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BOGDAN SKYLADANEK

The Khirijites in Iran
I

Division 1nto Sects

‘T'he importance of the Khirijite question in Iran is in part due to the fact that
as early as the mid-VIIth century the Kharijites, as the group which was most ruth-
lessly persecuted by the caliphate because they themselves would not consent to any
terms, sought refuge in the territory of Iran, where they could easily survive far from
the centre of the world of Islam. The Kharijites found the atmosphere in Iran favour-
able to them. After the battle of Nahrawan in 658—this was the first great defeat
and pogrom in the history of Kharijism carried out by ‘Ali—some of those who
escaped took refuge in Iran. They fled to the distant provinces, to Kirman and
Sistan. According to a Kharijite legend, which was later repeated by Shi‘ite and
orthodox literature, only nine of the conspirators escaped from this pogrom and
of these two reached Sistan. These were the founders of the Sistanian Kharijites?.
Shahrastani expressed himself more generally, writing that the Iranian
Kharijite’ sects stemmed from these fugitives?.

The first to seek refuge in Iran were the Muhakkima. The next influx of Kharijites,
from the Azariqa faction, overran Fars and Kirmin. There were 20000 of them?3,
but the strongest group were the ‘Ajarida who were active in Sistin and Khurasan

‘Al-Baghdadi, Tarikh-i mudhahib-i islam (per. trans. of K. al-farq bain
al-firaq), ed. M. Jawad Ma’shkur, Tehrin 1344, p. 46.

*Ash-Shahrastani, K. al-milal wa'n-nihal, ed. W. Careton, London
1842, p. 87-88.

>Al-Malati, K. at-tanbih wa’r-radd, ed. S. Dedering, Leipzig 1936,
p.41. 5. Dedering, the editor of Malati, accepted the Fataa version of this
name. According to Ash'ari, ‘Amr al-Qani, together with ‘Ubaid
b. Hila and the two “Abd Rabbihi, one of the four who came forward with
doctrinal criticism (‘atd) of Qatari. Cf. Ash-Ash'ari, Magalat al-tslamiyyin
wa l-khtdaf al-musallin, ed. H. Ritter, Istanbil 1929, p. 87. The date of Nafi1s
death is given according to Ibn al-Kathir, Al-bidaya wa'n-nihaya fi’t-ta’rikh,
Cairo 1932-39, IX, p. 30.
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and in the southern districts of Kirman and Makran®*. Further fragmentation rapidly
took place among the Kharijites in Iran : they split up into many warring sub-sects
with a complicated pattern of relationships and contacts. The classification and
sub-division of the Khirijite sects active in Iran which has used with only small
corrections down to the present day, is derived from Ash’aris analysis in his
Magalat al-islamiyyin. As a scholar he had great ‘authority and was the spiritual
leader of the Nishaptr school of philosophy. Ash®aris law, which was later
accepted by Baghdadi and Shahrastani, was based on two principles:
the basic assumption is the differentiation of doctrines according to their principles
and this gave rise to the next—division into further sub-sects according to chrono-
logy. Studies in comparative religion by Baghdadi®>, Shahrastani and
A sh‘ari, withthe exception of some fragments dealing with the earliest factions,
do not give precise historical information and enable events in the history of Kharijism
to be dated only roughly.

The Mubakkima were the first of the very many Kharyjite sects to appear. Later,
the Azariqa, Najadat, Sufriyya (Sifriyya) and “Ajarida sects made an appearance.
These were the first four of the sects, according to al-Mubarradé. Shah-
rastani places the Baihasiyya sect between the Najadat and “Ajarida, but B agh -
dadi counts this as part of the Ibadiyya, arguing that the Baihasiyya were derived
~ from the Ibrahimiyya, who were led by a member of the Ibadi group called Ibra -
him. Both Shahrastani and Baghdadi however name the Tha‘dlibiyya
and Ibadiyya, after which Shahrastani ends his list with the Sufriyya, while
Baghdadi mentions two more sects: the Shabibiyya and Sialibiyya?.

The internal sub-division of the Kharijites into sects (or groups) was almost
certainly just as unclear to the contemporary observer. In his Murij adh-dhahab,
M as‘i di, who was generally well-informed, mentions the Kharijite sects in com-
pletely haphazard order: Hamziyya, Ibadiyya, Mahriyya, Khalgiyya, Sufriyya,
Najadat®. Mutahhar includes names which were completely unknown to earlier
authors in his long list of the Kharijite sects in his Kitdb al-bad’ wa’t-ta’vikh (Book
of creation and history). He mentions the following Kharijite sects : Hamziyya, Azariqa,
Najadat, Raisibiyya, Ibadiyya, Baihasiyya, Hazimiyya, Kbhalatiyya, Qatawiyya,

S —

*Malati, p. 4l.

5Baghdadi, often refers to the opinion of Kaabi, a theologian who
is known by the name of Balkh. Ci. EI 2, s.v. , _

6 Al-Mubarrad, K. al-kimil f’l-lugha wa’l-adab, Cairo 1308 [1890],
I1, p. 170. -
 7Baghdadi, pp. 67-68; Shahrastani, Milal, pp. 86-103. Malati
gives still other divisions (pp. 38, 43, 135 ff), which are mutually contradictory.
TFor him the basic sect is the Harliriyya, which is at times used as a synonym for
kharijism and at times as one of the Kharijte sects. Cf. also II. L aoust, La classifi-
cation des sectes dans le Farq d’al-Baghdadi, “‘Revue des Etudes islamiques”, 1961
XXIX, p. 19. |

8 Mas'adi, Muwij adh-dhahab, ed. C. Barbier de Meynard, P.
de Courteille, Paris 1861-1877, V, p. 440. | -
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Mibhatiyya, Sifriyya, ‘Ajarida, Kiziyya, Ibadiyya, Bid‘iyya, Sabiyya, Tha‘dlibiyya.
And therefore even in the Middle Ages general names were used to describe all the
Kharijites, without trying to define their interior sub-divisions, in order to bring
some order to this confused situation. They were thus called Hukmiyya, Hartriyya,
Khawarij (ar. pl. of Khariji) and Shuria. And the pejorative name. for them was
al-mariqa (those who have broken loose, apostates)®.

“T'he sub-division of Kharijism into ever more factions and streams was a symptom

of changes within the movement. The ‘Azraqits originated in the Najadat group,
but as a break-away faction were regarded as infidels (kRafir) by their mother-group!©.
Furthermore, as a result of the dispute between two prominent ‘Azragites, Maimiin
and Shu‘aib, this faction split completely as follows : the Khazimiyya and ‘Ajirida
(‘Ajirida orthodoxy?—B.S.) supported Shu‘aib; the Hamziyya and (Qadariyya
supported Maimiin. It is worth noting that Maimin, like ‘Ajarrad came from Balkh!!.
T'his split did not mean that the Azraqa group was now divided only into two factions
around these leaders. The fact that the Azraqites later split into four sub-groups—
we learn of this from A s h®ar i—shows that at the time when these two large groups
were formed around the persons of Maimin and Shu‘aib there were already at least
five sub-sects in existence among the Azragites: for the Maiminiyya must be added
to the four already mentioned. _

Subsequently, further sub-division led to the Atrafiyya splitting off from the
Hamziyya group which was formed in about 795'2: both of these groups were
active in Sistan. The Atrafiyya, a doctrinally weak sect, numbered Muhammad
b. Zarak among its members. He later left this sect and joined Husain b. Rukad!s.
The founder of the Hamziyya, Hamza b. Adrak, also supported Husain b. Rukad*4.
This would seem to indicate that there was some very early group which was in
existence within the Azariqa sect at the time when the four first groups mentioned
above were being formed, and certainly before the formation of the Hamziyyals.

If, as is suggested by the sources referred to, the Atrafiyya took a dissident line

together with Hamza, they could not have developed into a separate group
earlier than the last five years of the VIIIth century. -
T'he Kharijites Khalafiyya, led by Khalaf who came from the Maimiiniyya faction,

>Mutahhar, K. al-bad’ wa’t-ta’rikh, Paris 1899-1919, V. pp. 134-135.
Accordingto L. Massignon (EI 1) shuraa meant “irreconcilables”. The shuria
Kharijite sect which operated in the Harat, Istakhr and Kirman regions and did not
recognise Abd Bakr or ‘Umar, was, according to Malati, p. 43, excep-
tionally mild and harmless to others.

'“Ashari, p. 89.

't Ibid., p. 95. | ' o

“* Tarikh-i Sistan, ed. M. Bahiar, Tehrin 1314, p. 156.

““Shahrastani, Milal, p.97. - '

4% Ibid., p. 96. |

>Shahrastani, Mial, p.97; Baghdadi, p. 56; Ash'ari, p. 96.
The founder of the Khazimiyya was Khazim b. ‘Ali. Cf. Shahrastini,
Milal, 97. | |

§*
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were operating in Kirman and Makrin. In Sistin this faction was represented by
the Hamziyya, who were close to the Shu‘aibiyya. The majority of Kharijites in
Harat, Kahistin, Bushang and Sistan, and in Khurasin and Makran, as far as the
Kirmin and 5ind borders, belonged to the Sufriyya and Hamziyya at the end of the
VIIIth century'®. This then was the situation at the situation when the followers
of Hamza split away'’. At the beginning of the caliphate of Yazid (720-724) the
influence of the Sufriyya extended only to Khiuizistin, where they were in competi-
tion with the Shabibiyya although some believe that the Shabibiyya were a faction
of the Sufriyya, and others that they were a faction of the Aziriqa!®.

We have concluded that the Kharijites of East Iran belonged to a faction of the
‘Ajarida. To some degree their influence extended as far south as Khiizistin. In
West Iran, and also in the North in Gurgan, Nasi and Armenia, the Shaibaniyya
Kharijites of the 'T'ha‘alibiyya faction were found!® and they also stretched into the
Khurisan region where the ‘Ajarida were active. The Shaibaniyya were not a typical
Kharijite faction : they were driven out of the Kharijite movement for taking the
part of Abi Muslim and giving him assistance?°. -'

Thus in Iranian Kharijsm, there were three main streams : the Azariqa, ‘Ajarida
and the Tha‘alibiyya. The first Kharijjites in Iran were the Muhakkima, who were
sometimes called the Muhakkima al-awwali?!, but they were only the nucleus of the
movement and themselves disappeared among the numerous Kharijite sects shortly
atter their arrival in Iran. The moral and doctrinal problems which then brought
with them has developed in the conditions of the Arabian desert among the nomads
under the influence of a long war between “Ali and Mu‘dwiya in Siffin in 656.

Changes in the Kharijite teachings

The world of the desert Arabs was dominated by inter-tribél strife. In the period
when the Arabs first came into the historical limelight, the first stage of tribal integra-

' R.. Rubinacci, ‘4jarida, EI 2; Mas‘adj, Muriy adh-dhahab, V,
. 231.
P V7 Taritkh-1 Sistan, p. 156.

‘**Baghdadi, p. 70; Ash'ari, p. 118; L. Massignon, Shabib,
EI 1, 1V; H. Laowust, Les schismes dans I’islam, Paris 1965, pp. 33, 40.

“?Shahrastani, Milal p. 99.

*®*Baghdadi, pp. 62-63.

“* Ash'ari, p. 103. The Ibadiyya, one of the great Khirijite factions, seem to
have had little influence in Iran. Their chief fields of operations were Africa and
the Yemen. But there were also some Iranians among them : we can find Hil3il
b. ‘Atiyya al-Khidrdsani among the ibadite missionaries and one of the
well-know ibadite doctors was Ab@ Ghiainim Bishr b. Ghanim al-
Khurasini, the author of the al-Mudawwana. The ibadists appeared in Fars
at the beginning of the VIIIth century (cf. T. Lewicki, al-Ibadiyya, EI 2,)
but we may conclude from the fact that there were not many references to this that
their influence was minimal. Of the three most important Kharijite sects, the Azariqa,
Sufriyya, Ibadiyya (cf. Hay6axtu, Muuwmckue cexms, Mocksa 1973, p. 199),
only one attained a leading position in Iran: the ‘Aziriqa. '
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tion was being carried out, and the division into southern and northern genealogy
of the links between the tribes?2. This broad division of the Arabs into zones was
a portent of social development to come, and also of the related conflicts which
were to absorb a great deal of the Arabs’ social energy. Moreover, these conflicts
did not die out when they had lost their earlier significance. After the tribes had
moved North to Syria or Khurasan, outside the area of Arabia, in completely different
economic and cultural conditions, these conflicts remained one relic of the old tradi-
tion, an anachromnistic pattern of behaviour. At one time, the tribal struggles had
fitted very well into the system of the desert nomads’ world?3. War had divided
the Arabs*?, but pan-Arab holiday had united all of them equally and maintained
the whole of the Arab world in equilibrium. However, the unifying forces were
the first to die out. The pan-Arab holidays ceased to be observed but the wars con-
tinued. This led not only to political disarray among the Arabs, and inability to unite
all their forces, but also to growing enmity between the former opponents. They
became enemies, and this made it impossible to pour oil on conflicts as they emerged.
At one time, the longterm desert wars had not weakened the Arabs, but in the mid-
V1Ith century relations between various camps and tribes became so much aggravated
that 1t seemed that their aim had became mutual extermination or even that this
was the only way to end the conflict. Islam did not subdue the conflicts among the
Arabs, but only changed the banners under which they were fought. We have ample
evidence that the Arabs were unable to come to peaceful terms to end their disagree-
ments and struggles ; beginning with the first conflict which spread beyond the
frontiers of the peninsula, the conflict of ‘Ali with the Umayyads, and continuing
through the struggle of the Kharijites, the revolt of the Yemeni Arabs in Khurisin
and the revolt in Mecca in 692 AD which was put down by Hajjaj. There was nowhere
where they could meet, where custom would dictate armistice, as in the days of the
old holidays. This was their tragedy. In every early Muslim conflict there was an
inner contradiction between the traditional tendency to end it peacefully, and lack
of opportunity for this to take place for now conditions in which these wars were
being fought did not make provision for this. Members of other ethnic groups do
not seem to have understood this split within Islam and did not understand how
to adapt to the inner contradiction mentioned. And thus they did not take part on
one side or other in purely Arab conflicts, or even if they were responsible for stimula-
ting conflicts, they then stood aside. The Arabs themselves did not in fact admi

*2]. Obermann, Early Islam, in: The Ideas of History in the Ancient Near-
bast, New Haven-London 1955, pp. 246, 247. |

“*J. Obermann gives a list of these holidays (op. cit., pp. 255 ff). For
further information on this subject see W. Caskell, Aiyam al-arab, “Islamica”
1930, 111, fasc. 5, pp. 59 {f. |

** Wars within the groups were remnants of earlier systems which had existed
before the formation of these groups. Obermann (op. cit., p. 284) discusses
the conflicts between the following tribes: Bakr and Tamim, Tamim and Azd,
Taghlib and ‘Amir b. Sa‘sa‘a, Kalb and Fazara and between the Qays “Ailin and
Kalb-Qudi‘a confederations. | |
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non-Arabs to their circle. They attempted to resolve their conflicts within the context
of the clan or tribe, or as though they were clan-genealogical conflicts this was for
example the case when the Kharijites broke away, although in fact the essence of the
conflict over Muhammad’s successor, which was the basic theme of early Muslim
contlicts, was settled as though it had been a clan or tribal conflict. Genealogy was
an exceptionally significant matter for the Arabs, and was their way of looking at
history. J. Obermann took the evolution of the jthad as the basis for his analysis
of the question of the change which took place in conflicts which had originally
been pan-Arab, at the stage of the early caliphate2s. In the days of Muhammad
and Abt Bakr there had been an internal war among the Arabs : Mislims fighting
against pagans. In the succeeding period, under ‘Umar, this changed into a war
of the Muslim Arabs against the unbelievers, who were mainly non-Arab. After
the death of “Umar, the jihid became a war conducted by the Muslim Arabs among
themselves. The non-Arab subjects of the caliphate, the mawali, did not take an
active part in these conflicts, At this stage, the jihid became again an internal Arab
institution as a struggle amongst Arab tribe, and non-Arabs were in no way interested
in its continuance. J. Obermann belives that the mawall wars were the last
stage 1n the development of the jihad, that is, war between Muslims of non-Arab
descent and Arabs?®. Although they had accepted Islam, the mawili were not granted
tull rights and privileges by those of the Arab race and it was therefore in these
circumstances difficult for them to identify with the Muslim community. Even
the very radical Kharijite programmes were not attractive to the maw3ili if they man-
tained the same principles on their status. For this reason, the principles of Shi‘ism
were much more beneficial for them, although they were in general less radical.
From the very beginning, the background of Shi‘ism was 2 struggle for power,
with the degree of relationship to the Prophet accepted as the decisive argument
which would settle the question of the right to the caliphate. But because from the
very beginning ‘Ali’s group contained people from outside the Arab world, and
therefore people who were fortuitous in a dispute where the two sides were aligned
according to genealogy, characteristics developed in the movement which could
be accepted by people of other tribes. There were serious inner contradictions in the
succession struggle itself. There was a gap in the evidence. Equal rights were accorded
to two opposing parties using two arguments : family affinity in the case of the ‘Alids
and tribal affinity to support the Umayyads. This made it possible—and later essen-
tial—to interpret and debate the values and rights of the claimants who had come
torward, and also the correctness of each of the two standpoints of the ‘Alids and
the Umayyads according to the principles of legitimism. During these debates,
a third possibility was created, which reconciled the other two : granting the right
to rule Muslim communities not on the basis of clan or tribal rights but on the basis
of moral qualifications and evaluation made by society without entering into questions

*>Obermann, p.. 282.
¢ Ibid., p. 282.
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of charisma and the resultant ability to hand down from generation to generation.
This solution to the conflict put forward by the Kharijites in theory refuted the
principle of the priority of the Arab element in the caliphate, although in practice,
due to the xenophobia which can be detected in the Kharijites particularly in Iran,
this pattern was not shaken. It was only under the influence of members of other
tribes which found expression in Shi‘ism, that the Kharijite concept of the Prophet’s
successor lost its hermetic, in-group character and became an open principle, in
practice giving access to this highest honour in Islam to representatives of other
nationalities. However, the formulating of these egalitarian slogans was not in itself
enough to ensure their acceptance by all opposition groups. Those same principles
which became to a considerable degree in theory universal among the Kharijites,
were understood among the Shi‘is to mean that enthronement was dependent on
appropriate origins. Although in theory this assumption avoided the question of the
dependence of the right to rule a community on the genealogy of the candidate for
leadership, this slogan was understood in different ways by Arab and non-Arab
converts. Especially the latter which included the very influential and powerful
Iranian community adapted it to their traditional customs. The monarchical tradition
in the Iranian state was also reflected here in the form of seeking for charisma in the
leader. This meant that the circle of those who qualified was very small. We may
thus conclude that the way in which the principles for appointing the successor
to the Prophet were understood did not depend on their literal meaning, but on
the extent to which these principles influenced, or could influence, the current
position of the converts, and the influence they could have on their position in the
future. Shi‘ism, both in the doctrinal and political sphere, was to a considerable
degree tormed by an ethnically non-Arab, extraneous element which had immigrated
to the Arab, Muslim core area, dar al-Islam, and it was adapted to the needs of these
newcomers. Kharijism did not have these opportunities, for in its original pure
form 1t was a movement which carried on the law of the desert and could not create
any possibility for converts of adapting to its principles, because it was a doctrine
which was attempting to settle general Muslim conflicts, and those which extended
beyond the natural frontiers of the Arab world, through the means that were available
to the early desert stages of Islam. This explain why such a radical movement as
Kharyism was an isolated movement in Iran, which was the target of both sides :
of the Khariites struggling with the caliphate in Iran, and of Iranians, who were
lending support to the struggle, but not taking part in it to the extent might have
been expected in view of the fact of their long struggle against their Arab conquerors.

The Kharijites, who formed one of the streams in -early Islam, did not accept
the principle of legitimism. According to their beliefs, anyone, even a slave, who
had been choosen by a Muslim community could become an imam. The moral
value of the candidate was the decisive criterion, rather than his descent. The Kharij-
ites were the group of “Ali followers who had left him when he consented to the
proposals made by Mu‘awiya. He had acted as arbiter in settling the succession
struggle after the death of Muhammad. Khirijism must have suddenly become
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a very important problem, a serious phenomenon affecting the whole state, if the
caliph enters into negotiations with them, if special military detachments made
up mainly of volunteers (al-mutawwi‘a) were used to combat them, and if hired
mercenaries were used to deal with the problem?2?. The first sign of the Kharijite
revolt was the uprising in the Helmand delta and in Zarang in 65628, led by Hasak
b. “Attab. Four years later al-Ashja‘d (Farwa b. Nawfal) was responsible for the
outbreak of further disturbances, which in some sense developed into the Shahib
rising in 663°°. The last decades of the VIIth century brought a great increase in
the number of Kharijite uprisings. They broke out over part of Iraq, often originating
in the Kifa and Kirman. Bahrain was also affected by these uprisings3°. Some
of these movements, like the Kharijites rebellion in Basra led by Qarib and Zahhaf
were basically terrorist and directed against the population, and for this reason the
‘amil of Basra, ‘Ubaidallah b. Abi Bakra, tried to use political weapons
against them by going among the people with anti-Kharijite agitation. This attempt
to use methods of this kind is in itself significant even though it did not yield the
required results and the ‘amil of Basra had to call in the army to help3!. The next
Kharijite uprising, led by Mutarrif b. al-Mughira in 695, was more clearly political
in character, for it was directed against the policies of Hajjaj and his armies in Isfa-
han?®2. The Kharijites sent emissaries to Iran in an attempt to shape this local move-
ment into a form which would be .useful for them33.

T'he dogma of the imamate and the method of electing the imam were central
in their teaching. When they opposed the Quraishis’ claim to the sole right to seccession
to Muhammad, they were not yet operating in the same conditions of bitter struggle
which characterized the strife between the Kharijites and the caliphate in later years.
The Muhakkima did not exclude the members of the Quraishi clan from among the
possible pretenders to the succession. They deprived them only of priority in the |
contest for the imamate. In their view, the imam should be a man who lived according
to the law of the Prophet and thus could be anyone at all, even a slave or in theory
a Christian, or a Quraishi. The classification of this clan with Christians and slaves
is the only evidence available of the political struggle carried on by the Kharijites
against the leaders of Islam in those years. This was their first heresy. The second
was their failure to recognise the court of arbitration in the matter of the imamate34.
It 1s surprising that this was considered an error in religious doctrine. Malati reduces

“"Ya'qubi, Tavikh, ed. M. Th. Houtsma, Lugduni Batavorum 1883,
I1, p. 386-387. '

*Baladhuri, K. futih al-buldan, ed. M. de G o eje, LB 1863, p. 395;
B. Spuler, Iran in friih-islamischer Zeit, Wiesbaden 1952, p. 21.

“>Ash'ari, p. 129; Yaqut, Mu'jam al-buldan, ed. F. Wiistenfeld,
Leipzig 1866-1873, II, p. 325. _

21 Ibid., p. 275.

2SS puler, p. 23.

>*Hamza al-Isfahani, Tarikh sini mulik al-ard wa’l-anbiya, Beiruth
1962, pp. 160-161. - | | :

**Shahrastani, Milal, p. 87; Ash‘ari, pp. 103, 127, 128.
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their beliefs to the thesis: ““There 1s no law but God” (ld hukm ld’llah), and adds
that they did not agree to arbitration3®. The Muhakkima were not able to develop
their scholarship, for their group did not survive long enough, and moreover, because
of constant persecution they did not have suitable conditions for theoretical discus-
sions. 'The Muhakkima (the real Muhakkima), who were led before the appearance
of Nafi* b. Azraq al-Hanafi by Yazid b. Unaisa3®, were not able to find any territorial
base which would accept them. As nomads, they had only loose links with the coun-
tryside, and they terrorized the towns. (They also probably terrorized the countryside).
Malati calls them the “bellicose faction”3”. From the beginning, the Kharijite
doctrine developed in the context of constant confrontation with both the Muslim
and non-Muslim world, and the Muhakkima may serve as an example of the behav-
tour of a group which because it feels threatened and deprived of allies shows aggres-
sion to everything in its environment. Initially, the Khirijites recognized only one
division of mankind according to moral worth, but as time passed they became more
severe in their attitude to the outside world. The Muhakkima regarded their oppo-
nents in the same way as non-believers (kafir), while the later Azragites treated them
as pagans (mushrik)®® which was a higher degree of censure. _
When the Azariqa split away, their first leader was Nafi® b. Azraq al-Hanafi,
who died c. 684, but Ash‘ari, Baghdadi and Malati mention other
figures who preceded him: A sh‘ari—Yazid b. Unaisa; Bagh d a d i— Abdalldh

b. Wadin. M alati links the Azragites together in one sub-group with the ‘Amriyya,

founded by ’Amr b. Qanat al-Khariji*®, As the reasons for the break-up, he gives
differences of opinion on the question of permissibility of spilling Muslim blood,
robbing Muslim property and also the custom of taking Muslim children into slav-
ery*®. After Azraq, of whom Ibn Rusht added that he left no descendants,
the leadership was taken over by ‘Ubaidallih b. al-Mahwaz (Mahwar) al-Khariji,
who was killed at Ahwaz in battle with the Umayyad general al-Muhallab. Al-Mu-
hallab had been specially brought from as far away as Khurasan to fight against the
Kharyjites*. His full name was Muhallab b. Abi Sufra. In about 684 the Kharijites
overran Khiizistan and the Basra region. At that time one of the outstanding Kharijites
was Qatari b. al-Fuja‘a al-Mazini. He inherited his name F uja‘a from his mother
who came from the Tamim tribe*2. Qatari took over the leadership from Ubai-

—_—

*>Malati p.38.
** Ashari, p. 103.
> Malati, p. 38.
**Baghdadi, pp. 47-48. . .
~ *?Ash'ari, p. 81; Malati, p. 41; al-Mubarrad, II, p. 171;
Yaqat, II, p. 623, 111, p. 110. S
*“Malati, p.4l. | . - _
“"Ibn Rustah, K. al-a‘aliq an-nafisa, ed. M. Goeje, Leiden 1850,
P, 217, al-Mubarrad, II, p. 192-240. S |
**Mas‘Udi, Murij adh-dhahab, V, p. 314; 1bn Qutaiba, K. al-ma'arf,
ed. I' Wistenfeld, Gottingen 1850, p. 210; al-Mubarrad, II, p. 202
ff. | U o
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- dallah®®. Before he joined the Kharijites, Qatari had been one of the greatest Arab
leader during the march through Iran. He had taken part in the Sistin campaign
in 66244, In his youth he had served under ‘Abd ar-Rahmin b. Samura, and later
under Muhallab b. Abi Sufra al-Azdi. In his description of the conquest of Sistan,
Baldadhuri mentions Qatari as a member of the group of high command (ashraf).
It appears that he was then of equal rank to Muhallab with whom he is mentioned
on the same footing*®. In Sistan he also apparently became friendly with te local
inhabitants and formed close relationships with them. The Tarikh-i Sistin says
directly: ba marduman-i Sistan urd dusti-o-suhbat bida biad*®. Only a few individuals
had accepted Islam in Sistdn in that period. And so with whom did he become friendly,
and with whom did he make contacts? The easy with which Qatari formed ‘“friend-
ships” in Sistan is surprising in view of what we know of him. Ibn an-Nadim
mentions him as an orator, which does not tell us much about his character, but
Ashari heard unfavourable reports about him and refers to him as vulgar. Thus
these friendships were evidently not ordinary social contacts. For the anonymous
Tarikh-1 Sistan notes that when Qatari rebelled in Iraq and was forced to fight “he
fought greatly and later sent men to Sistan who described in detail the course (of the
uprising) which he had made in Islam. Both the lords and ordinary people joined
him™47. It is true that Qatari’s rebellion broke out 27 years after the capitulation
of Sistdn but it would be premature to speak of serious success in the spread of Islam
in these territories at this time, and the fact that many people joined him, if we are
thinking of Iranians, indicates that it was not concern for Islam which motivated
them. ‘Therefore these remarks about Islam must be treated as an embellishment
made by the chronicler, or we must accept that they referred to the Arabs.

- Eloquent testimony to the fact that Sistin aided this rebellion is provided by
the striking of coins of the Arabian-Pahlavi type with the name of Qatari in 694.
‘These were minted in the Sistan capital of Zarang*8. The emission of these coins
would not have possible without suitable financial support from Qatari’s Sistin

supporters, nor without the agreement of the Arab authorities who supervised the
activities of the mints. In this context it thus seems that there was no mass support

[T I

“*1bn al-Kathir, IX, pp. 30-31.

**M. 5. Shaban, The “Abbasid Revolution, Cambridge 1970, p. 28.

**Baladhuri, Futih, p.396.

*6 Tarikh-i Sistan, p. 110. , | o

*7Ibid., p. 110. Al-Mubarrad (II, p. 213) states that 70 000 Zoroastrians
(majUs) joined the Kharijites, but from the context it appears that this took place
before the uprising spread to the eastern regions of Iran. o

*“E.C. Bosworth, Sistan under the Arabs, Rome 1963, p. 52. Coins were
struck for Qatari in the mints at Ardashir—Khurra, Bishapur, Darabjird, Zarang.
Ct. G. C. Miles, SomeNew Light on the History of Kirman, in : The World of Islam.
Studies in Honour of Phillip §. Hitti, London 1960, p. 92. Accordingto A. D. Mot t -
m ann (Zur Pehlevi — Miinzkunde, ZDNMG, 1879 XXXIT1,pp. 87-89), the Arabian—
Pahlavi coins were struck at Darabgird, in Kirmin and Zarang.
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for Qatari from the Sistan non-Muslims, but rather aid from the local Muslims,
of whom the majority were Arabs sent to Sistan by the caliphate.

We know of earlier examples of participation by Iranians in uprisings led by
Arabs. 500 Iranians, probably from the auxiliary detachments of the garrison, took
part in the Mukhtar uprising in Kafa (636-688); this town housed one of the largest
Arab garrisons. Later, in 700, the massive uprising led by ‘Abd ar-Rahmin resulted
in the death of 130 000 conspirators, according to T abari, ‘Abd ar-Rahman
b. Muhammad b. al-Ash‘ath rose against Hajjaj and his new fiscal policy. He gained
the support of the mawali, who joined in the revolt. The mawali insurgents were
led by Firiiz Husain, a great feudal lord who had already converted to Islam. Firiiz
was taken prisoner by the Arabs during the battle for Sistan, and later in Iraq was
still a rich man, 'T'he mawali and dhimmi took the lead in *Abd ar-Rahman’s rebellion,
perhaps because of their higher social standing: they were probably the richest
- of the Persian rebels. The predominant group among these people were those who
had gone over to the Arab side as early as 638 together with their commander at
that time, Sijih al-Uswiri, but who had not in consequence accepted Islam. For
transterring their allegiance to the Arabs they had gained some privileges in the
capitulation agreement. But in the opinion of the authorities they had broken the
condition of obedience to the caliphate by joining in ‘Abd ar-Rahmin’s rebellion,
and Hajjaj therefore withdrew these privileges*®. If they had been Muslims,
the law allowing withdrawal of privileges could not have been applied to them,
and therefore we may conclude that they had the status of dhimmi. According to
the author of the Tarikh-i Sistan, another of the insurgents, ‘Abdalldh b. ‘Amir
al-Mujashi, was one of the local notables, an Arab who had fled from the governor
of Sistan, “Abd ar-Rahmain. This involved an internal Arab dispute. The financial
a1id®® which Qatari received from Sistan may therefore have come from the Arab
opposition, which was strong. This is indicated by the fact that when Bi Barda‘a,
the lieutenant governor of Sistdn, asked his superior, the governor of Khurdsin
for aid in 690, he wrote that there were many Khirijites in Sistan3!. From the context
in which this information appears, we may conclude that he was thinking of the
Arabs. Mass support for the rising would have led to disturbances in Sistan itself—
to war and an anti-Arab uprising — but we hear nothing of such things. Moreover,
1f Qatan had had the support of the masses in Sistan he would have taken. refuge

49 Tcirfkk—z Sistan, p. 115; Baladhuri, Futih, pp. 373- 374 Tabarij,
Ta’vikh ar-rusul wa Z-muluk ed. M. de G o eje, Leiden 1879-1901, II, pp. 1015,
1120-1123; E. C. Bosworth, Sistan under the Arabs, pp. 17, 60 al- M u -
"barrad (H pp. 212-213), calls him Firtz Husa1n |

% There were similar reasons for Mutarif 'b. Mughira's uprising in
Iraq. Cf. Tabari, II, pp. 908-1003; Ya'qubi, Tdarikh, 11, p. 348;
W.F. Tucker, Rebels and £gnostics : al—-Mughzm Ibn Sa‘id and the Mughmyya
“Arabica” 1975 XXII pp. 33-47.

- 5t Tarikh-i Sistan, p. 113. Al-Mubarrad writes that Qatari helped

the dlhqan who were decidedly hostile to “Umar, and hence to the policy of the
caliphate in the first years after the conquest of Iran (II, p. 236).
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there rather than in Kirman, a province with which he had not previously maintained
close contacts. If we accept that it was only a handful of local Arabs and converts
who supported Qatari in Sistdn, then it is easier to understand why he moved to
Kirman. The decisive factor here was the character of the terrain. In Kirmin, the
mountains provided suitable conditions for carrying on a guerilla war, which would
not have been possible in the flat steppe of Sistan. When his forces were crushed
by Muhallab in Iraq, he first took refuge with his remaining troops in Fars. Only
a handful of his men — about 600 — remained in Iraq under the leadérship of Shabib
b. Yazid, the same commander who was operating until 696 in the Kiifa area, often
with success in battle against Hajjaj’s forces®2. Qatari remained in Fars for 19 years
and later retreated farther East. Qatari’s Azraqites settled in Kirmin in the Jiruft
district. This 1s the version given by Baghdadi, although Kirmani claims that
they operated only in a narrow strip between Sirgin and Masirs3,

~ After a few years in Kirman, they split into three groups. About 10000 remained
with Qatari — that 1s, almost half — while 7000 followed ‘Abd Rabbihi al-Kabir
and a third group of about 4000 supported “Abd Rabbihi as-Saghir. This information
comes from Baghdadi, and it is true that he speaks of “people” who joined one or
other of the groups, leaving us uncertain as to what is meant by this term — soliders.
belivers or sympathizers? However, judging from the long-term war waged between
the caliphate and Qatari’s Azraqites, there must have been a number of soldiers
among them. Qatari and his supporters went to the North, to Tabaristin+. His
stay 1n this region led the Ispahbad to complain to the Arab authorities, and these
complaints suggest that there were Arabs among his Khairijites forces. We know
that there were mawali among his followers, both local Iranians and immigrants
from elsewhere®s. The Arab Kharijites almost certainly had their families with them,

- **Kermani, Tarikh-e Kerman, ed. Bastini Parizi, Tehrin 1342,
p.35; Ya'qubi, Tarikh, 11, pp. 316-317. .
>>Baghdadi, p. 50; Ibn al-Athir, Al-kimil frt-ta’rvikh, ed.

C.]. Tornberg, Leiden 1851-1876, IV, p. 112; Ibn Isfandiyar,
An Abridged Translation of the History of Tabaristan, ed. E. G. Browne, London
1905, pp. 101, 104 ff; al-Mubarrad, II, pp. 236, 237. This sect was found
in oistan, Khurasan, Kirman and Kahistan. Cf. Shahrastiani, Milal, p. 92;
T abari, II, pp. 387 ff., 583, 753-765; Baliadhuri K. al-ashraf wa akhbari-
mm, ed. W. Ahlwartd, Grefwald 1883, IV, pp. 112 ff., 158 ff., V, pp. 252, 332,
X1, pp. 110-114, 135; Spuler, p. 122.

- "% G. Levi Della Vida, Katari b. al-Fudj@’a, E1 1; Ya‘qabi records
that they were acting in Kirman under the leadership of Azraq, which is a mistake
(Ta'rikh, 11, p. 325). Cf. Kermani, Tarikh-e Kerman, p. 35. According to the
Muymal at-tawarikh wa’l-gissa, (ed. M. Bahar, Tehran 1318, p. 303), the Azraqgites
returned 1n about 687 from Fiars and Kirmin to Iraq.

°> After the collapse of the Kharijites, Muhallab first defeated ‘Abd Rabbihi
as-Haghir, andnext ‘"Abd Rabbihi al-Kabir (Ya' qubi, Tda'rikh,
I1, p. 329). Al-Mubarrad recordsonlyone: ‘Abd Rabbihi (I, pp. 236,
237). We may conclude that he was thinking of ‘Abd Rabbihi al-Kabir
since he states that more than half of the azragites, about 8000, the majority of whom
were mawali and Persians, followed this ‘Abd Rabbihi.
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but the mawali who were recruited locally probably left them at home. In all, Qatari
gathered about 10 000 followers about him ; there may have been a higher propor-
tion of mawali than Arabs among the Kharlﬂtes in Kirman. This might explain why
after the break-up of the Kharijites forces in Kirman, Qatari left the area and the two
dissident leaders remained. Probably it was the local people who remained with the
latter, while the Arabs supported Qatari. The Kirman mountains were a good refuge
for people who knew them, or who had local guides. This had for many years been
a place of refuge for restless elements. Shabib b. Yazid ash-Shaibani, for exemple,
who was operating in Iraq in 695-696 when Qatari was already in Persia, took Kifa
twice and when he was forced to withdraw took refuge here, only to emerge from the
~ Kirman desert after a certain period of time and return to Iraq®S.

Qatari’s forces were attacked by the Arabs in Tabaristin and thrown into dlsarray
Qatari was killed and the rest of his supporters were defeated at Qumis.

We have well-found reasons for believing that there were Iranians in the Azraqite
groups, but there are no data at all on their numbers or role in the movement. If
the majority of the mawili were Iranians, then there should somewhere be some
mention of this, but even the correspondence between Hajjij and Muhallab on
combatting the Kharijites in Iran gives no information about this®’. Neither is there
any evidence that the Azraqi uprising in Iran took on the character of any Iranian
uprising. _

T'here 1s a great deal of controversy about many problems concerning the Azragites.
They were undoubtedly attacked by orthodoxy, and it was all the more difficult
for them to defend themselves in that they had created a closed organization, which
1solated 1tself from its surroundings, and thus behaved in the same way towards
both enemies and sympathizers who were prepared to co-operate with them. Sym-
pathizers could only become members of the sect by passing an examination in politics
and after the sincerity of their intentions had been checked. Azragite novices were
brought a prisoner and ordered to kill him. If the novice killed the prisoner then
it was accepted that he truly desired to join the sect, but if he hesitated to commit
the murder, then he was considered a pagan and fraud, for which he was put to death.
The Azraqites developed the uncompromising principle—which later spread to
other extreme Kharijite factions—that the death penalty should also be applied
to the wives and children of their enemies. And according to Aziriqa beliefs, the
children of their enemies were destined for eternal damnation in hell. People who
recognized the taqiyya both in words and deeds were also removed from the circle

[ Spp——

°°°Abd ar-Rahman first withdrew from the Kiifa region to Basra, thence
to Fars, next to Kirman and then on to Sistan (Tarikh-i Sistan, p. 116). Istakhri
states that the majority of the inhabitants of the Qafs mountains in Kirman were

Arabs (op. cit., p. 142).

57Tabar1 11, p. 972-976; I1bn al-Athir, IV, p. 348; Baghdadij,
pp. 68-69; Ibn al-Kathir, IX, pp. 12-14, 17-20; Bosworth, p. 47 ;
LL.aoust, p.40.
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of the faithful®®. In discussion of the succession question, the Azraqites pronounced—
still within the Arab context—that ‘Uthman, Talha az-Zubair, ‘A’isha, ‘Abdallah
b. ‘Abbas and their followers were unbelievers and as such were condemned to
eternal damnation. We can therefore observe a clear move towards increasing rigour
in relation to opponents. For at first, only the Quraishi were condamned and deprived
of their privileged position. Later, when discipline was increased and the principle
of isolation from their surroundings began to be wholeheartedly enforced, othérs
were also denied equal rights. When one Arab girl in the Azraqite sect wanted to
marry a mawali the group did not consent to the marriage and instead married her
to one of her own race, against her will>”. As 1solationists, the Azraqites were opposed
to conversion by force®®, which was not a symptom of tolerance but stemmed from
the principle of division of mankind into better and worse. And moreover, for those
of their own circle who broke their oath, they had only one punishment—stonning,
a punishment whicﬁh did not figure in the Qur’an. This punishment was also to be
applied, according to Azraqite beliefs, to those who behaved disrespectfully towards
respected persons or was affronted the dignity of women etc. Their intolerance
was also seen in the punishment laid down for theft: the cutting off of thief’s hands.

Baghdiadi draws attention to the evolution of these doctrinal changes. Initi-
ally, the Azraqites were a relatively tolerant sect, above all towards the Muhakkima
from whom they stemmed®!. But soon two groups took shape among them. The
first group, which was more conciliatory and tolerant, was led by one of the first
Azraqites, Nafi® b. Azraq. Azraq probably took over the leadership of the Azraqites
after the death of ‘Abdallah b. Wadin in 679. His pronouncements about other
Kharijites branches were moderate. 'T'he extreme wing, which was formed after the
disintegration of the Azraqites, was led by "Abd Rabbihi al-Kabir (The Elder) and
“Abd Rabbihi as-Saghir ('The Younger). The first of these leaders was responsible
for the thesis that it was necessary to ditferentiate two groups of non-Azraqite foreigners
and to treat them differently: those who stayed at home during war should
be forgiven for the fact that they did not join the Azragites, but those who fought
against the Azraqites should be condamned®?, which obviously implied the necessity
of taking up arms against them. '

In this period, at this stage in the development of Kharijism, the Azraqites were
receiving help from the local Iranian population which is what kept them in existence,
for they were mainly active in Kirman, far from their home territory. The local

"8 Baghdadi, p.48; Ash'ari, pp. 86-87, 88, §9.

°? Ash'ari, p.88. |

°0 Ibid., pp. 86, 38-&Y.

°t Baghdadi, p. 48; Ash'ari, pp. 86-87. The law that women should
during menstruation cease to pray and observe a ritual fast (R. Rubinacciy,
Azarita, E1 2) 1s taken over from other rehigions. This was preserved in a similar
form in late Ismailism. Cf. Niasir-i Khusraw, Wajh-i din, Tehrin 1343,
p. 249.

°2 Ash'ari, p. 80. AI-Mub arrad presents Nafi® as an extreme
Kharijite (11, pp. 180-181).
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non-Mushim population either joined with them or co-operated with them. This
is confirmed by a very interesting comment in the sources that the Azragites per-
secuted those who thought that they were Jews, Christians or Zoroastrians. They
must therefore have come into contact with these groups and have acted in concert
with them. These unavoidable broad-scale contacts forced them to enclose themselves
more strictly within their own sect in order to retain their own specific character,
and at the same time forced them to treat with greater tolerance those from outside
their own group who did not want to make war and so maintained neutrality. This
latter group may have been made up of local people, as has been indicated by the later
development of Kharijism. In this context the Azraqites split into those who refrained
from taking part in war, and their opponents. The leader of this new schismatic
group, Najda b. ‘Amir al-Hanafi al-Khariji®3 was himself uncompromisingly ruthless
on this question, and was in favour of killing opponents. He led a group of warriors
away from the Azraqites. He was later renowned for the fact that his soldiers robbed
and murdered, but that he at the same time gained considerable influence can be
seen from Malatis account, although this does not state in which circles Najda
was popular. He had military ideas which were suitable for a military camp but
not for a partisan group. He tried to introduce strict discipline in his group, believing
that any deviation from Kharijite principles was reason for exclusion from the body
of the faithful—and the making of any kind of mistake was regarded as deviation
from Kharijite principles, as was also the telling of even the smallest lie. However,
Najda also took the point of view that 1t was not the formal sin committed that decided
the degree of guilt, but the intention of the sinner. And this could be measured
by the attitute of the sinner to the mistake that he had made. Thus a minor sin which
was constantly and stubbornly committed entailed more guilt than a more serious
sin which was, however, committed by chance. The drinking of wine, adultery,
dissolute living and theft were forbidden, but were punished accordmg to the fre-
quency with which the sinner committed them.

This provides as example of highly social active sects which took shape under
the threat of further disintegration. Opinions about them are divided. The informa-
tion about their ruthlessness is widely confirmed. M alati’s writing on the subject
supplements Ash®ari’s text; the latter states that the Kharijites from these sects
spilled the blood of the local scttlers (ak/ al-magam), and considered that it was
a permuissible act to take the property of these people (dar at-taqiyya)®*. 'The Najdiyya,
like the Azraqite, also had xenophobic tendencies however it seems that Najda himself
did not support such an idea. In Najda’s teachings we can find indications of changes
that were to come later, and a more tolerant attitude to heretics. This teaching 1s
basically on the concept of major and minor sins, and its proponents attempted to
classify guilt according to the attitude of the sinner himself to his sin. The principle

3 Ibid., pp. 176-177, Ash‘ari, p. 89. Al-Mubarrad (11, p. 177)
gives the correspondence between these two heresiarchs.

°*Ash‘ari, p. 89,
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of relativity was introduced, without application of the principle of bada’, and this
permitted heretics to be treated more leniently if they showed a desire to become
converts, for it was not in itself making of m1sta.ke that entailed the greatest guilt,
but only stubborn persistence in the sin.

Najda abandoned his liberalism because of the hostile attitude of the opposition
within the sect; he demanded that his opponents do the same, but they remained
intransigent. An internal struggle began and Najda was killed in a coup carried out
by Aba Fudaik. Najda’s group now split into three: the followers of Najda, who
called Najdiyya, the Fudaikiyya, taking their name from Aba Fudaik and the ‘Ata-
wiyya®S. The exact time at which this split took place, which 1s of fundamental
significance in the history of Kharijism in Persia, is practically impossible to pin-point.
According to Baghdadi®®, Najda himself carried out the division before his
death, but the writings of Shahrastani® and Ash'ari® indicate that
it took place only after the death of Najda. Other sources, which have unfortunately
not been identified®®, give Abii Fudaik as the successor to Najda ; that does not
accord with the sources cited above. Ash'ari (loc. cit) records that after the assas-
sination of Najda, the followers of Abl Fudaik recognized him as their leader, but
these were never the whole of the Najdiyya. It was only the Fudaikiyya tfaction.
The “Atawiyya did not join the Fudaikiyya.

‘Atiyya b. Aswad was a ‘@mz/ of Najda and the differences between him and
Fudaik were derived from tribal question and probably for these reasons there was
no place in Arabia for the “Atawiyya. This group had to move to the Iranian shore
of the Persian Gulf and take refuge in regions which were by now the traditional
sanctuary of Kharijite emigrees. The appearance of this further anti-caliphate group
in Persia did not result only from the influence of the Iranian world on Kharijsm,
but from internal Arab conflicts. Malati writes that tribal differences lay at
the bottom of the split. If this is true, then the large numbers of the population of East
Persia who, according to Shahrastani (loc. cit) joined the “Atawiyya, must
have been basically local Arabs, and the causes of the conflict and split within the
Najdiyya were identical with those leading to the split among the Arabs in Khuradsan
in the mid-VIIIth century. However, for no apparent reason, the sources do not
give information on the beliefs of the ‘Atawiyya or give details of what differentiated
them from the Fudaikiyya, or their attitude to Najdiyya orthodoxy. If Abu Fudaik
was the leader of a military group, we may perhaps assume that in contrast the
“Atawiyya might have been less military.

The first phase of Kharijite agitation ended during the reign of “Umar II (717~

ALl L R ————— e (R rL T

65B.‘£Lghdze1c:11 pp. 50-53; Shahrastani, Mial pp. 91-92; Ash' ari,
p. 92.

°¢ Baghdadi, p.51.
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720), and 1s marked by the Bastam Kharijite upnsmg which occurred after the death
of Shabib and the fall of Najda’°. |

In 724 "Abd al-Karim b. “Ajarrad was arrested on the orders of the governor
of Iraq and condamned to 14 long years in prison. We do not know much about him.
He was born in Balkh, which does not mean that he must have been of Iranian nation-
ality. He belonged initially to the “Atawiyya faction of the Najdiyya; Shahras -
tani emphasises that he had been a member of the group led by Abf Baihas, the
Baihasiyya, but had left it for doctrinal reasons. A sh‘ari maintains that this split
resulted from the question of the purchase of slaves (bai* al-ama). This problem
permeated Kharijite doctrine in that period. According to some sources, Ab{i Baihas
al-Haisam b. Jabir, who lived in the reign of the caliph Walid (705-715), was orig-
tnally a member of the Sufriyya or Ibrihimiyya?, and according to others, of the
- Maimiiniyya’?. His sect was very tolerant, and recognized the authority of the civil
powers, which embraced a variety of the principle of cuius regio eius religio unknown
in Islam apart from this. They believed that if the imam was found to be a sinful
man and unbeliever, then the odium of this fell on all his followers and subjects?3,
The question of whether someone was a believer or unbeliever was to be decided
by a local, official lieutenant, the wali, before whom the accused was brought and
betore whom the sinner should acknowledge his guilt’4. In this they resembled
the Sufriyya, who called on the authority of the civil powers in Judgement on sin
(1l@’s-sultan)”>. '

The Baihasiyya were not a sect of nomads and men living by the sword, but
were producers who attracted people from the lowest strata of society in the coun-
tryside and also, perhaps, to towns. They believed that faith was a state composed
of knowledge (‘z/m), acceptance (igrar) and work (“amal). The essence of faith was
complete devotion and complete acceptance, shown not in the observance of external
forms but in total spiritual devotion. They did not believe that unbelief was a sin.
This belief made 1t possible for them to draw closer to and make contacts with the
dhimmi, because their criterion in moral classification was not knowledge in itself
but questions about what is the truth from those who were still in a state of unbelief.
In this way, their neighbours were obliged to recognize their authority and they in
turn were to co-operate with their neighbours. However, the commission of a sin
could not be excused on the grounds of ignorance. For God does not steer man in
all his actions but leaves him free choice. Only children are notre sponsible for their
deeds. On the question of children, they took the same view as the Tha‘dlibiyya
sect, assuming that children belonged to the same category as their parents : that

" Ashfari, p. 92; Ibn al-Kathir, IX, pp. 187-220; Laoust,
""Baghdadi, p. 54.
Ash®ari, p.113.
*Baghdadi, p.67.
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1s, believers or unbelievers’®. Abi Baihas was supposed to have been honoured
as a prophet’’, but this information seems hardly credible.

A new stream in the Kharijite movement was begun by ‘Abd al-Karim b. ‘Ajarrad,
and factions of this were later active in Iran, in Sistdn and Kirman. The ‘Ajjarida
sect differed from all the others found in Iran in that it absorbed many elements
of Iranian tradition. There was conflict and war among the ‘Ajarida factions. They
formed groups which fought relentlessly, and denoted for themselves zones of in-
fluence which they guarded jealously. This could not have been caused by doctrinal
differences, since they were not such a large group that it would have been impossible
to find common ground for agreement. Rather, the regionalization of their activities
reflects the growth of the political ambitions of the “Ajarida leaders, and their desire
to define their influence in terms of territory. This was as yet immature substitute
for a state organization. From military activities which had been initialy undefined
in territorial terms and which could develop in any placy (the Kharijites were not
connected with their field of activities but with doctrine), they were now becoming
more permanently linked with the local population and the Kharijites must to some
extent have come under their influence. Wars broke out between the Kharijites
of Sistan and the Kharijites of Kirman. These were areas which had for centuries
been at odds with each other, but not in the history of the Kharijite movement.
These wars show that elements of the Iranian tradition had passed into the Iranian
Kharijite movement. |

Relations with non-believers formed one of the fundamental theses of ‘Ajarida
doctrine. Formerly, the Azragites, who were the forerunners of the ‘Ajarida, had
stated that the property of an enemy should be taken. This was linked with the
constant problem of the Khirijites: their attitude to the children of unbelievers.
On both these points, the “Ajarida view was more tolerant than that of the Azragqites.
According to “Ajarida ethics, it was only possible to take the property of enemies
after their death—and therefore before stealing anything it became necessary to kill
the owner. This was not a cruel thesis leading to wholesale slaughter. On the contrary,
it made the seizure of property more difficult, since it set a certain condition before
it could be effected. The ‘Ajarida did not say that the enemy had to be killed. As
might be expected from knowledge of the development of Kharijism, the ‘Ajarida
were also more tolerant than their predecessors in their attitude to the children
of unbelievers and in fact to the whole group of unbelievers in general, in contrast
to the Azraqites who had said that they should be treated uncompromisingly. The
behaviour of Qatari b. al-Fuja‘a in Tabaristin may serve as an example here. The
Kharijites gradually made Iran their home. In Sistan they took up weaving, and
traces of this could still be found at the beginning of the present century’®. In these
circumstances, a distinction between a group of warriors and those remaining at

——

"*Shahrastiani, Milal p. 94.

TMalati, p. 137.

8 G.P. Tate, Seistan. A Memoir on the sttory, Topography, Rumes and
Peoples of the Coumry, Calcutta 1910, p. 209.
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home was ever less realistic, and they had to abandon the concept ; they had also
to replace enmity towards the native population with a desire for reconciliation. They
began to preach that there was a moral obligation to explain their faults to the un-
believers, and to tolerate their incomplete subordination’®. | _

T'he “Ajarida had come into contact with the teaching of the Greeks and Aristo-
telian logic, on the evidence of the anecdote about the dispute between Maimiin
and Shu‘aib about the return of a debt. Shu‘aib, who was in debt to Maimin, support-
ed the concept that God steered the actions of man refused to return the debt,
arguing as follows: since God steers all the actions of man, the fact that he did not
wish to return the debt meant that it was the will of God that he should not return
it®®, This 1s a syllogism derived from Greek teaching which had come to Islam
indirectly from the Syrian or Egyptian community and next the Mu'tazilites.
Kharijism was subject to Mu‘tazilite influence, and this was the origin of the
Kharijite teaching that Muslims were condemned to eternal damnation for major
sins. This concept was introduced to Khirijism by Wasil b. “Ata’ (died c. 750).
This heresy founded by him rejected the attributes of God, and believed in free will
and eternal damnation. It also made it as duty to rebel against a false imam, and
imposed acquiescence in what was right8!. _ _

It 1s impossible to establish the exact order in which the various currents within
the “Ajarida developed. The sub-sects had no uniform structure. One of the most
tolerant ‘Ajarida groups were the followers of the teachings of $Salt b. ‘Uthmin
called also Salt b. Abi Salt. This group split away from the main ‘Ajartda movement
because of disagreement on the question of unbelievers. Salt pronounced that it
was possible to maintain friendship with every one who considered himself to be
a Muslim or intended to become one, but considered that it was necessary to keep
clear of the children of unbelievers until they had come of age and decided to join
the Muslim community. This led to the formation of a group among the followers
of Salt who believed that these children could be neither enemies nor friends, but
that when they grew up they should be converted to Islam?®2. Another group, how-
ever, went further, claiming that it was obligatory to maintain a friendly attitude
even to the children of pagans until such time as they came of age and decided whether
or not to accept Islam®3. Although the Salt group did not develop great influence,
it 1s of great significance for us : for their teachings indicate the contemporary trends
in Kharijite teachings. These show a tendency towards greater tolerance in relation
to neighbouring communities and to new members who had been recruited among
the recently converted. '

The majority of the “Aja.-fida could be divided into followers of Maimin and

7" Baghdiadi, pp.55-56; Shahrastiani, Milal, p. 95 ;p.95; Ash'ari,
p. 92. _ -

“*Baghdadi, p.57; Ash'ari, p. 94

" Laoust, p.52.

**Baghdadi, p.58; Ashari, pp. 93, 97.

*Shahrastini, Milal, p. 96; cf. also As_h‘ari, p. 97.
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followers of Shu‘aib. The latter split away from Maimian’s group apparently as
a result of discord between the leaders. The distinction between good and evil was
linked for the Maimdniyya with their attitude to their ruler. This was later to lead
among the Hamziyya to the evolution of the question of class conflict and the cate-
gorization of the enemy environment according to religious and class criteria, but
for the Maimiiniyya it produced a weakening of the importance of the criteria of
religious faith because of the greater emphasis placed on social problems: the, Mai-
miniyya believed that the children of unbelievers went to paradise, and they were
tolerant towards other sects. We do not possess data on the exact social composition
of the Maimiiniyya, and therefore the distinction that they made between the ruled
and the rulers in not entirely clear. Their opponents accused them of heretical opin-
ions on the question of free will and abuility to act (gadar). These were the accusations
levelled by the followers of Khalaf when they left the ranks of Maiminiyya. They
stated that this teaching excluded the Maiminiyya from being considered a Muslim
sect. Although the Kharijites very frequently declared anathemy against each other,
this particular pronouncement seems to be significant. According to Ash'ari,
Abu Baihas accused Maimiin of heresy (Maiminan kafara) because he torbade the
purchase of white slaves (bai® al-mamlitka) in the lands of unbelievers ( fi dar kuffar).
Ash®ari repeats this again elsewhere which suggests that it 1s not merely chance
information. T'his accusation at first seems incomprehensible as the crowning evidence
of incorrect thinking, but it looks somewhat different in the context of political
and social practice. In this light, Maimin appears as the protector of the Iranian
population, for it was the Iranians, still Zoroastrians on a mass scale, who lived
in the lands of the unbelievers. Maimin, as we have already noted, was born in
Balkh. Maybe he was an Iranian? This hypothesis receives a certain degree of con-
firmation from the fact that exceptionally interesting early Iranian, pre-Muslim
influences can be traced in the Maimiiniyya marriage law. There is no discussion
of Maimiin’s teaching on this point in the literature, but the character and source
of his heresy are indicated by what Shahrastani, Baghdadi and Ash’ari
write about him. It 1s not, however impossible that part of the account of Maimiin’s
activities given by these authors came from one source and is thus simply a three-fold
repetition of the same information. Baghdadi calls this teaching “the religion
of magians’’, Perhaps what Maiman was accused of by other Khirijites in fact con-
cerned extactly this question, which seems to have been linked with the question
of the purchase of slaves. Maimiin permitted certain amendments to the marriage
law of the Qur’an. He allowed marriage with brothers’ daughters, of daughters and
the children of the latter and even with the daughter of man’s own daughters®“.
Thisis Baghdadi version. Ash®ari givesa version with an even more tightly-
knit circle : the Maimiiiyya allowed marriage with the daughter of sons, and with
the daughter of brothers (of sisters—accord. to H. Ritter) and the daughters
of brothers’ sons. However, marriage with daughter, brothers (or sisters) daughters

8¢ Baghdadi, p. 205
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was forbidden®’. This changes in the Maimiiniyya sect®® could have resulted from
the conscious policy of the leader, or more probably, from influence exerted by
Iranians who transferred their own tradition to their new surroundings. This need
not necessarily have been brought by newly-converted Zoroastrians for behavioural
norms 1n this field are long-lived. _

‘The majority of the Sistanian Kharijites belonged to the Khazimiyya until Sistan
was conquered by Hamza b. Adrak at the turn of the VIIIth and IXth centuries.
The Khazimiyya took the same line as the Sunnis on the matter of free will and
ability to act (qadar), believing that if there was one God, then this meant that nothing
took place save from him, as the one Creator, and that everything was dependent
on his will. As would be expected from the history of the development of Kharijism
in Persia, they were more tolerant than their predecessors and took a relative view-
point even on so fundamental question as their attitude to unbelievers: the opinion
of one man about another has no value in terms of God’s judgment, for He may
raise a slave and damn a believer. This may happen at any point in life, and therefore
the last moments of life and last acts are decisive. A good act wipes out former Sins,
and an evil act cancels former good deeds. Conversion to Islam wiped out everything
evil which had been committed in life, that is the whole period before conversion.
The Sunnis did not acknowledge this, and the behaviour of the caliphate towards
the mawali also rejected it. In the eyes of the authorities, the acceptance of the faith
did not wipe out the sin of unbelief, for the newly-converted non-Arab was not
a Muslim with full rights. Although this viewpoint was not formulated in Sunnism
as a dogma, nonetheless its social implications were the same. However, the Khizi~
miyya believed in the perfectibility of man and the preponderance of good charac-
teristics over evil, which entailed the possibility of wiping out sins at any moment,
It 1s 1n this that the influence of early Iranian ethics can be seen®’, The fundamental
thesis of the doctrine of the Khazimiyya, that there is no God but Allah, opened
up the way to logical speculation. The Mu'tazilites tried to broaden the narrow
framework of the Qur’an with the help of Greek logic®®. The followers of Maimiin
borrowed this method from them, and this was one of the accusations levelled against
them by Kharijite orthodoxy®®. The traces of the influence of logic have already
been emphasised by an example, at the literal level an anecdote. God has created
all possible acts, from which people choose those which are suitable for themselves®?.

>Shahrastani, Milal, p. 96; Baghdadi, pp. 57, 200-201: Ash‘ari,
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I, p. 23,11, p. 12 ; A. AL A. Fyzee, Qutlines of Muhammadan Law, Oxford 1960,
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This joining together of free will with the omnipresence of God represented a limita-
tion of the free will of man to the will of God. This gave rise to a tautology that
‘all creation is subject to the will of the Creator, and therefore man, as a created
thing, is subject to the same. This tautology poses the basic question : do all deeds,
including evil deeds, stem from God ? Shu‘aib’s extremely consistent standpoint
on this question was not supported by the chief doctrinarian, ‘Ajarrad®!. Maimin
and his group rejected these Sunnite beliefs on the very point of free will (gadar),
which was held by the Khalafiyya as well as the Khazimiyya, that is, the Kharijites
of Kirman and Makran. They were involved in uncompromising combat with the
disciples of Hamza who acknowledged similar teachings to those of Maimiin on the
question of free will. The split of the Khizimiyya into the Ma‘liimiyya and Majhiliyya
is confirmed only by the influence of Iranians on the doctrine of the Khizimiyya.
These two sects differed from the main stream of the movement in one rather excep-
tional belief. The Ma‘limiyya defined unbelievers as those who did not know all
the names of God, while the Majhtiliyya were less relentless and did not require
that all the names should be known. Both sects made the choice of the imam dependent
on his leadership abilities, but they adopted an understandmg attitude to those who
stayed at home instead of going to war??2,

The accession of Iranians to the movement made Khirijism conservative. The
Hamza sect, which proclaimed social equality, a struggle with the authorities and
officials, and an anarchist programme to disorganize the administrative apparatus
of the caliphate in Eastern Persia, became ever more a Sistanian sect as it became
more Iranianized, and this local particularism again led the East Iranian Kharijites
into an isolated position. Hamza fought with the Khalafiyya Kharijites in Kirman,
with the Khazimiyya in the Harat district, and with the Tha‘ilibiyya in the Nishapiir
region. And in Khur3sin and Sistan, Hamza was persecuted and unrelentingly
tracked down by the Arab authorities and local feudal nobility®3. Hamza’s political
plattorm encouraged activity among the Iranians. Hamza believed, clearly following
Maimin, that it was laudable to kill those who submitted to the authorities. This
was a step forward in the struggle with the caliphate from the position adopted
by Maimi{in. Hamza tolerated those who maintained friendly neutrality, and he did
not persecute opponents of his teaching if they did not combine this with support
for the civil authorities (sultgn). Theft of property and the killing of Muslims
were forbidden®*. The Azraqites did not apply this to Muslims from other groups.
Malatis opinion seems to have been closest tothe truth which can be found
in the chronicles of Tarikh-i Sistan and Tarikh~i Bathagq: that the followers of Hamza
accepted the concept of the Harfiriyya, and did not allow property to be taken while

"LBaghdadi, p.57.

°2 Ibid., p. 58 ; Ash'ari, p. 96, o -

°3 B aghdadl p. 59 ; Tarikh-i Sistan, p. 162. The Tha' ahblyya were a large
faction within Kharijism , cf. Shahra_stanl Mailal, p. 98; Ashfari, p. 97 ;
Baghdadi, pp. 61-63.

>*Ash'ari, pp. 93-94.
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the owner was alive, and that in order not to break this commandment they sought
out the owner of property, killed him, and were then able to take his property in
accordance with their own code of ethics®s.

Hamza operated outside the big towns ; he controlled agricultural regions. It
was the lower classes of society who joined him. If ‘this meant Iranian peasants
(although there were also Arabs among the Hamziyya), then the Maimiiniyya probably
recruited townspeople, in contrast. Apart from a different attitude to work, which
was a problem not brought up by Hamza, these sects also disagreed expressly in
their later stages on doctrine. Hamza led the Kharijite uprising in Sistdn for many
years. His doctrine, as understood and studied by the experts on religion and theol-
ogians cited, reveals some perplexing points. Some contradictions can be found which
may be explained as the result of a series of changes. Hamza in general agreed with
Maimiin on the question of free will, but he believed that God punishes men for
the very acts which He himself laid down should be carried out. According to the
Khalafiyya, this was a contradiction in Hamza’s teaching. It seems that this point
in Hamza’s teaching was the result of successive changes in viewpoints on the matter.
The Khazimiyya, the sect to which be belonged initially—that is, before proclaiming
his teaching on free will—excommunicated him when he accepted the principle
of qadariyya (ability to act) which had been proclaimed by the sect of the same name.
After breaking away on his own, Hamza proclaimed a new thesis on the fate of the
children of pagans, whom he condamned to eternal damnation. This led to a further
excommunication—he was now expelled from the Qadariyya, who called him an
- unbeliever. Hamza replied to that with the tollowing thesis : anyone who did not
follow him and did not accept that all enemies from other Muslim sects should
be killed, was himself an unbeliever and pagan. This was obviously in retaliation
to the repression practiced against his sect on all sides!: by the Kharijites, non-
Kharijites and caliphate, as well as the police authorities. For Hamza was aiming
at the destruction of the state authority by sporadic raids and disorganization of the
administrative apparatus. We can find no indication in the TGrikh-; Sistan, which
provides the most exhaustive record of the history of the sect, that Hamza had any
constructive plan for the structure of the state during his struggle with the caliphate.
For Hamza appealed to the poor rural population, who had no desire to construct
a great state organization which might cover an area larger than their immediate
neighbourhood. And it appears from the 7Tarikh-i Sistan that Hamza’s original
plan was the same as theirs.

T'wo factions developed within the Hamziyya in the years 310-820 after the first
military failures : a conservative and an innovatory faction. Both factions recognized
Hamza’s authority and he was able to keep them on his side by agreeing both to
social radicalism—which was a concession to the conservative wint—and to plunder,

°>Malati, pp. 142-143; Shahrastini Milal, p. 96; Baghdadi,
p. 39; Ashfari, p. 93-94; Maqrizi, Al-Ek Ka;
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which was advocated by the newcomers to the sect?®. This compromise was also
reflected in his teachings. Ham za maintained that for a certain period of time
before the enemy was defeated and 1t became possible to proclaim the teaching
freely to the faithful, it was possible for two imams with equal rights to co-exist
simultaneously. This may be explained as admitting the possibility of thé existence
of two leaders for two factions within the sect.

Hamza’s deeds were recorded during his lifetime of shortly thereafter by the
Sistanian Kharijites in the Kitab-1 maghazi-yi Hamza (Book of the marches of H am-
za). This idea was put forward by ;M. Bahar in Sabkshendsi. In this work
Hamza figures as a relative of the Prophet. In the person of Hamza thus conceived
there were in fact two different figures with similar names, one of whom contributed
the deeds. Hamza’s deeds—those of the Khirijite leader and of his namesake from
the heroic Arab epoch—were so intermingled in the one story that their actual histor-
ical pattern is lost and it is impossible to separate history from myth®’.

Particularly in the initial phase of the movement, the Hamziyya were mainly
Arabs; or at least Arabs dictated the whole character of the group®®. The conflicts
between the Sistan and Kirman Kharijites were not based exclusively on doctrinal
issues. In Kirman and Makran, the Kharijites’ movement clearly did not accept
Iranian elements. The Maiminiyya, who were doctrinally a superior sect to the
Hamziyya, rejected the killing allowed to kill opponents who behaved passively
and said nothing ill of the Maiminiyya. And once again, in a similar context, we
meet with the problem of work as a moral category. For the Maimfiiniyya, this was
a criterion for evaluating the worth of an individual, but they understood it differently
from the Baihasiyya. Work was not a component of faith (im@m), which had made
it possible for the Baihasiyya to relate the activity of man. This 1s popularly described
as work to the sphere of mystical fulfilment. 'T'he purpose of work and its usefulness
in itself may be completely divorced from its material, physical aim. The Baihasiyya
understood that this need not be real work, or transtormation of the environment,
but could be a stage in progress towards a higher level of spiritual perfection, a higher
degree of faith. It was only in the teaching to the Maiminiyya that work and its
function was made concrete. With them, work became a source of knowledge and
a means of liberation. It was a productive activity and was theretore numbered among
economic activities®®.

Questions of the organization of the community of the faithful were predominant
in the early phases of Kharijism. It was the local communities which decided on such
earthly matters as the imamate. The Kharijite groups living in Iran in isolation,
at a lower level of civilization than surrounding society, were not concerned with
social matters. When they lived in isolation, they built up their structure without

26 Tarikh-1 Sistan, p. 178; Tarikh-t Bathaq, al-Baihaqi, ed Bahma-
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taking into account the possibility of stabilization, but their gradually increasing

contacts with the region where they were living led first to dreams of stabilization

and renunciation of war, and next to union with the neighbouring society, which
brought with it an increase in the authority of the rulers, and an intermingling of
their secular power and their dogmatic and normative role in ethics. The problem
of attitude to authority appears in the teachings of Maimin as a new criterion for
evaluating a man Maimiin in this case used the term “sultin’, which covered the
whole administrative apparatus of the caliphate and its local agencies. The power
of the Umayyad governors was so great, and their policies so troublesome that when
we read about the authorities in the teachings of a local sect leader we should under-
stand primarily the local authorities : governors, lieutenants and their deputies!®®,
and also the wery unpopular ‘amils’®'. Maimin ordered that the close associates
of the sultan should be combatted, which in this context probably referred primarily
to the authorities in the province where he was operating. His discussions, carried
out 1n the spirit of Mu'tazilite teaching, on the attitude of God to good and evil
deeds and on predestination as a result of obedience and the submission of man
to the will of God, came from the assumptions of the Qur’an and were far removed
from current social and political matters. | _

In the VIIth century a local element took part in many of the anti-Omayyad
uprisings in Iran, but this participation was on rather a small scale. Either there
were few Iranian participants, or those who took part in the uprisings could be de-
scribed as renegades. It is impossible to find a slogan which might have galvanized
the Iranians among the uprisings of the VIIth century, whether Kharijites or those
like ‘Abd ar-Rahman’s uprising. The idea of a struggle to ensure the purity of Islam
and its accordance with the original principles, which is what Muhtar and ‘Abd
ar-Rahman were fighting for, was an internal Arab problem, or at the most, an internal
Muslim problem.

The dhimmi brought to Kharijism—already at the Azraqite stage—a belief
connected with tolerance and opposed to Umayyad legitimism. This allowed a great
deal of freedom in choosing a religious leader. For they proclaimed that God could
entrust the mission of Prophet even to a man whom he knew would become unbeliever
after the expiry of his mission, and would commit minor or even major sins. Accord-
ing to Shahrastani, this was their seventh heresy'®2, When they totally
refused to acknowledge everything that existed in the caliphate, and considered
Muslims to be their enemies, the Kharijites became the natural allies of all those
who were in conflict with the caliphate even for reasons different from their own,

199 The successful assassination of the Sistan governor Ma‘n in 769 by the
Kharijites may serve as an example of this. Cf. Ya‘qu b1, Ta'rikh, 11, pp. 462-463;
Ya'qubi, K. al-buldin, ed. M. de Goeje, Leiden 1891, p. 285; Tarikh-i
Sistan, pp. 144-147. After the assassination of M a‘n, pogroms were organized
against the Kharijites, initiated by the son of the victim, Yazid b. Mazid
b. Akhihi (Ya'qubi, Ta'rikh, 11, p. 463).

1OV Tarikh-1 Sistan, p. 159.

'°2Shahrastani, Milal p. 90.
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like for example, the mawali and dhimmi. It was not the doctrine of Khirijism which
decided the attitude of these two groups, but the active approach of the members
of the sect in the fight with the representatives of the caliphate. At times, the Kharijites
had behaved in a hostile fashion towards the Iranians, as had other Arabs!®3 The
Kharijites programme could only appeal to the dhimmi if they accepted the domina-
tion of Islam, and thus the domination of the conqﬁerors. Kharyjism, which in Islam
was a great social reform movement and grew to draw in the oppressed, in Iran clearly
adapted to requirements of the local opposition in order to survive and gain the
support of the local population. This adaptation of Kharijism to the needs of the
Iranian environment only began to occur in the majority of factions of the sect in
the second decade of the VIIIth century. At this point the Kharijites became more
elastic and their influence increased. It was due to just this ability to adapt that
the “Atawiyya sect, founded by ‘Atiyya b. Aswiad al-Hanafi and probably the source
of all the Sistan Kharijites, managed to bring over many of the inhabitancs of Sistan,
Khurdsian, Kirmin and Kahistdn to its teaching’®®. Shahrastini does not
give clear information about which inhabitants of Eastern Iran became Kharijites:
were they Arabs or Iranians? B. S puler takesthe view that the Kharijites attracted
adherents from wide sectors of the population, and next takes this as evidence of the
increased of the Iranian thought in the Iranian Kharijism!©5, Although coins of the
Sasanian type were also struck for the ‘Atawiyya sect in Iran'®S, it is difficult to
accept this as evidence that the sect was highly popular. It seems rather, on the
basis of the information we have on the activities of the Kharijites in Iran and their
behaviour there, that the transformation of the movement into Iranian organization
was being effected only just before its downfall and disappearance!®’, which occurred
at the end of the IXth century, while the process of uniting Kharijite doctrines with
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Persian traditions and aims was carried out primarily in far-flung parts of Iran,
like Sistan, Badghes or East Khurdsin from the mid-IXth century onward!°8.

- The attitude of Kharijism to its non-Arab neighbours was one of the obstacles
confronting the movement in Iran and preventing its development. Khirijism shut
itself off from the possibility of recruitment from among the indiginous population,
and had to rely exclusively on successive waves of emigrants from Arabia for rein-
forcements. Xenophobia and intolerance in matters of behavioural norms went
together. Thus all the changes which took place within this movement failed to
arouse serious interest among the dlummi and mawdli while the attitude to these
non-Kharijite groups remained unchanged for they were waiting for more fundamental
changes. As awareness that there was a need for greater elasticity can be found first
in the teachings of the ‘Atawiyya group, and later often appeared in Kharijite discus-
sions and arguments on the fundamental question of their attitude to the women
and children of unbelievers. “Unbelievers” was for the Kharijites an extensive
category which could be extended at will. After the Kharijites had agreed to the
presence of converts, their social 1deas were in part accepted by the Iranians and
some drawing together of opinions took place, for the Arabs living in Persia also
began to become Iranianized. Clear progress in Iranianization was made at the end
of the VIIIth century. At that time, the Arabs adopted Iranian customs, and began
to drink wine, wear trousers and celebrate the ecarly Iranian holidays of Nauriz
and Mihrgan'®?. The acceptance of Kharijite mouvement by the Iranians was a long
drawn out process. The Kharijite sect gradually adopted even extremely conservative
attitudes atter they had become “‘Iranians’. They now had new enemies, and the
distinction between enemies and friends was not now made, as formerly, in the
context of the Arab ethnic group. As Iranians joined the movement, Khirijism
abandoned its original anticaliphate stance and linked itself with local currents
expressing the aims of nations who had been forced into submission for liberation
from the yoke of the caliphate. Various elements may have gathered under the Kharijite
banner, for their political assumptions were vague and their social plans utopian,
like, tor example, the abolition of taxes'!®,

Mas"ddi wrote that the Kharyjites had rejected ‘Uthmin and ‘Ali as unbe-
lievers, and spoke out against any imam who had been placed onthe throne by force!!!,
This was a very generalized statement, as also was the prediction of the sending
of Persian Qur’'an''?, and could unite representatives of both lower and higher

o

98 Spuler, p.23.

199 Tabari, II, p.1530.

t19 This was one of the points in the doctrine of Hamza b. Adrak.

W Mas'adi, Murij adh-dhahab, V, p. 318. :

‘2 Baghdadi, p. 200; Ash'ari, p. 103. One of the first theoreticians
on the recitation of the Qur'an was AbG ‘Ubaid, a Persian, of Fars who died
in 208-210/824-826 was probably a Kharyite. (Ibn an-Nadim, Al-fihrist,
Kair 1348, pp. 79-80). The raising of the rank of the Persian languague in the Muslim
liturgy was important. In the IXth to Xth centuries it was believed that the early
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social classes. Everyone could understand here what he wanted to understand, Maz-
dakism, did not provide such an opportunity for achieving a ‘“‘social contract”.
The change in the nature of Kharijism in Iran was not an isolated phenomenon.

It was clearly linked with the development of the “Abbasid opposition in Persia in
the second quarter of the VIIIth century. | |

prophessupto Isma‘il had spoken Persian. In the XIIth century it was believed
that Abraham had proclaimed his teachings at the court of the Persian emperors
B. baprtonsn, Kyamypamycyssmancmsa, Mocksa 1966 (Cobp. counn. IV), p. 178.
S Tarikh-i Sistan, pp. 193 ff.; Ya‘'qtubi, ZTa'rikh, 11, p. 605; Istakhri,

p. 197; B. Sktadanek, Powstanie Hamszy al-Harigi w Sistanie, PO 1960, 1,
pp. 25-37; Bosworth, pp. 91-98. Khirijism was a serious internal pro-
blem in East Persia. The Tahirids, for example ‘Abdallah (828-843) aimed
at the total destruction of Kharijism in Khurasan and Gurgan. Cf. Juzjani,

The Tabakati Nagiri, trans. H. G. Raverty, London 1881-1899, pp. 13-14;
Hamza al-Isfahani p. 161




