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BREPACE 

WITH THE EXCEPTION of three contributions to the Encyclopaedia of 

Islam, this volume reproduces all the published articles of Martin Hinds 

(1941-88), with some corrections and revisions based, in most cases, 

on his own corrected copies. For permission to reprint the material we 

should like to thank the American University of Beirut (Chaps. 4, 6), 

E. J. Brill (Chap. g), the British Institute of Persian Studies (Chap. 8), 
Cambridge University Press (Chaps. 1, 2), Oxford University Press 
(Chap. 3), Presses Universitaires de France (Chap. 7), and Riyad Uni- 
versity Press (Chap. 5). We are also grateful to Laila Othman for prepar- 

ing the index, to Theodora S. MacKay for her careful computer work, 

and to the Howard and Francis Keller Endowed Fund in History and 

the Friends of History Fund, both at the University of Washington, for 

financial support for preparation of the text and index. 

Eds. 
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INTRODUCTION 

MARTIN HINDS’ FIRST DEGREE (1962) was in Arabic, and all of his 
academic posts were officially concerned with the study of the language. 

By his own account, he spent virtually all of his time from 1972 until 1980 

and a large part of that between 1980 and 1986 working on the lexicon of 

modern Egyptian Arabic. That work had begun during his association 

with the American University in Cairo from 1970 to 1975, and bore fruit 

in the publication (together with El-Said Badawi) of A Dictionary of 
Modern Egyptian Arabic (Arabic—English) in 1986. Had he done nothing 

else, the dictionary would have ensured him a reputation as a leading 

western scholar of Arabic in the latter half of the twentieth century. 

However, following his B.A. he had enrolled for a research degree 

in Islamic History, and in 1969 the University of London awarded him 

his Ph.D. for his thesis, The Early History of Islamic Schism in Iraq. 

In the years between that date and his untimely death on 1 December 

1988, less than twenty years later, he made through his publications a 

distinctive and notable contribution to our understanding of the history 

of the Islamic Middle East. In addition to the papers collected for this 

volume, there are five books which have to be taken into account. 

He saw only two of them in their published form. In 1986 there 

appeared, written together with Patricia Crone, God’s Caliph, an im- 

portant and radical reassessment of the development of ideas about reli- 

gious and political authority in early Islam. In the same year, Arabic 

Documents from the Ottoman Period from Qasr Ibrim, produced jointly 

with Hamdi Sakkout, made available 61 seventeenth- and eighteenth- 

century documents (fifteen fully translated, the rest in summary) from 
a site in upper Egypt which had been an Ottoman garrison town in its 

later phases. 

Xi 
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Three other works appeared posthumously. In 1990 Hinds’ volume 

(XXIII: The Zenith of the Marwanid House) of the SUNY Press series, 
The History of al-Tabari, was published. The series makes available for 

the first time an annotated English translation of the whole of one of the 

major sources for the early history of Islam. An Early Islamic Family 

from Oman, which appeared in 1991, is another annotated translation, 

this time of part of a late work from Oman which has details, unknown 

from other sources, relating to the early history of the central Islamic 

world. It is shorter than the Tabari volume, but in this case Hinds faced 

a major problem in establishing a satisfactory text to work from, since 

the manuscripts and an existing edition are seriously corrupt. Indeed, 

this monograph may be said to contain the first proper edition of the part 

of the text which is treated, so extensive are the textual emendations 

and suggested readings which it provides. It was his knowledge of 

the historical background and of the relevant sources and secondary 

literature which enabled Hinds to see the importance of the text as a 

source. Finally, 1991 also saw a second volume of documents from upper 

Egypt, Qasr Ibrim in the Ottoman Period: Turkish and Further Arabic 

Documents, produced jointly with Victor Ménage, who was responsible 

for the Turkish materials. This contains a further 24 Arabic documents, 

relating largely to military and administrative matters, from the same 

cache as the 61 in the first volume. 

Hinds’ published work—the books just mentioned and the articles 

collected here—are distinguished by the way in which they combine lin- 

guistic and textual expertise with the skills and approach of an historian. 

From one point of view he could be seen as belonging to what used 

to be called the “orientalist” tradition. In recent years that epithet 

has been hijacked for polemical purposes and is now generally used 

derogatively, but before the work of Edward Said’ it was often applied 

to those scholars whose knowledge and skill were primarily in the field 

of language and written texts, whose interest was in the more remote 

periods of history, and whose approach was one of scholarly detachment. 

In that sense the Leiden edition of the Arabic text of Tabari’s History 

could be called an achievement of orientalist scholarship.” 

‘ Edward Said, Orientalism (London, 1978). 

2 Annales quos scripsit Abu Djafar Mohammed ibn Djarir at-Tabari, ed. M. J. 

de Goeje et al. (Leiden, 1879-1901), in fifteen volumes. 
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Those characteristics are evident in Hinds’ publications, especially a 

command of classical Arabic and an obvious enjoyment of textual work. 

Four of his five books are largely concerned with editing and translating 

texts, and three of the articles here—“The Siffin Arbitration Agree- 

ment” (Chap. 3), “The Banners and Battle Cries of the Arabs at Siffin” 
(Chap. 4), and “A Letter from the Governor of Egypt” (Chap. 6)— 
display similar concerns. Furthermore, the mental attitudes and habits 

of the textual scholar, notably attention to detail and accuracy, permeate 

all of his work, not only that involving edition and translation. 

If the orientalist tradition was, and is, admired for its achievements in 

making texts available and it insistence on sound scholarship, it has been 

criticised for a certain naivety in its historical views and methods (or 
lack of them). To remedy these defects a more self-consciously historical 
method has been advocated by some who have come to an interest in 

Islam or the Middle East from a background in historical studies or 

the social sciences: ideas and methods which had been fruitful mainly 

in advancing the understanding of European history should be applied 

equally to the study of the Islamic world. The orientalist tradition 

was not to be rejected, but should complement the historical approach. 

That was the ideal, but in reality it is difficult to find scholars who 

combine mastery of “difficult” oriental languages, textual expertise, and 

knowledge and understanding of modern historiography. With some 

notable exceptions, students of the history of Islam have continued to 

be specialists in language and literature with an interest in the past, or 

trained historians who have acquired some linguistic facility, rather than 

scholars with an equal competence in both fields. 

Hinds’ work, however, does effectively combine the methods and 

approaches of an historian with a strength in Arabic and textual skills. 

This is evident especially in the amount of attention given in the papers 

collected here to critical discussion of the Arabic literary sources for 

the history of early Islam. Although some remarks at the end of the 

article on the Siffin arbitration agreement indicate impatience with those 

whom he accuses of adopting “a hypercritical approach” to the Arabic 

sources,*? much of his work is concerned with questions of source analysis, 

especially with the provenance, transmission and interrelationship of 

texts. The examinations here of the different versions of the arbitration 

3 See below, 77-78. 
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agreement (Chap. 3) and the accounts of the military dispositions as 

Siffin (Chap. 4), of the value of the material on Arabia transmitted by 

Sayf ibn ‘Umar (Chap. 5), and of the development of the terms maghazi 

and stra (Chap. 7), illustrate his awareness that historical reconstruction 
depends on a proper understanding of the sources. Even the discussion 

of the conquest of Fars (Chap. 8) is fundamentally an exercise in source 

criticism. 

The other main feature which distinguishes his work as an histo- 

rian is his ability to analyse complex material into coherent patterns. 

Whether in his delineation of the different interest groups in the events 

surrounding the First Civil War, his analysis of the different terms used 

with reference to the traditional biography of Muhammad, or his es- 

tablishment of a chronology and course of events for the conquest of 

Fars, the reader is made aware of the difficulties, inconsistencies, and 

contradictions in the sources, but presented with an argument which 

resolves them in a persuasive way. The clarity and unpretentiousness 

of his written style are an important element in this. Hinds was not a 

writer who hid difficulties in ambiguous language or used tricks of style 

and presentation to hide lack of ideas. 

The book God’s Caliph offers the most sustained evidence of his 

work as an historian, but each one of the papers here displays his grasp 

of various aspects of the historian’s art. The first four papers, discussing 

aspects of the “first civil war in Islam” (the fitna), are connected with 
the topic of Hinds’ Ph.D. thesis and represent his earliest scholarly 

contributions. 

“Kufan Political Alignments” (Chap. 1, 1971) and “The Murder 
of the Caliph ‘Uthman” (Chap. 2, 1972) attempt to account for the 

outbreak and course of the civil war, and to increase our understanding 

of conditions in Kufa following it, by an investigation of the formation of 

different interest groups among the Arab conquerors and rulers. H. A. R. 

Gibb had argued, without citation of specific sources and in the course 

of a general interpretation of the course of Islamic history, that the basic 

tension behind the civil war was that between the central government 

in Medina and the “tribesmen” (by which he meant those Arabs who 
had left Arabia to take part in the conquests in Syria, Egypt, Iraq and 
Persia, and who had been settled largely in new garrison towns founded 
for them in the provinces). This tension he saw as the result of the 
conflicting economic interests of the two parties, especially concerning 
the ownership of the rich agricultural lands conquered in Iraq, which 
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came to a head in a situation where further expansion and conquest 

were becoming slower and more difficult.* 

Hinds argues that the situation was considerably more complex than 

Gibb had suspected, and finds divisions and clashes of interest among 

the “tribesmen” themselves and within the ruling circles. In particular, 
he draws attention to the different motives and interests of those fighting 

behind ‘Ali, and thus suggests why the civil war took the course it 

did (this is set out more particularly in the first part of “The Siffin 

Arbitration Agreement”) and why there arose the different social and 
religious groups so important in Kifa in the early years of the Umayyad 

caliphate. Evident in this is Hinds’ close reading of the sources and 

an ability to organize the often puzzling and apparently contradictory 

details in a meaningful pattern. 

Most of the sources he used had been available for some time, 

but some (notably parts of Baladhuri’s Ansab a-ashraf and the Kitab 

al-futth of Ibn A‘tham al-Kifi) were still accessible only in manuscript. 

These sources are used, rather than discussed from an historiographic 

or theoretical viewpoint: the remarks at the end of the paper on the 

arbitration agreement, criticizing what he refers to as “a hypercritical 

approach” to the Arabic Muslim sources, have already been mentioned. 

“The Siffin Arbitration Agreement” (Chap. 3, 1972) and “The Ban- 
ners and Battle Cries of the Arabs at Siffin” (Chap. 4, 1971) make it 

clear, however, that he was far from heedless of the problems inher- 

ent in the sources. Both of these papers are in large part a discussion 

of particular texts, the former a comparison of two different versions 

which have been transmitted of the agreement made between ‘Ali and 

Mu‘awiya at Siffin to put their dispute to arbitration, the latter the 

edition of part of a text (of which there are two different but related 
versions) describing military formations at Siffin and, almost uniquely, 

providing illustrations of the banners used by different groups on each 

side. Using his knowledge of the sources and of the relevant modern 

literature, Hinds is able to establish which texts are the earlier and less 

corrupt. Thus he counters the misapprehensions of the classical Muslim 

litterateur al-Jahiz (d. 255/868) regarding the “arbitration document” 
and of some modern scholars regarding the sources and interrelationship 

4 H. A. R. Gibb, “An Interpretation of Islamic History”, Journal of World History 

1 (1953), 40-43; reprinted in his Studies on the Civilization of Islam (London, 1962), 

5-8. 
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of the two manuscripts giving the military dispositions at Siffn. To 

the obvious objection that the illustrations of the banners in the latter 

cannot be relied upon because the manuscripts are relatively late, he is 

able to provide some evidence that they existed earlier. 

The two papers, “Sayf ibn ‘Umar’s Sources on Arabia” (Chap. 5, 

1979) and “The First Arab Conquests in Fars” (Chap. 8, 1984), are 
linked by the attention they give to the second-century collector of 

historical tradition, Sayf ibn ‘Umar al-Tamimi al-Kiafi. As a result of the 

work of Julius Wellhausen at the end of the nineteenth century,’ Sayf’s 

material had been generally rejected by modern historians as unreliable, 

biased and overly colourful, but two recent scholars questioned some 

of the assumptions and methods in Wellhausen’s work and the general 

conclusions he had reached. 

Fuat Sezgin attempted to show that the traditional Muslim literature 

(the earliest surviving examples of which come from around the begin- 

ning of the third century A.H. preserves material which can be traced 

back to a much earlier date, to the generation immediately following the 

Prophet himself. One of Sezgin’s arguments is that the third-century 

scholars were able to draw on much written material from the first two 

centuries. This material has now been lost, but that it existed is shown, 

he argued, not only by explicit references to it in our available sources, 

but also by certain patterns which can be discerned in the chains of au- 

thority (isna@ds) with which the third-century scholars prefaced the ma- 
terials they cited. For example, if we trace several isnads back and find 

that they all lead to an early second or even first-century transmitter, 

but then diverge to numerous individuals whom that transmitter gives 

as his sources, it is legitimate to infer that transmitter had produced 

a written text which later generations were able to use.® 

Albrecht Noth, on the other hand, attacked the idea that the re- 

ports which we find in our historical sources can be analysed into groups 

reflecting the views of particular “schools” or even of particular indi- 

viduals, as Wellhausen had argued. Noth stressed that the historical 

tradition as we find it in our earliest sources is the end product of a long 

process of collection and compilation. At each stage of that process the 

® Julius Wellhausen, “Prolegomena zur alteste Geschichte des Islams”, in his 

Skizzen und Vorarbeiten, VI (Berlin, 1899), 3-7. 

® Fuat Sezgin, Geschichte des arabischen Schrifttums, I. Qur’Gnwissenschaften, 
Hadit, Geschichte, Figh, Dogmatik, Mystik bis ca. 430 H. (Leiden, 1967), 53-84. 
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collectors of tradition selected and redacted materials from a number 

of their predecessors, who themselves had done the same thing. As a 

result, we cannot say that any particular early collector and transmitter 

is more reliable or objective than any other. Are we therefore justified 

in dismissing the reports associated with a figure like Sayf as a whole 

and in regarding the material transmitted under his name as less useful, 
simply because it is associated with Sayf, than materials attached to 

other early transmitters?’ 

It is interesting that Hinds’ two papers reach rather conflicting con- 

clusions about the value of Sayf’s material for the historian concerned 

to reconstruct events. In the earlier paper, written for a symposium on 

the sources for the history of Arabia held in Riyad in 1977, he reaches 

rather optimistic conclusions in his attempts to analyse the sources which 

Sayf himself used. Focusing on a particular body of material which the 

late third/early fourth-century scholar Tabari cites from Sayf, and using 

Sezgin’s methods (and his assumptions), Hinds concludes that some of 
Sayf’s reports can be traced back to earlier written sources, that the 

wealth of detail given outweighs the “fancifulness” which some of it 

displays, and that there is no reason to regard Sayf himself as having 

fabricated the reports or attributed them falsely to the sources he names. 

The later paper on the conquest of Fars, on the other hand, is more 

pessimistic so far as Sayf is concerned. Drawing on a number of sources 

other than Sayf, Hinds is able to put together an account of the early 

Arab conquests in Fars which is reasonably consistent, chronologically 

coherent and makes sense in the light of other evidence relating to the 

early Arab conquests and conditions in Iran at the time. The essence 

of the argument is that it was forces which had crossed the sea from 

Bahrayn and Oman which were responsible for the early conquests in 

Fars and not, as some modern scholars have assumed, forces organised 

and sent from the Arab garrison town of Basra in Iraq. Only at a 

relatively late point was responsibility for operations in Fars transferred 

to the governor of Basra.* When the reports given in Sayf’s name 

7 Albrecht Noth, “Der Charakter der ersten grossen Sammlungen von Nachrichten 

zur friihen Kalifenzeit”, Der Islam 47 (1971), 168-99. See now also his The Early 

Arabic Historical Tradition: a Source-Critical Study, 2nd ed. in collaboration with 

Lawrence I. Conrad, trans. Michael Bonner (Princeton, 1994), 1-25. 

8 The fact that great material benefits were at stake served to encourage such 

“transfers”; see Noth/Conrad, The Early Arabic Historical Tradition, 54, 125. 
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are examined in the light of these findings, we find an inconsistent 

chronology, an eccentric narrative of events, a bias in favour of Basra and 

of the tribe of Tamim, and the introduction of fanciful details. Material 

which may be of real value is quite scarce. 

Hinds seems content to make this contrast and merely points out 

that the material on the conquest of Fars is unusual in that there is a 

sufficient amount from other sources to enable us to check Sayf’s material 

in a way not usually possible with regard to other topics. It may be that 

he has uncovered the weakness of the sort of analysis which places too 

much weight on isnads. 

“A Letter from the Governor of Egypt Concerning Egyptian—Nubian 

Relations in 141/758” (Chap. 6, 1981) provides further illustration of 

Hinds’ combination of textual and historical skills, and anticipates the 

later volumes of documents from Qasr Ibrim. The letter, a translation 

of which had been published some time before by Professor J. Martin 

Plumley,® is important for two main reasons. 

First, diplomatic documents from the early centuries of Islam are 

rare. The chronicles and other literary sources, it is true, provide the 

texts of many letters and documents which are claimed as compositions 

of the Prophet and the early caliphs, but the relative lateness of the 

sources poses problems regarding their authenticity. Any document 

which has survived in its original form, therefore, is extremely valuable. 

Among the interesting features of this letter, as Hinds points out, is 

that it is the earliest datable papyrus document to contain the word 

“Muslims” (muslimin).*° 
Secondly, it is a valuable piece of evidence regarding the relations 

between Arab-ruled Egypt and the still Christian regions to the south 

in the middle of the second century A.H. Later Muslim sources supply the 

text of a treaty alleged to have been made between the second Muslim 

governor of Egypt and the Christian ruler of Nubia shortly after the 

conquest of Egypt by the Arabs, but its authenticity has been called 

into question (rightly according to Hinds). The present letter shows 
that in the mid-second century A.H. some sort of formal agreement (it is 

referred to as an ‘ahd, “covenant” ) between the Arabs and the Nubians 
was in force, and Hinds relates this to variant reports in historical and 

° J. Martin Plumley, “An Eighth-Century Arabic Letter to the King of Nubia”, 

Journal of Egyptian Archaeology 61 (1975), 241-45. 

10 See below, 183. 
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juridical literature and suggests why a dispute over whether or not an 

agreement had been made, and if so what sort of agreement it was, 

developed among the Muslim legal and religious scholars. 

Finally, “Maghaz? and Sira in Early Islamic Scholarship” (Chap. 7, 

1980) examines changes in the meaning of two key terms in early Muslim 

literary tradition. In part, Hinds’ conclusions had been anticipated by 

Martin Hartmann in 1899,"' but he lacked the evidence which Hinds is 
able to adduce, and his conclusion had been overlooked by subsequent 

Islamicist scholarship (as Hinds points out). Furthermore, he had been 
demonstrably wrong on some points. Again the ability to analyse com- 

plex material in order to make a substantial point in a coherent and 

clear way is impressive. 

The books and the articles mentioned here did not represent the 

entirety of Martin Hinds’ output: there were a number of perceptive re- 

views and four substantial articles (“Maghazi,”, “Makhziim”, “Mihna”, 

and “Mu‘awiya”) in the Encyclopaedia of Islam, one of which is repro- 

duced here (“Mihna”, Chap. g). Given his long and time-consuming 

involvement with the dictionary of modern Egyptian Arabic, that he 

produced so much in the historical field is testimony to his intellectual 

and physical energy. If he had been spared, he would surely have gone 

on to make other important contributions. As it is, we must regret the 

loss of a scholar whose work earned the respect of fellow workers in the 

field of Islamic studies, and whose friendship and personality were val- 

ued by many. We hope that the present volume will make his scholarly 

contribution more widely known. 

G. R. Hawting 

11 Martin Hartmann, “Die angebliche stra des Ibn Ishaq”, in his Der islamische 

Orient. Berichte und Forschungen (Berlin, 1899-1900), I, 32-34. 
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Kufan Political Alignments 
and Their Background 

in the Mid-Seventh Century A.D. 

THE PERIOD of the so-called Patriarchal Caliphs continues to be rich 

with questions which can be investigated only with material which of- 

ten seems less than adequate. Among the more intriguing questions are 

those connected with the rdle of Kifa and the emergence there of the po- 

litical alignments with which representatives both of the early Umayyad 

caliphs and of the anti-caliph Ibn al-Zubayr had later to deal, namely the 

Khawarij, the Shi‘a and the tribal ashraf. The remarks in this article are 

intended to present a broad picture of conclusions reached in a more de- 

tailed study of the formation of these political alignments'—conclusions 

which are based on evidence contained in the earliest Islamic historical 

sources available to us, notably those of al-Baladhurt, al-Tabari, Ibn 

Sa‘d, Ibn A‘tham al-Kifi, Khalifa ibn Khayyat and Nasr ibn Muzahim 

al-Mingar’.’ 

From the International Journal of Middle East Studies 2 (1971), pages 346 to 367. 

1 “The Early History of Islamic Schism in Iraq” (Ph.D. thesis, University of Lon- 

don, 1969). 
2 The following abbreviations are used: A‘th. = Ibn A‘tham, Kitab al-futth, 2 vols., 

MS Topkapi Saray1 (Ahmet III), no. 2956; BA/MS = al-Baladhuri, Ansab al-ashraf , 

2 vols, MS Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi (Reisiilkiittap Mustafa Efendi), nos. 597, 598; 

BA. V = al-Baladhuri, Ansdab al-ashraf, vol. V [pp. 918-1127 of BA/MS I], ed. S. D. F. 

Goitein (Jerusalem, 1936); BF = al-Baladhuri, Futuh al-buldan, ed. M. J. de Goeje 

(Leiden, 1866); IS = Ibn Sa‘d, Kitab al-tabagat al-kabir, ed. E. Sachau et al. (8 vols 

Leiden, 1905-17); Khal. = Khalifa ibn Khayyat, Ta’rikh, vol. I, ed. A. D. al“Umart 

ut 
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I. The years from 34/654-55 to 40/660-61 were a time of crisis in 

Arabia, Egypt and the Fertile Crescent—a crisis which began with the 

dissension that arose under ‘Uthman and led to his murder, continued 

with civil war between ‘Ali and Mu‘awiya, and ended with the murder of 

‘Ali. From the time of ‘Ali’s death we can discern at Kifa three broad 

political alignments, whose preceding circumstances it is the purpose of 

this article to examine: the Khawarij, who had been so named since the 

time of the confrontation at Siffin and appeared in opposition both in 

the time of ‘Ali and immediately after; the Shi‘a, who had originally been 

‘Ali’s supporters and were an opposition movement thereafter; and tribal 

leaders, usually termed ashraf al-qaba’il, who were the intermediaries in 

the official power structure of ‘Iraq in the early Umayyad | period. The 

regime in ‘Iraq from the time of Mu‘awiya and Ziyad until the time 

of al-Hajjaj rested on a tribal organization in which tribal leaders were 

supposed to support, and were in turn supported by, the government. 

The pre-Islamic clan organization was the essential basis, but in the 

changed environment of a central government and the garrison towns 

of Ktifa and Basra. Fighting men (muqatila) were organized in tribal 
groups which in turn made up the arba‘ and akhmdas of Kiifa and Basra; 

each tribal group was made up of clans, and the units known as ‘irdfat 

were straightforward subdivisions of these. The ashraf al-gaba’il were 

the “establishment” of ‘Iraq, and central authority, whether Umayyad or 

Zubayrid, was concerned to exercise power both over and through them. 

This state of affairs changed only with the appointment of al-Hajjaj, 

the introduction of Syrian troops into ‘Iraq and the revolt of the most 

prominent of the ashraf algaba’il, ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Muhammad ibn 
al-Ash‘ath ibn Qays al-Kindi. 

What then of the Khawarij and the Shi‘a in the early Umayyad 

period? The main conclusion to which this article seeks to point is 

that Kharijt and Shit opposition of that period was not so much di- 

rected against central authority per se as against the authority of the 

tribal leaders through whom that central authority was exercised. Their 

opposition differed in that at that stage the Khawarij were essentially 

reactionaries and the Shi‘ts revolutionaries, but they were at one in that 

they were advocates of an Islamic social order which had no place for 

(al-Najaf, 1386/1967); Tab. = al-Tabari, Ta’rikh al-rusul wa’-mulik, ed. M. J. de 
Goeje et al., 3 series (Leiden, 1879-1901); WS = al-Mingari, Wag‘at Siffin, ed. A. M. 
Harun, 2nd ed. (Cairo, 1382/1962-63). 
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the traditional type of tribal leadership. Their ideas of the form that 

this Islamic social order should take naturally differed; the Khawarij 

harked back to the disorganized days of ‘Umar, while the Shi‘a idealized 
the egalitarian policy of ‘Ali and gradually evolved the notion of an in- 

fallible imam. The formative stages of each were conditioned by their 

opposition to the existing tribal order. In the case of the Khawarij, it 

can be noted that the very word khariji is defined as “one who goes out 

and acquires sharaf on his own account, without his having possessed 

a long-standing [sharaf]”.° In traditional tribal terms, sharaf reposed in 
“one who has three consecutive forbears as leaders and is himself the 

fourth; the bayt of a tribe (qgabila) [then rests] in him”.* In these terms 
“Khawarlj” simply meant people who claimed sharaf but did not possess 

tribal sharaf according to traditional criteria; what the Khawarij did in 

fact claim was an “Islamic” sharaf and the attendant privileges accorded 

to ‘Iraqi early-comers in the time of ‘Umar, and it was in defence of these 

that they clashed with government-backed tribal leaders. 

The Shi‘a in the early Umayyad period consisted (i) of some Kiifan 
early-comers who had been among ‘Ali’s supporters but subsequently 

had no réle | to play in the government-backed tribal organization (e.g. 

Hujr ibn ‘Adi al-Kindi, who was totally eclipsed by Muhammad ibn 

al-Ash‘ath al-Kindi), and (ii) predominantly of newcomer tribesmen, 
many of whom had not reached Kifa until the time of ‘Ali or later, 

who resisted the authority of the established tribal leadership in the 

hope of bettering their condition. Certain Kindi, Hamdani and Bajali 

groups who first emerge as ‘Ali’s most zealous supporters reemerge as 

supporters of Hujr ibn ‘Adi, al-Husayn ibn ‘Ali and al-Mukhtar ibn 

Abi ‘Ubayd. In the extremely detailed, almost step-by-step account 

by Abii Mikhnaf of the victory of al-Mukhtar over the tribal leaders,° 

it becomes abundantly clear that al-Mukhtar’s Kufan support was in 

the tribal jabbanas and that the tribal leaders themselves lived in Kifa 

proper. Now whatever the jabbadnas had been at an earlier stage of 

the evolution of the city of Kiifa—whether graveyards or simply open 

3 Ibn Manzi, Lisan a-‘arab (Cairo, A.H. 1300-1307), II, 74, where the sense 

is further illustrated in a line by Kuthayyir: aba Marwan® lasta bi-Kharijiyy’” // 

wa-laysa gadim" majdika bi’ntihal’. 
4 Altsfahani, Kitab al-aghani (Cairo, A.H. 1285), XVII, 106 (cited by W. W. 

Rajkowski, “Early Shi‘ism in ‘Iraq” [Ph.D. thesis, University of London, 1955], 16). 

5 Tab. II, 619ff.; BA. V, 224ff.; A‘th. I, fols. 226bff., II, fols. 1b ff. 
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spaces for the grazing and watering of animals—it is plain that by that 

stage they had been built upon as more people settled at Kufa; they had 

been the obvious, indeed the only, places where newcomers during the 

previous twenty odd years had been able to settle. When al-Mukhtar 

revolted, the tribal leaders went out and unsuccessfully tried to take 

control of their respective jabbanas; thereafter they were concerned to 

prevent the Shi‘a from entering “old” Kitfa, as the attention paid by 

Abu Mikhnaf to fighting where the streets debouched (afwah al-sikak) 
shows.® When they entered “old” Ktfa, the Shi‘a besieged the tribal 

leaders in the citadel. Their short-lived victory was one of rebellious 

tribesmen over the established tribal leadership. The important point 

about al-Mukhtar’s famous rantings was that they foretold a collapse of 

the established tribal leadership and a redistribution of wealth.’ 

In the early Umayyad period, then, the social order at Ktifa, and 

elsewhere, was essentially an order of clans and tribes, rendered different 

from the pre-Islamic order only in so far as central authority and garrison 

town arrangements were conducive to an unprecedented cohesion. This 

tribal order was fostered by Mu‘awiya as a basic feature of the Umayyad 

power structure. With it came the end of a short-lived attempt in the 

period of the Patriarchal Caliphs to promote a different kind of social 

order. To this period we now turn, beginning with some general remarks 

about the caliphate of ‘Umar. 

II. It is clear from ‘Umar’s actions that his overriding political aim 

was the preservation of the Medinan hegemony set up by Muhammad 

and maintained by Abt Bakr in the face of the serious threat posed 

by the ridda leaders. He sought to achieve this purpose by vesting 

leadership and other powers in those whose loyalty was to, and whose 

interests lay in, the preservation of that hegemony; hence the prominent 

role played by sahaba, Ansar and others possessed of Islamic sabiga 

(priority or precedence) during his caliphate. He sought | to establish this 
sabiga as the main criterion of worth in a system of social organization 

and control which would provide an over-all unity in society, embracing 

the changing and fluid patterns of ephemeral alliances between clans and 

groups of clans. The underpinning of this organization was to be the 

® Tab. II, 626; A‘th. II, fol. gb. Note that BA. V, 225 refers also to sikak al-umara’ 
within “old” Kifa. 

7 BA. V, 235-36; A‘th. I, fol. 236a, II, fol. 5a. 
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“Islamic leadership”—supporters of Medinan hegemony, propounders of 

an accompanying ideology, and counterweights to the influence of forces 

for disunity; notable among these last were the former ridda leaders, who 

were specifically debarred from holding commands.* When, toward the 

end of his caliphate, ‘Umar was confronted with the need for initiating 

organization to embrace the newly conquered territories, the principle 

of sabiga was central in his proposal. 

This is clear in the system of distribution of stipends laid down in 

20/641, in which the three main categories were: (i) various grades of 
Muhajirtin and Ansar, who received from 5,000 to 3,000 dirhams per 

annum, (ii) people involved in the operations preceding Yarmtik and 

Qadistya (ahl al-ayyaém) and people who were at Yarmuk or Qadisiya, 
who received 3,000 and 2,000 respectively, and (iii) rawadif (people who 

came after [Yarmtk or Qadisiya]), who were in a variety of grades, 
depending on the time when they first participated in the conquests; 

there is some disagreement about these grades, but they probably ranged 

from 1,500 to 200 dirhams per annum. At both Kufa and Basra the 

“rafa became a unit for the distribution of 100,000 dirhams; twenty 

men at 3,000 plus allowances for dependents in the case of ahl al-ayyam, 

forty-three men at 2,000 plus dependents in the case of ahl al-Qadisiya, 

and sixty men at 1,500 plus dependents in the case of the first wave 

of rawadif (alraédifa altla). ‘Umar’s dtwan of 20/641 made use of 
genealogical arrangement, as his employment of experts on genealogy 

(nussab) shows, but the principle of Islamic priority was what counted. 

In most cases “rafas were probably composed of people from the same 

clan, but an “rafa was essentially a group of people with identical Islamic 

priority.° 

At first sight it may seem that this principle of Islamic priority, 

which at a certain level constituted an acknowledgement of the privilege 

of the provincial early-comer, had little or no further place in decisions 

concerning the land itself, for ‘Umar decided that the Sawad should 

not be divided among its conquerors but should instead be reserved for 

“those Muslims who come after us”. By this decision, which authorities 

other than Sayf ibn ‘Umar describe as a decision to make the Sawad 

8 e.g. Tab. I, 2225, 2327, 2617. 

° Tab. I, 2412-13, 2496; BF, 449; IS III, pt. i, 213-15; al-Ya‘qubi, Ta’rikh, ed. M. T. 

Houtsma (Leiden, 1883), I, 175; see also G. R. Puin, Der Diwan von ‘Umar ibn 

al-Hattab (Bonn, 1970) and a review of this in BSOAS 34 (1971). 
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fay’ for the Muslims, the population of the Sawad were to be allowed 

to cultivate the land as people under protection (dhimma) and to pay 

taxes; Sayf ibn ‘Umar always refers to this type of land as sulh or dhimma 

land. |It was to be the inalienable (mawgitf) property of the Kifans and 

the revenues from it, termed jiza’ by Sayf, were to be used to pay their 

stipends, which constituted payment for the maintenance of the dhimma; 

no fifth was to be sent to Medina from this revenue, and any surplus was 

to be divided among those who were entitled to stipends.’° However, 

this decision, although it applied to the bulk of the Sawad, did not 

apply to all of it and provincial Islamic priority did in fact count further 

in connexion with a second category of land, which was not dhimma 

land and is consistently referred to by Sayf as fay’. This was the land 

generally called safiya (plural sawaft), which term is also used by Sayf, 

and consisted of land that had belonged to the Sasanian king, his family 

and those who had fled with him, and of various other types of land 

such as swamps, thickets, roads and post-stations. Sayf’s account says 

that this land was for the exclusive use of the original conquerors, whom 

he terms “ahl a-fay’... wa-hum ahl al-Mada’in” , that is those who had 

been at the conquest of Mada’in in 16/637. ‘Umar ruled that they might 

divide it and settle in it as they wished, provided that one-fifth went to 

him, but Sayf goes on to say that the division of the sawafi land did not 

come about because it was scattered throughout the Sawad and because 

those who were entitled to it decided that they should not disperse; in 

addition it is probable that some of them were by that stage remote 

from ‘Iraq. They therefore established the sawaft land as an inalienable 

bequest (habis) for themselves, and put in charge of it “those with whom 
they were satisfied”. It was this class of land that ahl al-fay’ claimed 

for themselves (yastad‘ahu ahl a-fay’), says Sayf, not the main part of 
the Sawad (la ‘uzm al-Sawad).™ 

The arrangement was, then, that the early-comers were to be en- 

titled not only to large stipends out of the dhimma revenues, and so 

to proportionately large shares in any division of the surplus of those 

© Tab. I, 2418; BF, 384 (and 453 for an example of the distribution of the surplus); 

Ibn Sallam, AFAmwal (Cairo, A.H. 1353), nos. 151, 153. See also D. C. Dennett, 
Conversion and the Poll Tax in Early Islam (Cambridge, Mass., 1950), 20-21. 

Tab. I, 2371-72, 2467-69. See also BF, 272-73; Ibn Sallam, ALAmwal, no. 694; 
Abu Yusuf, Kitab al-kharaj (Cairo, A.H. 1302), 32; and cf. Dennett, Conversion and 
the Poll Taz, 26. 



Kiafan Political Alignments 7 

revenues, but also to exclusive enjoyment of four-fifths of the revenue 
of the sawaft lands. That this arrangement amounted to an attempt 

to regularize and limit what they had already arrogated to themselves 

cannot be in doubt. When it comes to asking how quickly and com- 

prehensively this arrangement was carried out, however, it seems that 

there are no grounds for believing that ‘Umar’s decisions of 20/641 were 

put into effect immediately. He made a start on the diwan in 20, but 

it was almost certainly unfinished by the time of his death at the end of 

23.'” Similarly, the decision about the Sawad was taken in 20 but its 
implementation could not even begin as long as areas of the Sawad were 

not effectively pacified;'* only then could the business of distinguishing 

between dhimma and sawafi start. In short, it was only at the tail end 

of ‘Umar’s caliphate that the beginnings of | administrative organiza- 

tion in ‘Iraq appeared; and by then the early-comers had enjoyed what 

amounted to a free run of the area for five years or more. 

Of the various centres in territories conquered by the Arabs in the 

time of ‘Umar, Kufa was the one centre at which his envisaged political 

and social order seemed for a time most likely to succeed in taking 

root. At the beginning of his volume of Kutfan biographies, Ibn Sa‘d 

records a number of traditions according to which ‘Umar referred to 

the Kifans as ra’s ahl a-Islam, jumjumat al-Islam, and so on,'* and 

we are entitled to ask why the Syrians or, say the Basrans, were not 

singled out for such comment. The answer to this seems to be that 

the system which ‘Umar aspired to establish was best served by the 

heterogeneity of the Kufan population. Those Arabs who seized the 
first opportunity to fight and accordingly went to Syria were organized 

in relatively large and cohesive groupings. In the Basran territories, 

Tamimis and Bakris predominated and only a handful of about 300 

early-comers had come from further away. At Kufa, on the other hand, 

such early-comers from a distance perhaps numbered 10,000 or more’® 

and were of a miscellaneous composition in which there was a relative 

absence of large dominating clans or groups of clans. This reflected an 

important feature of the early conquests, that is, that Syria was first 

regarded as the main front, and then Jazira, while ‘Iraq was regarded as 

Tab. 1, 2752; BY 452; 18 11L, pt. 1,224. 

Note e.g. the pacification of Zandaward in 21/642 (Khal., 122). 

14 IS VI, 1-3. 
See Tab. I, 2222, 2236, 2356; BF, 255-56; Khal., 101. 
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a secondary front.'® The hodge-podge Arab force which was victorious 

at Qadisiya consisted of (i) a number of small and mostly sedentary 
Hijazi and Yemeni groups, at least some of which were mustered by 

‘Umar and could be spared for ‘Iraq because of Arab success in Syria 

in 14/635, (ii) a miscellany of settled and nomadic groups who lived 
between Hijaz and ‘Iraq and gravitated to the front, and (iii) fragmented 
groups of bordering nomadic Bakris and Tamimis, who had long been 

accustomed to raiding into Sasanian ‘Iraq. The founding (ikhtitat) of 
Kufa, which marked the beginning of a holding operation in ‘Iraq while 

the Jazira front was activated in the north, probably involved all of type 

(i) and most of type (ii), but the provision made for groups of type 
(iii) from Raby‘a (i.e. Bakr and others) and Tamim was small; evidently 
most of them returned to their nomadic habits in their adjacent home 

territory when they were not fighting, and there can be little doubt 

that they also spilled over into the newly conquered territories, where 

the grazing was superior. The khitat of Kufa were therefore primarily 

intended for those who had come from further away. ‘Umar’s notion was 

that Kufa should be dar hijra for the Muslims, and these settlers were 

the muhajirin of Kifa.’’ Their heterogeneous composition led ‘Umar 

to hope that his Islamic experiment would meet with success among 

them, with the influence of clan leaders being submerged in the body 

of early-comers and the “rafa system and the fellowship of hijra forming 

the accepted basis of society. The presence of 370 early sahaba domiciled 

at Kifa presumably fortified him in that hope.'® 

III. The veneer of unity under Medinan hegemony was maintained 

during the caliphate of ‘Umar, but it was a veneer that had worn thin 

by the time of his death in 23/644. Once there was a lull in military 

activities and men began to be concerned with carving up the proceeds, 

and once there was need for the establishing of some sort of civil ad- 

ministration rather than the exercising of plain military leadership, the 

problem of maintaining unity became more complex and the remoteness 

of Medina proved more of a handicap. The conqueror of Egypt, ‘Amr ibn 

al“As, came near to overt disobedience; in Syria the Abu Sufyan family 

was quick to build on its pre-Islamic interests there and entrench itself; 

16 See Tab. I, 2488ff. 

1” Tab. I, 2360; BF, 275. 
ca (SNA a 
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and at Kufa there grew up during the years 20/641 to 29/649-50 a state 

of tension in which the main elements were: (i) the existence of a body 

of early-comers, privileged by their sabiqa, (ii) the arrival of newcomers 
(rawadif); (iii) the power of clan leaders; (iv) the continuing attempt 
to organize conquered territory; and (v) the slowing down, almost to a 

standstill, of the thrust of Kifan expansion that followed Nihawand. 

During the years 20 to 29 there emerged at Kifa and in the Kifan 

territories a situation in which the posture of many, but not all, of 

the Kufan early-comers assumed an “old-guard” character. One of the 

causes of this lay in the influx of so-called rawadif, who had come to 

Kifa after the original settlers and so received smaller stipends, had not 

shared in the early great hauls of booty and, up to 20/641, were kept 

on an inactive front. It is therefore scarcely surprising that once the 

conquests of Syria, Egypt and Jazira were effected and there was no 

longer any reason for preventing a large-scale eastward offensive, these 

newcomers were the readiest of the Ktifans to volunteer their services;'® 

moreover there took place after the battle of Nihawand (21/642) an 
important modification of the principle of Islamic priority when the 

stipends of new-comers who had “shown valour” there were raised to the 

level of the stipends of ah! a- Qdadisiya, that is 2,000 dirhams each.”° It is 

probable that the influx of newcomers increased from that time, for Arab 

control of ‘Iraq was now assured while previously it had been tenuous, 

and the Kifan holding operation had constituted a recognition of the 

possibility that it might be lost if pressure on the Byzantine front became 

too great. The figure of 40,000 Kufan fighting men at the time of the 

appointment of al-Walid ibn ‘Uqba to Kifa (24/645 or 25/646)”* gives 
some idea of the number of newcomers by then, for the total number of 

Arabs who had fought at Qadistya can in no circumstance be regarded 

as having exceeded 30,000” and not all of these had stayed in Ktfan 

territory;?* moreover, it is by no means certain that all who had done 

so were willing to serve as fighting men ten years later. As a result of 

the arrival of newcomers at Kufa, reports Sayf ibn ‘Umar in his account 

of the ikhtitat, there was a rapid change of the pattern of settlement as it 

1? Tab.1, 2616. 
20 Tab. I, 2633. 
aE Tab. 1, 2805. 

See particularly Tab. I, 2222. 

Tab. I, 2414. 
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had originally been when the allotments were made over to ah-ayyam 

wa'l+Qadisiya; when the newcomers became numerous the allotments 

became too small, so that those whose newcomer fellow clansmen were 

particularly numerous left their original allotments and joined them, 

while those whose newcomers were less numerous either were able to 

settle them in vacated allotments or else had to make room for them at 

the cost of discomfort to themselves.** An evident result of this influx 

was that the proportion of early-comers to the total number of fighting 

men was diminished and in these circumstances tension between early- 

comers and newcomers might be expected. But Sayf’s reference to some 

early-comers being joined by many newcomers while others were not 

shows that the situation was more complex than that, for it presaged 

a distinction within the ranks of the early-comers. 

Turning to the clan leaders, the extent to which their influence in 

Kufa was in fact held in check should not be exaggerated. In particu- 

lar, the prominent role in the conquests of some former ridda leaders 

sheds doubt on the effectiveness of ‘Umar’s ruling debarring them from 

holding commands. Al-Ash‘ath ibn Qays, for example, joined Sa‘d ibn 

Abt Waqqas’ army with a following of 1,700 Yemenis and, soon after 

this, he figured in the battle of Qadistya at the head of 700 Kindis.*° 

As a former murtadd he must be assumed “officially” to have been the 

leader of less than 100 men,*®* but many more than 100 evidently re- 

garded him as their leader. By the time of Nihawand there appears 

to have been some relaxation of the ruling, for only two men, namely 

‘Amr ibn Ma‘dikarib and Tulayha ibn Khuwaylid, were barred by name 

from holding command, without the reason being given explicitly,?” and 

al-Ash‘ath is both named in the chain of deputy commanders and men- 

tioned as commander of the right flank.”* In short, the conspicuous réle 

on the battle field of a leader such as al-Ash‘ath suggests that at other 

times his influence was masked rather than effectively counterbalanced 

by the policy of Islamic leadership. There were moreover other clan lead- 

ers who had not been murtadds, such as Jarir ibn ‘Abdallah al-Bajali, 

Said ibn Qays al-Hamdani and Mikhnaf ibn Sulaym al-Azdi, and they 

24 

25 

26 

Tab. I, 2490-91. 

Habel 2222 yon ors 

see.e.g. Tab. I, 2327. 

27 Tab. I, 2617. 
8 BF, 303, 305. See also Tab. I, 2645. 
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too stood to gain in stature if they were joined by rawadif connected 
with their respective clans. 

A further element that needs to be taken into account in considering 

Kufan political change during the years 20 to 29 was a widespread early- 

comer sensitivity to any apparent increase of Medinan control. ‘Umar’s 

decisions concerning the diwan and the disposition of the Sawad were 

made in 20/641, but they can only gradually have been put into effect, 

and it seems likely that Jarir ibn ‘Abdallah and others opposed ‘Ammar 

ibn Yasir when he was governor (probably 22/643) and secured his dis- 

missal precisely because Ammar sought to exercise more authority than 

they were prepared to allow him. The raising of the stipends of some of 

the Nihawand rawadif may well have been one source of contention, and 

it was probably to exercise closer control over the Sawad that ‘Ammar 

| planned to move his base to Mada’in;?® this intention was vigorously 

opposed by Jarir ibn ‘Abdallah, who had interests in the Hulwan area.*° 

This reaction against ‘Ammar, however, was merely a foretaste of further 

early-comer reactions at Kifa in the time of ‘Uthm4an’s governor al-Walid 

ibn ‘Uqba, whose efforts to apply organizational measures involved a 

measure of control which was regarded as entirely unwarrantable. For 

example, we are told that there was set up, on ‘Uthman’s instructions, 

a guest house administered by Ibn Mas‘td, who was at that time in 

charge of the treasury, for those grain-dealers, notably Kalbis, whose 

clans were not represented at Ktfa, and that there was a strong objec- 

tion to this arrangement from an early-comer, Abt Sammal al-Asadi, 

who had hitherto taken upon himself the lodging of such people.*’ Since 

most of the taxation of the Sawad was probably paid in the form of 

grain, we should evidently understand this as a move in the direction 

of governmental control of that taxation. The basic issue was, then, 

that of the authority of Medinan hegemony represented by ‘Uthman and 

al-Walid as against the right of Ktfans to take the law into their own 

hands, and there are numerous illustrations of this issue in the course 

of al-Walid’s governorship. We find ‘Uthman ordering the execution 

of some Kifan youths who had killed a man, and verses about the 

2° Tab, 1, 2484. 

3° See e.g. Tab. I, 2677. 

31 Tab. I, 2842. Abi Sammal had fought at Qadisiya (BA/MS I, 737); W. Caskel, 

Gamharat an-nasab. Das genealogische Werk des Higam ibn Muhammad al-Kalbi 

(Leiden, 1966), II, 513 (Sim‘an ibn Hubayra). 
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affair show a clear objection to his interference in what was regarded 

as a purely domestic matter.** The same was true in the case of the 

killing of the conjuror, which is extensively mentioned in the sources.*° 

A further example of increasing control can be seen in al-Walid’s grant- 

ing of small allowances to slaves and others who were not in receipt 

of stipends,** so reducing further a surplus which was presumably al- 

ready depleted by the payment of stipends to rawadif. It is therefore 

scarcely surprising that Sayf ibn ‘Umar remarks upon al-Walid’s pop- 

ularity among the “‘@mma” (by which we should perhaps understand 

rawadif of all kinds, whether or not they received stipends) and the hos- 

tility towards him among the “khdssa” (i.e. early-comers with maximum 

stipends [sharaf al-‘ata’| and other privileges).*° Finally, there was the 

dispute between al-Walid and Ibn Mas‘tid about some money borrowed 

by al-Walid from the treasury. Ibn Mas‘id pressed for repayment, and 

‘Uthman, in writing to him to refrain, prefaced this instruction with 

the words “You are merely a treasurer for us”;*° Ibn Mas‘id forthwith 

relinquished his custodianship, declaring that he had thought himself to 

be “treasurer for the Muslims”.*’ His departure marked an|important 

stage in the fading-out of the old-style representatives of Islamic unity 

under Medinan hegemony. 

The final element in Kifan developments between 20 and 29 was 

the slowing down almost to a standstill of the great thrust of Kifan 

expansion which followed Nihawand. This is not to say that any spe- 

cific effort was made to maintain the momentum; on the contrary, it is 

probable that a fear of over-extension prevailed. Our information about 

the 40,000 fighting men at the time of al-Walid’s appointment says that 

10,000 would each year and by rotation campaign at the two Kifan 

marches (sing. thaghr) of Rayy (4,000) and Adharbayjan (6,000).°* It 

therefore appears that these two fronts were to be held but not nec- 

essarily advanced, and this continued to be the case during al-Walid’s 

22 Tab, 1, 2840-41. 

33, Note particularly al-Walid’s reported warning to the Kufans “alla yugimu ‘-thudid 

dina ’-sultan. fa-inna nuqayyid al-mukhti’ wa-nu’addib al-musib” (Tab. I, 2845-46; 

BA. V.. 31-32). 

sem abe I, 2845. 

See particularly Tab. I, 2849; also 2813, 2840, 2850. 

BA. V, 30-31 (innama anta khazin lana). 
2? BA. V,.36; 
82" Tab. 1, 280: 
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governorship. Of Rayy during this period there is little information, but 

it is evident that the limit was reached with the Dasht-i Kabir on the 

one hand and the mountains of Tabaristan on the other; Arab control 
of much of the territory short of that was tenuous, and at Rayy itself 

there were revolts by the local population.*® In the case of Adharbayjan 

(i.e. Ardabil and surrounding territory), more material is available, al- 
though much of it is fragmentary and confusing, particularly as far as 

chronology is concerned; but here too the Arabs were preoccupied with 

holding on to the area initially conquered and there are no grounds for 

believing that they made any lasting conquests north of the Araxes while 

al-Walid was governor of Kifa and its territories.*° 

Viewed in general terms, Kiifan tension in the latter part of the 

governorship of al-Walid stemmed from a reaction to central Medinan 
authority, and al-Walid’s opponents succeeded in ridding themselves of 

him by pressing charges which were considered proved according to the 

legal standards of the time. The hostility towards al-Walid came from 

among the early-comers, but that does not mean that it came from all 

the early-comers in equal measure. Rather, the most active opponents 

appear to have been people about whom the sources have little to say 

in earlier contexts;*’ of particular interest is the information that there 

were among them persons who had been dismissed from appointments by 

al-Walid.*? In fine, the evidence points to the conclusion that his most 

active opponents were the least influential of the early-comer leaders, 

that is leaders of clan splinter groups, who were the most sensitive to 

any change and who, because they had the smallest followings, were the 

most tenacious of the order promoted by ‘Umar. The relative importance 

of such people was diminishing with the arrival of rawadif, who joined 

other clan leaders and constituted a drain on resources which were not 

being increased by further expansion; since their status as early-comers 

was not supplemented by status as clan leaders of any importance, they 

necessarily took a reactionary position. 

39 BF, 319; Khal., 131-32. 

40 On Adharbayjan during this period, see BF, 197-98, 325ff.; Tab. I, 2334-35, 

266o0ff., 2805-9, II, 977; Khal., 132, 135, 138-39; Encyclopedia of Islam, new ed. in 

progress (Leiden and London, 1960-), I, 636, s.v. “Arminiya” (M. Canard). 

41 For names, see Tab. I, 2852; BA. V, 32. Note particularly Yazid ibn Qays 

al-Arhabi and Malik al-Ashtar al-Nakha‘l. 

ee Tab. 2848. 
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The situation that confronted ‘Uthman was clear. Having succeeded 

to the caliphate mainly as a result of his readiness to declare his adher- 

ence to the existing order in its entirety, and having set out to implement 

the organizational measures initiated by ‘Umar, he found that the con- 

trol necessary for such implementation was rendered unpalatable for 

many Kifan early-comers by the circumstances consequent upon a lack 

of new conquests and a continuing influx of newcomers. The obvious so- 

lution was to find fresh Kifan conquests to relieve the increasing strain 

on the existing territories; in the Basran territories too there were pres- 

sures for expansion, although circumstances differed there in some im- 

portant respects. ‘Uthman expected that once new conquests provided 

the necessary outlet for newcomers a desirable modus vivendi could be 

reached with the early-comers, who would enjoy their privileges in the 

territory conquered by them: so much is clear from his policy statement 

of 29/649-50 that “conquered territories belong to those who first took 

charge of them” .** 

IV. The appointment of Sa‘id ibn al“As to Kiifa in 29/649-50, and 

that of ‘Abdallah ibn ‘Amir to Basra at about the same time, marked the 

beginning of a new phase of eastward expansion, in two thrusts. Only 

the Basran thrust, however, met with success; Ibn ‘Amir consolidated 

the Arab hold on Fars, made a victorious advance through Kirman and 

Sistan, and entered Sasanian Khurasan. Sa‘td ibn alAs, on the other 

hand, failed to get beyond Qumis and Tabaristan, and the route was in 

fact for long after rendered insecure and often impassable by the hostile 

mountain people of the area. Sa‘Id therefore turned his attention to the 

northern front, where Arab held territory adjoined Khazar territory, but 

here too the Kiifans made no headway and instead sustained a serious 

defeat at the battle of Balanjar in 31/651-52. 

The consequence of the failure of these attempts to increase Kiifan 

territories by conquest was that, whatever Sa‘td may earlier have had in 

mind when he settled forces at Ardabil, as well as at Qazwin,** these 

places remained frontier garrisons and he continued to be faced with the 

problem of excessive strain on the resources of the existing conquered 

territories. Certainly he was unable in these circumstances to adhere 
to ‘Uthman’s edict that “the conquered territories belong to those who 

*8 Tab. I, 2825-26 (wa-amma ‘Lfutth fa-li-awwal man waliyaha). 
44 BR, 322. 
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first took charge of them”. The best that he could do was to take 
some pressure off the Kiifan misr by keeping the larger groups in the 

territories, and as a consequence the distinctions already adumbrated 

began to become clearer, with the leading early-comers falling into three 

broad categories: (i) the strongest clan leaders, who acquired increased 
power in the territories and were followed by both early-comers and 

newcomers; (ii) less influential clan leaders, with smaller followings; (iii) 
leaders of clan splinter groups. 

In connexion with the first category, an important development 

was the appointment of al-Ash‘ath ibn Qays al-Kindi in Adharbayjan, 

where he had been left by al-Walid after an operation in 28/648-49, 

and the despatch to him of large numbers of people who were to form 

a permanently settled force based at Ardabil.*° That a leader with 

al-Ash‘ath’s background should receive an appointment was clearly a 

major departure from the existing order, so much so that Sayf ibn ‘Umar 

considers it relevant to allude to it in connexion with the Arab defeat 

at Balanjar, which, he says, took place 

when the Kifans had been changed about in the rule of ‘Uthman 

because of his appointments of those who had [earlier] apostatized, 

[thereby] seeking concord for them (i.e. the Kifans). [But] that did 
not set them to rights; [rather] it increased them in corruption that 
those who led them sought earthly things.*® 

Another important example, this time involving a man who had not been 

a ridda leader, can be seen in 33/653-54, when one of a number of new 

appointments made by Sa‘id ibn alAs was the appointment to Rayy of 

Sa‘id ibn Qays al-Hamdani;*’ he came from one of the most influential 

families of Hamdan, namely the Al Marib of the clan of al-Sabi‘, and 

his importance as a mobilizer of Hamdan had earlier been recognized by 

(Umar 
At the other end of the scale, there was displacement from various 

territories of early-comers whose status was more “Islamic” than tribal. 

In the case of Adharbayjan we possess a list of names of such persons, 

45 BF, 328-29. 

46 Tab. I, 2668. 
Mabe lp29 2177 

48 Al-Hamdant, ALIJklil, vol. X, ed. Muhibb al-Din al-Khatib (Cairo, A.H. 1368), 
Alaites ales. 
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and it is evident that they were withdrawn immediately after the battle 

of Balanjar.*® Attention should also be paid to Mu‘awiya’s organization 

of Jazira,®° the governorship of which had certainly been added to his 

governorship of Syria by 26/646—47.”" 

Arab forces from ‘Iraq had earlier participated in the conquest of 

Jazira, and it is significant that such ‘Iraqi early-comers as al-Musayyab 

ibn Najaba al-Fazari, Malik al-Ashtar al-Nakha‘l and Sa‘sa‘a ibn Suhan 

alAbdi, who had been among those forces, receive further mention in 

the context of the Kiifan misr only from about 29/649-50 onwards. 
The evidence is scanty, but suggests that these people were displaced 

by Mu‘awiya’s organization. Further east, we find that at the time 

of the appointment of Sa‘td ibn Qays al-Hamdani to Rayy, Yazid ibn 

Qays al-Arhabi was withdrawn from Hamadhan,*” where he had been 

probably since 22/643.°° The scant attention paid to Yazid ibn Qays in 

the Iklil adds weight to the conclusion that he possessed status mainly 

as an Islamic leader and that in Hamdani terms he was a nonentity.°* 

When such examples of displacement are taken into account | it becomes 

clear why Sayf says that in 34/654-55 “Kufa was empty of leaders save 

those discharged from office or caused to fall into sedition” .*° 

The term qurra’ first occurs in the sources in the context of the gov- 

ernorship of Sa‘td ibn al“‘As, and the abundant information about them 

makes it clear that they were early-comers of the last type described 

above, with al-Ashtar al-Nakha‘T and Yazid ibn Qays al-Arhabi being 

particularly prominent. We are told that Sa‘id, when he first arrived at 

Kufa, sent to ‘Uthman a report in which he described the tension which 

had arisen there as a result of the influx of rawadif, and that ‘Uthman 

in reply counselled him to placate those possessed of Islamic priority as 

far as possible.°® This, of course, was at a time when there were grounds 

49 Tab. I, 2891-92. Some of them are mentioned as having been at Kufa and at 

al-Rabadha, near Medina, soon afterwards (Tab. I, 2896-97). 
BO BF, 278. 

51 See BF, 183-84; Tab. I, 2867. 
°? Aba ‘Abdallah Muhammad ibn Yahya ibn Abi Bakr al-Ash‘ari al-Malaqi, AL 

Tamhid wa’t-bayan ft magqtal al-shahid ‘Uthman, ed. M. Y. Zayid (Beirut, 1964), 61; 
cf. Tab: I, 2927. 

*2°'T ab, 1, 2681. 

4 Al-Hamdani, ALklil, X, 172-73. 
°° Tab. I, 2928 (wa-khalat al-Kifa min al-ru’asa’ illa manzi‘ aw maftun). 
=e Tabol, 2852, 
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for hoping that fresh Kifan conquests would provide a solution, and 

Sa‘Id forthwith took steps to apprise himself of the wants of the nota- 

bles (wujuh) of ahl al-ayyam wa’+-Qadisiya in general, and in particular 

of the gurra’, notably al-Ashtar.®°” What is remarkable is the length of 

time for which Sa‘id succeeded in placating these early-comers, for the 
first overt trouble did not occur until 33/653-54, on the occasion of one 

of his meetings with them. Then a disagreement about the Sawad led to 

a brawl in which al-Ashtar and others assaulted one of Sa‘id’s officials; 

and as a result of this about a dozen qurra’, including al-Ashtar, were 

deported to Syria.°* While they were there, further trouble flared up 

at Kufa, starting with an anonymous letter of complaint, purporting to 

be from the “mala’ of Kifan Muslims”, sent to ‘Uthman by a number of 

qurra’, notably Yazid ibn Qays.®*® These qurra’ also urged al-Ashtar and 

the other deportees to return to Kufa during Sa‘1d’s absence in Medina, 

and soon afterwards al-Ashtar and Yazid were prominent in the repulse 

of Sa‘Td from Kiifa. The Kiifans then chose Abt Misa al-Ash‘ari as their 

governor. 

The term gurra’ had an emotive value. It can be noted for example 

that the forces at the battles of the Bridge, Yarmtik and Qadistya had 

each had with them a qari’, designated by ‘Umar, whose task it was 

to recite strat a-anfal, known as strat al-yjihad, before the conflict; and 

in theory at least this stra was learnt by all Muslim fighting men at 

that time.®’ Further, ‘Umar consistently laid stress on the learning of 

the Qur’an and, in the period preceding the measures of 20, he appears 

to have given fixed annual stipends of 2,000 dirhams to all who did 

so.°? What is interesting in the present context, however, is that the 

actual term qurra’ does not occur in the sources until about the year 

30/650-51, just at a time when the division within the ranks of the 

Kiufan early-comers was | beginning to become fully apparent. The gurra’ 

were those early-comers for whom the fact that they were early-comers 

constituted their only real claim to status, since they lacked status as 

PT ab: 1.12853: BA. V, 40. 

58 Tab. I, 2907-9, 2915-17, 2921; al-Ash‘ari al-Malaq}, op. cit. (n. 52 above), 55ff.; 

Ibn al-Athir, AL-Kamil fi ’-tarikh, ed. C. J. Tornberg (Leiden, 1851-76), II, 107-8; 

BA. V, 41; A‘th. I, fols. 7a ff.; alIsfahani, Kitab al-aghani, XI, 29-30. 

e BA. V, 417A tn. 1, fol: 16a, 
6° Tab. I, 2928; BA. V, 44-45; A‘th. I, fol. 13a. 

61 Tab. I, 2095, 2182, 2294, 2295, 2749. 

62 IS VII, pt. i, 89, 94; Ibn Sallam, A-Amwal, nos. 641-42; BF, 377, 456. 
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clan leaders of any importance at all. To someone like Mu‘awiya they 

appeared simply as greedy and ungrateful parvenus, and he was not slow 

to say as much to those who were deported to Syria; his assessments of 

them that they “ya’tuna ‘-nas—za‘amii—min qibal al-qur’an” and so 

forth, and “innama@ hammuhum alfitna wa-amwal ahl al-dhimma” are 

particularly noteworthy.®’ 

So far it has been suggested that the qgurra’ were those of the early- 

comers who had the smallest followings; there were of course other early- 

comer wujuh who were not gurra’, and the reaction of the gurra’ was 

largely against the growing influence of some of these as clan leaders 

and against ‘Uthman and Sa‘id for allowing this to happen. The lack of 

fresh conquests was in the background, and it has already been pointed 

out that this, at a time of newcomer influx, meant that resources did 

not increase while demand on those resources did; one casus belli of the 

qurra’ in 34/654-55 was a threatened or actual reduction of stipends 

and subsistence allowances.** Of even more importance, however, was 

the question of the Sawad, which was the issue behind the brawl of 

33/653-54, was a subject used by al-Ashtar to excite hostility to Sa‘td 

and ‘Uthman in 34/654-55, and was the object of the attention of the 

qurra’ on the occasion of their repulse of Sa‘id in the same year.®° 

Here the qurra’ were reacting to the consequences of organizational 

measures which affected the Sawad; al-Walid had begun the work of 

applying uniform administration and Sa‘id continued it.®°° Of particular 

interest in this context was ‘Uthman’s decision concerning what Sayf 

calls the fay’ (i.e. the sawaft) of the Sawad to liberate the shares of 

“those of the Medinans who witnessed Qadistya and Mada’in and who 

[subsequently] stayed (i.e. kept to Medina) and did not make hijra to 

‘Iraq” by permitting the transfer of their rights to such land in exchange 

for land nearer Medina (i.e. in the Hijaz and southern Arabia). The 
proportion representing the share of such Medinans was calculated, and 

with general concurrence there was effected an exchange, as a result of 

®3 Tab. I, 2913, 2920. 

64 Tab. I, 2929, 2934; alIsfahani, Kitab al-aghani, XI, 31; S. A. al-Ali, A-Tanzimat 

aligqtisadiya wa'lajtima'‘tya fr ‘t-Basra ft ‘tgarn al-awwal al-hijri, 2nd ed. (Beirut, 
1969), 167-68. 

8° Tab. I, 2929; BA. V, 45-46; A‘th. I, fols. 13b-14A. 

66 Note e.g. that Sa‘Id was “awwal man wada‘a ‘Mushir ‘ala ‘ljustr wa’l-qanatir” 

(al-Maqdisi, Al- Bad’ wa’t-ta’rikh, ed. C. Huart (Paris, 1899-1919], V, 201). 
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which Talha ibn ‘Ubaydallah, Marwan ibn al-Hakam, al-Ash‘ath ibn 

Qays and “men from the tribes (qaba’il) in ‘Iraq” came to possess 

considerable areas of what had hitherto been sawaf? in ‘Iraq, acquired in 

place of property owned by them elsewhere.*’ 

Now it is clear that one effect of this measure was to strengthen fur- 

ther the position, vis-a-vis other early-comers, of Kitifan clan leaders who 

owned land in | western or southern Arabia. Indeed it can be noted that 

this is the first use in the sources of the word qaba@’il in a Kifan context. 

Al-Ash‘ath is named, and Sa‘id ibn Qays al-Hamdani could easily have 

been another; on the other hand, leaders from northern Arabia did not 

benefit by this, and it is unlikely that a man such as Yazid ibn Qays 

can have had much or indeed any land in southern Arabia with which 

to effect an exchange.®* These observations, however, do no more than 

illustrate a point which has already been made, that is that there were 

variations in the influence of different early-comer leaders, and cannot 

have been the main point at issue as far as the Sawad was concerned. 

We are specifically told that there was no objection to the arrangement 

from those who were entitled to sawaft land, and it would seem that 

this was because (i) they did not dispute the entitlement of those Me- 
dinans, and (ii) implicit in the arrangement was a confirmation of the 
exclusive right of the remaining original conquerors to what was left of 

the sawafi. An important consequence of the arrangement, however, 

was that it necessitated the determining of what was dhimma land and 

what was sawafi with an exactitude which was unprecedented; up to 

this stage early-comers had both “protected” the dhimma and enjoyed 

exclusive rights to the sawaft, and little or no actual distinction can 

ever have been drawn in practice. Sa‘id, in regularizing the position, 

was interfering with de facto privileges of fifteen years standing or more; 

and it is here that the point of Mu‘awiya’s remark “innama hammuhum 

al-fitna wa-amwal ahl al-dhimma” comes out clearly. This issue consti- 

tuted the main casus belli of the qurra’ against Sa‘id; in an operation 

led by al-Ashtar and Yazid ibn Qays and consisting of several groups 

numbering between 500 and 1,000, to a total of over 3,000, the qurra’ 

repulsed Sa‘id and took control of the Sawad.°? 

87 Tab. I, 2854-55. 
68 Arhab were from the a‘rab of Hamdan—see Tab. III, 2487; IS VI, 172; Caskel, 

Gamharat an-nasab, II, 47, 66-67. 

69 BA. V, 45-46; A‘th. I, fols. 13b-14<. 
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The figure of 3,000 indicates that the qurra’ represented an extreme 

body of opinion in the misr, not a majority opinion; in particular, 

al-Ashtar and the others had been agitating for the removal of ‘Uthman, 

but this view was not shared by a more moderate body of early-comer 

opinion there (i.e. leaders of clan groups), who took a neutral position 

at the time of Sa‘id’s repulse. This situation explains why Abu Misa, 

when requested by al-Ashtar to take charge of the salat, stipulated the 

expression of obedience to ‘Uthman, and why al-Ashtar and the others 

had to accept this compromise. Moreover at least two leaders, one of 

them Jarir ibn ‘Abdallah al-Bajali, moved at this time to the misr from 

their posts in the territories and did not leave until after Abii Misa 

had taken over, by which time they had presumably satisfied themselves 

that the situation in Kifa would remain stable.” The modus vivendi 
achieved at Kufa in 34/654-55 therefore rested on a middle position in 

which direct Umayyad control was removed but a semblance of Islamic 

unity was preserved. Abi Misa | was to hold a Kiifan balance between 

the Ashtar group, the moderates at the misr and the leaders who were 

in the territories, and was at the same time to act as an intermediary 

between the Kifans and ‘Uthman. 

V. Following the repulse of Sa‘Td, there was a lull at Kiifa for a 
time. In Egypt, however, there was brewing a further crisis, which was 

caused by circumstances which were almost identical with those obtain- 

ing at Kufa; this crisis, far from being settled locally, was transferred 

to Medina, was joined by other disaffected parties and led directly to the 

murder of ‘Uthman. This is no place for a digression on the details of 

these events, but it can be noted that some Kifans participated in them 

and, in view of what has been said above about the compromise effected 

at Kufa, the persistence of the resolve of at least some of the Ashtar 

group to be rid of ‘Uthman is scarcely surprising. After ‘Uthman’s mur- 

der, ‘Ali emerged as caliph with the backing principally of the Ansar 

and the rebel provincials who had gone to Medina. In opposition to him 

there emerged at Mecca a body of Qurashis, many of them sahaba and 

Muhajirtin, who, while being opposed to Umayyad domination, in fact 

under their masks as Muhajirtin favoured over-all Qurashi domination. 

The scene of the conflict moved to ‘Iraq, where the Meccans mobilized 

tribal support in the Basran territories. ‘Alt went to Kifa, mobilized 

70 Tab. I, 2936. 
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support there and defeated the Meccan/Basran alliance at the battle of 
the Camel. Mu‘awiya remained passive in Syria throughout. 

With ‘Ah’s move in the direction of Kifa, Abi Miisa’s attempt to 

maintain the neutrality of the Kifans failed, for in the light of ‘A’isha’s 

urging of the Kifans not to support the opponents of the Meccans, his 

position took on the appearance of being pro-Meccan. ‘Ali arrived in 

the neighbourhood of Kifa with about 1,000 men and was joined by 

g,000 to 10,000 Kufans, who made up the main part of his force at the 

battle of the Camel soon afterwards. These were probably the main 

part of the early-comer Kifans then at the misr, and the distinction 

among them between activists and moderates, noticed above, is aptly 

drawn by Sayf with the terms nuffar and [ahl al] jama‘a.™ Al-Ash‘ath 

and Jarir ibn ‘Abdallah, who in any case were not at the misr at that 

time, did not join ‘Ali; nor did Sa‘id ibn Qays al-Hamdani, who was at 

the misr.”* After the battle of the Camel, ‘All made for Kiifa, scarcely 

ahead of the Kiifans who had supported him, and addressed himself to 

the need for forming a viable ‘Iraqi, but mainly Kufan, coalition which 

would support him against Mu‘awiya. The evidence runs counter to any 

conclusion that ‘Ali from the first intended to use Kifa as a permanent 

capital; rather, we are told that when he reached Kiifa he did not enter 

the gasr there.” 
‘Al’s need to form a coalition in which the Kufans were by far the 

main constituent involved securing the support of the existing clan lead- 

ers, but at the same time holding the strongest in check and counterbal- 

ancing them where possible with leaders whose power and influence were 

deliberately built up by | ‘Ali himself. The two most important of this lat- 

ter type were al-Ashtar and Hujr ibn ‘Adi al-Kindt, while ‘Adi ibn Hatim 

was another; these three, as well as others whose positions were strength- 

ened by ‘Ali, had earlier been gurra’ and then what Sayf calls nuffar. 

Al-Ashtar became the leader of an entity of Madhhij, made up (i) of his 
own Nakha‘t following, (ii) probably of recent Nakha‘T new-comers,” and 

e.g. Tab. I, 3155. 

72 BA/MS I, 351, 363; WS, 7. 

"2 WS, 3, 5: A‘th. I, fol. 44b; IS VI, 6. 

Evidence for Nakha‘T and other newcomers is provided by Ibn A‘tham when he (i) 

notes the names of a number of Yemeni leaders who came professing their allegiance 

to ‘Ali when he was at Medina (I, fols. 24a—b) and (ii) later in his account, gives some 

of the same names in his list of people killed on ‘Ali’s side at the battle of Nahrawan 

(I, fol. 155b). Of particular interest are the tribal names Arhabr, Hamdani, Bajall, 
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(iii) of two groups of Harithis and their leaders;’° his position was further 
strengthened when ‘Ali assigned to him the appointment over Jazira.” 

As for Hujr, ‘Ali’s orders to al-Ash‘ath went through him and he was 

designated leader of Kinda at Siffin;’’ the greater part of his following 

was probably made up of Kindi newcomers.”* ‘Adi was backed by ‘Ali 

as the leader of all Kifan Tayyi’, as an incident at Siffn showed; then 

there was opposition to this arrangement on the part of the sub-clan of 

Hizmir,”® to which belonged notably Zayd ibn Hisn, who had been one 

of the gurra’ in the time of ‘Uthman and at the time of Siffin was one of 

the qurra’ who “afterwards became Khawarij”. 

Such leaders as al-Ashtar, Hujr and ‘Adi, together with their follow- 

ers, formed the Kifan part of ‘Ali’s hard core of support (shi‘a). The 
bulk of the Kiifans, however, were led by clan leaders who did not owe 

their positions to ‘Ali and accordingly were lukewarm in their support 

of him. Indeed the strongest of these, notably al-Ash‘ath, Jarir and 

Sa‘td ibn Qays, stood to lose influence in the equilibrium which ‘Ali was 

trying to establish. However, al-Ash‘ath, who remained in Adharbayjan 

until just before the Siffin confrontation, decided against siding with 

Mu‘awiya and so making himself simply one of a number of powerful 

clan leaders, and instead sought, by making a formal gesture of support 

for ‘Ali, to profit from his position as the strongest of the ‘Iraqi clan 

leaders; clearly his interests promised to be served best by a deadlock 

between ‘Alt and Mu‘awiya. Jarir too at first expressed formal sup- 

port for Ali, but soon withdrew to take an ostensibly neutral position. 

Sa‘Id ibn Qays contrived to remain as Hamdani leader by manifesting 

an apparent willingness to bend to ‘Ali’s will. None of the clan lead- 

ers, however, had any interest in fighting Mu‘awiya; while, during early 

Kindi and Nakha‘T, and the information that ‘Ali sent al-Ashtar to welcome these 
leaders. 

™ See e.g. Tab. I, 3261-62; WS, 154; BA/MS I, 371; A‘th. I, fol. 76b. Note also 

the reference to Shurayh ibn Hani’ a+Madhhiji (A‘th. I, fol. gg4b) and to al-Ashtar 

as Ashtar Madhhij (WS, 14) and as akhi Madhhij (Tab. I, 3394). 

78 WS, 12; A‘th. I, fol. 45a; BA/MS I, 333. 
7” BA/MS I, 370; WS, 205; Khal., 177. 
’® See n. 74 above. References to Kindis who distinguished themselves at Siffin 

suggest that Hujr’s following included newcomers from Banti Badda’, Bani Hind 
and Banu al-Tumh (see Tab. I, 3307-8; WS, 268, 276-77, 285-86; Caskel, Gamharat 
an-nasab, I, 233, 234). 
Dab: 1, 3279-80. 
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negotiations with Mu‘awiya, al-Ashtar and other Shi‘l leaders at Kiifa 

consistently urged ‘Ali to attack without delay, most of the Kifans | 363 

advised him to stay as he was (ashara ‘alayhi ‘ammat ak-nas bi’l-maqam 
bi -Kifa).®° 

From the time of ‘Ali’s arrival at the Kiifan misr, through the time 

of the confrontation at Siffin and subsequent developments in ‘Iraq, and 

until the time of his death, the position of these two alignments remained 

consistent. The Shit leaders urged ‘Ali to fight Mu‘awiya, they were 

opposed to the arbitration proposal and they pledged themselves to ‘Ali 

unconditionally.** Most of the clan leaders, on the other hand, showed 

no inclination to fight Mu‘awiya, went to Siffin in a spirit of indifference, 

and accepted with alacrity the peace offered by the arbitration proposal. 

Although we know little of ‘Ali’s fiscal measures, we know enough to 
say that their egalitarian nature, which was a major cause of newcomer 

support for the Shi‘T leaders, was also a major cause of an attitude among 

the other leaders which wavered between indifference and treachery and 

which became more pronounced as ‘Ali’s position vis-d-vis Mu‘awiya 

weakened.** After Siffin, ‘Alt was never again able to mobilize them 
against Mu‘awiya. 

The third and last of the Kifan alignments was that of the qurra’ 

who “afterwards became Khawarij”.8* The stance of these people was 

much as that of the qurra’ in the time of ‘Uthman had been; indeed, at 

least some of them, such as Zayd ibn Hisn, had been qurra’ in the time of 

‘Uthman. On the other hand, some erstwhile gurra’, notably al-Ashtar, 

Hujr and ‘Adi, became Shit leaders under ‘Ali. Another important 

difference was that the qurra’ in ‘Ali’s time were more numerous;™ the 

earlier gurra’ had been from the smaller early-comer groups in the misr 

and perhaps the nearer parts of the Sawad, while the events leading 

80 A‘th. I, fol. 51b. See also Tab. I, 3256. 

81 Tab. I, 3350, 3367; BA/MS I, 387. 
82 Ali ibn Abi Talib, Kitab nahj al-balagha, with the commentary of ‘Abd al-Hamid 

ibn Hibatallah, called Ibn Abi ’l-Hadid (Cairo, 1329/1911), I, 180 (al-Mada’ini); 
al-Jahiz, Risala ft ’-hakamayn wa-taswib amir a-mu’minin Ali ibn Abit Talib fi fi'lihi, 

ed. C. Pellat in ALMashriq, 52© année (1958), 429-30. On ‘Ali’s fiscal measures, see 

further Tab. I, 3227; BA/MS I, 321, 322; al-Ya‘qubi, Ta’rikh, II, 213; Ibn Sallam, 

Al-Amwal, no. 649; A‘th. I, fol. 159a. 

83 Tab. I, 3330; WS, 489-90; A‘th. I, fol. 126b. 
84 They are supposed to have numbered 20,000 (see references in n. 83 above and 

cf. WS, 188). 
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up to Siffin brought in many more such groups from further away in 

the Kifan (as well as the Basran) territories.*° At Siffin, the basic 

organization of ‘Ali’s following was in about twenty-five clan or tribal 

groups,®® each with a leader appointed or confirmed by him, and his 

formations and dispositions were made up of these groups. The qurra’, 

however, are always mentioned as separate (i.e. para-clan, para-tribal) 

elements, which were then attached to formations.*” A reference to an 

Azdi “who was among the qgurra’ who were with ‘Ammar and was killed 

with him”, coming as it does after a list of Azdis who | were killed while 

fighting in the tribal grouping, provides a clear example of this para- 

tribal characteristic.** An even more striking reference is to the rallying 

of “kull* gabilat’® aw katibat’” min al-qurra’” .*° 

These qurra’ had at first been unwilling to commit themselves to 

‘Ali’s side,®°° but had nevertheless gone to Siffin, where at least some of 

them took part in fighting.®’ In their reaction to Mu‘awiya’s proposal 

at the time of the raising of the masahif and in their subsequent volte- 

face, we can discern more clearly what they wanted. The proposal, 

which was both presented as and understood as a call for peace, was 

in fact addressed neither to ‘Ali nor to his following as a whole, but to 

the ‘Iraqis; Mu‘awiya was trying to isolate as much of ‘Ali’s Kiifan (and 

Basran) following as possible by appealing to their interests as ‘Iraqis, 

and al-Ash‘ath and the clan leaders were quick to respond. Mu‘awiya’s 

suggestion at this stage was merely that there should be two arbiters 

who would abide by kitab allah, and he made no specific reference to the 

subject about which they should act as arbiters; al-Ash‘ath, who was 

acting as negotiator with Mu‘awiya, clearly had no interest in forcing 

this issue. The gurra’ who “afterwards became Khawarij” also insisted 

that ‘Ali should accept the proposal, which they too understood as a 

call for peace, but they were acting in the belief that Mu‘awiya meant a 

peace in which ‘Ali would be recognized as amir al-mu’minin by both 

*° See e.g. A‘th. I, fol. 65b; WS, 115; Ibn al-Athir, AL-Kamil fr ‘Ltarikh, III, 230. 
Note also ‘Adi ibn Hatim’s mobilization of 1,200 men in the region of Mada’in (WS, 

143). 
88 WS, 205-6; Khal., 177. 

Tab. I, 3283, 3289; WS, 208, 232-33; BA/MS I, 373. 

88 Tab. I, 3304; WS, 263. 

89 WS, 475; cf. Tab. I, 3327. 

90 WS, 118. 

** e.g. Tab. I, 3273, 3292, 3298, 3223; WS, 196, 246, 248, 354-56. 

87 
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Syrians and ‘Iraqis; they envisaged a situation in which he would return 

to Medina as an amir al-mu’minin after the fashion of ‘Umar, confining 

himself to the application of the prescriptions of kitab allah, leaving 

‘Iraqis and Syrians to look after their own affairs and so acting as the sort 

of amir a-mu’minin they wanted.®? The disagreement about who should 
be the arbiter from ‘Ali’s side stemmed from the fact that ‘Alt wanted 

the arbiter to represent him, while all the Kiifans save the Shi‘a wanted 

the arbiter to represent them; the latter prevailed in their insistence 

that Abu Misa (i.e. the representative of the state of affairs at Kifa 
before ‘Ali’s arrival) should be named as arbiter. In the document of 

agreement by ‘Ali and Mu‘awiya to arbitration, the task of the arbiters 

was defined merely as “an yusliha bayna ’l-umma” and their decision was 

to be regarded as binding; beyond this, however, two new features were 

introduced into the document: (i) the lack of acknowledgement of ‘AN, 
agreed to by him, as amir al-mu’minin, and (ii) the stipulation that the 

arbiters could refer beyond kitab allah to “altsunna al-‘adila al-hasana 

aljami‘a ghayr a-mufarriqa”.*? Neither of these | troubled the Ktfan 

clan leaders, whose principal concern was the avoidance of fighting, but 

for the qurra’ these two new features put an entirely new complexion on 

the situation. Not only was ‘li not recognized as amir al-mu’minin, 

far less the kind they wanted, but also the notion of kitab allah as the 

sole authority was so compromised as to be virtually meaningless; the 

exact signification of the phrase al-sunna ... aljami‘a is not clear, and 

it is tempting to think that this was precisely what Mu‘awiya intended. 

Certainly there are no grounds for believing that he meant it as, or that 

the gurra’ understood it as, no more than Muhammad’s sunna;** and 

in the absence of further definition it could refer to any precedent for 

°2 The most important direct evidence for this assessment occurs on the final 

authority of Shaqiq ibn Salama at WS, 517, where these people later describe what 

they had expected to happen, concluding “fa-yusamma [i.e. ‘Ali should be named] 

amir® [the editor’s reading amir“ makes nonsense] ‘+-mu’minin min kull'” hatta 
yugirrahu "-kitab ‘ala manzilatihi” . 

93 Almost identical renderings of the document are given in Tab. I, 3336-37; BA/MS 

I, 382; A‘th. I, fols. 131b-132a; WS, 509-11. The differing version given by WS, 

504ff. should be regarded as spurious, for reasons which this writer hopes to give in 

detail in the near future [see below, 67-73]. 

°4 See WS, 515, 516 and cf. L. Veccia Vaglieri, “Traduzione di passi riguardenti 

il conflitto ‘Al-Mu‘awiya e la secessione kharigita”, Annali, Istituto Universitario 

Orientale di Napoli, n.s. 5 (1953), 88-92. 
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unity.°> The qurra’ therefore urged ‘Ali to withdraw from his agreement, 
but he would not—and could not since the clan leaders favoured it. The 

qurra’ then took as their basic ground for opposition this fact of the 

compromising of kitab allah (alternatively amr allah, din allah); and 
their call of “la hukm® illa li’llah” acquired the double signification first 

of calling upon ‘Ali to resume hostilities against Mu‘awiya and secondly, 

when he refused to do so, of rejecting him as amir ab-mu’minin.*® 
Little remains to be said about these alignments in the time of ‘Alt. 

When after Siffin, he did enter the gasr at Kifa, the implications of 

this as far as Kiifan autonomy was concerned were obvious.?’ Much 

of the qgurra’ opposition, now called Muhakkima, gathered at Harira’ 

and so became known as Hartiriya. The most prominent figure among 

them—none other than Yazid ibn Qays al-Arhabi—was bought off by 

‘Ali with the appointment over Isfahan and Rayy,®* and most of the rest 

of the Haririya opposition broke up for a time. But it was impossible 

for ‘Alt to build up the positions of all the less important early-comer 

leaders either by giving them appointments or by making them into 

more substantial Shi‘I-type leaders, and those whose position were not 

built up in this way were not prepared to acquiesce in his system of 

political control. ‘Ali is mentioned as having retorted to the call “la 

hukm® illa li’llah” , when it was heard at Kufa that it was “words of truth 

by which falsehood is intended”, for those who called it out meant by 

it “la imrat®” , while it was his belief that an amir was essential.°? Those 

who rejected the authority of the leaders through whom ‘Ali sought to 

preserve unity—whether Shr‘ leaders or clan leaders in their own right— 

arranged to gather at Jisr Nahrawan, beyond their reach; various of these 

Khawarij then encountered efforts on the part of their respective fellow- 

clansmen to prevent this and, while some evaded these, others were | 

forcibly restrained.’® In this time of tension, the Shi‘a reaffirmed their 

unconditional oath to ‘Alt. The arbitration had meanwhile degenerated 

into a fruitless discussion of how blame for ‘Uthman’s death should be 

°° T am grateful to Professor R. B. Serjeant for pointing out the pre-Islamic use 

of the phrase hilf jami‘ ghayr mufarriq (see e.g. Ibn Habib, Kitab al-munammag fi 

akhbar Quraysh (Hyderabad, 1384/1964], go). 

°° Tab. I, 3339; WS, 512-13; BA/MS I, 382-83, 383-84; A‘th. I, fol. 1322. 

°T Tab. 1;3349: 
°8 Tab. I, 3352. 

°° Tab. I, 3361; BA/MS I, 389, 392, 399. 

*°° Tab. I, 3365, 3367; BA/MS I, 391, 392, 393-94. 
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apportioned and who should be amir al-mu’minin; it was no more than 

an irrelevant sequel to a successful divisive manceuvre by Mu‘awiya, and 

it accordingly came to nothing. When this was apparent, ‘Ali wanted 

to march against Mu‘awiya, but most of the force he then succeeded in 

mobilizing had no intention of doing any more than dealing with the 
Khawarij, and ‘Ali had no option but to move towards Nahrawan. The 

Khawarij refused to negotiate and laid down the impossible condition 

that they would follow him only if he would treat them as ‘Umar had 

done (“fa-lasna nutabi‘ukum aw ta’tuina bi-mithl* ‘Umar’ ).1°* They were 

then defeated in battle and 400 of them who were found wounded on 

the battlefield were handed over to their clans (‘asha’ir).'°? Thereafter 
‘Alt wanted to proceed against Mu‘awiya, but al-Ash‘ath and the other 

clan leaders insisted on returning to the misr. The maintenance of their 

authority as Ktifan clan leaders was what mattered to them. 

Examination of the tribal names of Khawarij shows that almost all of 

them came from central and north-eastern Arabia and that most of these 

were from Bakri and Tamimi clans whose home territory had been close 

to, or had adjoined, ‘Iraq. They were early-comers who for the most 

part had not formed close ties with the misr, as did most early-comers 

from further away, but instead moved in an uncontrolled fashion into the 

conquered territories and not until this stage experienced serious efforts 

to control them. Of the many examples which can be cited, mention 

can be made here of the Taymi brothers Hilal and al-Mustawrid the 

sons of ‘Ullafa. Hilal led some Ribabis at the battle of Buwayb and 

was at the battle of Qadisiya, and al-Mustawrid led some Ribabis in a 

body of afna’ Tamim and was probably also at Qadisiya.*°* There is 

no further mention of either of them in the sources until Nahrawan, 

where al-Mustawrid was on the Khariji side and escaped.’ Hilal’s 

revolt soon afterwards with 200 men in Masabadhan was one of a post- 

Nahrawan spate of Khariji revolts which resembled each other closely 

in the numbers involved and the type of area chosen; he was killed by 

the Shi‘I Tamimi leader Ma‘qil ibn Qays al-Riyahr.*°° Al-Mustawrid led 

another Khariji revolt in the forties. 

101 Tab. I, 3377; BA/MS, I, 396. 
102 Tab. I, 3384, II, 17; BA/MS I, 398. 

103 ‘Tab. I, 2188, 2245, 2336. 
10” Khal., 180-81. 
105 BA/MS I, 429-30; Ibn al-Athir, AL-Kamil fr ‘Harikh, II, 313-14. 
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‘Ali therefore failed in his attempt to form a political coalition which 

took some account both of what was at the time the necessary reality 

of clan organization and of the established principle of sharaf by Islamic 

priority. What he produced was a more egalitarian concept of an Islamic 

order, but the pressure from Syria was too great, and the Kufan extremes 

of al-Ash‘ath on the one hand and the Khawarij on the other hand 

were too far apart for this to be a viable solution. | When Mu‘awiya 

took over Kufa he had neither the inclination nor the need to effect any 

compromise there. He built on the clan system and used anyone who 

could make the grade as a clan leader. Lip-service was occasionally paid 

to the dignity of Islamic priority, but the attendant privileges were swept 

away. The sawaft of the Sawad, of which we know nothing for the time 

of ‘Alt, were made into state property by Mu‘awiya.’°® The extent to 

which the system of stipends laid down by ‘Umar had been modified by 

‘Alt is unclear, but it is likely that the principle of equality had not been 

extended to include the stipends of early-comers;*®’ under Mu‘awiya, 

however, the amount of stipends was completely at his discretion.*°* 

In the time of Mu‘awiya, the ashraf al-gaba’il came out on top at 

Kifa; separately opposing them were, on the one hand, ‘Umar’s type of 

ashraf , who first of all fought to take over the misr but were increasingly 

forced to fight a rearguard action outside it, and on the other hand the 

adherents at the misr of the order adumbrated by ‘AN, seeking as an ideal 

an egalitarian world which was devoid of both such types of ashraf. 

106 Al-Ya‘qubi, Ta’rikh, II, 258-59, 277; altAhy, op. cit. (n. 64 above), 141. 

107 Al-Jahiz, AL‘Uthmaniya, ed. A. M. Harun (Cairo, 1955), 218; but cf. A‘th. I, 
fol. 159a. 

1°8 Note his reported remark “ma adri ft ayy’ kitab allah tajidin® hadha ’-rizq 

wa’-‘ata’” (Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam, Futtih Misr wa-akhbaruha, ed. C. C. Torrey [New 
Haven, 1922], 101). 
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The Murder of 

the Caliph ‘Uthman 

THE MURDER of ‘Uthm4n was a turning-point in Islamic history, and the 

story of how opposition in the provinces, particularly Egypt, combined 

with opposition at Medina itself and brought about the Caliph’s death 

has been repeated many times. Accounts in sources such as al-Tabari’s 

History and al-Baladhuri’s Ansab a-ashraf bring together much trans- 

mitted detail concerning this dénouement. Caetani’s monumental An- 

nali dell’Islam serves as an extensive compilation of such detail, and 

Wellhausen, Levi Della Vida, Gibb, Veccia Vaglieri and Petersen are 

only some of the other modern scholars who have commented on the 

event. Perhaps Professor Gibb best expresses the current view of the 

background to it in his thought-provoking article entitled “An Interpre- 

tation of Islamic History”,’ where he sees in the caliphate of ‘Uthman 

a conflict between two main parties, the Meccans and the “tribesmen”. 

He points out that the Meccan merchants had been swift to seize the op- 

portunities of wealth which arose in the immediate post-conquest phase, 

and goes on to say that in the course of ‘Uthman’s caliphate there arose 

at Medina “growing resentment at the rapid affirmation of Meccan po- 

litical control ... and the economic exploitation of the empire. Open 

discontent was first expressed by several religious personalities, whose 

From the International Journal of Middle East Studies 3 (1972), pages 450 to 469. 

1 Journal of World History 1 (1953), 39-62, and Studies on the Civilization of 

Islam (London, 1962), 3-33. 
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conscience was shocked by the worldliness and grasping materialism dis- 

played in the name of Islam. But these only provided a rallying-cry and 

a cloak for the material grievances of the tribesmen and Medinans, who 

swung into line behind them.”? Gibb therefore sees a total of four align- 

ments, of which the Meccans and the tribesmen were the main parties, 

while the Medinans and the so-called religious party were secondary in 

importance. 

It is intended in this article to take a rather different view of the 

alignments involved, notably by seeking to redefine such terms as “tribes- 

men” and “religious party” and by re-examining the idea that the main 

conflict in the time of ‘Uthman was between Meccans and tribesmen. 

The starting-point of the view taken here is that ‘Uthman was left with 

the legacy of maintaining unity in an immediately post-conquest phase, 

that this necessarily involved a greater measure of central contro] than 

had earlier existed, and that his caliphate was characterized both by 

the declining influence of an elite which had been promoted by ‘Umar 

and by the increasing power of tribal aristocracy of the pre-Islamic type. 

‘Umar had been concerned with maintaining the Medinan hegemony es- 

tablished by Muhammad | and preserved by Abi Bakr in the face of 

extremely serious opposition. With the memory of this opposition still 

fresh in his mind, ‘Umar had established as leaders those whose inter- 

ests lay in the preservation of the existing order—principally Muhajirin, 

Ansar and other sahaba. His immediate aim was to neutralize as far as 

he was able the disruptive influence of the traditional type of clan and 

tribal leadership, and as a concomitant with this he attempted to pro- 

vide a basis for society which cut across divisions of clan and tribe. The 

principle of Islamic priority (s@biqa) led to the formation of an elite of 

early converts as the champions of Medinan hegemony; it also bestowed 

merit on provincial early-comers, whatever their tribal standing. How- 

ever, this situation merely masked rather than neutralized the power of 

traditional leaders, whose political acumen and the support they could 

control brought them to the fore again in the time of ‘Uthman. 

This much has already been argued in an article on political align- 

ments at Kifa,*? where the explosive situation which developed in the 

2 Gibb, Studies, 7. 

* “Kian Political Alignments and Their Background in the Mid-Seventh Century 
A.D.”, International Journal of Middle East Studies 2 (1971), 346-67 [Chap. 1 of this 
volume]; henceforward referred to as “Kifan Political Alignments”. 
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early thirties A.H. stemmed directly from a reaction on the part of a 

relatively large proportion of early-comers of minor tribal stature to in- 

creased central control and to a waning of their own influence vis-a-vis 
the growing influence (mainly as a result of the arrival of newcomers) of 

some of the traditional tribal leaders; al-Ash‘ath ibn Qays al-Kind? is the 

prime example of the latter type of leader in the Kifan context. Matters 

at Kufa were further exacerbated by the failure of attempts to expand 

the Kufan territories, and there arose a situation in which the principal 

tribal leaders established themselves in the existing Kiifan territories, in 

several cases at the expense of those original conquerors who had been 

there previously. The reaction which occurred at the misr of Kiifa was 

vented against ‘Uthman and his centralized control, rather than against 

the major tribal leaders themselves, and in 34/654-55 the reactionaries 

took the law into their own hands and repulsed the governor of Kifa. 

The moderate clan elements at the misr, in taking a moderate posi- 

tion, were mainly responsible for the emergence of a situation in which 

central control was nominal and a modus vivendi embracing both the 

major tribal leaders and most of the so-called qurra’ was achieved. The 

purpose of this article is to demonstrate that ‘Uthman’s Egyptian op- 

ponents, who were the most active of the provincial opposition in the 

events which culminated in his murder, were people whose experience 

of harmed interests and loss of influence was similar to the experience of 

the qurra’ of Kufa. The Basran opposition, although less significant, 

can be attributed to parallel causes, and the Kiifans who participated 

in these events were qurra’ who were not prepared to accept the Kifan 

modus vivendi. Finally, an attempt will be made here to distinguish the 

other alignments which participated with the provincial opposition at 

Medina and to determine where their interests lay. 

BACKGROUND TO THE EGYPTIAN OPPOSITION 

The conquest of Egypt* began in 19/640 when ‘Amr ibn al+As went 

there with a force of 3,500 or 4,000 ‘Akkis, one third of whom were from 

4 The source material is less rich on the subject of Egypt at this time than it is 

on Kifa. The most useful sources (to be abbreviated as follows) are: FM = Ibn 
‘Abd al-Hakam, Futuh Misr wa-akhbaruha, ed. C. C. Torrey (New Haven, 1922); 

Kindi = alKindi, Kitab alwulat wa-kitab al-qudat, ed. R. Guest (Beirut, 1908); 

BF = al-Baladhuri, Futuh al-buldan, ed. M. J. de Goeje (Leiden, 1866); BA.V = 
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the clan of Ghafiq.® He was soon afterwards joined by an army of 10,000 

or 12,000 reinforcements, led by al-Zubayr ibn al-Awwam and including 

other prominent sahabis.° 
With the resultant combined force, ‘Amr conquered Alexandria in 

21/642 and went on to establish at Babylon the base called al-Fustat, 

where he allotted khitat to his army. The lists of khitat mentioned by 

Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam provide a detailed picture of the different groups 

that made up the army at that stage. Of particular interest are refer- 

ences to ‘Amr’s formation of a group called alLRaya, which was made 

up of splinter groups (afna’ al-gaba’il) too small to be organized as 

individual units, yet unwilling to be merged into other clan groups, 

and so joined together by ‘Amr into a single group under a banner 

(raya) that bore the name of no particular clan. Among the con- 
stituent groups of the rdéya were people from Quraysh, Ansar, Aslam, 

Ghifar and Juhayna, but these are only some of the names mentioned 

by Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam in his account of groups and individuals who 

settled in khitat alraya.’ Particular mention can be made here of 

(i) Ibn Muljam,® (ii) Abi Shamir Abraha ibn al-Sabbah al-Himyari,® 
(iii) ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn ‘Udays al-Balawi, who was “mimman baya‘a 
tahta ‘tshajara” and hence an early sahabi,’® and (iv) “the Laythis 

al-Baladhurl, Ansab atashraf, V, ed. S. D. F. Goitein (Jerusalem, 1936); Tab. = 

al-Tabari, Ta’rikh alrusul wa’tmuluk, ed. M. J. de Goeje et al., 3 series (Lei- 

den 1879-1901). Other works cited by abbreviation in this article are: BA/MS = 

al-Baladhurl, Ansab al-ashraf, 2 vols., MS Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi (Reisiilkuttap 

Mustafa Efendi), nos. 597, 598; Ibn A‘tham = Ibn A‘tham al-Kufi, Kitab al-futih, 

4 vols. (Hyderabad, 1388/1968-1391/1971); Ibn Sa‘d = Ibn Sa‘d, Kitab al-tabagat 

al-kabir, ed. E. Sachau et al., 8 vols. (Leiden, 1905-17); Khahfa = Khalifa ibn 

Khayyat, Ta’rikh, I, ed. A. D. al“Umari (al-Najaf, 1386/1967); Minqari = Nasr ibn 

Muzahim al-Mingari, Wagq‘at Siffin, ed. A. M. Harun, 2nd ed. (Cairo 1382/1962-63); 

Maqrizi = Taq al-Din Ahmad ibn ‘Ali al-Maqrizi, AL-Mawa‘iz wa’ti‘tibar bi-dhikr 

al-khitat wa’l-athar, 2 vols. (Bulaq, 1270/1853-54). 
° FM, FOulol- bh alowoteworay Kindia Se 

S$ FM, 59, 61, 62; BF, 213; Kindt, 8-9. 

” For this account see FM, 98-117. On the formation of the Raya, see ibzd., 98, 

116-17; Yaqut, Mu‘yam al-buldan, ed. F. Wiistenfeld (Leipzig, 1866-73), II, 745-46; 

Maqrizi, I, 297-98 (which also mentions some other hotchpotch groups, notably the 

Laff). 
8 FM, 112. 

9 FM, 113. 

1° FM, 107; BA. V, 5; Kindi, 19-20. 
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who were with ‘Amr [i.e. when he first arrived]”, namely Al ‘Urwa 
ibn Shiyaym.”? 

In considering the situation in Egypt from the time of its conquest to 

the death of ‘Umar (19/644), two main points need to be made here. The 
first of these is that we can hardly expect any systematic organization of 

the territory to have been introduced by the Arab conquerors during that 

short period; rather the country | was extremely disorganized during the 

last years of Byzantine rule, and this can only have deteriorated further 

in the immediate aftermath of the Arab conquest. Bell describes how 

the system of fiscal administration, dating from the time of Justinian, 

had become increasingly cumbersome, decentralized “with its endless 

subdivision into small units” and abused, to such an extent that “much 

of the country was in a state of chronic anarchy” .'? We know that ‘Amr’s 

successor was responsible for laying the foundations of an effective fiscal 

system, and this in itself indicates that ‘Amr had done little or nothing 

in this direction. The evidence all points to his having been concerned 

at this time with extending the conquest south into Nubia and west as 

far as Taradbulus. There is no evidence that he himself did anything to 

streamline the cumbersome fiscal system taken over from the Byzantines; 

rather, the upheavals of conquest can only have made the system more 

open to abuse than ever.’* 

Secondly, there is the question of what happened to the revenue 

of Egypt in the time of ‘Umar. The sources are quite clear about 

‘Umar’s decision that the land of Egypt should not be divided among the 

conquerors, but are decidedly hazy about the destination of the revenue. 

One of Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam’s best authorities, ‘Abd al-Malik ibn Maslama, 

says outright that he does not know.’* Elsewhere it appears that ‘Umar 

expected ‘Amr, while keeping some revenue for various specified needs, 

to make sizeable remittances of grain to Medina; it also appears that 

ANY eae Oe 

12H. I. Bell, Greek Papyri in the British Museum, IV, The Aphrodito Papyri 

(London, 1910), introduction, especially xxiii, xxxvi-vii. 

13 See Maqrizi, I, 77 (agarra Qibtaha ‘ala jibayat al-Rum); note also the reported 

remark by a Copt to ‘Umar that ‘Amr “does not look to the cultivation (‘imara) 

and simply takes what appears to him, as if he wanted it (Egypt) for one year only” 

(Maaqrizi, I, 74). 

MPM. imi 
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these remittances were frequently not forthcoming.’® The information 

that ‘Umar made the separate appointment over the Sa‘id of none other 

than ‘Abdallah ibn Sa‘d ibn Abi Sarh, for all that his Islamic record 

was tarnished, constitutes a telling comment not only on Ibn Sa‘d’s own 

administrative ability but also on the general situation in Egypt under 

‘Amr.’® 
Change came in 25/645-46 when ‘Uthman replaced Amr with Ibn 

Sa‘d as governor of all Egypt. Here, as with his appointment of al-Walid 

ibn ‘Uqba to Kifa at the same time, ‘Uthman was attempting to em- 

power an executive upon whom he could rely. In particular, he was 

concerned to prise control of the revenues of Egypt from the hands of 

‘Amr, whose well-known rejection of the suggestion that his appoint- 

ments should be restricted to ‘ala ’*-harb while Ibn Sa‘d should be ‘ala 

‘-kharaj clearly illustrated his erstwhile attitude towards the revenues.*’ 

Ibn Sa‘d went on to set up an effective fiscal system which preserved fea- 

tures of the Byzantine system but was characterized by a centralized | and 

uniform method of collection.*® As a result, it is to be expected that not 

only indigenous officials and dignitaries but also the Arab conquerors 

of Egypt were deprived of the opportunities for self-enrichment which 

they had hitherto enjoyed. 

A second important development in Egypt during the caliphate of 

‘Uthman came as a result of Ibn Sa‘d’s desire to resume large-scale 

campaigning to the west, which ‘Umar had earlier halted. Whether this 

was dictated by the pressure of newcomers, as was the case with Basra 

and Kifa soon afterwards, is not made clear in the sources. In any 

event, ‘Uthman, after some hesitation, agreed to sanction this, and in 

27/647-48 reinforced Ibn Sa‘d with a large army (jaysh ‘azim) raised in 

the vicinity of Medina and including a significant number of Qurashis.?9 

‘© See particularly FM, 160. Also ibid., 151; BF, 216; Tab. I, 2577; Magrizi, I, 

78-79. 
16 Kindt, 11; FM, 173; Maqrizi, I, 299. 

17 (Ana idhan ka-masik al-bagara bi-garnayha wa-akhar yahlibuha) FM, 178; BF, 
223. 

18D. C. Dennett, Conversion and the Poll Taz in Early Islam (Cambridge, Mass., 

1950), 74. Severus ibn al-Muqaffa‘ describes Ibn Sa‘d’s measures as follows: fa-~jumi‘a 

lahu ahra’ (cod. a.h.r.°") wa-huwa awwal man bana ‘-diwan bi-Misr wa-amara an 
yustakhraj® ftht jami‘ kharaj al-kira (Kitab siyar al-aba’ al-batarika, ed. and trans. B. 
Evetts, pt. ii, Patrologia Orientalis 1 [1907], 501). 

‘9 BF, 226; FM, 183; Tab. I, 2814, 2817-18. 
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The campaign into North Africa took place in the same year and the 

lord of Carthage was killed, but it is likely that some setbacks were 

encountered by Ibn Sa‘d, for he took payment from other local lords and 
returned to Egypt without leaving any of his forces behind.?® Nor did 

the southward thrust into Nubia in 31/651-52 and the mainly maritime 

activities of 34/654-55 involve any settlement of forces outside Egypt.”? 
The obvious result was that newcomers had to be accommodated within 

Egypt, and the effects of this at the khitat of Fustat are described by 

Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam when he says: “there were spaces between the tribal 

groupings; but when reinforcements came in the time of ‘Uthman ibn 

‘Affan and afterwards and the people became numerous, each group 

made space for its brethren, so that the buildings became many and 

coalesced” .”? Further in connection with newcomers, Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam 
gives an example of the sort of change consequent upon their arrival when 

he gives details about a Hadrami who had come to Egypt with ‘Amr and 

had his khitta among Al Ayda‘an ibn Sa‘d ibn Tujib of al-Sakiin. He 

and other Hadrami early comers were “with their maternal uncles from 

Tujib. Then their reinforcements came in the time of ‘Uthman and took 

khitat to the east of Silhim and al-Sadif as far as the desert. Accordingly, 

those of them who were with Tujib and wanted to move moved”.”* In 

short, Al Ayda‘an and presumably other early-comer groups lost some 

of their strength when the newcomers arrived. 

The emergence of open Egyptian opposition to Ibn Sa‘d and to 

‘Uthman himself is seen by the sources as beginning with the defi- 

ant refusal of Muhammad ibn Abi Hudhayfa ibn ‘Utba ibn Rabi‘a ibn 

‘Abd Shams ibn ‘Abd Manaf to acknowledge Ibn Sa‘d as the leader of 

prayers at the beginning of the campaign of Dhi (or Dhat) al-Sawari 
in 34/654-55. He and Muhammad ibn Abi Bakr then | persisted in 

vilifying Ibn Sa‘d and went on to foment hostility towards ‘Uthman, 

preaching the legality of armed action against him.”* The exact chronol- 

ogy of subsequent events is unclear, but in Rajab 35/January 656 or 
a little later, when Ibn Sa‘d had left Egypt for Medina—temporarily 

as he thought—Ibn Abi Hudhayfa found sufficient support to take over 

20 FM, 183; BF, 227. Cf. Tab. I, 2814. 

21 FM, 188-91; Kindi, 12-13. 

22 FM, 128. 
23 FM, 123. 

24 Tab. I, 2869, 2871; BA. V, 49-51. 

455 



36 Studies in Early Islamic History 

al-Fustat and put out a general call for the removal of ‘Uthman. Ibn 

Sa‘d was thwarted in his attempt to return to Egypt and withdrew to 

‘Asqalan in Palestine.”° 
The paucity of evidence renders difficult any clear understanding of 

the personality of Ibn Abi Hudhayfa. The sources say that he was an 

orphan and grew up in the custody of ‘Uthman, who was the guardian 

of orphans of his ahl bayt; beyond that we are told variously that his 

grudge against ‘Uthman stemmed from the latter’s refusal to grant him 

an appointment and from a beating administered to him as punishment 

for drinking.” What is important here is that he provided a stimulus 

for the widespread dissatisfaction which evidently already existed. One 

of al-Kindi’s reports may appear to be exaggerating when it says that 

“all the Egyptians concurred with him (taba‘ahu ahi“ Misr® turran), 

save a group (‘isaba) which included Mu‘awiya ibn Hudayj and Busr 

ibn Abi Artat”,?” but the use of the word taba‘a, “concur with”, rather 

than tabi‘a, “follow”, accords well with the impression given elsewhere 

in the sources that Ibn Abi Hudhayfa was unable to take control over 

the events which he had played a part in initiating. When he ejected Ibn 

Sa‘d’s deputy from al-Fustat and prevented Ibn Sa‘d from returning to 

Egypt, it did not necessarily mean that he was more than a figurehead. 

There is no indication in the sources that he had any strong personal 

support in Egypt. At the time when the Egyptian opposition in Medina 

appeared to be in a position to dictate terms to ‘Uthman, they asked 

for Muhammad ibn Abi Bakr as governor and not Ibn Abi Hudhayfa;® 

and for the rest of his short career in Egypt, until he was killed by ‘Amr 

ibn al‘As at al“Arish, Ibn Abi Hudhayfa was singularly unsuccessful in 

maintaining any effective control in Egypt. In contrast, the “ “saba” 

which included Mu‘awiya ibn Hudayj and other leaders and made its 

base at Khirbita (in present-day Buhayra) rapidly reached a reported 
total of 10,000 men.?? 

© Kindi, 13-14, 17; BA. V, 51; Tab. I, 2999, 3057, 3234; Maqrizi, I, 300. 
26 Tab. I, 3029; BA. V, 50. 
*” Kindi, 17; see also Tab. I, 3088. The size and importance of this ‘isaba should 

not be underestimated, for reasons which will be made clear below. For the names of 
leaders associated with it, see Kindt, 15; also Tab. I, 3237. 

28 BA. V, 26, 67; Ibn A‘tham, II, 209. 
29 . = 

Kindi, 21; Tab. I, 3242. 
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The Egyptian opposition to ‘Uthman consisted of fragmented groups, 

and it is for this reason that neither Ibn Abr Hudhayfa nor anyone 

else can be expected to have exercised effective control over them. The 

sources show that the Egyptian force which went to Medina was made 

up of four small groups,*° and a verse given by al-Tabari aptly refers 

to ‘Uthman’s murderers as “ahabish from Egypt”, | that is “companies 

or bodies of men, not all of one tribe”.*t Among those who are named as 
participants in the Egyptian opposition at Medina, three have already 

been mentioned as having been included in the Raya, namely (i) the 
sahabt ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn ‘Udays al-Balawi,” (ii) ‘Urwa ibn Shiyaym 
al-Laythi, and (iii) Abii Shamir ibn Abraha ibn al-Sabbah al-Himyari, 

who, it may be noted, later appears as one of the qurra’ ahl al-Sha’m at 

the Siffin confrontation;?* the subclan of Al Ayda‘an ibn Sa‘d ibn Tujib, 

to which a fourth, (iv) Kinana ibn Bishr, belonged, has also been men- 
tioned. To these names can be added those of (v) al-Ghafiqr ibn Harb 
al“Akki (mentioned only by Sayf ibn ‘Umar), whose name epitomizes the 

whole of the original force with ‘Amr ibn al+As, (vi) Stdan ibn Humran 

al-Muradi (Sayf says al-Sakiint), who (like Ibn Muljam al-Muradrt) had 
been with the force of 400 Sakiinis who went with Mu‘awiya ibn Hudayj 

to Qadistya,** and who in Egypt probably had a khitta among the people 
of the Raya, since that was the case with Ibn Muljam, (vii) Amr (or Abt 
‘Amr) ibn Buday] al-Khuza‘l, who was a sahabi, and (viii), according to 
al-Waqidi, ‘Amr ibn al-Hamiq al-Khuza‘t, a sahabi who had earlier been 

among the qurra’ at Kifa.*° 
The old-guard interests of these individuals are clear, for most of 

them are immediately recognizable as belonging to ‘Umar’s type of Is- 

lamic elite, either on the ground of their suhba or because they were 

Egyptian early-comers. In terms of clan leadership, however, they 

appear to have been of little significance. Some of them belonged 

3° Kindi, 17; BA. V, 59, 61; Tab. I, 2954, 2986, 2991. 

31 Tab. I, 3065; E. W. Lane, Arabic-English Lezicon (London, 1863-93), sub h.b.sh. 

Cf. W. M. Watt, Muhammad at Mecca (Oxford, 1953), 156-57, noting particularly 

the phrase bi-la nasab. 

32 For this and the following names see Kindi, 17, 19; BA. V, 59, 61; Tab. I, 2954 

(including addenda to that page), 2986, 2991. 

33 Minqari, 222, 369 (reads Shamir, not Abi Shamir). 

34 Tab. I, 2220-21. 

35 BA.V, 41; Ibn A‘tham, II, 179. See also Tab. I, 2921, and cf. “Kian Political 

Alignments”, 358 [Chap. 1]. 
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to the Raya, about which we have no further information but which 

must have been dominated by Qurashis after the influx of 27/647-48. 

The Laythis and ‘Akkis were both early-comer groups whose influence 

had almost certainly declined, and the waning condition of Kinana ibn 

Bishr’s Tujibi subclan has already been indicated. In this latter connex- 

ion it is important to note also the growing influence of the leader of 

al-Sakiin, Mu‘awiya ibn Hudayj al-Tujibi, particularly as commander of 

the North Africa campaign of 34/654-55;*° he, having taken reprisals 

after the death of ‘Uthman, was able to claim that he had killed seventy 

(var. eighty) of his fellow-clansmen (qgawm) in retaliation for ‘Uthman.*’ 
The evidence all points to the Egyptian opposition to ‘Uthm4n nursing 

grievances which were bound up with the declining influence of the earlier 

élite, increased central control and the resurgence of tribal leadership. 

In | particular, they complained of Ibn Sa‘d and “his unfair treatment 

(tahamul) of Muslims and dhimmis”.** Furthermore, they are reported 
to have demanded “that the people of Medina should not take stipends, 

for this wealth (scil. the revenue of Egypt) is for those who fought for it 

and for these old men (shuyikh) from [among] the companions of the 
Messenger of God ...”.°? It seems that grain continued to be sent from 

Egypt to Medina until the death of ‘Uthman* and this report indicates 

that Ibn Sa‘d was discharging his function effectively; here, however, 

‘Uthman found himself involved in further complications, for the same 

report says that he acquiesced in this demand, as part of the settlement 

which led the Egyptians to set off for Egypt, and so aroused the anger of 

the Medinans. Finally, it is important to note that Egyptian opposition 

came not only from al-Fustat itself but also from outlying districts; this 

is apparent from the half-verse “agbalna min Bulbays wa’lt-Sa‘td” .*} 

se RM: 192-94, 318; Kindi, 12, 15, 17. Maqrizi (I, 297) mentions him in an earlier 

important context as one of the four men put in charge of the khitat by ‘Amr in 21/642; 

these four “anzalu ‘-nas wa-fassali bayna ‘-qaba’il”. 

37 FM, 122; Kindi, 29. See also ibid., 18-19. 

38 Tab. I, 2993-94. See also BA. V, 26, 27. 
89" "Tab. 1, 2964. 

40 Tbid., 2577. 

41 Tbid., 2984, 3004. This is presumably meant to indicate that they had come even 
from the extremities of Egypt. Bulbays, which is in present-day Sharqiya province, 
was the first settlement reached by ‘Amr when he entered Egypt—see for example 
FM, 59. 
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THE PROVINCIAL OPPOSITION AT MEDINA 

It was reportedly in 34, probably at the time of the hajzj, that dis- 

contented provincials from Egypt, Kifa and Basra first came together 

and discussed the possibility of joint opposition to ‘Uthman. They de- 

cided that ‘Uthman’s “changing about” (tabdil) and “his failure to fulfil 
his undertaking” (tarkahu ‘-wafa’ bima a‘ta min nafsihi) were intoler- 

able and they arranged to return to their provinces, mobilize support 

and reassemble at Medina in the following year to demand satisfaction 

of him.*”? In mid 35/early 656, or slightly later, groups from Egypt, 

Kufa and Basra converged upon Medina; the Egyptians, who probably 

numbered between 400 and 600 and at most numbered no more than 

1,000, formed the largest group and the most vociferous in complaint.** 

‘Uthman appeared ready to give them satisfaction, however, notably 

in his declared intention of removing Ibn Sa‘d, and, having arrived at 

what they regarded as a satisfactory settlement, they set off for Egypt. 

It was while they were on their way that they apprehended a message 

sent in ‘Uthman’s name, in which Ibn Sa‘d (who was probably then at 

Ayla**) was instructed to deal with them. Whether ‘Uthman was in fact 
ignorant of this message, as he later claimed, and Marwan ibn al-Hakam 

was responsible for it, as seems likely, are questions which will not be 

gone into here. Whatever the case, the Egyptians considered themselves 

to have been deceived by ‘Uthman and, having returned to Medina, be- 

sieged him in his house; when he was killed soon after, most of those 

who struck blows at him were Egyptians. 

In the course of these events, numerous complaints were made by the 

provincials against ‘Uthm4an and his governors. Basically, these were all 

complaints about the changed state of affairs during his caliphate, and 

the undertaking which they claimed that he had failed to fulfil was his 

undertaking at the time of the shura@ to adhere not only to the Qur’an 

and the sunna of Muhammad but also to strat al-shaykhayn (Abii Bakr 
and ‘Umar), that is to adhere to the existing order in its entirety.*° The 

complaints reflected opposition to the greater measure of control being 

42 BA, V, 590-60. 
Kind, 17; BA. V, 59; Tab. I, 2954, 2986, 2999-3000; Maqrizi, I, 300. 

Tab. I, 2999. 

‘Ali would not give such an undertaking, but is reported to have declared himself 

ready to act to the best of his ability (variously: bi-mablagh “ilmi wa-tagqati; ‘ala juhdi 

45 
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imposed by ‘Uthman and his governors and a yearning on the part of 

those in opposition for a time past when a preference for, and a lack of 

effective control over, those with Islamic priority (i.e. including provin- 

cial early-comers) had been accompanied by a check on the power and 

influence of traditional tribal and clan leaders. ‘Uthman was criticized 

for favouring his family, on whom he counted for support and from whom 

he was able to recruit governors upon whom he could rely; for his dis- 

missal and rough treatment of sahaba and his deportation of others, all of 

whom had obstructed his organizational efforts; and for his standardized 

recension of the Qur’an, which was intended to supersede varying recen- 

sions in the provinces.*® A fair idea of what the provincials wanted can 

be gained from the several similar versions of the written undertaking 

by ‘Uthman, as a result of which the Egyptians set off for Egypt. This 

stipulated that ‘Uthman would act according to (i.e. be limited by) kitab 

allah and sunnat nabiyihi; that those who had been deprived of stipends 

should again be given them; that those who had been banished should 

be returned; that forces should not be kept in the field for long periods 

of time (la@ tujammar albu ‘ith); that the fay’ should be made abun- 

dant (yuwaffar); that division should be just and that wealth should be 
shared out “among those with rights to it (wa-anna mal yuradd ‘ala ahl 

a-huqtq)”; that “dha ‘-amana wa’t-quwwa” should be granted appoint- 

ments; and that they, the provincials, should have whom they wished 

as governor.*” When the Egyptians returned to Medina, after they had 

apprehended the message already mentioned, they wanted ‘Uthman’s ab- 

dication. His assurance that he would follow strat a-khalifatayn to the 

best of his ability (tagatt wayjuhdz) was not enough for them.*® There 

was no avoiding the collision between ‘Uthman’s understanding of the 

office of amir al-mu’minin and the interests of the combined provin- 

cial and Medinan opposition. ‘Uthman’s understanding of this can be 

seen in his reported remark “they hope to rule (amaluhum alimra)” ,*° 

min dhalika wa-taqati; bi-ma yablughuhu ‘liytihad minni wa-bi-ma yumkinuni bi-qadr* 

almv Dab. 1; 2786, 2793, 27904; BA. V, 22). 

46 For the principal accounts of the complaints made against ‘Uthman, see Tab. I, 
2951-54; BA. V, 62-63; al-Ya‘qubi, Ta’rikh, ed. M. T. Houtsma (Leiden, 1883), II, 
202. 

47 BA. V, 64, 93; Tab. I, 3043; Ibn A‘tham, II, 209; Khalifa, 147. 

48 Ibn A‘tham, II, 216. Cf. note 45, above. 

8-Tab. I, 3042: 



The Murder of the Caliph ‘Uthman at 

and | a half-verse aptly says of them “they desire the passing away of 459 

the [i.e. ‘Uthman’s] caliphate (yarimina ‘-khilafata an tazila)” .° 
Turning to provincial opposition other than that of the Egyptians, it 

has been suggested that the Kifan opposition was made up of extremist 

qurra’ who would not accept the modus vivendi which had been achieved 

at Kufa.°* Sayf ibn ‘Umar refers to a meeting at Kiifa, probably after 

the appointment of Abi Misa, when al-Ashtar, Zayd ibn Sthan, Ka‘b 

ibn ‘Abda Dhi ’lHabaka and other members of the Ashtar group of 
qurra’ agreed that “No head will be lifted as long as ‘Uthman is over 

the people”; two of the group are reported to have made an unsuccessful 

attempt to murder ‘Uthman.*? Not long afterwards, at the meeting of 
provincials at Medina in 34, the Kifan leader was Ka‘b ibn ‘Abda,°*? 

and in the following year a Ktifan group went to Medina. Abi Mikhnaf 

says that it numbered 200 and was led by al-Ashtar, but according to 

Sayf they were about as many as the Egyptians, whom he numbers at 

600 to 1,000, and were organized in four groups led by Zayd ibn Sihan, 

al-Ashtar, Ziyad ibn al-Nadr al-Haritht and Abdallah ibn al-Asamm; 

‘Amr (or ‘Umar) ibn al-Asamm was in overall command.** These leaders 
are all mentioned earlier in the sources as qurra’ with the exception of 

the sons of al-Asamm, who are mentioned first in the context of the 

events of 34 and 35, and then only by Sayf. Reference to them by 

him provides a further hint of the connexion between ‘Uthman’s Kufan 

opponents and the Jazira,°° for al-Asamm and his sons were residents 

of al-Raqqa.*® Further in this connexion, it can be noted that the only 

recorded specific grievance by a Ktfan in the events of 35 at Medina was 

that of Sa‘sa‘a ibn Sihan when he told ‘Uthman “we have been expelled 

from our territories” (ukhrijna min diyarina).°’ The context in which 

5° TIbid., 3011. That is ‘Uthman’s khilafa, not the imarat al-mu’minin—see also 

Cat , 2993 (fa-ma sallama ‘alayhi bi’-khilafa) and 2996 (fa’rdud khilafatana). 

Uses above, and “Kifan Political Alignments”, 360-62 [Chap. 1]. 

Tab. I, 3034-35. 
PPA Bie Vi 80. 

°2 Tab. 1.8204: 

55 See “Kifan Political Alignments”, 357 (Chap. 1]. 

56 Aba ‘Aly Muhammad ibn Sa‘id ibn ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Qushayri al-Harrani, 

Ta’rikh al-Raqqa wa-man nazalaha min ashab rasil allah sl‘m wa’tHtabi ‘in wa’l-fugaha’ 

wa’l-muhaddithin, ed. T. al-Na‘sani (Hamat, 1378/1959), 16, 58. 

57 Khalifa, 149; al-Jahiz, AL-Baydn wa’l-tabyin, ed. A. M. Hariin, 2nd ed. (Cairo, 

1960-61), I, 393. Note as a sequel the report that, when ‘Ali was leaving Nukhayla 

52 
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this phrase occurs in the Qur’an shows that Sa‘sa‘a was adducing it as 

a justification for taking up arms against ‘Uthman,”* but at the same 

time it gives yet another indication of lost interests which, in the case of 

Sa‘sa‘a, were probably in the Jazira.*° 
The Kifan group, like that from Basra, played a role secondary 

to that of the | Egyptian in the events that culminated in ‘Uthman’s 

death. Al-Waqidi says that when the Egyptians thought that their 

demands had been satisfied and set off for Egypt, al-Ashtar and the 

Basran opposition leader Hakim stayed in Medina, and that when the 

Egyptians returned and besieged ‘Uthman, al-Ashtar and Hakim “se- 

ceded” (i‘tazala).°° Other reports, however, indicate that al-Ashtar was 
connected with the siege. It is reported that at one point the besieged 

‘Uthman asked what it was that the people wanted and that it was 

al-Ashtar who told him that they wanted him to choose between abdicat- 

ing and punishing himself, and that if he refused to do either they would 

fight him.**? Another report refers to a conversation which al-Ashtar is 

supposed to have had with ‘A’isha during the siege, in which he asked her 

opinion about what should be done with ‘Uthman. When she said that 

she would not enjoin the shedding of blood, he retorted with the rebuke 

that she had written to them (encouraging them) until war broke out, 

and now was forbidding them.®* Finally, the weakening of al-Ashtar’s 
resolve to kill ‘Uthman becomes apparent in several places. He believed 

‘Uthman’s disclaimer of knowledge of the letter which had been appre- 

hended by the Egyptians and voiced his opinion that it was a ruse (gad 

mukira bihi wa-bikum).** He is reported to have gone to ‘Uthman’s house 

and to have killed one of ‘Uthman’s followers, but to have shrunk from 

for Siffm in the following year, Jundab ibn Zuhayr said in the company of al-Harith 

al-A‘war and Yazid ibn Qays (all three, like Sa‘sa‘a, being erstwhile gurra’—see for 

example BA. V, 40-41) “gad ana li'lladhina ukhrijti min diyarihim” (Minqari, 121). 

It should also be recalled that it was to the Jazira that ‘Ali appointed al-Ashtar 

(Mingari, 12; Ibn A‘tham, I, fol. 45a; BA/MS, I, 333). 

58 Qur’an, II:246, XXII:39-40. 

°° For Sa‘sa‘a’s connexion with Amid from the time of its conquest by the Arabs, 

see al-Waqidi, Futth al-Sha’m (Cairo, A.H. 1296), I], 152. 

°° Tab. I, 2995, 2999. 
6! Ibid., 2989-90; BA. V, 92; Khalifa, 147. 

°? BA.V, 102 (katabtunna ilayna@ hatta idha gamat al-harb ‘ala saq ansha’tunna 
tanhayna). 
6° Tab. I, 3006; BA. V, 96. 
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striking a blow at ‘Uthman himself.** He was nevertheless subsequently 
named as one of ‘Uthm4an’s attackers® and was thenceforth regarded as 
one of the killers. 

As with Egyptian and Kifan opposition to ‘Uthman, so Basran 

opposition to him was made up of men whose earlier influence was 

waning and whose interests were harmed by increasing governmental 

control and the growing power of some tribal leaders. The Basran 

situation differed in that only Basran territories included fresh conquests 

made and held during the latter part of ‘Uthman’s caliphate. In contrast 

with this, the failure to expand Kifan territories at that time has already 

been identified as one of the secondary causes of Kitifan opposition, 

and in the case of Egypt, as noted above, the failure to leave forces 

to hold the conquests which had been made meant that the crowding at 

al-Fustat was not eased. The existence of these Basran conquests must 

be regarded as the main reason why Basran opposition to ‘Uthman was 

less vociferous and probably less numerous than that of the Kifans and 

Egyptians. Certainly their rdle in the events of 35 at Medina receives 

little attention in the sources, and their numbers were few according 

to Abt Mikhnaf and al-WAaqidi, who report that a group of 100 led by 

Hakim ibn Jabala al“Abdi set off from Basra for Medina in 35 and that it 

was joined by another fifty people on the way.®® Sayf, on the other hand, 

says that they were about as many as the Egyptians and Kifans and were 

organized in | four groups, led by Hakim ibn Jabala al“Abdi, Dharth ibn 

‘bbad al-Abdi, Bishr ibn Shurayh al-Hutam ibn Dubay‘a al-Qaysi and 

Ibn al-Muharrish ibn ‘Abd Amr al-Hanafi; Hurqis ibn Zuhayr al-Sa‘di 

was in overall command.®’ 
Two of these leaders, Hurqiis ibn Zuhayr al-Sa‘di and Abi Maryam 

Subayh ibn al-Muharrish al-Hanafi, had taken part in the conquest of 

al-Ahwaz (17-20/638-41). Hurqiis is credited by Sayf with a promi- 
nent role in the taking and holding of Stiq al-Ahwaz,® and his later 

appearance at Kiifa, when Sa‘id ibn al+As was governor, and his pres- 

ence among the qgurra’ who at first frequented Sa‘id and later wrote to 

al-Ashtar that he should come and help repulse Sa‘id suggests that he 

64 BA. V, 81; Ibn A‘tham, II, 234-35. 
65 Ibn A‘tham, II, 263. 

°° BA. V, 59, 97: 
Tab. I, 2955. 

Ibid., 2541-43, 2545. 
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had by then been eased out of al-Ahwaz.°? The most probable reason 

for this is that with the arrival of newcomers, few or none of whom 

joined him, he had become relatively less and less important as a leader. 

The case of Abii Maryam ibn al-Muharrish was probably similar.” He 

is first mentioned in the sources on the side of Musaylima at Yamama, 

where he killed Zayd ibn al-Khattab,” and thereafter was probably with 

‘Utba ibn Ghazwan at the capture of al-Ubulla, so that he was one of 

the first “Basrans”.’? He is reported to have been the first in charge 

of gada’ at Basra, probably in 17/638,” and a year later Abu Misa 
reportedly left him in charge of Surraq and Ramhurmuz.” He was still 

governor of Ramhurmuz at the time of ‘Umar’s mugasama of his gover- 

nors, which took place after 21/642.’° Thereafter there is no mention 

of him until 35/655-56, and it is striking that the only Basran Hanafi 

leader mentioned in the intervening years is Khulayd ibn ‘Abdallah ibn 

Zuhayr, who was with ‘Abdallah ibn ‘Amir in Khurasan.”° Abi Maryam 

therefore appears to have been another of those who had been leaders in 

the time of ‘Umar and whose influence was gradually eclipsed by that of 

leaders who emerged (or re-emerged) in the time of ‘Uthman. Bishr ibn 
Shurayh al-Hutam seems to have been yet another of these for, although 

there is no other reference to him, it is known that his father, Shurayh 

al-Hutam ibn Dubay‘a ibn ‘Amr, earlier led the ridda of al-Bahrayn at 

the head of Bant Qays ibn Tha‘laba ibn ‘Ukaba and was clearly a clan 

leader of importance.” Finally, Hakim ibn Jabala alAbdi is a figure 

about whom we know little. Al-Dhahabi puts him in the category of 

contemporaries of the Prophet (man adraka zaman alnubuwwa, i.e. not a 

6° BA.V, 40, 44-45. 
7° For various forms of his name, see W. Caskel, Gamharat an-nasab. Das geneal- 

ogische Werk des Hisam ibn Muhammad al-Kalbit (Leiden, 1966), II, 539; BF, 91; 

BA/MS, II, 656; Ibn Sa‘d, VII, pt. i, 64. 

71 BA/MS, II, 656; Ibn Sa‘d, VII, pt. i, 64. 
7 Tab. I, 2385, reading “al-Hanafi” in place of “al-Balawi”; there is no other 

reference to Abu Maryam al-Balawi or to any other Balawi at Basra. 

*? Tab. I, 2570; BF, 91; BA/MS, I, 352, IJ, 656; Ibn Sa‘d, VII, pt. i, 64; Khalifa, 

BF, 379; Khalifa, 111-12. 

7 BF, 384-85; BA/MS, II, 621; FM, 147-48. 

BF, 405, 409; Khalifa, 140-42; Tab. I, 2831 (reads Khalid for Khulayd). 

™” Tab. I, 1961, 1968ff.; BF, 83. 



The Murder of the Caliph ‘Uthman 45 

sahabi) and describes him as “al-amir, ahad al-ashraf al-abtal” ,”®= but no 
early source confirms that he was a| sharif in the sense that he received 

a stipend of 2,000 dirhams per annum. The first specific reference to 

him is by al-Mada’ini, who says that when Ibn ‘Amir arrived in ‘Iraq 

in 29/649-50, he sent Hakim to thaghr al-Hind, that is towards Makran 

and Sind, and that when Hakim returned and reported that there was 

nothing there worth having the campaign was not resumed in that 

direction.”? Thereafter, Hakim seems to have taken to marauding in 
dhimmi territory, for Sayf describes him as a brigand (liss) who lagged 

behind when armies returned from campaigns and was responsible for 

depredations in dhimmi territory in Fars. There were complaints about 

this behaviour, and ‘Uthman instructed Ibn ‘Amir to confine Hakim to 

Basra until he was satisfied that he was amenable to discipline (hatta 

ta’nast minhu rushd").®° Neither at this time, nor at Medina, nor soon 
afterwards again at Basra, where he was killed by the Meccans and their 

allies shortly before the Battle of the Camel, does Hakim appear to have 

been other than estranged from the main body of Basran ‘Abd al-Qays; 

the distinctness of Hurqts from the rest of B. Sa‘d of Tamim and that 

of Aba Maryam ibn al-Muharrish from the rest of B. Hanifa of Bakr 

ibn Wa’il are equally striking. Sayf’s account of the circumstances of 

the death of Hakim at Basra describes those who had besieged ‘Uthman 

at Medina as “Those who were detached from all the tribes (nuzza‘ 
al-qaba’il kulliha)”. It also says that Hakim’s following of 300 at Basra, 

in which are named those leaders who had been with him at Medina, 

consisted of such ‘Abdis as were his followers and “those from the splinter 

groups of Rabi‘a who attached themselves to them (man naza‘a ilayhim 

min afna’ Rabi‘a)” .** 
The provincials who were connected with the murder of ‘Uthman 

were all seeking to preserve positions and interests which they had either 

78 Al-Dhahabi, Siyar a‘lam al-nubala’, III, ed. M. A. Talas (Cairo, 1962), 348. 

79 BF, 432; Khalifa, 159. 

8° Tab. I, 2922. 

8! Tab. I, 3129-30. For other accounts, notably that of al-Mada’ini, see Tab. I, 3135- 

36; Khalifa, 163; BA/MS, I, 349, where figures of both 300 and (less probably) 700 are 

given, at least seventy of them being ‘Abdis; al-Mada’ini does not specifically stress 

the afna’ aspect of Hakim’s following, as Sayf does, but says that the group was made 

up of ‘Abdis and Bakris, mostly the former. On the use of nuzza‘ and naza‘a, note 

particularly the hadith cited by Ibn Manzur, Lisan al-‘arab (Cairo, A.H. 1300-1308), 

hy PEEK 
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lost or were in the process of losing. Basically they were provincial 

early-comers with small followings who were trying to retain privileges 

acquired in the disorder that followed the conquests and who were sen- 

sitive to the threat posed to their positions both by more substantial 

leaders of a type which ‘Umar had sought to hold in check and by the 

central government itself. In the case of Kiifa, with its heterogeneous and 

fragmented population, much of which had come from afar, such small 

groups of early-comers made up a larger proportion of the population 

than elsewhere, and it has been suggested that it was for this reason that 

‘Umar’s hopes of establishing a new type of social order were focused 

there.2? The Kifan qgurra’ in the latter part of ‘Uthman’s caliphate were 

among the most entrenched of the provincial veterans. They were in a 

position to argue their case in terms | both of the Islamic ideology which 

‘Umar had tried to promote and the political practice which had gone 

with it. ‘Umar had given the status of Ktfan early-comers a special 

legitimacy according to his notion of the Islamic order by means of the 

principle of Islamic priority (s@biga). More than that, he had allowed 

them almost complete autonomy because he had no alternative; they 

were firmly established in Kifa and the Kifan territories at an early 

stage, they were numerous, and even if ‘Umar had wanted to exercise 

tighter control over them he would scarcely have had the means at his 

disposal. 

The interests of the Egyptian and Basran early-comers were less 

firmly identified with ‘Umar’s notions of a new social order. The Arab 

conquest of Egypt had come relatively late, so that ‘Umar was not there 

faced with early-comers as entrenched and intractable as those at Kifa. 

It was in such circumstances that he sought to seize the opportunity 

of insisting, albeit with limited success, upon Egyptian remittances to 

Medina; there is no evidence to suggest that such heavy demands were 

made by the caliph on Kufan revenue. Similarly, while at Kufa the so- 

called ahl a-ayyam wa’l-Qadistya were granted preferential stipends of 

3,000 and 2,000 dirhams per annum respectively, in the case of Egypt 

‘Umar laid down that the maximum stipends of 200 dinars per annum 

were for “man baya‘a tahta ‘l-shajara” and for a few others, including 

‘Amr.*? At the misr of Basra concentrated settlement had come about 

*? “Kiafan Political Alignments”, 351 [Chap. 1]. 
83 FM, 145, 230-31; BF, 456; Ibn Sa‘d, IV, pt. ii, 8. Cf. “Kifan Political Align- 

ments”, 349 [Chap. 1]. 
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slowly.** The “Basrans” in ‘Umar’s later years were mostly neighboring 
Tamimi and Bakri subclans and splinter-groups which had spread over 

al-Ahwaz and into adjacent regions; even by the time of ‘Umar’s death 

there appears to have been no central control from the misr of Basra 

itself, for Sayf says that Abi Misa was “in charge of the prayer there, 

but its territories (‘amal) were split up and disunited”.®° The Egyptian 

and Basran opposition to ‘Uthman therefore contained less overtones of 

‘Umar’s Islamic order than the Ktifan opposition did, and it may be for 

this reason that they did not style themselves qurra’. 

The differences between the provincial groups are less striking than 

the similarities, however, for all three groups had it in common that they 

were made up of minor old-guard leaders with their small followings, 

opposing the implementation of an organization which was out of their 

hands and was carried out by | executives and clan leaders who dimin- 

ished their erstwhile rdle and impinged upon what they regarded as their 

rights. Their grounds of grievance were much the same—unwelcome cen- 

tralized authority and interference with de facto privileges which they 

had arrogated to themselves; a changing political situation arising from 

the arrival of newcomers; the consequent strengthening of the position 

of traditional clan leaders and the concomitant waning of those early- 

comers whose only claim to stature was that they were early-comers. 

The Egyptian counterpart to al-Ash‘ath ibn Qays was clearly Mu‘awiya 

ibn Hudayj al-Tujibi, the leader of al-Saktin. Only in Syria was there 

no opposition whatsoever to ‘Uthman in 35. Mu‘awiya ibn Abi Sufyan’s 

control there was firm and he had been quick to stifle dissent, as in the 

case of Abt Dharr. The Arabs in Syria were scattered through the junds 

instead of being concentrated in a single misr; the position of Shurahbil 

84 The establishment of Kifa arose from the need at that time for a permanent 

reserve base for the fighting men in ‘Iraq, many of whom had come from afar, from 

which they could both hold the Sasanian front and support other fronts, notably 

the activated Jazira front. The réle of Basra was decidedly subsidiary to this; it 

may be seen as having superseded al-Ubulla in controlling the waterway, but beyond 

that it began as no more than a convenient centre for attempts to rally and control 

local tribesmen, and the initial force of non-locals there numbered only a few hundred. 

While we possess a detailed account of the marking-out (ikhtitat) of Kifa, the absence 

of one in the case of Basra indicates that settlement there was less organized; there 

are references only to a person who was in charge of inzal/tanzil there (Tab. I, 2381, 

2488). 
85 Tab. I, 2713 (‘ala salatiha, wa-kdna ‘amaluha muftarag’” ghayr majmi‘). 
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ibn al-Simt al-Kindi at Hims is a telling example of the rein allowed by 

Mu‘awiya to tribal leaders in Syrian junds*® —and merely a foretaste 

of the power structure he set up when he became caliph.*’ Finally, of in- 

terest in this context is the report that Mu‘awiya, when he reconquered 

Cyprus in 32/652-53, settled there 12,000 ahl al-diwan, for the names of 

individuals in that force leave little doubt that it included many of those 

Syrian early-comers whose standing was more “Islamic” than tribal.** 

OTHER ALIGNMENTS AT MEDINA 

The opposition to ‘Uthman at Medina itself came from three main 

quarters, and it was the existence of this opposition that made his mur- 

der by the provincials possible. Of these three main groups, the first to 

which attention will be paid is that of those Muhajirtin and other promi- 

nent sahaba who complained that he had departed from his undertaking 

to adhere to the Islamic order as it was at the death of ‘Umar. From 

their point of view, ‘Uthman’s alteration in 29/649-50 of the number of 

rak‘as to be prayed at Mina, with the mere justification that this was his 

opinion (ra’y“ ra’aytuhu),®® had been only one early example of many 

deplorable innovations and incidents. ‘Uthmdan’s increasing use of his 

own family in order effectively to organize Arabia and the conquered 

territories, and the great wealth gained by his relatives in so doing, 

inevitably led to rancour among, and a diminution of, the gubernatorial 

role of the prominent sahaba. Shortly before his death in 32/652-53, 
‘Abd al-Rahman ibn ‘Awf is supposed to have declared that ‘Uthman 

had transgressed upon his undertaking to him (kha@lafa ma a‘tanz), and 

desired that ‘Uthman should not be allowed to pray over his corpse.” 

‘Abdallah ibn Mas‘td died in the same year, reportedly having made 

the same request. He had earlier resigned (or been dismissed) from the 

Kufan treasury | and moved to Medina, where he criticized ‘Uthman for 

his changes (ghayyara, baddala). ‘Uthman had him ejected from the 

mosque and beaten when he spoke out of turn and kept him at Medina 

8° Note for example the evidence of his influence immediately before Siffin— 
Mingari, 44ff. 

*” “Kufan Political Alignments”, 347-48 [Chap. a). 

°° BF, 153-54. 
8° Tab. I, 2833-35; BA. V, 39. 

°° BA. V, 57. See also Ibn A‘tham, II, 151-52. 
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after Marwan ibn al-Hakam counselled that Ibn Mas‘iid had already 

corrupted the people of ‘Iraq and that if he were allowed to go to Syria 

he would do the same there.** 
Another of the prominent Muh§ajirin, Abu Dharr, was also critical 

of ‘Uthman’s favouring of his own family, and in Syria he made un- 

flattering comparisons between ‘Uthman and ‘Umar. He also criticized 

Mu‘awiya who, having tried unsuccessfully to buy him off, wrote to 

‘Uthman that Abt Dharr was corrupting Syria. ‘Uthman then exiled 

Abu Dharr to al-Rabadha, where he died in 31/651-52.° Yet another 

example can be seen in the case of Ammar ibn Y@asir, who was also 

critical of ‘Uthman and was beaten as a result.°* He is reported sub- 

sequently to have played a part in fomenting Egyptian hostility towards 

‘Uthman®” and was among the first of the Medinans to join the provin- 

cials when they came to ‘Uthman’s house.®® The complaints of these 
and similar individuals were symptoms of a situation in which the prin- 

ciples of Islamic leadership and Islamic priority fostered by ‘Umar were 

becoming less and less important; these sahaba were therefore protesting 

principally against a devaluation of their own importance. 

The second group of opposition at Medina included the Ansar, whose 

loss of influence under ‘Uthm4an has been described by Vesely.°® Under 

‘Umar they had been appointed to positions of authority, but this ceased 

to be the case under ‘Uthman. The introduction of irksome regulations®’ 

and such appointments as that of al-Harith ibn al-Hakam over the market 

at Medina®® made the Ansar feel increasingly impotent in their own 

town and with only a few exceptions—and these were people who were 

personally dependent upon him—the Ansar were solid in their dislike of 

‘Uthman. In this group too, although they could also be regarded as 

9! BA.V, 36-37. Ibn Mas‘iid’s reactionary spirit is best summed up in his own 

reported words: sharr a-umur muhdathatuha wa-kull” muhdath bid‘a wa-kull” bid‘a 

dalala wa-kull” dalala fi’l-nar. 

°2 Tab. I, 2858-59, 2862; BA. V, 52 ff; Ibn A‘tham, II, 155-59. 

93 BA. V, 48, 83; Ibn A‘tham, IJ, 154-55. See also Tab. I, 3029. 

94 BA. V, 51; Tab. I, 2943-44, 2951. Magqrizi (I, 296) merely says that ‘Uthman had 

sent ‘Ammar to Egypt “fi ba‘d umurihi”. 

°5 BA.V, 59. See also Tab. I, 2961. 

96 R. Vesely, “Die Ansar im ersten Biirgenkriege (36-40 d.H)”, Archiv Orientdlni 

26 (1958), 36-37. 
87 Tab. I, 3027-28; BA. V, 27. 

25 BA. V, 47; Ibm A‘thamy I, 151. 
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connected with the first group, there were various tribal oddments from 

Khuza‘a, Sa‘d ibn Bakr, Hudhayl, Juhayna and Muzayna, who were 

also Medinans and who, together with the so-called Anbat Yathrib, were 

vigorous participants in the siege of ‘Uthman.®” People from these same 

groups had been among Muhammad’s earliest supporters and had in 

some cases been accorded the status of Muhajirtin by him.*°° Both they 

and the Ansar had been Islamic leaders in the time of ‘Umar, but it was 

not only the restrictions at Medina and | the decline of their importance 

that accounted for their opposition to ‘Uthman; they were the people 

who stood to lose by any concession on the part of ‘Uthman to Egyptian 

demands that the Medinans should not take stipends. 

The third group was scarcely distinguishable from the first up to the 

time of ‘Uthman’s death, for many of its number were MuhAjiriin and 

sahaba and all of them were opposed to Umayyad domination. But they 

differed from those who made up the first group in that, under their 

masks as Muhdajirtin, they in fact favoured Qurashi domination. This 

was the group which formed around Talha ibn ‘Ubaydallah and included 

most of his clan, Bani Taym ibn ‘Adi, among them ‘A’isha; al-Zubayr 

ibn al‘Awwam, who was from Banu Asad ibn ‘Abd al“Uzza, also came to 

be associated with this group. In the early years of ‘Uthman’s caliphate 

Quraysh were able to move into the newly conquered territories, for 

‘Uthman, unlike ‘Umar, did not confine them to the Hijaz.*°* They 

acquired wealth and influence, and Talha and al-Zubayr became ex- 

tremely successful as investors and land-owners. Talha acquired exten- 

sive estates and took advantage of the land-exchange in ‘Iraq; he used 

some of his large income for taking care of the B. Taym.*°? Al-Zubayr 

also had a large income and interests in the Hijaz, Egypt, Kifa and 

Basra.’ The principal ground of Talha’s opposition, when it arose, 

was that ‘Uthman, in his quest for dependable executives, had cho- 

sen his relatives for the task and so had significantly strengthened the 

Banti Umayya vis-a-vis the other Qurashi clans. He became increasingly 

oe BA.Y, 96: 

100 W.M. Watt, Muhammad at Medina (Oxford, 1956), 66, 242, 256-57. 
101 Tab. I, 3026. 
102 BA/MS, II, 499, 502-3; Ibn Sa‘d, III, pt. i, 157-58; Tab. I, 2854; al-Ya‘qubt, 

Mushakalat al-nas li-zamanihim, ed. W. Millward (Beirut, 1962), 13. 

103 BA/MS, II, 430-31; Ibn Sa‘d, IT, pt: 1, 77; ‘al-Ya‘qubi, op. cit. 14. 



The Murder of the Caliph ‘Uthman 51 

critical of ‘Uthman,'®* and his wealth rendered abortive ‘Uthman’s at- 

tempts to buy his cooperation;’® rather, he appears to have played 

upon his influence at Basra and its territories to encourage opposition 

to ‘Uthman.*°® Concerning his réle at the time of the siege, al-Mada’ini 

reports that none of the sahaba was more active against ‘Uthman than 

Talha,*®’ and the account of al-Waqidi relates that Sidan ibn Humran 

emerged from ‘Uthman’s house saying “Where is Talha ibn ‘Ubaydallah? 

We have killed Ibn ‘Affan.”*°? Al-Zubayr, on the other hand, kept clear 

of the last stages of the siege.1°® So did ‘A’isha, who went to Mecca, but 

she had already played a part in fomenting hostility towards ‘Uthman, 

as already mentioned. There can be little doubt that she hoped that 

‘Uthman would be killed and that Talha would assume control.?° 

There were, however, others at Medina who, ostensibly at least, 

were neither for nor against ‘Uthman. Among them were individuals 

such as ‘Abdallah ibn | ‘Umar, Sa‘d ibn Abt Waqqas and al-Mughira 

ibn Shu‘ba; among them too ‘Ali and Bani Hashim should be counted. 

During the preceding years of ‘Uthman’s rule, ‘Alt had appeared as a 

restraining influence upon ‘Uthman without being in direct opposition 

to him. He had insisted upon the punishment of al-Walid ibn ‘Uqba 

when the charges against him were deemed proved according to the 

prevailing legal standards,'"’ and he had intervened when ‘Uthman had 

been about to punish the bearer of a letter from the Ktifan qurra’."!? He 
had also shown sympathy with Abi Dharr’’’ and had spoken strongly in 

the defence of Ammar. Ibn A‘tham makes the point that ‘Alt knew that 

‘Uthman would not dare to act against him.'** It was ‘Ali who conveyed 

to ‘Uthman the criticisms of the sahdba**® and later acted on ‘Uthman’s 

104 BA.V, 15, 424; Ibn A‘tham, II, 185-87. 

105 BA. V, 7, 20; Tab. I, 3037-38. 
We BA/Ms, 1,349; Lab. 1,3127. 
107 BA.V, 81. For further evidence of his activity at this time, see Tab. I, 2980, 

3000, 3037; BA. V, 20, 68-70, 71, 74, 77, 90; Ibn A‘tham, II, 229. 

uG2 Dab, il, goody 
Ibn A‘tham, II, 3011, 3019. 

110 Tbid., 3040; BA/MS, I, 346; BA. V, 91. 
111 BA. V, 33; Ibn A‘tham, II, 168. 
112 BA. V, 41-42; Ibn A‘tham, II, 184. 

113 BA. V, 54; Ibn A‘tham, II, 158-59. 
114 Tbn A‘tham, II, 164. 
126STab. 1, 2937; BA.V, Go. 
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behalf as negotiator with the provincials when they came to Medina.**® 
It was then that a real barrier of mistrust between ‘Ali and ‘Uthman’s 

family appeared, and shortly afterwards the Egyptians apprehended the 

letter to Ibn Sa‘d and returned to Medina.'’’ While there is no evidence 

that ‘Aly made much use of his personal influence to put an end to the 

siege, he nevertheless made efforts to mitigate its severity, notably by 

his insistence that ‘Uthman should be allowed water.’’® It is reported 

that he asked Talha to end the siege, but that Talha said that he would 

not do so until the B. Umayya gave satisfaction (hatta tu‘tiy? Banu 

Umayya a-haqg min anfusiha).*'® More than that ‘Ali could not do, for 

by standing up for ‘Uthman he would be standing up for the Umayyads; 

nor could he leave Medina altogether, for he had no intention of allowing 

Talha to profit from ‘Uthman’s death. He therefore had no option but 

to stay on the sidelines. 

CONCLUSION 

The main conflict in the time of ‘Uthman was not so much be- 

tween the Meccans and “tribesmen”, as Professor Gibb has suggested, as 

between interests rooted in traditional patterns of leadership and priv- 

ilege and interests rooted in a new and different pattern of leadership 

and privilege which had emerged in the time of Muhammad, Abt Bakr 

and ‘Umar. At Medina ‘Umar counted on the support of those who 

were loyal to the concept of unity under Medinan hegemony. In the 

conquered territories his inability to quickly establish close control and 

uniform organization tended to be passed off as a reluctance to do 

sO; moreover, it was accompanied by an affirmation of the collective 

privileged position of provincial early-comers. The subsequent conflict 

had two main aspects. It was | a post-conquest conflict between the 

increasing power of central authority and provincial early-comer reaction 

for the retention of autonomy. At the same time, however, there was 

a developing conflict within the provinces between the re-emerging old- 

style tribal leaders, who possessed political acumen and were capable of 

mobilizing tribal support, and early-comers of lesser tribal stature who 

116 Tab. I, 2969; BA. V, 61, 63-64; Ibn A‘tham, II, 209. 

47 Tab. I, 3038; BA. V, 89, 95; Ibn A‘tham, II, 211ff. 
eed veal 3010; BA. V, 71, 90; Ibn A‘tham, II, 219. 

19" Tab. I, 3037. 
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were opposed to any diminution of their independence or reduction of 

the “Islamic” privileges acquired by them at the time of the conquest. 

Once provincial opposition to ‘Uthman became active, first from the 

Kian gurra’ and then notably from their Egyptian counterparts, it was 

given further impetus by malcontents at Medina. The situation in the 

Hijaz resembled that in the provinces, except that here the old-style 

power groups at one end of the scale were Qurashi, notably Umayya, 

and the “Islamic” parvenus at the other end of the scale were various 

sahaba (either non-Qurashi or insignificant Qurashi), Ansar and other 

Medinan groups. Here there was a further complication, however, for 

the opposition led by Talha and al-Zubayr, and including ‘A’isha, was 

able by reason of its Muh@jirI and sahabi character to present an Islamic 

face, but at the same time also had a decidedly Qurashi one. Reference 

has been made to the indications that this group had been active in 

fomenting hostility to ‘Uthman at Basra and Kia, and there is even 

a suggestion that the Basran and Kifan groups at Medina regarded 

Talha and al-Zubayr respectively as their champions at one point at 

least during the events immediately preceding the murder of ‘Uthman.’”° 

This suggestion is not repeated in the record of events after his murder, 

however, for then Talha and al-Zubayr were no longer able to maintain 

the same breadth of support in the Hijaz; they were thrown back on the 

hard core of their support, at Mecca. The strongest groups at Medina 

were the Egyptians and the Ansar, but the Egyptians now faded out of 

the picture, presumably because most of them were anxious to return to 

the fray in Egypt without delay.’?’ This left the Ansar, and for them 

there was no question of siding with Talha and al-Zubayr. They had 

no choice but to rally around ‘Alt. 

This initiative brought the Kufan and Basran groups at Medina into 

line behind ‘Ali. Talha and al-Zubayr soon saw that they would gain 

nothing from pretended support for ‘Ali, and they and their Qurashi 

supporters gathered at Mecca. The situation in the Hijaz was now one 

of stalemate, with each side capable of raising no more than about 1,000 

120 Tbhid., 2955, 3076-77. 
121 Some Egyptians, however, appear to have stayed in the Hijaz—see BA. V, 361, 

where, in the account of Ibn al-Zubayr’s unsuccessful defense of Mecca against 

al-Hajjaj (72/692), there is a reference to “qawm gadimt ma‘a Ibn ‘Udays min Misr 

thumma sari khawary” . 
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men'?* and neither strong enough to overcome the other. The Meccan 
initiative in moving to Basra and using ‘Abdallah ibn ‘Amir’s ability to 

mobilize support there (principally from the Azd and Dabba of Fars— 

note ‘Ubaydallah ibn Ma‘mar al-Taymi’s earlier role in Fars | until his 

death’?*) was countered by ‘Ali’s move to Kufa. In the circumstances, 
it is likely that al-Ash‘ath ibn Qays al-Kindi and Jarir ibn Abdallah 

al-Bajali would have sided with Talha and al-Zubayr if they had not 

been remote in Adharbayjan and Hamadhan respectively. As it was, 

‘Ali contrived to raise substantial support at the misr of Kifa. 

The réle of certain members of the Umayyad family in these events 

is interesting. Talha and al-Zubayr were concerned with placing respon- 

sibility for ‘Uthman’s death upon ‘Al, once they had broken with him, 

and some Umayyads were prepared to go along with this. We therefore 

find the apparent paradox of ‘A’isha and Talha, who had been among 

‘Uthman’s foremost critics, being joined by Umawis such as Sa‘id ibn 

alAs, Marwan ibn al-Hakam and al-Walid ibn ‘Uqba. Their diverging 

aims were clearly illustrated, however, when, on the occasion of the de- 

parture of the Meccan force in the direction of Basra, Sa‘id ibn al“As 

suggested to Talha and al-Zubayr that they should agree to a hand- 

over to [one of] ‘Uthman’s sons. When they refused, reportedly with 
the words “Shall we leave the shaykhs of the Muhajirin and make it 

[scil. alkhilafa or imarat al-mu’minin] over to their sons?”, Sa‘id left 
the force.’?* The continued presence of other Umawis in the force does 

not affect the proposition that two divergent aims existed. Such Umawis 

were prepared temporarily to suppress their long-term goals for the sake 

of dealing first with the common enemy, ‘Ali. There can be no more 

poignant illustration of the existence of this fundamental split than the 

numerous indications that the “stray arrow” which killed Talha at the 

Battle of the Camel was in fact shot at him deliberately by Marwan.??5 

Mu‘awiya therefore clearly had no interest in supporting Talha and 

al-Zubayr; he would have to deal with whichever side was victorious at 

‘22 On the Meccan force: Tab. I, 3101, 3105; BA/MS, I, 346-47. On ‘Ali’s force: 

Tab. I, 3142-43, 3152 compared with 3155, 3181; BA/MS, I, 350; al-Ya‘qubi, Ta’rikh, 
Nh, Cash 

123 Tab. I, 2830; Khalifa, 197 Se BOO. 

18 Fae T -a909 (nada™ shuytikh al-muhajirin wa-naj‘aluha lt-abna’ihim?). 

125 For reports which say unequivocally that Marwan shot Talha, see BA/MS, I, 
355; Khalifa, 165; Ibn A‘tham, II, 326. For reports which do not mention Marwan, 
see Tab. I, 3171, 3184, 3192; BA/MS. I, 350. 
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Basra, and in the interim he bided his time. After almost twenty years in 

Syria, he knew the value of the secure power base he had there. ‘Uthman 

had persisted in staying at Medina and had paid for his mistake; he had, 

moreover, relied too much on members of his immediate family and 

had gone too far in attempts to compromise with dissatisfied groups. 

Mu‘awiya had nothing to gain by making any serious attempt to save 

him; once dead, however, ‘Uthman provided him with an opportunity 

for making political capital which he was quick to seize when he came 

to resist ‘Alt. Nor did Mu‘awiya have any illusions about the “Islamic” 

leadership. While ‘Ali was beset by the problems of attempting a final 

compromise between “Islamic” leadership and tribal leadership, in order 

to form an ‘Iraqi coalition, Mu‘awiya’s lines of authority through the 

established tribal leaders remained firm. The lesson of Uthman’s murder 

had confirmed the importance of that. 



3 

The Siffin 

Arbitration Agreement 

I. THE BACKGROUND 

Stage 1 

IN THE FIRST HALF of Safar 37/late July-early August 657, there 

took place some important developments in the war between ‘Ali and 

Mu‘awiya which brought to an end the prolonged confrontation at Siffin. 

After a series of duels, skirmishes and small-scale engagements, followed 

by a lull in hostilities in Muharram 37, there was a resumption of fighting 

in Safar which culminated in the most serious engagement of the con- 

frontation. There were signs of rapid escalation and it became clear that, 

if the fighting were to continue, the total forces of the two sides would 

probably soon be engaged. As the battle progressed—and this is re- 

ported by both Iraqi and Syro-Medinan authorities—the Syrians became 

fearful that they were losing,’ and it was at this point that Mu‘awiya and 

‘Amr ibn al-‘As exploited the divisions which existed within the ranks of 

From the Journal of Semitic Studies 17 (1972), pages 93 to 113. 

1 Al-Baladhurt, Ansab al-ashraf, 2 vols., MS Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi (Reisiil- 

kuttap Mustafa Efendi), nos. 597, 598 (hereafter BA/MS), I, 378, 381; al-Tabari, 

Ta’rtkh al-rusul wa’l-muliik, ed. M. J. de Goeje et al., three series (Leiden, 1879-1901) 
(hereafter Tab.), I, 3329. 
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the coalition which ‘Ali had attempted to form.? They cannot have been 

unaware that ‘Ah’s following included many groups which preferred not 

to fight but might nevertheless be drawn into the battle if it continued.’ 

We may note particularly that al-Ash‘ath ibn Qays al-Kindi, who did not 

take part in the battle, is reported by al-Sha‘bi publicly to have expressed 

fears of attack from the Persians and Byzantines if these two Arab armies 

cut each other to pieces; on being informed of this, Mu‘awiya is reported 

to have regarded it as representative of the opinion of dhawi al-ahlam 

wa’l-nuha and to have ordered the attaching of masahif | to spearheads.‘ 

According to al-Zuhri, however, it was ‘Amr ibn ‘As who suggested this, 

when he advised Mu‘awiya mur rajul® fal-yanshur al-mushaf thumma 

yaqul: ya ahl al ‘Iraq baynana wa-baynakum kitab allah, nad‘ikum ila ma 

bayna fatihatiht wa-khatimatihi; he went on to point out that this would 

cause disagreement among ‘Ali’s followers and increase the obedience 
of Mu‘awiya’s own followers.° Mu‘awiya thereupon caused a mushaf, 

or a number of masdahif, to be raised up on the points of spears, and 

his followers called out hadha kitab allah baynana wa-baynakum, man 

lithughtr al-Sham ba‘da ahl a-Sham wa-man li-thughur al-‘Traq ba‘da 

ahl al-‘Iraq?® 

Whether it was Mu‘awiya or ‘Amr who instigated this is of no great 

importance here.’ What is important is that this call was addressed 

neither to ‘Ali, nor to ‘Ali’s following as a whole, but to the ‘Iraqis, 

who made up most but not all of his following. The Syrians were 

clearly attempting to isolate ‘Ali from his ‘Iraqi followers. By referring 

to the thughur of Syria and ‘Iraq, they were echoing the sentiments 

2 These divisions are discussed in “Kifan Political Alignments and their Back- 

ground in the Mid-Seventh Century A.D.”, International Journal of Middle East 

Studies 2 (1971), 361ff. (hereafter “Kifan Political Alignments”) [Chapter 1 of this 

volume]. 
3 For an example of earlier Syrian awareness of the divisions within ‘Ali’s following, 

see Tab. I, 3257. 

4 Nasr ibn Muzahim al-Mingarl, Wagq‘at Siffin, ed. A. M. Hariin, 2nd ed. (Cairo, 

1382/1962-63) (hereafter WS), 480-81. 
5 BA/MS I, 379-80. 
®° BA/MS I, 378; Tab. I, 3329. Other references to this incident are BA/MS, 380, 

381; Ibn A‘tham al-Kifi, Kitab al-futiéih, I-IV (Hyderabad, 1388/1968-1391/1971) 

(hereafter A‘th.), III, 306; Khalifa ibn Khayyat, Ta’rikh, I, ed. A. D. al“Umari 

(al-Najaf, 1386/1967) (hereafter Khal.), 176. 
7 B. L. Petersen, Ali and Mu‘awiya in Early Arabic Tradition (Copenhagen, 1964), 

makes much of this distinction. 
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of al-Ash‘ath and appealing to regional interests. Mu‘awiya’s declared 

minimum requirement was Syrian autonomy under his own leadership, 

and this had never changed; it was in defence of that requirement that 

he had succeeded in mobilizing the support of the Syrians, who swore 

allegiance to him not as amir al-mu’minin but as amir to fight ‘Ali,® 

that is, in so far as ‘Ali posed a threat to Syrian autonomy. If ‘Ali had 

been prepared to leave Mu‘awiya in Syria and to refrain from interfering 

in Syrian affairs, and if Mu‘awiya had really been prepared to settle for 

no more than a free hand in Syria, the Syrians would very probably have 

been ready to swear allegiance to ‘Ali as amir almu’minin. But these 

conditions did not obtain and the confrontation at Siffn was threatening 
to turn into a resolution of their differences by force of arms. What 

Mu‘awiya was aiming to achieve at the time of the raising | of the masahif 

was to isolate ‘Ali from his ‘Iraqi followers by putting the conflict in 

a different light, as a senseless conflict between ‘Iraqis and Syrians— 

senseless because the two parties had similar types of regional interests. 

Notwithstanding the fact that it is what was said at the time of 

the raising of the masahif that is of particular importance, a few words 

about the masahif themselves will not be out of place, if only because 

of the way in which this act of raising them on spears has appealed to 

the imagination of later commentators. What, first of all, are we to 

understand by the word mushaf in this context? While most reports, 

including all the ‘Iraqi ones, say that the masa@hif were raised on spears, 

the report of al-Zuhri says that Mu‘awiya followed ‘Amr’s advice mur 

rajul™ fal-yanshur al-mushaf... by instructing a Syrian called Ibn Lahya 

to this effect, that is, to display a single mushaf.? Salih ibn Kaysan 

also refers to Ibn Lahya when he reports that, when it was said that 

Mu‘awiya’s side was being defeated, Ibn Lahya came with a mushaf, 

and with him others bearing masahif, saying baynanad wa-baynakum 

ma fiha.° Neither of these traditions mentions spears and neither 

indicates large numbers of masa@hif. There are therefore grounds for 

caution regarding reports which imply that great numbers of masahif 

were raised, including mushaf Dimashg al-a‘zgam which allegedly required 

8 BA/MS I, 372, 379. See also Tab. I, 3233, 3249, where ‘Amr’s oath is ‘ala ‘-khilaf 
and ‘ala muharabat ‘Alv. 

° BA/MS I, 380. 

10 Ibid. I, 381. 
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ten men to hold it aloft on spear-points.’? This is particularly the case if 

we understand mushaf to mean a complete version of the Qur’an, for not 

only is it hard to believe that more than a few complete versions were 

available but it is also difficult to visualize the impalement or other form 

of attachment of such versions to the points of spears. It is therefore 

noteworthy that other references in the Arabic sources to masahif show 

that they could be worn on the neck. Tabari mentions two Jews in pre- 

Islamic Yemen who had mushafs on their necks!” and Ibn al-Kalbi, when 

referring to the death at the battle of the Camel of the qa@dt and former 

Christian, Ka‘b ibn Stir, remarks that on his neck there was a mushaf.1° 

These two items of information suggest that certain amulets may have 

been called masahif and this is in accord with our knowledge that there 

was among the Jews of the time a widespread use of amulets, which were 

worn on the arm or neck and consisted of parchment bearing the name 

of God | or scriptural passages.‘* Although there is no evidence that the 

use of similar amulets was a common practice among Muslims at the 

time of Siffin, it is nevertheless possible that the display of al-mushaf, 

that is, a complete version of the Qur’an, provoked a further display of 

masahif , which may have been pieces of parchment inscribed with words 

from the Qur’an and used as amulets. 

In order to understand why a mushaf or masahif should have been 

displayed or raised at all in this connexion, it is necessary to take note of 

two precedents at the battle of the Camel. The first of these took place 

immediately before the battle when ‘Ali ordered a follower of his to raise 

al-mushaf® or mushaf°" between the two opposing lines. Apparently 

he hoped by this means to avoid the onset of fighting, although this 

came to nothing when the man was shot dead and fighting ensued.*® 

Secondly, Ka‘b ibn Sir is variously reported to have raised al-mushaf, 

kitab allah and mushaf ‘A’isha during the battle of the Camel, in the 

hope of stopping the fighting, and to have been killed while so occupied.*® 

The absence of information about any established procedure prior to 

the battle of the Camel for calling for a halt in hostilities suggests that 

f WS, 481. 
12 Tab. I, 905 (masahifuhuma ‘ala a‘nagihima). 

13 BA/MS I, 352—but cf. the next paragraph of this article. 

14 The Jewish Encyclopedia, 12 vols. (New York, 1901-1906), s.v. “Amulet”. 

15 Tab. I, 3186, 3189; BA/MS I, 353; A‘th. II, 315. 
abel dines iO ieeg2 ate 

96 



oi 

60 Studies in Early Islamic History 

one did not exist in previous methods of Arab warfare, in which one 

small group had fought another until it was either victorious or took to 

flight. It was only with the advent of Islam that Arabs formed armies 

of thousands and at first these Muslim armies fought only non-Muslim 

armies and did not to our knowledge follow any particular method for 

calling an end to hostilities. The battle of the Camel was the first 

major confrontation of Muslims on opposing sides and marked the first 

occasion when such a procedure was needed. That the battle of the 

Camel was the first occasion when a mushaf was raised for the purpose 

is confirmed by ‘Ali’s reaction to the raising of masdahif at Sifffm, when he 

said balaghahum ma fa‘alt“ min raf‘ albmushaf li-ahl al-Jamal, fa-fa‘ali 

mithlahu, fa-lam yuridu ma aradt“.*’ From this it may be concluded 

that, whatever else may have been implicit in the action, an ostensible 

reason for the raising of masahif by the Syrians was that, in the absence 

of any other procedure for bringing about the cessation of hostilities, this 

recently tried method could be used again; rufi‘at almasahif wa-da‘aw 

ila ‘-sulh says Khalifa.*® 

This call for peace and appeal to the interests of the ‘Iraqis sufficed 

to cause an immediate split within ‘Ali’s following, with only a minority, 

including ‘Ali himself, being in favour of continued fighting. This mi- 

nority was the hard core of ‘Ali’s supporters, both Hijazis and ‘Iraqis, 

who had much to fear from Mu‘awiya, depended upon ‘Ali, and sought 

to strengthen themselves by strengthening him. An attempt has already 

been made to show how the Kifan part of this support (shz‘a) was led by 

certain Islamic old guard leaders, notably Malik al-Ashtar ibn al-Harith 

al-Nakha‘l, whose waning influence had been restored by ‘Ali.?° 

The rest of the ‘Iraqis, however, favoured settlement, but for differing 

reasons. On the one hand, the established clan leaders had gone with 

‘Ali to Siffin because they wanted to assure their positions and interests, 

not because they were prepared to be killed fighting the Syrians, and so 

wanted any excuse for peace; we may note, for example, the attitude of 

the leaders of various sections of Rabi‘a, whose mouthings of their inten- 

tion to support ‘Ali in whatever course he might take were interspersed 

with obvious hints at their reluctance to fight and their preference for 

17 BA/MS I, 378. 
+’ Khal., 176. 
‘9 “Kafan Political Alignments”, 361ff. [Chap. 1]. 
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a reconciliation.”? The most powerful of the clan leaders, al-Ash‘ath, 

whose interests lay in ensuring that neither ‘Alt nor Mu‘awiya gained a 

clear advantage, was more outspoken; he insisted upon settlement and is 

reported to have told ‘Ali that not a single Yemeni would fight for him if 

he did not accept the proposal.” On the other hand, the majority of the 
qurra’ “who afterwards became KhawArij”, who were Islamic old guard 

standing apart from the clan structure, while favouring a settlement, 

expected a settlement of a particular kind.” In considering the position 

taken by them, it is important to notice that all that had so far happened 

had been a show of mas@hif and a call for the application of kitab 

allah. There was as yet no indication that ‘Ali would not be regarded as 

amir al-mu’minin by all or that there would be established the type of 

arbitration agreement which was in fact subsequently arranged. What 

mattered to the qurra’ was that there had been a call for the application 

of the kitab allah, which they regarded as the main function of the 

amir al-mu’minin, and they made it clear to ‘Alt| that they would not 

countenance his rejection of such a proposal.”? From their point of view, 

there was no need for continued fighting. ‘Ali had come from Medina 

to ‘Iraq to deal with Talha and al-Zubayr and when he had finished 

with them he had turned his attention to Mu‘awiya. He had shown 

that he intended his stay at Ktfa to be temporary and so had given the 

impression that, once he had dealt with Mu‘awiya, he would return to 

Medina, since he would have no further need of Ktifa as a base. The 

qurra’ had at first been hesitant about siding with Alt, but most of them 

had gone to Siffin and taken part in the fighting because they wanted to 
give ‘Ali sufficient backing to reach a settlement. When the Syrians began 

to lose, raised the masa@hif and made their announcement, most of the 

qurra’ saw no need for continued fighting. In their view all that remained 

was the matter of drawing up a formal peace with Mu‘awiya; ‘Alt would 

be recognized as amir al-mu’minin by both Syrians and ‘Traqis, return 

to Medina, confine himself to the application of kitab allah and leave the 

people of ‘Iraq and Syria to look after their own affairs. 

20 WS, 484-88. Rabi‘a were aljabha al-‘uzma on ‘Ali’s side. 

21 A‘th. III, 307; WS, 484; BA/MS I, 383 (... al-Sha‘bi—‘“the most opposed to 
those who wanted to fight were al-Ash‘ath and ahl a-Yaman”). 

22 On this and what follows, see “Kifan Political Alignments”, 363-64 [Chap. 1]. 

23 A‘th. III, 312; WS, 429-30; Tab. I, 3330. 
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Stage 2 

Such was the number of his followers who insisted that fighting 

should be halted and that efforts be made to reach a settlement with 

the Syrians, that ‘Ali, having agreed to their demand that he prevent 

al-Ashtar from continuing the fight, sent al-Ash‘ath to ascertain exactly 

what Mu‘awiya proposed. Mu‘awiya told him that he had raised the 

masahif “so that you may send a man and we may send a man, to 

be hakams; we shall do whatever they agree upon”;** a more detailed 

version reads “you and we shall return to what God has enjoined in his 

book; you will send from your side a man with whom you are satisfied 

and we shall send a man from our side. We shall then require them 

(na’khudh ‘alayhim4@) to act by what is in the book of God, not opposing 

it, then we shall follow whatever they agree upon”.”° 

No more than this appears to have been said. There is no evidence 

that Mu‘awiya made any specific reference at this point to the subject of 

the arbitration; in spite of his earlier harping on the blood of ‘Uthman 

and the need for a return to shura, he was now silent on these matters, 

and al-Ash‘ath clearly | had no interest in forcing the issue. When he 

returned with news of Mu‘awiya’s words, and their implication that two 

arbiters should arrive at some sort of settlement, most of those who 

were with ‘Ali expressed their satisfaction with that.?° ‘Alt, who had by 

this time with some difficulty restrained al-Ashtar from fighting, could 

only acquiesce further and turned to the appointment of the hakam who 

would meet with ‘Amr ibn al-‘As, now named as Syrian hakam. On this 

question there immediately appeared a fundamental split about whether 

the hakam was to be ‘Ali’s representative or the representative of the 

‘Iraqis, predominantly Kifans. His own nominations, first of ‘Abdallah 

ibn ‘Abbas and then of al-Ashtar, were swept aside both by al-Ash‘ath 

and by leaders of the gurra’ “who afterwards became Khawarij”, who 

jointly insisted that only Abi Misa al-Ash‘ari was acceptable “because 

he warned us against that into which we have fallen”. ‘Ali told them 

that he could not be satisfied with Abi Misa, who had earlier prevented 

24 BA/MS I, 378. 
2° Tab. I, 3333. For other accounts, see WS, 498-99; A‘th. III, 324-25; BA/MS 

Il, yoko 

7° BA/MS I, 383 (fa-kana ‘uzmuhum wazjumhuruhum mugirrin bi'l-tahkim radin 
biht). See also WS, 499. 
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people from joining him and who, having fled, had only recently been 

granted safe-conduct by him.?’ 

Once again, ‘Alt could only acquiesce. As the agent of the modus 

vivendi achieved at Kiufa in 34/654-55,78 Abu Musa was attractive to 
many Kifans as the ‘Iraqi representative. The move of al-Ahnaf ibn 

Qays to put himself forward as hakam, which could be seen at least in 

part as an attempt to assert the Basran minority in ‘Ali’s predominantly 

Kufan army, came to nothing.”® In spite of the diversity of their aims, 

both al-Ash‘ath and the qurra’ agreed on the need to make Abu Musa 

the hakam. The qurra’ chose Abi Misa because he had stood for 

provincial autonomy, non-involvement in outside squabbles and a fair 

deal for the representatives of the old order. Al-Ash‘ath joined them in 

insisting upon Abi Misa because by so doing he ensured the prolonging 

of the deadlock between ‘Ali and Mu‘awiya and put a check on ‘Ali’s 

power of action; in this way he sought to regain his former measure of 

independence and influence. For the rest of the Kifans, the details of 

who should be hakam were probably of little interest. They owed no 

special allegiance to ‘Ali but were prepared to give him formal support 

if he was in a | position of strength. They saw no benefit in fighting 

the Syrians, however, and welcomed Mu‘awiya’s proposal as a means of 

arriving at a peaceful settlement. 

The dilemma of ‘Ali and the collapse of his coalition were completed 

with the drawing up of a document, referred to in the sources variously 

as kitab al-qadiya, kitab al-sulh, or simply al-wathiqga. Even before this 

was drawn up, however, it appears that the anomalies of the situation 

were becoming evident to some of ‘Ali’s followers, for there is mention 
of a group of qurra’ who now came out in favour of continuing the fight; 

‘Alt could only point out to them that the majority favoured settlement 

and they then separated from him.*° The drafting of the document 

proceeded only after ‘Ali had agreed to be referred to by name and 

not as amir al-mu’minin. The sources relate that Mu‘awiya, or ‘Amr, 

objected to the insertion of the title on the ground that if he were indeed 

amir al-mu’minin, as he asserted, Mu‘awiya would not have fought him; 

27 Tab. I, 3333-34; WS, 499-500; A‘th. IV, 1-3; BA/MS I, 381 (which says that 
al-Ash‘ath wa-jami‘ al-qurra’ insisted upon Abt Misa). 

28 See “Kifan Political Alignments”, 360-61 [Chap. 1]. 

29 Tab. I, 3334; WS, 501; BA/MS I, 360; A‘th. IV, 5-6. 
3° WS, 497; BA/MS I, 383-84 (numbers them at 4,000). 
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‘Ali, under pressure from al-Ash‘ath and, so we are told, bearing in 

mind the Prophetic precedent at Hudaybiya, allowed the erasure.** It is 

difficult not to be suspicious of the coincidence of Mu‘awiya demanding 

that ‘Ali erase the title amir abmu’minin and of his father Abi Sufyan 

earlier having demanded that the Prophet erase the title rasil allah. 

Nevertheless, every transmission of the document omits the title and 

‘All is universally understood to have consented to this omission. 

The document itself, which is the subject of close study in the second 

part of this article, occurs in two distinct versions, one of which is an 

elaboration of the other. It has already been suggested that the more 

elaborate version (Version B) should be regarded as spurious,*” and a 
detailed attempt will be made to justify this assessment below. In broad 

terms, both versions say that the kitab allah is to be between the two 

sides; that (although the subject of the arbitration is not clearly spec- 

ified) it is the task of the arbiters to reach some sort of decision, which 
is to be binding; that in reaching this decision they should be guided 

by kitab allah; that, when they fail to find guidance there, they should 

resort to aksunna al-‘adila aljami‘a ghayr almufarriga (Version A) or 

sunnat rastl allah aljami‘a (Version B). After the making of various 

provisions, such as the procedure to be followed in the event of the 

death of one of the arbiters, the text of the document concludes with 

stipulations relating to the time and place of the meeting of the arbiters. 

The names of witnesses from both sides (many more names in the case 

of Version B) are appended to the document. 

The question of the type of sunna to which recourse could be had 

is central both to arriving at an explanation of the reaction to the docu- 

ment of those “who afterwards became Khawarij” and to determining 

the significance of the difference between the two versions. The two is- 

sues are of course intertwined, but we shall leave the details of the second 

until the next section and here concentrate on the first. The most de- 

tailed account of the reaction to the document is given in Wagq‘at Siffin 

by Shaqiq ibn Salama, who describes how a great cry of la hukm® illa 

li lah went up among many of the ‘Iraqis after the document had been 

drawn up. Shaqiq says that these “Khawarij” told ‘Ali that if he did not 

repent of his acceptance of the arbitration, as they had done, they would 

declare their quittance (bara’a) of him; when ‘Ali said that he would not, 

31 Tab. I, 3335; WS, 506; A‘th. IV, 8. 

32 “Kiifan Political Alignments”, 364, n.6 [above, 25, n. gg]. 
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they were true to their word.** What they had in fact realized was that 
the document meant that, contrary to their expectation, ‘Al7 would not 

be going back to Medina as an amir abmu’minin who was recognized 

by both Syrians and ‘Iraqis, who would confine himself to applying the 

prescriptions of kztab allah and who would, accordingly, be the sort of 

amir al-mu’minin they wanted; as Shaqiq ibn Salama points out, they 

had expected that he would be “named as amir al-mu’minin by all, until 

the book may confirm him (or: set him apart) in his place”.** Instead 
of this ‘Ali had become party to an agreement in which he was not 

recognized as amir al-mu’minin. Even more serious was that the same 

agreement (if we follow Version A) extended the authority of the arbiters 
beyond the kitab allah to the application of the vague altsunna al ‘adila 

aljami‘a ghayr almufarriqa. What was this? Its presence in the text 

shows that the following of kitab allah was not thought likely to provide 

any basis for a solution. It carries with it no specification of whose sunna 

is meant; indeed it could mean any sunna jami‘a. As noted elsewhere,*° 

the phrase hilf jamz‘ ghayr mufarrig occurs in connexion with pre-Islamic 

alliances. The phrase compromised the authority of kitab allah and was 

under|stood as tahkim ab-rijal fi din/kitab allah. Shaqiq shows that the 

“Khawarij” were unequivocally opposed to this, when he related that 

they said “As for ‘what they do not find in the Book (sc. the words 

in the document), let atsunna al ‘adila aljami‘a ghayr al-mufarriga [be 

applied]’, they have not been sent to judge by other than the Book”;*® 

and again “And concerning [the provision in the document] ‘If they come 
to something about which they know no qur’an, let al-sunna al-‘adila 

aljami‘a ghayr al-mufarrigqa [be applied]’, neither one of the sides is 

permitted to leave the Book and the [Prophet’s(?)] sunna ...”.°7 In 
short, version A provides us with a curious phrase, the explanation of 

which in turn accounts for the sudden “Khariji” reaction and accusations 

of tahkim al-rijal fi kitab allah. It was a phrase loaded with meaning in 

terms of clan organization and control, and this cut to the heart of the 

interests of the gurra’. Version B of the document, which refers only to 

33 WS, 513-14. 
34 WS, 517; and see “Kifan Political Alignments”, 364, n.5 [above, 25, n. 92]. 

35 “kK ifan Political Alignments”, 365, n.2 [above, 26, n. 95]. 
$6 WS, 515. 

SOWS 516. 
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sunnat rasul allah aljami‘a and the like, could never have evoked such a 

reaction from them. 
By this stage, fuel had also been added to the fire by the Syrian 

claim that the document was an agreement that the Qur’an should be 

consulted on the question of the legality of the killing of ‘Uthman.** 

Here too was a ground for rejection of the document by the gurra’, for 

they had no doubts that ‘Uthman had been justly killed. Mention of 

‘Uthman by the Syrians at such a late but critical point in the proceed- 

ings needs to be noticed in conjunction with their earlier evasiveness 

on the subject. The whole affair bears every sign of having been a 

skilfully organized divisive manceuvre, which successfully wrecked ‘Ali’s 

coalition. The purpose of the arbitration agreement had been served 

even before the opposing parties left Siffin. The arbitration itself was 

a farce best summed up by Khalifa in one sentence “the arbiters agreed 

on nothing” .*° 

Il. THE DOCUMENT 

While it could be argued on the grounds of the above interpretation 

alone that Version A of the document is preferable to Version B, it is 

possible to present other cogent reasons, connected principally with the 

provenance of the reports and the names of the witnesses, in order to 

justify this assessment. This section therefore deals with provenance, 

contrasts the two versions (paying particular attention to sunna pas- 

sages) and examines the lists of witnesses; some relevant observations 

by al-Jahiz are discussed; and various conclusions to be drawn from the 

two versions are summarized. The texts of the two versions and a com- 

parison of the four renderings of paragraphs 2 and 3 of Version A are 
given at the end of the section. 

Provenance 

It is a striking point that our two most important sources for early Is- 
lamic history, the Ta’rikh a-rusul wa’l-muliik of al-Tabari (d. 310/923)*° 

38 Shaqiq in WS, 515 (in ahalla ’-kitab damahu bari’na minhu wa-mimman tawalla- 
hu wa-man yatlub“ damahu ... wa-in kana kitab allah yamna‘ damahu she) 

39 Khal. 176. 

*° Tab. I, 3336-37. 
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and the Ansab a-ashraf of al-Baladhuri (d. 279/8g2)*! give only Version 
A in their accounts of the Siffin confrontation. The same is true of 

Ibn A‘tham (fl. 204/819) (although in an abbreviated rendering) in his 
important Kitab al-futuh,* of al-Jahiz (d. 255/869) (although not with- 
out reservations on his part to which it will be necessary to return) in 

his Risala ft’l-hakamayn wa-taswib amir al-mu’minin Ali,*® and of Ibn 

Qutayba (d. 276/88 ) (again in an abbreviated rendering) in his (if it is 
his) A-LImama wa’l-siyasa.** The abbreviation of the document given 
by al-Ya‘qtibi (d. 284/897) avoids the issue and could be from either 
version.*° Among the early sources, only the Wagq‘at Siffin of Nasr ibn 

Muzahim al-Mingari (d. 212/827) gives both versions;*® the later au- 
thor of Sharh nahj al-balagha, Ibn Abi’l-Hadid (d.c.655/1257), repeats 
them both, evidently having taken them from al-Mingari.*” Al-Dinawari 

(d.c. 282/895), in his ALAkhbar al-tiwal, is alone among early Islamic 
historical writers in giving only Version B.*® 

A wide range of authorities is cited in connexion with Version 

A. Al-Tabari’s rendering is given on the authority of Abu Mikhnaf, 

al-Baladhuri’s on the authority of all his sources (qali),| Ibn A‘tham’s 
on the authority of one or more (he does not identify which) of the 
well-known narrators listed by him at the beginning of his account of 

the Siffin confrontation, and that of al-Jahiz on the authority of al-Zuhri 

and Muhammad ibn Ishaq. In the Wagq‘at Sifftn of al-Minqari, Ver- 

sion A is given “on the authority of ‘Umar ibn Sa‘d [ibn Abi’lSayd 

al-Asadi] (d.ca.180/796),*° who said: Abt Ishaq al-Shaybant [i.e. Su- 
layman ibn Abi Sulayman, d.141 or 142]°° related to me saying: I read 

41 BA/MS, 382. 
42 A‘th. IV, 14-15; the authorities are given at II, 344-45. For an examination of 

Ibn A‘tham’s dates see M. A. Shaban, The Abbasid Revolution (Cambridge, 1970), 

xviii. 
43 Ed. C. Pellat in ALMashriq, 52© année (1958), 417-91 (hereafter AL-Hakamayn), 

451-52. 
44 (Cairo, 1388/1969), I, 132-33. 
45 Ed. M. T. Houtsma, 2 vols. (Leiden, 1883), II, 221. 

46 WS, 504-11. 
47 Ed. M. A. Ibrahim, 20 vols., 2nd ed. (Cairo, 1385/1965-1387/1967), II, 132-33. 

48 Ed. W. Guirgass (Leiden, 1888), 207-10. 
49 F. Sezgin, Geschichte des arabischen Schrifttums, vol. I (Leiden, 1967), 311. 

50 A)-Bukhari, Kitab al-ta’rikh al-kabir, 4 vols. (Hyderabad, 1360/1941-1378 / 

1959), II, no. 1808. 
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the peace document (kitab al-sulh) apud Sa‘id ibn Abi Burda [ibn Abi 
Misa al-Ash‘ari]®*! on a yellow sheet upon which were two seals, one at 

the bottom and one at the top; upon the seal of ‘Ali, may peace be upon 

him, [was inscribed] ‘Muhammad is the Messenger of God’ and upon 
the seal of Mu‘awiya [was inscribed] ‘Muhammad is the Messenger of 
God’ ” (52 

Al-Dinawari does not cite his authorities, so that the provenance of 

his rendering of Version B is unknown. Al-Minqari helps to remedy this 

deficiency, however, by reporting Version B, “on the authority of Amr 

ibn Shamir [al-Ju‘fi al-Kifi] (d. ca. 160/776)°* on the authority of Jabir 
[b. Yazid al-Ju‘fi] (d. ca. 128/746)°* on the authority of Zayd ibn Hasan 

[ibn ‘Ali ibn Abt Talib(?)].°° ‘Amr said: Jabir said: I heard Zayd ibn 
Hasan mention the document of the two arbiters (kitab athakamayn); he 
augmented it with something more than was mentioned by Muhammad 

ibn ‘Ali [(Zayn al-Abidin) ibn al-Husayn ibn ‘Ah] (d.114/732)°° and®” 
(‘Amir ibn Sharahil] al-Sha‘bi (d.104/722-23)** in the abundance of 

witnesses and in the augmentation and decrement of words (hurtf); 

he dictated it to me from a document (kitab) he had with him, and 

said ...”.°? The isnad given by Ibn Abi’l-Hadid is briefer but amounts 

to the same thing: “Nasr [ibn Muzahim al-Mingari] said: This is the 

narration (riwaya) of Muhammad ibn ‘Ali ibn al-Husayn and al-Sha‘bi; 
Jabir, on the authority of Zayd ibn al-Hasan ibn al-Hasan[?] related 
augmentations on (‘ala@) this copy ...”.®° 

In the case of Version B, then, we are dealing with an elaborated ver- 

sion associated with a transmission chain of decidedly pro-‘Alid colouring 

51 Ibid., II, no. 1527. 

52 WS, 509; also Ibn Abi’lHadid, Sharh nahj al-balagha, I, 233. 

be Sezgin, Geschichte des arabischen Schrifttums, I, 310. 

54 Ibid., 1, 307. 
55 Al-Bukhari, Kitab al-ta’rikh al-kabir, II, no. 1305; Ibn Hibban al-Busti, Masha- 

hir ‘ulama’ al-amsar, ed. M. Fleischhammer, Bibliotheca Islamica, vol. XXII (Cairo, 
1959), no. 424. 

°° Al-Bukhari, Kitab al-ta’rikh al-kabir, 1, no. 564; Ibn Hibban, Mashahir ‘ulama’ 
al-amsar, no. 420. 

°7 This “and” is omitted by Hariin’s editions but is given in the earlier Cairo edition 
Sta al“abbastya, 1340/1921, 367) and in the Sharh nahj al-balagha (see below, 
n. 60). 

°8 Al-Bukhari, Kitab al-ta’rikh al-kabir, II, no. 2961. 

5° WS, 504. 

6° Sharh nahj at-balagha, II, 234. 
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and explicitly stated to have been subject to tampering. It can also be 

noted here that Zayd ibn Hasan and Muhammad ibn | ‘AH, in reports 

transmitted by al-Mingari on their authority, give the preposterously 

high figure of 150,000 for the number of ‘Iraqis who went with ‘Ali to 

Siffn.°* The provenance of Version B therefore contrasts in a strik- 

ing manner with that of A, where a number of renderings, given on 

the authority of different narrators, tally closely; not only that, but 

al-Mingar?’s final authority for Version A claims to have read an original 

copy of the document in the possession of the grandson of none other 

than Abi Misa al-Ash‘ari. Yet neither of the two modern scholars who 

have devoted most space to ‘Ali and Siffin has attempted to indicate 

the significance of these two versions. L. Veccia Vaglieri merely makes 

passing reference to the existence of two texts.®? Petersen, for whom 

this should have been a matter of crucial importance, since he studies 

‘Ali and Mu‘awiya from an historiographical point of view, not only fails 

to indicate the significant differences between the versions but also reads 

al-Sha‘bi in the isnad of Version A where the text quite plainly says Abt 

Ishaq al-Shaybani; since the role of al-Sha‘b? is central to his argument, 

the effect is disastrous.** 

Contrast of the Two Versions 

The extent to which the two versions are distinct from one another 

in wording is self-evident. Beyond this, the most obvious point of con- 

trast between them is the discrepancy in length; excluding the lists of 

witnesses, Version A is just less than 300 words long, while Version B 

is almost 500 words long, the greatest discrepancy being in the second 

part of the document, which has here been marked as the fourth para- 

graph. In this part, too, there are variations in the order in which items 

| occur. Version A follows the order: cessation of hostilities declared, 

guarantees of safety, injunction that arbiters are to decide justly (var., 

make peace), period of time involved, arrangements in event of death of 

arbiter, specification of meeting place of arbiters, reference to witnesses 

to the document, decision not to be guided by “other than what God 

61 WS, 156. Other estimates are in the area of 50,000 and even they are suspiciously 

high. 

62 «“T] conflitto, ‘Alt-Mu‘awiya e la secessione kharigita riesaminati alla luce di fonti 

ibaditi” in Annali, Istituto Universitario Orientale di Napoli, n.s. 4 (1952), 26. 

63 Ali and Mu‘awiya in Early Arabic Tradition, 41-42. 
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revealed”. The fourth paragraph of Version B, on the other hand, goes 

as follows: arrangements in the event of death of an arbiter, arrange- 

ments in the event of death of ‘Ali or Mu‘awiya (al-amirayn), cessation 

of hostilities declared, injunction that arbiters are to decide justly, guar- 

antees of safety, specification of meeting place of arbiters, period of time 

involved, judgement to be by “the book of God and the sunna of His 

Prophet”. It is in the first part, however, in paragraph 2, that the es- 

sential difference between the two versions occurs, that is, when Version 

A reads aksunna al-‘adila aljami‘a ghayr al-mufarriga and Version B 

reads sunnat rastl allah a-Ljami‘a. To make the point quite clear, Ver- 

sion B again refers, once in paragraph 3 and twice in paragraph 4, to 

judgement according to kitab allah wa-sunnat rasulihi/nabiyyihi; these 

references are not paralleled in Version A, which refers to sunna only 

in paragraph 2. It can be seen, moreover, from the following comparison 

of the four renderings of Version A for paragraphs 2 and 3, where they 

differ from each other most, that they all agree upon alsunna al-‘adila 

aljami‘a ghayr al-mufarriga. That the four renderings diverge on other 

points of wording but agree upon this phrase constitutes a telling com- 

ment upon its importance and probable historical validity; if this is so, 

Version B must be regarded with suspicion. 

Such a contention is further supported by examination of the lists 

of witnesses appended to the document. Version A, it can be seen, gives 

the names of only ten witnesses from each side, while Version B gives 

twenty-nine from ‘Ali’s side and thirty-two from Mu‘awiya’s side; the 

rendering of Version B given by Ibn Abi’]-Hadid, which omits the names 

of witnesses, says that there were ten witnesses from each side, but this is 

probably as a result of inadvertent confusion with Version A. The princi- 

pal touchstone in these lists is the name of al-Ashtar Malik ibn al-Harith. 

The | absence of his name from the list of witnesses in Version A is ex- 

plained by several authorities when they report his blunt refusal to be 

party to the document by witnessing it.°* As already indicated, he had 

much to fear from a settlement with Mu‘awiya and much to gain from an 

all-out victory by ‘Ali. The absence of the name of Hujr ibn ‘Adi al-Kindi 

from the list given by Version A can be explained in the same way.® In 
Version B, however, both of these names appear in the expanded lists, 

*" Tab. I, 3338, 3344; BA/MS I, 383; WS, 511. 
®5 On Hujr, see “Kifan Political Alignments”, 347-48, 362 [Chap. 1]. Note that 

Tabari’s rendering of Version A reads Hujr ibn ‘Adi instead of Hujr ibn Yazid. 
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and the reason which suggests itself is that the authorities for this ver- 
sion could not bring themselves to relate that a document to which ‘Ali 

himself agreed was not at that stage agreed to by all who were with 

him, including two of his main supporters; al-Hasan and al-Husayn are 

(inevitably) included, together with other respectable Islamic names, 

and the list of witnesses from Mu‘awiya’s side is expanded correspond- 

ingly. It will be recalled that a direct reference to tampering is made 

in the isn@d given by al-Minqari. By the same token, it seems that 

these authorities altered atsunna al-‘adila aljami‘a ghayr a-mufarriqa 

to sunnat rastl allah aljyami‘a and so removed from the text of the doc- 

ument the main feature which makes “Khariji” opposition to ‘Ali at that 

particular time comprehensible. 

Version B, then, is spurious; it was evidently transmitted before 

ca. 128/746 (the date of the death of Jabir ibn Yazid al-Ju‘fi) and prob- 
ably after 114/732, when both al-Sha‘bi and Muhammad ibn ‘Ali Zayn 

alAbidin were dead. The cause of its appearance at this particular 

time must remain an open question, but it is noteworthy that the un- 

successful revolt of Zayd ibn ‘Ali Zayn al-|‘Abidin took place at Kifa 

in 122/740, and the version may have emerged from the activity which 

preceded that revolt. The question which poses itself here, however, is 

whether, if Version B is spurious, Version A is therefore genuine. The 

66 In the case of the following witnesses given in Version B, there is direct evidence 

that they cannot have played the role attributed to them: (a) al-Husayn and (6) 

al-Tufayl, the sons of al-Harith ibn al-Muttalib (nos. 5 and 6), are reported to have 

died during the caliphate of ‘Uthman (see W. Caskel, Gamharat an-nasab. Das 
genealogische Werk des Higam ibn Muhammad al-Kalbi, 2 vols. (Leiden, 1966), II, 

336, 558); (c) Malik ibn Rabi‘a al-Ansari (no. 7) probably died long before Siffin (see 

ibid., 393); (d) Khabbab ibn al-Aratt (no. 8) is reported to have died at Kifa after ‘Ali 
had left for Siffin (Tab. I, 3347); (e) ‘Uqba ibn ‘Amir al-Juhant (no. 14) was at Siffm 

on Mu‘awiya’s side and is reported to have been one of the killers of ‘Ammar ibn 

Yasir (Tab. III, 2317); hence he can hardly have been one of the witnesses from ‘Ali’s 

side. The Ansari ‘Uqba ibn ‘Amir, who fought at Badr, was killed fighting against 

Musaylima (Caskel, op. cit. II, 573); (f) Rafi‘ ibn Khadjj al-Ansari (no. 15), who 

was one of the sahaba, is named as one of the few Ansar who did not support ‘Ali 

(Tab. I, 3070). 
The first four of the above-named possessed the merit of having fought on the 

Prophet’s side at Badr; so did Abii ’l-Yasar Ka‘b ibn ‘Amr al-Ansari (no. 10) and 
Rifa‘a ibn Rafi‘ ibn Malik al-Ansari (no. 11) (see Caskel, Gamharat an-nasab, II, 362, 
487), who were alive at the time of Siffin, although there is no other evidence to show 

that they were present there. 
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evidence cited above suggests to this writer at least that Version A is 

substantially genuine, although we can scarcely hope to reconstruct the 

exact wording. The rendering given by al-Mingari should commend itself 

particularly, however, since not only is Wagq‘at Siffin the oldest complete 

work available to us in which a rendering is given in ertenso, but also 

the isnad indicates that the authority saw ‘Ali’s copy of the document.°’ 

Furthermore, our faith in al-Mingari’s impartiality should be fortified 

by his presentation also of Version B, accompanied by an ample caveat 

within the zsnad. 

AL Jahiz and Version A 

Al-Jahiz, however, who gives us a rendering of Version A on the au- 

thority of al-Zuhri and Ibn Ishaq, manifestly holds a view different from 

the above when he says that the document (or, more specifically, this 

particular rendering of it) is kitab madkhial.** Whether he means by this 
that it is totally concocted or merely contains interpolations, he does not 

make entirely clear. What does emerge quite clearly from his treatise, 

however, is that the line of his argument compels him to minimize the 

importance of the document and to undermine its credibility, as we shall 

see below. He accordingly emphasizes the following points: 

i. that the document contains wording which is foolish (sakhif), in- 

significant (khafif), defective (da‘if) and incorrect (rakik); 

ii. that “what also makes it ambiguous is the disagreement of the 

Khawarij and the Shi‘a and what (i.e. difference) there is between 
the people of Syria and the people of ‘Iraq by way of augmentations 

(zawa’id) and decrement (nugsan) concerning it”; 
ill. that its zsnads are defective and that even those most reliable of the 

akhbariyyun, al-Zuhri and Ibn Ishaq, did not themselves see it; 

iv. that in the case of most witnesses mentioned (i.e. nine of the ten from 

‘Ali’s side), their nisbas are in doubt and their names disputed.®? 

Al-Jahiz does not state specifically which parts of the document he 

regards as being subject to the first of these charges, but it is evident 

®7 According to al-Ya‘qiibr, Tarikh, II, 220, the copy from ‘Ali (i.e. for Mu‘awiya) 

was written by ‘Ali’s scribe ‘Abdallah ibn Rafi‘ and the copy from Mu‘awiya (i.e. for 

‘Ah) was written by Mu‘awiya’s scribe ‘Umayr ibn ‘Abbad al-Kinani. See the final 

sentences of the two versions. 

°8 Al-Hakamayn, 452, §78. 

°° Ibid., 453, §878-79. 
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from the next stage of his argument, to which we shall return, that he 

means the references to sunna. As for his second point, it has been 

argued above that the disagreement of the Khawarij and Shi‘a can be 

explained; unfortunately we have no Syrian version of the document 

(only a common ‘Iraqi and Medinan version) which would permit fur- 
ther examination of the second part of this point. On the third point, it 

cannot be said that the isnadds for Version A of the document are any 

more defective than those for other reports concerning the same period; 

and here, as in other cases where several reports of the same event exist, 

the essential items of information can be seen to have been preserved. 

Further on this point, while al-Zuhri and Ibn Ishaq do not claim to have 

seen the document, their rendering is substantially confirmed by that 

of Abt Ishaq al-Shaybani, who does claim to have seen it. As for the 

fourth point, there is much less confusion among the names of the wit- 

nesses than al-Jahiz is trying to suggest, and it is understandable that 

the names of ‘Iraqis should be more subject to error in the Medinan ren- 

dering he transmits than the other renderings available to us, which are 

transmitted by ‘Iraqis. The same can be said of the nisbas, but it should 

also be noticed that these are not given by Abii Ishaq al-Shaybani, and 

it may be concluded from this that the leaders who acted as witnesses 

to the document were referred to only by their own names and those 

of their fathers, reference to the nisbas being unnecessary, and that later 

transmitters took it upon themselves to add the nisbas. 

Returning to the first of the above points, it becomes perfectly clear 

that al-Jahiz cares to understand the reference to al-sunna al-‘adila 

aljami‘a ghayr al-mufarriga as a reference to the sunna of the Prophet. 

He poses the questions ayna tilka’l-sunna? wa-ayna tutlab? wa-min ayyt 

shakl’” hiya? wa-ma lafzuha? wa-ma asl ma‘naha? and he comes back 
with the answer that a-sunna allati qasadu ilayha hiya ‘llati fr suhufina 

mimma farada ‘llah wa-sunnat al-nabi sl‘m fi ummatthi. They describe 

the sunna, he says, as al-sunna al‘adila alyami‘a ghayr al-mufarriqa, 

and adds wa’tsunan kulluha ‘adila wa-kulluha jami‘a ghayr mufarriqa; 

the corruption of the whole affair, he goes on, is demonstrated by the 

absence of any evidence that reference was subsequently made to the 

Qur’an or the sunna.” 

7° Ibid., 454-55, §§80-83. 
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In order to put all this in some perspective, however, it is necessary 

to take a broader look at the lines of argument being pursued by al-Jahiz. 

The treatise is written as a response to certain views expressed by one Ibn 

Hassan, about whom nothing is known but whose views, in so far as they 

can be determined by what al-Jahiz says, appear to the present writer to 

have contained some perspicacious historical analysis. Al-Jahiz, as may 

be inferred from the phrase taswib ... ‘Ali in the title of the treatise, 

is concerned with arguing the rightness of ‘Ali’s actions. Throughout 

the treatise he insists upon treating ‘Alt and Mu‘awiya separately, the 

basis of his argument being the rightness of action given by God to his 

prophets and caliphs.”* In describing his approach, he says that he will 

not judge an action to be an error until all efforts to prove its rightness 

have failed, and that even if an action must be judged an error, it is 

to be regarded as of the most venial type until it is necessary to judge 

otherwise. He declares that he will judge only in the light of clear proof.” 

With these principles in mind, al-Jahiz presents an interpretation of 

‘Ali’s actions which is certainly original and in some respects contains im- 

portant insights, but is for the most part in conflict with the sources. He 

rightly emphasizes more than once the lack of cohesion within ‘Alt’s coali- 

tion, draws attention to the authority of tribal leaders within Mu‘awiya’s 

army and notes the success with which Mu‘awiya bought loyalty.”* He 

appreciates that a small united army is stronger than a large disunited 

army.’* He recognizes the raising of the masahif as a stratagem on the 

part of Mu‘awiya, but it is here that his argument takes a novel turn, 

for he maintains that ‘Ali hoist Mu‘awiya with his own petard (a‘mala 

‘-makida “inda ‘-haja ila ’t-makida), by taking advantage of the respite 

which would follow in order to unify his followers;”° for, while Mu‘awiya 

despaired of winning, victory was at the same time snatched from ‘Ali 

because of the divisions within his following.”® Al-Jahiz leaves us in the 

dark as to what he imagines Mu‘awiya’s stratagem to have been, and 

confesses his amazement that Mu‘awiya should have been satisfied with 

1 Tbid., 458, ll. 2-4. 
7 Ibid., 460-61, §§ 95-96. 
73 Ibid., 426-30, §22ff. 
74 Tbid., 438, §51. 
© Tbid., 443, §60; 453, 879. 
76 Tbid., 440, end of §54 and beginning of §55. 
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a truce when he saw how divided ‘Al’s ranks were.’’ He rejects the 
view that ‘Alt was compelled to accept the nomination of | Abii Misa 

as arbiter; rather, it was in accord with his plan, for it would be easier 

for him to reject, if necessary, the judgement of ‘Amr ibn al-As and 

Abt Misa than that of worthier men.”* The document is therefore of 
no importance according to this interpretation save as a time-gaining 

device on the part of ‘Ali, and al-Jahiz accordingly seeks out grounds 

for undermining its credibility. Some pages before giving the text of the 

document, he is careful to stress that ‘Alt was a man who acted in accord 

with alkitab wa’lt-sunna.”® In this way, he prepares the reader for his 
view that the phrase al-sunna al‘adila aljami‘a ghayr albmufarriqa is 

unnecessary embroidery for the “Prophet’s sunna” and, as such, amounts 

to a ground for regarding the document as madkhil. 

Al-Jahiz, it is clear, was following his penchant for arguing a case 

and chose to ignore much information which is available to us and was 

no doubt available to him. He draws no attention to the widespread fear 

of full-scale engagement which prevailed from the beginning of the Siffin 

confrontation and accounted for the length of its duration.®° He keeps 
clear of both the nature of the stratagem Mu‘awiya had in mind at the 

time of the raising of the masahif and the pressures upon ‘Ali from within 

his following. In particular, he is hard pressed to find any justification 

at all for his assertion that ‘Ali freely chose Abt Misa as arbiter. Above 

all, he is led by his argument that ‘Ali was still master of the situation to 

regard the document as he reports it (i.e. Version A) to be concocted. 
As indicated above, most of this is in conflict with the sources, and 

Version A of the document should be regarded as substantially correct. 

It remains only to note that one particular phrase in the Zuhri/Ibn 

Ishaq rendering of Version A given by al-Jahiz attracts attention; this 

is the phrase in paragraph 3 la-yardayani (scil. ‘Ali and Mu‘awiya) bima 
yaqdayani (scil. the arbiters) fihima min khal‘ man khala‘a wa-ta’mir' 
man ammara. Al-Jahiz himself draws no special attention to this and 
the other renderings do not include it; it must therefore remain an open 

™ Tbid., 445, §63. 
Ibid., 443-45, 8835-40; 455-57, 8885-86. 

 Ibid., 445-46, §§65-67. 
80 Abi Mikhnaf, for example, mentions that after the first engagement at Siffin there 

was a widespread abhorrence of the prospect of full-scale battle lima yatakhawwaftna 

fi dhalika min alisti’sal wa’l-halak (Tab. I, 3272). 
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question whether this slightly clearer specification of the function of 

the arbiters, with its obvious inference in the direction of the imarat 

a-mu’minin, | was included in the original document or not. Even 

if it was, it makes no difference to the remarks made above, for ‘Ali 

had already acquiesced in the erasure of the title of amir albmu’minin, 

and it is reported that to ‘Al7 himself Mu‘awiya had already suggested 

an yahkum® baynana wa-baynaka (N.B. singular) hakaman radiyyan ... 

bi-kitab allah.** 

Conclusions 

The evidence, both internal and circumstantial, therefore leads to 

the conclusion that Version A is substantially genuine, while Version B 

is spurious. An attempt has been made above to show the relevance 

of this to our understanding of the agreement itself. The central issue 

of sunna to which recourse was to be had must of course be connected 

with the development of the meaning of the word sunna from the broader 

“way of proceeding” and “generally agreed practice” in pre-Islamic and 

earliest Islamic times to the later and narrower meaning of “precedents 

set by the Prophet”. In a chapter entitled “Sunna, ‘Practice’ and ‘Living 

Tradition’”, Schacht has shown this development in some detail, and his 

conclusions certainly argue against the authenticity of Version B.*? 

Leaving the question of sunna, two further final points can be made. 

Firstly, comparison of the different renderings of Version A illustrates 

clearly the way in which the various transmission chains responsible 

for the preservation of our source material on early Islamic history fre- 

quently agree on particular kernels of fact, while differing on points 

of detail. A hypercritical approach, more concerned with areas of 

disagreement and with dismissing authorities on the grounds of error 

in detail than with explaining areas of agreement, necessarily prevents 

access by its exponents to the wider perspectives contained in the mate- 

rials. 

The second point follows from the preceding and concerns Version B. 

If this represents an early stage in the elaboration of the Shi‘ tradition, 

as seems to be the case, we may well ask how it is that authorities such 

as Abt Mikhnaf (d.157/774), who is generally noted for his pro-Shi‘T 
sympathies, does not transmit it; the Shi‘T al-Minqari, we have noticed, 

*” WS, 493: 
82 The Origins of Muhammadan Jurisprudence, 3rd impression (Oxford, 1959), 58ff. 
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gives both versions, but with ample warning in the isnad of Version B; 

even al-Ya‘qiibi does not commit himself to Version B—this is done only 

by al-Dinawari. It is evident from this that any sweeping judgements 

about the invalidity of reports transmitted by Shits or supposed Shi‘ts 

are out of place. The establishment of realistic criteria for the appre- 

ciation of early sources for Islamic history is a subject which is still in its 

infancy. 
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The Banners and Battle Cries 

of the Arabs at Siffin (A.D. 657) 

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 

THERE ARE at present two known manuscript copies of a work which 

adds considerably to our knowledge of the confrontation at Siffin in 657 

between ‘Ali and Mu‘awiya. Each of the copies is incomplete, and nei- 

ther the name of the work nor that of its compiler can be determined. 

Much of the material in it tallies with material given in the most recent 

published version of the Wagq‘at Siffin by Nasr ibn Muzahim al-Mingart 

(d. 212/827).' At the same time there is also a good deal of addi- 
tional material, as well as a differing sequence of events. The name 

of Nasr ibn Muzahim does not appear in any of the zsnads, but many 

of the authorities who are named are cited also by him. It therefore 

appears that this work is either possibly a fuller recension of Nasr ibn 

Muzahim’s work than has hitherto been known, or, more probably, the 

compilation of an as yet anonymous contemporary or near-contemporary 

of his. 

The purpose of this article is to present, after some discussion of 

the provenance of this work, a particularly intriguing section entitled: 

From AL-Abhath 24 (1971), pages 3 to 42. 

1 The edition (ed. A. M. Hariin, 2nd ed. (Cairo, 1382/1962-63)) is based upon (i) a 
comparison between two earlier printings of inferior quality and (ii) the material in the 

Sharh nahj al-balagha cited on the authority of al-Mingari—see Hartin’s introduction. 
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Dhikr al-ta‘biya al-thaniya—ta‘biyat al-harb—bi-Siffin (A mention of the 

second disposition—the war disposition—at Siffin), which, in the course 

of describing the field dispositions at Siffin, provides us not only with 

further evidence of the names of groups and leaders who were present 

there, but also with their battle cries and with illustrations and fairly 

precise details of their banners. Such detailed information about banners 

and battle-cries at Siffin does not exist in other known sources. 

Although the dispositions described in the Dhikr will not be dis- 

cussed here, two brief remarks can be made in this connection. Firstly, 

any study of the names of persons and groups involved would require 

comparison not only with the account of the “first disposition” (ta ‘biyat 

Alt altala wa-laysat ta‘biyat alharb...: Ms. A. fols. 74a ff.; Ms. B 

fols. 36b ff.), but also with the roughly parallel accounts given by | Khalifa 

ibn Khayyat in his Ta’rikh,? by al-Dinawari in ALAkhbar altiwal,’ and 
by al-Mingari in Wagq‘at Sifftn;* some reference is made to these works in 

the annotations given below. Secondly it should be noted that the major 

respect in which the Dhikr, as well as the preceding section Ta‘biyat ‘Alz 

al-ula, provides information which is not to be found in the roughly par- 

allel accounts just mentioned is its clarification of the constituent groups 

of the four junds which made up Mu‘awiya’s force, namely, (i) Qinnasrin 

and Hims (§§4off.), (ii) Dimashq (§§47ff.), (iii) misr al-Urdunn (§§5off.), 

and (iv) misr Filastin (§53). Here, as elsewhere, the work demonstrates 
its superiority over other known sources in respect of quantity of infor- 

mation about Syria. 

A. TEXTUAL CONSIDERATIONS 

1. The Mss 

Ambrosiana H. 129 (Ms. A) 

The older of the two copies of this anonymous work is contained in 
fols. 34a-178a of a Ms. volume which reached Italy from Yemen in 1908, 
was catalogued in the Biblioteca Ambrosiana at Milan as Ms. no. H. 129, 

? Ed. A. D. alUmari, 2 vols. (al-Najaf, 1386/1967), I, 177-78; ed. S. Zakkar, 2 
vols. (Damascus, 1967-68), I, 220-21. 

° Ed. V. Guirgass (Leiden, 1888), 182-83. 
4 Ed. Hariin, 205-6. 
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and was described by Griffini 1910° and again more briefly in 1915.° The 
volume, which is damaged in places, consists of 196 folios, some of them 

blank; the hand is a fairly tightly packed naskh. The first available 

page (fol. 34a) of this incomplete copy finds ‘Ali in Basra after the battle 
of the Camel; there follows an account of his move to Kia, and of 

the circumstances before, during, and after the Siffin confrontation; the 

work concludes with the death of ‘Ali. This copy, which is generally 

accurate, although occasionally difficult to read, was completed in the 

Yemeni town of Mulaha in Sha‘ban 627/June 1230. It is in this article 

referred to as Ms. A. 

Preussische Staatsbibliothek Ms. or quart 2040 (Ms. B) 

This copy consists of 112 folios in a naskh hand, incorrectly num- 

bered on the right, so that these numbers should be regarded as indi- 

cating verso instead of recto. The work has a title-page bearing the 

words: Kitab akhbar Siffin ft asahh al-riwaya wa-atammiha—riwayat 

Muhammad ibn Ishaq wa-‘Umar ibn Sa‘td [sic] wa-ghayrihima min al-‘u- 
lama’ al-muhaqqiqin. The next page (fol. 2b) commences with an isnad 
which mentions neither of these names, and goes on to give an account 

of ‘Ali’s address at Basra after the battle of the Camel; at fol. 3b, the 

text of this copy begins to coincide with that of Ms. A at fol. 34a. Apart 

from some blank sections at fols. 59-61, the narrative of this copy is con- 

tinuous to fol. 88b, where it breaks off | during an account of the raising 

of the masahif at Siffin, at a point which occurs at fol. 137a in Ms. A. 

Fols. 8ga-111a, which are in the same hand, make up a section which 

clearly belongs before what it physically follows, since it starts abruptly 

with ‘Ali in the Hijaz, covers his move to ‘Iraq and the events of the 

battle of the Camel, and then ends: kamula hadith aljamal al-hamd 

lillah ‘azza wa-jalla wa-yatlih hadith akhbar Stffin, followed by the date 

of the copy—Jumada I 1074/December 1663. The copy contains many 

obvious errors, as well as lacune, and frequently fails, in whole or in part, 

to provide isnads which appear in Ms. A. It is in this article referred 

to as Ms. B. 

5 “Nuovo testi arabo-siculi: III” in Centenario della nascita di Michele Amari, 2 

vols. (Palermo, 1910), I, 402-15. 
6 “Die jiingste ambrosianische Sammlung arabischer Handschriften”, ZDMG 69 

(1915), 77- 
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2. Authorities and the Question of the Identity of the Compiler 

As noted above, the identity of the compiler of this work is unknown. 

Numerous monographs known to have been written on the subject of 

the Siffin confrontation are now either lost completely or survive only in 

fragmented form in the works of other writers.” The available copies of 

the work under discussion give no explicit indication of a single compiler, 

and it is possible that the compilation was done by more than a single 

person. What does stand out, however, is the extent to which it draws 

in the first instance upon the material of ‘Umar ibn Sa‘d ibn Abi Sayd 

al-Asadi (d. ca. 180/796), whose work on Siffn was also relied upon 

heavily by Nasr ibn Muzahim al-Mingari.* Griffini draws attention to 

the existence of such dependence in the first half of the work, cites 

(inaccurately) a lengthy isnad at fol. 38a in Ms. A which contains four 
main chains of authority drawn upon by ‘Umar, and indicates a number 

of other places where his name is cited as an authority.* Beyond this, 

however, Griffini does not observe that the majority of other names cited 

in the tsnads, throughout the work and not merely in the first half of 

it,’° are those of authorities from whom ‘Umar is known to have drawn. 

Secondly, but to an extent which is considerably less, the work cites 

as an authority Abt: Mikhnaf Lit ibn Yahya al-Azdi (d. 157/775), and 
mentions the names of other authorities upon whom Abi Mikhnaf is 

known to have relied. Ursula Sezgin has already pointed out the close 

links which exist between the material of ‘Umar ibn Sa‘d and that of Abi 

Mikhnaf, in her valuable, close examination of these as constituents of 

Mingari’s Wagq‘at Siffin." 

Once ‘Umar ibn Sa‘d and Abi Mikhnaf and their authorities are 

eliminated, few isnads remain to be accounted for. Muhammad ibn 

’ For a list of Siffin monographs, see Ursula Sezgin, Abu Mihnaf. Ein Beitrag zur 

Historiographie der umaiyadischen Zeit (Leiden, 1971), 103, n. 15. 

8 Fuat Sezgin, Geschichte des arabischen Schrifttums, vol. I (Leiden, 1967), 311; 

Ursula Sezgin, Abu Mihnaf, 137-39. In our copies, ‘Umar sometimes becomes ‘Amr, 

and Sa‘d sometimes Sa‘id; Griffini (1910), 408, refers to him as “‘Amr ibn Sa‘d 
[al-Ansari]” . 

° Griffini (1910), 408. 
1° Griffini (1910), 408, n. 2 in fact overlooks the two further explicit references to 

‘Umar ibn Sa‘d at 88b and 1oob. 

* Ursula Sezgin, Abu Mihnaf, 137ff. and particularly 139. 
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Ishaq (d. 150/767) is, of course, used as an authority by ‘Umar and 
Abt Mikhnaf, but his material is here in three places preserved 

as an independent account (fols. 41b, 60a, 78a).’? The | material of ‘Amr 
ibn Shamir al-Ju‘fi (d. prob. 160/776) and his authorities,!? extensively 
used by Mingar1, is identifiable in only four instances (fols. 36a, 68b, 80a, 

gga). Beyond these, the following names need to be taken into account: 

Abi Rawh Faraj ibn Farwa (Ms. B: Abt Rawh ibn Qurra—unidentified) 
on the authority of Mas‘ada ibn Sadaqa (d. ca. 180/796"*), fol. 38b. 

Abii ‘Ubaydallah ibn al-Walid (d. bet. 170/785 and 193/809'4), fol. 39b. 
Abt Hayyan al-Taymi (contemporary of al-A‘mash, who died in 147/ 

764 or 148/765"°), fol. 6ga. 
‘Abd al‘Aziz ibn Siyah (Ms. A: Sinan; Ms. B: Yasar. In the same 

generation as Sufyan al-Thawri, who died 161/7781‘), fol. 70a. 
Aban [ibn Taghlib] (d. 141/7487°), fol. 83a. 
Abt Bakr al-Hamdani (?al-Hudhali? If so, he died 167/783-84'’), 

fol. 89b. 

Muhammad ibn ‘Uthman al-Kalbi (Ms. B: al-katib—unidentified) on the 
authority of al-Haytham ibn Adi (d. 209/824'8), fol. goa. 

Yahya ibn Zakariya ibn Abi Za’ida (d. 182/79814), fol. gob. 
Khirash ibn Isma‘Il al“Ijli (authority cited by Hisham ibn Muhammad 

al-Kalbi,*® infra), fol. g1b. 

Usayd ibn al-Qasim (mid 2/8 century”°), fol. 120b. 
Asad ibn Sa‘id al-Nakha‘T (mid 2/8 century”? fol. 120b.) 

12 Unless otherwise specified, references are henceforward to Ms. A. 

3 Ursula Sezgin, Aba Mihnaf, 131ff. 

14 Ibid., 124, n. 68. 

15 Ibn Sa‘d, Kitab al-tabaqat al-kabir, ed. E. Sachau et al., 8 vols. (Leiden, 1905-17), 

VI, 246. 

16 Agha Buzurg al-Tihrani, ALDhari‘a ila tasanif al-shi‘a, vol. XV (al-Najaf, 1955), 

52, where he too is credited with a “Kitab Siffin”. 

17 Tbn Hajar al“Asqalani, Tahdhib al-tahdhib, 12 vols. (Hyderabad, A.H. 1325-27), 

XII, 46 (no. 180). 
18 Ibn Qutayba, ALMa‘arif, ed. Tharwat ‘Ukasha, 2nd ed. (Cairo, 1969), 539. 

19 Ibn Abi Hatim, Kitab al-jarh wa’t-ta‘dil, 4 vols. (Hyderabad, A.H. 1360-72), I/ii, 

392 (n. 1803). 
20 AlTiisi, Rijal, ed. M. Sadiq Al Bahr al“Ulaim (al-Najaf, 1381/1961), 152 

(no. 208); Ibn Hajar al“Asqalani, Lisan al-mizan, 6 vols. (Hyderabad, A.H. 1329-31), 

I, 447 (no. 1297). 
21 Al-Tiisi, Rijal, 152 (no. 206); Ibn Hajar, Lisan al-mizan, I, 382 (no. 1198). 
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Hisham ibn Muhammad ibn al-Sa’ib al-Kalbi (d. 204/819), fol. 120b, 
who is also almost certainly intended by the references to al-Kalbi at 

fols. 45a and 60a. 
‘Abdallah ibn Ja‘far (ibn ‘Abd al-Rahmaan ibn al-Miswar? If so, he died 

170/786-8777), fol. 1414. 
Muhammad ibn Ibrahim ibn Yazid (unidentified), fol. 167b. 

The isnad evidence therefore points to this as being a compilation of the 

early third/ninth century. 
It must be reiterated here that the two copies are indeed copies of 

the same work, the main difference between them being (apart from 

their differing states of incompleteness) that Ms. B is less intelligible 

and grammatically accurate than Ms. A, contains lacune, and in the 

Siffin section usually prefaces information with gala, dhakaru, or (most 

commonly) gala: wa-dhakart, in places where Ms. A frequently gives 

fuller tsna@d information. F. Sezgin has already suggested a probable 

connection between the two, firstly when, in noting the attribution to 

Hisham ibn Muhammad al-Kalbi of a work entitled Kitab akhbar Siffin, 

he remarks “es muss noch untersucht werden, ob dies Werk mit dem 

Codex Ambros. H 129 und Berl. (z.Z. Tiibingen) Qu. 2040 identisch 
ist” ;?? and secondly in his entry on Muhammad ibn ‘Uthman al-Kalbi 

(p. 314), where he attributes to him Akhbar Siffin | (“Ambros. H. 129/2 
(ff. 90-177) ...”, citing Griffini [1910]), and continues “(vielleicht ist es 
identisch mit Ahbar Siffin von Ibn al-Kalbi, woraus Ibn a.l-Hadid in Sarh 

Nahg al-b. VI, 316 zitiert); vgl. mit den anon. Codex in Berl. Qu. 2040 

(z.Z. Tubingen)”. 
The matter takes a strange turn, however, in some remarks by Ur- 

sula Sezgin, who, while she has studied Ms. B closely, has evidently 

not had access to the superior Ms. A. This is apparent when she notes 

(p. 125, footnote) that “nach dem Text der Handschrift”—meaning 
Ms. B—“uberliefert ein gewisser Muhammad ibn ‘Utman al-Katib [sic] 
von al-Haitam b. ‘Adi, z.B. f. 49. Ist ‘al-Katib’ vielleicht eine Verschrei- 

bung von al-Kalbi?” She then informs us that “dieser Muhammad b. 

‘Utman al-Kalbi verfasste ein k. Sifffm, von dem eine Handschrift erhal- 

ten ist, s.o.S. 103”. Page 103, of course, refers us back to F. Sezgin, 

2? Ibn Hajar, Tahdhib al-tahdhib, V, 171-73 (no. 295). 
*° F. Sezgin, Geschichte des arabischen Schrifttums, I, 271. The citation from this 

work attributed to Hisham is in fact too short for any conclusions to be drawn with 
regard to the work under discussion. 
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page 314, which relies on Griffini, who relies on fol. goa of Ms. A, and 

the circle is complete; the two references to Muhammad ibn ‘Uthman 

occur in Ms. B only at fol. 49b, not “zum Beispiel”, and fol. 49b of Ms. B 

coincides with fol. goa of Ms. A. The same evidence is therefore inad- 

vertently used twice over as two separate pieces of mutually supporting 

evidence. 

Griffini has in fact arrived at two conclusions which are untenable, 

but which F. Sezgin, understandably enough, has had to take on trust. 

The first of these is to be found in the assertion that one transmission— 

that of ‘Umar ibn Sa‘d—ends in Ms. A at fol. 89b, and that the section 

Dhikr alta‘biya al-thaniya marks the beginning of a new transmission; 

this assertion is unacceptable, on the grounds that the sequence of 

events continues in a perfectly straightforward manner, that many of the 

authorities cited after fol.8gb are known to have been used by ‘Umar 

ibn Sa‘d, and that (unremarked by Griffini) there is yet another explicit 
reference to ‘Umar ibn Sa‘d himself at fol. 100b. There is therefore 

no reason for believing that the whole of fols. 34a-178a is not a single 

compilation. 

Secondly, Griffini has selected the otherwise unknown Muhammad 

ibn ‘Uthman al-Kalbi (or al-Katib) as the author of the whole of what 
he regards as this new transmission. But, in fact, there is no reason 

for regarding this Muhammad as the authority for any more than the 

two specific pieces of information to which his name is attached in 

paragraphs 2 and 3 of Dhikr al-ta‘biya al-thaniya (pieces of information 

which, incidentally, both concern the earlier period, not Siffin), so that 

the identity of the compiler must remain an open question. Not much 

of a case can even be made for the compiler having been al-Mingqari, in 

view of the paucity of material here taken from ‘Amr ibn Shamir—in 

contrast with the larger quantity to be found in the published Cairo 

version of Wagq‘at Siffin; and this in spite of the doubtful provenance 

of that version.”* 

As a final point, it is appropriate to note, as Griffini does, two 

works mentioned by Ibn al-Nadim, namely the Kitab al-rayat of Abt 

’|Bakhtari Wahb ibn Wahb (d. 200/815)”° and the Kitab al-alwiya 
of Abt’ Hudhayfa Ishaq ibn Bishr | (d. 206/821).”° A fragment of the 

24 See n. 1 above, and Hariin’s introduction. 

25 F. Sezgin, Geschichte des arabischen Schrifttums, I, 267. 

26 Ibid., 294. 
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former—bearing no textual resemblance to anything in Dhikr al-ta‘biya 

al-thaniya—offers information about the Ash‘ari banner and survives, 

with two illustrations, in the Ta’rikh-1 Qum;?’ the Kitab al-alwiya is 

apparently lost in its entirety. 

B. THE CONTENT 

1. Banners 

On the subject of banners in the pre-Islamic and early Islamic pe- 

riods, the exhaustive study of Girs”* continues to be the fundamental 

work, to which little has since been added.”* Discussion here will avoid 

digression into the complex and sometimes ambiguous range of points 

associated with material on liwd@’ and raya in the time of the Prophet, 

and will be confined as closely as possible to the Dhikr and Sifffn. By 

way of general comment, it is sufficient to say that, in spite of some 

apparent exceptions and ambiguities, liwa’ in the early Islamic period 

came to signify a military command, while raya was the emblem of a 

kinship group, or in some cases a personal emblem. One of the most 

important developments in the caliphate of ‘Umar was the attempt to 

establish authority in the hands of those with “Islamic priority” (ahl 

al-sabiqga)—an attempt which generally ran counter to the traditional 

principle of sharaf involved in the leadership of Arab kinship groups;*° a 

good instance of this attempt can be seen in the preparations preced- 

ing the battle of Qadistya, when men from the ahl al-sabiga were given 

27 Al-Qummi, Ta’rikh-i-Qum (Tehran, 1934), 282-83. 

?8 M. Girs, “K voprosu ob arabskikh znamenakh”, Zapiski Kollegii Vostokovedov 

pri Aziatskom Muzee Rosstiskot Akademii Nauk 5 (1930), 343-65. 

79 See Mustafa Jawad, “Al-Raya wa’Hiwa’ wa-amthaluha (Le drapeau chez les 

arabes)”, Lughat al-‘arab, year 9 (1931), 573-82, 686-91; Ahmad Taymir, AL Tadhkira 

al-Taymiriya (Cairo, 1953), art. 443, 259-74; Encyclopedia of Islam, new edition 

(Leiden, 1960-), s.v. “‘alam” (David-Weill), I, 349; Hans Kruse, “Raya and Liwa‘ [sic] 

in Islamic Tradition”, Proceedings of the Twenty-Seventh International Congress of 

Orientalists, Ann Arbor, Michigan, 13th-1gth August, 1967, ed. D. Sinor (Wiesbaden, 

1971), 283-84. I have been unable to gain access to the article: Ghulam Mustafa 

Khan, “The Islamic and Ghaznavide Banners”, Nagpur University Journal 9 (1943), 

106-117. 

°° This theme is pursued in “Kifan Political Alignments and Their Background 
in the Mid-Seventh Century A.p.”, International Journal of Middle East Studies 2 

(1971), 346-67 [Chap. 1 of this volume]. 
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charge of the rayat.*! In ‘Iraq, the polarisation of interests which en- 

sued there accounted for the clashes in the years that followed; in Syria, 

on the other hand, the existence of large, cohesive tribal groupings in 

the junds, the continuing presence of Mu‘awiya as governor there, and 

the relative lack of a parvenu Islamic elite of the kind to be found in 

‘Iraq, together meant that no clash came about. By the time of Siffin, 

it is clear that even in ‘Iraq clan/tribal traditional patterns of leadership 

had for some time ceased to be compromised in the ways envisaged by 

‘Umar; for one indication of this, it is necessary to look at more than 

the identity of the various leaders with rayat. 

To turn to the information provided by the Dhikr, it can first be 

noted that, at Siffin, ‘Alt and Mu‘awiya each had a liwa’ a‘zam,*? ‘Al’s 

being the liwa’ of the Prophet and Mu‘awiya’s “al-liwa’ al-a‘zam, liwa’ 

aljama‘a”. In general, the tribal groups on each side had rdayas, al- 

though in a few cases banners with the physical form of liwa’s evidently 

functioned as rayas; hence we find reference to “rayat Kinda ... wa-huwa 

liwa’ aswad” (§29). There is also mention of raéyas under which coali- 

tions of groups might sometimes form, namely, “rayat B. Asad jami‘*”” 

(§6), “alraya allati tajma‘ Bakr b. Wa’il qatibat?”” (§13), and the raya 

for joining ‘Akk with Alhan (§22). It is evident that identical tribal 

rayas were used by fellow-tribesmen from Basra and Kifa, as well as on 

the opposing Syrian side, when the names of such groups as Quraysh, 

the Ansar, Kinda, and Hamdan recur, the Dhikr merely indicates that 

the raya in question has already been described. In this connection, it 

is perhaps worth noting also (although not without caution) Minqari’s 
report from ‘Amr ibn Shamir** that there were also means by which the 

‘Iraqis as a whole were distinguishable from the Syrians as a whole: 

The distinguishing mark (‘alama) of the ‘Iraqis at Siffin was white 
wool, which they had placed on their heads and shoulders; their shz‘ar 

31 Al-Tabari, Ta’rikh al-rusul wa‘l-mulik, ed. M. J. de Goeje et al., 3 series (Leiden, 

1879-1901), I, 2224. 

32 Cf. Girs, “K voprosu ob arabskikh znamenakh”, 359, who mentions only a-raya 

al-‘uzma with ‘Al. Also, note the references to the Prophet‘s liwa’ a‘zam at Badr 

and Uhud: al-Waqidi, A-Maghazi, ed. J. M. B. Jones (London, 1966), 58, 225; Ibn 

Sa‘d, Tabagat, II/i, 8; Girs, op. cit., 346. 

33 ‘Amr ibn Shamir does not inspire confidence in his reliability as an authority: 

see the discussion of another report cited on his authority in “The Siffin Arbitration 

Agreement”, Journal of Semitic Studies 17 (1972), 104ff. (where p. 104, 1. 19, should 

read “Jabir [ibn Yazid al-Ju‘fi]”, not “Yazid al-Ju‘fi”) [above, 69]. 
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was “ya ‘lah, ya ahad, ya samad, ya rahman, ya rahim”.** The 
distinguishing mark of the Syrians was yellow pieces of cloth (khiraq), 

which they had placed on their heads and shoulders; their shi‘ar was 

“nahnu ‘ibad allah haqq*” hagq*”” .*° 

The reference given above to a liwa’ which served as a raya suggests 

clearly enough that a functional difference was involved. The Kindi 

leader had presumably by tradition carried a lawa’—hardly surprising, 

perhaps, in view of the distinguished past of Kinda; but he was not 

now an overall military leader, so that, although he kept his liwa’, it 

functioned only as a raya, that is, as an emblem of his kinship group, 

and in his charge as leader of that group. It also seems clear that 

there was generally a physical difference between the two, in spite of 

Girs’ evident reluctance to commit himself on this point.*° Although 

there may have been some ambiguous cases, the whole range of evidence 

suggests that the liwa’ involved an elongated piece of material,*’ while 

the raya involved material which was square in shape. 

This much could, of course, be argued merely on the basis of the 

illustrations which occur in the Dhikr, but not without first taking into 

account the remark of Girs about Ms. A—of which he knew, although he 

evidently did not see it—to the effect that the illustrations “apparently 

do not show the banners as they really were at Siffin, because they 

depict them as seen by an illustrator in the thirteenth | century, which 

accordingly lowers the value of this interesting source”.** The charge 
is not wholly lacking in validity, in that there are grounds for wondering 

just how accurately the illustrations portray the actual Siffin banners; 

to take two examples: (i) Ms. A shows borders in Fig. 17, while the text 
states specifically that there were no borders; (ii) Fig. 18 presumably 

ought to be identical with the first of the figures given in Ta’rikh-i 
Qum, but is not. On the other hand, it is entirely possible that the 

illustrations did not originate in the thirteenth century (i.e., on the 

basis of written descriptions), but were instead copied from an existing 

eso Ct @uraneOxlla=9: 

35 Waq‘at Siffin, 332. Not substantiated by other early sources. 

8° Girs, “K voprosu ob arabskikh znamenakh”, passim: he avoids the issue in simply 
using the word “banner”. 

37 Note particularly the use of turban cloth for this purpose, e.g., Girs, op. cit., 351. 

38 Girs, op. cit., 355-56. 
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transmission which included illustrations; the presence of illustrations 

also in the Ta’rikh-i Qum rather strengthens the case for believing this. 

In such an event we are dealing merely with errors in transmission, and 

are accordingly unable to say, with regard to Fig. 18, which of the Dhikr 

and Ta’rikh-1 Qum is more accurate; as between Ms. A and Ms. B, the 

evidence indicates that we should favour the former, partly because it 

is older and has a more intelligible and grammatically accurate text, but 

also because the ‘adhabas (discussed below) are more credibly drawn 
and because the script of the word “Bajila” in Fig. 8 is more convincing. 

With regard to materials employed, the use to which the garment 

(§4) namira, burd (woolen striped garment) belonging to ‘A’isha was 
put as Muhammad’s raya is widely reported.*® The impressive raya of 

Hamdan (§25-Fig. 22) is described as having been ornamented with, or 

made of, dibaj (mudabbaja), that is, cloth (probably silk) variegated with 
colours.*° The raya of (the pastoral) Shayban was made from a black 

nose-bag, which had been unstitched (§13). Three rdyas are reported 
to have been made from khirgas (§§5, 21, 27), and two from qit‘as (§§18, 
36), while another included a qit‘a (§37); the difference, if any, between 
khirqa and qit‘a is not clear—each seems to mean “a piece (of cloth)”. 
On the question of size, we are told that the raya of Khath‘am was a 

cubit square (§24);*? but there is no indication of why this should have 

called for special comment; the Shaybani nose-bag cannot have been 

very different in size. 

The ‘adhaba is defined by Lane (sub. ‘adhab"”) as “a piece of rag [or 
strip of linen or the like, called in French cravate,| that is bound upon 

the head of a spear”. Ten of the forty-two banners described in the Dhikr 

contain one ‘adhaba or more, the majority of these being red.*? Other 

decorative devices to which reference is made are: the turra, defined by 

Lane as “ornamented, or figured, or variegated border ... edge, margin”, 

examples of which occur in red and in white (§§15, 22, 40, Figs. 13, 

19, M2); the hawash'"-borders, two examples of which are red (§§23, 

39 See Waq‘at Siffin, 348-49. 

40 For evidence of Hamdani use of dibaj in the time of the Prophet, see Tabaqat, 

bias 
41 This is mentioned also by ‘Abd al-Hayy al-Kattani, Nizam al-huktima al-nabawiya 

al-musamma al-taratib al-idariya ..., vol. I (Rabat, A.H. 1346), 320. 

42 Standard translation of colour terms is followed, but note the remark by Girs, 

“K voprosu ob arabskikh znamenakh”, 355, on the conception of aswad. 
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28, Figs. 20, 24), one white (§18, Fig. 15), and one red and green (§24, 

Fig. 21)—it can also be noticed that in §20 (re Fig. 17) the absence of 
borders is specifically remarked; the crescent moon (hilal), which occurs 

in red on the raya of the | Ash‘artyiin (§21, Fig. 18),** in white on the 

raya of Tayyi’ (§27, Fig. 23), and in “the colour of the sky” on the raya 
of Hadramawt (§32, Fig. 26);*4 “two eyes” (‘ayna@n) adorning the raya 

of Muharib, red and accompanied by red ‘adhabas (§10, Fig. 10); the 

representation of a lion, on the raya of Ghani and Bahila (§34, Fig. 28); 
and the word “Bajila”, written on the raya of that tribe (§48, Fig. M8).*° 

As for the names of banners, in addition to a-kAyna’, “the Wide- 

Eyed”, mentioned above, the name of the raya of Hamdan is given as 

al-Harin, “the Refractory”, (usually of a horse) (§26), and that of B. 
Kilab as al-Sa‘ar, “the Swift”, (usually of a she-camel) (840). The black 

raya of the Prophet was called al-‘Uqab, “the Eagle”;*® it can be noted 

here also that the Fath al-bari mentions a white raya of the Prophet’s 

called a- RYBH ,*’ which seems rather doubtful and should perhaps be 

read as al-Ruyayya, being the diminutive of raya.** 

On the question of colours, let us first review some of the information 

in sources other than the Dhikr. The Prophet is most frequently reported 

to have had a black raya and a white liwa’, but there are also references 

to his possession of a white raya and a yellow raya, as well as a black 

liwa’.*® Concerning the radyas of Aws and Khazraj, Waqidi tells us that 

43 This red hilal is confirmed by al-Qummi (from Abi ’lBakhtari), Ta’rikh-i-Qum, 

282-83. 

44 Two other references to hilals are given by Kattani, Nizam al-hukuima al-naba- 

wiya, 320, 322. 

45 As another example of writing, the (white) liwa’ of the Prophet is reported 

to have written upon it “la ilah® illa lah Muhammad rasil allah”: Ibn Hajar 

al-Asqalani, Fath a-bari bi-sharh sahih al-Bukharv, 13 vols. (Biilaq, A.H. 1301), VI, 

89 (also cited by Kattant, op. cit., 322); see also Girs, “K voprosu ob arabskikh 

znamenakh” , 343 (citing remarks by the Earl of Munster). 

48 Kattani, Nizam al-huktiima al-nabawiya, 345, 347, 353-54, 358 for important 

details of this. 

47 VI, 89 (cited by Kattant, op. cit., 322). 

48 See Ibn Manziir, Lisan al-‘arab, 20 vols. (Bulaq, A.H. 1300-1307), XIX, 70. 

4° See the references given by A. J. Wensinck (Concordance et indices de la tradition 
musulmane, 7 vols. [Leiden, 1936-69] at II, 332 and VI, 155-56); Fath al-barz, VI, 
89; Girs, “K voprosu ob arabskikh znamenakh”, 347, 348, 349; Kattani, Nizam 
al-hukuma al-nabawiya, 318 ff; Jawad, “Al-Raya wa’Hiwa”, 575; Taymir, AL Tadhkira 
al-Taymiuritya, 260. 
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they were green and red in the Jahiliya and that when Islam came they 

kept them like that;°°? Abi Nu‘aym [scil., alIsfahani] is named as the 
authority for a report that the Prophet gave the Ansar yellow rayas.*! 

Girs gives other instances of colours, notably red but also yellow and 

green,”* and al-Qummi, citing Abt ’lBakhtari, describes the raya of 

the Ash‘artytin as white with a black turra containing a red crescent.*? 

Al-Mingari mentions in the Wagq‘at Siffin that the raya of Rabi‘a at 

Siffm was red and carried by al-Hudayn ibn Mundhir;** he also reports 
that at Siffm: 

the rayas of the ‘Iraqis were black, red, blackish-red (dukn), white, 

dyed with safflower (mu‘asfara); and dyed with saffron (muwarrada); 

and the liwa’s were fixed (?madriiba; read makhditba, “dyed”?) black- 
ish-red and black.®° 

The further information about colours which is available in the Dhikr 

is therefore of interest not only for its own sake, but also because it 

confirms the importance particularly of white, black, and red, and to 

a lesser extent of yellow and green. This accords with the findings of 

an interesting study by Morabia, who (disregarding white and black in 

this connection) states: 

La gamme des couleurs ne connait pas de lignes de démarcation bien 

précises, et surtout immuables. C’est la langue qui y introduit de 

Vordre, qui les groupe autour de certain types cardinaux. I] semble 

que, pour l’arabe, c’aient été le rouge, le jaune et le vert, puisque ce 

sont invariablement les trois couleurs citées dans les compilations et 

dictionnaires arabes de |’époque classique.*® 

50 Maghazi, 896 (cf. Girs, “K voprosu ob arabskikh znamenakh”, 355); cf. Dhikr, 

§5, Fig. 5. 
51 Kattani, Nizam a-hukima al-nabawiya, 323, citing the Isaba, i.e., Ibn Hajar, 

Allsaba fi tamyiz al-sahaba, 4 vols. (Calcutta, 1856-73), IV, 803 (no. 1033); 4 vols. 

(Cairo, A.H. 1328), IV, 414 (no. 1041). 

52 Girs, “K voprosu ob arabskikh znamenakh”, esp. 351, 355, 358. 

53 Ta’rikh-i Qum, 282; cf. Dhikr, §21, Fig. 18. 

54 Waq‘at Siffin, 289; cf. Dhikr, §§13-14, Fig. 12. 

55 Waq‘at Siffin, 332; on ‘Amr ibn Shamir, see above, n. 33. From safflower comes 

the red dye carthamin. 

56 Alfred Morabia, “Recherches sur quelques noms de couleur en arabe classique”, 

Studia Islamica 21 (1964), 98. 
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2. Battle Cries 

The Dhikr offers as much new information on clan and tribal battle 

cries as it does on the subject of banners, the main difficulty being that 

much of this is at present as lacking in significance for us as it evidently 

was for the scribes who copied it—in many instances without dotting. 

The subject has received little attention. Kattani°’ and Taymir®® have 

dealt briefly with the shi‘@r, the former in connection with the time 

of the Prophet only, and Goldziher has devoted three pages to battle 

cries in his Muhammedanische Studien.*? The battle cries used at Badr 

and Uhud have been touched upon by A. Jones in an article entitled 

“The Mystical Letters of the Quran”.®° It is indeed of the cries at Badr 

and Uhud that we are told time and again in the sources, with their 

concern for emphasising cries apparently introduced by the Prophet; of 

other cries they tell us little, and the present collection—for all that 

much of it is unclear in significance or meaning—provides information 

which has not appeared in other sources so far. The term used in the 

Dhikr is shi‘ar, which means, among other things, a sign. Lane defines 

it in this sense as “a sign of people in war ... and in a journey ... 

i.e. ... a call or cry, by means of which to know one another”; he goes 

on to say that the shz‘ar of soldiers is “a sign that is set up in order 

that a man may thereby know his companions” and that shi‘ar “signifies 

also the banners, or standards, of tribes”. It is in fact the first of these 

definitions, that of the call or cry of members of a particular group, 

that the Dhikr means; the sense of the second definition does occur in 

Mingari’s Wag‘at Siffin, but the word used is ‘alama and not shi‘ar.* 

Relevant here are the comments on battle cries by Goldziher, who 

remarks that: 

a remarkable way of showing tribal attachement was the custom that 

the ancient Arabs during their battles called out the name of the 

eponymous hero of their tribe in the manner of a watchword, or in 

order to ask for help in the heat of battle or in a great danger. The call 
was: yala Rabi‘a, yala Khuzayma etc. 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

Nizam al-hukima alnabawiya, 327ff. 

Al-Tadhkira al-Taymiriya, 214-15. 

Discussed below. 

Studia Islamica 16 (1962), 5-11. 
See above, 11. 
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This phenomenon, says Goldziher: 

documented the unity of the fighters in war and the battle cry, shi‘ar 

(recognition) da‘wa or du‘a@ (appeal and summons, the latter especially 

when serving as a call for help), was intrinsically also a symbol of the 

glorious memories and proud traditions of the tribe, which were to be 

recalled when individual courage needed strengthening. 

After citing some examples and suggesting that the battle cry played 

a role as a sacred concept, Goldziher addresses himself to the earliest 

period of Islam, in the interests of which, he says: 

Such manifestations of tribal consciousness had to be banned, since 

they were eloquent witnesses to the tribal segregation which Islam 

intended to overcome. Islam was compelled to fight the use of the shi‘ar 

with even more determination since—as we have seen—it contained 

some religious elements. Thus it is said of Muhammad—and possibly 

justly—that he forbade the calls of the Jahiliyya. 

Goldziher then remarks upon the emergence at the battles of Badr and 

Uhud of apparently new, Muslim battle cries, but notes also the existence 

of reports which indicate the continued use of such tribal calls as ydla 

Dabba in the time of ‘Umar.® 
The evidence is too slight to allow us to judge with any certainty 

what exactly Muhammad was seeking to forbid—if indeed this was the 

case—or the extent to which he was in a position effectively to forbid any- 

thing of this kind. Al-Bukharl, whom Goldziher cites, reports that the 

Prophet, on hearing the calls “yala ‘-Ansar” and “yala -Muhayirin” , 

deplored the Jahili da‘wa and declared “leave off it because it stinks” .®° 

Among the apparently new battle cries which he introduced were “ya 

bani Abd a-Rahman” (for the Muhajiriin), “ya bant Abdallah” (for the 
Khazraj), and “ya bani ‘Ubaydallah” (for the Aws).°* 

62 Muhammedanische Studien, 2 vols. (Halle, 1889-90), I, 60-62; English translation 

by C. R. Barber and S. M. Stern as Muslim Studies, 2 vols. (London, 1967-71), I, 

63-65. 

63 See Ibn Hajar, Fath al-bari, VI, 497-98; Goldziher, Muslim Studies, 1, 64, n. 4. 

Another possible reading, by which the “it” in this statement does not refer to “da ‘wa” 

at all, is discounted in the Fath al-bari (VI, 498), although there is no logical objection 

to it. 

64 On these and other Muslim cries in the maghazi, see notably Waqidi, Maghazi, 

8; see also Ibn Sa‘d, Tabagat, II/i, 8, 29, 52, 77, 85, 109; Maghazi, 58, 234, 261, 
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Goldziher’s view of the matter is that, in Bukhari’s hadith: “the 

Prophet is made to condemn even the cry ya la l-Ansar and ya la ‘~-Mu- 

hajirin (not even specific tribal calls)”, but one could also argue that 
the Muhajirin and Ansar were precisely the people with whose battle 

cries he could expect most successfully to interfere. Similarly the group 

which is reported to have had its shi‘ar changed by Muhammad from 

“va haram” to “ya halal” was probably from Muzayna or Juhayna, both 

of which were near Medina and under Muhammad’s influence.®° 

On the other hand, the cry “yala -Ansar” is mentioned by Waqidi 

without any mention of Prophetic disapproval.®*® Nor does Ibn Habib, 

in his account of the fate of certain Jahill practices after the advent of 

Islam, make any mention of the shi‘ar or the da‘wa.®’ Rather, we find 

examples of the tribal da‘was being used in the time of ‘Umar, as noted 

by Goldziher, and the Dhikr furnishes us with a long list of shz‘ars at 

least a few of which have an apparently Islamic ring about them. 

The question of the extent to which the shz‘ars given in the Dhikr are 

in fact Jahili shz‘ars carried through into Islam cannot, then, be resolved 

with certainty, although one is inclined to believe that in many cases 

this was so. Nor is it possible to be sure whether a shi‘ar was regarded 

differently from a da‘wa, for it is after all a da‘wa that is mentioned in 

Bukhart’s hadith about the Prophet’s disapproval. In certain instances, 

where an existing shi‘ar contained a word or notion which conflicted 

with his preaching, the Prophet probably pressed hard for a change. 

The shi‘ar “ya haram” seems to be a case in point, and there was 

obviously no question of the survival in Islam of the Qurashi shi‘ar 

“yala ‘-‘Uzza, yala-Hubal”.®® Whether it was for similar reasons that 

the Prophet gave the shi‘ars “mabrir”®? and “mugaddam”” to Azdis 

and Sulamis respectively cannot be determined, although “mugaddam” 

407, 898-99; Ibn Hisham, Al-Sira al-nabawiya, ed. M. al-Saqqa et al., 2 vols, 2nd ed. 

(Cairo, 1955), I, 634, II, 68, 226, 294, 333, 409; Wensinck, Concordance, III, 140-41; 

Goldziher, Muslim Studies, I, 64; Kattani, Nizam althukiima alnabawiya, 237-39; 

Taymur, Al-Tadhkira al-Taymtriya, 215. 

65 Kattani, Nizam al-huktima al-nabawiya, 327 (presumably from al-Khuza‘l); the 

last person in the zsnad is a man from Muzayna or Juhayna. 

66 Maghazi, 899. 

Al-Muhabbar, ed. I. Lichtenstadter (Hyderabad, 1361/1942), 300ff. 
Tabagat, II/i, 29. 

Ibid., II/i, 41. 

Ibid., II/i, 71. NDAD OO 100 Ee 



The Banners and Battle Cries at Siffin 113 

is said to suggest a glorious role at Hunayn which the Sulamis did not 

in fact play;”* only with “ya ‘ashara” given to the ‘Absis do we find 

something approaching an adequate explanation of the wording of a 

new shi‘ar.’* But there was a great difference between, on the one 
hand, giving out shi‘ars to some of the smaller parties, which had in 

many instances broken away from their clan or tribal groupings, and on 

the other hand interfering with the traditional shi‘ars of larger, more 

cohesive, more powerful, or more remote groups. It would indeed be 

far-fetched to imagine that the Prophet attempted arbitrarily to alter 

the shz‘ars of, say, Kinda or Himyar. 

The shi‘ars attributed to ‘Amr ibn Shamir to the totality of the 

‘Iraqis and the totality of the Syrians at Siffin must be accepted or re- 

jected according to the confidence one can place in his authority;”* there 
is no other reference to them. It can be added, however, that a further 

specifically Islamic shi‘ar, viz KhY‘S—the letters with which Sura 19 

begins, is attributed to ‘Ali at Siffin by the Sharh nahj al-balagha.”* As 

for the shi‘ars given in the Dhikr, all that now remains is to review the 

possible readings and meanings; it is hardly necessary to add that, even 

when some superficial meaning in one of these shz‘ars can be arrived at, 

the deeper significance remains unclear. 

The first of the shi‘ars mentioned by the Dhikr seem to be relatively 

straightforward: ya muhammad, ya mansiir™ (§2, descendents of the 

Prophet); huda’llah (§2, B. Hashim); ya@ muhammad, ya mahdi” (§2, 
Ibn ‘Abd al-Muttalib); ywmn®™ min allah (§5, Ansar); rahmat allah (§6 
(variants), Kinana). Thereafter, matters become less simple: 

§ 7 (Hudhayl): nabhan (N)’°dhi ‘Hhusayn (N)—‘“Nabhan, possessor of the 
husayn (small sand dune?)”. 

§ 8 (Hanzala): nabhan (N) dha ’l-‘aynayn—“Nabhan, possessor of the two 

eyes (?)”. 

71 Ibid., II/i, 49. 
72 Ibid., II/i, 49; below, §50 and annotations; W. Montgomery Watt, Muhammad at 

Medina (Oxford, 1956), 72. 

73 See above, n. 33. 

74 Goldziher, Muslim Studies, I, 64, n. 5—evidently an addition by S. M. Stern— 

citing Ibn Abi ’l-Hadid, Sharh nahj at-balagha, ed. M. A. Ibrahim, 20 vols. (Cairo, 

1965-67), V,.176; of this too there appears to be no confirmation elsewhere. 

75 On the terms mahdi and mansir, see the remarks of B. Lewis, “The Regal Titles 

of the First ‘Abbasid Caliphs”, Dr. Zakir Husain Presentation Volume (New Delhi, 

1968), 16-19. 
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§ 9 

810 

§12 

§13 

§15 
817 
818 

§19 

§20 

§21 

§22 

§23 

§24 

§25 
§27 
§28 

§29 

§31 

§33 
§34 

835 
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(Sa‘d ibn Zayd Manat): ma‘rif (N); or ibn Sa‘d ibn Zayd Manat Ma‘ruf 

(N)—“well-known”; or “the son of S. ibn Z. is well-known”. 

(Muharib): hallab (or jallab?); or Muharib ibn Khasafa hallaf—“dewy 

(of a day)” (or “persons who drive camels and flocks about”) or (most 
probably) “Muharib ibn Khasafa is one who swears much”. 

(Abd al-Qays): kawkab—basically meaning “something which glistens or 

is conspicuous”, e.g., star, dew, water, sword, chief, etc. 

(Shayban): fartgq—“group of men, outrunner”. 

(Yashkur): ya dha ’l-riga’—“O possessor of patches” .”” 

(Sa‘d ibn Malik): hidrijan (N)—meaning “short” (Lisan at ‘arab, III, 56). 
(‘Ijl): MKDM, i.e., mukaddam (N) or mukdam—meaning “strong (of a 
stallion)” (Lisan al ‘arab, XV, 413). 

(Kalb): jama‘at sag‘ab (N)—“company of Saq‘ab”; sag‘ab also means 

“tall” (Lisan at‘arab, II, 14). 

(Nakha’): RBAH—either rabah (N), meaning “a certain small animal 

resembling a cat”, or (less probably) rubbah, meaning “male ape”. 

(Ash‘ariytin): MHAJR—either muhajir (N), meaning “one who forsakes 
his country”, or (less probably) muhdajar, meaning “a place to which one 

emigrates”. 

(‘Akk): thawab—“recompense” . 
(Ji‘fi): kawkaban—“two kawkabs” (see above, §12). Certainly in later 
times, Kawkaban was a Yemeni place-name (Hamdani, Sifat jaztrat al-‘a- 

rab, ed. D. H. Miiller (Leiden, 1884], 107, 195). 

(Khath‘am): HJBIL (?)—reading uncertain. Possibly jahfal, meaning 
“company”, or jahanfal, meaning “thick-lipped”. 

(Hamdan): ya mujalid (N)—meaning “contender in a sword-fight”. 
(Tayyi’): fayyad (N)—meaning “man abounding in munificence”. 
(Khuza‘a): ya manstir (N)—meaning “one who is assisted against the 
enemy”. 

(Kinda): ?A SA?R HRIR (?)—reading uncertain, but possibly “ya sa’ir 
Jarir” (N)—‘O remainder of Jarir”. 

(Hadramawt): safwan (N) meaning “soft, smooth stones” and “clear, cold 

(day)”. 
(Thaqif): ahmad (N) 

(Bahila): FR?AD—reading uncertain, but probably firyad, meaning 

“wide, broad” and mentioned by Ibn Durayd (ALJamhara, III, 387) as 
being [the name of] a place. 

(Salul): rayyan (N) (or rabban (N)/ rubban) dha ‘-trumhayn—“Rayyan 
(or Rabban), possessor of two spears”; rayyan means “quenched”, and 
rabban/rubban “company”. 
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§36 (‘Ijl: cf. above §18): MKDM (see above §18) and jama‘at? ‘LA; this last 

is probably ya‘la (N), hence “company of Ya‘la”. 

837 (Dhuhl): S?ASH—siyasa (?) 
840 (Kilab ibn ‘Amir): jama‘at muslim (N) 
841 (Kila‘tyin): himyar (N) 
844 (Quda‘a): ya mahdi, ya rashid (N) 

( 
( 

846 (Azd): mabrir—‘“accepted, rewarded”. See above, p. 14. 

§48 (Bajila): ya‘la (N) 
§50 (Sulaym): mugaddam—“stationed in the van”. See above, p. 14. 

852 (Ghassan): MS’DAN—? 
§53  (Judham): WBAN—? 

It is apparent from the above list that, in a good many cases, the shz‘ars 

used by tribal groups at Siffin included words which may have referred 

to individuals; and it is reasonable to expect that such individuals were 

the real or imagined ancestors of those groups, as in the eponymous 

instances of Sa‘d ibn Zayd Manat (§9) and Muharib (§10), and in the 
instance of the Kila‘tyin (§41). These, however, are the only instances 

where such an expectation is fulfilled with certainty, for the genealogical 

information available about the other groups mentioned here reveals no 

ancestors whose names coincide with names of possible names given in 

these shi‘ars; it can only be hazarded that in at least some cases these 

were epithets or nicknames applied to ancestors who are known to us 

by other names in the genealogies. 
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fara | UL cl, Moe | ile Cal day dliy/ ble Col Vdd chen ae ay Jil 

LM oat yl Nl gh: le Wel & cis LISLE Y, 
Al Mori ae Je Vi ble tl G ol fp ali, 

”AU), Io}3 dg 3 et oS 

PANE VE 357 

22. A: Gradll Sy ane  B: : odd) Ss ye - see annotations 

230 Beare de 

24eB: aps ole hy dee (14S) oy slat 

25 Badds. ce 

26. B: dey 4h + — see annotations 

27. B: Ja& 

28. B: slall 

29. B: Ye 

30. A: dae B: 92% - see annotations 

31. Br Oe jam YY bw eo 

32. B: ess 

33. Added — see annotations 

34. B: al Jy 

35. A: lac. followed by (bo 

36. B: 4~5 

37. Bs c= 

38. B (garbled): CSU pie Gy dee Sb ley me Wel & EI Wy, 

39. B: obll 
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cae VY gil ale Oly 

ris iy Lake Ce 
5 de Gta we ae 

Mees Es esill clos ate 
ev/ : le gy es JW, / 

a pe Mche oI IL. 

Ui sei Gees cule La. 

yey |] etic i) ase] | 3 baoer fv aly de ery [ : JU] -— VY 

glee (ig. 11): | line oday/ Ye Ips! cy atl 1, pe cay phe al 

SS pill te 

pel Sy / SLA Be Gy A yy | Oke og 4b de der [: JU] - 
(Fig. 12): ALE ply ce So | SAU! ay ie oie / oly Cucdd DEL 

Mp oles gy lt 

ele ig Ae Rial lee be 
£096 2 Ghd SL STH yeh tole oye dl itd ot Gy OVOLE co det! py Bal 

Ue eB seal Ugab le bly ge Se Costs all Ball Yo by Cte py UIT Lb 
1 tay Mb al gy Ue Spi ed oddly Ones SI ¢ Sb al 

40. 

41. 

42. 

43 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

bil 

BZ: 

53. 

54. 

Lied Cae es LIS! 

tly teed jes LE Qol> 

B ries 

S.p. 

B: la pay 

B: ie Too] 

B: TH! py 

B adds o 

B: je! 

Obliterated in A 

Bi ue 
B: s.p. 

B: co) 

B: esl psoy 

B om. but adds “479 4! 65 

B: Gal J 

B: Sil 

Lyk Gt toy Ub go 

ape ge Ma bh guy 
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lo Lal] CIT SK GO yy dle Sy py db de fey [: Jb] — V0 

EON IDL Sty gy shee. (Fig. 18): WSU al p> 0b 

ALL Gal IITs hell by yy Phe le Say de deo JU] - NN 

|. (Big. 14 @) : i Syl lie eke | VEST) olay ol pam Cleat Baru UA pra Lay 

De AS op ane See by. (Fig. 14 (ii) ) OPE rpeall ode fo Celeb ayer of 

Lyy) Ad lam a pbaiy lay GLI! a US, 

D Line olny elem aly Cy VE Gl dl dg UL de ders | — W 

[ OM Sle p> Abe oy dae gy le (Fig. 14 A) 

dala pyly CIS Geel (el Gy be Jee & ULL de dey JU] — A 
2° (Fig. 15 (i): [pat Gatley elem Uae gl dinall ola fo ctl oul ] clay 9 +l amy Lae 

| Vea wb bee gs let / 9 (Fig. 15 (ii) 

OY) aaa) Sti sill ay | cb al | es OS il de bey [: JB] - 14 

(Fig. 16): SY tie ode | el jam ade ONS / clayey [clans / elem al) OS 
. Caines dele US ket 

55. B: te 

56. B: thay elas Caled leo nguliy ae G ibU! G bas 
57. B om. this figure 

58. B: idl ola le 
59. Text gives «>, — see annotations 

60. Figure damaged 

61. This phrase may be misplaced — see annotations 

62. Corner of page missing in A. 

635B: pl 

64. Figure damaged in A. B gives with this figure Ob pr> AN op dee laty which 

A gives with the preceding section. A here gives tte &4> S442 which is 

clearly out of place, belonging to the immediately following section on Kalb (it is in 

fact repeated there by A). 

65. B. om. this figure 

66. 42) in a smaller script and another hand, is written above as 

(Wi 1he cael 

68. B: Lind! ode le 

69. B: Cars 
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erly STs adel [NI ay] Sob y GL eelab de bers: Jb] — Ys 

(Fig. 17): Vilas ode (MS) th YOU oS YI ] ae She SH IS 

. cho Sell ols 

prety SIS SAA doo Gy Geel te Ge we a de dey [: Jb] - 1 
Giese ign), 2 Gistainy 21 UA UL Wiss Olay elasy tla ae 

GNI ple UY ale bl Spay latae / eels | ale ae NI 

lay 9 tl pam Olina TH aly CSTs HF yy he He 41) de Jee fs JU] - YY 
z facall ela fey YP sland 15 als bly Lal Chl, oll, pared | Osh ar Olade y / 

NOMS Aree. (Fig. 19) 
ol pine ly SIS etl nd Gy Mm) OY tee bb de ry ME: UE] — 

SMOLSS ire let. (Fig. 20): Yi oda [ pm baths] 

J #13 | eh [LOS] ol ees ye ee bb de Jere [Jb] — 8 

Ket yo] Ainall obs le clay [OI] pee y Sly “UY fe Cs ae 

OO foom patt olet (Fig. 21): Del ety elm 
ode fe dete ly CIS ide) Gy eee Ol A) ee frry [: JU] — Yeo 

As GSE Mle L OA se | (Fig. 22): [lalpey Byes bpaty Spm] Uenall 

OMA 33 bbl oy ae 
ee Se SN el pal Myla 

MLol Es G lew Gols Saesil IL) Gy! ILA Call 

70. B: 3 

Wile Bs daw)! ola de 

72. B: jell 

73. B includes here UL a~ Odes given earlier in the line by A 
74. B: ype |b deme b Se Oke 

75. This and the preceding section are transposed in B. 

76. Br Cane 

di. Bs 53 

78. B: Ol 

79. B: oY 

80. B: s.p. Possibly je»»- see above, p. 15 

81. Followed by 4Jlk>3 in slightly smaller script and this in turn by 5» lin 

considerably smaller script; both words are in a different hand. 
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Cnee py PAM GOT LB cpt! OMG LOU G pal GIS, bs Jey -— 
Oy pS) ed Cie UT Ny Sob Oy ty Ke OP Gi tyler OF Ay Oy pl ye 

MM WAY gl Le oe bey lis 

leyt! Gor) oy Ub Lindl de bps opus 

> gl Jy / 

| lala! j> 99 3 yond ts lp dl cyrtl bos, 

toy [BF] pra GS Ua ile gy Ge MeL b bly de Gers [: JB] — WV 

dial) oe le olpoy elvayy elage Glide Sy Gael JMe algal G Mel any clans 

|. plas bh et/. (Fig. 23) 

leas ml) CIS el pel ling oe bey al de dele Ob de dey [2 SE] = YA 

oper dele oles. (Fig. 24): dello bf > lp ] 

Dyavat dyed els gay GUS ed Gy Cat GUS 41, Ue eee [: db] — V4 

BLS eb] (Fig. 25): byl dye / olny / ql sol BLS fat py a GG 

TO ae vel 
(Fig. 25 A) [sla Vay oy Cyd elie UL le ey [ : dB] — 

Je SNS than CiISy Ye parl pe y bly Opp ab Ve | bes - 1) 
ghee]. (Fig. 26) Syne odny dead G classy pylope Shie SM, eLUI oJ 

[Ole Oy pam 

cre Al BB. pal Jal ol Je BSN JV OU! ie be Mia / — ry . 

tea er ASM ey prcbses abs de Epes! al Ole par lb ole yy alte ib al 
pas le de Brady ole Gy! pb die OIF Gill pL ee ee 

Ble Gt anes Dyed a6 gy that geste! fall oy hey Geel Ged gy Gee YI 

82. B Weetts 

83.B: uo 
84.B: Wa bss 

85. Ar uk Bi ob 

86. B:  tlopey elem 

7a ee 

88. s.p. — see above, p. 15 

89. A: 45 

90. B: kbs 

91. A adds ‘lev i!) in a smaller script and another hand 
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SPs Whe de UY) Bly Re aly dry ape oy Be gly — yee sl Cre IES 

US dead ENN dine Cade ple gy Cll bey is Gy aI te ele fer AF OU 
EL de Jer bai U1, dae Cate Stell em Gy gala dt bai GL ery USI Cay 

Se oy Cae dae oy A Cg Ly ey Ine Cate flare! Cid Gy mem ef gr iy Ua 
| Gamat OP po Gy Wy By Ale Se Oy ape SL dey SIU plindl gy 

SI ele eh Cis Gal / Gell Gly / Gold) Gat 1) de [ fey : UB] - OY 
Fel US PAK (Rig. 97) Eee ole 9 

peels SISK LU! Olentd yp Py re tbl / ye / aL de roy [: JU] - rt 

Sab» pel y dal jled (Fig. 28): [dill oda de] el ayye yi eLay 
Obs! OLN Ge] oad SI beds 5 oe del OSI RL Ue ders [: JB] — Fe 
det pret. (Fig. 29): Rie oda tlm de ela / aly / OS, ea 

em fl 93 VOL, Dye 

de Te] th dels ee oe SH Hie th be / Jes [db] - 

 Wlie olay Yelayy clams clay Lab fre Gb IS Sle gy ead 
a SL Lah slat by / PW | ele ped oy ee ok. Fig. 30) 

: PAS 

| wets | Sy Sabo) Grae Obed oe ed / ge) Bb de ders [: ds] — YV 
al! fed oy ole (Fig. 31): Aivall ode eo anbd Ye slop 

Ole I Olle Sb Gly Ue tw Gd OULI al Be blige: JE] — A 

92. Leg. 435 9 ne ? — see annotations 

93. Text reads _# — see annotations 

94. B: ood 

95. B: ,»© — see annotations. 

96. 24.» in both texts — see above, p. 15. A adds ~ in raised, smaller script 

iol Le ag! 

99. or Y%> ? — see above, p. 15 

100. A: «~ B: eo — see annotations 

101. A: 
102. s.p. 

103. B: 
104. s.p. — see above, p. 15. 

105. B om. 
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Ce ial dtp tli Me SU Lid, pedis leedent cru au abet 

» Ds ail Lt oI 

rl) Si! & ylae dvi 

Webby bea sll de al ally pally opl tind SLll cla dole ply: OMG — 14 

tse | bpd) de fers lll a ne yy dts | Ladi fe esd An an vis 

29 ~ AEN | dey SN Hae cy gene Da! de Sores odo Dondly “VOLE 
coal de ery / las [ne cp Gane — el fo OME La ee 

re pean dliy Syl / ill y, ae ell RON Fee oll oe Wl 

ped Sood cele D Op pens Geer dd ily, Gy tolnry eel abs OM aly oo 
BLE gy eslae A} LL oly pe abl gioy Gelli yy 9 ney tome cee Ue 

(Fig. M1) : [divall be fe J tlamy elie Code 13 / els OSs / oy abl yl oI 

[dsl ely ee] 

pans SI Ll ony MG A fend LEUL de Le Ge PE: JB] - te 
IS og AL pb OSS GISW Spb p35 FUL de Gary Uo CML les Gils, 

craliay (pide ON eet pe Ue [glee GD] lam ob bs ebay Fay] OMe ew 
ON aw | dele ple oy | OOS Gol. (Fig. M2) : Sie ole 

106. B: Je 

107, B: S43 ows 

108. B; Jv 

109. B, Be 

110. A and B: G3) — see annotations. 

111. A inserts here the word (| in another hand 

112. Added —- see annotations 

113. Added — see annotations 

Lia. Bgl 

MUO eS: 

116. B: 29s! 

117. A wrongly places this shi‘@r beside Fig. M1. 
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Jal [il die | nae / s5y/ Jali Olea! Gy ple Ui Le Ue roy [: JU] -— 81 
Saerd pl 13 Lega y Spars ISIS Lote Un em ye Lael ane eo fers OM Sy 
deed | (Fig. M3) 2°) habe abe YS tl jam ely SITs ASE EIS per 4b) ey 

| em REIS 

Le ps IE Spee oe Ober onl | ge | pel oy Msn ey: UU - ty 

Carly pte silica) es lds NOM pce SS OMT Ae phy pags abe al dyn) 

(Fig. M4) 2 em Goel Lycee obey [LIT ] y del OSI SI eatin Led 

(Fig. M5) 2 OY me od ely 
IM A slaty BLS A) die Cras bet y fot au a1) de ers: Oey ty 

Bak ok bles des / el aill slaall yy ne Lai Ul) le ery JB] — tt 
(FigeMby 2 eke eta sy slags Gd alas eae eel Sy / lad 

PAB & orgs b delas yet / 

WIS Dey dey OGY! Ga by ad ee OMI Ue fers dE] - £0 
[eee Cae] ISI by yy ole 

de i] lee erly Sy GM ee Gly De MI aL / de dee / — 89 

pte abl Spay ob aber Soyo ewe og gt ORig M7) SP ketal on 

118. B: deiwa 

119. B: a 

120. B (garbled): ¢XSUI 13 41) bey oper lb 9 eyes dered ode fe el pe aly Ky pT IS g ‘é ly dea re ‘a jee} 

Waits 

122: 

23; 

Be dal 

B 

B 

124. B: 3 

B 

B 

by 

: (ey! — see annotations 

125. B (unclear): Wales, 

126. B: Gs» . A adds les ina slightly smaller hand. 

127. Bs stb aly de tv Dev SS Ne, US I) Ce 

128. B: pyle 

129) Be 4) 

130. B: WY — see annotations 
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[aie] ee gh ll eed Gy Neal SW! etl / pay / Geo de rey fs JB] — tv 

deg aye ey, Olean nee Jeg Sp aa Ble ip Olam eolas Je ery ot FAD 
ope ty pl gy lee PLE cS GF YES les tal sb y aay bl ey 

Roi or 

So [pat Uetlye ] tbe ply Cis ell Pal Gy ey Ut EL ey — tA 
Me Le okt. (Fig. M8): ae olay de |S 

ep Sy Newall Ey parry em de ery [JB] — £8 
cob seul Ly Lae SU stl ay 02, pee BL Ue dary: J - 

wap Yd aod seb ce py bo egerh al ol OY pe le ge IS OF 
pb [ad] Ont le ey Soul y dole SI ce px phe oll Meda ak pol ely 

OM abe NE Od gid | pga yay / flare y Ulpie <3 by SH 

opt pe py ce tue Ld yg Lo bee Cy 
| gbstl ploy oy ele HS GIB]. pis prt (Fig. M9): cde olay 

[pt lee pL et 3} Se) 
pL lal py part, Pal per ral ey ee 

dey Sybedt op Gytall Gore dey Gall tho ye he ela Ue ee / — 01 

Aan Ilia, SLT ade Cae SLL AIL op Spam Ile 

ON pao Walile elidel) CIT, GEM! Subd! y ay OLE &L de aes — oF 
| Olde OLE oles. (Fig. MQ A) 

131. See annotations. 

Whey, AN) Wbeees 

133. This line illegible in A 

134. B: el al y 4» 
135. A subscribes 4jlex3 in another smaller hand. 

136. B: oe & 

137. B; #2be 

138. A: le » - must be either wl or Hla» ol - see annotations 

139. B: s-J\ 
140. A and B: (Ladi — see annotations 
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bes SUA Se yy tele el) At! pay Ghd par Ue ary [: Jb] — oF 

Ogee dey lad oul Yelad fey MSI 4b 2 uly ebb Lee Oats 
[eae | prey SSIS y ald G55 op Cay Hols Molde BL dey GUL! AF ey SL 
disk Lhe) de Grey [2 JU]. / Obs ple Ge / (Fig. M10): Adal! ode Ce 

: / ES | 

ON tes yp pb | eal | Rall Yo ror / Atl abe / & glee alle Cub [ : JU] — of 

WEN dad ae LF Noy Cs BD. Le eed OM OSV, ghd Jory Cll Geo Jury 

141. Be ots; 

142. A: (elail 

143. s.p. — leg. y.sJ and see annotations 

144. A: dU B: Qk 

145. Bi 

146. A: Jl — see annotations 

147. B: Gee oY 

148, B: cabs 02,5! 
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ANNOTATIONS 

Individuals are mentioned here only if they cannot be identified in other sources or 

if some special point needs to be made; otherwise it can be assumed that they are also 

mentioned in one or more of the following sources (abbreviations follow in brackets): 

Caskel, Gamharat an-nasab. Das genealogische Werk des Hisam b. Muhammad 

al-Kalbi, 2 vols. (Leiden, 1966) [Caskel] 
Al-Tabari, Ta’rikh a-rusul wa’l-mulik, ed. M. J. de Goeje et al. 3 series (Leiden, 

1879-1901) [Tab.] 
Al-Mingari, Wagq‘at Siffin, ed. A. M. Hartn, 2nd ed. (Cairo, 1382/1962-63) [WS] 

Khalifa ibn Khayyat, Ta’rikh, vol. I, ed. A. D. altUmarti (al-Najaf, 1386/1967) [Khal.] 

§2 Nuh ibn al-Huwayrith (or al-Harith) ibn ‘Amr ibn ‘Uthman al-Makhzimi—?: 

possibly should be read as ‘Amr ibn Hurayth ibn ‘Amr ibn ‘Uthman al-Makh- 

zumi (Caskel II, 176). 

§12 Muhammad ibn ‘Uthman al-Kalbi (or al-Katib): unidentified, see above, 6, g. 

Firas ibn al-Nadr ibn al-Harith [ibn ‘Alqama] ibn Kalada: no other information, 
but his father is mentioned at Caskel II, 441 and Tab. I, 1304, 1335. 

Talha ibn ‘Uthman: mentioned as sahib liwa’ al-mushrikin at Uhud (e.g., Tab. 

I, 1396), but no further information on his role at Yamama. 

83. Mundhir ibn al-Muradi: possibly al-Mundhir ibn Abi Humaysa al-Wadi‘l, who 

is mentioned by WS, 423 as faris Hamdan wa-sha‘iruhum. 

§4 The hadith of Yahya ... Yunus occurs in the sections on rayat and alwiya of 

Abt Dawid (jihad, 69), al-Tirmidhi (jihad, 10), and Ibn Maja (jihad, 20). 

These sources show the reading “Y. ibn Z. bin (not ‘an) Abi Za’ida”; see 

also Ibn Hajar, Tahdhib al-tahdhib, XI, 208. 

85 On the colours of the raya of the Ansar, see above p. 11. 

86 ‘Abdallah ibn Bukayr: no other information. The son of Bukayr ibn Shaddad 

(Caskel II, 229)? Or of Bukayr ibn ‘Abdallah al-Laythi (Tab. I, 2232-38, 

2363-64, ... 2660-66)? Most probably this should be read as ‘Abdallah ibn 

Tufayl (see other accounts of disposition). 

awwal raya ‘aqadaha rastl allah: see Girs, “K voprosu ob arabskikh zname- 

nakh”, 346 

87 ‘Amr al-Hudhali: probably ‘Amr ibn ‘Umays ibn Mas‘iid al-H. (Caskel II, 186; 

Tab. I, 3447). 
88 Labid ibn ‘Utarid: other accounts of the dispositions give as variants his broth- 

ers ‘Umayr and Muhammad. 

89 ‘Amr ibn Fadaki al-Murni: no further information, but his father(?), Fadaki ibn 

A‘bad, was a pre-Islamic hero (Caskel I, 243), and his brother(?), Mis‘ar 

ibn Fadaki, was prominent with the qurra’ at Siffm (Tab. I, 3283, 3330, etc; 

WS, 489, 499): 
810 Sharik ibn Tharmala: both Ibn al-Kalbi (Caskel II, 528) and Tabari (I, 3212, 

3214, 3217; II, 61) name him Sharik ibn Namla. 

Muharib ibn Khasafa: sic according to Caskel I, 126; II, 518. 

§i1 ‘A’idh ibn Sa‘id ... ibn ‘Abd ibn (sic) al-Harith according to Caskel I, 126. 
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[§14 

§16 

817 

§19 

§21 

§22 

§24 

825 

§26 

§29 
§30 

‘Ali ibn Shu‘thum: no further information, but his forbear Habib ibn Rabi‘a ibn 

Shukm is given at Caskel I, 126. 

Verses of Ibn Shu‘thum (tawil): no parallel found. 
Verses of Ibn ‘A’idh (tawil): no parallel found. 
Qutham ibn al-A‘war—?: possibly Qutham ibn Ka‘b (Caskel II, 473), the 

grandfather of the poet al-Salatan Qutham ibn Khabi’a. 

istalahu ‘alayha: see the account of this in Ta’rikh-1-Qum, 282. 

Khirash ibn Isma‘il alTjlt: see above, p. 6. 

Sufyan ibn Thawr ... Sawasa: Sufyan ibn Thawr, the brother of the better 

known Shaqiq ibn Thawr, is mentioned at Tab. I, 3312; Sawasa occurs as 

Rashrasha, the mawla of Shaqiq, at Tab. I, 3203. 

al-Mughira al-Dhuhli: no further information. 

Verses of ‘Ali (tawi/) also given (with slight variations) in Tab. I, 3316; WS, 289; 

Ibn A‘tham, Kitab al-futth, vol. III (Hyderabad, 1390/1970), 37. 

‘Utba ibn Rabr‘a al-Taghlibi: no further information. 

The verse (wafir) is verse 24 of Amr’s mu‘allaqa, but note that the first word is 
usually given as bi-annda, not wa-kunna (al-Anbari, Sharh al-qasa’id al-sab‘ 

al-tiwal, [Cairo, 1963], 388). 

[Yazid] ibn Hujayya (Caskel II, 594) appears to be the only reasonable reading 

for what appears in the text. 

shi‘ar ... hidrijan: possibly misplaced; however, there is a clan Sa‘d/Malik of 

Qays ibn Tha‘laba, which is hence related to Taymallah ibn Tha‘laba (Caskel 

I, 144, 150-51). 
al-Haytham ibn Abi ’lHaytham, called abmugatta‘: Tabari (I, 2024, 2076, 

3151) mentions al-Muqatta‘ ibn al-Haytham ibn Fujay‘; WS, 278 mentions 

Hushayyim, called almugatta‘. 

‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Muhammad al-Ash‘ari: no further information. 

wa-kanat rayatuhum ...: cf. the description given in Ta’rikh-1 Qum, 282. 

Nuhayk (or Nahik?) ibn Tharmala: no further information, but note the 

resemblance with Sharik ibn Tharmala in §10. 

Abii Rawaha ibn Mubashshir: his name is given by Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr (ALIsti‘ab 

fi ma‘rifat al-ashab, 4 vols. [Cairo, 1939], II, 1660) as Abi’ Ruwayha. 

Verses of ‘Umayr ibn Aflah (tawil): no parallel found, but cf. in Ibn Hisham 

(ALSira al-nabawiya, I, 468 [ult.]) the hemistich “bi-alf* kamiy’” la tu‘add™ 

hawasiruh”. 

Verses (mutagarib): no parallels found. 

fa-tafsil? Kinda ...: “so that Kinda notches ...”. 

Al-Harith ibn Yazid al-Suda’: no further information, except that Yazid ibn 

al-Harith al-Suda’1, who is mentioned as the leader of Suda’ in ‘Iraq during 

the build-up of forces before the battle of Qadisiya (Tab. I, 2219), was 

probably his father; or else the name is muddled, and this was the same 

man on both occasions. 
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§32 

833 

834 

835 
§36 

837 
839 

§41 

§42 

Studies in Early Islamic History 

‘Amr ibn Marjam: sic according to Ibn al-Kalbi and al-Mingari, but Tabari 

reads ‘Amr ibn Marhim; the reading ‘Amr ibn Jurmuz is a confusion with 

the killer of al-Zubayr. 

Abt Murra ibn Mas‘td: no further information. 

Samura ibn Abi Samura: probably Samura ibn Jundab al-Fazari (Caskel II, 

510). 
‘Abdallah ibn Nawfal ibn ‘Abd al-Muttalib: Ibn al-Kalbi (Caskel I, 7) gives his 

name as ‘A. ibn N. ibn al-Harith ibn ‘Abd al-M.; note that Khalifa (p. 177) 

and WS (p. 206) name al-Harith ibn Nawfal, i.e., ‘Abdallah’s brother, in the 

capacity described here. 

Rafi‘ ibn Sahl al-Najjari: only Khalifa (p. 80) mentions a person of this name, 

whom he identifies as a halif of the Ansar, killed at Yamama. 

Husayn ibn Qa‘nab al-Hanzali: no further information. 

Husayn ibn Malik ibn al-Qa‘qa‘ al-Maliki: no further information; Ibn al-Kalbi 

(Caskel II, 336) gives H. ibn M. ibn al-Hashhash, but he belonged to ‘Anbar/ 

‘Amr/Tamim, not Ibn Malik ibn Sa‘d, as the text says. 

‘Amr ibn ‘Awf makes no sense in this context; perhaps the reading should be 

‘Amr [ibn Sa‘d] and ‘Awf [ibn Ka‘b ibn Sa‘d]: see Caskel I, 75. 

‘Ayyash ibn al-Zibriqan ibn Badr: mentioned in Naga’id Jarir wa’l-Farazdagq, 

ed. A. A. Bevan, 3 vols. (Leiden, 1905-12), 705, 707, 779. 

AlAs ibn Abi ’l‘As al-Thaqafi: the three sons of Abi’ */‘As were al-Hakam, 

Hafs and ‘Uthman (Caskel I, 119); perhaps al-Hakam, who was still alive 

as late as 45 A.H. (Tab. II, 80), is meant here. 

‘Amr ibn al-Nu‘man al-Bahili: perhaps this should be read as Hatim ibn al-N. 

al-B. (Caskel II, 321); in addition to the information given there, it can be 
noted that Hatim was moved by ‘Ali from Basra to the Jazira (al-Jahiz, Risdla 

fi ’-hakamayn, ed. C. Pellat, AL-Mashriq, 52© année [1958], 428). 

Qays ibn al-Jallah: no further information. 

Muqatil ibn Misma‘: this brother of the better known Malik ibn Misma‘ is 

mentioned by Tabari (1, 3220). 

Lujaym(?) ibn ‘Iyad: no further information; it is possible that this context 

should read “wa -‘ala rayat B. ‘Tjl [b.] Lujaym [I]bn ‘Iyad”. 

Husayn ibn al-Harith: no further information. 

Muslim ibn ‘Uqba al-Murri (not al-Muzani): see Caskel I, 125; Tab. I, 3283; 
etc. 

Busr ibn Abi Artah and Junada ibn Abi Umayya al-Azdi: their names are given 

thus by Ibn al-Kalbi and Tabari. 

Abi Jabir ibn al-Nu‘man al-Bahili: cf. Hatim ibn al-Nu‘man in Ibn ‘Asakir, 

Tahdhib ta’rikh Dimashq al-kabir, ed. ‘Abd al-Qadir Badran and Ahmad 

‘Ubayd (Damascus, A.H. 1329-51), II, 432; Hatim ibn al-Mu‘tamir in WS, 
207. 

Usayd ibn al-Qasim: see above, p. 6. 
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Dhit ‘Umayr: this is at first problematical, since one is at first inclined to dismiss 

it in favour of the well known title Dht’ Ru‘ayn, which is given in Ms. B; 

however, Dhti ‘Umayr is evidently merely another name of his and can be 

identified with the Dhti ‘Amr mentioned by Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr (ALIsti‘ab, I, 

469 [no. 717]); also, this reference and I, 471 (no. 720) make it clear that 

Dhut Himyar and Dht ’}Kila‘ are one and the same. 

‘Amr ibn al-Miqdad al-Quda‘t: no further information. 

Yazid ibn Hubayra al-Quda‘t: no further information. 

Qays ibn Tarif al-Alhani: cf. Tarif ibn Habis al-Alhani at WS, 206. 

Hassan ibn Malik al-Quda‘T: it seems likely that Hassan ibn Malik ibn Bahdal 

al-Kalbi (Caskel I, 286; II, 320) is in fact meant here. 

Abt Ruhm ibn Artah al-Qurasht: no further information. 

Al-Dahhak ibn Dhi Marhab: no further information, but see Caskel II, 236 on 

Dhut Marhab. 

Mu‘awiya ibn al-Hakam al-Sulami: mentioned by Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr (ALIsti‘ab, 

III, 1414, no. 2433). 

liwa’ ahmar ...: see Ibn Sa‘d, Tabaqgat, I/ii, 49 and Girs, “K voprosu ob 

arabskikh znamenakh”, 350, 355. 

yawm® Hunayn ...: the Sulamis are in fact reported to have been put to flight 

at Hunayn (Ibn Sa‘d, Tabagat, II/i, 109; Waqidi, Maghazi, 897). 

Verse of ‘Abbas ibn Mirdas “wa-nahnu ... (tawil): see Ibn Hisham, AlSira 

alnabawiya, II, 469. 

shi‘aruhum mugaddam: see Tabagat, I/ii, 49 and above, p. 16. 

Verses of ‘Abbas ibn Mirdas “tutill” ...” (tawil): no parallel found. 

Hubaysh ibn Dulja al-Qayni (rather than Hubaysh ibn Dulja al-Quda‘t [Caskel 

I, 313; H, 327]). 
Yazid ibn al-Harith al-Ghassani: so also in WS, 207, but he occurs in other 

sources as Yazid ibn Abi Nims/al-Nims al-Ghassant. 

Sharik ibn Abi Sharik al-Kinanti: WS, 207 refers to Sharik al-Kinant. 

wa-‘ala Lakhmiha Natil: in support of this reading, see Khal., 179; WS, 207; 

and al-Dinawarl, AL-Akhbar al-tiwal, 184. 

Maslama ibn Mukhallad (not Maslama ibn Khalid): see Caskel II, 401; Tab., 

Khal., WS, etc. 
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Sayf ibn ‘Umar’s 
Sources on Arabia 

INTRODUCTION 

THE PURPOSE of this paper is to contribute to an evaluation of the early 

Islamic historical material transmitted by Sayf ibn ‘Umar al-lamimi 

al-Usayyidi al-Kiufi (d. ca. 180/796), to whom a work entitled Kitab 
al-futuh al-kabir wa’-ridda is attributed. Such evaluation needs to take 

into account a seeming paradox connected with this somewhat mysteri- 

ous figure. On the one hand, his surviving transmission has for long 

been regarded as untrustworthy and he himself has been denounced 

as a liar. On the other hand, a great many of the detailed reports 

about the so-called ridda wars of Arabian tribes and about the sub- 

sequent Arab conquests have been transmitted through him; this is 

particularly so in the case of al-Tabari’s History. Why did al-Tabari 

give such prominence to this material, when it is clear that by his time 

no small measure of odium attached to Sayf’s name? What, indeed, 

were al-Tabari’s own purposes? Was he consciously seeking to set forth 

an overall interpretation of Islamic history up to his own time, and, 

if so, is he to be regarded as having played “a role somewhat compa- 

rable, in setting attitudes to early events, to the role of al-Shafi in 

From Studies in the History of Arabia, vol. 1, Sources for the History of Arabia, part 

2 (Riyad, 1979), pages 3 to 16 (text pp. 3-12, endnotes pp. 13-16). 
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law”?! Or was it al-Tabari’s concern merely to gather together what 

seemed to him to be the most informative and accurate available reports 

about the various phases of early Islamic history, so that any interpre- 

tive input on his part should be regarded as having been secondary and 

on an instinctive and unconscious level implicit in the very process of 

selection? 
Answers to such questions as these are needed if we are ever to 

deepen our understanding and appreciation of al-Tabari as an historian. 

None are hazarded here, however, because it seems to be necessary first 

to evaluate al-Tabari’s own sources, by asking similar questions about 

them, and not least about Sayf. Was Sayf an historical interpreter or 

merely a collector of historical or quasi-historical reports? 

In a recent work,? A. Noth has reached the conclusion that there is 

no ground for regarding either Sayf’s transmissions, or any of the other 
transmissions utilized by al-Tabari, as constituting a uniform historical 

view (“keine einheitliche historische Anschauung reprasentiert”), and 

that any particular character that a transmission may appear to pos- 

sess should be attributed to no more than redactional procedure. Noth 

has pointed out that features identified by Wellhausen® and others* as 

specific to Sayf can be discerned also in other transmissions; this applies 

both to chronological discrepancies and to stylized themes and forms 

involving emphasis on the role of central government, schematization of 

1M. G. S. Hodgson, The Venture of Islam (Chicago, 1974), I, 357. 

? “Der Character der ersten grossen Sammlungen von Nachrichten zur friihen 

Kalifenzeit”, Der Islam 47 (1971), 168-99. See also his Quellenkritische Studien 

zu Themen, Formen and Tendenzen frtihislamischer Geschichtstberlieferung (Bonn, 

1973). 
3 Notably in his “Prolegomena zur Alteste Geschichte des Islams”, Skizzen und 

Vorarbeiten, no. 6 (Berlin, 1899), where on page 6 he states his general view that 

“wir sind berechtigt und verpflichtet, ihm [i.e., Sayf] von vornherein zu mistrauen 

und der higazischen Tradition den Vorzug einzuraumen”. Wellhausen’s objections on 

chronological grounds had been anticipated by de Goeje in his Mémoire sur le Fotouh 

as-Sham (Leiden, 1864), in which “le but principal ... avait été que le systéme de 

Saif doit étre rejeté dans son entier ...”. (see Mémoire sur la conquéte de la Syrie 
[Leiden, 1900], preface, 1). 

* Notably Caetani in his Annali dell’Islam (Milan, 1905-26), in which Sayf is 
repeatedly accused of dramatic colouring, fantastic and romantic inventions, etc. For 

Caetani, Sayf was one “posseduto dall fervida immaginazione d’un romanziere e privo 
dell’ingregno freddo e critico dell storico, disdegnd con sistematica indifferenza i rigidi 
vincoli cronologici” (II, 17, 553-54). 
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particular types of event, love of anecdote, religious colouring, and em- 

phasis on the role of ‘Iraq. Noth’s view is that the attempt of Wellhausen, 

and of those who followed his lead, to simplify early Islamic historical 

source criticism by comparing compilations according to a “vertical” 

principle (Kufan versus Madinan, Sayf versus Ibn Ishaq and al-Waqidi, 

etc.) was pointless and misleading, both because Sayf’s transmission, 

like the other transmissions, shows a good deal of internal contradiction, 

and because his and other transmissions occasionally coincide. These 

compilations are therefore to be noted more for their similarities than 

for | their differences, most of the differences remarked have been more 

imagined than real, and the charges levelled against Sayf seem to have 

arisen mainly from no more than the fact that his surviving transmission 

exists in greater quantity than those of the other transmitters. In Noth’s 

view, the useful approach is to look for points of agreement according 

to a “horizontal” principle, and attempts to make distinctions between 

“compilations” should be abandoned. The “horizontal” approach should 

regard the material, which is in Tradition form, as totally atomized, and 

should aim at comparison and evaluation (by undertaking what Noth 

terms “Photomontage” ) of individual reports about specific events, and 

so on. 

The points made by Noth constitute an important contribution to 

the protracted and as yet inconclusive discussion of the value of Sayf’s 

surviving transmission. On the one hand, the criticisms of Sayf made 

by Wellhausen and Caetani have been echoed by later orientalists, for 

example Brockelmann, who dismisses his account as “im hochsten Grade 

unkritisch und phantastisch”.® In addition, M. al-Askari has made an 

independent examination, in which he notes various opinions of the ahl 

al-hadith to the effect that Sayf was kadhdhab, da‘if, matrik al-hadith, 

uttuhima bi’-zandaqa, and so on, and concludes on the basis of a re- 

view of reports transmitted by Sayf that he fabricated the whole of his 

Kitab al-futth al-kabir wa’l-ridda.° On the other hand, there is also 

° Geschichte der arabischen Litteratur, Supplementband I (Leiden, 1937), 213-14. 

Note also the more recent and more scathing comments made by E. L. Petersen, 

“Studies on the Historiography of the ‘Ali-Mu‘awiya Conflict”, Acta Orientalia 27 

(1963), 85, and in Ali and Mu‘awiya in Early Arabic Tradition (Copenhagen, 1964), 

78-80, 151-52 and elsewhere (in connection with the later part of Sayf’s transmission). 

6 Abdallah ibn Saba’ wa-asatir ukhra, 3rd. ed. (Baghdad, 1388/1968), particularly 

pp. 68 and 241 (the 1st ed. appeared in 1375/1955-56). 
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evidence to suggest that Sayf’s transmissions should, in some respects 

at least, be regarded as accurate. It may here be noted that his ver- 

sions of treaties made in Syria at the time of its conquest by the 

Arabs have been accepted as authentic even by Becker and Dennett.’ 

More important, however, is the remarkable field work of the Czech 

scholar Alois Musil and his topographical investigations into historical 

source material relating to Dimat al-Jandal and to Khalid ibn al-Walid’s 

campaign at al-Buzakha, his campaigns along the Euphrates, and his 

march to Syria. These investigations led Musil to conclude that the 

detailed topographical information contained in Sayf’s transmission can 

for the most part be shown to be correct, and that Caetani’s charges 

of topographical and other fabrications by Sayf should accordingly be 

dismissed.° 
Clearly such differences of opinion as these cannot be reconciled and 

more work is needed before Sayf’s transmission can be evaluated in terms 

which permit some measure of agreement. It is, however, possible to 

eliminate some difficulties by following up suggestions made by Professor 

I. ‘Abbas in his response to al“Askari’s book.’ In the first place, we may 

perhaps discard the judgements on Sayf made by the ahl a-hadith, on 

the ground that they were concerned with hadith from the Prophet; 

since no such material on Sayf’s authority appears to survive, it may 

be that it was suppressed. Secondly, both because of the size of his 

transmission and because of the existence in it of reports common to 

other transmissions, it seems improbable that we are dealing here with 

a total fabrication. Thirdly, for reasons given by both ‘Abbas and Noth,?° 

chronological criteria should not be accorded undue weight. This leaves 

as the most important immediate question the identity of Sayf’s sources, 

and it is to this question that we must now turn. 

peek Dennett, Conversion and the Poll Taz in Early Islam (Cambridge, Mass., 

1950), 58, 63-64. 

8 Arabia Deserta (New York, 1927), 546-52, 566-73; The Middle Euphrates (New 

York, 1927), 293-95, 306-14; Northern Negd (New York, 1928), 221-23. 

Given in an appendix (pp. 247-49) of ‘Abdallah ibn Saba’.... 

' Notably that the system of hijra dating (said to have been introduced by the 

caliph ‘Umar in A.H. 18) was not uniformly applied in its early stages (see in particular 

Noth, Quellenkritische Studien, 40-41). 
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SAYF’S SOURCES IN GENERAL 

Two studies in particular have been directed toward examination of 

Sayf’s sources. The earlier of these, by Myednikov in 1897,'! came to four 

main conclusions about Sayf himfelf: (i) that in all probability he was 
born at the beginning of the second century A.H. (which began in A.D. 

718) and died in the 180s (i.e., ca. 800) or a little later; (ii) that he was 
born in, and lived in, Kifa; (iii) that he probably undertook no journeys 

in order to hear lectures; (iv) that he was a Shri‘t, and that in the field of 

figh he adhered to tendencies of which the [later] Hanbalis disapproved. 

In examining those whom Sayf cites as authorities, Myednikov points 

out that many of them died in the 140s (757-67), but that Sayf also 
cites Jabir ibn Yazid, who died as early as 128/745-46; however, he 

does not cite al-Sha‘bi (d. 105/723-24) directly, and this permits the 

approximate time of his birth to be calculated. Myednikov enumerates 

the main authorities cited by Sayf, but for details he was limited to those 

reference works available in published form in 1897. His estimate of Sayf 

as a Shi‘ seems to have been based principally upon the absence from 

his transmission of detailed biographies of the caliphs Abt Bakr and 

‘Umar. 

The second examination of Sayf’s sources was made by F. Sezgin 

in 1957.'* Sezgin had until this time been primarily concerned with 

the transmission of hadith from the Prophet and the question of the 

extent to which material took written form in the early Islamic period;'* 

these are matters which he has since discussed further’* and which have 

stimulated historiographical studies.’° In his article of 1957, Sezgin 

is concerned primarily with challenging the view that Sayf was a col- 

lector of purely oral reports. While it seemed at that time only to 

have been during the second century A.H. that haddathani, akhbarani, 

and the like, became termini technici, Sezgin considered that an isnad 

11 “Ob odnom iz istochnikov at-Tabariya”, A-Muzaffariya, Sbornik statei uchenikov 

Professora Barona Viktora Rozena (St. Petersburg, 1897), 53-66. 

12 “Ts]am tarihinin kaynagi olmak bakimindan Hadis’in ehemmiyeti”, [slém Tedkik- 

leri Dergisi 2 (1957), 19-36. 

3 Buhari’nin Kaynaklart (Istanbul, 1956). 

14 Geschichte des arabischen Schrifttums, vol. I (Leiden, 1967), 53-84. 

' Ursula Sezgin, Abu Mihnaf. Ein Beitrag zur Historiographie der umaiyad- 

ischen Zeit (Leiden, 1971); G. Rotter, “Zur Uberlieferung ciniger historischer Werke 

Mada’inis in Tabari’s Annalen”, Oriens 23-24 (1974), 103-33. 

on 
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may nevertheless permit one to conjecture, at least in some cases, 

by whom and roughly when a particular report was first committed 

to writing. In this connection, he sees the following main types of 

riwaya: 

i. Instances of Sayf from X from A, Sayf from X from B, Sayf from 

X from C, and so on, where it would seem that it was probably X 

who first put into written form material from the scattered rawis A, 

B and C. 

ii. Recurrent instances of Sayf from X from Y, where it would seem 

that it was probably Y who first put the material in written form, 

and that Sayf obtained the right of riwaya from X. 

iii. Instances of Sayf from X and from Y and from Z, where it would 

seem that Sayf found the same material in the different written 

compilations of each of X, Y, and Z. 

iv. Single instances of Sayf from A from B, Sayf from C from D, and 

so on, where A, B, C, and D occur only once each in al-Tabari’s 

History. In such cases, it is not possible to draw any conclusion 

with confidence, since there exist the possibilities (a) that there was 

a larger body of material from a particular rd@wi, but that Sayf took 

from it only one report, and (b) that Sayf took several reports from 

such a body of material, but that only one of these was cited by 

al-Tabari, since al-Tabari cannot necessarily be regarded as having 

quoted Sayf in extenso. If, however, a rdwi who occurs only once in 

al-Tabari’s recension of Sayf’s transmission is not found mentioned 

in other works, this obviously confirms the possibility that his name 

was indeed attached only to a single report. The holding of any 

convictions in such matters, however, would necessitate access to 

more comprehensive indices | of rawis than exist at present. 

SAYF’S SOURCES ON ARABIA 

The focus of concern here is the composition of that part of Sayf’s 

surviving transmission, as given by al-Tabari, which deals with Arabia 

at the time of the so-called ridda wars. It must be stressed that this ma- 

terial represents only a small part of Sayf’s total surviving transmission, 

which as a whole looms large in al-Tabari’s History from the death of the 
Prophet in 11/632-33 until the murder of the caliph ‘Uthman in 36/656- 
57- This early part forms a particularly large component of al-Tabari’s 
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account of events from the beginning of Abii Bakr’s caliphate in 11 A.H. 
until the end of that year (vol. I, 1845-2015)—an account made up al- 
most entirely of details of ridda wars. Out of 118 separate reports over 

160 pages, 83 reports over about 132 pages are transmitted through Sayf; 

much of the remainder consists of statements by al-Tabari himself, but 

something over a dozen reports cite Ibn Ishaq, and the rest cite Abii 

Mikhnaf, al-Mada’int, al-Waqidi, and others. These 83 reports of Sayf’s 

refer to 33 different individuals named as his immediate authorities, but 

it becomes readily apparent that each set of events is built around a 

small number of main reports, with secondary reports appended and 

interspersed. The authorities for Sayf’s main reports on the ridda wars 

as given under the year 11 A.H. by al-Tabar’, are as follows: 

1. Al-Aswad alAnsi (I, 1851-70) 
a. Sahl ibn Yusuf ‘an his father ‘an ‘Ubayd ibn Sakhr ibn Lawdhan 

al-Salami 

b. Al-Mustanir ibn Yazid ‘an ‘Urwa ibn Ghaziya al-Dathini ‘an 

al-Dahhak ibn Fayritiz al-Daylami ‘an his father 

c. Abt ’]Qasim al-Shanawi and Abi Muhammad ‘an Abii Zur‘a 

Yahya ibn Abi ‘Amr al-Saybani ‘an ‘Abdallah ibn Fayrtiz al-Day- 

lami 

2. ‘Abs and Dhuby§an (I, 1870-85) 
a. Sahl ibn Yusuf ‘an al-Qasim ibn Muhammad 

b. ‘Abdallah ibn Sa‘id ibn Thabit ibn al-Jidh‘ ‘an ‘Abd al-Rahman 
ibn Ka‘b ibn Malik 

3. Tulayha (I, 1885-98) 
a. Sahl ibn Yisuf ‘an al-Qasim ibn Muhammad 

and Badr ibn al-Khalil 

and Hisham ibn ‘Urwa 
b. Talha ibn al-A‘lam ‘an Habib ibn Rabi‘a al-Asadi ‘an ‘Umara 

ibn fulan al-Asadi 

4. Hawazin, Sulaym and ‘Amir (I, 1899-1908) 
a. Sahl ibn Yusuf 

5. Tamim (I, 1908-29) 
a. (on Sajah) al-Sa‘b ibn ‘Atiya ibn Bilal ‘an his father and Sahm 

ibn Minjab 

b. (on Malik ibn Nuwayra) Khuzayma ibn Shajara al“Uqfani ‘an 

‘Uthman ibn Suwayd ‘an Suwayd ibn Math‘aba al-Riyahi 

6. Musaylima and Hanifa (I, 1929-57) 
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a. Sahl ibn Yusuf ‘an al-Qasim ibn Muhammad 

b. Talha ibn al-A‘lam ‘an ‘Ubayd ibn ‘Umayr ‘an Uthal al-Hanafi 

c. Talha ibn al-A‘lam ‘an ‘Ikrima ‘an Abi Hurayra 

7. Ahl al-Bahrayn (I, 1957-76) 
a. Al-Sa‘b ibn ‘Atiya ibn Bilal ‘an Sahm ibn Minjab ‘an Minjab ibn 

Rashid 

8. Ahl ‘Uman, Mahra, al-Yaman (I, 1976-99) 

a. Sahl ibn Yusuf ‘an al-Qasim ibn Muhammad 

and al-Ghusn ibn al-Qasim and Musa al-JLYWSY ‘an Ibn Mu- 

hayriz 

b. Misa ibn al-Ghusn ‘an Abi Zur‘a al-Saybani 

c. Talha ‘an ‘Ikrima 

d. Al-Mustanir ibn Yazid ‘an ‘Urwa ibn Ghaztya al-Dathini 

g. AlHadramawt (I, 1999-2015) 
mainly 

a. Sahl ibn Yusuf ‘an his father ‘an Kathir ibn al-Salt 

also 

b. Sahl ibn Yusuf ‘an al-Qasim ibn Muhammad 

and 

c. Sahl ibn Yusuf ‘an al-Salt ‘an or ibn Kathir ibn al-Salt 

ANALYSIS 

1. Sahl ibn Yusuf: It is in the first place clear from the above details 

that the authority here most cited by Sayf is Sahl ibn Yusuf, who himself 

for the most part cites alQasim ibn Muhammad but also cites his own 

father on several other occasions and in one case cites a third ra@wi. 

There seems to be no reference to this Sahl ibn Yusuf in the Islamic 

biographical reference works,'® from which we should probably infer that 

he transmitted no hadith from the Prophet. All we can say about him 

at this stage is that he was probably an Ansari from the Khazraji clan of 

*® There seems to be no case for identifying him with Sahl ibn Yusuf al-Anmati 

al-Basri (Ibn Hajar, Tahdhib [Hyderabad, A.H. 1325-28], IV, 259-60) who died in 
A.H. 190 or later; apart from the question of his nisba, discussed below, our Sahl 

transmitted from an authority who died during the first decade of the first century 
A.H. 
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Salima,’’ and that he occurs as a rawi only in the transmission of Sayf. 

Material on his authority is predominantly on the ridda, for which it 

provides several of the main reports; but it does also occur in some later 

contexts (A.H. 13, 15, 18, 35, 36), in nearly all cases on the authority 

of al-Qasim ibn Muhammad. 

Sahl ibn Yusuf + alQdasim ibn Muhammad: ten reports on the 

ridda, six of which are particularly substantial, bear this zsnad. These 

may accordingly be regarded as of type (ii) noted above, and consid- 
eration must be given to the probability that they were first commit- 

ted to writing by al-Qasim. In contrast with Sahl, al-Qasim is a figure 

about whom further details are available. He was the grandson of none 

other than the caliph Abt Bakr, was born in about 37/657, lived in 

Medina, and died roughly seventy years later in the first decade of the 

eighth century. The Islamic biographical works speak highly of him as 

a muhaddith, and items of akhbar derived from him are transmitted also 

by al-Waqidi and al-Baladhuri.'® It should be noted that none of these 

isnads names any raw? from whom al-Qasim drew his material, yet he 

himself was not alive when the ridda wars took place. This particular 

trail stops with him. 

Sahl ibn Yusuf < his father: here we are dealing with five isnads, 

connected with material to do with Yemen and Hadramawt. One of 

these stops with Yusuf, one draws upon Kathir ibn al-Salt, and three 

draw upon ‘Ubayd ibn Sakhr ibn Lawdhan al-Ansari al-Salami. These 

last three should perhaps be regarded as a single exploded report; in any 

event, it seems likely that ‘Ubayd was an eyewitness or contemporary 

of what he describes, and there is no reference to him elsewhere in 

al-Tabari. Kathir ibn al-Salt may also have been an eyewitness or 

contemporary of what he describes; he is mentioned by transmissions 

other than that of Sayf as a Kindi and min a‘wan ‘Uthman in the year 

25 AH. 

17 Tab. I, 2574, where the nisba is marked to read al-Sulami;, however, the fact 

that in this very isnad his own authority is ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Ka‘b ibn Malik, 

who was from B. Salima of Khazraj, suggests that Sahl too may have been a Salami 

from Khazraj. Such a possibility is further supported by the occurrence of ‘Ubayd 

ibn Sakhr ibn Lawdhan al-Ansari al-Salami as one of the authorities cited by Sahl’s 

father (Tab. I, 1852, 1853, 1868). 
18 See Sezgin, Geschichte der arabischen Schrifttums (GAS), vol. I (Leiden, 1967), 

279. 
19 Tab. I, 2970, 3004. 
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Sahl ibn Yusuf « al-Salt ‘an [or ibn] Kathir ibn al-Salt: a single 
isnad, stemming from the same Kathir already mentioned. 

2. Hisham ibn ‘Urwa ¢ his father [‘Urwa ibn al-Zubayr]: this is the 
usual isnad (although Hisham occurs on his own in one of the main 

reports listed above) and it appears in about half a dozen places in 

secondary reports within Sayf’s surviving transmission on the ridda, as 

well as in a good many other places in his and other transmissions. 

Indeed Sezgin has specifically cited this isndd as an example of type (ii), 

indicating his view that such material was probably first put into written 

form by ‘Urwa, and that Sayf obtained the right of r»waya from Hisham. 

Hisham, who is highly regarded as a muhaddith in Islamic biographical 

works, was born in Medina in 61/680 and stayed there until late in life, 

when he went to the ‘Abbasid caliph Abi Ja‘far in ‘Iraq, where he died 

in 146/763.”° His father ‘Urwa, who was son of the famous al-Zubayr ibn 
al+Awwam and grand-nephew of the Prophet’s wife Khadija, was born in 

the 20s/640s and died perhaps in 94/712-13; there is evidence of writings 

by him, and he is ranked among the “seven fugaha’ of Medina” .”* 

3. Talhaibn a-A ‘am: Talha looms large as an authority in the totality 

of Sayf’s transmission as relayed by al-Tabari, being cited well over 200 

times; but nothing more than this is yet known about him. Sezgin cites 

him specifically as an example of isnad type (i), indicating his view that 

Talha gathered together material from scattered rawis, and that the 

right of rizwaya of the resultant compilation first belonged to him. 

Talha < ‘Ikrima: five of Talha’s eight reports on the ridda wars cite 

as the immediate authority ‘Ikrima (d. ca. 105/723-24, aged 80), whose 
name is well-known in zsnads of hadith from the Prophet as well as from 

early written work relating to the Qur’an. In one case the isnad goes no 

further, in two cases it concludes with Ibn ‘Abbas (d. 68/687-88, aged 
about 70), and in the two other cases it concludes with the prolific Abu 
Hurayra (d. ca. 58/678, aged 78). 

Talha — ‘Ubayd ibn ‘Umayr: the authority for two of Talha’s reports 

on the ridda wars, ‘Ubayd ibn ‘Umayr, is possibly but not necessarily 

‘Ubayd ibn ‘Umayr ibn Qatada al-Laythi (d. 68/687-88).??. Both of 
these reports relate to Musaylima and Hanifa, and the isnad of the first 

20 GAS I, 88-809. 
21 Ibid. 1, 278-79. 

*? Tahdhib, VII, 71; W. Caskel, Gamharat an-nasab (Leiden, 1966), II, 561. 
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of them names ultimately a certain Uthal al-Hanafi, that is, Uthal ibn 
al-Nu‘man, who was an eyewitness.”° 

Talha + Habib ibn Rabi‘a al-Asadi «+ ‘Umara ibn fulan al-Asa- 

di: this tsna@d, in which ‘Umara | may have been a contemporary or 

eyewitness, is attached to one of Sayf’s two main reports on the ridda of 

Tulayha, the other being that of Sahl ¢ al-Qasim. 

4. ‘Abdallah ibn Sa‘td ibn Thabit ibn al-Jidh‘: this authority of Sayf’s 

for six reports on the ridda does not appear other than in Sayf’s trans- 

mission, but we do know of him that he was an Ansari from Salima of 
Khazraj, whose grandfather, Thabit, is said to have fought at the battle 

of Badr.** ‘Abdallah appears to have collected together scattered reports, 

including various snippets from a certain Abu Sa‘id, who can perhaps be 

identified with Kaysan Abu Sa‘id al-Magqburi, who transmitted reports 

from ‘Umar ibn al-Khattab and did not die until the late part of the 

first century or perhaps in the year 100/719-20.”> The most important 

of the accounts transmitted by ‘Abdallah, however, describes the mea- 

sures taken by Abi Bakr in the early stages of the ridda wars and the 

letter that he is said to have sent to the murtaddin. This account is 

given on the authority of Abd al-Rahman ibn Ka‘b ibn Malik (son of 

the famous poet), who was also an Ansari from Salima of Khazraj and 

died probably during the caliphate of Sulayman (g6-99/715-17).”° 

5. AlMustanir ibn Yazid al-Nakhat «+ ‘Urwa ibn Ghaziya al-Dathini: 

in all cases but one, ‘Urwa’s reports are transmitted only by al-Musta- 

nir; al-Mustanir occurs solely in the transmission of Sayf, and is cited 

in connection with important material relating to ‘Iraq in the time of 

‘Umar and ‘Uthman. In the context of the ridda wars, the al-Mustanir 

+ ‘Urwa isnad accompanies some of Sayf’s main reports on the ridda 

of al-Aswad alAnsi in the Yemen and the subsequent ridda there of 

Qays ibn al-Makshih al-Muradi. In the former case, the full zsndad is: 

al-M. «+ ‘U. ¢ al-Dahhak ibn Fayrtiz al-Daylami ¢ his father; the 

final authority is therefore an eyewitness/contemporary of the events 

described, being none other than the Fayrtz al-Daylami who was with 

the Persian occupying force in the Yemen and is said to have been 

23° Caskel, Gamharat an-nasab, II, 578. 

24 Ibid. II, 546. 
25 Ibn Sa‘d, Kitab al-tabaqat al-kabir (Leiden, 1908-17), V, 61-62; Tahdhib, VIII, 

453- 
26 Tahdhib, VI, 259. 
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empowered over Yemen by Abt Bakr. In the latter case, the 1snad stops 

with ‘Urwa, and it is an open question whether the further authorities 

are implied. 
Further details need yet to be found on both ‘Urwa and al-Mustanir. 

‘Urwa is clearly of South Arabian origin,?” and al-Mustanir provides us 

later in al-Tabari’s work with important details of Nakha‘is and others 

who moved from South Arabia to Kifa. The one isnd@d containing 

‘Urwa’s name and not transmitted by al-Mustanir is instead cited by 

Sayf on the authority of the Kifan Jabir ibn Yazid al-Ju‘fi (d. 128/745- 

46).?8 Elsewhere, we find that among those whom al-Mustanir cites is 

Ibrahim ibn Yazid al-Nakha‘T, who can probably be identified with the 

famous Kifan traditionist Ibrahim al-Nakha‘T (d. 96/714-15).”° 

6. AblSa‘b ibn Atiya ibn Bilal: Sayf draws upon al-Sa‘b for two im- 

portant accounts, one on Sajah and the other on ahl al-Bahrayn; sub- 

stantially the same material appears also in the Aghani,*° where al-Sa‘b 

appears as al-Saq‘ab, but under neither form has it yet been possible 

to find out any more about him. Judging by the eyewitness account of 

the Battle of the Camel given by his father,*’ it seems possible that they 

were from the tribe of Dabba. It is from his father and from Sahm ibn 

Minjab that al-Sa‘b draws the report of Sajah. 

The second of al-Sa‘b’s accounts, on the ridda of ahl al Bahrayn, 

is given on the authority of Sahm ibn Minjab «+ Minjab ibn Rashid. 

The father, Minjab, was a Dabbi leader; he appears in Fars during the 

caliphate of ‘Uthman, at Basra at the time of the Battle of the Camel in 

36/656, in the north-western coastal area of the Gulf against the rebel 

al-Khirrit in 38/658—59, and with the governor Ziyad in Fars in 42/662- 

63.°* His son, Sahm, is known to have been a distinguished Basran in 

the time of Ziyad (45-55/665-75).°° 

2” See ‘Izz al-Din ibn al-Athir, ALLubab fi tahdhib al-ansab (Cairo, A.H. 1356-57), I, 
411, and EI”, s.v. “Dathina”. 

?® Caskel, II, 251. The isnad itself is in Tab. I, 1868: Jabir + ‘Urwa < al-Dahhak 
ibn Fayriiz. 

29 Caskel, II, 352. 
°° AHsfahani, Kitab al-aghani (Bulaq, A.H. 1285), XIV, 47, 66. 
31 Tab. I, 3195ff., 3206ff. 
32 Caskel, II, 409 and Tab. I, 2851, 3179, 3431; II, 25. 

> Caskel, II, 499; Tahdhib, IV, 260. wo 
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7. Khuzayma ibn Shajara al-‘Ugfant + ‘Uthman ibn Suwayd + Suwayd 

ibn Math‘aba al-Riyahi: this is the isnad of Sayf’s main account of the 

defeat of Malik ibn Nuwayra, who was chief of the Yarbii‘ of Tamim, 

and it should be noted that the nisbas given in this isnad both re- 

late to groupings within Yarbi‘.** The only mention of Khuzayma in 
al-Tabari is at this point, and further information on him is as yet 

lacking. The same is the case with ‘Uthman ibn Suwayd, but Suwayd 

ibn Math‘aba—presumably his father—is referred to elsewhere in Sayf’s 

transmission in connection with events in the years 17/638 and 32/652- 
53,°° and his father, Math‘aba, appears as a leader of Hanzala who 

joined Sa‘d ibn Abr Waqqas in 14/635 immediately before the battle of 

Qadisiya.*® 

8. The zsnads belonging to the rest of the main reports, which relate to 

al-Aswad alAnsi and Qays ibn al-Makshth al-Muradi, are best examined 

together. They are: 

a. Abi’ LQasim [al-Ghusn ibn al- Qasim] al-Shanawi and Abt Muham- 

mad «+ Abt Zur‘a Yahya ibn Abi Amr al Saybani + Abdallah ibn 

Fayriz al-Daylami 

b. Al-Ghusn ibn al- Qasim and Misa [ibn al-Ghusn?] aL JLYSY(?) < 
Ibn Muhayriz 

c. Musa ibn a-Ghusn <~ Abt Zur‘a al-Saybanit 

The identification of Abi ’]-Qasim al-Shanawi with al-Ghusn ibn al-Qa- 

sim is made in the Lubab of Ibn al-Athir, where the nisba al-Shanawt is, 

understandably, connected with Azd Shanii’a;*” however, Sayf’s trans- 
mission in al-Tabari elsewhere refers to al-Ghusn ibn al-Qasim al-Kinani 

(I, 2045) and has al-Ghusn citing rajul min B. Kinana (I, 2039, 2045, 
2049, 2301, 2890), so that there is a difficulty with the nisba here. Misa 

ibn al-Ghusn may have been the son of al-Ghusn ibn al-Qasim, and may 

have been the same as Misa al-JLYWSY (or al HLYWSY), though this 

nisba does not seem to be identifiable. Abu Muhammad is unidentified. 

Altogether, more information is needed on these people. 

Abi Zur‘a and Ibn Muhayriz present less of a problem. Abt Zur‘a, 

who was a Saybani (Himyar), is identified in isnad (a) as min jund 

34 See Caskel, I, chart 68. 
35 Tab. I, 2555, 2897: 

36 Tab. I, 2245 (reading variant 1). 

37 Tubab, Il, 31. 
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Filastin, and we learn from elsewhere that he lived in Ramla (though he 

is also said to have been a Himsi) and died in 148/765-66, aged 85;°° 
in isnad (a) above, we see him citing as an authority a son of the Fayruz 
al-Daylami to whom reference has already been made in paragraph 

5. ‘Abdallah ibn Muhayriz al-Jumahi (Quraysh), who may have been 

contemporary with the Prophet, is said to have settled in Jerusalem.*° 

The time of his death is variously reported, but was probably in the 

period 88-99/706-17.*° The feature of general interest that comes out 

of all this is that Sayf is here using Syrian sources.** 

ASSESSMENT 

In attempting to assess Sayf’s sources on Arabia at the time of the 

ridda wars, it may | first be noted that a number of the rawis named 

above cannot be identified in Islamic biographical works. This creates 

difficulties, but, since these biographical works were primarily concerned 

with the jarh wa-ta‘dil of hadith from the Prophet, it cannot be regarded 

as signifying any more than that these rawis of Sayf’s did not transmit 

hadith from the Prophet. Further, in cases where Sayf’s rawis are 

mentioned in the jarh wa-ta‘dil works, it does not necessarily follow that 

judgements there passed on the veracity or otherwise of their hadith from 

the Prophet should be applied also to their akhbar.*? 

We have seen in the previous section that Sayf’s transmission on 

the ridda, while drawn from a fairly large number of authorities, in fact 

relies most heavily only on a few of these. The transmission of Sahl 

ibn Yusuf, derived largely from al-Qasim ibn Muhammad ibn Abi Bakr, 

plays a central role and figures in nearly all of the nine settings which 

38 Ibn Hibban, Mashahir ‘ulama’ a-amsar (Wiesbaden, 1959), no. 1429; Lubab, I, 

585; Tahdhib, III, 326-27. 

39 Tahdhib, VI, 22-23. 

4° Ibn Hibban (no. 904) puts his death as early as the caliphate of ‘Abd al-Malik 

(65-86/685-705), but it seems from Tab. II, 1192 that he was still alive in A.H. 88. In 

the Tahdhib, the caliphate of Walid, that of ‘Umar ibn ‘Abd al“Aziz, and the year 
A.H. 99 are variously given. 

“! A point not made by Duri in his brief but constructive remarks about Sayf in 
“The Iraq School of History to the Ninth Century—a Sketch”, Historians of the 
Middle East (London, 1962), 48-49. 

“2 U. Sezgin has made similar points in connection with Abii Mikhnaf (Abu Mthnaf, 
85). 
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make up the ridda account. It is indeed difficult not to conclude that 

al-Qasim ibn Muhammad in the first century compiled a monograph 

and that Sahl, in transmitting it, made some additions of his own, mainly 

on the authority of his father. Similarly, the possibility that ‘Urwa ibn 

al-Zubayr also compiled an historical monograph should not be ruled 

out.** The fact that the sources of these two early figures are rarely 

identified points to the possibility that they assembled such compilations 

well before the end of the first century.*® 

The extent to which Sayf’s other main sources may also have existed 

in written form obviously cannot be established with certainty, but the 

sheer quantity of material cited in the whole of Sayf’s transmission on 

the authority of Talha and, to a lesser degree, of al-Mustanir makes it 

difficult to believe that this did not exist in written form. Similarly, 

the indications in the isn@ds shown for settings 1 and 8 point to Abu 
Zur‘a al-Saybani as having been a collector who possibly put material 

in written form. In short, there are grounds for concluding in respect 

of Sayf, as Sezgin has concluded in respect of Abi Mikhnaf, that he 

took over from his authorities considerable quantities of material already 

gathered together in collections by them.*® 
It has been noted already that F. Sezgin suspects the existence of 

written compilations when a report begins with a multiple isnad. Such 

citation of more than one authority is a conspicuous feature of the later 

part of Sayf’s transmission, where there are repeated occurrences of 

variations on the following type of isnad: 

... Sayf + Muhammad ibn Abdallah + Abt ‘Uthman al-Nahdt 

and <~ Talha ibn al-A‘lam ¢ al-Mughira ibn ‘Utayba 

and ¢ al-Muhallab ibn‘Uqba «+ ‘Abd al-Rahmaan ibn Siyah 

and ¢~ Sufyan al-Ahmari + Mahan 

43 F. Sezgin (GAS I, 279) refers to “die Spuren eines magazi-Buches, das z.T. 

Berichte iiber die ersten drei Kalifen und die Kamelschlacht bringt”. 

44 F. Sezgin (GAS I, 278) points out that Hajji Khalifa refers to a work by ‘Urwa 

on maghazi but that this apparently finds no confirmation in earlier extant sources. 

45 Much here hangs on the question of when isnads first became used with some 

regularity. U. Sezgin, in her study of Abi Mikhnaf (p. 78), indicates that the historical 

isnad was well established by A.H. 87; see also G. H. A. Juynboll, “The Date of the 

Great fitna”, Arabica 20 (1973), 142-59, which provides some corroboration of this. 

46 Aba Mihnaf, 98. 
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In that part of Sayf’s transmission which deals with the ridda wars, such 

multiple isnads are less common, but they nevertheless occur. Two 

examples have already been listed, under settings (3) and (8); other 

examples are: 

a. ... Sayf + Sahl [ibn Yisuf] 
(I, 1899) and «+ ‘Abdallah [ibn Sa‘id] 

b. Sayf < Talha [ibn al-A‘lam] ¢ ‘Ikrima + Abit Hurayra 
(I, 1938) and + ‘Abdallah ibn Sa‘id + ‘Ikrima ¢«~ Abt Hurayra 

c. ... Sayf + Haritin 

(I, 1948) and + Talha + Amr ibn Shu‘ayb 

and < Ibn Ishaq 
d. ... Sayf ¢ al-Mustanir ibn Yazid «+ ‘Urwa ibn Ghaziya 

(I, 1997) and «+ Musa [ibn al-Ghusn?] «+ Abi Zur‘a al-Saybani 

As for material cited on the authority of such people as al-Sa‘b ibn ‘Attya 

ibn Bilal and Khuzayma ibn Shajara, we can only follow the lead of F. 

Sezgin in regarding it as an open question whether it already existed 

in written form before Sayf’s time. The character of such material and 

its isnads is such that the label “tribal report” sometimes occurs, and 

such reports have been regarded with not a little suspicion by some, on 

the ground of tribal bias. While such a possibility needs to be taken 

into account, there is also no doubt that the detail with which such 

a “tribal report” concerns itself can prove to be exceedingly valuable, 

as for example the breakdown of Tamimi groups given in the report of 

al-Sa‘b ibn ‘Atiya (I, 1908); if such reports also seem in places to be a 
little fanciful, as al-Sa‘b’s is in the account of al“Ala’ ibn al-Hadrami’s 

crossing to Darin,*” this must be regarded as a small price to pay for 

the wealth of detail. 

In conclusion, it may be proposed that this wealth of detail played 

an important part in al-Tabari’s decision to give precedence to Sayf’s 

transmission. There is as yet no way of knowing how much of Sayf’s 

transmission al-Tabari may have suppressed,** or whether he even knew 

47 Tab. I, 1972. This report is sternly criticized by al“Askari, Abdallah ibn Saba’, 

163ff. For a more sober (and very much less detailed) account, see Ibn Ishaq in Ta’rikh 

al-ridda (extracts from the Iktifa’ of alKala‘l), ed. K. A. Fariq (New Delhi, 1970), 
142. 

48 In this respect, the case is different with Abi Mikhnaf, some of whose mono- 
graphs have survived and have been compared by U. Sezgin with the Abii Mikhnaf 
transmissions in al-Tabari, and others. 
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it as an independent work named Kitab alfutih a-kabir wa’-ridda; he 

nowhere specifies any title, and he himself used two separate versions of 

Sayf’s transmission, which differed from each other to an extent which 

cannot be determined.*® There is also the question of how important 

a figure Sayf himself really is in all this. Certainly he seems to be 

important because of his access to sources of information not available 

to—or at least used by—others. But, as a compiler, he can hardly be 

held responsible for contradictions between these sources; indeed the 

existence of such contradictions speaks for his fidelity as a transmitter. 

As U. Sezgin has pointed out,°® tendency may have occurred by omission, 

but in general there seems to be no case for regarding the isndds or the 

reports themselves as having been fabricated by collectors such as Sayf 

and Abu Mikhnaf. The consequence of this is that such elements of 

tendency and fabrication as seem to occur must be regarded as having 

entered the historical tradition at an early stage of its evolution, and 

it is here that Noth’s notion of “Photomontage”, coupled with careful 

scrutiny of the oldest authorities in the isndds, will prove to be of value. 

In this way it should be possible to achieve a satisfactory reappraisal 

of Sayf’s material on Arabia. 

49 In connection with al-Tabari’s access to Sayf’s transmission, see Jawad ‘Al, 

“Mawarid ta’rikh al-Tabari’, Majallat al-majma‘ al-‘ilmi al-‘iradgqi 2 (1951), 164ff. 

and 3 (1954), 50ff. 
5° Abi Mihnaf, 93. 
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A Letter from the Governor of Egypt 
Concerning Egyptian—Nubian Relations 

in 141/758 

MARTIN HINDS and HAMDI SAKKOUT* 

ONE of the more impressive finds during the 1972 Season of the Egypt 

Exploration Society at Qasr Ibrim in Egyptian Nubia was a collection 

of four papyrus scrolls from the eighth century A.D. These scrolls were 

in the first instance deposited in the Egyptian Museum in Cairo. The 

largest of them, which is 53.5 cm. wide and is made up of twelve joined 

gummed pieces to a length of 264.5 cm., is a letter of sixty-nine lines in 

Arabic sent in 141/758 by the governor of ‘Abbasid-controlled Egypt 

to the king of Nubia and Muqurra; in it the governor complains of 

irregularities on the part of Nubia-Muqurra in its dealings with Egypt. 

Since the king resided in the south, at Dongola in Muqurra, it is apparent 

that he forwarded the letter to his representative in Nubia/Nobatia— 

that being the region most involved in the alleged irregularities. The 

three other scrolls, which are in Coptic, reflect Nubian attempts to 

formulate some response to the complaint. 

A translation of the Arabic document, together with some comments 

and photographs, was published by Professor J. Martin Plumley in the 

Journal of Egyptian Archeology in 1975 (vol. 61, pp. 241-45). It was 

From Studia Arabica et Islamica: Festschrift for Ihsan ‘Abbas on His Siztieth Birthday, 

edited by Wadad al-Qadi (American University of Beirut, Beirut, 1981), pages 209 
to 229. 

* We are indebted to Professor J. Martin Plumley for much help, to Professor Simon 

Hopkins for his comments on the text, and to the committee of the Egypt Exploration 

Society for permission to publish this document. 
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at that time hoped that it would be possible to publish the texts of all 

four scrolls together, and publication of the Arabic text was accordingly 

held over. It has since become apparent, however, that the state of the 

Coptic documents is such that completion of work on them will take 

longer than was earlier anticipated; publication of the Arabic text on its 

own has therefore seemed desirable as an interim measure, particularly 

in view of the interest that it has aroused among scholars. The text 

is here accompanied by photographs of the original (regrettably these 

photographs were taken in conditions which were less than ideal) and by 

a revised version of the translation published in 1975. It has also seemed 

appropriate to attempt to make some assessment of the ways in which 

the document helps to clarify the question of relations between Egypt 

and Nubia in the years following the Arab conquest of Egypt in 639-41. 

It should be added that some further clarification of this question may 

be hoped for once the total contents of the Coptic scrolls have been 

determined. 

The essential points on which this document sheds some light on 

the confused question of relations between Arab-controlled Egypt and 

Christian Nubia can be summarized as follows: (1) the Arab governor 
makes clear reference to the known terms of a peace agreement evidently 

in force prior to A.d. 758 (qad ‘araft® ‘-ladhi stlihtum ‘alayhi) [line 5]; he 

is at pains to represent this arrangement as a compact (‘ahd) [lines 7— 

11, 16, 63]. (2) The Egyptian side of the compact included desisting 
from Nubian persons and property [lines 6, 12]; it also involved pro- 

vision of security and freedom of movement for Nubians, particularly 

Nubian merchants, within Egypt [lines 12-17]. (3) The Nubian side of 
the compact was supposed to include: (a) an annual quota of human 

beings, this quota being termed the bagt [lines 18-19, 53-56, 58], (0) 
return of runaway slaves [lines 19-20], and (c) safe passage for Egyptian 
merchants in Nubia [line 20]. The document constitutes a threatening 
protest by the governor of Egypt against Nubian failure to abide by these 

conditions. 

Now a persisting major crux in modern studies dealing with early 

relations between Christian Nubia and Arab-controlled Egypt has been 

precisely the nature of such formal arrangements as may have existed 

between the two parties. On the one hand, there is virtual consensus 

in the relevant sources that some sort of arrangement was reached in 

31/651-52, after the second Arab governor of Egypt, ‘Abdallah ibn 

Sa‘d ibn Abi Sarh, had campaigned as far as Dongola. On the other 
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hand, they reveal a good deal of confusion about the exact terms of 

the arrangement, and no early source provides what purports to be a 

full text specifying what was involved. The nearest thing to such a 

text in the early sources is a passage alleged by Ibn Abd al-Hakam 

(d. 257/871) to have been memorized by “one of the shaykhs of yore” 
from one of the Fustat diwdans before it was burnt.’ This passage will 

be considered further on, but it can be noted here that the details it 

contains relate to an arrangement supposedly in force at a time yet to 

be determined; nowhere is it suggested that this was an arrangement 

reached by Ibn Abi Sarh in particular. It is only in a very much later 

work, the Khitat of al-Maqrizi (d. 845/1442), that there appears what 

purports to be a full text of the Ibn Abi Sarh agreement of 31/652.7 

It is possible that al-Maqrizi was citing this text from the lost Kitab 

akhbar a-Nuba by al-Aswani/al-Uswant, who wrote in the last quarter 

of the tenth century and acted as a Fatimid envoy to the Nubians,’ 

although one cannot always be certain of where al-Maqrizi’s citations 

from al-Aswani end.* This text, which has been translated and studied 

on numerous occasions,” purports to have been drawn up in Ramadan 31 

(= April-May 652, pace Forand); it is represented as a compact ( ‘ahd) 

which establishes ama@n and hudna and stipulates: (1) safe passage, 

1 Futuh Misr, ed. C. C. Torrey (New Haven, 1922), 189, 3ff. (reading y.h.t.r.g. for 

y.n.kh.r.g.). 

? (Biilaq, A.H. 1270), I, 200; ed. G. Wiet, III (Cairo, 1922), 290-92. 

3 G. Troupeau, “La ‘Description de la Nubie’ d’al-Uswant (IV€/X€ siecle)”, Arabica 

1 (1954), 277: 
4 Much the same point has been made by G. Vantini (see next note), 601, note. 

5 E. M. Quatremére, Mémoires géographiques et historiques ... (Paris, 1811), II, 

43ff.; J. L. Burckhardt, Travels in Nubia (London, 1819), 511ff.; S. Lane-Poole, A His- 

tory of Egypt in the Middle Ages (London, 1901), 21-23; C. H. Becker, “Papyrusstu- 

dien”, Zeitschrift fiir Assyriologie 22 (1909), 142ff.; H. A. McMichael, A History of the 

Arabs in the Sudan (Cambridge, 1922), I, 157-58 (citing Lane-Poole’s translation); U. 

Monneret de Villard, Storia della Nubia Cristiana (Rome, 1938), 72ff.; J. S. Triming- 

ham, Islam in the Sudan (London, 1949), 61-62; M. Khadduri, War and Peace in the 

Law of Islam (Baltimore, 1955), 259-61; M. M. Mus‘ad, Al-Islam wa’-nuba ft ’-‘usar 

al-wusta (Cairo, 1960), 112ff.; Y. F. Hasan, The Arabs and the Sudan (Edinburgh, 

1967), 22ff.; P. Forand, “Early Muslim Relations with Nubia”, Der Islam 48 (1971), 
114-16; G. Vantini, Oriental Sources Concerning Nubia (Heidelberg and Warsaw, 
1975), 638ff.; W. Y. Adams, Nubia, Corridor to Africa (London, 1977), 451-52 (cit- 
ing Forand’s translation); P. L. Shinnie, “Christian Nubia”, The Cambridge History 
of Africa (Cambridge, 1978), II, 564-67 (citing Forand’s translation). 
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but not residence, in each other’s territories; (2) Nubian | extradition 211 

of fugitives who have come from Egypt; (3) Nubian maintenance of a 

mosque [in Dongola]; (4) Nubian transmission annually of 360 “heads” 

(ra’s*”), being males and females without defect, to the Imam of the 
Muslims; (5) no Muslim liability to defend Nubians against a third party; 

(6) any Nubian infraction of the stipulations will render this hudna and 

aman void. 

The Khitat text has produced a variety of reactions among modern 

scholars. In the opinion of C. H. Becker, its authenticity could scarcely 

be doubted: “nicht nur die Form, auch der Inhalt zwang zur Anerken- 

nung ihrer Echtheit.... So, glaube ich, darf man die Aitat-Stelle fiir ein 

historisches Dokument ersten Ranges ansehen”.® Forand has been pos- 

itive but cautious: “although we may question the authenticity of the 

actual text, it remains a fact that most of the terms [al-Maqrizi] quotes 
can be found scattered among other sources”.’ Holt, on the other hand, 

is markedly disinclined to accept the text as authentic: “A Fatimid 

source gives the text of a treaty alleged to have been concluded be- 

tween ‘Abdallah and the king of Nubia.... The treaty, almost certainly 

legendary, represents an attempt to retroject conventions of Muslim— 

Nubian relations which had developed by the fourth/tenth century” .® 

More recently, Brett has examined the case of Nubia and the supposed 

360 “heads” arrangement with Ibn Abi Sarh in conjunction with the case 

of Fazzan, which is reported also to have been liable to 360 slaves,® and 

the case of Cyrenaica; in his view, “all three stories are fictitious; with 

their common theme” (i.e., the breaking of an earlier agreement), “they 
are the products of Muslim jurisprudence, which by the ninth century 

had concluded that it was illegal to enslave peoples who had entered into 

a pact of any kind with the Muslims”.’° 

There are cogent reasons for subscribing to the view that the Khitat 

text is not the Ibn Abi Sarh agreement that it purports to be. As far as 

the text itself is concerned, it may first be remarked that its style is, 

pace Becker, too elaborate for it to be credible as an Arabic document 

“Papyrusstudien”, 142. 

“Harly Muslim Relations with Nubia”, 114. 

The Cambridge History of Islam, II, 328. 

Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam, Futuh Misr, 195, 5. 

10 The Cambridge History of Africa, I1, 506. This view reflects the findings of R. 

Brunschvig in AJEO 6 (1942-47), 108 ff. 
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penned in Dongola (or anywhere else) as early as 652. Secondly, the 

term “Imam of the Muslims” has a very Fatimid ring about it. Thirdly, 

as Hasan has pointed out, the reference to a mosque in Dongola as 

early as the seventh century is unconvincing, not least because of the 

absence of a mosque there when al-Aswani made his visit as late as 

ca. 975.1! The earliest reference to Ibn Abi Sarh’s having established a 

mosque there appears to be that of Ibn Hazm (d. 456/1064),’* and Hasan 

has remarked that “it was only in 717/1317, when the cathedral was 

converted, that there definitely was a mosque in Dunqula”.’’ Beyond 

these points, however, it needs to be noted too that there is considerable 

diversity in the information given by the earlier sources about the details 

of the arrangement made by Ibn Abi Sarh, particularly in respect of 

the number of heads/slaves/captives supposedly stipulated—variously 

given as 300, 360, and 4o00.'* Moreover, it is particularly noticeable in 

this connection that | some of the oldest reports available are decidedly 

coy about specifying any number at all, and this could reasonably be 

taken to indicate that the number in fact fluctuated in early times. It 

is therefore appropriate to consider these reports in some detail. 

In the first place, there is a report given by the non-Egyptian Ibn 

Sallam (d. 223/838) in the Amwal,’° with the isnad: ‘Abdallah ibn Salih 
(Egyptian, d. 223/838) « al-Layth ibn Sa‘d (Egyptian, d. 175/791), 
which states that “the sulh between us and the Niiba simply stipulates 

that we shall not fight them (l@ nuga@tilahum) and they will not fight 
us and that they will give us slaves (reading raqgiqg®" for daqig°") and 
we shall give them wheat (ta‘am®") ...”. Substantially the same re- 
port, with the same isnad, is relayed on the authority of Ibn Sallam 

1) Hasan, The Arabs and the Sudan, 22-23, citing the Muqaffa of al-Maqrizi. 

12 Jawami‘ al-stra wa-khams rasa’il ukhra, ed. 1. ‘Abbas and N. Asad (Cairo, 1956), 

345. 
3 Hasan, The Arabs and the Sudan, 25. Doubt has since been cast on the iden- 

tification of this building as a cathedral. 

14 For a fairly comprehensive collection of references and translations, see Vantini, 

Oriental Sources Concerning Nubia, 58 (Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam), 68-69 (Ibn Khur- 

dadhbeh), 74 (al-Ya‘qubi), 80-82 (al-Baladhuri), g1 (Ibn al-Faqih), 98 (al-Tabari), 
105 (Qudama), 132 (al-Mas‘idi), 316 (Michael the Syrian), 346 (Yaqut), 349 (Ibn 
al-Athir), 420 (Bar Hebreeus), 476 (al-Nuwayri), 529 and 534-35 (Ibn al-Furat), 
638ff. (al-Maqrizi), 744 (al-Suyiti). See also the discussion of evidence by Hasan, 
The Arabs and the Sudan, 2off. 

1S Ed. al-Fiqi (Cairo, A.H. 1353), 146, no. 402. 
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in the later works of al-Baladhuri’® and Qudama,!” who both add the 
phrase bi-qadr* dhdalika to indicate that the amount of wheat was pro- 

portionate to the number of slaves. Secondly, there is a report in the 

Amwal,’® with the isnad: Abdallah ibn Salih + ‘Abdallah ibn Lahi‘a 
(Egyptian, d. 174/790) + Yazid ibn Abi Habib (Egyptian, d. 128/745), 
which states: “there is between the people of Egypt and the blacks 

(al-asGwid) neither ‘ahd nor mithaq. There is simply a hudna between 

us and them. We give them some (shay’*" min) wheat (qamh) and 
lentils, and they give us slaves (reading ragiqg®” for daqgiq*") ...”. Ibn 
Sallam adds: “The asa@wid are the Niba and those sidan who are like 

them; but the sulh is for the Nuba in particular”. Substantially the 

same report, with the same two first transmitters in the isnad, occurs 

also in the works of the Egyptians Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam and al-Kindt 

and the non-Egyptian al-Baladhuri. Al-Baladhuri”® has again taken di- 
rectly from Ibn Sallam, and his isndd and text are identical with Ibn 

Sallam’s (apart from reading ragiqg®”). Al-Kindi’s version ”! has a dif- 
ferent (Egyptian) transmission after Ibn Lahi‘a, but the text is almost 
identical (it too reads raqiq*”). Ibn Abd al-Hakam’s isnad reveals yet 

another (Egyptian) transmission after Ibn Lahi‘a, and his text reads as 
follows:?? “Abdallah [ibn Sa‘d ibn Abi Sarh] made a peace agreement 
with them which stipulated (sdlahahum ‘ala) a hudna between them, 
with the provision that they would not raid them (‘ala annahum la 
yaghzinahum) and the Niba would not raid the Muslims, and that the 

Niba would make over (yu’addiina) each year to the Muslims such-and- 

such (kadh@ wa-khad@) head of captives (ra’s°” min al-saby) and the 
Muslims would make over to them such-and-such [a quantity of] wheat 
(min akgamh) and such-and-such [a quantity of] lentils each year”. Fi- 
nally, it can be noted that al-Tabari”’ gives a somewhat altered version 

16 Futih a-buldan, ed. M. J. de Goeje (Leiden, 1866), 237, ll. 21ff. 

17 Kitab al-kharaj wa-san‘at al-kitaba, Ms. K6priilii, no. 1076, fol. 150 r. 
af Page 146, no. 401. 

19 The sources point out that Yazid was the son of a captive from Dongola, e.g., Ibn 
‘Abd al-Hakam, Futuh Misr, 188, 16f. 

20 Futuh al-buldan, 237, ll. 17ff. 

21 Kitab al-wulat wa-kitab al-qudat, ed. R. Guest (Leiden and London, 1912), 12, 

1102. 
22° PP 188; 10K: 

23° Ta’rikh alrusul wa’-mulak, ed. M. J. de Goeje et al. (Leiden, 1879-1901), I, 

2593- 
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of the same report, with an isnad also going back (via a Ramli and a 

Shami‘) to Ibn Lahi‘a + Yazid ibn [Abi] Habib. This version states 
that Ibn Abi Sarh “made a peace agreement with them which stipulated 

(salahahum ‘ala) a hadiya (sic, rather than | hudna) of a number of heads 
(‘iddat ru’us) from them which they would make over to the Muslims 
each year, and the Muslims would give (yuhdz) to them each year [a] 
specified [amount of] wheat (ta‘@m?" musamma”) and clothing (kiswa) 
in like measure (min nahw' dhalika)”. This report in turn bears some 

resemblance to a report cited by al-Baladhuri, which specifies the num- 

ber 300 and bears the isnad: Ibn Sa‘d + Wagqidi + al-Walid ibn Kathir 

(Kiifan, d. 151/768)”> + Yazid ibn Abi Habib + Abi Khayr.” The 

relevant part of this report reads:?’ “they [the Nubians] asked him [Ibn 
Abt Sarh] for al-sulh and almuwada‘a, and he complied with their desire 

in doing that (ajabahum ila dhalika), with the stipulation not of jizya 

but of hudna [sic] of 300 heads each year, and with the stipulation that 
the Muslims would give (yuhdi) to them wheat (ta‘am°”") in proportion 
to that (bi-qadr* dhalika)”. 

The general picture conveyed by these reports about early arrange- 

ments with Nubia is therefore clear: cessation of hostilities (hudna) 

plus an annual exchange of “heads” /captives/slaves for commodities, 

in quantities which are not consistently enumerated. The last two ver- 

sions mentioned above include departures from the indigenous Egyp- 

tian version. In the case of al-Tabari’s version, the main difference— 

hadiya for the near-homograph hudna—may be no more than textual 

garbling reinforced by the substitution of yuhdi for yu‘tz. In the case 

of al-Baladhurt’s version, the isn@d going back to Abt Khayr looks very 

much like a secondary development, particularly if one recalls Schacht’s 

proposition that in general “the more perfect the isndad, the later the 

tradition” .”* Abi Khayr is not even mentioned by al-Kindi and there 

is no reason for thinking that he knew anything about Nubia (unlike 

Yazid ibn Abi Habib). His sole function in Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam’s Futih 

?4 “Ali ibn Sahl [al-Ramli, d. 261/875-76: see Ibn Hajar, Tahdhib (Hyderabad, 
A.H. 1325-27), VII, 329] from al-Walid ibn Muslim [‘alim al-Sha’m, d.165/781 or 
196/811-12 (presumably the latter): see ibid., XII, 151, 154-55]. 
oh Thed., Kil eas: 
26 Futtth al-buldan, 236, 18. 

27 Tbid., 237, 4ff. 

8 “A Re-evaluation of Islamic Traditions”, JRAS (1949), 147. 
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Misr, al-Tabari’s Ta’rikh and other works is that of a link in isnads 

between later transmission on the one hand and earlier Companions of 

the Prophet on the other, and in all but one case that later transmission 

is the transmission of Yazid ibn Abit Habib.” There is accordingly some 
basis for the view that it was in Iraq that the terms muwdada‘a and ‘ala 

ghayr jizya, as well as the specification of the number of “heads”, found 

their way into a transmission going back to Yazid ibn Abi Habib.*° 

We must therefore entertain the possibility that a straightforward 

hudna plus an | agreement to exchange a flexible number of slaves for 

commodities represented the norm in Egyptian—Nubian relations in the 

years immediately following the campaign of Ibn Abi Sarh. But it is 

also apparent that, by the time when Misa ibn Ka‘b wrote his letter, 

a more complex set of arrangements was regarded as constituting the 

norm—being a compact (‘ahd) which involved extradition of fugitives 
and freedom of access in addition to annual Nubian transmission of 

human beings. In 758 the ‘Abbasid regime was less than ten years old and 

was understandably concerned with entrenching itself in the provinces 

29 See the indices to al-Tabari, Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam and Ibn Hisham, AlSira 

al-nabawtya, ed. M. al-Saqqa et al. (Cairo, 1955), under the headings “Marthad 

b. ‘Abdallah” and (in the case of Ibn Hisham) “Yazid b. Abi Habib”; see also Ibn 

Sa‘d, Kitab al-tabagat al-kabir, ed. E. Sachau et al. (Leiden, 1904-21), I/2, 152, 4; 

II/2, 10, 15. (The exception is in Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam, Futth Misr, 288, 15). 

3° The juristic ramifications lie outside the scope of this article, which is here 

concerned primarily with indicating what seems to be the oldest of these versions, 

bearing in mind the possibility that the oldest may be the simplest. Ibn Abd 

al-Hakam’s kadha@ wa-kadha and al-Tabari’s “iddat ru’ts and ta‘am°” musamma”, 

for example, seem to echo al-Shafil’s kharaj°” ma‘lim®*” and shay’*” musamma™ 

(Kitab altumm [Bilaq, A.H. 1321-26], IV, 104, 7ff.). The assertion that muwada‘a 

was an ‘Iraqi/Hanafi synonym of the Maliki and Shafi'l muhadana (see Aghnides, 

Mohammedan Theories of Finance (London, 1916], 354, note) does not account for 

al-Shafi‘l’s occasional use of the term muwada‘a (e.g. Umm, IV, 107); later, in the 

eleventh century, the ‘Iraqi Shafil al-Mawardi was making a distinction between 

the two (see W. Heffening, Das islamische Fremdenrecht [Hanover, 1925], 31, n. 4)- 

Here, however, it will be sufficient to note that the Easterner Ibn Sallam uses the 

term muwada‘a in a Nubian context (Amwal, 147, no. 405) and that Ibn al-Nadim 

(Fihrist, ed. G. Fliigel [Leipzig, 1871-72], 103, 18) attributes to the ‘Iraqi al-Mada’ini 
(d. prob. 235/850) a work entitled Kitab muwada‘at alnuba. The later works of 
al-Nuwayri and Ibn al-Furat preserve reports linked with Yazid ibn Abr Habib which 

say that the muwdada‘a was not a muwada‘at hudna but a hudnat aman; these versions 

do not specify the number of slaves (ragiq) (see Vantini, Oriental Sources Concerning 

Nubia, 476, 529). 
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and with stabilizing the frontiers. In Egypt, the regime’s priority had 

been to reconstruct the taxation system following the fire set to the 

diwans of Fustat by the last Umayyad caliph, Marwan, in 132/750.** As 
far as the southern frontier and relations with Nubia were concerned, 

it is clear from Miusa’s letter that earlier arrangements were no longer 

being adhered to on the Nubian side; inter alia, “you are liable to the 

bagt of [outstanding] years, which you have not made over” [line 54}. It is 
not possible to determine whether or not this represents the first attempt 

under the ‘Abbasid regime to regularize relations with Nubia, but such 

it could easily have been. In any case, it looks as if the arrangements 

which Miisa sought to enforce were virtually the same as those which 

were in effect at the end of the Umayyad period, if it is accepted that 

it is to that time that the remarks of Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam’s “shaykh of 

yore” in the following passage relate:*? 

It is said, in that which one of the shaykhs of yore**? mentioned, 
that he perused one of the diwans at Fustat and read it before it was 

burnt [reading y.h.t.r.g. for y.n.kh.r.g.*4], and from it he memorized: 
we have made a compact and an agreement with you ( ‘ahadnakum wa- 

‘aqadnakum) that you will provide us with 360 ra’s°” each year; and 

[that] you [may] enter our lands, passing through [and] not residing, 
and similarly [that] we [may] enter your lands; with the proviso that, 
if you kill any one of the Muslims, the hudna will cease to apply to you 

(fa-gad bari’at minkum a-hudna); and with the proviso that, if you give 

refuge to a slave belonging to the Muslims (in @waytum li-l-muslimin® 

‘abd*"), the hudna will cease to apply to you; and it is incumbent 

upon you to return runaway [slaves belonging to the?] Muslims (ubbag 

3! John the Deacon (fl. mid-eighth century) apud Severus ibn al-Muqaffa‘, Kitab 

styar al-aba’ al-batarika, ed. B. Evetts, Patrologia Orientalis 5 (1910), 188; ed. C. F. 

Seybold (Beirut, Paris and Leipzig, 1904-10), 205; ed. C. F. Seybold (Hamburg, 
1912), 196. 

32 Futih Misr, 189, 3ff. 

33 Ba‘d al-masha’ikh al-mutagaddimin. Hasan (The Arabs and the Sudan, 22) 

inaccurately says “Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam quotes the authority of one of his [sic] eld- 
ersyaes 

34 Hasan (The Arabs and the Sudan, 22), in trying to make sense of y.n.kh.r.q., 
translates “before it was allowed to fall into disuse”. The only fire reported to have 
affected the diwans of Fustat prior to 871, when Ibn ‘bd al-Hakam died, is that 
mentioned by John the Deacon (note 31 above). 
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ak-muslimin)*** and any of the ahl atdhimma who may take refuge 
with you. 

Admittedly the credentials of this passage leave something to be 

desired. The “shaykh of yore” could be a mere device for giving re- 

spectability to retrojected information, although in that case a hand- 

some isnad might have been more appropriate; or it may be that the 

passage is basically authentic but was mangled in the course of trans- 

mission by memory. But, with these caveats made, it is nonetheless a 

fact that the account of the “shaykh of yore” (SY) has something in 
common with points emerging in the letter of Misa ibn Ka‘b (MK). 

They agree on: (1) the element of ‘ahd, (2) an annual Nubian quota of 
human beings, (3) access to each other’s territories, (4) Nubian return of 
fugitive slaves.**” The two main points of difference are: (1) SY does 
not use the term bagt but does specify | the number of human beings in 

the annual quota, while MK refers to the annual bagt without specifying 

a number; however, MK’s reference to ma baqiya ‘alaykum min al-bagqt 

{line 58] can without difficulty be regarded as implying a known number. 
(2) SY uses the term hudna; MK does not refer to hudna, although he 
does refer twice to the beneficial effects of the arrangement as far as the 
well-being of the dima’ and amwal of the Nubians is concerned. 

The sum of the evidence therefore suggests that at some time in the 

Umayyad period the earlier and simpler arrangement of hudna plus an- 

nual exchange of slaves for commodities had been superseded by a more 

complex and more formal arrangement, perhaps drawn up in writing,*° 

which preserved the earlier elements of non-aggression and transmission 

of slaves while at the same time adding conditions relating to extra- 

dition from Nubia of fugitives and freedom of access to each other’s 

territories. That fugitives (puyddec) constituted an abiding problem 

during Marwanid rule in Egypt is abundantly clear from the papyri.*® 

34a Given that the return of fugitive slaves has just been mentioned, the ‘ubbaq 
al-muslimin should perhaps be understood as fugitives of other kinds, such as runaway 

peasants and criminals. Misa ibn Ka‘b’s complaints against the Nubians included 

the charge that they have failed to extradite a criminal merchant (below, lines 28-30). 

34b And, it may be added, of fugitive criminals and dhimmis too (cf. the preceding 
note and Miusa’s letter, lines 52-53). 

35 The question of whether this is to be regarded as implicit in the term ‘ahd requires 

further investigation. 

36 See, for example, Becker, “Papyrusstudien”, 139. 
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It is also possible that the unification of Nubia/Nobatia and Muqurra 

between 697-98 and 710°” may have been a stimulus for renewed and re- 

formulated arrangements. The prime candidate in any speculation about 

who may have taken the initiative must be ‘Ubayd Allah ibn al-Habhab, 

who was fiscal intendant and strong man in Egypt from ca. 105/724 to 
116/735.°° In addition to implementing a land survey and a census in 

Egypt, Ibn al-Habhab is said*® to have drawn up the terms of a com- 

pact (‘ahd) regulating relations with the Beja*® tribesmen inhabiting the 
desert to the east of the Nile between the first and second cataracts; the 

wording of this ‘ahd, as relayed by Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam, bears a strong 

resemblance to the wording of the report of SY, also apud Ibn ‘Abd 

al-Hakam. It is noticeable in that context too that the figure 300 occurs 

as the number of young she-camels (or virgins: bikr) that the Beja were 

supposed to hand over each year; this is one possible explanation of the 

figure 300 that occurs in some sources in connection with the bagt.** But 

these are all mere possibilities, which want further evidence, and even 

the proposition that a more complex and formal arrangement had come 

into existence by the end of the Umayyad period rests on acceptance 

of the authenticity of the report of SY. The only sure evidence is that of 

MK, which shows that such a development had happened by 758. 

But if an ‘ahd with the king of Nubia and Muqurra existed by 758, 

why was a figure such as Ibn Lahi‘a putting forward in the third quarter 

of the eighth century a report which included the assertion that there 

37 Monneret de Villard, Nubia Cristiana, 81. For further information and references 

about this, see Adams, Nubia, 453-54. 

38 See N. Abbott, “A New Papyrus and a Review of the Administration of ‘Ubaid 

Allah b. al-Habhab”, Arabic and Islamic Studies in Honor of Hamilton A. R. Gibb, 

ed. G. Makdisi (Leiden, 1965), 27-31. However, ‘Abd al-Aziz ibn Marwan (governor 

65/686-86/705) should not be discounted entirely (see the brief mention in the Khitat 
of al-Maqrizi, I, 201, 5 [Builaq]; III, 293, 13 [Wiet]). 

9 Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam, Futiih Misr, 189, 15, where the introductory words are: “wa- 
yaz‘um™ ba‘d al-masha’ikh annahu qara’a kitab Ibn al-Habhab ...”. The report has 

been examined by Heffening, Das islamische Fremdenrecht, 97-98. Cf. also al-Maqrizi, 
Khitat, III, 272 (Wiet). 
40 See EI?, s.v. “Bedja”. 
41 Another explanation is haplographical, arising from the double occurrence of ra’s, 

i.e., thalathami’at ra’s‘*” [wa-sittin® ra’s°”/—cf. al-Baladhuri, Futuh al-buldan, 238, 
5-6, with what is otherwise the same report apud Qudama, Kitab al-kharaj..., Ms. 
Koprulu, no. 1076, fol. 150r. 
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was no ‘ahd, only a hudna?* An explanation | lies in the likelihood that 

two separate sets of arrangements had by then evolved. One was the 

administrative ‘ahd arrangement primarily concerned with extradition 

and stabilization of a frontier, although it did preserve the older provision 

about annual Nubian transmission of “heads”, perhaps now fixed at 360. 

The other was simply the trade in slaves. It is hard to believe that 

Egypt’s annual need for new slaves in the eighth century was so small 

that an annual supply of bagt slaves in the order of 360 can have sufficed, 

even if these had been transmitted regularly, which was evidently not 

the case. There were, of course, other sources of black slaves, but there 

is nothing to suggest any restrictions in respect of that most convenient 

of sources for the Egyptians, Nubia. The point of the denial of ‘ahd 

relations, which were in any case not indispensable for the conduct of 

the slave trade, appears to have been to counter objections to the slave 

traffic in Nubia; these objections were expressed by such contemporary 

jurists as the Kifan Sufyan al-Thawri and the Medinan Malik.** Ibn 
Lahi‘a replied by adducing Yazid ibn Abi Habib’s account of the earlier 

arrangements of hudna plus sanction for the slave trade—arrangements 

which may have obtained since the time of Ibn Abi Sarh. This was all 

that the slave trade needed in order to function effectively, and it was 

accordingly this that was claimed as the status quo by those with an 

interest in the maintenance of that trade.*** 

42 There is between us/ahl Misr and them/the Asawid/the Ntba no ‘ahd/no ‘ahd 

and no mithadq; there was simply a hudna/hudna baynahum/hudna baynana wa- 

baynahum/hudnat aman ba‘dina min ba‘d: Ibn Sallam, Amwal, nos. 401-2; Ibn ‘Abd 

al-Hakam, Futth Misr, 188, 13; al-Kindi, Kitab al-wulat wa-kitab al-qudat, 12, 13; 

al-Baladhuri, Futuh al-Buldan, 237, 19, all on the ultimate authority of Ibn Lahi‘a 

+ Yazid ibn Abi Habib. Ibn Lahi‘a was gadi of Egypt under al-Mansir (al-Ya‘qibi, 

Ta’rikh, ed. M. T. Houtsma, [Leiden, 1883], II, 469). 

43 Tbn Sallam, Amwal, no. 405; al-Maqrizi, Khitat, I, 201, 7ff. (Bulaq); III, 293, 

17ff. (Wiet). The disagreement appears to foreshadow elements of the difference of 
opinion on whether the world consists of two divisions (dar alislam and dar al-harb) 

or three (the third being dar al-sulh or dar al-‘ahd)—see, e.g., Khadduri, War and 

Peace in the Law of Islam, 144-45. 

43a If an eminent traditionist was prepared to deny the existence of an ‘ahd well 

known to his contemporaries, alleging that a past figure had only made a hudna, 

one may well wonder whether the alleged hudna should be accepted as historical at 

all. The possibility that the traditionists actually invented Ibn Abi Sarh’s agreement 

in order to legitimate the slave trade should have been considered in this paper, as 

Michael Cook rightly notes (letter of 12 September 1981). 
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THE TEXT OF MUSA IBN KA‘B’S LETTER 

Deposited in the Egyptian Museum in Cairo in 1972; seen in 1980 

in the Islamic Museum in Cairo, framed and under glass, with register 

no. 2548. Fine, light yellow papyrus 53.5 cm. wide and 264.5 cm. long, 

rolled in parallel with the writing when found. The length is made up of 

twelve joined pieces, measuring (from top to bottom and from join to 

JOM) 16-55 2335 2216, 22.5 22.0,.23-F33'0, 24.0, 22.0, 23,0, 25.0, 20.0 
cm.; unfortunately, the sizes of the selides were not recorded before the 

document was framed. Recto/high size; written in black ink. Professor 
Plumley has informed us that the verso is blank and that the roll was 

secured with a plain mud seal. 
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TRANSLATION 

1 Inthe name of God the Compassionate, the Merciful 

3 Krom Musa bs-Kla tb to] oe es master of Muqurr(a) and Nubia. 
Peace be upon 

3 the friends of God and those who obey Him .... To them do I praise 

God, 

4 other than whom there is no God. 

5 Tocontinue. You (sing.) know that on the basis of which a peace 
agreement was made with you and that which you took 

6 upon yourselves to fulfil, so preserving your blood and property if 

7 you fulfil [it]. God, blessed and exalted is He, says in His book 

“Fulfil 

8 the compact of God when you make a compact, and do not break 

the oath after 

g it has been affirmed and you have made God your guarantor; verily 

God 

10 knows what you do”. And He said “Fulfil my compact and I shall 

fulfil your compact; 

2 Misa ibn Ka‘b: it is clear from the details given by al-Tabarti ( Ta’rikh, II, 1358, 

1586-87, 1952, etc.; III, 28, 35-36, 39-50, 56-57, 80, 81) that Misa was a leading figure 

in the Abbasid propaganda movement in Khurasan and in the subsequent take-over. 

However, after making reference to Musa in respect of the year 134/751—52, al-Tabari 

is silent about him for seven years until he reaches the year 141/758—59; under that 

year he refers to Musa’s death while in charge of (a) the shurat of al-Mansir, (6) 

Egypt, and (c) al-Hind, but immediately follows this information with reference to 

the dismissal of Musa from Egypt and his replacement there by Muhammad ibn 

al-Ash‘ath (III, 138). Support for the view that Misa was dismissed from Egypt 

before his death is provided by al-Kindi, who says that he arrived as governor of 

Egypt on 15 Rabi‘ II, 141 (25 August 758), functioned in that capacity for a little over 

seven months, and left Egypt on 24 Dhti ’}Qa‘da 141 (28 March 759); his successor, 

Muhammad ibn al-Ash‘ath, arrived on 5 Dati ’1Hijja, 141 (8 April 759) (al-Kindi, 

Kitab alwulat, 106-8; al-Maqrizi, Khitat, I, 306 [Bulaq]). De Zambaur (Manuel de 

généalogie et de chronologie [Bad Pyrmont, 1955], 26) varies in respect of the exact 
dates. 

2 master of Muqurra and Nubia: in view of the date of this document, it is virtually 

certain that the missing name is Cyriacus (QRYAQWS and variants)—see Monneret 

de Villard, Storia della Nubia Cristiana, 223 and index sub Ciriaco (re di Nubia). 
7-10 Qur’an XVI:91. 
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11 so fear me”. We have fulfilled for you that which we took upon 
ourselves for you in 

12  desisting from your blood and your property and you (sing.) know 

your security in our land 

13. and your dwelling wherever you wish in it and the repairing of your 

merchants to us; no oppression 

14 or wrong comes to them from us; no one of you who is among us 

is attacked by us 

15 nor is he denied his right; no obstacle is placed between your 

merchants and what they want—|they are] safe 

16 and at ease wherever they go in our land, [this being] in fulfillment 

of our compact, in truth to our word, 

17 in belief in our Lord and in confirmation of the veracity of our 

Prophet. 

18 You however, in that which lies between us, behave otherwise. You 

do not hand over to us 

19 what you owe of the bagt about which a peace agreement was made 

with you; nor do you return those of our 

20 slaves who run away to you; nor are our merchants safe among you; 

nor do you hasten to send 

21 our emissaries [back] to us. You know that the people of all religions 
22 and the confessions which neither know a lord, nor believe in a 

resurrection, nor hope for recompense, 

23 nor fear punishment, [even these] do not attack a merchant or 
detain an emissary. 

24 You (sing.) make manifest to the people of your confession belief in 

Him who created 

11 Qur’an II:4o. 

13 dwelling (sukin): note that SY and al-Maqrizi’s version specifically excludes 

residence (mujtaz’” ghayr muqim'”). 

15-16 safe and at ease: cf. Qur’an XVI:112. 

19 (also 53, 54, 58) the bagt: this confirms that the term refers not to any 

agreement as such but to the “heads” /slaves/captives due according to agreement. 

Whether the term is to be regarded as derived from pactum/mdkKrov or from an 
Egyptian term, bak, signifying tribute in general (L. Caetani, Annali dell’ Islam, IV 

[Milan 1911], 521) remains an open question. 

21 (also 23, 43, 51) emissaries: for rastul as “emissary, diplomatic agent”, see 

Khadduri, War and Peace in the Law of Islam, 240. 
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25 the heavens and the earth and what is between them, you (sing.) 
believe in Jesus the son of Mary and his book, 

26 and you (sing.) make manifest to them justice and the doing of 
what is right, while what you do in that which is between you 

27 and us is contrary to that which you make manifest. One of the 

merchants of the people 

28 of our country, Sa‘d by name, came to you with much wealth, 

having made off 

29 with it from its owners, and you detained him among you, stood 

between him and the one who rightly pursued him 

30 and protected him from him. [Secondly] a man of the people of 

Aswan, named 

31 Muhammad ibn Zayd, sent to you a merchant of his, on his business 

and seeking rights for him. 

32 You detained him and the wealth that he had with him, and my 

governor over Aswan 

33. wrote to me, mentioning that he had written to your deputy 

34 concerning him and that your deputy had written to him, asking 

him to send to him Muhammad 

35 ibn Zayd, the master of that merchant, so that he might make over 

to him the wealth which he (the merchant) had 

28 Sa‘d: no further identification is possible. Professor Plumley has told us that 

the Coptic documents indicate that, by the time when Muhammad ibn al-Ash‘ath 

was governor of Egypt (i.e. from April 759), Sa‘d was being held in Dongola. 

31 Muhammad ibn Zayd: no further identification is possible. 

33 your deputy: as Professor Plumley has pointed out (JEA 61 [1975], 245), this is 

presumably a reference to the eparch of Nubia; see also L. V. Zabkar, “The Eparch 

of Nubia as King”, JNES 22 (1963), 217-19. The Coptic document from the time 

of Cyriacus published by Krall (“Beitrage zur Geschichte der Blemyer und Nubier”, 

Denkschriften der k. Adad. der Wiss. [Wien], phil-hist. Cl., 46 [1897], IV, 16-17) 
names Paulos Kolla as the eparch of Nobatia, but there is no way of knowing whether 

he was eparch at the particular time which concerns us here. 

35 A more accurate translation would perhaps be “to make him swear an oath 
[reading li-yastahlifahu for li-yastakhlifahu] regarding to wealth”, as Moshe Gil sug- 
gests (letter of 7 October 1984). 
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36 with him. So he (the governor) sent him (Muhammad) to him (the 
deputy) with a group of Muslims, and he (the deputy) gave him 
(Muhammad) a bad 

37 beating and broke his hand and detained him with him for three 

nights until he (Muhammad) thought that he would kill him. 
38 Then he (the deputy) let him go, and my governor over Aswan, 

Salm ibn Sulayman, asked him (Muhammad) for evidence 

39 of the arrival of his merchant to you and of that which your deputy 

had done to him. 

40 He (Muhammad) then brought to him a group of Muslims, persons 
of good morals from the inhabitants of Aswan, and they bore 

witness 

41 for him of what he had mentioned in the matter of himself and the 

matter of his merchant. He (Salm) then wrote to me about all of 
this 

42 and sent to me Muhammad ibn Zayd, the master of that merchant. 

He came at the time of the 

43 arrival of BTRH (Peter), your emissary to me, so I brought them 

together. With Peter 

44 [was] a group of your confession and they mentioned 

36 (also 40) Muslims: it is worth noting that this document takes over from PERF 

624 (A.D. 793 or later) as the earliest datable papyrus in which this term occurs; cf. P. 

Crone and M. A. Cook, Hagarism (Cambridge, 1977), 159, n. 50. 

38 Salm ibn Sulayman: no further identification is possible. Professor Plumley 

has told us that the Coptic documents indicate that by 759 he had been replaced 

as governor of Aswan by ‘Isa ibn ‘Uthman. 

40 persons of good morals (‘udil): the term is also open to the rendering “official 

witnesses”; see EI”, s.v. “ ‘adl”; also E. Tyan, Histoire de l’organisation judiciaire en 

pays d’Islam? (Leiden, 1960), 239. 

43 Peter: Professor Plumley has noted (JEA 61 [1975], 245) that “according 

to the Coptic scroll he held the office of Notary and during his audience with the 

Governor of Egypt was threatened by him with imprisonment pending satisfaction 

being received from Nubia”. Professor Plumley has since told us that this governor 

is clearly Muhammad ibn al-Ash‘ath, that is, Peter had been held for at least four 

months. The document published by Krall (see note to line 33) names the domestikos 

of the eparch of Nobatia as Petros, but there is no way of telling whether this was the 

same man. 

228 



229 

186 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

De 

58 

59 

60 

45 

Studies in Early Islamic History 

that they thought, when they took him (the merchant), that he 

was one of the Beja who make attacks on them. 

I then instructed Ghawth ibn Sulayman, gad of the people of Misr, 

to look into their affair; 

then were you made to bear the like of the right and justice which 

the people (scil. of Egypt) are made to bear. 

He judged that Peter should return that merchant, together with 

the wealth that is 

with him, if he is alive, and if he has been killed you are liable to 

blood money of 

one thousand dinars. 
Salm sent to you an emissary of his nine months ago, and an 

emissary four months 

ago, and you detained them, together with those slaves of the people 

of Islam and of the people 

protected by us who are with you, and that of the bagt to which 

you are liable. For he (Salm) mentioned to me 

that you are liable to the bagt of [outstanding] years, which you 
have not made over; [that, in respect of] such of the bagt as you 

have sent, 

you have sent that in which there is no good—the one-eyed, or the 

lame, or the weak old man, 

or the young boy. 

So look (sing.) into that about which I have written to you (sing.) 
and hasten (sing.) 
the despatching to us of that of the bagt for which you are still liable 

for the [outstanding] years, which is 

with you, and do not send (sing.) that in which there is no good, 

for we do not accept it; and send (sing.) 

to us the merchant of Muhammad ibn Zayd and the wealth which 

was with him, unless 

the Beja: tribesmen inhabiting the desert to the east of the Nile between the 

first and second cataracts. The EI? article “Bedja” needs to be qualified by the 

certain identification of the Beja with the Blemmyes (Plumley, JEA 61 [1975], 245). 

46 Ghawth ibn Sulayman: gadi of Egypt 135/752-144/762 and 167/783-168/784 

(al-Kindi, Kitab al-wulat, 356-62, 373-76; see also Tyan, Histoire de l’organisation 

judiciaire, 238-39). 
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61 he has been killed, in which case send (sing.) the thousand dinars, 
his blood money, together with 

62 the wealth which was with him; and send (sing.) to us Sa‘d the 
merchant who is among you and be not tardy (sing.) 

63 in that in any respect if you wish us to fulfil for you our compact 

64 and to continue as we did in dealing correctly with you. Hasten 

(sing.) 

65 that and do not delay (sing.) it. If you (sing.) do not obey, I shall 
have 

66 my view concerning what is between you and me, God willing. I 

have wanted to exceed the usual bounds in exhorting you 

67 and to take proof against you. Peace be upon the friends of 

68 God and those who obey him. Written by Maymiin on Sunday, 

69 twelve nights remaining of Rajab in the year 141. 

66 to exceed the usual bounds in exhorting you (an u‘dhir® ilaykum): this sense 

is given by E. W. Lane (Arabic-English Lexicon, Bk. I, pt. 5 [London, 1874], 1934). 

For some examples, see al-Tabari, Tarikh, I, 2996, 6; al-Baladhurt, Futuh al-buldan, 

156, 2; I. ‘Abbas, ed., Abd al-Hamid ibn Yahya al-katib, (Amman, 1988), 238, 1. For 

a close parallel, see G. Scarcia, “Lo scambio di lettere tra Hartin al-Rasid e Hamza 

al-Harigi secondo il ‘Ta’rih-i Sistan’”, Annali, n.s. 14 (1964), 635, 12: fa-innahu 

[Hariin] a‘dhara tlayka wa-htajja ‘alayka. 

69 twelve nights remaining: the reading is not entirely clear, but most closely 

resembles the form given; this produces not a Sunday but Friday/Saturday 24/25 

November 758. The reading li-ihda@ ‘asharat®, which would produce a Sunday, is not 

justifiable. 
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Maghdazi and Sira 
in Early Islamic Scholarship 

IT HAS for some time been evident to modern scholars that the earliest 

Muslim transmissions relating to the period of the Prophet Muhammad 

appear to have been concerned with maghazi and that the use of the term 

stra in that connection came as a later development. It is also evident 

that those early transmissions about maghdazi were not restricted in scope 

to the expeditions and raids organised by the Prophet in the Medinan 

period. On these two connected matters, one may note for example the 

remarks of F. Sezgin (published in 1967) that “schon bei... der altesten 

Generation der tabi‘tin, tritt die eigentliche Prophetenbiographie unter 

dem Namen magazi in verhaltniSmassig groSen Werken auf. Sie wur- 

den in recht friher Zeit stra genannt”’ and that “die magazi-Literatur 

... diente anfangs dazu, nicht nur die Kriegsztige des Propheten, son- 

dern seine Biographie uberhaupt aufzuzeichen und wurde spater sira 

genannt”.” One point that becomes readily apparent from these state- 

ments is that the two phrases “wurden in recht friher Zeit stra genannt” 

From La Vie du Prophéte Mahomet, ed. Toufic Fahd (Presses Universitaires de France, 

Paris, 1983), pages 57 to 66. 

I am grateful to Michael Cook for comments on this paper and to him and Patricia 

Crone for some useful references. 

' Geschichte des arabischen Schrifttums, vol. I (Leiden, 1967) [hereafter cited as 
GAS] I, 275. 

AG AS Tass, 
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and “wurde spater stra genannt” are together less than specific about 

when the term s?ra first became current in respect of material relating 

to the time of the Prophet. The purpose of this paper is to enquire into 

precisely this question. 

To begin with, it will be convenient to consider those earliest trans- 
mitters and compilers of material relating to the time of the Prophet who 

died before the middle of the second century A.H. and so predeceased Ibn 

Ishaq. In Sezgin’s presentation® there | are nineteen of these, including 

notably ‘Urwa ibn al-Zubayr (d. 94/714), al-Zuhri (d. 124/742) and Misa 
ibn ‘Uqba (d. 141/758). No compilation from this early period has sur- 

vived as a whole and the bulk of what is available survives as fragmented 

citations attributed in later works to those earlier transmitters and com- 

pilers. What is important here is to stress that the early compilations 

seem to have been identified in their own time as being about maghazi, 

not stra. It is therefore necessary to demonstrate that two apparent 

exceptions—namely the case of al-Zuhri and that of his contemporary 

Ya‘qib ibn ‘Utba (d. A.H. 128/745)—were not exceptions at all. Of 
these two cases that of Ya‘qub ibn ‘Utba is the more straightforward 

since the only possible source of misunderstanding is Sezgin’s statement 

that “die bei at-Tabari ... erhaltenen Fragmente zeigen, dass seine Sira 

keine magazi enthielt” (p. 283). The fact that some of al-Tabari’s ci- 
tations from Ya‘qutb do refer to magh@zi in the later and narrower sense* 

need not detain us here. What is important in the present context is 

that neither al-Tabari nor any of the other references cited by Sezgin 

in connection with Ya‘qub ascribes to him a work bearing the title stra. 

Indeed, no compilation of any sort is ascribed to him; all that we have 

is a description attributed to Ibn Sa‘d to the effect that Ya‘qtb had 

ahadith kathira wa-‘ilm bi-’-stra wa-ghayr dhalika.® 

More important than Ya‘qib, however, is the case of al-Zuhri, prin- 

cipally because of a tendency on the part of several modern scholars to 

associate him with a linkage between the Prophet and stra. For example, 

Horovitz has remarked that al-Zuhri, “as the quotations in Ibn Sa‘d more 

particularly indicate, dealt with the whole life story of the Prophet, not 

3 GAS I, 275-87. 
4 Ta’rikh al-rusul wa-’bmulik, ed. M. J. de Goeje et al. (Leiden, 1879-1901) [here- 

after cited as Tab.], I, 1556, 1593, 1598, 1652, 1654. 

5 See A. Fischer, Biographien von Gewahrsmdannern des Ibn Ishaq (Leiden, 1890), 

88, and Ibn Hajar, Tahdhib al-tahdhib (Hyderabad, A.H. 1325-27), XI, 392. 
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only with the Magh4zi in the narrower sense of the word. He himself 

already employed the [term] Sirah to describe the book he wrote at 
the command of Khalid [al-Qasri]”.®° Duri comments that al-Zuhri “pro- 
vided the outlines and frame of the Stra” ,” while Sezgin says simply that 

al-Zuhri “kannte schon den Terminus ‘as-sira’”*® and that “vielleicht ge- 

brauchte al-Zuhri als erster den Terminus | stra”.? It needs to be pointed 

out, however, that only one passage in the older Arabic sources actually 

uses the term sira in a report which purports to come from al-Zuhri 

himself. This is a passage in the Aghani,*° transmitted by al-Mada’ini: 

in it Khalid al-Qasri (a leading member of the Yamantiya) asks al-Zuhri 
to write about genealogy; al-Zuhri makes a start by writing about the 

genealogy of Mudar; Khalid disapproves of this and instructs al-Zuhri 

“uktub lt ‘-stra”; al-Zuhri offers to produce what he knows of the sv- 

yar of ‘Ali ibn Abi Talib; and Khalid, evidently horrified, responds by 

saying “la, illa an tarahu fi ga‘r aljahim”. Jones’’ (who misrepresents 
the passage by apocopation after the words uktub li tsira) cites this 

passage as sure evidence of stra signifying s?rat al-nabz in the time of 

al-Zuhri. Hamidullah cites the passage in full but nonetheless goes on to 

talk about al-Zuhri’s stra in terms which clearly indicate that he has the 

stra of the Prophet in mind.’? But these are unacceptable observations, 

since it is quite clear that the Aghani passage makes no reference what- 

soever to the Prophet. While the extent to which al-Zuhri engaged in 

any literary activity at all remains an open question, in view of the con- 

fused and contradictory character of the evidence in that regard,*® it is 

nonetheless apparent that he was primarily concerned with transmitting 

material about what he and his contemporaries regarded as maghazi— 

this is shown by the numerous references given by Sezgin; and there is 

® Islamic Culture 2 (1928), 50. 
7 BSOAS 19 (1957), 12. 
8 GAS, 282: 

® GAS 1,275. 

0 AHsfahani, Kitab al-aghani (Bilaq, A.H. 1285), XIX, 59. 

In the introduction to his edition of al-Waqidi’s Kitab al-maghazi (London, 1966), 
19. 

‘2 In the introduction to his edition of [what he styles] Strat Ibn Ishaq {hereafter 
cited as Ibn Ishaq/Hamidullah] (Rabat, 1976), p. YH. 

‘3 This question is discussed further by Michael Cook in a forthcoming work on 
kitabat al-‘“ilm. 
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no good reason for believing that al-Zuhri associated the term sira with 
the Prophet. 

Discussion of compilations by scholars who died in the second half 

of the second century A.H. must start with the work of Ibn Ishaq (the 

date of whose death was probably 150/767).’* It has been noticed by 
more than one modern scholar that Ibn Ishaq’s material is referred to 

by Muslim writers of subsequent generations in a number of ways, for 

example, almaghazi wa’l-mubtada’, almubtada’ wa’l-maghazi, al-siyar 

wa’l-maghazi, al-maghazi wa’tsiyar, al-stra wa’-mubtada’ wa’l-magha- 

zt, and [kutub] | almaghazi wa’l-siyar wa-akhbar al-mubtada’.®> There 
are, however, grounds for believing that the term sira was not used 

by Ibn Ishaq and his contemporaries, just as Hartmann pointed out as 

long ago as 1899, when he observed that most references in that con- 

text are to maghazi, not stra, and concluded simply that “Ibn Ishaq 

hat keine stra geschrieben”.'® In support of Hartmann’s conclusion,’’ 

two further points can be made. In the first place, it can be re- 

marked that the Qarawiyin manuscript (dated A.H. 506) consisting of 

part of the recension of Ibn Ishaq’s work made by Ytinus ibn Bukayr 

al-Shaybant (d. 199/815)—although it has been catalogued as Sirat Ibn 
Ishaq**—in fact gives the title as Kitab al-maghazi,’® while in the modern 

Rabat manuscript the title appears as ALSiyar wa’l-maghazi.*° Simi- 

larly, the Zahirlya manuscript consisting of part of the Harrani—Nufayli— 

14 E.g. Tab. III, 2513; for references to other dates (A.H. 151, 152, 153, 154), see 

Ibn Ishaq/Hamidullah, p. K and al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, Ta’rikh Baghdad (Cairo, 
A.H. 1349), I, 242-44. 

18 Nabia Abbott, Studies in Arabic Literary Papyri, vol. I (Chicago, 1957), 88; see 

also M. Hartmann, “Die angebliche stra des Ibn Ishaq”, in Der islamische Orient. 

Berichte und Forschungen, vol. I (Berlin, 1899), 33; Johann Fiick, Muhammad ibn 

Ishaq. literarhistorische Untersuchungen (Frankfurt am Main, 1925), 34; and Georgio 

Levi della Vida, in EJ’, s.v. “Stra”. 

16 “Die angebliche stra des Ibn Ishaq”, 33. 

17 Which, curiously, is not mentioned in the later studies by Fiick, Horovitz, Levi 

della Vida and Abbott. 

18 See al-Fasi, in Majallat ma‘had al-makhtitat al-‘arabiya [hereafter MMMA] 5 

(1959), 14 (and see also p. 165). 
19 See Zakkar’s edition of [what he styles] Kitab al-siyar wa’t+-maghazi by Ibn Ishaq 

(Beirut, 1978) [hereafter cited as Ibn Ishaq/Zakkar], 70, 71 = Ibn Ishaq/Hamidullah, 

48, 49. 
20 Tbn Ishaq/Zakkar, 71, 121, 189. 
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Muhammad ibn Salama recension also gives the title simply as Kitab 

al-maghazi.** 
Secondly, it is relevant that in connection with other scholars who 

died in the second half of the second century A.H. one encounters refer- 

ences to other works on maghazi, but not on stra. A work on maghazzi is 

attributed to each of the seven following figures: (1) Ma‘mar ibn Rashid, 

d. 154/770;7" (2) Abt Ma‘shar Najth ibn ‘Abd al-Rahman, d. 170/786;” 
(3) ‘Abd al-Malik ibn Muhammad ibn Abi Bakr, d. 176/792;7* (4) ‘All 
ibn Mujahid, d. 182/798;”° (5) Yahya ibn Sa‘id al-Umawi, d. 194/809;”° 
(6) al-Walid ibn Muslim al-Umawi, d. 195/810;?’ (7) Abd Allah ibn 
Wahb, | d. 197/812.” There is at the same time no convincing at- 
testation of use during that period of the term sira in relation to the 

Prophet. Sezgin’s reference”? to the Stra of al-Hunayfi (d. 162/778) as 

“eine Hauptquelle von al-Waqidi” proves to be misleading; it is not ap- 

parent from al-Waqidi’s use of al-Hunayfi’s material that this involved 

reference to a work bearing the term s?ra in its title, and it may be that 

Sezgin was influenced by the description attributed to Ibn Sa‘d that 

al-Hunayfi was kathir al-hadith ‘alim™ bi’t-sira wa-ghayriha.*® The only 

other figure who needs to be mentioned in this pre-Waqidi context is 

al-Fazari (d. ca. 188/804), the title of whose work is given variously as 
Kitab aksiyar ft ’-akhbar, Kitab alsiyar ft *-akhbar wa’tahdath, and 

Kitab al-stra ft ‘-akhbar wa’t-ahdath;** al-Fazari himself is described in 

the Bidaya of Ibn Kathir*®? as imam ahl al-sha’m fi ‘t-maghazi wa-ghayr 

dhalika. The two citations from this work which survive in the Isaba of 

?1 Ibn Ishaq/Zakkar, 303 = Ibn Ishaq/Hamidullah, 283. 

22 GAS I, 290-91; Ibn al-Nadim, Kitab al-fihrist, ed. G. Fliigel (Leipzig, 1871-72) 

{hereafter cited as Fihrist], 94. 

23 GAS I, 291-92; Fihrist, 93. 

24 Fihrist, 226; cf. GAS I, 284. 

PV CAS TI. Aue, 

26" GAS I, 203. 

27 Tbid., I, 293; Fihrist, 109, 228. 

*8 J. David-Weill, Le Djémi‘ d’Ibn Wahb, vol. I (Cairo, 1939), xviii (citing the Tartib 
al-madarik). 
FO"GAS 1204; 

°° Ibn Makula, Al-Ikmal (Hyderabad, 1962-67), III, 3; Ibn Hajar, Tahdhib al-tah- 
dhib, VI, 220. 

3! GAS I, 292; Fihrist, g2; Yaqut, /rshad alt-arib, ed. D. S. Margoliouth (Leiden 
and London, 1907-26), I, 283. 

32 Ibn Kathir, AL-bidaya wa’l-nihaya (Cairo, A.H. 1351-58), X, 200. 
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Ibn Hajar relate—as might be expected—to the time of the Prophet,** 

one of them being from al-Zuhri via al-Awza‘t; but it remains necessary 

to examine those portions of the work which survive in manuscript form 

in the Qarawiyin®™ before expressing any definitive view about what its 
scope was.°4# 

Even so, al-Fazari’s links with al-Awza‘ and with Abi Hanifa sug- 

gest that the term used in the title of his work was siyar and not sira. 

The emergence of the term szyar in the second century A.H. as a techni- 

cal term employed in figh has been discussed by various scholars. It was 

a term which covered the rules of war and of dealings with non-Muslims, 

apostates and rebels; it appears in the Corpus iuris ascribed to Zayd 

ibn ‘Ali (kitab al-siyar, bab al-ghazw wa’tsiyar), is supposed to have 
been used by Abt Hanifa (d. 150/767), was the name by which the work 
of al-Awza‘l (d. 157/774) was known to Abt Yusuf and al-Shafit, and 
figures in the titles of two works by al-Shaybani (d. 189/805).*° “The 
term al-siyar”, explains the eighth/ | fourteenth-century lexicographer 

al-Fayyimi, “took over from [the term] almaghazi on the tongues of 

the fugaha’”.*® While this seems to be true in general, it should be 

noted that the same type of material appears elsewhere under other 

rubrics. The appropriate section in the Muwatta’ of Malik is enti- 

tled neither maghd@zi nor siyar but jihad.*” In the compilation called 

al-Musannaf by the Yemeni muhaddith ‘Abd al-Razzaq ibn Hammam 

al-San‘ani (126/744-211/827), the Kitab aljihad includes the sort of 
material that the fugaha’ were styling styar, but ‘Abd al-Razzaq also 

33 Tbn Hajar, AL-Isaba ft tamyiz al-sahaba (Calcutta, 1856-73), I, 680; III, 408. 

34 See MMMA 5 (1959), 164, 167. 
34a The work has now been published: Abu Ishaq al-Fazari, Kitab al-siyar, ed. F. 
Hammada (Beirut, 1987). As surmised here, it deals with the rules of war, not the life 

of the Prophet. 

35 Muhammad Hamidullah, The Muslim Conduct of State, 3rd rev. ed. (Lahore, 

1953), 11; Majid Khadduri, The Islamic Law of Nations (Baltimore, 1966), 38-40; 

M. M. Bravmann, The Spiritual Background of Early Islam (Leiden, 1972), 136- 

37. Hartmann (see n. 15 above) is off the mark when he suggests “dass man mit 

diesem Worte [i.e. siyar] speziell die Lebensumstande des Propheten vor der Higra 

bezeichnete”. 

36 Kitab al-misbah a-munir fi gharib al-sharh al-kabir (Cairo, A.H. 1289), I, 210 (I 

am grateful to Patricia Crone for a reference which led to this one). 
37 A. J. Wensinck, Handbook of Early Muhammadan Tradition (Leiden, 1927), xv. 
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has a separate kitab al-maghazi** (discussed further below). Similarly, 

al-Bukhari has separate books on jihad (bab fadl aljihad wa’l-siyar) and 

on maghazi, but he seems to be the exception among the major third- 

century compilers of hadith material; the other compilations contain 

books on jihad (and, in some cases, siyar) but not on maghazi.*° 

While it would therefore seem that by the second half of the second 

century A.H. siyar had joined magh4@zi as a genre of scholarly interest 

and literary output, the same cannot be said in respect of stra. Even 

if Bravmann is correct in insisting on the reality of very early Islamic 

occurrences of the term sira in phrases along the lines of sunnat rasil 

allah wa-siratuhu,*° it is nonetheless important here to notice that there 

are no examples of the term appearing during the first two centuries 

A.H. as a genre label or keyword in respect of written (or proposed 

written) material concerning the Prophet. In the passage from the 

Aghani referred to above, al-Zuhri reports that mention of stra evoked 

a response on his part which focused on the siyar of ‘Ali ibn Abi Ta- 

lib. Sezgin refers to a work by Abt Mikhnaf (d. 157/774), which bears 

the title Strat al-Husayn,** but it would be necessary to examine the 
surviving manuscripts of the work before forming a view on whether 

this was the original title. As | noted already by Levi della Vida,*? 

Ibn al-Nadim ascribes to the Kalbite chronicler ‘Awana ibn al-Hakam 

(d. 147/764 or 153) a Kitab strat Mu‘a@wiya wa-Bani Umayya* and to 
the rather later Aban al-Lahiqi (d. ca. 200/815-16) a Sirat Ardashir and 
a Strat Antishirwan;** we may add here that Ibn al-Nadim also ascribes 

to al-Waqidi (d. 207/823) a Kitab strat Abt Bakr wa-wafatihi.** In this 

same context, attention can also be drawn to the apparent predilection of 

early Basran and Omani proto-Ibadis for stra works, where the term stra 

occurs in the title in conjunction with a named individual and the work 

38 Ed. Habib al-Rahman al-A‘zami (Beirut, 1970-72), vol. V (I am grateful to 

Michael Cook for drawing my attention to the importance of this material in the 
present context). 

°° Wensinck, Handbook, xi-xv. 
Spiritual Background, 123 ff. 

41 GAS I, 309. 

42 RT ev. “Siva”: 

Fihrist, 91, 18 (but note also the reference by al-Baladhurt (Futih al-buldan, ed. 

M. J. de Goeje [Leiden, 1866], 164, 19-20) to Kitab maghazi Mu‘awiya). 
44 Fihrist, 119. 

45 Fihrist, 99, 4. 
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itself describes recommended normative practice;*® but in the case of 

these works too it may be that the titles post-date the works themselves. 

In sum, there is not much evidence to support the notion of stra as a 

literary genre of any sort during the first two centuries A.H., and none 

in respect of its having been a literary genre relating specifically to the 
Prophet. 

That important Islamic doctrinal and juristic developments took 

place in the age of the gadt Abii Yusuf (d. 182/798) and of al-Shafit 
(d. 204/820) is of course common knowledge to anyone familiar with the 

work of Schacht. More recently, and building upon the work of Schacht, 

Wansbrough has drawn attention to a transition from the stra-maghazi 

literature (as he styles it), where ecclesia is the dominant cognitive cate- 
gory and precedent is historically articulated, to the sunna-hadith lit- 

erature, where nomos is the dominant cognitive category and precedent 

is “idealized and hence shorn of its historical dimension” .*4” Wansbrough 

sees a development from loosely structured narrative to concise erem- 

plum (Ibn Ishaq—Waqidi-Bukhari); for him, the passage from s?ra to 
sunna was from narratio to eremplum.*® In modification of this view, 

however, it may be said rather that the passage was from maghazi to 

sunna via siyar and then stra. Abi Yusuf was clearly concerned with 

a-sunna wa’l-sira and sunnat rasil allah wa-siratuhu, as Schacht pointed 

out;*? but here it is necessary to note too the observation of Bravmann, 
contra | Schacht, that “originally the two terms designate two different 

aspects of the same idea. Whereas strah means exactly and literally 

‘the manner of proceeding (or procedure, or course of action) applied 

with respect to a certain affair’, the term sunnah describes this ‘manner 

of proceeding (procedure)’ as ‘something which has been established, 
instituted [by a certain individual]’”.°° The point at issue in the present 
discussion is, of course, that of precisely when the term stra was nar- 

rowed down to signify strat rasul allah, and in this connection it is of 

interest to note the ascription to al-Waqidi by Ibn al-Nadim of a Kitab 

46 See J. C. Wilkinson, in Arabian Studies 4 (1978), 192ff. for numerous examples 

(the ascription to al“Ala’ al-Hadrami of a work entitled Strat alnabi may be noted 

and doubted). 

47 The Sectarian Milieu (Oxford, 1978), 87. 

48 Ibid., 77-78. 
The Origins of Muhammadan Jurisprudence (Oxford, 1950), 75- 

5° Tbid., 169. 
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al-stra, in addition to his Kitab al-ta’rikh wa’t-mab ‘ath wa’Hmaghazi and 

numerous other works;*! at the same time, it seems to have been first 

of all al-Waqidi who restricted the term maghdzi to the narrower (and 
subsequently a conventional) sense of the expeditions, raids and other 

major events of the Prophet’s Medinan period, as distinct from any 

broader sense.®°? In this al-Waqidi was evidently followed by Ibn Sa‘d 

(d. 230/845), in what forms volume II/2 of the edition published in 
Leiden of his Kitab altabaqat al-kabir. In view of all this, it may 

be supposed that it was in the time of al-Waqidi and Ibn Sa‘d that 

maghazi and sira first emerged formally as fields of study and enquiry 

which were related but could somehow be differentiated; perhaps the 

best early example of this trend is to found in Ibn Sa‘d’s description 

of al-Waqidi himself, of whom he says: kana ‘alim®” [1] bi’bmaghaz 

wa't-sira wa'l-futtih wa{2|-bi-’khtilaf alnas fi ‘-ahkam wa-’jtima‘thim 

‘ala ma ‘jtama‘a ‘alayhi ....°? When Ibn Sa‘d cites al-Waqidi in respect 

of ashabuna min ahl al-Madina wa-man rawa ’tsira,** it is possible to 

accept that stra may have been the term actually used by al-Wagqidi; 

but when Ibn Sa‘d is cited regarding an interest in sira on the part of 

earlier figures (as, for example, Ya‘qib ibn ‘Utba and al-Hunayfi), one is 

perhaps justified in suspecting a retrospective designation, rather than 

one which obtained in the lifetimes of those earlier figures themselves. 

On the other hand, such suspicion can hardly attach to Ibn Hisham, 

who lived in Basra and then Egypt and died in 218/834 or 213. It 

is of course possible that close scrutiny of | surviving manuscripts of 

his compilation would permit modification of the assumption that he 

himself (rather than any later commentator) started that compilation 

with the words hadha kitab strat rasul allah; but it seems more likely 

that these were his own words and that he was simply introducing a 

large part of the Maghazi of Ibn Ishaq with a term which was in the 
idiom of his own times. 

°! Fihrist, 98-99; Hamidullah (see above n. 35) p. 11 indicates (without a specific 

reference) that al-Shafil refers in the Kitab alumm to the Siyar of al-Waqidi, but 

I have been unable to find such a reference. 

°2 This, at least, is what must be inferred from al-Wagqidi’s Kitab al-maghazi in its 
published form—ed. Jones (London, 1966). 

°3 Kitab al-tabaqat al-kabir, ed. E. Sachau et al. (Leiden, 1904-17), V, 314. 
Pe oid lites: 
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It seems clear that the range of subject matter covered by the term 

maghazi became narrower and that as this narrowing took place so 

inevitably that the signification of the term or label itself also changed. 

This change was from being a record of a past collective quest and 

achievement of goals®° including, but not restricted to, the achievements 

of the Prophet, to one which was restricted to the period and background 

of the Prophet, and then to one which was further restricted (at least 

by al-Waqidi) to the Medinan period of the Prophet’s life. That early 

maghazi material was not restricted to the lifetime of the Prophet has 

already been proposed by Horovitz in respect of the Kitab al-maghdazi by 

Misa ibn ‘Uqba, which, he suggests, may have included material relating 

to the period of at-khulafa’ alrashidiin and even material relating to the 

Umayyad period.*® Schacht was unwilling to accept this proposal,°’ 
but there is nonetheless other evidence to support the view that in 

early Islamic times the subject matter of maghazi was drawn at least 

from the period of al-khulafa’ alrashidin in addition to that of the 

Prophet. This evidence is to be found in the Kitab almaghazi contained 

within the Musannaf of ‘Abd al-Razzaq ibn Hammam al-San‘ani,** the 
majority of whose reports bear the isn@d Ma‘mar ibn Rashid from 

al-Zuhri and presumably reflect the view of those two authorities about 

what constituted the proper subject matter of maghazt. This Kitab 

al-maghazi starts with the digging of the well of Zamzam (as does 

Yutinus ibn Bukayr’s version of Ibn Ishaq’s Maghd@zi), moves on to the 

background of the Prophet and the main events of his lifetime, and then 

touches on various events after the Prophet’s death; those events include 

the bay‘a | of Abi Bakr at Saqifat Bani Sa‘ida, Abt Bakr’s appointment 

of ‘Umar as his successor, the conflict between ‘Ali and Mu‘awiya, the 

shira, the ghazwa (sic) of al-Qadistya, and the marriage of Fatima. 
While the narrowing-down of the scope of the magh@zi to the life 

and background of the Prophet seems to have been conventional from 

the third century A.H. onwards, it is nonetheless difficult to discern a 

55 Tt is, of course, far from certain that this was the exact early signification of the 

term, but lexical definitions such as ghaza ‘tshay’ ghazw*” aradahu wa-talabahu ... 

wa’t-ghazw al-gasd (Ibn Manzir, Lisan alt-‘arab [Bulaq, A.H. 1300~7], XIX, 359) seem 

to be preferable to Sachau’s proposed calque on the “struggles” of Christian spiritual 

athletes (Sitz. der kéniglich preussischen Akad. der Wiss. (Berlin, 1904], 448). 
56 Islamic Culture 2 (1928), 166-67. 

57 Acta Orientalia 21 (1953), 296. 

58 See above, n. 38. 
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point at which al-Waqidi’s even narrower definition gained any exclusive 

currency; in addition, the term sira is curiously absent from the titles of 

works where it might be imagined to be appropriate. It seems that in 

the third century A.H.—leaving aside Ibn Hisham—works were compiled 

not about stra but about maghazi;°® very little of this work survives, 

however, and its scope remains to be investigated. The fifth/eleventh 

century al-Khatib al-Baghdadi cites reports about Ibn Ishaq in which 

the terms sahib al-sira and sahib al-maghazit have every appearance of 

being synonymous.” In Andalus, al-Khatib al-Baghdadi’s contemporary 

Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr wrote a work covering the lifetime and background of 

the Prophet entitled ALDurar fi ’khtisar al-maghazi wa’tsiyar,** and the 

work entitled ALIktifa’ ft maghazi rasil allah (var. fi maghazi ‘t-mustafa) 
wa’l-thalatha ’-khulafa’® by the later Andalusian al-Kala‘t (d. 634/1237) 
also includes the lifetime and background of the Prophet; the same is 

true of the ‘Uyin al-athar fi funtin al-maghazi wa’t-shama’il wa’tsiyar® 

by Ibn Sayyid al-Nas (d. 734/1334). 
It looks as if the two senses of magha@zi co-existed. In its broader 

scope—the life and background of the Prophet—the term echoed an 

earlier scope which had been yet broader (note particularly the case 

of al-Kala‘l) and seems to have been used more or less synonymously 

with stra as a genre label. The narrower sense appears to have been 

a more technical one, that is, the maghazi “proper”, as distinct from 

the mab‘ath, for example. The term stra, while occurring as a genre 

label more or less synonymous with maghazi, also implied pre-eminently 

the account of the Prophet’s life and background as transmitted by Ibn 

Hisham from Ibn Ishaq—the maghazi which became sira as eremplum, 

only to be overtaken by the sunna-hadith literature. 

°° Judging by the references to works by Ibn ‘A’idh (GAS I, 301) and others (Fihrist 

101.8, 105.8, 110.11 [reading maghazi for ma‘ani, as in the Tehran edition], 200.7, 

228.6,,292.6). 
6° Ta’rikh Baghdad, I, 215-16. 
6! Ed. Shawqi Dayf (Cairo, 1966). 

°? Vol. I, ed. H. Massé (Algiers and Paris, 1931) and M. ‘Abd al-Wahid (Beirut, 
1968). 
63 Cairo, A.H. 1356. 
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The First Arab Conquests in Fars 

I 

A CENTRAL FEATURE of early Arab military operations in Fars is that 

they were carried out—first of all solely, and later mainly—by tribes- 

men from ‘Uman and al-Bahrayn.’ Those tribesmen had crossed by 

sea to Fars and had no connection with Basra. Their commander 

From Iran: Journal of Persian Studies 22 (1984), pages 39 to 53 (text pp. 39-49, 
endnotes pp. 49-53). 

I am grateful to Patricia Crone for comments on, and criticisms of, drafts of this 

article. 

The main sources consulted are as follows: al-Baladhuri (Bal.), Futiéh at-buldan, 
ed. M. J. de Goeje (Leiden, 1866); al-Dhahabi, Ta’rikh alislam, vol. II (Cairo, 

A.H. 1368); al-Dinawari, Al-Akhbar al-tiwal, ed. V. Guirgass (Leiden, 1888); Ibn 
al-Athir, ALKamil fi ‘-ta’rikh, ed. C. J. Tornberg (Leiden, 1851-76); Ibn Sa‘d, Kitab 

al-tabaqat al-kabir, ed. E. Sachau et al. (Leiden, 1905-17); Khalifa ibn Khayyat 

(Khal.), Ta’rtkh, vol. I, ed. A. D. al*Umarti (al-Najaf, 1386/1967); Naga’id Jarir 

wa’l-Farazdaq, ed. A. A. Bevan (Leiden, 1905-12); al-Tabari (Tab.), Ta’rikh alrusul 

wa’l-mulik, ed. M. J. de Goeje et al. (Leiden, 1879-1901); al-Ya‘qubi, Ta@’rikh, vol. II, 

ed. M. T. Houtsma (Leiden, 1883); Yaqit, Mu‘jam al-buldan, ed. F. Wiistenfeld 

(Leipzig, 1866-73). 

1 Al-Bahrayn, of course, at this time signified not the island which now bears that 

name but the coastal region of eastern Arabia from present-day Kuwait as far as a 

somewhat indeterminate point in the present-day Union of Arab Emirates (see J. C. 

Wilkinson, “A Sketch of the Historical Geography of the Trucial Oman down to the 

Beginning of the Sixteenth Century”, GJ 130 [1964], 347, note). 
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until 29/650 was ‘Uthman ibn Abi ’As al-Thaqafi, who held the post 

of governor of al-Bahrayn? and operated independently of the gover- 

nors of Basra. It was not until 29/650 that the Basran and Bahrayn- 

Fars commands were fused. In that year, says Khalifa ibn Khayyat, 

“‘Uthman ibn ‘Affan dismissed Abu Misa from Basra and ‘Uthman ibn 

Abi ’l‘As from Fars; he made the combined command over to ‘Abdallah 

ibn ‘Amir ibn Kurayz”.? The account given by al-Tabari is similar: 

“Abdallah ibn ‘Amir arrived [at Basra] and the armies of Aba Musa 
and of ‘Uthman ibn Abi ’l‘As al-Thaqafi were combined under his com- 

mand; ‘Uthman ibn Abi ’/‘As was among those who had crossed from 

‘Uman and al-Bahrayn” .* 
The role of the ‘Umani and Bahrayni tribesmen with ‘Uthman ibn 

Abi ’l‘As in the Arab occupation of Fars was recognized (indeed over- 

stated) by Wellhausen in 1899: “Die Eroberung des eigentlichen Fars ist 

in der Tat von dem gegenitiberliegenden Bahrain ausgegangen”;° and it 

was to some extent apparent too to Caetani.® But it has not been ad- 

equately recognized in more recent work: the brief and confused account 

given by Spuler’ refers only once to ‘Uthman ibn Abi ’l‘As; and Shaban, 

who does not mention him at all, not only has the army of which he was 

in charge pull out of Fars, but also has it do so as early as the caliphate 

of ‘Umar, that is, by 23/644: “Failing to establish a safe base in Fars, the 

tribesmen withdrew to the safer area of Basra where they were joined 

mainly by their fellow tribesmen of eastern Arabia” .® 

Both scholars fail to attend to something which was clear to Well- 

hausen and Caetani,? namely, that the material transmitted by Sayf ibn 

? Almost certainly also of ‘Uman, and perhaps of al-Yamama too (see below, page 
41ff.). 

3 Khal., 136.7 (no authority cited: wa-jama‘a dhalika ajma‘a li-A.). 

* Tab. I, 2832.4 (citing al-Mada’ini from al-Hudhal:: wayumi‘a lahu jund A. M. 
wa-jund ‘U.). 

° J. Wellhausen, Skizzen und Vorarbeiten. Sechstes Heft: Prolegomena zur altesten 

Geschichte des Islams (Berlin, 1899) (chap. 13, “Die Eroberung von Iran”, 94-113), 
103. 

° L. Caetani, Annali dell’Islam (Milan, 1905-26), V, ahh 

7 B. Spuler, Iran in frtih-islamischer Zeit (Wiesbaden, 1952), 11, 16-17, where it 
is believed, erroneously, that al-Bahrayn in this context was the island now known 
by that name. 

® M. A. Shaban, Islamic History A.D. 600-750 (A.H. 132) (Cambridge, 1971), 52. 
° Wellhausen, Skizzen und Vorarbeiten, VI, 101ff; Caetani, Annali dell’Islam, IV, 

153. 



The First Arab Conquests in Fars Ze 

‘Umar apud al-Tabari—in respect of Fars no less than more generally— 

is very much at variance with what other sources have to say.’° In what 

follows, I shall present, first, a fuller treatment of the subject than that 

provided by Wellhausen' (not least because sources are available now 
which were not available to him), and secondly, an examination of the 
idiosyncrasies of Sayf’s account. 

II 

For reasons which will become apparent, a necessary preliminary to 

the discussion is clarification of the sequence and chronology of the early 

governors of al-Bahrayn appointed from Medina.” 

1. al‘Ala’ ibn al-Hadrami. The first such governor was al-Ala’ 

ibn al-Hadrami, who was a confederate (halif) of B. Umayya ibn Abd 

Shams."* It is generally agreed that he was appointed governor of 
al-Bahrayn by the Prophet in 8/629-30;'* but whether his governorship 

was interrupted, and when it came to an end, are matters on which 

the sources do not agree. Reports that the Prophet dismissed him and 

replaced him with Aban ibn Sa‘td ibn al-‘As,’° although not confirmed 

by al-Tabari, cannot be ignored; but al-Tabari’s reference to alAla’ 

as governor of al-Bahrayn in the year 10/631°° would suggest that any 
dismissal which may have taken place must be dated to shortly before 

the Prophet’s death in 11/632. In any event, Abii Bakr, on assuming 

the leadership at Medina, confirmed or reappointed al“Ala’ as governor 

10 A. Noth, “Der Charakter der ersten grossen Sammlungen von Nachrichten zur 

friihen Kalifenzeit”, Der Islam 47 (1971), 168-99. 

11 But it is of course a fuller treatment of only part of what concerned Wellhausen; 

he was dealing with the conquest of Iran as a whole, not simply that of Fars. 

12 In this connection, a great many references (but no discussion) are provided 

by A. A. al-Najm, AlL-Bahrayn fi sadr al-Islam wa-atharuha ‘ala harakat al-Khawary 

(Baghdad, 1973), 153-55; also Caetani, Annali dell’Islam, IV, 147f. 

13 Tbn Sa‘d, IV/2, 76.16. Bal., 78.11 (followed by Yaqiit, II/2, 508) tells us more 

generally that he was a halif of ‘Abd Shams, while al-Dhahabi (II, 43.10, citing Ibn 

Ishaq) tells us more specifically that his father had been a halif of Harb ibn Umayya. 

14 Tbn Sa‘d, IV/2, 76.19ff.; Bal., 78.11; Tab. I, 1600.9, 1737.12, 1750.18. Cf. E. Shou- 

fani, A-Riddah and the Muslim Conquest of Arabia (Toronto, 1973), 85. 

15 Khal., 62.11; Ibn Sa‘d, IV/2, 77.9 (reads Aban ibn Sa‘d, but Aban ibn Sa‘td on 

lines 26f.); Bal., 81.11 (galu); Yaqit, I/2, 509.8f. Cf. Shoufani, AL-Riddah, 85f. 

16 Tab. I, 1737.14, 1750.18. 
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of al-Bahrayn,”” and al-Ala’ had to respond to the ridda in that area in 

the years 11-12/632-33.1° In 13/634, at the beginning of the caliphate 

of ‘Umar ibn al-Khattab, he | went on to take the local Persian-held 

strongholds of al-Zara and al-Ghaba;”® and his continuing appointment 

during that year is twice mentioned in the chronicle of al-Tabart.”° 

Soon afterwards—in 14/635, according to al-Waqidi apud Ibn Sa‘d— 

alAla’ sent ‘Arfaja ibn Harthama al-Bariqi on a maritime expedition, 

in the course of which he conquered an island off the coast of Fars 

and raided a coastal area of the mainland;”’ this initiative apparently 

displeased ‘Umar, who gave orders that ‘Arfaja was to reinforce ‘Utba 

ibn Ghazwan at al-Ubulla.”” It was probably also in that same year that 

17 Khal., 83.10/AH 11/ (al-Mada’int) and 91.5; Bal., 81.15 (qala). The appointment 

is mentioned also in Sayf’s transmission (Tab. I, 1881.6/AH 11/); cf. Shoufani, 

Al-Riddah, 86f., 131-34. Khal. cites a report (91.6, al-Ansari ...) that Aba Bakr 

appointed Anas [ibn Malik] over al-Bahrayn and much the same report, with the 

same isnad, is to be found elsewhere (e.g., Ibn Hajar, AlJsaba {Cairo, A.H. 1328], 

I, 72.13ff.). But there seems to be no confirmation of this, Anas was probably too 

young (see EJ”), and the report appears to have originated with his son. 

18 Khal., 83; Bal., 83f. Also Sayf, in Tab. I, 1962-75, and in Aba ’l-Faraj alIsfahani, 

Kitab al-aghani (Cairo, 1927-74), XV, 255-62. Cf. Shoufani, AL-Riddah, 86f., 131-34. 

19 Khal., 93.17ff./AH 13/ (Abi ‘Ubayda); Bal., 85.9ff. (gala), 14ff. (Abi ‘Ubayda). 

These accounts say that the siege of al-Zara started in the caliphate of Abt Bakr and 

that the town was taken in the caliphate of ‘Umar. Cf. Ibn Sa‘d, IV/2, 78.9 (sulh) 

and Yaqit, II/2, g07/AH 12/. 
20 Tab. I, 2136.3, 2212.8. 

?1 Tbn Sa‘d, IV/2, 78.11-13 (raja‘a ‘Hhadith ila ‘t-awwal, i.e., al-Waqidt: aghdara ‘ala 

BARYKhAN wa’l-asyaf—where was BARYKhAN?); Bal., 386.7 (qalw), following the 

codd. for the form of ‘Arfaja‘s name, rather than the editor (who turns it into H. ibn 

‘A.). Ibn Khaldiin (A-‘Jbar [Bilaq, A.H. 1274], I, 211.7f.) knew that ‘Arfaja was sent 

by ‘Umar to ‘Uman and earned his displeasure by undertaking a maritime expedition; 

but no reference is made there to al-Ala’. 

22 The Baladhuri report just cited in fact says that ‘Umar wrote to alAla’ instruct- 

ing him to send ‘Arfaja to reinforce ‘Utba ibn Fargad al-Sulami, but the evidence pro- 

vided by al-Wagqidi apud al-Tabari (I, 2382.10/AH 14/) and elsewhere by al-Baladhurt 

(341.17 [qald]) suggests that this arises from a confusion. Al-Waqidi says that ‘Umar 
wrote to al“Ala’ instructing him to send ‘Arfaja to reinforce ‘Utba ibn Ghazwan, while 

the second Baladhuri report says that ‘Arfaja (the text reads Harthama ibn ‘A.) went 

to ‘Utba [ibn Ghazwan] at Basra (sic) and later went to Mosul; this provides the 
key to understanding the confusion, for it was at Mosul that ‘Utba ibn Farqad was 

to be found (Tab. I, 2481.8; Bal., 249.13, 331.15, 332-4, 10, 386.7). See also Yaqit, 
III/2, 837.6ff. and cf. F. M. Donner, The Early Islamic Conquests (Princeton, 1981), 
196f. (‘A. ibn H.) and 216 (H. ibn ‘.). 
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‘Umar appointed al-Ala’ in place of ‘Utba, but al-Ala’ died before taking 

up the appointment; this at least is the impression to be gained from 

the two main reports that we have, for all that they differ on points of 

detail. The first of them, that of al-Mada’ini (transmitted by Khalifa 

ibn Khayyat and Ibn Sa‘d),”* says that in the year 14/635 the caliph 
‘Umar wrote to al-Ala’, who was in al-Bahrayn, saying “Go to ‘Utba 

[ibn Ghazwan], for I have given you charge over his appointment (fa-qad 
wallaytuka ‘amalahu)”. So al-Ala’ set off, but died at Tiyas?* in the 

territory of B. Tamim before reaching [‘Utba]; ‘Utba then went on to 
conquer al-Ubulla, al-Furat and Abazqubadh. According to the second 

report, that of Abi Mikhnaf (transmitted by al-Baladhuri), “‘Umar ibn 

al-Khattab wrote to al“Ala’ ibn al-Hadrami, who was his governor over 

al-Bahrayn, instructing him to come to him.... And when al“Ala’ came 

to him at Medina he appointed him over Basra [sic] in place of ‘Utba 
ibn Ghazwan, but he [i.e. al“Ala’] died before getting there; that was in 
the year 14 or at the beginning of the year 15”.?° What these reports 

have in common is not only that alAla’ died in 14 but also that he 

predeceased ‘Utba; and there are good grounds for believing that ‘Utba 

himself died in 15 or 16.7° Certainly, al-Tabari has al-Ala’ as governor of 

al-Bahrayn and al-Yamama in the year 16/6377’ and al-Baladhuri knew 
of a report that he continued as governor of al-Bahrayn and did not die 

23" Khal., 96.3 (al-Mada’ini), also 128.9; Ibn Sa‘d, IV/2, 78.16 (al-Mada’ini). Also 
al-Dhahabi, II, 43.5f. (wa-gila inna ‘umar wallahu ’-basra fa-mata qabla an yasila 

ilayha). 
24 Wrongly NYAS in alUmart’s edition of Khal., (96.5, but correctly in S. Zakkar’s 

edition, vol. I [Damascus, 1967], 113.16); wrongly LYAS in Ibn Sa‘d, IV/2, 78.27, 

79.6. See Naqa’id, 1025.5ff., and Yaqit, I/2, go4. 

25 Bal., 81.20ff. (followed by Yaqit, I/2, 509.16ff.). The words omitted in this 

citation read “and he appointed ‘Uthman ibn Abi ’l-‘As over al-Bahrayn and ‘Uman”; 

it will be seen below (n. 0s35) that this has probably arisen by dittography and should 

be ignored. 

26 The contradictory chronological information relating to ‘Utba and Basra poses 

no less of a problem than that relating to alAla’ and al-Bahrayn, and Sayf prolongs 

the life of ‘Utba as well as that of alAla’. Here it will be sufficient to note that the 

account of Khalifa (98.8) and that of al-Tabari citing al-Mada’ini (I, 2386.13). Both 
imply that it was very soon after A.H. 14 that ‘Utba left Basra and then died; in 

addition, al-Baladhuri tells us that ‘Utba left Basra in late 15 or early 16 (376.18 

[qalu]), and he cites al-Waqidi to the effect that he died in 16 (350.16). Needless to 

say, Sayf’s account of ‘Utba’s death appears under the year 17 (Tab. I, 2550.7). 

27 Tab. I, 2481.4. 
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until 20/641;78 but al-Baladhuri himself was unconvinced (fa-yugal) and 

al-Tabari must be regarded as having been misled by Sayf’s defective 

chronology.”® 
2. Qudama ibn Maz‘tin and Abi Hurayra. After the demise of 

alAla’, we have a brief period during which Qudama ibn Maz‘tn 

al-Jumahi and Abii Hurayra held office in al-Bahrayn. In their case 

too the reports provided by al-Baladhuri and Khalifa are jointly per- 

suasive. Khalifa knew that, after the death of alAla’ in 14/635, ‘Umar 

appointed Qudama over al-Bahrayn and that he then dismissed him 

and appointed ‘Uthman ibn Abi ’lAs; he also knew that Abi Hurayra 

and ‘Ayyash ibn Thawr were among ‘Umar’s governors of al-Bahrayn, 

but was evidently hazy about where they fitted into the chronology.*° 
Now as far as ‘Ayyash is concerned, all that can be said here is that 

he may have preceded Qudama,*! perhaps as the deputy of al-Ala’.*? 

The account of Abi Mikhnaf (apud al-Baladhurt and Yaqit) makes 

no mention of him, and instead gives us a fuller and clearer picture 

of Qudama and Abt Hurayra than that provided by Khalifa: “after the 

death of al“Ala’, ‘Umar appointed Qudama ibn Maz‘in al-Jumahi over 

the taxation (jibdya) of al-Bahrayn and Abi Hurayra over the ahdath** 

and ritual prayer (salat); then he dismissed Qudama and inflicted on him 
the hadd punishment for wine-drinking and appointed Abu Hurayra over 

28 Bal., 81.15ff. (also cited by Yaqiit, I/2, 509.12ff.) where it is also improbably 

claimed that al-Ala’ visited Tawwaj. Al-Dhahabi (II, 43) places the necrology of 

al“Ala’ under the year 21; it is not clear why. 

2° Tt will be seen below, page 47, that there are no grounds for believing Sayf’s 

report sub anno 17 that al‘Ala’ was reappointed by ‘Umar to al-Bahrayn after he 

had been replaced there by Qudama ibn al-Maz‘in (sic). 

20 Khals, 128-14. 

31 As noted by al-Najm (AL-Bahrayn, 155), ‘Ayyash is reported in the Jstz‘ab of Ibn 

‘Abd al-Barr (ed. ‘A. Bijawi [Cairo, A.H. 1358], III, 1230 and in the Usd al-ghaba of 
Ibn al-Athir (Cairo, A.H. 1285-87], IV, 161) to have been appointed to al-Bahrayn 

by ‘Umar before Qudama. The sequence of governors given by al-Najm is: alAla’, 

‘Ayyash, Qudama, Abii Hurayra, al-Rabi‘ ibn Ziyad al-Harithi, ‘Uthman ibn Abi 

‘As. Such evidence as al-Najm may have found concerning the governorship of 

al-Rabr‘ has been omitted, perhaps by oversight on the part of the printer; I have 

not so far found any in the sources. 

32 But this can be no more than a conjecture at present. 

33 Control of the ahdath evidently involved the maintaining of order (see EJ?, J, 
256b; and de Goeje’s Glossarium in his introduction to Bal., 24f.), although the exact 
signification of the term remains unclear. 
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the jubaya together with the ahdath;** then he dismissed him and took 
half of his assets (q@samahu); then he appointed ‘Uthman ibn Abi’l‘As 

over al-Bahrayn and ‘Uman”.*° A further report cited by al-Baladhuri 

(on the authority of altUmari from al-Haytham [ibn ‘Adi]) says that 
Qudama was over the jibdya and the ahdath, while Abi Hurayra was 

over the salat and judgement (qada@’); when Qudama was accused and 
dismissed, Abi Hurayra took over full powers, only to be dismissed and 

replaced by ‘Uthman ibn Abi ’l‘As.°° Al-Waqidi (cited by al-Tabari) 
also knew that ‘Umar dismissed Qudama, inflicted on him the hadd pun- 

ishment for wine-drinking, and appointed Abi Hurayra over al-Bahrayn 

and al-Yamama;°*" but, in dating those events to the year 20/641, he 

dated them about five years too late, since there are good grounds, as 

we shall see, for believing that ‘Uthman ibn Abi ’1‘As was governor of 

al-Bahrayn from 15/636 to 29/650. We must accordingly conclude that 
the involvement of Qudama and Abi Hurayra with al-Bahrayn took 

place in the period 14-15/635-36.*8 

3. ‘Uthman ibn Abi ’-‘As. This brings us to the man destined 
to be the central figure in the first Arab conquests of Fars, ‘Uthman 

ibn Abi ’l‘As al-Thaqafi. He rose to prominence among his fellow 

Thagafis at al-Ta’if with the Prophet’s backing in the year 9/630-31°° 
and he was governor of that town during the ensuing years.*° As we 

have just seen, Khalifa was of the opinion that he was appointed to 

al-Bahrayn after the dismissal of Qudama, but then Khalifa was un- 

clear about the place of Abi Hurayra | in the chronological scheme 

of things. Abt Mikhnaf, on the other hand, was in no doubt that 

‘Uthman replaced Abi Hurayra in al-Bahrayn; and, given that al-Waqidi 

also knew that Abt’ Hurayra took over after the dismissal of Qudama 

(albeit with the wrong date), it follows that Aba Mikhnaf’s account 

34 This is Yaqut’s version; al-Baladhuri’s says al-salat wa’t-ahdath, which makes no 

sense since they constituted Abi Hurayra’s pre-existing remit. 

35 Bal., 82.2-5; Yaqit, II/1, 509.20-22. This passage is a direct continuation of the 

Abt Mikhnaf report referred to above (n. 25); it would seem that the final sentence 

here was by accident also placed in the earlier part of the report. 

36 Bal., 82.5-10. 

37 Tab. I, 2594.9. 

38 Ibn Sa‘d’s reference (I/2, 28.1f.) to the Prophet’s having sent Qudama and Abi 

Hurayra to al-Bahrayn to collect jizya need not concern us here. 

3° Tab. I, 1691.9 (Ibn Ishaq). 
40 For example, Khal., 61.20, 91.14; Tab. I, 1983.2, 2135.16, 2212.7. 

41 
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should not be treated lightly in this regard. Just why ‘Uthman was 

selected for the post, and whether or not he had any previous connec- 

tion with the area, are matters which are less than clear.** All we know 

from Khalifa and from al-Mada’ini (as cited by al-Baladhuri) is that 

‘Umar appointed him over the territory (ard) of ‘Uman and al-Bahrayn 

in the year 15/636, and that ‘Uthman himself went to ‘Uman and 

sent his brother al-Hakam to al-Bahrayn.** A similar but fuller ac- 
count is provided in the Kitab ansab al-‘arab, a work compiled (per- 

haps in the late fifth/eleventh century) by an ‘Umani named Salama 
ibn Muslim al-Awtabi.*2 There we are told that ‘Uthman ibn Abi 

’1‘As was appointed to ‘Uman in 15/636 and then asked the caliph 

‘Umar to appoint his brother al-Hakam ibn Abi ‘As to the vacant 

position of governor of al-Bahrayn (scil., after the dismissal of Abi 

Hurayra). ‘Umar did so and the two brothers went in the first instance 

to ‘Uman; al-Hakam seems thereafter to have been for the most part 

in al-Bahrayn, although he served as his brother’s deputy in ‘Uman 

whenever the latter visited al-Bahrayn.** Al-Tabari was aware that 

‘Uthman was governor of al-Bahrayn in 15/636,*° but what he tells us 

41 Mus‘ab ibn al-Zubayr’s later abuse of ‘UthmAn’s son, to the effect that his father 

had been a “lj from the people of Hajar and had been absorbed by the people of 

al-Ta’if (Tab. II, 802), should be treated with due reserve. 
42 Khal., 104.16; Bal., 431.20. Al-Baladhuri’s version of this report goes on directly 

to say that ‘Uthman (1) sent an army to Tana (near Bombay) and that this incurred 

‘Umar’s displeasure, even though the army returned unscathed, (2) sent his brother 

al-Hakam to Barwas (i.e. Broach), and (3) sent another brother, al-Mughira, to Khor 

al-Daybul, where he won a victory. No dates are given for these operations, which are 

not even mentioned by Khalifa or al-Tabari, but it will become apparent from what 

follows that they are unlikely to have taken place before 21/642. M. Ishaq (“A Peep 

into the First Arab Expeditions to India under the Companions of the Prophet”, 

Islamic Culture 19 [1945], 112) opts for the year 23 on the basis of a thoroughly 

confused and inaccurate treatment of the chronology of the governors appointed from 

Medina over al-Bahrayn. 

43 For al‘Awtabi’s floruit, see J. C. Wilkinson, “The Omani Manuscript Collection 

at Muscat. Part II: Early Ibadi figh works”, Arabian Studies 4 (1977), 197. The Paris 

manuscript (B.N. Paris, Mss. arabes 5019) is cited here. [The section from this work 

which concerns the Muhallabids, including the material relevant to this study, was 

subsequently published by Martin Hinds, with translation and detailed commentary, 

in his posthumous An Early Islamic Family from Oman: a-Awtabi’s Account of the 
Muhallabids (Manchester, 1991).] 

44 Al“Awtabi, fols. 223a.6-10, 281b.17; [= Hinds, Muhallabids, 13, 86]. 

4 Tab. I, 2426.15; cited also by al-Dhahabt, II, i1GY.G¥. 
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beyond that is at variance with the other sources. For one thing, he 

describes ‘Uthman as governor of al-Bahrayn and al-Yamama, rather 

than of al-Bahrayn and ‘Umdn;*® for another, he takes him back to 

al-Ta’if as governor of that town in the following year,*’ only to restore 

him to al-Bahrayn and al-Yamama in 17.*® His removal of ‘Uthman 
from al-Bahrayn and al-Yamama in 16 was presumably necessitated by 

his belief that al“Ala’ was governor there in that year;*® and the rea- 

son why he could not have ‘Uthman as governor of ‘Uman in the years 

15-17 was that, for him, the governor of ‘Uman in the years 13-17 

was Hudhayfa ibn Mihsan,°° of whom Khalifa and al-Baladhurt know 
no more in that connection than that he was governor at the time of 

the death of Abi Bakr.®! Now while it may well have been the case 

that this Hudhayfa was in ‘Uman as governor for some of the year 13,°” 

it is difficult to believe that he was any more than a governor in ab- 

sentia for the next two years or so,°* and it is even more difficult to 

believe that he was governor of ‘Uman at all from 15 onwards, given 

what Khalifa, al-Baladhuri and al-Awtabi have to say about ‘Uthman 

ibn Abi ’l‘As; it would seem rather that we have here another in- 

stance of al-Tabari having been misled by Sayf’s defective chronology. 

In short, Hudhayfa cannot have been governor of ‘Uman any later than 

15/636. It was then that ‘Uthman ibn Abr ’l‘As was appointed by 

‘Umar to ‘Uman and al-Bahrayn, assisted by his brother al-Hakam; the 

46 The lack of any reference to governors of al-Yamama alone in this period may 

be taken to suggest that al-Yamama formed part of the governorship of al-Bahrayn. 

#1 Tab. A, 2484.0. 
eo Malys1, 2570.2: 

49 See n. 27 above. 

5° Tab. I, 2212.13 (A.H. 13: governor of ‘Uman and al-Yamama), 2389.1 (A.H. 14), 

2426.1 (A.H. 15: also al-Dhahabi, II, 13.4), 2481.1 (A.H. 16), 2570.2 (A.H. 17). Al-Ta- 
bari also says (I, 2578.10, 2479.16) that the governors in 18 and 19 were the same 

as those in 17 and 18 respectively. 

51 Khal., 91.9; Bal., 77.4. Also al-Ya‘qubi, 156.21. 
52 Although the combination of ‘Uman and al-Yamama (Tab. I, 2212.13) is decid- 

edly odd. 

53 He is said (admittedly by Sayf) to have been with al-Muthanna ibn al-Haritha in 

Iraq in 13 (Tab. I, 2207.11) and in 14 to have taken part on two occasions in parleys 

with the Persians confronting Sa‘d ibn Abi Waqqas there (Tab. I, 2273.6, 

2292.1). 
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appointment was to continue without interruption until it came to an 

end in 29/650." 

III 

With this background established, we are now in a position to turn 

to the question of military operations. These began in al-Bahrayn in 

11/632 when local elements loyal to Medina, notably from ‘Abd al-Qays 

and Tamim, supported the governor al“Ala’ against the ridda of the 

Bakri al-Hutam ibn Dubay‘a.®> The ridda was suppressed and al-Ala’ 

followed up this success by capturing the local Persian-held strongholds 

in 13/634 and by despatching ‘Arfaja in 14/635 on a maritime expedition 

which took an (unnamed) island off the coast of Fars and raided on the 
mainland in an area which so far defies identification. This, then, was the 

first Arab maritime expedition against Fars in the period of the Medinan 

caliphate; that it was a result of al“Ala’s own initiative rather than a 

response to a directive from Medina is apparent from ‘Umar’s reaction 

of displeasure. There is no evidence of any further offensive action having 
been taken either during the rest of the governorship of al“Ala’ (who in 

any case died soon afterwards), or during the brief administration of his 
successors Qudama and Abu Hurayra, whose remits were spelled out 

in a way which suggests that harb was deliberately excluded.*® It was 

only with the governorship of ‘Uthman ibn Abi ’l‘As that the offensive 

against Fars was resumed. 

The beginnings of that offensive are referred to briefly by al-Bala- 

dhuri,°” who mentions an engagement between ‘Uthman and the marz- 
ban (or margrave) of Kirman at the island of Abarkawan (i.e. present- 

°4 Al-Baladhuri’s report citing al“Umari from al-Haytham ibn ‘Adi (p. 82.9) not 

only implies that ‘Uthman’s appointment over al{Bahrayn included ‘Uman from the 

start, but also states specifically that ‘Uman was [still] included in it at the time of 

‘Umar’s death; there is no evidence to suggest that this state of affairs changed in the 

period from ‘Umar’s death in 23/644 up to the end of ‘Uthman’s tenure of office in 

29/650. (Al-Ya‘qibi [p. 186.4f.] is of course completely at sea when he says that the 

governors of ‘Uman and al-Bahrayn at the time of ‘Umar’s death were Abt: Hurayra 
and al-Harith [sic] ibn Abt ’‘As respectively.) 

5° See n. 18 above. 

6 Ahdath (see n. 33 above) and salat, rather than harb and salat. 
5” Bal., 391.9 (no authority cited). 
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day Qishm),°* in the course of which the marzban was killed. Al-Ba- 

ladhuri specifies no date for that engagement, but he does elsewhere say, 

in what will be referred to here as his main account (qgalu), that the 
capture of the island of Abarkawan constituted a maritime preliminary 

to the Arab | advance on the town of Tawwaj in Fars: “[‘Uthman] sent 
his brother al-Hakam ibn Abi ’l-‘As by sea to Fars with a large army 

[made up] of ‘Abd al-Qays, al-Azd, Tamim, B. Najiya and others. He 
conquered the island of Abarkawan and then proceeded to Tawwaj, in 

the territory of Ardashir Khurra ...”.°® Now we shall see shortly that 
the conquest of Tawwaj and the engagement with Shahrak, the marzban 

of Fars, both took place in 19/640, so that we must conclude that the 

Abarkawa4n operation took place in either 18 or 19. This dating fits well 

with al-Awtabi’s account, which also provides us with a casus belli and 

much further information.®® According to him, it was shortly after the 
battle of Jaltila’ (late 16/637 or 17/638)° that news reached ‘Umar of a 
mustering of Sasanian military elements in the coastal areas (shutit) of 

Siraf and Fars. He accordingly instructed ‘Uthman ibn Abi’1-As to cross 

to Fars in order to prevent a consolidation of Sasanian military strength 
there; he also instructed [the ‘Umani rulers] ‘Abd and Jayfar, the sons of 
al-Julanda, to support ‘Uthm4n with the tribes (qaba@’il) of Azd ‘Uman 

who were with them. ‘Uthman was thus able to mobilize 3,000 (or 
2,600) men, mostly from al-Azd, but also from Rasib, Najiya and ‘Abd 

al-Qays; the main Azdi leaders were Sabra ibn Shayman [al-Huddani] 

over Shanii’a, Yazid ibn Ja‘far al-Jahdami over Malik ibn Fahm, and 

Abu Sufra [Zalim ibn Sarraq al“Ataki] over ‘Imran. ‘Uthman went 
by land with this force to Jurrafar (i.e. Jullafar or present-day Ra’s 

al-Khayma),°? where they embarked and crossed to the island of Bani 

Kawan (i.e. Abarkawan);* the commander of the Persian garrison there 

58 Abarkawan = Barkawan = Kawan = Bani Kawan; also called Laft, and now 
Qishm. See Yaqit, II/1, 79.2 and III/2, 837.15; also G. Le Strange, The Lands of 

the Eastern Caliphate (Cambridge, 1905), 261. 

59 Bal., 386.10ff. (qali). 
69 AlAwtabt, fols. 223a.10-223b.17, 281b.18-292a.8; [= Hinds, Muhallabids, 13-16, 

86-89]; cited in abbreviated form by al-Salimi, Tuhfat al-a‘yan bi-sirat ahl ‘Uman 

(Cairo, 1961), I, 68f. 
61 Khal., 107f. (A-H. 17); Bal., 265.10f. (Ibn al-Kalbi: end of 16); Tab. I, 2470.8f. 

(qalu jami‘an: Dhiti ’lQa‘da, 16). 
62 yaqiut, II/1, 63; Wilkinson, “Sketch” (see n. 1), 345. 

63 See n. 58. 
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made peace with ‘Uthman, without fighting him. At this, Yazdajird, 

the Sasanian monarch, sent written instruction to the lord (‘azim) of 
Kirman to cross to Bani Kawan and blockade the Arabs; a force, the size 

of which is put variously at 3,000, 4,000, 30,000 and 40,000, accordingly 

crossed from Hurmiuz and was engaged and defeated by ‘Uthman and his 

army.°* In more than one place in al“Awtabi’s account we are told that 

the name of the Persian leader who was killed in that battle was Shahrak, 

which is disquieting since we known that Shahrak was the name of the 

marzban of Fars subsequently encountered and killed by the Arab force 

on the mainland in the vicinity of Tawwaj. The confusion in al-Awtabi’s 

account is resolved, however, by a variant report (yugal) which makes 

the necessary distinction between (1) the Bani Kawan operation (with 
no mention of Shahrak), and (2) the subsequent battle against Shahrak 
on the mainland, at which Shahrak’s army consisted of 30,000 or 40,000 

men.® This report also enables us to resolve the confusion over numbers: 

the Persian force which was defeated at Bani Kawan consisted of no more 

than 4,000 men. 

The evidence therefore shows that this expedition was authorized by 

the caliph in Medina, unlike the earlier expedition sent by al~Ala’ under 

the leadership of ‘Arfaja. Strategically it made good sense. The Arab 

victory at Jalula’ had secured the whole of Iraq and had obliged the 

Sasanian ruler and his followers to abandon the metropolitan province, 

64 The Persian force crossed from Hurmiiz ila ra’s al-Qishm and was met by 

‘Uthman ft jazirat al-Qishm wa’smuha Jash (al-Awtabi, fols. 223b.8 [where ila ra’s 

al-Qishm is omitted], 282a.6f.). In other words, for al-Awtabi, al-Qishm is the name 

of an island other than Bani Kawan; and, if he is correct in that, we are presumably 

dealing with either Larak Island or Hormuz Island of the present day. [For these two 

passages, see Hinds, Muhallabids, 15, 87.] But it is possible that al:Awtabi himself 

was confused by the welter of names: Jash may reasonably be equated with Jasik, 

which was an island neighbouring Bani Kawan or was possibly merely another name 

for it (Le Strange, Lands of the Eastern Caliphate, 261); and Yaqiit’s description of 

it (II/1, 9) makes it suspiciously like Bant Kawan, although he nowhere says that 
they are one and the same. It is difficult to see why a Persian force crossing from the 

mainland to dislodge an Arab force from island A should be engaged on island B; and 

it may rather be the case that ra’s al-Qishm was at the eastern end of Bani Kawan, 

in the vicinity of the present town of Qishm, and that that was where the engagement 

took place. (It can be added that present-day Jask, a town on the Persian coast due 

east of Daba, is irrelevant to the present discussion.) 
°° Al-Awtabi, fol. 223b.9ff. (they were asdwira, maraziba and ajilla’ al-‘ajam) [= 

Hinds, Muhallabids, 16]. 
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for good as it turned out.®* For the Arab tribesmen based on Basra, 

the conquest of the kuwar or districts of al-Ahwaz in the well-irrigated 

plains of Khizistan as far as the foothills of the Zagros mountains now 

became a feasible goal.®’ At the same time, there was much to be said for 

putting more pressure on the Persians wherever that might be possible, 

and it looks as if the expedition sent (or led) by ‘Uthman ibn Abt ’IAs 
to Fars was meant to achieve two main immediate goals: (1) to impede 
the passage of Persian shipping in and out of the Gulf by exercising 

control over the Hurmiuz strait from the island of Abarkawan/Bani 
Kawan,°* and (2) to hamper support for the Persian forces in al-Ahwaz 

by establishing a garrison on the coastal plain of Fars. That garrison 

was at Tawwaj.°° 

The most detailed information about the establishment of the Arab 

garrison at Tawwaj is given by al-Baladhuri. Citing Abi Mikhnaf, he 

tells us that ‘Uthman ibn Abt ’lAs crossed the sea to Fars in person, 

“then stopped at Tawwaj, conquered it, built mosques (masajid) there, 
made it an abode (dar) for the Muslims,” settled ‘Abd al-Qays and 

°° Tn all probability, Yazdajird withdrew first to Isfahan and then to Istakhr, where 

he stayed until forced out of Fars altogether (Bal., 301.15. [gala], 315.3 [gala], 374.12ff. 

[al-Mada’ini]; Tab. I, 2561f. [al-Mada’ini]). But Sayf takes him to al-Rayy before 
Isfahan and makes no mention of Istakhr (Tab.I, 2681f.), the report on the ulti- 

mate authority of ‘Ubaydallah ibn Sulayman (Tab. I, 2698) takes him to Jir, and 

al-Dinawari tells us that he was at Qumm before going to Istakhr (141.8, 148.9). 

®7 One which was effectively achieved in 20/641 with the taking of Tustar (Khal., 

116f.; Bal., 374, 380f.; Tab. I, 2551ff., 2562). 

68 AlAwtabi’s reference to the lord of Kirman suggests that Abarkawan formed 

part of Kirman in the Sasanian scheme of things; and the Abarkawan operation is 

indeed the first thing described by al-Baladhuri in his section on Kirman (391.9ff.). 

Cf. Le Strange, Lands of the Eastern Caliphate, 261, where it is regarded as part of 

Fars. 

6° Concerning Tawwaj, Le Strange remarks in his Lands of the Eastern Caliphate 

(259f.): “Its site has never been identified, but the position of the town is given as on 

or near the Shapiar river, in a gorge, being 12 leagues from Jannabah on the coast, and 

four from the pass that leads down from Dariz”; he later opined that “the site of the 

town is probably to be identified with the present Dih Kuhnah (Old Village) {[29°28’N, 

50°59 E], the chief town of the (modern) Shabankarah sub-district of the Dashtistan 

District” (The Geographical Part of the Nuzhat al-qulub Composed by Hamd-Allah 

Mustawft of Qazwin in 740 [1340] [Leiden and London, 1919], 115, n. 2). 

70 Fa-nazala Tawwaj fa-fatahaha wa-bana biha ’-masajid waja‘alaha dar®” li’l-mus- 

limin ... (Bal., 386.14f.). Cf. al-Dinawari (141.1f.): fa-nazala makan®” yusamma 
;can 

Tawwaj fa-sayyarahu dar hijra wa-bana masjid®” jami‘°” .... 
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others there, and sent out raiding parties from it against bordering 

Arrajan; then he went from Fars to ‘Uman and al-Bahrayn, in response 

to a letter from ‘Umar containing instructions to that effect, and deputed 

his brother al-Hakam”; authorities other than Abu Mikhnaf, al-Bala- 

dhuri remarks, say that Tawwaj was conquered by al-Hakam, who settled 

‘Abdi and other Muslims there in the year 19/640.”* Returning to his 

main account of the expedition as a whole (qgali), al-Baladhuri goes 

on to say that Shahrak, the marzban of Fars, reacted to its arrival by 

mobilizing a large army and advancing to Rashahr (sc) in the territory 

of Sabir, which was near Tawwaj.’? Al-Hakam went out to engage him, 

with Sawwar ibn Hammam [al“Abdi] over his vanguard, | and in the 
ensuing battle Shahrak was killed by Sawwar, who in turn was killed 

by Shahrak’s son. The Persians were defeated and Rashahr was taken 

by force of arms (‘anwatan); and at this point al-Baladhuri inserts a 

report from one of the people of Tawwaj that Tawwaj was made into 

a misr (mussirat), after the killing of Shahrak, “wa’llahu a‘lam”. The 
main account goes on to tell us that ‘Uthman ibn Abi ’]‘As then went to 

Fars,”* in response to instructions from ‘Umar to that effect, and used 

Tawwaj as a base for campaigning. Abi Musa al-Ash‘ari, who was the 

governor of Basra, was instructed by ‘Umar to help (yukdnzf) and assist 
(yu‘awin) ‘Uthman, and accordingly began to make raids on Fars, while 

remaining based on Basra. ‘Uthman himself at the same time made 

unaided progress with various other conquests in the area.”* 

Now at this stage it will be useful to consider what al-Baladhuri 

has to tell us in terms of five main points: (1) ‘Uthman was in overall 
command of operations and his brother al-Hakam deputized for him in 

his absence; (2) the conquest of Tawwaj in 19/640 was followed by a 

battle in the same year against Shahrak, who was killed; (3) it was 

not until after that battle that Tawwaj became a misr; (4) from the 

71 Bal., 386.13ff. Needless to say, al-Ya‘qubi is mistaken in saying that ‘Uthman ibn 

Abi ’IAs was sent to Tawwaj by Abt Bakr (151.15). 
7 Min ard Sabir wa-hiya bi-qurb Tawwaj (Bal., 387.1). 

73 For the first time, as far as the gala account is concerned. 

7 Bal., 386.18ff. Much the same account (but with variants, e.g. Rishahr for 

Rashahr) is given by Yaqut (II/2, 887.4ff. and III/2, 837.17ff., where the author- 

ities are not identified). Al-Dinawari (141.7) and Yaqit (III/2, 837.18) give the 
marzban’s name as Suhrak, which seems likely to have been the original form (see T. 
Noldeke, Persische Studien [I] [Vienna, 1881], 33; and F. Justi, Iranisches Namenbuch 
(Marburg, 1895], 292 sub caTpdaKns). 
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time of the tamstr ‘Uthman made conquests in the area, sometimes 

aided by Abti Miisa’s Basra-based raids on Fars; and (5) ‘Uthman’s 
army consisted (at least by implication) mainly of ‘Abdis. We must now 

ascertain the extent to which these points are supported, contradicted, 

or nuanced by what other sources say. 

On the first point, relating to command, there seems to be no 

doubt that ‘Uthman was in overall command throughout. What is 
less clear in some contexts is whether or not he was actually present. 

Thus in the cases of the operation at Abarkawan and of the conquest 

of Tawwaj we are confronted with conflicting accounts. On the one 

hand, Abi Mikhnaf and ‘Awtabi have it that ‘Uthman was present 

as commander on both occasions; and al-Baladhuri himself was con- 

scious of the fact that Abi Mikhnaf was alone in holding to the opin- 

ion that it was ‘Uthman, rather than his brother al-Hakam, who con- 

quered Tawwaj. On the other hand, there is al-Baladhuri’s main account 

(gala), which has it that ‘Uthman sent to Abarkawan and Tawwaj his 

brother al-Hakam and that it was he who was the commander on those 

two occasions; and there is a report given by al-Tabari on the ulti- 

mate authority of a certain ‘Ubaydallah ibn Sulayman,” which also 

says that ‘Uthman sent his brother al-Hakam to Tawwaj. On the face 

of it, there is no solution to the contradiction, and we must pass on 

to the question of who was the commander of the Arab force in the 

battle against Shahrak. Here the answer is clear-cut: the commander 

was ‘Uthman’s brother al-Hakam. This is the view of al-Baladhuri’s 

main report, of al-Tabari’s report from ‘Ubaydallah ibn Sulayman,”® 

and of al-Mada’ini.”” Abit Mikhnaf takes ‘Uthman back to ‘Uman and 

al-Bahrayn after his conquest of Tawwaj and his despatch of raiding 

parties against Arrajan [territory], and says nothing specifically about 

the battle against Shahrak;” it is only Ghassan ibn Mudar, one of 

Khalifa’s sources, who tells us that ‘Uthman was present at that battle, 

75 Tab. I, 2698.11ff. 
76 Tab. I, 2698ff. 
TKhal.; 1039.8: 
78 Al-Dinawari (141.1-7) continues to echo Abi Mikhnaf (cf. n. 70), but with 

variants: after establishing the base at Tawwaj, ‘Uthman spent a year gaining control 

of some of the territories of Sabur, Istakhr and Arrajan; then he deputed his brother 

al-Hakam and went to Medina (presumably in order to report). Al-Hakam was the 

commander of the Arab force at the battle against Suhrak/Shahrak. 
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when he says that ‘Uthman and al-Hakam engaged Shahrak,” and the 

fact that he names both of the brothers may suggest that he was in 

fact in some doubt about who was present and who was comman- 

der. We may therefore conclude that, while it is unclear whether or 

not ‘Uthman had been in Fars before the battle, he certainly was not 

present at the battle, at which alHakam functioned as the comman- 

der; there are in addition grounds®’ for thinking that it was not un- 
til 21/642 that ‘Uthman appeared (or reappeared) in Fars, and the 

question therefore arises of what he may have been doing elsewhere 

in the years 19 to 21. Here again there is no clear-cut answer: one 

possibility is that he was in ‘Uman and al-Bahrayn (to which Abi 

Mikhnaf tells us he had returned from Fars, while the main account 

implies that he simply stayed there), running his province, supporting 

al-Hakam in Fars, and perhaps preparing for the forthcoming maritime 

expeditions in the direction of India;** another possibility is suggested 

by Ibn Ishaq (cited by al-Tabari), who says that ‘Uthman was sent by 

Sa‘d ibn Abr Waqqas in 19/640 to support ‘Iyad ibn Ghanm in the 
Jazira and that he went on to campaign in Armenia IV.** Whatever the 

case, there seems to be no reason for doubting that, even during his ab- 

sence from Fars, he continued to be the overall commander of operations 

there. 

On the second point, concerning the conquest of Tawwaj and the 

battle against Shahrak, there seems to be no doubt that both events 

took place in 19/640. That is the year given for the conquest by 

al-Baladhuri’s main account, and it is the year under which Khalifa’s 

reports on the conquest and the battle are grouped; al-Mada’ini even 

Khal., 113.12. 

They are considered below, in connection with the third point. 

See n. 42 above. 

Tab. I, 2505.15, 2606.5; also al-Dhahabi, II, 27.5. Although this may seem to 

be improbable, it was nonetheless the case that the conquest of the Jazira constituted 

an important priority for the Arabs in the years 17-20 (see, for example, M. Hinds, 

“Kufan Political Alignments and Their Background in the Mid-Seventh Century 
A.D.”, IJMES 2 [1971], 351 [this volume, chap. 1]); by the time of his death in 20, 
‘Iyad had conquered most of the Jazira and had reached Byzantine Armenia (Bal., 
176; Khal., 120). It can be noted too that the Tarikh-i Sistan (ed. M. T. Bahar 
(Tehran, A.H. 1314], 75) says that the caliph ‘Umar sent ‘Uthman ibn Abi ’L‘As to 
conquer the nawahi of Adharbayjan. 
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tells us the month in which the battle took place, Dhi ’1Hijja.** |One 

difficulty, however, is that while al-Baladhuri’s main account tells us 

that the conquest of Tawwaj took place before the battle, Khalifa’s 

report from Ghassan ibn Mudar does not refer to Tawwaj until after 

the account of the battle;** and the same is true of al‘Awtabi.®> This 

difficulty can be dealt with by noting that what Ghassan and al-Awtabi 

have to say is exceedingly brief and that their references are only to 

settlement, not to conquest, so that, on balance, the fuller account 

given by al-Baladhuri should be preferred. More problematic is the 

question of the location of the site of the battle: the Rashahr given 

by al-Baladhuri can be equated with the (more conventional) Rishahr 
given by Ghassan ibn Mudar,®*® but modern scholars have been unable to 
agree about which Rashahr/Rishahr may have been involved.§” While 

Rishahr on the Bushire peninsula may make more obvious sense, the 

83 Khal., 113.9 (i.e. December 640). 
84 Khal., 113.12-14. 

85 Al“Awtabi, fols. 224a.8-10, 282a.16f. [= Hinds, Muhallabids, 18, 88]. For him, 

Tawwaj was in ‘Iraq/ard a-‘Iraq. 

86 Khal., 113.12 (fa-laqgi Shahrak b.n.y.s.h.r.); the Damascus edition (ed. Zakkar 
[1967], 134.13) reads fa-laqgi Shahrak b.r.y.s.h.r. The obvious reading is fa-lagi 

Shahrak bi-Rishahr. : 

87 H. Gaube (Die stidpersische Provinz Arragan/Kuh Giliyeh von der arabischen 

Eroberung bis zur Safawidenzeit [Vienna, 1973], 34f.) is the most recent of those who 

have argued that the Rishahr in question lay between Arrajan and Mahruban, at the 

site of present-day Zaydan (30°26’N, 50°03’E). This Rishahr (Rishahr’) was some 
fifteen miles due north of the coast and some eighty miles north-west of the presumed 

site of Tawwaj as the crow flies. The case for Rishahr? has been put most recently 

by Whitehouse and Williamson (“Sasanian Maritime Trade”, Iran 11 [1973], 35-41): 
this is that the Rishahr in question was at the site which still bears that name on the 

coast of the Bushire peninsula (28°55/N, 50°44’E). It possesses sheltered anchorages 

and is about forty miles south-south-west of the presumed site of Tawwaj. One of 

the attractions of this latter identification is that the Arab force which crossed by 

sea from Jurrafar would have required anchorages for its ships at a place not too 

distant from | the new base; and those ships would have been an obvious target for 

the marzban (indeed Sayf [below, p. 47] says that the ships were sunk). A crux in 

this connection is al-Baladhuri’s statement that Rashahr was min ard Sabur bi-qurb 

Tawwaj (see n. 72): Rishahr? was more likely than Rishahr’ to have been reckoned 
as part of Sabir territory; and Rishahr’ cannot be said to have been near Tawwaj, 

whereas Rishahr? can. Indeed, Whitehouse and Williamson (p. 35) have remarked 

that Hieratis, toward the south end of the Bushire peninsula “presumably was the 

port of the Achemenian palace near Taoké, the forerunner of medieval Tawaj”. Cf. 

(in addition to the references given by Gaube and Whitehouse- Williamson) J. M. Fiey, 

44 
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problem does not end there: according to al-Mada’ini, the battle took 

place at Suhab,®* the location of which is obscure;*? and al-Awtabi gives 

us yet another name, which is unintelligible.°? Thus, while the date 

and sequence of the conquest and the battle seem to be clear, the exact 

location of the battle remains less than certain. Finally, it can be added 

that Shahrak’s killer also possesses more than one identity: al-Baladhuri 

gives us the ‘Abdi Sawwar,°”! while Khalifa gives us variously the Himyari 
Bab ibn Dhi ’lJarra and the Azdis Jadid ibn Malik al-Yahmadi (twice) 

and Malik ibn Jadid al-Yahmadi,”? and al-Awtabi names the Azdi Abii 

Sufra, Bab/Nab ibn Dhi ’lJarra, and Jabir ibn Jadid;*’ in this case too 

there seems to be no way of knowing who should be believed. 

On the third point, the date of tamsir, the evidence indicates that 

it was indeed in 21/642 that Tawwaj became a misr: al-Baladhuri’s 

Tawwaji knew that the tamsir took place after the battle against 

Shahrak, and Khalifa associates it with the arrival of ‘Uthman ibn Abi 

"IAs in 21.°* Al-Hakam’s job had been to hold a base and (it may be 

surmised) do his best to hamper the Persians in their efforts to support 

the defence of the kuwar of al-Ahwaz; that was in 19, by which time Abi 

Misa and the Basran forces with him had made important progress in 

al-Ahwaz and had commenced (or were about to commence) their siege 

of Tustar, the main stronghold of al-Ahwaz.*° In the year 20/641, the 
Arab conquest of al-Ahwaz was in effect completed when Tustar was 

“Diocéses orientaux du Golfe persique” in Mémorial Mgr. G. Khouri-Sarkis (Louvain, 

1969), 179-80. 

88 Khal., 113.8. The same report is given by al-Dhahabi (Il, 27.1, citing Khalifa), 

except that Suhab appears as Isbahan. 

89 Yaqiit (III/1, 436) knows it as a place name but does not know where it is. Other 

sources know it simply as a village in Fars (al-Bakri, Mu‘jam ma ’sta‘jam, ed. M. 

al-Saqqa [Cairo, 1947-51], 334; C. Barbier de Meynard, Dictionnaire géographique, 

historique et littéraire de la Perse et contrées adjacentes {Paris, 1861], 373). 
9° Al-Awtabt, fol. 223b.16 [= Hinds, Muhallabids, 16]. The similarity of this form 

to the BARYKhAN of al-Wagqidi apud Ibn Sa‘d (see n. 21) is fairly obvious. 

9! Against al-Baladhuri’s report that Sawwar was himself killed at the battle, we 

have Khalifa’s report (122.10f.) that Sawwar ibn HBAR al-Abdi lived until the year 

21; an almost identical report is given by al-Dhahabi (II, 39.7), where the name is 

given as Sawwar ibn al-Muthanna. 

72 ‘Khal. 1119.68. 19, 

°° AlAwtabi, fols. 223b.19-224a.2, 282a.13f. [= Hinds, Muhallabids, 16-17]. 
94 Khal., 122.10: nazala ... Tawwaj wa-massaraha. 

% See n. 67 above. 
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taken, and in 21/642 the Arabs went on to win a decisive victory over 
the Persians at Nihawand—a victory which permitted them to adopt 

an even more aggressive policy, including the use of Tawwaj as a base 

for making regular campaigns.®*® It was about then that ‘Uthman ibn 

Abi ’‘As arrived in (or returned to) Fars?’ and that was when Tawwaj} 
became a misr.°8 

The third point leads on directly to the fourth, the organization of 

early campaigning. It was when ‘Uthman was established at Tawwaj, so 

al-Baladhuri tells us, that campaigning began in earnest and Abu Misa 

was instructed by ‘Umar to cooperate with him. Khalifa furnishes us 

with more details: when, in 21/642, ‘Uthm4an settled at Tawwaj and 

made it into a misr, “he sent to Sabir Sawwar ibn HBAR [sic] al“Abdzi, 
who was killed at ‘Aqabat al-Tin. ‘Uthman sent out raiding parties to 

the coastal areas (sif al-bahr wa’tsawahil); he sent out al-Jarid [ibn 
al-Mu‘alla al‘Abdi] who was killed at ‘Aqabat al-Jariid”.°° A second 
report, given by Khalifa under the same year and on the authority 

of al-Walid ibn Hisham [al-Qahdhami], says that ‘Umar sent to Abi 
Misa (at Basra) a copy of a letter he had sent to ‘Uthman; in it he 
told ‘Uthman that he had reinforced him with Abt Misa and that, if 

the two combined, ‘Uthman was to be the amir.'° A further report 

provided by Khalifa, also on the authority of al-Walid ibn Hisham and 

sub anno 23/644, says that ‘Uthman campaigned for a number of years 

from Tawwaj in the caliphates of ‘Umar and ‘Uthman ibn ‘Affan and that 

these were summer campaigns interspersed with winter resting periods at 

9° By the same token, campaigns in the direction of India (see n. 42) are unlikely to 

have taken place any earlier than 21/642. 

97 Al-Dinawari knows that ‘Uthman arrived in Fars after the conquest of al-Ah- 

waz (140.20); but either he is confused or he does not mean the whole of al-Ah- 
waz, since he goes on to give an account which resembles that of Abi: Mikhnaf 

(see n. 78). 
°8 In what seems to be the primary sense of “limit”: see Ibn Manzir Lisan al-‘arab 

(Bulaq, A.H. 1300-1307), VII, 23.15 (wa’lmisr al-hajiz wa’L-hadd bayna '-shay’ayn); 

cf. S. A. al-Ah, ALTanzimat alujtima‘tya wa’liqtisadiya fi ’I-Basra fi ’l-garn al-awwal 

al-hijri, 2nd ed. (Beirut, 1969), 13n. 

99 Khal., 122.10-12 (and n. gi above). Like Khalifa, Ibn al-Athir (III, 16.1) gives 
21 as the date of al-Jariid’s death, while Abii ‘Ubayda gives 22 (Bal., 389.2-5, where 

he also tells us that ‘Aqabat al-Jartid was inland, between Jirra and Shiraz). On the 

other hand, Ibn Sa‘d (VII/1, 61) says that he was killed in the battle against Shahrak. 

10° Khal., 123.3ff. 
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Tawwaj itself.!°! It would seem from these reports that the year 21/642 

must be taken as the time at which Basran activity in Fars began; the 

identification in one of Khalifa’s reports sub anno 19/640 (from Abt 

Usama) of Mujashi‘ ibn Mas‘ud [al-Sulami], a prominent member of the 
Basran army, as conqueror of Tawwaj'” should accordingly be viewed 

with scepticism. 

The fifth and last point arising from al-Baladhuri’s account of the 

conquest and tamsir of Tawwaj relates to the composition of the Arab 

army there. On that subject, he gives us two pieces of information: 

(1) that ‘Uthman sent his brother al-Hakam by sea to Fars with a 
large army made up of ‘Abd al-Qays, al-Azd, Tamim, B. Najiya, and 

others;?°? and (2) that ‘Abd al-Qays and other Muslims were settled 
at Tawwaj after it had been conquered in 19/624. These reports may 

be compared with sundry items of information provided by al-Awtabi’s 

compilation: (1) the force that left Jurrafar for Bani Kawan consisted of 
3,000 or 2,600 men, mostly from al-Azd but also from Rasib, Najiya, and 

‘Abd alQays;' (2) (in the variant report yugal): (a) the force which 

occupied Bani Kawan consisted of Azdis, together with a negligible 

number of ‘bd al-Qays, and (6) since the Azdis did not like to be 
mixed with other groupings, the ‘Abdis were left behind on Bani Kawan 

when the rest of the force moved to the mainland of Fars;*°° (3) at the 

battle in which Shahrak was killed, the Arab force consisted of 3,000 

Azdis, 2,000 of whom were from Azd ‘Uman and 1,000 of whom were 

from Azd al-Bahrayn.’*® There is in addition al-Tabari’s report (on the 
ultimate authority of ‘Ubaydallah ibn Sulayman) that al-Hakam was 

sent to Tawwaj by his brother ‘Uthman with a force of 2,000 men;?°’ 

‘Ubaydallah goes on to cite al-Hakam himself to the effect that, in 

his dispositions for the battle against Shahrak, he appointed al-Jariid 

al“Abdi over the right wing and Abu Sufra [al“Ataki, from al-Azd] over 
the left wing.’°% 

1° Tbid., 126.6-8. 
102 Tbid., 113.15f. Cf. Yaqiit’s statement (I/2, 890.11f.) that Tawwaj was conquered 
by Mujashi‘. 

103 See above, p. 42. 

104 See above, p. 42. 

+08 Al‘Awtabi, fol. 223b.9ff. [= Hinds, Muhallabids, 16]. 
206 Al-Awtabti, fol. 223b.16f. [= ibid]. 
107 “Tab. 1, 2668.11. 

108 Tbid., I, 2699.4f. 



The First Arab Conquests in Fars 219 

What are we to make of this information? As far as numbers are 
concerned, the conclusion is clear: the force at Tawwaj when ‘Uthman 

arrived there in order to begin campaigning consisted of 2,000 to 3,000 

men; whether or not he brought more men with him is not specified. Less 

clear is the tribal identity of the members of that force: al-Baladhuri im- 

plies that they were mainly ‘Abdis, while al-Awtabi specifically excludes 

‘Abdis and says that they were all Azdis. Now while these two views 

obviously rule each other out at first sight, it may be that there is an 

element of truth in each. In the first place, al-Baladhuri’s main ac- 

count does acknowledge that the army sent with al-Hakam by ‘Uthman 

included Azdis and others as well as ‘Abdis; and al-Awtabi does acknowl- 

edge that the army which left Jurrafar included Abdis, although he plays 

down their role and tells us that they were left at Bani Kawan instead of 

moving on with the rest of the force to the mainland of Fars. Secondly, 

it is clear that al-Awtabi is wrong in stating that the army involved in 

the conquest and tamsir of Tawwaj was exclusively Azdi: in addition 

to al-Baladhuri’s references to the involvement of Abdis, we know from 

al-Tabari’s report that al-Jartid al‘Abdi commanded the right wing in 

the battle against Shahrak, and we know from Khalifa that ‘Uthman 

sent Sawwar al-Abdi and al-Jariid out on raids in the year 2/642. But, 
if al‘Awtabi is wrong in thinking that the force was exclusively Azdj, 
where did he get that idea from? 

The answer to this question is that, although the force involved in 

the conquest and tamsir of Tawwaj was not exclusively Azdi at that 

stage, it may have become so soon afterwards, by the time of the death 

of ‘Umar in 23/644. The evidence for this is to be found in a report, 
cited both in the Naqa’id Jarir wa’l-Farazdag (N) and by al-Tabari (T), 
which reads as follows: 

Abu ‘Ubayda [Ma‘mar ibn al-Muthanna] said: it has been claimed by 

(za‘ama) Muhammad ibn Hafs, Yunus ibn Habib, Hubayra ibn Hudayr 

(Judayr in T) and Zuhayr ibn Hunayd (Hunayda in T) that Mudar 
outnumbered Rabi‘a in Basra and that the body (jama@‘a) of al-Azd was 

the last of those who settled at (akhir man nazala) Basra once it had 

been established (haythu bussirat a-basra [N], haythu mussirat al-basra 
[T]). When ‘Umar ibn al-Khattab transferred (hawwala) to Basra m.n. 
t.n.kh. (N: the Bodleian manuscript reads m.n. t.b.w.h.)/m.n. t.n.w.kh. 
(T: no variants noted) from the Muslims, the body of al-Azd stayed 

and did not move; then they betook themselves to (lahiqa bi-) Basra 



46 

gate Studies in Early Islamic History 

after that, at the end of the caliphate of Mu‘awiya and the beginning 

of the caliphate of Yazid ibn Mu‘awiya.'°? 

The problematic reading is, of course, the phrase m.n. t.n.kh./m.n. 

t.b.w.h./m.n. t.n.w.kh. The editors of al-Tabari’s chronicle fretted about 
this phrase and finally opted for reading man tanakha, with the signifi- 

cation “those [Bedouins] who became settled” ;**® and Bevan, the editor 
of the Naga’id, satisfied himself with referring to and following their 

reading. But it is an unsatisfactory reading, for which the alternative 

m.n. b.t.w.j. can be proposed with some confidence, that is, fa-lamma 

hawwala ‘Umar ibn al-Khattab ... man bi-Tawwaj min al-muslimin ila 

‘-Basra.'1°* To be sure, the passage as a whole is not without its prob- 

lematical aspects: the use of the term za‘ama indicates a need for cau- 

tion, the whole question of the movement of the Azd to Basra is one 

which requires further work, and one may well muse about other names 

which may have been replaced by that of ‘Umar (e.g. ‘Uthman ibn ‘Affan, 

‘Ubaydallah ibn Ma‘mar al-Taymi, ‘Abdallah ibn ‘Amir, et al.). But 

there are nonetheless grounds for believing that the passage, or at least 

that part of it relevant to the present discussion, is correct and that the 

Arabs based at Tawwaj from 23/644 onwards were all Azdis. Ghassan 

ibn Mudar knew that the Arabs making up the expeditionary force set- 

tled at Tawwaj and then transferred (tahawwali) from it,’** and his use 
of the term tahawwali is strikingly close to Abii ‘Ubayda’s hawwala; 

Sayf’s version, for all that it is garbled, is | aware of a movement of 

109 Naqa’id, 729.14ff.; Tab. II, 449.20ff. 

110 Introductio, Glossarium, Addenda et Emendanda, p. DCLXII: “lectio tanakh 

corrupta esse debet, nam de tribu Jamanica Tanukh quaestio esse nequit. Na [i.e. the 

Naga’id] habet tabawwakha quod etiam corruptum est. Forte 1. man tanakha [ = ] 
qui (e Bedawis) sedes fizas sibi ceperant.” As noted, the Bodleian manuscript of the 
Naqa’id in fact gives t.b.w.h. and not t.b.w.kh. 

110a An analogous problematic textual reading involving Tawwaj occurs in the Risala 

ft *-hakamayn by al-Jahiz at a point where reference is made to the presence at Basra 

of al-Azd m.q.d.m.h.a.b.n. n.w.h. (Ms. Ambrosiana, no. H. 129, fol. 181b). Professor 

Pellat read this phrase as yatagaddamuha ibn nih (“Risalat ‘Amr b. Bahr al-Jahiz fi 

‘Thakamayn wa-taswib amir al-mu’minin ‘Ali b. Abi Talib fi fi‘lihi”, in AL-Machrig 52€ 

année [1958], 428); but no Ibn Nuh is elsewhere attested in connection with al-Azd 

or Basra at the time in question, and effortless sense can be made of the reading 
maqdamaha min Tawwaj, “on their arrival from Tawwaj”. 

me Khaly 9.14. 
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Arab fighting men from Fars to Basra before the death of ‘Umar;'!? and 

al“Awtabi’s variant report does preserve, as we have seen, a memory of a 

force which had earlier included ‘Abdis but subsequently consisted solely 

of Azdis. 

Why ‘Umar should have moved the ‘Abdis (and perhaps the other 

non-Azdi elements mentioned by the sources) from Tawwaj when he 

did is a matter about which one can do no more than speculate. It 

has already been noted that the Arab conquest of al-Ahwaz and the 

Arab victory at Nihawand had opened up new territories for conquest; 

and as far as ‘Uthman ibn Abi ’1‘As and Abi Misa were concerned, 
the territory which most immediately concerned them was that part 

of Fars which bordered al-Ahwaz. Abt Miisé may well have needed 

more men and he probably already had some ‘Abdis with him, since 

al-Bahrayn was close to Basra; on the other hand, we know that there 

were very few of Azd ‘Uman in Basra at that time.’** Whether or 

not the Abdis of Tawwaj were moved to Basra in an attempt to re- 

dress the imbalance between Mudar and Rabi‘a there, as may be in- 

ferred from Abi ‘Ubayda’s report, is a question which can only be 

asked, not answered; as for al-Awtabi’s claim (wrongly in the context 

of Bani Kawan) that the Azdis did not like to be mixed with other 
groupings, there is no obvious reason for thinking that their dislike in 

that regard was greater than that of anyone else. In the absence of 

evidence, the hypothesis can be advanced that ‘Uthman had brought 

more Azdis with him from eastern Arabia to Tawwaj in 21/642 and 

that this permitted a reinforcement of Abt Misa with ‘Abdis from 

Tawwaj without any reduction of the erstwhile level of establishment 

there. 

It now remains in this section to complete the account of Arab 

military operations in Fars during the years 21/642 to 29/650. This 

can be done briefly, since the sources do not in fact tell us a great 
deal. Al-Baladhuri’s account’’ gives details both of progress made by 

112 As we shall see below, p. 47f. 

113° Al“Awtabi (fol. 224b.5-7 [= Hinds, Muhallabids, 19], cited by al-Salimi, Tuhfat 

al-a‘yan bi-strat ahl ‘Uman, 69) tells us that the first ‘Umanis to go to Basra were 

eighteen men [among whom was] Ka‘b ibn Sir; Ka‘b had gone from Tawwaj on a 

wafd to ‘Umar, who appointed him as gad? of Basra. Al“Awtabi implies that few if 

any other Azd ‘Uman went to Basra before the caliphate of ‘Uthman. 

114 Bal., 388.1ff. (qali). 
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‘Uthman unaided by Abt Misa (operations involving Sh.BYR,"* Qal‘at 
al-Shuytkh,*’® Jirra, Kazartin, and al-Niibandajan) and of combined 

operations by ‘Uthman and Abt Misa (involving Arrajan, Shiraz and 

Simiz) at the end of the caliphate of ‘Umar. ‘Uthman went on to take 

the fortress of Jannaba, made a peace agreement with the herbadh of 

Darabjird,*’’ conquered the territory of Jahrum, made a peace agree- 

ment with the lord | (‘aztm) of Fasa,"!* and in 23 (or 24) and 26 was 
occupied at the maditna of Sabir. Initially he made a peace agree- 

ment there with Shahrak’s brother, but the terms of this agreement 

were subsequently broken and the madina of Sabir was retaken by force 

of arms by Abi Misa, with ‘Uthman in command of the vanguard.1?° 

The date 26/647 for the reconquest of Sabir is confirmed by Khalifa, al- 

though his sources name ‘Uthman as the amir and make no reference to 
Abu Miusa.’*° Khalifa’s reports on operations at Qal‘at al-Shuyukh and 

Kazariin are given under the same year, 26/647,'”’ while al-Baladhuri’s 
account implies an earlier date or dates; similarly, Khalifa’s date for the 

115 Which remains to be identified. 

116 Correcting the text from qal‘at al-s.t.w.j. (Bal., 388.2); according to Khalifa 

(133.18) and the Tarikh-i Sistan (79.1f.), it was at Jirra. 

117 Bal., 388.11. Khalifa (citing al-Mada’ini, see n. 122) also knew about this herbadh 

at Darabjird. On the functions of the Zoroastrian hérbad as a religious teacher, see 

M. L. Chaumont, “Recherches sur le clergé zoroastrien: le hérbad”, RHR 158 (1960), 

55-80, 161-79; cf. A. Christensen, L’Jran sous les Sassanides, 2nd ed. (Copenhagen, 

1944), 119, 136, 302. If indeed it was a hérbad who made the peace agreement there, 

this would suggest that the more appropriate dignitaries had fled. 

118 Bal., 388.14. A variant substitutes the afore-mentioned hérbad for the ‘azim 

(wa-yugal inna ’L-herbadh salaha ‘alayha ayd®”). 
119 Bal., 388.15-389.2 (qalu). Note that Hill wrongly believes that Shahrak, rather 
than his brother, was involved in this (D. R. Hill, The Termination of Hostilities in 

the Early Arab Conquests [London, 1971], 126, 136. 

120 Khal., 133.11ff. (citing al-Walid ibn Hisham and al-Mada’ini); cf. al-Dhahabi, II, 
78.8. Al-Ya‘qubi (II, 190.3), al-Dinawari (148.5f.), and the Ta’rikh-i Sistan (78.4) also 

refer to ‘Uthman alone in this connection: al-Ya‘qubi and the Ta’rikh-1 Sistan both 

give the date 26, and the Ta’rtkh-i Sistan knows that this was the second occasion 

on which Sabir was taken by the Arabs; al-Dinawari incorrectly implies that it took 

place in 29. The date 26 is further confirmed by Abt Zur‘a (Ta’rikh, ed. al-Qujani 

[Damascus, 1980], 184.17 [citing Ibn Hanbal]), who refers to the operation as ghazwat 

Sabur aljunud. 

121 Khal., 133.18f. The Ta’rikh-i Sistan also gives 26 as the date of ‘Uthman’s 

capture of Kazariin (78.4). 
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peace agreements at Arrajan and Darabjird is 27/648,’”* while an earlier 

date is implied by al-Baladhuri’s account. By the time of the arrival of 

‘Abdallah ibn ‘Amir in Basra in 29/650, says al-Baladhuri, “all of Fars 

had been conquered save Istakhr and Jir”.’?* No source (apart from 

Sayf, below) suggests that ‘Uthman even attempted to conquer Jir; and 

it is clear (despite claims to the contrary) that operations by him and 

Abi Misa against Istakhr in 23/644 failed.’** 
In other words, for all that ‘Uthman and the force at Tawwaj made 

important progress in the conquest of Fars, that progress was largely 

on the coastal plain and it was precisely the failure to take the two 

major mountain strongholds of Istakhr and Jir which prevented them 

from taking over Fars entirely and a fortiori from being able to open 

up a secure way for expansion further eastwards. Those strongholds 

accordingly became prime targets in 29/650 when ‘Abdallah ibn ‘Amir 

took on his new appointment, which included both the governorship 

of Basra and the erstwhile responsibilities of ‘Uthman ibn Abt ’As; 

they were taken in the same year,!° and ‘Abdallah ibn ‘Amir moved 

thereafter into Kirman, Sistan and Khurasan. The advent of Ibn ‘Amir 

put an end to the ‘Uman—Bahrayn army as a separate entity, just as 

it put an end to the role of Tawwaj as a base for holding a front and 

making campaigns, that is, it ceased to be a misr in the primary sense.’*® 

122 Khal., 134.6ff. (al-Mada’int [Arrajan and Darabjird] and al-Walid ibn Hisham 
[Darabjird]); also al-Dhahabt, II, 78.19 (citing al-Mada’ini’s source, Dawiid ibn Abt 
Hind) and Ta’rikh-i Sistan, 79.2f. 
2720 Ba) 6315 8, 

24 Khal., 126.4 (Bakr from Ibn Ishaq); Abii Zur‘a, 180.12 (Ibn Hanbal); Bal., 315.3ff. 
(gala); Tab. I, 2694.4 (Abi Ma‘shar and al-Waqidi); al-Ya‘qibi, 180.7f.; Ibn ‘Asakir, 

Tahdhib ta’rikh Dimashq al-kabir, ed. ‘A.-Q. Badran and A. ‘Ubayd (Damascus, 1911- 

32), V, 404f.; also Caetani, Annali dell’Islam, V, 19f. It was Abii Ma‘shar who said 

that Istakhr was conquered in that year, and the same claim was made by Elias 

of Nisibis (Opus chronologicum (Louvain, 1910], 135, citing al-Khwarazmi); but his 

information was presumably derived ultimately from Abt Ma‘shar, as Wellhausen 

observed (Skizzen und Vorarbeiten, VI, 112). 

5 Khal., 137, 139 (reading Jur for KhWZ); Bal., 389. Al-Dinawart (148.10) credits 

‘Uthman ibn Abr As and ‘Abdallah ibn ‘Amir jointly with victory at Istakhr; on 

the other hand, the conquest of Istakhr is attributed by al-Waqidi to Hisham ibn 
‘Amir in the year 28 (Tab. I, 2827.15; Wellhausen, Skizzen und Vorarbeiten,VI, 112) 
and that date is given also by Abt Zur‘a (185.6). 
126 See n. 98. According to alAwtabi (fol. 224b.8-11) [= Hinds, Muhallabids, 19-20], 
‘Abdallah ibn ‘Amir, after he had assumed his appointment, left some of the Azdis 
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It also put an end to the military career of ‘Uthman ibn Abi ’1‘As; he 

was in effect pensioned off by the caliph ‘Uthman, who awarded him a 

substantial allocation of land, subsequently known as Shatt ‘Uthman, 

between al-Ubulla and Basra.?}?’ 

IV 

Now that we have seen what other sources have to say about the first 

Arab conquests in Fars, it becomes feasible to examine and make some 

assessment of the material transmitted by Sayf ibn ‘Umar on this sub- 

ject. There are two relevant passages. According to the first of these,!”° 

given by al-Tabari sub anno 17/638, al-Ala’ ibn al-Hadrami had been 

governor of al-Bahrayn under Abt Bakr, was dismissed by ‘Umar who 

replaced him with Qudama ibn al-Maz‘in (sic), and was then reinstated 
by ‘Umar in place of Qudama. Motivated by envy of the successes of 

Sa‘d ibn Abit Waqqas against the Persians in Iraq, and in defiance of 

‘Umar’s express prohibition of his engaging in any maritime activity, 

alAla’ sent by sea to Fars an expedition consisting of three bodies of 
men, led respectively by al-Jariid ibn al-Mu‘alla, al-Sawwar (sic) ibn 

Hammam, and Khulayd ibn al-Mundhir ibn Sawa/Sawi; Khulayd was 

in overall command. These forces landed in Fars, went in the direction 

at Tawwaj but took others to Basra. If we are to believe |Abi ‘Ubayda (above, p. 45), 

the last Azdis to leave Tawwaj for Basra did so in the late 50s or early 60s, i.e. in 

the late 670s or early 680s. 

127 This, at least, is what we are told by Yaqut (III, 290.15-291.8), who cites 

what purports to be ‘Uthman’s letter to Ibn Abi ’lAs in that connection (dated 

22 Jumada II 29 = 2 March 650); cited by M. Ishaq, “Peep” (see n. 42), 114, who 

misrepresents the date as 29 February 650. The text of the document makes it 

clear that the award was intended to compensate Ibn Abi ’I-‘As for (1) property of 

his in the Hijaz which had been taken over by ‘Uthman, and (2) his loss of office: 
the account given by al-Baladhuri (351.22, 362.6) alludes only to the first of these 

elements. On the other hand, it is a striking feature of Ibn Sa‘d’s biographical notice 

about Ibn Abi ’l‘As (VII/1, 26.20-27.1) that it makes no reference whatsoever to 
his links with al-Bahrayn and Fars and says simply that he was sent by ‘Umar to 

Basra, where he constructed a dar and put lands—including Shatt ‘Uthman—under 

cultivation (wa’stakhraja fiha amwal®” minha Shatt ‘Uthman). It is therefore an 

open question whether ‘Uthman ibn Abi ’lAs had any interests in Basra before 

29/650. 
128 Tab. I, 2545.11-2550.17; much the same account is given (without an isnad) by 

al-Maqrizi (Khitat [Bulaq, A.H. 1270], I, 89.17-190.2). 

53 



226 Studies in Early Islamic History 

of (?kharaju ft) Istakhr, were opposed by the people of Fars led by the 

herbadh, were cut off from their ships, fought a battle at Tawus (sic) in 

which al-Sawwar and al-Jariid lost their lives, sought to head for Basra 

on finding that their ships had been sunk, and found their way blocked 

by a Persian army led by Shahrak. ‘Umar, on receiving news of their 

predicament, dismissed alAla’ from al-Bahrayn and instructed ‘Utba, 

the governor of Basra, to send a force to the rescue; ‘Utba accordingly 

sent a force of 12,000 men, led by Abi Sabra ibn Abi Ruhm. It was 

this force which fought and defeated Shahrak and brought the Arab sur- 

vivors of the battle of Tawus in safety to Basra, where those who stayed 

were known as ahi tawus.’?° Sayf’s account says of this campaign by 

the Basran rescue force that it was the campaign in which the nabita 

of Basra acquired sharaf.'*° ‘Utba subsequently went on the hayj, had 
his request to ‘Umar that he be relieved of his post turned down, and 

died on the return journey. 

Now it will be readily apparent that this, while it makes for a 

rattling good yarn, is pretty garbled stuff: the lives of al-Ala’ and 

‘Utba have been prolonged, in the case of al~Ala’ by having him reap- 

pointed to al-Bahrayn after Qudama;’*' the expedition now arises from 

envy of Sa‘d ibn Abi Waqqas, and ‘Umar has expressly forbidden mar- 

itime expeditions;'*? the force is now commanded by a Tamimzi,?** it 

is opposed by the people of Fars under the command of al-Mada’ini’s 

129 Al-Maarizi’s version (which does not mention Shahrak) differs at this point, say- 

ing simply fa-fataha ‘llah ‘ala ‘t-muslimin wa-qutila ’bmushrikiin wa-‘ada ‘-muslimin 

bi’t-ghana’im ila ’t-Basra wa-raja‘a ahl al-Bahrayn ila manazilihim (II, 190.1-2). 

130 Tab. I, 2549.15: hiya ‘t-ghazat allatt sharufat fiha nabitat al-Basra .... 

131 On ‘Utba, see n. 26 above. 

132 Sa‘d himself had of course been given ‘Umar’s well-known instruction that he 

should not be separated from the Muslims by water (Bal., 275.9-10, 276.2; Tab. I, 

2360.5, 2483.8: la taj‘al baynt wa-bayna ’+-muslimin bahr®” and variants), and the later 

Tana expedition (see n. 42) gave rise to ‘Umar’s famous remark “ya akha Thagif, gad 

hamalt® did°” ‘ala ‘tid” (Bal., 432.2-3). But it would seem that a precedent had 

been set by that stage: it had been on ‘Umar’s instructions, as we have seen (p. 42), 

that the same akht Thagqif had earlier transported Azdi, ‘Abdi and other dud by ‘id 

to Abarkawan and Tawwaj. 

‘33 Khulayd seems to be otherwise unknown, but his father al-Mundhir had of course 

been a prominent figure in Hajar in the time of the Prophet and a leading supporter 
of al“Ala’ at the time of the ridda (W. Caskel, Gamharat an-nasab. Das genealogische 
Werk des Hisam ibn Muhammad al-Kalbi (Leiden, 1966], II, 430 sub al-Mundir ibn 
Sawi). 
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peace-loving herbadh of Darabjird,’** and it is engaged in battle at 

a place named in a form encountered nowhere | else;!°° (al-)Sawwar 

and al-Jariid are killed before the encounter with Shahrak, instead of 

after it;*°° Shahrak simply blocks the way to Basra instead of fighting, 

and he remains alive instead of dying; far from being given another 

appointment by ‘Umar, al-Ala’ is dismissed by him; a Basran force, 

which is led by a Qurashi whose Basran links are known to Sayf alone**’ 

and includes several Tamimis among its main personalities,!** comes to 
the rescue; and it is this force, not the expeditionary force, which defeats 

Shahrak (who still perversely remains alive) and takes the survivors of 
the expedition to safety in Basra.’*? The chronological and sequential 

inconsistencies are obvious, as is the bias in favour of Basra and Tamim. 

It is clear that the passage fuses elements from what other sources 

represent as separate phenomena: (1) the expedition sent to Fars by 

al“Ala’, probably in 14/635, under the leadership of ‘Arfaja, and (2) the 

force, sent (or taken) to Fars by ‘Uthman ibn Abi ’‘As and including 
Sawwar and al-Jariid, which defeated and killed Shahrak in 19/640 

and went on to campaign from the misr of Tawwaj. Sayf’s motif of 

disobedience on the part of al-Ala’ finds some parallel in the report 

134 See above, p. 45 and n. 117; presumably it is this report of Sayf’s that lies 

behind Christensen’s remark that “un témoignage de V’honneur dont jouissait la 

dignité d’hérbadh est le fait qu‘un hérbadh a gouverné la Perside comme une espéce 

de prince prétre, quand, au VII siécle, les Arabes conquirent cette province” (119). 

135 J. Markwart (A Catalogue of the Provincial Capitals of Eranshahr [Rome, 1931], 

94 sub Tavaj) remarks that the form tawts given by Sayf “originated from the Persian 

nisba *taci’; and I am grateful to Dr. I. Gershevitch for his explanation of why this 

is acceptable (the old Persian toponym *tauka- produces the nisba *tauaci [ya/-, 

which is raised to toponym status; and Iranian ch becomes sad in Arabic [A. Siddiqi, 

Studien tiber die persischen Fremdworter im klassischen Arabisch (Gottingen, 1919), 

38, 72], so that tawachi becomes tawasi). Presumably it was because Sayf and/or 

his authorities were familiar with the word tawts, as a proper noun and as a noun 

signifying “peacock”, that tawasi became tawus and tawus; but it remains to be 

explained why Sayf’s account is alone in opting for this form, while the other Arabic 

sources all stick with the form Tawwa)j. 

136 Or possibly at it: see above, pp. 43, 44 and nn. g1 and gg. 

137 Al-Tabari’s knowledge of such links arises from Sayf’s account; Ibn Sa‘d (III/1, 
293 and V. 328) knows nothing of them. 

138 «Asim ibn ‘Amr, al-Tarjuman ibn fulan [al-Hujaymi], al-Husayn ibn Abi ’l-Hurr, 

al-Ahnaf ibn Qays, Sa‘sa‘a ibn Mu‘awiya, and possibly others (Tab. I, 2548.16- 

2549.2). 
139 Hence Shaban’s remark (see above, p. 39 and n. 8). 
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of al-Waqidi and others that ‘Umar’s reaction to Arfaja’s expedition 

was one of displeasure; however, Sayf’s sole reference to ‘Arfaja in the 

context of Fars is as one of the participants in the Basran rescue force.**° 

That rescue force and the move of ahl tawus to Basra look like distorted 
reflections of, on the one hand, Basran involvement in Fars after 21/642, 

and, on the other hand, the movement in that year or shortly afterwards 

of ‘Abdis and others from Tawwaj to Basra.*** The second relevant 

passage in Sayf’s transmission is given by al-Tabari sub anno 23.** 

There we are told that the Basrans who had earlier been sent to Fars 

as amirs 34° split up and that each one went to the area allocated 

to him. At that, the Persians (ahl fars) who had massed at Tawwaj 

also split up, and returned to their own localities; this marked the 

end of any effective massing of Persian strength in Fars. Mujashi‘ ibn 

Mas‘td headed for Ardashir Khurra and Sabur’** and at Tawwaj he 

engaged and defeated an army of Persians (ahi fars). That victory is 

described in Sayf’s account as Tawwaj al-akhira, |[Tawwaj] al-ila having 
been the engagement in which the forces sent by alAla’ were rescued 

at the time of Tawiis (sic).'*° The account then moves on—still sub 
anno 23—to the conquest of Istakhr, which is regarded as having taken 

place after Tawwaj al-akhira.’*® In that connection, we are told that 
‘Uthman ibn Abi ’l‘As headed for Istakhr,!*7 engaged and defeated 

the people of Istakhr at Jur, and took both Jur and Istakhr. Then 

Shahrak forsook obedience (khala‘a) at the end of ‘Umar’s leadership 
(imara) and at the beginning of that of ‘Uthman [ibn ‘Affan], inciting 
the Persians (ahl fars) and calling upon them to break their compacts 

140 Tab. I, 2548.16. 

141 Tt can be added that the reference to Tawus as the campaign in which the nabita 

of Basra acquired sharaf (see n. 130) should probably also be associated with Abu 

Miusa‘s Basra-based raids on Fars after 21/642. For other instances, see Tab. I, 

2540.8 (Sayf: all who took part in the Ahwaz campaign), 2633.17 (Sayf: those rawadif 

who had shown valour at Nihawand); cf. Hinds, “Kufan Political Alignments”, 352. 
[Chap. 1]. 
142 Tab. I, 2694.8-2698.3. 

143 Their names and appointments are specified by al-Tabari, citing Sayf, under the 

year 17 (I, 2569.1ff.). 

‘** Those being the areas which had earlier been allocated to him (Tab. I, 2569.3f.). 
a 9s ad 2695.4f.: walla ‘llatt tunuqgidahd ftha junid al-Ala’ ayyam Tawis 
al-waq‘a ‘lati ’qtatalu ftha. 

n4o"'Tab. J; 2604.56 
47 Which had earlier been allocated to him (Tab. I, 2569.4f.). 
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[with the Arabs]. ‘Uthman ibn Abi ’1‘As was sent against him for a 
second time (thaniyat, but the reading is uncertain)!** and was for 
this purpose reinforced by troops (Ibn al-Athir adds: from Basra) led 

by ‘Ubaydallah ibn Ma‘mar and Shibl ibn Ma‘bad al-Bajali. The battle 

took place in Fars, near Rishahr,'*® and Shahrak and his son were killed; 

the person who killed Shahrak was al-Hakam ibn Abi ’l-‘As, the brother 
of ‘Uthman.'*° 

Here too the points on which Sayf’s version differs from other sources 

are fairly obvious. As Wellhausen observed, the credit for the conquest 

of Fars now goes to the Basrans,!*! ‘Uthman ibn Abi ’l-‘As being merely 

one of a number of Basran amirs who were despatched to different parts 

of Fars. No connection is made between him and Tawwaj,’®? where a 
victory is won rather by Mujashi‘ ibn Mas‘itid. He is instead busy taking 

Istakhr and Jiir, and this as early as 23/644; only after that does he 

deal (after being reinforced with troops from Basra) with the rebellious 

Shahrak, who is killed in battle near Rishahr. It seems clear that the 

main elements being fused here are derived from four events which in 

fact occurred during a period of more than ten years: (1) the battle of 
19/640, in which Shahrak was defeated and killed at Rishahr; (2) the 
unsuccessful campaign against Istakhr by ‘Uthman and Abi Misa in 

23/644; (3) the reconquest of the madina of Sabir by ‘Uthman (or by 
Abt Misa and ‘Uthman) in 26/647, after Shahrak’s brother had broken 

the peace agreement;'** and (4) the conquest of the fortresses of Istakhr 

and Jir by ‘Abdallah ibn ‘Amir in 29/650. 

148 Tab. I, 2697.7 and n. h): the main variant is bi’bnihi, but there is no reference 

elsewhere to any son of ‘Uthman’s in the context of the Fars campaigns. 

149 Tab. I, 2697.10 (Add.). 
150 Tab. I, 2698.2 (wa-waliya qatl Shahrak ...); Ibn al-Athir, III, 31.16 (wa-"lladhi 

gatala Shahrak ...). 
151 Wellhausen, Skizzen und Vorarbeiten, VI, 103. It can be added that it is as 
an ‘Iraqi that the Ktfan Sayf magnifies the Basran achievement at the expense of 

the forces from ‘Uman and al-Bahrayn; cf. his attribution of the conquest of the 

Jazira to ‘Iraqis rather than to Syrians (Tab. I, 2500 [‘Iyad ibn Ghanm was from 

ahl al-‘Iraq]; Ibn al-Athir, II, 416.1f. [wa-‘ala hadha ’l-qawl takinu ’t-Jazira min futuh 

al-‘Iraq wa’t-akthar ‘ala annaha min futih ahl al-Sha’m)). 
152 Which is now referred to conventionally. 

153 Although Sayf’s account makes no reference to any earlier campaign by ‘Uthman 

against Shahrak, it is this reconquest which makes the reading thaniyat°” (above, 

and n. 148) intelligible and preferable. Hill (see n. 119) makes the same mistake as 

Sayf in confusing Shahrak’s brother with Shahrak himself. 
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In short, Sayf’s account of the first Arab conquests in Fars exhibits 

the usual Sayfian characteristics: the chronology is deviant and the 

sequence of events is eccentric; the shaping of the account is tendentious 

(e.g., playing up the Basrans and Tamim) and it is embellished with 

odd and fanciful detail (e.g., a Persian army led by a hérbadh). What is 
unusual in the context of Fars is the degree to which those characteristics 

are exhibited; as a result, while it is often possible to find historically 

useable data in Sayf’s material on other subjects,’°* there seems to be 

little that is useable in the case of his material on | Fars. It helps to 

support the view that some of the Arab troops based on Tawwaj had 

been transferred to Basra by the death of ‘Umar, and it is alone in 

alluding to the ships of those Arab troops; it also supports the notion 

that there was some sort of link (yet to be explained) between Tawwaj 

and the Basran Mujashi‘ ibn Mas‘id.*** But that is all. 

Vv 

“Fars, therefore, is one of the Basrah camping-grounds, for it was 

conquered by the army from Basrah.” So says the Fars-nama,’°*® and 

so indeed did matters turn out. But we are now in a position to see 

that the story is more complex than that. Although the conquest of 

Fars was completed by a governor of Basra in 29/650, Arab military 

operations there prior to that year were carried out—first of all solely, 

and later mainly—by tribesmen who had crossed from eastern Arabia 

and had no connection with Basra. This is something which the ac- 

count of Sayf ibn ‘Umar seeks to play down; but other sources have 

permitted us to make a more detailed assessment than is usually pos- 

sible of the idiosyncrasies of what Sayf has to say. Such an assessment 

has involved in the first place the unravelling of the contradictory in- 

formation provided by the sources in connection with the chronology of 

the early governors appointed from Medina over al-Bahrayn and ‘Uman. 

This in turn has permitted us to locate ‘Uthman ibn Abi ’l‘As, who, 

‘54 For some examples, see M. Hinds, “Sayf b. ‘Umar’s Sources on Arabia”, Studies 
in the History of Arabia, I/2 (Riyad, 1979), 4 (Chap. 5 of this volume]. 
155 See n. 102. 

186 “Description of the Province of Fars, in Persia, at the Beginning of the Twelfth 
Century A.D.”, translated from the MS. of Ibn-Al-Balkhi in the British Museum by 
G. Le Strange, JRAS (1912), 18. 
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in addition to being governor of al-Bahrayn and ‘Uman from 15/636 

to 29/650, was commander of Arab operations in Fars from 19/640 to 

29/650. Those operations, which were preceded by an engagement at the 

island of Abarkawan, started with settlement at Tawwaj on the coastal 

plain of Fars, a victory over the marzban of Fars, and the establishment 

of Tawwaj as a misr from which summer campaigning was carried out; 

the Tawwaj force occasionally campaigned in conjunction with Basran 

forces. Their most important achievement was the reconquest of Sabtr 

in 26/647; their signal failure was that the fortresses of Jtiir and Istakhr 

remained unconquered. The principal reasons for this were presumably 

that the going in the mountains was much harder than in the coastal 

plain and that ‘Uthman ibn Abi’1As did not have sufficient forces at his 

disposal; in the year 21/642, the number seems to have been in the order 

of 2,000-3,000, and there is no evidence of any increase in that number 

thereafter. Further progress in Fars became possible only from 29/650, 

when Ibn ‘Amir took on a newly created post which included both the 

governorship of Basra and the erstwhile responsibilities of ‘Uthman ibn 

Abi ’l‘As. His appointment marked the end of the Tawwaj force as a 

separate entity, and his subsequent successes marked the end of Tawwaj 

as a base for campaigning. 



Mihna 

MIHNA, an Arabic term “meaning in general usage a ‘testing’ or ‘trial’, 

whether by the accidents of fortune or the actions of men”.* This general 
sense is reflected in the Kitab al-mihan by Abi ’Arab where the author 
sets out to give an account of “those who have been afflicted (ubtuliya) by 
being killed, imprisoned, flogged, or threatened ...”. More particularly, 

the term (together with its counterpart imtihan) signifies the procedure 

adopted by the caliph al-Ma’min, and officially applied under his two 

immediate successors, for the purpose of imposing the view that the 

Qur’an had been created. 

THE COURSE OF HISTORICAL EVENTS 

The circumstances of this initiative, which was set in motion by 

al-Ma’min in a letter in Rabi‘ I 218/April 833, four months before his 

death, are most fully described by al-Tabari? and have been examined in 

detail by Patton.* In the first instance, al-Ma’miin, who was at al-Raqqa 

(or Damascus, according to al-Ya‘qibr*), desired his deputy in Baghdad, 

From the Encyclopedia of Islam, 2nd ed., VII (Leiden, 1990), pages 3-6. 

1 Patton, 1. 

2 Ta’rikh, I, 1112ff. 

3 56ff. 

4 Ta’rikh, II, 571 
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Ishaq ibn Ibrahim, to test the gadis in his jurisdiction concerning God’s 

creation of the Qur’an. The language of his letter to this effect is 

powerful and direct: God has the right to have His religion carried 

out properly, and the great mass of the common people, who know 

no better, being without the light of knowledge, are mistaken when they 

espouse the view that the Qur’an is eternal (gadim awwal); for God 
has said in the Qur’an “We have made it (ja‘alnadhu) an Arabic Qur’an” 
(XLITII.3), and everything He has made (ja‘ala) He has created (khalaqa). 
In addition, they have made a fallacious link between themselves and the 

sunna, making themselves out to be ‘the people of truth, religion and 

unity’ and characterising those who do not agree with them as ‘the 

people of falsehood, unbelief and schism’; but in reality they are, inter 

alia, ‘the worst of the umma’ and ‘the tongue of the Devil’ and are in 

no way to be trusted. The Commander of the Faithful will not rely on 

anyone who does not conform in this regard, nor are gadis to accept the 

testimony of such people.” 

This letter to Ishaq was followed by another instructing him to send 

to al-Ma’miin seven named | individuals, including the traditionists Ibn 

Sa‘d, Yahya ibn Ma‘in, and Zuhayr ibn Harb. All seven were tested and, 

having acknowledged the doctrine of the created Qur’an, were returned 

to Baghdad where their acknowledgement was publicised. By this time, 

too, mihna letters from al-Ma’mitn were reaching other centres: the text 

of the letter which reached Misr in Jumada II 218/July 833 was closely 

modelled on, or identical with, the first letter to Ishaq.° But it was at 

Baghdad that the impact of the mihna was felt most at this time: in 

response to further instructions from al-Ma’miun, Ishaq went on to test 

about thirty leading fugaha’ and hadith specialists, who, with only two 

exceptions, and in certain cases under some duress, acknowledged the 

doctrine of the created Qur’an. The exceptions, Ahmad ibn Hanbal and 

Muhammad ibn Nth al“Ijli, were despatched in irons to be dealt with 

by al-Ma’min at Tarsitis on his return from Byzantine territory, but the 

sudden death of the caliph (mid-Rajab 218/mid-August 833) saved them 
from this particular predicament and they were sent back. Muhammad 

ibn Nuh died on the return journey, and Ahmad was kept in detention 

after reaching Baghdad. 

5 Ibn Taghribirdt, II, 218f.; cf. al-Kindi, 193, 445ff. 
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Al-Ma’min had set in motion in the last four months of his life 

something which his brother and successor as caliph, al-Mu‘tasim, was 

left to cope with. He had moreover stipulated in his last will and 

testament that al-Mu‘tasim should, inter alia, hold to his policy on 

the Qur’an and make (the Mu‘tazilt) Ahmad ibn Abi Du’ad his closest 
confidant;® and al-Subki with some justification advances this as the 

reason why, for all that Mu‘tasim himself was destitute of ‘lm, he 

nonetheless required adherence to the doctrine of the created Qur’an. 

Concerning the question of how this was achieved, it would seem that 

a distinction should be made between mihna as a regular formality in 

courts of law and mihna as a “test” applied beyond the confines of 

the courtroom: as an example of mihna in the first of these senses, 

we are told that in Misr the gadi would accept the testimony only of 

those witnesses who acknowledged that the Qur’an had been created and 

that “this [type of] mihna lasted from 218 until [after] the accession of 
al-Mutawakkil in 232”.” On the matter of where the mihna was applied, 

the evidence points to Baghdad, Kufa, Basra, Damascus, Mecca and 

Medina® in addition to Misr. The situation in the Tahirid-controlled 

East is not clear: the gadi of Balkh is reported to have objected to a 

mihna letter which stated that the Qur’an had been created,’ and the 

author of the Tarikh-1 Ststan says that, after the flogging of Ahmad ibn 

Hanbal, al-Mu'‘tasim circulated letters to each community calling upon 

people to believe in the created Qur’an;’° but that appears to be the 

sum total of our present knowledge about the matter as far as the East 

is concerned. 

The sources give the impression that al-Mu‘tasim himself was in 

general predisposed to settle for mzhna as no more than a courtroom 

formality, and al-Kindi even remarks that “the matter of the mihna was 

easy (sahl°”) during the reign of al-Mu‘tasim”,? but there are nonethe- 
less two instances early in his reign where it was applied outside the 

courtroom. The first of these does not seem to have been particularly 

Al-Tabart, III, 1137, 1139; al-Subkyi, II, 59. 

7 AlKindi, 447. 

8 Patton, 62f.; Aba ’lArab, 448ff.; Hanbal ibn Ishaq, 38f.; Waki‘, I, 268f.; also 

Ifriqiya, see below. 

° Balkhi, Fada’il, 210. 
10 185f., Eng. tr. Gold, 147: One may suspect here a fusion of al-Ma’miin’s letters 

with al-Mu‘tasim’s treatment of Ahmad. 

a4 Al-Kindi, 451. 
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important: al-Mu‘tasim wrote to his governor of Misr, Muzaffar ibn Kay- 

dur (held office Rabi‘ II-Sha‘ban 219/May-—September 834), instructing 
him to test the ‘ulam@’ on the creation of the Qur’an and he tested a 

group of them;’? al-Kindt makes no mention of this, and it is possible 

that Ibn Taghribirdi is misrepresenting al-Ma’miin’s letter transmitted 

by the future caliph al-Mu‘tasim to Muzaffar’s father Kaydur, when the 

latter was governor of Egypt and al-Ma’miin was still caliph.'* The 

second instance, the matter of the unfinished business of what should 

be done with Ahmad ibn Hanbal, was far more significant: indeed, the 

story of the mzhna of the Imam Ahmad at the hands of al-Mu‘tasim 

looms large in later Sunni hagiography. Abt Nu‘aym, Ibn al-Jawzi, 

al-Subki and others, drawing freely on material transmitted by members 

of Ahmad’s family, regale us with the details of how the courageous and 

intransigent imam resisted all attempts to make him acknowledge the 

created Qur’an, was ultimately flogged on al-Mu‘tasim’s orders until he 

was unconscious,’* and was released shortly afterwards when commo- 

tion among the population of Baghdad threatened to get out of hand. 

These accounts include some striking embellishments, for example, how 

Ahmad’s sara@wil were supernaturally restored to their proper place (by 

a golden hand in some versions) when they were in the process of slip- 

ping off while he was being flogged. In sum, what is portrayed is an 

archetypal Sunni hero, quietist by disposition but resolute when pressed 

to espouse a view he regards as religiously improper: there is no room 

for tagiya here.*® 
That Ahmad was flogged is not in doubt, for all that the incident 

is ignored by al-Tabari and Ibn Miskawayh; the sources give as the 

date of this event both Ramadan 219/September 834 and Ramadan 

220/September 835, the second of which is to be preferred if it is correct 

that the total period of his detention was about two-and-a-half years.’® 

There are, however, certain respects in which the received Sunni ac- 

count may in fact be questioned, in view of what some of the sources 

have to say. In the first place, these sources are under the impres- 

sion that Ahmad was flogged until he actually acknowledged the created 

12 Tbn Taghribirdi, II, 230. 
Al-Kind?, 193, 445ff. 

But cf. the alternative version given by Abii Nu‘aym, IX, 2o5f. 

For a detailed treatment of all this, see Patton, g3ff. 

See, e.g., Salih ibn Ahmad, 278; Hanbal ibn Ishaq, 42. 
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Qur’an: al-Ya‘qutbi knew this to be the case,*’ and Ahmad’s contempo- 

rary al-Jahiz tells us that it took only 30 strokes;’* al-Mas‘udi thought 

that it took 38 strokes,!® while Ibn al-Murtada opts for 68.7° Secondly, 
these sources know nothing about Ahmad’s release having been occa- 

sioned by a public commotion; for them, his release was the consequence 

of his acknowledgement, although Ibn al-Murtada would have us believe 

that it took place only after he had acknowledged the created Qur’an be- 

fore the assembled population of Baghdad. Thirdly, what these sources 

have to say provides an alternative explanation of why Ahmad was sub- 

sequently left alone by the authorities; it was not because they lacked the 

nerve to test him again, but because he had capitulated. None of these 

sources can be regarded as other than more or less hostile to Ahmad, 

but even so it is difficult to explain away the essence of what they have 

to say. The en passant remark by al-Jahiz, in particular, with its casual 

and matter-of-fact tone, has a convincing ring to it; Ibn al-Murtada’s 

reference to Ahmad’s public acknowledgement of defeat may well be 

dismissed as an embellishment, although it would have made good sense 

from the point of view of Ibn | Abt Du’ad, who was by this time gadi 

-qudat and thus in effect chief inquisitor; and even Ibn al-Jawzi was 

aware of such accounts, for all that he eschewed them (337: hikayat fi 

qissat darbihi lam yathbut ‘indana sihhatuha fa-tanakkabnaha). 

However the case of Ahmad is to be viewed, it is apparent that 

this was the last occasion on which al-Mu‘tasim involved himself in any 

conspicuous way with the prosecution of the mihna. Thereafter he was 

preoccupied with moving his capital to Samarra’, dealing with the rebel 

Babak, mounting his celebrated offensive against Amorium, coping with 

the revolt of Mazyar, and in 226/841, the year before his death, oversee- 

ing the trial and execution of Afshin. Although al-Kindi is (presumably) 

referring only to Misr when he says that the matter of the mihna was 

easy during the rule of al-Mu‘tasim (see above), his remark appears also 
to be true more generally; Ibn Taghribirdi even goes so far as to suggest 

that al-Mu‘tasim at some point banned the testing of ‘ulama’;?! and the 
relative inactivity of Ibn Abr Du’ad during these years remains in need 

17 Ta’rikh, Il, 577. 
Rasa’il, ed. Sandubt, 152. 

Murwtj, §2797. 

Tabaqat al-mu‘tazila, 125. 

Al-Nujim al-zahira, II, 259. 
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of explanation. Not until the last year of al-Mu'‘tasim’s reign can any 

changes be observed in respect of the application of the mihna, at Misr 

in one case and Baghdad in another. The first of these changes came 
when the Maliki gadi of Misr, Hartin ibn Abdallah al-Zuhri, who had 

accepted the doctrine of the created Qur’an since the time of al-Ma’miin 

and had henceforward tested witnesses in court, baulked at transporting 

fugaha’ [scil. to ‘Iraq] for testing and was suspended from duty in Safar 

226/December 840.” Ibn Abi Du’ad immediately put in charge of the 

mihna in Misr a certain Muhammad ibn Abi ’l-Layth al-Asamm, who 

was a fagth according to the “madhhab of the Kitifans”** and is iden- 

tified as a Mu‘tazili.2* He set about transporting people to ‘Iraq for 

interrogation, among them the traditionists Nu‘aym ibn Hammad and 

al-Shafi‘l’s disciple Yusuf ibn Yahya al-Buwaytt,”> both of whom later 

died there in prison.?® Two months later, Ibn Abi ’l-Layth was formally 
appointed qadi of Misr.?’ Secondly, there were the activities of Shu‘ayb 

ibn Sahl, one of the Baghdad gadis, who “tested” people and adorned 

the mosque of al-Rusafa with writing to the effect that the Qur’an had 

been created. In Rabi‘ I 227/January 842, only days after the death of 

al-Mu‘tasim and the accession of his son al-Wathiq, Shu‘ayb’s residence 

was plundered and he himself was obliged to flee.?* This too would seem 
to be indicative of an intensification of mihna activity on the part of Ibn 

Abi Du’ad, and that at a time when al-Mu‘tasim had fallen ill.” 

According to al-Kindi’s account, al-Wathiq wrote immediately after 

his accession to Ibn Abi ’IlLayth in Misr instructing him to prosecute 

the mihna with vigour, and the energetic qadi “left no faqth, muhaddith, 

mu’adhdhin or mu‘allim untested. Many people fled and the prisons 

were full of those who had denied the mihna”; he ordered that the 

words “There is no god but God, the Lord of the created Qur’an” be 

inscribed on the mosques of Fustat; and he denied Maliki and Shafi 

fuqaha’ access, or even proximity, to the [main] mosque.*° In recognition 

22 

23 

Al-KindI, 447, 449. 

Ibid., 449. 

24 Ibid., 467. 
25 Ibid., 447. 

26 Patton, 119; Ibn al-Jawzi, 397f.; Ibn Hajar, Tahdhib, X, 46off., XI, 427ff. 

27 A)-Kindi, 449. 
28 Waki‘, III, 277; cf. Ta’rikh Baghdad, IX, 243. 

29 Al-Tabari, III, 1323. 
3° Tbid., 451; cf. Aba ’HArab, 253. 
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of his efforts, the poet al-Jamal al-Akbar praised him for having “pro- 

tected” the gawl of Abii Hanifa and having “smashed” the gawl of the 

Shafi‘Is and Malikis;*? and it was this same gadz who is reported to 

have tested the Maliki Muhammad (or ‘Abd al-Hakam) ibn ‘Abdallah 

ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam and to have had him flogged in the masjid of Misr 

clad only in his underwear.*” 

Ibn Taghribirdi, on the other hand, says it was in 231/845~-46 that 

the caliph wrote to the provinces (‘amal) instructing that the ‘ulama’ 
be tested with regard to the created Qur’an,** and this apparently 

included the people of the marches (ahl al-thughir );** in the same year, 

he declined to ransom those Muslims held by the Byzantines who would 

not acknowledge that the Qur’an had been created.** In this same year, 

too, Ahmad ibn Nasr al-Khuza‘T became involved in a planned uprising 

in Baghdad that misfired. This Ahmad, the scion of a distinguished 

partisan of the ‘Abbasids in the days of the coup that brought them 

to power, opposed the doctrine of the created Qur’an and was much 

frequented by the Baghdadi ashab al-hadith. On being brought before 

al-Wathiq, he was questioned not about the uprising but about the 

Qur’an, and his responses drove the enraged caliph to make a personal 

start on decapitating him; his head was thenceforward placed on public 

view in Baghdad as a grisly warning to potential non-conformists, while 

his cadaver stayed in Samarra’, also on display.*® Coincidentally, it was 

also in the year 231/846 that Abt Ja‘far Ahmad ibn al-Aghlab seized 

power in Ifriqiya from his brother Muhammad (briefly, as it turned out), 

proclaimed the doctrine of the created Qur’an, instituted a mihna, and 

had the distinguished Maliki jurist Sahniin arraigned at al-Qayrawan 

before the Mu‘tazili gadz Ibn Abi ’|-Jawad; Sahniin held to the view that 

the Qur’an was “the speech of God and not created” and was sentenced 

to house arrest.*” 

Al-Wathiq is said to have left off the doctrine of the created Qur’an 

after a shaykh from Adana, who was one of ahl alfigh wa’-hadith, 

31 Al-Kindi, 452. 

32 Aba ’HArab, 437, cf. 253. 

33° ALNujum al-zahira, II, 259. 

34 Al-Tabari, III, 1352. 

35 Al-Tabani, III, 1353 f.; al-Ya‘qubi, II, 589; Patton, 120. 

3° Al-Tabari, II, 1342-49; al-Ya‘qubi, II, 589; Patton, 116-18. 

37 Talbi, L’émirat aghlabide, 228; Abia ‘Arab, 454ff., can be added to Talbi’s 
references. 
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bested Ibn Abi Du’ad in argument on the subject.*® But it was his 
brother al-Mutawakkil who succeeded him in Dhi ’lHijja 232/August 

847, who put an end to the mihna. Al-Subki tells us*® that this happened 

in 234/848-49, and Patton concurs.*® Certainly, it appears to have 
been in Jumada I-III 234/January—February 849 that al-Mutawakkil 

prohibited argument about the Qur’an and sent instructions to this 

effect throughout his domains;*! and this decision may well have been 

facilitated by the fact that Ibn Abi Du’ad had become paralysed in the 

preceding year.*? But there are grounds for holding the view that it was 
not until 237/851-52 that the mihna episode was completely phased 

out. In the first place, it was in that year that the mortal remains of 

Ahmad ibn Nasr were taken down and given over to his relatives and 

that those who had been imprisoned on account of the doctrine of the 

created Qur’an were released;** it was in that year too that Ahmad ibn 

Abi Du’ad and his sons were deprived of all influence, together with their 

estates and most of their wealth, and were sent by al-Mutawakkil away 

from Samarra’ to Baghdad.** 
Secondly, it is instructive to take note of the dates | when gadis who 

had implemented the mihna were replaced: Ibn Abi ’l-Layth was dis- 

missed as qadi of Misr in Sha‘ban 235/February—March 850 at the order 

of al-Mutawakkil, who instructed that he be cursed from the minbar,*® 

and his replacement was appointed in Jumada I 237/November 851;*° 

the gadi of Mecca throughout the mihna period, ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn 

Zayd ibn Muhammad ibn Hanzala al-Makhziimi (who was “doctrinally 

corrupt [khabith al-ra’y] and used to test the people and frighten” ), was 
dismissed at an unspecified date and his replacement was appointed in 

38 Patton, 121ff.; al-Mas‘tidi, Muri, §§3132-38, Ta’rikh Baghdad, IV, 151f., and 

Ibn al-Jawzi, 350ff. can be added to Patton’s references. 

eer Th SA: 
4° Patton, 122. 

41 AlKindi, 197; al-Tabari, III, 1412 (lamma afdat ilayhi ’-khilafa); Ibn Taghribirdi, 

WG, Seda 

42 Al-Tabart, III, 1379. 
43 Al-Tabari, III, 1412f.; Ibn Taghribirdi, II, 290; cf. al-Ya‘qubi, II, 592, which 

implies that the prisoners were released earlier. 

44 Al-Tabari, III, 1410f. 
45 Al-Kindi, 463. 
46 Ibid., 467. 
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238/852-53;*" the qadi of Kufa for practically the whole of the mihna 
period, Ghassan ibn Muhammad al-Marwazi (who “used to test the peo- 

ple ... and was one of the ashab of Ibn Abi Du’ad”) was dismissed by 

al-Mutawakkil in 235/849-50 and his replacement was appointed in the 

same year;*® and one of the Baghdad gadis, ‘Ubaydallah ibn Ahmad 

ibn Ghalib (who was one of the ashab of Ibn Abi Du’ad), was dis- 
missed by al-Mutawakkil in 234/848-49,*° while another, Abdallah ibn 
Muhammad ibn Abr Yazid al-Khalanji (“one of the ashab of Ibn Abi 

Du’ad who used to test the people”), was dismissed at an unspecified 

date (probably 237) and his replacement was appointed in 237/851-52.°° 

In short, al-Mutawakkil apparently thought it prudent to proceed cau- 

tiously in bringing the mihna to an end: the beginning of the end was 

the edict of 234; the end of the end was the deportation of Ibn Abi Du’ad 

and his sons in 237. 

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE MIHNA 

Why should al-Ma’min have wished to institute a mihna at all and 

why should the issue have been the createdness of the Qur’an? In 

attempting to answer these questions, we should first note that the 

prevailing view among early traditionists was an insistence that the 

Qur’an was truly the speech of God and a denial that it had been 

created, “without turning this denial into a positive doctrine affirming 

its eternity or pre-existence”.°’ In other words, in opposing the view 

that the Qur’an had been created, such people were not saying that it 

was uncreated but simply that it was God’s personal speech, a view that 

was usually accompanied by a more general anthropomorphism and ran 

counter to the notion of stripping God of His attributes (ta‘til); as God’s 

personal speech, the Qur’an was perceived as an expression of the essence 

of God and was “associated with God much more closely than any part 

of his creation”.*? It is also clear, however, that, during at least part of 

47 Waki‘, I, 268f. 
48 Waky‘, III, 194. 
49 Waki‘, III, 277; Ibn Abi ’l-Wafa’, I, 237. 
°° Wakr', III, 291f., which reads “al-Khaliji”; Tabary, III, 1411. Cf. Ibn Abi ’l-Wafa‘, 

I, 290, no. 764 (al-Khaliji) and II, 304, no. 397 (al-Khalanji). 

* Madelung, “Controversy,” 513. 

82" Ibid... 511. 
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his career, Abt’ Hanifa had taught that the Qur’an had been created, 

and that this contributed to serious differences of opinion within the 

ranks of his followers,** notably as between, on the one hand, those who 

were tradition-minded and adhered to the notions of the Qur’an as the 

speech of God, “neither creator nor created”,®° and, on the other hand, 

those who were robustly critical of hadith and held the view that the 

Qur’an had been created. Thus, in the course of the mihna, we find 

followers of Abt Hanifa among both the “testers” and the “tested” .°°® 

Al-Ma’min himself, we are told, “excelled in figh according to the 

madhhab of Abi Hanifa”.°’? At the same time, his views on the Qur’an, 

as spelled out in his mihna letters/edicts, are quite unambiguous: he 

accused the objects of his odium of putting God and the Qur’an on an 

equal level, of claiming that it is eternal and primordial, and that God 

has not created, originated or produced it; they are like the Christians, 

who claim that Jesus was not created because he is the word of God.*® 

What was he trying to achieve? According to Sourdel, “jamais aupar- 

avant on n’avait vu un calife se présenter comme un ‘docteur’, chargé 

par Dieu d’éclairer la communauté et de lui communiquer la science qui 

lui avait été confiée”;°? Lapidus, on the other hand, sees the mihna as 

part of a general effort to restore (sic) the ideological authority of the 

caliphate;®° and this idea is taken further by Crone and Hinds,*® who pro- 

pose that the type of the caliphal religious authority which al-Ma’miin 

sought to re-establish was one which had indeed been familiar in the 

time of the Umayyad caliphate. Whether he would have succeeded if he 

had lived longer is one of the great questions of counterfactual history, 

although the odds were certainly against him: for he had to contend not 

only with the choice of his ‘Abbasid predecessors to play up their role 

as kinsmen of the Prophet (at the expense of their role as deputies of 

God) but also with the fact that by his time the transformation of sunna 
into Prophetic Sunna documented by hadith had gone a long way. 

53 Ibid., oof. 
54 See e.g. Watt, Formative Period, 197, 285. 

55 Madelung, 508. 
58 Watt, 286. 
57 Ibn Taghribirdi, II, 225. 
58 Madelung, 517, citing al-Tabari, III, 1113, 1118. 

59 “Politique religieuse”, 44. 

60 “Separation”, 379. 

61 God’s Caliph, chap. 5. 
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According to Watt, the point of insisting on a created Qur’an as 

the central feature of the mihna was that it had less prestige than 

an uncreated Qur’an (since God might have created it otherwise), and 

“there could not be the same objections to its provisions being overruled 

by the decree of an inspired imam. Thus the doctrine of createdness en- 

hanced the power of the caliph and the secretaries, that of uncreatedness 

the power of the ulama”.®* But this misses the point: for one thing, the 

doctrine of the created Qur’an is a doctrine about God, and more specif- 

ically about God’s unity, rather than a doctrine about the Qur’an, and 

there is in any case no evidence whatsoever to support the view that 

al-Ma’miin wanted to overrule the Qur’an; for another, it is clear that it 

was the populist hadith enthusiasts who were al-Ma’min’s target. What 

al-Ma’miin in fact appears to have been doing is espousing that form of 

what may be called “hardline” Hanafi thinking which was cautious about 

hadith and held to the doctrine of the created Qur’an, and which to that 

extent had an affinity with the early Mu‘tazili insistence that the Qur’an 

be “the only basis for their system of religious doctrine ... [an insistence 

which] led them to the rejection of most traditions and, by implication, 

of legal doctrines based on traditions”.®* This is not to say that the 

inspiration for the mzhna necessarily came from Mu‘tazilis or that its 

initial purpose was the imposition of Mu‘tazili doctrine; indeed van Ess 

has drawn attention to Ibn Tayfir’s important indications (i) that the 

truly influential figure behind al-Ma’miin was the Jahmite Hanafi Bishr 

al-Maris1, who, while he shared with the Mu‘tazila a belief in the doc- 

trine of the created Qur’an, did not hold with their doctrine of free will; 

and (ii) that al-Ma’min himself also left off al-qawl bi’t-gadar.®* But this 
would appear to have been the only point of major difference between 

the two stances. Otherwise, there are simply further similarities. For 

example, Abu ’1‘Arab® knew of a mihna letter from al-Ma’mun to Ishaq 

which stipulated not only the doctrine of the created Qur’an but also the 

denial of ‘adhab al-qabr and other aspects of popular eschatology: this 

was very much in line with Mu‘tazill thinking. In addition, there is the 

striking association of many Mu‘tazilis of the period with Hanafi figh;* 

62 
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and since the Mu‘tazilis never elaborated a system of legal doctrine of 

their own, it can be concluded that such people found “hardline” Hanafi 

figh perfectly congenial. In short, in the context of the mihna, Mu‘tazili 

interests overlapped considerably with those of al-Ma’mun, for all that 

they were not identical; and this is reflected in al-Ma’miin’s testamen- 

tary stipulation that al-Mu‘tasim should make Ibn Abi Du’ad his closest 

confidant. 

Al-Ma’min’s own commitment to vigorous prosecution of the mihna 

comes across strongly in his letters/edicts on the subject. In the case of 
his successors al-Mu‘tasim and al-Wathiq, however, no evidence attests 

to the same degree of commitment, and it would seem to be fair to con- 

clude that they simply did not share al-Ma’miin’s vision in this regard. 

They were in addition functioning in the new military environment of 

Samarra’ and were thus more remote than al-Ma’min had been from the 

civilian Muslim population; al-Mu‘tasim in particular was preoccupied 

with other important matters; and al-Wathiq, for all his early enthusi- 

asm, may in the end have convinced himself that the mzhna, on any level 

beyond that of a courtroom formality, was simply not going to work. The 

tradition-minded fugaha’ and the muhaddithun and their constituencies 

among the ‘@mma were manifesting seemingly inexhaustible dumb inso- 

lence in defence of their personal God and the lowbrow accretions that 

went with Him. With the advent of the apoplexy of Ibn Abi Du’ad, 

al-Mutawakkil can only have felt that he had more to gain than to lose 

by putting an end to the whole unfortunate affair. 

The principal consequences of the failure of the mihna vare clear 

enough: it brought to a decisive end any notion of a caliphal role in the 

definition of Islam and it permitted the unchecked development of what 

in due course would become recognisable as Sunnism. The Mu‘tazila 

and what they stood for were discredited, while populist sentiments 

and what passed as Prophetic hadith were the order of the day. It 

was now unquestionably the ‘ulama’, rather than the caliphs, who were 

“the legatees of the prophets” (warathat al-anbiya’); and henceforward it 

would be they who, armed with this spiritual authority, and at a distance 

from those who held temporal power, elaborated classical Islam. 
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General Index 

In the arrangement adopted here, the Arabic definite article (al-) at 
the beginning of an entry, the transliteration symbols for the Arabic 

letters hamza (’) and ‘ayn (‘), and distinctions between different letters 
transliterated by the same Latin character (e.g. d and d) are ignored for 

purposes of alphabetization. 

Aban al-Lahiqi, 194 

Aban ibn Sa‘id ibn al-‘As, 201 

Abarkawan (or Bani Kaw4an), capture by 

the Arabs, 208-10 

Abazqubadh, 203 

‘Abbas, I., on Sayf ibn ‘Umar, 146 

‘Abdallah ibn ‘Abbas, 62 

‘Abdallah ibn al-Asamm, Ktfan leader 

in Medina, 41 

‘Abdallah ibn ‘Amir 

appointment to Basra and expansion 

eastward, 14; in Khurasan, 44; in ‘I- 

raq, 45; mobilizes support against ‘Ali 

at Basra, 54; combines governorship 

of Basra with command of Arab cam- 

paigns into Fars, 224; consequences 

of appointment, 224-25; moves east- 

wards, 224 

‘Abdallah ibn Mas‘ud, attitude to ‘Uth- 

man, 48-49 

247 

‘Abdallah ibn Muhammad ibn Abi Yazid 

al-Khalanji, 240 

‘Abdallah ibn Muhayriz al-Jumaht, 155- 

56 

‘Abdallah ibn Sa‘d ibn Abi Sarh 

appointed by ‘Uthman over Egypt, 

34; fiscal system, 34; resumption of 

campaigns westwards, 34; campaign 

to Dongola, 161; campaign into North 

Africa and Nubia, 35, 162-67; emer- 

gence of open opposition by early- 

comers, 35-36; withdrawal to ‘Asqa- 

lan, 36 

‘Abdallah ibn Sa‘id ibn Thabit ibn Jidh‘, 

153 
‘Abdallah ibn ‘Umar, 51 

‘Abdallah ibn Wahb, author of maghazi 

work, 192 

‘Abd al-Malik ibn Maslama, one of Ibn 

‘Abd al-Hakam’s authorities, 33 
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‘Abd al-Malik ibn Muhammad ibn Abi 

Bakr, author of maghazi work, 192 

‘Abd al-Rahman ibn ‘Awf, attitude to 

‘Uthman, 48 

‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Ka‘b ibn Malik, 153 

‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Muhammad ibn al- 

Ash‘ath ibn Qays al-Kindi, revolt, 2 

‘Abd al-Rahman ibn ‘Udays al-Balawt, 

32 
Egyptian opponent to ‘Uthman at Me- 

dina, 37 

‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Zayd ibn Muham- 

mad ibn Hanzala al-Makhzumi, 239 

‘Abd al-Razzaq ibn Hammam al-San‘ani 

author of al-Musannaf, 193-94, 197; 

subject matter of his Kitab al-magha- 

21, 197 
‘Abd ibn al-Julanda, 209 

‘Abd Qays 

role in campaigns against Fars, 208— 

209, 218-21; settles in Tawwaj, 211— 

12; moves from Tawwaj, 221 

Abit ’]-Bakhtari Wahb ibn Wahb, author 

of Kitab al-rayat, 103-104 

Abu Dharr 

opposition to ‘Uthman in Syria, 49; 

exile and death, 49 

Abu Hanifa, on doctrine of createdness 

of the Qur’an, 241 

Abt Hudhayfa Ishaq ibn Bishr, Kitab al- 

alwiya by, 103-104 

Abu Hurayra, 152 

governor of Bahrayn, 204-205 

Abu Ishaq al-Shaybani, eyewitness au- 

thority on Siffin arbitration agreement, 

Abit Ja‘far Ahmad ibn al-Aghlab, mzhna 

in Ifriqiya, 238 

Abt 7l-Qasim al-Ghusn ibn Qasim al- 

Shanawt, 155 

Abt Maryam Subayh ibn al-Muharrish 

ibn ‘Abd ‘Amr al-Hanafi 

leader of group of Basrans at Medina, 

43; personal background, 44 

Abit Ma‘shar Najih ibn ‘Abd al-Rahman, 

General Index 

author of maghazi work, 192 

Abi Mikhnaf 

account of victory of al-Mukhtar over 

tribal leaders, 3; on Kifan force at 

Medina, 41; on Basran opposition to 

‘Uthman, 43; as an authority for the 

manuscript work on Siffin, 100; au- 

thor of Szrat al-Husayn, 194 

Abia Masa al-Ash‘ari 

chosen as governor by Kifans, 17; re- 

quested by al-Ashtar to take over salat, 

20; his position in holding Kufan bal- 

ance, 20; position after ‘Ali’s arrival, 

21; chosen as hakam, 25, 62; reasons 

for choice, 63; raids on Fars, 212, 217 

Abti Sammaél al-Asadzq, 11 

Abt Shamir Abraha ibn Sabbah al-Him- 

yarl, 32 

participant in Egyptian opposition at 

Medina, 37 

Abi Sufra Bab (or Nab) ibn Dhr ’|-Jarra, 

possible killer of Shahrak, 216 

Abi Sufra Zalim ibn Sarraq al-‘Atak1, 

Azdi leader in ‘Uman, 209 

Abt Zur‘a Yahya ibn Abi ‘Amr al-Say- 

bani, 155-56 

‘adhaba, decorative device for radyas, 107 

Adharbayjan, Kiifan front, 12-13 

‘Adi ibn Hatim 21, leader of Kifan Tay- 

yi’ at Siffn, 22 

afna’ al-qaba’il, tribal splinter groups at 

Fustat, 32 

ahabish, 37 

ahl al-ayyam wa'l-Qadistya 

stipends to be received in 20/641, 5, 

46; Sa‘Id ibn al-‘As apprises their de- 
mands, 17 

ahl al-diwan, Syrian early-comers settled 

in Cyprus, 48 

ahl al-fay’ (= ahl al-Mada’in), enjoy ex- 

clusive use of sawaft land in Sawad, 6 

ahl al-jama‘a (moderates), at battle of 
Camel, 21 

ahl al-Mada’in, see ahl al-fay’ 

ahl tawus, 226, 228 
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ahl al-thughur, tested in mihna, 238 

Ahmad ibn Abr Du’ad, 234 

qadi al-qudat, 236; orders transport 

of scholars from Egypt to be tested 

in ‘Iraq, 237; intensification of mihna, 

237; paralysed, 239; deprived of all 

influence, 239 

Ahmad ibn Hanbal 

refusal to acknowledge al-Ma’miin’s 

doctrine, 233; his treatment by al- 

Mu‘tasim, 235-36; story in Sunni ha- 

giography, 235-36 

Ahmad ibn Nasr al Khuza‘l, uprising in 

Baghdad, 238, 239 

al-Ahnaf ibn Qays, 63 

al-Ahwaz, 211 

Arab conquest 216 

‘Aisha 

urge to Kufans not to support ‘Aly, 21; 

connection with opposition to ‘Uth- 

man, 42, 50, 51; Muhammad’s raya 

made from her garment, 107 

akhmas, organized along tribal lines in 

Kufa and Basra, 2 

‘Akk (tribe), conquest of Egypt, 31 

Al Ayda‘an ibn Sa‘d ibn Tujib of al- 

Sakin (tribe) 
Hadramis in Egypt, 35; participants 

in Egyptian opposition at Medina, 37 

Al ‘Urwa ibn Shiyaym (tribe) 
Laythis at conquest of Egypt, joined 

into al-Raya, 33; participants in Egyp- 

tian opposition at Medina, 37 

al-‘Ala’ ibn al-Hadrami 

governor of Bahrayn, 201-204; fights 

against the ridda of the Bakri al-Hu- 

tam ibn Dubay‘a, 208; his role in con- 

quest of Fars according to Sayf’s ac- 

count, 227-28 

Alexandria, conquest, 32 

‘Ali ibn Abi Talib 

move to Kitfa, 20-21, 54; relationship 

with clan leaders, 21; fiscal measures 

and effect on support for, 23; organi- 

zation of following at Siffin, 24; move 
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towards Nahrawan, 26; neutrality to- 

wards ‘Uthman, 51, 52; attempts to 

restrain ‘Uthman, 51; negotiator on 

‘Uthman’s behalf with the provincial 

opposition, 52; supported by Ansar, 

53; Kufan and Basran support, 53; di- 

visions within coalition at Siffm, 57; 

Syrian attempts to isolate ‘Iraqis in 

army of, 57; split within following at 

Sifffn, 60-61; question of where he 

would settle, 61; nominations for ha- 

kams refused, 62; group of qurra’ sep- 

arate from him after settlement, 63; 

agrees not to be referred to as amir 

al-mu’minin in settlement document, 

63-64; al-Jahiz’s argument for right- 

ness of actions of, 74-75; field dispo- 

sitions at Siffin, 98; banner at Siffm, 

105 

‘Alvibn Mujahid, author of maghazi work, 

192 

‘amma, as rawadif , 12 

‘Ammar ibn Yasir 

dismissed as governor of Kifa, 11; 

plans move to Mada’in, 11; opposition 

to ‘Uthman, 49 

‘Amr ibn al-‘As 

conquest of Egypt, 31-32; army khitat 

at Fustat, 32; formation of al-Raya, 

32; replaced as governor, 34; control 

of revenues, 34; kills Ibn Abr Hudhay- 

fa, 36; at Siffin, 56; suggestion to at- 

tach masahif to spearheads, 57; Syr- 

ian hakam, 62 

‘Amr (or ‘Umar) ibn al-Asamm, overall 

leader of Kufans at Medina, 41 

‘Amr ibn al-Hamiq al-Khuza‘l, Egyptian 

opponent to ‘Uthman at Medina, 37 

‘Amr (or Abi ‘Amr) ibn Buday] al-Khu- 

zat, Egyptian opponent to ‘Uthman 

at Medina, 37 

‘Amr ibn Ma‘dikarib, ridda leader barred 

by name from holding command, 10 

‘Amr ibn Shamir, 105; on battle cries, 

113 
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anbat Yathrib, participants in siege of 

‘Uthman, 50 

Ansar 

prominent role during ‘Umar’s caliph- 

ate, 4, 30; stipends to be received in 

20/641, 5; loss of position and op- 

position to ‘Uthman at Medina, 49; 

tribal oddments within group opposed 

to ‘Uthman, 50; support ‘Al, 53 

‘Aqabat al-Jartid, 217 

‘Aqabat al-Tin, 217 

Arabia, Sayf ibn ‘Umar’s sources on, 148— 

56 

arba‘, organized along tribal lines in Kua- 

fa and Basra, 2 

Ardabil, Arab forces settled by Sa‘id ibn 

al-‘As, 14 
Ardashir Khurra, 209 

‘Arfaja ibn Harthama al-Bariqi, 202, 208 

Arrajan, 212, 224 

Asad ibn ‘Abd al-‘Uzza (tribe), opposi- 

tion to ‘Uthman, 50 

al-Ash‘ar (tribe), banner at Siffin, 104, 
108, 109 

al-Ash‘ath ibn Qays al-Kindi 

ridda leader, joins Sa‘d ibn Abi Waq- 

qas, number of men under his com- 

mand, 10; appointment in Adharbay- 

jan and Kifan reaction, 15; land ac- 

quisition as result of exchange with 

Medina, 19; support for ‘Ali, 22; nego- 

tiator with Mu‘awiya, 24, 62; return 

to Kufa after Nahrawan, 27; at battle 

of Sifffn, 57; insistence on settlement, 

60; Abi Misa chosen as hakam, 63 

ashraf al-qaba’il (tribal leaders) 

as a political force in Kifa from Umay- 

yad times and relationship with the 

government, 2; relationship with ‘AI, 

22; acceptance of arbitration at Siffin, 

23; top ranks at time of Mu‘awiya, 28 

al-Ashtar al-Nakha‘T 

prominent among qurra@’, 16,18; de- 

ported to Syria, 17; leader of an en- 

tity of Madhhij, 21-22; appointment 
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over Jazira, 22; urges ‘Ali to attack 

Mu‘awiya, 23; leader of a group of 

Kifans at Medina, 41; connection with 

siege and murder of ‘Uthman, 42-43; 

nominated by ‘Ali as hakam at Siffin, 

62; absence of his name from witness 

list of arbitration document, 70 

al-‘Askari, M., on Sayf ibn ‘Umar, 145 

al-Aswani/al-Uswani, Kitab akhbar al- 

Nuba, 162 

‘Awana ibn al-Hakam, author of Kitab 

strat Mu‘awiya wa-Bani Umayya, 194 

al-‘Awtabi, see Salama ibn Muslim al- 

‘Awtabi 

al-Awza‘l, 193 

‘Ayyash ibn Thawr, 204 

Azd (tribe) 

members killed at Siffn, 24; role in 

campaigns against Fars, 208-209, 216, 

218-21; moves to Basra, 220-21 

Baghdad 

impact of the mthna, 233; uprising of 

Ahmad ibn Nasr al Khuza‘t, 238, 239 

al-Bahrayn 

role of tribesmen in early Arab mili- 

tary operations in Fars, 199-201, 209; 

relationship with governors of Basra, 

200, 224; sequence and chronology of 

early governors, 201-208 

Bajila (tribe), 107, 108 

support for ‘Alids, 3 

Bakri al-Hutam ibn Dubay‘a, ridda in 

Bahrayn, 208 

al-Baladhurt 

account of establishment of Arab gar- 

rison at Tawwaj, 211-18; comparison 

with other sources, 213-18 

Balanjar, battle of, 14, 15 

bagt, see slaves 

Basra 

pressures on ‘Uthman for expansion, 

14; inhabitants during ‘Umar’s caliph- 

ate, 47; Basran opposition to ‘Uthman, 

43-45; Talha ibn ‘Ubaydallah’s influ- 
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ence on opposition, 51; support for 

‘Alt, 53; Meccan opposition to ‘Ali 

move to, 54; relationship with gov- 

ernors of al-Bahrayn, 200; conquest 

of al-Ahwaz feasible for Arab tribes 

of, 211; involvement in campaigns on 

Fars (see Abu Misa al-Ash‘ari), 218, 

228, 230; tribal composition of Arabs, 

219-21; Azd moves to, 220; nabita ac- 

quire sharaf, 226 

battle cries, 110-15 

definition of shi‘ar, 110; Muslim and 

tribal, 111-13; survival of pre-Islamic, 

112; possible readings and meanings, 

113-15 

Becker, C.H., on authenticity of text of 

agreement between Ibn Abi Sarh and 

Nubia in the Khitat of al-Magqrizi, 163 

Bell, H.I., on fiscal administration of 

Egypt at end of Byzantine period, 33 

Bishr ibn Shurayh al-Hutam ibn Dubay‘a 

al-Qaysi 

leader of a group of Basrans at Me- 

dina, 43; father leads ridda of al-Ba- 

hrayn, 44 
Bravmann, M.M. 

on early use of term sira, 194; on 

terms sira and sunna, 195 

Brett, M., on authenticity of text of agree- 

ment between Ibn Abi Sarh and Nu- 

bia in the Khitat of al-Maqrizi, 163 

Brockelmann, C., on Sayf ibn ‘Umar, 145 

Busr ibn Abi Artat, 36 

Caetani, L. 

on Sayf ibn ‘Umar, 145; on role of 

‘Umani and Bahrayni tribesmen in 

conquest of Fars, 200 

Camel, battle of, 21, 54 

raising of a mushaf and implications, 

59-60 
Carthage, 35 

Crone, P. and M. Hinds on al-Ma’min’s 

motives for instituting mihna, 241 

Cyprus, conquest, 48 
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Darabjird, peace agreement made with 

herbadh, 223, 224, 227 

Dharih ibn ‘Abbad al-‘Abdr, leader of a 

group of Basrans at Medina, 43 

dhawi al-ahlam wa’l-nuha, at Siffn, 57 

Dhikr al-ta‘biya al-thaniya/ta‘biyat al- 

harb bi-Siffin, see Siffin, manuscript 

work on 

dhimma 

land in Sawad, 6; distinction with sa- 

waft land in Sawad, 19 

Dhi (or Dhat) al-Sawari, 35 
Dongola 

residence of king of Nubia and Muqar- 

ra, 160; mosque, 164 

Duri, A.A., on al-Zuhri and the early 

meaning of term stra, 190 

“early-comers” 

and use of land in Kufa, 6-7; as “old 

guard”, 9, 46; decrease in proportion 

to newcomers, 10; distinctions within, 

10; sensitivity to increased Medinan 

control, 11; hostility to al-Walid ibn 

‘Uqba, 12; resettlement in conquered 

territories, 15; composition in the ter- 

ritories, 15; displacement of “Islamic” 

early-comers after Balanjar, 15-16; 

dispute with Sa‘id b. al-‘As over Sa- 

wad, 17; deported from Kufa, 17; dif 

ferences in reaction to exchange of 

land in Sawad, 19; join ‘Ali at battle 

of Camel, 21; opposition to ‘Uthman 

in Egypt, 35, 37-38; provincial oppo- 

sition to ‘Uthman, 45-47 

Egypt 
conquest of, 31; sources, 31 n. 4; situ- 

ation before Islamic conquest, 33; fis- 

cal administration, 33-34; destination 

of revenue at time of ‘Umar, 33-34; 

stipends allocated by ‘Umar, 46; force 

at Medina, 35-39; letter from ‘Abbasid 

governor to king of Nubia and Muqar- 

ra, 160-87; translation of text of let- 

ter, 182-87; peace agreement between 
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Egypt (continued) 

the two, 161; peace agreement be- 

tween Ibn Abi Sarh and Nubia, 162- 

67; change in relations with Nubia 

from Umayyad to ‘Abbasid times, 168, 

169-71; letter sent by al-Ma’mitn to 

test gadis, 233; mihna, 234-35; trans- 

port of scholars to be tested in ‘Iraq, 

237; intensification of mihna, 237-38 

van Ess, J., on al-Ma’miun’s association 

with the Mu‘tazila, 242 

Fars 

Arab hold consolidated by Ibn ‘Amir, 
14; early Arab military operations, 

202-203, 208-18, 221-25; first mar- 

itime expedition, 208; organization of 

campaigning against, 217-18 

Fars-nama, on Basra and conquest of 

Fars, 230 

Fasa, peace agreement, 223 

fay’, in Sawad, 6, 18 

al-Fazari, use of term stra, 192-93 

Forand, P., on authenticity of text of 

agreement between Ibn Abi Sarh and 

Nubia in the Khitat of al-Maqrizi, 163 

al-Furat, village in southern ‘Iraq, 203 

al-Fustat, establishment and army khitat, 

32 

al-Ghaba, Persian stronghold, 202 

Ghafiq, conquest of Egypt, 32 

al-Ghafiqr ibn Harb al-‘Akki, Egyptian 

opponent to ‘Uthman at Medina, 37 

Ghassan ibn Muhammad al-Marwazi, 240 

Ghawth ibn Sulayman, ga@dz of Egypt, 

186 

Gibb, H. A. R., on the conflict during the 

caliphate of ‘Uthman, 29-30 

Girs, M. 

on banners in pre-Islamic and early 

Islamic periods, 104; on their colours, 

109 

Goldziher, I., on battle cries, 110-12 
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Griffini, E. 

on dependence between ‘Umar ibn Sa‘d 

and manuscript on Siffin, 100; discus- 

sion of conclusions, 103 

Habib ibn Rabr‘a al-Asadi, 153 

habis (inalienable bequest), sawafi land 

in Sawad, 6 

hakam 

appointments at Siffin, 62; in al-Jahiz’s 

version, 76 

al-Hakam ibn Abi ’1-‘As al-Thaqafi 
governor of al-Bahrayn, 206; cam- 

paigns against Fars, 209, 212; con- 

quest of Tawwaj, 212, 213 

Hakim ibn Jabala al-‘Abdi 

leader of Basran opposition to ‘Uth- 

man, 43, 44; sent to thaghr al-Hind, 

45; death, 45 

Hamadan (tribe), support for ‘Alids, 3 

Hamdan (tribe) 

raya, 107; al-Hartin, 108 

Hamidullah, M., on al-Zuhri and the early 

meaning of sira, 190 

al-Harith ibn al-Hakam, appointment 

over market at Medina, 49 

Haritht, following of al-Ashtar, 22 

Hartmann, M., on Ibn Ishaq’s use of 

term maghazi rather than stra, 191 

Hari [sic] ibn ‘Abdallah al-Zuhri, 237 

Harura’, 26 

Harutriya, 26; see also Khawarij 

Hasan, Y.F., on the mosque at Dongola, 

164 

Hashim (tribe), neutral over ‘Uthman, 

51 

hawashin, decorative device for rayas, 

107 

hilal, decorative device for rdéyas, 108 

Hilal ibn ‘Ullafa al-Taymi, 27 

Hinds, M., and P. Crone on al-Ma’miin’s 

motives for instituting mihna, 241 

Hisham ibn Muhammad al-Kalbi, Kitab 

akhbar Sifftn attribution, 102 

Hisham ibn ‘Urwa, 152 
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Hizmir (tribe), subclan of Tayyi’, 22 

Holt, P.M., on authenticity of text of 

agreement between Ibn Abr Sarh and 

Nubia in the Khitat of al-Maqrizi, 163 

Horovitz, J. 

on al-Zuhri and the early meaning of 

stra, 189-90; on maghazi, 196 

Hudaybtiya, comparison with settlement 

at Siffn, 64 

Hudhayfa ibn Mihsan, governor of ‘Uman 

207 

Hujr ibn ‘Adi al-Kind? 

early support for ‘Ali, 3, 22; tribal 

support, 3; leader of Kinda at Siffm, 

22; absence of his name from witness 

list of Sifffm document, 70 

al-Hunayfi, 192 

Hurqus ibn Zuhayr al-Sa‘di, commander 

of Basrans at Medina, 43-44 

al-Husayn ibn ‘Aly, tribal support, 3 

? 

Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, synonymous use of 

terms stra and maghazi, 198 

Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam 

account of army khitat at Fustat, 32,35; 

on the agreement between ‘Abdallah 

ibn Abi Sarh and Nubia, 162, 168-69 

Ibn Abi Hudhayfa, 36 

Ibn al-‘Abbas, 152 

Ibn Hassan, al-Jahiz’s treatise on Siffin 

arbitration agreement written in re- 

sponse to, 74 

Ibn Hisham, and use of term stra, 196 

Ibn Ishaq 

use of term maghazi rather than stra, 

191; titles of his work in various manu- 

scripts, 191 

Ibn Lahya, and masahif at Siffin, 58 

Ibn Mas‘ad 

administers guest house in Kifa, 11; 

dispute with al-Walid ibn ‘Uqba, 12; 

relinquishes treasury, 12 

Ibn Muljam al-Muradi, 32, 37 

Ibn Sa‘d, see ‘Abdallah ibn Sa‘d ibn Abi 

Sarh, Muhammad ibn Sa‘d 

253 

Ibn Sallam, author of al-Amwal, report 

on agreement between Egypt and Nu- 

bia, 164-66 

Ibrahim ibn Yazid al-Nakha‘T, 154 

Al-Iklil, 15 and n. 48, 16 

‘Ikrima, 152 

“rafa (pl. “rafat) 

units in army, subdivisions of clans, 

2; those with identical Islamic prior- 

ity, 5; unit for distributing 100,000 

dirhams in Kifa and Basra, 5 

‘Iraqis 

in ‘Ali’s army at Siffn, 57; reasons for 

favouring settlement, 60-61; physical 

distinction with Syrians at Siffm, 97 

Ishaq ibn Ibrahim, al-Ma’mtn’s deputy 

in Baghdad, 233 

Istakhr, 224 

presumed conquest by Sayf, 228 

‘Tyad ibn Ghanm, 214 

jabbanas, areas of Kiifa, settled by new- 

comers, 3-4 

Jabir ibn Jadid, possible killer of Shahrak, 

216 

Jabir ibn Yazid al-Ju‘fi, 147, 154 

Jadid ibn Malik al- Yahmadz, possible kill- 

er of Shahrak, 216 

al-Jahiz 

reasons for mistrusting Version A of 

Siffin arbitration agreement, 72-76; ar- 

gument for the rightness of ‘Ali’s ac- 

tions, 74-75; criticism of his argument, 

73-75 
Jahrum, conquest, 223 

Jalula’, Arab victory at, 210 

al-Jamal al-Akbar, 238 

Jannaba, fortress, 223 

Jarir ibn ‘Abdallah al-Bajili, 10 

opposed to ‘Ammar ibn Yasir when 

governor of Kiifa, 11; move to Kufa 

from territories, 20; neutrality in con- 

flict between ‘Ali and Mu‘awiya, 22 

al-Jariid ibn al-Mu‘alla al-‘Abdi, 217, 225 

Jayfar ibn al-Julanda, 209 



pthad, link with term maghazt, 193-94 

yiza’, revenue from land in Sawad, 6 

Jones, A. 

on battle cries at Badr and Uhud, 110; 

on the early meaning of stra, 190 

junds, constituent groups of Syrian, at 

Siffin, 98 

Jur, 224 

presumed conquest by Sayf, 228 

Jurrafar (or Jullafar), 209 

Ka‘b ibn ‘Abda, Kutfan leader at Medina, 

41 

Ka‘b ibn Sir, raises mushaf at battle of 

the Camel, 59 

Kalb (tribe), 11 
Kath‘am (tribe), raya, 107 
Kathir ibn al-Salt, 151 

Kazaritn, 223 

Khalid al-Qasri, commissioning of al-Zuh- 

rl, 190 

khassa, early-comers with maximum sti- 

pends (sharaf al-‘ata’), 12 

al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, synonymous use 

of terms stra and maghazi, 198 

Khawarij 

opposition to authority of tribal lead- 

ers and difference with the Shi‘a, 2-3; 

idea of Islamic social order, 3; acqui- 

sition of sharaf, 3; qurra’ who “after- 

wards became Khawarij”, 23-27; Mu- 

‘awiya’s proposal of arbitration, 24— 

25; at Jisr Nahrawan, 26-27; tribal 

composition, 27; Egyptians opposed 

to ‘Uthman who stayed in Medina, 53 

and n. 121; settlement demanded at 

Siffn, 60; Abi Misa chosen as hakam, 

63; objections to document of arbitra- 

tion, 64-65; see also Hartriya 

Khirbita, 36 

Khulayd ibn ‘Abdallah ibn Zuhayr, Ha- 

nafi Basran leader, 44 

Khulayd ibn al-Mundhir ibn Sawa/Sawi, 

225 

Khurasan, 14 
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Khuzayma ibn Shajara al-‘Uqfant, 155 

Kinana ibn Bishr, Egyptian opponent to 

‘Uthman at Medina, 37 

Kinda (tribe), 22 

support for ‘Alids, 3 

Kirman 

advance by Ibn ‘Amir, 14; marzban of, 

208 

Kitab akhbar al-Niba (al-Aswani/al-Us- 

wanl), 162 

Kitab akhbar Siffin, 99, 102; see also 

Siffin, manuscript work 

Kitab al-alwiya (Abt Hudhayfa Ishaq ibn 

Bishr), 103-104 

Kitab al-futih al-kabir wa’l-ridda (Sayf 

ibn ‘Umar), 143, 145, 159 

Kitab al-maghazi, title given in Qarawilyin 

and Zahirlya manuscripts of Ibn Ishaq, 

191 

Kitab al-mihan (Abit ’1-‘Arab), 232 

Kitab al-rayat (Abu *l-Bakhtart Wahb 

ibn Wahb), 103-104 

Kitab al-stra, ascribed to al-Wadqidi, 195 

Kitab ansab al-‘arab (Salama ibn Mus- 

lim al-‘Awtabi), 206 

Kitab strat Abt Bakr wa-wafatihi (al-Wa- 

qidi), 194 
Kitab strat Mu‘awiya wa-Bani Umayya, 

194 
kitab al-qadtya (also kitab al-sulh or al- 

wathiqa) 

document of arbitration drawn up at 

Siffin, 63-64; type of sunna referred 

to, 64, 70, 73; provenance of differ- 

ent versions in sources, 66-67; author- 

ities for Version A, 67-69, 72-73; au- 

thorities for Version B, 68-69; con- 

trast of the two versions: discrepancy 

in length, 69, in order of items, 69, 

Version B suspicious, 70-71, 76; lists 

of witnesses given at end of docu- 

ment, 70-71, Version A genuine, 72; 

al-Jahiz’s reasons for distrusting Ver- 

sion A, 72-76; Version B and Shi‘t 

connection, 76-77 
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kitab al-sulh, see kitab al-qadiya 

Kifa 

political alignments from ‘Ah’s death, 

2; after Siffin, 26; success of ‘Umar’s 

social and administrative system, 7; 

ikhtitat (founding), 8; ‘Umar’s notion 

of, as dar al-hijra, 8; main elements 

in tension in 20/641 to 29/649-50, 

9g; expansion, slowed after Nihawand 

12-13; ‘Uthman’s orders to execute 

Kiufan youth and reaction, 11-12; pres- 

sures for expansion on ‘Uthman, 14; 

exchange of land in Sawad with Me- 

dina, 18-19; opposition to ‘Uthman, 

31, 39, 41-43; Kufan force at Medina, 

41; Kufan qurra@’, 41, 46; establish- 

ment, 47 and n. 84; see also jabbanas 

Kifan marches (sing. thaghr), expansion 

after Nihawand, 12-13 

la hukma illa li’llah, cry raised by Kha- 

warij, 64 

Lapidus, I., on al-Ma’min’s motives for 

instituting mzhna, 241 

liwa’ 

meaning in early Islamic period, 104; 

used at Siffin, 105-106; tribal ra@yas 

with physical form of, 105 

al-liwa’ al-a‘zam, banners used by ‘Ali 

and Mu‘awiya at Siffin, 105 

Mada’in, 11 

maghazi 

definition, 188; early compilations as 

maghazt and not stra, 189; works by 

scholars who died in second half of 

second century A.H., 192; replaced by 

terms siyar and jihad, 193; transition 

to sunna, 195; restriction of the term, 

196-97; synonymous use of term with 

stra, 198; survival of both narrow and 

wide sense of the term, 198 

Malik al-Ashtar ibn al-Harith al-Nakha?T 

‘Iraqi early-comer displaced by Mu- 

‘awiya’s reorganization of Jazira, 16; 

255 

supporter of ‘Alt, 60 

Malik ibn Nuwayra, 155 

Ma‘mar ibn Rashid, author of maghazi 

work, 192 

al-Ma’mitn 

letters with orders to test gadis, 232- 

33; death and last will and testament, 

233-34; motives for instituting the 

mihna, 240-43; on association with 

the Mu‘tazila, 242-43 

Ma‘qil ibn Qays al-Riyahi, 27 

al-Maqrizi, authenticity of text of agree- 

ment between Ibn Abi Sarh and Nu- 

bia in his Khitat, 162-64 

Marwan ibn al-Hakam 

land acquisition as result of exchange 

with Medina, 19; responsibility for let- 

ter intercepted by Egyptians before 

murder of ‘Uthman, 39; attitude to- 

wards Ibn Mas‘td, 49; joins Qurashis 

after ‘Uthman’s death, 54; kills Talha 

ibn ‘Ubaydallah, 54 

marzban 

of Kirman, 208; of Fars, 209 

Math‘aba, leader of Hanzala, 155 

mawquf (inalienable), land in Sawad 
property of Kufans, 6 

Mecca, Qurashi opposition to ‘Ali’s move 

from Medina, 53 

Medina, 8 

remittances of grain from Egypt, 33, 

38; Egyptian force at, 37, 39; provin- 

cial opposition to ‘Uthman, 39-48; op- 

position to ‘Uthman, 48-51 

mihna 

general meaning, 232; historical events 

of al-Ma’miun’s, 232-40; content of al- 

Ma’min’s letters, 233; difference be- 

tween regular formality and a “test” 

outside the courtroom, 234; where ap- 

plied, 234; transportation of fugaha’ 

to ‘Iraq for testing, 237; lull and inten- 

sification, 236-37; end, 239; dismissal 

of gadis responsible for, 239-40; sig- 

nificance, 240-43; failure, 243 
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Mikhnaf ibn Sulaym al-Azdi, 10 

Minjab ibn Rasid, 154 

Morabia, A., on colour of banners, 109 

Mu‘awiya ibn Abi Sufyan 

governorship of Jazira and its reorga- 

nization, 16; policy towards qurra’ de- 

ported from Kutfa to Syria, 18; pro- 

posal of arbitration at Siffin, 24; con- 

trol of Syria, 47-48; conquest of Cyprus 

and resettlement, of early-comers, 48; 

attitude to Abu Dharr, 49; biding his 

time after ‘Uthman’s death, 54-55; 

exploiting divisions within ‘Ali’s coali- 

tion at Siffin, 56-57; order to attach 

masahif to spearheads and its impli- 

cations, 57-58; minimum requirement 

at Siffm of Syrian autonomy under his 

leadership, 58; proposal after fight- 

ing had stopped at Siffin, 62; objects 

to ‘Ali being referred to as amir al- 

mu’minin in settlement, 63; constit- 

uent groups of his junds at Siffn, 98; 

his banner at Siffin, 105 

Mu‘awiya ibn Hudayj al-Tujrbi, 36 

goes to Qadisiya, 37; leader of Sakin 

in North Africa campaign, 38 

al-Mughira ibn Shu‘ba, 51 

Muhajirin 

stipends to be received in 20/641, 5; 
during ‘Umar’s caliphate, 30; opposi- 

tion to ‘Uthman at Medina, 48-49 

Muhakkima, qurra’ opposition after Sif 

fin, 26 

Muhammad (the Prophet) 

his banners: made from ‘A’isha’s gar- 

ment, 107, called al-‘Uqab, 108, dif- 

ferent colours, 108; gives Ansar yellow 

rayas, 109 

Muhammad (or ‘Abd al-Hakam) ibn 

‘Abdallah ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam, 238 

Muhammad ibn Abi Bakr 

opposition towards Ibn Sa‘d and ‘Uth- 

man, 35; requested as governor by 

Egyptians in Medina, 36 

General Index 

Muhammad ibn Abi Hudhayfa 

opposition towards Ibn Sa‘d and ‘Uth- 

an, 35; takes over Fustat, 36; personal 

background, 36; death, 36 

Muhammad ibn Abi ’l-Layth al-Asamm, 

237 
intensification of mihna in Egypt. 237- 

38; dismissed, 239 

Muhammad ibn al-Ash‘ath al-Kindi, 3 

Muhammad ibn Nah al-‘Ijl, refusal to 

acknowledge al-Ma’miin’s doctrine on 

the Qur’an, 233 

Muhammad ibn Sa‘d 

on term maghGzi, 196; personal test 

by al-Ma’miin in mihna, 233 

Muhammad ibn ‘Uthman al-Kalbt (or al- 

Katib), author of Akhbar Siffin, 102, 

103 

Muhammad ibn Zayd, merchant, 184-86 

Mujashi‘ ibn Mas‘ad al-Sulami, 218, 228 

Mukhtar ibn Abi ‘Ubayd, Kifan tribal 

support in jabbadnas, 3-4 

muqatila (fighting men), organization, 2 

Musa ibn Ka‘b 

‘Abbasid governor of Egypt, 182 and 

n. 2; letter to king of Nubia and Mu- 

qarra, 160; reference to peace agree- 

ment between the two, 161, 167-68; 

provisions of the treaty, 161, 167; 

translation of text of letter, 182-87 

Miisa ibn ‘Uqba, as early compiler and 

transmitter of maghaz7, 189 

al-Musayyab ibn Najaba al-Fazari, ‘Iraqi 

early-comer displaced by Mu‘awiya’s 

reorganization of Jazira, 16 

mushaf (pl. masahif), at Siffm, defini- 

tion and implications, 58-60; see also 

Qur’an 

mushaf ‘A ‘isha, raised at battle of Camel, 

59 
mushaf Dimashg al-a‘zam, 58-59 

al-Mustanir ibn Yazid al-Nakha‘t, 153- 

54 
al-Mustawrid ibn ‘Ullafa al-Taymi, 27 
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al-Mu‘tasim 

adherence to mihna, 234; orders to 

governor of Egypt to test the ‘ulama’, 

235; preoccupation with other events, 

236 

al-Mutawakkil 

end of mihna, 239; dismissal of gadis 

responsible for mihna, 239-40 

Mu‘tazila 

on createdness of Qur’an, 242; on al- 

Ma’min’s association with them, 242- 

43 
Al-Muwatta’, of Malik, 193 

Muzaffar ibn Kaydur, al-Mu‘tasim’s gov- 

ernor of Egypt, 235 

Myednikoy, N.A., on Sayf ibn ‘Umar’s 

sources, 147 

al-Nakha‘, following of al-Ashtar, 21 

Nasr ibn Muzahim al-Minqart 

Wagq ‘at Siffin by: account genuine, 72, 

ShirT inclinations, 76-77, compared 

with manuscript of work on Siffin, 97; 

on physical distinctions between ‘Iraqis 

and Syrians at Siffin, 105-106 

Nihawand, Arab victory, 217 

North Africa, campaign by Ibn Sa‘d, 35 

Noth, A. 

on al-Tabari’s transmissions on early 

Islam, 144-45; source criticism of early 

Islamic works and its application to 

Sayf ibn ‘Umar, 144-45 

Nu‘aym ibn Hammad, transported to 

‘Iraq for mihna, 237 

Nubia, campaign by Ibn Sa‘d, 35 

Nubia, king of Muqarra and 

letter from ‘Abbasid governor, 160- 

87; translation of text of letter, 182- 

87; reference to peace agreement be- 

tween the two, 161; provisions of the 

treaty, 161; peace agreement between 

Ibn Abi Sarh and Nubia, 162-67; com- 

parison of texts of agreements, 168— 

69; change in relations with Egypt 

257 

from Umayyad to ‘Abbasid times 168, 

NG Oma 

nuffar (activists) 

at battle of Camel, 21; qgurra’ who 

became, 22 

nussab (experts on geneology), employed 

by ‘Umar, 5 

Patton, W.S. 

on al-Ma’miin’s mihna, 232; on end of 

mihna, 239 

Peter, Nubian emissary to Egypt, 185 

Peterson, E.L., on the two versions of 

the arbitration agreement at Siffin, 69 

Plumley, J. M., translation of letter from 

‘Abbasid governor of Egypt to king of 

Nubia and Mugqarra, 160-61 

qgaba1l, first use of word in Ktfan con- 

text, 19 

Qadisiya 

stipends to be received in 20/641 by 

those who were at, 5; Arab force at, 8 

Qal‘at al-Shuyukh, 223 

al-Qasim ibn Muhammad, 150-51, mono- 

graph on ridda wars, 157 

Qasr Ibrim, in Egyptian Nubia, 160 

Qays ibn Tha‘laba ibn ‘Ukaba (tribe), 44 

Qazwin, Arab forces settled by Sa‘id ibn 

al-‘As, 14 

Qishm, see Abarkawan 

Qudama ibn Maz‘tn al-Jumahti, gover- 

nor of Bahrayn, 204-205 

Qumis, 14 

Qur’an 

‘Umar’s policy on learning, 17; ‘Uth- 

man’s standardization, 40; use for es- 

tablishing legality of ‘Uthman’s mur- 

der, 66; testing on basis of doctrine 

of creation, see mihna; al-Wathiq’s 

rejection of created Qur’an, 238; the 

doctrine of createdness, 240-42; sec 

also mushaf 
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Quraysh 

opposition to ‘Uthman in Medina, 50; 

allowed expansion into conquered ter- 

ritories, 50; opposition to ‘Ali and 

move to Mecca, 53; to Basra, 54; re- 

fusal to accept ‘Uthman’s son as ca- 

liph, 54; temporary support by Umay- 

yads after ‘Uthman’s death, 54 

qurra’ 

early-comer leaders of clan splinter 

groups, 16; some deported to Syria, 

17; letter to ‘Uthman, 17; emotive 

value of term, 17; definition, 17-18; 

reaction to growing influence of new- 

comers, 18; threat of reduced stipends 

and allowances, 18; deported from Ku- 

fa, 18; concern about land in Sawad, 

17, 19; who became nuffar, 22; who 

“afterwards became Khawarlj”, 23- 

27, 60; opposition to arbitration, 25- 

26; as leaders of Kufans at Medina, 

41; relations with Sa‘td ibn al-‘As, 43- 
44; Kufan qurra’, 46; group in favour 

of fighting after settlement at Siffin, 

63; rejection of use of Qur’an to es- 

tablish legality of murder of ‘Uthman, 

66 

Rabi‘a (tribe), in ‘Ali’s army at Siffm, 60 
Ra’s al-Khayma, see Jurrafar 

Rashahr (Rishahr) 

advance on, 212; battle of, 212, 215 

rawadif (those who came to Kiufa after 
Yarmuk or Qadisiya) 

stipends to be received in 20/641 by 

the various grades, 5; eager for east- 

ward expansion, 9; estimated num- 

bers and change in patterns of settle- 

ment, 9-10; results of influx, 10; drain 

on resources, 13; during governorship 

of Sa‘id ibn al-‘As, 16 

raya 

meaning in early Islamic period, 104; 

leaders of, and implications, 104-105; 

used at Siffin, 105-106; tribal, with 

General Index 

physical form of liwa’, 105; identi- 

cal, used by same tribes from differ- 

ent regions, 105; of Muhammad, made 

from ‘A’isha’s garment, 107; descrip- 

tion of some tribal, 107; decorative de- 

vices, 107-108; names of banners, 108; 

colours, 108-109 

al-Raya 

group of splinter clans formed by ‘Amr 

ibn al-‘As, 32; tribal composition, 32— 

33 
Rayy, Kifan front, 12-13 

ridda wars 

leaders’ influence in Kifa after ‘Umar, 

10; Sayf ibn ‘Umar’s accounts of, 149- 

50; Bakri al-Hutam ibn Dubay‘a in 

Bahrayn, 208 

al-Sa‘b ibn ‘Atiya ibn Bilal, 154 

sabiga (Islamic priority or precedence) 

as main criterion of worth in social or- 

der established by ‘Umar, 4, 30, 46, 

104; principle of organization in newly 

conquered areas, 5; diwan of 20/641, 

5; and land division in Sawad, 5; af- 

ter battle of Nihawand, 9; ‘Uthman’s 

orders to placate them, 16; among 

provincial opposition to ‘Uthman, 4o 

Sabra ibn Shayman al-Huddani, Azdi 

leader in ‘Uman, 209 

Sabur, 223 

Sa‘d ibn Abr Waqaqas, 10, 51, 214 

safiya (pl. sawafz) 

in Sawad, 6, 18-19; distinction from 

dhimma land in Sawad, 19; turned 

into state property by Mu‘awiya, 28 

sahaba 

prominent role during ‘Umar’s caliph- 

ate, 4,8,30; ‘Uthman accused of rough 

treatment of, 40; opposition to ‘Uth- 

man in Medina, 48; effect of ‘Uthman’s 

nepotism, 48 

Sahl ibn Yisuf 

one of Sayf ibn ‘Umar’s main authori- 

ties on Arabia, 149-52, 156; receives 
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material from his father on Yemen 

and Hadramawt, 151 

Sahm ibn Minjab, 154 

Sahnin, Maliki jurist and mihna, 238 

Sa‘td ibn al-‘As 

appointment to Kufa and expansion 

eastward and northward, 14; settles 

forces at Ardabil and Qazwin, 14-15; 

report to ‘Uthman on rawadif, 16; 

dispute with early-comers over Sawad, 

17, 19; regulation of sawaft and dhim- 

ma land in Sawad, 19; joins Qurashis 

after ‘Uthman’s death, 54; suggestion 

of handover to one of ‘Uthman’s sons, 

54 
Sa‘td ibn Qays al-Hamadani, 10 

appointment to Rayy, 15; tribal ori- 

gins, 15; support for ‘Ali, 22 

Saktnis, 37 

Salama ibn Muslim al-‘Awtabi 

author of Kitab ansab al-‘arab, 206; 

account of capture of Abarkawan, 209; 

account of conquest of Tawwaj, 215 

Salm ibn Sulayman, governor of Aswan, 

185 

Sa‘sa‘a ibn Suhan al-‘Abdi, 16, 41-42 

Sawad 

land division by ‘Umar, 5-6; category 

of land and revenue, 6—7; dispute be- 

tween qurra’ and government, 17-18; 

exchange of land between Medinans 

and Kiufans, 18-19 

Sawwar ibn Hammam al-‘Abdi 

in battle of Rashahr, 212, 217; in Sayf’s 

account of conquest of Fars, 225 

Sayf ibn ‘Umar 

on categorization of land in Sawad, 6; 

on its revenue as jiza’, 6; on Kufan 

opposition at Medina, 41; on Basran 

opposition to ‘Uthman, 43; Kitab al- 

futth al-kabir wa’l-ridda, 143, 145; al- 

Tabari’s transmission of his work on 

ridda and Arab conquests, 143-44, 

148-50; Noth’s views on his transmis- 

sions, 144-45; on the authenticity of 

259 

his reports, 145-46, 159; judgment of 

ahl al-hadith on him, 146; personal 

details, 147; his Shi‘T leanings, 147; 

his sources: modern studies, 147-48, 

on Arabia, 148-56, his authorities for 

the reports on the ridda wars, 149-56, 

assessment of his sources on Arabia, 

156-59, multiple isndds, 158, written 

sources, 156-58, “tribal reports”, 158; 

his significance, 159; material on Fars 

at variance with other sources, 200- 

201, 204; material on Fars campaigns, 

225-30 

Schacht, J., on terms s7ra and sunna, 195 

Sezgin, F. 

on connection between two works on 

Siffn, 102; on Sayf ibn ‘Umar’s sources, 

147-48; on Sayf ibn ‘Umar’s types of 

riwaya, 148; on early written compi- 

lations, 157; on the relationship be- 

tween maghazi and sira, 188-89; on 

the transmitters and compilers who 

predeceased Ibn Ishaq, 189; on al-Zuh- 

rI, 190; on use of term stra, 192 

Sezgin, U. 

on the connection between ‘Umar ibn 

Sa‘d and Aba Mikhnaf, 100; remarks 

on Manuscript B of Siffin work, 102 

Shaban, M. A., on conquest of Fars, 200 

al-Sha‘bi, 147 

Shahrak, marzban of Fars, 209 

killed in battle, 210; advance to Ra- 

shahr, 212; identity of killer, 216, 229; 

disobedience to the Arabs in Sayf’s 

account, 228-29 

Shaqiq ibn Salama, account of Siffn, 64— 

66 

sharaf 

traditional tribal terms and Khariji 

concept of, 3; nabita of Basra acquire, 

226 

sharaf al-‘ata’, 12 

Shatt ‘Uthman, 225 

Shayban (tribe), raya of, 107 
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Shi‘a 

opposition to authority of tribal lead- 

ers and difference with the Khawarij, 

2-3; idea of Islamic social order, 3; 

make up of the group, 3; core of ‘Ali’s 

support at Kufa, 22; urge ‘Ali to at- 

tack Mu‘awiya/opposed to arbitration, 

23; qurra’ who became Shr‘t leaders 

under ‘Ali, 23; reaffirms oath to ‘Al, 

26; core of ‘Ali’s support at Siffin, 60 

shi‘ar, see battle cries 

Shibl ibn Ma‘bad al-Bajali, 229 

Shu‘ayb ibn Sahl, Baghdad qadi and sup- 

porter of mihna, 237 

Shurahbil ibn al-Simt al-Kindt, 47 

Siffin 

arbitration, 24-26; battle, 56; distin- 

guishing marks of ‘Iraqis and Syri- 

ans, 105-106; manuscript work deal- 

ing with confrontation, 97-102; sec- 

tion (entitled Dhikr al-ta‘biya al-tha- 
niya/ta‘biyat al-harb bi-Siffin) describ- 

ing the field dispositions, 98, 103; the 

manuscripts: description and contents, 

98-99, 102, authorities, 100-102; iden- 

tity of compiler, 100, 103; descrip- 

tion of banners, 104-109; description 

of battle cries, 110-15 

stra 

and connection with maghazi, 188-89, 

192; on early meaning, 190, 192, 194- 

g5; on difference with term siyar, 194; 

on Ibn Hisham’s use of term, 196; syn- 

onymous use of term with maghazi, 

198 

Strat al-Husayn (Abii Mikhnaf), 194 

strat al-shaykhayn, ‘Uthman’s promise 

to adhere to, 39, 40 

Strat Antishirwan, 194 

Strat Ardashir, 194 

Sistan, advance by Ibn ‘Amir, 14 

siyar, emergence of term in figh, 193 

Al-Siyar wa’l-maghazt, title given in Ra- 

bat manuscript of Ibn Ishaq, 191 

General Index 

slaves 

allowances in Kifa, 12; (bagt), provi- 

sion for in agreement between Egypt 

and Nubia, 161, 163-66; in ‘Abbasid 

times, 168-69, 171, 183; meaning of 

term bagt, 183 and n. 19 

Sourdel, D., on al-Ma’miin’s motives for 

instituting mihna, 241 

Spuler, B., on conquest of Fars, 200 

stipends 

distribution system, laid down by 

‘Umar, 5; later modifications, 28; al- 

located by ‘Umar for Egypt, 46 

Sidan ibn Humran al-Muradi, 51 

Egyptian opponent to ‘Uthman at 

Medina, 37 

Suhab, 216 

sulh, land in Sawad, 6 

sunna 

type referred to, in arbitration agree- 

ment at Siffin, 64, 65-66, 70, 71, 76; 

Khawarij opposition, 65, 71; al-Jahiz’s 

understanding of terms, 73, 75; tran- 

sition from term maghazi to, 195 

Suwayd ibn Math‘aba al-Riyahi, 155 

al-Tabari 

transmission of Sayf ibn ‘Umar’s work 

on ridda and Arab conquests, 143- 

44, 148-50, 158-59; Noth’s views on 

his transmissions, 144-45; misled by 

Sayf’s chronology on early Persian con- 

quests, 204, 207 

Tabaristan, 14 

Talha ibn al-A‘lam, 152-53 

Talha ibn ‘Ubaydallah 

land acquisition as result of exchange 

with Medina, 19; leader of Qurashi 

opposition to ‘Uthman, 50-51; sicge 

of ‘Uthman, 52; killed at Battle of 

Camel, 54 

Ta’rikh-i Qum, illustration of banners at 

Siffin, 104, 107 

Tawus, battle against Fars mentioned 

only by Sayf ibn ‘Umar, 226 
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Tawwaj 

Arab advance on, 209; establishment 

of Arab garrison, 211, 212; date of 

tamsir, 216-17; conquest, 211-12, 214— 

16; settlement of Arab tribes, 211, 

212; composition of Arab army, 218- 

19; end of role as base for eastward 

campaigns, 224; in Sayf’s account, 228 

Taym ibn ‘Adi (tribe), opposition to ‘Uth- 

man, 50 

thaghr al-Hind, 45 

tribes, as basis of social order at Kifa, 

24 
Tulayha ibn Khuwaylid, ridda leader 

barred by name from holding com- 

mand, 10 

turra, decorative device for rayas, 107 

Tustar, siege, 216 

‘Ubayd ibn Sakhr ibn Lawdhan al-Ansari 

al-Salami, 151 

‘Ubaydallah ibn Ahmad ibn Ghalib, 240 

‘Ubaydallah ibn al-Habhab, fiscal inten- 

dent in Egypt, 170 

‘Ubaydallah ibn Ma‘mar, 229 

al-Ubulla, 202, 203 

‘Uman, role of tribesmen in early Arab 

military operations in Fars, 199-201, 

209 

‘Umar ibn al-Khattab 

preservation of Medinan hegemony in 

face of threat of ridda leaders, 4; es- 

tablishment of sabiqa as criterion of 

worth in social order, 4, 46, 104; his 

system of social organization, 4—5; land 

division in Sawad, 5-6; implementa- 

tion of decisions regarding the land, 

7; system successful in Kiifa, 7,8; pol- 

icy on learning Qur’an and qari’s in 

battles, 17; policy towards Egypt, 46; 

consequences of policies in conquered 

territories, 52-53; Fars campaigns, 

LOD LY, PLO}G)., PPA, PINs 

‘Umar ibn Sa‘d ibn Abt Sayd al-Asadi, 

100 
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‘Umara ibn fulan al-Asadt, 153 

Umayyads, temporary support for Qura- 

shis after ‘Uthman’s death, 54 

‘Urwa ibn al-Zubayr, 152 

possible monograph on Arabia, 157, 

189 

‘Urwa ibn Ghaztya al-Dathini, 153 

‘Utba ibn Ghazwan, 44, 202-203, 226 

Uthal ibn al-Nu‘man al-Hanafi, 153 

‘Uthman ibn Abr ’l-‘As al-Thaqafi 

as governor of al-Bahrayn and ‘Uman, 

200, 204, 205-208; al-Tabari’s vari- 

ance with other sources, 206-207; 

campaigns against Fars 208-12, 223- 

24; victory at Abarkawan, 209-10; con- 

quest of Tawwaj, 211-12; on his pres- 

ence in particular campaigns, 213-14; 

preparations for campaigns against In- 

dia, 206 and n. 42, 214; sent to Jazira 

and then Armenia, 214; raiding par- 

ties to coastal areas of Fars, 217; pen- 

sioned off, 225 

‘Uthman ibn ‘Affan 

guest house for grain dealers from clans 

not represented in Ktfa, 11; govern- 

ment control of grain taxes, 11; or- 

ders for execution of Kifan youths 

and Kufan reaction, 11-12; killing of 

a conjurer, 11; pressures for expan- 

sion in Kufa and Basra, 14; orders 

to placate those with Islamic prior- 

ity, 16; letter from Kutfan qgurra’, 17; 

exchange of land between Medinans 

and Kufans in Sawad, 18-19; ‘Umar’s 

legacy, 30; opposition at Kufa, 31; 

policies in Egypt: fiscal and military, 

34; emergence of open opposition by 

early-comers in Egypt, 35-36; Egyp- 

tian force at Medina, 37, 39: com- 

position, 37; joint provincial opposi- 

tion, 39-48; alleged letter to Ibn Sa‘d 

to deal with Egyptian opposition, 39; 

death, 39; accusation of nepotism, 40, 

48; accusation of rough treatment of 

the sahaba, 40; standardization of the 
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‘Uthman ibn ‘Affan (continued) 

Qur’an, 40; written undertaking to 

the provincials, 40; Kifan opposition, 

41-43; siege, 42; Basran opposition, 

43-45; opposition at Medina, 48-51; 

opposition to his alteration of number 

of rak‘as at Mina, 48; Qurashi opposi- 

tion, 50-51; allows Quraysh expansion 

into conquered territories, 50; Qur’an 

consulted on legality of his murder, 

66; combines command of Basra and 

Fars troops, 200 

‘Uthman ibn Suwayd, 154 

Veccia Vaglieri, L., on the two versions 

of the arbitration agreement at Siffin, 

69 
Vesely, R., on the Ansar’s loss of influ- 

ence under ‘Uthman, 49 

al-Walid ibn Muslim al-Umawi, author 

of maghazt work, 192 

al-Walid ibn ‘Uqba 

appointment to Kufa, 9, 34; efforts 

to organize seen by early-comers as 

control, 11; granting of allowances to 

slaves, 12; dispute with Ibn Mas‘ud, 

12; opponents among early-comers, 13; 

charges against him, 51; joins Qurashis 

after ‘Uthman’s death, 54 

Wansbrough, J., on transition between 

stra—maghazt to sunna—hadith litera- 

ture, 195 

Wagq‘at Siffin, see Nasr ibn Muzahim al- 

Minqari 

Wagq‘at Siffin, of Shaqiq ibn Salama, 64— 

66 

al-Waqidi, on term maghaz7, 196 

al-Wathiq 

intensification of mihna, 237-38; aban- 

donment of doctrine, 238 

al-wathiqa, see Kitab al-qadtya 

Watt, M., on al-Ma’min’s motives for 

instituting mihna, 242 

General Index 

Wellhausen, J. 

on Sayf ibn ‘Umar, 145; on role of 

‘Umani and Bahrayni tribesmen in 

conquest of Fars, 200, 229 

Yahya ibn Ma‘in, personal test by al- 

Ma’miin in mihna, 233 

Yahya ibn Sa‘id al-Umawi, author of ma- 

ghazt work, 192 

al-Yamama, 207 

Ya‘qub ibn ‘Utba, early compiler and 

transmitter of maghazi, 189 

Yarmuk, stipends for those who fought 

at, 5 

Yazdajird, Sasanian monarch, orders to 

blockade Arabs at Abarkaw4an, 210 

Yazid ibn Ja‘far al-Jahdami, Azdi leader 

in ‘Uman, 209 

Yazid ibn Qays al-Arhabi 

prominence among gqurra’, 16; with- 

drawn from Hamadhan, 16; letter to 

‘Uthman, 17; appointed by ‘Ali over 

Isfahan and Rayy, 26 

Yusuf ibn Yahya al-Buwaytt, transported 

to ‘Iraq for mihna, 237 

al-Zara, Persian stronghold, 202 

Zayd ibn ‘Ali Zayn al-‘Abidin 

unsuccessful revolt and connection 

with Version B of arbitration docu- 

ment, 71; use of term siyar, 193 

Zayd ibn al-Khattab, 44 

Zayd ibn Hisn, one of gurra’ who joined 

Khawarij, 22 

Zayd ibn Suhan, leader of a group of 

Kufans at Medina, 41 

Ziyad ibn al-Nadr al-Haritht, leader of a 

group of Kufans at Medina, 41 

al-Zubayr ibn al-‘-Awwam 

head of reinforcements at conquest of 

Egypt, 32; opposition to ‘Uthman, 50, 

51 

Zuhayr ibn Harb, personal test by al- 

Ma’min in mihna, 233 

al-Zuhri, early compiler and transmitter 

of maghazi, 189-91, 194 
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