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Editor’s Preface

The origins of this collection of studies lie in Patricia Crone’s February 2013 visit
to Leiden, where she received an honorary doctorate from Leiden University
and gave a lecture on how the field of Islamic studies had changed over her
lifetime. Subsequent discussions between her and Petra Sijpesteijn over the
possible publication of that lecture grew into the idea of compiling a collection
of her recent, forthcoming and unpublished articles. Professor Crone herself
selected, arranged and in some cases revised the articles to be included in the
collection. Most of the articles are reprinted, but a few are published for the first
time in this collection; these include articles 14 and 15 in volume 1 and articles
3,8, 9 and 10 (the lecture mentioned above) in volume 3.

Each volume focuses on a particular theme. The first volume brings together
studies on the community from which Muhammad emerged and the book that
he brought; this second volume is dedicated to Iranian religious trends both
before and after the arrival of Islam; and the third volume treats Islam in the
historical context of the ancient Near East, with special attention to material-
ists, sceptics and other ‘godless’ people. Each volume includes a bibliography
of Professor Crone’s publications.

All of the articles have been typeset anew, but the page numbers of the
original publications (wherever available) are indicated in the margin. Where
note numbering has changed in the reprint as a consequence of revisions, the
original note numbers are given in superscript at the beginning of the affected
notes.

I have edited the articles with a very light hand. Errors and misprints have
been corrected, the author’s revisions and additions have been incorporated,
incomplete and previously forthcoming citations have been updated and the
transliteration of Arabic and Persian has been standardised to follow the Arabic
transliteration scheme of the International Journal of Middle East Studies (mod-
ified in the case of elisions). The few editorial interventions beyond these are
bracketed and marked as mine (‘Ed.). Citation, punctuation and spelling prac-
tices in each article reflect those of the original publication, with only minor,
silent changes.

I would like to thank Sabine Schmidtke, Maria Mercedes Tuya and Casey
Westerman at the Institute for Advanced Study; Kathy van Vliet, Teddi Dols
and Arthur Westerhof at Brill; Ahmed El Shamsy, Itamar Francez, M. $iikrii
Hanioglu, Masoud Jafari Jazi, Martin Mulsow, Bilal Orfali, Petra Sijpesteijn and
Frank Stewart for help with queries; Mariam Sheibani for research assistance;
Dana E. Lee for her editorial work; and especially Michael Cook, Professor
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Crone’s literary executor, who oversaw the finalising of the volumes once Pro-
fessor Crone was no longer able to fill that role herself.

Hanna Siurua
Chicago, January 2016



Author’s Preface

All the articles in this collection are concerned with the reception of the pre-
Islamic legacies in Islam, above all that of the Iranians. ‘Iran’ in the title is a
shorthand for the Iranian cultural area, meaning that it includes Iraq in the
west and Transoxania (now Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan and Tajikistan) in the
east. The collection is not meant to imply that all Iranian Muslims were heretics
or downright unbelievers. A great many of their luminaries were Traditionalists
and mutakallims, both Mu‘tazilite and Ash‘arite, of the mainstream type, and
Iran was also noted for its Sufis, including sober ones. But the region did have a
religious and cultural legacy far removed from that of Traditionalist Islam, and
Iranians also had a much stronger sense of continuity with their pre-Islamic
past than did other conquered peoples. It is the effect of their distinctiveness
that is the main focus of the articles in this volume.

Patricia Crone
Princeton, December 2014
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CHAPTER 1

Kavad’s Heresy and Mazdak’s Revolt*

The famous heresiarch Mazdak is generally believed to have been a communist
active in the time of Kavad (488-496, 498—531), and to have been killed along
with many of his followers by Khusraw Anoshirvan (531-579), Kavad’s son
and successor, after Kavad's attempt to implement his communist ideas had
unleashed a popular revolt which plunged the Sasanid empire into chaos.!
H. Gaube, however, dissents from this view. According to him, Mazdak may
never have existed; even if he did, he played no role in Kavad’s politics, nor
did such doctrines as he may have espoused stir up social unrest: it was Kavad
who mobilised the masses against the nobility in the name of communist
ideas, while Mazdak was probably invented or misrepresented to take the
blame for the king’s unorthodox behaviour.? This is a claim apt to make a
historian sit up in surprise. Though friction between kings and nobles has been
commonplace in history, one does not often hear of kings stirring up peasant
revolts against their noble rivals, for the obvious reason that the latter were
the pillars of the established order: if the peasants destroyed the nobility, by
what means was the king to restore order among the peasants? Whatever else
may be said for it, Gaube’s argument certainly makes Kavad’s behaviour even
more problematic than it already is. But is there anything to be said for it? It
rests on the two facts that no contemporary source mentions Mazdak (though
several refer to Kavad’s communist phase) and that the later sources are full of
contradictions. Both facts do indeed suggest that something is wrong with the
standard account, but there is a less radical way of explaining them than that
which Gaube proposes.

* Ishould like to thank Prof. W. Madelung, Prof. S. Shaked and Dr. H. Halm for comments on
this paper.

1 The basic works are A. Christensen, Le régne de Kawadh I et le communisme mazdakite
(Copenhagen, 1925) (summarised in idem, L’Iran sous les Sassanides® (Copenhagen, 1944),
ch. 7); O. Klima, Mazdak, Geschichte einer sozialen Bewegung im sassanidischen Persien
(Prague, 1957); idem, Beitrdge zur Geschichte des Mazdakismus (Prague, 1977). See now also
the helpful survey by E. Yarshater, “Mazdakism’, in E. Yarshater (ed.), The Cambridge History
of Iran, vol. 111 (2) (Cambridge, 1983).

2 “Mazdak: Historical Reality or Invention?”, in Studia Iranica, X1, 1982 (= Mélanges offerts a
Raoul Curiel).

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2016 DOI: 10.1163/9789004319295_002



2 CHAPTER 1

Kavad was king of Persia twice. He was elevated to the throne in 488 and
expelled in 496, whereupon he spent two years in exile among the Hephtalites;
he regained his throne with Hephtalite help in 498 and ruled without interrup-
tion from then onwards until his death in 531.3 All the sixth-century sources
place his communist phase in his first reign. The sources in question are, first,
the Syriac chronicle attributed to Joshua the Stylite which was compiled about
507, well before Kavad’s second reign was over;* secondly, Procopius’ account
based on information gathered during the war of 527—531, in which he partic-
ipated as Belisarius’ secretary;® and thirdly, the history of Agathias, who died
about 582 and who had access not just to Procopius, but also to notes taken by
a Christian interpreter from the Royal Annals of the Sasanids.® (There are also a
couple of lines by the apparently sixth-century John Diakrinomenos, who does
not however add anything to Procopius and Agathias.)? Given the unanimity
of the contemporary sources, Kavad’s communist phase must be regarded as
securely dated. In fact, the late Nestorian Chronicle of S’ird also places it in
his first reign,® and so do numerous Muslim authors: Ibn Qutayba,® al-Dina-

3 Thus Th. Néldeke, Geschichte der Perser und Araber zur Zeit der Sasaniden aus der arabischen
Chronik des Tabari (Leiden, 1879), pp. 427f. (In what follows I shall give the author of this
work as Tabarl when the reference is to the translation and as Noldeke when the reference
is to the commentary). Kavad was deposed in 495 according to N. Pigulevskaja (Les villes de
’état iranien (Paris, 1963), p. 215), in 497 according to Gaube (“Mazdak”, p. 111), and restored
in 499 according to both; but neither offers any arguments against N6ldeke’s reasoning.

4 Chronicle, ed. and tr. W. Wright (Cambridge, 1882), §20; cf. A. Baumstark, Geschichte der
syrischen Literatur (Bonn, 1922), p. 146.

5 History of the Wars, ed. and tr. H.B. Dewing, vol. 1 (Cambridge, Mass., and London, 1914), 1, 5,
1ff; cf. A. Cameron, Procopius and the Sixth Century (London, 1985), pp. 8, 1521f.

6 A. Cameron, “Agathias on the Sassanians”, Dumbarton Oaks Papers, XX111-XXIV (1969-1970),
pp- 128f. = 129f.

7 Diakrinomenos, in G.C. Hansen (ed.), Theodoros Anagnostes Kirchengeschichte (Berlin, 1971),
p. 157 (Epitome, fragment no. 557). The date of John Diakrinomenos seems impossible to fix
precisely. His history ran from about 431 to 471 according to A. Cameron and J. Herrin (eds. and
trs.), Constantinople in the Early Eighth Century: The Parastaseis Syntomoi Chronikai (Leiden,
1984), p. 39. But fragment no. 557 refers to Kavad’s restoration and so must date from 498
at the earliest; and its wording reflects that of Procopius or Agathias (though he transcribes
Kavad as Koadés where his two predecessors have Kabadeés), so it must have been written
in the second half of the sixth century or later. Hansen places Theodoros Anagnostes/Lector
in the early sixth century and dates the epitome of his ecclesiastical history, in which John
Diakrinomenos is cited, to “probably after 610” (Kirchengeschichte, pp. ix ft., xxii, xxxviii).

8 A. Scher (ed. and tr.), “Histoire nestorienne (Chronique de Séert)’, part 11, 1, in Patrologia
Orientalis, ed. R. Graffin and F. Nau, vol. vi1 (Paris, 1911), p. 125.

9 al-Ma‘arif, ed. M. 1. ‘A. al-Saw1 (Beirut, 1970), pp. 291f.
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warl,!? al-Tabari,! al-Mas‘adi,'? Mutahhar al-Maqdis1*® and others.!* All these
sources, both Christian and Muslim, state that his unorthodox views were the
very reason why he was deposed. However, neither the sixth-century sources
nor the Chronicle of Si’ird mentions Mazdak, whereas practically all the Mus-
lim sources claim that he was the moving force behind Kavad.!> This is the
problem to which Gaube draws attention.

Klima, who was the first to discuss the sixth-century silence, initially argued
that the Christians were simply ill-informed.’® But Mazdak’s absence from
the contemporary sources contrasts strangely with his towering presence in
later accounts: if he was really so prominent, how could contemporaries have
overlooked him? Joshua was very close indeed to the events in terms of time
and place alike, while Procopius’ account is full of circumstantial and local
detail which he must have picked up in conversation with Persians.!” He knew
the story of how Kavad’s wife and/or sister helped the latter escape from
jail, for example;'® why did no story about Mazdak come to his attention?

10 al-Akhbar al-tiwal, ed. V. Guirgass (Leiden, 1888), pp. 66 f.

11 Ta’rikh al-rusul wa’l-mulik, ed. MJ. de Goeje and others (Leiden, 1879—1901), ser. 1, pp. 885,
886f. = idem, Geschichte, pp. 141, 143f; cf. also Bal‘ami, Tarjuma-yi tarikh-i Tabari, ed.
M.J. Mashkar (Tehran, 1337), p. 144 = idem, Les prophétes et les rois, tr. H. Zotenberg (Paris,
1867-1874), [vol. 11], De Solomon a la chute des Sassanides (Paris, 1984), p. 239. (This re-
edition of Zotenberg’s translation unhelpfully gives Tabari as the author, omits marginal
references to the original pagination and lacks volume numbers; but it has the merit of
being generally available.)

12 Murijal-dhahab, ed. and tr. A.C. Barbier de Meynard and A.J.-B. Pavet de Courteille (Paris,
1861-1877), vol. 11, pp. 195 f. (ed. C. Pellat (Beirut, 1966-1979), vol. 1, § 618).

13 Kitab al-Bad’ wa’l-ta’rikh, ed. and tr. Cl. Huart (Paris, 1899-1919), vol. 111, pp. 167 f. = 170f.

14  Hamza al-Isfahani, Ta’rikh sini mulak al-ard wa’'l-anbiy@’, ed. JM.E. Gottwaldt (Leipzig,
1844), p. 56; Miskawayh, Tajarib al-umam, vol. 1, ed. L. Caetani (in facsimile) (Leiden
and London, 1909), p. 168; Ibn al-Athir, al-Kamil fi *[-ta’rikh, ed. CJ. Tornberg (Leiden,
1851-1876), vol. 1, pp. 297f,; E.G. Browne, “Some Accounts of the Arabic Work Entitled
‘Nihdyatu’l-irab fi akhbari’l-Furs wa’l-Arab), Particularly of That Part which Treats of the
Persian Kings”, JRAS (1900), p. 226; Ibn al-Balkhi, Farsnama, ed. G. Le Strange and
R.A.Nicholson (London, 1921), pp. 84 f; Mirkhwand, Ta’rikh-i rawdat al-safa, vol. 1 (Tehran,
1338), p. 774 = idem, The Rauzat-us-safa, tr. E. Rehatsek, part 1, vol. 11 (London, 1892),
pp- 369f. (a confused account).

15 The exceptions are al-Ya'qubi, Ta’rikh, ed. M.Th. Houtsma (Leiden, 1883), vol. 1, p. 186, and
the narratives B and c in Tabari (Christensen, Kawadh, pp. 26f.), where Mazdak is first
mentioned under Khusraw.

16  Mazdak, p.135.

17 Cameron, Procopius, p. 155.

18 Procopius, Wars, 1, 6, 1-9, where she is Kavad’s wife. She is a sister in the Islamic tradition,
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Gaube is right that the sixth-century silence is problematic; it continued to
worry Klima too.

When Klima returned to the problem twenty years later, he argued that
Khusraw must have deleted Mazdak from the official records in order to save
his father’s reputation.’® But this hypothesis is even less satisfactory than his
first. Khusraw may well have revised the official records after his accession,
but he cannot thereby have affected information transmitted before it: Maz-
dak’s absence from Joshua the Stylite and Procopius thus remains problem-
atic. Khusraw’s revisions ought however to have affected the Islamic tradition,
given that most of it goes back to a Book of | Kings based on the very records
from which Mazdak was supposedly deleted: Mazdak’s presence in the Muslim
sources thus becomes problematic t0o.2° Klima argued that Ibn al-Mugaffa’,
the first translator of the Sasanid Book of Kings, inserted an account of Mazdak
where he found it missing;?! but where did Ibn al-Mugqaffa‘ get his informa-
tion from? He cannot have got it from the Book of Mazdak/Marwak/Mardak,
which he translated too; for though this work is conventionally assumed to
have been a Mazdak romance, it has now been identified as a piece of wis-
dom literature.2? Besides, the Muslim sources contain information which is
too precise for an origin in romantic fiction to be plausible (though they are
full of romantic stories t00).23 It is presumably for this reason that Klima only
adduces the supposed Mazdak romance as evidence of Ibn al-Mugqaffa’s famil-

and also in the Chronicle of Si’ird (Scher, “Histoire nestorienne”, part 11, 1, p. 127). But as
Klima notes, Zoroastrian marriage laws were such that she could have been both (Mazdak,
p. 142); and she is in fact described as both in Bal‘ami, Tarjuma, p. 145 = 239 (he had a son
by her); cf. also Mirkhwand, Rawda, vol. 1, pp. 774, 775 = part 1, vol. 11, pp. 369, 370, where
Kavad sleeps with her with Mazdak’s permission, Mazdak being the inventor of incestuous
marriages (a role also ascribed to him by modern Zoroastrians, cf. Christensen, L'Iran,
p. 325).

19  Beitrdge, pp. 43ff. (where Gaube’s theory is rejected in advance: we are not to infer that
Mazdak did not exist).

20 Cf. Noldeke’s introduction to his Geschichte, pp. xv ff.; Christensen, Kawadh, pp. 22t
Klima, Mazdak, pp. 71f.

21 Beitrdige, p. 54.

22 A. Tafazzoli, “Observations sur le soi-disant Mazdak-Namag”, Acta Iranica, XX111 (1984);
the work in question is variously known as kitab mzdk/mrwk/mrdk; Hamza assigns it to
the Parthian period, so its subject matter cannot have been Sasanid; no book of Mazdak is
cited in any account of Mazdak’s revolt, and several references show the book of Marwak
or Mardak to have contained wisdom.

23 Cf. Yarshater, “Mazdak’, pp. 994 f., where the fictional themes (here assumed to have come
from a Mazdak-namag) are listed.
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iarity with Mazdakite material, not as his actual source: Ibn al-Mugqaffa‘, he says,
relied on his own knowledge, or on some account already in existence, when he
inserted his account of Mazdak in the Book of Kings. But this does not solve the
problem where Ibn al-Mugqaffa‘ got his knowledge from unless we assume the
pre-existing account to have been found in the Book of Kings itself. In short,
Klima's second hypothesis merely creates new problems without solving the
one it was meant to remove.

Gaube stands Klima'’s hypothesis on its head: Khusraw did not delete Maz-
dak from the official records, but on the contrary wrote him into them; Mazdak
is absent from the contemporary sources because he played no role in the
events which they report, but present in the later sources because Khusraw
invented or redesigned him as a scapegoat for Kavad’s misbehaviour. This does
at least have the merit of offering a coherent solution, and there is no objection
to it on the Greek or Syriac side, though it would have been to Gaube’s advan-
tage if Mazdak had figured in Agathias’ account: his sudden appearance in a
Greek author who used the Sasanid records some forty years after Khusraw’s
accession would have reinforced the suspicion that the records had been doc-
tored. But Agathias’ silence is not important.2* Gaube’s hypothesis is however
hard to square with the Islamic tradition. Mazdak does not sound in the least
like an apologetic invention here; there is nothing schematic about him, nor are
there other suggestions of ahistoricity once the romantic embellishments have
been discounted. Could Khusraw have thought up so convincing an account?
And could a figure invented or reshaped by him have captured popular imag-
ination to the extent of generating so much embellishment? It does not seem
likely.

But there is an obvious chronological problem. If Mazdak was the man
behind Kavad, he was active in the 490s; yet the sources are agreed that he was
suppressed by Khusraw, in the 530s. Kavad was dethroned for heresy thirty-
five years before Khusraw’s accession, at a time when Khusraw had not even
been born;?5 and there is no suggestion that he resumed his heretical activities

24  He explicitly says that the translator who furnished him with the extracts from the Royal
Annals had abbreviated his material, so that silence in Agathias cannot be taken to mean
silence in the Annals; and his account of Kavad’s law was clearly dependent on Procopius
(Cameron, “Agathias on the Sasanians’, pp. 114, 156).

25  The Muslim sources have Kavad father Khusraw during his journey to the Hephtalites
after his deposition, or on such a journey in the reign of his predecessor Balash; and since
the latter journey is simply a duplicate of the former (Noldeke, Geschichte, pp. 133 n., 137
n.), the story would imply that Khusraw was conceived in 498. But the story is obviously
legendary. (For “an indication, if such be needed, that the tale is a fable”, see Cameron,
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after his restoration: both Joshua and Procopius provide detailed accounts of
his second reign (up to 506 and his death, respectively) without breathing a
word about communist activities on his part, or for that matter on the part of
anyone else; some Muslim sources explicitly say that his heretical phase came
to an end on his fall;?6 and as Noldeke points out, he would hardly have been
capable of conducting major wars against Byzantium if he had continued to
alienate his clergy and nobility.2” Yet Mazdak is associated with both Kavad and
Khusraw, or with Khusraw on his own, in Zoroastrian and Muslim sources, be

they Pahlavi,?8 Arabic?® or new Persian:3? Mazdak, they say, seduced the former
and was killed by the latter. What, one wonders, was he doing in the thirty-five

26

27
28

29
30

“Agathias”, p. 158; incredibly, it is needed: the fable is regularly accepted at face value.)
Some sources claim that Khusraw was seventeen, eighteen or nineteen at the time of his
accession, meaning that he was born between 512 and 514 (cf. below, n. 52; S.H. Tagizadeh,
“Some Chronological Data relating to the Sasanian Period”, Bs04s, 1X (1937-1939), p. 130,
citing ‘Awfi). This may be equally unhistorical. Given that Khusraw died in 579, it does
however seem unlikely that he should have been born in Kavad’s first reign.

Dinawari, Akhbar, p. 68 (where the Persians realise that he raja@a amma kunna ittaham-
nahu); Bal‘ami, Tarjuma, p. 146 = 241 (where Kavad stops supporting the Mazdakites,
though he continued to adhere to them in secret); Ibn Qutayba, Ma‘arif, p. 292 (where
Mazdak is killed prior to Kavad'’s restoration to the throne); Maqdisi, Bad’, vol. 111, p. 168 =
171 (fa-tabarra’a minhum).

Noldeke, Gechichte, p. 462.

Mazdak seduces Kavad and is killed by Khusraw in the Bundahishn (B.T. Anklesaria (ed.
and tr.), Zand Akasth (Bombay, 1956), p. 277; missing from the translation of E.W. West,
Pahlavi Texts, part 1 (Oxford, 1880)). He is disposed of by Khusraw without reference to
Kavad in the Bahman Yast (B.T. Anklesaria (ed. and tr.), Zand-i Vohttman Yasn and Two
Pahlavi Fragments (Bombay, 1957), pp. 102, 106; West, Pahlavi Texts, part 1, pp. 193f,, 201;
Christensen, Kawadh, pp. 20f.). Mazdak is also mentioned on his own in the Dénkard (]. de
Menasce (tr.), Le troisiéme livre du Dénkart (Paris, 1973), p. 318; below, nn. 42, 112), and in
the Pahlavi commentary on Vendidad (below, n. 127), while Khusraw is also mentioned in
the Dénkard as having combated unspecified heresy and tyranny (West, op. cit., part 1v
(Oxford, 1892), p. 415; Christensen, Kawadh, pp. 21f.).

Cf. Christensen, Kawadh, pp. 26 {f.

These are mostly Muslim (cf. Christensen, Kawadh, pp. 261t.); but there are also two
seventeenth-century Zoroastrian ones: a poetic account of Mazdak and Khusraw by a
Kirmani dastar (in Darab Hormazyar, Rivayat, ed. EM.R. Unvala (Bombay, 1922), vol. 11,
pp. 214ff;; summarised by A. Christensen, “Two Versions of the History of Mazdak’, in Dr.
Modi Memorial Volume (Bombay, 1930)); and the Parsee Dabistan-i madhahib (Calcutta,
1809), vol. 1, pp. 164 ff. = The Dabistdn, or School of Manners, tr. D. Shea and A. Troyer (Paris,
1843), vol. 1, pp. 372ff. (on which see also EI?, s.v. “Dabistan al-madhahib”; Christensen,
“Two Versions”, pp. 86 ff.; below, n. 165).
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years in between? The simplest solution is that two different incidents have
been conflated: the sources contemporary with Kavad’s heretical phase fail to
mention Mazdak for the simple reason that Mazdak only made his appearance
after this phase, in the reign of Khusraw.

This hypothesis accords well with the fact that the sources associate Kavad
and Mazdak with different doctrines and incompatible events. As regards the
doctrines, the sixth-century sources unanimously describe Kavad as a commu-
nist in respect of women alone. According to Joshua, he re-established (sic,
a point to which I shall come back) the abominable heresy which teaches
that “women should be in common and that everyone should have intercourse
with whomever he liked”.3! According to Procopius, he legislated “that Persians
should have communal intercourse with their women”32 which is also what
Agathias and John Diakrinomenos tell us: “it is said that he actually made a
law according to which women were to be available to men in common’, as
Agathias puts it, adding that “these sins were committed frequently and with
full legality”.3® But of communism in respect of property there is not a word.
The Nestorian Chronicle of Si’ird provides details of the facilities provided for
the sins in question: Kavad built shrines and inns (hayakil wa-fanadiq) where
people could meet and engage in incontinence.3* And the Jewish Seder olam
zuta refers vaguely to sexual immorality at the courts of Persian princes, which
Graetz, probably wrongly, understood as a reference to heretical practices.3>
But there is no reference to communism in respect of property in these sources
either. Communal sex is of course a particularly scandalous idea, but the abo-
lition of private property struck Muslim authors as almost equally horrendous,
and itis hardly to be supposed that contemporaries would have remained silent
if Kavad had launched an attack on aristocractic and ecclesiastical possessions.

31 Chronicle, § 20.

32 Wars, 1, 5, 1.

33 Cameron, “Agathias”, p. 128 = 129; Hansen, Kirchengeschichte, p. 157.

34 Scher, “Histoire nestorienne”, part 11, 1, p. 125.

35 H. Graetz, Geschichte der Juden, vol. v (Leipzig, 1861), pp. 420f., on the revolt of Mar
Zutra, who supposedly conquered Mahoza with 400 men and ruled it for seven years: the
rebels were defeated because they had taken to drinking heathen wine and engaging in
fornication at the courts of princes. Presumably this simply means that they had been
corrupted by court life (similarly Klima, “Mazdak und die Juden’, Archiv Orientdini, XxX1v
(1956), p. 430). Besides, Graetz dates Mar Zutra’s revolt to between 508-520 and asserts
that the “Mazdakites” renewed their heretical activities after Kavad’s return (ibid., p. 12);
but Kavad did not renew his, as has been seen, nor (one assumes) did the princes who had
deposed him for his heresy, so the dating is incompatible with the interpretation. (Klima,

op. cit., departs from Graetz in respect of dating and interpretation alike.)



23

8 CHAPTER 1

Yet silent they were. By | contrast, practically all the later sources associate Maz-
dak, and thus Kavad too, with heretical views in respect of women and property
alike.36 Pigulevskaja solves this problem by blithely reading tenth-century Mus-
lim accounts into sixth-century Greek and Syriac sources,3” while Christensen
harmonises by assuming Kavad’s innovations in respect of property to have
been of minor importance: perhaps they took the form of extraordinary taxes
on the rich to alleviate the condition of the poor.3® But complete silence in the
contemporary sources on Kavad plus descriptions of revolutionary measures in
the later sources on Mazdak hardly add up to evidence for moderate reforms by
the former. We may take it that Kavad’s heresy was only about women, whereas
Mazdak’s was about women and property alike.

As regards the events, the sixth-century sources are unanimous that Kavad’s
measures were unpopular. “The nobles ... of his kingdom hated him because he
had allowed their wives to commit adultery. ... The Persian grandees plotted in
secret to slay Kavad, on account of his impure morals and perverse laws”, Joshua
says;3? Kavad’s law “by no means pleased the common people (pléthos)”, who
rose against him according to Procopius.#® Many later sources also state that his
heresy led to his deposition.#! Under Kavad the Persians thus rebelled against
a heresy. But under Mazdak they rebelled in the name of one; and whereas
Kavad’s heresy had been imposed from above, Mazdak’s heresy was sponsored
by the masses. Mazdak’s adherents were the poor, base, weak and ignoble plebs
(al-fugara’, al-sifla, al-du‘af@’, al-luamda’, al-ghawgha’), as numerous sources tell

36  In Abu’l-Faraj al-Isbahani, Kitab al-Aghani (Cairo, 1927-1974), vol. IX, p. 79, Kavad adopts
Mazdak’s doctrine regarding ibaha of women without reference to property; but the
account is brief and hardly meant to be exhaustive.

37 Pigulevskaja, Les villes, p. 198. Cf. also her handling, ibid., p. 208, of P. Bedjan (ed.), Acta
Martyrum et Sanctorum (Paris, 1890-1897), vol. 11, p. 521 = G. Hoffmann (tr.), Ausziige aus
syrischen Akten persischer Mirtyrer (Leipzig, 1880), p. 52 (an episode explicitly set in the
reign of Yazdgard 11); and contrast her interpretation at pp. 218 ff. with the sober comments
of S. Gero, Barsauma of Nisibis and Persian Christianity in the Fifth Century (Louvain, 1981),
p- 21 and note 4o thereto.

38  Christensen, L'Iran, p. 345. According to S.W. Baron, A Social and Religious History of the
Jews, second edition, vol. 111 (New York, 1957), p. 56, Kavad only engaged in redistribution
of noble property, there being no evidence that he tried to enforce communal access to
women!

39  Chronicle, §§ 221.

40 Wars, 1, 5,1f.

41 See the references given above, nn. 8-14. Cf. also the confused account in Eutychius,
Annales, ed. L. Cheikho, part 1 (Beirut, Paris and Leipzig, 1906 ), p. 206, in which the Persian
people consider killing Kavad whereupon he gets involved with Mazdak (here Marziq).
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us;*? and there is general agreement that the crowds ran riot: they began by
breaking into the royal granaries according to al-Tha‘libi and Firdawsi (whose
accounts are however largely fictional);*3 “they would break into a man’s home
and take his dwelling, his wives and his property without him being able to
prevent them”, we are told by Ibn Qutayba, al-Tabari and others;** they “killed
those who did not follow them”*> Countless people followed Mazdak,*¢ and
immense numbers were duly slaughtered by Khusraw: no less than 80,000,
100,000 or even 150,000 were killed in one day in just one area, as several sources
allege.#” It is hard to agree with Gaube that Muslim accounts of Mazdak’s
revolt camouflage an original account of royal manipulation of the masses.
For one thing, the Muslim sources patently describe a phenomenon directed
against the authorities; and for another thing, there is no mention of an alliance
between king and masses in the contemporary accounts of Kavad’s communist
phase; on the contrary, even the plethos disliked his innovations according to
Procopius.*® We may accept that Kavad was a heretic who tried to impose his
views on a reluctant populace (reluctant nobles above all), while Mazdak was a
rebel who stirred up a peasant revolt: they simply did not act at the same time,
let alone in alliance.

42 Dinawari, Akhbar, p. 69; Tabari, Ta’rikh, ser. 1, pp. 886, 893 = Geschichte, pp. 141, 154; Hamza
al-Isfahani, Ta’rikh, p. 107; Maqdisi, Bad’, vol. 111, p. 167 = 171; Miskawayh, Tajarib, pp. 168,
177; Ibn al-Athir, Kamil, vol. 1, p. 296; al-Tha‘alibi, Ghurar akhbar mulik al-furs wa-siyarihim,
ed. and tr. H. Zotenberg (Paris, 1900), pp. 598 ff. Cf. also the Dénkard in M. Shaki, “The Social
Doctrine of Mazdak in the Light of Middle Persian Evidence’, Archiv Orientdlni, XXXXV1
(1978), p. 295 = 297 (previously, and rather differently, translated in de Menasce, Troisiéme
livre du Dénkart, p. 212), for a reference to someone, presumably Mazdak, gathering hungry
rabble around him by means of religious propaganda and allowing them to plunder.

43 Thaalibi, Ghurar, p. 598; Firdawsi, Shahnama, ed. S. Nafisi, vol. vi1I (Tehran, 1935), p. 2301
= idem, The Epic of Kings, tr. R. Levy, revised by A. Banani (London, etc., 1967), p. 318.

44  Tabari, Tarikh, ser. 1, p. 886 = Geschichte, p.142; Ibn Qutayba, Ma‘arif, p. 292; Maqdisi, Bad’,
vol. 111, p. 167 = 171; Miskawayh, Tajarib, p. 168; cf. also Eutychius, Annales, part 1, p. 206;
Tha‘alibi, Ghurar, p. 60o0.

45 Magqdisi, Bad’, vol. 111, p. 168 = 171.

46 al-Birini, al-Athar al-baqiya ‘an al-qurin al-khaliya, ed. C.E. Sachau (Leipzig, 1923), p. 209 =
idem, The Chronology of Ancient Nations, tr. Sachau (London, 1879), p. 192; cf. also Tha‘libi,
Ghurar, p. 598; Ibn al-Athir, Kamil, vol. 1, p. 297.

47  Mas‘adi, Murwj, vol. 11, p. 196 (ed. Pellat, vol. 1, § 618); Maqdisi Bad’, vol. 111, p. 168 = 172;
Thaalibi, Ghurar, p. 605, cf. p. 606 (80,000); Aghani, vol. 1X, p. 80 (100,000); Ibn al-Balkhi,
Farsnama, pp. 90f. (150,000).

48  Procopius may of course be wrong, or he may have meant the mass of the aristocracy; but
though one may discount his pléthos, one does not thereby create evidence for popular
support.
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This hypothesis would also explain the proliferation of variations and con-
tradictions in the later sources. It is obvious that once Mazdak had come to be
seen as the moving force behind Kavad even though he was only suppressed
by Khusraw, then the interval between Kavad’s heretical phase and Khusraw’s
accession had somehow or other to be eliminated. It is for this reason that we
are told, now explicitly and now implicitly, that Kavad adopted communist
ideas after his restoration,*® or that he was deposed for his heresy by Khus-
raw,%0 or that his heresy caused him to abdicate in favour of the latter,>! or that
he made the latter his co-regent,5? or that the heretics survived his deposition
or came back towards the end of his reign,>3 or even that Mazdak’s revolt lasted

49  This datingis explicit in Mujmil al-tawarikh wa’l-gisas, ed. M.Sh. Bahar (Tehran, 1318), p. 73;
Tha‘alibi, Ghurar, pp. 586 ff.; it is implicit in all the accounts in which Kavad is a heretic
towards the end of hislife, cf. Aghani, vol. 1x, 79; Hamza al-Isfahani, Ta’rikh, p. 107 (contrast
p. 56); Birani, Athar, p. 209 = 192, and the continuation in J. Fiick, Documenta Islamica
Inedita (Berlin, 1952), p. 79; Nizam al-Mulk, Siyasatnama, ed. M. Qazwini and M. Mudarrist
Chahardahi (Tehran, 1956 ), pp. 195 ff. = idem, The Book of Government or Rules for Kings, tr.
H. Darke (London 1960), pp. 195 ff;; Christensen, “Two Versions” p. 322ff. (the Zoroastrian
poem); idem, Kawadh, pp. 44 1t.

50  Nizam al-Mulk, Siyasatnama, p. 213 = 211; Ibn Isfandiyar, Tarikh-i Tabaristan, ed. ‘A. Iqbal
(Tehran, [1320]), vol. 1, pp. 147f. = E.G. Browne, An Abridged Translation of the History of
Tabaristdn (Leiden and London, 1905), p. 93, with explicit reference to Nizam al-Mulk;
Christensen, “Two Versions”, pp. 323, 325 (the Zoroastrian poem, which also has much in
common with Nizam al-Mulk).

51 Ibn al-Balkhi, Farsnama, p. 88.

52 Cf the Bundahishn, in Anklesaria, Zand Akasih, p. 276 = 277 (where Khusraw takes action
against the Mazdakites on reaching the age of majority without reference to the position
of his father); similarly Mujmil al-tawarikh, p. 73 (where Kavad is still alive); compare the
claim that Khusraw was seventeen when he deposed his father (the Zoroastrian poem
in Christensen, “Two Versions”, p. 323) or eighteen at the time of his confrontation with
the Mazdakites (Nizam al-Mulk, Siyasatnama, p. 198 = 199). Klima inferred from the
Zoroastrian poem and Nizam al-Mulk that Khusraw had ruled in tandem with his father
(“Uber das Datum von Mazdaks Tod”, in Charisteria Orientalia, ed. F. Tauer, V. Kubi¢kova
and I. Hrbek (Prague, 1956), p. 140); and it is presumably also one of these sources (in
conjunction with the tale of Khusraw’s conception referred to above, note 25) that lies
behind Baron’s claim that Khusraw had acted as co-regent since 513 (Social and Religious
History of the Jews, vol. 111, p. 56). (Note, however, that Nizam al-Mulk also describes
Khusraw as eighteen when his father died, Siyasatnama, p. 32 = 34.) But it is difficult to
see how Mas‘adi arrived at the idea that Khusraw was active in government already at
the time of Kavad’s restoration, in which he allegedly played a leading role! (Murij, vol. 11,
pp.195£; ed. Pellat, vol. 1, § 618.)

53 Cf. Dinawarl, Akhbar, pp. 67, 69; Ibn Qutayba, Ma‘rif, p. 292; Tabarl, ser. 1, p. 886 =



KAVAD’'S HERESY AND MAZDAK’S REVOLT 11

all the time from his first reign to Khusraw’s accession.>* What all these vari-
ant versions are trying to say is that a heretical Kavad gave way directly to an
orthodox Khusraw, without a thirty-five year gap in between. But an explana-
tion also had to be found for the problem that Kavad was supposed to have
been in league with the very heretics who rebelled against the crown. Hence we
are told that Kavad was forced to join the rebels, the latter having grown very
strong,%® or that he had to pretend to be on their side lest he lose his throne,¢
or that he was deceived into supporting people who were really against him;>”
some sources even think that it was the rebels who deposed him?3® or at least
kept him in isolation while the grandees of the realm enthroned his brother:>°
Kavad escaped from them to become king again, which is why the Mazdakites
had to be suppressed prior to his restoration,®® Mazdak himself being killed at
that time.5! But how then did Mazdak and his followers come to be around at

Geschichte, p. 142; Ibn al-Balkhi, Farsnama, pp. 84ff. Compare Graetz, cited above, n. 35;
Noldeke, Geschichte, p. 462; R. Frye, Ancient Iran, p. 324. (Neither Christensen nor Pigulev-
skaja seems to have noticed the problem.)

54  This view is explicit in Eutychius, Annales, part 1, p. 207 (where the Mazdakites are
massacred on Kavad’s restoration, but nonetheless remain strong enough to wreak havoc
in his kingdom, whereupon he dies); and it reappears in the secondary literature too,
cf. R. Ghirshman, Iran from the Earliest Time to the Islamic Conquest (Harmondsworth,
1954), pp- 302f; J. Duchesne-Guillemin, La Religion de !’Iran ancien (Paris, 1962), p. 286;
J. Neusner, A History of the Jews in Babylonia, vol. v (Leiden, 1970), p. 75, where Kavad’s
second reign is dominated by the struggle against the Mazdakites. Compare Hamza al-
Isfahani, Ta’rikh, p.107; Mas‘adi, Muraj, vol. 11, pp.195 . (ed. Pellat, vol. 1, § 617), which could
be taken to imply the same, as could many other sources which fail to specify whether the
Mazdakites came back or had been active all the time.

55 Tabari, Tarikh, ser. 1, p. 886 = Geschichte, p. 142; Birini, Athar, p. 209 = 192; al-Iskafi, Kitab
Lutf al-tadbir, ed. A. ‘Abd al-Baqi (Cairo, 1964), p. 131.

56 Browne, “Nihaya’, p. 226.

57 Biriini, Athdr, p. 209 = 192, where the bait was a married woman Kavad fancied; cf. Ibn
Qutayba, Maarif, p. 292 (Kavad was weak); Nizam al-Mulk, Siyasatnama, pp. 32, 198 = 34,
199 (he succumbed to Mazdak’s wiles); Tha‘alibi, Ghurar, p. 596; Ibn al-Balkhi, Farsnama,
p. 84 (similarly).

58  Tabari, Ta’rikh, ser. 1, p. 886 = Geschichte, p. 142; Maqdisi, Bad’, vol. 111, p. 168 = 173;
Miskawayh, Tajarib, pp. 168£. (where this view is rejected); Christensen, Kawadh, pp. 29 ff.

59  Thus Eutychius, Annales, part 1, p. 206 (where Jamasp, spelt Ramasf, is one of his akhwal
rather than a brother).

60  Tabari, Ta’rikh, ser.1, p. 886 = Geschichte, p.142; Maqdisi, Bad’, vol. 111, p. 168 = 171; Eutychius,
Annales, part 1, pp. 206{; cf. also Ibn al-Athir, Kamil, vol. 1, p. 298; Christensen, Kawadh,
pp. 29ff.

61 Ibn Qutayba, Akhbar, p. 292.
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the time of Khusraw’s accession? Back to square one. Since all this wriggling
and writhing is accompanied by efforts to fit in Kavad’s flight to the Huns, his
fathering of Khusraw, and his relations with his regent Sokhra and the latter’s
son Zarmihr, it is hardly surprising that the outcome is a confusing mass of sim-
ilar, yet never quite identical accounts.®2 Gaube is right that some of them have
an apologetic intent, but the apologetic element is minute compared with that
of genuine confusion.

II

The argument so far, then, is that Kavad tried to enforce communal access
to women in the 490s, only to be deposed by his nobility in 496, while Maz-
dak was a later heretic who tried to enforce communal access to women and
property by raising a peasant revolt, only to be executed along with his fol-
lowers by Khusraw in the 530s. The reason why the two episodes have been
conflated is undoubtedly that they were closely spaced | events in the his-
tory of the same sect, and I shall now examine the nature of this sect. The
question of how the events are to be interpreted will be taken up in the last
section.

There is nothing to be learnt about the religious views involved from the
Greek authors, all of whom describe Kavad’s innovations in terms of secular
legislation; but according to Joshua, Kavad’s communism was derived from “the
abominable Magian heresy known as the Zaradushtagan’, which he reestab-
lished (haddet).5® This heresy is also referred to in the Syriac History of Karka
de-Bet Selok, a sixth-century Nestorian account written in Persian Mesopota-
mia, which credits a certain Zaradusht, described as a contemporary of Mani
(d. 277), with a heresy that existed now openly and now secretly until the time
of Khusraw.5* The heresiarch in question was Zaradusht Khrosakan of Fasa
according to the Dénkard, which identifies him as the original propounder
of the doctrine that women and property should be held in common;%5 and

62 See the summaries in Christensen, Kawadh, pp. 26 ff. (recapitulated in idem, “Two Ver-
sions”, pp. 321f.); Gaube, “Mazdak’, pp. n7ff.

63 Chronicle, § 20. (The view of Klima, Mazdak, p. 156, that it reflects the name Zaradushtak,
“little Zaradusht’, is not right; cf. N6ldeke, Geschichte, p. 457.)

64  Bedjan, Acta Martyrum et Sanctorum, vol. 11, p. 517 = Hoffman, Ausziige, p. 49. On the date
of the text, see Baumstark, Geschichte, p.135.

65 M. Molé, “Le probleme des sectes zoroastriennes dans les livres pehlevis’, Oriens, xx111—
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that he was the source of Kavad’s ideas is confirmed by the Chronicle of Si’ird
(in which the author has some trouble distinguishing the third-century here-
siarch from the original Zoroaster).66 He was the source of Mazdak’s ideas, too.
According to al-Tabari, Zaradusht b. Khurrakan of Fasa had introduced inno-
vations into Zoroastrianism and many people had followed him: Mazdak was
one of those who made propaganda for his views.6” Miskawayh says much the
same.%® Al-Ya‘qubi and others wrongly make him a contemporary of Mazdak
rather than a third-century figure,5° while Ibn al-Nadim quaintly refers to him
as “the older Mazdak’,7? but the sheer fact that they know him is important.
Molé toys with the idea of taking the name of Zaradusht as a title, noting that
this would make Zaradusht of Fasa identifiable with Mazdak himself:"! Maz-
dak was Zaradusht in the sense of mobad.” According to Klima, on the other
hand, it is Mazdak’s name that could be taken as a title: Zaradusht was the

X1V (1960-1961), p. 24 = 25. A fuller transliteration and translation of the same passage
(deemed untranslatable by de Menasce, Troisiéme livre du Dénkart, p. 31) is given in Shaki,
“Social Doctrine’, pp. 290f. = 291 ff. where Zaradusht of Fasa has lost his patronymic, the
word read as Khrosakan by Molé being read as d‘ris(t)-dén by Shaki.

66 Scher, “Histoire nestorienne”, part 11, 1, p. 125; cf. p. 147, where Khusraw suppresses Zara-
dusht’s doctrine and imposes Manichaeism! Other sources distinguish effortlessly be-
tween the Zoroasters (cf. Miskawayh, Tajarib, p.177, where the heretic is called “the second
Zaradusht”), and they have different patronymics too, so there is no reason to regard the
one as a doublet of the other (similarly Noldeke, Geschichte, pp. 456 f.; but Molé, “Sectes”,
p. 25, toys with the idea of identifying them nonetheless, and de Menasce, Troisiéme livre
du Dénkart, p. 31, follows him; cf. also Klima, Mazdak, p. 172, 1. 4).

67  Ta’rikh, ser.1, p. 893 = Geschichte, p. 154.

68  Tajarib, p.177.

69  Ya‘qabi, Ta’rikh, vol. 1, p. 186, where Khusraw executes Zaradusht b. Khurrakan along with
Mazdak; Browne, “Nihdya’, p. 226, where he is a Persian nobleman supporting Mazdak.
Klima, who did not know the passage in the Acta Martyrum (discovered by Pigulevskaja),
also describes him as a contemporary of Mazdak (Mazdak, p. 157); similarly Yarshater,
“Mazdakism’, p. 996.

70  Fihrist, ed. R. Tajaddud (Tehran, 1971), p. 406 (where the younger Mazdak is the historical
Mazdak).

71 “Sectes”, p. 25f. with reference to Yasna, 19, 18 (“every land has a Zaradusht’, sc. a reli-
gious chief) and the expression zartushtroktom for the chief mobad in Pahlavi writ-
ings.

72 Mazdak s in fact supposed to have been a mébad, or even chief maobad (cf. the references
given below, nn. 159-160). Another two Zaradushts mentioned in the Muslim sources are
expressly said to have been mobads too (one in 379A.D. and the other in the time of the
caliph Mu‘tasim, cf. Noldeke, Geschichte, pp. xxxiii n, 457).
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older Mazdak in the sense of first leader of the sect.”® But whether one or
the other name was a title or not, the Syriac and Muslim evidence leaves no
doubt that Zaradusht of Fasa was a person separate from, and indeed much
earlier than, Mazdak. Besides, they had different patronymics, Zaradusht being
a son of Khrosak/Khurrak while Mazdak was the son of Bamdad;”* and they
are also said to have come from different places, Zaradusht being a native of
Fasa, whereas Mazdak is said to have come from Nasa,’> Istakhr,76 Tabriz,”?
Nishapur”® or MDRYH, identified as Madharaya in Iraq by Christensen,” as the
Murghab in eastern Iran by F. Altheim and R. Stiehl.8? In short, we may accept
that Zaradusht Khrosakan was the original propounder of tenets taken up by
Kavad and Mazdak in succession.

73 Mazdak, pp. 166 f., with reference to the Fihrist (above, n. 70).

74  Mazdak appears as the son of Bamdad in the Bundahishn, Bahman Yast and Vendidad
(above, n. 28; below, n. 127), and in Tabari, Ta’rikh, ser. 1, pp. 894 = Geschichte, p.154; Hamza
al-Isfahani, Ta’rikh, p. 107; Nizam al-Mulk, Siyasatnama, p. 195 = 195; Tha‘libi, Ghurar,
p. 596. Compare Ibn Isfandiyar, Tarikh, vol. 1, p. 147 (Bamdadan) = 93 (Namdaran); Birani,
Athar, p. 209 =192 (Hamdadan); Miskawayh, Tajarib, p. 177 (Qamard); Dinawari’'s Mazyar
is presumably also a corruption of Bamdad[an] (Akhbar, p. 69).

75 Biriini, Athar, p. 209 = 192; Abii ’l-Mali, Bayan al-adyan, in Ch. Schefer (ed.), Chrestom-
athie persane (Paris, 1883-1885), vol. 1, p. 145 = H. Massé (tr.), “L'Exposé des religions
par Abou ’I-Maali”, Revue de [’Histoire des Religions, XC1V (1926), p. 36; Bal‘ami, Tarjuma,
p. 143 (az zamin-i Khurasan az shahr-i Nasa; but cf. below, n. 78); Browne, “Nihdya’, p. 226.
Christensen emends Nasa to Fasa and sees confusion with Zaradusht’s provenance here
(Kawadh, pp. 41 1., 99; L’Iran, pp. 337, 3391.). But the form Nasa is too stable for this to be
convincing.

76 Dinawari, Akhbar, p. 67; Mirkhwand, Rawda, vol. 1, p. 774 = part 1, vol. 11, p. 369 (presumably
from Dinawari, who is mentioned as a source at p. 776 = 371).

77  Thus the thirteenth-century Tabsirat al-‘awamm cited in Schefer, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 158.

78 Bal‘ami, Du Solomon, p. 238 (“du pays de Khorasan, de la ville de Nischabour”). But
Mashkar’s text has Nasa (above, n. 75).

79  Tabari, Ta’rikh, ser. 1, p. 893 = Geschichte, p. 154; cf. ibid., p. 547, where MDRYH is wrongly
supplied with a definite article which would make Christensen’s reading of it as Mad-
haraya even more difficult than it is. Christensen’s suggestion (Kawadh, p. 100, with ref-
erence to G. Le Strange, The Lands of the Eastern Caliphate (London, 1905), p. 38) was
cautiously accepted by Klima (Mazdak, pp. 1591f.).

80  “Mazdak und Porphyrius’, in their Geschichte der Hunnen, vol. 111 (Berlin, 1961; re-
printed from La nouvelle Clio, v (1953); also reprinted, in English, in History of Religions,
3 (1963)), pp. 72f; cf. also eidem, Ein asiatischer Staat (Wiesbaden, 1954), p. 200. For
objections, see Klima, Mazdak, pp. 160f. The seventeenth-century Kirmani dastiar out-
bids Altheim and Stiehl by making Mazdak come from India (Christensen, “Two Versions’,

p- 322).
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The fundamental idea behind Zaradusht’s heresy was that women and prop-
erty engender envy, anger, hatred, greed and needs which would not arise
if both were held in common:8! women and wealth are the ultimate causes
of practically all dissension among mankind.8? But God had created all men
alike®3 and placed the means of sustenance, including the means of procre-
ation, on earth “so that mankind may divide them equally among themselves”
(li-yuqassimaha ’l-ibad baynahum bi’l-ta’ast/sawiyya).8* Women and property
should be held in partnership like water, fire and pasture ( ja‘ala *[-nas shirka
fthima ka-shtirakihim fi °l-ma@ wa’l-nar wa’l-kala@’);%% nobody was allowed to
have more than others;86 sharing was a religious duty.®”

The sources are not clear exactly how the sharing is to be envisaged. The for-
mulations just cited suggest collective ownership, and this is also what many
other authors took to be the objective: Mazdak abolished marriage and pri-
vate property according to Bal‘ami;®8 he told his followers that “your wives
are like your other possessions, they too should be regarded as common prop-
erty”, according to Nizam al-Mulk;®® he preached communal control of chil-

81 My formulation is indebted to Firdawsi on the “five demons” (Shahnama, pp. 2303f. =
Epic, p. 319); but compare the Dénkard in Molé, “Sectes”, pp. 24f.; Shaki, “Social Doctrine”,
pp- 290ff.

82 ‘Abd al-Jabbar, al-Mughni, vol. v, ed. M.M. al-Khudayri (Cairo, 1965), p. 16 = G. Monnot,
Penseurs musulmans et religions iraniennes (Paris, 1974), p. 164; al-Shahrastani, Kitab al-
Milal wa’l-nihal, ed. W. Cureton (London, 1846), p. 193 = idem, Religionspartheien und
Philosophen-Schulen, tr. Th. Haarbriicker (Halle, 1850), vol. 1, p. 291; Dabistan, vol. 1, p. 166
=vol. 1, p. 377. On their common source, see below, n. 165.

83  “The Mazdakites ... claim that God created the world as one creation and created for it
one creature, that is Adam” (Muhammad b. Ahmad al-Malati, Kitab al-Tanbih wa’l-radd
‘ala ahl al-ahwa’ wa’l-bid‘a, ed. S. Dedering (Istanbul, 1937), p. 72). “All are God’s servants
and children of Adam” (Mazdak in Nizam al-Mulk, Siyasatnama, p.197 =197). Though the
terminology is heavily contaminated by Islam, Mazdak presumably did argue something
along those lines.

84  Tabari, Ta’rikh, ser.1, pp. 885f. = Geschichte, p. 141; cf. Ibn Qutayba, Ma‘arif, p. 292; Maqdisi,
Bad’, vol. 111, p. 167 = 170f,; Tha‘alibi, Ghurar, p. 600; Miskawayh, Tajarib, p. 168; Eutychius,
Annales, part 1, p. 206; Bal‘ami, Tarjuma, p. 144 = 239.

85 Shahrastani, Milal, p.193 = vol. 1, p. 291; Dabistan, vol. 1, p. 166 = vol. 1, p. 377.

86 Ibn Qutayba, Ma‘arif, p. 292; Tabari, Ta’rikh, ser. 1, p. 886 = Geschichte, p. 141; Maqdisi, Bad’,
vol. 111, p. 167 = 170f,; Eutychius, Annales, part 1, p. 206; Tha‘alibi, Ghurar, p. 600; Firdawsi,
Shahnama, p. 2302 = Epic, pp. 3181.; Malati, Radd, p. 72.

87  Tabari, Tarikh, ser.1, p. 893 = Geschichte, 154; Bal‘ami, Tarjuma, p. 144 = 239.

88  Tarjuma, pp.143f. = 239.

89  Siyasatnama, p.198 =197f.
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dren as well, according to the Bundahishn and Ibn al-Balkh1.9¢ Noldeke like-
wise believed Mazdak to have abolished private property and marriage, on the
grounds that equality in respect of possessions cannot be maintained for long
unless collective ownership is instituted and hereditary transmission of prop-
erty eliminated.®! But though this may well have been what Zaradusht had in
mind, it is not how it worked out in practice. Kavad is said to have ruled that
children born of extra-marital unions were to be affiliated to the husband:%2 his
communist views on women notwithstanding, marriage thus persisted along
with parental control of children and hereditary transmission of property. And
a widely cited tradition has it that Mazdak and his followers did not institute
collective ownership as much as engage in redistribution: they claimed that
“they were taking from the rich and giving to the poor (annahum ya’khudhina
lil-fugar@ min al-aghniy@® wa-yaruddina min al-mukaththirin ‘ala °l-mugqillin)
and that whoever had a surplus in respect of landed property, women or goods
had no better right to it than anyone else”.?3 Mazdak “ordered that people
should be equal in respect of property and women” ( yatasawu fi *l-amwal wa’l-
huram), as al-Ya‘qub1 put it.%* Mazdak “made people equal” (sawwa bayna °l-
nas), according to Ibn al-Athir: he “would take the wife of the one and hand
her over to another, and likewise possessions, slaves, slavegirls and other things,
such aslanded property and real estate” (al-diya‘wa’l-igar).%5 These statements
clearly imply that private property and marriage alike were left intact, only
inequalities being removed. Mazdak’s view seems to have been that the rich
should divest themselves of their surplus by giving freely, and that the poor
were allowed to help themselves to the possessions of those who had more
than the rest: “when | Adam died, God let his sons inherit [the world] equally;
nobody has a right to more property or wives than others, so that he who is able
to take people’s possessions or obtain their wives by stealth, deceit, trickery or
blandishment is allowed and free to do so; the property which some people
possess in excess of others is forbidden to them until it is distributed equally
among mankind’, as al-Malati quotes the Mazdakites as saying (in terms obvi-
ously borrowed from Islam and with an emphasis on non-violent methods
which suggests that the statement refers to later conditions rather than Maz-

9o  Anklesaria, Zand Akasih, p. 276 = 277; Ibn al-Balkhi, Farsnama, p. 84.

91 Geschichte, p. 458.

92 Scher, “Histoire nestorienne”, part 11, 1, p. 125.

93 Tabari, Tarikh, ser. 1, p. 886 = Geschichte, p. 141; similarly Ibn Qutayba, Maarif, p. 292;
Maqdisi, Bad’, vol. 111, p. 167 = 171; Miskawayh, Tajarib, p. 168; Tha‘alibi, Ghurar, p. 600.

94 Ta’rikh, vol. 1, p. 186; cf. Tabari, Ta’rikh, ser. 1, p. 893 (al-ta’asi fi amwalihim wa-ahlihim).

95  Kamil, vol. 1, p. 297.
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dak’s revolt).¢ This goes well with the claim that Mazdak sanctioned guest
prostitution®” and other forms of wife lending,®® a measure for which he may
have found inspiration in Zoroastrian law. According to the Matigan-i hazar
datastan as interpreted by Bartholomae, a man could cede his wife (be she will-
ing or unwilling) to another man in need, who would be entitled to her labour,
but not to her property or to any children born of the union; in other words,
he might lend her as he would a slave, and the deed counted as charitable.??
The existence of such an “interim marriage” has been disputed by M. Shaki,10°
but Shaki implicitly outlines an interim marriage of another kind: a man with-
out male issue might give his wife in starih (loosely translatable as levirate) to
another man even in his own lifetime with a view to procuring heirs for him-
self (sturith being more commonly arranged after a husband’s death); he would
retain his guardianship over his wife, in addition to his rights to any children
she might bear,'%! and the starith would (or could) come to an end on the birth
of ason.!°2 Orindeed (putting Bartholomae’s and Shaki’s institutions together),

96 Radd, pp. 72f.

97  Nizam al-Mulk, Siyasatnama, p.198 =198. The tone is sensationalist and the example gross
(cf. below, n. 113), but the claim is corroborated by Ibn al-Nadim, FiArist, p. 406, on the
Mazdakites of Muslim times: they do not deny a guest anything, whatever it may be.

98  Mazdak wanted husbands to lend their wives to those who had none, and to swap wives
from time to time with those whose wives were less beautiful than their own, or so at least
according to the Dabistan, vol. 1, p. 166 = vol. 1, pp. 377{. citing the Disnad (on which, see
below, n. 165) without a shred of malice or sensationalism.

99 C. Bartholomae, “Zum sasanidischen Recht. I, Sitzungsberichte der Heidelberger Akademie
(1918), pp. 29f,, 361f; cf. also idem, Die Frau im sasanidischen Recht (Heidelberg, 1924),
pp. 141f. (accepted by A. Perikhanian, “Iranian Society and Law”, in The Cambridge History
of Iran, vol. 111 (2), p. 650). Barthomolae’s institution was first adduced in explanation
of Mazdakite ideas by Christensen, L'Iran, pp. 329, 344f. Yarshater, on the other hand,
adduces Vendidad, 1v, 44, according to which fellow-believers, brothers and friends asking
for money, wife or wisdom should be given these things (“Mazdakism’, p. 997); but this is
less interesting because the passage hardly claims that one should give them one’s own
wife.

100 “The Sassanian Matrimonial Relations”, Archiv Orientdlni, XXX1X (1971), pp. 324 f.

101 Ibid, p. 331, cf. pp. 327, 340; cf. also the passages in Shaki, “Social Doctrine”, p. 303 n. The
various institutions designed to procure heirs for dead men are helpfully summarised in
Perikhanian, “Society and Law”, pp. 649f., 653 ff.

102  Shaki, “Matrimonial Relations’, p. 330, on women as sturs for life or for a limited period.
Shaki does not relate this distinction to that between live and dead husbands; but whether
sturih in favour of dead husbands could be limited or not, it stands to reason that a man
who gave his wife in stirih in his own lifetime would want her back when the purpose
of the starth had been fulfilled. (For historical evidence of such “interim marriages’,
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he could lend her to another man so that the latter could acquire heirs.1%3 One
way or the other, there certainly seems to have been a Zoroastrian institution
of wife lending which the followers of Zaradusht took up and generalised. But
in doing so, they confirmed rather than abrogated the existence of marriage
(and they obviously took male control over women for granted too).1%4 The later
Khurramis also endorsed ibahat al-nisa’ (as the Muslims were to call communal

» o«

“wife lending”, “rent an inseminator” or whatever else one might wish to call it, see
S. Wikander, Der arische Ménnerbund (Lund, 1938), pp. 11f.)

103 Itishard for an outsider to avoid this conclusion. Shaki disagrees with Bartholomae on two
counts. First, does the disputed passage say that a man may cede his wife to another who
isin need for his children (Bartholomae) or to another who is in need of children (Shaki)?
If the former, the recipient was a widower or divorcee unable to cope on his own; if the
latter, he was presumably a man too poor to marry. The passage specifies that he must
be in need through no fault of his own, which is compatible with either interpretation,
but Shaki’s interpretation is the more plausible: assisting a single parent may have been
meritorious, but helping a man to have heirs was infinitely more important. Without male
offspring a man could not pass the Chinvad bridge, so the fate of his soul, not merely his
worldly welfare, was at stake; placing one’s own wife at the disposal of such a man would
indeed be the height of charity. Secondly, did the first husband make a straight gift of his
wife (Shaki) or did he lend her for a specified period (Bartholomae)? Here Bartholomae
would seem to have the better case, for if the first husband had ceded all rights to her, the
Nirangistan (cited in Shaki, “Matrimonial Relations”, p. 324) would hardly have found it
necessary to explain that she was not allowed to cohabit with both men at the same time.
Shaki asserts that Bartholomae’s institution would have been regarded as a great sin, but
the passage adduced in support of this contention (ibid., pp. 338, 343f.) speaks of a woman
who does cohabit with two men; and his own starih could clearly function as an interim
marriage too. In short, just as a woman could be handed over to a stir for the benefit of her
own husband (alive or dead), so she could be placed at the disposal of a poor and kinless
man who had no wife himself, remaining the legal wife of her first husband in both cases
and returning to him (if still alive) after the task had been accomplished. Shaki seems
to clinch this interpretation by quoting Ishobokht as saying that a wife was like a fertile
field which could be rented in the lifetime of its owner or after his death (Shaki, “Social
Doctrine”, p. 303, with reference to Sachau (ed.), Syrische Rechtsbiicher (Berlin, 1907-1914),
vol. 111, p. 97); but unfortunately the quote is incorrect.

104 For Mazdak as a liberator of women, see Pigulevskaja, Les villes, p. 200; Klima, Mazdak,
p. 186; cf. also Baron, Social and Religious History of the Jews, vol. 111, p. 55, according
to whom the Mazdakites insisted on the woman’s free consent. But the Zaradushtis
plainly equated women with property, and it is only in connection with the tenth-century
Khurramis that female consent is mentioned (below, n. 114). When Shahrastani says that
Mazdak ahalla ’[-nis@’, he means that he made women available to all, not that he “liess
... die Frauen frei”, as Haarbriicker translates (Milal, p. 193 = 291), followed by Pigulevskaja
and Klima (cf. the sensible comments of Shaki, “Social Doctrine”, pp. 301f.).
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access to women) without abolishing marriage thereby.!%5 Kavad and Mazdak
seem to have argued that nobody had exclusive rights to women or (in Mazdak’s
case) to anything at all: everything in a man’s possession was available to oth-
ers, ownership being common in the last resort, and anything he possessed in
excess of others could be freely taken, the correct distribution being equal. But
actual pooling of property, women or children was not apparently attempted.

Even so, Noldeke is undoubtedly right that ibahat al-nis@’ was meant in a
drastically egalitarian vein. What the Zaradushtis demanded was not simply
that women hoarded in princely harems should be redistributed or that women
should be allowed to marry outside their own class, that it should be cheaper
to marry, that the rules of levirate should be relaxed, or the like;!°6 but nor was
it against hereditary transmission of property that their views on women were
directed. What ibahat al-nisa’ achieved was to obstruct the growth of social dis-
tance and (crucially in Kavad’s case) to undermine the power of those who had
a vested interest in its preservation. Communal access to women prevented
the formation of noble lineages sealed off from the rest of the community by
endogamous or indeed incestuous unions;!®” communal access to the wives
of aristocrats destroyed the mystique of noble blood produced by generations
of such unions, placing a question mark over the political entitlements with
which such blood was associated. The horror of ibaha to non-Zaradushtis lay
precisely in the fact that it obliterated hereditary ranking. It worked by “obscur-
ing the descent of every individual’, as the Dénkard complains.18 “Genealogies
were mixed’,199 “base people of all sorts mixed with people of noble blood”, as
we are told with reference to Mazdak’s revolt.!'0 “If people have women and
property in common, how can they know their children and establish their
genealogies?” as Zoroastrian priests asked Mazdak, who was supposedly dumb-
founded, never having thought that far himself.1!

105 Cf. below, n. 114, and the twelfth-century Khurramis in W. Madelung, Religious Trends in
Early Islamic Iran (Albany, N.Y., 1988), p. 10 (all women were available to everyone, but
having two wives was a deadly sin).

106 Cf. Yarshater, “Mazdakism’, p. 1000, for a list of what ibaha may have meant if it is not to
be understood literally.

107 Cf.]. Darmesteter, “Le hvaétvadatha’, Revue de I’Histoire des Religions, XX1v (1891).

108  Shaki, “Social Doctrine’, p. 291£,; cf. Molé, “Sectes”, pp. 24f. (both citing the Déenkard).

109 Magqdisi, Bad’, vol. 111, p. 168 = 171.

110 Tabari, Tarikh, ser. 1, p. 893 = Geschichte, p. 154; Miskawayh, Tajarib, p. 177.

111 Thaalibi, Ghurar, p. 602; cf. Nizam al-Mulk, Siyasatnama, p. 203 = 202f. The objections
presented to communism here are almost identical with those in the Dénkard (above,
n. 108), and the context in which they are presented (a gathering of priests around
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If Kavad and Mazdak modified Zaradusht's vision on women and property
in the course of their attempt to implement it, the later Mazdakites, or some
of them, seem to have changed it almost beyond recognition. The Dénkard
accuses them of tracing descent through the mother and of holding the prop-
erty of sons and brothers in common,? thus conjuring up a society similar
to that of the famous Nayar of Malabar (or for that matter Strabo’s Yemenis),
among whom ownership of land and livestock was vested in the matrilineal
lineage, agricultural work being done by brothers while their sisters produced
children by non-resident and temporary husbands.'® In western Persia, to
which the information in the Dénkard is most likely to refer, Mazdakism would
thus appear to have come to validate a local and, by Zoroastrian standards,
highly unorthodox form of kinship organisation to which there is perhaps an
allusion in Herodotus’ account of Achaemenid Iran as well;14 and Narshakhi

Khusraw) is almost identical with that in the Bahman Yasht (Anklesaria, Zand-i Vohtiman
Yasn, p. 102; Christensen, Kawadh, pp. 2of.).

112 Shaki, “Social Doctrine”, pp. 293 ff. (a new translation of Dénkard, v11, 21, previously trans-
lated, though not very intelligibly, by West, Pahlavi Texts, part v (Oxford, 1897), pp. 88f,,
and briefly mentioned in Christensen, Kawadh, p. 22). As Shaki notes, this passage must
refer to normal rather than revolutionary conditions (“Social Doctrine”, pp. 304f.); and
since the heretics are explicitly called Mazdakites, it must refer to normal conditions after
the suppression of Mazdak'’s revolt. (Shaki’s interpretation ignores this point.)

113 R. Fox, Kinship and Marriage (Harmondsworth, 1967), pp. 100ff., where other examples
of matrilineal organisation are also discussed; Strabo, Geography, ed. and tr. H.L. Jones,
vol. vi1 (London and Cambridge, Mass., 1965), XV1, 4, 25 (brothers are held in higher esteem
than children, property is held in common by kinsmen, one woman is wife for all). Nizam
al-Mulk has it that if a man had sexual relations with a woman, he would put a hat on
the door to indicate that the woman was occupied (Siyasatnama, p. 198 = 198). This is
told in connection with guest prostitution, clearly in a sensationalist vein (all guests at a
party, even twenty, would visit the host’s wife one by one!). But the custom has nothing to
do with guest prostitution, nor is it presented as such in Narshakhi, according to whom
the descendants of al-Muqganna“s followers in Transoxania would put a mark on the door
when they were visiting other men’s “wives” (Narshakhi, Tarikh-i Bukhara, ed. Schefer
(Paris, 1892), p. 73 = idem, The History of Bukhara, tr. R.N. Frye (Cambridge, Mass., 1954),
pp. 751, a remarkably sober account). Among the Nayar the men with visiting rights to a
certain woman (of whom there were up to twelve) would indicate that they were visiting
their “wife” by leaving a spear or a shield outside the house (Fox, Kinship, p.101). In Strabo’s
Yemen they would place a staff by the door; cf. also the following note. Presumably there
were customs of this kind in all polyandrous societies.

114 According to him, the Massagetes of the Caucasus used wives promiscuously; if a man
visited a woman, he would hang his quiver in front of her waggon (History, ed. and tr.
A.D. Godley (London and Cambridge, Mass., 1920-1925), 1, 216; cf. the preceding note).
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gives us to understand that Mazdakism came to perform the same function in
Transoxania.l’ But there were also Khurramis who used the creed to sanction
monogamy.'6 The Mazdakite association with deviant systems is consonant
with the fact that it was among isolated mountaineers (many of them Kurds)
that Mazdakism survived,''” but it is unlikely to throw light on the origins and
nature of the heresy itself. Zaradushtism was undoubtedly a priestly response
to mainstream Zoroastrian problems which only came to be adapted to local
institutions after Mazdak’s death.

At all events, Zaradusht’s creed was not just | egalitarian, but also pacifist.
Kavad disliked war and bloodshed in his heretical phase;!'8 he was a mild man
who tried to deal leniently with his subjects and enemies alike, a fact which
some construed as weakness;!'® and he was a vegetarian too: “the king eats
no meat and holds bloodshed to be forbidden because he is a zindig”, as the
ruler of the Yemen was informed.!2? The king proved warlike enough on his
restoration.!?! Mazdak similarly wanted to eliminate war, hatred and dispute,122
and he too was a vegetarian: according to Ibn al-Athir, he held that “plants

Presumably they too were matrilineally organised, though Herodotus does not say so. Of
the tenth-century Khurramis of Jibal, or some of them, we are explicitly told that they
accepted ibahat al-nisa’, provided that the women consented (Magqdisi, Bad’, vol. 1v, p. 31
=29; cf. also Ibn al-Nadim, Fihrist, p. 406); but we are not told how they practised it or what
their kinship system was. (Pace Yarshater, “Mazdakism”, p. 1013, Maqdisi’s information
is based on personal information, not on heresiographical stereotypes; and it is not
contradicted by the existence of marriage among the Khurramis, still less by the Khurrami
concern with purity, honesty and avoidance of harm to others!)

115 Cf. above, n. 13. Narshakhi also mentions another local arrangement of a peculiar kind in
this passage.

116 Cf. Madelung, above, n. 105 (the area was Azerbayjan).

117 Cf Er? s.v. “Khurramiyya”

118 Tabari, Ta’rikh, ser. 1, pp. 888, 889 = Geschichte, pp. 1481, 150; Maqdisi, Bad’, vol. 111, p. 167
=170; Miskawayh, Tajarib, p. 171; Scher, “Histoire nestorienne’, part 11, 1, p. 125.

119 Tabari, Ta’rikh, ser. 1, p. 888 = Geschichte, pp. 1481; Scher, op. cit., part 11, 1, p. 124; Sebeos,
Histoire d’Héraclius, tr. F. Macler (Paris, 1910), p. 4 (where his peaceful relations with
his neighbours are explained with reference to the slate of his army rather than his
creed, neither Sebeos nor any other Armenian source displaying awareness that he was
aheretic). On his supposed weakness, see also Ibn Qutayba, above, n. 57, and Aba’I-Baq?’,
below, n. 236.

120 Tabari, Ta’rikh, ser. 1, p. 889 = Geschichte, p. 150.

121 He started a long war against the Byzantines as soon as he was back and is said to have
slaughtered a huge number of people on his conquest of Amida (Procopius, Wars, 1, 7, 29;
Joshua, Chronicle, § 53).

122 Shahrastani, Milal, p.193 = 1, 291

26



22 CHAPTER 1

and animal products such as eggs, milk, butter and cheese suffice as human
food”123 According to al-Biriini, he told Kavad to abstain from the slaughter
of cattle “before the natural term of their life has come” (hatta ya'tiya ‘alayha
ajaluhu),'?* which is more ambivalent: it could be taken to mean that carrion
was legitimate food, which Noldeke rightly deemed unlikely,'?5 or that cat-
tle could be both slaughtered and eaten provided that it was old, which is a
view attested in Zoroastrian literature,'26 or that cattle could only be slaugh-
tered (but not eaten, as opposed to cut up for its hides, horns, etc.) after it had
died. Possibly al-Birtini mixed up Zoroastrian and Mazdakite doctrine here and
possibly it was the third interpretation he had in mind; either way, the evi-
dence for Zaradushti vegetarianism is strong. (Pace Noldeke, however, there
does not seem to be a reference to his vegetarianism in the Pahlavi commen-
tary on the Vendidad;'?” nor does there seem to be one in the Deénkard.)'?8
The Khurramis of the early Muslim world likewise disapproved of bloodshed,
except in times of revolt; no living being should be killed in their view,!2° and
they too were vegetarians: Babak complained that the hands and breath of his

123 Kamil, vol. 1, p. 297; similarly Mirkhwand, Rawda, vol. 1, p. 774 = part 1, vol. 11, p. 369.

124  p. 209 =192.

125 Geschichte, p. 460.

126 M. Molé, “Un ascétisme moral dans les livres pehlevis?”, Revue de [’Histoire des Religions,
cLv (1959), pp. 1781, citing the Dénkard and the Pahlavi Rivayat.

127 The Vendidad contains a long harangue against asceticism: having a wife is better than
being celibate, having children better still, eating meat is better than abstaining therefrom
and eating is better than fasting (J. Darmesteter (tr.), The Zand-Avesta, part 1 (Oxford,
1880), pp. 461.); the Pahlavi commentary explains “the impure heretic who does not eat”
(i.e. who fasts) with the gloss “like Mazdak, the son of Bamdad, who satisfied himself
but abandoned men to hunger and death” (thus Klima, Mazdak, p. 192; but cf. also the
translations in Noldeke, Geschichte, p. 460; Christensen, Kawadh, p. 20). Néldeke, followed
by Christensen and Klima, read the gloss as a reference to Mazdak’s vegetarianism. But
one would have expected such a reference to have been offered in explanation of the
statement that “he who fills himself with meat is filled with the good spirit much more
than he who does not”; moreover, Mazdak is said to have satisfied himself (though only
in Klima'’s translation); and vegetarianism can hardly be equated with hunger and death
(sok u marg). It seems more likely that the commentator had the dire effects of Mazdak’s
revolt in mind: the means oflivelihood were destroyed, as Maqdisi says (Bad’, vol. 111, p. 168
=171). Presumably the gloss was triggered by the description of the non-eating heretic as
someone against whom one should fight.

128  Shaki, “Social Doctrine’, pp. 294 f. and n. 61 thereto, 306. Though Shaki’s emendation of the
text may well be right, the statement that “they buy the milk of cattle” is not an obvious
reference to vegetarianism.

129 Magqdisi, Bad’, vol. 1v, p. 31 = 28; Ibn al-Nadim, Fikrist, p. 406.
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Muslim prison-guard stank of meat.!3® One twelfth-century Khurrami sect
prohibited injury to humans, animals and plants alike.!3!

Possibly, Zaradusht was also an antinomian, but it is only of Mazdak’s fol-
lowers that we have any information on this point. According to the Dénkard,
they did not perform the external acts of worship.132 They continued to ignore
them after they had become Muslims (of sorts) as well: the Khurramis did not
perform the ritual prayer, observe the fast or otherwise adhere to the law, as
several sources inform us.133

Three further points need to be made about the Zaradushti heresy. First, nei-
ther Zaradusht's heresy nor its Mazdakite version was a species of Manichae-
ism. The idea that Mazdak was a Manichaean dissident goes back to Chris-
tensen and it is still widespread even though it was refuted by Molé almost
thirty years ago,'3* and again by Shaki and Yarshater in more recent publica-
tions.!35 Christensen based his argument on a passage in Malalas according
to which a third-century Manichaean by the name of Bundos proposed a new
doctrine to the effect that the good god had defeated the evil god and that the
victor should be honoured; this Bundos was active in Rome under Diocletian
(285—305), but he subsequently went to Persia where his religion was called
the doctrine of ton daristhenon, explained by Malalas as “the adherents of the
good [god]” (probably from d°rist-dén, “professing the true religion”).!36 On the
strength of the fact that Malalas also calls Kavad 4o darasthenos, Christensen
identifies Bundos and Zaradusht of Fasa, construing Bundos as a Greek rendi-
tion of Pahlavi bundag or the like, meaning “venerable”137 It must be granted

130 Tabarl, Ta’rikh, ser. 3, p. 1228 = idem, The Reign of Mu’tasim, tr. E. Marin (New Haven, 1951),
p- 52

131 Madelung, Religious Trends, p. 10.

132 Shaki, “Social Doctrine”, p. 294.

133 Narshakhi, Bukhara, p. 73 = 75; al-Nawbakhti, Kitab firaq al-Shia, ed. H. Ritter (Istanbul,
1931), p. 42; al-Baghdadi, al-Farq bayna ’l-firaqg, ed. PX. Hitti (Cairo, 1924), p. 163 = idem,
Moslem Schisms and Sects, tr. A.S. Halkin, part 11 (Tel Aviv, 1935), p. 90; Nizam al-Mulk,
Siyasatnama, p. 243 = 244; Madelung, Religious Trends, p. 10.

134 “Sectes’, pp. 171t; cf. idem, “Ascétisme moral”, pp. 167.

135  Shaki, “Social Doctrine’, pp. 2981t,; idem, “The Cosmogonical and Cosmological Teachings
of Mazdak”, Acta Iranica, X1 (1985) (Papers in Honour of Professor Mary Boyce); Yarshater,
“Mazdakism’, pp. 995 ff.

136  Chronographia, ed. L. Dindorf (Bonn, 1831), pp. 309f. = idem, Chronicle, tr. E. Jeffreys,
M. Jeffreys and R. Scott (Melbourne, 1986), p. 168 (xii, 42); cf. Noldeke, Geschichte, p. 457,
n. 1; Christensen, Kawadh, p. 97 n.

137 Kawadh, pp. 96ff,; idem, L’Iran, pp. 3371.; cf. Malalas, Chronographia, p. 429 = 248 (xviii,
9).
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that there is an odd coincidence here, and all the more so in that the Denkard
could be taken to say that Zaradusht of Fasa was called d¢ris[t]-den (though
the word could also be read as Khrosakan),!3® that various garbled epithets of
Kavad in Muslim sources could likewise be read as d®rist-dén (though this read-
ing is not compelling),!3° and that the appellation al-‘adliyya and madhhab-i
‘adl attested in Muslim sources for the Mazdakite sect could be taken as a
translation of the same term (on the assumption that drist could mean “just”
as well as “true”, which is not however obvious).#? It may also be added that
al-Iskafi has Mazdak come from Syria.'*! But even so, Christensen’s theory is
hard to accept.'*? Al-IskafT’s testimony is best discounted, partly because adab
works are unreliable sources of historical information and partly because it
is Bundos/Zaradusht rather than Mazdak who ought to have come from (or
via) Syria. If “Mazdak” was a title, as Klima argued, one could of course take
al-Iskaff’s statement as a confused reflection of the fact that the older Maz-
dak came from Syria and seek support for this view in the fact that al-Iskafi
has his Mazdak go to Fars, the province with which Zaradusht is associated.
But conjectures based on confusion do not make good evidence. Malalas’ tes-
timony should probably be discounted too. It is not very likely that a native
of a provincial town of Fars should have travelled all the way to Rome and
made it as a preacher there before going back to found a sect in Iran; con-
versely, if Bundos was a Roman (or other non-Persian resident of Rome), how
did the Farsis come to accept him as a religious authority? A Syriac-speaking
citizen of the Roman empire might well have made it as a preacher in Iraq,
but surely not in Fasa; that Zaradusht came from Fasa is however a point on
which Zoroastrian and Muslim sources are agreed. No communist views are
reported for Bundos, and no assertion regarding the victory of the good god is

138 Cf. above, n. 65.

139 Christensen, Kawadh, pp. 94f., with reference to Hamza al-Isfahani, Ta’rikh, p. 56; Mujmil
al-tawarikh, p. 36; and Tha‘libi, Ghurar, p. 602. For the uncertainty of the reconstruction,
see Noldeke, Geschichte, p. 135 n. It was also deemed unconvincing by Altheim and Stiehl,
“Mazdak und Porphyrius’, p. 75 and n. 8 thereto.

140  Shaki, “Social Doctrine”, p. 300, with reference to Miskawayh, Tajarib, p. 168, and Ibn al-
Balkhi, Farsnama, p. 84.

141 Lutfal-tadbir, p.130.

142  Similarly Altheim and Stiehl, op. cit., p. 75 and n. 8 thereto (where it is however replaced
by an even wilder theory); Duchesne-Guillemin, Religion de !'Iran, p. 286 (where the
views reported for Bundos are nonetheless presented as Mazdakite doctrine in the
next paragraph, Malalas being ranked with Shahrastani as a key source on Mazdakite
ideas!).
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attested for Zaradusht, or for any of his followers,!43 so that all they have in
common is the appellation d¢rist-den. If there is any significance to this, all
one can say is that Malalas’ story is too garbled for us to retrieve it. But even
if one accepts that Bundos and Zaradusht are somehow related, it does not
in any way follow that Zaradusht’s creed was a species of Manichaeism, for
Malalas plainly uses that word in the completely nonspecific sense of “dual-
ist heresy”.1** Obviously, | Zaradusht was a dualist. Zoroastrian, Christian and
Muslim sources are however agreed that his dualism was Zoroastrian rather
than Manichaean.

Thus the Dénkard refers to him as heretic who came up with the wrong
answer to a Zoroastrian problem,'#> while the History of Karka de-Bet Selok
credits him and Mani with different heresies, not, as Pigulevskaja would have
it, the same.!#6 Al-Tabar1 describes his sect as a development within Zoroas-
trianism (milla ... ibtada‘aha fi°l-majiasiyya);'*” and it is similary described by
al-Ya‘qub1“® and Ibn al-Nadim.*® As for Kavad, the abominable Zaradushti
heresy that he took up was Zoroastrian (de-magushuta),’>° and his religion is
likewise described as Zoroastrianism (majisiyya) in the Chronicle of Si’ird;!5!
the description is correct for he tried to impose fire-worship on the Armenians
in his heretical phase.’52 Mazdak, too, is classified as a Zoroastrian by Ibn al-
Nadim;'®® and Mazdak was also a Zoroastrian according to the Pahlavi books,

143 Both Christensen and Klima contrive to find an echo of it in Mazdak’s view that light acts
knowingly whereas darkness does not (Christensen, L’Iran, p. 340; Klima, Mazdak, p. 183).
But this is farfetched (cf. below, n. 180).

144 Cf. Molé, “Sectes”, pp. 17f. Yarshater’s explanation (“Mazdakism”, pp. 997f.) that the Maz-
dakites were known as Manichaeans because their enemies in Iran branded them as such
is unconvincing (they are not branded as such in the Zoroastrian books) and at any rate
superfluous.

145 Molé, op. cit., pp. 18£,, 25; cf. idem, “Ascetisme moral’, p. 167.

146  Lesvilles, p.198.

147 Tarikh, ser.1, p. 893 = Geschichte, p. 154.

148  Ta’rikh, vol. 1, p. 186, where Khusraw kills Mazdak for his communism and Zaradusht b.
Khurrakan for his innovations within Zoroastrianism (lima ibtada‘a f *l-majusiyya).

149  Fihrist, p. 406.

150 Joshua, Chronicle, § 20. (Rejected by Klima, Mazdak, p. 172, n. 4.)

151  Scher, “Histoire nestorienne”, part 11, 1, p. 125.

152 Joshua, Chronicle, § 20. (Rejected by Christensen, Kawadh, p. 110.) Yarshater adduces Pro-
copius, Wars, 1, 7, 2—4, where Kavad tries to make the Iberians adopt Zoroastrian rites
(“Mazdakism”, p. 996 n.); but this passage refers to the period after his restoration, when
he had ceased to be a heretic.

153  Fihrist, p. 406.
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which depict him as a heretic, not as a Manichaean (Mani being seen as the
founder of a new religion);'5 Mazdak modified Zoroaster’s religion accord-
ing to al-Birani, Aba *]-Ma‘ali and Ibn al-Athir, all of whom clearly mean the
original prophet, not Zaradusht of Fasa;!% he proposed a new interpretation of
“the book of Zoroaster known as the Avesta’, according to al-Mas‘adyi, al-Birani
and al-Khwarizmi, and it was for this reason that he was known as a zindiq.156
He claimed to be a prophet sent to restore the religion of Zoroaster accord-
ing to Nizam al-Mulk.157 He aspired to the spiritual leadership of the religion
of Ohrmazd according to the Dénkard (in a passage on which he is not how-
ever explicitly named).15® What is more, he is said to have been a mobad'>® or
even chief mobad,16° that is to say, a member of the Zoroastrian priesthood; and
though he is more likely to have been a minor priest than a leader of the clerical
hierarchy (a position ascribed to him on the basis of his supposed association
with Kavad), his allegiance to that hierarchy is not in doubt, for he (or a follower
of his) compares two divine powers to the chief mobad and chief hérbad in the
fragment in cosmology preserved by al-Shahrastani.'6! He worshipped fire, too,
for he had his own views on the number and distribution of fire-temples;'62 and
he allegedly proved the truth of his religion by making a fire speak,163 a miracle
which is moreover borrowed from the life of Zoroaster.'64 He also appears as

154 Molé, “Sectes”, p. 14; Shaki, “Social Doctrine”, p. 298.

155  Birdini, Athar, p. 209 =192; Abii’l-Ma‘alj, Bayan, p.145 = 36; Ibn al-Athir, Kamil, vol. 1, p. 296.

156 Mas‘adi, Tanbih, p. 101; al-Khwarizmi, Kitab Mafatih al-‘ulam, ed. G. van Vloten (Leiden,
1895), p. 37f,; Birani, in Fiick, Documenta Islamica Inedita, p. 79 (adding that it was in
a metaphorical vein that the Manichaeans were likewise known as zindigs); cf. Molé,
“Sectes”, pp. 1f,, on the meaning of this word.

157 Siyasatnama, pp.195f. = 196.

158  Shaki, “Social Doctrine”, p. 295 = 297.

159 Mas‘adi, Tanbih, p. 101; Hamza al-Isfahani, Ta’rikh, p. 107.

160  Birdini, Athdr, p. 209 = 192; Khwarizmi, Mafatih, p. 37; Nizam, al-Mulk, Siyasatnama, p. 195
=195; Mujmil al-tawarikh, p. 73.

161 As Yarshater notes (“Mazdakism’, p. 997, with reference to Sharastani, Milal, p. 193 = vol. 1,
p- 292).

162  Cf. Ibn al-Faqih al-Hamadhani, Kitab al-Buldan, ed. M.J. de Goeje (Leiden, 1885) p. 247;
repeated in Qummi, Tarikh-i Qumm, ed. J.-D. Tihrani (Tehran, 1353), p. 89.

163  Nizam al-Mulk, Siyasatnama, pp. 196f. = 195{.

164 Molé, “Sectes”, pp. 22f. And note that Zoroastrian priests at the court of Yazdgard 1 are
credited with an attempt at the same miracle when they felt threatened by the Christian
Maruta (Christensen, Kawadh, p. 67; Klima, Beitrdge, pp. 55f.; add Chronicon Anonynum
ad Annum Christi1234 Pertinens, ed. and tr. ].-B. Chabot (Louvain, 1920-1937) vol. 1, pp. 174 f.
=vol. 11, pp. 137f.).
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a Zoroastrian in the Dabistan-i madhahib, the author of which relied on Maz-
dakite informants and an alleged book of Mazdak’s entitled the Disnad;'%5 and
his speeches in Nizam al-Mulk, Firdawsi and other sources are wholly Zoroas-
trian t0o.166

The fact that Mazdakism originated within Zoroastrianism does not of
course rule out the possibility that Zaradusht and/or Mazdak were influenced
by Manichaeism; but where is the influence supposed to be? In terms of ethos,
the two heresies were diametrically opposed. Manichaeism was a world-re-
nouncing religion which taught liberation from matter through abstention

165 Dabistan, vol. 1, pp. 164ff. = vol. 1, pp. 372ff. This is the only surviving account to be
favourable to Mazdakism (“Mazdak was a holy and learned man”), so the author’s claim to
have used Mazdakite informants is hard to reject even though we have no other evidence
that Mazdakism/Khurramism survived into the seventeenth century (cf. pp. 166f. = 378,
where we are told that they lived as Muslims and had both Zoroastrian and Muslim names,
several of which are given). It was these informants who showed the author a copy of
Mazdak’s book, entitled the Disnad, which had supposedly been translated from old into
new Persian. But when the author quotes from this book, he reproduces the same passages
as Shahrastani and ‘Abd al-Jabbar (cf. above, n. 82, 85: below, n. 180f.) except that he omits
one of theirs (below, n.172) and adds one which they do not have (above, n. 98). He cannot
have lifted his Disnad passages from Shahrastani (as implied by Shaki, “Social Doctrine’,
p. 301), let alone from ‘Abd al-Jabbar, partly because several of his quotes are longer and
partly because of the quote they lack. All three, then, must have used a common source.
But if Abii Isa al-Warraq (the ultimate informant of Shahrastani and ‘Abd al-Jabbar) and
the much later author of the Dabistan had independently excerpted a Mazdakite work
entitled the Disnad, one would have expected greater diversity in the passages chosen. The
common source must thus be Abii Tsa al-Warraq himself, be it directly or (more probably)
via Nawbakhti, whose account was the direct source of Shahrastani and ‘Abd al-Jabbar
(cf. W. Madelung, “Aba ‘Isa al-Warraq iiber die Bardesaniten, Marcioniten und Kantier’,
in H. Roemer and A. Noth (eds.), Studien zur Geschichte und Kultur des Vorderen Orients,
Festschrift fiir Berthold Sputer (Leiden, 1981), pp. 210f,, 214 n.). Possibly, the Khurramis had
extracted Abu Tsa’s account of Mazdakism from NawbakhtT's work as a true statement of
their own beliefs, translating it into Persian and eventually ascribing it to Mazdak himself;
but where the title came from and what it meant is hard to say (Shaki’s suggestion, “Social
Doctrine”, p. 301, that it reflects an original D¢rist-namag is not persuasive).

166  Cf. the tangle in which Klima gets caught in his attempt to accommodate Christensen’s
theory: itis certain that Mazdak’s doctrine arose out of speculation about the Manichaean
faith (Mazdak, p.183), but it is completely clear from the Disnad, Nizam al-Mulk’s Siyasat-
nama and other sources that he based himself on his own interpretation of the holy texts
of the Zoroastrians (p. 200); his speeches in FirdawsI are wholly Zoroastrian, but that was
simply because Zoroastrianism was the only religious language the Iranians understood:
he used it as a means of propaganda (p. 195); yet his doctrine cannot really be described
as a reform of Manichaeism (p. 205).
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from procreation, bloodshed and material possessions. Zaradusht and his fol-
lowers by contrast taught equal access to all the good things of life, including
women and material possessions.!6” Christensen understands Mazdak’s veg-
etarianism as an attempt to avoid entanglement in matter,'68 and Carratelli
and others follow suit by crediting the Mazdakites with abstention from sex
and material goods as well in their supposed effort to kill desire!'6® But unlike
the Manichaeans, the followers of Zaradusht were vegetarians because life was
good, not because bloodshed would entangle them in matter. Their general
idea (as reported with particular clarity for later Khurramis) was that every-
one should be nice to everyone else, and that all pleasurable things should be
allowed as long as they did not harm the interests of others, animals includ-
ed.}70 There is a strange statement in al-Shahrastani, citing Aba ‘Isa al-Warraq,
to the effect that Mazdak enjoined gat! al-anfus, “killing of souls/selves”, as a
means of liberation from evil and darkness, which Christensen took to mean
that he enjoined asceticism.'”! But in Ibn al-Malahim’s and ‘Abd al-Jabbar’s
versions of Abu ‘Isa, the reference is to actual killing;'7? Christensen’s inter-
pretation of the passage is thus untenable.”® There is in fact no reason at all
to assume that the Mazdakites practised asceticism:'”* though Mirkhwand,
a fifteenth-century author, claims that Mazdak “wore woollen clothing and

167 God made over the world to Adam so that he could “eat of its foods, drink of its drinks,
enjoy its pleasures and marry its women”; and the sons of Adam inherited it in equal
measure (Malati, Radd, p. 72).

168  Kawadh, pp.102£.; idem, L'Iran, pp. 3421.

169 G. Pugliese Carratelli, “Les doctrines sociales de Bundos et de Mazdak”, Acta Iranica, 11
(1974), pp. 286 f.; Duchesne-Guillemin, Religion de I’Iran ancien, p. 286; idem, “Zoroastrian
Religion’, in The Cambridge History of Iran, vol. 111 (2), p. 892.

170 Maqdisi, Bad’, vol. 1v, p. 31 = 28f; Ibn al-Nadim, Firist, p. 406; Madelung, Religious Trends,
p- 10; cf. also Malati above, n. 167.

171 Milal, p.193 = vol. 1, p. 291; Christensen, Kawadh, p. 103; idem, L'Iran, p. 342.

172 ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Mughni, vol. v, pp. 16, 65 = Monnot, Penseurs, pp. 165, 237; Mahmad b.
Muhammad al-Malahimi al-Khwarizmi, Kitab al-Mu‘tamad frusal al-din, ed. W. Madelung
(London, 1991), 584 (cf. Madelung, “Abt ‘Tsa al-Warraq”; my thanks to Professor Madelung
for transcribing the relevant passage for me). The Dabistan does not cite Abi Tsa al-
Warraq/the Disnad on this point.

173 Compare Shahrastani, Milal, p. 92 = 138, where the expression also refers to literal killing
(the Najadat held tagiyya to apply wa-in kana fi qatl al-nufus).

174 The existence of Mazdakite asceticism is accepted by Yarshater (“Mazdakism”, pp. 1013f.),
with reference to Shahrastani on gat! al-anfus, which is not about ascetism (above,
nn. 172f.) and the Pahlavi commentary on the Vendidad, the interpretation of which is
doubtful (above, n. 127). I thus cannot agree with Madelung that a current of asceticism
among the Khurramis is “well attested” (Religious Trends, p. 5, with reference to Yarshater).
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engaged in constant devotion”1? all early sources give us to understand that
Mazdak preached elimination of desire through fulfilment; of one Mazdakite
sect we are explicitly told that they rejected the asceticism of the Marcionites,
with whom they otherwise had much in common.!76 But what then does Aba
‘Isa’s statement mean? Since he knew that Mazdak was a pacifist,”” he can
hardly have credited the latter with a recommendation of ritual murder; but
he may well have meant that Mazdak permitted killing, normally prohibited,
under conditions of revolt, which is what the later Mazdakites took to be
the case;!'”® and he may further have stated that Mazdak rationalised this dis-
pensation on the grounds that opponents [so overcome by evil as to force
the believers into revolt] should be killed because there was no other way
of releasing their souls. But this is not a Manichaean view. No doubt Maz-
dak’s heresy resembled Manichaeism, as Abu ‘Isa says with reference to Maz-
dak’s belief in two principles,!”® but then what dualism did not? The fact that
Abu Tsa compares it with Manichaeism rather than Zoroastrianism merely
illustrates the fact that Manichaeism was the most important form of dual-
ism to early Muslims, being infinitely more intelligible, enticing and danger-
ous than Zoroastrianism; it does not mean that Manichaeism and Mazdak-
ism were especially closely related. Like all the Iranian dualists, | Mazdak had
views on the nature of light and darkness, but his views were Zoroastrian,
not Manichaean.!8 If Abi ‘Isa (or an anonymous informant) is to be trusted,
Mazdak had certainly been exposed to Gnostic influence in respect of his
cosmology,'®! but there is nothing specifically Manichaean about this influ-

Shaki also accepts Mazdakite asceticism, though on what grounds is not clear (“Cosmogo-
nical and Cosmological Teachings”, p. 543, cf. p. 528).

175 Rawda, vol. 1, p. 774 = part 1, vol. 11, p. 369.

176 Madelung, Religious Trends, p. 6 (on the Mahaniyya).

177 Cf. above, n. 122.

178 Cf. above, n. 129.

179 Shahrastani, Milal, pp. 192f. = vol. 1, p. 291.

180 According to Aba ‘Isa al-Warragq, he differed from the Manichaeans in that in his view
light had a will and acted knowingly whereas darkness did not (Shahrastani, Milal, p. 193
= vol. 1, p. 291; ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Mughni, vol. v, p. 16 = Monnot, Penseurs, p. 165; Dabistan,
vol. 1, p. 165 = vol. 1, p. 375, with reference to Mazdak’s Disnad). Abii Tsa reports the same
view for the Daisanites, once more noting that it was not Manichaean (the divergence
being over the nature of darkness, not that of light), cf. Madelung, “Aba Isa al-Warraq’,
p. 212. For its Zoroastrian origins, see Shaki, “Cosmogonical and Cosmological Teachings’,
pp- 529f.

181 Shahrastani, Milal, pp. 193 = vol. 1, pp. 2011f.; Dabistan, vol. 1, pp. 165f. = vol. 1, pp. 3751f.;
cf. H. Halm, “Die Sieben und die Zwolf. Die isma‘ilitische Kosmogonie und das Mazdak-
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ence; some even conjecture it to have been neo-Platonic;'8? Madelung suggests
that it was Kanthaean.!®3 The later Khurramis likewise subscribed to a num-
ber of beliefs commonly associated with Gnosticism, notably reincarnation of
the soul and periodic incarnation of the deity (or, less radically, of messen-
gers) on earth;'® and they shared with the Manichaeans the concept of the
moon as a soul-carrying vessel which waxes and wanes in accordance with
its freight.185 But they need not have borrowed any of these ideas from the
Manichaeans,!8¢ and they were in any case quite unlike the Manichaeans in
their ethos, a fact well captured by the fact that they came to be known as
Khurramis or Khurramdinis, “adherents of the joyous religion”. Zaradushtism
was not a religion of cosmic alienation in either its original or its later versions;
it did not preach that man is a stranger in this world, a fallen soul or spark of
light trapped in matter by mistake, nor did it teach asceticism as a means of
escape. It did say that the world has arisen through a deplorable mixture of
light and darkness to which man should respond by trying to vanquish dark-
ness and its evil creations (notably by avoiding discord and bloodshed), but
then so did Zoroastrianism. Clearly Zoroastrianism was the common source
of Gnostic dualism and the Zaradushti/Mazdakite/Khurrams religion; the lat-
ter sprang directly from it, not from a Gnostic offshoot,!8” and it continued

Fragment des Sahrastant’, in xvii1. Deutscher Orientalistentag, ed. W. Voigt (Wiesbaden,
1974); Shaki, “Cosmogonical and Cosmological Teachings” In Madelung’s opinion, this
part of Shahrastant’s account does not go back to Aba 9sa, but rather to an unknown
informant (“Aba Isa al-Warraq’, p. 221 n.); however, the fact that it is also found in the
Dabistan could be taken to suggest that Abt Tsa was the source after all (cf. above, n. 165).

182  Altheim and Stiehl, “Mazdak and Porphyrius”.

183  “Abii Isa al-Warraq’, p. 224.

184 Yarshater, “Mazdakism”, pp. 1006 ff.; Madelung, Religious Trends, p. 10.

185 Magqdisi, Bad’, vol. 11, pp. 20f. = 20; compare Ibn al-Nadim, Fihrist, p. 394 (cited in G. Fliigel,
Mani, seine Lehre und seine Schriften (Leipzig, 1862), pp. 8f.); Scher, “Histoire nestori-
enne’, part I, 1, in Patrologia Orientalis, vol. 1v (Paris, 1908), p. 227 = 226; G. Widengren,
“Manichaeism’, in The Cambridge History of Iran, vol. 111 (2), p. 978. The Manichaeans also
regarded the sun as a carrier of souls/light.

186 Reincarnation of the soul and periodic incarnation of the deity were ideas with a wide
diffusion in the pre-Islamic Near East, and the concept of the moon as a carrier of souls is
likely to have been widely diffused too. The idea was Indian and linked with reincarnation
from the start (cf. Kausitaki Upanisad, 1, 2, in FM. Miiller (tr.), The Upanisads, vol. 1
(Oxford, 1879; reprinted New York, 1962), p. 273f.)

187 Rekaya’s view that the Khurramis originated within Islam is evidently also mistaken
(M. Rekaya, “Le Hurram-din et les hurramites sous les ‘Abbasides’, Studia Islamica, LX

(1984)).
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to be a Zoroastrian heresy rather than a Gnostic creed inasmuch as it remained
life-affirming: hatred of matter is not attested.

The second point that needs to be stressed is that Zaradusht's commu-
nism owed its existence to Zoroastrian thought, not to classical antecedents.
The practice of looking for Greek antecedents is a venerable one inasmuch as
Agathias was the first to do so: he rejected the theory, not because of its his-
torical implausibility, but rather because the Persians could not in his view be
credited with motives higher than concupiscence.!®® More recently, Altheim
and Stiehl have located the origins of Mazdakite thought in neo-Platonism sup-
posedly transmitted by Bud, a sixth-century Syrian whom the authors briskly
redate to the third century and identify with Bundos, who supposedly picked
up neo-Platonist ideas in Rome before moving on to the Murghab in eastern
Iran, where his ideas lay dormant for two centuries until they were picked up by
Mazdak.!89 Klima, on the other hand, played around with the idea of finding the
roots of Zaradushtl communism in Carpocratianism, and though he more or
less renounced this view in his second publication,!®? it has since been revived
by Carratelli, according to whom Zaradusht picked up Carpocratian ideas dur-
ing his sojourn as Bundos in the Roman empire.!®! That these suggestions are
strained in the extreme should be obvious. Christensen saw a reference to Zara-
dusht of Fasa in a bilingual inscription (Phoenician and Greek) from Cyrenaica
in which Zaradés is mentioned along with Pythagoras as having commended
communism in respect of property and wives;'92 and Klima cautiously followed
suit in his first book on the subject.!93 But later he discovered that the inscrip-
tion had long been dismissed as a fake, as had another (in Greek alone) in
which Zoroastrés and Pythagoras appear along with Maedakes and others as

188 Kavad legislated that women should be held in common “not, I'm sure, according to
the argument of Plato and Socrates or for the hidden benefit in their proposal, but so
that anyone could consort with whichever one he liked” (Cameron, “Agathias on the
Sasanians’, p. 128 = 129).

189 Altheim and Stiehl, “Mazdak und Porphyrius’, pp. 76ff. (cf. Baumstark, Geschichte,
pp. 124f, on Bud). The whole article is a star example of what one might call philologi-
cal hurafiyya.

190 Mazdak, pp. 209ff. (favoured by Yarshater, “Mazdakism’”, p. 1020); idem, Beitrdge, p. 129,
n. 20.

191 “Doctrines sociales”, pp. 288 1f.

192 L'Iran, p. 339 n., with reference to W. Sherwood Fox, “Passages in Greek and Latin Litera-
ture relating to Zoroaster and Zoroastrianism’, Journal of the K.R. Cama Oriental Institute
(Bombay), X1V (1929), p. 18.

193 Mazdak, p. 2u1f.
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commenders of communal life.'* Even if Zoroaster were to turn up as a com-
mender of communism in a genuine inscription, he was so widely invoked as
a figure of wisdom in the Graeco-Roman world that his appearance along with
Pythagoras as a source of exotic ideas would tell us no more about intellectual
exchanges between the Roman and the Persian empires than does the legend
to the effect that Pythagoras and other Greek philosophers had learnt their wis-
dom from Persian Magi.!% The Carpocratian hypothesis is quite unnecessary
too. For one thing, the idea of joint property and/or women is so simple that
it is unlikely only to have been dreamed up once, all other occurrences being
the outcome of diffusion.!¢ For another thing, Zaradushti communism was
intimately linked with Zoroastrian speculation on Az, concupiscence, which
is the principal force through which Ahriman (the evil god) gains power over
mankind and which represents both excess and deprivation, fulfilment in the
right measure being the remedy against it.197 Communal goods and wives were
meant to diminish the power of Az, as a heretic affirms in the Zoroastrian
books; and the only objection his orthodox adversary could mobilise against
it was that communism turns the socio-political order upside down: logically,
the communist argument was unimpeachable.!%8 That the Zoroastrians should
have had to visit the Roman empire in order to develop such ideas is implausi-
ble in the extreme.

Finally, the modern tendency to dismiss accounts of Zaradushti commu-
nism, or more precisely that in respect of women, as exaggerated by hostile
reporters, twisted by malicious slander and so forth, is mistaken.!9° Obviously
there are embellishments in the sources, such as Kavad becoming a Mazdakite
because he fancied an otherwise unavailable woman or Mazdak provoking his

194 Idem, Beitrdge, pp. 122ff.

195 Cf. F. Cumont, Oriental Religions in Roman Paganism (New York, 1956), p. 138; cf. also
J. Bidez and F. Cumont, Les mages hellénisés (Paris, 1938).

196 Thope to publish, jointly with John Hall, a volume of conference papers on the attestation
of such ideas throughout the preindustrial world. [Ed.: The conference was held in Cam-
bridge in 1992; the proceedings have not been published, but the article that follows in the
present volume, “Zoroastrian Communism’, is a revised version of a presentation given at
this conference. ]

197 Molé, “Ascétisme moral’, pp. 162 ff.; idem, “Sectes”, pp. 24f.

198  Shaki, “Social Doctrine”, pp. 291f,; Molé, “Sectes”, pp. 24f. (both citing the Dénkard).

199 Seeforexample A. Bausani, The Persians (London, 1971) p. 63; Frye, “The Political History of
Iran under the Sasanians’, in The Cambridge History of Iran, vol. 111 (1), p. 150; H. Kennedy,
The Prophet and the Age of the Caliphates (London, 1986 ), p. 9; cf. also Duchesne-Guillemin,
“Zoroastrian Religion’, p. 892; Yarshater, “Mazdakism’, pp. 999f., 1013 (contrast p. 1020).
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own fall by asking Kavad for Khusraw’s mother;2°0 this is as might be expected.
But there is nothing embellished about the simple claim that communal access
to women was part of the Zaradushti creed. On this there is agreement in Greek,
Syriac, Zoroastrian and Muslim sources; and we may take the sources on their
word, for the Zaradushtis are the only sectarians of the Middle East to whom
a | communist vision of production and reproduction is imputed.

It is true, of course, that numerous Gnostic sects both before and after
the appearance of Kavad and Mazdak were accused of promiscuity and that
the Ismaflis of tenth-century Iraq and eleventh-century Bahrayn are said to
have been communists, the former in that they pooled both their women and
their property on the eve of their ritual departure from non-Isma‘ili society
and the latter in that they organised themselves along communist (or semi-
communist) lines on a permanent basis.2%! But neither the Isma‘ilis nor their
Gnostic predecessors, with the exception of the Carpocratians, are described
as adherents of communist creeds. The Gnostics rejected the law as an instru-
ment of salvation and frequently preached and/or engaged in the most outra-
geous behaviour they could think of by way of proving its irrelevance, with the
result that they were routinely accused of promiscuity; and believers in mes-
sianic visions were apt to engage in the same kind of behaviour, partly because
they shared the Gnostic view of the law and more particularly because ritual
violation of deeply internalised rules is an effective way of burning bridges,
or in other words of ensuring that the sectarians will have to stick together
even though life on the margins may prove difficult and the messiah may fail
to arrive.202 But the antinomian behaviour rarely amounted to communism
in either case, and there was no communism in the creeds themselves. The
Isma‘li leader in Iraq who persuaded his followers to pool their women and
property under his control accomplished the bridge-burning and united his
followers in abject dependence on himself by one and the same measure: his
communism was instrumental. We do not know what sort of permanent order
emerged from his innovations, but in Isma‘li Bahrayn, where the first (and

200 Cf. above, n. 57 (the unavailable woman); Christensen, Kawadh, p. 59 (Khusraw’s mother).

201  This topic will be dealt with by H. Halm in the volume referred to above, n. 196. In the
meantime, see B. Lewis, The Origins of Isma‘ilism (Cambridge, 1940), pp. 96 ff.

202 The most famous modern example is Patricia Hearst, the American heiress who was
kidnapped by a revolutionary group and signalled her conversion to the creed of her
kidnappers by raiding a bank. This was obviously meant as an irrevocable act, partly in
that she would be jailed and partly in that she would be deeply ashamed of her behaviour
if she returned to normal society; but as the daughter of a newspaper magnate she only
found it difficult, not impossible, to rebuild her bridges.
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apparently non-communist) attempt at transition to millenarian conditions
was a failure,203 a new order eventually emerged which had communist fea-
tures too. Here the communism was not instrumental, or not anymore, but it
was still a local vision of messianic society which the propounders of the offi-
cial creed had not envisaged. One can deny that the Isma‘ilis engaged in any
communist activities whatever, be it in Iraq or Bahrayn (and many scholars are
suspicious of the reports), without greatly affecting our understanding of the
Isma‘ili belief system.

Butin the case of Zaradushtis, communism is presented as an integral part of
the belief system itself, and one cannot reject it as mere slander without thereby
causing the very creed to vanish: take away the communist vision of production
and reproduction and what is left? Either we must accept that the Zaradushtis
advocated joint control of women and property, as the sources say (since one
can hardly reject the claim in respect of women and accept it in respect of land),
or else we must admit that all we know about their beliefs is that they included
pacifism and vegetarianism, everything else being misrepresentation. But mis-
representations of what? If we take the sources to be indulging in stereotypes,
the only stereotypes available are those associated with Gnostic and millenar-
ian sects, but these have the merit of being instantly recognisable and they
do not fit: whether a particular group did or did not go in for orgiastic nights,
incestuous couplings, obligatory pederasty/wine-drinking/murder or the like
is usually impossible to determine, but the nature of the charge is unmistak-
able; and it is not the charge we encounter in connection with the Zaradushtis.
Mazdak preached gat! al-anfus, but the reference is not to ritual murder. Both
he and Zaradusht may have rejected Zoroastrian law, given the Gnostic tenden-
cies of their sect, but the sources say nothing about it. The Zaradushtis believed
in communal access to women and property, but their views are described as
utopian, not antinomian. It was only among the later Khurramis that ibahat
al-nisa@ assumed an antinomian colouring (ibahat al-mal, or communal access
to land, having been largely or wholly forgotten in the meantime), just as it
was only among them that millenarianism made its appearance. It is precisely
because the Zaradushtis were utopian rather than antinomian communists
that scholars such as Klima and Carratelli were fascinated by the Carpocratians,
who likewise incorporated communism in their very creed: the parallel is real
even though the genetic relationship between them is fictitious. It is for the
same reason that the Zaradushtis cannot be presented as victims of a stereo-

203  Cf. Biriini, Athar, p. 213 = 196. Compare the analysis of the transitional stage in millenarian
movements in K. Burridge, New Heaven, New Earth (Oxford, 1969), pp. 167 ff.
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type; on the contrary they engendered one: all communist tendencies in the
Muslim world were automatically branded as Mazdakite borrowings. And it is
not of course problematic that the Zaradushtis were less communist in prac-
tice than they were in principle, whereas it is the other way round with the
Isma‘lis. Neither Kavad nor Mazdak could hope to transform Sasanid Iran into
a communist society in the sense of one in which resources were pooled under
state control: the empire was too large and too complex for this to be possible,
and too opposed to the attempt; however the vision was to be enacted, public
ownership was not an option, and it does not in fact seem to have suggested
itself to them.204 But petty communities opting out of mainstream society in
the name of a heretical creed were well placed to obtain a consensus on com-
munist ways, even if these ways were not part of the heresy itself, and they
were sufficiently small and homogeneous for public control of land and other
resources to be viable. (There was no pooling of women once the transitional
phase was over.)

In sum, sources of the most diverse kind are unanimous that the Zaradushtis
preached communal access to women and property, and many confirm that
communal access to women continued to be preached | by the Khurramis;
some of the observers were contemporaries of the Zaradushtis, others of the
Khurramis, and they were not invariably hostile;2%5 their claim is specific, not
stereotypical, and what they say makes sense. On what grounds, then, do we
purport to know better, a millennium and a half later? The modern scepticism
does not arise from the nature of the documentation, but rather from a deep-
seated conviction that communist solutions to the problems of production and
reproduction simply cannot have been proposed in earnest in Sasanid Iran.26
But this is a matter of evidence: a great many things that simply cannot happen
do happen.2%7 To reject the evidence on the basis of an a priori conviction is to

204 Some might wish to deny that the Zaradushtis were communists on this ground; but this
is to adopt a narrow definition of communism which does not, of course, disprove that the
Zaradushtis believed in communal access to the means of production and reproduction.

205 The author of the Dabistan was highly sympathetic, though unfortunately also late (cf.
above, n. 165). MaqdisI was a good scholar who did field-work on the Khurramis and
presented their doctrines as seen by his informants (cf. above, n. 114). Narshakhi was
horrified by al-Muqanna‘, but simply curious about the odd habits of the sectarians he
had left behind (cf. above, n. 113).

206 This is clear from the fact that most of the scepticism is directed at the tenet on women,
not that on land, for all that the tenet on women is far better attested. For the degree to
which modern convictions shape the evidence rather than the other way round, see above,
n. 38.

207 To historians of twentieth-century Europe writing a millennium and a half after the event,
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engage in a circular argument; and the circular argument leads to the absurd
proposition that the sources invented an intellectually coherent communist
doctrine in order to distance themselves from a sect which, whatever else may
be said about it, certainly was not communist. We may take it that Kavad and
Mazdak endeavoured to transform Zoroastrian speculation on the elimination
of Az into practical politics, as Molé said;2°8 the question is not whether they
made the attempt, but rather why they made it.

III

Kavad’s communism is generally, and undoubtedly correctly, interpreted as
an anti-noble measure.2%9 Joint access to women, promoted in the name of
the Zoroastrian faith to which practically all Iranian nobles were committed,
offered a beguilingly simple way of curtailing the power of the nobility for a
ruler who had no army with which to defeat or despoliate it, his only troops
being those furnished by the nobles themselves. In practice, of course, the
attempt was a failure, and Kavad would scarcely have made it if he had not
been a very young man at the time: he was twelve or fifteen when he was
raised to the throne,?!° or at any rate a minor (some dissenting views notwith-
standing),?!! meaning that he was only in his early twenties when the Persians
put an end to his experiment. But unconventional though it was, the exper-
iment clearly formed part of the protracted effort of the Sasanid emperors
to modernise the Sasanid state. Modernity from a Sasanid point of view was
incarnate in Byzantium, which was highly centralised, wealthy and sophisti-

it will be obvious that the Nazi mass murder of Jews simply cannot have taken place. It
does not fit the general picture of Europe (were Jews not highly assimilated?); we owe the
claim to hostile sources (the victors); it is a patent exaggeration (who could believe it?);
and both contemporary and slightly later sources reveal the existence of sober observers
who denied it.

208  Cf. his “Ascétisme moral’, p. 167.

209 Thus already Noldeke, Geschichte, p. 459.

210 Browne, “Nihaya", p. 226 (twelve); Dinawarl, Akhbar, p. 66 (fifteen).

211 Ya‘qabi, Tarikh, vol. 1, p, 185; cf. Tabari, Ta'rikh, ser. 1, p. 885 = Geschichte, p. 139, and the
comments of Christensen, Kawadh, pp. 34f., thereto. Malalas claims that Kavad was 82
when he died (Chronographia, p. 471 = 274 (xviii, 68)), and Firdawsi has it that he was 8o
(Shahnama, p. 2308), meaning that he was in his late thirties on his accession. This was
accepted by Noldeke (Geschichte, p.143 n.) and Christensen (Kawadh, p. 93 n.); but it seems
unlikely in view of the fact that he died in the field without there being any comments on

his frailty.
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cated by the standards of its Persian neighbours and which unwittingly induced
the latter to reorganise themselves along similar lines by being almost con-
stantly at war with them, the Sasanids being forced to imitate in order to keep
up. Péroz, Kavad’s father, had incurred the enmity of the Zoroastrian clergy
by attempting to introduce Roman baths,2? which Kavad himself was also
to sponsor in due course,?® presumably in much the same spirit as that in
which Atatiirk sponsored European hats; and Kavad is said to have engaged
in a whole string of Byzantinising measures in his first reign, reducing his
kitchen expenses in imitation of Julian and promoting agriculture in imita-
tion of the Romans in general (though he hardly needed the Greek example
as far as agriculture is concerned).?'* He is also said to have engaged in ide-
ological market research, ordering each religious community in his realm to
present him with a treatise on its faith, presumably with a view to ascertain-
ing which religion offered the most appropriate aegis under which to effect
the reorganisation;?!5 and though he abandoned both his heresy and his open-
ness to foreign religions on his restoration, he stuck to his efforts at centralisa-
tion: it was he who initiated the cadastral survey which culminated in Khus-
raw’s celebrated tax reform.?16 Khusraw was a Byzantiniser, too, for whether or
not his tax reform was inspired by the Byzantine system,?'” he built an exact
replica of Antioch in Iraq, populating it with Antiochene prisoners-of-war and
proudly proclaiming it better than the original version;?!® and he took plea-
sure in upstaging the Greeks by offering hospitality to the pagan philosophers
when Justinian closed their academy.?!® The Sasanid reaction to its Byzan-
tine neighbour is an example of the well-known rule that military competition

212 Joshua, Chronicle, §19.

213 Ibid,, §75 (after his conquest of Amida, where he tried a public bath).

214  Scher, “Histoire nestorienne’, part 11, 1, p. 125. Promotion of agriculture was an activity in
which Zoroastrian kings were traditionally expected to engage.

215 Ibid, part1y, 1, p. 126.

216 Tabari, Tarikh, ser.1, p. 960 = Geschichte, pp. 241f.; Dinawari, Akhbar, p. 72; Mas‘adi, Tanbih,
pp. 101f; Ibn Hawqal, Kitab Surat al-ard, ed. JH. Kramers (Leiden, 1938-1939), vol. 11,
pp- 303f; Qummi, Tarikh-i Qumm, pp. 179f.

217 A Byzantine inspiration was proposed by Altheim and Stiehl, “Staatshaushalt der Sasani-
den’, La nouvelle Clio, v (1953), pp. 3121, eidem, Finanzgeschichte der Spditantike (Frank-
furt am Main, 1957), pp. 40ff; eidem, Asiatischer Staat, pp. 39ff.; Pigulevskaja came to
the same conclusion in an untranslated work, according to I. Hahn, “Sassanidische und
Spatromische Besteuerung’, Acta Antiqua (Budapest), VII (1959), p. 149; Hahn argues
against it.

218 Christensen, L'Iran, pp. 386f.

219 Cameron, “Agathias on the Sasanians’, 164 ff. = 165 {f., and the comments thereto.
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between states of similar standing is apt to engender political, social and cul-
tural change;?2% and it is doubtless in this context that Kavad’s heresy should
be seen.

As regards Mazdak’s revolt, however, we can only guess at its causes. But
before we start guessing we need to establish where and when it broke out,
a question on which there is some contentious evidence.

The sources generally assume the Mazdakites to have rebelled in response to
Kavad’s adoption of the Zaradushti heresy, that is in the 490s, and to have been
suppressed by Khusraw after the latter’s accession, that is in the 530s. If Kavad’s
heresy and Mazdak’s revolt were separate phenomena, we are left without a
date for the beginning of the revolt, but its end is not affected. It is, however, to
the end of the revolt that the problematic evidence refers.

The problem is caused by Malalas. According to this source, an unnamed
Persian emperor was angered by the appearance of “Manichaeans” in his realm
and summoned them to a meeting at which he had all of them massacred,
including their “bishop” Indazarar, whereupon he gave orders for their property
to be confiscated and for all Manichaeans elsewhere in his realm to be burnt
along with their books; Malalas had this information from a Persian convert
to Christianity by the name of Timothy.22! That the “Manichaeans” were Maz-
dakites is hardly open to doubt; their bishop Indarazar (andarzgar, adviser or
teacher) may well have been Mazdak himself;?22 and though it is unlikely that
Zoroastrians should have wished to defile fire by | burning heretics and their
books,223 the claim that the Mazdakites were massacred at a meeting at court
recurs in Arabic and Persian sources.?2* Malalas, however, places his account
between the Antiochene earthquake of 528 and al-Mundhir’s Syrian incursion
of 529, meaning that the unnamed emperor is Kavad. By contrast, all Muslim
sources credit both the meeting and the massacre to Khusraw, and almost all
are agreed that Khusraw acted as king;?2> one version in al-Tabarl even says

220 See for example J.A. Hall, Powers and Liberties (Oxford, 1985), pp. 139f.

221 Chronographia, p. 444 = 258f. (xviii, 30).

222 Noldeke, Geschichte, p. 462 n.; Christensen, Kawadh, pp. 123f; Klima, “Mazdak’s Tod’,
p.137.

223  As Klima rightly notes (ibid., p. 137; cf. the Greek references to Zoroastrian prohibition of
cremation cited in Cameron, op. cit., p. 99).

224 Nizam al-Mulk, Siyasatnama, pp. 210ff. = 209 {f;; Ibn al-Balkhi, Farsnama, pp. gof.; Mirkh-
wand, Rawda, vol. 1, pp. 7781. = 3731.; Christensen, “Two Versions”, p. 325 (the Zoroastrian
poem); cf. also above, n. 47, on the huge numbers of Mazdakites slaughtered in one day;
Christensen, Kawadh, pp. 1241f.

225 For the exceptions, see above, n. 52.
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that he only took action when he was firmly established on the throne (lamma
stahkama lahu °l-mulk);??6 and Khusraw was certainly king when he tidied up
the social and economic disorder left by the revolt.22” The History of Karka
de-Bet Selok, a contemporary Syriac source, implicitly places the suppression
in the reign of Khusraw t00,228 while the Christian Arabic Chronicle of Si’ird
does so explicitly;22 and it is also Khusraw who disposes of Mazdak in the
Zoroastrian books.23% How can Khusraw have massacred Mazdakites after his
accession if Kavad had already done so in 528-529?

Noldeke’s answer is that the Mazdakites were suppressed twice, first in 528—
529 by Khusraw in his capacity of heir apparent, and next some time after
531 by Khusraw in his capacity as king.23! As regards the second occasion,
Noldeke notes that Malalas has a strange story that Khusraw granted tolerance
to the “Manichaeans” at the time of his accession: the nobles and priests
reacted by plotting to depose him in favour of a brother of his, whereupon
Khusraw executed all of them.?32 This, Noldeke thought, could perhaps be seen
as a confused reflection of the second occasion on which Mazdakites were
suppressed.233

But Noldeke’s solution is not acceptable. In the first place, it is one and
the same meeting plus massacre which is placed in 528-529 by Malalas and
after 531 by the Islamic tradition. Khusraw can hardly have massacred the
Mazdakites twice in precisely the same manner; and if Mazdak was killed
in the reign of Kavad under the name of Indazarar, how did he come to be
killed all over again by Khusraw after the latter’s accession? In the second
place, it does seem a bit strange that an edict of tolerance should be used as

226  Ta’rikh, ser.1, p. 893 = Geschichte, pp. 153f; the alternative tradition (ibid., pp. 896 f. = 161)
has him take action as soon as the crown was on his head.

227  Tabari, Ta’rikh, ser.1, p. 897 = Geschichte, pp. 163f.; Eutychius, Annales, part1, p. 207; cf. also
Ibn Qutayba, Maarif, p. 292; Christensen, Kawadh, pp. 1221f.

228 The heresy is here said to have existed now openly and now in secret until the time of
Khusraw, presumably meaning that it was suppressed in his reign (cf. the reference given
above, note 64).

229 Scher, “Histoire nestorienne’, part 11, 1, p. 147 (with the confusion referred to above, n. 66).

230 Cf. above, n. 28.

231 Geschichte, pp. 462 ff. N6ldeke’s reconstruction has been generally accepted in the sense
that the end of the revolt is usually placed in 528-529, the second suppression being
forgotten (cf. Christensen, Kawadh, p. 124; idem, L’Iran, pp. 359f.; Pigulevskaja, Les villes,
p. 218; Altheim and Stiehl, “Mazdak and Porphyrius’, p. 71; Neusner, Jews in Babylonia,
vol. v, p. 75; Yarshater, “Mazdakism’, pp. 1021f.).

232 Malalas, Chronographia, p. 471 = 274 (xviii, 69).

233  Geschichte, p. 466.
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evidence of persecution. And in the third place, Klima is right that 528-529
is a most implausible date in view of the fact that the Persians were then in
the middle of a war with the Byzantines. It was not an opportune moment
for the emperor to start killing thousands of Persians;?34 and if thousands of
Persians had been killed in that year, we can be sure that the Byzantines would
have heard of it. “It has been customary from ancient times both among the
Romans and the Persians to maintain spies at public expense; these men are
accustomed to go secretly among the enemy, in order that they may investigate
accurately what is going on, and may then return and report to the rulers”
thus Procopius, who was in the field with Belisarius at the very time when
the massacre is supposed to have been perpetrated.23> But the Byzantines
heard nothing until a Persian convert got talking to Malalas some forty years
after Khusraw’s accession. Readers of Abti’l-Baqa’s recently published Managib
may object that No6ldeke’s reconstruction is confirmed by a passage in this
text according to which “[Khusraw] killed Mazdak and his followers in the
reign of his father and then again in his own reign, until he destroyed and
exterminated them; but the truth (wa’l-asahh) is that it only happened under
Kavad, for he was weak”23¢ Noldeke would however have been the first to see
that this passage does not make sense. The manuscript does not have gatala,
“he killed”, but gila, “it is said”, which should be left unemended while two
missing words should be supplied (an zahara or the like): “it is said [that]
Mazdak and his followers [appeared] in the reign of his father and then again
in his own reign until he destroyed and exterminated them, but the truth is
that it only happened under Kavad, for he was weak”. Abt ’I-Baqa’ was puzzled
by the dual appearance of the “Mazdakites” and reacted by placing it all in the
reign of Kavad. That was one way of bridging the gap between Kavad’s heresy
and Mazdak’s revolt, and it was quite possibly how Malalas’ Persian informant
had bridged it too.

Klima, however, solves the problem by placing the bloodbath earlier rather
than later, with reference to Theophanes. Theophanes tells much the same
story as Malalas, but he adds that Kavad’s third son, Phthasouarsan, had been
brought up by the “Manichaeans” and that he made a bid for the throne
with their help: the “Manichaeans” undertook to make Kavad abdicate in his
favour, and he undertook to uphold their faith in return. This was why

234 “Mazdaks Tod”, p. 138.

235 Wars, 1, 21,11

236 Abu’l-Baqa’ Hibat Allah, Kitab al-Manaqib al-mazyadiyya fi akhbar al-mulik al-asadiyya,
ed. SM. Daradika and M. ‘A.-Q. Khuraysat (‘Amman, 1984), vol. 1, p. 121. On Kavad’s
reputation for weakness, see above, nn. 57, 119.
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Kavad (who is explicitly named in this account) killed “thousands upon thou-
sands of Manichaeans in a single day”, along with their bishop Indazaros, etc.
Theophanes places his account in 523-524, and this is the date that Klima
accepts.237

Theophanes’ Phthasouarsan renders Padashkhwarshah, ruler of Tabaristan,
the ruler in question being Kavus, Kavad’s eldest son, not his third.23% Assum-
ing that Kavus was born in Kavad’s first reign, it is not impossible that he should
have been tutored in the Zaradusht] faith for a while; but given that Kavad was
only in his twenties when he was deposed, the instruction must have ceased
when Kaviis was a mere child, and it certainly cannot have continued right
up to his bid for the throne, as Michael the Syrian’s version of Theophanes’
story would have it.239 Kaviis was the natural heir according to Procopius, but
Kavad did not want him to succeed, and his second son Jamasp was disquali-
fied because he had lost an eye, so Kavad’s heart was set on Khusraw.24? At some
point after the accession of Justin 1in 518, he began negotiating with the latterin
the hope of making him adopt Khusraw | and thus guarantee his succession.?#!
These negotiations came to nothing, and in 527 war broke out again, so that
when Kavad fell ill in 531 the best he could do was to write a succession docu-
ment in Khusraw’s favour, as Procopius and many later sources say he did,?42 or
to crown Khusraw himself, as he did according to Malalas.?43 Kavus laid claim

237 Theophanes, Chronographia, ed. C. de Boor (Leipzig, 1883-1885), vol. I, pp. 169f. (A.M.
6016); Klima, “Mazdaks Tod”, pp. 139f.

238  Christensen, Kawadh, p. u7; idem, L’Iran, p. 353; Procopius, Wars, 1,11, 3. Theophanes’ claim
that Kavis was Kavad’s son by a daughter is thus implausible.

239 Chronique, ed. and tr. J.-B. Chabot (Paris, 1899-1910), vol. 1v, p. 278 = vol. 11, p. 190. In the
Armenian version of Michael the Syrian and the Chronicle of 1234 it is Khusraw who is
being tutored by “Manichaeans”, presumably because Malalas had identified the son in
question as the third rather than the first (M.K. Patkanian, “Essai d’une histoire de la
dynastie des Sassanides’, Journal Asiatique, vi1 (1866), p. 179; Chronicon ad 1234, vol. 1,
p. 193 = vol. 11, pp. 152f.). Hence Neusner’s claim that Khusraw had been brought up in
the Mazdakite religion ( Jews in Babylonia, vol. v, p. 78).

240 Wars, 1,1, 3ff.

241 Ibid, 1, 1, 6ff. Arcadius is said previously to have used a similar ploy to secure the
succession of his son Theodosius, appointing Yazdgard his guardian (Cameron, “Agathias
on the Sasanians,” p. 124 = 125; cf. the discussion of both cases at p. 149).

242 Wars, 1, 21, 19; Scher, “Histoire nestorienne’, part 11, 1, p. 146; Ya‘qubi, Ta’rikh, vol. 1, p. 186
(where the wasiyya is understood as moral advice); Bal‘ami, Tarjuma, p.146 = 241; Firdawsi,
Shahnama, pp. 2307f.; Browne, “Nihaya”, p. 227; Mirkhwand, Rawda, p. 777 = 272; cf.
Christensen, L’[ran, p. 362 n.

243  Chronographie, p. 471 = 274 (XV111, 68); compare Dinawari, Akhbar, p. 69.
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to the throne immediately after Kavad’s death according to Procopius,?4+ and
staged a revolt at some point or other after Khusraw’s accession according to
Ibn Isfandiyar, claiming the throne with reference to his seniority and losing his
life in the process.24> Did he also conspire with Mazdakites some seven years
before Kavad’s death, thereby causing the Mazdakites (though not himself) to
be massacred? This is what Klima would have us believe, but his reconstruction
carries no more conviction than does Noldeke’s.

In the first place, the Mazdakites can hardly have entertained hopes of
making Kavad resign in favour of Kavis in 523-524, given that Kavad had by
then revealed his willingness to go to extremes in order to ensure the succession
of Khusraw. In the second place, and more importantly, Theophanes places the
death of Kavad in 526. The interval between the massacre and Kavad’s death
is thus exactly the same in Theophanes as it is in Malalas: two to three years.
Since Kavad did not die in 526, but rather in 531, the massacre should be moved
from 523-524 to 528529, the date at which Malalas puts it; or in other words,
Theophanes’ date is simply Malalas’ date in a new guise, as Klima himself saw
even though he refused to accept it.2#6 In the third place, what do we do about
the fact that the non-Greek sources, be they Muslim, Zoroastrian or Christian,
associate the massacre with Khusraw rather than Kavad? Klima’s answer is that
Khusraw suppressed the Mazdakites in the reign of Kavad, acting as co-regent;
but the sources on which be bases this conjecture are both exceedingly late
and ahistorical, as he himself admits;?4” and if Khusraw was co-regent, how
could the Mazdakites have believed that Kavad might resign in favour of Kaviis?
If morever the Mazdakites were suppressed in the reign of Kavad, why were
they still around in the reign in Khusraw for the latter to grant them tolerance
(according to Malalas) or to suppress them (according to the Islamic tradition),
and why was it only in his reign that the chaos left by the rebellion was tidied
up? Or are we to take it that all the sources are mistaken when they claim that
something or other happened between Mazdakites and Khusraw in the latter’s
reign?

Let us start again. The massacre placed by Malalas and Theophanes in the
reign of Kavad is identical with that placed by the Islamic tradition in the reign
of Khusraw, and Khusraw is so firmly associated with Mazdakites in general
and their end in particular that their suppression must in fact be credited to

244 Wars, 1, 21, 20.

245 Tarikh, vol. 1, pp. 1481f. = 93f.

246 “Mazdaks Tod”, p. 140.

247 Loc. cit., with reference to Nizam al-Mulk, Firdawsi and the sixteenth-century Zoroastrian
poem (cf. above, n. 52).
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him. Khusraw did not however act as co-regent with his father, nor did the
latter abdicate in his favour, except in the limited sense that Khusraw may
have been raised to the throne a couple of weeks before his father died.248
This may well have been the starting point for the stories of co-regency and
abdication with which some sources try to bridge the gap between Kavad’s
heresy and Khusraw’s accession, but it does not allow for any action by Khusraw
against the Mazdakites before the year in which he actually acceded. In other
words, Khusraw must have suppressed them in his capacity as king. It follows
that Malalas must have misplaced his account of this event. Either his Persian
informant shared the view of Abii’l-Baqa’ or else he himself got things wrong,
being in general apt to do so; the unnamed emperor was at all events Khusraw,
not Kavad, and the date was some time after 531, not 528-529. (Theophanes
merely followed suit; spelling out the emperor’s name as Kavad and getting the
latter’s death date wrong in the process.)

If the Mazdakites were suppressed in Khusraw’s reign, by far the most rea-
sonable conjecture is that the revolt broke out on his accession. For one thing,
it was the kind of revolt that would rapidly paralyse the workings of the state,
yet Kavad was engaged in war against the Byzantines from 527 until his death:
clearly, both money and men could be raised in the normal fashion; indeed,
Byzantine overtures of peace were vigorously rejected.?*? For another thing, it
is precisely when rulers are preoccupied with succession disputes, civil war or
other forms of splits within the elite that peasant revolts tend to occur. Khus-
raw’s succession was problematic, as has been seen, and it continued to be dis-
puted after he had been enthroned. His eldest brother Kavus rebelled against
him, while others plotted to overthrow him in favour of a son of Jamasp, the
brother who was disqualified because he had lost an eye.250 That the Mazdakite
revolt should have broken out in the course of all this makes excellent sense.

Khusraw made peace with the Byzantines as soon as he succeeded,?5! and
there is every reason to believe Malalas’ assertion that he made peace with the
Mazdakites too, issuing some sort of a decree of tolerance for the Zaradushti
faith in order to buy time.?52 That this action increased the opposition against

248 Cf. Taqizadeh, “Some Chronological Data’, pp. 128 {f,, where it is calculated (on the basis of
Malalas himself and other sources) that Khusraw acceded on 18 August, 531, three weeks
before Kavad’s death in mid-September.

249 Procopius, Wars, 1,14, 11f;; 21, 1.

250 For Kavus, see above, nn. 244 £; for the son of Jamasp, see Procopius, Wars, 1, 23, 11f.

251 Ibid, 1, 21, 23ff; 22, 1ff;; Malalas, Chronographia, p. 471 = 274 (xviii, 68). The so-called
“endless peace” was ratified in 532.

252 It might be argued that Malalas’ story of Khusraw granting tolerance to “Manichaeans”
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him on the part of the clergy and nobility, as Malalas claims, is perfectly possible
too. At all events, he crushed the revolt of Kavus and foiled the plot in favour of
his nephew, executing all his brothers along with numerous grandees of the
realm (though the nephew is supposed to have escaped);?>® and being now
firmly ensconced on the throne ( fa-lamma stahkama lahu °l-mulk, as al-Tabari
says), he took on the Mazdakites: their revolt was suppressed and the chaos
they had left tidied up. And once this was done, he took on the Byzantines too,
resuming the war against them in 540.25% By 540, then, it was all over. This fits
with a passage in the Chronicle of Si’ird, according to which | Zaradushtism
was still rampant in the period between Mar Aba’s return from Constantinople,
which took place somewhere between 525 and 533, and his election as patriarch
in either 536—537 or 540, five or eight years after Khusraw’s accession:2%% in that
period Mar Aba did his best to warn the people of the Nisibis area against the
doctrine of Zaradusht which taught that “all physical pleasures are licit”.25¢ This
is certainly a reference to the Zaradushti heresy, not Zoroastrianism,?5” and
it lends some support to the view that Mazdakism was only suppressed after
Khusraw’s accession.

Were the Mazdakites really in league with Kaviis, as Theophanes asserts? It
is not impossible. A princely contender for the throne may not be an obvious
ally for a rural mob on the rampage, but both were rebels, and their revolts
must have been enacted about the same time. It does however seem more likely
that the complicity is a later fiction. Khusraw may have used the Mazdakite
revolt to destroy his brother’s credentials, accusing him of complicity with the
dreaded rebels and harping on his real or invented upbringing in the Zaradushti
faith, or later generations may have inferred the complicity from the sheer fact
that the revolts were contemporary. The latter seems more likely given that the

reflects the same confusion between Zoroastrians and Zaradushtis as that which prevails
in the Chronicle of Si’ird, where the suppression of Zaradushtism is taken to mean that
Khusraw must have established Manichaeism (above, n. 66). But this interpretation is
awkward in view of Malalas’ statement that Khusraw’s decree of tolerance alienated the
magoi: “Manichaeans” does seem to mean Mazdakites here, not Zoroastrians.

253 Procopius, Wars, 1, 21, 20 and 23, 11f,; Scher, “Histoire nestorienne’, part 11, 1, pp. 146 f.

254 Procopius, Wars, 11, 1, 1 1f.

255  Scher, op. cit, part 1, 1, pp. 156 f,, and notes 1 and 3 thereto. According to N. Pigulevskaya,
“Mar Aba 1, une page de I histoire de la civilisation au vi¢ siécle de I’ ére nouvelle’, Mélanges
d’Orientalisme offerts a Henri Massé (Tehran, 1963), p. 330, he became patriarch in 540.

256  Scher, op. cit., part 11, 1, p. 157 (al-mubah fihi "-lidhdhat al-jismaniyya).

257  There is no reference to licentiousness in Mar Aba’s dispute with a Magian (ibid., part 11,
1, pp. 1641t.).
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story fails to appear in Malalas, who wrote about 570, whereas it was known
to Theophanes, who wrote about 800 and whose version of the Mazdakite
bloodbath reflects other developments in the tradition: thus he is familiar with
the idea of Kavad abdicating; and his statement that myriads of Mazdakites
were killed “in one day” echoes that current in the Islamic tradition.258

As for where the revolt broke out, the Dénkard implies that the rebellion
affected all or most of Iran, but the passage is both vague and polemical.25
Most of such exiguous evidence as we have points to Iraq. Mazdak may have
come from Madharaya in lower Iraq; it was in the Nisibis area that Mar Aba
encountered Zaradushtis; and it was in Iraq (between al-Jazir and al-Nahrawan)
that myriads of Mazdakites were slaughtered in one day.26° This is not to
deny that the revolt may have spread to Persia itself: the later Khurramis were
concentrated in the mountains of western Persia,26! and al-Iskafi has it that
Mazdak corrupted the population of Fars.262 But Iraq would seem to have been
the centre.

What then was the revolt about? Some might argue that this question is
superflous: since peasants always had grounds for rebellion against landlords,
agents of the state and other exploiters, their perennial grievances are less
important for explanatory purposes than the particular conditions under
which they manage to take action against their oppressors.263 The facilitating
factors in our case were the disarray of the central government on the one hand
(as argued already) and the availability of a religious message with correspond-
ing organisation on the other; and as regards the latter, it seems reasonable to
infer that Kavad’s sponsorship of the Zaradushti heresy had given it a boost
which assisted its diffusion. But one would nonetheless like to know more
about the specific grievances involved.

To Marxists such as Pigulevskaja, Klima and Nomani, the revolt was a re-
sponse to the break-up of the old commune in which land was held in collective
ownership, the break-up being effected by landlords representing the forces of
feudalism;264 to non-Marxists, the complete lack of evidence for the existence

258 Compare the references given above, n. 47.

259 Shaki, “Social Doctrine’, p. 295 = 297.

260 Cf. above, nn. 47, 79, 256; Noldeke, Geschichte, p. 465.

261 Cf. Er s.v. “Khurramiyya”.

262  Lutfal-tadbir, pp.130f.

263  Cf. T. Skocpol, States and Social Revolutions (Cambridge, 1979), p. 115.

264 Klima, Mazdak, p. 196; Pigulevskaja, Les villes, pp. 195, 209; F. Nomani, “Notes on the Ori-
gins and Development of Extra-Economic Obligations of Peasants in Iran, 300-1600A.D.”,
Iranian Studies, 1x (1976), pp. 122f. For Engels’ view that common ownership had been a
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of such communes in Iran precludes acceptance of the thesis: that the Maz-
dakite movement reflects “the interest and hopes of those reduced to depen-
dent status” is obvious enough, but there is no particular reason to believe that
the dependence was recent.?65 There had been a famine under Péroz, with
which the government is supposed to have coped admirably;266 but this was
some time ago, and the later famine which Firdawsi and others describe as the
trigger of Mazdak’s revolt is probably fictitious.26” The relationship between
famines and revolts is in any case contentious. It is considerably more tempt-
ing to link Mazdak’s rebellion with the cadastral survey initiated by Kavad. The
fiscal reforms which followed the completion of this survey are described as
having involved a change from payment of a proportion of the harvest, presum-
ably in kind, to payment of fixed taxes in cash.28 This is routinely acclaimed
as the epitome of justice in the sources, and from the ruler’s point of view,
fixed taxes were of course highly desirable in that they made for a stable and
predictable income. But it is precisely the kind of change that would threaten
the peasants’ livelihood, partly because fixed taxes removed the guarantee that
something would be left for the peasants themselves to eat, and partly because
taxes in cash forced the peasants to sell their crops, which in the vast major-
ity of cases meant selling at the same time, with the result that prices would
slump and that taxes could not be paid and/or that subsistence could not be
ensured without ruinous loans from landlords or merchants.26° There are no
complaints about taxes in cash in the sources, be it because they were gener-
ally paid in cash already, or had come to be by Muslim times, or because our
information is fragmentary in the extreme; but we are explicitly told that the
shift to fixed taxes was a source of hardship. A story in al-TabarT has it that when
Khusraw solicited reactions to his proposed tax reforms, a scribe pointed out
that he was putting a “perpetual tax on perishable things, such as a vine which
may die, a grain which may dry up, a canal which may disappear or a spring or
ganat which may lose its water” (to which Khusraw reacted by having the scribe

feature of all primitive societies from India to Iceland, see B. O’Leary, The Asiatic Mode of
Production (Oxford, 1989), pp. 145f.

265 Cf. Nomani, “Notes”, p. 123.

266 Tabari, Tarikh, ser.1, pp. 837f. = Geschichte, pp. 121f; cf. Anklesaria, Zand Akdasih, p. 276 =
277.

267  Firdawsl, Shahnama, p. 2303 = Epic, p. 317; Tha‘alibi, Ghurar, pp. 597 ff.,; Mujmil al-tawarikh,
p. 73-

268 Tabari, Ta’rikh, ser. 1, pp. 960ff. = Geschichte, pp. 2421f.; Dinawari, Akhbar, p. 72.

269 Cf.].C.Scott, The Moral Economy of the Peasant (New Haven, 1976); P. Crone, Pre-industrial
Societies (Oxford, 1989), pp. 23f.
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executed);27? a tenth-century landowner from Nihawand informs us that the
Persians were horrified by the Sasanid shift from proportional to | fixed taxes
(which he attributes to Ardashir, the founder of the dynasty);2” and the anony-
mous Nihayal al-irab adds that the Iraqis found Khusraw’s tax régime so hard to
bear and protested so much against it that proportional taxation (mugasama)
was eventually restored.?”2 Here then we have a change of the requisite kind.
Kavad did not live to complete his cadastral survey, and the sources gen-
erally credit the fiscal reform to Khusraw, who is said to have enacted it after
his suppression of the Mazdakite revolt. Modern scholars are accordingly more
inclined to see the revolt as the cause or facilitating factor of the reform than the
other way round, the argument being that the Mazdakite disturbances broke
the power of the nobility, thereby enabling the crown to reorganise the state.273
But this argument rests on the assumption that the Mazdakites rebelled in
Kavad’s heretical phase and continued to be on the rampage for another thirty-
five years thereafter (orchestrated by Kavad himself in Gaube’s view). If Kavad
initiated his cadastral survey before Khusraw was confronted with Mazdakites,
we have the choice between arguing that the survey formed part of the aeti-
ology of the revolt or else that there was no connection between the two phe-
nomena, and the latter does sound improbable. Mere fear of the reform could
hardly have generated a major rebellion. It is however likely that the reform
was instituted piecemeal as the cadastral survey went along, in which case it
was started by Kavad and completed by Khusraw, not instituted by the latter
alone; and Kavad undoubtedly started the survey with attendant reform in Iraq.
Several sources, in fact, inform us that it was Kavad who instituted the new tax
system in Iraq, or more precisely in the Sawad,?”* adding that he collected 150

270  Ta’rikh, ser. 1, p. 961 = Geschichte, p. 243. Elsewhere, the scribe reproaches Khusraw for
placing an eternal tax on perishable hAumans, suggesting that the problem was fixed
provincial rates in conjunction with fluctuating populations (Nihayat al-irab, reproduced
in M. Grignaschi, “La riforma tributaria di Hosr6 1 e il feudalismo sassanide”, in La Persia
nel medioevo (Atti del convegno, Accademia nazionale dei lincei) (Rome, 1971), p. 135;
compare Qummi, Tarikh-i Qumm, p.183).

271 Ibid, p.183.

272 Cited in Grignaschi, op. cit., p. 137. Grignaschi takes this passage to refer to the reintroduc-
tion of mugasama in the time of the ‘Abbasid caliph al-Mahdi (p. 19), but the formulation
suggests a much earlier change.

273 Christensen, L'Iran, p. 361; Klima, Mazdak, pp. 2811t,; Pigulevskaja, Les villes, pp. 197, 211;
Neusner, Jews in Babylonia, p. 75; Frye, Ancient Iran, pp. 324, 325.

274 IbnRusta, Kitab al-A'laq al-nafisa, ed. M.J. de Goeje (Leiden, 1892), p. 104; Mas‘adi, Tanbih,
p. 39; Yaqut, Mujam al-buldan, ed. F. Wiistenfeld (Leipzig, 1866-1873), vol. 111, p. 175, s.v.
“al-Sawad”; Qummi, Tarikh-i Qumm, p. 180.
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million mithgals of silver,2”> though others claim that it was Khusraw who col-
lected this sum after Kavad had died;276 and Kavad is also credited with the
shift from mugasama to fixed taxes in Fars.27” He set up his tax office (diwan)
in Hulwan,??® which he is commonly said to have built and in which the reg-
isters were kept until Umayyad times.2? If the fiscal reform was initiated by
Kavad himself in Iraq and western Persia, it is not surprising that the peasants
of these regions rebelled under the leadership of a dissident priest as soon as an
opportune moment presented itself in the form of a disputed succession. But
Khusraw crushed the revolt and completed the reform, be it in a modified form
or otherwise.

This would seem to be the best that one can do in the way of guesswork.
Going beyond guesswork would be preferable, of course, but it is only in
connection with Mazdak’s revolt that the sources on Sasanid history afford us
a glimpse of a real society at work, and they only show us enough to make us
realise how little information was transmitted.

Postscript

General
For a survey of recent work on Mazdakism, see G. Gnoli, “Nuovi studi sul
Mazdakismo”, in La Persia e Bisanzio (Atti dei Convegni Lincei, 201) (Rome,
2004), Pp- 439—446.

For a restatement of the view that the Mazdakites probably did not advo-
cate sharing either women or wealth and that taking the sources at face value
would be to “commit an anachronistic blunder by creating communism avant
la lettre”, see S. Shaked, Dualism in Transformation (London, 1994), pp. 125-127
(who is otherwise kind to the article). But the anachronism can at the most
lie in the term “communist” (which many do not wish to use in pre-modern
contexts), not in the beliefs themselves. The conviction that property and/or
women should be shared and/or that they once had been and/or that they still
were among some exotic peoples is extremely well attested in the Mediter-

275  Thus Ibn Khurradadhbih, al-Masalik wa’l-mamalik, ed. M.J. de Goeje (Leiden, 1889), p. 14;
Qummi, Tarikh-i Qumm, and Ibn Rusta (slightly different figure; cf. the preceding note).

276  Mas‘adi, Tanbih, p. 39; cf. pp. 101f.

277  Ibn Hawgqal, Surat al-ard, vol. 11, pp. 303 1.

278  Qummi, Tarikh-i Qumm, p. 180.

279 AXKS. Lambton, Landlord and Peasant in Persia (London, 1953), p. 16 n., with reference to
Ya‘qubi, Ta’rikh, vol. 11, p. 258; cf. E1%, s.v. “Hulwan”.
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ranean in antiquity, not just in the form of the Gnostic Carpocratians whose
communism Shaked himself seems to accept (cf. Shaked, Dualism, p.126, n. 95).
As a political ideal, moreover, it was not “sexual laxity” that such sharing rep-
resented (cf. Shaked, Dualism, p. 125), but rather a dream of overcoming inner
strife (Greek stasis, Muslim fitna) by abolishing the household (see D. Dawson,
Cities of the Gods: Communist Utopias in Greek Thought (Oxford, 1992)). It was
precisely as a solution to strife that Zaradusht’s ideas were intended.

Section 11

For criticism of Christensen’s ideas about Bundos, see now also S.N.C. Lieu,
Manichaeism in Mesopotamia and the Roman Near East (Leiden, 1994), pp. 130f.
But it is hard to follow Lieu himself when he casually identifies a certain
Masedes, of whom a Roman patrician is said to have been a disciple, as Mazdak;
since the wife of this patrician was executed as a Manichaean under Justinian,
the obvious inference is that Masedes was a Manichaean preacher in the
Roman empire (op. cit., pp. 16f.).

Section 111
For another view of the chronology of the suppression of Mazdakism, see
M. Whitby, “The Persian King at War”, in E. Dabrowa (ed.), The Roman and
Byzantine Army in the East (Krakow, 1994), p. 249.

See also the postscript to the next article.
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CHAPTER 2

Zoroastrian Communism*

According to Xanthus of Lydia, who wrote in the fifth century B.c., the Magi
considered it right to have intercourse with their mothers, daughters, and
sisters and also to hold women in common.! The first half of this claim is
perfectly correct: Xanthus is here referring to the Zoroastrian institution of
close-kin marriage (khwédodah), the existence of which is not (or no longer) in
doubt.2 But his belief that the Magi held women in common undoubtedly rests
on a misunderstanding, possibly of easy divorce laws and more probably of the
institution of wife lending.3 In the fifth century A.p., however, we once more
hear of Persians who deemed it right to have women in common; and this time
the claim is less easy to brush aside. The Persians in question were heretics, not
orthodox Zoroastrians or their priests; their heresy was to the effect that both
land and women should be held in common, not just women (though the first
attempt to implement it did apparently concern itself with women alone); and
the heretics are described, not just by Greeks, let alone a single observer, but
also by Syriac authors and the Persians themselves as preserved in Zoroastrian
sources and the Islamic tradition. What then are we to make of the claim the
second time round?*

This essay was originally presented as a paper at the conference on pre-modern communism
held by John Hall and myself at Gonville and Caius College, Cambridge, in 1992. I should like
to thank Gonville and Caius College for academic hospitality and the participants, especially
John Hall, for discussions in the light of which the paper has been revised, if not necessarily
to their satisfaction.
1 Xanthus, cited by Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, 3,11, 1, in F. Jacoby, ed., Die Fragmente der
griechischen Historiker, vol. 3, c2 (Leiden, 1958), no. 765 [pp. 757f.].
2 Cf. B. Spooner, “Iranian Kinship and Marriage,” Iran, 4 (1966), and the literature cited there.
3 Compare Pauly’s Realencyclopddie, 2nd series, vol. 9a (2) (Stuttgart, 1967), s.v. “Xanthos (der
Lyder),” where easy divorce laws are singled out. For the institution of wife lending, see below.
4 The most important works are Th. Noldeke, Geschichte der Perser und Araber zur Zeit der
Sasaniden aus der arabischen Chronik des Tabari (Leiden, 1879), a translation with invaluable
comments; A. Christensen, Le Regne de Kawadh I et le communisme mazdakite (Copenhagen,
1925), summarized in L'Iran sous les Sassanides? (Copenhagen, 1944), ch. 7; 0. Klima, Mazdak,
Geschichte einer sozialen Bewegung im sassanidischen Persien (Prague, 1957); id., Beitrage zur
Geschichte des Mazdakismus (Prague, 1977); E. Yarshater, “Mazdakism,” in The Cambridge
History of Iran, vol. 3, 2 (Cambridge, 1983); and the articles by Molé and Shaki cited below
in note 20. The present study is based on P. Crone, “Kavad’s Heresy and Mazdak’s Revolt,”
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The History of the Sect

We may start by tracing the history of the sect to which communist beliefs
are imputed. It was founded by one Zaradusht (Zoroaster) son of Khrosak or
Khurrak, a contemporary of Mani (d. 276 ), who came from Fas3, a town in Fars,
though he may have been active in Iraq. There is no reason to suspect him of
being a doublet of the founder of Zoroastrianism, but his name should conceiv-
ablybe understood as a title. If so, he was a Zoroastrian priest. No contemporary
source refers to him, and his sect might easily have gone unrecorded.

The sect catapulted to public notoriety, however, some two hundred years
after Zaradusht's death, when the heresy was taken up by the Sasanian emperor
Kavad, who came to the throne in 488. According to Joshua the Stylite, a
contemporary Syriac chronicler, Kavad “revived the abominable Zoroastrian
heresy known as that of Zaradusht which teaches that women should be in
common and that every one should have intercourse with whom he pleases.”®
Greek historians make the same observation but without awareness that
Kavad’s ideas were religious. According to Procopius, who accompanied the
Byzantine army to Persia in 527-531, Kavad “introduced innovations into [the]
constitution, among which was a law which he promulgated providing that
Persians should have communal intercourse with their women.”” According to
Agathias (d. 582), “it is said that he actually made a law according to which
women were to be available to men in common. ... These sins were being com-
mitted frequently, with full legality.”® So indeed they seem to have been, for
according to a late Christian-Arabic source, Kavad built shrines and inns where
people could meet and engage in incontinence.® That he made women avail-
able to everyone (abaha ’l-nis@’) is also a commonplace in the Islamic tradition.
No contemporary source, however, credits Kavad with communist policies in
respect of property; and the Islamic tradition only does so because it conflates
his policies with those of Mazdak, a communist rebel who was crushed by

Iran, 29 (1991) [Ed.: included as article 1 in the present volume], to which the reader is referred
for further details and proper documentation.

5 Crone, “Kavad’s Heresy,” 24 and notes 63—75 thereto.

6 Joshua the Stylite, Chronicle, W. Wright, ed. and tr. (Cambridge, 1882), § 20.

7 Procopius, History of the Wars, H.B. Dewing, ed. and tr., vol. 1 (London, 1914), 1: 5, 1ff; cf.
A. Cameron, Procopius and the Sixth Century (London, 1985), 8, 152 ff.

8 A Cameron, ed. and tr, “Agathias on the Sassanians,” Dumbarton Oaks Papers, 23—24 (1969—
1970), 128f. through 129f.

9 A. Scher, ed. and tr, “Histoire nestorienne (Chronique de Séert),” part 1, 1, in Patrologia
Orientalis, R. Graffin and F. Nau, eds., vol. 7 (Paris, 1911), 125.
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Khusraw, Kavad’s son and successor. The communist activities of Kavad and
Mazdak are also conflated in the secondary literature but should undoubtedly
be dissociated: The episodes were consecutive, not contemporary.° If Kavad
was a communist in respect of property, his convictions were not reflected in
his policies. But he was a pacifist, which did show in his policies, and also a
vegetarian, which he kept a private matter.! His pacifism must have annoyed
the Iranian aristocracy, but contemporary and later sources | agree that it was
his outrageous policies regarding women that led to his downfall. “The Per-
sian grandees plotted in secret to slay Kavad, on account of his impure morals
and perverse laws,” Joshua the Stylite says;'? Kavad’s laws “by no means pleased
the common people (pléthos)” who rose against him, according to Procopius;'3
“the leading men showed their displeasure openly, for they thought the dis-
grace unendurable,” Agathias observes;'4 and numerous Muslim sources also
state that his heresy led to his deposition.!> Kavad was dethroned and impris-
oned in 496 but managed to escape to the Hephtalites in Transoxania and to
reconquer his kingdom with Hephtalite help in 498. By then he had sobered up.
Restored to orthodoxy, he ruled with full aristocratic and ecclesiastical support
from then onwards until his death in 531.

This might have been the end of the story. But about the time of Kavad’s
death the heresy was taken up for altogether different use by Mazdak, after
whom it is generally known as Mazdakism. Neither Mazdak nor the massive
revolt he raised is mentioned in Greek or Syriac sources, but he looms large
in the Islamic and (to a less extent) Zoroastrian tradition, where he is identi-
fied as the son of one Bamdad and as a Zoroastrian priest (mobad). His place
of origin is variously given, but he was almost certainly active in Iraq.!® Maz-
dak is explicitly said to have owed his views to Zaradusht but, unlike Kavad,
did not limit his communism to women. He argued that women and wealth
are the fundamental sources of human discord and that concord would pre-
vail if both were equally available to all. God (that is, Ahura Mazda, the good

10 Crone, “Kavad’s Heresy,” 21f.

11 Ibid., 26 and notes 118-120 thereto.

12 Chronicle, § 23.

13 Wars, 1: 5,1f.

14  Cameron, “Agathias on the Sassanians,” 128 through 129.

15  See the references in Crone, “Kavad’s Heresy,” notes 9—14.

16 Ibid,, 24, 27 and notes 7480, 159 thereto. The sources which present him as a chief
priest (ibid., note 160) do so on the basis of his supposed association with Kavad. For an
attempt to deny his existence, see H. Gaube, “Mazdak: Historical Reality or Invention?,” in
Meélanges offerts a Raoul Curiel, Studia Iranica (1982).
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deity) had created all men alike and placed the means of procreation and sus-
tenance on earth “so that mankind might divide them equally among them-
selves”;'” women and property should be held in partnership like water, fire,
and pasture;'® nobody was allowed to monopolize them, sharing was a religious
duty."? Sharing wives and property would diminish the power of Az, concupis-
cence, a force through which Ahriman (the evil deity) worked on mankind.
Az thrived on both excess and deprivation, but fulfilment in the right mea-
sure was the remedy against it.2° Like Kavad, Mazdak was a vegetarian; and
he, | too, wanted to eliminate war, hatred, and dispute, though in practice he
was responsible for massive bloodshed.?! He raised a peasant revolt. His follow-
ers were the poor, base, weak, and ignoble plebs (al-fugara’, al-sifla, al-du‘afa’,
al-ghawgha’). They “would break into a man’s home and take his dwelling,
his wives and his property without him being able to prevent them”;?? “they
killed those who did not follow them”;?3 they claimed that “they were tak-
ing from the rich and giving to the poor, and that whoever had a surplus in
respect of landed property, women or goods had no better right to it than
anyone else.”?* Mazdak himself “would take the wife of one and hand her
over to another, and likewise possessions, slaves, slavegirls and other things,
such as landed property and real estate.”> Huge numbers followed him: No
less than 80,000 or 100,000 or even 150,000 were allegedly massacred in one
day in just one place in Iraq, where the revolt was centered insofar as one
can tell, though Fars is also said to have been involved. The revolt was sup-
pressed by Khusraw I (531-571), who had completed the task by 540 at the
latest.26

17 Al-Tabari, Tar'tkh al-rusul wa’l-mulik, M.J. de Goeje and others, eds. (Leiden, 18791901,
series 1), 885f. [in Noldeke, Geschichte, 141].

18  Al-Shahrastani, Kitab al-milal wa’l-nihal, W. Cureton, ed. (London, 1846), 193, in id., Reli-
gionspartheien und Philosophen-Schulen, Th. Haarbriicker, trans. (Halle, 1850), vol. 291.

19 For all this, see Crone, “Kavad’s Heresy,” 24 and notes 81-87 thereto.

20 M. Molé, “Un ascétisme moral dans les livres pehlevis?,” Revue de I’Histoire des Religions,
155 (1959), 1621f; id., “Le probleme des sectes zoroastriennes dans les livres pehlevis,”
Oriens, 23—24 (1960-1961), 24f,; M. Shaki, “The Social Doctrine of Mazdak in the Light of
Middle Persian Evidence,” Archiv Orientdlni, 46 (1978), 2011f.

21 Crone, “Kavad’s Heresy,” 26 and notes 122-128 thereto.

22 Tabari, Ta’rikh, ser. 1, 886, in Noldeke, Geschichte, 142.

23 Al-Maqdisi, Kitab al-bad’ wa’l-ta’rikh, Cl. Huart, ed. and tr. (Paris, 1899-1919), vol. 3, 168
[171].

24  Taban, Ta’rikh, ser.1, 886, in Noldeke, Geschichte, 141.

25 Ibn al-Athir, al-Kamil fi ’-ta’rikh, C.J. Tornberg, ed. (Leiden, 1851-1876), vol. 1, 297.

26 Crone, “Kavad’s Heresy,” 23, 30—33 and note 47.
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Thereafter, the Zaradushtis seem to have disappeared from Iraq, but they
reappear from about 740 onwards in Iran under the label of Khurramis or Khur-
ramdinis (adherents of the joyous religion). By then they had changed some-
what. Typically, their religion was now a mishmash of Zoroastrian, Gnostic,
and other ideas, to which Islamic notions were being added; but the old Zara-
dushti conception remained. Thus, they were still pacifists, except in times of
revolt, and vegetarians too: In their view, no living creature should be killed,
and some of them even deemed it unlawful to cause injury to plants.?” They
do not seem to have clamoured for communal property any more; but almost
all stuck to the idea of communal access to women (ibahat al-nisa’), if only in
an emblematic vein. “Some of them believe in communal access to women,
provided that the women agree, and in free access to everything in which the
self takes pleasure and to which nature inclines, as long as nobody is harmed
thereby,” al-Maqdisi observes with reference to tenth-century Khurramis in
western Iran.?8 “They say that a woman is like a flower, no matter who smells it,
nothing is detracted from it,” Narshakhi explains with reference to Khurramis
of the same period in Transoxania;?® and twelfth-century Khur|ramis in Azer-
bayjan claimed that women are the water of the house which every thirsty man
is allowed to drink.3° There may still have been Khurramis in Iran in the seven-
teenth century.3!

Are the Sources to Be Trusted?

Many scholars find it hard to accept the claim that the Zaradushtis preached
communal access to women. In their view the sectarians are more likely just
to have tampered with Zoroastrian marriage law, for example by rejecting
endogamy, prohibiting polygamy, calling for the abolition of harems, making
it cheaper to marry, relaxing the rules of levirate marriages, or abolishing the
institution of substitute heirs; but the sectarians’ horrified opponents, who

27  Maqdisi, Bad’, vol. 4, 31 [28]; Ibn al-Nadim, Kitab al-fihrist, R. Tajaddud, ed. (Tehran, 1971),
406; Tabari, Ta’rikh, ser. 3,1228, in id., The Reign of Mu tasim, E. Marin, tr. (New Haven, 1951),
52; W. Madelung, Religious Trends in Early Islamic Iran (Albany, N.Y.,1988), 10.

28  Maqdisi, Bad’, vol. 4, 31 [29].

29  Narshakhi, Tarikh-i Bukhara, C. Schefer, ed. (Paris, 1892), 73, in id., The History of Bukhara,
R.N. Frye, tr. (Cambridge, Mass., 1954), 75.

30  Madelung, Religious Trends, 10.

31 Thus, the Parsee Dabistan-i madhahib (Calcutta, 1809), vol. 1, 166f., in The Dabistdn, or
School of Manners, D. Shea and A. Troyer, trans. (Paris, 1843), vol. 1, 378.
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were given to twisting and exaggerating what they heard, took these demands
to mean that women should be shared: The alleged doctrine of communal
access to women is a polemical fiction.32

One might have been inclined to accept this argument if the sources had
occasionally mentioned some of the marriage reforms suggested by modern
scholars and added the sharing of women by way of rhetorical flourish; but
they do not. Instead, they uniformly credit the Zaradushtis with a conviction
that women should be shared, no more and no less. The sources make this
claim with reference to Zaradusht in the third century, to Kavad in the fifth, to
Mazdak in the sixth, and to Khurramis from the eighth to the twelfth century,
if not the seventeenth. They say this in Syriac, Greek, Arabic, Pahlavi, and
Persian, from the viewpoint of Christians, Muslims, and Zoroastrians, indeed
from that of the Zaradushtis themselves, if only in the form of Khurramis.
Several sources are contemporary with the sectarians they describe; a few
are neutral or even sympathetic; and their statements are rarely formulaic:
Kavad revived the abominable heresy of Zaradusht which teaches that women
should be in common; Mazdak held that women and property should be held
in partnership like water, fire, and pasture; women are like flowers that one
can go on smelling without detracting from them, or like water which every
thirsty man may drink. These and other statements hardly sound like polemical
exaggerations of demands for Zoroastrian marriage reforms. Nor do they sound
like the stereotyped accusations of promiscuity leveled at Gnostics.33 In short,
those who accuse the sources of exaggeration simply cannot believe that a
doctrine of communal access to women can have existed, however good the
evidence. They typically voice their skepticism in works of a general | nature;
those who have worked closely with the sources rarely find it difficult to believe
them.34

If one denies that the Zaradushtis were communists in respect of women,
one must also deny that they were communists in respect of land, for their

32 Thus Yarshater, “Mazdakism,” 999f., cf. 1013; similarly, if more briefly, A. Bausani, The
Persians (London, 1971), 63; R.N. Frye, “The Political History of Iran under the Sasanians,”
Cambridge History of Iran, vol. 3,1 (Cambridge, 1983), 150; H. Kennedy, The Prophet and the
Age of the Caliphates (London, 1986), 9.

33  This point is discussed at length in Crone, “Kavad’s Heresy,” 29f.

34  Cf.Noldeke, Christensen, Klima (above, note 4), Molé, Shaki (above, note 20), and myself.
Only Yarshater is sceptical, but not consistently, for though he begins by toning down
the Mazdakite doctrine concerning women (above, note 32), he later accepts that the
Carpocratians and Mazdakites “offered the same argument for the community of property
and women” (“Mazdakism,” 1020).
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views on women and land obviously went together. As far as the Zaradushtis
were concerned, women were simply a kind of property, though certainly
the most important kind as far as sharing was concerned. Kavad and the
later Khurramis were communists in respect of women alone, while Mazdak
(presumably following Zaradusht) gave equal weight to both, but communism
in respect of property alone is not attested for this sect. Yet one scholar asserts
that Kavad only engaged in redistribution of noble property and that there
is no evidence that he tried to enforce communal access to women!3> Others
accept that the Mazdakites were communists in respect of land while rejecting
their views on women as polemical exaggeration, but this is equally untenable.
Either the Mazdakites were communists in respect of land and women alike,
with special emphasis on women; or else they were not communists at all. But
if they were not communists at all, what is left of their creed? The result would
be sectarians who argued that women and property were the chief causes of
human strife and proposed a solution to this problem which everybody took
to be communist but of which the only thing we know for certain is that
communist it was not. It does not sound persuasive.

Given that the idea of holding women in common has figured in Western
utopian thought from Plato to the 1960s, one may well ask why the Persians
should be judged incapable of entertaining the idea. In fact they clearly were
not, for the idea suggested itself easily enough to the opponents of the Zara-
dushtis, even if we deem the latter innocent of it. However, communism in
respect of women sounds like a doctrine of unbridled licentiousness which it
would be both silly and offensive to attribute to others, and this is presum-
ably why so many prefer to explain it away. But their reaction is mistaken. It
is perfectly true that the sources present Zaradushtl communism as a hedo-
nistic creed. Agathius opined that Kavad took it up “not ... according to the
argument of Plato or Socrates, or for the hidden benefit in their proposal, but
so that anyone could consort with whichever one he liked.”?¢ Al-Birani held
that Kavad took it up because he fancied an otherwise unavailable woman.3” |
Joshua thought that the doctrine was impure, abominable, and perverse; and
others said that it was pure licentiousness.38 But all this is merely to say that

35  S.W.Baron, A Social and Religious History of the Jews3, vol. 3 (New York, 1957), 56 (another
general work).

36 Cameron, “Agathias on the Sasanians,” 128 [129].

37  Al-Birini, al-Athar al-bagiya ‘an al-quran al-khaliya, C.E. Sachau, ed. (Leipzig, 1923), 209,
in id., The Chronology of Ancient Nations, C.E. Sachau, tr. (London, 1879), 192.

38 For Joshua, see the references given above, notes 6, 12; for Zaradusht’s doctrine as a tenet
that “all physical pleasures are licit,” see Scher, “Histoire nestorienne,” part 2, 1, 157.
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the sources misidentify the spirit in which the doctrine was propounded, not
that they falsify the doctrine itself. It is only the alleged spirit that we must
discount. Communism in respect of women evidently is not a doctrine of unbri-
dled licentiousness, any more than communism in respect of property is one
of unbridled greed. It should be obvious that Zaradusht conceived his doctrine
in an attempt to devise a better way of organizing human society, exactly as did
Plato, while Kavad took it up for its “hidden benefit,” whatever Agathias might
claim. In defence of the sources it must be said that the Zaradushtis laid them-
selves open to charges of hedonism, atleast in their Khurrami form, in that they
endorsed the enjoyment of “everything in which the self takes pleasure, and to
which nature inclines, as long as nobody is harmed thereby,”3? including wine,
music, and flowers, real or metaphorical, which is an attitude so contrary to the
ascetic currents of the period that some scholars prefer to turn the evidence
upside down so as to present the Khurramis as ascetics.*® But it was appar-
ently their attitude to the good things oflife which caused them to be known as
Khurramis, the adherents of the joyous religion; and the slogan “make love, not
war” would not have been an altogether inappropriate summary of their views,
though unlike the flower-power children of the nineteen-sixties, the Khurramis
do not come across as frivolous. But even the half-baked doctrines of the six-
ties were meant as solutions to a strife-ridden world, and this is certainly true
of Zaradushtism, which was never a simple license to mindless pleasure. Nat-

39 Cf. Maqdisi, Bad’, note 28.

40  Thus, G. Pugliese Carratelli, “Les doctrines sociales de Bundos et de Mazdak,” Acta Iranica,
2 (1974), 286 f., takes the fact that the Zaradushtis preached equal access to the good things
of life to mean that they preached abstention from such things in an effort to kill desire;
J. Duchesne-Guillemin argues much the same (La religion de ’Iran ancien [Paris, 1962],
286; id., “Zoroastrian Religion,” in Cambridge History of Iran, vol. 3, 2, 892). Others merely
credit the Khurramis with ascetic tendencies: thus, Christensen, Kawadh, 102f.; cf. also
id., L’Iran, 342f.; Yarshater, “Mazdakism,” 1013 f.; Madelung, Religious Trends, 5; M. Shaki,
“The Cosmogonical and Cosmological Teachings of Mazdak,” Acta Iranica, 11 (Papers in
Honour of Mary Boyce) (1985), 543. But there is much evidence against the more modest
proposition too, and none in its favour. The Shahrastani passage adduced by Christensen
does not refer to mortification of the self but to killing in the literal sense of the word
(cf. Crone, “Kavad’s Heresy,” 27, and notes 171-173 thereto; cf. also Qur’an, 5:35); neither the
vegetarianism nor the pacifism of the Zaradushtis was meant in an ascetic vein (the taking
of lives was forbidden because life was good, not because one should seek to escape from
it); and the sixteenth-century assertion that Mazdak “wore woolen clothing and engaged
in constant devotion” is obviously a mere embellishment (Mirkhwand, Tarikh-i rawdat
al-safa, vol. 1 [Tehran, 1338], 774, in id., The Rauzat-us-safa, E. Rehatsek, tr., part 1, vol. 2
[London, 1892], 369).
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urally the enemies of the Zaradushtis were convinced that so radical a heresy
must have been propounded in the basest of spirits, but this is merely to say
that they were shocked. This they had every right to be, for the doctrine was
indeed radical.

How Was the Communist Ideal to Be Practised?

We do not know how Zaradusht envisaged the implementation of his ideas, but
to his followers the solution lay in redistribution of women and property on the
one hand and communal access to both on the other. His followers did not try
to abolish pair bonding. Kavad is said to have ruled that children born of extra-
marital unions were to be affiliated to the woman’s husband.*! If this is true (the
source is late), Kavad clearly thought that marriage would continue, along with
hereditary transmission of property and marital responsibility for the upbring-
ing of children. Marriage certainly did continue among the later Khurramis.
Some sources (also late) say that Mazdak held children to be common prop-
erty on a par with women.*? He may have regarded children in this way, but
he did not attack the nuclear family in practice. Adults were not assigned to
separate halls of men and women between whom mating (indiscriminate or
controlled) was allowed but permanent pair bonding forbidden; children were
not placed in halls of children for collective rearing as they were to be in the
future kibbutzim. What he did rule was that nobody was allowed to have more
wives than others or to monopolize the wife he had. Of Kavad we are only told
that he was against monopolization. He wanted all men to have free access to all
women, to which end he established places where they could meet, but he did
not apparently engage in redistribution. Mazdak, however, “would take the wife
of one and hand her over to another”; his followers “would break into a man’s
home and take his ... wives,” arguing that “whoever had a surplus in respect of
... women had no better right to it than anyone else.”#3 At the same time Maz-
dak is said to have sanctioned wife lending.** Even among the twelfth-century
Khurramis of Azerbayjan, the vision is clear enough. Because all women were
common property, nobody could have more than one at a time; and because
they were common property, women were like water of which every thirsty

41 Scher, “Histoire nestorienne,” part 2, 1, 125.

42 B.T. Anklesaria, ed. and tr., Zand Akasih (Bombay, 1956), 276 [277]; Ibn al-Balkhi, Farsnama,
G. Le Strange and R.A. Nicholson, eds. (London, 1921), 84.

43 See the references given above in notes 22, 24, 25.

44  Crone, “Kavad’s Heresy,” 25 and notes 97-98 thereto.
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man could drink.4> To outsiders this combination of monogamy and promis-
cuity must have seemed insane, but in communist terms it made perfect sense.

The Zaradushtis did not abolish private property, either. They made no
attempt to institute state ownership of land, which is as might be expected
given their pre-modern setting; nor did they pool their property, and this makes
sense too. For it is followers of millenarian movements who will pool their
resources typically on the eve of the great transformation (as in the Acts of the
Apostles, 2:44f.); and the Zaradushtis were not millenarians. In fact, Mazdak’s
followers must be the only peasant rebels in pre-modern history to have been
communists without being millenarians too. At all events, what | they aimed at
was redistribution and denial of exclusive rights. Mazdak “ordered that people
should be equal in respect of property.”*¢ He would redistribute “possessions,
slaves, slavegirls, and other things, such as landed property and real estate.”#”
His followers “would break into a man’s home and take his dwelling ... and his
property,” claiming that “they were taking from the rich and giving to the poor,
and that whoever had a surplus in respect of landed property ... or goods had
no better right to it than anyone else.”*® They said that “nobody has the right
to more property or wives than others, so that he who is able to take people’s
possessions or obtain their wives by stealth, deceit, trickery, or blandishment
is allowed and free to do so; the property which some people have in excess
of others is forbidden to them until it has been distributed equally among
mankind.*® Put in modern legal terminology, the Zaradushtis abolished pri-
vate ownership but accepted private possession. Whereas ownership is a sacred
right, possession is contingent. I may not possess what I own, for others may
have stolen it from me; I can demand possession of a thing on the grounds that
I own it, but I cannot claim ownership on the grounds that I possess it. Pos-
session does not in itself establish exclusive rights. The Zaradushtis said that
as far as sacred ownership was concerned, women and wealth were communal
property: Everybody had as much right to them as everybody else, meaning that
they had to be distributed equally. But mere possession continued to be private.
Possession without the backing of ownership did not, however, establish exclu-
sive rights; so everybody was free to avail himself of what his neighbour did not
seem to need. The doctrine was beautifully coherent.

45 Madelung, Religious Trends, 10.

46  Al-Ya'qubi, Ta’rikh, M.Th. Houtsma, ed. (Leiden, 1883), vol. 1, 186; cf. Tabari, Ta’rikh, ser. 1,
893, in Noldeke, Geschichte, 154.

47 Ibn al-Athir, al-Kamil fi ’-ta’rikh, note 2s5.

48 Cf. the references given above, notes 22, 24.

49  Al-Malati, Kitab al-tanbih, S. Dedering, ed. (Istanbul, 1937), 72f.
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Does It Qualify as Communism?

Some might argue that Zaradushtism is too redistributionist to qualify as com-
munism, but this is scarcely correct. It seems reasonable to identify as commu-
nism any doctrine which advocates collectivization of rights normally vested
in individuals or families, and a doctrine to the effect that the means of pro-
duction and reproduction should be held in common certainly falls squarely
within that definition. How the doctrine proposes to effect the common own-
ership is another question which the generic definition should exclude.

Many scholars balk at classifying pre-modern communism as communist
without circumlocution or quotation marks because real communism in their
view requires state ownership of the means of production or at least state reg-
ulation of the productive process. Though his terminology differed, this was
Durkheim’s position. He denied that modern communism (which he called
socialism) belonged in the same genus as pre-modern communism (which
he called communism), on the grounds that modern communism/socialism
seeks | to regulate production by tying it to the state, whereas pre-modern com-
munism only affects consumption and seeks to banish wealth rather than to
“socialize” it, seeing wealth as a source of moral corruption.5° But Durkheim’s
claim that pre-modern communism never concerned itself with production
is wrong, as the Zaradushtl example shows; and though he is right that the
fundamental difference between modern and pre-modern communism lies
in the different relationships which they envisage between state and produc-
tion, this merely goes to show that they are communist creeds tailored to
different types of states, not that they (or for that matter the states) belong
to fundamentally different genera. Since pre-modern states did not take an
interest in production as such, it stands to reason that pre-modern commu-
nism should have been prescribed for rulers who did not produce (as in Plato
and his many imitators) or for producers whose economic organization was
not perceived as relevant to the rulers (as in Mazdakism). By contrast, all
modern states concern themselves intensely with production; and all mod-
ern political programmes envisage “a more or less complete connection of all
economic functions or of certain of them ... with the direction and knowing
organs of society,” not just communism/socialism as Durkheim maintains.5!
What singles out communism/socialism from other modern programmes is its

50 E. Durkheim, Socialism and Saint-Simon, C. Sattler, tr., and A.W. Gouldner, ed. (London,

1959), ch. 2.
51 Durkheim, Socialism, 21.
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recommendation of collectivization. This must clearly be accepted as the diag-
nostic feature of the genus, though Durkheim refused to admit it.52

Some might put the two objections together and argue that redistribution
along equitable lines is impossible to achieve without state ownership and
that accordingly doctrines which sponsor the one without the other can only
be classified as proto-communist at best. But equitable distribution cannot
be achieved with state ownership either, and it would be absurd to include
practicability in the definition of communism. One might as well build it into
that of millenarianism and other utopian ideas. In general, the manifestations
of communism with which we happen to be familiar have no greater claim
to archetypal status than the rest. Pre-modern communism invariably looks
more naive than its modern counterpart, and so no doubt it was; but cities were
cities before the invention of skyscrapers; smoke signals were a means of long-
distance communication even though they were not faxes; and communism
was communist long before the appearance of Marx.

What Was It About?

Kavad’s communism has long been interpreted as an anti-noble measure, and
this is undoubtedly correct. Sasanian history is dominated by royal attempts to
centralize power, among other things in response to competition with Byzan-
tium, with which the Sasanians were almost constantly at war.5% Kavad, who |
depended on the nobility for military and political services without which his
empire would have collapsed, was not in a position forcibly to oust or shear it of
its wealth; and he made no attempt to confiscate aristocratic lands or to abol-
ish their hereditary transmission, as has been seen. But communal access to
women, promoted in the name of the Zoroastrian faith to which practically all
Iranian nobles were committed, offered a seemingly simple way of curtailing
the power of the nobility in that it undermined the exclusivity of their lineages,
which were sealed off from the rest of the community by endogamous or even
incestuous marriages.>* Communal access to women destroyed the mystique
of noble blood, thus placing a question mark over the political entitlements
with which such blood had been associated. What the enemies of the Zara-
dushtis found particularly objectionable about ibahat al-nisa’ was precisely

52  Ashe seesit, it has contributed most to the confusion (Durkheim, Socialism, 35).

53  Cf. Crone, “Kavad’s Heresy,” 50 and notes 212—220 thereto.

54  Cf. above, note 2. Modern Zoroastrians explain away the institution of close-kin marriage
by blaming it on Mazdak! (Christensen, L’Iran, 325.)
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that it obliterated hereditary ranking. It worked by “obscuring the descent of
every individual,” a Zoroastrian book complains.?> “Genealogies were mixed,”
“base people of all sorts mixed with people of noble blood,” we are told with
reference to Mazdak’s revolt.56 “If people have women and property in com-
mon, how can they know their children and establish their genealogies?” a
Zoroastrian priest is said to have asked.5” Besides, a peasant could hardly feel
the proper awe and respect for an aristocrat if he had slept with his wife. But
simple though the solution looked in theory, it unsurprisingly failed to work in
practice; and Kavad would hardly have played around with so outrageous an
idea if he had not been a very young man at the time: He was twelve or fifteen
when he was raised to the throne or, at any rate, a minor (some dissenting voices
notwithstanding) and thus in his early twenties when he was dethroned for his
experiment.® But unconventional though it was, the experiment undoubtedly
formed part of the protracted efforts of the Sasanian emperors to centralize the
Sasanian state.

This brings us to Mazdak and his peasant revolt. We may begin by noting
that the succession to Kavad was disputed. When Khusraw acceded, his older
brother, Kavis, laid claim to the throne and staged a revolt while others plotted
to overthrow him in favour of one of his nephews.5® Kavad’s death was thus
followed by a disarray at the centre which made it possible for peasants to
take action. Given that peasants always have reasons to rebel, it might be
argued that this explanation suffices, but it is clear that additional factors were
at work. Modern communists find them in the supposed erosion | of village
communalism by the forces of feudalism,° but we do not know anything about
village communalism in ancient Iran. Thus, this explanation rests on an a priori
conviction that it must have existed in conjunction with Mazdak’s statement
that people should be partners in land and women as they are in water, fire, and

55 Shaki, “Social Doctrine,” 291f.; Molé, “Sectes,” 24f. (both citing the Déenkard).

56  Maqdisi, Bad’, vol. 2,168 [171]; Tabari, Ta’rikh, ser. 1, 893, in Noldeke, Geschichte, 154.

57  Al-Thalibi, Ghurar akhbar mulik al-furs wa-siyarihim, H. Zotenberg, ed. and tr. (Paris,
1900), 602; cf. Nizam al-Mulk, Siyasatnama, M. Qazwini and M. Mudarrisi Chahardahi, eds.
(Tehran, 1956), 203, in id., The Book of Government or Rules for Kings, H. Darke, tr. (London,
1960), 202f.

58 See the references in Crone, “Kavad’s Heresy,” notes 210—211.

59  Cf. Crone, “Kavad’s Heresy,” 32 and notes 244—245, 250 thereto.

60 Klima, Mazdak, 196; N. Pigulevskaya, Les villes de ’état iranien aux époques parthe et
sassanide (Paris, 1963), 195, 209; F. Nomani, “Notes on the Origins and Development of
Extra-Economic Obligations of Peasants in Iran, 300-1600 A.D.,” Iranian Studies, 9 (1976),
122f. Compare B. O’Leary, The Asiatic Mode of Production (Oxford, 1989), 145{.
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pasture.®! This does indeed sound like an invocation of village practices, but
the fact that Mazdak illustrated his ideas with reference to such practices does
not of course mean that he was motivated by threats to them: The pre-modern
communists who illustrated their ideas with reference to the communality
of sunshine did not thereby mean to imply that sunshine was in danger of
privatization.62

It seems more likely that Mazdak’s revolt was triggered by a fiscal reform.
Kavad had begun a cadastral survey with an attendant tax reform which Khus-
raw was to complete. The reform involved a change from payment of a pro-
portion of the harvest, presumably in kind, to payment of fixed taxes in cash;
and this was the kind of change that could threaten the peasants’ livelihood,
partly because fixed taxes removed the guarantee that something would be left
for the peasants themselves to eat and partly because taxes in cash forced the
peasants to sell their crop, which they usually had to do immediately after the
harvest because they lacked reserves. The sale of their crops would flood the
market, causing prices to fall, so that they would find themselves unable to pay
their taxes or to feed their families without ruinous loans from landlords or
merchants. There are no complaints about taxes in cash in the sources, pos-
sibly because they are fragmentary in the extreme; but several passages tell us
that the transition to fixed taxes was a source of hardship. The fiscal reform thus
gives us a plausible cause of the revolt. The only problem is that most sources
credit Kavad with merely initiating the cadastral survey, saying that Khusraw
completed it and then instituted the reform. This would make the revolt come
first. But it is likely that the reform was instituted piecemeal as the cadastral
survey proceeded. In other words, both the survey and the reform were proba-
bly initiated by Kavad, who would undoubtedly have started work in Iraq; and
several sources do in fact say that Kavad instituted the new tax system in Iraq,
while others credit him with its initiation in Fars. If this is accepted, it is not
surprising that the peasants of these regions rebelled under the leadership of a
dissident priest as soon as an opportune moment presented itself in the form
of a disputed succession.53 Kavad’s earlier attack on the nobility presumably
also played a role, partly because his sponsorship of Zaradushtism must have
assisted the diffusion of | the heresy and partly because it is likely to have weak-
ened aristocratic control of the peasants. That the revolt was a failure conforms
to expectation.

61 See the reference given above, note 18.
62 Thus, for example, the Carpocratian treatise, below, note 79.
63 For all this, see Crone, “Kavad’s Heresy,” 30-34.
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How Was the Heresy Born?

Zaradushtl communism was of the anarchic rather than the regimented type
(represented above all by Plato);6* and the vision has a strong primitivist ring
to it. As regards women, the Zaradushtis hoped to achieve the organization
imputed by Herodotus to the Agathyrsoi, who “have their women in common
so that all may be brothers and, as members of a single family, be able to live
together without jealousy and hatred.”6> As regards property, the Zaradushtis
envisaged society along the lines of Trogus’ aboriginal Italians, among whom
“all things belonged to all in common and undivided, as if all men had one patri-
mony."%6 But was there a primitivist streak in Zoroastrianism? The Iranians are
not known to have idealized barbarians or routinely to have credited them with
communist organization after the fashion of the Greeks.6” Nor is it possible to
demonstrate that they had a myth of primordial freedom and equality: The first
king on earth is a culture hero whose institution of kingship and other appurte-
nances of civilization is applauded without any indication that inequality and
oppression were the other side of the coin.5® Given the fragmentary nature of
the sources, however, it cannot be inferred that no such myth existed; and it is
tempting to see a reference to one in the Zaradushti claim that God had created
all men alike and allowed the sons of Adam to inherit the earth equally.®® This is
admittedly formulated in Islamic language, but the fact that golden age myths
postulating aboriginal absence of private property and pair bonding crop up
on both the Greek and the Indian sides of the fence suggests that such ideas
were part of a common Indo-European legacy.”® It surely cannot be acciden-

64 I owe this useful distinction to M. Schofield, “Communism in Plato and the Stoics,” an
unpublished paper submitted to the conference on pre-modern communism (Cambridge,
1992).

65 Herodotus, Histories, 4:104. The translation is A. de Selincourt’s.

66  Pompeius Trogus (first century A.D.) in A.O. Lovejoy and G. Boas, Primitivism and Related
Ideas in Antiquity (Baltimore, 1935), 67.

67  Cf. Lovejoy and Boas, Primitivism; ]. Ferguson, Utopias of the Classical World (London,
1975), 19 1.

68 Cf. A. Christensen, Les types du premier homme et du premier roi, part 1 (Stockholm, 1917),
145 ff., on Hoshang.

69  Above, note 17; Malati, Tanbih, 72; cf. also Ibn al-Balkhi, Farsnama, 84; Nizam al-Mulk,
Siyasatnama, 197 [197]. For the Iranian Adam (Gayomard), see Christensen, Premier
homme, q1ff.

70  The evidence is assembled in Lovejoy and Boas, Primitivism. To the section on India (by
Dumont), add W. Doniger O’Flaherty, The Origins of Evil in Hindu Mythology (Berkeley,
1976), ch. 2.
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tal that Greece, Iran, and India alike produced thinkers who rejected private
property and pair bonding while at the same time sponsoring vegetarianism
and pacifism, though only the Greeks and the Iranians considered the possi-
bility of collectivizing women and wealth, the Indian solution always being to
renounce them.

There are however three additional features to consider on the Iranian side.
First, Herodotus claims that among the Massagetes, an Iranian tribe, “each
man marries a wife, but the wives are common to all. ... When a man desires
a woman, he hangs a quiver before her waggon."”! This description suggests
that what the Greeks took to be communism of women among the Massagetes
was in fact polyandry, that is, the institution whereby a number of men share
one wife (or one woman has a plurality of husbands). Whether this could
account for the imputations of communism to other Iranian pastoralists is less
clear.”? In any event, the institution is associated with matrilineal organization;
and references to both polyandry and matrilineal organization crop up again
in connection with the Khurramis.”® It is thus tempting to speculate that
familiarity with polyandry lay behind the ease with which the Zaradushtis
could envisage general sharing of women. But this is highly conjectural.

Secondly and more importantly, however, whether polyandry was practised
in ancient Iran or not, there certainly was another institution of wife shar-
ing. Zoroastrianism sanctioned a variety of arrangements designed to procure
male heirs for those who lacked them.? Usually the men in question had died
without male issue, but they might also be alive; and two of the arrangements
designed for these situations amounted to wife lending. A man could give his
wife to another man with a view to procuring heirs for himself (“rent an insemi-
nator”). He would retain his guardianship over his wife, in addition to his rights
to any children she might bear; and the arrangement would come to an end

71 Herodotus, Histories, 1: 216 (the translation is Godley’s).

72 Asseenalready, Herodotus also imputes it to the Agathyrsoi, presumably an offshoot of the
Scythians (above, note 65); and Herodotus knew that others attributed it to the Scythians
themselves, though he himself did not believe it: “The Greeks say that this is a Scythian
custom; it is not so, but a custom of the Massagetae” (Histories, 1: 216). His correction
notwithstanding, later authors continued to present the Scythians as communists, usually
in respect of women and property alike (Lovejoy and Boas, Primitivism, 2881, 315n, 327, cf.
328), but it seems unlikely that there was more to it than an initial mistake and continued
romanticism.

73 Crone, “Kavad’s Heresy,” 25 and notes 112-117 thereto.

74  Cf. A. Perikhanian, “Iranian Society and Law,” in Cambridge History of Iran, vol. 3, 2, 649f.,
653 ff.
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when a son was born or when the term specified in the agreement expired.”
Apparently he could also lend her to another man, so that the latter could pro-
cure sons (“lend awomb”), though this is more contentious.” Both institutions,
which are sometimes subsumed under the label of interim marriage, counted
as charitable. The Zaradushti idea that women should be shared would thus
appear to be a generalized version of a charitable institution rooted in Zoroas-
trianism itself;”” and its origins in this institution would | explain why it com-
bined communal access to women with continued subordination of women:
When the Greeks and the Indians thought away pair bonding, they tended to
think away male control of women too.”®

Thirdly, a good case can be made for the view that the Gnosticism prevalent
in Sasanian Iraq acted as a catalyst in the formulation of the creed. Some schol-
ars would have it that Zaradusht actually got his ideas from the Gnostics who
go under the (probably mistaken) name of Carpocratians and who believed in
sharing wives and property too;”® but though the parallel is certainly striking,
this is implausible. There is no evidence for this particular brand of Gnosticism
in Iraq, let alone further east; and modern attempts to have Zaradusht visit the
Roman empire (under the name of Bundos) in order to pick up Carpocratian
ideas (or other Greco-Roman thought) are wholly unconvincing.8° But Car-
pocratians aside, Iraq was full of Gnostics; and though the supposition that
Zaradusht was active in Iraq is conjectural, Gnosticism was certainly a factor
in Mazdak’s thought, as is clear from a cosmological fragment of his preserved

75 Perikhanian, “Iranian Law and Society,” 650; compare M. Shaki, “The Sassanian Matrimo-
nial Relations,” Archiv Orientdlni, 39 (1971), 330f.

76 C. Bartholomae, “Zum sasanidischen Recht, 1,” Sitzungsberichte der Heidelberger Akademie
(1918), 29f,, 36 ff,; disputed by Shaki, “Matrimonial Relations,” 324 f., but not convincingly
(cf. Crone, “Kavad’s Heresy,” 25 and note 103 thereto).

77  Thus already Christensen, L'Iran, 329f., 344f.

78  The Zaradushtis have also been presented as female liberators (Pigulevskaja, Villes, 200;
Klima, Mazdak, 186), but this is certainly mistaken (cf. Shaki, “Social Doctrine,” 3011f.).

79 Klima, Mazdak, 209 ff. (but he later changed his mind; cf. Klima, Beitrdge, 129, n. 20); Car-
ratelli, “Doctrines sociales de Bundos et Mazdak,” 288 ff.; Yarshater, “Mazdakism,” 1020.
Klima helpfully translates Clement of Alexandria’s extract from the Carpocratian trea-
tise “On Justice,” of which there is also an English summary in N. Cohn, The Pursuit of
the Millennium (London, 1984; first published 1957), 189 f. Cohn asserts that the treatise is
probably not of Gnostic origin, with reference to H. Kraft, “Gab es einen Gnostiker Kar-
pokrates?,” Theologische Zeitschrift, 8 (1952); but Kraft does not deny the Gnostic origins
of the treatise, only the existence of a Gnostic sect by the name of Carpocratians.

8o Cf. Crone, “Kavad’s Heresy,” 28.
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by a Muslim heresiographer.8! Gnosticism was well placed to act as a catalyst
in that it concerned itself with man’s original state; had unconventional views
on the relations between the sexes; was fundamentally subversive; and last, but
not least, rejected the things of this world, which is precisely what Zoroastrian-
ism and its Zaradushti offshoot did not.82 The Zaradushti claim that women
and wealth are the chief causes of human unhappiness was a Gnostic com-
monplace, as was the view that war and bloodshed should be avoided. But the
Gnostic solution (like that of the Indians) was renunciatory: Women, wealth,
war, and eating meat had to be given up so that mankind might liberate itself
from matter. By contrast, the Zaradushti solution was life-affirming: War and
eating meat were indeed to be given up, but not because they entangled man
in matter, only because nobody was allowed to inflict damage on other living
beings, life in the here and now being good; and women and wealth were not
to be renounced but on the contrary to be | shared, enjoyment of the here and
now (in the right measure) being part of the struggle against evil. Zaradushtism
could be characterized as Gnostic thought in a life-affirming spirit, and this is
so odd a phenomenon that some scholars have trouble accepting it.83 But what-
ever else may be said about Zaradushtism, run-of-the-mill it was not. The key to
its oddity seems to lie in the fact that it was a Zoroastrian answer to Gnosticism.

Postscript

p- 447 [50]:
For Xanthus of Lydia, see now A. de Jong, Traditions of the Magi: Zoroastrianism
in Greek and Latin Literature (Leiden, 1997), 424.

P- 455 [59]:
For some remarkable parallels to the Zaradushti view of property, see Cohn,

The Pursuit of the Millennium, 182f.: “They believe that all things are common,

81 Shahrastani, Milal, 193f., in vol. 1, 291ff; cf. H. Halm, “Die Sieben und die Zwolf. Die
isma‘ilitische Kosmogonie und das Mazdak-Fragment des Sahrastani,” in xvir1. Deutscher
Orientalistentag, W. Voigt, ed. (Wiesbaden, 1974); Shaki, “Cosmogonical and Cosmological
Teachings.”

82  That Zaradushtism was an offshoot of Zoroastrianism rather than Manichaeism should
no longer need to be stressed, though Christensen’s mistaken ideas to the contrary still
have not been flushed out of the secondary literature (cf. Crone, “Kavad’s Heresy,” 26 f.).

83 Cf. above, note 40. That it is the presence of Gnostic ideas in Khurramism which causes
some to present them as ascetics is particularly clear in Duchesne-Guillemin.
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whence they conclude that theft is lawful to them,” the Bishop of Strasbourg
reported of the adepts of the Free Spirit in 1317; cheating, theft, and robbery with
violence were all justified, an adept by the name of John of Briinn confirmed.
The Spiritual Libertines described by Calvin also held that nobody should
possess anything of his own and that each should take whatever he could lay
hands on, while the seventeenth-century Ranter Abiezer Coppe exhorted his
followers to “Give, give, give, give up your houses, horses, goods, lands, give up,
account nothing your own, have all things in common ...".

p. 461 [66]:
For the Carpocratians, see the helpful discussion in D. Dawson, Cities of the
Gods: Communist Utopias in Greek Thought (Oxford, 1992), 264—267, with full
references.

See also the postscript to the previous article.



CHAPTER 3

Khurramis

Khurramis (or Khurramdinis) were adherents of a form of Iranian religion often
identified as a survival or revival of the Zoroastrian heresy, Mazdakism. Their
name first appears in 118/736, when the Hashimite missionary Khidash was
repudiated for having adopted din al-Khurramiyya (Tabari, 11, p. 1588). After the
Hashimite revolution the Khurramis are encountered as rebels under Sunbadh
at Rayy in 137/755, under Muqanna“ in Sogdia in ca. 158-163/775-80, under
diverse other leaders in Gurgan in 162/778-779, 179/795-796, and 181/797-798,
in the Jibal in 162/778-779, 192/807-808, 212/827-828, and 218/833, and under
Babak in Azerbaijan in 201-222/816—37 (see Sadighi; Daniel). Other revolts are
reported for the Jibal and upper Mesopotamia under the caliph al-Wathiq (r.
842-847); and in 321/933 ‘Al1 b. Buya stormed some Khurrami fortresses in the
Karaj region (Nizam al-Mulk, chap. 47, par. 13; Michael the Syrian, 1v, p. 542, tr.
111, p. 109; Miskawayh, 1, p. 278, tr. Iv, p. 316; Ibn al-Athir, v111, p. 269). There are
also scattered reports on Khurrami communities down to the 12th and even the
13th centuries (‘Awfi, p. 274).

They are invariably described as rural. They had no single overall organiza-
tion or creed and seem to have differed from one locality to the next, but all are
said to have believed in periodic and/or continuous incarnation or indwelling
of the divine in man (hulil, tanasukh), in reincarnation of the human spirit
(raja, tanasukh al-arwah) in accordance with merit, and, at least in western
Iran, in kindness to all living beings, sometimes coupled with abstention from
meat-eating. The feature most commonly associated with them is a practice
denigrated as “sharing their womenfolk” (ibahat al-nisa’), to which ibahat al-
mal, “sharing of property,” is occasionally added. No writings by them are pre-
served, or even mentioned. The Kitab al-khurramiyya mentioned by Maqdisi
(11, p. 20) was probably a book about them, perhaps, but hardly Aba Zayd al-
Balkht's chapter on them in his Uyan al-masa‘il wa’l-jawabat (Ibn al-Nadim,
406.7, tr. p. 817). But they did have learned men, and Muslims sometimes
engaged in disputation with them (Aba Tammam, p. 77, tr. p. 76; Maqdis], 111,
p- 122; Mas‘udi, Kitab al-tanbih, pp. 353f; Muqaddasi, pp. 398f.).
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Relationship with Mazdakism

Though Khurramism and Mazdakism are undoubtedly related, the Khurramis
are too widely attested to be the residue or a revival of a defeated sect. Their
presence stretched from Isfahan northwards through the Zagros mountains to
Qashan, Qum, Rayy, Hamadan, Daylam, Azerbaijan, and upper Mesopotamia/
Armenia, with particularly dense attestation in the Jibal. Eastwards it ran
through Gurgan to Khurasan, Tukharistan (including Balkh and other parts of
what is now Afghanistan), Sogdia (including the countryside around Bukhara,
Samarqand, Kish, and Nasaf), to Shash, Khujand, llag, Kasan, and Farghana
beyond the Jaxartes (Syr Darya). They were found from the mountain ranges
of Anatolia to those of Tien Shan, far beyond the boundaries of the Sasanian
empire. This suggests that we should see Khurramism as the religion of rural
Iran, a Zoroastrian “low church” (Madelung, 1988, p. 3), from which the founders
of Mazdakism emerged, rather than as a heresy which they founded. Pursued in
local organizations such as that which Babak took over in Azerbaijan, this “low
church” will have functioned much like rural Sufism in later times and should
not be envisaged as intrinsically rebellious. Its organized nature did however
facilitate revolt when the Khurramis were politicized.

Unlike the founders of Mazdakism, the Khurramis do not seem to have sub-
scribed to revolutionary ideas regarding women and property, but they cer-
tainly had practices offensive to the Muslims. Reconstructing these practices is
mostly impossible. Some reports seem to relate women being lent out one way
or the other, to guests, priests, or other men, in displays of generosity or with
a view to obtaining a blessing or good offspring; others may refer to fraternal
polyandry, documented for Tukharistan and other parts of Afghanistan (and
well beyond, into India and Tibet), in Chinese sources, in Birtini (Hind, p. 52,
tr. I, p. 108), and now also in Bactrian documents of the fourth and eighth cen-
turies CE (Sims-Williams, nos. A, X, Y). Fraternal polyandry is a system whereby
brothers inherit the property of their parents without dividing it up, cultivate
it in common, and share a wife, whose sons will jointly take over the family
property in their turn. The system allows the property to pass intact from one
generation to the next and is attested above all in mountainous areas where the
land is poor. It is in some sense quite true that women and property are shared
in polyandrous societies, but not in the sense that they are free for all to use as
they please. An Indian high court judge who reported on fraternal polyandry
in north India in the 1950s called it “a sort of family communism in wives ... a
joint family both in property and wives” (Peter, p. 83). It would seem to have
been this family communism which Zaradusht of Fasa and Mazdak elevated
into a utopian vision: all members of the Sasanian kingdom had to behave as if
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they were brothers. Explaining how communist ideas could have developed in
Iran has long been a problem, and it has generated some far-fetched theories
of influence from the Greek-speaking world (cf. Crone, 1991, p. 28), but they are
hardly necessary.

Divine Incarnation (hulil)

The idea of the same divine being appearing in different incarnationsis attested
in the Bahram Yasht (Yt. 14; cf. Yt. 813, 16, 20), but something close to the
Khurrami conception is first attested in the Book of Elchasai, composed around
116 CE in “Parthia,” that is, Mesopotamia under Parthian rule, by a Jewish Baptist
and perhaps a follower of Christianity. The book itself is lost, but the idea that
the same divine being appears time and again, putting on different bodies, was
shared by the Baptist followers of Elchasai in lower Iraq, the Elchasaite Baptists
in Rome, where the book had been brought by a Greek-speaking Syrian, and by
diverse Baptist readers of the book in Palestine, including the Ebionites and
Nazoreans, from whom it went into the Pseudo-Clementines (Luttikhuizen,
modified by Merkelbach and Cirillo). In Palestine, the doctrine was understood
conservatively: only Adam and Christ, the first and the last, were genuine
incarnations; in between, the divine being only appeared to the patriarchs
(cf. Gieschen, pp. 208f.). But the Elchasaite baptists, from whom Mani broke
away, seem to have understood all of them as incarnations, and Mani himself
certainly did. To him, the Buddha, Zoroaster, and Jesus were divine beings who
had come “without a body” to take up abode in human beings; he himself
had become “one spirit in one body” with the Paraclete, and all apostles were
incarnations of the pre-existing “Apostle of Light,” who “puts on the saints as
his garments.” All were really a single spirit (Cirillo, pp. 50-52; Lieu, pp. 236,
242, 246; Gardner and Lieu, p. 75; Gardner, p. 132).

The Khurramis envisaged the incarnation of the divine now as periodic
and now as continuous. Muqanna“ held God’s spirit to have taken up abode
in messengers (rusul) at long intervals, starting with Adam and running via
the founders of religions, including Muhammad, to Muganna‘ himself, the
Mahdi. The Khurramis of the west similarly believed in “the change of the
name and the body, claiming that all the messengers, with their diverse laws
and religions, come into possession of a single spirit” (Maqdisi, 1v, p. 30; cf.
Clementine Homilies, 111, p. 20). But more commonly we hear of the divinity
as inherent in a continuous chain of community leaders (imams). A Rawandi
(on whom see below) executed before the Hashimite (also known as Abbasid)
revolution, for example, held that the spirit which had been in Jesus had
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entered ‘All and passed from him via other imams to the Abbasid Ibrahim
al-Imam, so that all the imams were gods (Tabarf, 111, p. 418). Either way, the
divinity was envisaged now as light (e.g., Nawbakhti, p. 29; Qummi, no. 80)
and now as spirit, sometimes identified as the holy spirit (e.g., Ps.-Nashi’,
par. 56). These conceptions should perhaps be related to the Iranian concept of
x*araenah, the divine light and spiritual force which is shared by Ahura Mazda,
Zoroaster, the legendary and historical kings, and the future saviors.

The sudden prominence of the idea of divine incarnation in 2nd/8th-century
Iran reflects the fact that large numbers of Iranians had been recruited into
Muslim armies, and thus into Muslim society, by the Hashimiyya in Khurasan
and by ‘Abd Allah b. Mu‘awiya in western Iran. The recruits seem regularly
to have cast the leaders of their new religious community as divine. Many
of them seceded however, when, as repeatedly happened, the man to whom
they owed their presence in Muslim society was killed. The first waves of
secession came already before the revolution, triggered by the execution of
Khidash in 118/736 and by the killing of ‘Abd Allah b. Mu‘awiya in Abii Mus-
lim’s jail in Herat in 131/748-749. When Abu Muslim was himself killed in
137/755, more extensive waves of secession followed, initially among his own
by now unemployed troops, eventually further afield, among people uprooted
by the revolution or adversely affected by the massive upheavals that followed.
In all three cases the secessionists cast the victim as the true imam (and/or
prophet), to reconstitute themselves as separate communities under leaders of
their own. They continued to trace the imamate from Muhammad: the leader-
ship of the community had passed to ‘Ali, Ibn al-Hanafiyya, and Aba Hashim,
who bequeathed it to ‘Abd Allah b. Mu‘awiya (according to the Janahiyya
and Harithiyya/Harbiyya) or to a member of the Abbasid family (according
to former members of the Hashimiyya), from whom it has passed to Khidash
(according to the Khidashiyya) or Abti Muslim (according to the Muslimiyya).
Their imams thereafter were usually Iranians and never Hashimites (Ps.-Nash?’,
par. 52). By the 12th century, the Khurramis in Azerbaijan had extended the
imamate chain back in time to include the Persian kings and taken to call-
ing themselves Parsis. They had also become ‘Alid Shi‘ites: God had manifested
himself in Muhammad, ‘Ali, and Salman al-Farsi, and their two current leaders
were in the position of Muhammad and ‘Alj, the light manifesting itself now in
three persons and now in one or two (Madelung, 1988, pp. 9-12).

In Iraq, too, the murder of Abii Muslim severely tested the loyalties of the
Khurasanis, but here the so-called Rawandiyya reacted by casting al-Mansur
as the Mahdi, the full manifestation of God introducing the heavenly realm,
justifying his killing of Abii Muslim (cast as his prophet) on the grounds that
his will was inscrutable (he killed his prophets and messengers as he wished;
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Nawbakhti, p. 47). If he wanted to make the mountains move, they would
move, they said, and if he wanted them to pray with their backs to the gibla,
they too would obey (Baladhuri, 111, p. 235; cf. Ibn al-Mugqaffa’, par. 12). The
spirit of Adam had taken up abode in one of the caliph’s officers, ‘Uthman
b. Nahik; and another, Haytham b. Mu‘awiya, was a manifestation of Gabriel.
The Rawandiyya sold their possessions and jumped naked or dressed in silken
clothes (presumably those of the people of paradise; cf. Qur'an 18:31) from walls
and other high places in Iraq and Syria, thinking they would fly to heaven, or
that they had become angels (Tabari, 111, pp. 129{,, 418; Baladhuri, 111, pp. 235f;
Azdj, p. 173; Theophanes AM 6250). Like Muganna“ and some followers of Ibn
Mu‘awiya, they thought in terms of seven eras, but they construed the eras with
reference to imams rather than seven messengers or seven Adams (Ibn al-Jawzi,
V111, pp. 29f; cf. Ps.-Nashi’, par. 58). The episode is variously set in 136, 137, 139,
140, 141, or 142, but more than one may have been involved, for in 141-142 it
was the caliph’s son, that is, al-Mahdi, rather than al-Mansuar himself that the
Rawandiyya deified (Theophanes An 6252; for the Basran episode mentioned
there, cf. Dinawari, p. 380).

Mugqganna‘ was among those who remained in Abbasid service after Abu
Muslim’s murder, in Marw, where he turned rebellious some time after the
downfall of his employer, ‘Abd al-Jabbar, in 141/758. The sources on his message
do not mention the imamate, and it is probably by confusion with the Mus-
limiyya that they include Abii Muslim in his sequence of messengers, making
Muganna“ himself the Mahdj, the eighth rather than the seventh (Crone, 2013;
cf. Ibn Da‘1 Razj, p. 179), though Muqganna‘ may well have deified Aba Muslim
in another prophetic capacity, or as king (cf. Tha‘alibi, no. 14). There is no refer-
ence to the imamate in the earliest source on Babak either, apparently because
the Khurrami cult organization he led was still wholly non-Islamic. Babak suc-
ceeded Jawlidan b. Sahrak as leader on the ground that the latter’s spirit had
passed into him (Ibn al-Nadim, 407.11, 17, tr. 11, pp. 820f,; Tabarj, 111, p. 1015),
and identified himself as “the spirit of the prophets” (Abii ’I-Ma‘al, p. 62), pre-
sumably meaning that the holy spirit which had moved the prophets of the
past, including Jawidan, was now active in him. Unlike early Christian prophets,
Babak was not simply a passive instrument like a lyre or flute through which
the holy spirit would speak from time to time (cf. Aune, pp. 204, 315f.). Rather,
it dwelled in him permanently, rendering him divine (Aba ’l-Ma‘alj, p. 62; Ibn
al-Nadim, 406.10, tr. 11, p. 818). He was not the Mahdi, however, and he did not
wear a veil; rather he was a community leader. A full incarnation of the deity
had appeared in the Mesopotamia/Armenia region around the same time. His
followers are described among the Khurramis as pagans and “Magians in their
cult,” suggesting that they venerated fire; but they were also Christians of sorts,
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for their long-awaited king called himself the holy spirit and Christ, as well
as the Mahdi. He was held to be divine and, like Muganna‘, wore a veil. After
his death and that of a successor, his followers accepted Babak as their leader
(Michael Syr,, 1v, pp. 508f,, tr. 111, pp. 50-52; Chron. 1234, pp. 251f, tr. pp. 17-19;
Bar Hebraeus, p. 131, all from Dionysius of Tell-Mahré [a chronicle written in
774 CE under the name Dionysius, a monk from Tell-Mahré in Mesopotamia]).

The Khurramis are reported to have believed in continuous prophecy (Aba
‘Isa in Ibn al-Malahimi, p. 584; Birani in Fiick, p. 80; Maqdis, 111, p. 8, 1V, p. 30). It
is not easy to tell whether they held that there could be prophets such as Adam,
Jesus, or Muhammad in the future or that the sequence of divine community
leaders (prophets, spirit-bearers, and the like in Christian parlance, imams in
Muslim parlance) would continue forever. They may not have distinguished
sharply between the two, the key difference being rather between such figures
and the final, full incarnations of the divine, the Christ or Mahdi, with whom
the material world, or the current cycle, would come to an end.

Some 50 years after Babak’s death, Babak had come to be identified as
a descendant of Abti Muslim, implying that his followers now thought in
terms of the imamate (Dinawari, p. 397). Thereafter the Muslimi nature of the
Khurramis in Azerbaijan and elsewhere in western Iran is well attested (see,
e.g., Mas‘tdi, Murwj al-dhahab, 1v, par. 2398).

The sources regularly use the term tanasukh for periodic and continuous
incarnation of the divine, but no reincarnation was involved. The divine spirit
was normally envisaged as taking up abode in adult human beings (for Jesus as
an exception, see Maqdisi, 111, p. 122). Muqanna®“s followers held God’s spirit
to have entered Muhammad in the encounter described in Quran 53:3-10
(Aba Tammam, p. 76, tr. p. 75). Others claimed that the divinity had passed,
in a form visible to ‘A’isha, from Muhammad to ‘Ali, who had ingested it (Ps.-
Nashf’, par. 56); and Babak was an adult when Jawidan’s spirit passed into him.
Another term for periodic incarnation is galb, explained in connection with
the Khidashiyya as the belief that God can change (yagliba) Himself from one
shape (sira) to another and clothe himself in different visible forms (manazir).
In support of this, the Khidashiyya would adduce the ability of a lesser being
such as Gabriel to do the same, as recorded in Hadith. Here Gabriel merely
appears in the guise of known or unknown people, however (Ps.-Nash?’, par. 49).
In the Khurrami conception the deity did not merely simulate a body or create
one foritself; rather it entered a person with an identity of his own. We also hear
of zanadiqat al-nasara, “dualist/quasi-Manichaean Christians,” who held that
the spirit in Jesus was the spirit of God, from the essence of God (ruf Allah min
dhat Allah), explaining that God would enter a human being when He wished
to convey His commands and speak human language (Ibn Hanbal, p. 19).
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Reincarnation

According to Euboulos (date uncertain), quoted by Porphyry (d. ca. 305), the
Magi practiced various degrees of vegetarianism, because “it is the belief of
them all that metempsychosis is of the first importance.” Porphyry also refers to
a certain Pallas, who probably wrote under Hadrian (d. 138) and who explained
the Mithraic habit of giving animal names to initiates as an allegory of human
souls, which, they (the Magi) said, “put on all kinds of bodies” (Porphyry, 1v,
16). Both reincarnation and non-violence to animals reappear in Manicheism.
Mani is usually assumed to have picked up the doctrine of reincarnation from
Buddhism in India or alternatively from the Greeks (Heinrichs, pp. 97 ff.; Bryder,
pp- 488f; cf. Birani, Hind, p. 27, tr. 1, pp. 54f.), but he only traveled to India
after having formed his system, and his closely related doctrine of non-violence
went far beyond anything found in Buddhism in that it extended to plants,
trees, air, earth, and even stones. Thus, the Indian influence would have had
to come from Jains. The possibility of Jain influence has in fact been aired (see
Fynes; Gardner; Deeg and Gardner), but although the coincidences are striking,
both Indian and Greek inspiration would seem unnecessary in that Mani’s
views on reincarnation and non-violence were intimately connected with his
conception of the world as a mixture of light and darkness. In this conception,
light (divinity) was present in everything in this world and circulated thanks
to natural processes, and everything endowed with light was live, sentient,
and could feel pain. In the opinion of Shahrastani (p. 133, tr. 1, p. 51), all
nations, including the Zoroastrians, had groups who believed in reincarnation.
Abu Hatim al-Razi (Kitab al-islah, p. 159) claims that Mazdak, a Zoroastrian
priest, believed in it, and Aba Tsa al-Warraq implies the same: according to
him, Mazdak permitted the killing of opponents on the grounds that it would
liberate their spirits from their harmful bodies, that is, save them from bad
reincarnations (Ibn al-Malahimi, 584.4; cf. Shahrastani, p. 193, tr. I, p. 663; ‘Abd
al-Jabbar, v, p. 65; tr. Monnot, p. 237). All the Khurramis are said to have believed
inreincarnation (Ps.-Nashi’, pars. 57f.; Shahrastani, p. 185, tr. 1, p. 641), probably
including the Rawandiyya (Ibn Qutayba, p. 227), though Baghdadi did not think
s0 (255.6).

Practically all further details come from an account relating to the followers
of ‘Abd Allah b. Mu‘awiya, though it is also cited with reference to other groups
(Ps.-Nashf’, pars. 57f; Nawbakhti, pp. 32—-34, 35—37; Qummi, nos. 93, 97f,; Aba
Hatim al-Razi, pp. 308—310; Ibn Da‘T Razj, pp. 87ff; Freitag, pp. 9ff.). The sectar-
ians denied the resurrection, insisting that there was no world other than this
one or, as they also put it, that the resurrection consisted in the spirit leaving
the body for another body or form (galab, siira). Bodies were like clothes that
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got worn out or houses one moved out of, and only the spirit was rewarded
or punished. Obedient spirits would be moved into pure bodies of beautiful
shapes for pleasurable lives and, according to some, continue to move up in the
ranks of goodness, purity, and pleasure until they became angels and acquired
pure bodies of light, while disobedient spirits would move into impure and
ugly bodies of dogs, monkeys, pigs, serpents, dung beetles, scorpions, and the
like, to be tormented forever. Some associated reincarnation with cycles: God
had created seven Adams, corresponding to seven eras; each Adam would ini-
tiate an era of 50,000 years, at the end of which the righteous would be raised
to the first heaven as angels while the rest would be placed below the earth.
The ants, scarabs, and dung beetles that crawled around in people’s houses
were nations that God had destroyed in the past. At the end of every era, those
who had already been saved or damned would move further up or down to
the next heaven or earth. When all the seven eras were over, religious worship
would come to an end. They also had doctrines about the “shadows,” presum-
ably along the lines known from the later Kitab al-haft wa’l-azilla attributed to
al-Mufaddal b. ‘Umar al-Ju‘fi (Halm, pp. 241f.), though this book differs in being
Gnostic in character and focused on ‘All. Some operated with different cycles,
claiming that believers would assume human bodies for periods of 10,000 years
followed by 1,000 years in animal bodies, in the best form in both cases, whereas
unbelievers would spend 10,000 years in animal bodies of the worst kind, fol-
lowed by 1,000 years as miserable humans such as tanners and sweepers. The
alternations were meant as tests, and apparently these cycles would go on for-
ever: there is no reference to release, whether individual or collective (cf. their
eternalism in Ash‘ari, pp. 6, 46). Some believers in reincarnation claimed to
recognize each other from one period to the next, typologically rather than
individually, as the people who had been with Noah in the Ark, who had fol-
lowed the other prophets in their time, and who had been the Companions of
Muhammad (sahaba). They would take their names, claiming that that their
spirit was in them (similarly Ibn Qutayba, p. 227). Some called themselves al-
hawariyyian among themselves (Baghdadyi, p. 236).

The Khurrami term for reincarnation was raj‘a (Nawbakht], pp. 33, 37; Qum-
mi, no. 98) and they would adduce verses 6:38, 29:64, 32:26, 35:24, 82:8, 84:19,
and 95:4—6 in support of it. The poet Kuthayyir ‘Azza believed in tanasukh al-
arwah and raja, probably meaning the same, and Sayyid al-Himyari held that
it was possible to be reincarnated as an animal (Abu ’l-Faraj al-Isfahany, viii,
P. 243; IX, pp. 4, 17-19; cf. Wellhausen, p. 93). Much later we learn that Mardawrj,
the 4th/10th-century military adventurer from Gilan, claimed to have the spirit
of Solomon in him (Ibn al-Athir, vi11, p. 298, year 323). Like other Khurramis,
he was both himself and somebody else.
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Non-Violence

As mentioned above, the Magi (according to Euboulos in Porphyry) who be-
lieved in reincarnation practiced varying degrees of vegetarianism. Vegetarian-
ism and pacifism are also reported for Kavad 1, the Sasanian king who adopted
the utopia of Zaradusht of Fasa (Crone, 1991, p. 26). But though Babak com-
plained that the hands and breath of his prison-guard stank of meat (Tabari,
111, p. 1228), he and his followers ate meat on a ritual occasion (Ibn al-Nadim,
407.19, tr. 11, p. 821) and he would hunt, too (Tabari, 111, pp. 225f.). Of the Khur-
ramis of western Iran in general, however, we are told that they believed in “acts
of charity (af‘al al-khayr) and refraining from killing and inflicting harm on
souls” (Ibn al-Nadim, 406.4, tr. 11, p. 817), and that they took great care to avoid
bloodshed, except when they rebelled (Maqdisi, 1v, p. 31; wrongly attributed
to the Mubayyida along with Muslimi beliefs in Aba Tammam, p. 78, tr. p. 77).
They also disapproved of speaking ill of the adherents of other religions as long
as they did not seek to inflict harm on oneself: all messengers were really the
same, and the followers of all religions were right as long as they believed in
requital after death (Maqdisi, 1v, pp. 30f.). To the Khurramis (now Parsis) of
6th/12th-century Azerbaijan, bloodshed was one of the five deadly sins, as was
hurting other people or anything living; even hammering a peg into the earth
was forbidden lest it be hurt by it (Madelung, 1988, p. 10). Their dislike of blood-
shed was not linked with asceticism. They revered wine and insisted on the
lawfulness of all pleasures as long as they did not harm others (Magqdisi, 1v,
p- 31); the “old Mazdak” (i.e., Zaradusht of Fasa) had ordered them to partake of
all pleasures (Ibn al-Nadim, 406.2, tr. 11, p. 817).

Their doctrine of non-violence was not sufficiently prominent for the Mus-
lims to have a name for it. They were also notoriously violent as rebels, and
anything but charitable in their visions of revenge. But Maqdisi (1v, p. 31) found
those he met in Masabadhan and Mihrijanqadhagq to be extremely kind people.

Cosmology, Pan-Psychism

Abu Tsa had heard that the Khurramis believed light and darkness to have
always existed and that the “Mazdagqiyya” subscribed to a (Zoroastrian?) cos-
mological doctrine which had also influenced the Manicheans, to the effect
that darkness was ignorant and blind and had swallowed some of the light by
accident (Ibn al-Malahimi, pp. 5831, 598; cf. ‘Abd al-Jabbar, v, p. 16, cf. pp. 64f.,
tr. Monnot, pp.163 £, 237; Shahrastani, pp. 185,192 1, tr. 1, pp. 641, 663, turning the
Mazdagqiyya into Mazdak himself). These Mazdaqiyya seem to have been a sub-
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division of the Khurramis in (urban?) Iraq (Mas‘adi, Kitab al-tanbih, 353.ult.;
Shahrastanyi, p. 113, tr. 1, p. 449). Maqdisi (1, p. 143) credits the Khurramis with
the doctrine that everything began as light, probably by misunderstanding Aba
‘Isa, though there must in fact have been many Khurrami cosmologies. Qummi
(no.127) more broadly says that “most of their doctrines are those of the Zoroas-
trians.”

Some Khurramis held that the separation would come about accidentally
(Shahrastani, p. 193, tr. 1, p. 663, replacing Abu ‘Isa’s Mazdagqiyya with Mazdak;
cf. Ibn al-Malahimi, pp. 583f.). Others seem to have been eternalists (cf. above),
and there were also Khurramis inclined towards Manicheism in unidenti-
fied respects (Ibn al-Malahimi, 584.1). Like the Manicheans, though in a more
positive vein, they seem to have thought of light, the divine element, as all-
pervasive. It is this idea, variously called animism, pan-psychism, or pantheism
in the modern literature, that lies behind their belief in reincarnation, non-
violence, and divine incarnation alike (cf. Shahrastani, p. 133, tr. 1, pp. 51uf;
Malat], p. 17). Ultimately, it was the same light or spirit which manifested itself
again and again in different forms and strengths, in humans, animals, and
inanimate things alike, rendering all of them live and sentient. There was no
sharp distinction between the divine, the human, and the animal worlds, or
between past and present: just as the same divine being incarnated itself time
and again, so the same people lived on again and again, in human or ani-
mal form. The fact that there are Indian analogues to the key Khurrami and
Manichean doctrines (avatara, samsara, ahimsa) should probably be credited
to the shared roots of Indian and Iranian religion rather than Indian influ-
ence.

Antinomianism

The Khurramis were notorious for not living by Islamic law. Their villages had
no mosques, and if they did, only for outsiders, and although they (or some
of them) would teach their children the Qur’an, they did not pray, observe the
dietary taboos of Islam, or perform ablutions according to Islamic precepts; and
they married only among themselves (Muqaddasi, pp. 398f,; Istakhri, p. 203;
Baghdadsi, p. 252; Abti Tammam, p. 77, tr. p. 76). But they had their own norms,
for which they would consult their imams, and purity was of the utmost impor-
tance to them (Magqdisi, 1v, p. 31). They argued their way out of Islamic law by
interpreting it allegorically, holding the commands and prohibitions to stand
for persons or activities one should seek out or avoid; or they said that the
(literal meaning of) the law did not apply to those who knew the imam (Abu
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Tammam, p. 77, tr. p. 76; Ps.-Nash?’, pars. 48f,, 59). Since the entire community
knew the imam, this was presumably a way of legitimating an ancestral way
of life rather than antinomian behavior by perfected individuals, though the
tone in which it is reported often suggests the latter. The Khurramis undoubt-
edly saw themselves as the only saved, however. As the only people of Paradise
they were free to take the women, children, and property of other Muslims
when the apocalypse came (and they rebelled), but it does not follow that
they, or the perfected among them, were free to take what they wanted at all
times, let alone among themselves (it is misrepresented as a doctrine of Maz-
dakite sharing in Birani's reporting on Muganna‘). The Khidashiyya are cred-
ited with extreme hostility to outsiders even when they were unable to rebel;
they interpreted jihad as meaning killing opponents by assassination, stran-
gling, crushing, or poisoning, probably meaning that even such methods were
allowed rather than that such methods were ritually prescribed; their property
could be taken, and a fifth had to be given to the imam, as if it were booty
taken in war (Ps.-Nashi’, par. 49). How far the sense of being the only elect
spilled over in a sense that individuals could reach a state of such perfection
that they were above the law, even their own, under normal conditions is hard
to say. Some may have held that they could become angels, divine beings, or
people of Paradise in the here and now, and the possibility that “transgres-
sive sacrality” was a feature of some communities cannot be ruled out. One
account of Rawandi practice in the east (Tabari, 111, p. 418) could refer to sex-
ual rituals used in Buddhist (or Shaivite, cf. Skoda) Tantrism. Maqdisi (1v, p. 31)
confirms that some Khurramis endorsed the sharing of womenfolk (ibahat al-
nis@’), with the women’s consent, but does not tell us what it consisted in. The
Parsis of 6th/12th-century Azerbaijan were strictly monogamous and forbade
both divorce and the purchase of slaves. Yet they held that women were like a
well that anyone could drink from (Madelung, 1988, p. 10). Did they mean that
adultery was not a sin, or that women could be given to holy men for blessing,
or, on the contrary, that since women were common to all, they had to be dis-
tributed equally, so that nobody could have more than one? It is impossible to
tell.

Nomenclature and Subdivisions

We do not know what the Khurramis were called before the coming of Islam,
but Khurramdin, “adherent of the joyous religion,” is a term coined on the
model of Bihdin, “adherent of the good religion,” that is, Zoroastrianism, and
could be a self-designation. The heresiographers usually relate the name to the
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scandalous sexual practices of the Khurramis, but if the name had been coined
with reference to them, a more offensive term than “joyous” would surely have
been chosen. However this may be, when the sources speak of Khurramis, it
is usually the Muslimiyya that they have in mind, usually those of the Zagros
and Alborz mountains or Azerbaijan, but occasionally also those of eastern
Iran (see, e.g., Balkhi in Ibn al-Nadim, 408.3, tr. p. 824). Ps.-Nashi’ (probably
Ja‘far b. Harb) identifies the Khidashiyya as the Khurramis in Khurasan and
the Muslimiyya as those of the Jibal, clearly oversimplifying. In Khurasan they
came to be known as the Batiniyya (Mas‘adi, Murij al-dhahab, v1, par. 2399).
Tha‘alibi mentions “Khusrawiyya and Khurramiyya” in, perhaps, the Badghis
region (Houtsma, p. 35, tr. p. 33). But in the east we more commonly hear of
“Whiteclothed ones” (Mubayyida, Sapid-jamagan), often identified as Muqan-
na’s followers, though they existed before him and are found in areas far
beyond those involved in his revolt (Gardizi, p. 273; Mugaddasi, p. 323; Nizam
al-Mulk, chap. 47.22; cf. Shahrastani, p. 115, tr. 1, pp. 454f.). In Gurgan we hear
of “Redclothed ones” (Muhammira, Surkh-jamagan; Daniel, p.147), a term also
used to refer to the Khurramis of the west (e.g., Ibn al-Nadim, 4o5.ult., tr. 11,
p. 817). We are not told what the differences between them were. Mas‘tid1
uses the term Muhammira to refer to a smaller group, distinguishing them
from the “Mazdaqiyya, Mahaniyya, and others” (Kitab al-tanbih, 353.ult.). The
Mahaniyya were Iranianized Marcionites, that is, Christians of sorts (Ibn al-
Malahimi, p. 589), as was clearly true of many Khurramis before they were
Islamized. Mas‘adi also divided the Khurramis into Kudhakiyya (or Ludhakiy-
ya), Kudhshahiyya (or Ludhshahiyya), and others, placing them in the moun-
tainous regions of western Iran with a wealth of place names, and more cur-
sorily mentioning that they were also found in Khurasan and the rest of Iran
(Kitab al-tanbih, p. 353; cf. idem, Muriyj al-dhahab, v1, par. 2399). Abii Hatim al-
Razi (pp. 305f.; Madelung, 1986, p. 65), on the other hand, says that they were
known as Kudhakiyya and Khurramiyya in the Isfahan region, as Mazdakiyya
and Sunbadiyya in Rayy and elsewhere in the Jibal, as Muhammira in Dinawar
and Nihawand (al-Mahayn), and as Dhaqufiyya (or Dhafualiyya) in Azerbaijan
(repeated, slightly differently, by Shahrastani, p. 132, tr. 1, p. 508). Again, we
are not told about the differences between them. According to Aba Hatim al-
Razi (p. 298), Ibn Mu‘awiya'’s followers, or at least the Harithiyya, were known
as Khurramdinis, while Shahrastani (p. 113, tr. 1, p. 449) held all Khurrams to
spring from them. They secured toleration through heavy payments to the ruler
(Mugaddasi, p. 399; Tha‘alibi, p. 38).
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Legacy

Khurramism does not seem to have survived the Mongol invasions. In western
Iran and Anatolia, however, belief in divine incarnation and human reincar-
nation reappeared along with varying degrees of pantheism in the heresies
of the Hurufis, Nuqtawis, Bektashis, Qizilbash, Yazidis, Ahl-i Haqq, and oth-
ers, filtered through Sufism (cf. Pirouzdjou; Babayan; Shafi‘-Kadkany, pp. 55 {f.).
All three beliefs had appeared in Sufism already among the 3rd/gth-century
Mu‘tazilite Sufis, including Ahmad b. Ha’it (or Khabit), who shared the pan-
psychism of the Khurramis and Manicheans: they held all animate beings and
inanimate things, including stones, to be endowed with rationality, and they
also believed in reincarnation (Jahiz, 1v, p. 288; Van Ess, 111, pp. 430—445). Other
Sufis believed in Aulil, claiming that God could dwell in humans and wild
animals, especially beautiful ones (Ash‘ari, pp. 13f,; Baghdadyi, p. 245; Maqdisi,
V, p. 148), or that he might dwell in the entire world, animate or inanimate,
which they called “the universal manifestation” (al-zuhur al-kullt). To those
who subscribed to this view, the idea of divine indwelling of the spirits by
reincarnation (hulul al-arwah bi’l-taraddud) was unproblematic, as stated by
Birani (Hind, p. 29, tr. I, pp. 57f.). The idea that women and property could be
freely taken also reappears, both in Sufism and elsewhere (e.g. Malati, pp. 73f;
Nasafl, p. 359; Haftad wa sih millat, nos. 27, 72). Evaluating such reports is noto-
riously problematic, but we do at least know from Hurafi sources that some
Hurafis held themselves entitled to take everything in existence, believing that
they were already in a Paradisical state and thus freed from the constraints of
the law: the ‘@rif could take whatever was within reach and should endeavor
to obtain what was in the hands of others (Browne, pp. 75f.). This is close to
Mugqanna“s preaching in that the concern is with taking the property (and
women?) of others, not with sharing within the community. All in all, the legacy
of Khurramism and other pan-psychist forms of Iranian religion in Islam seems
to be much greater than that of Zoroastrianism as known from the Pahlavi
books.
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CHAPTER 4

Muganna®

Mugqanna“ (lit. “the veiled one,” d. 163/780 or later) was the leader of a rebel-
lious movement in Sogdiana. His name is usually given as Hashim b. Hakim,
but Hakim is also said to have been his own name, suggesting that some took
the underlying Persian form, Hashim-i Hakim, to mean Hashim the Sage. Jahiz
(111, pp. 102-103) gives his name as ‘Ata’. Reputed to have come from Balkh,
not Sogdiana, Hashim participated in the ‘Abbasid revolution and continued
to serve as a soldier and secretary in the army at Marw under Aba Dawad
Khalid b. Ibrahim al-Dhuhli (governor of Khurasan 137-140/755-57), and his
successor ‘Abd al-Jabbar b. ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Azdi (140-141/757-58). The lan-
guage he used as army secretary was presumably Persian, but Jahiz disparag-
ingly says that he was alkan (Ar.), spoke incorrectly with an accent, imply-
ing that Muganna“ used Arabic too. He is also said to have studied magic
and sleights of hand, perhaps a mere inference from his later ability to pro-
duce miracles (i.e., illusion tricks), but he was clearly a man of some educa-
tion.

Revolt

According to the Tarikh-i Bukharda, Muqanna“ started prophesying after the
downfall of his employer, ‘Abd al-Jabbar, and spent some time in jail in Iraq,
but eventually returned to Marw, where he lived in the village of Kaza and
worked as a fuller; there he took to preaching again, and also to organizing
a movement. When Humayd b. Qahtaba became governor of Khurasan in
151/768—769, he ordered Muqanna“ arrested, whereupon he went into hiding
and later crossed to Transoxania when his followers had taken over some
localities for him. It is probably on the basis of this information that the
beginning of his da‘wa is placed in 151/768-769 in Abu ’l-Ma‘ali. Both Abua ’l-
Ma‘ali and the Tarikh-i Bukhara mention uprisings in Kish (the modern Shahr-i
Sabz, Uzbekistan), especially one in Subakh near Nasaf led by one ‘Umar al-
Subakhi, which should probably be placed around this time. Muganna‘ now
ensconced himself in the mountainous region of Kish called Sinam or Siyam
(Barthold, pp. 134—135), where he built a fortress sometimes also called Sinam,
though its name appears to have been Nawakith; this castle, and another
called Sangard or Sangarda, had been seized for him by his followers, the
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Sapid-jamagan (Ar. Mubayyida, lit. “whiteclothed ones”; cf. Ibn al-Athir, vi,
p. 39; Gardizi, 279.4; both drawing on Sallami).

According to Gardizi, the Sapid-jamagan first appeared at Bukhara in 157/
773—774; the Tartkh-i Bukhara says 159/775—776 (reflecting the common con-
fusion of “sab‘a” and “tis‘a”—in manuscripts dates are usually not written in
numbers). Here 157 is probably correct, for both sources place the emergence
of the Sapid-jamagan before the arrival, in 159, of Jibra’ll b. Yahya, the new gov-
ernor of Samarqand (Tabari, 111, p. 459), and Sallamij, as reflected in Gardizi and
Ibn al-Athir, gives along list of commanders that Muganna“ had defeated before
Jibra’ll was sent. The outbreak of the revolt should thus be placed in 157, in the
reign of al-Mansir (r. 136-158/754—75). It is in the reign of al-Mansur that the
revolt is placed in a statement credited to al-Fadl b. Sahl (Tabari, 111, p. 773; Ibn
al-Athir, v1, p. 224) and, as regards its first phase, also in the Tarikhnama (paras.
1-18).

It was only some years later that the movement attracted general atten-
tion, however. Humayd b. Qahtaba died in office in 158/774—775 or the fol-
lowing year, shortly before or shortly after the death of the caliph al-Mansar
(Khalifa, pp. 676-677, 696), and Muganna“ seems to have used the opportunity
to conquer Samarqand with the help of the Turkish Khagan with whom he
was allied (Tarikhnama). Al-Mansir or, according to most sources, al-Mahdi
(r. 158-169/775-85) now appointed ‘Abd al-Malik b. Yazid Aba ‘Awn to the
governorship of Khurasan and Jibra’ll b. Yahya to Samarqand. Jibrall spent
the first four months after his arrival, in 159/775-776, fighting Muqanna“s fol-
lowers at Bukhara together with the governor of that city before proceeding
to Samarqand (Tarikh-i Bukhara; Gardizi, p. 280), which he is said to have
reconquered, though it may not have been until 161/777—-778 or later, in the
governorship of Abii ‘Awn’s successor, that he did so. About the same time
Mugqanna“s forces defeated an army sent against him from Balkh at Tirmidh
and laid siege to the cities of Chaghaniyan and Nasaf, with an unidentified out-
come in the case of Chaghaniyan, but without success at Nasaf (Tarikhinama).
If he never took Nasaf, it must have been at Samarqand that he struck coins (cf.
Kochnev). In 161/777—778 al-Mahdi replaced Abat ‘Awn with Mu‘adh b. Muslim
as governor of Khurasan and assigned a number of commanders to his ser-
vice, including ‘Ugba b. Salm (or b. Muslim) al-Huna’1 and Sa‘id al-Harashi.
Mu‘adh also engaged in operations at Bukhara before proceeding to Samar-
qand, where he joined forces with Jibra’ll b. Yahya and reconquered it (for the
second time?) from Muqanna“s governor, Kharija. Mu‘adh then began the oper-
ations against Muqanna“ in Kish (Tarikhnama; Gardizi, p. 281; Ibn al-Athir, vi,
p. 51). At some point the supreme command of the war was handed to Sa‘id al-
Harashi, with whom Mu‘adh is said to have had a disagreement, and in 163/780
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Mu‘adh was replaced as governor by al-Musayyab b. Zuhayr al-Dabbi. It was
in the latter’s governorship, which lasted until 166/783, that Muqganna“ was
defeated.

Muganna“s stronghold was a double fortress in a famously inaccessible site.
There was cultivated land within the walls of the outer fortress, and Muganna
is said to have prepared for the siege by stocking up on food (Tabari, 111,
p- 484); but Sa‘ld al-Harashi stayed at the fortress “summer and winter” ( Tarikh-
i Bukharad, p. 72/101 = 74) and kept the siege going for long enough to reduce the
inhabitants of the fortress to starvation, so that his commanders surrendered
in return for safe conduct (Gardizi, p. 282; Ibn al-Athir, v, p. 51; Tarikhnama,
paras. 19—20). Muqanna‘ committed suicide when the outer fortress fell. He is
widely said to have burnt himself, allegedly by throwing himself into a hearth,
and to have disappeared without a trace (e.g., Abu ’I-Ma‘aly; Tarikh-i Bukhara;
Isfara’ini). Since he was also said to have killed all his wives and retainers first,
so that nobody could know what had happened, a story was told of a woman
who had feigned death and watched him kill everybody, including himself, as
the only witness to the events. In most versions (cf. Tarikhnama, paras. 19, 22,
and commentary) she opens the gate as well. (The story of this woman, found in
most Persian sources, never seems to have reached the Arabic-speaking world.)
Muganna“s disappearance without a trace was meant to prove his claim to
divinity (Birani, Athar, p. 211); his followers took him to have been raised to
heaven, as other sources say. His enemies duly denied that he had disappeared,
insisting that his body had been found and his head cut off and sent to al-
Mahdi.

Mugqanna“s death is usually placed in 163/780, which tallies with the date
given for the journey to the Byzantine border and Jerusalem on which al-
Mahdi is said to have received the news (e.g., Tabari, 111, pp. 494, 498—499). In
the Tarikh-i Bukhara (p. 64/90 = 65), however, the date is 167/783—784, which
reappears as 169/785 in al-Birani (Athar, p. 211)—thanks to the confusion of
“sab‘a” and “tis‘a” in writing again. Since Muqanna“ is said to have been defeated
in the governorship of al-Musayyab b. Zuhayr, 169 is impossible. The corrupt
date must have taken on a life of its own, however, for in Gardizi (p. 155) al-
Mahdi dies after receiving the news, implying that it happened in 16g. Sallami
(quoted in Nasafi, no. 287, s.v. “Sa‘1d al-Harash1”) places the victory in 166/782.
The same year, or the very beginning of 167, is also implied by Gardizi (pp. 282—
283), and 166 appears in Hamd Allah Mustawfl (p. 299) as well. Since it was
in 166 that the Bukhar Khuda, who had sympathized with the rebels, was
assassinated by the caliph (Tarikh-i Bukhara, pp. 9/14-15 = 10-11), Sadiqi (p. 179,
Fr.; pp. 223—224, Pers.) places the end of the revolt in 166. This would indeed
seem the best date if a good explanation could be found for the association of
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the victory and al-MahdT’s journey to the Byzantine border, or, alternatively, if
the caliph’s journey could be redated (cf. Ya‘qubi, Ta’rikh, 11, p. 480). As things
stand, no verdict seems to be possible.

Message

All accounts of Muganna“s message appear to go back to a certain Ibrahim b.
Muhammad, known to Ibn al-Nadim (p. 408) as “learned about the Muslimiyya”
and quoted (without patronymic) as an authority on Muqanna“ in the Tarikh-i
Bukhara. According to the earliest version, found in the Isma‘l heresiography
by Aba Tammam (pp. 7679, Ar,, and 74—77, Eng.), Muqanna“s followers held
that the divine spirit would every now and again enter the body of a man whom
God wished to act as His messenger; the messenger was charged with informing
other human beings how God wished them to behave. His spirit had entered
Adam, Noah, Abraham, Moses, Jesus, Muhammad, and Aba Muslim Khurasani,
returning to His throne in between each incarnation, and it had also been
incarnate in Muqanna‘, who was the Mahdi and thus by implication the last
of them, though his followers had come to await another incarnation by the
time this was recorded. This was a doctrine of periodic fuli/, manifestation of
God in man, not of metempsychosis, though it is often called tanasukh. Aba
Muslim'’s appearance in the scheme is probably a mistake. Muganna“ certainly
cast himself as an avenger of Aba Muslim, and perhaps of Yahya b. Zayd as
well; and he may well have deified Aba Muslim as a prophet or king, as he held
God’s spirit to have been incarnate in both (Tha‘alibi, p. 37). But it is hard to
see the point of two messengers in immediate succession, and the sectarians
explicitly said that there were long intervals between them; moreover, as the
last Muganna‘ was undoubtedly meant to be the seventh.

God was held to manifest Himself in human beings because He was not
otherwise accessible to them (Isfara’ini), but even his human manifestation
was more than humans could bear: it was to shield his followers from his divine
radiance that Muqanna‘ wore a veil (explained by his enemies as designed to
hide his ugliness). His veil was of green silk (Birani, Athar, p. 211) or golden
(Gardizi, 278.5) and clearly meant to recall the garments of green silk and
heavy brocade that the believers will wear in Paradise (Q. 18:31; cf. the explicit
explanation of the green silken shirt that Bihafaridh brought back from heaven
as the clothing of Paradise in al-Tha‘alibi cited in Houtsma, pp. 33, Ar,, and
34, Ger.). Abii ’1-Ma‘ali and Isfara’ini connect Muqanna“s veil with the story of
Moses as told in the Quran, but the parallels are strained because the Quran
does not mention the veil that Moses was said to have worn when he descended
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from Sinai to hide the radiance that his face had acquired when he spoke with
God (Bible, Exod. 34:29-35). If the Mosaic parallel was adduced by Muqanna‘
himself or his followers, they would seem to have read the Quran in the light of
Jewish or Christian traditions.

It is hard to avoid the impression that Buddhist beliefs are lurking in the
background too. The Buddhists operated with the idea of a plurality of Buddhas,
all of whom preached the same message and one of whom, Maitreya, was a
savior still to come: he would appear at a time when things had gone from
bad to worse to inaugurate a period on bliss on earth. Maitreya was extremely
popular in Central Asia, not just among Buddhists, but also among Manicheans,
who identified him with Jesus the Splendor as well as Mani himself. At Bamiyan
and elsewhere Maitreya is depicted with features borrowed from depictions of
Sasanian kings, and he was envisaged as enormously big and glittering (Abegg,
Pp- 15, 24; Scott, pp. 51-52, 61).

That Maitreya played a role in Muganna“s conception of himselfis suggested
by the claim that he burnt himself (full discussion in Crone, 2012, p. 133). Of
Maitreya we are told that he would enter Parinirvana with fire emanating from
his body when his mission was over: he would disappear in flames as a cone
of fire, surrounded by pupils, and be extinguished as a flame for lack of fuel
(Abegg, pp. 15, 25). This was how Muqanna“ disappeared, except that his ene-
miesinsisted that nobody was present when he died and/or that hisbody had in
fact been found. Further, Muganna“s miracles included a famous moon, which
he is said to have produced by means of quicksilver in a well. This does not have
any Islamic, Christian, or Jewish meaning, but Mahayana Buddhists commonly
illustrated the doctrine of sunyata (Sk. “emptiness’, i.e., to the effect that all
things are non-existent) by comparing the Buddha’s career to something seen
in a dream or a mirage, and the Khotanese Book of Zambasta further compares
it to “a moon reflected in water” (6:52). This suggests that Muganna“s moon
was meant to evoke the dependent nature of the phenomenal world and/or his
Buddha status, and that its unreal nature was an intrinsic part of the message.

All in all, Muqganna“ seems to have cast himself as a divine being who had
come to wreak vengeance on the tyrants who had killed local heroes such
as Aba Muslim and Yahya b. Zayd and who would inaugurate a final era of
paradisical bliss on earth for a Sogdian community of believers familiar with
concepts from a variety of religious traditions. If he was indeed playing the
Maitreya Buddha, the Turkish Khaqan with whom he was allied presumably
cast himself as the righteous king who would welcome Maitreya (Ch'en, p. 428).

On one occasion, we are told, Muqanna‘ removed his veil (Tarikh-i Bukhara,
pp- 72/101-102 = 75; Abii’1-Ma‘ali, pp. 59—60). This was a great messianic event, a
theophany which abolished all restraints in the relations between his followers
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and members of other religious communities: “The lives, possessions, and chil-
dren of anyone who does not join me are lawful to you,” as the Tarikh-i Bukhara
presents him as declaring on this occasion. The free hand that he allowed his
followers in their dealing with their enemies was misunderstood as a doctrine
of free use of women and property among the followers themselves, and it was
on this basis that al-Birani (Athar, p. 211) held Muganna‘ to have prescribed
everything that Mazdak had laid down. There is no trace of Mazdakism in any-
thing Muganna' is on record as having said.

Sogdiana had not formed part of the Sasanian empire, and there is no sug-
gestion of Sasanian restorationism in anything remembered about Muganna
either. He is not credited with plans to bring down the caliphate. But he clearly
wanted to eliminate Islam as a political force in Sogdiana, and he probably
branded all Muslims who wished to remain under caliphal rule as “Arabs,’
singling out the Arab invaders of Sogdiana as the source of his troubles. The
Tarikh-i Bukhara (p. 65/92 = 67) stresses the Arab identity of some victims of
the revolt. It also tells us that Muganna“s own father-in-law was an Arab from
Marw who worked as a missionary (Ar. da%) for him, clearly because it was
shocking. A story in the Tarikhnama (para. 23 and commentary) depicts Sa‘id
al-Harashi as capturing this man, here cast as a descendant of a Qurashi ally of
Mu‘awiya (d. 64/683), and spitting him in his face, telling him that he was an
even worse traitor to Islam than his ancestor.

Followers

Muganna“s Arab father-in-law notwithstanding, Muganna“s followers were
mostly Sogdians. Judging from their names, some of them were ex-Muslims
like himself, that is to say, men who, disappointed with their experience as
members of the Muslim community, hoped to create a Sogdian polity of their
own based on a nativized creed, which they may well have regarded as true
Islam: thus ‘Umar Stubakhi, Hakim-i Ahmad (also known as Hakim-i Bukhari),
and perhaps also Kharija. Most bear non-Muslim names, however: Baghi, Krdk,
Qyrm/Qtwm, Himy, Hjdan, Kwshwy, and Srjma. In social terms they were mostly
villagers. In the Tarikhnama both they and their opponents include dihgans,
in the apparent sense of village headmen. If the village headman sided with
Mugqanna’, the entire village would presumably do so, willingly or unwillingly.
One passage in the Tarikh-i Bukhara (pp. 66—-67/94 = 68) identifies a clutch of
rebel leaders at Bukhara as strongmen/brigands (sing. ‘ayyar), fighters (sing.
mubariz), pickpockets (sing. tarrar), and runners (sing. dawanda), clearly in a
disparaging vein, but the rebels may well have included such men. The Bukhar
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Khuda, whose dynasty had been reduced to puppet status by the Muslims, was
said also to have sympathized with the movement, and the same may have been
true of his counterpart at Samarqand, the ikhshid and nominal king of Sogdiana
(Ya‘qubi, Ta'rikh, 11, p. 479, where he submits to al-Mahdi, implying that he had
rebelled), but there is no mention of the ruler or rulers of Kish and Nasaf.

In so far as the rebels were not Sogdians, they were Turks. The Turkish leader
who conquered Samarqand for Muqanna“ is identified as the Khaqan, king of
Sogdiana. The Tarikhnama later mentions a Turkish chief, probably the same
man, by the name of Khlkh/Khlj Khaqan, who had a dispute with an ally called
Kayyak/Kayyal Ghuri, while the Tarikh-i Bukhara mentions one Kular Tekin.
The identity of these Turks is problematic. Sallami (as cited by Ibn al-Athir,
V1, 39; Gardizi, p. 279) merely identifies them as infidel Turks. In connection
with the Saljugs, however, Ibn al-Athir (x1, p. 178, year 548) cites an earlier
historian of Khurasan according to whom they were Ghuzz who had crossed
into Transoxania in the reign of al-Mahd1 and converted to Islam: when things
went badly for Muqanna“ they betrayed him, as was their wont. This is meant to
illustrate the unreliability of the Ghuzz who had flooded the Muslim world by
then, and Muqanna“s Turks may simply be cast as Ghuzz for that purpose. Khlj
Khaqan suggests a chief of the Khalaj Turks of southeastern Iran. Al-Baghdadi
(pp. 243—244) says that Muganna“s Turks were al-atrak al-khalajiyya. If Ghtrl
is an Arabic nisba, Khalaj Khagan's companion Kayyak could be a Khalaj from
Ghar. This would fit the information that Muganna‘ came from Balkh in that
he could have established connections with the Khalaj there. But the imperial
title of khagan is not attested for the Khalaj, and the Tarikh-i Bukhara (p. 66/93
= 68) followed by Abu’l-Ma‘ali (p. 59) says that the Turks came from Turkestan.
This suggests that the chief’s name should be read as Khallukh Khaqan, and
Baghdadr's khalajiyya as khallukhiyya: Khallukh is the Persian transcription of
Qarlug. The Qarluq were the dominant Turkish power in Central Asia after the
collapse of the western khaqanate. The imperial title of khdqgan is a problem
again, however, for the Qarluq had not adopted it yet. Their chief appears as
yabghu in the list of rulers who submitted to al-Mahdi (Ya‘qubi, Ta’rikh, 11,
p. 479). One would have expected Muqanna“s allies to be or include former
Turgesh. It was a chief of this confederation who had borne the title of khagan,
who had been overlord of Sogdiana before the arrival of the Muslims, and who
had been forced to submit to the Qarluq in 766. If the Khagan who conquered
Samarqand was a Qarluq from Turkestan, he could have acted as leader of the
Qarluq splinter groups in Transoxania and laid claim to the Turgesh heritage,
including the imperial title, in an attempt to assert his position against the
Muslims and the yabghu of the main body of Qarluq alike. This would have
secured him the support of former Turgesh in the region, whatever name they
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were known by now. Kayyak Ghurl could perhaps be a chief from the Balkh
region, or, alternatively reading Ghuzi, a leader of outriding bands of Ghuzz
in Transoxania. We know that there had been support among the Turks of
Transoxania for Ishaq, the soldier who had preached a message related to
Muganna“s after Abti Muslim’s death; and we later hear of the Sapid-jamagan
in Ilag, Shash, Khujand, Farghana, and Kasan (Nizam al-Mulk, chap. 46.22;
Shahrastani, 1, p. 194). Al-Baghdadi (p. 243) credits their presence in Ilaq to
Muganna‘. They are more likely to predate him, for Buddhist adherents of
the Maitreya Buddha were known to the Chinese as “the whiteclothed ones”
(Seiwert and Ma, pp. 151-155; full discussion in Crone, 2012, chap. 6). As devotees
of Maitreya or a comparable redeemer figure identified with him, they would
have been receptive to Muganna“s message, however. That Muganna“s Khaqan
came from this region is supported by the mention, in some manuscripts of the
Tarikhnama, of the title “King of the Turks and Farghana” (see Crone and Jafari,
para. 1.5n; compare Muqganna“ as the Khagan in 2.1 and the confusion over who
bore the title King of Sogdiana in 1.5n, 2.2, 3.1n, 4.1). If Muganna“s Turks were
mainly Transoxanian Qarlugs and former Turgesh claiming the position once
held by the Turgesh, it will not just have been for the plunder, but also for his
messianic message that they, or some of them, joined him.
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CHAPTER 5

Abi Tammam on the Mubayyida'

In 1998 Wilferd Madelung and Paul Walker published a heresiographical chap-
ter from a work by Aba Tammam, an Ismaili missionary active in the first half of
the fourth/tenth century. The section on the anthropomorphists in this here-
siography includes an important account of the beliefs of the ‘White-clothed
ones’ (Mubayyida), identified as the followers of al-Muqanna‘. In what fol-
lows, I examine this account, discussing its provenance, the light it throws on
the beliefs of the sectarians in question and its importance for the later here-
siographical tradition. Its importance is indicated by the fact that now that
we have Abu Tammam’s text, the testimonies of al-Baghdadi (d. 429/1037), al-
Isfard’ini (d. 471/1027) and al-Shahrastani (d. 54/1153) can be discarded.

Abu Tammam’s account falls into three distinct parts based on different
sources. As will be seen, the third part reappears in slightly different forms
in al-Bad’ wa’l-ta’rikh by the Mu‘tazili al-Maqdisi (wr. 355/966), as well as
in the additions made to Narshakhi's Tarikh-i Bukhara (compiled in Arabic
in 332/943, but now lost) by Qubawi when he translated it into Persian (in
522/1128), while both the first and the third part seem to have been known to
al-Baghdadi (d. 429/1037) and al-Isfara’ini (d. 471/1027). All these scholars were
non-Ismailis, or even enemies of Ismailism. Are we to envisage them as shar-
ing a source with Abii Tammam or did they draw on Aba Tammam himself?
At first sight, the former possibility seems the more likely. Who, in that case,
might the shared source have been? An obvious guess would be Abt °1-Qasim
al-Balkhi (d. 319/931), also known as al-Ka‘bi, a Mu‘tazili theologian and here-
siographer, whose Magalat the editors hold to be the main source behind Abu
Tammam’s heresiography as a whole.® But in fact, al-Balkhi does not seem to
be the source for the | Mubayyida. Unfortunately, it is not possible to say for

1 Ishould like to thank Michael Cook for his most useful comments on this chapter.

2 Wilferd Madelung and Paul E. Walker, ed. and tr.,, An Ismaili Heresiography: The ‘Bab al-
shaytan’ from Abu Tammam’s Kitab al-shajara (Leiden, 1998), 76—79 = 74—77. In what follows,
I use their translation, but not always exactly as it stands. Where figures are given in the form
107 = 57, the first figure refers to the text and the second to the translation.

3 Madelung and Walker, Heresiography, pp. 10ff. Van Ess suggests that Aba Tammam’s source
might be al-Nashi’ al-Asghar, though the latter died in 365/975 or 366/976, after Aba Tam-
mam’s presumed floruit (Josef van Ess, ‘Le mirag et la vision de Dieu), in Mohammad Ali
Amir-Moezzi, ed., Le voyage initiatique en terre d’islam, Louvain and Paris, 1996, pp. 27-56).
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sure, for although two manuscripts of al-Balkh1's Magalat are extant and under
preparation for publication in Jordan, they are not publicly accessible. How-
ever, Hiiseyin Hansu, a specialist in al-Balkhi who has seen these manuscripts,
kindly tells me that he does not recall encountering the Mubayyida in them and
that there is no entry on them in the table of contents, of which he has a copy.
Further, neither al-Ash‘ari nor Nashwan al-Himyari, who made extensive use of
al-Balkh1’s Magalat, mentions al-Muqganna‘ or the Mubayyida. Nashwan does
quote al-Balkhi as making a passing comment on sectarians of the same type
as the Mubayyida, but the comment does not fit Abii Tammam’s account.* In
addition, Abit Tammam’s opening paragraph would seem to rule out the pos-
sibility that he was drawing on al-Balkhi (see below, Part 1 (a)); and finally, the
first authors outside Khurasan to discuss al-Muqanna“s doctrine, as opposed to
his revolt, appear to be al-Maqdis1 and al-Baghdadsi, the very authors who share
information with Aba Tammam. Since Aba Tammam was certainly known in
Iraq, and apparently read there too, if not always with relish,> the most econom-
ical solution is that the non-Ismaili scholars were drawing directly or indirectly
on Aba Tammam himself.

Part1

(a) God and His Messengers (Madelung and Walker, 76f. = 74—76)

Abt Tammam starts by telling us that the Mubayyida are the followers of al-
Muganna“ (d. probably 163/779), of whom he observes that he claimed to be
the Mahdi and that his real name was Hisham (not, as more commonly said,
Hashim) b. Hakim al-Marwazi. This is all he says about al-Muqanna“ himself.
Of the Mubayyida, however, he tells us that in their view, ‘God is a subtle body
(jism latif ) with length, breadth and depth’, and ‘all of the prophets are gods
whose bodies are the messengers of God and whose spirits are God himself’
(inna l-rusul kullahum aliha ajsaduhum rusul Allah wa-arwahuhum nafsuhu).
‘Whenever God wants to speak to corporeal creatures, He enters the form (sura)
of one of them and makes that person a messenger to them, so that the latter

4 Cf. below, notes 32f.

5 Al-Hariri/Jariri mentions him in his famous outburst against attempts to combine shari'a
and falsafa, characterising him as a Shi‘i and briefly identifying his approach as having been
similar to that of his contemporaries, the Ikhwan al-Safa’ and Aba Zayd al-Balkhi (d. 322/934);
see Aba Hayyan al-Tawhidji, Kitab al-Imta‘wa’l-muanasa, ed. Ahmad Amin and Ahmad Zayn
(Beirut, 1939-1944), vol. 2, p. 15. My thanks to Omar Ali-de-Unzaga for reminding me of this
passage.
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may order them (to do) what He desires and wants, and forbid them (to do)
what He does not want and what He is angered by’ In support of this view, the
Mubayyida will adduce Sura 53. Further, they say that God will only incarnate
Himself at long intervals. He entered Adam when He created Him, then caused
him to die and returned to His throne in the heavens. Later He created Noah
and descended into his form, to return to His throne when he died.

The same happened with Abraham, Moses, Jesus, Muhammad, Aba Muslim
and al-Muganna‘. Of each one of them we are told that first God descended
into his form (siira), then He caused him to die (gqabadahu) and returned to
His throne. Now the Mubayyida are expecting His (God’s, not al-Muganna“s)
return and incarnation (huliil) in the form that they are waiting for, so that He
may make their religion manifest.

There are several new points here. That al-Muqanna“ claimed to be the
Mahdi is not mentioned elsewhere, but certainly fits in with what we know
about him. One is more surprised to learn that the Mubayyida described God
as a subtle, three-dimensional body (jism), if only because it takes us into
the technical language of kalam. The Mubayyida normally come across as
uneducated villagers. Of course, they could have had mutakallims, but the fact
that al-Muqanna“s name is given as Hisham is suspicious: the Shi‘i mutakallim
Hisham b. al-Hakam (d. ca. 185/800) is well known to have held that God was
a three-dimensional body.6 Did the author of this section confuse Hashim b.
al-Hakim with Hisham b. al-Hakam? If so, he cannot be al-Balkhi, or for that
matter Abtt Tammam himself.”

The view that God’s spirit incarnates itself in the human bodies (ajsad) of
messengers, identified as bearers of God’s commands, is familiar from other
accounts of al-Muqanna, but it is stated here with unexpected precision, and
this is the first time we learn that the Mubayyida would invoke the Qur’an in
its support.8 Sura 53 famously describes a vision of a divine being, sometimes
taken to be an angel and sometimes God, and the Mubayyida took it to describe
the very act of incarnation: when the Qur’an says that the one terrible in power

6 Cf. al-Ash‘ari, Magalat al-Islamiyyin, ed. Hellmut Ritter (Istanbul, 1929-1933), pp. 31f;; trans-
lated with further references in Josef van Ess, Theologie und Gesellschaft im 2. und 3. Jahrhun-
dert Hidschra (Berlin and New York, 1991-1997), v, pp. 72f;; discussed at i, pp. 358ff.

7 Aba Tammam was well informed about Hisham b. al-Hakam, whose position he reports in a
long section on the Hishamiyya (Madelung and Walker, Heresiography, 56 = 59).

8 Later sources, however, know the Mubayyida to have adduced God’s command to the angels
to worship Adam as proof of Adam’s divinity; see Ibn Khallikan, Wafayat al-a‘yan wa-anba’
abna’ al-zaman, ed. Thsan ‘Abbas (Beirut, 1978), vol. 3, p. 263; Mirkhwand, Tarikh-i rawdat al-
saf@’, ed. Jamshid Kiyanfar (Tehran, 1380 Sh./2001), vol. 3, p. 2573.
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and very strong stood poised, then drew near and let himself down, to stand
two bows length away, they understood it as saying that the divine being came
to be closer to Muhammad than his own brain and heart; and when the Sura
continues that the divine being revealed to him what he revealed, they held it to
mean that it inspired (alhama) Muhammad to the point of entering his form
(dakhala fi suratihi).

The names of the men in whom God had manifested Himself according to
al-Muqanna-“ are also familiar from other sources.® It is often called a doctrine
of tanasukh,'® but what is being postulated is a doctrine of periodic divine
incarnation, not of the migration of souls, or of the spirit of God, from one body
to another: God returns to His throne after each incarnation, and the spirit
always goes directly from Him to the human being selected. The Mubayyida
may well have believed in the transmigration of human souls as well, but on
that subject our account is silent.

The men in whom God incarnates Himself are identified as messengers
and implicitly seen as bringing a new revelation. The first six—Adam, Noah,
Abraham, Moses, Jesus and Muhammad—are unproblematic. One expects al-
Muganna‘ to appear as the seventh and last, presiding over the end of times as
the Mahdi. Instead, the seventh incarnation is Abit Muslim, with al-Muqanna‘
as the eighth. ‘Ali is not in the sequence, nor would one expect him to be, but
one would not expect Abti Muslim to be in it either. Why should al-Muganna‘
have cast Aba Muslim as a bringer of new revelation, only to abrogate it
straightaway as the bringer of a new one himself? The Mubayyida explicitly
said that there were long periods in between the divine incarnations.

There is, of course, no reason to doubt that Abit Muslim mattered greatly in
al-Muqanna“s preaching. An undated coin from eighth-century Transoxiana

9 The complete list is given in Narshakhi, Tarikh-i Bukhara, Persian tr. Aba Nasr Ahmad
b. Muhammad Nasr al-Qubawi (d. 522/1128), ed. Charles Schefer (Paris, 1892), pp. 64f;
ed. Muhammad Taqi Mudarris Radawi (Tehran, 1351 Sh./1972), p. 91; tr. Richard N. Frye,
The History of Bukhara (Cambridge, M4, 1954), p. 66; Abt °-Maali, Bayan al-adyan, ed.
Hashim Radi (Tehran, 1342 Sh./1964), p. 58; Gardizi, Tarikh-i Gardizi, ed. ‘Abd al-Hayy
Habib1 (Tehran, 1363 Sh./1984), p. 278, the last with some of the same wording as in Aba
Tammam. Many others have the list in an abbreviated form. For divergent versions, see
below, Part 111 (b).

10 For the earliest examples, see al-Jahiz, Kitab al-Bayan wa’l-tabyin, ed. ‘Abd al-Salam Mu-
hammad Haran (2nd ed., Cairo, 1380/1960-1961), vol. 3, pp. 102f;; al-Tabari, Ta’rikh al-rusul
wa’l-mulik, ed. M.J. de Goeje et al. (Leiden, 1879—1901), vol. 3, p. 484; al-Maqdisi, Kitab al-
Bad’ wa’l-ta’rikh, ed. and French tr. Clément Huart as Le livre de la création et de ’histoire
(Paris, 1899-1919), vol. 6, p. 97.

170



100 CHAPTER 5

identifies itself as struck by ‘Hashim, wly Aba Muslim', presumably to be read
walt Abt Muslim (‘Abt Muslim’s friend/avenger’, as the editor reads it, without
discussing the unexpected accusative).!! This Hashim must be al-Muqanna,
who was known in some circles to have preached vengeance for Abi Muslim,!2
though Ibn Hazm seems to be the only heresiographer to mention it.13 Al-
Mugqanna“ undoubtedly regarded Abii Muslim as divine as well. According to
al-Thaalibi, he held the divine spirit to manifest itself in prophets and kings
alike, including Aba Muslim,* and Aba Muslim was a prophet according to the
Rawandiyya, who deified the ‘Abbasid caliph al-Mansur (r. 136-158/754—775)
as the seventh and last imam.!> Not every prophet or king was an inaugurator
of a new cycle, however. Abit Muslim appears in all complete versions of al-
Muganna“s sequence of divine messengers, but the chances are that they all
go back to a single source. Al-Baghdadi undoubtedly has his version from Abu
Tammam, for he too gives al-Muganna“s name as Hisham.!6 Most probably,
then, Abu Muslim should be removed from the list.

It is of course also possible that it is al-Muqanna“ himself who should be
removed: he could have believed Abti Muslim to be the seventh and the last.
This would fit the information in Ibn al-Athir and Mirkhwand (ultimately per-
haps from Sallami1)!” that al-Muqanna‘ regarded Abit Muslim as more merito-
rious than Muhammad: the import would be that Abi Muslim had brought
the final revelation.!® In this interpretation, al-Muganna‘would have been Aba
Muslim’s wali and successor, still divine perhaps, but not the bringer of a new
revelation, and not the Mahdi either, merely the imam and executor of Abu
Muslim’s abrogation of Muhammad’s revelation. But the information in Ibn

11 Boris Kochnev, ‘Les monnaies de Muqanna®, Studia Iranica, 30 (2001), pp. 143-150.

12 Tabari, Ta’rikh, vol. 3, p. 773; Ibn al-Athir, al-Kamil fi *[-ta’rikh, ed. Carl Johan Tornberg
(Beirut, 1965-1967), vol. 6, p. 224 (year 193); Muhammad b. ‘Abdas al-Jahshiyari, Kitab al-
Wuzara’ wa’l-kuttab, ed. Mustafa al-Saqqa et al. (Cairo, 1938), p. 277 ult.

13 IbnHazm, al-Faslfi l-milalwa’l-ahwa’ wa’l-nihal (Cairo, 1317-1321/1899-1903), vol. 4, p. 187.

14  Al-Thalibi, Adab al-muliik, ed. Jalil al-Atiyya (Beirut, 1990), p. 37 (drawn to my attention
by Hassan Ansari); for further discussion, see Patricia Crone, The Nativist Prophets of Early
Islamic Iran: Rural Revolt and Local Zoroastrianism (New York, 2012), ch. 6.

15  Al-Nawbakhti, Kitab Firaq al-Shi‘a, ed. Helmut Ritter (Istanbul, 1931), p. 47; Ibn al-Jawzi, al-
Muntagzam fi ta’rikh al-mulitk wa’l-umam, ed. Fritz Krenkow (Hyderabad, 1357-1362/1938—
1943); ed. Muhammad ‘Abd al-Qadir ‘Ata’ and Mustafa ‘Abd al-Qadir ‘Ata’ (Beirut, 1992),
vol. 8, pp. 29f. (year 141).

16 Al-Baghdadyi, al-Farg bayn al-firag, ed. Muhammad Badr (Cairo, 1328/1910), p. 243 ult.

17 C. Edmund Bosworth, ‘al-Sallamt, E12, vol. 8, p. 996.

18 Ibn al-Athir, Kamil, vol. 6, p. 39 (year 159); Mirkhwand, Tarikh-i rawdat al-safa’, vol. 3,
p. 2573
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al-Athir and others is plucked from an unknown | context, and the sources
are more likely to have misunderstood the role of Abii Muslim, about whom
many widely different claims were made at the time, than that of al-Muganna‘
himself. That they did in fact misunderstand the role of Abii Muslim in al-
Muganna“s system is suggested by the information given in Abu Tammam’s
Part 111 (b), as will be seen.

Abu Tammam'’s account of the divine incarnations is unsophisticated: God
actually leaves His throne in order to incarnate Himself in a human body. Ibn
Qayyim al-Jawziyya was later to say the same in connection with the Christian
doctrine of divine incarnation, presumably to highlight the absurdity of the
claim.!® Even so, Abii Tammam’s account is interesting, but a full treatment of
its implications must await another publication.

(b) Laws and Customs (Madelung and Walker, 77 = 76)

By way of conclusion to the first section Aba Tammam tells us something
about the laws of the Mubayyida: they do not believe in exclusive sexual
access to women, but hold them to be lawful for all of them (istahallu fima
baynahum al-nis@’); and they also deem it lawful to eat carrion, blood, pork
and other things,?° claiming that God did not prohibit such things; rather, the
words for the things seemingly prohibited are the names of men with whom
it was forbidden to have social and political relations (walaya); conversely, the
religious obligations ( fara’id) were simply cover names for men with whom itis
obligatory to have walaya. The identity of the men in question is not disclosed.
Again, however, we are given snippets of their interpretation of the Quran.
They would adduce Q. 5:93: there is no fault in those who believe and do deeds
of righteousness for what they ate, and Q. 7:32: who has forbidden the beautiful
things (zina) of God which He brought forth for His servants and the good things
of sustenance (al-tayyibat min al-rizq)?

That the Mubayyida rejected the idea of exclusive marital rights over women
is what we are commonly told about all the sectarians subsumed under the
label of Khurramis. I shall come back to it below (Part 11 (a)). As regards their
views on food, Abii Tammam’s passage is notable for not mentioning vege-
tarianism, or more precisely the prohibition of killing living beings, which is

19  HavaLazarus-Yafeh, ‘Some Neglected Aspects of Medieval Muslim Polemics against Chris-
tianity, Harvard Theological Review, 89 (1996), p. 81, with reference to Ibn Qayyim al-
Jawziyya, Hidayat al-hayara, ed. Sayf al-Din al-Katib (Beirut, n.d.), p. 191.

20  Reproduced in al-Isfar@’ini, al-Tabsir fi ’[-din wa-tamyiz al-firqa al-najiya ‘an al-firaq al-
halikin, ed. Kamal Yusuf al-Hat (Beirut, 1983), 132.4 (yastahillina akl al-mayta wa’l-khin-

2r).
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attested for Mazdak and the western Khurramys alike, but it should perhaps be
seen as implied by the permission to eat carrion. At all events, the permission
was not academic. Al-Mas‘td1 had seen ‘a kind of Mazdaki Zoroastrians who
have a village outside Rayy inhabited only by them’; when cattle died in Rayy
or Qazwin, one of them would come with his ox, load the dead animal on to it,
and take it back | to their village, where they would eat it; most of their food, and
indeed of their cattle, was fresh or dried meat of such animals, and they would
use their bones in the construction of buildings.?! They must have been skilled
in the art of judging what was and was not fit for consumption, and how to cook
it, for this to be possible. That the ‘Mazdakis’ in the countryside of Rayy would
eat carrion is also mentioned in a letter by Mahmud of Ghazna (d. 421/1030) to
the caliph al-Qadir bi’llah (r. 381—422/991-1031) in 420/1029.22

The allegorical interpretation of the dietary (and, one assumes, sexual) laws
of the Qur'an and the term walaya are interesting for sounding vaguely Shi‘i.
The same interpretation is reported for other ghulat, and all the reports may
originate in one and the same source, which was not necessarily concerned
with the Mubayyida.?3 However this may be, there is no indication in this mate-
rial that the Mubayyida were Shi‘is in the broad sense of being concerned with
‘Ali and the Prophet’s family. One tends to think of them as such because it was
in Shi‘ism that the idea of periodic manifestation of the deity was to surface as
a Muslim phenomenon, along with features such as Mahdism, antinomianism
(or anomianism), and allegorical interpretation of the scripture. All these fea-
tures are present here, but it is with reference to Muhammad and the Qur’an
that the Mubayyida are trying to Islamise them, not ‘Ali or the imamate.

(c) Overall Assessment

Leaving aside the apparent confusion with Hisham b. al-Hakam and the inclu-
sion of Abt Muslim in the list of divine incarnations, Part 1 is a well-informed
account by an author who may have been a Transoxianan himself. He seems to
have taken an interest in sectarian use of the Qur’an, and since Qur’anic inter-
pretations are quoted both at the beginning and at the end of the section, he is
likely to be responsible for all of it. Unfortunately, he cannot be securely iden-

21 Al-Mas‘adi, Murij al-dhahab, wa-ma‘adin al-jawhar, ed. Charles Pellat (Beirut, 1966-1979),
vol. 2, § 868; ed. and French tr. Charles Barbier de Meynard and Abel Pavet de Courteille
as Les prairies d’or (Paris, 1861-1877), vol. 3, p. 27.

22 Ibn al-Jawzi, al-Muntazam, Hyderabad ed., vol. 8, pp. 39f. (year 420).

23 Ashri, Magalat, pp. 6,10, on the followers of ‘Abd Allah b. Mu‘awiya and the Mansariyya,
in similar wording and Q. 5:93 (but without 7:32); al-Nawbakhti, Firaq al-Shi'a, pp. 38, 39,
on the Khattabiyya, in different wording and Q. 4:28 (not adduced by the Mubayyida).
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tified. Al-Birini mentions Persian accounts (akhbar) of al-Muganna‘ which he
had translated into Arabic in his lost Akhbar al-Mubayyida wa’l-Qaramita, but
exactly what he translated is hard to tell.2* If we take al-Biraini to be referring
to a book called Akhbar al-Muganna‘, the work he translated was perhaps the
Akhbar al-Muganna“ by a certain Ibrahim which is cited as a source in the
Tarikh-i Bukhara.?s This fits the fact that al-Birtini shares a source with the
Tarikh-i Bukhara in his Athar.?6 The Ibrahim in question is probably Ibrahim
b. Muhammad, known to Ibn al-Nadim as an authority on Ishaq al-Turk. Ibn
al-Nadim says that he was ‘learned about the Muslimiyya’2” This Ibrahim is
most | likely to have written in Arabic, but his work could have been translated
into Persian by the time al-Birtini read it and translated it (back?) into Arabic.
Unfortunately, however, Ibrahim’s book is also lost and he himself is otherwise
unknown.?8 Ibn al-Nadim knew of him only because he had read an apparently
anonymous history of Transoxiana?® which does not seem to have been widely
disseminated.? But if Ibrahim is the source behind both the Tarikh-i Bukhara
and Part 1 of Aba Tammam, all the extant lists of the divine incarnations in
al-Muqganna“s system go back to him.3!

24  Al-Birani, al-Athar al-bagiya ‘an al-qurin al-khaliya, ed. Eduard Sachau (Leipzig, 1878, repr.
1923), p. 211; tr. Eduard Sachau as The Chronology of Ancient Nations (London, 1879).

25 Narshakhi, Tarikh-i Bukhara, ed. Schefer, pp. 64, 72; ed. Radawi, pp. 9o, 101; tr. Frye, pp. 65,
74. This was first suggested by Gholam Hossein Sadighi, Persian tr. as Junbishha-yi dini-
yi Irant dar qarnha-yi duwwum wa siwwum-i hijrt (Tehran, 1372/1993), p. 210 (originally
published in French as Les mouvements religieux iraniens au 11¢ et au 111° siécle de [’ hégire in
Paris, 1938); similarly Taraj Taban, ‘Qiyam-i Muqanna®, Iran Shinasi,1 (1989), p- 533; see also
M. Rawshan's notes to his edition of the Persian translation by Bal‘ami of Tabar’s Ta‘rikh,
Tartkhnama-yi Tabart, Persian tr. attributed to Aba ‘Ali Muhammad Bal‘ami (d. 363/974),
ed. Muhammad Rawshan (Tehran, 1366 Sh./1987), vol. 3, p. 1593.

26  Bothgive the duration of al-Muganna“s revolt as fourteen years, and both have an unusual
date for the end of the revolt which is probably one and the same: the year 167AH in the
Tarikh-i Bukhara, ibid., and 169AH in BirinT’s Athdr, p. 211. Examples of sab being read as
tis‘a are legion.

27 Ibn al-Nadim, Fihrist, p. 408.

28  Al-Tabari, Ta’rikh, vol. 3, pp. 652, 654, 1809, cites two authorities by the name of Ibrahim b.
Muhammad, but they are reporting different kinds of events and unlikely to be relevant.

29  Ibn al-Nadim, Fihrist, p. 408. He refers to the author as sahib Kitab Akhbar Ma Wara’ al-
Nahr min Khurasan; cf. haki hadha °l-khabar a few lines above. One suspects that the
manuscript had lost its frontispiece.

30  Ishaqal-Turk is known only from Ibn al-Nadim.

31 Both Abu’l-Ma‘ali and Gardizi (above, note g) are clearly dependent on Narshakhi.
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Part 11

(a) First-Hand Observations (Madelung and Walker, 77f. = 76f)

Abt Tammam continues with a section written in the first person singular,
starting ‘I have seen a great number of them and have disputed with them!
One assumes this to be Abu Tammam speaking, but it cannot be taken for
granted since mediaeval authors would readily copy statements in the first
person singular from other sources. Whoever he is, the speaker proceeds to
report that

none of them has much understanding of any of the principles of their
faith nor are they acquainted with al-Muganna“ and his era, except the
learned among them. All there is to it is neglect of prayer, fasting and
washing for major ritual impurity. They practise dissimulation and do not
admit outsiders into their ranks or intermarry with them, though they live
interspersed with Muslims.

To some extent, all this is in accordance with expectation: that the Khur-
ramis and related sectarians ignored the ritual precepts of Islam is widely
stated in other sources, and it fits the information on the sexual and dietary
habits of the Mubayyida in Part 1. That they practised dissimulation is also
widely noted, and their refusal to intermarry with outsiders makes sense. But
in Part 1 al-Muqanna“ figures prominently in their religious system; here, they
do not remember him, except for the learned among them. How is this to be
explained?

If the same author is responsible for Parts 1 and 11, he could simply be
describing the views of the learned in Part 1 and the ignorant laity in Part 11; but
al-Muqanna‘ can hardly have been crucial to the religious leaders without the
laity knowing about him too. More probably, Part I is excerpted from an earlier
source, the putative Ibrahim, whereas Part 11 is based on the author’s personal
observations. Who was the author? | If he is al-Balkhi, he would have made
his observations in the region of Balkh and added them to an account of al-
Muganna“s followers on the assumption that all sectarians of this type were the
same: if so, they would indeed know nothing about al-Muqganna, except inso-
far as the learned among them had read about him in other people’s works, for
the Balkhis did not participate in his revolt. But it does not seem to be al-Balkhi
who is speaking here. Both Nashwan al-Himyar1 and Ibn al-Nadim quote him
as calling sectarians of this type Muslimiyya; Ibn al-Nadim has him add that
some people call them Khurramdiniyya, but neither credits him with use of the
term Mubayyida. Further, Nashwan quotes him as saying, ‘Here with us in Balkh
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there is a group of them who permit unlawful things according to what has
reached me about them)32 while Ibn al-Nadim has him say, ‘It has reached me
that here with us in Balkh there is a group of them in the village called Kharsad-
wiljani/Khurramabad.®3 The information accords with our account, of course,
but the wording is not suggestive of Abt Tammam, nor does al-Balkhi sound
here like a man who had personally disputed with the people in question.

Most probably, it really is Aba Tammam who is speaking here. An Ismaili
missionary, he will have toured the countryside disputing with the locals in an
effort to win converts, shocked by, and seeking to rectify, their religious igno-
rance. We know the Ismailis were at work among the same type of Khurrami
villagers at a later time in western Iran.3* Aba Tammam came from Nishapur
(judging from his nisba) and was patronised partly by Mutarrif b. Muhammad,
avizier of Mardawij (d. 323/930) in western Iran, and partly by the Saffarid Aba
Ja‘far Ibn Bana (d. 923/963) in Sistan;3® whether he was ever in Transoxiana
we do not know. If it was in Rayy or Sistan that he disputed with Khurramis, it
would once again be unsurprising that they knew nothing about al-Muganna,
who had nothing to do with them. The one Ismaili missionary who certainly
knew the area which had been involved in al-Muqganna“s revolt is al-Nasafi
(d. 331/943 or later), a native of Nasaf who converted the Samanid Nasr 11 and
his court at Bukhara to Ismailism.36 He was learned about Iranian religion, too,
and Aba Tammam could in principle have extracted Part 11, including the first-
person formulation, from a work of his. But there is nothing to show that he
did,37 so it is simpler to accept that Abat Tammam is giving us his own observa-
tions.

32 Nashwan b. Sa‘d al-Himyari, al-Hur al-n, ed. Kamal Mustafa (Baghdad and Cairo, 1948),
p- 160.

33 Ibn al-Nadim, Firist, p. 408. Khurramabad is the reading of Dodge, The Fihrist of al-Nadim,
p. 824, presumably of what I have rendered as Kharsad (all readings are conjectural).
Tajaddud’s edition suggests two names, though the text only speaks of one village.

34  Wilferd Madelung, Religious Trends in Early Islamic Iran (Albany, Ny, 1988), pp. 9ff. (mid-
sixth/twelfth century).

35  Al-Tawhidi, Imta’, vol. 2, p. 15; Joel Kraemer, Philosophy in the Renaissance of Islam: Abu
Sulayman al-Sijistant and His Circle (Leiden, 1986), pp. 17f.

36 For al-Nasafl’s death date, see Patricia Crone and Luke Treadwell, ‘A New Text on Ismailism
at the Samanid Court), in Chase F. Robinson, ed., Texts, Documents and Artefacts: Islamic
Studies in Honour of D.S. Richards (Leiden, 2003) [Ed.: included as article 10 in the present
volume], p. 47.

37  Cf. Samuel M. Stern, ‘Aba Hatim al-Razi on Persian Religion, in his Studies in Early
Isma‘lism (Jerusalem, 1983), ch. 2. Neither al-Muqanna‘ nor the Mubayyida are mentioned
here.
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The report on the dire religious state of the Mubayyida also appears in
the Tarikh-i Bukhara. Here the Persian translator Qubawi starts with a com-
ment of his own: ‘Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Nasr [Qubaw1] says, “Those people
still remain in the districts of Kish and Nakhshab and | some of the villages
of Bukhara, such as the castle of ‘Umar, the castle of Khakhushtuwan and
the village of Zarman”’ This probably represents his own observation, since
he lived in Bukhara, gives us the names of villages in the Bukhara region,
and later reports his conversation with the elders of one such village. But he
proceeds without any indication of change of source to the statement ‘their
religion is that they do not pray, fast or perform major ritual ablution. But
they are trustworthy (bih amanat bashand). All this they conceal from the
Muslims, claiming to be Muslims.” One thinks that this is Qubaw1 quoting
his observations in the villages of Bukhara, but in fact it is Qubawl quot-
ing Aba Tammam. The latter has, ‘All there is to it [their religion] is neglect
of prayer, fasting and washing for major ritual impurity. They practise dis-
simulation ..., later adding, however, that they are trustworthy (lahum ma‘a
hadha kullih amana, see below, (c)).38 Qubawi could be suspected of delib-
erately trying to disguise the fact that he is using an Ismaili author. In any
case, he is moving Abti Tammam’s observations from Rayy, or wherever they
were made, to the Bukhara region, which had indeed been involved in al-
Mugqanna“s revolt, but which probably was not where Abit Tammam had been
active.

Abt Tammam goes on to say that the Mubayyida regard sharing women
among themselves as lawful. He has made this point already in Part 1, but here
it seems to be based on first-hand information, for, he explains,

They say that a woman is like a fragrant herb (rayhana) that is not dimin-
ished by the one who smells it. If one of their men desires to be alone with
a woman belonging to another of them, he enters that man’s house and
puts a marker (‘alama) on the door, showing that he is inside. When her
husband comes back and recognises the marker, he does not go in, but
leaves until the other has satisfied his desire.

To this he adds a piece of information from ‘Amr b. Muhammad from a shaykh
from Bukhara: ‘Every group of these Mubayyida have a chief (ra’ts) who is

38  Narshakhi, Tarikh-i Bukhara, ed. Schefer, 73.13, ed. Radawt, 103.6. Frye translates ‘Still, they

remain in safety, understanding the statement in the light of the new context it has been
moved to (The History of Bukhara, p. 75).
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appointed to deflower their women on the night of the marriage procession.
That I have not verified myself. Only God knows for sure.’ The author’s careful
insistence that he has no first-hand knowledge of this reinforces the impression
that the preceding information he had gathered for himself.

There is every reason to believe these observations: like other Khurramis, the
Mubayyida did share women in some sense. But Abi Tammam’s claim that a
man visiting a woman would leave a mark by the door suggests that what he
is talking about is the institution known to | anthropologists as polyandry, well
attested (inter alia) in its fraternal form in Tibet up to modern times: brothers
would leave the family property undivided and share a wife, to whose sons the
family property would pass undivided in its turn; if there were no sons, the
property would pass to the eldest daughter, who could take as many husbands
as she liked. In essence it was a system in which it did not matter who sired
the future heirs as long as either their mother or their father was a transmitter
of the family property. The men could have other wives on the side, but their
children would not inherit, unless the men split up and divided the property,
which was strongly resisted.3® The system ‘is really a sort of family communism
in wives), as an Indian High Court judge noted in 1954 with reference to that
current in his own district; it is a joint family both in property and in wives’4°
Where this system (and/or its non-fraternal counterpart) has been practised,
there tend to be stories of hats, spears, shields or other markers being left by
the door, though it is not clear what basis this has in reality.#! The existence
of such family communism in Iran is attested in Chinese reports, in recently
published Bactrian documents,*? and in al-Birtini on the region from northern

39  For a minutely detailed account of all known cases with special reference to field work
conducted in Tibet in 1938-1939, 1949 and intermittently between 1950 and 1957, see Prince
Peter of Greece and Denmark, A Study of Polyandry (The Hague, 1968).

40 Quoted in Peter, Polyandry, p. 83.

41 See Peter, Polyandry, p. 60 (Strabo’s Yemen), p. 94 (Nayars), p. 99 (Ceylon), p. 314 (Tibetans
who thought that such markers had been used in the past), pp. 314, 375, 451 (Tibetans who
found the idea hilarious).

42 Kazuo Enoki, ‘On the Nationality of the Hephtalites, Memoirs of the Research Department
of the Toyo Bunko, 18 (1959), pp. 511f; Nicholas Sims-Williams, ed., Bactrian Documents
from Northern Afghanistan: 1, Legal and Economic Documents (Oxford, 2000), documents
A, X, Y, which were drawn up in 343, 760 and 782 AD or ten years earlier, according to
Frangois de Blois, ‘Du nouveau sur la chronologie bactrienne post-hellénistique: I ére
de 223-224 ap. J.-c., Comptes rendus des séances de l’Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-
Lettres (April-June, 2006), pp. 991-997. My thanks to Kevin van Bladel for putting me on
to this material.
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Afghanistan to Kashmir.#3 It is attested well before Mazdak,** to whose ideas it
is undoubtedly relevant. Whether it can account for all the reports of Khurrami
views on women is another question which I shall once more have to defer to
another publication.

The passage on the peculiar marital system of the Mubayyida also appears in
the Tartkh-i Bukhara, complete with the sweet-smelling flower and the marker
by the door, but Qubawi adds an interesting observation of his own, not about
the wife-sharing, but rather about the custom of having a chief deflower the
bride on the night before the wedding, which Abti Tammam had quoted on the
authority of a Bukharan. ‘Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Nasr (Qubawi) says: “I asked
the elders of the village what was the sense of allowing such great pleasure
to this one man, while the rest were deprived of it.”’ The answer he received
was not that a chief claimed droit de seigneur, as one might have expected,
but rather that he was collecting payment for services he had rendered to the
grooms: ‘Their rule was that every youth who reached maturity should satisfy
his need with this person until he should marry a woman. His repayment for
that was that the wife should stay with him for the first night’ Qubaw1 adds
that when the man became old, another would be appointed in his place and
that the local name for such a person was tkana (or thkhana). Incongruously,
he retains Abii Tammam’s cautionary remark: ‘I do not know whether this is
true), only to repeat, Theard this story from the | elders of the village, and from
the inhabitants who live in these villages.4>

What is interesting about this, apart from QubawT’s desire to get to the
bottom of things, is that the Bukharan skaykh quoted by Aba Tammam had
heard of this institution at least a century and possibly two before Qubawi went
out to ask about it: the village elders nonetheless recognised it and provided a
name and a rationale for it. So the institution was both real and long-lived, odd
though it sounds. It is a pity that it was only the sensationalist aspects of rural
life that could induce the townsmen to do field work of this kind.

(b) Later Confusion

Abu Tammam continues by noting that despite their lack of legal observance,
the Mubayyida are trustworthy (lahum ma‘a hadha amana): they do not cheat
or steal or harm people in any way. As we have seen, the Tarikh-i Bukhara
reduces this to the statement that they are trustworthy (bih amanat bashand)

43 Al-Birani, Tahqiqg ma lil-Hind, ed. Eduard Sachau (London, 1887), p. 52; tr. Eduard Sachau
as al-Beruni’s India (2nd ed., London, 1910), vol. 1, pp. 108f.

44  See the document drawn up in 343, above, note 42.

45 Narshakhi, Tarikh-i Bukhara, ed. Schefer, pp. 73f.; ed. Radawi, pp. 103f; tr. Frye, pp. 75f.
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and inserts it in the account of their antinomianism. Shahrastani must have
read this, for after telling us (on the basis of al-Baghdadi) that al-Muganna
began as an adherent of the Rizamiyya and that his followers are the Mubayyi-
da of Transoxiana, he adds that they ‘believe in omitting the legal precepts,
saying that religion consists in knowledge of the imam alone; some of them
say that religion consists of (just) two things: knowledge of the imam and
faithfully discharging trusts (ada’ al-amana).*¢ The imams have presumably
been imported from the Muslimiyya, of whom the Rizamiyya were supposed
to be a subdivision: it was the Muslimiyya who allegedly held knowledge of the
imam to be the only obligation, since it would cause all the religious precepts to
fall away.#” The rest is a confused version of Qubaw1 translated back into Arabic.
In the Tabsirat al-‘awamm, compiled by an unknown author of the first half
of the seventh/thirteenth century and attributed to Hasan1 Razi, ShahrastanT’s
account has turned into a claim that, for al-Muqanna“s followers, ‘religion
consists of two things, first knowledge of the imams and secondly, regard for
the imamate (imamat nigahdashtan) 48

Part 111

(a) Mahdism and Other Beliefs (Madelung and Walker, 78f. = 77)

Abu Tammam now returns to a written source, which cannot be identical
with that in Part 1, partly because the information does not accord with it and
partly because the author reflected in Part 111 had a predilection for | rhetorical
repetition which is not found in the first two parts.#°

46  Al-Shahrastani, Kitab al-Milal wa’l-nihal, ed. William Cureton (London, 1842-1846), p. 115;
French tr. Daniel Gimaret and Guy Monnot as Livre des religions et des sectes (Louvain and
Paris, 1986), vol. 1, pp. 454f., with well-justified expression of puzzlement in note 121.

47 Cf. al-Nashi’ al-Akbar (attrib.), ‘Mas&@’il al-imama), par. 48, in Josef van Ess, ed., Friihe
mu‘tazilitische Hdresiographie: zwei Werke des Nasi’ al-Akbar (gest. 293H) (Beirut, 1971),
p- 32; al-Nawbakhti, Firaq al-Shi‘a, p. 42.

48  Murtada b. al-Da‘T Hasani Razi (attrib.), Tabsirat al-awamm fi ma‘rifat magalat al-anam,
ed. ‘Abbas Igbal (Tehran, 1313 Sh./1934), p. 179.

49  Madelung and Walker, An Ismaili Heresiography, p. 78 = 77: they permit bloodshed ‘only
when they tie themselves to the banner of rebellion (rayat al-khilaf') and when they agree
on going to war to seek revenge (falab al-tha’r) (111 (a)); they have a chief ‘with whom
they meet clandestinely (khafiyyan) and with whom they confer in secret (sirran)’; and
‘They do not rise in the morning except upon a promise of moving on this day (tawa“ud
bi’l-haraka min yawmihim) [and they do not enter the evening] except in anticipation of
going out in the morrow (taraqqub lil-khuraj ft ghaddihim)’ (111 (b)).
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After telling us about the trustworthiness of the Mubayyida, Abti Tammam
continues that they will avoid bloodshed when they are at peace, but allow
it when they raise the banner of revolt. In every locality (balad) they have a
chief whom they call farmansalar and with whom they meet in secret. They
maintain that the Mahdi who will arise at the end of times is al-Mahdi b. Firaz
b. Tmran and that he is a descendant of Fatima, the daughter of Aba Muslim.
They also have messengers (rusul) and ambassadors (sufara’) who move about
among them and whom they call firishtagan, that is to say mala’ika, angels.
‘They do not rise in the morning except upon the promise of moving this
day’, presumably meaning that they expect the appearance of the Mahdi any
moment. They also believe in the raja, but we are not told exactly what they
mean by it.

There is no trace of this section in the Tarikh-i Bukhara, but in al-Maqdisi
we also read that the Khurramis will avoid bloodshed except when they tie
the banner of revolt, and that they have messengers (rusu/) whom they call
firishtagan. Al-Maqdist does not mention their farmansalar, merely that they
have imams to whom they refer in matters of afkam. But he too says that they
make much of Abiit Muslim and curse al-Mansiir for having killed him, and he
too identifies the Mahdi who will rise at the end of times as al-Mahdi b. Firuz,
a descendant of Fatima, daughter of Abiit Muslim. Their belief in the raja is
also mentioned, again without specification of what they meant by it. Since
Abu Tammam is describing the Mubayyida of Transoxiana, whereas al-Maqdis1
knew the Khurramis from visits to the Jibal, one initially thinks al-Maqdist is
shifting information from an eastern to a western locale. But as will be seen
(below, (b)), it is more likely to be Abtt Tammam who was doing so.

Al-Magqdist adds some observations on their attitude to wine and their
religion as rooted in light-darkness dualism, whereupon he continues:

Those whom we have seen in their homes in Masabadhan and Mihrijan-
qadhaq we found to be exceedingly attentive to cleanliness (nizafa) and
purity (tahara), and very friendly and helpful to people. We found some
who believed in holding women in common, with the women'’s consent,
and in deeming lawful everything which the self delights in and desires
by nature, as long as nobody is harmed by it.5°

Once again, we find that a scholar has tried to get to the bottom of things by
going to hear for himself, in his case in Khurrami villages in the Jibal. That the

50  Maqdisi, Bad’, vol. 4, p. 31
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Khurramis do not observe the ritual precepts of Islam seems to be taken for
granted: what al-Maqdisi stresses is that they were | an extremely clean people,
perhaps in tacit polemic against a supposition that they must be filthy; and his
insistence that they were exceedingly kind people could perhaps be seen as
directed against Ab Tammam’s description of them as secretive and inward-
turned. He confirms that some of them believed in sharing women, with the
women’s consent (which is not suggestive of fraternal polyandry), but here too
the nuanced tone in which he reports suggests a desire to correct stereotypes.

(b) Imams (Madelung and Walker, 78f. = 77)
Abu Tammam continues:

These people claim that when God returned to His throne after His depar-
ture from the body (galab) of Muhammad, He sent His spirit to ‘Alj,
on whom be peace, and after him to Muhammad b. al-Hanafiyya, and
then after him to his son Abu Hashim, and so on (wahidan ba‘da wahid)
until God incarnated Himself in the shape of Abii Muslim. But then He
returned to His throne after leaving the shape of Abti Muslim. Next He
sent His spirit to Abii ’l-Mudar (sic), who went to Byzantium. Al-Mahdi
b. Firtiz will come forth from Byzantium at the end of time according to
their claims.

This is strikingly different from the doctrinal summary given in Part 1. Most
obviously, the divine incarnations are no longer messengers who appear at
long intervals from Adam onwards, bringing new revelations, but rather imams
who take over from Muhammad and follow one another in an uninterrupted
sequence down to the Mahdi at the end of times. In line with this, the focus is
now on the Prophet’s family, which does not figure in Part 1 at all: the divine
spirit here passes from Muhammad to ‘Ali, Muhammad b. al-Hanafiyya, Abit
Hashim, and so on down to Abu Muslim, and from there to a certain Abu ’l-
Mudar (a mistake for Abti Mudar or a corruption?). Further, the orientation is
western: we move from Abu Muslim to Abu ’I-Mudar, of whom we are told that
he went to Byzantium; and it is from Byzantium that the descendant of Aba
Muslim will come forth as the Mahdi at the end of times. Finally, al-Muganna“
himself has disappeared from the list.

The imamic sequence from ‘All via Ibn al-Hanafiyya to Abt Hashim is fa-
mous due to the claim that Abti Hashim bequeathed the imamate to the
‘Abbasids. In the sequence described by Abii Tammam, it is not to the ‘Abbasids
that the imamate is transferred, but rather to Abu Muslim via an undisclosed
sequence of imams in between—wahidan ba‘da wahid, as | we are told, despite
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the brief period involved—and from Abu Muslim it continues in the descen-
dants of the latter’s daughter Fatima, as a non-Arab counterpart to the imamate
in the descendants of Fatima, the daughter of Muhammad. The message is that
Abt Muslim is the true heir of the Prophet, not the ‘Abbasids, who had simply
usurped a bequest made to Aba Muslim, and not the ‘Alids either, since their
rights had passed from Abt Hashim to Abi Muslim. This elevation of Aba Mus-
lim to the position of true, and indeed divine, imam over and above the entire
Hashimi family undoubtedly represents a response to Abii Muslim’s murder,
quite possibly in Khurasan, among Iranians who would later be known under
labels such as Muslimiyya, Khurramiyya and Mubayyida. The question is what,
if anything, it has to do with al-Muqanna“.

In principle, widely spaced bringers of revelation are perfectly compatible
with continuous sequences of imams: the two conceptions were brilliantly
combined in Ismailism (with both the bringers of revelation and the imams
shorn of their divinity). But if Aba Muslim received the imamate from the
‘Alids to start a line of divine Iranian imams, what was al-Muganna‘ doing
as a messenger bringing a new revelation immediately thereafter? Differently
put, the idea of Abii Muslim as imam rested on acceptance of the continuing
validity of Muhammad’s revelation: the claim was only that Iranian leaders of
a divine nature knew better than anyone else what its real meaning was. By
contrast, al-Muganna‘ was a messenger who abrogated Muhammad’s revela-
tion, or conceivably he cast Abtt Muslim in that role (as discussed above, Part 1
(a)): either way, the imamic claims transmitted from Muhammad’s family were
irrelevant. There are no imams in eastern sources such as Narshakhi, Abu ’1-
Maali, Gardizi, al-Biruni, or Aba Tammam’s Part 1 because there is no room
for them; and when sources displaying familiarity with Abti Tammam’s Part 111
try to combine the two conceptions, the result is always apparently confus-
ing.

There is an example of this in al-Maqdisi, who tells us in his account of
al-Muganna“s revolt that al-Muqanna‘ held the divine spirit to have mani-
fested itself in Adam, Seth, Noah, Abraham, Moses, Jesus, Muhammad, ‘Ali,
Muhammad b. al-Hanafiyya and al-Muqanna‘ himself.5! Here, Seth seems to
have been added to make Muhammad the seventh lawgiver, for what follows
is an imamic sequence: the imams are ‘All, Muhammad b. al-Hanafiyya and al-
Muganna‘, who thus takes the place of Abit Hashim.52 No doubt this is why the

51 Maqdisi, Bad’, vol. 6, p. 97. Note that at 98.1 he uses the word galab, also used by Aba
Tammam in 111 (b), for the shape in which al-Muganna“ will reappear.
52 In his account of the Khurramis, al-Maqdisi merely says in more abstract terms that the
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list of divine incarnations in Aba *l-Ma‘@li culminates in al-Muganna‘ under
the name of Aba Hashim.>3 But if al-Muqanna‘ saw himself as an imam, he
must have seen himself as taking over from | Aba Muslim, and here Aba Mus-
lim has disappeared, both as a messenger and as a recipient of the imamate
from Abu Hashim. In Aba Tammam, Part 111, where Abu Muslim takes over
the imamate from Abu Hashim, it is al-Muqanna‘ who has disappeared. The
most obvious explanation is that the imamic sequence did not originally have
anything to do with al-Muqanna“ at all, and that al-Maqdis1’s attempt to com-
bine them reflects the problem posed by Abii Tammam’s strangely contradic-
tory material: he reported both, without any attempt to show how they went
together.

Al-Baghdadi, who reveals his dependence on Aba Tammam’s Part 1 by giv-
ing al-Muqganna“s name as Hisham b. Hakim, also does his best to reconcile the
information: he gives us the standard sequence of messengers from Adam to al-
Muganna, but inserts ‘Ali into it, undoubtedly because he also knew Part 111.54
Similarly, al-Isfar@’ini, whose account shares the name Hisham and other infor-
mation with Aba Tamman’s, inserts ‘Al1 and his descendants into the sequence
of divine messengers, yet continues it with Abit Muslim and al-Muganna“.55

We do not know how al-Muqanna‘ envisaged the transmission of religious
guidance in between the periodic incarnations of God’s spirit in the lawgiving
messengers, and since the only period for which the question was relevant was
that of Islam, he may not even have thought of it, for he was the last divine
incarnation, the Mahdi. What Abu Tammam’s material does allow us to see is
that the inclusion of Aba Muslim in the standard list of messengers is most
likely to represent an addition caused by the confusion of al-Muqanna“ with
other Khurasanis, who saw him as the heir to Aba Hashim. To outsiders, all
those who talked about both Abti Muslim and manifestations of the divine
spirit on earth had to be the same.

Khurramis hold all the messengers to come from the same spirit despite the different
nature of their laws, clearly with reference to their sequence of widely spaced bringers
of revelation, and that in their view revelation (al-waky) will never be cut off, perhaps
meaning that it continues in their imams (Maqdisi, Bad’, vol. 4, p. 30).

53  Abu °l-Mali, Bayan, p. 58. It looked much more meaningful before the discovery of
Abu Tammam, cf. ‘Abbas Zaryab Kha’i, ‘Nukati dar bara-yi Muqanna®, in Haftad magala:
armaghan-i farhangt bih duktur Ghulam-Husayn Sadigi, ed. Yahya Mahdawl and Iraj
Afshar (Tehran, 1369-1371 Sh./1990-1992), pp. 85f. (my thanks to Masoud Jafari Jazi for
drawing this article to my attention).

54  Baghdadi, Farg, p. 243.

55 Isfar@’ini, Tabsir, p. 131. For the other shared information, see above, note 2o0.
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Where, then, did Aba Tammam find his imamic sequence in Part 111?
Though it may have originated in Khurasan, it is in western Iran that we
encounter it: by the later third/ninth century, Aba Muslim had come to be iden-
tified as the progenitor of Babak via his daughter Fatima and her real or alleged
son, Mutahhar.>¢ The Khurramis of the Jibal were Muslimiyya, Ja‘far b. Harb
tells us,57 and Babak’s people were Fatimiyya Khurramis, al-Mas‘adi says.>® It is
in connection with the Khurramis of the Jibal that al-Maqdisi reports the expec-
tation of Mahdi b. Firaz, a descendant of Fatima, daughter of Aba Muslim.>®
It is in connection with the Khurrami revolts in the Jibal that Nizam al-Mulk
reports the same (though given his view that Khurramis and all other sects
remotely like them were essentially the same, this may be more by accident
than design).6® The Ismaili chronicler Dihkhuda reports that the ‘Mazdakis’
of | Azarbayjan who accepted Ismailism in the time of Hasan-i Sabbah, only
to repudiate it in 536/1141, believed the imamate to have passed from ‘Ali via
Muhammad b. al-Hanafiyya, Aba Hashim and the ‘Abbasid Ibrahim al-Imam
to Aba Muslim and his daughter, after which the imam went to Byzantium,
from whence he would return.®! Of the Qaramita, too, we are told that they
believed their Mahdi, Muhammad b. Isma‘il, to have gone to Rum.62 In 218/833,
when a major Khurrami revolt in the Jibal was bloodily suppressed, one of the
rebel leaders had escaped to Byzantium with a large number of followers:63

56  Al-Dinawari, al-Akhbar al-tiwal, ed. Vladimir F. Guirgass (Leiden, 1888), p. 397; for this
daughter of Aba Muslim’s, see al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, Ta’rikh Baghdad (Cairo, 1931), vol. 10,
p- 207 (where she is said to have died without descendants).

57  Nash?’,‘Mas@il al-imama, par. 52, in Van Ess, Friihe mutazilitische Haresiographie, p. 35; cf.
W. Madelung, ‘Frithe mu’tazilitische Haresiographie: das Kitab al-Usul des Ga‘far b. Harb?,
Der Islam, 57 (1980), pp. 220—236; repr. in his Religious Schools and Sects, article v1.

58  Mas‘adi, Murwj, ed. Pellat, vol. 4, § 2398; Paris ed., vol. 6, p.187.

59  Maqdisi, Bad’, vol. 4, p. 31; cf. also vol. 6, p. 95.

60  Nizam al-Mulk, Siyar al-mulik (Siyasatnama), ed. Hubert Darke (Tehran, 1364 Sh./1985),
p. 320; tr. Hubert Darke (on the basis of his earlier edition), (London, 1960), p. 244 (ch. 47,
§14).

61 Dihkhuda in Kashani, Zubdat al-tawarikh, bakhsh-i Fatimiyan wa Nizariyan, ed. Muham-
mad Taqi Danishpazhih (2nd ed., Tehran, 1366 Sh./1987), pp. 187, 189; in Rashid al-Din
Tabib, Jami‘ al-tawartkh: gismat-i Isma‘iiyan wa Fatimiyan wa Nizariyan wa da‘yan wa
rafigan, ed. Muhammad Taqi Danishpazhth and Mudarrisi Zanjani (Tehran, 1338
Sh./1959), pp. 150, 153 (cf. 151, where the Khurramis are explicitly placed in Azarbayjan);
cf. Madelung, Religious Trends, pp. 9f.

62  Al-Nawbakhti, Firaqg al-Shi'a, p. 62 (drawn to my attention by Michael Cook).

63 See Warren Treadgold, The Byzantine Revival, 780-842 (Stanford, ca, 1988), pp. 282f;
Mohamed Rekaya, ‘Mise au point sur Théophobe et Ialliance de Bébek avec Théophile),
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it could be the memory of this man which lies behind the story of the Mahdi
who would come from Byzantium.

In short, Abi Tammam seems to have incorporated an account of Khurramis
based on information relating to the Jibal and Azarbayjan (and perhaps Rayy
as well) into an account of Transoxianan sectarians of the same type on the
common assumption that their beliefs will have been the same. One did not
have to share Nizam al-Mulk’s outlook to think that this was a legitimate
procedure. Where Abii Tammam may have found it I do not know. He did make
a slight attempt to harmonise it with the information in Part 1 by using the
distinctive phrase ‘when God returned to His throne’ in Part 111 as well. But
he left the word for ‘form’ as galab instead of changing it to sira, the word
consistently used in Part 1, and above all he left the two sequences as they
were, in all their blatant incompatibility. One is grateful for that. Had he tried
to harmonise them, it would probably have been impossible to unravel them.

In conclusion, the main findings may be summarised as follows: Abat Tam-
mam’s three parts appear to be based on a book by a certain Ibrahim b. Muham-
mad (wr. before the mid-fourth/tenth century), his own observations, and an
unknown account relating to Khurramis in western Iran, respectively. The
Muganna‘iyya (reflected in Part 1) and the Muslimiyya (reflected in Part 111)
adhered to different doctrines, however closely connected these groups may
have been on the ground. The inclusion of Abti Muslim in al-Muganna“s list
of divine incarnations is probably a mistake. And heresiographical accounts of
al-Muqanna“ written after Aba Tammam, notably al-Baghdadi and Shahrastany,
can be regarded as irrelevant to this enquiry.

Byzantion, 44 (1974), pp. 41-67; John Rosser, ‘Theophilus’ Khurramite Policy and its Finale’,
Byzantina, 6 (1974), pp. 263—271; Salvatore Cosentino, ‘Iranian Contingents in Byzantine
Army’, in La Persia e Bisanzio: convegno internationale (Roma, 14-18 ottobre 2002) (Rome,
2004), pp. 245—-261
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CHAPTER 6

The Muganna‘ Narrative in the Tarikhnama:
Part 1, Introduction, Edition and Translation*

With Masoud Jafari Jazi

Introduction

The Tarikhnama is the work known to most Islamicists as Bal‘amT’s translation
of al-Tabar's Ta’rikh. Commissioned by the Samanid ruler Mansar b. Nah in
352/963,! Bal‘am’s work was not actually a translation, but rather a free adap-
tation of al-Tabar1’s chronicle; and the Taritkhnama is not really Bal‘ami’s adap-
tation, but rather the versions in which it survives. It is extant in at least 160
manuscripts, and some of them contain so much material by later hands that
they must be considered historical sources in their own right rather than ver-
sions of Bal‘am1’s work (let alone of al-Tabari’s). One group of manuscripts, for
example, continue the history all the way down to the time of the caliph al-
Mustarshid (d. 529/1135).2 Bal‘ami does not seem to have dealt in great detail
with the ‘Abbasid period, or even to have covered it at all,2 and he certainly did |
not deal with the revolt of al-Muqganna. It is absent from what are considered
the best manuscripts for the reconstitution of his work and does not figure in
either Zotenberg’s French translation* or Rawshan’s edition of the part dealing
with the Islamic period.

* We should like to thank Kirstie Venanzi of the library of the School of Historical Studies,
Institute for Advanced Study, for her invaluable help in procuring cDs of the manuscripts
from Istanbul and Gotha, Sandy Morton and Kathy Lazenbatt for help at the Royal Asiatic
Society, Dagmar Riedel for checking the Vienna manuscript for us, Peter Golden for speedy
and extremely helpful answers to questions concerning Turks, and Michael Cook for reading
and commenting on the article.

1 See E.L. Daniel, “Manuscripts and editions of Bal‘am1’s Tarjamah-i Tarikh-i Tabari”, Journal of
the Royal Asiatic Society, 1990, 282, a fundamental work to which we are much indebted.

2 Daniel, “Manuscripts”, 290.

3 A.C.S. Peacock, Mediaeval Islamic Historiography and Political Legitimacy: Bal‘am?’s Tarikh-
nama, London and New York, 2007, 104.

4 Bal‘ami, Chronique, tr. H. Zotenberg, 4 vols., Paris, 1867-1874.

5 Tarikhnama-yi Tabari gardanida-yi mansub bih Bal‘ami, ed. M. Rawshan, 5 vols., Tehran, 1366.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2016 DOI: 10.1163/9789004319295_007
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One group of manuscripts, however, does contain an account of al-
Muganna“s revolt, usually inserted in the section on al-Mansur’s caliphate after
Abt Muslim’s death. This account is extant in at least thirty-two manuscripts,®
and two are available in print. Sadighi, the first to use it, found it in a Vienna
manuscript,” and this version is reproduced in the annotations to Rawshan’s
edition of the Tarikhnama, presumably on the basis of Sadighi’s copy. It gives
the narrative in a short and late form which often fails to make sense (see
below, under RS). A different version of the narrative is available in an Indian
lithograph based on an unknown manuscript, which gives a text in an even
worse state of disorder.8 Here we offer a new edition of the text based on bet-
ter manuscripts, along with an English translation, commentary, and an overall
discussion of the light it throws on al-Muganna“s revolt.

The Manuscripts

The manuscripts we have consulted are here listed in alphabetical order of the
English sigla used in the translation, text and commentary, followed by the
Persian sigla used in the edition. For further details about the manuscripts, the
reader is referred to Daniel’s inventory and the catalogues listed there. The two
groups to which we have assigned them are explained after the list.

AS () Aya Sofya 3049 (Tauer 7). Siileymaniye Library, Istanbul, unfoliated (the
Mugqanna“ narrative is placed in the caliphate of al-Mansir). Date: 846/
1442. Group 1. Gives an abbreviated and often corrupt version of little
use.

B (<) British Library, London, Or. 5343, fols. 3922—3942. Date: eighth/four-
teenth century? Group 1. This narrative, which is often close to FT, and
occasionally to FR, preserves important information lost or garbled in
all the other manuscripts that we have seen; but the beginning is miss-
ing.

E () Elliott 377. Bodleian Library, Oxford, fols. 3072—308P. Date: 944/1538.
Group 2, almost identical with M.

6 See the inventory in Daniel, “Manuscripts”, 309 ff.

7 Cf. G.-H. Sadiqj, “Ba‘di az kuhantarin athar-i nathr-i farsi’, Danishkada-yi adabiyat 13, no. 4,
1345, 63; G.-H. Sadighi, Les mouvements religieux iraniens au 11°¢ et au I11° siécle de ['hégire,
Paris, 1938, 164n = Junbishha-yi dini-yi irant dar garnha-yi duwwum wa siwwum-i hijr, Tehran,
1375, 221, with much reference to it thereafter.

8 Tarikh-i Tabart, Kanpir, 1916, 641-644.
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Fatih 4282 (Tauer 8). Siileymaniye Library, Istanbul, fols. 383P-385P.
Date: 850/1446. Group 1. Very close to S; our principal manuscript.
Fatih 4284 (Tauer 5). Silleymaniye Library, Istanbul, fols. 3812-P. Date:
817/1414. Group 1. Close to F and S, but closer to B.

Fatih 4281 (Tauer 4). Siileymaniye Library, Istanbul, fols. 244*-245P.
Date: 725/1325. Group 1. Our earliest dated manuscript, often | close to
F and FT and occasionally to B, this manuscript proved a disappoint-
ment; unlike B, it preserves very little information missing in the other
versions.

Frazer 131. Bodleian Library, Oxford, fols. 5312-533P. Date: not given.
Group 2, often close to G, but occasionally agrees with B, a manuscript
of group 1.

Gotha, Landesbibliothek 2425, vol. ii, fols. 2312—2332. Date: uncertain.
Group 2, and close to FR and Li. The first volume of this manuscript
has a colophon giving the copyist’s name and dating it to Muharram
713/1313. It is an important early copy. The second volume was copied
by two different scribes, however. It starts in a nastalig which runs for
a few pages and then switches to another hand for the rest; it has no
colophon and, as Daniel notes (“Manuscripts’, 310), the very fact that
it has the Muqanna“ narrative suggests that it was copied, at least in
part, from an unrelated volume. Its Muqanna“ narrative is poor. The
narrative is abbreviated, there are numerous careless omissions and
spelling mistakes, and it adds very little to the other manuscripts.
Morley 11 (RAS 24). Royal Asiatic Society, London, unfoliated (the Mu-
ganna“narrative is placed in the caliphate of al-Mansar). Date: 988/1580.
Group 1, and almost identical with E.

Rawshan’s printing, in the notes to his Tarikhnama (iii, pp. 1594-1598),
of the manuscript in which Sadighi discovered the Muganna“ narrative,
Nationalbibliothek, Ms pers., Cod. mixt. 374, fols. 281°—2832.9 Date: fol. 8
contains the signature of the Ottoman sultan Ahmad 111 (1115-1143/1703—
30). Group 1.

Ouseley 299, Bodleian Library, Oxford, pp. 1443—1451. Date: 1051/1641.
Group 1, and very close to F. Judging from the handwriting, it was copied
in Transoxania.l®

9 It is no. 829 in G.F. Fliigel, Die arabischen, persischen und tiirkischen Handschriften der

Kaiserlich-Koniglichen Hofbibliothek zu Wien, Vienna, 1865-1867, ii, 64f., and Daniel, “Ma-
nuscripts”, 321, which caused us many headaches until Dagmar Riedel explained to us

that Fliigel renumbered manuscripts already catalogued without this affecting their shelf

mark; he gives the shelf mark at the end of each entry.

10  Our thanks to Iraj Afshar, who identified the handwriting as a Transoxanian nastaig.
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In addition, we checked our edition against the following manuscripts:

L1 (1d)

L2 (2J)
L3 (3J)

L4 (4J)

L5 (5J)

L6 (6J)

L7 (7d)

L8 (8J)
Lg (9J)

L1o (10J)

L11 (11d)

School of Oriental and African Studies, London, 47978. Date: possibly
eighth/fourteenth century, but there is little in the contents to suggest
great age. Group 2.

British Library, London, Add. 16814, fols. 3522—353P. Date: tenth/six-
teenth century? Group 2.

British Library, London, Add. 26174, fols. 2942—2962. Date: Jumada 11,
906/1500. Group 2.

India Office (now the British Library), London, 1.0. Islamic 2669 (Ethé
2), fols. 330P—3322. Date: “very old”, but unfortunately the hand on which
this estimate is based comes to an abrupt end at fol. 314°. | The rest,
including the Muqanna“ narrative, is written in a more recent-looking
nastalig, and there is nothing in the contents to suggest high age. Group
L

India Office, British Library, 1.0. Islamic 738 (Ethé 3), unfoliated (the
Muganna“ narrative is placed in the caliphate of al-Mansir). Date: 1010/
1601£.? Group 1.

India Office, British Library, 1.0. Islamic 125 (Ethé 4), fols. 4752—4782
Date: 1025/1616. Group 1.

India Office, British Library, 1.0. Islamic 318 (Ethé 5), unfoliated (the
Muganna“ narrative follows the accession of al-Mansir). Date: 1089/
16787 Group 1.

India Office, British Library, 1.0. Islamic 3310 (Ethé 7), fols. 647°-6502
Date: before 1035/1625. Group 1.

India Office, British Library, 1.0. Islamic 1938 (Ethé g), fols. 637°—676P.
Group 2.

India Office, British Library, 1.0. Islamic 747 (Ethé 10), fols. 4402—441".
Date: 1013/1604 f. This is the only manuscript we have seen which places
the narrative in the caliphate of al-Mahdi (though it still starts pas Bi
Jafar mardi ra bi-Khurasan firistad). Group 1.

Royal Asiatic Society 23 (Morley 10), fols. 220°—222P. Date: “of consider-
able antiquity”. Close to G. Group 2.

The lithograph (group 2) was too corrupt to be of any use.

The manuscripts vary quite considerably among themselves in both major

and minor ways, but they fall into two broad groups. The first is represented by
AS,B,F,FT,FTH, S, RS, L4, L5, L6, L7, L8 and Lio, the second by E, FR, G, M, L1, L2,
L3, Lg, L1 and the lithograph. The narrative in group 11is fuller than in group 2,
even when the later manuscripts shorten or truncate it. Group 2 lacks sections
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2,6, and 19, as well as 23:2. Sections 4 and 7 are often omitted in group 2 as well,
and when it does have section 7, it has it in a quite different version. It also
has different versions of other episodes,!! and the two groups are sometimes
set apart by distinct wording too.1? But both groups have material not found
in the other, and one sometimes needs both to reconstitute the narrative. If
L1, L1, and the second volume of G are as ancient as they are estimated to be,
the groups had separated before the time from which our earliest manuscripts
survive.

Neither group, however, preserves enough for a full reconstitution of the
narrative, let alone of something that could pass for the original text: the
beginning of the story is lost in both versions, and several crucial passages
relating to the loss and reconquest of Samarqand are so defectively preserved
in all the manuscripts that one can only guess at the events behind them.
In addition, there are | countless differences of wording and word order, and
even sentence order, both between the two groups and within them, and all
manuscripts have passages in which hopeless confusion reigns.

Editorial Principles

Our editorial principles are based on the fact that the original text cannot be
reconstituted: what we have are many different refractions of a narrative which
seems to be irretrievably lost. It is clearly in group 1 that the best refractions are
preserved, and our edition is based on F, which is both an early manuscript
and one which has a reasonably full version. The much later, but very similar,
S has been used in a closely supporting role. All differences between these two
manuscripts are given in the notes, except for trivial variations such as pas
chin in the one as against chiin in the other, the use of the accusative ra or
the indefinite ¢ in the one and not in the other, or minor variations in word
order. With these exceptions, F and S are identical where no differences are
indicated. Since our interest lies in the events covered in the narrative rather

11 Notably of the ruse used by Kharija against Muslim b. ‘Ugba (cf. below, 5:5). In addition,

Sa‘id al-Harashi is governor of Ahwaz in all manuscripts of group 1 except B (which has
Herat, of which Ahwaz is clearly a corruption); by contrast, he is governor of Kirman in all
manuscripts of group 2.

12 In the story of Sa‘id’s sheep, group 1 has Sa‘id say agar Rabra wa Mudar, whereas group 2
omits the agar (13:1). In group 1 Jibra’ll puts his dead brother in a tomb (ba-gur kard); in
almost all manuscripts of group 2 he buries him (dafn kard) (9214).
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than the history of textual transmission, we have inserted material from the
other manuscripts when they preserve narrative which must have been in the
original text (if not necessarily in precisely that wording), since the versions
without it make little or no sense. Most of the insertions come from B and
FT, two early manuscripts of which the former in particular preserves valuable
material lost elsewhere; but a few insertions come from elsewhere, occasionally
even from group 2. All insertions are identified in the notes, and when they are
more than one word long, they are signalled in the text by * at the beginning
and ** at the end. Non-trivial variants in AS, B, FH, and FT and the manuscripts
of group 2 are also indicated in the notes, and some of these notes have been
translated or paraphrased in the English translation as well to enable readers
without Persian to follow the discussion. But we have made no attempt to
indicate all the countless ways in which these manuscripts differ from F and
S, or among themselves, and group 2 is normally represented by E, G, M and FR
alone. Variations from the manuscripts marked L followed by a number, when
indicated at all, are normally from L1 and L, in view of their possibly high age.
But generally speaking, the L group is only included when it has variants of
interest not found in any of the other manuscripts (which is rarely the case),
or when it is important to see what all the manuscripts say. When material
from manuscripts other than F or S is reproduced in the notes, the wording
is that found in the manuscript listed first. They do not always use the same
wording, but attempts to indicate the differences would have made the critical
apparatus enormous and even more confusing than it is already without any
useful purpose being served thereby.

We have deferred to the current practice of replacing old orthographic con-
ventions with modern ones even where this affects the rasm, as in the writ-
ing of bih as a separate word, or the use of alif + ya’ as the indefinite marker
after ha-yi ghayr malfiiz instead of hamza (sometimes used in the manuscripts,
though mostly they use nothing at all). The practice seems questionable in that
it involves the insertion of whole letters, as opposed to mere diacritical marks,
in the text and obscures the lines along which words were corrupted, and in the
notes we have left the rasm as we found it. But we have freely inserted the stroke
distinguishing gaf from kaf, dots distinguishing ‘ayn from | ghayn, kha’ or jim
from Aa’, the madd, and so on (which are sometimes found in the manuscripts
too, but often not). Some manuscripts quite consistently write the dot over dals
following a vowel, but we have not reproduced it. All paragraph divisions and
punctuation are our own, but the heading is in the manuscript.

Orthography apart, our editing is conservative. Even passages which are
obviously wrong have been left as they are when the original wording cannot
be reconstituted, though it may be easy to guess what was originally meant.
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For example, we have refrained from emending the text when it identifies
al-Muqanna‘ and the Khaqan (para. 2 and 3), though it is both wrong and
confusing, because one can only guess at how the text came to be corrupted.
Emending it would have amounted to contributing to the process by which the
narrative was transformed. In situations such as this, where all the manuscripts
are corrupt, we have decided rather to show all the different versions in the
notes, to allow the reader to make up his or her own mind as to what the
original statement may have been. We engage in our own guesswork in the
separate commentary, to which the reader is referred for discussion of textual
and historical matters alike. In view of the degree to which the text has been
corrupted in the course of recopying and retelling, we also thought it best
to make the translation as literal as we could without rendering it positively
painful.

Symbols, Abbreviations and Main Short Forms

Apart from the manuscript sigla, special signs in the notes to the edition are
limited to the plus sign (+) for “adds” and the minus sign (written + to forestall
confusion with the hyphen) for “does not have”.

Most short forms are found within reasonable proximity of the first refer-
ence, where full bibliographical details are given, but the following are used
too often, or at intervals too wide, to be easily retrievable:

Abu’l-Ma‘al Abu’l-Ma‘ali, Bayan al-adyan, ed. H. Radi, Tehran, 1342.

EP? Encyclopaedia of Islam, second edition, Leiden, 1960—2004.
Gardizi Gardizi, Tarikh, ed. ‘A.-H. Habibi, Tehran, 1363.

Hamza Hamza al-Isfahani, Ta’rikh sintmuluk al-ard wa’l-anbiya’, ed. LML.E.

Gottwaldt, Leipzig, 1844-1848; ed. Beirut, 1961. References are
given in that order, in the form 221/163.

1A Ibn al-Athir, al-Kamil fi °l-Ta’rikh, ed. C. Tornberg, Dar Sadir re-
print, Beirut, 1965. Where the same information is given in IA and
Gardiz, it comes from Sallami (cf. EI? s.v. “Sallam1”).

Tab. al-Tabarl, Ta’rikh al-rusul wa’l-muliik, ed. M.J. de Goeje and others,
Leiden, 1879-1901.
TB Tartkh-i Bukhara, ed. C. Schefer, Paris, 1892; ed. M. Ridawi, Tehran

1353; tr. R.N. Frye, The History of Bukhara, Cambridge, Mass., 1954.
References are given in that order, in the form TB 67f./95f. = 69.
al-Ya‘qubi, Kitab al-Buldan, ed. M.J. de Goeje, Leiden, 1892.
al-Ya‘qubi, Ta’rikh, ed. M.Th. Houtsma, Leiden, 1883.

=
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Zaryab, “Nukat1” ‘A. Zaryab Khu'i, “Nukati dar bara-yi Muqanna®, in Y. Mahdawi
and 1. Afshar (eds), Haftad maqala: armaghan-i farhangt bih duk-
tur Ghulam-Husayn Sadiqt, Tehran, 1369.



124 CHAPTER 6

163 Text

Ol 1 (2 O Jore Sy e

st O dim oS O b o S fes g e 510 a1
a2 cdal Olal 2 & Mo O 2 ol p Ol 2 4 1y o) s o s S)be OB
DLl 535 i 51 Ole b o35 Ly 800 (KATIED) 3 5ladly ol 5 Ol 2
e ol b a5 STl ta 3 a2 g lof L ey h g slih s
Aol A3 5 55 4 gé,,t,;’T;\u.w.&ll\.\?oumb,\sm«;@;.\)u,); o 2L
3.3}{-»\5&.«&&5JﬁéJﬁTc’lﬁQﬁJJJ).))&T-\ﬁﬁ}

O 2hcbS 5 p s o o 4 OB e (rl st el (5 Se 01 2
olpor b s (S QB (13 515 e a5 (63l oy A5 53 4 (2 U S
6.okdl o 4 sl

ey LB K57 (£ O S O +ilep 1

2 4\L4j.,\6.\,;\—@lm e, Iyg) s a® g im0 ls J\378L5JJJ'\éu\p“@kﬁ"j\ﬂ’:g') 2
.MC‘}@T+:C‘§‘U’J.J&J‘ZJ?\:{\J}\:C‘§

C’.Z»:ua).dlé\é-.\;w;ﬂﬁd,?)\... 55630 10d ¢5d 4d drw o OB 351l 3
.;jﬁlbjéjgfj&l»f...c'bzndcgdczdudcfc(xc\;..uw&l»
b)\.\f;m}i‘l;f.\jt':u(;)rt{&ul&}_\iﬁf‘mébcw.%}xzjoifjﬁcjbﬁ-
.Jjo..\ZLﬁ

ol imd 5

A&w&lﬁg"dj—\g:rCL.JM[{&..JJA.JXM&AKOBBJH\AT&;JC‘)JQ:ZJCld(j 6

“ 3



THE MUQANNA® NARRATIVE IN THE TARIKHNAMA (PART 1) 125
Translation™

Note: The notes given in this section are translations of those notes to the
edition which are relevant to historians without Persian. They are given in the
same numbering as in the edition and so are not consecutive.

Jibra’1l b. Yahya’s Governorship of Khurasan

1. 1. When Abu Ja‘far killed Abit Muslim, he chose a man from among the great
and brave officers by the name of Jibra’1l b. Yahya and sent him with an army to
Khurasan. 2. When Jibra’ll came to Khurasan, the whole of Khurasan deferred
to him. 3. From there he set out for Samarqand and Bukhara at the order of
Abt Ja‘far. He appointed a deputy in Khurasan and left, setting out for Bukhara.
4. The whole city came out to meet him and became obedient to him. He
appointed a deputy in Bukhara by the name of ‘Abd al-Malik. 5. Then he went
from there and came to the gate of Samarqand, which at that time had come
into the hands of Muganna‘, who was king of Sogdia.3

2. 1. When the power of the Umayyads was overturned, this Muqanna‘
Khaqan [sic] had taken control of Samarqand by means of a ruse.* 2. When
Jibra’1l b. Yahya reached the gate of Samarqand, the governor was a man whose |
name was Muqganna® on behalf of the Khaqan, king of Sogdia. He got ready for
battle with many troops.®

[Ed.: The edition and translation were printed consecutively in the original publication.]

3 S, AS: on behalf of the Khaqan, king of Sogdia. L4, L5, L1o: a man ... on behalf of the king of
Sogdia, the Khagan. RS: Muqanna, king of Sogdia. E, M, G, L1, L2, L3, Li:: Muqganna“ ... who
was king of the Turks and Farghana.

4 RS: + and appointed someone by the name of Sipahdar. FTH: just the Kharijites had rebelled
[in] Azerbaijan when the power of the Umayyads collapsed, which was put right in the time
of Saffah, so Samarqand had also been taken by the Khagan whose name was Muganna‘ and
who had installed the sipahdar.

5 FTH: Sipahdar.

6 G, L1, L2: He came to the gate of Samarqand and prepared to fight the Khagan, who was king

of Sogdia. E, M: the same, without “who was king of Sogdia”.

mid-170
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3. 1. The city became divided into two groups, one in favour of Khagan-i
Muganna“” and the other in favour of Jibra'll b. Yahya. Then they fought.® 2.
Whoever opposed him from among the Sogdians and the Turks all fled.®

4. 1. When the king of Sogdia, Muqanna‘, heard that Jibra’il b. Yahya had
come to Samarqand and taken it, he assembled an army. 2. Many had gone
from Samarqand to him and all came together with him, and an uncountable
army of Sogdians, Turks and Sapidjamagan (Whiteclothed ones), who were a
Turkish people known by that name. 3. Then he made a man their commander
over them!® and sent (them) to Samarqand. When they approached Samar-
qand, they camped at the gate of Samarqand. Then Jibra’il b. Yahya came out
from Samarqand with a large army and camped the army along the side of
Samargand. 4. They fought the Sogdians.!! Muqanna“s commander (sipahdar)
was defeated, and they killed many of the Turks and Whiteclothed ones, while
Jibra’1l stayed firm.

5. 1. The news reached Muganna‘, who chose a bloodthirsty man called
Kharija and gave him 10,000 men, whereupon he sent him to Samarqand; he
laid siege to it. 2. Jibra’il asked for help from Khurasan,'¢ and the governor of
Khurasan sent an officer by the name of ‘Ugba b. Muslim al-Azdi with 7,000
chosen men and told him to go and fight Muqanna“ in Kish. ‘Ugba then went
and came to a village called Bagh-i Margh/Murgh. Muganna“ heard of this and

7 L6: in favour of the Khagan. Lio, AS: in favour of the king of Sogdia. G, FTH, E, M, Lu: in
favour of the sipahdar. Missing in RS.
AS: + and Jibra’1l b. Yahya entered the city and took Samarqgand.
G, E, M, L1, L11: They killed many of the opposing group and routed others. They killed the
sipahdar of Muqanna“ and Jibrall b. Yahya entered the city.

10 FTH: then he made this sipahdar commander over them.

1 FTH: they fought Sughdigan, Muganna“s commander (sipahdar), and overthrew him, and
the enemy was defeated.

16 E, M, FR, G: Jibrall sent somebody to ‘Abd al-Malik asking for help.
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sent Firiz. 3. He confronted ‘Ugba and they fought.!® ‘Ugba charged with all
his companions, defeated the enemy, and killed some Turks and Whiteclothed
ones. Then ‘Ugba set out for Kish.! 4. Muganna“ wrote a letter to Kharija, recall-
ing him from Samarqand. This Kharija then engaged in a ruse. A messenger
came to ‘Ugba and gave him a letter. He [‘Ugba] said, “Whom did you get this
letter from?” He [the messenger] said, “From Nawan,?? the dihgan of Hajdan.”
He read the letter. 5. In it was written, “O amir, I have heard that God has given
you victory over the enemy and I have given many thanks for it. Know that |
Kharija has defeated Jibra’ll and killed many of his troops and raided Samar-
qand, and is now on his way to you."?6 6. ‘Ugba believed that this statement
was true, though none of it was. Then he set about returning. The Turks came
after him, raided, and took his treasury. 7. ‘Ugba went to Balkh and wrote a let-
ter from there to Marw, to the governor of Khurasan, and informed him of the
situation.

18 F: The governor of Khurasan, who was his deputy, sent a man with 10,000 men whose name
was ‘Ugba b. Muslim and sent him to assist him. So once again they confronted this ‘Ugba.

19 F, FT: Then ‘Ugba set about to return.

22 Thus B (n’wn, first letter is undotted); FTH, the only other manuscript to give the name,
has VL.

26 G, E, M, FR: A messenger came to ‘Ugba b. Muslim, bearing a letter, and said, “Jibra’il b.
Yahya sent this letter saying that God, exalted is He, has given us victory and defeated the
enemy.’
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6. 1. ‘Abd al-Malik, the governor of Khurasan, wrote a letter to Balkh to Shyt
b. Salih, the deputy of Dawnid b. Dawud in Balkh, and H’jm al-Dhuhli,?! amir of
Tirmidh, and to ‘Amr b. Ma‘qil b. ‘Aqil, amir of Chaghaniyan, ordering them to
go. The whole army came together at Tirmidh, fourteen thousand strong. 2. Al-
Muganna“ sent Sarjama, Khashawi, and Kayyak Ghuar1 with fifteen thousand
men. 3. They came and camped in front of each other. Sarjama said to his
brother: go to ‘Amr b. ‘Agil and say to him, ‘I have repented of my assistance to
Muganna‘ and have realized that he is a liar. Tomorrow I will arrange the Turks
separately and come into your protection with my family.” ‘Amr b. ‘Aqil was
pleased when Sarjama’s brother came and said this, and he replied, “It will be
good if you do what you say.” ‘Amr informed his people. Then Sarjama’s brother
returned, and the next day he arranged the Turks on one side and said, “When
I attack, you should attack from an(other) side.” This is what they did, and they
wielded their swords, killing many Muslims, while others were routed.

31 From B, possibly Dahilat. FTH: Hamajam al-Dahl. FT: Haham al-Dahl (?). FS: Jamajam.
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7. 1. Then Muqganna“® wrote a letter to Sarjama, telling him to go to
Chaghaniyan. Sarjama came to Chaghaniyan and laid siege to it; for one month
he laid siege to Chaghaniyan, and every day they would raid one or two villages.
2. Kharija was at the gate of Samarqand and Sarjama was in Chaghaniyan.3?

8.1. Al-Muganna“ then sent a man by the name of Hajami*? with 3,000 men
and told him to go and take Nakhshab, so he came to the gate of Nakhshab. 2. All
the Nakhshabis, great and small, came to an agreement and made a compact
(to resist) and the wealthy men made foodstuffs plentiful for fear of famine,
and they all came out for war and began to fight. 3. Hajami knew that he could
do nothing. They deliberated and said to Hajami, “There is a man, a dihgan in
the village of Tamtudar*? by the name of Ahmad, who has many possessions; we
should go there and raid.” So they went from the gate of Nakhshab and came
to this village and laid siege to it. 4. In that village there was a strong fortress.
Hajami ordered them to throw water around that fortress so that maybe it
would be destroyed. But the fortress only became stronger. Ahmad b. Abi Bakr
came to | an agreement with his men. One night they suddenly came out and
killed all these Whiteclothed ones and hanged Hajami in that village.

9.1. The news reached Muqganna’‘, who was grieved. 2. Hajami had a brother,
a dihqan in Hajdan. Muqanna‘ wrote him a letter and told him to devise a ruse
to make Jibra'll come out of Samarqand. 3. That dihgan wrote a letter to Jibra’il

39 FR, L1, L2, L3, Lg: Then Muganna‘ sent a man by the name of Sarjama to reinforce Kharija
and told him to gather troops from Chaghaniyan and everywhere. He went and gathered
troops while Kharija was at Samarqgand.

40 RS:Muganna‘ sent another Turk.

42 Other Mss have Namudar, Mardi and Mudi.
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THE MUQANNA® NARRATIVE IN THE TARIKHNAMA (PART 1) 135

and said, “O amir, we have been reduced to misery by the many raids that we
are suffering as a result of the oppression of the Whiteclothed ones. If the amir
saw fit to send us some horsemen so that we could come to Samargand with
our families, the amir would earn great reward.” 4. When Jibra’il read the letter,
he sent his brother with many troops. 5. When the dihgan knew that Jibrail’s
brother had come, he went out to receive him and said, “O amir, the Turks have
cut off our water, for some days people have been dying of thirst. If the amir
would proceed to the top of the valley and the mainspring of the water, maybe
we would find water.” 6. Yazid b. Yahya said, “We need a man to guide us.” A
man from among his companions by the name of Nasr said, “O amir, this man
wants to play a trick. If you want to know, call the guide and ask him whether
he knows where the wellspring of the water is.” 7. Then he realized that it was
a trick, and the scouts went out and ran around. The scouts came back and
said, “The enemy has come in uncountable numbers and an army is lying in
ambush in the valley.” 8. Then the dihgan of Hajdan came, the troops came out
of their ambush, and the Turks came from another direction and engaged in
a big battle. 9. Yazid b. Yahya was wounded in two places and turned back in
retreat until he came to a ruined villa on the road. He went inside, then the
enemy surrounded them, and they engaged in battle that day. 10. When night
fell they went into a corner, with the Turks besieging them from all sides, and
Yazid b. Yahya died. 11. When Jibra’ll saw that his brother was late in coming, he
himselfgot mounted and left Samargand with an army, and came to that ruined
villa, where he saw the Turks engaged in battle. 12. Jibrall b. Yahya shouted
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THE MUQANNA® NARRATIVE IN THE TARIKHNAMA (PART 1) 137

allahu akbar with the troops, and when Nasr b. Layth heard the sound of the
takbir, he said, “Good news, the amir has come.” 13. They threw themselves out
of the ruin and attacked; the Whiteclothed ones were defeated; Jibra’il routed
the Turks and killed the dihgan of Hajdan, and the others were defeated. 14.
Jibra’ll b. Yahya then carried his brother to Samarqand and put him in a tomb.

10. 1. Then Muganna“ sent the difgan of Nira/Nabra®4 to Samarqand with
14,000 men to help, and they laid siege to Samarqand. 2. Muganna‘ wrote to
Khallukh Khaqan and called upon him to attack Samarqand. Khallukh Khaqan
came, and they all got together. 3. Khallukh Khaqgan had a brother by the name
of Qil, a great warrior. He asked for single combat and Layth b. Nasr went up to
him and fought single combat with him and killed him. 4. Then Nira/Nabra the

64  Other Mss have Niza and Nirak.
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THE MUQANNA® NARRATIVE IN THE TARIKHNAMA (PART 1) 139

dihgan came forth and Layth b. Nasr attacked and killed him too. The Muslims
rejoiced. 5. The Turks followed the Muslims into Samarqand. When night fell,
they killed and raided in Samarqand.”™

11. 1. They informed Aba Ja‘far of this,”> and he wept over the affliction of
the Muslims. 2. Then he appointed Mu‘adh b. Muslim as governor of Khurasan
and said to him, “Go and dismiss ‘Abd al-Malik and all his governors except for
Jibra’ll b. Yahya, who is a blessed man; and work hard at the war against the
enemy.” 3. When Mu‘adh b. Muslim came to Marw, he wrote a letter to Sa‘id al-
Harashi, the amir of Herat,80 and told him to come. Sa‘id said that he would join
him in Bukhara. 4. Mu‘adh came with troops82 and Jibrall came to Samarqand
with troops, in siege.83

74 Thus F, FTH and S. Paragraph 5 in FT: and the Turks (got) inside Samarqand; when
evening fell the Muslims were defeated by Muganna“s army, and they killed and raided
Samarqand. In B: and they got into Samarqand; when evening fell, Muganna“s army was
defeated. In RS: When evening fell, they went by another route to Samarqand and raided
and killed. In FR, G, L1, Lu, E, M: and the Turks killed many of the Muslims, and the
Muslims were defeated. The Turks made a ruse and got into Samarqand and raided and
killed. (E, M: + and the Muslims were defeated.)

75 Thus F, S, RS, G, FR, E, M, L1—11. FT: Commander of the Faithful. B: Muganna“.

8o Thus B. S: Ahwar. F, FT, RS: Ahwaz. G, L1, L1, E, M, FR: Kirman.

82 B adds “to "bwy/bwkht’.

83 FR: Jibrall b. Yahya also with troops and came on the gate of Samarqgand. G, M, E: and
Jibra’ll also came with troops from the gate of Samarqand. Perhaps: Jibra’ll b. Yahya went
with troops to the gate of Samarqand and laid siege to Samarqand (?).
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THE MUQANNA® NARRATIVE IN THE TARIKHNAMA (PART 1) 141

12. 1. Kayyak Ghari spoke with Khallukh8* Khaqgan. Khallukh Khaqan said,
“The spoils of Samarqand are mine.” Kayyak Ghari said, “I did the fighting, why
should I give you anything?” 2. Kayyak said to his companions, “We should go
and occupy the road to Paykand against the Muslim troops and raid them (from
there) and (then) leave.” Then they went and hid themselves in the desert. 3.
Mu‘adh b. Muslim put his troops in battle order and sent the cavalry to Paykand,
one group after another. Kayyak Ghuri did not see fit to come out until Mu‘adh
b. Muslim came with 4,000 men from his special troops. Kayyak threw himself
at him. 4. Mu‘adh said the takbir and threw fear and terror into the hearts of
the Turks. They turned about fleeing and the Muslims put them to the sword,
killing 300 men from among the Turks, and brought the heads to Bukhara. 5.
People gave much praise to Mu‘adh. They assembled at Bukhara, and Sa‘id al-
Harashi came with an army, and he gave the troops their pay. He constructed
mangonels and took with him 3,000 men who were diggers of trenches and pits,
as well as 10,000 sheep.

13. 1. Mu‘adh told Sa‘id to sell these sheep, as they would attract the Turks.
Sa‘id said, “If Rabi‘a and Mudar were to get together like a mountain, they would
not be able to take a hair from these sheep.” Mu‘adh said, “Whatever comes to

84 B, L1: Khalaj.
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THE MUQANNA® NARRATIVE IN THE TARIKHNAMA (PART 1) 143

us, comes from booty.” 2. Then he decamped with the army and went. He put
Sa‘id over the vanguard and the sheep were entrusted to a hundred horsemen.
3. The Turks came and took all those sheep. Sa‘d attacked, and one party of the
Turks engaged in battle while another drove the sheep away. 4. Mu‘adh found a
trench and dismounted there, and sent somebody to Sa‘id, telling him to come.
5. Sad said, “How can I come to you when the Turks have carried away all the
sheep? Give me troops so that I can get my sheep back.” Mu‘adh said, “Damn
your sheep!”

14. 1. Sa‘ld abandoned Mu‘adh out of rancour so that the Turks and White-
clothed ones besieged him. The Muslims in that trench suffered thirst, they
could not go to the water. 2. Then a Turkoman came to Mu‘adh, bringing a letter
from Hashim b. Harb, the amir of Shash, saying that he was coming with troops
to assist the amir. They asked the Turkomans to give them permission to go to
the water. 3. They went and dismounted in a trench, where they assembled!?
some horses; thereafter ten horsemen who coveted the horses came; they took
five Turks and killed them. Mu‘adh was (pleasantly) surprised. 4. When the
troops arrived to reinforce Mu‘adh, the army went and came to Samarqand,
where all the troops were united and confronted (the enemy) for battle. 5. The
Whiteclothed ones were routed and the Muslims followed them, setting fire to

109 FT, B:letloose.
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that village, and Kharija fled at night with a thousand men. 6. Then a comman-
der with a group of Muqanna“s (men) asked for protection. When they came
before Mu‘adh they threw themselves at him in order to kill him. The ghulams
surrounded them and killed every single one of them. 7. Mu‘adh came with
(divine) support and entered Samarqand as the victor.

15. 1. Then the news reached Muqanna“ and he was grieved. He assembled
all his followers, men and women, in the castle of Nawa[kit], 2. where he had
been gathering food and fodder for ten years. It was two castles, one inside the
other, and extremely strong.

16.1. Then Mu‘adh b. Muslim made Jibrall b. Yahya his deputy in Samarqand
and set off for Muganna“ himself. 2. He sent a man on his behalf to Muganna“
to call him to God in the hope that he would return from unbelief. When that
man came back to Mu‘adh, he [Mu‘adh] asked, “How did you find that accursed
man?” 3. He said, “I reached a castle, the roads were difficult, and they kept me
in that castle for a day. Then somebody came and took me to a room decorated
with silk, with a curtain hung in front of it and a good-looking slaveboy standing
by the curtain. 4. He [Muganna‘] shouted, ‘The lord [sayyid] says, what have you
come for?”” He [the narrator] said, “I prepared for death and said, ‘You claim
to be God and yet you do not know who I am and what I have come for?’ 5. I
also said, ‘What power do you have, you who came into this castle like (other)
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weak (human beings)? He shouted, Thave power over my servants.”” 6. He [the
narrator] said, “I gave him advice and called him to the religion. The more I'said,
the louder he shouted. Then he [the slave] took me by the hand and led me to
Kharija, saying, ‘Escort this man so that nobody harms him.”

17.1. When the man had told Mu‘adh this story, Mu‘adh inspected the troops
and sent Dawud b. Dawud!?> from one side while coming from another side
himself. They surrounded the castle and started making war on it from both
sides until winter came. 2. Mu‘adh told Dawiid b. Dawiid to go to Balkh and
get ready in spring, since the Arabs cannot do anything in the cold. 3. Then he
sent Dawid away, and when Dawid retired, the Whiteclothed ones came and
attacked him on the way, but he defeated them and killed | many of them and
went to Kish, and from there to Balkh, while Mu‘adh went to Samargand.'?®

18. 1. Sa‘ld al-Harashi sent a letter to Mahdi'3 every day complaining about
Mu‘adh until a letter came to Mu@adh telling him to put Sa‘id al-Harashi in
charge of the army and give him everything he required so that he could lead
the war against Muqanna’, and a letter came to Sa‘id telling him not to be remiss
in the war against the enemy. Mu‘adh entrusted all the troops to him!33 and gave

125 B, here and thereafter: Dawud b. Abi Dawid.

129 RS: + In this year Aba Ja‘far Mansar died; the heir apparent was his son, Mahdi, and he
became caliph.

130 Thus B, FT, RS, E, M, FR, L1, Lu. F, S: Aba Ja‘far.

133 G, L, L, E, M, FR: + The reason for that was that Aba Ja‘far died in that year and his son
Mahdi succeeded him. He gave the governorship of Khurasan to Sa‘id.
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them pay. 2. Then Sa‘ld summoned Dawiid b. Dawiid from Balkh. When Dawad
came, Sa‘ld inspected the army and left Samarqand. He placed troops around
the four sides of the castle and started fighting.136

19. 1. One day his brother, Qyrm,13” who was dubbed Khasham, came out for
single combat. Asid b. Jibra’ll b. Yahya came out to meet him and killed him. 2.
There was a man in a fortress in Kish, one of the great men of the group there,
whose name was Fy’rm,138 and with him in the fortress were 30,000 Kishshi men
and women and children in the fortress of Bawkat.139 3. This Fy’rm repented and
came to an agreement with these Kishshis, and they killed all the Whiteclothed
ones who were with them. Fy’rm!#° came with all these Kishshis to Sa‘id al-
Harash. 4. Sa1d rejoiced. They took all the fodder which was in the fortress of
Bawkat,'*! and Sa‘d gave every woman and child a dinar and sent all of them
back to Kish.

20. 1. However much he tried, he could not find a way of conquering that
fortress, and winter came. He ordered the Arabs to build houses, so they built
houses and baths and every great man made a mosque for himself. 2. There was
a man among the Muslim troops called Jabir b. Ahid who was good at scaling
walls, being a light man. This Jabir pledged with two others that they would
cross the trench!#5 that night and get inside the enemy’s ranks and kill Kharija.

136 FR, G, L1, Ly, E, M: + An account of the caliphate of Mahdi b. Mansar. When Mahdi b.
Mansar became caliph, he sent an army in every direction, to every frontier, and said,
“Keep me informed of everything that happens, whether good or bad, so that I can take
appropriate action.”

137 S,L6, L7: Qrm.

138 Or Fy'dm. FT, B: Qyrm. S, Ly: Fs'rm (?). L8: Qu’rm. L6: Q’rm. RS: Qtwm.

139  From B (Nawkat/Nawkar/Bawkar/Bawkat, etc., undotted).

140  Fhere has Qy’rm.

141 Again from B, this time dotted.

145  G:+ which surrounded the castle.
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3. All three went and crossed the trench and got inside among the enemy, where
they found Kharija drunk. They cut off his head and went and presented it to
Sa‘id. Sa‘d rejoiced and gave all three of them a robe of honour. 4. The next day
the Whiteclothed ones found Kharija headless, without anybody knowing who
had done it.

21. 1. The news of this reached Muganna‘, he was distressed and grieved,
and gave the army to his son Sarjama. 2. Some time passed after that. Mahdi
removed Mu‘adh from the governorship of Khurasan and gave it to Musayyab
b. Zuhayr, sending him as governor to Khurasan. Musayyab came to Khurasan,
and from Khurasan to Bukhara, where he sent the insignia of government
(lit. the diploma and the banner) of Transoxania to Jibra’ll b. Yahya. 3. Some
days after that, Sarjama sent a messenger to Sa‘d, saying, “If I come into your
protection, do you accept not to harm me and my companions, in return for
me letting you into the castle?” Sa‘id said, “I accept.” Sarjama came out with an
army and 3,000 men received into Sa‘d’s protection, and Sa‘ld honoured him
and granted him safety. 4. Sarjama was in the outer castle and Muqanna“ in the
inner one. Sad entered the outer one.

22. 1. Muganna“ realized that everything was over. He sat down with his
hundred wives and prepared a cup full of wine in which he had put poison
for every one of them, telling them to drink. They all drank and all died on the
spot. 2. There was a woman by the name of Bantiqa/Nabiiqa, she did not drink
that wine. Remaining seated where she was, she poured it down her collar and
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threw herself down—that woman knew he was a liar. 3. Then Muqganna“ went
to his ghulams and gave all of them poison so that they died. 4. Banuqa says,
“I saw him coming like a drunken camel with an unsheathed sword, he had a
special servant called Badr, and he cut that servant to pieces. 5. Then he went
to a hearth full of fire and threw himself in it, saying, T have led astray so many
people and caused them to perish, and in the end I must burn myself! He was
throbbing and braying in that fire until he was burnt.” 6. When Bantuqa saw that
he had destroyed himself, she went up on the roof of the castle and shouted, “Do
you want me to open the gate of the castle?” Sa‘1d said yes. She said, “On one
condition.” He told her to ask whatever she wanted. (She said), “On condition
that you allow me to take all my ornaments and clothes and that you give me
ten thousand dirhams from the treasury.” Sa‘id said, “I accept.” They thought
that Muqanna“ was still alive. Then Bantiga came down and opened the gate,
and people went in. Sa‘ld did everything he had agreed to, and Banuqa told the
whole story of Muganna.

23. Sa‘ld spat in the face of ‘Abdallah b. ‘Amr b. ‘Amir b. Kurayz al-Qurashi,
saying, “Your ancestors were enemies of the family of the Prophet, you have
become more accursed and turned wholly infidel.” Then he ordered them to
cut off his head.

24. 1. Then Sa‘id al-Harashi removed all that Muqganna“ had gathered over
fourteen years and wrote letters (of safety) for all those people who had
come into his protection. He returned from Nawakit with victory and booty.
2. Musayyab b. Zuhayr, the governor of Khurasan, wrote a letter to the Com-
mander of the Faithful, Mahdi, and sent the story to him at Saramin, and the
Muslims rejoiced at the news of this victory in every city.
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25. All these wars were in the time of Mahdi, son of Aba Ja‘far Mansur
Dawanig, for since he (Abu Ja‘far) made Jibra’ll b. Yahya amir of Khurasan, the
war at Samarqand was in the reign of Abu Ja‘far; then when Abt Ja‘far died, his
son Mahdi sent Mu‘adh b. Muslim to Khurasan, and the war with Muganna‘
and these Whiteclothed ones and the Turks was all in the time of Mahdi, who
was caliph after his father.



CHAPTER 7

s The Muqanna“ Narrative in the Tarikhnama:

382

Part 11, Commentary and Analysis

With Masoud Jafari Jazi

Commentary

1.1. Abit Muslim: he was killed in 137, well before al-Muganna“s revolt. Jibra’il
b. Yahya al-Bajali: a prominent general of the early ‘Abbasid period and the
founder of a family of generals and governors (P. Crone, Slaves on Horses,
Cambridge 1980, 179f.). He is normally said to have been sent by al-Mahd1
rather than al-Mansur, in 159 rather than 137; and he was sent as governor of
Samarqand, not of the whole of Khurasan, as assumed here (cf. al-Tabari, Ta’rikh
al-rusul wa’l-mulitk, ed. MJ. de Goeje and others, Leiden 1879-1901 (hereafter
Tab.), iii, 459; Gardizi, Tarikh, ed. ‘A.-H. Habibi, Tehran 1363 (hereafter Gardizi),
279; Ibn al-Athir, ed. C. Tornberg, Dar Sadir reprint, Beirut 1965 (hereafter 1a),
vi, 39). See further the analysis, section 2. 3. From there, i.e. from Khurasan
in the sense of Marw. Deputy: the claim that Jibral left a deputy rests on
the mistaken idea that he was governor of the whole of Khurasan. In fact,
the governor was ‘Abd al-Malik b. Yazid, usually known as Aba ‘Awn, who is
generally said to have been appointed by al-Mahdi in 159 and dismissed in
160 (Tab. iii, 459, 470, 477; cf. Crone, Slaves, 174). 4. Whole city came out to
meet him: the Bukharans may well have come out to receive Jibra’ll when
he came there on his way to Samarqand, but not because he was governor
of Khurasan, as assumed here. Husayn b. Mu‘adh, the governor of Bukhara
at the time, wanted to enlist his help against the local Whiteclothed ones.
Jibra’ll agreed to assist and spent the next four months fighting the rebels at
Bukhara (Tarikh-i Bukhara, ed. C. Schefer, Paris 1892, 67f,; ed. M. Ridaw1, Tehran
1351, 95f. = R.N. Frye (tr.), The History of Bukhara, Cambridge, Mass., 1954, 69
(hereafter cited in | the form 7B 67f./95f. = 69); similarly Gardizi, 279; 1A vi,
39. Here as elsewhere, information shared by Gardizi and Ibn al-Athir comes
from Sallami). Deputy: the name of the deputy is given as ‘Abd al-Malik, i.e. the
reference is to the man who was actually governor of Khurasan. Jibra’ll has now
made him his deputy in both Khurasan and Bukhara! If he appointed a deputy
while he was in Bukhara, it will have been to Samarqand that he did so. That
he should have collected taxes in Bukhara, as two manuscripts claim (note 2),
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is most implausible. 5. The Khaqan, King of Sogdia: confusion reigns in the
manuscripts as to whether it was al-Muqanna“ or the Khagan who claimed
to be King of Sogdia (see notes 3, 4, 6, 7; below, section 2; 4.1). Traditionally,
this title was held by the king (ikhshid) of Samarqand (H.A.R. Gibb, The Arab
Conquests in Central Asia, London 1923, 6). It had also been claimed by a rival of
his, Devastic, the last king of Panjikant, to the south-east of Samarqgand, in 721-
722 (F. Grenet and E. de la Vaissiere, “The last days of Panjikent”, Silk Road Art
and Archaeology 8, 2002, 156 ff.). But there were no longer kings in Panjikant in
al-Muqanna“’s time, whereas the dynasty in Samarqand still bore the title: the
“king of Sogdia, the ikhshid”, is mentioned in a list of rulers who accepted the
overlordship of al-Mahdi (al-Ya‘qabi, Ta’rikh, ed. M.Th. Houtsma, Leiden 1883
(hereafter YT), ii, 479). The fact that this Ikhshid, long a puppet ruler under
Muslim control, is said to have submitted to al-Mahdi suggests that he had
rebelled. Perhaps he had supported al-Muqanna’, so that we should envisage
three men as involved in the conquest of Samarqand: al-Muganna’, the Khaqan
and the King of Sogdia. But it seems more likely the title had been adopted by
the Khaqgan or al-Muqganna‘ when they conquered Samarqand, and it is mostly
with the Khaqan that the manuscripts associate it.

2.1. Fall of the Umayyads: for the chronology in this narrative, see below. Note 4:
Kharijites in Azerbayjan: the reference is to Musafir b. Kathir al-Qassab, an ally
of the Kharijite rebel al-Dahhak, who seized power in the time of Marwan 11
and was defeated by Muhammad b. Sl under Aba "1-Abbas, cf. Tarikhnama,
ed. Rawshan, ii, 988f; J. Laurent, L’Arménie entre Byzance et ['Islam depuis la
conquéte arabe jusquen 886, Lisbon 1980, 423f. Muganna‘ Khagan: the two
allies have here become a single person, as also in FTH in note 4. Presumably
the text originally said something along the lines of “this Muqanna, assisted
by the Khaqan (ba-yari-yi Khagan), had taken control of Samarqand”, or that
the Khagan had done so on al-Muqanna“s behalf (az gibal-i Muganna). 2. The
governor was Muganna‘ on behalf of the Khaqan: this is corrupt, both in the
sense that al-Muganna‘ was not in Samarqand and in that the relationship
between him and the Khaqan has been reversed. The text may once have said
that the governor there was a man acting on behalf of (az gibal-i) al-Muqanna‘
whose name was Khaqgan, king of Sogdia (cf. above, 1.5). Note 4: FTH and RS, on
the other hand, identify the governor as a commander (sipahdar) appointed
by al-Muganna“ or the Khaqgan (here identified), and Rs turns sipahdar into the
governor’s personal name.

3.1. The adherents of al-Muqanna“ are represented by Khagan-i Mugannas, i.e.
al-Muqganna“s Khagan or al-Muqanna‘ the Khaqan, or simply by the Khaqan,
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the King of Sogdia, or by the sipahdar (cf. note 7). 2. In what follows, az guruh-i
mukhalif (note 9) and har kih mukhalif seem to be two versions of the same
phrase in different combinations, and a fair number of words must have | been
lost. The text seems to have described how Yahya defeated al-Muganna“s forces,
and the manuscripts of group 2 tell us that al-Muqganna“s sipahdar was killed
(note 9); but cf. below, 4.3, 4.

4.1. King of Sogdia: cf. above, 1.5. From Samarqand to him: 1A vi, 51, and
Gardizi, 281, also mention that defeated forces of al-Muqanna“s joined him in
(the mountains of) Sinam/Siyam, but they connect it with the operations of
161 and not with Jibrall’s arrival in 159. (See further the analysis, section 3.2.)
Sapidjamagan (Arabic Mubayyida), “Whiteclothed ones”: the term for a reli-
gious group in Khurasan and Transoxania that joined al-Muqanna“s revolt. The
sources usually identify them simply as adherents of al-Muganna“s message,
though they existed before him and are unlikely to have had identical views
(G.H. Sadighi, Les mouvements religieux iraniens au 11° et au 111° siécle de [ hégire,
Paris 1938; Persian tr. G.-H. Sadighi, Junbishha-yi dini-yi irani dar qarnha-yi

(3}

duwwumwa siwwum-i hijri, Tehran 1375, chs. 5-6; P. Crone, “Moqanna®, in Ency-
clopaedia Iranica [Ed.: included as article 4, “Muqanna”, in the present vol-
ume], summarizing P. Crone, The Nativist Prophets of Early Islamic Iran: Rural
Revolt and Local Zoroastrianism, New York 2012). Here they are simply a Turkish
group, and there no longer seems to be any memory of the religious meaning
of the term. 3. He made a man commander (amir) over them: FTH identifies
this commander with the sipahdar who had represented al-Muganna“ and the
Khagan at Samarqand, though he is said to have been killed in the battle with
Jibra’1l b. Yahya (above, 1.2; 3.2). 4. They fought the Sogdians. Muganna“s com-
mander was defeated: the commander is the anonymous amir appointed in
the previous paragraph. FTH now gives him a name by reading harb kardand ba
sughdigan, sipahdar-i Muganna’, “they fought with Sughdigan, the comman-
der of al-Muganna” (note 12). The sipahdar who represented al-Muganna“ at
Samarqand has now acquired two personal names, one his title (note 4), the
other a word meaning “Sogdians”, and he has also been killed (note 9), reap-
pointed (4.3), and now defeated again! In the TB (69.4/98.2 = 73; cf. note 254)
this Sughdigan reappears, now as Sughdiyan, as a nagib of al-Muganna‘ who
was amir of the Sogdians and who fought with Jibrall b. Yahya, apparently at
Bukhara, until a Bukharan killed him, leaving Jibra’l free to go to Samarqand.
In Abu ’1-Ma‘ali, Bayan al-adyan, ed. H. Radi, Tehran 1342, 58, he reappears as
Ms'dkn, i.e. Sughdigan corrupted by the addition of an initial mim, and here
he is the dihgan of Niyaza, who participates in the second conquest of Samar-
qand along with Khallukh Khaqan (cf. below, 10.1). Finally, Gardizi, 279.ult.,
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tells us that when Jibra’ll left Bukhara for Samarqand, he went against the Sog-
dians (gasd-i Sughdiyan kard) and killed one of their chiefs. Zaryab suspects
that Sughdiyan here stands for the same person, not for Sogdians (‘A. Zaryab
Khiry, “Nukati dar bara-yi Muqanna”, in Y. Mahdawi and L. Afshar (eds), Haftad
magqala: armaghan-i farhangt bih duktur Ghulam-Husayn Sadigi, Tehran 1369,
83). If this is correct, all three sources were familiar with our Muganna‘ narra-
tive. But it seems unlikely, given that Gardizl’s account of al-Muqanna“s end
differs markedly from that in the Muqanna“ narrative (Gardizi, 282), and that
the name is undoubtedly spurious. The two commanders killed/defeated by
Jibra’ll in connection with his reconquest of Samarqand could be identical (we
merely have to read bishikastand for bikushtand in note g), and he, or one of
them, may have been the dihgan of Niyaza. But the name bestowed on him on
the second occasion is simply the plural form of sughdi, as Gardizi quite cor-
rectly understood it, not a corruption of Sa‘diyan, as Zaryab proposed.

5.1 Kharija: this man figures as the arch enemy of the Muslims; he was killed
shortly before al-Muqanna“s own death, cf. below, 20.3. He is also mentioned
in Gardizi, 281, where he fights Jibra’ll b. Yahya at Samarqand under Mu‘adh b.
Muslim, governor of Khurasan in 161-163. See further the analysis, section 3. 2.
The governor of Khurasan: he is left unidentified in our principal manuscripts,
but group 2 identifies him as ‘Abd al-Malik (note 16), i.e. Abii ‘Awn ‘Abd al-
Malik b. Yazid, governor of Khurasan in 159—-160. For the idea that ‘Abd al-Malik
was Jibra’il's deputy, see above, 1.3. ‘Ugba b. Muslim, alias ‘Ugba b. Salm. He
is identified as ‘Ugba b. Salm al-Huna’ in al-Ya‘qubi, K. al-Buldan, ed. M.J. de
Goeje, Leiden 1892 (hereafter YB), 304, and B confirms this by giving his nisba as
al-Azdi (the Huna’a were a subdivision of Azd). On ‘Uqgba, see H. Kennedy (tr.),
The History of al-Tabart, xxix (al-Mansur and al-Mahdr), Albany 1990, note 72.
As far as other sources are concerned, he does not belong in the governorship
of ‘Abd al-Malik, but rather in that of his successor Mu‘adh b. Muslim: when
Mu‘adh set out to fight al-Muqanna“ in 161, ‘Ugba joined him at Tawawis, and
they arrived at Samarqand as reinforcements to Jibra’ll, who was fighting the
Whiteclothed ones there (Gardizi, 281f; shortened, but otherwise similar, 1a
vi, 51, year 161; cf. also Tab. iii, 484; YB 304.4). Bagh-i Margh/Murgh: we have
not been able to locate it. It is clear, however, that in this narrative, ‘Ugba
does not relieve Jibrall by marching to Samarqand, but rather by marching
against al-Muqanna“ himself in Kish. Al-Muqanna“ responds by sending Firiiz,
an otherwise unattested commander. 3. He confronted ‘Ugba: in B and F, al-
Muganna“s followers are said to do so “again” (see further analysis, section 3).
‘Uqgba set out for Kish: having defeated al-Muqanna“s army, ‘Ugba proceeds on
his way to al-Muqganna“’s castle. 4. Muganna‘ wrote to Kharija: now threatened
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himself, al-Muganna‘ recalls Kharija from Samarqand so that he can provide
assistance, and Kharija devises a ruse to ensure that ‘Ugba goes away. Nawan
(n’'wn), the dihgan of Hajdan: the first letter of the dihgan’s name is undotted
and the reading is uncertain; FTH gives the name as *wl. He is envisaged as a
secret ally of al-Muganna‘, on good terms with the government until he engages
in a ruse in another story (below, 9.21t.). 5. The letter: it comes in two different
versions, and without B, neither is quite clear. In all manuscripts of group 1
apart from B, ‘Ugba is preparing to leave Samarqand when he receives a letter
from this dihgan falsely claiming that Kharija has defeated Jibra’ll and is now
himself on the way to ‘Ugba. He responds by leaving, but since he was about to
do so anyway, it is hard to see what the ruse has achieved. In the manuscripts
of group 2, it is Kharija who has left Samarqand, and the false letter is from
Jibra’1l, who gives thanks for the victory. The message is presumably that ‘Ugba’s
services are no longer needed, so he leaves; but since he has just been fighting
Kharija, it is hard to see how the letter could carry conviction. B provides the
solution: the action is not at Samarqand, but in Kish, and it is Firuz, not Kharija,
that ‘Ugba has defeated. He is indeed preparing to leave, but for al-Muqanna“s
stronghold, not to go home. The letter persuades him that Kharija has been
victorious at Samarqand and is now coming against him, so he withdraws to
Balkh.

6.1. ‘Abd al-Malik, governor of Khurasan: it is now acknowledged that ‘Abd
al-Malik was the governor, not Jibra’il's deputy, cf. above, 1.3. Shy ¢ b. Salih: | per-
haps Shu‘ayb b. Salih, as As has it (note 30), but this is an emendation ad facilior.
For an emendation ad difficilior, one might propose shia and some missing
words (in16.1, FT similarly has khalifat for khalifa). The original text could have
said that the governor of Khurasan wrote to the partisans of the ‘Abbasids (shiat
bani Abbas) in Transoxania, namely fulan b. Salih, Dawad b. Dawid, etc. The
expression shi‘at bani Abbas was certainly current at the time of these events,
usually in contrast with the shi'a of ‘Ali; here the contrast would be with the
shi‘a of al-Muganna‘. Maybe the corruption of the paragraph started because
Ibn Salil’s name was ‘Abbas. Dawiid b. Dawud: he reappears later, sometimes
as Dawud b. Ab1 Dawud (sections 17.1f, 18.2), but without further identifica-
tion, and we have not found him in another source. Hjm al-Dhuhli (Dahilat?):
possibly a corruption of al-Hakim al-Dhuhli, but both names could be Sog-
dian. ‘Amr b. Ma‘qil b. ‘Aqil: he is ‘Amr b. ‘Aqil in two manuscripts, and ‘Amr
b. Hamil/Jamil in a third (note 30). He appears as ‘Amr b. Hamil (emended to
Jamil) in Gardizi, 286.3, 288.8, where we are told that he settled in Chaghaniyan
when Harin dismissed Fadl b. Yahya al-Barmaki from Khurasan and that his
descendants are still numerous there. Here he is governor of Chaghaniyan, in
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the reign of al-Mahdi: maybe this was when he developed a liking for the place.
He came from a distinguished family. ‘Aqil b. Ma‘qil al-Layth, his grandfather,
was one of the candidates for the governorship of Khurasan which went to Nasr
b. Sayyar (Tab. ii, 1662) and a supporter of Nasr in his trouble with al-Harith b.
Surayj, al-Kirmani, and Aba Muslim (Tab. ii, 1865 f., 1920, 1927,1971,1985; Akhbar
al-dawla al-‘abbasiyya wa-fthi akhbar al-Abbas, ed. ‘A.-‘A. al-Dur1 and ‘A.-]. al-
Muttalibi, Beirut 1971, 286). He was eventually killed by Aba Muslim (Tab. ii,
1989). ‘Al1 b. ‘Aqil was killed by Qahtaba at Nihawand (Tab. iii, 7). The family
was settled in Tukharistan (Tab. ii, 1927), where ‘Aqil b. Ma‘qil served as gover-
nor during the hunt for Yahya b. Zayd (Tab. iii, 1770, where he has become an
qjli; Ibn A‘tham, Kitab al-Futih, Hyderabad 1388-1395/1968—7s5, viii, 128 f.). Tsa
b. ‘Aqil al-Laythi was governor of Herat for Nasr (Tab. ii, 1966). A pillar of the
Umayyad regime, this family, like that of Nasr b. Sayyar himself (cf. below, 9.6),
had clearly weathered the ‘Abbasid revolution with some success. 2. Sarjama:
he does not seem to be known to other sources. One manuscript later iden-
tifies Sarjama as a son of Kharija, undoubtedly thanks to scribal error (below
21.1). Pavel Lurje and Nicholas Sims-Williams both suggest that the name could
be srcmyk (Sarchmik), a personal name attested in a colophon of the Buddhist
Sutra on Intoxicating Drinks (line 32 in the edition in D.N. MacKenzie, The Bud-
dhist Sogdian Texts of the British Library, Leiden 1976, 11), meaning “first, leading
one” (cf. Corpus Inscriptionum Iranicarum, part 11 (Inscriptions of the Seleucid
and Parthian Periods and of Eastern Iran and Central Asia), vol. 111 (Sogdian),
part 1I: Sogdian and other Iranian Inscriptions of the Upper Indus, ed. N. Sims-
Williams, London 1992, 70, s.v. “sr’myw”; we owe the references to Professor
Lurje). Khashawi: this man is also mentioned in the 78 (69/97 = 70), where he is
one of a group of lowly people— ‘ayyars, runners, fighters, and pickpockets—
and where he is killed by Jibrall at Bukhara. This would place his death in
159, giving us the year in or before which this campaign was undertaken. Pavel
Lurje kindly informs us that the name looks Sogdian | without being clear,
but that one might compare xs’wkk, for which a late Sogdian pronunciation
might be Xsaw1, attested in the Upper Indus inscriptions, cf. Sims-Williams,
Sogdian and other Iranian Inscriptions of the Upper Indus, 79. Kayyak Ghuri:
a Turkish chief who reappears below, 12.1-3. His name often appears as Kayyal.
Peter Golden, to whom we are much indebted for help on Turkish matters,
suggested that Kayyak might be a rendition of keyik, animal or game, usually
deer, a plausible name, though this name elsewhere appears in Arabic script
without the long @ (L. Rasonyi and 1. Baski, Onomasticon Turcicum, Blooming-
ton, Ind,, 2007, ii, 370f,, s.v. “kiy1k”. We owe our knowledge of this work to Peter
Golden.). 3. Sarjama’s brother: his name is not given and he does not appear
elsewhere.
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7.1. Chaghaniyan: al-Muganna“s operations here are not attested in other
sources. Note 39: in the manuscripts of group 2, Sarjama’s task is not to besiege
the city but rather to recruit troops for the relief of Kharija at Samarqand, imply-
ing that al-Muganna“ had followers in the countryside of Chaghaniyan.

8.. Hajamt: he is not attested in other sources, but he is identified as the
brother of a dihgan below, 9.2. Pavel Lurje kindly informs us that the name is
unclear, though several Sogdian names start with cx. The copyist of RS takes
it for granted that both Sarjama and Hajami were Turks (note 40), though the
names suggest otherwise (for Sarjama’s, see above, 6.2), and the brother of a
dihgan would hardly have counted as a Turk. Nakhshab: it is well known that
al-Muqanna“ had supporters in this region, though all we hear about here is
two failures. 3. Tamadar, Namtudar/Mardi/Mudi, Namadi: probably the village
near Nasaf called Muda, though it was spelt Muidaws, in the time of Sam‘@ni and
Yaqut (V. Barthold, Turkestan down to the Mongol Invasion, ed. C.E. Bosworth,
London 1968, 140; brought to our attention by Pavel Lurje). Ahmad the dihgan:
later identified as Ahmad b. Abi Bakr. His name is clearly meant to stress his
impeccable Muslim status. Like Hajam1’s brother, he is envisaged as a dihgan
in the sense of local squire or leading man of the village. 4. The fortress: how
they tried to damage it with water is not clear (by diverting a river?), nor is it
clear how it made the fortress stronger.

9.1. The news reached Muqganna‘, who was grieved: this phrase serves as a
refrain, first used in an incomplete form in 5.1. 2. Dihgan in Hajdan, brother of
Hajami: most manuscripts understand Hajdan as his name, but his name was
Nwn/*wl, as we were told when we first met him (5.4) in the story of Kharija’s
ruse against ‘Ugba b. Muslim. Here too he is associated with a ruse involving
a letter and designed to make an opponent leave. Here it is Jibral that the
rebels want to lure out of Samarqand, and it may be by confusion of the two
stories that all manuscripts other than B think of ‘Ugba as being at Samarqand
in the story of Kharija's ruse. 3. The letter: an apparent supporter of the Muslim
government, the dihgan claims that the village is suffering from raids by the
Whiteclothed ones and asks Jibra’ll to send horsemen to provide cover for the
locals so that they can bring their families to safety in Samarqand. Muslim
control of Samarqand is envisaged as assured, and it was clearly in the vicinity
of Samarqand that the village was located. 4.Jibra’il's brother: his name is given
as Yazid further down. This brother is also mentioned in Gardizi, 279.6; 1A vi,
39, year 159: he and Jibrall were sent together by al-Mahd1 and both fought at
Bukhara for four months (on their way to | Samarqand, cf. above, 1.4). 5. The
Turks have cut off the water: here as above, 4.2, the Whiteclothed ones are
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envisaged as Turks. The dihgan claims that they have cut off the water to the
village at the wellspring and asks Yazid to go and secure it for them. If Yazid
had come to transport the inhabitants to Samarqand, there would be no point
in securing the water supply, but perhaps it was only the women and children
who were to stay in Samarqgand, and in any case the difgan claims to have an
emergency situation. 6. Nasr: identified as Nasr b. Layth below. He was one of
Nasr b. Sayyar’s descendants, domiciled at Samarqand, where one of them, Rafi’
b. Layth, later raised a major revolt in the reign of Hartin (Barthold, Turkestan,
200). Below, 10.3, we encounter Layth b. Nasr, who could just be a grandson of
Nasr b. Sayyar (who had died as an old man in 131/748). For the participation
of the family in the war against al-Muqanna’, see Gardizi, 279; 1A vi, 39, where
Layth b. Nasr is one of them. Compare the family of ‘Aqil b. Ma‘qil, above, 6.1.
Nasr (or Layth) realizes that the story of the water is a ruse designed to lure them
into an ambush, but they have already been trapped. 10. Went into a corner:
this sentence looks like a doublet of the preceding, where Yazid enters a ruined
palace (kushk) and the Turks surround it: the kushk has turned into a corner
(gusha) and the Turks surround it again, in a slightly different formulation. It
isnotin B.

10.1. The dihgan of Nira/Nabra/Nirak etc: as in the case of his counterpart
at Hajdan, the name of his village has become his personal name in some
manuscripts (notes 64, 72), as indeed it has further down in the very same
manuscripts that first identify it as a place name (below, 10.4). The word order
suggests that the word ba-yari (or, as we have written in deference to modern
orthography, bah yart), “in assistance’, originally formed part of the place name:
the dihgan was the dihgan of Biyarinira or in Yarinira or the like. In Abu
’I-Ma‘ali, 58, we hear of “a man in the village of Niyaza”, who embraced al-
Muganna“s cause: it could be this man that we have here. Niyaza, which would
also be written with both an alif magsira and a ha’ al-ta’nith, was a village
between Kish and Nasaf (Yaqut, Mujam al-buldan, ed. F. Wiistenfeld, Leipzig
1883, iv, 854, s.v.; Barthold, Turkestan, 140). It is the second dihgan we encounter
on al-Muganna“s side, though we have also met one who opposed him. In
the first two cases, the word seems to have been close to synonymous with
village head; here there is nothing to indicate what it stood for. 14,000 men: the
usual inflated figures. Samarqand: they now lay siege to it again. 2. Khallukh
Khaqan: the manuscripts often have Khalaj, or now one and now the other. For
the question whether this man was a Qarluq or Khalaj chief or something else
again, see the analysis, section 5. 3. His brother Qil: probably Qil, (horse)hair,
attested as a name (cf. Rasonyi and Baski, Onomasticum Turcicum, ii, 452, s.v,;
our thanks to Peter Golden for the suggestion). Layth b. Nasr: cf. above, 9.6. 4.
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Nira/Nabra: see above, 10.1. 5. The Turks take Samarqand: we have just been
told that the Muslims were doing very well, having felled two leading figures
on the enemy side; now we are abruptly told that the enemy followed the
Muslims into Samarqand and that when evening fell, they wrought havoc in
Samarqand. This is clearly corrupt, and the same is true of the versions in
all other manuscripts, but they preserve different bits and pieces of the story
(note 74). Rs proves valuable for once, by telling us that when evening fell, the
Turks came back from another direction. | Apparently they had feigned retreat
and come back to take the Muslims by surprise. FT and, more briefly, B confirm
that the Muslims were defeated by al-Muqanna“s army when evening fell; and
the manuscripts of group 2 tell us that the Turks killed (bikushtand) or defeated
(reading bishikastand for bikushtand) the Muslims, who were routed (bah
hazimat shudand). Having come back and routed the Muslims in the evening,
the Turks apparently followed the retreating Muslims into Samarqand, making
sure that they were not able to reach safety in time. The ruse to which the
manuscripts of group 2 refer is presumably the feigned retreat. For the question
whether this is a description of the first or (if there was one) the second fall of
Samarqand, see the analysis, section 3.

11.1. Aba Ja‘far: all Mss have Aba Ja‘far, i.e. al-Manstr, except for F1, which
leaves the caliph unidentified, and B, which has “Muqanna®. In actual fact the
caliph who appointed Mu‘adh b. Muslim was al-Mahdi. See further the analysis,
section 2. 2. Mu‘adh b. Muslim: he was governor from 160 to 163 (Tab. iii, 477,
500). Dismiss ‘Abd al-Malik’s governors: it is once more conceded that ‘Abd
al-Malik was governor of Khurasan, not Jibrall b. Yahya’s deputy, cf. above, 1.3;
5.1; 6.1. 3. When Mu‘adh came to Marw: he arrived in 161 (Gardizi, 281; Hamza
al-Isfahani, Ta'’rikh sini mulitk al-ard wa’l-anbiy@’, ed. LML.E. Gottwaldt, Leipzig
18441848 (hereafter Hamza), 222; ed. Beirut 1961, 163; 7B 69f./98 = 71). Sa‘id
al-Harasht: all Mss other than FT consistently have Jurashi, and FT sometimes
has Jurashi, too. For this man, see Kennedy, History of al-Tabari, xxxix, 196n.
Amir of Herat: similarly 7B 70, 72/98.—5, 101.6 (for shakhst read Harashi) = 72,
73, where Herat is first written Hry (Herl), as sometimes in older manuscripts.
Ahwaz is clearly a corruption of Herat, but it is hard to see how group 2 came
to make him amir of Kirman. Join you in Bukhara: this is in fact what he does
below, 12.5. 4. Mu‘adh came: the place to which he came is only preserved in
B (note 82), where it seems to be Abuy or Abukht. It was presumably in the
vicinity of Paykand near Bukhara, where the action in the next section is set.
Jibra’ll ... Samarqand, in siege: the expression dar hisar is clearly wrong, but
we can only guess at what the text may originally have said. Jibra’ll comes to,
or rather “on’, the gate (dar) of Samarqand in FR, and the gate of Samarqand
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is also mentioned in G, M, and E (note 83). In the last three manuscripts,
however, he leaves it, which cannot be right. When Mu‘adh finally arrived
at Samarqand in order to re-conquer it from al-Muqganna“s forces, he came
as reinforcement for Jibra’il, who had been fighting there in his absence (see
below, 14.4). Group 1 must be right about the direction of Jibra’ll's movement:
he went to the gate of Samarqgand, i.e. he laid siege to it, as proposed in our
hypothetical reconstruction of the text in note 83.

12.1. Kayyak Ghari: see above, 6.2. Khallukh Khaqan: see above, 10.2, where
he is the Turkish chief who participates in the conquest of Samarqand and so
presumably the man whose feigned retreat had secured the victory (10.5). The
first conquest of Samarqand is also credited to “the Khaqan” (cf. above, sections
1-3). This makes it odd that Kayyak, who is clearly the lesser partner, should
claim the spoils, but he may of course have been the active partner in the actual
warfare. 2. Kayyak said to his companions: the connection between this and
the quarrel just reported is unclear; perhaps Kayyak Ghari | decides to raid the
Muslims to make up for his loss of the spoils. Paykand: a town to the south of
Bukhar3, on the road to Marw. The intention of the Turks, here presented as
interested in nothing but plunder, seems to have been to prevent Mu‘adh from
reaching Bukhara (and thus also Samarqand). 7B 70/99 = 72 mentions that al-
Muganna‘ had a commander called Kalar Tekin at Bukhara and that “he” had
to fight him. “He” could be Mu‘adh or his successor or the amir of Bukhara, and
the relationship of this Kalar Tekin to the two Turkish leaders mentioned here
is unclear. 5. Sa‘ld came: cf. above, 11.3. Pay, mangonels, diggers: it would not
be Sa‘ld who did these things, since he was not overall commander yet, but it is
not clear that the copyists understood this. (Conversely, it should be Sa‘id, not
Mu‘adh, who pays the troops below, 18.1, where Mu‘adh has been dismissed.)
This is confirmed by 7B 70/98 = 71, where it is Mu‘adh who assembles 570,000
[sic] men/dihgans on his arrival in Bukhara and orders them to make imple-
ments of war, assembling 3,000 men with axes, spades, buckets and the like,
and constructing mangonels and ballistae (manjanighawa-‘arradaha). He was
preparing for a siege, presumably of al-Muganna“s fortress, though Samarqand
had to be relieved first.

13.1. Sa‘id’s sheep: Gardizi, 282.4, and 1A vi, 51 (year 161), merely mention that
hostility arose between Mu‘adh and Sa‘id, but the story also appears in TB
70/98f. = 72. Here too it follows the account of the preparation of war equip-
ment. Sa‘ld has brought the sheep from Herat, and there are also 10,000 here
(the figure of 3,000, which is given in E and M, comes from the 3,000 dig-
gers of pits and trenches). (But Gardizi, 281, also has another story involving
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Mu‘adh and a refusal to sell: there was a famine in Nishapur and people wanted
Mu‘adh’s son, who was deputy governor there, to sell the harvests and set a
good example; he refused because he wanted prices to rise, and duly died.)
“Whatever comes to us ..."”: the meaning is obscure; Mu‘adh may be saying that
whatever happens is good. 2. Sa‘id over the vanguard: Gardizi, 281.—5, and 1A
vi, 51, also say that Mu‘adh put Sa‘id over his vanguard when he set out against
al-Muqanna, giving the year as 161. 3. The Turks came: in 7B 70/98f. = 72 (with
the notes at 146), the Turks attack and carry away the sheep at a place between
Arbinjan and Zarman, the former a village seven parasangs from Samarqand,
south of the Zarafshan river, on the road to Bukhara, and the latter a village
near Samarqand. This fits the fact that the army is on the way from Bukhara to
Samarqand, where they have to relieve Jibra’il b. Yahya.

14.2. A Turkoman came: the narrative is corrupt beyond reconstitution here.
After the Turkish attack, Mu‘adh has ensconced himself in a trench with his
troops and he and his troops are cut off from water. When the Turkoman comes,
the Muslims ask for permission to go to the water, implying that he is an enemy;
yet it is to Mu‘adh that he brings the letter, and the letter is from Hashim b.
Harb, announcing that he is on his way with assistance to the amir. Maybe the
Turkoman was a friend of the Muslims, being a Turkoman (Ghuzz?) rather than
a Turk. The word is not used anywhere else in the narrative. But in that case it
is unclear why they ask him for permission to go to the water, as opposed to
assistance in getting there. Hashim b. Harb (or Ka‘b), amir of Shash: he is not
otherwise known, and all manuscripts make him amir of the pilgrims (hgjj),
except for F, which has J3j or Jalaj. Chach/Shash | was located to the north-east
of Samarqand, about as far away as Balkh to the south, but outside the region in
which al-Muganna“ operated, and this could be why the reinforcements were
sent from there. 3. The continuation is no clearer: they, clearly the Muslims, go
(to the water?) and then go down into a(nother?) trench, where they capture
and kill some Turkish horsemen by luring them with some horses. Maybe
the narrative went along the following lines: Sa‘id abandoned Mu‘adh and
his troops, who took refuge in a trench where they were cut off from water;
they asked for permission to go, but did not receive it, so they trapped the
Turkish guards with some horses and got to the water; then a Turkoman arrived
with a letter from Hashim b. Harb, promising reinforcements, and Mu‘adh was
pleasantly surprised. 4. Reinforcements arrive: this point is preserved only
in group 2, for all its importance. It is their arrival which enables Mu‘adh to
proceed to Samarqand. All the troops were united: that is, Mu‘adh’s troops,
the reinforcements that have been sent to him, and Jibra’il's army, as is clear
from Gardizi, 281: Jibra'll had been fighting Kharija at Samarqand, and Mu‘adh’s
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troops came as reinforcements. Compare above, 11.4. 5. Set fire to that village:
the narrative must have told us about the village in question, but like so much
else in this account, it is lost. Kharija flees: when we last heard of him, he was
laying siege to Samarqand, which Jibra’ll had retaken from the Khaqan, the
occasion on which he tricked ‘Ugba b. Muslim into leaving. This was set in the
governorship of ‘Abd al-Malik, i.e. in 159 (above, section 5). In the meantime
we have heard of the Turks taking Samarqand (above, section 10) and of Jibra’il
besieging it in 161 (11.4). Apparently, it was as governor of the city that Kharija
had been fighting with Jibra’il until he fled (cf. Gardizi, 281). 6. Ghulams: in the
Mss of group 2 they are understood as Kurds by a misreading of gird. 7. Divinely
assisted: in all manuscripts other than B, muayyad has been corrupted, so that
we are told that Mu‘adh went to Marw and Mansur entered Samarqgand!

15.1. Muqanna-“ flees to a fortress: so also YB 304.6. But in 1A (vi, 51, year 161;
cf. Gardizi, 281) he merely reacts by strengthening his fortress and digging a
trench around it, having apparently been there all the time; one has the same
impression from TB. If he was not there, where was he before? ‘Awfl thinks that
he was in Khurasan (Jawami‘ al-hikayat, ed. ]. Shi‘ar, Tehran 1995, 272), and
this may also be what al-Ya‘qubi thought, but they are confusing his reaction
to defeat with his flight from Khurasan back in the days when Humayd b.
Qahtaba had tried to arrest him (on this, see the analysis, section 2). Nawa[kit]:
B preserves the stump of the name of al-Muqanna“s fortress; cf. below, 24.1,
where it appears as Naw(a)kit (undotted). It is normally called Sanam in the
secondary literature, with reference to Yaqut, Buldan, iii, 155, s.v. (quoted by
Ibn Khallikan, Wafayat al-a‘yan, ed. 1. ‘Abbas, Beirut 1970-1978, iii, 264). But
Yaqut’s vocalization refers to the first of four places he lists by that name, and
Sinam or Siyam was actually the name of the mountains in the Kish region in
which the fortress was located (al-Baghdadi, al-Farg bayna °l-firaq, ed. M. Badr,
Cairo 1328/1910, 244.4; Barthold, Turkestan, 134). In the TB (66/93 = 67), where
the name is given in the form of Sam, we are explicitly told that it was the
name of the mountain (cf. also Abu °1-Ma‘ali, 59). Gardiz1 twice gives Sam or
Siyam as the name of the fortress (278.ult., 281.ult. and the notes), but in a third
passage he too has it as the place: al-Muqanna“s | followers took “the fortress
and [sic] Nawakith in Sam and Sangard” (279.4). The “and” should be deleted.
IA vi, 39, says that al-Muqanna“ ensconced himself “in a fortress in Sinam
and Sanjarda’, and that the Whiteclothed ones took the fortress of Nawakith
as well as some castle(s) in Kish. (Sangarda also appears in Gardizi, 278.ult.,
corrupt, but recognized by Zaryab, “Nukati dar bara-yi Muqanna®, 82.) That al-
Muganna‘ had two castles, one located in Sam/Siyam, is explicitly stated in 7B.
B's naw’ must be the fortress in Siyam, Nawakith, here preserved with both the
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dot over the nin and the alif missing in 24.1. See below, 19.2, on the basis of
which Bolshakov held Nawakit to be another fortress of al-Muqganna‘. 2. Ten
years: see below, 24.1. Stored up food: so also in Tab. iii, 484.ult. Inner and outer
fortress: thus also 7B 66, 72/93, 101 = 67, 74, where the outer fortress has gardens,
fields and trees inside the wall, but evidently not enough for al-Muqganna“ to
withstand a siege.

16.1. Jibra’ll made deputy in Samarqand: this resumes the narrative from the
end of section 14: having entered Samarqand, Mu‘adh leaves Jibrail as his
deputy there and goes off to lay siege to al-Muqganna“. 2. Call al-Muqganna“ to
Islam: compare 7B 67/94 = 68f. where it is the judge of Bukhara who calls the
Sapidjamagan at Narshakh in Bukhara to Islam, also unsuccessfully. 3. Curtain:
al-Muqanna“ did not allegedly allow anyone to set eyes on him, apart from his
wives and a single slave, presumably the one intended here (78 71.9/100.3 = 73).
4. He shouted: the reference must be to al-Muqanna’, who is speaking with
the visitor from behind the curtain. Sayyid: al-Muganna“ is casting himself as
God, cf. the alleged letters by him in 7B 65/91 = 66, in which he styles himself
sayyid al-sadat. His claim to divinity is being ridiculed: if he was omniscient,
why did he not know what the emissary had come for? But there may none
the less be a genuine recollection of al-Muqanna“s titulature here, for sayyid
and sayyid al-sadat are unusual terms for God. If he styled himself sayyid (al-
sadat), what did he mean by it? Sogdian baga (god) could be used to address
anyone from a gentleman to a deity, having developed into little more than
a polite form for “you”. The Muslims strongly disapproved of this usage, and
when the Afshin was put on trial for apostasy, they forced him to reveal that his
subjects addressed him as “god of gods”. It did not mean much in Sogdian, but it
sounded blasphemous in Arabic (ilah al-aliha) and so served the prosecution’s
case (J.B. Henning, “A Sogdian God”, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African
Studies 28,1965 (reprinted in his Selected Papers 11, Leiden 1977), 242—254; Tab.
iii, 1310f.). Al-Muganna‘ may have used the same title, translated as sayyid al-
sadat. But “lord” was also the title given by the Manichaeans to Zoroaster,
Jesus, and the Buddha; they addressed Mani and Maitreya as “lord” as well; and
eastern Iranians seem to have understood the name of the historical Buddha,
Sakyamuni, as meaning “the wise Lord” or, in al-Shahrastant’s translation of
Shakman, “the noble lord” (al-sayyid al-sharif ) (for all this, see M. Tardieu, “La
diffusion du bouddhisme dans I’ empire kouchan, I'Iran et la Chine, d’aprés un
kephalaion manichéen inédit’, Studia Iranica 17,1988, 166 f. and the references
given there; H.-J. Klimkeit, Gnosis on the Silk Road: Gnostic Texts from Central
Asia, New York 1993, 134; cf. also D. Gimaret, “Bouddha et les bouddhistes dansla
tradition musulmane’, Journal Asiatique 257,1969, 2771.). All these figures were
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regarded as divine beings, and there is a fair amount of evidence | to suggest
that al-Muqanna‘ cast himself as the Maitreya Buddha (cf. Crone, “Moqanna”;
Crone, The Nativist Prophets of Early Islamic Iran). So while the Afshin was
undoubtedly innocent of the charge of self-deification, al-Muganna“ probably
did mean to refer to his own divinity when he called himself sayyid al-sadat. He
just did not mean that he was God in the sense in which his Muslim opponents
understood it. 5. Power over my slaves: al-Muqganna“ is casting himself as God
again. He also claims power, authority and glory in the letters in 7B 65/91 =
66. 6. Took me by the hand: this does not fit al-Muqanna‘ and must refer to
the slave. Kharija: having fled from Samarqand (above, 14.5), he is back with
al-Muqanna‘. Compare SallamT’s reference to fugitives joining al-Muganna‘ in
Gardizi, 281.ult.; 1A vi, 51.

17.1. Dawud b. Dawud: previously met as governor of Chaghaniyan (above, 6.1).
B now calls him Dawad b. Abi Dawud. 2. Arabs cannot do anything in the cold:
this was an old cliché; compare Tab. i, 2391, where the Arabs are expected to
abandon their siege of Hims when winter comes. The use of the cliché here
shows that Mu‘adh had brought his troops from Baghdad. They were Arab in
terms of political loyalty, language and lifestyle, not necessarily in an ethnic
sense. Mu‘adh himself was a mawla of Bana Dhuhl (YT ii, 563).

18.1. Sa‘ld wrote every day: he also writes to al-Mahdi in 1A vi, 51. Mu‘adh
dismissed: it is not known exactly when this happened. He was governor of
Khurasan until 163 (Tab. iii, 500), when he asked to be excused, thanks to his
disagreement with Sa‘ld according to Gardizi, 282, for reasons unspecified in
TB 70/99 = 72. This could also be when Sa‘id replaced him as commander of
the war against al-Muqanna’, though it could have happened earlier, too. Gave
them pay: the subject is, or should be, Sa‘ld rather than Mu‘adh, cf. above, 12.5.
2. Dawud b. Dawud: see above, 17.1.

19.1. Qyrm dubbed Khuisham: the words translated “dubbed Khasham” (wknyt
Khwsh’m) should perhaps be read as part of the name, or maybe he was dubbed
Khashnam. Though al-Muganna“ is not mentioned by name, he seems to be
his brother, and this is made explicit in rS. But the narrative is such that the
reference could well have been to someone else’s brother. Asid b. Jibra’il b.
Yahya: this son of Jibrall does not seem to be attested elsewhere. 2. Fy'dm
(Fy’rm/Qyrm) with 30,000 in the fortress in Kish: this sounds suspiciously like
the Qyrm we have just met (cf. also the variations in the notes). He is duly iden-
tified as al-Muganna“s brother by O.G. Bolshakov, “Khronologiya vosstaniya
Mukann’, in B.G. Gafurov and B.A. Litvinsky (eds), Historiya i kultura narodov
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srednej Azii, Moscow 1976, 96 (our thanks to Alexander Neymark for drawing
this article to our attention and to Oleg Grabar for summarizing its contents
for us); C.E. Bosworth and O.G. Bolshakov in M.S. Asimov and C.E. Bosworth
(eds), History of Civilizations of Central Asia, 1v (The Age of Achievement: A.D. 750
to the End of the Fifteenth Century), Paris 1998, 37. Bawkat: it is undotted on
the first appearance, fully dotted on the second (cf. notes 139, 141), but the ini-
tial B notwithstanding, it looks like Nawakit, the name of al-Muganna“s castle
(cf. above, 15.1). It is also understood as Nawakit by Bolshakov, “Khronologiya’,
94, 95, 96, who takes this passage to mean that it was a castle defended by
al-Muqganna“s brother, not al-Muganna“s own; similarly Bosworth and Bol-
shakov, History of | Civilizations, who locate it at the site of Kamay-tepe, 40km
south-west of Shahr-i Sabz. That it was indeed al-Muganna“s own seems to
be taken as fact in 15.1 and 24.1; it is also in al-Muganna“s own castle that the
man who is actually identified as al-Muganna“s brother is killed in the preced-
ing paragraph; and Sallami strongly suggests that the man who defects in this
paragraph actually did so from al-Muganna“s castle. Sallami says that when
the Sapidjamagan were reduced to famine by Sa‘id’s siege, they sued for peace
without al-Muqganna“s knowledge and “30,000 men came out from the trench
and left” (Gardizi, 282; 1A vi, 51; also reflected in Baghdadi, Farq, 244.12). Here
Fy’rm/Fy'dm/Qyrm leaves the castle with 30,000 men. Sallami further says that
after the defection of the 30,000, the Muslims occupied the trench, and that
al-Muganna“ still had about 2,000 ah! al-bas@’ir left. Here we are told that after
the defection of the 30,000, a certain Jabir b. Ahid and his friends succeeded
in crossing the trench, and that al-Muqanna“ still had 3,000 men left: it was
when Sarjama defected with 3,000 men that he committed suicide (sections
20—21). In short, Sallami and our narrative seem to be talking about the same
man: section 19 gives us two different stories about the same Qyrm, who was
possibly al-Muganna“s brother. In one story he is felled by a son of Jibral b.
Yahya, the “blessed man” (11.2); in the other he redeems himself by repenting,
but either way he was originally envisaged as being at al-Muqanna“s fortress.
The first story was presumably told for the greater glory of Jibra’ll b. Yahya, the
second by Qyrm’s descendants. Once the stories came together, they had to be
about two different men in different fortresses in order to make sense. 4. They
took all the fodder: if the above reconstruction is right, it must have been the
defectors themselves who took it.

20.1. Houses, baths, mosques: Sa‘id also builds houses and baths in 7B 72/101
=74, where he is said to have stayed at the fortress “summer and winter”. He
also stayed for several years (sinin) according to Baghdadi, Farg, 244.9. 2. Jabir
b. Ahid: his father’s name looks non-Arab, or corrupt, but only late manuscripts
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give it as Ahmad. Neither he nor the story is known from elsewhere. In Gardizi,
282, it is starvation that forces the Sapidjamagan to surrender. The trench they
have to cross is al-Muqganna“s, as note 145 makes explicit. He is said to have had
it dug around his fortress after the defeat at Samarqand (Gardizi, 281.ult.; 1A vi,
51, year 161). Baghdadi, Farg, 244, claims that Sa‘id filled it with 10,000 buffalo
skins he had ordered from Multan and stuffed with sand. The story of Jabir is
probably a romantic version of the Muslim occupation of the trench after the
defection of the 30,000 (cf. above, 19.2). Kharija: see above, 5.1ff,; 14.5; 16.6.

21.1. His son Sarjama: Sarjama’s appearance here as a son of Kharija or al-
Mugqanna‘ undoubtedly rests on a copyist’s mistake: pisar is simply a doubling
of basar( jama). For his earlier appearance, see above, 6.2 and section 7. 2.
Musayyab b. Zuhayr: he was appointed in 163 and remained governor until
166 (Tab. iii, 500, 517; Hamza, G, 222; B (where he has become Zuhayr b. al-
Musayyab); TB, S 70; R = 72). Gardizi, 282f,, oddly has him come in 166 and
receive hisletter of dismissal in the first month of 167, after governing Khurasan
for eight months. For his background and descendants, see Crone, Slaves, 186f.
3. Sarjama defects: compare TB 72/101 = 74, where an unnamed sipahsalar
opens the gate of the outer castle. With 3,000 men: | in Gardizi, 282.3, and 1o
vi, 51, al-Muqanna‘ had about 2,000 men left at this stage (cf. above, 19.2), so
Sarjama’s defection will have left him without any troops. 4. Outer and inner
castle: cf. above, 15.2.

22.1. A hundred wives: thus also Abi’I-Ma‘ali, 60.7, and 7B 71/99.ult. = 73, where
they are the daughters of the dihgans of Sughd, Kish and Nakhshab. That he
poisoned them is a well-known story, cf. E.L. Daniel, The Political and Social
History of Khurasan under Abbasid Rule 747-820, Minneapolis and Chicago 1979,
143. 2. Baniiqa/Nabuqa: we have opted for the form Baniiqa on the assumption
that her name is formed from Middle Persian banig, “lady” (also suggested
to us by Pavel Lurje). In T8 72f./102 = 74f,, she is nameless, but identified as
a grandmother (or more distant ancestor) of a difgan from Kish, who tells
the story on her authority (similarly Aba ’l-Ma‘ali, 60). 4. Special servant:
similarly 7B 71.9, 72f./100.3, 102 = 73, 74; Abu’I-Ma‘alj, 60. 5. Hearth: tanar, i.e. a
fireplace lined with bricks, stones or tiles, here presumably sunk in the ground
at the centre of the room. The word is often translated “oven”, which has the
unfortunate effect of conjuring up something with a closing door. Al-Muganna*
is said to have thrown himself into a hearth and to have disappeared without a
trace in many other sources, including the 7B. At the end I must burn myself:
in 7B (73/102 = 74f.) he burns himself with the comment that he wants to go
to heaven to bring angels to punish, or alternatively assist, his followers. Biriini
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(Athar, 211) more plausibly says that he wanted to demonstrate the truth of his
claim (to divinity). Here he could be taken to say either that he deserves to
burn for leading so many people astray or that it is too bad that he must burn
himself now that he has led so many people astray. 6. Open the gate: similarly
the version in 7B, with reference to her conditions. They are briefly mentioned
in Aba’l-Ma‘alj, 60.

23. ‘Abdallah b. ‘Amr b. ‘Amir b. Kurayz al-Qurashi: the three manuscripts
which have this story insert it in the account of Sa‘id’s final arrangements before
his departure in the next section; we have moved it to what would seem a
more natural place. The reference must be to al-Muganna“s Arab father-in-law,
called ‘Abdallah b. ‘Amr in 7B (65/92 = 67). Apparently, he had stayed with al-
Muganna“ until the end, and the story suggests that al-Muqanna‘ had not in
fact killed everyone in his castle before killing himself, as the sources insist.
The father-in-law has here been cast as the descendant of a famous Umayyad,
‘Abdallah b. ‘Amir b. Kurayz al-Qurashi, who participated in the conquest and
reconquest of Khurasan before and after the First Civil War (cf. E1?, s.v. “Abd
Allah b. ‘Amir”). Sa‘id’s statement, “Your ancestors were enemies of the family
of the Prophet’, refers to the fact that this Umayyad fought against ‘Ali in the
Battle of the Camel and later negotiated with al-Hasan on behalf of Mu‘awiya.
The story can hardly have been known to Narshakhi or Qubawi, the authors of
TB, who would surely not have left the father-in-law unidentified if they had
believed him to descend from a famous Qurashi.

24.1. All that Muqanna“ had gathered over fourteen years: he spent fourteen
years in the castle according to TB 72/101 = 74; cf. Birtini, Athar, 2u; Baghdadi,
Farg, 243.10, where his revolt lasts for fourteen years. Above, 15.2, we were told
that he had been accumulating food and fodder for ten years in his castle
when Mu‘adh reconquered Samarqand, suggesting that the siege is envisaged
as having lasted for four years. For the view that it lasted | for several years, see
also above, 20.1. Letters: the plural form r’mh’ is ambivalent. Sa‘id could also
be taken to write the names of those he had granted safety, but it would be a
less natural construction. Nawakit: see above, 15.1. 2. Musayyab b. Zuhayr: see
above, 21.2. That the victory took place in his governorship is generally agreed.
The sources usually place it in 163, the year in which he was appointed, but
this is incompatible with the view that al-Muqanna“s revolt lasted for several
years (above, 24.1), and there is good evidence in favour of 166, the date first
advocated by Sadighi (cf. Crone, “‘Moqanna”). Al-Mahdi in Saramin: al-Mahdi
is widely said to have received the news of al-Muqanna“s defeat at Aleppo or
Mosul, which he visited during a journey to the Byzantine border (cf. Tab. iii,
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494, 498f.), and Saramin should perhaps be read Sarmin, a district of Aleppo
(Yaqut, Buldan, iii, 83, s.v.). But this would be an emendation ad facilior. If we
take the alif to be a residue rather than an accidental insertion, Saramm could
be a corruption of Qarmasin or Sirawan (though the latter is plausible only if
the second name was sometimes written Sarawin). If so, al-Mahdsi is envisaged
as having received the news on his way to Masabadhan, where he unexpectedly
died (cf. Tab. iii, 522 f.): Gardizi, 155, mistakenly claims that he died soon after
receiving the news (though he has it happen at Mosul). The narrative here
could reflect the same mistaken belief.

25. These wars were all in the days of Mahdi: this attempt to bring order
into the chronology does not appear in B, FTH or F, and in group 2 it takes a
different form (notes 133, 136). Both attempts, however, are clumsily inserted
in the middle of something else. We have moved this one from its position
between 24.1 and 2 to a section of its own. For the chronology in this work, see
the analysis, section 2.

Analysis

The Muganna“ narrative is of great interest for the light it throws on a number
of problems to do with al-Muqganna®’s revolt, notably when it began, when and
how many times he occupied Samarqand, his sphere and mode of operation,
and the nature of his followers. These are the topics we shall cover here, to
conclude with a discussion of how the narrative may have been formed.!

1 The Samarqandi Perspective

The first half of the narrative is really about Jibra’il b. Yahya. It is as “an account
of the governorship of Jibra’ll b. Yahya in Khurasan” that it is introduced in
all of the manuscripts we have seen except for B, which calls it “an account
of the conquest of Samarqand”: either way, what we are being promised is
first and foremost an account of Jibrall's exploits at Samarqand. He is the
hero of the story here, a great warrior (1.1), a blessed man (12.2), and allegedly
the governor of the whole of Khurasan, not just of Samarqand; the man who
actually governed Khurasan at the time, ‘Abd al-Malik b. Yazid (better known
by his kunya Abu ‘Awn), is reduced to a mere deputy (1.2; 5.2). There is little

1 Since it is impossible to follow discussions of chronology with double dates, in what follows
we only give Aijri dates where chronology is the issue.
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interest | in al-Muqanna‘ himself. The narrative starts in the middle of his
career, with the appointment of Jibra’l, and tells us nothing of what he stood
for beyond the fact that his followers were called Whiteclothed ones, explained
as the name of a Turkish people (4.2; cf. 9.3).

It is only in the first half of the narrative that Jibral is the key figure,
however. With the appointment of Mu‘adh b. Muslim (12.2), the focus shifts
from Samarqand to Bukhara and Kish; and though we do hear about both
Jibra’ll and Samarqand thereafter too (10;11.4;14.6;16.1; cf. 19.1), he ceases to be at
the centre. What we get now is a story of how other men succeeded in defeating
al-Muqanna‘, with the reconquest of Samarqand as a step on the way. This half
contains a passage in which we incidentally learn that al-Muqganna“ claimed
divinity (section 16; cf. also 22.5), but there is no interest in religious matters.2
The focus throughout the narrative is on war, with much interest in the number
of troops (usually exaggerated), single combats, and the sort of tricks that the
enemy will engage in.

The first part sounds like an account of the war against al-Muqganna‘ com-
posed in honour of Jibra’ll after the final victory of the Muslims at Samarqand,
of which he was the governor. It has been combined with, or inserted into, a
general account of al-Muqanna“s revolt, reflected in the opening words of the
narrative (1.1) and in the second half. It is with the eulogy of Jibra’1l as a blessed
man that the two halves are tied together; we are reminded of Jibra'll's role at
Samarqand at later points as well (11.4; 16.1); and towards the end we even get
a story about his son which seems to have been inserted for the sole purpose
of stressing the family’s contribution to the final victory against al-Muganna
(19.2—4). So it was probably at Samarqand that the two accounts were com-
bined.

The value of the narrative lies mainly in the first part, in which we see the
events from Samarqand, as opposed to from Bukhara or Baghdad. Everything
we read in this part is new, and though it is not always right, there is much to
be learnt from it.

2 The Beginning of the Revolt and the Conquest of Samargand

One point on which the Samarqandi narrative throws light is the year in
which al-Muganna“s revolt began. The standard chronicles do not answer
this question because they rarely report revolts by the years in which they

2 Noted already by J.S. Meisami, Persian Historiography, Edinburgh, 1999, 33 (treating the
narrative as Bal‘amr’s). Even the occasional references to religion are missing in the Vienna
manuscript printed in Rawshan, on which her account is based.
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began, but rather by the years in which they became newsworthy, such as
when a major army was sent against them or they were suppressed. Ibn al-
Athir, for example, reports the beginning of the revolt in 159, the year in which
Jibra’ll b. Yahya left for Transoxania to take action against the rebels, though
he makes it perfectly clear that there had already been several local attempts
to suppress them.3 Al-Ya‘qubi and al-Tabar1 have al-Muganna“ rebel as late as
161, the year in which Mu‘adh b. Muslim was appointed to Khurasan and of the
war against | him,* and most sources associate him exclusively with the reign of
al-Mahdi. The Muqanna“ narrative in the Tarikhnama, on the other hand, does
not contain a single date, and as Zaryab points out, its implicit chronology is
faulty (especially in the one version in which Zaryab knew it).5 Its key error lies
in its insistence that most of al-Muqganna’s revolt was enacted in the reign of
al-Mansur rather than that of al-Mahdi. For all that, it has something important
to tell us.

The narrative begins by having al-Mansur despatch Jibrall to Khurasan after
the death of Aba Muslim, i.e. in 137, which is some twenty-two years before
Jibrall actually arrived. There are several ways in which this could be explained.
One would be to argue that “when Abi Ja‘far killed Abit Muslim” simply means
“at some indefinite point after Abii Muslim’s death’, so that no chronological
proximity between the two events is implied.® But it would be a strange way of
introducing events that took place twenty-two years after Abit Muslim’s death,
and it would be strange even if we assumed the reference to be to the earlier
dispatch of Jibra’l to Khurasan (to fight Ustadhsis) in 150/767f.;7 the narrative
proceeds by having Jibra’ll move to Samarqand to fight al-Muqganna‘. Another
possibility would be that the mention of Abti Muslim in the opening line is
secondary: the line did not originally say “when Abu Ja‘far killed Aba Muslim,
he chose ... Jibra’1l’, but rather “When Abu Ja‘far heard about the incursions of
the Turks in that region, he sent Jibra’ll to fight them”. This line is actually found
in al-Tabari, where it refers to al-Mansir’s dispatch of Jibra'1l to fight the Turks in
the Caucasus region in 147/764f.: the author of our text might mistakenly have
read the passage as referring to Jibra'll's battles with al-Muqanna“s Turks.® But
if so, how did Abti Muslim get to be in the sentence whereas the Turks fell out?

1A Vi, 381.

YB 303; Tab. iii, 484.

Zaryab, “Nukat”, g1. He knew it from Sadighi’s Vienna manuscript printed in Rawshan.
This possibility was put to us by the anonymous reader.

Tab. iii, 354. This possibility was also mentioned by the anonymous reader.

0N O Ul AW

Tab. iii, 328. This too was put to us by the anonymous reader.
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Yet another possibility is that the narrative originally started by telling us about
events after Abu Muslim’s death that led to the dispatch of Jibra’il. Al-Muganna‘
did not rebel when Abu Muslim was killed, but others did, and it would have
come naturally to mention them by way of introduction to al-Muqanna“s
revolt, and to say something about that too before introducing Jibrall. The
narrative could even have presented al-Muganna“ himself as rebelling after
Abu Muslim’s death, misled by the fact that he cast himself as Aba Muslim’s
avenger: one passage in the manuscripts of group 1 says that al-Muqanna‘
seized power when the Umayyads fell (2.1 and note 4). On this hypothesis
the author started quite correctly with the words “when Abu Ja‘far killed Abat
Muslim” and narrated the appropriate events, but a later copyist inadvertently
jumped to a subsequent passage, possibly missing a whole page, thus omitting
everything between Abi Muslim’s death and Jibra'll's dispatch. This seems the
most plausible explanation given that everything thereafter is correctly placed
inthe late 150s and early 160s. If so, all extant versions of the Muqanna“ narrative
may go back to single, defective manuscript, for all the ones that we have
seen start with the same line, except when they have lost even more of the
beginning.

Manuscript corruption hardly suffices to explain the strong association of
Jibra’ll b. Yahya with al-Manstr, however. One way or the other, all extant ver-
sions of the narrative place the first half of the campaigns against al-Muganna‘
in his reign. Thus the narrative continues by having al-Manstr appoint Mu‘adh
b. Muslim in most of group 2 (cf. 11.1), i.e. in 160, though al-Mansar had died
in 158; and two manuscripts of group 1 even have Sa‘id al-Harashi write to al-
Mansiir rather than al-Mahdi, implying that it was al-Mansir who appointed
Sa‘id to the high command in (probably) 163 (see note 130). Most of group 1
and all of group 2 do give the caliph’s name as al-Mahdi in connection with
Sa‘id’s correspondence (cf. 18.1), but group 2 now explains that al-Mansar had
died in that year and been succeeded by his son al-Mahdi, who appointed
Sa‘id to the governorship of Khurasan (note 133, cf. also RS in note 129). They
even insert a caption announcing the caliphate of al-Mahdi in the middle
of the narrative of the campaign (note 136). But al-Mansur had died several
years before Sa‘ld’s appointment (quite apart from the fact that Sald was not
appointed governor of Khurasan, only chief commander of the war against
al-Muqanna‘). In group 1, on the other hand, we are told at the end of the nar-
rative that the wars involving Jibra'l b. Yahya and Samarqand took place in
the reign of al-Mansur, who appointed Jibra’il governor of Khurasan, whereas
the rest of the war took place under al-Mahdi, who appointed Mu‘adh b.
Muslim (section 25), which is not entirely right. But it may not be entirely
wrong either. It is also in the time of al-Mansur that al-Muqanna“s revolt
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is placed in a statement by al-Fadl b. Sahl to al-Ma’'mun.® It does in fact seem to
have been under al-Mansur that al-Muganna“s revolt began.

According to the Tartkh-i Bukhara, al-Muqganna“ served as soldier and secre-
tary in Marw under Aba Dawid (d. 140) and ‘Abd al-Jabbar al-Azdi (d. 141), and
his subversive preaching began after the latter’s fall, eighteen years before al-
Mansur’s death. At first, nothing came of it. He was sent to jail in Baghdad, but
when he came back, he started preaching again, and when Humayd b. Qahtaba
became governor of Khurasan, he tried to arrest him.1° Humayd was appointed
in151, seven years before al-Mansiir’s death, according to Hamza al-Isfahaniand
Gardizi, presumably drawing on Sallami, though al-Tabarl places his appoint-
ment in 152.1! It is probably on the basis of Sallam1’s date that Aba *1-Ma‘ali
places the beginning of al-Muganna“s mission in 151, though it could have been
much later that Humayd tried to capture him.!? In any case, the armed revolt
began before his appearance in Sogdia. According to the Tarikh-i Bukhara, he
left Marw and went into hiding “until it became known that a large number of
people had joined his faith in Transoxania and | brought it into the open (din-i
way ashkara kardand)”; his doctrine “went public in some regions and localities
(dar chand makan wa mahall zahir kard)’, as Abu ’1-Maali says.!3 Al-Muqanna‘
then crossed the Oxus with thirty-six followers and ensconced himself in a
mountain fortress in the region of Kish and Nasaf (Nakhshab), where he had
another fortress: it was the Whiteclothed ones who had seized these fortresses
according to Sallami, as preserved in Ibn al-Athir and Gardizi (see the commen-
tary to 15.1).

We can say with some confidence that the violence had broken out by
157, a year before al-Mansur’s death, for Gardizi says that in 157 the Sapidja-
magan of Bukhara appeared, at a time when Husayn b. Mu‘adh was governor
of Bukhara.'* The Tarikh-i Bukhara says the same, but with 159 for 157 (twice), so

9 Tab. iii, 773; al-Jahshiyari, K. al-Wuzara’ wa’l-kuttab, ed. M. al-Saqqa and others, Cairo 1938,
277; 1A Vi, 224.

10 TB 64f./90ff. = 66 1.

11 Hamza, 221/163; Gardizi, 277 f.; Tab. iii, 369.

12 Abu’l-Mali, 6o. Compare G.-H. Sadiqi, “Ba‘di az kuhantarin athar-i nathr-i farst’, Danish-
kada-yi adabiyat, 13/4, 1345, 61, where the outbreak is placed in either 152 or 158, clearly on
the assumption that it was the violence in Sogdia which caused Humayd to try to arrest
him (compare G.H. Sadighi, Les mouvements religieux iraniens au I1¢ et au III¢ siécle de
U’hégire, Paris 1938,164n = Junbishha-yi dint-yi irani dar garnha-yi duwwum wa siwum-i hijri,
Tehran 1375, 1691.).

13 TB65f./92f. = 67; Abt’-Ma‘ali, 58.

14  Gardiz, 279.
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that the appearance of the Whiteclothed ones falls in the reign of al-Mansir in
the former, in that of al-Mahdi in the latter; the date of the latter source seems to
have gained universal acceptance.’ But sab‘a and tis‘a are frequently confused
in the manuscripts, and here 157 must be right. Firstly because the Tarikh-i
Bukhara proceeds to tell us of Husayn b. Mu‘adh’s efforts to combat them before
he was able to secure the assistance of Jibra’ll b. Yahya, who arrived in 159,
and he tells us so much that it is hard to believe it could all have taken place
in one year. Second, Sallami, as reflected in Gardizi and Ibn al-Athir, informs
us of other events that preceded Jibra’ll b. Yahya's dispatch: not only had the
Whiteclothed ones seized the two fortresses, they had also battled with several
commanders, including one Abii’l-Nu‘man, one al-Junayd, and three members
of Nasr b. Sayyar’s family in Samarqand, that is Layth b. Nasr, Muhammad b.
Nasr, and Hassan b. Tamim b. Nasr b. Sayyar, the last of whom they had killed.16
Again, it is hard to believe that all this could be crammed into the year in which
Jibra’1l arrived. In short, Gardizi has the better date: the revolt had broken out
by 157, in the reign of al-Mansur.

What we learn from the Tarikhnama is that it was probably also in al-
Mansiur’s reign that al-Muqganna‘ took Samarqand. Al-Mansir died in the last
month of 158, an obvious source of confusion as to exactly what happened
in his reign and what in al-Mahdt’s. The governor of Khurasan, Humayd b.
Qahtaba, died shortly before or shortly after al-Mansir, still serving in the post
he had received in 151; unfortunately the exact date of his death is important.
According to Khalifa b. Khayyat, he died under al-Mansiir, and his son was still
serving as interim governor of Khurasan when al-Mahdi succeeded.!” This is
probably correct. Al-Tabari, on the other hand, places Humayd’s death in 159,
in the reign of al-Mahdi,'® as do Hamza al-Isfahani and Gardizi.!® But unlike |
al-Tabari, the latter two know that he was succeeded by his son for six months,
and by accommodating this son, they run into trouble with Humayd’s real
successor, Abti ‘Awn ‘Abd al-Malik b. Yazid, who was appointed to Khurasan in

15  TB 67/93f. = 68. Even Bolshakov, “Khronologiya’, 95, opts for 159 as the date by which the
revolt had broken out, without taking Gardizi into consideration.

16 1AVi, 39; Gardiz], 279.

17 Khalifa b. Khayyat, Ta’rikh, ed. S. Zakkar, Damascus 1967-1968, 676 1., 696.

18  Tab. iii, 459.

19  Hamza, 222/163; Gardizi 278.1, 280.1. The first passage is interestingly corrupt here: Humayd
“died in the reign of al-Mansar” (bi-ruzigar-i Mansar bimurd), it says; but it continues by
saying (as does Hamza) that al-Mahdi confirmed him in his position, so the editor quite
reasonably inserts a @, to make the phrase read “in his time al-Mansar died”.
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159 and, according to al-Tabari, dismissed in 160.2° They have to place his arrival
in Safar in 160, which makes his tenure implausibly short. What is more, Hamza
knows that there was something problematic here, for he adds, in connection
with Humayd’s death, that “He knows best” and prolongs Aba ‘Awn ‘Abd al-
Malik’s governorship by making his successor, Mu‘adh, a mere commander of
the war against al-Muqanna‘ rather than full governor. All this suggests that
Khalifa is right. If we assume that Abt ‘Awn ‘Abd al-Malik arrived in Safar in 159,
the year in which he is usually said to have been appointed, he would indeed
have arrived in the reign of al-Mahdji, but he would owe his appointment to al-
Mansir. The same would apply to Jibra’ll b. Yahya, who was appointed at the
same time.?! Khalifa does in fact mention Jibra’il b. Yahya as governor of “some
place” (fi nahiya) in Khurasan under al-Mansar.?2 In short, the Tartkhnama
seems to be right in its insistence that Jibra’ll was appointed by this caliph.

The significance of this lies in its implications for al-Muqanna“s activities.
It was not normally the caliph who appointed the governor of Samarqand.
Sub-governors were appointed by the governor of Khurasan himself, and the
universal chroniclers do not usually report their names. Why, then, was it the
caliph who appointed Jibra’il b. Yahya, as all the sources agree, even though
they differ over the caliph in question? The only explanation is that something
serious had happened at Samarqand. The universal chroniclers know nothing
about Samarqand, either at that time or later in al-Muganna“s revolt, but there
can be no doubt that al-Muganna“held this city at one point, for he issued coins
(unfortunately undated) and the mints were at Samarqand and Nasaf; since,
according to the Tarikhnama, he failed to take the city of Nasaf, he must have
struck them at Samarqand.?? Only the Tarikhnama is clear that he conquered
Samarqand, and what is more, it tells us that he had done so before Jibra1l's
arrival (1.5; 2.1). He and his ally, the Turkish Khaqan, must in that case have
taken it before al-Manstr’s death, presumably in 158. The news of its fall will
have arrived in the same year, and the new appointments will have been made
shortly before al-Mansur’s death in Dhi ’l-hijja, to arrive in 159, in the reign of
al-Mahdi.

This hypothesis makes excellent historical sense: al-Muqanna“ will have
used the death of Humayd b. Qahtaba in 158 as his cue to strike, secure in

20  Tab.iii, 459, 470, 477.

21 Tab.iii, 459.

22 Khalifa, Ta’rikh, 676. Both he and others also have Abt ‘Awn as governor of Khurasan under
al-Mansar before Humayd b. Qahtaba, but this does not appear to be relevant: it was as
governor for the second time that he succeeded Humayd, as Hamza explicitly says.

»
)

23 B. Kochneyv, “Les monnaies de Muqanna®, Studia Iranica 30, 2001, 143-150.
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the knowledge that no concerted action would be taken against him until
a new governor | had been chosen, had made preparations, and marched
from wherever he was at the time (probably Baghdad) to familiarize himself
with his new province before deciding on a course of action. That the caliph
himself died shortly thereafter, further delaying matters, was his stroke of
luck.

When al-Mansur is envisaged as the caliph throughout the Muganna‘ narra-
tive, or at least until the appointment of Sa‘ld al-Harashi, the assumption may
be that since he was the caliph who had appointed the hero of the story, every-
thing else connected with the hero must have happened in his reign as well. But
it could also reflect the fact that al-Muqanna“s two conquests of Samarqand (if
two there were) have come to be told as almost identical events (see below).
The corrective view that only the wars involving Jibra’1l b.Yahya and Samarqand
had taken place in the reign of al-Mansur, everything from the appointment of
Mu‘adh b. Muslim (in 160) onwards falling in that of al-Mahdj, is not entirely
correct, but it makes perfect sense from a Sogdian point of view. The caliphs
were known on the basis of their governors, and it was al-Mansar who had
appointed Jibra’l, allegedly to the whole of Khurasan. The change of caliph was
recorded with the appointment of the next governor, Mu‘adh b. Muslim. Where
exactly in the sequence of local events al-Mansur’s death had occurred was not
remembered.

3 One or Two Conquests and Reconquests?

The fall and recovery of Samarqand are the key events in the Muganna“ narra-
tive, and it is also our only source for them; yet the passages relating to these
events are in a more corrupted state than the rest of the text. Why this should
be we do not know; given that this is the case in all the manuscripts we have
seen, however, the damage may go back to our hypothetical single, defective
manuscript. One result is that it is hard to tell whether Samarqand fell and was
reconquered twice or just once.

The narrative tells us that al-Muganna“s forces took the city twice and lost
it twice, first to Jibra’ll and next to Mu’adh b. Muslim (along with Jibra’il and
others), and the sequence of events is perfectly coherent. We are told that
when Jibra’ll b. Yahya arrived, Samarqand was in the hands of al-Muqanna‘
and the Turkish Khaqan (repeatedly identified); we are given no details of
how they had conquered it, however, beyond the fact that it had involved
a ruse (2.1). The details of Jibrall's reconquest are also lost: all we learn is
that when he arrived, the city was divided into two groups, one supporting
the Khagan (or the sipahdar who had been appointed there, identified by
Abu ’]-Maali as the dihgan of Niyaza, cf. the commentary 4.4). Jibra'll fought
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the opposing group and the Sogdians and the Turks who opposed him fled,
whereupon he entered the city (section 3).

Samarqand is duly envisaged as being in Jibrall's hands in the episodes
which follow. We are told that al-Muganna“ attempted to oust him, first by send-
ing a large army under an unnamed commander who was defeated and then by
sending Kharija to lay siege to the city (sections 4—5). Later, al-Muqganna“ tried
to lure Jibrall out of the city, though Jibrall responded by sending his brother,
who was killed (section g). After the failure of this attempt, al-Muganna“ at-
tacked the city again, this time enlisting the co-operation of the dihgan of
Niyaza and a Turkish chief, Khallukh Khaqan (later we learn that another |
Turkish chief, Kayyak Ghari, had also participated), and that this attempt suc-
ceeded. Apparently, the Turks feigned retreat and then took the Muslims by
surprise in the evening, whereupon they followed their routed opponents into
Samarqand and wrought havoc there. They used a ruse, as some manuscripts
tell us (section 10).

As regards the events leading to the second reconquest, we are told that
the caliph appointed a new governor to Khurasan, Mu‘adh, who sent Jibra’l
to lay siege to Samarqand (section 11). Mu‘adh himself went off to fight Kayyak
Ghurl, who was now raiding at Paykand near Bukhara, and to gather men and
machines for a siege (section 12). He then set off for Samarqand. On his way, he
was attacked by the Turks, reduced to dire straits, but helped by reinforcements,
and when he joined Jibrall at Samarqand, the combined forces retook the city.
Kharija, apparently al-Muqanna“s governor there, fled with a number of his
followers (sections 13—14). Mu‘adh left Jibra’1l as deputy governor of Samarqand
(16:11) and proceeded to Kish to start the siege of al-Muqanna“s fortress.

This is perfectly coherent, and there is nothing in the Tarikh-i Bukhara to
contradict it: it merely informs us that Jibra’ll and Mu‘adh had many battles
at Samarqand.?* But there are some obvious doublets: Samarqand twice falls
to Turks who are led by a Khagan and who use a ruse; the dihgan of Niyaza
seems to be present on both occasions; in both cases the fall of Samarqand
is followed by the appointment of a new governor of Khurasan, Jibra’l (in
reality ‘Abd al-Malik) and Mu‘adh respectively; and in both cases the caliph
is Aba Ja‘far. More seriously, all the information relating to the aftermath of
the first reconquest in the Tarikhnama actually to refers to the second. In the
Tarikhnama, Jibra’ll battles with Kharija after his first reconquest of the city,
implicitly in 159 (section 5); in Sallami, as preserved in Gardizi, he does so
in 161, in connection with the reconquest of the city in the governorship of

24  TB69/98 =71
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Mu‘adh.?5 In the Tarikhnama Jibra'l asks for reinforcements from the governor
of Khurasan after the first reconquest of the city, and the governor, identified
as ‘Abd al-Malik (gov. 159-160), sends ‘Ugba b. Muslim (5.2); but in all other
sources, ‘Ugba b. Muslim is part of Mu‘adh’s team, and Sallami as reflected in
Gardizi explicitly says that Mu‘adh’s forces, including ‘Ugba, came to reinforce
Jibra’ll when the latter was laying siege to Samargand, not being besieged in
it.26 Finally, the Tarikhnama says that when Jibra’ll took Samarqand in the first
reconquest, many of al-Muqganna“s followers joined him, to form part of the
large army that al-Muqanna‘sent to reconquer the city (4.1-2). Sallamiin Ibn al-
Athir and Gardizi also says that al-Muqanna“s defeated forces joined him, but
he says that they did so in 161, when they had been defeated by the combined
forces of Jibra’ll and Mu‘adh.??

All this could be taken to suggest that Samarqand only fell once. On the
other hand, there is nothing implausible about the idea that Jibra’il should have
retaken Samarqand, only to lose it again to al-Muganna“s forces so that it had
to be conquered again, and there is reason to think that this is what actually
happened.

First, when the Tarikhnama describes ‘Uqgba’s operations in the year implic-
itly given as 159, all manuscripts but one have him march to Samarqand to
battle with Kharija, as he does in the second reconquest, but B has him march
in the direction of Kish to battle with an otherwise unknown commander of
al-Muqanna“ by the name of Firtiz, and this is the only version in which the
narrative makes sense (cf. section 5 and commentary). Here, then, operations
in159 are quite different from those of 161 even though the same man is involved
in both. In line with this, the version given in the other manuscript says that
al-Muqanna“s followers confronted ‘Ugba “again” (cf. 5.3 and commentary).
Without B, this “again” would not have counted for anything. It is not even cor-
rectly placed, since it was in 161 that they did so again. But apparently they did
confront each other twice. Second, the manuscript offers us a precise synchro-
nism: Kharija was at the gate of Samarqand, i.e. besieging it after Jibra’il’s first
reconquest, while Sarjama was active in Chaghaniyan (7.2 and note 39). This
information follows an account, also notable for its precision, of how diverse
governors of Transoxania were defeated by al-Muganna“s forces at Tirmidh in
the governorship of ‘Abd al-Malik, that is in 159-160 (section 6), so Kharija’s
siege also belongs in that period. In short, Jibra’ll does seem to have recon-

25 Gardizi, 281.
26 Gardizi, 281; Tab. iii, 484; YB 304.
27 Gardizi, 281; 1A Vi, 51.
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quered Samarqand on his arrival, only to lose it and conquer it again with
the assistance of Mu‘adh as told both here and in other sources. If just one
manuscript had preserved more details about the two conquests and recon-
quests, there would undoubtedly have been much more evidence with which
to dissociate the suspiciously similar accounts, but not a single one does. If the
events sound alike, however, it is apparently not because they are doublets, but
rather because they were assimilated in the course of retelling.?8

If this is correct, we can postulate the following sequence of events: Samar-
qand fell to al-Muqanna’, represented by the Khaqan, in 158, causing al-Mansur
to send Jibra’ll b. Yahya as governor of this city charged with the task of recon-
quering it. Jibra’ll arrived in Marw in 159 and proceeded to Bukhara, where,
as the Tarikh-i Bukhara informs us, he spent four months fighting the White-
clothed ones together with the local governor before moving on to Samarqand.
He next had “many battles at Samarqand”, as the Tarikh-i Bukhara puts it, mean-
ing that he reconquered the city, but lost it again in 160. This, as our narrative
informs us and other sources give us to understand, was why ‘Abd al-Malik
Abu ‘Awn was dismissed in favour of Mu‘adh b. Muslim.2? Jibra’1l continued his
“many battles” at Samarqand, but in 161 Mu‘adh was ready to come to his help
and together they reconquered the city. Kharija fled with his troops and joined
al-Muqanna. Jibra’ll remained at Samarqand as governor on behalf of Mu‘adh,
and Mu‘adh went off to lay siege to al-Muqganna“s fortress. It was probably then
that al-Muqganna‘“ tried to lure Jibra’ll out of Samarqand, leading to the events
in which Jibra'll's brother was killed (section 9): the attempt will have been part
of an effort to relieve the pressure on al-Muqganna‘ himself. In sum, Samarqand
seems to have been under | al-Muqanna“s control, possibly with a short inter-
ruption, from 158 to 159 and again from 160 to 161.

4 Al-Muqanna“s Sphere and Mode of Operation

As mentioned previously, the Tarikhnama says that the governor of Khurasan,
‘Abd al-Malik, wrote to three sub-governors telling them to get an army together
against al-Muqganna“ at Tirmidh (section 6). The three men were Ibn Salih,
deputy governor of Balkh for Dawiid b. Dawad; Hakim al-Dhuhli(?), governor
of Tirmidh; and ‘Amr b. Ma‘qil b. ‘Aqil (al-Laythi), governor of Chaghaniyan, the
only one of them who is known from other sources. They met at Tirmidh, 14,000
men strong, and there they confronted a 15,000-strong army of al-Muqganna“s

28 Bolshakov, “Khronologiya’, gof., 96, also accepts that Samarqand fell and was reconquered
twice, but without discussing the problems.
29 Cf. Tab. iii, 477; 1A vi, 46: Abt ‘Awn was dismissed because the caliph was angry with him.
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commanded by Sarjama, Khashawi and the Turk Kayyak (or Kayyal) Ghar1.
Sarjama’s brother gave the governor of Chaghaniyan to understand that he
would defect, but this was a ruse, and the government troops were defeated.
Thereafter al-Muganna“ sent Sarjama to Chaghaniyan, where he laid siege to
the city for a month, according to the manuscripts of group 1 (section 7).
According to group 2, he went there to raise troops (note 39).

All this is new. It implies that al-Muganna‘ had been operating at Tirmidh
and explicitly says that he tried to conquer Chaghaniyan, or at least (if we go
by group 2) that he had followers there. This makes good sense. Control of
Tirmidh, on the border between Sogdia and Tukharistan, would have given him
control of the route running from Balkh in the south to Samarqand in the north
via the pass known as the Iron Gate and Kish. Since he defeated the coalition,
one would have expected him to follow up the victory by taking Tirmidh, but
we are not told whether he did so. Instead, we are told, he made a bid for
Chaghaniyan. Control of this city would enable him to block access to the Iron
Gate from the east. Again, the narrative is curiously uninterested in the political
outcome of the military encounters it describes. We are not told whether the
siege of Chaghaniyan was successful, perhaps implying that it was not, but it
is hard to say, for the narrative is reluctant to mention Muslim defeats. With
the exception of the battle at Tirmidh and the second loss of Samarqand, it is
the Muslims who win every battle, though they are sometimes reduced to dire
straits first; and on the two occasions on which they lose, the enemy was said to
have used a ruse. If al-Muqganna“ did take control of Tirmidh and Chaghaniyan,
all he would need to render his control of Sogdia complete would be to conquer
Nasaf'and Bukhara. The Tarikhnama informs us that al-Muganna“ did in fact try
to take Nasaf: after sending Sarjama to Chaghaniyan, he sent a certain Hajami
to lay siege to the city of Nasaf, but only with 3,000 men, and we are explicitly
told that this attempt was a failure (section 8). Al-Muqganna‘ was also operating
in Bukhara at the time, for when Jibra’ll arrived on his way to Samarqand in 159,
the governor of Bukhara persuaded him to stay and fight the local rebels first,
as we have seen.

In short, one has a strong sense that al-Muqanna‘ knew what he was doing.
He had been planning the revolt for a long time. Back in his days in Marw he
had dispatched missionaries along the lines he had learnt as a participant in
the Hashimite (aka ‘Abbasid) revolution,3° and he had built up support for |
himselfin the countryside of Kish, Nasaf, Samarqand, Bukhara, and apparently
also Chaghaniyan, by the time he engaged in the conquest of Samarqand, an

30 Cf.TB65/91=66.
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action bound to put him in direct confrontation with the might of the caliphate.
He timed it well; and he followed it up with a systematic attempt to conquer the
strategic cities that would make his control of Sogdia complete. He was clearly
aman with some military and political experience, but he had trouble with the
cities. We do not know whether he succeeded in taking the cities of Tirmidh or
Chaghaniyan, or whether he ever conquered that of Kish, but he failed to take
both Nasaf and Bukhara. His only success in terms of cities appears to have
been Samarqand. When he lost it, his movement was doomed.

The account of the battle at Tirmidh is also interesting for showing that al-
Mugqanna“s forces could defeat government troops in pitched battle, at least
when they included Turkish forces. The sheer number of commanders they
had defeated, according to Sallami in Gardizi and Ibn al-Athir, before Jibra’l
b. Yahya was sent also shows that they were not simply raiders, though we are
left in no doubt that they were that too (cf. 5.6; 7.1, 9.3; 10.5; 12.2). There are a fair
number of pitched battles in the Muganna“ narrative. For the rest, the military
action is mostly about sieges, both of cities and of villages, and the sieges seem
mainly to have been about reducing the inhabitants to starvation. Hajam1’s
troops could do nothing at Nasaf because the rich had released their supplies
from their stores, so that food was plentiful (8.2f.). Al-Muqanna‘ prepared for
the siege of his fortress by storing up food supplies (15.2); and though we are
explicitly told that the caliphal troops had brought siege equipment with them
(12.5 and the commentary to it), it was by reducing his followers to starvation
that they induced them to surrender according to Gardiz1.3!

When the rebels were besieging a fortress or city, they would raid the neigh-
bouring villages to feed and provision themselves (7.1). Thanks to their habit
of living off the land, the rebels came across to the author(s) of the Tarikh-i
Bukhara as little but thieves who robbed caravans and stole the harvests of the
Bukharans.32

5 The Followers

In the Taritkhnama as in other sources, al-Muqganna“s followers are Sogdians
and Turks whose sectarian name is Sapidjamagan, Whiteclothed ones, but as
noted already, there is no interest in their beliefs. We learn that they included
dihgans (9.1; 10.1), but we also hear of a dihgan who opposed them (8.3). The
dihgans come across as fairly humble people. One is wealthy, but he lives in
the village, not in a manor house outside it; the same is true of another. We

31 Gardizi, 282.
32  TB65/92=67.
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see one of them lead the village in defence against external threats, while
the other acts as representative of his village vis-a-vis the governor, seeking
help for it (sections 8, 9). The third is the dihgan of Niyaza whom we met
in action at Samarqand, so that we do not get an impression of his status at
home (10.1). The first two come across as village headmen rather than as landed
magnates. In the Tarikh-i Bukhara we learn that the village headman (khawand-
idiha) | of Narshakh was a widow, presumably of the former village headman,33
and that she too was on al-Muqanna“s side. If Narshakh’s’s headman was on
al-Muqanna“’s side, we can presume that the whole village was, willingly or
unwillingly.

The Tarikhnama also offers us a fair number of Sogdian names, many of them
new. The personal names are N°wn (the first letter undotted), also rendered *w!l
(5.4) and Srhm’ (6.2; 21.1), Hjmy (8.1), Khshwy (6.2), Kharija (an Arabic name, but
probably by adaptation of a Sogdian one, 5.1), and Fy'dm/Qyrm/Qtwm or the like
with the kunya Khwsh’m (19., 2, and the notes thereto). We also meet a Firaz
and an (undoubtedly fictitious) Banuqa (5.2; 22.2). The place names include the
villages of Hjd’n, near Samarqand (5.4), Tmwd’r/Nmwd’r/Mrdy/Mwdy, a village
near Nakhshab (8.3, notes 42, 44), the village of Y’ry-nyri/nbrh and the like,
probably Niyaza (10.1), and the fortresses Nw’Bwkt, or the like, undoubtedly
Nawakit (15.2). For further details, see the commentary to these passages.

The Tartkhnama has some new information on the Turks in the movement,
too. They are called turkan throughout, except in one obscure passage in which
we hear of a turkmant (or, in some manuscripts, turkmanan), who seems to be
on the Muslim side (14.2). Some leaders are named. The man who conquered
Samarqgand for al-Muqanna‘“is identified as the Khaqan and styled “King of Sog-
dia”, though this title is also given to al-Muqanna‘ himself (see the commentary
1.5); some manuscripts call him King of the Turks and Farghana as well (note 3),
all in the same context. Later the narrative mentions a Khlkh or Khlj Khagan,
perhaps the same man, his brother Qil (or Pil), and his ally, with whom he had a
disagreement, Kayyak (or Kayyal) Ghiirl, whom we also encounter in the battle
at Tirmidh (6.2; 10.2; 12.1-3).

Who was this Khagan? Sallamj, as cited by Gardizi and Ibn al-Athir, merely
calls al-Muqanna“s Turkish allies kuffar al-atrak.3* In connection with the
Seljugs, however, Ibn al-Athir cites an earlier historian of Khurasan according
to whom they were Ghuzz who had crossed into Transoxania in the reign of
al-Mahdi and converted to Islam: when things went badly for Muganna“ they

33  TB69/97 =71
34 1A Vi, 39; Gardiz], 279.1.
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betrayed him, as was their wont; they had betrayed the Khaganid kings as
well.35 Ghuri, the nisba of the Khaqan’s ally, could in fact be read as Ghazi (it
appears as such in one manuscript, L5), and the forms Ghaz and Ghariyya also
appear in al-Mas‘adi for the Ghuzz.3¢ Kayyal Gharl may have been the leader
of a band of outriding Ghuzz. The historian quoted by Ibn al-Athir made him
stand for all of al-Muganna“s Turkish followers because his intention was to
illustrate the unreliability of the Ghuzz who had flooded the Muslim world in
his own time.

Khlkh Khagan, however, has to be either a Qarluq or a Khalaj. If we read
the name as Khalaj Khaqgan, al-Muqanna“s Turkish followers were Khalaj from
what is now Afghanistan. Al-Baghdadi explicitly says that al-Muqanna“s | Turks
were al-atrak al-khalajiyya (though there is no reason to trust that reading).3”
Khalaj Khaqan’s companion Kayyak Ghuiri could be read as a Khalaj from Ghur
rather than a Ghuzz, and casting al-Muqganna“s Turkish followers as Khalaj
would have the advantage of fitting the information that he came from Balkh:
he could have established connections with them there. But it is a strained
interpretation. The Khalaj had no historical connection with Samarqand, nor
is the imperial title of Khaqgan attested for them, and Tukharistan-Zabulistan
is not where one would expect a rebel in Kish to draw support. Besides, the
Tarikh-i Bukhara says that al-Muqanna“s Turks came from Turkestan, while
Abui’l-Ma‘ali says that al-Muqanna“ invited the king of Turkestan to raid Trans-
oxania.®® This rules out south-eastern Iran.

We thus have to read the name of the chief in the Taritkhnama as Khallukh
Khaqan: Khallukh is the Persian transcription of Qarluq.3° The Qarlugs were
the Turks who had supplanted the Tiirgesh as the leading power in western
Central Asia in the mid-eighth century. They had spread from the east in the
wake of the collapse of the eastern Tiirk empire and participated in the battle
of Talas on the Chinese side, but defected to the Muslims; thereafter they had
conquered the Tiirgesh homeland in Suyab, where the Tiirgesh submitted to
them in around 766.4° Al-Baghdadi’s khalajiyya could just as easily be read al-

35 1A xi, 178 (year 548), adding that they had done the same to al-mulik al-khaganiyya,
presumably meaning the Tiirgesh.

36  al-Mas‘adi, al-Murij al-dhahab, ed. C. Pellat, Beirut 1966-1979, i, § 226, note 12; ii, § 1119; iii,
§2063, note 1.

37  Baghdadi, Farg, 243. llaq is written Ablaq, Sughd as S¢, and similar scribal errors or
editorial misreadings abound in the book.

38  TB67/93 = 68; Abti’l-Maalj, 59.

39  EI? s.wv. “Karluk” Bolshakov, “Khronologiya’, 93, col. 2, assumes them to be Qarlugs.

40  PB. Golden, An Introduction to the History of the Turkic Peoples, Wiesbaden 1992, 138—141;
P. Golden in D. Sinor (ed.), The Cambridge History of Inner Asia, Cambridge 1990, 349f.
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khallukhiyya.*! The main problem in casting al-Muqanna“s Turks as Qarlugs is
that the latter are not known to have adopted the imperial title of Khaqgan, pre-
viously borne by the Tiirgesh, at this early stage.*? Their chief was traditionally
known as yabghu, and this is how he appears in the list of rulers who submitted
to al-Mahdi.#3

This suggests that the chief who conquered Samarqand was the leader of
the Qarluq splinter groups in Transoxania,** perhaps a dissident member of
the Qarluq ruling house, and that he was laying claim to the Tiirgesh heritage
in an attempt to assert his position against the main body of Qarlugs and the
Muslims alike. This would have secured him the support of former members
of the Tiirgesh confederation, by whatever name they were now known, and
it is hard not to suspect that they played a major role in the movement. It
was a chief of the Tiirgesh confederation who had been overlord of Sogdia,
including Samarqand, on the eve of the Arab invasions, and Khagan was the
title by which he had been known. Evicted from their dominant position in
Sogdia by the | Muslims and supplanted by the Qarlugs further east, the Tiirgesh
had every reason to join a movement which promised to restore them to their
former status. Just as ‘Abdallah b. ‘Ali, the ‘Abbasid conqueror and governor of
Syria, enrolled former members of the Umayyad army in Syria when he made
a bid for the caliphate against al-Mansir, so a dissident member of the Qarluq
chiefly house would have been likely to enrol former Tiirgesh troops in a bid for
supremacy against the yabghu further east.

We know that there had been support among the Turks of Transoxania for
Ishaq al-Turk, the ex-soldier who had preached a message related to that of
al-Muqanna“ after Abii Muslim’s death, at a stage at which the Turks in ques-
tion must have been Tiirgesh;*> and we later hear of Whiteclothed ones in
Ilaq, Shash and Farghana.*® Al-Baghdadi credits their presence in Ilaq to al-

41 Baghdadi, Farg, 243.

42 EI%s.v. “Karluk’, col. 658. Here we are told that they never adopted it, but Mas‘Gdi expressly
says that fihim kana l-mulkwa-minhum khaqan al-khawanin (Murdj, i, § 313) (cf. P. Golden,
“Imperial ideology and the sources of political unity amongst the pre-Cinggisid nomads
of western Eurasia’, Archivum Eurasiae Medii Aevi 2,1982, 56), where their adoption of the
title in its full imperial sense is dated to after 840.

43 YTii, 479.

44  Forsuch splinter groups, see EI?, s.v. “Karluk”.

45 Ibn al-Nadim, Kitab al-Fihrist, ed. R. Tajaddud, Tehran 1971, 408.7.

46 Baghdadi, Farg, 243; Nizam al-Mulk, Siyasatnama, ed. H. Darke under the title Siyar al-
muliik, second edition, Tehran 198s; tr. H. Darke, The Book of Government or Rules for Kings,
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Mugqanna“? (suggesting that it was indeed as khallukhiyya rather than khala-
Jéyya that he meant to identify al-Muganna“s allies). In line with this, some
manuscripts of the Tarikhnama credit al-Muganna’, here undoubtedly a mis-
take for the Khaqgan, with the title King of the Turks and Farghana (note 3). In
actual fact, the Whiteclothed ones of Ilaq, Shash and Farghana may predate al-
Mugqanna, for Buddhist adherents of the Maitreya Buddha were known to the
Chinese as Whiteclothed ones;*8 but they would indeed have been receptive to
al-Muganna“s message, for there are strong suggestions that he cast himself as
Maitreya.*® If Muganna“s Turks were a coalition of Transoxanian Qarlugs and
former Tiirgesh whose chief claimed the position once held by the Tiirgesh, it
will not have been for the plunder and adventure alone, but also for his mes-
sianic message that they, or at least some of them, joined him.

6 The Formation of the Muqanna‘Narrative

As mentioned above, the first half of the Muqanna“ narrative seems to be
primarily about Jibrall and Samarqand, while the second comes across as a
general account of the war against al-Muganna‘ to which occasional references
to Jibra’ll b. Yahya have been added, and the whole account should perhaps
be seen as a celebration of the victory composed at Samarqand in honour of
Jibra’il. The first part may have used the expression shi‘at bani - Abbas (see the
commentary, 6.1), which is suggestive of high antiquity, and it also has passages
which are strikingly precise and detailed (notably 7, 9, and B’s version of 5).
The second part comes across as more legendary in character, with its semi-
fictional story of Sa‘id’s sheep and its largely or wholly fictional stories of the
attempt to call al-Muqanna“ to the faith, Jabir b. Ahid’s crossing of the | trench,
and Bantiqa’s survival to witness al-Muqanna“s end (sections 13, 16, 20). But
there are some precise (if sometimes garbled) details in this part too, notably
the name and lay-out of al-Muqganna“s castle, the names of the generals and
governors involved in the siege, and the defections that led to the fall of the
outer castle; and the sequence of events in the entire narrative looks sound. It
is undoubtedly textual corruption, not poor historical recollection on the part
of the author, which accounts for the dire condition of so much of it.

London 1960, ch. 46, 22; al-Shahrastani, K. al-Milal wa’l-nihal, ed. W. Cureton, London
1842-1846, i, 194.

47  Farg, 243.

48 H. Seiwert and Ma Xisha, Popular Religious Movements and Heterodox Sects in Chinese
History, Leiden 2003, 151-153.

49 Cf. P. Crone, “Moqanna”, in Encyclopaedia Iranica, summarizing P. Crone, The Nativist
Prophets of Early Islamic Iran: Rural Revolt and Local Zoroastrianism, New York 2012.
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There is further information relevant to the history of the Muqanna‘ narra-
tive in other sources. In his account of al-Muqganna’, al-Birani (d. after 442/1050)
mentions that he has translated akhbarahu from Persian into Arabic, referring
the reader to a now lost work of his for further details.>° This sounds like a
reference to a work entitled Akhbar-i Muganna‘, and Sadighi took this work
to be identical with our Muqanna‘ narrative; he further identified the work
translated by al-Biraini with the Akhbar-i Muganna“ by one Ibrahim which is
mentioned as one of the sources on al-Muqanna“ in the Tarikh-i Bukhara.>' It
would be very convenient if both the work translated by al-Birtini and that com-
posed by Ibrahim were identical with our narrative, and the titles obviously fit;
but unfortunately it is not possible. The work translated by al-Biriini may well
be our Muganna“ narrative, but Ibrahim cannot be its author.

Ibrahim is probably the Ibrahim b. Muhammad who is said in the Fihrist to
have been learned about the Muslimiyya. Ibn al-Nadim (d. 380/990) knew of
him from an anonymous history of Transoxania, from which he quotes him as
a source on Ishaq al-Turk.52 He is not otherwise known, but he clearly wrote
on religion, a subject in which the Muqganna‘ narrative does not display any
interest. That makes it unlikely that he should be its author. In fact he cannot
be, for the Tarikh-i Bukhara draws on both Ibrahim and the Muganna“ narrative.
In his opening lines on al-Muqanna, the Persian translator of the work, Qubawi
(wrote 522/1128f.), says that Narshakhi, who wrote the work in Arabic in 332/
9431, left his chapter on al-Muganna‘ incomplete and proceeds to tell the story
of al-Muganna“s early career on the authority of Ibrahim, author of the Akhbar-
{ Muganna‘, and Muhammad b. Jarir al-Tabari.5 The mention of al-Tabari here
has caused some headache because Qubawt’s account has practically nothing
in common with that in al-TabarT’s history;>* but what Qubawi meant, of course,
will have been the Persian translation. His “Tabari” is our “Bal‘am1”, or in other
words the Tarikhnama.

50 Birani, Athar, 211.

51 TB 64.1/89.ult. = 65. Sadighi, Mouvements, 164n, 165 = Junbishha, 209, 210.

52 Ibn al-Nadim, Fihrist, 408.9. Noted by Sadighi, Mouvements, 165 (omitted in the transla-
tion).

53 It is usually assumed to be Qubawi who is speaking here, and it certainly seems most
likely. Much of what he says, however, is close to the account of Aba ’l-Ma‘li (wrote
484/1082) in terms of al-Muqanna“s career and his preaching alike, and this raises the
suspicion that Aba °l-Ma@li found it in the Tarikh-i Bukhara, then still in Narshakht's
Arabic version. But as a heresiographer, Aba ’l-Ma‘ali is more likely to have used Ibrahim
directly.

54  Zaryab, “Nukat?”, 88f.
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Much of what follows in the Tarikh-i Bukhara is indeed found in the Tartkh-
nama. Thus both the Tarikh-i Bukhara and the Tarikhnama tell us that | Jibrall
stopped at Bukhara and fought the Whiteclothed ones there; both mention that
mangonels were constructed and diggers assembled at Bukhara, that Sa‘id was
governor of Herat and that he arrived with a large number of sheep, which he
refused to sell, thereby causing the Turks to attack; both say that Sa‘id built
houses and baths at al-Muqganna“s castle, that the castle consisted of an inner
and an outer fortress, and that al-Muqganna‘ spent fourteen years in it; and
both tell of how he poisoned his wives, except for a woman who lived to tell
the tale, and that he killed himself by jumping into a hearth (cf. commentary,
1.4, 12.5, 13.1, 15.2, 20.1, 22.2, 5, 24.1). There are also some curious similarities
of a less tangible kind. Both sources exaggerate the social or political status
of the protagonists: Jibrall is promoted to governor of Khurasan while al-
Mugqanna“s Arab father-in-law turns into a descendant of a famous Qurashi in
the Tarikhnama (sections 1, 23). In the Tarikh-i Bukhara Jibra’l is promoted to
wazir of the caliph while al-Muqanna' is first an officer in the Khurasani army
and next wazir as well, if only of the local governor.5® The Tarikhnama regularly
uses the formulaic phrase, “the news reached Muqanna‘, who was grieved”
(ghamgin shud) (9.1; 15.1; 21.1); and it also tells us that when the caliph Aba
Ja‘far/al-Mahdi was informed of the fall of Samarqand, he wept and appointed
Mu‘adh governor (11.1f.). The Tarikh-i Bukhara says that when the Whiteclothed
ones grew strong, some people came to Baghdad and told al-Mahdi, who was
saddened (diltang shud) and sent many troops.56

The Muqganna“ narrative cannot be dependent on the Tarikh-i Bukhara, for
it tells the story of the loss of Sa‘id’s sheep and its aftermath in greater detail,
in a garbled form which shows that further information has been lost (sections
13-14 and commentary). It also has the name of al-Muqganna“s castle, which
is missing in the Tarikh-i Bukhard (cf. commentary, 15.1), and it tells of an
attack by Kayyak Ghuri on Mu‘adh b. Muslim at Paykand near Bukhara which
is unknown to the Tarikh-i Bukhara: all we learn here is that a Turk called
Kualar Tekin was a problem at Bukhara (cf. commentary, 12.2). Conversely, the
Tarikh-i Bukhara cannot have used the Muganna‘ narrative as we have it. It
does not know that al-Muganna“s Arab father in-law was supposed to have
been the descendant of a famous Qurashi (cf. comm., section 23); nor does it
have a name for the woman who lived to tell the tale, and it credits the story
to a dihgan of Kish who claimed to be her grandson (cf. comm. ad 22.2). In

55  TB64/90 = 65f.
56  TB66/93 =671
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addition, the Tarikh-i Bukhara is extremely vague on everything to do with
Samarqand, or indeed anything outside Bukhara: it even claims that al-Mahd1
came to Nishapur (of all places) to fight al-Muqanna, a recollection of the fact
that al-Mahdi had come to Nishapur to fight Ustadhsis.>” But on Bukharan
matters it has a wealth of information that cannot come from the Muganna“
narrative, just as the Muganna“ narrative has a wealth of information relating
to Samarqand that cannot come from the Tarikh-i Bukhara.

In short, one would infer that when the two works have material in common,
they are drawing on a shared source. This source must be an early version of
the | Muqanna‘ narrative. The Tarikh-i Bukhara has the commander with the
alleged name of Sughdiyan. It was through a misreading of a passage in the
Muganna“ narrative that this name was formed, and it must have been via
manuscripts containing the misreading that Sughdiyan moved to other sources
(cf. comm., 4.4).

Qubawi seems to have known the narrative in the full version in which it still
contained an account of al-Muganna“s early career. For in his own account of
the first stage of al-Muganna“s life, he tells us that al-Muqanna’s father was
called Hakim and that “he” (the father or al-Muganna‘) was an officer in the
Khurasani army in the reign of al-Mansiir; a couple of lines later, he says that
al-Muqanna“ was an officer in the Khurasani army during the revolution and
that he served under a certain governor in the time of al-Mansur. What we have
here are clearly two statements about the same man, not one about the father
and another about the son:58 two slightly different formulations of the same
point have been taken from different sources and pasted into the same account.
Since Qubawl has just told us that his information comes from Ibrahim and
al-Tabari, one formulation is presumably Ibrahim’s and the other “Tabart’s”. If
so, QubawT’s version of the Muqganna‘ narrative did not start in the middle of
al-Muganna“s career, with the dispatch of Jibra’ll to Khurasan, but rather at
the beginning. Unfortunately, he does not quote enough to tell us whether it
opened with the words “When Abu Ja‘far killed Aba Muslim”.

One wonders if the Muganna“ narrative available in Bukhara was a Bukharan
adaption of the Samarqandi fathnama, put together by locals who had heard
it declaimed in Samarqand. Here, as in the Samarqgandi version preserved in
the Taritkhnama, the narrative relating to the local struggle is filled with precise
details which have sometimes been garbled in transmission, but which show

57  TB66/93 = 68. For MahdT’s second visit to Nishapur, in connection with Ustadhsis’ revolt
in 150/767f., see Tab. iii, 355.
58 TB 64/90 = 65f; cf. Zaryab, “Nukat”, 89.
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the original narrator to have been well informed; it is in the shared second
half, when outsiders take over, that the legendary features creep in. However
this may be, the Bukharan version was undoubtedly known in the time of
Narshakhi (who completed the original Tarikh-i Bukhara in 332/943f.), not just
in that of Qubaw1 (who translated it into Persian with additions of his own
close to two centuries later); for although it is mostly impossible to tell who
wrote what in the Tarikh-i Bukhara, Narshakhi is explicitly identified as the
narrator of the story of the woman who came to be known as Bantqa.>® The
dihgan to whom he credits the story was probably named as the authority in
the Muqganna‘ narrative he used. Alternatively, if he heard the dihgan, the latter
will have claimed descent from the still nameless Bantiqa on the strength of
the Muqanna“ narrative, in whatever form he may have known it, for the story
is undoubtedly fictitious: its melodramatic character apart, its purpose is to
explain how al-Muqganna“s mode of death could be known ifhe had killed every
one before he killed himself and disappeared without a trace. The Muganna‘
narrative must also have been available to Abui ’l-Ma‘ali, who wrote in 485/1092,
for Sughdiyan, or rather Sughdigan, figures in his account, identified as the
dihgan of Niyaza who is not mentioned in the Tarikh-i Bukhara (cf. comm.,
4.4).

This makes it highly likely that it was indeed the Muganna‘ narrative that
al-Biruni (d. after 442/1050) knew and translated from Persian into Arabic, as
Sadighi suggested. If it was on the basis of this work that al-Birani summarized
al-Muqanna®s story in his Athar, it was the Bukharan version that he knew, for it
shares three distinctive points with the Tarikh-i Bukhara.®° The possibility that
he got them directly from the Tarikh-i Bukhara cannot be ruled out, since we
do not know exactly what either the Muganna“ narrative or the section on al-
Muganna'“ in the Tarikh-i Bukhara looked like at the time. But since the Tarikh-i
Bukhara was still in Arabic, he clearly knew an additional work (or works) in
Persian, and the chances that this was our Muqanna‘ narrative are high. He
does not attribute it to al-Tabari, perhaps because he deemed the ascription too
obviously wrong to be worth mentioning, but more probably because it was not

59  TB72[102=102.

60 He too has the revolt lasting for fourteen years; he places the end of the revolt in 169, which
could be a misreading of TB’s 167, and his statement that “the Mubayyida and the Turks
gathered around him, so he declared women and property to be lawful to them” is close to

I K.

TB's “al-Muganna‘ called in the Turks and declared the blood and property of the Muslims
lawful for them” (Birani, Athar, 211; TB 64, 66, 72/90, 93, 101 = 65, 68, 74). He also says that
al-Muganna‘ burnt himself, but so do many other sources, and he clearly used more than

one (since he also says that the Muslims cut offhis head and sent it to al-Mahdi at Aleppo).
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current yet. It probably came to be attributed to al-Tabari for the simple reason
that he seemed the only possible author for so important an account of events
in the by then remote past.

There is another echo of the Muqanna‘ narrative in the sixth/twelfth-century
anonymous compilation Mujmal al-tawarikh:%! here the woman who lived to
tell the tale says that al-Muqganna‘ behaved “like a drunken camel” and that he
threw himself into the fire saying that he had led many people astray (compare
22.4-5), which is not in the Tarikh-i Bukhara (on which it may have drawn
t00);%2 and here as in the Tarikhnama, the story of al-Muqanna“ is followed
by an account of the deposition of Isa b. Musa. But the woman who survived
here says that al-Muganna“ was like a drunken camel “foaming at the mouth”,
that he killed all quadrupeds as well, and that he threw all his possessions into
the fire, which is in neither the Tarikh-i Bukhara nor our Muganna‘ narrative.
Maybe the author was drawing on a version different from ours. A great many
slightly different versions are likely to have been current until the Samarqandi
narrative came to be locked in the two main forms in which it now survives.
How that happened we do not know, and without a pre-Mongol manuscript it
seems unlikely that we ever will.

61 Mujmal al-tawarikh wa’l-gisas, ed. S. Najmabadi and S. Weber, Wiesbaden 2000, 262.
62 It has a brief account of his beliefs and says that al-Muganna‘ heated the oven for three
days, as we are also told in 7B 73/102 = 74.
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Appendix 413
Ibrahim, Akhbar al-Muganna‘ anon., Akhbar-i Muganna‘
S N
' \\
s ?
%
Abtit Tammam Tarikh-i Bukhara (N)
Biruni
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Abt’'l-Ma‘ali
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extant Tarikhnama versions

FIGURE 1  The relationship between the main sources on al-Muganna“are schematically
presented in Figure 1. The arrowheads indicate recipients which also used other
sources. Qubawt gives the title of Ibrahim’s work in Persian, but Ibrahim is most likely
to have written in Arabic. For the relationship between him, Abu Tammam, and the
Arabic heresiographical tradition, see P. Crone, “Abui Tammam on the Mubayyida’,
in O. Ali-de-Unzaga (ed.), Fortresses of the Intellect: Ismaili and Other Islamic
Studies in Honour of Farhad Daftary, London 20m [Ed.: included as article 5 in the
present volume). For Abii *[-Ma‘ali, see above, n. 49.



CHAPTER 8

»» Al-Jahiz on Ashab al-Jahalat and the Jahmiyya*®

For Fritz,

esteemed colleague,
old friend, Eidbruder

In his book on animals al-Jahiz frequently refers to al-Nazzam’s doctrine of
latency (kumaun), that is, the idea that fire is hidden in the stone or wood from
which it is produced.! In one passage on this question he depicts al-Nazzam as
arguing against opponents who denied that there was any difference between
good and bad seed, salty and sweet water, different types of soil, and suitable
and unsuitable times of planting: the only difference lay in God’s wish to create
grain, grapes, olives and the like from them when they were combined, the
result was not latent in the ingredients themselves. Al-Nazzam declared that
anyone who held this to be true had agreed with the Jahmiyya, gone to al-
jahalat, and professed denial of the faba’i‘ and the haga’ig.?

What is al-Nazzam referring to? Jahalat means something like absurdities
or nonsense, views revealing ignorance (Ungereimtheiten, as Van Ess suggests
in his translation of another passage).? The absurdities relate to two denials
associated with the followers of Jahm b. Safwan (d. 128/746), the Transoxa-

This article owes its genesis to the kindness of Mairaj Syed, who gave me a print-out from

al-waraq.com of all the passages on al-jahalat in al-Jahiz in connection with a graduate

seminar I taught at Princeton University in 2006. I am also grateful to Michael Cook and

Masoud Jafari Jazi for comments and corrections.

1 AlJahiz, K. al-Hayawan, ed. ‘A.-S.M. Harun, 7 vols, Cairo, 1938-1945, esp. v, pp. 6 ff; cf. Ency-
clopaedia of Islam, 2nd edn., Leiden, 1960—2004 (henceforth E1?), art. ‘kuman’ (Van Ess).

2 Al-Jahiz, Hayawan (n.1above), v, p. 93 (wa-man qala bi-dhalika ... gala ka-qawl al-Jahmiyya ft
Jjami* al-magalat wa-sara ila ’l-jahalat wa-qgala bi-inkar al-tab&’i wa’l-haq@’iq).

3 J. van Ess, Theologie und Gesellschaft im 2. und 3. Jahrhundert Hidschra, Berlin and New York,

19911997 (henceforth T6), v1, p. 31. References to TG alone are to Van Ess’s translations (which

include philological discussion and further references); references to Van Ess, TG, are to his

analysis.
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nian mawla and rebel whose beliefs are viewed with disfavour in all surviving
sources. The first denial is of the taba’’, the four elementary qualities which
both al-Nazzam and al-Jahiz himself saw as key constituents of the natural
world. Jahm and/or the Jahmiyya denied that these entities generated anything,
or even that they existed, as we read elsewhere in al-Jahiz’s animal book.* The
second denial is of the haga’ig, which Frank translates as ‘essential characters’
or ‘essential natures’, reading the word as largely synonymous with taba’i5 Van
Ess opts for the ‘core of things’ (Wesenskern) or ‘the real powers of action’ (die
realen Wirkkrdfte) and relates the statement to Jahm'’s denial of free will: God
governed everything, humans were just marionettes in his hands.%

Other passages in al-Jahiz, however, show that the jahalat had to do with
perceptions. Al-Jahiz tells us that he had written a book against the Jahmiyya
[fUl-idrak wa-ft qawlihim fi °l-jahalat, ‘about perception and their doctrine con-
cerning the jahalat.” Here al-jahalat seems to be used as a technical term, not
simply as a term of abuse. In a more expansive vein, al-Jahiz cites al-Nazzam as
remarking, in polemics against Dirar b. ‘Amr, that he who says that animals live
without blood must also deny the taba’i‘ and reject the haga’iq in accordance
with Jahm b. Safwan’s doctrine about the heating of fire and cooling of snow,
food and poison, and perception and sensory impressions (al-idrak wa’l-hiss);
but that, he says, is another chapter (dhalika bab akhar) fi’l-jahalat.® Again,
the jahalat seems to be a technical term for a doctrine relating to perception,
and here too the doctrine involves denial of the elementary qualities and the
haqa’ig, but this time the jahalat are cast as the consequence of holding that
animals live without blood. How could anyone make so strange a postulate?
Dirar allegedly held that blood was only created when you saw it.9 Elsewhere
al-Nazzam reiterates that whoever denies the doctrine of latency will even-
tually enter fi bab al-jahalat. Here he goes through a long sequence of ilzam
(whoever says A must also say B and so also ¢, etc.) in order to show that who-
ever denies that there is fire in the stone thereby joins those who argue that
there is no water in the water skin on the grounds that the water is only cre-

4 Al-Jahiz, Hayawan (n.1above), 1v, p. 288, 1. 6; v, p. 11, Il 1-2; cf. also 1v, p. 74, 1. 4 where Jahm
and Hafs al-Fard are contrasted with those who believe in the taba’.

5 R.Frank, ‘The Neoplatonism of Gahm b. Safwan’, Le Muséon, 78,1965, pp. 395-424 (404—405).

6 Cf. Van Ess, 76, 11, p. 498; TG, VI, p. 31.

7 Al-Jahiz, Hayawan (n.1 above), 1, p. 10, l. 1. The text has al-jihat, but the variant al-jahalat is
clearly to be preferred; cf. v, p. 7, Il. 1-3, where Van Ess also emends al-jihat to al-jahalat (T6,
VI, p. 29 and n. 16).

8 Al-Jahiz, Hayawan (n.1above), v, p. 11, L. 3 (TG, VI, pp. 31-32).

9 Ibid, p.10,1 5(76G, v1, p. 31).
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ated when you touch its wetness, and who say the same about the sun, the
moon, the stars and the mountains when they disappear from sight (i.e. that
they cease to exist).1® Apparently, then, the Jahmite doctrine regarding per-
ceptions and jahalat against which al-Jahiz had directed his book was to the
effect that nothing exists until you perceive it, and that it only exists as long
as you perceive it. Al-Nazzam’s argument is that if, like Dirar, you deny that
there is fire in the stone before you rub it, you have no option but to go with
Jahm: you must also deny that there is blood in the bodies of animals before
they bleed, that there is water in the skin before you touch it, and that the
sun and the moon exist when you do not see them. In short, your only alter-
native to the doctrine of latency is so crazy that you have to agree with al-
Nazzam.

Jahm’s doctrine fi ’l-jahalat should undoubtedly be related to his view of
God. He famously held God to be wholly other, far beyond our senses and
intellect, utterly removed from any conceptualization or description by us.!!
Since everything we are capable of thinking and saying is tied to the created
world, we have no way to envisage him. We cannot even say that he is a shay’,
a thing or something, for all | things are his creation, and there is no thing like
him (laysa ka-mithlihi shay’, Q. 42:11).)2 Some thought that Jahm must have been
an atheist, since his object of worship was an unknown entity.!® But in fact,
God was everything to him, quite literally; for although his object of worship
was wholly transcendent, He was also wholly immanent, mixed (mumtazif) in
with His creation,'* pervading everything, without being in a particular place.1®
Everything that happened in this world was His action, including everything
we did ourselves. There was no causality, merely things coming in association.!6
We would describe ourselves as the originators of our acts, but we were not, any

10 Ibid., pp. 7-9 (TG, V1, pp. 29—30). For the Konsequenzmacherei, see Van Ess, TG, I11, p. 41.

11 Ibn Hanbal, al-Radd ‘ala ’l-Zanadiga wa’l-Jahmiyya (transl. TG, v, p. 222); Khushaysh in al-
Malati, K. al-Tanbih wa’l-radd ‘ala ahl al-ahwa’ wa’l-bida’, ed. S. Dedering, Istanbul, 1936,
p- 70; cf. TG, 11, pp. 4991f.

12 Ibn Hanbal, Radd (n. 11 above; transl. TG, v, p. 222); differently formulated in al-Maqdisi,
K. al-Bad’ wa’l-ta’rikh, ed. C. Huart, 6 vols, Paris, 1899-1919, V, p. 146.

13 Cf. Ibn Hanbal, Radd (n. 1 above), p. 32.

14  Khushaysh in al-Malati, Tanbih (n. 11 above), p. 6 (TG, v, p. 200); cf. Van Ess, TG, 11, pp. 501—
502.

15 Thus the Jahmiyya in al-Malati, Tanbih (n. 11 above), p. 76 (TG, V, p. 220); al-Darimi, al-
Radd ‘ala’l-Jahmiyya, ed. G. Vitestam, Lund and Leiden, 1960, pp. 17, 42, 59; cf. p. 96; Frank,
‘Neoplatonism’ (n. 5 above), pp. 403—-404.

16 Ibn Taymiyya in Y. Qadi, Magalat al-Jahm [sic] b. Safwan, Riyad, 2005, 11, p. 724.
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more than the trees or the sun were the real agents when they were described
as shaking in the wind or setting. In reality ( fi *-hagiga), nobody apart from
God did anything.!”

The doctrine about jahalat amounts to a further claim that apart from God,
nothing really exists. We see the blood of animals, the sun and the moon,
we feel the wetness of water, experience the cooling effect of snow, and the
different effects of food and poison, but what we see, feel, hear, smell and taste
exists only in relation to us, not as independent entities: take us away and they
too disappear. They have no more reality than do our own acts, and no more
effect: the mountains do not exist, nor do the sun and moon; fire does not heat,
snow does not cool, food does not nourish us, poison does not kill us, and the
elementary qualities account for nothing. In short, the world that we perceive
through our senses does not include any haga’ig, things or acts endowed with
objective existence. Only God exists, and of Him we can say nothing because
our sensory and intellectual equipment is geared to the phenomenal world. In
relation to Him all our ideas are mere imagination, mere wahm. Anyone who
said that his wahm had reached God was an unbeliever, as Jahm is reported to
have declared.!8

To Richard Frank, Jahm came across as a Neoplatonist.!® Fritz Zimmermann
was not persuaded, though he did grant that Jahm might have picked up a
Neoplatonist commonplace or two.2° One wonders if even the commonplaces
should | not be struck from the record. God does lie beyond human concep-
tualization in Neoplatonism, but the sublunar world of the Neoplatonists is
not lacking in reality or reducible to a flow of short-lived and ultimately unreal
sense impressions. Van Ess, although more taken with Frank’s argument than
Zimmermann, considered the possibility that we should look to Indian systems
rather than Neoplatonism for the roots of Jahm's thought.?! This is surely right.
Jahm is said to have come from Balkh, the capital of Tukharistan (ancient Bac-

17 Al-Ash‘ari, K. Magqalat al-islamiyyin, ed. H. Ritter, Istanbul, 1929-1933, p. 279 (TG, V, p. 214);
cf. Van Ess, TG, 11, pp. 498—499, rightly stressing that this was not a doctrine of predestina-
tion: there was no divine foreknowledge, and no plan.

18 M. Bernand, ‘Le Kitab al-radd ‘ala [-bida‘ d’ Aba Mut1* Makhul al-Nasaft, Annales Islam-
ologiques, 16,1980, p. 105; Ibn al-Jawzi, Talbis Iblis, Cairo, n.d., pp. 20—21.

19  See the reference given above, n. 5.

20 F.W. Zimmermann, ‘The Origins of the So-Called Theology of Aristotle), in J. Kraye, W.F.
Ryan, and C.B. Schmitt (eds), Pseudo-Aristotle in the Middle Ages, London, 1986, pp. 110—
240 (135-136).

21 Van Ess, TG, 11, pp. 499—500, 504.
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tria), which was still predominantly Buddhist at the time,?? and he was based
at Tirmidh, on the border between Tukharistan and Sogdia, which also had
a Buddhist presence.?® He is said to have engaged in disputation with Bud-
dhists (Sumaniyya), who induced such doubts in him that he stopped praying
for forty days, saying that he would not pray to someone he did not know;
then, according to Khushaysh b. Asram (d. 253/867), he ‘derived this doctrine
(ishtagga hadha °l-kalam) from that of the Sumaniyya’.2* In other sources the
Sumanis ask Jahm how he can know that God exists when he cannot perceive
him with the senses and Jahm replies by asking them if they do not have a
spirit which is equally inaccessible to the senses, which they admit. Here the
Sumanis are indistinguishable from the empiricist Dahris of Iraq,?? and Jahm
does not borrow anything from them. In Khushaysh'’s version the issue may be
the unknowability rather than the existence of God, but it is still hard to see
what Sumani doctrine it could be that he borrowed. If we go by al-Jahiz rather
than Khushaysh, the most plausible answer, in so far as a mere Islamicist can
judge, is a philosophical doctrine of Mahayana Buddhism.

In the Abhidharma, a body of systematizing literature dated to between
the third century BC and the first century AD, a distinction is made between

22 Al-Sam@ni, al-Ansab, ed. M.I. Khan, Hyderabad, 1962-1992, 111, p. 437, s.v. ‘al-JahmT’; cf.
Van Ess, TG, 11, p. 494; H. Yang, Y. Jan, S. lida and L.W. Preston (eds and trs), The Hye Ch'o
Diary, Seoul, n.d., § 25 (I owe my knowledge of this work to K. van Bladel, ‘The Bactrian
Background of the Barmakids) in A. Akasoy, C. Burnett and R. Yoeli-Tlalim [eds], Islam
and Tibet: Interactions along the Musk Routes, Farnham, 2om, pp. 43-88 [51-52]).

23 Noted by Hsiian-tsang (d. 664) in S. Beal, Buddhist Records of the Western World, 1, London,
1906, p. 39; cf. also P. Leriche, ‘Termez antique et médiévale), in P. Leriche et al. (eds), La
Bactriane au carrefour des routes et des civilisations de [’Asie Centrale: Termez et les villes
de Bactriane-Tokharestan (actes du colloque de Termez 1997), Paris, 2001, p. 80; P. Leriche
and S. Pidaev, ‘Termez in Antiquity’, in J. Cribb and G. Herrmann (eds), After Alexander:
Central Asia before Islam, Oxford, 2007, pp. 189-190.

24  Al-Malati, Tanbih (n. 1 above), p. 77.

25  Cf. the summary and references in Van Ess, TG 11, pp. 503—504 (one version replaces the
Sumanis with a Greek). Jahm defeats their question how he can know that God exists
when He is not accessible to the senses with reference to their own possession of a spirit
that they cannot see, hear, etc. Abt Hanifa defeats a Dahri with the same reply in H. Daiber,
‘Rebellion gegen Gott. Formen atheistischen Denkens im frithen Islam, in F. Niewdhner
and O. Pluta (eds), Atheismus im Mittelalter und in der Renaissance, Wiesbaden, 1999,
pp. 40—43. Compare Gregory of Nyssa (d. after 394), On the Soul and the Resurrection, transl.
C.P. Roth, Crestwood NY, 2002, p. 44, where Macrina conversely dispels doubts about the
existence of the soul with reference to the existence of God, who is not known by sense
perceptions either.
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two truths, one conventional, relating to the way things appear, the other
ultimate, | relating to things ‘as they really are, and an attempt is made to
isolate the irreducible constituent elements of existence, known as dharmas.
The dharmas were found to be momentary forces, either mental or physical,
which rose in a continual stream and existed for a very short time, during which
they had real existence, svabhava, ‘own-existence’ or ‘self-nature) an essence
that distinguished them from one another. They could be described, in Skilton’s
words, as ‘those unique, elemental forces which constitute, or underlie, the
flow of the conventional world.26 The phenomena that we perceive as real
in our everyday world were only ‘conceptual’ (or ‘secondary’) existents. They
were ‘empty’ (Sunya), meaning devoid of self-existence, a quality which only
the momentary forces possessed.?”

The ‘Perfection of Wisdom (prajriaparamita)’ sutras, which are among the
earliest Mahayana works, criticized this view, postulating that even the dhar-
maslacked self-existence: all things were empty. This doctrine became the basis
of Mahayana philosophy, generating two classical schools. One is the Madhya-
maka, the ‘Middle Way’, founded by Nagarjuna in the second century AD and
still upheld by an order in Tibet today. Nagarjuna accepted that nothing what-
ever had self-existence: all things were empty, not just the short-lived dharmas
which had so far been understood as what the Muslims called haga’ig, but also
samsara, nirvana, the Buddha, and emptiness itself.28 Some Buddhists took this
to mean that Nagarjuna was a nihilist (in the ontological rather than the moral
sense), others that he held ultimate reality to be beyond conceptualization,
while a third interpretation is that he rejected the very idea of an ultimate truth
as incoherent; he has also been understood as a sceptic and as guilty of philo-
sophical error.2? That his position amounted to nihilism was the view of the
second school, the Yogacara (alias Cittamatra, ‘mind-only’), founded by Asanga
and expounded by Vasubandhu in the fourth century Ap. They postulated that
something really did exist, namely mental things—streams of perception and

26  A. Skilton, A Concise History of Buddhism, Birmingham, 1994, p. 89.

27 P. Williams and A. Tribe, Buddhist Thought: a Complete Introduction to the Indian Tradition,
Abingdon and New York, 2000, pp. 87ff.

28  Williams and Tribe, Buddhist Thought (n. 27 above), pp. 1311f,; Skilton, Concise History
(n. 26 above), pp. u15ff;; M. Siderits, Buddhism as Philosophy, Aldershot, 2007, ch. g; J.L.
Garfield, Empty Words: Buddhist Philosophy and Cross-cultural Interpretation, Oxford,
2002.

29  Siderits, Buddhism as Philosophy (n. 28 above), pp. 181ff,; Garfield, Empty Words (n. 28
above), chs 1, 5; D. Burton, Emptiness Appraised: a Critical Study of Nagarjuna’s Philosophy,
Richmond (Surrey), 1999. The literature on him is enormous.
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emotion. There were no external objects. ‘The content of a sensory experience
presents itself as an external object when no such object exists), Vasubandhu
said; they were like the hair on the moon perceived by those with cataracts, the
yellow colour seen by a jaundiced person looking at a white shell, or like things
seen in a dream.3° Certainly, mind was empty, but in the new sense that it was
free of the duality between perceiving subject and perceived object.

What we are told about Jahm b. Safwan could readily be understood as
a Muslim reformulation of one or the other of these teachings. By his time,
they are likely to have interacted both with each other and with local culture
in eastern Iran, as they did in China, but the fact that his doctrine centered
on perceptions suggests that the Yogacara are of particular relevance. Jahm
denied not just that there was fire in the stone, blood in animals, or water in
the water-skin, the three examples related to the doctrine of kuman, but also
that the sun, moon, stars and mountains had real existence: they were created
(yukhlagu) when they were seen. Actually, yukhlaqu is Van Ess’s emendation.
The text twice uses the fifth form: innama huwa shay’un takhallaga/tukhulliga
‘inda l-ru’ya, ‘it is only a thing which seems to be/which is forged when it is
seen’; and innama takhallaga/tukhulliga ‘inda hall ribatiha, ‘it merely feigns to
be/is merely forged when its [the water-skin’s] strings are untied’3! It probably
should not be emended. Jahm apparently held the sense impression to be an
illusion: in Yogacara terms, the mental image was real, but there was no object
to produce it.

This throws some light on the so-called Sufista’iyya, the ‘sophists’ credited
with sceptical views in terms so stereotyped that they sound like a mere here-
siographical fossil. The Sufist@’iyya claimed that ‘all things follow imagination
and conjecture (inna ’l-ashya’ kullaha ‘ala °l-tawahhum wa’l-hisban), people
only grasp things in accordance with their minds, in reality there is no truth (/a
haqq fi’l-haqiqa)'32 It is often hard to tell whether this statement, cited time
and again in slightly different versions, means that we cannot know the true

30 Siderits, Buddhism as Philosophy (n. 28 above), pp. 149 ff;; cf. also the accounts in Williams
and Tribe, Buddhist Thought (n. 27 above), pp. 152 {f;; Skilton, Concise History (n. 26 above),
pp- 121ff. For a philosophical test of the position, see J. Feldman, ‘Vasubandhu’s Illusion
Argument and the Parasitism of Illusion upon Veridical Experience) Philosophy East and
West, 55, 2005, pp. 529—541.

31 Al-Jahiz, Hayawan (n.1above), v, p. 9,1. 7, p. 10, ll. 1-3; TG, v1, 29n, 30n.

32 Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih, al-Iqd al-farid, ed. A.A. Amin, A. al-Zayn and I. al-Abyari, Cairo, 1940—
1953, 11, p. 407; cited by J. van Ess, ‘Skepticism in Islamic Religious Thought, al-Abhath,
21, 1968, pp. 1-18 (1); cf. id., Die Erkenntnislehre des Adudaddin al-Ici, Wiesbaden, 1966,
pp- 184 ff., 221—236.
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nature of external reality (the world beyond our senses being closed to us) or
that there is no such a thing as an external reality (the world we experience
being an illusion); but mostly it is about the limits of knowledge.?3 There is an
unusually clear example of the statement as a denial of external reality, how-
ever, in Abu Hatim al-Razi, who cites it as ‘everything seen and sensed is devoid
of truth/reality ( jami*ma yura wa-yuhassu la hagiqa laha); it is merely accord-
ing to (‘ala tariq) imagination (khaylula) and surmise (fisban); we merely see
and witness these things as we see them in a dream, there is no truth/reality to
them, nor to ourselves, nor to anything that is seen or sensed, nor to anything
in this world’3* A Yogacarin could probably have endorsed this formulation,
provided that imagination and surmise were understood as erroneous assump-
tions about the existence of objects. But there cannot be much doubt that the
wording of the | stereotyped statement is Greek, for its core part sounds like
an Arabic version of a statement in Epiphanius (d. 403) according to which the
pre-Socratic Leucippus held that ‘all things exist according to imagination and
opinion, not according to the truth (xota pavtaciov & xal Séxnow ta Tdvrta yive-
oBaut xal pundev xota dANdetov).35 Whatever exactly Leucippus may have meant
by this, he did not mean to deny the existence of objective reality (which in
his view took the form of atoms). The same holds true of other Greek philoso-
phers, whether pre-Socratic or later, who stressed the unreliability of our sense
impressions: their point was not that objects do not exist, but rather that our
perceptions are not a reliable guide to their true nature (we do not see them
as atoms, for example). The Academic Sceptics only went so far as to profess
themselves unable to say whether objects exist, and when Carneades adduced
perceptions in dreams, his message was that there is no such thing as a criterion
of truth, not that there is no such thing as an object.36 It is similarly in illustra-
tion of our inability to know the nature of things that the dream is adduced

33  See for example al-Baghdadi, Usul al-din, Istanbul, 1928, pp. 319—320 (with three different
positions); Ibn al-Murtada, al-Munyawa’l-amalfi sharh al-milalwa’l-nihal, ed. ]. Mashkour,
Damascus, 1990, p. 14 (with two).

34  Abu Hatim al-Razi, Alam al-nubuwwa, ed. S. al-Sawi, Tehran, 1977, p. 150. The dream also
figures in other versions, e.g. al-Ash‘ari, Magalat (n. 17 above), p. 433; al-Maturidi, K. al-
Tawhid, ed. F. Kholeif, Beirut, 1970, p. 156; al-Maqdisi, Bad’ (n. 12 above), I, p. 48; later
references in Van Ess, Ici (n. 32 above), pp. 185-186. There is never any suggestion that
the reference is to the Qur’anic fata morgana (24:39).

35 H. Diels (ed.), Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, 3rd ed., 2 vols, Berlin, 1912, 11, A 33; Epipha-
nius, Panarion, transl. F. Williams, 2 vols, Leiden, 1987/1994, 11, p. 647.

36 RJ. Hankinson, The Sceptics, London and New York, 1995, p. 16; Sextus Empiricus, Against
the Logicians, i. 159, 403 (Loeb edition, ed. and transl. R.G. Bury, Cambridge, Mass., and
London, 1935).
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by other Greek Sceptics.37 But Vasubandhu knew for sure that objects do not
exist, and it is in this vein that he adduces the comparison with the dream,
which is a stock image in the prajiiaparamita literature.38 It also appears time
and again in the Khotanese Book of Zambasta.3® It would appear that a Bud-
dhist affirmation of the non-existence of objects had travelled to Iraq, where
its opponents assimilated it to Sceptical views of Greek origin regarding the
limits of our knowledge and called it ‘sophist’. Another example is the water
which is just a mirage: Greek Sceptics do not seem to have used it, but it was
commonplace in India, much used by the Yogacara, and it is duly credited to a
Sufista’1in third/ninth-century Iraq.4?

Jahm undoubtedly held our sense impressions, like everything else, to be
created by God. It is the obvious solution for a monotheist who denies that we
can infer from sense impressions to objects: Berkeley, another idealist (again in
the ontological rather than moral sense), also held our sensory images (‘ideas’)
to occur in our minds because God caused them to do so. In short, al-Jahiz’s
infor|mation suggests that Khushaysh is right: Jahm did indeed owe something
fundamental to the Buddhists. It could have been into an originally Buddhist
family that he had been born.#!

37 See the references in Van Ess, Ici, (n. 32 above), p. 184; also Sextus Empiricus, Against the
Logicians (n. 36 above), i. 88, on Anaxarchus and Monimus (both 4th century BC); id.,
Outlines of Pyrrhonism, i. 104 (the 4th mode of Scepticism) (Loeb edition, ed. and transl.
R.G. Bury, Cambridge, Mass., and London, 1933).

38  E.Conze, ‘The Ontology of the Prajnaparamita, Philosophy East and West, 3,1953, pp. 117—
129 (124); cf. also 1.C. Harris, The Continuity of Madhyamaka and Yogacara in Indian Maha-
yana Buddhism, Leiden, 1991, pp. 29, 46.

39 The Book of Zambasta: a Khotanese Poem on Buddhism, transl. R.E. Emmerick, London,
1968, ch. 2, § 210; ch. 3, §§105, 107, 137; ch. 4, §89; ch. 6, § 52, etc.

40 ]J.Makransky, Buddhahood Embodied, Albany, 1997, p. 81; ]. Fiick, ‘Some Hitherto Unpub-
lished Texts on the Mu‘tazilite Movement from Ibn al-Nadim’s Kitab al-Fihrist, in S.M. Ab-
dullah (ed.), Professor Muhammad Shafi‘ Presentation Volume, Lahore, 1955, pp. 70-71;
cited in Van Ess, ‘Skepticism’ (n. 32 above), pp. 1—2.

41 This poses the question how far Buddhism should be seen as playing a role in the forma-
tion of Dirar’s doctrine too. Dirar, who was denounced as a Jahmite, denied that things
had any substance: bodies were simply bundles of accidents, and some (but not all) of
these accidents were created anew every moment (Van Ess, TG, 111, pp. 38—40). This places
Dirar closer to the Buddhist doctrine of momentariness, which is also based on a denial
of substance, than to the classical kalam doctrine, in which the atoms are bearers of the
accidents (cf. A. von Rospatt, ‘Einige Berithrungspunkte zwischen der buddhistischen
Augenblicklichkeitslehre und der Vorstellung von der Momentanheit der Akzidenzien
(‘arad, a‘rad) in der islamischen Scholastik’, in Anndherung an das Fremde, ed. H. Preissler
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The Afterlife

In another passage al-Jahiz links the ashab al-jahalat with the Dahris, else-
where in his work characterized as empiricists who did not believe in God,
prophets, life after death, or any other metaphysical postulate.*? Here he re-
marks that the Dahris denied the existence of demons, jinn, angels, veridical
dreams and charms, and that in their view ‘their matter will not be completed
without the participation of the ashab al-jahalat*3 It sounds like sarcasm.
Maybe al-Jahiz is simply linking the two as groups known for absurd denials
of obviously real things, but we do hear of Jahmites who rejected the afterlife,
claiming that the spirit died with the body, and who did not believe in veridi-
cal dreams.** Since al-Jahiz is being so cryptic, however, I will not pursue the
question further here.

The Rational Nature of All Beings

In his chapter on the gecko al-Jahiz tells us that certain hadiths about this
animal are adduced by ‘the ashab al-jahalat and those who claim that all things
are endowed with reason (natiga) and that they form nations whose course of
affairs is like that of human beings (umam majrahum majra *l-nas).*> These
people also adduced a barrage of Qur'anic passages in which animals, birds,
stones, mountains, heaven and earth speak or otherwise behave like human
beings. Al-Jahiz continues that ‘the Jahmiyya and those who deny the causative
power of the elementary qualities (jjad al-faba’i‘) adopt a position (dhahabat
... madhhaban), and Ibn H&it and those who gather around his crowd from
among the ashab al-jahalat adopt a position, and some people who are not

and H. Stein, Stuttgart, 1998, pp. 523-530). When Fritz Zimmermann brought Dirar’s doc-
trine to Sorabji’s attention, the latter related it to the comparable idea of bodies as bundles
of properties in Neoplatonism (R. Sorabji, Matter, Space and Motion, London, 1988, p. 57;
taken up by Van Ess, TG, 111, pp. 42—44). The Neoplatonists do not seem to have cast the
properties as momentary, however.

42 Cf. P. Crone, ‘The Dahris According to al-Jahiz, Mélanges de ['Université Saint-Joseph, 63,
2010—2011, pp. 63—82 [Ed.: reprinted in P. Crone, Islam, the Ancient Near East and Varieties of
Godlessness, vol. 3 of Collected Studies in Three Volumes, ed. H. Siurua, Leiden, 2016, art. 5].

43 Al-Jahiz, Hayawan (n.1above), 11, p. 139: anna l-amr la yatimmu lahum illa bi-musharika
ahl al-jihat [sic]. For the emendation of al-jihat, see above, n. 7.

44  Al-Malati, Tanbih (n. 11 above), p. 77; transl. TG, v, p. 221.

45  Al-Jahiz, Hayawan (n.1above), 1v, p. 287.
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mutakallims adopt (a position), and follow | the literal meaning of hadith and
poetry, claiming that stones think and reason (ta'gilu wa-tantiqu), and that they
have just been deprived of speech (al-mantiq), whereas birds and wild animals
are as they used to be (‘ala ma kanat ‘alayhi). They say: bats, sparrow-hawks,
and frogs are obedient and rewarded, while scorpions, snakes, kites, ravens,
dogs and the like are disobedient and punished’*¢ Elsewhere he tells us that
some people (probably Dahris and/or Zindigs) found fault with the Qur’anic
story of Solomon and the hoopoe (hudhud) on the grounds that the hoopoe
is presented as subject to reward and punishment: this, they argued, implied
that some animals were subject to commands and prohibitions, reward and
punishment, heaven and hell, which in turn implied that solidarity (walaya)
with some animals and hostility (‘adawa) to others were required; and since
the genus ( jins) applied to all its members, this would be true of ‘all of them,
apparently meaning all animals, though everyone agreed (‘inda jami* al-nas)
that the hoopoe had less knowledge than ants, lice, elephants, monkeys, pigs
and pigeons, who formed nations and so had superiority in terms of knowledge,
intelligence and prophets. And all this, they pointed out, was nonsense on a par
with the superstitions of the pre-Islamic Arabs.#” Al-Jahiz rejects their reading
of the Quranic story, adding that only the Manichaeans (al-Maniyya) and the
ashab al-jahalat believed this kind of thing.#8

In the first passage the Jahmiyya are distinguished from the ashab al-jahalat,
who are ranged with Ibn H#'it instead: elsewhere al-Jahiz links the latter with
Jjuhhal al-sufiyya.4° But both the Jahmiyya and Ibn Ha'it's group, as well as some
non-mutakallims, are reported to believe that all things around them, even
stones, are endowed with reason and moral responsibility; and in the second
passage al-Jahiz subsumes all three groups under the label of ashab al-jahalat,
this time adding the Manichaeans.

Al-Jahiz seems to be the only source to associate the Jahmiyya with such
beliefs, but Ahmad b. Hait (or Khabit) and his associates are well-known
for them. Ibn H&it, a Basran and pupil of al-Nazzam like al-Jahiz himself,
held that all living beings formed a single species endowed with reason and
legal/moral responsibility (taklif ), that all living beings had received prophets,
even donkeys, birds, fleas, and lice, and that moral responsibility rested on the
spirit alone, not on bodies, which were mere forms (gawalib) that the spirit
put on, wandering from one form to another: he believed in reincarnation,

46 Ibid., 1v, p. 288.

47  Ibid, 1v, pp. 79-80.

48 Ibid., 1v, p. 81, ult.

49 Ibid., v, p. 424; transl. 76, v1, p. 214.
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t00.5% One might have thought that he held donkeys, birds, fleas, lice and so
on to have received their | prophets as humans and to have been punished
for their unbelief by reincarnation in lowly forms, but apparently he did not:
he and other juhhal al-sufiyya would adduce Q. 16:68 (wa-awha rabbuka ila °l-
nahl) as proof that bees had received prophets,>! and some sources explicitly
tell us that he and other believers in reincarnation held the prophets to have
been sent as animals to their own kind. Fakhr al-Din al-Razi mentions their
use of the Qur’anic story of the hoopoe, Solomon’s ant and other passages,
t00.52 Nobody apart from al-Jahiz seems to say that Ibn H2’it held even plants,
stones and other inanimate things to be rational, nor is it documented for
his pupil, Ahmad b. Ayyub b. Banash or Manush or the like (d. 258), who
subscribed to much the same doctrines, including reincarnation, though he did
not believe that animals were morally responsible.53 But of the (third/ninth-
century?) Mu‘tazilite al-Qahtabi we are told that he included heaven and earth
among the spirits which had refused the primordial test from which angels,
humans and demons had emerged (according to Ibn H&'it's myth), adducing
Q. 33:72 (‘We offered the trust [amana] to the heavens and the earth and the
mountains, but they refused to take it on’); he too believed in reincarnation.>*
And of yet another pupil of al-Nazzam’s, Fadl al-Hadathi, we hear that he
held animals, plants and inorganic things, even stones, to contain transformed
spirits which were undergoing punishment.5> Given that the mountains are
mentioned along with the heavens and the earth in Q. 33:72, the verse adduced
by al-Qahtabi, one suspects that al-Qahtabi, and quite possibly Ibn Ha'it too,
shared his view. The verse is included in al-Jahiz’ discussion of the believers in
the rationality of all things, and Fadl al-Hadathi also belonged to the safiyyat
al-mu‘tazila, or the juhhal al-sufiyya, as al-Jahiz preferred to call them, refusing
to recognize such people as Mu‘tazilites.56

50  Al-Baghdadi, al-Farq bayn al-firaq, ed. M. Badyr, Cairo, 1910, pp. 255—256; Ibn Hazm, K. al-
Fasl fi’l-milal wa’l-ahwa wa’l-nihal, Cairo, 13171321, 1, p. 78; al-Maqdis1, Bad’ (n. 12 above),
111, p. 8; Van Ess, 76, 111, pp. 430ff.

51 Al-Jahiz, Hayawan (n.1above), v, p. 424; transl. TG, V1, p. 214.

52 Ibn Hazm, Fasl (n. 50 above), 1v, p. 198; Aba Ya‘la Ibn al-Farra’, al-Mu‘tamad fi usil al-din,
ed. W.Z. Haddad, Beirut, 1974, p. 110; Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, al-Tafsir al-kabir, Tehran, 1413,
X11, p. 215, ad 6:38.

53  Al-Baghdadi, Farg (n. 50 above), pp. 258-259; transl. TG, V1, p. 220; Ibn Hazm, Fas! (n. 50
above), 1v, p. 198.

54  Al-Baghdadi, Farg (n. 50 above), pp. 255, 259 (wrongly al-Qahti); TG, 111, pp. 443444, V1,
p- 221.

55  AbuYala, Mu‘tamad (n. 52 above), p. 110; transl. TG, V1, p. 219.

56 Ps.-Nashi’, K. Usul al-nihal, § 83, in J. van Ess, Frithe Mu'tazilitische Hiresiographie, Beirut,
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The group identified as non-mutakallims in al-Jahiz’s first passage may be
or include Khurramis. They certainly saw all living beings and, in a late exam-
ple, even the earth as sentient, though we are not told that they saw them
as rational; and they too believed in reincarnation, into humans and animals
alike.5? But the reference could also be to the Manichaeans, whom al-Jahiz
explicitly mentions in | the second passage, though their ranks did include
mutakallims. Al-Jahiz is certainly right that they believed such things. They
held that part of ‘the divine nature permeates all things in heaven and earth
and under the earth, that it is found in all bodies, dry and moist, in all kinds
of flesh, and in all seeds of trees, herbs, men and animals ... bound, oppressed,
polluted’, as Augustine said; even the earth, wood, and stones had sense.8 ‘If
a person walks upon the ground, he injures the earth; and if he moves his
hand, he injures the air, for the air is the soul of humans and living crea-
tures, both fowl and fish, and creeping things) as another opponent summa-
rized their view,%9 again with perfect accuracy.6® Muslim authors observe that
the Manicheans had to avoid injuring animals, or all living things, occasion-
ally mentioning plants, trees, water, and fire as well,%! but they never seem
to include the earth or stones in their statements, just as they do not usu-
ally do so in connection with the Mu‘tazilite Sufis. Only al-Jahiz mentions
that the Manichaeans and the ‘ignorant Sufis’ alike held even solid things

1971, p. 50 (§83). Abu Ya‘la assigns him to the ghulat al-Rafida (Mu‘tamad [n. 52 above],
p- 110).

57 Ps.-Nashfi’, Usul (n. 56 above), § 58; Ibn al-Nadim, al-FiArist, ed. R. Tajaddud, Tehran, 1971,
p. 406, 1. 4; transl. B. Dodge, The Fihrist of al-Nadim, 2 vols, New York and London, 1970, 11,
p. 817; al-Maqdisi, Bad’ (n. 12 above), 1v, p. 31; W. Madelung, Religious Trends in Early Islamic
Iran, Albany, 1988, p. 10; EI? art. ‘Khurramiyya’; Encyclopaedia Iranica, ed. E. Yarshater,
London, 1982—, art. ‘Korramiyya..

58 Augustine in ].D. BeDuhn, The Manichaean Body, Baltimore, 2000, p. 77.

59  Acts of Archelaos 10, cited in BeDuhn, Manichaean Body (n. 58 above), p. 79.

60 Cf. H.-J. Klimkeit, ‘Manichéische und buddhistische Beichtformeln aus Turfan. Beobach-
tungen zur Beziehung zwischen Gnosis und Mahayana), Zeitschrift fiir Religions- und Geis-
tesgeschichte, 29, 1977, pp. 193—228 (204-205), citing the book of confessions preserved in
Uighur with further discussion. Ephrem knew the Manichaeans to hold trees, fields, and
even the ground itself to exude light (BeDuhn, Manichaean Body [n. 58 above], p.167), and
Bar Hebraeus knew them to hold even earth and water to have souls (A.V.W. Jackson, ‘The
Doctrine of Metempsychosis in Manichaeism, Journal of the American Oriental Society, 45,
1925, pp. 246—268 [261]).

61 Ibn al-Nadim, FiArist (n. 57 above), p. 396; transl. 11, p. 788; ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Tathbit dala‘il al-
nubuwwa, ed. ‘A.-K. ‘Uthman, Beirut, 1966, p. 184; al-Biriini, al-Athdar al-bagiya ‘an al-quran
al-khaliya, ed. and transl. C.E. Sachau, Leipzig, 1923, London, 1879, p. 207, 1-3.
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such as stones to be endowed with reason. Since he is right about the for-
mer and about at least some of the latter, he may well be right about all of
them.

That everything is rational, even inanimate things, is an obvious way of
thinking if one believes that God is immanent in everything, mixed with His
creation. But if the starting point of the Jahmiyya was the Yogacara doctrine that
nothing exists except for Mind, we would have to postulate that they had under-
stood this doctrine in the light of the Iranian conception of the universe as a
mixture of light and darkness. The idea of the divine pervading the world is not
prominent in the Zoroastrian books, though Ohrmazd is seen as having dissem-
inated fire in all his creation,%2 but the Manichaeans interpreted the mixture in
what is called now a ‘pan-psychist’ (or ‘animist’) and now a ‘pantheist’ vein, and
so too apparently did the Khurramis: light was present in everything, and light
was alive and sentient. The Jahmites seem to have envisaged Mind, the only
real, self-existing entity of the Yogacara, God in their parlance, along the same
‘pantheist’ lines, thereby endowing everything with reason. Yogacarin thought
about Buddhahood could have played a role in it too. It certainly did in China, |
where Buddhists contemporary with Jahm developed doctrines according to
which the entire universe is but the revelation of the absolute spirit, that every-
thing, even dust grains and blades of grass, contained the Buddha nature, and
that Buddhahood was present from the start of one’s spiritual career, making
sudden enlightenment possible.? Postulating that Jahm, not just the Jahmiyya,
thought along those lines would have the advantage of explaining how he could
hold it possible to know about a God who was far beyond conceptualization
and utterly removed from any waAm of ours: it would be sudden enlighten-
ment that he understood as faith created by God without the believer having
anything to do with it.5* It would also make intellectual (as opposed to purely
sociological) sense of his conviction that faith had nothing to do with ver-
bal profession or observance of the law.%% In any case, the Jahmites who held
God to be mixed with his creation also agreed with other Iranians when they

62  J. Duchesne-Guillemin, ‘The Six Original Creations), in Sir ] Zarthoshti Madressa Cente-
nary Volume, Bombay, 1967, pp. 7-8; Greater Bundahishn, ch. iii.8 in Zaehner, Zurvan, a
Zoroastrian Dilemma, Oxford, 1955, pp. 322 (text), 334 (transl.).

63 K.K.S. Ch’en, Buddhism in China, Princeton, 1964, pp. 306 ff.; more briefly Skilton, Concise
History (n. 26 above), pp. 168-171.

64  Cf. AbuYala, Mu‘tamad (n. 52 above), p. 30, L. 6; transl. TG, v, p. 213.

65  Al-Ash‘ari, Magalat (n. 17 above), p. 279, L. 3, p. 477, 1. 3; transl. 76, v, pp. 212—213; cf. Van
Ess, TG, 11, pp. 496—497.
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thought of the end of the world as a separation: God would remain mixed with
His creatures till He caused them all to perish, they said, then He would be
released from them and they from Him. (What would happen to them is not
stated. )6

It is the same Iranian (or Irano-Christian) pan-psychism that reappears
among the Mu‘tazilite Sufis in Iraq, in the negative evaluation characteristic
of the Manichaeans and other Gnostics: light was captured, the world was the
result of a cosmic fall, and salvation required asceticism. It is familiar from later
Sufism, too, and it almost always goes with belief in reincarnation. To those who
hold that God is immanent in the whole world, in animals and in trees, and
indeed in the inanimate world, which they call His universal appearance, the
wandering of the spirits through reincarnation (hulal al-arwah bi’l-taraddud)
is not problematic, as al-Birani said with reference to Sufis well before Ibn
‘Arabi and his pupils had formulated the theory which came to be known as
wahdat al-wujud and which was to provide new shelter for adherents of such
views.57 If al-Jahiz is right that the Jahmiyya saw everything as endowed with
intelligence, one would have expected them also to believe in reincarnation,
as the Manichaeans, Khurramis and juhhal al-stufiyya did, especially as it was
also found in Buddhism. Maybe they did. Without al-Jahiz we would not have
known that they were pan-psychists, and as it happens, his polemical target in
the relevant passages does not include reincarnation, so he does not mention it
atall. Unfortunately, no other source seems to mention or discuss reincarnation
in connection with the Jahmites either.

In sum, Jahmism was not Neoplatonist. What the jahalat relating to the
non-existence of objects and the rationality of all things suggest is rather
that it was Buddhist doctrine filtered through Iranian thought. To clinch the
case would require unearthing of some intermediary links, such as Sanskrit
terms or examples wandering via Bactrian or Sogdian into Arabic texts on
the Jahmiyya, or local handling of Yogacarin views on Mind, emptiness or
Buddhahood foreshadowing Jahmite views; but at this point I must hand over
to the experts in the languages and the Buddhist history of Central Asia. The
conclusion would be that just as the Christians of Iraq seem to have interpreted
the Buddhist doctrine of emptiness in a Greek vein, so Frank seems to have

66  Al-Malati, Tanbih (n. 1 above), p. 76; transl. 76 v, p. 220 (f), where the last part of the
statement is taken to refer to what happens when people die rather than the future
annihilation; cf. also Van Ess, 76, 11, p. 506.

67  Al-Birani, K. fi Tahqiq ma lil-Hind, ed. E. Sachau, London, 1887, p. 29; ed. Hyderabad, 1958,
p- 44; transl. E.C. Sachau, Alberuni’s India, 2 vols, London, 1910, 1, pp. 57-58.
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given us an interpretatio graeca of an Iranian doctrine of transcendence and
immanence. But then the same would be true of the Iranians themselves: it
clearly is not accidental that the Neoplatonist doctrine of the Universal Reason
and the Universal Soul was to prove enormously popular among them.
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CHAPTER 9

Buddhism as Ancient Iranian Paganism*

In his book on India Birtini says that in ancient times the whole region from
Khurasan through Fars, Iraq and Mosul to the border of Syria followed the
religion of the Shamaniyya and continued to do so until Zoroaster appeared.!
At first sight this makes no sense. The religion of the Shamaniyya (Sanskrit
Sramana, Pali samana, ascetics, monks) is Buddhism; the normal form of the
word in Arabic is Sumaniyya, a vocalisation I shall freely use even though it
must have arisen by mistake.2 But how could Birani claim that the whole of
the Iranian culture area had once been Buddhist? The answer is that well before
his time Sumanism had come to be used as a general term for an ancient form
of paganism of which Buddhism was seen as a survivor. In this light, some of
Biran’s information on the Sumaniyya is very interesting.

The idea of Buddhism as ancient paganism is presented in its clearest form
in Hamza al-Isfahani (wrote 359/961) and Khwarizmi (wrote between 367/977
and 372/982). We may start with Hamza. According to him, all the nations of the
world had once followed a single religion, which had prevailed until the coming
of the revealed laws (zuhur al-shara’i‘). This single religion had been known by
two names: in the eastern regions its adherents were called Sumaniyyun (Bud-
dhists) and in the western regions Kaldaniyyun (Chaldaeans). Both still sur-
vived, the Sumanis in India and China, the Chaldaeans in Harran and Edessa.
In Khurasan the Sumanis were now known as Shamanan, while the survivors
of the Chaldaeans had taken to calling themselves Sabians since the time of
Ma'mun.®

Later Hamza provides some further details. Idolatry was instituted (Aud-
dithat) in the | reign of king Tahmarath, he says. It arose because some people

This article has been greatly improved by the comments of Michael Cook and Kevin van

Bladel on an earlier draft.

1 Birani, Kitab fi tahqiq ma lil-Hind, ed. E. Sachau, London 1887, 10f,; ed. Hyderabad 1958 (the
edition I have used), 15f; tr. E.C. Sachau, Alberuni’s India, London 1910, i, 21 (henceforth cited
in the form Hind, 10f./15 = i, 21).

2 For all this, see G. Monnot, ‘Sumaniyya, E1%

3 Hamza al-Isfahani, Tawaritkh sint mulitk al-ard wa’l-anbiy@’, ed. ] M.P. Gottwaldt, Leipzig 1844,

5; ed. (with Ta’rikh for Tawarikh) Beirut 1961, 11 (henceforth cited in that order, separated by

a slash); cf. D. Gimaret, ‘Bouddha et les Bouddhistes dans la tradition musulmane, journal

Asiatique 257,1969, 288 1.
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had lost their dear ones and made representations of them to console them-
selves, and eventually they came to worship them as intermediaries between
man and God. It was also in the reign of Tahmurath that fasting was insti-
tuted, originally because food was difficult to come by, but eventually it came
to be seen as a form of religiosity and worship of God, and they practised it in
an extreme form. The inventors of fasting (al-mubtadi‘ lahu) were poor peo-
ple from among the followers of a man called Budhasaf. The followers of this
religion were called Chaldaeans, and in the time of Islam they called them-
selves Sabians, though in reality the Sabians are a group of Christians living
between the swamps and the desert who differ from the main body of Chris-
tians and who are counted among their heretics (mubtadi‘thim). Tahmurath,
whose exploits included the building of Isfahan and Babel, held that every
group which liked its own religion should be left alone, a principle followed
in India to this day.#

Here there is no mention the Sumaniyya, only of the Chaldaeans, i.e. the
pagans of Harran (and, in his first account, Edessa), who had adopted the
name of Sabians to secure dhimmi status for themselves in the reign of Ma'mtn
according to a famous story.® But the institutor of fasting among them is Bud-
hasaf (Bodhisattva), placed in the reign of Tahmirath, a king of the legendary
Pishdadid dynasty associated with eastern Iran who is here the ruler of Babel,
t00.6 Both idolatry and fasting are said to have appeared in his reign for reasons
that originally had nothing to do with religion. Budhasafis the leader of a group
whose poverty and fasting go well enough with Buddhism, but one would not
have recognized him as a Buddhist figure if it had not been for his name.

KhwarizmT's account is similar and clearly shares a source with Hamza's first
account, but he has some additional information. Once upon a time mankind
(al-nds) were Sumaniyytn and Kaldaniyyuin, he says. The former were idolaters
and survive in India and China; the latter survive in Harran and Iraq (rather
than Edessa) and are now called Sabians and Harranians, having adopted the
name of Sabians in the time of Ma’miin, though the real Sabians are a Christian
sect. The Sumaniyya were followers of Suman and idolaters who believed in
the eternity of the world (gidam al-dahr), the transmigration of souls, and

4 Hamza, Tawarikh, 29—32/31f. (both editions have Yadasaf for Badhasaf); cf. Gimaret, ‘Boud-
dha, 280f.

5 Ibn al-Nadim, Kitab al-Fihrist, ed. R. Tajaddud, Tehran 1971, 385; tr. B. Dodge, The Fihrist of
al-Nadim, New York 1970, ii, 7511.

6 Cf. A. Christensen, ‘Les types du premier homme et du premier roi, Archives d’Etudes Orien-
tales 14, 1917-1934, part i, 183 ff,; E. Yarshater, ‘Iranian National History’, in Cambridge History
of Iran, 3 (1), ed. E. Yarshater, Cambridge 1983, 371.
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the doctrine that the earth is always falling downwards. Their prophet was
Budhasaf, who came forth in India, though others say that he was Hermes.
Budhasaf appeared in the time of king Tahmurath, who brought the Persian
script.”

Here Badhasaf is more recognizable: he appears in India, his followers are
the Sumaniyya, and both he and the Sumaniyya are idolaters who believe
in the transmigration of souls, the eternity of the world, and a somewhat
enigmatic doctrine regarding the downward | movement of the earth; as before,
they survive in India and China. For all that, Budhasaf is still associated with
the Iranian king Tahmirath, and it is not just to the Sumaniyya that he is a
prophet, but also to the Chaldaeans/Sabians, in competition with Hermes, the
prophet with whom the Sabians are normally associated.® There is no mention
of fasting.

A similar account of the origins of paganism was known already to Ibn al-
Kalb1 (d. 204/819). According to him, the religion practised under Tahmuarath
was idolatry, and fasting first appeared in his time, originally because some
poor people had trouble procuring food but eventually as a way of drawing
close to God, in which capacity it continued until it was instituted by the
revealed laws.® Unlike Hamza, Ibn al-Kalbi does not identify the poor people
as followers of Budhasaf, but Budhasaf’s presence should probably be taken
for granted, for it is otherwise hard to see why the invention of fasting should
be placed under Tahmurath. Besides, other traditions which may also go back
to Ibn al-Kalbi identify Budhasaf as the inventor of Sabianism.!® Aba ‘Isa al-
Warraq (d. 247/861 or later) and Tabarl duly tell us that Zoroaster’s patron,
Bishtasf (Vishtaspa) was a Sabian, i.e. a pagan, when Zoroaster brought Zoroas-
trianism to him.!!

Mas‘adi (d. 345/956) also knew the history of paganism. Unlike Hamza and
Khwarizmi, he does not tell us that mankind had once followed the same

7 Khwarizmi, Mafatih al-‘ulim, ed. G. van Vloten, Leiden 1895, 36; cf. C.E. Bosworth, ‘Al-
Khwarizmi on Various Faiths and Sects, Chiefly Iranian, Papers in Honor of Professor Ehsan
Yarshater, Leiden 1990, 12, 14 f.

Cf. K. van Bladel, The Arabic Hermes, Oxford 2009, ch. 3.

9 Ibn al-Athir, al-Kamil fi ’[-ta’rikh, ed. CJ. Tornberg, Dar Sadir reprint, Beirut 1965-1967, i,
61.

10  Tabarl, Tarikh al-rusul wa’l-muliik, ed. MJ. de Goeje and others, Leiden 1879-1901, i, 176,
184; Ibn al-Athir, Kamil, i, 61.

11 Abi Tsa cited in Ibn al-Malahimi’s Kitdb al-Mu‘tamad ft usul al-din, ed. W. Madelung,
Tehran and Berlin 2012, 640 (my thanks to Prof. Madelung and Sabine Schmidtke for letting
me see the typescript); Tabar, i, 683.
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pagan religion, but rather gives his information in connection with specific
peoples. In the first of three relevant accounts he says that the Iranians were
pagans (‘ala ra’y al-hunafa’) when Zoroaster brought his book!? and explains
their paganism as Sabianism, brought by Budhasaf to Tahmurath.!3 Badhasaf’s
message was that perfection, nobility, complete soundness and the sources of
life lay in the elevated roof above, i.e. the sky, and that the planets which came
out and went in were the managers (of this world) and the cause of everything
in the world, including the creation of composites out of simple elements, the
perfection of forms (tatmim al-suwar), the lengths of lives, and more besides.
He attracted people of weak minds with this view and was the first to preach
the Sabian doctrine of the Harranians and Kimaris, the latter being followers of
a type of Sabianism which was separate from that of the Harranians and found
among people in the swamps around Wasit and Basra; Mas‘adi also refers to
them as the pagans and Chaldaeans (al-hunafa’ wa’l-kaldaniyyin) who were the
Babylonians still extant in the swamps.!#

The paganism that Budhasaf brought to Tahmurath is here Sabianism in
the sense of | Harranian religion, without any Buddhist features whatever.
As the bearer of Sabian/Chaldaean religion Budhasaf was to undergo further
developments: an astrologer by the name of al-Qasri, cited by Maqdisi (wrote
355/966), held him to be a Babylonian of immense antiquity who possessed the
science of the astral revolutions and who had calculated the age of the world
as 360,000 years; he lived before Hermes, who lived long before Adam.!> Since
the present paper is about Buddhism, however, these developments can be left
aside.16

In his second account Mas‘tdi tells us that many Indians, Chinese and others
hold that God and the angels have bodies. For this reason they made images
of them and worshipped them until their wise men informed them that the
planets and stars were live and endowed with intelligence (natiga), that the
angels moved back and forth between them and God, and that everything in

12 Mas‘adi, Kitab al-Tanbih wa’l-ishraf, ed. M.]. de Goeje, Leiden 1894, gof.

13 Mas‘adi, Tanbih, gof.; Muraj al-dhahab, ed. C. Barbier de Meynard and AJ.B. Pavet de
Courteille, Paris 18611877 (cited by volume and page); ed. C. Pellat, Beirut 1966-1979 (cited
by volume and paragraph), ii, mf./i, § 535; cf. iv, 49/ii, § 1375, where Budhasaf is credited
with a statement about kingship which was recorded in Persian on the gate of Nawbahar.

14  Mas‘adi, Muraj, ii, n2/i, § 535; cf. iv, 68/ii, §1397; idem, Tanbih, 161.8.

15 Magqdisi, Kitab al-Bad’ wa’l-ta’rikh, ed. Cl. Huart, Paris 1899-1919, ii, 97; cf. ii, 146 ff. on his
book on giranat.

16 Cf. van Bladel, Arabic Hermes, n5-118.
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the world was due to them, so they worshipped them instead; but during the
day and some nights they could not see them, so they made idols again. After
various events which Mas‘td1 says he omits, they abandoned the worship of
the heavenly bodies until Budhasaf appeared in India. He was an Indian who
went to Sind, Sistan, Zabulistan and Kirman, claiming to be a prophet and a
messenger of God, and an intermediary between God and his creation. He came
to the land of the Persians in the time of Tahmaurath, or, according to some, in
that of Jam(shid) (Tahmurath’s brother and successor), and he was the first to
make public the doctrines of Sabianism (here Mas‘tidi refers the reader back to
his earlier account). Budhasaf taught them asceticism and preoccupation with
the things of the higher worlds in which people’s souls originated and to which
they would return, and he renewed ( jaddada) the worship of idols.!”

Here Sabianism is not primordial paganism, but rather a reformed version of
it: idolatry represents the first step, and here as in Hamza it develops naturally,
though it is also reinstituted by Budhasaf. The latter’s Sabianism, consisting
of astral worship and asceticism, is the second step, and astral worship also
develops naturally, though again it is reinstituted by Budhasaf. How asceticism
(fasting) had appeared we are not told, but in Ibn al-Kalbi and Hamza that too
develops naturally, and Mas‘di is clearly working with closely related material.
He does not use the word Sumaniyya, but his Budhasaf is an Indian figure of
whom we are implicitly told that his religion had once prevailed in eastern
Iran.

In his third account Mas‘adi says that all of China used to adhere to the reli-
gion of their forebears (man salafa), that is, the religion of the Sumaniyya (or
Samaniyya, as Pellat vocalises it). He identifies Sumanism as idolatry compa-
rable to that of Quraysh, implicitly referring back to his second account. One
manuscript has the Chinese import their Sumanism from India, but in Pellat’s
edition the Sumaniyya are simply idolaters like the Indians. We do not see Bud-
hasafreform their gross idolatry here. Instead we are told that Dualist and Dahri
doctrines have appeared in China: the reference is presumably to Manichaeism
and |(real) Buddhism.!®

The information about Baidhasaf which does not reflect Iraqi paganism in
the sources reviewed so far is this: Bidhasaf was an Indian active in diverse
parts of eastern Iran, a prophet, and a contemporary of king Tahmurath; he

17 Mas‘adi, Muriyj, iv, 421t./ii, §1370f; cf. Baghdadyi, Usal al-din, Istanbul 1928, 321. The section
down to the appearance of Badhasaf is from al-Nawbakhti, citing Aba Ma‘shar (cf. ‘Abd
al-Jabbar, al-Mughni, v, ed. M.M. al-Khudayr1, Cairo 1958, 155).

18  Mas‘adi, Murwj, i, 2981./i, § 325; cf. Gimaret, ‘Bouddha’, 290 (where the Chinese get their
Buddhism from India), 294-296 (on Buddhists as Dahris).
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founded or reformed ancient paganism, meaning idolatry, and his followers
were poor people for whom he instituted fasting or who did so themselves;
they were known as Sumanis and were still found in India and China, and they
believed that the world was eternal, that the souls transmigrated, and that the
earth was always falling downwards.

Some of these details were also known to the heresiographers, who added a
few of their own. To them, the Sumaniyya were a species of Dahris. Maturidi
(d. 333/944) explained that they (or the Dahris in general) held everything
to be generated by mixtures and movements devoid of providence and wis-
dom, and that they only accepted knowledge based on the senses, so that
they would not accept information about countries that they had not seen,
for example.!® They were muattila, as Maqdisi said, placing them in India and
giving a well-informed account of their belief in reincarnation with reference
to that country;2° but he also identifies them as dualists with implicit refer-
ence to Khurasan,?! and cites the Samanid geographer Jayhani as saying that
some Sumanis regarded the Buddha (al-budd) as a prophet while others cast
him as the creator in visible form.?? According to Baghdadi (d. 429/1037), they
had existed before the rise of Islam and reappeared after it; they believed in
the eternity of the world, knowledge based on the five senses alone, and the
equipollence of proofs (takafu’ al-adilla), as well as in reincarnation on the basis
of merit (which he took to be incompatible with their epistemological princi-
ples).22 Their view that the earth is always falling was familiar to Maturidi, but
Baghdadi reports it as Dahri rather than specifically Sumani.24 The heresiogra-
phers say nothing about the Sumaniyya'’s relationship with Badhasaf, though
Baghdadi knew him as a pseudo-prophet.2

With the exception of Maqdist’s account relating to India, all the information
on Buddhism reviewed so far had reached the Muslims via eastern Iran. It must
have been in eastern Iran that Budhasaf was linked with Tahmurath. It was
certainly there that the terms shamanan and Budhasaf were formed?26 and that

19  Maturidi, Kitab al-Tawhid, ed. F. Kholeif, Beirut 1970, 152; similarly Ibn al-Malahimi, Kitab
al-Mu‘tamad ft usal al-din, ed. M. McDermott and W. Madelung, London 1991, 29.ult., 44 f.

20  Maqdisi, Bad’, i, 144, 197 f,; iv, 9; cf. Gimaret, ‘Bouddha) 298f.

21 Maqdisi, Bad’, iv, 24; similarly Ibn al-Murtada in Gimaret, ‘Bouddha) 294.

22 Magqdisi, Bad’, iv, 19.

23 Baghdadi, al-Farq bayna ’l-firaq, ed. M. Badr, Cairo 1910, 253f,; idem, Usil al-din, 320.

24  Baghdadi, Usul, 319f.

25  Baghdadi, Farg, 333.

26  Cf. W. Sundermann, ‘Die Bedeutung des Parthischen fiir die Verbreitung buddhistischer
Worter indischer Herkunft, Altorientalische Forschungen 9, 1982, 100 ff.; N. Sims-Williams,
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the book which came to be known in Arabic as Kitab al-Bilawhar wa-Bidhasaf
originated.?” It was also there that Jahm b. Safwan |(d. 128/746) disputed with
Sumaniyya,?® probably at Tirmidh, on the border between Sogdia and Bactria
(Tukharistan), where he was based and where there certainly was a Buddhist
population.?? It must have been via debates such as Jahm’s that the Sumanis
came to be known as empiricists and skeptics, and that their doctrine regarding
the downwards movement of the earth reached Iraq, where it was known
already to Nazzam (d. 220-230/835—45): the latter had frequented Sumanis and
other believers in the equipollence of proofs in Baghdadt’s opinion.3° A story
set in Basra in the 740s—760s presumes Sumanism to have been sufficiently well
known at the time for a Basran to be attracted to it.3! Ibn al-Nadim (d. 380/990)
had actually read about Budhasaf in a Khurasani book and knew him to be
the prophet of the Sumaniyya, a religion followed by most Transoxanians
before Islam and in ancient times (gabla ’[-islam wa-fi *[-gadim); but all he says
about it is that Budhasaf forbade his followers to say no, which sounds like an
innuendo.32 He also reports that some held al-budd to be an image of Budhasaf
al-hakim, and both he and others have further information about the devotees
of al-budd.33 But al-budd is not often linked, let alone identified, with Budhasaf
before Birani.34

‘Indian Elements in Parthian and Sogdian’, in K. Rohrborn and W. Veenker (eds.), Sprachen
des Buddhismus in Zentralasien, Wiesbaden 1983, 133, 137.

27 Cf. D.M. Lang, ‘Bilawhar wa-Yadasaf’, E1% Gimaret, ‘Bouddha) 282 ff.

28 ] van Ess, Theologie und Gesellschaft im 2. und 3. Jahrhundert Hidschra, Berlin and New
York 1991-1997, ii, 503 f.

29  P. Leriche and S. Pidaev, ‘Termez in Antiquity’, in J. Cribb and G. Hermann (eds.), After
Alexander: Central Asia before Islam, Oxford 2007, 189f.; Hsiian-tsang (d. 664) in S. Beal,
Buddhist Records of the Western World, i, London 1906, 39.

30  Maturidi, Tawhid, 152, cf. 155; Baghdadi, Farg, 13; Gimaret, ‘Bouddha) 293, 295f.

31 Abu ’l-Faraj al-Isbahani, Kitab al-Aghani, Cairo 1927-1974, iii, 146f. (in a story bringing
together mutakallims of all persuasions represented in Basra at the time).

32 Ibn al-Nadim, Fihrist, 408; tr. Dodge, ii, 824; cf. P. Crone, The Nativist Prophets of Early
Islamic Iran: Rural Revolt and Local Zoroastrianism, Cambridge 2012, cf. 17 (‘wife-sharing’).

33 Ibn al-Nadim, Fihrist, 411.5; tr. Dodge, i, 831; Gimaret, ‘Bouddha) 274 f.

34  Cf. Gimaret, ‘Bouddha) 274 ff. Ibn al-Nadim lists Persian books on al-Budd, Badhasaf, and
Budhasaf and Bilawhar (Fihrist, 364.-2; tr. Dodge, ii, 714), suggesting that they entered the
Persian tradition as separate figures.
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From Iranian Buddhism to Budhasaf the Sabian

How did Badhasaf come to be the institutor of ancient paganism? Given the
scarcity of the material, the answer has to be conjectural, but we may start
by noting that Buddhism and Iranian paganism had blended in eastern Iran
to the point that they will have looked much the same to a Zoroastrian. Thus
the Sogdians, who were often Buddhists outside Sogdia (where their Buddhist
writings have been found), do not seem often to have been Buddhists at home,
but even so, they were quite ready to incorporate the Buddha in their eclectic
pantheon. A house built around 700 at Panjikant, where both Iranian and
other deities (above all the Babylonian goddess Nana) were worshipped, had a
reception room with huge images of the owner’s main deities as well as smaller
figures of other gods and goddesses, including a modest Buddha equipped
with the halo and tongues of flames characteristic of the local deities: the
owner seems to have been a non-Buddhist who had | added the Buddha to his
religious repertoire, clearly thinking of him as a deity.3> A terracotta Buddha
figure dating from the fifth/early sixth century or later has also been found at
Panjikant, made by a local artist who may have seen images of the Maitreya
Buddha, but who did not follow any Buddhist prototype. The mould was made
for serial production, so there were many Sogdians who liked to call upon the
Buddha even though they were not what one could call Buddhists.36 Buddhist
objects owned by non-Buddhists have also been found in Samarqand, Kish and
Nasaf.37 The Buddhists in their turn absorbed (or, as converts, retained) Iranian
concepts such as dualism,38 spoke of Buddha Mazda, depicted the Buddha
with the above-mentioned tongues of flames, which are assumed to reflect
Iranian tradition,3® and sometimes cast him as the creator in visible form,
suggesting hululi views of the type also espoused by Muganna“.*® Above all,
both the Buddhists and the Sogdians revered the dévs as divine beings instead

35  B.I. Marshak and V.I. Raspopova, ‘Wall Paintings from a House with a Granary, Panjikent,
1st Quarter of the Eighth Century AD’, Silk Road Art and Archaeology 1, 1990, 123-176,
esp. 1511f.

36 B.I. Marshak and V.I. Raspopova, ‘Buddha Icon from Panjikent,, Silk Road Art and Archae-
ology 5,1997-1998, 300.

37 K Abdullaev, Buddhist Iconography of Northern Bactria, Sydney and New Delhi, 2015.

38 Cf. above, note 21.

39  B. Stavisky, ‘Buddha-Mazda from Kara-tepe in Old Termez (Uzbekistan): a Preliminary
Communication’, Journal of the International Association of Buddhist Studies 3, 1980, 89—
94; D.A. Scott, ‘The Iranian Face of Buddhism, East and West 40, 1990, 54.

40 Cf. above, note 22.
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of branding them as demons after the fashion of the Zoroastrians. At Panjikant
the inhabitants used Zoroastrian fire ritual and burial modes, but whereas the
Zoroastrian creed included profession of hatred for the dévs,* the last king of
Panjikant was called Dévastic, “dev-like”, or in other words “divine”;*? the scribe
of aletter probably addressed to him was called dywgwn, rendered “the devilish”
by the translators, though it is hard to see why the dyw in his name should be
more devilish than that in dyw’$tyc;*3 and a Sogdian Dévdad, son of Dévdasht
(alias Abui ’1-Saj b. Yasuf), turns up in Afshin’s troops along with his nephew
Dévdad b. Muhammad.** Modern scholars debate whether the devs revered
by Dévasti¢ and his likes were survivors of ancient Iranian religion or Indian
imports bought by Buddhism.*> To the Zoroastrians, it will have been a non-
question: the two religions were one and the same.

It was presumably the Buddhists of eastern Iran who had linked Budhasaf
with the Pishdadid dynasty in order to endow their religion with native cre-
dentials, but from a Zoroastrian point of view, they thereby identified him as
the founder of the dév-worshipping paganism that Zoroaster was to oppose.
At some point the Pishdadid and Kayanid kings travelled to Iraq, where they
replaced the Achaemenids as rulers of ancient Iran and Babel in the historical
memory of the Iranians. Here Budhasaf entered a discussion of the origins |
of idolatry which had begun well before the rise of the Sasanians, let alone
the coming of Islam. The best known founder of idolatry in Babel was Nim-
rod, a wicked king. Contrary to what one might have expected, Budhasaf was
not simply identified with him, however, perhaps because he was not a king
himself or perhaps because Nimrod was already associated or identified with
Bewarasb, an evil king of the Pishdadid dynasty who ruled after Tahmurath and
Jam(shid) and who was also known as Azdahag.*6 Budhasaf was however con-
fused with Bewarasb. In the Dénkard the wicked (Az)dahag, i.e. Bewarasb, is
a pre-Zoroastrian king of Babel who bewitched mankind into following the

41 Yasna 12.1; also prefaced to some Yashts, e.g. nos. 5, 19.

42 W.B. Henning, ‘A Sogdian God’, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 28,
1965, 253; cf. F. Grenet and E. de la Vaissiére, ‘The Last Days of Panjikent), Silk Road Art and
Archaeology 8, 2002, 155-196.

43  Grenet and de la Vaissiére, ‘Last Days of Panjikent), 172, 175.

44  C.E.Bosworth, ‘Sadjids) EI%

45 C. Herrenschmidt and J. Kellens, ‘daiva’, Encyclopaedia Iranica.

46  Tabari, Ta’rikh, i, 174, 2011f; P.O. Skjaerve, ‘Zarathustra in the Avesta and in Manicheism.
Irano-Manichaica 1V} in La Persia e [ Asia centrale. Da Alessandro al X secolo (Accademia
Nazionale dei Lincei, Atti dei Convegni 127), Rome 1996, 608f,; cf. also Movsés Xorenac‘i
cited there and at 60gn.



BUDDHISM AS ANCIENT IRANIAN PAGANISM 221

idolatry which Zoroaster opposed.4” In the traditions perhaps going back to
Ibn al-Kalbj, the institutor of Sabianism is actually called Bewarasb;*® but he
appears in the reign of Tahmarath and is not a king himself, so he retains
the key characteristics of Budhasaf.#® (Béwarasb also figures as a hakim, i.e.
Badhasaf, in the fourth/tenth-century Ras@’il ikhwan al-saf@’).>° As the insti-
tutor of Chaldaean/Sabian idolatry, however, Budhasaf is undoubtedly contin-
uing an old Iraqi debate about the origins of idolatry in which the protago-
nist used to be Nimrod and/or Béwarasb, even when he retains his Buddhist
name.

Biraini

We may now turn to Biruni. A great deal of what he says comes from the sources
already examined. In his section on pseudo-prophets (al-mutanabbiun) in his
Athar, written in 390f./999 f., he mentions that Budhasaf appeared in India one
year into the reign of Tahmaurath, brought the Persian script, and preached
the religion of the Sabians (millat al-sabia); many followed him; the Pishdadid
kings and some of the Kayanids, who were settled at Balkh, venerated the
sun, moon, planets and the elements until the coming of Zoroaster, and there
were still survivors of such Sabians in Harran, where they are known as the
Harraniyya.5! All this is what we have read in Hamza, Khwarizmi, and Mas‘adj,
except that here it is Budhasaf, not Tahmarath, who brings the Persian script. A
little earlier in his Athar, Biran tells us that before the coming of the revealed
laws (zuhir al-shar@’i) and the appearance of Budhasaf, people (al-nas) were
Shamaniyyin in the east. They were idolaters and survive today in India, China
and among the Toghuz Oghuz; the | Khurasanis call them Shamanan.52 “It
is even said that before the despatch of the messengers all mankind (al-nas)

47  Denkard,viL.4, 72 (tr. W.E. West, Pahlavi Texts, Oxford 1897, 66 f.); cf. Skjaerve, ‘Zarathustra),
611.

48 See above, note 10.

49  Differently F. Rosenthal (tr.), The History of al-Tabart, i, Albany 1989, 345n, against Chris-
tensen, ‘Types), i, 206, but without discussion.

50  Rasail ikhwan al-safa’, Beirut 1957, ii, 204.11, 205.12 (here written Birast, but compare the
Urdu translation as rendered in J. Wall, The Ikhwan-us-suffa, Lucknow 1880, 8, 9).

51 Birani, al-Athar al-bagiya ‘an al-qurin al-khaliya, ed. and tr. C.E. Sachau, Leipzig 1923 and
London 1879, 204.18. (I do not give separate reference to the translation since it preserves
the pagination of the Arabic text in the margin.)

52 Birani, Athar, 206.16.
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formed a single nation of idolaters”, he adds in his Hind.5® With the exception
of the Toghuz Oghuz, this is what we are told in Khwarizmi.

Biruni continues in his Athar that the idol temples (baharat asnamihim),
monasteries ( farkharat)>* and other remains (athar) of the Sumaniyya are
extant in the borderland between Khurasan and India, where he had presum-
ably seen them himself. The Sumaniyya believed in the eternity of the world
(gidam al-dahr), reincarnation of the soul, and that the celestial sphere (al-
falak) is endlessly falling in the void (khal@’) and that this is why its motion is
circular: they claimed that when a round object is moved (uzila), it will rotate
as it descends.?® This is an amplified version of what we read in Khwarizmi, sug-
gesting that he and Khwarizmi were excerpting from the same source. He adds
that some of them believe that the world has been created in time and that it
will last a million years, divided into four eras, of which the first is 400,000 years
long and a period of happiness; the second is 300,000 long and less good, the
third is 200,000 long and still less good, and the fourth will last 100,000 years
and is a time of evil and corruption, and that is the time we live in.56 What he is
describing is the four yugas which make up a kalpa in the Vedic literature and
which also went into Buddhism; but the scheme seems to be greatly simplified,
and depending on precisely what he has in mind, the figures are either strik-
ingly low or too high.57 Birani observes that some Shamaniyya believe Adam
to be the father of mankind while others hold different groups to have dif-
ferent ancestors, for reasons he finds silly. The Shamaniyya and the Indians
have historical information about the first Buddha and the one after him, and
how to reach the status of bodhisattva (budhasafiyya) and Buddha (buddiyya),
through which we escape birth and death, that is, reincarnation.>® All this is
recognizably about real Buddhism and could come from the same source that
Khwarizmi was using, perhaps Iranshahri.

Birtini knows more about the subject in his book on India. The Shamaniyya
are closer to the Indians/Hindus than any others, though they detest the Brah-

53  Hind, 531f./84f. =i, n2.

54  FarkharisaSogdian rendering of vihara (pointed out to me by K. van Bladel and also noted
in Encyclopaedia Iranica, ‘Buddhism’).

55 Birani, Athar, 206.18.

56 Biriini, Athdr, 206.20—22, with the continuation in J. Fiick, ‘Sechs Ergénzungen zu Sachaus
Ausgabe von al-BiranT's “Chronologie Orientalischer Volker”’, in his Documenta Islamica
Inedita, Berlin 1952, 74.

57  Cf.W.M.McGovern, A Manual of Buddhist Philosophy, London 2000 (first publ. 1923), 45{f;
A. Sadakata and H. Nakamura, Buddhist Cosmology, Tokyo 1997, ch. 4, esp. 106.

58 Birani in Fiick, ‘Sechs Ergdnzungen, 74.
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mans, he says.5® The book of Guraman (Sachau tentatively suggests Giudha-
mana), meaning knowledge of the unknown (ilm al-ghayb), was a book about
augury composed by the Buddha, the founder of the Sumani wearers of red
robes (al-budd sahib al-muhammira al-shamaniyya).6° Biruni also mentions a
book of Jin, i.e. Jina (victorious), identifying Jin as the Buddha, and cites | the
book as denying that Mount Meru is round.®! Nonetheless, he elsewhere says
that he has not found a single Buddhist (Shamani) book on the topic of Mount
Meru or met a Buddhist who could explain their views on this subject, so he
cites the further details from Iranshahri.®? Maybe Jina here is the founder of
Jainism, his identification as the Buddha notwithstanding. Birtini also cites the
Brht Samhita of the astronomer Varahamihira (d. 589), which is still extant, but
which is not a Buddhist book, on how to construct idols: Jina, that is, the Bud-
dha, should be depicted as extremely beautiful, with the lines of his palms and
feet like a lotus, seated on a lotus, with a placid expression, and with soft (?
hashshash) hair as if he were the father of creation.®® The arhant was another
form of the Buddha'’s body (but again it seems to be a Jain figure):64 in that role
he should be depicted as a handsome naked youth with hands reaching to his
knees and his wife Sri under his left breast.65 (Vishnu, of whom the Buddha was
the ninth incarnation according to the Hindus, was also to be depicted with Sri
under his left breast.)®¢ The Shamaniyya looked after the idol of the Buddha,
while the class known as Nagna looked after that of Arhant, he says, apparently
on the authority of the same book.67 (It also mentioned that the idol of the
Maga in India was the sun.)%8 He knew of a book by a Buddhist astronomer
called Sugrim (Sugriva according to Sachau) al-Shamani;®® and he had heard
that when the Buddhiidan (Buddha?) addressed his adherents (qgawmihi), the
Shamaniyya, he called the three powers latent in matter buddha, dharma and

59  Hind,10/15=1i, 21.

60  Hind, 75122 =1i,158.

61 Hind, 121/201.1 = i, 243.

62  Hind, 124/206 = i, 249. He is not denying having seen any Buddhist book or met any
Buddhist in general, as Gimaret, ‘Bouddha), 294, takes it.

63  Hind, 57/91=1i,119.

64  Thus M. Tardieu, ‘La diffusion du bouddhisme dans I'empire kouchan, I'Iran et la Chine,
d’aprés un kephalaion manichéen inédit, Studia Iranica 17,1988, 173n.

65  Hind, 57/91=1i,119.

66  Hind, 56/89f. =i, 8.

67  Hind, 59/93 =i, 121.

68 Biraini, Hind, 58/93 = i, 121. He also mentions them at 11/16 =i, 21.

69  Hind, 74/120.-2 = i, 156.
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sangha, meaning intelligence, religion and ignorance (sic).”? Finally, we are told
that the Shamaniyya cast their dead into the river, following an injunction of
the Buddha, an odd piece of information, though this mode of disposing of the
dead is in fact reported for Tibet.™

As Gimaret observes, Biruni did not know much about Buddhism. It was
clearly from Hindus that he derived most of his information about it, and what
he describes is largely of doctrines that it shared with Hinduism. This is also
true of Iranshahr’s and MaqdisT’s information, and it may reflect the state of
Buddhism in India at the time.”?

The History of Sumanism

If Biruni did not know much about Buddhism, he knew more than most about
Iranian paganism, and it is to his statements on this subject that we may now
turn. In the passage with which this article began he says that the whole region
from Khurasan through Fars, Iraq and Mosul to the border of Syria had once
practised the religion of the Shamaniyya. This continued to be the case until
Zoroaster appeared in Azerbaijan and preached in Balkh, where Gushtasb and
his son Isfandiyar adopted Zoroastrianism (Majisiyya) and spread it by force
and by treaty (gahran wa-sulhan) in east and west alike ( fi bilad al-mashrig
wa’l-maghrib), setting up fire temples all the way from China to the Byzantine
empire (wa-nasaba buyit al-niran min al-Sin ila *[-Ram). The later kings of Fars
and Iraq, presumably meaning the Sasanians, also chose it as their religion,
so the Shamaniyya withdrew to Balkh.”® What Birani is saying here is not
that the entire region from Khurasan to the Byzantine empire had once been
Buddhist, but rather that it had once adhered to the same sort of paganism:
it is only when the religion withdraws to Balkh that we have to understand it
as Buddhism. One would assume Biran1’s statement to be indebted to Hamza
and Khwarizmi on the aboriginal religion of mankind, called Sumani in the east
and Chaldaean/Sabian in the west. He quotes it in his Athar, as seen already.”
But he is not simply reproducing it here, using the eastern rather than the
western term for the aboriginal religion, for what he is saying is not that all

70  Hind, 20/30 =i, 40 (“Buddhodana [sic]", with another sic after “ignorance”).

71 Hind, 284/479 = ii, 169 (it also puzzled Gimaret, ‘Bouddha), 293); cf. D.J. Davies and L.H.
Mates, Encyclopedia of Cremation, Aldershot 2005, 97.

72 Gimaret, ‘Bouddha) 295, 299, 307.

73 Hind,10f./15f. = i, 21.

74  Above, note 52.
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mankind had once adhered to the Shamani religion, but rather that people had
once done so in regions which add up to the former Sasanian empire. Unlike
Hamza and Khwarizmi, moreover, he is making this point in connection with
the history of Zoroastrianism, and what he tells us is that the original religion of
the Iranians was forcibly suppressed by Zoroastrian rulers. He envisages these
rulers as using compulsion in ways that included jikad: the new religion was
imposed by force and by treaty. In short, Gushtasb and his son Isfandiyar are
here depicted as behaving much as the Safavids were to do some six centuries
after Birtini wrote, suppressing one religion current in Iran in favour of another
and waging war in its name against their neighbours.

What lies behind this idea? Biraini is not our only source for it. According
to Mas‘tdi, Vishtaspa/Gushtasb made Zoroastrianism victorious by military
force (gatala ‘alayha hatta zaharat).” Tha‘alibi says that he forced people to
adopt Zoroastrianism, slaughtering large numbers of his own subjects in that
connection.”® The third/ninth-century Zoroastrian Martan Farrukh informs
us that his son and brother, Spendad and Zarér, propagated the new religion
all the way to the Byzantine empire and India together with other warriors.””
But it is usually only against the Huns/Turks (“Turan”) that Vishtaspa and his
son fight in the Zoroastrian books and Muslim sources reflecting the Sasanian
tradition,”® and the idea of Vishtaspa/Hystaspes imposing the new religion by
force seems to be unknown to | the Greek tradition, reflecting the Hellenistic
and the Parthian periods. This suggests that the image of the first Zoroastrian
kings as religious tyrants was formed in the Sasanian period, reflecting Sasanian
policies.

The Sasanian use of force on behalf of Zoroastrianism is known from numer-
ous literary sources, mostly Christian, but also the ultimately Zoroastrian Letter
of Tansar and, in a more legendary vein, the Karnamag i Ardaxser t Pabagan.”
They say nothing about Sasanian jihdd or measures against Buddhism. Both
activities are mentioned in the famous inscriptions of the third-century priest,
Kirdir, however. Kirdir boasts of having set up fires and priests throughout the

75  Mas‘udi, Tanbih, go.14.

76  Thalibi, Ghurar akhbar mulik al-furs wa-siyarihim, ed. and tr. H. Zotenberg, Paris 1900,
257.

77  PJ.de Menasce (ed. and tr.), Skand Gamanik Viéar, Fribourg en Suisse 1945, x, 65-68.

78  Tabari, Ta’rikh, i, 676 f; Yarshater, ‘Iranian National History’, 376; A. Shapur Shabazi, ‘Gos-
tasp’, Encyclopaedia Iranica.

79  Cf.A.deJong, ‘One Nation under God? The Early Sasanians as Guardians and Destroyers of
Holy Sites’, in R.G. Kratz and H. Spieckermann (eds.), Gétterbilder, Gottesbilder, Weltbilder,
i, Tibingen 2006, 233 ff.
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empire, inflicting heavy blows on Buddhists (shaman), Hindus (braman), Jews,
Nazarenes, Christians, maktak (unidentified), and Manichaeans (zandik), rout-
ing Ahriman and the demons (dévan), and setting up fires and priests in the
land of the non-Iranians, too, “where the horses and men of the king of kings
reached”.8° The provinces affected by these measures, whether in the form of
internal repression or external jihad, stretch from Syria, Cilicia, Cappadocia
and Pontus in the west to “the Kushan country up to Peshawar” in the east:
not quite Syria to China, as Birani says, but certainly Rim to India, as Mar-
tan Farrukh puts it.8! And here as in Biranj, it is by the establishment of fire
temples that Zoroastrianism is imposed. In line with this, archaeologists gener-
ally credit the decline of the Buddhist monasteries at Tirmidh to the Sasanian
conquest of the region in the later third or fourth century;82 and a shrine at
one of these monasteries (Karatepe) seems hastily to have been converted into
a Zoroastrian fire altar when Tirmidh was occupied by Sasanian troops, who
left behind Persian graffiti.83 These activities were hardly forgotten. Yet we do
not hear anything about Sasanian kings waging jihad on behalf of Zoroastri-
anism in the standard accounts of the Sasanian kings. What we do hear is that
the Pishdadid kings engaged in it, thereby eliminating the Shamani religion
from an area corresponding to the Sasanian empire. In short, it seems that
the Pishdadids have been | reshaped in the image of the later kings: the Sasa-
nian assault on Buddhism was remembered as war against the Sumaniyya by

8o D.N. Mackenzie (ed. and tr.), ‘Kerdir’s Inscription’, in G. Herrmann, The Sasanian Rock
Reliefs at Nagsh-i Rustam (Iranische Denkmdiler: Iranische Felsreliefs I), Berlin 1989, 35ff,;
synoptic translation of the Naqsh-i Rustam, Sar Mashhad and Ka‘ba of Zoroaster inscrip-
tions by Ph. Gignoux, Les quatres inscriptions du mage Kirdir, Paris 1991, 66 ff.

81 MacKenzie, ‘Kerdir’s Inscription, §§ 14f. The Kushan country has disappeared in Gignoux,
Quatres inscriptions, 71, but “to Peshawar” remains. For the religious groups mentioned, see
F. de Blois, ‘Nasrani (Nazoraios) and Hanif (Ethnikos): Studies on the Religious Vocabulary
of Christianity and Islam, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 65, 2002, 5ff.

82 P. Leriche, ‘Termez antique et médiévale’, in P. Leriche and others (eds.), La Bactriane au
carrefour des routes et des civilisations de ['Asie Centrale: Termez et les villes de Bactriane-
Tokharestan (actes du colloque de Termez1997), Paris 2001, 80; B. Stavisky, ‘Le Bouddhisme
A Taramita-Termez au 116-ve siécles’, in the same work, 61.

83 B. Stavisky, La Bactriane sous le Kushans, Paris 1986,198; idem, ‘Le probléme des liens entre
le bouddhisme bactrien, le zoroastrianisme et les cultres mazdéens locaux a la lumiére des
fouilles de Kara-tepe’, in F. Grenet (ed.), Cultes et monuments religieux dans I’ Asie Centrale
pré-Islamique, Paris 1987, 51; cf. also the helpful discussion in M.G. Raschke, ‘New Studies
in Roman Commerce with the East, in H. Temporini and W. Haase (eds.), Aufstieg und
Niedergang der romischen Welt, Berlin and New York 1975-1991, 11 (Principat), ix/2, 808,
1058.
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Gushtasb and his son. Compare Yarshater, ‘Iranian National History’, 402f., on
the reshaping of the legendary kings along Sasanian lines.

It is not clear whether Kirdir refers to the suppression of Iranian paganism:
his measures against Ahriman and the demons (dévan) could be understood
in that vein, but they could also be read as mere recapitulation of his activities
against the foreign faiths. Either way, it is hard to believe that he and/or his suc-
cessors can have imposed what they took to be Zoroastrianism on Iran without
using force against Iranian priests as well, for the diversity within the Iranian
religious tradition must have been enormous, given that the priests in question
had never been united in one organisation or subordinated to a single author-
ity before. There are signs of diversity even in the Pahlavi books, though all they
preserve is a single priestly tradition.8* When Tha‘alibi describes Gushtasb as
slaughtering large numbers of his own subjects, one would once more assume
the behaviour to be that of the Sasanians.

Biruni has something interesting to say about the result as well. In his Athar
he tells us that the ancient Magians (al-majus al-agdamin) were those who
existed before Zoroaster; they no longer existed in the pure form: all of them
were now of Zoroaster’s people, or of the Shamaniyya, but they added some
ancient things to their religion which they had taken from the laws of the
Shamaniyya and the ancient Harranians.8> By majus Birani is not likely to
mean priests (Magi), a sense the word never seems to carry in Arabic, but
since his majis predate Zoroaster, he obviously is not using the word in its
normal sense of Zoroastrians either. He must mean something like adherents
of Iranian religions. Shahrastani, perhaps following Birani, also uses the word
in this sense: he classifies the Zoroastrians (al-Zardushtiyya) as a subdivision of
al-majiis.86 What Birani is telling us is that there used to be communities which
practised pre-Zoroastrian forms of Iranian religion. They were pre-Zoroastrian
in the sense of predating the forcible imposition of official Zoroastrianism
credited to Gushtasb and his son, so what Biriini is talking about is really the
different forms of Iranian religion encountered by the Sasanian kings. (How

84  Cf. S. Shaked, ‘First Man, First King: Notes on Semitic-Iranian Syncretism and Iranian
Mythological Transformations’, in S. Shaked, D. Shulman, and G.G. Stroumsa (eds.), Gilgul:
Essays on Transformation, Revolution and Permanence in the History of Religion dedicated
toJ. Zwi Werblowsky, Leiden 1987, 252; idem, ‘Some Islamic Reports concerning Zoroastri-
anism, Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam 17,1994, 46; idem, Dualism in Transformation.
Varieties of Religious Experience in Sasanian Iran, London 1994, 71, 97f.

85 Biriini, Athdr, 318 (for shamsiyya, read shamaniyya).

86 Shahrastani, Kitab al-milal wa’l-nihal, ed. W. Cureton, London 1842-1846, 182, 185; tr.
D. Gimaret and G. Monnot, Livre des religions et des sectes, UNESCO 1986, 635, 642.
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far they were pre-Zoroastrian in the sense of rooted in the traditions rejected
by the adherents of the Gathas rather than simply different developments
of a common heritage is another question on which his information throws
no light.) The ancient majis must be the ancient Shamaniyya, and Birani
confirms this in his account of how the Shamaniyya were suppressed: “the
majus have survived to this day in the land of India”, he says.8” Here he is
telling us that they survived in Iran as well, not just as Buddhists (as we have
learnt | already from Hamza and Khwarizmi), but also as Zoroastrians. They
had retained some of their former beliefs, we are told, having taken something
from the laws of the Shamaniyya and the ancient Harranians with them. This
is precisely what one would expect to have happened when the Sasanians set
about imposing religious unity: the diversity came to be represented within the
official religion.

What was it that the ancient majis had taken with them from Sumanism and
ancient Harranian religion? Birani does not say. This is deeply disappointing.
He seems to be the only pre-modern scholar to know about ancient Iranian
religion living on within Zoroastrianism, just as he seems to be the only scholar
before modern times to know (as will be seen) that Indians and Zoroastrians
were divided over the status of the dévs: it is impossible not to be awed by his
learning and acumen. By the same token it is hard to forgive him his silence
here. The information he had is not likely to turn up in any other source.
Unfortunately, all we can do is try to guess what he had in mind.

One would assume the answer to be a cluster of features, and they could
include worship of the astral bodies, which Birani identifies as the religion
of the Pishdadid kings before their acceptance of Zoroaster8® and for which
the Harranians were famed. But worship of the sun, moon, and other astral
bodies was so intrinsic a feature of Zoroastrianism that he (or his source)
can hardly have regarded it as special to some Zoroastrian priests rather than
shared by all of them.8% A more interesting answer would be worship of the
dévs. Birini mentions that the veneration of these beings (whom he equates
with angels) was peculiar to the Indians, adding that “people say that Zoroaster
made enemies of the Shamaniyya by calling the devils (al-shayatin) by the
name of the class which they consider the highest”, and that “this (usage) has
survived in Persian thanks to the influence of (min jihat) Zoroastrianism (al-
majusiyya)”.9 In other words, Zoroaster called the demons dévs, or, as we would

87  Hind,10/15=1i, 21.

88  Athar, 204.

89 Cf. M. Stausberg, Zarathustra and Zoroastrianism, London 2008, 31, 48.
90  Hind, 44/68f. =1, g1.
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say, he demoted the dévs from divine to demonic status. But the Shamaniyya
who resented this demotion could simply be the Buddhists, who are well
known to have revered the devas, bringing them with them to eastern Iran,
and the fact that Birani is using majusiyya in the sense of Zoroastrianism here
suggests that he did not associate veneration of the dévs with the ancient majis
in particular. A more plausible answer would perhaps be reincarnation, known
to be a Sumani belief and credited to the Sabians of Harran as well.! Among
the Zoroastrians it is reported for Mazdak, Bihafaridh and all Khurramis.%2
Shahrastani also reports it for the Kanthaeans,®® whom some classified as |
dualists and others as Sabians,% and who are said to have adopted fire-worship
when the Sasanian king Péroz (459—487) prohibited all religions other than
Zoroastrianism.%5 Birant's ancient majus could have brought the doctrine into
Zoroastrianism in response to such royal pressure too. But this is only plausible
if Birani’s statement about the ancient majis is based on a literary source
rather than personal observation, for he does not mention reincarnation as
either a Sumani or a Sabian/Harranian belief himself.%6 His source for the pre-
Zoroastrian majis could have been Iranshahri or Abu Bakr al-Razi, whose work
he knew very well. The latter discussed the beliefs of the Harranian Sabians
in a lost work of his?” and seems to have believed in reincarnation himself.98

91 Mas‘adi, Murwj, iv, 65ff./ii, §1396 (where only Greek authorities are cited); ‘Abd al-Jabbar,
Mughni, v, 152, citing the philosopher Sarakhsi; Shahrastani, Milal, 249f; tr. ii, 169 (where
most of the information actually paraphrases an account originally referring to the follow-
ers of ‘Abdallah b. Mu‘awiya and other Khurramis, cf. R. Freitag, Seelenwanderung in der
islamischen Hresie, Berlin 1985, 9ff.). It is also credited to the philosophers and Sabians
by Shahrastani, Milal, 133; tr. i, 511, where the Sabians could be the Harranians or pagans
in general.

92  Abu Hatim al-Razi, Kitab al-islah, ed. H. Minuchihr and M. Muhaqqiq, Tehran 1377, 159,
169; cf. Aba Isa in Ibn al-Malahimi, Mu‘tamad (1991), 584.4; Shahrastani, Milal, 133; tr. i,
511; W. Madelung, ‘Khurramiyya, E1%

93  Shahrastani, Milal, 197; tr. i, 671f.

94  Abi Isa in Ibn al-Malahimi, Mutamad (1991), 589.

95  Theodore Bar Koni, Livres des scolies, tr. R. Hespel and R. Draguet, Louvain 1981, § 84f. (255
257); cf. W. Madelung, Religious Trends in Early Islamic Iran, Albany 1988, 3.

96 Cf. his Hind, ch. 5, where he cites Plato, Proclus, Mani, and the Sufis for comparative
purposes, without associating the two Greeks with Harran (contrast Mas‘adi, above,
note 91).

97  Mas‘adi, Muraj, iv, 68/ii, §1397. Regrettably, all Mas‘adi says about the book is that it
contained things too repugnant for him to mention.

98  P. Kraus (ed. and tr.), ‘Raziana I: al-sira al-falsafiyya, Orientalia 4, 1935, 314f; tr. 328f.
(reprinted without the old pagination in Razi, al-Ras@’il al-falsafiyya, ed. P. Kraus, Cairo
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But no doubt it could have been others too. Unfortunately, there does not seem
to be any way of making up for Biraini’s silence.

Paganism and Zoroastrianism

One interesting feature to emerge from the accounts of the Sumaniyya is that
Muslim authors distinguish sharply between paganism and Zoroastrianism. If
by paganism we mean dév worship, so too of course did the Zoroastrians, but
Zoroastrianism was nonetheless in some ways a form of paganism itself. Most
obviously, it was polytheist. This is not perhaps of great significance, for like
Greek pagans before them and Arabian pagans after them, Zoroastrians would
claim to worship one God, all the other deities being simply “the king’s great
men”.?? Even recast as a form of monotheism, however, Zoroastrianism was
pagan in the sense of inseparable from its civic context. It was not formulated
as a set of doctrines that could be presented to anyone regardless of who or
what they were, in the “to whom it may concern” style; rather, it was the myths
and rituals of a particular people, and its focus was on the cult that connected
this people, or a particular subdivision of it, with the divine, above all sacrifice.
Zoroastrianism did have something of a detachable “philosophy”, as the Greeks
would have called it, and it was also less tolerant in its attitude to other gods
than most pagan religions: a whole range of deities were rejected as dévs. But
whatever exactly might count as a dév in post-Avestic times, the Zoroastrians
freely worshipped non-Avestic deities such as Sasan, Bagdana or Nana, who
was as popular in | western Iran as she was at Panjikant,'°° for pagan deities
were much like monotheist saints: their field was patronage, intercession, the
passing of gifts and services between the divine and the human worlds, not the
formulation of doctrines about the nature of reality.

To be a Zoroastrian was first and foremost to participate in the official cult,
which functioned as a sign of loyalty to the Sasanian polity. When Kirdir boasts
of having disseminated the religion, he says that he has set up fire temples and
appointed priests all over the empire and beyond: of persuading people of the

1939, 97—11); cf. E.A. Alexandrin, ‘Razi and his Mediaeval Opponents: Discussions con-
cerning Tanasukh and the Afterlife’, in M. Szuppe (ed.), Iran: Questions et Connaissances,
ii, Paris 2002, 397—407.

99  G. Hoffmann, Ausziige aus syrischen Akten persischer Mdrtyrer, Leipzig 1880, 42. The
Zoroastrian gods other than Ohrmazd have been reduced to angels already in Abi Tsa’s
account (in Ibn al-Malahimi, Mu‘tamad (2012), 639).

100 M. Stausberg, Die Religion Zarathustras, i, 2002, 249, 253; Hoffmann, Ausziige, 130 ff.
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truth of Zoroastrian tenets there is no mention. When Péroz prohibited all reli-
gions other than Zoroastrianism, the Kanthaeans added fire worship to their
cult: they did not change their beliefs.1®! And when the Christians were asked
to renounce their religion, what they were actually asked to do, according to
themselves, was not to renounce anything, but rather to sacrifice to the gods,
sun, moon, fire or the elements, in short to combine their Christianity with par-
ticipation in the Zoroastrian cult:192 here as in the Roman empire, all they were
being asked to provide was a token ofloyalty, an elementary assurance that they
inhabited the same political and cultural universe as everyone else, which was
of course precisely what they did not. Of abjuration formulas, demands for affir-
mation of belief in Ohrmazd, or recitals of a Zoroastrian confession of faith we
do not hear a word.1%3

It is not surprising, then, that the Christians thought of Zoroastrianism as
a religion of the same type as the Greek paganism they had fought against
in the Roman empire. They often labelled the Zoroastrians pagans (hanpe),
argued against their worship of fire, derided their offerings to idols, and some-
times listed their many deities by the names of their Greek counterparts.104
What is more surprising is that the Muslims consistently treat Zoroastrian-
ism as a faith-based religion much like Christianity or Islam. It is possible that
they had a different impression of it back in the days when the jurists debated
whether or how the Zoroastrians were entitled to dhimmi status.!% But though
the heresiographers, writing from the third/ninth century onwards, complain
that Zoroastrianism is full of errant nonsense (meaning myths) and lacking in
uniformity,'°6 they do not classify it as polytheist, argue against its worship of
fire, deride its offering to idols, or even mention the Zoroastrian habit of call-
ing fire the son of God.1?” The main reason for this difference must be that the
Muslims did not have to establish themselves in Iran by laboriously converting

101 Cf. above, note 95.

102 E.g. Hoffmann, Ausziige, 24, 29, 53, 79f.

103 Hoffmann, Ausziige, 51; ]. Walker, The Legend of Mar Qardagh, Berkeley and Los Angeles
2006, 57, cf. 58.

104 M.G. Morony, Iraq after the Muslim Conquest, Princeton 1984, 292n; Walker, Legend of Mar
Qardagh, 23; Hoffmann, Ausziige, 29, 42, 71, 72, 74-

105 Cf.Y. Friedman, ‘Classification of Unbelievers in Sunni Muslim Law and Tradition, Jerusa-
lem Studies in Arabic and Islam 22,1998, esp. 179 ff.

106 E.g. Abi Tsa in Ibn al-Malahimi, Mutamad (2012), 641 (al-sukhf wa’l-khurafat); Maqdisi,
Bad’, iv, 26 (more hawas and takhlit than any other people).

107 Cf. R.C. Zaehner, The Dawn and Twilight of Zoroastrianism, New York 1961, 59. For exam-
ples, see Yasna 1:12, 17:11; Hoffmann, Ausziige, 53 (also water).
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Zoroastrians on the ground, venturing into their villages or towns to persuade
them that fire worship, polytheism or libations were wrong. As conquerors they
could | ignore the pagani, the rural people who came to be a byword for hea-
then ways, until the pagani came to them, having converted of their own accord
and/or acquired enough knowledge of Islam to present Zoroastrianism as a
faith intelligible to them. Paganism was no longer dangerous. What preoccu-
pied the Muslims were the earlier recipients of revelation, who offered what
were rival constructions of the same religious space: there was no question of
remaining silent when they talked about sons of God. But Zoroastrianism did
not matter except in so far as it recast itself as a set of doctrines defensible in
terms of kalam, the form in which the heresiographers confronted it.

It was not until they got to India that paganism became a real problem to
the Muslims. They deemed some of the philosophical views of the Sumaniyya
sufficiently unsettling to pay some polemical attention to them, as we have
seen, but they merely reported on their idolatry, and of their gods they say
nothing at all, except for BiriinT's comment on their reverence of dévs. There
was more interest in the pagans of Harran, partly because they were closer
to the metropolis and partly because they were reputed to combine their
polytheist cult with Greek philosophy of the most prestigious kind. They were
treated as an object of curiosity rather than horror. Like other pockets of
genuine paganism, they had the appearance of archaic survivors from a bygone
age, much as hunter-gatherers were to look in a world of steam-engines and
factories; and since they did not pose a threat, the Muslims were free to reflect
on them with scholarly detachment and use them, as the hunter-gatherers were
also to be used, as evidence for the bygone days in question. It was in this
speculative vein that they cast the Sumanis and the Sabians as representatives
of the earliest stage in the history of human religion, an initial era of error
explicable in terms of purely human developments before the sequence of
divine revelations began.



CHAPTER 10
A New Text on Ismailism at the Samanid Court*

With Luke Treadwell

In his Adab al-mulitk, a book of advice for kings, the famous littérateur al-
Tha‘alibi (d. 429/1038) cautions rulers against a number of potential disasters,
including that of falling prey to heretical missionaries. By way of warning he
recounts how the Samanid amir Nasr 11 b. Ahmad, known as al-Sa‘id (r. 301-
331/914-943), was converted to Ismailism along with other potentates, thereby
throwing considerable light on an episode which has so far been known only
from two sources, Ibn al-Nadim and Nizam al-Mulk. In what follows we offer a
translation and discussion of al-Tha‘alib1'’s text as a token of gratitude to Donald
Richards, from whose erudition, good humour and personal warmth we have
both benefited greatly over the years.!

I Translation?
[168]

#458 Amongthem (the evils that afflict kings) are the adroit and unbelieving
swindlers who proselytize on behalf of followers of selfish whims, inno-
vators and heretics (ah! al-ahwa’wa’l-bida‘wa-dhawt’l-ithad fi*l-nihal),
such as the Batiniyya, Qaramita, Isma‘liyya and other proponents of
elementary qualities and celestial | bodies who do not affirm the exis-
tence of prophethood and who call prophets (mere) ‘lawgivers and (ful-

We are indebted to Professor S. Hanioglu for helping us obtain a microfilm of the manuscript

and to Professors M. Cook and W. Madelung for reading an earlier draft.

1 Crone (acolleague of Richards from 1977 to 1990) found the text; Treadwell (a student of Crone
and a colleague of Richards from 1993 to 2000) supplied most of the information about the
events to which it refers (cf. W.L. Treadwell, ‘The Political History of the Samanid State’, Oxford
D.Phil. 1991, ch. 6). The translation and interpretation are joint.

2 Al-Tha4libi, Adab al-muliik, J. al-‘Atiyya, ed., Beirut, 1990, 168-172, reproducing Ms Siiley-

maniye Kiitiibhanesi (Istanbul), Es‘ad Efendi no. 1808/1 fols. 56V—58". [Ed.: The numbers in

square brackets refer to the page numbers of the published edition, and ##458—460 refer to
its paragraph numbering. |
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fillers of) needs’ (ashab al-nawamis wa’l-hawa’j). They will frequently
insinuate their ways into the affairs of kings who have not heard [169]
the teaching of the mutakallims or studied the science of kalam. They
will take them aside and deceive them with their mellifluous charms,
their gilded sophistry and their spurious doctrines, claiming to trans-
port them from the slavery of the law to the freedom of heresy (min rigq
al-shart'a ila hurriyyat al-ilhad) and to liberate them from the shack-
les of religious observance, giving them license to abandon prayer and
other acts of worship and to indulge their desires. Thus they slip a hal-
ter (over their heads) and take hold of their reins. For as they (the kings)
will take the opportunity to rest in comfort, security and ease, they (the
missionaries) will be emboldened to engage in forbidden acts, commit
sins, shed blood, seize the wealth (of others), break covenants, violate
writs and make light of Islam.

Al-Sa‘ld Nasr b. Ahmad fell into this trap. It had been set by Abu ’l-
Tayyib al-Mus‘abi® and Abu °l-Hasan Ibn Sawada al-Razi,* two arch
heretics (anyab al-mulhidin) who were relentlessly trying to become
intimate with him. Among the things related about him is that he
had repented of drinking and shedding blood, fearing the Station of
his Lord (cf. Q 55:46; 79:40), and that he had knocked on the door
of pious observance, secluding himself to pray and weep in extreme
fear of death. But al-Mus‘abi and Ibn Sawada continually deceived
him with their honeyed words and gradually introduced him to their
doctrine. They told him that worry and grief were no protection against
adversity and misfortune, and that it was better to engage in pleasure
and constant drinking and listen to beautiful singing girls so as to rid
the rational soul (al-nafs al-natiga) of its trouble in this corporeal world
(al-‘alam al-jusdant), which consists entirely of worries and pain. For
nothing but pleasant diversion and song, music-making and carousal®
would drive away (worries and pain). They made it seem to him that
the bitterness of death lay in his fear of it whereas (in fact) death
was utter bliss and the ultimate repose because it was the gate to the
spiritual world in which there are no pains, no sorrows and no terrors.
(They added) more nonsense of a similar nature until he began to
accept what they told him and embarked on their course.

3 Muhammad b. Hatim al-Mus‘abi, a secretary who became vizier in 330/941-942 at the latest;

see below, section 11(b).

A missionary also mentioned by Nizam al-Mulk; cf. below, section 11(a).

5 Reading qgasf for gasab (as suggested by Everett Rowson).
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Abu ‘Al al-Jayhani® went the same way and added to their insults
by calling the jurists bearers of filth, meaning that they speak about
menstruation, purification after excretion, and [170] the like. Then they
sang the praises of that doctrine, i.e. the doctrine of the Ismailis, which
is the doctrine of Ahmad b. Muhammad al-Bazdahi,” and they induced
him (the amir) to summon him (al-Bazdahi) and to listen to his words.
So he (the amir) ordered that he be brought, and when he arrived,
he was honoured and revered and found acceptance for the accursed
mission and the foolish ideas to which he gave open expression. Al-
Sa‘ld ordered that seventy dinars weighing a hundred mithgals (of gold)
each8 should be struck for despatch to the lord of the diocese ( jazira),
who was the imam of the mission in their view; so they were struck.
God then favoured Islam by causing al-Mus‘abi to perish; the position
of the people (the Ismailis) weakened, and the cream turned to scum.
Al-Bazdahi returned to his village holding firm to his misguided doc-
trine. He had some of those dinars with him, others were with Ibn
Sawada.

When al-Sa‘id died and his son al-Hamid took his place, Ibn Sawada
resumed singing the praises of that doctrine to him. He wrote to al-
Bazdahi telling him to send the most skilful and articulate debaters
among his missionaries to al-Hamid’s court to invite him (to con-
vert), so he did. Al-Hamid was a perceptive man who had studied reli-
gion (mutafaqqihan fi°l-din) and received (hadith) from Muhammad,
known as the Great Judge (al-hakim al-jalil), the leading scholar in the
school of Abi1 Hanifa.? When al-BazdahT's envoy arrived, he came to al-
Hamid in secret and called upon him to convert. Al-Hamid said to him:
“If this call is to something other than Islam, then I seek refuge in God
from it; and if it is to Islam, then Muhammad | has said it before you,
the master of those who call to the truth, who is the Prophet Muham-

6 Both the manuscript (fol. 57) and the printed text have Aba ‘Ali al-Jubbal, a Mu‘tazilite
mutakallim who died in 303/915f. and who cannot possibly be intended here. On Aba ‘Ali
al-Jayhani, see below, section 11(d). He was vizier from 326/938 to 330/941—942 at the latest.

7 The missionary al-Nasafi, who came from the village of Bazda near Nakhshab/Nasaf and
whose ism is normally given as Muhammad b. Ahmad; cf. S.M. Stern, ‘The Early Isma‘li
Missionaries in North-West Persia and in Khurasan and Transoxania) in his Studies in Early
Isma‘lism, Jerusalem and Leiden, 1983, 219 (reprinted with new pagination from the Bulletin
of the School of Oriental and African Studies 23, 1960).

8 A mithqal was 4.2 grammes (EI?, s.v. ‘dinar’), so they will have weighed close to a pound each!

9 For this person, see below, note 48.
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mad.!° There is nothing to add to the perfection of his religion; what has
been transmitted to us of his traditions and laws suffices for us.!! Sup-
pose that I accepted this doctrine: what would be the point of hiding it
from people? Zuhayr, for all his paganism, says ‘A veil conceals abomi-
nations; you will not find anything veiling the good’” The envoy replied,
“This is what the imam lays down.” He said, “This can only be due to
fear of the common folk or of the elite or of the ruler. If it is for fear of
the common folk, they are my subjects and none among them dares to
oppose me. If it is fear of the elite, [they too obey me; and if it is fear
of the ruler, ]'2 what authority is above me and what hand above mine?
So there is no reason to hide this religion or to (require) an oath!3 or a
compact about it.” [171] So the unbelievers were confounded;'* he was
reduced to silence and did not reply but returned to al-Bazdahiand told
him what had happened. Al-Bazdahi feared the worst. Al-Hamid lost
no time in demanding from Ibn Sawada the return of the aforemen-
tioned dinars, but he denied that he had them and swore mighty oaths
that they were not in his possession, that he did not know anything
about them, and that they were not in his house or in the possession of
any of his companions. But he (al-Hamid) then stumbled upon most of
those dinars in a hiding place in his house. They were removed and al-
Hamid had him taken away and beaten until he perished. Al-Bazdahi
was ordered to present himself and asked to hand over the rest of the
dinars. But he did not do so. When he was addressed on the subject
of his doctrine, he asked for a disputation (about it). “If the proof goes
against me I'shall repent of my doctrine and abandon my view”, he said.
But he (al-Hamid) did not dispute with him. He asked the jurists what
he should do with him, and their response was that he should be killed.
So he was killed and crucified.

Among the kings of the time who were disgraced by this corrupt doc-
trine were Bakr b. Malik, Aba ‘Ali b. Ilyas, and Abu | Ja‘far b. Bang,

The gloss is presumably inserted to ensure that the reader does not take the reference
to be to Muhammad al-hakim al-jalil mentioned five lines earlier. (We owe this point to
Michael Cook.)

Reading hasbuna ma for hasuna ma.

Some such words must have been omitted here.

Reading lil-yamin for lil-mayn.

Read fa-buhita with the Ms for nabihat of the printed text, cf. Q 2:258: fa-buhita alladht
kafara. (We owe this clarification to Michael Cook.) It is odd that the Qur’anic singular,
which suits the context here, has been changed to the plural.
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Khalaf’s father, as well as Tahir b. Muhammad al-Sijzi and Aba ‘Ali b.
Simjar.!® This vile'¢ creed was spawned and hatched in Khurasan, and
if it had not been for the readiness of the great sultan Yamin al-Dawla
Amin al-Milla Aba ’1-Qasim Mahmud b. Nasir al-Din (i.e. Mahmud of
Ghazna) to apply his efforts in support of the faith, upholding the hall-
marks of Islam, cutting the herbage of heresy from its base and pluck-
ing the plants of ta%/'” from their roots, then the iniquitous infidels'®
would have raised their ugly heads,!® all traces of the religion would
have been obliterated, the waymarks of Islam would have been effaced,
and the Muslims would have been humiliated.

The story ends with more encomia of Mahmud of Ghazna (388-421/998-
1030), in whose lifetime the work was composed. Its recipient was Mahmud’s
brother-in-law, the Khwarizmshah Abu °l-Abbas Ma’mun 11 (399—407/1009—
1017), and its date of composition can be narrowed down to between 403/1012
and 407/1017.20

11 The Events

(a) The Three Versions
How does al-Tha‘alibT’s version compare with those of Ibn al-Nadim and Nizam
al-Mulk? We may start by summarizing their accounts.

Ibn al-Nadim’s is short. According to him, the missionary al-Nasafi (alias al-
Bazdahi) converted Nasr b. Ahmad to Ismailism and persuaded him to pay
19 dinars, each worth 1000 dinars,?! as blood money for al-Husayn b. ‘Al1 al-
Marwazi, the previous leader of the Khurasani mission said by Ibn al-Nadim to
have died in Nasr’s prison.22 Al-|Nasafi claimed that the money would be sent to
the ruler of the Maghrib, al-Q&’im (322—334/934—46). Nasr then fell ill, repented

15 For all these people, see below, section 11(d).

16 Reading radra for radiyya.

17 Reducing God to an abstract concept, the opposite error of anthropomorphism.

18  Read al-kafara al-fajara with the Ms for al-fikra al-fajara of the printed text. The expression
is Quranic, cf. Q 80:43 (drawn to our attention by Everett Rowson).

19  Tentatively reading nijadaha for anjadaha.

20  Thus ‘Atiyya’s introduction, 17. Ma’man was married to Mahmud'’s sister; cf. W. Barthold,
Turkestan Down to the Mongol Invasion, London, 1968, 289 (of the original pagination).

21 In other words, each weighed 1000 mithgals (close to nine and a half pounds of gold!).

22 On him, see Stern, ‘Missionaries’, 217—219. For his imprisonment, see below, note 152.
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of his conversion and died, whereupon his son and successor Nih (alias al-
Hamid) assembled jurists for a public debate with al-Nasafi, who was defeated.
He was also found to have kept 40 of the 119 dinars. Thoroughly disgraced, he
was killed along with the leading missionaries and generals who had converted
to the cause.?3

According to Nizam al-Mulk, whose account is the longest of the three, al-
Husayn b. ‘Ali appointed al-Nasafi as his successor and advised him to attempt
the conversion of the ruling elite in Bukhara. Al-Nasafi duly went off to Trans-
oxania, leaving Ibn Sawada as his deputy in Marwarradh. Finding circum-
stances unpromising in Bukhara, al-Nasafi established himself at Nasaf (his
native area), where he converted several high-ranking people. The proselytes
told him to go to Bukhara, where he successfully converted other members
of the elite, including Nasr 11 himself. This caused the leaders of the army to
plan a coup, described in dramatic detail, but their plans were foiled by Nasr’s
son Nuh, who persuaded Nasr to abdicate. Nasr vowed henceforth to devote
himself to repentance and was sent to jail. Nih summoned al-Nasafi, who was
executed, and gave orders for the arrest and execution of Ibn Sawada at Mar-
warriidh, while he and the troops went off to spend seven days killing Ismailis
in Bukhara and its environs.?* For all that, the Ismailis remained strong enough
to make a second bid for power in the reign of Mansir 1 b. Nuh (350-365/961—
76).25

Al-Tha‘alib1’s account differs from Ibn al-Nadim'’s and Nizam al-Mulk’s above
all in the role it ascribes to al-Mus‘ab1 and the missionary Ibn Sawada, who are
not mentioned by Ibn al-Nadim at all while Nizam al-Mulk only mentions Ibn
Sawada, and then only as a deputy left behind by al-Nasafi in Marwarradh. In
al-Tha‘alibiit is by al-Mus‘abi and Ibn Sawada that Nasr 11is converted; al-Nasaft
is only summoned to complete their work.

Al-Tha‘alibi also differs from the other two sources in that he does not have
Nasr 11 repent of his conversion. Like them, he places the Ismaili interlude
towards the end of Nasr’s life and credits him with a period of repentance, but
Nasr’s repentance here precedes his conversion instead of following it. Nasr 11
is sick and afraid of death, and this is why he has abandoned his former life; it is
for the same reason that he is receptive to Ismailism. There is no suggestion that

23 Ibn al-Nadim, Kitab al-Fihrist, R. Tajaddud, ed., Tehran, 1971, 239 = The Fihrist of al-Nadim,
B. Dodge, tr., New York, 1970, i, 467{; also translated in Stern, ‘Missionaries), 224.

24  Nizam al-Mulk, Siyar al-muluk (Siyasatnama), H. Darke, ed., 2nd edition, Tehran, 1985,
287-299 = id., The Book of Government or Rules for Kings, H. Darke, tr., London, 1960, 218—
227 (ch. 46, ##8-21).

25  Ibid,, 299-305 = 227-233 (ch. 46, ##22-30).



A NEW TEXT ON ISMAILISM AT THE SAMANID COURT 239

he abjured Ismailism before his death, as he does in the other two accounts, nor
does he abdicate in favour of his son, as he does in Nizam al-Mulk’s, and there
is no mention of the military plot that Nizam al-Mulk describes at length. The
key event in the downfall of Ismailism here is al-Mus‘ab’s death.

Finally, al-Thaalibi says nothing about a second episode, and his list of
converts is quite different from Nizam al-Mulk’s.

All in all, al-Tha‘alib1 has more in common with Ibn al-Nadim than with
Nizam al-Mulk, and there is even verbal correspondence between them at
one point: both say that Nuh “stumbled on” (‘athara ‘ala) the dinars that the
missionaries had retained. For all that, they are too different to be based on the
same source, except in the sense that both are ultimately based on rumours
circulating after the event. The same is true of Ibn al-Nadim in relation to
Nizam al-Mulk. We have three independent versions, then. How might one
reconstruct the events in the light of them?

(b) The First Episode

There is no way of checking al-Thaalibi’s account of Ibn Sawada, but he seems
to be right that al-Mus‘abi played a crucial role in the events. The Samanid
historians, who do their best to edit the Ismaili interlude out of history, are
generally silent on al-Mus‘abi,?6 but al-Balkhi mentions him among the ashab
al-garamita;?” others implicitly confirm that he was an Ismaili;?® and the Sunni
Najm al-Din al-Nasafi (d. 537/1142) provides some clinching information. |
According to him, a traditionist by the name of Aba Yala ‘Abd al-Mu’min
b. Khalaf al-Ammi completed a recitation of the Quran on the evening of
Ramadan 27 in an unspecified year, apparently in Nasaf, and proceeded to pray
for the death of al-Mus‘abi and the Qaramita, accusing the former, who was
vizier at the time, of zandaqa and ilhad, and praying also for the delivery of

26 Most of what there is on him is collected in S. Nafisi, Ahwal-i wa ash‘ar-i Ridaki, Tehran,
1309-1319, ii, 492—495 (nothing on his Ismailism). Compare Barthold, Turkestan, 225 (“The
historians have not a word to say of the heresy of Nasr”).

27 Balkhi, Fad@’il-i Balkh, ‘A. Habibi, ed., Tehran, 1350, 293—294.

28  He was familiar with the thought of the Ismaili philosopher Aba ’l-Haytham al-Jurjani,
whose views on an important doctrinal point he is said to have misunderstood (H. Corbin
and M. Mo‘in, Commentaire de la gasida ismaelienne d’Abi *-Haitham Jorjani, Tehran and
Paris, 1955, 35-37). And Ibn Hibban al-Busti was rumoured to have written a book on the
Qaramita for him in return for the judgeship of Samarqand; the book was presumably in
favour of Ismailism rather than against it since the locals wanted to kill him when they
found out about it (Yaqut, Mu§am al-buldan, F. Wiistenfeld, ed., Leipzig, 1866-1873, i, 619—
620, citing the Baykandi traditionist al-Sulayman).
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the Nasafi scholar and ra’ts Abii ‘Uthman Sa‘id b. Ibrahim. The latter, according
to al-Samarqandi (a pupil of al-Nasafl’s), had been summoned to the court by
al-Mus‘abi as a result of the fanaticism of the Ismailis (ta‘assub al-garamita).
Abt Yala’s chilling prayer was effective: a few days later the news arrived that
al-Mus‘ab1 had been killed by the hasham (i.e. the Turkish troops stationed
in Bukhara) and that Abt ‘Uthman had returned safely from Bukhara and
was now persecuting the Qaramita himself.2° The life of this scholar had been
consumed by the fanaticism of the Ismailis, which had inflicted many trials on
him until al-Bazdaw1 (= al-Bazdahi, in other words al-Nasafi) was killed along
with his companion, Muhammad b. Sa‘id b. Mu‘adh al-Manadili al-Bukhari,
known as al-Sabbagh. The two of them were crucified at the beginning of the
reign of al-Hamid in the year 333/944.3°

This confirms al-Tha‘alibi’s presentation of al-Mus‘abi as a key figure in the
Ismaili interlude. It also confirms two of Nizam al-Mulk’s claims: the troops
must indeed have taken action against Ismailism; and they must indeed have
done so while Nasr was still alive (since Nasr outlived al-Mus‘abi according
to al-Tha‘alib1). The only problem is that it does not leave much time for al-
Mus‘abT’s vizierate. Nagr died on Rajab 27, 331,3 and al-Mus‘abi died some | time
before him. One would thus assume the chilling prayer which preceded his
death to have been made in Ramadan, 330. But if al-Mus‘abi died in Ramadan,
330, when did he become vizier? His predecessor, Abui ‘Ali al-Jayhani, also died
in 330, apparently as vizier.32 Since there is no doubt that al-Mus‘abi, previously
leader of the diwan al-ras@’il,;33 rose to the vizierate,34 one solution would be
that he only held the position for a couple of months. But it seems more likely

29  Najm al-Din ‘Umar b. Muhammad al-Nasafi, al-Qand fi dhikr ‘ulama’ Samargand, N.M. al-
Faryabi, ed., Riyad, 1991, 305-306, citing ‘Abd al-Hamid b. al-Mu‘tasim al-Nasaff; al-Samar-
qandi, Muntakhab al-qand fi ta’rikh Samargand, Ms, Bibliotheque Nationale (Paris), ma-
nuscrit arabe, no. 6284, fols. 432->. On these works, see J. Weinberger, ‘The Authorship
of Two Twelfth-Century Transoxanian Biographical Dictionaries, Arabica 33, 1986, 369—
382.

30  Nasafl, Qand, 88. The Ismaili al-Nasafi’s ism is here given as Muhammad b. Ahmad b.
Hamdawayh.

31 Cf. below, note 39. For the sake of clarity we only give hijri dates when the discussion
involves chronology.

32 Ibn al-Athir, al-Kamil fi °-ta’rikh, C.J. Tornberg, ed., Leiden, 1851-1876, viii, 294; ed. Beirut
1965-1967 (hereafter B), viii, 393. Ibn al-Athir could of course call him Nasr’s vizier with
reference to past office, as in his report of the death of Bal‘ami (viii, 283/B 378).

33 Bayhaq], Tarikh-i Bayhagi, Ghani and Fayyad, ed., Tehran, 1324, 107.1.

34  Itis confirmed by al-Thaalibi, Yatimat al-dahr, Cairo, 1934, iv, 75.
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that al-Jayhani had been dismissed some time before 330, for he and al-Mus‘abi
may have died as a result of the same military action by the Bukharan troops.3%

If Najm al-Din al-Nasafi confirms part of Nizam al-Mulk’s story about the
downfall of Ismailism, other sources show the rest of it to be fiction. It is char-
acteristic that Nizam al-Mulk knows nothing about either al-Mus‘abi or Abu ‘Ali
al-Jayhani, let alone the Manadili known as al-Sabbagh who was al-Nasaff’s col-
laborator (and on whom we have not found any further information). His long
story of a military plot involves an anonymous sipahsalar who was allegedly
offered the throne by the troops and killed by the valiant Nah, but who cannot
be identified. He would have to be either Aytash, the chief ha@jib who com-
manded the troops in Bukhara, or Abai ‘Ali b. Muhtaj al-Saghani, the governor
of Khurasan at the time, but Aytash is mentioned among the converts to Ismail-
ism and Abu ‘Al al-Saghani was not killed by Nuh.36 If anybody plotted, it seems
to have been the valiant Nuh himself: numismatic evidence suggests that he
made a bid for the throne in 329—330, when his name appears on coins from
Tukharistan and Farghana in lieu of his father’s. But Nasr’s name remains on
the precious metal coinage of the mints of Nishapur and Samarqand right up to
331and reappears on the coinage of Tukharistan in 331, so apparently the revolt
(if a revolt it was) came to an end a year before Nasr’s death. It is impossible to
tell whether the episode was connected with Nasr’s conversion to Ismailism or
with Nah's own struggles against his brother Isma‘l over the heir | apparency,
but the events were probably as confusing to Nizam al-Mulk as they are to us.37
He seems to have tidied them up, and nicely sanitised them, by recourse to
a famous prototype, the story of the rise and fall of Mazdakism at the Sasa-
nian court as told, among others, by Nizam al-Mulk himself. In this story too
a king (Kavad) is seduced by heretics, whereupon his valiant son (Khusraw)

35  As conjectured by Barthold, Turkestan, 257.

36 Cf. below, note 60 (Aytash); £1%, s.v. ‘Muhtadjids’; Barthold, Turkestan, 254n (where the
problem is noted).

37  For Nah's struggles with Isma‘il over the succession towards the end of Nasr’s life, see al-
Sali, Akhbar al-Radi wa’l-Muttaqt bi'llah, ]. Heyworth Dunne, ed., Cairo, 1935, 237. Nasr
resolved the dispute by having Isma‘l killed. For the coins, see F. Schwarz, Balh und die
Landschaften am oberen Oxus (Sylloge numorum arabicorum Tiibingen, X1vc Hurasan),
Tiibingen, 2002, nos 186, 592—-594, 596 (dirhams of Balkh and Andaraba); T. Mayer, Nord-
und Ostzentralasien (Sylloge numorum arabicorum Tiibingen, xvb Mittelasien 11), Tiibin-
gen, 1998, nos 44—45 ( fultis of Farghana). The numismatic evidence only came to our
attention after the article had gone to press: Treadwell hopes to discuss the coins cited
here, as well as several related unpublished issues, in greater detail in a forthcoming pub-
lication.
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takes action against them; and here too the son deposes his father or makes
him abdicate (or rules jointly with him).38 In historical fact Nasr remained on
the throne until his death. He died on Rajab 27, 331/April 6, 943,39 apparently
of tuberculosis after an illness of thirteen months.#? Nuh was enthroned after
the customary three days’ mourning on Sha‘ban 1, 331/April 10, 943.4

It is easy to see how Nizam al-Mulk’s story could develop. The sources agree
that Nasr 11 fell ill some time before his death and withdrew from courtly life
to devote himself to pious exercises.*? If Ibn al-Athir is right that his illness
lasted thirteen months, it will have begun in Jumada 11, 330, four months
before al-Mus‘abi was killed. He will thus have adopted his ascetic lifestyle
close to the | time of the reaction against Ismailism, and to some this will
have conveyed the impression that he was repenting of his conversion. To al-
Tha‘alibi, on the other hand, his withdrawal suggested that he only became an
Ismaili after he had fallen ill. Both views are undoubtedly meant to exonerate
him: either he repudiated his error when he fell ill or else he only adopted it
after illness had unsettled his mind. To those who held him to have repented of
his conversion, his withdrawal will have allowed for the further embellishment
that Nuh had made him abdicate, suggested by the parallel between Kavad and
himself.

Just as Nasr 11 remained on the throne until he died, so he seems to have
remained an Ismaili. Possibly, the man with whom he replaced al-Mus‘abi was
an Ismaili too.#3 No doubt the progress of Ismailism was checked by the killing

38  Nizam al-Mulk, 278 = 211 (ch. 44, #26); cf. P. Crone, ‘Kavad’s Heresy and Mazdak’s Revolt),
Iran 29,1991 [Ed.: included as article 1in the present volume], 23 and notes 50—52 thereto.

39  Al-Sam@ni, al-Ansab, Hyderabad, 1976, vii, 27 (s.v. ‘al-Samant’); Barthold, Turkestan, 255.
Numerous other sources place Nasr’s death in 331 without giving the precise day or month.
The earlier date of Ramadan 12, 330/May 31, 942, found in some late sources, is accepted by
Barthold as the date of Nasr’s supposed abdication (but it predates the military reaction
as dated in the Qand, above, note 29).

40  Thus Ibn al-Athir, Kamil, viii, 300/B 401, 402. The claim that he was murdered by his
ghilman rests on confusion with his father (cf. Barthold, Turkestan, 255).

41 Narshakhi, Tarikh-i Bukhara, M. Ridawi, ed., Tehran, 1351, 132 = id., The History of Bukhara,
R.N. Frye, tr., Cambridge, Mass., 1954, 97; Ibn al-Athir, Kamil, viii, 301/B 403; Gardizi, Ta’rikh
(Zayn al-akhbar), M. Qazwini, ed., Tehran, 1327, 24; ‘A. Habibi, ed., Tehran, 1347, 339;
Barthold, Turkestan, 256. Numerous other sources place Nal's accession after his father’s
death without giving precise dates.

42 In addition to al-Tha‘alibi, see Ibn al-Nadim (above, note 23); Ibn al-Athir (Kamil, vii,
301/B 401, 402 f.); Mirkhwand, Tarikh-i rawdat-i safa, Tehran, 1338-1339, iv, 44 = id., Histoire
des Samanides, M. Defrémery, tr., Paris, 1847, 141.

43 Cf. al-Mugqaddasi, Ahsan al-tagasim fi ma‘rifat al-agalim, M.J. de Goeje, ed., Leiden, 1906,
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of al-Mus‘abi (and al-Jayhani?) and the onset of Nasr’s illness, but al-Nasafi
was left alive, and so presumably was Ibn Sawada. According to al-Tha‘alibj,
the Ismailis were still sufficiently well entrenched at the court at the time of
Nasr’s death to try to convert Nuh. It was only after his accession that Nah
began to take action against them, as several sources make clear,** and only
then that the missionaries were executed: Ibn al-Athir places al-NasafT’s death
in 331/943 without knowing anything about the wider context.*> Numerous
modern scholars place it in 332/944, on what basis we do not know.*¢ Najm
al-Din al-Nasafi places it in 333/944—945, as mentioned above.4”

Al-Tha‘alibi correctly identifies Nuh'’s religious mentor as al-Hakim al-Jalil,
alias Abu ’l-Fadl Muhammad b. Muhammad b. Ahmad al-Sulami, a Hanafi
scholar and gadi of Bukhara who was appointed | vizier after Nuly's accession.*®
He performed disastrously as vizier and ended up, like al-Mus‘abj, by falling
foul of the troops who killed him on Rabi‘ 11, 334 or Jumada 1, 335 (November—
December 943 or 946).#% According to Ibn al-Nadim, Nah arranged a public
debate in which the Ismailis were defeated, but al-Tha‘alibi denies it. According

337.13, where Abtt Mansiar Muhammad b. ‘Uzayr appears as Naly's first vizier, suggesting
that Nah had inherited him from his father; the first vizier he appointed himself was al-
Hakim al-Jalil (below, note 48). For the possibility that Ibn ‘Uzayr was an Ismaili, see below,
section 11(d).

44  Cf. al-Tha‘alibi above (“When al-Sa‘id died and his son al-Hamid took his place”); Ibn al-
Nadim (above, note 23); Rashid al-Din in Stern, ‘Missionaries’, 232 = 229.

45  Ibnal-Athir, Kamil, viii, 302/B 404.

46 Stern, ‘Missionaries) 221; W. Madelung, ‘Das Imamat in der frithen ismailitischen Lehre),
Der Islam 37, 1961, 102; RN. Frye, Bukhara, the Medieval Achievement, 2nd edition, Costa
Mesa, Calif,, 1996, 56 (first published 1965); E1?, s.v. ‘al-Nasafl’ (Poonawala); F. Daftary, The
Ismaclis, Their History and Doctrines, Cambridge, 1990, 123; H. Halm, Das Reich des Mahdi,
Munich, 1991, 261.

47  Nasafi, Qand, 88. We assume this to be the correct date.

48 Sam‘ani, Ansab, viii, 187ff. (s.v. ‘al-shahid’); also Muqaddasi, Aksan, 337; Gardizi, Ta’rikh,
Qazwini, ed., 24; Habibi, ed., 339; Ibn al-Athir, Kamil, viii, 301/B 403. He appears as Aba
Dharr in Narshakhi, Bukhara, 132 = 97. Najm al-Din al-Nasafi gives the gadr a collaborator
by the name of Aba Hafs Ahmad b. Muhammad al-jli (Qand, 88), identified as a Bukharan
jurist, mushir al-mamlaka and prosecutor of a dahri in a story of how the Chinese came
to send an embassy to Nasr I in 327/938-939 (al-Rashid b. al-Zubayr, Kitab al-Dhakha’ir
wa’l-tuhaf, M. Hamid Allah, ed., Kuwait, 1959, 140).

49 Sam‘@ni has the first date (Ansab, viii, 191, where he is al-Hakim al-Shahid and a great
hero); the second is given by Ibn al-Athir, Kamil, viii, 345/B 459; and Mirkhwand, Dastar
al-wuzara’, S. Nafisi, ed., Tehran, 1317, 109. For a detailed account, see Barthold, Turkestan,
257f. (where the date is given as Jan. 947).
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to him, it was in a private exchange that he defeated al-Nasafl's envoy, and he
refused al-NasafT's last-minute request for a public debate.5° Public or private, it
is after this defeat that al-Nasafi is put to death according to both Ibn al-Nadim
and al-Thaalibi.

Al-Tha‘alibi says nothing about a purge (it is Mahmud of Ghazna who erad-
icates Ismailis in his account), and Najm al-Din al-Nasafl only knows of a
vendetta against the Ismailis on the part of the ra’is Abu ‘Uthman Sa‘id b.
Ibrahim.?! It stands to reason that Nuh and his scholar vizier should have taken
action too, but they seem to have done so in a more protracted and less sys-
tematic manner than Ibn al-Nadim and above all Nizam al-Mulk would have it,
for many real or alleged Ismailis appear in high positions after Nuh's accession
and some were not affected by the purge at all.52 There were still Ismailis in
the Samanid administration under Nah 11 (365-387/976—97), when Ibn Sina’s
father was among them.53

(c) The Second Episode
According to Nizam al-Mulk, the Ismailis made a second bid for power fifteen
years into the reign of Mansur 1, known as al-Sadid (350-365/961—76). The two
missionaries this time were Abi ’l-Fadl | Zangurzbardiji and ‘Atiq. They built up
their power for along time, secretly putting their co-religionists into influential
positions until (the secrecy notwithstanding) people in far-off places began to
think that the whole court had become Batin1. “Most of your nobles, courtiers
and officials have adopted the religion of the Qarmatis; both great and small
have joined in it, and they are planning to revolt’, Alptegin wrote to Mansur.
The Ismailis managed to have the vizier, Aba ‘Ali Bal‘ami, and the general,
Baktuzun, thrown into jail but both were eventually released thanks to the
intervention of the gadi Abti Ahmad Marghazi, who is the hero of the story
along with Alptegin, the sipahsalar at the time. A public debate was arranged
in which the Ismailis were defeated. The missionaries were lashed and died in
jail, and a general persecution of Ismailis followed.>*

The second bid for power is described as a better planned and more pro-
longed affair than the first, but for some reason it hardly ever gets a mention

50  Cf. further below, end of section 111(a).

51 Nasafl, Qand, 88, 306.

52 Cf. ‘Ali Zarrad, Abt Mansar al-Saghani, Jayhani, Bakr b. Malik, and perhaps also Aba
Mansar Muhammad b. ‘Uzayr (below, section 11(d), nos. 5, 6, 14, 17).

53  W.E. Gohlman, ed. and tr,, The Life of Ibn Sina, Albany, N.Y., 1974, 16 f. = 17{.

54  Nizam al-Mulk, Siyar, 299305 = 227—233 (ch. 46, ##22-30).
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in the modern literature.5 Deleting it from the record is probably right, but we
do need to know why.

Mansir I ruled from 350 to 365, so if the second episode occurred in the
fifteenth year of his reign, as Nizam al-Mulk says, it should be placed in 365, the
year in which he died. But by 365 two of the key figures in the story had long
been dead. Alptegin, who appears as a staunch supporter of the regime, was
sipahsalar under Nuh 1 (331-343) and his son ‘Abd al-Malik (343—350), but died
in a state of semi-revolt at Ghazna in 352.56 Aba Mansar Muhammad b. ‘Abd al-
Razzaq al-Tasi, who figures as the leading Ismaili in the story, briefly replaced
him as sipahsalar in 349 and died in battle in 350, very much as Nizam al-Mulk
describes it, but not in 365.57 If there | was a second Ismaili bid for power, it will
thus have occurred c. 348-350,%% however Nizam al-Mulk may have arrived at
his peculiar date.

But if there was such a bid, it is strange that it was not masterminded by
the leaders of the Khurasani mission at the time, that is al-Nasaft’s son Mas‘ad
(nicknamed Dihqan) and Abt Ya‘qab al-Sijistani,>° but rather by two otherwise
unknown missionaries. Moreover, a suspicious amount of the information
about the second episode duplicates the first. Thus the converts include the
hajib-i khass Aytash in the first episode, the hajib-i buzurg Mansur b. Bayqara
in the second.® Hasan Malik, governor of Ilaq and one of the king’s khawass
who is executed as an Ismaili in the first episode, reappears in the second
as a resident at the capital and the commander against Alptegin, without
apparently converting this time round (unless he is identical with the Sa‘id/Abu

55  Both Barthold (Turkestan, 253—257, 262—263) and Stern (‘Missionaries) 220ff.) somehow
missed it. Hence presumably the fact that later scholars such as Frye (Bukhara, 56), Daftary
(Isma‘ils,123), Halm (Reich des Mahdi, 259—262), and P. Walker (Early Philosophical Shiism,
Cambridge, 1993, 16) all narrate the first episode on the basis of Nizam al-Mulk without
any indication, or even explicit denial, that anything like it ever happened again. The
second episode is briefly mentioned in Gohlman, Life of Ibn Sina, 120, note 11, but the
only discussions we know are Treadwell, ‘Political History) 200—205 (superseded by the
present paper), and E. Daniel, ‘The Samanid “Translations” of TabarT, paper presented
at the International Conference on the Life and Works of al-Tabari, University of St.
Andrews, 1995 (cited in J.S. Meisami, Persian Historiography to the End of the Twelfth
Century, Edinburgh, 1999, 26 f.).

56  C.E. Bosworth, The Ghaznavids, Beirut, 1973, 38.

57 Barthold, Turkestan, 262 f.

58  Similarly Daniel, ‘Translations’ (in Meisami, Historiography, 26).

59 Cf. Stern, ‘Missionaries, 220—222. We have no death date for either, but Aba Ya‘qub al-
Sijistani died after 361 (Walker, Early Philosophical Shiism, 18).

60  Nizam al-Mulk, Siyar, 288, 299 = 219, 228 (ch. 46, ##8, 22).
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Sa‘ld Malik who is said to have done s0).6! A Jayhani figures on the Ismaili
side on both occasions.5? A sipahsalar and a gadr take action against the
heretics in both stories, and the gadi declines an offer of the vizierate in both
(though al-Hakim al-Jalil eventually accepted it).53 A public debate in which
the Ismailis are defeated also figures in both episodes, and in both this serves
as a signal for purges which completely eradicate Ismailism from Khurasan and
Transoxania.54

On top of that, there is a curious inconsistency in the story. The Ismailis
build up their power at the centre, but all the action is in the provinces,
partly in Talagan, where the Qaramita were ‘committing murders and other
crimes), partly in Farghana, Khujand and Kasan, where the Qaramita were
urging the ‘White-clothed ones’ (i.e. Khurramis) to revolt, and partly at Tas,
where Aba Mansur b. ‘Abd al-Razzaq was killed. Nizam al-Mulk explains that
the Ismailis | intended to capture the king before moving on to the conquest
of Transoxania,®> but he does not mention any action in the capital at all. It
sounds as if his story was really about provincial disturbances.

Finally, the death of Abu Mansur b. ‘Abd al-Razzaq, which is the climax of
the story, was undoubtedly a major event in actual fact, but what did it have to
do with Ismailism? Not a single source apart from Nizam al-Mulk identifies this
man, famed for his role in the creation of the Shahnama, as an Ismaili. He may
have been an Imami, and he did ally himself with the (Shiite) Bayids on two
occasions, the second being the year in which he died.%¢ To Nizam al-Mulk this
may have been tantamount to espousing Ismailism; but more probably, we have
here another case of duplication. The converts in the first episode include Aba
Mansiir al-Saghani, probably a brother of Abu ‘All al-Saghani, a sipahsalar who
rebelled against Nuh 1.67 The most prominent convert in the second episode

61 Nizam al-Mulk, Siyar, 288, 295, 299, 301 = 219, 224, 228, 229 (ch. 46, ##9, 17, 22, 23).

62  See below, section (d).

63  Cf. al-Hakim al-Jalil in Sam‘ani, Ansab, viii, 188.3; Abit Ahmad in Nizam al-Mulk, 302 = 230
(ch. 46, #26).

64  Nizam al-Mulk softens the inconsistency by adding, in the first story, that if any survived,
they dared not show themselves. “Thus the sect remained concealed in Khurasan” (Siyar,
295f. =224, ch. 46, #17).

65 Nizam al-Mulk, Siyar, 300 = 228 (chs 46, #22).

66 Cf. Ibn Babaya, Uyan akhbar al-rida, M. al-Husayni al-Lajawardi, ed., Tehran, n.d,, ii,
279, 285f.,, where he is a devotee of al-Rida’s shrine (we owe this reference to Parvaneh
Pourshariati); V. Minorsky, ‘The Older Preface to the Shah Nama), in Studi orientalistici in
onore di Giorgio Levi della Vida, Rome, 1956, ii, 164 {.

67  See below, section (d).
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is Aba Mansur b. ‘Abd al-Razzaq al-Tasi, a sipahsalar who rebelled against
Mansur I. According to Juzjani, Aba Mansur b. ‘Uzayr, vizier to ‘Abd al-Malik,
was a convert to Ismailism along with Bakr b. Malik, a sipahsalar who was
assassinated with official blessing.6® Juzjani further claims that the sipahsalar
Abt ‘Ali Simjur, who rebelled under Nth 11 b. Mansur, converted to Ismailism
under the influence of the very Qaramita of Talagan who appear as allies of Aba
Mansur b. ‘Abd al-Razzaq of Tas in Nizam al-Mulk’s second episode.5? Cleatrly,
it is the same story going round and round. The only occasion on which the
constellation of Abti Mansur, Abu ‘Alj, the rebellious sipahsalar, and Ismailism
is likely to be correct is the first.”

The story of the second Ismaili bid for power was probably triggered by
provincial disturbances caused, in 348—350, by Ismailis and/or Khurramis. To
Nizam al-Mulk the distinction was academic. Either way it will have struck him
(or his sources) as natural to connect | the disturbances with the problems
posed at the time by the sipahsalar, especially as the latter’s kunya conjured
up a convert. If this convert was an Ismaili, there must have been a major plot
to subvert the Samanid state from within: Sunnis were for ever suspecting the
existence of such plots. The suspicion will have generated details of the alleged
plot by duplication of the first episode, with due revision of the names and
other changes to fit the later circumstances. Not knowing that Nth 1 had been
succeeded by ‘Abd al-Malik 1, Nizam al-Mulk completed his fictionalisation of
history by placing the episode in the fifteenth year of Nul's second successor,
Mansur 1.

(d) The Converts

The sources are agreed that Ismailism appealed strongly to the Samanid elite:
the proselytes included ‘kings’ leading generals, and ‘the headmen of the towns,
potentates, squires and leading scribes of the bureaux’ (ruwasa’ al-bilad wa’l-
salatin wa’l-dahdaqin wa-a‘yan al-kataba fi “l-dawawin).” Ismailis may have
dominated the court for a full seven years, from al-Jayhani 11's rise to the vizier-
ate in 326/937-938 to the execution of the missionaries in 333/944-945. The
claim that the life of the headman Sa‘id b. Ibrahim was spent fighting Ismaili

68  Jazjani, Tabaqgat-i-nasirt, ‘A.-H. Habibj, ed., Kabul, 1328, 251; H.G. Raverty, tr., New Delhi,
1970 (first published 1881), i, 40. See also below, section 11(d).

69  Jazjani, Tabaqat-i nasiri, 254 = 46f; cf. 253 = 44, where we are told that Aba ‘Ali Simjar
controlled Tas.

70 See below, section 11(d).

71 Thaalibi (above, 1, #460); Ibn al-Nadim (above, note 23); Nasafi, Qand, 88.
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fanaticism (afna umrahu fi ta‘assub al-qaramita) suggests that Ismailism was
a major force for a good deal longer, if not perhaps at the court.”? We hear
of one scholar who was killed in Isfijab in the time of the above-mentioned
headman fi ta‘assub al-garamita; and the headman was himself hauled before
the court, as has been seen.”® Altogether, there can be no doubt that the spread
of Ismailism in Samanid Transoxania was a development of major importance.

Only Nizam al-Mulk and al-Tha‘alibi provide us with the actual names of
converts, however. There is no overlap between their lists: Nizam al-Mulk’s
names are drawn from the intimate circle of the Samanid court, while al-
Tha‘alib1 only lists ‘kings), as befits the fact that he is concerned with perils to
which kings are prone. Neither list comes across as particularly reliable, in so
far as it can be checked | (many of the converts mentioned by Nizam al-Mulk
are unknown) but then the lists will have been based largely on guesswork,
for conversion was not a public act and most proselytes will have hidden their
convictions. False denunciations must have abounded.

Of the converts mentioned by Nizam al-Mulk in the first episode, nothing
further is known of (1) Aba Bakr Nakhshabi, a boon companion of the amir who
was killed in the purge; (2) Ash‘ath, a private secretary and boon companion of
the amir whose sister was married to Abti Mansir al-Saghani (below, no. 6)
and who was also killed in the purge; (3) Aytash, the private chamberlain
(hajib-i khass) and (4) Hasan Malik, a governor of Ilaq and intimate of the
amir who was also executed, but who nonetheless reappears in the second
episode.™

But of (5) ‘Ali Zarrad, a private steward (wakil khass), we learn from Miska-
wayh that he was one of the generals and leading men under Nih, who sent him
to negotiate about tribute with Tmad al-Dawla at Rayy in 334/945—946.7° If he
was an Ismaili, it does not seem to have affected his career. Of (6) Abit Mansiir
al-Saghani, we are told that he was an army inspector (‘arid) married to the
sister of Ash‘ath (above, no. 2) and that he was executed along with him.”6 The
chances are that he was the brother of Abu ‘Ali b. al-Muhtaj al-Saghani, who

72 Nasafi, Qand, 88.

73 Nasafi, Qand, 89, no. 131; above, note 28. Ta‘assub al-qaramita seems to be Najm al-Din
al-Nasafl’s standard expression for the Ismaili interlude.

74  Cf. above, note 61.

75 Nizam al-Mulk, Siyar, 288 = 219 (ch. 46, #9); Miskawayh, Tajarib al-umam in The Eclipse of
the Abbasid Caliphate, D.S. Margoliouth and H.F. Amedroz, ed. and tr.,, Oxford, 1920-1921,
ii, 101, 102 = v, 106, 108 (‘Ali b. Miisa, known as al-Zarrar).

76  Nizam al-Mulk, Siyar, 288 = 218 (ch. 46, #8).



A NEW TEXT ON ISMAILISM AT THE SAMANID COURT 249

was sipahsalar under Nasr and initially also under Nah.”” In 333/944—-945 Nuh
subjected Abu ‘Ali to a new Grid chosen by al-Hakim al-Jalil (in replacement of
Abti Mansiir?) and assigned the military list to someone else; and in 334/945—
946 he dismissed Abu ‘Ali altogether, thereby provoking a revolt which almost
cost him his throne.”® In the same year, Miskawayh says, the news arrived in
Iraq that “Nuh, the ruler of Khurasan, had arrested Abu ‘Ali b. Muhtaj’s brothers
and killed some of them”7® It will | have been on this occasion that Aba Mansar
was executed. Miskawayh says nothing about the charge of Ismailism, but he
was a distant observer and one would be inclined to believe Nizam al-Mulk
here, forif the charge had been made up to justify the removal of the Muhtajids,
the obvious person to direct it at would have been Abu ‘Ali himself. It is possible
that the brothers would have been executed even if they had not been Ismailis,
but given the timing of Nalh's moves and the explicit mention of al-Hakim al-
Jalil’s involvement, it does look as if Ismailism was a factor in the downfall of
this family.

Most of the men on Nizam al-Mulk’s list of converts in the second episode
are also unknown, and he himself supplies less information about them. This
holds true of (7) Abii’l-‘Abbas Jarrah, (8) Abu Sa‘id Malik, except that he may be
identical with Hasan Malik, as mentioned above,®° (9) Ja‘far, (10) Khumartigin
and (11) Takinak (or Bakinak).8! We do have a fair amount of information on
(12) Abt Mansir (Muhammad) b. ‘Abd al-Razzag, but he does not seem to have
been an Ismaili, as discussed already. Of (13) Mansur b. Bayqara (or B&iqra),
hajib-i buzurg of Mansir 1 according to Nizam al-Mulk,32 we know that he was
a man of prominence under Mansur’s predecessor,83 and also that he served
as hajib under Mansur himself;34 but by Mansar’s time the events behind the

77 Barthold, Turkestan, 254, n. 1, suggests that he was a son rather than a brother of Aba ‘Ali,
which is chronologically less plausible. For the Muhtajids, see C.E. Bosworth, ‘The Rulers
of Chaghaniyan in Early Islamic Times), Iran 19, 1981, 1-20; id. in E1? s.v. ‘Muhtadjids’.

78 Ibn al-Athir, Kamil, 333f., 344/B 444, 4581.; Bosworth, ‘Rulers of Chaghaniyan’, 6—9.

79  Miskawayh, Tajarib, ii, 100 = v, 105.

8o Cf. above, note 61.

81 Nizam al-Mulk, Siyar, 299 = 223 (ch. 46, #22).

82 Nikm al-Mulk, Siyar, 299, cf. also 300, 301 = 223, 229 (ch. 46, ##22, 23).

83  He was sent with the insignia of government to Aba Mansar b. ‘Abd al-Razzaq on the
latter’s appointment to Khurasan in 349 (Gardizi, Ta’rikh, Qazwini, ed., 31; Habibi, ed., 353).

84  Mugqaddasi, Ahsan, 338.4. For copper coins struck in Farghana in the later 350s which
identify him as hajib, see B.D. Kochnev, ‘Tiurki v udel'noi sisteme Samanidskoi Fergany
(x v.)}, in Materialy k etnicheskoi istorii naseleniia Srednei Azii, V.P. Alekseev, ed., Tashkent,
1986, 71.
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alleged second episode were over, so either he was not an Ismaili after all
or else Ismailism was perfectly compatible with high office even at so late a
date.

That leaves us with (14) Aba ‘Abdallah al-Jayhani. There are three Jayhani
viziers in Samanid history, a father, a son and a grandson. The first is Aba
‘Abdallah Muhammad b. Ahmad, who was vizier to Nasr b. Ahmad from about
301/913—914 until his death in 313/925.8% | He was a fierce Shu‘abi,® a zindiqg in
the sense of a Manichaean dualist,87 and probably the Jayhani who patronised
the Gnostic preacher (Ibn) al-Kayyal.8® When he died, the Bukharans stoned
his coffin and refused to pray over him.%9 The second Jayhani is Abu ‘Ali
Muhammad b. Muhammad, who was vizier to Nasr from 326/937-938 until
he was succeeded by al-Mus‘abi in 330/941-942, or at an earlier date. He is
the Jayhani said by al-Tha‘alibi to have been an Ismaili convert (or at least
sympathiser) and by others to have patronised al-Kayyal.®® The third is Aba
‘Abdallah Ahmad b. Muhammad: he is the Jayhani who appears as an Ismaili
in Nizam al-Mulk’s second episode.®! Given the heretical views of his father
and grandfather the claim is highly plausible, but it may of course have been
on that very basis that Nizam al-Mulk made it. If this Jayhani was indeed an
Ismaili, he was among those who got away with it, for he was appointed vizier
by Manstr I in 365/975-9769% and stayed on under Nuh 11, when he asked to
be excused on grounds of age; he was dismissed in RabI‘ 11, 367/November—
December g77.93

85 Thus Ibn Zafir, Akhbar al-duwal al-islamiyya, Ms, Ambrosiana (Milan), Arab. G6, fol. 1263
chapter on the Samanids ed. Treadwell (‘Political History’, 333-352), 344: he died as vizier
in Jumada 11, 313, after serving for twelve years. But the end of his vizierate is placed in
310/922—923 in EI? s.vv. ‘al-Djayhant’ (supplement; Pellat), ‘al-Kayyal’ (Madelung).

86  Abu Hayyan al-Tawhidi, Kitab al-Imta‘wa’l-muwanasa, A. Amin and A. al-Zayn, eds, Beirut,
n.d,, i, 78-9o. He does not specify which of the Jayhanis he has in mind, but Muhammad
b. Ahmad is the only one to answer to the description of adib. For his books, see Ibn al-
Nadim, Fihrist, 153 = i, 302 (where his ism is reversed).

87 Ibn al-Nadim, Fihrist, 401-409 = ii, 804; cf. 153.10 = i, 303 (s.v. ‘al-Balkht, where his kunya is
wrongly given as Aba ‘Al1).

88  EI? s.wv. ‘al-Kayyal’ (Madelung); cf. further below, section 111(b).

89 Ibn Zafir, Duwal, fol. 1262 (Treadwell, ed., 344).

9o  EI? s.wv. ‘al-Djayhant (supplement; Pellat); ‘al-Kayyal’ (Madelung); above, note 32.

91 Nizam al-Mulk, Siyar, 299 = 228 (ch. 46, #22).

92 Ibn Zafir, Duwal, fol, 1282 (Treadwell, ed., 347); Gardizi, Ta’rikh, Qazwini, ed., 36; Habibi,
ed., 361; Barthold, Turkestan, 263 f.

93 Mugaddasi, Ahsan, 338.8; Ibn Zafir, Duwal, fol. 130 (Treadwell, ed., 349); Narshakhi,
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Al-Tha‘alibT’s list is more problematic than Nizam al-Mulk’s, for although
every person he mentions is well known, only two of them (apart from al-
Mus‘abi and al-Jayhani) are rumoured elsewhere to have been Ismailis. Did
al-Thaalibi have better information and/or | less discretion than others about
people’s religious inclinations, or was he simply good at picking up malicious
gossip? We do not know.

His list consists of five men. The first is (15) Abu ‘Ali (Muhammad) b. Ilyas,
the founder of the Ilyasid dynasty in Kirman (320-357/932-68), who does
not seem to figure as an Ismaili in any other source.®* The second is (16)
Abu ‘Ali b. Simjir, who could be either Ibrahim b. Simjur (d. 336/948) or
Muhammad al-Muzaffar the Simjurid (d. 387/997). Both served as sipahsalars
and governors of Khurasan, the former under Nasr 11 and Nuh 1, the latter
under Nah 11.9° The charge is odd whoever is meant. It is true that the later
Simjurid appears as an Ismaili in Juzjani, and that he adopted the possibly
Ismaili title al-mwayyad min al-sama’; but the nature of the title is highly
uncertain, and Juzjani is probably confusing him with Abu ‘Ali al-Saghani
and his brother, as has been seen.%6 Al-Samani depicts the entire Simjurid
family as traditionalist in orientation, singing its praises in the most fervent
terms.%7

The third name on al-Tha‘alib?’s list is (17) Bakr b. Malik, a Turkish general
who was sipahsalar under Nuh and his successor and who was assassinated in
Bukhara in 345/956—957.98 Juzjani claims that he and the vizier Aba Mansur

Bukhara, 136 = 9of.; Yaqut, Mujam al-udaba’, A F. Rifaq, ed., Cairo 1936-1938, iv, 192 (where
he is treated as identical with his namesake and grandfather, the first Jayhani vizier who
was famed as a geographer).

94  Cf. C.E. Bosworth, ‘The Banu Ilyas of Kirman, in C.E. Bosworth, ed., Iran and Islam,
Edinburgh, 1971, 110.

95 Cf. C.E. Bosworth, The New Islamic Dynasties, New York, 1996, 175; EI?, s.v. ‘Simdjuarids’
(Bosworth) and the literature cited there.

96  Above, note 69 (possibly, this was also how Aba ‘Ali b. Ilyas became an Ismaili). For
the title, mentioned by the chronicles without comment and numismatically attested,
see W.L. Treadwell, ‘Shahanshah and al-Malik al-Muayyad: The Legitimation of Power in
Samanid and Buyid Iran, in Culture and Memory in Medieval Islam: Essays in Honour of
Wilferd Madelung, ].-W. Meri and F. Daftary, eds, London, 2003.

97  Sam@ani, Ansab, vii, 351-355.

98  Muqaddasi, Ahsan, 337.12; Ibn al-Athir, Kamil, viii, 379/B 505; Ibn Zafir, Duwal, fol. 127®
(Treadwell, ed., 346); Gardizi, Ta’rikh, Qazwini, ed., 31; Habibi, ed., 352. He and his father
Malik b. Sunkurtegin(?) had been governors of Nasrabad in Ferghana from 336/947-948 to,
apparently, Bakr’s death. Cf. E.A. Davidovich, ‘Vladeteli Nasrabada (po numizmaticheskim
dannym), Kratkie soobshcheniia instituta istorii material’noi kul’tury 61, 1956, 107-113. His
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Muhammad b. ‘Uzayr, who was arrested about the same time, were converts to
Ismailism,®® but there is reason to suspect confusion with Abai ‘Ali al-Saghani
and his brother | yet again.!°¢ Certainly, the families of the alleged converts do
not seem to have been disgraced: Abii Mansur’s son, ‘Abdallah b. Muhammad
b. ‘Uzayr, was vizier on several occasions under Nuh 11,°! and members of Bakr
b. Malik’s family appear in the retinue of the sipahsalar Tash in 371/981-982.102
So either the charge was false or else we have further examples here of high-
ranking Ismailis who were allowed to stay in place.

Al-Thalibr’s fourth and fifth converts are (18) Ibn Banu, alias Abu Ja‘far
Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Khalaf b. Layth, and (19) Tahir b. Muhammad al-
Sijz1, two Saffarids who between them ruled Sistan from 311/923 to 359/970.193
Tahir does not seem to figure as an Ismaili elsewhere. As regards Ibn Bana,
Ibn al-Dawadari mentions an Ismaili missionary named as Ibn Babawayh sahib
Sijistan,'°4 which one might read as ‘Tbn Banawayh, ruler of Sistan’ It is however
more likely that it should be read as ‘Ibn Bandana, missionary of Sistan) i.e.
Abt Ya‘qub al-Sijistani.l®® Even so, it is clear from the story of Ibn Hibban
al-BustT’s alleged book about the Qaramita that Ibn Bana was rumoured to
be an Ismaili. Ibn Hibban is said to have written this book for al-Mus‘abi in
return for the judgeship of Samarqand and later to have used it again to secure
appointments from ‘Ibn Babt’ in Sistan.!°¢ Ibn Bana and his son Khalaf (r. with

father, known as sahib Farghana to al-Rashid b. al-Zubayr (Dhakha’ir, 141), appears as
commander-in-chief of a Samanid expedition to Jurjan already in 333/944-945 (Ibn al-
Athir, Kamil, viii, 3442/B 443).

99  See above, note 68. For his vizierate and arrest, see Muqaddasi, Aksan, 338.13; Ibn Zafir,
Duwal, 127b (ed. Treadwell, 346); Gardizi, Ta’rikh, Qazwini, ed., 31; Habibj, ed,, 352.

100 Cf. above, note 68.

101 Narshakhi, Ta’rikh, 136 = 100; Ibn al-Athir, Kamil, ix, 19/B 27; Muqaddasi, Aksan, 338.9; Ibn
Zafir, Duwal, fols. 130" (Treadwell, ed., 349); Barthold, Turkestan, 265, 272. For his end
under Mansur 11, see Gardizi, Ta’rikh, Qazwini, ed., 45f. (read ‘Uzayr for ‘Aziz); Habibi, ed.,
377f.

102 Al-‘Utbi in al-Manini, al-Fath al-wahbi ‘ala ta’rikh Abt Nasr al-Utbi, Cairo 1286, i, 105,

103 C.E. Bosworth, ‘The Tahirids and Saffarids) in The Cambridge History of Iran, iv, R.N. Frye,
ed., Cambridge, 1975, 131-133; id., The History of the Saffarids of Sistan and the Maliks of
Nimruz, Costa Mesa, Calif., 1994, 282 ff., 302 ff. Ibn Banu is written Ibn Banaa with a final
alif, presumably for closure on the model of the third person plural.

104 Ibn al-Dawadari, Kanz al-durar wa-jami al-ghurar, vi, $.-D. al-Munajjid, ed., Cairo, 1961,
95.

105 For his nickname Bandana (panba-dana) and appearance in the sources as sahib Sijistan,
see Walker, Early Philosophical Shiism, 17.

106 Yaqut, Buldan, i, 620.6; cf. above, note 28.
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Tahir 352—359/963—70; sole ruler 359—393/970-1003) were famed as patrons of
philosophy,1%7 and it was perhaps their interest in philosophy which generated
rumours of Ismailism at the Sistani court. | One might, in that case, wonder
why Tahir b. Muhammad appears on the list whereas Khalaf is excluded, but
for Khalaf’s exclusion at least there is a good explanation: he was the ruler who
killed Abu Ya‘qub al-Sijistan1.108

111 Samanid Ismailism

(a) Al-Tha‘alibt’s Picture

Al-Tha‘alibi knows Ismailism as a philosophical rather than a messianic move-
ment. Its adherents are ashab al-taba’i‘wa’l-nujim who call the prophets ashab
al-nawamis wa’l-hawa’ij and who speak about the rational soul: they talk philo-
sophical drivel, in other words, not nonsense about the Mahdi. He directs a
number of stereotyped charges at them: they do not believe in prophethood,
they preach antinomianism as an excuse for wild indulgence in pleasures, and
they envelop their movement in a cloak of secrecy to hide its utter depravity.
For all that, he is quite well informed about them.

Iranian Ismailism became a philosophical creed at the hands of men
such as Abu Hatim al-Razi (d. 322/934), al-Nasafi (d. 333/944—945) and Abu
’l-Haytham al-Jurjani (early fourth/tenth century).l%® The philosophers did
call the prophets ‘lawgivers’ (Greek sg. nomothetes; Arabic sg. sahib/wadi‘ al-
namius/al-shart'a),'° but contrary to what al-Tha‘alibi claims, they did not nor-
mally deny the reality of prophethood. What they did do, apart from think-
ing that they could explain its mechanics, was rather to credit prophethood
with a somewhat mundane, socio-political role. Prophets, they said, were peo-
ple who could reformulate philosophical insights as myths and images intel-
ligible to ordinary people and who used this gift to lay | down the legal and

107 D.M. Dunlop, ‘Philosophical Discussions in Sijistan in the 1oth Century AD) Akten des
viI. Kongresses fiir Arabistik und Islamwissenschaften, Gdttingen, 1974, A. Dietrich, ed.,
Gottingen, 1976. The Ibn Hibban mentioned at p. 12 as a participant in such discussions
at Ibn Banaya’s court was presumably Ibn Hibban al-Busti (cf. the preceding note).

108 Rashid al-Din in Stern, ‘Missionaries), 228; cf. Walker, Early Philosophical Shiism, 17.

109 Stern, ‘Missionaries), 219f,; id., ‘Aba Hatim al-Razi on Persian Religion), in his Studies, 31f.;
G. Lazard, Les premiers poétes persans, Tehran and Paris, 1964, 24 ., and the literature cited
there.

110 But the expression ashab al-hawa’ij is a puzzle to us: the reference may be to the needs
which cause humans to form societies, necessitating the laws that prophets bring.
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moral rules by which societies were regulated. As founders of polities, they
were extremely important, for there could be no socio-political order with-
out them (or so it was claimed);"! and without such order, mankind could
not flourish either in this world or the next. Both Aba Hatim al-Razi and Abu
Ya‘qub al-Sijistani wrote books affirming the existence of prophethood in this
vein.!? Like the philosophers they saw prophetic law as a mundane instru-
ment of personal discipline and social management. Prayer, purity and alms
were the forms of Muhammad’s governance (siyasat al-‘amma), as al-Sijistani
put it;'3 prophets guided the conformists (ahl al-taqlid), as the dissident mis-
sionary Ahmad (b.) al-Kayyal said.!"* For the higher truth one had to turn to
the imams, the expounders of the inner meaning of things (batin), originally
Gnostic and now philosophical, on which salvation depended. One could avoid
downgrading Muhammad by casting him as the bringer of both the law and
the interpretation (ta’wil) by which its inner meaning was revealed, as did al-
Sijistani.’> But the law itself was still viewed in a utilitarian vein. Its truth was
relative, and one day it would be abrogated by the Mahdi.

Al-Tha‘alibi does not mention the future abrogation of the law. According to
him, it was in the here and now that the missionaries promised to free their
converts from the ‘slavery of the law’ (rigg al-shari‘a) and to liberate them from
‘the shackles of religious observance’ (isar al-diyana), saying that they would
be able to abandon ‘prayer and other acts of worship’ The missionaries did
not say that the Mahdi would enable people to do so at the end of times.
Again, al-Tha‘alibi comes across as well informed. The Ismailis did speak of
the law as chains, and of its subjects as enslaved (musta‘bad), though they
did not always mean it in a negative vein;!'® and they did have | the ‘badat
in mind. It was the worship of God through physical movements and actions
that they found onerous, not the laws of marriage, divorce, inheritance, murder

111 The fallacy of this argument was noted by Ibn Khaldan, The Muqgaddimah, F. Rosenthal,
tr,, Princeton, 1967, i, 92 f.: most peoples have had political organisation even though they
have not had prophets.

112 Abu Hatim al-Razi, Alam al-nubuwwa, S. al-Sawi, ed., Tehran, 1977; Aba Ya‘qab al-Sijistan;,
Kitab Ithbat al-nubuwwat, ‘A. Tamir, ed., Beirut, 1966.

113 Sijistani, lthbat, 1811.

114 Al-Shahrastani, al-Milal wa’l-nihal, W. Cureton, ed., London, 1846, 140 (M.S. Kaylani, ed.,
Cairo, 1961, i,183) = id., Livre des religions et des sectes, D. Gimaret, J. Jolivet, and G. Monnot,
trs, UNESCO, 1986, i, 529. On al-Kayyal, see further below, section 111(b).

115  Sijistani, Ithbat, 4.8—9.

116 E.g. al-Nawbakhti, Firaq al-shi'a, H. Ritter, ed., Istanbul, 1931, 63; Razi, Alam al-nubuwwa,
6.19, 7.2; Sijistani, Ithbat, 1771.
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or theft,''” though the Mahdi would do away with them too (or most of them)
when history came to an end.!!® But the entire law had to stay in place until
he came, and by al-Tha‘alibT’s time his coming was no longer imminent. Even
by al-Nasafi’s time the sense of imminence must have been waning, for the
Mahdi’s return had been predicted for the year 300/912—913, which had passed
without incident.’® The very fact that the Ismailis took up philosophy with
such enthusiasm suggests that they needed a new approach to their faith
which de-emphasized eschatology. The great collective transformation had
been postponed.

The law remained in place for purposes of social control, and the masses had
to obey it; but there could still be individual liberation for members of the spiri-
tual elite who had achieved full understanding of the higher truths that the law
encoded. “A section of the philosophers and a group of the Batinis claim that
persons proficient in the sciences are not bound by any of the duties of servi-
tude (waza@’if al-‘ubidiyya), apart from guiding people’, as al-Amiri (d. 381/992)
observed, presumably in Khurasan.120 It is to this promise of individual libera-
tion from the law that al-Tha‘alibi refers. He is undoubtedly right that it was a
major attraction of Ismailism, not because it allowed the Ismailis to lose them-
selves in sensual pleasure, as he so predictably thinks, but rather because it
enabled them to abandon the mundane sphere of physical worship, public
morality and collective welfare subsumed by the law for spiritual adventure and
individual perfection. When al-Jayhani derides the jurists as bearers of filth, his
point is precisely that their concept of religion is devoid of spirituality: what did
excretion and menstruation have to do with the divine?

Al-Tha‘alibi is perfectly right that the Ismailis enveloped their movement
in a cloak of secrecy. They were secretive because their doctrine was radical
and disclosing it was dangerous: all converts were sworn to secrecy before
their initiation; nothing would be | revealed to them until they had taken
such an oath (@hd, mithaq)1?' To all non-initiates, this showed that the doc-
trine must be positively evil. “Had it been a good thing, they would not have

117 Compare Rasa’il ikhwan al-saf@’, Beirut, 1957, v, 306 ff,, on the tyranny of the five Aukkam,
of which the third is the law, again mostly ritual.

118  Al-Sijistani held that some mu‘amalat were in such conformity with reason that they could
not be abrogated (Ithbat, 178; Madelung, Tmamat, 108).

119 Cf. below, note 136.

120 Kitab al-I'lam fi managqib al-Islam, A. ‘A.-H. Ghurab, ed., Cairo, 1967, 771.

121 H. Halm, ‘The Isma‘li Oath of Allegiance (‘@hd) and the “Sessions of Wisdom” (majalis
al-hikma) in Fatimid Times), in F. Daftary, ed., Mediaeval Isma'ili History and Thought,
Cambridge, 1996, g1f.
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concealed it; it must certainly be directed against the religion of Islam’, as
they said in North Africa.’??2 Al-Tha‘alibi reacts in the same way. Why were
the Ismailis secretive even when they had official backing? Nah commanded
the obedience of the elite and the masses alike, and there was nobody above
him (apart from God, who would approve if their doctrine was true), so there
was no reason why they should not proclaim their doctrine openly. “A veil
conceals abominations; you will not find anything veiling the good”, Nah con-
cludes in the words of a pagan poet. Al-Tha‘libT’s only problem here is that
the Ismailis do seem to have relaxed their precautionary measures under offi-
cial patronage, for the missionary Abii Hatim al-Razi engaged in a public
disputation with the arch-heretical philosopher Abui Bakr al-Razi under the
auspices of Mardawij (or an earlier governor) in Rayy,'?3 and both Ibn al-
Nadim and Nizam al-Mulk associate the Ismailis with public disputations at
the Samanid court, as we have seen. It is presumably because he wants to stress
their secretive nature that al-Thaalibi denies that a public disputation took
place.124

(b) Autonomous or Subservient to the Fatimids?

Numerous sources inform us that the Ismaili mission in Khurasan was founded
by the Fatimids after their rise in North Africa in 297/909. All ultimately go
back to the Kufan Ibn Rizam (written before 345/956—957) and they identify
the first missionary to Khurasan as Aba ‘Abdallah al-Khadim. According to
Ibn al-Dawadari (who used Ibn Rizam in the recension of the Sharif Akha
Mubhsin), this man was a servant of ‘Ubaydallah al-Mahdi in North Africa.!?
He was succeeded in 307/919—920 by Abu Sa‘id al-Sha‘rani who had also been
sent by ‘Ubaydallah al-Mahdi according to Ibn al-Nadim (who | used Ibn Rizam
directly), though Ibn al-Dawadari seems to disagree. According to him, al-
Sha‘rani was a convert of Abii ‘Abdallah al-Khadim’s, presumably meaning that
he was a local man. In any case, al-Sha‘rani was killed between 321/933 and
327/938-939, and his successor was al-Husayn b. ‘Ali al-Marwazi, who in turn
was succeeded by al-Nasaf1.126 We are clearly to take it that all four missionaries

122 Halm, ‘Isma‘ili Oath’, g2, citing al-Qadi al-Nu‘man, Iftitah al-da‘wa, W. al-Qadyi, ed., Beirut,
1970, 76.

123 Stern, ‘Missionaries’, 202; cf. below, note 137.

124 Cf. above, note 50.

125 Stern, ‘Missionaries), 216, citing al-Maqrizi; Ibn al-Dawadari, Kanz, vi, 95.

126 Ibnal-Nadim, Fihrist, 239 = i, 467; Stern, ‘Missionaries), 216—219, 224; Ibn al-Dawadari, Kanz,
vi, 95. Ibn al-Nadim gives al-Sha‘rani’s year of arrival as 87 in one manuscript, as 37 in
another. Dodge understands 87 as 287; Stern corrects 37 to 307. Since al-Sha‘rani followed
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were agents of the Fatimids, and we are told so again when al-Nasafl undertakes
to send the dinars struck by Nasr to al-Qa’im, the second Fatimid caliph.!?”

But there seems to be something wrong here. Why should the mission in
Khurasan have been founded so late?!28 The Aujjas in Salamiyya sent mission-
aries to Iraq, Bahrayn, western Iran and India from the 260s/870s onwards, and
one would have expected them to do so to Khurasan as well. It is moreover hard
to see how al-Nasafi can have worked for the Fatimids when his doctrine was
of the pre-Fatimid type that left no room for them.12? Let us try again.

The mission in Khurasan probably started well before the rise of the Fatimids
in North Africa. For one thing, al-Nasafl wrote his Kitab al-Mahsul early enough
forit to be refuted by Abi1 Hatim al-Razi, who became a missionary in c. 300/912
and died in 322/934—935.13° For another thing, eastern heresiographers know
of a preacher by the name of Ahmad (b.) al-Kayyal, who came from Nishapur
and who was already active in 295/907—908.13! According to al-Shahrastani, this
man had started as a missionary on behalf of a member of the | Prophet’s fam-
ily after Ja‘far al-Sadiq, “I think one of the hidden imams” (i.e. the hujjas in
Salamiyya), who had disowned him for his heresy.!32 One wonders if there is not
a recollection here of a missionary who broke with Salamiyya when ‘Ubaydal-
lah al-Mahdi changed the doctrine in preparation for his rise to power.133 The
missionaries in southern Iraq, Bahrayn and Yemen who broke with ‘Ubaydallah
proceeded to prepare for the coming of the Mahdi on their own, and al-Kayyal
seems to have done the same, for he is said to have presented himself as the
imam and ga’im under whom the spiritual would prevail over the corporeal and

a man sent from Fatimid North Africa (founded 297), Dodge cannot be right. Arrival in
287 would also make him implausibly long-lived.

127 Thus Ibn al-Nadim (above, note 23). Compare ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Tathbit dal@’il al-nubuwwa,
‘A.-K. ‘Uthman, ed., Beirut, 1966, ii, 599, where al-Nasafi is working on behalf of ‘Ubaydal-
lah.

128  This rightly puzzled Stern, but he could not think of any evidence to the contrary (‘Mis-
sionaries’, 216f.).

129 Cf. Madelung, ‘Imamat, 102-106 and note 366, where Aba Ya‘qab al-Sijistani is the first
to accept the Fatimids and the conflict with Ibn Rizam’s story is noted. Daftary also
presents Khurasani doctrine as pre-Fatimid, but nonetheless retains Ibn Rizam’s story
(Ismailis, 122, 1671.); and Halm cautiously accepts the story on the grounds that it cannot
be disproved (Reich, 261).

130 Cf. Madelung, ‘Imamat), 102 and note 319 thereto. Aba Hatim’s dates are given in Stern,
‘Missionaries’, 190, 204.

131 Aba’l-Mali, Bayan al-adyan, H. Rady, ed., Tehran, 1964, 67.

132  Shahrastani, Milal, 138 (i, 181) = i, 526; cf. E1? s.v. ‘al-Kayyal’ (Madelung).

133 Cf. Madelung, Tmamat) 65—86.
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the law would be abrogated. Unlike the Ismailis of Iraq and Arabia, however,
he did not abrogate the sharia by engaging in ceremonious violation of'it, but
rather by composing a new Qur’an in Persian, much as the Kutama dissidents
composed a scripture in Berber when they broke with ‘Ubaydallah and raised
up a Mahdi of their own in North Africa in 298/911. As an autonomous preacher,
al-Kayyal was a Gnostic who left behind books in Arabic and Persian and who
was patronized by a Jayhani, probably the first.!34 If this is accepted, the mis-
sion established by ‘Ubaydallah will have been a new one aimed at the recovery
of the Khurasani constituency lost in the great schism caused by ‘Ubaydallah
himself. This will be why it was founded so late.

There is in any case no doubt that Ibn Rizam is mistaken when he attaches
al-Husayn b. ‘Ali al-Marwazi and al-Nasafl to this mission. The Fatimid mission
had its centre in Nishapur, where Aba ‘Abdallah al-Khadim and Aba Sa‘id al-
Sha‘rani resided. The movement led by al-Husayn b. ‘Ali and al-Nasafi had its
headquarters in Marwarradh, where al-Husayn resided and where Ibn Sawada
was left as al-NasafT’s deputy according to Nizam al-Mulk;!3% and the | mission
at Marwarraidh was an offshoot of Rayy, not of Nishaptr. Al-Husayn b. ‘Al had
been converted by a missionary from Rayy by the name of Ghiyath, who was
active before 300/912—913.136 Al-Husayn’s brother, Ahmad b. ‘Ali, was converted
by Abu Hatim al-Razi at Rayy between 307/919—920 and 311/924, when he was
governor there.’3” We do not know who converted al-Nasafi, but he was a close
associate of al-Husayn b. ‘Ali and his deputy was Ibn Sawada, who had started

134 Shahrastani, Milal, 138-141 (i, 181-184) = i, 526-530; Aba ’l-Ma‘ali, Bayan, 67-69, who
gives the vizier's ism as Muhammad b. Muhammad, thus making him al-Jayhani 11. In
view of his dates, Madelung is undoubtedly right that al-Jayhani 1 is meant (EI?, s.v. ‘al-
Kayyal'); cf. above, section 11(d), no. 14. For the Berbers, see Ibn ‘Idhari, Kitab al-Bayan
al-mughrib, G.S. Colin and E. Levi-Provencal, ed., Leiden, 1948-1951, i, 166 f,; also Kitab al-
Vyanwa’l-hada’ig, iv, ‘U. al-Sa‘idi, ed., Damascus, 1972-1973,162; Ibn Zafir, Akhbar al-duwal
al-munqati‘a, A. Ferré, ed., Cairo, 1972, 10; Ibn al-Athir, Kamil, viii, 41/B 53. According to
Nu‘man, Iftitah, 273, the Kutama did violate the law, but the charges are too stereotyped
to convince.

135 Stern, ‘Missionaries), 218f,, 229. Daftary infers that the seat of the Fatimid mission was
moved (Ismalis, 122).

136  Nizam al-Mulk, Siyar, 284 f. = 216 (ch. 46, #3—4); Stern, ‘Missionaries, 196. He disappeared
when the Mahdi failed to come at the time foretold, presumably meaning the year 300 (cf.
‘Abd al-Jabbar, Tathbit, 381, in connection with the Ismailis of Bahrayn).

137 Nizam al-Mulk, Siyar, 286 = 216f. (ch. 46, #5); Stern, ‘Missionaries), 196. It may have been
under this man rather than Mardawij that Aba Hatim al-Razi had his famous disputation
with the philosopher Aba Bakr al-Razi (cf. Stern, ‘Missionaries’, 202).
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his career as a missionary at Rayy.!®® Further, Ibn Rizam'’s chronology goes
against him. Aba Sa‘id al-Sha‘rani was killed between 321 and 327, when al-
Husayn b. ‘Al al-Marwazi supposedly took over, to be succeeded by al-Nasafi in
his turn. But this does not leave much time for al-Nasafi to go off to Transoxania
and convert the Samanid elite before the anti-Ismaili reaction of 330. In any
case, al-Husayn was probably dead by the time al-Sha‘rani’s position became
vacant, for he was already a general of major importance in 287, when he
governed Herat for the Samanids,'3° and the story of how he died in jail is based
on events of 306 and 307.140 His brother Ahmad b. ‘Ali fell in battle in g11;
another brother, Muhammad b. ‘Ali (known as Suluk), died in 316.142 Finally,
it is noteworthy that all three brothers were generals and governors (above
all of Rayy), not the sort of people who normally became chief missionaries.
It seems unlikely that al-Husayn b. ‘Ali should have been a missionary in the
conventional sense at all, as opposed to a staunch supporter of the cause and
protector of major importance at a time when the mission had been thrown
into disarray by the break with Salamiyya.

In short, al-Husayn, al-Nasafl and Ibn Sawada preached Ismailism of the
Razi type and worked independently of the Fatimids. The mission at Rayy
had been founded before the establishment of the Fatimid dynasty and it
remained faithful to the old doctrine when ‘Ubaydallah set about revising it:
Ghiyath prepared for the coming of the Mahdi in 300/912—913, three years after
the appearance of ‘Ubaydallah al-Mahdi, to disappear when his prediction
failed;*3 Abu Hatim al-Razi was also an old believer;'#* and a coin struck
in 343/954—955 by Wahsudan b. Muhammad of the Musafirid family, who
had been converted by the mission in Rayy, has a list of the imams which
ends with Muhammad b. Isma‘1l.145 It is thus not surprising to find that al-
Nasafl also affirmed the imamate of Muhammad b. Isma‘l, whose return he
awaited.!#6 By contrast, ‘Ubaydallah al-Mahdi dismissed Muhammad b. Isma‘il

138  Stern, ‘Missionaries), 219, 228 (Nizam al-Mulk and Rashid al-Din).

139 Fasth Ahmad b. Muhammad Khwafi, Mujmal-ifasiht, M. Farrakh, ed., i, Mashhad, 1344, 383;
Isfizar1, Rawdat al-jannat fi awsaf-i madinat-i harat, M.K. Imam, ed., Tehran, 1338-1339, i,
384.

140 Cf. below, note 152.

141 Miskawayh, Tajarib, i, 17 = iv, 131; Ibn al-Athir, Kamil, viii, 105/B 144.

142 Ibn al-Athir, Kamil, viii, 121f./B 166 f.

143 See the references given above, note 136.

144 Madelung, Tmamat) 103-106.

145 Stern, ‘Missionaries’, 210—216.

146 Madelung, Tmamat), 103.
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as a mere cover name for a succession of imams culminating in himself. It
was not until the reign of al-Mu‘izz (341-365/952—74) that the Fatimids began
to reinstate Muhammad b. Ismafl as a real person, without accepting that
he would return.'¥? By then the Iranian Ismailis seem to have been eager
for compromise, for Abu Ya‘qub al-Sijistani recognized the Fatimids in the
qualified sense that he accepted them as deputies (khulafa’) of Muhammad b.
Isma‘l, the awaited Mahdi and ga’im; he did not regard them as imams in their
own right.'*8 This doctrine also had adherents in India, where a missionary was
advised by al-Mu‘izz that it was wrong.*® The Fatimids saw themselves (and
their ancestors in Salamiyya) as imams in an unbroken line of succession from
‘Ali to whoever would prove to be the last of them, and thus the Mahdi. The
Ismailis of Khurasan did eventually come | to accept this view. It was to “the
missionary of the Egyptians” that Ibn Sina (d. 428/1037) described his father as
having responded,'®° and it was also to Fatimid Egypt that Nasir al-Din Khusraw
(d. after 465/1072—1073) gave his allegiance.

Al-Thaalib1’s account is valuable for confirming that the Ismailis of al-
NasafT’s Khurasan were autonomous. Like Ibn al-Nadim, he claims that Nasr
paid a large sum of money to al-Nasafl, in gold coins of enormous weight spe-
cially struck for the occasion. This is perfectly plausible, though no such coins
have actually been found (the Ismaili interlude is not reflected in the Samanid
coinage at all),’5! for commemorative coins of extra value were struck on other
occasions, and it stands to reason that Nasr should have contributed finan-
cially to the cause. (That he should have paid the sum as blood money, as
Ibn al-Nadim claims, is implausible, not least because al-Husayn b. ‘Ali does

147 Madelung, Tmamat, 70f., 88f.

148  Sijistani, Ithbat, 4, 186; id., The Wellsprings of Wisdom (Kitab al-Yanabi‘), P.E. Walker, tr,,
Salt Lake City, 1994, ##30, 144, with Walker’s commentary at p. 131 (there would be seven
such deputies); id., ‘Risalat tuhfat al-mustajibin, in Khams ras@’il isma‘iyya, ‘A. Tamir, ed.,
Salamiyya, 1956, 153.3 (several times seven). Aba Ya‘qub probably did not acknowledge the
Fatimids at all at the beginning of his career (Madelung, Tmamat) note 366).

149 Stern, ‘Heterodox Isma‘ilism in the Time of al-Mu‘izz), in his Studies, especially 259—261,
269f. (reprinted with new pagination from the Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African
Studies 17, 1955); Madelung, ‘Imamat, 11of. Stern assumes Wahstadan to have professed
such a doctrine (‘Missionaries), 215).

150 Gohlman, Life of Ibn Sina, 18 =19.

151 Nasr struck gold and silver coins in Shash, Samarqand, Balkh, Nishapur, Amul, Qumm,
Qazwin and other mints in the period 330-331/941—43: all bear the name of the caliph
al-Muttaqi (see for example S. Lane Poole, The Coins of the Mohammadan Dynasties in
the British Museum, ii, London, 1876, no. 346 (Shash 330); S.M. Stern, ‘The Coins of Amul,
Numismatic Chronicle, 7th series, 7,1967, no. 15 (Amul 331)).
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not seem to have died in prison.)!®? The point to note here is that al-Tha‘alibi
does not present the money as earmarked for the Fatimid caliph. According to
him, it was meant for “the lord of the diocese, who was the imam of that mis-
sion in their view (sahib al-jazira wa-huwa ‘indahum imam tilka al-da‘wa)”. The
Ismailis divided the world into twelve areas of missionary activity, each known
as a jazira (island), and they would speak of the leader of such an area as sahib
al-jazira; the Ismailis of Khurasan constituted such a jazira under a leader of
their own.!53 Al-Tha‘alibi wrongly claims | that this leader was the imam “in
their view”, presumably meaning in their view as opposed to ours, or perhaps in
their view as opposed to that of the Fatimid Ismailis. Either way, his statement
makes it clear that the Ismailis of al-Nasafl’s Khurasan did not recognize any
leader outside Khurasan. Their highest authority was their sahib al-jazira, or in
other words al-Nasaft himself. Al-Nasafi and Ibn Sawada presumably kept the
dinars struck by Nasr 11 because their imam and Mahdi, Muhammad b. Isma‘l,
was still in hiding. They were administering the money on his behalf. There was
nowhere to send it.

152 He rebelled against Nasr 11 and was defeated by the general Ahmad b. Sahl, who sent him
to jail in Bukhara in 306; he was freed by the vizier Aba ‘Abdallah al-Jayhani (thus Ibn al-
Athir, Kamil, viii, 651./B 87f,; cf. Stern, ‘Missionaries, 218), or by the future vizier Bal‘ami
(thus Tha‘libi, Yatima, iv, 81). Barthold assumes that he was jailed again on a later occasion
(Turkestan, 254n). But it seems more likely that the story rests on confusion with the fate
of his captor, Ahmad b. Sahl, who rebelled himself and died in jail in Bukhara in 307 (Ibn
al-Athir, Kamil, viii, 89/B 120)

153 That the Ismailis divided the world into twelve jaziras was known already to Nawbakht,
Firaq, 63 (written before 286/899). Khurasan appears as a jazira in Ibn Hawqal (350s/960s)
and Nagir-i Khusraw (F. Daftary, ‘The Ismaili Da‘wa outside the Fatimid Dawla, in L’ Egypte
Fatimide, son art et son histoire, M. Barrucand, ed., Paris, 1999, 37). For an early attestation
of the term sahib al-jazira, see Ja‘far b. Mansar al-Yaman, Sar@’ir wa-asrar al-nutaqa’,
M. Ghalib, ed., Beirut, 1984, 251.8.

67



306

307

CHAPTER 11

What Was al-Farabi’s ‘Imamic’ Constitution?*

In his commentary of Aristotle’s Rhetoric Ibn Rushd mentions a constitution
said by al-Farabi to have existed among the ancient Persians. It is labelled
imamic (éimamiyya) and characterized as inferior to philosophically based king-
ship on the grounds that it combined virtuous behaviour with defective views.
The passage, which probably comes from al-Farabi's lost commentary on the
Rhetoric,! is highly problematic. What follows is an attempt to work out what it
may originally have meant.

The passage goes as follows: “The government that (Aristotle) mentions here
is of two kinds, kingship (riGsat al-malik), which is the city where opinions
and actions are based on the requirements of the theoretical sciences, and
leadership of the best (riasat al-akhyar), where only the actions are virtuous.
This is (the leadership) known as al-imamiyya, | and it is said that it existed
among the ancient Persians, as Abu Nagr (al-Farabi) has related”? Ibn Rushd
repeats the statement in his paraphrase of Plato’s Republic, which only survives
in a Hebrew translation and where it runs as follows: “Cities that are virtuous
in deeds alone are called ha-mekahenot (= al-imamiyya). It has been recounted
that this city, namely ha-mekahenet, existed among the ancient Persians”.3

The passage is problematic in four ways. First, it distinguishes between a
regime with one ruler (riGsat al-malik) and one with several (riasat al-akhyar),

This article owes its existence to the presence at the Institute for Advanced Study in 1998

1999 of Maroun Aouad, who drew my attention to the passage it discusses and referred me

to all the rhetorical works I have used, and who later wrote eminently useful comments on

a first draft. I am also indebted to Mark Cohen for help with the Hebrew works, and to the

participants in a seminar at the Institute for Advanced Study in 2000 for their reactions to a

talk on the problem.

1 M. Aouad and M. Rashed, ‘Commentateurs “satisfaisants” et “non satisfaisants” de la Rhé-
torique selon Averroes) in G. Endress and J.A. Aertsen (eds), Averroes and the Aristotelian
Tradition, Cologne 1999, pp. 93f.

2 IbnRushd, Talkhis al-khataba, ed. M. Salim, Cairo 1967, 137 f.; ed. ‘A. Badaw1, Kuwait and Beirut
n.d., 69; ed. and tr. M. Aouad, Paris 2002, ii, 1, 8, 6 (ad Aristotle, Rhetoric, 1365b).

3 Averroes’ Commentary on Plato’s Republic, ed. and tr. E.L]. Rosenthal, Cambridge 1969, p. 79,

line 7 (henceforth given in the form 79.7) = 205; Averroes on Plato’s Republic, tr. R. Lerner,

Ithaca and London 1974, p. 102. (Since Lerner’s translation gives the pages and lines of

Rosenthal’s edition in the margin, references to Rosenthal will henceforth do duty for both.)

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2016 DOI: 10.1163/9789004319295_012
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yet makes no reference to this difference in the explanation of their nature.
Secondly, ‘imamic’ is an odd word to choose for a regime with a plurality of
rulers. Thirdly, imamiyya is an even odder term to choose for an imperfect
regime, whether characterized by several rulers or not. Al-Farabi normally uses
the word imam of the true king (al-malik fi *[-haqiga) or first leader (al-ra’is
al-awwal), or in other words the philosopher king,* yet here he is somebody
inferior to the king. The usage in Ibn Rushd’s quotation jars even to non-
philosophers, for it is one thing to use mulk in the generic or flattering sense
of power in which it either is or includes the imamate and quite another
to contrast the two, thereby causing the reader to equate mulk with godless
tyranny rather than a virtuous form of government. Finally, the term al-ruasa’
al-akhyar is also an odd term for an imperfect regime, for al-Farabi elsewhere
uses it of one of the two forms of perfect government, namely aristocracy,
as will be seen. In sum, the passage applies two terms normally reserved for
the highest forms of government | (imamiyya, al-akhyar) to a lower form of
government (perfect behaviour, imperfect beliefs), not, as one would have
expected, to the highest form of government as represented by a single ruler
or several respectively.

Ri‘asat al-akhyar = Aristocracy

In the Arabic translation of Aristotle’s Nicomachaean Ethic, riasat al-akhyar
translates aristokratia,® and it is also the term for aristocracy in al-Farabr's
work. In his Fusul, for example, he lists four types of virtuous government.®
The first is kingship, in which a single ruler is so outstanding that all his acts

4 Cf. al-Farabi, Kitab al-milla, ed. M. Mahdji, Beirut 1968 (tr. D. Mallet in his Farabz, Deux Traités
Philosophiques, Damascus 1989), §9, on al-a’imma al-abrar alladhina hum al-mulik fi °l-
haqiqa;id., al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. F.M. Najjar, Beirut 1964, 80.-5, 81.4; ed. Hyderabad 1346,
5of.; partial tr. by F.M. Najjar in R. Lerner and M. Mahdi (eds), Medieval Political Philosophy: a
Sourcebook, Glencoe 1963, 37 (“princes ... past imams”); id., Kitab ara’ ahl al-madina al-fadila,
ed. and tr. R. Walzer under the title Al-Farabion the Perfect State, Oxford 1985, ch. 15, § 11 (where
the ra’ts al-awwal is the imam); id., Tahsil al-sa‘ada, ed. J. Al Yasin, Beirut 1981, §§ 58, 61; tr.
M. Mahdi, ‘The Attainment of Happiness), in his Alfarabi’s Philosophy of Plato and Aristotle
(partly reprinted in Lerner and Mahdji, Sourcebook), §§ 57f., on the meaning of the terms king
and imam.

5 Aristotle, al-Akhlag, ed. M. Badaw1, Kuwait 1979, 293 f. (1160af).

6 al-Farabi, Fusul al-madani, ed. and tr. D.M. Dunlop, Cambridge 1961, § 54; ed. F.M. Najjar, al-
Fusil al-muntaza‘a, Beirut 1971, § 58.
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are imitated and all his views accepted. This is government by the true king,
who can rule as he wishes; he is not bound by the law but rather makes it,
and this is implicitly identified as the best. The second type arises when the
qualities of such a king are dispersed in a number of individuals, who will rule
as a team: they are known as al-ruas@’ al-akhyar wa-dhawt *l-fada’il, and the
only difference between them and the first chief is that they are a team rather
than an individual. They are not bound by any law either, but rather make it.”
The laws are posited by the wise in both, as Kraemer puts it.® The third type
of government is again monarchic, but this time the ruler lacks the ability to
lay down the law: he can only preserve and interpret the law laid down by the
imams who preceded him. Such a ruler is called malik al-sunna, king according
to the law. Finally, the qualities required in such a man may also be dispersed
in a number of individuals, who will rule as a team: they are known as ruasa’
al-sunna.

Al-Farabi here applies the term imam to rulers of the perfect type and
identifies the regime of al-akhyar as a variant version of perfect government, in
conformity with Plato’s view that “if there is a single outstanding man among
the rulers, it is called a kingship (basileia); if more than one, aristocracy”.? In the
same vein the Ikhwan al-Safa speak of | dawlat ahl al-khayr meaning virtuous
government with a plurality of rulers,'® while Ibn Sina agrees with Plato and al-
Farabi that the virtuous regime can have a single ruler or several: in the former
case it is called siyasat al-malik, which is the best; in the latter case, siyasat al-
akhyar, which is second-best.!! Ibn Rushd, too, says that virtuous leadership
may be divided into “the leadership of the king and that of the best”;!2 he
also reproduces al-Farabi’s passage on the four forms of virtuous government

7 Cf. al-Farabi, Talkhis nawamis Aflatan, ed. F. Gabrieli, London 1952, 41.21: “Then he (Plato)
explained that when people are akhyaran afadil, they do not need laws or rules at all’,
paraphrasing Plato, Laws, 875c¢ (cf. J. Kraemer, ‘The Jihad of the Falasifa, Jerusalem Studies
in Arabic and Islam 10,1987, 3101.).

Kraemer, ‘The Jihad of the Falasifa’, 308.

9 Republic, 445d.

10 Ras@il Ikhwan al-Safa, Beirut 1957, iv, 187f., describing the formation of such a regime in a
‘city’ taking the form of a spiritual brotherhood.

11 IbnSina, Kitab al-majmu‘(aw al-hikma al-‘arudiyya) fima‘ani kitab ritiriqa, ed. M.S. Salim,
Cairo n.d,, 41; id., al-Shif@’, al-Mantiq, viii (al-Khataba), ed. M.S. Salem, Cairo 1954, 63.1, 10.
He also uses siyasat al-akhyar as a generic term for the virtuous regime, cf. below, note 23.
(The scribe consistently wrote ikhtiyar for akhyar.)

12 Ibn Rushd, Commentary on Plato’s Republic, 8o = 207. Cf. also his passage on madinat al-
akhyar referred to below, note 31.
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(without mentioning that he is quoting),!® and cites the Platonic statement on
the kingship and aristocracy which forms the starting point for all.'# In sum, all
understand the regime of the akhyar as aristocracy, not in the sense of ashraf
or ‘ugama’, or government by such men, but rather in the sense of government
by a team of philosophers. How then can al-Farabi identify it as an imperfect
constitution characterized by a combination of virtuous deeds and imperfect
beliefs in the passage quoted by Ibn Rushd? Either he must have been nodding
or else Ibn Rushd must be misquoting him.

Al-riasa al-imamiyya = the Perfect Regime

The possibility that al-Farabi was nodding can be ruled out, for there is nothing
problematic about his statement as Ibn Bajja knew it. According to him, “all
constitutions (séyar) in our time and before, according to most reports to reach
us—except for what Abu Nasr (al-Farabi) relates about the constitution of the
ancient Persians (sirat al-furs al-ula)—are mixtures of the five (perfect and
imperfect) constitutions, and most of what we find in them is made up of
the four (imperfect) ones”!5 Ibn Bajja’s five constitutions are those of Plato:
the virtuous | regime (whether monarchic or aristocratic) and another four,
namely timocracy, oligarchy, democracy and tyranny, all other constitutions
being mixtures of these five.!6 What he is saying is that with the exception of the
regime reported by al-Farabi for the ancient Persians, all the constitutions that
he, Ibn Bajja, has ever heard of are mixtures. In other words, the constitution
reported by al-Farabi for the Persians was pure. It could in principle have been
pure timocracy, pure oligarchy or a pure form of some other imperfect regime,
but this is clearly not what Ibn Bajja means. What he is saying that al-Farabi
credited the ancient Persians with perfect government, precisely as we would
expect on the basis of the terms imamiyya and akhyar.

13 Ibn Rushd, Commentary on Plato’s Republic, 8of. = 207ff.

14  Ibn Rushd, Commentary on Plato’s Republic, 52 = 164.

15  Ibn Bajja, Tadbir al-mutawahhid, 167a; ed. and tr. M. Asin Palacios under the title E/
Regimen del Solitario, Madrid and Granada 1946, 11; ed. M. Fakhry in his Rasa’il Ibn Bajja
al-ilahiyya, Beirut 1968, 43.4 (given that this work only survives in one manuscript and
that both Asin Palacios and Fakhry sensibly include the folio numbers in their edition, I
shall henceforth refer to the foliation alone); partial tr. by L. Berman in Lerner and Mahdi,
Sourcebook, 1271. (preserves the page numbering of Asin Palacios’ edition, but not the
foliation).

16 Plato, Republic, 445d, 5441f.

310



311

266 CHAPTER 11

Ibn Bajja does not say what al-Farabi called the regime attested among
the Persians, but he himself uses the term al-madina/sira al-imamiyya of the
perfect regime. Thus he pronounces a factor of corruption present in the
four (imperfect) cities to be absent from the imamiyya city and observes that
the science known as al-ilm al-madani concerns itself with the aims of the
individual who forms part of a madina imamiyya; and he declares that just as
health is a single condition natural to the body and distinguished from many
unnatural diseases, so the sira imamiyya is a single state natural to the soul
and distinguished from several unnatural siyar.'” There is no suggestion that
imamic government is characterized by a plurality of rulers. For all that, one
would assume him to be using al-FarabT'’s terminology here. In sum, Ibn Bajja’s
paraphrase of al-Farabi lends strong support to the surmise that Ibn Rushd’s
quotation is corrupt, and that in two respects. First, the madina imamiyya must
have been an ideal constitution to al-Farabi, not one limited to perfection in
respect of deeds alone; and secondly, it cannot have stood for an aristocratic
regime, or at least not for that alone. Either it stood for true kingship or else,
more plausibly, it stood for ideal government as such, whether monarchic or
aristocratic.

Reconstructing the Passage

In corroboration of this we may turn to the passage of Aristotle’s Rhetoric which
caused Ibn Rushd to cite al-Farabi’s statement and which is probably what
al-Farabi was commenting on himself. Aristotle here says that there are four
constitutions—democracy, oligarchy, aristocracy and monarchy—and gives a
brief description of each: democracy is a form of government under which
the citizens distribute the offices of state among themselves by lot, whereas
oligarchy imposes a property qualification; aristocracy imposes an educational
qualification, and monarchy is either kingship, which is limited by prescribed
conditions, or tyranny, which is not limited by anything. A bit later he adds

17  Ibn Bajja, Tadbir, 176a (twice), 181a. Asin Palacios consistently reads al-igamiyya, and
Berman'’s translation duly has ‘lasting’ (pp. 129, 133). But this makes no sense, and the
Hebrew translation has kohanit, showing that the original was imamiyya, cf. E.L]. Rosen-
thal, ‘The Place of Politics in the Philosophy of Ibn Bajja), Islamic Culture 25,1951 (reprinted
in his Studia Semitica, ii, Cambridge 1971), 208n; and again in his Political Thought in
Medieval Islam, Cambridge 1962, 166. Fakhry’s edition has imamiyya throughout (but siyar
for sira in the third passage).
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some comments on the ends for which they exist: the telos of democracy
is freedom; that of oligarchy, wealth; that of aristocracy, the maintenance of
education and norms; the telos of monarchy is omitted, but that of tyranny is
identified as protection (of the tyrant).!® He does not say anything about their
perfection or imperfection.

In the ‘old’ translation of the Rhetoric used by al-Farabi, Ibn Sina and Ibn
Rushd,!® which survives to this day, the four constitutions are labelled dima-
gratiyya, khasasat al-riasa, aristugratiyya and wahdaniyyat al-sultan.2° Only
the last two are relevant here. Aristiugratiyya is glossed jidat al-tasallut, excel-
lent government, and described as based on education/culture (‘ala tarig al-
adab) and (by mistranslation) as a constitution of the type obedient to the
laws;?! this regime is said to be one in which those who advise on the laws hold
power,22 and its aim is given as “the constancy (reading thabat for dhawat) of
education/culture and norms (al-adab wa’l-sunna)”. Monarchy is identified as
a [single] ruler | over everyone (yakunu fiha sultan [wahid] ‘ala kulli wahid),
either in accordance with order and foundation (bi-nigam wa-uss) or in unlim-
ited disorder ( fitna ghayr mahdida), and the aim of the disordered variety (i.e.
tyranny) is given as “preservation and guarding”. In short, the translators man-
aged to make aristocracy sound by far the best of the four.

Al-Farabi, scanning the text for the virtuous city of which he assumed Aris-
totle to be an adherent along with Plato, will not unnaturally have assumed
aristuqgratiyya/ judat al-tasallut to be it. This was certainly how Ibn Sina and
Ibn Rushd read the passage. Thus Ibn Sina uses aristocracy as a generic term
for virtuous regimes, both in the Greek form al-aristugratiyya and in the Arabic
form siyasat al-akhyar, though the latter is also his term for the specific variety

18  Rhetoric,1365b, 33—35; 13664, 1.
19 Cf. M. Aouad, ‘Les fondements de la Rhétorique d’ Aristote reconsiderés par Farabi, ou le
concept de point de vue immédiat et commun’, Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 2, 1992,

158 1.

20  Aristotle’s Ars Rhetorica. The Arabic Version, ed. M.C. Lyons, Cambridge 1982, i, 40f. (1365bf
of the Greek).

21 “By education I mean that laid down by the law”, Aristotle says. But in the translation it

is the constitution (al-madaniyya) rather than the education (al-adab) which is al-muti'a
lil-sunan, and the expression means obedient to, rather than laid down by, the law.

22 fa-inna lladhina yushirina bi’l-sunan yatasallatana bi-judat al-tasallut, rendering Aris-
totle’s “for it is those who have been loyal to established usage who hold office under
aristocracy”. Lyons suggests yuthbitina for yushirina, which may well be what the trans-
lators meant, but the error seems to have become canonical: Ibn Rushd also has yushirana
(cf. note 24).
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in which government is shared.?3 And Ibn Rushd comments on aristiqgratiyya/
Judat al-tasallut in the Rhetoric as follows: “As for excellent government, it is the
power which is based on education and imitation of what the law prescribes,
for it is those who advise on what the law prescribes who hold power under it.
This is the government by which the good state of the inhabitants of the city and
human happiness is obtained. For this reason these (advisors) were people of
virtue (ahl fada’il) capable of determining the acts which will be good for the
city, and also people of resolution wary of things likely to corrupt the city from
outside or inside. This is why the city is known by that name”24 The passage in
italics, which has no basis in Aristotle’s text, identifies judat al-tasallut as the
madina fadila familiar from Plato, and the paragraph which follows rewrites
Aristotle with that identification in mind. One would assume al-Farabi to have
understood the text similarly. It is after this identification of judat al-tasallut
as the virtuous city that Ibn Rushd quotes or paraphrases al-Farabi’s statement
on the imamic constitution.

Inview of all this one would assume al-Farabi’s own version to have run along
the following lines (the reconstruction is bi’/-ma‘na rather than bi'l-lafz):

The power that (Aristotle) mentions here (i.e. judat al-tasallut) is of two
types, kingship (riGsat al-malik)—which is the city in which both the
opinions and the actions are in accordance with the requirements of the
theoretical sciences and in which there is a single ruler imitated by all—
and secondly, the rule of the best (ri'asat al-akhyar), in which the opinions
and actions are also virtuous,?? but in which the qualities required in the

23 Cf. his Ritariga, 39.ult.—41.ult.: the astagratiyya (sic) is al-riyasa al-fadila al-hikmiyya in
which the entire socio-political hierarchy is based on virtue. When the leadership is based
on both theoretical and practical virtue, it is called siyasat al-akhyar; the best regime is
siyasat al-malik, the next best is siyasat al-akhyar. Similarly id., Shif@’, Mantig, viii, 62.11,
63.1, 10: siyasat al-akhyar is when the inhabitants all occupy the positions suitable for
their particular virtue; they may be ruled by one leader or several; the common name
for siyasat al-khayr (sic; read al-akhyar?) and siyasat al-malik is al-sugratiyya (sic; read
aristuqgratiyya).

24  Ibn Rushd, Talkhis al-khataba, ed. Salim, 137; ed. and tr. Aouad, 1, 8, 5. For earlier dis-
cussions, see Kraemer, ‘The Jihad of the Falasifa’, 307n; C.E. Butterworth, ‘The Political
Teaching of Averroes, Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 2, 1992, 1891f,; id., ‘Die Politischen
Lehren von Avicenna und Averroés), in Pipers Handbuch der politischen Ideen, ii, 2, ed.
L. Fetscher and H. Miinkler, Munich and Ziirich 1993, 160.

25  Cf. Ibn Sina: “when this leadership is based on the theoretical and practical virtues, it is
called siyasat al-akhyar” (Rituriqa, 40.ult.).
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ruler are dispersed among several. This (i.e. jiudat al-tasallut)?® is known
as al-imamiyya, and it is said that it existed among the ancient Persians.

If this is accepted, three questions remain. Why did al-Farabi call the highest
form of government imamic? Why did he think it had existed among the
ancient Persians? And how did his statement come to take the form it has in
Ibn Rushd?

Why Tmamic’?

Al-Farabi will have called the highest form of government imamic in order to
express that it was a regime in which the law was embodied in living human
beings, whether a single imam or a team standing in his place, as opposed to
one in which the law was written down and administered by a less outstanding
ruler, whom he called a malik or ra’ts al-sunna and who might also be replaced
by a team. Like Plato, he “preferred the rule of pure unbound intelligence to
the governance of the law”27 The distinction between living and codified law
is made in several of al-Farabi’s works, with the malik/ra’is or ruasa’ al-sunna
in charge of the latter,?8 but there is no blanket term for the regimes based on
the former. Al-sira/siyasa/riasa/madina al-imamiyya is a plausible candidate
in that role. All four forms of government were in effect | monarchic, for the
men making up the team would act as a single person, ka-nafs wahida, thanks
to their common aim, as Ibn Sina says.2® The Ikhwan al-Safa also stress that the
ahl al-akhyar will function “as a single soul in all aspects of their government
and everything they intend in the way of helping the religion and seeking

26  This construction requires judat al-tasallut to be feminine, and so it is in the Arabic
translation (wa-amma judat al-tasallut fa-hiya allati takianu ‘ala tariq al-adab). Ibn Rushd
has huwa in the corresponding passage, but Aiya in connection with wahdaniyyat al-
tasallut, so either both were possible or huwa is a misreading.

27 Kraemer, ‘The Jihad of the Falasifa, 310f; cf. J. Macy, ‘The Rule of Law and the Rule of
Wisdom in Plato, al-Farabi, and Maimonides), in Studies in Islamic and Judaic Traditions,
ed. WM. Brinner and S.D. Ricks, Atlanta 1986, 205 f.

28 Farabi, Fusil, § 54/58; id., Milla, §§ 8-9, 14b; id., Siyasa madaniyya, 8of. = 37 (ed. Hyder-
abad, 50f.).

29 Ibn Sina, Rituriqa, 41.7;1d., Shif@’, Mantig, viii, 63.1; compare Farabi, Siyasa madaniyya, 80 =
37 (ed. Hyderabad, 50), where virtuous rulers who follow one another also are like a single
soul.
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the next world"3° And Ibn Rushd agrees: “for even though it (i.e. madinat al-
akhyar) has many leaderships, it amounts to a single one and aims at a single
end”3! So there was nothing odd about calling both the monarchic and the
aristocratic forms of ideal government imamic. Al-Farabi will have borrowed
the terms imamiyya and sunna from contemporary religious language in order
to describe two types of government based on philosophy, just as he borrowed
the term jahili to describe cities ignorant of philosophy. The fact that he uses
the term Imami for the highest form of government, contrasting it with Sunna,
could be taken to lend weight to the suggestion that he was a Shi‘ite by origin,
but this question has to be left aside here.32 What needs to be noted is that
he must have abandoned his imamiyya-sunna terminology at an early stage.
It is easy to see why: whether or not he had Shi‘ite roots, he did not want
philosophy to be identified as Shi‘ite, partly because he was a universalist who
held the highest truth to be above religious and sectarian distinctions and
partly because it was his mission to make philosophy acceptable to the Muslims
at large, not just to a minority. The identification of virtuous government,
whether monarchic or aristocratic, as imamic does not appear in any of his
extant works. The Sunna label seems eventually to have receded as well, for
though the malik/ra’ts al-sunna appears in the Fusul, Kitab al-milla and Siyasa
madaniyya, he has become al-ra’is al-thani in the Madina fadila.33 (The ruasa’
al-sunna who replace him as a team appear only in the Fusil.)

The Ancient Persians

What then did al-Farabi have in mind when he credited the ancient Persians
with perfect government? The answer probably lies in al-Mas‘td1’s account of
how the Persians instituted kingship under Gayomard, a figure of the remote
past identified now as a Zoroastrian Adam and now (as here) as a descendant
of Noah:

The factor which impelled the people of that era to institute kingship and
set up a leader was their realization that most people are innately dis-

30  Rasd’ll, iv,187f.

31 Compendio di metafisica, ed. and tr. C. Quirés Rodriguez, Madrid 1919 (facsimile reprint
Cordoba 1998), book 4, § 39.

32 References are given in P. Crone, Medieval Islamic Political Thought, Edinburgh 2004, ch. 14,
note 69.

33  Above, note 28; Perfect State, ch. 15, §13.
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posed to mutual hatred, envy, oppression and hostility, and that there is
an evil in their characters which can only be rectified by fear. They pro-
ceeded to reflect on the circumstances of the creation, the regulation of
the body and the form of man, the feeling and intelligent being. They saw
that the body in its structure and nature is set up with senses contribut-
ing to something (mana) other than themselves which makes them come
and go and which distinguishes between the impressions they bring it,
their perceptions being different. This something is located in the heart.
They saw that the welfare of the body lies in its government (¢adbir): when
its ruler (mudabbir) is corrupted, the rest is corrupted too, and perfect,
well executed acts no longer come forth from it. When they saw that this
microcosm—the visible,3* human body—cannot work or function prop-
erly without the rectitude of the above-mentioned leader, they realized
that people cannot be kept in order without a king to dispense justice
among them, impose equity on them and apply the laws to them in accor-
dance with the dictates of the intellect (‘ala hasbi ma yujibu °l-‘aql). So
they went to Kayimarth, son of Lawid, and told him that they needed a
king and upholder of equity among them. ‘You are the most virtuous and
noble among us), they said, ‘as well as the oldest and the remnant of our
forefather. There is nobody like you in this era. Take charge of our affairs
and be the manager (al-ga’im) among us. We will hear and obey and do
whatever you see fit’.35

The ancient Persians here reason their way to the necessity of kingship on
the basis of a philosophical understanding of the natural world, unaided by
revelation, much as Hayy b. Yaqzan was later to reason his way to the nature of
ultimate reality. They understand, in al-Farabi's formulation, that “the virtuous
city resembles the complete and healthy body” in that the organs of the body
include “one ruling organ, which is the heart”, and that “the same holds true
of the city. Its parts are different by nature. ... There is in it a man who is the
ruler”; and they further realize that as the ruling organ is the most perfect
part of the body, so “the ruler of the city is the most perfect member of the
city both in the features specific to him and in the features he shares with |
others”.36 The account does not explicitly say that the polity thus established

34  Reading mar’ with note 3.

35  al-Mas‘adi, Muriy al-dhahab, ed. and tr. C. Pellat, Beirut 1966-1979, i, §531 (ed. and tr.
Barbier de Meynard and Pavet de Courteille, ii, 106 f.). For Gayomard’s descent, see § 530.

36  Perfect State, ch. 15, §§ 4, 5.
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was a virtuous one, i.e. one devoted to the acquisition of happiness on the basis
of philosophy, but it is certainly a natural assumption. It was presumably on
the basis of al-Mas‘adi that Ibn Khaldan held the Persians to have practised
government based on human rationality (al-siyasa al-‘aqliyya) of the type based
on philosophy (‘ala jihat al-hikma).3

If this is what al-Farabi had in mind, was it in al-Farab1’s work that al-Mas‘ad1
found the account? This is most unlikely, though he was certainly familiar with
al-Farabi’s writings,3® for al-Farabi rarely provides concrete illustrations of his
ideas, and he is extremely brief on the few occasions on which he does s0.3
The chances are that he said little or no more about the Persians in his lost
work than he does in Ibn Bajja’s and Ibn Rushd’s summaries. But as a native of
Farab he will have been well informed about the Iranian past, including claims
such as this one presumably made by philosophically inclined Iranians keen to
present their pagan forebears in an intellectually respectable light. He certainly
cannot have been troubled by the idea that an infidel nation should have hit
upon the perfect constitution in the remote past, for he regarded philosophy
as a truth available to all people, whatever religion (milla) they might adhere
to, and as older than religion t00.40

Ibn Rushd’s Version

How then did Ibn Rushd come to identify imamic government as an imperfect
constitution? The Hebrew translation of his Talkhis al-khataba, made by Todros
Todrosi and completed in 1337, could at first sight be taken to suggest that all we
are up against is a copyist’s mistake. Extensively quoted in the rhetorical work
of Judah Messer Leon (d. c.1526), it renders the problematic passage as follows:

There are two varieties of such rulership, royal supremacy, this being the
State whose opinions and actions conform to the logical requirements
of the speculaltive sciences; and secondly, supremacy of the best, a State
whose actions and opinions are virtuous only. The latter is called a priestly

37 Ibn Khaldtan, Mugaddima, Beirut n.d., 336; tr. F. Rosenthal, Princeton 1967, i, 138.

38 S.M. Stern, ‘Al-Mas‘adi and the Philosopher al-Farabt, Al-Masadi Millenary Commemo-
ration Volume, Aligarh 1960; reprinted in id., Medieval Arabic and Hebrew Thought, ed.
F.W. Zimmermann, London 1983.

39  See for example Siyasa madaniyya, 97,103 = 48, 52 (ed. Hyderabad, 67, 73).

40  Tahsil al-sa‘ada, §56 = §63; al-Farabi, Kitab al-huraf, ed. M. Mahdi, Beirut 1970, §§108,
110.
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State (ha-kohanit), and, according to Aba Nasr’s account, is said to have
been in existence among the ancient Persians.#

Apparently, then, Todros Todrosi’s copy of Ibn Rushd’s rhetorical work defined
the imamic regime as virtuous in respect of both opinions and actions, seem-
ingly solving our problem. But the solution is wrong. First, the ‘only’ (lekhad)
does not make sense any more. It is true that one could translate it ‘exclu-
sively’*2 but that still leaves the second objection, namely that the explanation
of their natures does not bring out any difference between them. Both are vir-
tuous, in precisely the same way. Thirdly, it is not just in his commentary on
Aristotle’s Rhetoric that Ibn Rushd identifies the imamic regime as virtuous in
respect of actions alone; he says the same in his commentary on Plato’s Repub-
lic.*3 In short, Ibn Rushd must have meant what he said in the problematic
passage. It follows that Todros Todrosi must have emended it, just as I am try-
ing to do here and for the same reason: the passage cannot be right.

But Ibn Rushd was better placed than most to recognize a mistake in al-
Farab1’s text. He fully accepted that perfect government could take a monarchic
or an aristocratic form, and one would have expected him to say so in his
comments on jidat al-tasallut. Instead he cites a passage which does such
violence to the terms imamiyya and akhyar that a translator felt obliged to
emend it. Was it then Ibn Rushd himself who mangled al-Farabi? Given that
he cites the passage twice and moreover works with the result,*4 he cannot
have done so inadvertently, unless we postulate that he misremembered a
passage he had read so long ago that the mistake had become part of his
normal thought world. It seems more likely that he found the mangled passage
in his manuscript of al-Farabi and proceeded to make such sense of it as he
could.

The mangled version of the text speaks of a constitution combining deficient
opinions and virtuous acts. It was a well-known combination. One could be
upright without being a philosopher. Galen adduced a famous example in
his synopsis of Plato’s Republic, which may have | been the only, or main,
version in which the Republic was known to al-Farabi and Ibn Rushd.#® In a

41 Yudah Messer Leon, The Book of the Honeycomb’s Flow (Sépher Nopheth Suphim), ed. and
tr. L. Rabinowitz, Ithaca and London 1983, book 11, ch. 17, § 5.

42 Thus Rosenthal, ‘Politics in the Philosophy of Ibn Bajja’, 208, note 72.

43  Above, note 3.

44  Cf. below, last section.

45  That Ibn Rushd used Galen’s summary was first proposed by P. Kraus and R. Walzer in
their edition, Galeni Compenium Timaei Platonis (Plato Arabus 1), London 1951, 2f,, and
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fragment of this synopsis preserved in Arabic he mentions that many people
are unable to understand demonstrative arguments and therefore stand in
need of rumiz, parables (by which, the glossator adds, Galen meant tales
of rewards and punishments in a future life); for example, the people called
Christians draw their faith from parables and miracles, yet sometimes act in the
same way as those who philosophize, e.g. by pursuing justice as keenly as the
philosophers, displaying contempt for death and practising restraint in matters
of cohabitation, food and drink.#6

The equivalent of a virtuous Christian was a virtuous Muslim: somebody
who acted as nobly as the philosophers even though he only knew the truth in
the popularized form of revealed religion. Al-Farabi presumably envisaged his
malik[ra’ts and rw’is al-sunna as virtuous believers of this type, along the lines
of the Rashidan: unlike the true king and the akhyar, they had no theoretical
wisdom; the riGsa sunniyya did not need philosophy by nature, as al-Farabi
said.#” This suggests (but now we are venturing into deep conjecture) that his
comments on Aristotle’s judat al-tasallut moved on to a discussion of the sunna
regime, along the following lines:

The power that (Aristotle) mentions here (i.e. judat al-tasallut) is of two
types, kingship (riGsat al-malik)—which is the city in which both the
opinions and the actions are in accordance with the requirements of the
theoretical sciences and in which there is a single ruler imitated by all—
and secondly, the rule of the best (ri'asat al-akhyar), in which the opinions
and actions are also virtuous, but in which the qualities required in the
ruler are dispersed among several. This (i.e. judat al-tasallut) is known as
al-imamiyya, and it is said that it existed among the ancient Persians. ...
(details).

There are also cities in which only the actions are virtuous. They are
ruled by either a malik al-sunna or ruasa’ al-sunna. ...

again by Rosenthal, Averroes’ Commentary on Plato’s Republic, 9 (differently S. van den
Bergh, review of Rosenthal, in Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 21,
1958, 409). The supposition that Farabi also used it is reinforced by Gutas’ demonstration
that he used Galen’s summary of the Laws for his Talkhis al-nawamis (D. Gutas, ‘Galen’s
Synopsis of Plato’s Laws and FarabT's Talhis, in The Ancient Tradition in Christian and
Islamic Hellenism. Studies ... dedicated to HJ. Drossaart Lulofs, ed. G. Endress and R. Kruk,
Leiden 1997).

46 R. Walzer, Galen on Jews and Christians, Oxford 1949, 15f.

47 Farabi, Milla, §18; Kraemer, ‘The Jihad of the Falasifa’, 3081.
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If so, the passage was simply an early version of the paragraph in the Fusu!
discussing the four types of virtuous leadership, two with and two without the-
oretical perfection.*® And if this is correct, it is not surprising that it was revised:
ideal government was seemingly identified as Imami Shi‘ite, second-best gov-
ernment as Sunni, and the only people to have practised the ideal were the
ancient Persians. This may have been music to the ears of Persians who hap-
pened to be both Shi‘ites and philosophers, but it will have sounded absurd to
everyone else. It was surely the Persians who combined wrong beliefs with vir-
tuous action? Everyone knew that they had been excellent rulers even though
they had been infidels: their power had lasted for 4000 years thanks to their jus-
tice whereas the Umayyads barely lasted a century despite their Muslim faith,
which showed that kingship could survive unbelief but not injustice, and so
forth, as one could read in the mirror literature.#® It may be conjectured that
a copyist reasoning along such lines moved the combination of deficient opin-
ions and virtuous actions from the sunna regimes to the Persians, by making
it the antecedent of the sentence “This is known as al-imamiyya, and it is said
that it existed among the ancient Persians”. The result of such a move would
certainly be that the Persians came to exemplify riasat al-akhyar, that riasat
al-akhyar turned into an imperfect regime, that this imperfect form regime was
henceforth known as al-imamiyya, and that the apparent bias in favour of the
Shi‘ites disappeared; and since Persian government was well known to have
been monarchic, the distinction between riGsat al-malik and ri‘asat al-akhyar
in terms of the number of rulers became nonsensical and had to be removed,
completing the transformation.

Ibn Rushd’s Use of the Term Imamic

The chances are that it was in this mangled form that Ibn Rushd, unlike Ibn
Bajja, encountered the statement. Instead of emending it, he proceeded on the
assumption that it was meaningful. He did so by taking the adjective imamic
to be derived from imam in the Sunni sense of that word, meaning a rightly
guided caliph who ruled in accordance with revealed law, such as the Rashidan.
In other words, he correctly saw that the combination of virtuous conduct and
defective beliefs | must refer to a regime of the type that al-Farabi had labelled
sunni. As Butterworth points out, the passage only makes sense on the assump-

48 Cf. above, note 6.
49  Cf. Crone, Medieval Islamic Political Thought, ch. 13, notes 69-73.
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tion that the rulers combine their defective opinions with virtuous behaviour
by faithfully following traditional law.5° Butterworth further suggests that they
exemplify the ‘legal rulership’ described by Ibn Rushd, which is tantamount to
proposing the conjecture made here: for Ibn Rushd’s account of legal rulership’
is in fact al-Farab1’s mulk sunnt; the entire passage to which Butterworth refers
comes from al-Farabi's Fusul on the four types of virtuous leadership, by a true
king or an aristocracy replacing him on the one hand and by a malik al-sunna
or a team replacing him on the other.5! That al-FarabT’s constitution combining
defective opinions with perfect behaviour is simply his sunna regime misla-
beled imamic also explains why we do not seem to hear of it in his many
accounts of perfect and imperfect regimes in his extant works: it is actually
there, but under a different name.

Al-Farabi's sunna regime having been identified as imamic, Ibn Rushd duly
modified al-Farabi’s definition of the word imam. Al-Farabi observed that the
meanings of imam, king, philosopher and lawgiver were really much the same,
though the nuances were different: the meaning of imam in Arabic, for exam-
ple, was “somebody whose example is followed and who is well received”.52 In a
summary of this passage, Ibn Rushd gives the meaning of imam as “somebody
who is followed in his actions”, adding (in Lerner’s rendering of the Hebrew
translation) that “he who is followed in these actions by which he is a philoso-
pher is an imam in the absolute sense”. Unclear though this is, he seems to
be proposing a distinction between imams imitated for their action alone and
super-imams whose actions show them to have the right beliefs as well, the
latter being al-Farabi’s philosopher kings.53

Having revised the meaning of imam to fit the garbled passage, he twice
used the term imamic in a manner which implicitly equated | imams with the
Rashidin. The development of democratic regimes may be such, he observes,
that “the imamic part in them is by now completely tyrannical”;>* and “the

50 Butterworth, ‘Political Teaching of Averroes’, 191; id., ‘Politische Lehren’, 161.

51 Ibn Rushd, Commentary on Plato’s Republic, 8of. = 207{,; cf. Rosenthal’s comments, ibid.,
283. For FarabT's passage, see above, note 6.

52  Farabi, Tahsil, § 60 = § 57. The word ‘king’ has to be supplied in §§ 58, 61, since it is defined
in § 59 and figures in Mahdi’s translation on the basis of the Hyderabad edition (cf. his
§58), as also in Ibn Rushd’s paraphrase (in the following note).

53  Ibn Rushd, Commentary on Plato’s Republic, 61.15 = 177. Rosenthal’s translation is almost
identical. The Hebrew translator rendered imam as kohen. (The objections of J.L. Teicher
in his learned review of Rosenthal, Journal of Semitic Studies 5, 1960, 191, have rightly been
ignored by Lerner.)

54  Ibn Rushd, Commentary on Plato’s Republic, 85 = 215.



WHAT WAS AL-FARABI'S ‘IMAMIC’ CONSTITUTION? 277

similarity between imamic and tyrannical cities often leads the imamic parts in
these cities to be transformed into tyrannical ones, thus bringing into disrepute
him whose aim is imamic, as is the case with the imamic parts in the states
to be found in our time”5% In both passages he is using the term imamic
in its traditional contrast with mulk, and since it was the imamate of the
Rashidan that was transformed into kingship, every reader will automatically
have envisaged the imamic elements as something exemplified by them.

In short, Ibn Rushd managed to make sense of imamic government as riGsa
sunniyya. But he left one tell-tale inconsistency behind: al-Farabi’s garbled
passage equates imamic government with ri@sat al-akhyar, which does not fit
either al-FarabT’s usage or Ibn Rushd’s own. (It makes for strange equations
today, too: imam having been translated as kohen (priest) in Hebrew, Lerner
translates kohanit as ‘aristocratic’) The strange use of riasat al-akhyar in the
problematic passage confirms that it was not Ibn Rushd who rewrote al-Farabi.
The damage must have been an accomplished fact in the manuscript of al-
Farabi's commentary on Aristotle’s Rhetoric that he had between his hands. A
brilliant man, he merely happened to be good at damage limitation.

55  Ibn Rushd, Commentary on Plato’s Republic, 86 = 216{.
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CHAPTER 12

Al-Farabi’s Imperfect Constitutions®

One of the many oddities about al-Farab1’s work to strike a newcomer is that
he did not think of constitutions in political terms. To him, a constitution (for
which he used terms such as madina, city, riyasa, leadership, and siyasa, gov-
ernance) was a society characterized by a particular evaluation of the highest
good, not by a particular distribution of power, so that for example an oligarchy
was a polity in which wealth was regarded as the ultimate aim in life. To some
extent, this is in line with Plato and Aristotle, who also thought of constitutions
in much broader terms than is customary today, and Aristotle identified them
in terms of their ends as well, giving that of oligarchy as wealth.! But “consti-
tution” (politeia) in ancient parlance did include the distribution of power, on
which the modern concept focuses, whereas al-Farabi uses the term to mean
no more than a set of beliefs and practices shared by a group, a collective way
oflife.2 The government it involved was government of the soul. He did assume
that those capable of influencing people’s minds in a particular polity would
be rewarded with wealth and power, so that the political organization of that
polity would reflect its dominant values, but his interest was entirely in the val-
ues. Ordinary government had no aim in itself: either it was just power play or
else it was a mere instrument in the service of higher things, and the key ques-
tion was precisely, what higher things? What values were to prevail in an ideal
society? This is what he explored with his different constitutions. The same is
true of most later philosophers working under his influence. Ibn Rushd stands
out for having put the regimes back into service for political analysis, to be fol-
lowed in this by Ibn Khaldan;® but in the eastern Islamic world the regimes
remained a-political.

I am indebted to the members of the conference for their comments and suggestions and
owe special thanks to Nelly Lahoud, who served as discussant, and Maroun Aouad, who
commented on the revised version and suggested that I add charts.

1 Aristotle, Rhetoric 1366a; cf. Politics 1323a.

2 See the paper by Dimitri Gutas in this volume [Ed.: “The Meaning of madani in al-Farabr’s
‘Political’ Philosophy,” in “The Greek Strand in Islamic Political Thought: Proceedings of the
Conference Held at the Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, 16—27 June 2003,” Mélanges
de ’Université Saint-Joseph 57, 2004, pp. 259—282].

3 See the papers by Maroun Aouad and Abdesselam Cheddadi in this volume [Ed.: Aouad,

“Does Averroes Have a Philosophy of History?,” Mélanges de ['Université Saint-Joseph 57,
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Al-Farabi was greatly exercised by his a-political constitutions, and not just
by the “virtuous” variety (meaning that devoted to happiness as understood
by the philosophers). He dealt with imperfect regimes in at least seven of his
books. What was he trying to say? Why did he keep reformulating his views?
How had constitutions come to be seen as cultural orientations, and in general,
how does his thought relate to that of late antiquity? In what follows I shall go
through his statements with these questions in mind.

(1) Fusul, First Passage

The simplest of al-Farabi’s pictures consists of cities of two types, the necessity
city (al-madina al-darariyya) and the virtuous city (al-madina al-fadila). In the
necessity city people cooperate to secure their basic needs, no more. In the
virtuous city they cooperate to secure something more as well, namely the best
of all things (afdal al-ashya’), which they regard as the true purpose of human
existence. What might that be? Some, we are told, define the best of all things as
the enjoyment of pleasure (al-tamattubi'l-ladhdhat), while others hold it to be
wealth (al-yasar), or a combination of the two; but Socrates and Plato held the
best of all things to be moral perfection in thislife and ultimate happinessin the
hereafter, and the virtuous city to them was one in which people cooperated to
achieve this goal. This is clearly what it was to al-Farabi too (§ 25/28).4

Two things may be noted about this passage. First, the basic distinction is
not between perfect and imperfect regimes, but rather between those which
aim at nothing but the bare necessities and those which aim for more. All those
which aim for more are called virtuous ( fadila). Only one ofits subtypes is truly
virtuous or perfect, but all aim for what is best in the eyes of the inhabitants
themselves.

Secondly, al-Farabi is here sticking close to his sources. Plato starts the
discussion of constitutions in his Politeia by having Socrates construct a simple
city by way of thought experiment. This simple city is fit only for swine in
the opinion of Glaucon, so Socrates adds luxuries, comparing the simple city
with a man in health and that endowed with luxury to a man in fever: for
luxury engenders competition, he explains, meaning that now the city will

2004, pp. 411-441; Cheddadi, “La tradition philosophique et scientifique gréco-arabe dans la
Mugaddima d’Tbn Khaldan,” Mélanges de ['Université Saint-Joseph 57, 2004, pp. 469-497].

4 The first paragraph number refers to al-Farabi (1961), Fusil al-madani. Aphorisms of the
Statesman, ed. and tr. D.M. Dunlop, Cambridge; the second to the re-edition by F.M. Najjar
(ed.) (1971), Abu Nasr al-Farabt Fusal muntaza'a, Beirut.
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need people to guard it. What would be the best way of organizing a city
with guardians? It is in answer to that question that he construes his perfect
city and discusses various imperfect regimes | into which it could degenerate
(timocracy, oligarchy, democracy, and tyranny). Al-Farabi is here reproducing
the contrast between the simple city and all the rest.

His terminology is Platonic too. Plato called his minimalist city a necessity
city (anankaiotaté polis, Republic 369d). Al-Farabi's madina daruriyya is a literal
translation of that term, presumably taken over from the translation or epitome
ofthe Republic that he used. The “feverish” city that comes about when Socrates
adds luxury to the simple city of necessity (Republic 372e—373a) is al-Farabi’s
city devoted to “the enjoyment of pleasure” (al-tamattubi’l-ladhdhat).5 Further,
Plato defines oligarchy as “a society where it is wealth that counts and in which
political power is in the hands of the rich, while the poor have no share in it”
(Republic 550c): this is what appears as the city pursuing wealth in al-Farabi.
What he called it is not clear, however. Oligarchy is translated “the leadership of
the few” (riyasat qalilin) in the Arabic version of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics
(hereafter NE),5 and, strangely, “the leadership of vileness” (khasasat al-riyasa)
in the Arabic version of Aristotle’s Rhetoric (1360a, 1365b, 1366a).” The strange
term was used by al-Farabi too, as will be seen, but not in this passage, where
no name is given. Nor is any other imperfect aim or constitution mentioned,
but it is obvious that the list is not meant to be complete.

It would be reasonable to infer that in this passage we are seeing al-Farabi
at the beginning of his career as a political thinker. He is assimilating Plato’s
concepts, not yet adding or changing anything, simply learning along with the
students to whom he is presenting the material.

(2) Fusul, Second Passage

We hear more about the imperfect regimes further on in the Fusul, where we
are told that some people hold the aim of kingship (mulk) and government
(tadbir al-mudun, lit. the administration of cities) to be high status, honour,

5 S. Pines (1971), “The Societies Providing for the Bare Necessities of Life according to Ibn
Khaldan and the Philosophers,” Studia Islamica 34, pp. 1325q.

6 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 1160b = Aristatalis (1979), Al-Akhlag, ed. ‘A. Badawi, Kuwait,
p- 294.

7 M.C. Lyons (ed.) (1982), Aristotle’s Ars Rhetorica, the Arabic Version, 2 vols., Cambridge, vol. 1,
p- 21, 40—41.
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and power. People who prefer honour for its own sake will organize their city
so as to enable honour to be pursued in it, by the practice of benevolence or the
accumulation of wealth or power, depending on what the source of honour is
locally held to be. He observes that among some it is descent. But there are also
people who hold wealth to be the | highest good in itself, not simply a means to
other things such as honour; they too will arrange their city so as to enable what
they consider the highest good to be pursued in it, and they are the people of
“vile (or petty, trivial, frivolous) leadership” (khasasat al-riyasa),® i.e. oligarchy,
now identified by the name given to it in the Arabic Rhetoric. Still others, we
are told, think that the ultimate aim of government should be the enjoyment of
pleasure (al-tamattu‘ bi'l-ladhdhat), or they opt for a combination of all three
objectives (§28/31). Combinations of this type are the only form in which al-
Farabi knew the mixed constitution.

Al-Farabi is still learning, but his primary source here is Aristotle.® The
honour regime is timocracy, translated riyasat al-karama in the Arabic version
of Aristotle’s NE (1160a),!° and possibly also in the Republic available to al-
Farabi. To Plato, timocracy (or timarchy) was “the ambitious society,” its salient
features being features such as “ambition and the competitive spirit” (545b,
548c; the model was Sparta); but this is unlikely to have been helpful to al-
Farabi, given that competition and ambition are prevalent in most societies. He
distinguished it from other constitutions with reference to Aristotle’s concept,
explored in the opening chapters of the NE, of the absolute good as something
chosen and desired for itself rather than as a means to something else: if the
inhabitants of timocracies competed for wealth and power, it was only because
they regarded such things as sources of honour. It is not clear whether he would
still classify all these imperfect regimes as virtuous ( fadila) in the sense of
devoted to more than necessities. What he does indicate is that he regarded
timocracy as the best of them, a view he voices elsewhere as well.!! Those who
sought to achieve honour by benevolence were the “chiefs of honour and the

8 Cf. al-Farabi (1964), Kitab al-Siyasa al-madaniyya al-mulagqab bi-mabadi’ al-mawjudat, ed.
F.M. Najjar, Beirut, p. 97, 9, where bedouin will kill for ashya’ khasisa, clearly meaning
trivial, petty goods.

9 Cf. Aristotle, NE 1095bsq. = al-Akhlag, ed. Badawi, pp. 59—61 on pleasure, wealth and
honour in contrast with the contemplative life, also reflected elsewhere in the Fusul
(below, n. 12).

10  Aristatalis, al-Akhlag, ed. Badaws, p. 293. It does not seem to be mentioned in the Rhetoric.

11 Cf. below, on the K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya. It is in line with Aristotle, NE 1095b = Akhlag,
ed. Badawi, p. 60.
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most virtuous of leaders” (ruasa’ al-karama wa-afdal al-ruwas@’), but not even
they were called kings by the ancients, he says, meaning that even they fell short
of being philosophers.

(3) Fugul, the Remaining Passages

We encounter a constitution labelled virtuous ( fadila) in other sections of the
Fusil too, but it no longer stands for all cities devoted to more than neces-
sities, only for | the perfect type; all others are now called jahili, “ignorant”
(§87£./921.), or (just once) “corrupt” ( fasida, § 88/93), while its inhabitants are
characterized as sinful (al-fussaq, 73/78, also just once). An ignorant man is
someone who does not know about happiness after death, we are told (§ 73/78).
This fits the nature of the regimes devoted to the acquisition of pleasure, wealth
or power and honour, the standard aims of non-philosophical people in the
Fusul? One such regime, siyasat al-taghallub/taghallubiyya, “the regime of
domination,” is pronounced the worst of all (§ 88/93). By origin, this is clearly
tyranny, called taghallub in the Arabic version of the N£'3 and deemed the worst
regime by Plato and Aristotle too,!* though it is not clear exactly how it is envis-
aged here. Dunlop takes it to be a polity of conquest, which is certainly one of
its facets elsewhere.

Clearly, al-Farab1 has now started working with the classification he learnt
from Plato: a new rubric has been introduced for regimes pursuing higher goods
other than that regarded as the highest by al-Farabi himself. His choice of the
term jahilt (ignorant) for this rubric is extremely apt, given that the ends of the
imperfect constitutions were worldly goods of one kind or another and that
every educated Muslim had heard of jahilt (i.e. pre-Islamic) Arabia. Labelled
_jahilt, the imperfect regimes were instantly recognizable as barbarous, pagan,
and devoid of belief in afterlife.

12 In addition to the previous paragraphs, see ed. Dunlop/Najjar, § 36/39 (wealth, pleasure
and honour, the three inferior objectives in Aristotle, NE 1095bsq. = Akhlaqg, ed. Badawi,
pp. 60sq.), § 52/56 (love of honour, domination and greed).

13 Aristatalis, al-Akhlag, ed. Badawi, p. 294, 1, 8; cf. Dionysius al-mutaghallib (= the tyrant) in
Mubashshir ibn Fatik (in Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a (1884), Uyin al-anba’ fi tabaqat al-atibba’, ed.
A. Miiller, Konigsberg, vol. 1, p. 50). The translators of the Rhetoric mysteriously opted for
fitna and fitna wa-haraj (Lyons, Aristotle’s Ars Rhetorica, p. 41, 8, 12; p. 62, 20).

14  Plato, Republic 544c¢, 576¢€; Aristotle, NE n60a = Akhlag, ed. Badawi, pp. 293sq.
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(4) Thsa’ al-‘ulum

Moving on to the IAsa’, we briefly encounter the distinction between virtuous
and ignorant regimes again, with two examples of the latter type. One is oli-
garchy, called riyasat al-khissa, the leadership of vileness (or triviality, frivolity),
along the lines of the Arabic NE; the other is timocracy, known as before as
riyasat al-karama. All other regimes are similarly known by whatever aim they
pursue, we are told, but no further details are given.1>

(5) Kitab al-Milla and Kitab al-Huruaf

The Kitab al-Milla distinguishes between virtuous and jahili (ignorant, pagan)
leadership and gives five examples of the latter: the minimalist regime pursu-
ing mere necessities (al-khayr al-darurt) and those pursuing wealth (yasar),
pleasure (ladhdha), honour (karama wa-jalala) and domination (ghalaba). Of
Plato’s regimes, only democracy is still missing,

But in addition we now have two new types of imperfection, the leadership
of error (riyasat al-dalala) and that of deception (riyasat al-tamwih). These
regimes differ from the jahili or pagan ones in that they rest on familiarity
with true happiness. In theory they are pursuing it, they just fail to do so in
practice, in slightly different ways. In the regime of error, the leader thinks
of himself as virtuous and wise and his followers agree, but both are wrong;
both believe themselves to be pursuing virtue, i.e. the theoretical and practical
perfection which will allow them to achieve immortal bliss, but they are not. In
the regime of deception, on the other hand, the leader knows very well that he
is not guiding his subjects to virtue, though they themselves believe that he is;
he is deceiving them in order to gain jahili goods (such as wealth, power and
fame). In other words, he is an impostor. He strings people along, claiming that
they will achieve eternal happiness by following him, and they are duped.®

Clearly, al-Farabi is still thinking actively about imperfect aims in life: the
pagan conceptions of the highest good did not suffice to capture the errors

15  Al-Farabi (1949), Ths@’ al-‘ulum, ed. ‘U. Amin, 2nd ed., Cairo, p. 103; tr. (chap. 5 only)
F.M. Najjar (1963), “Alfarabi, The Enumeration of the Sciences,” in R. Lerner and M. Mahdi
(eds.), Medieval Political Philosophy: a Sourcebook, New York, p. 25.

16 Al-Farabi, Kitab al-Milla, in M. Mahdi (ed.) (1968), Abu Nasr al-Farabi, Kitab al-Milla wa-
nusus ukhra, Beirut (French tr. in D. Mallet (tr.) (1989), Farabi, Deux traités philosophiques:
I’Harmonie entre les opinions des deux sages, le divin Platon et Aristote et De la Religion,
Damascus), §1.
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he saw around him; new rubrics had to be added to illustrate the defects of
the societies based on belief systems which included afterlife. The imperfect
regimes he has added here seem to be envisaged as the outcome of a process
he describes in the Kitab al-Huruf. Here we are told that a philosophy which has
not yet been put on a sound, demonstrative footing may be infected with false
opinions without anyone noticing, due to the oratorical, dialectical or sophistic
arguments still employed in its elaboration; such a system of thought may be
no more than a falsafa maznina aw mumawwaha, a presumed philosophy or
one positively embellished to give it an appearance of truth. If a religion (which
is simply a popularized version of philosophy) restates the truths of such a
philosophy, the images disseminated to the masses (by the lawgiver prophet
founding a new community) will be even further from the truth: it | will be a
corrupt religion (milla fasida) without anybody knowing.!'” One would assume
the regime of error (riyasat al-dalala) to come about when a lawgiver prophet
preaches such a milla fasida, a corrupt religion which, unknown to everyone,
reflects a presumed rather than a true philosophy. It is probably also to the
societies resulting from this process that al-Farabi alludes in the one passage of
the Fusil in which he speaks of corrupt regimes (al-siyasat al-fasida), declaring
that the virtuous man living there must emigrate: the virtuous man is envisaged
as the only person who knows them to be wrong.18

The regime of deception (riyasat al-tamwih), on the other hand, can reason-
ably be supposed to have its origin in a religion based on a falsafa mumawwaha,
a false philosophy consciously embellished by the founder to hide its defects,
though al-Farabi does not discuss this possibility in the Huraf. The reference
is probably to pseudo-prophets, a concept of major importance in al-FarabT's
time, as will be seen. Of both types of regime it may be said that they take us
to things wrong with conceptions of the truth in al-Farabi’s own monotheist
world, more precisely to errors connected with religion.

17 Al-Farabi (1969), Kitab al-Huruf, ed. M. Mahdi, Beirut, § 147: English tr. in L. Berman (1974),
“Maimonides, the Disciple of Alfarabi,” Israel Oriental Studies 4, pp.175sq. Compare Emma
Gannagé’s paper in this volume [Ed.: “Y a-t-il une pensée politique dans le Kitab al-Hurif
d’al-Farab1?,” Mélanges de [’ Université Saint-Joseph 57, 2004, pp. 229—257].

18  Al-Farabi, Fusul, ed. Dunlop/Najjar, § 88/93. He may have in mind monotheist religions
such as Christianity and some people’s understanding of Islam (see below, n. 102; chart 1,
n.1).
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(6) Al-Madina al-fadila

Here all the constitutions inherited from antiquity are identified in full. There
are six of them. Some of them have the same names as before: thus the cities
of necessity (darura), honour (karama) and domination (taghallub). But that
of pleasure, previously identified with reference to its pursuit of al-tamattu*
bi’l-ladhdhat, enjoyment of pleasure, now appears under the name madinat al-
khissa wa’l-sugit, the city of vileness (or frivolity) and baseness; and oligarchy,
formerly named riyasat al-khissa or khasasat al-riyasa, now appears as the city
of nadhala, which also means vileness. The reasons for this change are hard
to divine. The sixth regime is democracy, which makes its first appearance
here under the name of al-madina al-jama‘yya, roughly the city of the com-
munity/majority. Presumably, this is what it was called in his translation of the
Republic, for it is rendered as ri'asat al-‘awamm, “the leadership of the plebs,” in
the Arabic NE and transliterated as dimugratiyya in the Rhetoric.!® Democracy
is briefly identified as a city in which | all aim to be free and to do whatever they
fancy. All these cities are jahili, pagan, in the sense of never having heard about
true happiness (MF, 15, §17).2°

The change of nomenclature apart, this is new only in its systematic cov-
erage, but a great deal has happened to the imperfect regimes devoted to
monotheist aims. There are now three of them, the sinful ( fasiga), the changed
(mubaddala), and the erring (dalla) (MF, 15, §19). We also encounter a new
category of individuals or groups who do not fit in where they live and who
are labelled nawabit, “sprouts” or “weeds” (MF, 15, §15). No further information
is given about them here, however (we shall meet them again in the Siyasa
madaniyya). Of the three monotheist cities we are told that their kings are
unlike those of the virtuous city (MF, 15, § 20), presumably meaning that they
are normal kings (i.e. concerned with power rather than salvation) or that in
so far as they are more, they are all promoting false beliefs. But for the rest the
cities differ.

The sinful ( fasiga) city is one in which people know the truth, but act as
if they do not.?! In Walzer’s translation they are wicked or even (in the com-

19  Aristatalis, al-Akhlag, ed. Badawi, pp. 293sq., 294, 13 (1160a, 1160b); Aristotle, Rhetoric
13604, 1365b, 1366a (Lyons, Aristotle’s Ars Rhetorica, p. 21, 23; p. 40, 24; . 41, 11).

20  References are to the edition and translation of R. Walzer (1985), Al-Farabi on the Perfect
State. Abu Nasr al-Farabt’s mabadi’ ara’ ahl al-madina al-fadila, revised text with introduc-
tion, translation, and commentary, Oxford.

21 According to Ibn Rushd, al-Farabi also operated with an imperfect regime to the oppo-
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mentary) criminal, but all that is wrong with them is that they are not behaving
in accordance with their own convictions. Their views are the same as those of
the virtuous city, they are fully aware of the nature of true happiness, God, the
active intellect, and the like, so one takes them to be philosophers. But their
acts are like those of jahilt cities (MF, 15, §19), meaning that they are worldly-
minded. One would assume al-Farabi, known for his abstemious way of life,
to have in mind courtly philosophers competing for positions as boon com-
panions, doctors or astrologers to rulers, amassing wealth and mouthing con-
ventional pieties where required.?? At all events, he has a particular loathing
for these sinners, whom he sees as the source of the perversions resulting
in the changed and erring cities (cf. below), and whom he condemns to a
painful afterlife: unlike the inhabitants of ignorant polities, they will not sim-
ply be annihilated when they die; rather, their souls will survive, thanks to their
knowledge of the truth, but they will suffer great distress, thanks to their sin-
ful behaviour |(MF, 16, § 8). He says the same in the Fusu!/ in the one paragraph
mentioning cities of sinners ( fussag; they are “unrighteous” in Dunlop’s trans-
lation). The sinner is here said to be afraid of death, not just because he regrets
losing the good things of this life, but also because he sees happiness in the
hereafter escape him—for unlike jahili people, he knows that there is life after
death.23

The changed (mubaddala) city is one that used to be virtuous in both theory
and practice, but which has been corrupted in respect of both (mF, 15, §19).
Walzer labels it the city “which has deliberately changed,” but again he goes
too far. The inhabitants of such cities are not aware of having gone astray,
and they will simply perish when they die, as will all inhabitants of ignorant
cities. The same may be true of their leader. He may however also be a sinner
from a city of fussdg who has misled them deliberately, and in that case he

site effect, namely one in which people acted right even though their views were wrong,
strangely labelled “imamic.” This seems to be a garbled version of one of the four forms
that the virtuous regimes could take; see P. Crone (2003), “What Was al-Farabi’s Tmamic’
Constitution?,” Arabica 50, pp. 306—321 [Ed.: included as article 11 in the present vol-
ume].

22 Al-Farabl would have been horrified by the view of philosophers as standing in the
service of (worldly) kingship in contrast with prophets, serving God (see Ps.-Plato 1.2.2,
in Georges Tamer’s paper in this volume [Ed.: “Politisches Denken in pseudoplatonischen
arabischen Schriften,” Mélanges de I’Université Saint-Joseph 57, 2004, pp. 303—-335]. But
Walzer understands the passage differently (see Walzer, Al-Farabi on the Perfect State,
p. 455).

23 Al-Farabi, Fusal, ed. Dunlop, §73.
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will suffer a miserable afterlife (mF, 16, §10). This city is clearly related to the
regimes of error and deception (riyasat al-dalala and al-tamwih) in the Milla
(above, no. 5). In the regime of error described in the Milla, neither the leader
nor the followers know that they are misguided, which is also a possibility
envisaged here. In the regime of deception described in the Milla, the leader
is an impostor of the city-founding type (i.e. a false prophet), which is not quite
what is envisaged here, for the sinner who deliberately misleads his subjects
here is not the actual founder of the city, merely someone who changes it for
the worse. The difference may not matter much, however. Here as there al-
Farabi is struggling with what he sees as the errors of co-religionists whom he
recognizes as upright and devout. Their leaders have duped them knowingly or
unknowingly, from the start or at a later stage: the key point is that such people
are innocent victims.

Itis in the third city, confusingly labelled the erring city (al-madina al-dalla),
that we meet the city-founding impostor from the Milla again. It would have
been easier if al-Farabi had once more called it something to do with deception
(al-tamwih), especially as it is hard to see the reasons for the change; maybe he
was losing track of his own complicated nomenclature. In any case, he does say
that this city is led by a man who falsely claims to have received revelation and
who uses deception (tamwih), trickery (mukhada‘at) and delusion (ghurir) to
make his way. In other words, he is a pseudo-prophet using sleight-of-hand
to raise pseudo-miracles. It is by following such a man that people come to
pursue otherworldly happiness without having any chance of achieving it. Asin
the riyasat al-tamwih, all their beliefs about God, the active intellect and other
things are wrong from the start, for | the leader’s claim to receive revelation is
false (MF, 15, §19, cf. above, no. 5). The swindler is a member of the sinful city,
meaning that he once knew the truth and that he has perverted it for worldly
aims: he will be punished by otherworldly misery. As usual, the ignorant victims
will simply perish (MF, 16, § 9).

The concept of the pseudo-prophet has a long history in the ancient world
and figures prominently in pagan polemics against Judaism and Christianity
in antiquity, when philosophically inclined people would dismiss Moses and
Jesus (among many others) as mere tricksters who used magic to impress
people and make money out of them. This is also one of the ways in which
the Prophet’s claim to prophetic status is countered by his opponents in the
Quran. The argument had acquired fresh importance in the tenth century,
when some philosophers had once more taken to rejecting prophets (and
lesser religious leaders too) as swindlers. The two best examples are al-Sarakhsi
(d. 286/899) and Abu Bakr al-Razi (d. 313/925), who both dismissed prophets as
mere tricksters, revealed religion as illusory, and miracles as mere sleights-of-
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hand.2* But this is clearly not what al-Farabi is arguing here. On the contrary,
he distances himself from this view in another passage, in which he tells us
that some people reject all the symbols (i.e. revealed religion) as false coinage
because they do not realize that there are two levels of truth; they assume the
symbols to be a representation of the truth itself, so they take the genuine
objections one can raise to them to mean that they are false and that the
man who brings them is a trickster (mukhadi) in search of power and the
like (MF, 17, § 6). Al-Farabi would have none of these views. The prophets were
not swindlers to him, but on the contrary great philosophers with intellects
so developed that they received what was popularly known as revelations. His
impostors were religious leaders of a lesser kind.

If he had concrete examples in mind, one would assume the leaders of the
Ismailis to have been among them. Like the philosophers, the Ismailis seemed
to downplay the prophets by vaunting bearers of alternative (originally Gnostic,
later philosophical) knowledge, namely their imams; and some Ismailis were
said to have cursed all prophets as impostors in Bahrayn in 319/931, some twenty
years before al-Farab1's death, when they welcomed their imam and messiah as
a manifestation of God on earth.2® To the Sunnis, Ismailis thus came across as
sharing the views of radical philosophers such as Abai Bakr al-Razi; the philoso-
phers had concocted their | outrageous arguments for Shi‘ite consumption,
bi-tariq al-tamwih, by means of deception, as al-Ghazzali put it, claiming that
this was how the Ismaili heresy was born.26 Al-Farabi is trying to distance him-
self from that image, too. His overall message is that true philosophers are not
in the business of attacking revealed religion, that on the contrary they are fully
aware of the difference between genuine prophets, wrongly impugned by some
erring philosophers and Ismailis, and mere impostors such as al-Muqanna“ and
other famous heresiarchs who established religious communities by tamwih
and in whose ranks al-Farabi probably included the leaders of the Ismailis
themselves.?” He condemns all such impostors to terrible afterlives.

24  See al-Birani in F. Rosenthal (1943), Ahmad b. at-Tayyib al-Sarahsi, New Haven, p. 51;
S. Stroumsa (1999), Freethinkers of Medieval Islam, Leiden, pp. 93sqq.

25  H.Halm (1991), Das Reich des Mahdi, Munich, pp. 230sqq. (English tr., id. (1996), The Empire
of the Mahdi, Leiden, pp. 257sqq.).

26  Al-Ghazzali (1993), Fada@’ih al-batiniyya, Amman, p. 24 (chap. 3, section 2; reproduced in
L. Goldziher (1916), Streitschrift des Gazali gegen die Batinijja-Sekte, Leiden, p. 43 n.1).

27  This is so whether or not Daiber is right to see his political thought as influenced by
theirs (H. Daiber (1996), “Political Philosophy,” in S.H. Nasr and O. Leaman (eds.), History
of Islamic Philosophy, London and New York, pp. 848sq.). It is true that the Ismaili sub-
stratum that Daiber discerns in al-Farab?’s political thought is so large that the simplest
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(7) Al-Siyasa al-madaniyya

The six pagan cities reappear in full in the Siyasa madaniyya, where they
are discussed at considerable length along with two wrong constitutions of
other kinds, plus people without political organization of their own, mostly
the above-mentioned nawabit, but also humans of a beastly nature (al-bahimiy-
yun).28 The ignorant cities bear much the same names as in the preceding work.
The first is the minimalist city or society (al-madina al-darariyya, al-ijtima“
al-darart), in which people cooperate to acquire the necessities of life by agri-
culture, pastoralism, hunting or for that matter robbery, or by a combination
of such activities.2® Next comes the base city or society (madinat al-nadhala,
ijtima‘ ahl al-nadhala), Plato’s oligarchy, in which people cooperate in order to
procure wealth over and above the minimalist level, seeking to accumulate as
much of it as they can while spending as little as possible on necessities. They
do this on the basis of the same occupations as in the necessity city, but with
the addition of commerce.3° Next we have the city or society of base frivolity
(madinat al-khissa, al-ijtima“ al-khasis), in which people cooperate to enjoy |
sensual pleasures or amusements, or both, which ignorant people rate as the
acme of happiness and joy because it requires the accumulation of both neces-
sities and wealth to come about.3! Al-Farabi is clearly thinking in terms of a
socio-economic progression here: we start with a society in which all are food
producers (unless they are robbers), move from there to one in which some
leave the land to engage in commerce and trade, and end in an unproduc-
tive society in which all are living off other people’s labour, like the elite in
al-FarabT's own Baghdad. But the third stage could also be reached by conquest.

explanation for it would be that al-Farabi had once been an Ismaili himself; but even if
that is accepted, he clearly is not writing as one. In my own view, the similarities between
Ismaili and Farabian thought are better explained as parallel developments of the same
heritage, and there is no reason to think that al-Farabi was, or ever had been, a Shi‘ite of
any kind: see P. Crone (2004), Medieval Islamic Political Thought, Edinburgh, p. 182; and
also Nelly Lahoud in this volume [Ed.: “Al-Farabi: On Religion and Philosophy,” Mélanges
de [’ Université Saint-Joseph 57, 2004, pp. 283—301].

28  Allarelisted at al-Farabi, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, p. 87, English tr. F.M. Najjar,
“Alfarabi, The Political Regime,” in Lerner and Mahdi (eds.), Medieval Political Philosophy,
pp. 41sq.

29  Al-Farabi, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, p. 88 = Najjar, “Alfarabi, The Political
Regime,” pp. 42.5q.

30  Ibid, pp. 88sq. = p. 43.

31 Ibid, p.89 = p. 43.
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People who indulged in pleasure would usually grow effete and lose their iras-
cible faculty, but it was also possible for the irascible faculty to be placed at the
service of the appetitive faculty, he observed, switching from socio-economic to
psychological analysis; this, he said, could be seen in steppe and desert dwellers
such as the Turks and the Arabs, whose nobles (ashraf) were much given to
sensual pleasures and conquest alike.32

The fourth constitution is timocracy (al-madina al-karamiyya, ijtima‘ al-
karama), in which people cooperate in order to acquire honour.3® They do
so by pursuing one of the objectives of the constitutions already discussed,
i.e. necessities, wealth or pleasure, or that of a constitution to come, namely
domination; but they pursue them as means to honour, and the rulers may do
so to the point that they will give away the goods they obtain because honour is
all they want for themselves.34 The honour regime is thus a nobler version of the
other four. It may be from another city that the honour comes, but the citizens
may also honour one another, either equally or unequally. In the first case they
exchange equal amounts of honour at different times in return for different
services, an odd idea which seems to be designed to allow for honour in a
democracy. In the second case, the unequal exchange results in the formation
of a hierarchy. A hierarchy based on honour will resemble one based on virtue,
especially when it is benefaction to others that is the source of honour, and for
this reason al-Farabi deems timocracy to be the best of the ignorant regimes.35
The ruler will collect the wealth with which he confers benefits on his subjects
through taxation or conquest, retaining a certain amount for himself to be
spent on magnificent buildings, clothing and other things held to magnify his
position; he will also designate a successor to ensure the survival of his | fame.
In effect, then, a timocracy is simply a normal kingdom of the best type, that
is to say one in which government is exercised for the benefit of the subjects
rather than the king himself.

In Aristotle, kingship (Ar. mulk) degenerates into tyranny (Ar. taghallub).36
In al-Farabi, where no attention has been paid to the transformation of regimes
so far, it is timocracy which does so. More precisely, al-Farabi says that excessive

32 Ibid, pp.102sq. = p. 52.

33 Ibid, pp. 89sqq. = pp. 43s5qq.

34  Ibid, p. 92 = p. 45. Honour can also be based on noble ancestry, but the ancestors will
have acquired their nobility by procuring necessities, wealth, pleasure or power, as we are
explicitly told (ibid., p. 91 = p. 44).

35  Ibid, pp. 93sq. = p. 46 (where the translation is not quite right).

36  Aristotle, NE 1160b = Akhlag, ed. Badaws, p. 294, 8.
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love of honour will turn a timocracy into a city of despots (madinat al-jabbarin),
which in its turn is apt to turn into a city or society of domination (madi-
nat/ijtima‘ al-taghallub).3” Neither constitution is exactly the same as tyranny,
but tyranny forms part of both.

In a city or society of domination, we are told, people cooperate to secure
power for its own sake, the three basic modes of power being killing people,
enslaving them and taking their property, all of which may be done either by
stealth or by open confrontation (the two ways in which people kill and enslave
animals, as noted elsewhere).38 The starting point for such a city is a situation
in which all the inhabitants love power. When all of them are crude, cruel
and irascible men much given to sensual over-indulgence (after the fashion of
Turkish and Arab nomads), they are enemies of everybody else and think that
they should dominate everything and everybody. They will direct their energy
at outsiders and conquer them, and if they proceed to live as neighbours of
their victims in the same city, they will form a city of domination in respect
of half the population (madinat al-taghallub fi nisfiha)—what we could call a
conquest society. The ruling stratum may be either egalitarian or ranked, al-
Farabi says.3? The rulers’ need for cooperation stops them treating each other
as callously as they do outsiders, but their competition may lead to a situation
in which one man dominates everybody else with the help of followers who
will hand over everything they take in return for being maintained by him, like
hunting dogs and falcons. All others will be reduced to slaves of this man and till
the soil or trade without any power over anything, themselves included. This
is a city of domination in respect of the ruler alone (madinat al-taghallub bi-
malikiha fagat)—what we could call tyranny.0

The city of domination thus comes in several versions, but all pursue power
as an end in itself, and this is what distinguishes them from other societies, in
which power is sought as a means to other things, such as necessities, wealth,
pleasure or honour. According to al-Farabi, many people would apply the term
“city of domination” to societies of the latter kind as well, but he would pre-
fer not to, for at best they are cities of domination in a different sense. There

37  Al-Farabi, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, p. 94, 3 = Najjar, “Alfarabi, The Political
Regime,” p. 46. In Plato, it is democracy that degenerates into tyranny (Republic 562a).

38 Ibid., p. 94 = pp. 46sq.; compare al-Madina al-fadila, ed. Walzer, chap. 18, §12; al-Jahiz
(1938-1958), Kitab al-Hayawan, ed. ‘A.-S.M. Haran, Cairo, vol. 1, p. 44.

39  Al-Farabi, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, p. 96 (for al-jitima‘ in line 2, read al-
taghallub) = Najjar, “Alfarabi, The Political Regime,” pp. 475sq. (for “association” in line 8
up, read “domination”).

40 Ibid, p. 95, 4-6; p. 96, 7-15 = pp. 475q.
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are three possibilities, he says, namely that power is being pursued as an end
in itself, that both power and other things are being pursued as such ends in
themselves, and that power is being used as a means to other things alone.
(The copyists mixed up these three possibilities with the three that have already
been discussed, i.e. a city dominant in respect of all inhabitants, half the pop-
ulation, or just one man).*! Where power is seen as a means to other things,
people will not use force if they can get what they want in other ways; they may
even refuse to use it unless it positively enhances their noble characteristics;
and if they win, they will use as little as possible against the defeated popu-
lation. They may also fight jihad, i.e. war with a high moral purpose, without
wanting any domination at all when they win.4?> People who love honour will
behave in some of these ways, he says, but most cities of domination (mudun
al-taghallubiyya) are cities of despots (mudun al-jabbariyyin) rather than tim-
ocracies.

So here we have the city of despots again, once more without further expla-
nation, but it is fairly clear now what is going on. Those who pursue power as
an end in itself and those who pursue both power and other things as ends
in themselves (groups one and two of his confusing scheme a couple of lines
higher up) are being put together under the label of “despots” and contrasted
with those to whom power is a means to other things (group three). What al-
Farabi is really trying to say is that most people use force in satisfaction of their
own, selfish aims (groups one and two), whereas a few use it to achieve higher
objectives (group three). “Despots” are all those who are out to please them-
selves: they are pursuing coercive power because they like wielding it and/or
because they can use it to obtain base things such as necessities, wealth, and
carnal pleasures. By contrast, devotees of honour will (or at least may) use it to
secure benefits for others, and the same is true of people striving for virtue,
who are not explicitly mentioned here, but who are alluded to in the refer-
ence to jihad. In other words, al-Farabi is saying that it was a mistake to apply
the term “city of domination” to societies pursuing necessities, wealth, plea-
sure, power and honour, as so many people did, for the term should in his view
be reserved | for societies in which power was pursued for its own sake, but
one could indeed call all or most such societies “cities of despots,” since all or
most of them debased power by pursuing it in satisfaction of their own desires
instead of placing it in the service of morally worthy aims.

41 Thegloss at p. 97, lines 4sq. is mistaken and the text is in disarray.
42 Al-Farabi, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, pp. 96, 17-98, 5 = Najjar, “Alfarabi, The
Political Regime,” pp. 48sq.
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He uses the concept of despotism again in another context, where he men-
tions that cities devoted to wealth or pleasure are apt to feel superior to others,
seeing themselves as refined and sophisticated, and dismissing others as crude.
If such people have the means to get their wealth and pleasures by force, they
are jabbars, he says; if they do not, they are simply stupid.#® The Buayid and
Hamdanid elites would presumably fall into the first category: as military men,
they liked wielding coercive power and used it to secure wealth and pleasure
for themselves. In the second category one suspects that al-Farabi placed the
many Baghdadis who sided with the grammarian al-Sirafi in his famous debate
with the Christian philosopher Abii Bishr Matta b. Yanus in 320/932: politically
weak and materially spoilt, most Baghdadis were also too bigoted, as al-Farabi
saw it, to concede that they could learn from the Greeks, or indeed the Chris-
tians.*4

When he says that a timocracy may develop into a city of jabbarin, and then
into a city of taghallub, he means that a city pursuing honour may initially
turn into one in which coercive power is being used to acquire material goods
as ends in themselves rather than as an instrument for the acquisition of
honour, which resembled virtue in the philosophical sense when it rested on
benefaction to others. Once this transformation has taken place, the city may
degenerate further into a city of domination of the pure type, in which people
use coercive power simply because they like it, whether this is true of all of
them, half of them, or just one man.

In such a city, he tells us, people take so keen a pleasure in overcoming and
humiliating others that they will not take what they need unless it involves
the use of force: for example, there are some who will not kill a sleeping man
in order to rob him, but who will rather wake him up first. This is clearly a
reference to the bedouin, whose code of honour al-Farabi is here presenting in
the worst of lights.#> | Others, he says, will kill for the most trivial gains, and here

43  Al-Farabi, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, p. 98, 6-17 = Najjar, “Alfarabi, The Political
Regime,” p. 49.

44  See F.W. Zimmermann (1981), Al-Farabi’s Commentary and Short Treatise on Aristotle’s De
Interpretatione, Oxford, pp. cxxiisqq.; cf. also pp. cvisqq., for the relationship between Aba
Bishr and al-Farabi.

45  Al-Farabi, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, p. 95, 1, misplaced by a line and a half (it
should continue the statement ending at p. 94, 15 = Najjar, “Alfarabi, The Political Regime,”
p. 47). Compare A. Musil (1928), The Manners and Customs of the Rwala Bedouins, New
York, pp. 495sq.: a culprit while asleep may not be killed by an avenger, for a sleeping
bedouin is as good as dead. The bedouin of the Negev today also consider it disgraceful
to kill a sleeping man for vengeance, again on the grounds that he is as good as dead; and
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he explicitly gives the Arabs (i.e. bedouin) as an example.#6 It is also the Turks
and the Arabs (again meaning nomads/people of nomadic origin) who figured
as examples of people who use power as a means to pleasure, making their
irascible faculty the servant of their appetites. He clearly detested the Turks
and the bedouin who infested his world as upstart rulers, soldiers, warlords,
robbers and brigands, and he seems to have found bedouin particularly hard
to bear, at least in this work. One wonders if this is what gave rise to the story
that he was killed by one. In any case, it is presumably because they irked him
so much that he felt impelled to locate them on his map of “cities,” thereby
starting a line of thinking that was to bear extraordinary fruit in the work of
Ibn Khaldan.

The last ignorant city is democracy, called ijtima“ al-hurriyya, “the society
of freedom,” madina al-jama‘iyya, “the city of the community/majority,” and
madinat al-ahrar, “the city of the free#” Here as in the Madina fadila, it is
a polity in which everybody is free to do what he wants. People are equal,
without any distinction between natives and immigrants; there is no hierarchy
of virtue or anything resembling it, and the rulers hold power by the will of
their subjects, whose wishes they follow. In truth, there are no rulers and ruled
at all. The inhabitants do however honour and obey those who protect their
freedom against external enemies, expecting them to live abstemious lives
while enabling others to satisfy their desires. Their other leaders are really
their equals or inferiors, for some of these leaders are paid and honoured
in proportion with the services they render, and therefore not regarded as
superior, while others are paid and honoured for doing nothing at all (which
makes them inferior in the sense of indebted to their paymasters); leaders of
the second type are found either because the inhabitants happen to like them
or because their ancestors were rulers.*® In fact, we are told, the positions
of leadership are bought for money in all ignorant polities, but especially in
democracies because nobody has a better right to such positions than anyone
else, so that when somebody holds office, it is either because people have

if no vengeance is involved, the victim’s group may kill four men of the killer’s group or
claim quadruple blood-money (S. Bar Zvi (1991), The Jurisdiction among the Negev Bedouin,
Ministry of Defence, Tel Aviv, p. 95 (Hebrew), brought to my attention with an English
summary by Frank Stewart).

46  Al-Farabi, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, p. 97, 10 = Najjar, “Alfarabi, The Political
Regime,” p. 48.

47  1Ibid, p. 88, 3 (reading wa for f7), pp. 99sqq. = pp. 42, 50sqq.

48  Ibid., pp. 99sq. = p. 50.



AL-FARABI'S IMPERFECT CONSTITUTIONS 295

allowed him to do so voluntarily or because they have received money or some
other compensation from him.49

This is somewhat mystifying. Plato does of course identify democracy as a
regime of freedom in which everybody can do what he likes,%° but al-Farabi
must be following other sources in his discussion of the leaders. Those who
are being paid for doing nothing may have been ceremonial kings and pro
forma officials.>! Those who are paid in proportion with the services they ren-
der, thereby retaining their equality with everybody else, were presumably paid
magistrates, identified as equal on the basis of a statement such as Aristotle’s
remark that in a democracy they would be elected in accordance with the egal-
itarian principle of governing and being governed in turn:52 some such remark
could well have been inserted in al-Farabl's Arabic version of the Republic. But
it is hard to see how al-Farabi squared all this with his odd claim regarding the
purchase of office in democracies. This too must rest on a comment inserted
by the translator or epitomizer, but the comment must surely have been to the
effect that magistrates were paid in all imperfect polities, especially in democ-
racies (because offices were open to the poor). Not knowing the real reason
why magistrates were paid in democracies, the epitomizer or translator seems
to have found the explanation in Plato’s statement that in a democracy “there
is no compulsion to exercise authority even if you are capable of it,” or, as Ibn
Rushd renders it, “no one is compelled to undertake any of the useful civic mat-
ters”:53 since nobody had a duty to serve, people had to be coaxed into taking
office. But al-Farabi inverts the entire argument: positions of leadership are
bought with particular frequency in democracies because nobody has a right
to leadership, so that people only take office when others let them do so, vol-
untarily or in return for payment. Somebody seems to have misread a whole
string of active forms as passives. It happens easily enough in Arabic (where
expressions for buying and selling are also easily confused), but it is still pecu-
liar.

Al-Farabi's main point regarding the leadership in democracies is that the
citizens do not want a truly virtuous man to rule them. Nobody capable of

49  Ibid, p. 101, 6-11 (reading mutatawwi‘in for mutatawwilin) = p. 51.

50  Plato, Republic 557b.

51 To al-Farabi, they may have sounded like descendants of the Prophet (suggested by Paul
Walker).

52 Aristotle, Politics 1279a 13, 1317b 15.

53  Plato, Republic 557€; E.L]. Rosenthal (ed. and tr.) (1956), Averroes’ Commentary on Plato’s
“Republic”, Cambridge, p. 93, English tr. p. 230; R. Lerner (tr.) (1974), Averroes on Plato’s
Republic, Ithaca and London, p. 128.
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directing them to happiness is likely to become their leader (as proved by
the example of Plato, presumably); and if one should do so by accident, they
will challenge his leadership, depose or kill him (as proved by the example of
Socrates, presumably). The same is true of other cities, he says. For all that,
it is in a democracy and a minimalist city that a virtuous regime is most
likely to emerge—in a minimalist city probably because it | is virgin ground
as far as ideas about the highest good are concerned, and in a democracy
because everybody is free to pursue what he regards as the best thing in life,
so that all constitutions will be represented in it, including the virtuous one.
Everybody likes to live in the democratic city, al-Farabi says in agreement with
Plato, because it is the happiest and most admirable city (in their view, one
assumes); people migrate there, mix and multiply, and the result is that the
city is patchwork of everything; it is like a variegated cloth with all kinds of
figures and colours: even virtuous men will grow up in it. Precisely how they
might overcome the problem that their fellow-citizens will oppose, depose or
kill them if they rise to the leadership is not explained.>*

So much for the ignorant polities. The imperfect regimes based on meta-
physical systems have been reduced to two, the sinful ( fasiga) and the erring
(dalla) city. Here as in the Madina fadila, the sinful city is one in which peo-
ple have the right beliefs but do not act on them,; their aims are jahili, and
they come in as many forms as there are jahili constitutions.>® The erring city,
on the other hand, is one in which people are given wrong imitations of the
highest truth, with wrong prescriptions of how to act, that is to say they follow
wrong religions. This city is a broader category here than in the Madina fadila in
that it seems to include not just communities founded by pseudo-prophets, but
also religions changed by gradual corruption or by the preaching of heretics, so
that it has absorbed the “changed” constitution of the Madina fadila.>% But not
much is said about either city. What really preoccupies al-Farabi in this work,
once he has finished with the pagan cities, is not entire communities guilty of
philosophical and/or religious errors, but rather individuals propagating such
errors, the nawabit.

54  Al-Farabi, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, pp. 100sqq. = Najjar, “Alfarabi, The Political
Regime,” pp. 50sqq.; cf. also al-Madina al-fadila, ed. Walzer, chap. 18, §18; Plato, Republic
557¢—d.

55  Al-Farabi, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, pp. 103sq. = Najjar, “Alfarabi, The Political
Regime,” p. 53 (where the translation is misleading).

56  Ibid, p.104 = p. 53.
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Nawabit and bahimiyyin

The nawabit (sprouts, weeds) are people who do not form polities of their own,
but rather live as scattered individuals or in loose groups in other cities, in
which they are like unwanted growth in fields.5? They would seem always to be
bad. They only appear in the Siyasa madaniyya and the Madina fadila, and they
are contrasted with the virtuous city in both.58 In line with this, virtuous peo-
ple in imperfect | polities are never called weeds, but rather cast as chimaeras,
if only in the Milla, where both they and their converse, ignorant individu-
als in virtuous communities, are compared to animals with the head of one
species and the feet of another.5® This is odd, for the term nawabit may have
its origins in Plato’s Republic, in which it does stand for virtuous men: philoso-
phers are here said to be produced involuntarily and to grow up of their own
accord in societies other than the ideal city that Socrates is construing. This
seems to have been preserved in at least one of the Arabic epitomes, for Ibn
Bajja (d. 533/1138) later uses the term in its Platonic sense, harmonizing it with
al-FarabT's by having it encompass misfits of both types.6° This is the second
occasion on which we find al-Farabi inverting a statement in Plato, the first
being discussion of offices in democratic polities. In both cases the Andalusians
seem to have been better informed. Did he use an epitome of Plato’s Republic
different from theirs?6!

57  Al-Farabi, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, pp. 104sqq.

58 See al-Farabi, al-Madina al-fadila, ed. Walzer, chap. 15, §15; K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed.
Najjar, p. 87, 5 = Najjar, “Alfarabi, The Political Regime,” pp. 41sq.; and the reference given
above, n. 57.

59 See al-Farabi, Fusil, ed. Dunlop/Najjar, § 88/93; al-Madina al-fadila, ed. Walzer, chap. 16,
§11; K. al-Milla, §14 (ed. Mahdji, pp. 55sq. = tr. Mallet, pp. 132s5q.).

60  Plato, Republic 520b; Ibn Bajja, Tadbir al-mutawahhid, in M. Fakhry (ed.) (1968), Rasa’il
Ibn Bajja al-ilahiyya, Beirut, pp. 42sq. (fols. 166, 1672); partial tr. L. Berman, “Avempace,
The Governance of the Solitary,” in Lerner and Mahdi (eds.), Medieval Political Philosophy,
pp. 122133, pp. 1275q.; O. Leaman (1980), “Ibn Bajja on Society and Philosophy,” Der Islam
57, p- 115. M.S. Kochin continues Ibn Bajja’s use of the word, inadvertently conveying the
impression that al-Farabi used it too (see M.S. Kochin (1999), “Weeds Cultivating the
Imagination in Medieval Arabic Political Philosophy,” Journal of the History of Ideas 6o,
PP- 399—416, drawn to my attention by Nelly Lahoud). For a discussion of the terminology,
see also I. Alon (1989), “Farabr’s Funny Flora. Al-Nawabit as ‘Opposition,” Arabica 36,
pp. 56—90; W. al-Qadi (1993), “The Earliest ‘Nabita’ and the Paradigmatic ‘Nawabit}” Studia
Islamica 78, pp. 27-61.

61  See the previous note and above, p. 207 [Ed.: p. 295 in the present volume]. Compare also
n. 107, where Ibn Rushd has an image of the furious wild beasts from the Republic that one
does not seem to find in al-Farabi.
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However the development of the term is to be explained, al-Farab1's nawabit
would appear always to be monotheists who have gone astray one way or the
other rather than pagans ignorant of afterlife. He divides them into numer-
ous subgroups in the sm. The first three are guilty of pursuing pagan aims.
Unlike the sinners described under the rubric of mudun fasiqa, they do not
just engage in acts at variance with their convictions; they also try to per-
suade themselves and others that their acts are in accordance with the truth—
in all three cases apparently meaning the truth as presented in religion. All
three, in other words, abuse religion for private gain. Some of them act like
virtuous people, but with the intention of achieving honour, wealth or leader-
ship: they are hypocrites or posers. Al-Farabi calls them mutagannisin, which
Mahdi translates as opportunists, but which literally means people who lay
traps and ensnare prey.62 A story about Bajkam (d. 329/941), a | general in al-
Farab1’s Baghdad, has it that he was once moved to tears by a Sufi preacher
and offered him a thousand dirhams, convinced that the holy man would
refuse the gift; when the Sufi took the money, he realized that he had been
duped (hila tammat ‘alayya) and remarked that “we are all hunters, only our
nets are different.”63 One would assume it to be posers of this kind that al-
Farabi has in mind. He deals with them in the Madina fadila too, again as
hunters, but from a rather different angle to which I shall come back.6* Reli-
gious posers and tricksters loomed large in people’s minds in al-Farabi’s time, 5
to be immortalized in the Magamat of al-Hamadhani (d. 398/1008) and his imi-
tators.

“Weeds” of the second type twist the lawgiver’s words with fanciful allegor-
ical interpretations (ta’wil) in order to achieve illicit aims, while those of the
third type simply misunderstand the lawgiver’s intention, so that they unwit-
tingly act in ways contrary to his law. The former are muharrifa, a term normally
used for people who distort or change their scripture, and the latter are mariga,
a term normally applied to the early Muslim sect of militant fundamentalists,
the Kharijites. The acts of the second group are kharija ‘an the lawgiver’s inten-

62  Al-Farabi, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, p. 104 = Najjar, “Alfarabi, The Political
Regime,” pp. 535q.

63  Al-Tanakhi (1971-1972), Nishwar al-muhadara, ed. ‘A. al-Shalji, Beirut, vol. 11, p. 359 (n. 190)
= D.S. Margoliouth (tr.) (1922), The Table-Talk of a Mesopotamian Judge, part 1, London,
p- 294. It was an old metaphor in the Near East; cf. Luke 5, 10, where Jesus tells the
fishermen at Lake Gennesaret that henceforth they will be catching men.

64  See al-Farabi, al-Madina al-fadila, ed. Walzer, chap. 18, §12.

65  They also appear in Tamer, “Politisches Denken”: see the third treatise of his texts.
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tion, as al-Farabi slyly remarks.®¢ He is using old terms of abuse in a new context
here, and being highly offensive with it, for the first term referred primarily to
Jews and Christians and the second also implied that the people in question
had gone beyond Islam: it is famously derived from a statement by the Prophet
predicting the appearance of people who would pass through (yamruguna)
the religion as an arrow passes through the quarry.57 Al-Farabr’s target is prob-
ably Sufis again, condemned for their antinomianism and generally strange
behaviour here: they would twist things so as to make orgies look like acts
of piety, as al-Tanukhi says;58 they walked about dirty, naked, offending every-
body’s sense of propriety in this and many other ways.5?

If the “weeds” of the first three types would all appear to be Sufs, the
rest are clearly philosophers who do not understand the true relationship
between philosophy and religion (meaning that they do not share al-Farabi’s
understanding of it). They appear in the Madina fadila, too, and though they
are not called “weeds” there, the two presentations go so well together I shall
amalgamate them here.

The best of these “weeds” are honest truth-seekers. They reject the imagina-
tive constructs of religion as false coins ( yuzayyifunaha), undoubtedly (though
this is not explicitly stated) because they do not realize that such constructs
should be understood as symbols expressing a higher truth. The way to deal
with them is to initiate them into the higher stages of knowledge until they
are satisfied. This may involve taking them all the way to the level of the truth
(martabat al-haqq), where they are taught philosophy (Aikma) and made to
understand things as they really are.”°

66  Al-Farabi, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, p. 104 = Najjar, “Alfarabi, The Political
Regime,” p. 54 (where mariga is translated as apostates).

67  AJ. Wensinck and others (1936-1969), Concordance et indices de la tradition musulmane, 8
vols., Leiden, s.v. mrg.

68  Al-Tanuakhi, Nishwar, ed. al-Shalji, vol. 111, p. 227 (n. 148) = D.S. Margoliouth (tr.) (n.d.), The
Table-Talk of a Mesopotamian Judge, parts 11 and v11, Hyderabad [reprinted from Islamic
Culture 3-6,1929-1932], pp. 2275q.

69  The possibility, raised by Nelly Lahoud, that the reference might be to theologians willing
to argue by recourse to lying (kadhib), deceptive reasoning (mughalata), calumny (baht)
and violence (mukabara) (al-Farabi, lhsa’ al-‘ulium, ed. Amin, p. 13 = tr. Najjar, “Alfarabi,
The Enumeration of the Sciences,” p. 30) seems remote to me, among other things because
these theologians are described as defending the faith, holding all means to be lawful
against its enemies and stupid people, whereas the muharrifa are described as twisting
the faith to further their own interests.

70  Al-Farabji, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, pp. 104sq. = Najjar, “Alfarabi, The Political
Regime,” p. 54; al-Madina al-fadila, ed. Walzer, chap. 17, § 4. It is curious that it is always
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Some, however, continue to reject the constructs of religion however high
the level at which they are instructed, even that of the truth itself. The trouble
with them is either that they are pursuing jahilt aims or else that their intellects
are deficient. Those pursuing jahili aims are trying to get around the law, aware
that it stands in their way. They will reject the symbols partly by focusing on
their genuine weaknesses (mawadi al-inad) and partly by faultfinding and
sophistry (mughalata wa-tamwih), which they also use to discount the truth
itself, in particular the concept of happiness (after death, saada).” In other
words, they reject both revealed religion and philosophy as understood by al-
Farabi, apparently because they do not believe in the immortality of the soul.
This suggests that they were philosophers of the type classified as “naturalists”
(tabrtyyun) by al-Ghazzali: people who studied animals and plants and who
held the soul and the body to die together, a view which supposedly allowed
them to indulge in unbridled satisfaction of their own desires.”?

Those suffering from limited intellects continue to reject the religious sym-
bols as counterfeit currency because their (religious) imaginations are defi-
cient, and again taking them to the level of truth will not help, for they cannot
understand that either. They think that people who believe themselves to have
been guided to it are in fact the victims of deception, and that the alleged guide

the Ismailis, not the falasifa, who are accused by their opponents of taking their adepts
through increasingly infidel stages of thought.

71 Al-Farabi, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, p. 105 = Najjar, “Alfarabi, The Political
Regime,” p. 54; al-Madina al-fadila, ed. Walzer, chap. 17, § 5; compare also p. 17, §3, and
Walzer’s commentary thereto (equating mughalata with paralogismos). Both mughalit
and mumawwih are given as translations of sophistés, sophistikos, transliterated as sufista’,
in W. Heinrichs (1978), “Der antike Verkniipfung von Phantasia und Dichtung bei den
Arabern,” Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft (zDMG) 128, p. 261 n. 26.

72 Al-Ghazzali (1959), al-Mungidh min al-dalal, ed. and tr. F. Jabre, Beirut, p. 19 and French
tr. p. 72; English tr. in WM. Watt (1953), The Faith and Practice of al-Ghazalt, Edinburgh,
pp. 30sq. (where they clearly read Galen). Al-Ghazzali also takes issue with people who
say that death is “pure nothing” and hold humans to be as perishable as animals or plants
in his Mizan al-‘amal (ed. S. Dunya, Cairo 1964, pp. 185sq.), in his Faysal al-tafriga bayna ’l-
islam wa’l-zandaqa (ed. S. Dunya, Cairo 1961, pp. 193, 1-194, 4; German tr. F. Griffel (1998),
Uber Rechtgliubigkeit und religidse Toleranz. Eine Ubersetzung der Schrift Das Kriterium
der Unterscheidung zwischen Islam und Gottlosigkeit (Faysal at-tafriga bayna l-Islam wa-z-
zandaga), Zurich, pp. 74, 75; English tr. S.A. Jackson (2002), On the Boundaries of Theolog-
ical Tolerance in Islam, Abu Hamid al Ghazali’s Faysal al Tafrika, Oxford, p. 111) and in his
Kimiya-yi sa‘adat (ed. H. Khadivjam, Tehran 1380, vol. 1, pp. 65, 13sqq.; English epitome,
C. Field (tr.) (1991), Al-Ghazali, The Alchemy of Happiness, revised by E.L. Daniel, London
and New York, pp. 23, 415qq.).
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is either a swindler (khadi‘) in search of honour and power or a man deluded by
his own efforts to find the truth (maghriar mujtahid).” In short, these “weeds”
are philosophers who reject the truth of conventional religion, dismissing all
prophets as false.

There is another reference to people who will have none of conventional
religion in the Madina fadila, in the context of the corrupt (fasida) views
of the ancients on which ignorant and erring cities are here declared to be
based. One of these ancient views is that there was no God running this world,
no spiritual beings monitoring people’s acts, no reward or punishment in the
hereafter, and no benefit to be derived from worship or renunciation of the
good things in life: all claims regarding such things were so many ruses and
traps (hiyal, makayid, masayid) devised by those who did not have the ability
to take the good things in life by force (mughalaba); on the surface they would
spurn these things, so that their conduct was described as divine, but this was
simply their way to obtain honour, power, property, pleasure or freedom ( jahil
aims); just as wild beasts were hunted now openly and now by stealth, so the
good things in life could be obtained both by toughness (musalaba) and by
deception.”

The swindlers to which this ancient view refers seem to be to posers such
as the mutaqannisin mentioned before, not, or not just, would-be prophets,
for prophets were associated with war, not with working by stealth, and there
is no reference to false miracles here. But the view is certainly extreme: a/l
religious scholars and ascetics (and perhaps prophets too) are dismissed as
tricksters laying traps after the fashion of the Sufi who ensnared Bajkam; a/l
are seen as purveying opium to the people in Marx’ immortal phrase, the stress
here being on the benefits obtained by the dealers rather than the addicts.
What is described is a tenth-century version of | Epicureanism. It is close to
the views of Abii Bakr al-Razi, who blamed the religious scholars (“goatbeards,”
as he called them) for inculcating the superstitions that constituted so-called
revealed religion (brought by so-called prophets).” But al-Razi did believe in
reward and punishment by means of reincarnation, and the reference is in any
case unlikely to be to him alone. That heaven and hell had been invented by

73 Al-Farabi, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, p. 105 = Najjar, “Alfarabi, The Political
Regime,” pp. 545q. (mujtahid omitted from the translation); al-Madina al-fadila, ed. Walzer,
chap. 17, §6.

74  Al-Farabi, al-Madina al-fadila, ed. Walzer, chap. 18, §1, 12. Nelly Lahoud understands the
passage differently (see her paper in this volume [Ed.: Lahoud, “Al-Farabi"]).

75  In Aba Hatim al-Razi (1977), Alam al-nubuwwa, ed. S. al-Sawi, Tehran, pp. 31sq.
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religious scholars to frighten people was a well-known idea at the time. “For his
own sordid ends the pulpit he ascends, and though he disbelieves in resurrec-
tion, makes all his hearers quail,” as al-Ma‘arri (d. 449/1058) said.”® Those who
held the soul and the body to die together were among the proponents of this
view.”?

Al-Farabi did not believe the soul to die with the body, or not any more,”® and
he describes the cynical view of religion in order to distance himself from it.
But he shared the cynics’ contempt for hypocrites and posers, the hunters with
their traps and nets who pretended not to care about worldly goods precisely
because they wanted them, and this comes across strongly at the end of the
passage. When such people succeed, they are celebrated and honoured, he
bitterly remarks, whereas people who behave similarly in a genuine desire for
the truth are considered failures, or praised in a mocking tone, or encouraged
to continue so as to leave more goods for others. This was apparently how he
felt he was treated himself. He saw himself as living an ascetic life for the sake of
philosophy, not for worldly success, and we have no reason to think otherwise;
but success and appreciation clearly would not have come amiss, and this he
never achieved.

Not all the “weeds” who dismiss conventional religion are of the above type,
however. Al-Farabi lists another five types, though in effect they boil down
to three.” All are sceptics of one kind or another. Some suffer from fayra,
scepticism in the sense of inability to tell which religion is true.8% We are not

76 R.A. Nicholson (ed. and tr.) (1921), “The Meditations of Ma‘arri,” in his Studies in Islamic
Poetry, Cambridge, n. 128.

77  Al-Ghazzali, Kimiya-yi sa‘adat, ed. Khadivjam, 1, p. u3 = Field, The Alchemy of Happiness,
p- 41

78  He is on record as having rejected the concept of afterlife in his lost commentary of
Aristotle’s NE (S. Pines (1979), “The Limitations of Human Knowledge According to al-
Farabi, Ibn Bajja and Maimonides,” in I. Twersky (ed.), Studies in Mediaeval Jewish History
and Literature, Cambridge, Mass., pp. 825q.).

79  Most manuscripts only list two types before concluding with (or, oddly, shortly before)
a statement that the ruler of the city must treat all in a manner apt to cure them (see
al-Farabi, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, p. 106, note to line 8 = Najjar, “Alfarabi,
The Political Regime,” p. 57 1. 10). The Hyderabad manuscript, however, continues with a
further passage (included in both the text and the translation) describing three new types,
again ending with a statement showing that the section has come to an end; two of them
are variants of a position already mentioned.

80  Al-Farabi, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, p. 106 = Najjar, “Alfarabi, The Political
Regime,” p. 55 (no. 1). People driven to scepticism by dissatisfaction with the religious
symbols are also mentioned in al-Madina al-fadila, ed. Walzer, chap. 17, § 6.
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given any further | details. Others are extreme relativists: they hold the truth
to be whatever it seems to be to the individual at any given time.8! The last
group are sceptics in the sense that they do not believe that anything perceived
or thought (yudrak) is reliable. Some of them do accept that there may be a
truth, but hold that nothing reliable has been attained so far;%2 or they see
the truth as if in a dream or like things flashing from afar and accept that at
least some of those who claim to have attained it have actually done so but
insist that they will not reach it themselves—because they do not have the
time, the concentration, the capacity for hard work or the intellectual abilities,
al-Farabi says, though this is hardly how they put it themselves. Such people
devote themselves to disparaging what has been attained so far, feeling envious
of those who may have reached the truth; they will reject it with deceptive
arguments (agawil mumawwaha), or in other words with sophistry, and dismiss
those who may have reached it as innocent victims of delusion or outright
liars in search of honour, wealth or the like. Their ignorance and scepticism
is a cause of much pain to them, so they seek solace in the pursuit of jahili
aims and fun, sometimes claiming outright that happiness lies in such things,
that everybody else is deluded, and that they have reached this conclusion after
careful examination of all the positions.83

Sceptics are well attested in al-Farabi's time, and indeed before and after;84
it was from the ranks of the latter that the extreme relativists were recruited.
Such sceptics held that “all things are mere phantasy (tawahhum) and con-
jecture (hisban), that people grasp them only in accordance with their own
minds (meaning subjectively), and that there is no truth in reality,” as one of
them is supposed to have declared at the court of the ninth-century caliph al-
Ma’'mun.8> They were called hisbaniyya, “those who (write off knowledge as)
mere conjecture,” or sifista’iyya, sophists.86 When al-Ghazzali lost faith in his
ability to know anything at all, he realized that he had come to adopt the madh-
hab al-safasta, the doctrine of the sophists, even though he did not declare

81 Al-Farabi, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, p. 106 = Najjar, “Alfarabi, The Political
Regime,” p. 55 (n. 3) (not in al-Madina al-fadila).

82  Ibid, p.106 = p. 55 (nos. 2 and 4).

83  Ibid,, pp. 1065sq. = pp. 555q. (no. 5); cf. also the brief reference to them in al-Madina al-
fadila, ed. Walzer, chap. 17, § 6. For “sophistry,” see above, n. 70.

84  J.van Ess (1968), “Skepticism in Islamic Religious Thought,” al-Abhath 21, pp. 1-18.

85 Ibn ‘Abd Rabbih (1940-1953), al-Iqd al-farid, ed. A. Amin and others, 7 vols., Cairo, vol. 11,
pp. 4075q.; cited in Van Ess, “Skepticism,” p. 1, with the gloss accepted here.

86 See the references in Van Ess, “Skepticism,” nn. 3 and 4.
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himself to be one.8” Among the thoughts he entertained in that state was that
life is really a dream from which we will wake up when we die, to find every-
thing looking very differently from what it does now.88 It | may be this truth
awaiting us after death that al-FarabT’s sceptics have in mind when they see it
from afar, as if in a dream, and grant that it exists while denying that they are
going to attain it themselves.

Al-Farabi had undoubtedly encountered such people in real life. He is writ-
ing from personal experience, as someone who claims to have reached the truth
and who cannot bear to see his beautifully tended garden invaded by weeds of
so destructive a kind. They ruin wisdom by doing away with all the restraints
under which thinking normally operates, as he says at the end of the Madina

fadila, so that nothing is truer than anything else, but everything is false or alter-

natively everything is true, nothing at all being impossible.8° What maddens
him is that they reject the truth itself, meaning philosophy, not just conven-
tional religion. They are deadly enemies from within. On top of that they have
the nerve to use the very same argument against al-Farabi as against preachers
of false religion, namely that he and his likes are either deceiving themselves
or trying to deceive others for the sake of power, money or the like. No wonder
that he credits them with envy, laziness, stupidity, and existential pain so bad
that it had to be drowned in frivolous amusement.

That leaves us with the people of a beastly nature (al-bahimiyyian). They fig-
ure already in al-Farabr’s account of Plato’s philosophy, where they seem to
be a blanket category for the members of imperfect polities, for we are here
told that Plato investigated whether a man despairing of life in conformity
with philosophy should accept a bestial way of life or rather prefer death, as
Socrates had done, concluding that death is preferable.® Here their beastli-
ness is purely moral. In the sm, however, they are savages in terms of social and
cultural evolution as well. They are not madaniyyin (literally “civil” or “politi-
cal”), we are told; in other words, they do not live in communities based on a
moral code (ijtima‘at madaniyya). They may live together, but their groups are
mere herds in which they mate by mounting each other (instead of forming
permanent pairs); they may also live alone, like predatory animals. Either way,

87  Al-Ghazzali, al-Mungidh, ed. and tr. Jabre, pp. 13 and 65 = Watt, The Faith, p. 24.

88  Ibid, pp.13 and 65 = ibid., p. 23.

89  Al-Farabi, al-Madina al-fadila, ed. Walzer, chap. 19, §§8sq.

9o  Al-Farabi (1943), Falsafat Aflatun, ed. F. Rosenthal and R. Walzer, London, pp. 18sq. =
M. Mahdi (tr.) (1962), Alfarabi, Philosophy of Plato and Aristotle, New York, “The Philosophy
of Plato,” § 30 (pp. 63sq.).
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they subsist on uncooked food, grazing like cattle or tearing up their prey after
the fashion of the carnivores. They live in the extreme north and south, but
may also be found near cities, where the ones of a social disposition should
be enslaved while the rest should be treated in the same way as other harmful
animals.?!

Al-FarabT's beastly people have a long literary ancestry. Numerous Greeks,
notably Democritus (c. 460B¢), held humans originally to have lived as scat-
tered individuals or households (like Homer’s Cyclopes) or in herdlike groups,
devoid of morality, language or amenities of any kind.%? Al-Farabi himself men-
tions this “brutish view” (al-ra’y al-sab7) of human nature among the corrupt
opinions of the ancients: its adherents held human nature still to be fundamen-
tally anti-social.% In al-FarabT's view this was true only of people of the beastly
kind. It was after all a commonplace that man was a social/civic (madani) ani-
mal by nature, so that an individual incapable of forming association or without
need for it would have to be either a wild animal (sabu) or a divine being, as
Aristotle was remembered to have said:®* according to al-Farabi, the ancients
would expel such an animal-like person from their cities while deeming the
divine man (al-insan al-ilaht) to be the king in truth.%> Here he specifies that
it was only the predatory type that had to be driven off or killed; those who
resembled cattle could be used as sources of labour, says, implicitly identifying
them with Aristotle’s slaves by nature.

One cannot help wondering whether al-Farabi is venting his dislike of be-
douin yet again here, equating them with the beastly people of the predatory
type who should be driven from the city when they approach it. Whatever the
answer, al-Ghazzali (d. 505/1111) certainly took bedouin to occupy the position
of predatory animals (al-siba‘) with reference to their love of conquering, killing
and enslaving other people. Fakhr al-Din al-Razi (d. 606/1209) voices a similar

91 Al-Farabi, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, p. 87 = Najjar, “Alfarabi, The Political
Regime,” p. 42.

92 WK.C. Guthrie (1962—1981), A History of Greek Philosophy, Cambridge, vol. 11, p. 473; T. Cole
(1967), Democritus and the Sources of Greek Anthropology, Cleveland, Ohio, esp. pp. 80sq.

93  Al-Farabi, al-Madina al-fadila, ed. Walzer, chap. 18, § 5.

94  Al-Amiri (1957-1958), al-Saada wa’l-isad, ed. M. Minovi, Tehran, p. 150; cf. Aristotle,
Politics 1253a.

95  Al-Farabi, Fusil, ed. Dunlop/Najjar, § 11/12. The super-human being who has no need of the
polis has here been identified with the man of such outstanding virtue that he would be
a god among men and so would have to be either ostracised or obeyed as king (Aristotle,
Politics 12533, 1284a, 1288a). Al-Farabi takes it for granted that the outstanding man should
be obeyed, so that it is the beastly man who should be ostracised.
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view when he says that man has become social/civic (madant) by nature to the
point that the moral character (akhldq) of bedouin, who are not mutamaddinin,
i.e. do not live in civilization, does not resemble that of complete persons. Ibn
Khaldan (d. 808/1406) also counted the bedouin (including settled cultivators)
as pre-madant, but now in a sociological rather than a moral sense: their society
was simply rural, prior to the development of cities (here in the literal sense of
towns) and the luxury that developed with them.%¢

Overall

This completes our survey of al-Farabl’s accounts of the imperfect constitu-
tions. The amount of thinking he put into the subject is impressive. He seems
to be the first Muslim thinker to have devoted serious attention to Plato’s and
Aristotle’s views on ilm madant, “political science,” now meaning something
like “the science of how to live together with other people as a morally upright
seeker of the highest truth”; and we see him start on bare ground in his earliest
attempts to assimilate Plato’s and Aristotle’s views, to develop an increasingly
elaborate scheme of his own in his subsequent statements. If he kept reformu-
lating his views, it was because he was still thinking. It is hardly surprising if
there were inconsistencies in his thought (though it seems to me that there
are far fewer than often said): he tried out more approaches, raised more ques-
tions, and ran into more problems on the way than could be sorted out by a
single man in a lifetime.

This is the picture that emerges if one arranges his statements in the order
of complexity and accepts that this is likely to be the rough chronological order
too. It is hardly a radical claim, for the Madina fadila and Siyasa madaniyya are
generally placed towards the end of al-Farabr’s life, while the relative chronol-
ogy of the Ihsa’, Milla and Huruf is obscure.”” It does however require rejection
of Dunlop’s view of the Fusil as a late work, but then his arguments are hardly

96 Al-Ghazzali (1990), Mishkat al-anwar, ed. B.S. al-Lahham, Beirut, p. 116 (section 111, on
those veiled by pure darkness); WH.T. Gairdner (tr.) (1924), Al-Ghazzali’s Mishkat al-
anwar (The Niche for Lights), London, p. 9o; Fakhr al-Din al-Razi (1343 H), al-Mabahith
al-mashrigiyya, Hyderabad, vol. 11, p. 523; Ibn Khaldan (n.d.), al-Muqaddima, Beirut,
PP- 1348q.; English tr. in F. Rosenthal (1967), The Mugaddima. An Introduction to History,
Princeton, vol. 1, pp. 252sq., French tr. in A. Cheddadi (2002), Le Livre des Exemples,
vol. 1: Autobiographie et Mugaddima d’Ibn Khaldun (Bibliothéque de la Pléiade 490), Paris,
pp- 37284-

97  For a list placing the Ihsa’ before the Huruf, see M. Aouad (1992), “Les fondements de la
Rhetorique d’ Aristote reconsidéré par Farabi, ou le concept de point de vue immediat et
commun,” Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 2, p. 176.



AL-FARABI'S IMPERFECT CONSTITUTIONS 307

cogent.%® Though some passages could well be late,®° the Fusu/ must date at
least in part from al-Farabi's early career and should perhaps be seen as a
compilation of pieces written at different times.

Al-Farabi’s thoughts on imperfect constitutions tell us much about his per-
ception of his own world. The overwhelming impression is of alienation. He
lived under rulers he disliked, eclipsed by court philosophers, theologians and
jurists that he despised, outraged by the intense competition for wealth and
power around him and | even more so by the hypocrisy, the intellectual manip-
ulation, the self-serving argumentation and the downright dishonesty with
which it was accompanied. Altogether, his impression of court life is remark-
ably similar to al-Ghazzalt’s. Unlike al-Ghazzali, however, he liked the Sufis no
better than anyone else. All his contemporaries struck him as wrong, not least
his own co-religionists, the very people whose approval he craved. One begins
to sense why no contemporary apart from al-Mas‘adi mentions him: to the
many successful people he disliked, he probably came across as disagreeable,
and something of a failure.

Al-Farabi and Late Antiquity

There remains the task of assessing how al-Farab1’s thought about imperfect
constitutions relates to the period before and after him. It is notoriously diffi-
cult to connect his political thought with that of late antiquity in any precise
way. He worked within the general tradition of the Neoplatonist philosophers,
and his political thought is in broad agreement with theirs.1°° Contrary to what
used to be assumed, they did take an interest in the subject.1! But there is

98  See his introduction to al-Farabi, Fusu/ al-madant, ed. Dunlop, pp. 155q., proposing that
there are references to Sayf al-Dawla and the wars with the Byzantines in this work. The
Fusul is also placed at the end of al-Farab1's work, after the K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya and
the al-Madina al-fadila, in Aouad, “Fondements,” p. 176.

99  Thus al-Farabi, Fusil, ed. Dunlop/Najjar, § 88/93 mentioning corrupt ( fasida) cities and
§73/78 mentioning cities of sinners ( fussaq), for example.

100 D.J. O'Meara (2003), Platonopolis: Platonic Political Philosophy in Late Antiquity, Oxford,
chap. 14.

101 The reevaluation is the work of D.J. O'Meara. In addition to the works in the previous
note and below, n. 119, see id. (1993), “Aspects of Political Philosophy in Iamblichus,”
in HJ. Blumenthal and EJ. Clark (eds.), The Divine Iamblichus, Bristol, pp. 65-73; id.
(1999), “Neoplatonist Conceptions of the Philosopher-King,” in J. van Ophuijsen (ed.),
Plato and Platonism, Washington D.c., pp. 278-291; id. (1999), “Plato’s Republic in the
School of ITamblichus,” in M. Vegetti and M. Abbate (eds.), La Repubblica di Platone nella
traditione antica, Napoli, pp. 193—205; id. (1992), “Vie politique et divinisation dans la
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little to tie them together at the level of detail. There is an apparent exception
in a statement by Simplicius (fl. c. 530), one of the philosophers who moved
to the Persian court when Justinian closed the Academy at Athens. According
to him, if things get so bad in corrupt polities (mokhthérais politeiais) that the
philosopher can no longer keep his self-respect, he must withdraw from pub-
lic affairs or, if possible, retire to another polity, as Epictetus had done during
the tyranny of Domitian (and as Simplicius himself did during the tyranny of
Justinian). Mokhthéros was a code-word for Christians.1°2 In al-Farabi’s usage,
corrupt ( fasida) polities are those based on wrong metaphysics without any-
one knowing, and it is precisely from corrupt cities that the virtuous man must
emigrate (wajabat ‘alayhi al-hijra), a point made in a passage on the evils | of
tyranny (taghallub).l°3 One would infer that he is drawing on Simplicius here,
delighted by the congruence between Greek and Islamic ideas on the ques-
tion.

But even if this is right, his use of Simplicius was hardly direct. Leaving
aside that the commentary on Epictetus does not seem to have been known
to the Muslims,1%4 the continuations are somewhat different. Simplicius says
that if the philosopher cannot leave, he should hide, as though behind a wall,
and adopt a low profile, and that on the whole, corrupt polities are bad for
the soul, though strong souls can be strengthened by such hardship; but al-
Farabi says nothing about lying low and simply declares that if the virtuous man
cannot leave, he is a stranger in the world, wretched in life, and would be better
off dead. He adopts a less extreme stance in other works,1%5 but there are no
obvious signs of familiarity with Neoplatonist discussions in anything else he
says on the position of the philosopher in imperfect polities. His statement that
virtuous people forced to engage in jahili acts will not be harmed by it, since

philosophie neoplatonicienne,” in M.-O. Goulet-Cazé and others (eds.), Chercheurs de
Sagesse. Hommage a Jean Pépin, Paris, pp. 501-510.

102 Simplicius (1996), Commentaire sur le manuel d’Epictéte, ed. 1. Hadot, Leiden, p. 314
(Diibner, p. 65, 29sqq.; lemma 32, 186sqq.); id. (2002), On Epictetus’ “Handbook 1-26,"
tr. C. Brittain and T. Brennan, Ithaca, N.v., vol. 1, p. u8; A. Cameron (1985), Literature
and Society in the Early Byzantine World, London, “The Last Days of the Academy at
Athens,” p. 16. See also O’'Meara’s paper in this volume [Ed.: “Simplicius on the Place of
the Philosopher in the City (In Epictetum chap. 32),” Mélanges de [’ Université Saint-Joseph
57,2004, pp. 89—98].

103 Above, n.17; al-Farabi, Fusul, ed. Dunlop/Najjar, § 88/93. Compare Socrates in his Falsafat
Aflatan, ed. Rosenthal and Walzer, p. 19 = Mahdi, Alfarabi, Philosophy of Plato, p. 64.

104 Itdoesnot figure in H. Gétje (1982), “Simplikios in der arabischen Uberlieferung,” Der Islam
59, pp. 6-31.

105 See Crone, Medieval Islamic Political Thought, pp. 181-183.
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it makes them feel discomfort rather than pleasure, is in line with Ammonius’
view (c. 490) that “though [the soul] may be forced by tyrants to profess an
impious doctrine, she can never be forced to inner assent and to belief."106
But al-Farabi nowhere seems to speak of retiring “behind a wall,” fleeing from
the “impetuous flow” (¢trikymia) that will toss him about, or avoiding the fury
of the “wild beasts,” let alone of philosophers “gnashing their teeth defiantly
and refusing to yield to the tyrant”: all these were stock phrases used by the
philosophers to describe their relationship with Christian society.1°7

Walzer thought that we should look for al-Farabi’s roots among middle
Platonists, or even that his Madina fadila was simply a loose paraphrase of a
middle Platonic text.198 This last idea can be discarded, except in the sense that
al-Farabi may have used Galen’s (lost) epitome of Plato’s Republic, just as he
may have used Galen’s (lost) epitome of Plato’s Laws for his summary of that
work.199 Pines noted that the idea of Plato’s minimalist and well-appointed
cities as actual constitutions is found | in the Didaskalikos of Alcinous (2nd
c.?), but it seems unlikely that al-Farabi actually used this work, for their
terminologies differ. Alcinous calls the minimalist city a regime “without war”
(apolemos), whereas al-Farabi calls it one of necessity, using the term found
in the Republic itself (369d) and displaying no awareness of Plato’s idea that
such a city would be blessed by the absence of war; and Alcinous labels the city
endowed with luxury “feverish” (phlegmainousa, Plato’s term at 372¢), whereas
al-Farabi calls it “revelling in pleasures,” which is probably what he found in
his Arabic translation (for tryphdsan polin at 372¢€).11° The chances are that the
cities of necessity and luxury appeared as constitutions in the epitome itself.

106 Al-Farabi, al-Madina al-fadila, ed. Walzer, chap. 16, § 1: Cameron, “Last Days,” p. 14.

107 I Hadot (1978), Le probléme du néoplatonisme alexandrin: Hiérocles et Simplicius, Paris,
pp- 38sq.; Cameron, “Last Days,” pp. 15-17; O’'Meara, Platonopolis, p. 93; id., “Simplicius on
the Place of the Philosopher in the City.” The wild beasts do however appear in Ibn Rushd’s
Commentary on Plato’s Republic (Rosenthal, Averroes’ Commentary on Plato’s “Republic,
p. 64, English tr. p. 183; Lerner, Averroes on Plato’s Republic, p. 78).

108  See his commentary to his edition of the al-Madina al-fadila.

109 D. Gutas (1997), “Galen’s Synopsis of Plato’s Laws and Farabr’s Talfis,” in G. Endress and
R. Kruk (eds.), The Ancient Tradition in Christian and Islamic Hellenism. Studies on the
Transmission of Greek Philosophy and Sciences dedicated to H,J. Drossaart Lulofs, Leiden,
pp. 101-119.

110 Pines, “Societies Providing For the Bare Necessities,” p. 132, with reference to Albinus’
Eisagdgé, by which he means Alcinous (formerly identified with Albinus), Didaskalikos
(see Alcinoos (1990), Enseignement des doctrines de Platon, introd. and comm. . Whittaker,
tr. P. Louis, Paris, also J. Dillon (tr.) (1993), The Handbook of Platonism, Oxford, chap. 34).
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His most important teachers probably were not philosophers at all, or even
doctors, but rather Christian churchmen. Unlike the Neoplatonist philoso-
phers, the Christians regularly used the word politeia in the loose sense of “way
oflife” or “conduct,” especially when this conduct reflected the highest values of
the community or individual in question: this is exactly how al-Farabi used the
word, or rather its Arabic equivalents.!! Christian churchmen, or at least Euse-
bius (d. 340), also cast Moses as a lawgiver in the Platonic style, having learnt
to do so from Hellenized Jews such as Philo and Josephus: al-Farabi was simply
continuing this tradition when he cast the prophets as philosophers founding
religious communities.'? Further, Eusebius described the law given by Moses
as an allegorical and symbolic version of the higher truth (now, in his view,
available directly to all), very much as al-Farabi was to describe revealed reli-
gion;3 but the idea of two levels of truth, with the lower level as a symbolic,
allegoric or mythological version of the higher, was a commonplace in antiq-
uity, and al-Farabi is likely to have come across it in | many places, including
Neoplatonist writings, to which he may be particularly indebted.'* Eusebius
did however also share with al-Farabi the feature of viewing Plato’s ideal ruler
through the lens of Hellenistic/Near Eastern ideas about kingship."'> All in all,

111 See G.W.H. Lampe (1961), A Patristic Greek Lexicon, Oxford, s.v, section F; L. Robert,
G.W. Bowersock, and C.P. Jones (eds. and trs.) (1994), Le Martyre de Pionios prétre de
Smyrne, Washington, D.c., p. 78 (my thanks to Glen Bowersock for these references).
Compare also the translation of politeia as sira in Aristotle, NE 1160a = Akhlag, ed. Badawi,
p. 293.

112 See Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica, book vi1in G. Schroeder and E. des Places (eds.and
trs.) (1975), Eusébe de Césarée, La Préparation évangélique, Livre viI (Sources chrétiennes
215), Paris, p. 8, 38; book x11, in E. des Places (ed. and tr.) (1983), Eusébe de Césarée, La
Préparation évangélique, Livres Xx11-XI1I (Sources chrétiennes 307), Paris, p. 4, 2; p. 19, 1.
Compare the paper by Sarah Pearce in this volume [Ed.: “King Moses: Notes on Philo’s
Portrait of Moses as an Ideal Leader in the Life of Moses,” Mélanges de [’Université Saint-
Joseph 57, 2004, pp. 37—74]. Note also the book by Melito of Sardis (d. c. 190) entitled Peri
politeias kai prophétén, translated On Christian Life and the Prophets (Eusebius, Historia
Ecclesiastica 1v, in K. Lake (ed. and tr.) (1926), Eusebius Ecclesiastical History, books 1-v
(Loeb Classical Library), Cambridge, Mass., and London, vol. 1, p. 26, 2).

113 Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica v11 (ed. and tr. Schroeder and des Places), p. 8, 38; XII
(ed. and tr. des Places), p. 4, 2; p. 19, 1. Compare Pearce, “King Moses.”

114 Thus DJ. O'Meara (2002), “Religion als Abbild der Philosophie. Zum Neuplatonischen
Hintergrund der Lehre al-Farabis,” in T. Kobusch and M. Exrler (eds.), Metaphysik und
Religion: Zur Signatur des spdtantiken Denkens, Leipzig, pp. 343—353-

115 See Crone, Medieval Islamic Political Thought, pp. 193—195 (and 34, 40sq., for earlier mani-
festations of these ideas in Islam). The work of Themistius, who struck Walzer as a possible
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however, it would seem a good idea to widen the search for al-Farabi’s roots to
include the Hellenized Jews and Christians who had confronted the problem
of how to reconcile prophets and philosophers, divine law and human poli-
ties, before him, and whose legacy went into Syriac and Aramaic (and indeed
Pahlavi) literature whether the recipients were aware of it or not.

For the most part, however, al-Farabi’s thought about Plato’s constitutions
seems to rest not on information received from churchmen, Galen, Neoplaton-
ist philosophers, or for that matter orators, but rather on his own thought about
Plato’s Republic as ithad come down to him, read in conjunction with other dia-
logues (notably the Laws and the Statesman) and Aristotle’s Rhetoric and NE,
the only relevant Aristotelian works that were available to him. His treatment
of democracy is an obvious example. He dislikes it because it allows people
to be free and equal, which he takes to mean that they blindly follow their
own desires, devoid of self-control and discipline. This is in line with Plato’s
account. He does not use the argument of Proclus (d. 485) that democracy is
unworkable because it presupposes that all can achieve virtue,16 or the view
of Salustius (wrote 360s?) that democracy is the opposite of timocracy because
it is the common people rather than the rich who hold power in it;'” he does
not in fact seem to know that it had anything to do with the poor at all. Unlike
Dio Chrysostom (d. after120), Synesius (d. 413) and others, apparently including
Olympiodorus (d. after 565), he does not regard it as identical with, or likely to
degenerate into, mob rule;!'® unlike Malalas (d. 578) and Theophanes (d. 818),
he does not equate it with insurrection or confusion (Arabic | fitna),'9 and he is

source for al-Farabi, is also suffused by ideas of Hellenistic kingship (O’Meara, Platonopo-
lis, p. 207; cf. also John Watt’s paper in this volume [Ed.: “Syriac and Syrians as Mediators of
Greek Political Thought to Islam,” Mélanges de [’ Université Saint-Joseph 57, 2004, pp. 121—
149]).

116  A.Ph. Segonds (ed. and tr.) (1985-1986), Proclus, Sur le premier Alcibiade de Platon, 2 vols.
(Collection des Universités de France), p. 255. Similarly Dio Chrysostom, “Third Oration
on Kingship,” in JJW. Cohoon (ed. and tr.) (1932), Dio Chrysostom, Discourses 1-11, London
and New York, vol. 1, p. 47.

117 Sal(l)ustius, “On the Gods and the World,” tr. in G. Murray (1925), Five Stages of Greek
Religion, New York, p. 256, where timocracy rather than oligarchy is associated with
wealth.

118 Dio Chrysostom, “Third Oration on Kingship,” p. 49; Synesius in F. Dvornik (1966), Early
Christian and Byzantine Political Philosophy, Washington, D.c., vol. 11, p. 7o1. Olympiodorus
identified the “storm” that threatened the philosopher in an imperfect polity with demo-
cratic politics (O’'Meara, Platonopolis, p. 93).

119 G.I Bratianu (1937), “Empire et ‘démocratie’ a Byzance,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift 37, pp. 88,
90, 91 (“insurrection”); cf. C. Mango and R. Scott (ed. and tr.) (1997), The Chronicle of
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wholly unfamiliar with the view presented in a fragment on “political science”
dating from the reign of Justinian (527-565), in which democracy is a com-
ponent in the best constitution. He would not have understood how a mixed
constitution could be anything other than a corruption of the ideal.!2° He is also
innocent of the idea that democracy could be something found among tribal
people, as it is in Procopius (d. after 565), who describes the Slavs and the Anti
as living in one because they were free to govern themselves.!?! He does not in
fact have any idea what a democracy might look like in real life. Much later,
when Ibn Rushd applied the concept to the cities he saw around him, it was
again on the basis of his own thinking rather than knowledge of the past, and
though his understanding was extremely apt, it had nothing to do with democ-
racy in the classical sense of the word.122

Al-Farabi probably had a better sense of what a minimalist city might be
in real life, given his insight that it could be a band of robbers. But it did
not interest him much. It was the cities devoted to wealth, pleasure, power
and honour that he recognized from his own world, and it was these regimes,
especially the last two, that he developed along new lines. Here too he is clearly
working on his own. It is only when we reach the monotheist constitutions that
one begins to recognize an input from works other than Plato and Aristotle, and
even here his sources are hard to pin down—in part no doubt because so few
attempts have been made.

Al-Farabi’s Constitutions in Later Thought

It is impossible not to wonder what would have come out of al-Farabi’s thought
if he had worked in an institutionalized setting with generations of successors
to go over his arguments on a regular basis. As it was, he did have successors,
but not nearly enough to exhaust the potential of his ideas.

Theophanes Confessor: Byzantine and Near Eastern History, AD 284-813, Oxford, AM 6303,
p. 492 = p. 674 (“confusion”).

120 A.S. Fotiou (1981), “Dicaearchus and the Mixed Constitution in Sixth-Century Byzantium:
New Evidence from a Treatise on ‘Political Science)” Byzantion 51, pp. 533-547; on this
work, see also D. O'Meara (2002), “The Justinianic Dialogue ‘On Political Science’ and
Its Neoplatonic Sources,” in K. Ierodiakonou (ed.), Byzantine Philosophy and Its Sources,
Oxford, pp. 49—62; id., Platonopolis, pp. 173—184.

121 H.B. Dewing (ed. and tr.) (1924-1928), Procopius, The History of the Wars, Books 7.36-38
(Gothic War), Cambridge, Mass., and London, pp. 14, 18—22.

122 Crone, Medieval Islamic Political Thought, pp. 190, 280.
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To a modern reader, the most interesting potential in his thought on con-
stitutions is that for a developmental and social-scientific approach to human
affairs. In | general, of course, his approach is moral rather than scientific, but
for all that he is something of a sociologist too, most obviously when he identi-
fies three of his imperfect polities in socio-economic terms and sees a develop-
ment from the minimalist society to one of rentiers living off inherited wealth
or conquerors taking it from them. He does not take it very far, clearly feeling
more at home with explanations in terms of people’s intentions, as when he
credits the different manifestations of the domination society to the varying
degrees with which the inhabitants desire power, or debits the habit of waking
up sleeping men before robbing them to the gratification felt by the attacker
in wielding his superior power. This takes him back into moral evaluation and
makes him sound naive to us, but there seems to be a sociological insight of
some kind again when he compares honour among equals to market transac-
tions (al-mu‘amalat al-suqiyya), though it is hard to tell precisely what he had
in mind.123

His immediate successors made nothing of these insights. Ibn Sina certainly
had a sociologist in him too: it comes to the fore in his brief analysis of the
social functions of religion, which is so striking in that the religion in question
is his own. Al-Birtini also had the ability to treat his own religion objectively. But
he had no special interest in constitutions.?* There is a development in a non-
political vein of what could be al-FarabT’s jahilt polities in al-Ghazzali’s Mishkat,
where they occupy the lowest rungs on the ladder of religious enlightenment.
But the passage could also be an independent development of Aristotle’s NE.125
The lowest level is occupied by the slaves of pleasure (‘abid al-ladhdha), who
are compared to animals (baha’im); they are followed by those who think
that ultimate happiness lies in domination (ghalaba), such as the bedouin,
Kurds and many stupid people, who are also compared to animals, now of
the predatory type (siba‘); they are followed in their turn by those who think
that ultimate happiness lies in the accumulation of wealth (yasar); and above
them we have those who think that happiness lies in honour ( jak), fame and
renown. The higher rungs all consist of people seeking knowledge of God,
and al-Ghazzali has his own (very interesting) classification for them; he did
not use al-Farabr’s cities of error, deception, change, or the like, which do not

123 Al-Farabi, K. al-Siyasa al-madaniyya, ed. Najjar, p. 91 = Najjar, “Alfarabi, The Political
Regime,” p. 44.

124 Crone, Medieval Islamic Political Thought, pp.187sq., 284sq.

125 Al-Ghazzali, Mishkat al-anwar, ed. al-Lahham, pp. 115sqq. = Gairdner, Al-Ghazzal's Mish-
kat al-anwar, pp. 89sq. (section 111, on those veiled by pure darkness); cf. Aristotle, NE
1095b = Akhlag, ed. Badawi, pp. 60sq.
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to my knowledge reappear in any later work at all. Al-Ghazzali's approach is
moral rather than social-scientific, of course, and there is no hint that one stage
develops into | another. But moral classifications have it in them to develop
into evolutionary theories when somebody has the idea of setting them in
motion, and if there are hints of sociology in al-Farabi, Ibn Sina and al-Birani,
there is definitely one of Religionswissenschaft here.'?6 But nothing came of
it.

It was in the western Islamic world that the al-Farabi’s imperfect constitu-
tions generated new ideas, in the work of Ibn Rushd and above all Ibn Khaldan.
The exact role played by al-Farabi in the genesis of their ideas, as distinct from
Plato and Aristotle (in the case of Ibn Rushd) and Ibn Rushd himself (in the case
of Ibn Khaldiin), awaits examination. What is striking is the lack of continuity:
al-Farabi, Ibn Sina, al-Biruni, al-Ghazzali, Ibn Rushd and Ibn Khaldan were all
towering intellects; each one of them had something strikingly interesting to
say on subjects to do with, or derived from, political thought; each one of them
took a giant step in a new direction. But in between, the ideas went dormant
or died. Medieval Muslim society did not have the resources to sustain inquiry
into social-scientific questions on a regular basis, or even the desire or the need;
the wealth of ideas developed in the tenth and eleventh centuries far exceeded
what a society with so small a sector of educated laymen (as opposed to reli-
gious scholars) could handle, especially after the invasions from Central Asia
had begun. It was al-Farabi’s virtuous ruler, the king in truth and perfect man,
who found an enduring market, not the exasperating real world that he had
tried to capture with his imperfect constitutions.

Chart 1: Overview of the Imperfect Constitutions

Al-Farabt's works are listed in the order in which they are treated in the article.
The constitutions are surveyed on the following model:

(Pagan polities)
rubric name and its opposite

imperfect aims
names of constitutions mentioned

126 Cf. H. Landolt (1991), “Ghazali and ‘Religionswissenschaft’. Some Notes on the Mishkat al-
anwar; Asiatische Studien/Ftudes Asiatiques 45, pp. 19-72.



AL-FARABI'S IMPERFECT CONSTITUTIONS 315

(Monotheist polities)
*1. rubric name

2. imperfections in question

*3. names of corresponding constitutions

*

(Individuals and groups without political organization)

i.  rubric name
ii.  imperfections in question
iii. names of corresponding individuals or groups

Fusul,1

minimalist vs. virtuous (daruariyya, fadila)

2. necessities; the best of all things mistakenly held to be pleasure (al-
tamattu‘ bi’l-ladhdhat) or wealth (yasar), or the like

3.  al-madina al-dariariyya

Fusul, 2

2. high status, honour and power ( jalala, karama, ghalaba); wealth (yasar);
pleasure (al-tamattu‘ bi’l-ladhdhat)
3.  khasasat al-riyasa

Fusul, 3

1. pagan vs. virtuous ( jahiliyya, fadila); corrupt ( fasida)
2.  power (taghallub)

3. siyasat or siyar al-taghallub, al-siyasa al-taghallubiyya
*

1. corrupt ( fasida)?'%?

127 The expression al-siyasat al-fasida occurs in a passage on tyrannical polities, which are
explicitly identified as jahilz, so at first sight it looks like another word for jahili, and it has
been entered as such under rubric 1 here. But the change of terminology is quite striking.
To al-Farabi’s Neoplatonist predecessors, “corrupt” meant “Christian,” and it may be the
Neoplatonist usage that is reflected here (above, n. 98). It may also be in the sense of
“imperfect monotheist” that it is used in the Huraf (cf. the article, n. 17, 102). But in the
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*
2. —
*3g. [cities of?] sinners (al-fussaq)'?8

Thsa’

1. pagan vs. virtuous ( jahiliyya, fadila)
2. wealth (yasar); honour (karama); etc.
3. riyasat al-khissa, riyasat al-karama

Milla

pagan vs. virtuous ( jahiliyya, fadila)
2. necessities (al-khayr al-darari); wealth (yasar); pleasure (ladhdha); hon-
our and high status (karama wa-jalala); power (al-ghalaba)

3

* JE—

*2. innocent adhesion to wrong beliefs; leader deceiving followers
* riyasat al-dalala; r. al-tamwih

Madina fadila

pagan vs. virtuous ( jahiltyya, fadila)

2. necessities (al-darurt); wealth (al-yasar wa’l-tharwa); pleasure (al-
tamattu‘ bi’l-ladhdha); honour (karama); power (taghallub); freedom (an
yakunu ahraran)

3.  the six corresponding constitutions (see chart 2)

1. —

2. rightbeliefs not matched in action; unperceived change of originally right

beliefs and actions; leader deceiving followers

3. m.fasiga;, m. mubaddala; m. dalla

i.  nawabit al-mudun

MF, fasida views are ancient fallacies that reappear among the inhabitants of both jahil
and erring (dalla) cities (MF, 18, §1, cf. the discussion of the nawabit above), so it seems
that al-Farabi never settled for an overall term for imperfect polities of the monotheist
type.

128 The sinners mentioned in §73/78 are clearly related to the inhabitants of the sinful
(fasiga) city in MF 15, §19; 16, §8; but whether a sinful city is presupposed (or in the
making) here is unclear.
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. —

Siyasa madaniyya

pagan vs. virtuous ( jahiliyya, fadila)

2. necessities (al-daruri); wealth (al-tharwa wal-yasar); pleasure (al-
tamattu‘bi’l-ladhdha); honour (an yukarramii); power (al-ghalaba); [free-
dom]129

3.  thesix corresponding constitutions (see chart 2)

beliefs not matched in action; belief system wrong in some way or other

. m.fasiqa; m. dalla

i.  (a) nawabit; (b) al-bahimiyyun

ii.  (a)use ofreligion to validate pagan aims; rejection of religion for philoso-
phy; uncertainty about or outright rejection of the claims of both religion
and philosophy
(b) no moral system at all

iii. (a) mutagannisun, muharrifa, mariqa; [mutazayyifun); [mutahayyirin,
hisbaniyya, sufista’iyya]'3°
(b)—

Chart 2: The Names of the Pagan Constitutions

This chart shows the names used by al-Farabi for the constitutions he inherited
from antiquity. He implicitly gives more names than is listed here, for he
often mentions erroneous aims without explicitly naming the corresponding
constitution, and as he notes in the /hsa’, pagan constitutions were (usually)
called after their aims. This was not true of all of them, however, and the list here
is restricted to regimes explicitly mentioned. (For the aims, see chart 1.) The
constitutions are listed in alphabetical order and al-Farabi’s works are given
in the order in which they are treated in the article. The abbreviations are i.:
jtima’; m.: madina; r.: riyasa; s.: siyasa; sr.: siyar.

129 The s identifies it in terms of its characteristics (people are free) rather than its aims.

130 Al-Farabi almost uses tazyif as a technical term for the second subcategory; the names
in the third are the standard appellations for the people it includes, but he does not use
them.
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Democracy  Minimalist

Oligarchy Pleasure
(wealth)

Timocracy Tyranny

(honour)

Fusul, 1:

Fusul, 2:

Fusul, 3:

Thsa*
Milla:

SM:

m. darariyya

m. al-jama‘tyya m. darturiyya

m.jama‘tya  m.darariyya

i. al-hurriyya i al-darari

m. al-ahrar

khasasat al-r.

1. al-khissa r. al-karama

m. al-nadhala  m. al-khissa

wa’l-suqut
m. al-nadhala  m. al-khissa
i ahl i. khasts
al-nadhala

s. al-taghallub
sr. al-taghallub
s. taghallubiyya

m. al-karama  m. al-taghallub

m. karamiyya  m. al-taghallub

i al-karama i al-taghallub

m. al-jabbarin




CHAPTER 13

Pre-Existence in Iran: Zoroastrians, Ex-Christian
Mu‘tazilites, and Jews on the Human Acquisition of
Bodies*

How have human beings come to be in this world, encased in gross bodies
that give them endless trouble, eventually killing them? This was a question
of burning importance in late antiquity, when it was widely believed that
humans had once been spiritual beings. That we have come into this material
world from a higher, spiritual state was the view of Plato and the many who
followed him, whether pagans, Jews or Christians, of all Gnostics whether they
were indebted to Plato or not, and also of the Zoroastrians. All agreed that
in one sense or other, humans were divine beings by origin. How then had
their divinity come to be enveloped in flesh? The Gnostics said that malign
forces had captured and immured them, or in other words, that humans were
innocent victims of evil powers. The pagan, Jewish and Christian believers in
pre-existence said that on the contrary, their souls had drifted into a material
world of their own accord, attracted to matter, or that they had been placed in
bodies by way of punishment for their sins, thus alleging that their predicament
was of their own making. The Zoroastrians disagreed with all three answers.
The Zoroastrian answer is given in a myth known, according to Bailey, as the
“Decision of the Fravardin”, which survives in several different versions: three
are told in Pahlavi books, the Bundahishn,! the Dadestan i dénig? (third/ninth
century), and the Pahlavi Rivayat (fourth/tenth century);® another version was

* Ishould like to thank Shaul Shaked and Michael Cook for reading and commenting on this
paper. Where references are given in the form 324 = 336, the first figure refers to the text and
the second to the translation.

1 Greater Bundahishn (hereafter GrBd), ch. 3812ff., in H.-W. Bailey, Zoroastrian Problems in the
Ninth-Century Books, 2nd edn (Oxford, 1971), 108 (hereafter zp). Slightly different transla-
tions are found in R.C. Zaehner, Zurvan: a Zoroastrian Dilemma (Oxford, 1955), 324—336, and
W.W. Malandra, The Fravasi Yast: Introduction, Translation, Commentary (University of Penn-
sylvania, PhD, 1971), 23—24.

2 Dadestan i Dénig (hereafter Dd), M. Jaafari-Dehaghi, ed. and tr. (Paris, 1998), question 36:25—
28.

3 The Pahlavi Rivayat Accompanying the Dadestan i Dénig (hereafter PRDd), A.V. Williams, ed.
and tr. (Copenhagen, 1990), ch. 17d:13-14 (94-95 = 35).
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recorded by the Muslim scholar Abu Tsa al-Warraq (fl. later third/ninth cen-
tury);* and there is also a fifth version in the Persian Sad dar-i Bundahishn,
which dates from the fourteenth or fifteenth century, too late for it to be con-
sidered here.> As told in the Bundahishn, the myth says that God—Ohrmazd—
consulted the fravahran, the pre-existing spirits of mankind, about putting
them into the material world. God lent them his omniscient wisdom and asked
them whether they would prefer to stay as they were, immortal and free of ene-
mies, or to be dressed in bodies in | order to fight against the Demon in return
for resurrection and immortality in material form. The fravahran or, to use the
English plural, the fravahrs foresaw that they would suffer much evil from the
Demon in the material world, but even so, they chose to go and fight. Aba Tsa
adds that some of them were then captured by Iblis. The Zoroastrian answer,
in other words, is that we are in this world, encased in flesh, because we have
agreed to come here to fight on God’s behalf. We left our heavenly abode to
go on a mission, and we knew in advance that it would be tough; some of us
have fallen into enemy hands, but we have to persevere until the task is fin-
ished. The Pahlavi Rivayat recounts the myth in the context of the dire state of
Zoroastrian Iran, stressing that one must stay and do one’s duty even though
one may be persecuted for the performance of worship: one must fight when
an enemy overruns the country, to leave is a mortal sin.® Not all versions of the
myth give the fravahrs a choice: in the Dadestan i dénig Ohrmazd simply deter-
mines that they shall wear flesh, and in the Pahlavi Rivayat, they complain to
him about the hardship ahead. But here too, he persuades them. In sum, they
are neither victims nor sinners, but rather heroes.

In what follows I shall look at the place of this myth in Zoroastrianism
and examine its interaction with similar myths current among Mu‘tazilites
from a Christian background and the Jews of Mesopotamia and Iran. To keep
the discussion manageable, the Gnostics and the pagan Platonists will be left
aside (except for Plato himself). The aim of the comparison is to illustrate the

4 Ibn al-Malahimi, al-Mu‘tamad fi usul al-din, parts 1-3, W. Madelung, ed. (Tehran and Berlin,
2012), 651. It is also Aba Isa who is reflected (unnamed) in al-Shahrastani, Kitab al-milalwa’l-
nihal, W. Cureton, ed. (London, 1842-1846), 183 = D. Gimaret and G. Monnot, trs, Livre des
religions et des sectes (Unesco, 1986), i, 637.

5 Itistranslated in A. de Jong, ‘The First Sin: Zoroastrian Ideas about the Time before Zarathus-
tra, in S. Shaked, ed., Genesis and Regeneration: Essays on Conceptions of Origins (Jerusalem,
2005), 194-195.

6 PRDd 17d10. The world foreseen by the fravahrs in the Sad dar-i Bundahishn is also one in
which Zoroastrians are derided, harassed and prevented from performing worship (de Jong,
‘First Sin’, 194).
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degree to which the different religious communities on the Iranian side of the
Euphrates took account of one another’s positions and used the same material
to express their disagreements.

The Place of the Myth in Zoroastrianism

The Pahlavi books of the ninth and tenth centuries postulate that the world
was created twice: initially, Ohrmazd brought it into existence in an invisible,
spiritual state called meénog, and 3000 years later he created it all over again in
the visible, tangible, material world in which we find ourselves, the gétig.” Our
myth tells us about the transfer of mankind from the meénog to the gétig. It does
so by recourse to an Avestan concept. In Yasht 13, the fravashis (Phl. fravahrs)
are a vast army of warlike deities who form part of and maintain the natural
world. Our myth envisages the human species as coming into the material
world by these warlike deities assuming bodies of flesh in order to fight evil in
the material arena.® It also develops an ancient theme. In Yasna 29, the soul of
the ox asks for whom it has been created and complains of oppression. The lost
Avestan Varshtmansr Nask explained that the ox made this complaint in the
menog and that it asked not to be created in a body, or alternatively to be created
insensitive to pain.? According to the Pahlavi Rivayat, all the beneficent animals
(gospandan) objected to Ohrmazd’s decision that they should give their bodies
to the material world for mankind to eat them, and Fire did not want to go into
a body either.!® The Dénkard says that the entire creation, including humans,
asked not to be created in the material world.!! Ohrmazd persuaded all of them
to accept. What the myth of the fravahrs tells us is how human beings were
made to agree. Ohrmazd lent them his omniscience, and this enabled them to
see that going into the material world was for the best (also an old theme);!2 or

7 S. Shaked, ‘The Notions of ménog and getig in the Pahlavi Texts and Their Relation to
Eschatology’, Acta Orientalia, 33 (1971), 59-107.

8 Cf. Malandra, Fravasi Yast, 8, 23—24.

9 Dénkard (hereafter Dk) 1x, 29, in M. Molé, Culte, mythe et cosmologie dans ['Iran ancien
(Paris, 1963), 196197 (nos 1-3).

10 PRDd, ch. 14;18d3—22; 46, 3034 (the last also in Zaehner, Zurvan, 362—367).

11 Dk 1x, 29, in Molé, Culte, 196197 (no. 4); cf. de Jong, ‘First Sin 194, where fire, cattle, and
mankind all refuse to go into the material world.

12 Thus the GrBd (above, note 1). For the theme, cf. Dk vI11, 14; 1X, 24, 17, in Molé, Culte,
277 (293 = 278 (no. 7), 294 (no. 17)), citing the Spand Nask and the Varshtmansr Nask on
Ohrmazd giving Zoroaster his wisdom of omniscience; Dd 36:30; PRDd 36:8-12; C.G. Cereti,
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they were swayed by Ohrmazd’s promise to create Zoroaster for them (another
old | theme),!3 and/or they liked the reward that Ohrmazd promised them, the
future body and the renovation, or something unspecified. The suggestion that
they could have been created insensitive to pain is forgotten. What is always
clear is that they were not forced into this world, still less were they being
punished by being sent into bodies. This is the point that the Bundahishn and
Abu ‘Is@’s version emphasise by giving the fravahrs a choice: they could have
opted for comfort, but they preferred to help in the battle against evil.

Though the myth is well rooted in the Zoroastrian tradition, it is not well
integrated in the story of the creation as the Pahlavi books tell it. Only the
Dadestan says where in the story the episode is set: it was after forming the
material world and making the upper third part of heaven a fortress, the lower
part an enclosure for demons, and the middle a battle field, that Ohrmazd
determined that the fravahrs should wear flesh. But no version tells us what
happened next. Were all the fravahrs transferred to the material world in one
go? If so, were all later generations reincarnations? Or are the souls of future
people still fravahrs in Ohrmazd’s presence, going down one by one as the
souls of the dead come up? Or are they being kept in a special storehouse await-
ing birth as embodied human beings? The Dadestan says that when Ohrmazd
decreed that the fravahrs should wear flesh, he arranged that they should come
into the material word from time to time (zamanag zamanag) in their own
nature (gohrag) clothed in the garment of flesh.!* This is suggestive of reincar-
nation. But zamanag zamanag can also mean “in every age’, so all the passage
says is probably that no age should be without human beings.!> The Dadestan
also has a passage according to which Ohrmazd created a treasury containing
the substances (gohran), seeds (tohmagan), natures (chihran), powers (zoran),
and acts, tasks or functions (karan) of people from Gayomard to the Soshyans.6

ed. and tr.,, The Zand i Wahman Yasn (Rome, 1995), 3—4, where Ohrmazd’s omniscience
makes him realise that being mortal with children is better than being immortal without
them.

13 Itisrooted in Yasna 29 and appears in the Varshtmansr Nask, where Zoroaster is created
to persuade the ox (Dk I1X, 29, 5 in Molé, Culte, 196-198 (no. 5)). It persuades mankind in
the PRDd (above, note 3).

14  Dd 36:26.

15  Dd 36:14.

16 Dd 36214, where karan is translated as “skills” (that they could be understood as functions
was suggested to me by Shaul Shaked). Compare Dk v111, 5, 5, in Molé, Culte, 390, on the
Damdad Nask: it spoke of the creation and classes of the creatures, “of their st/ (being,
essence), their tgymag (seed), their sratag (kinds, or sraytag, parts), their ¢ihr (nature)
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This sounds like a storehouse from which the bits and pieces of future human
beings are drawn. It could have been combined with the idea of reincarnation
by the storehouse being envisaged along the lines of a pigeon house from which
the souls would fly out and back again until their release from this world. But
if the Dadestan is alluding to such ideas, it must have copied the passages in
question from a work representing non-official Zoroastrianism. The priests of
Fars did know of a heavenly treasury, but it was a storehouse of merits, not of
souls,!” and they certainly did not believe in reincarnation.

The myth also stands apart from both the Avesta and the Pahlavi books in
its use of the word fravahr, for humans are not normally envisaged as fravahrs
dressed in bodies there. The term is first attested in its Avestan form in Yasht 13,
in which its exact nature is hard to define. The warlike deities called fravashis
include the spirits of past, present and future human beings, apparently always
righteous;!® but all living beings from plants and animals to the gods, including
Ahura Mazda, have fravashis, and so do inanimate things such as the sky, the
earth, and the waters.1® Whatever exactly the fravashi may be in this Yasht,
however, the fravashi is not identified with the immortal part that humans
carry with them into the material world in the rest of the Avesta. It is the soul
(urvan) which is judged, and to which funeral ceremonies refer, as Malandra
notes.20

The ninth-century compilers, on the other hand, have two quite different
conceptions of the fravahr. In the Bundahishn, it is that bit of the human
being which stays behind in Ohrmazd’s presence. The soul that people have
in their body down here is the ruvan (the Pahlavi form of urvan). When they
die, their ruvan will join their fravahr,? or differently put, they will become

and their kar (action, task)”; cf. the renditions in Encyclopaedia Iranica, E. Yarshater, ed.
(New York, 1982) (hereafter EIr.), s.v. ' Damdad Nask’ (MacKenzie).

17 Cf. C. Pavry, The Zoroastrian Doctrine of a Future Life (New York, 1926), 74—100, EIr., s.v.
‘Eschatology, i’ (Shaked).

18  For the inclusion of the future Saoshyants, righteous teachers, and future humanity in
general, see Yasht (hereafter Yt) 13117, 21, 74, 145, 150, 154; similarly Yasna (hereafter v.) 26:6;
Visparad, 11:7. On their righteousness, cf. Malandra, Fravasi Yast, 44—45. In general, see Elr.,
s.v. ‘Fravasi’ (Boyce), J. Kellens, ‘Les Fravasi, in Anges et démons. Actes du collogue de Liége
et Louvain la Neuve, 5-26 Novembre 1987 (Homo Religiosus 14) (Louvain la Neuve, 1989),
99—114; P. Gignoux, Man and Cosmos in Ancient Iran (Rome, 2001), 16 ff.

19  Yt13:74, 79-86.

20  Malandra, Fravasi Yast, 37.

21 GrBd 3,11 (in Zaehner, Zurvan, 323-334; Bailey, zpP, 112). In animals, the fravahr is replaced
by a menag.
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fravahrs, blessed dead, or so at least if they have been righteous.?? Yasna 16:7
and other passages duly identify the souls of the departed and the fravashis
of the righteous;?2 but before death, the fravahr is a component outside the
human being. The Bundahishn seems to envisage the fravahr as aheavenly alter
ego, the Zoroastrian equivalent of the Manichaean Twin:24 it existed before an
individual was born and would live on after his death, and in between it acted
as his guardian angel (though this last point has been disputed). It is the one
component out of five which distinguishes humans from animals here (though
animals do have fravashis in Yasht 13).26

According to the other ninth-century compilers, the fravahr was indeed to
be found in the human body, along with the ruvan; but as these compilers saw
it, the fravahr was not the bearer of a person’s identity, merely a biological func-
tion. Zadspram defines it as the agent which watches over the body and causes
growth and increase, deriving the term from fra-vaysh, “to grow forth”2? The
Dénkard finds the etymology of fravahr in parvartar, “nourisher”, rather than
vayshénidan, and explains the fravahr as the maintainer and nourisher of the
body:28 it is controlled by the ruvan, and whereas the ruvan has will and acts
voluntarily, the fravahr is natural and acts according to its (inbuilt) nature.2?
In the same vein, the Dadestan lists “the preserving fravahr” as one out of
many faculties possessed by humans in the material world.3° All three seem
to envisage the fravahr along the lines of the vegetative soul of Aristotelian-
ism, presumably with reference to the fact that the fravashis are associated
with the growth of plants, the nourishment of animals and the protection of

22 Cf. Elr, s.v. ‘Fravasi’ (Boyce).

23 Quoted in J.H. Moulton, Early Zoroastrianism (London, 1913), 261—262.

24  Cf. Moulton, Early Zoroastrianism, lecture 8, reaching a similar conclusion. Malanda
objects (Fravasi Yast, 47—48), but the concept of such a double is also found in Manichae-
ism and other early Christian/Gnostic texts.

25 Kellens, ‘Les Fravasi’, 106.

26  Cf. the references given above, note 21; Yt 13:74 (where their fravashis are seemingly
identified with their souls); Bailey, zP, 111.

27  Zadspram, Anthologie, P. Gignoux and A. Tafazzoli, ed. and tr. (Paris, 1993), 30:35, cf. also
29:2; 30:22; Bailey, ZP, 107-108; Gignoux, Man and Cosmos, 17-18.

28 Cf. Bailey, zP, 100-101.

29  J. de Menasce, tr., Le troisiéme livre du Dénkart (Paris, 1973), no. 123 (DkB 92.3; DkM 19);
Bailey, zP, 981f,, citing DAM 24113 f,; cf. M. Shaki, ‘A Few Philosophical and Cosmogonical
Chapters of the Dénkart, Archiv Orientdlni, 41 (1973), 150; S. Shaked, Dualism in Transfor-
mation: Varieties of Religion in Sasanian Iran (London, 1994), appendix E.

30  Dd213.
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the developing fetus in Yasht 13. In short, none of the Pahlavi compilers shares
the concept of the fravahr that we find in our myth. The myth must be rooted
in a different tradition.

There is another reflection of the tradition in question in the Pahlavi books,
however. According to the Déenkard, three components were required to create
Zoroaster in the material world: his fravahr, his ywarra (glory), and his tan
gohr (body substance). All three were sent down from on high.3! This account
is based on the Spand Nask, a lost portion of the Avesta, but in the Spand
Nask itself, according to the Dénkard’'s summary of it, only two components
were involved: his fravahr and his ywarra. There is no mention of the body
substance.?2 The same is true of Zadspram’s brief account.3® Al-Shahrastani has
another version, presumably from Aba ‘Isa, in which the two components are |
Zoroaster's fravahr (rith) and his body substance (shabah): here it is his glory
which is missing.3* All versions give Zoroaster a fravahr, however. No version
gives him a ruvan.3>

In sum, the myth of the fravahrs develops a well-known Avestic theme,
reluctance and eventual agreement to enter the material world, and shares
with the story of Zoroaster’s creation the concept of humans as consisting of
body and fravahr, or “spirit’, as the Muslims translated it, rather than of body
and soul (ruvan). The priestly compilers of the Pahlavi books seem to have
plucked the myth ofthe fravahrs from the tradition in which it was athome and
inserted it without further ado in their own. They clearly liked it: no less than
five versions of it survive. But they do not seem to have cared for the tradition
in which they found it.

Where did they find it, then? Malandra wonders whether the account of
Zoroaster’s creation was heterodox, on the grounds that it postulates a link
between fravahr and hom which is not otherwise attested.36 He may well
be right that it reflects speculation about the esoteric meaning of the ritual,

31 Dk v11, 2, in M. Molé, ed. and tr.,, La légende de Zoroastre selon les texts pehlevis (Paris,
1967), 141f; id., Culte, 284 ff; cf. W.R. Darrow, ‘Zoroaster Amalgamated: Notes on Iranian
Prophetology’, History of Religions, 27 (1987), 109-132.

32 Spand Nask, in Dk v111, 14, in Molé, Culte, 276—277 (no.1).

33 Zadspram, 5-6 (first half also in Bailey, zp, 32; Molé, Culte, 284).

34  Shahrastani, 186 = i, 643. The rah is placed in a tree, the shabah (wrongly rih again in
some MsS, preferred by Gimaret and Gignoux) goes into the milk: this identifies them as
the fravahr and tan gohr respectively (similarly Darrow, ‘Zoroaster Amalgamated’, 131).

35  Boyce copes with this rather striking fact by simply declaring ruvan to be what is meant
by fravahr here (Elr., s.v. ‘Fravasi’).

36  Malandra, Fravasi Yast, 53.
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but it does not make much sense to call it heterodox. For one thing, there
was no single authority representing orthodoxy until the Sasanian period.
Until then, there must have been a huge diversity of Zoroastrian doctrine,
as in fact there continued to be thereafter too: even on so fundamental a
question as how a good and an evil realm had come to coexist the Muslim
heresiographers recorded no less than eight different answers (one of them the
canonical doctrine found in the Pahlavi books).3” We do not know how much
of this diversity the priests from Fars declared to be heterodox, but they can
hardly have proscribed everything not attested in the exiguous corpus which
survives: it does not even preserve all of the Avesta. For another thing, it is
in that very corpus that we find the myth of Zoroaster’s creation, narrated as
a fundamental part of the faith complete with the link between fravahAr and
hom: if the Sasanian priests did not deem it heterodox, what sense does it
make for a modern scholar to do so? The priests may well have questioned the
orthodoxy of other aspects of the tradition from which they picked the myth,
but it evidently is not going to be in their own accounts of true Zoroastrianism
that we are going to find the aspects in question.38

The tradition reflected in the myths of the fravahrs and Zoroaster’s creation
was probably a regional form of Zoroastrianism different from that of Fars,
which the Sasanians made hegemonic. More precisely, it was probably Zoroas-
trianism as carried by the priests of Mesopotamia and western Iran, for it is in
that region that the myth remained current. According to a Gurani text pre-
served by the Ahl-i Haqq, God was originally alone, but desired to be known,
so he created a pearl which floated in the primordial waters in the invisible
world, and thereafter he called forth seven companions from his own essence,
all made in his image. They worshipped him day and night, imploring him to
appear before their eyes and reveal the secret of what the pearl contained. He
agreed on the condition that they would accept incarnation in the material
world: they would have to put on 1001 garments, meaning that they would be
reincarnated 1001 times; in every incarnation they would have to pass all kinds
of tests, and for every sin they committed there would be additional “garments”
to go through by way of punishment, in human or animal form. Those who suc-

37 S. Shaked, ‘The Myth of Zurvan: Cosmogony and Eschatology’, in I. Gruenwald, S. Shaked,
and G.G. Stroumsa, eds, Messiah and Christos: Studies in the Jewish Origins of Christianity
presented to David Flusser (Tiibingen, 1992), 234; cf. id., Dualism in Transformation, 7o,
stressing the diversity of doctrine characteristic of Sasanian religion.

38  Malandra’s analogy with apocryphal gospels such as that of Thomas is faulty given that
these gospels were rejected by the upholders of orthodoxy (cf. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesi-
astica, vol. 111, 3.25.7, condemning several of them, including that of Thomas, as heretical).
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ceeded would be united with God on the last day. The companions made a pact
with God, accepting these conditions, and the divine essence appeared inside
the pearl.3?

Here as in the myth of the fravahrs, humans are divine beings who go
into the material world in agreement with God, fully aware of the hardship
that it is likely to entail. There are only seven of them now, identified as
God’s companions, suggesting that the fravahrs have merged with the seven
amahraspands, but they still go into the world in the hope of obtaining a divine
reward when the mission has been accomplished. The nature of the mission
is no longer clear, and humans are not exactly heroes. The Zoroastrian idea
of voluntary embodiment has also been combined with the Platonic/Chris-
tian idea of embodiment as punishment: for every sin committed, there would
be an additional life on earth. But even without punishment, material exis-
tence is equated with reincarnation. This is in line with expectation, for when
the Zoroastrians of north-western Iran became Muslims (of sorts), they often
proved to be believers in reincarnation.4® Late though the narrative is, what we
see here is clearly a version of the “Decision of the Fravahrs”.

Mu‘tazilites and Christians

Several other myths about pre-existence were current in the third/ninth cen-
tury in which the Zoroastrian myth was first recorded, four of them among the
Mu‘tazilites in Baghdad. The best known is that formulated by Ahmad b. Khabit
(or Ha'it or the like), a Mu‘tazilite Sufi and pupil of al-Nazzam (d. 220/835 or
later).*! We may now briefly survey their versions.

(a) Ibn Khabit

According to Ibn Khabit, God created companions for himself in a world other
than this one and gave them sound natures, intelligence, and knowledge of
himself, perfecting their minds. He bestowed his favours on them, and also

39 M. Mokri, ‘Le Kaldm gourani sur le pacte des Compagnons Fidéles de Vérité au sein de la
Perle Prémondiale’, Journal Asiatique, 265 (1977), 240—241.

40  Cf.P.Crone, The Nativist Prophets of Early Islamic Iran: Rural Revolt and Local Zoroastrian-
ism (Cambridge, 2012), chs 12, 14, 15; more briefly also ead., ‘Korramis’, in EIr [Ed.: included
as article 3, Khurramis) in the present volume].

41 OnIbnKhabit, see]. van Ess, Theologie und Gesellschaft (Berlin, 1991-1997) (hereafter ),
iii, 430ff., superseding C. Pellat, ‘Deux curieux mu‘tazilites: Ahmad b. Habit et Fadl al-
Hadati, Mélanges de [’ Université Saint-Joseph, 50 (1984), 483-494.
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imposed the duty of gratitude on them. Some of them obeyed him in everything
he commanded: they stayed in the abode of bliss. Others disobeyed him in
everything: they were expelled to the abode of everlasting punishment. Those
in between were expelled to this world and dressed in bodies to be tested
with pleasure, pain, misery and hardship as humans, birds, grass-eating beasts,
predators, insects and other things in accordance with their sins in the first
abode. Deep down, all living beings were a single species, for what defined
them was the spirit, not the body, which was merely a mould (galab) for the
spirit, and legal obligation (taklif) applied to animals too. All living beings
would remain in this world as long as their acts of obedience were mixed
with disobedience, coming back repeatedly in new moulds and forms. Those
whose acts had become pure obedience would return to the abode of bliss
in which they had been created, while those whose acts had become pure
disobedience would be moved to the abode of everlasting fire. This happened
when a certain measure of good or evil had been reached: once that measure
was filled, all previous actions performed by that person turned into pure good
or pure evil.42

At first sight, this sounds like another version of the myth of the fravahrs,
but in fact it is Christian, more precisely Origenist, as has been noted before.*3
It depicts embodiment as a consequence of sin and explains the different
statuses of angels, humans and demons with reference to a fall; and the fact
that it ascribes a divine origin even to demons rules out a Zoroastrian origin.
Origen (d. 254) explained the different statuses of living beings, including
demons, with reference to a fall. In the simplified terms in which he was often
understood by later readers, he said, in his On First Principles (Peri Achon),
that God originally created minds or intellects (noes) which formed a unity
with him, in | blessed contemplation. Through satiety or perversity, led by
the future devil, they neglected God and turned into souls, which fell into
the material world. Some minds fell only a little: they were the angels. Others
fell completely: they were the demons. In between there were humans, whose
different states reflected their prior sins. All were placed in bodies of various
kinds in accordance with the gravity of their fall. The one nous that did not
fall was Christ. His devotion was such that he became inseparably united

42 Baghdadi, al-Farq bayna °l-firaq, M. Badyr, ed. (Cairo, 1910), 256—259 = TG vi, 211f,; Shahra-
stani, 42ff. = i, 223ff; cf. also Ibn Hazm, al-Fas! fi *[-milal wa’l-ahwa® wa’l-nihal (Cairo,
1317-1321), i, 9o.

43 Thus, H.S. Nyberg, Kleinere Schriften des Ibn al-Arabt (Leiden, 1919), 52, and at greater
length, M.S. Seale, Muslim Theology (London, 1964), 74{f.; D. Thomas, Anti-Christian Po-
lemic in Early Islam (Cambridge, 1992), 5ff.
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with God, and he took on a body voluntarily to help the souls find their way
back. Eventually all would be restored to their spiritual existence. Even hell
would disappear, the end would be like the beginning.#4 Origen’s doctrine
of pre-existence was designed to justify the diverse states of living beings:
contrary to what the Marcionites and Gnostics claimed, God’s seemingly unfair
distribution of his favours was perfectly just, for all states reflected the exercise
of free will by the minds in pre-existence.

Ibn Khabit's myth, too, was meant to vindicate God’s justice,*® and that its
roots lie in Origen’s is corroborated by his Christology. Most strikingly, he said
that before hisincarnation, Christhad been an ‘aql, a mind or intellect (nous),*6
and that Christ had been created first, as shown by the hadith in which the
first thing that God creates is the @gl4” Origen similarly identified Christ as
“the firstborn of all creation” (Col. 1:15) and as the wisdom that God created
in the beginning (Prov. 8:22) (at the same time he held that the creation had
existed as long as God himself, that the son had always been, and that all
such statements were ultimately misleading because God was above temporal
relations).#8 Like Origen, Ibn Khabit saw Christ as both a created being and
the pre-eternal logos (kalima),*® the second God:5° he held Christ to be the
son of God “by adoption’, as al-Baghdadi says,?! presumably meaning that

44  Origen, On First Principles, G.W. Butterworth, tr. (New York, 1966), esp. 1, 8 (where the key
passages are drawn from later authors); cf. the introduction for the problems connected
with this work, extant only in a Latin translation and Koetschau’s edition, inserting
paraphrases and quotations found in other authors. For fuller and more nuanced accounts
of Origen’s views based on all his extant works, see P. Tzamalikos, Origen: Cosmology and
Ontology of Time (Leiden, 2006); ].A. McGuckin, ed., The scM Press A-Zz of Origen (London
and Louisville, 2006), s.vv. ‘Apokatastasis’, ‘Fall’, ‘Pre-existence’

45  Ibn Hazm, iv, 14.

46 Baghdadi, Farg, 260f. = TG vi, 218 (no. 27, i, translating ‘aq/ as Logoswesen). Shahrastani,
44 =1, 225—-226n, puts a Neoplatonist spin on it: Ibn Khabit supposedly identified the first
intellect with the active intellect from whom the different forms emanate.

47 Baghdadi, Usil al-din (Istanbul, 1928), 72.4; cf. id., Farg, 260f. =TG vi, 218 (no. 27, h),
where the hadith is cited in a form starting inna Allah khalaga al-‘aql; it is cited in its
normal form in Shahrastani, 44 = i, 226 (awwalu ma khalaga Allah al-‘aql); cf. 1. Goldziher,
‘Neuplatonische und gnostische Elemente im Hadit, Zeitschrift fiir Assyriologie, 22 (1908)
(repr. in his Gesammelte Schriften, ]. Desomogyi, ed., v (Hildesheim, 1970)), 319.

48  Origen, First Principles, 1, 4-5; 1V, 4, 1; cf., Tzamalikos, Origen, 25.

49  Ibn Hazm, iv, 197.—3 = TG vi, 218f. (no. 29, a), with reference to both Ibn Khabit and Fadl
al-Hadathi; Shahrastani, 42 = i, 222, with reference to Ibn Khabit alone.

50 Baghdadi, Farg, 217.1; cf. also Shahrastani, 42 = i, 221.

51 Baghdadi, Farg, 260 (‘ala ma‘na °l-tabanni dina ’l-wilada) = TG vi, 217 (no. 27, b).
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he saw Christ as having fused with the logos by mystical devotion.5? Unlike
Origen, however, he operated with not just two creations, one spiritual and
one material, but also two creators, one pre-eternal and the other created in
time, God and Christ: it was the latter who had created Adam in his image,
he said, and God had delegated the running of this world to him.5® (He is
also reported to have held that God created all created beings at one and the
same time, but perhaps he said this with the spiritual creation in mind, or
perhaps he shared Origen’s view that ultimately all chronological statements
connected with God were misleading.)>* Ibn Khabit’s distinction between two
creators suggests that the Origenist myth had reached him via Evagrius (d. 399),
a believer in Origenist pre-existence who played a major role in the formation
of eastern Christian spirituality and whose Kephalaia Gnostica continued to be
read in its unexpurgated form in Syriac even after Justinian’s | condemnation of
Origenist views.?> Evagrius assigned the spiritual creation to God while holding
that Christ had created the material world. Admittedly, he also has passages
presenting God as the creator of both, and it is arguable that he adhered to the
standard Christian doctrine that God created the material world using Christ,
the logos, as his instrument.>® But if so, he lent himself to a more radical reading
by the many who regarded God as so utterly unlike our finite, material world,
that an intermediary principle was needed for any kind of relationship between
the two to be possible; for it was the doctrine of Christ as the creator of the
material world that Justinian condemned in 553.57 In line with his belief in an

52 Cf. F. Refoulé, ‘La christologie d’ Evagre et ]’ origénisme’, Orientalia Christiana Periodica, 27
(1961), 263. The position is identified as Arian by Nyberg, Kleinere Schriften, 52n, a view
shared by many enemies of Origen and Evagrius, cf. Refoulé, ‘Christologie d’ Evagre), 226
(cf. also 249, 262, on adoptianism); A Guillaumont, Un philosophe au désert: Evagre le
Pontique (Paris, 2004), 86.

53 Baghdadi, Farg, 260 = TG vi, 217 (no. 27, a); id., Usil al-din, 72; Ibn Hazm, iv, 197.—4 = TG Vi,
218 (no. 29, a).

54  Ibn Hazm, iv, 198.6; Shahrastani, 43 = i, 224. He owed this doctrine to his teacher, cf.
Shahrastani, 39 = i, 207.

55 Guillaumont, Un philosophe au désert, 102 ff.; cf also J. Konstantinovsky, Evagrius Ponticus:
the Making of a Gnostic (Farnham, Surrey, and Burlington, vT, 2009), 23f.

56 Konstantinovsky, Evagrius, 109, 122; cf. Guillaumont, Un philosophe au désert, 345-346 and
346n, only reporting the orthodox position; B. Daley, ‘Origenism of Leontius of Byzantium/,
Journal of Theological Studies, Ns 27 (1976), 337, taking Evagrius to present Christ as the
demiurge.

57  Konstantinovsky, Evagrius, 20—21 (no. 6 of the 15 anti-Origenist anathemas issued by the
Fifth Ecumenical Council in 553); slightly differently translated in Origen, First Principles,
11, 8, 6a (p. 126).
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utterly transcendent God, Ibn Khabit also held that it was Christ, not God, who
would sit in judgement in the hereafter, and that only Christ would be visible
to mankind.>8

Ibn Khabit's myth also departs from Origen’s myths in some respects, how-
ever. First and most obviously, Origen’s minds fall away from God through
neglect, but Ibn Khabit’s spirits fail to display gratitude to the benefactor, an
obligation which the Mu‘tazilites held to be clear on rational grounds, indepen-
dently of the revelation of the law.5% Since God had perfected the minds of his
companions, according to Ibn Khabit, they had no excuse for failing to be grate-
ful (since he had also given them sound natures, it is not easy to see how they
could be guilty of moral deficiency either, but one way or the other this prob-
lem recurs in all accounts trying to absolve God of responsibility for evil while
at the same time making him the direct or indirect creator of everything with-
out exception). We are not told how the spirits had displayed their ingratitude.
Origen and his followers linked their doctrine of pre-existence with the Biblical
account of the fall (as did Philo before them): the tunics of skin which God gave
to Adam and Eve (Gen. 3:21) represented the gross bodies in which they hence-
forth had to live, they said, though Origen was not sure about this reading.°
But Ibn Khabit is more likely to have adduced the Qur’anic account of the pri-
mordial covenant between God and future mankind, still seeds in Adam’s loins:
“Am I not yourlord?’, God asked them; “yes”, they replied (Q. 7:172).6! Those who
gave the right answer will have been the future angels, those who denied it out-
right the future demons, and the rest, the future mankind.

Secondly, Origen’s myth has even the angels fall just a little: he envisages
the starting point as something approaching complete unity with God. But in

58  Ibn al-Rawandi in Khayyat, Kitab al-intisar, A.N. Nader, ed. and tr. (Beirut, 1957), 107.8
= 134-135; Baghdadi, Farg, 260 = TG vi, 217 (no. 27, c); id., Usil, 72; cf. Konstantinovsky,
Evagrius, 155f. Here, too, Shahrastani, 42 = i, 221, puts a Neoplatonist spin on it: Christ
would appear on the day of judgement and remove the veils between himself and the
forms which have emanated from him.

59  Cf. AK. Reinhart, Before Revelation (Albany, 1995), ch. 6.

60 Philo, Quaestiones et Solutiones in Genesim, 1, 53; R.A. Layton, Didymus the Blind and His
Circle in Late-Antique Alexandria (Urbana, 2004), 105. For Origen and Gnostics who read
the verse the same way, see the references in H. Chadwick, tr, Origen contra Celsum
(Cambridge, 1953), 2161, ad 1V, 40 (where Origen mentions the “secret and mysterious
meaning” of the skins). His uncertainty is restated as outright rejection of the reading in
Tzamalikos, Origen, 81.

61 For the same conjecture, see Van Ess, TG, iii, 432; similarly Mokri, ‘Kaldm gourani sur le
pacte’, 243—244, with reference to the version of the Ahl-i Haqq.
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the account of Ibn Khabit (as also in Philo),®? it is the angels who represent
the starting point: they stay in the place from which the others fall. Thirdly,
Ibn Khabit saw embodiment as not just punishment, but also a test, another
Quranic feature (e.g. Q. 21:35; 76:2), and one which recurs in the version told
by the Ahl-i Haqq. Finally, Origin and Evagrius held that hell would eventually
disappear, all would be saved, even the devil, and the initial state would be
restored (though Origen also voiced different views).63 But Ibn Khabit’s hellfire
is everlasting, once more in agreement with the Qur’an.

Ibn Khabit provides us with indirect testimony for Origenist beliefs among
the Christians who were the main rivals of the Zoroastrians before the coming
of Islam. But one can also tell that he or his ancestors had lived in a Zoroastrian
environment: it shows in the striking metaphor he uses for Christ’s incarnation.
He does not say that Christ “dressed himselfin a body”, which was the standard
expression in Eastern Syriac literature,®4 but rather that he tadarra‘a jasadan
(or bi’ljasad), put on a body as his coat of mail.85 This is the Zoroastrian idea
of the body as the armour that one needs to put on in order to enter the battle
scene which is the material world, his “weapon and garment” or “weapon and
instrument”, as the Dénkard describes it.%6 Ibn Khabit's choice of this metaphor
is unlikely to be accidental. What he is implying is that Christ put on a body
as armour, ~e went into the world voluntarily, to save us; but we are not here
of our own accord, our bodies are not an instrument of salvation, but rather
a punishment for our sins. As one would expect, Ibn Khabit was an ascetic.
He and his associate, Fadl al-Hadathi, found fault with Muhammad for having
married.”

It is also striking that Ibn Khabit thinks in terms of spirit and body, not
mind, soul and body, as did Origen and Evagrius. He may have been indebted
to his teacher al-Nazzam here, for the latter likewise thought of man as a
spirit (rith) in a mould (galab), and he too saw the body as an affliction and a

62 Cf. Philo, de Somniis, 1, 138-140.

63  Cf. McGuckin, Origen, s.v. ‘Apokatastasis’ (Norris), Konstantinovsky, Evagrius, 170 ff.

64  Cf. S.P. Brock, ‘Clothing Metaphors as a Means of Theological Expression in Syriac Tradi-
tion), in M. Schmidt, ed., Typus, Symbol, Allegorie bei den Ostlichen Vitern und ihren Paral-
lelen im Mittelalter (Regensburg, 1982), 11—40; O. Shchuryk, L¢bes pagra’ as the Language
of “Incarnation” in the Demonstrations of Aphrahat the Persian Sage’, Ephemerides Theo-
logicae Lovanienses, 83 (2007), 419-444.

65 Baghdadi, Farg, 261 (wrongly tadharra’a) = TG vi, 218 (no. 27, i); Shahrastani, 42 = i, 222.

66 R.C. Zaehner, The Dawn and Twilight of Zoroastrianism (London, 1961), 274, citing DkM,
383-384.

67  Ibn Hazm, i, 78.-8 (Ibn Khabit only); iv, 197.—2 (both) = 76 vi, 219 (no. 29, b).
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prison.58 The Zoroastrians of western Iran (inclusive of Mesopotamia) who had
become Muslims of sorts likewise envisaged humans as spirits in moulds,% so
the conception would appear to have been commonplace in that region. This
reinforces the suspicion that the myth of the fravahrs was familiar to the priests
of Fars from the Zoroastrians of Mesopotamia and western Iran.

Further, Ibn Khabit combines the idea of pre-existence with reincarnation.
The two ideas are often linked. Origen was accused of believing in both, but this
is most unlikely, not least because he repeatedly declares belief in reincarnation
to be contrary to Biblical doctrine.”® Evagrius did not postulate reincarnation
either. As noted, however, the doctrine was common among former Zoroastri-
ans in western Iran, where it survives to this day among the Ahl-i Haqq and
others.” It was also upheld by the Manichaeans for those too burdened by sin
to obtain release.” Ibn Khabit’s belief in reincarnation is thus most likely to be
a third reflection of the Iranian environment in which his ancestors lived.

There is a fourth reflection of this environment too. As Ibn Khabit saw it, all
living beings were members of a single species: the spirit in them was the same.
It followed that all livings were endowed with reason (natiga), even animals.
Indeed, Ibn Khabit held even inanimate matter to be endowed with reason. He
and others would follow the literal meaning of the Qurianic verses in which
heaven, the earth, mountains, stones, birds and other animals are presented as
speaking like human beings, and claim that even stones can think and reason
(ta‘qilu wa-tantiqu).” How stones had acquired their minds we are not told,
but one assumes the answer is by spirits sinking to an inanimate state. At all
events, this kind of panpsychism was also common in Iran. That everything is
alive, sentient and intelligent is best known as a Manichaean view. However,
it is also attested for the ex-Zoroastrian | Khurramis and the Jahmiyya;’* and

68  Ashari, Kitab magqalat al-islamiyyin, H. Ritter, ed. (Istanbul, 1929-1933), 331; ‘Abd al-Jabbar,
al-Mughni ft abwab al-tawhid wa’l-‘adl, xi, M.'A. al-Najjar and ‘A-H. al-Najjar, eds (Cairo,
1965), 310.7; cf. TG vi, 13, with further attestations.

69 Cf. Crone, Nativist Prophets, ch. 12.

70  Cf. the summary in McGuckin, Origen, s.v. ‘Transmigration of souls’ (Roukema).

71 Cf. Crone, Nativist Prophets, chs 12,14, 15, 19. The affinity with Khurramis and other Ghulat
is also noted in Van Ess, TG, 434n.

72 Cf. G. Casadio, ‘The Manichaean Metempsychosis: Typology and Historical Roots) in
G. Wiesner and H-J. Klimkeit, eds, Studia Manichaica (Wiesbaden, 1992), 105-130.

73 Jahiz, K. al-hayawan, ‘A-S.M. Haran, ed. (Cairo, 1938-1958), iv, 287.

74  Cf.P. Crone, ‘Al-Jahiz on ashab al-jahalat and the Jahmiyya), in R. Hansberger, M. Afifi al-
Akiti, and C. Burnett, eds, Medieval Arabic Thought: Essays in Honour of Fritz Zimmermann
(London and Turin, 2012) [Ed.: included as article 8 in the present volume], 27—40.
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as we have seen, all living beings, from plants and animals to Ahura Mazda, as
well as inanimate things such as the sky, the earth, and the waters are endowed
with fravashis in Yasht 13.

The fact that all living beings were endowed with the same spirit had another
consequence to Ibn Khabit, namely that animals were bound by the law. It was
to the spirit that commands and prohibitions were addressed, he explained.”
Animals are also moral agents in Zoroastrianism,”® but Ibn Khabit developed
the idea in a manner unique to himself: he inferred that all animals must
have had prophets to bring laws to them. Like human beings, animals formed
nations to whom messengers were sent, drawn from their own species, address-
ing them in their own language: this was true of all of them, worms, fleas, lice,
ants, bees, fish, pigs, monkeys, elephants and others included. Needless to say,
he found support for this, as for all his doctrines, in the Qur’an.”

Allin all, Ibn Khabit gives us a good idea of what Ibn Hanbal or a later scholar
identified with him meant by zanadiga al-nasara, loosely translatable as Chris-
tians of an Iranianised kind.”® There were others like him. The Marcionites of
Iran were so Iranianised (mostly along Manichaean lines) that one can barely
recognize them as Christians.”® In contrast, the Christian origin of Ibn Khabit’s
beliefs comes through loud and clear even though he was a Muslim. But the Ira-
nian input is no less evident, in his panpsychism, his view of animals, his belief
in reincarnation, and in his use of a Zoroastrian metaphor to reject a Zoroas-
trian claim about the nature of human life.

(b) Ibn Manush and Others
Ibn Khabit had a colleague or pupil called Ahmad b. Ayyab b. Manuash (or
Banush or the like),80 who had a different version of the myth of pre-existence.8!

75 Baghdadi, Farg, 256 = TG vi, 211 (no. 19, c—f).

76 S. Shaked, ‘The Moral Responsibility of Animals. Some Zoroastrian and Jewish Views on
the Relation of Humans and Animals) in M. Stausberg, ed., Kontinuitdten und Briiche in der
Religionsgeschichte (Festschrift fiir Anders Hultgard) (Berlin and New York, 2001), 578-595.

77 Baghdadi, Farg, 257.15 = TG vi, 212 (no. 19, m); Maqdisi, Kitab al-bad’ wa’l-ta‘rikh, C. Huart,
ed. and tr. (Paris, 1899-1919), iii, 8—9; Ibn Hazm, i, 78; iv, 198.2—5; Shahrastani, 44 = i, 227;
cf. Jahiz, Hayawan, iv, 79-8o.

78  Ibn Hanbal, Radd ‘ala ’l-zanadiga wa’l-Jahmiyya (Cairo, 1393), 19.

79 Cf. M. Frenschkowski, ‘Marcion in arabischen Quellen, in G. May and K. Greschat, eds,
Marcion und seine kirchengeschichtliche Wirkung (Berlin, 2002), 39-63.

80  They were both pupils of al-Nazzam according to Shahrastani, 43 =i, 224. Ibn Manash was
a pupil of Ibn Khabit according to Baghdadyi, Farg, 255.11; Ibn Hazm, i, go-10; iv, 198.17. See
further Van Ess, 76, iii, 441f.

81 Baghdadi, Farg, 258f. = TG vi, 220. Baghdadi had heard it from one of Ibn Manash’s pupils.
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According to him, God started by creating al-ajza’ al-muqaddara, the predeter-
mined number of particles (or alternatively the particles endowed with gadar,
free will).82 Each one of them was an atom and all were alive, intelligent (‘agila)
and completely identical. God then gave them a choice: did they want to be
tested on the earth or not? Some chose to be tested, others declined and stayed
where they were. Of those who opted for the test (mihna, imtihan), some turned
disobedient and sank to a lower level, others obeyed and were raised to a higher
level: thereafter they (i.e. those who disobeyed him) repeatedly came back in
different moulds and forms until some became human beings and others ani-
mals of different kinds in accordance with their sins. All we are told about the
humans is that they could commit acts of obedience entitling them to status
as prophet or angel, presumably meaning in this life (according to Ibn Hazm,
Ibn Manash claimed to be a prophet himself).83 Whether they continued to be
reincarnated if they were sinners is not stated. Reincarnation certainly contin-
ued for the animals, but always as animals, not as humans, and they were not
mukallaf: it was simply by way of punishment for their sins that they would
come back repeatedly in different shapes and suffer slaughter, subjection and
other disagreeable things until | they had served their sentence (they did not
receive prophets either, then). When their sentence had been completed, they
would return to the starting point and once more get to choose between stay-
ing where they were and going down for a test on earth. If they returned for a
new test, they would be subjected to the law again; if they stayed, they would
remain free of it. Presumably this means that they had become angels again.
According to Ibn Manash, animals were not subjected to the law because they
were being punished, and angels were not subjected to it either because they
were being rewarded: both reward and punishment were incompatible with
obligation in his view. Prophets, too, were rewarded with exemption from legal
obligations.84

Here we have another myth accounting for the diversity of living beings.
Again we start with identical spirits, or rather particles. They are completely
equal in all respects, a point also stressed by Origen:%5 God is scrupulously
fair. Of course, if they were all identical, it is hard to see how they could make

82  Van Ess translates al-ajza’ al-muqaddara as “die gedachten Partikeln’, which makes no
sense to me. R. Freitag, Seelenwanderung in der islamischen Hiresie (Berlin, 1985), 123,
strangely has “vernunftsbegabten Monaden”.

83  Ibn Hazm, iv, 198.—7.

84  Shahrastani, 43 = i, 224.

85 Origen, First Principles, 11, 9, 6, 134.
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different choices, but this is another form of the perennial problem noted
above. The idea of man as an atom, also attested for another Mu‘tazilite at
the time,86 could owe something to the Qur’anic account of the primordial
covenant: all of humanity had to fit into Adam’s loins, they are mere specks in
Hadith on the theme. The atoms are mugaddara, probably meaning numer-
ically predetermined or finite, for Ibn Manuash shared with Ibn Khabit and
al-Nazzam the view that God had created everything in one go:87 this would
not be possible if the number of atoms were infinite. That the souls or spirits
were finite in number was in any case quite an extremely common idea, found
in Origen,® Manichaeism (where they are the captured particles of light), some
forms of eternalism,®? and rabbinic Judaism,° as well as in Plato.?! As atoms,
the spirits are indivisible, probably also required by the doctrine that all had
been created at the same time.92 But what God had created at one and the same
time was the whole world, not just living beings, so the atoms must include the
entire material creation: Ibn Manush probably shared the view that everything,
even inanimate objects, had minds.

Like Ibn Khabit's myth, that of Ibn Mantsh testifies to interaction with
Zoroastrianism. Most strikingly, the pre-existing particles are now given a
choice: they can choose to be tested, i.e. by going into the material world, or
they can refuse it. Those who opt for the test can hope to pass it, as some
do, so embodiment is not quite a freely chosen condition, but it is certainly a
freely chosen risk. Why those who fail the test should be reincarnated numer-
ous times before reaching the status of humans and animals is not clear, but it is
striking that demons no longer figure in the story: those who stay behind seem
to be the angels while those who accept the test are the future humans and ani-
mals; no other beings are mentioned. Finally, al-Baghdadr’s summary suggests
that eventually all would be saved, in line with both Origenist and Zoroastrian
teaching, but this is not explicitly stated.

86  ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Mughni, xi, 311.6 (Hisham al-Fuwati, who added that its seat was in the
heart), 329 ff. (polemics against the idea).

87 Ibn Hazm, iv, 198.6 = TG vi, 215 (no. 25, b); Shahrastani, 43 = i, 224.

88 Origen, First Principles, 11, 9/1, 129.

89 Cf. Ibn Hazm, i, 91, where it is the tacit premise on which belief in reincarnation is based.

90 Cf. the references given below, notes 120-126.

91 Plato, Republic, 6113, here too in explanation of reincarnation.

92 Cf. VanEss, 76, iii, 368: Ibn al-Rawandi taunted al-Nazzam with allegedly believing that an
infinite number of bodies (in the sense of three-dimensional objects) had been created in
one go, probably with reference to al-Nazzam’s rejection of atomism.
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Al-Baghdadi briefly outlines part of a third Mu‘tazilite myth, this time by
one (Ahmad b. Muhammad) al-Qahti or Qahtab1.9® According to this man,
the spirits or particles (no noun is used) asked of their own accord to be
differentiated in rank, and God told them that this required a test, which might
involve punishment. So they, presumably meaning some of them, refused the
test: this was what God referred to when he said, “We offered the trust (amana)
to the heavens and the earth and the mountains, but they refused to carry
it, and were afraid of it, but man carried it. Surely, he is | sinful, very foolish”
(Q. 33:72).94 If this is Origen’s myth by origin, nothing else is left of it. Here, all
the spirits or atoms created by God are given a choice, including those which
become inanimate things such as heaven, the earth and the mountains; and
what they choose is a test in the sense of subjection to the law. Everything is
endowed with rationality; indeed the heavens, the earth and the mountains
may be more rational than humans in that they refused the law, whereas the
foolish humans were rash enough to accept it even though they would not be
able to obey it. Presumably, some of them eventually achieve the higher rank
they desired, but this part of the myth is not told.

Al-Baghdadi also alludes to a fourth myth according to which God created
the spirits and imposed legal obligations on (kallafa) those who he knew would
obey him, not on those who would disobey him; the latter disobeyed him
in the beginning, i.e. in pre-existence, and were punished by metamorphosis
(maskh) and reincarnation (naskh) in diverse bodies in accordance with their
sins.9% This is somewhat unclear. Al-Baghdadi seems to be saying that God only
imposed legal obligations on the angels, not on all those guilty of a primordial
act of disobedience, but this can hardly be what he means. More likely is the
thought that humans are those spirits who passed the primordial test, and that
God imposed moral obligations on them, whereas he did not impose any on all
those who failed the test and who therefore had no hope of salvation; impris-
oned in animals and inanimate objects, they would move around in diverse
bodies by way of punishment until the end of the world, when they would cease
to exist. This myth is attributed to “Abti Muslim al-Harrani”, which one auto-
matically emends to al-Khurasani; but though Abti Muslim al-Khurasant is in
fact credited with belief in reincarnation (reflecting the beliefs of those who
made a hero of him),%¢ we must have a Mu‘tazilite doctrine here. Its author

93 On him, see Van Ess, 76, iii, 442 ff.

94  Baghdadi, Farg, 259 = TG vi, 221. This verse is also cited by those who believe everything to
be endowed with mind in Jahiz, Hayawan, v, 288.

95  Baghdadi, Farg, 259.

96  Cf. Aba Hatim al-Razi, Kitab al-islah, H. Mintachihr and M. Muhaqqiq, eds (Tehran, 1377/
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is presumably Fadl al-Hadathi (sometimes al-Harrani).97 Ibn Khabit is regu-
larly associated with this man, and it would be odd for al-Baghdadi to mention
the one and not the other. Al-Shahrastani credits Ibn Khabit’s myth to both of
them,%8 but Abu Ya‘la makes it clear that their myths were different; he briefly
summarises the views of Ibn Khabit and Ibn Manuash (here Namus) and con-
cludes by telling us that Fadl al-Hadathi (here al-Harathi) believed all things,
whether animals, plants or inanimate things such as rocks, to contain spirits
which had been moved there by way of punishment for their sins (arwah man-
sukha wa-mu‘adhdhaba bi-ajramiha).%® This is also what al-Baghdadi reports.
Origen has been completely left behind here. The panpsychist and reincar-
nationist universe that these stories of pre-existence are meant to explain is
entirely Iranian; the rest is entirely Muslim.

(c) Why Did Mankind Accept?

In making embodiment a freely chosen condition or risk, Ibn Manash and
al-Qahtabi restored the problem, glaring in the Zoroastrian myth, of how to
explain that the divine beings accepted embodiment, or the test by which
they risked embodiment. One version of the Zoroastrian myth says that the
fravahrs were persuaded by the promise of Zoroaster. The idea is that this
would make embodied life more bearable, but it is not much of a reward for
spirits in the presence of God. Another reward held out is the future body,
or the renovation in general, but this makes even less sense. Believers in pre-
existence always saw embodiment as a step down from the original condition:
what they hoped for was to become ethereal divine beings again. Origen did
of course accept the doctrine of | bodily resurrection, but he envisaged the
resurrection body as made of matter so subtle that in effect it was spiritual,
and he was duly accused of not believing in bodily resurrection at all.l%® The
Zoroastrians likewise envisaged bodies in the meénog as subtle and made of

1998), 161.10 (Abt Muslim and Bihafaridh both believed in tanasukh); Ibn Hazm, i, 9o.—g;
ii, 115.12, cf. iv, 180.7, and the Mss in I. Friedlaender, ‘The Heterodoxies of the Shiites in the
Presentation of Ibn Hazm (i), Journal of the American Oriental Society 28 (1907), 36. Van
Ess rightly rejects the idea that Aba Muslim al-Khurasanti is intended here (76, iii, 445; vi,
445).

97 For the variations on his nisba, see I. Friedlaender, ‘The Heterodoxies of the Shiites in the
Presentation of Ibn Hazm (ii), Journal of the American Oriental Society, 29 (1908), 11.

98  Shahrastani, 42—43 = i, 223.

99  Abu Yala Ibn al-Farr@, al-Mu‘tamad fi usal al-din, W.Z. Haddad, ed. (Beirut, 1974), 110.9 =
TG Vi, 219, no. 31

100 McGuckin, Origen, s.v. ‘Resurrection’ (Daley).
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light, and it was in such bodies, which would not cast a shadow, that many
of them hoped to return. But the priests of Fars never lose an opportunity
to remind their audience that the future body would be real, and indeed our
very own reassembled, explicitly mentioning that it would cast a shadow too,
probably by way of competition with Christianity and polemics against belief
in reincarnation.!! This is yet another way in which the myth of the fravahrs
can be seen to come from a non-Persian form of Zoroastrianism: it does not go
well with the doctrine of bodily resurrection in the normal sense of the word.
If the pre-existing spirits had the option of staying in the presence of God,
what could possibly have induced them to leave? Plotinus, who held the soul
to descend in response to an irresistible impulse, compared it to the way some
men are “moved unreasoningly to noble deeds”.1°2 This is likely to be how the
warlike aristocrats of Sasanian Iran perceived it, too: God wanted the fravahrs
to go on a terrible mission, and being heroes, they accepted the task, fully aware
that they might come to grief, but assured of ultimate salvation. Differently put,
they went into the world in the same spirit in which they went into battle in the
here and now. The Mu‘tazilites solved the problem differently, however.
According to Ibn Khabit and either Fadl al-Hadathi or Ibn Maniish, the
future humans began their existence in the first paradise, presumably the
lowest heaven. It was from there that they fell into the material world, and
also there that those who refused the test remained. There were two higher
categories of paradise, however. One was the paradise in which people ate,
drank and had sex, in short, the Qur’anic paradise (and indeed that of the
Pahlavi books, and of some Christians as well);!193 the other was a higher realm
in which the rewards were purely spiritual.'®4 This was undoubtedly where
all the Mu‘tazilite Sufis wanted to be. Those who refused the test and stayed
where they were are clearly the angels, or the general run of them: humans
who passed the test or worked their way back ranked higher than they did even

101 Cf. A.deJong, ‘Shadow and Resurrection’, Bulletin of the Asia Institute, NS 9 (1995), 215-224;
Shaked, Dualism, 33; Crone, Nativist Prophets, ch. 15.

102 Plotinus, Enneads, A.H. Armstrong, ed. and tr., 1v/13 (Cambridge, Mass., 1966-1989), 19—20.

103 There will be food and all the pleasures that humans enjoy, including sexual intercourse
without procreation, in the paradisical state after the renovation (e.g. PRDd 48:58—60, 106;
GrBd 34:24 (Bd 30:26 West)). For Christians who saw the resurrection as a promise that
they would never lack the power to “eat and drink and do all things that pertain to flesh
and blood”, see Origen, First Principles, 11, 11, 2; Gregory of Nyssa, ‘On the Making of Man in
P.Schaffand H. Wace, eds, A Select Library of Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian
Church translated into English, v (Edinburgh, 1892) (repr. Grand Rapids, M1, n.d.), sect. 20.

104 Shahrastani, 43 = i, 224—225.
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in the Quranic paradise, and even more so in the highest heaven. The abode
of entitlement (istihqgaq) was nobler than that of benefaction (tafdil), as Ibn
Manash declared.!°> The Mu‘tazilite myth thus incorporates a new element,
not Zoroastrian, but rather Jewish by origin, namely the relative merits in the
eyes of God of angels and human beings.

(d) Aftermath

The Mu‘tazilite Sufis look like mere curiosities today, and there were certainly
also contemporaries who found them odd, not least al-Jahiz, who derided their
belief in the rational nature of everything and mocked them as juhhal al-
sufiyya. But they were sufficiently important for him to write against them;
al-Ka‘bi thought highly of Ibn Khabit,'°6 and al-Shahrastani even describes Ibn
Manaush as shaykh al-mu‘tazila.®” The Mu‘tazilite Sufis were Islamising doc-
trines they had brought with them from their ancestral background by read-
ing them into the Quran and Hadith, but this is what everyone was doing
at the time; and though some of their doctrines were more outlandish than
others from a traditional Muslim point of view, it was by no means obvi-
ous that Islam was incompatible with the doctrine of | pre-existence. It was
widely accepted that special figures such as Muhammad and the imams had
existed before they were born,'°8 and the astrologer Abi Ma‘shar (d. 272/886)
is reported to have held the soul (of any human being) to have descended from
the sphere of light.1%9 Similar doctrines remained current among the Sufis.
Junayd (d. 298/910) believed that we have existed in God before coming into
this world, finding proof of it in the Qur’anic account of God’s covenant with
Adam’s seed.''% According to al-Hakim al-Tirmidhi (d. c. 320/938), mystics rec-
ognize each other when they meet “for the spirits are created two thousand
years before the bodies and have sniffed at each other, the way horses do”1! Al-
Sarraj (d. 378/988), on the other hand, condemned the doctrine that the spirit is

105 Baghdadi, Farg, 258 = TG vi, 220 (no. 33, e).

106 Shahrastani, 42 = i, 220.

107 Shahrastani, 43 = i, 224.

108 Cf. T. Andrae, Die Person Muhammeds in Lehre und Glauben seiner Gemeinde (Stockholm,
1918), 313 ff.; U. Rubin, ‘Pre-existence and Light: Aspects of the Concept of Nar Muhammad),
Israel Oriental Studies, 5 (1975), 62—-119.

109 Elr, s.v. ‘Aba Mafar’ (Pingree).

110 AH. Abdel-Kader, The Life, Personality and Writings of al-Junayd (London, 1976), ch. 7
(relating the idea to Neoplatonism), cf. the Arabic texts, p. 40ff. (drawn to my attention
by Stephen Menn).

111 Andrae, Person Muhammeds, 3151, citing Tirmidhi, Nawadir al-usul, 164.
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created in the divine realm (malakat), to which it returns when it is purified.!!2
But ‘Ala’ al-Dawla al-Simnani (d. 735/1336) corrects the misconception that a
certain story about ‘Ali could be adduced in proof of reincarnation, by stating
asafactthat God created the spirits thousands of years before the body.! Mulla
Sadra (d.1050/1640), too, held the “Adamic” or noetic soul to have pre-existence,
and found proof of it in the Qur’anic account of God’s covenant with humanity
in Adam’s loins. But by then, of course, the idea of pre-existence had long been
familiar from Neoplatonism (and the soul had replaced the spirit). Mulla Sadra
did not think that the soul had been connected with the body by free choice. He
also denied that belief in pre-existence necessitated belief in reincarnation, but
like Origen and many Zoroastrians, he envisaged the future body as spiritual. !+

Plato

Both the Zoroastrians and Origen postulated a double creation, one spiritual
and one material. Both held humans to have existed in the spiritual world
before coming into its material counterpart; both envisaged them as returning
in spiritual bodies, and both also inclined to the belief that hell would cease
to exist (though Ahriman would not be redeemed, since he was not a fallen
angel).’5 Yet there is no reason to think that either side was indebted to
the other. The Zoroastrian ideas in question predate Origen,!'¢ while Origen’s
are rooted in Plato, often via Philo.17 There are obvious affinities between

112 B. Radtke, ‘How can Man reach the Mystical Union? Ibn Tufayl and the Divine Spark’, in
L.I Conrad, ed., The World of Ibn Tufay! (Leiden, 1996), 188, citing Sarraj, Luma", 435:7f.

113 Quoted in M. Molé, ‘Les Kubrawiya entre sunnisme et shiisme aux huitiéme et neuviéme
siécle de I'hégire’, Revue des Ftudes Islamiques, 29 (1961), 86.

114 J.W. Morris, The Wisdom of the Throne: an Introduction to the Philosophy of Mulla Sadra
(Princeton, 1981), 140-141, 144-170.

115 For an exception, see Dd, question 36:18, which informs us that hell will serve as a
penitentiary for the demons and wicked ones that they have deceived “until the appointed
time when the punishment of demons and the penitence of the wicked are accomplished”.

116 The distinction between a spiritual and a material creation was presupposed in the
Varshtmansr Nask on the reluctance of the ox to be created in the geétig (above, note 9)
and the Spand Nask, on the creation of Zoroaster in the geétig (above, note 32). Both
are undatable, but placing them in the third century AD or later is surely impossible.
Bodies that would not cast a shadow are attested already (in the context of universal
eschatology) in Theopompus (4th century BcC) as quoted by Plutarch (de Jong, ‘Shadow
and Resurrection’). For the terminus ante quem of the myth of the fravahrs, see below.

117 Cf. G. Bostock, ‘The Sources of Origen’s Doctrine of Pre-existence’, in Origeniana Quarta,
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Zoroastrianism and Platonism, however, and Zoroastrians are likely to have
found Plato congenial when they were introduced to him, as they probably
were well before Sasanian times. The myth of the fravahrs could be taken to
suggest familiarity with Plato’s Timaeus.

In the Timaeus, Plato describes the demiurge as creating the human souls
out of the leftover from the World Soul and distributing them among the stars.
The demiurge then addresses these souls. He tells them that the laws of the
universe make it necessary for them to become incarnate and that their |
conjunction with a body will expose them to sensations of pleasure, pain, desire
and other passions which will make things difficult for them. Those who master
their own passions and cultivate virtue will return to their stars after death and
live a happy life there; those who give in to their passions will be returned to
the earth, where they will be reincarnated in ever more degraded forms, first as
women, next as animals of diverse kinds, until they make amends.!8

In the Timaeus as in the myth of the fravahrs, God addresses the souls
about to be placed in bodies; here as there, he gives them a task to fulfil; and
here as there, hardship is foreseen by God rather than the souls themselves.
But the tasks are quite different. Plato’s souls have to struggle as individuals,
trying to control the passions in their own bodies. By contrast, the Zoroastrian
souls have to contend with evil envisaged as an external enemy, and they do
so in serried ranks as a battalion of Ohrmazd’s troops. The happy ends are
also quite different. In Plato, the best the souls can hope for is recovery of
their original state and in between there is reincarnation. In the Zoroastrian
myth as told in the ninth-century books there is no reincarnation and it is
bodily resurrection in a renovated world that the fravahrs can look forward
to: the focus is entirely on collective salvation, not on the individual ascent
of the soul after death to Ohrmazd’s presence, though the latter is an equally
venerable Zoroastrian conception and one which lends itself much better to
fusion with Plato.l'® Set against the Timaeus, the myth of the fravahrs as told
in the Pahlavi books so neatly captures the ethos of official Zoroastrianism
that one can read it as a rejoinder to Plato: virtue consists in fulfilling one’s
task as a member of Zoroastrian society, by taking up one’s assigned positions,
obeying one’s superiors, in war or in peace, not in withdrawing to cultivate
one’s individual virtue in private; and virtue has to be accumulated now, not

L. Liess, ed. (Innsbruck, 1987), 259-264. Both Tzamalikos, Origen, and M.J. Edwards, Origen
against Plato (Aldershot, 2002), show that Origen was not a Platonist in the sense of
regarding Plato as authoritative, but he certainly was one by general cultural formation.
118 Plato, Timaeus, 41D—E.
119 See the references and discussion in Crone, Natvist Prophets, 350—-353.
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later, for there is only one life. In short, the message comes across as anti-
ascetic. By contrast, the versions which circulated in Mesopotamia and the
Zagros mountains will have focused on reincarnation and release for ascent to
the heavenly realm in agreement with Plato,!20 as it still does (filtered through
Sufism) in the version told by the Ahl-i Haqq.

The Jews

This brings us to the Jews. There were Jews on the Roman side of the border
who accepted Plato’s idea of pre-existence, notably Philo (d. c. 50).12! Another
example is the anonymous author of Wisdom of Solomon, active in Alexandria
about the same time.'22 Their writings, however, formed part of Greek heritage
that Jews rejected under the twin impact of the destruction of the Temple and
the rise of Christianity. When we next hear about beliefin pre-existence among
them, it does not seem to be Plato’s.

The doctrine of pre-existence appears in the Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch
(2 Baruch), originally composed in Hebrew after the destruction of Jerusalem,
probably around 100 in Palestine, but extant only in a Christian redaction. It
says that “When Adam sinned and death was decreed ... the multitude of those
who would be born was numbered, and for that number a place was prepared
where the living ones might live and where the dead might be preserved”.!23
Here as so often, the total number of human beings is fixed in advance, and
those awaiting birth are being kept in a special place along with the dead,
without any suggestion that the dead would be born again. In 4 Ezra, the dead
are preserved | in storerooms (promptuaria), but here there is no mention
of the unborn.'?* The unborn reappear in the Slavonic Apocalypse of Enoch

120 Compare Ps.-Nashi‘ (probably Ja‘far b. Harb, d. 236/850), Usil al-nihal, in . van Ess, Friihe
mu‘tazilitische Héresiographie (Beirut, 1971), 57-58.

121 Philo, de Somniis, 1,138-139; de Plantatione, 14.

122 Wisdom of Solomon 8:9: a noble soul fell to the author’s lot, or rather being noble, he
(identified with the soul) entered an undefiled body; cf. S. Winston, tr. and comm., The
Wisdom of Solomon, (New York, 1979), 197, 198 (“as clear a statement of the concept of
preexistent souls as one could wish”), in disagreement with E.E. Urbach, The Sages (2nd
edn, Jerusalem, 1979), 235-236.

123 2Baruch, in JH. Charlesworth, ed., The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, i (Apocalyptic
Literature and Testaments) (New York, 1983), 23:4.

124  Fourth Book of Ezra, R.L. Bensley, ed. (Cambridge, 1895); B.M. Metzger, tr., in Charlesworth,
Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, i, 7:32, 95.
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(2Enoch),'?5 a work with an even longer transmission history than 2 Baruch,
and also in rabbinic writings from the later third century onwards. One rabbi
is quoted as mentioning “the souls that were still to be born” as something
taken for granted;'?6 another identified the seventh heaven, ‘Aravot, as that
part of heaven which contained, among other things, the souls of the righteous
(dead) along with the spirits and souls of those yet to be born and the dew of
resurrection.!?” At some point, the place in which the unborn souls were kept
was identified as a treasury or storehouse. Jerome, writing in c. 410, knew this
as a belief of certain churchmen.!?® The first attestation on the Jewish side is
often said to be the statement of the third/fourth-century R. Assi that the Son
of David would not come before all the souls in gif had been used up,'?° but
Urbach argues that gif should be taken in its literal sense of “body” here: R. Assi
was saying that the Messiah would not come until all the pre-existing souls had
been put into bodies, as in the parallel dictum that he would not come “until all
the souls that were originally planned (by God) to be born have been born”130
Indeed, one wonders if it was by misunderstanding of R. Assi’s statement that
the treasury came to acquire its strange name of gif. At all events, the treasury
is unambiguously attested under that name in 3Enoch, a Hebrew work also
known as Sefer Hekhalot which may have reached its current shape around
600AD in Babylonia. Here the angel Metatron shows R. Ishmael the souls of the
righteous dead and the souls of those who have not yet been created, which are
kept in the gaf13!

Urbach stresses that the rabbinic conception of the pre-existing soul is
quite un-Platonic: there is no sense of the body as a punishment or prison.132

125 2Enoch, in Charlesworth, Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, i, 23:5 (long version).

126  Urbach, Sages, 236.

127  Babylonian Talmud (hereafter BT), Hagiga, 12b. Another passage says that the souls of the
righteous are kept under God’s throne (BT, Shabbath 152a).

128 Jerome, Lettres, . Labourt, ed. and tr. (Paris, 1949-1963), vii, letter 126.1, deriding the idea
as silly.

129 BT, Yevamot 62a; 63a; similarly ‘Avodah Zarah, 5a; Niddah 13b, sometimes attributed to
R. Yose. It is interpreted as a treasury in Rashi (with reference to the ‘Avodah Zarah
passage): “There is a treasure-house called Gaf, and at the time of Creation all the souls
destined to be born were formed and placed there” (cited in Urbach, Sages, 237). Similarly
L. Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews (Baltimore, 1998), v, 75, note 19; M. Jastrow, Dictionary
of the Targumim, Talmud Bavli, Talmud Yerushalmi and Midrashic Literature (New York,
1967) (first publ. 1903), s.v. ‘Gaf” (with reference to the Yevamot passage); and many others.

130 Genesis Rabba, 24:4; Urbach, Sages, 237.

131 3Enoch, P. Alexander, tr., in Charlesworth, Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, i, par. 43.

132 Urbach, Sages, 241.
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This raises the suspicion that the source of inspiration is Zoroastrian, but as
things stand, this cannot be proved. The idea that the souls of the righteous
were preserved in God’s presence does appear already in the Gathas (in some
translations),!33 and the righteous dead and future humans figure together as
fravashis in Yasht 13 and elsewhere. But all fravashis are active, not asleep, and
the Zoroastrian books never quite mention a treasury of unborn souls either, as
noted already, only one of merit!'3+ (a less distinctive idea which is also found
on the Jewish side).135

For all that, there can be no doubt that the myth of the fravahrs touched
upon Jewish beliefs. In Genesis Rabba, a Palestinian rabbi is quoted as saying
that God “took counsel with the souls of the righteous and sat with them before
creating the world”!36 Here the righteous still to be born are consulted, not
about their own creation, but rather that of the world in general. There are
also accounts in which the consultation is specifically about the creation of
man, but here it is the angels that God | consults. The latter theme is found
in both Genesis Rabba and other rabbinic works in explanation of Gen. 1:26,
where God says “let us make man’”, or “shall we make man?”, as one could also
translate it. “When he (God) came to create the first man, he consulted the min-
istering angels. He said, ‘shall we make man?’”, as one version tells us.!3” Both
versions show the rabbis to have shared the Zoroastrian belief that God had
consulted celestial beings in connection with the creation, but they stopped
short of letting mankind consent to its own creation. That they owed the idea
to their Iranian neighbours was recognized long ago.!® As in the Zoroastrian
myth, the celestial beings foresee hardship and trouble, but not in the form of
all the evil that an external enemy will inflict on mankind: rather, the evil is all
the bad things that humans will do themselves. “What will be his character?”, as

133 Y. 49:10, as translated e.g. by Moulton, Early Zoroastrianism, 382. Differently H. Humbach,
ed. and tr, Die Gathas des Zarathustra (Heidelberg, 1959), i, 145, who replaces the souls
with Atemhauche, explaining them as words and ritual songs (ii, 82). But they are souls
again in Humbach'’s revised English translation (Heidelberg, 1991, with the collaboration
of J. Elfenbein and P.O. Skjeerve).

134 Cf. the reference given above, note 17. Y. 49:10, discussed in the preceding note, is presum-
ably the starting point of this idea.

135 Cf. E.E. Urbach, ‘Treasures Above), in G. Nahon and C. Touati, eds, Hommage a Georges
Vajda (Louvain, 1980), esp. 120-121.

136  Genesis Rabba, viii, 7.

137 Genesis Rabba, viii, 4; cf. viii, 5, 8; Ginzberg, Legends, i, 52ff., with copious references in v,
69, note 12.

138 Jewish Encyclopedia (New York, 1901-1906), s.v. ‘Pre-existence’.
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the angels ask in one version.!3® They do not like God’s idea, or they are divided
in their opinion. But now the story diverges sharply from its Zoroastrian coun-
terpart, for far from trying to persuade the angels, God simply overrules them,
or worse, he wipes out one company of angels after the other until they agree;
or he cheats by only telling them about the righteous men that will appear, sup-
pressing the information that wicked men will also appear among them.'#? His
behaviour could not be more unlike Ahura Mazda’s (the same is true of a later
midrash in which the old Zoroastrian theme of reluctance to enter the material
world reappears: here God summarily overrules the objections of the soul sum-
moned from Eden and compels it to enter a drop of sperm “against its will”).1#!
In other words, the rabbis fleshing out Gen. 1:26 seem to be telling the same
story as the Zoroastrian myth of the fravahrs, adapting it to bring out their own
fundamental convictions and thus neutralise the rival account. To the Jews,
God was the sovereign of the universe; to the Zoroastrians, he was embattled
goodness. To the devotees of the sovereign deity, the Zoroastrian God was piti-
fully weak; to the devotees of embattled goodness, the God of the Jews was all
too reminiscent of Ahriman: prone to anger and violence, and strangely will-
ing to inflict harm on his creation. He displayed these features again when he
expelled Adam and Eve from paradise, another story that Zoroastrians found
deeply distasteful 142

The myth of the fravahrs may also have left a trace elsewhere in the Jew-
ish (and Christian, and ultimately also the Islamic) tradition in two versions of
another famous myth. In Genesis 6:2—4, we read that in the antediluvian past,
“sons of God” consorted with “daughters of men’, siring offspring whom later
readers took to have caused all the corruption and bloodshed that God wiped
out with the flood. The passage is rooted in an ancient myth about rebellion
in the pantheon, but by Hellenistic times the “sons of God” were understood
as angels (of the type called Watchers) rather than deities, and the story was
developed in the Enoch literature, which bred a huge number of variant ver-

139 Genesis Rabba, viii, 4.

140 Genesis Rabba, viii, 4; BT, Sanhedrin 38b.

141 Midrash tanhima-Yelammedenu, pequde, 3, S.A. Berman, tr. (Hoboken, NJ, 1996 ), 653f. (cf.
the editorial introduction, xii, placing the compilation in Babylonia in the later 8th or
gth century); Urbach, Sages, 247 (citing ‘The Formation of the Child’ from A. Yellinek,
ed., Bet Ha-Midrash (Jerusalem, 1938), i, 153-155); retold in H. Schwartz, Tree of Souls: the
Mythology of Judaism (Oxford, 2004), 199—200 (no. 240); cf. also Ginzberg, Legends, i, 56—
57; vi, 75 ff,, note 20.

142 Cf. Skand-Gamanik Viar, PJ. de Menasce, ed. and tr. (Fribourg-en-Suisse, 1945), chs 13—
14.
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sions and new accounts.!*3 Oddly, three pre-Islamic works retell the story of
the fallen angels in such a way as to deny that they were rebels: here as in the
myth of the fravahrs, the celestial beings descend to earth in obedience to God.
One wonders whether it was due to Jewish contact with Iran that they came to
do so.

The first work is Jubilees (composed in Palestine in the mid-second century
BC). Here the Watchers descend to the earth “in order to teach the sons of man,
and perform judgement and | uprightness on the earth” without anything being
said about their sins.1** Though the celestial beings are clearly combating evil
on the earth, there is no use of military metaphors, and this makes it impossi-
ble to say whether the myth of the fravahrs is lurking in the background. It
does not rule it out, for it was probably in the Sasanian period that human
existence came to be systematically presented as a grand battle, both literal
and metaphorical, against evil in all its forms; and Iranian ideas could have
reached Hellenistic Palestine via the Jews of Babylonia. But substantive evi-
dence is missing.

The second work is the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies, a Jewish Christian
work composed in Greek in Syria, probably in Antioch or Edessa, around 300-
320. Here we are told that “of the spirits who inhabit the heaven, the angels who
dwell in the lowest heaven ... asked that they might come into the life of men”.
They made this request because they were upset by the human lack of gratitude
to God and wanted to convict and punish the guilty. They did not descend in
human shape, however, but rather went through the Platonic chain of being.
They started in the mineral realm as precious stones and convicted those who
stole them, then they became reptiles (the vegetable stage is omitted), fishes,
bird and eventually humans, and at this stage they were defeated by passions:
they fell into cohabitation with women and their fiery substance turned into
heavy flesh, so that they could no longer ascend to heaven.1#5 This story could

143 Some of these variants denied that the sons of God were angels: they were just human
beings of high birth, such as nobles or judges (thus the Jews), or they were sons of Seth who
were seduced by the daughters of Cain (thus the Christians), cf. A.Y. Reed, Fallen Angels
and the History of Judaism and Christianity: the Reception of Enochic Literature (Cambridge,
2005), 205ff. See now also A. Annus, ‘On the Origin of the Watchers: a Comparative Study
of Antediluvian Wisdom in Mesopotamian and Jewish Tradition, Journal for the Study of
Pseudepigraphica, 19 (2010), 277—320, fielding a different origin for the Biblical passage.

144 Jubilees, O.S. Wintermute, tr., in Charlesworth, Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, i, 35-142,
par. 4.18—2o0.

145 Clement of Alexandria (attrib.), The Homilies, A. Roberts and J. Donaldson, tr., Ante-Nicene
Christian Library, xvii, vol. vi1I (Edinburgh, 1870), 12-13.
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perhaps be a Platonic development of the version found in jubilees, but it is
noteworthy that the evil they have to fight is lack of gratitude to God; they
succumb to the same sin themselves, falling into the hands of Iblis, as Aba Isa
would have put it, when they experience the passions with which they have to
contend as embodied human beings. It is also lack of gratitude to God which
causes the spirits to sink to the level of humans and animals in Ibn Khabit’s
myth about the celestial origin of humans and others, so there cannot be much
doubt that the story of the fallen angels interacted with that about the fravahrs
at some point. But it could of course have been after the composition of the
Pseudo-Clementine Homilies that it did so.

The third work is the above-mentioned Sefer Hekhalot (alias 3 Enoch). Here
we encounter three angels called ‘Uzzah, ‘Azzah and ‘Aza’el. The names are
those of the sinful Watchers (originally there were hundreds of them, but there
came to be only two or three of them in the course of time). However, the
three Watchers are identified as ministering angels and we encounter them
as residents of heaven, where they remind God, after the Flood, of what a
bad idea it had been to create mankind: the story is linked with the theme
of the relative standing in God’s eye of angels and humans.!*¢ Later, we learn
that it was those three angels who had taught mankind sorcery, which once
more identifies them as the fallen Watchers, but again the redactor thinks of
them as ministering angels, informing us that in the period before the flood,
these angels used to come down to earth in companies and cohorts to execute
God’s will on earth.1*” The presentation is confusing because a story about
sinful Watchers descending to the earth is being overwritten by another about
obedient angels doing the same, and since Sefer Hekhalot was composed inIrag,
it is hard not to suspect that Sasanian stories about the fravahrs played a role
in this. But again it is impossible to prove it.

When the Muslim exegete al-Kalbi (d. 146/763), a resident of Iraq, heard
the story of the fallen angels, it was the version in which they descend in
agreement with God that he picked up.}*8 In agreement with the Sefer Hekhalot,
his account only involves three angels, called ‘Aza, ‘Azaya, and ‘Azazil (they
are reduced to two in the course of the story); but here as in the Pseudo-

146  2Enoch, 4. For the earlier works, see Annus, ‘Origin of the Watchers), 293.

147 3Enoch,s.

148 For what follows, see P. Crone, ‘The Book of Watchers in the Qur'an’, in H. Ben-Shammai,
S. Shaked, and S. Stroumsa, eds, Exchange and Transmission across Cultural Boundaries:
Philosophy, Mysticism and Science in the Mediterranean (Jerusalem, 2013) [Ed.: reprinted
in P. Crone, The Qurianic Pagans and Related Matters, vol. 1 of Collected Studies in Three
Volumes, H. Siurua, ed. (Leiden, 2016), art. 7].
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Clementines, they are outraged by human behaviour and receive permission
to go down to ensure that God’s law is obeyed. God gives them bodies for this
purpose, with the predictable result that they soon sin as badly as the humans
they have come to correct and can no longer ascend to heaven, not because
their fiery | substance has turned into heavy flesh, but rather because they
have given away the secret formula they need for their ascent. There is nothing
heroic about them here. Rather, they are self-righteous angels who think it is
easy to be virtuous because they have no idea of what it is like to be a human:
again we see that the story has been linked to the question of the relative status
of angels and mankind. It was in this form that the story of the fallen angels was
canonised in the Islamic tradition, eventually to travel back to the Jews.

The Muslim exegetes told the story of the fallen angels in explanation of
Q. 21102, where the angels in question appear under the names of Harat and
Marut, Arabised forms of the names of two of the Zoroastrian amahraspands.1*?
Maybe there were Jews and/or Christians of the Sasanian empire who held the
fallen Watchers to be the angels venerated by their erring neighbours: their
own, true angels could not possibly have behaved in this fashion. As noted, the

fravahrs also seem to have become amahraspands in the account of the Ahl-i

Haqq (where there are seven of them),!5° but here it could reflect deference to
the hegemonic tradition; for where the myth of the fravahrs says that humans
without their bodies are really fravahrs, the Dénkard says that without their
bodies they are really amahraspands.’> What the Dénkard meant is that human
souls are immortal, not that the amahraspands had gone into the word dressed
in flesh, but there was nothing to stop others from inferring that two or three
of them, or all seven, had done so.

If we assume that the myth of the fravahrs is reflected in the Pseudo-
Clementine Homilies, compiled c. 300—320 at the latest, we can rule out the
possibility that the Zoroastrian myth was inspired by Origen (d. 254), Plotinus
(d. 270), or Evagrius (d. 399). The Zoroastrians would seem to have formulated
their myth of pre-existence independently of the Christians and the Neopla-
tonists, though possibly not independently of Plato himself.

149 PJ. de Menasce, ‘Une légende indo-iranienne dans I'angélologie judéo-musulmane: a
propos de Harat et Marat, Etudes Asiatiques, 1 (1947), 10-18.

150 Cf. the reference given above, note 39.

151 DkM in Molé, Culte, 471-472, no. 4 (Dk 111, 51 in de Menasce, Le troisiéme livre du Dénkart).
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Conclusion

What do we learn from all this? The most obviouslesson is that the Zoroastrians
were full participants in the big debates of late antiquity about the relationship
between the spiritual and the material worlds, the nature of evil, the nature of
our bodies, and what we are meant to be doing in this world. It is well known
that Origenists, Neoplatonists, Jewish Platonists, and Gnostics believed in pre-
existence while disagreeing wildly with one another about its implications. It is
not so well known that the Zoroastrians believed in it too, and we hardly ever
see their presence in accounts of the major religious issues of late antiquity.
When we do see them (as in connection with Gnosticism), it is always as exter-
nal purveyors of “influence” that they are presented, without much sense of
what it might tell us about the Zoroastrians themselves. This is not surprising.
The problem is not that the scholars of Near Eastern religion are Eurocentric
or spellbound by the Greeks and Romans, as some would have it, but rather
that the Zoroastrian sources are extremely difficult, even when they have been
worked over in the most helpful of fashions by specialists. The many neigh-
bouring fields one has to traverse in order to make sense of their fragmentary
information are manifold and so riddled with controversial issues that blow
up like mines at the lightest touch, that the task is utterly intimidating. But we
cannot properly understand the religious developments of either side of the
Euphrates without knowing about developments on both of them, so we have
to take our cue from the fravahrs and venture into the fray.

In fact, it is not just the religious history of the Near East that is at stake.
There is a nice postscript to the myth of the fravahrs in Menasseh ben Israel,
the Portuguese rabbi who set up the Hebrew printing press in Amsterdam
and who was painted by Rembrandt: he was an ardent believer in the pre-
existence of souls. According to him, when God said, “Let us make man’, he
consulted the human souls before putting them into bodies so as to make sure
that he did not join them with matter against | their will.!52 He claimed to have
found this in Genesis Rabba, but what one finds there is the story of how God
consulted the souls of the righteous about the creation of the world. Of course,
the creation of the world must have included that of mankind, and Menasseh
seems to have fused this account with the stories of how God consulted the
angels about the creation of Adam, told in Genesis Rabba in explanation of

152 J.van den Berg, ‘Menasseh ben Israel, Henry More and Johannes Hoornbeeck on the Pre-

existence of the Soul, in his Religious Currents and Cross-Currents, ]. de Bruijn, P. Holtrop,
and E. van der Wall, eds (Leiden, 1999), 66, citing Menasseh’s Conciliador (published in
1632).
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“Let us make man”. But no version of these stories is in the least concerned
to stress that God consulted the heavenly beings to avoid joining them with
matter against their will or that humans consented to their own creation as
embodied beings. Menasseh must have known the Zoroastrian myth or an
interpretative tradition indebted to it. When he listed the great philosophers
who had believed in pre-existence, he duly put Zoroaster first.1>3 Henry More,
one of the Cambridge Platonists of the 1650s who met Menasseh and cited
him,15* similarly listed Moses, Zoroaster and diverse Greeks, including Plato
and Origen, among the great men who had preached the pre-existence of
souls.’> One way or the other, it would seem, the myth of the fravahrs had
made it to Europe, highlighting what everyone these days knows to be the case:
the boundaries between civilizations are porous.

153 J.van den Berg, ‘Menasseh ben Israel, More and Hoornbeek’, 68.

154 R. Lewis, ‘Of “Origenian Platonisme”: Joseph Glanvill on the Pre-existence of Souls, Hunt-
ington Library Quarterly, 69 (2006), 267—300, 272.

155 Lewis, ‘Glanvill on the Pre-existence of Souls) 273, citing More’s treatise, The Immortality
of the Human Soul (published in 1659), 247.






List of Patricia Crone’s Publications

Books

Hagarism: The Making of the Islamic World. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1977 (with Michael Cook). Paperback edition, 1980. Unauthorized Arabic translation
by Nabil Fayyad, al-Hajariyyin, Damascus: n.p., 2003.

Slaves on Horses: The Evolution of the Islamic Polity. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1980. Paperback edition, 2003.

God’s Caliph: Religious Authority in the First Centuries of Islam. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1986 (with Martin Hinds). Paperback edition, 2003.

Roman, Provincial and Islamic Law: The Origins of the Islamic Patronate. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1987. Paperback edition, 2002.

Meccan Trade and the Rise of Islam. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1987.
Reprint, Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2004. Arabic translation by Amal Muham-
mad al-Rawabi, Tijarat Makka wa-zuhur al-islam, Cairo: al-Majlis al-Ala lil-Thaqafa,
2005.

Pre-Industrial Societies. Oxford: Blackwell, 1989. Swedish translation by Birger Hedén
and Stefan Sandelin, Forindustriella samhdllen, Lund: Studentlitteratur, 1991. Ger-
man translation by Marianne Menzel, Die vorindustrielle Gesellschaft: Eine Struk-
turanalyse, Munich: Deutscher Taschenbuch-Verlag, 1992. Second edition, Oxford:
Oneworld, 2003. Revised edition, 2015.

The Book of Strangers: Medieval Arabic Graffiti on the Theme of Nostalgia. Princeton,
NJ: Markus Wiener, 1999 (translated with Shmuel Moreh). Danish translation by
Sune Haugbelle, De fremmedes bog: Arabisk nostalgisk graffiti fra middelalderen,
Copenhagen: Vandkunsten, 2004.

The Epistle of Salim ibn Dhakwan. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001 (with Fritz
Zimmermann).

Medieval Islamic Political Thought. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2004. Pub-
lished in America under the title God’s Rule: Government and Islam; Six Centuries
of Medieval Islamic Political Thought. New York: Columbia University Press, 2004.
Paperback edition, 2005. Turkish translation by Hakan Koni, Ortacag Islam diinya-
sinda siyasi diigiince, Istanbul: Kapi, 2007. Persian translation by Mas‘ad Ja‘fari Jazi,
Tarikh-i andisha-yi siyast dar islam, Tehran: Sukhan, 2011; chapter 13 reprinted as an
article in Bukhara 14, no. 8o (2o011).

From Kavad to al-Ghazali: Religion, Law and Political Thought in the Near East, c. 600—
110o. Aldershot: Ashgate, 2005 (Variorum reprint of 12 articles).

From Arabian Tribes to Islamic Empire: Army, State and Society in the Near East, c. 600—
850. Aldershot: Ashgate, 2008 (Variorum reprint of 12 articles).



354 LIST OF PATRICIA CRONE’'S PUBLICATIONS

The Nativist Prophets of Early Islamic Iran: Rural Revolt and Local Zoroastrianism. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012. Paperback edition, 2013.

Muganna“wa sapidjamagan. Tehran: Mahi, 2013 (with Mas‘ad Ja“fari Jazi; four articles
translated into Persian).

Collected Studies in Three Volumes (reprinted, revised and previously unpublished arti-
cles). Vol. 1: The Qurianic Pagans and Related Matters. Vol. 2: The Iranian Reception
of Islam: The Non-Traditionalist Strands. Vol. 3: Islam, the Ancient Near East and Vari-
eties of Godlessness. Edited by Hanna Siurua. Leiden: Brill, 2016.

Edited Volumes

Studies in Early Islamic History, by Martin Hinds, ed. Jere Bacharach, Lawrence I. Con-
rad and Patricia Crone. Princeton, NJ: Darwin Press, 1996.

The Greek Strand in Islamic Political Thought, ed. Emma Gannagé, Patricia Crone,
Maroun Aouad, Dimitri Gutas and Eckart Schiitrumpf. Mélanges de ['Université
Saint-Joseph 57. Beirut: Université Saint-Joseph, 2004.

Princeton Encyclopedia of Islamic Political Thought, ed. Gerhard Béwering with Patricia
Crone, Wadad Kadi, Devin ]. Stewart and Mahan Mirza. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 2013.

Articles

‘Islam, Judeo-Christianity and Byzantine Iconoclasm’. Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and
Islam 2 (1980): 59—96 (= From Kavad to al-Ghazali, no. 111).

Jahili and Jewish Law: The Qasama. Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam 4 (1984):
153—201 (= From Kavad to al-Ghazali, no. 1v).

‘The Tribe and the State’. In John A. Hall (ed.), States in History, Oxford: Blackwell, 1986,
48-77. Revised version in John A. Hall (ed.), The State: Critical Concepts, London:
Blackwell, 1994, vol. 1, 446—476 (= From Arabian Tribes to Islamic Empire, no. 1).

‘Max Weber, das islamische Recht und die Entstehung des Kapitalismus’. In Wolfgang
Schluchter (ed.), Max Webers Sicht des Islams: Interpretation und Kritik, Frankfurt
am Main: Suhrkamp, 1987, 294—333. Revised English version, ‘Weber, Islamic Law,
and the Rise of Capitalism, in Toby E. Huff and Wolfgang Schluchter (eds.), Max
Weber and Islam, New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Books, 1999, 247-272 (= From
Kavad to al-Ghazali, no. vi).

‘Did al-Ghazali Write a Mirror for Princes?’ Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam 10
(1987), 167-101 (= From Kavad to al-Ghazali, no. X11).

‘On the Meaning of the ‘Abbasid Call to al-Rida’. In C.E. Bosworth, Charles Issawi, Roger



LIST OF PATRICIA CRONE’S PUBLICATIONS 355

Savory and A.L. Udovich (eds.), The Islamic World from Classical to Modern Times:
Essays in Honor of Bernard Lewis, Princeton, NJ: Darwin Press, 1989, 95-111 (= From
Arabian Tribes to Islamic Empire, no. viI).

‘Kavad’s Heresy and Mazdak’s Revolt'. Iran 29 (1991), 21-42 (= From Kavad to al-Ghazali,
no. I; = Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 2, The Iranian Reception of Islam: The
Non-Traditionalist Strands, art. 1).

‘Serjeant and Meccan Trade’. Arabica 39, no. 2 (1992), 216—240.

‘Tribes and States in the Middle East’ (review article). Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society
3, n0. 3 (1993), 353376 (= From Arabian Tribes to Islamic Empire, no. 11).

‘“Even an Ethiopian Slave”: The Transformation of a Sunni Tradition’ Bulletin of the
School of Oriental and African Studies 57, no. 1 (1994), 59—67 (= From Kavad to al-
Ghazalt, no. v1I1).

‘Were the Qays and Yemen of the Umayyad Period Political Parties?’ Der Islam 71, no. 1
(1994), 1-57 (= From Arabian Tribes to Islamic Empire, no. 1v).

‘Zoroastrian Communism’. Comparative Studies in Society and History 36, no. 3 (1994),
447-462 (= From Kavad to al-Ghazali, no. 11; = Collected Studies in Three Volumes,
vol. 2, The Iranian Reception of Islam: The Non-Traditionalist Strands, art. 2).

‘The First-Century Concept of Higra'. Arabica 41, no. 3 (1994), 352—387 (= From Arabian
Tribes to Islamic Empire, no. I11).

‘Two Legal Problems Bearing on the Early History of the Quran' jerusalem Studies in
Arabic and Islam 18 (1994), 1-37 (= From Kavad to al-Ghazali, no. v).

‘The Rise of Islam in the World' In Francis Robinson (ed.), The Cambridge Illustrated
History of the Islamic World, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996, 2—31.

‘A Note on Mugqatil b. Hayyan and Muqatil b. Sulayman’. Der Islam 74, no. 2 (1997), 238—
249 (= From Arabian Tribes to Islamic Empire, no. v).

‘The ‘Abbasid Abna’ and Sasanid Cavalrymen’. Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society 8, no.1
(1998), 1-19 (= From Arabian Tribes to Islamic Empire, no. V111).

‘A Statement by the Najdiyya Kharijites on the Dispensability of the Imamate’. Studia
Islamica 88 (1998), 55—76 (= From Kavad to al-Ghazali, no. 1x).

‘The Early Islamic World' In Kurt A. Raaflaub and Nathan S. Rosenstein (eds.), War
and Society in the Ancient and Medieval Worlds: Asia, the Mediterranean, Europe, and
Mesoamerica, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press and Washington, bc: Center
for Hellenic Studies, 1999, 309—332 (= From Arabian Tribes to Islamic Empire, no. 1X).

‘The Significance of Wooden Weapons in the Revolt of al-Mukhtar and the ‘Abbasid
Revolution In Ian Richard Netton (ed.), Studies in Honour of Clifford Edmund
Bosworth, vol. 1: Hunter of the East: Arabic and Semitic Studies, Leiden: Brill, 2000,
174187 (= From Arabian Tribes to Islamic Empire, no. v1).

‘Ninth-Century Muslim Anarchists’. Past and Present, no. 167 (2000), 3-28 (= From
Kavad to al-Ghazali, no. X).

‘The Kharijites and the Caliphal Title' In Gerald R. Hawting, Jawid A. Mojaddedi and



356 LIST OF PATRICIA CRONE’'S PUBLICATIONS

Alexander Samely (eds.), Studies in Islamic and Middle Eastern Texts and Traditions
in Memory of Norman Calder, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000, 85—91 (= From
Kavad to al-Ghazalt, no. X1).

‘Shura as an Elective Institution’. Quaderni di Studi Arabi19 (2001), 3—39 (= From Kavad
to al-Ghazali, no. vir).

‘A New Source on Ismailism at the Samanid Court’ (with Luke Treadwell). In Chase
F. Robinson (ed.), Texts, Documents and Artefacts: Islamic Studies in Honour of D.S.
Richards, Leiden: Brill, 2003, 37—67 (= Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 2, The
Iranian Reception of Islam: The Non-Traditionalist Strands, art. 10).

‘What Was al-Farabi’s “Imamic” Constitution?’ Arabica 50 (2003), 306—321 (= Collected
Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 2, The Iranian Reception of Islam: The Non-Traditionalist
Strands, art. 11).

‘The Pay of Client Soldiers in the Umayyad Period’. Der Islam 80, no. 2 (2003), 284—300
(= From Arabian Tribes to Islamic Empire, no. X).

‘Al-Farab1's Imperfect Constitutions. Mélanges de ['Université Saint-Joseph 57 (2004),
191—228 (= Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 2, The Iranian Reception of Islam:
The Non-Traditionalist Strands, art. 12).

‘Mawali and the Prophet’s Family: An Early Shi‘ite View”. In Monique Bernards and John
Nawas (eds.), Patronate and Patronage in Early and Classical Islam, Leiden: Brill,
2005, 167-194 (= From Arabian Tribes to Islamic Empire, no. XI1).

‘How Did the Quranic Pagans Make a Living?’ Bulletin of the School of Oriental and
African Studies 68, no. 3 (2005), 387—-399 (= Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 1,
The Quranic Pagans and Related Matters, art. 1). Danish translation in Tidskrift for
Islamforskning 1 (2006), art. 2 (online).

‘Post-Colonialism in Tenth-Century Islam’. Der Islam 83, no. 1 (2006), 2—38 (= Collected
Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 3, Islam, the Ancient Near East and Varieties of Godless-
ness, art. 7).

‘Imperial Trauma: The Case of the Arabs’ Common Knowledge 12, no. 1 (2006), 107-116
(= From Arabian Tribes to Islamic Empire, no. X11).

‘Abu Sa‘ld al-Hadri and the Punishment of Unbelievers’. Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and
Islam 31(2006), 92—106 (= Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 3, Islam, the Ancient
Near East and Varieties of Godlessness, art. 4).

‘Quraysh and the Roman Army: Making Sense of the Meccan Leather Trade’. Bulletin of
the School of Oriental and African Studies 70, no. 1 (2007), 63—88 (= Collected Studies
in Three Volumes, vol. 1, The Quranic Pagans and Related Matters, art. 2).

‘““Barefoot and Naked”: What Did the Bedouin of the Arab Conquests Look Like?’
Mugarnas 25 (2008), 1-10 (= Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 3, Islam, the
Ancient Near East and Varieties of Godlessness, art. 1).

‘No Compulsion in Religion: Q. 2:256 in Medieval and Modern Interpretation’ In
Mohammad Ali Amir-Moezzi, Meir M. Bar-Asher and Simon Hopkins (eds.), Le



LIST OF PATRICIA CRONE’S PUBLICATIONS 357

Shi‘isme imamite quarante ans aprés, Turnhout: Brepols, 2009, 131-178 (= Collected
Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 1, The Qur'anic Pagans and Related Matters, art. 13).
‘The Muganna‘ Narrative in the Tartkhnama’ (with Masoud Jafari Jazi). Part 1 (Introduc-
tion, Edition and Translation), Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies
73, no. 2 (2010), 157-177. Part 11 (Commentary and Analysis), Bulletin of the School of
Oriental and African Studies 73, no. 3 (2010), 381-413. (= Muganna‘wa sapidjamagan,
arts. 1 and 2 [in Persian]; = Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 2, The Iranian
Reception of Islam: The Non-Traditionalist Strands, arts. 6 and 7.)

‘The Ancient Near East and Islam: The Case of Lot-Casting’ (with Adam Silverstein).
Journal of Semitic Studies 55, no. 2 (2010), 423—450 (= Collected Studies in Three
Volumes, vol. 3, Islam, the Ancient Near East and Varieties of Godlessness, art. 2).

‘The Religion of the Qur'anic Pagans: God and the Lesser Deities’ Arabica 57, no. 1—2
(2010), 151-200 (= Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 1, The Qur'anic Pagans and
Related Matters, art. 3).

‘The Dahris According to al-Jahiz. Mélanges de I’ Université Saint-Joseph 63 (2010—2011),
6382 (= Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 3, Islam, the Ancient Near East and
Varieties of Godlessness, art. 5).

‘Aba Tammam on the Mubayyida’ In Omar Ali-de-Unzaga (ed.), Fortresses of the Intel-
lect: Ismaili and Other Islamic Studies in Honour of Farhad Daftary, London: LB. Tau-
ris and Institute of Ismaili Studies, 2011, 167-187 (= Muganna‘wa sapidjamagan, art. 4
[in Persian]; = Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 2, The Iranian Reception of
Islam: The Non-Traditionalist Strands, art. 5).

‘Angels versus Humans as Messengers of God: The View of the Quranic Pagans’. In
Philippa Townsend and Moulie Vidas (eds.), Revelation, Literature, and Community
in Late Antiquity, Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011, 315336 (= Collected Studies in Three
Volumes, vol. 1, The Quranic Pagans and Related Matters, art. 4).

‘Al-Jahiz on Ashab al-Jahalat and the Jahmiyya' In Rotraud Hansberger, M. Afifi al-
Akiti and Charles Burnett (eds.), Medieval Arabic Thought: Essays in Honour of Fritz
Zimmermann, London: Warburg Institute and Turin: Nino Aragno Editore, 2012, 27—
39 (= Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 2, The Iranian Reception of Islam: The
Non-Traditionalist Strands, art. 8). Persian translation in Bukhara 18, no. 108 (2015),
64—82.

‘Buddhism as Ancient Iranian Paganism’. In Teresa Bernheimer and Adam Silverstein
(eds.), Late Antiquity: Eastern Perspectives, n.p.: EJ.W. Gibb Memorial Trust, 2012,
25—41 (= Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 2, The Iranian Reception of Islam:
The Non-Traditionalist Strands, art. g).

‘The Quranic Mushrikin and the Resurrection. Part 1, Bulletin of the School of Oriental
and African Studies 75, no. 3 (2012), 445—472. Part 11, Bulletin of the School of Oriental
and African Studies 76, no. 1 (2013), 1—20. (= Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 1,
The Qurianic Pagans and Related Matters, arts. 5 and 6.)



358 LIST OF PATRICIA CRONE’'S PUBLICATIONS

‘The Book of Watchers in the Qur’an’ In Haggai Ben-Shammai, Shaul Shaked and Sarah
Stroumsa (eds.), Exchange and Transmission across Cultural Boundaries: Philosophy,
Mysticism and Science in the Mediterranean, Jerusalem: The Israel Academy of Sci-
ences and Humanities, 2013, 16-51 (= Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 1, The
Quranic Pagans and Related Matters, art. 7).

‘Pre-Existence in Iran: Zoroastrians, Ex-Christian Mu‘tazilites, and Jews on the Human
Acquisition of Bodies’. Aram 26, no. 1 & 2 (2014), 120 (= Collected Studies in Three
Volumes, vol. 2, The Iranian Reception of Islam: The Non-Traditionalist Strands, art.13).

‘Traditional Political Thought'. In Gerhard Bowering (ed.), Islamic Political Thought: An
Introduction, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2015, 238—251.

‘Problems in Sura 53" Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 78, no.1(2015),
15—-23 (= Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 1, The Qur'anic Pagans and Related
Matters, art. 12).

Jewish Christianity and the Quran. Part One, Journal of Near Eastern Studies 74, no. 2
(2015), 225—253. Part Two, Journal of Near Eastern Studies 75, no. 1 (2016): 1-21. (=
Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 1, The Qurianic Pagans and Related Matters,
arts. g and 10.)

‘Excursus 11: Ungodly Cosmologies’ In Sabine Schmidtke (ed.), Oxford Handbook of
Islamic Theology, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016 (= Collected Studies in Three
Volumes, vol. 3, Islam, the Ancient Near East and Varieties of Godlessness, art. 6).

Commentaries on Q 37:6-11, Q 43:81-83, Q 52 and Q 72. In Mehdi Azaiez, Gabriel
S. Reynolds, Tommaso Tesei and Hamza M. Zafer (eds.), The Quran Seminar Com-
mentary: A Collaborative Study of 50 Qurianic Passages, Berlin: Walter de Gruyter,
2016.

‘““Nothing but Time Destroys Us”: The Deniers of Resurrection in the Qur'an. Journal of
the International Qurianic Studies Association 1, no. 2 (2016).

‘Tribes without Saints’. In Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 1, The Quranic Pagans
and Related Matters, art. 15.

‘Idris, Atrahasis and al-Khidr’ In Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 3, Islam, the
Ancient Near East and Varieties of Godlessness, art. 3.

‘What Are Prophets For? The Social Utility of Religion in Medieval Islamic Thought' In
Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 3, Islam, the Ancient Near East and Varieties
of Godlessness, art. 8.

‘Oral Transmission of Subversive Ideas from the Islamic World to Europe: The Case of
the Three Impostors. In Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 3, Islam, the Ancient
Near East and Varieties of Godlessness, art. 9.

‘Pagan Arabs as God-Fearers' In Carol Bakhos and Michael Cook (eds.), Islam and Its
Past: Jahiliyya and Late Antiquity in Early Muslim Sources, Oxford: Oxford University
Press, forthcoming (= Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 1, The Quranic Pagans
and Related Matters, art. 11).



LIST OF PATRICIA CRONE’S PUBLICATIONS 359
Encyclopaedia Entries

A Companion to Samaritan Studies, ed. Alan D. Crown, Reinhard Pummer and Abraham
Tal, Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1993: ‘Athinganof’.

Encyclopeedia Iranica, online edition (2011): ‘Korramis’, http://www.iranicaonline.org/
articles/korramis (= Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 2, The Iranian Re-
ception of Islam: The Non-Traditionalist Strands, art. 3); ‘Moqanna®, http://www
.ranicaonline.org/articles/moqanna (= Muganna‘wa sapidjamagan, art. 3 [in Per-
sian]; = Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 2, The Iranian Reception of Islam: The
Non-Traditionalist Strands, art. 4).

Encyclopaedia of Islam, second edition: ‘Khalid b. al-Walid, ‘Khitta, ‘Masami‘a, ‘Ma‘ina),
‘Mawla@), ‘al-Muhallab b. Abi Sufra, ‘Muhallabids’, ‘Sulayman b. Kathir’, “Uthmaniyya),
“Yazid b. Abi Muslim'.

Encyclopaedia of Islam, third edition: ‘Anarchism’, “Arif, ‘Atheism (Pre-Modern)’
‘Babak’, ‘Barahima’, ‘Dahris’, ‘Daysanis.

Encyclopaedia of the Qurian: ‘War’ (= Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 1, The
Qurianic Pagans and Related Matters, art. 8).

Princeton Encyclopedia of Islamic Political Thought, ed. Gerhard Béwering with Patricia
Crone, Wadad Kadi, Devin ]. Stewart and Mahan Mirza, Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 2013: ‘Clients) ‘Philosophy’, ‘Quraysh, ‘Sunna’, ‘Traditional Political
Thought'.

Other Writings

‘Vom Studium vorindustrieller Gesellschaften’. Borsenblatt (1992), 78—8o.

‘The Rise of the Muslim Sects’ [in Chinese]. In Chung-tung yen-chiu tao-lun, Taipei:
Sino-Arabian Cultural and Economic Association, 1993.

‘Til Paradis i leenker: Jihad i historisk perspektiv’. Kritik (Copenhagen) 36, no. 12/162
(2003), 37-43.

‘What Do We Actually Know about Mohammed?’ Open Democracy (online publica-
tion), 31 August 2006, available at https://www.opendemocracy.net/faith-europe
_islam/mohammed_3866.jsp.

‘““Jihad”: Idea and History’. Open Democracy (online publication), 30 April 2007, avail-
able at https://www.opendemocracy.net/faith-europe_islam/jihad_4579.jsp. Re-
printed (without the final section) in Cosmopolis 1 (2015), 99-104 [83—88]. Danish
translation in Weekendavisen, 1—22 June 2007.

‘Islam and Religious Freedom'. Keynote speech at the 3oth Deutscher Orientalistentag,
Freiburg im Breisgau, 24 September 2007, published at http://orient.ruf.uni-freiburg
.de/dotpub/crone.pdf [no longer online] (= Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 1,


http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/korramis
http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/korramis
http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/moqanna
http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/moqanna
https://www.opendemocracy.net/faith-europe_islam/mohammed_3866.jsp
https://www.opendemocracy.net/faith-europe_islam/mohammed_3866.jsp
https://www.opendemocracy.net/faith-europe_islam/jihad_4579.jsp
http://orient.ruf.uni-freiburg.de/dotpub/crone.pdf
http://orient.ruf.uni-freiburg.de/dotpub/crone.pdf

360 LIST OF PATRICIA CRONE’'S PUBLICATIONS

The Qurianic Pagans and Related Matters, art. 14). Also published (without the
beginning) under the title ‘No Pressure, Then: Freedom of Religion in Islam’ at
Open Democracy (online publication), 7 November 2009, available at https://www
.opendemocracy.net/patricia-crone/no-compulsion-in-religion.

‘Remarks by the Recipient of the 2014 MEM Lifetime Achievement Award Written for
the Annual Meeting of Middle East Medievalists and Read in Absentia by Matthew
S. Gordon (November 22, 2014, Washington, b.c.). Al- Usur al-Wusta 23 (2015), iii-vi
(= Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 3, Islam, the Ancient Near East and Varieties
of Godlessness, X1-xv).

‘Zandaginama-yi khiidniwisht" Bukhara 18, no. 108 (2015), 37-63.

‘Safarnama-yi Tirmiz" Bukhara 18, no. 108 (2015), 83—86.

‘How the Field Has Changed in My Lifetime’. In Collected Studies in Three Volumes, vol. 3,
Islam, the Ancient Near East and Varieties of Godlessness, Leiden: Brill, 2016, art. 10.

Festschrift
Behnam Sadeghi, Asad Q. Ahmed, Adam Silverstein and Robert Hoyland (eds.), Islamic

Cultures, Islamic Contexts: Essays in Honor of Professor Patricia Crone. Leiden: Brill,

2015.


https://www.opendemocracy.net/patricia-crone/no-compulsion-in-religion
https://www.opendemocracy.net/patricia-crone/no-compulsion-in-religion

Index of Names and Terms

Note: The definite article (al- or’l-) is ignored in alphabetisation.

‘Abbasids, as imams  72—73, 100, 111-112, 114
‘Abd Allah b. Mu‘awiya 72
followers of 75-76, 80
Abu ‘Abdallah al-Khadim 256, 258
Abu ‘Awn, ‘Abd al-Malik b. Yazid
as deputy of Jibra’il b. Yahya
173
as governor of Khurasan 87, 130131, 138—
139, 156, 159, 178-179, 182, 183

124-125, 156,

Abt Hashim 1m1-u3
Abu Hatim al-Razi 203, 253-254, 256, 257,
258, 259

Abu Ja‘far. See Mansar, al- (Aba Ja‘far)
Aba Mansar Muhammad b. ‘Abd al-Razzaq
al-Tasi 245, 246-247, 249
Abu Mansar Muhammad b. ‘Uzayr
244, 247, 251252
Abt Muslim
daughter Fatima of 110, 112, 114

243n43,

as divine incarnation 89, 98, 9gg9—101, 111,
13, 115

asimam 72, 74, 111-113

Mahdi as descendant of

Muganna“ as avenger of 89, 90, 100, 176

110, 111-112, 114

as progenitor of Babak 74,114
rebellions prompted by death of 72, 175—
176
See also Muslimiyya
Abt’l-Qasim al-Balkhi  96-97, 104-105
Abta Tammam, heresiography of 96-97, 102—
106, 109-110, 114-115, 195
Abt ‘Uthman Sa‘id b. Ibrahim
Ahriman 53, 226, 227, 341
Ahura Mazda 52, 72, 323, 334. See also
Ohrmazd
Akhbar-i Muganna“ 190,195
‘Ali 72, 74, 99, 111-113
Alptegin  244-245
Altheim, Franz 31
327, 349

240, 244

amahraspands

‘Amr b. Ma‘qil b. ‘Aqil 130131, 160-161, 183

angels 215, 328, 331-332, 335, 336, 339-340,
345-346
as Watchers 346-349
animals

kindness to 23, 28, 75, 101 (see also
vegetarianism)

rationality of 205-207, 333

reincarnation as
335, 342

as subject to the law 328, 334, 335

76, 78, 207—208, 328,

aristocracy
277

Aristotle

ashab al-jahalat. See jahalat; Jahmiyya

Aytash 241,245,248

Az 32,53

262, 263—265, 266—270, 275,

262, 266—268, 278, 290, 295, 305

Babak 22,73-74,77
bahimiyyun  304-306, 317
Bakr b. Malik 236, 244, 247, 251-252
Bartholomae, Christian 17, 18n103
Bazdahi, Ahmad b. Muhammad al-. See
Nasafi, al-
bedouin, negative views on
293-294, 305-306, 313
Béwarasb 220-221
Buddha (al-budd)
as part of pagan Iranian pantheon

281n8, 290, 291,

219
Sumani views on
Buddhism
as ancient Iranian paganism

217, 218, 223—-224

212, 219-220
(see also Sumaniyya)

influence on Jahmism 200-202, 204, 209,
210, 218

influence on Muganna‘ 9o, 168-169

Budhasaf 213-218, 220—221

Bukhar Khuda

Bundos

88, 91—92
23-25, 31, 49, 66
Butterworth, Charles  275-276



362

Carpocratianism, as source of Zaradushtism
31-32, 33, 34, 66

Carratelli, Giovanni Pugliese 28, 31,34
Christ 328-330, 332

Christensen, Arthur 8, 23—24, 28, 31, 49
Christians

dualist/quasi-Manichaean 74
Iranianised 334
views on human pre-existence
329, 332
communism 33, 35, 48, 60—61, 63, 70. See

319, 328~

also property, communal; women,

communal access to
constitutions  278. See also aristocracy;
democracy; imamic government;
kingship; oligarchy; regimes; timocracy;

tyranny

Dabistan-i madhahib 27

Dahris 200, 205, 206, 216
Sumanisas 217
Dawud b. (Abi) Dawad 130131, 146-149, 160,
169
democracy 265, 266—267, 285, 294—296, 31—

312, 318
dévs  219-220, 226, 227, 228-229, 230

dihgan Ahmad b. Abi Bakr 132-133, 162

dihqans, as followers of Muganna“ 91,163,
185-186
of Hajdan 128-129, 132-137, 160, 162—
163
of Nira/Nabra 136-139, 163
of Niyaza 158-159, 163,180, 181,186
Dirarb. Amr 197, 198, 204n41

divine incarnation 69, 78, 81
7173, 74, 111113
in messengers 71, 73, 74, 89, 97101, 112—
13
Dunlop, D.M.
Durkheim, Emile

in imams

282, 306
60-61

Elchasai, Book of 71

197,199
eternalism 76, 78, 336
330, 332, 333

Ess, Josef van

Evagrius

INDEX OF NAMES AND TERMS

Fadl al-Hadathi
Farabi, al-

207, 332, 338, 339

Aristotle as source for 267-268, 281, 306,

31

on bedouin and Turks  281n8, 290, 291,
293-294, 305

Christian churchmen as sources for  310—
31

on courtly life 286, 293, 302, 307
imamiyya-sunna distinction of 269—270,
274-277
on philosophy 272, 284, 304, 307309
Plato as source for 279—280, 282, 297,

306, 309, 311
reception of ideas of  312-314
as Shi‘ite/Isma‘li
299, 307
See also imamic government; regimes

270, 288—289n27
on Sufis

fasting
fire 26,90
Frank, Richard
fravahrs| fravashis, myth of ~ 320-327, 333,
334, 338-339, 349
inJudaism 345-348, 350-351
overlap with Plato 342

213—214, 216

199, 210

Galen 273-274
Gaube, Heinz 1,3, 4, 5,9,12, 47
270-271

288, 300, 303-304, 305, 307,

Gayomard
Ghazzali, al-
313-314

government. See aristocracy; democracy;
imamic government; kingship; oligarchy;
regimes; timocracy; tyranny

Graetz, Heinrich 7

Gushtasb. See Vishtaspa (Bishtasf, Gushtasb)

Hakim al-Jal1l, al- 235, 243244, 246, 249

Hansu, Hiiseyin 97

haqa@’iq 197,199, 201, 203

Harat and Marat 349

Hisham b. al-Hakam, confused for Muganna*
98

Humayd b. Qahtaba

Hurafis 8o

86, 87,177, 178-179



INDEX OF NAMES AND TERMS

Husayn b. ‘Ali al-Marwazi, al-  237—238, 256,
258-259
Husayn b. Muadh 156, 177-178

hypocrites. See nawabit: as hypocrites
ibahat al-mal 34, 69. See also property,
communal

18-19, 34, 51, 54, 69, 79. See
also women, communal access to
265—266

ibahat al-nis@

Ibn Bajja

Ibn Banua, Aba Ja‘far Ahmad b. Muhammad b.

Khalafb. Layth  236-237, 252—253
Ibn Khabit/H&a’it, Ahmad
on Christ 329-331, 332
on human pre-existence 327-328, 331—
333, 336, 338, 339-340, 348
panpsychism of 81, 206—207, 328, 333
334
Ibn Manash/Bantsh, Ahmad b. Ayyab
334-336, 339-340
Ibn al-Mugqaffa® 45
Ibn Rizam, as source on the Isma‘ilis
258-259
Ibn Rushd
on democracy 312

207,

256,

interpreting al-Farabi
277, 314
on virtuous leadership

262, 272—273, 275—

264—265, 267—
268, 270, 273

Ibn Sawada al-Razi, Abu ’lI-Hasan
238, 243, 258-259, 261

Ibn Sina

Ibrahim b. Muhammad, as source on the

89, 103, 115, 190, 192, 195

212—214, 215—216, 217, 220

234-236,
264, 267, 269, 313

Mubayyida
idolatry
imamic government

among ancient Persians

272, 275
as imperfect

262, 265, 270—

262, 272—273, 275—277
as perfect 265-266, 269—270, 272—273,
274-275
as riasa sunniyya — 275-277
imams
as political leaders

275—276

71-72, 74, 263, 264,

363

as religious authorities  72—73, 78-79, 109,
110, 113-114
vs. revelation-bringing messengers 71,
11-113
Isma‘ilis
antinomianism of 253, 254255, 257—
258
communism among  33-34, 35
235, 236-237, 238, 245247,
248-253, 258 (see also Nasr 11 b. Ahmad
(al-Sa1d); Nth 1 b. Nasr (al-Hamid))
as missionaries 105, 233-239, 243-244,
247-248, 254—261

converts to

relationship with the Fatimids of 256—
261

view of prophets and imams of
234, 253—254, 259—261, 288

See also Qaramita

12, 233—

Jabir b. Ahid
Jjahalat

148-151, 170-171
196-199, 210
Jahiz, al-, as source on the Jahmiyya 196—
198, 205—-206, 208—209, 210
Jahm b. Safwan
doctrine on sense impressions ( jahalat)
197-198, 199, 202, 204
view of God  198-200, 204, 209

196—200, 202

Jahmiyya
belief in reincarnation among 210
Buddhist influence on  200-202, 204, 209,
210
denial of afterlife by 205
196-198
196-197, 205
199, 210

denial of haqa’iq by
denial of taba’i by
Neoplatonism of
pantheism of 209—210, 333
See also Jahm b. Safwan

Jainism 75, 223

Jawidan b. Sahrak 73

Jayhani, Abt ‘Abdallah Ahmad b. Muhammad
al- 246,250

Jayhani, Abt ‘Abdallah Muhammad b. Ahmad
al- 250,258

Jayhani, Abt ‘Ali Muhammad b. Muhammad
al- 235, 240-241, 244, 247, 250, 255



364

Jews, on human pre-existence 319, 343—348,
350-351
Jibra’il b. Yahya al-Bajali
appointments 87, 124-125, 144-145, 150—

151, 154-156, 168, 173, 175176, 179
brother Yazid 120mn12, 134-137, 162-163,
183
role in war against Muganna‘ 87, 124—
127, 132-139, 156, 158-159, 164-165,
173-174, 180-183
son Asid  148-149, 169, 170
Jjuhhal al-siafiyya 206, 207, 210, 340. See also
Mu'‘tazilite Sufis

Kavad
communism in respect of women of  7-8,
12-13, 16, 19, 51, 55-56, 58
communist phase of 1-3, 5-6, 9—11, 36—
38, 52, 61-62
fiscal reforms of 4648, 63
pacifism of 21, 52, 77

as prototype for Nasr 11b. Ahmad 241
242

putative Manichaeism of 23-24

suppressing Mazdak’s revolt  38—39, 41—

42,43
Zoroastrianism of 25
41-42, 43-44, 62
Kayyak/Kayyal Ghari  92-93, 130-131, 140—
141, 161, 165, 181, 184, 186187

Kavis

identity 92, 93,161,187
role in conquest of Samarqand  130-131,
140-141, 165, 181, 184, 191
Kayyal, Ahmad (b.) al- 250, 254, 257258
Khagan/Khallukh Khagan 124-127, 140143,
157, 163, 165
identity 90, 92—93, 157,163, 186-188
role in conquest of Samarqand 87, 124—
127, 136-137, 140-141, 165, 180-181, 183
Kharija
fighting for Samarqand 87, 126-127, 132—
133, 144-145, 167, 181-183
identity of 91,159,186
in Muganna‘s castle 146-147,148-151,
169

INDEX OF NAMES AND TERMS
ruse of 128-129, 160
Kharijites, as term of abuse
Khidash 69, 72
Khidashiyya 72, 74, 79, 80. See also Khur-

298-299

ramis
Khurramis
antinomianism 23, 34, 78-79
19, 21, 58, 65, 70, 79
69, 80-81, 104

marriage among
name
pacifism 22-23, 28, 54, 56, 77, 78, 110
putative asceticism
77
rebellions

28, 30, 57, 67183,

69, 70, 77, 79, 114, 246, 247

relationship to Manichaeism 30, 78

relationship to Mazdakism/Zaradushtism
30, 54, 70, 77-78

religious beliefs 30, 69, 71-72, 7475, 77—
78, 208, 209, 229, 333

sharing of women among
34-35, 54-56, 65, 69, 70, 79, 101, 106,
110—111

18-19, 211114,

subdivisions 8o, 114 (see also Khida-
shiyya; Mazdakiyya; Mubayyida;
Muslimiyya; Rawandiyya)
vegetarianism 22, 69, 75, 101-102
as Zoroastrian “low church” 70
See also Mazdakites; Mubayyida; Zara-
dushtism
Khusraw Anoshirvan
deposing Kavad 1011, 241242
fiscal reforms of 37, 46—48
suppressing Mazdakite rebellion 1, 4-6,
9, 38-40, 42-44, 53
kingship 262-264, 266, 267, 268, 269, 275
among ancient Persians  270-272, 275
Kirdir
Klima, Otakar

225-226, 227, 230
3-5,13, 31, 34, 40—42, 45

latency (kumun), doctrine of 196, 197-198,
202

Layth b. Nasr 136139, 163, 178

Lieu, Samuel N.C. 49

Madelung, Wilferd
Mahaniyya 8o

281174, 30



INDEX OF NAMES AND TERMS

Mabhdj, al- (caliph)
appointments made by 87, 146-147, 150—
151, 156, 176, 191

presiding over war with Muqanna“  148-
1491136, 154-155, 172-173, 175, 176-180,
191

Mahdji, the

expected by Isma‘lis  254-255, 257258,
259—260, 261

expected by Khurramis 74, 110, 111, 14—
15

al-Mangtras 72-73

Muganna‘as 71,73, 89, 97, 98, 100, 113

Mahdi b. Firaz b. ‘Imran, al- 110, 111, 114
Maitreya 9o, 93,169, 189
majiis, as Iranian pagans ~ 227-229

Malalas 23, 24-25, 38, 39, 40, 43—43
Malandra, William W. 325
Mani 75
Manichaeans
as ashab al-jahalat 206, 208
as Mazdakites 38, 39, 40—41, 43—44n252

pantheism of 208—209, 333
Manichaeism, influence on Zaradushtism/

Mazdakism 23-25, 27-30, 67n82, 78
Mansr, al- (Aba Ja‘far)

cursed by Khurramis 110

deified by Rawandis  72—73, 100
presiding over war with Muqanna“ 87,
124-125, 138-139, 154155, 164, 175-180,
183
Mansar 1b. Nah (al-Sadid) 244245
Magqdis, al- 110, 12-113
marriage

among Zaradushtis/Khurramis/Mubayyida
15-19, 58, 78, 104, 107, 108

Zoroastrian laws on  4n18, 17, 50, 54, 61,
65-66

See also wife lending; women, communal
access to

Mazdak

communism in respect of property of 8,
12,15-16, 51-53, 56, 59

communism in respect of women of 8,
12,15-17, 19, 52-53, 5556, 58, 70

365
Gnostic influence on 29, 66-67
historicity of 1, 3-7, 49, 52
pacifism of 21-22, 29, 53, 75, 101-102
putative influence on Kavad 1, 4,5, 9—
11

putative Manichaeism of 23-24, 26, 27,

29
revolt of 1, 8-9, 38-48, 53, 6263
as Zaradusht(i) 13-14, 24

Zoroastrianism of  25-27, 29, 30-31
Mazdakites
antinomianism of 23, 34
communism of 16-17, 48, 56, 58-59, 60
suppression of 9, 38-45, 48, 53
putative asceticism of 28-29
sharing of women among
58
See also Khurramis; Mazdak; Zaradushtism

20-21, 48, 56,

Mazdakiyya 77-78, 80,102, 114
Menasseh ben Israel  350-351
Molé, Marijan 13, 23
Mu‘adh b. Muslim
appointment as governor of Khurasan
87,138-139, 150-151, 154155, 164, 169,
176, 181, 101
role in war with Muganna‘  87-88, 138—
147, 165-167, 168, 179, 181-183
Mubayyida
antinomianism of  101-102, 104, 106, 108—
109, 110—111
backgrounds of 91-93, 98, 104, 126127,
158,174
beliefs of  89—90, 97-101, 109, 110
dietary laws of 101-102
dissimulation by 104, 106
as Khurramis 8o
pacifism of 110
rebellion of (see Muqanna: rebellion of)
role of Muqanna‘ for 104, 158
sharing of women among 101, 106-108
Shi‘ features of 102
sources on  96—97,102—106, 108, 109110,
114115, 117-120, 189-194
trustworthiness of 106, 108-109

See also Khurramis; Muganna*



366

Muhammad b. Isma‘il (Isma‘li Mahdi)
260, 261

259—

Muhammira 8o
Muganna‘
and Aba Muslim 73, 89, 90, 99-101, 176
anti-Arabism of o1
Arab father-in-law of 91, 152-153, 172
brother of 149, 169-170
communism of 81, 91
death of 88, 150-153, 171-172
divinity of 88, 89—90, 98, 99100, 112,
168-169, 172, 174
followers of ~ (see Mubayyida)
fortress of 86, 88, 144-153, 167-168, 170,
177
asimam 100, 113
as king of Sogdia  124-127, 157,186
as Mahd1i 71, 73, 97, 98, 100, 111, 13
rebellion of* 69, 86-88, 124155, 158, 172,
174-189
religion of (see Mubayyida: beliefs of)
sources on (see Mubayyida: sources on)
veil of 86, 89—91, 144-145, 168
wife Bantiqa of 88, 150153, 171
Mus‘abi, Abt ’l-Tayyib al-  234—235, 238
241
Musayyab b. Zuhayr al-Dabbi
152-153, 171
Muslimiyya 72, 74, 80, 103, 104, 109, 114, 115.
See also Abu Muslim; Khurramis
Mu‘tazilite Sufis
as ashab al-jahalat

88, 150-151,

206—207, 208, 210
on human pre-existence 327-328, 331—

333, 334-338, 339-340

Nagarjuna
Nasafi, al-
as agent of Fatimid al-Qa’im
257, 258, 259, 261
career of 253, 256—257, 258-259, 260—261
105, 235—236,

201

237, 256~

converting Samanid rulers
237-238
death of 236, 238, 240, 243, 244
Nasr 11 b. Ahmad (al-Sa‘id) 233, 234—235,
237-230, 241243, 260

INDEX OF NAMES AND TERMS

Nasr b. Layth
nawabit

136-139, 163

285, 297-304, 316317
as antinomians 298-299
as hypocrites 298, 302
as cynics and sceptics  300-304
299—-300

See also bahimiyyin

as truth-seekers

Nawakit/Nawakith. See Muqanna: fortress of

Nazzam, al- 196-198, 218, 332, 336

Noldeke, Theodor 16, 19, 22, 39—40, 42

Nah 1b. Nasr (al-Hamid) 235-236, 238, 241—
242, 243-244, 249

Ohrmazd 320-322, 323, 342. See also Ahura
Mazda

oligarchy 265, 266—267, 278, 280, 281, 283,

285, 289, 315-318

Origen  328-331, 333, 338, 341

paganism, ancient Iranian. See Sabians/
Chaldaeans; Sumaniyya
pantheism 78, 81, 208-210
particles, human spirits as  335-337
Pigulevskaja, Nina 8, 25, 45
Plato
communist ideas of 56-57, 60, 64
319, 341-343
264, 265, 278, 279—280, 281,

on human pre-existence
on regimes
295, 304
polyandry 20, 65, 70, 107-108
pre-existence, human. See under Christians;
Jews; Mu‘tazilite Sufis; Plato; Sufis;
Zoroastrians
property, communal
as historical phenomenon  45-46, 48—49,
62—63
implementation of 16,19, 35, 59
33-34
Kavad’s lack of advocacy of ~ 7-8, 51-52
15-16, 32, 49, 52-53
15, 18n104, 56, 58-59
in Zaradushtism/Mazdakism
34-35, 52—54, 55-56
pseudo-prophets 284, 287288, 301

among Isma‘lis

rationale for
women as
12, 15-16,



INDEX OF NAMES AND TERMS

Qahtabi, Ahmad b. Muhammad al- 207, 337,
338
Qaramita 114, 233, 239-240, 244, 246, 248.

See also Isma‘ilis

Qarlugs  92—93,187-189
Qubawi 96,106, 108, 172, 190, 192193

Rawandiyya 71-73, 75, 79, 100
Razi, Abu Bakr al-
Razi, Aba Hatim al-
258, 259
regimes
changed (mubaddala)
316

287—288, 301
203, 253-254, 256, 257,

286—-287, 296,
corrupt ( fasida) 284,308, 315
283—284, 287, 316
291-294
283—284, 287, 316

of deception

of domination

of error

erring (dalla) 287, 296, 316—317

ignorant ( jahiliyya) 282—283, 285, 289~
296, 315-317

imperfect 265, 280—296, 315-318

of necessity (darariyya) 279-280, 283,
285, 289, 296, 309, 312, 315—318

pleasure-seeking 280, 281, 283, 285, 289—
290, 293, 309, 315-318

sinful (fasiga) 285-286, 296, 316317

virtuous ( fadila)
283, 296, 315—317

See also aristocracy; democracy; imamic

263—265, 279, 281, 282,

government; kingship; oligarchy;
timocracy; tyranny
reincarnation

in Khurramism 30, 69, 75—76, 78, 208,
210, 229

in Manicheism 75, 208, 210, 333

in (Mu‘tazilite) Sufism 81, 206—207, 210,
328, 333, 335, 337338

for Plato  342-343

in Sumanism 217, 222, 229

in Zoroastrianism 75, 229, 322323, 326—
327,333

See also animals: reincarnation as

ruvan 323-324

367

Sabbagh, al- 240, 241

Sabians/Chaldaeans 212—216, 221, 229, 232

Saghani, Aba ‘Ali b. Muhtaj al- 241, 246,
248-249

Saghani, Aba Mansar al-
Sa‘id al-Harashi
position 87, 120n11, 138-139, 146147, 164,

244, 246, 248-249

169, 176
deriding Muqanna“s Arab father-in-law
91, 152-153, 172
role in war with Muganna‘  87-88, 138—
143, 146153, 165-166, 170-171
Samanid rulers, as Isma‘ilis. See Nasr 11 b.
Ahmad (al-Sa‘id); Nah 1b. Nasr (al-Hamid)
Samanid state, Isma‘ili influence on 235,
238, 242253, 256, 260
Samarqand
Muganna“s conquest(s) of 87, 126139,
154-155, 164, 165, 178, 180-183, 185
Muslims’ reconquest(s) of 87, 124127,
138-145, 154-155, 164-165, 180183
Sapidjamagan. See Mubayyida
Sarjama 130-133, 150-151, 161, 171, 184
Shaki, Mansour 17,18n103, 23
Sha‘rani, Abu Sa‘id al-
Sijistani, Abu Ya‘qab al-

256, 258, 259

245, 252, 254, 260
Simjurids, as Isma‘ilis 237, 247, 251
Simplicius 308
Sogdia, king of 92, 124127, 157-158, 186
Sogdians, as followers of Muqanna“ g1, 126—

127, 158-159, 185-186
Stiehl, Ruth 31
starth
Sufis
on divine incarnation 81

17,18n103

on human pre-existence
See also Mu‘tazilite Sufis

Sufistd’iyya 202, 204, 303, 317

340-341

Sumaniyya
beliefs of 213-214, 216—217, 218, 222223,
228-229, 232
as Buddhists
224, 229

212, 213—214, 216—217, 223—

as Dahris 217

influencing Jahm b. Safwan 200, 218



368

as majils 227228
suppressed by Zoroastrian rulers  224—
225, 226—227, 228

tab@i¢ 197, 205

Tahmiarath 212-213, 214

Tarikh-i Bukhara 96,103,190-192, 193, 195.
See also Qubawi

Tarikhnama of Bal‘ami 116, 190, 195

taxes, as cause of revolt  46—48, 63

timocracy 265, 281282, 283, 290, 292, 293,
316, 318

Tirmidh, Muqanna“s battle at 130-131, 182,
183-184, 185-186

Tiirgesh  92-93,187-189

Turks, as followers of Muganna®  92-93, 126—
127, 158, 162-163, 174, 185, 186—189

tyranny 265, 266-267, 276—277, 282, 290—
201, 315318

‘Ubaydallah al-Mahdi 256, 257-258, 259—260

‘Ugba b. Salm/Muslim al-Azdi
159-160, 162, 182
Urbach, Ephraim E. 344

87,126-129,

Vasubandhu
vegetarianism

201-202, 204

21-22, 52, 53, 54, 65, 75, 76,

101-102. See also animals: kindness to

Vishtaspa (Bishtasf, Gushtasb)
227

214, 224, 225,

Walzer, Richard
Watchers, story of  346—349
“weeds.” See nawabit

“Whiteclothed ones.” See Mubayyida
17-18, 50, 58, 65—66, 70

285, 286, 309

wife lending
women, communal access to

16—21, 51-52, 53, 58—
59, 61-62, 65—-66, 70—71, 79, 106—108

implementation of

INDEX OF NAMES AND TERMS

rationale for 1516, 32, 36, 49, 52-54, 56—
58, 61, 64—65, 67, 81

See also under Kavad; Khurramis; Mazdak;
Mazdakites; Mubayyida; Zaradushtism;
Zoroastrianism; see also polyandry;
marriage; wife lending

Yarshater, Ehsan
Yazid b. Yahya

23, 55134
134-137, 162163, 183

Zaradusht
communist doctrines of

31-33, 49, 55, 70
putative Gnostic influence on  66-67

12,1521, 28,

identity of 12-14, 2325, 51, 66
pacifism of 21,28
putative Manichaean influence on 23—
29, 67n82
Zoroastrianism of 13, 25, 30-32, 51, 67
Zaradushtism
communism of  31-33, 34-35, 54—60, 64—
65
life-affirming nature of 28, 30-31, 57, 67
12,1516, 19, 32—33,
34-35, 49, 51-59, 67, 70-71
See also Khurramis; Mazdakites
Zaryab Kha's, ‘Abbas 159, 175
Zimmermann, Fritz 199
Zoroaster, creation of 322, 325-326

sharing of women in

Zoroastrianism

heterodoxy in 326

human pre-existence in  319—323, 326—
327, 332—333, 338-339, 341343, 349—
350

as origin of Zaradushtism/Mazdakism 13,
25-27, 29-32, 51, 67

Vvs. paganism  230-232

propagation by force of 224-227

sharing of women in 17, 32, 50, 61, 65-66



	The Iranian Reception of Islam: The Non-Traditionalist Strands
	‎Contents
	‎Editor’s Preface
	‎Author’s Preface
	‎List of Original Publications and Acknowledgments
	1 Kavād’s Heresy and Mazdak’s Revolt
	Postscript
	General
	Section II
	Section III


	2 Zoroastrian Communism
	The History of the Sect
	Are the Sources to Be Trusted?
	HowWas the Communist Ideal to Be Practised?
	Does It Qualify as Communism?
	What Was It About?
	How Was the Heresy Born?
	Postscript

	3 Khurramīs
	Relationship with Mazdakism
	Divine Incarnation (ḥulūl)
	Reincarnation
	Non-Violence
	Cosmology, Pan-Psychism
	Antinomianism
	Nomenclature and Subdivisions
	Legacy
	Bibliography
	Primary Sources
	Studies


	4 Muqannaʿ
	Revolt
	Message
	Followers
	Bibliography

	5 Abū Tammām on the Mubayyiḍa
	Part I
	(a) God and His Messengers (Madelung and Walker, 76f. = 74–76)
	(b) Laws and Customs (Madelung and Walker, 77 = 76)
	(c) Overall Assessment

	Part II
	(a) First-Hand Observations (Madelung and Walker, 77f. = 76f.)
	(b) Later Confusion

	Part III
	(a) Mahdism and Other Beliefs (Madelung and Walker, 78f. = 77)
	(b) Imams (Madelung and Walker, 78f. = 77)


	6 The Muqannaʿ Narrative in the Tārīkhnāma: Part I, Introduction, Edition and Translation
	Introduction
	The Manuscripts
	Editorial Principles
	Symbols, Abbreviations and Main Short Forms
	Text
	Translation: Jibraʾīl b. Yaḥyā’s Governorship of Khurāsān

	7 The Muqannaʿ Narrative in the Tārīkhnāma: Part II, Commentary and Analysis
	Commentary
	Analysis
	1 The Samarqandī Perspective
	2 The Beginning of the Revolt and the Conquest of Samarqand
	3 One or Two Conquests and Reconquests?
	4 Al-Muqannaʿ’s Sphere and Mode of Operation
	5 The Followers
	6 The Formation of the Muqannaʿ Narrative

	Appendix

	8 Al-Jāḥiẓ on Aṣḥāb al-Jahālāt and the Jahmiyya
	The Afterlife
	The Rational Nature of All Beings

	9 Buddhism as Ancient Iranian Paganism
	From Iranian Buddhism to Būdhāsaf the Sabian
	Bīrūnī
	The History of Sumanism
	Paganism and Zoroastrianism

	10 A New Text on Ismailism at the Samanid Court
	I Translation
	II The Events
	(a) The Three Versions
	(b) The First Episode
	(c) The Second Episode
	(d) The Converts

	III Samanid Ismailism
	(a) Al-Thaʿālibī’s Picture
	(b) Autonomous or Subservient to the Fatimids?


	11 What Was al-Fārābī’s ‘Imamic’ Constitution?
	Riʾāsat al-akhyār = Aristocracy
	Al-riʾāsa al-imāmiyya = the Perfect Regime
	Reconstructing the Passage
	Why ‘Imamic’?
	The Ancient Persians
	Ibn Rushd’s Version
	Ibn Rushd’s Use of the Term Imamic

	12 Al-Fārābī’s Imperfect Constitutions
	(1) Fuṣūl, First Passage
	(2) Fuṣūl, Second Passage
	(3) Fuṣūl, the Remaining Passages
	(4) Iḥṣāʾ al-ʿulūm
	(5) Kitāb al-Milla and Kitāb al-Ḥurūf
	(6) Al-Madīna al-fāḍila
	(7) Al-Siyāsa al-madaniyya
	Nawābit and bahīmiyyūn
	Overall
	Al-Fārābī and Late Antiquity
	Al-Fārābī’s Constitutions in Later Thought
	Chart 1: Overview of the Imperfect Constitutions
	Chart 2: The Names of the Pagan Constitutions

	13 Pre-Existence in Iran: Zoroastrians, Ex-Christian Muʿtazilites, and Jews on the Human Acquisition of Bodies
	The Place of the Myth in Zoroastrianism
	Muʿtazilites and Christians
	(a) Ibn Khābiṭ
	(b) Ibn Mānūsh and Others
	(c) Why Did Mankind Accept?
	(d) Aftermath

	Plato
	The Jews
	Conclusion

	‎List of Patricia Crone’s Publications
	Books
	Edited Volumes
	Articles
	Encyclopaedia Entries
	Other Writings
	Festschrift

	‎Index of Names and Terms



