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12 = INTRODUCTORY

duty must operate. At one edge of this territory, a thin line separates for-
bidding wrong from culpable subversion. At the other cdge, the frontier
berween forbidding wrong and the invasion of privacy is no thicker. Away
from these tense borders we shall encounter few storics as dramatic as those
of the goldmith and the zealot, and the bulk of this book will be taken up
with the description and analysis of scholastic arguments and distinctions.
But subversion and ingrusion are themes thar will often recur in the course
of this studv. Though not quite the Scvlla and Charybdis of ferbidding
wrong, they represent significant wavs in which the virtuous wnﬁdmgmmnm
of the duzy can degenerate into vice, and they are accordingly major foci
of the scholastic thoughr we shall be examining.

As we shall see, scholasticism comes into its own within the framework
of'the sects and schools of classical Islam; it is here that systematic doctrines
of the duty are eventually to be found. However, many of the ideas elab-
orated in this scholastic Hiterature appear alrcady in carlier contexts, The
tollowing chapters will accordingly consider, in turn, the Koran and its exe-
gesis, traditions from the Prophet and his Companions, and biographical
literature about carlv Muslims.

CHAPTER 2

"KORAN AND KORANIC EXEGESIS

1. THE KORAN WITHOUT THE EXEGETES

In the course of a call for unity among the believers, God addresses them
as follows: ‘Let there be one community of you {wa-l-takun minkumu
ummatin}, calling to good, and commanding right and forbidding wrong
(waya’murima bi'l-ma vif wa-vanbawna ‘ani Tnunkary; those are the
prosperers’ (Q3:104).} This conjunction of ‘commariding right’ and *for-
bidding wrong’ is found in seven further Koranic verses (Q3:110,Q3:114,
Q7:157, Q9:71, Q9:112, Q22:41, Q31:17);% the two phrases scarcely
appear in isolation from cach other.? It is clear, then, that the phrase ‘com-
manding right and forbidding wrong’ is firmly rooted in Koranic dicton.
But what, o the basis of the Koranic material, can we sav abour the actual
character of the duty? Who performs it, who is its targer, and what is it
abeour?

It is reasonably clear who performs it in Q3:104. The context of the
verse is an appeal for the unity of the community of believers, with contrast-
ing reference to earlier communities;* the believers, according to this verse,
are to be (or at least include) a community {ssmmniz) which commands right
and forbids wrong. Some of the other passages referring to the dury invite

All Koranic quotations follow the Egyptan text; my tenstations are based on those of
Arberry, bat frequentdy depart from them (A. J. aArberry, The Koran interprozed, London
1964). Throughout, I use ‘right” to translate maifand “wrong’ to wanslate smakar, For
a discussion of some of the questions addressed in this chapter, sec A. A. Roest Crollius,
‘Mission and moraliny’, Studin Misionnlia, 27 (1978}, 258-73 (drawn to my atrention by
Noha Bakr).

We also find in Q9:67 the transposizion ‘conmanding wrong' wnd *forbidding right’; the
reference is 10 the hypocrites (maundfigiin), in contrast to the believers of Q971

A possible reference to ‘commanding right’ is found in Qi:114: man amarn bi~adogazin

aw mavifin aw ifipin bova s, Here Arberry tanslates sz vifas ‘honour’, which is
his standard rendering of the term. There are two references to ‘forbidding indecency (al-

JafshE’) and wrong” (Q16:90, Q29:45; and of, Q24:21). Q35:79 (kduit I3 yarandhnwia ‘an

wennkarin fa'aifle) will be discussed below, notes 11 * (QQ8:103. and ot Q3:100.

"

T10Z2-40-ADN

=1

8¢g

eo0°d



14 » INTRODUCTORY

a similar inrerpretation (Q3:110, Q3:114, Q9:71); in other words, the
obligation seems here to be one discharged by the collectivity of the believ-
ers.® There are, however, two verses (Q9:112 and Q22:41) where the
context suggests that those who perform the duty are the believers who
engage in holy war (and therefore not all believers?). The first is syntacti-
cally problematic; but the believers have been mentioned in the previous
verse for their commitment to holy war.® The second verse seems to pick
up an earlier reference to ‘those who fight because they were wronged’
(Q22:39).7 There arc also two verses in which the duty appears as one per-
formed by individuals: in Q7:157 it is the gentle prophet {al-rasil al-nabi
al-wmmi} who executes it, and in Q31:17 Lugman tells his son to perform
it.

Who is the targer of the duty? The only verse that specifies this is
Q7:157, where the gentile prophet commands and forbids those who
follow him. In no case does the duty appear as something done to an indi-
vidual, or to particular individuals: In general we are left in the dark,

What is the duty about? In none of the verses we have considered is there
any further indication as to what concrete activitics arc subsumed under
the rubric of commanding right and forbidding wrong. We might suspect
from this that we have to do with a general duty of ethical afirmation to
the community, or to the world at targe, but this is by no means clear.

% In Q3:110. Ged ells the believers that they, as opposed to the people of the Book, were
(keenzzrn) the “best community” that has come forth, commanding right and forbidding
wrong; while in Q3:114, He concedes that amonyg the people of the Book there exists an
‘upstanding community’ which commands right and forbids wrong. Whereas in 9:67 the
hypocrites “are as one another’, commanding wrong and forbidding right, in Q9:71 the
belicvers ‘arc friends onc of the other’, commanding right and forbidding wrong. In
Q22:41, the belicvers are those who, if established in the land, will command right and
forbid wrong,.

The verse speaks, in a siring of present participles in the nominative case, of ‘those who
repent, those who serve, those whe pray, . . . those who command right and forbid wrong
{al-dmirinn bUl-ma'vifi wa'l-ndhing ‘an al-munkard), those who keep God's bounds’.
There is no cbvious predicate, so that it is natural to sce the participles as in apposition to
z previously mentioned subject; and the previous verse appropriately offers ‘the belicvers” —
but in the genitve case {*God has bought from the believers {al-ma’minina) their sclves
and their possessions againse the gift of Paradise; they fight in the way of God: they kill, and
arc killed” (Q9:111}). The syntactic problem is resolved in a textual vadant in which the
participles appear in the genitive, This variant is quoted from Ibn Mas‘id (d. 32 /632£),
Ubayy ibn Ka'b {d. 22 6421}, and A'mash (d. 148,/765) (sec A. Jeffery, Meterinls for the
bistory af the text of the Qua’dn, Leiden 1937, 45, 134, 319; the attribution 1o Ibn Mas‘td
appears already in Fared” (d. 207 /822£), Me‘ani ai-Qur’dn, ed. AL Y. NajitTand M. "A_ al-
Najjar, Cairo 1980, 1:453.8). ImdmT sources also ascribe this variant to Mubammad al-
Baqir (d. c. 118/7306) and Ja'far 2i-$idiq (d. 148,/763) (Tabrisi, Majma®, 3:74.12; Tabrisi,
Jewadnd” al-jdmi’, Beirur 1985, 1:633.16; and sce “Ayyishy {carly fourth/tenth century),
Tafsiy, Qumm nd., 2:112f no. 140).

Or, just possibly, ‘those who believe” in Q22:38. Whar binds the passage together syntacsi-
cally is the scrics of relative pronouns in verses 38, 39, 40 and 41.

=3
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2. KORAN AND KORANIC EXEGESIS = 15

We can seek to shed a little more light on the Koranic conception of
commanding right and forbidding wrong by looking at some related
material from the Koran.

First, the term ‘right’ (ma‘r4f) often appears elsewhere in che Koran,
usually but not always in legal contexts (Q2:178, 180, 228, 229, crc.).8
There is, bowever, no indication that it is itself a technical, or even a legal
tefm. Rather, it seems to refer to performing a legal or other action in a
decenr and honourable fashion; this finds some confirmation in the svne-
nymy with ‘kindliness” (#bsan) which is suggested by certain verses
(Q2:178, 229 and cf. 236). Just what constitutes such conduct is never
spelled out. Thus it seems that we have to do with the kind of cthicai term
that passes the buck to specific standards of behaviour already known and
established. ‘

Secondly, there arc locutions elsewhere in the Koran of the form
‘commanding X’ and “forbidding Y, where X and Y are similariv broad-
spectrum ethical terms.® These parallels reinforce the impression that the
Koranic conception of forbidding wrong is a vague and general one.

Thirdly, it is worth noting the kinds of themes thar appear in conjunc-
don with commanding right: performing prayer (Q9:71, Q9:112,
Q22:41, Q31:17); paying alms (Q9:71, Q22:41); belic ing in God
(Q3:110, Q3:114), obeving Him and His Prophet (Q9:71), keeping His
bounds (Q9:112}, reciting His signs (Q3:113); calling to good (Q3:104),
vying with each other in good works (Q3:114); enduring what befails onc
(Q31:17).1 Herc again, there is nothing to narrow the concepr of the
duty

Finally, there are two passages thar are worth particular atzention.

One 1s Q5:79. Having stated that those of the Children of Israel who
disbelieved were cursed by David and Jesus for their sins, God continues:
kiznit I3 yaronghawna ‘an munkarin fa‘aliby. This is the only Koranic
accurrence of the verb tanihd. If we care to interpret it ervmologically in

® Normally it appears as a substantive, oceasionally as an adjccdve modifiing gan (.o
Q2:335, 263; Q4:3, 8) or ' (Q24:53). The term wmznnbar is rarer (Q22:72, Dwoumw,
Q358:2). For an introduction to both terms, sec T, Izutsu, Edlrico-relinions soncepts in tie
Qur'an, Montreal 1966, 213-17.

¥ Thus X may be birr (Q2:44), qiep(Q3:21, and of. Q7:29), ‘urf(Q7:199), 2dl(Q16:76).
‘adl and ibuin (Q16:90), mgpwa (Q96:12) or, with reversal, w7 (Q12:53) and frbnins’
(Q24:21 1 Y may be " (Q7:165), fasid {Q11:1 16, fabshd’ (Q29:45), falsi” and baaly
{(QL6:9G), or hawd ((79:40). The oniv one of these verses in which ‘commanding X and
‘forbidding Y7 arc conjoined is Q16:90. The only cases where the verbs have an o.mw.nr.n are
Q2:44 (al-nds} and Q79:40 {al-naf.

101 leave aside the rather different themes thar appear in Q7157 (where it is the Prophet
who commands right} and Q9:67 {where the hypocrites command wrong}.
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16 ¢ INTRODUCTORY

a reciprocal sense, the meaning might be that the Children of Israel
‘forbade not one another any wrong that they committed’; in this case we
would have here a Koranic basis for the conception of forbidding wrong as
something that individual believers do to each other. But there seems zo
be no independent attestation of such a sensc of the verb.! In the Arabic
of ordinary mortals, zanihd is usually synonymous with intahs, itselt 2
common Koranic verb with the sense of ‘refrain” or ‘desist’ (as in Q2:275
and Q8:38). In rhis case the sense would merely be ‘they did not desist
from any wrong that they committed’; and in fact this understanding of
the verse is explicit in a variant reading with yasnzabina for yatandhawna
If we either read yamiahina, or understand yatanshawna in the same
sense, then the verse is of no further interest to us.'?

The other passage is Q7:163-6. These verses tell a story of the divine
punishment of the peopie of an (Israelite) town by the sea who fished on
the Sabbath. We have to understand from the context that a part of this
communicy had reproved the Sabbath-breakers; another part {mimmatien)
then asked the reprovers why they bothered to admonish people whom
God was going to punish anvway. In due course God saved those who
forbade evil, and punished those who acted wrongly. Here again, we have
a conception of a duty of forbidding evil as one performed by members of
a community towards each other; and here, for the first time, we have a
concrete example of the performance of such a duty.

Yet neither case is unambiguously connected with our duty of ‘com-
manding right and forbidding wrong’. Neither verse makes any reference

1 Wensinck’s concordance of badish litcrature contains six encries for the sixeh form of the
root mky (A ]. Wensinck oz af., Concordance ct indices de ln tradition musnlmane, Leiden
1936-88. 7:13b.51}; none of these would bear a sense of ‘“forbid one arother’. The con-
cordance. omits a well-known Prophetic tradition in which teagbaw cleardy does mean
“Forbid one another’: but in this case the context makes it clear that the diction is Koranic
tsee below, note 68, and ch. 3, note 40}, See also Ibn AbT’l-Dunvi {d. 281/894), al-Amr
b l-ma'rif wa'l-naky ‘an pl-munkar, ed. 5. ‘A, al-Shalihi, Medina 1997, 61 no. 18, fora
tradition in which tandhaw is clearly used in the sense of ‘refrain from’ {and cf. the use of
the verb énzalid in dhe parallels in Jassds, Abkdm, 2:33.27, and Bavhaqi, Sf'ab, 6:89 no.
7,570). L am grateful to Avraham Hakim for sending me 2 copy of Ton Abi l-Dunyd’s Asir.
The Concordance of Pre-Istamic and Umayvad Poctry of the Hebrew University of
Jerusalem conrains some dozens of entries for the sixth form of the root; buc here again,
1 can find no cxample of mnuabd used in a sense of “forbid onc another’. T am much
indebted to Etan Kohlberg for transcribing these entrics for me, and to Albert Arazi and
Andras Hamorl for further assistance.

This reading is ascribed to Ibn Mas'ad (Jeffery, Marerials, 40), to Ubayy ibn Ko'b (ibid.,
129), snd to Zayd ibn “AlT (d. 122/740) (A. Jeffery, “The Qur'an readings of Zaid b.
Rivista deqli Seeedi Orientadi, 16 (1937), 258).

For the sake of completeness it should be added that Q65:6 offers an cighth form of
amara with ma'5af, wa-tamird boynakum bi-ma'rifin, The context is reasonable
conduct in divorce where the ex-wife suckles the ex-husband's child. Arberry™s plausible
translation is ‘and consult together honourably’; there is nothing here to suggest al-amy
bi'l-maraf

™
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2. KORAN AND KORANIC EXEGESIS = 17
to ‘commanding right’. Whether Q5:7
on the sense of the verb ranata (not to mention the varlant reading); and
Q7:165 speaks of ‘forbidding evil’ (i) rather than ‘forbidding wrong’
{munlar). The precision that these verses might bring to our conception
of the duty is thus qualified by the uncertainty as to whether they acrually
refer to it at all. In short, scripture on its own has reladvely little to tell us
about the duty ot forbidding wrong — apart, that is, from its name.

9 refers to ‘forbidding wrong’ turns

2. KORANIC ENEGESIS

What does Koranic exegesis have to tell us about the meaning of these
verses? As will appear in the course of this book, the exegetes are often
more concerned to set out the school doctrines on forbidding wrong to
which they happen to subscribe than they are to elucidare what s there in
scripture. Abh Hayvan al-Gharnag {(d. 745,/1344) in his commentary to
(Q3:104 is a refreshing exception ta this trend: he observes that the verse
says nothing abour the condidons of obligation and other such marrers,
and refers the reader to the appropriate literature on these questions.™* I
shail take my cue from him, and defer consideration of all such matcrial -
“including the strongly secrarian variery of ImimT exegesis — ro later chap-
ters. Much exegesis, again, is concerned with points of difficulty which, for
all thar they arise from the relevant Koranic verses, have little or no bearing
on forbidding wrong; such material will not be considered at all. What
answers, then, do the exegetes provide to the questions raised by our ¢xam-
ination of the Koranic data in the previous section?
With regard to the question who performs the duty, the focus of exegeti-
cal atrention is an ambiguity in Q3:104: does the ‘of” {m47) in *of you' impose
.the duty on all believers, or only on some of them?!® Some exegeres held the
first view: as the philologist Zajja; {d. 311,/923) putit, ‘Let there be one com-
munity of vou’ meant ‘Let all of you (kullukum) be 2 communiny”.® This,

+ Abh Havvin al-Gharnatt (745713443, al-Balr al-nuafig, Cairo 1328, 3:21.4.

Or, in the technical language of the exegetes, is its function tabyin (specification) or tab7d
{partition}? (Sece, for cxample, ZamakhsharT (d. 538/1144), Kaeskldf, Beirur 1947,
1:396.8, 397.1: Tabrsi, Masma®, 1:483.23, 483.25; Fakhr al-Din al-Rizi (d. 606,/1210),
al-Tnfiir af-kafiv, Cairo ¢ 1934-62, 8:177.14, 177.1%: Baydiwi {d. ¢ 710/1310),
Amwdr al-tansil, Cairo n.d., 2:35.7, 35 110

Yo Zajiaj{d. 311,923}, MaGui al-Qperdn wai vabubne, ed. “A "A. Shalabl, Beirur and Sidon
19734, 1:462.5. In support of this view, Zajjij adduces the zin of Q22:30: fa-jraniéi
I-vifsa min al-wwthini — which is not, he points out, an order to avoid some idols rather
than others. He then guotes a verse of the pre-Islamic poct A'sha Bihila (for which see R

Gever (ed.), Gediclite van "Abit Bagiy Maimpn ibn Qnriy al-"A%d achst Sunintanges von

Sriicken anderer Dichter des gleichen Belnanicns, London 1928, 267, verse 17}, in which

the mein refors to a single individual, and therefore cannot have the finction of partton.

Finaily, e finds confirmanon in Q3:110.
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18 = INTRODUCTORY

however, was a minority view.’” The more common view was that God was

requiring only that there be a group {a firga, as Zajjaj put it) among the believ-
ers performing the duty.'® This looks like a major disagreement, and one
arising directly out of the understanding of the verse: the second view would
seem to lay a foundation for a partition of the commuairy which would
restrict the duty to a specially qualified elite. There are in fact three types of
restriction which come into play in these arguments. First, supporters of the
majority view emphasise the corollary (or at least closely related view) thar the
duty is a “collective’ one {fard ‘@iz [Heifdya), in the technical sense that when
one member of the community discharges it, others are thereby dispensed
from it.1® Secondly, they are occasionzlly quoted as pointing cut that some
people are incapable of performing the duty — such as women and invalids.?®
Thirdly, they stress that not all are qualified to perform it. In particular, it

17 It was nevertheless adopted by the celebrated Imami scholar Ab# Ja'far al-Tas { Fibvia,
2:548.5, setring out the two views, and 7bid., 5499, making clear his adoption of the
minority view; see further below, ch. 11, notes 156-61). Thst also mentions the Mu‘tazilite
JubbiT (presumably Abd “All, d. 303/915f) as 2 proponent of this view {ilid., 548.14;
but sce below, ch. 9, note 33). To these we can add Marurddi (d. ¢ 333/944 ), Wahidi (d.
468 /1076), and Baghawi (d. 516,/1122) (Mawuwddi, Ta'wildr ai-Qr#’gn, ms: British
Library, Or. 9,432, . 44b.15 (where both views are stated but only one is supported with
proot-texts); Wahidl, al-Wajiz fi rafiir al-kitih al-‘asis, ed. 8. ‘A, Dawidi, Damascus and
Beirut 1995, 226 to Q3:104; Wihidi, Tafsir al-fastr, ms. Istanbul, Nura Osmanive 240,
I £ 432a.2 {I owce all references to this manuscript to the kindness of Michacl Borner}
(and cf. Wahidt, al-Wasiz 1 tafsir al-Onr'an al-mafid, ed. "A. A, "Abd al-Mawiid ez al,
Beirut 1994, 1:474.16); Baghawi, Ma‘alim alranzil, ed. M. ‘A, al-Namir ¢ a/., Rivid
1993, 2:84.22).

8 Zajidj, Ma'ani, 1:463.3; Zamakhshari, Kashsiaf, 1:396.8 (adding a bricf mention of the

rernative view at 397,13 Querald (d. 671 /1273), al-Jami® li-albkdm al-Cher’an, Cairo
1967, 4:165.11; Abt Hayvan, Behr, 3:20.6; Ion Kathir (d. 774/1373), Tnfir, Beirue
1966, 2:86.17; Mubsin al-Fayd (d. 1091 /1680), Tafiir al-sif;, Mashhad 1982, 1:338.21.
Tabart’s position is unclear, unless we are to infer his acceprance of the mjority view from
his glossing of uminaas famd ‘e {Tabari(d. 310,/923), Tafitr, od. M. M. and A. M. Shakir,
Cairo n.d., 7:90.4; cf. Ab@ Hayvan, Balr, 3:20.6, where Tabarf is cited as a proponcent of
this view}; indeed his commentary to (33:104 is so brief as o suggest that the text as we
have it may be defective. Muqatil ibn Sulayman {d. 150,/767f) does no more than gloss
um as ‘usha (Tafitr, od. "A. M. Shiliata, Cairo 1979-89, 1:293.18). Fakhr al-Din al-
Razl offers an elaborate account of the competing views ( Tafitr, 8:177.14), but concludes
only that God knows best (26:4., 178.12). Baydawl merely staves the alternanves (Asmrdr,
2:35.7).
1% Zamakhsbasd, KadushiEf, 1:396.8; Fakhe al-Din al-Rizi, Tafir, 8:178.10; Qurtubl, Jém:",

4:165.14; Baydawi, Anwdr, 2:35.7; AbQ Hayvin, Bafr, 3:20.13; and for Rummdini, sce

below, ¢h. 9, note 38. Cf. also the reporting of this vicw in Wihidl, Baszz, 1, £ £32a.8, Tusi,

Tibydn, 2:548.7, and Tabrist, Majma®, 1:483.23.

Sce Tha'labl {d. 427 /1035), ai-Kashf wa'l-bavin fi mfsir gy al-Qus'an, ms. British

Library, Add. 19,926, f. 67a.3; Fakhr al-Din al-Rizi, Taf5ir, 8:178.2; Nizim al-Din al-

1
&

NaysabirT (f. carly cighth/fourteenth century), Ghard’ib al-Qui'dn, ed. T. "A. ‘Iwad, -

Cairo 1962-71, 4:28.10. The placing of women in this category may scem surprising,
since God explicidy includes the femake believers (al-mu’mind) among those who
command right in Q9:71 {on the question of women forbidding wrong, sec below, ch. 17,
AQI_AY

2. KORAN AND KORANIC EXEGESIS » 19

requires {or may in some instances require) knowledge that not everyone pos-
sesses; an igaorant performer may make all sorts of mistakes.”! From here it
is but a short step to speaking of the duty as one for scholars to perform,* or
even to seeing it as something like a prerogative of the scholarly estate.”
This last view suggests a strongly clitst construction of the dury, but it is a

¥ Zamakhsharl, Kashshiaf, 1:396.9; Tabrist, Jawdmi', 1:230.20 {2 passage not tound in his
Majma and clearly borrowed from the Kashsdf, of. Jowdna®, 1:12.1); Fakhr al-Din ol
Razi, Tafsir, 8:178.3; Baydawi, Anwar, 2:35.8; AbQ Hayvin, Bafr, 3:20.7; also Abt -
Layth al-Samarqands (d. 373,/983), Iafidr, ed. "A. Mo MuSawwad o 2l Beirur 1993,
1:289.19. A rather similar argument is advanced by Zajjij in presenting this side of the
question: since the verse speaks of those whe ‘call to good’ (vad ina il *Filmyr), it reters
to propagandists for the faith (al-dudr da [-Twadn), who need 1o be leamed ( wlamd’) in
that which they are propagadng, as not evervone is (Ma'dni, 1:463.3). But now that
exegetes who advance this argument can still speak of the obligation as universal (see
Baydawd, Aswdr, 2:35.10; Zamakhshard, Keskhaf, 1:398.3, noting that anvone is
qualified to rebuke someone who fails to pray).

Such language is used by Fakhr al-Din al-RizI in the passage just cited (which does not
necessarily represent his own view): the obligation would be restricred to the scholars
(annkhzags GUI-elama’y (Tafitr, 8:178.3). Similarly Qurubi says that those who command
right must be schalars { wlama’) (Jami®, 4:165.12) Ibn Quravba {d. 276,/389) glosscs
sama in Q3:104 as “the community of scholars”™ {jamd ‘ar al-"wlama’y (1o’ wil mnshikil oi-
Quz'in, ed. A Sagr, Cairo 1954, 345.13}. The Tmami Migdad al-Suviid (d. 826,/1423)
describes ‘commanding and torbidding” as ‘onc’of the duties (wasd i ] of scholars” (Kanz
al-%rfan, cd. M. B. al-Bihbadi, Tehran 13845, 1:407.3 (to Q3:104), foilowed by Fath
Aligh Kashanl (d. 988/1380f), Manbaf al-sadigin (in Persian), Tehran 1336-7 sh,,
2:294.23 (likewise to Q3:104)). CE also the reportng of such a view in Wihidi, Bas, L,
£ 432a.7 {ro Q3:104, speaking of rakhsir al-‘wlama’ wa'l-wmard” wa lladling bun o'lem
F Loy bEl-mnrif). The restrictive overtones of such statements are perhaps not to be
taken too seriousty. Thus Qurtubl has alrcady laid down (in his commentary to Q3:21)
that commanding right is incumbent on everyone { G f2 jamnt* wl-nds) (JEnd", £:47 19);
and it is gencrally possible to take Sfamd’in the sense of ‘those whe know™, who need not
in every casc be professional scholars, It is by o means the case that Koranic cxcgesis at
large restricts the performance of the duty 1o scholars (contrast Athamina, “The carly
Murjita’, 122£).

Thus Ibn ‘Ativya (d. 541 /1146) {in seting out onc view) and Tha'ilibi (d. 873/14688}
{withour qualification} interpret the verse aé a divine command that there should be schol-
ars in the community, and that the rest of the community should follow them, in view of
the extensive learning reguired by the duty (Ibn “Apyva, al-Muharrar al-wajiz, Rabat
1975-, 3:186.18 (I am grareful to Maribe! Fierro for supplying me with copies from
volumes of this work which were inaceessible to me); Tha'ilibl, al-fawdhir al-hisin, ed.
*A. al-Talibi, Algicrs 1985, 1:354.13); and ¢f. the view they proceed ro develop about the
distinctive roles of scholars, raers and others (Ibn ‘Athwa, Mubnrrar, 3:188.4, and
Tha'Slibi, Jawdbir, 1:355.9; both limit this division of labour to cases of persistent wrong).
A Persian excgere writing in 520/1126 holds similar views on this last point (Maybudi,
Kashf, 2:234.16); and he quotes the view that those who command right are the scholars
{“wlamd’) and counscllors (nagthar-tunandagan), while those who forbid wrong are the
warfors (ghdzivin), the scholars, and the just ruler (sudtan- 24il) (iad., 2354; on this
work, sec G. Lazard, La langne dos plns anciens monuments de In prose persane, Paris 1963,
110, and 119 no. 34). On the roles of scholars, rulers and others, sce alse below, ¢l 6,
note 166. Bur note that even Tha'alibi does not in the end atiempt to confine the dun 1o
scholars (or rulers} { fowdhir, 1:355.12). For an explicit rejection of the view that the duty
is restricted to the scholars by an Ibadr excgere, see Atfavvish {d. 133271914}, Hinovan
al-zdd, ed. "A. Shalabi, Oman 1980, 4:203.18 (the author’s name is given on the wtle-
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relatively uncommeon one. Whatever their understanding of the verse, the
commentators at large show little interest in interpreting itin a substantively

restrictive sense.

The exegesis of other verses has less to offer on this question. Thus in
Q3:110, the cxegetes discuss a number of views as to whom God mm
addressing when He says: ‘You were the best community brought forth.”
One of these views, ascribed to Dahhik ibn Muzahim (d. 105/ 723, 1s
that the addressees are the Companions in their roles as the transmitters
(ruwiz) and propagandists (du‘dt) to whom God has enjoined obedi-
ence;® another, ascribed to Qatada ibn Dima (d. 117 /735£.}, identifies
the addressces as those who wage holy war, bringing peoptle to Islam by
fighting them.*® On the other hand, prominent exegeres stress ﬁwpm.ﬁ,mﬁ
verse applies to the members of the community at large.?7 Yer these ditfer-
ences are never related to the question who should or should not torbid
wrong. Moving on to Q9:112, the commentators entertain a variety of
ingenious hypotheses with regard to its syntax,?® and tend o the view that
‘those who command right and forbid wrong’ are to be identified with the
believers who commit themselves to holy war in the previous verse.”” But

2 See, for example, Tabari, Tafir, 7:100.16; Ibn Abt Hitm al-Rizi Am..wwu\ow.wf Tnfir
al-Que’dn al-agim, ed. A A W Amman al-Zahrini and H. B. .w...»m:f Medina Eom.,
2.469-74 nos. 1156-71; Thosi, Tibyan, 2:357.10; Tabris, Mapma®, 1:486.18; Abil
Hayvin, Baly, 3:27.33; Khizin (d. 741/1341), Lubil al-ta’wil, ﬂmwno 1328, 1:288.6.
u..sm.m;or_na arises in pact from the puzzling use of the past tense in %m verse h.__.._.:xuma
Fhayre nepmazin . . ) on this sec, for example, Zajjij, Maani, 1:466.17; Hmvmn, .H&nhm._
7:106.1; Tasi, Tibpdsn, 2:557.2: Ion “Atiyva, Mubarrar, 3:194.15; Bavdiwi, .hz:ﬁﬁ
2:36.13; Aba H.mm,%wu, Balr, 3:28.9; Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, Tafisr, 8:189.13. The view thar
the tense of the verb has no remporal connotation here is nicely retlecred in one transla-
tor's rendering Of kunpim as bidid-w shudid-n hasid (Najm al-Din ai-Nasali (d.
537 /1142), Tafitr (in Persian), ed. A, fuwaymd, o.p. 13534 wwru w,“.,wu..uV” -

5 Tabadt, Tnfifr, 7:102 no. 7,613; Khizin, Lubdb, .ﬁmmm.wom Abi _-T._M:Wu; Razl Ammmn half
of sixth /twelfth century), Rawd al-fandn (in Persian), ed."A. A. Ghatfid, Tehran Humulqw.
3:148.6 (on the author, sec the editor’s inrroduction, esp. 7-10, u_.mo Lazard, hﬁﬁm? wwm
no. 57); Aba *1-Mahisin al-Turjand {ninth or tenth /fiftcenth or .u.D..nnn.:mw century? ), Jila
si-adbhin {in Persian), n.p. 1378, 2:102.9; and ¢f. Wahidr, manm, If wvw_u.». A.Hr.n wo
Imani authors find here an invitation to identify the addressees with the imams.) A m:wiwn
interpreration of Q3:104 is likewise ateributed to Dabhik (Tabari, Tafiir, 7:92 no. 7.597;
sce also Ibn “Ativwa, Mubarrar, 3:186.14; Lbn Kathir, Tafiir, 2:86.14 (v _.g a.ﬁ cxplana-
sion “this means those who wage jibdd and the ‘wlama”); Suylil (d. w: / Huouvu al-Durr
al-manghir, Cairo 1314, 2:62.10; and cf. Faklu al-Dian al-R3za, Tafir, m;.um.wouu. i

% Aba °I.Futthd Rizl, Rawd, 3:150.14; and cf. Abi ’I-Layth al-Samargand, Tafsir,
1:291.11.

27 Zaijsj, Ma'dni, 1:467.1 (reportng this view) Fakhr al-Din al-Rizi, Tafie, 8:191.1

(quoting the view as thar of Zajidj); Abi Hayyin, Bahr, 3:28.7; Ton Kathir, Tafiir, 2:89.9.
Cf. also Wihidi, Basiz, I, . 433b.5. ) i .

¥ For a neat presentation of these views, see Ibn 2l-8amin al-Flatabi {d. uu@\wouur al-Durr
al-magin, ed. A. M. al-Kharrat, Damascus 19867, 6:129.4. Most major Commentarnes
mendon severad of them. _ . )

¥ See Farrd’, Maini, 1:453.7; Tabard, Tafir, 14:500.8; mmran al-Din &.w&..r .mcmé..
16:202.8. Mavbudf holds the unusual view thar che verse refers back to ‘the believers’ of
Q9:71 { Kadif, 4:220.8).
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they do nor consider {and would doubtless have rejected) any suggestion
that the duty is restricted to those engaged in holy war. In the case of
Q22:41, the exegetes again offer several views as to the idendty of the per-
formers: the community at large,*® the Companions of the Prophet,* the
Muhgjirin,* the Orthodox caliphs,®® rulers (wu/dr).> Bur again, there is
no attempt to restrict the dury on this basis.®® It may be noted in passing
thar the activities of the offidally appointed censor of morals and commer-
clal practice (menhzasil) ave almost universally ignored by the excgeres.
As to whao is the target of the duty, the exegetes have almost as litle to
tell us as do the verses themselves, Occasionally theyv supply the vague

object ‘people’ (al-nds) for the verb ‘command’.®

0 Wihidi, Wesis, 3:274.8 {cidng Hasan (al-Basri} {d. 110,/728) and ‘Ikrima {d. 107 /725¢£);
Qurgubl, Jim:', 12:73.3, ciung ‘Tkrima, Hasan al-Bastd and Abd *1-‘Aliva (d. 90,/708£).
WalaidT adds thar the conjunction of forbidding wrong with praver and the alms-tax in this
verse shows it to be obligatory.

Ibid. {citing Qarada); TabarT (d. 310923}, Jami® al-bavin, Cairo 1323-9, 17:126.24;
Wilndi, Wasdy, 3:274.7 (aso cdng Qatidaj: Hid ibn Muhakkam al-Howwid
(third /inth centuryy, Tafsir, ed. B. 8. Shardfi, Barur 1990, 3:120.16 (Far this work and
its author, sec J. van Ess, ‘Untersuchungen za cinigen ibadirischen Handscheitien®,
Zeirsehrift der Deuzschen Mosqenlindischen Gesellsehafy, 126 (1976), 42F no. 3; for its
heavy dependence on the Tafir of Yahyi ibn Sallim (d. 200/815), see 23£ of Sharfi's
introduction: also M. Murani, ‘Neue Materialien zur zafiir-Forschung in der
Moscheebibliothek von Qualrawdn’, in 8. Wild (ed.), The Qurian as texr, Leiden 1996,
228).  * Fakbral-Din al-RazT, Tzfi#r, 23:41.2); and of. TGsL, Tibvan, 7:322.16.
Fakhr af-Din al-Rizl, TafSir, 23:41.245 Qurrubl, Jdmed|, 12:73.1; Moybudl, Ko
6:380.18; and the carly Persian commentary (second half of the fourth Stenth or first half
of the fifth /eleventh century) preserved in Cambridge (anon., Tafitirr Qur'dn-i majid, cd.
J. Matini, n.p. 1349 sh., 1:162.17} (for this text, sce Lazard, Langie, 36-8 no. 9.

M Qurtubi, Jamit 12:73.5, and Abt Hayvin, Balr, 6:376.11 (both iting Thn AbT Najil (d.
131/748f}, and adding a saying of Dahhik's); Nabhis (d. 338/950), Ma'dnl -Qur’dn
ab-korim, ed. M. AL al-§3bant, Meeea 1988—, 4:420.1 (citing Ibn AbI Najth). Another
Persian commentary mentions a view that the reference is to the Orthodox caliphs and just
rulers (amirdn-i ‘@dif} (anon. (fourth/tenth ot first half of fifth /eleventh centary), Tafsir
bar ‘nshrt as Querdn-{ magid, od. J. Matini, Tchran 1352 sh., 263.4; for the dating, sce the
ediror’s introducdon, xxit). An exegesis cransmitted by Kalbt (d. 146,/763£) refers the
verse to the Banii Hashim (s, the “Abbsids), past and furure (Khatib, Te 7kl Brghdad,
14:69.3; I owe this reference to Nurnt Tsafris).

Qurgubi, however, invokes the verse in discussing the restriction of the duty to the schol-
ars in his commentary to Q3:104 (Jdmi', 4:165.153; as this passage confirms, winakhan is
to be read for yekun, i6id., 12:73.2).

Tknow only one exception: Nizam al-Din al-Naysibiirf, who devotes a large part of his com-
mentary on Q3:104 to the role of the otficial musfrasil ( Gharaib, 4:28.17). Where other
cxegetes use the wrm dheesdd, the reference is simply to al-wmr 0 'riif in goneral
{BaydinT makes occasional use of the term, sce Anwar, 2:35.9 {ro (33:104), 38.9 (0
Q3:114); whenee Abt 'I-Su'td al-“Imadi (d. 982 /1574), Irshid ni-‘aql al-salim, Rivid n.d.,
1:528.14 (vo Q3:104); Favd, $4/7, 1:344 4 (to Q3:114%: Kishidni, Maubaj, 2:305.23 (w0
Q3:114}). This usage is borrowed from Ghazzall (d. 505,/1111), sce below, ch. 16, $28f
So Muqaril to Q3:110 (Tafiis, 1:295.5), Tabai to Q3:104 (Tafir, 7:91.1), and Abn l-
Su'nd to Q3:104 (Jmshid, 1:529 4); in the casc of Q3:110 this echoes the occurrence of
the word carlier in the verse. Iba “Aryva, in his anabvsis of the view that Q3:104 §
addressed to the community at large, states that in this view the verse would be a
command for the community to call the whole world (e al-Glau) to good - the unbe-
lievers 1o Islam, the sinners to obedicnce (Ibn “Athnva, Mubarrar, 3:187.12). Abl *[-Fath
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With regard ro the question of the scope of the obligation, the most inter-
estang phenomenon in the exegetical literature is an early approach which
tends to present the duty as simply one of enjoining belief in God and His
Prophet.*® This approach is first firmly attested in the works of Muqatil ibn
Sulayman (d. 150/767f.), especially in onc on the meanings {wujih) of
Koranic terms. According to this work, ‘commanding right’ in Q3:110,
Q9:112 and Q31:17 means enjoining belief in the unity of God (tawhid),
while ‘forbidding wrong’ in these verses means forbidding pofytheism
(shirk); at the same time, in Q3:114 and Q%:71, ‘commanding right’ refers
to following (iribi®) and affirming belief (zasdfy) in the Propher, and
‘wrong’ refers to denying (akdhib) him.* This analvsis is repeated in later
works of the same genre.*® There are also examples of this type of thinking
in the mouths of even earfier authorities. There is a sweeping view ascribed
to Abilt *I-Aliya (d. 90,/708f.) according to which, in all Koranic references
to ‘commanding right’ and *forbidding wrong’, the former refers to calling
people from polytheism to Islam, and the latter to forbidding the worship

Footnote 37 {cont.) , )
al-Turjani (d. 976,/1568¢.) in his paraphrase of Q3:110 speaks of the believers command-

ing and forbidding cach other { Tafsir- shaliz, ed. W. al-Ishragi, Tabriz 1380, 2:102.6; of.

Miqdad, Kanz, 1:405.15). Q66:6 tells the believers to ‘guard yourselves and vour fami-

lies” from hellfire; Tiisi remarks that this verse requires that the duty be performed in the

first instance towards those closest to us {(fi-agrub fa'l-agrab) { Tibydn, 10:30.91,

* On the rare occasions when we cncounter this approach outside exegetical and related Lit-

erature, it tends to remain ted to the relevant Koranic verses. A case in point is the reat-

ment of Q9:67 and Q9:71 by Wagidi (d. 207 /823) in his chapter on scriprure revealed
during the Tabiik expedition of the vear 3/630 (Maghizi, ed. M. Jones, hn:.&on GQF

1067.12, 1068.6). For an cxception, see below, ch. 8, note 96. This cxcgetical trend is

perceptvely noted by van Ess ( Thsedogic, 2:389). ) . ]

Mugadl ibn Sulayman (d. 150/7675), al-Asbbah wa’l-nazid’ir, ed. A, M. Shihata, Omﬁ.o

1975, 113£ no. 13 (cited in van Ess, Theologic, 2:389 n. 23; on the work and the genre in

general, see i#id., 524-7). {There is no reference here to Q3:104, DNHw.\...., Q8:67, or

Q22:41.) The excgeses of Q3:114, Q9:71, Q9:112 and Q31:17 also appear in his Tnfiir

(1:296.12, 2:181.13, 199.2, 3:435.8 {where for alsbarr read al-shivk)). The exegesis of

Q31:17 appears further in Muqadl's Tafitr al-kbams mi‘at dva, cd. 1. Goldfeld, mrnpn.mﬂ

1980, 278.15 (also cited in van Ess, Theologic, 2:389 n. 23). However, at Om“.u 10 chmum

in his Tafsir glosses marif as Tmdn, and munkar, it scems, as ziln (Infiir, Hw.qm..u.m.v.

Turning to the cxegeses given in the Tafiir for verses ignored in the Asbogh, .Douoml_m

unglossed { Tafitr, 1:293.18); to Q7:157 wc arc offered the glosses Fadn and shirk { ﬁa@..

2:67.9); Q9:67 is glossed similarly to Q3:114 and Q%971 (ifid., 180.9); and Q22:4] b

elossed similardy to Q3:110, Q%:112 and Q31:17 {#bid., mu.mcuww. [ NE.M..«.BHFH [¢] En

Rubin for giving me access to many of these passages through his copy of the manuseript

of Muqidl’s Tifiir this was in the days before Shihiea's full publication had become avail-

able.

0 I .‘“qmm“nunm, with lirtle change, in works of Yahvd ibn Sallim (& moc\mwmv. Husayn ibn
Mubammad al-Damaghini (fifth /eleventh centary?), Ibn al-Jawzi (d. 597/1201), and
Ibn al-“Imad (d. 887 71482} (Yahvi ibn Sallim, Tasirif ed. H. Shalabi, Tunis waw. No.w
ro. 12; Dimaghani, al-Wrjih wa'l-nazd’ir, ed, A, Bihriz, Tabriz 1366 sh., 113.3 {on this
work and its author, sce E. Kohlberg, A medieral Musiim scholar at work: Tim Tawss and
his lilrary, Leiden 1992, 387, no. 658); [bn al-Jawai, Nusbaz al-a‘ven, ed. M. ‘A K. al-
Radi, Beirur 1984, 544 no. 270, 574 no. 280; Ibn al-‘Imid, Kasif ai-sard’ir, ed. F. “A.
Abhmad and M. S. Dawad, Alexandria n.d., 145 no. 38).

w
i3
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of idols and devils.#! Simitar views are attributed to other carly authorities,
suchas Sa7d ibn Jubayr (d. 95,/714) (regarding Q9:112 and Q31:17" and
Hasan al-Based (d. 110,/728) (regarding Q9:1 12).43

This approach is adopted from time to time by the classical exegetes,
though never, to my knowledge, consistently;* and as might be expected,

4 Talyari, Tafsir, 14:348 no. 16,938 (o Q9:71); ibid., 507 no. 17,317 {10 Q9:112% Ibn
Abl Hirim, Tnfitr, 2:460 nos. 1128, 1130 (ro Q3:104), and c¢f. jbid., 475 no. 1173 (w0
Q3:110), For similar traditions from Abii I-"Aliya, sce Tabark, fami® af-baviz, 17:126.32
(t0 Q22:41), and Mujihid ibn Jabr (d. 104,/7228), Tafir, od. ‘A, T. M. al-Stirasf, .,
nd., 505.1 (to Q31:17; for this work sco E. Leembhuis, *MS. 1075 Taksir of the Cairene
Dir al-Kurub and Mufahid's Tafir, in R Perers {ed.), Proceedings of the Ninth Congress
of the Union Européenne des Arabisanis cr Islasdsants, Leiden 1981; and E. Leembuts,
*Origins and carly development of the rafiir tadition’, in A, Rippin (ed.), Approaches ro
thhe bistory of the interpretasion of the Quraie, Oxford 1988, 19-25), The common link in
these transmissions is the second /eighth-century raditdonist Abf Ja'far al-R3x7. For cira-
tions without fsndds, sce Wihidi, Basit, 11, [, 579b.8 (to Q9:71Y; Abq Havwvin, Babr,
3:29.32 (to Q3:110), 5:70.33 (w0 Q9:7L); Abd -Furlih-i Rizl, Rawd, 6:58.10 (1o
Q9:71 ) Suyiid, Durr, 2:62.6 {to Q3:104), 3:255.15 ({10 Q9:67).

# Mawardl (3. 450,/1058), al-Nukaz wa'l-uyan, od. 8. ‘A *Abd al-Rahim. Beirur 1992,
2:407.20, 408.3 {to Q9:112); Suviiti, Do 5:166.19 (to Q31:17).

* Tabad, Tafir, 14:506 no. 17.315 {to Q9:112); and of. Had ibn Muhakkam, Thfilr,
2:15L.1 {ro Q9:71}. A similar view js ascribed to Iba “Abbis {d. 68,/687f.) in onc tradi-
ton {Suydd, Dwrr, 3:282.9 (w0 Q%:112); and cf, Tabarini (d. 360/971), Di'd’, ed.

- M.AL "Atd, Beirut 1993, 447 no. 1543 {rc Q3:110; T owe this reference to Mona Zakil;
Wihidi, Basiz, 1, £ 436b.18 (to Q3:114), 1L, £ 5784.7 {to Q9:67), IL, £. 379b.7 ({to

. Q9:71) Fakhr al-Din al-Rizi, Tnfsir, §:202.25 {ro Q3:114). and Abi Havvan, Babs,
3:29.32 (ro Q3:110); <f. below, note 47. Sce also Mujahid, Tafir, 133.8 (ro Q3:110),

¥ Hid ibin Muhakkam sometimes adopts it (as he does to Q3:110, TafiEr, 1:306.133, but
sometidics explains s 7f as that which people know to be justice { ‘adl) and munkar as
that which they know to be injustice Gawry (as 1o Q9:112, ihid., 2:171.1), and somerimes
offers both as alternatives {as to Q9:87. ibid.,, 149.5). Zajij adopts it in his commentarics
o Q9:67 (Ma'dni, 2:509.15), Q9:112 (ibid., 523.17), and in part Q3:114 (iid..
1:471.10); but in the case of Q9:112, he offers as an alternatve the view that the refer-
ence may be to ‘all maraf and all mankar (ibid., 2:324.1}). Mavosdi cires both these
views to Q3:114 without making a choice (Ta’wilds, f. 475.25). Abt 1-Lavth ai-
Samargands regularly speaks of tnwfid or intiba® Mubnmmad on the one hand and of shirk
on the other {Tafiir, 1:291.15 (to Q3:110), 292.25 (to Q3:114}, 574.8 (ro Q7:157),
2:61.15 (10 Q9:71), 76.6 (to Q9:112), 397.17 (10 Q32:41), and ¢f. ibid., 1:289.16 (1o
Q2:104, ciing Kalb), 589.26 {to Q7:199), 2:60.10 (o Q9:67}, 3:22.21 {to Q31:17)).
This is likely to reflect his marked dependence on Muqitil (sec the remarks of “A. A al-
Zagqa in his introductior o his partial edition of the Izfitr of Abn "l-Lavth, Baghdad
1985-6, 1:136f; nevertheless Abi 'I-Lavth usually adds wordings which widen the
meaning). Wihidi sometimes does likewise, as in his commentaries 1o Q9:67 and Q9:71
(Wagiz, 471, 472; Wast, 2:508.15, 509.21% but in his commentaries to Q9:112, for
exampie, he adopts or adds a mainstream view ( Wiz, 483; Wasir, 2:527.6; Basiy, I, £
601b.10). Another cxamplc is TabrisT in his commentary © Q3:114 { Muymn 1:489.30),
but contrast his glossing of ma rifas 77 Gt and of merhasr s maEE in his commentary
w Q3110 (ibid., 1:486.21). Maybud follows the same approach in his commentary o
Q3:114 (Kashf, 2:248.17), but contrast below, note 49. The Khizin confines himself to
this approach in his commentary to Q3:110 ( Lnbib, 1:289.14;, bur elsewhere ends 10
give alternatives (sce the following note). The Zavdf imam al-Nasir Ab ’-Fath al-Daylami
{d. 444 /1052£) offers such glosses to Q9:112 (al-Burlian fi mfiiv al-Qurdn, in a many-
serpt copied in 1046,/1637 of which I possess a xerox but am not certain of the location,
£ 85b.17, and of #bid., £, 1532.35, to Q29:45) (for this imam, sce W, Madelang, Der
Tmans al-Qasim ilbn Thrdlim und dic Glanbensivhre der Zaidites. Berlin 1965, 203).
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they not infrequently mention 1t among competing /,wnémm.u mmn Tabari {d.
wa /923 in his commeitary 10 Q9:112 explicitly states his %mmmﬁnanwr
observing that ‘commanding right’ refers to ail that God and His wnovwﬂ
have commanded, and ‘forbidding wrong’ to all that they have mozuﬂ-
den.# Elsewhere his formulations tend to take up the terms of Muqadl’s

exegesis, but to indicate in one way or another that the duty has a H‘Enn
range.*” Other commentators rarely take as strong a stand as Tabarl, ,. ﬁ.ucﬁ
likewise tend to indicate the broad scope of the duty, even ﬁ.&nm giving
pride of place ro Muqadl’s terms.*? This, of course, goes well with the gen-
cralised character of ‘right” and ‘wrong’ (ma rif and maunkas) as cthical
terms elsewhere in the Koran. . N

As Tabar clearly perceived, if the scope of the duty is ngnﬂmw to enjoin-
ing belief in God and His Prophet, then it has som.:bm. to do s...:v reprov-
ing other Muslims for drinking, wenching and making music. Yet the
implication that was obvious to Tabart is never &unmnm. or.: by &n carly exe-
getes themselves when they propound their view. This mnwunm is aozvao.mm
related to the fact that the whole approach, though widely artested in
Koranic exegesis, is virtually unknown eisewhere.

i ] * entarors o Q7:157 mention the equation of u»nnu.w.m. with Tmdan Ema..O»
Mw““wwwwﬁmmwﬁ“ﬂ“ among GL:M.N interpretadons of the terms (Abl wm.uﬁ..u? Babr, w*om . mw
citing Muqiril; Abo "I-Furtl-i Razi, Rawd, 53:306.12; Khizin. h:v.n H.ﬂ m”.w..mu..m w,o,n_:..wsm.. w_ww
view | pride of place, as he also does in his commentary 1o Q9:li2. :‘xa,.” ....Nmu.r w.m np, 3o
Ibn ‘Ativya, Mubarrar, 3:188.17 (w0 Q3:104, speiling oc_m the —Bvrmaum.ow _w ppM Uﬁ s
would then refer to jibady; Khazir, Lubah, 12915 (10 Q3:114); Abl 'T-Fath ai-Day N
Burhan, £.832.24 {to Q9:67)% Atfayyish, Himydn, #wu@..mc (to D.uu.“wwﬁ. . i
# Tabad, Tafir, 14:507 8. CE also his gencralising exegesis of the njuncuon wa-mar
urfin Q7:199 (ibid., 13:331.13), .
47 Mﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁﬂom» %o Q3:110), 130.8 {t0 Q3:114), mmuo.m,wm Amo Q7:157}, w.»wmmmww hmm
Q9:67), 347.7 {to0 Q9:71}, 306.8 (o Q9:112); Tabari, Mﬁwx ﬂh.vé.ﬁa,.w\. 26. ’ M?:.
Q22:41). A view he quoses from Ibn "Abbis _.am..wow the point mwnnww. p?mmﬁno_: o. ¢
unity of God is the highest good (& Zam al-ma'ritf), and its &nE,m._ .?n.‘.&wmu ) W _wmm.m,um_ﬂ
evil (arbar al-munkar) (Tafitr, 7:105 no. 7,624 ?o. A.MmLmo.r.ﬂnm_&EoH n A.Ma..yo%
ﬂat_“wm.“‘, 2.474¢ nos. 1172, 1174 {to Q3:110): Matuddi, Te’wias, L ...»mw..”m. ﬁwo w.m...a u..“
Tabarini, D a’, 447 no. 1543 (r¢ Dm”:ﬁuw.w;wmm bm.m._,wwwwvww (10 Q3:110), 3:255.15
¢ 167 ); Fak -Din al-Raz1, Tafir, 8: A (o Q3 . -
48 Mwwmﬂmnw\vwwwwﬂwpm al-Din w_.mmu.mmn his commentary to Om.b.z, /f.vnnm he nﬁmrummmmm
tha the terms ma viafand munskar must be taken without restriction, pwa Mou.wwmw mw -
maif and all munkar {Lafr, mnmow,maov. Sec &».w.o nm:uc Hayvin, Bapr, 3:20.3
3:104), for a less forcible statement o the samce ¢ ect. . e
1 m.” ».cnvnzmav_a, Wihidi, Basi, IL f. 449b.6 (1o DNLUL, citing mﬁﬁmwmo\ww..mw
Mubarrar, 3:189.2 (to Q3:104), §:287.2 (1o Q9:1 H;Nur ?Hmu_wv:&h Kashf, ﬁu.\ .ﬂ.wnﬂ
Owbwwr 4:220.21 (o Q9:112); Fakhr al-Din P_.w&m: H&mwﬁ Hu"m.m.u,m (to moﬁwwww”
16:126.11 (w6 Q9:67), 204.26 (0 Q9:112) mﬁdms..r wr_z__ﬁm Numrwv.wo-?ow.@'.m ?m
Abt Hayyin, Babr, 3:29.31 {ro Q3:110); Najm al-Din ...._w.?.ﬁmpn. n_.&muﬂ,.wﬂ.u u.ww «
Om“:d%.m:mﬂﬁ Witz Kishifi (d. 910/1504£), %‘E_Smﬁw-u ‘wlivia, Techran H IM mw n.w
1:174.17 (o O.m”p 144 Kashani, Manbaj, 2:305.19 ﬁw 00..:.»#. 01m u._mm such mn.ad u. ons
of ma‘raf as kirki-i pasandida (to DWWHWE _C/.HM MWMM%U_M?WM.M»MMNH “an_wmﬁ%ww«” -
o A Tefsir-i basavir- yaming, np. 1359-sh,, 11 4), shityas-4 Byast-oi {1
o@rw”nwmwwﬁeﬁns mao..w.y gm&m.\ﬁ. aik (to Q3:104) (Najm ol-Diin al-Nasafi, Tafis, 1:94.7)
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What do the commentators have to say about the more significant cie-.

ments in the perpheral Koranic material we looked at above?

The glossing of the term *right’ (#4774} in the numerous Koranic pas-
sages in which it occurs has reladvely lirtle ro offer us. Such explications
tend to vary widely with the context,? vielding a proliferation of mcan-
ings formally recognised in the literature on the meanings of Koranic
terms.®! But as might be expected, ‘right’ and “wrong’ [munlar) also
attract attemnpts at more formal definidon. Many of these definidons
make reference to both revelation and reascen; thus for Righib al-
Isbahant {#. later fourth /tenth century), rght can be defined as ‘any
action the goodness {fusn) of which is known by reason { ‘zg4f) or revela-
tion (shary .52 Sdll more of them refer only to revelation; thus for Zayj,
right means ‘evervthing recognised { ‘wréfiz) by revelation (shar®) % A
few definitions refer only to reason (‘agé).™ This variation, whatever its

5 An indication of the ways in which Mugad! deals with eccurrences of the term in his com-
mentary to the first four Soras will suffice here. He offers as synonyms #fy ( Thfirr, 1:158.7
(to Q2:178)) and fiedn (ibid., 194.20 {to Q2:229), 196.9 (to Q2:231), 364.18 |
Q4:19}). He glosses gaw! ma'ritfas “da bosona (ibid., 19911 (to Q2:233), 35382 (
Q4:5), 359.14 (to Q4:8)) or gawl asan {#bid., 220.1 {10 Q2:263)). Elsewhere herepea
the term sma‘vifin his exegesis {(as at t0dd., 15900 {ro Q2:180)), ignores it {as at 194.1
{to Q2:228)), or gives it a behavioural specification appropriace to the contexe {as at ibid.,
197.9 {10 Q2:232), ibid., 358.9 {to Q4:6), ibid.. 406.16 (10 Q4:114)).
Muqadd, Asbbah, 114f no. 14 (where gergf is to be read tor ford): Yalnd ibn Sallam,
muw.h@.m.h 204f no. 43; Dimaghani, Wiynh, 766f.; Hubaysh ibn Ibrahim al-Tiflis {writing
*358/1163), Wiyalh-i Qur'an, cd. M. Muhaqqiq, Tehran 1340 sh., 27215 Ibn al-Jawzi,
Nuzia, 5741 Tbn al-Imid, Kedif al-sard’ir, 146£. no. 39 (again read gard for fard).
8 Sec al-Raghib al-Isbahdnt (f. later fourth/tenth century), al-Mafradi: fi qbaiih ol
Quran, ed, M A Khalaf Allih, n.p, 1970, 2:496b.4. See also Tasi, Tebvan, 3:299.10 (1o
Q9:71), 8:279.17 (vo Q3L:17, defining sznnker); Tabnst, Mapan', 3:50.3 (to Q9:71),
4:319.16 {to Q31:17}; Abh I-Fusiih-i Raz1, Rawd, 5:306.15 (to Q7:157); Mu't al-Din
Mishaptnd, Basgvir, 1:362.8 {to Q3:104); Khazin, Lreiad, 1:285.22 (10 Q3:104, bur con-
trast the following note); Aba *l-Farh al-Daviami, Beeslidn, £ 155a.25 (1o Q29:45, defining
mankar, but ¢f. below, note 541 TasT has ¢ differene definition in his commenrary to
Q3:104 ( Tibvin, 2:549.3; similary Ab@ °I-Furih-i Razi, Rawd, 3:141.3). .
Apud AbG Hawvin, Balr, 4:403.31 {ro Q7:157). Sce also Tabad, Tafin, 7:103.12 {0
(3:110). 9:201.14 {ro Q4:114); Wihidi, Basir, 11, £ 449b.8 (0 Q7:157, cizing Kalbi's
definition of munkarss what is not recognised in shari‘a or suana); Ton "Avvva, Maubarrar,
7:179.17 {ro Q7:137, subsuming mueriz’n under shar"y; AbG 1-Fuith-l Rax, Rawd,
6:68.10 (w0 Q9:71, defining munkary; Khizin, Libdl, 2:3147 28 (ro Q7:157, mendoning
rather than adopting the definition), 2:260.4 {to Q9:71, with a definiton of wmunkar
which refers also te pab %), Tha'ihbt, fawdhir, 2.77.20 {to Q7:157, following Ibn “Arivval;
Kashifi, Mawdlib, 1:171.15 (ro Q3:104); Kashinl, Manhay, 2:299.7 (10 Q3:110).
Such formulations appear in Jassds, Abkdsi, 3:38.10 (alma ritf baowa s hasma fi 71-ag!
f'lubn), TOSY, Tebyan, 3:596.10 (to Q5:79, defining wmenkbar), £:594.6 (1o Q7:157), Abi
*I-Fath ab-Daviami, Bushidn, £ §32.24 {ro Q9:67, defining munkar), and Tabrist, Majinn',
2:231.29 (1o Q5:79, defining munkar), 487.29 (to Q7:157) and ef, Ibr al-Jawst (d.
597 /1201, Zad plmagr, Damascus and Beirut 19648, 3:272.20 {10 Q7:137), and
Mawardt, Nukar, 2:268.20 (to Q7:157}, 379.11 (1o Q9:67 ). Marurld presents both views
within a framework of three possible interpretations {wnil}, without expressing a prefer-
ence ( Tadwildn, £ 462.22, 10 Q3:110). Abt ‘|-Layth al-Samargands cizes both views anoin-
mously, and offers no comment {TaffFr, 1:289.17 (o 33:104)). CL also below, ch. 7,
notes 69, 108, and ch. 13, note 39.
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26 ¢ INTRODUCTORY

doctrinal significance,® has no real implications for the character of the
s PP

duty, and the upshot is to confirm ‘commanding right’ and momuaaﬂrm

wrong’ as second-order duties which have no determinate content in

themselves.® o

With regard to the Koranic expressions ﬂnom.,_mea.Em X mu”a Ho:u_anrdm
Y’, the tendency of the exegetes is to assimilate ﬁWn.B o nogammmwzm
right” and ‘forbidding wrong’ with little if any Hmmnmmom.. .H_.:,Hm Hmmﬁ.h rww
no difficulty equating the term ‘wrf in Q7:199 gm_u ﬁnm.wﬂ Qna u...ab, i
while Qurtubl {d. 671,/1273) goes so far as to pin his main mrmn.cm&ow. ow
forbidding wrong to the reference to ‘those who command justice Qgh&.
in Q3:21.5% Commentators to Q7:165 regularly mmmﬂg.w that the ﬁ&mmc.
passage to which it belongs is concerned with the mwnﬁu. Gﬁmuﬂmﬂ% rarely
bother to comment specifically on the locution ‘forbid evil {s#’)". .

We come now to the two verses that, despite their lack of s.nm:&_mnozm
reference to the duty, alone give support to the idea that it is to be per-
formed by members of the community to each other. .

With regard o the yazanzhawna of Q5:79, the noawmnnﬂw.ﬁoa i mmwunn the
variant reading, yautabina, and favour the interpretation of ..SQ.&S.NSEW:W
as “forbid cach other’, rather than ‘desist’. Thus Fakbr al-Din al-Rizi

55 " 1 to be very great, despite the disagreement vnnﬁ.wn.n Mu‘razilites and
Wmmwmm%oﬁmmmmm:éwnmﬁn mmom and 9_% are 5o _u.(..nmncnn or by divine m.w.mn.ﬁwn. ?wum.
McDermott, The theeloqy of al-Shaikh E“.hﬁﬁ.mu, Beirut w@ﬂm.. 625, Hm“_unmw SH %an om
mentary 10 Q3:104 quotcs alternative definitions, one uwwnu_sm o m.nw.m u.gn.ﬁ.p Hams_nm.
the other to revelation and reason; he comments that there is no real nmp ,_..m.:rﬂ MH g
{sma‘na) beoveen them {Majma’, 1:483.30 (1o Q3:104); and of. AbR .JMM.va By
{d. 701/1301), Madarik al-tonzil, Cairo G.m.?.mw. 1:240 nn. 1f (0 Oun._ _n”nn o of
As one Ash‘arite scholar puts it, the anﬁaw.m of Gn dutyarc S.aEBo;mnwm .wn Mw m, \H.ommv
Istam (eafasdluba al-shar® min “au%awa.u:wu mh.a “::Eﬁhnnimbm C.cfu ay ,nw, Agy.va a.mﬁdﬁ.
al-Irshid il grwdri® ai-odilln ff usil al-i'tigad, cd. M. Y. Migsi and “A. AL - .
%H.Mm_.m.u_wwmmﬂwowww 1.8 Aanmv.ﬁn some inhomogencity in a,_.n views of nma_nm excgeLes, M_Mr
ibid., Wwom nos. 15,547-51); and sce ‘Abd &.w»uw...mﬁ. ibn mmﬂw,”wmmw m._-mm.n ani {d.
211/827), Tafir al-Qui'dn, ed. M. M. ?EWWB_BQ.F W:_Hmm 1939, W. . u._nww“a,, e the
Qurtubi, Jami®, 4:47-9. His precursor [bn al-“Arabi (d. 543/1148) ha lrcady aken the
e B o e 15555, 266.5) Tad states expliciy ths
{ Alkgm al-Qur'fisn, ed. "A. M. al-Bajawy, aro 1357-8, -3). Tl stat M.»Mw.y.m. :
the v { ‘those who command right and forbid wrong Ab@wﬁr #423.13; et
M_HmMMMWm MMWNMMM_ Razi, Rawd, 2:483.9; Abn u_.hﬁﬁw &..mﬁ.uﬁn_m_buw. m‘,&m"ww.w.uﬂv.__w.m
Mawardi, Nrkar, 1:381.17). ﬁﬂw nn,nmno% ﬂ.um noBBw.v%me ﬁm%ﬂoﬁ%n.%ﬂwﬁnwﬁm %@m
is alrcady implicit in the Prophetic tradidon quoted by tc < . ors from Ao
¢ oda i “Jarrah (d. 18/639) {ibid., 381.18; Qurtuby, Jami', £:46.17; Lost, Tibyén,
Nmummw WM.WM»MH&WM, ma.:.w.ﬁa i w\,,..mww.w&w Abi ’l-Furizth-i mew Rawd, Mnmmw.wmmuﬂm»tﬁ al-Din
al-Razi, Tafir, 7:229.13; Suytisi, Durr, 2:1324). ¥ Scc below, zmﬁ S
0 Mugitil glosses 52 with wa a4 { Tafiin, 2.71.2) Ibn "Agiyya rogﬂn_ma‘ 2 s mm&ﬁbv
term for ali sins, though in this context referring mﬁnnwmnm:.,. 1o m ing Nﬁwu: ° .H.w.ﬂ.ﬂmwm
¢ Mubarrar, 7:189.14); this is repeated by Abii Hayyin (Babr, 4:412.21) an 3
{Jawahiz, 2:82.12).
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(d. 606,/1210) notes both interpretations, but describes the Arst as that of
the mainstream (fusninir).®t Of other commentators who refer o both, a
few give no indicazion of preference,® or cven combine the two mean-

ings;® but most in one way ot another relegate ‘desist’ to a secondary posi-

tion.** Commentators who confine themselves to only one interprezation

almost always choose ‘forbid each other’; the only significant exception is

Wahidi (d. 468,/1076} in one of his works.® At the same ma.nnu several com-

mentators treat the verse as an invitation to rail against laxiry in the perfor-

mance of the duwy.%” It is clear, then, thar Koranic exegesis has pur most of
its weight behind the interpretation of Q5:79 as a reference to the murual

torbidding of wrongs committed within the community.®®

6% Fakhr al-Din al-Riz, Tafsir, 12:04.12; 5o alecady Wahidi, Basir, 11 £ 221019, 221b.11.

* 8¢ Bavdawi and Muhsin al-Favd (Baydaw, Amwdr, 2:164.8; Favd, SEf, 2.75.7).

% S0 Tabarf, Abi: "I-Lavth al-Samarqandl, Tist, and Tabrist in his major commenrary ( Tabad,
Tafitr, 10:496.4; Abii *I-Lavth al-Samarqandi, Tafrr, 1:453.5: Tisl, Tebvin, 3:595.21;
Tabrist, Mapua 2:231.25 (and of. 231.5)). Tabari's commentary to this verse is again sur-
prisingly bricf ~ a few lines and a single short tradition.

So Zamakhshard, Tabrist in his minor commentary, the Khizin, and Abi Havin
{ Zamakishari, Kashstif, 1:667.3, 667.11; Tabrisi, Jawdngi®| 1:397.1; Khizin, Lubal.
1:516.22: AbT EHayvan, Bafr, 3:540.14., 540.26). Tbon Mangfir (d. 711 /1311£) follows
this finc in his lexicon (Lisdn al-“Arab, Beirat 1968, 15:3444.5).

This scems to be the view taken by Mugad! {Tnfiir, 1:496.14), and is unambiguously that
adopted by Tujibi (d. 419/ 1028), Tha'labl, Wahid? in his Wasir, Baghawi, Ibn al-Jawzi,
Qurtubi, Ibn Katlir, BigdT {d. 885/1480), and the wo Jatal al-Dins, Mahalhi (4.

864,1459) and SuvGit (Tujibt, Mukbtass min Tofsir al-tmdm al-Tabari, Cairo 1970-1,
1:152.7; Tha'labi, Kashf, f. 204b.23; Wahidi, Wasy, 2:215.12; Baghawi, Ma'dlim,
3:34.10; Tbn ai-Tawel, 244 al-masir, 2:400.9; Quriubi, Jam:®, 6:253.7; [bn Kathir, Tafiir,
2:618.15; Biqd'T. Nugm al-durar, Hyderabad 1969-84, 6:265.10; Mahallf 2nd Suvis,
Tifsir al-Qur’in ei-karin (= Tafir al-Jaldlayn), Caivo 1966, 121.2), The Persian exegetes

tollow suit, a5 in the manslations of the (fourth/tenth century?) Owi'dn-i Quds, Najm al-

Din al-Nasafl and Husavn Wi'tz Kishifi, and the commentaries of Aba °l-Futith-i Riz,

Abt: *--Mahdsin Jurjini, and Fath Allih Kishiar tanon., Qurdn-i Quds: kbanrarin bur-

aardan-i Qui'an bal Firsi?, od. “A, Riwiqt, Tehran 1364 sh., 60; Najm al-Din al-Nasaf,

Tafsir, 1:171.5; Kashifi, Mawalib, 1:345.20; Aba I-Futah-l Rz, Ruwd. 4:301.15;

Tugant, fila” nl-adbban, 2:417.12; Kashdni, Manbaj, 3:300.12}.

“® Wahidi, Wiz, 331 (/4 yantabin). Cf also the anoavmous Tarjuina-i Tafiir-i Tnbasi
{third quarter of the fourth /renth century), ed. H. Yaghma'l, Tehran 1339~ sh., 4219
{(nah bis intadand as sightz) (for this text, sec Lazard, Langue, 41-5 no. 3).

" Zamakhsharl is particularly eloquent op this theme (Kaslshaf, 1:667.3); see also Mavbud,
Kaslif, 3:197 4 (and <. £bid., 2:234.10 to Q3:104); Kishif, Mewdhik, 1:345.22; Kishint,

2
A

AManbaf, 3:300.17, Ibn Kathir rakes the verse as zn oceasion 1o introduce a long series of
bedzls regarding ai-emy biYtuasifin general (Tafiir, 2:619.28-622.9},

8 Compare the tendentiousness of TabarTs undesstanding of wa-‘ramirft baviakum bi-
marifin in Q65:6 (sce above, note 13) as-"accept from one another, oh people, that right
which vou command cach other (md amarakum ba'dukiem bilkd bo'dan min maafy
(Tabari, fami® al-bayin, 28:96.4; similarly TOSL, Tibvin, 10:37.15; Wihidr, Wajiz, 1108;
Zamakhshari, Kashsindf, 4:559.10; Tabrisl, Jawdms’, 2:708.15; Fakhr al-Din al-Riz,
Tafsir, 30:37.10 (quoting Mubaread (d. 286,/9007); Qurtubi, fimit, 18:169.3; Baydawi,
Ampir, £:207.26; Khizin, Lubib, 7:94.19; AbG Hanwin, Badr, 8:285.20: Mavbudy,
Kashf, 10:145.20; Aba ’I-Futth-i Risi, Rawd, 11:188.7; and of. Raghib al-Isbahing,
Mufradse, 1:30a.19). These interpretations of Q3:79 and Q63:6 are neatly brought
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28 & INTROCDUCTORY

Turning to the Sabbath-breakers of Q7:163-6, the exegeres seem 10
have had no doubts that the reproof of the Sabbath-breakers was an
instance of ‘commanding right and forbidding wrong’.%? What troubled
them was rather an apparent discrepancy of divine accounting.”® There
appear to be three distinct groups involved in the story: the Sabbath-
breakers themselves, those who reproved them, and those who could see
no point in such reproof. Yet God specifies only two fates: the reprovers
(alladhing yanbawnea ‘ani 538"y were saved, and the evil-doers (alladhbina
salamii) were damned. What then became of the third group? Were they
too among the evil-doers by virtue of their failure to reprove the Sabbath-
breakers? Or could deft exegesis extricate them from this fatet We need not
examine the responses of the exegeres to this dilemsma, except to note that
a considerable confusion prevailed. For example, we have discordant tradi-
tions from Ibn “Abbis {d. 68,/687£.) to the effect that the third group were
damned, that they were saved, and that he did not know their fate.”?

f¢ will be instructive to end by looking at what the excgetes have to say
about some verses which bear (or are seen by them to bear) on the high-
risk performance of the duty, and the adverse consequences that are likely

to afflict those who engage in it.

In Q31:17 the sage Luqman is said t© have admonished his son as
follows: *C my son, perform the praver, and command right and forbid
wrong, and bear patiently whatever may pefall thee (wpa-sbir ‘ald mi
asabaha).” The excgeres have TWo interpretations of Lugman’s injunction

Foomote 68 {cont.) )
tomcther in the wording of 2 Prophetic tradition which urges cs.":n belicvers Ew” mymw.
murually command right and torbid wrong: Pramirvi bil-ma'rif __vm.na.uwag_q i m.
smankar{ for refercnees, sce below, ch. 3, notc 40), The phrase al-rtimir bi __Maw, rifwa’l-
naby ‘an al-munkar occurs in a Syrian tradition (Ibn Hanbal, Ebh..q.zmm. m“m. m\..u 3

8 See, for cxample, the following commentaries to (7:164: Zajjij, Ma'dni, 2:426.11;
Tabarl, Tafiir, 13:185.3; Wahidi, Wajiz, 418, and Wasin, -w”.ﬁo,..wf Zamakhshari,
Kashshif, 2:171.18; Tabrist, Majma’, 2:492.7; Fon Kathic, Tafsr, 3:239.10.

70 For 2 succinct acCounT, see Zajjal, Madni, 2:427.3, _

7 Tabar, Tafitr, 13:194.9 no. 15,278, 187 no. 15,269, 194 no. H.m.m 79 Al a:mn arc trans-
mirted by “Ikrima, the mawid of Ibn “Abbds. (In another tradition. Ibn m»cw,pw _mﬁnw.m#m
reprovers the ‘rightists’ (aymanan) and those who saw 60 point in reproof the *lefusts
Aaw.qﬁ.u.:& Qmisrumc.m HMOH 15,272: cf. also Qumemi (alive in wmﬂ\,@.wmu_ N..E.mﬁ .o...m. T. M.
al-Jaz3'isT, Najaf 1386-7, 1:244 20).) Tabard gives no statement cm.. his own view in mw_n text
of his commentary as we have it { Tafir, 13:186-98), though this could be deteetive {at
thid., 193-8, it is noteworthy that nos. 15,279-82, and still more nos. wm.mmwl‘? mﬁ.v not
mﬁnuw 1o the rubric at ifid., 193.15). An unusual view quoted at length mn.oﬂ Kalbiin an
{bidi source has iz that only TWO groups werc involved, namely the sinpers and the
wn?..o—ﬁnm.. it being the former who address the lateer in Du"w_?m (Hud w,ws ?.Ewpww»mf
Tafiir, 2:54.8, as parz of a long citation; Kalbi's view is cited ina mwmun.n form in ..m.&a al-
Razzaq. Tafir, 1:239.10, in Tabart, Tafsir, 13:195.5 no. 15,280, in Tast, Tibvin, u“wm..m.w.
and clseywhere, while Hid also knows the usual view that there were three groups: Tafiir,
2:34.16, 55.6).

2. KORAN AND KORANIC EXEGESIS ¢ 29

to fortitude: it may pertain to life’s atflictions in general, or it may refer
more particularly to unpleasant reactions met with in the course of torbid-
ding wrong. The weight of exegerical opinion inclines strongly to the
second. Some commentators mendon both;™ but the majority reter only to
,onc, and this is always the interpretation linking fortitude to commanding
- right.”® In a similar vein, there is a variant reading to Q3:104 which adds
“after “forbidding wrong’ the words “and they seck God’s help against what-
" ever may befal them (wa-yvasta Tndna “Haha/bi'llak ‘0li md agibahum) 7

*
some cxegetes are not above drawing the same moral from this textual
variant, even while rejccting it.7® There are also a couple of verses which,
though they make no mention of forbidding wrong, are often interpreted
to refer to incurring death in the course of it. One is Q2:207. Here. ina
conmrast between sincere and insincerc adherents of the [Prophet
(Q2:204-7}, the sincere follower is described as one “who sells himself
desiring God’s good pleasure (man yashri nafsabu “btighi’a mardar
lighi) 7 Among the traditions that are quoted regarding the circumstances
in which this verse was revealed, there is onc from “Umar (d. 23/644)
according 1o which it referréd to a man who engaged in commanding right

2 Bavdiwi combines them, with cmphasis on the second (Anwir, £:31.10). Mawardt,
Zamakhsharl, Qurtubi 2nd Abli Hayyin mention both without indicating a preference
{Mawardi, Nnfer, 4:338.12; Zammkhshad, Kashshaf, 3:496.13: Qurrubl, [,
14:68.17; Abli Havvin, Babr, 7:188.11). TabrisT and Maybudi give precedence to the
sccond (Tabrist, Mafma’, 4:319.17; Mavbods, Kaslf, 7:493.19).
Muginl, Tafir, 3:435.9; Muqicl, Kiwms mi’a, 278.16; Tabar, Janettal-bayidn, 21:47.12
{and the tradition to the same effect from 1bn Jurayj (d. 130/767), ¢hid., 47. 10k Jassls,
Abham, 2:486.6; Abd *Lavth d-Samarqandr, Tafifr, 3:22.23; Tast, Tibvan, 8:279.17;
Wikidf, Wadz, 3:444.1; Tabrisi, fewdmi’, 2:295.22; Fakhr ab-Din al-Rizi, Tafir,
25:149.11; 1bn Kathir, TafiFr, 5:385.11; Tha'ahbi, Jawdlhir, 3:326.16: Swvug, Darr,
5:166.20 (from $a%d ibn Jubayr); also Stribadi {d. 494/1101), Tafir-i Quryidn-i karin,
n.p. 1345 sh., 269.15 {for this Karrdm] texr, se¢ Lazard, Longree, 91—% no. 29,and . van
Ess, Ungendirzic Tixee s Karrdmiya, Heidelberg 1980, 73f). For an ancedore that
assumes this interpretation of the verse, see below, ch. 4, note 190. Ct. also Ibn ‘Agvva,
Mubarrar, 3:188.13 {ro Q3:104).
Jeffery, Materialr, 34 (Ibn Mas*ad), 227 {Ibn al-Zubayr {d. 73/692)); Ibn AbT Dawad
(d. 316,/929), Masabif, cd. Jeffery in his Marerials, 39.3 (*Uthman {d. 35/656)}, 82.18
{lbn al-Zubave); Tabard, Tafdr, 7:91 no. 7595 {*Uithman), 91f no. 7,396 (Ibn al-
Zubavt); anon. (writing 425/1034), al-Mabani ii-nazm sl-ma'Ani, in A, Joffery (ed.),
Tiwe Mugaddimas to the Que'anic scicnces, Cairo 1954, 102.3 {Ibn al-Zubayr), 102.9
{(*Uthmin); Qurtubi, Jémi", $:165.1¢ (Ibn al-Zubayr), 165.20 {Uthmink, Suynd, D,
2:62.1 {Ibn al-Zubavr). This rcading was among those that carned oo Shanabidh (d.
328/939) a fogging (see b al-Nadim (d. 380,/990), Fibris, Beirut 1978, 43.7, and, for
the incident, EI*, art. ‘Ibn Shanabadh™ {R. Parct)).
7 1bn *Agdyva, Merharrar, 3:188.9. Ab Havvin, Befr, 3:21.6; Tha'gibi, Jawdhir, 1:355.14
(read yaste Tndna for sasaidbinag).
7 The insincere adherent, by contrasz, does not aceept reproaf (Q2:206 ), icis thanks to this,
no doubt, that Q2:207 has ataacted exegesis in terms of forbidding wrong. The relevance
of this verse, and TabatTs commentary on it, were drawn to my attenton by Eran
Kohlberg.
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and forbidding wrong, and was killed.” TabarT takes the wider view that the
scope of the verse includes both commanding right and holy war.”® The
other verse is Q3:21, which refers to those who “slay those who command
justice {al-gist)’; this again is taken to refer to death incurred through com-
manding right and forbidding wrong.” Thus the exegetes display a fairly
consistent tendency ro enhance the standing of forbidding wrong by refat-
ing it to Koranic material which does not require such an interpretation.
As might be expected from all this, the exegetes are much concerned with
the apparent negation of the duty in Q5:105: ‘O believers, look after your
own souls { ‘alaykum anfusakum). He who is astray cannot hurt you, if vou
are rightly guided.”® Their tendency here is in one way or another to mini-
mise the erosion of the duty thar this verse might suggest to the unwary
Muslim. Thus Tabarl presents two main views. The first is that the verse
refers to some future time when forbidding wrong will cease 1o be etfective,
so that the duty will lapse;! in other words, the verse has no application in
the present. The second view does not deny the relevance of the verse to
our own times, but sees a catch in the clause if you are rightly guided’:
those who fail to forbid wrong are ipse facto not rightly guided.®? Tabart
himself opts for the second view.®* Elsewhere we even encounter talk of
abrogation within Q5:105.% Overall, the sources abound in vague refer-
ences to men of straw who misconstrue the verse in a sense antithetical to

1

7 Tabari, Tafitr, $:250 no. 4,007; Wakid (d. 468,/1076}, Asbah nuzil al-Qui'dn, ed. A
Sagr, Cairo 1969, 59.7; Tbn al-‘Arabi, Albkdm, 144.21: Qurtobi, Jami, 3:21.5; Suyuti,
Durr, 1:241.15. The Imami cxegetes, who cannot bring themsclves to quote "Unmar,
allude to other traditions to the same cffect from “Alf {d. 40,/661) and Ibn ‘Abbis (sec,
for example, Tast, Tibvin, 2:183.19); such waditions are also known 10 the Sunnis and
Zaydis {scc, for example, Quriubl, Jami ¢ 3:21.2, and Mawardi, Nukar, 1:267.3; Abt ’I-
Fath al-Davlami, Barhdn, f. 24a.14).

78 Tabari, Tafiir, 4:251.1 (but cf. #bid., 250.7); compare the view of Hlasan (al-Bag) quoted

by Tast { Tibvin, 2:183 20}, Tabris] scems o take the view that the reference is exclusively
10 al-amr bi'l-na vEf (Majma’, 1:301.26), For Ibn al-*Arabi, the verse tends to support
the view thar it is good to risk one’s lfe in forbidding wrong { Abkeim, 145.14).

7 Qurtubi sces the verse as 2 proof of the permissibility of commanding right ¢ven when onc

risks gerting killed (Jim1, 4:48.19; and cf. Ibn al-*Arabi, Apkim, 266.5). Fakhr al-Din al-

Rizi quotces from Hasan (ai-BagiT) the view that the verse highly commends performance

of the duty in the fce of risk { Tf#r, 7:230.13). Tusi likewise quotes a view o the cffeer

tlrat the verse permits commanding right cven at the risk of one’s life, but he goes on to

refure it ( Tibvare, 2:422.16; similarly Tabust, Majma’, 1:423.31).

For an extended account of the problem, sec Tabari, Tafiis, 11:138-53.

Ihid., 138-46 nos. 12,848-63.

Ibid., 148-51, supported by Tabar with nos. 12.,869-78, although only nos. 12,869f. do

so explicitly. 53 Ihid., 152.15.

Sec Abi ‘Ubavd al-Qisim ibn Satlim (d. 224/838(), al-Nastkh wa'l-mansihh, ed. I

Burton, Cambridge 1987, 98.11; Hibatallih ibn Salima (d. 410/1019Y, al-Nasikir wa'l-

sansakh, Cairo 1960, 42.4; Ibn al-‘ArabT (d. 543/1148), ‘Aridar al-abwadhi bi-shark

Sakil al-Tirmidhi, Cairo nd., 9:13.18). Jassds reports that some consider the verse to

abrogate or limit the duaty { Abkrm, 2:486.17), and proceeds to refute this View,

o wom
[
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forbidding wrong, but it is extremely rare to find an suthor who acrually
adopts such a posinon.®3 )

The general conclusion from this account of the actvity of the cxegetes
is that their detailed understanding of the verses and their wider concep-
tion of the duty do not have very much to do with each other. As we have
scen repeatedly, their reading of scripture tends to be informed by an
understanding of forbidding wrong which cannot be derived directly from
the verses themselves. They understand the duty primarily as one 1o be per-
tormed by individua!l believers to each other, and not, say, by the commu-
nity as a whole towards the world ar large; and they see its scope as in the
first instance response to specific misdeeds, rather than vague and general
cthical affirmation.3® This perspective is by and large one that they simply
assume; they do not generally expend much energy in forcing it on an
unwilling scripture. The overall effect is to insert the dury into the daily life
of the community in a far more concrete wav than the Koran, read as naked
scripture, would seem to require. It is this concrere understanding of for-
bidding wrong that will be the central concern of this book.

8 The verse is invoked to play down the duty by Jihiz (d. 255/8688) { Kitman al-sive wao-
bifs al-lisan, in ‘A, Mo HrGn {ed.), Rast’il al-Jabiz, Caivo 196479, 1:163.6), and again
by Ibn “Abd al-Barr, (d. 463 /107 1) (Tambid, ed. M. A. al-*Arawt ef ad., Rabar cec. Em.\.l.
16:161.12; Ibn "Abd al-Barr, Isidibar, Damascus and Beirut 1993, 6:363F. nos. 9,388,
9,393). I owe these reterences to Larry Conrad, Eran Xohiberg and Maribel Fierro respee-
tively

% The narrow view of the scope of tfarbidding wrong discussed above, 22-4, is an ingerest-
ing excepton; but as we have scen, as @ theory of the duary it was stliborn.
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CHAPTER 3

TRADITION

1. THE ‘THREE MODES> TRADITION

There are numerous Prophetic and other traditions on the subject of for-
bidding wrong,* several of them well known; but one, a Kifan rradition,
is far more prominent in our sources than any of the others. For reasons
that will appear, I shall call it the ‘three modes’ tradition. It is encountered
in two main forms. Either the Prophetic core of the tradition occuss on its
own, or it is found within the framework of an anecdote relatng to a later
period. We can best begin with the anecdote.?

1 This abundance is cxplicitly noted by some Koranic excgetes thn.Eg, M_.man,n 4:48.6 {10
Q3:21, queting Ibn "Abd al-Barr {d. 463/1071)); Tbn Kathr, Tefiir, 2:87.2 (o Q3:104%
ibid., 619.28 (to Q5:79)).

* Ab@ Dawid al-Tayilis (d. 204/819), Musad, Hyderabad 1321, 292 no. 2,196 {whence
tassas, Abkdm, 2:30.7); "Abd al-Razziq ibn Hammim al-Sanant (d. wﬁ.\muuu,
Musannaf, ed. H. al-A'zani, Beirur 1970-2, 3:285 no. mbm,ﬁ Enu Abi .m_.é&u
(d. 235,/849), Musannaf, ed. K. Y. al-Har, Beirut 1989, 14921, nos. u.owgﬁﬁuoﬁb
facking the Prophenc radition); Ibn Hanbal, Mrsnad, 3:10.12, 20.8, &w.:.u, .uu.uc..
54,23, 92.22; ‘Abd ibn Humayd (d. 249 /8631, Musnad, in the Munrakhal of wm:. @m?w
Ibrahim ibn Khuzaym al-Shashi, ed. 5. al-Badsi al-SamarraTand M. M. K ..m.,.mw,mn_r wQ.E.n
1988, 284 no. 906; Muslim ibn al-Hajj3j (4. 261/875), Sabil, cd. ML E. kﬁuﬁm u.w“_wp.ﬁr
Cairo 1955-6, 69 no. 49; Tbo Mija, Sunan, 406 no. 1275, 1330 no. 4 013 AbT Um:._._ml.
Sunan, 1:6775 no. 1140; Tirmidhi, Sabil, 6:337 no. 2,173, ibn ENH «P.Uanﬁﬂ; Ay, ,H Hu.
no. 78; Tbn Hibbin (d. 354/965), Salih, in the arrangement of «Em. &.OE.&..MP.ME
{d.739,/1339),cd. "A. M. “Uthmin, Medina 1970, 1:311£ nos. maﬁ.wmm..,ﬁuﬁr Sir Ew,
4:85F. no. 7,559 and cf. Ibn al-Athir, Jami', 1:324f no. 107 ?‘Eﬂon.ﬁ isn&i). The m_.um%
tion is partly paraphrased and party translated in Wensinck, The Musline nq\...l.m_.m, 106f. The
fsmids of these versions (together with those referred to below, note .3 point strongly to
a2 Kdfan provenance for the tradidon. One group of imdds, characterised by the presence
of Isma'il ibn Raji’ al-Zubavdi {fZ. first haif of the second /eighth century), remains solidly
Kafan into the late second/cighth century (sce, for cxample, Ibn Hanbak, E.N.“En,a,
2:52.29). The other, marked by the presence of Qays ibn Muslim u_.?.n_u.m (d.1 m.O\.\mq».Y
is mrainly Kifa into the mid-sccond /eighth century (of four rransmitrers of nwumu‘wﬁpm.,.n,
the only non-Kifan is the Basran Shuba ibn al-Hajja; (d. 160/776)); thereafter non-
Kifan transmitrers (all Iragi, and mostly Basran) become more prominent (sce, for
cxample, fbid., 3:54.23; Abu Diwdd al-Tayilisi, Musead, 292 no. 2,196, lbn Abi

1-Punwa’s imdd is defective).

IR R U B N L R A

The scene is set on a feast-day in Medina during the governorship of the
future Umayvad caliph Marwan ibn al-Hakam (r. 64-3,/684-5).% Marwin,
presiding over the congregation in his role of governor, commits wo ritual
Em?.ow:.nmnw.. he brings out the pulpit (minbar) on a feast-day, and he
begins with the sermon (khutén) before the praver (yafff).* A man then
arises and rebukes him: ‘Marwin, vou've gone against the proper castom
(sunna)! You've brought out the pulpit on a feast-day, when it used not to
be, and vou've started with the sermon before the praver!” At this point the
Companion Abil SaTd al-Khuds (d. 74,/693) intervenes: he inquires the
identity of the author of the rebuke, and pronounces that the man has done
his ducy. Here, then, we have a concrere example of the practce of rebuke
within the communitv. Somebedy had done something wrong — some-
thing quite specific ~ and somcone else thereupon took it upon himselt to
upbraid him for it.

The Prophetic tradition that Abd Sa‘id then proceeds ta relate provides

a succinct theory of this practice. “Whoever sees a wrong (munkar)’, says

the Prophet, ‘and is able to put it right with his hand (an yughayviraln bi-
yadiki), let him do so; if he can’t, then with his tongue {&i-lisgnibe}; if he

can’t, then with [or in] his heart { bi-gaibibi),® which is the barc minimum
e . .o . -~ ' .

of faith.”® This tradition is referred to, quoted and commented upon with

great frequency in subsequent liccrature.” It owes this distinetion to the fact

* That Marwin is governor in Medina, nor caliph in Svria, is clear from the presence of the
Companicn Abi $2'd al-Khudf4d. 74/693), and explicit in a relared tradition {Bukhird
(d. 256,/8701, Sapib, ¢d. L. Krehl, Leiden 1862-1908, 1:244.2, Bavhaql. Sznan, 3:280.9).
Marwin was nwice governer of Medina, once in the 485/660s and once in the 505/670s
{sce EI%, art. “Marwan I, 621b (C. E, Bosworth)). :

+ For the rirual issues, see EF%, art, “Kharba™ (A. J. Wensinck). The details of Marwin's inno-
vations vary slichtly in some versions; in these and other particutars, I follow Abi Diawd’s
VOISIOn. . .

% The problematic character of the idea of putting something right with (or in) the heart was
clearly scen by Nawawi (d. 676/1277) in his commentarics on the tradition (see his Shan
Salih Musiine, Beirut 1987, 1:384.25, and his commenzary on his own sclection of forwy
sraditions published as Shasls matn al-Arba iz al-Nawowiyes, Darnascus 1966, 92.77.

6 Yor versions of the madition that include the frame-story, sce zbove, note 2 {but note that
Ibn AbT “-Dunyi's version is defective). For versions in which the Prophete tradition
appears on its own, sce Aba Dawdid, Saran, 4:5311 no, 4,340 (whenee Jassis, Abkdm,
2:486.12); 1bn ABT *L-Dunvyi, Ams, 51 no. 10; Nasd, Sunan, 8:111.6, 112.3: Bavhagl,
Snnen, 6:95.1,10:90.13; and, for versions without isndds, Muttaqi, Kanz, 3:68 no. 5,524,
75 1o, 5.556: Mubammad jbn ‘Abd al-Wahhab (d. 1206,/1792), Neghar al-mesdimin bi-
abidith kbdtam ai-marsaiin, Cairon.d., 65.2, Later writers felt frec to omit the Fame-stary.
Thus an unframed version quoted by Tagsds (Abédmn, 2:30.14) derives from Abu Danid's
framed version { for which sec above, note 2); and Nawawd, in adopting the wadition from
Musiim for his sclection of forty rraditions (sec the following note}, likewise left the frame-
story aside, For the hierarchy of hand, tongoe and heart, compare, for example, Musiim,
Salbil, 70.5 no. 50.

7 See, for exampie, below, ch. 5, note 76; ch. 6, note 1235 ¢h. 7. note 60; ch. 8, 173, and

nates 32, 101, The tradidon also owes some of izs celebrity to NawawT's inclusion of ic
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34 ¢ INTRODUCTORY

that it provided later generations with a fundamental building-block for
their scholastic doctrines of forbidding wrong. Whereas the Koranic
diction of ‘commanding’ and ‘forbidding’ suggests a purely verbal duty,
this Prophetic tradition spells out a hierarchy of modes of response to
wrong: deed, word and thought.

There is, however, one thing about this tradition that is unsettling. At
no point does the Prophet — or anyone else - refer explicitly to ‘command-
ing right’ or ‘forbidding wrong’. What the dicton of the tradition and the
Koran have in common is the term ‘wrong” (#unkar). Yet in speaking of
what is to be done about the wrong, our tradition uses a term of its own,
namely to ‘put right’ (gheyvara).’ The lireral meaning of this verb is to
‘change’, whether for better or for worse.? But in the usage that doubtless
lies behind that of the tradition, it seems rather to have the sense of putting
things to rights in the context of a personal injury.’? The upshot is that

Footnote 7 {cont.)

in his popular sclection of forty aditions (published as Matn al-Arba‘in al-Nuwawiya,
Beirut 1977, 76 no. 34 (from Muslim)}, whence irs discussion in the numerous com-
mentaries on this litele work, starting with his own { Sharb matn al-Arba’in, 91f no. 34;
1bn Dagiq al-Td (d. 702,/1302}, Shark al-Arba‘in badithan al-Nowawiyya, Cairo n.d.,
55-7 no. 34; Taftazini (d. 793 /1390), Sharh badich al-Arba ‘in af-Nawawi (sic), Istanbul
1316, 105 no. 34; ibn Rajab (d. 795/1393), Jami® al-‘nlim wa'l-fikam, Beirut 1987,
346-52 no. 34; 1bn Hajar al-Hayrami {d. 974 /1567, Farh al-mabin -sharh al-Arba‘in,
Cairo 1352, 244-8 no. 34; "Al al-Qart (4. 1014/1606), al-Mubin ai-mau 5 l-falu al-
Arba'sn, Caito 1910, 188-94 no. 34; IsmiT Hagq? Brisevi (d. 1137 /1725), Shar) al-
Arba'in badithan {in Turkish), Istanbul 1253, 336—41 no. 34; and many others).

S A few versions of the radition use ankera in place of ghaypera (Abé Diwid al-Tayalist,
Musnad, 292 no. 2,196; Ibn Hanbal, Musnad, 3:92.22: Tiemidhi, Salib, 6:337 no. 2,173,
Bavhagf, $his'ad, 6:85f. no. 7,559); the distribution of this variant does not correlate with
the lines of transmission. The verb ghanars appears frequenty in other wraditions {sce, for
example, below, notes 16, 18, 54, 60).

¢ The Koran uses ghayvara only where the change is for the worse (sce Q4:119, Q8:53,
Q13:11, ane of. Q47:15). The lexicographers, bowever, report usages wferring o the
casing or repairing (the verb emploved is agaha) of camel-saddles, where the change is
clearly for the better, and they iliustrate these usages from poetry {E. W. Lanc, Az Arabic-
Englisly lexicon, London 1863-93, 2.315a; Azhari (d. 370,980}, Tahdih al-lngha, ed. A,
M. Hiciin et #f., Cairo 1964-7, 8:189b,16, 190a.1; Tbn Manziir, Lisdn, 5:402.26, 40b.3,
425.1; Murtadi al-Zabidi (d. 120571791, Taf al-‘aras, cd. ‘A. A. Farraj of af, Kuwait
1965-, 13:289.13, 289.18).

19 Note, for example, the verse of the pre-Islamic Ta'T poct Qays ibn Jurwa (for whom sce
W. Caskel, Gambarat an-nasab: Das genenlogische Werk des Hitans ibn Mubemmad al-
Kalbi, Leiden 1966, index, £.5.) in which he makes 2 dire threat should his enemy not put
right some of what his tribe have done: la-in lnut tughayvir ba'da wd gad fa‘sirum (apud
A, A, Bevan (ed.), The Naki'ig of Jarir and al-Farpsdak, Leiden 1905-12, 1082.13,
appendix XI; and sce Aba Zayd al-Ansari {d. 215/830f), al-Nawidir fi *I-lugha, cd.
AL ‘A, Ahmad, Beirut and Cairo 1981, 266.6; Hitim al-T#T, Divdn, ed. “A. 5. Tamal,
Cairo n.d.. 170 no. 16, line 4, Mubarrad {d. 286,/900), Kamil, cd. W, Wright, Leipzig
1864-92, 564.8; I owe these references to the Concordance of Pre-Islamic and Umayyad
Poctry of the Hebrew University of Terusalem). When “‘Abdaliih ibn Ubayy interceded for
the Jewish Band Qaynugd’ in the events leading o their expulsion in the year 2/624, he
was slightly wounded in the face; his Jewish confederates then protested that they would
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without the unthinking unanimity of the scholastic tradition, we would not

know for sure that the Prophert and Abil $a‘id were ratking about *forbid-

ding wrong™.!!

2. OTHER TRADITIONS OF POSITIVE TENDENCY

We can deal more briefly with the rest of the traditions on forbidding
wrong transmitzed from the Prophet, since these have much less to offer
in doctrinal terms.

The largest group consists, predicrably, of sayings which in one way or
another exhort believers to perform the duty. A widely quoted example 1s
a further Kiifan tradition with a structure similar te the ‘threc modes’ tra-
dition.'? In the frame-story, the caliph Abt Bakr {r. 11-13/632-4) quotes
Q5:105, with its suggestion that the righteous believer need not concern
himself with the misdeeds of others;!? implicidy or explicitly, he rells the
community that this is 2 misinterpretation. e makes his point by guotng
a saying of the Prophet (although therc are other versions in which it ts
ascribed to Abil Bakr himself).* This saying threatens people with collec-

not reside in a place where their protector bad suffered this injury without their being able
w0 put things right (/d sagdic an wnghayyivebu, la naseit by ghivaran, Wigidi,
Maghazt, 178,10, The crucificd Mihin al-Hanafi {d. 83/701f) rcbukes "Ammar al-
Duhni (d. 133,/730f.) for warching the scene and doing nothing about it (swa-d rghayviv,
Fasawi, Mz rifa, 2:615.4).

1t Compare the cases of Q5:79 and Q7:165 (sec above, ¢h. 2, 1517, for the verses them-
selves, and 26-8 for their exegesis). :

12 This tradition has pride of place in Ibn Hanbal (d. 241/855), Musnad, ed. A, M. Shikir,
Cairo 1949-58, 1:153 neo. 1; also 163 no. 16, 168 nes. 291, 176 no. 53 Abh ‘Ubavd,
Nisith, 99.21; ibn Abi Shavba, Mrgrunsaf, 7:504f. no. 37.583; Ibn Mija, Swnan, 1327
06, 4,005; Ab Dawid, Swean, $:509f. no, 4,338 {whence Tagsds, Afkdnz, 2:31.6);
Tirmidhy, Sakth, 6:335f, no. 2,169, 8:221 no. 3.059; Ibn Abi 1-Dunvi, Amr, 37 no. 1;
Abtt Yasuf, Khardj, 10.18; Humaydi, Mumad, 3f no. 3; Ab@ Bakr al-Marwazl (d.
292 /905, Musnad Abi Bakr al-Siddig, «d. S. al-Arnd'Gt, Beirut nd., 134-6 no. 86;
Tabari, Tafir, 11:150f nos. 12,876, 12,878 {to Q3:105); Ibn Hibbin, Salil, in the
armangement of Farsi, 1:310f no. 300; jassds, Ak, 2:486.25, Bavhaqgl, Sunaw,
10:91.21; Bavhaqi, Shu'eb, 6:82 no. 7.550 {where the text is corrupt, <f. Ab Ddwid’s
version): for versions withour isndds, sce Ibn al-Athir, Jami, 1:3308 no. 111; Thn "Abd
al-Wahhib, Nasibe, 63.22. The common link of most of these versions is the Kafan Ismi'dt
ibn AbT Khilid (4. 143 /762£); the wansmirters from Ismi‘T arc 2 mixture of Kitfans and
others from lower Irag. That the provenance of the wradition is Kifan finds confirmation
ins the émdds of the non-Prophetic versions cited below, note 14. At the same fime, Iwo
brief traditions adduced by Tabard to the same effect have it fmads (Tafir, 11:148
nos. 12,869f; in the first, the zuthoriny quoted is the Medinese $a2'1d ibn al-Musavvab (d.
94 /712£), while in the second, it is the Kifan Companion Hudhavth ibn al-Yaman (d.
36,/656f). There is also a paralicl in a letter of "Umar ibn ‘Abd al-*Aziz {r
99-10] /717-20} in which he makes no menton of Abd Bakr or any other early author-
ity (‘Abdaliah ibn ‘Abd al-FHakam {(d. 2148299, Strac ‘Unar ibn “Abd al-“Asiz. od A
“Ubavd, Damascus 1964, 162.11). 13 See above, chi. 2, note 84,

1 These other versions are ta be found in Tabart, Tafiir, 11:148-51 {nos. 12.871f., 12,8741,
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tive punishment from on high if they do ot take action to right wrongs —
according to one version, if they see 2 wrongdoer {zalm) and do not
restrain him;'® according to another, which more directly concerns us, if
they sec a wrong (munkar) and fail to put it right {ghayyara).*® Thus the
same disparity appears here between the wording of the tradition and the
Koranic terminology of commanding and forbidding.!” This time, as it
happens, neither version of the saying of the Prophet seems to appear inde-
pendently of the frame-story, though a somewhat similar saying is trans-
mitted by another Companion.'*

Another much-quoted example of such exhortatory traditions urges the
believers to perform the duty {usually with the wording fa-ta murunna bi’l-
marif wa-la-tanhawunny ‘an al-muitkar) or be visited with unpleasant
consequences.’® Just what these consequences will be varies in the different

Eootnote 14 {cont.} i
12,877): <f. also 1bn Hanbal, Musnad, 1:168 no. 29, and TirmidhTs comnicnts to gnr
his versions. The commaon link of all but ene, of Tabari’s versions is the Kifan Du.«.d _v:
AbT Hizim {d. 97 /715f.}. (He in tarn, is the ransmitter from 5&08 Hm:._wnm_ Ea Abi Zﬁv.a
relates most of the Prophetic versions cited above, note 12.) The ismdds remain predoni-
nantly Kifan into the later second/ cighth century.
15§, for example, Tirmidhi's versions. . )
1 S, for example, the versions of Tbn Maja and Abi Yosuf: of. also Muttagl, Kang, 3:67 no.
5,517, and $3 no. 5.395, both lacking the frame-story. It should be noted that none of
the non-Prophetic versions is of this type. Another vadant (Ibn Hanbal, Musmead, 1:176
no. 53) uses ankara in place of gheyvera.
By contrast, in two of the non-Prophetic versions guoted by Tabard (sce above, note 14),
Abl Bakr enjoins: ‘By God, you will command right and forbid wroag . . .7 (nos. 12,874,
12,877} )
18 See. for example, Abll Dawiid al-Tayilis, Musnad, 92 no. 663; *Abd al-Razziq, Musanaaf,
11:348 no. 20.723; Ibn Hanbal, Musnad, 4:361.4, 363.8, 364.15, 366.4; Ibn Maja,
Sunan. 1329 no. 4.009: Abil Dawad, Swuan, 4-510F no. 4,339 Ibn Abi 'L-Dunyd, Amr,
47 no. 6; Ibn Hibban, Sakil, in the arrangement of Firist, 1:308f. nos. 296, 298; Bayhaqgi,
Swunan, 1091.31. Al versions usc the term ghayyara; some {as that o.w. Abt Ums.,m.a &
TaviiisT) speak of collective punishment. The Companion who transmis mwn.ﬂ.n.nrﬁou is
the Kiifan Jarr ibn “Abdaliah al-Bajait (d. 51/671f); the 83305.::# of the imdds is .mrn
Kafan Abil Ishig al-SabTi (d. 127,/744L), and subsequent transmitcers are mostly Hmmwubm
or Basrans. Compare also Havthami, Zawé 7d, 7:269.13, and ?MESM%. Kans, 3:85 ne,
5601 (from the Svian Companion Ablt Umiama al-Bihili (d. 86/703)). o
19 Api Ubavd, Ndsiti, 100.14; Iba Hanbal, Musnad, 5:388.28, 390.1, 391.18; .DQE%W.
Sabtlh, 6:336 no. 2,170; Tbn Abi Shayba, Musennaf, 7:460 no. 37,221 Ibn Abt m.ﬁs:u.ir
L.»mﬁ‘., 54 no, 12; Jassas, Abkam, 2:488.32; Bavhaqi, Sunasn, Ho“@m.mmp, Bavhagi, Shu am_.
6:84 no. 7,558; and for versions without isndds, sce Ibn al-Athir, E::m w...mww no. 113;
Muttagt, Kans, 3:70 no. 5,529, 76 no. 5,562; Ibn *Abd al-Wahhab, ?&..,Tr au.;wm:w
these versions are transmiitted by the Companion Hudhayfa {except that in Iba Ab I-
Dunvi’s version. the saving appears as Hudhayfa’s ownl; the fsndds, where given, are
Medinese or Kafan. Other versions are transmitted by ‘Alisha (d. 58/678) {[bn Hanbal,
Mrsnad, 6:159.3; Ibn Mija, Snan, 1327 no. 4.004; Ibn Abf °l-Dunvi, .&E.ﬁ *m no. 73
Bavhagi, Smman, 10:93.26), AR (d. 40,661} (Tbn AbT Shavba, Musaanaf, N“uo» no.
37.576), Hasan ibn “AlT {d. 49 /669E) (Mu‘aym ibn Hammad (d. mwm\m»wvn Firan,cd. S,
Zakkir, Mecca nd., 141.22, whence Muttaql, Kawus, 3.77 no. 5,563), Abd Bakr {sce the
references given above, notc 17), and ethers (sce, for example, Tbn ABTL-Dunyd, Amr, 49

~
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versions of the tradition. One formulation is thar God will bestow power
on the worst of them and then ignore the prayers of the best of them;® a

3

more colourful one is that He will send the Persians ( “Ajam} against them
to smite their necks and eat their spoils {f2y7).%! This radition, or at least its
opening injunction, can also appear as a component of more complex tra-
ditions.?? Uniike the other traditions we have considered so far, the injunc-
ton is also at home among the Shi‘ites, who transmit it from their own
authorities.

It would be unprofitable to artempt to cover alt traditions that in one
way or another make favourable reference to forbidding wrong. What
follows should give a fair idea of the character of the remaining material i
this caregory.

no. 8; Havthami, Zaws’id, 7:266.15, 266.19). Overall, the isnads are Medinese or Kafan.
For Zavdi versions, sce below, ch. 10, note 9.

2 So ibn Hanbal, Musnad, 5:390.1.

3 §o Nu'avm ibn Hammad's version. The Zaydi “Abdallih ibn al-Husayn ibn al-Qasim (.
fater third /ninth century), brother of the imam al-HadT il *1-Hagq (d. 298/911), quotes
a version (without fmad) in which the threat runs: *or you will assurediy un inte miser-
able peasants’ (aw la-takiimtna ashgivd’ sarrid in) (nl-Nasikh wa'lmansil, ms. Beddin,
Glaser 128, £ 45b.7; for this manuscript, sce W. Ahlwardt, Verscichniss dev arabischen
Handschrifeen der Kiniglichesn Bibliothek s Berlin, Berlin 1887-99, 9:574 no. 10,2267,
For the reference to miserable peasants, compare the activist traditioh quoted in Abd Bakr
al-Elwallal (d. 311/923), al-Musnad min masa’il Abt "Abd:llch Alad ion Mubanmad
fbse Hanbal, ed. Z. Ahmed, Dacea 1975, 18,18,

For one case see above, note 17. In another case the inftial injuncron appears in some ver-
sions of a Kitfan tradition describing the misdeeds of the Israclires, in particular their habiz

‘of socialising with offenders whom they had previously rebuked, 2 practice which led to
their being cursed in the manner described in Q5:78-81 (Aba Dawild, Snnan, 4:508f no.
4.336; Ibn AbI*L-Dunvi, Amr, 45 no. 4; Muhammad ibn Waddzh (4. 287 /9003, Kiral
al-6idn® ed. and tans, M. L. Fierro, Madrid 1988, 230 = 359f. no. 38: Tabarl, Tafiir,
10:491 no. 12,306: Bavhaql, Sunan, 10:93.5; Bavhaql, Shie'ab, 6:80 no. 7.543; and for
versions without isndds, see Ibn ai-Athir, JAmi®, 1:327-9 no. 109; Haythami, Zemi i,
7:269.17; Muzagl, Kans, 3:69 no. 5,527, 79 no. 5.573%. This tadition is more widely
atrested without the injuncrion {sec for example Ibn Hanbal, ifned, 5:208 no. 3.713;
ibn Mija, Senan, 1327£ no. 2,006; Timidhi, Safth. $:215f nos. 3.030f; tbn Waddih,
Bida®, 229 = 359 no. 57; Tabard, Tafir, 10:492—4 nos. 12,307-9, 12,311; Bavhaql,
Shiab, 6:79%, no. 7.544): itis generally transmitzeel by the Kafan Companion {bn Mas‘ad
(d. 32/632E).

For the Imimis, see Kulavni, K44, 5:56 no. 3, and TOsT, Taldlib, 6:176 no. 1. The tra-
dition is here a saving of Ab@ ’l-Hasan, whe is presumably “AlT al-Ridd (d. 203,/818). (The
cransmitter is listed among the latter’s companions, sce Tas (4. 460,/1067), Rijdl, od, M.
S. Al Bahr al-*Ulim, Najaf 1961, 388.2, and cf. the ediror’s footnote thereto; cf. also the
isnad of Kulavnt, Kdfl, 5:39 no. 13, and Tus1, Tabdbib, 6:177 no. 7. For the Zaydis, sce

Zavd ibn ‘Al (d. 122,/740) (actrib. ), Magmi® al-figh, ed. E. Gritfint, Milan 1919, 294 no.

995 (where the saving is ascribed ro ‘Al); Abl Talib al-Natiq (d. 424/1 032£), Amali {(in

the recension of Ja‘far ibn Muohammad ibn ‘Abd al-Salim {d. 573/1177L.}, Tawsir al-
mardalib fi Amal al-imidw Abi TALD). od. Y. "A. al-Fadil Beirut 1975, 293,13 (from the

Prophet). In this chapter, I make reference to Shi'ite tradidons only to indicate parallels to

Supnt maditions; I cite Imimi parallels only from KulayoD's Kaff and Tasis Todmlib, and

lcave aside versions found in ZaydT sources with mainstream Sunni fsndds.

I
w
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The high standing of the duty in Islam is emphasised. Commanding
right and forbidding wrong are two religious obligations {faridatin}
which God has inscribed in His book;?* they are two of the shares that,
taken together, make up Islam.2® The most pious (atgd ‘l-nds) arc those
most zealous in performing the duty (Fmarnhum bitl-maraf) and most
ioval to their kinsfoik;* he who commands right and forbids wrong is
‘God’s deputy on earth {kbalifir Allih fi l-ard), and the depury of His
book and of His Prophet.?” Conversely, ‘2 dead man among the living’ is

explained as one who fails to perform the dury;® one who abandons it is

no believer.”®

At the same time an activist tone is often in evidence. The Propher tells
his followers that victory and conquest lic ahead; if they live to see them,
they should fear God, command right and forbid wrong.*® The duty may
be explicitly linked to holy war. According to one saving of ‘Al (d.
40,/661), the finest form of holy war is commanding right;** another of his
sayings has it that the duty comprises two of the four parts of holy war.52 As

24 §p Dahhik ibn Muzihim {(d. 105 /723f.) (Abi “Ubayd, Nasikl, 101.4; Tassds, Abkdns,
3:489.5; the transmitter from Dahhik is Kifan).

25 §o “Umar {d. 23/644) (AbL *Ubayd, Ndsikh, 100.29; Jassds, Abkdm, 2:489.2; the isnad
is Basran or Kiifan}. Cf. also the saving of Hudhayfa referred 10 below, ch. 5, note 173.

2 S5 the Prophet (Ibn AbT Shavba, Musannaf, 7:504 no. 37.580; [bn Hanbal, Musnod,
61432 .4; Ion Abi’1-Duuya, Awmr, 65 no, 21; Haythami, Zawidid, 7:263.17). The #ndd is
Kifan.

7 P Crone and M. Hinds, God’s caliph, Cambridge 1986, 98, cizing Nu'aym ibn Elammad,
Fitnsz, 57.10 (from anonymous autheritics); also Iba “AGT (d. 365/976). Kamil, Beirut
1984, 2,104.5; Shirawayh ibn Shalradar al-Dayiami (d. 509/1115), al-Firdaws bi-
s thiir al-kiritab, Beirur 1986, 3:586 no. 5,334, whenee Muttagl, Knnz, 3:77 no. 5,564
Najm at-Din al-Nasadl {d. 537 /1142), al-Qand fi dhsikr ‘wlama’ Samargand, ed. N. M. a-
Faryibl, Saudi Arabia 1991, 233.18; “Abd al-Ghanl ai-Maqdist (4. 600/ 1203), al-Amr
bilma riaf wal-naky an al-munkar, cd. S. A, a-Zuhaye, Riyad 1995, 42 no. 53, 56 no.
80. Apart from Nu‘aym's version, all zre from the Prophet. The provenance scems @ be
Syrian or Egyptian, For a Zaydi version, see below, ch. 10, note 43.

2 §o Hudhayfa {Bavhaqt, Shuab, 6:96 no. 7,590; contrast the version given with the same
Kitfan isndd in [bn ADI Shavba, Musanuaf, 7:504 no. 37,577, where it is al} a matwer of
the heart}, The Imimis transmit a sinilar saving from ‘Al {Tast, Tobdhib, 6:181 no. 23}

29 Tho al-Jawzl {d. 597/1201), al-Tlal al-mutanabiya, Belrat 1983, 791f no. 1,322;
Mutragr, Kans, 3:67 no. 5,516 (Kafan?). Ibn al-Jawzi is cidng this Prophetic tradition
condemn it as inauchentic.

30 Thn Hanbal, Musmad, 5:257 no. 3.694, 305f. no. 3,801;6:96 no. 4.156; Tirmidhi, S2bth,
7:37 no. 2.258; Bavhaqi, Sunan, 10:94.19; Bayhaql, Shu‘al, 6:84 no. 7,557 Ibn al-Adhlr,
Jami', 1:332 no. 114. The traditon is Kifasl.

31 Zamakhsharl, Kashhiaf, 1:397.6 Maybudi, Kasif 2:234.6; Abii “i-Furih-i Razi, Rawd,
2:142.6; Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, Tufsir, 8:179.13; Abit '1-Barakat al-Nasaff, Madarik, 1:240
no. 3; Nizim al-Din al-Naysabiri, Ghard’il, 4:29.24; Abll .Su‘ad, Trshad, 1:529.20;
Atfayvish, Hemyd n,4:204.3 (all to Q3:104). 1 have not scen this saying outside the liter-
arure of tafir, where it is quoted without #srdds.

32 *Abd ai-GhanT al-Magdisi, Amr 51 oo 68 Muttagi, Kanz, 3:66 no. 5,513. Cf also
Tabard, Tafitr, 7:91.3 (zo Q3:104 )% Haythami, Zawd’id, 7:275.22; and, for the Zaydis,
Zayd ibn “All, Majm# ¢ 235f no. 851,273 no. 942,

|
i
L
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we have seen, the Propher declares thar the finest form of holy war is speak-

ine . - . 18 . : .
¢ out in the presence of an unjust ruler®” - and, in some versions, being

killed for it.¥* He likewise urges that respect of persons — or more precisely,
fear of them (havbat al-nis) — should not inhibit anyone from waking pnno._m
when he sees something wrong.® No community, r.n warns, can be wnnEna
holy which fails to secure the rights of the ﬁ.,apw‘mmﬁ._zwﬂ the strong.®

2

3. TRADITIONS OF NEGATIVE TENDENCY

Against the considerable body of traditons that urge the performance of
the duty there is a smaller number thatr rend o dowaplay it. These, of
course, are More interesting, since they go against the thetorical grain, We
can best approach them through the escharology of forbidding wrong. At
mmﬁ sight this might seem a strange place to lock. Hw.p&uosmrgﬁmqrmd?
bidding wrong to eschatology are nevertheless quite common ~ mc%nwms&a,
s0 o accouns for the choice made by the compilers of three of the classi-

n.m_ collections and onc major pre-classical collection to place their tradi-

tions on forbidding wrong among those concerned with eschatology.””

What conceras us in these traditions is the bad times that lie ahead, not
T

the good ones. As might be expected, those will not be propitious times

.

33 Sec above, ch. 1, note 18 uw.a cf. als 1. 7% 5
: R v ~also Havthami, Zowd id, 7:2 3
 Sce above, ch. 1, notes 13-20. ' AR 720315
3 Jbn ‘Abd al-Wahhib, Nagha, 66.19; and <f. Ibn Hanbal, Mumed, 3:5.29, 19,15, 53.13

u.wnT.w Ibn ?mm_.pww,ﬁm.a_:, 1328 no. 4.007; Tirnudhi, Sabib, 6:331 no. 2,192 {all versions
with Basran 2dds). The transmitter, Abd Sa‘id ab-Kl {4, laments 2 o it has
with Bagran i } smitrer, Abft Sa%d al-Khudid, laments that the opposite has

¥ Tba Maja, Sunan, 810 no. 2,426, 1329 no. 4,010 Ibn Waddih, Bida", 234 = 363 no. 81;

w
=

w“w.?ﬁﬂ .maxaq.r 6:95.8, 10:93.30, 94.7, 94.9, and <f. 94.1: Bavhagh, Sha'sd, 6:814 no
.w,umm.w?mcmmwmr Kawnz, 3:74 nos. 5,544-9. The wadition does not refer navmmn.&ﬂ R.u ?ﬁ
ﬁzw._“x f-ma riif, but, as these references show, itis associared with it by the no:nn"o_‘m The
Gnmwhmm. are Meccan, M.ﬁmwwb or mixed. The tradition is also current among the mn&umﬂmw
Imimi SOUTCES SOMETMCs ascribe 1t to Ja'far al-Sidiq {d. 148,765} {Kulavni, Kafl m...é.
no. N ‘Tasi, Tabdbih, 6:130 no. 20}, The Zavdis know a «‘pam:ﬂ,mo—.a. { ,M.wﬁ_.u.n,zwm.r.:
MMMUGQ: of ai-wmr bi'l-ma vif) as a Prophetic tradidon (Zavd ibr "Al, Majni’, N.Ym no.
Thus Abl Dawud’s bib al-paur wa'l-nahy (Swasn, 4:308-15 nos, 4.336-27) falls in his
kiral E.E&m?aﬁ the refevant chaprers of Tirmidhi (Safih, 6:335-9 nos, 2 H.om,ulwmv are
10 be found in his kitdb al-fizan, as arc those of Tba Mija (Sunan wwm.wlﬁ nos
.w..co.mi.u.wv. Ibn AbT Shavba devotes no chaprer to al-gwr bi'l-ma s itf, _u:min_:anm .,u F:?
of waditions about it in Wis kizd? al-fitan (Musannaf, 7:5304f. nos. 37,575-83) ?wcm:_j.
g moannmmr places his versions of the “three modes” tradition { Sabil, ow,m. nos. ._».om } “: Euw
Eua.v ah.nammm“ Nas3T devotes no chapter 1o al-zinr .S..,..»..:SAQ.N.% but similarly w:mianx lis
versions of the “three modes’ tradition in his birdb al-turdn wa-shard il [ Sunzn, §:1 D )
Here the concern is clearly with the implication of the phrase ad ‘af al-tmdn for the concept
M,. A»u_wwr_. Bukhas, Darimi {d. 253,/86%9), and "Abd &Lw.punw@ :n,m_nnm the subjece m_ﬂomnmwrﬂn
SM.HS%MMHM “Mrr.ﬂ.wqonrﬁ? sugaest that the collectors were not mwch interested in b

570°d
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for the duty. Thus the Companion Ibn Mas'Gd (d. 32 /6521, foretells that
the Hour wilt come when people are at thelr worst, neither commanding
right nor forbidding wrong.* This disarray may be presented as a short-
coming of the believers, to be visited with divine displeasure; thus another
Companion, “Abdallzh ibn “Umar {d. 73,/693), holds that the eschatolog-
ical beast which God wiil bring forth from the earth (Q27:82) will emerge
when people no longer practise forbidding wrong.® But these conditions
may also be seen as a context in which it will be appropriate for the believ-
ers to desist from performing the duty atall.
There are several examples of this trend. Oneisa well-known Syrian tra-
- dition in which the Prophet is asked about the implications of Q5:105,
with its advice to the believers to look to their own souls. ¥ In response he
enjoins them to command right and forbid wrong unul they find them-
selves confronted with the utter corruption of values;* they should then
look to themselves and forges the populace at large.** Likewise .%n
Companion Ibn Mas‘d 1s present during a dispute as to whether Q5:105

B Nu‘avm ibn Hammad, Fian, 395.6 (Kafan); I owe this reference ta Murir Tsafrir. mcm
further m,nnnmn.uo:m of the decay of al-nmr bi'l-marif, scc Hivs Abi .m_,.n.mmp. 'w?%:anh
7.475 no. 37,349 {alsa Kafaz, from Hudhayfa); Ibn Waddah, .m:mﬁu 203 = 327 no. u
(Egvptian, mursal), 211 = 337£. no. 38 (Basran, mursal), Bavhagl, m_o‘x nl, 6:94 no. 7 ,umM
S..qrﬂ.&wc Kiafan, from lbn Mas“id); Ibn Abi T-Dunyd, Ampr, 69 no. wumu HWw no. @@u.ou..
no. 29 (similarly 122 no. 87}, 77 no. 33, 121 na. 86; Eumau.m.:.:. Zavidid, wuuum.to.
280.9, 280.19; .?Eﬂm@ﬂ Kauz, 368 no. 5,519, Fora nnna_nnonlwwﬁnn‘ g v;ES_ and
Imami sources, see [bn AbT I-Dunyid, Amr, u.auso. wr Haythami, Zawrs i, 7:280.22;

sulavnl, Kaf, 5:59 no. 14 TisL, Tuhdinb, 6:177 no. 8. )

B Ww__uww,ﬁ,. E:@mmﬁﬂm&, Fitan, 402.8, 404.8 {in the first, a ‘an has &.owmmm out before b_mx
AQE?., and in the second, the wdw which the cditor ,rpm mnnnuanmw w0 Qﬂ.mﬂ.u. belongs in
the Koranic quotadon that follows; 1 owe these refercnces ﬁonmzann J.H.wpwnx mvﬂ.,ﬁw—
Shavba, Musannaf, 7:504 no. 37,575; Ibn Abt J..UﬂE.w,\»::.. 75 no. oou Mm_.._mu, mmc,:,
20:10.4, and the two traditions there following; f. also ihid., H.c._.o. The Nh_m.a& are T_.,.;J.
T an Imami rradition, Mulammad al-Bigis {d. ¢. 118,/736) .momn"n.zm, thatin .L..n fast apwm,
(f &kbir al-zamdin) there will be those who regard al-amr bi L it as obligatory o:..eh
ifit will cost them nothing, and imvoke excuses of all E:&m WQ. not n.nlomnmnm it} Csm.ﬁ.a.m.
punish them collectively {Kulayni, Kafs, 5:55f no. 1 Tast, u.n_‘wmbn._.\. 6:180¢ no. Nw,.ur.r
further below, <h. 11, 256). On the other hand. those who do practise ai-amy __wﬁ h..iayww
under escharological conditions may ¢arn 2 greatly increased reward (Havthami, Zewd id,
7:261.23,271.6). o

H %MMH,MWB& gwn.ﬁr 98.20; Ibn Maja, Sunan. 1330f. no. m.o;., pylcc U.ms.cn_, Sunan,
4312 no. 4.341 (whence Jagsas, Abkan, 2:31.13, mwu.ws.u\w_na.&:w%m?_w. 8:221f. no.

2.060; Tba Abi 1-Dunvi, Amr, 41 no. 2; ibn Waddah, Bida’, 218f = w.»u no. HT mew;w
Tafidr, 11:145f nos. 12.862f. {to Q5:103); Bayhaql. Sunan, w‘o..mwu...uw wuﬁunw_m Skt am
6:83f, nos. 7,553 and, for versions without 7s#4ds, Muttagl, Kans, ﬂ“u..w no. u.umH ?ﬁ
of 3:75¢% no. 3,557); lbn ‘Abd Al-Wahhab, Nasibe, 66.10. The an__cMS is Q.u.bu:.:mra
with a Svrian #srde from the Companion Abll H._Eguvm,mm.ﬁﬂ:wr&m (d. 75,/694f.). On the
wording, ef. also above, ¢h. 2, note 68: for Q5:105, cf. above, ch. 2, notc 80. . .

$U In Abd Dawiid's version: patrd idhi v “ayen sl mutd an :ﬁ.\SEnl: Eﬁuma__..ﬁ an wa-
A e thavasan wa-iaba kulli At ra’vin pi-ra’yilid; compare Tabarl, Tafsir, 11:143.2
no. 12.858. ) , . o

32 Tp Ab@ Diwad's version: fa-‘nlavka —ya'ni bi-nafsika —wa-da’ auka I pwdmnt.
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overrides the duty of commanding right. He intervenes to insist that the
conditions of moral disorder to which the verse refers have not vet come,
and accordingly instructs his hearers that until that time they should con-
tinue to perform the duty.* Similar interpretations of the verse are ascribed
to other authorities.* Thus the young Syvrian Jubayr ibn Nufayr (d.
80,/699f.) finds himself in a gathering of Companions and others in which
forbidding wrong is under discussion. He foolishly quotes Q5:105, and is
reproved by those present, ‘who afterwards tell him that, since he is so
voung, he may in facr live into the time to which the verse refers*® Ka'b
al-Ahbir (d. 34/654f.) holds that the verse will only apply when (among
other things) the church of Damascus has been demolished and replaced
with a mosque; the Damascene transmitter Ab@ Mushir (d. 218/833)
identifies this building acdviry with the works carried out by the caliph
Walid ibn “Abd al-Malik (r. 86-96/705-15).% In vet another Syrian wadi-
don, the Prophet is asked when forbidding wrong is to be abandoned; he
answers in different terms, but to similar cffect.*” Even more striking is an
Egvptian tradition transmitted by Ibn Lahi'a (d. 174,/790), in which the

4 Tabard, Tafitr, 11:143f nos. 12,859f: Abl “Ubavd, Naakl, 99.8; Jassds, Abbdmn,
2:488.13; Bavhagl, Sinan, 10:92.11; Bavhaqi, Sbie‘al, 6:82£ no. 7,552, Although Ibn
Mas*dd is a Kisfan Companjon, the isndds ave not Kafan; their common link is AbD Ja'tar
al-Rizi, a wraditionist of the sccond /eighth century. In another ransmission, Ibn Mas®d
similarly states that the verse docs not refer to the present, and chat the duty is to be per-
formed as long as those against whom it is directed arc receptve to it (TabarT, Tafsir,
11:138—41 nos. 12,848-30, 12,855, of which the last is the most explicin; of. also
Nahhas, Madat T-Qui'dn, 2:374.3; AbG “Ubavd, Nasikh, 99.18; and Jagsis, Abkdm,
.2:488.26). This timec, the smdds are Basran, with Hasan al-Bagrd {d. 110,/728) as the
common link.

Tbn “Umar states that it applics neither to himself nor to his companions, but to people
{agwim) who will come atter (Tabard, Tafiir, 11:139 ne. 12,851 contast bid., 140f. no.
12,854). In a Bastan rransmission from Qatdda {d. 117 /7358 ) ananonymous Companion
or Companions again take the view that the verse refers to a futare time (i6id., 130-2 nos.
12.852f.. 12.856f, {where the time is referred to as gblir al-zcpmdn), Another such view
is reporred from an anonvmous Companicn by Fasan al-Bast (7i4., 144f. no. 12,8611}
Sce also Ibn Waddih, Bida® 218 = 344f nos. 9f. Nonc af this material has Kitan zeedds,
Tabart, Tafir, 11:142F no. 12,858, The imdd indicates a Syrian provenance (for the iden-
tity of the *Ibn Faddla’ who appears in the imad, sce M. I. Fierro, *Mu‘awiya b. 5alih al-
Hadrami al-Himsh: historia v levenda™, in M. Marin (ed.}, Eseudios onotdstice-bingrafices
fde al-Andalus, vol. 1, Madrid 1988, 340).

¥ Abit “Ubavd, Naskh. 98.26; Jassis, Abkdnr, 2:487.22; as might be expected, the imdd is
Svrian. For Walid’s building works, sce KA. C. Creswell, Early Mustizn nvchitecture:
Umayyads, Oxtord 1969, tsp. 188-91.

ibn Hanbal, Mrmad, 3:187.5: o Mdja, Senan, 1331 no. 4,015; Ton Waddih, Bida
213 = 339 no. 43; Bayhagh, 80n'ab, 6:84 nos. 7.3558; and the parallel cired in van Ess,
Thealggie, 1:81 n. 13. [n what seems to be a Syrian tradition, the Prophet predicts a ome
of woubles (fraa} in which the believer will be unable to perform the duty by hand or
tongue; but this will not detract trom his faith more than the smalblest leak from a water-
skin (Ibn Rajab, Jami® al-Sdine wa'l-lfbam, 347.10; Havthami, Zmwd’id, 7:275.6;

Muteaqr, Keaz, 3:78 no. 3.571).
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42 ¢ INTRODUCTORY

Prophet tells his foliowers to cease forbidding wrong at the beginning of
(the year) 200/815f.%

For those who transmitted such traditions {not to mendon those who
may have put them into circulation by placing them in the mouths of catlier
authorities), the bad times could readily be understood to have begun
already. These traditions thus lend themselves to the unusual view that the
duty has lapsed. Such an attitude, which is scarcely represented in the doc-
trines of the legal and theological schools, can best be seen as an expres-
sion of the quictst tendencies often found among the traditonists (bl
al-hadith). We will encounter examples of this kind of thinking in the fol-
lowing chapter,®® and a similar tone is in evidence in the thought of Alrmad
ibn Hanbal (d. 241,/855).3¢

Theére are also non-eschatological traditions which can be seen as expres-
sions of the same tendency to draw the teeth of the duty, though the
picrure they present is far less coherent and consistent.

Some traditions suggest that failure to forbid wrong need not be
damning. In one, Ibn Mas‘id is confronted with the view that one who
does not command right and forbid wrong is damned {4alzka); he replies
that this is rather the fate of one who fails to approve of right and disap-
prove of wrong in his heart.5* The Prophet describes how, on the day of
the Resurrection, God will ask 2 man what had prevented him from right-
ing the wrongs he had seen; the answer ‘T relied on you and was afraid of
people” apparenty suffices to exculpate him.%*

Other traditions seek to discourage tendencies to heroism. There is a
Prophetic tradition that the believer should not court humiliation by
exposing himsclf to an ordeal he cannot endure,3® and this is adduced in

45 ALf Bakr al-Malki (ffth /eleventh century), Rivid al-nnfhs, cd. H. Monds, Cairo 1951-,
1:74.11; Abft Zavd al-Dabbigh (d. 696/12961), Ma'iim al-imdn fi ma‘rifat ol al-
Qayrawdn, in the recension of [bn N (d. §39/1436), ed. L Shabbith er af., Cairo and
Tunis 1968—, 1:212.8. Unfortunatck the transmitter from Ibn LahT'z is not mentiened. {
owe my knowledge of this tradition to Nurit Tsafrir. ¥ Sce below, ch. 4, 761,

See below, ch. 5, notes 184f,

Nu‘avm ibn Hammad, Fieer, 89.14 (the fullest version); Tbn Ab Shayba, Musennaf,
7:504 no. 37,581; Tabari, Jami® al-bayin, 27:132.4 (o Q57:16; 1 owe this reference to
Etan Kohlberg); Bavhaqi, Shu‘ab, 6:95 no. 7.588; Havthami, Zawd 7d, 7:275.19; and cf.
Mugqadl, Kbaws min, 279.16; Ibn Waddah, Bida® 230 = 360 no. 62; and Abd Bakr al-
Khalldl (d. 311,923}, al-Awr bi'l-marif wa'l-naby ‘an al-munkar, ed, "A. AL ‘Add, Calro
1975, 87 no. 12. The #mad is Kifan.

Humaydi, Musnad, 324 no. 739 (I owe this reference to Nurir Tsaffir); lbn Hanbal,
Musnad, 3:27.8.29.23,77.25; Ibn Mija. Sunan, 1332 no. 4,017, Ibn AbI '|-Dunya, Amr,
53 no. 11; Bayhagi, Sunan, 10:90.27; Bavhaqi, Shn'ad, 6:90 nos. 7,574(; and for ver-
sions without fsudds, sce Muttagi, Kanz, 3:73 no. 5,542, 78 no. 3,569. The Companion
who transmics the tradition is Abz Sa'id al-Khudsd, the fsndds arc Hijazi.

Ibn Hanbal, Musiad, 5:403.22; Tbn Mdja, Sunan, 1332 no. 4,016, Tirmidhz, Salih, 7:35
no. 2,255; Ibn Abi’l-Dunvi, Asmr, 131 no. 106 (all from Hudhayta); Ton Waddsh, Bida",
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3. TRADITION o 43

the context of forbidding wrong.>* Cold water is poured on the idea that
it is necessarily a fine thing to speak out in the presence of an unjust, or
any, ruler.®® Thus Ibn ‘Abbas (d. 68,/687f.) takes the view that one should
not command and forbid those ir authority if there is a risk of getting killed
for iz.3¢

Finally, there are traditions that — perhaps quite innocently — dwell on
the ifs and buts of the dury. Ore ought to start by putting oneself to rights
before venturing to command and forbid others.®” One should likewisc
take no action if one fears bringing upon oneselt a calamity worse than the
evil one is forbidding.™ In any event, one has to be suitably qualified. Thus
the Prophet states that one should not forbid wrong unless one possesses
‘three qualities™ civility, knowledge and probity.®® At dic same time one
must respect privacy.®? One should not seck to expose people: 2 well-

233 = 364 no. 77; and of. Haythami, Zawdid, 7:274.20 (from Ibn “Umar}, 275.2 (from
‘All). The fméd is Basran. The radition is also ascribed by the Imidmis ro Ja'tar al-33dig
{Tist, Talbdbel, 6:180 nos, 1700

HaythamTs version from Ibn ‘Umar is franred in an ancedote in which the atter disapproves

of something Hajjij has said, and wishes to do something about it {(an wgbayyir); he then

remembers this saying of the Prophet, and thinks better of it. Ibn Maja's version appears in
his chapter on the duny. Later authors likewise cite the mradition in the conwest of af-anir

b#'L-mma riif (see, for example, below, ¢h, 6, note 141, bur conerasz ¢h. 3, note 1235

Compare the Imimi tradition from Ja'far al-$adiq that there is no reward for suffering

incurred through exposing oncself to (the anger of) an unjust ruler (Kulayni, Kaf, 5:60¢

no. 3; Tast, Tahalih, 6:178 no. 12}, contrast the tradition cited above, ¢h. 1, note 18,

Scc below, ¢h. 4, note 52. There is also a tradition ransmitted by Ibn "Abbls in which a

man cémes to the Prophet proposing that he should engage in al-awmr b l-ma vif, oaly

to be told that this is not for him, rather for the ruier (AbG Ya'ld ibn af-Farrd (d.

458/1066), al-Amr dil-maviaf wa'l-naly ‘an ol-wenker, ms. Damascus, Z3hirivva,

Majm@* no. 3,779 = Majami® 42, irem 7, £ 104a.22, without ismad, for this work, see

below, ch. &, note 116).

57 So Ibn “Abbas {Bayhaqi, Shu b, 6:88E. no. 7,569; the iméd is problematic). A Trophetic
tradition describes the grim punishment meted put in hell to those who commanded right
while themselves acting wrongfully (sce, for example, Ibn Hanbal, Musuad, 5:205.13,
207.7, 209.13; Bukhin, Sabilh, 2:319.10; Muslim, Safzh, 2,290f, no. 2.989; Bavhaqgi.
Sunan, 10:95.2: BovhaqL, 30i:ab, 6:88 no. 7.568; and f. Humaydi, Musead, 250 no. 347
the isnedds are Kifan). Yet another Prophetic tradition urges that one should command
right even if one’s own conduct is not fully righteous (sce. for example, Ton Waddaly, Bida '
234 = 365 no. 83; Jassis, Abkdm, 2:33.27; Bavhagi, Shu'af, 6:89 no. 7.570; also
Haythami, Zawd 'id, 7:277 4; the Zmads would seem to be Mecaan or Syrian). |

8 Tbn Waddih, Bide 230 = 360 no. 59: Muttagt, Kaus. 3:76 no. 5,559,

¥ Daylami, Firdaws, 5:137f. no. 7.741; Muttagl. Kens, 3:76 no. 5,561, The wansmirter is
the Basran Companion Anas ibn Malik (d. 91,/709f.), who in turn transmits to the Basran
Ab3n (ibn Abt “Avvish) {d. 138/733). This saving is weli known, though it is rarely
attested, as here, as a Prophede tadicion (cf. below, ch. 5. note 74; ch. 6., note 126:¢h. 8,
note 102). Another tradition states that one should not command right untl one is knowl-
edgeable (@i, and knows what one is commuanding (Muttagi, Kauz, 3:76 n0. 5.560).

M See, for example, the Kafan wadition from 1bn Mas'd cized below, ch. 4, note 261, with
implicit reference to the Koranic prohibision of spying on people (Q49:12). A Prophetic tra-
dition avers that a hidden sin harms only the sinner, whereas onc that is public knowledge,
and is not put right { fese trgheyvar), harms people at large {(Ibn AbT-Dunvi {d. 281,/894),
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known Prophetic tradition states that he who keeps coricealed something
that would dishonour a Muslim (man satara Musliman or the like) will
receive the same consideration from God.®! Allin ali, if ore cannot perform
the duty, then one cannot, and it is enough that God should know that one
disapproves in one’s heart.%?

On the other hand, just as in Koranic exegesis, there is litte attempt to
confine the duty to an elite.%* The one tradidon that bears directly on this
question states that God will not punish people at large (al-‘Zmma) for the
sins of the elite {al-khiss), undl the point is reached at which they see
wrongs all around them which they are in a position to put right; at that
poing, if they fail to act, He will punish the lot of them.*

4. CONCLUSION

Two things are worth attenden in conctusion. The first is the geographi-
cal provenance of the material. In presenting the traditions, I have
attempted where possible to indicate where they come from, and we can
now review this evidence. As might be expected, relevant traditions reach
us from all the major centres of tradidonist actvity: Kiifa, Basra, Syria and

Foowote 60 {conz.)

‘Ugiidar, ed. M. K R Yasuf, Beirut 1996, 43 no. 40, and the editor’s references thereto;
Muttaqgs, Kans, 3:73 no. 5,539, 81 no. 5,582). Neither of these traditions refers explicicly
to ad-amr bi'l-ma'rif, but both are found in pages devoted to the duty.

ibn Hanbal, Mursnad, 8:46 no. 5,646, 13:161 no. 7,421, 15:86 no. 7.929: 2:514.26,
522.3, 4:62.20, 104.3, 104.7, 5:375.17; Bukhad, Sajik, 2:98.13; Muslim, Sali, 1996
no. 2,580, 2,074 no. 2,699; Ibn Maja, Sunan, 82 no. 225, 850 nos. 2,544, 2,546; AbG
Dawiid, Sunan, 5:234f no. £,946; Tirmidhi, Sabih, 5:113-15 nos. 1425, 6:175 no.
1931; Ibn ‘Abd al-Flakam (d. 257 /871), Fueih Misr wa-nkbbiruia, ed. C. C. Torrcy,
New Haven 1922, 275.8; and cf. Humaydi, Musnad, 189f. no, 384; Ibn Hanbal, Musnad,
2:389.1, 404.30, 50020, 4:159.7; Maslim, Safih, 2002 no. 2,5%0. In 1 strking variant,
on¢ who covers the shame of a believer (man satare mu’minan) is &5 one who brings to
life a burdied infant {mawitda) from her grave {<f. Q81:8) (Ibn Hanbal, Musmad, 4:147.26;
and ¢f, ibid., 14729, 153.26, 158.14; Abd Dawnd, Sunan, 5:200f. no. 4,891} Al major
centres of transmission are represented in the imdds. Again, these traditions make no
mention of al-amr & '-ma’rif, but their relevance is clear, and they arc quoted in this
context {see below, ¢h. 5, note 135; ch. 6, notes 152£).

Ibn Abi Shavba, Musannaf, 7:504 no. 37,582; Bukharl, Kabir, 2:1:278 no. 951; Ibn
Waddih, Bida', 232 = 362 no. 70; Ibn Abl 'I-Dunyi, Amr, 136 no. 105; Haythami,
Zowdid, 7:275.14; Muttagl, Kanz, 3:75 no. 5,553, The traditon is Kiifan.

For Koranic exegesis, see above, ch. 2, 18-20.

Nu'aym ibn Hemmad, Fizan, 378.20 (I owe this reference to Nurit Tsafrir); Ibn Hanbal,
Miusnad, £:192.13; Ibn AbT ’l-Dumdd, Amr, 101 no. 62; Havthami, Zawd’id, 7:267.9,
268.10; Mutraqi, Kaus, 3:67 no. 5,515; Iba “Abd al-Wahhib, Nasila, 67.15. This tradi-
don 1s also atrested as a saving of “Umar ibn "Abd al-‘Aziz (d. 101 /720) {so Abi Yusuf,
Khardj, 11.2, and Ibn Sa‘d, Tabagds, 5:282.13}, or as an anonymous saying transmitted
by him {so Milik (d. 179/795), Muwazza’, ed. M. F. "Abd al-Bigr, Cairo 1951, 991 no.
23, and Ibn AbI'i-Dunyi, Amr, 102 no. 63). The isndds are Hijazi.
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the Hijaz. There are, however, a couple of features of the geographical dis-
tribution of our traditions which are striking. One is the disproportionare
role of Kifa in che provenance of those waditons (the majority} that do
not attempt to play down the duty: Kiifz is the source of about twice as
much of this material as ali other centres put together.®® The other feature
is the relative prominence of Syria in the provenance of the traditions that
work to play down the duty: here Syria is as productive as all other centres
taken together.®® Such a contrast between the roles of the Kafan and Syrian
traditionists must surely be a reflection of the politcal geography of
Umayyad times, with Kofa as the leading centre of provincial opposition
and Svria as the focus of metropolitan government. This in turn suggests
that the material is often implicidy political even when not explicitly so.
The sccond aspect of the material that merits attention is irs narure. It
does not share the vague and general character of the Koranice references to
the duty, but neither does it do much to ¢laborate a precise code of conducr.
Most of the traditions are concerned to encourage believers to forbid
wrong, or alternatively to discourage ﬁ:nwp from ir; in other words, their
purpose is to convey a mood, and the primary means through which they
seek to achieve this is rhetoric. Here and there, however, we encounter
potential building-blocks for later scholastic doctrines. The prime instance
of this is, of course, the ‘three modes’ tradition, with its triad of deed, word
and thought*” A few other wadidons are couched in what might be
described as a proto-scholastic idiom, though none achieved the same
suceess; an example is the tradivion according to which one should refram
from forbidding wrong if one fears subjecting oneself to somerhing worse
than the wrong itself®® A final point worth emphasising is that, just as n
the context of Koranic exegesis, it is the consensus of the later scholarly tra-
dition that establishes that we are talking abour forbidding wrong cven
when this is not evident from the wording of the traditions themselves.

% Note particularly the Kiifan provenance of the ‘three modes” tradition (sce above, note 1),
and the roic of Kifans in the transmission of ail other major wadidons in this category (sce
above, ch. I, note 18, and above, notes 12, 19). By contrast, Kifa plays only a limired roke
in the transmission of traditions of negative tendency (for nvo clear cases, see above, notes
51, 62; <f. also notes 57, 60), At the same time, Kifa is the source of some predictions of
the decay of al-amr bi'l=aa vif (see above, notes 38£).

% Note particularly the Svran provenance of Abii Tha'laba’s tradition {sce above, note 40),
and ¢f. the Syrian role in the rransmission of minor traditions of this eschatological type
{above, notes 45-7). By contrast, Syria plays little rolc in the propagation of rraditons of

nouEénnsan:D.Accn r.»..,,.co,d,:onmmw.\u,wﬁ, %mnr.mdo.,..n.mnr.nozm.

%% See above, note 58,
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