, Cook, and Athamina.**
We would also reject it, for three main reasons.

First, the story of al-Hasan does not fit the contents of the epistle. The
story says that he wrote KI in explanation of his new doctrine, but irja’
is not a new doctrine in KI.** It has already been criticized: the author

Geschichte der arabisch-islamischen Wissenschafien, i. (1984), 259 f (Abu Yusuf cites a Prophetic
order to make the Qur’an and sunna imams; Ibn Hanbal made the book an imam in disputes
about Prophetic sunna).

40 Nasafi, Radd, 62.7, 82.-3.

41 Répertoire, ii. 96 f, no. 536.

42 Cook, Dogma, 15.

43 Dhahabi, Ta’rikh, iii. 358. For full details, see Cook, Dogma, ch. 9.

4 van Ess, ‘Das Kitah’; id., Anfiinge (but more cautiously in id., TG, i. 178); Madelung,
Qdsim, 229 ff; id., ‘Murdji’a’, col. 605b; Agha, ‘Viewpoint’, 9 f; Brenties, Imamatsiehre, 47 f;
Cook, Dogma, ch. 9 (by far the fullest discussion); Athamina, ‘Early Murji’a’, 114 f.

45 Agha, ‘Viewpoint’, 10, solves this problem by taking the statement that al-Hasan was
awwal man takallama fi ’l-irj@ to mean that he was the first to ‘theologize’ i7j@°, not that he
was the first to propound it. But there is no ‘theologizing’ of irja” in KI either.
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devotes one of his two paragraphs on #7j&° to defending it against this
criticism (KI, 6). Besides, he does not explain it, but rather takes it for
granted that everyone knows what it is, for he merely summarizes it in
four lines, defends it in five, and talks about other things for the rest: this
is not how new ideas are presented to the world. KI is not in fact a treatise
about 774” at all. The question it seeks to answer is not ‘what is irja”?’,
but rather ‘where do you stand?’: fa-man arada an yas’aland ‘an amrind
wa-ray’ing fa-inn@ gawm . .. (KI, 5). The answer is that we are Murji’ites
who dissociate from the Saba’iyya. The unknown to be clarified is not
the contents of a particular doctrine, but the stance of a particular group:
KI is not a treatise but a manifesto.

Secondly, the story fails to explain why KI should be an Ibadi document
in all but one and a half of its nine paragraphs. KI must owe its existence
to Murj?’ites in close contact with Ibadis, meaning that it was probably
composed in Iraq, not in Medina, where the story of al-Hasan’s authorship
locates it;* and something must lie behind its hybrid nature which the
story of al-Hasan does nothing to explain.

Thirdly, the very fact that the putative author is a son of Ibn
al-Hanafiyya is suspicious. If Madelung and van Ess are to be be-
lieved, one son of Ibn al-Hanafiyya made peace with the Umayyads by
renouncing his supposed involvement with al-Mukhtar’s Saba’iyya and
propagating /774’ instead, while another son of Ibn al-Hanafiyya antagon-
ized the Umayyads by remaining imam of the selfsame Saba’iyya, so that
the Umayyads poisoned him, whereupon he bequeathed the imamate to
the ‘Abbasids. It is all very colourful, but it is not very plausible.

Al-Hasan b. Muhammad b. al-Hanafiyya and his half-brother Abu
Hashim*’ are two obscure Hashimites whom posterity made the object
of much doctrinal manipulation. The ‘Abbasids at one point claimed that
Abu Hashim had bequeathed the imamate to them;* the Murjiites at
some point claimed that al-Hasan was their founder; and the two stories
are of the same order; that is to say, both are legitimatory. Van Ess finds
al-Hasan’s alleged role in the creation of i7j@’ plausible because ‘Awana
says that al-Hasan had served as leader of the survivors of al-Mukhtar’s
revolt who held out at Nisibis: al-Hasan would have made peace with the
Umayyads by taking up #7j@° and denouncing the Saba’iyya of whom he
had been leader. But though van Ess’s theory has the merit of explaining
why it is only with the Saba’is that KI takes issue, “Awana’s story has the
demerit of being false. Other sources, including a contemporary observer,

46 Cf. Cook, Dogma, 79 ff; van Ess (TG, i. 178) responds by pointing to Ibn al-Hanafiyya’s
alleged involvement with Iraqi Saba’is, but cf. below, n. 49.

47 For their mothers, see van Ess, Anfiinge, 2.

48 Cf. M. Sharon, Black Banners from the East (Jerusalem, 1983), 121 ff (where the claim
is taken at face value).
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show that the Khashabiyya at Nisibis had a leader of their own.*® It is, in
any case, difficult to believe that i7ja° was meant as a peace-offering to the
Umayyads, and the claim that al-Hasan was its originator is contradicted
by traditions ascribing that role to modest Kufans.*® In fact, one wonders
whether it had an inventor at all: it could well have been a doctrine that
simply developed in a certain circle.

Cook suggests that the Murji’ites picked al-Hasan as their founder be-
cause he endowed them with prestigious Hijazi origins and because it was
a good anti-Shi%te move to recruit an “Alid for that role; their rivals re-
sponded by casting the purloined “Alid as an extremist Shi‘ite of the worst
kind: hence the story in ‘Awana.’! All this makes eminently good sense.
In addition, it could well be that the Murji’ites were making a bid for
¢Abbasid support. The “‘Abbasids came to power on a distinctly Khashabi
ticket highlighted by their claim to have inherited the imamate from Abu
Hashim, but their Shi‘ite legacy soon became embarrassing, partly because
they themselves were not “Alids and partly because the majority of their
subjects were not Shi‘ites. It would have been a clever move on the part of
the Murj’ites to present i77a@” as a respectable alternative to Khashabism
propagated by Abu Hashim’s own brother. However this may be, once
the brothers had been set up as rivals, their sphere of competition expan-
ded: having generated the ‘Abbasid revolution, Abu Hashim proceeded
to become the founder of the Mu‘tazila, whereupon al-Hasan took up the
cause of determinism and made up for his silence on this issue in KI by
writing his determinist Questions, presumably for a Murji’ite audience yet
again.>? For a pair of obscure Hashimites, they had come a long way.

THE DATE OF KI

KI was written at a time when Murji’ism was sufficiently old to have
encountered criticism. When, then, did the doctrine appear? Its pu-
tative creators are al-Hasan (d. ¢.100/720), Qays al-Masir, and Dharr b.
¢Abdallah, of whom the last two participated in Ibn al-Ash‘ath’s revolt
(80-3/699-703). This suggests a date in the seventies or eighties.>> Some

49 <Awana in Dhahabi, Tw’rikh, iii. 359; cited by van Ess, Anfiinge, 2 f; rejected by Cook
with reference to Aghani, vi. 50.10; Bar Penkaye in A. Mingana (ed. and tr.), Sources syriaques,
i. (Leipzig, 1907), *158.10 = *185 (retranslated in S. P. Brock, ‘North Mesopotamia in the late
Seventh Century’, Ferusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam, 9 (1987), 66) and other sources, cf.
Dogma, 78 and nn. 105-10 thereto. Rotter harmonizes by presenting al-Hasan as a religious
figurehead side by side with the non-Arab leader (G. Rotter, Die Umayyaden und der zmweite
Biirgerkrieg (Wiesbaden, 1982), 215).

50 Cf. Cook, Dogma, 80f.

51 Cf. Cook, Dogma, 78, 80.

52 Cf. Madelung, Qasim, 241; Cook, Dogma, ch. 14, esp. p. 144.

53 Cf. Cook, Dogma, 80f.
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sources predictably place the emergence of Murji’ism in the first civil war
itself,>* and one tradition places it after Ibn al-Ash‘ath’s revolt.’®> But a
doctrine to the effect that one must suspend judgement on the first civil
war because it happened before one’s time obviously cannot have made
its appearance while the civil war was in progress, or indeed before the
70s/690s; and Murji’ite participation in Ibn al-Ash¢th’s revolt seems suf-
ficiently well established for us to accept the early eighties as our ferminus
post quem. K1, 7, accuses the Saba’iyya of telling lies against bani umayya
wa’llah, which would give us a terminus ante quem in 750 if the text were
sound; but, as has been seen, bani umayya should probably be emended
to nabi allah.’® The fact that irja® in KI is about suspension of judgement
on the first civil war suggests that it was written before the ninth century,
when 774° in this sense was disappearing. Apart from that, KI is poorly
provided with chronological clues and little can be said with certainty.

Cook tentatively dates KI to the late Umayyad period with reference to
the parallels in IB2, which must be an earlier work and which he places in
the first half of the second/eighth century.’” We cannot improve on this
argument, except by noting that it implies a date in the late Umayyad
period or later. A later date is proposed by Calder, who takes KI to be
preoccupied with usiz/ and dates it to the early “Abbasid period, with refer-
ence to its supposed defence of community sunna versus Prophetic Hadith.
We have trouble with this argument for reasons set out in the next chapter,
but we are sympathetic to a late Umayyad/early ‘Abbasid date for reasons
of our own.

There is some evidence for the date of KI in the fact that it is a pul-
pit manifesto. The account of the sira publicized by al-Harith b. Surayj
in late Umayyad Khurasan suggests that such manifestos were associated
with periods of civil strife, in which people were impelled to make pub-
lic declarations of their positions.’® Such a context would certainly fit
KI.%° If KI was composed in a period of civil strife, one would assume
the disturbances to have been associated with Shi‘ites. It takes issue with
‘Saba’is’ and enumerates a number of their reprehensible beliefs: they
regard an Arab family as their imams and follow them rather than the
Qur’an, which they misinterpret and of which they claim that the Prophet
hid nine-tenths, and they expect a dawla before the Day of Resurrection.
Their expectation of a dawla excludes some Zaydis, while their claim about
the incompleteness of the Qur’an probably excludes all Zaydis, but for the

54 Cf. Athamina, ‘Early Murji®a’, 114; Agha, ‘Viewpoint’, 6.
55 Cf. Cook, Dogma, 81 and n. 135 thereto.

56 Cf. above, Ch. 6, p. 237.

57 Cf. Cook, Dogma, ch. 9, esp. p. 70.

58 Cf. above, Ch. 1, 23f.

59 Ibid.
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rest the charges are unspecific. On the basis of Salim and other sources,
one would assume the Saba’is to be Shi‘ites in general and Rafidis in par-
ticular.%

Leaving aside Husayn, the Tawwabun, and al-Mukhtar, all of whom
were active before the Ibadis and Murji’ites made their appearance, there
were Shi‘ite disturbances in late Umayyad Iraq under Bayan, Mughira,
Zayd b. “Ali, and “Abdallah b. Mu‘wiya, and a further Shi‘te revolt in
early “‘Abbasid Iraq under Ibrahim b. ‘Abdallah. Without its Murji’ite
insertions, KI is an Ibadi manifesto directed against Shi‘ites which could
have been triggered by any one of these revolts. If it originated with these
insertions, the most plausible context for it is the revolt of Zayd b. ‘Ali
in 122/740 or that of Ibrahim b. ‘Abdallah in 145/762, for we are told
that Abu Hanifa, and Mis‘r b. Kidam almost got the Kufan Murji’ites
embroiled in these uprisings or (given that the stories may be doublets) in
one of them.®! Ab@i Mikhnaf denies that Zayd’s followers included Rafidsis,
but he is partisan;%? and the Ibadi and/or Murji’ite reaction might in any
case well have been to depict their dangerous neighbours as Rafidis of the
worst kind to ram home the message that they had nothing to do with
them. The same holds true if we envisage the Saba’is as participants in
the revolt of Ibrahim b. “‘Abdallah. Al-Mansur certainly had no hesitation
in writing off the Kufans as ‘Khashabi Saba’is’ after their support for that
rebellion. %3

But how do we account for the hybrid nature of the document?®* The
most obvious answer is that a Murji’ite took an Ibadi document and simply
inserted a Murjiite statement in it.%® If so, one would assume the Mur-
ji’ite to have been a forger who did not recognize the many Ibadi phrases
left in the document. But what was the purpose of the forgery? If the
intention was to display al-Hasan b. Muhammad b. al-Hanafiyya in his
role of founding father, one would have expected a better match between
the contents of KI and the story of how al-Hasan came to write it: why
does the text fail to expound i77a” as if for the first time, at great length
and in a didactic vein? The answer could of course be that the forger was
inept.

One might however also envisage the document as the product of a
meeting between Ibadis and Murji’ites. Cook has a suggestive story in
which a Kufan traditionist of the late Umayyad period gathers others for

60 Cf. the comm. to IIL, 97.
61 Cf. above, Ch. 6, n. 91.
62 Tabari, 2nd ser., 1699-701; van Ess, TG, i. 311; Madelung, Qasim, 44 f.
63 Baladhuri, Ansab, iii. 269.13.
The so-called Murji’a of the Khawarij were not actually Murji’tes and do not come to
our help (cf. Ash€ri, 123.8).
65 Cf. Cook, Dogma, 70.
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a dinner party, saying, ‘Just look what fitna people are engaging in. I have
gathered you so that we can write a tract (kiab) which [people] will read
after us’.%® Nothing came of this plan, but the story is interesting partly
because the host clearly intended them to produce an open doctrinal letter,
or in other words a sira, and partly because his guests were of different
politico-religious persuasions, one being a Shi‘ite and another a Murji-
’ite sympathizer: apparently they were meant to bridge their differences.
Are we to envisage a Murji’ite-Ibadi dinner party behind KI? Its purpose,
one imagines, would not be a desire to end a fifna, but rather to advertise
non-participation in it, for real or suspected complicity in revolt obviously
tended to have dire consequences. ‘You don’t have the strength required
to accomplish this; you are putting ropes around our necks’, as Zufar b.
Hudhayl told Abu Hanifa when the latter wanted the Murji’ites to join
Ibrahim’s revolt.®” Under conditions of Shiite revolt, a joint statement of
dissociation from Shi‘ites by Murji’ites and Ibadis might well have been
called for, and the result might well have been a scissors-and-paste doc-
ument such as KI. This is pure guesswork, of course. Perhaps the story
behind the document is altogether different. But if we do not simply dis-
miss KI as a forgery, some kind of story involving Ibadis and Murji’ites in
late Umayyad or early “Abbasid Kufa does seem to be required to explain
the hybrid nature of the text.

66 Cf. Cook, Dogma, 81 f, citing Ibn Hanbal, Kitab al-Glal, ed. T. Kogyigit and Cerrahoglu,
i. (Ankara, 1963), no. 2623 (ed. W. M. “Abbas (Beirut and Riyad, 1988), ii. 384 f, no. 2715).
67 Abu ’I-Faraj, Magaril, 361.6.
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THE DATE OF SALIM’S EPISTLE

THE KHARIJITE PARTS

We are now in a position to tackle the question of when, and indeed where,
the epistle was written. Since the Kharijite and the Murji’ite parts are
based on different sources,! possibly of different dates, it seems best to
start by treating them separately. Most of the chronological clues are to
be found in the Kharijite parts, where many of them were first picked out
by Cook. They may be presented as follows.

1. BIDATYYA

The Bida‘iyya classified by the heresiographers as descendants of the Az-
ariqa (via the Khazimiyya) are first mentioned by Pseudo-Nashi’, probably
alias Ja‘far b. Harb (d. 236/850), and al-Qasim b. Ibrahim (d. 246/860),
suggesting that they flourished in the ninth century, in so far as they are
not a heresiographical concoction. But if the Bida“iyya of Salim’s stance
(IV, 136) are identified with these sectarians, they were undoubtedly in-
terpolated. The Murj?’ite quietists labelled Bida‘iyya are only mentioned
in al-Nasaf1 (d. 318/930), and their date is unknown. If Salim’s Bida‘iyya
are identified with these sectarians, they probably figured in the original
epistle, probably in a loosely chronological order suggesting that they were
later than the Fatana; but they could still be interpolated.?

2. TERMINOLOGY

Salim’s terminology suggests that he wrote before the ninth century.
Ninth-century Ibadis regularly used the terms muwahhidin, ahl al-kaba-
2ir, and mukhalifun; and munafiq was by then a standard label. But Salim
never uses the first three terms, and though he classifies his gawm as mun-
dfigiin, he does not routinely label them as such.’ We may take it that he
wrote before ¢.8§00. But how long before?

3. NO REFERENCE TO EVENTS AFTER ¢.72/692

In Cook’s opinion the epistle suggests two different dates; that is, 723
on the assumption that it is authentic, and the late Umayyad period on

1 Cf. above, Ch. 1, 20.
2 Cf. above, Ch. 1, 21f.
3 Cf. above, Ch. 5, 197.
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the assumption that it is not.* Cook’s early date is based on the following
considerations.

Salim mentions the rebellions of the Azariqa (64—78/683 {97 f), the
Najdiyya (¢.66—73/6851-92f), and Dawud, “Atiyya, and Abu Fudayk
(¢.70-5/689 £-94 f). The latter rose to leadership by killing Najda, so
Salim must have written after 72/691 f, the year in which this event is
usually placed. But he must also have written before 76/695 f, for he
does not mention Salih b. Musarrih and Shabib b. Yazid, whose revolt
began in 76, nor does he mention any later events. Since moreover he
speaks of the Najdiyya and Azariqa ‘today’, he seems to be writing before
their revolts had been suppressed, or soon thereafter. The first revolt to
be suppressed was that of the Najdiyya in 73. The epistle was thus com-
posed between 72 and 73, or at least between 70 (the earliest date of Abu
Fudayk’s takeover) and 76 (when Salih rebelled). Alternatively, the epistle
is a forgery by somebody pretending to write about that time.>

This is difficult to accept. Cook is of course right that the epistle must
have been written after 70 or 72, but his terminus ante quem is less persuas-
ive. In fact, it is suspicious for its sheer precision. One does not expect
a doctrinal work to report current events. If Salim had written in 73, he
would surely not have mentioned Abt Fudayk, who had only just risen to
prominence and whose doctrinal significance cannot yet have been clear;
or at least he would have mentioned him in different terms. A contempor-
ary would have seen Abu Fudayk as initiating a new phase in the history
of Basran extremism, with consequences still to be evaluated, but Salim
is well aware that Abu Fudayk marks the end. He does not know much
about Abu Fudayk’s doctrinal position, apart from the fact that he was
an extremist who split off from Najda, but this is also the only inform-
ation that the heresiographers have about him, and the reason why both
they and Salim mention him is clearly that it had become conventional
to describe the extremists who came out of Basra in the second civil war
under the rubrics of Azariqa, Najadat, and minor offshoots such as Abu
Fudayk and “Atiyya: Salim’s scheme differs from al-Ashri’s only in that
he adds Dawud. Moreover, it is clear from his presentation that he is not
reporting current news: “Then Ibn al-Azraq and his followers went out
... After them were the people of Yamama, Najda, and his followers . ..
Then Dawud and his companions, ‘Atiyya and his companions, and Abu

4 Cook, Dogma, ch. 10.

5 Cook does not explicitly speak of forgery in connection with Salim’s epistle, only of in-
authenticity, but it must be forgery rather than false ascription that he has in mind (cf. Dogma,
51 ff), for otherwise his points in favour of the early date would be conclusive. If one could not
refer to the Najdiyya ‘today’ after 73, then the epistle was composed, or pretending to have been
composed, before 73 regardless of whether the ascription is correct or not; and if the author
could have been expected to mention the revolt of Salih and Shabib, then he wrote before, or
pretended to write before, 76 whoever he may have been.
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Fudayk and his companions separated from him’ (III, 66, 75, 84). This is
not how one describes revolts which are still in progress or says that one
of them has just undergone a violent change of leadership. What a con-
temporary observer would have perceived as a confusing welter of allied
and rival rebels is here a tidy list of consecutive heresiarchs, all of whom
are clearly long dead and gone. This is retrospective heresiography.

It is also difficult to accept the suggestion that Salim’s epistle may be
a forgery. It is certainly possible that its ascription to Salim is false, but
whoever its author may have been, he wrote it as his own work, not as
that of an earlier authority. There is no trace of pastiche in it. We need
not operate with two alternative dates, then: if the evidence suggests that
it was written in the 70s/690s, then that is when it was written. But the
evidence does not in fact suggest so early a date.

The fact that Salim does not mention Salih and Shabib is irrelevant be-
cause there is no reason why he should have mentioned them. His epistle
is polemical, not historical. He is out to prove that the Azariqa, Najadat,
and their splinter groups were misguided, not to chronicle the history of
all Kharijite communities from the earliest times until his own time (a task
no Kharijite author is known to have attempted).® He is not even out to
record his own history, which he only takes up to the first civil war, and
Salih and Shabib did not in any case belong to that history: they were not
Ibadis and do not figure in surveys of Ibadi history.” They do attract brief
comments in Ibadi heresiography and polemical literature,® and Salim’s
work is nothing if not polemical. But he was not taking issue with all
and sundry opponents, only with a specific cluster of sects, i.e. the ex-
tremists who came out of Basra in the second civil war. Salih and Shabib
were Jazirans, not Basrans; they emerged after the second civil war; and
though they may well have been extremists,” the Ibadi heresiographers

6 s it clear that the author intended to present a complete history of the Kharijite move-
ments to his day?’, as Madelung reasonably asks (Fournal of Theological Studies, 33 (1982), 629).

7 Cf. Kashif, Siyar, i. 302.9, where Abt Sufyan Mahbub identifies salafuna wa-awliy@und
wa-a’immatuna as Mirdas b. Abi Bilal, ‘Abdallah b. Yahya, al-Mukhtar b. ‘Awf (i.e. Abu Hamza),
and al-Julanda b. Mas‘ud, these being the sa/af who rebelled; his list at p. 321 includes scholars,
but again not Salih and Shabib. For other surveys of the same kind, see Abu ’I-Mu’thir and
al-Bisyani in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 85f, 104 f, 313 ff; Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fos. 265b ff, 386a ff;
Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 86; id., al-Lum‘a al-mardiyya min ashi“at al-ibadiyya, (Oman, (WTQwTh)
1981), 12 f. See also the early tenth-century siza ascribed to Khalid b. Qahtan, in which Ibadi
history covers the Prophet, the early caliphs, and the Civil War, the early Umayyad revolts of
Mirdas, Qurayb, and Zahhaf, the Azraqite and Najdite secessions, the late Umayyad revolt of
€Abdallah b. Yahya and Abu Hamza, the emergence of the Julanda, and the vagaries of the
imamate in Oman until his own time (Kashif, Siyar, i. 117 ff).

8 Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 201a.ult.; Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fos. 233a.—2, 233b.11; ASM in
Kashif, Siyar, i. 208.ult.

9 Cf. the comm. to ITI, 68 (mushrikiin); App. 4 (isti%ad); C. Robinson, ‘Early Kharijism in
Northern Mesopotamia’, forthcoming, in L. Conrad and A. Cameron (eds.), Patterns of Com-
munal Identity in the Late Antique and Early Islamic Near East (hijra, activism).
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are only dimly aware of this fact (which escaped the Sunni heresiograph-
ers altogether).!% It would of course still have been possible for Salim to
include them in his work, especially if he counted them as Sufris, whom
the Ibadis describe in some detail as extremists;'! but one cannot pos-
tulate that he would have done so with such certainty as to infer from
their absence that he must have lived before their time, for what he writes
about is a perfectly self-contained subject. A man who engages in polem-
ics against the Azariga, Najadat, and splinter groups without mentioning
the Jaziran extremists is not comparable to a man who stops his account
of the First World War in 1916: the latter could reasonably be assumed
to have died before 1918, but the assumption that the former would have
added the Jazirans if he had known about them is gratuitous.

4. THE NAJDIYYA AND AZARIQA ‘TODAY’

Salim’s references to the Najdiyya and Azariqa ‘today’ are more interest-
ing, but we are not convinced that they are genuine chronological clues.
There are six relevant passages. In the first three, Salim says that, if the
practice of the first Kharijites was right, then the Azariqa are wrong to dis-
own or brand as infidels the moderate Kharijites ‘who practise it today’
(III, 66, 67) or ‘who affiliate on the basis of it today’ (III, 72). In the
fourth, he asks how the Najdiyya can affiliate to one lot of people in the
past while at the same time disowning ‘others who today act as they did’
(III, 81). In the fifth, he says that if the Najdiyya ‘were right today’ in
accepting the raji€ as a co-religionist, then they would have been wrong
in the past (III, 83). And in the sixth, he accuses the extremists of having
made ‘the same innovations as their gawm today’ (I11, 90). Taken literally,
all six passages do indeed imply that the extremists were a live presence
when Salim wrote. But Salim could well be taking the Azariqa and Na-
jadat to dissociate from the moderate Kharijjites ‘today’ for the simple
reason that this is what they did when they emerged: he could be speak-
ing in the heresiographical present. This is undoubtedly the tense that
the ninth-century Pseudo-Nashi’ is using when he presents the Kharijites
as divided into Azariqa, Najadat, Ibadiyya, and Sufriyya and adds that

10 Qalhati and Izkawi say in identical words that Salih permitted the same things vis-d-vis
his gawm as did Ziyad al-Asam, here called Ibn al-Asam, min al-qatl wa’l-sib@ wa-ghanimat
al-amwal (above, n. 8; cf. Ch. 5, p. 209, for Ziyad al-A‘sam). ASM mentions Salih and Shabib
in between Ibn al-Azraq, Najda, and splinter-groups on the one hand, and the Bayhasiyya,
Sufriyya, Jahmiyya, and other a’imma dullal on the other, but neither ASM nor any other Ibadi
source seems to associate Shabib with any doctrine at all. Ashari lists Salih as one of those who
1a@ lahu madhhab yuraf bihi (p. 120.—4) and only credits Shabib with a stance on Salih and the
so-called Raji‘a who had dissociated from the latter over his execution of a prisoner (p. 123.5).
As Cook notes, Ash¢ari describes the Ibadis as having sided with Salih against the Raji‘a (123.1;
Cook, Dogma, 196, n. 20), suggesting that they once knew more about these Kharijites than their
tradition indicates; but the Raji‘a issue was irrelevant to Salim’s preoccupations.

11 For the Ibadi view of the Sufris, see below, nn. 25, 27.
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‘you will not find today any Kharijite who does not affiliate to these four
and who does not claim to adhere to their doctrine’ — for who adhered to
Azragite doctrine in the ninth century?!? The tenth-century al-Malati says
that not one of the Muhakkima survives today, clearly meaning ‘today’ in a
genuinely chronological sense, but nonetheless adds that ‘when one meets
this sect of the Shurat, one says to them “tell us what you mean by your
statement that there is no judgement but God’s”’ and fills almost three
pages with instructions on how one should debate with these sectarians.!3
What sectarians said and did in books was far more real to bookish men
than what one could observe in the field, if one was given to fieldwork.
When the twelfth-century Abu ‘Ammar angrily addresses the Sufris of
North Africa in the second person plural, he must also be venting his
ire on sectarians whom he only knew from books, for it is highly unlikely
that there were Sufris left in North Africa when he wrote.!* The suspicion
that Salim is speaking in the heresiographical present is reinforced by the
fact that in the first four passages his ‘today’ stands in contrast with the
paradigmatic past from which he sees the extremists as having diverged:
in other words, ‘today’ is simply the imperfect present after the appear-
ance of the extremists, not a particular point in time. For this reason the
six passages do not persuade us that the epistle was written, or that its
author pretended to write, while the Azraqite and Najdite revolts were
still in progress.

5. THE REVOLTS ARE OVER

In fact, several features of the epistle suggest that it was written some
time after the revolts had been suppressed. First, Salim’s treatment of
the extremists is too close to that of the heresiographers in terms of de-
lineation of the subject matter, doctrines reported, and wording chosen
to have been written by a contemporary. His heresiarchs are dead: their
total number is known, their order has been sorted out, their doctrines
have been systematized, the formulation has been standardized, and the
arguments against them are well rehearsed. It is hard to imagine that this
was a first response. Secondly, he argues against the Azraqite rejection
of tagiyya by pointing out, among other things, that their behaviour con-
tradicts their doctrine: idha kharajiu kanit aktam ma kani qati li-dinthim,
‘they were more given to hiding their faith than ever when they rebelled’
(II1, 74). The Azraqite revolt is a past phenomenon here. Thirdly, Salim’s
explicit statement that the Najdiyya have changed their mind on the rzj:¢

12 Cf. below, n. 21.
13 Malati, Tanbih, 38 ff.
14 Cf. below, n. 25.
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and implicit suggestion that they have adopted double rules would indic-
ate that the Najdiyya have been forced into quiescence too.'> Fourthly,
it hardly seems likely that an author who wrote between 72/691f and
73/692 f should have been in a position to write a systematic refutation of
Murj?’ism, given that this doctrine is said first to have been propounded
by a man who died in ¢.100/720 and that its adherents first appear in
the historical record in connection with the revolt of Ibn al-Ashth in
¢.82/701.16 Tt could of course still be argued that Salim based his Khar-
jjite section on sources going back to the time of the revolts, but apart
from the ambivalent references to the extremists ‘today’, there is nothing
in the epistle to suggest that he did.

6. POLEMICS AGAINST DEAD OPPONENTS

How long after the suppression of their revolts was he writing? Cook
finds a terminus ante quem in the sheer fact that he wrote against Azariqa
and Najadat on the grounds that these sects do not seem to have survived
the suppression of their revolts, and that even if they did, Salim’s interest
in their relations with their gawm while in a state of armed insurrection
would not make sense if they survived only as mangled remnants.!” But it
is hard to square this argument with Cook’s alternative dating of the epistle
to the late Umayyad period, for on this particular issue the assumption
of inauthenticity does not help: if there was no point in writing against
the extremists when they were mangled remnants, there was no point in
forging a letter against them then. Let us reconsider the question. How
long did the sects survive, and how long after they had disappeared might
an Ibadi continue to write against them?

Cook is surely right that the Azariqa did not survive for long after their
suppression: the Azariqa were a one-camp sect.'® They are not likely to
have been physically exterminated, of course, but their central doctrines
became untenable and must have undergone modification or lost adher-
ents or both. If Azraqite revolt was a recurrent phenomenon, as III, 74,
could be taken to imply, some sort of modified Azraqism must have sur-
vived, and we do hear of scattered survivors. Thus Subayh, who rebelled
in the Herat area in the governorship of Junayd (¢.112-14/730-2 f), had
been sold as a slave as a child when the Azariqa were defeated, and still
adhered to Kharijite, presumably Azraqite, views when he grew up;'? but
no details of his views are given. A twelfth-century author has it that the
inhabitants of Alaban between Ghazna and Kabul were descendants, in

15 Cf. above, Ch. 5, 209 f.

16 Cf. above, Ch. 6, 261 f.

17 Cook, Dogma, 92f.

18 Cf. Ibn Hazm, Fisal, iv. 189.ult. (cited by Cook, Dogma, 197 n. 32).

19 de Goeje, Uyin, 108; cf. C. E. Bosworth, Sistan under the Arabs, (Rome, 1968), 73.
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their own opinion, of Azraqite refugees and that ‘they still adhere to the
doctrine of their ancestors, except that they are submissive to the govern-
ment’.?% But the exception was a major one and it had enabled them to
become merchants, scholars, and literati who were friendly with neigh-
bouring Indian kings. It was hardly survivors of this kind that Salim was
writing against. As noted already, Pseudo-Nashi’, presumed to be Ja‘far
b. Harb (d. 236/850), says that the Kharijites were divided into Azariqa,
Najdiyya, Ibadiyya, and Sufriyya and that ‘you will not find today any
Kharijite who is not affiliated to one of these four and who does not claim
to be adhering to their doctrine and who does not dissociate from his op-
ponents among the Kharijites’.?! But this is unlikely to be more than a
vivid formulation of a well-known heresiographical point.?* Even if it is
taken at face value, the people who claimed to be Azraqgites would have
to be largely or wholly identical with those whom Pseudo-Nashi’ himself
and others called Khazimiyya, “‘Ajarida, and the like, in other words, ad-
herents of extremist Kharijism as it looked (in Iran) after its reformulation
and reorganization by later sectarians.?? Salim was writing against Azariqa
of the unadulterated kind.

The Najdiyya are a different matter in that they probably did survive in
a recognizable form into the ninth century or beyond, as has been seen,?*
and Salim could be arguing against such survivors. If he was an Omani,
he may have encountered them in Arabia.

But the key point is that Salim is dealing with archetypes, which do
not lose their relevance merely because the people who gave rise to them
die out. The Sufris can hardly have survived in twelfth-century North
Africa, yet Abu ‘Ammar argues against them, and with some passion
too, addressing them in the second person plural.?> There certainly were
none in the sixteenth century, yet a certain Dawud b. Ibrahim, presumably
identical with the Abu Sulayman Dawud b. Ibrahim al-Talati who visited
the Mzab in 961/1553 f, composed a Radd ala’l-Sufriyya wa’l-Azdariga,*®

20 Yaqut, Buldan, i. 348, s.v. ‘Alaban’, tacitly citing AbT ’1-Fath Nasr al-Iskandari (cf. v.
32 ff). First noted in Madelung, Religious Trends, 70.

21 Nash#, §116.

22 Ka‘bi also observes that all Kharijite sects are derived from the four, but without implying
that they all survive (Nashwan, 178.8). The same is true of Jahiz, Hayawan, i. 11{ (where
Zaydiyya is a mistake for Najdiyya). Nashi’ animates them for literary effect, and so does Jahiz
in his ‘Manaqib’, 32, where Humayd b. ‘Abd al-Hamid observes that Kharijites fight for religion,
as one can see from the fact that so many different types of people fight for the cause: Sistanis,
Jazaris, Maghribis and Omanis, Azraqites, Najdites, Ibadis and Sufris, Arabs and non-Arabs,
and so on. Jahiz indicates sectarian diversity by bringing all four mother sects on stage.

23 Cf. Madelung, Religious Trends, 58 fF.

2% Cf. above, Ch. 5, 208 f.

25 “You spilt their blood, took their property, enslaved their children and you believe in
hijra. .. (Abu ‘Ammar, Miujaz, ii. 122.10).

26 Cf. the bibliogr. to Cuperly, ‘Profession de foi’, 43. The work is extant and available in
lithograph, but not within our reach. For the man we take to be the author, see P. Cuperly,
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which is likely to have been a North African counterpart to Salim’s epistle:
a full-scale Ibadi refutation of Kharijite extremism with the Sufriyya as the
local variant of the Najdiyya;?’ and Muhammad Atfayyish, the great Ibadi
scholar of the Mzab who died in 1914, also wrote a Radd “ald ’I-Sufriyya
wa’l-Azariga.®® The Azariqa and Sufriyya were archetypal extremists to
the North Africans, just as the Azariga and Najdiyya were archetypal ex-
tremists to Salim, and the trouble with archetypes is that they can be
called up to order and explain a host of different things on the ground.

What sort of things on the ground may have triggered Salim’s polemics
against the Azariqa and Najadat, then? We can think of three possibilities.
First, he could have written against them in order to persuade outsiders
that the Ibadis were not extremists: this was Atfayyish’s motivation.?’ But
we only mention this possibility in order to discard it, for Salim does not
convey the impression of writing in an apologetic vein. Secondly, he could
have been in competition with live descendants of the Azariqa or Najadat
and responded by attacking their ancestral creeds. Thirdly, he could have
been confronted with new extremists within or outside his own ranks and
tried to nail them once and for all by refuting the creeds from which, as
a bookish man, he would have seen them as having sprung.

On the whole, the second scenario strikes us as more plausible. The
Ibadi tradition preserves a creed by a certain Abtu ’I-Fadl ‘Isa b. Furak
al-Khariji,>® who belonged to the Sistani sect of Hamza al-Khariji*! and

‘Muhammad Atfayya$ et sa Risila $afiya f1 ba‘d tawarih ahl wadi Mizib’, Revue de !’Institut
des Belles Lettres Arabes, 129 (Tunis, 1972), 303 n. 193, with ref. to Mu‘ammar, al-Ibadiyya fi
mawkib al-ta’rikh, iii. 157 ff.

27 For Ibadi perceptions of the Sufris as extremists, see Abti Sufyan below, n. 49; Abu
‘Ammar, Mijaz, ii. 116 ff; Jannawuni, Wad<, 15; Cuperly, ‘Atfayyas’, 274-6.

28 Cuperly, ‘Atfayya¥’, 267.

2 Tbid. 274f.

30 Sadi, Qamizs, viii. 285-98 (hereafter S), citing Kindi, Bayan al-shar, iii. 277-94 (here-
after K). We only have access to vol. xxviii of Kindi’s work and are indebted to Professor J. van
Ess for sending us a xerox of the pages on the creed.

31 He associates with the same figures as the Ibadis up to Abtu Bilal and thereafter with
Shu‘ayb al-Kirmani, al-Mahdi, Dawud, Mudar, al-Husayn, Manstr, al-Haydam, ‘Umar b. Mar-
wan, Hamza al-Sadiq, Abu Ishaq, and Abu ‘Awf, whose dar is dar ‘adl in which Islam is manifest
(K, 279; S, 287). All these figures were apparently known to Muhammad b. Mahbub and
al-Kudami, who respond by dissociating from them, but only five of them are known to us.
Shu‘ayb al-Kirmani must be the Shu‘ayb who dissociated from Maymun over determinism and
founded the Shu‘aybiyya, the fifth sect of the “Ajarida (Ashri, 94f; van Ess, TG, ii. 578);
Ibn Farak dissociates from the Maymuniyya with reference to their doctrine that God fawwada
’l-umirr ilayna in K, 287; S, 293.11). Al-Husayn is the Kharijite rebel al-Husayn/Hudayn of
Uq who was killed in 177/793 and whose followers included Muhammad b. Rizq and Hamza b.
Adharak (Bosworth, Sistan, 85, 92; Shahrastani, i. 96.13). Hamza al-Sadiq, whom Muhammad
b. Mahbab calls Hamza aduww allah (K, 290,2; S, 295.—4), is Hamza b. Adharak, better known
as Hamza al-Khariji. Abu Ishaq and Abu “Awf are his two successors, elected in 213/828 and
215/830 respectively (Bosworth, Sistan, 104). Later the creed dissociates from Muhammad b.
Rizq, Khalaf, Ibn Dawud, and ‘those who follow their kufr until today’ (K, 293.9; S, 298.9).
Muhammad b. Mahbub and al-Kudami respond that they do not know who these people are,
but we know two of them. Muhammad b. Rizq was a follower of al-Husayn/al-Hudayn of
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who wrote between 215/830 and 218/833 (or 260/873 at the latest).3?
This creed, which is presented with comments by Muhammad b. Mahbub
(d. 260/874) and the fourth/tenth-century Abu Sa‘id al-Kudami, makes
it clear that, contrary to what one might infer from 7arikh-i Sistan, the
Sistani Kharijites did not identify themselves as Azraqites: Ibn Furak dis-
sociates from them.3? In heresiographical terms, it emerges, Aba Hamza’s
followers belonged to the Shu‘aybiyya,3* a descendant of the Azariga (via
the Khazimiyya) or of the Najadat (via the “Atawiyya and “Ajarida). Al-
together, the creed dissociates from the Azariqa, Najdiyya, Maymuniyya,
Bayhasiyya, Shimrakhiyya, Akhnasiyya, and Ibadiyya (without mention-
ing the Sufriyya), as well as from various non-Kharijite schools and sects.
But the Azariga are only condemned for their refusal to admit tagiyya,
the Najadat only for their doctrine of ignorance.?® Of a general disavowal
of extremism there is no trace. On the contrary, ‘we’ dissociate from
the Ibadis because ‘they claim that our gawm are (mere) infidels, not
mushrikiun, and that it is forbidden to kill them, enslave them and take
their property’. The creed adds that the Ibadis present Abu Bakr as one
of theirs: ‘if we dissociate from him, they dissociate from us; but if we
treat the ahl al-qibla as he (actually) treated them, then they (also) dis-
sociate from us’.3® Muhammad b. Mahbtb, who has so far commented
calmly on the creed, saying that we agree with this, but not with that,

Ugq, as mentioned already, and later dissociated from him (Shahrastani, loc. cit.). Khalaf was
Hamza’s predecessor, against whom the Kharijites of Sistan rebelled while Hamza was away
on pilgrimage, and the founder of the sub-sect known as the Khalafiyya (7arikh-i Sistan, 156
= 123; Bosworth Sistan, 88, 92; van Ess, 7G, ii. 585f). This suffices to clinch Ibn Furak’s
affiliation.

32 He mentions Abt Ishiaq and Abt ‘Awf, who were elected in 213 and 215 respectively
(see the previous n.), and dissociates from the caliphs up to Hartn and “Abdallah b. Hartn, i.e.
al-Ma’mun, suggesting that he wrote before al-Ma’miun’s death in 218 (K, 280 f; S, 288; he does
not appear to have noticed the reign of al-Amin). Since Muhammad b. Mahbub commented on
the creed, it must have reached Oman before his death in 260 (cf. App. 1, no. 5 (descendants,
no. 3)).

33 Cf. Tarikh-i Sistan, 156 = 132, where Hamza returns from pilgrimage with supporters of
Qatari b. Fuja’a; K, 284.5; S, 291.6. Some of the heresiographical information on the Hamziyya
will also have to be revised in the light of the creed. It confirms that Hamza’s followers disagreed
with Khalaf (whom the heresiographers present as a determinist), but contradicts the claim that
they subscribed to Maymun’s doctrine of free will (cf. Ash€ri, 93 f; Baghdadi, Farg, 75; van
Ess, TG, ii. 586; above, n. 31). It also casts doubts on the heresiographers’ presentation of
the Maymiuniyya, Khalafiyya, Shuaybiyya, and Hamziyya as four sects of the “Ajarida, for the
last two come across as identical in the creed, in which Shuyb initiates the separate line of
Kharijism to which Ibn Farak belongs (above, n. 31); and the creed does not mention Ibn “Ajrad
at all, be it as a founding father or as somebody from whom one must dissociate.

34 Cf. above, nn. 31, 33; van Ess, TG, ii. 578, on Shu‘ayb.

35 K, 284.5, 285.-6; S, 291.6, 292.11.

36 K, 289.10; S, 295.8. By Abu Bakr’s treatment of the a/ al-gibla Tbn Furak undoubtedly
means his treatment of the apostates at Daba (cf. above, Ch. 4, n. 2).
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suffers a paroxysm of fury at this point and indignantly restates the pos-
ition of the Ibadis on relations with their gawm, claiming that Ibn Furak
misrepresents them (which, as al-Kudami notes, is not true at all).3’

Here, then, we have the kind of context to which Salim could be
responding. The Sistani Kharijites rejected the central Ibadi doctrines
concerning the status of non-Kharijite akl al-qibla; they were sufficiently
close to the Ibadis in ideological terms to speak of the latter’s gawm as
‘our gawm’,3® and they were sufficiently close in geographical terms for
their views to elicit serious comment and righteous indignation in Oman.
The Ibadis of Khurasan must have felt even more threatened by them.
In short, it was not only North African Ibadis who had reason to write
refutations of the archetypal extremists long after the original sects had
disappeared.

7. UTHMAN

Salim’s account of “‘Uthman draws on the same pool of fixed phrases and
motifs that lies behind the akhbari accounts preserved in Sunni sources,
and he does not have any new angles such as one would expect from an
author writing in the mid-Umayyad period. One would thus assume him
to have been a contemporary of the akhbaris, of whom the earliest on
the subject of ‘Uthman are Ibn Ishaq (d. 157/767) and Abu Mikhnaf (d.
157/774), while al-Waqidi (d. 203/823) is one of the latest. Some such
dating is also suggested by Salim’s affinity with the Sifa, a work based
partly on Ibn Ishaq and partly on sources also used by Salim.

8. KHAWARIY

Another clue is provided by Salim’s use of the term khawari. As men-
tioned already, this is a self-designation, probably coined with reference to
Q. 4:100 (wa-man yakhruju min baytihi muhajiran ila ’llah, ‘he who goes
out from his house emigrating to God’).?® Kharijite poets of the early
and mid-Umayyad period use it with pride.*’ Even an author as late as
al-Ash€ri knows that it was one of the labels that Kharijites found ac-
ceptable.*! But al-Ash‘ari’s information must have referred to non-Ibadi

37 K, 289fT; S, 295 f.

38 Contrast Salim’s and Shabib’s mulitk gawmihim in connection with the Murji’a, Fatana
and ahl al-shakk (111, 98, 116, 113; Kashif, Siyar, ii. 355).

39 Thus R. E. Briinnow, Die Charidschiten unter den ersten Omayyaden (Leiden, 1884), 28 f.
Differently L. Veccia Vaglieri, ‘Sulla denominazione Hawarig’, Rivista degli Studi Orientali, 26
(1951), according to whom it only acquired its association with Qur’anic khurizj by way of sec-
ondary development in the Umayyad period.

40 1. <Abbas (ed.), Shi% al-khawarij, (Beirut, 1963), nos. 23: 6; 95: 1; 108: 2.

41 Ash€ari, 127.14. The fact that the philologist Abl “‘Ubayda usually refers to the Khar-
ijites as khawary thus cannot be taken to disprove the claim that he was a Kharijite himself
(pace W. Madelung, ‘Abu “‘Ubayda Ma‘mar b. al-Muthanna as a Historian’, Journal of Islamic
Studies, 3 (1992), 49).
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Kharijites, or alternatively he must have been out of date, for by his time
the Ibadis had rejected the appellation.

IB1 calls himself a Khariji without reservation. He has to contend
with the annoying charge that Kharijites are extremists: ‘you wrote to me
raising the matter of the Khawarij, asserting that they go to extremes in
their religion’. But he reacts by declaring them innocent of the charge,
not by disowning the name: ‘this is the truth of the Khawarij’, he states
after outlining their history, and he proceeds to testify that he affiliates to
them, ‘except that we dissociate from Ibn al-Azraq and his followers’.*?
Shabib b. “‘Atiyya, active in Oman in the 750s, also had to cope with the
charge that Kharijites were extremists. In his case, they were accused
of being mariga and kharijun min al-din, with reference to a well-known
Prophetic tradition that IB2 was also up against,*® and he twice responds
that the charge fits others better than it does the Khawarij, a name that he
too accepts without reservation; but if, he adds, the Prophet specifically
intended the muritg min al-din wa-khuriy min al-umma as a reference to the
Khawarij, then the blind enemies of God should know that from the ranks
of people of al-Nahr there maraga man maraga min al-din and kharaja man
kharaja min al-umma, namely Nafi¢ b. al-Azraq, Dawud, “Atiyya, and their
likes: in other words, if the tradition is about Kharijites, it is only about
the extremists.**

But the Ibadis were fighting a losing battle: their gawm refused to be
persuaded that Khawarij could be moderates, so the Khawarij in their
turn refused to be known by that name. Some evidence suggests that
in Basra they had disowned it already by the mid- to late Umayyad
period. Thus Salim b. al-Hutay’a al-Hilali, the person who participated
in a delegation to ‘Umar II (717-20), and with whom Salim b. Dhakwan
is sometimes confused, is quoted as speaking of al-khawarij al-maluna
and of al-khawarij in contradistinction to al-muslimin;* and a story told
about Jabir on the authority of Dumam (late Umayyad, early ‘Abbasid)
equates al-khawarij with the Azariga.*® If these testimonia are accepted
as authentic, Shabib b. ‘Atiyya’s usage was archaic, for he was a contem-
porary of Dumam. But it seems more likely that the hostile use of the
term Khawarij in these passages is the outcome of revision in the course
of transmission,*’ for it is only from the ninth century onwards that the

42 Kashif, Siyar, ii. 341 f, Barradi, Jawahir, 164 f = Rubinacci, ‘Califfo’, 117 f; cf. Cook,
Dogma, 58 f, who clears up the confusion generated by Rubinacci.

43 Cf. Cook, Dogma, 19.

4 HX, 130f (for the other versions, see n. 47).

45 Barradi, Jawahir, 42, 105. On this Salim, see above, Ch. 1, nn. 31-2.

46 Darjini, Tabagat, ii. 208 f; Shammakhi, Siyar, 76.
Cf. the fact that some versions of IB1 and Shabib’s epistle delete or rewrite all passages
in which the term appears as a self-designation. Qalhati’s version of Shabib’s Sira omits the
first khawarij and replaces the next two by ahl al-nahr (Kashf, fo. 192a). The crucial terms are
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rejection of the term is well attested. Thus Mahbub b. al-Rahil charges
his opponent Harin b. al-Yaman, in a letter written in Basra or Oman
in ¢.200/815,* with ‘adhering to the religion of the Khawarij’, contrasts
al-khawary with al-muslimim, and equates the former with those who call
gibla-users polytheists and claim that God has obliged them to take their
lives, enslave their families, and treat their property as booty, all this being
ahkam al-khawdarij min al-azariga wa’l-sufriyya.* In the same vein, Hartin
b. al-Yaman speaks of ‘the Khawarij and all the people of the gibla who
oppose us’.>® The ninth-century Omani authors Hashim b. Ghaylan and
Abi ’1-Mu’thir likewise speak of Khawarij in the sense of extremists,!
and in the later literature too they are those who brand their opponents
as polytheists, who hold it lawful to enslave and despoliate them, and who
are misguided people from whom one must dissociate.’> Modern Ibadis
likewise insist that the Ibadis are not Kharijites.>

But it was not easy to abandon the name altogether, and every now and
again the Ibadis acknowledged their Kharijite ancestry, partly by explicitly

stating that their forebears were known as Khawarij,** and partly by refer-
ring to them as khawarij al-muslimin,> khawarij al-muslimin min aslafina,>®
or al-khawarij min ahl al-haqq;>” and just occasionally they used the name

without qualification,® interpreting kkawarij to mean those Muslims (i.e.

also missing in the manuscript used by Kashif, where the passage is more heavily revised (Siyar,
ii. 375). The passage in IB1 seems to have been more difficult to revise: most versions retain
it intact while al-Bartini omits it completely (Mukhtasar ta’rikh al-Ibadiyya, second printing,
(Tunis, n.d.), 20 ff).

48 For the date, see App. 1, no. 5.

49 Kashif, Siyar, i. 295, 299, 314, 317, 318.

50 Ibid., i. 334.1.

51 Hashim in Kashif, Siyar, 37; Abt ’l-Muw’thir, ibid., i. 318; ii. 293.ult., 295.5.

52 Cf. Khalid in Kashif, i. 109, 110 (reading khawarij for khawij), 119; Kudami in Sa‘di,
Qamis, viii. 288.5; Bisyani in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 85; Qalhati, Kashf, fos. 52b.3, 231b.5. Cf. also
the passage in G. P. Badger (tr.), History of the Imdms and Seyyids of 'Omdn by Salil-Ibn-Razik,
Jfrom AD 661—1856 (Llondon, 1871), 310 (drawn to our attention by Michael Cook).

53 Cf. Mu‘ammar, al-Ibadiyya fi mawkib al-ta’rikh, i. 33 ff; Atfayyish, ‘Nubdha’ in
Muammar, Ibadiyya bayna’l-firag, ii. 276 ff; al-Sama’ili’s pamphlet fi tamyiz al-Ibadiyya min
al-Khawarij; and the examples in Cuperly, lbadisme, 15, n. 9.

54 Cf. Abu ’I-Mu’thir in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 309, 310.

55 Thus Munir b. al-Munayyir (Kashif, Siyar, i. 234.-4) and Aba ’I-Mu’thir (ibid., ii. 307.—
5, 314.10). Khalid cites an early poem saying al-khawariyj muslimuna (ibid., i. 118 (cf. “Abbas,
Shi‘r, no. 23: 6, which has al-khawarij muw’miniuna, as does Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 267a.4,
where it is ascribed to al-A‘sha of Tamim)); and he speaks of khawarij al-muslimin at pp. 119.-3,
120.4, 121.1, though he usually just calls them muslimin.

56 Thus Aba ’I-Mu’thir in Kashif, Siyar, i. 56, 84.

57 Thus Bisyani in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 85.5.

58 When ASM explains that the Khawarij were called Harriyya after the village of Hartra,
and expresses fear that the same may befall you as ‘the Khawarij before us and before you’, he
is presumably talking of his own sect (Kashif, Siyar, i. 206.—5, 228.—6), though he opts for
muslimin where Salim has khawary al-muslimin (ibid., 207.7, cf. Salim, II, 65). When Khalid
says that ‘disagreement broke out among the Khawarij thanks to Nafi¢ b. al-Azraq and Najda
b. “Amir, who diverged from the Muslims in their behaviour after having followed the religion
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Ibadis) who made a khurig,>® and relying on context to show that they
were not talking of khawarij al-jawr.%

Salim speaks of his ancestors as khawarij al-muslimin (11, 65), al-khawarij
al-ula (111, 78), and man kana gablahum min al-khawary (111, 66), reserving
the term khawarij on its own for the extremists (IV, 121, 133), so his us-
age is similar to that of the ninth-century authors and quite different from
that of IB1 and Shabib b. “‘Atiyya. If Salim wrote in Oman (or some other
province), he must have been later than Shabib. If he wrote in Iraq, he
could perhaps have been a contemporary of Shabib, or possibly even an
earlier author. But he can hardly have written before ¢.720 wherever he
wrote.

9. HIJRA

Salim argues against the extremist concept of 4ira with reference to the
fact that the /gra has come to an end, paraphrasing (and possibly even
citing) a Prophetic tradition to this effect (III, 77). In so doing he adopts
a line of argument that had gained currency in the early ‘Abbasid period.

According to Madelung, the duty of Aijra came to an end twice, first in
the time of the Prophet and next, having been revived by ‘Umar, in the
time of the early ‘Abbasids.®! A simpler version of this theory is that the
Muslims operated with an open concept of Aijra from the Prophet until
the early “Abbasid period.®? They did not think of Aijra as a past move-
ment of migration to a single centre, but rather as a continuing movement
of migration to Muslim centres wherever they might be: one could still
make a /ijra to Medina in Umayyad times, and one could make a Aijra to
Kufa, Basra, and other amsar as well. Whatever the destination, one made
the Aijra because all Muslims were obliged to serve the cause, primarily as
soldiers fighting jihad, though other services were acceptable too. People
who refused to emigrate, or who ‘went back on’ their /zjra by returning to
the desert or settling down as peasants, were denounced as bedouin, back-
sliders, or even infidels. This concept of &ijra was bound to disappear as

of the Muslims themselves’, he is clearly equating Khawarij with Muslims, though he proceeds
to dissociate them from the Muslims in the course of the sentence; by the time we are told that
‘the Khawarij also disagreed among themselves’, with reference to Ibn al-Azraq and Najda, the
term has come to stand for the extremists alone and the Ibadis are khawarij al-muslimin (Kashif,
Siyar, i. 119.5, 10, 15).

59 Cf. Munir in Kashif, Siyar, i. 234.—5 (a’immat al-muslimin wa-qadatuhum wa-khawari-
Juhum); Ennami, Studies, i. 21. To Ennami, the term khawarij means those who came out for
Jihad, though it eventually came to stand for the extremists alone. Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo.
216a.4, and Qalhati, Kashf, fos. 139b.1, 195b.—2, do not even remember that it has anything to
do with going out for holy war: they take it to refer to those who kharaji “an ‘ali, an explanation
with which most Sunnis would have agreed.

60 Bisyani in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 85.7; Ennami, Studies, i. 21 and n. 70 thereto.

61 W. Madelung, ‘Has the Hijra Come to an End?’

62 Crone, “The First-Century Concept’, on which the following is based.



THE DATE OF SALIM’S EPISTLE 279

the Muslims spread out and made themselves at home in the conquered
lands. Why should it be impossible to live a good Muslim life as a peas-
ant in the Jazira or Kirman? Surely bedouin too could be good Muslims
without emigrating to a garrison town? ‘Umar II thought not: he equated
the Aijra of bedouin with their conversion to Islam. Al-Hasan al-Basri is
on record as sharing this view, and the open concept of /ijra is attested
till the very end of the Umayyad period, if less densely than in the first
half. It is even attested in the reign of Harun al-Rashid, in the mouth
of a Yemeni provincial.®* It was in protest against this concept of hijra
that the Prophet was invoked as telling people that they were emigrants
wherever they were, that /ijra was a purely spiritual act, or that /jra in
the literal sense of the word had come to an end when Mecca fell: /&
hijra ba‘da ’l-fath, as he says in the classical tradition. Madelung is un-
doubtedly right to place the dissemination of this tradition in the early
¢Abbasid period.

As might be expected in view of their date, the Azariqga and Najadat
shared the open concept of /zra: a Muslim had to emigrate to a camp
to fight for the faith; non-emigrants such as ga%da and bedouin were
excluded from membership in accordance with the Qur’anic injunction
not to be friends (awliya’) with those who have not emigrated (Q. 4: 89;
8:73). But they did not accept the Umayyad garrison towns as abodes
of emigration; when they affirmed that 4ijra was a duty, they meant that
one must leave for a Kharijite dar al-hijra, asserting that ‘he who dies
or is killed in a state of non-emigration (fi ghayr hijratihim) is an infidel
polytheist’.®* It is with this notion that Salim takes issue.

One of his arguments (if the text has been correctly emended) is that a
dar al-hijra does not lose its status merely because its inhabitants cease to
be Muslims: for a number of Companions declared their fellow residents
to be infidels, yet stayed where they were until they died, and the extrem-
ists themselves admit that these men died in a state of Azra (111, 89). This
is an odd argument, for it is surely of the essence of a dar al-hijra that its
inhabitants are believers; and Salim’s choice of Abu Dharr as one of his
examples is particularly odd, for one would have expected all Kharijites
to deny that he died in a state of Aijra, given that even the mainstream
tradition accuses “‘Uthman of having undone his /Agra by exiling him to
al-Rabadha.® But it is a clever argument even so, for all the Companions
adduced by Salim died in or (in Abu Dharr’s case) near Medina, and even
Kharijjite hardliners must have had difficulty in summoning the nerve to
declare that Medina itself had become a dar kufr; and if one could stay
in Medina, one could likewise stay in Basra, Kufa, and so forth. It does

63 Tbid. 362 f, nos. 48, 51, 56.
6% Tzkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 247b.7; cf. also Crone, “The First-Century Concept’, 379 f.
65 Cf. the comm. to III, 89.
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not, however, give us a chronological clue. Salim could have adduced this
argument at any time in Islamic history.

His other argument, however, is that the duty of /gra came to an end
with the conquest of Mecca (III, 77), a point routinely made in all Ibadi
sources when the extremist concept of kijra is broached,® and this does
give us an indication of when he wrote. His own concept of Aijra is closed.
This makes it unlikely that he should have written as early as ¢.80/700,
where Madelung would place his epistle, or in the time of “Umar II or
al-Hasan al-Basri, where van Ess would place it, for the open concept of
hijra is densely attested for that period and was accepted by “‘Umar II and
al-Hasan al-Basri themselves.®’ Even in the late Umayyad period it seems
unlikely that Salim could have taken the closed concept for granted. The
l@ hijra tradition may very well have been in circulation by then, but the
Kharijites are likely to have clung to the open concept for longer than any-
one else because it was intimately linked with the duty of jihad, to which
all Kharijites remained committed: that one could fight holy war without
emigrating was not obvious, as the /Z hira tradition concedes by expli-
citly pointing out that jikad continues.%® What is more, we are explicitly
told that the troops of ‘Abdallah b. Yahya Talib al-Haqq, who rebelled in
South Arabia in 129/746, included a group of muhajirun, presumably the
Basran contingent.%® This clearly suggests that it was only in ‘Abbasid
times that Ibadis rejected the open concept of 4ira. “They do not call . ..
themselves muhdjirim’, al-Kabi observes.” But the Ibadis of Jabal Naftisa
seem to have missed out on the doctrinal revision altogether, for even in
the tenth century they retained the Kharijite habit of turning the graves
of their heroes into abodes of emigration:”' Ibn Ibad was buried in Jabal
Nafusa, they told Ibn Hawqal, and Jabal Nafusa was their dar al-hijra, as

66 See the comm. to III, 77.

67 Cf. above, Ch. 1, n. 72; Crone, “The First-Century Concept’, 362 f.

68 Cf. Crone, “The First-Century Concept’, 354 f, 364, 371, 381.

69 Shammakhi, Siyar, 99.8.

70 Shahrastani, i. 100.ult.

71 For this habit, see Mubarrad, iii. 1022; Baladhuri, Ansab, iv.b, 94.9 (B. Yashkur feared
that the Kharijites would make a certain grave a muhdjar); Ibn al-Athir, Kamil, v. 88 (‘Uqfan
al-Haruri rebelled in 105; Yazid II wanted to fight him, but it was pointed out to him that if he
was killed bi-hadha ’l-bilad ittakhadhaha ’I-khawari dar hijra); de Goeje, Uyun, 108.—4, 111.-8
(Subayh was sent to Hisham, who wanted to kill him until it was pointed out that the Kharijites
would make Rusafa a dar hijra; the heads of the Kharijites who had rebelled with Bahlul were
sent to Hisham, who sent them back to Iraq because he did not want the Kharijites to choose
his whereabouts as a dar hijra); Robinson, ‘Early Kharijism’, n. 112, citing Baladhuri, Ansab,
MS Reis. 598, fos. 51b and 52b (the authorities were loath to kill a Kharijite in the Jazira or
Syria lest the Kharijites make it a dar hijra).
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he also learnt.”? In short, Salim would appear to have written in “Abbasid
times.

10. MILITANCY

Salim lived under ‘kings’, yet takes it for granted that his co-religionists
can and should conduct jikad, not under them, but against them. He ex-
horts the Ibadis at some length to fight holy war, stresses that it will not
shorten their terms, and twice points out that those who go out are su-
perior to those who stay behind, while at the same time reminding them
that khuriy is not a hira: those who go out must continue to associate
with those who stay behind and they are free to return (I, 12-13; IV, 126,
129). Though these exhortations are formulated in general terms, they
appear to take the practicability of jihad for granted, for Salim’s enjoin-
der to piety is a sermon that climaxes in exhortations to jikad: that the
believers should fight is the point to which the rest of it builds up. In IV,
127, moreover, Salim envisages jihad as a small-scale activity conducted
by bands of Muslims (nafar min al-muslimin), whom he permits to appoint
imams for themselves, implying that he does not otherwise approve of im-
ams in (what is elsewhere called) a state of kitman and apparently never
contemplating the possibility that the warriors might bring the state of ki-
man to an end so that a permanent imamate might be established. Here
his concept of jihad is clearly context-bound. He also approves of wo-
men and slaves participating in khurij (IV, 127). For all his acceptance of
taqiyya, then, Salim would appear to have lived at a time and place where
Ibadi jihad was actually being conducted, or, at least, about to be initiated,
if only on a small scale.

The Ibadis are not known to have staged a single revolt from their real
or supposed emergence in the second civil war until the great rebellions
in Tripolitania under Ibn Mas“ud al-Tujibi and Ibn Talid al-Hadrami in
128-31/745-9 on the one hand,”® and in Arabia under Talib al-Haqq and
Abt Hamza in 129-30/746-8 on the other.”* In what period, then, can
we find a context for Salim’s statement on jikad? In order to answer this
question we need to broaden the discussion to include the problem of
where he may have written.

72 Ibn Hawaqal, Kit@b sirat al-ard, ed. J. H. Kramers, (Leiden, 1938-9), 37.9, 95.2. That
the first passage refers to Jabal Nafusa rather than Mudhaykhira is noted by Cook, Dogma, 183
n. 112.

73 Cf. Schwartz, Anfiinge, 118 ff; U. Rebstock, Die Ibaditen im Maghrib (2./8.—4./10. Jh.),
(Berlin, 1983), 18 ff. The precise dates are uncertain.

74 Mas<udi, Murig, iv. 66 f/iv, §2290; Aghani, xxiii. 224 ff; Shammakhi, Siyar, 98 f; Well-
hausen, Oppositionsparteien, 52 ff; T. Lewicki, ‘Les Ibadites dans I’Arabia du sud au moyen age’,
Folia Orientalia, i. (1959), 5 ff.
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A. IRAQ

Cook suggests that the epistle is a Kufan product, with reference to its
interest in Murji’ism;”° its affinities with KI and the Sifa would suggest
the same. Madelung seems to accept Cook’s suggestion, as does van Ess
in one of his volumes, both on the basis of the anti-Murji’ite polemics
published by Cook.”® But this creates problems with the dating now that
the Kharijite parts of the epistle have to be considered too.

No Ibadi can seriously have encouraged his co-religionists to wage jihad
in Iraq in the 80s/700s, when the Azariga and Najadat had been sav-
agely suppressed and al-Hajjaj was in firm control. It was all very well
for Jaziran tribesmen such as Shabib b. Yazid to engage in small-scale
khurij and spectacular feats of horsemanship against al-Hajjaj, just as a
well-equipped army such as that of Ibn al-Ashth could attempt a major
revolt against him; but the Ibadi townsmen of Iraq had no choice but to
practise fagiyya and obey. Pace Lewicki, there is no evidence that they
joined the revolt of Ibn al-Ash‘ath,”” and Jabir b. Zayd, the leader of the
Basran Ibadis, comes across as anything but rebellious: his letters abound
in exhortations to secrecy and fear of the authorities.”® He is also said
(in a doctrinal rather than historical vein) to have prayed behind Ziyad,
“Ubaydallah b. Ziyad, and al-Hajjaj.”® By contrast, Salim merely counsels
his co-religionists not to take military service with ‘kings’ (IV, 119). Of
fear of the authorities there is no trace.

Equally, no Ibadi in Iraq (or for that matter elsewhere) is likely to have
encouraged his co-religionists to wage jihad against “‘Umar II, of whom the
Ibadis quite approved®® and in whose reign they are said to have enjoyed

75 Cook, Dogma, 91.

76 Madelung’s date only makes sense if Salim’s Murjiites are Iragis. They are listed as
Kufans in van Ess’s volume of texts (7°G, v. 13 ff), but van Ess elsewhere argues that Salim
probably wrote in Iran (7°G, i. 174, 406; ii. 601).

77 Cf. Lewicki in EI?, s.v. ‘Ibadiyya’, col. 649b. He identifies Bistaim b. Masqala, who
participated in the revolt on Ibn al-Ashth’s side, with a Sufri convert to Ibadism of a similar
name. But the former is the well-known Bistam b. Masqala b. Hubayra al-Shaybani (Tabari,
2nd ser., 1088 f, 1095, 1099, 1100, 1125; Baladhuri, Ansab, v. 346). He was not a Kharijite.
The name of the Sufri convert, on the other hand, is given as Bistam (originally Masqala) b.
“Umar b. al-Musayyab b. Zuhayr al-Dabbi and he is not said to have participated in the revolt
(Shammakhi, Siyar, 111; his nasab is somewhat implausible in that al-Musayyab b. Zuhayr
al-Dabbi is the name of an “Abbasid general).

78 Ennami, Studies, i. 77 f. The quietism of the early Ibadis is also strongly stressed in Ra-
jab Muhammad “Abd al-Halim, al-Ibadiyya fi Misr wa’l-Maghrib wa-“alaqatuhum bi-Ibadiyyat
Uman wa’l-Basra (Muscat, 1990), 54 ff.

79 Mahbub b. al-Rahil in Kashif, Siyar, i. 291.—5, 309.—3; al-Harithi, a/--Ugid, 97. Many
other refs. to his praying behind al-Hajjaj are given by ‘Abd al-Halim, /badiyya, 16 and nn. 12—
15 thereto (with unnecessary polemics against ‘A. M. Khulayfat, Nash’at al-haraka al-ibadiyya
(Amman, 1978), 91); add Bisyani in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 139.-4.

80 Cf. Abu Hamza in Crone and Hinds, God’s Caliph, 130, §8; Khalid in Kashif, Siyar, i.
120; and note that the ninth-century Abu ’I-Mu’thir adduces his procedure vis-d-vis a Sufri as
paradigmatic (ibid., 64). Cf. also the accounts of the delegation to “‘Umar II in Shammakhi,
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good relations with the authorities.3! “Umar II’s death was followed by the
revolt of Yazid b. al-Muhallab, in which van Ess seems to think that the
Ibadis participated; but there is no evidence for this,? nor would Yazid’s
revolt provide us with the right context for Salim’s epistle even if they
did, for he is writing of small-scale expeditions by Ibadi zealots led by
their own imams, not of a general uprising by Ibadis and others under
non-Ibadi leadership.

If Salim wrote in Kufa, he could perhaps have written in the reign
of Hisham (724—43), when minor Kharijite uprisings are recorded with
some frequency,®® or after the outbreak of the third civil war in 126/744,
when government control was fragile and eventually collapsed under the
impact of al-Dahhak b. Qays al-Shaybani’s attacks.®* But the suggestion
would have been more persuasive if Salim had been a Sufri.? If he wrote
in Basra about that time, or followed its lead, his devotion to small-scale
khurij is problematic. It is true that the sources record a small revolt in
the reign of Hisham which could be Ibadi in that it was conducted in
the vicinity of Basra; it also fits Salim’s ideas of khuriyj in that it included
a woman.% But the Ibadi tradition knows nothing about it. Moreover,
the Ibadi literature presents the leader of the Basran Ibadis in the late
Umayyad period, Abu “Ubayda, as fundamentally opposed to the idea of
embroiling his community in revolt, though he was under pressure to do
so and eventually gave in by organizing, or rather letting Hajib al-Ta’1
organize, the great revolt in Arabia.®” Salim cannot have written with the

Siyar, 79 f;, 1zkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 388b.—5 ff; Shaqsi, Manhaj, i. 619; Sadi, Qamis, viii.
301 ff. (This delegation has nothing to do with that of Mesopotamian Kharijites to “‘Umar II
described in Sunni sources.)

81 Lewicki in EF?, s.v. ‘Ibadiyya’, col. 650a. Cf. Kashf al-ghumma, ed. A. “Ubaydali (Nicosia,
1985), 247: “Umar II’s governor of Oman behaved badly, so the Omanis wrote to “‘Umar, who
sent another with whom they were satisfied.

82 Van Ess notes that Ab@i Ru’ba al-Murjii fought together with a Kharijite in the revolt
(TG, i. 174, cf. Tabari, 2nd ser., 1386.16, 1399.ult., 1404.10, 1405.8, 1407.10). But the Kharijite
is not identified as an Ibadi, only as an Omani.

83 Cf. Musab al-Walibi (Ibn al-Athir, v. 89); Wazir al-Sakhtiyani (ibid., 158; Tabari, 2nd
ser., 1628 f; de Goeje, ‘Uyin, 111); al-Suhari b. Shabib (Tabari, 2nd ser., 1633; de Goeje, ‘Uyiin,
111; Ibn al-Athir, v. 158 f); Bahlal b. Bishr in 119 (Tabari, 2nd ser., 1622 ff; de Goeje, “Uyin,
109 ff; Ibn al-Athir, v. 156 ff, “Amr al-Yashkuri and al-“Anazi/Bakhtari sahib al-ashhab (Tabari,
2nd ser., 1627 f; Ibn al-Athir, v. 158), all defeated by Khalid al-Qasri.

84 Cf. EP, s.v. ‘al-Dahhak b. Kays al-Shayban?’.

85 Dahhak was a Sufri, as were at least three of the rebels mentioned in n. 83: al-Suhari
b. Shabib was a son of the Sufri (?) Shabib b. Yazid al-Shaybani (Ibn Hazm, Famhara, 327,
Shahrastani, i. 95.6), and he wanted to avenge a man min ga‘adat al-sufriyya that Khalid had
killed (Tabari, 2nd ser., 1634; Ibn al-Athir, v. 159); Bahlul was eulogized by the Sufri Dahhak
(Tabari, 2nd ser., 1627; Ibn al-Athir, v. 158); the Ibadi Jabir b. Jabala fought against Bahlul’s
followers on his way to Mosul (Azdi, Mawsil, 80 f); and al-Anazi/Bakhtari was a follower of
Bahlal.

86 de Goeje, Uyin, 109.

87 Cf. App. 1, no. 2.
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Arabian revolt in mind, given that it was a coordinated venture conduc-
ted under a fully-fledged imam, ‘Abdallah b. Yahya Talib al-Haqq, who
had received allegiance /@ ’I-khilafa.®® And thereafter an Iraqi scenario
becomes implausible: the Ibadis hardly encouraged or engaged in jihad
of any kind in Iraq after the “Abbasid revolution, when there was scope
for political action in Oman or North Africa and when all the evidence
suggests that those who stayed in Iraq submitted to “Abbasid government
without demur.

In short, it is not easy to find a context for Salim’s epistle in Umayyad,
let alone “Abbasid, Iraq. One solution to this problem would be to reject
IV, 127-8 as an interpolation. This would remove Salim’s highly specific
notion of khuriy as small-scale revolt under imams elected for the occasion,
as well as his conviction that women and slaves may participate, and leave
us with an epistle which praises holy war in terms so general that it could
perhaps have been written even in quietist Iraq: one could envisage it as
part of the pressure put on Abu “Ubayda, for example. But though both
paragraphs can be expunged without affecting the overall argument of the
epistle (neither point having been raised before), the paragraph relating to
women and slaves can hardly be an interpolation, given that the ninth-cen-
tury Ibadis disapproved of female participation in revolt (unless we assume
that rival views coexisted);3’ and if this paragraph is retained, then so is
the problem: where in the history of Ibadi (as opposed to pre-Ibadi or
extremist) Iraq would one place an epistle endorsing female participation
in revolt, apparently taking the very conduct of revolt for granted?

Another solution would be to accept that the epistle was written outside
Iraq. This solution seems more attractive. If the author had been a Kufan,
he would surely have displayed stronger feelings about “Ali and argued
about him at greater length: Salim’s treatment is short, superficial, and
wholly lacking in the passion he displays in his account of ‘Uthman. He
does not show any particular interest in the Saba’iyya either and does
not, in fact, seem to have felt threatened by ShiCites at all, unlike IB2.%°
Further, his predilection for the ma/man shaa ’llah formulation suggests
that he wrote within the eastern Arabian sphere of influence. But if he
wrote in Basra, why was he preoccupied with the Murji’a rather than the
Mu‘tazila, and why does he mention the Saba’iyya in the stance rather
than the ‘Uthmaniyya? He seems to have written in a place where Kufan
and Basran ideas flowed together rather than where they originated.

88 Mada’ini in Aghani, xxiii. 227.ult.; Mtsa b. Kathir in Azdi, Mawsil, 77.—4.
89 Cf. the comm. to IV, 127.
90 Cf. above, Ch. 4; Cook on IB2 in Dogma, 54f.
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B. MOSUL

Mosul was a Kufan province which had a substantial population of Azdis
from Oman as well as an Ibadi community,”! though most of the local
Kharijites must have been Sufris. It was an area of endemic Kharijites
revolt, always small-scale, and women often participated.®? It was just the
kind of area in which Salim’s statements on jihad would fit, and all the
features that point to Kufa could be taken to suggest the Kufan sphere
of influence, while the Azdi presence would account for the author’s pre-
dilection for the ma/man sha’a ’llah expression.

But it was hardly in Mosul that the epistle was written. In the first
place, one would have expected an author writing against extremist Khar-
ijism in that area to have directed his polemics at the Azariqa and Sufriyya
rather than the Azariga and Najdiyya; and in the second place, the Ibadi
community in Mosul comes across as too small to count. We hardly know
anything about it. It is mentioned in connection with Ibadi disputes over
gadar: Hamza al-Kuf1 was excommunicated by Abu ‘Ubayda for his gadari
views and moved to Mosul, where he tried to convert the weak (i.e. un-
educated) members of the Ibadi community.®® But apart from that, all we
know about them is the name of a presumably later jurist who migrated
to Oman.”* Pace van Ess, the Ibadi who joined Aba Hamza’s Arabian re-
volt along with all the clans of Azd Zahran did not come from Mosul,*?
but from Basra,?® though he moved to Mosul after the revolt had been
suppressed.®’ Conversely, the Kharijite who rebelled against al-Mansir in
Mosul in 148/765 was not an Ibadi,® and the same is true of two Kharijite

91 Cf. van Ess, TG, ii. 466 ff.
For the revolts, see Robinson, ‘Early Islamic Kharijism’; for the women, see the comm.
to IV, 127.

93 Shammakhi, Siyar, 120.

9% Van Ess, TG, ii. 469.

95 Cf. van Ess, TG, ii. 467, on Jabir b. Jabala, with ref. to Azdi, Mawsil, 77 f, TII, 113.

9 Azdi, Mamwsil, 78.4. Jabir and al-Mukhtar [Abu Hamza] were fellow tribesmen
wa-maskinuhuma fi ’l-basra.

97 Azdi, Mawsil, 80.—3: he hid in Basra after the revolt and left for Mosul in response to
a letter from a fellow Salimi singing its praises. (Cf. p. 113.—7, where he is nonetheless said
to have been the first member of B. Salima to settle in Mosul.) On his descendants there, see
pp- 78.3, 81.2, 111.6.

98 Van Ess, TG, ii. 468, with ref. to Azdi, Mamwsil, 203 ff; Tbn al-Athir, v. 447 f, on Hassan
b. Mujalid. According to Azdi (p. 204), he fled to India after his defeat and corresponded with
the people of Oman, calling them to his madhhab and asking for permission to come to them,
but they refused. Ibn al-Athir’s version is similar. ‘Abd al-Halim, Ibadiyya, 73, takes it for
granted that he was a Sufri.
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scholars known to have flourished in Mosul in the early ‘Abbasid period.*”
Presumably, all three were Sufris.

C. IRAN

Another possibility is that Salim’s epistle was composed in eastern Iran,
as suggested by van Ess.!% Khurasan was a Basran colony which regu-
larly received troops from Kufa too. It was a province which lent itself
very well to small-scale warfare against rulers who could not be ousted,
but who could still be harassed; and in Khurasan under caliphal rule it
would have been natural to think of imams as leaders of expeditions pure
and simple rather than potential heads of state. We also know that some
Iranian Kharijites continued to let their women participate in kkurij into
the tenth century.!”! Eastern Iran was the home of the Sistani Kharijites,
whose extremist dissociation from the Ibadis had repercussions even in
Oman; !9 and the Sistanis actually knew about a Salim b. Dhakwan who
is likely to be identical with the person to whom our epistle is ascribed. %3
The ma/man/haythu sh’a ’llah expression will have been at home here; %
and it is in the mouth of a Khurasani general of the ‘Abbasid revolution
that the rare verb istankaha is attested in the same sense that it has in
Salim.'% It was also in eastern Iran that a heresiographer wrote of the
Bida“iyya, in the sense of Murji’ite quietists, who may have figured in
Salim’s polemics. 1%

Where in Khurasani history might we place the epistle, then? Made-
lung’s date of ¢.180/700 is clearly too early, given that Ibadism only
emerged as a separate branch of Kharijism in Iraq in ¢.65/684 (if we ac-
cept the traditional date) or about a generation later (as other evidence
suggests).'%” Van Ess’s date of ¢.102/720 is also too early, for the same
reason. Van Ess argues that Muhallabid Khurasan provides us with a
plausible context for Salim’s epistle because Murji’ites and Kharijites are
on record as having interacted there (as attested in the poetry of Thabit
Qutna), and also in the entourage of Yazid b. al-Muhallab outside Khur-
asan (as attested by the fact that a Murji’ite fought alongside a Kharijite

99 Cf. van Ess, TG, ii. 468 f, on Jubayr b. Ghalib and Hafs b. Ashyam. Hafs was the mater-
nal uncle of the rebel Hassan b. Mujalid and belonged to the same Kharijite community (Azdi,
Mamwsil, 205.—2, 206.6); he transmitted Jubayr b. Ghalib’s Kitab al-firaq (Ibn al-Nadim, Fihrist,
234), meaning that Jubayr belonged to the same community too. The sources (all brought to
light by van Ess) invariably identify them as Kharijites, not as Ibadis.

100 van Ess, TG, i. 174, 406; ii. 601.

101 Cf. the comm. to IV, 127.

102 Cf. above, 273 ff.

103 Cf. above, Ch. 1, 11.

104 Cf. App. 3.

105 Cf. the comm. to III, 67.

106 Cf. above, Ch. 1, 21 and n. 106 thereto.

107 Cf. App. 1, nos. 1-2.
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in his revolt of 102/720).19 But Kharijites are not necessarily Ibadis, and
the affiliation of the Kharijite who fought in Yazid’s revolt is unknown,
while the Kharijites encountered by Thabit Qutna in Muhallabid Khur-
asan classified their opponents as polytheists, meaning that Ibadis they
were not.'% Nor is this surprising. There is no evidence that Ibadism
had reached Khurasan at all by the 720s, let alone that it had already en-
gendered book learning and mutakallims there.'°

It is only from the late Umayyad period onwards that an Iranian set-
ting becomes plausible. By the late Umayyad and early “Abbasid periods
there were certainly Ibadis in Khurasan, and they were producing schol-
ars t0o,!!! though the mutakallims remain conjectural. There were also
plenty of Murj’ites in Khurasan, who were moreover of the same activ-
ist type as that reflected in Salim.!'? All we lack is explicit reference to
Ibadi (as opposed to simply Kharijite) uprisings in the area.''* We do not
know whether the Ibadis of Khurasan remained faithful to the idea of ji-
had, nor do we know when they closed their concept of /ijra or ceased to
call themselves khawary. But assuming that their attitudes were compar-
able to those of the Omanis, early “Abbasid Khurasan offers a plausible
scenario.

D. OMAN

Finally, Salim’s epistle could be a product of Oman. The Ibadis of Oman
engaged in polemics against the Murji’a from the mid-eighth century
onwards,'* readily used the expression ma/man/haythu shi’a ’llah, and

108 Cf. above, n. 82.

109 “Every Kharijite errs in his doctrine . .. ‘Ali and ‘Uthman were servants who did not
ascribe partners to God (lam yushrika bi’llah) after they became (His) servants’ (Aghani, xiv.
270, 11. 11 ff; cf. van Ess’s tr. in TG, v. 18).

110 Van Ess (TG, ii. 601) notes that we incidentally hear about Ibadis in Herat, but the
passage in question refers to the end rather than the beginning of the second/eighth century
(Schwartz, Anfinge, 52). He further claims that the Ibadi Suhar al-“Abdi came from Khurasan,
and late Ibadi authors do indeed describe him as a Khurasani (Shaqsi, Manhaj, i. 627 —2; Sa‘di,
Qamiis, viii. 312.-5), but all that means is that he was an Arab who had participated in the
conquest of eastern Iran and who had been governor of Herat for a while (Tabari, Ist ser.,
2537, 2682, 2707; van Ess, Anfinge, 21; according to Ibn Qutayba, al-Ma‘arif, ed. Th. ‘Ukasha,
2nd printing (Beirut, 1969), 339, he was not even an Ibadi). The conjecture that many of the
Azdis who accompanied Yazid b. al-Muhallab to Khurasan were Ibadis does not amount to
evidence.

U1 See van Ess, TG, ii. 601f.

112 Cf. Madelung, “The Early Murji’a’.

113 For Kharijite disturbances in the Herat area under Hisham, see de Goeje, Uyin,
108 f; one (Subayh’s) is implicitly described as Azraqite, the other is unidentified. Under
al-Mansur, Ma‘n b. Za’ida killed numerous Kharijites in Sistan and was eventually killed by
them, whereupon his son retaliated by slaughtering large numbers (Ya‘qubi, Ta’rikh, ii. 422 f);
presumably, they were the predecessors of Hamza al-Khariji’s adherents rather than Ibadis. But
the Kharijites on the border between Fars and Kirman, who engaged in revolts in the mid-ninth
century (ibid., 609), may well have been Ibadis (cf. the refs. given above, Ch. 5, n. 18).

114 Cf. Shabib b. ‘Atiyya’s Radd ala ’I-shukkdk wa’l-murjPa (HX, 279-85).
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never stopped waging holy war: like the Iranians they had the right ter-
rain, and in addition they were tribesmen. They hardly suffered from a
dearth of extremists to argue against, be they Sistanis such as those who
brought Ibn Furak’s creed to Oman or local Najadat or ‘Sufris’ (whatever
that may mean in an Arabian context).!!> The Ibadi tradition says that
Salim was an Omani, and Salim’s attention to bedouin grievances (11, 47;
IIL, 71) and the sadaga of Bahrayn (II, 41) could perhaps be taken to sug-
gest eastern Arabian origins, So where in Omani history might we place
the epistle?

Madelung’s date of ¢.700 remains too early. Ibadism hardly existed
as a separate branch of Kharijism at that time, still less had it reached
Oman.''® The Omanis certainly had reasons to be militant in ¢.700,
for after years of semi-autonomous status they were subjected to direct
Umayyad control by al-Hajjaj, probably in ¢.86/705 f; but though we owe
our knowledge of this fact to Ibadi sources, the Ibadis lay no claim to
having organized or inspired the resistance he encountered.!!” There was
no organized Ibadism in Oman until Abu ‘Ubayda sent ‘carriers of know-
ledge’ there, but from then onwards Ibadism seems to have made rapid
progress. Oman was left alone under a Muhallabid governor from the
death of “‘Umar II to the accession of Abu ’1-Abbas, and when the lat-
ter sent a new governor, ‘he treated the Ibadiyya so gently that they took
over the government of Oman’,''® meaning that they elected their own
imam, al-Julanda b. Mas‘ud, in 132/750. But the ‘Abbasids defeated and
killed the Julanda in battle in 134/752, and thereafter Oman was ruled by
‘tyrants’ (jababira) until 177/794, when they elected an imam whom they
subsequently refused to recognize. They deposed him in 179/796, elev-
ated al-Warith b. Ka‘ al-Kharusi to the imamate, and kept the imamate
going without major disruptions down to 280/893.117

If Salim wrote in Oman, we can date his epistle with some precision.
He wrote at a time when there was no imamate, only ‘kings’ and imams in
the sense of leaders of small-scale revolts. This rules out the time of “‘Ab-
dallah b. Yahya Talib al-Haqq, whose imamate the Omanis recognized ?
and in whose revolt they (including the Julanda) participated.!?! It also

115 <Abdallah b. Yazid al-Fazari, the Ibadi mutakallim from Kufa who went to Yemen to-
wards the end of the second/eighth century, wrote polemics against Sufrism there (van Ess,
TG, 406 f).

116 At best it could be argued that al-Hajjaj assisted its diffusion in Oman by sending Jabir
into exile there, but even that is open to query, cf. App. 1, no. 1.

U7 Kushf al-ghumma, 242 ff. The conjectural date is from J. C. Wilkinson, “The Julanda
of Oman’, Journal of Oman Studies, 1 (1975), 101.

U8 Kashf al-ghumma, 247.

119 For all these dates, see App. 2.

120 Khalid in Kashif, Siyar, i. 119f.

121 The Julanda is said to have been one of his shurar (Sadi, Qamis, viii. 313.8, citing
Shagqsi’s Manhay); cf. also the Omani found with Abu Hamza in Azdi, Mawsil, 112.-5.
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rules out the imamate of the Julanda himself. Salim must have written
either before 129/746 f, when Talib al-Haqq rebelled, or after 134/752,
when the Julanda was killed. But he can hardly have written before the
revolt of Talib al-Haqq, given that the latter had muhajirin among his
troops whereas Salim takes the closed concept of Aijra for granted. That
leaves us with the period between 134/752 and 177/794, when the Omanis
were trying to re-establish their imamate, and that after 280/893, when the
imamate they had re-established collapsed again. In practice, that means
that he must have written between 752 and 794. As has been seen, his
terminology shows him to have written before the ninth century, and it
may be added that ninth-century Omanis referred to illegitimate rulers as
jababira, not as mulik. Shabib b. “‘Atiyya, who wrote in the second half
of the eighth century, speaks of mulitk and jababira alike,'? but even in
Basra jababira was the standard term from ¢.800 onwards.?* Salim, how-
ever, only uses the term jababira once, with reference to the time before
Muhammad (1. 180); the illegitimate rulers of his own time are mulik (11
735, 760, 788; cf. 830, 866, 929, in the Murji’ite section). Besides, he
approves of female participation in khurij, as did Abu Hamza, whereas
Abu Sufyan and the later Ibadis of Oman were against it.

But if Salim wrote in Oman between 752 and 794, three facts do not
entirely fit. First, Salim thinks of imams as leaders of bands ‘going out’
for holy war and never seems to contemplate the possibility that their
activities might result in the establishment of a permanent imamate; but
the Ibadis of Oman never lost sight of that goal. One would also have ex-
pected him to fill his introductory wasiyya with warnings against internal
dissension. But given that he only mentions the imamate in passing, there
is perhaps a limit to the weight that one can place on this point. Secondly,
Salim’s epistle does not seem to have been known to the Ibadis of Oman
until the eleventh century,'?* which suggests that the epistle arrived in
Oman from somewhere else. Finally, Salim uses terminology apparently
unknown to the Omanis (notably istinkah, also khams). This reinforces
the suspicion that his epistle was composed outside Oman and establishes
a presumption in favour of Iran. The literature of Ibadis of Khurasan
is wholly lost except in so far as bits of it ended up in North Africa or
Oman: Abu Ghanim’s Mudawwana survived in North Africa, and Hilal b.
“Atiyya al-Khurasan’s epistle survived in Oman (though it is also possible

122 Kashif, Siyar, ii. 355.3; 356.6, 368.—5, 377.8.

123 Wail b. Ayyab denounced Muhammad b. Abi ‘Affan, deposed in 179/796, as a jabbar
(Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 111.=7, 112.2 and ult.); Shu‘ayb b. Ma‘ruf and Abu Sufyan also speak of
Jababira (Shammakhi, Siyar, 109, 112; Darjini, Tabagat, ii. 209.8, 285.4; 287.15, 288.1), never
of mulik. There are countless references to jababira in Salim’s Tuhfa, though the ‘Abbasids in
the time of al-Mu‘tadid do appear as muluk (i, 257.-2).

124 Cf. above, Ch. 1, 13f.
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that Hilal composed it in Oman). Is Salim’s epistle another example? On
balance we are inclined to think so.

Whether the epistle was composed in Oman or Iran, however, all the
evidence suggests that it was written in the period 750-800. More pre-
cisely, this is when the Kharijite parts of the epistle must have been
written. But we still have to consider the rest of the work.

THE REST OF THE EPISTLE

11. THE INTRODUCTORY PARTS: FORMAL FEATURES

These are not very informative. It is clear that the wasiyya bi’l~tagwa and
‘mission topos’ had become standard features of doctrinal epistles by the
late Umayyad period and that Kharijite epistles were likely to include a
‘caliphs topos’ too by then.!?® But all three topoi had started earlier and
(especially in the Kharijite case) continued for longer, so they only provide
us with the broadest chronological limits, which are those of the doctrinal
epistle itself: Salim must have written between ¢.700, where some would
place the emergence of the genre, and ¢.900, when the Ibadi epistles peter
out. The fact that Salim’s mission topos uses themes well attested in of-
ficial letters of the late Umayyad period, as well as one of al-Ma’mun’s,
could be taken to suggest a date around the middle of the eighth century,
but this is hardly compelling. !¢

12. WASIYYA AND MISSION TOPOS

Calder, following Wansbrough, regards all the early doctrinal epistles as
disputes about sources of authority (us#/) and sets out his position with
reference to KI. This work, he says, displays concern with God’s com-
mand in its enjoinder to piety, proceeds to elaborate the twin authorities
of Book and Prophet and, next, to depict the emergence of a perfect com-
munity in its longest and most significant section (i.e. its mission topos),
in which it displays a pervasive concern with the divine law by using a
wealth of terms indicative of God’s command (fara’id, shara’, manasik,
hudud, sunna, hugig). Its insistence on a paradigmatic community implies
acceptance of a range of authorities associated with that community, and
to Calder this suggests that its polemical agenda was community Sunna
versus strictly Prophetic Sunna. Since other epistles have similar intro-
ductory parts, Calder suggests that all the ‘political’ documents used by
Cook, i.e. KI, Salim’s epistle, and probably also the letters of Ibn Ibad,
‘are disputes about usizl. Their political colouring is secondary’. This in

125 Cf. above, Ch. 1, 17.
126 See the comm. to II, 14-23.
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its turn suggests a date to him: ‘Such a dispute is inconceivable except,
I would suggest, in the period after the death of Abu Hanifa’.!?’

Calder’s argument is hard to accept. It would after all be difficult to
find a doctrinal epistle that does nor display a concern with God’s com-
mand in its enjoinder to piety. Nor is there anything remarkable about the
wealth of terms relating to God’s law in the mission topos: the letters of
al-Walid IT and al-Ma’mun similarly speak of hukm, hudid, fara®id, hugug,
and sunan in theirs, and we are hardly to take it that these epistles are really
about usu/ and only designate heirs by way of secondary political colouring.
Differently put, it does not seem profitable to base one’s interpretation on
the introductory parts of the epistles, which usually rehearse banalities'?8
and which are not likely to be where their main message is to be found.
Why should the fact that Salim, KI, and al-ShafiG all start by broaching
similar themes mean that all were concerned with usiz/ throughout? One
might as well argue that all were really about politics (in Calder’s sense of
that term) and dismiss the usizli parts of al-ShafiT’s work as secondary.

The introductory parts rehearse banalities, often at great length, be-
cause people liked to hear familiar themes before moving on to new and
contentious claims: by allowing their audience or readers to affirm and
savour venerable truths the authors put them in a receptive mood. Sur-
veying early history was an effective way of moving from affirmation of
common loyalties to identification of the particular perspective from which
the message was going to be delivered. God sent Muhammad: the audi-
ence would nod assent and be suffused with a sense of solidarity. Then
He deputed the caliphs to take charge of His law (al-Walid II): everyone
would prepare himself for a caliphal message. Abu Bakr and ‘Umar fol-
lowed in the footsteps of the Prophet, as did ‘Uthman until he began to
deviate (Salim): all the Ibadis would nod assent and everyone else would
prepare himself for Ibadi polemics. Formulaic statements about the Qur-
’an, Sunna, and the law were part of the preliminary affirmations, and
though they may reveal interesting preconceptions to us, it does not fol-
low that they formed the message of the epistle.

What is banal in one context, however, may be contentious in an-
other (that God sent Muhammad is hardly a banality in debate with
non-Muslims); and what Calder could have argued is that some of the
banalities in KI, IB1, and Salim originate in contexts in which they were
highly meaningful. Salim’s enjoinder to piety includes the declaration that
“You have not been commanded in any way except through this Qur’an;
your prophet guided through it alone; you will not be questioned about
other than it, nor will you be admonished except through it’ (I, 5). This

127 Calder, review of Cook, 182 f.
128 The word is Cook’s (Dogma, 7). Calder disagrees, of course (review, 184).
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sounds like an affirmation of Qur’anic fundamentalism, or (as it is more
commonly known these days) scripturalism. Do we then have here a re-
flection of the wusili controversies to which Calder would see the entire
epistle as a contribution? The answer would appear to be negative.

A scripturalist is a person who regards the scripture as the only author-
itative source of law and doctrine, everything else being fallible human
reasoning or custom. Salim was not a scripturalist in this sense. The
Qur’an is certainly the most important source to him, but he invokes the
Sunna too with some frequency, equating it now with the example of the
Prophet and now with that of righteous people in the past,'?® and though
he never discusses the relative authority of Qur’an and Sunna, he clearly
credits the Sunna with a sanctity over and above that of fallible human
institutions. The classification of opponents which he attributes to the
Prophet and defends at length against the extremists is largely non-Qur-
’anic; and unlike the Azariqa, he accepts the stoning penalty because ‘the
Prophet stoned a man of Aslam and this became sunna’ (111, 70).

In the early Islamic world, scripturalism is best known as a reaction
to the rise of Hadith. Not all opponents of Hadith were scripturalists,
for most of them accepted what Calder calls ‘community Sunna’, a useful
term for doctrines validated by the fact that the community had lived by
them ever since it had (or believed itself to have) received them from the
Prophet or the pious ancestors: authentication lay in communal practice
rather than in isnads. But some did react to the flood of Prophetic Hadith
by declaring the Qur’an the only authoritative source, and others made
statements of this kind even though they accepted some Hadith of their
own: thus the Ibadi IB2 declares that ‘the believer follows only God and
His Book’ and accuses his Shi‘ite opponents of taking Hadith for their re-
ligion, but nonetheless adduces a Prophetic saying against them.'3° Salim
could well have been a quasi-scripturalist in the style of IB2, for his Sunna
is community Sunna. It is authenticated by the fact that the ‘Muslims’
have lived by it, and he does not cite a single tradition in the sense of
a report consisting of a chain of authorities and a statement with a fixed
wording. (Even the interpolated /@ /ira tradition lacks an isnad.) But he
displays no interest in the issue of Prophetic Hadith in his epistle. Either
he wrote before the issue had come to the forefront or else he saw no
reason to address it. There is in fact no reason why he should have ad-
dressed it. His epistle is concerned with the classification of opponents,
not with usiz/, and he was taking issue with Kharijites and Murji’ites, not

129 See, e.g., II, 65 and IV, 118. For all the refs., see the concordance to the Arabic text,
s.v. ‘sunna’.

130 Cook, Dogma, 18-20: Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fos. 207a f, 211a f, 212a; cf. M. Cook,
‘Anan and Islam: the Origins of Karaite Scripturalism’, Ferusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam,
9 (1987), 168 f£, 169 ff.
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with Traditionalists. Confronted with a flood of Hadith transmitted by
opponents, he might perhaps have reacted with an affirmation of the sole
authority of the Qur’an. But what his opponents confronted him with
was scripturalism in the case of the Azariga and an epistemology that he
took to rule out tradition altogether in the case of the Murji’a. Neither
called for an attack on Prophetic Hadith.

Why, then, did he include an apparently scripturalist declaration in his
enjoinder to piety? Presumably, he inherited it from his sources. Neither
he nor his sources, however, are likely to have meant it as a rejection of
Prophetic Hadith. When Kharijjites identified the Qur’an as their imam,
as they did, for example, in their creed, they would appear originally to
have meant that God’s command was to be found in the Book rather than
the decisions of caliphs or Shi‘ite imams.'*! It is true that IB2 contrasts
acceptance of the Qur’an as imam with following Hadith,!3? but this is
likely to be a secondary usage. To affirm that the Qur’an is imam was not
very different from saying that judgement belonged to God alone (man
hakkama kitab Allah wa-ja‘alahu imaman ..., as Salim proceeds to say
after his apparently scripturalist declaration (ll. 55 f)); and the slogan /&
hukma illa Ii’llah obviously did not originate in opposition to Hadith. If
the Kharijite insistence on the sole authority of the Qur’an originated as
a claim directed against the communal leaders of their gamwm, it will have
been as a statement of ‘political scripturalism’ that Salim inherited his
declaration.

If so, Salim’s epistle does not reflect (let alone discuss) the usi/i disputes
to which Calder relates it. It is not even clear what sort of chronolo-
gical clue it would give us if it did. Calder dates the conflict between
community Sunna and strictly Prophetic Sunna to after Abu Hanifa’s
death with reference to the first ten chapters of Schacht’s Origins; but
in chapter 7 of that work Schacht accepts as authentic the ascription to
al-Hasan al-Basri, who died in 110/728, of an epistle voicing scripturalist
views and dates it to before 86/705 on the grounds that it is addressed
to ‘Abd al-Malik.!33 The Azragites were also scripturalists, and hardly of
the ‘political’ variety alone (unless we are to take it that the stoning pen-
alty was sponsored by caliphs). If there was early scripturalism, it will
no doubt have been different from that explicitly directed against Hadith,
but we do not know how the two phases were related or when the phase
concerned with Hadith began. IB2 apart, this phase is mainly known
from al-Shafi’’s references to mutakallims who reject Hadith, some com-
pletely and others partially, and from the systematic attack on Hadith by

131 Cf. above, Ch. 7, 256 ff.

132 1zkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 212a; cited in Cook, Dogma, 19.

133 Calder, review of Cook, 182; cf. J. Schacht, The Origins of Muhammadan Jurisprudence
(Oxford, 1950), 74.



204 THE DATE OF SALIM’S EPISTLE

al-Nazzam.!3* After al-Nazzam, who died between 220/835 and 230/845,
the opponents of Hadith would appear to have conceded defeat, but that
does not tell us when the controversy started.

13. THE FATANA

The Fatana/Fitaniyya can only be dated in a conjectural vein. They were
known for a doctrinal combination which had become commonplace in
Murji’ism and traditionalism by the first half of the second/ninth cen-
tury; one of their doctrines was the Murji’ite suspension of judgement on
the other-worldly fate of sinners, which is attested from the 120s/740s
onwards; and Salim’s argument against their quietism is closely related
to that found in the epistle against the ak/ al-shakk of Shabib b. “Atiyya,
who wrote between 134/752 and 177/794. Salim cannot be paraphrasing
Shabib, since his extract is longer: he has five examples of the contention
that transgressions by imams must be tolerated where Shabib only has
one. Shabib, on the other hand, is unlikely to be summarizing Salim’s
version, for the verbal correspondences are not close. Presumably, they
relied on a common source, written or oral. This is compatible with a
dating of the Fatana/Fitaniyya to the mid-second/eighth century, which
also fits the assumption that Salim took issue with the Murji’a, Fatana,
and Bida‘yya in loosely chronological order in the original version of his
epistle. But the possibility remains that the section on them is interpol-
ated.

14. FIRST AND RECENT FURQA

The Murj?’ite section reflects a time when people no longer had personal
experience of al-furqa al-ula (111, 91), unmistakably identified as the first
civil war (35/656—41/661), so it can hardly be earlier than ¢.70/690. It
was written after a recent schism (a/~furga al-akhira), on which the Murji-
’ites claimed a right to pass judgement (whether for or against one cannot
tell) on the grounds that they had seen it for themselves (III, 91). Van
Ess inadvertently turns it into the second schism (a/~furqa al-akhira),'®>
but the text does not number it. It is not even clear what it would be if it
were the second. According to al-Barradi, the second fitna was the Battle
of the Camel (the first being the murder of ‘Uthman); according to oth-
ers, it was the Battle of the Harra; ‘the firna’ without numeration may be
the second civil war, the revolt of Ibn al-Ash‘ath, the murder of al-Walid
II, and more besides.!%¢ If the older generation of Salim’s Murjiites had

134 Cook, ‘Anan and Islam’; J. van Ess, Das Kitab an-Nakt des Nazzam, (Gottingen, 1972),
esp. 137f.

135 Van Ess, TG, i. 172, cf. 175, 177; corrected in v. 13.

136 Barradi, Jawahir, 106.2 (the third was the fitna of Mu‘awiya); ‘Abd al-Razzaq, Musan-
naf, xi, no. 20739; Ibn Hajar, Tahdhib, vi. 423; Abu Zur‘a, Ta’rikh, ed. Sh. al-Qawjani
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personal experience of Mu“wiya (cf. below, 15), the recent schism could
well be the second civil war, in which the Azariga and Najadat who also
preoccupy Salim’s had emerged. But given that he is here reproducing a
Murj?’ite argument, a better guess would be the revolt of Ibn al-Ash‘ath
(80—-3/699-703), for it is as participants in this revolt that the Murji’ites
are first mentioned in the historical literature. Madelung goes so far as to
propose that Salim’s epistle (or rather the Murji’ite part of it) was writ-
ten while Ibn al-Ash‘ath’s revolt was in progress, but this is impossible.
Madelung’s reasoning is that the Murji’ites were not normally hostile to
the regime and that their hostility in Salim’s epistle thus requires an un-
usual context, which he takes to be the anti-Umayyad consensus which
prevailed in Iraq at the time of Ibn al-Asha‘th’s rebellion.!¥” But for one
thing, the Murji’ites often seem to have been deeply hostile to the regime;
and for another, Salim makes it clear that the recent furga was over. The
kings were in firm control and the Murj’ite problem was precisely how
to live under erring rulers. Madelung’s date could, however, be emended
to shortly after Ibn al-Ash‘ath’s revolt. On the other hand, if the Mu‘-
wiya argument is recycled (cf. below, 15), the recent furga could be a later
schism such as the revolts of Yazid b. al-Muhallab and Zayd b. ‘Ali, the
¢Abbasid revolution, or the rebellion of Ibrahim b. “‘Abdallah.

15. PERSONAL KNOWLEDGE OF MUAWIYA

Salim argues that the Murji’a violate their own autopsy criterion by calling
upon the younger generation of their gawm to dissociate from Mu‘“awiya.
This suggests that the older generation had personal knowledge of Mu‘a-
wiya whereas the younger generation did not; and if this is correct, Salim
could hardly be writing much after 100/720, when Mu‘wiya had been
dead for forty years. This is one of the premises on which the early dates
proposed by Cook, Madelung, and van Ess are based. There is a minor
textual problem in that the word for ‘younger generation’ (nashi’a) is cor-
rupt in all the three passages in which Salim makes his point, but Cook’s
emendation is hard to resist. It is certainly right in the first two passages,
which go as follows:

If, as they say, it is wrong to charge a user of the gibla with error when that
person lived before one’s time, then they profess a doctrine which they violate in
practice: for they call on the tasi’a of their gawm to separate from Mu‘awiya and
to disown him (III, 93).

(Damascus, 1980), i, no. 252; Ibn Sa‘d, vi. 312; vii. 163, 188, 225; cf. 164, on ‘fitan like those of
Yazid b. al-Mubhallab and Ibn al-Ash‘ath’; al-Awza“i in Abu Yusuf, a/-Radd ‘ala siyar al-Awza%,
ed. A.-W. al-Afghani (Cairo, [1357]), 20; G. H. A. Juynboll, “The Date of the Great Fitna’, Ar-
abica, 20 (1973).

137 Madelung, review of Cook, 629 f; id., “The Early Murji’a’, 32 n.
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They claim that it is wrong to admit the testimony of the Muslims on events
which happened before one’s time. But if that doctrine of theirs is right, they
are wrong in calling the tasi’a of their gawm to separate from people who lived
before their time (I1I, 102).

The tasi’a must indeed be nashi’a, as Cook proposes; and since the Mur-
ji’ites are only said to violate their principles by teaching the younger
generation to dissociate from Mu‘awiya, not by doing so themselves, these
passages do suggest that the older generation had personal experience of
him. It is curious that Salim singles out the younger members of their
gawm, since the Murji’ites must also have been at fault for teaching their
own children to dissociate from Mu‘awiya, and telling them that they
could not even pass on their views to their own children would have been
an even stronger point; but perhaps he wished to avoid the counter-argu-
ment that there was unanimity within the sect.

The third passage is slightly more problematic, for here Salim says that
the Murji’ites may argue that

those people who call (man yadu min al-nas) to separate from Mu‘awiya and to
disown him can tell that he was wrong from the reports of his (conduct) still
current in their time (III, 96).

If this is left unemended, it implies that the older generation also lacks
personal experience of Mu‘“awiya: the Murji’ites were wrong both in call-
ing to dissociation from Mu‘awiya and in teaching the younger generation
to do so. But Cook emends the passage to read ‘if they argue that a mem-
ber of the younger generation whom they call (man nadu min al-nashi’a)
..., so that it is once more the younger generation alone that lacks per-
sonal experience of him. In view of the first two passages, this should
probably be accepted. The text is certainly neater if it is concerned with
wrongful transmission of attitudes to the younger generation throughout.

If this is accepted, the Murji’ite part of Salim’s epistle must come from
a source written no later than ¢.100/720, unless he is simply recycling
an old argument. That the Murji’ites could not transmit their views on
Mu‘wiya to the next generation was a strong point against them which
is likely to have been repeated long after it had reached its sell-by date.!38
If Salim wrote after 750, as the Kharijite parts of his epistle suggest, he is
indeed repeating it in this fashion. Its value to him lay in its demonstra-
tion that Murjiite epistemology was incompatible with tradition,'*® and
from this point of view it did not matter much whether the older gen-
eration still had personal experience of Mu‘“wiya or not. The question

138 For a striking example of how long good arguments could be repeated after losing their
relevance, see Cook, Dogma, 146 f.
139 Cf. above, Ch. 6, 227f.



THE DATE OF SALIM’S EPISTLE 297

is thus whether the argument was original or recycled in the source on

which he based himself.
16. ARCHAIC DOCTRINE

That the Mu‘“wiya argument was original in the source on which Salim
based himself is strongly suggested by the fact that the Murji’ite doctrine
he presents is early. First, i77a” still means suspension of judgement on the
participants in the first civil war, not on the other-worldly fate of sinners.
Secondly, his Murji’ites do not seem to have suspended judgement on the
other-worldly fate of sinners at all, but rather doomed them to Hell even
though they accepted them as believers. Thirdly, they dissociated from
rulers to the point of prohibiting prayers for forgiveness on their behalf
and apparently deemed it legitimate to rebel against them, presumably
because they held them to be sinners doomed to Hell, or even as straight-
forward infidels. All three doctrines are archaic in the sense that they had
disappeared by the time the heresiographers wrote, and by far the most
startling archaism is the second. Unfortunately, it is also conjectural.

As regards the first doctrine, i7ja” in its original sense disappeared in the
course of the ninth century, but we do not know precisely how long it sur-
vived. As has been seen, it is diluted already in Abu Hanifa, who suspends
judgement on the ahl al-furqa without using the term irja’ and without
accepting the corollary that one should neither associate with nor dissoci-
ate from the people in question (assuming his epistle to ‘Uthman al-Batti
and his dicta in a/-Figh al-absat to be authentic).*® But the fact that the
Ibadis of Oman knew the original doctrine under its original name inde-
pendently of Salim suggests that other Murji’ites retained it for longer.'*!
As regards the third doctrine, activism is well attested for Abu Hanifa,
and much longer for the Murjiites of Iran.'*? But not a single source
explicitly says that the early Murj’ites condemned the believing sinner
to Hell. Salim is unique in strongly implying it, and it is only in the
light of his account that one can see that Muharib b. Dithar implies it too
(though he also implies the opposite).!*> Whatever the case of Muharib,
Abu Hanifa certainly suspended judgement on the fate of the believing
sinner (assuming his epistle to “Uthman al-Batti to be authentic), and the
fact that nobody remembers the Murji’ites ever to have done otherwise,
apart from Salim, suggests that the old doctrine was quickly and univer-
sally dropped. Indeed, some may dispute its very existence. But if it is

140 Cf. above, Ch. 6, 225, 229f.

141 Cf above, Ch. 6, n. 23. The anonymous Radd al@ ahl al-shakk may conceivably be
dependent on Salim, but the same is unlikely to be true of Ibn Baraka.

142 Cf. above, Ch. 6, 240f.

143 Cf. above, Ch. 6, 221f.
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accepted that Salim’s Murji’ites regarded the believing sinner as doomed,
there can be no denying that they belonged to the Umayyad period.

17. DISSOCIATION FROM MUAWIYA

Salim implies that the Murj’ites dissociated from Mu‘wiya not only as
a king (in which capacity they had personal experience of him), but also
as a member of the akl/ al-furga (in which capacity he was a disputed
person who had lived before their time).!** Presumably, they refused to
suspend judgement on him as a participant in the first civil war because
they wished to reject the entire Umayyad dynasty, which owed its legit-
imacy to its claim that Mu‘“wiya succeeded “Uthman by acting as his
avenger;'* and their strongly anti-Umayyad attitude could be taken to
suggest that they lived in the Umayyad period. It is, however, also com-
patible with a much later date. According to the Shi‘ite al-Mufid (d.
413/1022), the Mu‘tazilites, Kharijites, and certain Sunnis, namely the
Murjiites and Jabrites, all condemned Mu wiya’s ‘revolt’ against ‘Ali. 46
A similar attitude to Mu“awiya is implied by al-Nawbakhti’s account of the
alleged view of Abu Hanifa, Abu Yusuf, and other Murji’ites on “Ali in the
first civil war.!*7 Presumably, it was a view current among ninth-century
Murj?’ites given to fashayyut.

18. SALIM AND KI

There remains the fact that the hypothetical document behind Salim’s
account is reflected in KI as well. As has been seen, KI is probably
a late-Umayyad or early-‘Abbasid composition.!*® This means that the
source (or sources) shared by the two works is (are) likely to date from
the later Umayyad period too.

In short, the doctrine of irja’, the implied activism, the hostility to Mu‘a-
wiya, and the mention of a recent schism are all compatible with a date
up to ¢.800 (or later), and the same is true of the implied familiarity of
the older generation with Mu‘awiya if we have recourse to the assumption
that this argument is recycled. It would however be gratuitous to regard
it as recycled unless it were found in the company of features which posit-
ively suggest a late date, and though there are several such features in the
Kharijite parts of Salim’s epistle, there is none in the Murj’ite section.
Here, all the doctrines which are compatible with a late date are com-
patible with an early one as well, and two additional features positively

144 Cf. above, Ch. 6, 225f.

145 Van Ess, TG, i. 173, denies that the Murjiites are discussing Muwiya as a participant
in the first civil war, but agrees that they reject him as a symbol of the entire dynasty.

146 a1-Mufid, La Victoire de Bassora, tr. M. Rouhani (Paris, 1974), 19.

147 Cf. above, Ch. 6, 230.

148 Cf. above, Ch. 7, 261-3.
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point in an early direction: the affinities between Salim and KI suggest
an Umayyad date, and the condemnation of the sinner (if such it is) would
dictate it. We may thus take the implied familiarity of the older genera-
tion with Mu‘awiya as king at face value: the Murji’ite section of Salim’s
epistle reflects Murji’ism before ¢.100/720.

How long before? Cook’s early date of ¢.72/692 is implausible because
there is no evidence for the existence of Murji’ism then. But Madelung’s
date of ¢.700 is acceptable if it is emended to shortly after the end of Ibn
al-Ash€th’s revolt in 703, and so is van Ess’s date of ¢.100/720. This is
as far as we can get. It would be presumptuous to claim that we could tell
the difference between eighth-century texts written within fifteen years of
each other, and both Madelung’s and van Ess’s attempts to relate Salim’s
text to a precise context are unconvincing. Van Ess is however right that
all the ideas in Salim’s Murji’ite section are in place by the first decade
of the second century.!* More precisely, the arguments of Salim’s (and
KT’s) Murj?ites slot in so effortlessly with those of Thabit Qutna, Muharib
b. Dithar, and ‘Awn b. ‘Abdallah that one would assume the source(s)
shared by Salim and KI to have been contemporary with these poets, who
died between 110/728 f and 116/734f. We may thus accept that Salim’s
Murjr’ite section reflects Murji’ism as it looked between ¢.85/705, when
Ibn al-Ash¢th’s furga had come to an end, and ¢.100/720, when most of
those who had lived under Mu‘awiya will have been dead.

CONCLUSION

We are now in a position to summarize. The Murji’ite part of Salim’s
epistle would appear to be based on a source or sources dating from be-
fore ¢.100/720, but the work as a whole must be later. The author of
the Kharijite parts, who was the author of the entire epistle (some inter-
polations apart), would seem to have written after 133/750, judging by
his affinities with the akhbaris, the Sifa, and the classical heresiographers,
his closed concept of kijra, his use of the term khamwarij, and his assump-
tion that the Ibadis were engaged in small-scale revolt. The Fatana and
the Bida‘iyya would suggest the same if they formed part of the original
epistle. But he wrote before ¢.185/800 judging by his terminology, and
the dates can be narrowed down to between 134/751 and 177/793 if he
wrote in Oman. More probably, however, he wrote in Iran.

Who then was ‘Salim’? What we are looking for is an Ibadi in the
style of “‘Abdallah b. Yazid al-Fazari, an Ibadi mutakallim from Kufa who
went to Baghdad in the second half of the eighth century and from there

149 Van Ess, TG, i. 173 f.
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to Yemen, where he disputed with Sufris and gadarites.’®® ‘Salim’ was
a mutakallim who went to, or came from, Khurasan or Oman, whether
via Baghdad or otherwise, and who disputed with Azariqa, Najadat, and
Murj?’ites. Maybe his name was really Salim b. Dhakwan, but we are not
sure. It was probably in eastern Iran that the author came to be identified
as Salim b. Dhakwan, given that this is where the epistle seems to have
been composed and where a Successor of that name was remembered. !
But the epistle cannot have been written by a Successor.

Ibn al-Nadim tells us that Dirar b. “Amr wrote a Kitab ‘ala ’l-Azariga
wa’l-Najadad/Haddad wa’l-MurjPa. As Cook says, Najadad/Haddad
should be emended to Najadat.* But Ibn al-Nadim must be wrong.
Dirar was not a Kharijite, though one Imami source and Ibn Hazm present
him as such.!> Why, then, should he have written a refutation of the
Azariga and Najadat to the exclusion of other Kharijites? To outsiders,
Kharijite sects were so many variations on the same theme, and all would
refute the pattern in general, not one or two variations thereof in particu-
lar. Dirar himself is said to have written a general radd ala ’I-khawarij.">*
Only Kharijite moderates would refute Kharijite extremists. The treatise
ascribed to Dirar would thus make better sense if it were reclassified as the
work of an unknown Kharijite, probably an Ibadi. It was directed against
the Azariqa, Najadat, and Murji’a, an unusual combination of targets to
which there is no parallel in the Fihrist. It was probably written in the
style of kalam, since it would not otherwise have been ascribed to Dirar;
and it was presumably written about the time of Dirar, whose dates are
¢.110-200/728-815. The work is now lost. Or is it? We suspect that the
epistle against Azariqa, Najadat, and Murji’a which turned up in Oman
under the title of Sirat Salim is that very work.

150 Van Ess, TG, i. 406 ff.

151 Cf. above, Ch. 1 n. 20; Cook, Dogma, 154, on Successor epistles.

152 Ibn al-Nadim, Fikrist, 215.13; J. van Ess, ‘Dirar b. “Amr und die “Cahmiyya”’, Der
Islam, 44 (1968), 18; emended by Cook in Dogma, 198 n. 42; emendation accepted by van Ess,
TG, v. 230.

153 Madelung, Qasim, 243; van Ess, TG, iii. 53 n. In general, see also J. van Ess, ‘Dirar b.
Amr’, EI?, suppl.

154 Tbn al-Nadim, Fikrist, 215.10.



APPENDIX 1

THE IBA]_)T LEADERS IN BASRA

Anyone who tries to get into early Ibadi studies soon discovers that the dates
and works of early Ibadi figures are problematic, that primary sources are often
inaccessible, and that standard reference works such as the Encyclopaedia of Islam
only provide partial coverage of Ibadi matters. There is no encyclopaedia of Ibadi
studies to make up for this deficiency. Since it is impossible to discuss Salim’s
epistle without a chronological and prosopographical infrastructure, we supply
the requisite information partly in the bibliography and partly in the first two
appendices.

Ibadi sources are agreed that the first centre of Ibadism was Basra, where the
first leaders were Jabir b. Zayd, Abu “Ubayda, al-Rabi® b. Habib, Abu Ayyub Wa’il
b. Ayyab, and Abu Sufyan Mahbub b. al-Rahil.! We shall deal with them in that
order.

1. JABIR B. ZAYD AL-AZDI

Jabir is the one Ibadi leader on whom the reader is well served already.? He has
been well covered partly because he was the first and more particularly because
there is information on him in the mainstream literature.

Abu ’1-Sha‘tha’ Jabir b. Zayd al-Azdi is said to have been born in Farq in
Oman in 18 or 213 and to have died in 93, 96, 103, or 104.* Van Ess prefers the
first date, on the grounds that it is attested in old sources such as Khalifa and
Abu Zur€a, as well as indirectly in Fasawi (TG, ii. 190 n). But these sources are
not older than Wagqidi and the problem seems to be beyond resolution.

Jabir moved to Basra as a soldier, possibly via Tawwaj, and settled there in
the reign of “Uthman,’ or about Ap 60.° He became friendly with Yazid b. Abi
Muslim, the mawla and scribe of al-Hajjaj who was later killed in North Africa
and who is said also to have been a Kharijite.” Yazid introduced him to al-Hajjaj,

1 See, for example, Salimi, LumG, 12.

2 Cf. EP, s.v.; Khulayfat, Nash’a, 86 ff; Salih b. Ahmad al-Sawafi, al-Imam Jabir b. Zayd
al-“Umani wa-atharuhu fi’lI-da‘wa (Oman (WTQwTh), 1981); Yahya Muhammad Bakkush, Figh
al-imam Jabir b. Zayd (Beirut, 1986); van Ess, TG, ii. 190 ff).

3 Barradi, Jawahir, 155; Shammakhi, Siyar, 77.

4 The first date is advocated, among others, by Barradi, loc. cit.; Rabi¢, Musnad, ii, no.
742; Khalifa, Tabaqat, 210; Abu Zur, 241, no. 276; and Bukhari and others in Ibn Hajar,
Tahdhib, ii. 38. The second date is given by Shammakhi, Siyar, 77; the third by Ibn Sallam,
Bad’, 108.11; Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 266a.—5; Mas“adi, Murig, v. 462/iv, §2213 (where he
has become a client of Azd); and Ibn Sa‘d, vii. 182, citing Waqidi. The fourth date is proposed
by al-Haytham b. ‘Adi in Ibn Hajar, Tuhdhib, ii. 38.

5 Ennami, Studies, i. 55.

% van Ess, TG, ii. 190.

7 Mubarrad, Kamil, iii. 949; ed. Wright, 561.
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who offered him a judgeship, which he refused, and who gave him a well-paid
sinecure in the diman al-muqgatila instead.® When al-Hasan al-Basri went on cam-
paign, he would delegate the task of giving responsa to Jabir, resuming it when
he came back.’

At some point Jabir fell out with al-Hajjaj, possibly after the latter’s break
with the Muhallabids, with whom Jabir had close relations. !© Al-Hajjaj is said to
have imprisoned him!! or to have exiled him to Oman along with Abu Sufyan’s
grandfather.!? But if he was exiled, he must have returned to Basra later, for he
died and was buried there.!3

The Sunnis accept him as one of theirs. They do know that he was reputed
to be an Ibadi,'* but they indignantly deny it. They present him as denouncing
the Ibadis" and even have two Muhallabid women deny that he had anything
to do with the sect.!® The fact that he should be claimed by both Sunnis and
Ibadis suggests that Ibadism still was not strongly differentiated from non-Khar-
jite Islam in Basra at the time. Unlike later Ibadi leaders, Jabir certainly had
numerous non-Kharijite pupils. But if the so-called first letter of Ibn Ibad to
CAbd al-Malik (IB1) is by Jabir,!” one is surprised both by the number of his
non-Kharijite friends and pupils and by the Sunni desire to claim him as their
own, for the author of this letter was a clear-cut Kharijite of the moderate variety.
Perhaps Jabir’s Basran contemporaries generally entertained ideas closer to mod-
erate Kharijism than to proto-Sunnism. More probably, the letter was written by
someone else.

WORKS

Jabir is said to have written a diwan, presumably meaning a collection of fatawa;'®
and two books of his fatawa are extant in North African manuscripts, one on mar-
riage and the other on prayer.!” The Omani Ministry of Culture has published a
collection of his responses under the title Min jawabat Jabir;° but, like so many
of their publications, it is unavailable to us.

A collection of letters addressed to fourteen friends and followers of Jabir also
survives in a North African manuscript, or possibly two;?! and seventeen letters,

possibly the same, are said to be extant in a manuscript in the Islamic Library

8 Shammakhi, Siyar, 74 [muqabila]; Darjini, Tabaqar, ii. 211 f [muamila].

9 Tbn Sa‘d, vii. 180; Ibn Hajar, Tahdhib, ii. 38.

10 Ennami, Studies, i. 75, 79.

11 Qatada in Ibn Sad, vii. 80; in Darjini, Tabagat, ii. 214.3.

12 Thus Abu Sufyan in Shammakhi, Siyar, 76; queried by Wilkinson, ‘Early Develop-
ment’, 135.

13 Cf. the stories in Darjini, Tabagat, ii. 207, 209.—7; Shammakhi, Siyar, 77.

14 Cf. Ibn Hajar, Tahdhib, ii. 38.

15 Tbn Sa‘d, vii. 181f.

16 Abu Nu‘aym, Hilyar al-awliy@, iii, (Cairo, 1932-8), 89.

17 Cf. Cook, Dogma, 62f.

18 Van Ess, TG, ii. 191.

19 Ennami, ‘New Ibadi Manuscripts’, 66 f.
20 WTQwTh, 1984.
21 Ennami, ‘New Ibadi Manuscripts’, 65; Studies, i. 75 f; van Ess, ‘Untersuchungen’, 27 ff.
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in Ruwi, Muscat.?? Some of these letters are to “Abd al-Malik b. al-Muhallab,
and Cook suggests that IB1 is, in fact, another letter from Jabir, or one written
as from Jabir, to him.?® These suggestions must remain sub judice until Jabir’s
letters are published, though it may be noted that, unlike IB1, the letters to “Abd
al-Malik b. al-Muhallab apparently bear Jabir’s trademark in that they, or some
of them, exhort the addressee to secrecy.?* Further, Barradi was familiar with a
letter by Jabir to a certain Shi‘ite,2> and Cook conjectures that this letter is extant
in the guise of IB2, though he thinks that its ascription to Jabir is as false as that
to Ibn Ibad.2®

2. ABU ‘UBAYDA

Unlike Jabir, Abu “Ubayda is only just attested outside the Ibadi tradition. In
his time, then, the Ibadis were becoming a separate community with their own
leaders, teachers, and pupils in whom the outside world took no interest, except
for purposes of repression: when the young ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Rustum came to
Basra, Abt “Ubayda was teaching secretly for fear of some Basran governor.?’
He has attracted correspondingly less attention among modern scholars.??

Abu ‘Ubayda Muslim b. Kudin/Kurin/Abi Karima was a mawla of Tamim,
more precisely of ‘Urwa b. Udayya.?? He must have opted for Kharijite Islam
thanks to his patron’s persuasion. We do not know when he was born, but late
informants say that he studied with Jabir.3® Wilkinson is rightly sceptical about
this claim,3! for an earlier (though still not early) informant merely suggests that
he adraka man adraka Jabir.3* He is also said to have studied with Suhar al-“Abdi,
Ja‘far b. al-Simak, and Dumam.3* He was imprisoned along with Dumam by
al-Hajjaj.>* Ennami conjectures that he took over the leadership of the Ibadis on
his release from prison in 95/715, when al-Hajjaj died.* But he cannot have been
old enough at the time, nor is he likely to have been leader for over thirty years;
and in any case there hardly was an Ibadi community for him to take over: he
created it.30 It was Ab@ “Ubayda who began doctrinal policing.3” It was also he

22 <Abd al-Halim, Ibadiyya, 227, cf. p. 20 and n. 28 thereto.

23 Dogma, pp. 63 ff.

2% Khulayfat, Nash’a, 98, on the basis of the letters in the Bartini collection, cf. p. 181, s.v.
‘al-Azd?’.

25 Ennami, Studies, i. 10; missing from the other versions of his list.

26 Dogma, 55f.

27 Abu Zakariyya®, Kitab siyar al-a’imma wa-akhb@ruhum, ed. 1. al-“Arabi (Algiers, 1979),
36.7; cf. Shammakhi, Siyar, 124.

28 Cf. EP, s.v. ‘Ibadiyya’; Khulayfat, Nask’a, 103 ff; van Ess, TG, ii. 193 ff.

29 Aghani, xxiii. 224; Jahiz, Bayan, 347, iii. 265; Shammakhi, Siyar, 83.

30 ¢ g Baruni, Mukhtasar, 25.

31 ‘Early Development’, 135.

32 Sa‘di, Qamizs, viii. 312.11.

33 Khulayfat, Nask’a, 103, with numerous refs.

34 Shammakhi, Siyar, 87.

35 Studies, i. 96; Khulayfat, Nash’a, 103, presents it as fact.

36 Cf. Wilkinson, ‘Early Development’, 135, 138 ff.

37 Cf. van Ess, TG, ii. 202f.
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who began to send out missionaries to convert Muslims outside Iraq.*® The mis-
sionaries are presented as natives of the countries to which they were sent: they
would come to Basra for instruction and go home with knowledge to disseminate.
As Schwartz says,% it is not obvious that they were sent out in pursuit of a plan
for political takeover, though they may have been and are generally thus presen-
ted in the modern literature. The sources describe Abu “Ubayda as a quietist.
When a certain ‘Abdallah b. al-Hasan consulted the jama‘ of Muslims about re-
volt, Abu “Ubayda was against it. When somebody asked him, ‘What prevents
you from khuri? If you were to go out, not one would stay behind’, he replied,
‘I do not like it’.** Eventually he agreed to take action. According to Mada’ini,
the initiative for the Arabian revolt came from ‘Abdallah b. Yahya.*! According
to Musa b. Kathir in Azdi, Mawsil, 77, the initiative was Abu Hamza’s. In any
case, it was Hajib al-T2’1 who did most of the practical work that led to the great
Arabian revolt.*

According to Shammakhi,** Abt ‘Ubayda died after Hajib al-T2’i in the reign
of al-Mangtr, i.e. between 136 and 158. But Abu Zakariyya’ says that he died
in the imamate of ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Rustum in North Africa, i.e. between 160
or 162 and 168.** Aba Zakariyya®> adds that al-Warith [b. Ka®] was imam in
Oman at the time, which does not fit since al-Warith ruled from 179 to 192,
and Masqueray’s French translation duly replaces “Abd al-Rahman b. Rustum
with his son ‘Abd al-Wahhab (168-208).*> But Abt ‘Ubayda cannot have died
under ‘Abd al-Wahhab and al-Warith, as is clear from the biographies of his suc-
cessors al-Rabi¢ and Wa’il b. Ayyub. He could have died under ‘Abd al-Rahman
b. Rustum, but Abu Zakariyya”’s reliability is undermined by his faulty synchron-
isms, and it seems preferable to accept that Abu ‘Ubayda died under al-Mansur.
If the epistle he wrote on zakat for Abu ’I-Khattab al-Ma‘afiri was written while
the latter was imam (140—4), as the title of its printed version says (see below),
he must have died after 140/757 £.*¢ He is also known to have taught a North
African pupil shortly before 140/757.47 Wilkinson suggests a death date in the
late 150s/760s, which sounds reasonable enough, though it cannot be corrobor-
ated.*®

38 e.g Salimi, Lum, 13; F. “Umar, Ta’rikh al-khalij al-arabi i ’I-usir al-wusta@ ’l-islam-
iyya, 2nd printing (Baghdad, 1985, 139 f).

39 Anfiinge, 114 ff.

40 Shammakhi, Siyar, 84; cf. the dissatisfaction of Abu ’1-Wazir at p. 112.

' Aghani, xxiii. 224 f; likewise Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 270a.—6.

42 Darjini, Tabaqar, ii, 248 f; Shammakhi, Siyar, 91f, 114 f; Wilkinson, ‘Early Develop-
ment’, 139.

3 Siyar, 83, 91.

** Siyar, 54, cf. p. 53.

45 E. Masqueray, tr., Chronique d’Abou Zakaria (Alger, 1878), 51.

46 Abu Zakariyya®, Siyar, 38; cf. EI?, s.v. ‘Abu ’l-Khattab’.

47 Rebstock, 60.

48 Farly Development’, 247 n. 40.
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WORKS

Of Abu “Ubayda’s scholarly activities we are not told very much. It is said that
he rattaba riwa@yat al-hadith;* and, as mentioned already, he is credited with an
epistle on zakat, which has been published, though it is not accessible to us:
we have its title as Risalat Ibn Abi Karima fi ’-zakat i’ l-imam Abi ’I-Khattab
al-Maafiri (Oman (WTQwTh), 1982). Barradi knew a letter by him and Hajib
al-T2’i to the people of North Africa;*® two letters by him and Hajib al-T21, as
well as one or several by him alone, once figured in the MS reproduced in the
Hinds Xerox.’!

NAMESAKES

Abu ‘Ubayda had several namesakes with whom he is liable to be mixed up.

(1) Abu “Ubayda Ma‘mar b. al-Muthanna, the famous philologist who was
also a mawla of Tamim, who lived at much the same time and who is also said
to have been a Kharijite.*?

(2) Abu “Ubayda b. al-Qasim, known as Abu “‘Ubayda al-Saghir, an Ibadi mer-
chant and scholar who also lived at much the same time, but who was still alive
when al-Manstr died.*3

(3) Abu “Ubayda al-Maghribi, author of a sira to ‘Abd al-Wahhab b. ‘Abd
al-Rahman b. Rustum published in Kashif, Siyar, ii, no. 31. He identifies himself
as a Maghribi at p. 321.7, and Kashif (p. 320 n) reasonably identifies him as the
Abu “‘Ubayda who was ‘Abd al-Wahhab’s counter-governor of Tripolitania at the
time of the Khalafite schism and whose name was ‘Abd al-Hamid al-Jannawuni. >*

3. AL-RABI‘ B. HABIB

Abu ‘Amr al-Rabi‘ b. Habib al-Azdi al-Farahidi is known only from Ibadi sources,
as is true of all Ibadi scholars from him onwards. Pace C. Brockelmann, F. Sezgin,
and van Ess,* he is not to be identified with the Rabi¢ b. Habib listed in Ibn Hajar,
Tahdhib, iii. 241; Dhahabi, Mizan, ii, no. 2734, and elsewhere, since this man was
of Hanifa rather than Azd and had a different kunya. It is true that al-Bukhari
splits him into two, the Hanaf and another so faceless that van Ess can take him
to be our al-Rabi‘.*® But even of the faceless al-Rabi¢ we are told too much: he
transmitted from al-Hasan (al-Basri) and Ibn Sirin (both d. 110/728), meaning
that in Ibadi terms he belonged to the generation of Abu ‘Ubayda, not to that of
al-Rabi“.

49 Shammakhi, Siyar, 83.

50 Ennami, Studies, i. 10.

51 Cf. the table of contents, nos. 23—5.

52 Jahiz, Bayan, 347; cf. Madelung, ‘Abti ‘Ubayda’, who denies it; M. Lecker, ‘Biographical
Notes on Abu “‘Ubayda Ma‘mar b. al-Muthanna’, Studia Islamica, 81 (1995), 94 ff, who argues
in favour of the claim.

53 Shammakhi, Siyar, 94, 105; cf. Lewicki, ‘Premiers commercants’, 178 ff.

54 Cf. EP, s.v. ‘al-Djanawant’.

55 Brockelmann, Geschichte der arabischen Literatur, Supplementbinde (Leiden, 1937—42), i.
259; F. Sezgin, Geschichte des arabischen Schrifitums, i (Leiden, 1967), 93; and van Ess, ‘Unter-
suchungen’, 33.

56 al-Bukhari, al-Ta’rikh al-kabir (Hyderabad, 1360-78), ii. part i, p. 253, nos. 945-6.
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Al-Rabi®s father, Habib b. “Amr, is said to have been a pupil of Jabir.’? Some
sources claim that al-Rabi himself lived in the time of (adraka) Jabir,’® but, in
view of the fact that he died some seventy years after Jabir’s death, at the earliest,
this is somewhat implausible.>® Al-Rabi¢ studied with Ab@ ‘Ubayda, Dumam,
and Abt Nwh.® He is famed for having been active as a mufii already in Abu
Ubayda’s lifetime.®! He took over the leadership in Basra when Aba “Ubayda
died, that is in the caliphate of al-Mansur (136—58/754-75) and probably after
140/757 £, as has been seen.

Al-Rabi¢ is usually said to have died in 170/786.9? This is the date given by C.
Brockelmann,® but it is not to be found in the source to which he refers,®* and
it has been rejected by van Ess® with reference to al-Rabi®s role in the life of
the second Rustumid imam “Abd al-Wahhab (168-208/784-823). The accession
of this imam was disputed and the North Africans reacted by consulting al-Rabi€
whom they met in Mecca along with other easterners and whose response was that
‘Abd al-Wahhab’s imamate was valid; but Shu‘ayb b. Ma‘ruf, who was in Egypt
at the time and who disagreed, went to North Africa and joined the opposition,
the Nukkar, whereupon al-Rabi¢ and his companions dissociated from Shu‘ayb
and once more pronounced ‘Abd al-Wahhab’s imamate to be valid.®® All this,
presumably, took place at the beginning of ‘Abd al-Wahhab’s reign and is, thus,
compatible with the traditional date, if only just; so too is the information that
¢Abd al-Wahhab sent money to al-Rabi‘, who bought Basran goods and books for
him,%” which could even relate to his period as a wealthy merchant before his
accession.® But we are, further, told that shortly before laying siege to Tripoli
¢Abd al-Wahhab consulted al-Rabi® and the Egyptian jurist Ibn ‘Abbad about his
obligation to go on pilgrimage;® and the siege of Tripoli took place in 196/811 f,
according to both Sunni and the Ibadi sources.”” Hence, van Ess dates al-Rabi®s
death to between 180/796 and 190/806 or about 190,7! though what he actually
means is probably after 196 — for Abu Zakariyya’ says that ‘Abd al-Wahhab

57 Harithi, Ugid, 150.—2.

58 Sa‘di, Qamis, viii. 313.3; Harithi, Uyiid, 149.

59 Similarly, Wilkinson, ‘Early Development’, 246 n. 30.

60 Shammakhi, Siyar, 104; queried by Wilkinson, loc. cit., as far as Dumam is concerned,;
according to van Ess, TG, ii. 198, he also studied with Qatada, but the ref. is wrong.

61 Shammakhi, Siyar, 104; Ibn Sallam, Bad, 110.6.

62 Wilkinson, ‘Early Development’, 142; Kashif, Siyar, ii. 423; ‘Abd al-Halim, Ibadiyya, 61.

63 Geschichte der arabischen Literatur® (Leiden, 1943-9), i. 156 (of the original pagination).

64 A. de C. Motylinski, ‘Bibliographie du Mzab, I’, Bulletin de Correspondance Africaine, 3
(Algiers, 1885).

65 TG, ii. 198f.

%6 Abu Zakariyya’, Siyar, 58 ff, 64; Darjini, Tubaqat, i. 48 ff; Shammakhi, Siyar, 145 fF; cf.
pp- 104 f, 119; Harithi, ‘Ugid, 154 f; Rebstock, 163 ff; van Ess, TG, i, 411; ii. 210 ff.

67 Abu Zakariyya®, Siyar, 65; Ibn Sallam, Bad’, 110.10; Shammakhi, Siyar, 161 f.

68 Cf. Shammakhi, Siyar, 139.

69 Abu Zakariyya®, Siyar, 76; Darjini, Tabaqat, i. 66; Shammakhi, Siyar, 159.

70 M. Talbi, L’Emirat aghlabide (Paris, 1966), 154 ff; Shammakhi, Siyar, 160.

71 <Untersuchungen’, 32; TG, ii. 199; cf. Rebstock, 223 f.
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marched on Tripoli as soon as he had despatched the messengers to the east,”
implying that al-Rabi¢ was still alive when the siege took place. It may be added
that in his Musnad al-Rabi transmits from men with death dates in the period
180200, implying that he himself died around 220 or later still.”3

But al-Rabi¢ obviously did not die in ¢.220, which would give him a leader-
ship of somewhere in the region of eighty years, making him unbelievably long
lived and leaving no room for his two successors; and it would be unwise to
take the isnads of the Musnad at face value, given that the extant version is a
sixth-twelfth-century work (cf. below). But even the more modest date of ¢.190—
6 verges on the incredible and has to be dismissed.

In the first place, it does not leave much room for the leadership of Wa’il b.
Ayyub, who took over in the reign of “Abd al-Wahhab and died before it was over.
This is clear from Aba Tsa al-Khurasant’s letter concerning ‘Abd al-Wahhab’s
imamate, in which he says that ‘we have lived in the time of Abu Ayyub Wa’il
b. Ayyub and other shaykhs, and after him in that of Mahbub Abu Sufyan b.
al-Rahil, and they approved of him (i.e. “Abd al-Wahhab) and did not reproach
him with anything’;”* and it is confirmed by the information that when the ad-
herents of Khalaf b. Samh refused to recognize ‘Abd al-Wahhab as their imam,
they wrote, ‘to Abu Sufyan Mahbub b. al-Rahil who was the leader of the mission
and the foremost man in the east at the time, after the passing of the generation
of al-Rabi® b. Habib, Ibn Ghassan, Makhlad b. al-“Umar (sic), Abu ’1-Mubhajir,
and Aba Ayyub b. Wa’il’.7> The Khalafite schism took place between the siege
of Tripoli in 196 and the death of “Abd al-Wahhab in 208.7° But, if al-Rabi¢ was
still leader in 196 and Mahbub took over some time between 196 and 208, we
can barely fit in W2’il. Abu Isa implies that Wa’il and Mahbub covered most of
¢Abd al-Wahhab’s reign between them.

In the second place, Wa’il would have been close to a hundred years old when
he took over; and though he may well have died at an advanced age, it seems
unlikely that he should have taken over the leadership at such an age (see the
next entry).

In the third place, it was Wa’il b. Ayyub who pronounced on the status of
Muhammad b. Abi ‘Affan, whom the Omanis elected as imam in 177 and deposed
in 179:77 Wil endorsed the Omani action by declaring him a jabbar.”® It was
also Wa’il who was consulted on the reprehensible innovations of Sa‘id b. Ziyad,

72 thumma inna’l-imam hina arsala ila 'l-mashrig tawajjaha . . . yuridu his@r madinat tarabulus,
Siyar, 76.

73 Cook, Dogma, 56.

74 Tbn Sallam, Bad’, 138; Shammakhi, Siyar, 164.

75 Abu Zakariyya®, Siyar, 81.

76 Cf. EP, s.v. ‘Khalafiyya’.

77 Cf. App. 2.

78 Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 111.-7, 112.2 and ult.
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an Omani in the service of Muhammad b. Abi ‘Affan;”° and he pronounced on
the performance of al-Warith as imam (179-92) at some unidentified point.

Finally, we are told that al-Rabi® moved to Oman towards the end of his life
and settled in Ghadfan, whence he had originally come,®! and that Masa b. Abi
Jabir prayed over him when he died.3? This may not be correct: the sources
are late, their claim is tentative, and it is in Baghdad rather than Oman that we
encounter a grandson of al-Rabi¢ by the name of Ja‘far b. Yahya.®® But if the
claim is right, al-Rabi® died before 181, for it was in that year that Musa b. Abi
Jabir died, aged ninety-four.3*

All in all, we may thus accept that al-Rabi® died about 170, or perhaps around
175, as Massignon concluded on grounds unknown.?’

WORKS

Al-Rabi is credited with a collection of Hadith known as the Musnad or al-Fami¢
al-sahih.® Tt survives in the rartib of Abu Ya‘qub Yasuf b. Ibrahim al-Warjlani
(d. 570/1174) and has been aptly described by Wilkinson (‘Ibadi Hadith’) as a
product of Ibadi efforts at ‘normalization’, i.e. emulation of the Sunnis. It is
quasi-Sunni in both form and contents, and this is true even of part III, allegedly
containing al-Rabi“s own contributions to Hadith: the allegedly Kharijite tradi-
tions about the imamate that Wilkinson identified here are perfectly Sunni.®’
A collection of juristic opinions entitled Athdr al-Rabi€ is extant in a North
African manuscript, and it was, apparently, this work which was known as Kitab
Abi Sufra (after its redactor) in Oman. %

A letter by al-Rabi¢ concerning ‘Abdallah b. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz, Abu ’I-Mu’arrij,
and Shu‘ayb was known to al-Barradi.’

4. WAIL B. AYYUB

Abu Ayyub Wa’il b. Ayyub al-Hadrami is said to have been a pupil of Abu
“Ubayda.”® If this is correct, which is far from certain, he must have studied
with him in the 120s/740s, for he was back in Hadramawt at the time of ‘Abdal-
lah b. Yahya’s revolt in 129-30/746-8.°! It would place his date of birth in the

79 Kindi, Thtida, 224; Abt ’l-Hawari in Kashif, Siyar, i, 341 f; Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 112 1.

80 Salimi, Twhfa, i. 113. ‘From the history of the events preceding [al-Warith’s] election
it is clear that Abu Ayyub was imam in Basra’, Wilkinson rightly notes (‘Early Development’,
247 n. 40).

81 Shaqsi, Manhaj, i. 621.8; Sa’di, Qamis, viii. 304.-3.

82 Harithi, “Ugid, 149.

83 Wilkinson, ‘Ibadi Hadith’, 243.

84 Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 117; Harithi, Ugiid, 149, 154.

85 Cf. Revue des Etudes Islamiques (1938), 410.

86 This is wrongly described as a historical work in T. Lewicki, ‘Notice sur la chronique
ibadite d’ad-Dargin?’, Rocznik orientalistyczny, 11 (1935), 159.

87 ‘Ibadi Hadith’, 232, with ref. to traditions nos. 817-20; Crone, ‘Even an Ethiopian Slave’,
62.

88 Wilkinson, ‘Ibadi Hadith’, 241 ff.

89 Ennami, Studies, i. 10.

90 Bartini, Mukhiasar, 25.

91 Darjini, Tubaqar, ii. 261; Shammakhi, Siyar, 105.
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100s/720s at the latest. He was still in Hadramawt when the Hadramis elected
a new imam, ‘Abdallah b. Sa“9d, whom they subsequently deposed in favour of
a certain Hasan (or Khanbash).??> One faction held his deposition to be wrong;
Wa’il b. Ayyub was one of them, and he participated in a delegation that went
to consult Hajib al-T2°1 about it in Mecca. Hajib was loath to take sides, but
agreed that an imam shari was better than an imam dafi, and on those grounds
Wa’il’s faction won.”> He was still in Mecca when al-Mansir died in 136/775%
and when the North Africans consulted al-Rabi¢ in Mecca concerning the imam-
ate of ‘Abd al-Wahhab in or shortly after 168;%> and he only took over as leader
in Basra on the death of al-Rabi in ¢.170/786. If the claim that he had stud-
ied with Abu “Ubayda is correct, he must have been in his seventies by then,
meaning that his tenure is unlikely to have been long. He was consulted about
Muhammad b. Abi “‘Affan (177-9) and the latter’s commander Sa‘id b. Ziyad,
lived into the imamate of al-Warith b. Ka‘b (179-92), and died in the reign of
the second Rustumid imam ‘Abd al-Wahhab (168-208), as has been seen;’® but
exactly when he died is unknown. About 190 is the latest credible date.

WORKS

Wail b. Ayytb is said to have debated with Mu‘tazilites in Hadramawt,”” and
Yusuf b. Muhammad al-Mus‘abi (d. 1188/1774 f) preserves an account of one of
these debates.”® Also extant is a small treatise by Wail entitled Nasab al-isiam,
which has been published in Kashif, Siyar, ii, no. 24. Unlike the nasab al-islam at
the end of Shammakhi’s Szyar, which is a list of the transmitters of Ibadi doctrine,
Wa2il’s work is a doctrinal statement.” Finally, Lewicki credits Aba Ayyub with
a biographical work entitled Masalik al-sulaha;'® but this seems to rest on a
misunderstanding. In his entry on Wa’il b. Ayyub, which is a florid piece written
in rhymed prose, al-Darjini says fa-lahu al-hazz al-awfar fi tarigat al-mutafaqqihin
wa-lahu i masalik al-sulah@ rutba wa-qawanin.'®' We take this to mean ‘he has
the most abundant share in the way of those who study the law, and his position

in the paths of the righteous is that of the upright ones’.1%?

5. ABU SUFYAN MAHBUB

Abu Sufyan Mahbub b. al-Rahil b. al-‘Anbar/Sayf/Sayyid b. Hubayra was a Qu-
rashi according to Omani sources, % but an ‘Abdi according to Darjini.'® Much

92 Cf. Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 112.6.

93 Shammakhi, Siyar, 92.

94 ibid. 94.

95 ibid. 147.8, cf. also 151.9.

96 Above, s.v. ‘al-Rabi®.

97 Shammakhi, Siyar, 105; not in Oman as van Ess says, TG, ii. 206.

98 Cuperly, Introduction, 261.

99 Cf. Hashim b. Ghaylan in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 37.7; also cited in Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 139.
100 [ ewicki, ‘Kitab al-Sijar’, 72; id., ‘Chronique ibadite d’ad-Dargin?’, 159.
101 Tubagat, ii. 278.

102 Reading rutbat al-gawwamin, cf. Q. 4:135; 5:8.

103 ¢ g Sa’di, Qamis, viii. 303.12, 304.-5.

104 Tubagat, 278; likewise Lewicki, EI?, s.v. ‘Mahbab’, and elsewhere.
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of our information about him goes back to a book of his own (cf. below); but, for
all that, his dates are problematic.

According to late sources, Abu Sufyan’s great-grandfather Hubayra was a faris
of the Prophet;'®® but according to Abu Sufyan himself, he was a contempor-
ary of Jabir, or in other words a Successor: he and Jabir were exiled to Oman
by al-Hajjaj.!% Abu Sufyan mentions two of his sons, al-Rahil and al-‘Anbar:
they consulted Jabir about their mother, Umm al-Rahil, when she was too old
to fast.!%” Al-Shammakhi adds that al-“Anbar was a pupil of Jabir, which would
put him in Abu ‘Ubayda’s generation. Al-‘Anbar/Mujabbir’s son, who was also
called al-Rahil, would thus belong to the generation of al-Rabi®, which is also
where we would expect to find him; for when al-Rahil died or divorced his wife,
she found a new husband in al-Rabi‘: a gloss explains that al-Rabi® was married
to Abu Sufyan’s mother;'%® and al-Harithi duly calls him al-Rabi®s rabib.'*

Lewicki claims that AbT Sufyan studied with Ab@ “Ubayda;''? but there is no
support for this in the sources and it is hard to see how a stepson of al-Rabi‘ could
have been a student of Abd “‘Ubayda. In fact, Abu Sufyan’s information about
Abu “Ubayda is sometimes explicitly said to come from intermediaries such as
Wa’il b. Ayyab, al-Mu‘tamir b. ‘Umara, or al-Malih.!"! Aba Sufyan also owed his
knowledge of the great Arabian revolt to intermediaries. He tells of a meeting in
Hajib al-T2’1’s house which was, clearly, about the preparation of this revolt: Abu
Hamza al-Mukhtar b. ‘Awf was present, a message was sent to Balj b. ‘Uqba, the
meeting was being held at night, and no young men were allowed in; nonetheless,
al-Malih managed to get in, and it was he who told the story to Aba Sufyan.!?
Al-Malih, who was thus a young man in the 120s/740s, was Abu Sufyan’s jadd
by rida‘a and died under al-Rabi‘.!'3 Abd Sufyan also heard about Abai Hamza’s
Basran phase from “Abd al-Malik al-Tawil and about another participant in his
revolt from another informant, who was very old when he met Aba Sufyan.!™*

Abu Sufyan did, however, reach adulthood before al-Rabi¢ died, for he tells us
that he debated figh with a son of Hajib al-Ta’1 in the presence of al-Rabi<,!!® and
that he used to pray with a group of women in his youth when, one day, al-Rabi¢
passed by and compared his performance (unfavourably) with that of Dumam,
who was clearly dead by then.!'® Given that al-Rabi¢ died in ¢.170, this suggests
that he was born before 140. He is also unlikely to have been a youngster when

105 Sa<di, Qamiis, viii, 303.12; Kashf al-ghumma, 303.

106 Shammakhi, Siyar, 76.

107 Darjini, Tubagat, ii. 210; Shammakhi, Siyar, 95. The name al-‘Anbar is probably to
be read al-Mujabbir, see below on his descendants, no. 1.

108 Shammakhi, Siyar, 118.

109 <Ugqud, 154.4, 155.-5.

110 Kitab al-Sijar’, 71; cf. ‘Chronique ibadite d’ad-Dargin’, 159; EI?, s.v. ‘Mahbub’.

11 Shammakhi, Siyar, 97, 109 f, 111.

N2 Darjini, Tabagar, ii. 248 f; Shammakhi, Siyar, 91, cf. p. 111.

U3 Darjini, Tubagar, ii. 275. Lewicki takes al-Malih to have been Abu Sufyan’s real jadd
and duly turns him into an ‘Abdi, cf. EF?, s.v. ‘Mahbub’.

114 Darjini, Tabagat, ii. 262; Shammakhi, Siyar, 100, 108, 118.

U5 Darjini, Tabagar, ii. 275.

116 Shammakhi, Siyar, 118.
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he took over the leadership himself on Wa’il b. Ayyub’s death in ¢.190 at the
latest. 17

Unfortunately, the citations from Abu Sufyan’s book do not cover the period
of Wa’il’s leadership, let alone his own. It is from other sources that we know
roughly when he succeeded,!'® but how long did he remain leader? Abu ‘Isa
al-Khurasani’s letter (cited above, s.v. ‘al-Rabi®) suggests that he outlived ‘Abd
al-Wahhab, who died in 208/823; and according to al-Salimi he had an acrimoni-
ous debate with Hartin b. al-Yaman in the course of which both sides sent letters
to the imam al-Muhanna b. Jayfar (226-37/841-52) and the Hadramis, and from
which Mahbiib came out as the winner.!'® Al-Salimi has him enact this debate
in Basra, but he is said to have moved to Oman towards the end of his life (cf.
below), implying that he lived for some time after the debate was over. If so,
he could hardly have died before the 230s.'20 But this is hard to believe. Wa’il
was an adult participant in the Arabian revolt in ¢.130 and cannot have died later
than ¢.190. Abu Sufyan must have been, at the very least, in his forties when
he succeeded Wa’il, and more plausibly he was in his sixties. One would have
expected him to die, at the latest, in his eighties in ¢.210, some forty years after
the death of his stepfather and some twenty years after he had taken over the
leadership. Now he turns out to have outlived his stepfather by some sixty years
and to have been leader for some forty. Maybe he took over at an unusually early
age, but it is all a bit strained.

His controversy with Harun b. al-Yaman should probably be redated. The
letters are extant, and Harun b. al-Yaman does address one of his to an imam, say-
ing that Mahbib b. al-Rahil has written to him too;'?! but he does not name the
imam, who is only identified as al-Muhanna in the title. Al-Salimi cites al-Bisyani
as placing the controversy in the reign of Ghassan b. ‘Abdallah (192-208/808—
23).122 He disagrees, clearly with reference to Har@in’s letter; but the titles of
letters are no more immune to misidentification than other sources, and one sus-
pects that al-Bisyani is right. If so, the controversy took place in ¢.200, when
we know from North African sources that Abu Sufyan was leader in Basra; he
would have outlived Ghassan b. ‘Abdallah just as he outlived ‘Abd al-Wahhab
(both imams died in 208), and we could tentatively place his death in ¢.210/825.

Like al-Rabi¢, Abu Sufyan is said to have gone to Oman towards the end of
his life.!?3 He is reported to have settled in Suhar,'?* where his son Muhammad
was gadi and died in 260 (see below, descendants, no. 3). It is al-Rabi®s and Abu
Sufyan’s return to Oman that lies behind the idea that ‘the mashayikh of Basra
transferred themselves to “‘Uman, which thus became the spiritual centre of the

17 Lewicki in EI?, s.v. ‘Mahbub’, wrongly has him take over from al-Rabi‘.

18 Cf. above, s.vv. ‘al-Rabi® and ‘Wa’il’.

19 Tuhfa, i. 157f.

120 Cf. Wilkinson, ‘Ibadi Hadith’, 247.

121 Kashif, Siyar, i. 326.-3, ult.

122 Tuhfa, i. 122.

123 Shaqsi, Manhaj, i. 621.8; Sa‘di, Qamis, viii. 304.—3; accepted by Wilkinson, ‘Ibadi
Hadith’, 247.

124 Sam@’ili, Izala, 47.
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Ibadiyya’.'?> But the sources know nothing whatever about a general exodus from
Basra. They are not even sure that al-Rabi® or Abu Sufyan returned, merely
noting that ‘it is said’ that they did so. Abu Sufyan’s descendants did make their
careers in Oman (cf. below), but al-Rabi”s would appear to have stayed in Iraq
(cf. the grandson mentioned above, s.v. ‘al-Rabi®’), and so presumably did most of
the Ibadis who had been born there. The reason why the Basran leadership came
to an end is not that the Basrans migrated to Oman; nor can Oman be said to
have become the spiritual centre of Ibadism, for it only took over the leadership
of the eastern Ibadis: North Africa was a spiritual centre of its own. The Basran
leadership came to an end because the establishment of the imamates meant that
Ibadism ceased to be a unitary movement. This was not obvious at first, for in
the early days of the two imamates the Omanis and North Africans would still
submit their differences to the Basran leaders; but in the dispute between Abu
Sufyan and Harun the roles have been reversed: it is the Basran leaders who
submit their differences to the Omani imam, and this neatly illustrates that the
leadership in dar al-tagiyya was losing its point. Control of the Ibadi majority
outside Basra had passed into the hands of imams who were local, public, and
capable of backing their decisions with military power, and who were thus likely
sooner or later to be seen as the highest authorities. The Basrans could well have
responded to this development by emigrating, and maybe some did. But there is
no evidence to support the conjecture.

WORKS

The North African imam al-Aflah knew Abu Sufyan as the author of an “%/d to
‘Abdallah b. Yahya as well as a book.'?® Since Aba Sufyan is unlikely to have
been even born at the time of ‘Abdallah b. Yahya’s revolt, he can hardly have
addressed a work to him (pace Lewicki in EI°, s.v. ‘Mahbab’). The work sur-
vives in Darjini’s Tubaqat'?’ and is accepted as an authentic work of Mahbub by
van Ess, who redates it to the second half of the eighth century and makes it a
Sendschreiben to the people of Yemen.!?® This hypothesis awaits examination.

The Kitab Abi Sufyan only survives in brief extracts. Two quotations in Bar-
radi'? suggest that it included the history of the first civil war. The quotations in
Darjini and Shammakhi are biographical. Presumably, it provided chronological
coverage of the umma from the Prophet to the furga and dealt with the ‘Muslims’
tabaqa by tabaga thereafter. According to Barradi, '3 it also included figh, kalam,
and %qa’id. The quotations in Darjini and Shammakhi relate to the four tabaqat
from the Companions to al-Rabi‘. It is not clear whether Shammakhi had inde-
pendent access to the book or simply copied the extracts in Darjini, but the fact
that both give the name of Abu Sufyan’s grandfather as al-“Anbar would suggest
the latter (see below on his descendants, no. 1).

125 Lewicki in EP?, s.v. ‘Ibadiyya’, col. 652b; similarly van Ess, TG, ii. 201 f.
126 Talibi, Ard, ii. 284.

127 Tubagar, ii. 279 ff.

128 7@, ii. 224.

129 gumwahir, 105.—4, 145.—7.

130 In Talibi, Ara@, ii. 284.
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Finally, Kindi, Fawhar, 125, mentions that sects arose after ‘Abdallah b.
Ibad and proposed doctrines tajmauhum al-takhi’a li-Mahbub b. al-Rahil. This
Takhti’a is perhaps the letter that Abu Sufyan wrote to the Khalafites bi-rakhsi’-
atihim.'3 Tt could well have been preceded by an enumeration of previous errors.

DESCENDANTS

Abt Sufyan had a brother by the name of Muhammad b. al-Rahil'3? and several
sons and other descendants who played a major role in Omani life down to the
fourth/tenth century, when one of them became imam.

(i) Sufyan b. Mahbub

He is listed in Shaqsi, Manhaj, i. 621; Sa‘di, Qamas, viii. 305.7; cf. also Wilkinson,
‘Ibadi Hadith’, 243 and n. 31 thereto. Judging by his father’s kunya, he was the
eldest son. According to Ibn Sallam, Bad’, 109.8, a certain Sufyan b. Mahbub
al-Kindi (‘“Abdi according to the index) lived in Mecca with companions, of whom
twenty-five were Omanis like himself: during the pilgrimage he had tents at Mina
where the pilgrims from Oman would congregate in the days of tashrig. This is
probably the same man. Ibn Sallam endows him with a jadd called al-Mujabbir
who had studied with Abu “‘Ubayda. The chances are that this is a reference
to al-“Anbar, Mahbub’s jadd, who did not study with Abu ‘Ubayda, but who
was of the latter’s generation. For some reason Omani sources give the name of
Mahbub’s grandfather as Sayf or Sayyid, but since Abu Sufyan himself gives it
as al-‘Anbar in Darjini’s and Shammakhi’s extracts from his book, the Omanis
can hardly be right. Al-‘Anbar and al-Mujabbir are equally unusual names which
happen to took similar in Arabic, but of which only the latter recurs in the family
(cf. below, nos. 2, 6), so this is probably the original form.

(i1) Muyjabbir b. Mahbub

He is listed together with Muhammad (below, no. 3) in Shaqsi, Manhaj, 1. 621.ult.;
Sa‘di, Qamaus, viii, 305.7; but apart from the fact that he was a scholar we know
nothing about him.

(ii1) Muhammad b. Mahbub, Abu ‘Abdallah

Abu Sufyan’s most famous son was active under al-Muhanna b. Jayfar and was
qadi of Suhar from 249/683 f to 260/873, when he died.!33 He was involved in
controversies over the created Qur’an and the retrospective status of Muhanna
b. Jayfar'3* and also had a dispute with an Ibadi mutakallim in Mecca.'® He en-
joyed considerable influence under the imam al-Salt b. Malik too.'3® His works
include a kitab in seventy volumes, which Wilkinson takes to have been a jami€ of

31 Darjini, Tabagat, i. 70.8.

132 Shaqsi, Manhaj, i. 619.-2; Sa’di, Qamis, viii. 303.-10.

133 Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 152, 156, 158 ff, 163, 166; Harithi, Ugid, 255; Wilkinson, ‘Omani
Manuscript Collection’, 196 f.

13% Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 150, 156, 158 ff; cf. Khalid in Kashif, Siyar, i. 123.

135 Shammakhi, Siyar, 123.

136 Wilkinson, loc. cit.
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his rulings'®” and numerous letters (siyar): a sira to al-Muhanna which is quoted
by Kindi;'3® a letter to the people of Maghrib; 3% another to the people of Had-
ramawt; 0 a letter to the imam of Hadramawt, Ahmad b. Sulayman, written %n
lisan al-Salt b. Malik;'*! a response to the imam al-Salt b. Malik;'*? and a letter
to a certain Khalaf b. ‘Udhra.'® He is frequently mentioned and cited in the
sources, and all the further members of the family are his descendants.

(iv) Bashir b. Muhammad b. Mahbub, Abu ’I-Mundhir

He is listed as one of the great scholars of Oman in Shaqsi, Manhaj, i. 622.1;
Sa‘di, Qamas, viii, p. 305.8; cf. also Kashf al-ghumma, 293, where the text calls
him Abu Muhammad (the kunya of no. 5) and makes Abu ’I-Mundhir a separate
person. According to Salimi, Lum, 18, he was the author of Kitab al-khizana,
al-Bustan fi ’l-usul, a Kitab al-rasf fi ’I-tawhid wa-huduth al-‘@lam wa-ghayr dha-
lika, and Kitab al-muharaba. All seem to be lost. (These works are mistakenly
ascribed to Bashir b. Mundhir, whose kunya was also Abu ’I-Mundhir, by “Ubay-
dali, Kashf al-ghumma, 254 n; correctly to Bashir b. Muhammad at p. 293 n.) Cf.
also Wilkinson, Imamate Tradition, 190, 191. A sira of his is preserved in the
Hinds Xerox (662-792).

(v) ‘Abdallah b. Muhammad b. Mahbub, Abu Muhammad

He is listed as an Omani scholar in Shaqsi, Manhayj, 1. 622.1; Sa‘di, Qamis, viii.
305.8; Kashf al-ghumma, 293 (kunya only). He was one of those who dissoci-
ated from Musa and Rashid who had deposed the imam al-Salt b. Malik (Salimi,
Tuhfa, i. 197).

(vi) Mujabbir b. Bashir
Son of no. 4 according to ‘Ubaydali in Kashf al-ghumma, 293 n, without reference.

(vii) Sa“id b. ‘Abdallah b. Muhammad b. Mahbub

Son of no. 5, Sa“id was elevated to the imamate and went down as the best imam
the Omanis ever had, apart from the Julanda.'* But he fell in battle and the
author of Kashf al-ghumma confessed not to know when he was elected or how
long he ruled, though he had found the date of the battle in which he fell to be
328 (pp. 303 f. Salimi gives his dates as 320-8/932-9 f'*5 and credits him with
a book on an unspecified subject. 146

137 Barradi, Jawahir, 218.18; Talibi, Arz>, 284, ult.; Wilkinson, ‘Ibadi Hadith’, 254.
138

139

196 f.

140 Wilkinson, ‘Omani Manuscript Collection’, 196 f quoted by Khalid in Kashif, Siyar, i.
132; by Kindj, op. cit., 69, 170 f.

141 Wilkinson, loc. cit.; also in HX, 238-60; quoted in Kindi, op. cit., 195.

142 1n Kindi, op. cit., 148-50.

143 HX, 195-202.

144 Shaqsi, Manhaj, i. 622.3; Sa’di, Qamizs, viii. 305.10, 314.5.

45 Tuhfa, i. 275, 278.

146 [um, 19.

Bayan, xxviii. 83 ff.
Ennami, Studies, i. 10; printed in Kashif, Siyar, ii. item 29; cf. also Kindi, op. cit., 195f



THE IBADI LEADERS IN BASRA 315

Hubayra
al-Anbar/Mujabbir | al-Rahil
al—Rlahil
Makllbﬁb l Muhalmmad

|
Sufyan ~ Mujabbir ~ Muhammad

¢Abdallah Bashir

Sa4d Mujabbir






APPENDIX 2

THE IMAMS OF OMAN TILL 280/893

1. AL-JULANDA B. MASUD AL-AZDI, 132-4/750-2

The Omani tradition places the accession of the Julanda in 131 and his death in
133;! but, as Salimi observes, these dates are problematic. The Julanda fell in
battle against ‘Abbasid troops shortly after he had defeated and killed Shayban
b. ‘Abd al-“Aziz al-Yashkuri, the Sufri leader who had fled from the ‘Abbasids to
Oman;? and these events are placed in 134 by Tabari, Azdi, and Ibn al-Athir.3
Since the Julanda is generally agreed to have ruled for two years and a month,
this implies an accession date of 132, which fits the information that he came
to power after the accession of AbT ’1-Abbas.* Tabari and Azdi are in any case
early sources, so the Omani tradition should undoubtedly be corrected. L.. Vec-
cia Vaglieri strangely places the Julanda’s election in 135/752 f and his death in
137/754 £.3

2. MUHAMMAD (B. ‘ABDALLAH) B. ABI ‘AFFAN
AL-YAHMADI, 177-9/794-6

According to Kashf al-ghumma, 254, Ton Abi ‘Affan was deposed and replaced by
al-Warith in 177 after ruling for two years and a month. This would place his
election in 175. But according to Salimi,® he was elected in 177 and deposed in
179. Wilkinson follows Salimi, presumably because he cites early sources, gives
precise dates, and does not have problems with the next reign.” We do the same.
Differently Veccia Vaglieri, who does not seem to have used Salimi.3

3. AL-WARITH B. KAB AL-KARUSI, 179-92/796-808

The dates are from Salimi, who adds that he ruled for twelve years and six (or
three) months.® Kashf al-ghumma, 254, 256, says that he ruled from 177 for twelve
years and six months, which takes us to 189; but his successor only took over in
192, showing that Salimi’s chronology is preferable.

U Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 96.—4; cf. Sa‘di, Qamizs, viii. 313.10; Kashf al-ghumma, 251; similarly
Wilkinson, Imamate Tradition, 10, table 1.

2 Salimi, op. cit., 94 ff.

3 Tabari, 3rd ser., 78 f; Azdi, Mawsil, 155; Tbn al-Athir, Kamil, v. 346 f.

* Kashf al-ghumma, 247.

5 “’imamato ibadita del’Oman’, Annali dell’Istituto Universitario Orientale di Napoli, NS,
3 (1949), 255, 257.

S Tuhfa,i. 111.

7 Imamate Tradition, 10, table 1.

8 ‘Imamato’, 258.

9 Tuhfa, i. 114, 121.
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4. GHASSAN B. ABDALLAH AL-FAJHI AL-YAHMADI,
192-207/808-23

See Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 122, 126. Kashf al-ghumma, 259, agrees that he died in
Dhu ’1-Qa‘da 207 after ruling for fifteen years and seven months, which confirms
Salim’s dates. His successor was not elected till Shawwal 208, almost a year after
he is said to have died, yet the sources do not mention an interregnum. Hence
Wilkinson conjectures that Ghassan may have died in 208, or alternatively that
his successor had already acceded in 207.!° Some sources do, in fact, place his
successor’s accession in 207, but they merely create another problem thereby.

5. ABD AL-MALIK B. HUMAYD AL-AZDI, 208-26/824—41

See Salimi, Tuhfa, 1. 134, 136; Kashf al-ghumma, 259 f, which gives the same ac-
cession date and agrees that he was imam for eighteen years and seven months.
According to Salimi, some people held him to have been enthroned in Dhu
’1-Qa‘da 207, immediately after the death of his predecessor; but in that case
he must either have ruled for nineteen years and seven months or died in 225,
and neither seems to be suggested.

6. AL-MUHANNA B. JAYFAR AL-FAJHI AL-YAHMADI,
226-37/841-51

See Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 150, 152; Kashf al-ghumma, 260, 263.

7. AL-SALT B. MALIK AL-KHARUSI, 237-72/851-86

He was appointed on the same day that his predecessor died (in Rabi II) and
was deposed on grounds of senility in Dhu ’1-Hijja 272 after a reign of thirty-five
years and seven months.'! Kashf al-ghumma, 264 f, places his deposition in 273,
but agrees that he ruled for thirty-five years and seven months, so Salimi’s date
must be right.

8. RASHID B. AL-NAZAR AL-FAJHI, 272-7/886-90

Salimi, Tuhfa, 1. 216, 239 ff (he was deposed after ruling for four years); Kashf
al-ghumma, 264 f (gives his accession date as 273).

9. AZZAN B. TAMIM AL-KHARUSI, 277-80/890-3
Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 243, 259 f; Kashf al-ghumma, 265, 272; Tbn al-Athir, Kamil, vii.

322. Oman having been in a state of fitna since the deposition of al-Salt, ‘Azzan
fell in battle in 280 against Muhammad b. Nur/Bur/ Thawr, al-Mu‘tadid’s gov-
ernor of Bahrayn, who subjected Oman to “‘Abbasid rule. Veccia Vaglieri turns
it into 281.12

10 fmamate Tradition, 10, table 1.
11 S3limi, Tuhfa, i. 164, 196.
12 ‘Imamato’, 261.
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MA/MAN/HAYTHU SHA’A 'LLAH

On six occasions Salim uses the striking expression ma/man sha’a ’llah in the
sense of ‘however long/whatever/whoever it might be’: Muhammad continued
to call people to Islam ma sha’a ’llah (1. 227); he was joined by man sha’a ’llah
(L. 241); he continued ma sha’a ’llah (1. 249); ‘Uthman acted in accordance with
the book and Sunna ma sha’a llah (1. 356); the Azariqa makathii ma sha’a llah
yasiruna bi-sirat man kana gablahum (1. 542); a believer of Pharaoh’s folk makatha
ma shaa ’llah hiding his belief (1. 577).

One does not often encounter this expression in the mainstream literature.
In fact, neither of us was aware of having come across it before, and, though we
did notice it in the mainstream literature thereafter, the attestations remained few
and sporadic. By contrast, we were inundated with attestations when we turned
to the Ibadi literature of Oman, where we also came across the variant haythu
sha’a ’llah for ‘wherever’. The Ibadis of Oman used the expression with great
regularity, especially in historical narrative; and, like Salim, they tended to use it
repeatedly within the same work. The Ibadis of Basra also liked the expression
(nos. 1-3, 6), as did, perhaps, those of Khurasan (cf. no. 4). But we have not
found any examples in the probably Kufan IB2, the probably Kufan Sifat ahdath
Uthman, or the certainly Kufan Ibadi mutakallim ‘Abdallah b. Yazid al-Fazari.!
North African Ibadis did use the expression, but not with Omani regularity, and
many North African attestations are quotations from eastern sources.

Our non-Ibadi attestations are too scattered to suggest a pattern, but it is
noteworthy that only two of them use the expression repeatedly: one is the Kufan
Sayf b. “Umar al-Tamimi, who here as so often stands out from the crowd (no.
21; cf. above, Ch. 7, n. 37); the other, which has our only non-Ibadi attestation of
haythu sha’a ’llah, more predictably emanates from the Basran sphere of influence
(no. 26).

The interest of all this lies in the fact that there is a clue to geographical
provenance here. An Ibadi work which uses the ma/man/haythu sha’a ’llah ex-
pression once could come from anywhere; but if it has a predilection for the
expression and is not simply citing earlier sources, then it is unlikely to come from
Kufa or North Africa, as opposed to Oman, Basra, or wherever Omani/Basran
Ibadis went.

IBADI ATTESTATIONS

1. IB1 (Basra? Mid- or late Umayyad period?): Muhammad worked
wa-ma‘ahu uthman wa-man sha’a ’llah min ashabihi; Muhammad lived ma sha’a

1 Cf. the excerpts from his work in Madelung, Streitschrifi; Abu “Ammar, Migaz, ii. 154 ff
= van Ess, TG, v. 121 ff.
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llah; “Uthman “amila ma sha’a ’llah . . . futiha lahu min khaz@in al-ard ma shd’a
lah . .. wa-daraba minhum man sha@’a ’llah ... wa-nafahum fi atraf al-ard man
sh@a *Uah minhum . . . ill@ ma sh@a llah . . . fa-jama‘a ahl al-islim ma@ shida *lah.*

2. Salim b. Hutay’a al-Hilali (Basra?, ¢.720 if authentic): sarit ilayhim man
sha’a *llah min ahl al-kifa.’

3. Khalaf b. Ziyad al-Bahrani (Bahrayn and Basra, d. 752): fa-’qtatalc ma
shd’a llah.*

4. Hilal b. “‘Atiyya al-Khurasani (Khurasan (?) and Oman, d. 752): In the
Jahiliyya everybody abandoned worship of the true God illad ma shaa ’llah min
al-nds;> so God sent the Prophet fa-labitha bi-makka Sshrin sana aw ma shia
llah (fo. 51a.7) ... fa-labitha al-nabi bi-makka ma shaa ’llah . .. fa-labitha nabi
allah (sI'm) ma shaPa ’llah thumma unzila alayhi. . . (fos. 51b.2, possibly no longer
Hilal’s epistle).

5. Shabib b. “‘Atiyya (Oman, d. after 752): arba® sinin aw ma shi’a ’Hah.®

6. Abu Sufyan Mahbub b. al-Rahil (Basra, d. ¢.825): A speaker got up and
spoke ma sha’a ’llah;” somebody was ashaddu ijtihddan min h@ul@i illd ma shia
Uah.®

7. anon. to al-Salt b. Malik (Oman, ninth century): wa-man sh@a ’llah min
al-muslimin . . . f-man shi@a ’lah min al-ghawghd.’

8. Abu ’I-Mu’thir (Oman, ninth century): Mdusa only took for himself ma
sha’a *Uah;'® wa-mis@ fi baytihi wa (vead aw) haythu sha "lah . . . wa-im@muhun
[t baytihi aw haythu sha’a ’lah ... wa-bayt al-imam munfasih ‘an al-masjid bima
sha’a ’lah (p. 67.6-6—4); la yaqiluna illd ma sha’a ’lah (p. 68.6).

9. Khalid b. Qahtan (Oman, ninth to tenth centuries): fa-qad sahibna aba
l-mwthir ma shi’a ’lah min al-dahr;'' Tblis worshipped God ma sha’a ’llah (p.
90.1); fa-‘amila ‘uthman b. affan sitt sinin aw ma sha’a ’lUah (p. 100.8); fa’qtatala
huwa wa-ali ma sha’a ’lah. . . there fell of the Muhajirun and Ansar man sha’a
llah (p. 110.8, 9); there escaped so and so many aw man sha’a ’llah (p. 114.-6);
the Umayyads killed of Mirdas’ followers man sha’a ’llah (p. 118.4); Warith sara

. ma sha’a ’llah bi’l-haqq (p. 122.-3); Musa wa-man sha’a ’llah min al-muslimin
came (p. 123.7); the imam al-Salt b. Malik sara bi’l-haqq ... ma sh@a ’llah (p.
124.9); fa-qumtu bi-hadha ’l-amr ma sha’a ’llah (p. 128.9); fa-kataba ilad man sha’a
llah min al-muslimin (p. 129.3); Musa and Rashid /labitha fi mulkihim ma sh@a
llah (p. 134.—6); wa-qutila man sha’a ’lah [7 tilka’l-waqa (p. 135.6); fa-ghayyara
ahl ‘uman 1@ man sha’a ’llah (p. 140.4).

2 Kashif, Siyar, ii. 327.-3; 328.2.ult.; 329.2, 6, 7; 333.11; 336.2. Fewer occurrences in the
western version, cf. Barradi, Jawahir, 157.9, 13; 158.5, 10.

3 Barradi, Jawahir, 104.10, cf. pp. 103.14, 102.-2.

4 Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 71 or 79.

5 Qalhati, Kashf, fo. 50a.—4.

6 Kashif, Siyar, ii. 374.2.

7 Shammakhi, Siyar, 91.4; Darjini, Tubagat, ii. 249.8.

8 ibid., 283.9 (attrib.).

9 Kashif, Siyar, i. 208.1, 225.1.

10 Kashif, Siyar, i. 43.-3.

11 K3shif, Siyar, i. 148.-5.
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10. Abu Zakariyya’ (North Africa, eleventh century): Abu Hatim entered
Tripoli fa-aqama ma shaa ’lah.'?

11. Kindi, Muhammad (Oman, d. 1114 f): fa-qada ma shaa ’llah min
al-shuhiir.®

12. Kindi, Ahmad (Oman, twelfth century): i/la man sha’a ’llah min al-umma

. ill@ ma@ shi’a *lUah minhum . . . illd man shiPa *Hah.**

13. Qalhati (Oman, twelfth century): The Prophet remained in Mecca ma
sha’a ’llah until he was instructed to fight the polytheists (fo. 55b.1). God allowed
men to have four wives and ma sha’a ’llah of slave girls (fo. 54a.8); fa-‘amila
uthman al-haqq ma shaa lUah [aw] sitt sinin (fo. 84b.=3); bi-thalathin sana aw
ma sh@a ’lah min dhalika (fo. 198a.ult.); fa-labitha mu‘awiya ma shia ’llah an
yalbath . .. wa-labitha mu‘@wiya ma sha’a ’llah khalian (fo. 107b.—7-3).

14. Barradi (North Africa, fourteenth to fifteenth centuries): fa-makatha fi
I-khildfa ma shiPa "lUah . . . fa-makatha uthman ma sh@a lUah thumma. . .

15. Shammakhi (North Africa, d. 1522): Abu Hamza stayed in Mecca ma
sha’a ’llah an yugim;'® Aba ’l-Khattab hasara ahlahd ma sha’a ’llah (p. 128.11);
in the hostilities between ‘Abd al-Wahhab and the Nukkar some people ‘“askaric
haythu sh@a ’llah (p. 152.10).

16. al-Shaqgsi (Oman, wrote after 1650): Most of them were Basrans i//a ma
shia lah.V

17. Sa‘di (Oman, eighteenth century): mimma salafa wa-mada illa ma sha’a
lah.'8

18. Izkawi, attrib. (Oman, d. 1728): Salman al-Farisi stayed in Amorium ma
sha’a ’llah."® ... The (Portuguese) non-Arabs were defeated wa-qutila minhum
man shiva ’Uiah.*

19. Salimi (Oman, d. 1914): wa-mada “ala dhalika ma shiPa ’llah min al-zaman
... fa-labitha ma sha’a ’llah yaghdic ghuduwwahum . .. qala abu ’I-hasan [al-bisy-
ani] qama al-muhanna bi’l-haqq ma sha’a ’llah . . . wa-ghayr dhalika mimma sha’a
'ligh. . . and many other examples, clearly from older sources.?!

12 Siyar, 49.9.

13 Bayan al-sharS, xxviii. 29.2, citing or paraphrasing Kudami. fa-Gsha ma sh@a *Uah ayya-
man . . . wa-la farq fi dhalika li-muhtajj ill@d ma sha’a ’llah (ibid. 1489, 171.9, citing Muhammad
b. Mahbub).

4 Ihiida@, 30.3, 226.—4; Jawhar, 122.7, 8.

15 Jawahir, 55.-2, 60.16.

16 Siyar, 99 f.

17" Manhaj, i, p. 620.4; also Sa’di, Qamis, viii, p. 303.—5.

18 Ogmis, viii, p. 280.5.

19 Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 71b.7.

20 Kushf al-ghumma, ed. “‘Ubaydali, 332.

21 Tuhfa, i. 794, 937, 117.3, 150.5, 155.6, 163.7, 198.10, 200.2, 205.12, 206.—6, 210.9,
212.7, 216.-9, 226.7, 11.
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NON-IBADI ATTESTATIONS
KUFA TO ¢.800

20. al-Ashtar (Kufa, 650s): The Prophet labitha bi-dhalika ma sha’a ’llah an
yalbatha.**

21. Sayf b. ‘Umar (Kufa, d. ¢.796): fa-qtatalic ma sha’a ’llah . .. fa-qatalu ma
sh@a ’llah wa-asabi ma shd’u (Tabari, st ser., 2696.7); thumma innahum kharajiu
wa-man sha’a ’llah minhum . . . fa-ajaba ila dhalika man shdPa ’llah . . . fa-jara I-nas
ald dhalika ma shia lah.

22. Tbrahim al-Nakhai (Kufa, d. 713-15): hatta yusbiha aw ma sha’a ’lah min
dhdlika.**

23. Kufan tradition (before 894): fa-yisaC alayhi gabruhu ma sh@a ’lHah.?

BASRAN SPHERE TO ¢.800:

24. al-Rabi® b. Anas (Basra, Khurasan, d. 756-8): ikhtalafiu ild ’l-hasan
[al-basri] ashar sinin aw ma shiPa *Hah.*°

25. al-Mad2’ini (d. Baghdad, 843): Ibn Abi Bakra in Sistan asaba min al-gha-
nima ma sha’a *lah.”’

26. Wasit or Khurasan, eighth century: The expression is common in the
hadith al-isra’, which was generally rejected as a forgery perpetrated by Maysara b.
¢Abd Rabbih, a Persian from Basra (d. ¢.780?), or “‘Umar b. Sulayman al-Dimashqi
(d. ¢.750?), both of whom are denounced as liars. “Umar claimed to have it from
al-Dahhak, generally taken to be al-Dahhak b. Humra al-Wasiti (d. ¢.7207?), who
is also dismissed as a forger, though one line of transmission upgraded him to
the respectable Khurasani exegete al-Dahhak b. Muzahim:?® Whoever the author
may be, he certainly seems to have belonged to the Basran sphere of influence.

wa-nafadhat [t Gliyin haythu sha’a ’llah . .. ila haythu sh@’a ’llah . .. haythu
shaa ’llah ... ild ma sha’a ’llah ... tarakani ma sha’a (Cllah) . .. subhan alladhi
asra bi-‘abdibi laylan min al-masjid al-haram ila ’-masjid al-aqs@ thumma ba‘da
dhdlika haythu shi@a ’lah.*

27. Abt Muti¢ al-Balkhi (Khurasan, d. 814): fa-awsahu bima sha ’lah.>

OTHER
al-Dahhak b. Qays in Mas“udi, Murij, v. 69/1ii, §1827; Ibn al-Kalbi in Baladhuri,
Ansab, 1. 489.9 (drawn to our attention by Michael Cook); Ja‘far al-Sadiq in E.

Kohlberg, ‘Imam and Community in the Pre-Ghayba Period’ in S. A. Arjomand
(ed.), Authority and Political Culture in Shi%sm (Albany, 1988), 28; Ibn Hanbal

22 Tbn A‘tham, ii. 175.-5; cf. above, Ch. 7, 257 and n. 38 thereto.

23 Sayf, Futith, 116.11, 132.—6, 294.4; further examples at pp. 78.—3, 100.3, 133.9.

24 Tbn Sad, vi. 276.11.

25 Ibn Abi Shayba, Musannaf, iii. 377.-10.

26 Tbn Hajar, Tahdhib, i, p. 265.12.

27 Baladhuri, Ansab, xi. 311.-3.

28 Dhahabi, Mizan, s.vv. ‘al-Dahhak b. Humra’, ‘Maysara b. “Abd Rabbih’, “Umar b. Su-
layman’; Suyuti, La’ali, i. 81.

29 Suyuti, La’ali, i. 68.12, 71.-8, —4, 75.4, ult., 80.ult.

30 Figh absat, 45.ult.
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in Ibn Abi Yala, Tabaqar, i. 27.ult.; al-Shafih in al-Subki, Tabaqar al-shafi-
Qyya al-kubra, ed. ‘A.-F. M. al-Hulw and M. M. al-Tannahi (Cairo, 1965-76), ii.
121.11; al-Bazdawi, Usil al-din, ed. H. P. Linss (Cairo, 1963), 162.11; Nu‘man b.
Mahmiud al-Alusi (d. 1317/1899 f), al-Ayat al-bayyinat fi ‘adam sama al-amwat
Ynda ’l-hanafiyya al-sadat, ed. M. N.-D. al-Albani (Beirut, 1982), 105 (drawn to
our attention by Etan Kohlberg).






APPENDIX 4

ISTI‘RAD

MEANING

According to Pellat, istiad is a Kharijite technical term with a complex semantic
history. The tenth form of %4, he says, means ‘to ask someone to display his
possessions’ and thus ‘to ask someone to give an account of his opinion’, so the
basic meaning of sti7ad is ‘the interrogation to which the enemies of these sec-
tarians were subjected on falling into their hands’. However, he continues, the
term was also affected by the eighth form, which has much the same meaning
(‘to examine one by one, to pass under review’), but which in addition means
‘to attack someone’, ‘to strike in all directions, indiscriminately’. Since Kharijite
interrogation usually resulted in the death of the person interrogated, the term
eventually ‘came to imply less inquisition than the execution, by the extremist
groups of Kharidjis, of enemies who were reluctant to join the cause whole-
heartedly’.! This understanding of the term is accepted by Watt, who states that,
‘Because when they encountered other Muslims they questioned them about their
beliefs, the word isti%ad, which properly means “questioning”, came to connote
“indiscriminate killing” of theological opponents’.? This seems to be the current
understanding.

But Pellat’s account is not acceptable. For a start, there is no reason to think
that is#i%ad ever meant interrogation. The simple verb ista7ada can, of course,
mean to question (istarid al-‘arab, ‘ask whom thou will of the Arabs’, as Lane has
it%), but the technical term with which we are concerned plays on % in the sense
of randomness: ‘He betook himself to him or it, or he acted with respect to him or
it, without any direct aim, at random, indiscriminately’, as Lane explains. This is
so whether it is used in the eighth or the tenth form: ista%ada ’l-nas al-khawary
and :%araduwhum both mean ‘the people went forth against the Kharijees not caring
whom they slew’.* When the sources use the terms ista%ada/itarada and gatala
in tandem, we are not to infer that one verb means to interrogate and the other to
kill, as Pellat claims, but rather that the meanings of these two words overlap: one
stresses the random nature of the act and the other its result. When “Ali promises
safety to ‘whoever has not killed or committed isti%ad’,> he obviously does not

EP, s.v. ‘isti‘rad’.
Formative Period, 22.
Lexicon, s.v.

Lane, loc. cit.
Tabari, 1st ser., 3380.

v A W N =
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mean people who have ‘killed and interrogated’; and, where some sources speak
of istia@d and qatl, others have istirad bi’l-gatl® or isti%ad bi’l-sayf.’

Isti%ad 1s indiscriminate killing of any member of a particular group, and,
contrary to what Pellat claims, it did not owe this meaning to Kharijites. When
a Persian slave killed the caliph “Umar, the latter’s son ‘Abdallah wanted an
yasta%ida the captives in Medina.® When Busr b. Artah conquered Medina for
Mu‘awiya, he spent a month yasta“ridu al-nas: whoever was said to have helped
the rebels against ‘Uthman was killed.® In Khurasan in the second civil war ‘Abd-
allah b. Khazim al-Sulami engaged in isti%ad of the Rabi‘a in Herat.!? In 104 one
of the Sogdians in Said al-Harashi’s camp feared an yastaridahum al-harashi."
When the people of Jurjan planned to attack Qahtaba on his march to Iraq, he re-
acted by being musta%id al-gawm and killing 30,000 men.'?> When Mosul rebelled
in 132, Abu ’I-Abbas sent a general of whom it was said that he (%arada al-nas
on the Friday, killing 18,000 Arabs plus their slaves and mamwali.'® No Kharijites
are involved in any of these examples, and the meaning of is7/%ad in all of them
is indiscriminate killing of people belonging to a clearly demarcated group. The
randomness of the act lies in the selection of victims within that group: any
member that the avengers happen to encounter is killed without being given a
chance to exonerate himself or explain, because all are deemed to have forfeited
their lives. But, given that all members of the group are deemed to have for-
feited their lives, one could with equal justice translate isti7ad in these passages
as wholesale or systematic slaughter.

The same holds true of Kharijite isti%ad. It was random within the group
which they saw themselves as entitled to exterminate, but systematic in that it
was always directed at people whom they classified as infidels devoid of legal
protection.'* Obviously some questioning was required to establish a person’s
membership, and Pellat is right that the Kharijites are often depicted as interrog-
ating their victims first.!> But the interrogation was not known as istiad.

Nor, of course, did the Kharijites kill people who were ‘reluctant to join the
cause wholeheartedly’, but rather those who did not join it at all. They justi-
fied their behaviour, and especially their killing of children, with reference to Q.
71:25 £, where Noah says, ‘My lord, leave not upon the earth of the unbelievers
(al-kafirin) even one. Surely if thou leavest them, they will lead thy servants astray

6 Bisyani and Aba ’I-Mu’thir in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 85.6, 298.2; Salimi, Tukfa, i. 89.3.

7 Nash?, §§27, 119; ASM and Bisyani in Kashif, Siyar, i. 208.9; ii. 126.7; Qalhati, Kashf,
fos. 197a.7, 197b.1, 198a.3, etc.

8 Maqdisi, Bad’, v. 194.

9 Tabari, 2nd ser., 22.

10 jbid., 452.2.

11 ibid., 1444.ult.

12 Uyian, 193.9.

13 Ya‘qubi, ii. 429; similarly Azdi, Mawsil, 147.-2; Khalifa, Ta’rikh, 627.

14 1t thus excluded dhimmis. According to the lexicographers cited by Lane, “The Kharijee
slays men in any possible manner, and destroys whomsoever he can, without enquiring respect-
ing the condition of anyone, Muslim or other’; but this is contradicted by Tabari, 1st ser., 3423;
Mubarrad, Kamil, iii. 946; ed. Wright, 559 f; Ibn Hazm, Fisal, iv. 189.—5.

15 Tabari, st ser., 3423; Baladhuri, Ansab, iv.a, 147 f; cf. also below on Khabbab.
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and will beget none but unbelieving libertines’.'® Random slaughter, in short, was
the Kharijite equivalent of the Flood with which God had exterminated Noah’s
infidel contemporaries.

MANNER

Contrary to what Pellat claims, the Kharijites did not engage in indiscrimin-
ate slaughter of people who ‘had fallen into their hands’, if by that he means
captives. Rather, they would slay whoever they happened to encounter when
they rebelled. Isti%ad was ‘das unterschiedslose Morden jedes nichtcharigitischen
Muslims, der des Weges kam’, as Wellhausen neatly puts it.!” When Qurayb b.
Murra and (al-)Zahhaf b. Zahr made their khurizj in Basra under Ziyad and /-
tarada ’l-nds, they ‘killed whoever they encountered’, ‘they didn’t pass through
any tribe without killing whoever they found’, they ista%ada al-nas fi turuqihim
bi’l-sayf.'® The Azariga killed whoever they encountered who did not belong to
their own camp, as Ibn Hazm says.!? It is this behaviour which accounts for the
image of the early Kharijites in Malati: ‘As for the first sect of the Kharijites,
they are the Muhakkima who used to go out with their swords into the markets
while people would stand around not realizing what was happening; they would
shout “no judgement except God’s!” and plunge their swords into whoever they
could reach and go on killing till they were killed’.2

Because random slaughter was behaviour pertaining to Ahurij, the alternative
to it was not to leave one’s opponents in peace, but rather to confront them in
a less random manner. This was achieved by calling them to Islam before one
attacked them. Thus a participant in the revolt of Salih b. Musarrih tells us that
when he and others gathered around Salih to plan their khurig, ‘my opinion was
(that we should practise) isti%ad al-nas . .. so I said to him, Oh Commander of
the Faithful, how do you think we should behave with these wrongdoers, should
we kill them before calling them or call them before fighting them? ... I think
that we should kill everyone who does not share our view, be he near or far’.
This clearly implies that isz2%ad consisted in killing them without calling them.
Salih responds that they should call them, thus rejecting isti%ad.?! Salim is in
complete agreement. According to him, the extremists believed in isti%ad (111,
67, 78, 84), but ‘we’ do not hold with it before we have ‘called them to return
to the truth’ because numerous Qur’anic passages speak of the virtue of calling
(IV, 122). Bisyani??> and Qalhati® also credit extremists with belief in i%irad
al-nas bi’l-sayf min ghayr da‘wa; but, Bisyani says, the Julanda did not legalize
istiadan bi’l-qatl min ghayr da9wa,** and it is not lawful to fight people of the gibla

16 Nash, §27, with ref. to the early Kharijites; Baladhuri, Ansab, xi. 80; Mubarrad, iii.
1031.-2, 1036.6; Nashwan, 178.2, Aghani, vi. 142, with ref. to the Azariqa.

17 Oppositionsparteien, 26.

18 Baladhuri, Ansab, iv.a, 151; Mubarrad, iii. 984; T4d, i, 220 f; Baghadi, Farg, 71.-5.

19 Fisal, iv. 189.-6.

20 Tunbih, 38.

21 Tabari, 2nd ser., 886.

22 In Kashif, Siyar, ii. 126.7.

23 Kashf; fo. 197b.1.

2% Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 89.3.
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until one has called them to the truth.?® Aba ’l-Mu’thir says that the Muslims
lam ya‘taridiu "I-nas bi’l-qital ala ghayr da‘wa and prohibits istirad al-nas bi’l-qatl
min ghayr dawa.*® The eighteenth-century Thamini says the same.?” The call
should presumably be envisaged as a public notification that not only gave people
a chance to convert, but also allowed them to prepare themselves for military
action if they should decide to spurn the offer. It would thus have functioned as
a declaration of war.

HISTORY

Primary and secondary sources alike associate ist:7ad with the Azariqa and related
sects, but, as Wellhausen says,?® it was old practice. Mainstream sources depict
the Kharijites as engaging in it from the start. Ali offered aman to ‘whoever has
not killed or committed is1%ad’ (above) and blamed the Kharijites for istiradikum
al-nds tagtulimahum.* Miscar b. Fadaki was responsible for the most famous ex-
ample in 37 when he agbala yastaidu ’l-nds on his way to al-Nahrawan.’? He
and his companions met ‘“Abdallah b. Khabbab, the son of a Companion of the
Prophet, leading a pregnant slave girl on a donkey. They asked him who he was
and ‘what do you say about “Ali?’, to which he gave the wrong reply, whereupon
they killed both him and his slave girl in a particularly nasty fashion.3! In another
version the interrogation is much longer and Ibn Khabbab recites the quietist
tradition kun ‘abd allah al-magtul which his father had heard from the Prophet,
whereupon the Kharijites slaughter him.3? Qurayb and Zahhaf also engaged in
istirad, and even the early Kharijites are said to have invoked the Qur’anic verse
on Noah, as we have seen.

Though the Ibadis deny that the early Kharijites engaged in isti%ad,? there
can be little doubt that the Sunnis are right, for even the Ibadis accept iszi%ad
as a legitimate procedure in connection with polytheist Arabs.’* In other words,
they accept the principle that people devoid of legal protection may be exposed
to random slaughter and merely deny that ak/ al-gibla can fall into that category.
The eponymous founder of the Bayhasiyya is said to have endorsed is¢i7ad on the
ground that they could indeed be thus classified: al-dar dar al-kufr, he is sup-
posed to have said.** The followers of Salih and Shabib similarly accepted isti%ad,
as has been seen, and they too classified their opponents from the akl al-qibla as
mushrikim,3® but Salih is presented as distancing himself from the procedure, and

25 Kashif, Siyar, ii. 191.—4; cf. Ashri, 105.1.

26 Kashif, Siyar, i. 79.-5; ii. 298.2, 308.5.

27 4l-Ward al-bassam f7 riyad al-ahka@m (Oman, (WTQwTh), 1985), 238.

28 Oppositionsparteien, 29.

29 Dinawari, 221.

30 Tabari, Ist ser., 3368.

31 Baladhuri, Ansab, ii. 367 f; cf. shorter version at p. 362.

32 Mubarrad, Kamil, iii. 946, ed. Wright, 560; cf. also Ibn Sa‘d, v. 254 f Baghdadi, Farg,
57, and many other versions.

33 Salim, II, 65; ASM in Kashif, Siyar, i. 207.8.

34 Wail b. Ayyub in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 57.6.

35 Mubarrad, Kamil, iii. 1041.

36 Cf. the comm. to III, 68.
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Baladhuri has the Sufris reject it outright,3” which was clearly the direction in
which most Kharijites were moving. The first Kharijite of whom we are told that
he rejected stirad is Abu Bilal Mirdas b. Udayya, who rebelled in Basra under
“Ubaydallah b. Ziyad,®® and whom the Ibadis generally present as an exponent
of their principles.® This is undoubtedly back projection. But no Kharijites are
on record as having accepted isti7ad in connection with akhl al-qibla after the dis-
appearance of the Azariqa, Najadat, and their splinter-groups.

37 Ansab, xi. 82f.
38 Baladhuri, Ansab, iv.a, 156.—3; Iqd, i. 221.1; cf. also Baghdadi, Farq, 71.-6.
39 Cf. Abu Sufyan’s account of him in Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 266b.






APPENDIX 5

AL-MURJI’A AL-ULA IN THE RADD “ALA AHL AL-SHAKK

Item 20 in the Hinds Xerox is an anonymous refutation of the ‘People of Doubt’
(pp. 365-3812). The Doubters are described as people who accuse ‘us’ of slander-
ing al-salaf al-salik (p. 365) and who were one of the three firag that appeared
in the wake of “‘Uthman’s murder: the first said that “‘Uthman had been killed
justly, the second said that he had been killed unjustly, and the third professed
not to know (p. 374). The third party are the ak/ al-shakk, and the author tells
us that one can use anti-Murji’ite arguments against them.

(378) “If they say, ‘we do not know which party of them are the aggressors
(al-baghiya)’, then they have adopted the doctrine of the first Murji’a (al~-murji’a
al-ula), and one says to them: Is it not the case that the knowledge of the person
who was present in that firna, who saw it with his own eyes (‘@yanaha) and who
was not absent from it, makes it proper for (that person) to recognize who the ag-
gressors were and not to remain unaware of their! error, while it is proper for the
person who was absent from it (ghaba ‘anha), who was not present and who did
not see it with his own eyes, to desist and suspend judgement on its participants
(yurji amr ahliha), because he has found that people disagree about it: some say
that “‘Uthman was killed as an aggressor and unjust person (baghiyan zaliman),
while others say that he was killed as a penitent person who was wronged (¢2°iban
mazluman). So it is not for him to believe either of the two sides, because of their
disagreement.

(379) If they say yes, then say: is // the person who was present and saw with his
own eyes not astray and causing those who were absent to go astray if he calls?
[the latter to dissociate, and they] dissociate in a matter they were absent from,
putting themselves in the same position as those who saw with their own eyes
the errors that they dissociate from?

If they say yes, then say: do you not know that ‘Ali and “Ammar b. Yasir went
out’ with their followers to Kufa and called them to a matter which the Kufans
had been absent from (kanit ‘alayhi ghuyyaban), and the Kufans believed them and
associated with them and their followers and dissociated from their opponents?

If they say yes, then “Ali and “Ammar were in error when they called* people
to a matter which the latter were wrong to believe them in and respond to; and
the Kufans were in error for believing Ali and ‘“Ammar in a matter from which
they were absent.

1 in the dual, presumably meaning “Uthman and Ali.

2 lacuna after yad. . . (unpointed).
3 the MS has a redundant waw both before and after kharaja.
* reading bi-du@ihima for bi-dhalika Gbahuma.
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For God, you claim, regards it as proper for the eyewitness not to be in the
same position as the person who was absent. It is not allowed for the former to
have doubts concerning the error that he saw with his own eyes; rather, he must
know it and those who committed it so that he can dissociate from them for it.
And God, you claim, obliges the person who was absent from?> the error not to
be in the same position as the eye-witness (a/-mu‘@yin) concerning knowledge of
the error and obliges him to desist from it. He who calls people to a matter
which it would be wrong for them to respond® to has made them go astray —
but he (‘Ali?) called them to it. And those who responded to them (‘Ali and his
followers?) have also gone astray.

The people of Basra erred when they responded to Talha and al-Zubayr in a
matter which they had been absent from and not witnessed with their own eyes
or been present at, for God, you claim, regards it as proper for them to desist
from it and not to be in the same position as the person who saw it with his
own eyes and who was present; for God deems it proper for the latter to give
judgement” against those who err and not to have doubts concerning what he
has (380) seen with his own eyes and to pursue the third party // which had
appeared and which had been present and seen with its own eyes, but which still
claimed not to know whether ‘Uthman had been killed unjustly or justly; for they
doubted and were sceptical® and did not know (whether his misdeeds) amounted
to the sin for which God allows the perpetrator to be killed or not.

So (by the Murji’ite argument) they all went astray, both those who were
present and saw with their own eyes and those who were absent and responded
to those who had seen with their own eyes and who had been present, though
it concerned a dispute they had been absent from, and who thereby engaged in
something worse than® the dispute they had been absent from.!” So let them
tell us, whom did they take their religion from and from whom did they receive
it (mimman akhadhit dinahum wa-qabilihu)? How can they have doubts when all
those who lived in the time of ‘Uthman went astray, according to their claim, be
they Muhajirtun, Ansar and Successors bi-ihsan? They have not lived in the time
of (yudrikii) anybody apart from erring people receiving!! error from people of
error, and so they (must) have received their religion from erring people. They
have no ancestors to connect them to the Messenger of God (laysa lahum salaf
yuwassiluhum il@ rasul allah sim).

If they say (that they accept) Abu Bakr and “Umar and those in their time,
then we say to them that they did not live in their time (lam yudrikithuma), nor
in that of those who were with them. You only lived in the time of people who
all went astray after them. How is it allowed for you to receive the religion of
God and His laws and obligatory rights from people who have gone astray?”

reading man ghaba ‘an for man “@yana.

reading bi-’stijaba for bi-’stihlalihi.

reading al-batt (unpointed).

reading irtabi for gad @bu, cf. Salim, 1l. 289 f (murtabun . . . shakkiun, with Qur’anic ref.).
reading mimma for the dittographical fima.

10 reading ghabi for Gbi.

W veading gabil(ina) for qaril.
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A. IBADI SOURCES

For a full list of all the works used in this book, see section B. This section is
limited to works written or compiled by Ibadis in their capacity as Ibadis (authors
such as Ennami, who wrote as a modern Islamicist, have been excluded). It is
meant as a biobibliographical tool.

¢Abbas, Shi%, see Sect. B.
¢Abdallah b. Yazid al-Fazari, in Madelung, Streitschrifi, ¢.v. in Sect. B.

Abu ‘Ammar “Abd al-Kafi (d. before 570/1174), al-Migjaz, ed., with a long in-
trod. and an app. on Barrad?’s list of Ibadi books, by “A. Talibi under the title
Ar@ al-khawarij al-kalamiyya (Algiers, 1978).

On the author, a North African, see the editorial introd. pp. 215 ff, and
EP, suppl. s.v., where other works of his are listed. The new ed. by “A.-R.
“Umayra (Beirut, 1990), seems to be identical. It omits the app. and has no
bibl., but it is indexed.

Abu Hafs, “‘Umar b. Jami¢ (eighth/fourteenth to ninth/fifteenth century), Kitab
mugqaddimat al-tawhid in Atfayyish, Majmira.

North African scholar: see, further EI°, s.v.

Abu ’I-Muw’thir al-Salt b. Khamis al-Kharusi (third/ninth century), Kitab al-ah-
dath wa’l-sifar in Kashif, Siyar, 1. 23-85.

—— Kitab al-bayan wa’l-burhan, ibid. 155-85.

—— Sira ila Abi Jabir Muhammad b. Jafar, ibid. 254-75.

—— Sira, ibid., ii. 269-319.

Abu ’I-Mu’thir was a member of the council that elected the imam al-Salt
b. Malik in 237/851 in Oman and dissociated from Musa and Rashid, who de-
posed him; he died some time after the election of the imam ‘Azzan b. Tamim
in 277/890 (Salimi, Tuhfa, 1. 162, 197, 208 f, 243.—7, 254.4). In addition to
the above-mentioned works, he wrote a Tafsir al-khams mi’at aya fi ’l-halal
wa’l-haram (Barradi in Talibi, Ar@, 286.-3).

Abu Qahtan Khalid b. Qahtan (late third/ninth to early fourth/tenth century),
Sira, in Kashif, Siyar, i. 86—154.

Abu Qahtan, sahib al-sira al-mashhira (Sa‘di, Qamis, viii. 306.13) was a
younger contemporary of Abu ’I-Mu’thir: gad sahibna Aba ’I-Mu’thir ma sha’a
‘llah min al-zaman, he says in his epistle (Kashif, Siyar, 1. 148.-5). Like Abu
’I-Mu’thir, he dissociated from Musa and Rashid for their deposition of the
imam al-Salt b. Malik (Salimi, Tukfa, 1. 197, cf. pp. 202 ff), and he wrote
his epistle to make the Omanis ‘understand the error of those who rebelled
against al-Salt b. Malik and deposed him’ (Kashif, Siyar, i. 124 ). But unlike
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Abu ’l-Mu’thir, he cannot have been a contemporary of the imam al-Muhanna
b. Jayfar (226-37/841-51), as Kashif claims (Siyar, i. 86 n), for his epistle
was written some forty years after Muhanna’s death. It mentions the death
in battle of the last imam ‘Azzan b. Tamim, which occured in 280/893 (p.
139.ult.; cf. App. 2) and refers to the fact that the Omanis paid allegiance to
numerous people thereafter, including Abu Sa“id al-Qarmati (p. 140.-5), i.e.
Abiu Sa<d al-Jannabi, who invaded Oman about 290/903 (EI?, s.v. ‘al-Djan-
nabr’). On the other hand, he also says that ‘What I have written to you, O
people of Oman, will be familiar to many of you who were with Rashid [b.
al-Nazar] and, after his deposition, with “‘Azzan [b. Tamim]’ (p. 151.-8), so it
cannot have been written long after 290/903. In addition to his Sira, Khalid
b. Qahtan wrote a fami€ in two vol., presumably a legal work (Salimi, Lum‘,
25.9; Harithi, “Ugid, 279.11).
Abu Sahl, see Sect. B, s.v. ‘Cuperly’.

Abu Sufyan Mahbub b. al-Rahil (d. ¢.210/825), Sira ila ahl “Uman fi amr Harin
b. al-Yaman in Kashif, Siyar, i. 276-307.

—— Sira ila ahl Hadramawt fi amr Haram b. al-Yaman, ibid., 308-24.
(attrib.), Ahd ila Talib al-haqq in Darjini, Tabagat, ii. 279-89.

For his dates and the kitab quoted by Darjini and Shammakhi, see App. 1,
no. 5.

Abu “Ubayda al-Maghribi, ‘Abd al-Hamid al-Jannawuni(?), (d. 200/815), Sira
ila Abd al-Wahhab b. “Abd al-Rahman b. Rustum min al-mashayikh, in Kashif]
Styar, ii. 320—4.

See App. 1, no. 2 (namesakes).

Abu Zakariyya®, Yahya b. Abi Bakr (fifth/eleventh to sixth/twelfth century), Kitab
styar al-a’imma wa-akhbarihum, ed. 1. al-“Arabi (Algiers, 1979); tr. E. Mas-
queray, Chronique d’Abou Zakaria (Alger, 1878).

North African Ibadi, on whom see £/, s.v., and the editorial introd.

ASM = anonymous letter to the imam al-Salt b. Malik (237-72/851-86) in
Kashif, Siyar, i. 186-232.

Atfayyish, Abu Ishaq Ibrahim (twentieth century), al-Farq bayna ’I-Ibadiyya
wa’l-Khawariy (Oman (WTQwTh), 1980).

(ed.), al-Majmu‘a al-qayyima (Bahla and Beirut, 1989).

—— ‘Nubdha €an al-khawarij’ in Mu‘ammar, al-Ibadiyya bayna firaq al-isla-
miyya, ii. 276-87.

North African scholar from the Mzab and nephew of the famous

Muhammad b. Yusif, on whom see EI?, s.v. ‘Atfiyash’ (sic).

Badger, see Sect. B.

al-Barradi, Abu ’l-Qasim/Fadl b. Ibrahim (eighth/fourteenth century), Kitab
al-Jawahir, litho. (Cairo, 1302).

—— List of Ibadi books: short version in Barradi, Jawahir, 218-21; in A. de C.
Motylinski, ‘Bibliographie du Mzab, I’; Bulletin de Correspondance Africaine, 3
(Algiers, 1885), 43—6 (from an unidentified MS); long version in Talibi, Ar@,
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ii. 283-94 (from MS Dar al-Kutub (Cairo), no. 21791); another version partly
tr. in Ennami, Srudies, 1. 9-10 (from an MS of al-Barrad?’s al-Bahth al-sadigq
wa’l-istikshaf fi sharh kitab al-‘adl wa’l-insaf).

North African Ibadi. See EI°, s.v.; Sect. B, s.v. ‘Rubinacci’.

al-Baruni, Sulayman (d. 1940), Mukhtasar ta’rikh al-Ibadiyya, 2nd printing
(Tunis and Cairo, n.d.).
A member of the famous Baraini family of Jabal Naftisa; see EI°, s.v.

al-Bisyani, Abu ’I-Hasan “Ali b. Muhammad (fourth/tenth century), Fi Hafs b.
Rashid ayyam khurigihi ‘ald "I-Mutahhar b. ‘Abdallah wa-‘aqdihi al-awwal in
Kashif, Siyar, ii. 5-8. Also in Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 315.6-316.-2, 317.3—6.

—— Sirat al-sw’al, in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 62-105.
—— Fi ’lradd ald Muhammad b. Sad [al-Kudami], ibid., 106-12.

—— Sira, ibid., 124-222.

Al-Bisyani, also known as al-Bisyawi (from the village of Bisya), was among
those who dissociated from Musa and Rashid for their deposition of al-Salt.
By his time, those who took up this stance had come to be known as the
Rustaq party (al-Rustaqiyya, Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 197, 212). But what was his
time? He is placed at the end of the fourth/tenth and the beginning of the
fifth/eleventh century by ‘Abd al-Halim (/badiyya, 228) and Kashif (Siyar,
ii. 62 n), and in the mid-fifth/eleventh century by Wilkinson (‘Bio-biblio-
graphical Background’, 152; cf. id., ‘Omani Manuscript Collection’, 194; id.,
Imamate Tradition, 365). But he must belong to the mid-fourth/tenth cen-
tury.

The view that he lived into the fifth century is based on his responsa fi Hafs
b. Rashid, written at a time when Hafs b. Rashid was still alive. Hafs’s imamate
is placed in the mid-fifth century by the Omani tradition (Kashf al-ghumma,
312). But, as Salimi says, Ibn al-Athir places it a century earlier. According
to the latter, sub anno 363, ‘Adud al-Dawla sent his vizier al-Mutahhar b. ‘Ab-
dallah to Oman to fight the Shurat who had gathered under an amir called
Ward b. Ziyad and a khalifa, later described as imam, whose name was Hafs b.
Rashid; Hafs was defeated and fled to the Yemen (Kamil, viii. 475; reproduced
in Salimi, Tuhfa, 1. 285 f, 318 f). Al-Salimi protests that Hafs’s imamate was
much later, but concedes that the local tradition is generally unreliable and
may be confused. Miskawayh confirms that ‘Adud al-Dawla sent his vizier
al-Mutahhar b. ‘Abdallah to Oman about this time: according to him, al-Mu-
tahhar had completed his mission and returned in 364/975 (Tajarib al-umam,
ed. and tr. H. F. Amedroz and D. S. Margoliouth (Oxford, 1920-1), ii. 360
= v. 392 1), and the title of Bisyani’s responsa in Kashif’s ed. explicitly states
that they are fi Hafs b. Rashid ayyam khurujihi ‘ald ’I-Mutahhar b. ‘Abdallah.
Here too, in other words, Hafs b. Rashid is the imam who encountered ‘Adud
al-Dawla’s vizier. Al-Salimi obviously did not know this MS, and al-Mutah-
har is not mentioned in the text itself; but the first question dealt with by
Bisyani is whether Hafs b. Rashid can become imam again and the second is
whether his imamate was valid, so Hafs is a former imam, yet alive, which fits
Ibn al-Athir’s account.
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The confusion seems to have arisen because the Omanis remembered Hafs
as the son of an imam called Rashid without remembering who this Rashid
was. They had the choice between Rashid b. al-Walid, who ruled ¢.328-42
(Salimi, op. cit., 278.-9, 284.-5), and Rashid b. Sa‘id, who died in 445 (Kashf
al-ghumma, 312); each of them was followed by a son called Hafs. The Omanis
opted for the latter, but the Hafs b. Rashid on whom al-Bisyani gave responsa
was clearly a son of the former. Al-Bisyani had himself lived in the time
of Rashid b. al-Walid, in whose reign he was already an adult, as his second
responsum shows (Kashif, Siyar, ii. 7.—7; Salimi, Tukfa, i. 316.—7). There can
thus be no doubt that he flourished in the mid-fourth/tenth century.

Al-Bisyani is also the author of two legal works, fami¢ Abi ’I-Hasan al-Bay-
awi (Oman (WTQwTh), 1984); and Mukhtasar al-Basyawi, ed. ‘A.-Q. ‘At@’
and M. ‘A. Zarqa (Oman (WTQwTh), n.d.). The Mukhtasar was first used
by E. Sachau, ‘Muhammedanisches Erbrecht nach der Lehre der ibaditischen
Araber von Zanzibar und Ostafrika’; Sitzungsberichte der Kgl. Preussischen Aka-
demie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin, 8 (1894).

al-Darjini, Abu ’l1-“‘Abbas Ahmad b. Sald (seventh/thirteenth century), Kitab
tabaqar al-mashayikh bi’l-Maghrib, ed. 1. Tallay (Constantine, n.d.).
North African Ibadi; see EI°, s.v.; Sect. B, s.v. ‘Lewicki’.
Ennami, see Sect. B.
al-Harithi, Salim b. Hamad b. Sulayman, (wrote 1394/1974), al-Uqud al-fiddiyya
f7 usil al-Thadiyya (Beirut, n.d.).
Hartun b. al-Yaman (¢.200/815), Risala ila ’l-imam al-Muhanna b. Jayfar fi sha’n
Mahbub b. al-Rahil in Kashif, Siyar, 1. 325-37.
For the date of Harun’s debate with Abu Sufyan Mahbub, see App. 1, no.
5. He counts as a member of the Ibadi Shu‘aybiyya, which (pace Kashif) has
nothing to do with the Shu‘aybiyya of the heresiographers, an offshoot of the
“Ajarida. The Ibadi Shu‘ybiyya developed around Shu‘ayb b. Ma‘ruf, whose
views were adopted by the Nukkar (cf. van Ess, TG, ii. 210 ff; Wilkinson,
‘Omani Manuscript Collection’, 205).

Hashim b. Ghaylan (early third/ninth century), Sira ila ’-imam ‘Abd al-Malik b.
Humayd in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 36-8; also HX, 260-2.

His dates are based on the recipient of his epistle, who ruled 208-26/824—
41. The epistle itself is famous for its ref. to the spread of Murji’ism and
Qadarism in Suhar. On Hashim, whose brother ‘Abd al-Malik and son
Muhammad were also known as scholars (Sa‘di, Qamiis, viii. 304), see further
Wilkinson, ‘Omani Manuscript Collection’; 193 f. A joint letter by Hashim
and others to this imam is also preserved (HX, 221—4), as in a response to
him and others by Musa b. ‘Ali (HX, 219-21).

Hilal b. “‘Atiyya al-Khurasani (d. 134/751 f), Sira, quoted in Qalhati, Kashf fo.
50a, on the Prophet’s mission (it is not clear where the citation comes to an
end); also, more briefly, in Kindi, 7Atida’, 51, 130, on “‘Uthman.

Sammakhi seems to identify Hilal as a carrier of knowledge, i.e. on behalf
of Abu “Ubayda (Siyar, 119). He fell along with the Julanda in battle against
¢Abbasid troops in 134/751 f (Salimi, Twuhfa, i. 95f). He is not known to
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have written anything apart from his now lost sira, which is mentioned by
Abu Sufyan (Kashif, Siyar, i. 304) as well as later authors (Shaqsi, Manhay,
1. 620.7; Sa‘di, Qamas, viii. 303.ult.), but which does not appear to be cited
by anyone apart from Qalhati. Whether he wrote it in Khurasan or Oman is
impossible to tell.

Wilkinson thinks that Hilal was probably a brother of Shabib b. “‘Atiyya
(‘The Julanda of Oman’, 103; accepted by van Ess, TG, ii. 601). But the
sources will mention the two in close proximity, calling Hilal a Khurasani and
Shabib an Omani, which suggests that they thought otherwise (e.g. Shagsi,
Salimi, loci cit.; Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 250b.—9, —7). There is however
some sign of later confusion between them. Izkawi turns both into Khurasanis
on one occasion (Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 389b.1, 9). In a more puzzling vein,
a late fourth-/tenth-century ¢adi by the name of Abu Bakr Ahmad b. “Umar
al-Manhi (on whom see Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 317, 330, 338) claims that Hilal b.
“Atiyya had Sufri inclinations and was told to go home, which he did, thus
remaining in a state of association (Kashif, Siyar, ii. 25). In view of the fact
that he died in Oman fighting for the imam, it is hard to see how this can be
true. Barradi knew min athar gawmina that Shabib b. “‘Atiyya was a Sufri, but
found the contents of his epistle against Shukkak and Murji’a to be perfectly
orthodox (Talibi, Ar@, ii. 283.-3). Given that the accusation originated among
the gawm, the chances are that the Ibadis confused the Jaziran Shabib b. Yazid
with their own Shabib b. ‘Atiyya and that the confusion spread from there to
Hilal.

HX = Hinds Xerox, Cambridge University Library, microfilm Or. 1402. Refs.
are to the scribe’s pagination unless given in parenthesis where they are to our
own corrected pagination.

IB1 = the so-called first letter of Ibn Ibad to “‘Abd al-Malik. Western version in
Barradi, Jawdahir, 156—57, tr. Rubinacci, ‘Califfo’; abbr. in Baruni, Mukhtasar,
20-3. Eastern version in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 325-45 (from the MS used by
Wilkinson, ‘Omani manuscript collection at Muscat’, item 10 (i); Izkawi, Kashf
al-ghumma, fos. 199b-206b; HX, 3812-93 (breaks off shortly before the end)
and (according to Dr A. Savchenko) also in al-Siyar al--Umaniyya, Lwow Uni-
versity Library, MS 1082.

For Cook’s suggestion that this originated as a letter (authentic or forged)
from Jabir to ‘Abd al-Malik b. al-Muhallab, see App. 1, no. 1.

IB2 = the so-called second letter of Ibn Ibad to “Abd al-Malik preserved in Izkawi,
Kashf al-ghumma, fos. 206b.ult.—212a; summarized in E. Sachau, ‘Uber die
religiosen Anschauungen der ibaditischen Muhammedaner in Oman und Ost-
afrika’, Mitteilungen des Seminars fiir orientalische Sprachen 2 (Berlin, 1899),
56-9.

For Cook’s suggestion that this originated as a letter (authentic or forged)
from Jabir b. Zayd to a certain Shi‘ite see App. 1, no. 1.

Ibn Baraka al-Bahlawi, Abu Muhammad “Abdallah b. Muhammad (fourth/tenth
century), Kitab al-muwazana in Kashif, Siyar, 11. 384—420.

He flourished under the imam Sa‘id b. ‘Abdallah, who died in 328, accord-
ing to Lewicki in EI°, s.v.; Wilkinson disputes it, saying that his floruit must
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have fallen in the second half of the fourth/tenth century (‘Bio-bibliograph-
ical Background’, 151 f); but Wilkinson’s objection arises from the fact that
he regards Ibn Baraka as one of the teachers of al-Bisyani, whom he places in
the fifth/eleventh century. This objection falls now that al-Bisyani turns out
also to have flourished in the fourth/tenth century (cf. above). Ibn Baraka,
whose Bahlawi nisha refers to the town of Bahla, wrote several other works
which are listed by Lewicki in EI?. According to Wilkinson, ‘Omani Manu-
script Collection’, 197, the second part of his 7ami has been printed. His K.
al-muwazana and sira were once found in the MS reproduced in the Hinds
Xerox (cf. the table of contents, nos. 35-6).

Ibn Ibad, see IB1, IB2, above.

Ibn Sallam al-Ibadi (d. after 273/886 ), Kitab fihi bad’ al-islam wa-shar@i al-din,
ed. W. Schwartz and Salim b. Ya‘qub (Wiesbaden, 1986). North African Ibadj,
on whom see the editorial introd.

al-Izkawi, Sirhan b. Sa“id (attrib.), Kashf al-ghumma al-jami€ li-akhbar al-umma,
British Library, Or. 8076; Damascus, Zahiriyya, ta’rikh 346 (our refs. are to the
London MS unless otherwise stated). Partially ed. by A. “Ubaydali (Nicosia,
1985) (refs. to Kashf al-ghumma without author are to “Ubaydali’s ed.).

Of this work there are many more MSS (in Tunis, Cairo, Milan, and private
possession; there is also an abbreviated version in BL, Or. 6568). It is attrib-
uted to Sirhan b. Sad al-Izkawi in an MS that used to be in the possession
of Muhammad al-Salimi in Dammam, dated 1317, and in a copy (of the same
MS?) said to be in Muscat, with comments by Ahmad b. Said/Sayf (?) b.
Nasir al-Kindi and dated 1362, of which R. B. Serjeant had a xerox. We owe
this information to Martin Hinds and do not know what has happened to
these MSS since their owners died. The Kashf was also attributed to Izkawi
on the authority of ‘certain learned persons at Nezwa’ by E. C. Ross, ‘Annals
of ‘Oman, from the early Times to the Year 1728 A.D.’; Journal of the Asiatic
Society of Bengal, 43 (1874), 111. But Wilkinson thinks that Izkawi was only
a copyist (‘Bio-bibliographical Background’, 142); and “‘Ubaydali also rejects
the attribution (see his editorial introd.). The work takes the history of Oman
to about 1728 and was presumably compiled in the eighteenth century.

Sachau did a useful summary of the Kashf on the basis of a copy made
in Zanzibar of an MS dated 1312/1895 (E. Sachau, ‘Uber eine arabische
Chronik aus Zanzibar’, Mittheilungen des Seminars fiir Orientalische Sprachen,
1 (Berlin, 1898), 3). It must have been on the basis of the same copy that H.
Klein edited Kapitel XXXIII der anonymen arabischen Chronik Kasf al-gumma
al-gami€ li-akhbar al-umma (Hamburg, 1938) (she described her MS as the
property of the Auslandhochschule in Berlin and gives its date as 1312). In
1976 “‘A.-M. H. al-Qaysi published chs. 4, 33, and 35-8 on the basis of the
Damascus and the London MS under the title 7Ta’rikh “Uman al-muqtabas
min kitab Kashf al-ghumma al-jami€ li-akhbar al-umma, 3rd printing (Oman
(WTQwTh), 1992). In 1985 ‘Ubaydali republished chapters 4 and 34-8 in a
more scholarly ed. on the basis of the same two MSS. The chs. in question
deal with the history of Oman from the arrival of the Azd to 1140/1728. Of
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the non-historical chs. nothing has been published yet, not even the ‘second
letter of Ibn Ibad’ (cf. above, IB2).

al-Jannawuni, Abu Zakariya’ Yahya b. Abi ’I-Khayr (sixth/twelth century), Kitab
al-wad€, ed. Abu Ishaq Ibrahim Atfayysih, 6th printing (Oman (Maktabat
al-istiqgama), n.d.).
See EI°, s.v. ‘Abu Zakariyya® al-Djanawuni’; Sect. B, s.vv. ‘Cuperly’; ‘Ru-
binacct’.

Kashf al-ghumma, see Izkawi.

Kashif, S. L., (ed.), al-Siyar wa’l-jawabat li-ulama® wa-a’immat “Uman, (Cairo
(WTQwTh), 1986).

This publication is based on MS 1854, no. 2, in the Library of the Min-
istry of Culture of Oman, which must be identical with the unnumbered MS
described by Wilkinson under the tentative name of Jawhar al-Mugtasir (sic,
‘Omani Manuscript Collection’, 192 ff).

Khalaf b. Ziyad al-Bahrani (d. after 134/751f), Sira, in HX, 299-365; briefly
cited in Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 71.

Of Khalaf we are told that he grew up in Bahrayn, went to Basra in search
of truth, met Abu ‘Ubayda, and converted. From there he went to Oman. He
did not participate in the battle against the “Abbasids in which the Julanda fell,
which seems to have been a source of embarrassment (we are told that he was
ill), but died in Izki some time thereafter (Salimi, 7Tukfa, 1. 103, citing Abu
’I-Mu’thir and other; Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 389b). He is mentioned
without further information in Shammakhi, Siyar, 121. Abu Sufyan refers to
his kutub (Kashif, Siyar, i. 354), but whether the ascription of the epistle is
correct remains to be established.

Khalid, see Abu Qahtan.
al-Kindi, Abu ‘Abdallah Muhammad b. Ibrahim (d. 508/1114 f), Bayan al-shar<,
iii. xxviii (Oman (WTQwTh), 1988).
The date of his death is given in Harithi, ‘Ugiid, 233. The complete work
is said to number 72 or 73 vols. (Salimi, Lum, 19.12).

al-Kindi, Abu Bakr Ahmad b. ‘Abdallah al-Nizwani, (d. ¢.557/1162), Kitab
al-ihtid@ wa’ l-muntakhab min siyar al-rasul slm wa-a’immat wa-ulama® “Uman,
ed. S. I. Kashif (Cairo (WTQwTh), 1985).
al-Jawhar al-mugtasar, ed. S. 1. Kashif (Cairo (WTQwTh), 1983).
al-Musannaf, ed. ‘A.-M. ‘Amir and J.-A. Ahmad (Oman (WTQwTh),
1979-).
The first two items come from the same MS (Library of the Omani Min-
istry of Culture, no. 1854, 2) that Kashif used for her Siyar. On the Kindi

authors, see Salimi, Lum‘, 19 f, where further works of theirs are mentioned;
Wilkinson, ‘Bio-bibliographical Background’, 156 f.

al-Kudami, Abu Said Muhammad b. Sa9d (mid-fourth/tenth century) com-
ments on the creed of Ibn Furak in Kindi, Bayan al-shar€, iii. 277-93, and
(from Kindi) in Sa‘di, Qamis, viii. 285-98.
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In his ‘Bio-bibliographical Background’, 148, Wilkinson places al-Kudami
‘no later than the mid-fifth century’, with ref. to Barradi; in his ‘Omani Ma-
nuscript Collection’; 196, he places him partly in the fourth/tenth century
and partly in the fifth on the basis of al-Kudam’s own writings, suggesting
that ‘his main floruit probably coincides with the key figures enunciating the
extreme Rustaq party dogma in the fairly early 5th/11th century’. But in fact
al-Kudamf’s floruit must fall in the mid-fourth/tenth century like al-Bisyani’s.

As regards Wilkinson’s first date, in his list of Ibadi books Barradi mentions
a work by Abu Sald al-“Umani, clearly al-Kudami, and proceeds to cite a story
from the book of Abu ’I-‘Abbas Ahmad b. Sa‘id, i.e. al-Darjini, in which the
North African scholar Abu ’I-‘Abbas Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Bakr says that
he had studied with al-shaykh sa%d (Talibi, Ar@, ii. 287.9). Wilkinson takes
this to mean that Ahmad b. Muhammad had studied with Abu Sa“d al-Kuda-
mi; and, since Abtu ’1-‘Abbas Ahmad b. Muhammad flourished in the second
half of the fifth century (he died in 504, cf. Darjini, Tabaqar, ii. 446.12), this
would place Abu Sa“id in the mid-fifth century. But Ahmad b. Muhammad
says that he studied with al-shaykh sadun in Jabal Nafusa (Tabagat, ii. 445.3;
similarly Salimi, Lum‘, 16.—8). North African scholars did not normally
study in Oman. Barradi cites the story because it makes the point that there
are too many Ibadi books, including eastern ones, for anyone to keep track of
them. It tells us nothing of al-Kudami’s dates.

Wilkinson’s second date must be based on the assumption that al-Bisyani
lived into the fifth century. Al-Kudami was a leading figure of the Nizwa
party and wrote his Kitab al-istigama to refute the Rustagiyya (Wilkinson,
‘Bio-bibliographical Background’, 147; Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 197.6; cf. id., Lum‘a,
21.2). As has been seen, al-Bisyani, a leading member of the Rustaqiyya, wrote
a radd of al-Kudami. But, as has also been seen, al-Bisyani flourished in the
mid-fourth century, and this is where al-Kudami belongs as well. He was
khazin/khazzan of prisoners for the imam Sa‘d b. ‘Abdallah b. Muhammad
b. Mahbub, who died in 328; and by then he had a palm grove, a vineyard, and
three wealthy wives who had chosen him for his learning, so he was hardly
in his teens (Salimi, Tukfa, i. 277.3). He is one of Salimi’s informants on the
imamate of Sa“id b. ‘Abdallah and practically his only informant on that of
Sa4d’s successor, Rashid b. al-Walid, whose imamate came to an end in 342
(ibid., 280.3, 284.3—4, 285.2); thereafter he ceases to be mentioned. His own
Kitab al-istigama ends with a sombre description of the state of Oman after
the death of Rashid b. al-Walid (Wilkinson, ‘Omani Manuscript Collection’;
207). So ‘Abd al-Halim is undoubtely right to place him in the fourth/tenth
century (Ibadiyya, 231).

In addition to his Kitab al-istiggma (ed. M. Abu ’l-Hasan (Oman
(WTQwTh), 1985); analysed by Wilkinson, ‘Omani Manuscript Collection’,
205 ff), al-Kudami wrote Kitab al-Mu%tabar (Oman (WTQwTh), 1984), which
Salimi describes as an explanation and amplification of the FJami¢ of Ibn
Jafar (Lum‘a, 21); al-Jami al-mufid min jawabat/ahkam Abi Sa%d (Oman
(WTQwTh), 1986); and Kitab ziyadat al-ishraf, an amplified version of the
Kitab al-ishraf of Abu Bakr Muhammad b. Ibrahim known as Ibn al-Mundhir
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al-Naysaburi, who died in 317 (Salimi, Lum%, 21). This last book must
be al-ishraf ‘ald madhahib ahl al-%m of Abu Bakr Muhammad b. Ibrahim
b. al-Mundhir al-Mundhiri al-Naisaburi, who had studied with pupils of
al-Shafih in Egypt, but wanted to count as an independent mujtahid and
who later settled in Mecca (Brockelmann, Geschichte, 1. 180, where he dies
in 318/930). It was presumably in Mecca that al-Kudami came across his
book. Barradi, who knew al-Mundhiri’s book from the recension of Abu Sa‘id
al-‘Umani, i.e. al-Kudami, pronounced it different from a work entitled Kitab
al-ishraf ‘ald masa’il al-khilaf of which he had seen some parts without know-
ing the author. It was his inability to place this book that prompted him to
tell the story of Abu ’I-‘Abbas Ahmad b. Muhammad. The Ishraf ala masa’il
al-khilaf was not in fact an Ibadi book at all, but the work of the Maliki jurist
¢Abd al-Wahhab al-Baghdadi (pub. Tunis, n.d.). We too have seen that book,
though we have not seen any of Abu Sa‘id’s.

Masqueray, see Abu Zakariyya’.

Mu‘ammar, “A. Y. (twentieth century), al-Ibadiyya bayna ’l-firaq al-islamiyya,
2nd printing (Oman (WTQwTh), 1992).

al-Ibadiyya fi mawkib al-ta’rikh (Cairo, 1964-6).

Muhammad b. Mahbub (d. 260/873 f), Sira, in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 223-68.
See App. 1, no. 5 (descendants, no. 3).

al-Mundhiri, ‘Ali b. Muhammad b. “Ali (wrote 1332/1913 f), Kitab mukhtasar
al-adyan li-talim al-sibyam, in Atfayysih, al-Majmi‘a.
The date is given at the end of the work (p. 282). For other works of his,
see Schacht, ‘Bibliothéques’, 393, nos. 103—4.

Munir b. al-Nayyir al-Jalani (f. ¢.200/815), Sira ila ’l-imam Ghassan b. “Abdallah
in Kashif, Siyar, 1. 233-53; in HX, 264-79.

For another epistle of Munir’s to the same imam, see HX, 203-19 (aceph-
alous). His floruit is given by the fact that this imam ruled 192-207/808-23.
This fits the claim that he was one of al-Rabi®s hamalar al-%m (Salimi, Lum‘a,
12). He is nevertheless also said to have been killed in battle in Oman in
280/893 f, aged 110 (Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fos. 389b f, on the jurists of
Oman; Salimi, Tuhfa, i. 260, on the battle; added to Kashf al-ghumma’s ac-
count of the battle by “Ubaydali (272.ult) on the basis of Salimi). This would
place Munir’s date of birth in 170. But al-Rabi® died ¢.170-5, as has been
seen (above, App. 1, no. 3); and Munir is described as a man of note in Oman
already at the time of the Julanda (132—4), whose organization he described to
Ghassan b. “‘Abd al-Malik (Salimi, Tu/kfa, 1. 88 f, citing Bisyani), so something
is amiss. Fi wafatihi ikhiilaf fiki ba‘d al-tanaqud, as Harithi rightly observes
(‘Ugud, 154; cf. also Wilkinson, ‘Omani Manuscript Collection’, 193). How is
it to be resolved?

It seems unlikely that Munir should have been an adult at the time of
the Julanda. The claim may well be a simple inference from the fact that
he describes the Julanda’s organization in his epistle, which was composed
at least sixty years after the event and which is thus unlikely to be based on
personal observation. Munir seems to have been a younger contemporary of
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Abu ’I-Mundhir Bashir b. al-Mundhir, who was also one of al-Rabi®s hamalat
al-%Im (Salimi, Lum‘, 12), who is also described as having been a man of note
in the time of the Julanda, and who died in 178, well before Munir wrote his
epistle (Izkawi, Kashf al-ghumma, fo. 389b; Salimi, Tuhfa, 1. 88, 113; Harithi,
Ugiid, 154). The two are often mentioned together. Bashir b. al-Mundhir had
a grandson (?) of the same name who participated in the election of al-Salt b.
Malik in 237 (Salimi, Tukfa, i. 162), while Munir had a son by the name of
al-‘Al2’ (or al-Mu‘alla) who participated in that election (Sa‘di, Qamis, viii.
313.-5, cf. 307.—4). This second Bashir b. al-Mundhir was among those who
reacted to the troubles after al-Salt’s deposition by calling in Muhammad b.
Bur/Nur/ Thawr, the ‘Abbasid governor of Bahrayn who conquered Oman in
280 and in the battle against whom Munir is said to have died (Salimi, 7ukfa,
1. 257; cf. App. 2). If any member of Munir’s family died in that battle, it must
have thus been his son al-‘Al2> or al-Mu¢lla b. Munir. The reason why some
thought that Munir himself had fallen in that battle is undoubtedly that his
name was associated with that of Bashir b. al-Mundhir. It is indeed confusing
that there were two men of that name.

al-Qalhati, Abu “‘Abdallah/Sa‘td Muhammad b. Sa“id al-Azdi (sixth/twelfth cen-
tury), Kitab al-kashf wa’l-bayan [t sharh iftiraq al-firag wa’l-adyan, British
Library, Or. 2606.

Of this work there is also an MS in Damascus (Zahiriyya, ta’rikh 575,
dated 1287), in the Mzab (Schacht, ‘Bibliothéques’, 392, dated 1294), and in
Muscat (Wilkinson, ‘Omani Manuscript Collection’; 198). It is presumably
on the Muscat MS that the ed. by S. I. Kashif is based (Oman (WTQwTh),
1980, not seen). Al-Qalhati has been dated by Wilkinson to the end of the
sixth/twelfth century on the basis of his al-Magama al-Kilwiyya (‘Omani Ma-
nuscript Collection’; 198 f; id., ‘Oman and East Africa: New Light on Early
Kilwan History from the Omani Sources’, International Journal of African His-
torical Studies, 14 (1981); id., “The Omani and Ibadi Background to the Kilwan
Sirak’ in A. K. Irvine, R. B. Serjeant, and G. R. Smith (eds.), A Miscellany of
Middle Eastern Articles in Memoriam Thomas Muir Johnstone (London, 1988)).

al-Rabi¢ b. Habib (attrib.), al-Fami¢ al-sahih, 3rd printing, (Jerusalem, 1381).
See App. 1, no. 3.

Radd ‘ali ahl al-shakk, Hinds Xerox, 365-81.
See App. 5.

al-Sa‘di, Jumayyil b. Khamis (thirteenth/eighteenth century), Qamis al-shari‘a
(Zanzibar, 1927-1301).
The author began his work in 1206/1791 f and apparently managed to write
90 or 92 vols. Complete copies are to be found in both Oman and the Mzab
(Wilkinson, ‘Bio-bibliographical Background’, 162, item 20; Schacht ‘Biblio-
theéques’, 385), but the Zanzibar ed. only includes the first ten vols. A new
ed. or perhaps just printing, has appeared in Oman (not seen).

Salim b. Hutay’a al-Hilali (¢.102/720) (attrib.?), lost kitab quoted by Barradi, cf.
above, Ch. 1, 12.
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al-Salimi, Nur al-din ‘Abdallah b. Humayd (d. 1332/1914), Jawhar al-nizam fi
Glmay al-adyan wa’l-ahkam (Cairo, 1381).
al-Lum‘a al-mardiyya min ashi“at al-ibadiyya (Oman (WTQwTh), 1981).
—— Qasidat ghayat al-murad fi ’l-i%gad, in Atfayyish, Majmira, 22—6.

—— Talgin al-sibyan ma yalzam al-insan, 28th printing (n.p., n.d.); (also printed
in Atfayyish, Majmi‘a, 28-125).
—— Tuhfat al-a%an bi-sirat ahl “Uman (Cairo, 1961).
On this remarkable man, who went blind at the age of twelve and died at
the age of forty-six, but who nonetheless managed to be an active politician
and an outstanding scholar, see Wilkinson, ‘Bio-bibliographical Background’,

141 £, 144; id. Imamate Tradition, 253 ff and passim.

al-Sam2’ili, Salim b. Hamud al-Sayyabi (mid-twentieth century), Asdaq al-mana-
hij fi tamyiz al-Ibadiyya min al-Khawary, ed. S. 1. Kashif (Cairo (WTQwTh),
1979).

Isaf al-a%an fi ansab ahl “Uman (Beirut, 1384).

Shabib b. ‘Atiyya al-“Umani (d. after 134/751 f, Sira, in Kashif, Siyar, ii. 246—
383; in HX, 103-39; in al-Siyar al-umaniyya, Lwow University Library, no.
1082 (according to Dr A. Savchenko); in Qalhati, Kashf, fos. 180a-195b (in-
complete). Beginning quoted in Salimi, Tuhkfa, i. 104 f.

—— Kutab ilad ‘Abd al-Salam, radd ‘ala ’l-shukkak wa’l-Murj’a, HX, 279-85.
Known to Barradi (Talibi, Ar@, ii. 283.-3).

Shabib b. ‘Atiyya, who is held by some Islamicists to have been a brother
of Hilal b. ‘Atiyya (¢.v.), was active after the collapse of the first imamate in
Oman in 134/751 f: he collected taxes, but was not an imam and his status
was disputed: Musa b. Abi Jabir (d. 181) consulted al-Rabi¢ about it (Salimi,
Tuhfa, i. 105 f). His Sira must have been written after the “Abbasid invasion,
for he says that ‘if the Muslims had not upheld truth and manifest justice,
then you would have been obliged (?) in this time to get together to defend
your country lest it be invaded by a tyrant like the one you have just seen,
who would trample upon you with ignominy and humiliation, spill your blood
and take your property, like you have just seen, and violate your sacred things
as happened to others’ (349.—6). It is against this background that he tells
them to be on their guard against the quietist ak/ al-shakk wa’l-‘ama, whom
he proceeds to refute at length. He also tells those who do not side with the
Muslims to get up and go wherever they want and look for a dar ghayr dar
al-muslimin (347.—3), which suggests that Oman was under Ibadi control. We
do not know the date of his death, but presumably it took place well before
177/794, when the Omanis elected Muhammad b. Abi ‘Affan. For the charge
that Shabib was a Sufri, see above, s.v. ‘Hilal b. “Atiyya’.

al-Shammakhi, Abw’l-“Abbas Ahmad b. Sa‘id (d. 928/1522), Kitab al-siyar (Cairo,
1301) (all our refs. are to this ed.); republ. in two vols. (Oman (WTQwTh),
1987, 2nd printing 1992; not seen). A superior ed. by M. Hasan of the part
dealing with North African scholars was published in Tunis, 1995.
Member of a North African family of scholars. See Sect. B, s.v. ‘Lewicki’.
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al-Shammakhi, Ab@ Sakin ‘Amir b. “Ali (d. 792/1389 f), al-Diyanat, tr. Ennami,
Studies, 1. 255 ff; Cuperly, Introduction, 331 ff.
Member of the same family as the preceding. See Sect. B, s.v. ‘Lewicki’.

al-Shaqgsi, Khamis b. Sa“id b. “Ali al-Rustaqi (wrote ¢.1060/1650), Manhaj
al-talibin wa-balagh al-raghibin (Oman (WTQwTh), 1979-).
He wrote in the imamate of the second Ya‘rubi ruler Sultan b. Sayf, whose
accession in 1060/1650 he mentions (Manhaj, 1. 638.7). Further information
about him is given by “‘Ubaydali in Kashf al-ghumma, 349 n. 1.

Sifa = Kitab sifat ahdath “Uthman, a now lost work by an unknown author which
is mentioned by Barradi in his list of Ibadi books (Talibi, Ar#°, 283.8) and of
which there are excerpts in his own Jawahir and in an anonymous Mukhtasar
min kit@b sifat ahdath Uthman preserved in the Hinds Xerox (139-154!). See
further above, Ch. 4, pp. 190 f.

Talibi, ‘A., (ed.), Ar@ al-khawarij al-kalamiyya (Algiers, 1978). An ed. of Abu
‘Ammar’s Mijaz with a long introd. and an app. on al-Barrad’s list of Ibadi
books. Cited as Talibi, .47, when the ref. is not to Abi ‘“Ammar’s text.

al-Thamini, ‘Abd al-‘Aziz b. Ibrahim al-Mus‘abi (d. 1223/1803), al-Ward al-bas-
sam [i riyad al-ahkam, ed. M. al-Thamini (Oman (WTQwTh), 1985).

North African author of numerous legal works. There is a brief account
on him in the editorial introd. to his Kitab ma‘alim al-din (Oman (WTQwTh),
1986) (where he is said to have died in 1220).

Wa’il b. Ayyub al-Hadrami, Abu Ayyub (d. ¢.190/805), Sira, in Kashif, Siyar, ii.
46-61; in al-Siyar al-‘umaniyya, Lwow University Library, no. 1082, pp. 346—
56 (according to Dr A. Savchenko, who also supplied us with a copy).

See further App. 1, no. 4.

WTQwTh = Wizarat al-turath al-qawmi wa’l-thagafa, the Omani ministry which
is systematically publishing the literary heritage of the Omani and to some
extent even the North African Ibadis. Only a trickle has reached western
libraries.

B. OTHER WORKS

This section lists all the works we have used in this book, but only in the form of
a cross-reference to Section A in the case of Ibadi sources. Works that we have
mentioned, but not seen, are omitted.

€Abbas, L., (ed.), Shir al-khawarij (Beirut, 1963).

€Abd al-Halim, R. M., al-Ibadiyya fi Misr wa’l-Maghrib wa-alagatuhum bi-iba-
diyyat “Uman wa’l-Basra (Muscat, 1990).

¢Abd al-Hamid b. Yahya al-katib (d. 132/750), Ma tabaqqa min ras@ilihi wa-rasa’il
Salim Abi ’I-‘Al@, ed. 1. ‘Abbas (‘Amman, 1988).

¢Abd al-Razzaq b. Hammam al-San‘ani (d. 211/827), al-Musannaf, ed. H.-R.
al-A“2ami (Beirut, 1970-2).
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Abu ‘Ammar, see Sect. A.

Abu ’1-Faraj al-Isbahani, ‘Ali b. al-Husayn (d. 356/967), Kitab al-aghani (Cairo,
1927-74).

—— Magatil al-Talibiyyin, ed. A. Saqr (Cairo, 1949).

Abu Hafs, see Sect. A.

Abu Hanifa, al-Nu‘man b. Thabit (d. 150/767), Risala ila ‘Uthman al-Batti, in
M. Z. al-Kawthari (ed.), A-@lim wa’l-muta‘allim (Cairo, 1368).

(attrib.), Kitab al-wastyya, with a comm. of Husayn b. Iskandar al-Habaf1,
in al-Rasa’il al-sab‘a fi ’I-‘aqa’id, 3rd printing (Hyderabad, 1980).

Abt Mugqatil Hafs b. Salam al-Samarqandi (d. 208/823 f), Al-Glim wa’l-muta‘al-
lim, ed. Z. M. al-Kawthari (Cairo, 1368).

Abu ’I-Mu’thir, see Sect. A.

Abt Muti¢ al-Hakam b. ‘Abdallah al-Balkhi (d. 197/812 f or 199/814 f), al-Figh
al-absar in M. 7. al-Kawthari (ed.), A-@lim wa’l-muta‘allim (Cairo, 1368).

Abu Nu‘aym al-Isbahani, Ahmad b. ‘Abdallah (d. 430/1038), Hilyat al~awliy@®
wa-tabaqgat al-asfiy@ (Cairo, 1932-8).

Abu Qahtan, see Sect. A.

Abu Sufyan Mahbub b. al-Rahil. See Sect. A.

Abu Tammam (fl. fourth/tenth century) = W. Madelung and P. E. Walker (eds.
and trs.), An Ismaili Heresiography. The ‘Bab al-shaytan’ from Abiw Tammam’s
Kitab al-shajra (Leiden, 1998).

Abu “Ubayd, al-Qasim b. Sallam (d. 224/838), Kitab al-iman in Rasa’il arba¥; ed.
M. N.-D. al-Albani (Damascus, [1385]).

Abt Ya‘la Ibn al-Farra’ (d. 458/1066), Kitab al-mu‘tamad fi usil al-din, ed. W. Z.
Haddad (Beirut, 1974).

Abu Yusuf, Ya‘qub b. Ibrahim (d. 182/798), al-Radd ‘ala siyar al-Awza%, ed.
A.-W. al-Afghani (Cairo, [1357)]).

Abu Zakariyya’, see Sect. A.

Abu Zura, ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Amr (d. 280/893), Tu’rikh, ed. Sh. al-Qawjani
(Damascus, 1980).

Agha, S. S.; ‘A Viewpoint of the Murji’a in the Umayyad Period: Evolution
through Application’, Journal of Islamic Studies, 8 (1997).

Aghani, see Abu ’1-Faraj al-Isbahani.
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Figures in bold refer to the translation, figures in superscript refer to notes.

‘Abbasids 174, 259 f; and Murji’ism
238, 242
¢Abdallah b. ‘Abbas
see Tbn ‘Abbas
¢Abdallah b. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz 308
¢Abdallah b. Arqam 79, 153
¢Abdallah b. Ibad
see Ibn Ibad
¢Abdallah b. Khabbab 328
¢Abdallah b. Mas‘ad 85, 115, 156,
171
¢Abdallah b. Mu‘awiya 262
¢Abdallah b. Muhammad b. Baraka
see Ibn Baraka al-Bahlawi
¢Abdallah b. Muhammad b. Mahbub
314, 315
‘Abdallah b. Saffar
see Tbn Saffar
¢Abdallah b. Sad 309
‘Abdallah b. “Umar 246
¢Abdallah b. Yahya Talib al-Haqq
2687, 280, 281, 284, 288 f, 304;
Shd to 312; khilafa of 284
‘Abdallah b. Yazid al-Fazari 2415,
288115 299 £, 319
¢Abd al-Malik
see al-Hasan al-Basri, Ibn Ibad
€Abd al-Malik b. Humayd 4, 5, 318
€Abd al-Malik b. al-Muhallab 303
¢Abd al-Malik al-Tawil 310
€Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Awf 115, 171
¢Abd al-Rahman b. Rustum
see Ibn Rustum
¢Abd al-Sallam b. Salih al-Harawi 232
¢Abd al-Wahhab al-Rustumi 304, 305,
306, 307, 309
abrogation (naskh) 149
Abu ’1-‘Abbas 174
Abu ‘Ammar 199, 270, 333

Abu ’1-A‘war al-Sulami 89, 157, 188

Abu Ayyub
see W2’il b. Ayyub

Abu Bakr 77, 83, 121, 187, 246, 257,
Ibn Furak’s creed on 274;
Murji’ites on 1191, 173, 219 f]
228, 230, 332

Abu Bayhas 201

Abu Bilal Mirdas b. Udayya 178,
180 f, 204*3, 240, 2687, 329

Abu Dharr 85, 115, 156, 171, 279

Abu Fudayk, ‘Abdallah b. Thawr 18,
111, 170 f, 211, 267

Abu Ghanim 289

Abu Hafsa al-Yamani 189

Abu Hamza al-Khariji, al-Mukhtar b.
‘Awf 181, 2687, 281, 285, 289,
304, 310; “caliphs’ and ‘mission
topos’ in, 17°%, 149

Abu Hanifa 15, 163, 201, 213, 291;
activism of 240-2, 262 f, 297,
Murji’ism of 223-7, 229-31,
233%2, 297

Abu Hashim (b. Muhammad b.
al-Hanafiyya) 259 f

Aba ’-Hurr 5, 5%, 11%7

Abt Ishaq al-Fazari 241°!

Abu ’1-Khattab al-Ma“firi 304

Abu Mawdud
see Hajib al-T2’1

Abu Mikhnaf 189, 262, 275

Abu ’1-Mu‘arrij 308

Abu ’1-Muhajir 307

Abu Musa 79f, 153 f

Abu ’l-Mvu’thir 2, 6, 199, 243, 277,
333

Abu Nuh 306

Abu Qays Zakhr b. Yahya 258

Aba Ru’ba al-Murji 283%2
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Abu Sad [al-Jannabi] al-Qarmati 334

Abu ’1-Salt 232

Aba Sufyan Mahbub b. al-Rahil 11%7,
13, 197, 301, 307, 309-13; creed
of 256; and Ibn Ibad 200; on
khawary 277; on munafiqgun 199,
on women as soldiers 181, 289

Abu “Ubayda, Muslim b. Kudin 5,
11, 11°7, 288, 301, 303-5, 306,
308, 310; and qadarism 202, 285;
and revolt 283

Abu “Ubayda al-Maghribi 305, 334

Abu “‘Ubayda Ma‘mar b. al-Muthanna
2754305

Abu “Ubayda al-Saghir 305

Abu Yusuf 242

Abu Zakariyya’ Yahya b. Sa‘id 5

accusations of unchastity, false (gadhf)
109, 135f, 179

‘Adud al-Dawla 335

al-Aflah 312

ahl al-janna 233-5

ahl al-kitab
see People of the Book

ahl al-shakk, shukkak 22, 176, 243,
245-8, 254, 294, 331 f

ahl al-sunna wa’l-jama‘a,
see traditionalists

Ahmad b. Sulayman 314

ajal 148

Ajarida 199, 214, 272, 27433, 336

akhbaris 187-9, 197, 275, 299

Akhnasiyya 274

Alaban 271

al-‘Ala’/al-Mu‘alla b. al-Munir 341 f

¢Ali b. Abi Talib 4, 91-97, 115f, 188;
ahl al-shakk on 246, 331f;
MurjP’ites on 115, 174, 213, 220,
221, 222, 226, 229%° 230 f, 237,
Salim on 159, 193 f, 284

al-A‘mash 190

‘Amir b. ‘Abdallah/Abd Qays 85,
156

‘Ammar b. Yasir 85, 157, 257, 331

‘Amr al-Yashkuri 283%

al-‘Anazi (al-Bakhtari) 283% 8

GENERAL INDEX

al-‘Anbar/Mujabbir b. Hubayra 310,
315

al-ASsamiyya 178, 215
see also Ziyad al-ASsam

Aslam, man of 164

Atfayyish 273, 334

“Atiyya b. al-Aswad, ‘Atawiyya 18,
111, 170, 211, 267, 274, 276

‘Awn b. ‘Abdallah 174, 175, 219f
222, 231, 241, 242, 299

Azariqa 18, 21, 99-105, 121, 160-6,
168, 177, 178, 181, 203-6, 212,
214, 266, 267-74, 300; and hijra
204 £, 279; and istirad 163, 203,
327; as khawary 276 f; and qadhf
179 f; and scripturalism 293; and
stoning 30, 164, 174; and taqiyya
30, 165, 204, 270, 274

Azd, Azdis 285, 28710

¢Azzan b. Tamim al-Kharusi 318,
333, 334

al-Baghdadi, ‘Abd al-Wahhab 341

Bahlal b. Bishr 283%% 8

Bahrayn 152 f, 188, 208

Balj b. ‘Uqba 240, 310

Bashir b. Muhammad b. Mahbub 3,
314, 315

Bashir b. al-Mundhir Abu ’I-Mundhir
314, 341 ¢

Basra 12, 202, 283; Ibadi leadership in
301 ff; end of leadership in 311f

bedouin 83, 103, 155, 164, 188, 204 f,
279, 288

Batihiyya, Bittikhiyya 183

Bayhasis, Bayhasiyya 214, 26910, 274,
328

bedding
see istinkah

believers/Muslims
(mw’miniin/muslimim) 235; in
Salim’s usage 29

believers/infidels (mu’miniin/kuffar)
174 £, 220-3, 231, 233, 241;
see also kuffar

Bida“iyya 19, 21-3, 143, 183, 244,
266, 286, 294, 299
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booty 101, 107, 113; extremists on
204, 206, 211; Ibadi view 73, 91,
97, 107, 133, 151, 159, 162, 198

Burayda b. al-Khasib 2293°

Bust 11

‘caliphs topos® 17, 257°8, 290

Camel, Battle of the 93, 95, 107,
131, 193, 198, 211, 294

children, killing or enslavement of, in
extremist doctrine 101, 107,
113, 162 £, 203, 206 f, 211, 211,
rejected by the Ibadis 73, 91,
97, 107, 133, 139, 151, 158, 159,
180, 196

Christians 107, 150 f, 197

contracts 97, 107, 113, 166

creed, Ibadi 256

Daba 187, 27436

al-Dahhak b. Qays al-Shaybani 163,
181, 210, 214, 283, 283%

Dawud (al-“Ukli?), Dawudiyya 18,
111 £ 170, 211, 267, 276

Dawud b. ‘Ali 174

Dawud b. Ibrahim al-Talati 272

David 83, 155

determinism, Ibadi 202 f, 260, 285;
Murji’ite 238
see also gqadarism

Dharr b. ‘Abdallah 241%*, 249, 261

dhimmis 113, 326'* contracts with
107, 133, 178, 207

difa’, state of 182

dilemmatic arguments 18-20, 24

Dinar b. ‘Iyad al-Aslami 91, 158 176

Dirar b. “Amr 300

double rules (171 f, 184), 209 £, 271

Dumam 11%7, 276, 303, 306, 310

Egypt, Egyptians 157, 188 f
excuse, God’s 147

al-Fadl b. Kathir 5

Fatana, Fitaniyya 18-23, 127 f, 143,
176, 182 f, 186, 223, 243-50, 294,
299
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Sima 29, 95, 115, 127, 131, 177, 252,
254, 263, 294; promised by God
75, 151

forgiveness, praying for 103, 121,
165, 222, 297

Jurga (schism) 20, 115, 172, 294 f

Ghadfan 308
Ghassan b. ‘Abdallah 4f, 311, 318,
341

Habib b. ‘Amr 306

Hadramawt, Hadramis 308 f, 311, 314

Hafs b. Ashyam 286

Hafs b. Rashid 335f

Hajar 69, 150

Hajib al-T2’1, Abu Mawdud 4, 5, 283,
304, 305, 309, 310

al-Hajjaj 174, 282, 288, 301 £, 303, 310

al-Hakam b. Abi *1-‘As 153, 1907

Hamza al-Khariji, Hamziyya 256,
273, 27433, 287113

Hamza al-Kufi 285

haqq 34

al-Harith b. al-Hakam 79, 152 f, 188

al-Harith b. Mazyad al-Ibadi 202 f

al-Harith b. Nawfal 79, 153

al-Harith b. Surayj 24, 241, 249, 261

Harra, battle of the 294

Hartun b. al-Yaman 199, 277, 311

Hartri, HartGriyya 181, 277°8

Hasan/Khanbash 309

al-Hasan al-Basri 279, 280, 293, 302,
305

al-Hasan b. Muhammad b.
al-Hanafiyya 24, 258-62

Hashim b. Ghaylan 4 f, 277

Hashimiyya 255

Hashwiyya 243, 245, 247

Hassan b. Mujalid 285%, 286%

Hell, temporary punishment in 233,
234

Herat 271, 287110 113 324

hijra, muhajiran 29, 107, 113, 141,
171, 180, 196, 211, 212, 214,
278-81, 299; Azraqite 204 f;
Bayhasi 170; Najdite 167, 206-9
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Hilal b. ‘Atiyya al-Khurasani 11%7,
13, 14, 289, 336 f

Hilal b. Mudlij 208

himas
see pastures

Hinds Xerox 2 ff

Hisham al-Fuwati 213

Hubayra 310, 315

Hudhayfa b. al-Yaman 85, 156, 187,
192, 257

hukm, 1@ hukma 33 f, 193 f

Hulaysiyya 246

al-Hurmuzan and Jufayna 1907

al-Husayn/al-Hudayn of ‘Uq 2733!

hypocrisy, hypocrites 71 f, 75, 105,
111, 135, 179, 195, 197, 198-202,
212, 215, 266; Azraqites on 165,
166, 203; Najdites on 169, 206 f,
210

Ibadis, Ibadism 195-203, 211-15, 273,
and determinism 202 f, 285, 336;
creed of 256; among the four
sects 269, 272, 272%2; and
khawarij 277, of Khurasan 286 f;
Malati on 168; of Oman 287-90,
297

Ibn ‘Abbad 306

Ibn “Abbas, ‘Abdallah 4, 194

Ibn ‘Ajrad 274
see also “Ajarida

Ibn al-Ash‘ath, revolt of 175, 240,
241, 242, 261, 282, 294 £, 299

Ibn al-Azraq, Nafi¢ 101, 113, 170,
177, 178, 198, 200, 201, 207, 257,
267, 26910, 276, 277°8

Ibn Baraka al-Bahlawi 6, 337 f

Ibn Furak al-Khariji, Isa, Abu ’I-Fadl
273-5

Ibn Ghassan 307

Ibn al-Hanafiyya 259

Ibn Hanbal 223, 235, 243

Ibn Hazm 203, 208

Ibn Ibad 198, 200-3; first letter of
(IB1) 5, 15, 16, 147, 276, 290 f,
303, 337; second letter of (IB2)
284, 292 f, 303, 337
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Ibn Ishaq 188 f, 190, 275

Ibn Mas“d al-Tujibi 281

Ibn Rustum, ‘Abd al-Rahman 303,
304

Ibn Sa‘d 231f

Ibn Saffar 200, (201), 202
see also Sufri, Sufriyya

Ibn Talid al-Hadrami 281

Ibn “Ukasha 235

Ibn al-Zubayr 240

Ibrahim b. ‘Abdallah, revolt of 240,
241°1 262 F

Ibrahim b. Tahman 232 242

idolaters 71, 101, 105 f, 133, 160,
195, 197, 203, 206, 209

ignorance, Najdite doctrine of 169,
207, 210, 274

ijtihad, Najdite 169

imam 141, 181 f; the Qur’an as 77,
147 £, 256-8, 293; imams
according to the Fatana 127-31,
176; imams of Oman 317 f

indiscriminate slaughter (isti%ad) 101,
107, 113, 137, 214, 325-9; in
extremist doctrine 163, 168, 203,
206 f, 211, 21183; Ibadi
acceptance of 214, 328; Ibadi
rejection of 97, 159, 196, 239,
24033

inheritance mutual 69, 73, 91, 97,
101, 107, 113, 133, 150, 151,
160, 171, 179, 196 f

interpolations 23

Iran, Kharijites of 168, 181, 286 f

@
see KI; Murji’ism, Murji’ites

istinkah (bedding) 101, 113, 139,
161 f, 168, 169, 206, 209, (211),
Ibadi rejection of (73), 91, (97),
107, 151, 180; rare expression
197, 286, 289

istirad
see indiscriminate slaughter

Jjababira 289
Jabal Nafusa 280
Jabir b. Jabala 28385, (285), 285%% %
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Jabir b. Zayd 11, 1157, 13f, 15, 186,
282, 301-3, 306, 310; letters of
13, 302 f

Ja‘far b. al-Simak 303

Ja‘far b. Yahya b. al-Rabi¢ 308

Jahm b. Safwan 24

Jahmiyya 232, 26910

Jamajim 249

Jews 107, 197

Jthad, Salim on and context of 53-7,
141, 181f, 282 ff

Jizya,
see poll-tax

Jubayr b. Ghalib 286

al-Julanda b. Mas<ad al-Azdi 2687,
288 f, 314, 317, 341

Jundub b. Zuhayr al-Azdi 154

Kalb 79, 153

Karramiyya 243

Kathir b. Salt 91, 158

Khalaf, Khalafiyya (Sistani) 181,
27431, 33

Khalaf b. Samh, Khalafites (Maghribi)
307, 313

Khalaf b. “Udhra, Abu Ziyad 4, 171,
314

Khalaf b. Ziyad al-Bahrani 5, 11%7,
13, 339

Khalid b. Qahtan, Abu Qahtan 16,
178,199, 333 f

Khalid al-Qasri 242, 283%

khams, khamasa 150, 197, 289

Khanbash/Hasan 309

Khashabis 260, 262

khawarij (Kharijites) 97, 101, 107,
137, 143, 159; use of the term
275-8, 299

Khazimiyya 266, 272, 274

Khurasan 286 f

khuriy 196, 204* 209, 211, 281; of
women and slaves 141, 180 f

KI (Kitab al-irj@®) 15, 16, 23 £, 219,
251-63, 290 f, 298

al-Kindi, Muhammad b. Ibrahim, and
Ahmad b. ‘Abdallah 13, 339
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kings (mulik) 2219 121f, 135,
141 £, 174, 175, 178 f, 289
Kirman 170
kitman (dissimulation)
see taqiyya
(state of quiescence) 182
al-Kudami 199, 27331, 274 f, 339-41
Kufa, Kufan 201, 282 f, 284 f, 286
kuffar (infidels), types of 195 f]
213-15; al-ni‘ma 198-202, 207,
215;

see also believers/infidels

Mahbub b. al-Rahil
see Abu Sufyan

Makhlad b. al-“Umar 307

al-Malati on Kharijites 167 f, 181,
270, 327

al-Malih 310

al-Ma’mun, letter of 148 f, 290, 291,
on iy’ 237 f

Ma‘n b. Za’ida 287'13

al-Manhi, Abu Bakr Ahmad b. “Umar
337

al-Mansur b. Jumhur 163

mariqa 276

Marwan (b. al-Hakam) 79, 152

Mas‘ad b. Abi Zaynab al-“Abdi 181,
208

Maymiin, Mayminiyya 27331, 27433,
274

mihna
see test

minors, killing of
see children

Mirdas b. Abi Bilal
see Abu Bilal Mirdas

Mis‘ar al-Fadaki 328

Misr b. Kidam 241°!, 242

mischief-makers (muhdithun) 73, 93,
151, 159, 195

mission topos 16, 27, 148, 290

Moses 123, 125

Mosul 285 f

Mu‘adh (?) b. Harb 6
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Mu‘wiya 87, 93, 193, 229°2, 246;

Murj’ites on 117-19, 173, 225-7,

228, 230, 241, 295-8
al-Mughira b. al-Akhnas 91, 158
Mubhallabids 302
Muhammad 59-75
Muhammad b. Abi ‘Affan 307, 309,

317
Muhammad b. Bar/Nur/ Thawr 318,

342
Muhammad b. Mahbub, Abu

‘Abdallah 4, 171, 2733, 274f,

313 f
Muhammad b. Marwan 242
Muhammad b. Maslama 246
Muhammad b. al-Rahil 313, 315
Muhammad b. Rawh 3
Muhammad b. Rizq 2733!
al-Muhanna b. Jayfar 6, 311, 313,

318, 333 f
Muharib b. Dithar 173, 174 f, 213,

219-22, 230, 231, 242, 297, 299
al-Mujabbir/al-‘Anbar b. Hubayra

310, 315
al-Mujabbir b. Bashir b. Muhammad

314, 315
al-Mujabbir b. Mahbub 313, 315
al-Mukhtar, revolt of 259 f, 262
mulitk

see kings
muw’minin/muslimin

see believers/Muslims
muw’nin dall 175, 231, 233,

see also believers/infidels
al-Mundhiri al-Naysaburi, Ibn

al-Mundhir 340
Munir b. al-Nayyir al-Ja‘lani 4, 199,

341f
Mugatil b. Sulayman 234
‘Murji’a of the Khawarij’ 262%*
Murj’ism, Murji’ites 18-23, 115-27,

143, 186, 219-50, 331; “‘Abbasids

and 238, 242, 260; founder of

258-60; of Iran 286 f, 297; on

Mu‘awiya 117-19, 173, 225-7,

228, 230, 241, 295-8; Qur’anic
prooftexts of 176, 224

Mausa b. Abi Jabir al-Dabbi al-Izkawi
5, 5%, 343, 308

Mausa b. “Ali 336

Masa (b. Musa) and Rashid (b. Nazar)
314, 333, 335

Mus‘ab al-Walibi 181

al-Mutahhar b. ‘Abdallah 335

al-Mu‘tamir b. “Umara 12f, 310

Mu‘tazilism, Mu‘tazilites 25, 203,
213, 243, 309; Abu Hashim as
founder of 260; implicit
references to 159, 178

Mzab 272 f

Nafi¢ b. al-Azraq
see Ibn al-Azraq

Najadat, Najdiyya 18, 21, 105-11,
166-72, 201, 204, 206-11, 214,
215, 233, 267-74, 300; and
double rules 209 f, 271; and hijra
167, 206-9, 279; and women
soldiers 181

Najda b. ‘Amir 105, 113, 168, 169,
170, 206-8, 210, 233, 2691, 2778

nashi’a 295 f

naskh 30

Nasr b. Sayyar 24, 161, 249

al-Naysaburi
see al-Mundhiri

al-Nazzam 294

Nisibis 260

Niyar b. ‘Iyad al-Aslami 158, 176, 189

Nizwa party 13, 340

Noah’s Ark/Flood 205, 326 f

Nukkar 203, 306, 336

offspring, killing of
see children

Oman 6-10, 12-14; 245, 287-90, 310;
imams of 317 f; return of leaders

to 308, 311f

Paradise and Hell 233 f

pastures (himas) 155, 192

People of the Book (akl al-kitab) 71,
195, 206, 212
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Pharaoh 103, 123, 125

poll-tax (jzzya) 69 f, 105, 113

polytheists (mushrikiun) 67, 105, 107,
113 £, 195, 203, 206, 212-14

protection, granting 101, 133, 163,
178, 196

qa‘ada
see stay-at-homes
qadarism 202 f; 285; in Arabia 300,
336;
see also determinism
qadhf
see accusations of unchastity, false
al-Qasim b. Ma‘n 242
Qatari b. Fuja’a 2743
gawm 18, 34
Qays al-Masir 261
Qur’an, as imam 77, 147 f, 256-8,
291-3; Salim and 26-31, 291-3;
“Uthman’s collection of 187, 190
Qurayb and Zahhaf 2687, 327, 328

al-Rabadha 171, 279

al-Rabi¢ b. Habib 11, 1157, 198, 301,
305-8, 309, 310, 341, 343;
foster-father of Abu Sufyan 310;
return to Oman of 308, 311 f

al-Rabi¢ b. Khaytham al-Thawri 257

Rafidis 174, 262

al-Rahil b. al-“Anbar/mujabbir 310,
315

al-Rahil b. Hubayra 310, 315

al-rajic 111, 170, 208 £, 269, 270 f

Rajia 269'°

Raqaba b. Masqala 237 f, 248

Rashid b. al-Nazar al-Fahji 318, 334;
see also Musa and Rashid

Rashid b. Sa4d 335f

Rashid b. al-Walid 335 f, 340

Romans 216 f

Rumi 213

Rustaq party 1373, 335, 339, 340

Rustumids
see Ibn Rustum; ‘Abd al-Wahhab
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Sababa, Saba’iyya 119, 121, 143,

173 £, 182, 251, 252-4, 259 f, 261,

262, 284
Sa‘d b. Abi Waqqas 246 f
Sahm b. Ghalib al-Hujaymi 2128
Sa‘d b. “‘Abdallah b. Muhammad b.

Mahbub 314, 315, 340
Sa%d b. Jubayr 241 242
Sa4d b. Ziyad 307 £, 309
Salih b. Musarrih 165, 198, 205,

267 f, 2691°; and isti%ad 327, 328
Salim b. Dhakwan 4, 11-14, 286, 300
al-Salimi 6f, 11, 256, 342 f
al-Salt b. Malik al-Kharasi 5, 313,

314, 318, 333
al-sawad al-azam 243
Sayf b. ‘Umar al-Tamimi 319
al-Sayyid al-Himyari 226
scripturalism 292 f
secret killing 135, 178, 205, 21133
Shabib b. ‘Atiyya 5, 257, 276, 289,

343; epistle on ahl al-shakk 3,

22, 245-9, 294, 343; and Hilal b.

“Atiyya 337
Shabib b. Yazid 163, 168, 214, 267 f,

26910, 282, 328, 337; and women

soldiers 180 f; son of

see Suhari b. Shabib
al-Shafi9 291, 293
Shayban b. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz al-Yashkuri

317
Shi‘ites 200, 230, 251, 255, 262;

Salim and 284;

see also Zaydis
shir@, state of 182
Shimrakhiyya 274
Shu‘ayb al-Kirmani, Shu‘aybiyya

(‘Ajradi) 273%1, 274, 27433, 336
Shu‘ayb b. Ma‘ruf, Shu‘aybiyya

(Ibadi) 306, 308, 336
Shukkak

see ahl al-shakk
Sifa 4, 190-3, 299, 319, 343 f
Siffin 93, 193 f
sira 23 f
Sistan, Sistanis 11 f, 273-5, 286
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slaughters, eating of other people’s
69-73, 105, 113, 166, 195, 205,
206, 209

slaves as soldiers
see khurig

stay-at-homes (ga‘ada), staying at
home 103, (111), 164 f, (169),
204, 206, 21133; Tbadi view of
551, 97, 141, 159, 182, 196

stoning 30, 103, 121, 164, 174

Subayh 271, 28713

Sufri, Sufriyya 198, 200, 201, 202*2,
269-74, 283, 285, 317; double
rules of 209 f, 215; and /ijra
214; and ustirad 329; Malati on
168; in Yemen 300

Sufyan b. Mahbub 313, 315

Sufyan al-Thawri 232

Sufyan b. ‘Uyayna 232

Suhar 311, 313, 336

Suhar al-‘Abdi 2871, 303

Suhari b. Shabib 28383 8

tahrif 28

Talha and al-Zubayr 93, 115 f, 226,
22930230, 332; Salim on 158,
193, 239

Talib al-haqq
see “‘Abdallah b. Yahya

tagiyya (135), 145, 23, 30, 178, 184,
196, 207; Azraqite rejection of
see Azariqa

terminology, Salim’s 197

test (mihna) 30f, 101, 111, 163 f, 169,
196, 204, 206 f, 21183

Thabit Qutna 24, 174, 213, 219-21,
231, 237, 238, 239, 242, 286 f,
299

Tha‘labiyya, Tha¢libite Kharijism
178, 203

traditionalists (a// al-sunna
wa’l-jama‘a) 229, 232, 243, 245

Tripoli (North Africa) 306 f

trusts 97, 111, 133, 169, 178, 204,
206

“Ubayd b. Mihran al-Muktib 234

GENERAL INDEX

“Ubaydallah b. “Umar 1907

“Ubaydallah b. Ziyad 181, 240

“Umar b. al-Khattab 77, 83;
Murj?ites on 119 £ 173, 219,
220, 228, 230, 332

Umar 1T 12, 25, 175, 242, 279, 282,
288

“Umar b. Dharr 234, 242

Umar b. Marwan 273%!

Umayyads, Murji’ites and 236-42,
259 f;
see also Mu‘awiya

Usama b. Zayd 246

“Uthman 79-91, 131, (152)-158, 176,
187-93, 196, 279; ahl al-shakk on
246, 331 f; modern Ibadis on
215; Murj’ites on 115, 173, 174,
213, 220-2, 226, 229 f, 22930, 237

Wa’il b. Ayyub, Abu Ayyub 7, 1157,
197, 199, 256, 301, 307, 308 f,
310, 311

waiting periods 162

Waki€ b. al-Jarrah 232, 234

waladya 33

al-Walid II, letter of 291; murder of
294

al-Walid b. Tarif al-Taghlabi 181

al-Walid b. “‘Ugba 79, 81, 87, 153,
154, 157

al-Waqidi 189, 275

Ward b. Ziyad 335

al-Warith b. Ka‘ al-Kharusi 288,
304, 308, 309, 317

Wasil b. ‘At2> 163

wasiyya bi’l-tagwa (enjoinder to piety)
151, 23, 27, 147, 187, 251, 289,
290-3

Wazir al-Sakhtiyani 283%

women soldiers 141, 180 f

Yahya b. Asram 183

Yamama 105, 208

Yazid b. Abi Muslim 301

Yazid b. al-Mubhallab, revolt of 174,
175, 238, 240, 242, 283, 286 f

Yemen 300, 335
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Zayd b. ‘Ali 240, 241°1, 242, 262 Zoroastrians 69 f, 107, 150, 151, 195,
Zayd b. Suhan 85, 156 197
Zaydi, Zaydiyya 174, 199, 2011, 238, 4_7ybayr

272% see Talha and al-Zubayr

Ziyad b. Abihi 180, 233%
Ziyad al-ASsam 170, 209, 26910 Zufar b. Hudhayl 263

see also ASsamiyya zuhir 182
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