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CHAPTER 9

THE MUTAZILITES

1. INTRODUCTION

If the bias of Hanbalite thinking was towards the concrete, that of Mu'tazi-
lite thought was towards the abstract. This, in the end, was to carry a
certain cost. Whatever may have been the case in the carly history of the
school, it was becoming clear by the fourth/tenth century that Mu‘tazil-
ism could not make 2 Muslim. Instead it came to function as one clement
in a package, playing the part of a tradition of abstract scholastic thoughe
that could be combined with a variety of other allegiances. One could be
a Hanaff Mu‘tazilite, a Zavdi Mu'tazilite, an ImamT Mu'tazilite — even 2
Jewish Mu'razilite. In these various symbioses, Mu'tazilism rended to rep-
resent something between a systematic body of substantive scholastic doc-
trine and an intellectual technique which, as we have scen, even the
Hanbalites were eventually 1o find irresistible.

Mu‘tazilism thus tended to become a tradition of socially and polidcally
disembodied intellection. One implication of this is that we are unlikely to
be very successful in linking the content of classical Mu‘tazilite doctrines
to the concrete historical environments in which they flourished. T shall
accordingly make no attempt to do for Mu‘tazilism what [ did for Hanbal-
ism; instead, what lies ahead is the history of ideas in a distinctly narrow
sense. There will stll be points at which we can link intellecrual history to
less cercbral realities, but they will be few and far benveen. We might hope
that the situation would be different in the case of early Mu'tazilism; but
unfortunately we know too little about its views on forbidding wrong to
have much sense of what we are missing. |

The symbiosis of originally distinct religicus traditions in the classical
packages zlso poses an organisational problem for this study. The course I
shall take in this part of the book is as follows. In the present chapter, I
shall be broadiv concerned with Mu'tazilism as such. After surveying the
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196 ¢ THE MU'TAZILITES AND SHIITES

litde we know of early Mu'tazilite doctrines of forbidding wrong, I shall
discuss in some detail the classical doctrines of the fourth/tenth century
and later, regarding a few of which we are relatively well informed. In prin-
ciple I shall not be concerned here with Zavdi or Imami Mu‘tazilism as
phenomena in their own right, though in practice I shalf cross the border
from time to tme. The two following chapters wiil be devored to the
Zaydis and Imamis respectively. In cach case I shall begin with the pre-
Mu‘tazilize phase of sectarian thought, and go on to the historv of the
Mu'tazilite tradidon in the sect.

2. EARLY MU'TAZILITE DOCTRINE

If we take the Mu‘tazilite school to have been founded by the Basrans ¥WVasil
ibn Atd’ (d. 131/748f) and ‘Amr ibn “Ubavd (d. 144 /761), then its
origins go back to the early second /eighth century. The earliest Mu‘tazi-
hte author to have left us a svstematic and substantial account of forbid-
ding wrong, the Zaydi ‘Alid Mankdim (d. 425/ 1034}, lived in northern
Iran some three centuries later. This means that, for the first three hundred
vears of the movement, our material is fragmentary or summary at best.
But it does raise saome points of interest.

Forbidding wrong is, of course, one of the cclebrated ‘five principies’
(al-usil al-thamsa) of Mu'tazilism. However, there is no agreement
among modern schelars as to the antiquity of this penrad.! Such uncer-
tainty need not call in question the assumption that forbidding wrong was
a Mu'razilite precept from the beginning; given its prominence in the
Koran, and in carly Islamic thought in general, it would be surprising if it
had not been. What is missing Is specific evidence of the conception of the
duty entertained in the time of Wisil and “Amr. It has been linked to carly
Mu‘tazilite missionary activity,? and this derives a hint of support from its
appearanceina @.oﬁ.m of Safivan al-Ansan (f. later second /eighth century)
describing the emissaries (42 %2r) sent our by Wisil ibn “Atd’.® It has been
connected with movements of local auronomv.* And nor least, it has been

! Contrast the pesitive judgement of Madelung ( Qfsin, 7) with the sceprical view of van Ess
(1. van Ess, Unc lecrne d rebours de Phistoire dir Mutasilisme, Paris 1984, 56; Theolegic,
2:273), * Madelung, Qdsine, 16; van Ess, Lectnre, 125; van Ess, Theologic, 2:387.

% Tahiz, Baydn, 26.8 (noted in van Ess, Theelogic, 2:387). The duty is paired in the same line
with “foriifying God’s religion against every infidel”. The poem, first brought into play by
H. 8. Nyberg (The Eneyclopacdia of Ilam, fiest edition, Leiden and London 1913-38, art.
Mu'raziia’, cols. 789a, 790a), is translated in W, M. Watt, *Was Wisil 2 Khirjire?”, in R,
Gramlich (ed.), Idamwisenschafeiiche Abbandinngen: Fritz Meier mon secheigsten
Gebrrtstan, Wicsbaden 1974, 310E, and most recently in van Ess, Theolggie, 5:183F; and
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linked to rebeilion against unjust rue.’ This old aliegaton® is plausibic, and
it resonates with some of what the sources tell us about ‘Amr ibn “Ubavd.
Thus “Amr is reported to have said that the tradizionists (BE uld’i l-pasing)
were the ruin of the religion; they were the ones who held people back
from standing up for justice (al-giyim 62°l-gist) and commanding right.”
There is also the story transmitted by Kafan traditionists that ‘Amr wrote
to the Kifan Ibn Shubruma (d. 144/761f) urging him to forbid wrong,
or reproaching him for not doing so; it mav be significant that Ibn
Shubruma’s reply makes a point of saying that commanding right is not to
be undertaken by raking up the sword against the authorities.® However,
no explicit mention of rebellion is ascribed here to “Amr, and Ibn

Shubruma’s reference to it is only indircer evidence of what ‘Amy believed.

Once we reach the late second /eighth and early third /ninth century, we
have credible reports that a few Mu‘tazilite authors wrote on our topic: AbG
Bakr al-Asamm: (d. 200,/815£.),% Ja‘far ibn Mubashshir {d, 234 /848¢) 10
and presumably Hisham al-Fuwad (d. ¢ 230,/844) in his work on the ‘Ave
principles’;!t other such reports are late and unreliable: Bur we know
almost nothing of actual Mu'tazilite views in this period. The heresiographer
Ash'ari (d. 324,/9351) rells us that Asamm stood ourside the consensus of

zmanmzsmamwm&:r_.m.u:an»..Hm:ﬁ.g.ﬁ.ﬂﬂn,uﬂe Sfarmative period af Idamic thouste,

Edinburgh 1973, 212, 231; van Ess, Theolggic, 2:390, zad cf. 4:6753, 704.

ft appears in Ibn Taviniyva, Aser, 20.8; cf. also Mubarrad, Kfmif, 561.3.

‘Abd al-Jabbir ibn Amad (d. 415 /1028), Fad! al-{=l wa-tebngit al-Mu'tzila, od. F.

Sayyid, Tunis 1974, 242 16 (cited in van Ess, Leerrs, 123 n. 5, and van Ess, Theologre,

2:287). "Amr likewise held nothing to be more meritorious than standing up for justice

{nl-givdm bil-gist) and being killed for jt (Thsi, Libyin, 2:422.18 (1o Q3:21), cited in van

Ess, Theologie, 2:287, 5:166: though there is no explicit reforence to al-amr bl vif

here, this is the contexr in which Tist adduces it, of. below, note 36). This saving is alsa

quoted by al-IHakim al-Jishumi {d. 494,/1101) in his Koran commentary to Q3:21 {sec

Zavzlr, al-Hakine al-Jushami, 195.4). For the phrasc al-givin: bi'f-gise, of. Q4:135.

See above, ch. 4, notes 44, 226, “Ame’s exhortation is noted by van Ess ( Thealggiv, 2:286,

3903, .

i. W. Fiick, “Some hitherto unpublished texts on the Mu'tazilite movement from Ibn al-

Nadimv’s Kitdb-al-Filrist’, in S. M. Abdullak {ed.), Profesor Muhammad Shafi® presemta-

o voliine, Lahore 1953, 68.8, cited in EI2, Supplencnt, arr. *Asamny’, 89a (], van Ess),

and <f, van Ess, Thealagie, 5:193 no. 12, and ibid., 2:409 n. 5.

Khavyit (d. ¢. 300/912), Intisdr, od. and trans. A. N, Nader, Beirut 19537, 63,14 = 74,

Fiick, ‘Some hitherto unpublished texts”, 64.10; van Ess, Theologic, 6:274 no. 8.

' Fiick, “Somg hitherro unpublished texts’, 69.3 ( Kirdd il ad-klanzs); van Ess, Theolosmic,
6:222 no. 1,

12 The report that Abi °)-Hudhav! (4. 227 /841f1) wrote on the *fve principles” {cf. 1.
Gimaret, ‘Les Uil al-bamsa de Qadt “Abd a-Gabbir et leurs commentaires’, Anwales
Idzaelogignes, 15 (1979). 68 n. 1), and 5o presumably on al-awnr bil-ma riif, is probably
to be discounted {sec van Ess, Lecrnres, 56, and van Ess, Theologic, 3:223). Thar Jatar ibn
Harb (d. 236/850f.) did so (cf. Gimarer, *Les Tsiif al-pumsa’. 68, n. 1) ks also nnikelv
(sce W. Madelung, ‘Frithe mu‘tazilicische Hiresiographic: das Kirdb al- Usiil des Ga'far b,
Harb?, Der Ilam, 57 (1980, 2271 van Ess. Tircologie, 6:288 no. £).
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198 ¢ THE MU'TAZILITES AND SHI'ITES

the Mu'tazilites, who consider forbidding wrong to be obligatory — pro-
vided they are able to perform it (ma'a I-imkin wa'l-qudra) - with the
tongue, hand and sword, in whatever way they are able to effect it.!®
However, he neglects to specity the nature of Asamm’s dissent;'* it is doubt-
less to be linked to a report that he wrote a work directed against ‘those who
favour the sword’.™ With this quictism we may contrast the attitude of Sahl
ibn Salima, who in 201 /817 was prepared to fight anyone in performance
of the duty, irrespective of whether he was a ruler or not.?¢

Our information is slightly better for the later third /ninth and early
fourth /tenth centuries. The earliest surviving work of Mu‘tazilite doc-
trine, 2 polemical tract by Khavvac {d. ¢. 300,/912),% offers a definidon of
Mu'tazilism in terms of adherence to the ‘five principles’, with forbidding
wrong listed in its classical fifth place.!® From roughly the same period
comes our oldest heresiographical accounrt of the Mu‘tazilite doctrine of
forbidding wrong, the formulation of the ex-Mu'razilite Ash®ad already
adduced in connecdon with Asamm; he too lists the *five principles’.!?
Mas‘idi (d. 345,/956), who may or may not have been a Mu'razilite
himself,2® gives a brief account of Mu‘tazilite doctrine: forbidding wrong
is obligatory if one has the ability (éstiz22) to perform it, by the sword and
by less drastic means.®® He likewise lists the ‘five principles’, defining

—
B

Ash'art, Magaldr, 278.7, wanslated in van Ess, Theolggée, 5:198 no. 13.

¥ According to 1bn Hazm, he believed that af-amer bi'f-ma’riifis not to be perfornied by

deed {including recourse to arms) (Fisa/, 4:171.10, translated in van Ess, Theolomic, 5:198

no. 14, and cf. ibid., 2:409; the passage is also adduced by van Ess in EF?, Supplement, art.

‘Asamm’, 8%a, where the suggesrion that Asamm based his view on a deviant cxegesis of

Q3:104 scems unfounded). However, Ibn Hazm’s presencation brackets Asarom with teo

wide a spectrum of quictst thought (from Ibn Haobal to the Rifida, both of whom arc

misrepresented) for us 1o be able to put much weight on it

For this Kitdl al-radd ‘ali man gila 6-sayf, sce Fiick, ‘Some hitierto unpublished texts’,

68.13, and <f. van Ess, Theologie, 2:409 and 5:193 no. 15. As noted by van Ess, Asamm

heid with the sword in the context of hostilities against the aff al-baghy under the leader-

ship of a just imam about whom there is consensus (#bid., 2:409 and 5:207 no. 31, citing

and transtating Ash®arl, Magdlir, 451.12). Cf. also below, note 63.

¥ See above, ch. 3, notes 1735, 192.

¥ See EF?, art. “al-Khayvit’ (J. van Ess); van Ess, Lecznre, 6f.

18 Khavvat, Ineisdr, 93.2 = 115 (cited in van Ess, Lecpnre, 56 n. 43,

¥ Ash'ar, Magalar, 278.10, conduding Ash®arl’s survey of Mu‘tazilism, In the thematic
survey that constitutes the larrer part of Ash*aiT’s doxegraphy, the account of al-nmr bl
maif deals only with quictist views disallowing the use of the sword, and makes no
mention of the Mu‘tazilites {i#4d., 452.3); but he includes the Mu‘tazilites among those
approving the use of the sword in general (#64d., 451.4), and sets out the conditions under
which they hold with rebellion against {unjust) rule (54, 466.5).

* Sce A. M. H. Shboul, Al-Masidi ¢ bis world, London 1979, 38f.

2l Mas'ndi {d. wmu\ovmr Murfif al-dbahab, od. C. Pellag, wn_ncm 1965-74, 4:59 §2,256. He

adds that the dury is like 7ildd in that there is no distinction between fighting the infide]

and fghring the reprobawe (majahadnt al-kafir wa'l-fasig).

—
w
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Mu'tazilism in terms of acceprance of them.?? We also possess cecasional
opinions on specific questions attributed to AbQ *-Qésim al-Balkhi, alias
Ka'bi (d. 319/931). Thus he holds that recourse to arms is permirted to
subjects solely in the absence of a ruler (émam) or of someonc appointed
by him; if there is a ruler, recourse to arms is allowable onlv under condi-
tions of overriding necessity {dariin)*® One reason this is interesting is
that Abii "-Qasim belonged to the Baghdidi - as opposed to the Basran ~
school of Mu‘tazilism,* in other words to the branch of the movement
that is relatively underrepresented in the surviving lirerature.

The nvo scholars of this period whom we know best are the Jubbi’Ts,
Abli ‘All (d. 303,/916) and his son Abli Hashim {d. 321 /933), both
members of the Bagran school; vet even here, we have at our disposal only

scattered references in Jater works. Miankdim and others give accounts of

the views of the Tubbz’ls on two main points. The first is the source of the
obligaton. Abl “All held it to be both reason and revelation, whereas Aba
Hashim held it to be revelaton alone, except in so far as the mental
anguish (madad wa-harady of the spectator provides a reason for him to
act in his own interest.?® Altruism, we understand, is nota dury established

i hid., 4:58 vﬁ.mi and 60, §2,256. :

B Thst, Tibvin, 2:549.22; and of. AbG *I-Futiih-i Rizi, Rawd, 3 w. {both to Q3:104).
For another issue in connecdon with which his name is Ersm_o:ra see below, note 27.

* See Encyclopmedin Irpnica, art, *AbTl-Qascm Ka'bT', 361a (1. van Ess).

* So Minkdim (d. 425/1034), Tatig Sharh al-Usil al-bbasmse, cd. ‘A, “Uthmin, Cairo
1965 (published as ‘Abd al-Jabbdr ibs Ahmad (d. £15/10235), Shard ad- Uil al-ki e,
see below, nore 57), 142.3, and ¢f! 4544, 742.1 (where Minkdim endorses Abii Hishim's
view as school docine), 743.11 {reporting an argement of Abii ‘AT, 744.8 (again
endorsing Ab@ Hashim’s view), Itis assumed that the wrongs in question affect others (see
ibid., 145.1, and cf. below, 212f). The disagreement is noted by Madelung (*Amr be
ma'riaf”, 993b), and the following citations will indicate how widely reported it is in the
lrerarure: al-Hakim al-Jishum {d, 494,/1101), al-"Uyitn fi *f-radd hlm abl al-bida®, ms.
Mifan, Ambrosiana, B 66, f. 66a.6 ﬁcﬂ this manuscript, see O. Léfgren and R Traini,
Catalogne of the \:_‘"En manuseripts 1 the Bibliotecn Ambrosiana, Vi feenza 1975-, 2:89
no. 190); al-Hakim al-Jishumd (d. 494/1101), Shard “Uvitn af-masd’il, ms. Leiden, Or
2,584-B, 1. 263a.14; al-Hikim & Jishumi (d. 494,101}, al-Tabdhib fi tafstr al-Qui’du,
ms. Mian, Ambrosiana, F 184, £ 70a.6 ?O Q3: wcﬁ »oﬂ this work and its manuscripts,
sce D. Gimarer, Une lecture mu wﬁthbwn die Coren: Le Tnfiiv d°Abit “Aff al-Diubba’ (.
303/815) particllemenr veconstitné o pertir de ses citatenrs, Louvain and Paris 1994, 17,
25f.; Gimarer kindly sent me a copy of the commentary 1o Q3: wb.THS Farraxzadht (/4.
lare fiitl H\QQ.Q,.% century), Tolig Sharh al-usil QTESE,S, ms. $an'?’, Grear Mosguc,
kalinn 73, £ 1550.1 (the character of this work has been analvsed by Gimaret (*Les Usii/
Q.@Exﬁ > 60-3), who kindly made availablc a microfilm of the manuscripr {for this
microfilm, sec D. Gimaret, Thiories de Prcte hiomnain o tidelogie ssubunne, Paris 1980,
wing. 23}, 1 am indcbed to Adrien Leites for nosmzwm:& the microfilm and making a copy
of the ?_S,.:J.m passage for me): Ibn al-Malihim ( o\:,ﬁ Y, wlFEig f S::. ol-din,
ms. San'¥’, Grear ZOBE; kaiam 53, 1. 230b.6 Q am indebred 10 ﬁw_:ﬂd Z.E&:LG for
making mE._ZEn to me his microfilm of this manuscript); ZamakhshaT(d. 538 /1 Trf, k-
Minhdj fi 1552l al-din, cd. and trans, S, Schmidike as A My Sazifite oreed of au..ma.:a?: L
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200 ¢ THE MUTAZILITES AND SEITTES

by reason. The second point is a subtle one: to command a supereroga-
tory act is itself supererogatory, while to command an obligarory act is
obligatory.?® This view, Mankdim tells us, was introduced by Abi “All,
carlier Mu‘tazilites (al-mashayikh min al-salaf') having failed to make the
~distincton.?” Other views of the Jubba’ls appear here and there in the lit-
erature. Zaydi sources report trom Abi “Ali such legal opinions as that one
must have actual knowledge that a wrong is being committed before vio-
lating the privacy of a home.?® Further opinions of Abfl “All are found in
later works of Koranic exegesis, and are likely to derive from his lost Koran
commentary.?® Here again the disagreement between him and Abgo
Hishim over the source of obiigation is mentioned.3® He is also quoted
for the view that the group which in Q7:164 saw no point in reproving
the Sabbath-breakers® did so because they despaired of them; this would
place them among the saved.®* More interestingiy, he is reported to have

Footnote 25 (cont.)
Stutegart 1997, 77 4 (drawn to my attention by Ewan Kohlberg: the chapter on al-amr
bi'l-ina‘rifis translated ibid., 40f.); Zamakhshar, Kashshaf, 1:397.11; Himmasi (d. carly
seventh/thirteenth centuey), al-Mungidh min al-taglid, Qumm 1412-14, 2:211.3; Sayf
al-Din al-Amidf (d. 631,/1233), in a passage cited below, ch. 13, note 75; Muhatlt (d.
632/1234f), ‘Uindat al-musearshidin fi sl al-din, ms. Princeton, Arabic, Third Scrics,
no. 347, 292.4 (the manuscript is paginated, not foliated; for this work, sce "A. M. al-
Hibshi, Masidir al-fikr al-Iddmi fi [-Yaman, Sidon and Beirut 1988, 117); Ibn AbT -
Hadid, Sharh Nalyj al-baldgha, 19:307.17; Abi Hayvin, Babr, 3:21.3; al-Mu’ayvad Yahvd
ibn Hamza {d. 749 /1348f.), al-Shamil li-hagi’ig al-adilln, ms. Leiden, Or. 2,587, if.
181b.27, 182a.25, 187b.6 (for this work, sec below, note 113); Ibn al-Murtadi (d.
840 /1437, nl-Qald’id fi tasifl al-‘agd’id, ed. A, N. Nadir, Beirut 1985, 149.8. For ref-
crences to the position of AbQ ‘All, scc alse Muwaffag al-ShajarT {first half of the
fifth/cleventh century), Ihita, ms. Leiden, Or. 8,409, £ 135b.8 {for this suthor and his
work, sce below, ch. 10, 241); alse below, note 45 for Abii Tilib al-Naziq (4. 424,/10321),
and notc 30 for Tabost (d. 548,/1153).

¢ For this queston, sce below, 213,

7 Mankdim, Tr¥ig, 146.10, and cf. 745.3; and see Yalwi ibn Hamza, Shdmil, £ 183222,

citing the Mughni of “Abd al-Jabbir. Ibn al-Murtadi (d. 840/1437) credits the innova-

don 1o Abk Hashim (al-Durar al-fard’id, in the sbridgement of Sarim ab-Din al-Eawyi,

ms. Berlin, Glaser 202, £ 243a.15 (for this manuscript, sce Ahlwardr, Veroeichniss, 4:31¢

no. 4,.910), and <f. Ibn al-Murtada, Qala’id, 149.12, reading vazid for yirid). Tishuni

states that Aba *1-Qasim al-Balkhi did not distinguish in this way {Shash, f. 266a.5; ‘Ui,

f. 66a.11}, while Ibn al-Murtada savs that he believed it to be obligatory to command the

supererogatory ( Durar, . 2432.13; Qald’id, 149.13).

Ibn Miftih (d. 877 /1472), Muntaza®, Cairo 1332-58, 4:587 2. For other such opinions

of Abii ‘All in Zavdl sources, sce Muwaffaq al-ShajarT, fbdra, £ 14149, “All ibn al-Husayn

iba al-Hadi (f. carly seventh/thirteenth century), Lama’, ms. Londoen, Britsh Library,

Or. 3,949, f. 221a.11 (for this manuscript, sce Ricu, Supplement, 2191, no. 342); Mulzalh,

‘Umda, 302.4. * For this work, sce Gimaret, Lecturre,

¥ Zamakhshard, Kesbshdf, 1:397.11, and of. Tabrist, Mama®, 1:484.5 {both 10 Q3:104,
though not included therero by Gimarct). 31 See above, ch. 2, 28,

32 Tist, Tilvan, 5:16.18; Tabrisi, Magma®, 2:492.6; Gimaret, Leerure, 370, However, as
Giraret poines out, TabrisT has Ab{t ‘Al suspend judgemeant on the fare of the group
(Majus, 2:493.14).

i
w
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held the opinion that forbidding wrong is an individual (as opposed to a
collective) duty.* But the monograph that Abii ‘All devored to forbidding
wrong, and which might have given us a rounded picture of his views, docs
not survive. >

For the middle and later fourth /tenth century, we have direct access to
some views of the Koranic exegete Rummaini (d. 384,/994) and the cele-
brated Bayid vizier the Sihib ibn ‘Abbad (d. 385,/993). Rummini, like
AbG ’i-Qasim al-Balkhi, belonged to the Baghdad? schoal.® He saw
Q3:21, rogether with the tradition about standing up to an unjust ruler
and gerdng kilied for it, as proof that it was permissible to risk dearh in
taking action against wrong (#kdsr al-munkor). From his commentary
to Q3:104 we learn his views on a number of points. He inclined o the
view that the duty can be known by reason;™ he held it to be a caliccrive
obligadon;® and he approved of recourse to arms where necessarv.® The
Sahib ibn “Abbad, who was closcly connected to the Basran school, has left
us two very short accounts of the duty. Perhaps their mest notable feature
is their stress on an escalation {#r#iga”) which may lead in the end o the
gravest measures, including the use of arms. The only condition he men-
tions is being able to perform the duty (imkan or s n) ¥

F :

BaTisT, Tibvin, 2:548.14 (ro Q3:104, not included by Gimaret); ¢ above, ch. 2, note 17,

Whart T0st savs here is explicit cnough. However Zajjdj, whom lic yokes with Abii “All in
© connecrion with the inrerpretation of the min of Q3:104, docs not himself raise the issue

whether the duty is 1o be classified as Individual or collective (see above, ch. 2, note 163
this in turn suggests that we cannot entirely trust TsT's report of AbT ‘Ali's position. For
other comnicents of AbG Al on verses bearing on al-wuwr bil-ma if, see Gimaret, Lestire,
674, 801, .

* For this work sec D). Gimarer, “Marériaux pour une bibliographic des Gubbd, Jomrnnl

Asiatigie, 264 {1976), 283 no. §; D, Gimarer, ‘Matériaux pour unc bibliographic des

Jubba’i: note complémentaire’, in M. E. Marmura {ed.), Idamic theology and philosopl,

Albany 1984, 32 no. 8. ’

For Rummini’s school allegiance, see Tbn al-Murtadd, Tabagar, 110.11, and EI*, art.

‘Rummint’, 614b (J. Flanagan).

36 T0si, Tibyan, 2:422.16; Tabrist, Majma®, 1:423.31; of above, ¢h. 2, note 79, and ¢h. 1,

note 18, respectively.

Rummini {d. 384,/994). Tafilr al-Qur'dn, ms. Paris, Bibliothéque Narionale, Arabe

6,523, . 62b.9 (pardally reproduced in TGsT, TibyEn, 2:549.11). For this manuscripr, se

Gimarer, Lecrure, 18, 23; T am grateful vo Adrien Lettes for obtaining tor me a copy of th

commentary to Q3:104-10. ¥ Rummand, Tafir, £ 62a.14, 62b.14.

Ibid, 1, 622.9 (copied in TSI, Tibvdn, 2:549.16). Contrast the more restrictive view of his

fellow-Baghdadi Abii *[-Qdsim al-Balkh on this point {sce above, note 23).

See al-Salub ibn ‘Abbad (d. 383 /998), al-Ikine ‘an madibhab abl al- ‘4l in M. H. A Yisin

(ed. ), Nafit'is al-malkbritrar, Najatand Baghdad 1952-6, 1:24.15; al-33hib ibn “Abbad (&

385/995), al-Tadliirn f l-usii al-Lhomse, also in Al Yisin, Nafi'ie al-makiniic,

2:94.17. Both are cited in E. Kohiberg, “The developmient of the Imdmt ShTT doctrine of

JihER | Zeirechrift der Devseselen Morgenlindiselen Gesellsehafr, 126 (1976), 68 0. 30, Tn

the first, the $3hib also mentions a group of the Hashwhnva who deny the obligaroriness

of al-amr bi-ma ritf.
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202 ¢ THE MU'TAZILITES AND SHIITES

We can conclude this survey of the first three centuries of Mu‘tazilite
doctrine with the well-known Shafi‘ire Mu‘razilite ‘Abd al-Jabbar ibn
Ahmad al-Hamadhani (d. 415/1025), a representative of the Basran
school. Though a considerable number of his works survive, among those
that are definitely his we find only one that treats forbidding wrong.* It
does so in two passages of a few lines each. The first begins with the point
that commanding nghr may be either obligatory or supercrogatory,
depending on whether the rfght to be commanded is itself obligatory or
supercrogatory; by contrast, forbidding wrong is invariably obligatory,
since all wrong (munkar) is evil (gabil). ‘Abd al-Jabbzr then goes on to
escalation, stressing that one should not go beyond the minimum measure
that is effective (he cites in support (349:9). He ends the passage by stating
that the duty of forbidding wrong lapses (and it is best not to proceed)
when there is good reason to believe thar it would fead to worse offences
and greater harm. The second passage answers the question: ‘Do you hold
that one who does not forbid wrong disobeys God#’ The reply is that this
is indeed so if he is able to perform the duty {in ambanahy dhilike),* does
rzot fear for his life or property, and believes (zanna) that he would be suc-
cessful (annabu yeqbal mnbu); if despite fear for his life he proceeds
anyway, he acts virtuously. Another work which is very probablv “Abd al-
Jabbir's devotes a few lines to the grounds of obligation.* These are given
as scripture, wadition (seana) and consensus — but only the first is illus-
trated (here by Q5:78-9), further proofs being described as innumerable.

1 ‘Abd al-Jabbiar ibn Ahmad (d. 415,/3025), al-Usitl al-khamsa, spnd Gimarcr, *Les Ugitd

al-pamsy’, 82.7, 94.16 (the latrer passage was drawn to my awenton by Hagga Ben

Shammai). (This work, for which sce 14id., 73, is translated in R, C. Martin ¢z al., Defenders

of reason in Islamz, Oxtord 1997, 90-110.) “Abd al-Jabbir does not wreat forbidding wrong

in cither his Mughnt or his Mubir to the extent that they are extant and published; bur
there are cross-references to such a discussion in the published volumes of the Mughaz {sce

J. R. T. M. Perers, Gods ereated speeelr, Leiden 1976, 34; also Mualmi, ed. T. Husavn 22

al, Caro 1960-9, 20:2:239.5),

This, as we have scen, Is commenly presented as a condirion in other Mu‘tazilite {not to

mention non-Mu‘tazilite) accounts, though the wording, varies (cf. above, notes 13, 21,

440).

*3 *Abd al-Jabbar ibn Ahmad (d. 415/1025), Mukbtasar fi 155l al-din, in M. "Umara (ed.),
Rasa’il ai-‘adl wa'l-tawkid, Cairo 1971, 1:248.1. The tite of the work is taken by ‘Umira
from the author’s own description of it {i6id., 168.5). He ascribes it vo “Abd al-Jabbir on
various grounds, none of them compelling (#6id., 163-7). Some support for his view can,
however, be found in the appearance near the beginning of the work of the statement that
the principles of religion with which one must be acquainred are four, namely sawlid, ‘adl,
nubwwwdt, and shard’® {ibid., 168.17); this is idenrical with a schema adduced by
Mankdim from ‘Abd al-labbar’s Mukirasar al-Hasant (Ti'lig, 122,15, and «f. ibid., 23,
in the editor’s introduction}. However, the rest of what Mankdim savs about this work in
the samc passage doces not fit “Umira’s texe (contrast Mankdim, Ta¥g, 123.1 with “Umdra,
Rasi’il, 16913}, The ascription to ‘Abd al-Jabbir is accepred by Madelung
{ Encyelopaedin Tronica, art. CAbd al-Jabbar’, 117b iwem 3).

[
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The author adds that reason declares it an act of benevolence (#hsin) o
restrain others from evil (gabih). However, our knowledge of ‘Abd al-
Jabbar’s views is much more extensive than direct atrestations would
suggest. As will be seen in the next section, almost all classical Mu‘tazilite
treatments of the duty derive from his school, and on occasion they
expressly quote him or make explicit reference to his opinions on one point
or another. An exception is a short account that is in all probability the
work of the Zaydt imam Abao Talib al-Naug (d. 424 /1032£.).# Like ‘Abd
al-Tabbar, Abl Tiiib was a pupil of the weli-known Fanafi Mu‘tazilice AbG
‘Abdalldh al-Bass (d. 369,/980),* and what he says can thus help us to
work back to the generation preceding “Abd al-Tabbar.

Before we proceed to the dassical accounts of forbidding wrong, we
need to pull rogether the threads of these rather disjointed findings regard-
ing carly Mu‘razilite views. Therc are two issues worth raising here.

The first concerns the evolution of Mu‘tazilite thought over time, That
it evolved is moﬂc&ﬁdm.ﬁd can assume. Indeed in one instance our sources
explicitly tell us that it did so: Abt “Al introduced z distinction that had
not been made by his predecessors.® But I have encountered no instance
of a reported view of an carly authority which we can idendify as an archa-
ism in relation to classical Mu'razilite doctrines of forbidding wrong. The
one possible candidate is the equation of forbidding wrong with rebellion
against unjust rule, an attdeode which has been seen as a casualty of the
declining activism of the movement;* I shall return in 2 moment to the
question whether the early Mu‘tazilites actually made such an equation.

This apart, my category of ‘carly Mu‘razilism® does not identify a stage in -

the development of the school when its decorine of forbidding wrong was
visibly different from what it later became. In the present (and probably
future) stare of our knowledge, carly Mu'tazilism is simply Mu'tazilism
which we do not know very much about.

. The second issue is whether modcrn scholars are right to suppose that
the carly Mu‘razilite conceprion of the dury was a particularly activist one.

+ This account is found in ms. Milan, Ambrosiana, Codex Grifini 27, . 63b.6-640.22.
Madclung, who kindly sent mce a copy of the passage, has shown that the work in question
is likely to be AbD Talib al-Nauq's Mabdds’ al-adiils £ ugiid zi-din (as which T cite it
below), and that it is in any case by 2 pupil of Abl ‘Abdallih al-Basr (d. 369 /980) other
than “Abd al-Jabbir (sce W. Madchung, *Zu cinigen Werken des Imams Ab Talib an-Nitig
bil-Haqq®, Der Iefam, 63 (1986)). For Abt Tilib al-Nitiq, sce Madclung, Qasine, 178-82.
Sec EIP, Supplement, art. *Abt “Abd Alldh al-Basrm” (J. van Ess). AbT ‘Abdalidh is nor,
however, mendoned in our passage; the only mamed Mu tazilite authority here is Abf “AlL
adduced for his view that the duty is obligatory by reason { ‘aglan) (Abh Tilib al-Niug,
Mubadi’, £, 63b.7; for this issuc, sue above, note 25}, 4 See above, nowe 27.

Sce van Ess, Tleologic, 2:390, £:675, 704; ¢f. aiso McDermote, Mrfid, 36, and the polemic
of the Inilind Shavkh al-Mufid (d. £13,/1022) cited ilid., 124
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204 ¢ THE MU‘TAZILITES AND SHIITES

If we mean by this that they linked forbidding wrong to rebellion against
unjust rule, the evidence we have considered above is inconclusive. With
regard to ‘Amr ibn “Ubavd, it is suggestive, but not much more.*® It is

+

noteworthy that the linkage is absent from Safwin al-Ansart’s poem,* as

also from Aba *1-Qisim al-Balkhi’s chapter on Mu'tazilite rebels {kheriy

ahl al-adl).5° The only instance in which the connection is explicit is the

view atributed to Sahi ibn Salama.®! But if we leave aside the question of

rebetlion, there is much to be said for the view that early Mu‘tazilism took
a broadly activist stance with regard to forbidding wrong. With the pos-
sible exception of Aboi Bakr al-Asamm,> the Mu‘tazilites seem generally
willing to contemplate recourse to arms in discharging the duty - in
marked contrast to the Hanbalites. As we have seen, this theme appears in
the accounts of Ashard, MasTidi, Rummani, and the $ahib ibn ‘Abbad;®

and although Abt I-Qasim al-Balkhi himself significandy limits the use of

arms,** he says of the Mu‘tazilites in general that they agrec on the obliga-
tion to carry out the duty with the sword, as well as through less drastic
measures.”® Reinforcing this embrace of the sword is a loud, if not quite
deafening silence: there is no mention in all this of the third mode of stan-
dard Sunni doctrine, performance in the heart.3¢

3.

CLASSICAL MU'TAZILISM: THE DOCTRINE OF MANKDIM

There are three classical Mu tazilite authorities whose views on forbidding
wrong are known to us in some detail, Those of Mankdim (d. 425,/1034)
and al-Hikim al-Jishumi {d. 494 /1101) are directly accessible in their own
works. Those of Ab# "-Husavn al-Basel (d. 436,/1044) are known from
the works of 2 number of later scholars. All three are members of the school

48"

See above, 197. I am pot concerned here with the wider question of the carly Mu'razilize
atfitude to rebeilion, though it is worth notng thar there never was a rebellion that was
both historically significant and specificatly Mu'tazilite. Indeed it has been argued with
some force that early Mu‘tazilism cannot be seen as a movement with a clear political iden-
dity (S. Stroumsa, “The beginnings of the Mu'tazile reconsidered’, Jerusnlem Studies in
Arabic and Llam, 13 (1990}, 280-7, 293). *# See above, note 3.

AbQ *1-Qasim al-Balihi, Magalsr, apud “Abd ai-Jabbar, Fadl al-i*tizdl, 115-19.

Sce above, note 16. 52 See above, 1971 3 See above, notes 13, 21, 39F

Sec above, note 23.

AbG -Qdsim al-Balkht, Megalse, apud ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Fagl al-i‘rizil, 64.12. The passage
reappears in Abl Tammim, Shajara, 13.7 = 30.

It does appear in the doctrine attributed by Ibn Hazm to Asamm and others, but this is
not scricus evidence (sec above, note 14). It also figures in the account of Mu'raziite doc-
trinc given by Malati (d. 377 /9871.) { Tanbil, cd. S, Dedering, Istanbul 1936, 30.12), but
this is an even less reliable source. $ee also below, ch. 13, note 8, for a statement of Qaffal
al-Shishi (d. 365,/976) listing the three modes.
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of “Abd al-Jabbar, who was himself in a line that went back through his
teacher Abt “Abdallah al-Bagrl to the Jubb®s, I shall proceed by giving
pride of place to the account of Mankdimy; it is relatively clear and svstem-
atic, and can stand as a2 modcl of what a classical Mu‘tazilite doctrine of for-

bidding wrong is like. The book in question, itself based on a lost work of

‘Abd al-Jabbar which it frequently quotes, isa noBmms&zB of Mu‘tazilite
doctrine.®” Minkdim discusses the duty in two extended passages,®® which
I summarise and merge in whar follows.® In the notes I have added fre-
quent references to other Mu‘tazilite accounts of the duty,®® but the more
significant fearures of rival doctrines will be taken up in the next secdon.
As will be seen, Mankdim’s account has something in commeon with that
of the Hanbalite Abit Ya'ld ibn al-Farrd’ (d. 458,/1066),%! but it is much
more elaborate and sophisticated.

1. Definitions

Mankdim begins, logically enough, by defining the four terms making up
the phrase ‘commanding right and forbidding wrong’. Thus ‘command-
ing? (amr) is teliing someone below one in rank {ruzéa) to do something,
while forbidding (naby) is teliing them not to; dright’ (smaraf) is any
action of which the agent knows or infers the goodness (fusn), and *wrong’

(smaznkar) any action of which he knows or infers the badness (gu04)

u
-l

60

62

The work is Minkdim's Ta %g Sharl al-Usid al-kbesnsa, and I cite it as such; but as already
noted, it was published 25 the Sharl al-Usil al-kbanesa of *Abd al-Jabbir. For the correct
ascriprion and tite, see Gimaret, ‘Les Usitl al-famsa’, 491, and the de railed discussion thar
follows there. For the relagonship of the work o ‘Abd al-Jabbic's, see ibid., 35, 66, and
for Miankdim himself, sce ibid., 57-60.

Miankdim, Tn¥ig, 141-8, 741-9. He has alrcady discussed the question whether al-su
Bil-nen SR is one of five trreducible principles of the faith (ugfif al-din), referring to various
views of ‘Abd al-Jabbar (ibid., 122.14). The position he endorses is that there are in fact
only two irreducible principles, namely the unity of God and His justice, and that the other
three principles of Mu‘tazilism —including al-aamr bi'l-ma riif - fall ender His justice (104,
123.5).

The numbering and headings of the scctions are minc. Scetions 1-12 are taken from the
first passage, with parcnthetical inscrions of additional marerial from the sccond passage
marked §. ... I do not cite mareral from the second passage when it mercly repeacs what
is said in the first.

As witnesses to the doctrine of Abn I-Husayn I cite Ibn al-Malalimi, Zamakhshar,
Himmast, Ibn AbT 1-Hadld (d. 636,/1258) and Yahva ibn Hamza. [ have also made rof-
erence to the account of Aboi Tilib al-Nagg. el CF above, ch. 6, 129-36.
Minkdim, Ta¥ig, 141.9 (the application of the terms s 57f and smkar to acts of God
is restricted), Simifar definitions of wa %4if and mnszkar are given by Tbn al-Malihim?
(Fa’ig, . 256a.18) and Himmasi (Mungidi, 2:209.6), while Yahva ibn Hamza defines all
four terms (Shamid, £, 181b.53). Cf. also Jishumi, Taldhil, £, 692.16, 699,
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206  THE MU‘TAZILITES AND SHI'ITES

2. Obligation

Mankdim explains that there is no disagreement that commanding
right and forbidding wrong are obligatory. {In the mnnc.ma passage ?n.,
qualifies this by noting the dissent of an insignificant m@rbnnnwmno.cw Q
the Imimis.}*® The only point at issue is whether the obligation is
known to be such by reason ( ‘agl), or by revelation (sam ) alone. On this
he repores disagreement within the Mu‘tazilite fold: one view is that .nw.a
obligation is known from both reason and revelation, the other that wﬁ 15
known only from revelation.®* An exception is made on the fatter view
where the wﬁ‘onm being done to another is causing onc emotional dis-
tress; here reason requires that one should proceed, simply to alleviate
one’s own discomfort. {In the second passage, Minkdim identifics the
view that the obligation is known oesaly from revelation as the correct
school doctrine. }* The forms of revelation that establish the duty are
Koran, tradidon (sunna) and consensus (Zma ‘). From the Koran, he
adduces (33:110: “You were the best community brought forth to men,
commanding right and forbidding wrong’; God would not have
praised us so had commanding right and forbidding wrong Dom._u.am:
obligatory. {The second passage adds Q31:17.}%° Turning to m.m.mnwco?
he quotes a saving of the Prophet: “No eve which sees God disobeyed
should blink before righting the wrong or departing the scene.’®?

&% Mankdim, Th'fg, 741.5; Farrazidhi specifics thar this group BMM_mnm obligation sonditional
on the presence of a ruling imam {imdm mufrarad R-.&WP Tr'lsg, £ w.m.tu.z.w‘ ﬂoamumn
Minkdim, Ta'ig, 124.10, where he notes that Im3mi &mumainsnuﬁ with the five Uamuﬂ-
ples” of the Mu'tazilites concerns al-anr bi’l-ma‘ritf. Jishami mentions as n._mmn,:ﬂma the
Rifida, the Hashwivva and Abo Bakr al-Asamm (Sharh, £ uo,»w...w. mmmw cf. his “Dhin,
£ 66a.1). His statement of the view of Asamm looks like 2 conflation of two mn.mnn:“_msnw
made by Ash®arl, rather than an independent testimony (cf. above, notes 13, »u.v.. Yahyd
ibn Hamza speaks of the dissent of an Imami scct {ba'd firag al-Imamiva, Shamil, L.
181bh.25). . . )

& For the carlier Mu‘tazilite disagreement on this issue, sce uvoﬁy note 25. _ o

&5 Mankdim, T iy, 742.6, adducing complex arguments which we can leave uﬂn.mmu. ME&E.
accounts are given by Abi Talib al-Nitq (Mabdds’, mu mm‘U‘MY Jishumi .A.wbalm f.265a.14,
and ¢f. his ‘Uiz, £ 662.6), Ibn al-MaldhimI {F@%g, £ 250b.6), Himmast {(Mungidh,
2:211.3), and Yalwi ibn Hamza { Shimil, £ 181b.21). The last n_.z.nw set out the ﬁ”.u«..n:en.bn
of AbG ’I-Husayn in favour of the ratonalist view, namely that &ﬂ.ﬁmﬁ leads o reciproca-
tion, and is thus in the altruist’s interest (Fi'ig, £ 256b.1%; Mungidl, 2:214.13; ..mb_a::b
£ 1822.10). Ibn Abt *I-Hadid and Zamakhshar do little more than ser pur the disagree-
ment berween the Jubba'ls (see above, note 23). CF also .mwn, quotation from »n\a:_u.:mu.
lished volume of ‘Abd al-Tabbar’s Mubir in A, ‘A, Arif, i.,.n..‘bm .g‘ﬁu al-Zavdiva

wa'l-Mi‘tagila, Beirut and San‘d’ 1987, 351.3 6 Minkdim, Tn'g, 741.8. N
o7 Ihid., 142.11, 741.10 ( lnvsa li-avn tard “UEh vy i fa-catrif hartd Sﬁba,_u&. i ranagil;
similarly Farrazadhi, Ta ¥y, £ 154b.18). Itis suriking, m._Oﬁm«.w. not perhaps surprising. n:wm
Mankdim docs not ¢ite a berter-known tradition. This one is sparscly attested in Sunni
sources. One variant s quoted by al-Hakim al-Tirmidht (#. late third/ninth century)

9. THE MU'TAZILITES » 207

As to consensus, this is unproblematic in the absence of disagree-
ment.%®

-~

3. Conditions

Having established the basis of the obligation, MankdIn now turns to the
circumnstances that trigger it. He gives a schema of five conditions { shzri 1£)

which must be sarisfied for commanding right and torbidding wrong ro be
obligatory.* These conditions are as follows:

L Knowledge of larw. One must know thar whar one commands is indeed
right and what one forbids wrong. Without this, onc is in danger of
commanding what is wrong and forbidding what is right, which is not
permissible. More specifically, one must have actug) knowiedge of the

{ Nawddiv al-usil, Beirot nd., 22.1, whenee Muteaql, Kanz, 3:87 no, 3.614}; another,
ascribed 1o anonymous solrees (kizne yugiEl) rather than to the Propher, is given by Tha
AbT1-Dunyi { Amr, 78 no. 34, whence "Abd al-Ghant al-Magqdisi, Amr, 51 ne. 673 On
the Imdmi side, a wording almost identical with that of Ibn Ab; Doy s found in Thsi
{d. 460,/1067), Amdli, Najaf 1964, 1:34.17, and subscquently in Hurr al-*Amili, Wasi’s/,
6:1:399 no, 25, and Majlisi, Béilrar, 180:77 no. 28. On the Zaydl side, the tradidon is
quoted in forms close to or identical with Minkdim’s, and aseribed o the Prophet, by such
authorities as Sufayvtid (d. 815/1412) (Trig, ms. Berdin, Glaser 143, £ 390a.13 (for this
manuscript, sce Ahhwvarde, Verzeichniss, 4:295 no. 4,883)) and Ibn al-Murtadd (d.
840/1437) (nl-Balr al-zakbbhir, cd. “A, M. Sadig and “A, S. “Atiyva, Cairo 1947-9,
5:470.2, and ¢£ the commentary thereto; also his Qald’d, 152.19 and his Durar, tf.
241b.4, 247222}, Another version of the mradition is found in 2 Zavdr source coniempo-
rary with al-Hadr il "1-Hagqq (d. 298/911) (*Abdalizh ibn al-Husavn, Ndasilkh, £ 45b.6).
The onlyversion supplied with an ésmdd is that of Iba AbL1-Dunyd and the Imimi sources.
Here the radition has an *Alid higher Gsn4d which doees nor scem 1o be Imimi, and may
be Zavdr The latest ‘Alid 10 appear, the polymath Aboi T3hir Ahmad ibn Ts3 (# e
200,815}, is familiar o the ‘Alid genealogists (sce, for example, “AlT fbn ABT 1-Ghandim
al-"Umard (fifth /cleventh century), al-Meajdl 7 anadl si-Talibivin, od, A, al-MahdawT al-
Diamghini, Qumm 1409, 294 3, and &f 292,10 for the chronology), but he is not
included by the Imams biographers. In short, we cannot be certain whether we have to do
with a Sunni tradiion adduced by “Abd al-Jabbir or 4 Zavdi rradition supplied by
Mankdim. Ibn al-MalZhirmT, ZamakhsharT, and HimmasT cite a much berrer known tradi-
tion at this point (Ibn ab-Maldhimt, Fi’ig, f. 256a.23; Zamakhshari, Minbdj, 77.3;
Himmast, Mungidh, 2:210.1; for the tradition, see above, ¢h. 3, note 19}, But Himmasi
also knows Mankdim’s tradition {ibid., 220.13), and Yahyd ibn Hamza cites both {Shamii,
f. 183a.5).

Mankdim, Ta%ig, 142.1. Similarly Ibn al-Malihimi (F&'ig. £ 256a.22), Himmag
{Mungidh, 2:209.14}, and Yahy3 ibn Hamza (Shimil, £, 183a.10}. Sce further below,
215,

Abil Talib al-Nitig gives a list of four conditions {(which he refers to as ma'ing), starting
with cquivaleats of Minkdim’s in the order {5), (4, {3); his fourth condition, thar onc’s
ik al-mankar should not itself be 2 munhar deserving of inkfr, can be then to corre-
spond to Minkdin’s (1} and (2) {(Mabadi’, £, 642.12). Jishumi gives pretn much the same
condizions as Minkdim, but in the order (L) (43, (2), (5), {3) {Sharb, £ 266b.1}. For the
differenr overalf approach to the conditions taken by writers in the school of Abi Husayn
(including Ibn al-MalihimT, Zamakbsharl, Himmasi, Ibn Abi 1-Hadid and Yalyd ibn
Hamza), see below, 2221

3
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208 » THE MU‘TAZILITES AND SHI'ITES

b

~1
)

point in question; just having good reason to believe (ghalabat al-zann)
that something is right or wrong is not enough.”™

Knowledge of fact. One must know the wrong to be in the making
{badir); for example, one might see the wherewithal for drinking or
making music already assembled. Mankdim’s treatment of this condi-
tion is very brief, but the parallels in other Mu‘tazilite accounts make it
clear that he is restricting the duty in a way that is significant (and to an
extent counter-intuitive). The point of forbidding wrong, in this
Mu‘tazilite doctrine, is solely to have an impact on the future; blaming
or punishing people for what they have already done are thus no part of
the duty, except to the extent that they function as deterrcnis against
recidivism. With regard to this conditon, it suffices 1o ave good reason
to believe.”!

Absence of worse side-gffects. One must know that taking action will not
lead to 2 greater evil (smadarra). Thus if one knows - or has good reason

Minkdim, TaVig, 142.16. Jishumi gives a formidable account of the religious knowledge
the performer must possess, but then quotes ‘Abd al-Jabbar to the effeer that where the
status of the wrong is obvious and gencrally agreed upon by the scholars, the lavman isin
the same position as a scholar — whercas if iribad is involved, only scholars can perform
the duty (Sharfs, f. 266b.4). For the equivalent of this condition inn the schoot of Abf ’l-
Husavn, see 1bn al-Malahimi, Fi’ig, £. 256b.23; Zamakhshard, Mzubdy, 78.1; Zamakhshari,
Kashshaf, 1:397.13, and cf. 396.9; Himmasl, Mungidl, 2:216.7; Ibn Abi-Hadid, Sherl,
19:308.20; Yahyi ibn Hamza, Shdmel, £. 185b.28.

Minkdim, Ta %y, 145.1. Jishumi expresses the condition in terms of the existence of signs
thar the offender is going to commit the offence (amdardr al-igdin) (Sharh, £ 266b.2),
and in expanding on this explains that what has already happencd (af-wagi ) cannot be pre-
vented, and so cannot be taken as the rarget of the duty — unless to discourage the offender
from doing such things in futare {#d., f. 2665.12). In the school of Ab( "i-Husayn, this
condition is in effect divided into rwo: that the wrong has not already happenced (which is
a condition for it o be good to proceed), and thar it looks as if it’s going to happen (2
condition for it to be obligarory to proceed) (Iba al-Malihimi, Fi'ig, £ 25734, 257213,
Zamakhshari, Minbdj, 78.2, 77.12; Zamakbshari, Kasbshaf, 1:397.13, 397.16; Ibn AbT’1-
Hadid, Sharls, 19:309.4 (garbled), 309.16; Yahvi ibn Hamza, Shamil, £ 186a.6,
186b.17). Himmasi complicates the picture by omitting the first (ef. Mungidh, 2:216.11),
and giving the sccond in a form that owes its key term (amdrdt al-istimrdr) to the account
of the Sharif al-Murtada {d. 436,/1044) (ibid., 218.7; cf. below, ch. 11, 276, condition

(2}); in other words, he speaks of an offence that is now in progress, and at the same dme

likely to recur in the furure, On the handling of the conditions in the school of Aba -
Husayn in general, see further below, 222£; what concerns us here is the condition that
the wrong has not already happened. The key word in this is wagi® (sce the wordings
quoted below, note 123), used in the sense of ‘having already happened’. The garbled
wording of Ibn AbI '|-FHadid’s Skarb at this point is no doubt the resuit of 2 failure {very
likelv his own) to understand this usage: wagi”has thus been taken in the sense of ‘real’ or
‘actual®. (For the temporal torce of the participle here, compare Muwaftag ai-Shajark,
Ibite, £ 138a.20: idly ibbriigrch “wn kawenilid fa il li-m& god fa'alal [7 yambin, where
fESlan clearly has the sense of “having done’.) Once resule of this Mu'tazilite doctiine i3
that the past tense of f /il in Q5:79 becomes a Umov_n:ﬁ Zamakbshar secks to explain
ir away ( Kadishif, 1:667 .9, for this verse, sce above, ch. 2, 15£).
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v

to believe — that telling off wine-denkers will icad to the killin
Muslims or the burning of a quarter of a town, there is no obligat
proceed, nor is it good to do so.™

)—|-.

—t
o

Efficacy. One must know — or have geod reason to believe — that speak-
ing out will have an effect {22847}, However, there is disagreement

to whether or not 1t is still geod to proceed even when it is not ebliga-
tory. Some sav that it is good because it is tantamount to calling others
to the faich (is2id ‘4° alghayr ila "I-din); others say thart it is bad because
futile ( ‘zbarhs).”* Mackdim does not state his own view on this point.

Absenee of danger to onesclf. One must know — or have good reason to

believe — that one’s action will not bring harm to one’s perscn or prop-
crtv. This, however, depends on the kind of person one is. A man who
will ot be greativ affected by insults and blows is hardly exempted from
the duty by such a prospect; on the other hand, one who would sut
and lose standing has no obligagon. Again the Juesuon anses whether
it is still good to proceed, even for someone who is not obligared ro do
s0. In this case the answer is thar it depends:if the man’s suffering wouid
be for the greater glory of the faith (£%5ds ai-din), then it is good that
man should act, but if not, not. This is how we should understand the
case of FHusavn ibn “All {d. 61/680), who persisted in commanding
right and forbidding wrong tll he was killed.™

Minkdim, Ta%g, 143.3 (when this condition is picked up a litthe later, the quarter is
specificd to be a Muslim one, i4id., 146.2). For varicus versions of this condition, see
above, 202 (*Abd al-Jabbidr); AbT Talib al- /._wﬂn_ Mabide’, £ 64213, Jishumi, Shard, &
266b.4, 206b.15; Ibn al-Maldhimi, Fzig, £ 25370.3; Zomakbsharl, Minbij, 783
Zamakhsharf, Kasishaf, 1:397.15; HimmasT, Meagidh, 2:216.11; Ton Abt °I- E&&
Sherlr, 19:309.6; Yali ibn Hamza, Shamidl, £ 186a.10.

Mankdim, Ta¥ig, 143.6; similarly AbG TAlib al-Nagq, Mabads, {, 642.13, and Jishumi,
Sharly, £. 266b.2, 266b.16 {but without discussion of the point of disagreement}. For the
school Om Ab ’-Husayn (in which prospective efficacy is in the Hrst instance a condition
for it w0 be good to proceed, of. below, note 1513, see Ibn al-Malibimi, Fa'iy, £ 2573.6;
N\,ﬁzrrnw?: Minbij, 78.3, and his Kashshaf, 1:397.135, and ¢t 396.12; Himmag,
Mungidh, 2:216.13; 1ba AbI *-Hadid, Shard, 19:309.10; Yahvd ibn Hamza, Shamil, £
186a.15. Yahyi quotes from “Abd al-Jabbir two antidietical views on the question whether
iris still good to proceed, one cspouscd in his T ig al-Mubir (ibid., £ 186a.25), and the
other in his Mug/mi (ibid., £. 18604}, he supports the more positve view cired from the
Muglmi, which is also that of “Abd al-Jabbar in his al-Usil al-khamsa (sce above, 202}
Minkdim, TrVig, 143.10 (I rcad yudmnal for vagmnd), Jishunt's tormulation of the danger
condition is similar ( Shard, £ 266b.3, 266b.13}, and his posidon on the guestion whether
it is good to proceed is the same (b, £ 264b.17). In his Koran commentary he takes
the view that Q3:21 shows it to be good o proceed with alamr bi'l-ma'rdf even ot risk
o one’s life: he comments that this confirms the view of the Mu‘tazilites (“our teachers™)
that in the face of such danger it is best to go ahead tor the greater glory om:ﬁ. Eaith (¢ iz
al-din} {(see Zarzir, al- -Hakim ai- .?5_5::. 194.16, wherc the passage is quoted ). Mulalll
daoes not use the phrase 154z af-din, but makes the same point by distinguishing between
people who serve as religious role madels, for whom heroism is virtous, wad peopie who
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210 ¢ THE MU'TAZILITES AND SHI'ITES

4. Escalation

By what means is the duty to be performed? Here Mankdim sets out a basic
principle: since the object of the exercise is simply to bring about goed and
puta stop to evil, ofie may not have recourse to drastic measures (al-amr al-
sa‘hy where the purpose is achieved {(idha *rtafn’a lghurad)’® by gentder
ones (al-amr al-sabl). This is established by both reason and reveladion. As
to reason, when one of us has an objective, it is impermissible (/7 yas7is) for
him to take 2 difficult course where an easy one would suffice. As to revela-
tion, God first commands us to try to put things right berween groups of
believers who are fightng each other, and only then does He go on to tell us
to fight the group that is in the wrong (Q49:9), thus prescribing a process
of escalarion.”™ [The second passage approaches escalation from a different
angle, establishing a difference between commanding right and forbidding

Feotnote 74 (cent.)
do not fulfit such a role, for whom it is not (“Umda, 299.23). For the equivalent of the con-
didon in the school of Abt ’I-Husayn (whercitisa romaﬁou for obligation, <f. below, note
132), sce Ibn al-Malihimi, Fa'ig, £ 257a.17; Zamakhshard, Minbdy, 77.13 (for l-annaln
read i annabn, ibid., 77.17, and revise the translation accordingly); Zamakhshart,
Kaslshif, 1:398.1; Himmasi, Muengidl, 2:218.18; lbn AbT I-Hadid, Sharls, 19:309.19; and
Yahvi ibe Hamza, Shami/, £ 186b.28. Ibn al-Malahimi stares that the distinction turning on
‘sz al-dm was made by ‘Abd al-Jabbar, and that it was rejected by Abt ’l-Husayn, who
ook the view that it is good to procced in all such cascs, because all alike involve i%ds al-
din (F& u&, f. 2572.24; similarly Eimmasi, Mungidh, 2:219.10, and Yahyi ibn Hamza,
Shamil, £, 187a.17 {endorsing the view of Abl I-Husayn)). We have already encountered
this view in the doctrine of the Hanbalite Abt Ya'lf {sec above, ch. 6, note 142;and cf. below,
¢ch. 10, note 112, for Ibn al-Murtadi). However, this forms part of an account in which Tbn
al-Malzhimi has already stated that, in cases where there is good reason to believe that one’s
action would be cffective, itis the doctrine of *our teachers” thar it is wrong to proceed where
the offence in question s less weighty than the danger courted { Fa'ig, . 257a.19; likewise
Zamakhsharl, Minbaf, 77.13; E_n,:ﬂmur Mungidb, 2:219.2; Ibn Abi °l-Hadid, Shorb,
19:310.2; Yahy3 ibn EHamza, Shamil, £ 187a.5). Tba al-MalihimT gocs on to a discussion of
danger to property more claborate than Mankdim's {Fa’iy, £ 257b.1¢ M.E:.WEF Himmasi,
Mungidp, 2:220.2, and Yahyi ibn Hamza, Shamif, £ 1872.22). Aba Tilib al-Nigq, having
stated that the obligation turns on the absence of mortal danger { Mabadi’, £, 64a.13), quotes
‘our teachers” as UOE‘Sm that where one has good reason to belicve thar wnerrn&mm will be
for the greater glory of the faith {i ‘iz af-din), onc may do so (#bid., f. 64a.15); this suggests
that the distincdon was inherited by “Abd ai-Jabbar, and not originated by him. The dis-
rinction does not in fact appear in the account of abl-ami b8’ l-ma rif given by “Abd al-Jabbir
in his al-Usif al-khasnsa, but the wearment given there is after all very brief (sec above, 202}
Muwaffaq al-Shajarf reports a devians Mu'razilite view to the effece thar heroism for the
greater glory of the faith was commendable when Istam first began, but is no Jonger so now
that the religion has spread and become dominant { fhdza, £ 1382.8).
This phrase recurs (25dd., 148.17, 741.16; in the first passage, read al-yharad for al-fard).
76 Jbid., 144.1. Similarly above, 202 (*Abd al-Jabbar); Abo Talib al-Nitq, Mabadi’, {, 642.9;
Ibn al-Malihimi, Fi'ig, £ 257b.4; Zamakhsharl, Minddf, 77 .8, Zamakhsharl, Keshshif,
1:398.1; Himmast, Mungidh, 2:220.15; Ibn AbT "\-Hadid, Sharh, 19:310.12; Yahvi ibn
Hamza, Shamil, £, 191a.20. Abt Talib al-Nitig’s account is unusual in that he makes usc
of the “three modes® of Sunni doctrine { gadl, lisdn, yad), butitscems clear from the context
that by karahbar E_,qmm@ he intends & manifestation of disapproval which could have a reat
impact on the offender.
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wrong. In the first, the verbal act of commanding is all we are obligated o
perform; we have no duty to force & man to prav. In the second, WOH._uwaaEm
alone is not enough; rather, provided the condivons are satsfied, we have a
duty actively to prevent the wrong being committed: Thus i we have a wine-
drinker in our power, we should first forbid him gently (&i-gawl al-lowin}”
if he continues, we should speak harshly to him (Fhashshannd labn “Fonwl);
if he persists, we should beat him (darabnalb:); if even this does not deter
him, we should fight him (gdsalnghbu, sc. with weapons) till he desists. |78

-

5. Manifesting disapproval

At this point Miankdim quotes ‘Abd al-Jabbir asking himself a question.”

Suppose that, by reason of the non-fulfilment of the specified conditons,
someone is not obligated. Docs he then have any other obligation in this
context { takitf akbar ‘mw hidhi *l-6&6)} The answer is that it depends on Bils
character. If he is the. fort of virtuous and respectabie person who would
never be supposed to approve of what was going on, he has no obligation.
If, on the other hand, he is the kind of man who might be expected to go

along with wrongdoing, he should make a point of manifesting his disap

proval (karaba) in order to avoid any suspicion to the contrary — and ,&mo
because doing so is benevolent and bencficial (f-anna filn lutfan wo-
masiabay 5

6. Categories of wrong

Wrongs (mandkir) are the kind of thing that invites ravonomy, and
Maiankdin, again quoting “Abd ai-Jabbir, now proceeds to provide it He

7 Cf Q2044
7 Minkdim. T2 ¥y, 744.13. Note that when Minkdim refers to Bghting, he does not use
the ugly word ‘sword”. It is Bzd? unmentioned in the accounts stemming from AbG l-
Husayn (sce the references given above, note 76). ,./vm Tilib al-Nipg, however, speaks
Emnm... of arms TJNPS nﬁhba&w L £ 6da. C. and sce £ 642.18), and Farrazidhi ralks of the
mso_d:;nu‘nm. 154b.23).
7 The formula used is: “Then he {may God have merey on him) asked himself”, Minkdim is
here dirccrly quoting ‘Abd al-Jabbar (scc Gimarct, ‘Les Ul al-fasa’, 56). He contin-
ues o quote him through secdons 6-8 below, and again in section 10, and also refers o
him in the sccond passage in section 13. In the other sections it is not clear what is "Abd
al-Tabbir's contribution and what is Minkdim’s (cf. ibid., 561.), unless the ivtroductory
phrase ‘know that . . . {wa-"Yain . . ) is a marker of the latter. It opens sccdons 4.9, 11
and 12, and forms part of the opening of scetion 21 it also occurs twice in the sccond
passage (7074, 744.13, 745.3, the latter o paraifel co secrion 8).
Minkdim, Ta'ig, 144.9. ./,o? that this is the section in which /Mm nkdim should hove dis-
cussed the residual duty of performing af-zuer b7-ma rifin one’s heare— TZ_ 1 believed
in it. He does not cven speak of kardbat al-galf in the sease I which it by Abf
Talib al-Nigq (cf. above, nore 76).
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212 o THE MU'TAZILITES AND SHI'ITES

divides them up in twe ways. His first partition of the field divides wrongs
into those affecting oneself (md yakbtass biki) and those that affect others
(mé yara‘addiig) S Those affecting only oneself may in turn be subdi-
vided into the significant (mé& yaga® biki l-itiddd) and the wifling (ma /2

yaga® bibi °l-i'tidad). An example of a uifling wrong would be the theft of

a dirhem from someone as rich as Korah; here reason establishes no obli-
gation on the vicim to rebuke the perpetrator {since he himself suffers no
harm},%? though revelation does so. An example of a significant wrong
would be the thett of a poor man’s only dirhem; here the poor man’s obli-
gation to respond is established by both reason and reveladon. {The
second passage fills in the details: the obligaton is established by reason,
because the poor man thereby averts harm (garar) from himself, and this
is an obligation; and by revelation, inasmuch as Q3:110 makes no distine-
tion between cases where the harm affects only oneself and those where it
affects others.}® As to wrongs that aftect others, there is disagrecment
among the Mu‘tazilites as to whether the duty o forbid such wrongs is
established by both reason and revelation, or by revelation alone.®* {The
second passage makes no mendon of this disagreement, and instead sets
out the same distinction according to whether the wrong is significant or
trifling; it specifics that there is a rational basis for the duty to forbid a sig-
nificant wrong affecting others if it disturbs one.}* Thus far the first pac-
tition. The second partition of the field of wrongs set out by Minkdim (or
‘Abd al-JTabbar) is closely related to the first, but has a ditferent starting-
point. In one category he places wrongs that are excusable (yataghayyar
halubn) if thev result from duress (ikrdh), namely thosc in which the harm
done affects only oneself: in the other he places wrongs that arc not so
excusable, namely those in which the harm affects (yatn ‘wdda i) others.

Thus eating carrion, drinking wine or affirming unbelief are permitted if

someone compels one to do, them. However, in the last case one may not
believe the words one is saving, but should inwardly affirm something like:
It is vou who are forcing me to say: “God is the third of three™ (cf.
(25:73). As for wrongs not excusable when perpetrated under duress, such
as kiilling a Muslim or making false accusations of adultery (gadhf), these
are not permitted. An exception is made where the wrongs involve only the
property of others: it may be permissible to destroy the property of others

=

1 Itis not immediately clear from the text ro whom or to what the pronominal suffixes refer,
The second passage, however, specifies md yekbeags al-mukallaf (sic, ibid., 745.10).

¥ Ihid., 746.3, 85 Ihid., 745.13. ™ Ihid., 144.15; <f scedon 2 {above, 206}

58 T5id. 746.4 {cf. above, 206). Here again we see that, for Minkdim, aluruism is not 2 duty
founded in reason. The fisst diviston of wrongs is also given by Yahya ibo Hamea (Shamidl,
£ 184b.21).

)
—
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under duress, subject 1o subscquent compensation {damdn) 5 Thus the
fundamental distinction in both partitions is between harm o oneself and
harm to others.

7. Procceding in the absence of obligation

An action can be virtuous without being obligarory. Suppose that
someone who is legally competent is nevertheless not Omummﬁnm o
perform the duty {sc. because the conditions are not satisfied); is it still

good (bl yabgd *l-husie) for him to proceed? The answer 1s thar ir depends.
If the unfuifilled condition is one of the first three (viz. knowledge of law,

knowicdge of fact or absence of worse side-effects), then it is not good. If

it is the fourth or fifth (viz. the efficacy or danger condition}, then the sit-
uation is as already deseribed in setting our those conditions.™” This still
leaves uprin the air the question whether it is good to proceed withoutany
prospect of success, but endorses heroism wihere it redounds to the greater
glory of the faith.

8. Cbligation and supcrerigation

The fact that an acton can be virtuous without being obligatory now
leads to a further question. If right {ma52f) can be cither obligatory or
non-obligatory, what is the status of the act of commanding such nght?
The answer is that it is obligatory to command the obligatory, but super-

crogatory (n4flzy® 1o command the supererogarory; the principle
behind this is that the command cannot be more obligatory than what is
commanded. We are given details of the history of this distincrion among
the Mu'tazilites.¥ Wrong (munkar), however, cannor be divided in this
manner. It is thus obligatory to forbid any wrong withour distinction,
provided always that the conditions are satisfied. One cannot argue for a
category of wrongs that are minor (saghire), and so do not have to be
forbidden, since permitting a minor wrong is itself a major wrong

n.

(kabira); moreover, the obligation arises from the badness { guébi) of the

* Minkdim, T2 '%g, 145.3. This sccond division of wrongs is likewise given by Yalivi 1bn
Hamza {$hdmidl, . 184a.25). The topic of duress is not normally Hnrunra within the doc-
trine of al-ains bi'l-ma rif, though some writers go on to discuss it immediareiy afterwards
{see, for cxample, Himmagt, Mrngidh, 2:222.1), and Yabyi ibn Hamza himselfincludes a
long teatment of it within his discussion of almmr bff-ma'rif (Shanal i
187b.20-190b.8). Cf. also Muwaffaq ai-§i L Ibarn, 139a.1; Muhally, "Usrdn, 302.18.

8 Mankdim, Y, 145.12. For the way this question is handled in the school of Abh 7l

Husavn, sce below, 222f 8 The second passage uses aandinnh davli (i6id., 743.5).

Sce above, note 27.
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214 » THE MU'TAZILITES AND SHIITES

wrong, and this is as much inherent in a minor wrong as it is in a major
one.?9 The objection could be made that we cannot lump all wrongs
together, since there are some about which expert opinion (#fzzh24) may
differ. The answer to this is essentially that expert opinion is concerned
solely with determining whether something is wrong or not; once it has
been established that it is wrong, there is no place for argument over the
obligation to forbid it.”!

Q. Relevance of law-schools

Once again, Mankdim reverts to taxonomy, butin a different way. Wrongs
are of two types, those known to be wrong by reason, and those known to
be so by revelation. Examptes of the first are injustice (zz/m), lying and the
like. Tt is obligatory to forbid all such wrongs; this does not depend on who
is being forbidden, provided he is legally competent. The second type,
those known to be wrong by revelation, subdivides into two groups: those
on which expert opinion may not differ, and those on which it may do so.
The first group includes such things as theft, adultery and drinking wing;
it is obligatory to forbid all of this, and again it does not depend on who
is being forbidden. The second group includes drinking a type of liquor
(smutheiiazh)®? that is considered forbidden by some scholars but not by
others.?® In such a case, it does make a difference who is being forbidden.
Thus if a Shifi‘ite sees a Hanafi drinking such liquor, he has no business
forbidding him, whereas if a Hanaff sees a Shafiite doing so, he should
indeed forbid him. This does not, however, mean that a wrong thereby
ceases to be one. ™

90 Read tajwizuhi for bi-fawsilii (ibid., 146,17}, and Li-gubliti for li-ghbatibi (in the fol-
lowing line, cf. the parailel in the sccond passage, ibid., 745.9).

91 Ipid.. 146.9. The main lines of Mankdim’s account in this section arc standard Mu'razilite
doctrine {see above, 202 {*Abd al-Jabbir); AblG Talib al-Nadg, Mpbadi’, £, 642.5; fishumi,
Sharp, . 265a.4, 266a.5; Jishumi, ‘Than, f. 66a.1l; Jishumi, Tabdbib, £ 704.5,
Zamakhsharl, Minbij, 77.2; Zamakhshad, Kashshaf, 1:397.9: Ibn al-Malahimi, F&'ig,
£, 2652.2); Himmasi, Mungidh, 2:209.9; Yahva ibn Hamza, Shamid/, £ 183a.21; and,
with regard only to wrongs, 1bn AbT *F-Hadid, Sharfs, 19:307.15).

2 Lane gives the sensc as ‘wine cooked until the quantity of two thirds of it has gone®, or
‘the expressed juice of grapes so cooked” { Lexicon, 349b).

9% For the conflicting atritudes of Shifi‘ites and Hanafis ro this type of liquor, sce Marghinan:
(d. 593,/1197), Hiddva, Beirut 1990, 3-4:450.13. Cf. also above, ch. 5, now 35, and
ch. 6, note 151.

9% Manidim, Tn%ig, 147.5; cf. also Zamakhsharl, Kadishdf, 1:396.10, and the taxonomy of
wrongs given by Ibn al-Malihimi (Fg%g, £ 256b.25), Zamakhshari (Minhay, 78.4), Tbn
ADTI-Hadid (Skarp, 19:308.6), and Yahvi ibn Hamza (Shdmi/, £, 182a.8). This lateer tax-
onomy is taken up below, note 144,
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10, Back ro consensus

We come now t¢ a point thar might well have been considered eariier.”?
How, it could be asked, can one maintain that commanding right and for-
bidding wrong are obligatory (on the ground of consensus), when there
are people who hold them to be so only if there is a legitimate ruler {Zmdn
mufrared al-14°2)1% Esscntially the answer is that one who takes this view
must maintain one of two positions: cither that they are not obligatory by
cither word (gaw{) or deed (A7) in the absence of a legitimate ruler; or that
in such a situagon they arc not obligatory by deed, but are so by word.””
But both views are without foundation, since the evidence of Koran, tra-
dition and (antecedent?) consensus docs not differentiate between a situ-
arion in whicl: there is a legitimate ruler and one in which there i not?®
Consequently no attention is paidl to such views.

11.  Role of the ruler

At this point, by an association of ideas, Mankdim takes up the role of the
ruler in earnest. There are two varietics of the duty: what only rulers
{a’imma) can carry out, and what people at large {kaffut al-nis, afnd’ al-
nis) can undertake. Examples of the former are such tasks'as inflicting the
set punishments (budid), defending the Muslim heartland and fronters,
disparching armies, and appointing judges and governors. Exampies of the
latter are taking action against wine-drinking, theft, adultery and the like;
if, however, there is a legitimate ruler, then even in such cases it is better
to have recourse to him.?® |In fact most of whar falls under the dury can

% It belongs above, 2061

96 This is 2 distorted version of an Imdmi view (sce below, ch. 11, 266-8).

9 The second view is closer to the acrual Imind pesition. In the Ihdr of Muwaffag a-
Shajari, the question is raised how one can claim consensus on the obligaroriness of al-
i biYfoma Frifwhen the Imidmis do not consider it obligatory; the answer given is that
this is not how things are, since what the Imimis actually held is that it is obligatory by
word but not by deed (f. 136b.21). Muballl states the Imdmi positon in the same way
(*Umda, 296.2).

% Mankdim, Tn ‘g, 148, ). Eaclicr Mankdim hasstared that one who disagrees with the prin-
ciple of gl-amr bi’l-ma‘rif by denying its obligatoriness outright is an infidel; if, however,
hhe aceepts its ebligatoriness but makes it conditional on the presence of an imam, then he
is merely in error (mukiri™y {i6id., 126.7), Jishuni strongly endorses the view that there
does not have to be an imam (Sharh, £, 265a.5; ‘Uviin, £ 66a.4}).

9 Mankdim, T Ty, 148.9. Jishumi makes the same distinction {Sharl, { 265a.5), but does
not ascribe any preferential status to rulers in matters in which all can perform the dury.
For the school of Aba “I-Husavn, sce Ibn al-Malihimi, Fi'ig, £ 256b.1 (supporting the
view that the duty is not restricted to rulers even in cases involving beating and fighting);
Himmagt, Muagidiy, 2:210.5; Yahy tbn Hamza, Shimil, £ 1832.10, 183b.28, and cf. 1
1832.25, 184629 (tending to the same view): and the references given below, note 148,
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only be performed by rulers.}® This emphasis on forbidding wrong as the
business of the state is in part contextual: the passage forms part of
Minkdim’s opening statement in his discussion of the imamate, and jus-
tifies considering this insttution under the rubric of forbidding wrong, |

12, Collective obligation

Again Minkdim brings up a point that would have been berer placed
towards the beginning of his account. The purpose of the duty is to prevent
right from being thwarted and wrong from occurring; so if this is achieved
by one person, it ceases to obligate others. We accordingly classity the duty
among the collective obligatons (fuurid al-lhifayat),'% as opposed to the
individual ones.

13.  Proceeding against belicfs

We now turn to the question of forbidding wrongs that take the form of
beliefs (i tigadat). The basic pointis that, with regard to the obligation to
forbid wrongs, there is no difference between those that are mentai acts
(afdl ai-guink) and those that are bodily acts {af @l al-jawarik). What
makes it obligatory to forbid them is that they are bad, and this is a quality
shared by both categories of act. It may be objected that mental acts are
unobservable, and thus hidden (sughayyal) from us, which would mean
that there is no duty to forbid them. Our reply to this is that some mental
acts are in fact ascertainable; thus we know from the way ‘Alids behave
(smin il al-*Alawiyya) how they hate the Umayvads and what they believe
about them, just as we can be certain from the behaviour of a man who
spends his life teaching and promoting a doctrine that he believes in it
himself 102 Presumablv no duty arises in regard to menta acts that are not
manifested in such ways.

100 pankdim, T, 749.9. Ibn al-Malihimi likewise makes a transition here to his oeat-
ment of the imamate (Fa’ig, . 257b.15), while Yahyi ibn Hamza invokes the salience of
the role of the imam to justify his presentation of al-amr bil-mariif as an aspect of the
imamate {men jumins wwdbi® al-imimn, Shimil, £ 181a.25).

W Mankdim, Tnfis, 148.16. Simiarly Abd Talib al-Nidg, Mabadi’, £, 64a.7; Jishumi,
Tubdbih, ff. 69b.3, 70a.10; Ibn al-Malahimt, Fa’ig, . 256b.20; Zamakhshard, Minkéy,
77 8. Zamakhshari, Kasfishif, 1:396.8; Ibn Abl *-Hadid, Sharh, 19:308.3; Yalyd ibn
Hamza, Sbdmil, £. 190b.19. HimmasT here follows the contrary view of Tist { Muagidl,
2:220.7; sec below, ch. 11, note 156). Muwaffag al-Shajar takes the view that it can be
either, and supports this with sophisticated arpuments {Ibdra, £ 1382.23).

102 Mankdim, TrFg, 746.5. There follows a discussion of repentance of wrong belicfs (1444,
747.7% which, Minkdim remarks, Abd al-Jabbir had placed at this point, although it
really belongs clsewhere {7674, 746.9); we can disregard it The paratiel passage in

o, THE MU‘TAZILITES = 217

This concludes our survey of the doctrine of Mankdim. Before we leave
him, however, there is onc question that needs to be taken up. As already
mentoned, Mankdim was both a Zaydl and a Mu'wazilite. In which doc-
trinal persona is he speaking in these passages? All the indications poInt 1o
the Mu‘tazilite persona. The work is devoted to the classic five principles’
{ al-uigisl ai-kbamsa) of the Mu'razilites; it is a commentary on a work by 2
non-Zavdr Mu‘zazifite from which it quotes extensively;'% the carlier scho-
lastic authoritics whose views it adduces are likewise non-Zaydl Mu'tazi-
lites;'®* and in general, when Minkdim speaks of ‘our teachers’, the
reference is to Mu‘tazilites, not Zavdis.!% Even the adduction of Husava
as an excmiplar could well be of Mu‘tazilite provenance.'® Thus despite the
uncerrainty as to the extent of Minkdim’s departure from the underhving
work of ‘Abd ai-Jabbir when not actually queting it,’?” we can take 1t thar
his doctrine is in all essentials Mu'tazilite. In this sense, we can validly treat
his account as representative of classical Mu'tazilism. Ir does not follow
that all of it is equally representative. Certain sections of the summary given
above belong to the core of Mu'razilire doctrine o3 forbidding wrong;
others are more peripheral.!® At the same time, opinions differed on par-
ticular points. The next section should convey a sense of the extent — and
the limits — of this variauon.

4. CLASSICAL MUSTAZILISM: RIVAL DOCTRINES

We can now turn from Miankdim to the other members of our trio, Abt
l-Husavn and Jishumi. In the case of Abli *l-Husayn, the discussion will
centre on lines of transmission and differences of scholastic presenta-
ton. In the case of Jishumi, the focus will be on his strident political
ACTIVISN.

Farrazadhi's T2 7y includes an account of escalation in response 1o heresy (£ 155b.20%
we start with kind words (“don’t hold thar belief, ir's false, and leads to perdition and
hellfire’), and end with recourse to the sword, execuring the hererie after he has refused
to repent for three days. Yahyd ibn Hamza likewise discusses action against heresies (af-
smadbibib nl-fisida, Skamil, . 191022}, bur his trearment has little in common wit
Mankdim’s. 103 Gee above, note 79. 04 See above, 1991

See Madelung, Qdsim, 182f In our passages, the term sashiyiklmnd occurs once
{Mankdim, Ta¥ig 745.3) it ciearly refers to the Mu‘razilites, since it echoes the
mashivikly min elsalaf (1bid., 146.11) of ant carlicr passage quoted from "Abd al-Tabbar.
106 See above, 209, scetion 3, condition (5). For *Abd al-Tabbir's recognition of the imamate
of Husavn, sce ‘Abd al-Jabbir, Muslni, 20:2:149.7, cited in MeDermotr, Mufid, 124
and of. Madelung, Qdsine, 1851

For contrastng views on this point, compare McDermort, Mufid, 7. with Gimaret. *Les
Usitl al-pomsa’, 561 and sce above, note 79.

1 would assign scedons L4, 7=% and 12 1o the core.
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218 o THE MU‘TAZILITES AND SHI'ITES

Abf’i-Husayn al-Basr (d. 436,/1044) was a Hanafi Mu'tazilite, a pupil
of “Abd al-Jabbar who had a mind of his own;* he exercised a consider-
able influence on later Mu‘tazilism, borh Sunni and Shi‘ire.}'? No relevant
work of his is extant, but we can reconstruct the outlines of his doctrine
of forbidding wrong with fair confidence from the writings of five later
scholars who were linked to his school: the Khwirazmians Ibn al-
Malahimi (d. 536/1141)!"* and Zamakhshari (d. 538,/1144),}7 the
Imimi Himmasi {d. early seventh thirteenth century),}? the Tragi Ibn
AbT’l-Hadid (d. 656,/1258),1** and the Yemeni Zaydi al-Mu’ayyad Yahya
ibn Hamza (d. 749 /1348{).11% It is Ibn al-Malikimi’s account!!® that
stands in the clearest relationship to the heritage of Abti “I-Husavn. The
work in question (the F2’yg) is Ibn al-Malahim?’s own abridgement of his
larger theological treatise {the M ‘tamad), which in turn was based
directly on a work of Abfi "l-Husayn (the Tasaffub sl-adillz);' and at
several points ip his treatment of forbidding wrong he refers to Abt

19 See EIF, Supplemient, arc, *Abd “I-Husayn al-Bagr?” (W. Madelung), and Encyelopedin
Iranica, art. “‘Ab%’i-Hosayn ai-Basi?’ (D, Gimarer).

19 gee Ibn al-Malihimi (d. 536,/1141), al-Mu tamad fi usitd al-din, cd. M. McDermore and
W. Madelung, London 1991, fii—x of the editors’ introduction.

HL For Ibn ai-Malilimi’s membership of the school of Abi *I-Husavn, see ##4d., i, vi, xif.

M2 For Zamakhshar’s links to the school of Aba 'l-Husayn, sce W. Madclung, “The theol-
ogy of al- Zamakhsha, in Union Européenne d*Arabisants ¢t d’Islamisants, Aczas del XIT
Congrese, Madrid 1986, 488-93.

N3 See Ibn al-Malzhiml, M tasead, viii; Kohlberg, I Tiwis, 19, 75, 3541 no. 590.

1+ For a gencral account of the religious affiliztions of this somewhat protean figure, sce £2,
art, “Ibn Abi *I-Hadid®, 6858 (L. Veceia Vaglier).

115 For Yalhvi ibn Hamza and his relationship to the school of Abt 'I-Husayn, sce Madelung,
Qdsim, 221F The Leiden manuseript Or. 2,587 contains the latter part of & Zavdi
Mu‘tazilite faldm rreatise composed in 711-12,/1311-12; the suthor is not named, but
the title is given at the end of the manuscript as al-Sbhamil li-bagd’i al-adilln al-nglivye
wa-ngil nl-masd’il al-diniyve (see L. Voorhoeve, Handlist of Arnbic manuscripts in the
Library of the University of Leiden, Leiden 1957, 328; Or. 2,587, £ 194a.6). Now Yahvi
ibn Hamza is known as the author of a work the tide of which is given by Hibshi as a/-
Shamil Li-hrgi’ig nl-adilln wo-usal al-mas@’il al-dunyawivea (sic) (Masadiv al-fikr al-
Istams f3 °I-Yaman, 620 no. 31, noting two cleventh /seventeenth-cenrury manuscripts).
Thar the Leiden manuscript does indeed contain the Jatter part of the Shamil of Yahya
ibn Hamza is clinched by the quotatons from a Cairo microfilm of the work given by
*Arif  $ila, 350-3); thus the quotation from the Shamil foomoted in n. 9 corresponds to
f.182a.4 in the Leiden manuscript; that footnoted in o 11 to £ 182a.28; and that foot-
noted in n. 15 to £ 181b.22. “Arit™s foliation is different from that of the Leiden manu-
seript, anxd his microfilm presumably derives from a copy found in Yemen. I am graweful
to Gautier fuvnboll for ¢xamining the Leiden manuscript for me, and to the Leiden
University Library for supplying me with a microfiim. All references to the Shimil of
Yahvd ibn Hamza arc to this manuseript.

116 Ibn al-Malahimi, Fa'ig, ff. 256a.17-257b.16. What is extant of Ibn al-Malihimi's much
fuller M tasmad unfortunately contains no treatment of al-amr bi'l-ma rif.

17 He explains in the preface to his Mu'tamad that this work is based on Abit *|-Husayn's
Tasafful al-adilla (see the editors’ introduction to the Mu‘tamad, xi); in the preface
the Fz'ighe describes it as a condensed version of the Mrsamad (sce ibid., xiv, ana FA'ig,
£ 1b.6).

9. THE MU TAZILITES = 219

]

I-Fusayn by name.'*® Zamakhshadd, by contrast, gives no indicaton of
the provenance of the related marerial hé incorporates, in a highly con-
densed form, i his well-known Koran comaentary, as also in a shortwork
on the principles of the faith which has recently been published.’? Ton
Abi ’l-Hadid is a little more helpful in introducing his account:!?% he at
Jeast makes it clear that he took his material on forbidding wrong (he
[eaves aside commanding right) from Mu‘razilice authorities; )2 and 2t one
point he refers to Ab *1-Husayn.t?2 When the three accounts are com-
pared, it becomes evident that those of ZamakhsharT and Ibn AbT’l-FHadid
belong to a single tradition as against that of Ibn al-Malghim'*® An
obvious hypothesis would be that both go back o a work of Abl I-
Husayn other than that which is behind Ibn al-Malahim?’s account. i
Turning to Himmasi’s account,'?® this can be scen as a conflation o
material from two distiner lines of the Basran Mu‘tazilite tradition. The first

-~
L

18 Ybn al-Malzhimi, FA'ig, . 256b.15, 2572.9, 257a.22, 257225,

119 7amakhshari, Kashihaf, csp. 1:397.9-398.8 (ro Q3:104); Zamakhshart, Minbij, 771

120 Thn AbTl-Hadid offers a systematic account of the duty, or more precisely of al-nalr ‘i
al-munkar, towards the end of his Sharfy Naiyf al-balighs (Sharp, 19:307-11). He gives

. cross-references to discussion of the duty carlier in the work (5., 305.13, 306.12)
however, none of the caclier passages 1 have found offers a comparably systematic account.
1n one passage he mentions that he had treared the subject in his works on keddu (kb

al-kalamivye) (ibid., 16:65.5). .

2 Ir s presented as ‘a summary of what our companions say” about the sabject (iid.,
19:307.10, and of. 311.3); these companions are manifestly Mu'zazilices, since Ibn AbY
*|-Hadid remarks that they consider al-ams bi'l-ma‘viifas one of the *five principles’ {74id..
306.12: f. ikid., 16:63 .3, presenting this dircedy as his own view {ndana)).

122 1hid,, 19:308.1, stating that “‘our shaykl’ AbG 'l-Husayn inclined ro Ab# “Alf al-Jubbi

view that rcason shows af-aas- br'l-ma ritf o be obligatory. Note also thart, at swo points,

views that lbn al-Malihimi explicitly characterises as those of Abfi “l-Husayn (Fa’yg,
£ 2572.22, 2572.25) are presented by Ibn Abl "1-Hadid as standard doctrine withour

attribution {Shar), 19:310.3, 310.113.

This can be seen by comparing both the sequence of topics and the wording. With regard

to sequence, the one respeet in which Tho AbT’1-Hadid’s Sbarb departs signifrcantly from

the order of topics found in Ibn al-Malhimi's F4%ig is that it discusses the question who
is to perform the duty beforc the question whom ir is to be performed againsy

ZamakhsharTs treatments side with the Sharl (F&7g, £ 287b.7; Shorh, 19:310.164

Mininij, 78.7, Kashshif, 1:398.3), With regard to wording, the formulation of the third

condition for it to be good to proceed is typical: FA%iq: wa-minhd an I xahite ai-munkar

wagi‘nn H-annaby yudbamm ‘alayhi ba'da “lwngf IR an gz’ ‘mihy (£ 2572.4)%

Sharly, wo-ninhd an vokin wd yanhs ‘anbw wigi'an li-anna ghayr slwig Ut yahsun gl-

by ‘aning wa-lnnamd vabsin ol-dimnn aloybi wal-naly ‘e amthalibs (19:309 4 the

SCnsc is rarbled, onc wily to restore it being to move ghioy so that it precedes wagdau),

Minbdf wa-an wakin ai-amr ghayr wig f-nnna wd wegs's 1 yunbi ol wa-lakin ‘an

mtthiihi (78.2); Kadwhaf wa-an I3 yalitn wmi yanh® ‘anln wegt'an li-ania al-wdgitla

vl elnaly anhy we-innemi yelswn al-dban Selaykiowe Fonalye ‘air anihalili

(1:397.13).

Elsewhere in his work Ibn AbT *l-Hadid makes several references to AbT I-Husmn's

Ghurar (Sharp, 2:10.3, 10:212.4,17:158,13, 18:115.7, 227.11}, and mentions his own

commentary onit {ibid,, 5:157.2). However, he also knows the Traffih (ibid., 3:236 15,

238.3). 125 Mimmagt, Muengidh, 2:209-21.
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line, and the source of the greater parr of his account, is the school of Abt
"I-Husavn, who is mentioned several times.*?¢ Some of this material is taken
from Ibn al-Malahimi.'?” Some of it cannot derive from this source,!*® and
must therefore go back to some other work of AbG *}-Husavn or his disci-
ples.*?” But in general, we have no wayv to tell whether we have to do with
material copied from this source, or with extensively paraphrased material
from Ibn al- Malzhim1.}% The cther line of the Basran Mu‘tazilite tradition
drawn on by Himmasi is that represented by his fellow-Imamis the Sharif
al-Murtada (d. 436,/1044) and Aba Ja'far al-Tast (d. 460,/1067).15! Here
again, while Himmast does not conceal his debt,!?? the cxtent of his bor-
rowing is greater than his explicit acknowledgements would indicate.'®? [t
is clear, however, that he owes all this material to a single work of Tist.)#

126 Ihid | 214.13,217.7,217.16,219.6, 219.11.

17 He is quoted twice as galil af-Fi'lg {ibid., 214.20, 217.19). The first passage (ibid.,

214.17-215.3) is wken from Ibn al-Malihimi, Fd'%p, £ 256b.16-20. the sccond

{ Muengicdh, 2:217.19-218.4) from Fa’ig, f. 2572.10-14. Two further passages arc so close

to the corresponding discussions in the Fi'ig that they are likely 1o be unacknowledged

borrowings (Muungidls, 2:218.18-219.12 and Fa'ig, £ 257.17-257b.1; Mungidl,
2:220.2-6 and Fi’ig, f. 257b.1-4); the first has a parallel in Ibn AbT ’I-Hadid (Sbari,
19:309.19-310.11}, but this is significantly morc distant.

The substandal quotation from AbG “I-Husavn at Mungidh, 2:217.7-15 cannot derive

from Fa'ig, £. 25729, and that at Mrngidh, 2:217.16-18 has no parailel in the Fi'ig,

The obvious candidate would be Abd 'l-Husayn’s Glnrar, or a work deriving trom i; this

is what the editor of the Mungidl assumes {2:217 nn. 1£), and <f. Ibn al-MalihinT,

Mutamad, viii of the editors” introduction. The fact that the second quotation from Abi

*l-Husayn finds an unascribed parallel in Ibn AbTI-Hadid (Sharf, 19:309.10) would rend

to bear this out.

For cxample, Mungidlh, 2:209.14-210.8 stands in such 2 rclationship o Fd'ig,

f. 256a.22-250b.2; likewise Mungidh, 2:210.14-211.2 and Fd'ig, f. 256b.3-6. In some

instances [bn Abi ’l-Hadid offers a closer paralic to the Muagidh than docs the Fi'ig (a

case in point is Mungidh, 2:221.16-20; F&’tg, £ 257b.7-11; Sharh, 19:311.1-3; and <f,

Zamakbshad, Minbdj, 78.7-9, and Zamakhshard, Kastsbdf, 1:393.6-8). But in other

instances Ibn Abr *l-Hadid’s version is yet more distant (a case in point s Mungidh,

2:209.6-13; Fa'ig, t. 256a.18-22; Sharh, 19:307.155).

Murtadi (d. 436/1044), Dhabklira, cd. A, zl-Husaynl, Qumm 1411, 353-60; AbG Ja'far

al-Tost (d. 260 ,/1067), Tamhid al-nsil, ed. A, Mishkar al-Dint, Tehran 1362 sh., 301-6.

These aceounts will be considered among theose of the Imami scholars (see below, ch. 11,

seetion 3}.

132 For references to Murtada, see Mungidh, 2:210.9,213.10,213.18, 220.9, 221.8; for ret-
crences to Abn Ja'far al-Tast, see 674, 213.10, 213.17, 220.10, 221.7. He mentons
both the Dbakbira (ibid., 213.10) and the Tambid (ibid., 213,11, 220.11).

135 Thus Mungidh, 2:213.1-8 is raken from Tamihd, 302.7-13 (which is closer than
Dbaklitra, 555.6-12); Mungidh, 2:2318.9-11 is taken from Tambid, 303.5-7 (slighdy
closer than Dbakiira, 356.10-12).
A good example is Mungidl, 2:210.9-14, where Himmasi explicitly quotes Murtada; the
quotation, though deriving uldmately trom Dbmkbira, 560.6-9, reveals through its
wording that it has been filtered through Tamdfid, 305.22—4. The parallel in Abg Ja'fa
al-Tost {d. 4601067, Iqisdd, Qumm 14066, 150.10-13 15 sigmbcantdy less close. In
general, there is no ovidence in HimmasT's discussion of aleaurr bf-masifthar he had
direct aceess to the Dbakbira, or made anv usc of the Igeisdd.
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HimmasTs own contribution is limited.}® If we set aside the material
derived from Murradi and TiisT, we can thus treat Fimmastas a fourth rep-

=

resentative of the school of Abi “I-Husayn.

This leaves Yahva ibn Hamza's account.!® This treazment is clearly in
the tradidion of Ab@ *\-Husayn, inasmuch as it adopts his binary schema of
conditions.’®” Abi ’1-Husavn himself is mentioned from time to time,!%
as is Ibn al-Malzhimi.'® But Yahvi ibn Hamza scems also to be in direct
contact with the works of ‘Abd al-Tabbar.14? To all his marerial he brings 2
verv clear and explicit expository format which, s0 far [ can judge from the
momm.nam available to mc, is his own. The similarities between all five of these
representatives of the school of Abl *l-Husayn'*! are extensive enough to
suceest that thev could ultimately stem from a single underlving text.

What of the H,mmaonmgw berween all these accounts raken togerther and

that of Minkdid? Here the similarities are not such as to suggest an origin
in a common text. There is, however, a substantial identity of basic doc-
wrines, ¥ as might be expected given that both traditions stem from m.wwm
al-Jabbar. There are, of course, matters covered exclusively by Mankdim.'#*
Equally there are others that appear only in the treatments of the duty
under consideration here. Thus we find in several of these accounts 2 tax-
onomy of potential wrongs that contains significant elements to which
Mankdim offers no parallel.'* According to this classifiation, one category
consists of things that are invariably wrong, such as injustice {(zulm); we
could call these intrinsic wrongs. The other category consists of things that

IR

1 2+ TAT e
may Or may not be wrong; we could call these contingent wrongs. Withiz

135 The only substantial passage that looks like his own work (Mungidh, 2:213.17
is one in which he asks how one might support 3 certain view of Tosr's ag
Hishim and Murtadd, and proceeds to supply an answer, - . 5

186 Yahyi ibn Hamza, Shanl, &, 181a-1920. For a digest, see 4. M. Sublil, Zayvdivye, Cairo
1984, 306-11 17 Yohyid ibn Famza, Shdna, 185b.18-187b.4.

188 Ag ihid.. F 182410, 187214, 1924.26. No work of his 1s mentioned. i o

189 pid £ 182a.23, 182b.14, 182b.28, 185222 (referring 1o hirm as “al-Khwirazmi'). m he
last reference., on the question of the performance of the duty by infidels, could weli be
to Ton ad-Malahirt, Fi7g, £ 257b.12. . e e e e

140 Lo makes several references to the Mughui (Yahya ibn m..w:mwﬁ Shamil, £ff 183222,
186b.4, 189b.9) and one o a Ta fig al-Mulir (ibid., £ 1862.25). . .

141 For example, the account of varicties of wrong in the Shari {19:308.6) makes it possipie

: sipher the paralicd § o Ea'ig (f. 256b.25).
to decipher the paraflel in the Fa'ig (£ 25 ) o 3 o

142 Cf the references given in the notes to my rendenng of Maiankdim's account, above,
T " Mankdim® ion 5 ke substance of his

133 The muin items here are the theme of Mankdim’s secoon 5, and the sul stance of

scction 13 (above, 211, 216). As alecady indicated (scc above, note 108), neither belongs

w0 the core of topivs regularly associated with Hr.n dut. e o

Tbn al-Malihimd, Fa'ig, £ 256b.25; Zamakhshard, Minh&j, 78.4; Tbo Al T_hwua_a, ,m:.n;._f

19:308.6; Yabvi ibn Hamza, Shail, . 18428, Himmasl lias no pa Ck seetions

6 and 9 of Minkdim’s account {above, 211-13, 214; the overlap is greatest with

seetion 93

7-214.12
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222 ¢ THE MU TAZILITES AND SHI‘ITES

the latrer category, we again distinguish. There are cases that turn on the
thing irself, as with archery, which is good or bad depending on whether
the purpose of the activity 1s military preparedness or social frivolity, And
there are cases that turn on the person, as with plaving chess, which may
be forbidden for an adherent of one law-school but not for 2 member of
another.

More centrally, these accounts fill 2 major gap in Miankdim’s treatment
of the dury by addressing vwo obvicus questons: who is obligated to forbid
wrong, and to whom?!*® The answer to the first question is every Muslim
who 15 able to perform the duty and sausfies the conditions,!*6 and perhaps
in principle infidels t00.1*” However, the imam and his deputies are better
placed to undertake the duty where it involves fighting (g:24/).'*% The
answer to the second question is everv legally competent person {mnkal-
faf} who satisfics the conditions.**® At the same tme the legally incompe-
tent, such as boys and lunatics, should be restrained from doing harm to
others, and bovs should be broken in to religious duties such as prayer,
even though these do not vet obligate them.

The most striking differences, however, relate to the conditions. One
aspect of this is the way in which they are set out,*®® Where Minkdim has
one set of five conditions for obligaton, the accounts deriving from Abii
“I-Husayn have one set of five for it to be good to proceed,¥! and a further

—
L
w

Ibn al-Malihimi, F&%ig, £ 257067, Ibn AbT "-Hadid, Starb, 19:310.16; Zammakhshars,
Minkiy, 78.7; Naﬂwﬂumfﬂu Kashshaf, 1:398.3. HimmasT treats only the sccond issuc
{Mungidlh, 2:221.16), while Yahyi ibn Hamza discusses these topics within a framework
borrowed from Ghazzall (sce below, ch. 10, notc 139).

H¢ Presumably this would include women; but for Yahva ibn Hamza®s negative view, in tacit
response to Ghiazzall, see below, ch. 10, 247,

147 This question is Bpmna by [ba al-Malahimi, who incdined to gve infidels some role { Fi’lyg,
f. 257b.12); Yahva ibn Hamza adopts Ghazzal's negative view, but also quozes Ton al-

- Malahim®'s (Shamsi, £. 1852.19; for Ghazzall’s position, sce below, ch. 16, 4291)).

Ibn al-Malihimi, Fi%g, £ 257b.13; Zamakhshadi, Minkiis, 78.8; Zamakhshari, Kashshaf,
1:398.5; Ibn Abj °l-Hadid, Shari, 19:310.19.
149 Tbn al-Malzhimi (F4’ig, £, 257b.7) and Yahya ibn Hamza { Shamil, £, 1855.7) include briet
discussions of the immunity of the abl al-dbimma in this connection.
156 Thn af-Malahimi, F&%g, £ 256b.22; Zamakhshar, Minbdy, 77.12; Zamakhshart, Kasshaf,
1:397.12; Himmast, Mungidh, 2:216.1; Ibn AbT 'I-Hadid, Sharf, 19:308.5; Yalvi iba
Hamza, Shdmil, £. 185b.18. Cf. seedon 3 of Minkdim’s account {above, 207-9).
The relationship of this set of conditons to Mankdim’s is as foliows. The second, fourth
and £ifth conditions are essendally Mankdim’s first, third and fourth. The first condition
is a stipulation that unaided common sense would tend 1o include in the sccond (knowl-
edge of law): that the supposed wrong which is the targer of the duty must zcrually be
bad ({this condition is omitted in the account in Zamakhsharis Kadishif). The third con-
didon is roughly speaking a weakened form of Minkdim's sccond {(knowledge of fact):
the wrong must not be one that has already happened (w4g:% sce above, notes 71, 1230,
Something is missing in Yahya ibn Hamza’s account of the first conditon (Shimil, £
185b.21), but ¢f his account of the difference berween this and the second conditon
(tbid., £. 1864.3).
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set of three (or two) for it to be obligatory.®® (Himmast's account, 4; ile
retaining the binary structure, is in some respects divergent.'®¥) Mankdim
does not, of course, ignore the distincuon between whar is mooa and what
is oblizatory, but he handles it in a way that is structurally less prominent,
and indeed less elegant.!™ So far as I can see, there is no question of sub-
stantive doctrine at issue here except in one respect. This concerns the
danger condition, or more precisely, situations in which this condition is
not met. In such cases it is agreed that the obligation is voided; bur as we
have seen, the question arises wherther it mighr still be virtuous to proceed
in the face of danger. Here the standard docwrine of the school of “Abd al-
Jabbar makes its distinction between cases where heroism would be for the
greater glory of the faith, and cases where it would not; the school of Abf
’1-Husavn, by contrast, refuses to make this distinctdon, holding the greater
glory of the faith to be at stake in all such cases.'™ This could reflect a
greater zest for heroism on the part of Abt “I-Husayn; bur it could also
arise from a concern not to compromise the elegance of his two-set schema
by including forms of the danger condition 1 both sets.

With al-Hakim al-Jishumi (d. 494/1101) we are moving towards Zavdt
Mu'tazilism. A Hanafi Mu‘tazilite of the school of "Abd al-Tabbar, Jisham:
was himself an ‘Alid, recognised the Zaydi imams, and was in some scase
a Zavdi.1®¢ Much of what he has to sav abowt forbidding wrong is closc to,
or identical with, the doctrine of Mankdim.'*” The most conspicuous

152 The first of these is roughly speaking the rest of Minkdim’s sccond condition: one myast
believe thar the wrong is going to wmvcrs ?Enmm preventedi, as when one sees a man
failing to prepare for praver mﬁwonaﬁ ics set time is fast approaching, The sccond and third
conditions are Mankdim’s ffth: absence of danger to oncsclf or one’s properry respec-
tvely. (No specific mention of the third is made by Ibn AbT’l-Hadid and Zamakhshast.)
The distinction between the two sets of condidians has 4 faint echo among the MILKTS
(see below, ¢h. 14, 363L, 37450

155 He omits the third condition of the first set (of. F3'%p, £. 257a.4, and Sherl, 19:309 40 ic
would have found its place at Mungidh, 2:216.11); perhaps he regarded it as redundans
in the light of the first condition of the sccond set. His discussion of this fatrer condition
{ibed.. 218.7- —17) mixes matcrial from both the lines he draws on (of. Fa'sy, £ 257216
and Sharh, 19:309.16 on the onc hand, and Trmbid, 303.5-12 on the other); in partic-
ular, he takes the key term he uses ro formulate the conditon (amdrar al-istimrar) from
the Tewsbid {303.8). When ie comes to the second and third conditions ot the second
set {absence of danger to person and property respectively), he s careful to distance
himself from the implicd approval of heroism (Meengidly, 2:218.18, 219.19; ¢f. below, ch.
11, note 211).

134 Tf¢ discusses it within his presentation of his fourth and fifth conditions, and returns to
it in secdon 7 of his account (see above, .Smg 153 See above, note 74.

156 See Madelung, Qasim, 186~91; al-Hikim ab-Tishumt (4. 494 /11061), Risdlns Ibizs il
iktwdnibi almandhs, ed. H. al-Muodarnst al-Tab3tabal, np. 1986, 8-11 of the editor’s
introduction {for the vocalisation of the nishe, sce ibid., 8 n. 4); Gimaret, Leetize, 258

1 This is apparent from the references to Jishumi’s views given in the sotes to my render-
ing of Miankdim’s account, above, 205-16.
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224 o THE MU'TAZILITES AND SHIITES

respect in which it differs from it is a strongly activist tone which it shares
with Zavdy Shi‘ism.

This activism finds a particularly lively expression in a short polemical
tract by Jishumi entitled ‘The epistle of the devil to his baleful brethren’.
Here Jishumi has the devil explain thar he has disseminated guictist notions
of rendering obedience to every usurper, with the purpose of subverting
the imamate, the forbidding of wrong, and rebellion against unjust rule.
His brethren, the devil continues, had accepted this infernal propaganda,
and were busy relating rraditions in support of it. The Mu‘tazilites, by con-
trast, had vigorously opposed it: thev stood for the imamate of the just and
the forbidding of wrong, and transmitted traditions accordingty.5

It is thus more than dry scholasticism when Jishumi opens one of his
systematic discussions of the duty with the statement that it is obligatory
by word and sword.!>® How strongly he identifies forbidding wrong with
resistance to unjust rule is apparent from his formulation of the contrary
view espoused by the wadidonists (Hashwivya): “Obedicnce {ingivid) is
due to whoever wins (ghalabe), even if ic is an oppressor {z4#im)." 'Y And
as might be expected, Jishuml repeats the view that it is good to forbid
wrong even in the face of mortal danger, provided always that this would
be to the greater glory of the faith. 1%

5. CONCLUSION

Three general features of Mu‘razilite views of forbidding wrong have become
apparent in the course of this survey. The first is the consistently analstical
style in which these views are presented.!6? Against the background of the
Hanbalite attitudes discussed in the preceding chapters, the strucrurcd
approach of tie Mu'tazilites stands out in stark refief. Ab Ya'la’s account
does, of course, provide a significant parallel, but what he represents is pre-
cisely a Hanbalize appropriation of a Mu'tazitite format. It is no accident that
in this chapter [ have told no entertaining stories, and reported no casual con-
versations. Apart from Jishumf’s impersonation of the devil, all is dialectic.

158 Tishur, mﬂ.ﬂ.h.m_.am Iilis, 97.8.

159 Jishumi, ‘Uvfin, £, 655.20; and cf. bis Sharb, . 264b.12. It should be noted that the rela-
tonship between these two works is not L.En of text and commentary; rather the Sharf is
a much-cxpanded version of the ‘Uviin.

Jishumi, Sharp, £, 264b.8. The wﬁ:& passage in the “Uwin formulates their posidon on
torbidding wrong simpiy as ‘It is not obligarory’ {f, 66a.1),

Sce above, note 74.

The account I have given in this chapter considerably underplays the diafectical intricacy
that Mu'razilite accounts of forbidding wrong can attain. The reader who docs not find
fy presentation of Minkdim sutficiently advanced should try the account of the duty
given by Muhalll, a later representative of the same line (‘Umdn, 290-304).

o,
oy
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This svstematisation of Mu‘tazilite thinking is by no means perfect: even
Mankdim’s account, after 2 well-organised start, tails off into a miscellany in
which oppormunities are missed and irems are out of place.'®® The analvdeal
impulse in Mu‘tazilite thought is noncthieless a strong one. What pleased
Abo ’I-Husayn about his presencadon of the conditions of obligation is
doubtiess what pleases us: the result is more of a structure and less of a list.
The second fearure of Mu‘tazilite views is the underlving homogeneity
of doctrine over space and tme. The school of Abt “i-Husavn difters from
other members of the schoot of ‘Abd al-Jabbar on two related questions
how to organise the conditions of obligation, and how widely to apply the
principle that it is virtuous to proceed for the greater glory of the fairh. 1%
Abii Tilib al-Nitig, representing a rradition that goes back to the teacher
of “Abd al-Jabbir, gives an account of the duty which diverges only in derat
from those of the pupils of “‘Abd al-Jabbar.!%® At a still carlier date, the
Jubbia'ts disagree on the question of the source of the duty ina manner tha
sets the terms of all later presentations of the issue .t All this, of course,
goes back to a single line of the Basran school; we know too littie of the
doctrines of other lines, or of the Baghdadi Mu‘tazilites. But the liztle we
do know, as in the case of the Baghdadi Rumimini, does not suggest that
the blank areas on cur map were filled with anything very exotic;'*” the
same is true of the carlier Baghdadi Abt ’I-Qasim ai-Balkhi.'®® [ have
alreadv noted the lack of any positive evidence of doctrinal 5&535 among
the carly Mu‘razilites.’®” In sum, these and other divergences do not

lod Cf, above, ch. 6, 1371,

14 See above, 222f. CF also the anonvmous disagreement reported by Minkdim gl wding
the question whether it is good to proceed if it will not work {sce above, note 73).

5 See the references 1o his account in the notes to my summary of Minkdim™s doctrine
{above, 205-16). Only AbT Talib al-Nitig's usce of the ‘three modes™ of Sunaf wradition
stands out as an anomaly in the context of formal statements of Mu'tazilite doctring (see
above, note 76}, Elsewhere this idea makes sporadic appearances, but in works tha
belong o other genres. Thus Jishumd refers te the ‘three modes” eradition in
commentary, where he endorses its categories, inciuding performance in the heart
( Tuhdlib, £. 702.7}. Likewise Ibn AT ’l-Hadid scems quire receptive to the Eap when he
is not Qﬂcdsn Mutazilite school doctring (see Sharf, 19:312.7, where he speaks of per-
formance in the heart (al-inkdr bi’l-gaib) as the last of the modes).

166 Gee above, note 25, As we have scen. AbG Hishim’s revelationist view s standard, bu
Abi ‘All had oceasional sympathisers (sce above, note 37, for Rununani, and nore 122

for Abl *I-Husavn ). 167 See above, 201.

For his racher restrictive view of recourse 1o arms, see above, note 23; for his &

make 2 certain distincrion with regard to obligatory and supercrogatory acts, see above,

note 27.

to¥ m..r J.so, e, moo T.OE the marerial ncﬂ?g in this &i_#ﬁ. fr mighe :m?.ﬁ LZH e ,r LR

all

t

1oy atlure o

2 the ro_i_:o:x that appaar in the ¢f ,wnm_rﬁ TeNts { bove, netes H 3. mw
face thar “Abd al-Jabbir still speaks this way (see above, note 47) counts ag
hvpothiesis; and Imiamt authors in the Mu‘tazilite rradition continue the usage (s
ch. 11, 278-80).
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226 & THE MU'TAZILITES AND SHI'ITES

amount to deep cleavages; 1t would not be a wild guess that all the basic
elements of the doctrine of forbidding wrong had been pretty much the
same for all Mu‘tazilites since the first half of the third /ninth century.
The third and final feature of the Mu‘tazilite accounts of the duty is the
activism that runs through them in varying degrees. To start with a nega-
tive point, most of these accounts are silent regarding performance in the
heart, an idea with an obvious quietist potential.}’® At the same time,
Mu‘tazilite opinion is overwhelmingly in favour of heroism that redounds
to the greater glory of the faith.'”* Most tellingly, ail are willing to coun-
tenance lethal combar (g:taf) where the duty reguires it. There may,
however, be a significant nuance here. Miankdim and the writers in the
tradition of Abl ’l-Husayn make no explicit reference to the use of
weapons,!?? and either recommend recourse to the ruler, or emphasise that
he is better placed to engage in such combat than ordinary believers.?”3
Jishumt, bv contrast, has no qualms about referring to the sword, and
makes no such qualification.’”* It goes well with this that Jishumi, alone
among the classical writers, identfies forbidding wrong with rebeilion
against unjust rule, and does so in a tone of marked enthusiasm.!7

Hwo For the exceptions, sce above, notes 76, 165,

11 Sce above, notes 7, 36, 74, 155. The onlyv dissent comes from the anonvmous view

.. reported by Muwatfag al-ShajarT (above, note 74). ’

HHN Sece scction 4 of Minkdim’s account {above, 210f.}, and esp. note 78,

s Seesecrion 11 of Minkdim’s account (above, 21518}, and above, note 148, Compare Abiz

*1-Qasim al-BalkhT’s reserictive view of recourse to arms (above, note 23).

Sec above, notes 159 and 99 respectively. Yet Jishumi is one of the foew Mu'tazilite authors

to mendon performance in the heart (see above, note 165).

175 Sce above, 224. When ‘Abd al-Jabbir discusses the death of Husayn ibn “Alf, he does not
raise the issuc of rebellion (see above, note 74}, For two other instances of a strikingly
activist tone in authors with Mu‘tazilite links, see below, ¢h. 12, 336-8 (and <f. ch. Hm
3473, and ch. 13, 340f.

CHAPTER 10

e

THE ZAYDIS

1.. INTRODUCTION

This and the following chaprer are concerned with Shi‘ite conceptions of
forbidding wrong. Shi'ite Islam is a ramified phenomenon. But of the
numcrous Shifite sccts that have existed at one time or another, only two
will receive sustained attention in this study: the Zaydis in this chapter, and
the Imamis in the next. The reasons for this limiration are not far to seck.
These sects have preserved large bodies of religious literature down to the
present day, so that their doctrines are accessible to serious study. At the
same time, thev have always been sufficiently close to the mainstream of
Islamic thought to support a body of ideas comparable to those of Sunnt
Islam. The other major Sk‘ite sect of Islamic history, the Ismalis, has less
to offer on both counts, but I shall devote a short excursus to itar the end
of the chapter on the Imams.

The Zaydis and Imamis bave much in common. Both are Shi'ite sects,
both devetoped elaborate traditions of legal scholarship, and both adopted
Mu‘tazilite theology. But they also diverged in significant respects. The
most important of these differences for the purposes of this study concern
religious politics. Here both sects were firmly committed o doctrines of
‘Alid power, but they disagreed on two basic questions. The first was pre-
cisely who among the ‘Alids should rule: where the Zaydis saw the family
of the Prophet as a large and continuing pool of potendal rulers, the
Imimis were commiitted 1o a single line of imams which eventually ended
in occultation. The second question was what, if anything, was 1o be done
ifthe right “Alid was not in fact ruling: where the Zaydis were activists, the
IminmTs were quictists. As will be seen, these contrasts strongly colour their
respective conceptions of forbidding wrong,.
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228 = THE MU'TAZILITES AND SHI'ITES

2. EARLY ZAYDI DOCTRINE

The study of Zaydi Shifism is adversely affected by the fact that large
numbers of Zaydi manuscripts remain unpublished.’ At the same time,
most Zavdi literature represents a form of the sectarian tradition already
marked by an extensive adoption of Mu‘tazilismm. As a result our knowledge
of pre-Mu‘tazilite Zavdism is limited, both in general and in the specific
case of the doctrine of forbidding wrong.?

One of the more accessible early Zavdi sources is a collection of tradi-
tions ascribed to Zavd ibn ‘Ali (d. 122 /740). In substance its traditions
are often more or less familiar from Sunni sources, inn which they are likely
to be found with Kiifan chains of transmission; in form they are transmit-
red by Zavd trom his “Alid forbears. The work contains some seven tradi-
tions that bear an forbidding wrong.® The docuinal pavload of these
traditions is slight — they make much of the duty, but do nor analysc it.
They fall into two groups. The first relates forbidding wrong to holy war.
Forbidding wrong is equivalent in virtue to holy war.* The dominance of
the wicked no more vitiates forbidding wrong than unjust rule invalidates
holy war or the pilgrimage.® One who performs the dury (and is killed) is
a martvr {shakid).® He has the same status as one who wages holy war in
the way of God, irrespective of whether he is obeyed.” The second group
is concerned with the prospects or consequences of the abandonment of
forbidding wrong. Its decay will affect first the hand, then the tongue,
then the heart® If the community ceases to perform the duty, God will
give the wicked power over them.? No community that fails to perform it

urm will be seen, I have made considerable usc of Zavdi manuscripts in rhis chaprer (as also
in the preceding one); but those [ have consulted are enly a smail proportion of those avail-

able, and more extensive rescarch in them would refine and extend much of my analysis, 1

regret that I realised too late the possible interest of the onc surviving Matarrifi dogmatic

treatise for the Baghdadi Mu‘razilite tradition {cf. below, ch. 11, note 142).

For pre-Mu‘tazilite Zayd? doctrine in general, sce Madelung, Qdsim, $4-86.

Zavd ibn ‘Al, Majma® al-figh, 235-8 nos. 831, 853, 856; 273 no. 942; 294 nos, 9946

{cited in Madelung, Qfsizz, 56 n. 79). The first three of these taditons are in the kirdl al-

sivar. On the Majmi® al-figh, sce ibid., 54-7.

Zavd, Majms®, 235¢. no. 851 (from the Propher). 5 fhid., 236 no. 8533 (from ‘All).

Ibid., 238 no. 856 {from the Prophet). The wadition has obvious Sunni paraitels in that it

fists five categories of peopie who are accounted marevrs {see, for cxample, Muslim, $abil,

1,521 nos. 1.914f): bur the Sunni versions make no reference o al-amr b Tona rif

7 Zavd, Magpnit’, 273 no. 942, also found in AbG Talib ab-Nidg, Amali, 295.15 {both trom

Zavd himsclf).

Zavd, Majmi®, 294 no. 994 (from “All). For & Sunnf parallel, see Ibn Waddih, Bida’, 231

= 361 no. 64 {the ismdd is Kifan; for *Abil Hanifa® read *AbQ Juliayfa’); and of. Aba Talib

al-Niriq, Amdlz, 295,21, with a similar imad.

? Zayd, Majuia’, 294 no. 995 (from ‘AlN; AbT Tilib al-Nidy, Amdl, 293,15 (from the
Prophet). For Sunni parallels, sec above, ch. 3, note 19,

[EENE]
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is deemed holy.1® Two things are noteworthy about this small corpus of
traditions. One is the activist strain evident in the first group,'! with their
linkage of forbidding wrong to holy war. The other is the fact thatit is the
traditions of the second group, not the first, that have close Sunnt par-
allels;!? particularly striking here is the appearance in the second group of
the notion of performance in the heart.!?

The earliest ZavdI authority of whose opinions we know something in
this field is the rather cirenic Qisim ibn Ibrihim al-Rasst (d. 246,/860f.).1*
In general, Qasim has rather little to say about forbidding wrong.'® [ have
noted three responsa in which he is asked about it. In the first he gives an
anodyne definition of right {ma7#f) and wrong (munkar) in terms of obe-
dience and disobedience to God.*® In the second he insists that one has a
duty to reprove one’s neighbours for such otfences as drinking, even
should this clicit their hostility, unless one is afraid thar they will do one a
mischicf)7 Tn a third responsuny, he is asked at what point one incurs the
duty to obev the imam, and whether he wiil make himself known; in the
course of answering the latter question, Qasim states that the imam will

W0 Zavd, Mujmi, 294 no. 996 (from the Propher). For Sunnl parallels, sce above, ch. 3,
note 36.

3UCF the long activist tadition quored from “All with a partly “Alid Esndd through

Muhammad ab-Bigir (d. & 118/736) in Abf Talib al-Nigq, A, 29¢.9. This wadition

also appears in ImdnT sources ascribed to al-Bagir himseifs the key figure in the Zmdd i,

however, a Hanaff (see below, ch. 11, 256},

In each case these are found with Kafan isnads.

L

13 Cf, also the tradition quoted in Ab Talib al-Natig, Amal, 299.8, with 2 Sunny isedd.

13 O Qisim ibn Tbrihim see Madclung, Odsin, 86-152. Madelung in this study caregorised
Qasim as in no real sense a Mu‘razilite, and declared spurious cerrain works of 2 marked
Mu‘tazilire character which the Zavdi tradition ascribes o him. Both these points were
contested by B. Abrahamov (sec the introduction to his AL-Kasin b, Ibrabine on the prosf
of God’s exisrence, Leiden 1990). Madelung, however, has mainrained his position en both
counts, and has adduced convincing new evidence in support of it (see his “Imam al-Qdsim
ibn Ibrihim and Mu'razilism’}. )

Abrahamov, who as is to be expected is concerned to maximise any Mu‘tazilite resonances
in Qasim’s thought, states thet the idea, but not the term, appears in some passages of
Qisim’s Hijra { Kdsiu, 52). 1 have not seen this work, for which sce Madclung, Qdsim,
138—40. Qasim’s view thar one may not reside n a fand in which wrong prevails and cannot
be righted (or the like) is widely reported. as for example by Jishumi (Shar, £ 270b 5,
and his “Liyiin, £ 68b.2) and Ibn al-Murtada { Qpig’id, 152.15, and Dy £ 2470.4) and
it is sharcd among others by al-Mahdi Ahmad ibn al-Husayn (d. 656,/1258) (Mufid, ms.
London, British Library, Or. 3,811, £ 134b.6; for this manuscript, sce Ricu, Supplement,
321F no. 346, item I} and sce R al-Sayvid, “al-Dir wa'l-hijra wa-ahkimuha ‘ind Ibn al-
Murtadd', Ijrihdd, 3 (1991), 220. Abrahamov also eites the explicit discussion of the dury
in a short work cndded af-"Adl wa'l-rawihid {("Umira, Rasail, 1:130.15. with emphasis on
the sword). However, Madclung has shown the ascription of this work to Qfsin 1o be spu-
ricus ( Qdsim, 97E, and *Imam al-Gasim ibn 1brihin and Mu‘tazilism®, 47).

16 Qisim ibn Ibrihim (d. 246/860f.), Masi'il manshira, ms. London, British Library, Or.

3,977, 1 242,17 {for this colicerion, see Riew, Supplesneny, 1246 no. 203, iwm IIn.
¥ Qisim iba Ibribim, Masal £ 553,17, He uses the term ragava, and cites Q3:28 (¢
below, ¢h. 12, nowe 204},
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230 o THE MU‘TAZILITES AND SHI'ITES

make himself known through forbidding wrong!® — a rather pale adumbra-
tion of a classic Zaydt theme. Finally, there is a short text of Qasim’s from
which forbidding wrong is strikingly absent. Here he sets out five Islamic
principles which every Muslim must know.!® The first three are indeed
those of the classic Mu‘tazilite schema. The fast two, however, are conspic-
uously different, with forbidding wrong being replaced by a statement on
the illegitimacy of making a living under unjust rule.?® The practicat import
of this stance is not indicated; but given what we know of Qasim’s pelirics,
it is unlikely to have been actvist.?!

The only other pre-Mu‘tazilite Zaydi authority for whom I have attesta-
tions — all deriving from later sources — is al-Nisir al-Uyriish (d. 304,/917),
a more typically Zaydi figure.?? He is the only pre-Mu'tazilite Zaydi scholar
cited in the account of forbidding wrong given by Ibn al-Murtada (d.
840 /1437) in his work on comparative Jaw: he held that it was permissible
for one to raid {an yakjuzm) a house if one had reason to believe (thanks to
noise or the like) that 2 wrong was being perpetrated there.?* He likewise
took the view that no compensation is pavable for breaking a wine-jar when
one cannot otherwise pour out the wine.?* These views look like isolated
fragments of a larger picture that is mostly lost to us. One source, however,
quotes from Utr@ish a brief scholastic account of forbidding wrong (inkar
al-munkar): one should do it so far as one is able, by words if it seems likely
to one (idhi ghalabe f7 sannihi) that they will suffice, by the whip if words
are of no avail, and finally, if one can, by the sword if the offender has not
desisted; he adds that the performer of the duty is like 2 doctor,®

B Thid,, £, 5371.12; scc Madelung, Qdsiin, 143.

19 The rext was published in E. Griffini, ‘Lista dei manoscritd Arabi Nuovo Fondo delia
Riblioteca Ambrosiana di Milano’, Rivistnr dggli Seedi Orientali, 7 {1916-18), 605£, item
xv; it appears also in “Umndre, Res ', 1:142. On this textsee Madclang, Ofsim, 103f, and
Gimaret, ‘Les Usitl ai-hamsa’, 66-8.

20 Griffini, ‘Lista’, 606.7; ‘Umira, Ras@’#, 1:142.15, The legality of carning a living is linked
to al~nmr bi-meraf in the long acdvist tradition referred 1o above, note 11 (sec, for
example, Abl Tilib al-Nidq, Amdlz, 294.15).

2 See Madelung’s commentary, Qsin, 138 (and of, thid., 68}. ‘Umira, who is interested in

ZavdT texzs for their pofitical radicalism, reads the principle in an activist sense {Rasi’tl,

1:142 n. 2, quoted in turn in Y. ‘A, al-Fadil, Man bum al-Zeydivya?, Beirue 1973, 93.9;

this latter work was brought to my attention by Bernard Havkel].

For his anti-Mu‘tazilite stance, sce Madelung, Qdsim, 161-3. Utrlish quotes a bland

Prophetic exhortation to ai-gmr bi’l-ma‘riifncar the beginning of his fisba manual (R. B,

Scrjeant, ‘A Zaidi manual of hisbah of the 3rd century (H)', Rivista degli Seudi Orieniali,

28 (1953), 11.15, with an “Alid Zsmdd), but this work, as might be cxpected, is not other-

wise concerned with the individual duty.

Iba al-Murtadi, Babr, 5:466.5; aiso ‘Al ibn al-Husayn, Lswma’, £ 221210, and <f, the

scholion thereto.

ibn Mift3h, Muntaza®, 4:587.7, and the scholion to “Ali ibn al-Husavn, Luma ', £ 221a.17.

Sce al-Mansic “Abdalizh ibn Hamaza (d. 614,/1217), al-Durra al-yarima, ms. London,

b
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This is a poor vield. It is not untl Urrksh that we encounter anvthing
suggestive of an organised Zaydi docurine of forbidding wrong. Before
that, our only significant finding is the existence of an activist tendency
articulared in early tradidons, alongside a quietist mood that appears in the
thought of Qisim ibn Ibrihim. As we wili sce in the next section when we
turn to Zavd politics, it was the activist strain that was to prove typical of
the Zavdi mainstream down the centurics.

3. ZAYDI ACTIVISM

The context in which forbidding wrong figures most prominently in the
record of carly Zaydism relares direcdy to thie poliucal activism that is char-
acteristic of the sect. Zavdism laid claim to, and continued, an old ‘Alid
pattern: rebellion against unjust rule wich the 2im of esrablishing a legiti-

mate imamate. References to forbidding wrong are a recurring (though

not an mevitable) feature of accounts of such “Alid risings.

As might be expected, these references are not confined to narrowly
Zavdi sowrces and figures, Thus Abf Mikbnaf (d. 157 /7731), a Shi‘ite hus-
torian well known o mainstream historiography, reports a speech made by
Husavn (d. 61/680) prior to the bacde of Karbal® in which he quotes the
Prophet as condemaing anvone who fails 0 take action against an unjust
ruler (Zam vughavyir ‘alayhi) by deed or word #® Abi ’I-Fargj al-Isbahdni (d.
356,/967), 2 Zaydi*” but likewise well known to mainstream literature, has
Ja‘far ai-Sidiq (d. 148,/765) speak of rebellion for the sake of ferbidding

British Library, Or. 3,976, £ 179b.19 (for this manuscript sce Rieu, Supplement, 132 no.
210, item III5, cited in E, Landau-Tasscron, *Zavdi imams as restorers of religion: fmd’
and fnjdid in Zaydi liceratare®, Journal of Near Easternr Studier, 49 (1990), 255 o, 34
Tabari, Ta'rilh, scrics IE, 300.6 (I owe this reference to Nurit Tsafrir, who acutely read
yughayvir Yor the yuayvir of the prnted texe); Abl Mikhoof (d. 157 /7731, Mageal ol-
Husayn, Qumm 1362 sh., 85.9. Husayn gous on to refer wo himscdf as alagy man ghasyar.
Compare the speech that AbG Mikhnaf aseribes to "Abd al-Rahmin ibn Abr Lavia {d.
82 /701) at the battle of Tamdjim, in which the latter in turn quotes Al arthe battle of Siffin:
whocever secs people being called to wrong, and disapproves of itin his hearr (ankaraln bi-
qrlbifi), has acquitted himself of his duty; whoever speaks out against it has done berter; and
whoever responds with the sword has found the path of right guidance (#hid., serics 11,
1.086.9, whenee the Naby al-baligie of the Sharf al-Radi (d. 406 /1015) apred Thn AbTY-
Hadid, Sharh, 19:305.6; Hurr al-"Amill, Wasd i/, 6:1:405 no. 8; Majlisi, Bilnir, 100:89 no.
69: Goldziher, Le livis de Mehammed ibn Townere, 94£). CL also the avowal of Zavd ibn
“Alf that he would be ashamed te meet the Prophet at the resurrccgon if he had nort per-
formed the duty, apparently also transmitted by Aba Mikhpaf (Tbn “Inaba (d. 828/1424),
Umdar al-talilh, ed, N. Ridd, Beirur 1390, 207.20, a reference which T owe to Amikam Elad:
the same avowal occurs with other Zmdds in Abl Talib al-Narig, AmdZl, 10024, 103.13).
¥ That he was & Zaydi is stated by AbG Ja'far al-Tast (d. $60/1067) (Fibrisr, ed. ML S Al
Balir al-“Ulam, Najaf 1960, 2231 no. 8§96, ciwed in van Arendonk, Déburs, and it Hnds
support in his work (sce his Magdril of-Tialibiwin, 689.5, showing in Tcipadon in a

sectarian Zaydi academic milicu; see also Madeleng, Qisfm, 59 n. 102
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232 » THE MU‘TAZILITES AND SHI'ITES

wrong.?® He also recounts how Miisi al-Kazim (d. 183/799), confronted
with the head of the Husavn ibn “All who was killed at Fakhkh in 169 /786,
pronounced him to have been one who commanded right and forbade
wrong;”® and he describes Ibn Tabitabd {(d. 199/815) in his appeal to the
people of Kitfz as calling them to forbid wrong.

This theme is continued in accounts of properly Zavdi pretenders.’t An
example is Fasan ibn Zayd (d. 270,/884), who cstablished the first Caspian
Zaydi state, though he does not scem to have claimed the imamate;** when
he initiated his venture in 250,/864, forbidding wrong was part of the terms
of allegiance .’ Similarly al-Nasir al-Utriish is described as setting up his rule
in Daviam and Gilan in 287 /900 by converting pagans to Islam; thereafrer
he continued to rule there, commanding right and forbidding wrong, abol-
ishing oppressive taxes and the like.** Clearly this link between forbidding
wrontg and state formation does not imply any denial of the individual Zaydi’s
duty to command and forbid. Indeed we have already encountered some pro-
nouncements of Utrlish on this aspect of the durv.®® But the politically excited

1
=

Ja'far is distinguishing berween such rebellion and the role of the fumare Mahdl the
context is the rising of Muhammad al-Nafs al-Zakivva {d. 145 /762 (Magaeil, 2067 .8). CE
the ancedote quoted in Abi Talib al-Niua, Amal, 131.22, and van Arendonk, Débus,
56 n. 1;cf also 7bid., 34 n. 1.
¥ Abh 'I-Faraj. Magded, 453,11 Cf aso Alwnad ibn Sabl al-R3zi (#. later third /ninth
century), Akbédr Fakimh, cd. M. Jarrar, Beirur 1995, 149.9 {(drawn to my attention by
Etan Kohlberg).
30 Tiid., 523.13, on the authority of the Shite Nasr tbn Muzihim (d. 212/827£); van
Arendonk, Débuzs, 96, Of Hasan ibn al-Hasan ibn al-Hasan, who died in prison in 145 /763,
Abl ’t-Faraj remarks thar he toliowed the Zavdi path in al-mur bi'f-marif{ Mogaril, 185.4),
The Imami al-Shaykh ai-Mufid (d. 413,/1022) has Zavd ibn ‘Al going torth with the sword,
commanding right and forbidding wrong (Freidd, Tchran nad., 2:168.2).
As nored by Madelung, “Amr be ma'rif”, 993b. During his rebellion in Daylam in the
reign of Hiartin al-Rashid {r. 170-93/786~809), Yalivd ibn “Abdallih had seventy learned
missionaries whose message included izhdr al-amr 5i'l-ma'rinf (REz1, Akbbdr Fakbih,
197.8; on Yaliyd, sce van Arendonk, Débnss, 65-70). Cf. also the characterisation of the
Barrivva in Nawbakhd (alive in 300,/912), Firag al-Shi'a, ed. H. Riter, Istanbul 1931,
51.2, rransiared in van Ess, Theologic, 5:52.
For his title al-dd% {4 “[-bagg, sce Madelung, Qdrsin, 1541, A distinction is made by Aba
Talib al-Nagq (d. 424 /10321) bevween actual imams and “Alids who merely took the path
of al-amr 6i'l~na’rif and rebellion against the oppressors without claiming the imamare
(see the passage trom the inrroduction to his Ifada published in R. Strothmann, “Dic
Lircratur der Zaiditer?®, Der Ilam, 2 (1911), 74.3 of the Arabic text).
3% Ibn Isfandivir {writng G15/1216f), Tarikl-i Tabaristin, cd. "A. Igbdl, Tehran n.d.,
1:229.7, cited in Madclung, Qdsine, 154,
W, Madelung (ed.), Arabic rexts concerning tie history of rhe Zaydt Indms of Tabarisean,
Deyvinnidsn and Gildn, Beirur 1987, 38.9, 225.7. This report was drawn to my alicnuon
by Eifa Landau-Tasscron from manuseript. Another source {which states thar Utriish was
suceessful only on his fifth artempt) likewise associates his venture with al-amsr bi'i-ma vif
(ibid., 75.9),
See above, 230, In his public statements Urrlish remarks thas the formerly pagan Gilites and
Davlamites now perform af-awmr bt l-ma rif { AbG Talib al-Nitiq, Amdli, 204.14; Madelung,
Argbic texts, 214,171 he speaks of how he calls to el bif-ma vif (ibid., 215.145; and he
calis npon people to pertorm it {ibed,, 217 .8 Abt Talib al-Nady, Amdfr, 201,197

[
I

3
b

form of forbidding wrong associared with the Zavdi pretenders does rend 1o
displace the duty of the ordinary individual from the centre of the stage.

This conjunction of forbidding wrong with political activisin remains a
prominent fature of the Zaydi wradition during and after the adoption of
Mu'razilite docwine. The first major figure in the history of the
Zavdi-Mu'razilite symbiosis is al-Hadi i3 "I-Haqq {d. 298/911), the
founder of the Zavdi imamate in the Yemen.® We are fortunate in possess-
ing 2 fair number of his works, rogether with an account of his carcer stem-
ming from his immediate followers. This mazerial has reladvely little to say
about forbidding wrong as a dutv of the individual Muslim, ¥ bur a great
deal that links it to the Zavdi conception of the imamare. ¥

Thus in a law-book written by a foilower of al-Hadi, we find a polemic
against the {tvpically Imimi) view that the imam does not have to rebel
he need only be learned, pious and wrusrworthy. The Zavdi retort is thar
such a man is merely apy authority on legal matters {gmedm Salal wo-bardm),
not one to whom obgdience is due (muftarad al-td'a), “since he is sitting
at home {jaiis f# bavtibe), neither commanding nor forbidding; for God
does not enjoin obedience to one who sits [quictly ar home] as He does to

s 239

one who arises (ai-ga’im}, commanding right and fgebidding wrong.
. %

..
3 For his carcer, sce van Arendonk, Défuzs, 127-305. For his Mu'razilism, which derived
* from the Baghdadi schooi, see Madclung, Qasim, 163-8. A key passage at the beginning
of his work aé-Mnusila bayn al-mansilazzyi gives a list of five principles {74/}, including
al-mr Bi'lmaviif, which arce in fact the fve principles of the Mu'mazilites (ms. London,
Brigsh Library, Or. 3,798, [ 53b.22, and sce Madelung, Qdsin, 164, for the Menzila, sce
Ricw, Suppiement, 127-9 no. 206, item NVI, and van Arendonk, Débnis, 287-91). By con-
trast, the list given in al-Hidrs Lisa! al-din (ms. London, Bridsh Library, Ov. 3798, £
692,26), while retaining af-amer b’ l-ma ‘riif, drops the mansile bave al-wmansilatayn and
adds the “Alid imamare {for this work, sec Ricu, Supplesmens, 127-% no. 2006, item NN,
and van Arendonk, Diébuzs, 298£).
Even of-HidTs trearment of al-gaer bil-za rifin his law-book has nothing to sav on the
subject {al-Abkant fi H-oaldl wa'l-hardn, np. 1990, 1:563-5; the volume numbers in this
pringing are transposed).
See the bricf remarks of Landau-Tasseron, ‘Zavdi imams’, 255.
¥ AMuhammad ibn Salavmin al-Kifi (alive in 309/921), Munealinb, $San™ 1993, 14.12, cited
in Madelung, Odsinr, 145 n. 264, This is 2 standard theme of Zaydi pelemic agamst Imamsm.
It is promineat in the Ibldd of the Zaydl polemist Abl Zavd al-‘AkawT (f. larer third /ninth
cenrury), preserved in the refutation of the Imami Mu‘tazilite Ibn Qiba al-Rizi {d. not lazer
than 319/931) (sce H. Modarressi, Crisis and conselidation v the formarive peviod of Shi'ite
Isdam, Princeron 1993, 1934, 194,11, and <f. Ibn Qiba's retorts, ibvd., 196,16, 198.21,
200.16, 201.10Y; the darc of this exchange cannot be carlier than 271 /884 {#bid., 169, and
¢f 85 . 161 nor larer than 319,931 (ébid., 117, 119). Three centuries larer, the imam ai-
Manshr “Abdallih ibn Hamza {d. 614/1217} replics 1o the asserdon that God has not ghven
the imam permission to rebel by saving that this is contrary to Istam, for God has ordered His
servants in gencral, and the imams in partieolar, to perform al-am 0ma Tifand i

w
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Filidd, the implementaton of the Jredsn, resistance to the eppressors { zliniin]
GiTFma i we ask lim: *Se what were vou commanded te do, and to what purpose?” { /-
ai-thanrin, ms. London, British Library, Or. 3.976, 1. 139b.19, cited in Landau-Tasseron,

132

*Zaydl imams’, 255 n. 34 for this manuscript, see Ricu, Sepplemens, 132 no. 210, frem

8
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234 = THE MU'TAZILITES AND SHI'ITES

Elsewhere al-Had: argues that commanding and forbidding are vested in
the best members of the family of the Prophet { khiyvar &l Mupammad) to
the exclusion of Pharaohs and tvrants (sebabira);* he adduces 2 set of
Koranic proof-texts of which the first is Q22:41.%} His polemical target
here is the anthropomorphist predestnationists {in other words, the
Sunnis) who believe that God has Himself decreed the oppression they
sutfer; were they to come to know God as He really is, and then to set
about commanding right and forbidding wrong, their prayers would be
answered and they would be delivered from their oppressors.* The same
linkage appears in a tradition quoted by al-HadI to establish the ZaydI doc-
_trine of the imamate. Here the Prophetstates: “Whoever of my descendants
(min dhurriveati) commands right and forbids wrong is God’s caliph on
His carth . . ¥

The narrative of the career of al-Hadi in founding the Zavdi imamate in
the Yemen is accordingly one in which forbidding wrong figures promu-
nentiv.** The duty is central to the enterprise in which he is engaged: it is
onc of the things he does when he first cails people to his cause,* just as it
s part of what the true “Alid does when he unsheathes his sword and

e

0 Spe ol-HadT 13 *1-Haqq (d. 298 /911), Kitab filii ma rifac Adal, in “Umdira, Rasa’yl, 2:83

4t Ihid., 83.15. Cf the Zavdi use of @3:104 as a proof-text for the imamare noted by Landau-

Tasscron {“Zaydf imams®, 255 1, 36}, and the similar appeal to Q3:110 art the end of the

refutation of the Rawifid ascribed to Qisim ibn Ibrdbim (see the quotation in R

Strothmann, Das Staazsrecht der Zaidiren, Strasburg 1912, 42 n. 1; for the ascription of

the work, sce Madclung, Qfsim, 98¢8).

Sec al-Hadi, Kirah fili ma‘rifar Aliah, 86.8. This is a fine voking of Mu'tazilite dogmari¢

positions to Zaydi activism.

Ibid.. 83.2 (here al-Hadi immediately draws attention to the phrase min dburriyyasi, which
is not found in the Sunni verssion of the tradition, sce above, ch. 3, note 27); al-Hadi,

Abkns, 1:5035.22. The tradition was duly included by Qadi Sa'da (d. 646/1248L) in his

-collection of Prophetic wradidons transmitted by al-Hadi ( Durer ai-ahadith, cd. Y. ‘A, &l

Fadil, Beirnt 1979, 48.4, whence Crone and Hinds, Ged’s caliph, 98 n. 12, and Landau-

Tasscron, ‘Zavdl imams’, 255 n. 35). Swrothmann, who cited the tradition from

manuserpt, noted the marginal annotation of a reader: *“This is an explicit stipulation {rag)

of the imamate of the descendants of the Prophet (&l al-baye) (Seantsrecht, 43 and n. 2,

with the comment that this reader was ‘ein echter Zaidit™).

# A painfislly spurious tradizion has the Prophet predict the appearance i the Yemen of a
deseendant of his named Yahvi al-Hadi who would command right and forbid wrong, and
through whom God would bring lite to truth and death to falschood (al-Mansir Sharaf
al-Din iba Badr al-Din (d. 670/1271F.), Amwdr al-vagin, ms. London, Bridsh Library, Or.
3,868, f. 150a.4, cited in Landau-Tasseron, *Zaydl imams®, 255 n. 34; for this manuscript,
see Rieu, Supplement, 3311 no. 538},

4 <Al ibn Mubammad al-"AlawT {#. lare third/ninth century), Sirer al-Hid? ig °I-Hegy
Tabyd ibn al-Husavn, ed. S. Zakkir, np. 1972, 17.8; cf. also ibid,, 92.4, and van
Arendonk, Débezs, 135, In an extant written da'wa, al-Hadi stresses the obligations of
Jibdd and al-wur bi'l-ma‘rif (Da‘we, ms, London, Bridsh Library, Or. 3,798, f. 8532,
with a string of Koranic verses), and cails upon the addressee to join him in af-pur bi'l-
mavif (ihid., £ 88b.7, and cf. £. 89b.24; for this text, sce Ricu, Supplonent, 127-9 no.
206, item XXIV, and cf. van Arendonk, Débnts, 302£.). In all the passages cited from this
datra, we find the expanded form al-mmr 5i'f-anTiaf al-nkbar wa'l-naly ‘an ai-tazilinm
wa'l-munkar, as also at "Alawd, Sire, 2520
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10. THE ZAYDIS o 235
proclaims his imamate.*® It makes a simple meal of three buns and 2 little
condiment shared by al-HadI and one of his followers tantamount to a
banquet.*” It figures as a formal component of the allegiance done to al-
Hadi by those who follow or submit to him.* It is one of the most salient
roles of his governors® and emissaries.®® It appears as a duty of the people
atlarge, indeed of all believers.®! Itlies at the core of the enterprise in which
his band of followers is engaged.™ He tells the people of the lecalities that
join his stare 1o perform it.3® Few of these references have much to say
about concrete and pardcular wrongs;™* several have rich associations with
the tradition of “Alid insurrection against injustice.’® Likewise after his
death the absence of forbidding wrong, and the need for someone to
undertake it, figure prominently in the storv of the anarchy thar ensued.*

The same idiom remains prominent in the fater history of Zaydi state
formation. Thus forbidding wrong appears repeatedly as an activity char-
acteristic of (though far from confined to) imams and similar figures exer-
cising religiously validated political power. This is readily illustrated from
the annals of Caspian Zaydism. The imam al-Mu avvad Ahmad ibn a-
Husayn {d. 411,/1020)% 1ssued 2 call to his cause which deplored the
conditions of anarchy and oppression that had arisen; among tham he

o

Ibid., 29 4. By contrast, the stav-at-home ‘Alid prewenders fail 1o do it (6., 28.1, 2810,

the latrer from Zavd ibn ‘AlT). He likewise stresses the role of armed conflict in the per-

formance of the duty in 2 passage in his Mansilo (F. 55.3); most of the passage is quoted

in AL M. Zavd, Mu'sesilst al-Yosunn, San'd and Beirur 1981, 1801

¥ CAlawi, Sire, 37.3. :

48 Gee the rext of the form of allegiance, ibid., 117.9, and the accounts of the submission of
local rulers, fbed., 115.6, 207.35.

# See the text of his letter of appointment, 7bid., 45.1 (= van Arendonk, Débuss, 320.12, and

of. ibid., 1365 cf. also "Alawi, §Tra, 211.3. For particular instances, see 1044, 80.5,94.9,

115.16,211.16,212.17. 2149, 214.19, 341.7. In another such document, af-zm INE

maritfis a duty in which governors are to instruct their subjects (“AA7, London, Britsh

Library, ms, Or. 3,798, £ 179b.14, likewise using the expanded form; for this document,

which in now printed i Kaff, Munsakiab, 505-7. sce Rieu, Supplemens, 127-9 no. 206,

item XXOV, and van Arendonk, Débuts, 302 and n. 23,

‘Alawi, Sira, 115.10. CE also #5id., 298.10.

Ibid., 25.2 (and of, fbid., 24.12, ciing 3:104 and Q3:110). See also /844, 22.6, 123.4.

Ibid. 50.15,51.1. 35 Ibid., 211.12,214.12, and ¢f 32.6.

Cf. ibid.. 94.9 {mentoning unspecificd famalish), 115.6 (mendoning wineh, 115.13

{mcntioning a case of drunkenness); and sec van Arendonk, Déburs, 164,

Sce “Alawi. Sira, 22.6 (where al-amr bi'l-ma‘vif is associared with separating from the

oppressors and fghting the wicked on the side of just imams descended from Hasan and

Husayn}, 25.2 (associated with assistance to the imams — the caliphs descended trom the

prophets — and with 2 hard line against wicked and oppressive tyrants and those who follow

them), 29.4 {associared with the “Alid imam who unsheathes bis sword and plants his

standard).

e V. Madelung (ed.}, The St of Imdsn Abmad b Yalyst al-Ndgie H-Din Alh from Musalicn

al-Lalit's Kitdb Akbbér al-Zaydivre b 1-Yomas, Excrer 1990,7.1,7.16,8.11, 8.19; ¢f. 2lso

ibid., 46.20, 48.11, 62.17. This material derves from a contemporary source {sc¢

Madelung’s introduction, vE). The most interesting of these passages were drawn o my

attention from manuscript by Ella Landau-Tasscron. 3 See Madehung, Qving, 1771
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236 * THE MU'TAZILITES AND SHI'ITES

mentioned that the practitioners of the duty had become few and impo-
tent.®¥ He went on to call people to assist him in his enterprise, and to help
him in the task of forbidding wrong which he had undertaken.’® After his
death he was succeceded by his brother Abi Tilib al-Nagg (d.
424,/10321.),°° who continued to command right and forbid wrong in the
tradition of the family of the Propher till he died.®! Later, becween
472 /10791, and 490,/1097, there were in effect two imams, al-Hadi al-
Huqgaynr (d. 490,/1097) and Abt °I-Ridd ai-Kisumi {who died soon
after).%2 When the timely sabotage of a bridge prevented what might have
been an ugly encounter between their forces, they agreed to divide and
rule: one reigned in Davlaman, while the other (Kisumi) commanded right
and torbade wrong in Gil3n.® Nearly a century later — in the 560s,/1160s
- ‘Alf ibn Muhammad al-Ghaznawi, an ‘Alid from Ghazna, set up in Gilin,
though without claiming to be a full imam;®* he established right and took
action against wrongs.®® As late as the second half of the eighth /fourtcenth
century a descendant of his, “AlT ibn Amir Kivd Malag (d. 781,/13791),
was established as a fully fledged Zaydi imam:®® our account of his career
refers to forbidding wrong as a part of his role in such contexts as the duty
of the imam to reduce a fracdous local ruler o obedience,” and the forced
conversion of a conquered Isma‘Tli community to Zaydism. %

What is true of Caspian Zaydism is true also for irs Yemeni offshoot. The
trnam al-Manstir al-Qasim ibn “All al-"Tvant (d. 393/1003) sent out letters
reminding his subjects that the terms of their mutual ailegiance were the
Book of God and the normative practice (sunna) of His Prophet, which
include forbidding wrong and mutual help in performing it.% Two centu-
ries later the terms of alleglance to the imam al-Mansiir ‘Abdalizh ibn
Hamza (d. 614,/1217) included the Book of God, the normative pracdee

¥ Madelung, Arafic texts, 311.11.

5 Ibid., 314.2, quoting Q5:78 and- Q3:110; <. also 354.1

0 See Madelung, Qdsim, 178-82.

Madelung, Arabic zexes, 320.16. CE his own statement of the dutics of the imam in his

Talrir, apud Strothmann, Staatsechr, 103 4. 2 Sce Madelung, Qasin, 2081

%% Madelung, Arebic toves, 145.5. Cf. also ibid., 151.15, 332.5 (on the fate of Kisumi's wine-

bibbing son). & Madelung, Qdsim, 2171

Madelung, Arabic texes, 159.2 (agidmea -mavif wa-azdle l-manikir). The rext goes on

to remark that he was a Zavdi in usirf and frzrn”.

8¢ Ihid., 12f. of the inroduction, cidng Zahir al-Din Mar‘ashi {ninth/fiftecnth cenmry),
Tarilkh-i GUlan wa Dayigmistan, od. M. Suthida, Tehran 1347 sh., 41.8.

%7 Ibid., 55.18. It is also mentioned as the duty of such a ruler and his followers on submis-

sion to the imam (ibid., 34.17).

Mar‘ashi, Terikh, 67.18. The conquest itscif Is presenred s a consequence of the dury of

the ‘people of [slam’ to see that af-amr #i'l-mavifis carricd out {ibid., 66.12).

“ Husavn ibn Ahmad ibn Ya'qab (#. later fourth/tenth century), Straz al-imam af-Mansir
bi'lldh, ms. London, British Library, Or. 3,816, £ 402.8 (for the distibution of the letter,
see ihid., £ 382.3 ) and ¢f. also ilid., . 425.3, 57b.12, and ¢f. 1112.13, 1124.20. For this
manuscript, see Ricu, Supplemecnt, 328 no. 532
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of His Prophet, and forbidding wrong.”® Another four centuries take us to
the time of the imam al-Manshr al-Qasim ibn Mubammad (d. 1029 ,/1620),
who wrote a letter calling people to his cause in which the rhetoric of for-
bidding wrong is as conspicuous as ever.” At the same time the language
retains its old formulaic quality. Even after so many centuries, we have lirde
sense that this Zayd? tradigon of forbidding wrong implied a concrete and
practical programme of moral reform. In marked contrast to what we saw
in the case of the laver Sa’tdi state, we have here little more than a barner
under which an “Alid can rebel, establish a state, and maintain his power,

4. THE ZAYDI LEGAL TRADITION

There was, of course, more to Zaydism than this inflammarory brand of
religious politics. As we have seen, forbidding wrong was also a duty of the
individual Zaydt believer, and itis regularly treated as such in legal works.”?
A good deal of what the scholars have to say here is Mu'tazilite, or heavily
influenced by Mu'tazilism, as will be scen in the next section. But as might
be expecred, there is much in the legal tradidion that scems to be indepen-
dent of Mu'tazilite sources. We can best approach this material through a
work on the legal doctrine of the imam al-Muayvad Almad ibn ai-Husavn
(d. 411/1020) pur rogether by his disciple Abt “[-Qasim al-Hawsami.

Althrough al-Mu’avvad was a Mu'tazilite,”? it hardly shows in the part of
the work that concerns us. In what follows I shall reproduce the substance
of his treatment,”™ respecting the order of topics found in it.

7 The wording of the bavi is quoted in Muballl (d, 652,/12548), al-Haddig alpardiven,

ms. London, Britsh Library, Or. 3,786, f 167a.7 (for this manuscript, see Rieu,

Suppicimene, 329 no. 534).

This incomplete dawa is found in Jurmizd {d. 1077/1667), al-Nubdha al-unosiio, ns.

London, British Library, Or. 3,329, ff. 52b—54a (= 83-90 in the published facsimile, np.

n.d); note the borrowing at £ 332.20 (= 89.23) of some of the rousing language of the

long activist tradition mentioned above, note 11, For this manuseript, sce Rico.

Suppleneenr, 3361 no. 543,

72 The Zaydis are like the Im3mis, and unlike the Sunnis, in including discussion of al-zur

G- eaf in their taw-books. But the two Shifite sccts ditfer with regard to the location

of the topic in the law-book: whereas the Imamis place it in the Limdd al-fibad, which nor-

mally follows the discussion of the rites of pilgrimage, the Zavds rreat it in their birdh a/-

sivar, which includes both jibdd and the imamare, and is placed at the end of the aw-book.

For more details on the Imami practice, see below, ¢h. 11, note 2.

See Madelang, Qdsm, 177,

™ Viz. al-Me'avvad Alimad ibn al-Husave {d. 41171020}, [fids, ms. London, Briusk
Library, Or. 4,031, 4T, 83.19-81b.9 {for this manuscrprt sce Ricu, Supplenent, 216£ no.
338). I have also consulted a Berlin manuscripe of the work and made use of it readings
where [ ohad diffienlty with the London manuscript (ms, Berlin, Glaser 188,
12a.16-13a.1: for this manuseript, see Ahlwarde, Vermerelniss, £:29280 no. £,.878, item I
bur uhless otherwise indicated, miv references are to the London manuscript. [ have also
made seme use of the parallel passages and further macerials found in "AlT ibnal-Husavn,
Lisan' (1. 220b-223a.
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SHIITES

The account opens with a general statement about the manner of taking

action against wrongs (kayfivvar izdlat al-munkar). Whoever has good
reason to think that he is able to do so has a duty to proceed against wrong.
If words suffice, he should not resort to biows; but if neither words nor
blows are enough, he can escalate further as the situation requires, sincc
the sole object is to eliminate the wrong.” This formulation is quite likely
to derive from a Mutazilite source, but it does not have o Utritsh had

said much the same.
With these gencralities out of the way, the account turns to detail. There

76

is no overall structure; the following topics are addressed in succession:

1

=
ul

%
=

Smashing offending objects: With regard to objects used in wrongtul
acrivities — mandolins and the like — a distinction is made between those
normally uscd for illicit purposes (even if a licit use is possible) and those
used for both licit and illicit purposes {such as cups and bottles}. Objects
in the first category are to be smashed,”” and the bits returned to the
owner; those in the second are not to be smashed.”

Denling with wine: The basic techniques for dealing with wine or the
like are to pour it out or to put into it something such as dung (sargin
aw ‘adbira) which will render it unfit for consumption.”” However,
dung {zibd) — or sand (rami)? — is not to be put into amphorae (dinan)
because of the inconvenience (#z#6) this gives rise t0.%® If you sec 2
man carrying a jar with wine in it, you pour it out; if the jar mnnm broken
in the process, you are — rather surprisingly = lable for its cost.™ If the

Muayvad, Ifida,
ence e killing.

Scc above, 230. That we arc not in a Sunni milicu is underlined by the absence of anv
mention of performance in the heart, and perhaps by the implicit avthorisation of recourse

EC arms.

£ 80b.20; ¢f. “All ibn al-Husayn, Lema’, £ 220b.10, with explicit refer-

For the uncompromising Zaydi attitude to musical instruments, compare the view of

Usriish in Serjeant, ‘A Zaidl manual of hisbah’, 17.7, and cf. below, note 124.
Mu'ayvad, Ifida, £ 80b.22. Authority for such smashing is found in the Keranic account
of Abraham’s treatment of the idols of his people (Q21:58), and in an ancedote about the
harsh reaction of “All to some chess-players he encountered. The ancedote about *Alf is
quoted from al-Hidi, Abkdn, 1:555.1; for the severe Zaydi auitude to chess, sce also
Scrjeant, ‘A Zaidl manual of hisbah™, 17. 1 (where a version of the same ancedote follows).
A later Zaydi source states that objects in the second category may be broken only by the
suthorities {alil al-widvas) (Tbn Mifidh, Muntaza®, $:589. ov For the smashing of { offend-
ing objects in Ibn Hanbal's responsa, compare u@o, ¢, ch. 5, note 99; and <f. ch. 7, notes
28f

A larer source also names urine as a possibie additive (#0id., 4:587.23, in the scholia).
The readings sib/ and ramd are those of the London and Berlin manuscripts mennncn:,.«
the an.wnr:a inthe ﬁﬁm:& passage in “AR ibn al- Husavn’s Luwrs “is ambiguous (£, 221a.19),
while in Su° avtid's Thig it is clearly rami(f. 391a.24). We may perhaps have to do with
Caspian realia which were already ebscurc to Yemeni copyists.

In the Jfdda mention is made of the contrary opmion of the Hanall Abt Yisuf {(d.

w2
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onlv way to pour out the wine is to break the jar, vou may do so
subjcct to compensation. If you do not know for sure that there is win
in the jar, but have good reasen to think there is, vou must ?.Ononmw
if afterwards it turns out that you were , you are Hable for
compensaton.S?

Wrong

Entering o home: When vou hear the sound of music — such as singing
or the noise of musical instruments — coming from inside a home {447},
and recognise (the signs of') wine-drinking, it is your duty to enter the
home. Likewise if vou know (or just have good reason to think) that
there is wine there, vou must go in and pour it our.®?

Turning in a drunk: On the other hand, if vou come across a drunk, you
have no duty to turn him over {raf") to the authorities {fakim). You
should keep the matter quiet, and counsel him.®

Unjust rulers: When a reprobate ruler (swltdn fasig) calls people to
establish right and eliminate wrong, the Muslims may not assist him.
However, it is permissible to seek his help in forbidding wrong. If one
thinks that by addressing oneself oraily or
{(mkaghailiby one may be able to persuade him to release someone he
has wrongfully imprisoned, or the like, one should do so. What if there
are two unjust rulers (zd/man), one worse than the other, and the less
bad secks the help of the Muslims against his rival, and the Maslims in
question have rcason to believe that their help will be cffecuve in
getting rid of the worse ruler, and chat the less bad one will expend the
taxes he collects from the Muslis
The answer 1s that it 1s sull :ﬁnﬁ.ﬁwm&@wo to assist the icss bad ruler in
illegal. Cn the other

in wrigng to an unjust ruler

15 in ways advantageous to the faith?
any wrongdoing, and the taxes he collect

182/798) (al-Mu’ayyad had studied Hanaff law, see Madclung, .@Er:. 177, and cf. w.\.ﬁz
cf. also the position mentioned in 2 scholion to the EEFW passage in “Ali ibn al-Husavn
Lusza®(f. 221a.15) that there is no duty ro pour out wine when this would fead to {the
obligation ro pay) compensadon, and the view of Utriish cited above, note 24,
Muayvad, Ifida, £ 81a.1. For the treatment of vesscls containing wine in Ibn Hanbai®
responsa, see above, ch, 3, notes 101 for the question of compensation, sce ch. 3. not
99 and cf. ch. 6, note 33; for the problem of uncertainty, of. ch. 5, notes 143, 148.
Ibid.. . 81a.8. For the view of Utrlish, sce sbove, 230; and cf. SuaydrT. T g, £ 3912.20
“Alfibn al-Husavn, Liema’ £ 2212.8. Confronted w ith the ﬁ..owr....z of the sound of masic.
Ibn Hanbal savs one m:o&a reprove the offenders, but be does not say that one shouid
push one’s way in (sec his responsum cited above, ch. 5, note 63; <F also ¢h. 6, note 321,
Ihid.. £ $1a.10. CF. the view of al-Mu'aynyad run if one has a neighbour who gives one
trouble, and one knows thart if one hands him over to the ruler e will barm him {1n some

&
<

untawfu! way), onc may not involve the ruler (AIT ibn al-Husavn, Lana’ £ 222013, 10
the scholion: also Su‘avtrd, T Tig £ 3911.26, and Tbn Mifidh, Mraseza’ 4:092.15,in the
scholia). For the problem of involving che suthorities as dealr with in Tbn Hanbal's

responsa, see above, ch. 5, 90, 102£; and f. ¢h. 4, now 268.
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240 ¢ THE MU‘TAZILITES AND SHI'ITES

hand, {cooperating with him with a view to) eliminating the worse ruler
is permissible, indeed obligatory.®

6 Condnct of bays: Boys must be prevented from wearing silk, golden rings,
anklets or earrings, and from drinking wine and the like.®

7 Errors in Korans: If vou find 2 mistake in someone else’s Koran, vou
must erase it. If, however, vou would damage the Koran, whereas
someone more skilful than vou could erase the mistake without such
damage, vou are not obliged to act.”

8 Conduct of women: When women speak up (idbi azharna kalimabunna),
they are not to be forbidden or rebuked. This point is supported from
cases of women at the beginning of Islam who spoke to men, transmit-
ted what they had seen and heard from the Prophet, or even gave legal
opinions.®® You do have a duty against a woman who makes a habit of so
raising her voice when declaiming poetry or singing that she can be heard
outside her home (min ward’ al-dir). How could this be permirred,
when it is disapproved of for a woman to recite even the call to prayer
because she would have to raise her voice to do so?®

9 Minstrels: Finally, two points are made about minstrels. First, the ques-
tion is raised of an otherwise virtuous and pious Muslim who listens to
minstrels (gawwalin) and enjovs their melodies. The answer is that this
is to be considered a sin, and the man a sinner. Second, suppose thatr a
male and a female minstre! inside a home are singing amorous verses in
a manner that is liable ro excite someone outside it; do the Muslims have
a duty to stop them? The answer is that they do.”

As already indicated, there is not much in this account that evokes either
Mu‘tazilite scholasticism or ZaydT activism — though the opening statement

@
w

Mu'ayyad, Ifida, f. 812,11, Note alsc the view that when confronting the wicked {fissag)
without an imam, the Musiims may appoint someone to discipline the malefactors, and
turn the matter over to him (“Alf ibn al-Husavn, Lasza®, £ 22126}

8¢ Mu'ayvad, Ifida, £ 81a.20, However, beating, wounding, and killing are not admissible
in such a context, though they may be required to deal with bovs whose actions harm
others, as in cascs of arson (Alf ibn al-Husayn, Lima®, £, 221a.2). The prohibidon of
beating docs not. of course, apply to the boy’s legal guardian (wef7) (Su'aytirl, Ta'lig,
£ 391a.15).

Murayyad, Ifida, £. 812.22. For the point about the more skilful eraser, compare Ibn
Miftzh, Munsase’, £:588.7. In "Al ibn al-Husavn’s Luma “we also find provisions regard-
ing books of zindigs and anthropomerphists: these may be burnt and compensation paid
to the owner, or, better, (the offending passages) may be dealt with by blacking out
{raswid) and the expurgated books returned to the owner (£ 221b.5). In the scholia to
the Muntaza®, the werm faswid is glossed rams, 1.¢. oblterarion (4:588.24).

8% Mu'avyvad, Ifida, f. 81a.24. We can take it that what is problematic about women speak-
ing up is the temptation {fifna) it may give rise to for men {cf. Suaydrd, Ta 7y, £ 391225}
Note that no mention is made of women performing al-aner bi'l-maritf,

Mu’avvad, Ifida. £ S1b.1. M Jhid. f. 81b.4.
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could be an example of the first, and item (5) of the second. Whar it offers
is rather the kind of detailed guidance on the everyday practicalities of the
duty that we found in the responsa of Ibn Hanbal”! There is the same
simple menu, predominantly wine and music. Several of the main themes
are shared: breaking instruments and vessels, pouring out or spoiling wine,
and the probiems raised by uncertainty and liability for compensation.
There is, of course, no identty of views on the finer points. The Zaydis seem
less inclined to smash vessels than the Hanbalives, but harsher in their choice
of pollutant — dung rather than salt — for spoiling wine.”® There are also
topics considered in our Zavdi text which are not covered by Ibn Hanbal,
such as mistakes in Korans. But it is striking that two legal traditions with
such different political atdrudes should agree in thelr negative view of
turning in a drunk to the authorites,”® and the overall similarity in the char-
acter of the matedal is unimistakable.

That this material represents for the most part a2 Zaydl legal tradition
distinct from Mu'tazilism is confirmed by the weatment of forbidding
wrong given by a follower of al-Mu’ayyad more distinguished than Aba
’1-Qasim al-Hawsami, namely the “Alld Muwaffaq al-Shajut (first half of
the fifth /eleventh century).”® His account falls into two main parts. The
first is 2 thoroughiy Mu‘tazilite analysis comparable in coverage, style and
doctrine to Minkdim’s.®® The sccond is more practical in scope, and
deals with questions relating to musical inscruments, amphorae, blasphe-
mous books (kutul al-ilhid), Biblical wexts, tovs, images, chess, back-
gammon, liquor of contested status, vesscls of gold and silver and the
like.” The teatment is somewhat more theoretical than thar of 2l
Mu’avvad, but broadly similar. Now in this part of his account Muwafiaq,
anlike al-Muw’ayyad, cites numerous authorities. He once cites a2 Mu'tazi-
lite,”” and quite often makes reference to Sunni views.” But overall, his
pattern of citation places him firmiy in the Zaydf legal tradition.”” Wha
is true for Muwattaq is likely to be true also for al-Mu'ayyad. The roots

9 Cf. above, notes 78, 82—,

2 For the views of 1bn Hanbal on thesc points, scc above, ch. 5, notes 101E

95 See above, note 84, 9+ For this scholar, see Madelung, Qs 182, 1831

% Muwaffaq, [idea, 1. 1350.3-138b.25. The only authoritics named are Abl "AT and Abt
Hashim (#6id., tf. 135b.8, 136a.6, 1372.6}.

¥ Ifid., ff. 141a.4-144b 13, The intervening passage deals with duoress {#krdf).

* Ibid., f. 1419, citing Abi Aff (sce above, ¢h. 9, note 283,

9 See, for example, ibid., {2 141a.8 (Shiffire doctrine), £. 141210 (a view of AbG Hanifa},
and ¢f. £, 143b.19 (an action of “Umar).

9 See, for example, ibid., £ 141a.19 (citng an action of the Amir al-Mu'minin - i
with the comment chat his actions and words are definitive proot for us), 141b.16 (citing
the consensus of the Prophet’s family {fmd " alif af-broys) as indefeasibie), 141a.13 (<
Qasint ibn [brAkim in the Masi’il of Navrisi), 141a.7 {citing Yabhyd ibn af-Flu i
Hadt. For Nayris? (third /niath contury), see Madclung, Qdsm, 133, 160,
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242 o THE MU'TAZILITES AND SHI'ITES

of this legal tradition doubtless go back to the early evolution of Zaydism
in Kafa.

We have thus identified the two major components of the properly Zaydi
heritage with respect to forbidding wrong: a politcal activism which is
unmistakably Zaydi, and a legalistic tradition which is presumably so. Apart
from their common Zavdl origin, they have little intrinsic connection to

-each other. Alongside these components, as we have already seen in the
case of Muwaffag al-Shajari, we find a scholastic docrrine of the duty which
is manifestly Mu‘tazilite.

5. THE ZAYDI~MU'TAZILITE SYMBIOSIS

Probably the best-known Zaydi Mu‘tazilite is the Yemeni Ibn al-Murtada
(d. 840 /1437), whose writings became standard works and attracted much
attention from later commentators.!® As he explains in cne of them, for-
bidding wrong is a topic that receives double coverage.!%! It is treated once
under the rubric of theology ( %m al-kaldm) — the basic principles of the
faich { nssel al-din), knowledge of which is incumbent on every legally com-
petent Muslim; he observes that any comprehensive Zaydi or Mu'tazilite
work in the ficld includes it. And it is discussed again in the exposition of
substantive law { %m al-fura).'" When Ibn ai-Murtadi treats the subject
himsclf in the theological context, his account is solidly Mu‘tazilite.!% By
contrast, when he treats it in the legal context, he mixes Mu'‘tazilite scho-
lasticism with a legal tradition close to that of al-Mu’ayyad. No systematic
account of his theological treatment of the duty is called for; what he has
to say fails squarely within the tradition of *Abd al-Jabbar with which we are
already familiar.}%* The following survey will therefore concentrate on the
mixture found in his legal works, which is typical for what I have called the
Zaydi~-Mu'tazilite symbiosis.

Ibn al-Murtada includes a brief, highly concentrated treatment of for-
bidding wrong at the end of an epitome of Zaydi law which he composed
during his years in prison following an unsuccesstul imamate.*®® This terse

W For the biography of ibn al-Murtadd, sce Shawkant (d. 1250,/1834), al-Budr al-ali',
Cairo 1348, 1:122-6. In what follows I leave aside his Trbagdr al-Mrn'tazila. He there
refers only once to al-amr bi’{-ma Tif, statng that its obligatoriness is one of the things
the Mu‘razilites agree on { Tabagdr, 8.10). 101 Thp al-Murtad, Durar, £ 240b.9.

192 Cf, above, note 72.

103 Thid fF 2400b.8-244b.15;¢L also the very bricf coverage in Ibn al-Murtada, Qa/a’id, 1491

104 Gee above, ch. 9, section 3. There is no sign of influcnee from the school of AbD °l-

Husayn, except on one peint (cf. below, notes 1190, 112). [ shall include a few points of

interest from the Durarin the notes to what follows.

Ibnal-Murcada {d. 840,/1437), Azhdr, cd. §. Masd, Beirue 1975, 525-31 {the cditor gives

e dtle as “Thiin al-Azbir o include his own footmoted commentary). The work was a
standard textbook of Zaydi law for students (Shawkani (d. 1250/1834), al-Smyl alyarrar,

EO:

o
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statement of his views can be filled out from the account he gives in a much
larger work on comparative law.!% To convey a sense of the character of
the material, T shall follow the text of the epitome, with parenthetical
expansions from the larger work. .

Ibn al-Murtada’s opening lines!™ are considerably more elaborate than
the introductory statement of al-Mu'ayvad’s account,'® but he leaves aside
such theoretical questions as the basis of the obligation in revelation,
whether the duty is alse grounded in reason, and whether it is individual or
collective. {In the larger work he touches on the first point, but not on the
others. 1% He doces, however, attend to the practical matter of the condi-
tions of obligation: rather than mentioning only the ability 1o camry oftf the
task, as al-Mu’ayvad does, he works in four of the five standard conditions.
{In the larger work he sets our the full schema of five conditions, which are
essentially those of Mankdim; but the order is not the same, and on¢ con-
dition is slightly different. }110 He also specifies that every legally competen

ed. M. I. Zavid, Beirur 1985, 1:3.7). The writing Is so dense that, taken on its own, mach
of it would be unintelfigible. T have also used the standard commentary on the Asidr by
Ibn Mittih (Muasasa’, 4:382-97, with numerous scholia reproduced at the faot of the
page; it is stared on the ttle-page thae the copy from which the text was printed derives
from one that had belonged o ShawkinT). Shawkint describes this commentary as that on
which students refied down to his own day (Badr, 1:394.16); as he remnarks, the work is
an abridgement of a larger commentary writcen by Ibn al-Murrada himselt {2044, 394,19 ).
The scholiz are rich in detail culled from a variery of Zayd] sources. Among other things,
they raise a very practical question whicl: I have not seen discussed clsewhere: how exacdy
is one’s obligation to right a wrong affected by the physical distance intervening bepween
oncseifand it? {Ibn Mifidh, Munmza® 4:5382.21, and £ 583.20, 383.20; an idea advanced
in the first passage is thar the ebligation is extinguished bevond o one-mile radius)

W6 (pn al-Muornadi, Bedr, 5:464-8 (cited in Madelung, “Amr be ma'tif, 993h). This
account incorporazes a good many passages from the Asiir, but changes their order, adds
much new material, and mives divergent opimoens with arrribution.

107 b al-Murtadd, Ashar, 529.15. 10 F above, 238,

109 Thn al-Murtdi, Babr, 5:464.10. In the Durwr he deals adequately «ith the first Tvo ques-
tions (f. 2412.25,241b.13), but on the third he merely quotes a starement diat alf who con-
sider al-nmr bil-maif obhgatory hold it 1o be a collective obligation (i, 241b.11).
With Najari (d. 877 /1473), by contrast, we fave clear statements thatitis a coliecuve dusy
(sce his Shafi al-alil cd. A "A A al-Shimi, San'd and Beirue 1987, 1:422.2 and the cita-
tion from his commentary to the intreductory books of the Balrin Swrotdumani, Sraarsveddi,
92 1. 5, stating that the Zavdis and Mu‘tazilizes agree on this poing). The Muntaza®is sim-
itarly explicit (1bn Miftih, Muntasa®, £:3582.8). Sce also above, ¢h. 9, note 101,

10 Ty al-Murtadd, Bedr, 5:465.4, The fifth condidon is that one must know, or at least
think, that if onc takes no action, the wrong will happen (#bid.. 466.2). In the D,
where the order is different again, the corresponding condiden requires that the rightox
wrong in question should not already be past {lanz o nrdy (£, 2422.13). With regard to
the condition that proceeding shouid not tcad to {worse) side-effects, Lbn al-Murradd
lxere notes an uausual contrary view: if the offender reacts by doing something worse, ihe
entire responsibiity is his (bid., [ 242b.9). It should be added thar there is no wade m
any of [bn al-Murtadd’s accounts of Abi “I-Husayn’s distinctive approach to the condi-
tions (¢, above, ch. 9, 22283, In his Lumea | "All ibo al-Husayn introduces hig brief state-
ment of the conditions by making a distaction between those that must be s oG ter
it to be good to procecd, and those that must hold for it to be obligatory: bur he then
goces on to st the usual five conditions (£ 2202.5; similarly Muhall, ‘Unida, 298.13).
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244 ¢ THE MU TAZILITES AND SHIITES

Muslim is subject to the obligation,'!! slips in a statement that when the
conditions {which ones?} are not sadsfied iv is usually bad to proceed,!t?
makes the usual point about tolerating the divergences of rival law-
schools,H? and restricts taking action against a minor who s not in one’s
charge!™* — all this in just over five lines. He further states that escalation
may extend to killing.'*® {In the larger work he charts a more elaborate esca-
lation: admonition, insult, smashing up musical instruments, clubbing
people with sticks, confronting them with arms — but in the public interest
he reserves the gathering of an army (jaysh) to the imam. ' So far, then,
almost all of what Ibn al-Murtadz has to sav is in the Mu'razilite wadidon.

Then follows a passage similar in content ro al-Mu’ayvad’s guidance on

e

In the scholia to the hﬁmxguan we find the view that the infide] too is obligated {Ibn
Mifiah, Munrasa®, $:582.14; ¢f. above, ch. 9, note 147}

Tbo al-Murtada roqu&rww w:ﬁmo_»,mb his fuller discussions of the question whether, it the
obligation is voided by danger, it is still good to proceed. In the Ba/jrhe takes the usual
view that it depends on whether such action would be for the greater glory of the faids,
though he also quotes the contracy view of Yahyd ibn Hamza (d. 749,/1348£), widh cita-
don of Q9:111 { Balbr, 5:465.14). In the Durar, however, Ibn al-Murradi rejects the view
that onc may distinguish those cases in which the grearer glory of the faith conics into
play from those in which it docs not (£ 2422.25 ), The latter, ualike the tormer, aligns him
with Yahvi ibn Hamza on the side of Abf “FHusayn against ‘Abd al-Jabbir (cfl above,
ch. 9, note 74; note, however, that Yahyvd ibn Hamza docs not cite Q9:111 in his discus-
sion of danger to oneself in his SHdmwd). In the Munzaza® the view is raised (and rejecred)
that it might be good to proceed even when one lacks actual knowledge of the faw {Ibn
Mifgih, Muntaze', 4:383.7; slso Su'avurd, M;hﬁn} f. 390a.27).

Cf.above, ¢h. 9,214 In Er Balrr he mentions a view of Yalva ibn Hamza that the pmam
is exempr from this restriction. but indicates doubt sbout this (Babr, 5:466.12: «f. also
*AN ibn al-Husavn, Lima’, £ 220b.14 and the schofion thereto, and Su'aveid, Ta7ig, £
391a.9); however, this view does not appear in the discussion of the relevance of dis-
agreement among law-schools in Yahyd ibn Hamezas Shamsd (£ 184a.21). In the
Muntaza“consideration is given to such contentious mareers as exposure of the knee (ibn
Mifiah, Muntasa®, 4:585.5) and the procedure to be adopted it one does not know the
law-school of the putative offender (i6id., 586.2); a scholion excludes tolerance in matters
on which there is consensus among the 2l al-0ayt, such as drinking mrthalinnly and
singing (rbid., 585.28; for muthallath, sce above, ch. 9, notes 92£). Su'aytird {or his
source) states that those who hold that every mutjrabid is right {kuil mugtaiid musil) are
in fvour of tolerance, whereas those who hold that truth is one (al-Jagg walid) arc
against it (TaTzg, £ 391a.13).

The text runs: wa-d ghaye wali ol sealir bi'l-idrar illd ‘an idrar, which sums up all the
main points made in earlier discussions (sce above, note 86}, Elsewhere Ibn al-Murtads
includes lunates in the analvsis (Bafy, 3:466.13); Ibn Miftdh extends it to animals
{Muntaze®, 4:586.9). Sce also “AK ibn al-Husayn, Lrema’, £ 221a.6, in the scholion;
above, ¢l 9, note 149.

Elsewhere Ibn al-Murtadd contrasts the posidve attitude of the Mu‘tazilites rowards the
use of the sword in al-guer Gi'-ma rif with the negative view of the Hashwivva and the
Imimi view thar the presence of the bmam is required (Qali’id, 149.3; Durar, L
2412.20). In the Munzasa®a distincton is made: individuoals may kill in &ukdr ad-muniar,
but only the authorities may do so in al-amr bl-ma‘rif{ibid., 583.2;and of “Al iba al-
Husavn, Lema® 1 220b.13).

Ibn al-Murtadd, Babr, 3:466.8. Fe notes the conteary view of Ghazzili {for which see below,
ch. 16, 441}, In fact Ghazzali's sccount - at one remove — lies behind the whole ser of esca-
farory stages {sec below, ch. 16, 438-41). The intermediary scurce <an be identtied as a
work of “Yahva ibn Hamza { Tasfvae al-gulid, Cairo 1988, .EOIf See below, 246.
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practicalitics, though it adds to it here and there.’™ Thus Ibn al-Murtada
allows uninvited entry when there is good reasen to believe that @ wrong
is being committed.'!® {In the larger work he rules out spying on people
quoting Q49:12; the duty applies to what is out in the open.jH® He goes
on to pouring out what is suspected to be wine,*% subject to compensa-
tion in the event of error.’?! There is a new provision thar one should
correct errors that affect the sense in works of religious guidance,!** but
the rreatment prescribed for books containing unbelief is familiar.
Likewise musical instruments not normally used for any other purpose are
1o be smashed or ripped, subject to the return of the pieces to the extent
that they retain any value, unless they are withheld by wav of punish-
ment.'#* He then treats decorative art {(where the problem begins with
free-standing images of whole animals) and slander.’*® {In the larger work
a long list of wrongs against which action should be taken is inserte
divided according to context.}'?® The next topic is the question of E;rmﬂ
rulers. It is obligatory to assist an oppressor (g@{in) in cstablishing a right
or eliminating a wrong, and to aid the me bad against the worse oppres-

123

sor, provided this does not stengthen him In his oppression. 7 Finally Thn

by

N7 T al-Murtadi, Azbdr, 530.7; of. above, 23840,
1S CF above, 239 item (3Y In the Babr this is given as the view-ofUrriish (sce above, noze
23), Shawkan? in his commentary on the Ashdr puts forward thi view that actual knowl-
edge is required here, but then in effect takes it back (Sa3d, 4:591.6). In both works Ibn
al- Z::pnf adds that one should enter even an unlawfully possessed property {Azldr,
530.7, Babr, 3:466.7); in other words, the duty overrides respect for the rights of the mue
CWNCL. WY Ihid., 466.5
hawkani again ?n_EnQ pnmE knowledge (S, 4:591.13). Foran ex
plexities of “the law of vinegar, sce Ibn Miftaly, Muntaza’, wm A0
12 CF above, 2385 item (2)
122 1n the scholia to the Muuirsa’, some doubt is néﬂn&na on this point other than in cases
where the legal starus (lawtul, forbidden, ¢te.} of an acdon s at stake, or where e tex
in question is a Koran {zbid., 588.18).
Cf. above, note 87.
124 O above, 238 item (1), The reference to punishmene (ngitbe) is out of place in
context of l-anir §i-na 1 Shawkial adds as a condition for return 1o the owner 1 at
it must not be possible to rease the picees in making 3 new instrument (Say, 4 383 .4).
For bricf statements of the Zavdl law of music, sce Ibn al-Murtadd, ma:‘ 3 w 275
{singing). 30.6 {instruments) {cired in Serjeant, *A Zaidi manual of hisbal', 17 n. 7
123 On thesc topics see also “All ibn af-Fusavn, Luma® 221b.3,2222.3
20 Thp al-Murtadi, Bebr, 5:466.15. The fi ramework and a good many oﬁ the examples derive
from GhazzilTs survey of common wrongs (for w hich sce below, <. 5, $42-G, again
through Yahviibn Hamza’s recension Cm%,. ,494-305). Thar Ibn ai-Murradd was using
the Tagive rather than the Iimd’ iwsclfis indicated by such agreements as the following:
{1} Ibn al-Murtada and Yah i

(position of the com-

Fal

both use the word dilddj in a context in which Ghazzlil
does not (Balr, 5:466.18; 9435 496.1; Jhvi’, 2:308.14); (2) Ton al-Murtadd and Yahvd
use the term dariva where Ghazzill does not (Balr, 5:466.20 Thsfive, $99.21; Ind’,
2:316.32).

¥ CF above, 239 item (5% This is nor a topic discussed in the m
dition on gl-gmr bi'f-maRf Yahed ibn Hamza briefly rosﬂrﬁf the question wh
those who hold illegitimate power (al-fiusag min unar 7 al-grdi wameli gl-jowst have a
duty to right wrongs (Shans, £ 185a.24), but even this is isolated,

roam Mu'tazilite wa-
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246 o THE MU‘TAZILITES AND SHIITES

al-Murtadz turns to reladons with the wicked in general. One can be on
friendly terms with a wicked man (f#sig) in the interests of the faith; more
than this is forbidden.?

In ali this there was little that was new, and little that would change for
some centuries to come. The only significant exception is some traces of an
encounter with the thought of Ghaz23li, from whom the escalatory schema
cited above ultimarely derives.!?? The encounter had in fact taken place a
century earlier; the Zaydi protagonist was the imam al-Mu’ ayyvad Yahyi iba
Hamza (d. 749 /1348£.), more familiar in this study as a Mu'tazilite in the
school of Abt ’l-Husavn.}3® Yahyd must have owed his knowledge of
GhazzalP’s Revival of the religions sciences to the Yemend Shafifites.'¥! One of
his books can fairly be described as a Zaydi receasion of this work of
Ghazzili,'3? and it includes an account of forbidding wrong abridged from
parts of Ghazz3lT’s treatment with some degree of modification.'® In the
case of the escalatory schema, Yahyd reproduces Ghazzall’s succession of
stages,'* including the gathering of armed supporters. But Yahyvi takes issue
with Ghazzzli on this last stage, adopting the position that such activity is
not for individuals, and endorsing this as the view of the Zaydi and Mu‘tazi-
lite authorities.?*® We are thus weated to a somewhat unusual spectacle: the
view of a Sunni scholar is rejected by a Zaydi imam as too activist. ' This,
in fact, is Yahv®s onlv serious challenge to Ghazzall’s doctrine of forbidding
wrong in this work.

But Yahva’s encounter with Ghazzili’s thought was not limired ro this
context.'® His account of forbidding wrong in his major theological

128 Tbn al-Murtadd, As#ar, 531.5. The discussion of unjust rulers clearly goes back to al-
Mu’ayvad, and thar of relations with the wicked has a precedent in his school {see the
treatment of interaction with a wicked neighbour quoted from & Ta%zy al-Ifzdn in “Al
ibn al-Flusavn, Lasa®, £ 222b.1). There is no treatment of these topics in the discussion
of al-pwmnr bi'l-ma’riif in the Babr. Shawkanl in his commentrary to the Ashdr makes a
series of points which considerably soften Ibn al-Murtada’s view {Saw, 4:601.3).

129 See above, note 116. 130 Eor Yahvi ibn Hamaza, see above, ¢h. 9, note 113,

131 See below, ch. 16, notes 160f., 184, 132 As noted in Hibshi, Masadir, 618 no. 13.

133 Yahyd ibo Hamza, Tagfiva, 484515, abridged from Ghazzali, Ind’, 2:280-5, 301-5,
307-26. Yahvi inserts occasional references to Zavdi doctrine on this point or that
{Tagfive, 494.1,495.5, 500.17-501.7 ) he customises Ghazzali's reterences to heretics so
that they now refer to predestunatonists and anthropomorphists (ifdd., 496.7, 503.9; cf.
Ihva’, 2:308.19, 312.15%; he omits the discussion of snow as a public nuisance {zbid.,
310.29, cf. Tagfye, 499.16); he makes an egregious prosopographical error wherchy be
presents Sufydn al-Thawrd (d. 161,/778) as a contemporary of the caliph al-Mu'tadid (r.
279-89/892-902) {ilid., 512.19; cf. Iind’, 2:325.29}); and so forth.

1% Yahvd ibn Hamza, Tasfiva, 490-4. 185 Jhid., 4941,

13 For Yahyvd’s understandable stress on the role of the imam in al-amr bi'l-me ‘rif, of. also

Tasfiva, 506.1, where he inserts a passage not found at fhvd’, 2:314.5. For DrpNNur ]

radical tendencies — unexpected in the Sunnism of his dav — sce below, ch. 16, 4£56f,

Hibshi notes a pamphlet of Yabyd's refuting Ghazzalt's lenient view of samd * (Masddir,

620 no. 360,

o;
1

(%)
i
~1

10. THE ZAYDIS =

treatise??® is lkewise influenced by Ghazzali. Here he introduces a
schema, central to Ghazzall's presenzation, in which forbidding wrong is
analysed in rerms of four basic clements (arkan). ¥ However, the sub-
stantive doctrine which Yahya presents within this framework differs from
Ghazzilf’s in some respects, most suikingly in excluding women and
slaves from performing the duty.*® Women are excluded for'owo reasons:
first, because of their frivolity and impotence; and second, because the law
does not give them authority {waldya) over themsclves, let alone over
such weighty matters.'*! Slaves are likewise excluded for two reasons: the
first is their low status in people’s eves, which renders them unsuitable t
undertake the duty; the second, omitred in cur text, should presumably
have been the same lack of authority that afflicts women.'#

If Yahva allowed Ghazz3ll to shape some of his discussion of forbidding
wrong in 2 major theological treatise, it is not unlikely that he did the same

in his major legal work;"*® but I do not have access to the relevant part of

it, if indeed it is extant.’** Be this as it may, the inrusion of Ghazzals
thought into the Zayd: heritage is significant. We see in it an early example
of a Sunni penetration of the sect that was to become increasingly perva-
sive with the passing of the centuries.

6. THE SUNNISATION OF ZAYDISM

Almost all the Zavdl material considered so far in this chaprer, whether
Mu‘tazilite or not, is consistent on two points. One is the absence of the

-
Yy

3 For the Shamil of Yahva iba Hamza, see above, ch. 9, note 115, There are explicit refer-
caces to Ghazzill in the work (as at #£. 35,19, 4b.20), but net in the discussion of al-amr
bi't-ma vAf

139 Ihid., £, 1852.4-185b.17; compare Ghazzdll, fina’, 2:285-303, for which sec below, ch.

16, 428¢. and the exposition that follows there. m.&w i does not .ﬁoﬁm Ghazzalls distinge-
tive fisha terminology, burt the equivalences are clear. His discussion is much less exren-
sive than Ghazzah’s.

150 Yahvd ibn Hamza, Shimil, £ 1832.7, speeifying thar the performer-of the duty nast be,

among other things, male and free. Note also Yahv®'s categorical exciusion of bovs :?m .

£, 185a.9; contrast below, ch. 16, 429). Likewise the ancmwoz of Islam as a prerequisice

for the performance of the dury {#674., £ 185a.19) owes nothing to Ghazzili's discussion
of tire issuc {scc below, ch, 16, 229£), and uses material from Ibn al-Malihim (scc above,
ch. 9, npote 139). Similarly the discussion of restraint of bovs from w1 ncrnaoﬁq Hm in the

Mu® ZNEP tradition TF& f. 185b.4; cf. above, ch. 9, mwm,p:a below, cihh. 16, £38).

Ibid., £, 1852.12. The view thar 2 woman possesses no authority over herself is no torvﬁ

rsrnn_ 10 the doctrine that only her guardian {wall) can give her in marriage; but I do not

have access to a statement of Yahyd ibn Hamza’s view on this point. 1 Thid. f185a.16.

13 For the Insisir of Yahva ibn Hamza, sec Hibsht, Masddir, 617 no. §. The full tde of the

work ds given there suggests that it may have served as a major source for Ibn al-Murtadi’s
Berfor.

¢ That it covered al-amr bi'l-ma'riafis confirmed by a later author’s citation (scc

note 146). Ibn al-Murtagdd twice cites views of Yahva which cannot be maken fr

Shansl {sce above, notes 1128 their most likely source is the fungdr,
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248 o THE MU'TAZILITES AND SHIITES

notion of performing the duty in the heart.'*® The other is the endorse-
ment of recourse to arms where necessary!* —a recourse which fits effort-
lessly into the long Zayd! tradition of rebellion against unjust rule. On both
points, Zavdism and Mu'tazilism were in accord.'*” However, the later
history of Yemeni Zaydism is marked by two parallel phenomena: the decay
of the Mu'tazilite traditdon,*® and the penetration of the sect by Sunni
traditionism.**® The result was that Zaydi conceptions of forbidding wrong

W In Zavdi texts carlier than those about to be discussed, I know of very few instances of

this idea. One is the vadition in the Majms* al-fg {(sce above, note 8, for this raditon
and a Sunni parallel; and cf. above, note 13, for what scems to be a Sunni tradition In a
Zaydl work). Another instance is found in 2 tract asceibed w Qasim ibn Ibribim (for the
ascription, see above, note 15). Here the discussion of al-awmer bi'lna risfin some ways
firs well into the Zavdi Mu'tazilite tradition: the author speaks positively of recourse to
the sword, and refers to the use of the tonguc as the minimal {adnd) form of the dury
(al-"Adl wa’l-tawlid, in “Umira, Ras’il, 1:130.18; something scems to be missing
betore bi-kadly. Then follows a reference o inkdr . . . 6i'1-galh, combined with determi-
nation o act once it becomes possible to do so {64, 130.20). The only other unusual
feature of this discussion is that reference is made to the duty to avoid offenders socially
(ébid., 130.15, 131.2; it is not presented as performance with the hearr). For wharever
reason, this theme is not usually inchaded in Zaydi or Mu'tazilite accounts of al-amr bi4-
ma'rif (for what might be a Mu'tazilite exception sce below, ch. 12, note 2063). Fora
third instance, see above, ¢h. 8, note 76, Note, however, that “Abdallib ibn al-Husan
{al-Hadf's brother) speaks of the duty as onc wo be carried out against offending Muslims
by hand and ronguce, according to onc’s ability ( Nasiki, £, hmuv 1) = with no Ermso: of
tie hicart. The idea is likewise abscnt from the scholia to Ibn Miftah's Muntaza”
Contrary opinions are rare, Su'ayvtird quotes from the Lusisdr (sc. of Yahvd ibn Hamza)
the view thar, when action against a wrong requires killing and fghting, this is for the
imams to undertake, and not for individual Muslims ( Tz 7ig, 1. 390b.31; <f. above, note
135, also abave, <l 9, note 23). Less sweeping qualifications are also found. Thus one
view is that, if what is at issuc is a matter of shar® (e.g. prayer) as opposed to ‘agf {c.g.
repayment of a debe), then under the rubrtic of al-zmer b'l-ma rif (as opposed to al-naly
‘an al-munkar) the use of the sword is restricted to the imam (see “Arnit, Sia, 349f., and
particularly the quotation from Najard, i0éd., 350.8). “Arif stares that this is a Zavdi posi-
tion upheld against rhe Mu'tazilite view. Sec also above, note 115.

With regard to recourse to arms, this agreement is pointed out by Najaid (sce the passage
quoted in Strothmann, Staassreche, 92 n. 5).

Madelung, Qdsim, 221. Imam al-Mansir af-Qdsim ibn Muhammad (d. 1029,/1620) sull
discusses al-amr b0l-ma‘rif in the old scholastic tradidion in his. al-Asds fi-‘aga’id al-
ghvas, ed. A N. Nadir, Beirue 1980, 176-8. He takes the unusual view that the prospee-
tive incthcacy of ene’s action does not dispense one from the obiigation to procecd {iéid.,
176.13); this is a view characreristic of Nawawi (d. 676,/1277), and could reficet Shif‘ite
influence (sce below, ch. 13, 352F.). He also transmits a subtle point I have not seen clse-
where: if, by the tme onc has reflected on the correct point in the escalatory sequence at
which to pitch one’s intervention, the wrong will already have been committed, then one
should act without reflection (#fid., 177.19). For Qasim’s Mu‘tazilism {and formal angi-
Mu'razilism}, scc Madelung, Qasine, 220,

An early representative of this tend is Ibn al-Murradi’s contemporary Ibn al-Wazir (d.
840 /1436), For example, he attacks such Zavdi Jadis/r collections as there were as worth-
less (al-Rawd al-bdsin fi l-dbabl ‘an sunnar Al I-Qdsim, Cairo n.d., 1:89.20), and asks
rheroricaliy how one can rely on them in preference 1o the works of the (Sunni) tradi-
tonists {#bid., 91.0). Shawkini remarks approvingly of him that he writes like Ibn Hazm
and Ibn Tavmivva, and not like his (Zavdl) contemporarics and successors (Badr,
2:91.16%; he takes his biographical entry on Ibn al-Wazir as an opportunity for a long
statement of his own Sunnising waditonist views {#&d., 83-90). Congast the dismissive
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were increasinglv assimilated to those of Sunni Islam. Most obviously, the
notion of performance in the heart became ever more commonplace, fol-
lowed eventually by the repudiation of rebellion against unjust rule.
Already in the tenth /sivteenth cenrary Bahrin al-Sa'dr (d. 957,/1550)
composed a work tracing the traditions quoted in Ibn al-Murtadi’s work
on comparative law to the classical Sunni collections.*®® He includes the
standard Sunn ‘three modes® tradition, with its reference to performance
in the heart as the minimal form of faith!>! — unnecessarily, since charac-
teristically Ibn al-Murtadd had not adduced it In the eleventh/seven-
treenth century, the Sunnising Magbalt (d. 1108 /16961.}%2 remarks thar,
in treating the subject of forbidding wrong in one of his works, he had
adorned his discussion with some seventy Prophetic traditions — most of
which can only have been Suant.’®® [n the twelfth /eighteenth century Ibn
al-Amir ai-Sanant {d. 1182 /1768), a well-known wadirionist who at one
point had some symparthy for the Wahhabis,!®* was able to take the idea of
performance in the heart for granted. He used it in a phifo-Wahhibt
pamphiet to refute the idea that a consensus established by silence legitim-
iscs the toleration of polytheistic practices among (supposed) Muslims
since the duty could be performed in the hearr, it followed that the silence

- of carlier authorities could not be read as consent.¥® He applicd the sam

argument in refuting the view that such a consensus validated the failure
of the Muslims to expel the Jews from the Yemen in accordance with the
Prophet’s instrucdons. '

nost of

attitude to Sunm Hadidh of ai-Mahdf al-Husayn ibn al-Qasim (d. 404,/1013€
the Dadith of this community { rmma) is noxious, hypocritical and fivolous®
Strothmany, ‘Die Literatur der Zaiditen™, 73},

150 Bohrin ab-Sa‘di (d. 957 /15503, gﬂa:ua‘c.:,uh?a:émn. printed at the foot of the page in Tba
_: Murtada, Bain

L gacd, Jarabie, 5:464.19, mentioning its ..Eunn?:.hrr in Musiim and clsewhere. For this
:Jm_zos see above, ¢h. 3, section L.

152 Shawkind regards Maqball as a man after his own heart: on the one hand an opponent of

tanfid. and on the other an enemy of the exireme ShT'ism of the Yemend “[artidivya” (Badr,

1:288.10, 289.5,291.10).

Magball (¢, 1108 /16968, al-Mandr ff T-aunkiedr, Beiruzand $an'Y’ 1988, 2:303.7. For

his dsc of Suani materials, compare his bruising discussion of the traditonal inchusion of

the Shitite fama ald hbavei “mmal in the Np, dt adbian (ibid., 1:145-7). Qasim .:,

Manslr, by contrast, still happily cites the consensus of the family of the Prophet ({fma’

al-Yera) {Asds, 177.16, 178,150,

15 See M. Cook, *On the origing of Wahhibism', Jonrnal of the Rovel Asiaric Seciery, scrics

3.2419923, 2008

:5 A-Amir al-San3nt (4. 1182/1768), Tathir al-i‘tigid ‘an adrin al-dbEd, cd. MUA

hatdfi, Caivoe 1954, 468, csp. 46.17, 47.2 (echoing the three modes waditon}, Forneg-
ative artitudes to the idea of consensus established by silence in wgfzl ai-figh, see H.
Modarressi Tabatabd’i, Kbardy (o Idamic faw, London 1983, 86.

56 [hpy al-Amir al-SanSat (d. 1182 /1768). Subul alsefdm, Beirut 1960-71, 1:62.20 (with
reference to the three modes, (bid., 62.28). He observes thae Iis argument is an origanal
one {£bin, 62.29).

ited In

—
P
o

o
o

I

T10Z2-40-ADN

=1

67

¥10°d



G10°d TYLOL

250 o THE MU TAZILITES AND SHIITES

The culminating figure in the Sunnisation of Zaydism was ShawkanT (d.
1250,/1834).% One of his works was a commentary on Ibn al-Murtada’s
epitome of Zaydr law.'®® When he reached the section on forbidding
wrong, he formally laid out the doctrine of the three modcs, and stressed
the Prophetic authority behind them.'™ Performance in the heart, he
noted, is an unobservable mental act.!%¢ A less formal appeal to the notion
occurred in his lifetime during a visit by a Sa'di embassy to San‘y’ in
1222-3/1807-8. The Sa‘tdf ambassador accused the Yemenis of unbelief
because of their failure to confront the imam and his followers with regard
to their current misdeeds. The Yemeni historian Jahhif {d. 1243/1827f.),
a pupil of Shawkant,'®! responded that forbidding wrong is divided into
parts; since the Yemenis were unable to perform it with the hand or
tongue, theyv were left only with the third part, viz. performance in their
hearts.*%? The assimilation of this notion can be set alongside the adoption
by ShawkanT of the characteristic Sunni traditionalist rejection of rebellion
against unjust rulers.'¢?

This development did not mean thar Shawkani and those who thought

like him took the duty less seriously than their forbears. Shawkin? himsclf
regarded forbidding wrong as & matter of overriding importance for the
welfare of the Muslim community at large, and of the people of Yemen in
particular.!®* Nor was this just a matter of generalitics. He describes a

157 For a recent discussion of this kev figure, sce B. Havkel, *Al-ShawkinT and the jurispru-

dengal uminy of Yemen', Revae du Monde Musulman ot de ln Méditerranée, 67 {1994).

The publication of the auther’s disserration will much advance our understanding of

Shawkini and of the wider trend in the history of Yemeni Zavdism which he represents

(B. A. Havkel, *Order and righteousness: Mubammad “AlT al-Shawkini and the nature of

the Islamic state in Yemen®, Oxford D.Phil. 19973,

On this work, sce H. ‘AL al-"Amni, The Yeuren i the I8th & 19tk centuries, London 1985,

15204 {this study was drawn to my attention by Frank Stewart).

3% Shawkani, Seyl, 4:386.11; cf. also #6id., 387 4, 587.20, 600.9. Again, compare his nega-
tive stance towards the inclusion of bawa ‘ald Lbovei “-nmal in the adban (ibid.,
1:205.4).

0 Ibid., 4:387.7 {amr kit ft "I-qall 14 vashar 7 l-kbirif). The other noteworthy feature
of ShawkinT's comumentary is his diatribc against the law-schools (#bid., 588.15),
inevirably triggered by Ibn al-Murtadi’s concession to their differences.

160 On Jahhat, sce A. F. Savvid, Moagddir ca'viliy al-Yaman fi *l-‘agr ad-Tlami, Cairo 1974,
289-91 no. 15. Shawkan’ states that Jahhaf was his pupil (Badr, 2:60.21).

182 13sir, “al-Silat bavn San®®’ wa'l-Dirfivva’, 447.

103 Sce Shawkan (d. 1250/1834), al-Durar al-bakivve, in his al-Darari al-mndiva, Cairo
1986, 505.2, together with the torrent of quictist traditions in his owa commeatary
therero (£5id., 505.8; there is a brief confrontation with the old Zavdi activism, :6id.,
306.16). His son’s commentary to the Durar conveys the same message (Alinad al-
Shawkant (d. 1281 /1804, al-Sumiir al-dbababivva, ed. I, B. “Abd al-Majid, Beirut 1990,
326.173.

1o For a general statement of its importance, see Shawkini (d. 1250,/1834), Raf* al~iba,
printed with his Sbharl al-sueditr bi-cabrim raf” al-pubiar, cd, M. H. al-Figi. n.p. 1366,
32-7. For similar rhetoric in a pamphlet on the problems of the Yoemen, see Shawkdnts
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scholar of whom he approved, "Abdallih ibn Lutf al-Barg al-Kibst (d.
1173/17591.), as a noted performer of the dur,'®® and s pleased w
recount an anecdore setsin the streets of San'®’ in which our scholar separ-
ated a fascivious soldier from a woman, ignoring the abuse that was heaped
upon him in consequence, burt refusing to have recourse to the state.!®® In
short, Shawlkdnt had not joined the Hashwivva. The notion of performance
in the heart, for all that it lends itself to quictism, does not preclude an
active cngagement in forbidding wrong.'®” More significantly, Shawkini
holds that performance with the hand extends where necessary to fighting
(muegarale), and that someone who thereby gets himself killed is a marnr
{shalid). 2% Yet this conception of forbidding wrong is no longer a distine-
tively Zaydi one. 1Y

al-Dawa’ al-"djil, printed in the same volume, 3 1. and ¢f, 56.2 {on this trace, see “Amri,
The Yeaeen, 121-30. )

5 Shawkant, Badr, 1:393.4, 394.6. Kibst shared Shawkant's hostility to taglid { ilid |, 393.7).

0 Ihid., 393.8. Compare the incident noted dbove, ch. 4, 70. :

167 In three instances we have seen performance in — or with — the heart mentioned by

Murzilice or Zavdt writers who also speak of recourse 1o arms: in a work ascribed o

. Qasim ibn Ibeahim (sce above, note 143), in one likely to have been writtes by Aba Taib

. al-INipg (sec above, ch. 9, notes 76, 78}, and in the Koran commentary of al-Eakim al-

Jishumi (see above, ch. 9, notes 159, 165). Pseudo-Qasim, like Shawkani, is speaking of

a performance contined within the heart; al-Nitig, by contrast, has in mind a performance

with the heart which is exrernally manifested, while Jishum®'s intention is not clear.

19 Shawkinl, Sav/, 4:586.14, 587.3. [ have not. however, scen Shawkint speak of the swaord
in connection with the duty, except in one purcly rierorical context {Shawkini, Raf* al-
riba, 36.1). This is in marked conmast with traditional Zaydi formulations (sce above,
notes 15, 25,115, 143, 147, but cf. the restrictive views cited above, note 14670,

19 Trisa pity that Shawkini’s traditional Zavdl antagonist, Ibn Hartwa {d. 1241 /1825, was
exccuied well before his vigorous rebuttal of the Say/ reached the twopic of torbidding
wrong (I owe this information e Bernard Havkel; see his *Order and righteousness™, esp.
2314, A relatively recent commentator on the Azbdr, Qadi Ahmad ibn Qsim al-"Ans?
(d. 1390/1970) {al-Taf ad-mudbbal l-ablkdm al-madbbab, San'd n.d. (preface o this
cdition dated 1380,/1960%, 4:1468-79 scctions £73F.), rerains much detail from the old
Zavdi commentarial tradition {for the one-mile radius, sec :&id., 470.6), and sull men-
tions predestinationism and anthropomorphism as leading heresies (254, 27520 and .
1} but he cites Sunn bedrs as authoritatve (i0id., 469.10, 477 n. 1), regards only the
Koran readings of the Seven as permissible (#6id., 475,17}, and speaks of unobservable
pesformance in the heart (#4d., 47 1.1 and 0. 1); modernity makes its appearance with his
insistence that the kind of printed pictures we have today do not count as images (ibid.,
477 n.1). 1 am indebred o Bernard Havkel for drawing this work to my attention and
supplyving me with a copy of the relevant pages (and see bis *Order and righteousness”™,
27680,
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