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Abstract

The political theology of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal (d. 241/855) is analysed through
comprehensive examination of the authenticity of theological and juridical books
attributed to him. The eponym of the Hanbali school (madhhab) of law and theology,
Ahmad’s importance lies in his teaching as a jurisprudent and his practices as a zahid
(renunciant), which attracted many students to his circle. However, he is best known
for his reputation as a defender of correct belief, and for firmly resisting the doctrine
of three ‘Abbasid caliphs that the Qur’an was created, although he was imprisoned and

beaten during the Inquisition known as a/-Mihnah (between 218/833 and c. 232/847).

As a result of Ahmad’s importance, a variety of different opinions and epistles were
ascribed to him. Theologically, the most important among these are the Six Creeds
and al-Radd ‘ala al-Zanadigah wa-al-Jahmiyah which is a polemical epistle. In
jurisprudence there were response collections from Ahmad’s students called a/-
Masa’il, eight of which are still extant, either partly or completely. These works are

examined in this thesis.

Ahmad’s theo-political ideas are critical to understanding the political thought of
Sunnism in general, and the study analyses his doctrines on the importance of the
Jama ah (Community), 72@h (Obedience) and al-Amr bi-al-ma Tif wa-al-nahy ‘an al-
munkar (commanding right and forbidding wrong). Ahmad was a quietist thinker,
but the main purpose of his quietism was in fact to save the unity of the Muslim
community from internal fighting and protect the common people who always lacked
security and suffered from threats of looting of their shops and houses. Though a
quietist, Ahmad was not in favour of the rulers and avoided all kinds of connections to
them, including not accepting their gifts or working with them. He became angry with

his family when they accepted the caliph’s money.
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NOTE ON CONVENTIONS

Translations, apart from the Qur’an, are my own except where a specific one is cited.
Some place names are transliterated, but place names familiar in English are given
their usual English spelling (for example Mecca and Baghdad). For reasons of clarity
and consistency, dating throughout this thesis is according to the Christian Era. When
the Islamic lunar Hijr1 dates are also given they usually appear in the format 241/853,
otherwise, they will be followed by the short reference A.H. I mainly follow the
Library of Congress system of transliteration, but with some changes. For example: I
use b. for the Arabic & when the name is followed by the name of the immediate
father (for example Malik b. Anas), but I use Ibn for the Arabic ¢! when the name is
not followed by the name of the immediate father (such as Ahmad Ibn Hanbal), or is
followed by a kunyah (e.g., Ibn Abi Ya‘la), or when the individual is known by the
Ibn’s name more than by his own name (e.g., Ibn Hamid). Another difference from
the Library of Congress System is that of zanwin, for <"« 1 use an, un and in.

However, I use superscript for the zanwin to distinguish it from the normal letters.

Full names and titles are given at first place of citation, then short referencing is
applied. Full bibliographic details are found in the bibliography, preceded by a list of

abbreviations.



Dokl UG Y] e B LS Bl oS Y ST T,
A3 ety O 1 B3 5y e OIS e 328 )
sl lay . ol 0l e 85 o1y il 080 s 026

LAl e e ezl sdal e (s pay el

Sl o M s S Ll

“I am not a theologian (sah1b kalam) and I do not
agree to discuss anything, unless it exists in the
Book of God, or in hadith from the Prophet, or
from his Companions or from their Successors.
Apart from these things, any discussion [of an

issue] is not praiseworthy (mahmid)”.
Ahmad Ibn Hanbal

g o die b Bed G20 dIp Y
gials ez 08 WUl e (5 m LS

Lldl 2 o g pee



Contents

Introduction

10

e Literature review ------------mceeeeem—-
Part One: Ahmad’s works

e Primary courses and methodology ---

12

25

Chapter | Ahmad’s Theology

1.1.  Ahmad’s creeds

29

1.1.1. Introduction

29

1.1.2. Creed I

29

32

1.1.3. Creed Il
1.1.4. Creed II1

38

40

1.1.5. Creed IV
1.1.6. Creed V

43

44

1.1.7. Creed VI -

45

1.2.  al-Radd ali al-Jahmiyah wa-al-Zanadigah (The Refutation of the Jahmiyah

and unbelievers) S —

48

1.3.  Conclusion ------------

53

Chapter II Ahmad’s Masa’il

2.1. Introduction -------------=-—--—--—-

55

2.2. Al-Kawsaj’s Masa’il (d. 251/865)

55

2.3. Al-Athram’s Masa’/ (d. after 260/875)



2.4. Salih’s Masa’il (d. 266/880)

2.5. Abu Dawud’s Masa’il (d. 275/889)

2.6. Ibn Hani”’s Masa’i/ (d. 275/889)

2.7. Harb b. Isma‘il’s Masa’/(d. 280/893)

2.8. ‘Abd Allah’s Masa’il (d. 290/903)
e  Kitab al-Sunnah

o Kitab al-‘llal wa-ma ifat al-rijal

2.9. Al-Baghawi’s Masa’il (d. 317/929)

2.10. The Disagreements between Ahmad’s riwdyahs, and the Hanbalis’ works on his

Masa’il

96

e The debates among the Hanbalis

e The debate between Hanbalis and Shafi‘is

2.11. Conclusion

Part Two: The Political Theology of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal

Chapter III Historical Background

105
106

- 107

3.1. Introduction -----------=-==meuuue-

3.2. Al-Rashidin (the rightly guided/ patriarchs) ---------------

3.2.1. ‘Ali’s Caliphate

3.2.2. The legitimacy of ‘Ali’s caliphate

120

3.2.3. The Tafdil (the preference among the Companions)

121

3.2.3.1. Who is the best?

3.2.3.2. Preferring ‘Ali to ‘Uthman

3.3. The Fitnah

124

127

3.4. The Umayyads

134

3.4.1. Mu‘awiyah Ibn Abi Sutyan

134



3.4.2. Yazid b. Mu‘awiyah

Chapter IV The Imamah

4.1. Introduction -------------—--—--———-

4.2. Determining the legitimacy of the /mam
4.2.1. Designation (al-Nass)

4.2.2. Election (likhtiyar)

4.2.3. The Previous imam’s delegation (wildyat al-‘ahd)
4.2.4. The Usurper (al-mutaghallib)

4.2.5. Conclusion

4.3. The requirements of the /mam
4.3.1. From the tribe of Quraysh

4.3.2. Why the Quraysh?

4.3.3. Conclusion

Chapter V Political Quietism

5.1. Introduction -------=---=-==memuue-

5.2. al-Jama‘ah

5.3. al-Taah

5.4. Performing religious duties behind or with the rulers

5.5. For patience and against rebellion

5.6. Commanding right and forbidding wrong -----

5.7. Conclusion ------=========mmmumunmm

139

145

145

147
147

149
153
155
157

159
159

164

170

171
171
171

175
181

186

194



Chapter VI The Relationship with the State 201

6.1. Introduction -------------=-—--—--—- 201
6.2. Ahmad’s practices ---------------- 201
6.3. Ahmad’s family and disciples - 207
6.4. The Subsequent Hanbali generations - 211
6.5. Ahmad’s juridical opinions --- 213
6.6. Conclusion ------=-==-===-mmuouue 216
Conclusion 218
Abbreviations 223
Bibliography 224




10

Introduction

There are currently more than 1.6 billion Muslims in the world, the vast majority of
whom are Sunnis. The Sunnis include followers of the four schools of law (Hanaffs,
Malikis, Shafi‘is and Hanbalis), as well as adherents of different theological parties
such as the Salafis, Asharis, and Maturidis. Although there is disagreement among
the Sunnis on most religious issues, they have found common ground on important
religio-political matters such as the respect due to the Prophet's Companions and the
general doctrines of the Imamate. Sunni political theology developed over several
centuries before taking its final shape among traditionalist circles in the late third and
early fourth A.H./ninth and tenth centuries. Among the eponymous Sunni schools,
only that of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal had a direct influence on making political quietism a

formal Sunni doctrine.

After the Inquisition, Ahmad Ibn Hanbal became a beacon of correct religious beliefs,
and his importance among traditionalists was preeminent." For this reason, some
people ascribed their own opinions to him so as to acquire more legitimacy for them.
Meanwhile, others attributed to him views which they thought he should have had, in
place of those which in fact he did have. These attempts to alter Ahmad Ibn Hanbal's
legacy led to disagreements among his followers and to the circulation of conflicting

reports about his legal and theological views.

Understanding Ahmad’s political theology is crucial to understanding Sunni political
theology in general. However, as noted, there are different and at times contradictory
reports about Ahmad's legal and theological teachings. Accordingly, this study makes
a close examination of these various reports. Importantly, differences and conflicts
between them are not treated as technical errors, but rather are regarded as traces of

disputes among traditionalists and Hanbalis, both in Ahmad's time and afterwards.

The first part of this dissertation deals with the authenticity of the theological works

attributed to Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and his responsa. Thus, Chapter One examines six

' The traditionalist AbG Zur‘ah al-Razi stated that Ahmad Ibn Hanbal was not particularly famous
before the Inquisition. Yet after the Inquisition he became legendary everywhere. O35 Ll aend U1
a‘)SJcA.\‘)\u;_m\Ldﬂ W\u\@)hﬁ\.«aﬁdwu&\é‘u\}s ‘m‘;:\}umww\ménhym});mdu;wm‘
3WY) 4 ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Ali Ibn al-Jawzi, Maniqib al-imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, 456.
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creeds which have been ascribed to Ahmad and a polemical book against unbelievers
and the Jahmis (al-Radd ‘ala al-Zanadigah wa-al-Jahmiyah), and Chapter Two is
devoted to the study of eight of Ahmad's Masa’l. The first part of the study concludes
by demonstrating how the early Hanbalis attempted to resolve the differences and

contradictions contained within reports of Ahmad’s theological and legal doctrines.

The second part is concerned with Ahmad’s political theology. It should be
emphasised that in order to understand Ahmad’s political opinions, one must be aware
of the corresponding views of other traditionalists. Accordingly, this aspect of
Ahmad’s teachings is studied here within the broader framework of political theology
among the traditionalists. It is also important to examine Ahmad’s posthumous
influence on the development of the doctrines of the early Hanbalis and Sunnis in the

third and fourth A.H/ninth and tenth centuries.

Islamic political theology does not deal only with the legitimacy of current rulers. One
of its essential purposes is the evaluation of the early history of Islam, the caliphate
after the Prophet's death, and the Umayyad and ‘Abbasid dynasties. Accordingly,
Chapter Three looks at how Ahmad saw the legitimacy of early Islamic rulers, and his
views on the preference between the Companions and his judgement about the
conflicts that broke out between them. Chapter Four concerns the necessity of the
imamah and the legitimate methods for selecting or appointing the imams (i.e.,

political leaders).

Chapter Five then explores the political quietism of Ahmad and other Sunnis by
pointing out the importance of certain religio-political concepts such as the jama ah
(community) and f3‘ah (obedience). Finally, Chapter Six focuses on the relationship
between the w/ama’ and the rulers, especially Ahmad and the ‘Abbasid caliph, al-
Mutawakkil. This chapter also examines the relationship between Ahmad's family and
students with the state, and the relationship between later Hanbalis and the caliphs in

Baghdad.
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Literature review

George Makdisi (d. 2002) labelled the nineteenth century as “the great enemy of the
Hanbali[sm] studies”, pointing to various reasons why Orientalists at that time did not
view Hanbalism studies in a favourable light: (1) the Hanbalis were seen as
anthropomorphists and conservative traditionalists who were against rational
theologians (mutakallimin); (2) the Hanbali school of law was neither as large nor
significant as other schools of law; and (3) Hanbalism was negatively portrayed in the
works of Goldziher (d. 1921) and Macdonald (d. 1943) who followed Goldziher very
closely. According to Makdisi, Goldziher and his followers played a major role in

driving scholars away from Hanbalism studies.

By the end of the nineteenth century two significant works had been published about
Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and his school. On the basis of considerable study of previously
little-known manuscripts for his doctoral research on the Mihnah, the American
scholar Walter Patton (d. 1925) published Ahmed Ibn Hanbal and the Mihnah
(Leiden, 1897), which can be recognised as the first work on Ahmad Ibn Hanbal in
modern Western studies. Patton admired Ahmad as “a great saint and a defender of
orthodoxy”,> and as “the most remarkable figure of the camp of [Muslim]
orthodoxy.” He also noted the important influence that Ahmad’s personality had on

his students and after his death in the Muslim world.?

Ignac Goldziher, the great Hungarian orientalist, subsequently wrote two important
works about Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and Hanbalism, in addition to his study of a/-
Musnad® and the entry on Ahmad in £7'. These two works are his review of Patton’s
book,” and his article on the Hanbali movements. Since Goldziher was more positive
towards the rationalist trends in Muslim theology and law of rationalism, he showed
little love for the Hanbalis. However, despite paying little attention to Hanbalism, he

did note three important points about the early Hanbalis. The first was that they

* George Makdisi, “Hanbalite Islam”, 219-20.

3 Walter Patton, Ahmed Ibn Hanbal and the Mihna: a biography of the imam including an account of
the Mohammedan Inquisition called the Mihna, 218-234 A. H., 4.

41bid., 2.

3 Ibid., 194.

% Ignac Goldziher, “Neue materialien zur literatur des Ueberlieferungswesens bei den
Muhammedanern”. I owe this reference to Christopher Melchert, Aimad Ibn Hanbal, 133.

7 Idem, “Review of Walter Patton, AAmed Ibn Hanbal and the Mihna’.
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connected with the common people. Second, he identified the existence of several
movements within Hanbalism which he wrote about in his study entitled
Hanbalitischen Bewegungen [Hanbali Movements] (published in 1908).* Third, he
pointed out changes in the socio-political relationship between the Hanbalis on one
side and the state and other parties on the other, during the fifth and sixth
A.H./eleventh and twelfth centuries, that led to the Hanbalis shifting from being a
“repressed church” towards becoming a “militant church”.® Goldziher’s opinions of
Hanbalism, as Makdisi asserts, did discourage other scholars from studying the

Hanbali school."®

However, from the early 1940s on, Orientalists came to view Hanbalism in a more
positive light and since then have produced significant studies on the school. This
change in attitudes was encouraged by Henri Laoust (d. 1983) and Makdisi, both of
whom provided great service to the study of Hanbalism. First, they produced
academic studies about the school and its scholars. Second, they edited many Hanbali
manuscripts and published them for the first time. Third, they defended Hanbalism
against its nineteenth-century critics, and argued in favour of the “rational” features of
the school. For them, Hanbalis were not against ka/am and Sifism, but instead
“accommodated representatives of both within [their] ranks.”'' Fourth, they
encouraged their students to write about Hanbalism, thereby producing a real shift in
Hanbali studies. However, in their quest for “rational” Hanbalism, Laoust, Makdisi,
and their students focused on the later Hanbalis and paid relatively little attention to

Ahmad himself and his early followers.

Even so, Laoust wrote and edited some important texts from the early period. In
particular, he edited the theological work of Ibn Battah al-‘Ukbari (d. 387/997)
entitled a/-Sharh wa-al-ibanah,'> and also wrote an article (published 1959) on the
Hanbalis under the caliphate in Baghdad (241-656/855-1258)."3 He divided this article
into eight parts, the first four of which dealt with the early Hanbalis between 241-

¥ Idem, “Zur Geschichte der Hanbalitischen bewegungen”.

° Makdisi, “Hanbalite”, 224-25.

1 Ibid., 222.

"' Merlin Swartz, “Hanbalite Madhhab”, in Elr; Laoust, “Hanabila”, in £F; Makdisi, “Hanbalite”.

'* Henri Laoust, a/-Sharh wa-al-ibanah ala usil al-Sunnah wa-al-diyanah = La Profession de foi d'ibn
Batta, (ed. and tr.).

'3 Henri Laoust, “Le Hanbalisme sous le califat de Bagdad (241/855-656/1258)”.
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403/855-1013, while the remaining four concerned the Hanbalis in Baghdad around

403-656/1013-1258.

The first part of Laoust’s article focused on Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and his works with the
aim of demonstrating that he was both a fagih and a muhaddith (i.e., not only a
fagih). Laoust also attempted to prove that Ahmad and Sunnism were friendly
towards, rather than enemies of, the Sifis and Sufism. By contrast, he argued that
Ahmad rejected only some of the new teachings espoused by certain Sifis, regarding
them as innovations, rather than the movement as a whole. The second part of the
article focused on Ahmad's students up to the death of ‘Abd Allah b. Ahmad in
290/904, since Laoust suggested that the Hanbali school was a collective work by
Ahmad's pupils. The third part covered the period between 290-334/904-945 which
Laoust described as the time of the spread of the Hanbali school. The fourth part
examined the period between 334-403/945-1013, during which time the Hanbali
school was developing in Baghdad while the city was under Buyid control. The
remaining parts of Laoust’s article are not of concern to this study since they dealt

with the later Hanbalis.'#

Although Laoust relied on biographical dictionaries for his article on Hanbalism, his
work was advanced for the time it was published. Furthermore, he wrote several
important entries about early Hanbalism for EF: for example, “Ahmad b. Hanbal”,
“Hanbalia”, “al-Marwazi~ (i.e., al-Marridhi: Laoust spelled his name wrongly), “al-

Barbahari”, “al-Khallal”, “Ghulam al-Khallal”, “al-Khiraqi”, and “Ibn Hamid”.

As mentioned above, the crucial point about this “revolution” in Hanbali studies is
that little attention was paid to the early Hanbalis. Laoust, Makdisi, and their students
were enthusiastic about establishing “rationalism” as an essential element of
Hanbalism, and accordingly, they focused on rational or semi-rational Hanbalis such
as Ibn ‘Aqil, Ibn al-Jawzi, Abu Ya‘la and Ibn Taymiyah. Christopher Melchert has
pointed out that another reason why the Orientalists avoided studying the
traditionalists and the early Hanbalis was that they found the nature and methodology

of the books of the traditionalists unattractive. As Melchert notes:

'4 Laoust, “Le Hanbalisme”.



15

The attractiveness of a systematic work like the Risala/h] of
Shafi‘1 is undeniable, and scholars are not to be blamed for
spending time with it. Neither should we be surprised if the taste
that relishes the Risala/h]should be repelled by an unsystematic
work like al-Tlal wa-ma tifat al-rijal of [‘Abd Allah b.] Ahmad
Ibn Hanbal. But scholars should not go from reading the
Risalaf/h] and similar works because they are attractive to
dismissing the 7/a/ and the movement behind it as
unimportant.'>

The 1990s witnessed the indisputable establishment of academic studies on early
Hanbalism. Christopher Melchert wrote his PhD dissertation in 1992 on “7he
Formation of the Sunni schools of law, oth-1oth centuries C.E.” (under George
Makdisi's supervision), in which he devoted a chapter to the early Hanbalis, and
especially to the importance of Abiui Bakr al-Khallal as a central figure in the
formation of the Hanbali school. This was followed by Nimrod Hurvitz’s PhD
dissertation on Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and the formation of Islamic orthodoxy (1994).

The works of these two scholars are discussed in detail as follows.

Christopher Melchert has written several very important studies on early Hanbalism.
His book on Ahmad Ibn Hanbal (2006) is more than a biography. While it starts with
a biography of Ahmad, the following chapters deal with different aspects of his
doctrines. One chapter focuses on Ahmad as a learned traditionist (muhaddith) and
expert on traditional criticism, another chapter is devoted to Ahmad's jurisprudence
and gives an account of the formation of the Hanbali school, and a further chapter
presents Ahmad as a Sunni theologian; here Melchert, drawing on six creeds
attributed to Ahmad, presents Ahmad’s views against those of other Muslim parties,
and ends the chapter with a discussion of Sunni theology after Ahmad. The
concluding chapter concerns Ahmad's piety. Melchert has also devoted several
articles to the study of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal. Two of these articles deal with two of
Ahmad's works, a/-Musnad (2005) and al-Zuhd (2011).'® In another article concerning
Ahmad’s adversaries (1997), Melchert indicates that although Ahmad was against
various groups of Muslims such as the Jahmiyah, the Mutazilah, the Shi‘ah and the

'> Christopher Melchert, “Traditionist-jurisprudents and the framing of Islamic law”, 384.
' Idem, “The Musnad of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal: how it was composed and what distinguishes it from the
Six Books”; idem, “Ahmad Ibn Hanbal’s Book of Renunciation”.
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Rationalists, his main struggle was with the semi-rationalist middle party.'” In yet
another article on Ahmad and the Qur’an (2004), Melchert notes that Ahmad relied
heavily on the traditions to devise Islamic law. He argues that in this way the
importance of the Qur’an to Ahmad did not come from it being a principle of

lawmaking, but rather from its importance for purposes of worship and piety. 18

Melchert has produced other studies about early Hanbalism. He has written about the
Hanbalis and the early Sufis in the third and fourth A.H./ninth and tenth centuries
(2001), and as well as studying the connections between the Hanbalis and the early
Sufis in Baghdad at that time, has also studied Ghulam Khalil (d. 2775/888) and his
inquisition of the Sufis, and the conflict between the Hanbalis and al-Tabari.'® He has
studied al-Barbahari (d. 329/941), the leader of the Hanbalis at this time, and has
discussed the authenticity of the book, Sharh al-Sunnah, which was attributed to
Ghulam Khalil and al-Barbahari. He suggests that it was most probably written by al-

Barbahari.*®

Melchert has proposed that the Hanbali school went through two stages in its
formation: first, Ahmad’s juridical answers were gathered together by his students;
secondly, Abl Bakr al-Khallal compiled Ahmad’s responses in his a/-Jami$ and also
wrote a biographical dictionary of the Hanbalis. The formation of the school was
completed by al-Khiraqi (d. 334/945-6) who wrote the first short handbook
(mukhtasar) of the school.*’ Melchert's studies have certainly advanced our
knowledge of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and early Hanbalism. However, he has so far
devoted only a few pages to Ahmad's political theology. Furthermore, despite
challenging the attribution of al-Radd ‘ala al-Zanadigah wa-al-Jahmiyah to Ahmad,
and of Salih's version of a/-Zuhd, Melchert has not questioned the authenticity of
other works and the Masa’/that have been attributed to Ahmad.

Nimrod Hurvitz has also written some significant studies on Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and
early Hanbalism. His book, The Formation of Hanbalism: Piety into Power (2002), is

divided into three parts. The first concerns Ahmad Ibn Hanbal's life, family,

'7Idem, “The Adversaries of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal”.
'® Jdem, “Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and the Qur’an”.

"9 Idem, “The Hanabila and the early Sufis”.

** Ibid., 360-62; idem, “al-Barbahari”, in £F.

! Melchert, The Formation, 137, 148.



7

education, and piety (which latter he describes as mild-asceticism, a concept to which
he has devoted an article®® with a special focus on Ahmad Ibn Hanbal). The second
part deals with the formation of the Hanbali school; according to Hurvitz, Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal gathered students around him by sharing his moral standards and mild-
asceticism. In turn, these students went on to transmit his doctrines through
“collection” books called Masa’il. Thus, for Hurvitz “the Hanbalis were not merely a
group of lawyers whose sole preoccupation was legal doctrine, but rather members of
a social movement that maintained distinct moral and theological positions.”* Hurvitz
has expanded his opinions about the formation of the Hanbali school and Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal in various articles, and has stated that Ahmad Ibn Hanbal’s legal opinions
“...served as the main source for the later development of Hanbali doctrine”** and
also that “the most creative development in the formation of the Hanbali doctrine
(other than Ibn Hanbal's legal opinions) is the creation of a Mukhtasar based on al-
Khiraqi's editorial policies and opinions.” Based on this he has written on al-Khiraqi
and the importance of his Mukhtasar in the formation of the Hanbali school (2007).26
The third part of Hurvitz's book deals largely with the Mihnah of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal,

to which he has also devoted an article (2001).

Hurvitz has made some significant comments and pointed out some important issues
regarding the Hanbali school, especially with regard to Ahmad's mild-asceticism and
his social circle. However, there are also some major problems with his writings.
First, he does not make sufficient use of primary sources. For example, as indicated in
Chapter II below, Hurvitz acknowledged only three of the AMasa’/ collections
attributed to Ahmad and used them infrequently in his book. He acknowledged two
other Masa’l in later articles, but also made it clear that he had not seen them and had
therefore not used them. By contrast, eight of the Masa7/ are examined in the present
study. Furthermore, Hurvitz has made judgements on the importance of al-Khallal's
works without even mentioning any of them. Other examples of the limited use that

Hurvitz makes of primary sources are listed in the following chapters.

*2 Nimrod Hurvitz, "Biographies and mild asceticism: a study of Islamic moral imagination".

* Hurvitz, The Formation, 73.

*4 Hurvitz, “The Mukhtasar of al-Khiraqi and its place in the formation of Hanbali legal doctrines”, 15.
* Tbid.

> Tbid.
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The second issue with Hurvitz’s work is that he does not seem fully to understand the
nature of some early texts, which has led him to make erroneous assumptions about
them. For example, he claims that “almost all of Ibn Hanbal's confidants and early
disciples were known for their loyalty to him and their moral uprightness, but none
excelled as [a] transmitter of traditions, and therefore nearly all were ignored by
compilers of Traditionist biographical dictionaries.”” Moreover, Hurvitz has wrongly
assumed that Ibn Hajar al-‘Asqalani’s book, 7ahdhib al-Tahdhib, is concerned with
including the entries of transmitters of tradition whose dates of death span the period
from 256 to 275 A.H.>® However, the TaAdhib al-Tahdhib only records transmitters of
tradition who appeared in the traditional chain of the Six Books. The authors of these
books were approximately the same age as Ahmad's students, so it would not have
been acceptable for them to transmit the traditions of their peers. On the other hand,

they would have been able to transmit the traditions of older generations.

Three of the authors of the Six Books transmitted traditions directly from Ahmad:
namely al-Bukhari (d. 256/870), Muslim (d. 261/875) and Abu Dawud al-Sijstani (d.
275/889). Meanwhile, the other three authors transmitted Ahmad’s traditions through
his students: that is, al-Tirmidhi (d. 279/892) through Abu Dawud, Ahmad b. al-
Hasan al-Tirmidhi, and al-Kawsaj; al-Nasa’1 (d. 303/915) through his son ‘Abd Allah,
and his students al-Kawsaj, al-Husayn b. Manstr al-Naysaburi, ‘Abd al-Malik al-
Maymiini, ‘Amr b. Mansir al-Nasa’i, Muhammad b. Isma‘il al-Tirmidhi, Muhammad
b. Dawud al-Missist and Muhammad b. Yahya al-Dhuhli; and Ibn Majah (d. 273/887)
through ‘Abbas al-‘Anbari and Muhammad b. Yahya al-Dhuhli.*® Thus, 7ahdhib al-
Tahdhib is not the right book for examining the identities of those among Ahmad’s

students who transmitted traditions.

Hurvitz also misinterprets some Arabic texts as will be seen in later chapters.
Furthermore, he misspells the names of some of Ahmad's close pupils: for example,

he writes al-Marwadhi instead of al-Marrudhi and Fawzan instead of Furan.

A number of other scholars have written important studies on Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and

the early Hanbalis. For instance, in her Chapters on marriage and divorce: responses

*T Hurvitz, The Formation, 77-8.
¥ Ibid., 180 fn. 24.
* Yasuf'b. ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Mizzi, Tahdhib al-Kamal 17 asma’ al-rijal, 1: 440-42.
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of Ibn Hanbal and Ibn Rah/aJwayh (1993), Susan Spectorsky has translated and edited
the legal answers of Ahmad and Ibn Rahawayh on marriage and divorce from three of
the Masa’il collections. Her work covers the Masa’i/ of Abi Dawud, al-Kawsaj and
‘Abd Allah and includes short introductions on each of them. Furthermore, she
devotes some of the introduction to her book to studying the central issues of marriage
and divorce in Islamic law. Despite her translations of these chapters, the book does
not tell us much about Ahmad Ibn Hanbal’s Masa’l. However, Spectorsky has built

upon this work in a short article on Ahmad's figh which she summarises as follows:

Ibn Hanbal readily answers questions on non-controversial
matters, but whenever he knows of conflicting traditions or
conflicting opinions, he refuses to risk allowing his own answer
to become authoritative. In fact, he answers all questions in
terms of traditional criticism. If he cannot answer a question
satisfactorily within the framework of traditions, he prefers not
to answer at all.>°

Other scholars who have devoted chapters in their books to Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and

the doctrines of the early Hanbalis include Michael Cooperson and Michael Cook.

Cooperson has presented the biographies of four individuals who claimed to be the
“heirs of the prophets” in his book, Classical Arabic biography: the heirs of the
prophets in the age of al-Ma’miin (2000). He devotes the fourth chapter to Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal who is cited as an exemplar of the hadith-scholars, and discusses Ahmad's
piety and Inquisition with an emphasis on whether he capitulated to the caliph as to
whether the Qur’an was created. Although Cooperson relies on early sources to
explore Ahmad's piety (e.g., Kitab al-Wara“, his life, and Inquisition (Salith and
Hanbal's accounts), he has also benefited from modern studies such as the works of
Melchert and Joseph Van Ess. The most important part of Cooperson’s study, from
my point of view, is his work on the relationship between Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and
Bishr b. al-Harith al-Hafi. He also devotes an article to the relationship between these

two outstanding figures (1997).3’

3° Susan Spectorsky, “Ahmad Ibn Hanbal’s figh”, 461.
3! Coopreson, Classical Arabic Biography, 178-87 ; idem, “Ibn Hanbal and Bishr al-HafT: a case study
of biographical traditions”.
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Meanwhile, Michael Cook has devoted fours chapters of his book, Commanding right
and forbidding wrong in Islamic thought (2001), to the study of the Hanbalis. Of chief
concern here are the two initial chapters, the first of which focuses on Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal while the second deals with the Hanbalis in Baghdad. In addition to
examining the theoretical doctrines of Ahmad and his early followers on commanding
right and forbidding wrong, these chapters also explore many of the Hanbali practices
of al-amr bi-al-maTif wa-nahy ‘an al-munkar. In addition they examine the
relationship between Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and the early Hanbalis, and the state and
general population of Baghdad. Cook’s ideas are presented and discussed in more

detail in Chapters V and VI of this study.

As has been said above, Ahmad’s entries in £/ and EF were written by Goldziher
and Laoust respectively. In EF, which has has not yet been printed, Ahmad’s entry is
written by Livnat Holtzman and is less significant than the earlier entries. Holtzman’s
writing shows no familiarity with Ahmad’s works. For example, she attributes to
Ahmad a book called a/-Wara“(as can be found in other sources such as Sezgin and
Laoust); however, this book is by Abt Bakr al-Marriidhi (whose name is wrongly
spelled several times in Holtzman’s article as al-Marwazi). Another example is
Holtzman’s claim that Ahmad “allow[ed] himself a certain degree of reasoning”, and
then cites Abrahamaov to support this claim. Abrahamov based his claim on a/-Radd
ala al-Zanadigah wa-al-Jahmiyah, a book that is wrongly attributed to Ahmad and

whose authenticity is doubted by Holtzman in the same article.

It is not possible to make a thorough study of the political theology of Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal and the early Hanbalis without referring to the works of Ira Lapidus and
especially his article on “The separation of state and religion in the development of
early Islamic society” (1975). Lapidus saw the formation of Hanbalism as “the third
step in the separation of state and religious and communal life”,3* and in this regard
commented that:

Hanbalism fused the tradition of autonomous religious activity

with the heritage of political activism and rebellion borne by the
ahl-Khurasan — a fusion with explosive implications for the

3% Lapidus, “The Separation of state and religion in the development of early Islamic society”, 370.
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religious authority of the Caliphate and for the relations between
state and religion.3?

He linked the formation of Hanbalism to the people of Khurasani origin who were
living in al-Harbiyah in Baghdad during the tenth century (fourth A.H.).3* Thus,
according to Lapidus, first the Muttawwiah movement and then the Hanbalis
emerged from among these people. In reply, Wilferd Madelung wrote an article
(1990) refuting the views of Lapidus on the formation of Hanbalism, demonstrating in
particular that Sahl b. Salamah, a leader of the Muffawwiah movement, was a
Mu tazili rather than a proto-Hanbali. Accordingly, he was of the opinion that the
followers of Sahl b. Salamah could not be Hanbalis since, in his words, they consisted
largely “of the very elements against whom Sahl b. Salamah and his supporters had
sought to protect themselves.”?> The differing views of Lapidus and Madelung, and
Ahmad’s attitudes towards Sahl b. Salamah and the Muttawwi‘ah movement are all

discussed further in Chapter V of this study.

There are a number of other books that must be mentioned here. The most important
modern Arabic work on Ahmad Ibn Hanbal up till now is Muhammad Abii Zahrah’s
Ibn Hanbal: hayatuh' wa-‘asruh, ara’uh” wa-fighuh [Ibn Hanbal: his life and times,
his doctrines and jurisprudence] (1947). As its title indicates, Abu Zahrah's book was
divided into two parts. The first concerned Ahmad's life, education, knowledge, and
his objectives as a scholar. Abli Zahrah’s main argument in this section of the book
was that Ahmad was a fagih and a muhaddith (as opposed to just a fagih as some
scholars suggest). In the first part, Abti Zahrah also considered Ahmad's piety and
way of life, and the Inquisition, and ended by providing an overview of the politics of
the period in which Ahmad lived and of the juridical and theological conflicts in
which he became involved. For his knowledge of Ahmad, Abii Zahrah relied heavily
on Ibn al-Jawzi’s Manaqib al-imam Ahmad, Abu Nu‘aym’s Hilyah al-awliya’, and
various other books including those by al-Dhahabi.

The second part of Abu Zahrah’s book concerned Ahmad’s doctrines and
jurisprudence. It started by examining Ahmad's theology. Importantly, Abii Zahrah

33 Tbid.

34 Ibid., 382.

35 Wilferd Madelung, “The Vigilante Movement of Sahl b. Salama al-Khurasani and the origins of
Hanbalism reconsidered”, 336.
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argued that although Ahmad followed the Qur’an and the Sunnah, he was not an
anthropomorphist. Abii Zahrah used the works of Ibn Taymiyah and Ibn Qutaybah for
this section, as well as the creeds attributed to Ahmad in Manaqib Ahmad. The second
part also dealt with Ahmad's political opinions. Here Abu Zahrah used only Ahmad's
creeds as reported in the Managib. The rest of the book was then devoted to the
transmission of the Hanbali school, its development, and its principles, with certain
legal issues being studied from a Hanbali perspective in the process. In this part of his
book Abu Zahrah used only later sources, especially books by Ibn Taymiyah and Ibn
al-Qayyim. Therefore, in summary, although Abu Zahrah used some late and doubtful

sources, his book is still highly important for current scholars of the Hanbali school.

Another modern Arabic work is ‘Abd Allah al-Turki’s Usil madhhab al-imam Ahmad
Ibn Hanbal: dirasah usiliyvah mugaranah [The Principles of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal's
School: a comparative usi/i study] (1974). However, because the author relied on
later sources to study the Hanbali school this book does not provide a very good
understanding of Ahmad's principles: hence scholars wanting to study later Hanbalism

would find it more useful.

Some scholars wrote introductory studies on the Hanbali school of law to provide
guidance to its scholars. books, and terminologies, etc. The Hanbali Syrian scholar,
‘Abd al-Qadir Ibn Badran (d. 1927), wrote the posthumously-published work a/-
Madkhal ila madhhab al-imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal [Introduction to the School of
Imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal]. Ibn Badran divides his book into eight chapters that cover
the theological and juridical principals of the school. He also relays and comments on
Ahmad’s creeds, which are mainly found in 7abgat al-Hanabilah, and Manaqib al-
Imam Ahmad. For the principles of the Hanbali school, it is clear that Ibn Badran
depends on later Hanbali scholars such as Ibn Muflih (d. 763/1363), Ibn al-Qayyim
(d. 751/1350) and al-Mardawi (d. 885/1480). He devotes a chapter to the famous
Hanbali books with a short introductory essay for each, while Hanbali terms are dealt
with in another chapter. More recently, Bakr Abl Zayd has published a major work
on Hanbalism entitled, a/-Madkhal al-mufassal ila figh al-imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal
wa-takhrijat al-ashab [A Comprehensive introduction to Ahmad Ibn Hanbal's
jurisprudence and the expositions of the Hanbalis] (1997). This book is a useful tool

for those who are interested in studying the Hanbali school since it gives an overview
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of the school's development, key Hanbali scholars and books, special Hanbali legal
terms, and a wide range of other information relevant to the school. Furthermore, Abu
Zayd makes his enmity and lack of respect for Orientalism clear throughout the

book.3°

There are some books that treat Ahmad as a critic of Aadith. Although these books are
important for studying Ahmad’s method of criticising traditions, they do not add

anything of major significance to the subject of this thesis.?’

Scholars have produced a great deal of work on Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and Hanbalism;
however, little attention has been given to examining the authenticity of his works and
his political theology. This thesis is an attempt to provide a detailed examination of
Ahmad’s works in theology and jurisprudence, and to apply the outcome of this
scrutiny to a study of his political theology and its impact on the evaluation of the

political theology of early Sunnism in general.

3% Bakr Abii Zayd, al-Madkhal al-mufassal il3 figh al-imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal wa-takhrijat al-ashab,

1:431.
37 For example: Bashir ‘Ali ‘Umar, Manhaj al-imam Ahmad 17 lal al-hadith, Abt Bakr Latif Kafi,
Manhaj al-imam fi ta¥qil al-ta‘lil wa-ahtarh” 17 al-jarh wa-al-ta dil.
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Primary sources and methodology

Only in recent decades have the authentic works of the eponymous Sunni schools of
law been closely scrutinised. In his Studies in early Islamic jurisprudence (1993),
Norman Calder provided an important examination of some of the early texts of these
schools, including those of Abu Hanifah, Malik and al-Shafi1l. Applying a
hermeneutical method and stressing the contradictions, Calder re-dated the majority of
these works, maintaining that the books were not attributable to the eponyms of these
schools of law, and that they were delivered over time by circles of scholars who

studied questions of law, and listed them in these books.

Calder’s work prompted wide debates among the academic community, but it was the
“authentic” nature of the eponymous works that became a fundamental question in the
later texts. Only Ahmad Ibn Hanbal’s works stayed largely untouched. Apart from the
book attributed to Ahmad, al-Radd @l al-Zanidigah wa-al-Jahmiyah3® other works
were accepted as having been written by Ahmad himself, or, at least, as having

presented his doctrine.

There are, of course, some exceptions. In his article on Ahmad Ibn Hanbal’s a/-
Zuhd*® Christopher Melchert examined two versions of the book; the first of which
was narrated by Ahmad through his son ‘Abd Allah, while the second was narrated by
another son, Salih. Melchert concludes that the latter version was mistakenly
attributed to Salih; rather it constituted a selection of extracts from an early
manuscript of ‘Abd Allah’s version, although the author’s name was omitted and

someone instead ascribed the book to Salih.

Nimrod Hurvitz has devised a way of examining the reports surrounding Ahmad’s
biography. He divides the early sources into two groups: ‘family members’ and
‘anonymous contemporaries’. On the one hand, Hurvitz notes that the family
members’ reports are within the bounds of possibility. There are no miracles or

exaggerations relating to Ahmad’s moral life. In general, there is nothing in these

3% Melchert, Ahmad, 101; Cooperson, Classical Arabic biography, 125; Holtzman, “Ahmad b. Hanbal”,
in EP.
3 Melchert, “Ahmad Ibn Hanbal’s Book of Renunciation”, 348-49.
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reports that is obviously unbelievable. On the other hand, Hurvitz points out some
problems about this group of narrators. He notes that these family members were
ideologically motivated. In order to repair Ahmad Ibn Hanbal’s image, the family
members probably omitted, rather than invented, unrealistic and unsuitable aspects of
Ahmad’s biography. However, Hurvitz concludes that “each specific anecdote seems

reliable.”

The exaggerations of Ahmad’s morality, his miracles and the stories about his
supernatural feats come from anonymous contemporaries: therefore their reports

should be “analysed carefully and used selectively”.*°
Several problematic questions can challenge Hurvitz’ methodology.

1- There are limitations in dividing the reports from Ahmad into two groups only. In
fact, there are other groups that should be mentioned. The first is Ahmad’s close
disciples, such as al-Marrudhi, Fiiran, Ibn Hani’ and Abd Dawiid. The reports from
this group are very important in understanding both Ahmad’s life and juridical
opinions. The second are students who collected Aadiths or maybe some juridical
opinions from Ahmad but they were not necessarily followers of his doctrines. This
group make up the vast majority of Ahmad’s 500 students that were included in Ibn

Abi Ya‘la al-Farra”’s Tabagat al-Hanabilah.

2- Hurvitz calls the people who narrated exaggerated reports from Ahmad, such as his
neighbour al-Warkani, ‘anonymous contemporaries’; however, this is an inaccurate
label as some of their names are known to us. Moreover, being unknown to us these

days does not mean that they were not known to people during their time.

3- Not all exaggerated reports were merely being narrated through those “anonymous
contemporaries”. Hurvitz gives an example of one such implausible miracle, which
was narrated by an unknown contemporary of Ahmad. While Ahmad was being
flogged, his trousers threatened to fall to the ground, but Ahmad prayed to God to
keep them; thus the trousers were restored and fastened securely. This story was

additionally narrated by Ahmad’s pupil Abu Bakr al-Marradhi.*'

4 Hurvitz, the Formation, 6-7.
4' <Abd Allah b. Ahmad al-Balkhi, Qabui/ al-akhbar wa-ma Tifat al-rijal, 2: 153.
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4- Hurvitz does not pay attention to the differences between the reports of Ahmad’s
family members and those reports which appear in later sources. It seems he accepts
both reports, and presumably this is why he accepts the authenticity of Ahmad’s
attributed book al-Radd ‘ala al-Zanadigah wa-al-Jahmiyah as it was related from
Ahmad on his son ‘Abd Allah’s authority. However, evidently, many reports were
attributed to Ahmad Ibn Hanbal in later sources through his family members, as will
be shown in this study. 5- Hurvitz also ignores the contradictions between the reports
from Ahmad Ibn Hanbal which were told by his family such as the differences
between different versions of Salih’s Sirah or between Salih’s Sirah and his cousin
Hanbal’s Mihnah. Some of these differences will be presented in the last chapter of
this study.

The most important methodological questions concern the authenticity of the books,
and the opinions attributed to Ahmad by his immediate followers. The first part of this
thesis is devoted to a close examination of both the theological and jurisprudential
works attributed to Ahmad Ibn Hanbal. The first chapter of this study scrutinises
Ahmad’s creeds and a/-Radd, while the second chapter explores his Masa’il. This
study argues that the contradictions between different reports attributed to Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal suggest that these reports do not present Ahmad’s own views; rather they
reflect the disagreements among Ahmad’s students or, in wider circles, among the

traditionalists in the third and early-fourth AH/ninth and tenth centuries.

Another method is to look for quotations of the reports attributed elsewhere in the
literature to Ahmad, and to seize on those that were not attributed to him. This way of
reading the texts is based on the assumption that, when faced with two readings that
are equally acceptable, we should choose the more difficult text, supposing that a
careless scribe will be more likely to have substituted a familiar word for an
unfamiliar one. For the purposes of this study, this mode of reasoning encourages the
view that scribes would have been more inclined to ascribe texts authored by people
of unexceptional or modest fame to Ahmad Ibn Hanbal than to assign his texts to

lesser names.

A third method focuses on the purported transmitters of Ahmad’s reports. This

method is used to support other evidence, rather than as a means of independent
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argument. To this end, and in order to support other arguments, I have mainly paid
attention to two things: namely, the weaknesses of the transmitters, and breaks (ingfa
in the chains of transmission.Choosing Ahmad Ibn Hanbal as a central figure in Sunni
theology, and the religio-political subject that is the imamah, will shed light on the
development of traditionalist political theology in the formation period of Islamic

ideology.

Four categories of Hanbali literature are used here. The first includes theological
books and creeds attributed to Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, which will be studied in the first
chapter of the thesis. Second are the works of Ahmad’s immediate followers, such as
the Masa’il collections, his opinions on theology, and his critique of the transmitters
of the traditions, which are all examined in Chapter Two. The third is al-Khallal’s
work al-Jami which is the most insightful contribution when examining Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal’s legal opinions. One can use al-Khallal as a reliable source since at times he
included variant reports, and at other times contradictory reports from the Masa’i/ of
Ahmad’s students. He did not exclude reports that he did not like or agree with; we
now see that the reports he related to the Masa 7/ match other reports in other sources.
One should be careful about reports that al-Khallal did not transmit directly from the
Masa’il, however, he might have transmitted them indirectly. It could even be
suggested that those reports that al-Khallal did not directly transmit from the Masa’i/
collectors should be treated as a fourth group. This fourth group or category consist of
reports which were found in later sources (from the fourth A.H./tenth century and
afterwards). One should be careful not to relate these reports to Ahmad Ibn Hanbal,
but also to the student who claimed to hear them from Ahmad. These reports need to

be examined carefully and used selectively.
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Chapter I
Ahmad’s theology

1.1. Ahmad’s creeds
1.1.1. Introduction

Watt glosses the term creed ( agidah) as “dogma’ or “articles of faith”,' a definition

which has been expanded by Wensinck:

A creed may take various forms: it may consist only of a few words
or may be a whole treatise; it may be a doxology, a short phrase, or
a work on dogmatics. This is as true of Islam as it is of Christianity;
moreover, in both religions the short formula is anterior to the
creed, which in its turn is anterior to the treatise on dogmatics®

Wensinck notices that creeds represent the faith of the community in opposition to
that of the sects. This means creeds reflect the struggle of the community;® their
elements are mostly geared to proselytism and polemic. There are always two parties:
“We” the community who hold the correct belief; and “They” the sects (heresiarchs)

who hold the false belief.

Ridwan al-Sayyid indicates that the purpose of the traditionalists’ creeds is to prove
their identity through denying the beliefs of others.* This means that the attitude of
“Us” is explored with respect to the attitudes of “Them”. On one occasion, Ahmad

Ibn Hanbal was asked:

CSaay a3 ) 23S 1 da N J sy O ad ) agd b i deal o il 25 5ls 5l JB8
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“Is it acceptable for someone to say ‘[the Qur’an] is God’s words’ and
remains silent [without adding ‘and uncreated’]?” Ahmad answered: “Why

do they become silent? If there had not been [disagreement on the Qur’an]

' Montgomery Watt, “Akida”, in EF.

* A.J. Wensinck, The Muslim creed: its genesis and historical development; 1.

3 Ibid., 102.

4 Ridwan al-Sayyid, “Ahl" al-Sunnah wa al-Jama‘ah: dirasah fi al-takawwun al-‘agadi wa al-siyasi”,

234.



29

between the people, he might have been silent. But when they have
discussed [the Qur’an] theologically (yatakallamiin) for what reason do they
not discuss (yatakallamun) [i.e., and add ‘uncreated’]?”

The same idea can be found in a report narrated from Ahmad by ‘Uthman al-Darimi

(d. 289/893), who quotes Ahmad saying

30 5 agiillae (pa 13 i ol o5 selal Lald o 58 4 imsig o U 138 (e oSl (g 53 S

pgle
We used to choose keeping silent on this [matter] before they had talked
about it. However, when they expressed [their belief], we had no
alternative but to differ from them and to refute them®

Al-Sayyid considers the traditionalists’ creeds in the third A.H./ninth century to have
appeared in a “completed system”, aimed at answering the rationalists’ questions, and
protecting the belief of the common people (a/- @mmah) by giving them a reliable and
coherent text. Furthermore, they did not claim these creeds as their own, but rather
they attributed them to the sal/af'(the early Muslims). The aim of this attribution was
to approve their own legitimacy on the one hand; and to assert the ‘real identity’ of
the Muslims (which continues and has not been disrupted) on the other.” One can note
that the traditionalists’ creeds start with a sentence that claims this is the “Belief of
Ahl al-Sunnah wa-al-Jama‘ah”, or “These are the principles of the Sunnah, on which
the leaders of the pious early Muslims and the foundational jurisprudents have
reached a consensus” or “Ahl al-Sunnah reached a consensus on ...”, or “I found the

scholars ( w/ama’) in the East and the West believe ...”.

The remarkable point is that, in some later traditionalists’ creeds, the authority of the

salafwas merged or supplanted with an assertion of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal’s belief, and it

was common to say: “This is what Ahmad believes” instead of “This is what the salaf’
or the traditionalists believe”. Ibrahim al-Harbi (d. 285/899), for example, states

Lyl Juia o) aeal 8 sed tmaall Clanal J 8 138 aSE e i S
Ol o138y 5 laaall Qg ) J gy Cuna g U Glale S i

> (Abt Dawud) Sulayman b. al-Ash‘ath al-Sijistani (hereafter: Aba Dawid), Masa’l al-imam Ahmad,
355.

® <Uthman b. Sa‘id al-Darimi, Nagd al-imam Abi Sa5d Uthman b. Sa5d ali al-Marisi al-Jahmi al-‘anid
fima ifiard ala Allah azZ" wa jall' min al-tawhid, 1: 538.

7 al-Sayyid, “Ahl" al-Sunnah wa-al-Jama‘ah”, 258.
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Whatever I tell you this is the traditionalists’ view (ah/ al-hadith), it
is Ahmad’s view, who had taught us since we were young to follow
the traditions of God’s Messenger ..., the Companions’ sayings and
to model ourselves after the Successors®

Some others used to say: “I believe what Ahmad believes” to confirm that their belief
was correct. The famous example of this is the preeminent Sunni theologian Abit al-
Hasan al-Ash‘ari (d. 324/936) who states in his book a/-/banah that he follows the
doctrines of the Book, the Sunnah, the Companions, the Successors and the

traditionalists; then he insists on his adherence to Ahmad Ibn Hanbal.’

Moreover, some people submitted their creeds to Ahmad in order to obtain his
agreement and thereby give the creed more authority. Ibn Hani’ recounts the

following anecdote
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I came upon a man with Abii ‘Abd Allah [Ahmad Ibn Hanbal] as he was
asking him, saying: “O Abu ‘Abd Allah, ‘The head of the matter [i.e.,
Islam] and the consensus of the Muslims [is]: to believe in the gadar
(predestination), good or bad, sweet or bitter [all are coming from God]
and to surrender to His order and contentment in His gada”’

Abt ‘Abd Allah said: yes.

Then [the man] said to him: ‘And the faith (iman) comprises speech and
action. And it increases and decreases’.

¥ Muhammad b. (Abi Ya‘la) Muhammad b. al-Husayn Ibn al-Farra’ (hereafter: Ibn Abi Ya‘la), 7abagat
al-Hanabilah, 1: 234.
9 Ali b. Isma‘il al-Ash‘ari, al-Ibanah ‘an usil a-diyinah, 20-21.



31

[Ahmad] said: yes.

Then [the man] said: ‘And praying behind anyone, pious or sinful’.
[Ahmad] said: yes.

[The man] said: ‘And performing Jihad with the sultan and standing
under his flag, and not rebelling against the su/tan by sword or stick, and
not calling any one an infidel (k47ir) on account of a sin’.

Abl ‘Abd Allah [Ahmad] said: ‘Be silent! Whoever does not pray is an
infidel’.

[The man] said: ‘And the Qur’an is God’s words uncreated; and whoever
says it is created is an infidel’.

[Ahmad] said; yes.

[The man] said: ‘And God will be seen in the Hereafter’.

[Ahmad] said: yes.

[The man] said: ‘And the chastisement of the grave, and Munkar and
Nakir’.

Abi ‘Abd Alldh [Ahmad] said: ‘We believe in all of these, and whoever

-

rejects one of them is a JahAmr."°

Another remarkable point of the traditionalists’ creeds is their similarity. In their main
articles, the traditionalist creeds agree with each other not only in their articles of
belief, but even in their use of the same words to present these beliefs. These
similarities were taken by some traditionalists as proof of the correctness of their
beliefs. Abu al-Muzaffar al-Sam‘ani (d. 489/1096) claims that if the traditionalists’
creeds are examined closely, all of them (even when there are differences in place and
time) exhibit the same belief “as if it had come from one heart and one tongue”. This
similarity, according to al-Sam‘ani, proves that the traditionalists hold the correct
beliefs. They are not like the other sects who have internal disagreements. Al-Sam‘ani
attributes this similarity to the fact that the traditionalists derive their beliefs from the
Qur’an and the Sunnah and the traditional way of transmission (farig al-naql). In
contrast, the innovators derive their beliefs from rational methods and opinions (a/-

ma‘qulat wa-al-ara’) which leads them to dissension and disagreement."’

The earliest traditionalists’ creeds are claimed to go back to the second half of the
second/eighth century, attributed to al-Awza‘T (d.157/774)'* and Sufyan al-Thawri
(d.161/777)."3 However, the authorship of these creeds can be doubted; they were

' Ishaq b. Ibrahim Ibn Hani’, Masa’l al-imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, 2: 156.

"' By: Isma‘il b. Muhammad al-Asbahani, al/-Hujjah fi bayan al-mahajjah wa-sharh aqidat ahl al-
Sunnah, 1: 224-27.

'* Hibat Allah b. al-Hasan al-Lalaka’i, Sharh usil 1tigad Akl al-Sunnah wa al-jama ah: min al-kitab wa
al-Sunnah wa yma“ al-Sahabah wa al-Tabi‘in min ba‘dihum, 1: 174.

3 1bid., 1: 170-73.
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probably attributed at a later date. Reliably dateable creeds only go back to the second
quarter of the third/ninth century. These include the creeds of al-Humaydi
(d.219/834)'* and Muhammad b. ‘Ukkashah al-Kirmani (d. after 225/840)."3

Turning to the creeds of Ahmad b. Hanbal, Laoust has identified and numbered six
creeds related to Ahmad, all of which are found in Ibn Abi Ya‘la’s book 7abagat al-
Hanabilah.'® Western scholars have accepted them as genuine and used them to study
Ahmad’s theological views, even though some have considered these creeds to be a
collation of Ahmad’s doctrines by members of his school rather than his own words.'”
In the following section these creeds will be examined and an attempt will be made to

delineate their relationship to Ahmad himself.

1.1.2. Creed I

This is known as ‘Agidat al-Istakhri referring to Ahmad b. Ja‘far al-Istakhr1 al-Farisi
(d.?)"® who, allegedly, transmitted it from Ahmad." Aba Ya‘la Ibn al-Farrd’ quotes
from this creed and names it Kitab al-Risalah li-Ahmad>° A late manuscript entitled
Itigad ahl al-Sunnah wa-al-Jama‘ah includes this creed, but in the chain of

transmission it is called Kitab al-Sunnah.”'

Presumably, the creed first appeared in Damascus at the end of the tenth century, with
all its transmissions going back to ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad al-Nihawandi al-Malik1

(d.?),>® who transmitted it in Damascus. At the time when the creed appeared,

4 <Abd Allah b. al-Zubayr al-Humaydi, Usi/ al-Sunnah.

'3 See Creed I1.

' Laoust, La Profession de foi d'ibn Batta, xv-Xvi.

'7 See: Laoust, in Ibid.; and Melchert, Ahmad, 83. In addition to Laoust and Melchert, these creeds are

used widely by Western scholars. For instance, See: Montgomery Watt, the Formative period of
Islamic thought, 292-95; Idem, Islamic creeds, 29-40; Wilferd Madelung, Der Imam al-Qasim 1bn

Ibrahim und die Glaubenslehre der Zaiditen, 225-8; Idem, Religious trends in early Islamic Iran, 22-25;

Wesley Williams, “Aspects of the creed of imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal: a study of Anthropomorphism in

early Islamic discourse”, 441-63; Thomas Sizgorich, Violence and belief in late Antigiuty: militant
devotion in Christianity and Islam, 235. Only Michael Cook in his book (Commanding right and
forbidding wrong in Islamic thought, 110-11 fn. 232) doubts the authenticity of Creed I according to al-

Dhahabi’s criticism.

'8 We do not have much information about him. See: Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tabagat, 1: 54.

Y 1bid., 1: 54-74.

** Muhammad b. al-Husayn Ibn al-Farra’, (hereafter: Abi Ya‘la Ibn al-Farrd’), a/- Uddah i usil al-figh,

2:94.

*' Ahmad Ibn Hanbal (attrib.), /tigad ahl al-Sunnah wa al-Jama ‘ah, fols. 1A- 2A.

** See: “Ali b. al-Hasan Ibn ‘Asakir al-Dimashqi (hereafter: Ibn ‘Asakir), 74rikh Madinat Dimashgq, 21:

310-12; 32: 175.



33

Damascus was under Fatimid control.> Subsequently, the creed spread from

Damascus and became known to the Hanbalis in Baghdad and Asfahan.**

The relevant points here are that this creed was attributed to Ahmad by a Maliki
follower, not a Hanbali, under the authority of the Shi‘T Fatimids, not the Sunni
‘Abbasids and in Damascus not in Baghdad, where the school of Hanbalis was based.
These facts alone should cause immediate concern over the accuracy of the

attribution.

The creed deals with a number of theological issues:*

1- The iman (faith) comprises speech, actions, intention and adherence to the
Sunnah. iman increases and decreases; and it is permitted to insert
conditionality in one’s statement of faith (called 7stithna’ concerning /man in
the creed), providing this does not express doubt on the part of the believer.
For example one might say: ana mu’min in sha’ Allah, and this istithna’is a
path followed by the pious ‘early Muslims’ (a/-salaf). He said: “And if a man
is asked: ‘Are you a believer?” He would reply: ‘I am a believer, God willing
(in sha’ Allah), or ‘I hope that I am a believer’, or he would say: ‘I believe in
God (Allah), His angels, His books and His Messengers’.”

2- All of the gadar (predestination), good or bad, sweet or bitter, comes from
Allah; and all sins are due to the gadar:

3- The community should not declare anyone of the people of a/-Qiblah (i.e.,
those who pray towards the Kabah in Mecca) to be put in Paradise or unless
that is recorded in a tradition (hadith) from the Prophet.

4- The caliphate belongs to the Quraysh, which means that the caliphs come only
from the Quraysh tribe; and people should obey their caliphs. The creed then
presents the rights of the caliphs and the rights of the Muslims community
including the demand to avoid fitnah (sedition) and the prohibition on calling
any member of the people of Qiblah an infidel (kafir) on account of a sin,

unless that is reported in a Prophetic tradition.

*3See the entry of al-Nahawandi in Ibid., 32: 174-75.

*4 Several traditionists transmitted this creed from al-Nahawandi, and took it out of Damascus to
Baghdad and Isfahan. See: Abu Ya‘la Ibn al-Farr®’, /btal al-ta’wilat li-akhbar al-sifat1: 45-46, and Ibn
Abi Ya'la, 7abaqgat, 1: 54-74.

* For a translation of this creed, see: Watt, Islamic creeds, 29-40, and for a summary of it, see:

idem, 7he Formative period of Islamic thought, 292-95.
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5- The creed, also, includes the belief in the emergence of al/-Dajjal, and the
affliction in the grave, and all things that will happen after death and in the
Hereafter, such as al-Hawd (the pool), al-Sirat (a broad way), al-natkh fi al-
Sur (trumpet) and al-Shafa‘ah (intercession). These things are known in later
Islamic theology as Sam Gyat (items of belief based on the transmitted texts
only).

6- The attributes of God: the creed lists a large number of God’s attributes. It
even includes some extreme attributes, which may be considered for most
Muslims as constituting anthropomorphism, such as God’s moving (harakah)
and laughing, his limit (4add), his having fingers and a mouth.

7- The command to assert the good qualities of the Companions, and to be silent
concerning their faults. Furthermore, anyone who criticises them is an
innovator and a Rafidi, and should be asked to retract. If he does not, then he
shall be jailed until death or until he repents.

8- The creed is hostile towards rational jurisprudents (ashab al-ra’y) who rely on
their common sense and analogical reasoning (gryds). The creed also declares
anyone using ra’y and giyas to be an innovator and one who has strayed;
whilst at the same time, supporting the traditionalists and fag/id.

9- There is a list of parties of innovation (b7d‘ah). In this creed, more than twelve
theological parties are listed and rejected. These include the Murjiah,
Qadariyah, Mutazilah, Rafidah, Zaydiyah, Khawarij, Mansiriyah and
Hasaniyah.*®

10- The creed mentions some other points, such as a preference for Arabs over

non-Arabs, and declares that profit and trade are licit.

The authenticity of this creed that is its attribution to Ahmad is in doubt. It is probably
the creed of Harb b. Isma‘il al-Kirmani (d.280/893) a student of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal,
and one of the Masa’il collectors from Ahmad and others. This creed is included in his
Masa’il, in which Harb summarises his understanding of correct belief on the

authority of his traditionalist masters. As he says:

0 Melchert studied these parties and the creed’s attitude towards them. See: Melchert, Ahmad ibn
Hanbal, 89-93; and idem, “the Adversaries of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal”, 236-37.
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This is the madhhab of the people of knowledge, the people of the
transmissions, and the people of Sunnah, those who hold fast to its (i.e.,
the Sunnah’s) roots, are known by it, and by whom, one can follow [the
Sunna]; and I have known the scholars of ‘Irdq, Hijaz and Sham and
others to be in support of it. Hence, whosoever opposes any part of
these doctrines, or refutes it or finds fault with anyone who endorses it,
is an innovator and outside the community (jama ah), a deviant from the
way of Sunnah and the true path. Moreover, this is the madhhab of
Ahmad [Ibn Hanbal], Ishaq b. Ibrahim b. Makhlad [Ibn Rahawayh],
‘Abd Allah b. al-Zubayr [al-Humaydi]| and Sa‘id b. Mansir, and others,
with whom we sat and from whom we took knowledge®’

In his Masa’l work, Harb writes the creed under the title: Bab" al-gawl fi al-
madhhab;®® and then he writes approximately thirty-three chapters presenting his

evidence and the authority for this creed. From these chapters we can distinguish the

various roots of the creed, which can be illustrated by the following examples:

1- In his creed Harb declares this:
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God, the most high, is on the throne, upon the seventh highest heaven, and

knows all [things]. He is separate from his creation, and no place is free

from his knowledge. God has a throne, and this throne has carriers to carry

it; and He [i.e., God] has a Aadd (limit), God is the most aware of his own

hadd”®

In later chapters, Harb makes clear the sources of his belief in the hadd: He states “I

asked Ishaq [Ibn Rahawayh], ‘Is [God on] the throne with a hadd?” He answered,
‘Yes, with a hadd.’ And he related it to Ibn al-Mubarak: ‘He [God] on his own throne,

*7 Harb b. Isma‘il al-Kirmani, Masa’il al-Imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal wa-Ishaq Ibn Rahawayh, (hereafter:
Harb, Masa’l), 355.

* Ibid., 355-66.

* Ibid., 359.
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separated from his creation, with hadd’. After that, Harb reported Ibn al-Mubarak’s

comment with his own transmission (7snad).>°

2- Of the preference among the Companions, Harb states:
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The best of the nation (ummah), after the Prophet, ... is Abii Bakr; and
the best of them after Abti Bakr is ‘Umar; and the best of them after
‘Umar is ‘Uthman. Some other Sunni scholars (aA/ al-7/m wa-ahl al-
Sunnah) say: and the best of them, after ‘Uthman, is ‘Ali. Some others
end at ‘Uthman?'

The details of this disagreement among the people of the Sunnah are found in the later
chapters of Harb’s Masa’il, where Harb claims that he asked Ahmad Ibn Hanbal about
the Companions, and the latter answered: “The best of the nation is Abu Bakr,
followed by ‘Umar, then ‘Uthman; and ‘Al is one of the caliphs”. Similarly, some of
the traditionalists whom Harb had asked had ended with ‘Uthman, and did not count
‘Ali as the fourth best Companion, as Ibn Hanbal does. These include Ibn al-Madini,
Abu al-Rabi‘ al-Zahrani and Mu‘adh b. Mu‘adh. Abt Thawr was quoted as saying:
“Abiu Bakr, then ‘Umar, then ‘Uthman, then the five, who are: ‘Al1, Talhah, al-Zubayr,
Sa‘d [Ibn Abi Waqqgas] and ‘Abd al-Rahman [b. ‘Awf]”. On the other hand, Ishaq Ibn
Rahawayh and Hudbah b. Khalid state that ‘Ali is the fourth best of the Companions.*
It was from the authority of these figures named above that Harb designed his creed,
and because of the disagreement among them about counting ‘Al as the fourth best of

the Companions he makes his creed explicit about this matter.

3- In his definition of some sects (Rafidah, Mansiiriyah and Hasaniyah®?), Harb
was apparently relying on Yusuf b. Asbat’s (d.195/811) definition which he narrated
in his Masa’il>* However, Harb does not always present his sources, especially in
some extreme points of his creed. For instance, in his Masa’7l, he states: “God spoke

to Musa and handed him the Torah from God’s hand to his hand”,’* and in al-

3 Ibid., 412.

31 Ibid., 361.

3 Ibid., 439.

3The name of this party was written differently in different places. In some resources it is termed al-
Hasaniyah and at others a/-Khashabiyah. But as Ibn Asbat and Harb are talking about a Zaydi group, it
is, probably, al-Hasaniyah referring to al-Hasan b. Salih Ibn Hay (d.168/785), a Zaydischolar.

34 Harb, Masa’il, 437-38.

35 Ibid., 360.
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Istakhri’s version “God spoke to Musa with his mouth”.3® Harb does not give his
source for the handing (and probably for the attribution of the mouth to God). Other
examples include one when Harb says: “Whoever rejects a/-taglid, and claims that he
does not rely, in his belief, on another’s authority is impious, an innovator and an
enemy of God and his Prophet”.3” He, also, claims that God moves, laughs and He
created Adam after His own image. 3% Yet, Harb did not quote any one in support of

these points.

Apparently, the creed of Harb b. Isma‘il was widely known by the title a/-Sunnah wa-
al-Jama ah in the tenth-century Eastern Islamic world; and because this creed includes
a list of “innovator’ parties, and because of its statement of extreme
anthropomorphism, the creed became an object of refutation and criticism by some
Mu tazilis and also by some Sunnis. The Mu%azili scholar Abu al-Qasim al-Balkhi
(d.319/931) wrote a book to refute Harb’s creed and to criticise traditionists and
traditionalists.*® In response, al-Husayn al-Ramahurmuzi (d.360/970-1) wrote his
book al-Mubhaddith al-fasil bayn” al-rawi wa-al-waT to defend the traditionalists’
method and to refute al-Balkhi. However, he also criticised Harb because he valued
transmission without understanding the meaning (akthar” min al-riwayah wa-aghfal’

al-istibsar).*°

We can now address how far this creed accurately represents Ahmad’s theology
(‘agidah). As has been shown above, Harb not only declares Ahmad’s beliefs, but he
declares the traditionalists’ view in the third A.H./ninth century in which Ahmad was
one among these traditionalists. Although this creed, in general, coincides with
Ahmad’s general beliefs, we cannot, with complete certainty, attribute it to Ahmad.
This is because it has other origins besides him, and apparently the words are not
Ahmad’s but Harb’s.*' In the eighth A.H./fourteenth century, the Muslim historian, al-

Dhahabi, strongly criticised this creed, and said that it was erroneously attributed to

36 Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tabagit, 1: 62.

37 Harb, Masa’ll, 362.

3* Ibid.,360.

¥Yaqut b. ‘Abd Allah al-Hamawi, Mu§am al-buldin, 3: 296.

4% al-Husayn b. ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Ramahurmuzi, al-Muhaddith al-fasil bayn® al-rawi wa-al-wa %, 309-
11.

4! See: Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyah, a/-Istigamah, 1: 73.
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Ahmad.** Furthermore, he criticised the traditionists, who transmitted the creed
without subjecting it to criticism.** This is the same with Ibn al-Wazir (d. 840/1436)
who presents a lengthy criticism designed to prove the falsity of this “disapproved
creed” (al-‘aqgidah al-munkarah).** These two scholars rejected attribution of the creed
to Ahmad because it contains extreme views that are impossible for Ahmad to believe

in; in addition, the creed was transmitted through untrust-worthy individuals.

Ibn Taymiyah demonstrates his own suspicions of this creed.*> On the one hand, he
knows Harb’s creed and quotes from it.** On the other hand, he talks in some places,
about the two creeds (Harb’s and al-Istakhri’s) as one creed and criticises some of its
articles, stating that the transmitters of this creed are unknown people (mayahil). Also,
he argues that it did not appear in the books of those who were concerned with the
collation of Ahmad’s words. These included al-Khallal (in his book a/-Sunnah) and
other Iraqis who knew Ahmad’s books*’ or those who were well-known for narrating
Ahmad’s words. His pupil Ibn al-Qayyim quotes most of the creed and relates it to

Harb not to al-Istakhari.4®

In addition, another version of the creed was related to Muhammad b. Wahb al-
Qurashi (?), who is claimed to have heard it from Ahmad Ibn Hanbal.*® However, it is
obvious that this is an edition of much later version of the creed since its extreme
anthropomorphic imagery of divine attributes (such as the mouth, edge and moving)

were removed.

1.1.3. Creed Il

This creed is related to Ahmad by al-Hasan b. Isma‘il al-Raba‘1,>® who claims that
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“Muhammad b. Ahmadal-Dhahabi, Siyar a%am al-nubala’, 11: 286; al-Dhahabi, Tarikh al-Islam wa-
wafayat al-mashahir wa-al-a{am, 18: 136.

43 al-Dhahabi, Siyar,11: 302-3.

4“Muhammad b. Ibrahim Ibn al-Wazir, al-Awasim wa-al-gawasim 1i al-dhabb ‘an sunnah Abi al-
Qasim, 3: 311-17.

4 Tbn Taymiyah, Iqtida’ al-sirat al-mustaqim li-mukhalatah ashab al-jahim, 1:376.

48 Ibn Taymiyah, Dar’ taGrud al-‘aql wa-al-nagl, 2: 7, 22-23.

47 But as was shown above, Abii Ya‘la Ibn al-Farra’ quoted this creed.

#Muhammad b. Abi Bakr Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyah, Hadi al-arwah il bilad al-afiih, 2: 826-42.

49 Ahmad Ibn Hanbal (attrib.), /%igad ahl al-Sunnah wa-al-jama ‘ah, MS.

5° Another unknown person, see: Ibn Abi Ya‘la, 7abaqgat, 1: 349.
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Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, the leader of the people of the Sunnah and the one
who was patient during the Inquisition, said to me, “Ninety men of the
Successors, the leaders of Muslims, the leaders of the early Muslims
and the jurisprudents of the regions have reached a consensus on the
Sunnah on which the Prophet died>'

This creed is the shortest creed among those attributed to Ahmad Ibn Hanbal
consisting of brief comments on gadar, iman, and the belief that the Qur’an is
uncreated. Amongst the various theological issues discussed in the creed are the
obedience to the caliphs and the requirement to be patient under their rule, going to
Jihad with them and not fighting against them. The creed also deals with the
preference between the Companions, and lists them in this order: Abi Bakr, ‘Umar,

‘Uthman and ‘Ali.

The creed was narrated in Baghdad in the late fifth A.H./eleventh century. Ibn Abi
Ya‘la (d. 526/1132) and Abu Tahir al-Silafi (d. 576/1180), both narrated it from al-
Mubarak b. ‘Abd al-Jabbar (d. 500/1107) who narrated it with his own zsnad up to al-
Hasan al-Raba‘1.>*> However, before that, the creed had been known for long time and
in many places as the creed was declared in 225/840 by Muhammad b. ‘Ukkashah al-
Kirmani (d. after 225/840) who aimed to represent the traditionalists’ view of
theology. Al- Kirmani’s creed can be found in the works of al-Malati (d. in ‘Asqalan
377/987), Nasr al-Maqdisi (d. Damascus 490/1096), Ibn al-Banna’ (d. Baghdad
471/1087) and Ibn ‘Asakir (d. Damascus 571/1176). 33

However, al-Kirmani claimed that the people of the Sunnah wa-al-Jama‘ah have
reached a consensus on the articles of this creed, and after that he names more than
thirty traditionalists who had vouched for the authority of the creed. The significant

point in al-Kirmani’s list is that he counts Ishaq Ibn Rahawayh, Ibn Hanbal’s friend

S'bid., 1: 349-50.

3% Ibid.; and Ahmad b. Muhammad al-Silafi, a/-Mashyakhah al-Baghdadiyah, fol. 71-B. In al-Silafi’s
version it is “seventy men” instead of “ninety” as in Ibn Ab Ya‘la. However, it is quite easy in Arabic
writing to mix up between ninety and seventy.

33 Muhammad b. Ahmad al-Malati, a/-Tanbih wa-al-radd ala ahl al-ahwa’ wa-al-bida‘, 14-17; al-Hasan
b. Ahmad Ibn al-Bann®’, a/-Mukhtar fi usiil al-sunnah, 103-6; Nasr b. Ibrahim al-Maqdisi, Mukhtasar
al-Hujjah ala tarik al-mahajjah, 2: 381-88; Ibn ‘Asakir, 7arikh Madinat Dimashq, 9: 299-302. There
are two significant studies of al-Kirmani's creed by Fahmi Jad‘an and Ridwan al-Sayyid, even though
both of them named it as Umayyah b. ‘Uthman al-Damr1’s creed. See: Fahmi Jad‘an, Riyah al-‘asr:
gadiayad markaziyah wa-hiwarat kashitah, 219-76; al-Sayyid, “Ahl" al-Sunnah wa al-Jama‘ah”, 252-68.
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and contemporary, as one of the AA/ al-Sunnah leaders, but Ahmad Ibn Hanbal
himself was unmentioned. In addition, and in order to confirm his creed, al-Kirmani
asserted that he presented it three times, in his dream, before the Prophet Muhammad,
who agreed with the whole creed, with particular emphasis on two points: the
preference of ‘Uthman over ‘Ali and abstention from debating the differences that
arose among the Companions. However, some traditionalists accused al-Kirmani of
being a fabricator, one who lies to support the Sunnah and to make people display
moral behaviour.”* Ablu Zur‘ah al-Rizi, a famous traditionalist and a student of
Ahmad, met him and described him as a “liar who does not know how to lie”,>* and
Abu Zur‘ah, and others use the above-mentioned dream to illustrate al-Kirmani’s

lying tendencies.

In sum, this creed is not Ahmad’s but was attributed to him at a later date. An
interesting story shows that some traditionalists found it is necessary to have
Ahmad’s agreement on this creed. Al-Malati reports that the caliph al-Mutawakkil
asked Ahmad to present to him the Sunnah and al-Jama‘ah which Ahmad learned
from the traditionalists, who learned it from the Successors, who had learned it from
the Companions who learned it from the Prophet. Ahmad, according to the story,
narrated to him this creed with the dream.5® This fabricated story illustrates how much

Ahmad’s approval is important to give legitimacy to the traditionalists’ creeds.

1.1.4. Creed Il

This is attributed to Ahmad through ‘Abdas b. Malik al-‘Attar (d.?). ‘Abdus was a
Baghdadi traditionalist and one of Ahmad’s pupils, and studied with other
traditionalists in Baghdad, such as Ibn Ma‘n.’” According to al-Khallal, Ahmad
respected him, and they remained on very friendly terms;*® he was “one whom

Ahmad trusted”.>

4 Ahmad b. ‘Ali Ibn Hajar al-‘Asqalani, Lisan al-Mizan. 7: 351-53.

55 (Abu Zur‘ah) ‘Ubayd Allah b. ‘Abd al-Karim al-Razi, “su’alat al-Bardhat’, 2: 539.

56 al-Malati, a/-Tanbih, 17.

57 Ahmad b. ‘Ali al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, 7arikh Baghdad, 12: 417.

¥ Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tabagat, 2: 166.

% See: al-Dhahabi, Siyar, 11: 268. A story in Hanbal b. Ishag Ibn Hanbal’s (hereafter: Hanbal) book
Dhikr mihnat al-imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, 86, supports this claim.
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The creed was transmitted by Muhammad b. Sulayman al-Jawhari (al-Minqari) from
‘Abdus, and by the first decade of the tenth century (the last decade of the third Hijri
century) this creed was known in Iraq and Egypt on account of the efforts of al-
Jawhari, who transmitted it in Egypt and presumably in Iraq, Syria and a/-Thughiir
(Antakiyah and al-Missisah) also.® However, al-Jawhari was also accused as one
who confuses the reports of the authentic narrators, and reports dubious narrations

.- 6
from weak authorities.””'

This creed is mainly an attack on Mu tazili doctrine. It starts with the importance and
the authority of the Sunnah, and the demand that people should adhere to it. After
that, the creed refers to belief in gadar, ru’yah (the believers will see God in the
Hereafter) and the uncreated nature of the Qur’an. Next the creed contains the
doctrines of the Sam Gyat, such as Hawd, Mizan (scales) and Shafaah. Concerning the
preference between the Companions, the creed, as with Creed I above, lists them in
the following order: Abt Bakr, then ‘Umar and then ‘Uthman, after that Ashab al-
shira, ‘Ali, Talhah, al-Zubayr, ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Awf and Sa‘d Ibn Abi Waqqas.
Then the creed talks about the caliphs’ rights. After that it declares that whoever dies
of the people of the Qiblah who profess belief in one God should be prayed over and
His forgiveness will be requested. One must not, says the creed, refuse to pray over
him on account of any sin he has committed. Moreover, no one from the people of the
Qi1blah can be placed in Hell or Paradise by his actions. The creed ends by stating the

meaning of kuff, fusiq and nifaq.

Interestingly this creed was related in three different transmission chains to different

authorities:

1- To Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, as was presented above.
2- To ‘Ali Ibn al-Madini, one of Ahmad’s teachers, later one of his adversaries
because of his cooperation with Ahmad Ibn Abi Duw’ad during the time of

.. 6
Inquisition.”

6 Ahmad b. Hariin al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 172, 174; Al-Lalaka’i, Sharh, 1: 175-85; al-Khatib al-
Baghdadi, a/-Kifayah i Glm al-riwdyah, 51; Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tabaqat, 2: 166-74. al-Maqdisi, Mukhtasar
al-Hujjah, 1:235.

' Muhammad Ibn Hibban, Kitib al-majrihin min al-mubaddithin, 2: 328. o= Shs «&E) e LAl Qi
6 al-Lalaka’i, Sharh, 1: 185-192.
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3- To Ahmad Ibn Hanbal who transmitted it from ‘Alf Ibn al-Madini.®3

Between Ahmad’s and Ibn al-Madini’s versions there are some differences, the most

significant being:

1- In the version that was related to Ahmad (AV) ru’yat’ Allah is discussed in
two places; these two places are not found in the version related to Ibn al-
Madini (MV). Ibn al-Madini, at the time of Inquisition, was known for his
relationship with Ibn Abi Du’ad, and was accused by Ahmad of helping Ibn
Abi Du’ad to show him the weakness of the transmissions of ahadith al-
ru’yah®

2- In the end of MV there is a list of people, the love of whom is a sign of being
a Sunni, including Abii Hurayrah and ‘Umar b. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz and others. By
contrast, it is a bad sign if one loves Abu Hanifah and his ra’y. This list is not

found in AV.

Another significant aspect is that this creed is similar, in many points, to Sharh al-
Sunnah, the creed which is attributed to Ghulam Khalil (a Basran like Ibn al-Madini)
or al-Barbahari. The similarity between the two creeds does not come only from the
resemblance of the details in the opinions but goes further to the use of the same

words.

It may be more likely that this creed is from Ibn al-Madini. It was then related to
Ahmad; this is more likely than its being Ahmad’s creed which was then related to
Ibn al-Madini. The reason for this is that, when the creed first appeared, it was normal
for traditionalists to use Ahmad as a normative marker of the correct belief, and to
relate their belief to Ahmad not to Ibn al-Madini. Moreover, it is more logical that if
this creed were attributed to Ibn al-Madini, the parts on ru’yah would not have been
removed. Since this belief of ruyah is not added in MV, it is hard to believe that it
was Ahmad’s creed which was then attributed to Ibn al-Madini. Another possibility is
that one of Ibn al-Madini and Ahmad’s students wrote this creed based on the

authority of his traditionalist masters (the same as the Creed from Harb b. Isma‘il);

63 al-Maqdisi, Mukhtasar al-Hujjah, 1: 235.
%4 Hanbal, Dhikr, 69; al-Mizzi, Tahdhib al-Kamal, 21: 22.
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Ahmad and Ibn al-Madini are among them. After that this creed is attributed once to

Ahmad and another time to Ibn al-Madini.

1.1.5. CreedlV

The fourth creed was related to Ahmad through Muhammad b. Humayd al-Andarabi
(d.?).%

This creed is transmitted from Ahmad in three different ways:

1- By al-Andarabi; in Ibn Abi Ya‘la’s 7abagat this creed is related to al-Andarabi
without an 7snad.°
2- Muhammad b. Yanus al-Sarakhsi (d.?), narrated in Ibn Abi Ya‘la’s Tabagat®

3- al-Sarakhsi < al-Andarabi < Ahmad, narrated in Ibn al-Jawzi’s Manaqib.®®

However, both of these transmitters, al-Andarabi and al-Sarakhsi are unknown.

This creed is one of the shortest, and deals mainly with the gadar, the iman, the
preference between the Companions and the belief that the Qur’an is uncreated.
Additionally, the creed mentions the rights of caliphs and emirs, Sam 7yat and some
practices not involving belief (praxy not doxy), such as trade and that the takbir
(declaring God’s greatness, the A//lah" Akbar passage) should be performed four

times at funerals.

However, as one has come to expect with these creeds, the creed is related, in some
early sources, to another traditionalist, not to Ahmad Ibn Hanbal. In this case, the
creed was attributed to al-‘Abbas b. Miisd b. Miskawayh (d.?), who, it is said,
declared it to the caliph al-Wathiq (r. 227-32/842-47) during the Inquisition. Al-
‘Abbas claimed that the caliph punished him, and after he had declared the creed, the
caliph pulled out four of al-‘Abbas’s teeth and released him. Al-‘Abbas, then, met
with Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, who thanked him for his patience under the Inquisition.

Ahmad, al-‘Abbas claimed, said that: “We should write it [i.e., the creed] on our

%5 Laoust reads his name as Muhammad b. Habib al-Andarani, and that is what is in the old edition of
Tabagat (al-Fiql’s edition), 1:294, but the editor of the new and more accurate edition (al-‘Uthaymin)
reads it Muhammad b. Humayd al-Andarabi, which is prevalent in other Hanbali discourses.

% Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tabagat, 2: 293-95.

%7 Ibid., 2: 392-94.

% Tbn al-Jawzi, Manaqib, 222-24.
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mosques’ doors and teach it to our children and family”. He then ordered his son
Salih to write al-‘Abbas’s story on a white parchment (ragq) and keep it. In this way,
Ahmad said, it is one of the best reports he will ever write; and will, thereby, meet
God on the path of the people of the Sunnah and the Jama‘ah.® It is obvious that this
story is one of the traditionalists’ myths about the Inquisition. Moreover, we have a
third version of this creed which is related to Bishr b. al-Harith al-Hafi (d. 227/841).7°
Altogether, this indicates that the authenticity of this creed can be seriously

questioned.

1.1.6. CreedV

This creed is thought to be related to Ahmad by Muhammad b. ‘Awf al-Himsi (d.
272/885). Ibn Abi Ya‘la claims that he found this creed written by Ahmad al-Sinji (d.
after 400/1009) who narrated it by his own transmission (7sndd) from Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal (Ibn Abi Ya‘la did not mention the isnad of the creed).”" However, this creed
is more likely to be a combination of two creeds: the first is similar to Creed III,
which is placed as the first part of this creed; and the second represents a very
extreme traditionalist theology. This excessiveness can be illustrated by the following

examples:

1- In his preference between the Companions, and by contrast to all other riwayar

from Ahmad, Ibn ‘Awf asserts that Ahmad said:

peld ) de UL sl clis e 5 pldie o8 jee a8 S sl LA g am G A
Juaalds US : jae () sy agifian Lai) ¢ le a5 ) 5aS : Jad Spladie o iy olif oy 5l g8
oSy B ) elld b oldie A jee S S sl i US L A sy Hlaaal G
Ouie o iy (b cdan Al 8 aaY Gl sl G oW sa 2 A Y L il Jgy
Audl e o sed A mnels
“The best person after the Messenger of the God is Abu Bakr, then ‘Umar,
then ‘Uthman and then ‘Al
Then I [Ibn ‘Awf] said: “O Abu ‘Abd Allah, they claim that you end at
‘Uthman.”
Ahmad replied: “They falsely attributed these to me. I have only related to
them the Aadith of Ibn ‘Umar:

% <Ubayd Allah b. Muhammad Ibn Battah, a/-/binah an shari‘at al-firqah al-nijivah wa-mujanabat al-
firaq al-madhmimah, 6: 284-86. The story, without the creed, is reported in al-Maqdisi, Mukhtasar, 2:
325-29.

7 al-Maqdisi, Mukhtasar, 2: 394-96.

" Ibn Abi Ya'la, Tabaqat, 2: 339.
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‘We used to establish a preference among the Companions of the
Messenger of God, saying: Abu Bakr, then ‘Umar, then ‘Uthman. The
Prophet heard this and did not reject it’.
Yet, Ahmad added, “the Prophet did not order one not to prefer [among the
Companions] after those. Nobody has evidence of [the demand to end at
‘Uthman]; and hence, whoever ends at ‘Uthman and does not say ‘Al is the
fourth (yurabbi® bi ‘Ali), is not [speaking in accordance with] the Sunnah.”

This condemnation of those who end at ‘Uthman and do not say ‘Ali is the fourth best
of the Companions is not found in any other sources relating to Ahmad. The majority
of sources, including the oldest, relate that Ahmad ended at ‘Uthméan; some other
sources claim that Ahmad accepts ‘Al as being the fourth. However, no source, in my
knowledge, except this creed, ascribes to Ahmad the view that anyone who does not
say ‘All is the fourth best Companion is not “on the Sunnah”.”* Furthermore, al-
Khallal and then Abu Ya‘la collected different riwayat from Ahmad on this issue, and
none of them referred to Ibn ‘Awf’s version.”? It is more likely that this creed which

was not known to them (but became known through Ibn Abi Ya‘la who found it) was

written by Ahmad al-Sinji (after 400/1009).

2- The manner in which Aadiths (traditions) are used differs between the first and the
second halves of the creed. While the first half, which is similar to creed III, uses very
well-known and sound Aadiths, the second half uses unknown and unsound Aadiths. 1t
is not possible that all these were used by Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, who is famous for his
critique of hadiths. One of these questionable hadiths is that the Prophet forbade
people to pray behind Qadariyah, Murji’ah, Rafidah and Jahmiyah, and to pray at
their funerals. And, yet, all of these parties were established after the Prophet’s death.
In sum, this creed combines two creeds, the first part was probably influenced by
creed III and the second part seems to be extracted from a (currently unknown) very

extreme creed.

1.1.7 Creed VI

This creed is a letter from Ahmad Ibn Hanbal to Musaddad b. Musarhad (d. 228/842-

43), who had asked him about the Inquisition (mzhnah) and the disagreements

2 For the different riwayatrelated to Ahmad regarding Ali Ibn Abi Talib, see below (3.2.3).
73 See: al-Khallal, al-Sunnah, 2: 404-11; and Abu Ya‘la al-Farrd’, al-Masa’il al-‘aqadiyah min kitab al-
Riwayatayn wa-al-wajhayn: masa’il min usil al-diyanat, 41-51.
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amongst the people concerning gadar, rafd, itizal, the creation of the Qur’an and

I'I]'-J.74
The first part of this creed is dedicated to rejecting the doctrines of the Jahmiyah,
Mutazilah and Rafidah. The second part deals with the samyat, some practices

which are not concerned with belief (more than those mentioned in Creed 1V) and

expressing a preference among the Companions.
Regarding this creed, two points need to be made:

1- In Ibn Abi Ya‘ld’s and al-Maqdisi’s versions, the preference between the
Companions went as follows: Abi Bakr, then ‘Umar, then ‘Uthman, then ‘Alj;
whereas in Ibn al-Jawzi’s version this preference ended at ‘Uthman, without
including ‘Ali as the fourth best of the Companions. In this version, Ahmad
relied on Ibn ‘Umar’s Aadith of preferring among the Companions (see above

in Creed V).

2- In this creed, Ahmad mentioned his disagreement with al-Shafi7 over the
takbir (declaring Allah" Akbar) at funerals. Ahmad said that the zakbir should
be performed at a funeral four times, but if the imam adds a fifth, one should
add it with him. Then he mentioned his disagreement with al-Shafi‘T who said

if the imam adds the fifth, one should perform the prayer again.

The preference among the Companions is not the only difference which can be found
in the various versions of this creed. For instance, in Abu Sa‘id al-Naqqash’s
(d.414/1023) version,”> which was presumably that used by Abia Yala,’ the creed
states “God comes down, every night, to the lowest heaven, and His throne is not
unoccupied by him”. This sentence is not found in either of the versions we have

now.

However, at some points of this creed, Ahmad’s doctrine can be identified as it is found

in other riwayat. For example in this creed the Jahmiyah are divided into three groups:

74 Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tabaqat, 2: 426-32 ; Ibn al-Jawzi, Manaqib, 224-29; al-Maqdisi, Mukhtasar al-Hujjah,
2:366-79.

7> Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyah, Majmii‘ fatawa shaykh al-Islim Ahmad Ibn Taymiyah, 5:
380-82.

7% Aba Ya‘la Ibn al-Farrd’, /btdl, 1: 261.
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the first who say the Qur’an is created; the second who say the Qur’an is God’s word
and do not say if it is created or uncreated (wagqifah); and the third who say the
pronunciation of the Qur’an (/a£2) is created. This division is found in this creed and in
that of his son Salih, though not in his Masa’l work.”” On the other hand some points
can be contrasted with the mainstream of Ahmad’s riwayat. For example, in this creed
Ahmad defined the Rafidah as those who prefer ‘Ali to Abtu Bakr and say ‘Al was
converted to Islam before Abu Bakr. In other riwayat, Ahmad defined the Rafidah as

those who not only prefer ‘Ali over them, but also curse Aba Bakr and ‘Umar.”

The outstanding figure among the Hanbalis in Asfahdn in the fifth A.H./eleventh
century, ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad Ibn Mandah (d.470/1078) rejects the
supposed authenticity of this letter, on the basis that Ahmad b. Muhammad al-
Bardhai, who transmitted it from Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, is unknown.” Ibn Taymiyah
argues against Ibn Mandah saying that this letter was well-known among Hanbalis
and AAhl al-Sunnah, and they all accept it. Moreover, Ibn Taymiyah adds, Abu Ya‘la

Ibn al-Farra’ relied upon it and included it in his notes in his own handwriting.*

However, Ahmad b. Muhammad al-Bardha‘i, as Ibn Mandah suggests, is an unknown
person, and his name is spelled differently in different sources. In some sources he is
Ahmad b. Muhammad al-Bardha‘ al-Tamimi,*" and in others he is al-Tamimi al-
Zarandi,*® and in yet others sources he is al-Hafiz Aba al-Hasan ‘Ali b. Muhammad
al-Bardha‘i,* Although Abi Ya‘la Ibn al-Farra’ relied on this creed, it was not known
to al-Khallal and other Hanbalis before Ibn al-Farra’. To conclude, the contradictions
between the different versions of the creed reflect the conflicts among the
traditionalists on some aspects of theology, and each group modifies the creed to

support their position.

""Tbn al-Jawzi, Manaqib, 213-4.

7 For these riwdydt see: ‘Abd al-I1ah b. Sulayman al-Ahmadi, a/-Masa’l wa-al-rasd’il al-marwiyah an
al-imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal 17 al-‘aqidah, 2: 357- 61.

7 Ibn Taymiyah, Majmi‘ fatawa, 5: 396.

% Ibid.

¥ Tbn al-Jawzi, Manaqib,224.

%2 Ibn Abi Ya'la, Tabaqgat, 2: 426.

%3 al-Maqdisi, Mukhtasar al-Hujjah, 2: 366.
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1.2. al-Radd ‘ala al-Jahmiyah wa-al-Zanadigah (Refutation of the
Jahmiyah and Unbelievers)

This is a polemical book attributed to Ahmad Ibn Hanbal. However, the authenticity
of the work has been questioned. Some historians and scholars, such as al-Dhahabi,
Ibn al-Wazir, and then Christopher Melchert,** Michael Cooperson® and Livnat
Holtzman,*® regard it as having been fabricated. On the other hand, there are some
who believe it to be a credible work; this group includes some Hanbali scholars,
Binyamin Abrahamov *7 and Nimrod Hurvitz.*® In this section the veracity of this

book will be examined.
Three versions of a/-Radd can be identified:

1-The first version of the book can be dated to the second half of the third A.H./the
late-ninth and early-tenth centuries: Transmitted by Ahmad’s son, ‘Abd Allah (d.
200/903), in his Kitab al-Sunnah,*® and by Ahmad’s pupil al-Marradhi (d. 275/888).°
Both separately claimed to have found the book among Ahmad's possessions after his
death, and identified the handwriting as being Ahmad’s. In this recension of the book
Ahmad lists verses, which could be used to prove the attributes of God and to refute
the claims of the JaAmis who doubted them. No marginal comments or asides from

Ahmad or anyone else are added.

2-The second and longer version of the book was included in al-Khallal's (d. 311/923)
book a/-Sunnah, which was related to Ahmad through his son ‘Abd Allah alone.®" The
chain of narrators was as follows: al-Khallal < al-Khadir b. al-Muthanna al-Kindi <
‘Abd Allah. In this version, more verses are included and the ninety-nine names of
God are added. However, the book still does not contain any authorial comments or

any rational arguments.

% Melchert, Ahmad, 101.

%5 Cooperson, Classical Arabic biography, 125.

¥ Holtzman, “Ahmad Ibn Hanbal”, in EF.

%7 Binyamin Abrahamov, Islamic theology: traditionalism and rationalism, 14, 77 fn. 21.
88 Hurvitz, the Formation, 4, 130, 142.

% <Abd Allah b. Ahmad Ibn Hanbal (hereafter: ‘Abd Allah), Kitib al-Sunnah, 2: 512- 20.
% al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 6: 48

o' Ibid., 6: 49.
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Very little is known about al-Kindi. Our only access to his life is through al-Khallal’s
citation which provides few details and does not even indicate where or when he had
met him.”® The full name of al-Kindi is cited differently within the available sources;
in some he is referred to as al-Khadir b. al-Muthanna al-Kindi®® and in others he is
known as al-Khadir b. Ahmad.** Al-Khadir b. Ahmad b. al-Muthanna appears in yet
other sources.” In the late eighth A.H./fourteenth century, the outstanding Hanbali
scholar, Ibn Rajab al-Hanbali (d. 795/1393), showed his suspicions concerning al-
Khadir. Ibn Rajab described al-Khadir as an unknown person (majhiz/) who transmits
disapproved reports from ‘Abd Allah.°® However, both the first and the second
editions do concur with Ahmad's doctrine, which rejects using human opinions (za’y)
or any rational processes of argumentation. ‘Abd Allah and al-Marriidhi®’ named the
epistle as “Hadhi ma-ahtajf bili Abi ‘Abd Allih [Ahmad Ibn Hanbal] ali al-
Jahmiyah fi al-Qur’an” (This is what Abu ‘Abd Allah [Ahmad Ibn Hanbal] invoked
from the Qur’an to refute the Jahmiyah).

Evidently, the book clearly underwent developments. It was more than a century after
Ahmad’s death that a third, quite different, version of al-Radd ‘alia al-Jahmiyah
appeared. This version of a/-Radd, which is completely different from the first two
editions, both in subject and style, appeared in Baghdad in the fifth A.H./eleventh

century.?®
In this version, the book is divided into two main parts:

1. Clarification of how Unbelievers (al-Zanadigah) stray by using the Qur’an’s
ambiguous verses (al-mutashabih).”® 1t is not obvious who Ahmad is claimed

to refute in this chapter of the book.

2. The second chapter of the book was devoted to contesting al-Jahm b. Safwan
(d. 128/745-46) and al-Jahmiyal’s doctrines. This chapter deals with several

theological issues, such as: i) refutation of al-Jahm's doctrine that the Qur’an

%2 Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tabaqat, 3: 86.

% Tbid.

% al-Khallal, a/-Sunnabh, 6: 48.

% ‘Abd Allah, al-Sunnah, 2: 512.

9% <Abd al-Rahman b. Ahmad Ibn Rajab al-Hanbali, Taqrir al-Qawa id wa-tahrir al-fawa’id, 2: 405.
97 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnabh, 6: 48.

% See: Melchert, Ahmad 1bn Hanbal, 101

9 al-Radd, 175. "o &) 4liiia (e 4826 3l 4 il Le Gl



50

was created; i1) to prove that God sits on His throne (istiwa’ Allah ‘ala al-
arsh); iii) God’s conjoining with His creatures (ma yat’ Allah maa khalqih)
is only by His knowledge not physically; iv) to prove, also, that God spoke
with Moses; v) the book supports the idea of the beatific vision (ru’yah),
namely that believers will see God in the hereafter; vi) to refute the Jahmi's

doctrine that Heaven and Hell will vanish.

The most important point relating to this version is that Ahmad is presented as a semi-
rationalist'®® or as a Sunni mutakallim, whose argument relies upon linguistics and
rational evidence. Yet, he rarely depends on the Prophet's sayings (hadith) or on those

of his Companions and Successors (athar).

Presumably, this version of a/-Radd first appeared in Baghdad, in the fifth
A.H./eleventh century. Abu Ya‘la Ibn al-Farrd’ (d. 458/1065) was the first person (to

my knowledge)
Farrd’ cited this version of a/-Radd in his books: Ibtal al-ta’wilat,'** al- Uddah fi usil

to have quoted from this version of a/-Radd. For example, Ibn al-

al-figh'®® and his other books. However, in the eighth/fourteenth century Damascus
there was a debate as to whether this book was fabricated or reliable. Ibn Taymiyah'®
(d. 728/1328) and his disciple Ibn al-Qayyim'® (d. 751/1350) asserted its authenticity;
the latter was especially vociferous in defending the book against those who criticised
it, presumably the famous historian al-Dhahabi (d. 748/1348)."°° The most remarkable
feature in Ibn al-Qayyim’s defence, which demonstrates its weakness, is that he mixes
up the three versions of the book. Hence his defence applies to the first and second

versions, but not to the third.

'°° For an excellent study of semi-rationalists and Ahmad's hostility towards them, see: Melchert, "the
Adversaries of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal", 234-253. Ibn Taymiyah uses the terms mutakallimat ahl al-sunnah,
or mutakallimat ahl al-hadith, to describe the semi-rationalists.

'°! Tbn Taymiyah claims that ‘Abd al-Wahid al-Tamimi (d. 410/1019) quoted from the book, but it is
not clear which version al-Tamimi himself cited. See: Ibn Taymiyah, Dar’ ta arud al-‘aql wa-al-naqi, 1:
221.

192 See for example: 1: 184, 230, 233; 2: 298, 299, 300, 396, 444, 447, 448.

'3 See for example: 2: 548, 595, 684, 693, 695; 4: 1273-75.

%4 For example see: Ibn Taymiyah, Bayan talbis al-Jahmiyah 17 ta’sis bida thim al-kalamiyah, index
10: 25.

' Muhammad Ibn Abi Bakr Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyah, [itima‘al-Juyish al-Islamiyah ‘ala ghazw al-
Mu attilah wa-al-Jahmiyah, 160-61.

1°¢ a]-Dhahabi, Siyar, 11: 286-87.
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Moreover, studying the book’s chain of transmission (zsnad) exposes more areas of
doubt concerning the work’s authenticity. Although Abi Ya‘la Ibn al-Farrd’ did not
transmit a/-Radd by an isnad in his books, his son narrated it in his book 7abagat al-

Hanabilah. The chain is therefore:

Ibn Abi Ya‘la < al-Mubarak b. ‘Abd al-Jabbar Ibn al-Tuytri (d.
500/1107) < Ibrahim b. ‘Umar al-Barmaki (d. 445/1053- 4) < Abu Bakr
‘Abd al-Aziz Ghulam al-Khallal < al-Khallal < Khadir b. al-Muthanna al-
Kindi < ‘Abd Allah b. Ahmad'®’

Ibrahim al-Barmaki was born in 361/972, only two years before Ghulam al-Khallal’s
death (who died in 363/974). Although the Hanbali sources claim that al-Barmaki was
given authorization (77azah) from Ghulam al-Khallal, it is impossible for him to have

heard it from the latter.
Another isnad of al-Radd is found in some manuscripts:

Abu al-Tahir al-Mubark b. al-Mubark b. al-Ma‘tish (d. 599/1203) < Abu
al-Ghanad’yim Muhammad b. Muhammad b. Ahmad b. al-Muhtadi bi-
Allah (d. 517/1123) < Abu al-Qasim ‘Abd al-Aziz b. ‘Ali al-Azj1 (d.
444/1052) < Abu Bakr Ghulam al-Khallal (d. 363/974) < al-Khadir b. al-
Muthanna al-Kindi < ‘Abd Allah b. Ahmad*®®

In this chain of transmitters, there are two breaks (ingfa‘). The first, and most
important of which, is that Ibn al-Muhtadi could not have studied the book under al-
Azj1, because when al-Azj1 died in 444/1052 , Ibn al-Muhtadi was only about eight
years old (he was born in 436/1044- 5). Secondly, al-Azji could not have studied the
book under Ghulam al-Khallal, because he was born in 356/967 and Ghulam al-
Khallal died in 363/974 when al-Azji was only seven years old. It is interesting to
note that all the chains of transmission (asanid) of al-Radd broke at approximately the
same period in the eleventh century. This is the same time that the book was quoted
by Abu Ya‘la Ibn al-Farra’. The other interesting point is that all those who
transmitted the book were Baghdadis; hence this book was probably composed in

Baghdad in the fifth A.H./eleventh century.

'°7 This isnad appears in some manuscripts, see the editor’s introduction of: Ahmad, a/-Radd, 142-43.
There are some mistakes in the version of the 7snadin Tabaqat, 3: 86.
'8 al-Radd,143.
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Interestingly, a/-Radd was not the only book in this period to be attributed to Ahmad
Ibn Hanbal, nor to present him as a semi-rationalist (sunni mutakallim). Abu Nasr al-
Sijz1 (d. 404/1014) claimed that he had seen an epistle (r7sa/ah) written by the Shafi
Ash ari scholar, Ibn al-Labban (d. 446/1054), with the title "Sharh maqalat al-imam
al-awhad Abi ‘Abd Allah Ahmad b. Muhammad Ibn Hanbal". In this book al-Sijzi
notes that Ibn al-Labban represented Ahmad’s doctrine as that of al-Ash‘ari. Al-Sijzi
alleged that Ibn al-Labban had written this epistle to deceive the common people to
make them belive Ash ari doctrine.'® Despite the fact that both a/-Radd and Sharh are
erroneously attributed to Ahmad, the aims of the two attributions are different;.The
aim of Sharh was to justify Ash‘ari doctrines by relating them to Ahmad Ibn Hanbal.
However, the aim in a/-Radd is quite different; Ahmad was presented as one who
applies rational evidence to support the traditionalists’ belief and to refute other sects.
This method fits with the need of the Hanbalis in the fifth A.H./eleventh century, who,
unable to argue with other sects, relied only on the texts (i.e., the Qur’an and the
Sunnah) and the authority of early Muslims (a/-sa/af). Hanbalis who support applying
rational evidence in theology rely on a/-Radd to approve their methods. Some
examples illustrate this; Abl Ya‘la Ibn al-Farrd’ invoked this book to support the use
of rational evidence to prove religious issues. He stated that
Agegall 33800 31 e ol B as A Led Jiell JiVay | el ial S8

Ahmad ... applied rational evidence in the book he wrote to refute
the Zanadigah and the Jahmis''°

After that it became common for semi-rational Hanbalis to invoke the book to prove

111

that “Ahmad ... applied rational evidence”.

199 “Ubayd Allah b. Sa‘id al-Sijzi, Risalat al-Sijzi ild ahl Zabid fi al-radd ‘ala man ankar® al-harf wa-al-
sawt, 231-32. ¢ p8) Wlaws (al L Sy a sa 5 (Ol s iy Gl Jal (e U Leae Al e iy il
delen ) Leie L ool caaa Callaall (5 pni¥1 cnda lgd S35 (Jiis (9 2ana (9 2l &l e o 2a ¥ SLeY) Allia
B 3 | silag g ol sl LS4l illie = 55 38 cgle ) a5 el ol 2l (ha ) 130 (50 5 3 B L (58 50
DML G S (o sl (e s s lganal N ale 5l g ok (e Ja ) Ve ¢ AT ALl b ) seis

''® Abl Ya‘la Ibn al-Farr@’, al- Uddah, 4: 1273-75.

"' All b. “Aqil b. Muhammad Ibn ‘Aqil, a/- Wadih fi usil al-figh, §: 270; Ahmad b. Hamdan al-
Harrani, Nihdyah al-mubtadi’in 17 usil al-din, 72; ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad Ibn Muflih, al-Adab al-
shariyah wa-al-minah al-maryah, 1: 227, Ahmad b. al-Hasan Ibn Qadi al-Jabal in Muhammad b.
Ahmad Ibn al-Najjar, Sharh al-Kawkab al-munir, 4: 536.
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Two points can be concluded: 1- there are two titles of the third version of a/-Radd: a
short and a long. The short is the most well-known “al-Radd ‘ala al-Zanadigah wa-al-
Jahmiyal’; the long title, which is found in some manuscripts, is “al/-Radd ala al-
Zanadigah wa-al-Jahmiyah fima shakkat fil' min mushabih al-Qur’in wa-ta’wwalath"

.12 2 - Some of the semi-rational doctrines attributed to Ahmad in

9ld ghayr' ta’wili
al-Radd were not completely fabricated or attributed to him in the eleventh century.
Yet, in a few instances, the doctrines found in a/-Radd have their roots in early reports
from Ahmad, such as those which came from Ahmad’s cousin Hanbal b. Ishaq (d.
273/886). For example, in a/-Radd, Ahmad says that the meaning of “al-Qur’an is

coming is only that its reward is coming”."'? This opinion is related to Ahmad through

Hanbal.''

1.3. Conclusion

The above analysis indicates that within these creeds, all attributed to Ahmad, there is
a predominance of ninth-century theological concerns. One concludes, therefore, that
these creeds are more likely to present traditionalist theology in the third and the
fourth A.H./ninth and tenth centuries than Ahmad’s own beliefs. Even though
Ahmad’s views, to the extent that they are known, agree with the general views
expressed in these creeds, it is difficult to attribute the wording or any single point
within each creed to him unless we find it in other reliable sources. This particularly
applies to the more extreme statements. A noteworthy point is that these creeds
epitomise how the authority of the sa/af'was united with that of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal,
who himself became the unique authority for correct belief. This means that the salaf
and Ahmad Ibn Hanbal were used equally and reciprocally by later traditionalists as

sources of doctrinal verification and authority.

"2 al-Radd, 83-84.

3 bid., 322. "OLA G5 e o Wil oo QAN O (Sina Lai] 5"

"4 Abu Ya‘la al-Farr2’, 1btal, 2: 396; idem, al-Masa’il al-aqadiyah min kitab al-Riwayatayn wa-al-
wajhayn: masa’il min usil al-diyanat, 48. This quotation from Hanbal was attributed to his book Dhikr
mihnat al-imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, this quotation, however, is not found in the printed version of
Dhikr.
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The third version of a/-Radd ‘ala al-Zanadigah, was probably composed in the fifth
A.H./eleventh century for two purposes: to present Ahmad Ibn Hanbal as an

intellectual theologian, and to justify using rational evidence to prove religious issues.

However, one of the reliable sources is Ahmad’s letter in reply the caliph’s question

116 we can find the

about the Qur’an.'" In this “letter-creed”, according to al-Dhahabi,
most authoritative presentation of Ahmad’s belief, and his method of writing it. In the
“letter-creed”, Ahmad was asked to present his theological views concerning the
creation of the Qur’an, after the caliph al-Mutawakkil had ended the Inquisition.
Ahmad started with an assertion that the Qur’an should not be the subject of jida/
(argument); hence, he quotes from the Prophet and his Companions, and their
Successors in which khusimat (arguments) with innovators are disallowed. His main

evidence that the Qur’an is uncreated is that the Qur’an has the following

characteristics:

1- The Qur’an is a part of God’s knowledge ( 7/m" Allah), and God’s knowledge is
uncreated; hence, the Qur’an is uncreated.
2- There is a difference between God’s creation and his order (al-khalq wa-al-amr),
and the Qur’an is a part of God’s order; and hence, the Qur’an is uncreated.
3- Ahmad, also, states that he follows the doctrine of the Sa/afthat the Qur’an is
uncreated.
Ahmad ended his letter by declaring his method of belief, and said:

Oe Cuna o Al QS A IS LY el 8 DS gl Y DS caaliay Cud

dgana y 4 DKM Gl ye Ll il e ol sl e o L il

I am not a theologian (sahib kalam) and 1 do not agree to discuss
[in a theological way] anything, unless it exists in the Book of
God, or in hadith from the Prophet ..., or from his Companions ...
or from their Successors. Apart from these things, any discussion
[of an issue] is not praiseworthy (mahmiid).

''5 This letter was transmitted by Ahmad's sons Salih and ‘Abd Allah, and his disciple al-Marradhi, all
of whom were with Ahmad in Samarra’ when he wrote the letter. See: Salih, b. Ahmad Ibn Hanbal
(hereafter: Salih), Sirat al-imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, 106-9; idem, Masa’il al-imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal,
238-53; ‘Abd Allah b. Ahmad, a/~-Sunnah, 1: 134- 40; al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 6: 101-8; Ahmad b. ‘Abd
Allah al-Asfahani (hereafter: Abt Nu‘aym al-Asfahani), Hilyah al-awliya’ wa-tabaqat al-asfiya’, 9:
116-19.

11¢ a]-Dhahabi, Siyar, 11: 286.
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Chapter II
Ahmad’s Masa’il

2.1. Introduction

‘Abd al-Rahman b. Mahdi (d. 198/814) distinguishes between three types of scholars
(‘ulamZ’): some are imams (religious leaders) in the Sunnah and the Aadith, others are
imams in the Sunnah but not in the Aadith; a third group are imams in the Aadith but
not in the Sunnah. An example of a scholar who is imam in the Sunnah and the hadith
is Sufyan al-Thawri (d. 166/778)." Tbn Mahdi represents the traditionalists’ view of
themselves, and their distinction between riwdyah (transmission) and dirdyah
(intellectual appreciation). The dirdyah is not only the understanding of the meaning
(figh) of hadiths, but also the ability to criticise transmitters (z7/2/) and to identify the
sound hadiths from the unsound. Those who combine riwayah to dirayah, as al-
Thawri does, are called Fugaha ashab al-hadith or Fugaha ahl al-hadith, which 1 will

call jurisprudent-traditionalists.”

The period of the formation of jurisprudent-traditionalists is controversial among
western scholars.? However, this matter will not be examined here, since my purpose
is to present how traditionalists in the late eighth-early ninth century distinguished
themselves and their jurisprudence from the jurisprudent-rationalists (fiigaha’ ahl al-
ra’y). ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Mahdi gives al-Thawri, Malik (d. 179/795) Hammad b.
Zayd (d. 179/795) and al-Awza‘T (d. 157/774) as examples of imams,* which means

that he dates the formation of jurisprudent-traditionalists, as a definable grouping, to

' ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad Ibn Abi Hatim al-Razi, Tagdimah al-ma titah li-Kitab al-Jarh wa-al-
ta'dil , 118.

? Some scholars whom I follow make a distinction between traditionist and traditionalist. George
Makdisi suggests that a traditionist means a muhaddith, or one who transmits hadath. A traditionalist
means one of the ah/ al-hadith who adheres to the tradition authority in dogma, as against the claim of
rationalists (ah/ al-kalam). See: George Makdisi, “Ash‘ari and the Ashrites in Islamic religious history
I”, 49; Melchert, The Formation, 2-3.

3 See: Joseph Schacht, The Origins of Muhammadan jurisprudence, 140-51; Melchert, The Formation,
3. For a comprehensive survey see: Harald Motzki, The Origins of Islamic Jurisprudence: Meccan figh
before the classical schools.

4 Ibn Abi Hatim al-Razi, Tagdimah, 11.
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the last quarter of the eighth century. This view of self-awareness is extended by his

disciple ‘Ali Ibn al-Madini® (d. 234/849) and later by Ibn Abi Hatim.°

Ibn al-Madini gives two hierarchies of w/ama’ In the first hierarchy he lists the main
figures of transmitters of hadith; in the second, he lists the fugahZ (i.e., fiigaha’ ashab
al-hadith). In his first hierarchy, Ibn al-Madini claims that in the first stage,
transmission (zsnad) centred on six persons: al-Zuhri (d. 124/741-42) in Medina, ‘Amr
b. Dinar (d. 126/743-44) in Mecca, Qatadah (d. 118/736) and Yahya b. Abi Kathir in
Basra, and Abi Ishaq and al-A‘mash in Kufa. The knowledge of these six was passed
on to the next stage, i.e., scholars who wrote books, including Malik and Muhammad
b. Ishdq in Medina, Ibn Jurayj and Ibn ‘Uyaynah in Mecca, and Sa‘id b. Ab1 ‘Arubah,
Hammad b. Salmah, Abu ‘Awanah, and Shu‘bah and Ma‘mar in Basra. There were
also al-Thawri in Kufa, al-Awza‘1 in al-Sham and Hushaym in Wasit. In the last stage,
six scholars inherited the knowledge of all these eighteen scholars. These six were:
Yahya b. Sa‘id al-Qattan, Yahya b. Zakariya b. Abt Za’idah, Waki b. al-Jarrah, ‘Abd
Allah b. al-Mubarak, ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Mahdi and Yahya b. Adam. In the Aadith it is
clear that Ibn al-Madini gives a single chain of transmitters: every generation inherits

from the generation before.

We do not find this unity in the hierarchy of figh, although Ibn al-Madin1 divides
schools of figh into three categories. He claims that there were only three Companions
who had disciples who followed them in figh and fatwa. These three are: ‘Abd Allah
b. Mas‘id, ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Abbas and Zayd b. Thabit.

First: the followers of ‘Abd Allah b. Mas‘id were ‘Algamah b. Qays, al-Aswad b.
Yazid, Masrig, ‘Abidah al-Salmani, al-Harith b. Qays and ‘Amr b. Shurahbil. Four
scholars followed these six Successors: Ibrahim al-Nakha‘i, al-Sha‘bi, al-A‘mash and
Abu Ishaq. Sufyan al-Thawri came after them and followed their madhhab. Yahya b.

Sa‘id al-Qattan came after Sufyan.

5 “‘Ali b. ‘Abd Allah Ibn al-Madini, a/-7/al, 36-47.
% Ibn Abi Hatim al-Razi. Tagdimah, 10-11; and see: Erik Dickinson, The Development of Early Sunnite
Hadith Criticism: the Taqdima of Ibn Abi Hatim al-Razi (240/854-327/938), 47-52.
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Second: those who followed Ibn ‘Abbas included ‘Ata’, Tawis, Mujahid, Jabir b.
Zayd, ‘Ikrimah and Sa‘id b. Jubayr. After this came ‘Amr b. Dinar, and then there
were Ibn Jurayj and Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah.

Third: Zayd b. Thabit had twelve followers: Sa‘id b. al-Musayyab, ‘Urwah b. al-
Zubayr, Qabisah b. Dhu’ayb, Kharijah b. Zayd, Sulayman b. Zayd, Sulayman b.
Yasar, Aban b. ‘Uthman, ‘Ubayd Allah b. ‘Abd Allah, al-Qasim b. Muhammad, Salim
b. ‘Abd Allah, Abu Bakr b. ‘Abd al-Rahman, Abu Salamah b. ‘Abd al-Rahman,
Talhah b. ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Awf, and Nafi‘ b. Jubayr b. Mut‘im (there are in fact thirteen,
not twelve). Subsequently there were four others: al-Zuhri, Yahya b. Sa‘id [al-Ansari],
Abi al-Zinad and Bukayr b. ‘Abd Allah al-Ashajj. Then Malik b. Anas followed
them. After this came ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Mahdi.”

This list indicates how traditionalists in the third A.H./ninth century understood the
formation of their figh (figh ashab al-hadith). Over the centuries, this view was held
by traditionalists. Even in the fourth and fifth A.H./tenth and eleventh centuries it was
accepted by Ibn Abi Hatim® and al-Ramahurmuzi.? Notwithstanding this acceptance,
Ibn Abi Hatim constructed his own list of Aadith critics, which in general matches that
of Ibn al-Madini.'® The noticeable point from Ibn al-Madini’s and Ibn Abi Hatim’s
lists is the omission of al-Shafi‘T’s name from both the fiigaha’ and the hadith critics
lists. From the authority of the above names, and from some others added by Ibn Abi
Hatim, it is hoped that the sources of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal’s theology, jurisprudence

and piety can be found.

The early jurisprudent-traditionalists used Aadiths (traditions) or athar (the sayings of
the Companions and the Successors) to give their juridical answers. However, if they
did not find any hadith or athar related to the jurisprudential issue, they asked their
teachers and recorded their answers. Subsequently they transmitted these answers to
their students. These responses are called Masa7/ In the third A.H./eighth century
some models of responses (Masail) were well-known and popular among

traditionalists. These included the Masa’/ of Malik, al-Awza‘l, al-Thawri, Ibn Abi

Ton al-Madini, a/-7/al, 36-47.

*Ibn Abi Hatim, Tagdimah, 234-35.
%al-Ramahurmuzi, al-Muhaddith al-fasil, 614- 20
'° Dickinson, The Development, 47- 52.
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Dhi’b (d. 159/775-6) and Ibn Abi Layla (d. 148/765). Abu Ayyib Sulayman b. Ishaq
asked Ibrahim al-Harbi (d. 285/898) about writing down Malik’s responsa:
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I want to write down Malik’s Masa’il, which one do you prefer, Ibn
Wahb’s Masa’il or Ibn al-Qasim’s?” Al-Harbi replied “Write down al-
Waqidi’s [d. 207/823] Masa’il. Is there anyone in the world who says:
‘I asked [Malik], al-Thawri, Ibn Abi Dhi’b and Ya‘qub’ [i.e., Abu
Yusuf al-Qadi d. 182/798] except him?""

Abu al-‘Abbas Muhammad b. Ya‘qib Al-Asamm (d. 346/957) went to Beirut to hear
al-AwzaT’s responses from al-‘Abbas b. al-Walid b. Mazyad (d. 270-71/884)"* who
transmitted it from his father < al-Awza1.'3 Al-AwzaT’s Masa’il, which was also
transmitted by Abu Ishaq al-Fazari (d. 185-6/801-2) from al-Awza‘l, was known in
Iraq at the time of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal."* Ahmad himself wrote a letter of
recommendation for Bishr b. Miisa al-Asadi to al-Humaydi (d. 219/834) in Mecca.
Hence Bishr was able to write the Masa’il'> and a great number of hadiths from al-
Humaydi.'® These responses probably developed from older responses which go back
to various Successors and their followers, such as Ibrahim al-Nakha’i (d. 96/714-15),
al-Hasan al-Basri (d. 110/728), and ‘Atd’ (d. 114-5/732-33). However, some
traditionalists believe that Masa’il are not a sort of reasoning (ra’y) because their
origin can be traced to the Prophet Muhammad’s sayings (Aadith). In his letter to the
people of Mecca, Abu Dawud al-Sijistani (d. 275/889) says:

Led saaal el o3 28l 5 llla g 5 s ilise Jlusall 028 Ll
As for those responses (Masail): responses of al-Thawri, Malik and
al-Shafi‘1 [(d. 204/820)], these Prophet’s sayings (hadith) are their
sources'’

' al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, 7arikh Baghdad, 4: 10.

"2 <Abd al-Karim b. Muhammad al-Sam‘ani, a/-Ansab, 1: 296. * «Jaidll 0 2aal (e GDMininy gand oLEN J23 &
=15 e i e i dgle QU813 ha 2 gl o sl (e g7,

'3 See: al-Dhahabi, Siyar, 9: 319.

'4 Muhammad b. ‘Amr al-Uqayli, K7tab al-DuafZ’, 3: 890. < 4 J& s s fad o (A il JE ) 2o Uias
4 13 an Al e ) QS L) AT Al Ll 6 e e 0 patl )y el (G e s Ul il llal CliS JU88 4, 558 (2 2

'S Presumably these Masa’il are from Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah or al-Shafiq.

" Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tabagat, 1:328. ‘

'7 Sulayman b. Dawud al-Sijistani, Risalat Abi Dawid al-Sijistani 17 wast® Sunanih, 28. Also see:
Melchert, “Traditionist-Jurisprudents and the framing of Islamic law”, 396.
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In the third A.H./ninth century, it was quite common among traditionalists to take one
or more of these responses (Masa’zl) to one or more of the jurisprudent-traditionalists
and record the answers, thereby producing a new Masa 7l Sometimes students created
questions, and then asked their teachers (shuyikh) about them. Ahmad Ibn Hanbal
himself asked his teacher ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Mahdi (d. 198/814) but he rarely wrote

. 8
down his teacher’s answers."

However, in some cases the Masa’i/ of Ahmad were built on the models of previous
Masa’il. Tbn Taymiyah (d. 728/1328) and Ibn Rajab al-Hanbali (d. 795/1393) indicate
the root of Ahmad’s Masa’il, they point out that:

1- al-Kawsaj (d. 251/865) and others asked Ahmad about the Masa’i/ of al-Thawri
and others.

2- Hanbal b. Ishdaq (d. 273/886) and Ahmad b. al-Faraj (d. 271/884-85) asked him
about the Masa’il of Malik and the people of Medina.

3- Al-Maymini (d. 274/887-88) and Muhanna al-Shami (d. ?) asked him about al-
AwzaT’s Masa’ll.

4- Isma‘l b. Sa‘ld al-Shalanji (d. 230/844-45) asked him about the Masa’/ of Abu
Hanifah and his followers."”” Al-Jawzajani (d. 256/870) then produced a

commentary on this Masa’7/.

The noteworthy characteristic of Ahmad’s Masa’/ is their enormous number.
Apparently most of them were collected by Abu Bakr al-Khallal (d. 311/923), who

includes them in his book a/-Jami‘ li- ulim al-imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal. Relying on

"Ibn Abi Ya'la, Tabaqat, 2: 95. Ui ¥) lud 13 (e €T i€ L ¢gpuandl Ul L s Jilisall ate CaST Ul il ze ol J
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' Tbn Taymiyah, Majmii‘ fatiwa, 34: 114. : :
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‘Abd al-Rahman b. Ahmad Ibn Rajab al-Hanbali, “al-Radd ‘ald man ittaba“ ghayr al-madhahib al-
arba‘ah”, 2: 631. :
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al-Khallal’s book, al-Mardawi (d. 885/1480) in his book al-Insaf;’® counted 131
Masa’il works related to Ahmad. Subsequently, Bakr Abu Zayd added 40 more by
using a part of al-Khallal’s book 7abagat Ashab al-Imam Ahmad that currently
remains in manuscript, as well as other works.”' However, about 56 of them were
unknown, and we only know about them through al-Khallal. Moreover, some others
are from almost unknown or untrustworthy people and around three names are

repeated.

In the following pages eight of Ahmad’s Masa’/ will be examined. These Masa’i/ are

in existence (completely or partly) and have been published:

1- Al-Kawsaj’s Masa’il: three copies of this book still survive in manuscripts. The
oldest was written in the fourth A.H./tenth century and preserved in al-Zahiriyah
Library (in al-Asadiyah). This manuscript lost about 21 lines from its beginning
because of exposure to damp. The second manuscript is saved in Dar al-Kutub al-
Misriyah; it was copied in 1362/1943, and it is most likely this copy was made
from the manuscript in al-Zahiriyah. The last and most complete manuscript was
written in 787/1385 and is preserved in al-‘Umariyah Library (in al-Asadiyah).
Al-‘Umariyah and al-Zahiriyah have some differences in the order in which the
content of the book is organised, and there are some AMasa’i/ found in al-
‘Umariyah’s manuscript which are not found in al-Zahiriyah’s and vice versa.
The title of the book given in al-Zahirtyah’s manuscript is “Kitab al-Masa’il ‘an
imamay ahl al-hadith wa-faqgihay ahl al-Sunnah Abi ‘Abd Allah Ahmad b.
Muhammad [bn Hanbal al-Shaybani wa-Abi Ya‘qub Ishag b. Ya‘qub Ibn
Rahawayh al-Hanzali, radl® Allah anhuma. Allafah" wa -rawah" anhuma Ishaq b.
Mansir al-Marwazi al-Hafiz, rahimah" Allah wa-jazah" Khayra”™. According to
these manuscripts the Masa’i/ were published several times, and there are no
significant differences between these editions in the manner of reading the

manuscripts.?

2 All b. Sulayman al-Mardawi, a/-Insaf ff ma tifat al-rajih min al-khilaf ala madhhab al-imam Ahmad
1bn Hanbal, 30:399-419.

*' Abl Zayd, al-Madkhal al-mufassal, 2: 647-51.

2 In this study I am using the ten-volume edition from the Islamic University (in Saudi Arabia), but, in
this study, I am referring to the numbers of the questions rather than to volumes and pages.
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Al-Athram’s Masa’il only a small part of the book survives in a manuscript that
is saved in al-Zahiriyah Library (in al-Asadiyah). This part contains 22 chapters,
all of which are concerned with a/-wudiz’(ablutions). The date of this manuscript
is unknown. The manuscript is problematic, because it contains quotations from
later scholars, such as Ibn Jarir al-Tabari (d. 310/923) and Ibn Abi Hatim (d.
327/938). These quotations presumably were found in the early version on which

the copier relied, because he wrote the simple () above every quotation to

indicate that these had been found in the original script from which he himself
had copied. The editor of the published work has not made any effort to study the

problem. He only mentions it in passing and has ignored all the later quotations.

Salih’s Masa’il: about half of this work still exists in a manuscript that was found
in Mecca. The manuscript contains the second half of the book, from the eighth
Juz’ to the sixteenth; it was presumably written in the tenth A.H./sixteenth
century. Relying on this manuscript, the book was published twice, the first

edition in India, and the second, more accurate edition, in Saudi Arabia.**

Abu Dawud’s Masa’il. Three manuscripts of this Masa’il are known to us. The
earliest was written in 266/879-80 during the lifetime of Abi Dawud; and it is
kept in al-Zahiriyah Library (in al-Asadiyah). The second, which was written in
the seventh A.H./thirteenth century, is kept in the Library of El Escorial, north-
west of Madrid. The third manuscript is housed in al-Mahmiudiyah Library (in
King ‘Abd al-‘Aziz Library) in Medina. Tariq ‘Awad (editor of the second edition
of Masa’il) claims that this manuscript is unreliable and assumes that it was
copied from al-Zahiriyah’s copy. However, the Masa’i/ was published twice; the
first time was in Cairo in 1353/1934, when its editor relied on the third
manuscript and sometimes used the first as well. The second and more accurate
edition, published in 1999, relied on the first and second manuscripts.

Ibn Hani”’s Masa’il: Two copies of the book were obtained by Zuhayr al-Shawish
who edited them. Al-Shawish dates the first manuscript to the first half of the
sixth A.H./twelfth century. However, the last two fascicles (kurras) had been

spoiled; hence Ibrahim b. Muhammad b. ‘Umar al-Mirdawi copied these two

*3 Ahmad b. Muhammad al-Athram, "Sunan Abi Bakr Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Hani’ al-Athram".
4 The references in this thesis are to this edition.
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fascicles in 849/1445, thereby making the second manuscript of the book. The
book, edited by Zuhayr al-Shawish, was published in Beirut.*> Other editions

were printed but were based on al-Shawish’s edition.

Harb’s Masa’il: part of the book still survives in manuscript in the Yasuf Agha
Library in Istanbul. This starts from the chapters on marriage until the end of the
book, which presumably makes up the half of the book that is described by al-
Dhahabi as two volumes.*® The manuscript is clear and the writer re-read it in its
original version to make sure of his writing. This Masa’/ was published in 2004;
however, the editor published only the text, without any study related to it or to
the manuscript.?” Another part of the book that was found in a private library
contains some chapters from the books on fahdarah, hayd and salat. This fragment
was edited, and the editor added a chapter on radi‘ from the Yusuf Agha

manuscript; publication was due in 1431/2010.2*

‘Abd Allah’s Masa’il: the book was first published in 1981, relying on a complete
manuscript that still survives in al-Zahiriyah Library (in al-Asadiyah); another
manuscript was written in 773/1371-72, and is preserved in the Taymuriyah
Library (Cairo). Subsequently, it was published in 1986 as the subject of a PhD
thesis at al-Azhar University; the editor of this edition used the two previous
manuscripts as well as a very recent and unimportant one written in 1362

A.H./1943.

Al-Baghawi’s Masa’il this is a small book, the manuscript of which is saved in
al-Zahirlyah Library (in al-Asadiyah); the manuscript’s title is “Juz” fill Masa’il
an Abi ‘Abd Allah Ahmad b. Muhammad Ibn Hanbal al-Shaybani, rahmat’
Allal' ‘alayl’. The book contains one hundred and two reports, only sixty-five of
which are from Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, while the others are traditions narrated from
his grandmother and Ibn Abi Shaybah. Several editions of the book have been

published, all of which are based on the same manuscript.

3 The references in this thesis are to this edition.

26 al-Dhahabi, Tarikh al-Islim, 13:245.

*1 Harb, Masa’il.

¥ Harb b. Isma‘il al-Kirmani, Masa’il Harb al-Kirmani an al-imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal wa-Ishaq Ibn
Rahawayh, ed. al-Walid al-Furayyan, 1" edition, (al-Riyad: Dar Ibn al-Athir, 2010). (hereafter: Harb,
Masa’ilz).
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My main aim in this chapter is to provide an analytical description of these Masa’i/
and to show how Ahmad Ibn Hanbal was presented in each Masa’il. The second part
of the chapter deals with disagreements among these Masa’i/ over the presentation of
Ahmad’s opinions: I use these contradictions to argue that in many cases, especially
with regard to controversial issues among the traditionalists, it is difficult to
distinguish between Ahmad’s own opinions and those attributed to him by his

students and the Masa’i/ collectors.

2.2. Al-Kawsaj’s Masa'il (d. 251/865)

Abu Ya‘qib Ishaq b. Mansir al-Kawsaj was a student of both Ishaq Ibn Rahawayh (d.
238/853) and Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, and was likely to have been a follower of Ishaq
rather than a Hanbali as such.?® He lived and died in Khurasan, the place where Ishaq
and his school of law were situated.’* The book of Masa’i/ includes approximately
3,600 questions. Al-Kawsaj’s method is mainly that of asking Ahmad, then
submitting Ahmad’s answers to Ishaq Ibn Rahawayh and finally recording the two
answers together. In some cases, al-Kawsaj asks Ahmad alone or Ishaq alone. Ahmad

was asked 190 questions individually, while Ishaq on his own was asked 230.

It is evident that this Masa’il was designed on the model of that of Sufyan al-Thawri.
In about 722 of the questions in the Masa’l, al-Kawsaj does the following: he asks
Ahmad a question that was previously put to al-Thawri,?' and then lets Ahmad know
what al-Thawri answered. Then, after recording Ahmad’s answer to this question, he
gives us Ishaq's answer or comment. In many cases Ishaq would simply agree with
both (if Ahmad had agreed with al-Thawri) or with one of them (Ishaq mainly agrees
with Ahmad). Occasionally he might say something different. For example:
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*9 This is opposite to Spectorsky, Chapters, 4.

3° For Ishaq Ibn Rahawayh and his school of law see: Muhammad b. al-Hasan al-Hajwi, al-Fikr al-sami
11 tarikh al-figh al-Islami, 3: 12-13; Jamal Muhammad Bajillan, Ishaq Ibn Rahawayh wa-atharuh’ fi al-
figh al-Islami;, Susan Spectorsky, "Hadith in the Responses of Ishaq b. Rahwayh".

3! Spectorsky identifies Sufyan as being Sufyan Ibn ‘Uyaynah (see: Spectorsky, Chapter 3). However it
is indeed Sufyan al-Thawri here. Furthermore, when Sufyan Ibn ‘Uyaynah is mentioned, al-Kawsaj
refers to him as "Ibn ‘Uyaynah, not "Sufyan".
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I [al-Kawsaj] said, “Sufyan said [the following] about the thayyib
(previously married [e.g., a widow or a divorcee]) when she is given
in marriage, she laughs or cries or is silent: he said: It is not [a] valid
[marriage] until she speaks her permission”.
Ahmad said, “Yes, [not] until she speaks her permission”.
Ishaq said, “It is as he said...Further, if it is known that her laughter is
her manner of consenting, then it is like the silence of the bikr
(virgin)**

The question on marriage within the forbidden degrees is an example of Ahmad’s

disagreement with al-Thawri. Al-Kawsaj says:
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Sufyan was asked about a man who knowingly marries a woman
within the forbidden degrees, and Sufyan answers: “I do not think
such a man receives a haddpunishment; rather a a Zir punishment”.
Ahmad said: “How repulsive this doctrine must be to God!”
I said: “Do we not say he should be killed?”
Ahmad said: “He is killed if he did it intentionally.”
Ishaq said: “It is the same as [Ahmad] said”3?

As has been remarked before, Ishaq Ibn Rahawayh mostly agrees with Ahmad Ibn

Hanbal although he sometimes disagrees. Al-Kawsaj notes:
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I said to Ahmad: “If a man admitted [having a debt] to an inheritor or
a non-inheritor, [is that accepted from him]?”

He said: “As for his admitting to an inheritor, it is not permitted
unless there is evidence, while it is not permitted to a non-inheritor”.

32 Ishaq b. Mansiir al-Kawsaj, Masa’il al-imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal wa-Ishaq Ibn Rahawayh, q. 865.
(The translation is by Spectorsky in Chapfers, 147 with some changes).
3 1bid, q. 915. (The translation is by Spectorsky in Chapters, 156-57).



Ishaq said: “Whenever he admits having a debt to an inheritor or a
non-inheritor, whilst sick [unto death], it is permitted, unless he was
forced to admit to an inheritor”.

I said to Ahmad: “If he [a man], sick [unto death], admitted having a
debt to a woman [and] after that, he married her, then he died and she
is an inheritor from him; is it [i.e. his admission] not permitted?”

He said: “he admitted having that [i.e., the debt] when she was not
his wife, unless he was forced [to do so] and if he was forced into it
[his admission] is rejected”.

Ishaq said: “He did excellently, but he was wrong in the former
[answer].”

Abu Ya‘qib [al-Kawsaj] said: “It was so difficult for Ishaq to
disagree with him. And he highly respected him.”3*

Ishdaq was once surprised when Ahmad said that the minor pilgrimage (a/- umrah) was

a duty (wajib) and Ishaq comments that:
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It is as he said, and he did excellently. I thought there was no one
who agreed with me on this opinion!3’

However, al-Kawsaj presumably uses other Masa7/, such as those of al-Zuhri (d.
125/742-43), Ibn Abi Layla (d. 148/765), al-Awza‘T (d. 157/774), and Malik (d.
179/795). In addition, al-Kawsaj sometimes creates new questions, or takes the
conversation further by building questions on his masters’ answers or by asking them

for their evidence.

Al-Kawsaj exploits his Masa’i/to show how Ahmad admires him and counts him as a

scholar, not just as a normal student. Al-Kawsaj states that
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Ahmad asked me: “what do you say if a man finds an Islamic and
Ignorant (pre-Islamic) treasure altogether in same place?”

I [i.e., al-Kawsaj] said: “this is an Islamic.”

3#1bid., q. 3223-24.

31bid., q. 1366.
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He [i.e., Ahmad] said: “so, what do you say if he finds them in
different places?”
I said: “the Ignorant is rzkaz (ore); and the other [i.e., the
Islamic] is /ugatah (property found by chance).”
[Ahmad] said: “how excellent is what you have said.” 3°
Al-Kawsaj, as a professional teacher, asked for money from students who wanted to
copy and study his book of the Masa’l. When Salih b. Ahmad told his father that al-
Kawsaj in Khurasan narrated these responses (Masa7/) which he had asked him about
them and that he was taking money (darahim) for it, Ahmad became angry and
grieved. He then said: “They came and asked me for these responses then transmitted
them and took [money] for them?” After this, Salih said: “al-Kawsaj came to Baghdad
and visited my father, but Ahmad did not say anything to him about that”.3” This story
is likely to be reliable because it does not exaggerate Ahmad’s reaction, although less
reliable stories and rumours about Ahmad’s attitude towards al-Kawsaj’s Masa’i/ were
known. In one of them it is related that:
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Ahmad states: “I have heard that Ishaq b. Manstr al-Kawsaj, in

Khurasan, narrates responses (Masa’i/) from me; witness that I
retracted all of my answers I had given to him.”3*

This story, which was rejected by Salih b. Ahmad, was transmitted by a person called
Ahmad b. al-Rabi‘ b. Dinar. This person is unknown, despite having been described as
a friend of Ahmad. We only know of him through this quotation. In contrast, another

unknown person, Hassan b. Muhammad, who obviously supported al-Kawsaj, says:
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When al-Kawsaj heard about Ahmad’s retraction, he took his Masa’i/
in a bag (yirab), put it on his back and travelled to Baghdad on foot.
He met with Ahmad and showed him his hand-writing on every

3% Ibid., q 1934
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3% Ibid., 7: 386.



single response (masZalah). Hence Ahmad agreed to them [i.e., his
responses] again, and admired him?’

As a result of the rumour that Ahmad had retracted al-Kawsaj’s Masa’il, some
jurisprudents (likely to have been Hanbalis) had doubts about the work. However, the
leader of the Hanbalis, al-Hasan Ibn Hamid (d. 403/1012) made a lengthy defence of

its reliability.*°

Al-Kawsaj died in 251/865, ten years after Ahmad’s death. He had started
transmitting Ishaq’s and Ahmad’s responses (Masa7/) during Ahmad’s lifetime,
meaning that his Masa’7/ was widely known during Ahmad’s life and during the
period immediately after his death. Presumably, al-Kawsaj’s Masa’/ was the main
source of Ahmad’s juridical opinions in the second half of the ninth century. This
was before al-Khallal wrote his book a/-Jami‘ [i- uliim al-Imam Ahmad, and before al-
Khallal and his book(s) became the main authority on Ahmad’s theological and
juridical opinions. Muhammad b. ‘Isa al-Tirmidhi (d. 279/892) in his book a/-Jami‘al-
Sahih (known as Sunan al-Tirmidhi) relies on al-Kawsaj’s Masa’i/ when presenting
Ishaq’s and Ahmad’s opinions.*' In Egypt the book was also known in the early
period, and it was used to present Ahmad’s and Ishaq’s opinions by ‘Ubayd Allah b.
Muhammad al-Barqi (d. 291/904), in his commentary on Mukhtasar Ibn ‘Abd al-
Hakam.*> Muhammad Ibn al-Husayn al-Ajurri (d. 360/970) also used it.*3 Last, but
not least, ‘Umar b. Ahmad al-Barmaki (d. 387/999) wrote a commentary on al-
Kawsaj’s Masa’il. This has apparently not survived, although it is referred to by Ibn
Abi Ya‘la Ibn al-Farra’.#
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4° Tbn Abi Ya'la, 7abagat, 3: 316-19.

4" al-Tirmidhi, al-Jami*al-sahih, Kitab al-Tlal, 1176-67.

4 <Ubayd Allah b. Muhammad al-Barqi, Sharh al-Mukhtasar al-Saghir. manuscript. For this book see:
Jonathan Brockopp, Early Maliki Law: Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam and his major compendium of
Jjurisprudence, 56-57.

4 Muhammad b. al-Husayn al-Ajurri, Tahrim al-nard wa-al-shitranj wa al-malhi, 161.

# Ibn Abi Ya'la, Tabaqat, 3: 273.
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2.3. Al-Athram’s Masa’il (d. after 260/875)

Al-Athram is Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Hani’. He was an outstanding transmitter and

jurisprudent, and was one of the disciples of both Ahmad and Ibn Abi Shaybah.

Some of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal’s students quoted him as saying that he had forbidden
people to write anything emanating from al-Athram. Al-Marridhi, who seems to have
been on good terms with al-Athram, claims that:
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I asked him [Ahmad Ibn Hanbal] about al-Athram: “did you

forbid [people] to write from him?” He said: “I did not say do
not write the Aadith from him, I only hate these Masa7l.”*

Another report gives more details about the story. It is said that Ahmad was angry
with al-Athram and seems to have forbidden him to come to his house until al-Athram
had shown his repentance. Al-Athram arranged for one of Ahmad’s disciples to
intercede on his behalf in order to propitiate Ahmad.*® Why was Ahmad angry with
al-Athram? And what did al-Athram repent about? We do not have exact answers to
these questions, but I will attempt to unearth something from the available materials
that might help to answer them. Fortunately, the Hanbali literature provides some
important but incomplete information about the relationship between Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal and al-Athram, and between al-Athram and other traditionalists. One
important story recounts that one of Ahmad’s students took the chapter on al-faharah
(purification) from al-Athram’s Masa’i/, and showed it to Ahmad Ibn Hanbal. Ahmad
agreed on some of its points and said “Yes, this is from my words”, but on some of
other issues he said “No, this is not from my words”. Then al-Athram handed on
Ahmad’s answers, saying, “I only extend his position by analogy”,*’ therefore
attributing them to Ahmad. Other jurisprudents may have agreed to al-Athram’s
action, but Ahmad was unlikely to accept this, which is probably why he forbade
people to copy al-Athram’s Masa’il. Fortunately however, the traditionalists did not

comply with Ahmad’s proscription, and transmitted this Masa’/ from al-Athram.

45 al-Marrudhi and others, al-Tlal wa-ma Tifat al-rijal ‘an al-imam Ahmad b. Muhammad Ibn Hanbal
rahimah” Allah, 174.

4% a]-Hasan Ibn Hamid al-Baghdadi al-Hanbali (hereater: Ibn Hamid), 7ahdhib al-ajwibah, 36-37.
4TIbid., 37
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Some Hanbali sources provide a different explanation about al-Athram. In these
sources, al-Athram is described as one who knows and memorises hadiths, and who
knows chapters (abwab) and musnad. Subsequently, it is said, he left all of this to
become a disciple of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and devoted himself to Ahmad’s madhhab.
Al-Khallal claims that he had heard from al-Marriidhi who heard al-Athram saying: “I
used to memorise the figh and ikhtilaf [the jurisprudence and the disagreement
between jurisprudents] and when I accompanied Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, I left all of
that”#® This statement indicates that al-Athram did not become a disciple of Ahmad
Ibn Hanbal until he had become a scholar ( @/im) himself, which means that al-
Athram converted to follow Ahmad’s madhhab. 1t is difficult to believe the Hanbali
statement that al-Athram left his work in figh to devote himself to Ahmad’s madhhab

in jurisprudence, since he wrote books on figh and ikhtilafafter becoming a disciple.

In his book, Nasikh al-hadith wa-manstkhuh [The Abrogator of hadith and the
abrogated] al-Athram appears as an independent scholar who uses his individual
views to study hadith. However, he quotes Ahmad in this book three times in order to
show the weakness of some hadiths.*° In addition, he quotes Shu‘bah®® and Sulayman
b. Dawid al-Hashimi®' for the same reason. Nevertheless, he does not quote anyone

when he discusses jurisprudential matters,>* and he uses expressions, such as “al-ladhi

4 Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tabaqat, 1: 173-74.

4 al-Athram, Nasikh al-hadith wa-mansikhuh, 70-1, 207, 209.

3 Ibid., 207.

5t Ibid., 208.

>* This does not mean he was completely independent. He may have relied on other scholars but he did
not quote them. For example al-Athram identified the irregular hadith (a/-shadhdh) as one which was
reported by a trustworthy person but goes against the narration of a person more reliable than he is
reliable. It does not include a hadith which is unique in its contents and is not narrated by someone else.
However, al-Athram presents it as his own saying. This meaning of al-shadhdh is exactly what was
reported from al-Shafi‘T regarding this matter. See: al-Athram, Nasikh, 181; Muhammad b. ‘Abd Allah
al-Hakim al-Naysabtiri, Ma rifat uliim al-hadith, 119.
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nakhtar™3 (what we choose is), “narda >* (we see), “al-ikhtiyar" Gndana’> (the choice

. . 6 . .. .
of us is) and “ %ndana’>" (on our side), to present his independent view.

If al-Athram did not leave his work on jurisprudence and Ahadith transmission as
shown above, what did he mean by following Ahmad’s madhhab? 1t is likely that the
madhhab here does not refer to the school of law; rather it refers to Ahmad’s doctrine
of theology and piety. However, in his letter to ah/ al-thaghr (people of the fortified
border city) Al-Athram refers to Ahmad’s madhhab as a theological one and not as

being jurisprudential.®’

Nevertheless, in the biography of al-Athram we discover how he was converted to
Ahmad’s doctrines in theology and piety. Al-Athram was presumably a follower of al-
Harith al-Muhasib1 (d. 243/857-8), who was not on good terms with Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal.5® Subsequently, and as a result of being influenced by Ahmad, al-Athram left
al-Harith and became his enemy. This statement can be supported by two stories: in
the first story al-Athram said that he went to a river to have a ghusul/ for the Friday
prayer and was nearly drowned. He begged God, saying: “O God, if you let me live
today, I will repent of the company of al-Harith al-Muhasibi”.>° This means he was a
companion of al-Muhasibi. The second story describes his hostility towards al-
Muhasibi. Al-Athram claimed that, while al-Muhasibi was at a wedding, he put his
head between the railings in order to stare at the women at the wedding but his head
got stuck. When people saw him in this predicament, they asked him “Why are you

staring at the women?” Al-Harith answered “To remember a/-hur al-in in Paradise”.®

In his letter to ahl al-thaghr, al-Athram criticised some mystics (presumably including

al-Muhasib1), saying:

33 al-Athram, Nasikh, 71, 261.

4 1bid., 185.

53 Ibid., 232.

S Bid., 117.

57 Tbn Abi Ya‘la, 7abaqgat, 1: 166-72.

S*About Ahmad’s hostility against al-Muhasibi see: Melchert, “The Adversaries of Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal”, 241-44; ‘Abd al-Fattah Abt Ghuddah, in his editing of: al-Harith b. Asad al-Muhasibi,
Risalah al-mustarshidin, 19- 24; Gavin Picken, The Concept of tazkiyat al-nafs in Islam in the light of
the works of al-Harith al-Muhasibi, 157-83.

3 Tbn Abi Ya‘la, Tabaqgat, 1: 165.

5 Ibid., 1: 166.
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During the life of Abu ‘Abd Allah [Ahmad Ibn Hanbal], I have seen some
people who remain at home in the name of asceticism while they lack
knowledge. People honoured them for the apparent goodness they
displayed, which resulted in them becoming proud and arrogant in addition
to the fact that they were lacking in knowledge. This pride led some of
them to dare to speak of strange and unbelievable matters that were always
refuted by the shaykh [i.e., Ahmad Ibn Hanbal] .... Therefore, every time
they speak out they are exposed and embarrassed and there are plenty of
stories that I know by heart about them which show how Satan tricks his
soldiers. He [Satan] would keep praising someone by saying: “You are
such and you are such so go out and speak”. Then he puts something in his
heart and then fixes it for him to speak it out so that Satan can mock him.
Indeed, every new matter is innovation and every innovation is a
misguidance and every misguidance is in Hell.”"

We can gather from all of this that al-Athram withdrew gradually from some of his
thinking after his relation with Ahmad and especially his connection with al-
Mubhasibi. Nevertheless, al-Athram did not withdraw from applying some rational
aspects when he wrote his books; these were rejected by Ahmad Ibn Hanbal but,

interestingly, were accepted by the later Hanbalis.

Al-Athram is well-known for his book a/-Sunan, which is quoted in leading books in
Islamic law (both in jurisprudence and Aadith) by Maliki, ShafiT and Hanbali
scholars.® In his book a/-Fihrist, al-Nadim describes al-Sunan as following “Kitib al-
Sunan, in the figh, [based] on Ahmad Ibn Hanbal’s madhahib and his evidence from
hadith’.®® This Sunan is presumably al-Athram’s Mas4’l, which has another name,
because he quotes Ahmad Ibn Hanbal in nearly every chapter. Furthermore, the

quotations from a/-Sunan in later sources match other quotations from the Masa 7%

% Ibid., 1: 167.

%2 For some examples of them, see the editor’s introduction to: al-Athram, “Sunan”, 217-19.

63 Muhammad b. Ishaq al-Nadim, Kitab al-Fihrist, 285. It is clear that the title of the book is a/-Sunan,
and the rest of al-Nadim’s words are a description of the book. However, Bakr Abl Zayd thought
mistakenly that the title of the book was (a/-Sunan fi al-figh ‘ala madhhab Ahmad Ibn Hanbal wa-
shawahidili min al-hadith), see: Abl Zayd. al-Madkhal al-mufassal, 2: 627, 807.

%4 For example, compare Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tabagat, 1: 162-64, with al-Athram, “Sunan”, 228-9, 237, 248-
49, 261-62.
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Moreover, al-Khallal’s description of al-Athram’s Masa’i/ resembles a/-Sunan that we

have now,65 which means that a/-Sunan and the Masa’il are the same book.

To our knowledge, only 22 chapters of the book still survive; all of them are about a/-
wudi’ (ablutions). However, there are several quotations from the book in later

sources which can help us in general to identify the method used in the book.

Al-Athram organised his books as jurisprudence books, and begins every chapter with
some relevant hadiths (traditions), as well as traditions from the Companions and the
Successors. Subsequently, he asked Ahmad about this matter. As a disciple of Ibn Abi
Shaybah, al-Athram was highly influenced by his master’s book a/-Musannafwhen he
organised the chapters in his own book.® In his questions, al-Athram frequently says:
“I said to Aba ‘Abd Allah”, and “was said to Abi ‘Abd Allah”. On some rare
occasions he says “Ahmad was asked and I was hearing”,%” or “al-‘Abbas b. ‘Abd al-

‘Azim told us (haddathand) that he asked Abd ‘Abd Allah Ahmad Ibn Hanbal.”®®

Al-Khallal admired the quality of and satisfaction with the Mas7/* This satisfaction
came from al-Athram’s deep analyses when he questioned Ahmad Ibn Hanbal. For

example, al-Athram says:
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I asked Abi ‘Abd Alldh [Ahmad Ibn Hanbal]: “Does a man have to
rinse his mouth (yatamadmad’) and sniff up and blow out water
(vastanshiq") from the same handful (gharfah)?” He said: “Yes”. Then I
asked him again. He said: “Yes, according to the hadith of the Prophet
..”; and he [i.e., Ahmad] invoked ‘Abd Allah b. Zayd’s hadith.. 1 [i.e.,
al-Athram] said: “and Sharik said that in ‘Ali’s Aadith.” He [i.e.,

Ahmad] replied: ‘Za’idah (jawaddah").””’°

%5 See:Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tabaqat, 1: 162, 384.

66 See: al-Mansiir in his introduction to al-Athram, Nasikh al-hadith, 10-11.

57 By: Yasuf b. ‘Abd Allah Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-Istidhkar al-jami‘ li-madhahib fugaha’ al-amsar wa-
‘ulama’ al-aqtar fima tadammanah” al-Muwatta’ min maani al-ra’y wa-al-athar wa-sharh dhalik® bi-al-
ijaz wa-al-ikhtisar, §: 234.

% Ibid., 7: 34.

% Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tabagat, 1: 384.

7° al-Athram provides ‘Ali’s hadith in his Masa’l from both Za’idah and Sharik’s transmissions.(Al-
Athram, “Sunan”, 237-8). Sharik in his version of transmission said that ‘Ali rinsed his mouth and
sniffed up and blew out water from the same handful, while Za2’idah did not say that was from the same
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[al-Athram] said: I heard Abi ‘Abd Alldh [Ahmad Ibn Hanbal] on
another occasion was asked: “What do you prefer doing, rinsing mouth
and sniffing up and blowing out water from the same handful, or
separating them?” He answered: “From the same handful.””*

Another example illustrating the importance of al-Athram's Masa’/ is when al-

Athram says:
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I heard Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and it was said to him: “What do you say about
[the reports] which were narrated from Abi Hurayrah and Ablu Ayyub and
‘Aishah concerning the denial of making mash [wiping] upon khuffayn
[leather socks]?”” He said: “It has been narrated from Abl Ayyib that he said:
‘Washing [the feet instead of making mash on the khuffayn] is more preferred
by me’. So if a person goes to follow the saying of Abu Ayyub al-Ansari
‘washing is more preferred by me’, I will not censure him”. Then he [i.e.,
Ahmad] said: “Unless a person renounces making mash [on the khuffayn] and
does not accept it as the people of innovation do, so this person will not be
prayed behind”.
Then he said: “We do not take the view of Abii Ayytb, but we believe mash is
better”.
Then he said: “and whoever makes an acceptable interpretation that does not
contradict the [view of the] salaf, we will pray behind this person if even we
hold a different view.”
Then he said: “If a person holds the opinion that bleeding does not break
wudii’, and we hold that view [that it breaks wudii), then we would not pray
behind him, therefore we will not pray behind Sa‘id b. al-Musayyab and Malik
and those who lighten wudi’[by saying bleeding does not break it]”7

In another example, al-Athram explained how Ahmad Ibn Hanbal stuck to the
doctrines of the hadith and changed his juridical opinions regarding them. Al-Athram

says:

handful. However, it is clear from al-Athram’s question that Ahmad preferred Za’idah’s transmission to
Sharik’s.

" al-Athram, “Sunan”, 239.

7 Tbn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-Istidhkar, 2: 240-41.
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I heard Ahmad Ibn Hanbal being asked about the place of 7%kas, what time
must one enter his place of 7tkar?
Then he said: “He will enter before the setting of the sun, and then it will be
the beginning of his night.” Then it was said to him that Yahya b. Sa‘d
narrated from ‘Amrah that “the Prophet used to pray the dawn prayer and
then enter his place of 7/%kar” Then he [i.e., Ahmad] kept quiet.
And I heard him, on another occasion, being asked that same question. Then
he answered: “It used to be preferred to me that he will enter [his place of
1tikaf’] during the beginning part of the night and that he stays in [his place
of 7/tikaf] and starts [his 7%kaf] in it. However the hadith of Yahya b. Sa‘id
from ‘Amrah from ‘A’ishah is that the Prophet used to enter his place of
[‘tikaf after he prayed the dawn prayer.”3

Despite the hadiths and athar from the Companions and the Successors that were
included in al-Athram’s Masa’l, this Masa’il was not devoted solely to Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal’s juridical opinions. It also contained juridical opinions from some of other
traditionalists™ such as Musaddad b. Musarhad,” ‘Abd Allah b. Muslim al-Qa‘nabi,”®
Sulayman b. Harb,”” Abii ‘Ubayd,” Ibn al-Madini”® and Yahya b. Ma‘in.*

In addition to a/-Sunan, in which al-Athram included Ahmad’s juridical opinions, he
assembled another book for the critics of the transmitters of Aadith. This book is
known as Kitab al-‘1lal, and part of it still survives under the title Min su’alat Abi Bakr
Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Hani’ al-Athram Aba ‘Abd Allah Ahmad b. Muhammad 1bn
Hanbal®' This juz’is only 92 responses and is apparently not the complete book but

only a portion of it. This can be proved by comparing this juz’ with other sources

3 Ibid., 10: 309-10.

74 Melchert has already noted this (7he Formation, 141). However, he claims that al-Athram’s Masa’il
includes juridical opinions from Ishdaq Ibn Rdhawayh. I cannot confirm this claim, and it may be
incorrect since Ishdq was not mentioned among al-Athram’s teachers. See: al-Mizzi, Tahdhib al-
Kamal,1: 467-67.

5 Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-Istidhkar, 4: 340.

7 Ibid., 6: 38.

7 Tbid., p. 3: 117.

78 <Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Ahmad Ibn Rajab al-Hanbali, Fath a/-Bari fi sharh Sahih al-Bukharr, 4: 382.

7 Tbid.

% According to Melchert, The Formation, 141.

" Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Hani’ al-Athram, “Min swalat Abi Bakr Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Hani’ al-

Athram Aba ‘Abd Allah Ahmad b. Muhammad Ibn Hanbal”.
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quoted from al-Athram, such as al-‘Uqayli (d. 322/934), Ibn Abi Hatim, and Ibn ‘Adi
(d. 365/976). The rest of the book was probably lost a long time ago.** However, it
seems some traditionalists were not satisfied with this book, and Salih b. Muhammad
(known as Salih Jazarah, d. 293/906) claimed that his companions (i.e., his
traditionalist friends) condemned al-Athram for his book of a/-7/al from Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal.83 It is difficult to accept Salih Jazarah’s claim, since the book was accepted
and quoted in some traditionalist books, such as those of Ibn Abi Hatim and Ibn ‘Adi
and others. However, it is evident that some traditionalists were not on good terms

with al-Athram and criticised both his Masa’i/ and al-7ial.

Ibn Taymiyah attributed a theological book called Kitab al-Sunnah to him,* some
quotations from which can be found in al-Khallal’s a/-Sunnah*s These quotations
confirm that al-Athram did not devote his books to narrating Ahmad Ibn Hanbal’s
doctrines only; rather he quoted other traditionalists, such as Yazid b. Zuray*, al-

A‘mash, Qatadah, Sa‘id b. ‘Amr b. Sa‘id, and ‘Abd al-Malik b. ‘Umayr."

2.4. Salih’s Masa’il (d. 266/880)

Salih was the oldest son of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, who relied on him for many matters
during his life. However, Ahmad was anxious to make him a pious and ascetic person,
and warned him to accept neither money and nor gifts from the rulers nor to work for
them. Yet, as a result of his poverty and his big family, Salih could not tolerate his

father’s doctrine and worked with the state as a judge."’

About half of Salih’s Masa’i/ were published and contain about 1400 responses. Most
of these Masa’il concern jurisprudence (figh); some others are about theology or are
commentaries on the Qur’an. There is also a critique of the hadith transmitters. The

remarkable point about these Masa’/ is that they are not organised according to

¥2 See the editor’s notes in Ibid., 13-14.
%3 al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, 74rikh Baghdid, 6: 298.
%4Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyah, a/-Fatwa al-Hamawiyah al-kubra. 258.
8 See: al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah. Nos: 108, 125, 217, 367, 485, 588, 619, 655, 656, 667, 668, 685, 668,
?609’ 838, 946, 948, 982, 991, 1041, 1005, 1087, 1095, 1727, 1761, 1804.
Ibid.
%7 For more details see Chapter VI of this study.
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subject, but appear to be random. However, this is probably because (according to al-
Khallal) people from Khurasan and other regions used to address their questions to
Salih so that he would ask his father about them. Salih, after asking his father, then
sent back the answers to these people.*® Thus these Masa’il were presumably put in
the order in which the questions were received, meaning that they were organised
chronologically: question number one, for example, was asked before question
number ten. For instance, in question number 631, Ahmad transmitted from ‘Umar
Ibn al-Khattab and others that the diyah (blood-money for taking life) of Jews and
Christians was 4,000 dirhams, and that he (Ahmad) followed this statement.
Subsequently, in question number 1256, Ahmad withdrew from this juridical opinion.
He stated:
alosall 433 Canai ) a3l ) B VT day )i ) pecaill 5 00 5l A3 1) sl S

I used to hold the opinion that the diyah of Jews and Christians was four

thousands. Today, I state that, it is the half of the Muslim’s diya#h [i.e.

6,000 dirhams).*
Salih used a variety of methods to present his father’s answers. He often says: “I
asked him.... And he said”. In others he says: “I said.... And he said”. On some rare
occasions he says: “my father was asked and I was witness”; or “a man wrote to my
father to ask him”. In some others he transmits only Aadiths and athar (narratives from

the Companions and Successors) on his father’s authority.

Salih asked only his father: he did not ask any other scholar. This is probably because
this Masa’il was not a personal initiative on Salih’s part. Rather, he asked his father
questions that people had sent to him, and recorded some hadiths or athar or fatawa

which he had heard from his father.

In this book Ahmad was less hostile to other scholars. He invoked al-Shafi1,*® Malik
and, unexpectedly, Abii Hanifah and his followers,”’ in order to support his juridical
opinions. Furthermore, this AMasa7/ contains some of Ahmad’s principles of

jurisprudence (usu/ al-figh). For instance, Salih asked him about al-Shabi and al-

% Ibn Abi Ya'la, Tabagat, 1: 462-63.
% Salih, Masa’il, 327; 185-88, 290.
% Ibid., 136,

o' Ibid., 144-45,
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Zuhri: which of them would he prefer to follow if they had a disagreement on a
juridical matter? And which was most knowledgeable? Ahmad answered;
) cadd uaall || il e a5l 05K 3 alle LSS h3a Gl Y ool Y
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I do not know. I do not restrict this. Both of them are scholars; maybe
al-Zuhri heard a prophetical tradition, and he followed it. That is

preferred for us. Or, maybe al-Sha‘bi heard the tradition, and al-Zuhri
did not hear it [and he followed it]. That is preferred for us®*

The implication of this quotation suggests that one should follow the prophetical
traditions, not the scholars. Ahmad also argues against those who only follow the
Companions if they reach a consensus on some juridical matters; although people can
choose another statement if they have a disagreement on a juridical issue, Ahmad
refutes this claim, and insists that if the Companions have a disagreement on some
matters, no one can choose another statement; he only will be allowed to choose from
among their statements.”® This means that, for Ahmad, following the Companions is

compulsory.

This book was narrated from Salih in Baghdad and Asfahan. In Baghdad it was
narrated by ‘Ali b. Muhammad b. Bashshar (d. 313/925)°* and by al-Khallal, who
narrated Salih’s Masa’ilin different ways. Frequently, he narrated it from Muhammad
b. ‘Ali al-Warraq (d. 272/885)* < Salih. On some other occasions he narrated it
directly from Salih,*® or from his son Zuhayr b. Salih®7 < Salih. This probably means
that al-Khallal only heard a part of Salih’s Masa 7/ from him directly; and yet he heard

it completely from Salih’s students. In Asfahan, Salih narrated the Masai/ from his

2 1Ibid., 53-54.

% Ibid., 162-63.

4 Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tabaqat, 3: 111.

% For his entry see: al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, 7arikh Baghdad, 4: 102-3, in which al-Warraq was
described as a one of Ahmad’s noble followers. Michael Cook could not identify him (Cook,
Commanding, 89. Fn, 8) Some writers identify him as Muhammad b. ‘Al1 al-Simsar (for his entry see:
al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, 7arikh Baghdad, 4: 11), but that is incorrect, because al-Khallal described him,
in some places, as al-Warraq not al-Simsar. For al-Khallal’s transmissions from al-Warraq, see, for
example: Ahmad b. Muhammad al-Khallal, Ahkam ahl al-milal min al-jami‘ li-Masa’il ~ al-imam
Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, 7, 52, 59, 62,64, 65, 68, 72, 76, 79, 91, 94, 96, 105, 131, 135, 164, 172, 175, 185,
189, 197, 206, 235, 238, 244, 268, 270, 277, 280, 287, 288, 294, 304, 306, 307, 313, 318, 325, 328,
335, 343, 303, 308, 374, 380, 391, 395, 416, 417, 427, 450, 451, 456, 462, 474, 467.

% For example, see: al-Khallal, Ahkam ahl al-milal, 164, 215, 377, 399, 405.

7 For example, see: Ibid., 246, 325, 369, 385, 435.
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father, and a/l-Tarik®® from ‘Ali Ibn al-Madini.? These books were narrated from

Salih by Ibn Abi Hatim and others.'’

2.5. Abi Dawid’s Masa’il (d. 2.75/889):

Abu Dawud, Sulayman b. al-Ash‘ath al-Sijistani is a famous traditionalist. After the
Qur’an, his book a/-Sunan is one of the six most important books for Sunni Muslims.
He was a close traditionalist disciple to Ahmad Ibn Hanbal. In his Sunan, Abi Dawud
transmits about 231 narrated on the authority of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, out of the 4,000
hadiths contained in the Sunan. He also reported 21 legal opinions of Ahmad's as well
as the latter's critic of certain traditions and traditionists. Interestingly enough, Ahmad
Ibn Hanbal wrote one hadith from his student Abu Dawiid; which of course, made

Abu Dawid very proud.'®'

This Masa’il includes about 2,071 responses. Abii Dawud used various methods to
present Ahmad’s opinions. Sometimes he says: “I said to Ahmad...and he said”, or “I
asked Ahmad”, or “Ahmad was asked”, or “I saw Ahmad”. When Ahmad concealed
himself from the caliph, Abti Dawiid used to send his questions to him on paper, and
Ahmad would write down his answers to send back to him.'®® Also, Aba Dawud
rarely narrated Ahmad’s theological opinions indirectly; he often narrated them
through Ahmad’s other students.'”® As well as jurisprudential issues, which
constituted the major part of the book, Abu Dawid’s Masa’/ included theological

matters and Aadiths, and Ahmad’s critique of transmitters.

In his Masa’il, Abu Dawid includes details showing that he took long time to collect

the Masa’il from Ahmad. For instance, he says, “I heard Ahmad b. Muhammad Ibn

9% al-Tarikh is a book written by Ibn al-Madini; it deals with a critique of the Aadith transmitters. For
this book see: Ikram Alldh Imdad al-Haqq, a/-Imam ‘Ali b. al-Madini wa-manhajuh i naqd al-rijal,
271-72.

9 See: ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad Abu al-Shaykh al-Ansari, Tabaqat al-muhaddithin bi-Asbahan wa-al-
waridin® ‘alayhd, 3: 141; Dickinson, The Development, 25.

'°° For example, see: Ibn Abi Hatim, Tagdimah, 235- 42. In these pages Ibn Abi Hatim transmitted
from a/-Tarikh, and in Ibn Abil Hatim, Kitab al-Jarh wa-al-ta'dil, 2: 184; 3: 155; 6: 152; 9: 173. He
transmitted from the masa’il.

'°! al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, 7arikh, 10: 79-80.

'°2 Abt Dawud, Masa’il, 356.

'°3 Ibid., 363, 365, 370.
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Hanbal [when] al-Warkani asked him...”.'** In other places he describes how Ahmad
Ibn Hanbal carried out al-Warkani’s funeral.'® In another example, he said:
o S Al Ja ) aled (8 caladl Y U0 S jrall J8 (pinS ) e Jius g deal Canas
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I heard Ahmad was asked about the two prostrations (rak ahs) before the

Sunset prayer (a/-Maghrib). He said “I do not do it, but if someone does it,

it is acceptable.” Abi Dawid commented: “I had heard him some while

before this, approve it and agree with it”.'*®

Abu Dawud asked Ahmad in Baghdad and beyond Baghdad. For example, he says: “I
said to Ahmad in Tarsts”."°” In some cases in the Masa’i/ Ahmad used the authority
of jurisprudents who came after the Companions and the Successors. For example, he
relied on the juridical opinions of Malik, Ibn ‘Uyaynah, Hushaym and Ibn
‘Ulayyah.'*®

In this Masa’i/ Ahmad shows his disagreement with certain former scholars on various
issues of jurisprudence. For example: the people of Medina, the rationalists (ah/ al-
ra’y), Abu Hanifah, Malik, al-Awza‘i, al-Thawri and Ishaq Ibn Rahawayh.'®
Moreover, Abii Dawid asked Ahmad if al-Awza‘1 was more accurate in following the

Prophet than Malik. Ahmad answered:

ad Ja )l dey el 5 e M aglaial s il e ela Le oW sa (e fanl Gl sl Y
Do not take your authority for your religion from any one of these [people].
You must follow what comes from the Prophet ... and his Companions.
However, a man has the choice [whether to follow] what comes from the
Successors'°

For more details about the authority of the Successors, Abli Dawud claimed that:

Ol dalh ol il oo b an o Y Cpadidll e da e el ela 13 1 i e
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4 Ibid., 5.

195 Ibid., 215. al-Warkani is Muhammad b. Ja‘far b. Ziyad, a neighbour of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal who died
in 228/842-43. See: al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, 7arikh, 2: 480-82.

Significantly, in later sources al-Warkani was quoted as saying that when Ahmad b. Hanbal died
twenty thousand Jews, Christians and Magi converted to Islam. See: Ibn Abi Hatim, 7agdimah, 312.
1% Abii Dawid, Masa’il, 104.

7 Ibid., 42.

"% Ibid., 102, 120, 173, 267, 305.

' Ibid. 231, 235, 245, 268, 295.

"9 Ibid., 369.
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I heard him [i.e., Ahmad] asked: “If something [i.c., legal opinion] comes
from one of the Successors, and we do not find any [rule] about it from the
Prophet ... does a man have to accept it?” He answered: “No, but it is very
rare that something [i.e., legal opinion] comes from the Successors and you
cannot find anything about it from the Companions of the Prophet.”""’

However, this Masa’il is not entirely dedicated to Ahmad’s authority. Despite tens of

2

athar from the Companions, the Successors''” and the traditionalists-jurisprudents
(such as Malik, al-Awza‘l, Waki‘, al-Thawri, and Ibn al-Mubarak),''3> Aba Dawud
also asked some of his teachers (such as Sulayman b. Harb,''# Ibn Rahawayh, Abu

Thawr and Mus‘ab al-Zubayri) and included their answers in the book.""

Significantly, in some manuscripts of the Masa’l, all of Abt Dawiid's quotations from
his teachers (except those of Ahmad) were removed. These manuscripts were written
in the seventh A.H./thirteen century and later.''® This was probably done because the
writer wanted to dedicate the book to Ahmad's responses only. Hence, the same sort

of thing may be expected with certain other Masa’il.

2.6. Ibn Hani”’s Masa’il (d. 2.75/889)

Ibn Hani’ is Ishaq b. Ibrahim Ibn Hani’ al-Naysaburi. He and his father were very
close to Ahmad Ibn Hanbal. When Ahmad was hiding from the caliph al-Wathiq, he
stayed for three nights in Ibrahim Ibn Hani’’s house, and Ishaq, who was nine years
old, served him."'” His service to Ahmad continued after this, and he became like one
of Ahmad’s own family. This is reflected in his Masa’l Al-Khallal described this

18 and al-Dhahabi described it as a one volume

Masa’il as six fascicles (ajza),
(mujallad).'”® This probably means that it was one physical volume containing six

individual books or parts. However, this Masa’/ also contains about 2,400 responses,

"' Ibid., 368-69.

"2 Ibid., 151-70, 181-82, 196-201, 211-12, 283.

'3 Ibid., 9,218-19, 324.

"4 Although Sulayman was a teacher of Aba Dawiid, the latter narrated his judicial opinion indirectly.
See: Ibid., 201-11.

"3 Ibid., 259, 357-63.

16 gee: Ibid., -

"7 Tbn Abi Ya‘la, Tabagat, 1: 252, 285.

"8 Ibid., 1:285.

''9 al-Dhahabi, Siyar, 13: 19.
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which is bigger than Abi Dawud’s by about 300 responses, and bigger than ‘Abd
Allah’s Masa’il by about 750 responses.'*° Ibn Hani”’s Masa’il covers various topics.
While the main part of the book is dedicated to legal issues, there are critical chapters

on theological, historical, behavioural (adab) and traditions (Aadith) matters.

Ibn Hani’ presents Ahmad’s answers by saying that “I asked him ... and he said”, or “I
heard Abi ‘Abd Allah saying ...”, or “he was asked ... and then he said”. Ibn Hani’
identified the questioners several times; one of them was his father Ishaq Ibn Hani’."*'
Others included Ibn Zanjawayh,'** Dallawayh b. Kamil,'*3 Hariin al-Dik,'** and a man
of the pilgrims (rajul™ min al-hajj).'*> A man submitted his creed to Ahmad then
Ahmad gave his comments on it."** On some occasions Ibn Hani’ narrated Masa’/

127

from Ahmad indirectly, rather through Ahmad’s other students.

Ibn Hani’ did not confine himself to record only Ahmad’s legal opinions; on many
occasions he also recorded Ahmad’s actions. Furthermore, Ibn Hani’ transmitted
hadiths (traditions) and athar (Companions’ and Successors’ sayings) with Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal in the chain of transmission.'*® It is likely that Ibn Hani’ did not revise his
book; therefore, there are some repeated questions with slight differences in the
answers. These differences are mainly in providing more details or transmission

traditions to support Ahmad’s views or giving more evidence.'*

Since Ibn Hani’ was very close to Ahmad, sometimes he was sent by Ahmad to buy
something from a market."3° A story is told of how close Ibn Hani’ was to Ahmad and
his family: a young son of Ahmad asked Ibn Hani’ to give him beer (fiigga@"). Tbn
Hani’ asked Ahmad for his permission to do so, but Ahmad refused, as he did not

129 Spectorsky wrongly states that this Masa 7/ is shorter than Aba Dawiid’s and ‘Abd Allah’s Masails.
See: Spectorsky, Chapters, 1 ft. 1.

2! Tbn Hani’, Masa’ll, 1: 28, 103, 113; 2: 14, 155.

Ibid., 1: 102; 2: 234.

23 1bid., 1: 114; 2: 153.

241bid. 1: 57, 233; 2: 155.

25 Ibid., 2: 179.

2% bid., 2: 156.

27 1bid., 2: 22.

28 Ibid., 1: 107-8; 2: 1662-63.

29 For instances, see: Ibid., 1:(12-13), 48, (71-72), (153-54), (203-4), 230; 2: (14-15), 32, (168, 235-
36).

3¢ Ibid., 2: 132.

122
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want his son to become accustomed to drinking it.>' Another story is that Ibn Hani’
claimed that he entered Ahmad’s place, and that someone called Muthanna was with
Ahmad with a book (letter). When Muthanna saw Ibn Hani’ he hid the book from him.
Ahmad told the man: “Abu Ya‘qub [Ibn Hani’] is not one whom we hide things

from.”"3?

This kind of relationship allowed Ibn Hani’ to record many significant
details of Ahmad’s life, and he provides information about when Ahmad started
studying hadith,'3* where and when he travelled to collect Aadith, his first pilgrimage
and his memories of prison."** Furthermore, he gives important information about
how Ahmad behaved with his family, his friends and his enemies. There are also
details of how he bought, took and gave gifts, his patrimony, and even how he

cooked."'35

Spectorsky doubts the importance of this Masa 7/ and its assistance in understanding
Ahmad Ibn Hanbal’s jurisprudence.'3® Spectorsky’s claim is not correct and can be
challenged by a close examination of Ibn Hani”’s Masa’il As well as hundreds of
jurisprudential responses, this Masa’il provides materials regarding Ahmad’s
principles of jurisprudence. For example, Ibn Hani’ presents Ahmad as one who relies
heavily on the Companions’ opinions, and uses them as an authority."3” Ibn Hani’

asked him:
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If Kharijis triumphed over some people and took their almsgiving money

(zakaf' amwalihim) would it accomplish [their duty]? Ahmad answered:

“It is related of Ibn ‘Umar that he said it would accomplish this”. I [i.e.,

Ibn Hani’] said: ‘Do you agree with it?” Ahmad replied: “I say to you it is
related to Ibn ‘Umar, and then you ask me do agree with it!”'3®

3 Ibid., 2: 138.

3% Ibid., 2: 183-4.

33 1bid., 2: 205.

34 1bid., 1: 61; 2: 195-97.

35 Ibid., 2: 133, 138, 153, 176-78, 180, 184-85.

13 Spectorsky, Chapters, 1. ft. 1.

37 For example see: Ibid., 1: 31, 34, 48, 55-56, 68, 77, 83-84, 94, 185.
38 Ibid., 1: 115.
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However, when there is a disagreement between the Companions, Ahmad chooses
from among their opinions.'® The matter with the Successors is different. Ahmad

sometimes takes them as his authority,'#° and sometimes not.'#' Ibn Hani’ said:
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Abi ‘Abd Allah [Ahmad] was wondering about Sa‘id b. al-Musayyab’s

statement that there was no booty (naf]) except from the one-fifth; and he

said “One such as Sa‘id b. al-Musayyab and his knowledge, how could he
miss that? And Malik was also saying the same!”'4*

When Ibn Hani’ asked Ahmad:
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a hadith transmitted from the Prophet ... by trustworthy transmitters, but it
is mursal.'¥ Do you like it more than a fhadith from the Companions or
from the Successors that is transmitted through trustworthy transmitters?
Ahmad answered “From the Companions is more preferable to me.”"#4

Ibn Hani’ also presents Ahmad’s disagreement with other jurists such as rationalists,
the people of Medina, Malik and Ishaq Ibn Rahawayh.'#> On the other hand, Ahmad
sometimes answers by invoking statements from former jurists, such as Shu‘bah, al-

Awza‘, Ibn ‘Uyaynah, Ibn Mahdi and Yahya b. Sa‘id al-Qattan."4°

39 1bid., 1: 220, 231.

" Ibid., 1: 19, 25, 27, 58, 115, 146, 151.

" bid., 1: 21, 28, 142, 185; 2: 71, 106.

' Ibid., 2: 106. In the Islamic law booty is “movable goods taken by force from unbelievers during
actual warfare, [and] must be divided among the army and the imam (as head of state) once the army
has returned to Islamic territory. The head of state is entitled to one-fifth (to be distributed to the leader,
the Prophet's relatives, the orphans, the needy and travelers) and the remainder is to be divided among
the soldiers ... The head of state may reward certain warriors by giving them larger shares (naf], pl.
anfal, cf. q 8:1). Opinions differ on whether this reward is to be paid from the one-fifth portion of the
state or at the expense of the other soldiers”. See: Rudolph Peters, "Booty", in 7F”.

'3 Mursalis a technical term used in Aadith science to describe an 7snad in which the link between the
Successor and the Prophet became missing. However, it seems that Ibn Hani’ means missing a link in
any place in the /snad.

"4 Tbn Hani’, Masa’il, 2: 165.

'S 1bid., 1: 12, 56, 173, 201, 204; 2: 25, 64, 87, 106.

40 1bid., 1: 112, 120, 153, 173, 2: 31, 95, 129, 174.



84

This Masa’il gives significant details of his attitude towards other scholars’ books.
According to Ibn Hani’, Ahmad forbids reading the rationalists’ books and even
sitting with them.'#’ Furthermore, Ahmad says that:
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We have left ahl al-ra’y and they have a huge number of hadiths, and
we did not transmit [ hadiths] from them because they are resistant to
hadith. None of them will ever prosper (/2 yutlil" minhum ahad)'**

However, he considered Abli Yusuf as one of the best among them in hadith, whereas
Mu‘alla b. Mansiir was one of the worst of them. It was not permitted, Ahmad said,

for anyone to transmit [ sadith] from him.'#

Furthermore, Ibn Hani’ frequently quotes Ahmad’s hostility towards writing books.
According to Ibn Hani’, Ahmad did not like writing books, and anyone who wrote a
book was an innovator, because none of the Companions and the Successors had done
s0."° For this reason, Ahmad rejected the books of Abi Thawr, Malik, Aba ‘Ubayd
and Ishaq Ibn Rahawayh. On the other hand, he accepted the munazarah (disputation),
in which one says what he knows and what he heard of the farwa. Moreover, he
accepted Abl ‘Ubayd’s book Gharib al-hadith, because he had transmitted it from
Bedouins (gawm™ A 7ab).'s'

2.7. Harb b. Isma‘il’s Masa’/(d. 280/893):
This is the Harb b. Isma’il al-Kirmani who was ascribed to Kirman, an area in

Naysabiir.'>* Harb was about ninety years old when he died, which means he was

born in late second A.H/early ninth century.

47 Ibid., 2: 166.

4% Ibid., 2: 168.

49 Tbid., 2: 166.

'3°Ibid, 2: 165.

3! Tbn Hani’, Masa’il, 2: 1677. For the meaning and the description of munazarah, see: George Makdisi,
The Rise of Colleges: Institutions of Learning in Islam and the West, 109-11, 133-40. For the history
of munazarah, see: E. Wagner, "Munazara", in EF.

'5? According to al-Sam‘@ni, Harb is from an area in Naysabiir called Kirman not from the Persian
province and its present capital of Kirman. See: al-Sam‘ani, a/-Ansab, 10: 403-4.
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Harb was described as being on good terms with al-Marudhi, one of Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal’s famous disciples. Al-Khallal describes Harb by saying that:
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He is a great man. Abu Bakr al-Martadhi encouraged me to travel to him,
and [al-Martudhi] said: “When he [i.e., Harb] came to Abu ‘Abd Allah

[Ahmad], he stayed here in a room [in my house]; and he used to write to
me Masa’il that he had heard from Abu ‘Abd Allah [Ahmad].”'33

Al-Khallal adds:
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Abu Bakr [al-Mariidhi] wrote to him a [recommendation] letter for me,
with signs which Harb knows. After I came to [Harb] with [al-Martadhi’s]
letter, he was happy and showed the letter to his city citizens. He was
generous to me, and I heard these Masa 7/ from him.'>*

Al-Khallal describes Harb as the jurisprudent of the city, who had been appointed by
the sultan the superior of the jurists and of others in the city.'3*> Harb indicated that his
Masa’il consisted of 4,000 responses from Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and Ishaq Ibn
Rahawayh, but he revised this statement by saying that he had not counted them.'s°
This number (4000) is not the total of the responses in the Masa’l, because Harb
included a large number of responses from other traditionalists in addition to Ahmad
and Ibn Rahawayh. Not only this, but he included traditionalist responses from
previous generations, as well as the Prophet’s Aadith and the Companions and the
Successors’ sayings (athar). This makes this Masa’i/ a warechouse of all traditionalist
doctrines in jurisprudence, theology, history, the interpretation of hadith, and

transmitters’ critiques and behaviour (adab).

Harb includes various responses from his masters, such as Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, Ishaq
Ibn Rahawayh, ‘Ali Ibn al-Madini, Abu Thawr, ‘Abbas b. ‘Abd al-‘Azim, Yahya b.
‘Abd al-Hamid, Sawwar b. ‘Abd Allah, Ahmad b. Ytnus, and others. From previous
traditionalist generations he includes Malik b. ’Anas, ‘Abd al-Rahméan b. Mahdi,

"33 Tbn Abi Ya‘la, 7abagat, 1: 388-89.
34 Tbid., 1:389.

'35 Ibid.

5% Tbid.
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Sufyan al-Thawri, al-Awza‘i, Ibn al-Mubarak, ‘Umar b. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz, al-Zuhri,
Muhammad b. ‘Ali al-Zubaydi, Abu al-Zinad, Abu Ishaq al-Fazari, al-Layth b. Sa‘d,
Ibn Abi Layla, Kharijah b. Mus‘ab and others.

Harb presumably started collecting for his book before the Inquisition, and he
continued writing it after the Inquisition had ended, which probably explains why he
included the opinions of some traditionalists such as Ibn al-Madini and Abu Thawr,
towards whom Ahmad had become inimical after the Inquisition. Harb was aware of
this, so when he transmitted a tradition from Ahmad < Ibn al-Madini < Mu‘adh b.
Hisham < his father < Qatadah < Sharik b. Khalifah < Ibn ‘Umar, Harb stated:
“Ahmad narrated to us (haddathana) from ‘Ali [Ibn al-Madini] before the
Inquisition”.'3” He also provided information about the traditionalists who, under the

Inquisition, complied with the doctrine of the Qur’an being created.'s®

In this Masa’il, Harb often asked Ahmad directly, but on some occasions he narrated
Ahmad’s answers indirectly through others. For example, he narrated through Abi
Dawid < Ahmad;'>® and, more interestingly, through < Abi Dawiud < Ya‘qub b.
Ibrahim < Ahmad.'® Although this Mas4’/ provides significant information about
traditionalist jurisprudence, especially that of Ishaq Ibn Rahawayh, Abt Thawr and
Ibn al-Madini, we cannot examine it here because this study is concerned only with

Ahmad Ibn Hanbal.

The most controversial part of this Masa’i/ is the theological section, especially

Harb’s creed, which was afterwards attributed to Ahmad Ibn Hanbal.'®'

57 Harb, Masa’l, 458.

' bid., 492.

'39 Harb, Masa’il, 426. This response is available in Abl Dawtd’s Masa’il as well. See: Abi Dawid,
Masa’il, 64.

"Harb, Masa’il, 423. This response also is available in Abii Dawiid Masa’il, see: Abii Dawid, Masa’il,
3663.

™! See: Ahmad’s creed L.



2.8. ‘Abd Allah’s Masa’il (d. 290/903)

‘Abd Allah b. Ahmad narrated his collection of Masa’/ from his father in Baghdad, in
285-86/898-99; the collection includes about 1635 responses. This Masa’l was
intended to outline Ahmad’s opinions of jurisprudence matters, and his commentaries

on the meaning of some hadiths.

‘Abd Allah uses various ways to present his father’s opinions. Sometimes he says “I
asked my father ... and he said”, “I heard my father saying”, “I saw my father”, or in
some cases he consults his father, then his father asks him to write down his
answer.'® On other rare occasions, ‘Abd Allah uses responses that he did not hear
from his father, although he has found them in his father’s book (compilation),'® or

else has narrated them from another person who had heard them from Ahmad.'%

The Masa’il provides some details about the life of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, his
relationship with his son ‘Abd Allah,'® his five pilgrimages and his becoming lost
during one of them.'®® ‘Abd Allah provides further details about his father’s practices
with ordinary religious folk: he wrote incantations for people suffering from such

tribulations as difficulties in childbirth, fever, and even baldness."®’

In his Masa’l, ‘Abd Allah transmitted hadiths from teachers other than his father.'®®
In addition, he recorded some details of his Aadith studies under those teachers, such
as Ibn Abi Shaybah and Siawayd b. Said.'® However, he also included many

responses that indicated Ahmad’s principles of jurisprudence (usu/ al-figh):

1. The Qur’an: Ahmad distinguishes between a/-@mm (general word) and a/-khass
(particular proof). The understanding of a/- @mm takes three forms. First, the @mm
can be understood by the Sunnah. If there is no Sunnah on the meaning of this verse

(ayah) then we look in the practices of the Companions for the meaning of the ayah.

192 <Abd Allah, Masa’il, 42, 150, 363.

13 1bid., 166, 173.

% Ibid., 399.

15 Ibid., 30, 55, 74, 76, 199.

" Ibid., 245.

7 Ibid., 447.

% bid., 93, 179, 263, 276, 280, 295, 303.
9 Ibid., 41, 253, 261.
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Finally, when there is neither a Sunnah nor a practice of the Companions, we look for

which meaning is closer to the Sunnah [i.e., giyas] and use it to understand the

170

Qyah.

2. The Sunnah: this Masa’i/ shows how the Sunnah becomes the central principle for

Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, as illustrated by the following examples:

e  The authority of the Sunnah: ‘Abd Allah ended his Masa7/ by quoting his father,
saying: “God, be blessed and exalted, requires the adherence to his messenger ...
in numerous places in the Qur’an”. Then Ahmad read them [i.e., the verses] all or
most of them.'”" This means that Ahmad derives the authority of the Sunnah from
the Qur’an. However, ‘Abd Allah does not recall the verses (4ya?) that his father
had read. Subsequently, ‘Abd Allah himself obtained these verses from the
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Qur’an and included them in his Masail.

e Does the Sunnah clarify and identify or does it demonstrate the meaning of the

Qur’an? ‘Abd Allah asked his father:
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What do you say about “The Sunnah rules the book [i.e., the Quran]”?

Ahmad answered: “some people say that, such as Makhal and al-Zuhri”.

‘Abd Allah asked again: “What do you say?” Ahmad answered: “I say the
Sunnah leads to the meaning of the book [i.e., the Qur’an]”'”3

3. The consensus (a/-ijma9): ‘Abd Alldh claims that his father stated:
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Whatever a man claims to be a consensus, it is an untruth. Whoever
claims consensus is a liar; maybe people have had disagreements [on
it]. This is the allegation of Bishr al-Marisi and al-Asamm. However,
they should claim that as far as they know, people did not have any
disagreement on it, or the disagreement did not come to his attention.'’

'7° Ibid., 442.
7' Ibid., 450.
72 Ibid., 450-55
'73 Ibid., 438.
74 Ibid., 438-39.
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‘Abd Allah is not the only one to have narrated this opinion from Ahmad; it was
also narrated by other disciples such as al-Marradhi, Abi Talib and Abu al-
Harith.'”> This may not mean that Ahmad rejected the authority of the consensus
(/ma"). Rather, he sometimes relied on the authority of the consensus of the
Companions to prove his opinions. This probably means that he rejected a part of

the consensus, but not all of it.

Ahmad’s hostility towards rationalists also appears in this Masa’il. According to ‘Abd
Allah, Ahmad says, “A weak hadith is better than Aba Hanifah’s opinion (za%).”'7°
Furthermore, Ahmad was against writing books of jurisprudence that contained

personal reasoning. When he was asked about writing books, he answered
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I hate it. Look Abu Hanifah wrote a book, then Abu Yusuf came along and
wrote a book, then Muhammad b. al-Hasan [al-Shaybani]| came and wrote a
book; there is no end to this. Whenever a man comes along, he writes a
book! And look Malik wrote a book, and al-Shafi1 came [and wrote a
book] too, and this man (meaning Abu Thawr) has come and written a
book. These books that have been written are an innovation. Whenever a
man comes along, he writes a book and abandons the /Aadith of the
Messenger of God! ... and his Companions. Ahmad condemned writing
books and hated it strongly. My father [i.e., Ahmad] also hates the “Jami®
of Sufyan, and rejects it, and he hates it strongly.'”’

o Kitab al-Sunnah

Concerning theology, ‘Abd Allah wrote his book Kitab al-Sunnah, also known as
Kitab al-Radd ali al-Jahmiyah.'”*Although he frequently relied on his father’s
authority, he did not devote his book solely to his father’s doctrine. Rather, he only
narrated from his father in 660 out of the 1551 reports, which accounts for about 42

percent of the book.'”?

'75 Abt Ya‘la Ibn al-Farr®’, al- Uddah fi usil al-figh, 2: 132.
7% <Abd Allah, Masa’il, 438.

77 Ibid., 437.

"7 <Abd Allah, al-Sunnah, 57-58.

'7 See the editor’s introduction, 61
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In general, Kitab al-Sunnah presents the beliefs of traditionalists in the second half of

the ninth and the early tenth centuries. The book deals with matters such as:

1. The Qur’an: ‘Abd Allah makes a lengthy defence of the Qur’an as God’s word

(kalam" Allah). 1t is therefore uncreated, and those who believe in the creation of the
Qur’an are unbelievers (kuffar). Relying on the authority of the traditionalists, ‘Abd
Allah wrote several chapters in support of the idea that the Jahmis were unbelievers.
He devoted a chapter to the reports from ‘Abd Allah b. al-Mubarak, who claimed that
the Jahmis worshipped nothing (/2 shay’) and so were unbelievers. Another chapter
was from Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah, who said that those who believed in the creation of the
Qur’an were unbelievers and deserved to be killed. The same ideas were repeated in
the other chapters from ‘Abd Alldh b. Idris, Waki‘ b. al-Jarrah, Hammad b. Zayd,
Mu‘tamir b. Sulayman, ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Mahdi and Yazid b. Hariin. In another

chapter, these ideas were attributed to a “group of scholars” (jama‘ah min al-ulama’).

A further chapter contained the statements of the scholars (i.e., the traditionalists) who
state that: the Qur’an is God’s word and uncreated. A further chapter condemned
those who said: “My pronunciation of the Qur’an is created”. ‘Abd Alldh quoted his
father, among other traditionalists, to prove that this statement was an innovation and
was the same as the creed of al-Jahm and the JaAmis. ‘Abd Allah then devoted a
chapter to attacking Jahm b. Safwan and al-Ja‘d b. Dirham and their followers. As one
would expect, all the statements in this chapter are hostile, describing them as

unbelievers and libertines (Zanadigah).

In addition, and more importantly, ‘Abd Alldh wrote a chapter condemning Abu
Hanifah, under the title “What I have memorised from my father and other mashayikh
regarding Abu Hanifah”. Abl Hanifah is described in this chapter as a Jahmi who
believes that the Qur’an is created, and a Murji7 who believes in the sword (i.e., he
holds a revolutionary view) and that repentance for having been an unbeliever is
sought twice (rather than once), such is the depth of his heresy. Subsequently, ‘Abd
Allah presents the scholars who have attacked Abu Hanifah, including rationalists
such as Hammad Ibn Abi Sulayman (Abi Hanifah’s teacher) and Abu Yisuf al-Qadi
(Abu Hanifah’s disciple).
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Another two chapters were written refuting respectively those who did not state
whether the Qur’an was created or uncreated; and those who did state that God did not

speak (/2 yatakallam).

2. Belief in ru’vah. ‘Abd Allah included traditions and statements from the

Companions, the Successors and the traditionalist leaders, stating that the believers

would see God in the Hereafter.

3. The matter of /man (faith). The book also dealt with questions of iman. It

refuted the Murji’is; and confirmed that 7man increases and decreases.

4. Belief in Qadar and refutation of the Qadaris. In this part, ‘Abd Allah devoted

more than 30 statements to attacking ‘Amr b. ‘Ubayd, the early Mu azili and Qadari.

5.  The caliphate: a section in which ‘Abd Allah approved of the caliphate of Abt
Bakr, then ‘Umar, then ‘Uthman, then ‘Ali, and refuted the Shi‘is and the Rafidah.

6.  Sam Gyat, such as punishment in graves, the Dajjal and the signs of the Hereafter

(‘alamat al-Sa‘ah).

7. Refutation of the Kharijis: the last part of the book was devoted to repudiating

the Kharijis and insulting them as the dogs of Hell (K7/ab al-Nar).

The chapter attacking Abii Hanifah was removed from some manuscripts of the book,
whereas it can be found in others."® However, the book was the subject of criticism
by some Asharis and Maturidis,"®" who argued that the book was attributed to ‘Abd
Allah because in the chain of the transmitters on the manuscripts of the book there
were two unknown people (majahil), namely Abu al-Nasr Muhammad b. al-Hasan b.
Sulayman al-Simsar and Abu ‘Abd Allah Muhammad b. Ibrahim b. Khalid al-Haraw1.
Moreover, “it contains some of the most hard-core anthropomorphism found
anywhere.”"®* The book is therefore attributed to ‘Abd Allah, and was probably
written by an anthropomorphist who tried to support his innovation (bidah) through
attributing it to Ahmad Ibn Hanbal or his son ‘Abd Allah. Others have argued that

' See the editor’s notes in 84-86, 180.

'8 See: Mahmiid Sa‘id Mamdih, "al-Asanid ansab al-kutub", Nah Ha Mim Keller, the Reformer of
Islam: the Mas id questions, q. 5.

"* Ibid.
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even though the book is correctly attributed to ‘Abd Allah, they do not give credence
to the statements narrated from Ahmad in the book because Ahmad was an /mam and

therefore cannot believe in anthropomorphism.'®3

It can, however, be argued that although al-Simsar and al-Harawi are unknown
individuals,'®* this does not prove that the book is unreliable, since there are other
sources which quote from it through other transmissions (asanid). For example: al-
Khallal narrates many statements of the Sunnah directly from ‘Abd Allah,'™ and other
quotations can be found in al-‘Uqayli, who narrates directly from ‘Abd Allah, and al-
Khatib al-Baghdadi, who narrated from ‘Abd Allah with a different transmission

chain.'®¢

The reliability of Kitab al-Sunnah is at the same level as ‘Abd Allah’s Masa’/, and it
is self-contradictory for those who accept ‘Abd Allah’s reports from his father in his

Masa’ilto disregard them in his Sunnah.

o Kitab al-Tlal wa ma tifat al-rijal

‘Abd Allah devoted a third book to a critique of hadith and the hadith transmitters.
The book is called al-7lal wa maifat al-rijal, and is also known as al/-7lal or al-
Tarikh. The extant manuscript is divided into eight tomes that were published in four
volumes containing about 6160 reports. The book is not organised into chapters.
Despite putting some items on the same subject together, it seems to be compiled

randomly. This disorganisation results in significant repetitions in the book.'*?

The predominant subject in a/-7/al is the critique of the transmitters (rziwayf), their
reliability, when they were born, and their dates of death. This is known as farikh and
Jarh wa ta‘dil. The problem concerning some transmissions and Aadiths is known as

7lal. In this book, ‘Abd Alldh asks his father and then writes his answers using the

83 Muhammd Zahid al-Kawthari, al-Magalat, 296-302.

'8 The position of these two men will not be studied here, because this does not affect my main
argument.

185 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah. For example, see numbers: 579, 580, 592, 610, 640, 647, 860, 862, 1044,
1127, 1781, 1786, 1788, 1824, 1834, 1836, 1840, 1862, 1863, 1873, 1901, 1945, 1949, 1950, 1963,
1982, 2010, 2111, 2112, 2113, 2114, 2119, 2127.

"% For example, see the entry of Abii Hanifah in: al-‘Uqayli, a/-Duaf3’, 4: 1408-12; and al-Khatib al-
Baghdadi, 7arikh, 15: 525, 527, 537, 551-2, 5609, 574.

'87 For the repetitions in the book, see the editor’s introduction, 1:110.
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format “I asked my father... and he said...”. On many occasions he writes what he has
heard from his father, by saying “I heard my father saying ...”, or “my father narrated
to me...”. On other occasions he writes when he has found something in his father’s
notes.'™ ‘Abd Allah claims that: “Whenever I say ‘my father said...’, I have heard it
from him twice or three times or at least once™.'® The book also contains some
reports that were added by Abu ‘Ali al-Sawwaf, the student of ‘Abd Allah and the one

who transmitted the manuscript of the book from him.'®°

‘Abd Allah also includes opinions from other traditionalists in his book, such as
Yahya b. Ma‘in who was asked questions on more than 250 occasions. Apparently,
the book was re-edited by ‘Abd Allah several times. The early editions included items
from some traditionalists such as ‘Ali Ibn al-Madini, but it seems that ‘Abd Allah
(ordered by his father) removed them in the period following the Inquisition.

According to al-‘Uqayli:

Al ae o Gl ge anl oo 58S US4 il e SRS Al ae e ol
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RLINEFRELIRNRS:
I have read ‘Abd Alldh’s kitab al-Tlal [that he narrated] from his father;
and I saw in it a large number of stories from his father, from ‘Ali b. ‘Abd
Allah [Ibn al-Madini]. Then his name was crossed out and had written
upon it “haddathana rajul’. After that, all of these stories were crossed
out. Subsequently, I asked ‘Abd Allah [about this] and he answered: “My
father [used to] narrate [reports] from him. But subsequently he stopped
pronouncing his name, and instead started saying ‘ haddathana rajul’ , and
then he dismissed [all of] his [Ibn al-Madini’s] hadiths.”"'

In addition to its main subject, the book provides significant information on Ahmad’s

studying of hadith, his teachers,'®® where he met his colleagues for the first time,'*?

and his trips to Basra'®* and to Mecca.'?> More importantly, the book includes material

'8 For example see: ‘Abd Allah, al-7lal, 1: 273, 275, 276.

"% Ibid., 3: 157.

9° Ibid., 2: 393; 3: 179.

' Al-Uqayli, al-Du‘afa’, 3: 962

'9% For example see: ‘Abd Allah, al-7lal, 1: 174, 438, for his Basran teachers especially Huahaym. 2:
188, for his early studying /adith with Misa b. ‘Abd al-Hamid and Abu Yiusuf al-Qadi (2: 188),
Marwan b. Shuja‘ (3: 193-4), ‘Ammar b. Muhammad (3: 197), ‘Abbad b. ‘Abbad (3: 206), al-Tufawi (3:
207), from all of whom he had heard hadith between 179-81 A.H.

93 1bid., 3: 256-57, 275.

94 Ibid., 1: 174;
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on the development of Ahmad’s intellectual life. For example, we are told that Ahmad
inherited from his Madinan teacher, Ibrahim b. Sa‘d, and the Kufan ‘Abd Allah b. Idris
the belief that date-wine (nabidh) was forbidden.'®® Another example indicates that his
position in relation to the Qadaris and other sects was more hostile and stringent than
his attitude towards the transmissions from ‘Ali b. al-Madini1 presented above. Another
story is that ‘Abd Allah claimed that his father used to transmit [ ~adiths] through ‘Amr
b. ‘Ubayd, a Basran Mu tazili, then he transmitted from him but without pronouncing
his name, simply saying “From a man”. Subsequently, he disregarded him and stopped

transmitting through him altogether."®’

However, Ahmad’s hostility towards the rationalists, especially Abii Hanifah and his
students such as Aba Yasuf al-Qadi and Muhammad b. al-Hasan al-Shaybani,'*®
appears clearly in this book. He is quoted as saying that “hadith should not be
transmitted from rationalists”.'” ‘Abd Allah also narrated a harsh attack on Abu
Hanifah from his father and other traditionalists.**® The attack reached Ahmad’s early
teacher Abu Yasuf al-Qadi, and although Ahmad narrated from Aba Yusuf,**' he is
quoted in this book as stating that: “Abu Yusuf is truthful (sadig), but it is

29202

inappropriate to transmit anything from the companions of Abt Hanifah.

This is different from Ahmad’s attitude towards al-Shafir in this book. Ahmad
appreciated al-Shafi‘c’s eloquence, and described him as one of the most eloquent
people.””> On the other hand, ‘Abd Alldh narrates from his father that “[al-Shafi]
gained from us more than what we gained from him.”*** This gain is illustrated by the
following examples: ‘Abd Allah narrated from his father that al-Shafi‘? had asked of
him: “You are more knowledgeable about Aadith than me; so, if the hadith is sound,

inform me of it, even if it is [transmitted by a] Kufan or Basran or Shamian, in order to

95 1bid., 3: 139, 187, 191, 194.

"9 Ibid., 2: 351.

Y7 1bid., 2: 371.

198 For al-Shaybani see: Ibid., 3: 299.

99 1bid., 2: 102. For another example, see: 2: 178.
2% 1bid., 2: 545-47.

' Ibid., 3: 372; 2: 102.

2 Ibid., 3: 300.

203 <Abd Allah, al-Tlal, 1: 461, 462.

%4 1bid., 1: 469.
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apply it (hatta adhhab ilayh) if it is sound.”*> Another story is that ‘Abd Allah claims

to have found in his father’s book, written in his handwriting:
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Muhammad b. Idris al-Shafi7 told me: “Sharik transmitted Mujahid’s
hadith < Ayman b. Umm Ayman, the brother of Usimah from his
mother”. We said: ‘You do not know our companions (ashabund).
Ayman, the brother of Usamah, was killed in the company of the
messenger of God... in [the battle of] Hunayn, prior to Mujahid’s birth;
and he6did not stay alive after the messenger of God to transmit from
him.”*°

Moreover, ‘Abd Allah claims that when al-Shafi? narrated in his books that “A
trustworthy narrated to me from Hushaym and others”, he means by ‘the trustworthy’,
Ahmad Ibn Hanbal.**” This statement is hard to believe, since no report is to be found
in al-Shafii’s Musnad® where al-Shafiq says, “A trustworthy narrated to me from
Hushaym”; while the other reports that al-Shafii transmitted from his “trustworthy”
cannot be Ahmad Ibn Hanbal as al-Subki supported,®® since the “trustworthy” in these
reports was transmitted from transmitters (shuyikh) from whom Ahmad did not
collect hadiths. There are three statements which were transmitted from al-ShafiT <
the trustworthy < Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah®'® (who was one of Ahmad’s teachers), but
these three statements are not to be found in Ahmad’s Musnad. Which means probably
that this “trustworthy” was not Ahmad Ibn Hanbal. While Hurvitz accepts ‘Abd
Allah’s statement, and rejects al-Subki’s criticism of it, because this statement was

2T do not believe there is sufficient

accepted by most of al-ShafiT’s biographers,
evidence to challenge al-Subki’s statement, since no report can be singled out as being

a report that al-Shafi‘1 narrated from Ahmad.

2% Ibid., 1: 462.

2% Ibid., 2: 383.

*71bid., 1: 469.

28 Abi al-‘Abbas al-Asamm collected al-Shafi‘i’s hadiths from the latter’s (attributed?) books (a/-
Umm and others), and then included them in a book called Musnad al-Shatiq. 1 refer here to al-Sindi’s
organisation of the book which is known as 7artib Musnad al-imam al-Shafi .

*%9T3j al-Din ‘Abd al-Wahhab b. ‘Ali al-Subki, 7abaqat al-ShafiTyah al-kubrs, 2: 30.

*'° Muhammad ‘Abid al-Sindi, 7artib Musnad al-imam al-Shafi%, 1: 176, 358; 2: 175.

*"' Hurvitz, The Formation, 54
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Even so, the book is important for studying the intellectual life of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal,
and it shows how ‘Abd Allah b. Ahmad understood the importance of his father in
confronting the rationalists (Abii Hanifah and his followers) and al-Shafi‘i. This
reflects the competition within the traditionalist camp (between the followers of al-
Shafi‘T and Ibn Hanbal) concerning who was the more important of the two, and the

leader of the camp with whom to stand in opposition to the rationalists.
2.9. Al-Baghawi’s Masa’/(d. 317/929)

‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad al-Baghawi was one of the youngest students of Ahmad
Ibn Hanbal, and this Masa’il is one of the shortest, consisting of around 100 responses
and traditions only. About half are Masa’/ narrated from Ahmad. The rest are

traditions from the Prophet and the Successors.*"

Al-Baghawi did not question Ahmad about his opinions, but recorded Ahmad’s
sayings, and other people’s questions. He even recorded how Ahmad prayed. Al-
Baghawi probably did not pose questions to Ahmad himself because he was quite
young. He claimed to have asked Ahmad only one question in 218,*'> when he was

just fourteen years old.

2.10. The Disagreements between Ahmad’s riwdyahs, and the Hanbalis’
works on his Masa’if

Ahmad’s juridical opinions are claimed to have been recorded in more than 140
books. Some of these books were intended for Ahmad only, while others recorded
Ahmad’s opinions among various jurisprudent-traditionalists (figaha’ ashab al-
hadith). These questioners varied as to the time when they questioned Ahmad.
Furthermore, they were different with regard to their countries, honesty, knowledge,
cultural background and political views. All of these differences, as well as other
elements, affected Ahmad’s recorded Masa’il. In the Hanbalis’ literature, the juridical
opinion that was narrated from Ahmad Ibn Hanbal is called a rrwayah (plural:

riwayat).

212 <Abd Allah b. Muhammad al-Baghawi, Juz’ fi Masa’il ‘an Abi ‘Abd Allah Ahmad b. Muhammad Ibn
Hanbal al-Shaybani.
23 Ibid., 32.
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The problems concerning Ahmad’s Masa’i/ were known to his contemporaries. For

example, in the case of a theological problem, such as whether the pronunciation of

the Qur’an (/afz) was created or uncreated, contradictory opinions were narrated from

Ahmad. Some people claimed that Ahmad said it was uncreated; others narrated that

he rejected both opinions (that it was either created or uncreated); and others claimed

that he had forbidden people to say that it was uncreated.>'* This conflict caused two

prominent traditionalists to disregard Ahmad’s doctrine on this issue.

The first, al-Bukhari (d. 256/870) said that:
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Whatever the two groups attribute to Ahmad’s doctrine, and each group
arrogates him to their side, most of their reports are not reliable and they
probably did not understand the subtlety of his doctrine.*'

The second was the famous traditionalist Ibn Qutaybah (d. 276/889) who commented:
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There was a disagreement in the narratives (r7wayat) from Abu ‘Abd Allah
Ahmad b. Muhammad Ibn Hanbal. We see, in addition, every group
attributes to him, and narrates from him, an opinion. However, when
disagreements on something become large, and there are contradictions
among the witnesses to it, we defer it as we abrogate it. One of the bizarre
statements that was narrated from him, which is undoubtedly false, ..., is
that he said: “Whoever claims that pronunciation [of the Qura’n] is
created, he is a Jahmi, and the Jahmiis an unbeliever. And whoever claims
that it is uncreated, he is an innovator, and every innovation is an error.”
How is it supposed that Abi ‘Abd Allah [Ahmad Ibn Hanbal] can say that?
And you know that the truth has to be one of these two!*'°

Al-Bukhari attributes the disagreement regarding Ahmad’s Masa’l to the

misunderstanding of his opinions by his students, or to the unreality of their

narratives; and this is almost the same as Ibn Qutaybah’s opinion. However, this may

!4 Abu Ya‘la Ibn al-Farrd’, a/-Masa’il al-‘aqadiyah, 77-81.
'S Muhammad b. Isma‘il al-Bukhari, Khalg af'al al-ibad: wa al-radd ala al-Jahmiyah wa-ashab al-

ta‘til, 43.

216 <Abd Allah b. Muslim Ibn Qutaybah, al-lkhtilif 17 al-lafz wa-al-radd ali al-jahmiyah wa-al-
mushabbihah, 45-47.
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lead us to think that these disagreements reflected the differences among Ahmad’s
students, and not his own views. Presumably, this consequence is correct, and it will
therefore be examined in this study by taking the political theory as a case study.
During Ahmad’s life, he was asked by his disciples about some opinions that were
attributed to him, and he rejected them. We have some examples of these wrongly

attributed responses in the Masa’il of Salih, Ibn Hani’ and ‘Abd Allah.*'”

The difficulty of identifying what Ahmad had really said remained the biggest barrier
to Ahmad’s followers in establishing his school of law (madhhab) up to the beginning
of the fourth A.H./tenth century. At this point al-Khallal (d. 311/923) completed the
first and most significant phase when he started composing Ahmad’s Masa’l He
collected what Ahmad had said from his numerous students in Iraq (Baghdad,
‘Ukbar@’, etc.), and subsequently travelled to Faris (Iran), Khurasan, Egypt, Syria and
al-Jazirah (Mesopotamia).®'® It is evident that the initiative to compose Ahmad’s
opinions was not merely that of al-Khallal, since al-Marradhi, and probably some of
Ahmad’s disciples, also encouraged al-Khallal to travel for this purpose. In addition,
they wrote letters of recommendation for him so that he was able to hear the Masa7/

from other students who had written them from Ahmad.*"”

Al-Khallal succeeded in meeting about a hundred of Ahmad’s students. Sometimes,
when he could not narrated some of Ahmad's opinions directly from his students, he
narrated other opinions in indirect way, up to three men in his transmission chain
between him and Ahmad Ibn Hanbal.*** Not only this, but al-Khallal also collected
some responses from his students, for example narrating about twenty of Ahmad’s

responses from his student Abu Bakr ‘Abd al-‘Aziz (Ghulam al-Khallal) (d.

221

363/974).

Finally, al-Khallal composed the Masa7/ that he collected into his book a/-Jami‘ Ii-
ulim al-imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal. The book consists of about two hundred fascicles
contained within twenty volumes. Some of these volumes are still extant, and include

Ahkam ahl al-milal, al-Wuquf, al-Tarajjul, Ahkam al-nisa’, al-Amr bi-al-ma it wa-

17 See: Salih, Masa’il, 21; ‘Abd Allah, Masa’il, 104, 432.

2% al-Dhahabi, Sivar, 14: 297; Melchert, The Formation,143.
*'9 For example, see: Ibn Abi Ya‘la, 7abaqat, 1: 389.

*2° al-Dhahabi, Siyar, 11: 331.

*! Tbn Abi Ya'la, Jabaqat, 3: 225.
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al-nahy ‘an al-munkar, al-Fara’id, al-Hathth ‘ala al-tijjarah wa-al-sina‘ah wa-al-‘amal
wa-al-inkar ‘ali man yadda¥ al-tawakkul fi tark al-amal wa-al-hujjat’ ‘alayhim fi
dhalik, and al-Qira’ah ‘ala al-qubir, while Kitab al-Tlal, which is presumably a part of
al-Jami, was described as being in three volumes.>** Only a part of its summary,
which was selected by Ibn Qudamah al-Magqdist (d. 620/1223), has survived, and this

summary was published in a single volume.**?

There is also Kitab al-Sunnah, which is described as being in more than twenty juz’in
three volumes.*** Only one volume of these three is extant and has been published
twice.”® This book not only contains Ahmad’s opinion; a portion also includes
prophetical traditions, and sayings from the Companions, the Successors and later
traditionalists. However, al-Dhahabi**® and others such as Michael Cook®*’ and
Ziauddin Ahmed**® distinguish between a/-/ami‘and al-Sunnah and consider them as
two separate books. Others such as Henri Laoust,”® Brockelmann,*** and Sezgin,3'
regard a/-Sunnah as a part of al-Jami‘ Perhaps al-Sunnah is a part of al-Jami because
the title of the manuscript of a/-Sunnah is ‘al-Musnad min Masa’il Abi ‘Abd Allah
Ahmad b. Muhammad Ibn Hanbal ... riwayat Abi Bakr Ahmad b. Muhammad b.
Hardn b. Yazid b. Shimri al-Khallal ...’ >** However, some parts of al-Jami‘ were
probably used as individual books, and a/-Jami‘ (as its name indicates) was like an
encyclopaedia that contained all the other books. A part of al-Khallal’s biography on
Hanbalis (11 folios) still survives in manuscript.®3* However, probably most of the

material in this book is included in Ibn Ab1 Ya‘la’s book.

**2 Hisham Yusri al-‘Arabi, Abu Bakr al-Khallal wa-atharuhu fi al-figh al-Hanbali: ma® dirasat
ikhtiyaratill al-fighiyah wa-muqaranatiha bi-al-madhahib al-thamaniyah, 1: 95-96.

23 Muhammad b. Ahmad Ibn Qudamah al-Maqdisi, a/-Muntakhab min al-Tlal Ilil-al-Khallal.

224 al-‘Arabi, Abia Bakr al-Khallil, 1: 86.

25 The first was edited by Ziauddin Ahmed, and published under the manuscript’s title. a/-Musnad min
Masa’il Abi ‘Abd Allah Ahmad b. Muhammad 1bn Hanbal The second edition was edited by ‘Atiyah
al-Zahrani and published under the title: a/-Sunnah.

226 al-Dhahabi, Siyar; 14: 298.

*7 Cook, Commanding, 88, ft 2.

228 In his introduction of: al-Khallal, a/-Musnad, 6-9.

29 Laoust, “Ahmad Ibn Hanbal”, in EF.

*3° Brockelmann, Geschichte der Arabischen litteratur, 1: 311.

Fuat Sezgin, Geshichte des Arabischen schrifttums, 1: 512.

32 Al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 59.

33 Yasin Muhammad al-Sawwas, Fihris majami® al-Madrasah al- Umariyah fi Dar al-Kutub al-
Zahiriyah bi-Dimashg, 566.

231
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The works of al-Khallal and his teachings at the Mosque of al-Mahdi in Baghdad
probably established the legal teaching of Ahmad’s juridical opinions. Al-Dhahabi
states that:
A N 2y Lgia a5 g 525 2en] a5 @il (i Jise it da plad 4l () o
Before him, there was no independent school of law (madhhab mustaqgill)

of the imam [Ahmad Ibn Hanbal], not until he followed up Ahmad’s texts,
collected them, and checked their proofs (barhanaha) after 300 [A.H].>3*

The importance of al-Khallal and his works was acknowledged among Muslim
scholars. Abii Bakr Muhammad b. al-Husayn b. Shahrayar states that “We [i.e., the
Hanbalis] all follow al-Khallal, because there was no other who preceded him in his
collection and his knowledge”.?33 According to ‘Abd al-Qadir Badran (d. 1346/1927),
his books were the very root of the Hanbali school, from which sprang all later books
of Hanbali jurisprudence.”*® This was similar to the statement of Ibn al-Jawzi (d.
597/1201) that “All the followers of this madhhab [i.e., the Hanbali school] take from
his book™.?¥7 For this reason, some Hanbalis named al-Khallal “The little Ibn Hanbal”
(Ibn Hanbal al-saghir).*3* Christopher Melchert concurs with this view, indicating that
al-Khallal was the founder of the Hanbali school of law,**® and it has also been
accepted by other scholars such as Patricia Crone®*° and Wael Hallag.**' Nimrod
Hurvitz, on the other hand, argues against this opinion by presenting two problems,

firstly that:

his contribution to the Hanbali legal tradition was of little consequence.
Al-Khallal was no more than a strongly driven and thorough collector of
Ibn Hanbal’s Masail.... He never took the additional, creative step to put
together a document that shows any independence of mind.*#*

The second problem is that, “although al-Khallal’s Masa7i/ collection was preserved

for several centuries, it did not generate commentaries (or, considering its size,

34 al-Dhahabi, Siyar, 14: 298. Translated in Melchert, the formation, 143.

35 al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, 7arikh, 5: 319.

23% [bn Badran, al-Madkhal, 47.

*37 <Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Ali Ibn al-Jawzi, al-Muntazam f7 tarikh al-mulik wa-al-"umam, 13: 221.

3% Abu Zayd, al-Madkhal, 2:670.

39 Melchert, The Formation, 137.

24° Patricia Crone, (review) The Formation of the Sunni Schools of Law, gth-10th Centuries CE., 3.
*4! Wael Hallaq, Authority, continuity, and change in Islamic law, 39-42.

% Nimrod Hurvitz, “The Mukhtasar of al-Khiraqi”, 2.
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abridgements)”.**® Then Hurvitz concludes that al-Khallal’s “compendium was not a

basic component of the Hanbali curriculum” .44

In fact, Hurvitz’s conclusion is not based on a study of al-Khallal’s works (he does
not refer to any of them), and furthermore his claims can be challenged on the

grounds of the importance of al-Khallal’s works, as indicated by the following:

1. He collected Ahmad’s Masa’il from a great number of countries,** and many of
these Masa’l would not have survived if he had not collected them;
2.  He evaluated the Masa’il when there was a disagreement, stating which one of
them was right or wrong, what was Ahmad's former opinion (mansiikh) and what was
his new opinion (nasikh), and which was preferable (r4yih) or (marjih). Furthermore,
al-Khallal insisted that those who wanted to follow Ahmad’s madhhab (yuqallid
madhhabah") had to compare his different narratives as that would help to identify
Ahmad’s correct opinion.**® Al-Khallal also claimed that some of Ahmad’s followers
had mistakenly ascribed some legal opinions to Ahmad because they knew only one
narrative (r7iwayah) from him and did not know about other narratives (r7wayar).>*’
3. Al-Khallal derived some of Ahmad’s principles from Ahmad’s own answers.
He stated that
4.
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Abu ‘Abd Allah [Ahmad Ibn Hanbal] was a man who does not answer
(vadhhab") unless [on something that exists] in the book [i.e., the Qur’an]
the Sunnah and the narrative of the Companions and the Successors. He
prefers safety (a/-salamah) and certainty about what he says, and thus he

refuses to answer. However, when he answers he only answers by what is
sound and firm (#44bi?) to him***

In addition, al-Khallal used these principles to decide between the contradictions
among Ahmad’s narratives (riwdyaf), for example, when he discussed the matter of

whether judges could apply the testimony given by Christians and Jews (ah/ al-

*3 Ibid., 3.

244 Tbid.

45 For al-Khallal’s trips collecting Ahmad’s Masa’ils see: Melchert, The Formation, 143-44.
246 al-Khallal, Ahkam ahl al-milal, 133.

47 Tbid.

248 Ibid., 134
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dhimmah) for or against each other? Al-Khallal narrated from about twenty persons
who narrated from Ahmad that such evidence between Christians and Jews was not
acceptable. On the other hand, Hanbal b. Ishdq narrated from Ahmad that it was
accepted. Al-Khallal stated that Hanbal was wrong in his report from Ahmad. To
make sure of the source of the mistake, al-Khallal claimed he had read the original
book (as/) of Hanbal and had found the mistake there. However, to prove that this
riwdyah (narrative) was wrong, al-Khallal used two methods: the first was that Hanbal
was wrong because the majority of students in his r7wayah (about twenty persons) had
narrated a different juridical opinion from Ahmad Ibn Hanbal. The second was that al-
Khallal transmitted athar (sayings) from the Successors to prove the narratives of the

majority.

The remarkable point is that al-Khallal aimed to indicate how Hanbal had
misunderstood Ahmad’s opinion by using the same methods (other riwayahs from
Ahmad, and the Successors’ sayings). He stated that Ahmad accepted testimony
between Christians and Jews for or against each other or towards Muslims only when
they were called to witness someone approaching death while he was travelling,
provided no Muslim was attending.** For al-Khallal, Hanbal went wrong because he
generalised Ahmad’s juridical opinion while it occurred only in the case of death in

travelling when no Muslim was attending;

5. The jurisprudential work of al-Khallal does not stop at the comparisons between
the narratives from Ahmad. He was also able to make his own choices. Hisham Yusri
al-‘Arabi identified 91 juridical matters (masalah) where al-Khallal had stated his
own preferences, which may or may not have agreed with those of the other Hanbali
jurists.?>°

It is now clear that al-Khallal was not only a collector of Ahmad’s Masa’l/, but that
his works show his independence of mind. In the case of the Hanbali works based on
al-Khallal’s al-Jami despite the summary by Ibn Qudamah of al-Khallal’s a/-7/al, al-
Jami‘is not the kind of book which allows written commentaries or abridgements.

The purpose of the book was to be a comprehensive guide to Ahmad’s knowledge;

249 1bid., 126-42.
5% al-‘Arabi, Abi Bakr al-Khallil, 1: 200.
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and this is exactly what happened. As noted by Ibn al-Jawzi and ‘Abd al-Qadir Ibn
Badran note, al-Khallal’s Jami‘ was the root for Hanbali jurisprudents to study
Ahmad’s madhhab. This claim can easily be confirmed by reading various Hanbali
books on jurisprudence, such as those of Abui Ya‘la Ibn al-Farra’, Ibn Qudamah al-
Magqdisi, and Ibn Muflih (d. 763/1363), all of whom relied heavily on al-Khallal’s

work.

Al-Khallal established Hanbali legal teaching in Baghdad through his teaching circle
at the Mosque of al-Mahdi. This circle brought forth two of the most important
Hanbali jurists, Abu al-Qasim al-Khiraqi (d. 334/945-46) and Abu Bakr ‘Abd al-‘Aziz
b. Ja‘far (known as Ghulam al-Khallal, d. 363/974).”>" There were wide disagreements
between al-Khiraqi and Ghulam al-Khallal on certain juridical issues,** and Melchert
suggests that these disagreements were presumably between al-Khiraqi and al-Khallal
himself.>>* On the other hand, Ibn Abi Ya‘la indicates that Ghulam al-Khallal

disagreed with his teacher al-Khallal on nine juridical issues.>>*

Although al-Khallal composed most of Ahmad’s responses and his significant work
on them, these Masa’il and responses are still rare, and it is hard to treat them as a
legal text. This is due both to the language and to the contradictions among Ahmad’s
Masa’il. In many cases, Ahmad used equivocal language to push his juridical
opinions. It is not clear whether he meant wajib (religious duty) or mustahabb
(recommended), makriih (discouraged) or haram (prohibited), and sometimes he used
expressions that we do not find being used by any other jurists. For instance, in his

answers, he may say 4c (sl “I tremble to say that”>s5 (il xie aily 13 “this is

atrocious for the people”,?5® 13 J s (il (aes “some people say that”,>7 or 3 | silial %

! For their study under al-Khallal, see: Melchert, 7he Formation, 147-8; Abu Zahrah, Ibn Hanbal,
170-1; Khalid Anas, The Mukhtasar of al-Khiraqi: a tenth century work of Islamic jurisprudence, 15-
16.
3% According to Ibn Hamid, a student of Ghulam al-Khallal, there are 17 juridical questions over
whose solutions Ghulam al-Khallal disagreed with al-Khiraqi. (7ahdhib, 210). Ibn Abi Ya‘la claims
that he identified from Ghulam al-Khallal’s handwriting that there were 60 of these juridical questions.
However, Ibn Abi Ya‘la indicates 98 juridical questions in which Ghulam al-Khallal and al-Khiraqi
disagreed on their solutions ( 7abaqat, 3: 149-209).

53 Melchert, The Formation, 149-50.

*54Tbn Abi Ya'la, Tabaqat, 3: 216-17.

55 Tbn Hamid, 7ahdhib, 146-47.

258 Ibid., 149-50.

37 Ibid., 186.
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. . . 8 . .
1 “people have disagreements on it”.>>° Furthermore, his answers may be various

(and sometimes contradictory) so the question arises: which one presents Ahmad’s
real opinion? These and other problems were the subjects of debates amongst the
Hanbalis themselves and between Hanbalis and Shafi‘is in early Islamic centuries.
The disagreements between al-Khiraqi, on one hand, and Ghulam al-Khallal and his
teacher al-Khallal on the other, were mainly based on these problems. Ghulam al-
Khallal, like his teacher and the early Hanbalis at that time, concentrated more on
Ahmad’s words, whereas al-Khiraqi used Ahmad’s words quite loosely. This is
because he was influenced by the Shafi‘T school of law, and indeed wrote his short

handbook (mukhtasar) on the type of al-Muzani’s Mukhtasarin Shafi7 law.*>°

However, the problems related to the nature of Ahmad’s answers were resolved or,
more accurately, codified by a student of Ghulam al-Khallal and the leader of the
Hanbalis at this period, al-Hasan b. Hamid b. ‘Ali al-Baghdadi (d. 403/1013) (usually
known as Ibn Hamid). Ibn Hamid was seie 5 agms e g 43la ) b Aliall sla) - “The leader of
the Hanbalis in his time, the teacher and their mufti ”,**® and his death signalled the
end of the earliest generation (a/-Mugaddimin) of Hanbali jurists.*®' Ibn Hamid
devoted a book, 7ahdhib al-ajwibah (The Refinement and the correction of the
Responses), to inferring Ahmad’s madhhab from his Masa’il. By “the Responses’ (al-
Ajwibah) Ibn Hamid meant Ahmad’s Masa’%/. Ibn Hamid’s aim in his book was to
indicate the principles that would help with understanding Ahmad’s answers, and to
elucidate the juridical meaning of Ahmad’s words. For this reason, some Hanbalis

identify this book as the first book on the principles of Hanbali jurisprudence.>*

The book is divided into four main sections. The first asks how Ahmad’s madhhab
can be identified and which principles can be used for this purpose? This part contains
eighteen chapters. The second elucidates the juridical meaning of Ahmad’s words,
and this part contains 23 chapters. The third part concerns the way the Hanbali jurists

dealt with the disagreements between Ahmad’s Masa7/. Ibn Hamid includes only two

258 Ibid., 82.

59 Tbn Taymiyah, Majmil‘ fatawa, 4: 450.

26° Ibn Abi Ya'la, Tabagat, 3: 309.

261 The Hanbalis divide themselves into three generations: (1)The earliest (a/-Mutagaddimiin): from
Ahmad until Tbn Hamid’s death (in 403/1012). (2) the middle (a/-Mutwassitiin): from 404/1013 until
Burhan al-Din Ibn Muflih’s death (in 884/1479); and (3) the latest (a/-Muta’akhkhiriin): from 885/1480
until the present. See: Abll Zayd. al/-Madkhal al-mufassal, 1: 455-75.

%2 Ibid., 1: 17, 227-28.
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chapters for this part. Finally, the fourth part of the book is devoted to defending the
Mukhtasar of al-Khiraqi.

The importance of the book attracts the attention not only of jurists; it is also
important for historians. This is because the chapters of the book and its arguments
reflect the dialogue about Hanbali jurisprudence among Hanbalis themselves, and
between them and Shafi‘is. Hence, the historian is able to follow the lines of the

development of the Hanbali school of law, as the following examples illustrate:

1. The debates among the Hanbalis

Ibn Hamid provided very important details about the disagreement among the
Hanbalis, especially between his teacher Ghulam al-Khallal and al-Khiraqi. These
disagreements were mainly about how Ahmad’s madhhab could be identified. For
example, sometimes when Ahmad was asked a juridical question, he answered by
recalling a verse (4yah) narrating a tradition (hadith) or a narrative (athar) from a
Companion, without indicating his own opinion. So, does this mean this verse,
tradition or narrative is his own madhhab? Tbn Hamid claimed that this was Ahmad’s
madhhab, although some Hanbalis and some ShafiTs said these could not be counted

as such.?®

Another example presents the disagreement between al-Khiraqi and other Hanbali
scholars in his time. This question is: is it permitted to use reasoning in Ahmad’s
answers? Ibn Hamid stated that his masters (shuyikhuna) al-Khallal, Ghulam al-
Khallal, Abu ‘Ali Ibn al-Sawwaf (d. 359/970), Ibrahim Ibn Shaqqilla (d. 369/979),
and all of those (Hanbali scholars) he had seen (wa sa’ir" man shahadnah), did not
agree with using reasoning to attribute statements to Ahmad. They criticised al-
Khiraqi because he used this method to state Ahmad’s madhhab. On the other hand,
Ibn Hamid claimed that al-Athram and al-Khiraqi accepted this. Interestingly, Ibn

Hamid supported al-Athram and al-Khiraqi and refuted the view of his teachers.*

263 [bn Hamid, 7a2hdhib, 19-28.
*841bid., 36-40.
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Another instance provides information about the disagreements between al-Khallal
and his pupil Ghulam al-Khallal,?*s and between Ghulam al-Khallal and al-Khiraqi.®®
The remarkable point of Ibn Hamid’s work is that he put divergences down to
disagreements about principles, and always chose al-Khiraqi’s opinions. After
choosing al-Khiraqi’s principles, Ibn Hamid wrote a chapter to defend the Mukhtasar

of al-Khiraqi in front of some Hanbalis, Ghulam al-Khallal and others.>®”

2. The debates between Hanbalis and Shafi‘is

The dialogue about Ahmad’s Masa’/ and his jurisprudence was significant in the
fourth A.H./tenth century in Baghdad among Hanbalis and other scholars from other
madhhabs. Many jurists did not accept Ahmad as a jurist, and they used his answers in
the Masa’il to confirm their suspicions. Ibn Hamid argued with them and refuted their
objections to Ahmad’s Masa’il. For example, the Shafils use the contradictions in
Ahmad’s answers to prove that he was not a jurist, and they asked the Hanbalis which
answer they would take, and how they would choose among them? Ibn Hamid’s
answer was simple: he said that the Hanbalis would use the same rule that they used
when there was a disagreement between two traditions (Aadiths) or two narratives
from the Companions (4thar); they would choose between them, or one of them was

an abrogator (naszkh) and the other an abrogated (mansikh).>®

Sometimes when he was asked, Ahmad gave his answer by presenting the
disagreement between the jurists, especially the Companions, without giving his own
opinion, but the Shafi‘is said that this was not a mujtahid answer; rather it was a
mugqallid answer. Ibn Hamid provided some answers to this problem. One of these
answers was that when Ahmad answered some questions by presenting the
disagreement over its solution without presenting his own opinion, it was mostly
found that this opinion was clarified in other Masa’7l. Another answer was that Ahmad
gave his response according to the question; he did not aim to write a book on
jurisprudence. However, Ibn Hamid added, al-Shafi‘t was interested in writing books

about jurisprudence, and would sometimes give two or three (and up to eight)

265 Tbid., 200.
266 Ibid., 198.
*7Ibid., 210-13.
268 Ibid., 102-7.
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opinions for one juridical issue.® For Ibn Hamid, this criticism was likely to be

aimed at al-Shafi‘1, not at Ahmad.

It is clear that Ibn Hamid completed the work of al-Khallal to use Ahmad’s Masa’il as
the root of the Hanbali School of law. He also proved the work of al-Khiraqi, which
uses more human reasoning (ra’) to codify the principles of using and understanding
Ahmad’s Masa’il. This is probably why the Hanbalis regard his as the end of the

earliest generation (a/-Mutagaddimiin) of Hanbali jurists.

2.11. Conclusion

Apparently, Ahmad’s Masa’i/ represent the continuation of an old method of
recording scholars’ answers regarding religious matters. From the eight Masa’/ that

have been presented above, several significant conclusions can be drawn here.

1- Not all of the Masa’i/ writers devoted their books to Ahmad’s legal opinions. Only
three of them did so; however, none of them, and this includes Ahmad’s sons (i.e.,
Salih and ‘Abd Allah) and Ahmad’s pupil Ibn Hani’ was known as a jurisprudent.
Furthermore, when it comes to theology, the transmitters critiqued neither ‘Abd Allah
nor Salih who limited themselves to their father’s authority only, but relied on the
authority of other traditionalists. For the rest of the Masa7/ collectors, Ahmad’s
answers make up the greater part of the Masaiis of two of them (i.e., Abi Dawud and
al-Athram), and a smaller portion of those of two others (i.e., Harb and al-Kawsaj).
Half of the last Masa’l (i.e., by al-Baghawi) contains Ahmad’s opinions, the other
half prophetical traditions.

2-For the contents of these Masa’ils, all of the Masa’il collectors (apart from al-
Baghawi) narrated jurisprudential and theological answers from Ahmad and his

opinions about the transmitters of traditions. Thus, Hurvitz is wrong in his claim that

29 Tbid., 60-62.
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‘Abd Allah b. Ahmad is the only person to have collected Ahmad’s polemical writings

(in theology) and criticism of traditions’ transmitters.*”°

3- Some scholars broadly accept the credibility of Ahmad’s Masa’i/ and regard them

727! In fact, there are some

to be “much truer to life than books from other schools.
problems that may challenge the credibility of the AMasa%/ The main problem is the
contradictions between these Masa7/, that reflect the disagreement between Ahmad’s
students (or later Hanbali or Sunni generations) more than they reflect Ahmad’s
opinions. The other problem is that some of Ahmad’s students used rational analogy
to present Ahmad’s views, which means that they ascribed to Ahmad what they
thought he should have said rather than what he did actually say. In the following

chapters I will deal directly and extensively with these problems.

*1° Hurvitz, The Formation, 4. In addition to the Masa’il collectors named above, there is a collection
that compiled Ahmad’s opinions on the transmitters of the traditions. The collection contains the works
of al-Marrtidhi and al-Maymiini (in addition to Salih whose name was also mentioned above). See: al-
Marradhi and others, al-7lal wa-ma titat al-rijal ‘an al-imam Ahmad b. Muhammad Ibn Hanbal.

*7' Melchert, Ahmad, 69.



Part Two

The Political theology of Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal



Chapter III

Historical Background

3.1. Introduction

The political theory of Muslim jurisprudents (including the Sunnis and the Shi‘is)
cannot be understood without studying the early period of Islam, a period that is likely
to be considered the ground marker for jurisprudential political theology. Crone notes
that the period of “the first four Caliphs, the first civil war, and its aftermath form part
of the elementary vocabulary without which one cannot even begin to understand

what medieval Muslims said about government.”

This part of the research is aimed at examining the effects of the historical elements
on the political theology (or view) of the traditionalists, with a specific focus on

Ahmad Ibn Hanbal.

3.2. Al-Rashidiin (the rightly guided/patriarchs).

3.2.1. ‘Ali’s Caliphate

After the death of the Prophet Muhammad (d. 11/632), Abu Bakr (d. 13/634) became
the first caliph of the Muslim community. On his deathbed he designated ‘Umar Ibn
al-Khattab (killed. 23/644) as his successor. ‘Umar was the second caliph until he was
assassinated. Shortly before he died, ‘Umar called for a council (shidra) of six
individuals including, among others, ‘Uthman and °‘Ali, who would choose his
successor from among themselves. After discussion the choice fell on ‘Uthman.
Twelve years later, ‘Uthman was murdered by rebels, who duly installed ‘Ali b. Abi

Talib as the new caliph. But because he had been chosen by the rebels, ‘Ali was not

" Ibid, 17.



able to free himself from association with them.> In addition, a number of the
important Companions (including ‘A’ishah, Talhah and al-Zubayr) would not accept
‘Ali’s rule. They criticised him for not avenging ‘Uthman’s murder and this led to the

first civil war 35-41/656-661. ‘Ali was murdered by a KAariji assassin in 40/661.

The period from the death of the Prophet Muhammad until the murder of ‘Ali lasted
for about 30 years, and is known as the Khrlafah period. According to Sunni belief,
since the second half of the third A.H./late ninth century, these four caliphs were
regarded as Rashidin or Rightly Guided Caliphs.> The name ‘Rashidin’ was derived

from a tradition related to Muhammad, who is claimed to have said:

da) sl Lale | gac ‘L.S-\’—’L)“Uﬁﬂé-d\ cpadl Hll c-lsu\m)‘é_"umes:dc
You must take hold of my Sunnah and the Sunnah of the rightly guided
(rashidiin) deputies (khulafa) who take the right way (mahdiyin) after me.

Bite on it with the molar teeth*
Significantly, the tradition was reported through Shami (Syrian) transmitters. All of
the transmitters in the first three stages of the chain of this tradition were from Hims a
city in the centre of Syria. Abu Isma‘il al-Harawi (d. 481/1089) who apparently liked

this tradition described it as 4wl s JL3ll Jal & Cuss 352l 0 “One of the finest and best

traditions [reported] from the people of Syria”.’?

It is hard to believe that such Shamis would include ‘Ali among the Rightly Guided
Caliphs.® Thumamah b. ‘Adi, a Companion and a governor of ‘Uthman in a city in
Syria, said after the murder of ‘Uthman: &le jlad  dess dal (o 431 e ) (138
45 “Now, the Caliphate has been removed; and it has become a kingship and a
dictatorship”.” However, the debate among traditionalists in the second A.H./eighth
century as to whether ‘Ali can be considered a caliph was highly controversial. Those

who rejected ‘Ali’s caliphate became a minority among Sunnism by the third

* Stephen Humphreys, Mu awiya ibn Abi Sufyan. from Arabia to empire, 73-74.

3 “Abd Allah, al-Sunnah, 2:533-91; Ahmad b. ‘Amr b. al-Dahhak Ibn Abi ‘Asim, a/-Sunnah, 2: 760-
801; al-Ash‘ari, Maqgalat, 455.

* This tradition is available in: Ahmad, a/-Musnad, 4: 126-277, Aba Dawud, a/-Sunan, kitab al-Sunnah,
Bab f1 luziim al-Sunnah, no. 4607; al-Tirmidhi, a/-Jami Abwab al-‘ilm, Bab ma ja’ fi al-akhadh bi-al-
Sunnah wa-ijtinab al-bida‘, n0.2676; Muhammad b. Yazid Ibn Majah, a/-Sunan, al-Muqaddimah, Bab
ittiba“ sunnat al-khulafa’ al-Rashidin al-Mahdiyyin, nos. 42-44.

3 ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad al-Harawi, Dhamm al-kalam wa-ahlih, 3: 122.

% The tradition was transmitted by people of Hims, who were known to disparage ‘Al until the time of
Isma‘l b. ‘Ayyash (d. 182/798). See: Ahmad b. ‘Ali Ibn Hajar, Tahdhib al-Tadhib, 8: 464.

7 Ibn ‘Asakir, 7arikh Dimashq, 39: 482; al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 334.



A.H./ninth century at the time of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal. Subsequently, and probably by
virtue of Ahmad’s attitude, the acceptance of ‘Ali as a caliph became an orthodox

belief of Sunnism.®

Those who did not accept his caliphate stated that there was no consensus (77ma
among the Companions on his caliphate. Some Companions rejected it, including
‘A’ishah, Talhah and al-Zubayr and their group, and Mu‘awiyah and his group. They
did not pledge their allegiance to ‘Ali and, if we believe that ‘Ali was a caliph, this
means we have to criticise them and insult them as Khawarij or Bughah (rebels). So,
the safest way is to count this period as a time of fitnah, when there was neither ;7jma“
nor jama‘ah. The other reason given for rejecting ‘Ali’s caliphate is that allegiance
was given to ‘All in the wrong way; there was no shira or ahd (testament) and no

publicly-declared allegiance (bay‘ah). Therefore it was disregarded. Moreover, those

who gave ‘Ali allegiance were the rebels who had killed ‘Uthman.

This disagreement among the traditionalists on ‘Ali’s position was noticed in the
second half of third A.H./ninth century,” by a Mu%azili author who claimed that the
Hashwiyah (the name with which he insults the traditionalists) had different positions
towards ‘Ali’s caliphate. The first position was presented by those who accepted ‘Ali
as a caliph. This group can be divided into two. One was presented by most of the
traditionalists in Kufa, such as Waki‘ b. al-Jarrah, ‘Abd Allah b. Idris,' and al-Fadl b.
Dukayn. This group ranked ‘Ali higher than ‘Uthman, but they accepted both their
caliphates. The second group was presented by the traditionalists in Basra and Wasit,
such as Hammad b. Zayd, Hammad b. Salamah, Yahya b. Sa‘id al-Qattan, Hushaym
b. Bashir and ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Mahdi. These preferred ‘Uthman to ‘Ali, but they

considered ‘Ali a caliph.

The other position towards °‘Ali’s caliphate was taken by the traditionalists in

Baghdad, such as Ibn Ma‘in, Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, Abii Khaythamah, and Isma‘l al-

¥ Muhammad Qasim Zaman, Re/igion and politics under the early ‘Abbasids: the emergence of the
proto-Sunni elite, 52.

® Josef Van Ess, the editor of the book, published it as the Masa’l al-imamah by ‘Abd Allah b,
Muhammad al-Nashi’ al-Akbar (d. 293/906). However, Madelung, believes that the book is Kitab al-
Ustil by Ja‘far b. Harb (d. 236/850). See: Wilferd Madelung, “Frithe Mu‘tazilitisch Haresiographie: das
Kitab al-Usiil des Ga‘far b. Harb?”, 220-36. Madelung’s argument was accepted by most western
scholars; for example see: Michael Cook, “Reviewed work(s): Religious Schools and Sects in Medieval
Islam by Wilferd Madelung”, 132-133; Patricia Crone, God’s Rule, 439.

'> Ahmad rejects ‘Abd Allah b. Idris preferring ‘Ali over ‘Uthman. See: al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 395.
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Jawzi. These traditionalists disregarded ‘Ali as a caliph, and stated that ‘Ali’s time was

not that of a caliphate: rather it was a period of fitnah."'

This last description was written by a Mu tazili in the third A.H./late ninth century,
and in comparison with the contemporary traditionalists’ sources, this triple division
is generally acceptable. But there are some questions with regard to the real views of
some of those named above. In the following, this statement will be examined in the
light of the traditionalists’ resources in the third and early fourth A.H./ninth and early
tenth century.

Regarding the Kufan group of traditionalists, Ahmad Ibn Hanbal agrees that they
prefer ‘Ali to ‘Uthman. However, Ahmad mentions that “Only two men in Kufa prefer
‘Uthman to ‘Ali”. These two are Talhah b. Musarrif and ‘Abd Allah b. Idris."?
Apparently, the disagreement between Ahmad and the Muazili author concerns

whether Ibn Idris prefers ‘Ali or ‘Uthman.

Ahmad confirms that the traditionalists in Basra prefer ‘Uthman to ‘Ali and narrates
from the Basran Sa‘id Ibn Abi ‘Arubah (d. 156/773), that the early scholars
(mashyakhah) like it if one is a ‘Uthmani [i.e., preferring ‘Uthman to ‘Ali]."* Qatadah,
another Basran traditionalist, became angry when he heard someone preferring ‘Ali to

‘Uthman and stated that the early Basrans did not hold this belief.'*

The case of Wasit is different. Ahmad claims that the majority of the people of Wasit
were shi‘ah (yatashayyadn 1i.e., preferring ‘All to ‘Uthman). He quotes his Wasiti
teacher Yazid b. Harin (d. 206/821) who stated: oleie 5l (laie e o cwd e s Y

e = “You should not care whether you prefer ‘Uthman to ‘Ali or ‘Ali to

‘Uthman™."3

In the Baghdadi group, the author of Masa’il al-imamah mentions a Baghdadi
traditionalist called Isma‘il al-Jawzi, who disregards ‘Ali as a caliph and counts his

period as a time of fitnah. We do not know much about him except that he was one of

' al-Nashi’ al-Akbar (attrib.), Masa’il al-imamah, 65-66.

'* al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 395.

3 1bid, 2: 324. .

4 Tbn “Asakir, Tarikh Dimashg, 39: 505. <13 pgans e 138 118 da W agy D 13 J5Y) 4dslall S
."_3)...4;,\” Jz\@,_)_(,ﬁljl Jaa L_;L u\Sh\ "e_Jed (CLazd subﬂc L_;.c \:\lc uMuﬁcn.uj—Bdugd&

'S al-Khallal, al-Sunnah, 2: 394.
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the seven traditionalists who were asked by al-Ma’miin to state that the Qur’an was
created. Under threat all of these seven acknowledged the statement.'® However, al-
Jawzi’s statement can be confirmed from the Hanbali literatures. Al-Khallal narrates
from Ishaq al-Baghawi that Ahmad was told about a statement by some people
claiming that if ‘Ali was a just ruler (7mam ‘ad/) that would mean dismissing of the
blood of Talhah and al-Zubayr. Ahmad’s answer was that: -13 J& s 451 i 55l 128
@Il V5 unally | jpay oAS L -0 “this is al-Jawzi [i.e., who says that]."'” He was not

9 18

insightful (basir) about hadith or reasoning (ra’y) .

In addition, the author of Masa’i/ al-imamah claims that traditionalists in Bagdad,
such as Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and Yahya b. Ma‘in disregard ‘Ali’s caliphate.
Traditionalist sources give a different interpretation of Ibn Ma‘in. In these sources Ibn

Ma‘in regards ‘Ali as the fourth caliph.

The narratives from Ahmad are various and sometimes contradictory. These
narratives cover all possible attitudes, from disregarding ‘Ali as a caliph to accusing
those who do not regard him as a caliph of being wicked people who shall not be
talked to or married with. Ahmad’s position regarding ‘Ali’s caliphate can be divided

into two issues.

3.2.2. The legitimacy of ‘Ali’s caliphate

There are two different reports from Ahmad regarding this matter. The first is that ‘Ali
was not a caliph. This report can be found neither in Hanbali nor in traditionalist
sources, but is in the Mu%azili book Masa’il al-imamah. The other reports state that
Ahmad considers ‘Ali as a legitimate caliph. A large number of Ahmad’s students
narrate from him that 43l & e 5 glaic 5 jee 5 S sl 5 cdanadill 8 Gldic 5 yae 5 Sy 5l “In

the preference between the Companions: [the best] is Abu Bakr, then ‘Umar, then

' Ahmad Ibn Abi Tahir Tayfir, Kitab Baghdad, 183; al-Tabari, T4rikh, 8: 634; Ibn al-Jawzi, Maniqib,
519. For Isma‘l al-Jawzi’s biography, see: al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, 7arikh Baghdad, 7: 221; Josef Van
Ess, Friihe Mutazilitisch Hiresiographie: Zwei Werke des Nasi’ al-Akbar (gest. 293 H.), 66;
Madelung, “Friihe Mutazilitisch Hiresiographie: das kitib al-Usil des Ga‘tar b. Harb?’, 223-224.
However, neither Van Ess nor Madelung notice that al-Jawzi in Masa’il al-imamah is the same person
who had been questioned in the Mihnah .

'7 In the manuscript and the printed versions of a/-Sunnah, al-Jawzi’s name is written as al-Huri, which
is similar in Arabic writing to al-Jawzl.

' al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 425-26.

' al-Duri, al-Tarikh, 3:18, 359, 4: 8, 46, 48; al-Lalaka’1, Sharh usul 1tigad ahl al-Sunnah, 8: 1392; Ibn
‘Asakir, Tarikh Dimashq, 39: 509.
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‘Uthman. However in the caliphate they are Abt Bakr, ‘Umar, ‘Uthman, and ‘Al
That means Ahmad regards °‘Ali as the fourth caliph but not the fourth best
Companion. This view was narrated from Ahmad by his sons Salih®** and ‘Abd
Allah,*" his cousin Hanbal b. Ishaq,*® and his pupils such as Aba Bakr al-Marradhi,*?
‘Abd al-Malik al-Maymini,* Abi Dawiid al-Sijistani,*> Harb al-Kirmani,”® Abii Bakr
al-Athram,?” and Aba Bakr al-Ahwal,*® among others.?® Western scholars resolve the
contradiction between the two statements by stating that Ahmad’s position developed
over time, and at the end of his life he believed that ‘Ali was the fourth rightly guided
caliph.’®

This argument contains two claims: the evolution of Ahmad’s position, and that it
took place at the end of his life. The first claim seems to be proved, as will be shown
below; the second claim seems to be unsupported.

The change in Ahmad’s position can be traced through two stories. In the first story,
Maymiini, the Syrian disciple of Ahmad, said to Ahmad that: =313 s () 5] sy 5 Ul
1Al a Ule @lllss) e “T and some of my companions are surprised by your including
‘Ali among the [legitimate] Caliphate”; Ahmad, according to al-Maymini, defended
the legitimacy of ‘Ali’s caliphate. Al-Maymiini dates this conversation to 227/842.%"
This story supports the idea that it was not known to Ahmad’s students that he
included ‘Ali among the legitimate caliphs, so they were surprised when they knew

about it.

A further story was narrated by another Syrian named Warizah b. Muhammad al-
Himsli (d. 262/875-76), who claimed to have gone to Ahmad when the latter came out

with the zarbi‘[declaring ‘Ali as the fourth legitimate caliph] and said to him:

¢ Salih, Masa’il, 98-99; al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 411-12, 423-23.

*' ‘Abd Allah, al-Sunnah, 2: 573-4; al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2:411, 424.

** al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 413.

3 1bid., 2: 411, 419.

*1bid., 2:411, 426-7.

*> Abu Dawid, Masa’il, 370; al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 411.

*6 Harb, Masa’il, 439; al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 411, 426.

*7 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2:412-13.

* Ibid., 2: 428.

% al-Khallal narrates this statement from some of Ahmad’s other students. See: a/-Sunnah, 2: 411- 28.
3° Madelung, Der Imam Qasim, 225; Idem, Religious trends in early Islamic Iran, 24 ; Josef Van Ess,
“Political ideas in early Islamic religious thought”, 153; Zaman, Religion and politics, 51.

3" al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 3: 426.
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“O Abu ‘Abd Allah [Ahmad Ibn Hanbal], this [statement] slanders Talhah

and al-Zubayr [who fought ‘Ali]”. Ahmad replied “How badly you did speak!

We should not take a part in their [the Companions’] war against each other

nor talk about it”. Warizah replied “God forgive you, I only mentioned it

[i.e., the war] because you placed ‘Ali as the fourth, and claimed him a

[legitimate] caliphate ...”. Ahmad said: “What prevents me from this?” and

Warizah replied “Ibn ‘Umar’s statement”. Ahmad then said: ““Umar is better

than his son, and he accepted ‘Ali being a caliph when he included him in the

shira’. He then added: ““Ali claims himself as the Commander of the
Faithful. How can I say he was not such?”**

This story is hard to believe. It is not to be found in the early traditionalist literature
(such as al-Khallal’s works), and it mixes the 7afdil and the Khilatah, whereas
Ahmad, as will be shown, clearly distinguishes between the two. As a result of this
mixture, Ahmad was quoted as rejecting Ibn ‘Umar’s statement on the 7afdil In

contrast, this tradition was accepted in most of the other reports narrated from Ahmad.

However, there is a strong possibility that Ahmad originally did not regard ‘Ali as a
legitimate caliph and then changed his position. The point now is, when did he change
his attitude towards ‘Ali’s caliphate? Western scholars (such as Madelung, Van Ess
and Zaman) date this to approximately the time around the end of his life. This claim
is doubtful; there is no evidence for it, and it runs contrary to other reports such as that
of al-Maymini, who dates the change to 227/842, which is about fourteen years
before Ahmad’s death. Another report that Ahmad approved ‘Ali’s position was
narrated by Aba Bakr al-Mishkani,>® who died in 223/838-9. This date, which is
between 222-227/238-242, is likely to be true since we do not have any report from
Ahmad that he disregarded ‘Ali as a legitimate caliph. So, if such a statement existed,
it was a long time before Ahmad’s death and not when his opinions were frequently

recorded.

3% al-Lalaka’1, Sharh usil itigad ahl al-Snnah, 8: 1392; Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tabaqat, 2: 501-2.
33 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 3: 428.
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Ahmad uses various arguments to approve ‘Ali’s caliphate and to include him in the

Rashidun:

A. The first argument Ahmad applies is a tradition transmitted from the Prophet

Muhammad through his servant Safinah. In this tradition the Prophet is claimed as
saying: 4iw o 505 200 AR “The caliphate will last for thirty years after me”. Ahmad
justifies this by counting thirty years after the prophet’s death, saying, “Abu Bakr
ruled two years and something, ‘Umar ten years, ‘Uthman twelve years and ‘Al1 six

years .34 The total is 30 years as the tradition stated.

This argument was transmitted by a large number of Ahmad’s students.?> Presumably,
some traditionalists were not convinced about including ‘Ali in the Rashidiin and
acknowledging him as a legitimate caliph. This group did not think that the Aadith was
an authentic report. Ahmad refutes this claim and defends the authenticity of the
hadith. The reactions reported from Ahmad regarding those who criticised Safinah’s
hadith are various. Al-Marrudhi informed Ahmad that those who disregarded
Safinah’s hadithrelied on Yahya b. Sa‘ld al-Qattan’s judgement that he regarded Sa‘id
b. Jumhan (one of the tradition’s transmitters) as a weak transmitter (da7f). Ahmad
became angry and said “This is bati/ (false), I have never heard Yahya criticise him
[i.e., Sa9d b. Juhman]”.3° Two other accounts provide more aggressive reports from
Ahmad towards those who rejected Safinah’s hadith. The first, narrated by Abu al-
Harith (d. ?) said that when Ahmad was asked about those who disregard this
tradition, Ahmad answered a i Gius «sadlag Vs casill eV 58 (sulagy o) o s 22S 12
wull “This is an evil and useless statement. Those people should be shunned and
boycotted, and people are to be warned against them”.?” This statement is too
exaggerated to be believed. It is too aggressive and contradicts other reports from

Ahmad. 3*

34 Salih, Masa’il, 99; al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 424.

35 See: ‘Abd Allah, al-Sunnah, 2:591-92; al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 412, 419-24; al-Lalaka’1, Sharh usil
1tigad ahl al-Sunnah, 8: 1371, 1392.

36 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 419.

37 1bid., 2: 423.

3% There will be further discussion of this point in the next section.
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The second report is that Ahmad removed a man from his maylis as a result of his
expressing a doubt about the reliability of Sa‘id b. Jumhan.3° This statement was only
known in Baghdad in the fourth A.H./early tenth century.** Possibly Ahmad’s various
reports towards those who criticised Safinah’s hadith reflect the conflict among

traditionalists in the late third A.H./ninth century on the legitimacy of ‘Ali’s caliphate.

B. The second argument that Ahmad applied to approve the legitimacy of ‘Ali’s

caliphate is that ‘Ali claimed himself to be a caliph and duly acted as a caliph. He
conducted the Aajj (pilgrimage), he implemented the Audiid (the fixed punishment),
and he led the prayers and the jihad. he also gave out the ghana’im (the spoils of

war).4'

C.  The third argument is that the Companions addressed ‘Ali as a caliph, accepted

his caliphate and named him as the Commander of the Faithful. Among these

Companions, according to Ahmad, were ‘Ammar b. Yasir and [Abu] Masd.**

These two latter arguments are based on the fact that ‘Al1 claimed himself as a caliph
and the Companions addressed him as such. Consequently, those who rejected or

doubted it imputed lies to ‘Ali and other Companions.*3

As presented above, Ahmad regarded ‘Ali as a legitimate caliph and included him in
the Rashidiin. However, many contradictory reports were narrated from him about
those who did not regard ‘Ali as a caliph. These included some traditionalists in his
time. The following reports are organised in order of aggressiveness:

a)  Salih b. ‘Ali (d.?) narrated from Ahmad that “I do not like whoever doubts ‘Al1’s
caliphate”.** ‘Alil b. Zakariya al-Tammar (d. 267/881) claimed that Ahmad was
surprised at those who did not say ‘Ali was the Commander of the Faithful.*°

39 al-Khallal, al-Sunnah, 2: 422-23.

4% al-Khallah heard it from Abt Bakr Ibn Sadaqah, who had heard it from his companions from Ahmad.
4! For ‘Abd Allah’s report, see his book: al-Sunnah, p. 2: 590; “al-Marridhi, Hanbal b. Ishaq, Aba Bakr
al-Athram and Muhammad b. Yahya” in (al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 412-15).

4 al-Khallal, al-Sunnah, 2: 411-15. In the published copies and the manuscript: the name of the
Companion was Ibn MasTid which could not have been meant here as Ibn Mas‘ad died in 32/652-53
three years before ‘Ali claimed the office of the caliphate. It is clear that the person who is mentioned
here is Abli Mas‘ud al-Badri (d. after 40/661) another Companion and one of ‘Ali’s men.

$1bid., 2: 419.

44 1bid., 2: 412.

4 1bid., 2: 420.
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b)  Abi Bakr al-Mishkani narrated from Ahmad, “How bad this statement is”, but

he did not remove him from the Sunnah because he made a wrong interpretation.*°

¢) In‘Abd Allah’s report, Ahmad describes disregarding ‘Ali as a caliph as s s« J
s “An evil dreadful statement”.*” And in Harb’s report, Ahmad describes it as a
“severely appalling [statement]”.*® In Hanbal’s report, Ahmad said: »3 ¢ 4l 3sel
Aaal) “God forbid this statement!”° Al-Marriidhi claims that Ahmad harshly attacked

those who did not accept “Ali’s caliphate.>°

d)  When Ahmad’s uncle insulted those who rejected ‘Ali’s caliphate as being (3lwdll
Jadll “sinful, perverted”, Ahmad kept silent and smiled.>’

e) Later sources include even more aggressive reports, one being that Ahmad b.

Zurarah (d. ?) narrated from Ahmad that: ¥ s s 5l 38 &A1) 6 calda o 0 ra w000
s saSli “Whoever does not regard ‘Ali as the fourth [rightly guided] caliph, does not sit
with him or talk to him”.>* Another report, transmitted by Hisham b. Mansur (d. ?)
claimed to have heard Ahmad saying: 4lal s (s Jual g8 el dalaY) iy &l (e
“Whoever does not approve ‘Ali’s caliphate is more wayward than his family’s

donkey”.33

This disagreement between the reports is more likely to reflect the conflict between
the traditionalists in the late third and early fourth A.H./tenth century on the position

of ‘Ali b. Abi Talib than it is to represent Ahmad’s own view.

The reports that were narrated by Ahmad’s pupils and sons, which can be found in the
early sources (the last quarter of the ninth century), indicate that Ahmad regarded ‘Ali
as the fourth rightly guided caliph and refuted those who disregarded him.
Nevertheless, he does not attack them harshly, nor does he remove them from the path
of the Sunnah. The more confrontational reports (for example point (e) in the

preceding paragraph) were, on the other hand, narrated by students who were not even

4 Tbid., 2: 428.Uaals U5l candl e an 3l (s il Lo J8 S0 Jal e 05 1l 13 J Al i
47 <Abd Allah, al-Sunnah, 2: 590.

4 Harb, Masa’il, 439. 3223 Ae i 4 Aaday Gl 8 oé

4 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 413.

5° Ibid., 2: 419.441% 4 J& &l e o Glady d) xe ol Jan

St Ibid., 2: 427.

5% Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tabaqat, 1: 99-100.

53 Ibn al-Jawzi, Manaqib, 220.
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close to Ahmad. These reports can only be found in later sources (in the tenth century
and afterwards). However, there is no doubt that Ahmad played a great role in
rehabilitating ‘Ali among the traditionalists, and under the authority of his name the
mission was completed. “Ali is regarded as the fourth Rightly Guided Caliph by all the

traditionalist creeds from the fourth A.H./tenth century onwards.>*

Here a significant question arises: why did Ahmad change his position towards ‘Ali’s
caliphate and rehabilitate him? There is no clear answer to this question. However, it
may be useful to look at the evolution of the traditionalists’ view of the history of
Islam and the Jama‘ah (community). In the second A.H./eighth century, traditionalists
started to be aware of themselves. A new trend established a project to narrow the
differences among the traditionalists themselves, in order to have one traditionalist
school (madhhab ashab al-hadith), rather than several traditionalist schools (madhahib
ashab al-hadith), and one of their strategies was to modify their theology towards a
middle way (wasatiyah). This was in order to maintain the community by absorbing
the history of early Islam and accepting it all. And this could be applied by approving
the rules of Abu Bakr, ‘Umar, and ‘Uthman (the ‘Uthmaniyah’s view), ‘Ali’s rule (the
Sunni-Shi‘T view), and Mu‘awiyah’s rule (the Shami view). Furthermore, this trend
regarded the fight between the Companions as a form of 7jtzhad Thus they could
secure the dignity of the Companions: ‘Ali, Talhah, al-Zubayr and his son ‘Abd Allah,
‘A’ishah, Mu‘awiyah and ‘Amr b. al-‘As,>* none of whom were to be blamed for

hisown zjtihad.
3.2.3. The Tafdil (the preference among the Companions)
The question of “Who is the best” (zafdil) has been related to Muslim political theory

since the first A.H./seventh century.5® It was used as a justification for choosing the

caliph. For example, when Abu Bakr asked ‘Uthman about his decision to choose

54 See: ‘Abd Allah, a/-Sunnah, 2:533-91; Ibn Abi ‘Asim, al-Sunnah, 2: 760-801; al-Ash‘ari, Magalat,
455.

35 See another example of applying “absorption” in traditionalist theology: al-Sayyid, “Ahl" al-
Sunnah”, 238-41.

58 Afsaruddin dates the Manaqib literature, which reflects the discussion on afdi/, at around the end of
the seventh century. See: Asma Afsaruddin, “In praise of the caliph: re-creating history from the
manaqib literature”, 229.
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‘Umar as his successor, the latter’s reply was “There is no one like him among us”,*’

and Aba Bakr declared that ‘Umar was the best among the Companions.>® On another
occasion, he declared that ‘Umar was the best of God’s people.”® It is difficult to
accept that 7afdil was the only element to be taken into account in choosing a caliph.
It is more convincing to state that on the basis of the absence of an effective
mechanism to choose the caliph,®® 7afdi/ was a good excuse for choosing him.
Therefore, the question of 7afdil has never been raised in the discussion on choosing

the caliph; it has only been declared after the decision has been made.
Ahmad’s position on comparing the Companions is indicated in two issues:

3.2.3.1. Who is the best?

All the statements that were narrated from Ahmad regarding this issue state that “The
best of the nation after the Prophet is Abti Bakr; and the best of them after Abt Bakr
is ‘Umar; and the best of them after ‘Umar is ‘Uthman”. There is no disagreement on
Ahmad’s position up to this point. Disagreements arise concerning the question ‘Who

is the best after ‘Uthman?’

The majority of traditionalists in Ahmad’s time agreed on the position of these three
but disagreed on the position of ‘Ali and the other Companions. Reflecting these
disagreements, five opinions were narrated from Ahmad regarding the answer to this

question.

L. To end at ‘Uthman (al-waqf ‘ala ‘Uthman): this meant preferring Abu Bakr,
then ‘Umar, then ‘Uthman, then not preferring any Companion to any other. This
opinion was narrated by the majority of Ahmad’s students. In addition to those who

were named above,”" there is Yahya b. Ma‘in,* al-Kawsaj,®* Ibn Hani>,*4 and Ahmad

57 al-Tabari, T4arikh, 3: 428.

5% Ibid.

9 1bid., 3: 429, 433; Wilferd Madelung, The Succession to Muhammad: a study of the early caliphate,
55-

% Hisham Ju‘ayt, al-Fitnah: jadalivat al-din wa-al-siyasah fi al-Islam al-mubakkir, 120.

6! See above (3.2.3.1). These names are: those of his sons Salih and ‘Abd Allah, his cousin Hanbal b.
Ishaq, and his pupils such as Abl Bakr al-Marradhi, ‘Abd al-Malik al-Maymiini, Abii Dawud al-
Sijistani, Harb al-Kirmani, Abs Bakr al-Athram and Aba Bakr al-Ahwal, among others.

62 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 397.

63 al-Kawsaj, Masa’l, q 3413.

% Ibn Hani’, Masa’ll, 2: 169.
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Ibn Abi al-Hawari,® among others.® According to their reports, Ahmad based his

opinion on Ibn ‘Umar who is claimed to have said:

We used to prefer among the Companions of the Messenger of
God, and we were saying: Abu Bakr, then ‘Umar, then ‘Uthman.
The Prophet hears that and does not reject it"’

I1. Some of Ahmad’s students narrated that even though Ahmad ends at ‘Uthman,
he neither accuses nor rejects those who regard ‘Ali as the fourth best Companion.
‘Abd Allah b. Ahmad, al-Marriidhi, Ibn Hani’, Abu al-Harith and al-Fadl b. Ziyad

(among others) narrated this opinion from Ahrnad.68

II1. Ending at ‘Uthman or regarding ‘Ali as the fourth best Companion: either is
correct. This opinion was narrated from Ahmad by al-Hasan b. Thawab (d. 268/881)

and Harin al-Dik.%

IV.  ‘Ali is the fourth best Companion. This opinion was given by al-Fadl b. Ziyad
who narrated from Ahmad that =% 138 3 W “Nothing rejects this”.” Al-Maymini
narrated from him that ob 4 058 Y of s> “I hope this [statement] is accepted”.”
Ishaq b. Ibrahim al-Baghawi reported from him that “Whoever regards ‘Ali as the
fourth best Companion is Sahib Sunnak”.” This opinion can also be found in the
narratives of Ahmad Ibn Abi al-Hawari and Salamah b. Shabib. These two claim that
Ahmad based his opinion on Safinah’s tradition.”> Even though these reports regard
‘Ali as the fourth best Companion, they do not show any enthusiasm for supporting
this opinion. However, only in one report is Ahmad presented as fanatical about ‘Al1’s

position. In Creed V, Muhammad b. ‘Awf is claimed to report from Ahmad:

The best person after the messenger of God is Abu Bakr, then
‘Umar, then ‘Uthman and then ‘Ali”. Then I [i.e., Ibn ‘Awf] said:
“O Abu ‘Abd Allah, they claim that you end at ‘Uthman.”
Ahmad replied: “They lied, in the name of God, to me. I have
only transmitted from Ibn ‘Umar’s hadith:

%5 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 408.
% Ibid., 2: 396-97.

%7 Ibid., 2: 306.

% Ibid., 2: 404-6.

% Ibid., 2: 407-8.

7 Ibid., 2: 404-5.

7 Tbid., 2: 406.

2 Ibid., 2; 407.

3 Ibid., 2: 409.

NN NN
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‘We used to establish a preference between the Companions of
the messenger of God, saying: Abu Bakr, then ‘Umar, then
‘Uthman. The Prophet heard this and did not reject it’.

“Yet,” Ahmad said, “the Prophet did not order one, nor did he
prefer [among the Companions] after those. Nobody has
evidence of [the demand to end at ‘Uthman]; and hence,
whoever ends at ‘Uthman and does not say ‘Ali is the fourth
(yurabbi® bi-‘Ali), is not [speaking in accordance with] the
Sunnah”.

The outlandishness of this creed lies not in regarding ‘Ali as the fourth best
Companion. Rather, it is to my knowledge the only report that accuses anyone who
does not regard ‘Ali as the fourth best Companion of being outside of the Sunnah.
Another aspect of this creed is his rejection of any reliance on Ibn ‘Umar’s tradition

that was narrated by the close circle of Ahmad’s family and students.”

V. The best of the Companions is Ablu Bakr, then ‘Umar, then ‘Uthman, then
Ashab al-Shiira (five Companions of whom ‘Ali was one). After this, the people of the
battle of Badr contested for preference (the Muhajiriin first, then the Ansar). This

opinion can be found in creed III.

However, in the early period of the Hanbalis, al-Khallal noticed inconsistencies in the
reports from Ahmad regarding his attitude towards whether ‘Ali was the fourth best
Companion. Al-Khallal tried to resolve this problem by stating that by taking all of
these reports (I- IV) into account, Ahmad’s doctrine was Abu Bakr, then ‘Umar, then
‘Uthman. This is what was applied by his followers (wa-hu" alladhi ‘a]y]f al-‘amal).
Those who say: Abi Bakr, then ‘Umar, then ‘Uthman, then ‘Ali, are correct and
accepted.” This view accepts the majority of reports and it adheres more to traditions
(i.e., Ibn ‘Umar’s tradition),”® as al-Khallal points out. Aba Ya‘la Ibn al-Farrd@’
presents these different views from Ahmad but he does not decide between them.”’

Significantly, neither al-Khallal nor Abii Ya‘la (and the other Hanbalis) takes into

74 Christopher Melchert criticises this point, based on the existence of other accounts from Ahmad that
he regarded ‘Ali as the fourth best Companion (Melchert, “Comment on Saud al-Sarhan, ‘The Creeds
of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal’”, 3-4). However, as presented above, this is not the case. The difference in this
creed (i.e., Creed V) is that it accuses those who do not regard ‘Ali as the fourth best Companion of not
being in the Sunnah.

75 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 409-10.

70 Ibid., 2: 410.

77 Abu Ya‘la Ibn al-Farr@’, al-Masa’il al-aqadiyah, 41-47.
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account the opinions attributed to Ahmad in Creeds IIl and V. This is probably
because these creeds were either unknown to the early Hanbalis, or else they did not

regard them as authentic sources of Ahmad’s belief.

Al-Khallal identifies an interesting point: the reports from Ahmad on the zafdi/ of ‘Ali
as being the fourth best Companion were from Ahmad’s Syrian students. Ahmad,
according to al-Khallal, did this deliberately as the people of Syria were melodramatic
in their love for ‘Uthman in the same way that the people of Kufa (the Shi‘is) were
melodramatic in their support of ‘Ali. Therefore, Ahmad aimed to mediate between
these errant groups.” So, when the people of Syria asked him about ‘Ali he said that
he regarded him highly as being the fourth best Companion, even though he did not
believe it. Although some of the narrators of this view from Ahmad were from Syria,

some others, such as Salamah b. Shabib and al-Baghaw1i, were not.

3.2.3.2. Preferring ‘Ali to Uthman

There is no disagreement in the reports from Ahmad that whoever prefers ‘Ali to Abu
Bakr or ‘Umar is an innovator. Disagreements among his rrwayat (the reports from
him) concern the matter of who prefers ‘Ali to ‘Uthman. Different reports relating to

this issue are found:

L. Whoever prefers ‘Ali to ‘Uthman is likely to be an innovator and his statement is
an evil statement. This opinion was reported by his sons Salih and ‘Abd Allah, and his
cousin Hanbal and his students Ibn Hani’ and Zakariya al-Naqid.”” Haran al-Dik,
another of Ahmad’s students, narrated from him that “Who prefers ‘Ali to ‘Uthman is

R . . 8
a Rafidi” or as he said “an innovator”.*°

II.  Another narrative from Ahmad, also by Harun al-Dik, can be understood as
Ahmad’s accepting both ways of preference between ‘Uthman and ‘Ali in the past.

This statement, however, would have been hard to accept in his time."'

7 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 410.

7 Ibid., 2: 378, 380-81.

% Ibid., 2: 381.

1 Tbid., 2: 408. .33 VI 138 cxnd YN 138 1B Sl 5 sae 5 Ko gl 1B (e il



125

II.  The third opinion narrated from Ahmad is that he does not like preferring ‘Ali to
‘Uthman, but he does not insult it as an innovation, and those who hold this belief are

better than the Rafidis. This was narrated by Hanbal.**

However, the conclusion arrived at by al-Khallal is strong enough to be accepted. Al-
Khallal concludes that JB o5 A a3 aly el 1 o S a1l ae ol e J A jEinls
ade Sy ol teie ga :J8 “Abid ‘Abd Allah [Ahmad Ibn Hanbal] hated this statement
[preferring ‘Ali to ‘Uthman], but he was not confident in pronouncing it an innovation.
However, if someone says: ‘He [i.e., the person who believes in this statement] is an
innovator’, [Ahmad] will not reject his saying”.®3 It is clear that Ahmad hated this
statement, but it was difficult for him to regard those who believed it as innovators,
since a large number of traditionalists (especially in the early period in Iraq) preferred

‘All to ‘Uthman.

From the above, we have two contradictory reports from Ahmad regarding who is a
Rafidi. The first is an uncertain narrative from Harin al-Dik that the Rafidi (or, he
said, an annotator) prefers ‘All to ‘Uthméan (the uncertainty stems from al-Dik’s
transmitter). The other report is that those who prefer ‘Ali to ‘Uthman are better than
the Rafidis. Some other reports are found from Ahmad about who constitutes a Rafidi.

These can be categorised as follows:

1.  The ones who prefer ‘Ali to Abu Bakr and ‘Umar are likely to be Rafidis.*

2.  Other reports from Ahmad require the insulting of the Companions (shatm al-
sahabah) especially the insulting of Abti Bakr and ‘Umar, for regarding someone as a
Rafidi. This definition was reported from Ahmad by Salih,*> ‘Abd Allah,*® al-
Maymini,*” Aba Talib al-Mishkani,®™ and Muhammad b. Yahya al-Kahhal.*® 1t is

also found in Creed 1.

Apparently, Ahmad required the insulting of the Companions as an indication that

someone was a Rafidi. Yet, if someone prefers ‘Ali to Abti Bakr and ‘Umar Ahmad

% Ibid., 2: 380.

% 1bid., 2: 382.

$41bid., 2: 489. busdl ) 5% o (]

% Salih, Sirah al-imam Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, 75.
% <Abd Allah, al-Sunnah, 2: 548.

%7 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 493.

** Ibid.

% Ibid.
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does not consider him a Rafidi, but he is close to the Rafidah doctrine. This may be
because Ahmad might think the preference will lead to insulting. The case of
preferring ‘Ali to ‘Uthman is probably misreported by al-Dik, and regarding him in
this report as an innovator is more accurate, because al-Dik was not certain whether

Ahmad said “Rafidi” or “innovator”.

In conclusion, as shown above, Ahmad Ibn Hanbal succeeded in including ‘Ali in the
Rashidin. The matter of preference between the Companions is slightly different

concerning two points.

First: orthodox Sunni belief has settled on regarding ‘Ali as the fourth best
Companion. All other opinions among traditionalists, including those of Ahmad
himself, were ignored or modified to the benefit of ‘Ali. In his book Fada’il al-
Sahabah (Virtues of the Companions), ‘Abd Allah b. Ahmad lists ‘Ali as the fourth,
after Abu Bakr, ‘Umar and ‘Uthman, even though, he narrated from his father to end
at ‘Uthman. However, ‘AlT has remained the fourth best Companion in all Sunni
creeds since the fourth A.H./tenth century. Therefore, some Hanbalis in the early fifth
A.H./eleventh century had to modify Ahmad’s views to match this doctrine. ‘Abd al-
Wahid al-Tamimi (d. 410/1019-20) who was described as the leader of the Hanbalis at
this time, wrote a book in which he summarised Ahmad Ibn Hanbal’s theology; he
included in this book the comment that Ahmad regarded ‘Ali Ibn Abi Talib as the

fourth best Companion.”®

Second: Ahmad did not approve of the one who prefers ‘Ali to ‘Uthméan and may have
considered him to be an innovator. Orthodox Sunni belief after Ahmad’s time has in
general accepted this claim by remaining equivocal on the status of the one who

favorts ‘Ali over ‘Uthman.”"

% <Abd al-Wahid b. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz al-Tamimi, /%igad al-imam al-munabbal Abi ‘Abd Allah Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal, 72-73.

%' See: Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyah, a/-‘Agidah al-Wasitiyah, 24 ; Muhammad b. Salih Ibn
‘Uthaymin, Sharh al-‘Aqadah al-Wasitiyah, 2: 270-72; Ibn Hajar al-‘Asqalani, Lisan al-Mizan, 1: 113-
14.
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3.3. The Fitnah:

Malik b. Anas was recalling ‘Uthman, ‘Ali, Talhah and al-Zubayr when he said: < ¢
S 2 e V) sk L il s nsll dallag e s lde SN S Gl o “By God, they

» 92

fought only on off-white gruel .

This statement asserts the temporality of the conflicts, starting from the rebellion
against ‘Uthman and the battles between ‘Ali and his adversaries. Malik b. Anas
(among others) does not believe that any religious issue was raised in these battles:
the Qurashis were simply fighting to commandeer kingship, as the poet Ayman b.
Khuraym al-Asadi (d. 80/699) said.”?

Taking this view into account, we cannot ignore the fact that this period (known as the
time of the Fitnah, from the assassination of ‘Uthman in 35/656 until ‘Ali’s murder in
40/661) generated the main Muslim sects. Maymuin b. Muhran, a Syrian Successor (d.
117?/735), gives a very comprehensive analysis of the emergence of the sects as a
consequence of the Fifnah. He claims that after the murder of ‘Uthman people divided
into four parties on the basis of their attitude towards the death of ‘Uthman.
Subsequently, a fifth party was formed. These four parties are the Shi‘ah of ‘Uthman
(‘Uthmaniyah) in Basra (the party of al-Zubayr, Talhah and ‘A’ishah) and in Syria
(Mu‘awiyah’s party); the second party is ‘Ali and his Shi‘ah in Kufa. These two
fought each other later on. The other two parties did not become involved in the fight

and were neutral. They are the Murji’is and the people of the Jama ah. The difference

92 Muhammad b. Yazid Ibn al-Mubarrid, a/-Kamil, 3: 1137; ‘Abd al-Hamid b. Hibat Allah Ibn Abi al-
Hadid, Sharh naly al-Balaghah, 5: 76. Malik wishes to indicate that they fought only for wealth and
power, since only rich people were able to provide expensive food such as off-white gruel.

9 Ayman b. Khuraym al-Asadi refused to join Marwan I in his war against Ibn al-Zubayr. His father
and uncle took similar actions in refusing to join ‘Ali’s fights because these were fights between
Muslims and the fitnah. Ayman gives a clear reason for his 7%zal (or refusing to join this fitnah): it was
merely fighting between the Qurashis for kingship. He said: “I will never kill a man who prays for the
benefit of another man from the Quraysh. [The latter] will have his kingship and I will get my sin, God
forbid, from ineptitude and foolishness” (Muhammad Ibn Sa‘d, a/-Tabaqat al-kubra, 6: 25; ‘Abd Allah
b. Muslim Ibn Qutaybah, a/-Shir wa-al-shuara’, 1: 542).
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Ayman gives pragmatic advice on how one should deal with the fifnah’s leaders. He states that,
basically, if there is money-giving you should go to them to have your share. But if there is a fight, you
should stand away from them (Ibn Qutaybah, a/-ShiT, 1: 541-42).
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between these neutral parties is in their attitude towards the combatants: the Muryi7s,
who, according to Maymiin b. Muhran, were mainly from the Muslim army that did
not observe the early conflicts and did not return to Medina until the death of
‘Uthman. Thus the Muryi’is stood apart from supporting any party as they did not
know whether it was right and they suspended judgment of the two groups to the

Hereafter.

The people of Jama‘ah also stood apart from the fight, accepting both ‘Uthman’s and
‘Ali’s parties. Maymin claims that this party included more than ten thousand

Companions and Successors such as Sa‘d Ibn Abi Waqqgas and ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Umar.

The neutrality of the Murji’is was negative. They rejected an undefined group of the
fighters. On the other hand, the people of the Jamaah accepted the two groups of the
fighters and granted the faith (7man) to them both.

The last and fifth party is the Kharijis, who were among ‘Ali’s army but then changed
allegiance because of his decision to accept the adjudication (zahkim) of Mu‘awiyah

and his party.

Ibn Muhran stated that this was the first conflict among the Muslim community, but
now (i.e., during his time) there were more than seventy parties. Ibn Muhran strongly
supported the position of the people of the Jama‘ah, who stood apart during the Fitnah
and were then included in the Jama‘ah (under Mu‘awiyah’s rule after the death of
‘Ali).”* The importance of Ibn Muhran’s view is that the view of huge group of

traditionalists, among them being Ahmad Ibn Hanbal.

It is evident that Ahmad supported the attitude of the fourth group, the people of the
Jama‘ah, since in order to protect the unity of the Jamaah, they did not become
involved in the Fifnah. Ahmad’s attitude can be illustrated by the following examples:
Once Ahmad said: ... e 138 Saeal il (any vie g Gl sidll @lli e S (e g camu g goe ()
e Y cally | oull) Javay ol “Are not Ibn ‘Umar and Sa‘d [Ibn Abi Waqqas], and

those who stood away from that Fitnah, more preferred for some people [than those

%4 Tbn ‘Asakir, Tarikh Dimashq, 39: 495-97.
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involved in the Fitnah]? This is ‘Ali ... [who] could not control the people... I do not
like the Sword [i.e., fighting between Muslims]”.%3

The implication of 7%zal al-fitnah wa-luzim al-jama‘ah (standing away from the
fitnah and commitment to the community) is that it is not merely applied by practising
the fitnah. 1t is also by not becoming involved in the fitnah, even by recalling its
history. Ahmad recalls the Umayyad caliph ‘Umar b. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz, saying when he
was asked about the Fitnah: 4 S Jadl ¥ e @ 4l z Al Hal “A matter from which
God saved my hand, I have to save my tongue from [being involved in] it”.°° Hence,
Ahmad insists on not making a judgment between the Companions in their fight
against each other. For example, when Ahmad was in Samarrd’ at the court of al-
Mutawakkil (after the Inquisition), the caliph sent a messenger to him asking: Js&
fsbay e e OIS Ld “What do you say about what happened between ‘Ali and
Mu‘awiyah?” Ahmad answered: bues i agen (sl V) Legd J 81 L <[ only say good
about them, God have mercy on them all”.?” On another occasion, he was asked his
opinion of the fights between Talhah, al-Zubayr, ‘Ali, ‘A’ishah and Mu‘awiyah. His
answer fully respected them all: alel & fo i agin O | dl Jou) Glaal & Jdl Ul 02
“Who am I [to] talk about the Companions of the Messenger of God ... [and what]
happened between them? God knows best”.® When one of the descendants of Hashim
(i.e., the Banii Hashim) asked Ahmad about the war between ‘Ali and Mu‘awiyah,

Ahmad answered by reciting a Qur’anic verse:

Those are a people who have passed away; theirs is that which
they earned and yours that which ye earn. And ye will not be
asked of what they used to do [2: 134, 141].

Furthermore, he forbade his students either to read or to write books that chronicled
the Fitnah. His cousin Hanbal b. Ishaq wanted to write down a book on the Fitnah
called Siftin wa-al-Jamal produced by Khalaf b. Salim (d. 231/846) but Ahmad
forbade him to write it down. Hanbal ignored Ahmad’s structure and wrote down

Khalaf’s book. When Ahmad heard about this, he asked Hanbal’s father to hide the

% al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 140-41.
% Ibid., 2: 461-62.

97 1bid., 2: 460

% Tbid.
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book and not to let Hanbal read it.”® Although Khalaf was a friend of Ahmad’s, the

latter (among other traditionalists) criticised him for collecting the Fitnah reports.'*

To minimise the harmful effect of the Fitnah on the pure image of the Companions
and the Successors that was held by traditionalists, Ahmad and other traditionalists set
out to reduce the number of Companions who had taken part in it. This was in order to
save the purity of their image and to prove that the mainstream of the Companions
stood away from the Fitnah and was committed to the community. Ahmad reported
from Ibn Sirin that: sy al Js Ale Led pan Lad VT3 pde | ) Jguy Glaal 5 43l Canla
U “The Fitnah broke out when the Companions of the Messenger of God ... [at
that time] numbered ten thousand, but fewer than a hundred attended it, even fewer
than thirty”.'®" Al-Sha‘bi reduced this number to four only. Ahmad reports that al-
Sha‘b said <3S W Gualis 1s3la i mllsdallhay jlae 5 o e i) Glaal (o Jaall 2gy ol
“Only °‘Ali, ‘Ammar, Talhah and al-Zubayr attended the Camel [battle] of the
Companions of the Prophet. If they could name a fifth, I would be a liar”."* In the
memory of Ahl al-Sunnah, the people of the battle of Badr were the best among the
Companions. This image of the people in this battle led traditionalists to assert that
they did not take any part in the Fitnah. Ahmad reports that Shu‘bah was told that
someone claimed: “Seventy of the people of [the battle of] Badr took part in Siffin”.
Shu‘bah rejected this and said that it was only Khuzaymah b. Thabit from among the
people of the battle of Badr who took part in Siffin.'*?

In the case of the Successors, Ahmad rejects the idea that Masriq (d. 62-3/682-83)
and Murrah (d. 76?/695-96) attended the battle of the Camel. In answer to the people
of Kufa (= the Shi‘is), who claimed that these two attended the battle (on ‘Ali’s side),
Ahmad rejects this and responds very critically. He says: Osadaly )58 18 48 <1 Jal Ll
| sladl aa§ JS “If they could besmirch (yulattikhii) every one of the people of Kufa would
do s0.”'* Ahmad criticises the people of Kufa for their exaggeration in naming the

people who attended ‘Ali’s fights against the other Companions. A remarkable point

% Tbid., 2: 464.

' al-Marriidhi and others, al-7lal wa-ma Tifat al-rijal, 164. o3 xS adle ) 5a8 :J (oo Aall il e aills
Cualal)

o0 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 466.

12 <Abd Allah, 7/al, 1:432; al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 446; Ibn Qudamah al-Maqdisi, a/-Muntakhab min
Tlal al-Khallal, 226.

'%3 Ibn Qudamah al-Maqdisi, al-Muntakhab, 225.

'°4 Tbn Hani’, Masa’il, 2: 201; Ibn Qudamah al-Maqdisi, a/-Muntakhab, 226.



131

is that Ahmad uses the verb yulattikhiin, which reflects his unfavourable memory of
these battles and his support of al-i‘tizal wa-luziim al-jama‘ah. Another word that
reflects Ahmad’s attitude is the word fitnah. In jurisprudential terms a fitnah occurs
when there is no legitimate imam. But as has been shown above, Ahmad names ‘Ali
as a legitimate imam. So, why does he use the term fitnah to describe his reign?
Presumably, Ahmad inherited this term from the early traditionalists who did not
recognise ‘Al as a legitimate caliph at the time when Ahmad himself did not accept
the ‘Ali caliphate. And when he did, he was already using this term. Another reason
may be that Ahmad wanted to call this period a fitnah to assert that there was no
legitimacy in the fighting with or against ‘Ali. This, perhaps, was done so that if the
fighting with ‘Ali was legitimate he might prevent ‘A’ishah, Talhah, al-Zubayr and
Mu‘awiyah and other Companions who fought ‘Ali from being labelled bughah
(rebels).

If Ahmad does not label those who fought against ‘Ali as being bughah, how would he
answer the hadith that related to the Prophet? This was said to ‘Ammar b. Yasir: <l
4elll 24l “The rebellious group will kill you”. ‘Ammar was killed during the fighting
in ‘Ali’s camp against Mu‘awiyah and his group in the battle of Siffin.

We have here three different (or rather contradictory) types of answers from Ahmad:
the first was narrated by Ya‘qub b. Shaybah. It states that Ahmad approved the sound
of the hadith, but he did not like to talk further about it.">> This means that Ahmad
approved the hadith but he did not like to interpret it in order to avoid accusing
Mu‘awiyah and his group of being bughah.

The second answer from Ahmad is that he refused to talk about the hadith at all, and
said: alul 4S 5i5 4 A5 Y “T do not talk about it, and not taking any notice of it is

safer”. This was narrated from Ahmad by his student al-Kawsaj."*

The third answer is more fundamental. A traditionalist, ‘Abd Allah b. Ibrahim claims

that he heard Ahmad to say that there are twenty-eight hadiths (i.e., isnads) in this

15 Ibn Rajab, Fath al-Bari, 3: 309-11; al-Khallal, al-Sunnah, 2: 463-64. < oo Jis Jiia 03 deal e
) e maa G i 138 8By Al A Al ) JB LS raeal JB e L) &) QE ;e b ol
138 e L 138 A o 6 S

1 al-Kawsaj. Masa’il, q 3591; al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 462.
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hadith but none of them is sound.®” Another traditionalist'®® claimed that he was
sitting in a class (halgah) with Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, Yahya Ibn Ma‘n, Abu
Khaythamah and al-Mu‘ayti when they recalled the hadith “The rebellious group will
kill ‘Ammar”. All of them stated that there was no sound hadith (= 7snad) for it.'® Ibn
Rajab al-Hanbali rejected this report because its transmitters were unknown and he

preferred al-Kawsaj’s narration.'"’

Ibn Taymiyah provides another answer in an attempt to solve the contradictions
between these reports. He claims that Ahmad used to declare this hadith as unsound,
but later approved it as a sound hadith."'' None of these answers is convincing, and
this disagreement probably reflects the disagreement among the traditionalists around

Ahmad’s time regarding this hadith.

Even though Ahmad, among other traditionalists, did not like to talk about the Fitnah,
it is a matter of fact that two groups fought each other. If one party was right, what
should we call the wrong party? We do not have any report from Ahmad regarding
this question. His position can be understood since he does not like to talk about the
conflicts between the Companions. However, Ibn Taymiyah attributed to him (and to
the majority of the traditionalists and jurisprudents) the nation that not fighting was
the better alternative; however, ‘Ali was closer to rightness than Mu‘awiyah.''
Despite Ibn Taymiyah’s exaggeration in his attribution to the majority of the
traditionalists and jurisprudents, this is what he understands from Ahmad’s method
rather than Ahmad’s own view. Indeed, Ahmad believed that not fighting was better,

but his stated belief that ‘Ali was closer to rightness than Mu‘awiyah is unproven.

Ibn Taymiyah added another three positions of those of the Sunnis (and also the

Hanbalis) regarding this matter:

"7 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 463; Ibn Qudamah al-Maqdisi, a/-Muntakhab, 222. & s U5 deaf Cinas
e duoa Lgd Gl dias (55 e o Alad "Ae W) A4l jlee Jia"

"% In al-Muntakhab his name is Ibrahim, while in the Sunnah his name is Muhammad b. Ibrahim.

1% Tbid.

"' Tbn Rajab, Fath al-Bari, 3: 309-11.

""" Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyah, Mihdj al-Sunnah al-Nabawiyah fi naqd kalam al-Shi‘ah wa-
al-Qadariyah, 4: 414

"2 Ibid., 4: 448.



133

1. Both ‘Ali and Mu‘awiyah were mujtahid and right (musib). Ibn Taymiyah
attributed this position to some Ash aris and Karramis, as well as to some followers of
Abu Hanifah, al-ShafiT and Ahmad.

2. One group is right, but it is a non-defining group.

3. ‘Ali was the right and Mu‘awiyah was the wrong mujtahid He attributed this
position to a certain number (fawa’zfj of theologians and the followers of the four

schools of law."'3

‘Abd al-Qahir al-Baghdadi (d. 429/1037), an Ash‘ari theologian, claims that: “The
jurisprudents in Hijaz and Iraq, from both traditionalists and rationalists, such as
Malik, Abi Hanifah, al-Shafi‘7 and al-Awza and the majority of theologians, have
reached a consensus on ‘Ali being right in his fight in Siffin as well as his fight with

114

the people of the Camel.

It is not the intention here to determine who is right in his claim, Ibn Taymiyah or al-
Baghdadi. The important point is that this disagreement reflects the fact that the Suuni
School has failed to create an orthodox doctrine concerning who was right in the

dispute between the Companions.

To conclude, the image of ‘Ali was gradually accepted in Sunni orthodox doctrine. In
the third A.H./ninth century, the legitimacy of ‘Ali’s caliphate was accepted and he
was included among the rightly guided caliphs in the mainstream of Sunni belief. All
the disagreements regarding his position were ended by the efforts of Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal. Furthermore, from the fourth A.H./tenth century ‘Ali was regarded as the
fourth best Companion and the competition between him and ‘Uthman has been
accepted into Sunni belief, even though these contradicted Ahmad’s doctrine.
However, Ahmad’s view was modified to accept, or at least not to reject, ‘Ali’s new
position. Although Sunni beliefs have become friendlier towards ‘Alj, it has continued

as a divisive issue as regards his disputes with the other Companions.

"3 1bid., 4: 447-48.
"4 ‘Umar b. al-Hasan Ibn Dihyah al-Kalbi, A %4m al-nasr al-mubin fi al-mufadalah bayn® ahlay Siffin,
83-84.
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3.4. The Umayyads

3.4.1 Mu‘Gwiyah Ibn Abi Sufyan

Al-Jahiz (d. 255/868-69) criticises the traditionalists of his time for their support of
Mu‘awiyah Ibn Abi Sufyan. He states that the Nabitah''> of the time (i.e., the

traditionalists)' '

refused to abuse Mu‘awiyah because he was a Companion. Abusing
him, they added, was an innovation, and whoever hated him contradicted the
Sunnah."'” This view was related to the traditionalists by another Mu tazili, around the
time of al-Jahiz, who claimed that the Hashwiyah (i.e., the traditionalists) gave their

loyalty to Mu‘awiyah and did not disavow him.'*®

Evidentially, these claims were proved correct. Although the early salaf disagreed
over Mu‘awiyah Ibn Abi Sufyan, traditionalists since the second half of the second
A.H./last quarter of the eighth century have been defenders of Mu‘awiyah’s
reputation. In Iraq and Khurasan, Sufyan al-Thawri (d. 161/778) rejected insulting
Mu‘awiyah.'"” His students, such as Ibn al-Mubarak (d. 181/797) and al-Mu‘afa b.
‘Imran (d. about 185/801), asserted that Mu‘awiyah ranked higher than ‘Umar b. ‘Abd
al-‘Aziz since he was a Companion and nobody could be compared with the
Companions of the Prophet."*® In Mecca, al-Fudayl b. ‘Iyad (d. 187/803) e aa i oS
Loall oy il oSy il laal e OIS QLS elalall e S 1 sk 5 ¢ slas “Prayed for mercy
on Mu‘awiyah, and said: he was one of the great scholars, a Companion of the
Prophet... However, he was plagued by loving the world.”"*' In Medina, Malik b.
Anas is claimed to have said: sl &ustae ol Oldie s jee o UL il Clanal (g Taal pis
VIS USG5 Gl Al (g 138 i mgids )5 B S ol Sl e 1508 10 (s ¢alall o) 5 pee

'S For the meaning of the Nabitah see: Charles Pellat, “Nabita”, in EF; Edmund Bosworth, a/-
Magrizi’s “Book of Contention and Strife between the Banii Umayya and the Bami Hashim’, 38-40;
Madelung, Der Imam al-Qasim, 223-27; Watt, The Formative period 40-41,62-63; Fahmi Jad‘an, a/-
Mihnah, 77-78; Wadad al-Qadi, “the Earliest "Nabita" and the Paradigmatic "Nawabit"”, 27-61

"1 pellat mistakenly identifies the Nabitah in al-Jahiz’s with the Hanbalis. Apparently, al-Jahiz meant
the traditionalists, of whom Ahmad Ibn Hanbal was one, whereas al-Jahiz had died several decades
before the term Hanbali came into use.

"7 <Uthman b. Bahr 1-Jahiz, “Risalah fi al-Nébitah”, 12. ¥ 1) 5l& (U a3 4o Xia 5 U jeac 44l agale <oy )i 3
Al alls 288 diary (o g Ao A slae g Asaaa 4l Gl [4g slaa] o sudl,

118 al-Nashi’ al-Akbar (attrib.), Masa’l al-imamah, 65; A. S. Halkin, “The Hashwiyya”, 4-14.

"9 Tbn ‘Asakir, Tarikh Dimashgq, §9: 209.

'2* Muhammad b. al-Husayn 1-Ajurri, al-Shariah, 3: 520-21; Ibn ‘Asakir, 7arikh Dimashgq, §9: 207-8.
2! Tbn ‘Asakir, Tarikh Dimashg, 59: 213.
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laad “Whoever insults one of the Companions of the Prophet ... (Abl Bakr, ‘Umar,
‘Uthman, ‘Ali, Mu‘awiyah or ‘Amr b. al-‘As) [should be punished]. If he says they
were wayward or infidels, he [deserves to be] killed. However, if he [only] abuses
them [in any other way], similar to how people abuse each other, he [deserves] a hard

99122

retribution.

Presumably, the principal objective for traditionalists was to defend the authority of
the Sunnah, and this required protecting the reputations of all the Companions, who
transmitted the Sunnah from the Prophet to the people. Abu Zur‘ah al-Razi (d.
264/878) states that whoever abuses the Companions is an unbeliever (zindig) since
his aim is to cancel the Book and the Sunnah by criticising the Companions, who

transmitted them to us.'*?

Mu‘awiyah was a Companion; abusing him means abusing the Companions’ position,
or will lead to abuse of other Companions. Ibn al-Mubarak points out that ULiic 4, slzs
el i il o aliagdl 138 4 iy olil ) (eé dise “Mu‘awiyah is a point of test
(mihnah); whoever looks at him askance, we will accuse him of [criticising] the

people (i.e., the Companions)”.'**

In the third A.H.ninth century, Ahmad Ibn Hanbal followed these views, and
defended Mu‘awiyah’s position. In his defence of Mu‘awiyah, Ahmad, taking into
account the high position of the Companions, asserted that no one could reach their
position of excellence, even ‘Umar b. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz.'*> Ahmad criticised those who
refused to acknowledge Mu‘awiyah as an uncle (kA4/) of the Faithful and a writer of
the revelation; he was angry and said it was an evil and useless claim, that those
people should be shunned and boycotted, and that people were to be warned against

them, unless they repented.'*® Furthermore, Ahmad banned a man from eating with

2 Tyad b. Musa al-Sibti, a/-Shifa’ bi-ta rif hugiq al-Mustafa, 2: 1108. )

123 a]-Khatib al-Baghdadi, a/-Kifiyah, 49. W55 ¢ Guxi) 4l pleld |l Jguy lanal (e laal (aliiny da ) a5 13)
O s Wil s - alu g dgle il loan ) J guy laal 2l 5 AN 128 Lal) ol Lail 5 ¢ Ga Gl ¢ 3 Liie Jgm )l O
83U a5 sl g zoadl s ¢ Al g QUS| lland U 5 ) ga o

'24 Tbn ‘Asakir, T4rikh Dimashgq, 59: 209. This meaning was also narrated from other traditionalists
such as al-Rabi‘ b. Nafi‘ and Abt Tawbah al-Halabi. See: Ibid.

'25 al-Khallal, al-Sunnah, 2: 435-37.

2% Ibid., 2: 434; Abii Ya‘la Ibn al-Farrd’, Tabrrat khal al-Mu’minin Mu awiyah Ibn Abi Sufyan ... min
al-zulm wa-al-udwan fi mutalabatili bi-dam Amir al-Mu’minin ‘Uthman, 106-7. 220 ¢ 9= J 58 128

Lol aa el iy G guallan Vs o l) £ 58 (il
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his uncle (kAal) since the latter frequently criticised Mu‘awiyah.'*?” Ahmad banned
another student from narrating hadiths from someone who had declared that
Mu‘awiyah died as a non-Muslim or that he was an infidel.'*® Prayers must not to be
offered behind a man who slanders Mu‘awiyah.'*® Ahmad also was asked Js) e s
Lo o sm Aipd als V) Lagale (o ing o ad) (U € bl y 4l J& cpalall (ol (5 pae 5 Alae il
oy WA 1Y) ) gy Glaal (g laal 3al Gl “If someone derogates (yantagis) from
Mu‘awiyah and ‘Amr b. Abi al-‘As, can he be called a Rafidi?” Ahmad replied, “He
would not dare unless he had a hidden evil [belief]. No one derogates from a member

29130

of the Companions of the Messenger of God..., unless he has a hidden evil [belief].

Traditionalists, including Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, regard Mu‘awiyah as a legitimate caliph
only after he had made peace with al-Hasan b. ‘Ali when the community of Muslims
reached a consensus on him (as the traditionalists believe), which became known as

the year of the community ( @m al-Jamaah)."3'

Even though Ahmad narrated a few incidents showing the generosity and the zuAd of
Mu‘awiyah, he did not assert Mu‘awiyah’s excellence, as other traditionalists did in
the third A.H./ninth century and afterwards.’>> Ahmad’s adherence to Mu‘awiyah
seems not to have been greater than his adherence to any of the other Companions. He
does not prefer Mu‘awiayh to any other Companion, nor does he guarantee Paradise
for him. Furthermore, the label “KhAal al-Mu’minin’ is not purely for Mu‘awiyah, but
includes the brothers of the Prophet’s wives. When Ahmad was asked if he agreed to
call both Mu‘awiyah and Ibn ‘Umar “khal al-Mu’minin’, he answered, “Yes,
Mu‘awiyah is a brother of Umm Habibah Bint Abi Sufyan the wife of the Prophet ...
and Ibn ‘Umar is a brother of Hafsah, the wife of the Prophet”.'3?

However, the attitude towards Mu‘awiyah was a point of dispute. Most of the Muslim

sects, such as Jahmis,">* Mutazilis,'>> and of course, Shi‘is and Kharijis, slander

2T al-Khallal, al-Sunnah, 2: 448.

28 1bid., 2: 447-48.

29 Ibn Hani’, Masa’il, 1: 60.

3% al-Khallal, al-Sunnah, 2: 447.

31 <Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Amr al-Nasri (hereafter: Abtu Zur‘ah al-Dimashqi), 7arikh Abi Zurah al-
Dimashgi, 1: 190.

'3% al-Khallal, al-Sunnah, 2: 437-45.

33 Ibid., 2: 433; Abu Ya‘la Ibn al-Farra’, Tanzih, 107.

134 al-Darimi, Naqd Uthman b. Said, 2: 632-34.
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Mu‘awiyah and disregard his caliphate, while traditionalists accept his caliphate and
save his reputation. For this reason, many traditionalists have become greater
supporters and adherents of Mu‘awiyah. When the caliph al-Ma’miin announced his
intention to decree a public cursing of Mu‘awiyah, the people of Baghdad were
startled (jafal al-nas) and his Sunni advisor Yahya b. Aktham warned him that the
common people and particularly the Khurasanis (that is, the sons of the revolution)
would not stand for it. The caliph accepted this advice and decided not to announce
his decree.'3® Instead, he ordered a herald to proclaim s ¢ o &y stes JS3 (pae Zadll i 5y
A Jgmy laal e aal e aliad “No protection for anyone who mentions the name of
Mu‘awiyah favourably or who prefers him over any one of the Messenger of God’s
Companions.”'37 This means that the commoners of Baghdad supported the doctrine

of the traditionalists (the Nabitah in al-Jahiz) in defending Mu‘awiyah’s reputation.

The conflict about Mu‘awiyah in Baghdad did not end with the advent of al-Ma’miin’s
time; rather, this was when it started. In 321/933, a rumour spread through Baghdad
that the governor and his vizier planned to curse Mu‘@wiyah on the manabir [during
Friday prayer]. The commoners and the Hanbalis were upset; the authority searched
for the Hanbali leader al-Barbahari, but he succeeded in hiding himself from the
police. However, some of his companions were arrested and exiled to Basra.'3® The
historians of Baghdad have recorded several instances of public disorder when rulers
attempted to curse Mu‘awiyah publicly or to write it on the mosques.'3® There was
also the well-known and lengthy history of enmity among the commoners in Baghdad
between the Sunnis (mainly Hanbalis) and the Shi‘s. Presumably, therefore, some
Hanbalis and traditionalists exaggerated the excellence and the importance of
Mu‘awiyah. The Andalusi Maliki jurisprudent Abi Bakr Ibn al-‘Arabi, claimed that
when he arrived at Baghdad in 489/1096, it was written on its mosques that: “The best

of the nation after the Prophet of God is Abu Bakr, then ‘Umar, then ‘Uthman, then

'35 “Abd al-Rahim b. al-Husayn al-Khayyat, al-Intisar wa-al-radd ‘ala Ibn al-Rawandi al-Mulhid ma
gasad’ bih ' min al-kadhib ala al-Muslimin wa-al-tan ‘alayhum, 74 ; Ibn Abi al-Hadid, Sharh nahyj al-
Balaghah, 1: 340.

139 al-Zubayr Ibn Bakkar, al-Akhbar al-Muwaffaqivat, 46-7; Ibn Abi Tayfur, Kitib Baghdad, 54.

'37 al-Tabari, 74arikh, 8: 618; translated in Bosworth, The History of al-Tabari, XXXII: 175.

3% Ibn al-Jawzi, al-Muntazam, 13: 316-7.

'39 Such as in the years 284/897, 351/962. See: Ibn al-Jawzi, al-Muntazam, 12: 371-72; 14: 140.
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‘Ali and then Mu‘awiyah, the uncle (kAal) of the faithful, may Allah be pleased with

him.”'4°

Many other stories illustrate the evaluation of Mu‘awiyah’s position among Hanbalis.
The Hanbali ‘Umar b. Ibrahim al-‘Ukbari (d. 378/988-89) claimed that Paradise was
guaranteed for Mu‘awiyah; then he related, on Ibn ‘Abbas’s authority, that Mu‘awiyah
was similar to Misa b. ‘Imran in being strong and trustworthy. Al-‘Ukbari related this
view to his Hanbali teacher Ibn Battah, and to Ibrahim al-Harbi, the disciple of
Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, and to a traditionalist, Muhammad b. Sahl Ibn ‘Askar (d.
251/865)."*" but not to Ahmad himself.

Another Hanbali, the linguist Ghulam Thalab (d. 345/956), wrote a juz’ on
Mu‘awiyah’s excellence, and did not allow anyone to study under him until they had
first studied this book.'** Abu Ya‘la Ibn al-Farra’ also wrote a book, entitled 7abri’at
khal al-Mu’minin Muawiyah Ibn Abi Sufyan ... min al-zulm wa-al-‘udwan fi
mutilabatili bi-dam Amir al-Mu’minin Uthman [the Acquittal of the uncle of the
Faithful Mu‘awiyah Ibn Abi Sufyan of injustice and immorality by his demand of the
blood of the Commander of the Faithful ‘Uthman].

To sum up, Ahmad is reported as defending the reputation of Mu‘awiyah as he was a
Companion of the Prophet, and regards him as a legitimate caliph. However, Ahmad
did not make any assertions regarding Mu‘awiyah’s excellence or give him more
importance than any other Companion; nor did he guarantee Paradise for him. Even
so, some other traditionalists and Hanbalis assert the excellence of Mu‘awiyah, for
instance, Abu Bakr al-Athram,'® a disciple of Ahmad; al-Khallal, and his student
Ghulam al-Khallal; and Abu Ya‘la Ibn al-Farra’. This was not only a Hanbali creed,
traditionalists from other schools of law were followers of Mu‘awiyah, such as al-

Ajurri'#* and al-Lalka’1 al-Shafiq.'+s

'4° Muhammad b. ‘Abd Allah Ibn al-‘Arabi, a/- Awasim min al-gawasim, 362.
"4 Tbn Abi Ya‘la, Tabaqat, 3: 294-95.

" 1bid., 3: 129.

'8 al-Khallal, al-Sunnah, 2: 437-38.

"4 al-Ajurri, al-Shari‘ah, 3: 496- 530.

'45 al-Lalaka’i, Sharh, 8: 1524-36.
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3.4.2. Yazid b. Mu‘awiyah

For the early Muslims, the image of Yazid b. Mu‘awiyah (Yazid I) was of someone
depraved. He was named a deputy of his father without consultation (shzra) with, or
the agreement of, the Muslim community. He ruled for three years; in the first year al-
Husayn and his family were killed in Karbala’ in 61/680. In 63/683, he sent his army
to fight the people of Medina and after overcoming them gave his army licence to
pillage the city for three days. He died in 64/683 while his army was besieging Mecca
after they had burned the Ka‘bah. For these reasons, he was hated by the earliest

Muslims in Hijaz and Iraq.

Several narratives were reported from Ahmad Ibn Hanbal regarding Yazid I. None of
these reports was in favour of him. Rather, they criticised him or were silent about

him.

Up to al-Khallal’s time, two reports from Ahmad about Yazid I were known. In the
first, Ahmad was asked by his student Muhanna about Yazid b. Mu‘awiyah. Ahmad
answered, .J»d Lo daall 8 Jad Ga 58 1S lain o 0l D slae 0 2 0o deaf il 18 Liga g
aie SN B Leagd 1B fdad Ley rcll Jady il Gl (e diadly JB B Sded Ly ccls
U e (i of Y iy Vs cCall i 83 Y :J6 9¢al) “He did in Madinah what he
did” Muhanna asked, “What did he do?” Ahmad replied, “He killed [some] of the
Companions of the Prophet ... in Madinah, and did [something else]”. “What did he
do?” Muhanna asked again. Ahmad answered, “Looted it.” Then Muhanna asked, “[Is
he worth] to report hadith from?” Ahmad replied, “No hadith should be related on his
authority, nor is it meet for anyone to write down hadith that come on his

29146

authority. The same report was also narrated from Ibn Hanbal by Ahmad b. al-

Qasim.'¥’
The other report was given by Abu Talib al-Mishkani, who asked Ahmad his opinion

about someone who said “God curse Yazid b. Mu‘awiyah.” Ahmad refused to give his

opinion on this matter. Aba Talib insisted, and then Ahmad said

"4 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 3: 520; Abii Ya‘la Ibn al-Farrd’, al-Masa’il al-aqadiyah, 93-94; Ibn Abi
Ya‘la, 7abaqgat, 2: 435; ‘Abd al-Rahman b, ‘Ali Ibn al-Jawzi, a/-Radd ald al-mutaassib al-anid al-
mani‘min dhamm' Yazid, 40. 1 owe this translation to Christopher Melchert.

'47 Abt Ya‘la Ibn al-Farrd’, al-Masa’il al-‘aqadiyah, 93-94
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The Prophet said, ‘Cursing a Muslim is similar to killing him’ and he said,

‘The best of mankind is my generation, then those that come after them’ and

Yazid was among them. And [the Prophet] said ‘{O God] whoever I curse or

abuse, convert it into mercy to him [instead]” So, being silent [about Yazid] is
preferable to me'4®

Al-Khallal claims that the doctrine of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and some outstanding
Successors, such as Ibn Sirin and al-Hasan al-Basri, whom al-Khallal follows, is that
they do not name a person when they curse. However, they have two methods. The
first is that if they recall a story when a Companion has been murdered, they say,
“God curses his killer”, such as “God curses the killer of ‘Uthman or al-Husayn”.
However, if they recall one of the people of fitan (sing. fitnah) such as Yazid b.
Mu‘wiyah and al-Hajjaj b. Yusuf, they say, cpadlall Je & Z3al “God curses

oppressors” rather than saying “God curses al-Hajjaj” for example.'#

According to al-Khallal’s interpretation, even though Ahmad did not like Yazid I, and
did not allow people to transmit hadith from him, he did not curse him by name, but

generalised.

This position of generalising a curse and not identifying the cursed man led some
people to accuse traditionalists (especially the Hanbalis) of being loyal to Yazid I
Therefore, some traditionalists aimed to change this image. The following report

illustrates this.

it b i 2 i M Uity L o) 2 0B i 0 danl 0 s
S (ol Al S 8 M ) diad (e b Al (il e aat (s das
Jeb (pSala i ) gadatig (2 )W) (8 ) samadi G 2l 65 ) alase Jgd) 1 s 58 A6
el e (,L:.\ Alad (6
Salih b. Ahmad Ibn Hanbal told his father, “Some people attribute to
us loyalty to Yazid.” Ahmad replied, “Is there any believer in God
who is loyal to Yazid?” Then Salih asked his father, “Why do you not
curse him?” Ahmad said, “When have you heard me cursing
anything?” Then Ahmad added, “Why do you do not curse those
whom God curses in His book?” Salih asked again, “Where did God
curse Yazid in His book?” Ahmad recalled a Qur’anic verse [Would
ye then, if ye were given the command, work corruption in the land

148 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 3: 521; Abu Ya‘la Ibn al-Farra’, al-Masa’il al-‘aqadiyah, 95-6; Ibn Abi Ya‘la,
Tabaqat, 2: 435; Ibn al-Jawzi, al-Radd, 73.
'49 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 3: 522.
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and sever your ties of kinship? Such are they whom Allah curseth so
that He deafeneth them and maketh blind their eyes]. Ahmad added,
“Is severing the ties of kinship worse than killing?”'>°

This report provides us with two statements; the first apologises for Ahmad’s not
having cursed Yazid I; this was because Ahmad was a very pious man and never
cursed anything. The second statement gives approval for cursing Yazid I relying on
the authority of the Qur’an, and Ahmad asking his son why he did not curse whom
God curses in His book (the pious man should follow God’s doctrine). This paradox
in the report reveals how a new trend of Hanbalis in the late fourth A.H./tenth century
attempted to legitimise their enmity towards Yazid I.">" However, this trend of cursing
Yazid I continued among the Hanbalis for about two centuries, and included Abu
Ya‘la Ibn al-Farra’,’>® Ibn ‘Aqil,'’>® and Ibn al-Jawzi (d. 597/1201); all were
Baghdadis. However, this trend seems to have disappeared among the Hanbalis after
the time of Ibn al-Jawzi. Furthermore, the correct position towards Yazid I was a
subject of conflict between the Hanbalis in Baghdad at the end of the sixth
A.H./twelfth century. The famous Hanbali Ibn al-Jawzi was asked, in one of his
popular classes of wa%,'>* about Yazid I: “Does he deserve to be cursed?” Ibn al-
Jawzi’s answer was, “Being silent is better”. The audience insisted on hearing his
answer. Ibn al-Jawzi gave in to their insistence and said, AN peia cgse sl slalall L ksl
Jis o) “[Cursing Yazid I] was allowed by the scrupulous scholars; Ahmad Ibn

Hanbal is one of them.”'

‘Abd al-Mughith al-Harbi (d. 583/1187), another Hanbali in Baghdad during that era,
wrote a book refuting Ibn al-Jawzi’s statement and defending Yazid I’s reputation.

Furthermore, he also insisted on Yazid I’s excellence and claimed that some people

150

Ibn al-Jawzi, a/-Radd, 41-42.

This report only appears in Abi Ya‘la Ibn al-Farrd’, who claimed to find it written in the
handwriting of Abli Hafs al-‘Ukbari (d. 387/997).

'32 Ibn al-Jawzi, a/-Radd, 42-43.

'3 Sibt Ibn al-Jawzi, Tadhkirat al-khawass, 290. George Makdisi was mistaken in his quotation from
Ibn ‘Aqil censuring Yazid I since he confused Ibn ‘Aqil’s statement with Ibn al-Jawzi’s. The one who
criticised Yazid I in Makdisi’s quotation is Ibn al-Jawzi, not Ibn ‘Aqil. See: Makdisi, /bn ‘Aqil, 174-75.
34 For Ibn al-Jawzi’s waZsee: Bernd Radtke and Clifford John Jansen, “Wa'iz”, in EF.

'35 Ibn al-Jawzi, a/-Radd, 33-34; and see: Sibt Ibn al-Jawzi, Tadhkirat khawass, 287.
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believed that al-Husayn was a Khariji. > Ibn al-Jawzi replied by producing a harsh

polemical book called a/-Radd ‘ala al-muta‘assib al- ‘anid al-mani‘ min dhamni Yazid,

However, it seems there were three trends among the Hanbalis regarding Yazid 1."57
The older trend was that of al-Khallal and his followers, who did not like Yazid I, but
would not curse an identified Muslim even if he was sinner (fasiq). The second trend
included those who hated Yazid I, regarded him as a sinful and allowed people to
curse him. The third trend rejected all the reports about Yazid’s sin, and justified his
actions. Supporters of this last trend included Ibn al-Banna’ (d. 471/1079)"S* and ‘Abd
al-Mughith al-Harbi (d. 583/1187), among other Hanbalis.

The latter two trends continued among the Hanbalis both inside and outside Baghdad.
In Syria, the famous Hanbali and the traditionalist ‘Abd al-Ghani al-Magqdis1 (d.

600/1203) issued a farwa regarding Yazid I, declaring that

Lal 5. e 0 agie ol Jismsy laal (e (s 4l selalall (oany U5 1 JB dagaia 438DIA
Jgmy ) sanaa () Alaall e Gl 43 6l a3l D duny ol (gag cale S5 M8 dsal (e 1aiins
ALl 22 el Uil (o0 e G 4y Sl ol B Gl 5 pgunal Lal S pgtina o 508 ¢ 4
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His caliphate is legitimate; some scholars said, “Sixty Companions paid him
their allegiance; among them was Ibn ‘Umar”. However, regarding the matter
of loving him: loving him is not forbidden. And who does not love him? It was
not compulsory, because he is not a Companion of God’s Messenger, who has
to be loved... and there is nothing in him to distinguish him from other
Successor caliphs, such as ‘Abd al-Malik b. Marwan. However, it is forbidden
to criticise him since that may lead one to [criticise] his father, and to close the
door of the fitnah.">°

It is clear from this fafwa that al-Maqdisi prohibited attacking Yazid I, not because of
his excellence but to defend his father’s position as a Companion of the Prophet and
to close the door of fitnah. This fatwa was issued on the basis of the well-known

Hanbali principle sadd" al-dhara’i‘(blocking the means).

'3 It seems that counting al-Husayn as being wrong and a Khariji in his rebellion against Yazid I was a

common belief among the ordinary people in Baghdad. See: Ibn al-Jawzi, a/-Radd, 86-87. For al-
Harb1’s conflicts with Ibn al-Jawzi see Ibn Rajab al-Hanbali, Dhay/ Tabaqat al-Hanabilah, 2: 348-51.
37 The Hanbali Rizq Allah b. ‘Abd al-Wahhab al-Tamimi (d. 488/1095) noted these different views
among the Hanbalis. See: Rizq Allah b. ‘Abd al-Wahhab al-Tamimi, “‘Aqidat al-imam al-Mubajjal
Ahmad Ibn Hanbal”, 2: 273.

's* Ibn Rajab al-Hanbali, Dhayl, 2: 349.

9Ibid., 3: 55.
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Ibn Taymiyah rejected most of what Yazid I was accused of. For example, he claimed
that Yazid I did not seek to kill al-Husayn b. ‘Ali; rather his aim was to honour and

1% and that he was angry and sad after al-Husayn’s death.’®’

venerate al-Husayn,
However, Ibn Taymiyah concluded that Yazid I was neither a saint nor an infidel; he
was a Muslim and while he may have been a fasig (sinner), cursing an identified 7asig
Muslim is forbidden.'®* On the other hand, the disagreement about cursing Yazid I
can be found among other Sunni schools of law as well.'®3 This means that there is no

orthodox Sunni belief regarding the correct attitude towards Yazid I.

There are likely to be three motives behind those who defend Yazid I. The first is that
abusing Yazid I may lead to abusing his father; therefore, it is forbidden. This motive
can be found in ‘Abd al-Ghani al-Maqdis1’s farwa and in al-Harbi’s book. The second
is that the dispute with the Shi‘is has led to defending Yazid I in order to prove the
correctness and purity of Sunnism. The third is that Yazid I was a caliph, and the
orthodox Sunni decided not to abuse the rulers. Again, this motive can be found in al-
Harbi’s book. In addition, there is an interesting story relating to al-Harbi with regard
to this matter. It was that said after al-Harbi had written his book to defend Yazid I,
the ‘Abbasid caliph at that era, al-Nasir (r. 575-622/ 1180-225), met with him and
asked him, (3 sl ¢ yealidl 480 o 5 Carad) ve Fadl) e —aaal 2LY) 8505 3 G S

Ao 0 o ) e 8 25 e Ciiea 3 Gugall vie il sl U caenl QY] i die gl elld
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“Are you ‘Abd al-Mu‘ghith [al-Harbi] who wrote a book on Yazid’s excellence?” Al-
Harbi replied “God forbids seeing any excellence in him. But my madhhab is that if
the caliph became a fasig, he did not have to be deposed.” The caliph liked his answer

and said, “O Hanbali, you did excellently.”"®

In another version of the story, his answer was that his aim was only to prevent the
tongues from cursing the caliphs. Yet, if we examine this, the caliph at the time (i.e.,

al-Nasir himself) deserved the curse more than did Yazid. ' This story, despite the

1 [bn Taymiyah, Minhdj, 4: 557-59.

%' bid.

"% Tbid.

13 For some of their fatawa see: Ibn Tiilin, Qayd al-sharid f7 akhbar Yazid, 113-30.

1% Ibn Rajab al-Hanbali, Dhayl, 2: 350.
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question of its credibility, illustrates the change in the image of the later caliphs and
rulers from being the best of the Muslims (a/-afdal) to being fasiqg. In this case, the
defence of Yazid I can be understood as a defence of the current caliph because both
are fussag, those who allowed Yazid I to be cursed for his sin will curse their caliph
for the same reason. In other words, the defence of Yazid I reflects the defence of the

caliphs.
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Chapter IV

The Imamah

4.1. Introduction

In Baghdad during the late second and early third A.H./early ninth century,
theologians discussed the question of the necessity of rulership. Some Mu tazilis such
as al-Asamm (d. 200-1/816-17) and al-Nazzam (d. between 220-30/835-45) doubted
the necessity of the /mamah, and argued as to whether or not it was an option for
Muslims to appoint a leader (imam, caliph)." Van Ess relates this idea to the time of
civil war between al-Amin and his brother al-Ma’muin. After al-Amin was killed in
198/813, Baghdad descended into chaos for a few years until the arrival of the new
caliph in the city in 204/819. During this era of chaos, according to Van Ess, the
Mutazili theologians formulated the idea that “the community does not need a
sovereign, an 7mam, except in case of emergency, for instance, during a war”,” a claim
that is difficult to prove; indeed, Van Ess is aware of some of the problems involved.?
His statement can be challenged on both historical and geographical grounds, since
this idea was acknowledged outside Baghdad; for example, in Basra where Hisham al-
Fuwati (d. 210/825) and his student ‘Abbad b. Sulayman (d. 260/874), the Basran
Mu tazilis, held the same belief.* The Najdat (a sect of the Kharijis) also denied the
obligatory nature of the Imamate in 73/692, long before the time of the civil war

between al-Amin and al-Ma’miin.>

Therefore, it is necessary to note that Van Ess overlooked the distinction between a
person (i.e., the /mam) and the institution (i.e., the government) in his argument.

Nonetheless, the question of the necessity of the /mamah in early Muslim times went

' Al-Nashi’ (Attrib.), Masa’il al-imamah, 49-50; Van Ess, “Political ideas in early Islamic religious
thought”,159-61; Patricia Crone, “Ninth-Century Muslim Anarchists”.

? Van Ess, “Political ideas”, 160.

3 Tbid.

4, Crone, God’s rule, 66-67; idem, “Ninth-Century Muslim Anarchists”, 3.

3 Crone, “a Statement by the Najdiyya Kharijites on the dispensability of the Imamate”, 3-4.
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along with the need for a leader rather than the necessity of a state or a government, as
Crone correctly observes.® This facilitates an improved understanding of the debate
concerning the necessity of the 7/mamah during the first two centuries of Islam.
However, the impact of the civil war and associated chaos on both Mu Yazilis and
Traditionalists, including Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, cannot be ignored as it had an impact on
Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and affected his political theology, as is discussed in the next
chapter of this study.

Interestingly, Ahmad Ibn Hanbal did not discuss the question of the necessity of the
imam probably because it was a hypothetical issue.” In reality, there has always been
an /mam, or an individual who claims himself to be an imadm; therefore, the most
pertinent question for Ahmad concerns the legitimacy of the /mam, in addition to the
necessary requirements that he must possess. Ahmad understood the necessity of the
community to an /mam because his absence constituted fitnah. He stated to one of his
students that () el a s ala) (S5 &) 13) 458l “The fitnah is when there is no 7mam who
stands up for the affairs of the people.” Therefore, the imam was required for
temporal issues, not for religious duties also as the Shi‘is believed. Ahmad approved
of practising the Friday prayer without an 7mam during the time of a fitnah.® Although
he recognised the tradition that ddals 4w Cle dxy 4die & a5 e 0o “One who dies
without having sworn an oath will die the death of one who died in the days of
ignorance”, Ahmad did not take this tradition to require that there be an 7mam, but
rather as meaning that allegiance had to be paid to the 7mam.'® It appears that, unlike
the later Hanbalis'' and the rest of the Sunnis, Ahmad’s thinking was based on reason
rather than revelation in order to approve the necessity of rulership. Nevertheless, his

position is different from the Shi%s and the Baghdadi Mu tazilis who believe that the

® Crone, God’s rule, 3.

7 Evidently, Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and other traditionalists do not like hypothetical legal questions. They
criticise rationalists for discussing legal issues that have not yet happened. For the traditionalists’
position see: Yusuf b. ‘Abd Allah Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, Jami‘ bayan al-ilm wa-fadlih wa-ma yanbaghi min
riwdyatil' wa-hamlih, 2: 1037-86; Ahmad b. ‘Ali al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, al-Faqih wa-al-mutafaqqih, 2:
11-35.

¥ al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 81; Abi Ya‘la Ibn al-Farrd’, al-Ahkam al-sultaniyah, 19. In another report
from Ahmad he said fo (353s cadil (Sla o Cpaluall 23 Y “There must be a hakim for the Muslims,
[otherwise] people will lose their rights” . (Abu Ya‘la, a/-Ahkam, 24). Here the term Aakim means
judge, not ruler.

° Abu Ya‘la, al-Ahkam, 22.

' Tbn Hani’, Masa’il, 2: 185; Al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 81; Abu Ya‘la Ibn al-Farra’, al-Ahkam, 23

"' Abl Ya‘la Ibn al-Farrd’, al-Ahkam, 19; Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyah, a/-Husbah, 7-11.
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imamate was compelled by reason (wajib bi-al-agl).'> Ahmad mentions only social
necessity towards rulers, rather than their religious needs. At that time the social needs
related to rulership were also well known to Mu tazilis in Baghdad,'3 and probably to

other sects as well.

The following section examines Ahmad’s opinion on the legitimacy of the /mam, the

characteristics he must possess, and the requirements he must meet.

4.2. Determining the legitimacy of the imam

This question constitutes a significant point of disagreement among all Muslim sects.
With regard to the legitimacy of the 7mam, early Sunnis did not derive their method
from the Qur’an or the Sunnah, this question having been answered for them through
the practice of the Companions. This means they had accommodated the history of the
early period of Islam and from it had derived their theory with regard to the Caliphate.
For the Sunnis, who were wider than Traditionalists, there were some methods for the

caliph to be legitimate.

4.2.1 Designation (al-Nass)

Nass is when the caliph was chosen by God or the Prophet, and this was declared in
the Qur’an or in the Sunnah. For /mamis, nass was the only method of designating the
imams,'* which was different from the Sunnis who did not believe in designation in
order to recognise the 7mams. Apart from the Hanbalis, the question of whether Abu
Bakr was designated, implicitly or explicitly, by the Prophet to be his deputy or
whether he was chosen by the Companions, was discussed by a small number of
Sunnis only."> Most Sunni theologians have stated that Abt Bakr was chosen by the

Companions and that the Prophet neither appointed, nor even mentioned who was to

'2 ‘Abd al-Jabbar, Sharh al-usil al-khamsah, 758-59; idem, al-Mughni fi Abwab al-‘adl wa-altawhid,
20/1: 16-197; Mahmiid b. Muhammad Ibn al-Malahimi, a/~-Fa’%q fi usil al-din, 548-51.

'3 Tbn Abi al-Hadid, Sharh Nahj al-balaghah, 2: 308.

' For the Twelvers see: al-Hasan b. Yusuf al-Hilli, Manahij al-yaqin i usil al-din, 452-53; and for the
Isma‘ilis see: Ahmad Hamid al-Din al-Kirmani, a/-Masabih 17 ithbat al-imamah, 51-53.

'S For the Hanbalis see the next two footnotes (fns. 16 and 17). For other Sunnis , see: al-Ash‘ari,
Magqalat, 455-56; Ahmad b. ‘Ali Ibn Hazm, al-Fisal fi al-milal wa-al-ahwa’ wa-al-nihal, 4: 176-79;
Ahmad b. Muhammad Ibn Hajar al-Haytami, a/-Sawd 9q al-muhriqgah fi al-radd ‘ala ahl al-bida“ wa-al-
zandaqah, 26-29.
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be, his successor. Ahmad Ibn Hanbal supports the view that Abu Bakr’s resignation
was approved through an implicit nass. According to some reports Ahmad applied
two texts at the same time in order to prove his idea. The first text stated that the
Prophet on his deathbed had ordered the Muslims of Medina to pray behind Abu Bakr
instead of the Prophet who was unable to lead the prayers. According to the second
text the Prophet said 4 Ul aa 5f i » &) a5 “Lead the people [in prayers] is the greater
memorising of the Qur’anic verses”, while Abu Bakr had not memorised as many
Qur’anic verses as other Companions. Hence the Prophet meant the imamate (a/-
khilifah)."® Ahmad was aware that the textual evidence was absent from the al-
Saqifah event; nevertheless, this evidence was probably used by Ahmad to refute the
Shi‘ts who had disregarded Abu Bakr’s caliphate.

Later, the Hanbalis divided into two groups according to the principles enshrined in
the establishment of Abii Bakr’s caliphate, the first of these being that the caliphate
was established through an implicit text. The second, which was the view of most of
the Hanbalis, such as Abl Ya‘la Ibn al-Farrd’ and Ibn al-Zaghuni, is that Abt Bakr’s
allegiance was through the election of the Muslim community (i.e., the
Companions).'” Ibn Hamid al-Hanbali regarded the latest opinion as a riwdyah
(narrative) from Ahmad; however, it is more likely to have been a fakhrij on Ahmad’s

madhhab rather than his own opinion.'®

Ibn Taymiyah arrived at the conclusion that Ahmad’s words (kalam" Ahmad)
indicated that the Prophet had informed the Companions with agreement and
satisfaction about Abii Bakr’s caliphate and ordered them to obey him, so that the
Prophet had guided them (arshadahum) to pay him allegiance. However, Ibn
Taymiyah added that Abiu Bakr’s caliphate was validated by the Companions’

' al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 301-3, Abi Ya‘la Ibn al-Farr®’, al-Masa’il al- agadiyah, 88-89.

'7 Abii Ya‘la Ibn al-Farrd’, a/-Mu tamad fi usil al-din, 226-28, Idem, al-Masa’ll al- aqadiyah, 88-93, Ibn
al-Zaghuni, a/-Idah 17 usil al-din, 489-92; Ibn Taymiyah, Minhaj al-Sunnah, 1: 488-93.

'® One of thetakhrij meanings that was applied by later jurisprudents is when they use the principles of
the eponymous schools to attribute to an eponym what the jurisprudents believe by applying these
principles, even though the eponym did not say it. For the role in fakhrij in Islamic law, see: Wael
Hallaq, “7akhrij and the Construction of Juristic Authority’, 317-35. For the fak#rij in Hanbali school
see: Ibn Hamid, 7ahdhib, 36- 44; Abu Zayd, al-Madkhal, 1: 265-86, Melchert, “Comment on Saud al-
Sarhan”, 6-7.
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agreeing on his person and to pay allegiance to him." It is clear that this was Ibn

Taymiyah’s opinion rather than that of Ahmad himself.

4.2.2. Election (ikhtiyar)

Election as a method for selection of caliphs and the related shira institution was
associated with ‘Umar Ibn al-Khattab.?® ‘Umar was aware that there were some people
who had ambitions to rule after him, and in consequence, there would possibly be
fierce competition among them that would threaten the unity of the Muslim
community (the jamaah). In addition, he was aware of the significant precedent of
Abu Bakr’s sudden election (faltah), which means it had been done in hurry without
consulting with some important figures among the Companions, such as °‘Ali, al-
Zubayr and the Banti Hashim. Therefore, ‘Umar was concerned that someone would
appropriate the allegiance and proclaim himself a caliph immediately after his death,
which would ignite a civil war amongst Muslims. In his last pilgrimage, about three

weeks before he was assassinated, a man came to him and said:

e e gl oM Al da cpiaall ual b JUE ol Gt all el 1 Sa a5 )
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O commander of the Faithful! What do you think about so-and-so who says,
‘If ‘Umar should die, I will give the pledge of allegiance to such-and-such
person, since, by Alldh, the pledge of allegiance to Abu Bakr was nothing
but coup which got established afterwards.” ‘Umar became angry and then
said, ‘Allah willing, I will stand before the people tonight and warn them
against those people who want to deprive the others of their rights [of
choosing their rulers]*'

However, ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Awf advised him to wait until he returned to Medina,

and ‘Umar obeyed. In a Friday prayer in Medina ‘Umar stated:

S L) sy o 5 e i DN (LD Camly e e 8 gl g 1 sy S SIS (il 43)
e adaii (e aSia Gul g cla i (g 4 G815 IS CailS 08 gl YT g Adls S o day
8 ai And 2 Y 5 5 el Sl Cppalaall (18 5de e e Sa b 0e S (A e

Mgy
I have been informed that a speaker amongst you says, 'By God, if ‘Umar
should die, I will give the pledge of allegiance to such-and-such person.’

One should not deceive oneself by saying that the pledge of allegiance given

"9 Tbn Taymiyah, Fatawa, 35: 48; Idem, Minhaj al-Sunnah, 1: 524.
*® Crone, “Shiira as an elective institution”, 3.
*' al-Bukhari, a/-Jami‘al-Sahih, Kitab al-hudid, Bab rajm al-hubla idha uhsinat, no. 6830.
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to Abu Bakr was a coup which got established afterwards. No doubt, it was
like that, but God saved [the people] from its evil, and there is none among
you who has the qualities of Abli Bakr. Remember that whoever gives the
pledge of allegiance to anybody among you without consulting the other
Muslims, neither that person, nor the person to whom the pledge of
allegiance was given, are to be supported, They both should be killed.*

On his deathbed, ‘Umar named six Companions, all of whom were from the tribe of
the Quraysh, to choose a caliph from among themselves. The candidates for this
council, which was known as shiira, were chiefs and leading men who were ambitious
to succeed ‘Umar, which would possibly lead to armed conflict among themselves.*?
They were ‘Uthman b. ‘Affan, ‘Ali Ibn Abi Talib, ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Awf, al-Zubayr
b. al-“Awwam, Talhah b. ‘Ubayd Allah and Sa‘d Ibn Abi Waqqas. After three days of
negotiations, ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Awf stepped back and acted as sole elector. In the
first round of consultations Ibn ‘Awf succeeded in convincing Talhah, al-Zubayr and
Sa‘d Ibn Abi Waqqas. Talhah duly stepped down in favour of ‘Uthman, al-Zubayr in
favour of ‘Ali, and Sa‘d Ibn Abi Waqqas stepped down in favour of Ibn ‘Awf himself,
who was not eligible; therefore ‘Ali and ‘Uthman were the only candidates. Ibn ‘Awf
consulted the Muhajirin, the Ansar and the rational people (dhawi al-ra’y) in
Medina,** as well as the commanders and the leaders of people who happened to be in
Medina at that time.*> Subsequently, Ibn ‘Awf was able to announce his decision to

elect ‘Uthman as the new caliph.*®

Ahmad Ibn Hanbal regards ‘Uthman’s allegiance as the most legitimate, assured and
accurate (asahh, awthaq, awkad) amongst all the other caliphs.?” According to Ahmad,
the perfection of ‘Uthman’s allegiance emanated from the consensus involved.?® In all
probability, Ahmad is referring to the fact that allegiance was paid to ‘Uthman after
consultations among the shudra council and with other Companions. Subsequently, a

consensus emerged with regard to ‘Uthman, as Ahmad narrated from Ibn Mas‘td Ul

** Ibid.

* “Abd al-Razzaq al-San‘ani, al-Musannaf, 5: 480-81. ‘Umar was reported to have said to these six
individuals .28 sed 3aS oS B BaS aazie S a8 Gl el & &yl ) See: Patricia Crone, “Shiird”, 5;
idem, God'’s rule, 19. )

24Ibid.’ 5: 582 Lﬁ‘)MLﬁJ.JC}“(’A):“.; Y e Juai¥l s Gapaleall (e laal & yile dil g ¢panll aie Jia cul ) Lad 1) gusal) JU8
(.\AJL&M\ Y\

*5 al-Tabari, Tarikh, 4: 231. LY sl Ge dsall Bl g e, o) Jsmy Glasal Bl 4l Ges )l 22 lag
sy (Wl Cal il

2% Crone, “Shara”, 4-8.

*7 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 2: 320-21.

> bid.
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Slie op olddie Lide U )ale || aeas Clawal Ladial “We, the Companions of Muhammad.. .,
have met and reached a consensus on ‘Uthman Ibn ‘Affan and chosen him as an

Amir”.*°

As demonstrated above, Ahmad considered the shidra the most legitimate, accurate
and assured method of selecting caliphs. However, he did not make the decision to
discuss its form and content. To the author’s knowledge, no report exists that
originates from Ahmad regarding the workings of the shura council, in addition to the
requirements demanded of candidates, similar to those found in the Sunni texts in the
fifth A.H./eleventh century and afterward.?® In all probability, this is because the
shiira as a method of selecting caliphs died out immediately after ‘Uthman’s murder.
Since that time, the idea of shiird has been the stance of opponents, dissidents and

rebels,®’ in addition to being discussed theoretically in the ka/am books.

On the other hand, those in charge have always found an excuse to reject this stance.
Talhah and al-Zubayr rejected ‘Ali’s caliphate because it emerged without consent or
consultation, and demanded the making of the caliphate sAdra among Muslims.3* ‘Ali
did not listen to their call, and they were killed after the Battle of the Camel in 36/656.
Mu‘awiyah also called for the shAira in his conflict with ‘Ali, but ‘Al rejected
Mu‘awiyah'’s right to shira because ‘Ali had received allegiance from the same people
and with the same conditions according to which Abu Bakr, ‘Umar and ‘Uthman had
become caliphs. However, ‘Ali added that shzra constituted a sole right for the
Muhajiran and the Ansar, Mu‘awiyah being neither a muhdjir nor ansari,;>® when the
Muhgjirin and the Ansar agreed on a candidate, naming and designating him an /mam
that was acceptable to God.** Subsequently, when al-Hasan b. ‘Ali concluded his
peace treaty with Mu‘awiyah, one of the treaty conditions was that Mu‘awiyah would

not be entitled to appoint his successor, but that the succession should instead be left

* ‘Abd Allah, Fada’l al-Sahabah, 1: 363.

3% <All b. Muhammad al-Mawardi, al-Ahkam al-Sultaniyah, 4, 6; Abt Ya‘la Ibn al-Farrd’ al-Ahkam, 19;
‘Abd al-Malik b. ‘Abd Allah al-Juwayni, Ghiyath al-umam fi iltiyath al-zulam, 46-59.

3! C. Edmund Bosworth, “Shiird”, in EF.

32 Ahmad b. Yahya al-Baladhuri, Ansab al-Ashraf, 2: 223-26.

33 Crone argues that Mu‘awiyah was a muhdjir thus: “this looks like an argument meant for use against
Kharijites rather than him” (Crone, “Shira”, 16 fn.59). However, Mu‘awiyah was not a muhdgjir since
he converted to Islam after the Hudaybiyah treaty, and in the same letter ‘Al is claimed to have said,
S5l agh (i yi Y 5 ABDAY agd Ja3 Y () clillall (4e &Bi le s “You know, you are from the Tulagd’ [i.e., the
people of Quraysh who converted to Islam after the conquest of Mecca] who are not eligible for the
caliphate and not included in the shira.”

34 Nasr b. Muzahim al-Minqari, Wagq at Siffin, 29-30, 63, 82.
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to the shudra®> Mu‘awiyah agreed with this condition, although he subsequently, and
predictably, did not adhere to its conditions and appointed his son Yazid I as his
successor. This move was objected to by some Companions who called for the shiir,
these included Ibn al-Zubayr and ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Abi Bakr. Nevertheless, Yazid I

became the next caliph.

However, the Umayyads revoked the shira and established their own dynastic
succession. The Umayyad ideology disregarded the shura based on the notion that the
people (the Muhajirin and Ansar) had lost their rights, both to shAiird and to selecting
the caliph, since they had abandoned ‘Uthman to his fate without coming to his
assistance. The poet ‘Abd Allah b. Hammam al-Salili (d. 72/691-92) encouraged
Yazid I to appoint his son Mu‘a@wiyah II as his successor. But, what should the caliph
tell those individuals who called for the shidra? Al-Salili stated that they lost their
right of the shdra since they did not support ‘Uthman and let him be killed. Al-Salilt

said:

a3 cilia (pada g G gy W) Dlelina () 9l llls (el Y
poall a4 ) gam lalie H I SHE 5 (5 g agl () 5SE
There is no answer for those who asking for the shiira,
but a sharp stabbing and a precise arrow
What right they have to a shudra when they already
killed ‘Uthman, sacrificed him in the holy months3®

Patricia Crone lists thirteen examples of calling for the shurd in the period following
‘Uthman’s murder and leading up to the ‘Abbasid revolution (from 35/656 to
132/700). During this century, the shird had been a rallying point for rebels,
opponents and dissidents; only Mu‘awiyah II refused to appoint a successor and
allowed people to determine the succession for themselves. However, the
ikhtiyar shira remained the formal process of the Kharijis for electing their leader.?’
In summary, during Ahmad’s time the shirda was consigned to history, having had no
impact or effect in real political institutions. The normal way, at that time, of

appointing caliphs was wildyat al-ahd.

35 Ahmad b. Yahya al-Baladhuri, Ansab al-Ashraf, 3: 286-88; Ahmad Ibn A‘tham al-Kufi, a/-Futih, 4:
159-60; Ibn Abi al-Hadid, Sharh Naly al-balaghah, 1: 248 ; Madelung, The Succession, 323.

3¢ Muhammad b. Sallam al-Jumahi, 7abagat firhil al-shu‘ard’, 2: 630-31.

37 Crone, “Shara”, g-14.
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4-2.3. The previousimam ’s designation (Wilayat al-‘ahd)

This process is also known as al-ahd and al-nass, when a caliph names another
individual as his successor. The first example was Abti Bakr who designated ‘Umar as
caliph after his death. Another example was when Mu‘awiyah designated his son
Yazid I as his successor. Mu‘awiyah and his followers relied on the precedent of Abu
Bakr when he chose ‘Umar as his successor. The opposition rejected this comparison
and condemned this method for being non-Islamic. ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Abi Bakr
described it as being Khosrauvian (kisrawiyah) after the Sassanid King of Persia, or
Heracliusian (after Heraclius the Roman (Byzantine) emperor, often referred to in
early Arabic literature).3* When Khosrau or Heraclius died he was succeeded by other
Khosrau and Heraclius. The most dangerous opposition against Mu‘awiyah’s decision
originated from four individuals, all of whom were from the Quraysh. Three were
sons of previous caliphs and the fourth was a son of a member of the shiira council.
They were ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Abi Bakr, ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Umar, al-Husayn b. ‘Ali and
‘Abd Allah b. al-Zubayr.*®

A story was told that Mu‘awiyah invited these four people* to convince them to pay
allegiance to his son, Yazid I, after his death. Mu‘awiyah’s arguments with these four
individuals, even though they may not be authentic, show how four trends dealt with
appointing Yazid I as successor to his father. ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Abi Bakr rejected the
decision and called for the shiara*' Al-Husayn b. ‘Ali relied on his family’s relation to
the Prophet to prove his eligibility as caliph, as the descendant of the Prophet through
his daughter Fatimah. Although Ibn ‘Umar did not agree with Yazid I and the policy
of Mu‘awiyah, he insisted that he would observe the jama‘ah and would not spilt the
community. The most interesting story was Ibn al-Zubayr’s argument with
Mu‘awiyah. It was claimed that Mu‘awiyah used the precedents of the Prophet, Abi
Bakr and ‘Umar against Mu‘awiyah’s decision. According to Ibn al-Zubayr, the

3% (Abi al-Faraj) ‘Ali b. Al-Husayn al-Asfahani, a/-Aghani, 16: 9o; Yasuf b. ‘Abd Allah Ibn ‘Abd al-
Barr, al-Isti‘ab i ma tifat al-Ashab, 466.

39 al-Tabari, Tarikh,. 5: 322-23.

4° Some reports added ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Abbas, to make them five; but most probably his name was not
inserted as he was not mentioned in the story afterwards.

4 <Abd Allah b. Muslim Ibn Qutaybah (Attrib.), al-Imamah wa-al-siyasah, 1: 295.
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Prophet did not designate the next caliph and allowed the people to select an
appropriate individual themselves according to the book of God. Accordingly, the
people chose Abii Bakr. Subsequently, Abli Bakr named his successor, but he was not
his own son or even a close relative; instead, he chose the best of the community.
When ‘Umar was on his deathbed, he selected six people to elect the caliph from
among themselves, but he did not include his son. Therefore, Ibn al-Zubayr asked
Mu‘awiyah to follow one of these methods, emphasising that he must not designate

his son as his successor.**

The most noteworthy points in this argument are the differences between Abu Bakr
and Mu‘awiyah: firstly, Abii Bakr named ‘Umar on his death bed, but Mu‘awiyah
named Yazid I long before his death. Secondly, ‘Umar was not a close relative of Abil
Bakr, while Yazid [ was Mu‘awiyah’s son. The last point concerns the character of the
successor. ‘Umar was an outstanding person in the Muslim community of his era, but
the propriety of Yazid I was in doubt. In other words, the questions surrounding
‘Umar relate to whether he was the best amongst equals, but in the case of Yazid I the
question was the validity of a sinner’s rule (fasig). The example of Yazid I’s
appointment was replicated in Muslim history rather than that of ‘Umar; the only
exception being Sulayman b. ‘Abd al-Malik who chose ‘Umar b. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz to be

his successor despite the fact that the latter being a family relation.

Although this story, in all its details, is probably false, it nevertheless reflects how
those people who rejected allegiance to Yazid I developed their argument. The first
argument concerns the authority of the shiira, which can be located in the theories of
the Kharijis and the Mutazilis, as well as some Sunnis. The second argument
concerns the right of the Prophet’s family to rule after him. This is the position of the
Shi‘s. The third argument accepts the principle of wildyat al- ahd but not with regard
to a close relative. The final argument concerns the political quietists who did not
support Yazid I, but at the same time would do nothing to divide the unity of the
community since they regarded the Fitnah (as applied to the first civil war) as more

harmful than the rule of Yazid L.

4 1bid., 1: 293-99.



155

Although no report exists from Ahmad Ibn Hanbal regarding this matter, it is clear
that Ahmad and the traditionalists accepted this method of appointing a successor
because they approved the caliphate of ‘Umar, the Umayyads and the ‘Abbasids.
However, since the fifth A.H./eleventh century, there have been brief discussions of
the Hanbali literature of a/-@hd, which was approved according to consensus. Abil
Bakr entrusted ‘Umar with the caliphate and this was upheld by the Muslims. In
addition, ‘Umar entrusted the caliphate to a council, and this too was accepted by the

community.*3

4.2.4. The Usurper (al-Mutaghallib)

It is well-known that traditionalists approved the rule of usurpers,** and that they
traced this opinion back to the Companion ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Umar. As Sufyan al-Thawri
stated, 48 &l 4l Jsisdelaall i e Jsi 236 “We adhere to ‘Umar’s doctrines in the
time of unity, and his son in the time of division.”* Ibn ‘Umar was described that,
during the time of the fitnah he prayed behind every amir and paid him his zakat*®
Moreover, Ibn ‘Umar is quoted as saying, <& (e ¢l s a5 sl & Ji& Y “T do not
fight in [times of] fitnah, and 1 pray behind whoever wins.”#” At the time of the
second civil war, Ibn ‘Umar’s position fell between those of Ibn al-Zubayr and the
Umayyads. It is evident that the doctrine of approving the usurpers’ rule was a direct

consequence of remaining neutral during the time of fitnah.

The ShiT theologian al-Nawbakhti dates this idea of supporting whoever usurps a
reign and paying him allegiance to the period of Mu‘awiyah, and claims that after the
assassination of ‘Ali, his followers, except for a few individuals among his Shi‘is who
believed in his imamate, joined the sect of Talhah, al-Zubayr and ‘A’ishah and became
a united group under Mu‘awiyah’s rule. Those who joined Mu‘awiyah, along with the

people of hashw as well as the followers of kings and supporters of the victors, made

43 Abu Ya‘la’ Ibn al-Farrd’, a/-Mutamad, 251-52; Idem., al-Ahkam, 25; ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Umar al-
Basri (hereafter: Abu Talib al-Darir), al- Wadih fi sharh Mukhtasar al-Khiragi, 4: 372; Mansur b. Yunus
al-Buhuiti, Sharh Muntaha al-iradat, 6: 274.

44 al-Nashi’ al-Akbar (attrib.), Masa’il al-imamah, 66.

4 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 138.

4% Ibn Sa‘d, a/-Tabaqat al-kubra, 4: 139.

47 Tbid.
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up the vast majority (a/-sawad al-a zam); all of these people were named Murji’is.48
On the other hand, some Shamis (Syrians) claimed that ‘Ali’s caliphate represented

the rule of a usurper.*’

The traditionalists do not agree with al-Nawbakhti’s stance regarding Mu‘awiyah as a
usurper. According to them, his rule was a result of an agreement by the Muslim
community; hence the year of his rule is called the Year of the Community (‘Am al-
Jama‘ah)>°. According to the traditionalists, the first reign of a usurper was the rule of
‘Abd al-Malik b. Marwan (r. 65-86/685-705). The famous traditionalist Yahya b.
Yahya (d. 226/840) was asked:

me Ol ol 2808 € sa Al | S sal J8 Y 1 a5 S Aall 1Al B sy (2 O
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“Is paying allegiance unpleasant (makrihah)?” He answered “No”. The man
asked again “Even if they were unjust rulers?” Yahya replied, “Ibn ‘Umar
paid allegiance to ‘Abd al-Malik b. Marwan, who took power by the sword.
Malik [b. Anas] told me that [Ibn ‘Umar] wrote to [‘Abd al-Malik accepting
his rule] and giving him his loyalty and obedience according to the Book of
God and the Sunnah of his Prophet.” Yahya then said “Paying allegiance is
better than disagreement.”"

Al-Shafi also accepted the rule of the usurpers, and it is claimed that he stated (= JS
Ala ged cagle Gl pany Al e a Cadl 4B e e “Whoever usurps the
caliphate by the sword until he is called a caliph and until people have formed a
consensus about him, he is a [legitimate] caliph.”>®> Ahmad Ibn Hanbal followed the
same doctrine. He was asked behind whom one should perform the Friday prayer if
the people were divided into two groups (i.e., between the legitimate /mam and the
rebels)? Ahmad answered, “Behind the one who wins”.>3 Creed III, attributed to
Ahmad, states that &l e 232 Jag W ¢oniasall sl ooy Al o s Candl agle (4
O sal) el s 1 als o ST cagle Talal o 3y ¥ s i of 53V 2 sdlis “Whoever overcomes
them by the sword until becoming caliph and being named the Commander of the

Faithful, it is not permitted for anyone who believes in God and the Hereafter, to pass

4 al-Nawbakhti, Firaq al-Shi‘ah, 6.

49 See Thumamah b. ‘Adi’s saying in above (3.2.1).

3% See below (5.2).

5" Ibrahim b. Msa al-Shatibi, al-/tisam, 3: 46.

> Ahmad b. al-Husayn al-Bayhaqi, Manaqib al-Shatfi¥, 1: 448.
33 Abl Ya‘la Ibn al-Farr@’, al-Ahkam, 22.
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the night without regarding him as a [legitimate] /mam, whether he [i.e., this imam)|
be a pious man or a sinner. He is the Commander of the Faithful”. As a third
A.H./ninth century Mu %azili historian noted, the view of approving the legitimacy of
the usurpers’ caliphate characterized the traditionalists at that time.’* Among later
Sunnis, there was a consensus regarding this matter, as stated by the Mamluki scholar
Ibn Hajar.>> It should be noted that the legitimacy of the usurpers represents the
legitimacy of the ‘Abbasids’ caliphate since they usurped power from the Umayyads
and, of course, the legitimacy of the Mamlik sultans, such usurping being their

favourite way to seize power.

The most noteworthy point of this evaluation of Sunni theory concerning the rule of
usurpers is the correct identification of a specific usurper and how this usurper was
able to seize power. In the early history of Islam the usurpers originated from the
Quraysh tribe and their aim was to claim the caliphate for themselves. Nonetheless, in
the later ‘Abbasid period the usurpers assumed an additional feature. They were not
Qurashis, or even Arabs, and were therefore not eligible for the position of the
Imamate/Caliphate in the Sunni and Shi‘T doctrines. Hence, they called themselves
Sultans and accepted the nominal power of the caliphs. The later Sunnis approved this

new modus operandi since the sultans did not claim the caliphate as their own.>°

4-2.5. Conclusion

The remarkable fact of Ahmad’s theory regarding the legitimacy of the caliph is that
he was not dependent on the Qur’an or the Sunnah. Nonetheless, the key principle of
his theory centred on the community (al-jama‘ah), its unity and its safety. This
rulership was necessary for the people’s benefit. While Ahmad did not focus greatly
on the methods utilized for appointing the caliphs he accepted them all, from the
electoral methods to the usurping ones. In all probability, this was because these
methods were approved by the Companions, or at least some of them. There was

disagreement among the Companions regarding the usurpers’ rule, for instance

>4 al-Nashi’ al-Akbar (attrib.), Masa’il al-imamah, 66.
55 Ibn Hajar al-‘Asqalani, Fath al-Bari, 13: 7.
58 al-Juwayni, Ghiyath, 240-60; al-Mawardi, al-Ahkam al-sultiniyah, 40-46.
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between Ibn ‘Umar (who accepted it) and Ibn al-Zubayr (who rejected it); however,
Ahmad supported the method of quietism. The theory of political quietism of Ahmad
Ibn Hanbal and other Sunnis should not be understood solely as acknowledging the
rulers or this fait accompli, rather the priority was for the benefit of the common
people and to accommodate early Islam. This matter is examined more

comprehensively in the next two chapters in this study.

This pragmatic theory of accepting the present rulers did not constitute an exaggerated
adherence to them, as Ahmad required neither their presence in order to carry out
ritual duties nor the appointment of an 7/mam as a religious duty. Nevertheless, at the
time of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, some traditionalists espoused Sunni theology;
subsequently greater credit was given to the rulers at the expense of the common

people.

An additional key principle of the Sunni theory is its polemics with other sects,
especially Shi‘ls and Kharijis. For example, designation (a/-nass) is a Shi‘T claim made
in order to prove that ‘Ali was the legitimate caliph following the Prophet’s death,
whereas the Sunnis relied on elections directed by the Companions or on transferring
allegiance from them to Abu Bakr in order to approve his caliphate. However, Ahmad
utilized the Shi‘T method, i.e., the designation (the implicit text), in order to approve

Abi Bakr’s caliphate.

It is interesting to note that paradoxes can be identified inside the Sunni theory
regarding the potential legitimacy of the caliph. Firstly, the shira did not constitute a
viable method of appointing caliphs; rather it was an excuse for rebels and dissidents
to challenge the incumbent authority. Secondly, legitimacy with regard to delegating
by the previous /mam was diverted away from the practices of Abii Bakr when he
nominated ‘Umar Ibn al-Khattdb as his successor. However, the most successful
practice was the method of Mu‘awiyah when he chose his son Yazid I as his

SUcCCESSor.
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4.3. The Requirements of the imam
4-3-1. From the tribe of Quraysh

Although the events following the Prophet’s death are central in the dispute between
the Sunnis and Shi‘s, it is not certain what exactly occurred. However, it is more than
likely that the question of the succession to Muhammad was a matter of the greatest
priority for the Muslim community, even more than the actual burial of the Prophet,

since he was not buried until after Aba Bakr had been elected.

However, one should be very careful with the sources relating to that period since all
of them invoked one perspective or another.’” The assembly at the sagifah (meeting
place) of the Banui Sa‘idah, at which Abt Bakr was elected, is the principal key to the
birth of the first Islamic state (a/-Khilafah al-Rashidah) after Muhammad’s rule. Ibn
‘Abbas’® claimed to have heard ‘Umar Ibn al-Khattab saying that after the death of
Muhammad, ‘Ali, al-Zubayr and those with them, opposed “us” (i.e., the group
associated with Abu Bakr), and gathered at Fatimah’s house. The entire Ansar
disagreed with “us”, and gathered in the sagifah of the Banii Sa‘idah. The Muhajirin
(i.e., the Qurashi emigrants to Medina) joined Abi Bakr, and ‘Umar suggested that
they go to their brethren, the Ansar. The Muhajirin went to the Ansar at the sagifah
and there was a dialogue between the two groups as to who had the right to rule the
Muslim nation. One of the Ansar stood up and addressed the Muhajiriin: “We are the
Helpers (ansar Allah) and the legion of Islam, and you, the Muhajirtin are a small
group (rahf)>® and a few people among you came with the intention of cutting us off

from our roots and to usurp this matter [i.e., the rule] from us.”

To which Abt Bakr replied by saying: “O group of Ansar, every virtue you mention
of yourselves you are worthy of, yet the Arabs will not recognise the rule of anyone

but this tribe of the Quraysh. They are the most central of the Arabs in lineage and

7 Robert Gleave, ““Ali Ibn Abi Talib”, in EF.

5% al-Bukhari, a/-Jami al-sahih, Kitab al-Hudad, Bab rajm al-hubla idha uhsinat, no. 6830. Madelung
regards this report from Ibn ‘Abbas as the fundamental account of the Sagifah assembly, and sees no
reason to doubt the reliability of the chain of transmitters (ke Succession, 28).

59 Madelung mistakenly translates (rah?) as “The clan of our Prophet” (the Succession, 30). In fact this
is not correct; the word raht means a small group of people. If the Ansar meant what Madelung thinks,
he should have said “You are the raht of our Prophet”.
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abode.” Abl Bakr then nominated either ‘Umar or Abi ‘Ubaydah for election.
Although the Ansar, especially the Khazrajis, did not accept this suggestion, they
became more flexible, and al-Hubab b. al-Mundhir suggested that the Ansar and the
Quraysh should each choose their emir. However, the situation worsened, tempers
flared, and voices were raised. It was clear that Muslim unity was threatened, and this
dispute would probably lead to a military conflict between the Muhajirin and the
Ansar. ‘Umar therefore said to Abt Bakr: “Stretch out your hand” and shook his hand
as the pledge of allegiance. The Muhéjirin and the Ansar followed him.

This story seems to suggest that Abi Bakr and the Muhajirin understood the
succession to Muhammad would be in all but its prophetic aspects; this later became
known as the office of the Caliphate. On the other hand, the Ansar and many of the
Arab tribes who were involved in the riddah, considered that their allegiance to the
Prophet expired with his death. Thus, when the Ansar gathered at the sagifah they
were probably discussing how to restore their control over their own city. As
indicated by al-Hubab b. al-Mundhir, they were worried that the emigrants from

Mecca would usurp their right to rule their city.*

However, the Ansar were not sufficiently convinced by Abt Bakr’s argument, and the
situation became tense, until ‘Umar asked Abii Bakr to shake hands as a promise of
allegiance. The Muh3jirin and presumably also the Bant ‘Abd al-Ashhal, a clan of
the Ansar, followed him.®' The following day Abi Bakr received the general oath of
loyalty from the people of Madinah, and his allegiance was secured by the arrival of
the Banii Aslam, a branch of Khuza‘ah, the most strongly connected of the tribes of
the Quraysh. According to some reports, they came “in full number such that the
streets became narrow through them. They then swore allegiance to Abti Bakr, and
‘Umar said: ‘It was only when I saw the Aslam that I was certain of victory’.”*> Even
after the general allegiance received by Abi Bakr, some of the Ansar, led by Sa‘d b.
‘Ubadah, continued to refuse Abii Bakr’s rule. Abii Bakr was advised by Bashir b.
Sa‘d not to press Sa‘d b. ‘Ubadah, since all of Khazraj and Aws would stand in

6 Madelung, The Succession, 31; Elias Shoufani, a/-Riddah and the Muslim conquest of Arabia, 51-52.
61 al-Tabari, Tarikh, 3: 221-22; Madelung, 7The Succession, 33.

%2 al-Tabari, Tarikh, 3: 222. <ol Of e idsb yee IS8 S5 Ul gl S gy Gl Jia Lo Laay il ol ¢
raily i s ol For the great role that was played by Aslam to secure Abii Bakr’s allegiance see:
Ju‘ayt, al-Fitnah, 36; Madelung, The Succession, 34; Zuhayr Hawwari, al-Sultah wa-al-mu‘aradah 17 al-
Islam, 97-100.
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solidarity with Ibn ‘Ubadah even if they were to be killed. Abii Bakr took due note,”
but found another way to punish those who refused to give him their allegiance by,
among other things, hindering them from claiming their booty (72y), as can be found

in the poetry of Hassan b. Thabit.*

The second group who doubted Abu Bakr’s rule were the Qurashis, who were
gathering around ‘Ali Ibn Abi Talib in the house of Fatimah; they came mainly from
the Bani Hashim, the Prophet’s family, including ‘Ali and al-‘Abbas; from the Banu
Asad, such as al-Zubayr; and from the wealthiest clan of the Quraysh the Bani ‘Abd
Shams, including Aba Sufyan Ibn Harb.% This group represented an alliance between
the Prophet’s family (the Banii Hashim) and the Quraysh aristocracy (such as the
Banii ‘Abd Shams, the Banii Asad and others), while Abt Bakr and the Muhajirtn
around him were mainly from clans that were less wealthy and lower in numbers,
such as the Bani Taym, the Bani ‘Adi (‘Umar), and the Bani al-Nadr (Abu
‘Ubaydah).®

Abu Bakr succeeded in isolating the Banti Hashim. ‘Umar went to Fatimah’s house
and threatened those who were gathering there that he would set it on fire unless they
came out and swore allegiance to Abii Bakr. As he left the house, al-Zubayr drew his
sword but dropped it and ‘Umar’s men jumped on him and carried him off. This
successfully stopped people gathering at Fatimah’s house.®” Moreover, Abi Bakr
mounted an economic siege of the Banti Hashim by refusing to give them their
inheritance from Muhammad’s lands in Fadak and Khaybar. Abt Bakr claimed to
have heard the Prophet saying: 48xa US yi L «&) 6 Y “We do not have heirs. Whatever
we leave is alms”.®® Not only that, but Abii Bakr also succeeded in winning over the
Quraysh aristocracy to his side and making them abandon ‘Ali and the Bant Hashim.
He relied on the Quraysh aristocracy for their leadership of the Muslim commanders
in his fight against the tribes of the riddah and the beginning of the conquests outside

Arabia. In particular the richest and most powerful clans, the Banu ‘Abd Shams and

%3 al-Tabari, Tarikh, 3: 222-23.

%4 <Abd al-Malik Ibn Hisham, Sirah, 2: 666-76; Madelung, the Succession, 35.

%5 See Ibn ‘Abbas’s report above; and al-Tabari, 74rikh, 3: 209-10; Madelung, The Succession, 40-41.
% For the importance and the wealth of the clans of al Quraysh see: Hayat ‘Amami, Ashab Muhammad
wa-dawruhum 17 nash’at al-Islam, 88-106.

57 Ibn Abi Shaybah, al-Musannaf, 7: 432; al-Tabari, Tarikh, 3: 202; Madelung, The Succession, 43.

6% al-Bukhari, a/-/ami‘ al-Sahih, Kitab al-Fara’id, Bab qawl al-Nabi ...: La niirath ma taraknah sadaqah,
n0.6726.
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the Banii Makhziim, were given preference.”? Abii Bakr’s policy was entirely
successful; only six months after the Prophet’s death his daughter Fatimah died and
‘Ali lost his supporters, who turned away from him.”® Subsequently, ‘Ali and the Bani

Hashim pledged allegiance to Abu Bakr.”"

The third group consisted of some of the Arab tribes. In his argument with the Ansar,
Abi Bakr insisted that the Arabs accepted only the rule of the Quraysh. In fact this
was not quite accurate, the major part of Arabia rejected Abt Bakr’s rule. Some of
these tribes had accepted Islam, but considered that their allegiance the Prophet had
lapsed on his death and therefore did not accept Abui Bakr’s rule, while other tribes
left Islam completely. Abti Bakr declared a holy war to destroy them all; both groups

were lumped together and labelled as apostates without any distinction between them.

In sum, Abli Bakr was successful in imposing the rule of the Quraysh over the Ansar
and the Arab tribes. A noteworthy point in Abii Bakr’s argument with the Ansar was
his emphasis on the Quraysh’s excellence over other Arabs; they were “the most
central of the Arabs in lineage and abode.” Among the Quraysh itself, the supremacy
of the Prophet’s blood relatives was superseded by that of his religious relatives (i.e.,
the Muhajiriin), “They were the only kinsmen that the Prophet had left after cutting
his ties with Mecca (where many genealogically closer relatives of his remained), and
they were the men with whom he had come to Madinah.””* Therefore the caliph had

to be chosen from within this group.

After Abu Bakr’s reign, the rule of the Quraysh was not in doubt; yet the Shi‘s
restricted it to some Qurashis who were from the Prophet’s family. Other Muslims,
except the Kharijis and some Mu tazilis, accepted the principle of the rule of the
Quraysh. Malik b. Hubayrah al-Sakiini, a Syrian chief, claimed that they could easily

replace Mu‘awiyah with someone of his tribe (i gawmihi).”> The same individual

% When Abii Bakr became a caliph, Abii Sufyan was angry and assaulted Abii Bakr, claiming that the
caliphate should be in the Bani Manaf only (this clan includes the Banii Hashim and the Bani ‘Abd
Shams). But when he was told “He has appointed your son [as a leader of the army]”, Abi Sufyan
changed his position completely; al-Tabari, 7arikh, 3: 209. Also see: Shoufani, a/-Riddah, 61-64;
Madelung, The Succession, 45.

7 al-Tabari, Tarikh, 3: 208; al-Bukhari, a/-Jami‘ al-Sahih, Kitab al-Maghazi, Bab Ghazwat Khaybar,
1N0S. 4240, 4241. iy S o dallan uailld (ulill o sa s o Sl Cud 55 Lalk cdalald Bla aa g i) (g (1S5
" Ibid.

 Crone, God’s Rule, 38.

73 al-Tabari, T4rikh, 5: 278.



163

warned Marwan b. al-Hakam to accept his requirements or he and his tribe would
change him since all the people of the Quraysh were the same at his tribe.”* In 77/696
the Kharijis offered to ally themselves with Mutarrif b. al-Mughirah in fighting the
oppressors (i.e., the Umayyad), but the proposal was declined as Mutarrif insisted on

restricting the caliphate to the Quraysh.”>

The Kharijis were known for not limiting the caliphate to the Quraysh. In fact, they
believed that any free male adult Muslim was eligible for the caliphate, and that it did
not matter whether or not they were from the Quraysh, or whether or not they were
Arab (some Kharijis limited the caliphate to the Arabs only).76 Indeed, this was a

famous Khariji doctrine; and was without limits after it had been formulated.

However, it is evident that by the late Umayyad and early ‘Abbasid periods some
Qadari-Murji’is, such as Ghaylan al-Dimashqi (killed. 125/744),”” and Mu tazilis
believed that all Muslims were eligible for the caliphate. Furthermore, some
Mutazilis limited the caliphate to the Arabs only; others restricted it to the Quraysh.”
Despite the fact that the ‘Abbasids gave their revolution the title of a/-Rida min Al
Muhammad (i.e., someone from Muhammad’s family who is acceptable and agreed
on),” they came, overtime, closer to the Sunni idea of the right of the Quraysh to rule,
in order to refute the claim of their cousins, the ‘Alids, that they were worthier of the

caliphate because they were the sons of Fatimah (the Prophet’s daughter).80

By the late second and early third A.H./eighth and ninth centuries, the Sunnis, both
rationalists and traditionalists and including Aba Hanifah,® Malik,** and al-Shafi,*

were unanimous that the caliphate was a sole right of the Quraysh.

74 “Ali b. al-Husayn al-Mas‘adi, Murdj al-dhahab wa-maadin al-jawhar, §: 200-1, Y| Lxe (i 8 L 4l
el ™

75 al-Tabari, Tarikh, 6: 286-88.

76 See their debate with Mutarrif b. al-Mughirah in ibid, 6: 288; Patricia Crone, “’Even an Ethiopian
slave’ the transformation of a Sunni tradition”.

77 Josef Van Ess, “Ghaylan al-Dimashqi: the isolation of a heretic in Islamic historiography”, 172.

7 Probably the majority of early Mu‘tazilis did not require the caliph to be from the tribe of the
Quraysh; yet the majority of later Mu‘tazilis did require him to be from the Quraysh. See: Ibn Hazm,
al-Fisal, 4: 152; Ahmad b. Muhammad al-Sharafi, Sharh sudiir al-nas bi-sharh al-Asas, fol. 429 (MS);
Saud al-Sarhan, Arbab al-Kalam: Ibn Hazm yujadil’ al-Mu tazilah, 350-52.

7 For the meaning of this slogan, see: Patricia Crone, “On the meaning of the ‘Abbasid call to a/-Rida’,
89-94.

% Van Ess, “Political ideas”, 159.

8 Al-Nashi’ al-Akbar (attrub.), Masa’il al-imamah, 62
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Ahmad Ibn Hanbal defended this doctrine and insisted that the caliphs must be from
the Quraysh and could not be from the mawali* In Creed I, Ahmad is claimed to
have said, aele 7z Vs e pee L o Galll e aaY G ) (i) (e e (i 8 48R
delidl ald I W a8yl 8 Y5 “The caliphate is in the Quraysh so long as two people
remain [alive]. It is not [right] for any people to contend with them about it, nor to
rebel against them, nor to acknowledge the caliphate of any other than [the Quraysh]

until the coming of the Hour.”™

4-3-2. Why the Quraysh?

In his speech at the sagifah, Abi Bakr argued for the right of the Quraysh to rule since
the Arabs would not recognise the rule of anyone but this tribe. Two points arise with
regard to his argument. The first is that it was not built on the supremacy of the tribe
of the Quraysh because it was the Prophet’s tribe, nor on a nass from the Prophet as
Abt Bakr claimed in connection with the matter of the Prophet’s heritage. The second

and more interesting point is that the Arabs did not accept the rule of the Quraysh.

However, since the Umayyad era and later, a considerable number of traditions took
shape with regard to the position of the tribe of Quraysh and its rule. Some traditions
favoured the Quraysh, limiting the caliphate to them, and regarding them above other
people. These traditions were challenged by other traditions from the opposing side,
accusing some young boys of the Quraysh of destroying the religion (i.e., Islam), or
threatening and cursing them if they were not just or allow people to rebel against

them if they were unjust.®

Ahmad Ibn Hanbal was well aware of all of these traditions. Although he relied on
traditions for recognising the supremacy of the Quraysh, he rejected some that he
thought were not sound. The following points present Ahmad’s evaluation of the

dignity of the Quraysh and the traditions against them:

2 Muhamad b ‘Abd Allah Ibn al-‘Arabi, Ahkam al-Qur’in, 4: 153; Ahmad b. Idris al-Qarafi, a/-
Dhakhirah, 13: 233-34.

%3 Muhammad b. Idris al- Shafi, a/-Umm, 2: 309-13.

84 Al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 94-97; Abu Ya‘la Ibn al-Farr®, a/l-Ahkam, 20.

85 Translated in: Watt, /s/amic Creeds, 34.

% See: ‘Abd Allah al-Dumayii, a/-Imamah al-uzma, 285-87.



A. Retracting the caliphate in the Quraysh

Ahmad restricted the caliphate to the Quraysh, relying on the traditions which stated
that (8 O« &Y “The mans are [only] from the Quraysh”, or that g 8 & 4dall
“The Caliphate is [merely] in the Quraysh™."” Ahmad also stated that e & 0S¥

aads i 8 “One who is not from the Quraysh cannot be a caliph”.*®

B. A preference for the Quraysh over other people

Ahmad considered the world as a hierarchy; the Quraysh were above other Muslims,
then the Arabs were above non-Arabs but below the Qurashis, and finally all other
Muslims. This view can be illustrated by his juridical opinion of equality (kafa’ah) as

a requirement for a valid marriage.*
1. The Bani Hashim

Some reports were narrated from Ahmad stating that the Banii Hashim, the Prophet’s
clan, was above all other Muslims, even those of the Quraysh. ‘Abd Allah is claimed
to have asked his father, . yee :J& S0 a3 il i S sl 108 €A Josmay 22y (el Jaadl (4
al agr 8 Y Cun dal e e e by B € ded cal Ly i ldie J €0pe &8 il U 1 cilé “Who is
the best among people after the Prophet...?” Ahmad said “Aba Bakr”. ‘Abd Allah
said “My father! Then who is next?” Ahmad answered ““Umar”. ‘Abd Allah asked
again “My father! Then who comes next?” Ahmad answered ““Uthman”. ‘Abd Allah
said “My father! What about ‘Ali?” Ahmad then said “Son! ‘Ali is of the people of a
house whom no one can be compared.”® In another report, ‘Abd Allah asked his
father about Ibn ‘Umar’s tradition that when the Companions discussed their
preferences among themselves, they named Abu Bakr, then ‘Umar, then ‘Uthman.

‘Abd Allah asked in surprise, “Where is ‘Ali Ibn Abi Talib?” His father said “Son! He

¥7 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 94-7. Although Ahmad criticised some chains of transmission of the
tradition “The Imams are [only] from Quraysh”, in general he accepted it. See: Ibn Qudamah, a/-
Muntakhab, 195, and al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 96.

% Ibid., 1: 96.

% For the kafiah in Islamic law see: Farhat Ziadeh, “Equality (kafzah) in the Muslim law of
marriage”. For kafa’ah in the Hanbali school, see: Spectorsky, Chapters, 14-16; Nimrod Hurvitz,
“(Review) Ibn Hanbal, Ahmad b. Muhammad Chapters on Marriage and Divorce: Responses of 1bn
Hanbal and Ibn Rahwayh trans. Susan Spectorsky”’; idem, The Formation, 31-33.

% Abu Ya‘la Ibn al-Farr@’, al-Riwadyatayn wa-al-wajhayn, 2: 93.
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did not say ‘From the Prophet’s house’ thus he [Ibn ‘Umar] did not include him
[‘Alf].”"

These two reports probably appeared in in the fifth A.H./eleventh century in order to
adjust Ahmad’s position to be more friendly to ‘Ali. As has been shown above, the
majority of Ahmad’s pupils, including his son ‘Abd Allah, considered that the best of
the Companions was Abu Bakr, then ‘Umar, then ‘Uthman. Moreover, Ahmad was
fully aware of marriages between the Banii Hashim and other Qurashis, and stated

that the people from the Quraysh were equal to each other.”?
11. The Quraysh

Ahmad recognised the dignity of the Qurashis above that of all other Arabs, but they
were equal to each other. He was asked, :J& z s ol :Jd ¥ :J6 $2.5 8 el = 550 Ja
Gl oyl 5 8 (i 8 el 0y 4 sady Jaa g 1 Lagin Leid (54 “Does [it allow] a
[male] Arab to marry a [female] Qurashi?” Ahmad answered “No!” He was asked
again, “So, if he did marry [her]?” He replied, “They [must be] separated.” Ahmad
then insisted “As for equality: the Quraysh are for the Quraysh, and the Arabs [equal]
the Arabs”.”

The matter was worse, according to Ahmad, if a client (maw/3) married a Hashimi
woman. He said disapprovingly, !e<iS ld Ul :J s daadlen 7 9 5 puaVl ool alud Ja ) o on
e b ) e @By Aal 1B € il an s Aalid aea a5l pf] il Gl TS “A man,
whose father just converted to Islam yesterday, marries a Hashimi woman and says ‘I
am equal to her’!” Abi Dawid reminded Ahmad that the Prophet had ordered
Fatimah bt. Qays, a divorced Qurashi, to marry his free man Usamah b. Zayd b.
Harithah, which meant that the Prophet had allowed a mawl/i to marry a Hashimi
woman. Ahmad answered by pointing out that Usamah was an Arab man but then he

[his father] had become a slave.”* However, even with Ahmad’s explanation, Usamah

o1 Ibid., 2: 93-94. JB e 5 yee 5 S0 _94\ Ll A Sy ;_ah.;a\ O LLald 1) US s jee ol Enas e u—“ calls
o Sy Al I ) Jsmn ) o il e il ¢ LB Sllla ol o e dld el JE LS a

9% Salih, Masa’il, 194.

%3 Ibid. For other reports from Ahmad to support this idea, see: Abli Ya‘la al-Farra’, a/-Riwayatayn wa-
al-wajhayn, 2: 93.

% Abu Dawud, Masa’il, 227. This is Ahmad’s answer to his student Aba Talib who asked him about
Usamah’s marriage to Fatimah bt. Qays. Abu Ya‘la al-Farrd’, a/-Riwdyatayn wa-al-wajhayn, 2: 94.
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remained a non-Qurashi and unequal to a Qurashi woman according to Ahmad’s

doctrine.

Equality in marriage is not the only way Ahmad showed his high esteem for the
Quraysh. His son ‘Abd Allah noticed that when an older man or a young man from the
Quraysh or other nobilities came to visit his father at his mosque, Ahmad did not step
out of the door before them; rather they went out before him.”> Abt Dawiid witnessed
that a son of Mus‘ab al-Zubayri (a Qurashi) had visited Ahmad at the mosque, and
when they were about to leave, Ahmad said to him “You are first.” The man refused
and swore that Ahmad must go first. Then Ahmad walked before him.®® This respect
for the Quraysh was derived from traditions attributed to the Prophet. One example of
such a tradition in Ahmad’s a/-Musnad that he reported from ‘Ubayd Allah b. ‘Amr b.

Miisa was the following:

Janie o228ld il 1) lai ubuhdus‘wﬁw@ud;qs‘ e o el vie g
ol 1B €A Sy e il Ban cionl W) ) L sty G i ) i sl
el Lol s - 0 4stal Lo 5 ol e -G Al Jguy o il 4l il -8
o su_uu.d\u.\muc GLJA;)S\JLL_?}‘UJMJMAA cald -8 Ol cliaa e <dla
oSl (Ll Gl el e iy o) G b sl (B JE L ol 0 gldie o e

el U 3 el (g sy Ll Jgms ) Conans 8 oLy 3
I was with Sulayman b. ‘Ali [the uncle of the caliph al-Mansiir] ... when
an elder of the Quraysh entered. Sulayman said “Treat this elder with
respect and seat him where it befits [a man of his rank to sit], for the
Quraysh have a right [to be so honoured]”. I said “O Amir, may I relate
to you a tradition which has reached me from the Prophet of God?”
“Indeed”, he said. I said “It has reached me that the Prophet of God said
‘He who despises the Quraysh is despised by God’.” He said “God be
praised! How wonderful is this [hadith]! Who reported it to you?” I said
“Rabi‘ah b. ‘Abd al-Rahman reported it to me from Sa‘id b. al-Musayyab
from ‘Amr b. ‘Uthman b. ‘Affan [from his father, who heard it from the
Prophet].”’

111, The Arabs

In Creed I (attributed to Ahmad) it was said that

% al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, al-Jami® li-adab al-rawi wa-akhliq al-sami 1: 546-47; Ibn al-Jawzi,
Manaqib, 370 & el S e 7 %Y LAY e pb e sl G e Sal) 5l gl sela 13 ol 1l 2e J8
?AJR_!C‘);J?J‘M_,AJS.\J?A \_94_95455?@‘);_\

96 Abu Dawud, Masa’ll, 377. as Y JE as vl (e B U‘ daal JU\& ‘LS)-‘-‘)M Craaal Gl sela daal ;ub
Gwd\@mmuu.mlm y\em u_zwu.\\uhjtfﬂﬁ em

7 Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, a/-Musnad, 1: 64. Translated in: Zaman, Religion, 123.
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WA 5 Blai g deay agd 18
[The true believer] recognises that the Arabs have rights and excellence
and precedence, and he loves them. [This is based] on a hadith from the
Messenger of God. He said “We love them in faith, and hate them in
hypocrisy.” We do not follow the view of the Shu‘Gbiyah, or the corrupt
clients who do not confess their excellence. Such [persons] are
innovators, hypocrites and opponents.?®

As has been shown above, this creed is probably not Ahmad’s words; it was the creed
of Harb al-Kirmani, who aimed to summarise the articles of faith of the traditionalists
in the third A.H./ninth century. After declaring this article, Harb listed six traditions
from the Prophet in favour of the Arabs,” and three traditions in favour of the

clients.'®®

Ahmad, as may be expected, regarded the clients to be below the Arabs, and thus the
client man was not equal for marrying an Arab woman. All the reports we have from
Ahmad agree on this. However, what happened if a client man did get married to an
Arab woman? Both Harb and Ibn Hani’ narrated that they must be separated.'
However, when Abli Dawid asked him about this matter, he did not give an

answer.'

The point worth noting here is that while Ahmad was an Arab and believed in the
excellence of the Arabs above other people, he was a humble man and did not show
off. His son Salih wrote down his lineage from Duhl b. Shayban. When Ahmad saw
this he acknowledged it, but queried, Yl 138 aiay Ly “What does this lineage
do?”'3 According to his client friend, the famous traditionalist Yahya b. Ma‘n,
Ahmad would never stand on his dignity in front of his client’s companions.'**

Another client traditionalist, hearing that Ahmad was an Arab, asked him about this,

% Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tabagat, 1: 64. Translated in: Watt, Islamic creeds, 38-39.

% Harb, Masa’ll, 442-43.

°° Ibid, 444.

'°! Harb, Masa’il, 38; Ibn Hani’, Masa’il, 204.

192 Aba Dawud, Masa’il, 226.

'%3 Tbn ‘Asakir, 7arikh Dimashq, 5: 256.

'°4 Ibid., 5: 257. There are other reports with the same meaning. See: Ibid., §: 257-58. L8 Lle 38 L
W S3 Y540 =2l And see: Hurvitz, the Formation, 28-29.
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but Ahmad did not answer. When he insisted, Ahmad said, (:Sbus o 8 (25 “We are poor

9105

people.
C.  Criticising the Quraysh and fighting them

Not all traditions were favourable to the Quraysh; there were also some anti-Quraysh
traditions in circulation during the late Umayyad and the early ‘Abbasid periods.'®
One of these traditions was, e oS8 s | saiad oS ) gasfin &l 8 oS3 galdinl Lo i 8l ) el
el il | saul g oSS e “Obey the Quraysh while they are even-handed to you. If they
are not, put your swords on your shoulders and annihilate them.” Ahmad rejected the
authority of this tradition and said it was S m=swa ¢ “Not sound; it is
denounced”.’®” One of Ahmad’s reasons for rejecting this tradition was that allowing
people to fight the Quraysh [i.e., the rulers] was in direct contradiction with other

traditions supporting the view of political quietism. 108

Another example is that Ahmad was asked about a tradition in which the Prophet said
O B e Al f g e il D “The destruction of my community will be at the hands
of the youths of the Quraysh”. Ahmad said “It is a well-known (a7l
[tradition]”,"® but presumably he altered his view of this tradition. According to his
son ‘Abd Allah, when his father was on his death bed, he asked ‘Abd Allah to cross
out this tradition since it contradicted other traditions that favoured political
quietism.'"® Clearly, Ahmad understood the traditions criticising the Quraysh as
supporting revolutionary ideas. Al-Marriidhi narrated from Ahmad that he sharply
criticised the late tradition as, 4zeall & 55 8 4 Yieall 4y sy 253 Cuaa “A bad tradition,

111

invoked by the Mu tazilis to abjure the Friday prayer [with the rulers].

%5 Tbn al-Jawzi, Manaqib, 367; Ibn ‘Asakir, Tarikh Dimashq, 5: 258. Hurvitz (The Formation, 28)
mistakenly, understands it as being from a poor family (i.e., poverty). However, it is clear that Ahmad
only showed humbleness.

196 Zaman, Religion, 122.

'°7 al-Khallal, Sunnah, 1: 127-28; Ibn Qudamah, al-Muntakhab, 160-63.

18 al-Khallal, Sunnah, 1: 128-29.

199 Tbn Qudamah, a/-Muntakhab, 160.

1O Tbid., 162. ) oo Cuslal) CaMA s sl 1 e oyl 14 e (o3 A je & ol JB

" Ibid.
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4-3.3. Conclusion

Ahmad based his doctrine on the supremacy of the Quraysh and on restricting the
caliphate to them with regard to the Sunnah (traditions). However, he had to reject
some traditions that were used by Mu tazilis and other sects to abjure Friday prayers
with the rulers, since such action threatened the unity of the Muslim community (the

Jama ah).

Considering the caliphate as a sole right of the Quraysh demonstrated the views of
Sunni theologians up to the fifth A.H./eleventh century when the caliphs weakened
and were controlled by emirs or sultans who were not the Qurashis and indeed were
not even Arabs. In the eleventh century the Sunni doctrine began to change. One can
find three different positions emanating from the famous Ash ari theologian, Abt al-
Ma‘ali al-Juwayni (d. 478/10835), concerning this issue. The first position can be found
in his book Luma*‘ al-adillah where he bases the Quraysh’s right to the caliphate on a
tradition that is the same as Ahmad’s position. However, in his book Ghiyath al-
umam, while he supports the notion that the caliphs had to be only from the Quraysh,
he bases this view on consensus and not the traditions because they were reports of
ahad (solitary traditions) not mutawatir (recurrent traditions)."'> However, in his third
book, al-Irshad he does not make membership of the Quraysh obligatory for the
caliphate.''> And although the caliphate of the Quraysh weakened and eventually
disappeared, Sunni jurisprudence continued to support it in theory, despite its removal
from their real life. Indeed, some modern Sunni scholars have re-evaluated this

requirement.

112

al-Juwayni, Ghiyath, 62-4; Hallaq, “the Political thought of Juwayni”, 38-39.
al-Juwayni, a/-Irshad ila qawati al-adillah 17 usil al-1tiqgad, 426-27; A. K. S. Lambton, State and
government in medieval Islam, 106.

113
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Chapter V

Political Quietism

5.1. Introduction

Scholars note that political quietism lies at the heart of Sunni political doctrine and
particularly that of the Hanbalis." This chapter will argue for two conclusions: a) that
both activism and quietism were trends among the people of the Sunnah, and it was
thanks to Ahmad that quietism became the formal doctrine of the Sunnis; and b) the
concept of the Jama ah led to the formulation of the doctrines both of obedience and
political quietism. This chapter examines the development of these doctrines and their

importance within early Hanbalism.

5.2. The Jama‘ah

The idea of conforming to the Muslim community (/uziim jama ‘at al-Muslimin) is of
critical importance in understanding the Sunni school as a whole. It goes back to the
early time of Islam, probably to the beginning of the Umayyad period after the first
civil war (i.e., the Fitnah) when al-Hasan b. ‘Ali made the treaty with Mu‘awiyah in
41/661, thereby restoring Muslim unity under the rule of Mu‘awiyah. Because of the
importance of this event, this year became known as the Year of the Community (‘A4m

al-Jama‘ah).”

The impact of the Fitnah on the Muslim collective consciousness was great, since this
was the first time that the Muslim community had been divided and that Muslims had
fought and killed each other. The unfortunate consequences of the first and second
civil wars led a large number of Muslims to believe that <l 48 6l 5 das ) dclasl)

“Community is mercy and dividing is torment”,? a phrase attributed to the Prophet in

' Michael Cook, “Activism and Quietism in Islam”, 22; Crone, God’s rule, 135-39; Zaman, Religion,
73

* Abl Zur‘ah al-Dimashqi, 74rikh, 1: 190; Ibn Abi Shaybah, al-Musannaf, 10: 355; Khalifah b.
Khayyat, 7arikh, 203; ‘Amr b. Bahr al-Jahiz, “Risélah fi al-Nabitah”, 1: 10-12.

3 Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, a/-Musnad, 4: 278.
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a tradition. Hence, it is a Muslim’s duty to restore the Jama‘ah, and this cannot be
achieved without an 7/mam around whom all Muslims gather. The Umayyad caliphs
insisted on the importance of conforming to the Muslim community and this was

always associated with the call of obedience to the caliphs (a/-t2 ah).*

Ridwan al-Sayyid duly noted this Syrian influence on the traditions and quotations
outlining the Jama‘ah and the t4ah, as attributed to the Prophet and his Companions,’
but it becomes evident that later on this doctrine was largely accepted in Iraq and
Khurasan, especially after the rebellion of Ibn al-Ash‘ath (81-3/699-701). Thabit b.
‘Ajlan (d. ?), a Syrian Successor, moved to Bab al-Abwab, the capital city of
Dagestan, and while there claimed that “I met with Anas b. Malik, Ibn al-Musayyab,
al-Hasan al-Basri, Sa‘id b. Jubayr, al-Sha‘bi, Ibrahim al-Nakha‘1, ‘Ata’ Ibn Abi Rabah,
Tawus, Mujahid, ‘Abd Allah Ibn Abi Mulaykah, al-Zuhri, Makhal, al-Qasim Abu
‘Abd al-Rahmaén, ‘Atd’ al-Khurasani, Thabit al-Bunani, al-Hakam b. ‘Utbah, Ayyib
al-Sukhiyani, Hammad, Muhammad b. Sirin, Abii ‘Amir ... , Yazid al-Ragashi and
Sulayman b. Miisa; all of them ordered me to [follow] the community'® and to avoid
the people of prejudice.”” Presumably, by naming all of these outstanding figures of
the Sal/af, Ibn ‘Ajlan intended to claim that following the Jamaah was the formal
doctrine of the Successors and their adherents, to which the people of the Sunnah
should stick. However, it is evident that some of the individuals he named, such as al-
Hasan al-Basri, al-Sha‘b1i and Sa‘id b. Jubayr, were among about five hundred of the
qurra’who fought alongside Ibn al-Ash‘ath in his revolt;® therefore they were not true

political quietists as Ibn ‘Ajlan had stated.

However, some traditionalists formulate these two doctrines (the Jamaah and the
ta‘ah) as orthodox Islamic doctrines, and regard these two principles as being on a par
with praying and belief. It was narrated that ‘Ata’ al-Khurasani, who lived in Palestine

(d. 135/753), said: deleall g 33all y Loy AN 50 LS 285 Y & “Three [principles],

4 Ridwan al-Sayyid, “al-Khilafah wa-al-mulk: dirasah fi al-ru’yah al-Umawiyah lil-sultah”, go-97.

5 al-Sayyid, “al-Khilafah wa-al-mulk”; idem, “al-Katib wa-al-sultan: dirasah fi zuhtr katib al-diwan fi
al-dawlah al-Islamiyah”, 135-38; idem, “al-Jihad wa-al-Jama‘ah”, 218-23.

% Ibn ‘Asakir’s version of this saying is “to pray in congregation” (iclaall 3 s3ally 56l agK). Tbn
‘Asakir, 7arikh Dimashq, 10: 133-34.

7 al-Lalaka’t, Sharh usill itigad, 1: 132-33. ¢ a¥) Claal e Jseinsdelaall (8 5 el aglS

¥ Khalifah b. Khayyat, 74rikh, 216-22.
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two [of them] do not work without the third: belief, praying and Jamaah.”® Another
Syrian traditionalist, al-Awza‘ stated: Csmlils... deae Glaal lgle S Gued J& oS
& Jaaw A aleadl g ()l all 3500 5 caalial 3 jlac 5 il gliil s ddelaadl a3 :luals “Tt was said,
five [principles were observed regularly] by the Companions of Muhammad... and
the honourable Successors [al-7abi%Un bi-ihsan]: conforming to the community,
following the Sunnah, building mosques, reciting Qur’an and [performing] the jihad in

following God’s way.”"°

In addition, traditions attributed to the Prophet during the Umayyad period appeared
to support the Jama ah and the f4%ah. One of these traditions held that the Prophet was
claimed to have said: el delaally dellally caand) 10er 4 (5 el Gl uady oS ol U
Aealls “T command you to [obey] five words that God commanded of me: listening,
obedience, community, emigration and jihad.”'' Other traditions warned people
against dividing the community and disobeying the rulers. In one tradition, the
Prophet was claimed to have said: 4dals 43w Gle deleall 3l dellall (0 z 55 0« “One
who rebels against obedience and leaves the community will die the death of one who
died in the days of ignorance.”"? Another tradition said that: )& da ) ¢agie Jlui ¥ 23D
Ll ey 4dlel ame 5 deleall “Do not ask about three [people]: one who has left the

community, disobeyed his 7mam and died in sin.”'3

The Khurasanian traditionalist, Ibn al-Mubarak (d. 181/797), wrote a very important
poem on the principal beliefs of traditionalists. In one of his verses he indicated that )
Ul el G5l A3 g pm aia ) ganalicd il Jis deleall “The community is God’s rope, thus hold
fast to its strongest bond.”'* Although the Jamaah is not a Qur’anic term, Ibn al-
Mubarak cited two Qur’anic terms to describe its importance. The first is “God’s
rope” (habl' Allah), which is derived from the verse: [You shall hold fast to the rope of
God, all of you, and do not be divided] (3: 103). The second term is “the strongest bond”

(al-‘urwah al-wuthqga), which was used twice in the Qur’an. Ahmad Ibn Hanbal

% Ibn Battah, al-Ibanah, 1: 323.

' Ibid. 1: 64.

"' Ibn Abi ‘Asim, al-Sunnah, 2: 703.

' Muslim, a/-Jami‘ al-Sahih, Kitab al-imarah, no. 1848

'3 Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, al-Musnad, 5: 275; Tbn Abi ‘Asim, a/-Sunnah, 2: 715.
"4 Tbn ‘Asakir, 7arikh Dimashq, 32: 451.
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followed this doctrine; he strongly encouraged people to observe Sunnah, Jama ah,

listening (sam"), and obedience.">

It is obvious that for the people who believed in the Jama‘ah and the 4 ah, preserving
Muslim unity was more important than insuring that the rulers were just. Thus, in
terms of lives, property and safety, obedience to unjust rulers was a lesser evil than

internal fighting for the community.'®

This was probably the first use of the concept Jama ah in the political arena, in which
the leaders of the Jama‘ah were only the caliphs. However, the Jama‘ah was also
applied in religious fields, in theology and jurisprudence, and its leaders were the
ulama’. This second use may go back to the late Umayyad period when the religious
scholars (i.e., the w/ama’) became an identified class and regarded themselves as a
part of the ul/i al-amr establishment. In the Qur’anic verse: [O ye who believe! Obey
God, obey the Messenger, and those in command among you], the phrase “Those in
command among you~ was interpreted to cover both the rulers and the scholars (a/-
umara’ wa-al- ‘ulama’). In the jurisprudential use of the Jamaah, al-Shafi1 derived the
authority of consensus (z7ma‘) from the authority of the Jamaah. He stated that the
command to conform to the Muslim community meant following and obeying the

community in both permission and prohibition (zahlil wa-tahrim).

When Muslims reach a consensus on a legal issue it is impossible for them to omit
evidence from the Book, the Sunnah or analogical deduction, but in the case of
disagreement, there is the possibility of missing this evidence.'” This means that a
person who follows the Jamaah must obey the w/ama’, since they know the shari‘ah
law and are able to distinguish the permitted from the forbidden (a/-halal min al-
haram)."® For this reason, many scholars define the Jamiah as equating to the
ulama’'® Therefore, obedience to rulers is limited to politics, but in religion,
authority comes from the Qur’an and the Sunnah. Al-Shafi‘ stated that believers were

ordered to obey those in authority, the ones whom the Prophet appointed, within a

'S Al-Khallal,a/-Sunnah, 1: 73-75.

' Crone, God'’s rule, 135.

'7 al-Shafi4, al-Risalah, 475-76.

'8 Ahmad b. ‘Ali al-Jassas, Ahkam al-Qur’in, 3: 177-78.

'9 al-Bukhari, al-Jami‘al-sahih, Kitab al-i‘tisam bi-al-kitab wa-al-Sunnah, Bab qawlihi ta‘ala: {wa
kadhalik ja‘alndkum ummat™ wasata}.
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conditional but not absolute obedience. Thus, if they disagreed with their rulers, both
parties were subject to submitting their dispute to what God and the Prophet had said

(i.e., the Qur’an and the Sunnah).*

For the traditionalists, the Companions were the root of their understanding of the
Jama‘ah, since they represented the coherent Muslim community. They lived and
practised the first Jama ah, in political as well as in religious terms, during the time of
the Prophet Muhammad and his caliphs, when all Muslims lived as one community
until the murder of ‘Uthman. At this point, the community became divided and the
Jamaah was replaced with the Fitnah. The division between Muslims at the time of
the Fitnah was due not simply to politics, but to also religion. It began when the sects
(firaq) first appeared with the Kharijis and the Shi‘s, and thereafter never stopped.®'
However, Mu‘awiyah was successful in restoring the Muslim community in politics,
though not in religion, and thus, until the murder of ‘Uthman, the Companions were

the model of the Jama ah for the traditionalists in both politics and religion.>*

5.3. Al-Ta‘ah (Obedience)

The question of the extent of the obedience owed to rulers was important in early
Islamic thought. Should obedience to a ruler include both religious and political
matters? Or was it required in politics only? What if the ruler’s orders contradicted the

shari‘ah rules?

The Umayyad caliphs asked people for unconditional obedience, and this was
probably the view accepted by the people of Syria. The Madinan Sulayman b. Yasar
stated that the people of Syria emphasised the concepts of obedience and jihad, while
the people of Iraq were merely sceptical and pedantic, asking vague questions such as:
“How does that happen?” and “How is that?”*3 It is obvious that Sulayman b. Yasar

favoured the Syrians over the Iraqis. This unconditional obedience was called at that

* al-Shafi4, al-Risalah, 79-82.

*' al-Barbahari (attrib.), Sharh al-Sunnah, 67.

*1bid., 97. ;

3 Ya‘qub b. Sufyan al-Fasawi, al-Ma rifah wa-al-tarikh, 2: 372. <L) Leaoal (Sud (an e )31 J 30 5
sty (il e Jlay aian gl ¢ AVl 15 calgalls delall al dellall HS3y atam g ¢ alil) Cul S5 (1l JAY) (S
IS5 1S 3 a1 a5 TINS5 1S ¢ Lk a
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time a Syrian Obedience (742%h Shamiyah).** The Syrian Successor, who was the
mufti of Damascus at his time, Sulayman b. Musa (d. 119/737) claimed that the
perfect man is someone who combines the Hijazi knowledge, the Iraqi behaviour and
the Shami obedience.” A Himsi tradition supported this unconditional obedience:
even when one’s obedience contravened the Shari‘ah, people should obey their rulers
and God would forgive their sins. The Prophet is said to have stated:

Sy ol i g3l e s 4 STl Lan s oS50 0l (IS Lagn el s

S pl 13 oSHL Ay e g as Adde G5 oad pedld dy oSTia Las s oS5 4l

Lale a5 caaliadald Slu ) L) il ) L) 1 sl sad alla W 1588 calla Y Ly ) cai8

g\)gﬂ.'\.qe:\.'\ij se@_.gh: LY 6635.154 d)s_\s ‘ehhxlnbg\f\m:thﬁ\}ehb&\ﬂchh

Obey your rulers whatever happens. If they command you [to do]

something which I did not bring to you [in the Shari‘ah], [the sin] is on

them and you are blameless. And if they command you [to do]

something that I brought to you [in the Shari‘ah], they will be requited

and you be requited. Therefore, when you meet your God, say to Him:

‘Our God, no injustice’, He will say: ‘No injustice’. Then you say: ‘Our

God, you have sent to us Messengers, we obeyed them. Then you

appointed caliphs, so we obeyed them, and then you appointed emirs, so

we obeyed them’. God, then, says: ‘You said the truth, [the sin] is on

them and you are blameless.”*®
This Syrian obedience was a subject of criticism and exaggeration among their
opponents, especially the Shi‘ls. One story tells that Mu‘awiyah ordered the people of
Syria to pray the Friday prayer on Wednesdays, and that they obeyed.?” Another story
is that, when the Syrian army besieged Ibn al-Zubayr in Mecca in 64/683, the Ka‘bah
was burned as a result of using ballista to attack Ibn al-Zubayr’s army. To justify their
action, the Syrians said that: 4e,all dellall Culzd Uadial delhlly da all o) “Inviolability
contradicted obedience, thus obedience overpowered forbiddance.™® In addition,
there is sufficient evidence to prove that ideas of unconditional obedience to the
‘Abbasid caliphs were widespread amongst the Khurasanian army at the time of the
caliph al-Mansiir.* Al-Jahiz, unlike Ibn Yasar, related the obedience exhibited among

the people of Syria to their stupidity, languidness and imitation (fag/id), whereas the

people of Iraq challenged their rulers because they were people of intelligence and

*4 Salih, Masa’il, 247; and see: Ibn Taymiyah, Minhaj al-Sunnah, 6: 430. )

>5 Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, Jami‘ bayan al-Glm, 2: 824-25. ] duald aiclhy U je 4dlas jlan Ja i) e oIS 13
[dasS

*6 Ibn Abi ‘Asim, al-Sunnah, 2: 708.

*7 al-Mas‘adi, Murij al-dhahab, 3: 32.

¥ Ahmad b. Ishaq al-Ya‘qibi, 7arikh, 2: 251-52.

* <Abd Allah Ibn al-Mugqaffa‘, “al-Risalah fi al-Sahabah”, 122-23.
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determination, and were thus able to discover the faults of their rulers and criticise

them.3°

Perhaps, as some modern scholars have suggested, the Syrians unconditional
obedience, was not because they were stupid, but because of the nature of the Muslim
community at the time of the Umayyads, when Muslims in Syria were a minority and
under threat and were thus a military community; therefore, j7had and obedience were
essential elements for their survival.' For them, obedience had to be given, to avoid

the greater evils of sedition and disorder.*

However, it is evident that in Hijaz and Iraq during the Umayyad era, many people
among the Salaf; not to mention Kharijis and Qadaris,>* did not accept this doctrine of
unconditional obedience. Instead they insisted that obedience to the rulers must be
conditioned by being in goodness (ma 7if), not in sin, which meant that the orders of
the Shari‘ah were given precedence over the orders of the rulers. Some traditions
arose at that time to support this view. One of these stated that: L] <l dpaze Gdcla Y
oy aall 8 4ellll “No obedience in disobedience to God; obedience is required only in
what is good.”* Another tradition said that: ¢S sl caal lad aludl ¢yl e dellall 5 aaudl
Gella Y 5 o Db tiuaney ol 13 cApanas s allo “A Muslim has to listen to and obey [the
orders of his ruler] whether he likes it or not, as long as these orders do not involve
one in disobedience [to God]; but if an act of disobedience [to God] is imposed, one

should not listen to it or obey it.”’3

The Companion ‘Ubadah b. al-Samit was asked: “What do you think if I obey my

emir in all that he orders me?” ‘Ubadah answered: “Then you will be taken by your

3° Ibn Abi al-Hadid, Sharh Nahj al-balaghah, 1: 343. O JL& Jal delag ol 51 e Gl dal Ylaas 3 4l
g ills gl s Galall 5% Gaally il ey etiadl s il 5 Hlaill s Akadll a5 280 lad 5535 i Jal G1all dal
Vs bl gan Y aals gl o asens Bl 330 553 aL2 dals el sad) e Jledaly sluy )l G Dnalll s Ja ol g
Al sl (e 3l o deUall 416, alal 18 sa sa (31 adl J1 3 Les . JIsa V) st e sl

3! Ridwan al-Sayyid, “al-Jihad wa-al-jama‘ah: dirasah fi dawr ‘ulama’ al-Sham fi takawwn madhhab
Ahl al-Sunnah”, 207-30.

32 Bernard Lewis, “On the Quietist and Activist traditions in Islamic political writing”, 142.

33 As has been shown above during the Umayyad era the slogan “No obedience to the creature in
disobedience of the Creator” was accepted among various Muslim groups, not only the Kharijis.
Therefore, Lapidus was mistaken in his claim that “No obedience to the creature in disobedience of the
Creator” is a Khariji slogan that was only accepted in other circles at the beginning of the ‘Abbasid age.
See “The Separation of state and religion”, 375.

3% Al-Bukhari, a/l-Jami‘ al-Sahih, kitab Akhbar al-ahad, No. 7257; Muslim, al-Jami‘ al-Sahih, kitab al-
Imarah wa-al-maghazi, No. 1840.

35 al-Bukhari, al-Jami‘ al-Sahih, kitab al-Ahkam, No. 7199; Muslim, a/-Jami‘ al-Sahih, kitab al-Imarah
wa-al-maghazi, No. 1843.
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legs (gawa’imuk) and you will be thrown into Hell.”3® Shaddad b. Aws, another
Companion, once covered his head and wept. When was asked about the reason for
his crying, Shaddad said: 135 ¢ seshl &) delay |5 sel 13 il caSilany 5 I (e oSile AT Lal
| },_.L.\ &) dases 15 e “T am only worried about you because of your leaders. If they
commanded in obedience of God, they will be obeyed; and if they command evil
deeds, they will be obeyed.”3” Other reports rejecting this unconditional obedience
were to be found among the Iraqi Successors, such as al-Hasan al-Basri, al-Sha‘bt and
Yinus b. ‘Ubayd.3® More interestingly, some Umayyad caliphs such as ‘Umar b. ‘Abd
al-‘Aziz and Yazid III stated in their speech immediately after becoming caliphs: ‘&
A Apars A Gslaal dell Y 4 il “O people, no obedience to the creature in

disobedience of God.”??

However, at the beginning of the ‘Abbasid period, Ibn al-Mugqaffa‘, the author and
secretary (katib) of Persian origin, rejected both the previous doctrines of obedience to
rulers. In a memorandum to the caliph al-Mansur, he stated that the idea of
unconditional obedience was leading people to commit forbidden things (muharramat)
and to consider them lawful, and that those people who said: “No obedience to the
creature in disobedience to the Creator. Obedience is required only in what is good”
were also wrong, because all creatures had to be obeyed when they commanded what
was right and disobeyed when they command what was wrong; thus all people would
be equal and no credit would be given to the rulers. According to Ibn al-Mugqaffa®, the
correct opinion was that no obedience was due to the ruler in disobedience to God, but
this did not cancel the obligation to obedience in general. Ibn al-Mugaffa‘
distinguished between two kinds of obedience: religious and political. There was no
obedience to the ruler in violation of what was strictly obligatory (‘aza’m al-fara’id)
and fixed punishments (/Audiid), but the rulers must still be obeyed in other matters
(and no one else should be obeyed in such matters), such as politics (zadbir),

governing the state, warfare, economic policy, law enforcement and applying analogy

36 Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, al-Istidhkar, 14: 37.

37 Muhammad b. Ahmad Ibn Rushd, a/-Bayan wa-al-tahsil, 16: 362.

3¥ Ibn Battah, a/-/banah, 171; for a different view narrated from al-Sha‘bi, see: Ibn ‘Asakir, 74rikh
Dimashg, 45: 376.

39 <Abd Allah Ibn ‘Abd al-Hakam, Sirah Umar b. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz, 42-43; Ibn ‘Asakir, Tarikh Dimashg,
45: 171-72; al-Jahiz, al-Bayan wa-al-tabyin, 2: 142.
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in the absence of the evidence from the Book and the Sunnah.*° Neither al-Manstr nor
the wl/ama’considered his opinion to be valid, and so the advanced theory of Ibn al-

Mugaffa‘ disappeared with his unfortunate execution.

From the third A.H./second part of the ninth century, the traditionalists included in
their creeds an article on obedience to rulers. It was common for them to write in their
creeds that one of the principles of the people of the Sunnah was “Listen and be
obedient to the /mams and the commanders of the faithful, regardless of their being
pious or sinner.”*' Ahmad Ibn Hanbal insisted on the importance of obedience to the
rulers, and commanded it.** When he was asked about obedience to the sultan (i.e.,
caliph), he was surprised and said: $oUabad) 1) Glass | Aot GUalull A Ble “God keep the
sultan in good health! It is required. Glory to God! [Obedience to] the sultan [can be
questioned]?”* A few years before his death, Ahmad was accused of giving refuge to
an ‘Alawi (i.e., someone of ‘Ali Ibn Abi Talib’s lineage), who was leading a rebellion
against the ‘Abbasi caliph al-Mutawakkil. Ahmad said to the caliph’s messengers,
who were investigating the accusation: e 3l 5 s jSall g Ladiall 5 ¢ juudll 5 yuuall Jd aiclha 5 )
“I believe in obeying him [i.e., the caliph] in difficult times and in ease, and when I
am active and at the time when I am constrained, and [even if the caliph] disfavours
me.”** It is worth noting that in his answer Ahmad used the exact words that had been

narrated in traditions about obedience to rulers.*

Evidently, the concept of obedience to the rulers was not a point of disagreement
among the people of the Sunnah, but presumably, up to the time of the Inquisition,

Sunnis held different views about the limits of the obedience that was due to them. In

4° Tbn al-Mugaffa®, “Risalah fi al-Sahabah”, 122-23; and, see: Lapidus, “The Separation of State and
Religion”, 376-77; Heck Paul, “Law in ‘Abbasid political thought from Ibn al-Mugaffa‘ (d. 139/756) to

Qudama b. Ja‘far (d. 337/948)”, 94-99.

4! See for example: Ahmad Ibn Hanbal (attrib.) Creed III; Abt Zur‘ah and Abu Hatim, Creed, in al-
Lalakad’1, Sharh usil i'tigad ahl al-Sunnah, 1: 199, 204 (this creed was translated in Abrahamov, /s/amic
theology, 54-57); al-Tahawi, Bayan i‘tiqad ahl al-Sunnah wa al-Jama‘ah; al-Barbahari (attrib.), Sharh
al-Sunnah, 77; Ibn Battah, a/-Sharh wa-al-ibanah, 307.

4 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 74-75.

+ 1bid, 1:75-76.

4 Hanbal, Dhikr, 75, 83-84; Salih, Sirat, 89-go; al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 82; Ibn al-Jawzi, Manaqib,
4787.

4 An example of this is the tradition that Ahmad narrated in a/-Musnad, 5: 322, on the authority of
‘Ubadah b. al-Samit, who claimed that the Prophet said: “It is obligatory for you to listen to the ruler
and obey him in adversity and prosperity, in pleasure and displeasure, and even when another person is
given preference over you.”
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other words, were people required to obey rulers in religious matters as well as in
politics? And did rulers have the right to decide the correct religious belief? And if
they do so, were people required to obey them? The Mihnah shows two trends among
the traditionalists regarding this matter. When al-Ma’mun sent the Mihnal’s letter to
Ishdaq b. Ibrahim, his governor in Baghdad, in 218/833, he asked his subjects to obey
their caliph because the special knowledge of God inspired his caliphs. In addition to
those who took cover under tagiyah (compliance with a demand under duress), two
trends could be identified among the traditionalists who were interrogated. The first
group made it clear that if the Commander of the Faithful ordered them to say the
Qur’an was created, then it was a matter of a/-sam wa-al-ta‘ah (to listen and obey).46
However, it is not clear whether this group believed that the caliph had the right do
identify the correct belief because he was more knowledgeable than his subjects,*’ or

whether one had to obey him even if his belief was false.**

The second group, including Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, refused to accept the caliph’s
doctrine. For this group the caliphs did not have the right to decide which belief was
correct. The caliphs and the w/ama’had to submit their disagreement to the authority
of the Book and the Sunnah. But as has been shown above, the w/ama’alone had the
right to interpret the Book and the Sunnah; which meant that the people with
knowledge of the Qur’an and the Sunnah could decide on the correct belief. Those
knowledgeable people were the traditionalists, who knew the Book and the Sunnah
better than anyone else. As noted, Ahmad strongly supported the idea of obedience to
the rulers; yet he insisted that obedience should not be given in cases of disobedience
to God.* Furthermore he applied this doctrine at the time of the Inquisition, when he

refused to accept the caliphs’ orders to declare that the Qur’an was created.

Not only did Ahmad refuse to accept the false doctrine of the caliphs, but he also
abandoned the traditionalists who obeyed the caliphs in this matter, even though some
of them used tagiyah (dissembling of faith). Until he died, Ahmad did not talk to, or

attend the funerals of, traditionalists who had answered at the Inquisition.

48 al-Tabari, Tarikh, 8: 638.

47 This is what was understood from Abl Hassan al-Ziyadi’s statement (Ibid., 8: 638) and al-Ma’min’s
statement on ‘Al Ibn Abi Mugqatil (Ibid., 8: 641).

4 Ibid., (8: 638).

4 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 75; and Creed 1.
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Traditionalists who had been his close friends, such as Yahya b. Ma‘in, Abu Nasr al-
Tammar and Abu Khaythamah, were repudiated by Ahmad as a result of their
acceptance of a false belief, even though they had done so under threat.>® Perhaps as a
result of Ahmad’s strong opposition to the caliphs’ interpretations and his hostility
towards traditionalists who had complied in the Inquisition, the idea of unconditional
obedience to the rulers diminished in popularity. Hence, from the second half of the
third A.H./ninth century Sunni creeds took care to indicate that obedience to the rulers

must not result in disobedience to God.>'

5.4. Performing religious duties behind or with the rulers

Some religious duties, such as praying behind the rulers, giving them alms, and going
to jihad with them were signs of an individual’s attitude towards the legitimacy of
these rulers. Shi‘ts, Kharijis, Qadaris and Mu tazilis did not perform these duties with
unjust, sinful or illegitimate rulers. On the other hand, the traditionalists insisted on
undertaking these duties with the rulers, regardless of their being pious or sinful, in
order to preserve the unity of the Muslims. The Umayyad caliphs and emirs used to
delay performing the Friday prayer, until the time for it had passed, and demanded
that people not previously perform the prayer at home.>* This was evidently a major

issue during the Umayyad era.>?

However, for the early traditionalists, two trends were identified: the first included the
Iraqis( the Kufans and the majority of Basrans) all of whom used to pray at home on
time, and then attend the later prayer with the rulers, and when they testified they
equivocated as a fagiyah. As one might expect, this trend narrated traditions from the
Prophet to support its view.’* The second trend was the Hijazis and a minority of

Basrans, who prayed behind the rulers even though the time of the prayer had expired.

3° Ibn al-Jawzi, Manaqib, 512-29.

' al-Tahawi, Bayan itigad ahl al-Sunnah wa al-Jama ah; Isma‘l b. Yahya al-Muzani, Sharh al-Sunnah,
85; al-Barbahari (attrib.), Sharh al-Sunnah, 79; ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad Ibn Qudamah al-Maqdisi,
Lumah al-1 tigad,

* Abu Zur‘ah al-Dimashqi, 74rikh, 681; Yusuf b. Umar Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, a/-Tamhid lima £ al-
Muwatta’ min al-ma ani wa-al-asanid, 8: 62-63.

53 Muhammad b. Nasr al-Marwazi, 72 zim qadr al-salah, 2: 971-72, Tbn ‘Abd al-Barr, a/-Tamhid, 8: 62.
54 Ibn Abi Shaybah, a/-Musannaf, 3: 374-77; al-Marwazi, Tazim gadr al-salah, 2: 973-75; Ibn ‘Abd al-
Barr, a/-Tamhid, 8: 63-66.
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For them, this obedience was because people had to preserve the Muslim community
(al-Jama ah), and they needed to fulfil their pledge of loyalty to the rulers. But what
was the sin in delaying the time of prayer? The answer was that it was a sin on the
part of the rulers not of the people.’> However, it should be noted that both trends
believe that praying behind the rulers was an obligation, and those who did not pray

. . 6
behind them were innovators.>

The traditionalists related hadiths on the authority of the Companions to prove this
doctrine. Ibn ‘Umar prayed behind al-Hajjaj b. Yusuf and behind the KhAariji Najdah
al-Harari,5” while Abai Ayyab al-Ansari went to jihdd with Yazid b. Mu‘awiyah.5® The
Successors, students of Ibn Masd, prayed behind al-Mukhtar b. ‘Ubayd’s Friday
prayers.>® Hence, it is clear that since the third A.H./ninth century, the traditionalists
had included the article of performing religious duties behind or with the rulers in

their creeds.®

For the traditionalists, Friday prayer, the prayer of Two Feasts (salit al-‘Idayn) and
Pilgrimage were performed for the whole community in one place (whether people
prayed on Fridays and Feast days in one place in each city, or whether all Muslims
went on Pilgrimage together in one place at the same time). Hence, a Muslim should
not abandon the duty, nor divide the community, and hence he must fulfil these duties
with the rulers. And yet, with respect to other prayers, such as everyday prayers, one
should perform them behind a pious 7mam.®* In a creed attributed to Sufyan al-

Thawri, he was claimed to have said to his disciple:

bbbl s scnads JB  jaldy ye JS Cald s3all (6 5 (s S Lo cladly Y el
Wl g € 5al e ald Jia cpamll g daaall 83a (Kl €Y - LS a3l il ae U

35 This meaning was indicated in two traditions attributed the Prophet, one is a Hijazi and the other is a
Basri tradition. See: Abii Dawid, a/~-Sunan, Kitab al-salat, Bab idha akhkhar al-imam al-salat ‘an al-
wagqt, Nos. 431-34; Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr, a/-Tamhid, 8: 64-65; And see al-Marwazi, 7aZzim qadr al-salah,
2:972.

56 See: al-Dhahabi, Sivar, 7: 363, 364.

37 Muhammad b. ‘Abd Alldh Ibn Abi Zamanayn, Usul al-Sunnah, 284; Ahmad b. al-Husayn al-
Bayhaqi, a/~-Sunan al-Kubrs, 3: 122.

58 al-Asfahani, a/-Hujjah fi bayan al-mahajjah, 2: 392.

39 Tbn Abi Zamanayn, Usil/ al-Sunnah, 284.

6 Ahmad Ibn Hanbal (attrib.), Creed I, II, III, IV, V and VI; Abi Hatim and Aba Zur‘ah, “I‘tiqad”, in
al-Lalaka’1, Sharh usil 1tigad ahl al-Sunnah, 1: 199, 204.

6! For the traditionalists’ doctrine see: Ibrahim al-Ruhayli, Mawqif ahl al-Sunnah wa-al-jama‘ah min
ahl al-ahwa’ wa-albida$ 1: 343-72.



O Shu‘ayb, what you have written [of the principles of the Sunnah] will
not do you good unless you hold the correct opinion as to pray behind
every [Muslim regardless of him being] pious or sinful. Shu‘ayb asked
his master: “O Abu ‘Abd Allah [i.e., Sufyan]: all the prayers?” Sufyan
answered: “No, only the prayers for the Two Feasts and the Friday
prayer, you must pray [behind whoever leads them]. In all other prayers,
you are in a position of choice: do not pray but behind whom you trust,
and know him to be from the people of the Sunnah.”*

An important issue regarding praying behind sinful or innovator rulers should be
noted here: is it lawful to repeat the prayers that have been recited behind a sinful or
an innovator ruler? Three different reports were narrated from Ahmad, reflecting the
disagreement among the traditionalists regarding this issue.”> The first is that, one
should pray behind them and re-perform this prayer again after that. This idea was
narrated from Ahmad Ibn Hanbal through his son ‘Abd Allah,* his cousin Hanbal,®
and his students ‘Abbas al-‘Anbari,’® Abi al-Hérith,67 and Aba Dawad.®® This view
was also narrated from other traditionalists such as Yahya b. Ma‘in, Mu‘adh b.

Mu‘adh,® and the author of Sharh al-Sunnah.”

Some other reports from Ahmad insist on performing prayers behind the sinful and
innovator rulers without mentioning re-performing the prayers afterwards. This was
narrated by Harb b. Isma‘il,”" Yasuf b. Misa,”” Creeds I, II, IV and VI. The third
position narrated from Ahmad is found in Creed III: 53ila 6% 5 (3o Cila 5 444 Gaanl) 83a
Lull Callae JEDU &)l g aise sed Walel (e (piaS ) 44l “Praying Friday prayers behind [the
ruler] and behind whomever he appoints is accepted and completed, two-bows.

Whoever re-performs it is an innovator, forsaking the traditions and contravening the

62 al-Lalaka’i, Sharh usiil itigad ahl al-Sunnah, 1: 154.

% For these different reports see: Abii Ya‘la, al-Masa’il al-fighiyah min Kitib al-Riwdyatayn wa-al-
wajhayn, 1: 172-73; Muhammad b. Ahmad Ibn Abi Musa al-Hashimi, a/-Irshad ila sabil al-rashad, 65-
6; Muhammad b. ‘Abd Allah al-Samarri, a/-Mustaw ab, 1: 233-35; Ibn Qudamah al-Maqdisi, a/-
Mughni, 3: 22, 169-70.

% <Abd Allah, a/-Sunnah, 1: 103, 130.

%5 Hanbal, Dhikr, 69-70.

% Ibn Qudamah al-Maqdisi, a/-Mughn, 3: 169.

%7 Abii Ya‘la Ibn al-Farrd’, al-Masa’il al-fighiyah, 1: 172.

% Abi Dawid, Masa’il, 64.

% <Abd Allah, al-Sunnah, 1: 130; 2: 386.

7° al-Barbahari (attrib.), Sharh al-Sunnah, 113.

" Abu Ya‘la Ibn al-Farr@’, al-Masa’il al-fighiyah, 1: 172.

7 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 77; Tbn Abi Ya'la, Tabaqgat, 2: 568.
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Sunnah.””3 This report is probably an exaggeration of some ‘pro-ruler’ traditionalists
since it contradicts what Ahmad’s close disciples reported from him. In addition, it
also contradicts what was reported about the practice of Ahmad himself. Hanbal b.
Ishaq states that in the reign of al-Wathiq, Ahmad used to pray the Friday prayers
behind 7/mams who declared that the Qur’an was created, and re-prayed when he
returned home. Hanbal narrated from Ahmad that: (e <ala 2ai 33all 5 clgliadl 555 daeal)
Al o3¢y JB “The Friday [prayer] must be attended due to its merit; and the prayer
behind him who believes in this doctrine [i.e., the creation of the Qur’an], must be re-
performed.”’* Hanbal also noted that, at the time of al-Wathiq, Ahmad used to pray
the Friday prayer, and then re-pray it when he went home, but during the era of al-

Mutawakkil he performed the Friday prayer and counted it.”>

However, there was a story that when Ahmad was under interrogation at the caliph’s
court, he prayed behind the Jahmi judge Muhammad Ibn Sama‘ah (d. 233/837-38),
one of Ahmad’s interrogators, and it was not reported that he re-performed this
prayer. Interestingly, the early Hanbali sources were confused and embarrassed about
this story. Ibn al-Jawzi narrated from Salih, in his biography of Ahmad, that the latter
prayed behind Ibn Sama‘ah. The story did not reveal whether he re-performed the
prayer afterwards.” This story was modified in other versions of Salih’s biography,
and in Hanbal. In these versions it was said that Ahmad prayed at Ishaq’s house

without mentioning who led the prayer.”’

Regarding almsgiving, it was normally to be given to the collectors of taxes even
though they were unjust. A report that is claimed to be narrated from Ibn ‘Umar says:
Lol a3 (g 4ndilh T e caS el oY 5 (e () aSU el BS ) ) 52830 “Pay your alms to your
rulers; whoever was pious, it is for him; and whoever was sinful, it is against
himself.”’* Ahmad supported giving the zakat to the rulers, as can found also in Creed
I. For Ahmad, giving the zakat to the rulers, regardless of whether they were sinful or

unjust, was completing the religious duty. To support his opinion, Ahmad reported

73 Apparently, Creed II was mixed with Creed III in: Ibn al-Jawzi, Manaqib, 229-39. Thus, this
sentence was a part from Creed II instead of Creed III.

74 Hanbal, Dhikr, 69.

5 Ibid., 70.

70 Ibn al-Jawzi, Maniqib, 444.

77 Hanbal, Dhikr, 60; Salih, Sirah, 63.

7 Tbn Abi Shaybah, a/-Musannaf; 4: 253, and see ibid., 4: 252-57.
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that Ibn ‘Umar was told aell Lexda) :JE | el Loy (550 w9 « SN Lgy 508y agd] @ yee (¥ J8
“[The rulers] spent [the zakaf] on decorating dogs and drinking alcohol.” Ibn ‘Umar

answered: “Give [the zakaf] to them.””®

The Sunni position about going to jihad with the rulers was more definitive. A large
number of traditions from the Prophet, his Companions and their Successors insisted
on the importance of performing j7had with the rulers, regardless of their being pious
or sinful.*® Therefore, saving the Muslim nation from its distant enemy was more
important than the religiosity of the rulers. When Muhammad b. ‘Abd al-Rahman al-
NakhaT asked his father about the legitimacy of fighting with al-Hajjaj, his father
answered: Ja Slo aleall (e ¥ 1 lS 5 plaall oo Loz ail L gl € ol il ¢ 3y “O my
son, I have seen people hate al-Hajjaj more than you do [i.e., the Companions and the
Successors] but they did not give up going to jihdd anyway.”" Tbrahim al-Nakha‘T (d.
06/714) states that the idea of not going to j7dd with the rulers came from the Devil,*
whose aim, apparently, was to save the infidels by discouraging people from going to
Jthad with unjust rulers. Creeds I, II, III, IV and VI included articles insisting on
performing the jihad with the rulers, regardless of their being pious or sinner. Other
reports from Ahmad Ibn Hanbal supported this view. The following story illustrates
Ahmad Ibn Hanbal's position:
Lo e 08l s Gsatinay (05 om Vs Ostald usmhas 0515 p sl o Al e [EEEAIW
e 5a dasall oY 58 ‘;«}meﬁ eYoa ) ne gl JB | Luball .ﬂ}és: c‘.le\ Aelal bgye
ol dal g u sl O 8l il )l iagd Jad alallale agd Y galay 153580 &l ) b
o asd eV sn SaY) aad 38 S Ll eV 58 die | gl Lae | guls
I asked Abiu ‘Abd Allah [Ahmad Ibn Hanbal] about some people in
Tarstis who sat down and did not go to fight. They said, “We only gain
the fay’to the sons of al-‘Abbas.” Abu ‘Abd Allah [Ahmad Ibn Hanbal]
said: “These are bad people. These are the sitters (Qa @dah). These are
ignorant ... if the people of Tarsiis and the people of al-Thughur leave

what they have left [i.e., do not go to jihad with the rulers], will it not
lead to the destruction of Islam? They are bad people.™

7 Ibn Qudamah al-Maqdisi, al-Mughni, 4: 92-93. And see Ibid., 4: 92-95; Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tabaqat, 1:
330.

% Tbn Qudamah al-Maqdisi, a/-Mughni, 11: 429-31,

¥ Ibid., 11: 430.

% Ibid; Ibn Abi Zamanayn, Usi/ al-Sunnah, 29o.

%3 Ibn Hani’, Masa’ll, 2: 102-3; Ibn Qudamah al-Maqdisi, al-Mughni, 14: 14.
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5.5. For patience and against rebellion

Until the second half of the third A.H./ninth century, both trends, activism and
quietism, could be found in early Islamic traditionalists. In his well-known Kitab al-
Fihrist, al-Nadim states that (» Obis Jie (ol slg@ill (1 a8 X 5 dany ) Giaaall slale S|
Ol s 5 ooy 5 Gl g Aine “The majority of the traditionalists were Zaydis, as were
also some of the traditionalist-jurisprudents such as Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah, Sufyan al-

(841 and the outstanding traditionalists.” This means that the majority of the

Thawrt
traditionalists in Iraq and Hijaz in the late second and early third A.H./eighth and
ninth century were activists, since the Zaydis were well-known for supporting revolts
against unjust or sinful rulers. However, it is evident that, among traditionalists, the
idea of activism dwindled away in favour of quietism; by the second half of the third
A.H./second half of the ninth century, quietism had become the formal doctrine of
Sunnism. The outstanding traditionalist al-Bukhari (d. 256/870) states that he met
with over one thousand traditionalists in Hijaz, Iraq, Syria (Sham), Egypt and
Khurasan who had reached a consensus on the articles of belief. One of these articles
was 2 dal & Cundl 5 5 Y5 “We do not accept the sword’s coercive power against the
[Prophet] Muhammad’s community”,86 which means they were quietists. Al-
Bukhari’s contemporaries, Abii Zur‘ah (d. 264/878) and Abu Hatim (d. 277/890),
claimed in their creeds that they had met with scholars in all regions, Hijaz, Iraq,
Sham and Yemen, who 4! e #5 3l s 5 ¥ “do not accept rebellion against the

imams”.%

Presumably there were several individuals behind this shift in the Sunni position. The
first was the Companion Ibn ‘Umar, whose view on quietism was essential to
understanding the Sunni doctrine; as Sufyan al-Thawri states 4cleall & jee Joi 32l
4 ) 84l Jsi s “We adhere to ‘Umar’s opinion in the time of unity, and to his son’s

in the time of division.”®® Not involving oneself in internal fights between Muslims

% Here Sufyan al-Thawri appeared to have been an activist, but Ahmad Ibn Hanbal recalled him as a
leader of the quietists. See: al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 135-39. For having two different images of Sufyan
al-Thawrt and other u/ama’, see: Cook, Commanding, 66-67.

¥ Muhammad b. Ishaq al-Nadim, a/-Fihrist, 227 (I owe this reference to Christopher Melchert).

8 al-Lalaka’, Sharh, 1: 176.

¥ Ibid., 1: 177.

% al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 138.
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was a fundamental aspect of Ibn ‘Umar’s thought; when al-Husayn b. ‘Ali and Ibn al-
Zubayr left Medina after their refusal to give allegiance to Yazid I in 60/680, they met
with Ibn ‘Umar who warned them not to divide the Muslim community.* Ibn ‘Umar
also warned people against fighting on either side of the civil war, as neither the
rebels nor the rulers fought for religious reasons.”® At the time of war between Ibn al-
Zubayr and al-Hajjaj, a man asked Ibn ‘Umar which party he should fight with. Ibn
‘Umar answered: B! i A iy il ! &= “If you fought and killed, you would
be burning in Hell (Lazd), regardless of which party you fought with.”"

Another example concerns the people of Medina, when they broke off their allegiance
to Yazid I and appointed Ibn Muti‘ to govern the city. Ibn ‘Umar went to the latter and
told him: ¢ g 3 00 sk B Jsm Cimans A Jgmy (00 Laginas (S SR Y Cin L)
Adalall Aipe gy 4ilh deLaall 8 lie e (g0 5 Aalil o 53 A 4l S5 ol Aella T only came to you
to inform you about a tradition I have heard from the Messenger of God... I heard
him saying: ‘One who withdraws his hand from obedience [to the caliph] will find no
argument [in his defence] when he stands before God on the Day of Resurrection, and
one who dies after leaving the Community, will die the death of one belonging to the
days of ignorance’.”* When the people of Medina insisted on their rebellion, Ibn
‘Umar gathered his family and sons to warn them against joining the rebels since they
had given their allegiance to Yazid 1. Ibn ‘Umar then reported to his family that he
had heard that the Prophet had said: “Every betrayer will have a flag which will be
fixed on the Day of Resurrection, to say: ‘This is the betrayal of so and so’.”
However, Ibn ‘Umar added, after polytheism, “the worst betrayal... is someone
pledging allegiance to a man [i.e., caliph]... then abandoning it.”** Unlike those who
had not been involved in the first civil war, such as Sa‘d Ibn Abi Waqqgas and
Muhammad b. Maslamah, Ibn ‘Umar not only avoided the Fitnah, but also warned

strongly against it.

% 1bn Sa‘d, Tabaqat, 5: 360; al-Tabarl, Tarikh, 5: 343.

% al-Husayn b. Mas‘0d al-Baghawi, Ma 4lim al-tanzil, 1: 214. J& Sl J&& & 5 538 jee ¥ Jay JB
AL e S Gl 5 A8 mgale 53l S5 ¢S el S . ane (S S La 555 a2 e ],

%' Muhammad b. ‘Abd Allah al-Hakim al-Naysaburi, a/-Mustdrak ‘ala al-Sahihayn, 4: 471.

92 Ahmad, al-Musnad, 2: 98.

B 1bid., 2: 49. IS caai” 1 Jsk . Al Jpm) Coman 5 0al g5 dndn yae () gen Lyslaa 4 Aaall Jal @i Wl
Of Ce kel 08 alel Y g ¢ ad g )5 4 Aag (Ao a1 138 Lingly Ul 5 2102 G0 D85 508 o3 1y s il a sy e o) ale
JUEl A a5 ) Aa Sle da ) il
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After Ibn ‘Umar came the Basran Successor, Mutarrif Ibn al-Shikhkhir (d. 95/713-14),
who played an important role at the time of the rebellion of Ibn al-Ash‘ath (81-
83/700-2). According to al-‘Ijli (d. 261/874-75), all the men of Basra and Kufa joined
the camp of Ibn al-Ash‘ath in his fitnah; Muttarrif Ibn al-Shikhkhir and Muhammad b.
Sirin from Basra, and Khaythamah al-Ju‘fi and Ibrahim al-Nakha7 from Kufa were
the only individuals who did not get involved in this revolt.”* This means that most of
al-salaf of the Sunnis in Iraq during that era were activists, not quietists. However,
Mutarrif vociferously warned the people against rebellion,” and in addition to seeking
communal unity and warning against the harmful consequences of the fifnah, noted
that rebellion was without merit for the people, regardless of who might win. It was
reported that when Mutarrif was informed about Ibn al-Ash‘ath’s revolt, he said: “If
he [Ibn al-Ash‘ath] was victorious, he would not stand with the doctrine of God’s
religion. And if he was defeated, they [Ibn al-Ash‘ath and his army], would be servile

[under the Umayyad’s control] until the Day of Resurrection.”®

The Umayyad governor of Iraq, al-Hajjaj, took revenge on those who had joined Ibn
al-Ash‘ath’s troops or supported him; he killed hundreds of the Successors and
humiliated some of the Companions such as Anas b. Malik. After the disastrous end
to Ibn al-Ash‘ath’s rebellion, the balance shifted from Sunni activism to quietism.
However, while the majority of Sunnis became quietists, activism continued among
others. Some of the Sunnis took part in, or at least supported the rebellions of,
Muhammad b. al-Hasan (al-Nafs al-Zakiyah) and his brother Ibrahim. Among them
were Abi Hanifah, Malik b. Anas and some of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal’s teachers, such as
Yazid b. Harin and Hushaym b. Sa%d.”’” Al-Shafi‘i was also reported to be an

.. g
activist.’

%4 Ahmad b. ‘Abd Allah al-[jli, Ma Tifat al-thigat, 2: 282.

9 For Mutarrif’s position against Ibn al-Ash‘ath’s revolt, see: ‘Ali al-Sayyah, Min siyar ulama’ al-salaf
ind al-fitan: Mutarrif b. ‘Abd Allah b. al-Shikhkhir namidhaja’".

% Ibn Abi Shaybah, al-Musannaf, 6: 206. ¥ 4 Dela (ily 0 b o s ¥ [t 0al] seda il 1) pal ) 381 il
Al ) ATyl

%7 For a list of people who joined or supported these rebellions see: (Abu al-Faraj) ‘Ali b. al-Husayn al-
Asbahani, Magatil al-Talibiyin, 244-61, 304-29. Also see: Amikam Elad, “The Rebellion of
Muhammad b. ‘Abd Allah b. al-Hasan”, 147-99; Zaman, Religion, 73-74.

9% al-Nadim, a/-Fihrist, 263, and see: Zaman, Religion, 78 fn 32.
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It was probably with Ahmad Ibn Hanbal that the final position in making quietism the
formal Sunni doctrine was established. In doing so, he employed a variety of methods

to formulate this doctrine. For example:

1. Ahmad strongly supported the doctrines of quietism. His pupil al-Marrtdhi
reported that Ahmad demanded that bloodshed and rebellion be halted,” since such
civil unrest was not safe for the people. Thus, being patiently subordinate to one’s

rulers was better for one’s religion and security.'*

2. By the beginning of the third A.H./ninth century, there existed among
traditionalists two types of Prophetic traditions, some of which supported the
doctrines of quietism while the others supported activism. Ahmad Ibn Hanbal’s
method, as noted by al-Khallal,"”' was to accept the traditions of condemning
rebellion and the traditions calling for the saving of Muslims’ blood; and to reject the
other traditions that called for revolutions against unjust or sinful rulers. Ahmad was
asked about a tradition attributed to the Prophet which said: .S seliiul L (i jal ) gasiin
ads) pad | gaul 5 oSE) o o 2S8 g | gaaad ¢) slady ol 8 “Stand upright before the Quraysh as
long as they stand up to you. If they do not, then you [have to] put your swords upon
your shoulders and exterminate them all.” According to several reports, Ahmad
rejected this tradition since it contradicted other sound traditions such as, “Listen and
obey, even if it was a black slave”; “Listening and obeying”; and “Unless they

perform prayers”.'*

Another example was that a tradition accepted as sound by many traditionists
(including al-Bukhari and Muslim) stated that the Prophet had said: “This people of
Quraysh will destroy my nation.” The Companions asked him: “What, then, do you
order us to do?” The Prophet replied: “People should retreat from them.”'® Al-
Marriidhi claimed that Ahmad stated: “This is a bad tradition”, then adding, as
suggested by al-Marridhi, “These Mu tazilis rely on it” for not attending Friday

% al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 133, 140.

' Ibid., 1: 140.

1! Tbid.

192 al-Khalla, Sunnah, 1: 126-30; Ibn Qudamah al-Maqdisi, a/-Muntakhab,

93 al-Bukhari, al-Jami® al-sahih, Kitab al-Fitan Bab Qaul al-nabi...: “Halak" ummati ‘ala yadai
ughaylimah sufaha’, No. 6649; Muslim, al-Jami‘ al-sahih, Kitab al-Fitan wa-ashrat al-sa‘ah, Taqtl"
‘Ammar"" al-fi’at al-baghiyah, No. 2917.
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prayers.'® Interestingly, this tradition was included in the Musnad of Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal,'® but ‘Abd Allah b. Ahmad claimed that: < s 48 Gl Al 4a yo & A JB
Vs ymal s Igmabaly | pnan) Al ey il oo Caplal) GBA adld (Cuaall 1 e “On his
deathbed, my father ordered me ‘[to] get rid of this tradition, because it contradicts
other Prophetical traditions.” He meant [the Prophet’s] saying: ‘Listen, obey and stand
patient’.”"*® Apparently, ‘Abd Allah did not follow his father’s demand.

3. Ahmad also criticised activist salafand traditionalists. He disagreed with Sa‘id
b. Jubayr (d. 95/714), as the latter was a famous activist Successor who was executed
as a result of his involvement in Ibn al-Ash‘ath’s revolt."”” When Ahmad was asked
about a Zaydr activist, al-Hasan Ibn Hayy (d. 167/783), He said: ¥ ¢l 5 5 o\S
4 L) qaal e wde 2 n “He [ie., Ibn Hayy] believes in [using] the sword
[against unjust rulers], and this is not accepted. However, Sufyan [al-Thawri] is more
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to be preferred than he is. Interestingly, it became a commonplace for quietist

traditionalists to criticise activists by accusing them of “believing in [using] the

sword.”'*

4. In addition Ahmad aimed to rewrite the revolutionary history of the Sunnis by
hiding or at least minimising it. As indicated above, Ahmad, along with other quietist
traditionalists, attempted to reduce the number of the Companions and Successors

° at the same time he criticised

who were involved in the first civil war;"
traditionalists, recalled the events of the fitnah, and named the Companions and the
Successors who had been involved in these events.''' In Ahmad’s time, the famous
(Shafi1?) jurisprudent, al-Husayn al-Karabisi (d. 248/862) wrote his book a/-
Mudallisin (Distorters), in which he attacked al-A‘mash and defended al-Hasan Ibn
Hayy. When he was asked about this book, especially the part on Ibn Hayy, in which
al-Karabisi had written: “If you say al-Hasan b. Salih [Ibn Hayy] believed in the

Kbhariji doctrine, [we will say] here is Ibn al-Zubayr who revolted”, Ahmad

104 g1-Marriidhi, a/-Wara$ 42-43. 109 o)) sy S sa 106 Man el Gl of " Cuas &) de Y S35
Zaanll jgamn el B A ey 4 (saing A Jieall cY 58

'S Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, a/-Musnad, 2: 301.

' Ibid,; and see: Ibn Qudamah, a/-Muntakhab, 163.

197 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 131.

"8 Ibid., 1: 135-36; Ibn Abi Ya‘la, 7abagat, 1: 142. For al-Hasan Ibn Hayy and his activism opinion,
see: Cook, Commanding right, 51.

' For example see: ‘Abd Allah b. Ahmad, a/-Sunnah, 1: 182.

'° See: Chapter III.

" Ibid.
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commented that: “This [man] collects for our adversaries what they cannot do for

”1'2 Interestingly, some quietist

themselves. Warn [people] against this [book].
traditionalists used another method to deal with activist history amongst the Sa/af For
instance, Ayyib al-Sukhtuyani recalled the gurrda’ who had joined Ibn al-Ash‘ath in
his rebellion, and stated that those who joined him and survived the revolt regretted

their involvement in the insurgence.'"3

Another example can be found in the works of the famous traditionalist Nu‘aym b.
Hammad al-Marwazi (d. 228/843), whose book a/-Fitan included a chapter about <L
Ll days Al (B pe s il Claaal (e a8l Aoy (0S4 L “What is narrated
regarding the regret of the Companions and others at the time of the fifnah and after
it.”"'* In this chapter, Nu‘aym b. Hammad narrated a number of reports from
preeminent Companions, such as ‘Ali Ibn Abi Tilib, ‘A’ishah, Talhah, al-Zubayr and
‘Ammar b. Yasir which stated that they regretted their involvement in the Frtnah. One
of these reports claimed that al-Hasan b. ‘Ali told Sulayman b. Surad: (> ble <yl
L Cpoda 13 J8 G o @) 1gma b st 2 3L Jusl 581 T saw [my father] “Ali,
during the fighting; he came to me and said: ‘O Hasan! I wish I had died twenty years

earlier than this>.”"">

5. In practice, Ahmad himself refused to join the revolutionaries. In 231/846,
during the Inquisition in the reign of al-Wathiq, some of the Sunnis in Baghdad led by
Ahmad b. Nasr al-Khuzaq (killed 231/846), one of the leaders of al-Muttawwi‘ah

1% planned to take over the city. Some of the scholars (fiigaha?) who joined

movement,
the rebels visited Ahmad in order to convince him to join the revolt. They told him:
“O Abu ‘Abd Allah [Ahmad], this issue [i.e., the belief in the creation of the Qur’an]

spread and was exacerbated”. Another report gave a more detailed account of what

"2 Ibn Rajab, Sharh Tlal al-Tirmidhi, 2: 806-7. G @Y siua I Y s 5 ¢ gl S ) Crne 153 g all J8
hi)nit;\;@m&dai)@l:\iﬁ‘&u\m‘fiénb)m)uuiuJAJ).\u.med\uhSu\ ﬂuﬂsaﬁ\&c@iaw@;c@\
UJ\JJ)J)J\L;\SL»M d\ﬁ}M.\lc@hsua)a_\LﬂMJMJ‘QAJ\MLAYdﬂyALACJLaJ;)AM\m\Ju\ L_;JIAS AA\A.\Q
&\é‘uhﬂb;@ﬂs@c;}u\@bsdhuﬁ@} MSAJJ\J.\ g_ﬂﬂ_ss?g_\h: g_u_\\ﬂ t_ﬂ_\sﬂ \M‘}st_\)m\u\w.u;_ssd.\s;
U‘ ?ﬂsu\g_a\_\ﬂ\‘_gu\s_sscjhawuu;ﬂ ‘)‘aﬂ\_,‘um‘)ﬂu’inL}H\g_\\_sﬁ\‘_guls_ssu\_\ﬂ\ea_;wd).\;‘)fﬁjaml.m:
?SLAUASHAAHCAAL\A.\Q d\ﬂ“”‘mw"&“"LS‘)SL‘E'C,)Aﬁ)-‘-‘)nuJ‘\AGA‘C,)‘JQ\LEULS,)JUISCJLAU-‘M\

Ao seis I e T p0a d saing () | siuay

"3 Tbn Sa‘d, al-Tabaqat, 7: 187; al-Fasawi, al-Ma tifah wa-al-tarikh, 2: 52.

"4 Nu‘aym b. Hammad al-Marwazi, a/-Fitan, 78-94.

'3 Ibid., 8o.

"1® About this movement, see: Lapidus, “the Separation of State and Religion”, 372-4; Madelung, “The
Vigilante Movement of Sahl b. Salama”, 331-37; Van Ess, Theologie, 3:173—75, 448.
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worried them most: the state’s proposal to force the doctrine of the Qur’an being
taught to schoolchildren. Ahmad said: “So, what do you want to do?”” They replied:
“We would like to consult you as we do not accept his [i.e., al-Wathiq’s] rule or
sovereignty.” Ahmad then argued with them for a while, and said: “You would rather
condemn [this heresy] in your hearts, but do not remove your hand from obedience,
divide the unity of Muslims, or shed your blood and Muslim blood with yours. Look
at the consequence of your action! You should wait until the pious rest [by their

death] or the sinful [i.e., the caliph] are rested.”""”

Others among them warned Ahmad, saying that: “We are concerned about our
children, as they will only know this [false doctrine of the created Qur’an],
consequently, Islam will be expunged.” Ahmad objected saying: “No, God is
supporting his religion, and this matter has God to support it, and Islam remains
influential and impregnable.” Obviously, both sides could not convince each other,
and the rebels left Ahmad, who then relayed his disagreement with the rebels to his
family. Ahmad stated that rebellion was wrong because it was against the traditions
that commanded people to be patient in response to unjust rulers, and quoted the
Prophet’s sayings: “If he [i.e., the ruler] beats you, you should remain patient; if he
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deprives you, you should remain patient....

Ahmad also advised one of his students against joining these rebels and said: “Glory
to God; [shedding] blood! [shedding] blood! I do not consent nor do I command it; to
observe patience in our situation is better than sedition (fifnah) that causes the
shedding of blood, the plundering of wealth, and violations of prohibitions (i.e.,
raping women).” Ahmad then asked his student: “Do you remember what people were
[suffering from] at the time of the fifnah (i.e., in Baghdad after al-Amin was killed
and until al-Ma’miin’s arrival)?” His student asked again: “[But what about] people
now, are they not in fitnah?” Obviously, the student meant the Inquisition and its
threat to people’s beliefs. Ahmad explained to him that the Inquisition was a fitnah in

a specific matter, but when violence was used, the fitnah would become generalised

''7 Hanbal, Dhikr, 70-72; al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 133-4.
"8 This story was narrated by Hanbal b. Ishaq who was an eyewitness. However, we have two versions
of Hanbal’s report. Hanbal, Dhikr, 70-72, al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 133-34;
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and collective security would be lost. Ahmad concluded by recommending that the

student be patient for the good of his religion.""

Perhaps the move of Ahmad b. Nasr al-Khuza‘ reflects the religious concerns of the
Sunni upper-classes in Baghdad at the third A.H./ninth century. Al-KhuzaT came
from the ‘Abbasid aristocracy; his grandfather was one of the leaders (du@dh) of the
‘Abbasid mission, and he and his family were very wealthy. His assistants, who were
supposed to lead the uprising in east and west Baghdad, were also rich.'*° On the
other hand, the maintenance of people’s security was what really concerned the
middle and lower classes (Ahmad himself came from the lower-middle class) because
these were the people who suffer from a lack of security; their shops and houses were
in danger of being looted. Thus, Ahmad gave the highest priority to the safety of
people above all. This idea was generally well accepted among traditionalists and
Sunnis, and was promoted by the saying: “An unjust ruler is better than continued
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sedition” (Sultin™ ghashim khayr™ min fitnat” tadim).

All in all, for the quietists, even under an unjust or sinful ruler, it was still possible to
secure Muslim lands, borders and roads, and to enforce the law. Muslims were able to
live safely and perform their religious obligations. If rulers acted well, they deserved
to be rewarded by God and thanked by their people; but if they disobeyed God’s
rulings, people should not rebel against them nor insult them but should remain

patient; only God had the right to judge them."**

Two important points should be made here: first, that the security of the common
people was obviously the crucial factor behind the Sunni doctrine of quietism, which
was very clear in the case of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal. It is surprising that Ahmad rejected
or modified some Prophetical traditions that supported activism. He also aimed to
hide the history of the activist Companions, Successors and traditionalists, thus

suggesting that the safety of the Muslim community was more important than

119 a]- Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 132 33. L odll e Ln\ L ccalad sc_s‘);l\_n ?-95 Yy Az das S ‘)A\ ‘_‘,Ja.u\ e Ln\ el
Lo le aall 4 el Wp eclly (51 ¥ Teladll slaall 140 a1 sk Jan s cogle Uy S o il o 58 aa 2 3,80 3 J 55
Sl ol e 4 Gl S L aale Wl laall L ety o) sa¥) L i s coladll L clinny Al (a2 4 (i
M\M\M\JmM\@Jm‘um;m&umwmsub (8 €40 ve Ul LA aa gl a sl (il sl
Al i el by 138 e

'2% al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, 7arikh Baghdad, 6: 397, 400-2. _

"' For this saying see: Waleck Herman, “Wali" ghasiim khayr"" min fitna"" tadim”, 95-102.

'*2 See: Fritz Steppat, “Der Mushin in die Obrigkeit”, 319-32. Translated into Arabic in a/-ljtihad, 12,

(1991), 76-77.
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following a/-Salaf al-Salih. Secondly, not only did the doctrines of quietism promote
obedience to rulers, but they also encouraged people not to focus on politics that rose
up between the rulers and the people. The authority of the w/ama’ therefore existed

between the people and the state.

5.6. Commanding right and forbidding wrong

Commanding right and forbidding wrong appears in some Qur’anic verses and
Prophetical traditions as a religious duty that should be observed by believers.
However, this principle was practised in the Muslim community in various fields: in
one’s social life, in j7had, and in one’s relationship with the state. This chapter has
focused on using al-amr bi-al-ma rif wa-al-nahy ‘an al-munkar as a slogan employed
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by rebels against the state.”*> Ibn Hazm (d. 456/1064), the outstanding Andalusian
scholar, named around one hundred of the Companions, Successors, and their
followers who supported, or already practised, rebellion against unjust rulers under
the cause of commanding right and forbidding wrong.'** However, as has been
shown above, quietism was intrinsic to Sunni doctrine, and the aim of this section is

to indicate how the quietists combined their doctrine with the duty of commanding

right and forbidding wrong against unjust rulers.

It is reported that the Prophet said: ol (1 calludd adaing ol (8 cony o ild 1 i oSia (6l (10
kv Jlat) Ceaal Glla 5 4lid “Whosoever of you sees a wrong, let him change it with
his hand; and if he is not able to do so, then with his tongue; and if he is not able to do
so, then with his heart; and that is the weakest of faith.”'*5 This tradition gives three
methods of commanding wrong; one should not use the second method if he is able to
do the first, or the third if he is able to do the second, and there is no excuse not to
command wrong in his heart. Therefore, can one command the wrong of the rulers by

each method?

'23 For some examples see: Saud al-Sarhan, a/-Murhijin, 5-7.
'*4 Ibn Hazm, a/l-Fisal, §5: 20-23.
'?5 Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, Musnad, 3: 10; Muslim, al-Jami‘al-sahih, Kitab al-Iman, No. 49.



195

a. By hand

The activists believed that people should command the rulers’ oppression by their
hands, which means rebelling against them. However, the quietists were not
convinced by this approach. As Michael Cook notes, they insisted that rebellion was
not an option for those who would forbid wrong.'*® The Companion Hudhayfah b. al-
Yaman (d. 36/656) said: “Commanding right and forbidding wrong is indeed a fine
thing, but it is not part of the Sunnah to take up arms against your ruler.”'*” Al-Hasan
al-Basti also stated that forbidding wrong should not be done with the sword.'*® The
Kufan Ibn Shubrumah (d. 144/761) wrote a poem to indicate that commanding right
and forbidding wrong was not to be carried out by unsheathing the sword against
one’s rulers."” Even Ahmad Ibn Hanbal declared that among common people,
notrulers, Ahmad Ibn Hanbal declared that one was not allowed to forbid their

wrongdoing using sword or weapon; he could use only his naked hand."*°

b. By tongue:

If people were forbidden to use their hands in order to forbid the wrong of the rulers,
would they be allowed to forbid that wrong with their tongues? One notes that some
traditions praised those who faced unjust rulers and condemned their wrong. A well-
known tradition states that the Prophet was asked, “What is the finest form of jihaa?”
The Prophet answered “Speaking out in the presence of an unjust ruler, being killed

2131

for it. Interestingly, this and similar traditions reflected the conflict between the
‘ulama’and their rulers, and indicated not only that the rulers were not listening to the
advice of the w/ama’, but also that they were becoming angry and punishing anyone
who tried to correct them. History has preserved several examples of poor but
enthusiastic religious people who were punished or even executed for speaking out
against unjust rulers.'3* Thus, there was an issue which presumably circulated among

the wlama? principally this was that there was little hope of correcting the rulers and

anyone who tried to do so would be under threat.

120 Cook, Commanding Right, 53.

'27 Hanbal, Dhikr, 99; and see Cook, Commanding Right, 52.

28 Nu‘aym b. Hammad, a/-Fitan, ; and see Cook, Commanding Right, 52.

29 al-Khallal, al-Amr bi-al-Ma 7if wa-al-nahy ‘an al-munkar, 22.

3¢ Ibid., 23.

3" Ahmad, Musnad, 31:1 24-26.

'3% For example see the story of the goldsmith of Marw, see: Cook, Commanding right, 3-7.
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Is it therefore still a religious duty to condemn the wrongdoings of rulers? Michael
Cook traces two trends regarding this matter. First there were those who were against
going to the rulers to command and forbid them; secondly, there was verbal
admonition of the rulers.'>3 For various reasons Ahmad Ibn Hanbal obviously
supported the first view. First, the one who commanded or forbade the rulers was
likely to be a victim of the rulers’ anger and might be punished or killed. Ahmad
warned his student about being exposed to the ruler, since his sword was
unsheathed.”?* Second, and more interestingly, Ahmad and the other traditionalists
were not against commanding and forbidding the rulers against certain actions,
believing that the rulers should not be commanded or forbidden from taking such
actions. In fact they were either concerned about being weak when they faced the
rulers and thus were unable to command or forbid them so that they could not
complete their mission; or they might have be worse and flattered the rulers or eaten
at their table. Ahmad Ibn Shabbawyah (d. 229/843) arrived in Baghdad from Marw in
order to go to the caliph to command and forbid him. Ibn Shabbawyah consulted with
Ahmad Ibn Hanbal about his aim, and was discouraged by Ahmad because he might

not have been able to complete his mission.'3>

In other reports, Ahmad himself was urged by his uncle Ishaq b. Hanbal (d. 253/867)
to take advantage of his involuntary presence at the court of al-Mutawakkil (r. 232—
47/847—-61) and to go to the caliph and command and forbid him, because the caliph
would accept his advice; Ahmad refused to do so. Ishaq then invoked the example of
Ishdaq b. Rahawayh (d. 238/853), whom he described as acting in this manner at Ibn
Tahir’s court; however, Ahmad refused to recognise his conduct as normative, and
said: s 4k b I Vs s ) Al e allady il e B S3laul e &ia5 “You invoke
Ishaq? I do not agree with him. There is no good for him [i.e. the caliph] to see me,

nor for me to see him.”'3® Ahmad was afraid of being weak in front of the caliph and

could not confront him with the truth. When Ibn al-Mubarak’s cousin encouraged

33 Ibid., 53-67.

134 al-Khallal, a/-Amr, 20.

'35 Tbn Abi Ya‘la, Tabaqat, 1: 109-11. Ahmad was claimed to have told Ibn Shabbawyah: inni akhaf
Glayk an Ia tagam® bi-dhalik. Tt is clear that Ahmad was worried that Ibn Shabbawyah might not be
able to complete his mission. However, Cook (Commanding, 101) reads this as having discouraged
him on the grounds of the risks he would be running. I believe this is a mistranslation.

13 al-Marradhi, Akhbar al-shuyitkh wa-akhlaguhum, 41-42; Tbn Abi Ya‘la, Tabagat, 1: 299; Ibn al-
Jawzi, Manaqib, 504-5.
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Ahmad to go to the caliph, Ahmad replied: el (18 caeili ¥ L) o) i I J 38
agdaal ¥ () Galal Uiy agiaals “Your uncle [meaning Ibn al-Mubarak] said ‘Do not go to
them; but if you go, you have to tell them the truth.” And I am afraid I will not be
[strong enough to] tell them the truth.”'3’

History tells us that forbidding and commanding rulers rarely went well. Rulers
usually did not accept such advice, and they would possibly attack those who
commanded or forbade them. In addition, some of the w/ama’ went to the rulers to
forbid them, yet when they saw the caliphs, they found themselves unable to
accomplish their mission, and might have needed to support their unjust actions or
share their food with them. Thus, it was best for one’s safety and religion to stay away

from such rulers.

The final point that needs to be mentioned about Ahmad’s opinion of commanding
right and forbidding wrong is that it was very important to avoid shedding Muslim
blood, and probably even more important than the obligation of commanding right
and forbidding wrong. Ahmad revealed his disagreement with Sahl b. Salamah, the
most prominent figure among the public leaders of the popular movement back to
201/817. Ahmad disapproved of Sahl’s enterprise, and reproved one of his own
followers, who was also one of his old friends.”>® Al-Khallal regarded Ahmad’s
disagreement with Sahl as an example of his doctrine against rebellions,'3° while
Michael Cook also thought it must be connected to Sahl’s Mu azili background.'#°
However, it is most likely that what concerned Ahmad about Sahl b. Salamah was
shedding blood, even under the cause of commanding right and forbidding wrong.
When told about a dream which was interrupted when he was promised Heaven,
Ahmad replied: .sbedl) s ) Jew 7 )35 138 e 45 0ag (il QS LDl 0 Jee o) 481 L

oa3 ¥ g el yud Lyl :JE 5 “O brother, this is Sahl b. Salamah; people used to tell him

137 al-Marradhi, Akhbar al-shuyikh, 42; Ton Abi Yala, Tabaqat, 1: 280; Ibn al-Jawzi, Manaqib, 505.
138 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 140.

39 1bid., 1: 130.

'4° Cook, Commanding, 104.
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something like that, but he went on to shed blood! Dreams (ru’y4) please the believer

but do not deceive him.”"4!

5.7. Conclusion

Several points can be raised here:

1. The first remark of note is that the historical experience of the Muslim nation
and the interest of the common people had more influence than traditions on Sunni
political doctrines, and especially on Ahmad Ibn Hanbal. Ahmad, among other
traditionalists, rejected or modified Prophetical traditions as well as the practices of
the Companions and early pious Muslims that did not conform to the doctrine of
quietism. Ahmad also warned against sedition and the harm it might cause to the
safety and property of Muslims; yet traditions which supported quietism came second

in shaping Ahmad’s political quietism.

2. For the quietists, safety was given priority over justice. However, this
probably reflected the view of the common people, who suffered at times of sedition
much more than during the reigns of unjust rulers. Interestingly, Ahmad came from a
lower-middle class background, and, as some scholars have noted, he presented the

concerns of these people.'4*

3. It is evident that the Umayyad caliphs supported quietism for their own benefit
and this was the opinion of most Syrian scholars during the Umayyad era, since they
were supporting rulers who believed that caliphs should be unconditionally obeyed.
Not all quietists were in favour of rulers; yet, for many quietists, and Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal was among this group, quietism and withdrawing from involvement in politics
or relationships with the rulers was their way of expressing their dissatisfaction with

the impious and unjust rulers. Moreover, as Michael Cook points out,

The Muslim masses — large numbers of Muslims who lived their lives
with no part in the exercise of political power and no realistic
expectation of achieving it. Under such conditions it is not surprising

' Tbn al-Jawzi, Manaqib, 283-84. Neither Van Ess nor Cook quotes this story to explain Ahmad’s

attitude towards Sahl b. Salamah.
"4 Cooperson, Classical Arabic Biography, 111; Cook, Commanding, 107-12.
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that it should increasingly be pointed out that, if politics is none of your
business, you had best keep out of it.'+

Cook also notes that in the second century, many of these people circulated with the
traditionalists.'** In other words, while the Muslim masses had no hope of having a
role in politics, they paid the price at the time of fitnah when politicians were fighting
for power. Thus, it was preferable for them to not take part in this kind of fighting; it

was better to lock their doors and sit quietly at home.

4. It seems that Ahmad Ibn Hanbal had the last word in formulating Sunni belief
regarding the religious authority of the caliphs and the limitations of obedience to the
rulers. On the one hand, Ahmad stood against those who gave the caliphs
unconditional obedience and insisted that there was no obedience in disobedience to
God. Ahmad believed that the caliphs did not have the right to decide correct belief.
The Inquisition represented Ahmad’s position; he refused to obey the false belief of
the caliphs and criticised traditionalists who accepted this doctrine under the
integration of the Inquisition; they either did that as fagiyvah or else believed in
unconditional obedience to the caliphs. However, it can be seen that after Ahmad, all
religious Sunni literature asserted that there was “No obedience to the creature in

disobedience of the Creator.”

On the other hand, Ahmad also stood against the activists, which was another trend
among the traditionalists at that time. As shown above, Ahmad applied several
methods to refuting the doctrines of activism. Presumably, he was successful in
cancelling both unconditional obedience to the rulers and the views of activists.

Thanks to Ahmad, Sunni doctrine has remained as the following:

we do not recognise rebellion against our /mams or those in charge of
our affairs even if they are unjust, nor do we wish evil on them, nor do
we withdraw from following them. We hold that obedience to them is
part of obedience to God, ... and therefore obligatory as long as they do
not order us to commit sins'#’

Some Sunni scholars, such as Ibn al-Mundhir, al-Nawawi, Ibn Hajar, al-Qadi ‘Tyad

and others, noted that the Sunnis had reached a consensus on following a doctrine of

'3 Cook, “Activism and quietism in Islam”, 21-22.
144 Ibid.
45 al-Tahawi, Bayan 1tigad ahl al-Sunnah wa al-Jama ah;.
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quietism, stating that among some Sunnis the doctrine of activism was an old opinion

146 yet, even with this claimed consensus, after the

that should no longer be followed.
time of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, very few Sunni scholars continued to believe in rebellion
against unjust rulers; among these activists. Ibn Hazm was the most important

figure.'’

5. There is a point that should be mentioned here. For the early quietists (such as
Ibn ‘Umar and Talhah b. al-Shikhkhir), the main argument against rebellion was the
need to save the Muslim community (i.e., the ‘unity versus division’ paradigm). For
Ahmad, although he insisted on the importance of sticking to the Muslim community,
the main argument he used was the community’s need for safety (i.e., safety vs. the
lack of safety model). This shift of priorities probably reflects the fact that the concern
of Ahmad, as well as of the people who followed him, was more social than political;
and it perhaps shows that Ahmad and the people around him had lost their faith in
restoring the true Muslim state, with the result that their concern was focused on the

needs of the peoples rather than on the state.

"4 Yahya b. Sharaf al-Nawawi, Sharh Sahih Muslim, 12: 229; Ibn Hajar al-‘Asqalani, Fath al-Bari, 5
148; Ibn Taymiyah, Mihdj al-Sunnah, 4: 529-30; al-Sarhan, Arbab al-kalam, 371-72.
47 Ibn Hazm, al-Fisal, §5: 20-23.
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Chapter VI

The Relationship with the State

6.1. Introduction

In Chapter Five the political quietism of the people of the Sunnah was addressed. In
this chapter the relationship of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and the early Hanbalis with the
state in the fourth A.H./tenth century will be examined; the discussion will show that
the early Hanbalis had different views and practices regarding their relationship with
their rulers. Subsequently, in the fifth A.H,/eleventh century, they became supporters
of the caliphs in Baghdad. This chapter is divided into four main parts: (1) Ahmad’s
association with the rulers in his time; (2) the position of Ahmad’s sons, family and
close disciples; (3) the positions of subsequent Hanbali generations in Baghdad until
the fifth A.H./eleventh century; and (4) Ahmad’s legal opinions concerning their

relationship with their national rulers.

6.2. Ahmad’s practices

A striking feature of the socio-political history of early Islam is that it was the norm
for pious scholars not to work for, or to assist, or even to have any kind of connection
with their rulers. Some scholars see these doctrines as a mark of the influence of
Jewish, Christian and pre-Islamic tribal customs on Islamic thought." Others see a
Shi influence.” However, it is more logical to regard this practice as a natural action
on the part of pious people to condemn the acts of an impious government. Goldziher
pointed out that this kind of resistance started during the Umayyad dynasty;* other

scholars also noticed that pious people refused to associate themselves with the

' Wensinck, “The Refusedl dignity”, 491-95; Goitein, “Attitudes towards government in Judaism and
Islam”, 210

*Van Ess, , Theologie, 1: 224.

3 Goldziher, Muslim Studies, 2: 47.
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government in the ‘Abbasid era.* Throughout his life, Ahmad Ibn Hanbal was strict

about ensuring that he stayed away from the rulers as far as he possibly could.

Three early sources recorded Ahmad’s relationship with the state. The authors of
these were eyewitnesses, or heard these stories from eyewitnesses. These three
sources are Ahmad’s son, Salih, his cousin Hanbal b. Ishaq, and his disciple Aba Bakr
al-Marrudhi. Besides these contemporary sources, there are some later sources which

will be considered here as well.

Hanbal and Salih provide (from the Hanbali perspective) full details of the Inquisition
and Ahmad’s attitude towards the caliphs. Although the two agree on most of the

details, they disagree on some points, some examples of which are listed below.

After Ahmad’s rejection of the caliph’s doctrine of the creation of the Qur’an, al-
Ma’miin ordered Ishdaq b. Ibrahim, his governor in Baghdad, to send Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal and Muhammad b. Nuh in chains to his camp in Tarsiis. When the two
prisoners arrived in Adhanah (Adana)’ on their way to the caliph’s court, they met a
man who told them that the caliph had died. Ahmad commented that this was
wonderful news and that he had been begging God not to make him see al-Ma’min.
On this point Salih and Hanbal provide two different explanations as to why Ahmad
did not want to see al-Ma’miin. Salih quotes his father, reporting on the authority of
Maymiin b. Muharan, that 4 delay s yal ;i o) 5 (Ualull Je Jaxi ¥ e cluds o 4la Y &0
“Three [things] do not test yourself with. Do not go to a sultan, even though you say ‘I

will command him to obey God’...".” This means that Ahmad did not want to see al-

Ma’miin because he was a sultan.

However, Hanbal b. Ishaq gives another account of the story, that Ahmad was afraid
to see al-Ma’miin because the latter had promised that once he saw Ahmad he would
cut him into pieces (/a-uqatti‘annah” irba" irba").” Another interesting tale is that the
caliph al-Mu‘tasim appointed two men to debate with Ahmad Ibn Hanbal for three
days; during this time the caliph sent food and drink to them. Salih reported his

4:N.J. Coulson, “Doctrine and practice in Islamic law”, 212.

> This is Salih’s narrative; in Hanbal’s account, Ahmad knew about al-Ma’man’s death when he arrived
in Tarsis.

% Salih, Sirah, 49-50.

" Hanbal, Dhikr, 39.
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father’s claims that he did not eat with them during these three days and tried to
occupy himself (yata allal) with something else.® But Hanbal reported differently, that
Ahmad ate only what saved his soul from dying and regarded himself as one who was
impelled (mudtarr).® The last story from the Inquisition took place after Ahmad had
been flogged, when al-Mu‘tasim gave him clothes before releasing him. When he
arrived home, Ahmad took off these garments, sold them and distributed the wealth he

made from their sale to the poor.'°

These actions reflected Ahmad’s practices when he was hated by the caliphs. Yet, his
conviction about avoiding rulers did not change when he became a favourite of the
caliph. At the end of the Inquisition, the caliph al-Mutawwakil enticed certain
traditionalists to stay in Samarrd’ and expelled other parties, such as Jahmis and
Mutazilis, from his court.'' The caliph then invited Ahmad Ibn Hanbal to visit his
camp and gave him ten thousand dirhams as a gift. Ahmad refused at first to take the
money, but was warned that the caliph might become suspicious of him if he refused
to take the offering. Ahmad then accepted the amount but, it was reported, he did not
even look at the coins but instead covered the money with a basin.'* That night,
Ahmad woke his family (sons, uncle, and cousin) and informed them that his night
was a sleepless one; accepting the money from the caliph had troubled him greatly.
Weeping, he told his son Salih that se <uls s e JAT (8 S 1) s oY 58 e b “T have
successfully preserved myself from these [i.e., the caliphs] for so long a time, and at
the end of my life I have been troubled by them.”'> Ahmad decided not to spend the
sum, but instead gave it as alms. In the early dawn, he gathered his family and some
of his friends, and distributed the money to the descendants of the Muhajirtin and the

Ansar, poor scholars, and to the general poor people in Baghdad, until the whole sum

¥ Salih, Sirah, 57, 59, 62, 64.

° Hanbal, Dhikr, 48.

'° Hanbal, Dhikr, 6o.

' Christopher Melchert, “Religious policies of the caliphs from al-Mutawakkil to al-Mugtadir, A H
232-295/A D 847-908”, 322-26.

'? Interestingly, Salih claimed that his father asked him to cover the money with the basin. (Sirat, 92),
and Hanbal claimed he was the one who covered the money with the basin (Dhikr, 85). Also, there are
other differences between Salih’s and Hanbal’s accounts of the story.

'3 Salih, Sirah, 92.
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he received had been given away, including even the bag in which the money had

been kept. '

Ahmad was then taken to Samarra’, along with his uncle Ishaq, his sons Salih and
‘Abd Allah, and his disciple al-Marrudhi. His life in Samarra’ was a legend of pain, or,
as he said:
OS5 Loall 458 138 o)) «@ll35 138 8 Csall Y G5 oS A1 ) b el cagial
andial iy o el )Y (g3 (b o S 510 gy g dndbial auay Jan o3 (pall 48 IS
“I wished to die at [the time of Inquisition], and I wish to die now. This is
an earthly test and that was a religious test (22dha fitnat al-dunya wa-dhak”

fitnat al-din).” Ahmad then clenched his hand and said “If my soul were in
my hand, I would release it” and then extended his fingers'>

It would be difficult to reconstruct all the details of Ahmad’s life in Samarra’ under
the care of al-Mutawakkil, but some aspects can be listed here. For example, al-
Mutawakkil sent food to him every day, but Ahmad steadfastly refused it, making do
with a few loaves of bread. The caliph used to send money to Ahmad, but he did not
accept the caliph’s generosity. He also declined the caliph’s project to tutor his son
and heir, the future caliph al-Mu‘tazz. In addition, he refused to narrate traditions
either to al-Mu‘tazz or to other princes, and would not even narrate traditions in
Sammira’. Nor did he attend public prayers, presumably held on Fridays. When asked
by his student, al-Marriidhi, on whose authority he relied in not attending the prayers
Ahmad replied: .ok 13 iy o GlAT Ul zlaall agiisy o)) W sas o asil) mal 5 Guall ina
44lal) ey “My authority is al-Hasan [al-Basri] and Ibrahim al-Taymi who were afraid
to be tested by al-Hajjaj [b. Yusuf, and they did not pray behind him].” Ahmad added,
“I am frightened that this [caliph] is going to seduce me by his earthly wealth
(dunyah).”*®

Finally, when al-Mutawakkil asked Ahmad to visit him, Ahmad refused because he
was not well. Ahmad did not suffer from a disease, but his body was very weak due
to fasting continuously and eating scarcely anything. However, despite his efforts to
save himself from having to deal with the nation’s rulers, he had to obey some of the

caliph’s requests. He visited the caliph’s son, and allowed the caliph’s messengers to

'4 Hanbal, Dhikr, 85-86; Salih, Sirah, 92-93.
'S Salih, Sirah, 101.
'® al-Marridhi, a/-Wara® 84.
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dress him according to the customs of the court (Patton supposed that Ahmad would
not have put on the garments himself),'” but when he returned home, he took the
clothes off and asked his son Salih to send them to Baghdad to be sold, and the profits
given to the poor. Ahmad also regretted that he had not been able to save himself from

this visit.'8

Two issues regarding this visit should be addressed here. The first concerns whether
or not Ahmad wore black (the ‘Abbasid costume). As suggested above, the Hanbali
literature agreed that Ahmad wore the customary dress of the court when he visited al-
Mu‘tazz. However, some sources tried to edit this, claiming that Ahmad had been
allowed not to wear black and instead was permitted to wear any other colour. The
two possible versions can be found in Salih’s Sirah, where one account states “It was
said they will NOT dress him in the black [costume]”,"® and in theother version the
sentence was differently written, thus: “It was said they will fit him in the black
costume”.*® The other issue regarding the visit is whether Ahmad kissed al-Mu‘tazz’s
hand? Salih reports that the caliph’s messenger warned Ahmad not to touch the
prince.”’ However, a different and awkward narrative was reported by al-Marradhi
who claimed that the prince’s chamberlain asked Ahmad < Ji ¥ :caalal) s I J8
dady ol 138 (gan clid (B Cnalusall g 5 2 (san calidd 1B €oalull 3¢ 15 “Would you
not kiss the hand of the crown prince of the Muslims?” Ahmad said, ‘I kissed his hand
with my hand. I did with my hand like this’ and he did not do it [i.e., kiss the prince’s
hand]”** What can be understood from this quotation is that he did not physically kiss
the prince’s hand because he was not allowed to touch him; instead he used his hand

to show his respect.

In sum, Ahmad tried hard to keep himself away from the rulers; however, sometimes
he had to deal with them, even though he tried to make his interaction with them as

infrequent as possible. In addition, the differences between the reports about Ahmad’s

'7 Walter Patton, Ahmad Ibn Hanbal and the mihna, 143.
'8 Salih, Sirah, 97-98, Patton, Ahmad, 143-44.

' Abli Nu‘aym al-Asfahani, Hilyah, g: 210.

¢ Salih, Sirah, 98.

*'1bid., 97.

** al-Marrudhi, al-Wara® 148; Hurvitz, The Formation, 94.
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practice in Samarrad’ prove that the Hanbali literature sought to edit Ahmad’s actions

to make them stronger and purer.??

Ahmad also criticised his friends and traditionalist colleagues who had relationships
with the state or accepted money from their rulers. In one account it was reported that
Ahmad stopped writing to Ishaq Ibn Rahawayh after the latter had shown Ahmad’s
letter to Ibn Tahir, the governor of Khurasan.>* While Ahmad was in Samarrd’, his
uncle Ishaq tried to convince him to visit the caliph who was sending messengers to
request a visit. Ishaq tried to encourage Ahmad to go and see the caliph since it would
be a good opportunity for him to command and forbid the caliph, but Ahmad refused.
Then his uncle said: “This is Ishdq Ibn Rahawayh who goes to Ibn Tahir and
commands and forbids him”. Ahmad replied: “Do you invoke Ibn Rahawayh? I do not
approve his actions [of visiting the rulers]”.*> Clearly Ahmad also disagreed with the
traditionalists’ move to Samarrd’ to transmit traditions there under the caliph’s
patronage.®® To avoid their fate, Ahmad, before he left Baghdad, promised that he
would stop transmitting traditions.?” Thus he had an excuse not to narrate traditions in

- - . . 8
Samarra’, or to the caliph’s sons, or any other princes.”

Finally, some Shafi7 sources claim that the caliph Hartn al-Rashid (r. 170- 193/786-
809) asked al-Shafi‘1 to elect someone to the position of judge of Yemen. Al-Shafiq
offered the position to Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, but the latter tossed a sharp and insulting
reply at him; “I visit you only to learn asceticism (a/-7/m al-muzahhid fi al-dunya),
and you bid me to take the [position of] a judge? If it were not for knowledge I would
not speak to you after today”; this embarrassed al-Shafii.>® Although Hurvitz trusts
the story’s authenticity, Melchert rightly doubts the authenticity of the narrative,
suggesting that it is less likely to have been an actual incident in Ahmad’s life than a

later fiction intended to illustrate his piety and al-Shafii’s respect for him.3° This is

*3 Hurvitz, the Formation, 6.

4 Salih, Sirah, 42.

> al-Marrtidhi, Akhbar, 41-42; Tbn Abi Ya‘la, Tabaqat, 1: 299; Ibn al-Jawzi, Manaqib, 458.

26 For those traditionalists see: Melchert, “Religious politics”, 322. For Ahmad’s disagreement with
them see: Salih, Sirah, 45, 101.

*7 Salih, Sirah, 101.

% See: Ibid., 96; al-Marradhi, Akhbar, 139.

* al-Bayhaqi, Manaqib al-Shafii, 1: 154; Ibn Ibn ‘Asakir, 7arikh Dimashgq, §: 273-74; Ibn Kathir, a/-
Bidiyah wa-al-nihdyah, 14: 387 . Ibn Kathir took the story from al-Bayhaqi, presumably from the
latter’s book Manaqib Ahmad. And see: Hurvitz, The Formation, 85.

3° Melchert, Ahmad, 4.



207

because al-Shafi visited Baghdad in 184/800%" when Ahmad was only twenty years
old, and there is no evidence that Ahmad met him then. However, al-Shafi‘T visited
Baghdad again in 195/810-11, during the rulership of al-Amin,**, at a period when
Ahmad was busy seeking traditions and travelling to study with traditionalists; on that
occasion he and al-Shafi7l did meet in Baghdad. The story was recalled in later
Hanbali sources, but the caliph was al-Amin, not Hartin al-Rashid. 33 Even so, there is
no evidence for al-Shafi‘T’s relationship with al-Amin, and at that time Baghdad was
about to experience a civil war. Strangely, the Hanbali Rizq Alldh al-Tamimi (d.
488/1095) claims that Ahmad Ibn Hanbal was flogged to make him accept the
position of judge, but he refused.>* This story reflects how the later Hanbalis

exaggerate the piety of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal.

6.3. Ahmad’s family and disciples

Ahmad’s personality was of great importance to his followers,* who regarded him as
a leader in theology, piety, and jurisprudence. And while his students saw Ahmad as
a model of piety and asceticism, with some of them following his style of life, others
admired his piety but did not comply with it. However, it seems that for Ahmad piety
was more important than the knowledge of jurisprudence; for him, being careful about
sources of income would lead one to produce correct judicial opinions. On his
deathbed, Ahmad was asked, regarding succession:

4 Gl ) 1l JB il Tpmla IS (e Gl la sl ae Ju 1l Slany Jls (e
Gall lay 3 alie (alla Ja 48) il de of Q8 Ll b L
“Whom should we ask after you [i.e., your death] ?” Ahmad thereupon
suggested ‘Abd al-Wahhab al-Warraq [d. 250-1/865-6]. When some of his
disciples objected on the grounds that ““Abd al-Wahhab does not have a
wide knowledge”, Ahmad replied, “He is a pious man; the likes of him

will succeed in attaining what is proper.”°

3" Ibn Kathir, a/-Bidayah, 14: 133.

3% al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, Tarikh, 2: 409.

33 Ibn al-Jawzi, Manaqib, 361-62.

3% al-Tamimi, “‘Aqidat al-imam al-Mubajjal Ahmad Ibn Hanbal”, 2: 276.

35 Patton, Ahmed, 194; George Makdisi, “Hanbalite Islam”, 216; Cooperson, Classical, 112-17, 138-51.
Sizgorich, Violence, 235-58.

3% al-Marradhi, a/-Wara$ 7.
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Interestingly, these two trends among Ahmad’s close students can be observed in their
relationships with the nation’s rulers. The first group, which included Ahmad’s sons
Salih and ‘Abd Allah, and his uncle Ishaq, failed to succeed in following Ahmad’s
model of piety, despite pressure from Ahmad that they should replicate his piety. Also
Ahmad’s family took money from the caliph (it was said to be an amount of 4,000
dirhams monthly), even though he repeatedly asked them not to accept it. On
occasions, he would take the donation away from his family and either send it back to
the caliph or give it as alms to the poor.’” He also wrote to the caliph asking him not
to send money to his family, but the caliph refused this request.3* Ahmad reprimanded
his family every time they accepted money from the caliph, and to compensate for his
family’s receipt of the donation, he would fast all day and night.3* He stopped taking

money from his sons,*® eating their food, and even using their oven.

An interesting story illustrates how, after his sons had begun to accept money from
the caliph, Ahmad steadfastly refused to eat anything at his sons’ houses, or food that
had been prepared in their houses. It is said that Ahmad got into a difficult financial
situation and as a result he and his household went without food for three days. At that
point he borrowed some flour from a friend. The flour was processed and baked, and
when the bread was placed in Ahmad’s hands he asked: “How did you do it? [How]
did you bake it so quickly?” He was informed that the oven of Salih’s house was
already heated and that they had hastened to bake the bread. Whereupon Ahmad said:
“Remove it”, and he did not eat it.*' Another story described how, when Ahmad was
on his deathbed, a doctor who came to see him prescribed roast pumpkin, and
instructed him to drink its juice. Ahmad insisted that this should not be prepared in the
house of either of his sons Salih and ‘Abd Allah.** Prior to that, Ahmad had stopped

talking to his sons and uncle, blocked up the doorways between his own and his sons’

37 Salih, Sirah, 109; al-Marrtudhi, al-Wara® 66.

3% Salih, Sirah, 110-11.

¥ Ibid., 109.

4% al-Marrudhi, al-Wara$ 46.

4" Abi Nu‘aym al-Asfahani, Hilyah, 9: 177. In another account the bread was baked in the house of
‘Abd Alldh (Ahmad’s other son), see: Ibn al-Jawzi, Manaqib, 302; Hurvitz, The Formation, 69.

42 Salih, Sirah, 121; Hanbal, Dhikr, 95.
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houses, and stopped praying with his uncle, the imam of the neighbourhood mosque,

choosing instead to walk to a mosque much further away.*?

However, after Ahmad’s death two of his sons, Salih and ‘Abd Allah, became
judges.** Salih was the judge in Tarsus, and then in Asfahan.*> He was also trusted by
the caliph al-Mu‘tamid (r. 256- 79/870-92) and his brother Prince al-Muwaffaq (d.
278/891), and acted as al-Muwaffaq’s messenger to Egypt’s governor Ahmad b.
Talan (d. 270/884).4° Some reports, however, show that Salih did not like to
participate in affairs of state, but was obliged to do so because he was in debt and
short of money.*” Regarding ‘Abd Allah, he was a judge in an area in Khurasan at the

time of al-Muktafi’s reign (r. 289- 95/902-8).4"

Ibn Abi Ya‘la’s book 7abagat al-Hanabilah mentions, in addition to Ibn Hanbal’s
sons, several figures from the first generation of Ahmad’s disciples who had a
relationship with the state. He includes one of al-Mutawakkil’s men, Yahya Ibn
Khaqgan (d. ?/), and two of his sons, ‘Ubayd Allah (d. 263/876-77) and ‘Abd al-
Rahman (d. ?/?), as well as the caliph’s poet ‘Ali b. al-Jahm (d. 249/863). These four
men could hardly be counted as students of Ahmad. Early Hanbali literature reports
that Yahya Ibn Khaqan asked Ahmad to narrate some traditions to his son, but Ahmad

refused.*®

The other trend among Ahmad’s students was that they had a tendency to aspire to
high degrees of morality and piousness. ‘Abd al-Wahhab al-Warraq, who was known
for his strong piety, was an outstanding figure among them. He warned his son not to

go to Samirra at the time of al-Mutawakkil’s reign. When his son said: “I am only

43 Salih, Sirah, 108

44 Some sources claim that Ahmad’s youngest son Sa‘id became a judge in Kufa until he died there in
303/915-16. Hurvitz wrongly accepts this claim ( 7Ae Formation, 35) since, as Ibn al-Jawzi suggests, it
is more than likely incorrect; Sa‘id died earlier than that date as he died before Ibrahim al-Harbi (d.
285/898) (Manaqib, 414). Hurvitz mistakenly reads Sa‘id’s birth as two months after Ahmad’s death.
Whereas in fact, he was born fifty days before Ahmad’s death. See: Hanbal, Dhikr, 92; Ibn al-Jawzi,
Manaqib, 414.

4 Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tabaqat, 1: 466.

46 Muhammad b. al-Fayd al-Ghassani, Akhbar wa-hikayat, 41.

“Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tabaqat,1: 464.

4 Ibid. Hurvitz (in The Formation, 85-86) notes that Ibn Abi Yala included ten gddis in the first
Hanbai generation. Hurvitz correctly found out that most of these gadis were not students of Ahmad,
identifying only two who were — Salih b. Ahmad and Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Khalid. Obviously he
overlooked ‘Abd Alldh b. Ahmad’s entry; as for Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Khalid, he probably did not
study under Ahmad because he died in 304/916, more than sixty years after Ahmad’s death.

4 Salih, Sirah, 101; al-Marrudhi, Akhbar, 139.



going for trade”, ‘Abd al-Wahhab replied: “If you go, I will never talk to you again.”°
Abu Bakr al-Marriidhi, one of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal’s closest disciples, followed this
doctrine. In his book a/- Wara he included some reports that supported the idea of not
becoming involved with the rulers, and not taking money from them. Al-Marriadhi
deals with this issue in considerably greater detail in his other book Akhbar al-
shuyikh wa-akhlaguhum (which has yet to be used by Western scholars). Two thirds
of the book, dealing with different topics, was published a few years ago, with most of
it being devoted to exploring how the pious people should not interact with their

nation’s rulers.

First, and relying on the authority of the shuyiikh (al-salaf al-Salih), including Ahmad
Ibn Hanbal, al-Marriidhi includes reports to warn pious people, especially the scholars
(‘ulama), against having any kind of relationship with their rulers. They are advised
not to visit them, or to work for them, especially as judges, or to accept gifts or money
from them. They are even advised not to recite a Qur’anic verse or a Prophetical
tradition to them. Second, the book indicated that if someone had to visit a ruler, he
must provide him with moral advice, and condemn his unjust and impious actions.
Thirdly, the book praises the morality of the traditionalists, including Ahmad Ibn
Hanbal, Sufyan al-Thawri and ‘Abd Allah b. al-Mubarak. Ahmad is quoted as having
praised Sufyan al-Thawri. According to al-Marriidhi he said: 8 & 2l 4.8k L “No
one comes before him in my heart”.>' Al-Marrudhi also included some reports
attacking rationalists. Finally, the book contained reports which reflected the piety of

the traditionalists’ doctrines, and in particular their avoidance of food and drink that

was brought from lands sized by force (maghsiibah).

Presumably, the high piety and morality of these students of Ahmad made them

popular religious leaders in Baghdad,>® and this may help to explain how the Hanbalis

3° al-Khatib al-Baghdadi, 74rikh, 12: 284.

5t al-Marradhi, Akhbar, 157.

52 On the importance of the piety and scholarship for building reputations of social influence, see: Roy
Mottahedeh, Loyalty and leadership in an early Islamic society, 135-50. And for a Ahmad Ibn Hanbal
see: Hurvitz, the Formation, 91-101. For a Hanbali example, see: Daniella Talmon-Heller, “The
Shaykh and the community: popular Hanbalite Islam in the 12th- 13th century: Jabal Nabilus and Jabal
Qasyin”.



became the majority of Baghdad’s common people ( @mmah) in the fourth A.H./tenth

century.>?

6.4. The subsequent Hanbali generations

When we look at the second generation of Hanbalis, we find that their idea of
piousness closely resembled that of the Hanbalis of Baghdad. This generation, which
included the students of Ahmad’s students, was led by four figures: Abu Bakr al-
Najjad (d. 348/960), Abii Bakr al-Khallal (d. 311/923), al-Hasan b. ‘Al1 al-Barbahari
(d. 329/940) and ‘Ali b. Muhammad b. Bashshar (d. 311/923). What these four have
in common is their devotion to Ahmad’s doctrines and their aggressiveness towards
rationalists. Nor were any of them was involved in any kind of relationship with the
nation’s rulers. Al-Barbahari was well-known for his bad relationship with the caliphs
al-Qahir (r. 320—2/932-3) and al-Radi (r. 322-9/933-40). Indeed, al-Barbahari died
while hiding from the caliph’s police chief. Meanwhile, al-Khallal presumably
explains, at least theoretically, the nature of one’s relationship with one’s rulers. He
startes his book a/-Sunnah with chapters on the importance of obedience towards the
rulers and condemns rebellions against them. Included also is a chapter on the virtues
of al-‘Abbas b. ‘Abd al-Muttalib, the grandfather of the ‘Abbasid caliphs.>* We also
have some fragments from al-Khallal’s other book, a/-Siyar, in which he appears to
have gathered multiple reports from Ahmad regarding his pious opinions about how
relationships with rulers should be conducted.’® Interestingly, among the Hanbalis in
this generation, Ibn Abi Ya‘la did not include any judgements; and no-one was close
to the state except for Abu Bakr al-Anbari (d. 328/940) who was a teacher of al-

Radi’s sons; but al-Anbari was a linguist and grammarian, not a religious scholar.

The relationship between the Hanbalis and the state had changed greatly after
Baghdad had begun to be controlled by the Shi‘T Buyaids (during the period 334-
447/945-1055), and then by the Sunni Ashari Seljugs (from 447-590/1055-1194).

33 Muhammad b. Ahmad al-Maqdisi, Ahsan al-tagasim fi ma tifat al-aqalim, 126; Cook, Commanding,
121.

54 al-Khallal, a/-Sunnah, 1: 89-92.

55 For some of these fragments see: Ibn Abi Ya‘la, 7abaqat, 1: 300; 2: 348, 575. And see: al-Khallal, a/-
Sunnah, 1: 155.

5% For his entry see: Ibn Abi Ya'la, Tabaqat, 3: 133-42.
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During this period (which lasted for about two and a half centuries), the ‘Abbasid
caliphs had little beyond their titular authority in Baghdad. For example, the Hanbali
literature of Abui Bakr b. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz (well-known as Ghulam al-Khallal d. 363/974)
claimes that he had a good relationship with the caliph al-Muti® (r. 334-63/946- 74),
who was the first ‘Abbasid caliph under the control of the Buyids.>’

It is possible to identify some reasons as to why this shift in the relationship with the
state had occurred. One was that the ‘Arab Sunni ‘Abbasid caliphs had lost their
power to the Daylaman Shi‘1 Buyids, then to the Turk Ashar7 Seljugs. The Hanbalis
in Baghdad saw the ‘Abbasid caliphs as representatives of the political authority of
Baghdad and the Sunni identity of the city’s people.5® Thus it was the duty of the
Hanbalis to support the ‘Abbasid caliphs.’® Another reason was the development of
Sunni schools of law in the fifth A.H./eleventh century, when these schools became
what Makdisi labelled ‘guilds’. Their madaris (singular: madrasah) were based on the
wagqf, or charitable trust. Madaris and wag were usually under the patronage of a
caliph, emir or a high-ranking official.*® Goitein points out that these changes in the
nature of the relationship between the w/ama’and the state led to subservience to the
rulers.®” One example of this change was the great jurisprudent Hanbali Ibn Hamid (d.
403/1012) who used to go the caliph’s court and debate religious matters with

scholars from other schools of law.®

However, some Hanbalis played an important role in uniting Hanbalis and the
caliphate office. Muhammad b. Ahmad al-Hashimi (d. 428/1037) was a Hanbali judge
and was very close to the caliphs al-Qadir (r. 381-422/991-1031) and al-Q&’im (r.
422-67/1031-75).%% Interestingly, both caliphs declared two creeds supporting the
beliefs of the traditionalists.®* The Hanbalis thus became the caliphs’ men, and it was

therefore normal to find Hanbali judges. The most famous example was Abu Ya‘la

7 1bid., 3: 218, 222.

5¥ For the common people in Baghdad who identified themselves as Sunnis, see: Ibn Tahir Tayfir,
Kitab Baghdad, 110; Wadad Qadi, “The Earliest ‘Nabita’ and the paradigmatic ‘Nawabit’", 39-41.

39 See Ibn al-Baqqal’s saying below.

6 See: George Makdisi, “The Significance of the Sunni schools of law in Islamic religious history”. 8.
8 Goitein, “Attitudes”, 212.

% Ibn Abi Ya'la, Tabagit, 3: 319- 20.

% Ibn Abi Ya'la, Tabagit, 3: 335.

% For these creeds, see: George Makdisi, /bn ‘Aqil, 8-16.
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Ibn al-Farrd’ (d. 458/1066) who was the judge of the caliph’s courts Harran and

Hiran. Subsequently, some of his sons and students became judges.®

The Hanbali scholar, Ahmad b. ‘Abd Allah Ibn al-Baqqal (d. 440/1048-9) described
the relationship between the Hanbalis and the caliphate office during a meeting at the

caliph’s court by saying:

Lod DA auld xa e (il dcapd) caliil Gl gilan o sliall 5y 4834
Tl (5l U1 s (il il plial
The caliphate is [like] an egg, and the Hanbalis are its incubator. Yet, if the
egg is broken, it will reveal a damaged yolk. The caliphate is a tent and the
Hanbalis are its columns. Yet, if the columns fall down, the tent will
collapse.®®
Ibn al-Baqqal was saying that the Hanbalis were the protectors and the saviours of the

caliphate, and were the Hanbalis to be destroyed, the caliphate would suffer the same

fate.

6.5. Ahmad’s juridical opinions

It may be thought more suitable to list Ahmad’s juridical opinions regarding the
individual’s relationship with the state after discussion of his own practice in this
regard, or even before that. However, in this section I argue that most of these
juridical opinions represented the views of the later Hanbalis more than Ahmad’s own

opinion. Some of these issues are listed below:

1-  Shortening the prayers during the travel to Samarra’:

It is well-known that in Islamic law the four prostrations of prayer should be reduced
to two during travel. However, the majority of the jurisprudents require that such
travel must not be for a sinful purpose. If one travels to commit sinful actions, he will
not be allowed to shorten his prayer. Taking this into account, Ahmad was asked if

somebody would be permitted to shorten their prayers while heading to Samarra’?

%5 For example, Abii Ya‘la Ibn al-Farra’ appointed some of his students to the position of judges; see:
Ibn Abi Ya‘la, 7abaqat, 3: 374-75; his son, Muhammad Ibn Abi Ya‘la, the author of 7abagat, was also
a judge.

% Tbn Abi Ya'la, Tabagat, 3: 350.
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Ahmad smiled and said: 4ela jiw & juadill W) “Only shortening [prayers is allowed]
in [the purpose of] obedience [to God].”®” The implication of this answer was that one
was not allowed to shorten his prayers in a journey to Samarra’ because the purpose of
such a journey would not be to obey God. Presumably, Ahmad did not support
travelling to Samarra’ because it was the home of the caliph, his men, and his army.
However, a different report can be found regarding this issue. Salih claimed that his

father shortened his prayers during his journey to Samarra.*®

11- Visiting the rulers

In addition to the reports listed above about Ahmad’s resistance about not visiting the
rulers, there were others to support this idea. One of Ahmad’s students claimed that
Ahmad wrote to him: 4w ) el ey canhall iyl ) 136 scads allall 5 colo Glaladl g cels Laall
»3ald “This life is a disease, the ruler is a disease, and the scholar is a physician.
Hence, if you see the physician pulling the disease to himself, you must beware of

him.”%?

111- Working for the rulers

The Hanbali literature confirms that Ahmad neither worked for the rulers nor accepted
any request to do so. However, one can track different reports concerning whether one
was allowed to work for them. These are listed here according to those individuals
who were most resistant, and those who agreed to work for the state’s rulers. In one
account a friend of Ahmad’s asked him: L% ¢¥ 3¢l Jacl o (A (558 ¢cpall S5 2e Ui G
pere Jamy Vs 4y Gisey Yol BB o) J8 QB S x8l L “ am in debt, do you
recommend me to work with these [rulers] until my debt is paid?” Ahmad refused this
idea, and suggested that he should die in debt rather than working with the caliphs.”
In another report Ahmad agreed that whoever worked with the rulers would inevitably
be involved in bloodshed.”" It was also reported that Ahmad had said: Jax o} cusss ¥
sbadll 8 Ja ) “T do not like someone to [work] in the judiciary.”””

%7 Ibid., 2: 348.

5% Salih, Sirah, 95.

% Ibn Abi Ya‘la, Tabaqat, 1: 446-47.
1Ibid., 2, 123-24.

" Ibid., 1: 355.

72 Abu Ya‘la Ibn al-Farr@’, al-Ahkam, 70.
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Ahmad’s attitude towards working for the rulers altered dramatically in the last report,
in which he was presented as a supporter of the notion of working as a judge, and
argued: “Muslims must have a hAakim [judge], [otherwise] people will lose their
rights.””® A point must be raised regarding this last report. It was related to al-
Marriidhi who claimed to have heard it from Ahmad. It contradicts what al-Marriidhi
narrated in his surviving writings and, to my knowledge, is not available in any of
these books. The exact report was found in al-Marriidhi’s book Akhbar al-shuyiikh,
but was not related to the authority of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal; instead it was ascribed to
Hafs b. Ghiyath,”* which perhaps suggests that this report might have been attributed
to Ahmad in order to justify the involvement of the later Hanbalis in working at the

office of the judge.

1v- Accepting gifts and money from the rulers

Ahmad’s biographers insist that he refused to accept any money or gifts from the
caliph and other officials. However, on one occasion he had to accept the money in
order to avoid angering the caliph; and yet, he gave the sum to the poor and did not
keep any for himself. Ahmad was also vociferous in his condemnation of those who
took the caliph’s money, including his own family. On the other hand, another report
was narrated from Ahmad. ‘Ubayd Allah b. Yahya b. Khaqan, the son of one of the
caliph’s men who was his messenger, claimed to have heard Ahmad say: e (i o ¥
alos oy (oaldl Jle “T keep myself away from the rulers’ money, but it is not
prohibited.””

v- Olfficials and soldiers

Ahmad was reported as having had some unfriendly opinions regarding dealing with
soldiers and other official employees. His pupil Furan (d. 256/870) asked if he could
repair his shoes under the light of a lamp on the door of Ishaq b. Ibrahim’s house.

6
Ahmad’s answer was “No”.”

The answer does not indicate why Ahmad did not
allow Furan to make use of the light; was this due to Ishaq’s position as a governor of

Baghdad? or because of his involvement in the Inquisition? Other reports present

3 Ibid., 71.

74 al-Marrudhi, Akhbar, 116

5 1bid., 2: 67; Cook, Commanding, 112 fn. 245.
70 Ibid., 2: 45-46.
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Ahmad’s aggressiveness towards the soldiers. According to one account two soldiers
asked Ahmad about his juridical opinion on some matters. He refused to answer.”’
However, according to another account, Ahmad approved trading with soldiers. One
of Ahmad’s students asked him: “[Is it lawful to] sell to the soldiers?” Ahmad,

according to the report, smiled and said: “Where was the dirham stamped? Is it not in

their house?””®

6.6. Conclusion

Several conclusions can be drawn from this short chapter:

1- Avoiding all kinds of connections to the rulers proved that not all political
quietists were supporters of the rulers, or “the kings’ followers”;”® a great number of
them, including Ahmad Ibn Hanbal, were not friendly with the state and tried hard to
keep themselves away from its rulers. Their quietism can be understood as a negative
way of resisting the rulers’ corruption.

2- Ahmad was not so extreme in his way of avoiding the rulers. He had to deal with
them on occasion; even though he did not like to do so. He visited the crown prince,
accepted his gift, and accepted a gift from the caliph himself. However, he distributed

the money to the poor.

3- After Ahmad Ibn Hanbal’s death, two trends can be noted among the Hanbalis,
regarding the relationship between the w/ama’ and the state. One collective kept
themselves away, while the other group had a relationship with the state, worked for
it, attended the caliphs’ courts, and accepted money from the rulers. However, from
the fifth A.H./eleventh century, the majority of Hanbalis became the defenders and
supporters of the office of the Caliphate; and the caliphs presented themselves as the
defenders of the Sunni faith. Their version of Sunnism was the traditional-Hanbali

one, which was hostile to Shi‘s (i.e., Buyids) and Ash‘aris (i.e. the Seljugs).

7 1bid., 1: 300.
™ Ibid., 1: 125.
7 al-Nawbakhti, Firaq al-Shiah, 6.
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4- One should be careful with the juridical opinions reported from Ahmad regarding
relations with the state, as these most probably present these two trends more than

Ahmad himself.

5- There is a point which should be mentioned here. Hurvitz claimes that there were
different positions among the jurisprudents regarding working for the state, and
indicated two extreme groups, “...the Hanbalis, who prided themselves on avoiding
state employment, and the Hanafis, who generally accepted it.”*® Hurvitz’s conclusion
is an over-generalization without enough observation. The view on working for the
state was not related to a particular school of law, to be with or against, but was more
related to an individual’s piety and his view of the state. Some Hanbalis worked for
the state, and some Hanafis refused to do so. The most famous example among the
Hanafis was Abu Hanifah who was jailed and flogged as a way of forcing him to
accept the position of judge, which he refused. Interestingly, the Hanbali literature

records that some Hanafis were offered positions as judges but turned them down.*’

% Hurvitz, The Formation, 85.
%! Such as Khalid b. Sabih (al-Marradhi, Akhbar, 110), and Abi Ya‘la Ibn al-Farra”’s father (Ibn Ibi
Ya'la, Tabaqat, 3: 363-64).
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Conclusion

This dissertation has explored two major features of Islamic tradition. The first is the
authenticity of the works of one of the eponymous of the Sunni schools; the second is
Sunni political theology during the third A.H./ninth century as manifested in the
doctrines and works of Ahmad Ibn Hanbal. The study therefore started by examining
the reliability of Ahmad’s works. The first chapter studied the theological works
attributed to Ahmad; I argued that none of the six creeds or a/-Radd ‘ala al-Zanadigah
wa-al-Jahmiyah to have been attributed to Ahmad are authentic works. Some of these
works can be accredited to their real authors (creeds I and II); the authenticity of
others was doubted by historical and textual critics. This study suggests that by the
fourth A.H./tenth century Ahmad had become an ideal symbol of correct beliefs.
Hence, it is not surprising to find that different opinions were attributed to Ahmad in
in the hope that they would thereby gain authority. However, as has been observed,
these attributed opinions did not end up giving Ahmad one image but instead left him
with a highly diverse collection of opinions ranging from rationalism to extreme

anthropomorphism.

The second chapter argued that the opinions attributed to Ahmad were not found
merely in theology, but were also in jurisprudence and the principles of jurisprudence.
These conclusions were drawn from examining eight extant Masa’i/ from Ahmad’s
students. The early traditionalists (such as Ahmad’s contemporaries, al-Bukhari and
Ibn Qutaybah) were aware of this problem. Therefore the early Hanbalis (especially
al-Khallal and Ibn Hamid) attempted to resolve these contradictions by proposing a
method for dealing with the disparities. However, this study suggests that the
contradictions among Ahmad’s reports have led us to assume that in many cases it is
difficult to distinguish Ahmad’s own legal and theological opinions from what has
been attributed to him. These contradicted reports thus reflect disagreements among
the traditionalists and students who were part of the circle around Ahmad or who

claimed to be his followers.
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The recognition of early Muslim rulers provided an essential platform for the political
theology of Muslim sects. Sunnis, Shi‘ls and Kharijis, among other sects, can be
distinguished on the basis of their acceptance of these rulers. Therefore, Chapter
Three of this thesis was devoted to the historical background of Ahmad’s political
theology and his opinions about the early Islamic governments (namely, the Rashidin
and the Umayyads). Ahmad, of course, recognised the first three caliphs as legitimate
caliphs; later he included ‘Ali Ibn Abi Talib among the Rashidin and accepted his
rule. He also succeeded in getting ‘Ali, the fourth Rashidi caliph, to be regarded as

part of formal Sunni doctrine.

Regarding partiality among the Companions, Ahmad preferred Abu Bakr, followed by
‘Umar, then ‘Uthman. There are contradictory reports as to whether he counted ‘Ali as
the fourth-best Companion; however, from the fourth A.H/tenth century the later
Sunni orthodox scholars accepted ‘Al as the fourth best Companion. Although reports
from Ahmad show his disagreement with those who preferred ‘Ali to ‘Uthman, and
that he may regard the one who believes this to be an innovator, the later Sunnis do
not exclude the one who prefer ‘Ali to ‘Uthman from the Sunnah. Ahmad also
accepted the rule of Mu‘awiyah Ibn Abi Sufyan, defended his reputation, and attacked
those who criticised him. Yet he did not prefer Mu‘awiyah to any other Companion,
nor did he pay attention to reports of his virtue as some other Sunnis did. The case of
Yazid I was different and it is not easy to identify Ahmad’s attitude towards him, due
to the contradictions in Ahmad’s own reports. These differences, as I argued, reflected

the difference of opinion among both traditionalists and Hanbalis towards Yazid 1.

On the other hand, Ahmad’s opinion about the fights that took place among the
Companions (known as the first civil war, or the Fitnah) was clearly defined. All
reports from him insisted on his defence of the reputations of all the Companions; he
refused to judge between the fighters, and even condemned recollection of the Fitnah.
Indeed, Ahmad preferred the position of avoiding the Fitnah, so that he considered the
Companions who had refused to take part in the internal fighting were to be preferred,
and found that following them was the rightful method. These Companions, whose
follower Ahmad became, can be considered the most significant part of the formative

period of political quietism in Islamic history.



220

Chapter Four focused on the imamate, the legitimate methods of electing caliphs, and
the requirement of the legitimate caliph. Interestingly, Ahmad accepted all the
methods used in Islamic history to seize the rulership. He accepted election (ikAtiyar),
designation by the previous caliph, and even usurpation. Notably, the main factor
behind Ahmad’s position was neither the Qur’an nor the Sunnah, but was in fact the
unity and safety of the Muslim community (the Jama ah); he built his position on the

practices of quietist Companions and the social benefits of common people.

Furthermore, according to Ahmad, the caliph had to come from the tribe of Quraysh.
Ahmad believed in the supremacy of the Quraysh, so that for him, this tribe was
above other Muslims; then came the Arabs who were above non-Arabs but below the

Qurashis; and finally there were all the other Muslims.

Chapters Five and Six examined Ahmad’s political quietism. In these chapters I
argued that both activism and quietism were trends among the people of the Sunnah,
and that it was thanks to Ahmad that quietism became the formal doctrine of the
Sunnis. Two political concepts demonstrate the political theology of the quietists: the
Community (the Jamaah) and Obedience (#2ah). For the people who believed in the
Jama ah and the 74 ah, preserving Muslim unity was more important than ensuring that
the rulers were just. Thus, in terms of lives, property and safety, obedience to unjust

rulers was a lesser evil than internal fighting for the community.

Ahmad strongly defended the position of quietism. As part of his method of dealing
with different traditions regarding rebellion against unjust rulers, Ahmad accepted the
traditions condemning rebellion and the traditions calling for saving the blood of
Muslims, and rejected the other traditions that called for revolutions against unjust or
sinful rulers. He also criticised activist sa/af, and traditionalists such as Sa‘id b. Jubayr
and al-Hasan b. Salih Ibn Hayy. In addition Ahmad attempted to adapt the history of
early Islam to justify the doctrine of quietism. For example, he tried to reduce the
number of the Companions and Successors who had been involved in the first civil
war; at the same time he criticised the traditionalists, recalled the events of the fitnah,
and named the Companions and the Successors who had been involved in these
events. In practice, Ahmad refused to join the rebels against the Caliph al-Wathiq at

the time of the Inquisition.
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Several points should be observed with regard to Ahmad’s political quietism. First,
Ahmad’s main reasons for supporting quietism were to preserve the unity of Muslims
and protect the common people, who always suffered from a lack of security, and
whose shops and houses were in danger of being looted. The changing of rulers did
not mean anything to these people; thus, Ahmad made the people’s safety his highest
priority. Secondly, the historical experience of the Muslim nation and the interest of
the common people had more influence than traditions did on Ahmad Ibn Hanbal,
who rejected or modified customs as well as the practices of the Companions and
early pious Muslims that did not conform to the doctrine of quietism. Ahmad also
warned against sedition and the harm it might cause to the safety and property of
Muslims; yet traditions which supported quietism came second in shaping his political

quietism.

Third, Ahmad’s political quietism did not mean he always favoured the current ruler.
In fact, it revealed his distrust of the rulers, and can be seen as a form of silent
resistance to the rulers in his time, as the following points illustrate:

1) In the case of obedience to rulers, Ahmad insisted on obedience as a religious
duty; yet he also insisted that must not to be obedience to a creature in disobedience to
God; obedience was required only in what was good. He paid the price for this belief
when he was jailed and flogged because of his resistance to the caliphs’ doctrine that
the Qur’an was created.

ii) Concerning the Jama‘ah, Ahmad argued strongly that one should not divide the
Muslim community. However, in Ahmad’s thinking, the Jama‘ah was headed by the
caliph in political issues, but as caliphs had no authority in religious matters, people
should obey the w/ama’who knew the meaning of the Qur’an and the Sunnah.

iii) Ahmad also persuaded people not to go to the rulers to command them to do
right or to forbid them from doing wrong. Ahmad did so, not because he was a
supporter of the ruler, but rather because he had lost faith in the rulers. According to
him, anyone who commanded or forbade rulers was very likely to be punished. Or
else he might become weak when he faced the rulers and thus be unable to command
or forbid them so that he could not complete his mission; or he might have been worse

and flattered the rulers or eaten at their table.
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iv) Ahmad avoided all kinds of connections to the rulers including not accepting
their gifts or working with them. He became angry with his family when they
accepted the Caliph’s money.

All of these points prove that not all political quietists were supportive of rulers or
“the king’s followers”, but that a great number of them, including Ahmad Ibn Hanbal,
were in fact not friendly with the state and tried hard to keep themselves away from
its rulers. Their quietism can be understood as a negative way of resistance to the

corruption of the rulers.
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EI'  First Encyclopaedia of Islam, 9 vols., ed. M.Th.Houtsma, Leiden: E. J. Brill,
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EF Encyclopaedia of Islam, New edition (= Second edition), 13 vols., ed. Bernard
Lewis, Leiden: E. J. Brill; London: Luzac, 1960-2009.

EF Encyclopaedia of Islam, Three, eds. Gudrun Kriamer; Denis Matringe; John
Nawas; Everett Rowson, Brill, 2011; Brill Online.

Elr. Encyclopaedia of Iranica, ed. Ehsan Yarshater, London: Routledge & Kegan
Paul, 1982 - present.
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