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ABSTRACT

This dissertation deals with two aspects of the history of the Companions of the
Prophet: the pattern of their geographical distribution and their political alignments--
taking as its test case the Battle of Siffin. Based on biographical dictionaries of the
Companions written by selected Traditionists (i.e., Ibn Sa‘d, Ibn *Abd al-Barr, Ibn al-
Athir, al-Dhahabi and Ibn Hajar), and on the Traditionist definition of what constitutes a
Companion, an attempt will be made to identify on the one hand the Companions who
settled in Iraq, Syria and Egypt, and on the other those Companions whose loyalties
during the Battle of Siffin are known. Based on an analysis of the background of the
Companions appearing in each of these groups and on a comparison between the two, it
is argued that religious ideals played a significant role both in the Companions’
movements after the death of the Prophet and in their behavior during the Battle of

Siffin.



RESUME

Cette dissertation traite de deux aspects de !'histoire des Compagnons du
Prophéte: le motif de leur distribution géographique et de leurs alignements politiques,
s’appuyant sur le cas de 1a Bataille de Siffin comme exemple. Basé sur les dictionnaires
biographiques des Compagnons écrit par des Traditionistes choisis (i.e. Ibn Sa‘'d, Ibn
‘Abd al-Barr, Ibn al-Athir, al-Dhahabi et Ibn Hajar), et sur la définition Traditioniste de
ce qui constitue un Compagnon, on tente d’abord d’identifier les Compagnons qui se sont
établis en Iraq, en Syrie et en Egypte, pour ensuite identifier les Compagnons dont les
~ loyautés durant la Bataille du Siffin sont connues. Basé sur une analyse du contexte et du
passé des Compagnons apparaissent dans chacun de ces groupes, ainsi que sur une
comparaison entre les deux, il est argumenté que les idéaux religieux ont joué une role
significatif a la fois dans les mouvements des Compagnons aprés la mort du Prophete et

dans leur comportement durant la Bataille de Siffin.
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NOTE ON TRANSLITERATION

Except in the appendices, where ‘ayn is transliterated ('), hamzah (') and alif
maqsurah (a), the Library of Congress system of transliteration has been followed
throughout the thesis. Familiar place-names, however, are anglicized. These include

Mecca, Medina, Basra, Kufa, Damascus, Hijaz, Syria, Hims, Palestine and Fustat.
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CHAPTERI
INTRODUCTION
1. Aim

No other generation of Muslims has received the attention that the Companions of
the Prophet have. The Companions constituted what is believed to have been the best
society ever to have existed in the history of Islam, such that whatever they said or did
was worthy of observation and emulation by all Muslims. It is logical to assume that,
given their elevated status, the Companions would have exercised considerable influence
over any major events occurring during their lifetime. Their involvement in a cause
would have given it added weight as well as have attracted a certain following.

But the involvement of a Companion in a particular event would depend on the way
he saw it. Since there were a great many Companions, there must have been several
different ways of seeing particular problems. Given their position in society, which they
themselves must have recognized, their decision to espouse a certain cause would have
profound significance for those who looked to them for guidance.! This, in turn, created
groupings within Muslim society. Muslims who had similar ideas and interests would
gather around the Companions whose ideas and interests were similar to their own. Each
group then had its own leader among the Companions. Sometimes the ideas and
interests of two different groups could not be reconciled, making conflict inevitable.

This was what happened for example at the battles of Jamal and Siffin.

! “/K[énd nujam al-ifitida’ wa-a’immat al-igtida’” Ibn Hajar al-‘Asqalani, a/-fsabah fi [amyiz al-
Sahabah (Beirut: Dar al-Kitab al-*Arabi, n.d.), 1 : 1; “wa-kull Ashab Rasul Allah sallé Allah ‘alayhi wa-
sallama kanu a‘immah yuqtadd bi-him wa-yuhfazu ‘alayhim ma kanu yaf aluna wa-yustaftawna fa-
yuftima, Tbn Sa*d, Kitab al-Tabaqat al-Kubrd (Beirut: Dar al-Sadir, n.d.), 2: 376.



In spite of the importance of the Companions within the Islamic community, we still
know comparatively little about their lives. There are at least two reasons for this.
First, there is the overall scarcity of information surviving from the early period. At the
death of the Prophet, it is said, there were more than 100,000 Companions.” As we shall
see, this is a complex issue, involving both the definition of the term Companion and
the tendency of medieval historians to guess at numbers and statistics. However only a
few Companions, relatively speaking, are known to us. Ibn Hajar al-‘Asqalani, who
wrote in the 15th century, was only able to collect facts about 11,000 of them
(including those whose Companionship was disputed). Ibn Sa‘d, Ibn *Abd al-Barr and
Tbn al-Athir, all of whom lived earlier than Ibn Hajar, included in their respective works
fewer Companions’ lives than the latter did. If we consider Ibn Hajar’s a/-Isabah as the
most complete biographical account of this group available to us, we still have
information, presumably, on less than one third of the Companions (unless we are to
follow omne scholar’s recommendation that we divide medieval estimates by ome
hundred.?) More than two thirds of them are therefore lost from the historical record.
Second, discussion on the Companions tends to be partial and rather limited. It is

partial because they are usually discussed within the context of the Prophet’s life,

% Tbn Hajar, al-Isabah, 1: 2; Ton al-Salah, ‘Ulum al-Hadith, ed. Muhammad *Itr (Medina: al-Maktabah
al-'Ilmiyah, 1966), 268. According to Abu Zur'ah, there were 114,000 of them (ibid., 1: 4; al-Bihari,
Kitab Musallam al-Thubut ([Cairo]: al-Matba‘ah al-Husayniyah al-Misriyah, 1908), 2: 121-2). Ka'b ibn
Malik said that at the Battle of Tabuk, the last battle of the Prophet, there were so many Companions
that the diwan would not be able to record them (Ibn Hajar, a/-Isabah, 1: 5; al-Suyuti, Tadrib al-Rawi fi
Sharh Taqrib al-Nawawi, ed. *Abd al-Wahhab *Abd al-Latif (Medina: al-Matba‘ah al-Islamiyah, 1959),
406). There were thirty thousand Companions present at Tabuk, Ibn Sa‘d reports, but those who were
not there were many more than that (Ibn Sa‘d, a/~-Tabagat, 2: 377).

3 See p. 37 below.



where the main issue is the Prophet’s life, and the Companions are treated as incidental,
although still important figures. It is also limited because the discussion usually focuses
on the most important among them such as ‘Uthman, ‘Ali and Mu‘awiyah, while
others, who together number in the thousands, are neglected.

The objectives of this dissertation are limited by the data to be found in the sources.
This information nonetheles allows us to focus on three interrelated issues: (1) the
settlement patterns of the Companions in the newly conquered lands; (2) the attitudes
of the Companions during the Fitnah; and (3) whether it is possible, once we have
determined the pattern of the geographical and political alignments of the Companions,
to see if there is any relation between those two factors.

The Fitnah referred to above is the period that began with the murder of ‘Uthman
and culminated with the Battle of Siffin.* After the death of ‘Uthman in Dhu al-Hijjah
36/June 656, “Ali was appointed as caliph in Medina. This appointment, however, was
not wholly accepted by the Muslim community at the time. Some important figures
among the Companions, including ‘A’ishah, Talhah, al-Zubayr and Mu‘awiyah, openly
opposed ‘Ali on the grounds that he was linked, directly or indirectly, with the
murderers of ‘Uthman. In Jumada al-Akhirah 36/December 656 ‘Ali met ‘A’ishah,

Talhah and al-Zubayr on the Jamal battlefield at Khuraybah, outside Basra, from which

encounter ‘Ali emerged the winner. Six months after Jamal, however, ‘Ali was engaged

* For further discussion on the meaning of Fitnah see L. Gardet, “Fitna” in EF; G.H. Hawting,
foreword to al-Tabari, The History of al-Tabari, vol. 17, The First Civil War, edited and annotated by
G.H. Hawting (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1996), xii. On the emergence and
development of the word “Fitnah” see G.H.A. Juynboll, “The Date of the Great Fitna,"' Arabica 20
(1973) : 142-59.



in another battle, this time with Mu‘awiyah, the most powerful Companion in Syria.
This battle, known as the Battle of Siffin, ended with the arbitration agreement in
which ‘Ali, through maneuvering by Mu‘awiyah’s delegation, was deposed and
Mu‘awiyah proclaimed as the new caliph.

While the attitudes of the Companions throughout the various stages of the Fitnah
will be discussed, the test case which is used to show the political alignments of the
Companions in our study will be the Battle of Siffin. The reason for choosing this battle
is that it constitutes the most pivotal and disturbing event in the history of early Muslim
society. Many of the most important surviving Companions, such as ‘Ali, ‘Ammar ibn
Yasir, and Mu‘awiyah, were intimately involved. The Battle of Jamal also saw the
participation of several outstanding Companions, but the scale of the battle and its
effect upon the Muslim community were not as great as those of the Battle of Siffin.
But this is not to say that our investigation is limited to the most important figures
only. On the contrary, great attention will be paid to the attitudes, influence and
involvement of the less important Companions (or the ‘mass’ of the Companions)
during the battle.

The Companions in the settlements deserve to be studied for obvious reasons. First of
all, their number is much larger than that of the Companions who lived in Medina, the
center of political and religious authority.’ If we are to understand how certain ideas or

beliefs were transmitted by the Companions to the rest of Muslim society the

5 According to al-Shafi‘, at the death of the Prophet only about half of the Companions resided in
Medina (al-Dhahabi, Tajrid Asmé’ al-Sahibab, ed. Salih *Abd al-Hakim al-Kutubi (Bombay: Sharaf al-
Din al-Kutubi, 1969), 1: ).



settlements must certainly be the focus of our investigation. We will also observe that,
when there were disputes among the elite in Medina, the Companions in the settlements
seemed to exercise a great deal of power.

There are a number of reasons why more attention should be paid to the less
important Companions. First of all, it was their support that the more important
Companions, like ‘Ali, strove to win over in the competition for power. Second, their
geographical spread gave the conflict a wider and more decisive nature. It is they who
had spread and settled throughout the new lands like Syria and Iraq, while the elite
Companions--such as ‘Ali, ‘A’ishah, Talhah and al-Zubayr--were based in Medina.
Hence during the Fitnah, the members of the elite were forced to leave and seek support,
for example, from the local people in Basra and Kufa.

The dissertation is divided into five chapters.

Chapter One deals with the scope of our study, sources and method.

Chapter Two discusses the corps of the Companions. After a discussion focusing on
who the Companions actually were, how this question was addressed by a variety of
Muslim groups and above all what drove the debate, we will look especially at ‘adalah
(impartiality) and how Muslims saw this quality as applying to the Companions.
Different views and the issues underlying the controversy will be put forward.

Where the Companions chose to reside will be the object of investigation in Chapter
Three. Two variables in particular will be discussed. First, we look at the number of the
Companions who settled, or used to reside, in the conquered lands. Second, we considef

the involvement of their inhabitants in the Fitnah, particularly during the Battle of



Siffin. Using these two variables, Iraq, Syria and Egypt are our inevitable priorities, for
it was in these lands that the majority of the Companions lived. It was the inhabitants
of these regions who played an important role in the murder of ‘Uthman, the Battle of
Jamal and, finally, the Battle of Siffin. Factors which motivated the Companions to
choose a particular geographical base will be the object of inquiry in Chapter Three.
Among other factors, the question of motives may help us to determine whether the
Companions who lived in a particular place shared the same characteristics.

Chapter Four features a discussion of the relation between the geographical
distribution of the Companions and their political inclinations. Several questions will be
raised here. Why did Ali choose to go to Iraq when his position was in danger? Why did
he base himself in Kufa and not Basra? Why did Mu‘awiyah decide to remain in Syria
and use it as his power base? The background of the Fitnah and the relations between
centers of settlement before the Fitnah will also be discussed in Chapter Four.

The discussion is concluded in Chapter Five.

2. Stage of Current Research

So far no single monograph has appeared dealing either with the geographical
distribution of the Companions or with the attitudes of the Companions at the Battle of
Siffin, let alone with the relations between these two. However, there are some works

which, in one way or the other, have raised the relevant issues. Petersen® analyzes the

¢ E. Ladewig Petersen, ‘Aff and Mu‘dwiyah in Early Arabic Tradition: Studies on the Genesis and
Growth of Islamic Historical Writing until the End of the Ninth Century (Kopenhagen: Munksgaard,
1964); idem, “*All and Mu‘awiyah: The Rise of the Umayyad Caliphate 656-61,” Acta Orientalia 23
(1959) : 157-96; idem, “Studies on the Historiography of the ‘Ali-Mu‘awiyah Conflict,” Acta Orientalia
27 (1963) : 83-118.



conflict between “Ali and Mu‘awiyah in relation to historiography. He tries to show that
the genesis and growth of Islamic historical writing was closely related to politico-
religious developments within Muslim society. Tayob, likewise concerned with
historiography, studies the Companions of the Prophet as they are presented in al-
Tabari‘s Tarikh. Focusing in this instance on the election of Abu Bakr as caliph and the
Battle of Jamal, he discusses how al-Tabari tries to preserve the moral and spiritual
integrity of the Companions by presenting their role in Islamic history in such a way
that contradictions between the paradigm of the Companions projected by religious
traditions and the accounts recorded in historical reports (akhbar) are reconciled.’
Kohlberg® concentrates his study on the attitudes of the Imami-Shi‘is to the
Companions. In order to show these attitudes clearly, he draws a comparison between
the latter and the attitudes shown towards them by other Muslim groups such as the
Sunnis, the Mu‘tazilis and the Zaydis. He also discusses the views of the Shi‘is
regarding the battles of Jamal and Siffin, including those touching on the Companions
who opposed ‘Ali during these events.

In his dissertation, published in 1973, Muranyi’ investigates the nature of the

Companions, their function in early Islamic history and their position in Muslims’

7 Abdulkader Ismail Tayob, “Islamic Historiography: The Case of al-Tabari's Ta’rikh al-Rusul wa ‘I-
Muliik on the Companions of the Prophet Muhammad” (Ph. D, Temple University, 1988), 6-7.

® Etan Kohlberg, “The Attitude of the Imami-Shi‘is to the Companions of the Prophet” (Ph. D,
University of Oxford, 1971); idem, “Some Imami Shi‘i Views on the Safabs,” JSAI 5 (1984) : 143-75;
and idem, “Some Zaydi Views on the Companions of the Prophet,” BSOAS 39 (1976) : 91-8.

¥ Miklos Muranyi, Die Prophetengenossen in der fihislamichen Geschichite (Bonn: Selbstverlag des
Orientalischen Seminars der Universit&t, 1973).



religious awareness. He also discusses the attitude of the Companions toward the
Fitnah, but only in so far as it applied to the murder of ‘Uthman. In this respect Muranyi
finds that when ‘Uthman came under criticism and was besieged by the rebels in
Medina, the other Companions chose to remain aloof. This attitude allowed the rebels to
move and act freely in Medina.'® Nonetheless, Muranyi limits his discussion to the
Companions in Medina and to the great figures there, notably °Ali, ‘Ammar, Talhah and
al-Zubayr. Thus, three issues are absent from Muranyi’s study: first, the attitudes of the
Companions outside Medina during the siege and subsequent murder of ‘Uthman;
second, the attitudes of the Companions during the battles of Jamal and Siffin--
important events which followed the murder of ‘Uthman; and third, the attitudes of the
Companions other than the most important ones during all these events.

Another scholar whose works deal in some ways with the object of this dissertation is
Hinds." Relying on evidence contained in the earliest Islamic historical sources, notably
those of al-Baladhuri, al-Tabari, Ibn Sa’d, Ibn A‘tham al-Kufi, Khalifah ibn Khayyat
and Nasr ibn Muzahim al-Minqari, he tries to define the role of Kufa in the political
schism of the seventh century as follows:

[T]he explosive situation which developed in the early thirties A. H stemmed
directly from a reaction on the part of relatively large proportion of early-comers
of minor tribal stature to increased central control and to a waning of their own

influence vis-d-vis the growing influence (mainly as a result of the arrival of
newcomers) of some of the traditional tribal leaders ....'?

19 Ibid., 77.

"' Martin Hinds, “Kufan Political Alignments and their Background in the Mid-Seventh Century
AD.,” [IMES 2 (1971) : 346-67; idem, “The Banners and the Battle Cries of the Arabs at Siffin (657
A.D),” al-Abhath 24 (1971) : 3-24; idem, “The Murder of the Caliph ‘Uthman,” JJMES 3 (1972) : 450-
69; idem, “The Siffin Arbitration Agreement,” JS§ 17 (1972) : 93-129.

12 Hinds, “Murder,” 451.



Thus, according to Hinds, there were three major parties involved in the political schism
in seventh-century Kufa: the early arrivals, the Medinans (particularly, the caliph)
whose control over Kufa was increasing, and the traditional tribal leadérs whose
influence was also on the rise. The conflict of these three parties played an important
role in the murder of ‘Uthman and the war between ‘All and Mu‘awiyah.

Hinds pursues the conflict back to the time of ‘Umar. Aiming to neutralize the
influence of the traditional type of clan and tribal leadership, which reemerged at the
time of Abu Bakr, ‘Umar promoted a new kind of leadership in which one’s position
was not determined by tribal relationship but by the principle of priority in conversion
to Islam (sabigah). The consequence of this was the formation of a new elite of the early
converts, i.e., the Muhajirun, Ansar and other Companions. At the time of ‘Uthman,
however, the privilege that this elite had enjoyed was threatened by the rise of later
converts with strong tribal sentiments. Thus ‘Uthman’s caliphate “was characterized
both by the declining influence of an elite which had been promoted by ‘Umar and by
the increasing power of tribal aristocracy of the pre-Islamic type.”"?

Hinds’s reference to the elite, i.e., the Muhajirun, Ansar and other Companions, as
well as to the early arrivals in Kufa--whom as we shall see in our study of the
establishment of Kufa included a significant number of the Companions--underlines the
importance of the latter in the conflicts that led to the murder of ‘Uthman and the
battles of Jamal and Siffin. In spite of this, however, Hinds pays little attention to them.

He knows, for example, that Kufa was an important location for ‘Umar because, besides

13 Ibid.. 450.



its heterogeneous composition, about three hundred and seventy early Companions lived
there."® But he does not tell us how deeply those Companions were involved in the
conflicts he describes. His discussion of Siffin likewise fails to take into account the
fact that so many Companions took part in the battle on either ‘Afli‘s or Mu‘awiyah'’s
side.

What is more, an understanding of the involvement of Companions in the Fitnah is
important, for it can give us a different appreciation of the nature of the conflicts. ln our
view, given their status as defenders of Islam and the Prophet and bearers and
transmitters of Islam after the death of the Prophet, the Companions surely took
religious ideas into careful consideration when deciding whether or not to take part in
any conflicts and in choosing which of the ;:ontenders they would support. This is the
thing that Hinds fails to see. To him, people supported “Ali because they wanted to
ensure their local political and social positions, not because they were prepared to die in
the fight against Mu‘awiyah."” This claim can hardly explain facts like: the presence of
‘Amr ibn Yasir and his followers among the Companions at Siffin;'® the neutrality of
prominent Companions like Sa‘d ibn Malik, ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Umar, Muhammad ibn

Maslamah, Usamah ibn Zayd'’ and Uhban ibn al-Sayfi;'® the instruction (wasiyah) of

14 Hinds, “Political Alignments,” 351.
'S Hinds, “Siffin Arbitration Aggrement,” 97

16 Ibn *Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti‘ab 7 Ma ‘rifat al-Ashab, ed. ‘Al Muhammad al-Bajawi (Beirut: Dar al-Jil,
1992), 3: 1137-40.

'7 Ibid., 1: 77; 3: 1377.

12 Ibid., 1: 116.

10



Hudhayfah ibn al-Yaman to his two sons to support Afi;" the case of the two sons of a
prominent Companion, Khalid ibn al-Walid, one of whom was on Mu‘awiyah’s side
while the other was on “Afi‘s;?° the deep regret of ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Umar and Masruq at
not having joined ‘Ali;* or the fact that Jabir ibn ‘Abd Allah, as well as other people in
Medina, was threatened with death by Mu‘awiyah if he did not give his support to the
latter.”? Reading these scattered data we cannot fail to see the strong religious color in

whatever decisions those Companions took.

3. Sources and Method
A. Sources

It was said earlier that there are two important variables which are used to analyze
the roles of the Companions included in this study: the places where they lived and their
attitudes during the Fitnah. Other information such as tribal alignments and their date
of death, as well as their relation to the Prophet, are important in helping us to
understand how the two variables relate to each other. The most important sources for

these kinds of information are biographical dictionaries.”” These works, which reflect

"% Ibid., 1:335.
20 Ibid., 2: 829.

2 Ibid., 1: 77.

2 foid., 1 : 162-3.

2 The nature of the biographical dictionaries and their importance to historical studies has been
extensively studied. See W. Heffening, “Tabakat,” EF (Supplement), H.AR. Gibb, “Islamic
Biographical Literature,” in Historians of the Middle East, ed. Bernard Lewis and P. M. Holt (London:
Oxford University Press, 162), 54-8; Tarif Khalidi, “Islamic Biographical Dictionaries: a Preliminary
Assessment,” The Moslemm World 63 (1973) : 53-65; idem, Arabic Historical Thought in the Classical
Period (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 204-10; I. Hafsi, “Recherches sur le genre
Tabagat dans la littérature arabe,” Arabica 23 (1976) : 227-65 and Arabica, 24 (1977) : 150-86; Malak

I1



the conception that the history of the Muslim community was essentially the
contribution of individual men and women in transmitting a specific culture and that
these individual contributions were worthy of being recorded for future generations,?*
provide us with basic information on certain Companions, including their names, when
and where they lived, their reputation, and so on. With the kind of information they
contain, biographical dictionaries hold great promise for the social history of Islam;*
they are likewise sources which are neglected both by Hinds and Peterson.

There are other points which should be considered in support of the claim that
biographical dictionaries are a promising source. Scholars have long argued over the
motivations behind their composition. Gibb believes that it was chiefly for purposes of
Hadith-criticism that these biographical materials were written.?® This view was later
confirmed by Young.?” The fact that the biographical dictionaries dealing primarily with
the Companions were written by the Traditionists, as will be shown, supports this

argument. Heffening on the other hand believes that this kind of literature did not arise

Abiad, “Origine et développement des dictionnaires biographiques arabes,” Bulletin d’Etudes Orientales,
31 (1979) : 7-15; M.J.L. Young, “Arabic Biographical Writing,” in Religion, Leaming and Science in the
‘Abbasid Period, ed. M.J.L. Young et al. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), 213-28;
Wadad al-Qadi, “Biographical Dictionaries: Inner Structure and Cultural Significance,” in The Book in
the Islamic World: the Written Word and Communication in the Middle East, ed. George N.P. Atiyeh
(Albany: State University of New York Press, 1995), 93-122.

24 Gibb, “Islamic Biographical Literature,” 54.

25 Richard W. Bulliet, “A Quantitative Approach to Medieval Muslim Biographical Dictionaries,”
JESHO 13 (1970) : 195. The richness of information contained in biographical dictionaries is also
acknowledged by Gibb and Young (Gibb, “Islamic Biographical Literature,” 58; Young, “Arabic
Biographical Writing,” 176.)

26 Gibb, “Ta'rikh,” in EF (Supplement.)

7 Young, “Arabic Biographical Writing,” 168-9.
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out of the necessity imposed by Hadith-criticism,; rather, it owes its origin to the interest
of the Arabs in genealogy and biography.?® Heffening’s belief is certainly based on the
assumption that Tradition is independent of genealogy and biography so that anything
derived from Tradition must be different from any other thing deriving from genealogy
and biography. This is exactly what Abbott does not agree with. She argues that Islamic
Tradition and history are twin, though not identical, disciplines. Even, she says, the
term akhbar, which includes not only history proper but also historical legends and all
sorts of historical and biographical information relative to the intellectual disciplines,
used to be interchangeable with the term Hadith.”® So even if it is true that biographical
dictionaries derive from Hadith-criticism, it would still be closely related to history.
This might be what Gibb means when he states that the composition of biographical
dictionaries  developed simultaneously and in close association with historical
composition.*

The relevance of this issue to our discussion is the fact that, in any discussion of
Islamic history, the biographical dictionaries cannot be neglected. Like other historical
sources such as maghaz, sirah and chronicles, biographical dictionaries hold rich

valuable data for historical reconstruction. What is more, early biographical materials

2 Heffening, * Tabakat.”

2% Nabia Abbott, Studies in Arabic Literary Papyri, vol. 1, Historical Texts (Chicago: The University
of Chicago Press, 1957), 4, 7-8. As far as the relation between Hadith and history is concerned, Khalidi
distinguishes two periods: the first is between 3rd/9th century and 5th/11th century, and the second is
between 8th/14th and 9th/15th century. It was during the first period that Hadith and history were most
closely connected (Tarif Khalidi, Arabic Historical Thought, 17).

3 Gibb, “Islamic Biographical Literature,” 54.
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were compiled from oral traditions.>® This means that biographical dictionaries might
contain historical data not to be found in other historical sources.

As far as the Companions are concerned the following biographical dictionaries were
consulted for this study: Kitab al-Tabagat al-Kubrs by Ibn Sa‘d, al-Isti‘ab fi Ma ‘rifat al-
Ashab by Tbn ‘Abd al-Barr, Usd al-Ghabah fi Ma ‘rifat al-Sahabah by Ibn al-Athir, and
Tajrid Asma’ al-Sahabah by al-Dhahabi and al-Isabah fi Tamyiz al-Sahabah by Tbn
Hajar al-‘Asqalani.> The writers of these works belonged to Traditionist circles. Ibn
Sa‘d (born around 168/784 - died 230/844),>> was a much respected scholar of
Traditions.** His book a/-Tabaqat was praised by the great Traditionist Ibn al-Salah.*

Like Ibn Hanbal, he was among the Traditionists who were summoned by al-Ma’mun to

3 1bid., 57.

32 These works, according to al-Qadi‘s definition, would fall under the category of “restricted
biographical dictionaries,” that is “dictionaries which contain biographies of individuals who share one
common, yet specific, trait” (Wadad al-Qadi, “Biographical Dictionaries,” 95).

33 Ibn al-Yazari, Ghdyat al-Nihdyah fi Tabagat al-Quira’ (Cairo: Maktabat al-Sa‘adah, 1932-5), 2 :
143; Hajji Khalifah, Kashf al-Zunun ‘an Asami al-Kutub wa-al-Fumun, ed. Muhammad Sharaf al-Din
Yaltagaya and Rif*at Balqah al-Kilisi (Istanbul: Wakalat al-Ma‘arif, 1941-3), 2 : 1103; Tbn Khallikan,
Wafayat al-A ‘'van wa-Anba’ Abna’ al-Zaman, ed. Thsan ‘Abbas (Beirut: Dar Sadir, n.d.), 4 : 352; Khatib
al-Baghdadi, Tarikh Baghdid aw Madinat al-Salam (Cairo: Maktabat al-Khanji, 1931), 5 : 322; al-
Suyuti, Tabaqgat al-Huffaz (Cairo: Maktabat al-Wahbah, 1973), 183; al-Dhahabi, Tadhkirat al-Huffaz
(Hyderabad: Da'irat al-Ma‘arif al-‘Uthmaniyah, 1955), 2 : 425. It is said that he died at the age of sixty-
two (Ibn Khallikan, Wafayat, 4 : 352; Khatib al-Baghdadi, 7arikh Baghdsd, 5 : 322; al-Safadi, Wafi bi-
al-Wafayit, ed. Helmut Ritter, Sven Dedering, et al. (Leipzig: Deutsche Morgenlandische Gesellschaft,
1931-), 3 : 88; al-Dhahabi, Tadhkirat al-Huffaz, 2 : 425). If so then 168/784 would have been his date of
birth. However, al-Safadi says that the date of Ibn Sa‘d’s death could be the year 222/836, which would
make the year of his birth 160/776.

34 « (K Jathir al-hadith” (Khatib al-Baghdadi, 7arikh Baghdad, S : 322; al-Safadi, Wafi, 3 : 88), “ ghazir
al-hadith’ (Tbn Khallikan, Wafayat, 4 : 351).

35 Ybn al-Salah, ‘Ulium al-Hadith, ed. Nir al-Din *Itr (Beirut: Dar al-Fikr al-Mu'asir; Damascus: Dar
al-Fikr, 1986), 398.
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state their convictions on the createdness of the Qur’an.’® Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr (born
368/978 - died 363/1070),” was an Andalusian. Alfhough he never omce in his life left
Andalusia,*® his fame went far beyond the borders of Spain. In Andalusia he was the
most well-versed in Traditions of his time.** His commentary on the a/l-Muwatta’ of
Malik was highly praised by Aba Muhammad ibn Hazm, the Zahiri.*’ Ibn al-Athir (born
555/1160 - died 630/1232),*' the famous historian, was also a Traditionist
(Muhaddith)™ Al-Dhahabi (born 673/1274 - died 748/1347),* was one as well, having
begun learning Traditions at the age of eighteen years.** According to al-Taj al-Subki,

he was “the Traditionist of his era (Mubaddith al-‘asr).”*’ Tbn Hajar al-‘Asqalani, born

3¢ But unlike Ibn Hanbal, he confessed that the Qur’an was created, probably in order to avoid trouble
(al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam wa-al-Muluk, ed. Nukhbah min al-‘Ulama’ al-Ajilla’ (Beirut: Mu'assasat al-
A'lami lil-Matbu‘at, 1989), 7 : 197).

7 Al-Suyuti, Tabagat al-Huffaz, 432; al-Dhahabi, Tadhkirat al-Huffaz, 3 : 1128, 1130; Ibn
Bashkuwal, Kitab al-Silaht fi Tarikh A’inunat al-Andalus wa-‘Ulama’ihim wa-Mubaddithihim wa-
Fugaha'ihim wa-Udaba’ibim, ed. ‘Izzat al-‘Attar al-Husayn (Cairo: Maktab Nashr al-Thaqafah al-
Islamiyah, 1955), 2 : 642; Ibn Farhun, al-Dibaj al-Mudhahbab i Ma‘rifat A‘yan “Ulama’ al-Madhfiab
(Cairo: Matba“‘at al-Ma‘ahid, [1932]), 359. According to al-Dabbi, he was born in 362/972 and died in
460/1067 (al-Dabbi, Bughyat al-Multamis fi Tartkh Rijal Akl al-Andalus, ed. Tbrahim al-Ibyari (Cairo:
Dar al-Kitab al-Misri; Beirut: Dar al-Kitab al-Lubnani, 1989), 2: 660, 661). Others however claimed he
died in 458/1065 (Tbn al-‘Imad, Shadharat al-Dhahab ff Akhbar man Dhahab (Cairo: Maktabat al-Qudsi,
[1931-1932]), 3: 316).

38 Al-Dabbi, Bughyat al-Multamis, 2: 660.

¥ “rL]am yakun bi-al-Andalus mithl Abi ‘Umar ibn ‘Abd al-Bamr fi al-Haditf’ (Ibn al-‘Imad,
Shadharat al-Dbahab, 3 : 315; Ibn Bashkuwal, a/-Silah, 2 : 641; al-Dhahabi, Tadkkirat al-Huffaz, 3 :
1129; Tbn Farhun, a/-Dib&j, 357).

“0 Ibn Bashkuwal, a/-Silah, 2 : 641; Ibn al-‘Imad, Shadharat al-Dhahab, 3 : 351; al-Dabbi, Bughyat al-
Multamis, 2: 660; al-Dhahabi, chﬂzhlrat al-Huffaz, 3 : 1129; Tbn Farhun, a/-Dibaj, 357.

*! Al-Suyuti, Tabagat al-Huflaz, 492; al-Dhahabi, Tadhkirat al-Huffiz, 4 : 1399, 1400.
2 Al-Suyuti, Tabagat al-Huffaz, 492.

* Ibid., 518; Ibn al-‘Imad, Skadharat al-Dhahab, 6 : 154.

** Al-Suyiiti, Tabaqat al-Huffaz, 518.

* bn al-‘Imad, Shadharat al-Dhabab, 6: 154.
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in 773/1371 (d. 852/1448),"° was one of the students of al-‘Iraqi, a great Traditionist
who died in 806/1403. He started learning Traditions beginning in 794/1392, and
became well-known in the discipline. When al-‘Iraqi was asked which Traditionists
should be respected after his death, he pointed to Ibn Hajar as the first.”’

The Traditionists’ interest in scrutinizing the descent of the Traditions necessitated
recording biographical details on those who had been involved in their transmission. The
most important of these transmitters were the Companions. The Traditionists tried to
record whatever information was available, and yet the length and contents of the
notices in the biographical dictionaries of the Companions vary from individual to
individual. Sometimes only a name is mentioned while at other times a person’s life is
explained in great detail, including the color of his beard and his headgear.”® Some
examples of the contents of biographies will be given in the last part of this
introduction.

There are at least two explanations as to why the extent of information varied so
much from individual to other. First, it was in proportion to his or her contribution to
Islamic society. Biographies of the first four caliphs, i.e., Abu Bakr, ‘Umar, ‘Uthman
and Ali, are very long for obvious reasons. They were viewed as the founders of Islam

after the Prophet. Other Companions were considered important for different reasons.

* Al-Suyuti, Tabagat al-Huffaz, 547, 548; al-Sakhawi, a/-Daw’ al-Lami‘ li-Ahl al-Qamn al-Tasi*
(Beirut: Dar Maktabat al-Hayah, 1966), 2: 36, 40.

47 Al-Suyuti, Tabaqgat al-Huffaz 547. Al-‘Iraqi acknowledged that Ibn Hajar was the most well-
versed in Traditions among his students (al-Sakhawi, al-Daw’ al-Lami", 2: 39).

*8 Compare for example the biography of ‘Abd Allah ibn Hubshi and ‘Al ibn Abi Talib in [bn Sa‘d
(al-Tabagqat, 3 : 19; 5 : 460).
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Abu Hurayrah and ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Abbas, for example, were significant not because
they were political figures, but because they were among the most active Companions in
preserving and transmitting the Prophetic Traditions. Second, it depended on the
availability of sources. It can safely be said that the later the biographer lived, the more
sources he had at his disposal. Let us take Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, Ibn al-Athir and Ibn Hajar
as examples. Ibn “Abd al-Barr, who lived in the 4th-5th/10th-11th centuries, was able to
collect information on about 4200 people. Ibn al-Athir, about a century later, was able
to include around 8,000 in his dictionary. Ibn Hajar, three centuries later, managed to
gather more than 12,000. Not all the people in these works were Companions, however,
so the actual number of Companions recorded is necessarily lower than the above
figures.

In order to understand how particular elements of information made their appearance,
it is also necessary to see the biographical dictionaries in their context. As far as the
Fitnah was concerned, it was a subject which the Traditionists basically did not want to
discuss. The wish to protect the Prophetic Traditions, as we will see, seems to have
motivated them to shield the Companions from any criticism. This attitude was strong
particularly at the time when the threat to the existence of the Prophetic Traditions was
most real. Hence it is understandable that Ibn Sa‘d, who wrote his al-Tabagat when the
Mu‘tazili teaching was the official state doctrine, should have avoided mentioning
information concerning the Fitnah of the Companions. The existence of such
information in his works could have been used by the Traditionists’ opponents, i.e., the

Mu‘tazilis, in justification of their criticism of the ah/ al-Hadith.** In later works, when

“* See pp. 106-9.
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the threat was no longer immediate, information of this type found its way into the
Traditionists’ works. Thus in the writings of later writers such as Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, Ibn
al-Athir, al-Dhahabi and Ibn Hajar, information on the attitudes of the Companions
during the Fitnah is included. As part of the Traditionist circle, these writers shared the
long established view that the Companions should be protected from any criticism, but
distant as they were from the threat posed by the Mu‘tazilis, they did not see it as being
harmful to discuss the Fitnah in their works.

Another factor which might explain the increased information on the Fitnah in the
biographical dictionaries was the background of the writers themselves. For one thing,
the stricter Traditionists basically did not trust the historians (akhbarss). Al-Waqidi‘s
identification of the Companions for instance was rejected by some Traditionists on the
grounds that he was a historian.*® By contrast, Ibn Sa‘d, Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, Ibn al-Athir,
al-Dhahabi and Ibn Hajar, who were all Traditionists, were historians as well. Ibn Sa‘d
was a close associate of the historian al-Wagqgidi. He even worked for a time as the
latter’s secretary, thus earning his nickname, “the secretary of al-Wagqidi (katib al-
Wagidi).”*' Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, it is said, had a great interest not onmly in religious
sciences, but also in genealogy and history (khaban).”> Among his works is a book of

history entitled Kitab al-Durar fi Ikhtisar al-Maghazi wa-al-Sivar,> often simply called

% See pp. 77-8.
5! Ibn Khallikan, Wafayat, 4 : 351.
52 Ton Bashkuwal, a/-Silah, 2: 642.

3 Al-Dabbi, Bughyat al-Multamjs, 2: 660; Ibn al-‘Imad, Shadharat al-Dhahab, 3: 315; Ibn Farhun, al-
Dibasj, 358.
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Kitab al-Maghazi ** or al-Maghazi.*® Tbn al-Athir was also a historian (akhbari);’® his
works include al-Tarrkh (i.e., al-Kamil fi al-Tarikh) and the unfinished Tamkh al-
Mawsil®" Al-Dhahabi composed historical works bearing the titles Tarikh al-Islam, al-
Tarikh al-Awsat, and (al-Tarikh) al-Saghir.’® Through his works al-Durar al-Kaminah i
A‘yan al-Mi’ah al-Thaminah and Inba’ al-Ghumr, Tobn Hajar too showed his interest in
history.”® That these writers were Traditionists and historians at the same time made
people like Ibn al-Salah, a strict Traditionist, feel uneasy. Ibn al-Salah’s judgments on
Ibn Sa‘d’s and Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr’s works, for example, are ambiguous. As a trusted
disciple of al-Wagqidi, Ibn Sa‘d inherited most of al-Wagidi‘s books.*® Later, when
writing his a/-Tabagat, he consulted these materials. On the one hand, Ibn al-Salah
acknowledges that Ibn Sa‘d’s a/-Tabagat was of great help in the study of Traditions;
and yet on the other hand, he criticizes Ibn Sa‘d for using material from historians like
al-Wagqidi, whom he mistrusted, as did many other Traditionists. Thus, while he praises
the work as “a copious (hafi)) book and full of benefits,” and Ibn Sa‘d himself as

“trustworthy (thiqah),” he at the same time warns his readers that it contains many

54 Al-Dhahabi, Tadhkirat al-Huffaz, 3: 1129.

35 Al-Suyuti, Tabaqat al-Huffaz, 433.

%6 Ibid., 492; al-Dhahabi, Tadhkirat al-Huffaz, 4 : 1399.
57 Al-Suyuti, Tabagat al-Huffaz, 492.

%% Ibid., 518.

59 F. Rosenthal, art. “Ibn Hadjar al-* Askalani,” in £F.

% Ibn Khallikan, Wafayat al-A‘yan, 4 : 351.
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reports from authorities judged to be weak, including al-Waqidi.** As far as Ibn ‘Abd al-
Barr’s al-Isti‘ab was concerned, Ibn al-Salah said that it was the best work of its kind,
except for the fact that it referred to conflicts between Companions and relied on
historians, not Traditionists.®? Ibn al-Salah was fifty-three years old when Ibn al-Athir
died. He may have known of Ibn al-Athir’s Usd al-Ghabah. He certainly did not know
al-Dhahabi‘s Tajrid and Ibn Hajar’s al-Isabah, for these works were written after his
time. But since his objection to Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr’s al-Isti‘ab focused on its disclosure of
the Companions’ conflicts, any book containing this information, including Ibn al-
Athir’s, al-Dhahabi‘s and Ibn Hajar’s, might be expected to have earned his displeasure.

Reading some of the works referred to above, one can hardly fail to note that the
number of the Companions referred to as having been involved in the Battle of Siffin
increases with time. While Ibn Sa‘d mentions 19 Companions, Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr refers to
85 Companions, Ibn al-Athir 121, al-Dhahabi 47 and Ibn Hajar 131. Al-Dhahabi‘s lower
figure can be explained by the fact that his work is an abridgment of Ibn al-Athir’s and
that one of the events he omits is the involvement of the Companions during the Battle
of Siffin itself.

Since these writers lived at different times, one might assume that the later writers
would take their information from earlier ones. This sometimes happened, but it was not

always a cumulative process. This is to say that not all the Companions whose attitudes

¢! Tbn al-Salah, ‘UTam al-Hadith, 398. Ibn Hanbal also read al-Waqidi‘s Traditions from a book that
he had borrowed from Ibn Sa‘d, but it is not clear whether Ibn Hanbal used these materials in his works
(Khatib al-Baghdadi, Tarikh Baghdad, 5 : 322; al-Dhahabi, Tadhkirat al-Huffaz, 2 : 425).

‘2 Tbn al-Salah, ‘Ufum al-Hadith, 291-292.
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during the Battle of Siffin were known and who are mentioned by Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, for
example, are also mentioned by Ibn al-Athir. Nor are all those mentioned by Ibn ‘Abd
al-Barr and Ibn al-Athir included by Ibn Hajar. These writers worked independently and
had no intention of building up a bank of accumulated information. Thus only four
Companions whose attitudes during the Battle of Siffin were known are mentioned by
all five writers. The rest are either mentioned by only one writer, or by two, three, or

four of them.

Table I
Number of Companions Whose Attitudes during the Battle of Siffin Are Known
According to the Five Writers

Writers SB-ADH | SBAH | sADH | SBH | Ss-aAaH| sa] su | BADH | B-oD | B-AH

Number « 7 0 v {1 t | 2 1 2701 27717 21 [ 4 | 1

Writers | BDH | B-A | BH | B | ApDH | AD | AH | A | DH | D| H
Number 1 I 22 | 3 | 5 | 8 | 4 | 18 | 11 | 1 | 3] 45
Note:

S =Ibn Sa‘d, B = Ibn “‘Abd al-Barr, A =Ibn al-Athir, D = al-Dhahabi, H = Ibn Hajar

These figures raise some interesting points. First, as was mentioned earlier, al-Dhahabi‘s
work is an abridgment of Ibn al-Athir’s. However, of the 121 Companions mentioned by
Ibn al-Athir only 4 are referred to by al-Dhahabi, who includes several other
Companions besides. Instead of merely copying Ibn al-Athir’s selections, therefore, he
availed himself of other sources. Thus in the end he provides information on 47
Companions in all, 3 of them never once mentioned by either Ibn Sa‘d, Ibn ‘Abd al-

Barr, Ibn al-Athir or Ibn Hajar. Second, each of these other writers was able to obtain
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additional information, probably from independent sources. Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr refers to 5
Companions who were not mentioned by others, Ibn al-Athir 11, and Ibn Hajar 45.
Writing on the attitudes of the Companions during the Battle of Siffin, these writers
relied on a variety of available sources. Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr is often referred to by Ibn al-
Athir,® al-Dhahabi® and Ibn Hajar.®® Others like Khalifah ibn Khayyat,® Abu
Mikhnaf,*” al-Sha‘bi®® are also consulted. However, the most important sources are Ibn
al-Kalbi and ‘Ubayd Allah ibn Abi Rafi. Their writings (see below) were heavily used--
directly or indirectly—by Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr,”” Ibn al-Athir,”® al-Dhahabi”" and Ibn

Hajar.”

% For examples, see Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah i Ma‘rifat al-Sahabah, ([Cairo]: al-Sha‘b, [1970}-
1973), 1: 273;2: 116; 3: 41,374, 439,442; 4 : 77; 5, 29, 442.

& For examples, see al-Dhahabi, 7gjrid, 1: 21, 63, 269.

% For examples, see Ibn Hajar, al-Isabah, 1: 64, 153, 195; 2: 29, 142, 189, 355, 429, 435; 3: 261, 458.
% For examples, see Ibid., 1: 249, 481; 3: 4, 114, 490.

7 For example, see Ibid., 2: 35.

% For example, see Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 3: 872.

%9 On Ibn al-Kalbi, see for examples ibid., 1: 220; 2: 431, 669; 4 : 1574, 1577. It secems that Ibn ‘Abd
al-Barr did not use ‘Ubayd Allah ibn Abi Rafi‘ as his source.

7 On Ibn al-Kalbi, see for examples Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 1: 233, 313, 362; 3: 429; 4 : 349,
441; 5, 86, 158, 442, 486; and on ‘Ubayd Allah ibn Abi Rafi* see 1: 317, 322, 319; 2: 68; 93, 204, 205,
216,

" On Ibn al-Kalbi, see for examples al-Dhahabi, Tajrid, 1: 75, 154, 247; 2: 24, 28. 136; and on
‘Ubayd Allah ibn Abi Rafi‘, see 1: 77.

7 On Ibn al-Kalbi, see for examples Ibn Hajar, al-Isabah, 1: 219, 307, 313, 415, 422; 2: 92, 530; 3:

193, 274, 389, 614; and on ‘Ubayd Allah ibn Abi Rafi‘ see 1: 150, 202, 222, 224, 225, 227, 291, 335,
361, 403, 450, 453, 499, 503; 2: 168, 253, 388, 439, 483, 517; 3: 31, 35, 281, 443.
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Ibn al-Kalbi (d. 204/819 or 206/821)”° was a great scholar. His oeuvre, it is reported,

. amounted to more than 150 titles.”* The book that was most often consulted in writing
on the activities of the Companions during the Fitnah was his Kitab Siffin.”” As far as

Traditions alone were concemed, however, the Traditionists were unanimous in

rejecting him. Al-Darqutni for one declared that he was worthless.”® Ibn ‘Asakir and

Yahy4 ibn Ma“in furthermore considered him untrustworthy (/aysa bi-thiqgah or ghayr

thigah),” while al-‘Uqayli, Ibn al-Jarud and Ibn al-Sakun judged him among the weak

sources (2/-du‘afa’).”® Tbn Hanbal did not think that anybody would accept Traditions

from him.” The reasons cited by the Traditionists for their mistrust of Ibn al-Kalbi

were, in the first place, because he tried to learn so much that he forgot a great deal,*

and second, because he was a Rafidi.*® The mere fact that Ibn al-Kalbi was mainly a

. ™ Yaqit, Mu‘jam al-Udaba’, ed. D. S. Margoliouth (Cairo: Maktabat al-Hindiyah, 1923), 7 : 251; Ibn
Khallikan, Wafayat al-A‘yan, 6 : 84; Tbn Hajar, Lisan al-Mizan (Beirut: Mu'ssasat al-A‘lami lil-
Matbu‘at, 1971), 6: 196; Ibn al-‘Imad, Shadharat al-Dhahab, 2: 13; al-Yafii, Mir’at al-Janan wa- ‘Ibrat
al-Yagzan ff Ma ‘rifat Ma Yu‘tabaru min Hawadith al-Zaman (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-A‘lami Ll-Matbu‘at,
1970), 2 : 29; Khatib al-Baghdadi, Tarikk Baghdad, 14 : 46.

™ Ybn Hajar, Lisan al-Mizdn, 6 : 196; Ibn al-‘Imad, Shadharat al-Dhahab, 2: 13; al-Yafii, Mir'at al-
Janan, 2: 29; Yaqut, Mu‘jam al-Udaba’, 7 : 251.

_ ™ Al-Najashi, Rijal al-Najashi, ed. Miisa al-Shabiri (Qum: Mu’assasat al-Nashr al-Islami, 1986), 435;
Agha Buzurg al-Tihrani, a/-Dhari ‘ah ild Tasénif al-Shi‘ak (Beirut: Dar al-Adwa’, 1983), 15 : 205.

76 Tbn Hajar, Lisdn al-Mizin, 6: 196. Also al-Yafii, Mir’at al-Janan, 2: 29; Tbn al-‘lmad, Shadbarat al-
Dhahab, 2: 13; Yaqut, Mu‘jam al-Udaba’, 7 : 250.

™ Ibn Hajar, Lisan al-Mizan, 6: 196, 197.

™ Ibid., 6 : 197.

" Khatib al-Baghdadi, Tarikh Baghdad, 6: 196; Yaqut, Mujam al-Udaba’, 7 : 250.

30 «/K Jana wasi* al-hifz wa-ma‘a dhilik yunsabu ila ghaflah’ (Tbn Hajar, Lisan al-Mizan, 6: 197).

8! Ibid., 196; Ibn al-‘Imad, Shadharat al-Dhahab, 2: 13. The Shi‘is considered him as a respected

member of their school (kdna yakhtassu bi-madhhabina), who had a special relationship with Ja‘far ibn
. Muhammad (al-Najashi, Rijal, 434).
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genealogist and a historian (a2khbari) may have been sufficient reasomn for the
Traditionists to suspect him.

Unlike Ibn al-Kalbi, ‘Ubayd Allah ibn Abi Rafi* (d. after 37/657) was accepted by the
Traditionists. He was in fact considered as a reliable authority by Ibn Hibban.** ‘Ubayd
Allah’s family had been closely attached to the Prophet’s. Abu Rafi‘, his father, was a
mawld of the Prophet who participated in all the Prophet’s battles except Badr. The
Prophet married him to Salmd, another of his mawal/i, and their son was ‘Ubayd Allah. 8
Abu Rafi‘ himself was one of the closest associates of ‘Ali (khawwasuhu).*® He was
also the secretary of ‘Ali,* and wrote a book Tasmiyat man Shahida Ma‘s Amir al-
Mu’minin ‘alayhi al-Salam al-Jamal wa-al-Siffin wa-al-Nahrawan min al-Sahabah Radi
Allsh ‘anhum.®® This is the book to which—directly or indirectly—Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, Ibn
al-Athir, al-Dhahabi and Ibn Hajar refer when they are describing the attitudes of the
Companions during the Battle of Siffin.

Of these writers, only Ibn Hajar shows any reservations with respect to the
information provided by ‘Ubayd Allah ibn Abi Rafi‘’s work. He repeatedly warns his

readers that its chain of transmission is weak (da2 7/).” Here Ibn Hajar does not question

%2 Ibn Hibban, Kitdb al-Thigat £i al-Sahabah wa-al-Tabitn wa-Atba* al-Tabi'in, ed. ‘Abd al-Khaliq
al-Afghani and al-Qari Muhammad Zahir al-Din Sharafi (Hyderabad: al-Majma“ al-‘Ilmi, 1968), 147.

) [bn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-fsti‘ab, 1: 84-85

% Al-Barqi, Kitab al-Rijal (Teheran: Chapkhanah-'i Danishgah, 1963-1964), 4

5 Al-Najashi, Rijal al-Najashi, 4; al-Tusi, Rijal al-Tusi, ed. Jawad al-Qayyumi al-Isfahani (Qum:
Mu'assasat al-Nashr al-Islami), 71; al-Mubarrad, a/-Kamil, ed. Muhammad Ahmad al-Dali (Beirut:
Mu’assasat al-Risala, 1986), 2: 618; al-Tusi, &/-Fihrist, ed. Muhammad Ramyar (n.p.: Mashhad
University Press, n.d.), 202; Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti‘ab, 1: 84.

86 Al-Tusi, a/-Fikrist, 202.

%7 Ibn Hajar, al-Isabah, 1: 150, 202, 222, 224, 335, 542; 2: 253, 483, 517; 3: 281, 284, 443.
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the integrity of ‘Ubayd Allah himself, only that of the people who were involved in the
transmission of ‘Ubayd Allah’s work. According to al-Tusi the transmission went as
follows: al-Duri —- Abu al-Husayn Zayd ibn Muhammad al-Kufi -- Ahmad ibn Mus4 ibn
Ishaq - Dirar ibn Surad -- ‘Ali ibn Hashim ibn al-Burayd — Muhammad ibn ‘Ubayd
Allah ibn Abi Rafi* - ‘Awn ibn ‘Ubayd Allah -- his father.®® Ibn Hajar points to Dirar
ibn Surad (d. 229/843) as the weak link in the chain (ahad al-du‘afa’).¥’ Among the
Traditionists themselves Dirar ibn Surad was controversial, giving rise to many
conflicting opinions. He was a liar (kadhdhab) according to Yahyid ibn Ma‘in,’
untrustworthy according to al-Nasa’?' (hence reference to him was actually
forbidden™), weak (da2%fj according to al-Darqutni,”” and his Traditions better
abandoned altogether (matruk), according to al-Bukhari and al-Nasa'i.** On the other

hand there is Abu Hatim who praises Dirar. He says Dirar was a man of the Qur’an

(meaning that he knew how to recite the Qur’an according to the reading (grra’ah) of al-

8 Al-Tusi, al-Fihrist, 202-203; al-Tustari, Qamis al-Rijal, 56.

% Ibn Hajar, al-Isabah, 1: 543.

% Al-Nawawi, Tahdhib al-Asma’ wa-al-Lughat (Damascus: Idarat al-Tiba‘ah al-Muniriyah, n.d.), 1:
250; al-Dhahabi, Mizan al-I‘tidal i Naqd al-Rijjal, ed. ‘Ali Muhammad al-Bajawi (Cairo: ‘Isa al-Babi al-
Halabi, 1963), 2 : 327; Ibn Shahin, Kitab Tarikh Asma’ al-Du‘sfa’ wa-al-Kadhdhabin, ed. ‘Abd al-Rahim
Muhammad Ahmad al-Qashqari (n.p. : n.p., 1989), 113; Ibn Abi Hatim al-Razi, Kitab al-Jarh wa-al-
Ta‘dil (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-'Timiyah, 1952), 4 : 465; al-Mizz, Tahdhib al-Kamsl fi Asma’ al-Rijal,
ed. Bashshar Ma‘ruf ‘Awwad (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risalah, 1980-92), 13 : 305.

! Al-Dhahabi, Mizan al-I‘tiddl, 2 : 328; al-Mizzi, Tahdhib al-Kamal, 13 : 305

52 Ibn Shahin, Asma’ al-Du‘afa’, 113.

93 Al-Dhahabi, Mizin al-I‘tidal, 2 : 328; al-Mizzi, Tahdbib al-Kamal, 13 : 305.

% Al-Dhahabi, Mizan al-I'tidal, 2 : 327; al-MizZi, Tahdhib al-Kamal, 13 : 305.
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Kisa’i and Yahyd ibn Adam®®), possessed knowledge of inheritance (séhib Qur’dn wa-
fara’id) and was truthful (sadug).’® He was also considered trustworthy and pious
(salik),” and devoted to the service of God (muta‘abbid).*®

The paradoxical attitudes of the Traditionists toward Dirar ibn Surad, in that they
questioned his integrity on the one hamd and accepted some of the Traditions he
transmitted on the other, are not easy to explain. Ibn Abi Hatim writes, “He (i.e., Dirar)
narrated a Tradition from Mu‘tamar from his father from al-Hasan from Anas from the
Prophet on the virtue of a certain Companion which was negated by the Traditionists
(rawd hadith ‘an Mu‘tamar ‘an abihi ‘@n al-Hasan ‘an Anas ‘an al-Nabi salli Allah
‘alayhi wa-sallama fi fadilah li-ba‘d al-Sahabah yunkiruha ahl al-ma‘rifah bi-al-
hadith).”” But who was this “certain Companion”? Ibn Hibban fortunately provides the
full body of the Tradition: he (i.e., Dirar) narrated from al-Mu‘tamar from his father
from al-Hasan from Anas that the Prophet said to ‘Ali, “You will make clear to my
ummah what they disagree upon after me (Anta tubayyinu li-ummati ma ikhtalafu fihi

min ba‘di).”'” Tbn Hibban‘s information is helpful in determining that the “certain

% fbn al-Jazari, Ghayat al-Nihayah, 1 : 337.

% Al-Raz, al-Jarh wa-al-Ta‘dil, 4 : 465; al-Nawawi, Tahdhib al-Asma’, 1 : 250; al-Dhahabi, Mizan
al-I'tiddl, 2 : 328; al-Mizzi, Tahdhib al-Kamél, 13 : 305.

%7 Ibn al-Jazari, Ghdyat al-Nibdyah, 1 : 337.
% Al-Mizz, Tahdhib al-Kamil, 13 : 303.

9 Al-Raz, al-Jarh wa-al-Ta‘dil, 4 : 465-6. AE-Nawawi quotes this information without mentioning
the chain of transmission (al-Nawawi, 7aAdhib al-Asma’, 1: 250).

1% tbn Hibban, Kitab al-Majrubin min al-Muhaddithin ws-al-Du‘afa’ wa-al-Matrukin, ed. Tbrahim
Zayid (Aleppo: Dar al-Wa'y, 1396 H.), 1 : 380. Al-Dhahabi quoted this Tradition from Ibn Hibban with a
longer chain of transmission. He adds some names before Dirar ibn Surad (al-Dhahabi, Mizan al-I‘tidal,
2: 328).
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Companion” was none other than ‘Ali. It is likely that the objection of the Traditionists
was based on their belief that Dirar loved ‘Ali so much that he fabricated Prophetic
Tradition.'” It cannot, however, be argued that because the objection of the
Traditionists was to Dirar’s inclination toward ‘Ali (/ashayyu), that his Traditions on
other subjects were welcomed by them. The Traditionists’ attitudes varied in this
regard. Al-Bukhari, who suggested that Dirar’s transmission should be abandoned, in his
Khalg Afal al-Ibad accepted Dirar’s Tradition.'” Abu Zur‘ah also accepted Traditions
from him. !> Al-Tirmidhi, on the other hand, consistently refused any Traditions coming
from Dirar. Once for instance he refused a Tradition on pilgrimage because Dirar was a
link in the chain of transmission.'® Ibn Hibban’s judgment may well express the views
of the Traditionists who refused to accept Traditions from Dirar. Ibn Hibban
acknowledged that Dirar was a fagrh who was well-versed in fara’id, but also that he

10§

narrated maglubat from the trustworthy people, ~ that his memory was not good, and

that he made a lot of mistakes.'?

100 “fW)a-huwa fi jumlat man yunsabun ila al-tashayyu* bi-al-Kuafahi* (Ibn ‘Adi, a/-Kamil fi Du‘afa’
al-Rijal, ed. Suhayl Zakkar (Beirut: Dar al-Fikr, 1988), 4 : 151).

12 Al-Mizzi, Tahdhib al-Kamail, 13: 303; al-Bukhari, Khalq Afal al-‘Ibid wa-al-Radd ‘ala al-
Jahmiyalh wa Ashab al-Tatil, ed. Abu Muhammad Salim ibn Ahmad ibn *Abd al-Hadi al-Salafi and Abu
Hajir Muhammad al-Sa‘“id ibn Basyuni al-Ibyani (Cairo: Maktabat Turath al-Islami, n.d.), 42.

19 Al-Nawawi, Tahdhib al-Asma’, 1: 250; al-Razi, al-Jarh wa al-Ta‘dil, 4 : 465. On Abu Zur‘ah see
pp. 56-7.

1% Al-Tirmidhi, Jami* al-Sahih wa-Huwa Sunan al-Tirmidhi, ed. Muhammad Fu'ad ‘Abd al-Bagi
(Cairo: Mustafa al-Babi al-Halabi, 1937), 3 : 189-91.

19 Ibn Hibban, a/-Majrihin, 2: 380. Maglabat is the term applied when people attribute the chain of
transmission to the wrong rmatn and vice versa, or attribute a Tradition to the wrong people (isnad hadha
al-hadith ‘ala matn akhar, wa-rakabu matn hadha al-hadith ‘ala isnad akhar, wa-qallabu ‘alayhi ma huwa
min hadith Salim: ‘an Nafi’, wa-ma huwa min hadith Nafi': ‘an Salim) (Ibn Kathir, a/-Ba‘ith al-Hathith
7 Ikhtisar *Ulum al-Hadith (Beirut: Dar al-Fikr, n.d.), 44).

'% fbn Hibban, a/-Majrihin, 3: 121.
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Ibn Hajar sometimes provides examples of how omne should be careful with the
information coming from Dirar. Jabr ibn Anas, according to a report from ‘Ubayd Allah
ibn Abi Rafi‘, was a participant at Badr who later joined ‘Ali at the Battle of Siffin.
This report was quoted by Mutayyan, then by al-Tabrani. Ibn Hajar suspected the truth
of the statement, and therefore points out that none of those who had written al-
maghazi works mentioned Jabr ibn Anas as a participant at Badr. They mentioned
Jubayr ibn Iyas, instead. The chain of transmission of information from ‘Ubayd Allah
ibn Abi Rafi° was weak, he stressed.'’” Jabalah ibn Tha‘labah al-Ansari, according to
‘Ubayd Allah ibn Abi Rafi*, was among the participants of Badr who were also with
‘Ali at Siffin. This report was quoted by al-Tabrani, Abu Na‘im and others from
Mutayyan, who narrated the information through a chain of transmission that went back
to ‘Ubayd Allah ibn Abi Rafi‘. Quoting Ibn al-Athir, Ibn Hajar states that this Jabalah
ibn Tha‘labah was actually Rukhaylah ibn Khalid ibn Tha‘labah. When the *“,” of
Rukhaylah ( 4, ) was dropped (and “ & ” was thought as “z” and “” as “ @) it
became Jabalah ( 1= )--it is to be remembered that in Arabic writing “#” can be easily
mixed up with ‘z” and “” with “ <« ”—and when the name of his father Khalid was
dropped from the lineage it became Jabalah ibn Tha‘labah. Based on Ibn al-Athir’s
explanation, Ibn Hajar allows that it is possible that Jabalah and Rukhaylah were
actually two different persons. Ibn Hajar acknowledges that Rukhaylah was indeed

among the participants at Badr.'”® From these two examples, i.e., the cases of Jabr and

197 {bn Hajar, a/-Isabah, 1: 222.

198 1hid., 1 : 224.
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of Jabalah, what may have happened--and this could be what Ibn Hajar believed--was as
follows. First of all there was a list of those who had participated in Badr which Dirar
preserved. Then there was a list of the Companions who had participated in Siffin with
‘Ali, compiled by ‘Ubayd Allah ibn Abi Rafi‘, which was also in Dirar’s hand. Then
somehow these two lists were mixed up. Some of the participants in Badr and those in
Siffin were believed (or were made) to be the same. Jubayr ibn Iyas was thought of as
similar or made similar to Jabr ibu Anas, just as Jabalah was to Rukhaylah. This was
done either intentionally'® or by mistake. The Traditionists’ insistence that Dirar felt
sympathy for ‘Ali and that he suffered from a weak memory could allow for these two
possibilities.

It is for methodological reasons that we do not include biographical dictionaries
written by Shi‘is among our sources. Like the Sunnis, the Shi‘is have also been
composing biographical works since about the 3rd/9th century.''® The will to preserve
the teachings of the Imams had motivated Shi‘i scholars to write biographies of their
disciples who were responsible for preserving and transmitting these teachings. Thus,
while motivated by the same interest, the Sunnis and Shi‘is differed in the material with
which they dealt. Whereas the Sunnis concentrated on those who were involved with the
transmission of the teachings of the Prophet, starting with the Companions of the

Prophet and then moving on to next the generation (i.e., the Followers, the Followers of

1% It will later be shown that the presence of the Companions, particularly the more important ones
like the veterans of Badr, could easily strengthen the religious claim of a party.

19 1 tyakatali Nathani Takim, “The Rijal of the ShiF Imams as Depicted in Imami Biographical
Literature” (Ph. D., University of London, 1990), 216, 218.
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the Followers, and so omn), the Shi‘is were more concerned with those who had been
involved in the transmission of the teachings of the Imams. Hence the major
biographical dictionaries, ones considered primary by later Shi‘i scholars, written by al-
Barqi (d. 274/887), Tusi (d. 460/1067) and Najashi (d. 450/1058-9), are mainly about the
companions of the Imams."'! Since our concern here is with the Companions of the
Prophet, who lived in the 1st/7th century, we are justified in limiting ourselves to
sources written by authors who concentrate on this period, and these happen to be
Sunni.

While the biographical dictionaries constitute the main sources of this study, other
sources were also consulted. Chief among the latter are the historical works such as al-
Tabari‘s Tarikh al-Umam wa-al-Muluk, al-Baladhuri‘s Ansab al-Ashraf and Futub al-
Buldan, Ton A‘tham al-Kufi‘s Kitab al-Futuh, Sayf Ibn ‘Umar’s Kitab al-Riddah wa-al-
Futah wa-Kitab al-Jamal wa-Masir ‘A’ishah wa-‘Alf and al-Minqari‘s Wagq ‘at Siffin. As
explained above, it is the goal of this study to reveal the Companions’ geographical
distribution and corresponding attitudes during Siffin. It goes without saying that to
achieve this goal one must first understand how these Companions spread throughout
the empire and how the settlements were established, as well as the context in which the
Battle of Siffin was fought. This kind of understanding can hardly be achieved if we rely
merely on biographical dictionaries. For while it is correct to say that much of this kind
of information can be found in the latter, it must be remembered that since the main

concemn of the biographical dictionaries is to record facts on individual Companions in

1! Lor a discussion of these scholars and their works, see ibid., 8-14.
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so far as they shed light on the transmission of the Prophetic Traditions, such
information as applies to the conquest of new lands and political allegiances is usually
fragmentary and can only be read between the lines, so to speak. There is no detailed
account, for example, of how the Battle of al-Qadisiyah came to pass or the reasons
behind the Battle of Siffin.

The reliability of the information provided by these medieval historians however has
also been subjected to study by modern scholars. Sayf, an Iraqi historian from the tribe
of Tamim, has been charged with showing bias in his treatment of Iraq and Tamim; thus
al-Tabari‘s heavy reliance on him for the events which took place during the twenty-five
year period extending from the death of the Prophet to the Battle of Jamal has also been
questioned.''? Al-Baladhuri has been criticized for not always citing the original words
of his sources,''®> while Ibn A‘tham al-Kiufi‘s decision to create a connected historical
narrative resulted in an inconmsistent approach to his sources.''* Al-Minqari‘s Shi‘i
tendency, on the other hand, renders suspect his account of the activities of ‘Ali and
Mu’awiyah. But once we integrate statements from these works with the information
collected from the biographical dictionaries we find that much of the information given
by these historians inspires confidence. For example, al-Tabari states that Kufa was
more important than Basra. Now because al-Tabari‘s information on Iraq was largely

derived from Sayf, a Kufan, we might be led to conclude that this statement is biased

12 For further discussion on this subject see George Martin Hinds, “The Early History of Islamic
Schism in Iraq,” (Ph. D., University of London, 1969), 7-11.

113 C.H. Becker-[F. Rosenthal], “al-Baladhuri,” in EF.

114 M_A_ Shaban, “Ibn A‘tham al-Kufi,” in EF.
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and therefore untrue. But, comparing the list of the inhabitants of Kufa with that of
Basra, we find out that there are some grounds for accepting his version.'"* The case of
Siffin could provide another example. It is reported by al-Minqari that ‘Ali was

18 Given the source,

supported by more important Companions than was Mu’awiyah.
onec might be tempted to reject this statement on the grounds that al-Mingari‘s
sympathies would have clearly been with ‘Ali. Nevertheless, a comparison of the
Companions who supported Mu‘awiyah and ‘Ali shows that al-Minqari was justified in
making the claim that he did.

The other category of sources that we consulted for this study is that of works
written on the science of Traditions ( ‘u/um al-Hadith). These sources are highly useful,
particularly when discussing the emergence and development of the term “Companion”
and in determining the views of various classes of Muslims on the Companions. Thus
works such as Ibn al-Salah’s ‘Ulum al-Hadith, al-‘Iraqi‘s Fath al-Mughith Sharh Fath
Alfiyat al-Hadith, Tbn al-Kathir's a/-Ba‘ith al-Hathith fi Ikhtisar ‘Ulum al-Hadith, al-
Nawawi‘s a/-Tagrib wa-al-Taysir li-Ta‘rifat Sunan al-Bashir al-Nadhir fi Usul al-
Hadith, al-Baghdadi‘s a/-Kifayah fi ‘Ilm al-Riwayah and al-Nisaburi‘s Ma ‘rifat ‘Ulum
al-Hadith were constantly consulted, especially for Chapter Two, where the term

“Companion” and the views of Muclims on the Companions as a group are discussed.

115 See pp. 200-5.

116 See p. 236.
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B. Method

The Companions’ pattern of settlement and their political alignments—as well as the
relationship between the two--can only be understood fully if we take their numbers into
account. In other words, questions such as, “How many Companions actually settled in a
particular place?”’ or “How many Companions supported ‘Al at Siffin?” are important.
In trying to answer these questions, the Companions will be classified according to the
answers we are looking for: the pattern of settlement requires for instance that they be
grouped geographically, while political alignment requires that we identify where their
loyalties were. Needless to say, the Companions whose geographical base or whose
alignment during Siffin are unknown will not be included in this analysis. This explains,
for example, why so few women Companions are included in this study. There is after
all no questioning the role they played in building the Islamic commumity. Ibn Sa‘d
devotes a separate section in his biographical dictionary to record their contribution to
Islamic history. So do Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, Ibn al-Athir, al-Dhahabi, and Ibn Hajar.
However, when it comes to their geographical distribution and political alignmeent
information is scarce. Out of 335 Companions who resided in Basra, for example, only
7 women are mentioned, while none is referred to as having been among those involved
in Siffin.

The quantitative approach to the study of biographical dictionaries proposed here has
already been used by scholars to understand Islamic history. Cohen’s study on the

secular occupations and economic background of the religious scholars in the classical
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period of Islam,!'” Bulliet’s on social life in a medieval Islamic city (i.e., Nishapur)' 18
and on conversion to Islam in different parts of Islamic world in the medieval period,'"’

0 and Donner’s on the tribal settiement in

Petry’s on the civilian elite of Cairo,"
Basra,' show well how this method can make a significant contribution to the
understanding of Islamic history. For whereas Cohen’s research, for example, reveals the
way in which the early Muslim scholars supported themselves economically and, thus,
the extent of their participation in the economic development of Muslim society,
Bulliet’s is invaluable for determining when Muslims actually became the majority in
the conquered lands. Indeed, despite the fact that answers to the problems that Bulliet -
and Cohen have tried to address can also be sought in sources other than biographical
dictionaries, their findings, as well as those of others, provide valuable documentation
for those answers.

There are of course limitations to such an approach. The fact that the data were

already preselected by the authors of these dictionaries (thus limiting present-day

scholars to only those data judged worthy of preservation by other scholars living

"7 Hayyim J. Cohen, “The Economic Background and the Secular Occupations of Muslim
Jurisprudents and Traditionists in the Classical Period of Islam,” JESHO 13 (1970) : 16-61.

18 pichard W. Bulliet, The Patricians of Nishapur: A Study in Medieval Islamic Social History
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1972).

119 pichard W. Bulliet, Conversion to Islam in the Medieval Period: An Essay in Quantitative History
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1979).

120 Carl F. Petry, The Civillian Elite of Cairo in the Later Middle Ages (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1981).

12! EFred M. Donner, “Tribal Settlement in Basra During the First Century A .H.,” in Land Tenure and
Social Transformation in the Middle East, ed. Tarif Khalidi (Beirut: American University of Beirut,
1984), 97-120.
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centuries ago'??), joined with the fact that scholars face many difficulties in extracting
information from the dictionaries (sometimes even having to read between the lines to
do so), are only two examples of such limitations.'"” Thus, it is not surprising when
scholars sincerely warn their readers that the findings and statistical data deriving from
such an approach should be comsidered as “heuristic,” “heuristically valuable,”
“tentative,” “suggestive,” “rough indication” or even “somewhat speculative.”'** That
this approach is still comparatively rare in Islamic Studies'”® is another factor that
should be kept in mind in this regard.

Using the same method and the same kinds of sources (i.e., biographical dictionaries),
our study is bound by the same problems and limitations that Cohen, Bulliet, Petry and
Donner faced. In our study there are even times when, because the information given by

the sources is insufficient, we have to draw conclusions based on small numbers, such as

6

in the case of the background of the Companions at Siffin.'*® These figures are

statistically insignificant, but can still be used as a rough indication of facts which are

otherwise unobtainable. Finally, while we do not claim that our statistical data are

12 For example, if, based on biographical dictionaries, a scholar attempts to quantify the inhabitants of
a certain city, he cannot count a person who is known—from other sources—to have lived in that city but is
not mentioned by the dictionaries being used.

13 For further discussion on the limitations and difficulties of this approach, see, for examples, Cohen,
“Economic Background,” 20-1; Bulliet, “Quantitative Approach,” 199-200; and Donner, “Tribal

Settlement,” 100-1; see also Humphreys’s critical reviews of the works of Bulliet, Petry, and Cohen
(Humphreys, Islamic History, 198-9, 205-6, 206-7, 281-3). For weaknesses and problems relative to our

study, see pp. 44-52 below.

124 Bulliet, Conversion, 3; idem, “Quantitative Approach,” 195; Petry, Civillian Elite, xix; Donner,
“Tribal Settlement,” 100; Humphreys, Islamic History, 205, 206, 281.

125 Bulliet, Conversion, 5; idem, “Quantitative Approach,” 195.

126 See pp. 240, 244-6 below.
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absolute, the arguments that they give rise to may be useful in understanding fully the
historical significance of the Companions in the first century of Hijrah.

Another positive aspect of this approach is its usefulness in verifying statements
made by present or past authors. In some way or another authors frequently try to
quantify the information they provide. Hence the desire to give evidence where none
exists, or to reduce or increase numbers for whetever reasons led these authors to make
inaccurate statements. Even Ibn Khaldun (d. 865/1406) was aware of this problem.
Commenting upon the works of previous scholars, including historians, Ibn Kaldun
states that they committed frequent errors due to their tendency to accept information
uncritically. This occurred especially in the case of numbers:

Whenever contemporaries speak about the dynastic armies of their own recent times,
and whenever they engage in discussions about Muslim or Christian soldiers, or when
they get to figuring the tax revenues and the money spent by the government, the

. outlays of extravagant spenders, and the goods that rich and prosperous men have in
stock, they are quite generally found to exaggerate, to go beyond the bounds of the
ordinary, and to succumb to the temptation of sensationalism. When the officials in
charge are questioned about their armies, when the goods and assets of wealthy
people are assessed, and when the outlays of extravagant spenders are looked at in
ordinary light, the figures will be found to amount to a tenth of what those people
have said. The reason is simple. It is the common desire for sensationalism, the ease
with which one may just mention a higher figure, and the disregard of the reviewers
and critics. This leads to failure to exercise self-criticism about one’s errors and
intentions, to demand for oneself moderation and fairness in reporting, to reapplay
oneself to study and research. Such historians let themselves go and made a feast of
untrue statement.'?’

One example of this tendency is al-Mas‘udi. Ibn Khaldun reports that al-Mas‘udi

claimed that the army of the Israelites under Moses numbered more than 600,000

127 Ton Khaldun, The Mugaddimah: an Introduction to History, translated by Franz Rosenthal (New
. York: Pantheon Books, 1958), 1: 19-20.
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troops. This, Ibn Khaldun asserts, is unacceptable. According to Ibn Khaldun, al-
Mas‘udi had failed to take into account geographical and military considerations
(“whether Egypt and Syria could possibly have held such a number of soldiers™) as well
as practical ones (“an army of this size cannot march or fight as a wmit”)."”® To
emphasize his point stronger, Ibn Khaldun points to the Persian Empire which was much
greater than the realm of the Israelites. The greatest concentration of Persian army at al-
Qadisiyah, Ibn Khaldun contends, only amounted to between 60,000 and 120,000
(according to different reports).'”® In other words, how could it be that the Israelites,
whose nation was much smaller than the Persians’, should have had an army five to ten
times the size of that boasted by a much greater power?

Modern historians have also expressed the same concern. Juymboll, for example,
asserts that the numbers that Sayf reports are inflated. He also questions Sayf’s
information, for example, on the Battle of al-Qadisiyah--which was likely accepted by
Ibn Khaldun. As Ibn Khaldun had done with al-Mas‘udi, Juynboll compares these
numbers with military considerations: the numbers do not accord with how the battle
was actually fought.'*® To render them more conceivable, Juynboll, unlike Ibn Khaldun
who proposes ten as the divisor (“the figures will be found to amount to a tenth of what

those people have said”'*'), proposes that every number given by Sayf be divided by

128 Ibid., 16.
129 1bid., 17.

10 Gautier H. A. Juynboll's foreword to Al-Tabari, The History of al-Tabari, vol. 13, The Conquest
of Irag, Southwestern Persia, and Egypt, translated and annotated by Gautier H. A. Juynboll (Albany:
State University of New York Press, 1989), xv.

13! See quotation from Ibn Khaldin above.
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one hundred, or, if it is lower than one thousand, by ten."*? Although Juynboll claims
this method works very well in making these numbers more plausible, it is still not well-
grounded for it is a mere guess.

From the perspective of the problem of numbers discussed above, our approach might
help us to suggest some answers. The data that we have collected from the biographical
dictionaries can throw light on some of the issues raised in literary sources like al-
Tabari. Our figures on the Companions who settled in Basra, Kufa, Damascus, Hims,
Palestine and Fustat can give us rough idea of the Muslim population of these places
during the first century Hijrah or that of the early mobilization and distribution of
Muslims there. The same may be done with respect to the number of Companions who
participated in the Battle of Siffin. Any statements on the political alignments of
Companions at the Battle of Siffin could be compared with our approximate numbers,
and their historical significance thereby assessed.

In order to give some idea as to the nature of the biographical dictionaries and my
approach to sources, some sample biographical entries for Mu‘awiyah ibn Hudayj, taken
from Ibn Sa‘d and Ibn Hajar, are given here.

Mu‘awiyah ibn Hudayj sahiba al-Nabi, salli Allah ‘alayhi wa-sallama, wa-rawd

‘anhu, wa-qad lagiya ‘Umar ibn al-Khattab wa-rawa ‘anhu badith fi al-mash, wa-

kana “whmani. Akhbarana ‘Affan ibn Muslim qala: Haddathana Hammad ibn

Salamah qala: Akhbarana Thabit ‘an Salih ibn Hujayr wa-huwa Abu Hujayr ‘an

Mu’awiyah ibn Hudayj, qala wa-kanat Iahu Suhbah, qala: Man ghasala mayyit wa-

kafanahu wa-ittaba‘ahu wa-waliya jananahu raja‘a maghfuran lah. (Mu‘awiyah ibn

Hudayj accompanied the Prophet, peace be upon him, and narrated from him. He had

also met ‘Umar ibn al-Khattab and narrated from him a Tradition on wiping (shoes?),

and he was a supporter of ‘Uthman. ‘Affan ibn Muslim informed us, saying: Thabit

had informed us from Salih ibn Hujayr, that is Abu Hujayr, from Mu‘awiyah ibn
Hudayj—-he (Salih ibn Hujayr) said that he (Mu‘awiyah ibn Hudayj) has

132 ruynboll, The History, 13 : Xiv.
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Companionship--who said: “Whoever washed a corpse and dressed him for the grave
and followed him (to the grave) and took care of his tomb, he went home
fotgiven.”l33

Mu‘awiyah ibn Hudayj, bi-mubhmalah thumma jim musaghgharan, ibn Jafnah ibn
Najib Abu Na‘im, wa-yuqalu Abu ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Sakuni, wa-qala al-Bukhari
Khawiani, nassabahu al-Zubri, yu‘addu fi al-Misriyin. Wa-qala al-Baghawi: Kana
‘amil Mu‘awiyah ‘ala Misr. ((Qultu)) innama ammarahu Mu’awiyah ‘ala al-jaysh
alladhi jahhazahu ila Misr wa-bi-ha Muhammad ibn Abi Bakr al-Siddiq, fa-lamma
qatalubu baya‘u li-Mu ‘awiyah, thumma waliya imrat Misr li-Yazid, wa-dhakarshu
Ibn Sa‘d fi-man waliya Misr min al-Sahabah, wa-qala Ibn Yunus yukna Aba Na‘im
wafada ‘sla Rasul Allah salld Allah ‘alayhi wa-alihi wa-sallaima wa-shahida fath Misr
thumma kana al-wafid ‘sla ‘Umar bi-fath al-Iskandariyah, dhahabat ‘aynubu fi
ghazwat al-Nubah ma‘a Ibn Sarh waliya ghaw al-Maghrib miraran akhiraha sanat
khamsin wa-mata sanat ithnatayn wa-khamsin, wa-akhraja Iahu Abu Dawud wa-al-
Nasa’l hadith fi al-sahw fi al-salah wa-al-Nasa’l hadith fi al-tadaw:d bi-al-hijamah
wa-al-ghusl wa-al-Baghawi hadith qala fibi sami‘tu Rasul Allah salld Allah ‘alayhi
wa-sallama yaqulu ((Ghadwah fi sabil Allah aw rawhah khayr min al-dunys wa-ma
fiha)), wa-akhraja Ahmad al-abadith al-thalathah wa-kullasha min tariq Yazid ibn
Habib ‘an Suwayd ibn Qays ‘anhu, wa-gad akbraja aydan min tariq Thabit al-Bunani
‘an Salib ibn Hujayr ‘anhu Hadith Marfu‘ fi dafn al-mayyit wa-min tariq Ibn Lahi‘ah
‘an al-Harth ibn Yazid ‘an ‘All ibn Rabah ‘anhu qala hajarna ‘ala ‘ahd Abi Bakr fa-
bayna nahnu ‘indahu fa-dhakarshu gissat Zamzam, qala al-Athram ‘an Abhmad laysat
labu Subbah wa-dhakarahu Ya ‘kub ibn Sufyan wa-Ibn Hibban fi al-Tabi ‘in Iakinn Ibn
Hibban dhakarashu fi al-Sahabah aydan, qala al-Bukhari mata qabl Abi ‘Amr.
(Mu‘awiyah ibn Hudayj--without diacritical points and then jim, in the form of a
diminutive noun--ibn Jafnah ibn Najib Abu Na‘im, also called Abu ‘Abd al-Rahman,
al-Sakuni or, according to al-Bukhari, Khawlani. Al-Zuhri gave his lineage. He was
counted among the people of Egypt. Al-Baghawi said, “He was a govemnor of
Mu‘awiyah in Egypt.” (I said)): “Mu‘awiyah only appointed him as the leader of the
army which he sent to Egypt, where Muhammad ibn Abi Bakr al-Siddiq was to be
found. After having killed the latter they gave their allegiance to Mu‘awiyah. Later
Mu‘awiyah ibn Hudayj became the emir of Egypt for Yazid.” Ibn Sa‘d mentioned
Mu‘awiyah ibn Hudayj among the Companions who used to be governors of Egypt.
Ibn Yunus said, “He (Mu‘awiyah ibn Hudayj) is given the surname Abu Na‘im. He
came to the Messenger of God peace be upon him and his family, participated in the
conquest of Egypt (Misr), and then he came to ‘Umar, informing him of the conquest
of Iskandariyah. He lost one of his eyes during the military expedition in Nubia with
Ibn Sarh. He led several incursions into al-Maghrib, the last of which was in the year
50, and died in the year 52.” Abu Dawud and al-Nasa’i narrated a Tradition from
Mu‘awiyah ibn Hudayj concerning negligence during prayer, while al-Nasa’i narrated
a Tradition concerning medical treatment with cupping and washing, and al-Baghawi
a Tradition in which he said that he heard the Messenger of God, peace be upon him,

133 Ibn Sa'd, a/-Tabaqat, 7 : 503.
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say, “Going back and forth in the path of God is better than the world and what is in

it.” Ahmad narrated the three Traditions, all of which were through Yazid ibn Abi

Habib from Suwayd ibn Qays from him (i.e. Mu‘awiyah ibn Hudayj). He (Ahmad)

also narrated through Thabit al-Bunani from Salih ibn Hujayr from him (Mu‘awiyah

ibn Hudayj) a marfu” Tradition on the burial of the dead, and through Ibn Lahi‘ah
from al-Harth ibn Yazid from °Ali ibn Rabah from him saying, “We emigrated during
the reign of Abu Bakr, and while we were with Abu Bakr he mentioned the story of

Zamzam.” Al-Athram said from Ahmad, “He (Mu‘awiyah ibn Hudayj) did not have

Companionship.” Ya‘qub ibn Sufyan and Ibn Hibban mentioned him among the

Tabi‘in, but Ibn Hibban also mentioned him among the Companions. Al-Bukhari said

that he died before Abu ‘Umar.)"**

The biography of Mu‘awiyah ibn Hudayj as it is presented by Ibn Sa‘d and Ibn Hajar
is chosen because it shows us three important points. First, since Ibn Sa‘d is the earliest
source in our study and Ibn Hajar the latest, comparing information from these two
scholars may give some idea of how the information concerning a particular
Companions tended to increase with time. Second, it also shows us the extent to which
information related to the Prophetic Traditions (such as which Traditions this
Companion narrated and who took them from him) dominates such entries. This is not
surprising because the biographical works on the Companions were composed precisely
for this purpose.'*® Third, there are some contradictory statements in Ibn Hajar’s entry.
This example offers us an opportunity to show how such contradictions can be
reconciled.

Ibn Sa‘d, living in the 3rd/9th century, provides a shorter entry for Mu‘awiyah ibn
Hudayj than does Ibn Hajar, who lived in the 9th/15th century. What information is

missing from Ibn Sa’d (or what information is added by Ibn Hajar) can clearly be seen.

134 Ibn Hajar, a/-Isibah, 3 : 411.

135 See pp. 134, 17.
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While Ibn Sa‘d gives Mu‘awiyah’s name without any tribal affiliation, Ibn Hajar traces
Mu‘awiyah’s name back to his great grandfather and even gives two possible tribal
descents, i.e., Sakuni and Khawlani. Other information as to his various careers and the
date of his death, as well as the fact that his Companionship was questioned by some
authors, is also provided by Ibn Hajar. The Traditions attributed to Mu‘awiyah are also
mentioned in more detail by Ibn Hajar, who gives their number, the way they were
transmitted, and where these Traditions could be found. Living six centuries later than
Ibn Sa‘d, Ibn Hajar clearly had more sources available to him. The collections of al-
Bukhari, al-Baghawi, Ibn Yunus, Abu Dawud, al-Nasa‘i, Ahmad ibn Hanbal and Ibn
Hibban are among Ibn Hajar’s sources, none of which were available to Ibn Sa‘d,
having appeared after his death. With such a wide range of materials at his disposal, Ibn
Hajar is, unsurprisingly, able to furnish more information.

It can be seen from Ibn Hajar’s contribution that there were often disagreements
about particular biographical details. First there was disagreement over whether
Mu‘awiyah was from the tribe of Sakun or from that of Khawlan. Second, authors
apparently disputed his inclusion in the ranks of Companions. How should we deal with
these kinds of disagreement? There are different ways to do so. First, we can accept Ibn
Hajar’s statement from the outset that Mu‘awiyah was from the Bani Sakun and
disregard the the information given by al-Bukhari, or vice versa. In taking this position
we are faced with a historiographical problem: Why should we prefer the information
given by Ibn Hajar to that given by al-Bukhari? Are we saying that Ibn Hajar is more

reliable or trustworthy than al-Bukhari? Why? Another option is to admit that there

41



could be two Mu‘awiyahs, one from the Bani Sakun and the other from the Bani
Khawlan. But to which do these Traditions apply: the Mu‘awiyah of the Bani Sakun or
the Mu‘awiyah of the Bani Khawlan? There is of course a third option: that of
accepting all the information given by both Ibn Hajar and al-Bukhari without
questioning which one is right and which one is wrong. This is also the case with his
Companionship. We do not question whether Ahmad ibn Hanbal, for example, was right
when he said that Mu’awiyah was not a Companion; or whether al-Baghawi was right
when he said that Mu‘awiyah was governor of Egypt under Mu‘awiyah ibn Abi Sufyan.
Our position is to ackmowledge that there was a certain man named Mu‘awiyah ibn
Hudayj who might have been from the Bani Sakun or from the Bani Khawlan, who
might have been a Companion and governor of Egypt for Mu‘awiyah.

It is the third position that we take here. The reason is pragmatic. We are dealing
with more than one thousand individual Companions. This means that since we take
three variables into account, i.e., tribal affiliation, regional loyalty and the date of death
as the bases of our analysis, we are actually dealing with about three thousand items of
information. It is beyond the scope of our study to establish the historicity of every
single report. It is also to be remembered that our method is quantitative. Each piece of
information will be treated equally and each assigned the same value. Thus, returning to
the example mentioned above, we will add Mu‘awiyah ibn Hudayj to the list of the
Companions who resided in Egypt (i.e., Fustat, see below). We will also include him in
both the list of Bani Sakun and in that of Bani Khawlan. When we are dealing with

those among the Bani Sakun who settled in Fustat, Mu‘awiyah will figure in our
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evaluation. We shall do likewise when we are dealing with those of Bani Khawlan who
resided in Fustat. Of course people like Mu‘awiyah constitute a gray area in our
analysis. This is the natural bias of our method.

The information taken from writers such as Ibn Sa’d, Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, Ibn al-Athir,
al-Dhahabi and Ibn Hajar does not always reflect their own opinions. As we have
already pointed out, these authors often quote widely diverse materials. Thus different
views on certain Companions—regarding their relationship with the Prophet, their
involvement in different events, their tribal alignment, etc.--are presented. Sometime
our sources reveal their own position on these issues and sometimes they do not. Our
practice is not to accept the final judgment of these authors, but to collect the
information they present and include it in our survey. No effort has been made to
scrutinize its validity. Needless to say, the existence of a certain piece of information
cannot negate the existence of other information; nor does one piece of information
depend on another for its existence. Each is self-sufficient and autonomous. We can
take as one example ‘Amr ibn Ghaylan. Ibn Sami‘'’® says that he was a Follower
(Tabi‘i ) of the ahl al-Sham. The fact that he was a Follower and that he was a Syrian
are independent facts. Ibn Sami‘ may be wrong in saying that ‘ Amr was a Follower, but
this does not countervail the fact that ‘Amr was a Syrian. Thus I will include *‘Amr in
the figures for Syria, even if no other source confirming the Companion status of *Amr

declares that he was a Syrian.

136 Ton Hajar, a/-Isabah, 3: 10.
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To gain a clear understanding of the natare of the sources and also the bias of this
kind of approach, certain other points should be mentioned:
1. The nisbah is highly useful to researchers. From the nishak one can determine, for
instance, the occupation of a given individual in a certain period.'*’ For our purpose the
nisbah can reveal the tribal alignment of cextain Companions and the pattern of their
settlement in some places. But often the misbah creates confusion since it does not
always indicate that a person originally belonged to a given tribe. ‘Abd Allah ibn Khalid
ibn Salamah al-Makhzumi is a case in point. He was a Qurashi by birth but was also
called al-Rasibi, not because he was related by blood to Bani Rasib, but because he
resided among them when he migrated to Basra.'"** Aba Sa’id, Abu al-Hajjaj and Abu
Sulayman, although they were not of Bani Dubi‘ah, were nonetheless called Duba’i
because they lived with this tribe in Basra.'®®> Zuhayr ibn ‘Amr, aithough he dwelled
amongst Bani Kilab, was not born a member of this tribe.'** *Abd Allah ibn Waqdan, a
Qurashi, was known as Sa‘di for he was breast-fed by a woman of Bani Sa‘d ibn
Bakr.'"! Such individuals can be mistakenly attributed to more than one tribe. In these
examples we are fortunate in that we know which is the original tribe and which one is

not. But what happens if such information is not available?

137 Cohen, “Economic Bacground,” 16-61.

133 Al-Sam‘ani, al-Ansab, ed. *‘Abd Allah al-Barudi (Beirut: Dar al-Jinan: Dar al-Kutub al-‘Ilmiyah,
1988), 1: 25.

19 Ibid., 4 : 8-9.
10 Ibn Sa'd, al-Tabagat, 7 : 80.

4! Tbn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti*ab, 3: 1000.



2. The other problem with the nisbah, which results in the same difficulties, is the
practice among the Arabs to change their own genealogy. It was common for a person to
trace his own genealogy to the brother of an ancestor if the brother was more famous.'
Al-Hakam ibn ‘Amr was the son of Nu‘aylah ibn Mulayl, but, although it annoyed the
genealogists, he preferred the nisbah al-Ghifari. Ghifar ibn Mulayl was the brother of
Nu‘aylah ibn Mulay! and the more noteworthy of the two.'**

3. Sometimes a person bore two nisbafs because of different levels of attribution. Anas
ibn Malik (not Anas ibn Malik, the famous Companion) was sometimes called al-
Qushayri, and sometimes called al-Ka‘bi. This was because Ka‘b was the father of
Qushayr. So calling him al-Ka‘bi al-Qushayri was like calling someone ‘ Abbasi Hashimi
or Sa‘di Tamimi.'* For those unfamiliar with genealogy this seems contradictory.

4. Sometimes a person’s lineage is traced directly to his grandfather or even to his great-
grandfather, instead of to his father. Jundab ibn ‘Abd Allah ibn Sufyan is sometimes
called Jundab ibn ‘Abd Allah and at other times Jundab ibn Sufyan.!* The same is true
in the case of Jabir ibn Tariq ibn Abi Tariq ibn ‘Awf. Sometimes he is called Jabir ibn

Abi Tariq and sometimes Jabir ibn ‘Awf.'* Other examples include Jundab ibn ‘Abd

42 Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 1: 123.
143 Ibid, 2: 40.

144 Ibid., 1: 150.

145 Ibn Hajar, al-Isabab, 1: 250.

146 Ibid., 1 : 213.
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Allah ibn Sufyan'*’ and ‘Urwah ibn ‘Iyad ibn Abi al-Ju‘d.'*® There is always a risk of
counting such persons as two different individuals.

5. It quite often happens that the writers disagree with each other. There are some
points which are inevitable sources of disagreement. First there is the meaning of certain
words. The word “mukhadram’ for instance is used to describe people who have lived in
two eras, such as the time of the Jahiliyah and the time of the Prophet. In the discussion

surrounding the identity of the Companions of the Prophet, the word is sometimes used
by authors to decide whether a person was or was not a Companion. If he was a

mukhadram, chances are he was a Companion. But, having this in mind, authors are

sometimes trapped into understanding that the word “mukhadram’ is used by default to

describe those who knew the time of the Jahiliyah and that of the Prophet. They forget

that this word was used to describe those who experienced two eras, and that this could

also apply to the time of the Prophet and that of Bani Umayyah,'* or the time of Bani

Umayyah and that of Bani ‘Abbas. Thus Abu Hayyah al-Numayr was thought of as

belonging to the Companions because he was described as mukhadram, when in fact he

did not. He was described as mukhadram not because he knew the time of the Jahiliyah

and that of the Prophet, but because he lived under both Bani Umayyah and Bani

‘Abbas.'*® It was a mistake of the same type that led scholars to disagree over whether

147 Ibid., 1 : 250.

43 Ibid., 2: 468.

149 yusayr ibn ‘Amr was a mukhadram. When the Prophet died he was only ten or eleven years old.
Since he certainly did not experience the time of Jahiliyah, we can safely say that in this case (although
Tbn al-Athir does not say it explicitly) mukhadram in his case could only mean knowing the time of
Islam and that of Bani Umayyah (Ibn ai-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 5 : 520).

150 See Ibn Hajar, a/-Isabah, 4 : 49.



‘Ugbah ibn ‘Amr should be counted as a participant in Badr because he was described as
“Badri” Some scholars, including al-Bukhari, Abu ‘Utbah ibn Salam and Muslim,
affirm that Badri means that he participated in Badr. The majority of scholars agree that
Badri simply means that he resided in Badr.'*' Al-Aghlab ibn Jusham was thought by
some to have performed the Hijrah, which might have put him in the class of
Companions, but in fact it is known that his Hijrah was an ordinary emigration, not the
Prophet’s famous departﬁre from Mecca for Medina.'*

There is also the problem of written transmission. Leaving aside entirely the
problems raised by oral transmission, the difficulties inherent in the manuscript tradition
were considerable. In addition to the time involved and the expense, there was the factor
of errors in copying. Exhaustion or inattention often led to words being incorrectly
written or left out. Ibn Hajar said that ‘Abd Allah ibn Yazid was a Khatmi, not a
Nakha'j, but that a scribe had changed (fzharrafs) it from Khatmi to Nakhai.'® Al-
Hasan ibn Malik was said in some accounts to have died in 74 (arba ‘ah wa-sab In)/693,
which Ibn Hajar corrects to read 94 (arba ‘ah wa-tis ‘in)/712. Thus what should have been
written was (sed pot Cpeaw .'* These kinds of mistakes were common at a time when
the writing of Arabic was still in the process of evolving. At this stage, for example, no

diacritical points were used. The letter ¢z could only be differentiated from ba or tha by

15! fon *Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti*ab, 3 : 1074-1075; 4 : 1756-1757; Ibn Hajar, al-Isabah, 2 : 484.
' Ibn Hajar, al-Isabah, 1: 71.
133 Ibid., 3: 144.

154 Ibid., 3 : 323.
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reference to the context, if at all. The verb “fa-hajara ( _~® )” to give another
example, was read in one instance as Muhajir ( J>le= ) which resulted in the name
Muhajir being added to the range of Companions.'*® Gharafah ibn al-Harth could be read
as Ghaziyah ibn al-Harth,'*®* Habis ibn Sa‘d as Habis ibn Sa‘id,"*’ and Hubayb ibn
Mughaffil as Hunaydah ibn Mughaffil.'*®

6. Sometimes the name of the original person who heard a Tradition directly from the
Prophet in a chain of transmission was lost. The result was that the second person in the
chain was taken to be the first person and it was therefore thought that it was he who
had heard the Prophet speak. If he heard anything from the Prophet’s lips he was a
Comparion by definition. Those writers who were not aware of this sometimes included
this second person in the range of Companions. This is what happened with Shabib ibn
Dhi al-Kala® Abu Rawh. It is reported that Abu Rawh said that he prayed behind the
Prophet. Since the Tradition begins with “I prayed (sallaytu),” the first person who
repeated it must have been a Companion. ITbn Hajar however found out that “someone,”
from whom Abu Rawh had heard the Tradition, had fallen out of the chain, changing it
2159

from “Abu Rawh from someone from the Prophet” to “Abu Rawh from the Prophet.

Some other examples of this confusion are ‘Abd Allah ibn al-Hukl'®® ‘Amir ibn

155 Ibid., 3 : 505.
156 Ibid., 3 : 190, 182.
Y7 Ibid., 1: 272.
18 bid., 3 : 588.
19 Ibid., 2 : 165.

160 bid., 3 : 131.
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Ludayn'®" and Shabib ibn Dhu al-Kala‘.'®* Sometimes the mistake seems trivial: the
connecting word ‘an” (from), for instance, occasionally fell out. The chain of
transmission of a Tradition which, according to Ibn Hajar, should be “from Kurdus from
a Companion of the Prophet from the Prophet” became “from Kurdus, a Companion of
the Prophet, from the Prophet.”'® Whereas in the first chain of transmission Kurdus is
only the second person who narrated the Tradition (which could mean that he was a
Follower or a T4bi7), in the second one (that is in the wrong one, according to Ibn
Hajar), Kurdus becomes the first person, i.e., the Companion himself who heard the
Tradition directly from the Prophet.

7. Sometimes it was said that the Tradition of a certain Companion is mursal meaning
that he did not receive the Tradition directly from the Prophet. Based on this fact, one
might argue that since he did not take the Tradition from the Prophet he could not have
been a Companion. This is not always the case, however. Some of the Companions took
Traditions from other Companions. Examples of this are al-Musawwar ibn Mukhramah
who accepted Traditions from al-Mughirah ibn Shu‘bah,'®* and Anas ibn Malik who
took some from Jarir ibn ‘Abd Allah.'®® Abu Mus4, Abu Rafi‘, Abu Shurayh, Abu Sa'id,

Jabir, Anas, Abu Juhayfah, Abu Umamah and Abu Tufayl--all of whom were

161 1hid., 3 : 126.
162 Tbid., 2 : 165.
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Companions—took Traditions from ‘Abd Allah ibn Mas‘ud.'®® Some Companions
accepted the Traditions both from the Prophet and from other Companions as well. Abu
Musa al-Ash‘ari, for instance, learned Traditions from the Prophet and also from the
four Caliphs, Mu‘adh, Tbn Mas‘ud, Ubay ibn Ka‘b and ‘Ammar. Some of the
Companions received some Traditions from Abu Musd: Abu Sa‘id, Anas and Tariq ibn
Shihab are just some examples.'®’” ‘A’ishah, Ibn ‘Abbas, Ibn ‘Umar and Jabir ibn
Samurah are reported to have taken some of their Traditions from Sa‘d ibn Abi:

Wagqqas.'®® Sa‘id ibn Zayd'® is another example of one from whom other Companions

170

took Traditions. Even some Companions, like Ma‘mar ibn Hazm, ™ did not narrate

Traditions at all, and yet no one denied the fact that they were Companions. Tariq ibn
Shihab saw the Prophet but he never heard anything from him. His Traditions fall under
the category of mursal Based on this some writers have doubted his status as a
Companion. Ibn Hajar, defending this status, says that if it could ever be proved that he
had met the Prophet then we could firmly establish that he was a Companion; and even
if he had not, then his Traditions would simply become mursal Sahabi, which would not
change the status of his Companionship.'”" This means that even if it is proved that his

Tradition was mursal this is no reason to reject the possibility that he was a

166 Ibn Hajar, al-Isabah, 2 : 326.
167 Ibid., 2 : 351.

18 Ibid., 2 : 30.

169 Thid., 2 : 44.

10 bid., 3: 428.

71 bid,, 2 : 211.
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Companion. This is one of the grounds used by Ibn Hajar to establish that Qabisah ibn
Waqqas was a Companion. Al-Dhahabi, considering that Qabisah did not use the phrase
“I heard (sami‘tu)” in his Tradition, casts doubt on his Companionship. He insists that
it is mursal and that therefore we cannot establish that he was a Companion. Ibn Hajar
challenges al-Dhahabi‘s conclusion, saying that Qabisah ‘s case was not unique. There
were a lot of people who did not use “I heard” and therefore their Traditions might be
mursal, but they were still Companions.'”

Another example may suffice to clarify all of this. Uhban ibn Aws was an early
convert (qadim al-Islam) and prayed in two directions (salld al-giblatayn), i.c., to al-
Masjid al-Aqgsd in Jerusalem and al-Masjid al-Haram in Mecca. As far as I am concerned
no single scholar has ever doubted these facts, let alone his Companionship. However
no single Prophetic Tradition has ever been attributed firmly to him. Al-Bukhari in his
Sahih, according to Ibn Hajar, only mentions one hadith mawgquf™” (i.e., a Tradition
about the sayings and the deeds of the Companions).'™ In his s/-Tarikh al-Kabir al-
Bukhari mentions a Tradition which reports Uhban’s own story of how he became a
Muslim. The chain of transmission of this Tradition, al-Bukhari maintains, is not sound
(laysa bi-al-gawi)."”® That is because the chain includes ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘ Amir al-Aslami

who is considered weak (da7f.'’® All of these points demonstrate that, first, the

17 See Ibid., 3: 215; al-Dhahabi, Tajrid, 2 : 11.

' Ibn Hajar, al-Isabah, 1: 91.

174 Ton al-Salah, ‘Ulum al-Hadith, 46.

175 Al-Bukhari, Kitab al-Taiikh al-Kabir (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘Iimiyah, n.d.), 2 : 45.

176 Ibn Hajar, a/-[sabah, 1: 91.
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existence ( or the non-existence) of a Prophetic Tradition cannot be used to decide
. whether a transmitter was or was not a Companion;'”’ and that, second, even if it is
found out that the Tradition related by a8 Companion contains a questionable link in its
chain of transmission, this still cannot destroy the credibility of the Companion, nor can

it be used to question his status as such.

177 Other examples of Companions who did not narrate Traditions are Jibarah ibn Zurarah (Ibn ‘Abd
. al-Barr, a/-Isti‘ab, 1: 278) and Abii Jundan al-*Utaqi (/ahu suhbah wa-laysa lahu hadith, see Tbn Hajar, al-
Isabah, 4 : 34)
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CHAPTER I
THE GENESIS OF THE COMPANIONS

1. Definition

Authors who write about the Companions seldom bother to ask themselves who
the Companions actually were. Joseph Schacht' and Faziur Rahman® are just two
examples. In one way or another, especially when they are dealing with the Prophetic
Traditions, they speak of the Companions without ever explaining what they mean by
this word. In his Muslim Studies, Ignaz Goldziher gives a definition of “Companion”
which is taken from al-Bukhari: “He among the Muslimin who was in the company of
the Prophet or has seen him, is to be counted among the Companions.”” But Goldziher
quotes al-Bukhari as an example of how theological motives caused variant readings of
texts (in this case, “or (aw)” can be read as “and (wa)”). Like Schacht and Rahman,
Goldziher assumes that the Companions are so famous that no further definition is
needed. As will be shown later this kind of thinking is misleading. Defining a
Companion is not as easy as one might think.

Etan Kohlberg* and Miklos Muranyi® are rather exceptional in this regard. They

discuss how the term “Companion” is defined by Muslim scholars. This is mainly

! joseph Schacht, The Origins of Muhammedan Jurisprudence (London: Oxford University Press,
1€79),3,4,5,9, 11, 13, 14 ff.

2 Fazlur Rahman, Is/am (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979), 43, 48, 51, 52, 53 ff.

3 Ignaz Goldziher, Muslim Studies, ed. S. M. Stern and translated from the German by C. R. Barber
and S. M. Stern (Chicago: George Allen and Unwin, 1971), 2 : 222.

* Etan Kohlberg, “The Attitude of the Imami-Shi‘is to the Companions of the Prophet” (Ph. D,
University of Oxford, 1971), 2-3, 21-2.



because the main focus of their research is the Companions.® Muranyi’s discussion of
this topic is the more elaborate of the two. He explains how the term was defined and
expanded by Muslims over generations. However, he fails to give the context in which
the term expanded in meaning, thus leaving its essential definition unclear. It is this
point to which we will devote our attention in the first part of this chapter. We will
begin by arguing that the meaning of the term “Companion” was closely linked with the
emergence of the Prophetic Traditions as the second most important source of Islamic
teachings next to the Qur’an, a process which depended in large part on the efforts of
the Traditionists (ah/ al-Hadith). Next it will be shown that the development of the
term “Companion” also owes much to the criticism advanced by the Traditionists’
opponents, that is, the Mu‘tazilis. The latter’s approach to revelation had led them to
minimize the importance of Traditions, partly by reducing the number of Companions
through a definition so strict that the number of Companions (and therefore the
Traditions they narrated) was seriously reduced. Holding the opposite view, the
Traditionists did exactly the converse. Full discussion of how the term “Companion”
was developed by the Traditionists is a necessity for two reasons. First, the main
sources of this study are the biographical dictionaries written by the Traditionists; thus

the inclusion in or the exclusion of a person from the class of Companions in our

5 Miklos Muranyi, Die Prophetengenossen in der friihislamischen Geschichte (Bonn: Selbstverlag der
Orientalischen Seminars der Universitat, 1973), 12-21.

¢ Sometimes even though a writer’s main concern is the Companions, a definition is not given. One
example is Abdulkader I. Tayob, “Islamic Historiography: the Case of al-Tabari's Ta'rikh al-Rusul wa
‘1-Mulik on the Companions of the Prophet Muhammad™ (Ph. D., Temple University, 1988). Nowhere
does he mention what he means by the term “Companions.”
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analysis will be heavily influenced by the Traditionists’ definition. Second, the
. emergence of these biographical dictionaries can only be understood if we perceive the
context in which the authors of these works worked.

We can start the discussion by viewing the position of the Companions in
relation to the Qur’an and the Sunnah. Needless to say, the Qur’an is the most
important source of all Islamic teachings. But many detailed rulings (ahkam) and other
religious matters (umur al-din) are found not in the Qur’an but in the Sunnah. The
Sunnah is based on the knowledge of those who were involved in its transmission, the
most important of whom were the Companions. Hence one’s failure to know the
Companions is a failure to establish proof (hujjah) for one’s religious deeds,” and it is
to be remembered that every action of a Sunni Muslim must have its reference either in
the Qur’an or in the Sunnah. Hence Muslims who are unaware of the identity of the
Companions are condemned. Knowing nothing about them is considered to be willful
ignorance and the greatest denial (ashaddu jahlan wa-a‘zamu inkaran).® But those who
discredit them are guilty of even worse. Abu Zur‘ah al-Razi (200-64/815-77)° (see
below) declares that anyone who disparages one of the Companions is a Zindiq. This is

because, according to him, the truth of the Prophet and the Qur’an was handed down to

7 Yon al-Athiir, Usd al-Ghibah £i Ma ‘rifat al-Sahabah ([Cairo): al-Sha*b, [1970]-1973), 1 : 18.

| Ibid, 1: I8.

> Al-Mizz, Tahdhib al-Kamal fi Asma’ al-Rijal, ed. Bashshar Ma‘ruf *Awwad (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-
Risilsh, 1980-92), 19 : 96; Ibn Hajar al-* Asqalani, a/-lsibah £ Tamyiz al-Sahibah (Beirut: Dar al-Kitab

al-‘Arabi, n.d.), I : 18; Khatib al-Baghdadi, a/-Kifayah fi ‘IIm al-Riwayah (Hyderabad: Idarat Jam Tyat
. Da'irat al-Ma‘arif al-Islamiyah  1938), 68.
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mankind by the Companions; therefore, those who contest the authority of the
Companions are similar to those who deny the Qur’an and Sunnah.

Abu Zur‘ah’s statement quoted above is a good starting point to understand the
development of the meaning of the term Companion. The word “Zindiq” emerged for
the first time in 125/742 in connection with the execution of Ja‘d ibn Dirham.'® During
the Abbasid period, in which Abu Zur‘ah lived, this term went from simply designating
the followers of Mani to acquiring a wider sense so that it included *“‘not only those who
preached heresies deemed to be a threat to the state and to Islam, but also those who
exhibited irreverence toward the Shari‘ah, and libertarian tendencies.”'' To the
Traditionists the Mu‘tazilis were Zanadiqah, since they considered their views as
dangerous to Islam.'? Following Jahm ibn Safwan, who was influenced by the Christian
Zanadiqah (Zapadiqat al-Nasard)," the followers of ‘Amr ibn ‘Ubayd, i.e., the
Mu‘tazilis, employed what was regarded as a faulty rational interpretation of the
Qur’an (ta’awwala al-Qur’an ‘ala ghayr ta’wilih) and gave the lie to the Prophetic

Traditions.!* Since the term was also applied to the Mu‘tazilis,'> then Abu Zur‘ah’s

'° Louis Massignon, “Zindik,” in EF.

! Mahmood Ibrahim, “Religious Inquisition as Social Policy: The Persecution of the Zanadiga in the
Early Abbasid Caliphate,” Arab Studies Quarterly 16, no. 2 (1994) : 56.

2 For the Traditionists® reference for this statement see ‘Abd al-Rahman ‘Umayrah’s introduction in
Ahmad ibn Hanbal, a/-Radd ‘ala al-Jahmiyah wa al-Zanadigah, ed. *Abd al-Rahman *Umayrah (Riyad:
Dar al-Liwa’, 1977), 51-2. Thus the interest in attacking the Zindiq was not solely propagated by the
state as is claimed by Watt (W. Montgomery Watt, The Majesty that was Islam (London: Sidgwick and
Jackson, 1974), 111) and Kennedy (Hugh Kennedy, The Early Abbasid Caliphate: A Political History
(London: Croom Heim, 1981), 97-8). It was also the concern of Traditionists like Ibn Hanbal who wrote
a treatise on this subject.

' Tbn Hanbal, a/-Radd, 103.

4 Ibid., 104.

56



statements quoted above must be seen in the context of the controversy between the
Traditionists and the Mu‘tazilis. For our purposes this means that the development of
the meaning of the term Companions may also have been influenced by the bitter
debate between these two camps.

Abu Zur‘ah’s own life and times show that this is not without grounds. He was a
great Traditionist, a close associate of Ahmad ibn Hanbal,'® and was even considered as
Ibn Hanbal’s successor.!” This is not an exaggeration since at the time he had already
long been recognized as a master of Traditions (the number of Traditions he learnt by
heart alone was reputed to be 100,000 or, according to another report, 200,000).'® Ibn
Hanbal praised him as the most learned of men (in Traditions),' and even prayed for
him.?° Although there is no news that he suffered like Ibn Hanbal during the Mihnah,
nevertheless we can assume that he was among its targets. His statement quoted above

was one of the Traditionists’ responses to the situation.

IS Apother clear accusation by Traditionists that Mu‘tazilis were Zanadiqah is found in al-Bukhari,
“man qala inna al-Qur’an makhliog fa-huwa zindig® (al-Bukhari‘s Khalg Afal al-‘Ibad, ed. Abu
Muhammad Salim ibn Ahmad al-Salafi and Abu Hajir Muhammad ibn al-Sa‘id al-Ibyani (Cairo:
Maktabat al-Turath al-Islami, n.d.), 9.

16 Khatib al-Baghdadi, Tarikh Baghdad sw Madinat al-Salam (Cairo: Maktabat al-Khanji, 1931), 10 :
326; Abu Hatim al-Razi, Kitab al-Jarh wa-al-Ta 'dil (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘Iimiyah, 1953), 5: 325.

!7 Khatib al-Baghdadi, 7arikh Bsghdad, 10 : 332.

8 Abi Zur'ah is reported to have said, “Ahfazu mi'at alf Hadith kama yahfazu al-nas ‘Qul huwa
Allah ahad’ (al-Mizzi, Tahdhib al-Kamadl, 19 : 98). In Khatib al-Baghdadi: * ms atay alf Hadith” (Khatib
al-Baghdadi, Tarikh Baghdad, 10 : 335).

19 Khatib al-Bahgdadi, Tarikh, 10 : 328; al-Mizz, Tahdhib al-Kamal, 19 : 93

20 Al-Razi, Kitab al-Jarfy, 5 : 325.
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The Traditionists’ response to the Mu‘tazili challange was a reflection of their
attitude towards revelation vis-3-vis reason. The Traditionists believed that revelation
is the only source from which all values derive. Everything must be decided by
revelation. Reason, on the other hand, has no power to confirm or deny revelation. This
is not to say that the Traditionists disregarded reason altogether, for without reason it is
impossible for man to deduce values from revelation and to extend its application.
However, reason is subordinate to revelation. Its function is strictly limited. Faced with
obscurity in revelation, the Traditionists did not turn to reason to interpret scripture but
sought its meaning in the Prophetic Traditions. If it proved impossible to find it there,
they chose not to discuss the subject.”! Since Qur’anic revelation especially is for the
most part expressed in general terms, the Prophetic Traditions play a vital role in
providing the practical guidlines for day-to-day life. It is in the Prophetic Traditions
that clarification of revelation and practical guidance are to be found. The role assigned
to Prophetic Tradition meant two things: first, the science of determining their meaning
became the most important branch of knowledge of Islam and those who mastered this
knowledge the most respected men in society”” (while those who opposed them were

labeled as enemies of Islam);>® and second, the Companions, as the witnesses and the

2! An example of this is the doctrine of bi-/d kayfa according to which one should accept the
description of God as contained in the Qur’an and the Prophetic Traditions without comnment on how or
why. See Binyamin Abrahamov, “The Bi-/a Kayfa Doctrine and its Foundation in Islamic Theology,”
Arabica 42 (1995) : 365-79.

2 “The traditionists are the best of the people (khayr ahl al-dunya’, khayr al-nas),” al-Hakim al-
Nisaburi, Ma ‘rifat ‘Ulum al-Hadith (Beirut: al-Maktab al-Tijari lil-Tiba‘ah wa-al-Tawzi* wa-al-Nashr,
1977), 5.

2 Once Ahmad ibn Hanbal was told about the people who characterized the Traditionists as bad

(gawm su?). To this Ibn Hanbal replied: “Zindiq, Zindiq, Zindiq!,” al-Hakim al-Nisaburi, Ma ‘fat, 4;
Fawwaz Ahmad Zamarli, ‘Ag4’id A ‘immat al-Salaf(Lebanon: Dar al-Kitab al-'Arabi, 1411 H.), 54.
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transmitters of prophetic Traditions, came to be considered the most highly respected
generation in Islamic history. **

Al-Shafi‘i (d. 204/820) makes a statement which validates these two points. He
considered Ahmad ibn Hanbal, the acknowledged master of Traditions in his time, as
the scale by which a person’s commitment to Islam could be measured. Ibn Hanbal was
virtually a personification of the Sunnah. Thus whoever hates Ibn Hanbal, al-Shafi‘i
says, (automatically) hates the Sunnah, while whoever hates the Sunnah makes the
Companions the target (of his hate). Targeting the Companions means hating the
Prophet, and hating the Prophet is infidelity. By this line of argument al-Shafi‘i
establishes that those who hate Ibn Hanbal are infidels (man abghada Ahmad fa-huwa
kafir).*’ The Companions and the Traditionists are hence the two pillars of Islam.

Ranged against these were the Mu‘tazilis who, arm in arm with al-Ma’mun,
attacked Ibn Hanbal and other Traditionists through the institution of the Mihnah. The
Traditionists are slandered in writings dating from this period as “the worst of the
Muslim Community and the chief of errors,” and as “vessels of ignorance, banners of
falsehood and the tongue of the IbHs.””?® The Traditionists for their part conceived this

attack as an attack upon Islam, not merely against themselves. The triumph of Ibn

24 “The most noble religious knowledge,” Ibn Hajar says, “is the knowledge concerning the Prophetic
Traditions ( ‘ilm al-Hadith al-nabawi) and the best way to know it is to know the Companions” (Ibn

Hajar, [sabah, 1 : 1).

25 Ibn Abi Ya'la, Tabaqat al-Hanabilah, ed. Muhammad Hamid al-Fiqi (Cairo: Matba‘at al-Sunnah
al-Muhammadiyah, 1952), 1 : 13.

¥ Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam wa-al-Mulik, ed. Nukhbah min al-‘Ulama’ al-Ajilla® (Beirut:
Mu'assasat al-A‘lami li-al-Matbu‘at, n.d.), 7: 196.
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Hanbal was regarded as the triumph of Islam. Thus Ibn Hanbal came to be seen as the
second savior of Islam after Abu Bakr, whose contribution during the Riddah wars was
pivotal.”’

The attitude of the Mu‘tazilis towards the Traditions is well-known. They
constituted the extreme wing of a faction that rejected the Traditions altogether.?® Their
attitude derived from their general attitude toward values. They maintained that values
are independent of anyone’s will, including God’s, and can be understood by reason
alone. The function of revelation is not to assign these values, but to indicate those
which had already existed long before revelation, and independently of revelation. This
is another way of saying that reason is an equal source, along with revelation, of values.
Since revelation and reason are equally sufficient in this respect there was no need, in
their mind, to turn to the Traditions. Obscurity in revelation, which according to the
Traditionists must be explained by the Traditions, can be clarified by reason. The
Mu‘tazilis even tried to show that the Traditions are so full of contradictions that one
cannot depend on them as a source for religious doctrine.”” There was no motivation
therefore for the Mu‘tazilis to hold the Companions in the same respect as the

Traditionists did.

27 Ibn Abi Ya'ld, Tabaqat al-Hanabilah, 1 : 13. It is even said that Ibn Hanbal is superior to Abu
Bakr for, while Abu Bakr had friends and helpers around him, ITbn Hanbal was alone; ibid, 1 : 17.

28 Joseph Schacht, The Origins, 41, 258-259; Fazlur Rahman, Is/am, 61.
? The Mu‘tazilis’ criticism of the Prophetic Traditions can be seen in Ibn Qutaybah's 7a'wi/

Moukhtalaf al-Hadith (n.p.: n.d.). The main aim of Ibn Qutaybah is precisely to show that there are no
contradictions whatsoever in the Traditions.
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The controversy between the Traditionists and the Mu‘tazilis stimulated the
Traditionists to come up with a definition of who exactly was a Companion. As we
shall see, opposite views were held on this as well: while the Traditionists extended the
definition so that as many people (and consequently, as many Traditions) as possible
would be included, the Mu‘tazilis preferred to restrict it. However, since the opposition
of the Mu‘tazilis was a later phenomenon--it emerged in the 3rd/9th century--it would
be instructive to see how the term “Companion” was defined in the early period, when
this phenomenon was absent. In the following pages we will discuss the definiticn of the
Companions as it developed chronologically. This will reveal that the earlier definition
was simpler than the later one. Being simple, on the one hand it was inclusive, but on
the other hand it failed to foresee the problems that would arise as a result of this
simplicity.

Anas ibn Malik, the famous Companion who died between 90-3/708-11, provides
perhaps the earliest account of who the first generation of Muslims considered to be
Companions. Once Musa al-Saylani asked Anas ibn Malik whether there were
Companions other than himself who were still alive. To this question Anas answered
that some Arabs who had seen the Prophet were still alive, but they had not

accompanied him (bagiya nas min al-a‘rab qad ra‘awhu, fa-amma man sahibahu fa-12).>°

% Tbn al-Salah, ‘Ulum al-Hadith, ed. Niir al-Din ‘Itr (Beirut: Dar al-Fikr al-Mu‘asir; Damascus: Dar
al-Fikr, 1986), 294; al-‘Iraqi, a’-7Taqyid wa-al-Idah Sharh Mugaddimat Ibn al-Salah, ed. * Abd al-Rahman
Muhammad ‘Uthman (Beirut: Dar al-Fikr, 1981), 299; al-Suyiuti, Tadrib al-Rawi fi Sharh Taqrib al-
Nawawi, ed. ‘Abd al-Wahhab *Abd al-Latif (Medina: al-Matba*ah al-Islamiyah, 1959), 398; Ibn Kathir,
al-Ba'ith al-Hathith f7 Ikhtisar “Ulum al-Hadith (Damascus: Dar al-Fikr, n.d.), 97-8. Another report gives
a shghtly different wording, “Qad bagiva gawm min al-a'rab, fa-amma min Ashabihi fa-sna akhir man
bagiva,” al-‘lIraqi, Fath al-Mughith Sharhi Fath Alfiyat al-Hadith, ed. Salah Muhammad ‘Uwaydah
(Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-'Iimiyah, n.d.), 4 : 336.
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Here Anas makes a distinction between “to see (r2’4)” and “to accompany (sahiba).” He
clearly considered the name Companion to apply only to those who had been with the
Prophet for quite a long time.

The implication of Anas’s statement is that he did not consider those who only
saw the Prophet to be Companions. Although he knew that there were many who had
seen the Prophet, he still referred to himself when he was asked who was the last
Companion still alive. Anas was among the six Companions to receive the most
Traditions from the Prophet (aktharubhum hadith or al-mukaththirun min al-Sahabah ‘an
al-Nabi).*' He was the Prophet’s servant for the last eight or ten years of the latter’s
life.** He would surely have known those who had accompanied the Prophet during his
lifetime, and as a result he ought to have been aware that he was indeed the last
Companion still alive. So there can be no serious objection to his statement.

The Traditionists, however, did not regard Anas as the last Companion. For
them this honor was held by Abu al-Tufayl (‘ Amir ibn Wathilah), who died around the
year 100/718.*> Abu al-Tufayl himself made a statement to this effect, saying, “I saw
the Prophet. There is nobody [who is still alive] on the earth who saw the Prophet
except me (ra’aytu Rasul Allah wa-ma ‘ala wajh al-ard rajul ra’shu ghayr).”* As can

be observed, Abu al-Tufayl used only the word “to see (ra’s),” mot “to accompany

3 Al-Suyiti, Tadrib al-Rawi, 41-3; al-‘Iraqi, Fath al-Mughith, 4 : 342-3.

32 Tbn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 1 : 151.

3 Ibn al-Salah, ‘Ulium al-Hadith, 300; al-‘Iraqi, Fath al-Mughith, 4 : 352; al-Sakhawi, Fath al-
Mughith Sharh Alfiyat al-Hadith li al-‘Iraqi , ed. ‘Abd al-Rahman Muhammad ‘Uthman (Medina: al-
Maktabah al-Salafiyah, n.d.), 3 : 127; al-‘Iraqi, a/-Taqyid, 313.

M Al-Suyiiti, Tadrib al-Rawi, 412; also Tbn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 6 : 180.
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(sahiba),” in describing his relationship with the Prophet. His claim differs therefore
from Anas’s. Whereas Anas stated that he was the last man 7o accompany the Prophet,
Abu al-Tufayl claimed that he was the last men fo see the Prophet. Based on these
statements, Anas did not apparently consider Abu al-Tufayl to be a Companion; nor did
Abu al-Tufayl himself, for that matter. But although they saw themselves differently,
both of them seem to have agreed that ‘seeing’ was different from ‘accompanying’ the
Prophet. It was the later Traditionists, who included Abu al-Tufayl among the
Companions, who introduced a looser definition.

Some Traditionists admitted the difficulty and tried to solve it by
acknowledging both Anas and Abu al-Tufayl as the last Companions. So we read such
statements as, “The last Companions to die were Anas ibn Malik and then Abu al-
Tufayl ‘Amir ibn Wathilah,”>* or “The last Companion to die was Aba al-Tufayl, who
died in the year 100, whereas the last Companion to die before him was Anas ibn
Malik.”*®* Whether they mention Anas first or Abu al-Tufayl> this does not hide the
fact that in the back of their minds they still acknowledged the truth of Anas ibn

Malik’s definition.

35 Ibn Kathir, a/-Ba‘ith, 102.

3 Al-Nawawi, al-Taqrib wa al-Taysir li-Ta‘rifat Sunan al-Bashir al-Nadhir ff Usil al-Hadith, ed.
‘Abd Aliah *Umar al-Bawardi (Beirut: Dar al-Jinan, 1986), 83.

7 Actually there is one other person who, by definition, should be considered as the last Companion.
This is the Prophet ‘Isd (whose specific status will be discussed below). Since he is considered to be a
Companion and still alive (it is believed that on the eve of the Last Day he will be sent to kill the
Dajjal), then he must be the final Companion. Although the Traditionists agree on most of these points,
they do not as a rule consider him when debating the identity of the last Companion. Ibn al-Labbudi is
an exception. He acknowledges that Abu al-Tufayl was the last Companion, but immediately after that
be says that the last Companion to die (or will die) is the prophet ‘Isd, Tbn al-Labbudi, a/-Nujum al-
Zawahir fi Ma‘rifat al-Awakhir, ed. Ma'mun al-Sagharji and Muhammad Adib al-Jadir (Damascus:
Majma‘ al-Lughah al-‘Arabiyah, 1995), 73.
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Coming to the second generation of the Muslim community (the Companions
being the first) we find that its members shared this view. Sa‘id ibn al-Musayyab (d.
94/713)*® is reported to have said that he would not regard anyone as a Companion
unless he had stayed with the Prophet one or two years and participated in the Prophet’s
battles once or twice.” ‘Asim al-Ahwal (d. 142/759),%° who was responsible for hishah
in Kufa and was a gadi in al-Mada’in for Abu Ja‘far, also reserved the name
Companion for those who had accompanied the Prophet. Thus he refused to call ‘Abd
Allah ibn Sarjis a Companion because he had only seen the Prophet and nothing more.*

Anas ibn Malik, Abu al-Tufayl, Sa‘id ibn al-Musayyab and Asim ibn al-Ahwal
represent the early Muslim scholars who defined Companions in a very limited way.
Since the intensity of association (the length of the Companionship) counted for so
much, the number of the people who deserved the title of Companion was also limited.
This view may have not created a problem for those of Anas ibn Malik’s generation, nor
even for Abu al-Tufayl’s, but for the next. generation, when the Proph‘et'ic Traditions

were being compiled and the issue of numbers became more and inore important, the

limitation created problems. Restricting the number of the Companions determined the

number of Traditions which could be accepted (as we shall see below). Those who were

-

% He was the most respected scholar at his time in Medina. See Ibn Sa‘d, al-Tabagat, 3 : 381.

9 Ibn al-Salah, ‘Ufam al-Hadith, 293; Tbn Hajar al-*Asqalani, Fath al-Bari fi Sharh Sahili al-Bukhari
(Beirut: Dar al-Ma'arif, n.d.). 7 : 4; Khatib al-Baghdadi, a/-Kifayah, 68-9; al-‘Iraqi, Fath al- Muglutb, 4:
338; al-Sakhawi, Fath al-Mughith, 3 : 94

“® Ibn Hajar al-‘Asqalani, Tahdhib al-Tahdhib (Hyderabad: Majlis Da’irat al-Ma‘arif al-leim'fyah,
1325-7H.), 5: 42-3. _

4l Khatib al-Baghdadi, a/-Kifayah, 68; Ibn Hajar, Fath al-Bari, 7 : 4; idem, al-Isabah, 2 : 308; al-‘
Sakhawi, Fath al-Mughith, 3 : 93. »



most inconvenienced by this definition were those who engaged in collecting,
preserving, and spreading the Sunnah of the Prophet--i.e., the Traditionists.

The Traditionists’ concern was to guard the Sunnah of the Prophet as one of the
two most important sources of Islamic teachings. Since the most important
documentary record of the Sunnah was the body of Prophetic Traditions, guarding the
Sunnah meant guarding the Traditions themselves. Those regarded as having the fullest
knowledge of Traditions were the Companions who had themseives listened to the
Prophet and witnessed his actions with their own eyes. The greater the number of
Traditions that needed to be preserved, the wider the definition of Companion that had
to be allowed. The view of Anas ibn Malik clearly did not support this end. Such a
view, were it to have became formal, would have applied to only a very limited number
of people, for a great number those who had only seen the Prophet would be excluded
and the status of their Traditions consequently downgraded from al-musnmad to al-
mursal? And since the majority of the Traditionists classified a/-mursal Traditions as
weak, this meant that they could not be used as an authoritative source (hujjah) of
law.** This was disturbing, for instance, to Abu Zur‘ah al-Raz who, in response to the
question: “Were not the Traditions éf the Prophet only 4000 [in number]?” replied

angrily: “Whoever said that, may Allah shake his eyetooth! This is the saying of the

2 As is well known, when the chain of transmissions reaches the Companions without a break, the
Prophetic Tradition is called a/-musnad. But when the chain of transmissions only reaches the Followers
(al-Tabi‘ug) (i.e., the Followers, who did not remember from which Companions they received the
Prophetic Traditions), the Tradition is called al-mursal.

3 For a discussions on various views of al-mursal as on authoritative source see Muhammad Jamal

al-Din al-Qasimi, Qawd 7d al-Tahdith min Funun Mustalah al-Hadith, ed. Muhammad Bahjah al-Baytar
(Beirut: Dar al-Nafa’is, 1987), 137-46.
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Zanadigah. Whoever counts the Traditions of the Prophet, the Prophet died leaving
behind him 114,000 Companions who took riwayah from him and heard from him.”*
This response is indicative of the resistance that Traditionists felt towards attempts to
lower the number of Companions.

It was in order to maintain the soundness of these Traditions as much as possible
that the Traditionists worked hard to formulate a definition which fitted this purpose.
The definitions put forward by the early generation were revisited. Some words were
added and other changed. Expressions were carefully chosen to avoid any possible
ambiguity.

Ahmad ibn Hanbal (d. 241/855) and ‘Ali ibn al-Madini (d. 258/871-2),%
followed by their student Al-Bukhari (d. 257/870), were among the scholars who
expended the greatest effort in revising the early generation’s definition. In doing so,
they first of all explicitly included the word “ra’d (to see)” in their formal definition;
and second, they discounted the need to have accompanied the Prophet for any length of
time as a requirement for the status of Companion by introducing expressions which
indicated a shorter period of acquaintance. Hence a Companion is defined by Ibn

Hanbal: “Whoever accompanied (sahiba) the Prophet within a year or a month or a day

* Itn al-Salah, ‘Ulam al-Hadith, 298. Al-'Iraqi criticizes this report, for it does not have any ismad
and it is not mentioned in well known historical works. It is only mentioned by Abu Musa al-Madini in
an appendix and without /snad. Al-Suyuti however is able to produce its ispad from al-Khatib (al-Suyuti,
T adrib al-Rawi, 406).

> Abii al-Hasan ‘Al ibn *‘Abd Allah ibn Ja‘far, one of the chief authorities for Prophetic Tradition,

died in Samarra. Ibn Nadim, 7he Fibrist of Ibn Nadim: A Tenth Century Survey of Muslim Culture,
translated by Bayard Dodge (New York: Columbia University Press, 1970), 2 : 556.
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or a short time or only saw (ra’3) him is one of his Companions.”* ‘Ali ibn al-Madini
defines one as “Anybody who accompanied the Prophet or saw him although for (very)
short time of the day ...”*" and al-Bukhari as “Whoever accompanied the Prophet or saw
h;:m while he was a Muslim ...."** Unlike his predecessors, i.e., Ibn Hanbal and al-
Madini, al-Bukhari felt the need to add the qualification “while he was a Muslim (wa-
huwa Muslim),” so that by his definition the non-believers who accompanied the
Prophet or saw him could not be regarded as his Companions. A great defect in his
predecessors’ definition was thereby corrected.

Although al-Bukhari‘s definition, with a slight difference in wording, was then
adopted as the Traditionists’ formal definition,” the Traditionists needed time before
realizing that it still had some weaknesses. First of all, it effectively excluded blind

Companions like Ibn Umm Maktum who never ‘saw’ the Prophet. It also left unclear

the status of Companions who had apostasized. Could they still be considered as

4 “Man sahibahu sanatan aw shahran aw yawman aw sd‘atan aw ra’ahu fa-huwa min Ashabih,”
Khatib al-Baghdadi, a/-Kifdyah, 69; al-'Iraqi, Fath al-Mughith, 4 : 335; al-Sakhawi, Fath al-Mughith, 3 :
86; Fawwaz Ahmad Zamnarli, ‘Aqa’id, 28.

%7 “Man sahiba al-Nabi aw ra’ahu wa-law sd‘atan min nahar fa-huwa min ashabifi’, Ton Hajar, Fath
al-Bari, 7 : 5; al-Sakhawi, Fath al-Mughith, 3 : 86.

*8 Khatib al-Baghdadi, a/-Kifayah, 69; al-‘Iraqi, Fath al-Mughith, 4 : 335; al-Sakhawi, Fath al-
Mughith, 3 : 86.

9 Although this definition found wide acceptance among the Traditionists, different expressions are
used. These expressions might describe a degree of acceptance perceived by different writers. Al-
Nawawi used “a/f the Traditionists (sa’ir al-Muhaddithin),” al-Nawawi, Tahdhib al-Asma’ wa-al-Lughat
(Damascus: Idarat al-Tiba‘ah al-Muniriyah, n.d.), 1 : 14; “the majority of our people (means, the
Traditionists) (akthar ashabind),” al-Amidi, al-Thkam fi Usul al-Ahkam (Cairo: Dar al-Hadith, n.d. ). 2 :
130, or (“al~jumbur min al-Mubaddithin”), al-Sakhawi, Fath al-Mughith, 3 : 86; “a lot of the
Traditionists (kathir min ahl al-Hadith),” al-‘Iraqi, Fath al-Mughith, 4 : 335; or simply “the
Traditionists” without giving any expression of quantity, al-Nawawi, a/-Tagrib, 21; al-Suyuti, Tadrib,
396; Tbn al-Salah, ‘Ulum al-Hadith, 293. Sometimes other groups are included explicitly. “A group of
the jurists (jama ‘ah min al-fugqaha’)” and “the majority of the Usaliyun (al-jumbur min al-Usuliyin)” are
further examples (al-Nawawi, Tahdhib al-Asma’, 1 : 14; al-Sakhawi, Fath al-Mughith, 3 : 86).
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Companions? To solve the first problem some later Traditionists introduced a more
neutral verb, i.e., “to meet (lagiya)’ as a substitute for the verb “to accompany
(sahiba)” or “to see (ra’d).” By using the word “to meet (/agiva)” the Traditionists were
able not only to eliminate the problem of the blind Companions, but also to avoid any
ambiguity. To solve the second problem, (that is the case of Companions who
apostasized) they added the phrase “and died as a Muslim (wa-mata ‘ald al-Islam).” The
Companions who apostasized and died before returning to Islam are not therefore
counted as Companions. So the final definition reads as follows: “Whoever met the
Prophet while he was Muslim and died as a Muslim.”*® To have met the Prophet, to
have been Muslim and to have died as a Muslim, were the three minimal requirements
of Companionship on which all the Traditionists agreed.

Some riders were added to these requirements. First, since prophecy (aubuwah)
was the only reason why Muhammad became such an extraordinary figure, it
automatically became the determining factor. In other words, to be a Companion one
had to have met or seen Muhammad after he became a prophet. Those who had only
seen him before that were not considered Companions.”* Likewise, those who rejected
his prophecy after once having been believers would lose the title of Companion.
Nevertheless any such apostate who returned to Islam and saw the Prophet before he

died could regain the title. One example of this was ‘Abd Allah ibn Abi Sarh.*

50 Al-*Iraqi says that this is the sound expression (of the definition) (a/- ‘/barah al-salimak). Al-*Iraqi,
al-Tagyid, 292; ibid., Fath al-Mughith, 4 : 336.

5! An example is Tabi* al-Himyari. He was a guide (da/il) of the Prophet, but he refused to become a
Muslim when the Prophet called him. He only became a Muslim in the time of Abu Bakr (Ibn Hajar, a/-
Isabah, 1 : 189).

52 Al-*Iraqi, al-Tagyid, 292.
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However, the Traditionists disagreed on those who returned to Islam after the Prophet
had died. Abu al-Hanifah refused to count such people as Companions, because
apostasy, he believed, canceled out all their previous deeds. In general, however the
Traditionists preferred to count them as Companions. The reason for this is provided by
al-Shafi‘i. For him, apostasy could only wipe out their good deeds if they were to die
during their apostasy; were they to return to Islam, however, their previous good deeds
(achievements, status, etc.) would be restored. Thus al-Ash‘ath ibn Qays and Qurrah ibn
Hubayrah, who apostasized and returned to Islam after the Prophet died, are counted as
Companions and their Prophetic Traditions included in the masanid>> Another logical
consequence of the definition was that Companionship was opened up to anyone who
was made the object of Muhammad’s mission, which included the Jinns. Like human
beings, some of them accepted the Prophet’s teaching and became believers
(mu’minun), while others did not and remained non-believers (kafirunm). Those in the
first category who would have seen the Prophet and listened to him fulfilled the criteria

of Companionship as set by the Traditionists.> Angels, on the other hand, because they

5 Al-Sakhawi, Fath al-Mughith, 3 : 92.

* Al-Suyuti, Tadrib al-Rawi, 397; al-*Iraqi, a/-Taqyid, 295; Ibn Hajar, Fath al-Bari, 7 : 4; al-
Sakhawi, Fath al-Mughith, 3 : 88. Muranyi declares that the theory of inclusion of Jinns among the
Companions only gained cutrency in the year 100 and therefore, he says, it is meaningless for historical
analysis. Miklos Muranyi, Die Prophetengenossen, 13-4. Muranyi, however, clearly fails to rscognize the
significance of the inclusion of Jinns in the discussion of Companions. Its meaningfulness lies in the fact
that it gives us a better understanding of the historical development of the termn Companion. It shows
that by formulating a more inclusive definition, on one hand, the Traditionists successfuily achieved
their purpose of preserving the Prophetic Traditions by including people as many as possible in its
definition of Companion; while on the other, they had also to face the consequences of their speculation.
By their definition, Jinns could be also Companions and the Traditionists sfhou/d acknowledge them,
regardless of whether could contribute to raising the number of the Prophetic Traditions.
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were not creatures addressed by the Prophet, were not eligible to be considered his
Companions.>

Second, a person’s meeting with the Prophet had to have occurred in this real
world ( ‘alam al-shahadah). Those who met the Prophet in the other world ( ‘a/am al-
ghayb), such as al-Rabi‘ ibn Mahmud al-Mardini, a Sufi who met him in a dream,
could not be counted as Companions.”” The same applies to the prophets (or to be
precise, their spirits) who met the Prophet in heaven during his Mi‘raj . The prophet
‘fsé, however, is considered a Companion. The reasons for this are: first, because it was
believed that he was still alive and that he saw the Prophet during his Isra’ Mi ‘raj (thus
the meeting was a real one); and second, although himself a prophet with his own
teachings which are in many ways different from Muhammad’s, ‘Isa was now bound by
the latter’s new message. Hence he believed in Muhammad and was counted as one of
his followers.*®

Third, the legal status of those who saw the Prophet was a factor, i.e., whether
or not they had reached puberty (baligh) when they met him. During the Prophet’s
lifetime some of the Companions did produce children. Their parents usually brought

them to the Prophet and the Prophet would pray for them, cut their hair and give them

35 Al-Qastallani however acknowledges that the Angels could be also be defined as his Companions
since the Prophet was sent to them also (though he does not give any reference for this statement). Al-
Qastallani, Irshad al-Sarf li-Sharfhh Sahih al-Bukhari (Beirut: Dar al-Fikr, 1990), 5: 156. Ibn Hajar also
mentions the disagreement about the status of Angels among the Usu/fyun (Ibn Hajar, Fath al-Bari, 7 :
4).

5¢ Tbn Hajar, al-Isabah, 1 : 513.

57 See al-Sakhawi, Fath al-Mughith, 3 : 88.

58 Al-‘Iraqi, a/-Taqyid, 295-6.
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their first food, and sometime give them their names. Yet when the Prophet died most
of these children had not yet reached puberty. Were they be counted as Companions as
well? On this issue the Traditionisits were bitterly divided. Yahyd ibn Ma‘in, Abu
Zur‘ah, Abu Hatim and Abu Dawud were of the opinion that those who had not reached
legal majority when the Prophet died cannot be comsidered as Companions.”® They
insisted that these children enjoyed the privilege of “seeing” the Prophet but did not
have his “Companionship” (lahu ru’yah wa-laysat lahu Subbah). Al-°Ala’i even denies
that they ever truly saw him (wa-/4 Subbata lahu wa-1a ru’yvata qat ‘an).® Al-Wagidi is
also reported as having held this view.®® The majority of the Traditionists however
disagreed. It was too difficult for them to reject the claims of Companions like al-Hasan
ibn ‘All and his generation, who knew the prophetic era ( ‘asr al-nubuwah) and accepted
riwayah from the Prophet, but reached legal majority only after his death.”” Were they
not to be counted among the Companions, the Traditions reported by them would have
fallen into the category of a/-mursal Their position was by and large similar to that of
the Followers, although not exactly so. We saw above that the term 2/-mursal refers to
those prophetic Traditions whose chains of transmission reached back only to the

Followers. But the Traditionists had a special term for prophetic Traditions reported by

* Ibid.,292-3

 Ibid., 293

! “YW]a hakd al-Qadi ‘Iyyad ‘sn al-Waqidi annahu yashtaritu baligh,” al-Shawkani, Irshad al-Fuhul
ila Tahqiq al-Haqq min ‘IIm al-Usul (Cairo: Mustafd al-Babi al-Halabi wa-Awladuh, 1937), 70. See
footnote 84 for his complete definition.

2 Al-Shawkani, Irshad al-Fubil il Tahqiq al-Haqq min ‘Im al-Usal (Cairo: Mustafa al-Babi al-

Halabi, 1937), 70; Ibn Hajar, Fath al-Bari : 7 : 4; al-Suyuti, Tadrib al-Rawi, 397. Al-Hakim al-Nisaburi
assigned them to the lowest level of the class of Companions; sce his Ma ‘rifat, 22.
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people who had not reached puberty when the Prophet died. This term  was al-mursal
al-Sahabi. Unlike the other mursal, this type was not weak and could be used as an
authoritative source.®® Given that the Traditionists insisted that those born in the final
years of the Prophet’s lifetime deserve the title Companions, it might have been
expected that they would include their Traditions in the category of al-musnad. That
they did not implies that the Traditionists did not see these younger Companions as
Companions in the fullest sense of the word.

From the above discussion we can see that, for the Traditionists, membership
among the Companions was automatic. It is beyond anybody’s control. Whoever met
the Prophet, like it or not, had to be included as Companions. Thus men like al-Hakam
ibn Abi al-‘As al-Qurashi al-Umawi, the father of Marwan ibn al-Hakam, whom the
Prophet disliked and whom he expelled from Medina, was nonetheless a Companion.*

There were other scholars who did not see membership as automatic. For them,
to be a Companion meant more than just seeing the Prophet. Within the Traditionists’
circle those who held this view were known as the Usuliyun. The Traditionists did not
bother to explain clearly who the Usuliyun were, being mainly concerned with their
views rather than with their identity. So while these views were widely quoted (in order
to be refuted), their names are barely mentioned in the sources. But the way they are
presented indicates that they must have been the opponents of the Traditionists whose

opinions they fought to reject. The Usuliyun were not scholars whose expertise was

¢ Al-Qasimi, Qawd id, 148.

% Ibn *Abd ai-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 1 : 359-60.
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usul al-figh or usul al-din, because Ibn Hajib and al-Bagqillani, two of the scholars who
belonged to these two groups respectively, were in line with the Traditionists. The most
likely candidates were in fact the adversaries of the Traditionists, i.e., the Mu‘tazilis.
We have already noticed that the development of the term Companion has to be seen in
the context of the debate between these two camps. ‘Ali ibn al-Madini, Ahmad ibn
Hanbal, and al-Bukhari, who seem to have been among the first Traditionists to give a
formal definition of the Companions, found themselves in an awkward position when
the Mu‘tazilis openly attacked the Traditionists with the help of the rulers al-Ma’mun,
al-Mu‘tasim and al-Wathiq (218-34/833-49).%° Their definition was an effort aimed at
answering this challenge and at defending their position regarding the prophetic
Traditions.

The names of the Usuliyun which are occasionally cited by the Traditionists
support this assumption, in that they include Ibn al-Sibagh, Abu al-Husayn al-Basri, al-
Kiya’ al-Tabari, and ‘Amr ibn Yahyd. Abu al-Husayn and ‘Amr ibn Yahya were
Mu‘tazifis; ‘Amr ibn Yahyd, the Traditionists claimed, was none other than Abu
‘Uthman al-Jahiz (d. 255/868 in Basra), one of the leading Mu‘tazili scholars®® and a
student of the Mu‘tazili theologian al-Nazzam.5” Abu al-Husayn was for his part a

famous Mu‘tazili scholar, active in Baghdad, who died in 436/1044.%® Tbn al-Sibagh and

% See I. Goldziher, “Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Hanbal,” in SEL.

% His father’s name, Yahyd, is a misreading of Bahr. See al-‘Iraqi, Fath al-Mughith, 4 : 338; al-
Sakbawi gives his father's name as Tajr (al-Sakhawi, Fath al-Mughith, 3 : 95).

7 Ibn Khallikan, Wafayat al-A ‘yan, ed. Thsan ‘Abbas (Beirut: Dar Sadir, n.d.), 2: 471, 474; Ibn al-
Murtada, Kitab 7Tabaqat al-Mu‘tazilah, ed. Susanna Diwald-Wilzer (Beirut: al-Matba‘ah al-
Kathilikiyah, 1961), 68, 70.

%% Ibn Khallikan, Wafayat al-A ‘yan, 4 : 271
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al-Kiya® al-Tabari are not known, but it would not be surprising if they were shown to
have had some connection with the Mu‘tazilis. According to the author of a/-Wadi# *°
the leading figures (shuyukh) of the Mu‘tazilis held views similar to those of Abu al-
Husayn.”

In contrast to the Traditionists, the Usuliyun insisted that the name Companion
be given only to those who accompanied the Ptophet. for a long time, and who often had
sessions with him.”' Thus Ibn al-Sibagh is said to have asserted that the Companions
were those who met the Prophet and stayed with him and followed him; those who
came to him and departed from him without accompanying and following him therefore
did not deserve this title.” Abu al-Flusayn apparently said more or less the same thing:

To be a Companion, a person must have two qualifications: one is to have had

long sessions (majalis) with the Prophet, because a person who only saw him,

like those who came to him (al-wafidin) and others, and did not stay long, are
not to be named Companions; the other is to have prolonged his stay with him,

to have followed him (al-rab‘ Iahu), to have taken (Traditions) from him (al
akhdh ‘anhu), and to have placed himself under his authority (a/-itha* ‘anh).”

% So far I have not been able to find the author of this book or its full title.

™ Al-Sakhawi, Fath al-Mughith, 3 : 92.

" Ibn al-Salah, ‘Ufdm al-Hadith, 393; al-Amidi, a/-/hkam, 130; al-Nawawi, a/-Taqrib, 81-2; idem,
Tahdhib al-Asma’, 1 : 14; al-Shawkani, Irshad al-Fuhuol, 70; al-Bihari, Kitab Musallam al-Thubut
([Cairo]: ai-Matba'ah al-Husayniyah al-Misriyah, 1908), 2: 120.

2 Al-‘Iraqi, al-Taqyid, 297; al-Sakhawi, Fath al-Mughith, 3 : 92.

™ Abi al-Husayn al-Basti, al-Mu‘tamad ff Usil al-Figh (Damascus: al-Ma‘had al-‘Iimi al-Firansi lil-
Dirasat al-* Arabiyah, 1965), 2 : 666.
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The basis of the Usuliyun's argument was that the meaning of the word Suhbah
itself necessitates close association.”* Hence the phrase ashab al-Rasul (the people of the
Prophet) is similar to ashab al-qaryah (the people of the village), ashab al-Kahf wa-al-
Ragim (the People of the Cave and Inscription), ashab al-Jannah (the people of
Paradise) and ashab al-Hadith (the people of Traditions), all of which imply a close
association. Likewise it is obvious that one who only comes to a person or sees him or
does business with him cannot be said to have been a companion of that person.”

The Traditionists, however, insisted otherwise. The word Suhbah, they
maintained, never originally signified a long-term association. All linguists agreed that
the word Sahabr is derived from the word a/-Subbah. This word is applied, without any
restriction, to whoever associates himself with others regardless of whether the
association is long or not. It is just like other words such as mukallim (speaker),
mukhatib (preacher) and darib (beater) which are derived from al-mukalamah, al-
mukhatabah and al-darb, and which are applied to those who perform these acts (i.e., to
speak, preach, and beat) regardless of whether they do so once or many times in

succession.”®

™ Ibn al-Salah, ‘Ulim al-Hadith, 293; al-Suyiti, Tadrib al-Rawi, 398.

5 Al-Amidi, al-Ihkam, 133-4. See also al-Basti, a/-Mu‘tamad, 2 : 666-7. Compare the Usuliyum's
argument with the Shi‘is’. They share the view that the title “Companion” should only be given to those
who were really close to the Prophet. But, whereas the Usuliyum basically open the possibility of being a
Companion to every Muslim, the Shi‘is limit this title to the descendants of the Prophet. They divide
Companionship into two: the true Companionship (al-Subbah al-haqigiyah) and the external
Companionship (al-Suhbah fi zahir al-amr). Unlike the latter, the former is applied only to those who
complied fully with the Prophet’s commands and prohibitions and followed him in everything that came
from him. And this is only applied to the Imams of his descendants (ai-a immah min dhurriyatih). See
Ibn Hayyun, Tarbiyyat al-Mu’minin or Ta'wil Da‘a’im al-Islam, Ms., School of Oriental and African
Studies, University of London, Ms. 25736, 20 recto.

6 Khatib al-Baghdadi, a/-Kifayah, 69-70; al-‘Iraqi, al-Taqyid, 296-7; al-Suyiti, Tadrib al-Rawi, 398
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To strengthen their point, supporters of the Traditionist view made a careful
distinction between the original meaning (a/-ma ‘nd al-ash) and the customary meaning
(al-ma‘n4 al- ‘urfr) of words. The meaning of Suhbah, as the Usuliyun understood it, fell
into the category of customary meaning, that is the meaning customarily used (&7 ‘urf
al-isti‘mal). In contrast to its customary meaning, the original meaning of Suhbah
would be applicable to those who associate themselves with others regardless of
whether they do so often or not. The existence of the customary meaning does not
negate that of the original meaning; they even argue that one can actually negate the
customary meaning without negating the original one.”” Thus, “the negation of the more
specific (i.e., the customary meaning) does not necessitate the negation of the more
general (i.e., the original meaning).””®

The only trouble was that many within the Traditionists own circle disagreed
with this very definition. The view - of Anas ibn Malik and Sa‘id ibn al-Musayyab have
already been mentioned. Their understanding of what a Companion was reflected the
customary meaning of the word Sukbah advocated by the Usaliyun.  Ali ibn al-Madini,
Ibn Hanbal and al-Bukhari also seem to have believed that the term Suhbah did not
originally include those who had only seen the Prophet. If this is the case, then what the
later Traditionists call the customary meaning (a/-ma‘nd al-‘urfi)y of Suhbah was
actually closer in spirit to the meaning assigned by the earliest generation of

Traditionists. And yet, how could Traditionists like Sa‘id ibn al-Musayyab, whose

7 See al-Amidi, a/-Ihkam, 132.

® Ibn al-Hajib, Muntahd al-Wusal wa-al-‘Amal fi ‘limasy al-Usul wa-al-Jadal (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub
al-'IImiyah, 1985), 81.
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Prophetic Traditions are considered as the soundest of a/-mursal’® be at variance with
other Traditionists over so fundamental an issue?

To solve this problem, the Traditionists had to do at least one of two things:
either reinterpret the past or negate it; they in fact tried to do both. They reinterpreted
Anas ibn Malik’s statement, saying that what Anas meant by the word “sahiba”’ (in “fa-
amma man-sahibshu fa-18") was a particular kind of Subbah (al-Subbah al-khassak).*°
The views of Abu Zur‘ah and Abu Dawud whose opinions on puberty tended to limit
the boundaries of Companionship--and therefore could be seen as sympathetic to the
position of the Usulfyun--were also interpreted in the same way. Thus what they meant
was that those who had not reached their legal majority when the Prophet died did not
enjoy the status of the special Companionship (Subbsh khassah).* They denied that
Sa‘id ibn al-Musayyab ever made the statement attributed to him, insisting that it must
have had its origin among the Usuliyun.** They pointed for instance to the fact that its

chain of transmission included al-Waqidi, whose reputation among the Traditionists

™ The reason why his Prophetic Traditions enjoy such a high esteem is because he was the son of a
Companion (his father among the Ashab al-Shajarah and and was present at the Bay ‘st al-Ridwan) and
because he was one of the only two Successors who knew (adraks) and heard reports from the ten
Companions to whom the Prophet promised Paradise. See al-Hakim al-Nisaburi, Ma ‘rifat, 25.

8¢ Al-‘Iraqi, Fath al-Mughith, 4 : 338; al-Sakhawi, Fath al-Mughith, 3 : 93. It seems that the
Traditionists often used this approach to interpret any statement coming from other Traditionists that
contradicted their view. Thus when Ahmad ibn Hanbal was reported to have denied Maslamah ibn
Mukhallad's Companionship (Sulibaf), Ton Hajar says that what Ahmad ibn Hanbal meant was particular
Companionship (a/-Suhbah al-khassal) (Ibn Hajar, al-Isabah, 3 : 398). Likewise when Muhammad ibn
‘Awf says that he does not know if Malik ibn Hubayrah had Companionship, it is interpreted by Ibn
Hajar to mean, once again, that Muhammad ibn ‘Awf is referring to the particular Companionship (Ibn
Hajar, a/-Isabah, 3 : 337).

8! Al-‘Iraqi, Fath al-Mughith, 4 : 338; al-Sakhawi, Fath al-Mughith, 3 : 95.

%2 Ibn al-Salah, ° al-Hadith, 293.
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was not very sound.* This claim may be accurate; yet it must be kept in mind that not
only did the Traditionists acknowledge that al-Waqidi‘s own definition differed from
Sa‘id ibn al-Musayyab’s*—so that it is unlikely that he would have tampered with the
latter’s definition for his own good--but also that, on other occasions, the Traditionists
did not hesitate to use information from al-Wagidi.** Sometimes the reason had nothing
to do with al-Wagqidi. Sa‘id ibn al-Musayyab’s view was reckoned weak because it
necessitated the exclusion of Companions like Jabir ibn ‘Abd Allah al-Bajali who only
became a Muslim in the year of the Prophet’s death.®® So the issue was not whether this
report truly came from Sa‘id ibn al-Musayyab. It was rejected because its content
contradicted the formal definition favored by the Traditionists. In this case the
Traditionists relied on their definition, which was formulated later, to evaluate Sa‘id

ibn al-Musayyab’s, which was formulated earlier.”’

B Al-‘Iraqi, a/-Taqyid, 297; al-Suyiti, Tadrib al-Rawi, 398. The full isnid of Ibn al-Musayyab’s
view is given by Khatib al-Baghdadi, a/-Kifayah, 68-9.

¥ “Qals Ibn ‘Amr [al-Waqidi]: ra‘aytu shl al-‘ilm yaqilina kull man ra’d Rasul Aljah salli Allak
‘alayhi wa-sallama wa-qad adraka al-hilm wa-aslama wa-‘agala amr al-din wa-radiyahu fa-huwa ‘indana
min man sahiba al-Nabr salld Allah ‘alaybi wa-sallama wa-law sa‘atan min nabhar’ (Khatib al-Baghdadi,
al-Kifayah, 69).

¥ Reading biographical dictionaries on the Companions, one can see clearly the truth of this
statement. The Traditionists’ argument for differentiating between historical information and Hadith
information (to make the point that, while we can accept al-Wagidi‘s information on history, we cannot
accept his information on Hadfith) is problematic. How can we decide that al-Wagidi‘s information
concerning Sa‘id ibn al-Musayyab belongs to Hadith and therefore should be rejected while his
information about other people belongs to history and therefore can be accepted?

% Al-Nawawi, a/-Taqrib, 82; al-Suyuti, Tadrib al-Rawi, 398-9.
%7 The same thing happens when they nullify al-Wagqidi‘s requirement of legal majority. Al-Waqidi‘s

reputation is not questioned. His definition is rejected because it excludes some Companions who are
included by virtue of a definition which was formulated later by the Traditionists (see p. 71).
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The result was that the Traditionists extended the meaning of the word Suhbah
to include those who were with the Prophet for only a very short time, or who had even
had no more than a glimpse of him, claiming this extended meaning to be the original
meaning. The Usaliyun’s words, as quoted by Abu al-Muzaffar al-Sam"ani, express this
phenomenon correctly: “The Traditionists assign the name Companion to everyone who
narrated from the Prophet a tradition or a word, and they extend (the meaning) so that
they also count as Companions those who saw him only one time (ra’zhu ru’yah).”
The Traditionists for their part reasoned that, because the Prophet was so eminent,
anybody who saw him had been specially favored.* To have spent with the Prophet
even a (very short) time (s4‘atan) was an accomplishment superior to any other.”® Thus
‘Umar ibn ‘Abd al-’ Aziz, the most pious Umayyad Caliph, lagged far behind in terms of
religious achievement when compared to Mu‘awiyah, who rebelled against a legally
appointed Caliph ‘Ali. As it was expressed: “One of Mu‘awiyah’s days with the Prophet

was better than ‘Umar ibn ‘Abd al-<Aziz(’s lifetime) and his family(‘s).””

®8 Ibn al-Salah, ‘Ufium al-Hadith, 293.

% Ibid.; Tbn Kathir, a/-Ba‘ith, 98; al-‘Iraqi, Fath al-Mughith, 4 : 337. The Usuliyun have a different
way of seeing it. To them, the position of Companion is so prestigious that not just anybody can easily
achieve it. It must be more than just secing the Prophet. So the difference is that while the Traditionists
make the Prophet the starting point for defining the Companions (because the Prophet is so eminent that
everyone who saw him deserves the respected title. i.e., Companion) the Usalfyun give more weight to
the high position of the Companions (because the position of the Companions is so eminent).

% This is Ion ‘Umar’s statement, al-Bayhaqi, al-/‘tigad wa-al-Hidayah il Sabil al-Rashad ‘ald
Madhhab al-Salaf wa-Ashab al-Hadith, ed. Ahmad *Isam al-Katib (Beirut: Dar al-Afaq al-Jadidah, 1981),
323. Ibn Hanbal says almost the same; see Fawwaz Ahmad Zamarly, ‘Aqga’id, 29.

! bn Kathir, a/-Ba‘ith, 98. There are others who refuse to pass judgement on who was superior,
Mu'awiyah ibn Abi Sufyan or ‘Umar ibn *‘Abd al-'AZiz. The reason given is that because Mu‘awiyah
was a Companion, possessing ‘ada/ah, the issue cannot even be discussed (Ibn *Abd al-Barr, Jami* Bayan
al-‘Ilm wa-Fadliki wa-ma Yanbaghi ff Riwayatihi wa-Hamlib, ed. ' Abd al-Rahman Muhammad *Uthman
(Medina: al-Maktabah al-Salafiyah, 1968), 2 :227). Since however Mu'awiyah is being compared with
*Umar ibn *Abd al-* Aziz who was not a Companion, can the refusal to pass judgement be interpreted as
an implicit acknowledgement of the inferiority of Mu‘awiyah?
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Turning to the biographical dictionaries, one might expect to find there an
elaborate discussion of the definition of the Companions. Indeed, as authors of
biographical dictionaries of the Companions, Ibn Sa‘d, Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, Ibn al-Athir,
al-Dhahabi and Ibn Hajar should have decided from the outset what kind of definition
to employ. Only a clear definition would have allowed these authors to decide whom to
include in their works and whom not. The previous discussion on the development of a
definition indicates that the term Companion had been subject to a wide ranging
discussion among Muslims. Hence, since Ibn Sa‘d was a contemporary of Ibn Hanbal,
‘Ali ibn al-Madini and al-Bukhari, the three scholars who played a significant role in
establishing the Traditionist definition of Companion,”> we may assume that he would
have been aware of what they were proposing and why. Around the 11th century, when
Ibn “Abd al-Barr was composing his dictionary, he must have had many more possible
definitions from which to choose. Likewise with Ibn al-Athir, two centuries later, and
Ibn Hajar, writing four centuries after Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr. This is why it is reasonable to
expect that, since they belonged to the Traditionist circle, the definition arrived at by
these latter would have found its way into their works. But that is not the case.

Of the four authors referred to above, it is only Ibn Hajar who states his working
definition clearly at the beginning, as we shall see. Still, neither does he elaborate, as
one might expect, on the definitions available to him, nor does he show us how he
finally came to choose a particular definition. It is right that he should mention the

variety of definitions, but he seems unwilling to show his readers the complexity of the

% See p. 66.
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problem. He mentions, for example, the view of Sa‘id ibn al-Musayyab, without naming
its author. Had we only Ibn Hajar’s book at our disposal we would never have known
that this view belonged to (or was attributed to) Sa‘id ibn al-Musayyab. Consequently
we would not have known that it p_tesented a problem for the Traditionists, the group to
which Ibn Hajar belonged. Yet, compared to Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr and Ibn al-Athir, he is
far more open.

While Ibn Sa‘d does not bother to set forth his own definition, Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr
only discusses in passing what is meant by the term Companion and fails to state clearly
what definition he himself adopts. Out of the twenty-five pages of his introduction he
devotes only one paragraph, at the very end, to stating his definition indirectly. He
mentions, for instance, in hierarchical order, the pérsons included in his work. First he
states that he will not limit himself only to those whose Companionship is sound
(sahhat Suhbatubu wa-mujalasatubu). Thus he willl also include those who had omly
met (/agiya) the Prophet once; those who had only seen (ra’4) him; those who had heard
from him; those who were born of Muslim parents at the time of the Prophet; and
finally, those who believed in the Prophet and gave him sadsgah, even though they had
never met him.*> What does this tell us of his definition of a Companion? His first
statement (that he would not limit his book to only those whose Companionship was
sound) implies that had he decided to limit his book, he would have only mentioned
those whose Companionship was sound. This implies that Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr did not

actually regard any of those comprising the last five groups to be a “sound”

%3 Ibn *Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti‘ab, | : 24
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Companion.** By reverse logic we know that those whose Companionship was sound
were the people whose relationship with the Prophet comsisted of more than just
meeting, seeing, or hearing him, or in being taken to the Prophet when they were born,
or in believing in him and giving him sadagah without ever into his presence.

Does Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr count those whose Companionship was not sound as
Companions? It is well-known that he considered legal majority to be a requirement for
this status.”® In other words, he did not count as Companions those who were born in
the time of the Prophet and who were still children when the Prophet died. As‘ad ibn
Sahl al-Ansari, who was born two years before the Prophet died and whose name was
given him by the Prophet, is considered a Tabi 7> If this is so, then we cannot think
that Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr actually counted the last group, i.e., those who believed in the
Prophet but never met him (like al-Aswad ibn Yazid ibn Qays al-Nakha‘i,”’ Asid ibn
Safwan,”® and al-Ahnaf ibn Qays al-Sa‘di™) as Companions. But we might also
conclude that he had no objection to acknowledging those who only met the Prophet or

saw him as Companions.

% For example, Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr refuses to use the verb “safiba” in connection with ‘Ubayd Allah
ibn Ma‘mar, who was still a little boy when the Prophet died. He only says that he saw (ra'a ) the
Prophet, ‘“wa-/a yutlaqu ‘ald mithlihi annahu sahiba al-Nabi salldi Allah ‘alayhi wa-sallama li-sughrihi,
wa-lakinn ra‘ak” (ibid., 3 : 1013).

% Al-‘Iraqi, al-Tagyid, 293.

% fbn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 1 : 82.

T Ibid,, 1 : 92.

*1bid,, 1 : 97.

¥ Ibid., 1 : 144.
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If Tbn ‘Abd al-Barr does not count as Companions those who were borm at the
time of the Prophet and those who only believed in him but never met him, why should
he even have mentioned them in this book? The motive was theological. He wished to
sanctify the space and time in which the Prophet lived. Those who did so and shared the
same beliefs as the Prophet did were blessed. He even believed that the Companions
who died at the time of the Prophet were more excellent than those who were still alive
after the Prophet died.'® The foundation for this opinion is a Prophetic Tradition: “The
best of my community is my time, and then those who came after them and those who
came after them.”'”

However, most surprising is the absence of the phrase “and he died as a Muslim
(wa-mata ‘ald al-Islam)” from Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr’s definition. Does this mean that he
acknowledges as Companions those who later apostasized? ‘Abd Allah ibn Khatal,
Rabi‘ah ibn Umayyah and Muqays ibn Subabah, all of whom apostasized, are not
mentioned in his books. This means that he did not consider them to be Companions.
But how about those who returned to Islam ? These he does accept, making no
distinction between whether they returned to Islam at the time of the Prophet, like al-
Harith ibn Suwayd,'” or after the Prophet died, like al-Ash‘ath ibn Qays.'®

As far as a definition is concerned, Ibn al-Athir is more generous than Ibn ‘Abd

al-Barr. He makes an effort to introduce to his readers the variety of defimitions

19 al-Nawawi, Sharh Salih Muslim, ed. Khalil al-Mays (Beirut: Dar al-Qalam, 1987), 15: 157.
1°! Tbn *Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti‘ab, 1 : 11-2
12 Ibid., 1 : 300.

193 1bid., 1 : 133.
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proposed by Muslims. He mentions Sa‘id ibn al-Musayyab, al-Waqidi, Ahmad ibn
Hanbal and al-Bukhari. He also discusses the argument of the Traditionists that, based
on linguistic analysis, the term Companion should be applied both to those who
accompanied the Prophet for a long time and those who did so for only a short time. Al-
Ghazali’s definition, which by and large is in line with the Traditionists’, is also
quoted.'® Although he does not state clearly which definition he prefers, Ibn al-Athir
nonetheless inclines to that of the Traditionists.

Ibn al-Athir shows his position by referring to the historical events in which
these Companions were involved. According to him, more than twelve thousand
Muslims participated in the Battle of Hunayn. A great many Muslims came to the
Prophet seeking protection for their wives and children. When the Prophet left Mecca it
was full of people, and so was Medina. Everyone who went to him was Muslim, and
each of them was a Companion. A lot of people also participated in the Battle of Tabuk
and the Farewell Pilgrimage, and every one of them was also a Companion.'”’ Ibn al-
Athir is making two points by this statement. First, the term Companion is to be
applied to all those people who only saw the Prophet, even from a distance (during the
Farewell Pilgrimage, for example, when thousands of people gathered, it could hardly
be imagined that everybody had a chance to talk to the Prophet or to be close to him).
Second, with all these people included, the number of Companions according to his

definition is enormous.

104 Tbn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 1 : 18-9.

195 Ibid., I : 28.
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Like Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, Ibn al-Athir also refuses to elaborate on whom he would
exclude from the definition. The factors of apostasy and puberty are not discussed. But
it is nevertheless clear from his writing that he employs the same definitions as Ibn
‘Abd al-Barr. He does not count as Companions those who never saw the Prophet, even
if they became Muslims in his lifetime.'” He clearly dislikes ‘Asim ibn al-Ahwal’s

definition and, quoting Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, tries to undermine its importance by saying

107

explicitly that only a small number of scholars accepted it.”  Moreover, he disagrees

with Ibn ¢ Abd al-Barr and other Traditionists who considered Jinns to have been eligible
to become Companions.'*®

Another thing which distinguishes Ibn al-Athir from Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr is that the
former often uses historical data to support his identification of a person as a
Companion. ‘Ubayd Allah ibn Ma‘mar'® is a case in point. According to Ibn ‘Abd al-
Barr,''® he could not have been a Companion since he was still only a young boy
(ghulam) when the Prophet died. (It is to be remembered that Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr saw
legal majority as a requirement for a person being accepted as Companion.) Ibn al-
Athir, however, includes him--not because he had changed his mind about the bar of
the age of majority, but because he had evidence that ‘Ubayd Allah ibn Ma‘mar was a

mature man when the Prophet died. According to his information, ‘Ubayd Allah was

1% Ibid., 1 : 119-20; 6 : 288.
197 Ibid., 3 : 256.

1% Ibid., 4 : 205.

19 Ibid., 3 : 531-2.

110 1hn “Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1013.
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killed in Istakhar in the year 29/649 at the age of forty. Therefore when the Prophet
died he must have been twenty-three (by Ibn al-Athir’s count, twenty-one) years old,
making him more than old enough to be called a Companion. Using historical evidence,
Ibn al-Athir is also sometimes able to add new names to the list of Companions or to
eliminate others. Thus he includes ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn ‘Uthman ibn Maz‘un'!! as a
Companion on the basis of the fact that his father died in Medina in the year 2/623,
while his mother was also there. In other words he must have been more than eight
years old when the Prophet died. But he eliminates ‘Uthman ibn Muhammad''? from the
list of Companions because his father was killed at Jamal in the year 36/656, rendering
it likely that his father was born only at the end of the Prophet’s life. It is unthinkable
that ‘Uthman ibn Muhammad could have been old enough, or even born at all, at the
time of the Prophet’s death.

Ibn Hajar provides the fullest definition of all three authors. Unlike Ibn al-Athir
and Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, Ibn Hajar elaborates clearly on what he means by Companions.
The soundest approach to defining a Companion, he says, is to treat “whoever met the
Prophet while he believed in him and died as a Muslim,” as such.'’’* This was the
Traditionists’ formal definition as well. Having said this, he immediately records who
should be included in and who debarred from this definition. He relies on three key

concepts for this purpose: “to meet,” “to believe” and “to die as a Muslim.” Under the

Ul Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 3 : 473.
12 Ibid., 3 : 598.

'3 fon Hajar, al-Isabah, 1 : 10.
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heading “to meet” he includes those who had prolonged sessions with the Prophet as
well as those who did not, those who narrated from him and those who did not, those
who participated in his wars and those who did not, and those who saw the Prophet
once and those who did not—like Ibn Umm Maktum, a blind man. While the heading “to
believe” includes everyone who was obligated to observe the precepts of religion
(mukallal), including human beings and Jinns, it excludes the non-believers who met the
Prophet, even in spite of the fact that some of the latter, after the death of the Prophet,
became believers. Finally the heading “to die as a Muslim” excludes those who believed
in him but then apostasized and died in apostasy like ‘Ubayd Allah ibn Jahsh, the
husband of Umm Habibah, who migrated to Habashah and converted to Christianity
before dying there. However, those who returned to Islam before they died, regardiess
of whether they ever again met with the Prophet, are included.

He rejects the non-Traditionist definitions even when they come from within the
circle of the Traditionists themselves. These views he declares to be strange
(shadhdhah). He refuses for instance to limit the Companions only to those who fulfilled
one of the following requirements: having had prolonged sessions with the Prophet,
having learnt his 7wayah, having died in his presence, or having reached puberty before
the Prophet died. Furthermore, he persists in rejecting as Companions those who saw
the dead body of the Prophet, i.e., whose first sight of the Prophet was as a corpse. He
likewise criticizes Ibn al-Athir for denying that Jinns could have been Companions. This

claim is groundless, he says.''4

114 Ibid., 1 : 538.

87



Ibn Hajar also offers at the outset some general principles on which he relies
when considering whether to include people in the range of Companions. First, only the
Companions were ever appointed as leaders of campaigns; second, he acknowledges that
every newborn baby was brought to the Prophet so that the latter could pray for him;
and third, all the people in Mecca and Taif were Muslims and must have joined the
Prophet during the Farewell Pilgrimage.''’ Based on these principles; he includes as
Companions whoever was appointed as leader of a campaign, was born at the time of
the Prophet, or was known to have been living in Mecca or Taif at the time of the
Prophet.

Let us summarize what we have discovered so far. The definition of a
Companion emerged out of the Traditionists’ need to protect the Prophetic Traditions.
The Mu‘tazilis’ criticisms helped the Traditionists establish their formal definition
either by negating the contradictory definitions put forward by Muslims in the past or
by reinterpreting them. The tendency was to move from a limited to a more open-ended
definition in order to include as many people as possible. For our own purposes, a more
open-ended definition will be adopted: “A Companion is any person who had any
personal contact at all with the Prophet while he was a Muslim and who died as a

Muslim, regardless of whether that person had reached puberty when the contact

'3 Ibid., 1 : 16. But later on in his [s#bah he points out that the first principle is only valid as far as
the conquest of Iraq was concemed, “gaddamtu annahum kanu /a yu'ammaruna fi zaman al-futul illa
man kiana Sahabi, lakinn innama fa‘alu dhalik 7 futul al-‘Iraq” (ibid., 3 : 459). He also cites another
principle: the appointment of a person to an official position (at the time of ‘Umar) could be an
indication of his companionship. Thus ‘Abd Allah ibn Khalaf may have been a Companion for he was
‘Umar’s secretary of the diwan of Basra, “wa-istiktab ‘Umar Iahu yu’dhanu bi-anna lahu Suhibali” (ibid.,
2 : 295). But, Ibn Hajar asserts that Hibban ibn Abi Jabalah is a Tab/7 regardless of the fact that ‘Umar
had sent him to the people of Egypt to teach religion, “ba‘athahu ‘Umar ild abl Misr li-yufaqqibabum’™
(ibid,, 1 : 372).

88



occurred or whether he had ever heard anything from him.” Basically this definition is
similar to Ibn Hajar’s with some minor modification. While Ibn Hajar did not consider
those whose Traditions were mursal as Companions, we always do. Furthermore, while
he placed those who had not reached puberty at the death of the Prophet in a separate
group-—-implying that he actually did not fully recognize them as Companions--we treat
them as such. By doing so, we are left with a greater statistical base for our analysis of
the pattern of tribal distribution and political alignments. But what is more, it helps us
to understand the most important principle underlying the Traditionists’ definition of a
Companion, i.e., that the Prophet was of such elevated status that whoever was
fortunate enough to meet or to see him, regardless of sex or age, came to be highly
esteemed by by those who were not. Accordingly, any information about the Prophet
from these people—including even those who had mot yet reached puberty when the

Prophet died--was worthy of recording.

2. Muslim Views on the Companions

The Companions occupied a very important position in Islam. It was they who
lived together with the Prophet. Since the Prophet’s deeds and sayings were controlled
by revelation or consisted in revelation itself, it was the Companions who knew best,

L6

after the Prophet, what revelation meant and how it was to be applied.””” This being so,

Y In the words of al-Razi, “fz-amma Ashab Rasul Allah salli Allah ‘alayhi wa-sallama fa-hum
alladhbin shahidu al-wahy wa-al-tanzil wa-‘arafu al-tafsir wa-al-ta’wil wa-hum al-ladhin ikhtarahum
Alldh ‘azza wa-jalla li-suhbat Nabiyihi salli Allah ‘alayhi wa-sallama wa-nasratibi wa-igamat dinihi...,"
al-Raz, Kitab al-Jarh wa-al-Ta dil (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-’Tlmiyah, 1952), 1 : 7. See also al-Bagqillani,
al-Insaf: ff ma Yajibu I'tiqadubu wa-1d Yajuzu al-Jahl bik, ed. ‘Imad al-Din Ahmad Haydar (Beirut:
*Alam al-Kutub, 1986), 107-11.
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the Companions then served as the bridge by which Islam was transmitted to succeeding
generations.''” No Muslim can pronounce on Islam without relying on the Companions
as his or her primary authorities. The application of revelation in daily life required an
extensive knowledge not only of the Prophet’s life but also those of the Companions,''®
which provided the context in which revelation was delivered and applied for the first
time.

When the Prophet was still alive he was the central figure in his community.
Other Muslims would come to the Prophet to seek guidance in solving problems. But
this was the only the case when Muslim society was still relatively small. After the
spread of Islam the number of believers increased considerably. This meant that the
Propket had to rely even more on his Companions. Some of his political and religious
authority was as a result delegated to the Companions. It is recorded that the Prophet
often appointed some of the Companions to meet the believers who came to Medina to

119 to lead the army against their enemies and

ask questions concerning religious matters,
to teach Islam in far-off lands.

After the death of the Prophet the Companions played a much greater role than
ever before. All the Prophet’s functions, with the exception of receiving revelation,

were taken over by them. They became the central figures in Muslim society, exercising

full religious and political authority. There are several explanations as to why, after the

WT w/T Ji-annatum al-wésitah bayna al-Nabi wa-bayna ummahtih” (Tbn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 1 :
19).

'8 This statement is clearly made by Ibn Hajar, al/-[sabah. 1 : 1.

19 Ibn Sa‘d has a special section on the Companions who gave farwds in the time of the Prophet
(Tbn Sa‘d, al-Tabagat , 2 : 334-50).
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Prophet, the Companions enjoyed such a high position in Muslim society. Muslims
believed that if the Prophet was the only one on whom God could rely to spread His
truth, then he must have been trustworthy. To a degree this special status also applied
to the Companions. If the Companions were considered to be the only figures through
whom Islam, as revealed to the Prophet, might be made known, then they too must have
been trustworthy.'”® Whatever therefore that can be proved to come from them had to
be considered true. Al-Awza‘i even went so far as to say that whatever came from the
Companions was knowledge ( 7/m) and that whatever did not come from them was
not.'?! Sa‘id ibn Jubayr said that whatever was not known to those who joined the
Battle of Badr is not religion (din).'* Finally, al-Shafi‘i maintains that any mujtahid
before performing his Jjjtihad, is forbidden to follow blindly the opinions of others
(1aqlid); nonetheless, he is allowed to follow the Companions’.'??

Needless to say, not all Muslims viewed the Companions with such high respect.
The Sunni view was clearly different from those of the Mu‘tazili and the Shi‘i. What is
more, differences also existed within the members of these groups. Different Sunni
schools like the Hanbalis and Hanafis, or different Shi‘i schools, like the Imamis and

Zaydis, for example, had different views on the Companions. Even among the

Mu‘tazilis, the Basrans held opinions that differed from those of the Baghdadis.

120 «(Fla-nafi ‘anhum al-shakk wa-al-kadhb wa-al-ghalat wa-al-ribah wa-al-ghamz,” al-Razi, Kitab
al-Jarh, 1 :7

12! 1bn * Abd al-Barr, Jami* Bayan al-‘llm, 2 : 36.
122 Ibid., 2: 37.

123 Quoted by al-Shatibi, al-Muwalagat fi Ustl al-Shari‘ab, ed. *Abd Allah Daraz, et al. (Beirut: Dar
al-Kutub al-'Ilmiyah, n.d.), 2: 57.
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Kohlberg has made an extensive study of the views of these different Muslim groups
concerning the Companions.'?* To avoid repetition, the discussion here will concentrate
on the views of the Sunni Muslims with special reference to the question of ‘adalah
(the integrity of the Companions), which is briefly discussed by Kohlberg.!*® There are
various reasons for this approach. To begin with, it was within Sunni circles that the
~works on the Companions of the Prophet first emerged. Anyone undertaking a
quantitative approach to the Companions is obliged to refer to this literature. Before
doing so, however, we need to know precisely the Sunni views (or tc be more specific,
the views of the Sunni Traditionists) on the Companions. Second, the question of
‘adalah must itself be addressed. Sunni authors had to substantiate the ‘adalah of the
Companions because it is on this basis that the acceptability of their reports regarding
Islamic teachings would be decided. The Fitnah, which saw the involvement of
Companions, is closely connected to this issue. Can we still accept the testimony of
those who were involved in the Fitnah? The issue of ‘ada/ah must then be addressed

before discussing Fitnah itself.
The majority of Muslims'?® believe that all the Companions were legally just

(‘udul). This meant that their testimony (on matters related either to Hadith or Figh)

124 Besides his dissertation quoted above, see also Etan Kohlberg “Some [mami Shi‘i Views on the
Sahaba,” JSAI 5 (1984) : 143-75, and idem, “Some Zaydi Views on the Companions of the Prophet,”

BSOAS 39 (1976) : 91-8.
125 Kohlberg, “The Attitude,” 22-5.

126 This majority is described in different ways: “2h/ al-Sunnah wa al-jama‘ak” (Ibn Kathir, a/-Baith,
98), “salaf al-ummah wa-jamahir al-khalaf” (al-Ghazali, al-Mustasfi 7 ‘llm al-Usul (Beirut: Dar al-
Kutub al-'Tlmiyah, 1983), 1 : 164), “al-salaf wa-jumbir al-khalaf" (al-Shawkani, lrshid al-Fuhid, 69),
“al-jumbur min al-a'immal’ (al-Amidi, a/-Ihkam, 2 : 128), “madhhab kaffat al-‘ulama’ wa-man ya‘taddu
bi-qawlihi min al-fugaha” (Khatib al-Baghdadi, a/-Kifayah, 64), “al-ummah’(Ton al-Salah, ‘Ulim al-
Hadith, 295), or simply “al-akthar’ (Tbn al-Hajib, Muntahd, 80; al-Bihari, Musallam al-Thubut, 2 : 119)
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must be considered as valid. Questioning their ‘ada/ah was not allowed.'?” Qur’anic
verses were quoted to support this view, among them 2:143, “Thus have We made of
you an ummah justly balanced (ummatan wasatan), that ye might be witnesses over the
nations, and the Apostle a witness over yourselves” (wasatan here means ‘udulan.)'*®
Likewise, 3:110 reads, “Ye are the best of people.” But how can we be sure that the
mukhatab (the addressee), i.e., the “you,” in these verses, refers only to the Companions
and not to others”? Al-Shatibi confirms that the mukhatab is particular ( “2ld al-khusus),
i.e, it specifically refers to particular group of people, the Companions. Those who
came after them (the 7abi‘7/n and the 72bi7 al-Tabi‘in) can only be included through
qgiyas and other dalil Even if the view is accepted that the mukhatab is general
(meaning Muslims in general), al-Shatibi continues, it still stands that the Companions
were the first generation included in the mukhatab. Tt was they and they alone who

completely lived up to the attributes expressed in these verses.'”” According to al-

Baghdadi,'* even if the word is general the meaning is still particular. Among the other

127 Ibn al-Salah, ‘Ul al-Hadith, 294. See also G.H.A. Juynboll, The Authenticity of the Tradition
Literature: Discussion in Modern Egypt (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1969), 12-3, and Chapter VI (54-61) on the
modemn discussion of the subject by Muslims. Juynboll believes that the doctrine of the ‘ada/ah of the
Companions was established at the end of the 3rd/9th century, G.H.A. Juynboll, Mus/im Traditions:
Studies in Chronology, Provenance and Authorship of Early Hadith (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1983), 199, 201.

128 Al-Amidi, a/-Ihkam, 129; Tbn al-Hajib, Muntaha al-Wusdl, 80; al-Suyuti, Tadrib al-Rawi, 400; al-
Shawkani, Irshad al-Fuhil, 69; al-Bihari, Musallam al-Thubut, 2 : 119. Others quote these verse without
explaining how they determine that it is the Companions who are being addressed: al-Ghazali, a/-
Moustasti, 164; al-Taftazanl, Hashiyah ‘aldi Mukhtasar al-Muntahd £i al-Usul li-Ibn al-Hajib (Beirut: Dar
al-Kutub al-’Iimiyah, 1983), 2 : 67; al-Nawawi, Tahdhib al-Asma’, 1 : 15. [nvestigating “‘the oldest rafsir
works available,” Juynboll states that nowhere is it said that the word wasatan is meant ‘ad/ as it is
understood in Hadith transmission (G.H.A. Juynboll, Mus/im Tradition, 195).

125 Al-Shatibi, al-Muwaéfaqat, 55-6.

3% Khatib al-Baghdadi, a/-Kifayah, 64.
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verses cited by the Traditionists to strengthen this view, we find 48:18, “Allah was well
pleased with the believers when they swore allegiance unto thee beneath the tree, and
He knew what was in their hearts, and He sent down peace of reassurance on them, and
hath rewarded them with a near victory”; 9:100, “And the first to lead the way, of the
Muhajirin and the Ansar, and those who follow them in goodness—Allah is well pleased
with them, and they well pleased wiith Him”; and finally 59:8, “And (it is) for the poor
fugitives [Muhajirin] who have beem driven out from their homes and their belongings,
who seek bounty from Allah and help Allah and His messenger. They are the loyal.”™*!
However the argument that the mukhatab refers to the Companions alone does
not seem to be favored by the exegetes. Although al-Tabari, al-Baydawi, Ibn Qutaybah,
Ibn Kathir, al-Baghawi, al-Farra’ and al-Samarqandi all confirm that wasata means
‘odul, none of them share the view ghat the attribute of ‘ad/ described in 2:143 belongs
exclusively to the Companions.'*? All of the early authorities, among them Abu Sa‘id
al-Khudri, Mujahid, Qatadah, Ibn ‘_Abbas and ‘Abd Allah ibn Kathir, all of whom are
cited by al-Tabari, were of the opiinion that the mukhatab in the verse refers to the

ummah of the Prophet in general, not the Companions in particular. Even the Prophet

13! There are some other verses which are usually cited: 56:11, 8:64, 48:29, See ibid., 64; Ibn al-
Salah, ‘Ulum al-Hadith, 294-5; al-Bayhaqi, al-I‘tigad, 317-8; Ibn Abi Zamanayn, Riyad al-Jannsh bi-
Takhriy Usdl al-Sunnah, ed. *Abd Allah ibs Muhammad *Abd al-Rahim ibn Husayn al-Bukhari (Medina:
Maktabat al-Ghuraba® al-Athariyah, 1415 H.), 263.

32 Al-Tabari, Jami* al-Bayan ‘sn Ta'w-il Ay al-Qur'an, ed. Mabhmud Muhammad Shakir and Ahmad
Muhammad Shakir (Cairo: Dar al-Ma‘arif, n.d.), 3 : 145; al-Baydawi, Anwar al-Tanzil wa-Asrar al-
Ta’wil, ed. H.O. Fleischer (Osnabriich: Biblio Verlag, 1968), 1 : 88; Ibn Qutaybah, Ghara’ib al-Qur’an,
ed. al-Sayyid Ahmad Saqr ([Cairo]: ‘Isé¢ al-Babi al-Halabi, 1958), 64; Ibn Kathir, Tafsir al-Qur’an al-
‘Azim (Beirut: Dar al-Ma'‘rifah, 1987), 1 : 196; al-Baghawi, Ma ‘alim al-Tanzil, ed. Khalid ‘Abd al-
Rahman al-‘Akk and Marwan Sawwar (Beirut: Dar al-Ma'rifah, 1986), 1 : 122; al-Famra’, Ma‘ans al-
Qur’an, ed. Ahmad Yusuf Najati and Muhammad ‘Al al-Najjar (Cairo: Matba‘at Dar al-Kutub al-
Misriyah, 1955), 1 : 83; Abu al-Layth al-Samarqandi, Bahr al- ‘Ulum, ed. ‘Ali Muhammd Mu'awwid, et
al. (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-'Ilmiyah, 1993, 1 : 164.
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himself confirmed this view.'*> The reason why the ummah of the Prophet was called
wast or ‘adl was because that ummah stood in the middle of two extremes: the
Christians who exaggerated their belief in Jesus on the one hand, and the Jews who fell
short of the ideal because they had changed the book of Allah, killed their prophets, lied
to their God and did not believe in Him, on the other. Possessed of ‘adl the ummah of
the Prophet will be appointed by God as a witness on the day of Judgment. At that time
the ummah of the previous prophets will deny that their prophets ever conveyed God’s
message to them. To establish that these prophets discharged their task, however, the
ummah of the Prophet will be called to testify."** It is also in this context that verse
3:110, which reads, “Ye are the best of people,” is seen by the exegetes. In contrast to
what Ibn al-Salah suggests,'>’ the exegetes do not at all agree that this verse refers to
the Companions. It is true that ‘Umar, Ibn ‘Abbas and al-Dahhak, for example, are
reported to have believed that in this verse God is addressing the Companions--in other
words, it is only the Companions who are characterized as the best.'”® But this
interpretation is not favored by the exegetes. Al-Tabari and Ibn Kathir, after

mentioning the differences in interpretation, clearly state their preference: the verse

133 Al-Tabari, Jami* al-Bayan, 3 : 142.

34 bid., 3 : 151; al-Baydawi, Anwar al-Tanzil, 1 : 89; Ibn Kathir, 7af5ir, | : 196-7; al-Farra’, Ma ‘ani
al-Qur’an, 1 : 83; Abu al-Layth al-Samarqandi, Bahr al- ‘Ulum, 1 : 164.

135 Commenting the verse kuntum khayra ummah (3:110), he says that the exegetes agree on that it
refers to the Companions (ittafaga al-mufassiran ‘ali annahi warid fi Ashab Rasul Allah); see Tbn al-
Salah, ‘Ulumn al-Hadith, 294-5.

136 Al-Tabari, Jami* al-Bayan, 7 : 151-2; Tbn Kathir, Tafsir, 1 : 399; al-Baghawi, Ma ‘alim al-Tanzil, 1
:341.
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refers to the ummab of the Prophet. Both al-Baghawi and al-Samarqandi,'”’ after
mentioning both interpretations, neglect to state their own preferences. Others'*® do not
mention at all the possibility that the Companions may have been the ones referred to
the verse. These may be thought of as having shared the opinion of al-Tabari and Ibn
Kathir.

Since the works of the exegetes cited above (i.e., al-Tabari, al-Baydawi, al-
Baghawi, al-Farra’, al-Samarqandi, Ibn Kathir and Tbn Qutaybah) were commonly read
in Traditionist circles one might wonder why they did not align themselves with the
Traditionists’ interpretation of the passage. One possible answer is related to the
different natures of their respective fields. The Traditionists interpreted these verses in
an atmosphere of controversy. They had their opponents, i.e., the Mu‘tazilis, in mind
when they were elaborating their views on the Companions. We might even assume that
it is mainly to repudiate their opponents’ view that they developed this particular
doctrine on the Companions. The exegetes on the other hand were not quite as
preoccupied with such problems. They did not have the Mu‘tazilis in mind when they
were interpreting these verses, and so were not motivated to use these verses as a
weapon against their opponents. This argument makes even more sense when we
consider that the same scholar could interpret the same verse differently on different
occasions depending on his preoccupation at that time. Al-Shawkani is a case in point.

As is well-known, when he was defending the view that the Companions were ‘udu/ he

137 Abu al-Layth al-Samarqandi, Bahr al-‘Ulam, 1 : 291.

138 Al-Baydawi, Aowar a/-Tanzil, | : 170; al-Farra’, Ma‘ani al-Qur’an, 1 : 229.
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used verse 3:110 as an argument.'”® But when he was interpreting the same verse in his
Tafsir'® he did not connect this verse with the issue of the ‘ad#/zk of the Companions.
Prophetic Traditions are also quoted to support the ‘adalah of the Companions.
It is inferred from one Tradition in particular that the Companions were the best of the
Ummah:'* “Khayrukum qarni thumma al-lsdbin yslunshum thumma al-ladhin
yalunahum (the best of you are those living in my era, and then those who will come
after them, and then those will come after them).”'? Although the Tradition does not
use the word “Companions,”’ the inference that it refers to the generation of the
Companions is acceptable. One other oft-quoted tradition states that the Companions
were like a celestial compass guiding Muslims on their journey: “Ashabi ka-al-pujum bi-
ayyihim iqtadaytum ihtadaytum (My Companions are like the stars; whichever among
them that you choose to follow you will be guided).” Despite the fact that this tradition

is known to be a forgery,'*® it is still quoted to support the view.'*

19 al-Shawkani, Irshad al-Fulil, 69.
140 Al-Shawkani, Fath al-Qadir (Libanon: Dir al-Fikr, 1983), 1 : 371.

! Khafib al-Baghdadi, al-Kifayah, 64-5; al-Nawawi, Tahdhib al-Asma’, 1 : 15; al-Ghazali, a/-
Mustasfi, 164; al-Suyuti, Tadrib al-Rawi, 400; al-Bihari, Musaliam al-Thubut, 2 : 119; al-Bayhagqi, al-
I'tigad, 319-20; Tbn Qudamah, Tafrim al-Nazr f7 Kutub Ahl al-Kalém, ed. George Makdisi (London:
Luzac & Company, 1962), 20.

142 Al-Bukhari, Sahil (Cairo: Maktabat ‘Abd al-Hamid Ahmad Hanafi, n.d.), I : 8,9;3:171;8: 91,
141-2. Sometimes khayrukum is subtituted by khiayr al-nas. al-Bukhari, Sahif, 8 : 91; al-Tirmidhi, a/-
Jami* al-Sahib, ed. ‘Abd al-Wahhab ‘Abd al-Latif (Beirut: Dar al-Fikr, 1983), 5 : 357, or by khayr
ummmati: al-Bukhari, Sahih, 5 : 2-3; Abu Dawud, Sunan, ed. Kamal Yusuf al-Hut (Beirut: Dar al-Jinan:
Mu’assasat al-Kutub al-Thaqgafiyah, 1988), 2 : 625-6). See also Ibn Hanbal, a/-Musnad, ed. Ahmad
Muhammad Shakir (Cairo: Dar al-Ma‘arif, 1949) 1 : 204-5, 230-31.

5 Al-Tahawi, Kitab Sharfi al-Tahawiyah i al-‘Aqidah al-Salafiyah, ed. ‘Abd Allah ibn Hasan ibn
Husayn Al al-Shaykh et al. (Mecca: al-Matba‘ah al-Salafiyah, 1249 H.), 398. Al-Shawkani also
acknowledges that this tradition does not come from the Prophet. But he maintains that the argument is
still valid. See al-Shawkani, a/-Qaw/ al-Mufid fi Adillat al-ljtihad wa-al-Taglid, ed. Shaykh Muhammad
Mumir (Cairo: Idarat al-Tiba‘ah al-Muniriyah, n.d.), 9-10.
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In their efforts to establish the doctrine of the ‘adalah of the Companions, the
Traditionists went to disturbing lengths. First of all the relationship between revelation
and the context in which it was revealed could not be fully explained. God’s message
was revealed partly in order to respond to the reality of the first generation of Muslim
society, a reality which was by no means perfect. The Companions were also human
beings who, by nature, sometimes committed sins and errors. This was the reality that
made the revelation meaningful. Had the Companions been free of such defects, the
revelation would have been meaningless. The emergence of the ‘7Im asbab al-nuzul may
be seen as expressing on awareness the fact that as the objects of revelation, the
Companions were fallible human beings in need of guidance. An example is the
criticism expressed in the Qur’an of those Companions who were involved in building
the Masjid al-Dirar.'** To pretend that that all of the Companions were ‘wdal therefore
seems to contradict the very purpose of revelation, without which any understanding of
the Qur’anic verses becomes difficult, if not impossible.

Another disturbing aspect in the discussion of the adalah of the Companions

was the ambiguity among the Traditionists themselves. The latter were also trapped by

' Ton al-Hajib, Muntahs, 80; al-Taftazani, Hashivah, 2 : 67; al-Shawkani, Irshad al-Fuhul, 69; al-
Bihari, Musallam al-Thubut, 2 : 119; al-Shatibi, 2/-Muwafaqat, 65; Ibn Qudamah, Tahrim al-Nazr, 20.
There are also other similar traditions with slightly different wordings which are also known to be
unsound (see al-Bayhaqi, a/-I‘tigad, 318-9 and the editor’s footnotes). Ibn Hayyun does not question this
Tradition, but he sees it differently. According to him this Tradition does not talk about the Companions
of the Prophet in general, but only about the Imams of the Prophet’s descendants (a/-a’immah min
dhurriyatihi). Since those who are called Companions by the people-—-or the masses—(a/- ‘ammakh) were
in disagreement and killed each other, they cannot be followed. See Ibn Hayyun, Tarbiyat a/-Mu’minin,
20 recto.

145 See Michael Lecker, Muslim, Jews and Pagans: Studies on Early Islsmic Medina (Leiden: E.J.
Brill, 1995), 74-149.
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this contradiction. Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, for instance, tries to establish that all the
Companions were ‘udu/ and in support of this view, like his fellows, quotes the
Qur’anic verses and the Prophetic traditions. But how, after having established this fact,
could he report that Bujayr ibn ‘Abd Allah,'* for example, stole a leather bag belonging
to the Prophet? On one hand he wanted to establish that the Companions were ‘udu/so
that all Traditions coming from them should be considered as true, yet on the other
hand he could not deny the fact that there were some Companions who were of dubious
morality. In other words, there is a gap between doctrine and historical reality.

But the most disturbing fact of all is that some of the most important
Companions, such as ‘Al ‘A’ishah, Talhah, al-Zubayr and Mu‘awiyah, were involved
in the Fitnah. This was an event that was devastating for Muslims, resulting in many
deaths and in a society that was badly torn apart. How did the Traditionists reconcile
the Companions’ involvement in these civil wars with their supposed ‘ada/ah? How did
they explain this apparent contradiction?

There were various approaches taken within Sunni circles in an effort to cope
with this dilemma. The first was to refuse altogether to discuss the involvement of the
Companions in the Fitnah. Tbn Hanbal stresses that it is part of the Sunnah of the
previous generation (sa/af) to refrain from mentioning this dispute among the

147

Companions,'*” (while others said that it was even compulsory (wa&jib) to do so'*®). Al-

14 1bn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 1 : 150.

47 bn Hanbal in Fawwaz Ahmad Zamarli, ‘Ag4"id al-Salaf; 39, 41. Ton Hanbal refused even to talk
about the bad deeds of the generation following the Companions. Once Ibn Hanbal was asked whether
God cursed Yazid ibn Mu‘awiyah (the Umayyad Caliph who ordered the murder of al-Husayn). To this,
he answered that he prefered to refrain from discussing it. His reference is the Prophetic tradition, khayr
ummati qamni thumma al-ladhin yalinahum thumma al-ladhin yalunshum. Yazid is not a Companion,
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Awza‘T was also among those who held this view.'*® “That was the blood of which God
had purified our hands, so we should also purify our tongues of it,” says al-Shafii."*
Hence the only thing that could be done was respect them, ask their forgiveness, and

151

talk about them in positive terms.” Another approach was to minimize, or even to

negate, the role of the Companions in the Fitnah. In the case of the murder of ‘Uthman

132 Those who were present at

it was said that none of the Companions were involved.
the time had tried to stop the rebels, but were overwhelmed by the rebels’ superior
forces.!™ The Battle of Jamal furthermore occurred despite the best efforts of the
Companions to avoid it;'** it was neither ‘Ali‘s idea, nor Talhah’s, nor al-Zubayr’s, but

an initiative of the people of Basra."*’ At the Battle of Siffin moreover, less than one

but he belongs to first thummah al-Iadhina yalawnahum in the Prophetic Tradition (Fawwaz Ahmad
Zamali, ‘Aqa’id, 53).

1% Abil Ya'ld, Kitab al-Mu'tamad i Usul al-Din, ed. Wadi* Zaydan Haddad (Beirut: Dar al-Mashriq,
1974), 261.

'* Ibn Qudamah, Tafurim al-Nazar, 23

150 ALIfi, al-Mawagif ff “lIm al-Kalam (Beirut: *Alam al-Kutub, [1983]), 413. ‘Umar ibn *Abd al-
*AZiz said about the same thing, “That was the blood from which Allah has purified our swords, so we
should not dye our tongues with it” (al-Shawkani, Irshad al-Fuhul, 69; see also Ibn Sa‘d, al-Tabagat, S :
394).

5! Fawwaz Ahmad Zamarli, ‘Aqa’id, 39, 169; Ibn Qudamah, Lam'st al-I‘tigad (Damascus:
Manshurat al-Maktab al-Islami, 1964), 24; al-Iji, a/-Mawaqif, 413.

152 Nizam al-Din, Fawatih Rabharmit, 2 : 156.

153 Al-Nawawi, Shark Sahih Muslim, 7 : 158. In order to free the Companions from any responsibility
some maintained that the Companions really did not know that ‘Uthman had been surounded.

154 Tbn Kathir, a/-Ba‘ith, 98.
155 This is Hisham al-Fiti’s opinion. See al-Khayyat, Kitab al-Intisar wa-al-Radd ‘alé Ibn al-

Rawandi al-Mulhid ma Qasada bihi min al-Kadbab ‘ali al-Muslimin wa-al-Ta‘n ‘alayhim (Beirut: al-
Matba‘ah al-Kathulikiyah, 1957), 50.
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hundred Companions were involved on both ‘Ali‘s and Mu‘awiyah’s sides.'*® The third
approach was to recognize the involvement of the Companions in the Fitnah while at
the same time exempting them from errors by introducing the concept of ijjtihad The
basis for this argument was the prophetic tradition according to which people who
exercise Jjtihad will always be rewarded. If their jitihad is correct the reward is
doubled, but even if it is not, it will not go unrewarded. At the time of the Fitnah
however the situation was so unclear that the Companions’ Jjjtihad inevitably
contradicted itself. One group of Companions saw that the truth lay with a particular
side and so they decided to help that side against the other. Another group of
Companions, however, saw things in exactly the opposite way, while the rest, finding
themselves unable to make up their minds, withdrew from the two conflicting groups.'’
Because all groups had exercised their jjtzihad, whatever position each decided to take
was valid and it did not affect their ‘adalah.'*®

Muslims agree that the result of jjitihad is zanni (relative), which means that it
may be either right or wrong. However, in the case of “Ali, ‘A’ishah, Talhah, al-Zubayr
and Mu‘awiyah, who was to decide who was right and who wrong? The general opinion
of the Sunnis was in favor of ‘Ali. But this did not necessarily lead to full blame being
laid on his opponents. Somehow, Sunni authors tried to protect the reputations of the

other Companions as well. Hence they highlighted the fact that ‘A’ishah and al-Zubayr,

15¢ Ibn Kathir, a/-Baith, 182.
157 Al-Nawawi, Sharh, 158-9.

158 Al-Suyiiti, Tadrib al-Rawi, 400-401; al-Amidi, a/-Zhkam, 129-30;al-Shawkani, Irshad al-Fuhil, 69;
al-Taftazani, Hashiyah, 2 : 67; [bn Kathir, al-Ba‘ith, 98.
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realizing that the result of their jjtihad was wrong, withdrew from the battlefield, while
Talhah gave ‘AR his bay‘ah before he died.'* The reason why Mu‘awiyah fought ‘Al
was also explained along the same lines: Mu‘awiyah fought ¢ Ali not because he did not
accept the Imamah of ‘Ali and claimed it for himself, but because he held ‘Ali to be
responsible for the murder of ‘Uthman and thought that he was right in this.'®® The
language of expression was also carefully chosen. A statement such as “Ali was nearer
to the truth (hagg),”'® recognizes that Mu‘awiyah also shared the truth and ‘AR the
fault. But even if the basis of the Companions’ actions could not be discovered by
ijtihad and, consequently, they deserved no reward for their actions, they would still be
forgiven. This was attributed either to their repentance and their early attachment to
Islam, or because they had performed a sufficient number of good deeds (Aasanar) to
compensate for their faults.'®

Other views on the ‘adalah of the Companions generally fell into one of the

following categories: (1) there was no difference between the Companions and the rest

of the Muslim Community anywhere or at any time; (2) ‘adalah can only be applied to

159 Nizam al-Din, Fawatifi Rahumit, 2 : 156.

' Imam al-Haramayn al-Juwayni, Luma‘ al-Adillah fi Qawa‘id ‘Aqa‘id Ahl al-Sunnsh wa-al-
Jama ‘ah, ed.Fawqiyah Husayn Mahmud al-Khudayri (Beirut: ‘Alam al-Kutub, 1987), 129.

16! «“/KJina ‘Ali wa-ashabubiu agrab ild al-haqq min Mu‘iwiyah wa-ashabihi radiya Allah ‘anfhum
ajma Tn (Tbn Kathir, a/-Ba‘ith, 98); “wa-huwa (meaning ‘Ali) alyan ild al-haqq’ (Nizam al-Din, Fawatih
Rabumit, 2 : 156) .

162 The following Qur’anic verses are quoted to support the view: 46:16 and 15:47. See Abu Ya'ld,

al-Mu‘tamad, 261; Henri Laoust, La Profession de foi d'Ibn Taymiyya: texte, traduction et
commentaire de la Wasitiyya (Paris: P. Geuthner, 1986), 24 (Arabic text).

102



those who were close to the Prophet; (3) the ‘adalah of the Companions had to be
decided on the basis of their involvement in the Fitnah.

Abu al-Husayn al-Qattan held the first of these views. He grounded his
argument in the fact that some of the Companions committed evil deeds, such as
Wahshi, who killed Hamzah, or al-Walid, who drank wine. He proposed moreover that
any Companion who acted contrary to °‘adal/sh should no longer be considered a
Companion.'® The Traditionists refuted his argument by pointing out rightly that
Wahshi’s deeds before Islam could not be used to judge his status, although they could
not explain away the fact that the latter, even after accepting Islam, still often drank
wine.'® In the case of al-Walid they affirmed that evil deeds could not affect his status,
basing their argument on his Companionship: the virtue of a Companion is so great that
nothing can change it.'s®

Their discussion reveals two different understandings of the nature of
Companions. The Traditionists insisted on the fact that being a Companion and being
‘adil were inseparable concept. The Companions had to have been ‘wdul Their
foundation for this statement was their view of the virtue of Companionship. The
‘adalah of the Companions was not established on the basis of their daily activities, but
rather through self-affirmation. The Companions were ‘udul/ because they were

Companions. Nothing they did could ever alter their status. Al-Qattan on the other hand

163 Al-Sakhawi, Fath al-Mughith, 3 : 103-4.
154 Ibn *Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti'ab 4 : 1565.

165 Al-Sakhawi, Fath al-Mughith, 3 : 104.
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argued on the basis of the deeds of the Companions. He held that since the attribute of
‘adalah was instrinsic to being a Companion, those who had lost their ‘adalah would
also lose their Companionship. From this point of view, al-Qattan is more consistent.
The Traditionists were ambiguous about affirming the inseparability of ‘adal/ah from
Companionship. If the two were inseparable this would mean that one could not exist
without the other. But their affirmation that evil deeds cannot nullify Companionship
meant that what was eternal was the title of Companion itself. In other words ‘adalah
was not inherent in being Companion. It could be lost, whereas Companionship could
not. Behind the consistency of al-Qattan‘s argument there is a hint of what it is that the
Traditionists feared. If Companionship could vanish because of evil deeds, then the
most important factor in deciding ‘adalah was to judge actual deeds. This may have
been what al-Qattan sought to accomplish, i.e., establishing the high position of the
Companions by eliminating the evil-doers from their ranks. But the consequence of his
statement is obvious: that being a Companion has nothing to do with ‘adalah . The
Companions should be treated like other Muslims.

Among those who held the second view were Al-Maziri'® and al-Mawardi.'®’
They explained that ‘adalah did not belong to those who only saw the Prophet or
visited him for a short while. The only ones who truly possessed this attribute were
those who were closely attached to the Prophet and helped him. This could mean either

that al-Maziri and al-Mawardi accepted the Traditionists’ definition of the Companions

166 Quoted in al-Suyiti, Tadrib al-Riwi, 401.

167 Al-Shawkani, Irshad al-Fuhul, 70.
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as whoever met the Prophet and died a Muslim but refused to apply the attribute of
‘adalah to all of the Companions, or that they rejected the definition of the Traditionists
and bestowed the attribute of ‘adal/ah only on those who were closely attached to the
Prophet. It would be interesting to know how al-Maziri and al-Mawardi defined the
Companions. Based on their statements alone, however, we can see that their position
seems to have been closer to the Traditionists. They did not question their
Companionship, only their ‘adalah.

But as far as the ‘adalah of the Companions was concerned, what was it that
determined the attitude of al-Maziri and al-Mawardi: deeds (as in the case of al-Qattan)
or status (as in the case of the Traditionists)? The fact that they excluded those who
only saw the Prophet from possessing the quality of ‘2di/ does not alone permit us to
say that they were on the Traditionists’ side. But neither can we range them on al-
Qattan‘s side, for they acknowledged the automatic ‘ada/ak of those who were closely
attached to the Prophet. They fall in between the two positions. The Traditionists
resented this, since, if this view were to be accepted then many Companions, who had
never been closely connected to the Prophet, would have to be excluded along with the
Prophetic Traditions that they narrated.'®® Hence there was a clear connection between
the Traditionists’ refusal of any attempt at restricting the definition of the Companions

and their determination to preserve the number of the Traditions.'®

168 Al-Suyuti, Tadrib al-Rawi, 401.

169 1t is likely that [bn al-Anbari separates the issue of morality and the refusal or the acceptance of
Traditions out of the willingness to protect the number of Traditions. According to him the concept of
‘adalah has nothing to do with affirming the attribute of ‘smak to the Companions or with allowing
ma ‘siyah to them. It is related to the acceptance of their riwayal (see al-Shawkani, Irshad al-Fufiud, 70)
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The third view was held by the Mu‘tazilis. Basically, they agreed that the
involvement of the Companion in the Fitnah affected their Companionship, although as
to the extent to which it caused damage the Mu‘tazilis disagreed. The disagreement
ranged from a pro-Traditionist to an anti-Traditionist stance. As we noted earlier, the
Traditionists admitted in principle that the Fitnah had indeed happened, but they
maintained that it did not have any influence on the status of the Companions. One
wing of the Mu‘tazilis, however, went further than the Traditionists did in asserting
that the Fitnah never happened. This view was attributed to the Hishamis, i.e., the
followers of Hisham ibn ‘Amr al-Fuwati (d. between 227/842 and 232/847).'” They
maintained that, * ‘Uthman was never surrounded and was never assassinated.”” Of
course it would have been naive to deny the historicity of the event, and this is not what
Hisham intended to do. It seems that his aim was to underline that the words
“surrounded” and “assassinated” were not appropriate to describe the events as they
occurred, for they implied passivity on the part of other Companions. “‘Uthman was
never surrounded, certainly not in a twinkling of an eye, because had he been
surrounded while the (other) Companions were present, these Companions would have
been guilty of sinful actions (fzsagd) in not defending ‘Uthman.”'” The motive is clear.
He wanted to save the reputation of the Companions. The same motive led him to say

that the Battle of Jamal was neither the will of *Ali, nor that of Talhah, nor that of al-

170 « /F]a-amma al-fitan wa-al-hurib al-wiqi‘sh bayn al-Sahababh, fa-al-Hishamiyah ankans wuqu‘ahs"
(al-Tji, al-Mawagqif; 413).

7! 1bid., 417.

7 Al-Khayyat, a/-Intisar, 50.
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Zubayr; it was rather that of their followers."” Hisham lived during the reign of al-
Ma’mun (198-218/813-33),'™ during which time the Mihnah against the Traditionists
was being intensively pursued. The similarity of Hisham’s views on the Companions to
those of the Traditionists is unique. For al-Ma’mun, who propagated the Mu‘tazili
doctrine, he was an obstacle, but for the Traditionists he was a hero. Hisham exercised a
great influence both among the khissah (the elite) and the ‘2ammab (the people).'”® The
‘ammah did not favor the Mu‘tazili cause for, in spite of official support, its adherents
were unable to win the sympathy of the people. The ‘ammak could only mean the
people who were under the influence of the Traditionists. The harsh attack launched by
the Mu‘tazilis with the help of al-Ma’mun was reason enough to explain why Hisham,
though a Mu‘tazili, was able to win the support of the people. While the Mu‘tazilis
must bave found it difficult to deal with Hisham, since he was part of their circle, the
people were able to appreciate him. His views on the Companions, as well as on
others,'’® were not common amongst the Mu‘tazlis. He was an anomaly. Inasmuch as he
was both a Mu‘tazili and a favorite of the Traditionist element, Hisham wielded

considerable influence. Al-Ma’mun was likely well aware of the threat his position and

popularity represented to the established order.'”

17 Ibid.

'7* This is inferred from Ibn al-Murtadd, 7abagat al-Mu‘tazilah, 61
175 Ibid.

176 «rW}a-gad tafarrada Hisham bi-masa’il,” ibid.

177 «/KJana idha dakbala ‘alé al-Ma 'min yatsharraku hattd yakada yaqumu,” ibid.
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This element in his thinking nevertheless showed a Mu‘tazili color. He
concluded that the involvement of the Companions in the Fitnah endangered their
Companionship. For if in fact they were ever involved in it, they could be accused of
being fasiqun, meaning that they were no longer believers. It was to prevent the
Companions from falling into this category that Hisham made an effort to disassociate
them from any involvement. The Traditionists, even though they attempted something
similar, would never even have considered the possibility of applying the epithet
‘unbeliever’ to a Companion. To understand this point we have to see the views of the
generality of Mu‘tazilis on the Companions and to situate them in the general context
of their doctrines.

One of the Mu‘tazilis’ main doctrines was that of a/-manzilah bayn al-
manzilatayn. According to this doctrine Muslims who committed great sins were
neither believers nor infidels, for the Qur’anic description of believers and infidels could
not be applied to them. Thus their precise position was in between these two
categories.'’® This sort of categorization was applied to every Muslim who had
committed a great sin, including the Companions. But, when the great Companions
came into conflict, it was certainly not always easy to decide which one was wrong and
which one right. Thus, what Wasil and his followers did was admit that one of the
conflicting parties must have been wrong and that basically all of them were potentially
liable to be blamed. ‘Uthman, ‘Ali and Talhah may therefore have been wrong, and very

possibly faced eternal damnation as a result.'”

178 See H. S. Nyberg, “al-Mu‘tazila,” in SEL

179 ALTji, al-Mawagif, 415.
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The other Mu‘tazilis did not hold such an intricate position. Instead of admitting
the possibility of errors in both parties, they blamed both groups or singled out
individuals whom they felt were responsible for all errors. Hence while ‘Amr and his
followers proclaim that both parties are fasigun,'® others use ‘Ali as the determining
figure in this issue. Those who fought ‘All were therefore not ‘udul'®' Behind this
statement was the conviction that ‘Ali was in the right, and that those who had fought
him were wrong. The ‘ad2/ah of the Companions here is not decided by their deeds or
their virtue but by their closeness to ‘Al

In spite of these differences, all of the views discussed above ultimately led to
the same consequence. The suspension of judgment, as in the case of Wasil’s view,
resulted in obscurity regarding the legal status of these Companions. Since it is not
known which one was right, we cannot establish with certainty that either of these
parties was ‘adil therefore the testimony of both parties should be rejected. This is
similar to the final judgment of ‘Amr ibn ‘Ubayd: since both parties were fasigun their
testimony must have been rejected.'® The same can be said of those who were against
‘Ali. In the eyes of the Traditionists, this was an insult to such an important figure.

In summing up we can say that the question of ‘adalah is important for several

reasons. First, it is the basis on which the acceptability of their transmission of Islamic

150 Thid.

181 Al-‘Iraqi, al-Taqyid, 302; Tbn al-Hajib, Muntahd, 80; al-Taftazani, Hashiyah, 2 : 68; al-Bihari,
Musallam al-Thubuat, 2 : 119; al-Shawkani, Irshad al-Fuhul, 70; al-‘Iraqi, Fath al-Mughith, 4 : 342; al-
Sakhawi, Fath al-Mughith, 3 : 104.

182 Al-Tji, al-Mawagqif; 413.
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teaching (especially in the form of the Prophetic Traditions) is established. Second, it
has a decided impact on how one defines a Companion. Questioning their ‘adalah was
seen as a threat to the status they enjoyed as Companions. In the case of the
involvement of the Companions in the Fitnah, the Traditionists tried to explain it in
such a way that their positions as Companions were secured, (although their
explanations, as we will see in Chapter Four, do not always stand up to historical
analysis).

The controversy over the ‘adal/ah of the Companions certainly had an impact on
the writers of biographical dictionaries of the Companions. As was discussed above in
Chapter One, these works were authored by Traditionists who were concerned to
preserve the Prophetic Traditions. To establish their sound transmission, the
Traditionists had to engage in extemsive research in order to give the best possible
accounts of these Companions, including their relation to the Prophet and their
contribution to the Islamic community. However, since this kind of project requires an
extensive knowledge of history (familiarity with the events surrounding the Battle of
Badr itself, for example, is essential for establishing the number of Companions who
participated in it and what each of them contributed to winning it), only Traditionists
who were familiar with historical writings were in a position to discharge this task. Ibn
Sa‘d, Tbn ‘Abd al-Barr, Ibn al-Athir, al-Dhahabi and Ibn Hajar all fulfilled this
requirement. But there was certainly a risk involved in citing such authorities. The
historians, such as al-Wagqidi and Ibn al-Kalbi, were not as concerned to protect the
adalsh of the Companions as the Traditionists were. Thus in the hands of these

historians the involvement of the Companions in the questionable events of early
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Islamic history--the Fitnah being—ome of them--was often discussed in great detail,
revealing behaviour and attitudes that the Traditionists might have preferred to ignore.
When the writers of biographical dictionaries consulted the historians’ works in order to
give a fuller account of a particular Companion, much information detrimental to the
‘adalah of the Companions found its way into their writings. In other words the
biographical dictionaries were a means through which the historians’ outlook on the
Companions entered the Traditionists’ circle. The more these dictionaries were read by
the students of Traditions, the more widely these historians’ views were spread. This
was a dilemma for guardians of the Traditions like Tbn al-Salah.'®® They were well
aware of the danger that the biographical dictionaries posed to the elevated reputation
tha;t the Traditionists were trying to build for the Companions. Yet on the other hand
they could not prohibit their students from using these dictionaries since "they were
indispensable for studying the Traditions.

This dilemma seems to have confronted the writers of the biographical
dictionaries themselves. It has been said that the paradox of maintaining the ‘ada/sh of
the Companions on one hand and the need to present a fuller account on the biography
of the Companions on the other created ambiguity. This paradox may help to explain
the lack of information on the attitudes of the Companions during the Battle of Siffin in
Ibn Sa‘d’s biographical dictionary. In other words had there not been such a paradox,

more names might have appeared in the latter’s work.

'8 See pp. 19-20.
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CHAPTER III

GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION OF THE COMPANIONS

In Chapter Two we discussed the importance of the Companions to the
preservation of Prophetic Traditions. Assessing the correctness of these Traditions
depended at least partly on the correct identification of the Companions; hence the main
task of the Traditionists was to account for the Companions in such a way that
information on them could be easily accessed by those wanting to learn the Traditions.
In doing so the Traditionists had to overcome many impediments, one of the most
difficult of which was the wide range of the Companions’ geographical distribution. The
latter had, after all, dispersed widely throughout the Empire.! Their names and other
information concerning them were constantly in danger of disappearance.

If we want to know the settlement patterns of the Companions in the various
regions and other details on their lives we are faced with the same problem: the scarcity
of information. Thus it is fortunate that some scholars like Ibn Sa‘d classified the
Companions on the basis of their geographical location. The Companions who lived in
Basra, for example, were placed in one group, as were the Companions who lived in
Kufa, Syria and so on. But as soon we read his work we find out that his list is so
limited that any comprehensive study of the geographical distribution of the
Companions would be virtually impossible if based solely on his work. To fill this gap

we have to look at other sources. Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, Ibn al-Athir, al-Dhahabi and Ibn

! Al-Hakim Al-Nisaburi, Ma‘rifat ‘Ulim al-Hadith (Beirut: al-Maktab al-Tijari lil-Tiba‘ah wa-ai-
Tawzi* wa-al-Nashr, 1977), 24-5; Ibn Sa‘d, al-Tabagat al-Kubrd (Beirut: Dar al-Sadir, n.d.), 2: 371.



Hajar al-‘Asqalani did not arrange the entries in their biographical dictionaries
according to the Companions’ geographical distribution. Nevertheless, information
relating to the whereabouts of individual Companions is sometimes mentioned, although
only in passing. When all this information, however, is collected, a rather long list can
be produced. Of course the list is far from final, but it may shed more light on the

geographical distribution of the Companions.

1. Expressions of Geographical Location

First of all it should be pointed out that authors’ statements on the settlements
in Iraq, Syria and Egypt varied in terms of precision. In speaking of Iraq, for example,
they are often very specific about where these Companions actually resided. Thus they
never say “sakana al-‘Irag” but rtather “sakana al-Basraki’ or “sakana al-Kufah,”
depending on the city involved. In the case of Syria however these authors are less
consistent. Sometimes they use a general statement like “sakana al-Sham’ and
sometimes a more specific one such as “sakana Hims” As for the early Muslim
settlements in Egypt these authors consistently employ “Mjisr.”’ The cases of Syria and
Egypt, therefore, call for some explanation before we can finally decide what these
expressions actually refer to. These issues will be discussed below when we come to the
subject of settlement. For now it is sufficient to state that whereas in the case of Syria
each term will be accepted according to its literal meaning, i.e., “a/-Shani’ as Syria,

“Hims’ as Hims and so on, in the case of Egypt “Misr,” will be identified as Fustat.
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How can we know that a particular Companion lived in a particular place? There
are a number of words employed in the biographical dictionaries to indicate the
geographical location of the Companions. The most important ones are “nazala”
“sakana,” “ya’ nisbah’and “ahl” Thus the fact that a Companion lived in Basra, for
example, might be indicated by the words “saksna al-Basrah,” “nazala al-Basrah,” “al-
Basri "ot “ahl al-Basrah.” Another question that arises is whether each of these words
gives any idea of the length of the time that a particular Companion spent in a particular
place. To put it differently: did those of whom it is said “sakana al-Basrah’ live longer
in Basra than those described by the phrase “nazala al-Basrah’? Does “al-Basri "ot “ahl
al-Basrah” indicate that he was a native of Basra, and “sakana al-Basrah’ imply that he
was originally from another place and then came to reside in Basra? It is not easy to
answer these questions. But analyzing the use of these words in different contexts may
yield some clues.

“Sakand’ is certainly onme of clearest statements indicating the close relation
between a person and a place. Hence there is no doubt that those who are described as
“sakana al-Basrah’ for example, were indeed long-term residents of Basra. To see this
point clearer one can compare the use of “sakans’ and that of “nazala.”

“fa-nazala Abu Musd hina’idhin bi-al-Kufah wa-sakanaha’™
“nazala (Zayd ibn Arqam) al-Kufah wa-sakanaha.™

“nazala (Damrah ibn al-Husayn) Misr fa-sakanaha’™
“nazala ‘Adi ibn Hatim al-Kufah wa-sakanaha.”™

2 Ibn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab ff Ma‘rifat al-Ashab (Berut: Dar al-Jil, 1992), 3 : 980.
? Ibid., 2 : 535.
* Ion Hajar, al-Isabah fi Tamyiz al-Sahabah (Beirut: Dar al-Kitab al-‘Arabi, n.d.), 2: 203.

° Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-Isti'ab, 3 : 1085.
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“nazala ( ‘Amr ibn Hurayth) al-Kufah wa-ibtand biha dar wa-sakanaha. "

“nazala Jarir al-Kufah wa-sakanaha wa-lahu biha dar.”’

‘“wa-kana ( ‘Ugbah ibn ‘Amr) qad nazala al-Kiufah wa-sakapnaha.™®

“Kana ‘Uthman qad aqta‘a Sa‘id ard bi-al-Kufah, fa-nazalaha wa-sakanaha ild an

mata’®
These kinds of statements all point to one interpretation: namely, that “sakana’ was
used to indicate the permanent attachment of a person to a place. Unlike “nazala”
which is used to describe a beginning or an intermediary state (see below), “sakana’
points to the end of the process. A person first took up residence in (“nazals”) a place,
then later decided whether he wanted to stay, dwell (“sakana’) there or not.

The second expression used to indicate a close geographical attachment is the

“ya’ pisbah.” *“Shami for instance indicates a resident of Syria. Of Abu al-Ghadiyah al-
Juhani it is said “sakana al-Sham wa-nazala Wasit ... yu‘addu ff al-Shamiyin.”'° Here we

9 ¢

find three words used to describe al-Juhani‘s attachment to Syria: “sakana,” “nazala”
and “ya’ nishah.” “Sakana al-Sham’ and “al-Shamiyin’ here bring the same message
that Abu al-Ghadiyah permanently resided in Syria.
In other places the “ya’ nisbah” gives more information, i.e., the place of origin:
“Abif Rafi* ... Madan nazals al-Basrah.™"'

“ ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Ya ‘mar ... Makki sakana al-Kufah.”"
“Qabisah ibn Dhu’ayb ... Madani nazala al-Sham.”">

¢ Ibid., 3 : 1127.

7 Ibid.,1 : 238.

® Ibid., 3 : 1075.

? Ibid.,2 : 618.

1° Ibid., 4 : 1725.

'! Ibn Hajar, al-Isabah, 4 : 74.

12 Ibid.,2 :417.
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“Abd Rubm ... Kufi nazala al-Sham."*

These sentences tell us that Abu Rafi, who was originally from Mcdina, resided in
Basra. Likewisc ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Ya‘mar was originally from Mecca but resided in
Kufa. This means that not all the people of Mecca (“Makki ), for example, resided
(“sakana’or “nazala’) there. ‘Abd al-Rahman was a Meccan but resided in Kufa. Al-
Jarud ibn al-Mu‘alfi al-° Abdi resided in Bahrayn but was still counted as a Basran (“qgad
kana sakana fi al-Babrayn wa-lakinnahu yu‘addu i al-Basriyin’)."> Of Yazid ibn al-
Mundhir, Ibn Hajar says, ‘“Basri sakana Misr thumma Ifiiqiyah thumma raja‘a ild al-
Basrah.”'® He was originally from Basra, then he resided in Egypt and then in Africa
(Tunisia), before finally returning to Basra.

The same author however can sometime give rather ambiguous information. Of
‘Ubayd ibn Dubayy, Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr says, “ ‘Ubayd ibn Dubayy al-Jahdami, Basri,
sakana al-Basrah”"'’ Since usually only one expression is used to describe the
geographical base, i.e., in this case either “Basri “or “sakana al-Basrah,” the use of both
expressions for a single person by the same author arouses curiosity. The statement
implies that there were people who were Basrans but did not reside in Basra. Thus to
avoid any misunderstanding, Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr underlines that ‘Ubayd was a Basran and

still resided in Basra, not somewhere else. Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr’s information on Ayman ibn

B Ibid.,3 : 254.

" Ibid., 4 : 72.

' 1bn *Abd al-Barr, af-Isti‘ab, | : 263.
' tbn Hajar, al-Isabah, 3 : 625.

'7 Ibn * Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1016.
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Khuraym even explicitly supports the argument that the “ya’ nisbah’ was used to
indicate “a/-gs/” that is the place of origin: “Huwa Shamj al-asl, nazalas al-Kufah.'® On
the other hand, in stating where Yazid ibn al-Akhnas resided, Ibn al-Athir says “qgala Ibn
Sa‘d sakana al-Kufah, wa-gala ghayruhu Shami.”*° For Ibn al-Athir to have used “ya’
nishak’” opposite “sakana’ in such a construction, he must have understood that “ya’
nisbal’ has the same meaning as “sakana,” i.e., that both describe the permanent
geographical residence.

Having said that, we still have to remember that not all instances of “ya’ nisbah”
indicate origin. There is a dispute among our authors as to whether Rabi‘ah ibn Rawa’
al-°Ansi and Rabi‘ah ibn Rawh al-‘ Ansi are actually one person. Ibn Hajar believes that
these two names actually refer to the same person. His argument is that there was a
tashif (misreading) of his father’s name (Rawh being a misreading of Rawa’ or vice
versa). Ibn al-Athir however argues that the two names refer to two persons. For him,
Rabi‘ah ibn Rawa’ is not the same as Rabi‘ah ibn Rawh. After seeing the Prophet, Ibn
al-Athir continues, while the former returned to his country, the latter resided in Medina
and thus came to be called Madani.*® The relevant point for our discussion is that
although Rabi‘ah ibn Rawh was not originally from Medina, nonetheless he is described

- . xr"

in the sources as Madani. Qays ibn al-Haytham is said to be “Shams "(a Syrian) and

> 99

“Basri ”(a Basran) at the same time.?' It is of course impossible that both Basra and

18 Ibid.,1 : 129.
19 Ibn al-Athir, Usd a/-Ghabah f Ma ‘rifat al-Sahabah ([Cairo]: al-Sha'b, [1970]-1973), 5 : 474-5.
2% Ibn Hajar, a/-Isabah, 1 : 495.

2! “Qays ibn al-Haytham al-Shami al-Basri” ( Ibn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1302).

117



Syria here should both refer to the land of his birth. One must be his place of origin,
while the other must be the place where he came to settle later on. It is not easy to
decide which one is which.

The third expression which functions exactly as “ya’ nisbak” is “ahl” Like “ya’
nisbah” “ahl” indicates in the first place a close (permanent) relationship between a
person and a place, then also points to origin. It is said of Bilal ibn al-Harith: “Bilal ibn
al-Harith al-Muzani min ahl al-Madinab ... wa-kana yaskunu wara’ al-Madinah thumma
tahawwala ila al-Basrah (Bilal ibn al-Harith al-Muzani is a native of Medina ... he used
to reside outside of Medina and then he moved to Basra).”?* Of Malik ibn °Atahiyah it is
said, “ma‘dud fi ahl Misr min al-Sahabah wa-fiha suknaha ([Malik ibn ‘Atahiyah] is
counted among the native Companions of Misr > and there he resided).”** On other
occasions “ahl/’ is also used to indicate originality:

1125

“Abu ‘Aqrab al-Bakri ... kana min ahl Makkah thumma sakana al-Basrah.
“Sufyan ibn ‘Abd Allgh .. ma‘did ff ahl al-Ta’if ... yu‘addu ff al-Basriyin."*°
“Ribah ibn al-Rabi* ... yu‘addu ff abl al-Madinah wa-nazala al-Basrah.™’
“Sahl ibn Sakhr al-Laythi ... yu‘addu £ ahl al-Madinah sakana al-Basrah.™**
“<Abd Allah ibn al-Harith ... min abl al-Madinah wa-sakana al-Basrah.””

2 1bn Hajar, al-Isabah, 1 : 168.

2 On the meaning of misr, see pp. 151-2.

24 Ibn *Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1354.

25 Ibn Hajar, al-Isabah, 4 : 136.

26 [bn “Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 2 : 630.

27 Thid., 2 : 486; “min ahl al-Madinah, nazala al-Basrali’ (Ibu al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 2 : 202)
2% Ibn al-Athir, Usd a/-Ghabah, 2 : 473.

2 Ibid., 3 : 201.
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Abu ‘Agrab who was originally from Mecca, Sufyan ibn ‘Abd Allah who was originally
from Ta’if, and Ribah ibn al-Rabi‘, Sahl ibn Sakhr and ‘Abd Allah ibn al-Harith who
were originally from Medina, all came to Basra to stay there.

Unlike “sakana,” “ya’ nisbah “and “ahl” “pazala” is used to indicate several
different types of geographical attachment. When we were discussing the use of
“sakans’ we noticed that “nazals’ is employed as an expression indicating a temporary
stay. However, Ibn Sa’d uses “nazala” in the heading of some sections of his book, a/-
Tabagat al-Kubrd. For example, the Companions who resided in Kufa are grouped under
the heading “7Tasmiyat Man Nazala al-Kufah min Ashab Rasul Allah."*® Here the verb
“nazald’ is given the same force as “sakana’” “ya’ nisbak’and “ahl” Nevertheless we
read the following of al-Zibirqan ibn Badr: “kana yanzilu ard Bani Tamim bi-badiyat
al-Basrah, wa-kana yanzilu al-Basrah kathiran.””' The first “yanzil’ indicates that the
permanent home of al-Zibirqan was in the desert (“badiyvak’) outside of Basra, while
the second is used only to inform us that he often spent some time in Basra. Had it
meant that al-Zibirqan also resided in Basra permanently (so that he had two permanent
homes: one in the desert and the other in Basra) the word “kathiran” would have not
been used here. The description would have been like that made of Tha‘labah ibn al-
Hakam al-Laythi, “nazals al-Basrah wa-al-Kufak;”* or that of Abu Fatimah al-Laythi,

“sakana al-Sham wa-sakana Misr aydan,"> or that of ‘Umayr ibn al-Aswad al-‘Ansi,

% Ibn Sa‘d, a/-Tabagqat, 6 : 5.
M Ibid.,7 : 37.

32 Al-Dhahabi, Tajrid Asma’ al-Sakiabah, ed. Silih *Abd al-Hakim Sharaf al-Din (Bombay: Sharaf al-
Din al-Kutubi, 1960-70), 1 : 66.

33 Ton *Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti‘ab, 4 :1726.
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“sakana Darayya min Dimashq wa-sakana Hims aydan*'-all of which indicate
explicitly that these people had two fixed residences.

Sometimes we are able to discover how long a person had to spend in a place in
order for the term “nazala’ to be used in reference to it. This is the case with Ibn Hajar’s
statement: “Shurayh ibn al-Harith ... nazala al-Basrah sab‘ sinin.’*® Here we leamn
specifically that Shurayh ibn al-Harith resided seven years in Basra and that his stay
could still be described as “nazala’” In another instance this kind of information is
obtained indirectly. Ibn Sa’d counts Khuzaymah ibn Thabit among the Companions who
resided in Kufa. His arrival in Kufa and the time of his death are both recorded.
“Khuzaymah ibn Thabit min al-Ansar wa-yukni Aba ‘Umarah, wa-huwa Dhu al-
Shahadatayn, wa-qadima al-Kufah ma‘a ‘Ali ibn Abr Talib fa-lam yazal ma‘ahu hattd
qutila bi-Siffin sanat sab‘ wa-thalathin, wa-lIahu “agib.”*® This is all the information that
Ibn Sa‘d provides for Khuzaymah ibn Thabit. Since Khuzaymah was one of the Ansar,
we can safely assume that he originally resided in Medina before going to Kufa with
‘Ali. ‘Ali left Medina in the year 36/656. He entered Kufa about a month after Jamal,
which took place in Jumad4 al-Akhir 36/656. Siffin on the other hand occurred between
Dhu al-Hijjah 36/656 and Safar 37/657. If Khuzaymah was killed at the end of the
Battle of Siffin, this would have made his effective residence in Kufa one of only seven

or eight months, or perhaps even less since he had already left Kufa for Siffin before

3* Ibn Hajar, a/-Isabah, 3 : 120.
 Ibid., 2 : 144.

' Ibn Sa‘d, a/-Tabaqat, 6 : 51.
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Dhu al-Hijjah 36/656. For this length of stay, Ibn Sa’d considered the verb nazala
appropriate.

Thus as far as “nazals’ is concerned, we can say that it was the most flexible
expression available to Ibn Sa‘d and others. It covers a wide variety of residential
concepts: a short visit, as in the case of Salman al-Farisi, “fa-kana idha nazala al-Sham
nazala ‘ala Abi al-Darda’™ repeated short visits as in the case of al-Zibirqan ibn Badr
above and in that of ‘Umran ibn al-Husayn, “aslama gadiman ... wa-lam yazal fi bilad
qawmihi wa-yanzilu ila al-Madinah kathiran ili an qubida al-Nabi (he converted to
Islam early ... yet he remained in the land of his tribe and often visited Medina until the
Prophet died);™*® a seven or eight months’ stay as in the case of Khuzaymah ibn Thabit;
a seven years’ stay as in the case of Shurayh ibn al-Harith; and even an unspecified
permanent stay as in the case of those whose geographical status could just as easily

1 ¢ —

have been described by the words “sakana,” “ya’ nisbah’ and “ahl”

Another clue to an individual’s geographical base can be found in references to
occupations such as those of wali and gadi, occupations which led to many people being
sent to particular regions. In such cases the length of the stay varied. Shurayh ibn Harith
held the office of gadr in Kufa for fifty-three years.>® Others held such posts for as little

as a year. One of the recommendations in ‘Umar’s testament (wasiyah) was not to

install someone in an office for longer than one year.*’ This was of course in order to

37 fbn *Abd al-Barr, a/-/sti*ab, 2 : 637.
8 Ibn Sa‘d, al-Tabaqat, 7 : 9.
3% [bn Hajar, a/-Isabah, 2 : 144.

“ Ibid., 2 : 352.
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prcvent people from accumulating powcr, whether political or cconomic. But no matter
how short a timc thcy resided in a given place, it still gives us clucs as to gcographical
distribution and pattcrns of alignmcent. Was a pcrson who held an officc in a given place
actually identified with that place, so much so that terms such as “sakana”’ or “ahl’could
be applied to them? Of Sufyan ibn ‘Abd Allah al-Thaqafi, Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr says,
“ma‘dud {7 ahl al-Ta’if, lahu Suhbah wa-sima‘ wa-riwayah, kana ‘amil li-‘Umar ibn al-
Khattab ‘ald al-Ta’if wallzhu ‘alayha idh ‘azala “Uthman ibn AbT al-‘As ‘anha, wa-
nagala ‘Uthmaun ibn al-‘As hina’idbin ild al-Bahrayn, yu‘addu fi al-Basriyin (he was
counted as one of the people of Ta’if, he had Companionship, had heard something
(from thc Prophct) and narrated (somcthing from thc Prophct), hc was a governor of
‘Umar in Ta’if, appointed there as the governor when ‘Umar dismissed ‘Uthman ibn Abi
ala‘Zs from thc post and moved the latter to Bahrayn, and was countcd among thc
people of Basra).”' Here Sufyan ibn ‘Abd Allah is associated with two places Ta’if
(“ahl al-Ta’if ) and Basra (“al-Basriyin’). As for Ta’if two terms of description are
used: “24/” and “wallah.” From the text itself it is not clear whether he was counted as
a man of Ta’if because he was the wali of Ta’if or because he was originally from
Ta’if. He might already have resided in Ta’if before he became its wa/. This cannot be
solved until information comes to light as to where he was born, Ta’if or Basra. Were
wc ablc to dccide, for cxamplc, that Basra was his placc of origin, wc could thcn
determine that in fact there is a positive relation between being a walf of a place and

bccoming an inhabitant of that placc. Or could wc dccidc that Basra was his

*! Ibn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 2 : 630.
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“hometown’ based on the fact that his tribe Thaqif was one of the major tribes in
Basra? (See Table IV).

Some other expressions, though raxely used, indicate different degrees of
geographical attachment. When a person is reported to have moved (tahawwals,
intagals)® to a particular place, this new place might be considered as his new
permanent residence. The same is true of the word “mip,” (meaning “part of” or
“from™).*® “Ikhtatta’ is another expression of geographical attachment. It has been
debated whether khittah is an expression used to refer to a well-planned city or a chaotic
and un-planned city.* Without going into the details of this debate, we would point out
that khittah also indicates the right of a pexson to a piece of land without involving
ownership.** At the time of the expansion of Islam this right was given to persons who
had participated in the conquest.*® Hence, the existence of khittah dates back to this

original construction.”’ It does not follow however that a person who was entitled to a

2 Some examples of this are: Haml ibn Malik, “tahswwala ild al-Basrali’ (Ibn Sa'd, al-Tabagat, 7 :
33); Ma'qil ibn Yasar, “tahawwala ila al-Basrah” (ibid., 7 : 14); Thabit ibn al-Dahhak, “intagala ila al-
Basrali” (Tbn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 1 : 205; Ibn Hajax, al-Isabah, 1 : 271).

“ For example, Maysarah al-Fajr, who is described as “muin a°‘rab al-Basrah’ (al-Dhahabi, Tajrid, 2 :
99).

“ For this discussion see Jamel Akbar, “Khatta and the Territorial Structure of Early Muslim
Towns,” in Muqgarnas, 6 (1989): 22-32, and the works cited there.

43 Ibid, 23.

“6 That there was a relation between the conquest and the distribution of khiftafis can be seen in the
following examples. Ka‘b ibn ‘Adi: “shahida fath Misar wa-ikhtatta biha’ (Ibn Hajar, al-Isabah, 3 : 283),
‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Udays: “shahida fath Misr wa-lahu biha khittah” (Ibid., 2 : 336), Busr ibn Artah:
“shahida fath Misr ws-ikhtatta biha” (Ibid., 1 : 152), Buhur ibn Dubu': “shahida lath Misr wa-ikhtatta
bika” (Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 1 : 189). However this was not always the rule. Sometimes a khittah
could be bought, as in the case of Yazid ibn Asad who bought a khsttah in Kufa (Tbn Sa‘'d, a/-Tabaqat, 7 :
428).

“7 A.R. Guest, “The Foundation of Fustat and the Khittahs of that Town,” Joumal of the Royal
Asiatic Society of Graet Britain and Ireland (January, 1907), 57.
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khiteah in a place necessarily resided there,*® or even had a home there.” Likewise the
expression “aqta‘a.” Having an iqta‘ in a place did not necessarily mean that a certain
person resided in that place. Furat ibn Hayyan had an /gf2“ in Bahrayn, but resided in
Kufa.*

So far we have discussed the expressions which positively relate a person to a
particular place. It would also be useful to know what expressions tend to indicate
geographical attachment but which in fact do not, or do not always do so. One example
is the expression “/ahu dar (he has a house).” Having a house in a particular place does
not always indicate that the owner of the house stayed there. So although Shaqran had a
house in Basra, he resided (sakana) in Medina.* Zinbagh ibn Salamah, although he had
a home in Damascus, was nonetheless counted as a Palestinian.” Also the place of death
cannot be used as an indication of domicile. Those who died or were buried in Basra

cannot be said to have lived there. (We do not include people like al-Harith ibn

8 Or vice versa: those who stayed in a place did not necessarily have a khiftaf there. Abil Muslim al-
Sadafi resided in Egypt but he did not possess a kksttah in that region (Ibn Hajar, al-Isabah, 1 : 217).

*° Abi ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Fibri had a khittah in Egypt, but did not build anything except a fence
around it. He left for Syria and died there. Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam, Futuh Misr wa-Akhbarufia, ed. Charles C.
Torrey (New Haven: Yale University Press, n.d.), 135.

50 Ibn Hajar, a/-Isabah, 3 : 195.

5! Ibid., 2 : 150.

52 Ybn Hajar, a/-Isabah, 1 : 533. Thawban ibn Bujdud had three houses--one in Egypt, one in Hims and

one in Ramallah—-but the house where he lived permanently was the one located in Ramallah (Tbn al-
Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 1 : 296).
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Mukhashin in the list for Basra for this reason).” Ka‘b ibn ‘Ujrah died in Medina, but he
did not stay there. He resided in Kufa.>*

One might imagine that there would be a relationship between the place where a
person’s Traditions circulated and the place where he lived. Those whose Traditions
circulated in Syria, for example, must have lived in Syria too. Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr’s
account of Abu Salm4 seems to support this idea. According to him, Abu Salmd was
Syrian because his Traditions were Syrian, “yu‘addu Abu Salm4 fi al-Shamiyin Ii-anna
hadithahu Shami.”>° But this was not the case, or at least not an indication that we can
rely on. According to Ibn al-Athir, both Ibn Mandah and Abu Nu‘aym committed this
kind of mistake exactly because they thought that there was a relationship between the
place where a Tradition was circulated and the place where the Companion lived. Ibn
Mandah and Abu Nu‘aym reported a Tradition from Hawshab containing the Prophet’s
pronouncement about the dead body of a boy. Learning that the Tradition of Hawshab
had been brought from Egypt, they thought that Hawshab himself must have been an
Egyptian (Misri), and based on this, they decided that this Hawshab must have been
different from Hawshab Dhu Zulaym, who was a Syrian (Shami). Ibn al-Athir demurred.
He said that the boy had died in Hims. Hawshab, who witnessed the dead body, must
also have been in Hims too. Ibn Mandah and Abu Nu‘aym should not have thought that

there was another Hawshab who was an Egyptian.*® For a similar reason Ibn Hajar could

53 « Al-Harith ibn Mukhashin min al-Muhdjirin, qubruhu bi-al-Basrah,” Ton *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, | :
290; al-Dhahabi, 7ajrid, 1 : 108.

5¢ Ibn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1321.
% Ibid., 4 : 1673.

56 Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 2 : 70.
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not establish firmly that ‘Arus ibn ‘Amir resided in Syria merely on the basis of
information that his Traditions had circulated in Syria.*’

In the third part of this chapter we will analyze not only tribal alignment but
also how various expressions were used to describe the connection of the Companions to
three centers of geographical distribution, i.e., Iraq (Kufa and Basra), Syria (including
Damascus, Palestine and Hims) and Egypt. The purpose is to see the pattern of
distribution of the Companions, and to reveal the degree of connection of the
Companions to these places. The tribal alignment of the Companions also allows us to
see the heterogeneity of these Companions in certain regioﬁs. Which tribes were
dominant in a particular place and why? And later, in Chapter Four, the question
becomes: Who was supported by the dominant tribes in a place like Kufa or Syria— Ali

or Mu‘awiyah? And why?

2. Motives for Settlement.

At least nine principal motives can be detected behind the settlement of
Companions in different regions. First, the call for Hijrah; second, Jihad; third, socio-
economic reasons; fourth, social status; fifth, official appointment; sixth, the death of
important figures; seventh, family; eighth, politics; and ninth, expulsion. While the first
four are very important the last five are auxiliary.

First, let us consider the importance of the call for Hijrah. To understand the

major impetus behind the spread of the Companions and their settlement in different

57 «[KJa-annahu nazala al-Sham fa-inna hadithahu ‘inda ahliha,” Ton Hajar, al-Isabah, 2 : 467.
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places we might start by looking at how Islam emerged in seventh century Arabia. The
hostility that met the first appearance of Islam gave the Prophet and the Companions no
other choice but to migrate. Their loyalty to the Prophet meant a change in fortune.
They found themselves hated and resented by their friends and families. The treatment
was so bad that they were forced to leave Mecca and to migrate to Habashah, Ta’if and
finally Medina. Hence migration--designated by the term Hijrah—was an important part
of Islamic history.

There are at least three reasons why the Prophet encouraged the new converts to
emigrate to and settle in Medina. First of all their safety was often in jeopardy. To
become a Muslim was to break with the whole system on which pre-Islamic society was
built and it created enmity between them and their own tribes and families. Medina
represented a safe haven. Second, as new converts of a religion, which was being
revealed, their presence in Medina was a necessity if they wanted to keep learning and
practicing Islam in their daily life. The final reason why the Prophet encouraged his
new followers to migrate to Medina was related to his long-term plans. The future of his
religion would lie in his success at building a strong and compact society on which all
his mission would rely. This aim could hardly have been realized with his new followers
scattered all over the place. The call of the Prophet to migrate was heard by his
followers. A great number of new Muslims came to Medina cither individually or in
groups. Thus we are told that the whole of the Banu ‘Adi tribe, seventy men in all (“wa-
hum sab‘un rsjulan’), moved from Mecca to Medina, so that “nobody was left in

Mecca.”s®

5% Ibn *Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti‘ab, 1 : 294; Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 1 : 408.
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The call of the Prophet to new converts to migrate was so strong that at one
time being Muslim and being a Muhajir (a migrant) were virtually the same thing. To be
a Muslim meant to perform Hijrah. The Prophet himself explicitly says this. When al-
Habbab ibn ‘Abd al-Fazari asked the Prophet what his command was (“Ma
ta’murun?”), the Prophet said, “Be a Muslim and migrate! (Tuslim thumma tuhajir).”*
This statement had been interpreted to mean that those who did not migrate could not
be counted as Muslims (“/z Js/ama li-man Ia Hijrata Iahu’), and therefore must perish
(“man lam yuhsjir halakd’).° It is precisely this kind of thought that caused deep
worries for those who chose not to migrate after becoming Muslim. The problem must
had been widespread enough to induce some of the new converts like Safwan ibn
Umayyah al-Qurashi and Fudayk al-Zubaydi to go to the Prophet to verify their
position. To Safwan the Prophet said that there was no Hijrah after the conquest of
Mecca (“lz Hijrata ba‘d al-Fath’), while to Fudayk he said, “Pray, pay the Zakah,
migrate from the bad things, and stay in the land of your tribe as you wish (agim al-
salah wa-ati al-zakah wa-ubjur al-su’ wa-uskun min ard gawmik haythu shi’ta).”®" What
this tells us is that, first of all, the Prophet’s command to perform Hijrah elapsed after

the Conquest of Mecca; and second, from this time onwards Hijrah acquired a new

meaning.

% Ibn Hajar, al-Isabah, 1 : 301.
¢ Ibn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘db, 2 : 720.

! Ibid.; 3 : 1268.
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Since the prohibition of Hijrah was declared at the time of the Conquest of
Mecca, we can consider it a reaction to a sudden explosion of enthusiasm among
Meccans. It was said earlier that the wish of the Prophet to build a strong community
necessitated a large number of people who could be at his disposal at any time he
needed. Shortly before the Conquest of Mecca this target must have been achieved. His
success in conquering Mecca without a battle would have been unthinkable had the
Quraysh not been faced with a force too large to resist. In other words, the Prophet had
been able to gather in his hands so much manpower that the Meccans did not even dare
to challenge him. This meant that his previous command to migrate to Medina became
irrelevant.

Thus, a sudden migration in great numbers was not only no longer necessary but
would have in fact created social imbalance both in Medina and in Mecca. Qurashi
parents even complained to the Prophet because their youngsters wanted to perform
Hijrah to Medina when they did not want them to leave. This was quite a dilemma for
the Prophet. On the one hand he could not simply suppress the youngsters’ enthusiasm
for Hijrah, but on the other hand he also understood what these youngsters meant, both
economically and emotionally, to their parents. The solution was an extemsion of the
meaning of Hijrah. “No Hijrah after the Conquest (of Mecca), now it becomes Jihad and
niyah (L& hijrata ba‘d al-fath wa-innama huwa al-jihad wa-al-niyah).”® Niyah
(intention) was henceforth regarded as equivalent to Hijrah, and so was Jihad. This

psychological way out of a sudden emotional explosion does mot seem to have

2 Ybn Hajar, al-Isabah, 3 : 183.
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invalidated the whole idea of Hijrah. That is to say, in normal circumstances Hijrah
continued to go on in spite of official opinion. ‘Tkrimah ibn Abi Jahl ran away to Yemen
when the Conquest of Mecca occurred, but later he came to the Prophet with his wife
seeking to become a Muslim, and the Prophet addressed him as Muhajir.*> Thus while
the original Hijrah was maintained, its meaning was extended.

The inclusion of Jihad in Hijrah opens the vast subject area of the destination of
emigration. The original destination was certainly Medina. When Hijrah after the
Conquest of Mecca became a major issue and was thought to be an integral part of being
Muslim, some Ansar came to the Prophet to make him a pledge to perform the rite. Of
course the Prophet refused. “You Ansar do not [have to] go anywhere to perform Hijrah;

"¢ With the emergence of a mew

in fact, others come to you in performing Hijrah.
meaning of Hijrah, however, which included the obligation to perform Jihad, there was
no longer any reason for the Ansar not to pursue either duty. Frontier states like Syria
and garrison cities such as Basra and Kufa became the preferred destinations. Abu
Shurayh al-Khuza‘i, a Companion, had moved from Medina to Kufa in order to be closer
to the campaigns (“/i-yadoua min al-ghazw™).>’

Second, there was the motivation of Jihad. Coupled with Hijrah, Jihad was the

second major drive behind the geographical distribution of the Companions. According

to early authorities like Mujahid, al-Dahhak, Ibn ‘Abbas, ‘Urwah ibn al-Zubayr, Zayd

% Tbn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1082
®* Ibn Hajar, a/-Isabah, 1 : 278; Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, | : 393; 2: 73.

8 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam wa-al-Mulik, ed. Nukhbah min al-‘Ulama’ al-Ajilla® (Beirut:
Mu’assasat al-A‘lami lil-Matbu'‘at, n.d.), 3 : 326.
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ibn Aslam, Muqatil ibn Hayyan and Qatadah, the first Qur‘anic verse allowing Muslims
to undertake Jihad is 22:39%: “Sanction is given unto those who fight because they have
been wronged; and Allah is indeed able to give them victory.” Although this verse could
be interpreted as referring to the universal right of people to resist oppression, no matter
when and where, the revelation of this verse was tied to the banishment of the Prophet
and his Companions.®”” The ill treatment by the Quraysh of the Prophet and his
Companions had been going on since the first call of the Prophet. But God’s permission
to fight was only given after they had migrated to Medina. The reason is
understandable. It might have spelled disaster if the Muslims, who were at that time still
weak, had been encouraged to fight back. So the moral of this verse is that the
permission to fight was only given, first of all, when the Muslims had been wronged,
and second, once they had sufficient strength to face their enemies. Strength was gained
through the institution of Hijrah.

Hence we could safely say that during the early part of the Prophet’s life the
triad Islam - Hijrah - Jihad was in some respects a crucial matter of doctrine. To
embrace Islam one had to perform Hijrah, while Hijrah was a necessity for Jihad. Those
who could not boast of at least one of the three were not considered true believers. The
Qur’an criticizes the Arabs who converted to Islam but refused to perform Hijrah and

consequently did not join in Jihad (49:14-15, 8:72). But once Medina was filled with

% Tbn Kathir, 7afSir al-Qur’dn al-*Azim (Beirut: Dar al-Ma‘rifah, 1987), 3 : 235.

7 See Tbn Kathir, 7afsir, 2 : 236-237; al-Shawkani, Fath al-Qadir, al-Jami* bayna Fannay al-Riwdyah
wa-al-Dirdyah min ‘Ilm al-Tafsir (Beirut: Dar al-Fikr, 1983), 3 : 456-457; al-Tabari, Jami‘ al-Bayin ‘an
Ta’'wil Ay al-Qur’an, ed. Mahmud Muhammad Shakir and Ahmad Muhammad Shakir (Cairo: Dar al-
Ma‘arif, n.d.), 17 : 123; al-Qustubi, al-Jami* li-Ahkam al-Qur’an (Cairo: Dar al-Kitab al-‘Arabiyah,
1967), 12: 69.
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people, Islam ceased to be identified with Hijrah. One could still be a good Muslim
without moving to Medina but one still had to answer the Prophet’s call to Jihad. So,
although Islam ceased to be identified with Hijrah, it continued to be identified with
Jihad.

After the death of the Prophet, when a series of military campaigns was
launched, the identification of Islam, Hijrah and Jihad came up again. ‘Umar’s
instruction to Sa‘d ibn Abi Waqqas after the Battle of Jalula’ (14/635) is instructive in
showing the close relation between these three concepts. “Establish for the Muslim the
place for Hijrah and Jihad (ittakhidh li-al-muslimin dar Hijrah wa-manzil Jihad),”®® an
instruction which was later given substance with the establishment of Kufa. So the
people of Kufa, like those of Basra, who no longer participated in further conquests and
settled in the conquered lands, are called “people who left their Hijrah (taraka
Hijratahu).’® The Muslims on the frontiers, moreover, were known as Mubhajirun.”
Thus al-Nudayr ibn al-Harth, who went to Syria to perform Jihad, is described as a
Muhajir, “kharaja ili al-Sham muhajiran wa-shahida Yarmiuk wa-qutila biha™"" The
same is true of Jundab ibn al-Nu‘man al-Azdi (“hajara il al-Sham £ khilafat “Umar’)”

and Juways ibn al-Nabighab al-Ghanawi (‘kana muhasjirvhu ili al-Sham fa-kana ma‘a

8 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 80.

 Ibid., 3 : 241.

® For example ibid., 2 : 607; 3 : 262. See also Khalid Yahya Blankinship’s footnote to his translation
of al-Tabari, The History of al-Tabari, vol. 11, The Challenge to the Empires, translated and annotated
by Khalid Yahya Blankinship (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1992), 121.

! Ibn Hajar, a/-Isabah, 3 : 528.

7 Ibid. 1 : 252.
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al-umara’”).” Although in the last two examples there is no explicit reference to their
participation in battles, the fact that Jundab went to Syria in the time of “Umar and that
Juways was among the army’s leaders ("umara’) indicates that they were engaged in
Jihad. The frontiers or the places whence the campaigns were launched were called dar
al-Hijrah. Kufa was identified as a destination for Hijrah after the (Prophet’s) Hijrah
(“lil-Hijrah ba‘d al-Hijrah”)."* Now, as had happened in the early time of the Prophet,
those who performed Hijrah and settled in the new cities like Basra and Kufa were
considered more faithful than the nomadic Arabs. Again the criterion was their
involvement in Jihad. Choosing to settle in these garrison cities meant committing
themselves to be sent to meet the enemies of Islam at any time and anywhere, whereas
the nomadic Arabs were not in the same position.

The third motive behind Hijrah-Jihad was socio-economic in nature. By
committing themselves to be sent to fight the enemy, those who settled in these cities
were certainly entitled to any booty acquired. The nomadic Arabs on the other hand did
not have this right. It is reported that whenever the Prophet sent an army, he instructed
them to give the enemy three choices, one of which was to convert to Islam and to
perform Hijrah, in the event of which their rights and obligations would be similar to
those of the Muhajirun; if they converted to Islam but refused to perform Hijrah, they

were to be considered like the nomadic Arab Muslims (& Tab al-Muslimin) who did not

” Ibid., 1 : 258.

™ Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 160. Gautier. H.A. Juynboll sees the first “a/-Hijrak" in *lil-Hijrah
ba‘d al-Hijrak” as ‘‘the technical term conveying that one embraces the cause of Islam by giving up one’s
links with one’s tribe and throwing one’s lot with the Muslims.” See Juynboll’s note in al-Tabari, 7he
History of al-Tabari, vol. 13, The Conquest of Iraq, Southwestern Persia, and Egypt, translated and
annotated by Gautier H.A. Juynboll (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1989), 95.
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have right to share booty unless they participated in Jihad.”® Sura 8: 72 says: “Lo! those
who believed and left their homes [Aajaru] and strove [jahadu] with their wealth and
their lives for the cause of Allah, and those who took them in and helped them: these are
protecting friends one of another. And those who believed but did not leave their homes
[amanu wa-lam yuhajira), ye have no duty to protect them till they leave their homes;
but if they seek help from you in the matter of religion then it is your duty to help
(them) except against a folk between whom and yourselves there is a treaty.” The verse,
while basically giving freedom to the new converts to choose between staying home or
leaving (to perform Hijrah), explains the disadvantage of staying home: they might be
left unprotected. This meant that, economically speaking, there was no security for their
wealth. Once they were attacked, their possessions would become the booty of the
attackers. Even if they could remain in safety they were still in danger of losing one of
their key economic rights: inheritance. Interpreting this verse, Abu ‘Ubayd says that
blood relatives who do not perform Hijrah are excluded from mutual inheritance.”
Success in opening up vast new lands meant the accumulation of great wealth in
Medina. Nevertheless an important question arose: Should the booty be distributed only
to those who performed Hijrah and to those who participated in Jihad, leaving the rest
of the Muslim community unrewarded? ‘Umar must have seen it as an injustice, because

he decided to change the rule. Under his policy, all Muslims, whether or not they had

75 The other choices were to pay jizyah and to fight. See Abu *Ubayd, Kitab al-Amwal, ed. ‘Abd al-
Amir ‘Ali Muhanna (Beirut: Dar al-Hadathah, 1988), 220.

76 Ibid., 223-4.
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gone on Hijrah or participated in Jihad, were entitled to “ata’.”’ However, as far as the
Mubhajirun were concerned, his new policy did not change: they had more right to the
‘ata’ than other Muslims. ‘Umar was reported to have said “Whoever hastens to Hijrah,
he hastens to ‘ata’” and vice versa (“Man asra‘a ild al-Hijrah asra’a bihi al-‘ata’ wa-

”),’® meaning that the earlier one

man abta’a ‘an al-Hijrah abta’a ‘aphu al-‘ata’
performed Hijrah the more economic benefits one received. Thus according to the diwan
that ‘Umar established for the purpose of controlling the distribution of wealth, those
who migrated early to Medina (a/-Mubajirun al-awwalun), for example, is the second
group of Muslims (the first group being the wives of the Prophet) to be given priority.”
This was the policy that Abu Bakr had refused to institute. In the face of heavy
criticism,?® Abu Bakr had decided to distribute the wealth equally among the people,
regardless of age, sex or social status.

When the meaning of Hijrah was extended so that it included also those who had
moved from their homelands to the new cities like Basra and Kufa, ‘Umar’s policy
remained unchanged. He preferred the new Muhajirun, i.e., the inhabitants of the cities

(abl al-amsar or ahl al-hadirah) over the nomadic Arabs. When one of these Arabs (raju/

min ahl al-badiyah) came to him to ask for his share (rizg), ‘Umar refused. “No, by God,

™ On the legal discussion surrounding why ‘Umar chose not to follow literally Quranic guidance and
Prophetic Tradition in this case see ibid., 221-30.

™ Ibid., 230-31.

™ Abu ‘Ubayd, Kitab al-Amwal, 230.

80 His critics argue that Abu Bakr should have taken into consideration the fact that they were a
people who had converted to Islam earlier (and therefore should be treated differently). Abu Bakr’s reply
was that while one should acknowledge their virtue, it is only Allah who should bestow on them a

reward. As far as daily life was concemed, equality was better. See Abu Yusuf, Kitab al-Kharaj (Cairo:
al-Matba‘ah al-Salafiyah wa-Maktabatuha, 1352 H.), 42.
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I will not give you it until I have given all the people of the city (ah/ al-hadirah) [their
share].” The same thing happened when ‘Utbah ibn Ghazwan, after the Battle of al-
Ubullah (14/635), went to Medina to see ‘Umar. During his absence he ordered Mujashi*
to take over his governorship in Kufa. On learning of this, ‘Umar became very angry. He
said, “You are assigning a Bedouin (r#jul min a2hl al-wabar) over city dwellers (24! al-
madan)?” ‘Umar then appointed al-Mughirah ibn Shu‘bah to take over the position of
Mujashi‘ and confirmed him when ‘Utbah died on the way back to Kufa.* How can we
explain this policy? What was it that made ‘Umar think that urban dwellers had more
right to the wealth than the nomadic Arabs? In the case of the first Muhajirun--that is,
those who emigrated to Medina at the time of the Prophet--we might easily understand
‘Umar’s preference for them. They were the first people to answer the Prophet’s call
and to suffer from the maltreatment of their own tribes, the first to be driven away from
their own homes. What was the achievement of the second Muhajirun--i.e., those who
migrated to the new settlements—compared to this?

To answer this question, it must first of all be remembered that those who
settled in these cities were basically warriors. The veterans of al-Mada’in had moved to
Kufa, Basra, Damascus, Hims, Jordan, Palestine and Egypt.*”’ In the case of Kufa and
Basra, these cities were built especially for them so that they could be easily mobilized

whenever needed. When they were sent to fight, the land that they conquered and the

1 Abi ‘Ubayd, Kitab al-Amwal, 234.
2 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 94.

Y Ibid., 3 : 110.
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booty derived from it belonged to them. The precedent came from the Prophet, who
distributed the land of Khaybar among the Muslims. When Iraq and Syria were
conquered, on the other hand, ‘Umar did not consider it wise to redistribute the land.
The army that conquered the land was not the last army he sent. There would be other
waves of soldiers sent to open further lands. What would happen if the succeeding
armies found that the land, which was supposed to be placed at their disposal, had
already been divided among the first conquerors? After a long discussion with the
Muhajirun and the Ansar, and after being opposed by the majority of Muslims, including
important Companions like Bilal and al-Zubayr ibn al-‘ Awwam-—the most ardent critics
of ‘Umar in this case—-‘Umar prevailed. He declared that the conquered lands belonged
to the state and were to be cultivated under the supervision of the state. Its revenue
would be collected by the state and divided amongst the Muslim community.*

When it came to distribution of wealth the conquerors became the first priority.
Since the captured lands were originally the property of its conquerors, it was they and
their families who ought to have received the ‘ara’ in the first place, and then the
Muslims who came after them.* Here we see clearly the idea behind ‘Umar’s answer to
the nomadic Arabs that he would not give them their share until he had given shares to

all the inhabitants of the city. The city dwellers were the warriors and their families.®

% Abu Yusuf, Kitab al-Khardj, 23-7.

% Ibid., 25; Abu ‘Ubayd, Kitab al-Amwal, 231.

% In order to raise sufficient troops to meet the Persians at Nihawand ‘Umar wrote to the people of
Kufa and Basra asking them to sent two thirds of their forces to the battlefield (Ton al-Athir, Usd al-
Ghabah, 5 : 342).

¥ Aba Yiisuf, Kitab al-Khardj, 14.
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The nomadic Arabs, on the other hand, who refused to settle in the cities, had nothing to
do with the conquests, and did not therefore have any right to the conquered lands.
Although these nomadic Arabs were described as “the origin of Arab and the root of
Islam (as/ al-‘arab wa-maddat al-Islam),” in order of importance they were only ranked
in fourth place after the Muhajirun, the Ansar and the city dwellers.*’

With the new Muhajirun ‘Umar basically adopted the same principle that he had
used among the early Muslims: seniority. Like the early Muslims, the new Muhajirun
were ranked according to the time of their involvement in military actions. Hence, those
who had fought in the Battle of al-Qadisiyah (14/635) received a stipend of 2000
dirhams (plus another 500 dirhams for those who showed outstanding bravery), while
those who had joined after al-Qadisiyah, i.e.,, the late-comers, only received 1000
dirhams. The second wave of late comers (rawadifj only received 500 dirhams.*® Since
the time of involvement is taken into consideration, the social system that ‘Umar
established was relatively static. Events could not be repeated. Those who had been
unlucky enough to miss the Battle of al-Qadisiyah had to accept the fact of their
occupying a lower rank than those who had participated in it. The only thing they could

do to raise their status was to join in future battles. This might explain why the late-

¥ Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 109.

% «/K]ana asra‘ ahl al-Kifah ilz dhalik (meaning, in answer to ‘Umar’s call to join al-Nu‘man in
marching against Nihawand) al-rawadif li-yabluwa fi al-din wa-li-yudriku hazz),” ibid., 3 : 213.

% Ibid., 3 : 210.

! Ibid., 3 : 208-9.

% Ibid., 3 : 221.

9 Tarif Khalidi, Arabic Historical Thought in the Classical Period (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1996), 46.
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comers in Kufa, for example, were so enthusiastic when summoned by ‘Umar to wage
war against the Persians in Nihawand.* It is not surprising that it was they who pressed
‘Umar, who was at first reluctant to send the army any further, to let them pursue the
attack against these Persians.”® One of the reasons why the people of Kufa did not like
Sa‘d, their governor, was, they said, because Sa‘d did not wage campaigns.’’ This is
understandable because, were conflict ever to come to an end, the opportunities to raise
their status (social and economic) would cease as well. After Sa‘d was finally removed
from office, they fought an action at Nihawand and won. According to al-Waqidi,”
‘Umar placed those who were present at Nihawand and the late-comers who fought
valiantly in the same rank as the veterans of the Battle of al-Qadisiyah. Now, like these
earlier veterans, they were entitled to two thousand dirhams.

But there was another reason why the city dwellers were in a special category.
The Prophet was born among city dwellers. His center of activities was in the cities of
Mecca and Medina. When he was forced to migrate to Medina he summoned all his new
converts to move and settle with him there. After the death of the Prophet it was the
inhabitants of Medina to whom the Caliphs would turn for advice. They lived with the
Prophet and, therefore, knew the Prophet’s sayings and deeds. When the Caliphs vowed
to follow in the footsteps of the Prophet, the people of Medina, mainly the Muhajirun
and the Ansar, naturally became the referees who watched over the Caliphs’ policies to
make sure that all of them were in accordance with the Sunnah of the Prophet.

The function of the people of Medina as a reference was duplicated in other

cities, where governors--the local representatives of the Caliphs--executed their duties
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under the supervision and guidance of the local inhabitants. “... the Prophet’s
companions and their descendants act as guarantors of the true faith in the cities where
they settled.”* The nomadic Arabs who wandered around the cities, although they were
under the administration of the governors, were hardly ever involved in making
decisions. Thus when it is said that the people (Jama ‘ah) had agreed on something, it did
not mean al/ the people had agreed, but only the people of the cities. Hence, going back
to the nomadic Arab who had asked him for a share of the wealth, ‘Umar, after saying
that he would not meet this request until he had paid all the city dwellers, said,
“Whoever wants the middle of the garden, he has to be part of the Jama ‘2h [meaning ah/
al-hadirah, the city dwellers], for the hand of Allah is with the Jama ‘ah.”** The reason
why the people of the cities were considered as a Jama ‘ah is obvious. Like the people of
Medina, they were the ones who knew the Qur’an and the Sunnah of the Prophet and

who knew how to apply the laws of Gods (Audud). So it was they who took care of the

% Abu ‘Ubayd, Kitab al-Amwal, 234. Ibn Qutaybah supports this argument. He cites a Tradition from
the Prophet as narrated by Abu Hurayrah. “You must be with the Jama ‘ah for the hand of Allah is above
fustar (‘alyakum bi-al-Jamna'sh fa-inna yad Allsh ‘ald al-fustar).”” Fustat, according to Ibn Qutaybah,
means city. The Arabs were liable to call any city fisstar. See Ibn Duqmaq, af-Intisar li-Wasitat ‘Aqd al-
Amsar fi Tarikh Misr wa-Jughrafiyatiha, ed. Lajnat Thya' al-Turath al-*Arabi (Beirut: Dar al-Afaq al-
Jadidah, n.d.), 2; Ibn Manzur, Lisan al-‘Arab (Beirut:Dar al-Sadir, {1955-6]); thus the tradition means
that Muslims have to follow the Jama ‘ah, who are by definition city dwellers.

% Abii ‘Ubayd, Kitab al-Amwal, 235; al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 110. That the people who
resided outside the city did not always know Islam is illustrated by ‘Umar’s experience. On the way from
al-Jabiyah in Syria to Medina, ‘Umar was presented with two legal cases. A man was brought to ‘Umar
because he had married two sisters at the same time. When interrogated, he explained that he did not
know that Islam forbade him to do so. The other case involved an old man who had allowed a young man
to sleep with his wife in return for his service in grazing his animals. Again the man was ignorant of the
fact that this was forbidden by his religion See Ibn al-A‘tham al-Kufi, Kitab a/-Futuh ed. Muhammad
‘Abd al-Mu‘id Khan (Beirut: Dar al-Nadwah al-Jadidah, n.d.), I : 299-301.

% Even the Prophet treated persons in accordance with this principle. Once Khalid iba al-Walid, who
had converted to Islam shortly before the Conquest of Mecca, argued with ‘Ammar ibn Yasir, who was
one of the early converts. Knowing this, the Prophet said to Khalid that he should not have argued with
‘Ammar in such a fashion for, compared to Khalid, ‘Ammar was one of the people of Paradise and was a
combatant at Badr (Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti‘ab, 2 : 430).
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community’s affairs.”” Why was knowledge of the Qur’an and the Sunnah concentrated
in the cities? Partly it has something to do with ‘Umar’s policy in sending the
Companions to teach Islam outside Medina, and mainly to the cities. This may have
been due to a scarcity of well-versed Companions available for the purpose.

Thus there are two important roles that the city dwellers played. First, they
acted as soldiers who were ready at any time to be sent on Jihad to defend the faith and
Mouslim territory against outside enemies. Second, they were a group of people on whom
the governors could rely in executing all affairs of state. These two roles automatically
brought them an enormous economic benefit, another of the driving forces behind the
settlement of people in the cities.

Fourth, there was the motive of increased social status. As was noted above,
after the death of the Prophet the status of people was decided on the basis of their
involvement with him during his lifetime. Those who had fought at Badr were higher in
rank than those who had converted at the time of the Conquest of Mecca.’® Tabagat
works are an excellent mirror of how this system worked. The death of the Prophet had
seald off opportunities to raise one’s status. Medina was a closed door, and social
stratification was fixed. That it was so can be seen from al-Bukhari’s report: “The
Muhajirun and the Ansar stood before ‘Umar’s door. They were given permission (to
enter the house) according to their ranks (‘a/d gadr manazlihim).”’ So those who
converted later had to win status somewhere else. The frontier lands such as Syria,

where the war with the Byzantines was being waged, became a popular place. On being

97 Al-Bukhari, Kitab al-Tarkih al-Kabir (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-*Ilmiyah, n.d.), 4: 104.

% Ibn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 2 : 672
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asked what later converts could do to win virtue (al-fadl), ‘Umar said, “ ‘I know of no
other way but this one,’ and pointed out to them the Byzantine front.””®
The following event gives a good idea of the widening gap between the early
converts and the later ones and the growing popularity of frontier regions like Syria as
an asylum for later converts. It was reported that Suhayl ibn ‘Amr, Abu Sufyan ibn
Harb and other shaykhs of the Quraysh were standing at the door of ‘Umar. While
‘Umar gave permission to the people of Badr--Suhayb, Bilal, and others--to enter, he
left these Quraysh waiting. Abu Sufyan was really angry. He saw that ‘Umar had great
respect for slaves (like Bilal), but not for the Quraysh. Knowing that his fellow Quraysh
were upset, Suhayl ibn ‘ Amr said:
O people, by God, I noticed what was in your faces. If you want to be angry with
someone, be angry with yourselves. People were called (to Islam), and so were
you. But while they hastened (to respond), you held back. By God, the virtue
(fadh in which they preceded you is more powerful than the door in which you
are contending.” Then he said: “O people (of Quraysh), as you see, those people
have preceded you, and there is no way for you to make yourselves equal to
them. So look to the Jihad. Compel yourselves to it. Hopefully God will grant
you martyrdom.” Then he dusted off his dress, stood up, and went to Syria.”
What disturbed these later converts was not merely the degradation of their social
status, but also the decline of their economic interests. The economic distribution set up
by ‘Umar was based on seniority in Islam (al-sabigah fi al-Islam). As a result, the

important figures of the Quraysh who had converted to Islam on the day of the

Conquest of Mecca received stipends less then those who had converted to Islam

% Ibid., 2: 671.

142



earlier.'® They protested to ‘Umar, who simply replied that the stipend was not decided
on the basis of ancestral nobility but on seniority in Islam.'"

‘Umar’s hostility to the Quraysh stemmed from his resentment of that tribe’s
enmity to the Prophet and the early Muslim converts. But that was not all. ‘Umar also
disliked the arrogance of the Quraysh. They deemed themselves to be so superior that
others were nothing but their subordinates. Once Muhammad ibn ‘Amr ibn al-‘As and
‘Amr ibn al-‘As treated an Egyptian badly. On being apprised of their action, ‘Umar
said to them, “By God, you Quraysh, you do not think of others as being anything but
your slaves (/a, wallah ya ma‘shar Quraysh! ma tazunnuna illa anna al-nas lakum
‘abid).””*® Of course he did not have all the Quraysh in mind when he was saying this,
but men like Mu‘awiyah ibn Abi Sufyan and the other later converts who became the
target of ‘Umar’s anger.

A fifth motivation behind migration was official appointments. This factor is
apparent in ‘Umar’s policy to send Companions to various cities, either to teach the
inhabitants about Islam or to hold religious offices such as gadf and wali ‘Umran ibn
Husayn was sent by ‘Umar to Basra to teach religion to its inhabitants (“/-yufaqgiha

ahlaha’).'® So was Mujammi‘ ibn Jariyah.'® Yazid ibn Mu‘awiyah sent a letter to

1% They received three thousand dirhams, compared to the five thousand that the participants in Badr
had received (al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 109)

1% Ibid., 3 : 109.
‘2 AL-Kifi, al-Futub, 2 : 82.
1 Ibn Hajar, al-fsabah, 3 : 27.

14 Ibid., 3 : 346.
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‘Umar saying that the people of Syria were in need of teachers who could instruct them
in the Qur'an and enlighten them on religious matters (“yw‘allimubum al-Qur’an wa-
yufaqgihuhum’. In response, ‘Umar sent Mu‘adh, ‘Ubadah ibn al-Samit al-Ansari and
Aba al-Darda’.'®” The task of ‘Ubadah is described as having been that of a judge and a
teacher (“gadiyan wa-mu‘alliman’).'® At his death, the Prophet left behind him a new
Muslim community which did not yet fully understand what Islama was. The emergence
of the Riddah is a strong indication of how trivial was their understanding of the
message that the Prophet had tried to spread. One of the most important problems that
‘Umar faced was how to build a strong religious foundation for the new community.
The realization of this idea was more difficult when he was faced with having to
mobilize this new community and send its members to the frontier to fight. Who would
be responsible for making sure that the armies would still pursue their study of Islam
when they were away from Medina for a considerable length of time? Who would ensure
that war and other related problems (such as which enemies could legally be killed, the
problems of booty, the property of the enemy, children, women, etc.) would be
conducted in accordance with religious prescriptions? This situation forced ‘Umar to
institute a policy: besides giving clear instructions to the army, he also sent those who

were well-versed in religion to campaign with the army or to live in the places where

107

these new Muslims resided either temporarily or permanently.” Massive conversions

19 Ibid.,2 : 260.

1% Tbn ‘Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti‘ab, 2 : 808.

197 Whenever an army of believers gathered the Commander of the Faithful appointed as their
immediate commander someone from the people of knowledge and law (a4/ &t ilm wa-al-figh) (al-

Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 260). One example was al-Sa’ib ibn al-Aqra‘. He knew how to write and
how to count (katiban wa hdsiban). ‘Umar asked him to join the army sent to Nihawand and stay with
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which followed the conquests and the settlement of nomads in the new cities also gave
‘Umar cause to appoint those who were knowledgeable about Islam to a variety of
offices. “I do not send them (the governors of the cities) except to teach people about
their religion, to distribute (the wealth) to them, to wage holy war against their enemies
and to judge their affairs rightly (inni lam ab‘athhum illa li-yufaqqihu al-nas fi dinihim
wa-yuqassimu ‘alayhim wa-yujshidy ‘aduwahum wa-yahkumu fihim bi-al-haqq).”'®
This is one of the most succinct expressions of what ‘Umar expected to be the role of
the governors.

Sixth, people were motivated to migrate by the thought of accompanying
important figures. These latter were of course surrounded by people for different
reasons. It was they who influenced, for instance, where some people chose to reside or
move. A good example was the Prophet himself. His call for Hijrah had caused
migration to Medina. But having been the main reason of migration in the first place,
with his death the reason to stay there elapsed. So many Companions moved from
Medina, which meant another migration. Al-Hakam ibn ‘ Amr was one such example. He
accompanied the Prophet until the Prophet died, and then afterwards moved to Basra.'”
Other figures had the same influence on the decisions of certain people to migrate from

one place to another. Tamim al-Dari moved (infaqals) from Medina to Syria after the

them. He was given the responsibility of dividing the booty correctly (ibid., 3 : 204, 213). For the people
who were sent to al-Qadisiyah, ‘Umar appointed ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn al-Rabi‘ah al-Bahili as judge and
supervisor of the spoils and their distribution, while Salman al-Farisi was entrusted with the task of
calling people to prayers and with scouting duties (ibid., 3 : 9). For other examples see ibid., 2 : 594.

1% Al-Kufi, al-Futah, 2 : 84-85. See also al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 273.

'% Ton Hajar, al-Isabah, 1 : 346, 186.
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murder of ‘Uthman,''® while Muhammad ibn Maslamah went to al-Rabadhah.''' ‘Abd
al-Rahman ibn Mall''> moved from Kufa to Basra after al-Husayn was killed. The
conflict between “Ali and Mu‘awiyah caused a lot of people to migrate, and influential
figures like Jabir ibn ‘ Abd Allah played a significant role in this process.''?

Seventh, family reasons often motivated emigration. A person who moved from
his home city was usually accompanied by his family. So when ‘Utbah was appointed
governor of Basra his wife, Ardah bt. al-Harith, went with him, along with Abu Bakrah
and other relatives.!'* ‘Utbah ibn Subayl al-Qurashi al-‘Amiri went to Syria with his
family (ak! baytih) during the reign of ‘Umar to perform Jihad. Al-Harth ibn Hisham,
also with his family, joined him.'"* Al-Nu‘man ibn ‘Amr ibn Mugarrin, Ma’qil ibn
Muqarrin, Sinan ibn Mugqarrin, Suwayd ibn Muqarrin, ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Muqarrin
and ‘Uqayl ibn Mugqarrin were all brothers who resided in Kufa.!'® ‘Uthman ibn Abi al-
‘As, al-Hakam ibn Abi al-*As and Hafs ibn Abi al-‘As, were brothers living in Basra.'!’
Although we do not know whether these brothers all arrived at the same time in Kufa

and Basra, or whether one brother followed the others, it is clear that family or blood

119 Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 1 : 193.
"' Ton Hajar, al-Isabah, 3 : 364.

12 1bid., 3: 99.

'3 See Chapter Four.

"' Ton Hajar, a/-Isabah, 4 : 221.

15 Ibid., 2 : 446.

' Ibn Sa‘d, al-Tabagat, 6 : 18-9.

17 1bid., 7 : 40-41.
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ties constituted an important factor in migration. Some other examples similar to this
case are the brothers Mu‘awiyah ibn Haydah and Malik ibn Haydah,''* Mujashi‘ ibn
Mas‘ud and Mujalid jbn Mas‘ad,''® al-Barra’ ibn Malik and Anas ibn Malik,'* and
Thabit ibn Zayd ibn Qays and his son Bashir ibn Abi Zayd.'*' All of them resided in
Basra.

Eighth, politics were an important factor. Other Companions moved to other
places because of political conditions. The Banu al-Arqam refused to stay longer in
Kufa because they could not stand to hear ‘Uthman humiliated. They went to
Mu‘awiyah, who settled them in al-Ruha’ in Jazirah. Abu Shurayh’s return from Kufa to
Medina also falls into this category. Since the time of ‘Uthman conflicts and treason
had developed in Kufa.'” This meant that for some people Kufa was no longer a good
place to live. Abu Khuza‘ah, after witnessing one of his neighbors being killed, took his
family to Medina.'?

Ninth, expulsion was often a strong reason for migration. Some people were

forced to migrate because, for certain reasons, they were unwanted. The Prophet asked

2 Ibid., 7 : 35.

9 Ibid., 7 : 30.

120 Ibid., 7 : 16-7.

2! 1bid., 7 : 27.

122 An example of this was the case of al-Walid, the governor of Kufa. Regardless of the fact that al-
Walid was loved by the ordinary folk, he was hated by the elite. The latter in fact strove continuously,
using every means at their disposal, to depose him. The families whose sons had been executed by al-
Walid and those who had been deposed by him joined the cause. The result was chaos, which ended with
the resignation of al-Walid from office. See al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umarm, 3 : 325-34.

123 1hid., 3 : 326.
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al-Hakam to leave Medina because, according to a report, he was suspected of being a
spy for the Prophet’s enemy, and so he migrated to Habashah.'* The Prophet also asked
Wahshi to leave Medina because he could not stand to be so close to the man who killed
his uncle, Hamzah, at Uhud. Wahshi went to live in Hims."” ‘Umar asked Nasr ibn al-
Hajjaj al-Sulami to leave Medina because he had caused a woman to become so
attracted to him that she had almost made him irto an idol."**

To sum up, as far as the motives underlying the disposal of the Companions were
concerned, we can make the following statement. The main drive behind their migration
was the call for Hijrah and Jihad. From the early history of Islam these two had became
indistinguishable from Islam itself. At the time of the conquest, the call for these two
practices was revived and given a new impetus. Hence, in contrast to Richard Bulliet’s
generalization,'?’ religious motives did play a significant role in the distribution and
settlement pattern of the early Muslims. Economic benefits were after all enjoyed only

by those who joined Hijrah and Jihad.

' Ibn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 1 : 359.

125 Ibn Hajar, al-Isabab, 3 : 594.

126 al-Kufi, al-Futah, 15-7.

127 To Bulliet the most important motive behind the settlement of the Arabs was economic. Religious
zeal only played an auxiliary role. See his “Sedentarization of Nomads in the Seventh Century: The

Arabs in Basra and Kufa,” in Philip Carl Salzman (ed.), When Nomads Settle (New York: Praeger,
1980), 37-8.
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3. Centers of Geographical Distribution

As stated above, the emergence of Islam was an urban phenomenon. That is to
say, Islam first emerged in cities, i.e, Mecca and Medina, and, after expawsion,
continued to flourish in cities. Hence when we are talking about centers of geographical
distribution, we are not talking about villages. It was ‘Umar’s policy to keep the army
from becoming too scattered so that it would be ready any time he needed it. This
policy necessitated not only a large place where the army could settle in great numbers
but also good facilities for transportation and communication. Only cities could fulfill
these requirements. So it was perfectly reasonable for ‘Umar to instruct his army not to
scatter in villages, but to stay in cities. "**

Soon after the conquests began the Muslims spread and settled in urban areas.
There were cities—like Hims and Damascus—which were already there when the
Muslims came, while others were founded by the Muslims themselves--as in the case of
Basra, Kufa and Fustat. When the Muslims settled in the existing cities they lived in the
houses which were given up by the local inhabitants in accordance with post-conquest

129

agreements. This was what happened, for example, in Hims.”~ As for places to pray,

130

Muslims often re-used churches as mosques.” This process of integration between

-~

123 Umar actually instructed the commanders not to let the army settle in the villages, but to ensure
that they stayed in the cities. See Tarif Khalidi, “Tribal Settlement and Patterns of Land Tenure in Early
Medieval Palestine,” in Tarif Khalidi (ed.), Land Tenure and Social Transformation in the Middle East
(Beirut: American University of Beirut, 1984), 182.

129 Al-Tabari, 7arikh al-Umam, 3 : 97.
3 Henry Innes MacAdam, “Settlements and Settlement Patterns in Northern and Central

Transjordania, ca. 550 - ca.750,” in G.R.D. King and Averil Cameron (eds.), 7he Byzantinc and Early
Islamic Near East II' Land Use and Settlement Patterns (Princeton: The Darwin Press, 1994), 59.
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Muslim and pon-Muslim after the conquests evolved for the most part peacefully.’!

132 Where Muslims had to build their own cities,

There was no break in everyday life.
they started by building amsar. Here three aspects are outstanding: * .. that they
occurred on new land, avoiding older urban settlement; that conversion to permanent
and sophisticated architecture was rapid and extensive; and that almost all these
foundations were successful and enduring.”'*

“Misr’ (the singular form of amsar) literally means a borderline between two
things or two lands or two regions (“al-hajiz wa-al-hadd bayn al-shay’ayn’ or “al-hadd
bayn al-ardayn” or “kull ma hajaza bayn jihatayn’).”** In common use (“‘ind al-
‘awwan?’) it means any big city (“balad kabir jalil’) like Rayy, Mawsil, and
Ramallah.'** But in a more specific sense, a place can be called a misr when it functions
as the place where a ruler resides, where government offices are located, and where
official duties--such as execution of canonical punishments (hudud), distribution of

136

booty and taxes--are performed. " In other words, a misr is a center for religious and

B! bid, 51.

132 See Ali Ziyadeh, “Settlement Patterns, An Archeological Perspective: Case Studies from Northem
Palestine and Jordan.” in King and Cameron (eds.), Near East 2 : 119, 131; also Robert Schick, “The
Fate of the Christians in Palestine During the Byzantine-Umayyad Transition, 600-750 A.D.” in M.
Adnan Bakhit and Robert Schick (eds.), The Forth International Conference On The Hlstozy of. Ellad al-
Sham During the Umayyad Period (Amman, 1989), 41; al-Muqaddasi, Ahsan al-Tagasim ff Ma ‘rifat al-
Aqalim, ed. M.1. de Goeje (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1967), 3 : 47.

133 Donald Whitcomb, “The Misr of Ayla: Settlement at al-*‘Aqaba in the Early Islamic Period,” in
King and Cameron (eds.), Near East 2 : 161.

B4 Ibn Manzir, Lisin al-‘Arsb; al-Jawhari, al-Sihah: Taj al-Lughah wa-Sihah al-‘Arabiyyah , ed.
Ahmad ‘Abd al-Ghafur ‘Attar (Cairo: Dar al-Kitab al-* Arabi, 1955-7.)

135 al-Muqaddasi, Ahsan al-Tagasim, 47.
136 Al-Laythi defines misr as “kuli kurah tugamu fiba al-hudud, wa-yuqassamu fiha al-fay’ wa-al-
sadaqat min ghayr mu’amarah lil-khalifal” (Ibn Manzur, Lisan al- ‘Arab). Al-Muqaddasi defines misr as

150



administrative activities. So, compared to other cities, amsar must have been fairly
common."”” In the first century of Hijrah, after the death of the Prophet, it was mostly
the Companions who served as local rulers and who executed all official tasks. So it is
not surprising that it was in the cities that the majority of the Companions lived.

The following is an effort to investigate the patterns of the tribal distribution of
the Companions and the degree of their connection to Iraq (Basra and Kufa), Syria
(including Hims, Damascus and Palestine) and Egypt. Before proceeding, however,
some points must be noted.

First, in the biographical dictionaries, as in any other type of source, a person is
often described as belonging to different tribes. If the tribes to which a person was
attached were closely related, he will be counted only once in our tabulation. For
example, Yunus Abu Muhammad was attributed to three tribes: Ansar (see below), Aws
and Zafar."® But Zafar was from Aws and Aws was from Ansar, so that Yunus will be
counted only once, i.e., as an Ansari. But if a person was attributed to tribes which were
unrelated or not closely related, he will be counted in accordance with the number of
tribes he is assigned to. For example, Qays ibn Abi Gharazah is said to have been

Ansari,'” Ghifari,' Juhani, '*' and Bajali.'? Since these tribes were not closely

“kull balad hallshu al-sultdn al-a‘zam wa-jummi‘at ilayhi al-dawawin wa-qullidat minhv al-a‘'mal wa-
udita ilayhi mudun al-aqalim” (al-Muqaddasi, Absan al-Taqasim, 47)

137 This is why, I think, al-Jawhari gives the meaning of misr as being “the well-known city (a/-
madinah al-ma ‘rufah).” See al-Jawhari, al-Sihah.

132 tbn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 5 : 530.
139 Ibn Sa‘d, a/-Tabagait, 6 : 55.

140 1o *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti“ab, 3 : 1297; Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 4 : 439; al-Dhahabi, 7ajrid, 2 :
23; Ibn Hajar, a/-Isabah, 3 : 246.
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related, they will be counted separately. In other words, Qays ibn Abi Gharazah will be
counted four times. However, some tribes were actually related to others, but acted
independently and must be treated as such. Thagif and ‘Amir ibn Sa‘sa‘ah were
subtribes of Qays, but, because they were large and powerful, they can be counsidered as
having been autonomous. Likewise, Aws and Khazraj were a part of Azd, but for the
same reason must be counted as independent tribes.

Second, when people are attributed to different places, they will also be counted
twice. Accordingly, Abu Salmid was a man of Kufa (“sakana al-Kufah’ or “al-Kufi )
and, at the same time, a man of Syria (“f &/-Shami ”).'"*® He will thus be found in the
list of the people of Kufa and in that of the people of Syria.

Third, some Companions were recognized by a non-tribal identification. One
example was that of Ansar, the new name for Aws and Khazraj.'* The name Ansar,
which certainly constituted a symabol of high status and pride, often displaced the
original names, i.e., Khazraj and Aws. Thus, of the twenty-nine Ansar who resided in
Basra, nineteen were known by thiis designation. Their original tribe, whether it had
been Aws or Khazraj, is unknown to our sources. In those cases therefore where the

original tribal affiliation has been lost, such non-tribal designations will be considered as

4! Tbn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1297; Ibn al-Athir, Usd a/-Ghabah, 4 : 439; Ibn Hajar, a/-Isabah, 3 :
246.

1“2 [bn Hajar, al-Isabah, 3 : 246.
143 Ibn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 4 : 1683; also Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 6 : 153.

44 Seec W. Montgomery Watt, “al-Ansar,” in EF
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tribal. In addition to Ansar (Ansari), therefore, we have the example of Yemen
(Yemeni).

Fourth, it is not known in some instances to which side individual Companions
belonged. This of course prevents us from making a more accurate analysis of tribal
representation in the various centers. The difference in numbers between those whose
tribal affiliations are known to us and those for whom this information is unknown can

be seen in the following table.

Table II
The Population of the Companions:
Those whose Tribes are Known/Unknown

Basra Kufa Syria Egypt
Population of Companions 335 337 441 260
Companions whose tribes are unknown 50 44 85 19
Companions whose tribes are known 295 301 356 162

While such limitations should be acknowledged, the results of this kind of
approach ought not to be underestimated. Among other things, the findings on the
distribution of the tribes in Basra, Kufa, Syria and Egypt can be used to reaffirm or to
question some of the statements that have been made in relation to the tribal
composition or distribution in these places. Since our concern is solely with the class of
Companions, our findings have a limited validity. In statement (a) below, to cite only
one example, our findings do not confirm the claim made by Khalidi. As far as Syria in
general is concerned it is acknowledged that the Azd were the largest group among the

newcomers there and our analysis of the Companions settled in Syria confirms this: they

153



were the largest group among the settlers in that region.'*’ But does this mean that they
were also the largest group in Palestine? Our information on the pattern of Azd
settlement in Syria does not confirm this allegation. Forty-six Companions of Azd
background settled in Syria, whereas only 5 Azd chose to settle in Palestine. The rest
settled in Hims (13 Companions), Damascus (6) and al-Urdunn (1), while it is not
known exactly where the remaining 21 settled (for their geographical location is only
vaguely indicated by our sources, who use expressions such as “sakana al-Sham’).
Unless we accept the suggestion that a/-Sham equals Damascus'“® (raising the number
of Azd who settled in Damascus to 27, hence making that city their preferred
destination), the majority of the Azd must be acknowledged to have settled in Hims, not
in Palestine. But we should acknowledge that our objection is somewhat marred by two
weaknesses. First, we cannot establish firmly that all the Companions of Azd in our list
were early arrivals. (It is unfair to judge Khalidi’s statement on early settlers by findings
related to later ones, for example.) Second, it is more than likely that not all the Azd
early-comers were Companions; hence it is inaccurate to make general comments on the
Azd in general on the basis of what is known of the Companions among them. However,
the fact that the number of the Companions of the Azd in our list corresponds to that of
early arrivals in Syria (in both cases the Azd were the largest group) may indicate a
positive relation between early-comers and Companions. This methodology allows us
therefore to verify with some confidence statements on tribal distribution in the Ist/7th

century. The following are just some examples: (a) among the newcomers (to Palestine),

145 see Table VI.

146 See pp. 173-4.
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“the Azd seem to have been the largest single group;”'*’ (b) in Fustat and Hims the
Yemenis represented the majority of the new settlers; in these places Kindah played the
major role;'*® (c) there were only a few Azd Sarat (including Daws, Zahran, Thumalah,
Ghamid) amongst the first settlers in Basra and Kufa, some having gone to Egypt;'¥ (d)
during the Muslim conquest the emigration of ‘Abd al-Qays was mainly directed

150 (e) under Islam the

towards Basra; in Kufa they were not strongly represented;
emigration of Bahilah was predominantly directed towards Syria and the rest towards
Basra;'®' (f) Dabbah seems to be missing from the first division of the population of
Kufa, while the bulk of the tribe emigrated to Basra;'* (g) the bulk of Tamim were
among the first settlers in Kufa and Basra;'*®> (h) “The Bajilah were one of the largest
tribal groups in Kafah. They were approximately equal in numbers to the Ansar ...;""*
and lastly (i) “For the most part, the Bakr migrated to Basra, but a certain number of

them settled at Kufa.”'’

147 K halidi, “Tribal Settlement,” 182.

¥ Mikhail B. Piotrovsky, “Late Ancient and Early Medieval Yemen: Settlement Traditions and
Innovations,” in King and Cameron (eds.), Near East 2 : 219.

19 G, Strenziok, “Azd,” in £F

150 W. Caskel, “Abd al-Kays,” in EF

51 W. Caskel, “Bahila,” in EF

152 . Caskel, “Dabba,” in EF

153 G, Levi Della Vida, “Tamim,” in EF

3¢ Michael G. Morony, Iraq After the Muslim Conquest (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1984), 240.

155 Hichem Djait, “al-Kifa” in EF
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Now, based on our findings we can verify and in some cases modify the above
statements. (a) It is not correct to say that in Palestine Azd formed the largest single
tribe; they were only one of the largest (Lakhm and Kinanah being the others). (b) It is
right that Yemenis were in the majority in Fustat (i.e., Egypt, see below) and Hims,
and it might also be true that, especially in Hims (where Kindah was the biggest tribe),
but not in Fustat, Kindah played the major role. (c) It is right that there were few Azd
Sarat amongst the first settlers in Basra and Kufa, for, although Azd were one of the
major tribes in Basra and Kufa, most of them were from Khuza‘ah (especially Aslam);
and it is right that a few Azd went to Egypt. (d) In Basra ‘Abd al-Qays made up only
7% (21 out of 313) and in Kufa only 4% (14 out of 320) of the population; so, since the
difference between ‘ Abd al-Qays in Basra and in Kufa was insignificant, we can hardly
say that (that during the Muslim conquest) the emigration of ‘Abd al-Qays was mainly
directed towards Basra; as for representation, they were not strongly represented either
in Kufa nor in Basra. (e) There were 7 Bahilah (out of a total population of 313
Companions) in Basra, 1 (of 320) in Kufa, 2 (of 445) in Syria and 3 (of 187) in Egypt; so
we cannot really state that under Islam the emigration of Bahilah was predominantly
directed towards Syria and the rest towards Basra. (f) Dabbah is not missing from the
first division of the population of Kufa; and it is not right to say that the bulk of the
tribe must have emigrated to Basra, for in Basra there were only 5 of them (a similar
number existed in Kufa). (g) It is true that the bulk of Tamim were among the first
settlers in Kufa and, especially, in Basra. (h) It is not true that Bajilah were one of the

largest tribal groups in Kufa, nor is it true that they were approximately equal in
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numbers to the Ansar (Bajilah were made up of only 12 and Ansar of 40). (i) It may be
that for the most part, Bakr migrated to Basra, and that a certain number of them
settled at Kufa.

What are the most common expressions used to indicate geographical
connection? To what extent do these expressions vary from one place to another? The

following table may shed some light on these questions:

Table IIT
The Expressions of Geographical Connection of the Companions
in Basra, Kufa, Syria and Egypt
Basra Kufa Syria Egypt
nazala 225 192 212 72
sakana 102 87 91 51
‘va nisbah - 105 172 215 67
ahl - 46 59 105 43
a‘rab . 34 1 1 0
official position 35 35 30 21
others 23 46 41 27
Total ' 570 592 695 281

Except in Syria, “nazsla” is the most common expression used to indicate
residence. And of Basra, Kufa and Egypt, it was mainly with respect to Basra that the
term “nazala’ is used. It was stated above that “nazals” is an ambiguous expression. It
can be used to indicate a wide range of attachment, from permanent residence to a short
visit. If this generalization has any validity at all, then we could say that the frequent
employment of the expression “nazala” in connection with Basra, Kufa and Egypt
indicates one of two possibilities. First, it could mean that the commitment of a
considerable number of Companions to these places, especially Basra, could not be fully

established. That is to say, the authors of the biographical dictionaries, i.e., Ibn Sa‘d,
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Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, Ibn al-Athir, al-Dhahabi and Ibn Hajar (and the authorities from
whom they took their information) were not fully convinced that these Companions
actually resided permanently in Basra, Kufa and Egypt and in the circumstances thought
it best to use “nazala.” Second, it could be said that the people in Basra, Kufa and Egypt
were highly mobile. In this case the problem has nothing to do with either the certainty
or the uncertainty of these authors, but with the nature of the population in these places.
The attachment of the Companions to these places—especially Basra—was apparently
unstable.

By contrast, the word “nazals’ is less frequently used in reference to
Companions who resided in Syria for any length of time. Perhaps this is because their
connection with this region was more permanent. Nevertheless, “nazals’ is used to
designate residence in Syria on a number of occasions. In fact, it is second only to “ya’
nisbal’ in the number of times it is used and the difference between the two is slight.
But when we combine all the expressions that convey stability, i.e., “sakana,” “ya’
nisbah,” and “ahl” the difference becomes significant. These constitute 59% of the total
number of expressions used regarding domicile in Syria. Compared to Basra, Kufa and
Egypt, where combinations of the same expressions amount to 44%, 54% and 57%
respectively, Syria is still the highest. In terms of stability of population, therefore,
Syria emerges as number one, followed by Egypt, Kufa and Basra.

The expression “arab”’ , i.e., nomadic Arabs, is interesting in its own right, for it
is most often used in reference to Basra. Beyond this we find only one instance of its use

in connection with Kufa (“yu‘addu fi a‘rab al-Kufah,” in the case of Mujalid ibn
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Thawr'*) and one other in reference to Syria (“ff 2‘rab badiyat al-Sham,” in the case of
‘Awsajah ibn Harmalah).'*” This seems to imply that—unlike in Syria, Kufa and Egypt--
in Basra there were still some Companions who chose not to stay inside the city limits
but instead remained 2°rab. It would be interesting to know why, in spite of the great
social and economic benefits bestowed by ‘Umar on city dwellers, these Companions

chose to remain nomadic.

A. Basra

Basra was originally a base camp. It was founded by ‘Utbah ibn Ghazwan at
‘Umar’s request in 14/635.'°® About five hundred people accompanied ‘Utbah, including
a number of nomadic Arabs (“gawm min al-a‘rab wa-ahl al-bawadi ").">® These people
settled in 7 villages (dasakir), 2 in Khuraybah, 2 in Azd, 2 in Tamim and 1 in

Zabugah.'®® In the beginning they did not construct any permanent buildings, but used

156 [bn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, S : 62; or “min a‘rab al-Kifah," al-Dhahabi, Tajrid, 2 : 51
'7 Ibn Hajar, al-Isabah, 3 : 43.

158 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 89, al-Baladhuri, Futih al-Bulddn, ed. ‘Abd Allah Anis al-Tabba*
and ‘Umar Anis al-Tabba* (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Ma‘arif, 1987), 483. However, according to Sayf ibn
‘Umar, ‘Utbah founded Basra in the year 16. Al-Tabari tends to date this to the year 14 and introduces
Sayf’s opinion by *‘za ‘ama Sayl" (“Sayf claimed”). Some even maintain that it was founded in the year
17, such as al-Mas*udi, Kitab al-Tanbih wa-al-Ishraf (Beirut: Khayyat, 1965), 357. Pellat maintais that it
is possible that the difference reflects the rivalry between the Kufans and the Basrans. The Basrans
wanted to have their city built before Kufa. See Ch. Pellat, Le milicu basrien et la formation de Gahiz
(Paris: Adrien - Maisonneuve, 1953), 2-3.

159 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 90. The numbers were variously given as 300 (ibid., 3 : 92), “more
or less 500" (ibid., 3 : 90), 800 (ai-Baladhuri, Futuh al-Buldag, 478, 488). For further discussion on the
variety of numbers see Pellat, Miliey, 5; Salih Ahmad al-'Ali, “Khitat al-Basrah,” in Sumer 8 (1952) :
72.

160 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 90; al-Baladhuri, Futih al-Buldan, 478, 488.
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161 After a time they began to build houses, mosques and a

tents as their homes.
government building (dar al-imarak).'® Judging from the materials they used, however,
it would seem that they never intended to settle there permanently.'®® Thus it is reported
that when they went out to battle they pulled up the cane stakes that formed their
primary building material, tied them up and put them aside. When they returned they
would untie them once again and rebuild.'® Only when more people came to Basra did
they use more solid building materials, like bricks.!®® The progress from a temporary to
a permanent settlement was largely determined by the results of battle. When the army
defeated an enemy, it brought home considerable booty. The more enemies they had
defeated, the more booty they brought home, and in turn the more people were
attracted to come to Basra to join in the military effort and settie there. After Ubullah

(14/635) was conquered, ‘Utbah ibn Ghazwan sent Anas ibn Hujjiyah to ‘Umar. When

‘Umar asked him to describe the state of the Muslim community there, Anas replied,

16! Al-Baladhuri, Futih al-Buldén, 478.
162 bid., 483.

183 ra M. Lapidus, “Arab Settlement and Economic Development of Iraq and Iran in the Age of the
Umayyad and Early Abbasid Caliphs,” in The Islamic Middle East, 700-900: Studies in Economic and
Social History, ed. A. L. Udovitch (Princeton: 1981), 178. That ‘Utbah’s army originally did not plan to
settle can also be seen from the fact that they did not bring a lot of women with them. See Salih Ahmad
al-*Ali, a/-Tanzimat al-Ijtima‘Tyah wa-al-Iqtisadiyah fi al-Basrah fi al-Qarn al-Awwal al-Hijrd (Beirut:
Dar al-Tali‘a, 1969), 38.

164 Al-Baladhuri, Futah al-Buldan, 484.

185 Ibid., 478, 488; Yaqut, Mu‘jam al-Buldan (Beirut: Dar Sadir wa Dar Beirut, 1955-1957), 1 : 433.
A.J. Naji and Y.N. Ali place the transformation of Basra from transient camp to a permanent urbanized
settlement as occuring under the governorship of ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Amir (25-36/646-57) (A.J. Naji and
Y.N. Ali, “The Sugs of Basrah: Commercial Organization and Activity in A Medieval Islamic City,” in
JESHO 24 (1981) : 298-299). To them, the change of building materials from reeds to mud and then
bricks is evidence of this transformation. They do not explain why they chose this date, however, since if
building materials are any indication, mud and bricks had already been used by Abu Musa al-Ash‘ari (17-
29/638-50), the governor of Basra before ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘ Amir, “wa-band Abu Musd al-Ash ‘ari al-masjid
wa-dar al-imarah bi-lubn wa-tin," al-Baladuri, Futuh al-Buldan, 484.
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“The wealth has overwhelmed them, they are drunk with gold and silver, and people are
so attracted to Basra that they come there (/nthalat ‘alayhim al-dunya’ fa-hum yahilina
al-dhahab wa-al-fiddah, fa-raghiba al-nas f7 al-Basrah fa-atuha).”"%

How many people actually lived in Basra at the time of ‘Umar? We know for
instance that those who fought alongside ‘Utbah ibn Ghazwan in the Battle of al-
Qadisiyah settled in Kufa and Basra. It is said that 30,000 of them settled in Kufa, while
only 5000 settled in Basra. These figures, like others found in the medieval sources, may
not be accurate. But it still tells us that the majority of those who fought in al-
Qadisiyah settled in Kufa. For some reason, however, ‘Umar later decided to end the
imbalance of population in these two cities by adding to the inhabitants of Basra those
who participated in al-Ahwaz, so that “their number should be similar to that of the
inhabitants of Kufa.”!*’ In other words the population of each city can be estimated to
have been in the area of thirty thousand.'®®

In the following table we see a breakdown of the tribal affiliation of the

Companions residing in Basra.

Table IV
The Tribes of Companions in Basra

- The Northerners - The Southemers Unspecified

Naine Number Name Number Nemne
1 ‘Abd al-Qays 21 Ansar 29 Ka'b 1

166 Al-Tabari, Tarikh a/-Umam, 3 : 93.
17 thid., 3 : 173.

'8 In the 7th century, according to Massignon, there were about 300,000 soldiers registered in Basra.
Massignon, “Explication du Plan de Basra (Irak),” in F. Meier (ed.), WestSstliche Abhandlungen Rudolf

Tschudi (Wiesbaden: n.p., 1954), 158. With only 30,000 accounted for in the sources, Massignon's
estimation seems to be too high. For the development of the population of Basra see Salih A. al-*Al,

“Khitat al-Basrah,” 72; Pellat, Le milicu, 5.
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6 Dabbah 5 Jarm 3
7 Hudhayt 6 Kalb 1
8 Kinanah 26 Khat'am |
8 Muharib 3 Kindah 2
9 Muzaynah 16 Ta'i 2
10 Qays ‘Aylan 39
11  Quraysh 19
12 Sa'd 1
13 Tamim 51
TOTAL 238 TOTAL 72 TOTAL 3

From the above table, a number of conclusions can be drawn.

1. The biggest tribal component of the Companions of Basra was Tamim with 51
members (16 % of the tribal population). The second was Qays with 39 (12%), the third
Ansar with 29 (9%), the fourth Kinanah with 26 (8 %) and the fifth Azd with 25 (8%).
As far as the split between northerners and southerners was concerned, the northerners
constituted the majority. They were 238 in number (76 %) compared to the southerners
at 72 (23%). The most important group among the northermers was Tamim with 51
Companions (21 % of all the northerners) followed by Qays at 38 (16%). Among the
southerners two important groups emerged, the Ansar at 29 (40%) and Azd at 25 (34%).

2. Tamim had maintained close relations with Mecca since the time of the

Jahifiyah.'® Contrary to Watt’s conclusion,'”® a great number of Tamim must have been

169 M. J. Kister, “Mecca and Tamim (Aspects of their Relations),” in JESHO 8 (1965) : 113, 130-
131, 46-47. 157.

170 “§o far as Muhammad’s lifetime is concerned, then, there were probably few Muslims from
Tamim, ...”, Watt, Mubammad at Medina (London: Clarendon Press, 1956), 139.
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among those who became Muslims during the lifetime of the Prophet. It is not
surprising that they should have been the biggest tribe in Basra since their traditional

17! Qays was among the largest groups to participate

tribal domain was close to that city.
in the Battle of al-Qadisiyah, serving under Sa‘d ibn Abi Waqqas. According to al-
Tabari they were about one thousand in number altogether.'” The Madhhij, however,

173y were not found in Basra.

who exceeded the Qays in number (having some 1300 men
This was either because none of them were Companions, and so the biographical
dictionaries do not have any record of them, or because they simply did not stay in
Basra. Al-Tabari also reports that some 2300 men from Yemen gathered in Medina, half
of whom were sent to Iraq with Sa‘d.'™ Since the Azd represented 35 % of the
southerners who settled in Basra, the Azd tribe members must have been the largest
group among these who were sent to Iraq.

3. There were five tribal divisions in Basra:'”> ‘Abd al-Qays, Ahl al-* Aliyah,
Azd, Bakr ibn W2’il and Tamim. But who exactly were Ahl al-*Aliyah? There are two
possible explanations. The first is that the name offers a clue to their place of origin.
‘Utbah’s army was mainly from the upper Hijaz, i.e., Mecca and Medina. The people of

176

this region were known as the people of the highlands. '® The second explanation is that

"l F. M. Donner, “Tribal Settlement in Basra During the First Century A.H.,” in Khalidi (ed.), Land
Tenure, 103.

' Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 6.

7 Ibid. 3 : 5.

17 Ibid., 3 : 10.

175 See Pellat, Le milieu, 23-4; Massignon, “Basra,” 158-62.

176 Morony, The Muslim Conquest, 246.
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the name refers to a hierarchical arrangement, designating the people of high status, and
the prominent people of Basra (either originally from Medina or elsewhere).'”” The fact
that the Ansar and the Quraysh are not mentioned among the akhmas (the five tribal
groups)--although they were as large as Tamim, Azd, Bakr, and ‘Abd al-Qays--leads us
to conclude that Ahl al-*Aliyah were indeed those who come originally from Medina.'”
The term “‘Aliyah” would thus refer either to Medina and Mecca, which are the
highlands or the upper Hijaz, or to upper Medina as opposed to lower Medina. Upper
Medina was important because it was here that the mosque of the Prophet was located.
This also happened to be the most important agricultural area in the Medina region.
When ‘Umar distributed the annual stipend, he asked Zayd ibn Thabit to start with the
people of ‘Awali (plural of ‘Aliyah).!” It has been mentioned that ‘Umar’s treatment of
his subjects was based on seniority in Islam. This meant that ‘Umar’s order to Zayd ibn
Thabit to begin the distribution of the annual stipends with Ahl al-*Aliyah indicates the
important position of this group. During the campaigns against the Persians these people
must have been among those who responded to the call. Thus the Quraysh who settled
in Basra were not the Quraysh who had come from Mecca, but those who had migrated
at the time of the Prophet and settled in Medina. ‘Umar’s attitﬁde to the later converts
from Quraysh supports this interpretation. He also discouraged the involvement of the

later Qurasyh converts in campaigns. Once he even argued with Abu Bakr because the

77 Whitcomb, "The Misr of Ayla,” 162.

17 It is interesting that in Kufa the quarter of the Ahl al-‘Aliyah was also cailed the quarter of
Medina. F. M. Donner, “Muzayna” in EF

17 On the importance of *Aliyah, see Michael Lecker, Muslims, Jews and Pagans: Studies on Early
Islamic Medina (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1995), 1-3.
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latter had summoned the later converts of Quraysh to become involved in the conquest

of Syria.'®

B. Kufa

Like Basra, Kufa'® was established as a military base camp in the year
15/636.:% As such, ‘Umar personally refused to let the first inhabitants of Kufa build
permanent buildings which would have made them less mobile.'® It was only because he
wanted to avoid open disagreement with them that he ever let them build their houses
from cane. A great fire however destroyed these houses and they asked ‘Umar once
more to let them use bricks. Again ‘Umar agreed.'®

Kufa was first populated by those who had been settled before in al-Mada’in.'®
These people were Sa‘d’s army who had fought at al-Qadisiyah in the year 14/635. In

other words, the composition of the first settlers in Kufa was similar to that of Sa‘d’s

180 AL-Kufi, al-Futih, 1 : 120-121.

181 Al-Tabari's account of Kufa is much more detailed than that of Basra. This is because his main
source was Sayf, who was a Kufan. Sayf was therefore able to produce many more details regarding Kufa
than Basra. There is also the possibility that he wanted to express the superiority of Kufa over Basra.
The latter attitude can be seen in the way he subordinates Basra in the narration of Kufa. ‘“When the
people destined for al-Kufah had arrived there, and the people destined to populate al-Basra had settled
there, .... The people of al-Kufah asked permission to use reeds as building material. The people of al-
Basrah put in the same request, ... The fires occurred in al-Kufah, as well as in al-Basrah™ (al-Tabari,
Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 147-148. The translation is from Juynboll, The History, 13 : 67. Italics mine).

182 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 95.
183 1bid., 3 : 147.
% 1bid., 3 : 148.

185 1bid., 3 : 147.
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army at al-Qadisiyah.'®® It was rcportcd that the total number of thosc who participated
in the Battle of al-Qadisiyah amounted to more than thirty thousand.'*” Thus if wc
accept that the composition of the early inhabitants of the city was similar to that of the
contingents at al-Qadisiyah then we might estimate Kufa’s early population as being not
be more than thirty thousand. A few years after the death of ‘Umar, that is in the time
of ‘Uthman, year 24/644, there were said to have been fourty thousand fighters residing
there.'®

As far as the Companions were concerned, it is said that around 680 of them
participated in the Battle of al-Qadisiyah: about 70 of these had participated in the
Battle of Badr, a further 310 had been the Prophet’s Companions since the Pledge of
Good Pleasures (Bay ‘at al-Ridwan), and 300 others had participated in the Conquest of
Mecca.'® Some of these Companions, like other participants in al-Qadisiyah, lived in
Kufa.

When we look at the division of tribal backgrounds in Kufa, the following

pattern emerges.

Table V
The Tribes of the Companions in Kufa

The Northerners The Southemeoers {Inspecificd

Namne Number Namne Number Nuamne

‘Abd al-Qays 14 Ansar Juhm

2 ‘Amiribn 13  Ash'ar 3 Iyam 1
Sa‘sa‘ah

3 Asad 25 Aazd 28 Jusham 1

18 Fred M. Donner, The Early Islamic Conquest (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1981), 227.
187 Al-Tabari, Tdrikh al-Umam, 3 : 7.
%2 Ibid., 3 : 307.

189 Ibid., 3 : 10.
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6 Dabbah 5 Himyar 8
7 Hudhayl 3 Hamdan 6
8 Kinanah 12 Khath*am 2
9 Muzaynah 14 Kindah 12
10 Qays ‘Aylan 28 Murad 4
11 Quraysh 30 Quda‘ah 4
12 Tamim 27 Ta'i 6
13 Thagqif 13
TOTAL 191 TOTAL 126 TOTAL 3

Several conclusions can be drawn from the above scheme:

1. The largest group of the Companions in Kufa was that of the Ansar,
numbering 40 (13%), followed by Quraysh with 30 (9%), Azd with 28 (9%), Qays with
28 (9%), Tamim with 27 (8 %), and Asad with 25 (8%). As far as tribal origins are
concerned, both the northerners and the southerners were almost equally represented.
Whereas the northerners constituted 60% of the inhabitants, the southerners made up
39% (compared to Basra where the northerners outnumbered the southemers by 75% to
23%). The most important southerners in terms of number were the Ansar (32%), Azd
(22%), Bajilah (10%) and Kindah (10%). As for the northemers there were four
important tribal groups which were almost equal in number: Quraysh (16%), Qays
(15%), Tamim (14%) and Asad (13%). At the second level we find four other groups
which were also almost equally represented: Muzaynah (7%), *Abd al-Qays (7%), ‘ Amir
ibn Sa‘sa‘ah (7%) and Kinanah (6%).

2. How did the Ansar and Quraysh become the largest group of Companions

represented at Kufa? This is interesting for there is no mention that they were ever a
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part of Sa‘d’s army. Since of 27 known martyrs, 8 were from the Ansar, the latter must
obviously have participated in the Battle of al-Qadisiyah.'"”® Since they are not
mentioned as having been in Sa‘d’s army when it departed from Medina, when did they
come? It is highly probable that they arrived in Iraq with the first army that had been
sent by ‘Umar under al-Muthannd ibn al-Harithah. The Muhajirun (meaning the
Quraysh) and the Ansar were among the first to answer ‘Umar’s call to undertake Jihad
against Persia. It is said that there were about four thousand Muhajirun and Ansar who
joined al-Muthannad.'”* They likely joined up with Sa‘d once he had arrived in Irag and
then participated in al-Qadisiyah. Eventually, when Kufa was built, they chose to reside
there permanently. But there are also some who came to Kufa later. Examples are Abu
Ahmad ibn Qays,'” ‘Ubayd ibn ‘Azib,'”> Qarazah ibn Ka‘b'** and Mujammi‘ ibn
Jariyah.'”® They were not in Sa‘d’s army but rather were sent to Kufa by ‘Umar to teach
religion and the Qur’an. As for the Quraysh, since only 1 of 27 martyrs of al-Qadisiyah
is from this tribe, it could mean that either they--like the Ansar--formed part of the
previous army that had survived and resided in Iraq but which--unlike the Ansar--did

196

not take an active part in the battle, " or that the majority of them only arrived in Kufa

19 Donner, Islamic Conquests, 208.

91 Al-Kufi, al-Futah, 164-5.

'2 bn Hajar, al-Isabah, 4 : 4.

193 Ibid., 2 : 437; Ibn Sa‘d, a/-Tabaqgat, 6 : 17.

19 Tbn Sa'd, al-Tabaqat, 6 : 17; Ton * Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1306; Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 4 :
400; Ibn Hajar, al-Isabah, 3 : 223.

195 Ton Hajar, al-Isabah, 3 : 346.

9 Donner, Islamic Congquest, 208.
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after the conquest. As for Tamim and Asad, they settled close to Kufa, and so it is
understandable to find them among the first to settle in Kufa. Azd on the other hand
lived far away from Kufa. Their presence can only be explained by the process of
conquest, as can that of Qays.

3. As in Basra, in Kufa the Azd were one of the most important tribes. In spite of
their small number (only around seven hundred of the total number of Sa‘d’s army in al-
Qadisiyah),'”” many of the Companions came from this tribe. The Azd had already
played a considerable role in the history of the Prophet. Once the Prophet asked them to

%% When ‘Umar summoned the

undertake Jihad, against the polytheists of Yemen.
Muslims to return to Iraq to undertake Jihad once again, the Azd immediately came
forward. They were part of Sa‘d’s army and so were among the first settlers in Basra
and Kufa.'*

4. According to al-Tabari, these are the tribes who settled in Kufa with Sa‘d:
Sulaym, Thagqif, Hamdan, Bajilah, Taym al-Lat, Taghlib, Banu Asad, Nakha‘, Kindah,
Azd, Ansar, Muzaynah, Tamim, Muharib, Asad, ‘Amir, Bajalah, Bajlah, Jadilah,

Juhaynah, and Banu al-Bakka’.?®® There are, however, differences between this list and

al-Tabari‘s own account of the tribes who joined Sa‘d at al-Qadisiyah.®' If the early

197 For the list of the participants in the Battle of al-Qadisiyah, sce al-Tabari, 7arikh a/-Umam, 3 : 5-

198 Ibn Sa‘'d, Tabagat, 1 : 338.
199 G. Strenziok, “Azd" in EF.
2% Al-Tabari, 7arikh al-Umam, 3 : 149

20! 1bid, 3 : 5-7
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inhabitants of Kufa were similar in origin to those who had previously settled in al-
Mada’in, and the composition of those who settled in al-Mada’in are similar to those
who joined Battle at al-Qadisiyah, then the tribes who participated in the latter event
must have been among the first settlers in Kufa. But al-Tabari‘s list leaves out a number
of tribes who were involved in the battle. Qays, for example, who participated in al-
Qadisiyah, are not mentioned. Since Qays appears in the table--and their numbers were

quite significant--we cannot infer that they did not stay in Kufa after the battle.

C. Syria
In contrast to the situation in Iraq and Egypt, in Syria thhe Muslims did not build
cities immediately after the conquest. This policy could be explained as reflecting the
wish of the Muslims to continue the existing Byzantine politicak-military division of the
country. Accordingly, post-conquest Syria was divided into four provinces, each of
which was called a jund These provinces were: Palestine, al-Urdunn, Damascus and
Hims.?”? Drawing upon information supplied by the Arab chroniclers and geographers
from the 3rd/9th to 6th/12th century, Haldon makes the following statement on the
approximate boundaries of the four provinces:
... the jund of Hims is the most northerly, having a border with that of Dimashq to
the South running inland from the cost just north of Tripoli im a more-or-less easterly
direction. .... The jund of Dimashq has a littoral reaching down as far as Tyre, at

which point it meets the boundary of al-Urdunn. But it is important to note that,
according to the sources, it actually encloses the area of the jund al-Urduun on the

2% Irfan Shahid, “The Jund System in Bilad al-Sham: Its Origin,” in Mehammad Adnan Bakhit and
Muhammad Asfour (eds.), Proceedings of the Symposium on Bilad al-Sham During the Byzantine Period
(Amman, 1986), 47; John Haldon, “Seventh-Century Continuities: the Ajnsd and the ‘hematic Myth’,”
in Averil Cameron (ed.), The Byzantine and Early Islamic Near Fast III: Sdates, Resources and Armies
(Princeton: The Darwin Press, 1995), 379-80.
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desert side, including for example, the cities of Bostra and ‘Amman, before stretching
down to meet the border of Filastin, which covers the districts to the South,
stretching into the Negev, and west as far as the coast. Even with the tidying-up
carried out by the later geographers, these descriptions may be reasonable presumed
to reflect the approximate extent of the a/mad in the seventh century, since the
evidence of the early Umayyad mints for the region fits in with these areas, ....2%
The writers of the biographical dictionaries that we have consulted for our study lived
between the 3rd/9th and 9th/15th centuries: Ibn Sa‘d died in the 3rd/9th century, Ibn
‘Abd al-Barr in the 5th/11th, Ibn al-Athir in the 7th/i3th, al-Dhahabi in the 8th/14th
and Ibn Hajar in the 9th/15th. If we accept Haldon’s statement that the description of
the four ajnad made between the 3rd/9th and 6th/12th centuries by the Arab chroniclers
and biographers reflects the approximate boundaries of these ajnad in the seventh
century, then we can assume that Ibn Sa‘d’s and Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr’s statements on these
four ajnad, considering when they were written, also reflect the four ajnad in the 1st/7th
century. As for Ibn al-Athir, al-Dhahabi and Ibn Hajar, since they lived after the
6th/12th century, their statements on the four g/nad may not reflect the Ist/7th century
reality. In other words, we do not know precisely, for example, what Ibn Hajar meant
when he said “sakana Filastin.” Did his Palestine still occupy the same territory as the
Palestine of the 1st/7th century, or did it mean something different to him in the
9th/15th century? We cannot answer this question unless we assume that Ibn al-Athir,
al-Dhahabi, and Ibn Hajar all shared the same sources as Ibn Sa‘d and Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr,

or that the a/nad after the 6th/12th century retained substantially the same borders as

they had several centuries earlier.

29 John Haldon, “The Ajnad,” 388-9. For more precise boundaries of these ajnad see map II (The
Ajnad according to Arab sources), ibid, xiii.

171



Unlike the terms Palestine and al-Urdunn, which are used only to indicate
provinces, Damascus and Hims are also used to refer to cities. Al-Muqaddasi makes this
clear. While he introduces Palestine with the phrase “wa-amma Filastin fa-qasabatuha
al-Ramlahk” (as for Palestine, its capital city is Ramlah) and al-Urdunn with “wa-amma
al-Urdunn fa-qasabatuha al-Tabariyah” (as for al-Urdunn, its capital city is Tabariyah),
he introduces Damascus with “wa-amma Dimashq fa-ism al-qasabah aydan’ (as for
Damascus, it is also the name of its capital city), and Hims with “wa-amma Hims fa-ism
al-gasabah aydar’ (as for Hims, it is also the name of capital city).?® Thus, when it is
said “sakana Filastin”’ this could mean that a Companion resided virtually anywhere--or
in any city—in Palestine, whereas when it is said “sakana Hims" it means that he resided
either in the city of Hims or in other cities in that province. Likewise “sakana Dimashq’
could mean that he resided either in the city of Damascus or somewhere else in the
province of Damascus.

This of course poses a problem when it comes to interpreting the phrase “sakana
al-Skam,” the most frequently used expsession for the Companions’ geographical
connection to Syria. Where exactly did the Companions live? Palestine, al-Urdunn,

- _ %

Damascus or Hims? In early Islamic times morover “2/-Sham’ could also mean

i

Damascus.?”” Hence Damascus was referred to as either “Dimashq, ” “Dimashq al-Sham’

or simply “al-Sham.”** The fact that Damascus is the biggest city in Syria (“ajall

204 Al-Muqaddasi, Absan al-Tagasim, 154.
2% C.E. Bosworth, “al-Sham,” in EF.

206 N.. Elisséeff, “Damascus,” EF .
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1)208 may

madinah bi-al-Sham’y"" and even its capital city (“Dimashq hiya misr al-Sham
explain why it was identified with Syria (a/-Sham). But does this mean that when we
find the statement “sakana al-Sham,” we can generally assume that it is equivalent to
“sakana Dimashg’? While it is certainly possible to hold this view, this is not the
position that we take here. There are some expressions which prevent us from assuming
that “sakana al-Sham’ automatically means “sakana Dimashq.’” It happens that the
sources use both “a/-Sham”’ and its province, or even its cities, at the same time, to
indicate geographical location. Examples are: “akhir man mata bi-al-Sham bi-Hims min
Ashab Rasul Allsh (the last Companion of the Prophet who died in Syria in Hims), %

»210 «pozala al-Urdunn min al-

“sakana Hims min al-Sham (be resided in Hims in Syria),
Sham (he resided in al-Urdunn in Syria),”*'' “sakapna al-Urdunn min al-Sham (he
resided in al-Urdunn in Syria),”**? and “alladhin nazalu al-Sham bi-Bayt al-Magqdis

“213 These examples show us that al-

(those who resided in Syria in Bayt al-Maqdis).
Sham certainly does not equal Dimashq. The expression “alladhin nazalu al-Sham bi-
Bayt al-Maqdis” tells us that the author (i.e., Ibn Sa‘d) fortunately knew in which part

of Syria these people resided, which allowed him to be specific. Had he not known that

207 Ibn Hawkal, Kitab Surat al-Ard, ed. J.H. Kramers (Leiden; E.J. Brill, 1967), 174.
2% Al-Muqaddasi, Afsan al-Tagasim, 156.

2% Ibn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 2 : 736, 3 : 847; Ibn Hajar, al-Isabah, 2 :273; Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-
Ghabah, 3 : 16, 186, Ibn Sa‘d, al-Tabagat, 7 : 413.

21 1on al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 2 : 511.
! Tbn Hajar, al-Isabah, 2 : 292; Ton al-Athir, Usd a/-Ghabah, 3 : 220.
212 1bn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1326.

25 Ibn Sa‘d, a/-Tabagat, 7 : 424.
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these latter had settled in Bayt al-Maqdis, he would have said “alladhin nazalu al-
Sham,” period. Thus, it could be the case that when our authors write “sakana al-Sham’
they indeed only knew that a Companion resided in Syria but not the exact
whereabouts.

How many Companions went to Syria for Jihad? Although we do not know the
precise answer to this question, the following information is suggestive. According to
Sayf, there were about 1000 Companions who took part in the Battle of al-Yarmuk and
about 100 of these had been participants in Badr.?'* A group of Companions is also
reported to have participated in the conquest of Cyprus in the year 27.2'° In Khalid ibn
al-Walid’s army in Syria there were about 500 Companions.?'¢ While the number given
by Sayf may not be accurate, it still gives us the impression that quite a number of
Companions went to Syria to undertake Jihad. How many of them survived and finally
came to reside there?

Further information which can also help us answer the question can be derived
from Abu Bakr’s insistence on sending an army to Syria. It was his policy that when
people came to Medina asking him to send them on Jihad, Abu Bakr would direct them
to Syria. Some of them arrived with Abu ‘Ubaydah while others accompanied Yazid.
Any group could go with whomsoever it pleased.”?” On another occasion, in order to

meet the Byzantine threat from Antakiya, Abu Bakr summoned the Muslims and urged

214 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 2 : 594.
215 Ibid., 3 : 315.
26 AL Kufi, al-Futuh, 1 : 253.

217 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 2 : 601.
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them to help their brothers in Syria. People from Hamdan, Aslam, Ghifar, Muzaynah,
. Murad, Azd and other tribes answered this calL?'® It is also said that Abu ‘Ubaydah’s
army consisted of Azd, Himyar, Hamdan, Madhhij, Khawlan, Khath‘am, Kinanah,
Quda‘ah, Lakhm, Judham and Hadramawt. No one from the Taym or Rabi‘ah tribes
joined Abu ‘Ubaydah, for all of them were with Sa‘d ibn Abi Waqqas in Iraq.?'’ There is
no information on how many (if any) of these people were Companions. But they were
certainly old enough to go to war and this means that they had been alive in the time of
the Prophet. Hence, we can assume that there must have been some Companions among
them.
The table below provides a glimpse of the Companions who were active in Syria,

broken down by tribe of origin.

Table VI
. The Tribes of the Companions in Syria

Northerners ) Southerners ' Unspecificd

Name Naine Number Naine

‘Abd al-Qays 7
2 ‘Amiribn 16 Alhan 3 cAwf 1
Sa‘sa‘ah
3 ‘Anzibn 1 Ansar 37 Bayma' 1
Wa’il
4 Asad 6 Asbah 1 Daylam 1
5 Bahilah 2 Ash'ar 16 Dhimar 1
6 Bakribn 3 Azd 46 Du‘al 1
Wa'il
7 Hudhayl 1 Bajilah 1 Habsh s
8 Kinanah 18 Bali 2 Hawzin 1
9 Mubarib 2 Ghassan 2 Hudayba 1
10 Muzaynah 3 Hadramawt 11 Jazr 1
11 Qaysibn 19 Hamdan 6 Kula* 1
‘Aylan
12 Quraysh 45 Himyar 13 Lahb 1
13 Sulaym 24 Jamm 2 Laqit 1

218 Al-Kufi, al-Futih, 1 : 103-4.

. 219 1bid., I : 255.
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Northemners Southerners Unspecitied

Namc Number Name Nurnber Namc Nunher

1 Judham Malik |

15 Tamim i1 Juhaynah 14 Mulaykah 2
16 Thagif 6 Kalb 3 Mutt 1
17 Khath‘am 7 Bahran 1
18 Khawlan 8 Sa‘d ibn Bakr 2
19 Khuza‘ah 2 Sa‘dibn 1

Layth

20 Kindah 31 Sama* 2
21 Lakhm 7 Shargh 1
22 Madhhij Il Siba* 1
23 Quda‘ah 1 Subah 1
24 Taiyi 5 Sunabih 1
25 Tanukh 1 Tha'lab 1
26 ‘Udhrah 1 Utk 1
27 Yaman 3 Zubrah i
TOTAL 160 TOTAL 251 TOTAL 34

These figures allow us to conclude the following:

1. The most important tribes in Syria were Azd, with 46 Companions (10%),
Quraysh with 45 (10%), Ansar with 37 (8%), and Kindah with 31 (7%). Sulaym with
24 (5%), Qays ‘Aylan with 19 (4%), Kinanah with 18 (4%), ‘Amir ibn Sa‘sa‘ah with 16
(4%) and Ash‘ar 16 (4%) came next. The majority of the Companions belonged to
southern tribes (251 or 56%), as opposed to those who had affiliation with northern ones
(160 or 36%). So far I have been unable to determine to which broad geographical group
the remaining 34 Companions (8%) belonged.

2. The dominance of Azd in Syria can be explained by the fact that they formed
the largest group among the newly arrived tribes in Syria. At the Battle of Yarmuk, they

constituted one third of the whole Muslim army.?*°

2% Donner, Islamic Conquests, 133, 147.
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The Tribal Affiliation of the Companions who Resided in

Table VII

Hims, Damascus, Palestine and al-Urdunn

Nob. PName 15050 e oL ms it o Damascus | Palestine - 1- AFUrdunn
Northemn
1 ‘Abd al-Qays 1 - 1 -
2 *Amir ibn Sa‘sa‘ah 1 2 - -
3 Asad 2 1 - -
4 Bahilah 1 - - -
s Bakr ibn Wa'"il 1 - - -
6 Hudhayl 1 - - -
7 Kinanah 4 2 5 -
8 Muzaynah 1 - - -
9 Qays “Aylan 5 4 - -
10 Qurasyh 1t 8 2 1
11 Sulaym 9 2 - 1
12 Tamim 6 2 1 -
13 Thaqif 3 1 - -
TOTAL 1 46 22 2
Southemers
14 *Akk - - 1 -
15 Alhan 2 - - -
16 Ansar 10 7 4 1
17 Ash’ar - 2 - -
18 Azd 13 6 1
19 Hadramawt 6 - -
20 Hamdan 1 - -
21 Himyar 2 - - -
22 Judham 1 - 4 -
23 Juhaynah 3 - 3 -
24 Kalb - 2 - -
25 Khath‘am - 1 1 -
26 Khawian 2 2 - -
27 Khuza‘ah - 1 1 -
28 Kindah 15 1 1 1
29 Lakhm 1 - 5 -
30 Madhhij 4 2 - -
31 Quda‘’ah - 1 - -
32 Ta"i 2 1 - -
33 Tanukh 1 - - -
34 Yaman 1 1 -
TOTAL 2 64 28 26 3
Unspecified
35 ‘Anz - - 1 -
36 *Awf - - -
37 Du‘al - - 1 -
38 Fazai - - 1 -
39 Habsh 1 - 1 -
40 Hawzin 1 - - -
41 Jarsh 1 - - -
42 Kawn(?) 1 - - -
43 Khashnah 1 - - -
44 Lahb 1 - - -
45 Laqit - - 1 -
46 Sa‘d 1 - - -
47 Utk - - L -
48 Ya‘mar 1 - - N
49 Yaragh(?) 1 - - -
TOTAL 3 10 0 6 -
TOTAL 1,2,3 120 49 41 5
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3. As was stated before, Hims, Damascus, Palestine and al-Urdunn were the four
provinces that made up Syria in the time of Companions. As far as these a/nad were
concerned the information that we get is not always specific, so that we do not know
exactly where the Companions mostly settled or what tribes were dominant in each
region. But from Table VIl above we may be able to obtain a general idea of their
distribution.

In overall terms, Kindah, Azd, Quraysh and Ansar were the tribes with the
largest numbers of Companions. The concentration of these tribes, however, is
interesting. Almost all the Kindah Companions resided in Hims (13% of Hims’s
Companion population), while they formed only 2% of Damascus’s and 2% of
Palestine’s. Companions of Quraysh origin resided mainly in Hims and Damascus (9%
of Hims’s Companion population and 16% of Damascus’s) while only a few lived in
Palestine (only 4% of the total). Companions of Ansar and Azd origin on the other hand
were almost equally present in Hims, Damascus and Palestine, ranging in each case from
slightly more than 8% to slightly more than 14% of the total population of the

Companions in these regions.

D. Egypt
Ibn Sa‘d, Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, Ibn al-Athir, al-Dhahabi and Ibn Hajar all refer to the
Companions who resided in Egypt as having been inhabitants of Misr. Neither Fustat

nor Alexandria is ever mentioned.
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In the period between the Arab conquest and the foundation of Cairo, the term
Misr was understood to mean the settlement of ‘Amr ibn al-°As and his army.”>' As was
said earlier, the involvement of Companions in official administration led them to settle
in cities, where these activities were actively pursued. In Egypt the center of
administration, and the site where ‘Amr ibn al-‘As and his army were for the most part
settled, was Fustat. It was a city in the real meaning of the word (“misr £i kull gawl’),
or the city of Egypt (“misr Misr’).*** Hence when Ibn Sa‘d, Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, Ibn al-
Athir, al-Dhahabi and Ibn Hajar say “sakana Misf’ they most likely mean “sakana
Fustat” The city was built in the year 20/640 or 21/641, soon after ‘Amr ibn al-*As
conquered Alexandria.’?® Mu‘awiyah ibn Hudayj al-Tujibi, Shurayk ibn Jibril al-
Ghutayfi al-Muradi, ‘Amr ibn Qahzam al-al-Khawlani and Haywayl ibn Nashirah al-
Mu‘afifi were appointed by ‘Amr ibn al-‘As to be responsible for settling the army.”*
Needless to say, not all the army settled in Egypt. From the biographical dictionaries
used as sources for this thesis, we know that there were 151 Companions who
participated in conquering Egypt. Of that number only slightly less than half (i.e., 66)
Companions are known to have stayed in Fustat.

In the table below we see the breakdown of the Companions’ number in Egypt

arranged by tribe.

22! A J. Wensinck, “Misr,” in EF.
222 Al-Muqaddasi, Ahsan al-Tagalim, 197.

2 Tbn Duqmaq, al-Intisar, 2-3. al-Kindi, Kitab al-Wulih wa-Kitab al-Qudah, ed. Rhuvon Guest
(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1912), 9.

24 Yaqut, Mu‘janr, Ibn Duqmaq, al-[atisar, 3.
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Table VII
The Tribes of the Companions in Egypt

1 . 5 1
2 Asad 1 Ansar 20 Daylam 1
3 Bahilah 3 Asbah 2 Dul 1
4 Kinanah 14 Ash'ar 1 Faris 2
S Mudar 1 Azd 7 Hamrawah 1
6 Muzaynah 3 Bajilah 1 Jayshan 2
7 Qays "Aylan 3 Bali 2] Khas 1
8 Quraysh 23 Hadramawt 10 Muafir 1
9 Sulaym 2 Hamdan 3 Saba’ 1
10 Tamim I Himyar 3 *Utaq 2
11  Thaqif 1 Jubhaynah 8
12 Judham 1
13 Khawlan 4
14 Khuza‘ah 2
15 Kindah 12
16 Lakhm 1
17 Madhhij 3
18 Murad 5
19 Quda‘ah 3
20 Tanukh 1
21 Yaman 6

TOTAL 54 TOTAL 119 TOTAL 13

A number of observations can be made on the basis of the above.

1. Quraysh, with 23 (12%) Companions, Bali with 21 (11%), Ansar with 20
(11%), Kinanah with 14 (8%), Kindah with 12 (6%) and Hadramawt with 10 (5%) are
the tribes that had the highest concentration of Companions in Egypt. The majority of
Companions belonged to tribes from the south (64%). The northern tribes boasted 29%.
A further 14 Companions, or 7% of the total, belonged to tribes of uncertain origin.

2. One might think that, because the Quraysh and Ansar were dominant in
Egypt, there must have been many from these tribes who participated in the conquest of

this region. This was, however, not the case. As the biographical dictionaries tell us,
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there were only 13 Companions from Qurasyh and 6 from Ansar who joined the
conquest,”?’ .and only 10 of these (i.e., 8 from Qurasyh and 2 from Ansar) who are
known to have settled or had a khittah there. This means that the majority of the

Quraysh and Ansar came to Egypt after the conquest.

3. Contacts between Bali and the Prophet had been established since the early
days of Islam. ?** Some of them even lived in Medina, so that when a delegation of Bali
members went to the Prophet in order to accept Islam they stayed with a resident Bali,
Rufay* ibn Thabit al-Balawi.”>’ A considerable number of Balawis fought alongside the
Prophet at Badr and Uhud.””® When the Muslim army went to Egypt they joined them.
They were closely attached to ‘Amr, and were ranged on the right of his banner.”® ‘Amr
was in fact related to Bali through the marriage of his grandfather to a woman of that
tribe.®° Of the 151 Companions who joined the expedition to Egypt, 17 were from Bali,
11 of whom decided to reside there (of the other 6 there is no way of determining

whether they decided to reside there, or died, or went somewhere else). The total

225 When compared, for example, to Ghafig. It is told that one third of the three thousand original
members of ‘Amr’s army who conquered Egypt were from this tribe. Their settlement in Fustat was so
large that Ibn ‘Abd al*Hakam could not even describe it all (al-Kindi, Kitab al-Wulah, 8; Ibn *Abd al-
Hakam, Futuh Misr, 121, 122).

226 But it was only the Balawi of Hijaz who supported the Prophet. The Balawi of the north, who
resided in Syria, opposed the Prophet, and even fought alongside the Byzantines against the Muslims.
See Donner, Islamic Conquest, 101-102; W. M. Watt, Mubhammad at Medina, 111.

227 Ybn Sa‘d, a/-Tabagat, 1 : 330.

222 For a list of the participants sec [bn Hazm, Jarnharat Ansab al-‘Arab, ed. E. Lévi-Provengal (Cairo:
Dar al-Ma‘arif, 1948), 413-4.

229 1t was even claimed that *‘Amr fought under the banner of Bali (Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam, Futulr Misr,
62).

230 1bid., 116.
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number of Balawi Companions who went to Egypt was 21, meaning that the majority of
them (i.e., 17) went to Egypt with the army. The other 4 must have gone there after the
conquest. It may well be the case that, among the tribes which settled in Egypt, Bali
was the tribe which had the highest representation in Companions (“fa-amma Bali f3-
aktharuha rajulan sahiba Rasul Allzh”)y">' Not all the people of Bali who settled in
Egypt came at the time of the conquest however. For some unknown reason ‘Umar
asked his governor ( ‘amil) in Syria to send one third of the Quda‘ah tribe to Egypt, and
since Bali constituted one third of Quda‘ah, it was presumably they who were sent.??

So far we have discussed the pattern of the distribution of Companions by tribe
in the main centers of settlement: Iraq (Kufa and Basra), Syria (mainly Damascus, Hims
and Palestine) and Egypt (in this case, Fustat). From the discussion certain points
emerge. First, as far as the number of tribes was concerned, Syria and Egypt were more
heterogeneous than Basra or Kufa were. Second, the southerners were in the majority in
Syria and in Egypt, whereas the northerners, on the other hand, formed the majority in
Basra and Kufa (although in Kufa the difference in numbers between northerners and
southerners was not great.) Third, as far as representation is concerned, Qurasyh, Ansar,
Kinanah, Kindah and Azd were the tribes that boasted the greatest numbers of
Companions. In every center of settlement they were in the majority. Fourth, there
were tribes which formed the majority in a certain place or places but were in the
minority in others, examples being: Bakr ibn Wa’il (strong in number of Companions

only in Basra), Bali (strong only in Egypt), Qays ‘Aylan and Ash‘ar (strong only in

2! bid., 77.

232 1bid., 116.
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Syria), ‘Abd al-Qays (strong only in Basra and Kufa), Sulaym (strong only in Basra and
Syria), Thagqif (strong only in Basra and Kufa), and ‘ Amir ibn Sa‘sa‘ah (strong only in

Basra, Kufa and Syria).

In Chapter Four we will discuss whether the general pattern of settlement in

Basra, Kufa, Syria and Egypt had any influence on the Battle of Siffin.
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CHAPTER IV

CENTERS OF DISTRIBUTION DURING THE FITNAH

1. The Arena

Of the three main theaters of conquest (Iraq, Syria, and Egypt), Iraq traditionally
was the least popular among soldiers. We see for instance that “Umar’s first initiative on
becoming caliph was to summon warriors tc accompany al-Muthannd ibn al-Harithah
(who had gone to Medina to request aid at around the time of Abu Bakr’s death) on his
return to Iraq. ‘Umar waited three days and yet nobody came forward. Al-Tabari
acknowledges that “the Persian front was among the most disliked and difficult of the

warfronts for them, because of the strength of the Persians’ sovereignty, their military

9]

force, their might, and their subjection of the nations.” The same thing occurred when
‘Umar was preparing to send Sa‘d ibn Abi Waqqas to Iraq in the year 14/635. Although
Sa‘d, it is said, was able to gather 4000 men around him, of whom 2300 were from
Yemen and 700 from al-Sarat,” these recruits, much to the dismay of ‘Umar, only

wanted to be sent to Syria. ‘Umar insisted on sending them to Iraq but they still refused.

The final solution was that half of them were sent to Iraq and the other half to Syria.?

! Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam wa-al-Muluk, ed. Nukhbah min al-‘Ulama’ al-Ajilla® (Beirut:
Mu’assasat al-A‘lami lil-Matbu‘at, n.d.), 2 : 631. The translation is from The History of al-Tabari, vol.
11, The Challenge to the Empires, translated and annotated by Khalid Yahya Blankinship (Albany: State
University of New York Press, 1992), 173.

2 « A mountain range parallel to the Southwestern coast of the Arabian peninsula.” Friedmann's note
in 7he History of al-Tabari, vol. 12, The Battle of al-Qadisiyah and the Conquest of Syria and Palestine,
translated and annotated by Yohanan Friedmann (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1992),

10.

3 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 5.



The Bajilis or, to be more precise, the scattered Bajilis whom Jarir ibn ‘Abd Allah had
gathered together with the help of ‘Umar,* also refused to march to Iraq with al-
Muthannd, insisting instead that they be sent to Syria. Thay paid no attention to
‘Umar’s explanation that the latter region was sufficiently garrisoned. Only after ‘Umar
promised to compensate them with a quarter of the fifth part of the booty, in addition to
their own share, did they finally agree to go to Iraq.’

The nature of the arema was of course not the only reason. The tribal
composition in the destination was clearly another factor. The Yemenis were inclined
toward Syria on this account, while the Mudaris favored Iraq.’ This explains why Sa‘d’s
army insisted on being sent to Syria, since the majority of them were from Yemen. The
Bajilis made it clear that the reason why they preferred to be sent to Syria was because
their brothers (as/afima) were there.” Azd and Kinanah tendered the same reason before
finally abandoning Syria, at ‘Umar’s request, as their first choice.® Like the Yemenis
and the Bajilis, the Azdis and Kinanis only reluctantly went to Iraq.

The difficulty that ‘Umar faced in recruiting troops on the one hand and in
meeting the immediate need to send an army to face the powerful Persian troops on the

other, forced him to take drastic measures. First, he recruited former apostates, a group

* Jarir had in fact already asked the Prophet’s permission to collect the Bajilis. But this was not
realized until the time of ‘Umar (Ibn al-Athir, a/-Kamil f7 al-Tarikh, ed. Abu al-Fida' *‘Abd Allah al-Qadi
(Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘Ilmiiyah, 1987), 2 : 288 - 9).

5 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 2 : 644, 645-6; Ibn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 2 : 289.

¢ Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 7.

" Ibid, 2 : 646.

® Ibid., 2 : 647.
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from which Abu Bakr had never sought help in his wars against non-Arabs.’ “‘Umar had
no choice but to do so, although he never placed a former apostate in a position of
authority.!” The prohibition instituted by Abu Bakr against recruiting former apostates
had in fact placed al-Muthannd ibn Harithah, his general in Iraq, in a very delicate
position, especially when half of his army went to Syria with Khalid ibn al-Walid (on
Abu Bakr’s instructions). The situation he faced was actually so difficult that he, as we
have seen, was forced to go to Medina to inform the Caliph of the objective reality of
the Muslims in Iraq and to ask his permission to recruit apostates, provided that they
clearly showed their regret. Al-Muthann4 arrived in Medina when Abu Bakr was already
suffering from the illness which caused his death.!" The pressure exerted by al-
Muthannd--with whom ‘Umar finally discussed the matter--must have been
instrumental in convincing ‘Umar to abandon Abu Bakr’s policy concerning the
involvement of apostates in campaigns. Once ‘Umar allowed them to join the ranks,
these apostates quickly stepped forward from every direction.'? The second measure that
‘Umar took was to allow conscription, when necessary, as a means of raising troops.

When ‘Umar sent Sa‘d to al-Qadisiyah he instructed him to recruit any man of strength,

° In one of his letters which he sent to Khalid ibn al-Walid and ‘Iyad ibn Ghanm (both of whom
having been sent to Iraq), Abu Bakr said, “No one among those that have apostatized is allowed to
campaign with you until I give my opinion” (al-Tabari, 7arikh al-Umam, 2 : 554). Again, his instruction
to Khalid ibn al-Walid, when he sent him to Syria, was “Accept (that is, to be part of his army) only
those who have not apostatized” (al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 2 : 587; also Ibn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 2 :
238, 252.

10 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umarn, 3 : 9. However, faced with a very difficult situation, and regardless of
*‘Umar’s prohibition, Sa‘d put Qays ibn al-Makshukh, one of the former leaders of the apostates, in
command of a small expedition. This made ‘Amr ibn Ma‘dikarib, a Companion, angry. Sece al-Tabari,
Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 63-4.

! Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 2 : 607; Ibn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 2 : 263.

12 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 2 : 634; Ton al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 2 : 283, 289.
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courage and leadership, including non-Arabs, whom he encountered on the way, adding
“if he refuses, just take him.”'* Nevertheless, in one of his letters to Sa‘d on the way to
al-Qadisiyah, ‘Umar reminded him to be cautious with his recruits."

These reports on the reluctance of people to go to Iraq may be an indication of
the socio-political conditions existing there. ‘Umar’s policy to use force and/or offer
economic concessions suggests that the migration of people to Iraq was basically
involuntary. Nor should we be surprised to learn that those who were sent to Iraq and
finally settled there did not readily feel at home. This made for an unstable atmosphere,
at least when compared to the situation in Syria. It should be remembered here that the
settlement of the Companions in Iraq is most often described in the sources by the verb
ns2zals, an expression which suggests impermanence."’

The poor relations existing between Kufa and Basra are in many ways indicative
of the instability of Iraq. The two cities were not always in harmony. One source of
conflict was the distribution of tax revenues. The rule that the taxes takem from
conquered lands would belong to its conquerors had originally motivated the Basrans
and Kufans to compete with each other in conquering as much land as possible. Which

of the two actually conquered the land was crucial to deciding how much economic

B Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 28; 2 : 658. But when conditions improved ‘Umar abandoned this
policy (al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 223).

4 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 11. See also Ibn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 2 : 295. Some of these men
embraced Islam cither before or after the fighting. Non-Arabs, and even non-Muslims, as compensation,
were entitled to a payment of two thousand dirhams, just like other participants in al-Qadisiyah (al-
Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 28). Another measure that ‘Umar took to encourage the people to fight the
Persians was to allow them to keep the spoils taken from the men they killed (al-Tabari, Tarikh al-
Umam, 3 : 71).

!5 See pp. 120-2.
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benefit either group would receive. Problems certainly arose when both Kufans and
Basrans jointly conquered certain regions. Each group tried to claim particular lands to
the exclusion of the other. The Kufans, for example, claimed that Ramahurmuz and
Idhaj were theirs since they had been conquered by them without any help from the
Basrans, who had only joined forces with them once the two lands had been taken.'® The
Basrans, who were facing serious economic problems due to an imbalance between their
numbers in Basra and the extent of the lands they possessed, proposed to ‘Umar through
their governor ‘Umar ibn Suraqah that the problem be settled in such a way that the
Kufans would share their lands with them.'’

On another occasion the problem involved the conquest of Tustar (21/642). The
Basrans claimed the land for themselves, but so did the Kufans. This might have erupted
into war had ‘“Umar not sent them a letter imposing a solution to the quarrel. Tustar,
‘Umar said, was the rightful prize of the Basrans, but, because the Kufans had helped
them, the Basrans ought to share the booty with the Kufans. Everyone was satisfied
with the settlement, the Basrans returning home following their leader Abu Mus4d al-
Ash‘ari and the Kufans doing the same under ‘Ammar ibn Yasir.'* Later however
Dabbah ibn Muhsan raised the problem again with ‘Umar, questioning the involvement

of the Basrans in the conquest. He confronted Abu Mus4 al-Ash‘ari, accusing him of not

16 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 240; Tbn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 2 : 432.
7 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 240

¥ Al-Kufi, Kitab al-Futih (Beirut: Dar al-Nadwah al-Jadidah, n.d.), 2 : 27.
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having contributed to the victory. ‘Umar summoned both Abu Musd al-Ash‘ari and
Dabbah to meet with him, but reserved most of his anger for Abu Mus4."’

The rivalry between Kufa and Basra was damaging to the future of Iraq in its
struggle against Syria. When °Ali led the people of Iraq in the year 36/657 against the
Syrian challenge, he faced many difficulties in gaining control. The fact that he was a
newcomer himself made the situation worse. Not only did he have to deal with local
problems, he also had to struggle to be accepted by the local people. The strong support
he received from the Companions, particularly from those settled in Kufa, was not
enough to overcome the internal crisis that ‘Al had to face.

Turning to Syria, a different picture emerges. Syria was a popular destination for
Jihad. It was mentioned above that the Azd, Kinanah and Bajilah tribes argued with
‘Umar hoping that they would be allowed to be sent to Syria, only to be told that Syria
already had enough personnel. Syria’s popularity may explain the heterogeneity of the
population there, since more tribes had come to settle in Syria than in Iraq.>® When the
Muslims first arrived in Syria they chose not to build new settlements, but to reside in
already established communities. Hence, whereas the people of Iraq were preoccupied
with building settlements and settling boundaries between their own peoples,
newcomers to Syria were quickly absorbed by their kinsmen who were established
locally. When the people of Iraq challenged the Syrians, Mu‘awiyah in Syria had no

difficulty in raising and inspiring his troops. For unlike ‘Ali, who had only arrived in

1% Ibid., 28-31.

20 Gee Table VI.
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Iraq shortly before the Battle of Siffin, Mu‘awiyah had been in Syria for 16 years—-4
under ‘Umar and 12 under ‘Uthman.?! From the second year of the caliphate of
‘Uthman, his control over Syria was not only firmer but also wider. ‘Uthman had
combined Hims and Qinnasrin, originally administered by ‘Umayr ibn Sa‘d, and
Palestine, formerly ruled by ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn ‘Alqamah, under Mu‘awiyah, whose
authority at the time of ‘Umar had been limited only to Damascus and Jordan.?? Hence,
compared to ‘Ali, Mu‘awiyah had two advantages: a more cohesive community and
extensive experience in dealing with it.

But experience was not the only factor that enabled Mu‘awiyah to control Syria.
The presence in Syria of other Meccan aristocrats, who, like Mu‘awiyah himself, had
converted to Islam only at the last minute, must be considered. It was pointed out
earlier that the presence of later converts in Syria dated back to the time of Abu Bakr.
When he launched his campaign against the Byzantines, he needed a great army. The
early Companions in Medina, i.e., the Muhajirun and the Ansar, had already been sent to
face the apostates. Many of them were also sent to Syria with Abu ‘Ubaydah ibn al-
Jarrah. The only people available to him were the Meccans and the Arabs living on the
outskirts of the holy cities. It was to them that Abu Bakr turned in a moment of

desperation.® Whenever Bedouin Arabs (wafd min al-‘arab) came to Abu Bakr, he sent

2! Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 5 : 211.

22 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 339-40; Ibn al-Athir, al-Kamil, 3 : 13; Sayf ibn ‘Umar al-Tamimi,
Kitab al-Riddahh wa- al-Futuh wa-Kitab al-Jamal wa-Masir ‘A’ishah wa-‘All, ed. Qasim al-Samarrai
(Leiden: Smitskamp Oriental Antiquarium, 1995), 96

23 Abu Bakr had already been faced with this shortage of manpower at the time of the Riddah wars.
To suppress the Kindah, who had apostatized under the leadership of al-Ash‘ath ibn Qays, Abu Bakr sent
the Muhajirin and members of Ansar under the leadership of Ziyad ibn Labid, ‘amil of the Prophet in
Kindah, who had been driven away by them. The Kindah were so powerful that the Muslims needed
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them to Syria.”* When a letter came from Syria to Abu Bakr asking for help, he called
upon the prominent members of the Quraysh in Mecca and asked their advice
concerning the Byzantines. On learning what Abu Bakr had done, ‘Umar is said to have
been quite angry. He strenuously argued that Abu Bakr should not have involved the
Quraysh in the matter. To ‘Umar these people were unworthy of fighting alongside the
Muhajirun and the Ansar. Even to ask their advice was inappropriate.®® But despite
‘Umar’s harsh criticism, Abu Bakr sent these Quraysh to Syria and appointed ‘Amr ibn
al-As as their commander. The Meccans nevertheless resented ‘Umar’s hostility. Al-
Harith ibn Hisham, ‘Tkrimah ibn Abu Jahl and Sahl ibn ‘Amr actually went to ‘Umar to
protest.2® On the night before he went to Syria ‘Amr ibn al-*As also went to him for the
same purpose.”’

What made these later converts more willing to support Mu‘awiyah was, besides
their blood relationship, their opposition to efforts of the older establishment to raise
‘Al to the caliphate. Again we must go back to the time of Abu Bakr and ‘Umar to find
the root of the problem. Abu Bakr acknowledged that the Muhajirun and Ansar did
indeed hold a high position in Islam. He even reminded ‘Umar to respect the Muhajirun

and Ansar and seek their guidance.?® But as far as practical needs were concerned, Abu

reinforcements to overcome them. Abu Bakr sent ‘Ikrimah ibn Abi Jahl, a later convert, with his Meccan
fellows to help (al-Kufi, a/-Futuh, 1 : 59-83).

# bid., 1:119.
% Ibid., 1 : 120
% Ibid., 1 : 120-21.
27 Ibid., 1 : 122.

2% Ibid., 1 : 154.
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Bakr believed, the later converts had be treated fairly and given an equal chance. To
‘Umar, who resented the Meccans’ late acceptance of Islam and their hostility to the
early call of the Prophet, Abu Bakr said that having decided to convert, they had proved
themselves to be good Muslims.” Thus when Abu Bakr distributed the wealth, he did it
equally among the people, regardless of the time of their conversion, sex, age or status
(slave or freeman).*®

The appointment of ‘Umar as caliph after Abu Bakr signaled the beginning of a
reassertion of the influence of the early converts. ‘Uthman’s appointment, conversely,
marked the return of the later converts to power. This also meant the return of the pride
and arrogance of the Quraysh. One example of this may be seen in the words of Sa‘id
ibn al-“As, the governor of Kufa appointed by ‘Uthman. In an argument with al-Ashtar,
Sa‘id said, “All the land of Sawad belongs to the Quraysh, so whatever land we liked we
took, and whatever land that we didn’t we left (fa-inna al-Sawad kullaha Ii-Quraysh fa-

31 These words would have been

ma nasha’u minhu akhadhna wa-ma nasha’u tarakna.)
unthinkable for a governor of Kufa to express in the time of ‘Umar. ‘Ali‘s rise to power,
was therefore a threat to the later converts and consequently a triumph for the early
ones. ‘Ali‘s attitude toward the early converts resembled that of ‘Umar. When there was

a dispute between Jarir and al-Muthannd over the leadership of the army in Iraq, ‘Ali

suggested to ‘Umar that he send somebody else to take over. This person however had

29 Ibid., 1 : 120.
3% Ibn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 2 : 270.

W Al-Kafi, al-Futih, 2 : 171; al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 371; also Ibn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 3 : 31
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to be from the Muhajirun or Ansar and had to have participated at Badr.’> Faced with
this powerful threat, the later converts had no choice but to support Mu‘awiyah.

The way the conflict was understood by the Quraysh may also help us
understand the closeness of their ties to each other and how they saw themselves as
justified in regarding the rise of ‘Ali as a threat to their established position (or at least
the establishment that ‘Uthman had created, at the centre of which the later converts
found temselves). We will see later how ‘Uthman was constantly criticized as caliph.
But whereas his opponents couched their criticism in religious terms (focusing on his
neglect of morality or religion), ‘Uthman’s family viewed them as attacking the
Quraysh, and the real issue as being one of tribal sentiment.®> “You are embittered
against the Quraysh,” said Mu‘awiyah to the Kufans who, because of their harsh
criticism against Sa‘id ibn al-‘As (‘Uthman’s governor in Kufa), were exiled at
‘Uthman’s order to Syria.>* What Mu‘awiyah meant here by the Quraysh did not include
all Qurasyh, since ‘All, the contender, was also of that tribe; yet Mu‘awiyah would not
countenance him as a candidate for the caliphate. The Quraysh that Mu‘awiyah had in
mind were the old Quraysh aristocrats.

It is interesting to note that both ‘Ali‘s army and Mu‘awiyah’s are identified in

many of our sources by their geographical attachment: ah/ al-‘Iraq for ‘Ali‘s army and

32 Al-Kufi, al-Futah, 1 : 172.

3 The two issues, i.c., morality and tribal sentiment, could easily be confused. Those who were
associated by the critics with evil-doing happened to come mainly from the family of ‘Uthman, i.c., the
Umayyads. Accordingly, criticism of evil was automatically criticism of the ‘Umayyads.

* Al-Tabari, 7arikh al-Umam, 3 : 362; Tbn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 3 : 32; Sayf, al-Riddah, 65.
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ahl al-Sham for Mu‘awiyah’s.”® This identification indicates that geographical
sentiment played an important role in the Fitnah. This conclusion is strengthened by the
fact that people from the same tribes often found themselves supporting the opposite
faction. It was “Ali‘s strategy at Siffin to face certain tribes from Syria with the same
tribes from Iraq. Accordingly the Azd of Syria would be faced by the Azd of Iraq, the
Khath‘am of Syria by the Khath‘am of Iraq, and so on. Only when there was no
corresponding tribe among the people of Irag would he alter this arrangement.?® The fact
however that people from the same tribes supported opposing parties can only mean that
tribal affiliation cannot wholly explain the nature of the Battle of Siffin.

The identification of ‘Ali with Iraq and Mu‘awiyah with Syria was apparently
established only on the eve of the battle. Beforehand, the supporters of ‘Ali and those of
Mu‘awiyah remained divided between the two regions. It was only before the battle
itself that they moved to join the main body of the troops that they supported. Thus
Mu‘awiyah’s supporters left Iraq while Afli‘s left Syria. We are informed that the
supporters of ‘Uthman ( ‘Uthmaniyun) and, therefore the supporters of Mu‘awiyah, in
Basra and Kufa, fled from these cities and came to reside in al-Jazirah, where, especially
in al-Raqqah, the supporters of ‘Uthman were strong.>’” The Banu al-Argam provide

another example. In Kufa, the city where they lived, they heard ‘Uthman constantly

3 See for example Ibn al-Athix, Usd al-Ghabah, 3 : 184; al-Minqari, Wag ‘at Siffin, ed. *Abd al-Salam
Muhammad Harun (Beirut: Dar al-Jil, 1990), 228, 229; Ibn Sa‘d, a/-Tabaqat al-Kubra , (Beirut: Dar Sadir,
n.d.), 3 : 254, 255.

3¢ Al-Minqari, Wag‘at Siffin, 229. See also 263. Even two brothers having the same parents could
find themselves fighting each other due to their support of opposite parties (al-Minqari, Waq‘at Siffin,
272).

37 Ibid., 12, 146; Ibn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 2 : 432.
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being humiliated. Unable to endure this, they fled to Mu‘awiyah who then settled them
in al-Ruha (still in al-Jazirah).*® Al himself encouraged those who would not join him
to migrate. Thus he asked the Bahilis to move to Daylam, acknowledging the antipathy
that they felt for each other. He did not expect them to join him at Siffin.*®* Sometimes
the migrants did not have far to go. The Bani Sa‘d, who resided in Basra, moved to
Kufa in large numbers and gathered there with ‘Af.* Thus the common perception that
the people of Mecca and Medina (2/-Haramayn), Basra and Kufa (a/-Misrayn), Hijaz,
Yemen, Egypt, ‘Arud, ‘Uman, Bahrayn, and Yamamah had agreed on ‘Ali** must be
qualified by the assertion that they were not unanimous in their choice.*

But here is the problem. Whereas ‘Ali was supported by a wide range of people
spread over a vast territory, Mu‘awiyah was supported mainly by Syrians. When their
respective supporters gathered around them, however, the picture was totally different.
Whereas ‘Ali‘s supporters, being so widely dispersed, were more loosely attached to
him, Mu‘awiyah’s supporters, dwelling for the most part in a single region, were more
loyal to their leader. Al-Hajjaj ibn al-Simmah’s saying might well describe the
difference: “With you (Mu‘awiyah) are the people who do not say anything when you

are saying something, and do not question you when you are asking something, while

*% Ion *Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti‘ab fi Ma‘rifat al-Ashab, ed. * Al Muhammad al-Bajawi (Beirut: Dar al-Jil,
1992), 4: 16.

3% Al-Minqari, Wag‘at Siffin, 116.
“ Ibid., 27.
*! Ibid., 28.

“2 Hence when the words ‘people’ (inna al-nas baya“u ‘Al or ‘masses’ (gad biya‘at al-‘ammah ‘Al
are used, it should not be understood to mean ‘all people’ (ibid., 30-31),
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with ‘Ali are people who speak when ‘Al is speaking and who ask questions when he is

9343

asking.”> Mu‘awiyah in Syria was surrounded by the leading figures of Qahtan and
Yemen, to whom he regularly turned for support and advice.** Shurahbil ibn al-Simt al-
Kindi (one of the most influential figures in Syria*’) toured the cities of Syria to
mobilize the people by spreading the official doctrine of Mu‘awiyah: ‘Uthman was
killed unjustly and it was the responsibility of all Muslims to seek his revenge.*t

One might ask: If Iraq was so unstable, why did ‘Ali move from Medina to Iraq
after the death of ‘Uthman? It should be remembered that for a variety of reasons,
which we have elaborated above in Chapter Three, the Companions left Medina and
settled in Iraq, Syria and Egypt. The number of Companions who emigrated must have
been so large that in reality Medina at the end of the caliphate of ‘Uthman would have
ceased to be the center of religious authority. It was furthermore ‘Umar’s policy not to
let the notables of the Quraysh who emigrated to Medina (a4 7/am Quraysh min al-
Muhsjirin) go to the conquered lands except with his permission, and only for a set
period of time. This policy was abandoned by ‘Uthman.*” When these Companions left

Medina, therefore, the religious and political authority of the city was seriously

weakened. In the time of ‘Uthman, to cite Abu Dharr’s words, “[Medina was] corrupt

“ Ibid., 78.
“ Ibid., 44.
* Ibid., 44
46 Ibid., 50. For the official position of Mu‘awiyah see his khutbah in ibid., 81.

47 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 426-427; Sayf, al-Riddab, 118-9, 120,121.
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and abased.”® The Fitnah, which started in the time of ‘Uthman, must have been an
additional factor in influencing the Companions to leave Medina. ‘Amr ibn al-‘Ks
actually set the example for other Companions in the city by leaving Medina with his
two soms, ‘Abd Allah and Muhammad. Others, including Hassan ibn Thabit, followed
‘Amr.*® Sa‘d ibn Abi Wagqqas, Talhah and al-Zubayr also did the same. All the
Umayyads who were able to flee likewise abandoned the city.”® Hence when ‘Ali came
to power in Medina he effectively had not enough people there to rely on, especially at a
time when he was faced with a much greater problem: that of uniting all the factions
within the Muslim community. All these considerations had forced ‘Al to try to restrict
the movements of the Quraysh. He forbade them from leaving Medina under any
circumstances.’® Thus when ‘Ali was informed that Ibn ‘Umar had left Medina for Syria
he was very upset. Only after Umm Kuithum assured him that the news was incorrect
did ‘AR stop searching for him.”> Given this situation, instead of asking Companions
outside Medina to come back to the city, ‘Ali decided to go to where most of them
were. Other factors may have had a role to play as well, since economic conditions in
Medina had drastically worsened. At the time of the murder of ‘Uthman the Medinans

experienced the worst economic crisis they had ever faced since the drought in the years

“ Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 354. (The translation is from The History of al-Tabari, vol. 15,
The Cirisis of the Early Caliphate, translated and annotated by R. Stephen Humphreys (Albany: State
University of New York Press, 1990), 101).

4 Al-Tabari, Tdrikh al-Umam, 3 : 558; Sayf, al-Riddah, 201.

0 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umarmn, 3 : 455, also 467-8; Sayf, al-Riddah, 236.

3! Al-Tabari, Tarikh af-Umam, 3 : 458.

52 Ibid., 3 : 466.
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17-8/638-9.>> Mu‘awiyah, his opponent, was in Syria, making it impossible for ‘Al to
consider that region as a base for his caliphate. Egypt on the other hand was also not a
good choice for that purpose. Even if ‘Ali had many supporters in Egypt, he could not
go there without first bringing Syria under his control. Thus, Iraq was the only choice
left to him.

A further question imposes itself: Why did ‘Ali choose to go to Kufa and not
Basra? Reading al-Tabari, we are impressed by Kufa’s importance at that time. The
available information on Kufa is much more detailed than that on Basra, while the
people of Kufa are praised in the sources as being braver than those of Basra.** If this
description is accepted as accurate, then ‘Ali‘s decision to base himself in Kufa was the
logical one. Al-Tabari reports that when ‘Umar was preparing to do battle with the
Persians in Nihawand, ‘ Ali suggested to him:

write to the people of al-Kufah, for they comprise the most eminent leaders of the
Arabs as well as those people who do not even pay attention to the others who

might have a more numerous following, better weapons and greater application
than they themselves. Let two-thirds of the people of al-Kufah march on the

%3 Ibid., 3 : 193. The drought of 17-8/638-9 was described as follows. “The Drought brought famine,
which affected all the people in Medina and the surrounding territory, and spread so much death that the
wild animals began to seek food in the settlements of human beings. People even started to slaughter
their sheep but then, disgusted with the loathsome appearence of (the meat of) the animals, they would
not eat it, although they were starving” (ibid., 3 : 192; the translation is taken from The History of ai-
Tabari, vol. 13, The Conquest of Iraq, Southwestern Persia and Egypt, translated and annotated by
G.H.A. Juynboll (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1989), 155). These conditions were
repeated when ‘Uthman was murdered. “The inhabitants of Medina never saw anything like the drought
again after it was over, until their trading route via the sea was cut off at the time of the murder of
‘Uthman. Then they became weak, poor, and trodden™ (al-Tabari, 7arikh a/-Umam, 3 : 193; the
translation is from 7he History, 13 : 159. See also Ibn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 2 : 397).

5% However, compared to information on Syria, al-Tabari‘s information on Basra is still better. Al-
Tabari is however not well informed about Syria. Hugh Kennedy, ‘The Towns of Bilad al-Sham and the
Arab Conquest,” in Muhammad Adnan Bakhit and Muhammad Asfour (ed.), Proceedings of The
Symposium on Bilad al-Sham During thr Byzantine Period { Amman: University of Yordan, Yarmouk
University, 1986), 89.
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Persians, with on third staying behind. And write to the inhabitants of al-Basrah
to reinforcce thosc of al-Kufah with somc of their men.”®

First of all it should be remembered that most of al-Tabari‘s information on the
conquest of Iraq is taken from Sayf ibn “Umar (d. 151/767). Other sources, such as Ibn
Ishaq (d. 151/767), Tbn al-Kalbi (d. 204/819) and al-Wagqidi (d. 207/819), were of
marginal importance. The fact that Sayf himself was originally from Kufa, however,
suggests that he may have been biased on at least two levels. In the first place, when
talking about Iraq vis-3-vis Syria, he might be cxpected to have favored Iraq.*® In the
second place, even when talking about Kufa vis-4-vis Basra, he would naturally have
preferred Kufa. It is against this background that the report of ‘Ali‘s advice to ‘Umar
quotcd above must be scen. According to Ibn A‘tham al-Kufi,>’ on the other hand, the
letter was not directed to the Kufans, but to the Basrans. So it should not read “write to
the people of Kufa,” but rather “write to the people of Basra.” Likewise according to al-
Kufi, ‘Ali’s advice was not to send two-thirds of the Kufans and some of the Basrans,
but to send one-third of the inbabitants of Basra and one-third of those of Kufa. The
reason he gives for the decision to send troops from these two cities was not because
they were “the most eminemt leaders of the Arabs,” but because, according to ‘Alj, it
was only they, i.e., the people of Basra and Kufa, who could be sent without further
endangering the Muslim cosnmunmity. Sending the Syrians to face the Persians could

after all have motivated thhe Byzantines to invade Muslim territory. Nor could the

5% Al-Tabar, 3 : 211 (the transBation is from The History, 13 : 196).

5¢ Khalid Yahya Blankinship, foreword to The History of al-Tabari, vol. 11, The Challenge to the
Empire, by al-Tabari (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1992), xvii.

57 Al-Kufi, al-Futah, 2 : 37-8.
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Yemenis have been sent for they provided the barrier against possible attack by the
Ethiopians. Hence it was only the people of Basra and Kufa who could face the Persians.
Besidcs, they were alrcady familiar with the way in which the Persians waged war.*®
If Sayf’s report must be questioned on account of bias, then another explanation
of why “Ali chose Kufa must be sought. First, it is to be remembered that ‘A’ishah had
already chosen to go to Basra before the Battle of Jamal. In the latter confrontation, the
Basrans supported ‘A’ishah. After Jamal, the Basrans remained opponents of ‘Ali, or
perhaps even worse, since he was now viewed by them as the one responsible for the
death of their family members in that battlc.®® Thus ‘Al really had no other choicc but
to go to Kufa. And yet there were other factors at work as well behind ‘A’ishah’s
decision to choose Basra and ‘Ali‘s opting for Kufa. ‘Ali‘s reason was in all likelihood
independent from ‘A’ishah’s, meaning that even had ‘A’ishah not gone to Basra ‘Al
would still have gone to Kufa to find support.
Explaining why Kufa was more important than Basra, not to mention Syria
itself, Hinds has said:
The answer to this seems to be that the system which ‘Umar aspired to establish
was best served by the heterogeneity of the Kufan population. .... In the Basran
territories, Tamimis and Bakris predominated and only a handful of about 300

early-comers had come from further away. At Kufa, on the other hand, such early
comers from a distance perhaps numbered 10,000 or more and were of a

5% See also al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 212. Here, like al-Kufi, al-Tabari produces ‘Ali‘s reason
not to send the Syrians or the Yemenis. However, as far as the Basrans were concerned, ‘Ali's suggestion
was to send one-third of them to reinforce the Kufans. Thus, the Kufans were still deemed to be the main
actors. See also Ibn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 2 : 413.

5% «Amr ibn al-*As saw this problem correctly (al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 562). It was said that

there were ten thousand Basrans killed at the Battle of Jamal, compared to five thousand Kufans (al-
Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 543; Sayf, al-Riddah, 354).
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miscellaneous composition in which there was a relative absence of large
dominating clans or groups of clans.*®’

Furthermore:
The khitat of Kufa were therefore primarily intended for those who had come from
further away. ‘Umar’s notion was that Kufa_should be dar hijra for the Muslims,
and these settlers were the muhajirin of Kufah. .... The presence of 370 early
sahaba domiciled at Kufa presumably fortificd him in that hopc.®
Bascd on the composition of thc population of Basra and Kufa,”> Hinds’s
assertion can be verified. The existence of several large tribes in Basra (such as Tamim,
Amir ibn Sa‘sa‘ah, ‘Abd al-Qays, Kinanah and Ansar) makes it difficult to claim that
Basra was dominated by one tribe (i.e., Tamim). The same is true in Kufa. The fact that
Quraysh, Ansar, Asad and Tamim, for example, were equally strong in Kufa did not
allow for one tribe to dominate others. Accordingly it would be difficult to accept that
‘Umar’s choice of Kufa as the site for his Islamic experiment was based on the absence
of dominant group in Kufa (for neither in Basra nor Kufa did any such dominant tribe
exist). Also, judging from the way these early settlers came to Kufa, it cannot be said
that ‘Umar intentionally asked them to settle there (therefore forbidding them to settle

in Basra).” Therc is no cvidence to support this. That ‘Umar callcd Kufa Dar Hijrah

and its inhabitants Muhajirun cannot be used as an argument to single out Kufa as more

€ Martin Hinds, “Kifans Political Alignment and Their Background in the Mid-Seventh Century
AD.,"” [/MES 2 (1971): 351.

& Ibid.
2 See Tables IV and V.

® In fact we are informed otherwise, for ‘Umar strongly urged people to settle in Basra (see p. 162).
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important than any other place, for Kufa was not the only city regarded as venerable
enough for the purpose.** Nor was the presence of 370 (or 337 in our list) Companions in
Kufa essential to establishing the importance of Kufa, for there were also a great
number of them settled in Basra (335).

The only clue we have to the particular importance of Kufa is the fact that it was
more heavily populated by early converts than Basra. Veterans of the early army that
had been sent to Iraq resided mainly in Kufa. Five-sixths of the army reported to have
fought at al-Qadisiyah under ‘Utbah ibn Ghazwan-—-among whom were some that had
been sent to Iraq under al-Muthannd--were the main early settlers in Kufa (thus only
one-sixth of them resided in Basra).®’ That there were positive relations between the
early settlérs and the early converts can partly be seen from the presence of a great
‘ number of Ansar and Quraysh in Kufa. While Ansar were the highest ranked among the
tribes there, the Quraysh were a close second. The Ansar as we know were among the
earliest converts. As for the Quraysh, there were indeed later converts among them, but
the Quraysh who fought under al-Muthannd and ‘Utbah in Iraq were not the Quraysh
who had come from Mecca, but from Medina.® It is therefore understandable that ‘ARl
should have been pleased when he found out that ‘A’ishah had chosen Basra for her

base, for as he admitted, “The Arab chiefs and leaders are in Kufa.”®’ He must have

6 See pp. 133-4.

% See p. 162.

% See p. 166.

7 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 493, 494, 477; Sayf, al-Riddah, 273, 293. This report is again from

Sayf, a Kufan, but, based on our analysis of the inhabitants of Kufa, Sayf’s statement is believable. For
.' other examples of ‘Ali‘s praise to the Kufans, see Ibn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 2 : 402.
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thought that had she chosen Kufa, the problem facing him would have been far more

difficult.

2. The Fitnah

Much has been said about this sequence of events,*® but for our purpose some
points are worth repeating, particularly insofar as they are related to the Companions of
the Prophet. We have seen how ‘Umar relied on seniority in accepting Islam as the most
important variable in deciding where to position people.** Accordingly those who
converted late, either because they had persistently refused Islam until they had no
choice but to accept it or because they had only just been born in the time of the
Prophet, were marginalized. The rise of ‘Uthman to the caliphate can be viewed as the
move of these marginalized people to the center. The return of the family of al-Hakam
ibn Abi al-‘As to Medina was symbolic of this. After being exiled to Ta’if by the
Prophet, he was refused permission to return by Abu Bakr and “Umar. Once ‘Uthman
became caliph he was allowed to come back.”” Al-Hakam thereupon found himself it
Medina, at the center of Muslim affairs.

At the beginning of his caliphate ‘Uthman appointed such marginalized peopl_e
to important offices. Doing so meant having to remove others, who, in terms of their

religious achievements, were of a higher rank. The appointments of ‘Abd Allah iba

68 See Martin Hinds, “The Murder of the Caliph ‘Uthman,” I/MES 3 (1972): 451- 69.
5% See for example pp. 135-6; Hinds, “Political Alignments,” 348-9.

™ Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 1 : 359; al-Tabar, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 342.
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Sa‘d, ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘ Amir and Sa“id ibn al-‘As were cases in point. “‘Uthman removed
from office the Companions of the Messenger of God and appointed Sa‘id ibn al-‘As
and ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Amir,” complained Muhammad ibn Abu Bakr and Mubhammad ibn
Hudhayfah.”" The contrast drawn here between the dismissal of Companions and the
appointment of Sa‘id ibn al-‘As and ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Amir suggests that the
complainants did not regard the replacenents as Companions; thus the issue was seen
not as one of dismissing early converts in favor of later ones, but of the removal of
Companions and the appointment of non-Companions. Nevertheless, the biographies of
Sa‘id and ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Amir, as well as of ‘Abd Allah ibn Sa‘d, reveal that in fact
they were Companions, at least according to the definition offered above in Chapter
Two, i.e., “any person who had any personal contact at all with the Prophet while he
was a Muslim and who died as a Muslim, regardless of whether that person had reached
puberty when the contact occurred or whether he had ever heard anything from him.”
Thus we are faced with a transfer of power within the Companion class, but from those
with greater seniority to those with less.

Sa‘id ibn al-*As was born in the year of the Hijrah or perhaps the year after. His
father was among the infidels killed at Badr. Sa‘id was one of those who were later
appointed by ‘Uthman to write the official mushafof the Qur’an. He served as governor
of Kufa, substituting for al-Mughirah ibn Shu‘bah, who had converted to Islam earlier

than he (i.e., in the year of Khandaq).” Eventually the Kufans came to resent Sa‘id, and

" Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 342; al-Kufi, al-Futil, 2 : 151; Ibn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 3 : 14.

7 See Tbn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti*ab, 2 : 621-2.

204



‘Uthman removed him in favor of another late convert, al-Walid ibn ‘Ugbah, ‘Uthman’s
brother by the same mother. He had converted to Islam at the time of the Conquest of
Mecca and was a munafig according to the original sense of al-Hujrah, verse 6.
Furthermore, he was once drunk while performing morning prayer.” On later deposing
al-Walid, ‘Uthman appointed Sa‘id ibn al-* As for a second time, who again was rejected
by the Kufans.”

‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Amir, the son of ‘Uthman’s uncle, was bomn in the time of the
Prophet. In the year 29/649 ‘Uthman removed Abu Musd al-Ash‘ari from his
governorship over Basra and ‘Uthman ibn Abi al-‘As from his over Persia and combined
these two regions under the stewardship of ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Amir. Aba Mus4 al-Ash‘ari
and ‘Uthman ibn Abi al-‘As were however far more senior than ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Amir,
both in terms of age and religious achievement.”” Abu Musd had converted to Islam
when the Prophet was in the process of conquering Khaybar,’® whereas ‘Uthman ibn
Abi al-‘As had been the Prophet’s ‘zmil at Ta'if.”’

‘Abd Allah ibn Sa‘d, the suckling brother of ‘Uthman, converted to Islam before

the Conquest of Mecca. After having migrated to Medina and written down revelation

" Ibid., 4 : 1552-3, 1555, 1447.

™ Ibid., 2 : 622, 609. According to Tbn al-Athir, the chain was not from al-Mughirah ibn Shu‘bah to
Sa‘id ibn a]-‘As to al-Walid ibn ‘Uqgbah then again to Sa‘id ibn al-*As, but from al-Mughirah ibn Shu‘bah
to Sa‘id ibn Abi Waqqas to al-Walid ibn ‘Uqbah then to Sa‘id ibn al-*As (Ibn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 2 : 475-
476). However the difference does not affect the point that the succession was given to those who
converted earlier rather than to those who had converted later.

73 ‘Uthman is reported to have acknowledged the superiority of Abu Musa over ‘Abd Allah ibn * Amir
(Tbn Sa‘d, a/-Tabagat, 5 : 45).

7 Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-/stf‘ab, 4 : 1763; Ibn al-Athir, al-Kamil, 491.

7 Ibn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1035.
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for the Prophet, he apostatized and returned to the infidel Quraysh in Mecca. When
Mecca was conquered, he was among those whom the Prophet condemned to death. He
ran to ‘Uthman, who then hid him. After the situation had cooled down, ‘Uthman
brought him to the Prophet asking him for his protection. After saying nothing for a
long time, the Prophet finally agreed. He reconverted to Islam and in the year 25/645
was appointed by ‘Uthman as governor of Egypt, replacing ‘Amr ibn al-‘As.”®

There are two important conclusions to be drawn from the above discussion.
First, ‘Uthman saw to it that all the centers of settlement of the Companions, i.e., Iraq
(Basra and Kufa) Egypt, and Syria, were placed under the control of members of his
own family. Second, all those who controlled these areas belonged to the later converts,
who had been marginalized in the time of ‘Umar. These two issues--together with
questions of religiosity (such as the fact that al-Walid was a munafig and a drunk, while
‘Abd Allah ibn Sa‘d was an apostate)--were to cause difficulties for ‘Uthman down the
road. And it is not surprising that his critics were chiefly those who did not belong to his
own family, were early converts and who were ostensibly free from religious taint. Thus
‘Afi ibn Abi Talib, ‘Ammar ibn Yasir and Abu Dharr al-Ghifari--who met all three of
these qualifications--became the most ardent critics of ‘Uthman. Other Companions, as
well as other members of Muslim society, often expressed their criticism through these
Companious. It is reported that a group of Companions made a written statement giving
details of ‘Uthman’s misconduct, which they asked ‘Ammar to bring to ‘Uthman’s

attention,”” while the Muhajirun asked ‘Ali to convey their message to the caliph.*

™ Ibid., 3 : 918; al-Kufi, a/-Furah?2 : 131; lbn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 2 : 482.

" Al-Kifi, al-Futiah, 2 : 153-4.
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When the criticism failed to let up, “Uthman was forced to recall his governors
to Medina and to take them to the Prophet’s mosque in the presence of the
Companions.® Their promise not to treat anybody unjustly seemed not to have had any
effect. Now, not only were more complaints coming to Medira but also more
disaffected Muslims. ‘Uthman was soon surrounded. Some of the Companions in
Medina wrote to the Companions in other regions to come help them overcome the
problem.* The fact that the situation was getting rapidly worse while ‘Uthman did not
have the strength to deal with it frustrated the Companions. The arrival of the
Egyptians in Medina for a second time, after they had previously left there with
‘Uthman’s promise to meet their demands, only made the Companions angrier and they
almost gave up.®> The Egyptians however had been given a letter in ‘Uthman’s name to
the governor of Egypt commanding him to execute them on their arrival.* When they
read this, ‘Uthman’s fate was sealed. This was beyond the Companions’ expectations.

They did not think at all that the Fitnah would cost ‘Uthman his life.*

%0 Al-Baladhuri, Anséb al-Ashraf, ed. S.D.F Goitein (Jerusalem: The University Press, 1936), 5 : 60;
al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umarm, 3 : 376.

! Al-Kufi, a/-Futah, 2 : 189.

2 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 375-6, 400-1; al-Baladhuri, Aasab, 5 : 60. Some Companions did
come to Medina at the begining of the Fitnah. But perhaps, secing that the situation was too
complicated, they went back to the garrison cities (amsar). Among them were ‘Amr ibn al-*As who went

back to Palestine, Hanzala al-Katib to Kufa, Abu Umama to Syria and Samurah ibn Jundah to Basra
(Sayf, al-Riddab, 167).

8 Al-Baladhuri, Ansab, S : 68.
8 Ibid., 5 : 62, 65, 67; al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 395; Ibn Sa‘d, al-Tabagat, 3 : 65.

S Al-Baladhuri, Ans4b, 5 : 97; Ibn Sa'd, al-Tabagat, 3 : 71.
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It should be remarked that ‘Uthman’s response was not calculated to improve
matters. 1l treatment, and even exile, were often the lot that such critics had to face.
Al-Ashtar and his followers were just one example. They were all exiled by ‘Uthman to
Syria.* ‘Ammar ibn Yasir, who brought the written statement from the Companions,
was reported to have been physically assaulted at ‘Uthman’s order.’” In Syria, Abu
Dharr witnessed Mu‘awiyah seizing the property of Muslims in the name of God. By
declaring that public property was God’s property, Mu‘awiyah intended, as Abu Dharr
saw it, to set himself up as owner of the property to the exclusion of other Muslims.*
Fully aware of what had happened to ‘Ammar, Abu Dharr nevertheless intensified his
criticism.** Mu‘awiyah was no longer the only target of his criticism. He also urged the
rich to pay more attention to the poor, even if they had already paid alms tax (zakah).”
He was so insistent that the poor began making demands upon the wealthy. The latter
complained to Mu‘awiyah, who then wrote to ‘Uthman. The latter called Abu Dharr to

Medina to question him and then sent him into exile outside the city.®!

8 AIKifi, al-Futuh, 2 : 172-3; al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umarn, 3 : 365, 367; Ibn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 3 :
32.

8 AL-Kifi, al-Futah, 2 : 155.

% Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 335; Sayf, al-Riddah, 102.

% Al-Kufi, al-Futuh, 2 : 155.

0 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 336; Sayf, al-Riddah, 103.

9 See al-Kiufi, al-Futiah, 2 : 155-60. He was exiled to al-Rabadhah. He was there until Ibn Mas*ud and
the Kufans found him dead (al-Tabari, 7arikh a/-Umarn, 3 : 354). However, according to another report
it was Abu Dharr himself who asked ‘Uthman to let him stay in al-Rabadhah (Ibn al-Athir, #/-Kamil, 3 :

11). But the fact that exile was one of ‘Uthman’s policies scems to indicate that it was ‘Uthman who
forced Abu Dharr to leave Medina.
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‘Uthman’s ill treatment of the Companions created even more anger amongst the
people. The people of Kufa, when their governor was recalled to Medina, asked al-
Ashtar to come out of exile in Syria and go to Kufa. After asserting that ‘Uthman had
deviated from the Sunnah of the Prophet, al-Ashtar explicitly referred to ‘Uthman’s
mistreatment of the Companions as one of the reasons why he and his followers were
entitled to use military force against ‘Uthman.”” This was also the justification of the

Egyptians who went to Medina.”

3. Attitudes

In the following pages an effort will be made to classify the Companions
according to their attitudes during the Battle of Siffin and to see whether these attitudes
had any relation to their geographical base. These attitudes will be divided into three:
pro-‘Ali, pro-Mu‘awiyah and neutral. Sometimes, however, loyalties were not apparent.
It is unclear in a number of cases just which cause certain Companions supported at
Siffin. In this case their loyalties may be categorized as ‘unidentified’. At other times
the sources disagree over the facts. In this case the letter ‘d’ will used to indicate this.
Thus ‘““Ali (d)’ in the table means that the sources disagree over whether a given
Companion favored ‘Ali or not. When the sources disagree over whether a certain
Companion’s loyalty was with Mu‘awiyah or whether he was neutral, these Companions

will be classed separately under ‘neutral/Mu‘awiyah.’

2 Al-Tabari, 7T4rikh al-Umam, 3 : 375-6.

% Ibid., 3 : 408.
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Before going any further, however, certain points should be raised. First, the
attitudes of the Companions during the Fitnah were too complex to be classified into the
three categories mentioned above. Some Companions were neutral while ‘Uthman was
being slandered, but died before the Battle of Siffin occurred. One example was ‘Amir
ibn Rabi‘ah.’* Others remained neutral under ‘Uthman but took sides when the battle
began, such as ‘Amr ibn al-‘As.®* Some joined ‘Al in the beginning and then later
opposed him, examples of this being Talhah and al-Zubayr.”® Others supported ‘Al at
the beginning then withdrew their support before the battle, such as, for instance, Jarir
ibn ‘Abd Allah al-Bajali. He started out by supporting °Ali, and was even entrusted with
the task of persuading Mu‘awiyah to acknowledge ‘Ali‘s authority. But when his
mission failed, and Mu‘awiyah persisted in rejecting ‘Ali and even started mobilizing
against him, Jarir’s relations with ‘Ali‘s supporters took a turn for the worse. Al-Ashtar
for one criticized his failure harshly. Jarir withdrew to Qirqisiya. His people from the
Bani Qasr, a subtribe of Bajilah, to which Jarir belonged, followed him so that only 19
of them joined ‘Al at Siffin, although some 700 from Ahmas, another subtribe of
Bajilah, remained loyal.®’

There were also some Companions who were at first against ‘Ali but then turned
neutral or, at least, did not show support for ‘Afi‘s enemy. ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Amir

belonged to this group. He was the son of ‘Uthman’s uncle. In the year 29/649 ‘Uthman

% Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ah, 2 : 791.
% Ibid., 3 : 919.
% Ibid., 2 : 497-8.

97 Al-Minqari, Wagq ‘at Siffin, 60-1.
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appointed him as governor of Basra after Abu Mus4.”® When ‘Uthman was murdered, he
was still the governor of Basra. Knowing that *A’ishah and Talhah were preparing war
against ‘Ali, he took the wealth of the Bayt al-Mal of Basra and went to Mecca to join
‘A’ishah and Talhah, and gave this treasure to them. He joined ‘A’ishah at the Battle of
Jamal. In the aftermath of Jamal he went to Syria and nothing was heard of him until al-
Hasan gave up his claim to the caliphate to Mu‘awiyah. At this point in time ‘Abd
Allah ibn ‘Amir went to Mu*awiyah and asked him to appoint him as governor of Basra
in order to recover his wealth which he had abandoned when he left Basra before
Jamal.” Although his involvement in Jamal seems to have been motivated by his family
relations with ‘Uthman, he was not motivated strongly enough to devote himself to the
Umayyad clan’s overall contest with ‘ Ali. What is more, before he died, he made Ibn al-
Zubayr his heir (gawsd ild ‘Abd Allah ibn al-Zubayr),'® something that he should not
have done had he fully supported the Umayyad family.

Second, it will be argued that the conflict between ‘Ali and Mu‘awiyah can be
viewed as a struggle between religious ideas and worldly interests. Accordingly,
religious conviction played a significant role in the alignments. Nevertheless, while the
importance of religious ideas in the Companions’ decision to act during the Fitnah has
to be acknowledged, this is not to negate the involvement of other factors. Blood

relationship was certainly an important factor. This means that a particular person

% See p. 207.
9 Tbn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 3 : 288-9; Tbn Sa‘d, a/-Tabagat, 5 : 49.

190 1hid., 3 : 289.
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might have joined a particular faction because his family asked him to do so, or because
blood relationship required him to do so. Safwan and Sa‘id, both sons of Hudhayfah ibn
al-Yaman, were instructed by their father to give their allegiance to “Ali. Hudhayfah ibn
al-Yaman however died when news of the murder of ‘Uthman arrived in Kufa.'"
Hudhayfah certainly could not have known this murder would be followed by a the
Battle of Siffin in which ‘Ali would become one of the key figures. Nevertheless, his
original instruction to his sons to give their allegiance to ‘Ali meant that they were also
bound to support ‘Ali against Mu‘awiyah. At least this was how his sons understood it.
Thus they joined ‘Ali at Siffin. Sometimes, however, people from the same family
supported the same party, though it is not known whether they did so in obedience to
instructions from their family or because they held the same views on that party.
Mikhnaf ibn Sulaym, the great-grandfather of Abu Mikhnaf sahi/b al-akhbar, and his
brothers al-Saq‘ab and ‘Abd Allah, were among the supporters of ‘AR.'® Sa‘d ibn ‘Amr
al-Ansari and his brother al-Harith ibn ‘Amr,'® Zayd ibn Jariyah and his brother
Mujammi‘ ibn Jariyah,'® ‘Abd Allah ibn Budayl and his brother ‘Abd al-Rahman'®® and

Abu Layl4 and his son ‘Abd al-Rahman'® also supported ‘Al at Siffin.

1% Ibn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti'ab, 1 : 335.

1% Both al-Saq‘ab and ‘Abd Allah were killed at the Battle of Jamal. See ibid., 4 : 1467.
' Ibid., 2 : 601.

1% Ibid., 2 : 541.

195 Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 3 : 184, 429.

1% Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-fsti‘ab, 4 : 1744.
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Needless to say, it was also because of family ties that the close relatives of the
contending figures, i.e., Mu‘awiyah and ‘Ali, chose to support their respective kinsmen.
Al-Hasan, al-Husayn, and Muhammad, sons of ‘Ali; ‘Abd Allah and Qutham, sons of
‘Abbas; and Muhammad, ‘Abd Allah and ‘Awn, sons of Ja‘far ibn Abi Talib, were all
with ‘AL.'""” Muhammad ibn Abu Bakr al-Siddiq too was the son-in-law of ‘Ali,'® and
S0 it is not surprising to see him among ‘ Ali‘s supporters.

Family ties could also place certain people in a very delicate position. When one
was connected by blood to either of the two parties, one was expected to give that party
one’s support, but sometimes personal conviction made this impossible to do. The
solution was often a compromise, such as passive support for one’s family. This was
what happened to ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Amr ibn al-‘As. ‘Abd Allah is described in the
sources as a good Companion. He was well-versed in the religious sciences and full of
knowledge. He knew how to read and write (hence he is reported to have read the
Qur’an as well as other old books (gara’s al-Qur’an wa-al-kutub al-mutaqaddimah)).'"”
He learnt many of the Prophet’ sayings, and even asked the Prophet’s permission to
write them down. He fasted and prayed constantly, so much so that his father once
complained to the Prophet that his son’s devotions were exessive. ‘Amr obeyed his
father to reduce them. When Siffin took place his father, ‘Amr ibn al-‘As, sided with

Mu‘awiyah. He subsequently asked his son ‘Abd Allah to join him. ‘Abd Allah could

7 Ibid., 3 : 939.
198 Ihid., 3 : 1366.

19 Tbn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 3 : 349. See also Ibn Sa‘d, al-Tabaqat, 4 : 267.
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not refuse. Later, when the battle was over, he repeatedly stated his repentance. He said
that he had joined Mu‘awiyah at Siffin only because he did not want to disobey his
father. And while on the battlefield, he said, he did not even shoot a single arrow.''’
This explains why al-Wagqidi, for example, states that ‘Abd Allah did not fight (Jam
yugatil) at Siffin.''' ‘Abd Allah’s situation, and his regret at having to join Mu‘awiyah,
mirrors well the two opposite worlds: the religious and the mundane. If it is accepted
that ‘Ali was identified with the religious cause, then ‘Abd Allah, having a strong
religious inclination, ought to have supported ‘Ali. His father, however, was a late
convert who had much more in common with Mu‘awiyah.

It should be pointed out that family ties cannot always be used to explain the
alignment of the people at Siffin. Brothers could easily end up in a situation where they
supported both of the two opposing sides. One example was the sons of Khalid ibn al-
Walid. ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Khalid was on Mu‘awiyah’s side while his brother al-
Muhajir ibn Khalid ibn al-Walid was on ‘Ali‘s.'"> They were actually related to ‘Ali‘s
family through their mother, Lubabah bt. al-Harith, who was the aunt of al-‘Abbas ibn
‘Abd al-Muttalib, for her sister was a wife of al-‘Abbas. It was also their mother who
connected ‘Abd al-Rahman and al-Muhajir to the Prophet’s family, and hence to the Ahl

al-Bayt. She was the sister of Maymunah, one of the Prophet’s wives.'**> Their father,

' Ibid., 3 : 230-51; Tbn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 3 : 957-8; Ibn Sa‘d, a/-Tabaqat, 4 : 266.

! tbn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1375. But it is also said that the banner was with him at the
time (ibid., 3 : 958; Ibn Sa‘d, a/-Tabagqat, 4 : 266).

12 1hid., 2 : 829; Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 3 : 440.

'3 Tbn *Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti‘ab, 2 : 427.
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Khalid ibn al-Walid, however, represented the old Quraysh aristocracy. He was one of
the leading figures of the Quraysh before Islam. He converted to Islam only shortly
before or perhaps after Hudaybiyah. This kind of family background justified Khalid’s
sons in their decision to support either ‘Ali or Mu‘awiyah. In the end each chose
differently, ‘Abd al-Rahman opting for his father’s world, and Mubhajir his mother’s.
Khalid ibn al-Walid died between 21/641 and 22/642. Had he been as fortumate as
Hudhayfah ibn al-Yaman (who was able to give instructions to his sons before he died),
it would have been interesting to see what he might have told ‘Abd al-Rahman and
Muhajir to do.

Moreover, some Companions, although they shared the same religious
convictions as the supporters of one of the contending parties (in this case, ‘AL, they
only shared in them indirectly. This is to say, their support for ‘Ali was not because they
identified ‘Ali with certain religious ideas (as others did), but because a certain figure
who supported ‘Ali was believed to be associated with the truth. This was the case with
the followers of ‘ Ammar ibn Yasir. ‘Ammar was an early convert whose sufferings were
well-known. Once the Prophet had said to him that he would be killed by an umjust
party (fi’ah baghivah).''* In a time of confusion, when it was not easy to decide who
was right and who was wrong, some people, basing themselves on belief in Prophetic

Tradition, turned to ‘Ammar ibn Yasir as a reference.''’ Whichever party was supported

14 Ibid., 2 : 448; 3 : 1139; al-Minqari, Wagq‘ar Siffin, 324, 341, 343; Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghébab, 4 :
133; Ibn Hajar, al-Isabah, 2 : 506; Muhammad ibn Abi Shaybah, 2/-Kitab al-Musannaf f7 al-Ahadith wa-
al-Athar, ed. Kamal Yiisuf al-Hiit (Beirut: Dar al-Taj, 1989), 7 : 548, 552; Ibn Sa'd, al-Tabagat, 3 : 251,
252, 253, 254, 259.

115 Abu Mas‘ud was told to give this kind of intsruction (Tbn ‘Abd al-Barr, a/~/sti‘ab, 3 : 1139; also
Ibn Sa‘d, al-Tabagat, 3 : 262).
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by ‘Ammar, they believed, must be engaged in a just cause. Hence some Companions
joined ‘Ali at Siffin not because of ‘Ali but because of ‘Ammar ibn Yasir. During the
Battle of Siffin, these Companions watched ‘Ammar eagerly. They followed him
wherever he went, “as if he was a token for them.”"'® Some Companions even basically
remained neutral, although they were already on ‘Ali‘s side, until ‘Ammar was actually
killed. Khuzaymah ibn Thabit was among ‘Ali‘s army at Siffin, as well as at Jamal. But
he only unsheathed his sword after ‘Ammar was killed. He then fought on until he
himself fell.""’

Sinee religious metives were apparently important in the conflict between ‘Ali
and Mu‘awiyah, it might be expected that the Companions who felt strongly about
issues of faith would range themselves on one or the other side. Yet it was also the case
that some were motivated by the same considerations to remain neutral. One source
maintains that there were four Companions who were safe from Fitnah--Sa‘d ibn Abi
Waqqas, ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Umar, Muhammad ibn Maslamah and Usamah ibn Zayd--and
four among the Followers ( 7356/ ‘um)—-al-Rabi‘ ibn Khuthaym, Masruq ibn al-Ajda‘, al-
Aswad ibn Yazid and Abu ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Sulami--who also fell into this
category.''® This may have been underestimating the case. There were at least seven

Companions who were neutral during the Fitnah; and perhaps even more since there may

'16 Thn * Abd al-Barr, al-Isti'ab, 3 : 1138; Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 4 : 134.

"7 1bn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-Ist7‘ab, 2 : 448; Tbn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 4 : 135; Ibn Abi Shaybah, al-
Musannat, 7 : 552; Ibn Sa‘d, al-Tabagat, 3 : 259. .

"2 Ybn ‘Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti‘db, 1 : 77; 3 : 1377. According to *Adi ibn Hatim, three persons withdrew

from the fighting: Sa‘d ibn Malik, ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Umar and Muhammad ibn Maslamah (al-Minqari,
Wag ‘at Siffin, 65).
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have been other Companions alive at the time whose attitudes are not known to us. The
important question however is why these Companions chose to be neutral. Muhammad
ibn Maslamah justified his position by saying that the Prophet had made a sign to him
to do so. The Prophet, he said, declared to him that in the event of Fitnah, one should
only take up a sword that was made of wood. Muhammad ibn Maslamah did literalty
this.""® So did Wuhban ibn Sayfi, referring also to the same Tradition.'*’

Other Companions were neutral for reasons that we are not sure of. Hanzalah ibn
al-Rabi‘ remained neutral at Jamal. It is said that he refused to fight the people of
Basra.'”! His refusal to fight the Basrans may be interpreted as unwillingness to fight his
relatives who lived there, but this is unlikely, since when he was asked to fight the
Syrians at Siffin he also declined. The pressure from ‘Ali‘s supporters forced him, and
his followers, to leave for Mu‘awiyah’s camp, although in the end he did not join
Mu‘awiyah either. He refused to support either party.'?

Even more interesting was the guilt felt by those who either remained neutral or
became involved in the Fitnah. All the regrets, as far as I have been able 1o determine,
were due to their failure to support ‘Ali, whether because of their neutrality or because
of their choice to support Mu‘awiyah. No one expressed regret at having joined ‘Ali
instead of Mu‘awiyah. ‘Amr ibn al-‘As and his son, ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Amr (of whom we

have already spoken) regretted the fact that they supported Mu‘awiyah. ‘Abd Allah ibn

9 Thid., 3 : 1377.
120 Ihid., 4 : 1568.
20 1bid., 1 : 379.

122 Al-Minqari, Wagq‘at Siffin, 97.
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‘Umar, as well as Masruq, one of the four Followers (also mentioned above), were also
sorry that they did not join ‘AL.'?
The -following table shows a numerical breakdown of the attitudes of

Companions during the Battle of Siffin.

Table IX
The Attitudes of the Companions at Siffin
' I o m v \' VI v v To-
‘Al | ‘Al | Mu‘awi- Mu‘awi- Neutral Neutral/ Unidenti- | Unidenti- | tal
(d) yah yah (d) Mu‘awiyah fied fied (d)
Number of | 123 I 12 131 1 7 2 I 9 2 | 187
Companions

As we saw in Chapter Two, the Traditionists tried to minimize or even negate

124 The above table however shows

the involvement of the Companions in the Fitnah.
that their assertions were quite groundless. Of the 187 Companions whose attitudes
were known during the Battle of Siffin, only 7--or 9 if group VI is included--can be
said to have been neutral. The remaining 180 were involved, either on ‘Ali‘s side (123,
or 135 if group II is counted) or on Mu‘awiyah’s (31, or 32 if group IV is counted).
Nine other Companions were known to have been involved, but it is uncertain as to
which side they supported.

The difference between Mu‘awiyah’s supporters and °‘Ali‘'s among the

Companions calls for further explanation. The Companions occupied a high position in

Muslim society. Whatever they did would have a great impact on the other members of

123 Tbn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 1 : 77;3 : 951, 953.

124 See pp. 99-101.
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that society. “Both of you are the Companions of the Prophet, (so, be careful) you are
watched,”'?® said Hashim ibn ‘Utbah to ‘Abd Alfah ibn Mas‘ad and Sa‘d ibn Abi
Wagqqas, who were in the midst of a dispute in Kufa. When neither one agreed to back
down but instead began trying to convert others to his cause, the people of Kufa were
soon divided into two camps. Each blamed the other for this state of affairs.'”® In the
context of the Companions’ support for one of the two parties at Siffin, we can see how
their example was used to amass a following, as well as to justify a given party’s
position.

One can hardly fail to notice that the Companions exercised great influence
within their society. When the people of Basra were torn apart over accusations that
their governor al-Mughirah ibn Shu‘bah was guilty of impiety, ‘Umar sent Abu Mus4 al-
Ash‘ari to substitute for al-Mughirah and summoned the latter to come to Medina to
appear before a tribunal. Knowing that ‘Umar had sent him to heal the division in that
society, Abu Musd asked ‘Umar to send some Companions along with him. “O,
Commander of the Faithful, assist me with some of the Companions from the Muhajirun
and the Ansar for I have found that in this community as well as in those areas they are
like the salt without which the food does not taste good.” ‘Umar agreed and asked him
to choose for himself which Companions to bring along. In the end, twenty-nine of them

went with Abu Mus4 to Basra.'?” The high expectations of the community placed in the

125 See al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 311.
126 Tbn al-Athir, ali-Kamil, 477.

127 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 169; Ibn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 2 : 384-5.
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Companions were not limited to the great figures only--in Abu Musd‘s case the
Mubajirun and the Ansar. The ordinary Companions also enjoyed this high estimation.
This was clearly demonstrated when Khalid ibn al-Walid and al-Muthanna ibn al-
Harithah argued over which of the Companions was on his side. Informed that the
Byzantines had gathered in Yarmuk, Abu Bakr urged his commanders, who were
scattered in different areas, to bring their armies there, Khalid ibn al-Walid being no
exception.'”® Abu Bakr asked him to bring half of his army from Iraq to Syria and to
appoint al-Muthannd ibn Harithah to remain in charge of the other half. Khalid had the
Companions brought to him, as he planned to bring them all with him to Syria, leaving
al-Muthannd with not a single Companion. Al-Muthannd protested to al-Walid and
urged him to leave some of the Companions with him, for “By God, I do not hope for
victory except by them.” Khalid responded by giving up as many Companions as it took

to satisfy al-Muthannd.'”

The Companions they were bartering over were not even
among the most important ones. In fact the expression used to describe these
Companions is “those who had come to the Prophet in delegation (man kana qadima ‘ald
al-Nabi salld Allah ‘alayhi wa-sallama wafidan).” Hence, those who had only even seen
the Prophet for a short time, let alone those who were closely attached to him, were
considered significant by both al-Muthanna and Khalid.

Did their contemporaries see the Companions in this way? Since Abu Musa al-

Ash‘ari, who described the Companions’ role in the community as being like that of

128 A)-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 2 : 603.

129 Ibid., 2 : 605; Ibn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 2 : 256.
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“salt in the food,” and al-Muthannd ibn Harithah, who said that the victory of the
Muslims on the battlefield depended on the presence of Companions in the army, were

13% it could be argued that their statements were nothing more

Companions themselves,
than self-promotion. In other words, their attitudes were not representative of how their
contemporaries saw the Companions.

In trying to answer this objection, one can go back to the biographical
dictionaries that treat of the Companions. These works were not written by the
Companions, and cannot therefore be said to be self-promotion. It was the people who
came after them who selected whatever information they comsidered worthy of
recording. Now, reading this information, one can sense how important the Companions
were to their generation, so that even matters like the state of their beards'’' were
considered noteworthy. Had the Companions been thought of as unimportant,
information such as this would have been forgotten.

During the Fitnah, out of a belief that the Companions exercised great influence,
each group tried to convert these Companions to their cause. The attachment of the
Companions to particular groups would be emulated by other members of society (who
were under their influence). When ‘Adi ibn ‘Amirah could not stand to hear how

‘Uthman had been humiliated at Kufa, he went to Syria. Other members of Banu Argam

who went along with him appeared to have been influenced by ‘Adi‘s decision."** ‘Amr

139 Abii Miisa went to Medina while the Prophet was in Khaybar (Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘db, 4 :
1763). Al-Muthannd ibn Harithah went to the Prophet as part of a delegation between the years 9 and 10
(ibid., 4 : 1456).

3! Thus *‘Uthman ibn ‘Amir, who was Abu Bakr’s father, was reported to have dyed his beard. He
was even the first person to dye his beard after Islam (ibid., 3 : 1036).

32 1bid., 4 : 16.
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ibn Yasir, Jarir ibn ‘Abd Allah, Simak ibn Makhramah (who will be discussed below)
are some additional examples. The leader of each party was of course happy to attract
so many Companions to his side. Even ‘Ali, who was himself a formidable figure and
seemingly self sufficient in terms of religious position, also needed the support of these
Companions and was pleased when he got it.

Mu‘awiyah was apparently less successful. In terms of getting support from
Companions, the number who supported him was far below that of the Companions who
joined ‘Ali. Why? Comparing the two figures, i.e.,, ‘Ali and Mu‘awiyah, may give us
some answers to this question.

There is no doubt that ‘Ali was an important figure. He was among the first
converts,'*® having accepted Islam at some time between the ages of eight and

13§

sixteen.'** He was the first one who prayed,'*’ although some say that he was the next to

133 The first converts were Abu Bakr, Khadijah and ‘AL (see Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1090).
As to who among the three was actually the first, the sources disagree. Ibn ‘Abbas and Zayd ibn Arqam
say it was ‘Ali (ibid., 3 : 1050, 1091, 1093, 1094, 1095; Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 4 : 92, 93). Some
say it was Khadijah (Tbn ‘Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1090, 1091). Ibrahim al-Ankha‘i says it was Abu
Bakr (ibid., 3 : 1090; Ibn al-Athir, Usd a/-Ghabah, 4 : 93). Some tried to solve this problem by
harmonizing the differences. So, according to Mujahid and others, Abu Bakr was the first who showed
his Islam (azhara islamahu). Abu Bakr, acoording to Ibn Shihab, Muhammad ibn *Uqayl, Qatadah and
Abu Ishaq, was the first to accept Islam among men (awwal man aslama min al-rijal). And all (meaning
Mujahid, Ibn Shihab, Muhammad ibn ‘Uqayl, Qatadah and Abu Ishaq and others) agreed that Khadijah
was the first who believed in Muhammad (awwal/ man amana billah wa saddaqshu fima j2’a bi-hi
thumma ‘Alf ba‘dahid) (Ton “Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1092; also Ibn Sa‘d, al~-Tabagat, 3 : 21). The
various wordings are interesting. The word as/ama is used to describe ‘Ali‘s conversion, while the word
amana is used to describe Khadijah’s. It is to be noticed that Iman always comes before Is/am. In so-
doing, the positions of ‘Ali and of Khadijah as the first are maintained, while the difference (that
Khadijah preceded ‘Ali in conversion) is also stated. The word min al-rijal serves the same porpose. This
is to say that ‘All was the first among men (see also Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, a/-/sti‘ab, 3 : 1093), while
Khadijah was the first among women (nonetheless, both were still the first). As far as Abu Bakr was
concemned he was the first man to show his Islamn, while *All first hid it (ibid., 3 : 1092).

134 The sources also disagree on the age of ‘Ali when he converted to Islam: 8 years (Tbn ‘Abd al-
Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1092, 1093, 1094), 9 years (Ibn Sa‘'d, a/-Tabagat, 3 : 21), 10 years (Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr,
al-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1093; Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 4 : 92), 11 years (Ibn Sa‘d, a/-Tabagat, 3 : 22), 12 (Tbn
‘Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1093), 13 (ibid., 3 : 1093, 1094), and 15 or 16 (ibid., 3 : 1093, 1094)
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do so after Khadijah.">> He was the one who washed the body of the Prophet when he
died and the one who buried him."*” He participated in the battles of Badr, Uhud,
Khandaq, Khaybar, Hudaybiyah and other events.'’®* The Prophet expressed his
closeness to his son-in-law ‘Al in explicit terms.””® In Mecca the Prophet established
brotherhood among the Muslims (i.e., among the Muhajirun), and in Medina he did the
same among the Muhajirun and Ansar. On both occasions the Prophet proclaimed that
he was the brother of ‘AL.!*° In terms of religious knowledge ‘Ali was also quite

advanced. He was described as the door to the city of knowledge by the Prophet,'*! as

2

the most well-versed in religious matters (2gdang) by ‘Umar,'? and as the most

knowledgeable in Sunnah by ‘A’ishah.'® In short, in terms of blood relation and

3 Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti‘db, 3 : 1095; Ibn Sa‘d, al-Tabaqat, 3 : 21.
36 Ibid., 3 : 1090; Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 4 : 92
137 Ibn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1090.

3% Ibid., 3 : 1096-7. There is no dispute that ‘Ali joined in every occasion of battle (mashhad) once
the Prophet had settled in Medina, except Tabuk, for on that occacion he was asked by the Prophet to
remain in Medina to take care of the city and the Prophet’s family (ibid., 3 : 1097; Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-
Ghabal, 4 : 91; Ibn Sa‘d,al-Tabaqat, 3 : 24).

3% Some Traditions about this topic have been reported. For example, once the Prophet said to ‘Al
“You are to me like Harun to Musa (anfa minni bi-manzilat Harun bi-Musa)” (Ibn *Abd al-Barr, al
Isti*db, 3 : 1097, 1098; Ibn Sa‘d,al-Tabagat, 3 : 24). On another occasion the Prophet said to *Ali, “You
are my brother and my close friend (anta akhi wa-sahibi)” (ibid., 3 : 1098). However, the most famous
Tradition on this topic is the Propbet’s declaration in Ghadir Khumm on his return from the Farewell
Pilgrimage, that ‘Ali is the patron of those who are under the patronage of the Prophet (“Man kuntu
mawlahu fa‘Alf mawlah™) (see L. Veccia Vaglieri, “Ghadir Khumm,” in £F).

140 Ton *Abd al-Barr, a/-fst7‘ab, 3 : 1098-9; Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 4 : 91; Ton Sa‘d, a/-Tabagat, 3
1 22,

14! 1bn ‘Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1102.
142 1hid., 3 : 1102

1 Ibid., 3 : 1104,
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emotional attachment, as well as religious knowledge, ‘Ali was a truly outstanding
figure.'¥

With Mu‘awiyah, we get a totally different picture. He was among the last of
the Quraysh to convert to Islam, doing so only at the Conquest of Mecca, when the
Qurasyh had no choice but to surrender to the Prophet.'*’ This meant that in the battles
of the Prophet like Badr, Uhud, and Khandaq, which occurred before the Conquest of
Mecca, Mu‘awiyah was still considered an enemy of the Prophet. However, once he
became Muslim, the Prophet employed him as one of his secretaries.'*° He was certainly
not known for his knowledge of Islam. Compared to “Ali, whether in terms of family
relation or those of emotion and knowledge, Mu‘awiyah was far behind.'"’

The struggle between these two figures, different in terms of both background
and personality, was nothing less than a competition between two different societies and
sets of ideas. ‘Ali‘s strength lay not only in his blood and marriage relationship to the
Prophet and his military achievments but also in his religious achievements and ideas,
and his supporters appear to have valued these qualities in him. A caliph, in their eyes,
had to be the most outstanding person in his community, and in ‘Ali‘s case this was
made evident by his relationship to the Prophet and his achievements. Mu‘awiyah, on

the other hand, had neither of these qualifications. So he had to find something else to

' Al-Minqari, Waq ‘at Siffin, 102.

145 Tbn *Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1416. However, according to Mu‘awiyah himself he was a Muslim
already when he met the Prophet (ibid., 3 : 1104).

46 1bid., 3 : 1416.

47 <Amr ibn al-*As’s statement describes well the comparison between ‘Ali and Mu‘awiyah (al-
Minqari, Wag ‘at Siffin, 37-8). For similar comparisons see also ibid., 85, 102, 118-9, 150, 187, 318,
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justify his position, and to find his support from those who did not regard religious
achievements, as well as blood relationship, as appropriate qualifications for leadership.

That ‘Ali was associated with religious ideals can be seen from the way his
position was justified. It was al-Hasan’s opinion that ‘Afi should not have accepted the
bay‘ah of the Medinans before the people of the garrison cities (amsar) had given him
theirs. To this objection, ‘Ali answered that the appointment of a caliph was the
business of the Medinans."** (And indeed all the Companions in Medina were reported to
have given their allegiance to ‘Ali.'*’) In other words, whatever the Medinans decided
regarding the caliphal succession had to be followed by those outside Medina. Thus if
there was disagreement over the succession, this disagreement would inevitably reflect
Medinan issues. When Abu Musd was under pressure from the Kufans to join in the
conflict between Ali and ‘A’ishah, his suggestion was not to get involved at all. He
argued that this was the business of the Medinans and not of the Kufans, let alone
anyone else. So, according to him, the best thing to do was to ask these Medinans, i.e.,
‘A’ishah with her followers and ‘Ali with his, to go back to Medina and settle the
matter among themselves.'*

If the Medinans were considered to be the ones most capable of selecting a
caliph, it is likely that the Muhajirun and the Ansar fulfilled this role, and no other

group in Medinan society. If so, then any figure who was supported by the Muhajirun

142 al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 474; Sayf, al-Riddah, 272.

145 «/Blaya‘ahu Talhah wa-al-Zubayr ... wa-jami‘ man kina bi-al-Madinah min Ashab Rasul Allah,
salld Allah ‘alayhi wa-sallama, wa-ghayruhum” (Tbn Sa‘d, al-Tabaqat, 3 : 31).

150 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 497; Sayf, al-Riddah, 299.
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and the Ansar would be granted an almost unassailable legitimacy. This was exactly
what Jarir ibn ‘Abd Allah said to Mu‘awiyah when he was sent by ‘Ali to Syria to ask
the people their bay‘ah. Jarir urged Mu‘awiyah to give his bay‘ah to “Ali. According to
Jarir, ‘Ali was the legitimate caliph since he was the one who was elected by the
Muhajirun and the Ansar. If the appointment of a caliph had to be based on consuitation
(mushawarah) among Muslims, then it was the Muhajirun and the Ansar who had the
most right to do so,'> for it was said “they are the judges of the Ummah (bum al-
hukkam ‘ald al-ngs).”'** <Al himself certainly used this argument to affirm his position
(“Consultation (shurs) belongs to the Muhajirun and the Ansar”) insisting that the one
appointed by them as Imam must be accepted and followed, and that a person who
refused to accept him must be forced to do so for he had deviated from the way of the
believers.!** Hence, ‘Al viewed the agreement of the Muhajirun and the Ansar as
equivalent to the agreement of all believers. And indeed, for the supporters of ‘Ali, the
support of the Muhajirim and the Ansar was a token of their righteous position.'*
Mu‘awiyah, since he was not elected by the Muhajirun and Ansar, was not
regarded as a legitimate caliph by the majority and thus had no right to question the

legitimacy of ‘Ali‘s caliphate. Likewise his followers. They were neither Muhajirun and

151 Al-Minqari, Wagq ‘ar Siffin, 16, 47. “The Jama‘ah is in Medina among the Muhajirun and the Ansar
(innama al-jama‘ah bi-al-Madina ‘inda al-Muhajirin wa-al-Ansar)” (Ibn Abi Shaybah, al-Musannaf, 7 :
451). When ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn ‘Awf was entrusted to head the election after the death of ‘Umar, it was
the Muhajirin and the Ansar whom he asked (Sayf, a/-Riddah, 5).

152 Al-Minqari, Wagq ‘at Siffin, 45.

153 Ibid., 29.

134 1bid., 47, 65.
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nor Ansar, so their choice was not legitimate either.'** Based moreover on the principle
that the caliph must be the best of Muslims and that the best could only be found among
the early converts, Mu‘awiyah would never become a caliph. Mu‘awiyah was one of the
tulaga’, a term used to refer to the people who had remained heathen until the time of
the Conquest of Mecca when they had no other choice but to convert to Islam," and it
was asserted that “rulaga have no right whatsoever to the caliphate.”*’ Mu‘awiyah’s
claim to leadership was therefore umjustified.'"’® This is also what ‘Abd Allah ibn
Budayl, one of the Companions who supported “Ali, believed.'*®

The view that ‘Ali had more right to the caliphate and that Mu‘awiyah’s claim
to it was invalid can also be said to have prevailed among the Traditionists. In spite of
the Traditionists’ doctrine that all Companions were ‘udul,'® the Traditionists could not
hide their inclination towards “‘Ah. Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, for instance praises ‘Abd al-
Rahman ibn Khalid ibn al-Walid al-Qurashi for his bravery, virtue (fadl), right direction

(hady), excellence (husn) and noble-mindedness (karam). Yet, Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr admits

135 « Aqil ibn Abi Talib, when he came to Mu‘awiyah to support him against ‘Ali, made the following
statement: “I was in ‘Ali‘s presence. I looked at the people who were there, and did not see except the
Muhajirun and Ansar. Then I saw the people who were with you (meaning, with Mu‘awiyah). I did not
sec except the tu/aga’” (Ibn Hayyun, Sharh al-Akhbar, Manuscript,School of Oriental and African
Studies, University of London, Ms. 25732, parts 13-4, 20 recto). See also Zayd ibn Husayn's statetement
in al-Minqari, Wagq ‘at Siffin, 99.

156 Ibn Manziir, Lisan al- ‘Arab (Beirut: Dar al-Sadir, [1955-6]).

157 In *Ali‘s words, “/‘/am annaka (meaning Mu‘awiyah) min al-tulaqa’ alladhin la tahillu la-hum al-
khjlafali’ (al-Minqari, Wagq ‘at Siffin, 29). Tbn ‘Abbas says more or less the same thing to Mu‘awiyah,
*“wa-al-khilafah lil-Muhajirin al-awwalin, wa-laysa al-tulaqa’ minha £i shay’” (ibid., 416). See also ibid.,
201, 237. 415.

158 See, fore example, Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, A/-fst7'ab, 3 : 873; also al-Minqari, Wag ‘at Siffin, 63,

159 Al-Minqari, Wag‘ar Siffin, 234.

160 See p. 92.
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that unfortunately he deviated from ‘Ali and Bani Hashim (illa arnahu kana munbarif
‘an “‘Ali wa-Bani Hashim).'®' This implies that deviating from ‘Al or supporting

Mu‘awiyah was considered as something ‘unfortunate’, something that should not have

been expected of someone possessing the qualities of bravery, virtue, right direction,

excellence and noble-mindedness. In other words, Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr implies, only those

lacking these character traits could be expected to support Mu‘awiyah.

Mu‘awiyah himself seems to have been aware of his own position. He knew that,
lacking religious justification, he had to rely on other means to attract people to his
cause. In preparing for war with ‘Ali, among other things, Mu‘awiyah wrote to people
who, in his judgment, had something to fear from ‘Ali or hated him, as well as to those
who thought that the murder of ‘Uthman was a matter for concerm and that ‘Ali was
responsible for it.'®> ‘Ubayd Aliah ibn ‘Umar must have been among those whom
Mu‘awiyah had in mind. ‘Ali was a threat to his life'®® due to certain events that went
back to the succession of ‘Uthman to the caliphate.'® When ‘Umar was killed, ‘Ubayd
Allah did not hesitate for a moment in killing al-Hurmuzan who was suspected of being
involved in ‘Umar’s death. This brought up the question of punishment among the
people of Medina. When ‘Uthman became caliph the case was re-opened. ‘Amr ibn al-

‘As advised ‘Uthman to let “Ubayd Allah live, advice with which ‘Uthman agreed. ‘Al,

161 Ihn *Abd al-Barr, al-Ist7ab, 3 : 829. See also Ibn al-Athir, Usd al-Ghabah, 3 : 440.
162 See al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 563.

163 Mu‘awiyah himself is reported to have been aware that ‘Ubayd Allah ‘s reason to come to him
was because he was afraid of ‘Alli (al-Minqari, Wagq ‘at Siffin, 83).

164 See Ibn Hajar, a/-Isabah, 3 : 76-7; Tbn 'Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1012.; al-Baladhuri, Ansab, 5 :
24; Tbn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 2 : 466-8; Sayf, al-Riddah, 8-9.
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however, was of the opinion that ‘Ubayd Allah should be killed and he persistently
argued in favor of this policy. The appointment of ‘Ali as caliph after the murder of
‘Uthman clearly was a threat to ‘Ubayd Allah’s life. In such circumstances Mu‘awiyah
was certainly the right person to be with.

Mu‘awiyah took a number of measures to strengthen his position. First he tried
to protect the unity of his Syrian army by not allowing any outside forces to join it,
even if they came forward to support him directly or indirectly. During the Fitnah there
were people from Kufa and Basra who had resented the hatred shown toward ‘Uthman
in those cities, as well as those who did not want to join ‘Ali’s cause for whatever
reason. These people apparently went to Syria. Their choice was a great advantage to
Mu‘awiyah, for at least they had not joined ‘Ali and were in no position to cause any
trouble for Mu‘awiyah. But despite this fact, Mu‘awiyah did not want to take the risk of
incorporating them into his Syrian army, even when they asked him to do so. He kept
them separate, creating garrison cities in which to settle them. Al-Qinnasrin, which had
previously been a mere rural district of Hims, was transformed into a garrison town to
accommodate these people. Al-Jazirah and Mosul were other areas where these people
were settled.'®® The Bani al-Argam, for instance, who hated the situation in Kufa, came

to Mu‘awiyah, who placed them in al-Jazirah.'

165 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 240-1.,339. Mu‘awiyah had even made an effort to protect the
unity of Syria since trouble had begun at the time of ‘Uthman. At ‘Uthman’s order some Kufans were
exiled to Syria. But later Mu‘awiyah sent a letter to ‘Uthman asking him to send these Kufans back to
Kufa. “If they remain in the midst of the Syrians, I worry that they may delude them with their sorcery
and depravity,” wrote Mu‘awiyah (ibid., 3 : 367; the translation is from The History, 15 : 124).

166 Ibn “Abd al-Barr, al-Isti'ab, 4 : 16.
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The other step that he took was to try to convert Companions to his cause. The
arrival of ‘Ubayd Allah ibn ‘Umar in Syria was greatly welcomed by Mu‘awiyah.!’
‘Ubayd Allah was a Companion and any support given by any Companion strengthened
his position vis-a-vis ‘Ali. The support of the Companions could be considered as
religious legitimation of his claim. Ka‘b ibn Murrah al-Sulami, a Companion who lived

168 was said to have delivered a khutbah in support of Mu‘awiyah in a

in Jordan (Syria),
mosque where about four hundred Companions were present. On that occasion Ka‘b
narrated a Prophetic Tradition in which the Prophet foresaw the Fitnah and stated that
in that Fitnah ‘Uthman was “on the right path (‘a/d al-hady).”'® The claim of the
presence of four hundred Companions and the report of the Prophetic Tradition on
‘Uthman were both efforts at conveying the idea that Mu‘awiyah was religiously
justified in his cause. Once this was established, Mu‘awiyah could gain the support of
the people without much difficulty.

Given their influence, the Companions’ decision to support a particular group
was often emulated by other members of society. Thus, once Mu‘awiyah was able to
win support from any one of the Companions, that Companion would bring those loyal
to him over to Mu‘awiyah’s cause. One example of this was Simak ibn Makhramah al-

Asadi, a Companion who lived in Kufa. It seems that he exercised an influential role in

Kufa, having been one of that city’s delegates to ‘Umar. One of the mosques in Kufa

167 Al-Minqari, Waq ‘at Sifiin, 82.
168 1hn *Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1326.

169 Al-Minqari, Wagq ‘at Siftin, 81-2.
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was even named after him.'” When the conflict between ‘Ali and Mu‘awiyah broke out,
Simak, a supporter of ‘Uthman, fled from Kufa to al-Ragqah. With him came one
hundred men from Asad. From al-Raqqah he wrote to his people to join him under
Mu‘awiyah’s leadership. Another seven hundred men, also from his tribe, decamped to
al-Raqqah.'”

The Companions who were neutral were also summoned by Mu‘awiyah to come
and support him. Thus he sent letters to ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Umar,'” Sa‘d ibn Abi
Wagqqas,!”> and Muhammad ibn Maslamah.'”* None of these latter, however, lent him
their support.

Nor did Mu‘awiyah hesitate , when necessary, to buy people’s support. It is even
said that he strove to convert ‘Ali‘s most valued supporters until they sold their religion

175 Those who openly declared their worldly ambitions were quickly

for affluence.
satisfied by Mu‘awiyah, as can be seen in the case of the people of the tribes of ‘Akk
and Ash‘ar.'’ °Agil ibn Abi Talib—"Ali‘s brother--and ‘Amr ibn al-‘As were other

examples. ‘Aqil decided to join Mu‘awiyah after he realized that his brother ‘Ali could

1% Tbn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 2 : 652.
m Al-Minqgari, Wagq ‘at Siffin, 146.

7 Ibid., 71.

' Ibid., 74.

17 Ibid., 76.

175 Ibid., 436.

176 Ibid., 435.
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not satisfy his greed.!”’ *Amr was responsible for the conquest of Egypt, and indeed was
appointed as governor of Egypt until ‘Uthman removed him. He was angry with
‘Utbman and did nothing when ‘Uthman was surrounded and murdered.!”® He remained
neutral when ‘Ali was appointed as caliph. But when Mu‘awiyah approached him, he
proposed that he be given control over Egypt in exchange for his support.'” It is not
without grounds therefore that we find Mu’* awiyah identified with worldliness and those
who joined Mu‘awiyah accused of having placed personal advancement ahead of
conscience.'®

The difficulties that Mu‘awiyah faced in trying to win his struggle with ‘Al
were caused in part by the fact that it seems no Companion with a status that even
approached ‘Ali‘s had settled in Syria by the time of the Fitnah. This issue is important
in relation to the conflict between Mu‘awiyah and ‘Ali. It was right that the
appointment of a caliph had to be based on seniority in Islam. But there was another
variable which was also decisive, i.e., that a candidate had to be from the Quraysh. Thus
there were two important factors involved in deciding whether a person could

legitimately fill the post of caliph: he had to be (1) an early convert and (2) a Qurayshi.

'"" Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, a/-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1079. It is reported that ‘Aqil even asked ‘Ali, who was in Kufa, to
give him the wealth that belonged to the Muslims. *All turned down his request (Ton Hayyun, Sharh al-
Akhbar, 19 verso.)

'8 See al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 314; Tbn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 3 : 919; al-Baladhuri, Ansab,
5:74, 89.

' Ton Sa‘d, a/-Tabaqdt, 4 : 254, 258.

180 Al-Minqari, Wagq ‘at Siffin, 48, 77. 92, 102; al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Urnam, 3 : 460. ‘Amr ibn al-*As is
reported to have acknowledged his worldly interests in his decision to join Mu‘awiyah (Ibn Sa‘d,a/-
Tabagat, 4 : 254). A certain Abu Qays al-Awdi (al-Azdi?) said that people were divided into three groups
(tabagat): the people of religion who loved ‘Al the people of worldly life who loved Mu‘awiyah, and
the Kharijites (Ibn *Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 3 : 1115).
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At the time of the Fitnah any support from early converts belonging to the Quraysh was
of critical importance. Syria however does not seem to have been able to boast of such
personalities. This must have been one of the reasons why ‘Ali challenged Mu‘awiyah
on this ground. In one of Mu‘awiyah’s letters to ‘Ali, Mu‘awiyah, on the other hand,
claimed that the people of Syria were the judges of the people of the Hijaz (hum al-
hukkam ‘ald ahl al-Hijaz).'"®" The purpose of this allegation was to affirm that the people
of the Hijaz (including the people of Medina) could not decide anything without the
consent of the people of Syria, and that since the people of Syria were the judges of the
people of the Hijaz, these latter had to implement any decision arrived at by the Syrians.
Thus Mu‘awiyah’s own leadership, which was accepted by the Syrians, ought also to
have been accepted by the people of the Hijaz. Similarly, the Syrians’ view that
‘Uthman was killed unjustly and that ‘Ali was (directly or indirectly) involved in the
murder ought also to have been accepted in their view. In answer to this allegation ‘Ali
challenged Mu‘awiyah to present any one from the Quraysh of Syria who was eligible to
be consulted and who was allowed to hold the position of caliph (“hati rajul min
Quraysh al-Sham yuqbalu fi al-shurd aw tahillu Iahu al-khilafakh™).'** ‘All must have
known that there was no such individual living in Syria, let alone one who supported
Mu‘awiyah. Mu‘awiyah in fact could not meet this challenge. Morover, not only was
there no such a figure in Syria, but Mu‘awiyah also had a different sort of person in

mind when he made his original allegation. Unlike ‘Ali, who associated the hukkam

181 Al-Minqari, Wagq ‘at Sifiin, 58.

182 Thid.
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with the early converts, Mu‘awiyah associated the hukkam with the traditional tribal
hierarchy. Here again two different world views were in conflict: Islamic and pre-
Islamic.

An analysis of the backgrounds of the Companions who supported either ‘Ali or
Mu‘awiyah might help us to decide whether the identification of ‘Ali with religious
ideas and that of Mu‘awiyah with irreligion is valid. But first of all it should be pointed
out that the sources disagree on the number of the important Companions who were
involved in the Battle of Siffin. According to one report, eight hundred Companions
who were present at the Bay‘at al-Ridwan supported ‘AL.'* The best Companions of
Muhammad, says another, were with ‘Ali‘s army, seventy of whom had fought at
Badr.'® Al-Ashtar, one of the most important figures in ‘Ali‘s army, gave a speech in
which he stressed that ‘Ali‘s forces were on the right path (by which it was understood
that those fighting for Mu‘awiyah were on the wrong one), since ‘Ali had the support of
almost one hundred veterans of Badr, in addition to other Companions.'* Dhu al-Kala®,
a Yemeni leader who supporied Mu‘awiyah, acknowledged that there were indeed great

Companions in ‘Ali‘s army.'*® While the above reports tend to exaggerate the number of

183 Ibn * Abd al-Barr, al-Ist7‘ab, 3 : 1138; Ibn Hajar, a/-Isabah, 2 : 381.
184 Al-Minqari, Wagq ‘at Siffin, 236.
135 Ibid., 238.

136 Ibid., 239.
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important Companions at Siffin, there is one which claims that no more than six, or
seven at the most, veterans of Badr were involved in the Fitnah.'*’

Biographical dictionaries may help to clarify this issue. According to these
sources, as was shown in Table IX, ‘Ali was supported by more Companions than
Mu‘awiyah. If it may be accepted that the support of Companions was a religious
endorsement for one of the parties to the dispute, then ‘Ali was clearly perceived as the
more legitimate contender. The biographical dictionaries confirm this interpretation.
They also provide further details as to what kinds of Companions supported either “Ali
or Mu‘awiyah. In ‘Ali‘s camp we find the following breakdown: of the 123 Companions
supporting him, 43 were early converts who had fought alongside the Prophet in such
early battles as those of Badr and Uhud; 23 were ordinary Companions, i.e., those who
were with the Prophet for only a short time or had converted to Islam at the end of the
Prophet’s life; 11 were young Companions, i.e., either they were born in the time of the
Prophet or they were still young when the Prophet died; while the other 46 were
unknown even to our sources. The backgrounds of the Companions who supported
Mu‘awiyah were as follows: of the 31 Companions in his camp, one was an early
convert, 12 were ordinary Companions and 6 were young Companions. Hence,
comparing the backgrounds of both parties, the claim that ‘Ali was supported by the

great Companions and that Mu‘awiyah by the less important ones is clearly confirmed:

187 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 467; Sayf, al-Riddah, 254-5. It cannot be established whether Abu
Ayyub had already fought at Siffin before participating in al-Nahrawan. If he did then there were seven
paricipants from Badr involved.
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the majority of ‘Ali‘s supporters were early converts, while Mu‘awiyah’s were later
converts or young Companions.

The same picture emerges when the analysis is extended to those whose
participation omn either ‘Ali‘s side or Mu‘awiyah’s is still uncertain. Of the 12
Companions who may have fought on ‘Ali‘s side, 8 were early converts, 1 was an
ordinary Companion, 1 a young Companion, and the other 2 unknown. In this category
only one Companion is more likely to have been on Mu‘awiyah’s side, and he was a
young Companion. Two were known furthermore to be either neutral or on Mu‘awiyah’s
side. One of these was a young Companion, while the other was only an ordinary
Companion. So even if these two were to be included on Mu‘awiyah’s side, the picture
would still be the same.

How many of the Companions were actually still alive in Iraq, Syria and Egypt
at the time of the Battle of Siffin? In Chapter Three it was pointed out that there were
335 Companions in Basra, 337 in Kufa, 441 in Syria and 260 in Egypt.'®® From the dates
of their respective deaths it is known that some 250 Companions were still alive in these
places when the Fitnah occurred: S0 in Basra, 70 in Kufa, 90 in Syria and 40 in Egypt.
How many of them were involved in the Battle of Siffin? Table X may shed some light
on the question. Only 4 Companions from Basra were known to have been involved in
the Battle of Siffin, 23 (or 25 if category I is included) from Kufa, 18 (or 19) from

Syria, and 8 (or 10) from Egypt.

138 See Table I1.
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Table X
Political and Geographical Alignments of the Companions at Siffin

I o m v v VI v vl
ALl | ‘ALl | Mu‘awiyah | Mu‘awiyah { Neutral | Neutral/Mu | Unidentified | Unidentified
(d) (d) ‘awiyah (d)

Basra

Kufa 2 1

Persia

W—mh

Syria
Hims

Damascus

Palestine

Urdun

B Il S Ed B B

Egypt 4

Yemen 1

Hijaz 1 1

Mecca 1

Medina 6 1

Wasit 1

Dawmat al- I
Jandal

Total 42 3 22 2 2 2

Where were the rest? Since the involvement of Companions in the Battle of
Siffin was so important for both parties, it would be reasonable to expect that their
names would appear in the sources. The fact that the majority of the 250 Companions
who might be still have been alive in Iraq, Syria and Egypt during the Battle of Siffin
are not recorded could mean that in fact they stayed out of it. To put it differently,
whereas many of the Companions were actively involved in the dispute, the majority of
them stayed away. But there might be another explanation for their absence. To later
generations any dispute between the great Companions was a subject that was not
spoken about. The Traditionists were among those who propagated this attitude.
Accordingly, the number of the Companions in the Fitnah may actually have been larger
than we are told it was, but the reluctance of the Traditionists to discuss this issue,

whether in their writings or in their daily speech, gradually led to a curtain being drawn
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over their involvement. This seems unlikely, however, since there were others besides
the Traditionists who would not have participated in this conspiracy of silence,
historians like al-Tabari among them. In his history, for example, he writes about the
Fitnah in great detail. So it is most likely that the absence of most living Companions in
the Battle of Siffin only meant that they chose not to get involved in it.

The information given in the above table is insufficient to explain wholly the
relation between geographical attachment and political alignment on the part of the
Companions. Only a small number of the Companions, whose attitudes were known
during the Battle of Siffin, can be identified with a geographical location. Of the 187
(see Table IX), the whereabouts of only 73 can be determined. Nonetheless this limited
information can help us to find the answers to certain specific dilemmas.

First, there are some grounds to accept that the conflict between ‘Ali and
Mu‘awiyah was a conflict between Iraq and Syria, the Companions who supported ‘Ali
having come from Iraq (4 from Basra, 25 from Kufa, 1 from Persia), and those who
supported Mu‘awiyah mainly from Syria (7 from Syria, 4 from Hims, 1 from Damascus,
1 from Jordan). This information may suggest that the sources were probably right to
call “‘Ali‘s army the ah/ al-‘Irag and Mu‘awiyah’s the ahl al-Sham. A comparison
between the Kufan and the Basran Companions could further pinpoint this geographical
connection: since there were only 4 from Basra and 25 from Kufa, then it was mainly
the Kufans whom the sources meant by the term &4/ al- Traq.

The relations between Syria and Kufa before the Fitnah confirm the assumption

that it was mainly the Kufans, not the Basrans, who were at odds with the Syrians.
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Once Mu‘awiyah asked ‘Uthman to send auxiliary troops to face the Byzantines in
Armenia to reinforce the army which had been sent there with Habib ibn Maslamah as
commander. In response ‘Uthman asked al-Walid ibn ‘Uqbah, the governor of Kufa, to
send ten thousand Kufans under the command of Salman ibn Rabi‘ah al-Bahili. On
learning of this, Habib ibn Maslamah reminded his fellow Syrians that if the city were
conquered after the arrival of the Kufans then the credit might go to these latter. He
urged the Syrians to attack before their arrival. This they did successfully and won much
booty, which they distributed amongst themselves. When the Kufans came, they asked
the Syrians to share the booty. The Syrians refused on the ground that the Kufans had
not been involved in the conquest. We are told that “a quarrel broke out between the
people of Iraq (ah!/ al- ‘Iraqg) and the people of Syria (2! al-Sham), and then they fought
with each other ... the fight was the first enmity between the people of Iraq and the
people of Syria”'® The way the information is narrated is noteworthy for. our
discussion. At first, “the people of Kufa” is the phrase used to identify the auxiliary
army sent to Syria, but later on, when the disagreement is being discussed, “the people
of Kufa” is replaced by the phrase “the people of Iraq.” Hence the fight is not described
as a fight between the people of Kufa and the people of Syria, but between the people of
Iraq and the people of Syria. As far as the Syrians were concerned, they were
consistently known as “the people of Syria.”

The enmity between the Kufans and the Syrians on the one hand, and the poor

relations between the Basrans and the Kufans on the other, may have brought the

189 ALKufi, al-Futih, 2 : 108-10; al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 350-1, 353; Ibn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 3
: 26; Sayf, al-Riddah, 62.
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Syrians closer to the Basrans. There may therefore be some truth in ‘Abd Allah ibn
‘Amir’s claim that he had some influence in Basra when he suggested to ‘A’ishah that
she go there from Mecca.'”® The Umayyads too must have seen more hope for support in
Basra than in Kufa. ‘Uthman’s letter supports this assumption. When he was
surrounded, he sent letters to the Syrians and the Basrans asking them to help him. In
his letters, ‘Uthman considered the Kufans, together with the Egyptians and the
Medinans, as his enemies (and therefore the Syrians and the Basrans as his allies).'
Here again is a further indication that it was mainly the Kufans whom our sources
considered to be the ah/ al-‘Iraq.

Second, our study of the tribal distribution of the Companions in Iraq, Syria and
Egypt in Chapter Three showed that, as far as representation was concerned, Qurasyh
and Ansar were the most important groups. In every center of settlement they formed
one of the major groups within the population. Again, the fact that it was only a small
number of those who participated in the Battle of Siffin whose geographical locations
are known to us makes if difficult to prove directly that, since Ansar and Quraysh
formed the majority in Syria, Iraq and Egypt, they must have exercised considerable
influence during the Fitnah. In other words, the relation between their number and their
role in these areas during the Fitnah can only be proven indirectly. To show this, we will

first list the tribal backgrounds of the Companions whose loyalties were known in the

following table.

199 Al-Tabari, 7arikh al-Umam, 3 : 469; Tbn Sa‘d,al-Tabagat, 5 : 48.

1 bid., 217.

240



Tribes

Tribal and Political Alignment of the Companions at Siffin

1
*Ali (d)

11
Mu-
awiyah

Table XI

v
Mu-
awiyah
(d)

v
Neutral

VI
Neutral/
Mu-
awiyah

vao
Unidenti-
fied

vix
Unidenti-
fied (d)

A. Norstherners

‘Abd al-Qays

‘Amir ibn Sa‘sa‘ah

[N

Asad ibn Khuzaymah

Bahilah

Kinanah

Mubharib

Qays ibn ‘Aylan

Quraysh

Sulaym

Sa‘d

Thagif

Tamim

TOTAL-1

W[t e ERD 3 | e [ D | 1o ] 000 | o | e

B. Southemers

Alhan

Ansar

- Aws

e

- Khazraj

Ash‘ar

Azd

Bajilah

Bali

Hadramawt

Himyar

Juhaynah

Kalb

' Y Y £

Khawlan

Khuza‘ah

N |

Kindah

Madhhij

Murad

Ta'i

‘Udhrah

TOTAL-2

14

C. Unidentificd

Abrahah

Asbah

‘Awd

Dannah (?)

Dhikwan

Hamidah

Khushaynab

Najah (7)

Tha‘lab

TOTAL-3

(V5 TN

-

ot

TOTAL-1, 2,3

128

16

35
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This table shows that it is correct to say that both the Ansar and the Quraysh were
actively involved during the Fitnah. These two groups after all boasted the greatest
number of participants. Is there any way to establish the geographical connection of
these Companions? It was explained above that during the reign of ‘Uthman many
Companions had left Medina. If this is so then it is likely that for the duration of the
Fitnah the vast majority of the Companions resided outside Medina. This is one
conclussion; the other is that these same Companions, and particularly the Ansar, were
clearly concerned about the Fitnah and did become involved in it.

Third, the question of which party was actually supported by the Ansar and
Quraysh remains to be answered. As for the Ansar it can be said that most of them
clearly supported ‘Ali. The Ansar saw themselves as the ones best suited to help “Ali.
They saw ‘Ali‘s situation as being similar to the Prophet’s in that both had been
unjustly rejected.'”? It is reported that they were among the first to give their allegiance
to “Ali, while others simply followed them.'*®> Only a few of them refused to take this
oath.'® Their support meant a lot to the latter, especially when people from his own
tribe, the Quraysh, were not fully behind him. Sa‘d ibn Abi Waqqas and ‘Abd Allah ibn
‘Umar did not however declare their allegiance immediately. They waited until other

people had done so0.'”’ Talhah ibn ‘Ubayd Allah and al-Zubayr ibn al-‘Awwam on the

192 Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-Isti‘ab, 2 : 498.

19 Al-Tabari, 7Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 450. At the death of the Prophet, some members of Ansar
apparently turned first to ‘Alf instead of Abu Bakr, especially when their leader Sa‘d ibn ‘Ubadah
declined this position (Tbn al-Athir, 2/-Kamii, 2 : 189).

194Al-Tabari, 7arikh al-Umam, 3 : 452.

193 Ibid., 3 : 451.
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other hand are reported to have given theirs involuntarily.'®® The fact that the supporters
of ‘Ali were mainly from Kufa indicates further the importance of the Ansar in the
Fitnah. Kufa was an area where the Ansar were particularly strong.

But even more interesting is the background of those Ansar who joined ‘Al at
Siffin. Of the 64 who were present, we know the tribal origin of 41 of them and 27 of
these were Khazrajis (see Table XI). Why did they become such enthusiastic supporters
of ‘Ali? Going back to the time of the Prophet, the Khazrajis were more ready than the
Awsis to accept the message of the Prophet. When the Prophet called the people of
Medina to Islam, the Khazrajis answered the call enthusiastically. Of the 12 participants
in the first ‘Aqabah, 10 were from Khazraj and only 2 from Aws.'"”” Given their
contribution, the Khazrajis must have felt themselves that they were highly placed, for
when the Prophet died they saw themselves as the most rightful group to assume the
Muslim leadership. They chose Sa‘d ibn ‘Ubadah as their new leader. It was only after
Abu Bakr, the close friend of the Prophet and his trustee, was nominated, that the
Khazrajis chose give up their claim."*® But not their leader, Sa‘d ibn ‘Ubadah, who, until
his death, refused to pay Abu Bakr allegiance. Nevertheless, ‘Umar’s policy of relying
on seniority in Islam as the basis for the leadership of the Muslim community worked to
the benefit of the Khazrajis. The appointment of ‘Uthman as the next caliph, however,

followed by the arrival on stage of the later converts, must have been viewed by them as

1% Ibid., 3 : 452. It is even said that al-Zubayr did not give his allegiance to ‘Al at all (ibid.), or that
he did so only with his hands, not with his heart (Ibn Abi Shaybah, a/-Musannaf, 7 : 537).

97 Ibn Sa‘d, a/-Tabagqat, | : 220.

198 Al-Tabari, Tarikh al-Umam, 3 : 455-9; al-Kufi, a/-Futuh, 1 : 3-5; Ibn al-Athir, a/-Kamil, 2 : 191-4.
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199 < Ali, whose views on Islamic seniority were close to

a threat to their position.
‘Umar’s, was the right person for the Khazrajis to support.

During the Battle of Siffin, unlike the Ansar who were unanimous in their
support of ‘ Ali, Qurasyh split over the issue. Of the latter, numbering 22 in all, 13 were
with ‘Ali while 9 were with Mu‘awiyah. Thus ‘All and Mu‘awiyah each received about
an equal share of their support. The background of these Quraysh tells us something else
as well. First, none of the early converts from Quraysh joined either ‘Ali or Mu‘awiyah.
Second, the majority of the Quraysh who supported ‘Ali had much in common in terms
of their geographical attachment and tribal affiliation. They either resided in areas
which strongly supported ‘Ali--i.e., Kufa (1 person), Egypt (1 person) and Medina (1
person)—or which belonged to the Hashimi tribe (4 persons). Third, the Quraysh who
supported Mu‘awiyah can also be explained partly through their geographical
attachment, since 4 of the 9 lived in Syria. The other S came either from Mu‘awiyah’s
tribe (1 person) or had a (close) blood relationship with a particular person (2 persons,
i.e., “Amr ibn al-*As’s sons) or viewed Mu‘awiyah as an asylum (2 persons, i.e., ‘Ubayd

Allah ibn ‘“Umar*® and “Agil ibn Abi Talib®"').

199 See also Hinds, “The Murder”, 465.
2% gee pp. 230-1.

20 See pp. 233-4.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

There was a close connection between the attitude displayed by the Muslim
community towards the Companions and its attitude towards the Prophetic Tradition.
The greater the respect for the Traditions, the greater the respect for the Companions,
and vice versa. The Traditionists, who protected and developed the Traditions,
demonstrated the most profound respect for the Companions of the Prophet, while the
Mu‘tazilis, who were less inclined to rely on Traditions, had comparatively less respect
for them.

How one defined a “Companion” and the quality of ‘adalah were two issues over
which the different views of these two groups came to be expressed. The Traditionists,
wanting to save sound prophetic Traditions (to be used as hujjah in the application of
religious teaching in day-to-day life) tended to inflate the numbers of the Companions
by setting a lower standard for inclusion in this prestigious group. The Mu‘tazilis, on the
other hand, who considered intellect the most important aid in interpreting revelation,
and therefore considered Tradition less important than intellect, tended to restrict the
number of Companions by setting higher standards, thus decreasing in turn the number
of Traditions and their role in establishing dogma vis-a-vis reason. The question of
‘adalakh reduced even further the already limited number of Companions. The view that
Companions were not automatically ‘udu/ opened the door to the possibility of

rejecting some of the Traditions narrated by even the most respected Companions,



including important figures like ‘ALl and ‘A’ishah. This was the second barrier facing
Companions before their Tra