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1.

Modern eritical studies of history have enabled us to prove,
point by point, that substanlial parts of the immensely rich
material handed down by the Islamic chroniclers must be due
to subsequent misrepresentations of facts for the purpose of
serving passionate political partisanship. It is of particular sig-
nificance that the historical as well as the legal fransmission—
irrespective both of the interests served and the means employed
—very nearly unanimously condemmn the Umayyad Caliphate.
Knowledge of this process of misrepresenlation has been obtained
primarily through systematic studies of the Hadit-Iiterature, but
it has been met with again in historiography, the origin of which
is common with that of the legal tradition!. The mere fact that

! Ci, e. g. Th, Noeldoke in ZDME, vol, L I (1898), 16 {I,; Wellhausen, passim,;

Lammens, passim.
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the defeated Meccan aristocracy under Umayyad leadership made
its way on to the foremost place in Islam during the first generation
after 632 should indeed suffice to provoke our scepticism as to
the jurists’ and historians’ highly coloured picture of the Syrian
Caliphate.

From the Hadit-literature we know that this ill will reficels,
inter alia, the reacton to the Umayyad disregard of all other
legitimate claims to suzerainly, both those of the Prophetl’s
family—represented by ‘Ali—and those of the Medinese “‘helpers”
(Ansar) and the Meccan emigrants (Muhagiran). The fact is
that these groups gradually developed an inereasingly clear
antagonism under the earliest caliphs until it culminated in open
conflict at the murder of ‘Utman in 656. However, it was Mu-
hammad himsell who, through the balance-ol-power politics
pursued during the last years of his life, had laid the foundation
for the formation of parties, and although these parties are still
far from being uniform, they had no doubt existed already in
6321, In any case, Ab@ Bekr’s, ‘Umar's and, to some cxtent,
‘Utmin's caliphates should be regarded rather as the exponent
of cmigrant circles, but can, however, hardly be interpreted as
an enduring animosity lo the Medinans or ‘Ali. No such state
of things is definitely ascertained in our sources®. As far as the
Meccan patriciate is concerned, the situation looks somewhat
different. It could hardly in the long run resign itself to a second-
rate position within the Muhammadan community; its prestige
was indeed such that Muhammad himself had fo buy its loyalty
despite opposition from his own associates®,

It is not surprising, therefore, that also AbG Belar had to adopt
an accommodaling attitude to the Meccans, It is certainly uite
interesting to observe that although Aba ‘Ubayda operaies on
behalf of the Caliph in the Byzantine Medilerranean provinces,
of which he subsequently becomes governor, he leaves, at the
suggestion of ‘Umar, the military leadership of the conquest of

1 F, Buht; Muhammeds Liv (Copenhagen 1903), 305 0.

2 H, Lamniens’ argumentation for a triumvirate consisting of Abu Bekr,
‘Umar, and the military commander Abi ‘Ubayda is no doubt exaggeraled (MéL.
Un. St.-Jos. IV {1910), 113 f.); ¢f. Buhl, 11 fl,

3 Buhl: Mukammeds Lie, 310, 313,
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Syria to Yazid b, Abi Sufyan!, Upon the death of Abi ‘Ubayda,
Yazid became himself governor of Syria, and his brother Mu‘-
wiyah b. Abi Sufyin took over the command in gund Dimagq?,
This arrangement would suggest that the Umayyads had special
interests to safeguard in these aveas, interests to which the Caliph
has felt obliged to submit. This point of view is borne out by
the family’s well-established leadership of the Meccan merchant
aristocracy and its co-operalion with former Byzantine officials
during the cstablishment of the Arabic financial administration
at Damascus®, The definitive consolidation of the Umayyad
position in Syria naturally took place in 637 when “Umar, upon
the death of Yazid, appointed Mu‘Gwiyah governor!. There is
thus every indication that the Umayyads through their family’s
and the “Syrian'’ Arab tribes’ bonds of attachment to that area
as well as through contacl with the Byzantine rulers established
a unique posilion here. And the weight of this position becomes
no less obvious on remembering that Syria since late Anfiquity
had been the economie cenire of the Mediterrancan region; with
all its resources it constitutes a safe background for the sirength
of the Umayyads.

Right up to the Caliph clection in 644 the emigrants had been
leaders in the country, but during “‘Utmin’s Caliphate they were
being thrust into the background by the Umayyads. The Caliph
himself was, to be sure, an emigrant, but he was also an Umayyad
and consequently attended—or had to attend—to his family’s
interests before those of anybody else. He did it especially by
placing members of his family in key positions as governors
of the provinces, a procedure that was destined to evoke the
latent discord, and in which connection the general indignation
against the Meccan aristocracy, the incarnation of gahiliyah,

1 Tab. I, 2079; b. Sad, 4:1.70.

* Caetani IV. 201, 381,

* Wellhausen, 134 f.; Lammens 237, 884 ff.; idem: La Syrie. Précis historigue
I (Beyrouth 1921), 70; Caclani V, 438 ff.; of. Hislorisk Tidsskriff, 11th series,
vol. V (1956), 153.—The seltling of Gassanids in Syria is of course also instrumental
in bringing about the transition—It is of interest that Chronicon Maroniticum
notes that Mu‘dwiyah—although in vain—attempted to strike his own Arabian

colnage, (ZDMG, vol. XXIX (1875), 96).
4 Caetani 1V, 153 fi.
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has presumably played an important part!. These feelings were,
however, linked with the Ansar's and emigrants’ resentment at
becoming the victims of Umayyad family inferesls, Among the
dissatisficd elements may be noted prominent pecple like the
Prophet’s cousin, al-Zubayr, the wealthy Talhah, ‘Aifah and
‘Amr b, al-‘As. The laiter had been removed by ‘Utman from
the governorship in Egypt which happened to be onc of the
hoibeds of the unrest. Finally, ‘Utman’s fiscal policy during the
expansion in al-Sawad appears to have broughl the Arabian
(cspecially the Kalbite) tribes in Iraq into opposition under the
leadership of Malik al-Astar at Kufah?®

All these groups participated in the agitation against the new
régime, even though their individual parts in the murder of
‘Utmén in June 656 are of course difficult to ascertain®, In any
case, the Ansar seem to have been especially engaged, and it
was also they and al-AStar who immediately after the murder
forced through the election of ‘Ali for Caliph—in al-Mada‘ini's
words: “‘in conflict with Quray$ and Umayyah’?,

The Caliph murder carried the antagonism, which had long
been in fermenl, into open conilict, a schism, a fiimah that was
clearly in contravention of the fundamental principles of Islam,
‘Ali’s clection was therefore, directly and indirectly, somewhat
problematical. He had, to be sure, no personal part in the murder,
but the ecircles that had carried him into power were involved,
and made it eo ipso necessary for him to define his attitude to
the conflict. The apparent consequence of the Caliph election
turned oul to be thal ‘Al had to join forces with the Angar and
al-AStar. His most conspicuous action immediately afier having
taken up his funclions is that of replacing most of ‘Utman’s
governors with Angar or men from his own eirvele®, It is likewise
very noticeable that all through ‘Ali's caliphate al-AStar was

' Gf. Buhl, 12 noie 2.

% Mad, {Agh. XL 20-—30; Caetanl VIII, 85{L); Mas. IV, 262 fl,—As to al-
Altar, see b, Sa‘d VI, 148, (Caetani IX, 602 1.} and C. Huart s, », Malik al-Astar
in E, I. vol. I, 504,

3 Cf. b, Sa‘d IIL, 1, 40—50, (Crelani VI, 165 L)

4 Mad, (Tab. 1. 3069—70); ¢f. b. Sa‘d IIL 1. 20 (Caetlani VI, 325 {., IX, 50}.

§ Wellhausen, Pro., 136, 144 f.
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keeping close to him and was continually being entrusted with
important military and administrative tasks. MuGwiyah is
hardly entirely mistalkken when, at a later stage, he charactlerizes
al-Aftar as one of his chicf adversaries!, On the other hand, ‘Al
could count on no sympathy either from the Umayyads, who
would lay claim to blood vengeance and now found themselves
cut off suddenly from all influence, or from the emigrants gencrally.
It is true that so far “Ali does not appear to have assailed Mu‘a-
wiyah's governorship although most of the other governors had
been removed, while on his side Mu‘awiyah refrained both from
intervening in the movement against ‘Utmén and from parti-
cipating in the first rebellion against ‘Ali. On both sides, political
as well as defensive considerations may have entered in the
picture, but that is an inference which we are unable to sub-
stanliate?. The Meccans, however, under the leadership of
‘Abhdallih b, al-Walid bh. ‘Abd al-“Uzza, who was closcly as-
sociated with the Umayyads, refused 1o recognize Ali2,

The discontent with ‘Al was for the time being concentrated
around Medina where the general sentiment soon veered round
in favour of ‘Utmain. Religious scruples about the Caliph murder
and a political reaction were crystallized in a—again by no means
uniform—party, al-‘Utminiyyah, which soon became the rally-
ing point of the essenlial oppositional interests, comprising also
those outside the Umayyads' intimate circle!, A few Ansar
especially from ‘Utman’s following joined the party whilst, most
significantly, Talhah, al-Zubayr and <‘Aiah—somewhat para-
doxically—ranged themselves solidly hehind the movement be-
cause its sting was presently to be aimed ai ‘Ali,

Thus the Caliph was made the scapegoat for the fitnah, the fact
notwithstanding that he had taken no personal part in the Caliph
murder and could, of course, prove his direct innocence, but all
in vain. The ‘Utminites maintained that the responsibility in-
directly Iay with ‘Ali because he had done nothing to save the

! Tab, 1. 3304, (Caetani IX, 564); cf. infra p. 196,

# As to Mu‘awlyah, see infra pp. 1791 and Lammens, 231; Caetani X, 266—G69,

3 Sal. (Bal. 467 v; Caetani IX, 18). This informatlon is kept back by all later
chronielers, but is confirmed in that the Meecans gave their supporl to ‘Aiah,

¢ For the flwg. Lamwmens, 109 T,; Buhl, 36 f,; Caetant IX, 72 fi., 216 fi.
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distressed Caliph although he was staying in Medina during the
critical period®. The significance of this accusation is presum-
ably to be found above all in that it oblained a natural back-
ground from ‘Ali’s polilical co-operation with those civcles that
were behind the action against ‘Utmin, It is no doubt sympto-
matical that the murdered Caliph’s court-poet, Hassan b. Tabit,
directs the demand for blood vengeance, first towards the Ansar
and, secondly, towards ‘All for his defection® Specific grounds
for the accusalion were, however, non-existing until ‘Ali ipso
[acto had to give refuge to the murderers, and refused to hand
them over to the victim's relatives, It is moreover strange to
ohserve how prominent a position one of the killers, ‘Ammar b,
Yisir, occupied at ‘Al’s courl’. We have thus reached the stage
where the most promiinent emigranis, a number of the Ansar
and Umayyads—apart, however, from Mu‘awiyah—rose in re-
bellion against ‘Ali, al-AStar and the majority of the Angar,
Our purpose does not require any detailed study of the course
of the immediately following events!. Already in December 656
“Ali and al-Astar defeated the ‘Utmanites decisively in the battle
of the Camel, It is, however, of great significance thal the san-
guinary clash deepened the fitnah by bringing about the second
of these turbulent years’ religio-political parties, al-Mu*iazila, the
Neatralism. According to the latter’s conception, it did not fall
to the believers to place the responsibility for the fitnah; conversely,
he who by force of arms arrogated to himself any right incurred
a heavy responsibility for the disintegration of the wmmah, i. ¢,
in this particular case, ‘Ali. On the other hand, the Mu‘tazilites
dared neither make the Caliph an immediate party to ‘Utman’s
death, nor compromise themselves by associating with him. They
would—as the party designation indicates—avoid any participation
in the fitnah and remain neutral, and they reacted sharply to the

L If, Buhl, 30 i, 40,

2 Mas., IV, 284 f.; Igd. I1, 188,

3 Caetanl IX, 575—600.—Later, during the outpost skirmishes before the
batile at Sifffn, the Syrlan leader, Abii-1-Afwir at Sulami, refused to fight a duel
with al-Astar because the latter’s complicity in ‘Utman’s death made him un-
worihy. (Tab. 1. 3263-64; Caetani IX, 271).

4 ¢f. Buhl, 4053,
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battle of the Camel'. The governor in Kufah, Abii Misa al-A%‘ari,
who belonged to this wing, refused the Caliph admittance lo the
town so that ‘Ali, with al-A8lar as intermediary, had to negotiate
an agreement with him before he could go from Basrah to Kufah,
al-AStar seems to have advised the Caliph to suppress the Mu‘a-
zilism by force. Although ‘Ali rejected this, AbG Miisd was soon
removed from his post, a measure that nevertheless failed to
bring the unrest in the Eastern provineces {o an end?,

Nor had al-‘Utméniyyah been wiped out by the battle of the
Camel. The movement had spread to Egypt and Iraq where it
now found a stronghold in the regions bordering on Syria, in
Raqqah and Mosul®, Everything now depended upon the new
Caliph’s relations with Syria where the Umayyads' most pro-
minent figure resided.

IT.

It was, as we know, the publication of af{-Tabari’s (d. 923)
Annales with their wealth of details that blazed the trail for mo-
dern critical studies, headed by Wellhausen. It now became
possibie to rid the historical tradition of many arbitrary ex-
crescences in consequence of the knowledge obtained of the
primary individual traditions underlying the laler distortions.
The eritical difficulties are not, however, solved by disallowing
the laler chroniclers as authorifative sources!. For one thing,
none of the narvative sources is separated by less than two or
three generations from the events; for another, the scope of the
critical results is limited by the one-sidedncss in Tabari's selection
of his sources insofar as he keeps—no doubt deliberately —al-
most exclusively to the orthodox Iraqi fradition. The more wel-
come, therefore, is Baladurl (d. 892), who—in contradistinction

! Lammens 116 ff,

3 Buhl, 46 fT.

3 Infra, p. 181,

¢ T have made the later chroniclers the subject of special studies, but without
positive resulis: In all essentials they draw on the early Abbassid period’s compon-
dia without on any tmpoertant peint having had access to sources that we do not
now know in a purer form. The growth of the tradition is, however, of considerable
interest, and T hope to have cccasion at a later stage to account for it systematicaily,
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to Tabari and other compilalors—does not suppress divergent
versions about the same cvents. Even though his precision is often
inferior to Tabari’s, his Kitab Ansib al-ASraf does provide us
with an opportunity of comparing the narratives by his Medinese
informants with the well-known Kulic ones.

On the whole, it thus becomes necessary to take into account
three main versions, one Medinese by $élih b, Kaysin (d. 7568) and
two Kufic ones, by ‘Awinah (d. 764) and Abii Mihnaf (d. 774)
respeclively. Whereas the first one is due exclusively to Bala-
duri's rendering, {he latter two are somewhat more difficult to
determine because the transmission is not always ascertainable.

(1). Satih b. Kaysdn tells that immediately after his election,
‘Ali promised Mu‘awiyah his friendship if he would but swear
allegiance (bay‘ah) to him. Mu‘Gwiyah dispatched his own mes-
senger to Medina with his written reply, which besides the usual
introductory formula earried only the address: ““To ‘Ali b. Abi
Talib from Mu‘awiyah b. Abi Sufyan”, and thus denied ‘Al
the title of Caliph. When Ali veceived the refusal, the bearer
exclaimed ‘‘Oh, Quray$’ tribe. The horsemen, the horsemen.
By God, there (Medina) we shall be upon you with 40,000
horsemen '

On being informed of the battle of the Camel, Mu‘Awiyah
urged the Syrians to fight for the vengeance claim and to set up
an election conclave (§iird) to appoint a new Caliph. He re-
ceived oath of allegiance as Amir, not as Caliph. “‘So passed
six months or more after the murder of ‘Utmiin”, wherenpon
‘All started moving, and the two parties met at Siffin®. The armies
were facing each olher for some time, bul when the baltle had
got under way and had lasted for two days, the Syrians began

! Despite the stated year of printing, Buh¥s work on ‘Ali seems to have been
finlshed about 1912, for he does not quote from any laler lterature. Buhl has
not, therefore, defined his atlifude to Baldduri although della Vida's summary
in BRSO VI was avallable in 102{; Bull refers but once to de Goeje’s concise ac-
count in ZDMG, vol, XXXVIII, 382 f. Further about Baliduri, de Goeje 1. ¢,
and della Vida'’s treatment in RSO VI, 427 fl.

# Bal. 467 v—868 v, (Caetani IX, 18—20). 'I'he messenger's exclamation refers
presumably to the massacre organized by the Umayyads at Medina in 683, ¢f.
infra pp. 1701,

3 Bal, 504 v, (Caetani IX, 289).
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to give ground. Then a Syrian, b. Lahiyah by name, rode for-
ward with a copy of the Quran between the cars of his horse,
and others followed his example, A cleavage arose in ‘All’s camp
and he agreed to “having the Quran decide the dispute between
the two parties”. It was proposed to choose two Ansar for ar-
bitrators, but the Syrians, who doubted their objectiveness,
would not agree to this, Instead, ‘Amr b, al-‘As and Abii Masa
al-A§‘ari were appointed, and an arbitration document with the
conditions was drawn upl,

(2). ‘Awdnah tells that upon his arrival at Kufah from Basrah,
‘Ali summoned the governor in Hamadan, Garir b. ‘Abdallih
al-Bagali, who offered to go to Syria in order to demand bay‘ah
from Mudwiyah in the hope that by virtue of his kinship with
him—he was a Yamanite—he would have the bosi possible
chances of reaching a favourable result in Damascus. al-AStar,
suspecting Garir of being in league with Mu‘awiyah, warned
against this procedure, but ‘Ali decided nevertheless to make
the attempt. In his request Garir draws Mu‘dwiyah's atlention to
the fact that both Ansar and emigrants had recognized ‘Al],
and tha! he must do likewise?, But Mu‘awiyah, while putting
Garir off, sent for ‘Amur who had stayed away from the fitnah,
but now, on being promised Egypt, entered into an agreement
with the Syrian governor. He advised Mu‘awiyah to agitate in
Syria for ‘Ali’s complicity in the murder of the Caliph, and
Mu‘awiyah fell in with the idea®. When Garir returned to report

! Bal, 515 v—I16 v. (Caetani IX, 480 1.). SalilYs tradition is found again in
az-Zuhri {d. 743) only, and already then in a retouched forim. (Ibid, 408 r, 514 y—
15 r; della Vida, 453, Caetani IX, 48§ £.), and in the Arabic version by Abi-I-
Farag (Bar Hebraens, d. 1286) tnterpolated in other tradiions (Historia compen-
diosa Dynastarum ., .. arabice edila el loline versa ab E, Pococklo (Oxf. 1663),
188 1. (wersio pp. 119 1),

# Tab. I 3254—55. (Caetanl IX, 233); ¢f. “Isa b, Yazid b, Da'b {Bal, 408 r—
98r) = Ya‘q. IT. 214—17 (Caelani IX, 239 it., whenee it appears that Garir refers
to the kinship as justification for his offer; ¢f. also Mubarrad (Bal, 500 r)); Bal,
494 r—v. {(without isnad); Din, 166 f. (Caetani IX, 2554, 253, and 243 £.), and
Mas. IV, 338,

% Tab. 1. 3255 (Caetant IX, 233); ¢f. ‘Isa b. Yazid, L c. (where, however, it
Is Mu‘dwiyah offering ‘Amr Egypt in order to overcome his quaims); Mubarrad,
Lo, and Mas, IV, 208, 3381,
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to the Caliph, al-Astar reminded the laiter of his warning. Garir
retorted that if al-Astar had gone, he would have been lynched
by the Syrians who counted him among the murderers, Garir
then resignedly retived to Qargisiyd. ‘Ali medilated revenge by
way of burning his house, but desisted!.

‘Awanah ends up with a number of details concerning ‘All’s
administrative and military preparations for the campaign
against Syria, such as the summoning of governors, assign-
ments of military commands and, al last, “Ali’s departure from
Kufah?,

(8). Abit Mipnaf®. After the murder of the Caliph, the Tagifit
Mugirah b, Su‘bah recommended to ‘All that Mu‘@wiyah keep
his governorship as he might otherwise be expected to raise
claim for revenge, However, this advice was, at the suggestion
of ‘Abdaliah b. ‘Abbas, rejected®. ‘Utman's wife Nailah then
forwards the murdered Caliph's blood-stained shirt to Mu‘Awiyah
together with an account of the events at Medina in which ‘Al
is made responsible for the murder because he left ‘Utméan in
the lurch. The Syrians became so furious that they vowed chastity
until the murder had been avenged®.

<Ali then informs Mu‘wiyah that ‘Utman was killed without
his knowledge and demands his bay‘ah. “He wrote nothing
about the governorship (or according to others: he allowed him
to keep it)”’. Mu‘awiyah’s wrilten reply is here identical with
Salih b. Kaysan’s rendering. The bearer justified orally the
refusal in that the Syrians are of the opinion that ‘Al is respon-

! Tab. I 3255—56; Bal. 404 r—v; of. Din. 171 (Caelant IN, 234, 253, 247 1)
and Mas. 1V, 330—41.

2 Bal, 504 v—05 r; Tab. 1 3250 (Caetani [X, 289 f., 266); ¢f. Bal. 501 v—02r
(without isnad; ibid. ¥X, 284).

8 In his case the correet sequence of the individual accounts found scattered
in Baldduri, ‘Tabari and Abii-l-Farag al-Isfahani creates a factor of uncer-
lainty of some importance, The elemments are here placed in the sequence given
by Waqidi (Tab, I. 3083—85) and Dinawari, 149 ff. (Cactani VIII, 338 f, IX,
13 £.; ¢f. Mas, TV, 296 .} hecause they both draw on Abn Mihnaf or some rela-
ted source.

1 Bal, 466 v. {Caetani VIII, 330}

b Agh, XV, 71—72. (Caetani VI, 305 .}; ¢f. Bal. 501 r. (withoul isnad; ibid.
1X, 255), and Mas. 1V, 207,
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sible for ‘Utméan’s bicod and are determined on revenge, to
which ‘All exelaims: “Oh, Medinans, you shall find to your
cost who will be beaten,

There is now a hiatus in Abii Mihnaf until the rupture hetween
the two parties, He then reports a copious exchange of noles in
which Mu‘awiyah puts forward his claims for vengeance and
for the setting up of a $ara to clect a new Caliph; he censures
‘All for his ambiguous allitude to the earlier Caliphs. ‘Ali defends
himself by veferring to his services to Islam?. Next, Aba Mihnaf
gives an account, analogous with—though more circumstantial
than—that of ‘Awanah, of “Ali’s preparations for the combal, of
the consullations in his camp, and of the march toward Raqgqah,
where, however, only al-AStar’s threats can induce the pro-
‘Utmanite population to throw a bridge across the Euphrates.
The army crosses the river under the supreme command of al-
AStar, but after a few skirmishes with Mu‘awiyah’s vanguard
they effect a minor, provisional retreat. The Syrians occupy the
watering place on the Euphrates to which they deny ‘Ali’s troops
access until al-AStar seizes the place by force. ‘Ali, however,
permits Mu‘awiyalh's troops to felch water without hindranee?®,
‘Al pitched eamp at Siflin, opposite Raqqah, at the end of
Dhi-l-Higgah (a. H. 36) whereafter the armies were for some
time facing each other until the battle commenced on the 8th
Safar (a. H. 37). ‘Amr then intervened for the purpose of creat-
ing a cleavage in ‘Ali's camp by fixing copies of the Quran to
the warriors’ Iances as an appeal to let God’s words decide the
conflict. The Caliph has to yield, especially because of the pious
Quran readers’ insistence, and it is then agreed to appoint two
umpires. The Syrians choose ‘Amr whilst ‘Ali’s troops, his
protests nothwithstanding, thrust Abfi Masi upon him; ‘Ali’s
own choice would have been ‘Abdallih b. ‘Abbas or al-Altar,
The Syrians, however, refuse to sign the agreement until ‘Ali
in consequence of ‘Amr's protest and his followers' entreaties

! Bal. 467 v—68 1. (Caetani IX, 19). “AlP’s exclaination refers to the massacre
at Medina 683; see {nfra pp. 170 1.

? Bal. 494 v—97r; account in Din,, 17274, (Caetani IX, 253 f., 248 fi).

¥ Bal. 601 v—04 v; Tab. L 3259—72; ¢f. Din., 174—82, (Cactani 1X, 284—88,
267—77, 277—84),
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relinquishes his official title of Caliph, The two umpires, cach
accompanied by 400 men, were to meet at the oasis of Damat
al-Giandal in Ramadédn and deeide the dispute according to the
Quran and the Prophet's sunnal.

The immediate impression from these three versions is some-
what confusing. They have likenesses so striking as to reveal a
connection between {hem, but at the same time noticeable diver-
gences, The interrelationship between the two Kulic sources ap-
pears to be the least complicated. True, our knowledge of them
is only fragmentary, and in most cases they fill in each other’s
lacunae chronologically, but where they coincide, they are en-
tirely identical. This applies in parlicular to their circumstantial
account of ‘Ali’s preparations before his campaign against Syria
and their motivations of the details. It is, morcover, significant
that ‘Awanah and Abii Mihnaf are in common as regards their
anti-Umayyad aftitude. In both it is ‘Amr b. al-‘As who makes
the final decisions—not Mu‘wiyah, who is somcwhat easily
swayed by his entourage. ‘Awinah makes for instance ‘Amr take
the initiative in the agilation in Syria; in Abii Mihnaf it is like-
wise he who directs the fighting on the Syrian side and later
conceives the idea of suspending the battle by appealing to the
Quran for settlement. Both have evidently atlached great imporlance
to establishing a contrast belween, on the one hand, the effects
of Mu‘Gwiyah’s passivity ("hilm”) and lacking competence, and,
on the other, the ideals of Islamic chivalry (the futiwa-concept)
as represented by ‘All, Both the idea and the purpose underlying
this contra-positioning wiil be dealt with later on; here it will
sulfice to state that in these two chroniclers, and still more in
fhe later ones, they are undoubledly due to a deliberate con-
struction and have in this connection hardly more than a historio-
graphic interest. As regards ‘Ali, we know for certain that the
mentioned qualities are not ascribed to him before the advent
of the Abbassid tradilionists and are without any foundalion in

1 Tab. L 3276—3317, 331819, 3322—28, 3329—35, 3336—49. {Caetanl IX,
43363, 466—71, 472—77, 478—85). The date of the arbitration document—
13. Safar—Is not given here, only in az-Zuhri (Tab. 1. 3341; Caetani X, 26), who
is ofherwise analogous with Aba Milnaf,
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reality’. For the present, then, we note that the common features
definifely indicate that ‘Awanah and Abi Mibual represent a
kindred, and perhaps idenfical, Kufic tradition®. The question
thus arises whether the divergences are sufficiently pronounced
for us to disallow this interpretation,

The main difference between ‘Awinah and Abd Mihnaf con-
sists in the lalter's giving the time of Mu‘fwiyalh's breach with
‘All as the summer of 656, immediately after ‘Utmiin's death,
whereas in ‘Awanah the breach does not oceur until after the
battle of the Camel. As far as we can judge, Abii Mihnaf replaces
Garir b, ‘Abdallak’s mission {o Damascus with the voluminous
exchange of noles. Here, too, we find manifestation of a tenden-
tious disposition. The reproaches against ‘Ali for joint respon-
sibility in the murder of the Caliph and the desire for a sara
are here inserted into a veritable indictment against the Caliph
wilth the latter’s replication, Mu‘dwiyah upbraids ‘Ali for his
ill-will against the earlier Caliphs, more especially against “‘Utman.
‘Ali, on his part, adduces his services to Islam, the sufferings and
struggles he had incurred for the sake of the Prophet, adding
that already in 632 the Caliphate had been offered him by Abi
Sufyin, and that he had declined this dignily for fear of the
consequences of allying himself with “people that had hardly
estranged themselves from §ahiliyah”, The whole import of this
passage is hardly of any relevance as regards the conflict itself.
The legitimate privileges of the Prophet’s descendants above
those of the Umayyads are so manifest to Abii Mihnaf that he
confines himself fo the sarcastic identification of the Meccan
patrician leader with gahiliyah, the most arrant paganism. The

! Noeldeke, op. cil., 28 ff.; W, Sarasin: Das Bild Alis bei den Historikern der
Sunna (Diss., Basel 1907), passim; Buhl, passim. Characteristically, the chroniclers
do not place al-Ajtar in any corresponding relation to ‘Ali, altheugh the elements
certalnly are there. See also Lammens' remark, op. ¢il. pp. 140 ¢,

? The fact that the later sources, Dinawari, Ya‘qabi, and to some extent
Mas®idi, recount both ‘Awdnah and Aba Mibnaf continously does not constitute
any sure criferion that these two represent the same cirele of traditions. Any such
argumentation must assuine that not all the three later authors draw on common
sources thal had already combined the two earlier historians, and we have no
proof of that being the case.

12 Acta Orfentalla, XXI1IT
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salient poinl applies to the placing of “Ali in relation to the ortho-
dox Caliphs and his martyrdom for Islam, As here combined
with the ‘Utimanitic aceusations against him, they reveal historio-
graphic elements that belong rather to the late Umayyad or the
early Abbassid period, in any case a time when the orthodox
chroniclers tried to prove that the Prophet's descendants had
greater claims to the Caliphate than any other group!. Apart
from Mu‘Awiyal'’s fundamental standpoint we dare, therclore,
have no real confidence in this exchange of nofes.

The discrepancy between Abt Mihnaf and ‘Awanah is nof,
however, exhausled by any disallowance of these diplomatic
documents, nor is it explained by the fact thal Mu‘awiyah’s at-
titude must in any case lead to a ruplure, whatever the date.
Abt Mihinaf emphasizes very strongly that the breach occurs im-
mediately after the murder of the Caliph; Mutdwiyah straight-
away flies into a passion although ‘Ali has no intention whal-
ever of deposing him; the Syrian agitalion for vengeance is being
launched already then, i.e. simultaneously with Talhah’s and
al-Zubayr’s rebellion, This dating of the breach can, by no means,
be reconciled with the fact that AbG Mihnaf has, in the same
breath, told of ‘Ali's delermination to make Mu‘dwiyah suffer
the same fate as the other governors®. Nor does the oracular
comment fo Mu‘dawiyah's rejection, which he attribules {o °Ali,
carry any immediale conviction. It alludes—as touched upon
by Caetani—presumably to the massacre at Medina after the

1 Nocldeke, ap. eif., 16 fl,; Sarasin, op, eif., 101, 251, 61 f, It is curious
thal the semi-Shiitic Dinawarl (172 fI.) again takes the sting out of the indictment
of ‘Al

2 Having recoguized this contradiction and the disecrepancy between Abd
Mihuaf and ‘Awdanal, the later tradition—for instance Sayf b, ‘Umar—endeavours
by various means to harmonize. Sayf, for one thing, poslpones the tale of ‘Utman’s
shirt in order {o link it up with ‘Amr's appeal for agitation in Syria after Garir's
mlission; for another, he has (unlike Aba Milinaf) ‘All depose Mu‘dwiyah together
with all the other governors. However, Mu‘awiyah turns away “Ali's newly appointed
successor (Saht b, Hunayf) on the Syrian border (¢f, infra p. 174, n, 3.}, In Fabari,
who includes all three versions by ‘Awanah, Abi Mihnat and Sayf, the result
has become very confusing indeed. The retouching in Sayf must have been for
the sole purpese of proving ‘Al's legitimacy; ¢f. also Din., 140 fi, and Ya‘q. II,
208—09,
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Umayyads’ victory at al-Ilarr in 683. This anecdote presupposes
knowledge of the second civil war, The propheey must logically
be due to a late construction, but even so it does not by itself
shake the heart of the matter in Abti Mibnaf: that the rupture
oceurs in the summer of 656.

We getl no explanation of the discrepancy between Abii Mihnaf
and ‘Awinah until the two Kufic sources are compared with
Salih b. Kaysan. By comparison it then becomes obvious that
the latter does nol refer ai all to ‘Amr’s achievements, which the
Kufic tradition stresses so strongly; he mentions neither Garir's
mission nor Mu‘Awiyah’s contract with ‘Amr; and the Quran
proposal, which suspends the battle at Siffin, is attributed to
some otherwise entirely unknown person. On the other hand,
Salih emphasizes that immediately after his election “Ali offered
Mu‘iwiyah his friendship, which the latler does, to be sure,
rejeet, but it was not until afler the battle of the Camel that the
Syrian governor took the field against him,

Silik’s account thus differs from the Kufic tradition already
by iis pro-Umayyad keynote!, but has nevertheless also obvious
features in common with i. He repeats Mu‘dwiyah's rejection of
‘Ali’s approach almost verbatim from Ab& Mihnaf, only that
here it is Mu‘dwiyah’s messenger that acts as prophet. The two
chroniclers have, moreover, some details in common concerning
both ‘Ali’s war preparations and the fight. The likenesses, how-
ever, scem to be more deeply rooled. Silily’s failure, for instance,
to mention ‘Amr can hardly be accidental, and in order fo make
any sense al all the point must be that in this way Silih dissociates
himself from the Kufic tradition. The statement as regards the
lwo armies’ facing each other for some time may likewise be
due to Kufic influence. Even though the chronicler is referring
to a good old Bedouin custom, his observation does nol appear
in either of the other versions of this tradition, az-Zuhri’s or
Abi-1-Farag’s. Finally, Salih's chronology carries some faint
traces of being influenced by the other side, for after his remark
that Mu‘awiyah set up his demands and commenced his pro-

1 Omne exception is a note abeut the batile at Siflin according {o which Al
rejects surprise atlacks or killing of the wounded, indubi{ably an old feature,

12+
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paganda when news of the battie of the Camel had been rececived,
Salih states ““Thus passed six months or more affer the murder
of ‘Utmén’’, This carries us forward to January 657, al the earliest,
i. ¢, immediately after the baitle of the Camel in the preceding
month. This vague chronological determination may be due to
a simple but clumsy construction, and it probably rests on a
knowledge of Ab@ Mihnaf, for i, too, dees not appear in az-
Zuhri and Abt-l-Farag,

There is thus a strong case for thinking that Sdlih b. Kaysan
has known the Kufic tradition and, conversely, that Aba Milinaf
has been in touch with the ideas represented by S$ilih, This con-
{act is, moreover, of such a character that the explanation to
which il most readily lends itself appears to be a controversial
discussion. Unlike ‘Awinah, Salilh b. Kaysin emphasizes that
although Mu‘Awiyah fook sides immediately after the murder
of ‘Utman, at which time All tacitly had lo yield to him, he did
not advance his demand [lor vengeance or offer aclive resistance
untili knowledge of the batile of the Camel had heen received.
The chronology corresponds exactly with this paltern, The out-
come of it all must be that Mu‘awiyah had no part whatever in
the ‘Utmaianite rebellion, and ‘Amr no hand in Mu“Gwiyah's
dispositions. Again, it is presumably this conception to which
Abii Mihnaf raises objections. ‘He chooses for his starling point
Mu“iwiyah's instantaneous breach with ‘Ali, which $alil, too,
accepls. But in contrast with the Iatter, he maintains that it was
in this connection Mu‘awiyah’s demand for vengeance was raised;
by means of ‘Utmiin’s shirt (qamis), he now demonstrates thal
feelings in Syria were already at that time running high. On the
other hand, Abti Mihnaf must forgo Garir’s mission—and thus
rans counier o ‘Awinah—but he makes up for it with the very
circumstantial exchange of notes which, apart from Mu‘awiyah's
fundamental standpoint, must presumably be attribuled to his
own pen, or that of his source,

This interpretation is confirmed through such anachronisms
as we have noted oceasionally both in AbG Mihnaf and Silily
b. Kaysin. The propheey of the massacre in Medina in 683, the
historiographical constructions in the correspondence and also,
undoubtedly, the reiterated pleadings to “submit to God’s book
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and the Prophet’s sunna’! belong to this category. Conversely,
these late impingements provide a clue enabling us to fix {he
time for the framing of these traditions as the late Umayyad
period. Thus, both the Medinese and the Kufic traditions reflect
the state of conflicl between the Syrian Caliphate and the oppo-
sition in the ecastern provinces. The controversy furnishes clear
evidence that the traditionists took more than an antiquarian
interest in the events of 656—61. It is all simply a question of
the Umayyads’ title to the Caliphate, which is challenged by
Abii Mihnaf but defended by Salih b. Kaysan.

Provided that this interpretation is tenable, it becomes indeed
very interesting to observe how the historiographic propaganda
coincides chronologically with the formation of the earliest Me-
dinese and Kufic legal doctrines, and does in its way quite cor-
respond {o the nature of Islamice historical writing, The opposilion’s
repudiation of the Umayyad Caliphate's achievements and legi-
limacy is responded to with counter-traditions. Both Silih b,
Kaysin and, especially, az-Zuhai were Medinese traditionists of
good repute; both had been in personal contact with the court
in Damascus, and we know for cerlain thal despite his high
standing az-Zuhri as spokesman for the Syrian rulers had no
hesitation in fabricating false traditions?, ‘I'he historic pragma-
tisni, demonstrated by Wellhausen in Sayf b. ‘Umar (about 800)
or, rather, in his sources, may thus be traced back a generation
or two to the beginning of the eighth centary, or still earlier,

In the above we have mentioned the chronicles as {he {hree
traditionists’ own products, but that is, however, only partially
true. It would undoubtedly be more corrcet to deal with {them
as representatives of a particular cirele of traditions. True,
Salik b, Kaysin and az-Zuhri are so carly that they themselves

! For histance, Abo Mihnaf records that while on his way Lo Sifiin ‘Ali urges
Mufiwiyah {o resign himself “to God’s book and the Prophet’s sunna™, (Bal.
502 v—04 v; Tab. L. 3370; Cactani IN, 286 1., 274 £.).—In Zuhti and Abq Mihnaf
the arbitrators shall pass judgment in accordance with “God’s book and the
general—not the special—sunna’”. (Bal, 515 r.; Tab. L. 3336; Caetant IX, 479, 489),

2 On §illh b. Kaysan: Della Vida, 431,—O0n Zuhri; I. Goldziher: Muhamme-
danische Studien Y1 (Halle 1800) 37 #f.; J. Schacht: The Origins of Muhammadan
Jurisprudence (Oxf, 1950), 262 ff,
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must have been parties to the common polemics while they were
still topical, i. e. presumably during Hi8am's Caliphate (724—43).
By comparison, the two Kufic chroniclers belong to a somewhat
younger gencration, the early Abbassid period, bul the concept
of which they are exponents goes further back. Abii Mihnaf
quotes authorities that like $alilh and az-Zuhri belong to the late
Umayyad period!, and ‘Awanal’s account is met with again,
in a corrupted state, in the Shiitic Kufic traditionist ‘Isa b. Yazid
b. Da‘b al-Kindni abouf, or shortly before, 700%

If we, then, eliminate the obvious distortions of the frans-
mission, there still remains a core to be considered. It is signi-
ficant that Salih b. Kaysan and ‘Awinah agree on the point that
the definitive rupture between the two parties did not oceur until
after the battle of the Camel—only then does Mu‘iwiyah raise
the demand of vengeance and commence the agitation in Syria,
On the other side remains Abd Mihnaf’s assertion that the Syrian
governor rejected “Ali’s request for bay‘ah in the summer of 656,
a statement that is, admittedly, fitted inlo an apocryphal, anec-
dotal form, but cannot by that fact alone be subject to an a prioxi
rejection. It is by no means evident—nor can it be formally ruled
out, though—that ‘Ali for factual or prestigeous reasons should
have addressed the same appeal to Mu‘Awiyah a second time,

“not even with the outcome of the battle of the Camel in mind.

It is noteworthy that according to ‘Awianah’s version ‘Ali
instructed Garir b. ‘Abdallah to demand no more than bay‘ah
of Mu@wiyah, ‘‘which”, adds the author somewhat disingeni-
ously, “Muhagirih and Ansgar had already paid him”, We hear
nothing, however, of Mu‘Awiyah’s governorship, which, inci-
dentally, is mentioned in none of the other early sources—
Waqidi or b. Sa‘d, for instance-—as among the posts afiected by
‘Ali's purge®. The most important evidence that Mu‘dwiyah did

t Gf. infra p. 187.

* Bal, 408 r—99 v. (= Ya'q. II, 214—17), 507 v—08 v. (Caetani IX, 239 H,,
485). al-Dimagql even goes so far as to stamp lhe latter tradition as a frand “by
our b. Da‘bh”.

3 ¢f. sup, p. 170.—As against this the later tradition is in absolute unison:
Immediately after the Caliph-murder Mu‘dwiyah is te be replaced by Sahl b.
Hunayf who is repelled, wherenpon Mu‘awiyah bids defiance to ‘Al (Thus in
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not revelt against the Caliph unfil after the balfle of the Camel
is found in an entirely independent source, some verses by the
Umayyad al-Walid b. ‘Ugbah in which he upbraids Mu‘“wiyah
for his hesitation, “You have wasted your time in Damascus
without accomplishing anylhing, just like a camel roaring with
voluptiousness. With your ietter to ‘Ali you have behaved like
the woman-tanner who will dress worm-eaten leather...., He
that sccks vengeance, tarries not. Vengeance should be un-
merciful. You ought to make his (‘Utman’s) murder come alive
and take sword without doubt and fear'’!. These verses belong
lo the time immedialely following the batile of the Camel when
al-Walid fled to Raqqah; they eslablish a strong presumption
that Mu‘fwiyah did no! commit himself {o vengeance until after
that momeni, and, consequently, that ‘All is unlikely to have
contemplated deposing him.

We have no doubt now arrived at a cardinal point of the con-
fliel, whieh cannol have issued in action before December 656
al the earliest. This is quite in keeping with both ‘Awiinah and
Salih b, Kaysiin whereas Abi Mihnaf's assertion can henceforth
be considered untenable. Also infrinsic criteria strengthen our
confidence in ‘Awanah, According to his aceount, the conditions
whieh ‘Ali imposes on Mu‘dwiyah must be described as very
moderate indeed, and it is, moreover, especially noleworthy
{hat the Caliph—against al-AStar’s wishes—chooses a Yamanite,
and that ‘Awinah himself adduces the reason that Garir by
virtue of his kinship with Mu“iwiyah would have the best pos-
sible chances of reaching a favourable result, Garir had laken

Sayf (Tab. I 3087), Ya‘q. II, 208, Din, 149 f, (Caetani IX, 8—15)). It has already
been shown that these sources tried to straighien outl the inconsequences between
‘Awidinah and Aba Mihnaf by having ‘All remove Mufawiyah. With this alm in
view Lhey have conferred his office on Sahl b. Hunayf, On ‘All’s departure from
Medina, Salil was in faet made vicegerent there, and when he bn turn left to join
in the attack on Syria, he Installed Quitim (or Tamin) b, ‘Abbas as deputy (Waq.
in Tab, 1, 3072; ¢f. b. Sa‘d IIL 1, 20 and ‘Awfinah (Bal. 504 v); Caetanl IX, 50,
289 £.}. Sayf and Ya'qibI have thus had to place b. ‘Abbds in Medina in order
to make Sahl available for Syrial This interpretation falls entirely in line with
Welhausen's observalion as to how Sayf—or his source—arbitrarily castles with
his characters for the benefit of the Prophel’s family (Pro., 144 1.).
1 Bal. 501 r; Tab, I, 3258 (Caetant IX, 255, 265).
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a personal and very aclive part in Islam’s conquests in Persia,
and his own prestige as well as the weakness or placabilily in
‘Ali indicated by the source’s mofivalion, presents a strong case
for the credibility of ‘Awinah’s account.

This interlude corresponds, as already mentioned, entirely
with $iillilh's dating of the breach between Syria and Iraq. We
learn here that Mu‘dwiyah, to mark his standpoint—the accusa-
tion of *Ali for joint responsibility in the murder and his demand
for the election of a new Caliph—received oath of allegiance in
the capacily of Amir. This litle is, however, borne by every
governor, but in the present connection Salili mus! mean that
Mu‘awiyah breaks away from the Caliph withoul himself acling
as a candidate for the caliphate. This statement virtually defies
verification because it stands nearly alone in the entire Islamic
historical writing; it is touched on by b. ‘Abdrabbihi, who may
have got it from the Medinese {raditionists’. Of somewhat grealer
significance is a short remark by Sa‘id b, ‘Abd al-Aziz lo the
effect that “in Iraq ‘Al was addressed as ‘amir al-mu’minin’,
and in Syria Mu‘dwiyah as ‘amir’; upon ‘Ali’s death, however,
Mu‘awiyah was addressed ‘amir al-muw’minin’”2, In this case,
too, something more than the fitle ordinarily held by governors
must be implied so that $alih’s assertion is here quile accident-
ally borne oul by a Kufic source. Finally, turning to independent
Christian Syrian sources, we again find—albeit fainter—confir-
mation of $alil's trustworthiness. Most significani of all is Chro-
nicon Maroniticam (seventh. century), which distinguishes be-
tween three separate homages, The first one must be subject to
terriforial limitation seeing that Mu*iwiyah is here but *'sworn
allegiance to as King by many Arabs in Jerusalem’, in contra-
distinction {o the subsequent, more general oaihs ol allegiance,
of which the scene of one is likewise laid in Jerusalem, the other,
and last one, in Hira after ‘Ali’s death®, However, the Syrian

L Jqd, 1L 202; Buhl, 77,

? Tab, IL 4—5. (Caetani X. 373).

¥ ZDMG vol, XXIX, 95.—The date for lhe first two homage ceremonies is
tu each case given as 971 Sel. = the 18th year of Emperor Constantlus 1I’s relgn,
L. e. 660 and 660—61 respectively.—Re the clwonology, of. ibid. 84 {,— Pseudo-
Dionysius of Tell-Mahré (9th century) tells that Mu‘awiyval aspired to the suzer-




‘ALL AND MU‘AWIYAH 177

monk concerned expresses himsell with a regrettable lack of
precision, and his chronology is obviously secondary., He has,
on the other hand, been at fairly close guarters with the evenis,
and his distinguishing between the three homages would be ah-
surd, if they were not fo his mind representative of distinctions,
qualitative o1 quantitative,

We have thus every reason to believe in Silih b, Kaysan when
he says thal Mu‘wiyah received homage as Amir after the
baitie of the Camel, a statement that is substantiated by the fact
that Mu‘dwiyah, before Siffin at any rate, approached the old
Sa‘d b, AbI Waqqas with a request to range himself on the side
of ““Utmin’s cause” and a claim for a $ard because Sa‘*d him-
self had been a member of “Quray§’ ¥ara” which elected ‘Ui
man', This appeal gives us, incidentally, a very interesting in-
sight into Mu‘@wiyah’s policy. Sa‘d b. Abi Waqqas, one of
Islam’s most prominent men, had been among those who most
strongly dissociated themselves from the fitnah by joining the
Mu‘tazilism. Mu‘Gwiyah can hardly have expected anything but
the refusal that he duly received from Sa‘d; however, this step
of Mu‘@wiyah's was, tactically speaking, a master stroke, He had
remained neutral until the Caliph had defeated the self-appointed
avengers in the battle of the Camel, and by no show of reason
could his own right to vengeance be refuted, He was beyond
any doubt his family’s most prominent member, and his right
was implicilly upheld in the Quran® Mu ‘Awiyah’s title to blood
vengeance in behalf of his family did not in itself affect the
fitnah, nor was it, as far as can be judged from the sources,
ever called in question, even by the Mu4azilities. It is likewise
entirely consistent that the claim for bloed vengeance should
fall on ‘Al sceing that the Caliph personally offered the mur-

alnty; the Syrians elected him and pald deference to him whereas the Fraqi wan-
ted ‘Ali. (J. B. Chabot, ¢d.: Chronique de Denys de Tell-Mahré (Bifl, de I Ecole
des Haules Efudes, no. 112, Parls 1895), 9 (versio pp. 8 £.)). Here, too, we note
a distinction made between successive stages, but the argomentation is weakened
by lack of perception and preciston.—That Mu‘awiyah did not arrogate to himself
the title of Caliph also appears from the fact that no pllgrimage to Mecea was
underiaken in bis own name until 680. Cf. infra, p. 196,

! Ya'q. II, 287. (Cactani 1X, 263); Igd. II, 202; Buhl, 78.

* Sure XVII:35.
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derers shelter and thus ereated a situation, the scope of which
he fully realized!. Mu‘wiyah disallowed the validity of ‘Ali’s
dignity because his share in the murder of the Caliph and his
protection of the murderers made him unworlhy of his high
rank. Mu<wiyah did not set up as Caliph himself, but merely
claimed thal a representation of the Muhammadan ummah
should eleet an unslained Caliph. On the whole, Mu‘dwiyah's
attitude may be characterized by the facl that he draws his pex-
sonal and political consequences from the same forces as those
that explain the Mu‘lazilism's detestation of the fitnah,

That Mu‘awiyah’s ‘‘official politics” appear extraordinarily
expedient does in no way detvact from the sincerety of his con-
duct. We know indeed from Kufic sources that at Siffin the
Syrians joined battle just as hesitatingly as their opponents for
{he very purpose of avoiding responsibility for the shedding of
blood?. His opposition to ‘All may very well have contained ir-
rational elements as well as motives of power politics although
we are unable at all times before 660 to find irrefutable evidence
of his aims. In this connection his relations with ‘Amr are of
considerable interest, a matter on which the Medinese sources
are regretiably silent, and the Kufic ones, as already mentioned,
obviously tendentious. ‘Amr’s participation in the battle at $iffin
appears to be the first ascertainable event, which, again, must
presuppose a previous agreement with Mu‘Gwiyah concerning
the Egyptian governorship, an agreement which we can, how-
ever, neither date nor place, but which nevertheless does imply
that Mu%wiyah must have had a clear conception of his am-
bitions before the battle at Siffin,

That the conflict might have other than religious and personal
aspects seems to be indicated by ‘Ali's hope that Garir on the
strength of his kinship with Mu‘dwiyah would possibly be able
{o obtain an amicable solution. The premises must of course be
the well-known distinetion between the Yamanite and Kalbite
tribes in Syria and Iraq. The contemporary poets and the later
chroniclers reiterate almost without exception that Mu‘iwiyah

1 ¢f. Buhi, 5%
% Cf, infra pp. 1821,
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and the Syrians made the vengeance claims a pretext for ad-
vancing their own parHeular interests!, The cleavage bebween
Iraq and Syria is—as described here—perhaps not quile un-
reasonable; it is known in Syrian sources, too, in al-Walid b.
Ugbah and, most pregnantly, in the poet Kah h. Gu‘ayl who
both, however, equally strongly maintain that by his conduct
‘All Incurred greai responsibility?. However, this dividing line
does nol explain the whole stale of conilic{, for one reason be-
cause ‘Al and al-Adtar have not appearcd as the exponenis
of any united Iraqi opinion against the Syrians, or even against
Mu‘dwiyah. There are quite a few indications of mistrust of “Ali
in the eastern provinces, most frequently among the Iraqi Quran-
readers. They all reveal religious misgivings as regards ihe
Caliph's relations to the fitnah, despite al-A$tar’s energetic de-
fence of “Ali%, The scruples evinced by Mu‘tazilism have presum-
ably been influenced by Mu‘G@wiyah's appeals and have indirectly
shaken ‘Alf's prestige in Iraq.

The most striking feature in Mu‘awiyah's conduet during the
early phases of the conflict is, then, a peculiar mixture of caution
and opportunism, He fails to intervene in al-‘Utmaniyyah's
self-appeinted action of vengeance against ‘Ali, and nobody can
dispute his right to blood vengeance after the battle of the Gamel.
On the other hand, the Caliph has compromised himself reli-
giously in consequence of his clash with the ‘Utmanites and thus
provoked desertion from his own ranks. The doubt as to whether
‘Ali’s allitude to the catastrophe in Medina made him worthy
of continuing as the head of Islam was finally utilized by Mu-
‘Awiyah when he {ook up the fight afler the battle of the Camel,

1 Thus e g. al-Naga¥i al-Hariti’s peem in Bal, 50t r (Coetani IX, 255); cf.
Mubarrad 18385 = Bal. 500 ¢ (Jbid. IX, 256), in which al-IMimasqi characle-
rizes the last poem as falsified; Din. 164 £, 173 1. (Ibid. IX, 242 1., 249 f.) and
Mas, IV, 339, 344.—The cleavage between Syria and Iraq, as regards the molives,
is reflected in several Syrlan chronicles, presumably, however, in the light of the
second eivil war and its consequences; v, s, & ., p. 176, n. 3.

2 al-Walid b. ‘Ugbah (Bal, 500 r—v; Caetani IX, 254); Ka‘'b b. Gutayl (Din,,
176 f.; Kam, 189; Buhl, 60 f.).

& Bal, 501 v—02 v, (withoul Isnad) = Din., 175, (Caetani IX, 284, 277, fromn
Abt Mihnaf?); Buhl, 58 f.; cf. also Tab, L 3322, (Caetani IX, 466) and supra
p. 163.
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It is conceivable that Mu‘dwiyah’s exposed position at the
Byzantine frontier may have induced him lo caution; it was
apparently not until 658 that he obtained a truce with the Byzan-
tines!, However, his politics are undoubledly also guided by
clements of a more irrational nature, such as his personal dila-
toriness, his hilm, which, as we know, was characteristic of his
conduct as Caliph?, European langnages lack a single term
covering this Arabic concept. That special quality, held in so
very high esteem by the Bedouin, implies that its possessor in
all circumstances knows how to make up his mind and is able
to anticipate the outeome of his course of action; it further implies
that in order to attain his object, he acts only upon careful con-
sideration and accurate timing, always withoul resorting to any
unnecessary show ol power, and, wherever possible, utilizing
such forces as the sifuation itself might have set free. Hilm may
thus be reflected in a kind of well-considered opportunism, i. e.
exactly what we have seen Mu‘dwiyah display after ‘Utmin's
death by taking personal advantage of ‘Ali’s mistakes and loss
of prestige®.

Mu‘awiyah’s rebellion has presumably been much more
dangerous to °‘Ali than that of the ‘Utmainites beeause it was
far better planncd, Once more, however, the initiative in the
military show-down had to issue from the Caliph. Of Mu‘awiyah’s
organisation of the baftle we know nothing at all; the Syrian
and Medinese sources are again absolutely silent. On the other
hand, we have in Abii Mihnaf elaborate accounts of ‘Ali’s pre-
parations and of the batile at Siffin. All this information of the
Caliph’s administrative and military measures—of which we have,
incidentally, analogous though more summary descriptions in
‘Awanah—is exclusively Kufic. On the otlier hand, it is so copious

1 Bull, 61, n. 3.

* Cf. Lammens, 66-—109.

$ Thls attitude, which we see revealed in the progress of events, is definitely
formulated in b, “‘Abdrabbihi who makes Mu‘iwiyah say, “I left him ("All} {o his
enemies. If they win, then he will be of far less consideration than they; and if
he wins, his religious prestige will suffer”. (Jqd. II, 202,, Buhl, 6, 541.). Later
historlans make use of hilm to bring out the contrast between Mudwiyal and
‘Al; ¢f. sup. p. 168.
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that it can hardly be due entirely to late constructions; it no
doubt builds upon old traditions*. The lack of established chro-
nological poinis seems likewise to denote ils age. Only the quarrels
prior to the baitle, the engagement itself, and the arbitration
document bear a date whereas all the olher events appear as
elements without any chronological framework? Its credibility
is further borne out by some notes divulging weak points on the
Kufic side, for instance, the very unflattering account of ‘Ali’s
plan of revenge on Garir’s house, an acl that is warded off only
because the house is inhabited by some unoffending person.

Upon Mu‘awiyah's refusal ‘Ali summoned his provineial
governors with their forces and, preswmably in the spring of
657, the army assembled at al-Nuhaylah outside Kufah where
the Caliph assigned the commands, dispalched his troops in the
direction of Raqqah in various detachments, and made a certain
Ma‘qil b. Qays al-Riydhi march via Mosul, Nisibis against
Ragqah “with 3000 men in order to reassure the populalion,’’?
This stalement seems to me to illustrate the unrest in Irag very
well, Ma‘qil did encounter resistance from the ‘Utmaniles in
Mosul?, and later on the pro-‘Utmanite population in Ragqah
refused to ferry ‘Ali across the Euphrates until al-Astar's fhreats
compelled them to build a bridge?,

Thus, the resistance which the Caliph mel with from the re-
mainder of the ‘Utminitic groups during his advance, was, in
fact, but indirect manifestations of the fitnah, The latter is, how-

1 On one point only are we able to verify the Kufle tradition by means of an
independent source, namely the Nestorian chronicler Eugipplus of Manbig, who,
like “‘Awanah and Aba Mihnaf, relates that on his depariure ‘All made ‘Abdallil
b, ‘Abbas his deputy in Kufah,—The Arab sources do in a curious way confirm
this plece of information, for Abit Mat$ar (Tab, I, 3273; Caetani IX, 206) says
that b. ‘Abbas headed the pilgrimage in behalf of the Callph, and mwust surely
have passed Syrian terrltory In order to reach Mecen at the very time when the
two armies stood facing each other at Siffin.

* The many exaet dates in the Inter sources form a sharp contrast to this,
but they all seein to be secondary.

3 Aba Mihuaf, (Bal. 502 v—04 v); *Awdnah (Tab. L 3259); Din., 177 (Caetani
X, 286, 266, 280),

4 Din, Le

& Abd Mihnaf (Bal, I c.; Tab. I. 3259—60; Caetani IX, 2871, 267).
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ever, voiced very pregnantly in AbG Mihnaf’s description of the
military operalions when the armies made contacl in Dha-l-
Higgah. On the vanguards’ meeting at Sillin, open fight was
avoided by both the Syrians and the Iraqi, the lalter, who were
under al-A$tar’'s command, by express order from ‘Ali. Already
then arosc the question of the responsibility for the fighting, a
question that cropped up again when al-A8tar forced his passage
to the watering place on the Euphrates, and thereafter time and
again. The fraternization at the walering place has presumably
played a decisive part in this discussion belween the two camps
about the responsibility. It is mentioned occasionally that mem-
bers of the same tribe or family stood facing each other in either
camp; who was right, and what would become of them if they
were killed? Apart from sporadic Bedouin skirmishes, all regular
fighting was apparently avoided in Muharram?, the holy month
during which ‘Ali made a new atfempl to reach a reconciliation
by appealing to Mu‘awiyah fo swear bay‘ah, but with no success.
Mu‘dwiyah stood firm, he was entitled lo revenge, and he de-
manded a Sara.

Not until the 8th Safar—the 19th July, 657—did the fight Hare
up again from the Iraqi side under al-AStar’s leadership?; but
it was suspended on the following day when the Syrians appealed
to the decision of the Quran by fixing copies of it to their lances.
A clear insight into what induced the Syrians to this step would
be of fundamental importance. Judging from the context, there
can have been no question of any immineni military cafastrophe.
In Abit Mihnaf, ‘Amr appears as the author of this action which
deliberately aimed al crealing a cleavage in the Caliph’s army?®,
In Silih b, Kaysin, the idea of appealing lo the Quran arosec

L Abfy Mihnaf (Tab. I. 3281); Hiabis b, Sa'd’s verse in Din,, 182, (Caetant IX,
£36, 492).—In eontrast with Mas. IV, 351, none of the earlier sources menlion
any regular suspension of ihe battle in Mubarram.

® (f. Wellhausen, 80 f—In Elin Bar Sinayd (Baethgen: Fragmente syrischer
und arabischer Historiker (Abh, [, d. Kunde d, Morgenl. Vil1:3, Lpz. 1884), 23
(versio 113)) the date of the batitle is Monday, the 10th IJazivan, 968 Sel. This
date, which did not, after al, fall on a Monday, but on a Saturday, corresponds
to the 10th June 657 = 24 Dhi-1-Higgah, 37 a. H. Elia has probably mistaken
the day the two armies met at Siffin for the day of the batile itself.

3 Tiis version is repeated verbatim by az-Zuhrl (Bal. 514 v—15 v = b, Sa‘d
IV. 2. 3—4; Caetani IX, 488, 531) and Abd-I-FaraZ (1. ¢., no doubt interpolated
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more spontaneously, clearly induced by the dread of the fitnah,
and several circumstances tend to show that he is right. It would
undoubtedly be wrong fo suppose that the Syrians should have
been eager on fighting, and without any misgivings at all, We
have already noted that fear of the fitnah was voiced also on
this side before the battle; there is further proof of this mood in
some verses by the Syrian poet Habis b, Sa‘d al-Ta“4:

(1) There remains but seven or eight days until the end of
Muharram.

(2) Are you (Mu‘dwiyah) not amazed that we and they are thus
rushing to certain death?

(3) Maybe God’s book forbids us to rise against them, and does
not the Quran’s words likewise forbid them?t

In al-Ta‘i’s words it is the Quran’s—God’s—words thal estrange
the Syrians from the Iraqgis, and that is literally the same con-
viction as was manifested so unmistakably by the Syrians when
they fixed the Qurans to their lances. The same idea is expressed
by the Iragi poel al-Naga$i al-Hariti who says:

(1) Since morning the Syrian soldiers have carried God’s book
on their lances ... and eried to ‘Ali:

(2) “Oh, Muhammad’s cousin, do you not fear to corrupt ihe
two evident things (i. e. the Quran and the Prophet’s family?)"'2

Nowhere is mention made of ‘Amr b. al-‘As, and the suspen-
sion of the battle was presumably brought about by latent feelings
in the Syrian camp rather than by any threat of imminent defeat
or by ‘Amr's stratagem, Again, these feclings have been no less
intense within ‘Al’s party. In Abi Mihnaf’s early authorities
they appear occasionally during the battle itself, especially among
the Quran-readers who dare nol repudiale the poysibility of
‘Al’s being tainted by the murder of the Caliph, and who in their
capacily of scholars consider themselves as heing especially

according to Kufle traditions). Zuhri in Tab, I, 3341—42 (Caetani X, 26 [.), how-
ever, corresponds entirely with Salih b, Kaysin.

! Din,, 182, (Caetani IX, 492).

? Mas., IV, 378,
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qualified for the task of mediation!. Heve, again, then, it is
mentioned that the two parties are divided by the words of the
Quran, No wonder, therefore, that it is the Quran-readers who
mosl strongly advocate acceptance of the Syrian offer, This
situalion is soon crystallized in a proposal for arbilration, the
details of which process we do not know? al-AStar seems fo
have been against, first, the truce, and, sccondly, both the idea
of mediation and the election of an wmipire, even though he, like
‘Ali, had to yield, The Caliph had desired te be represented on
the arbilration by ‘Abdallih b. ‘Abbas? or al-AStar, but his re-
quest was met with a downright refusal by the advocates for an
agreement on the very remarkable grounds that al-AStar was the
confriver and guoiding spirit of the entire wart!. Instead of ‘Ali’s
candidates the opposition chose Aba Misa al-A¥%ri, and the
Syrians, quite naturally, ‘Amr,

It is highly regrettable that Abii Mihnaf’s version of the events
at Siffin stands almost alone. $S&lih b. Kaysan passes very lighily
over the battle and does not at all mention that ‘Ali is compelied
by the opposilional elements in his own army to accept the arbi-
tration against his wish., This omission can, however, hardly be
interpreted as a decisive refutation of Aba Mihnaf, seeing that
Sdlilh enfirely ignoves the anxicty evinced by both parties foy
fear of bloodshed. The explanation seems lo he that Sdlil wanted
to emphasize, in contradislinction te the Kufic tradilion, that
‘Ali consented of his own accord to the arbitration in order to
throw the subsequent evenis into relief. In this respect Abi
Mihnaf’s early authoritics are in agreement so that they, in any
case, represent an old and strong lradition; nor can the bitierness
against the oppositional elements shake this aceount,

Such dividing lines as are suggesled by the transmissions in
Ab@i Mihnaf cannot possibly be accidental, The refusal to let
al-Astar represent the Caliph reveals a line of demarcation be-
tween lhe cireles ranged behind ‘Ali’s Caliphate and the Mu-

1 Tab. 1. 3322—25. (Caetanl X, 466 ff.).

* Cf. Buhl, 651,

% The mention of b. ‘Abbés here is no proof that his vandidature has in reality
been coutemplated, His appenrance may very well be owing to a by no means
unusual historiographicatl conjecture.

4 Tab, I, 3333. (Caetant IX, 475).
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‘tazilism in Iraq; for it is precisely the point of view of the Neu-
tralism that carries the day in “‘Ali’s camp at $iffin thanks to the
religious seruples; “the fitnah broke out in the open”, says Abda
Mibnaf. And it is likewise these circles that forced Abii Miisi
on ‘Ali and had a decisive influence upon the arbitration agree-
ment which the two parties—Syrians and Iragis——drew up on
the 13th Safar (31st July, 657).

Neither as regards the arbitralion document, known only
through Abl Mihnaf’s rendering, have we any extrinsic correctives.
The cardinal point in the account—that in consequence of the
Syrians’ refusal, backed by the Quran-readers who eagerly aimed
at an agreement, ‘All has to renounce his title of Caliph—is
based by Abi Mihnaf on a reference to the Prophet’s example at
al-Hudaybiyah, a story that may be authentic or, just as well,
apoeryphall, On the other hand, Mu‘awiyah has at no time
recognized ‘Ali’s Caliphate and could nol do so as long as he
had nol been acquitted of the accusation of complicity in the
shedding of ‘Utmiin’s blood. Provided we dare have confidence
in this account, then Mu‘awiyah has pre-cstablished for himself
an equality of status with “Alf at the conference table, This would
correspond quite logically with the object of the Mu%azilites as
regards the arbitration conference which must be defined as a
desire on their part to conduet a frial on ‘Ali’s share in the cata-
strophe at Medina and with the Quran as critevion. ‘Ali did not
himself, and quite consistently, have any immediate influence
on the decision and could hardly have looked forward to nmuch
goodwill on the part of Ab@i Masd whom he and al-Aftar had
removed from the governorship in Kufah after the battle of the
Camel. The arbitration award was thus, after all, expressive of
the idea that Mu‘Awiyah’s programme should be attempted through
negotiations between himself and the Mu‘tazilites, and that the
Quran was to be their guide?

t TFab, I. 3336—37. (Caetani IX, 476). Further on ihe al-Iudaybiyah settle-
ment, p. Buhl: Muhammeds Lip, 282,

* Seen In ils contemporary setting this schemic of arbitration must presum-
ably be interpreted as en elaboration ad hoc of the traditional hakam-institu-
tlon. (Cf. E. Tyan: Histoire de Vorganisation fudiciaire en pays d’Islam 1 (Paris
1938), 30 f.; see also Wellhausen, 93).

13 Acta Orientala, XXIiT
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I1I,

The agreemenl reached at Sillin in July 657 had appointed
the arbitration meeting for Ramadan next, i. e. the month Fe-
bruary 10th—March 8th, 658. The time is thus quile clearly
defined. It is nevertheless peculiar how [falteringly our sources
place the conference. Now Dumat al-Gandal, now Adrub—an
oasis in South-Palestine—is mentioned as ihe place, and now 37,
now 38 a. H. as the time of the meeting. Abl Mihnaf gives Diimat
al-Gandal, and the originally fixed time, Ramadan 371, whereas
both Wagidi? and b, Sa‘d® from Kufic sources have Adrul in
Sa‘bin 38, i. e. 2nd o 30th January, 659, Already Wellhausen
and Buhl have proved conclusively that the latter dating must be
the more correct one!, We can now, moreover, add that Salil
b. Kaysin's dating corresponds cntirely with Wagqidi's and b,
Sa‘d’s, for he says that the meeting place originally set down for
Tadmur, was moved, first to Diumat al-Gandal and from there
to Adruk in Sa‘ban, 88 a. H®, We have thus evidence from iwo
mutually independent reports that this dating must be the cor-
rect one. The uncertainty revealed in the sources thus finds an
acceplable explanation in that the arbitration agreement, ac-
cording to az-Zuhri, admits of postponement of the meceting,
and that is indeed what seems lo have happened. On this point,
however, the Kufic sources are absolutely sileni, whereas Salily
b. Kaysan—in perfect agreement, moreover, with Wellhausen's
and Buhl’s resulis—motivates, no doubt uite correcily, the post-
ponement by difficulties in connection with the Harigite rebellion
in Irag®

We do not propose here lo go into details regarding the Harigite
rebellion. As we have seen, the arbitration document gave the
representatives of two groups of the Muhammadan community
access to define their attitude to the revolution in Medina, bul

I Tab, I 3354, (Caetani X, 18).

2 Tab, I, 3360, 3407, (Ihid. X, 18).

8 b, Sa'd IIL 1. 21, (Jhid. X, b3).

4 Wellhausen 88 ff.; Buhl, 72 .

& Bal. 523 1. {Caetani X, 30); cf. ulso az-Zulri (Tab. 1. 33413 Caetani X, 26}
and the poems in Yagat I, 174—75 (ikid. X, 56) and al-Ahtal’s poem (ed. Salhani,
79; Caetani X, 60}

¢ Bal. 523 r. (Caetanl X, 30); ¢f. also della Vida, 476 L.
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this very agreement also blazed a trail for the third of the greal
politico-religious movements of these years: the Harigites, who
denied man's right to rvefer Allah's cause to arbitration: only by
an open war to the hitter end could God's will he manifested,
A reversal like this may seem to us anything but apparent by
virtue of the preceding events, especially when we know that
the movement sprang from the Neutralism within Alf’s army at
Siflin, It did, however, gather many adhercnts in Iraq and scon
developed into open rebellion. In the summer of 658 ‘Ali had
to lake the ficld, and he defeaied the rebels at Nahrawin in
Hulyl. In the long ran this vietory, too, proved to he problemalic.
In the first place, the bhattle had not exterminated the Harigites,
sccondly, and most significanily, the Caliph had once more in-
curred responsibility for the shedding of Istamic blood, whereas
Mu‘awiyah had again, wisely, remained a spectalor. When even-
lually the two umpires met a Adrul in January, 659, ‘Ali’s
posilion was more unfavourable than ever hefore,—

Though there is no denying that the very idea of the conference
musl excite considerahile interesl, the shadows on this point fall
still more close than on the preceding Phases of the conflict.
There is, after all, but scant consolation in the fact that our
position to-day is not much inferior to that of the chroniclers who
from the eighth century and onward fashioned the legend about
these negotiations. Although the Adrul-meeting is indubitably one
of the cross-roads in the whole of Islam's early history, the re-
membrance of it must have paled very early, presumably becausc
it did not clear the way for an enduring solution of the conflict?,
It is onee more in Silih b. Kaysian and Aba Mihnaf’s authorities,
the two Kufic traditionists as-Sa‘bi (d. 728) and Abtt Ganab
al-Kalbi (no data) that we find the oldest accounts which may
be briefly rendered thus:

(1) Salith b. Kaygsan®. Mu‘awiyah appears punctually at Adruh

! Tor a detailed account of the Harigite rebellion see: Buhl, 68 1, and the
literature quoted there,

> It s also remarkable thai Syrian and Byzantine historians as well as Con-
tinuatio Istdorl Hispana, who otherwise keeps Islamic events in perspective,
have nothing to tell us,

* Bal. 521 v—23 v, (Cretanl X, 28 1), az-Zuhri repeats Sdllh as Lo the essential
features, though in a very pungent form {Tab. 1. 3341—43, Caetani X, 26 1),

13+
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accompanied by a pumber of prominent Quraysites, whereas
<Ali fails to appear, Sa‘d b. Abi Waqqas claims to be entitled to
the Caliphate in preference to anybody else because of his dis-
sociation from the fitnah. In the course of negotiations Abi
Masd moves tentatively that ‘Abd-ar-Rahmién b. al-Aswad az-
Zuhri be elected Caliph whereupon ‘Amr, who is not in favour
of Abii Miisa's candidate, reminds him that their task is to find
a solution to the conflict in order to re-establish the unity of Islam.
‘Amr then proposes that one of them nominate the best qualified
candidate, On Ab@ Masa's refusal, ‘Amr fakes the task upon
himself, bul then Abdi Masa immediately regrets his decision.
The mecling degencrates into a guarrel, during which the two
umpires load each other with insulting Quran-verses. Salih,
nevertheless, concludes his tale by having ‘Amr inform ‘Ab-
dallih b. ‘Umar-—the Caliph’s son—that he is the nearest to the
Caliphate, Abdallah b, Umar, however, declines the offer.

(2) as-Sabi! has it that both Abit Misd and ‘Amr appear al
“Diamat al-Gandal, in Adrul” with a train of 400 men, Abi
Miisd’s headed by Surayh b. Hani’> al-Hariti and with ‘Abdallah
b. ‘Abbds as leader of the prayer. Also a number of prominent
Quraysites, among which ‘Abdallih b. ‘Umar and ‘Abdalldh b,
az-Zubayr, attend, whereas old Sa‘d b, Abi Wagqgqiis refuses the
invitation. During the negotiations ‘Amr pointed out Mu‘awiyah’s
title to the office by referring, for one thing, to his claim of blood
vengeance; for another, by asserting that he was the best qualified
of all to rule; and, finally, on the ground of his being the Pro-
phet’s brother-in-law and companion. ‘Amr tried to bribe Abu
Miisd who was not, however, to be entrapped, but instead pro-
posed “lo revive ‘Umar b. al-Hajlab's name”’,

(8) al-Kalbi®. The meeting place is said lo be Dimat al-Gandal.
Abii Masii, whom ‘Amr persuades to be the first to express an
opinion, rules out both Mu‘dwiyah and ‘Amzr’s sons as candidates
for the Caliphate; instcad he proposes ‘Abdallih b. ‘Umar.
However, the two arbitrators finally agree to Abfi Misd's sug-
gestion to depose both ‘Ali and Mu‘awiyah and leave the election
of a new Caliph to a $trdl. ‘Amr definitely consenls and Abi

t Tab. I, 3354—56. (Caelani, X, 18 L.}
t Tah, I 3358—60. (Ibid, X, 22 1.}
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Muasd, despile b. ‘Abbas’ warnings, {akes it upon himself to be
the first to make the decision public. He proclaims that ‘Amr
has agreed with him in deposing hoth ‘Ali and Mu‘dwiyah and
to call a 8Grd. ‘Amr, on his part, does likewise rule out ‘Ali but
confirms Mu‘Awiyah as ‘Utman’s heir and the mosl suitable
man, After a quarrel Abli Misd flees to Mecea, and ‘Amr re-
turns to Syria to swear allegiance to Mu‘wiyah as Caliph. The
two parties henceforth curse each other during prayers.

The last two versions must, to judge from the context in Abi
Mihnaf, be laken to supplement each other; their transmission
is fragmentary, presumably for the very reason of his compo-
sition. A passage from al-Kalbi and subsequenily also various
anecdoies are made use of for the purpose of explaining as-Sa‘bhi’s
closing phrase which is lacking in precision; only after this long
digression does Abid Milnaf revert to his subject, leaving as-Sa‘bi
and turning to al-Kalbi, The parallel quotations of the two carly
authorities nalurally raise the question of their original formula-
tion and interrelation, as-Sa‘bi is cut off at the decisive point of
the negotiations, immediately before the matter is decided, We
do not know the conclusion of his exposition, which has lef
no {race in the later Islamic chroniclers!; as-8a‘bi does not
himself give any hint from which some kind of inference might
be drawn regarding the contents of his conclusion. Only the fact
that Abti Mihnaf does not later see any cause for reverting to
as-Sa‘hi or lo use him as a variant would suggest that he has
been in harmony with al-Kalbi; this, however, is, and remains,
conjecture.

By contrast, al-Kalbi’s version in its existing form lacks an
introduction to account for the external circumstances of the
negotiations, Various features would indicate that al-Kalbi must
al any rate have been acquainled with the prelude in a form re-
lated {o or analogous with that of as-Sahi. Already the opening
remark: “When ‘Amr and Abii Miisd met” calls for an intro-
duction, and from the publicalion episode it must be inferred
that neither Mu‘awiyah nor ‘Ali ¢can have been present in person
whereas the negotiators were both accompanied by a numerous

! One further picce of evidence that the pure form of the earliest traditionists
must have been lost during the early Abbassid period,
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escorl. Finally, ‘Abdallah b. ‘Abbas and Surayh b. Hani> appear
on lhe scene though we have not previously heen told fhat they
were to attend the meeling, There are olher features tending o
show some conneclion between the bwo traditionists, Both have
<Amr bring up Mu‘dwiyah's eandidature, and both motivate his
right on more or less the same grounds, It is no cause for sur-
prise thal in referring to Sure XVI1:35 they both invest him with
authority as ‘Utmén's lawful avenger, bul il is remarkable thal
both have ‘Amr siress that Mu‘a@wiyah’s personal qualifications
make him the very man for the high dignity of Caliph. It may be
presumed, therefore, that as-Sahi and al-Kalbi represent a
common, Kufic tradition, a presumption borne out by the fact
that later historians, for instance b, Sa‘d and al-Mada‘ini, with
other authorities as lheir sources, presentl the same description
without any breaking off?,

Even provided that this assumption is tenable, the tradition
as represented by Abii Mihnaf’s authorities does not in ifs present
form constitute a homogeneous unity, but falls into three parts:
an iniroduction accounting for the outer frameworks of the
meeling; the negotiations during the meeting; and the incident
pertaining to the publication. What strikes onc most of all is the
fact that in al-Kalbi the two lafter elemenis are out of harmony.
<Amr’s deceit cannot possibly be reconciled with the preceding
negotiations. The last section is evidently marked by hostility lo
the Umayyads, and its authority is decisively shaken by a number
of demonstrable crrors and absurdities. For one thing, it is en-
tirely oul of the question that Abii Masd, or anybody else for
that matter, should allow himsell to be imposed on by ‘Amr
through evident illoyality. This situation at any rate does not
easily lend itsclf to adapfation into the events of the following
period, and ‘Ali's protest against the outcome of the meeting
never hints at deceil on the part of ‘Amr, bul denounces the two
umpires without dislinction?, Furthermore, Mu‘Gwiyah received

1 p, Sa'd IXL 1. 21; Mad, (Jgd. 11, 201—82) (Cactani X, 53f.,, 57 L), That
al-IKKalbi, as we now know him, fails to repeat all details from as-8a‘hi may be
due to Abit Mihnaf's drafting, and cousequenlly cannot be taken fo prove any
mutual independence.

? Buhl, 76 {.
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no oath of allegiance as Caliph immediately after the Adrul
meeting; that act did not in fact take place until July, 660
Damning oo is, finally, ‘Ali's and Mu‘Awiyah's mutual male-
dictions at the prayer, for the Umayyads have hardly practised
this custom until during ‘Abd al-Malik’s caliphate (685—705), at
the earliest®. The final section is then by all appearances apo-
cryphal and docs not date back further than to the close of the
seventh century. ‘Am’s treachery is not verified by historical
criticism?,

The counterpart to this tradition is found in Salih b. Kaysin
and az-Zuhri, the lallers exposition being the most extravagant
and wholly devoled to the anecdote about ‘Am1’s cunning during
the negoliations*, This trickery is in itself hardly more convinecing
than the Kufic account of his treachery. Salily’s version represents
undoubtedly the later Umayyad Caliphate's official interpretation
of the event, according to which the two arbitrators do not afier
all achieve anything; the ancedote would serve primarily to make
Abi Misd look ridiculous in the bizarre humorous manner of
the Arab. We may, presumably, advance a step lurther, for it is
noteworthy that the quolations from the Quran which the two
umpires, according to both versions, use to smear each oiher,
are identical®. In $alil’s rendering the tendency is conspicuously
emphasized by having the actual decision of the meeling take
place during the negotiations proper, and ‘Amr’s deceit after the
agreement is thus eliminated; this tendency also shows up in
that Mu‘awiyah attends in person whereas ‘Ali fails to appear,
thus giving ‘Amr—in az-Zuhri— occasion to expostulate with the

* Lammens, 183 ff~—As already mentioned, b, ‘Abbas’ far-sighted conduct is
a stercotyped and late historiographical feature, which in a way goes to prove
the dating of the final section as siated here.

3 Cf. also della Vida, 476 f.

¥ az-Zuhri has Mugfrah b. Su‘'bah prove al the oulset by a random sample
the hopelessness of the meeting. During the negotiations ‘Amr requests Abil
Misd to prepose a new Caliphh and promises 1o accept his candldate—il he can;
failing that, Aba Miisé must bind hhmself to accept ‘Amr’s proposal. Abi Masa
propeses b. ‘Umar, whom ‘Amr rejects and instead proposes Mu‘dwiyah, The
negotiations then end in a quarrel,

b namely Swre VII:174 f, and LXII;5.
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opposite party because the Caliph does not comply with his duty
to attend. It is further to be noted that Sa‘d b. AbI Waqqds
openly asseris his right to the caliphaie even though we find no
direct statement of his being present. Silih and as-Sa‘hi, on the
other hand, agree cn essential fealures as regards the setling of
the meeting, especially in that they both, with insignifieant di-
vergences, furnish an identical list of the dignitaries present. It
may thus be assumed (hat neither on this point can the two
versions, the Medinese and the Kufic, be mulunally independent;
they carry on their controversy, Whereas §iilily and az-Zuhri, no
doubt actuated by Syrian impulses, stress that the deeision was
taken at the conference table in consequence of Abfi Miisad al-
lowing himsclf to be trapped—that is, without showing illoyality—,
Abi Mihnaf’s authorities make a point of countering this rendering
by emphasizing that the negative onfcome of the mceling is due
to “Amr’s deceit after the agreement had been coneluded. In both
cases the chroniclers resort to imaginative constructions which
gradually degenerate inlo grotesque caricalure under az-Zuhri’s
pen, and which are anyhow quite irrelevant fo us, except hi-
storiographically.

Here again the conllicting interpretations of the evenls seem to
date further back, cven where this cannot be definitely proved by
the conlext itself. Sdlih's view that the two arbitrators did not,
after all, accomplish anything can be traced to the pro-Umayyad
poels al-Ahfal and al-‘Awar a§-Sanni who flourished ahout 700;
but their renderings are not elaborated to the same cxtent as those
of the Medinese traditionisls one generation laterl, Some pro-Alid
poets, to the contrary, maintain that ‘Amr *'did noet acl sincerely"”
at Adrul, thus betraying knowledge of the account of his freachery
after having agreed with Aba Muasa®?. These few traits would
suggest that the formalion of the legend of the Adrul; meeting
belongs to the period immediately following the second civil war,

It is elear that source material of this nature leaves us buf
scant hope of penetrating the events around the Adrul) meeling,
Nor are the seclions reviewing ‘Amr’s and Aba Miisd's conver-

1 Caetani X, 57, 80,
2 Mas, IV, 400 1.
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sation unaffecled by the tendencies. In order lo achieve ihe
desired eflect the chroniclers have to make Mu‘dwiyah and
‘Ali appear side by side as caliphs or caliph candidates. It is,
as mentioned before, unlikely that Mu‘awiyah should already
al this time have proclaimed his candidature officially, although
he may very well personally have had it in mind as his final
objective. His purpose so far is solely to clear up ‘Ali's conneclion
with the murder of ‘Utmin, a point admitied by a§-Sa‘bi and
al-Kalbi—indirectly also by Silil.

Apart from the fact that the two conflicting versions agree on
the whole that the purpose of the meeting was to re-establish
Islam'’s unity, there remain only two concrete elements that have
been passed over by the concrete criticism and by the polemics;
they refer to Silih b. Kaysiin's statement thal some prominent
QuraySites attended the arbitration meeling, and to the Kufic
transmission that the oulcome of the negotiations was the setting
up of a §ird. We know already from the antecedenls that the
purpose of the conference was to try ‘Ali's part in the Caliph
murder and to restore concordia omnium. It is not surprising,
therefore, that representatives of other groups of Islam and also
b, “Umar and Sa‘d h. Abi Waqqas® were present. The former
belonged by descent to the circle of the Prophel’s closest companions
and was held in high esteem for his strict—hbut unworldly-—piety®.
His affiliation with Mu‘tazilism may indeed in Abii Masd's eyes
have been a further qualification. Of more weight, however, is
the particular fact that Quray$ and Prophet companions were,
numerically speaking, so very well represented on this occasion,
for the inference hereof seems to be that the situation hefore 644
was uppermost in the minds of the participants when they used
the expression “'the restoration of Islam’s unity’’, The very same
idea is voiced by as-Sa‘bi in that he makes Abd Misi bring uyp
‘Abdallih b. ‘Umar’s candidature in order “to revive ‘Umar's
name’. The wish is to bring Islam back into the channels that
had been blocked up during ‘Utmian’s turbulent caliphate,

The salienl point is still, of course, the report on the issue of

! That he too—as-8a‘bi’'s denial notwithstanding—was in fact present, is

evident from b, Sa'd IIL 1. 21, (Caetani X, 53 f1.),
* Cf. K. V. Zetlerstéen s, v, Abdallah b, ‘Omar in E. 1., vol. 1, 30.
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the conference. In contrast lo the Medinese transmission's as-
sertion that the meeting ended without result!, we have al-Kalbi’s
statement ihat the two arbitrators agreed that a 3hrii was lo be
set up. That a resulf was achieved is borne oul by ‘Ali's subse-
quent protests against the award given by the two arbitralors.
As we know froin other aulhorities, already before Siflin Mu‘d-
wiyah had consistenlly aimed at having an election conclave
nominafte an unsiained caliph. As pointed oul by both Well-
hausen and Buhl, it is of no less significance that Harigite quarters
subsequently rebuked “Ali for not abiding by the arbitration award,
and that they next demanded a Saira® That so many representa-
tives of Quray$ and Prophet's followers were present would
surely indicate that a ¥ird was within the range of possibilily.
Thus all circumstances tend to show that al-Kalbi is right. Al-
though we cannot—and probably never will be able to—obtain
any absolute certainty on this point, we note that the decision to
sef up a 8ard is surely the most likely outcome of the Adrul
meeting. If this conclusion is correct, the conference has eo ipso
accepled Mu‘wiyah's assertion that ‘Ali’s relations wilh the
fitnah disqualified him for the ealiphate.

The result of this research is not generally incompatible with
the opinion of Wellhausen or other authors even though a new
method has been applied. However, Wellhausen’s and Lammens’
argumentation that ‘Amr should have enticed his opposite num-
ber in the negotiations to reject both Mu‘Gwiyah’s and ‘Ali’s
claim to suzerainty, and thus make the Caliph the real loser
(sceing that Mu‘Gwiyah’s aspirations were hypothefical only) is
hardly tenable®, 1t is entirely out of the guestion that AbTG Mdsa,
who had served as governor for a number of years in Kufah and
was esteemed for his sound judgment, could be caught in such
a crude trap. To Mu4iwiyal, the mere agreement on an election

! This is repeated by al-Ahtal, though hardly in authentic form. (Caetani X,
G0).—Any assumption that the meeting had ended without result would imply
a rejection of dMu‘dwiyah’s demand for vengeance, and in that case ‘AN could
hardly have had any cause for protest,

2 YWellhausen, 92; Buhl, 78.

3 Wellhausen, 92 f.; Lammens, 136 f,; same s, . Mu‘awiyah in E. 1. vol. HI,
G685 f.



TALI AND MUAWIYAI 195

conclave meant an immediale trivmph, even if ‘Ali—as had to
be expected—would protest. This outcome is in perfect corre-
spondence with the programme that he had personally set up
after the baltlle of the Camel, and which the Mu‘tazilites at Siffin
had consented fo re-examine in the light of the Quran’s words.
The Caliph would by any protest on his part irretrievably com-
promise himself before a court of arbitration that acted on Is-
lam’s behalf and had given its award on the basis of the Quran.
The arbitrators thus placed ‘Ali in a dilemma which the immediate
situation made irresolvable. He had simply been oulmanoceuvred
by the Syrian governor. Each one of those who had been imph-
cated in the contliet carried into operation that particular ideology
in which he had been brought up; but Mu ‘Awiyah seems, on lhe
whole, to have displayed far greater ingenuity in cxploiting it
than “All, who repeatedly found himself at variance with even
the most elementary Islamic conceptions. The religious scruples
proved to be Mu‘dwiyah’s most dynamic asset until the Caliph
had been driven inlo a corner, However, Mu‘awiyah's conduct
is not due lo pretence, for, as we have seen, the purely political
aspects of the strife were in his case—more, perhaps, than in any
other parlicipant’s—linked up with religious and psychological
clements,

In its essence the conflict did, after all, twrn on the question
of the Umayyads’ or the Prophet family’s political ascendancy
in Islam, i. e, the resolution of those elemenlts of the conflict,
for which the Prophet in the last years of his life had himself
laid the scene. In the long run the Prophet's companions lacked
strength lo asser! themselves—moreover, they died out gradually.
And the Prophet’s descendants possessed neither the ability nor
the sufficient measure of inherent prestige to carry on Muham-
mad’s theocratic community. It was the Meccan aristocracy—
which Muhammad had defeated, but not crushed—that reaped
the fruits, and could do so because they were the mainstay of
an old Arab tradition, and also by virtue of that political and
econoniic groundwork which they themselves had laid in Syria,
undoubtedly, all subsequent denunciations notwithstanding—for
the benefit of Islam in its earliest development.

That Mu‘@wiyah refrained from taking the offensive against
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Kufah is but natural, and does not aflect the outcome of the
conference. ‘All still retained the Caliphate, but difficuities were
rising aboul him, especially because of the Harigilic unrest in
Iraq. His protesls against the Adruh-meeting’s decision kept the
conflict open, though now with its focus shifted to the possession
of LEgypt, which Mu‘awiyah for strategic as well as economic
reasons could not leave to the Caliph!. He seems to have pursned
a systematic policy of infillration in Egypt where the situation
from a Syrian point of view became imminently dangerous by
‘Ali's appoinling al-AStar vicegerent, Mu‘@wiyah, however, sue-
ceeded in having al-A8tar assassinated?® whereupon ‘Amr effected
the conquest of Egypt. Thus ‘Al had lost his staunchest support
—""one of ‘Ali’s two righl hands”, as Ab@ Mihnaf makes Mu‘a-
wiyah comment on the murder—, and with the fall of Egypt,
the entire foundation of his power crumbled away. Finally, in
January, 661, he became the victim of a Harigite attempt on his
life. But then Mu‘Awiyah had already in July of the preceeding
year received the oath of allegiance as Caliph in Jerusalem, and
after the murder of ‘Al he was soon generally recognized as
Caliph in the easlern provinees as well?,

1 For the followlng, see Buhl, 79—85.

2 Tab. L 3393 1. (Caetani IX, 5631}

3 Chronicon Maronitleum, L e, p, 95; Salilk b. Kaysin (Bal, 570 r; Caetani
X, 354), The Syrian monk gives the daie of the event as July, 660 and Salily as
5, Rabi* 1, 40 a. H. (= 19. July, 660), a detail speaking in favour of $alih’s relt-
ability.—Already before that date, viz, in a, H, 39 (= the spring of 660) Mu‘dwiyah
had organized his own pilgrimage, in opposition to ‘Al’s. (Waq. (Tab. I. 3448),
Bal,, 572r—v (without isnétd), and Aba Mihuvaf (Jbid., 572 v—73 v); Caetani
X, 296 if.).



