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Abstract

This DPhil thesis explores the origins and development of one of the most famous
traditions within the Islamic Hadith corpus: the hadith of ‘A’i$ah bt. ’abi Bakr’s
marriage to the Prophet at a young age. To this end, I surveyed all of the modern
literature pertaining to the great debate over whether—or to what extent—we can
date hadiths and their content, culminating in a defence of a specific—rigorous and
systematic—version of the ’isndd-cum-matn analysis. Thereafter, I collated every
available version of every hadith pertaining to this topic and subjected them all to an
’isnad-cum-matn analysis, which allowed me to reconstruct the underlying urtexts or
redactions of various earlier tradents (mostly operating from the mid-to-late 8th
Century CE), known as “common links”. I then subjected these common-link redactions
to various form-critical, geographical, and historical-critical analyses, which produced
a striking conclusion: all versions of the marital-age hadith likely derive a single
archetype or ur-hadith. This ur-hadith appears to have been created and disseminated
by the Madinan tradent HiSam b. ‘Urwah b. al-Zubayr (d. 146-147/763-765) after he
moved to Iraq towards the end of his life, probably as a reaction to local proto-Si‘
polemics against his great-aunt, ‘A’i$ah. Following on from this, I traced the spread and
diversification of the hadith across the early Abbasid Caliphate, including the way in
which some Hadith scholars reworked its content and/or replaced the original isnad
with local and/or familial isnads, thereby naturalising it in their respective regions.
Thereafter, I explored the reception of the hadith by the proto-Sunni Hadith critics,
who rejected or criticised some versions, but accepted others, seemingly without a
thorough or systematic investigation of their provenance and transmission. Finally, I
explored the broader implications of all of this, including the ways in which my findings
variously confirm or disconfirm the conclusions and predictions of other scholars,
concerning the authenticity of the marital-age hadith in particular and the historical
development of Hadith in general. In short, this thesis tracks the provenance and
development of a famous and widespread hadith, from its genesis in the sectarian
milieu of mid-8th-Century Iraq, to its spread and diversification across the early

Abbasid Caliphate, to its canonisation at the hands of the proto-Sunni Hadith critics.



Introduction

The ‘hadith’ (hadit) of the marital age of ‘A’i$ah bt. *abi Bakr (d. 57-58/677-678), the
young wife of the Islamic prophet Muhammad b. ‘Abd Allah (d. 11/632), is arguably
the most well-known hadith beyond Muslim societies and communities. Many versions
of this hadith exist throughout the Islamic Hadith corpus, such as the following version

recorded in the Sahih the famous hadith-collector Muhammad b. ’Isma‘l al-Bukart:

Muhammad b. Yisuf related to us: “Sufyan related to us, from HiSam, from
his father, from ‘A’i$ah, that the Prophet married her when she was a girl of
six years, and she was taken to him when she was a girl of nine, and she
lived with him nine [years].”?

The goal of this dissertation is to trace the origins and development of this hadith, with
the ultimate goal of evaluating the authenticity of the historical memory contained
therein. Such a project necessarily entails navigating the methodological debates
within Hadith Studies and the field of Islamic origins more broadly—in particular, the
great debate over whether—or to what extent—we can use ’isnads to date hadiths.
Consequently, [ evaluate and attempt to synthesise Joseph Schacht et al.’s Revisionist
model of Hadith development and his methods of dating Hadith with Harald Motzki et
al's ’isnad-cum-matn analysis, in order to reconstruct the history of the hadith in
question. On the basis of this reconstruction, I conclude herein that the hadith of
‘A’i$ah’s marital age was first put into circulation by her great-nephew Hi$am b. ‘Urwah
b. al-Zubayr in Kufah between 754 and 765 CE—probably as a response to proto-SiT

polemics and hostility directed towards ‘A’i$ah.

Literature Review

Much has been written about this hadith, but very little of it is relevant to my specific

research goals: my interest here is not the various Islamophobic polemics and Islamic

1 Muhammad b. ’Isma‘il al-Bukari, Sahih, vol. 3 (Vaduz, Liechtenstein: Thesaurus Islamicus
Foundation, 2000), p. 1076, # 5188.



apologetics that notably surround the hadith, nor the sociological reflections on these
debates by Religious Studies academics.? Instead, what follows is a summary of some
of the serious or notable assessments regarding the hadith’s authenticity.3 This
summary is by no means exhaustive, but any literature review of the authenticity-
debates over this hadith will rapidly hit the point of diminishing returns, as most of the
participants repeat the same claims over and over: the proponents of authenticity cite
the numerous independent ’isnads supporting the hadith and the fact that they mostly
derive from ‘A’iah herself, whilst the proponents of inauthenticity attack the
reliability of the tradents in the ’isnads for the hadith (especially the common link

HiSam) and cite implicit contradictions vis-a-vis the chronologies of other reports

(entailing that ‘A’iSah must have been older).

Muhammad Nasir al-Din al-’Albani (1985)

In his 1985 monograph ’Irwa’ al-Galil fi Takrij ’Ahadit Manar al-Sabil, the prominent
Salafite Hadith scholar Muhammad Nasir al-Din al-’Albani concluded that the hadith
relating “that ‘A’i$ah was married when she was a girl of six” is “sound” (sahih).* No
real argumentation is given therefor, however, beyond the citation of multiple lines of

transmission from Hisam.

2 That is not to say that such research is not worthwhile; but it is not the focus of the present work.

3 | thus disregard those authors who gloss over the question of authenticity. For example, Nabia
Abbott, Aishah, the Beloved of Mohammed (Chicago, USA: Chicago University Press, 1942), 2 ff., merely
regurgitated the narrative recorded in certain hadiths, including her engagement at age six (ibid., 4) and
her consummation of the marriage three years later; the extent of Abbott’s analysis was a comment that
‘A’i$ah, “at the most, could not have been over ten years old” (ibid., 7). Even Denise A. Spellberg, Politics,
gender, and the Islamic past: the legacy of ‘A’isha bint Abi Bakr (New York, USA: Columbia University
Press, 1994), 39-40, 47, who notes the propaganda function of this hadith, does not really deal with the
question of authenticity; instead, she seems to assume the essential historicity of the historical memory
contained therein: “As a historical persona, 'A'isha had an edge over her co-wives manifest in her youth
and virginity” (ibid., 47). The closest we get is a brief and vague statement that the reports of ‘A’i$ah’s
marital age “suggest the variability of 'A'isha’s age in the historical record” (ibid., 40), although the
relevant endnote (ibid. 204, n. 54) only seems to deal with her varying dates of birth and death.

4 Muhammad Nasir al-Din al-’Albani, ’Irwa’ aI-GaIiIﬁ Takrij ’Ahadit Manar al-Sabil, vol. 6, 2nd ed.
(Beirut, Lebanon: al-Maktab al-’Islamiyy, 1985), p. 230, # 1831.

3



T. 0. Shanavas (2002)

In a 1999 article in The Minaret magazine, the Muslim author T. O. Shanavas argues
that “the age of Ayesha has been erroneously reported in the hadith literature”,> on the
basis of a conflicting chronology inferable from certain other hadiths. In addition to
these external considerations, Shanavas attacks the hadith on its own merits, in the
following way: (1) the ’isnads of most versions of the hadith converge upon a single
tradent named Hisam; (2) despite HiSam’s having lived in Madinah for most of his life,
no other Madinans (including Malik) transmitted this hadith; (3) according to Ya‘qub
b. Saybah (as cited by Ibn Hajar), Hi$am'’s reporting became unreliable after he moved
to Iraq; (4) Malik (as cited by Ibn Hajar) refused to accept reports from Hisam after he
moved to Iraq; and (5) according to al-Dahabi, HiSam’s memory declined in old age.
From these points, Shanavas concludes that HiSam mistakenly invented this hadith in
his old age after his transition from Madinah to Iraq, and hence, that “his narrative of
Ayesha’s marriage and age are unreliable.”®

Shanavas’ appeals to conflicting chronologies are not very convincing. The
chronology of Prophetical biography (sirah/magazi) is notoriously incoherent and
artificial,” and in general, this material is extremely dubious as a historical source for
Muhammad and his contemporaries: the sources in question are (1) non-
contemporaneous and postdate the life and times of the Prophet by a century or more,
(2) punctuated by magic and miracles, (3) underpinned by Judaeo-Christian themes
and motifs and other such artificial literary structures, (4) incoherent in terms of
content, (5) diffused with anachronistic doctrines and propaganda retrojected by later
competing parties, (6) contradictory with earlier non-Muslim sources in several key
respects, and (7) substantially inferred from the Quran (which is to say, exegetical
speculation disguised as biography).8 Adducing a chronological contradiction from
such a mess to cancel out the specific hadith of ‘A’i$ah’s marital age thus seems
dubious, especially given the conflicting consummation-ages—twelve, thirteen,

fourteen, fifteen, eighteen, nineteen, etc.—that could be inferred therefrom.

5T. 0. Shanavas, ‘The Myth of a Proverbial Wedding’, The Minaret: The Islamic Magazine, Volume 21,
Number 3 (1999), 21, col. 2.

6 Ibid., 22, col. 1.

7 E.g., Stephen ]J. Shoemaker, The Death of a Prophet: The End of Muhammad’s Life and the Beginnings
of Islam (Philadelphia, USA: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2012), 99-106.

8 See the references given in Ch. 1.



Moreover, Shanavas’ claim that no Madinans narrated this hadith is also ostensibly
wrong—in a few ’isndds we can find tradents such as Ibn Sihab al-Zuhri and Yahy4 b.
‘Abd al-Rahman b. Hatib.? Despite this overgeneralisation, Shanavas makes an
excellent point regarding the striking paucity of Madinans in the transmission of this
hadith, and his identification of HiSam—and specifically, HiSam in Iraq—as its
originator is plausible. Shanavas’ appeal to HiSam'’s senility as an explanation for the
genesis of this hadith is not very convincing, however; such “conditional appraisals”
within the biographical-dictionaries (‘X was reliable until Y occurred’) were often
retrospective attempts to rationalise perceived disparities in the quality of a given
tradent’s transmissions, rather than accurate historical memories of senility, etc.10
Shanavas’ reliance upon one such conditional appraisal (“when he was old, Hisham’s
memory suffered quite badly”) to account for the hadith in question is thus dubious—

especially given its salient propaganda value.l1

Gautier Juynboll (2007)

In his 2007 Encyclopedia of Canonical Hadith, Gautier Juynboll claimed that the
tradition of ‘A’i$ah’s marital age contained a kernel of historical truth, despite the

additions by various later tradents:

‘A’isha may also be assumed to have said (paraphrase):

e “The Prophet married me when I was six years old and he

consummated the marriage when I was nine”,

cf. Mz, XI, no. 15956, XII, nos. 16809, 16871, 16881, 17066, 17106, 17249,
17751 (kh, 63/44, m, 11, pp. 1038 f, d, s, q, Tay., no. 1454, IS VIII, pp. 40-3%,
Hum., no. 231, IH., VI, pp. 118, 280). ‘A’isha’s statement is transmitted in a
great variety of different wordings for which the early fugaha’ and their
respective PCLs may be held responsible. For a survey of these wordings,
see IS and m. In the MC dealing with ‘A’isha’s marriage to the Prophet there
is one tradition in which the month in which the marriage was concluded is
mentioned as Shawwal, see Thawri under no. 16355.12

9 These ascriptions are implausible (see chs. 2-3 of the present work), but Shanavas fails to
demonstrate this.

10 Eerik Dickinson, The Development of Early Sunnite Hadith Criticism: The Taqdima of Ibn Abi Hatim
al-Razi (240/854-327/938) (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV, 2001), 99.

11 See Chapter 3 of the present work.

12 Juynboll, Encyclopedia, 75.



Juynboll seems to have failed to consistently apply his own methodology here,!3 for
Hisam is the clear “common link” of this tradition—a parental “single strand” links him
to ‘A’i$ah, whilst the independent transmissions via the likes of al-’A‘ma$ and ’Abu
’Ishaq are clearly “dives”. Pace Juynboll himself, a straightforward Juynbollian analysis

should conclude that this tradition was put into circulation by HiSam.14

Muhammad Salih al-Munajjid (2009)

In a 2009 fatwd on ‘certainty regarding the age of the Mother of the Believers, ‘A’i$ah’
(published on his IslamQA website), the Salafite scholar Muhammad Salih al-
Munajjid—or someone under his general supervision—argued that the hadith of
‘A’iSah’s marital age is undeniably “sound” (sahih).15 After quoting a question from a
lay-believer concerning the age of ‘A’iSah at the time of her marriage, al-Munajjid (or

whoever) responded thus:

The determination of the age of ‘A’i$ah at the time of the engagement of the
Prophet to her at “six years”, and at the time of the marital consummation
with her at “nine years”, is not [open to] independent reasoning (ijtihad) for
the scholars to judge its correctness from its incorrectness. On the contrary,
it is a historical transmission solidly established by that which assures its
soundness and [makes a] necessity of assenting to it.16

Two broad arguments are then outlined by al-Munajjid to substantiate this claim, the
first comprising ten points and the second five points. The first is concerned with
establishing the authenticity of the marital-age hadith, and largely consists of citations

and descriptions of the different versions thereof:

13 See Chapter 1 of the present work.

14 Perhaps Juynboll was relying upon his unfalsifiable “sixth sense” in this instance: Gautier H. A.
Juynboll, ‘On the Origins of Arabic Prose: Reflections on Authenticity’, in Gautier H. A. Juynboll (ed.),
Studies on the First Century of Islamic Society (Carbondale & Edwardsville, USA: Southern Illinois
University Press, 1982), 174-175.

15 Muhammad Salih al-Munajjid et al., Q&A # 124483 (Tahgqiq fi ‘Umr ’Umm al-Mu’minin ‘A’isah ‘inda-
md tazawwaja-ha al-Nabiyy), IslamQA (31st/January/2009): https://islamqa.info/ar/124483.

16 Jpid. (my translation). For an alternative English translation, see id., Q&A # 124483 (‘Age of the
Mother of the Believers ‘Aa’ishah when the Prophet married her’), IslamQA (30%*/December/2013):
https://islamqa.info/en/124483.



1. This information derives from the explicit statement of no less than the subject
of the issue herself (gawl sahibat al-Sa’n nafsi-ha), ‘A’i$ah (rather than from the
speech of someone about her or the description of some historian or
traditionist), in an autobiographical hadith recorded by al-Bukari and Muslim.

2. This transmission (riwdyah) from ‘A’i$ah was transmitted in the soundest of
books after the Quran, namely, the collections of al-Bukari and Muslim.

3. This transmission (riwdyah) came from ‘A’i$ah from a number of transmission-
paths (turuq), and not from a single transmission-path, contrary to that which
is proclaimed by some of the ignorant—namely:
3.1.The famous transmission-path (al-tariq al-mashiirah) is that from the

transmission (riwayah) of HiSam b. ‘Urwah b. al-Zubayr, from his father
‘Urwah, from ‘A’isah; this is amongst the soundest of the transmissions
(min ‘asahh al-riwayat); ‘Urwah b. al-Zubayr was the most knowledgeable
of people concerning ‘A’i$ah, because she was his maternal aunt.

3.2. Another transmission-path (tariq) from the transmission (riwayah) of al-
Zuhrl, from ‘Urwah b. al-Zubayr, from “A’i$ah, is recorded by Muslim.

3.3. Another transmission-path (tariq) from the transmission (riwayah) of al-
’A‘mas, from ’Ibrahim, from al-’Aswad, from ‘A’i$ah, is transmitted by
Muslim.

3.4. Another transmission-path (tariq) from Muhammad b. ‘Amr, from Yahya b.
‘Abd al-Rahman b. Hatim, from ‘A’i$ah, is transmitted by ’Abu Dawid.

3.5. The contemporary Salafite scholar ’Abtu *Ishaq al-Huwayni has collected the
names of those who corroborated (al-mutabi‘in) ‘Urwah b. al-Zubayr, and
they were: al-’Aswad b. Yazid, and al-Qasim b. ‘Abd al-Rahman, and al-
Qasim b. Muhammad b. ’abi Bakr, and ‘Amrah bt. ‘Abd al-Rahman, and
Yahya b. ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Hatim.

3.6. Likewise, he collected the names of those who corroborate (al-mutabi‘in)
HiSam b. ‘Urwah in the transmission (riwayah) of this hadith, and they
were: Ibn Sihab al-Zuhri and ’Aba Hamzah Maymin, the mawld of ‘Urwah.

3.7.Then he named the transmitters from HiSam b. ‘Urwah amongst the people
of Madinah (at which point, al-Munajjid emphasises to the reader that this

hadith was amongst those transmitted by HiSam in Madinah as well), and
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they were: ’Abu al-Zinad ‘Abd Allah b. Dakwan, and his son ‘Abd al-Rahman
b.’abi al-Zinad, and ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad b. Yahya b. ‘Urwah.

3.8. And amongst the people of Makkah: Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah.

3.9. And Jarir b. ‘Abd al-Hamid al-Dabbi: from amongst the people of Rayy.

3.10. And amongst the people of Basrah: Hammad b. Salamah, and Hammad
b. Zayd, and Wuhayb b. Kalid, and others.

3.11. At this point, al-Munajjid directs the reader to two online video-lectures
by al-Huwayni on this subject, before clarifying that all of this enumeration
is necessary to repudiate the specious argumentation (Subhah) of some of
the ignorant, who argue that (1) HiSam b. ‘Urwah was alone in his
transmission and (2) that HiSam was senile in his old age. However, the
truth is that this accusation (tuhmah) was articulated by no-one but ’Abu
al-Hasan b. al-Qattan in his Bayan al-Wahm wa-al-’Iham, in which he was
mistaken.

3.12. al-Munajjid then quotes al-Dahabi from his Mizan to the effect that, even
though HiSam’s memory diminished somewhat in his old age, he never
become senile or confused (despite the report of Ibn al-Qattan to the
contrary).

. Likewise, the story of the marriage of the Prophet to ‘A’isah when she was nine

years old was transmitted by people other than ‘A’iSah, amongst those who

were her contemporaries (mimman “adrakii-ha) and were more knowledgeable
than others regarding her:

4.1.1bn Hanbal transmitted a hadith in his Musnad, from Muhammad b. Bisr,
from Muhammad b. ‘Amr, from ’Abu Salamah and Yahya, who narrated
about how Kawlah bt. Hakim advised the Prophet to marry ‘A’iSah—a
hadith including the elements about “A’i$ah’s age.

. This is what ‘A’isah related about herself, and the transmitters related it from

her; this was agreed upon by the historians who wrote biographies of ‘A’i$ah,

between which there is no disagreement concerning that. This matter was not
the object of independent reasoning (ijtihad), for, after a person has spoken
directly about themself (as ‘A’iSah did), there is no room for anyone’s

independent reasoning (ijtihad).



Thereafter, al-Munajjid (or whoever) proceeds to cite indirect, chronological evidence
to support this hadith (i.e., reports or statements about ‘A’i$ah birth-date, death-date,
and age at death that are consistent with the hadith), thereby inverting the common
strategy employed by Muslim skeptics of the same hadith.

Some of al-Munajjid (or whoever)’s argumentation is particularly weak—for
example, he cherry-picks the quote from al-Dahabi in which he rationalises or excuses
HiSam's senility, downplaying numerous contrary reports recorded elsewhere by both
al-Dahabi and Ibn Hajar. Additionally, in citing expedient reports and statements about
‘A’i$ah’s birth-date, death-date, and age at death in the (mostly late) “historical
sources”, al-Munajjid (or whoever) is simply begging the question against skeptics:
such reports and statements are consistent with having been generated or
contaminated by precisely the marital-age hadith, and thus cannot simply be assumed
to be independent corroboration therefor. Such a suspicion is supported by recent
scholarship on the provenance of biographical data in rijal works, which suggests that
the birth-dates, death-dates, and ages of early figures were actually inferred from
’isnads, rather constituting some kind of independent set of information with which to
evaluate ’isnads.1”

In general, however, al-Munajjid makes a good point: contrary to the criticisms of
some Muslim modernists and progressives (who wrongly assume that the ’isnads of
this hadith all converge upon HiSam), the marital-age hadith is supported by more than
four independent ’isnads and is thus at least mashiir, if not mutawatir. It is difficult to
see how anyone taking a sanguine approach to Hadith and other early Islamic sources
could resist such evidence—only a skeptic invoking some kind of Schachtian spread of
’isnads is in any position to reasonably differ with al-Munajjid on this matter and

overcome his objections.

Hussein Abdul-Raof (2012)

In his 2012 monograph Theological Approaches to Qur'anic Exegesis, Hussein Abdul-

Raof reiterated the common appeal to chronological discrepancies described above,

17 See the references given in the section on Brown’s criticism of Juynboll in ch. 1 of the present work.
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arguing that ‘A’isah may have actually been engaged at age fourteen and married at age
eighteen.1® Furthermore, Abdul-Raof is seemingly under the impression the hadith of
‘A’isah’s marital age was exclusively transmitted via HiSam, and adduced the
aforementioned biographical reports alleging his unreliability after he moved from
Madinah to Iraq. Abdul-Raof also notes the seeming absence of Madinan tradents in
the hadith, and the telling absence of the hadith from the Muwatta’ of Malik.1® That
said, Abdul-Raof ends by citing a counter-opinion affirming HiSam'’s reliability,

rendering his stance on the hadith’s authenticity somewhat ambiguous.20

Salah al-Din al-’Idlib1 (2013)

In 2013, the Sunni theologian and traditionist Salah al-Din b. ’Ahmad al-’Idlibi argued
that the hadith-tradition of ‘A’i$ah’s marital age—exemplified in the versions recorded
by al-Bukari, Muslim, and Ibn Hanbal—does not contain a genuine historical memory,
insofar as her age is concerned.?! His analysis was nuanced: al-’Idlibl acknowledged
that the ’isnads underpinning these hadiths are sahih (per traditional Islamic
scholarship), and rejects the erroneous charge that HiSam alone transmitted
(tafarrada) it.2? Instead, he argued that the hadith contradicts a chronology inferable
from various other reports, which imply that ‘A’iSah was married at age fourteen and
cohabited at age eighteen. Consequently, al-’Idlibi concluded that the matns of the
marital-age hadith contain an error (wahm), which he attributes to the potential

forgetfulness (nisyan) of ‘A’i$ah herself, in her old age.23 In short, the hadith is sahih in

18 Hussein Abdul-Raof, Theological Approaches to Qur'anic Exegesis: A Practical Comparative-
Contrastive Analysis (Abingdon, UK: Routledge, 2012), 215-217.

19 Ibid., 217.

20 Jpid.

21 Salah al-Din b. ’Ahmad al-’Idlibi, ‘Umr al-Sayyidah A’iSah Yawm al-‘Aqd wa-Yawm al-Zawdj (first
published online in 2013, then updated in 2014, then again in 2015), available online:
http://shanfaraa.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/07 /Hadith-on-age-of-Aisha.pdf. For a summary of
the history and context of this essay, and a translation as well, see Arnold Yasin Mol, ‘Aisha (ra): The
Case for an Older Age in Sunni Hadith Scholarship’, Yageen (3r4/October/2018):
https://app.yaqeen.io/arnold-yasin-mol/aisha-ra-the-case-for-an-older-age-in-sunni-hadith-
scholarship.

22°1dlib1, ‘Umr al-Sayyidah ‘A’isah, p. 2.

23 Ibid., pp. 5-6.

10



terms of transmission but §add in terms of content, because it conflicts with established
historical evidence (li-I-qara’in al-ta’rikiyyah al-tabitah).2

As noted already, the chronology of the sirah and related material is notoriously
incoherent and spurious, and the criticisms above apply here also. As for his internal
analysis of the hadith in question, al-’Idlibi was constrained by his trust in ’isnads: in
the absence of the Schachtian notion of spreading ’isnads, he was forced to conclude

that the hadith—with its multiple, seemingly-independent ’isnads—must derive from

‘A’iSah herself and, hence, that the erroneous content therein must originate with her.

Asma Afsaruddin (2013)

In her 2013 article “A’isha bt. Abi Bakr’ in the third edition of Brill’s Encyclopaedia of
Islam, Asma Afsaruddin seems to imply that the dominant version of the marital-age
hadith is erroneous, and that ‘A’i$ah was actually engaged at age nine and cohabited at

age twelve:

‘A’isha entered the prophet Muhammad’s home as his wife about three
years before the hijra (migration) to Medina, when she was around six or
seven years of age, according to most sources. She had previously been
promised in marriage to a young relative of hers named Jubayr b. Mut‘im,
whose family was still pagan. When the prophet Muhammad, through the
good offices of his aunt Khawla bt. Hakim, expressed interest in ‘A’isha after
the death of his wife Khadija, in 619, Abu Bakr consulted with the boy’s
family. By that time, Jubayr’s parents were against the idea of their son
marrying into a Muslim family and the engagement fell through. ‘A’isha’s
marriage to the Prophet was not consummated until approximately three
years later, when she was either nine or ten years old, as the majority of
sources report (Ibn Sa‘d, 8:58-62; Ibn Hajar al-‘Asqalani, 8:139). However,
according to the chronology of Ibn Khallikan (d. 681/1282) she would have
been nine at her marriage and twelve at its consummation (Wafayat al-
a‘yan, 3:16), a chronology also supported by a report from Hisham b. ‘Urwa
recorded by Ibn Sa‘d (d. 230/845; al-Tabagat, 8:61).25

24 Ipid., p. 6.

25 Asma Afsaruddin, “A’isha bt. Abi Bakr’, in Kate Fleet, Gudrun Krimer, Denis Matringe, John Nawas,
Everett Rowson, et al. (eds.), Encyclopaedia of Islam, THREE (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill
NV, 2007-present), online.
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Afsaruddin offers two pieces of evidence for this possible revision, although neither
are particularly convincing in and of themselves: an alternative chronology inferred
from a late source (see above), and a single version that contradicts nearly all other

versions of the hadith.

Jonathan Brown (2015)

In a 2015 interview with Ernie Rea on the BBC, Jonathan Brown predicted that a
Motzkian ’isndd-cum-matn analysis of the hadith of ‘A’i$ah’s marital age would likely

demonstrate the authenticity of the historical memory contained therein:

Brown: “I think it's an authentic report - in fact, I think the scholar
whose work does represent the state of the field in Western scholarship on
hadith—the German scholar Harald Motzki—if you were to take his
methods of dating hadiths, I think you could date that report of Aisha back
to actually about the time of Aisha.”

Rea: “A contemporary report, you're saying?”

Brown: “Yeah, I think that’s accurate. I think even from a non-Muslim
perspective it’s a good argument that that goes back to Aisha.”26

In a more recent (2018) online address, Brown asserts that this hadith is “incredibly
widely transmitted,” and also implies that no plausible “agenda” for fabricating such a
hadith is discernible. Brown further asserts that even if HiSam (the common link) is
discounted, a “sahih isnad” still remains (via al-Zuhri instead). Finally, Brown claimed
that “all” of the “variant matns” of this tradition “perfectly” line up with “specific

isnads,”?7 and subsequently elaborated:

Given the massive evidence for a common link and the perfect distribution
of matn variances along isnad variances, I think using Motzki's isnad-cum-
matn analysis would conclude that, even for Western scholars using the
historical critical method, this report could be dated back to the late 600's
CE - to Aisha's own lifetime.28

26 Jonathan A. C. Brown, interview with Ernie Rea ‘Hadith’, Beyond Belief, on BBC Radio 4
(29t /June/2015): http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b06084kv.

27 Jonathan A. C. Brown, published as a public comment on his Facebook webpage
(9th/August/2018): https://www.facebook.com/jonathanacbrown/posts/10156584464609850.

28 Jd, published as a public comment on his Facebook webpage (10t/August/2018):
https://www.facebook.com/jonathanacbrown/posts/10156584464609850?comment_id=101565857
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This is precisely the task undertaken in Chapter 2 of the present work, where Brown's
prediction is put to the test. On the basis of the ’isnad-cum-matn analysis undertaken
therein, it looks as though Brown’s prediction was wrong: the results indicate that the
marital-age hadith cannot be reconstructed as far back as her primary student ‘Urwah,
nor his student al-Zuhrl. The reconstruction ostensibly terminates at HiSam, two

generations after ‘A’iSah.

Yasmin Amin (2016)

In a paper presented at the 2016 BRAIS Conference in London, Yasmin Amin argues—
in a similar vein to Shanavas—that the hadith of ‘A’i$ah’s marital age is dubious; on the
basis of a conflicting chronology inferable from reports recorded in certain “Islamic
history books, Sira works, and biographical dictionaries”, Amin concludes that ‘A’i$ah
“was at least nineteen years old at the time of her marriage.”2° In addition to these
external chronological considerations, Amin supersedes Shanavas in identifying Iraq
as the place where Hisam created this hadith: beyond the reports concerning Hisam's
unreliability and senility in Iraq, Amin also identified the Iragian background of most
of his tradents, the dubious reputations of some among them, and, perhaps most
striking of all, the absence of this hadith in the earliest Madinan collections (such as
the Kitab al-Magazi of Ibn ’Ishaq, the Muwatta’ of Malik, and the Kitab al-Magazi of al-
Waqidi).30 In explaining the genesis of this hadith, Amin initially suggested a scribal
error and a consequent scribal rationalisation, in conjunction with her other

arguments about ‘A’i$ah’s true marital age.3!

90664850&reply_comment_id=10156585915604850&comment_tracking=%7B%22tn%22%3A%22R
9%22%7D.

29 Yasmin Amin, ‘Age is just a number or is it? ‘A’isha’s age between Hadith and History’ - paper
presented at the Third Annual Conference of the British Association for Islamic Studies, Panel 3:
Historical and Literary Approaches to Hadith, the British Association for Islamic Studies, London
(11t/April/2016), 1.

30 Ibid., 2-3. In addition to her paper and presentation, Amin has elaborated her views to me via
private correspondence (beginning in November of 2017).

31 Ibid., 9.
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In addition to this hypothesis, Amin has suggested a tentative alternative: given
certain indications of nine as the ideal marital age within Zoroastrian culture,3? and
given the ex-Sasanid character of Iraq and the Persian backgrounds of many of the
Iragian tradents of the hadith in question, it is possible that ‘A’i$ah’s marital age was
revised to conform to a lingering Zoroastrian or Persian tradition. On this view, the
fabricator of the hadith was either a paid-off HiSam or one of the Persian tradents.33

A drawback of Amin’s initial research was her small sample size: her analysis of the
Yisndads of the hadith of “A’i$ah’s marital age was limited to a handful of versions
recorded by al-Bukari, in which dives around HiSam—and their telling provisional
provenance—cannot be detected. Amin’s appeals to the chronology of the sirah and
HiSam'’s failing memory are also questionable (given the reservations outlined above),
but her other points are extremely prescient: the near-total predomination of Iragian
tradents below Hisam is striking and, together with the silence of the earliest Madinan
collections, certainly suggests an Iraqian provenance for the hadith. In this respect,
Amin’s conclusions—and to some degree, those of Shanavas and Abdul-Raof—find
dramatic confirmation in my own research. [ differ principally in my explanation of the
motive or cause behind HiSam'’s creation, which I now see as sectarian (i.e., proto-Sunni,
anti-S17 propaganda) rather than cultural (i.e., some kind of Persian or Zoroastrian

influence).34

J.]. Little (2016 ff.)

For several years, | have been considering the possibility that the hadith of ‘A’i$ah’s

marital age might be inauthentic. This hypothesis was explored more formally in my

Masters dissertation at the University of Oxford (2016-2018), in which I initially

32 Touraj Daryaee, Sasanian Persia: The Rise and Fall of an Empire (London, UK: I. B. Tauris & Co. Ltd.,
2009), 60; also see Carolyn G. Baugh, Minor Marriage in Early Islamic Law (Leiden, the Netherlands:
Koninklijke Brill NV, 2017), 28-29.

33 This hypothesis was conveyed to me via personal correspondence (in November of 2017).

34 The main problem with this hypothesis is the fact that HiSam—the proposed originator of the
hadith in question—was not a mawld with a Persian or Zoroastrian heritage, and although Amin
suggests the possibility that he was commissioned to fabricate the hadith by some unknown agent intent
on formally integrating their indigenous customs and ideals into Islam, I am not aware of any evidence
that HiSam was buyable in this way. Still, there may be a version of this idea—as an influence on HiSam
rather than a motive per se—that is salvageable; see Chapter 3 of the present work.
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posited a Madinan and Zubayrid context for the hadith’s creation, with Hisam, al-Zuhrf,
and their master (and father, in the case of the former) ‘Urwah. My reasoning ran as
follows.

Early Muslim political claimants in the first and second fitnahs seem to have derived
legitimacy from their female familial connections to Muhammad—and ‘Abd Allah b. al-
Zubayr, nephew of ‘A’i$ah and leader of the Zubayrid faction in the second fitnah, was
no exception. Thus, it seems likely that the Zubayrids would have been under pressure,
or were at least incentivised, to emphasise the importance of ‘A’i$ah to bolster the
Zubayrid cause—and, given that they were wont to fabricate or interpolate reports in
their favour, it is plausible that they did so in this regard also. This could explain the
initial appearance of reports about the uniqueness of ‘A’iSah and her status as the
favourite wife of the Prophet. On this view, one of the ways that these propagandists
emphasised the specialness of “A’i§ah was by trumpeting her distinctive status as
Muhammad’s only virgin wife—an emphasis that would have been accentuated by the
circulation of reports concerning her young marital age. It is thus unsurprising that the
hadith in question is associated overwhelmingly with a locus of Zubayrid tradents—
namely, HiSam and his father ‘Urwabh, the latter of whom was the brother of ‘Abd Allah
and the nephew of ‘A’i$ah.35

In November of 2017, however, I was swayed by Amin’s argument for an Iragian
provenance, rather than a Madinan one, or in other words: the hadith was probably
created by HisSam in early Abbasid Iraq, not ‘Urwah in Zubayrid Madinah. This poses a
problem of relevancy for my initial Zubayrid hypothesis. The need for a hadith like this
would have been greatest during the Zubayrid rebellion, which ended when Hisam was
still a child—it would make more sense coming from ‘Urwah in Madinah under the
Zubayrids, rather than HiSam in Iraq under the Abbasids. That said, there is a
precedent for the fabrication of pro-Zubayrid hadiths by later sympathisers, i.e., “later
attempts to redeem the memory of their lost cause as a just one.”36 On the other hand,
Hisam’s hadith is somewhat indirect for such a cause—this does not preclude a pro-
Zubayrid motive, but it does seem less plausible in the light of the hadith’s more direct

utility for legitimising ‘A’iSah in her own right. In other words, the intended pro-

35 For more on all of this see, see Chapter 3 of the present work.

36 Mehdy Shaddel, “Abd Allah ibn al-Zubayr and the Mahdi: Between propaganda and historical
memory in the Second Civil War’, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, Volume 80,
Number 1 (2017), 1.
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Zubayrid message or implications of this ‘A’i$ah-validating hadith would only be
immediately obvious during the Zubayrid rebellion, i.e., a rebellion led by ‘A’iSah’s
family. By contrast, who by the Abbasid period would connect the dots between ‘A’iah
being good with the Zubayrids being good by association? And if the connection would
no longer be obvious, why then would someone fabricate this hadith for that purpose?
If the marital-age hadith indeed originated with HiSam in Abbasid-era Iraq (as opposed
to originating with ‘Urwah in Zubayrid-era Hijaz), then a retrospective Abbasid-era

pro-Zubayrid political motive seems like a stretch.

Once again, there are many others who have commented upon this issue—but since
they tend to repeat points already raised by those cited already, I have opted, for the

sake of brevity, to omit them.

Outline of the Present Work

The present work explores the origins and development of the marital-age hadith
through six chapters: firstly, a preliminary summary of the relevant methodological
debates in Hadith Studies, culminating in a defence of at least a version of the ’isnad-
cum-matn analysis; secondly, a comprehensive ‘isnad-cum-matn analysis of the
hadith, including a systematic reconstruction of its earlier redactions and an
identification of those responsible therefor; thirdly, a combined form-critical,
geographical, and historical-critical analysis of the origins of the hadith, identifying its
probable provenance in the sectarian milieu of mid-8th-Century Iraq; fourthly, a
summary of the hadith’s spread and diversification across the Abbasid Caliphate,
accounting for the provenance of all of the extant versions thereof; fifthly, a summary
of the hadith’s reception by Sunni Hadith scholars, including both criticisms of some
versions thereof and its overall achievement of canonical status; and sixthly, a
summary of the broader implications of all of this research for both the modern
methods and debates in Hadith Studies, on the one hand, and early Islamic history and

the development of Hadith, on the other.
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Chapter 1: Methods & Debates

That Hadith are unreliable—that any given matn cannot be taken at face value as an
accurate datum from the 1st Islamic Century, and that any given ’isnad cannot be taken
at face value as an accurate record of a matn’s provenance—cannot be seriously
contested, for multiple reasons. Firstly, there is an overwhelming prior probability
based upon the ubiquity of fabrication and pseudepigraphy in Late Antique and
Mediaeval religio-historical (pagan, Jewish, and Christian) ascriptions.3? Secondly,
there is the high frequency of contradictions within the Hadith corpus,3® which
necessitates the occurrence of a huge amount of fabrication, interpolation, and/or
mutation and, therefore, skepticism towards any given hadith.3° Thirdly, there is the
ubiquity of fabrication and interpolation—both reported and demonstrable—in the
Hadith corpus,*® which again casts doubt upon the rest of the corpus.#! Fourthly, there
is the rapid, extreme mutation and growth of reports that evidently took place over the
course of a century or more of oral transmission,*? which means that any given matn—
regardless of the ’isnad—is likely at best heavily distorted and at worst obliterated

beyond its original form.#3 Fifthly, there is the belated emergence of Hadith as a genre

37 For this point (at least applied to early Islamic epistles), see Michael A. Cook, Early Muslim Dogma:
A Source-critical Study (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1981), 51. For the prior probability
in question, see Richard C. Carrier, On the Historicity of Jesus: Why We Might Have Reason to Doubt
(Sheffield, UK: Sheffield Phoenix Press, 2014), 214 ff.

38 E.g., Ignaz Goldziher (ed. Samuel M. Stern and trans. Christa R. Barber & Samuel M. Stern), Muslim
Studies, Volume 2 (Albany, USA: State University Press of New York, 1971), passim.

39 For this point, see Christopher Melchert, ‘The Life and Works of al-Nasa’T’, Journal of Semitic Studies,
Volume 59, Issue 2 (2014), 406, n. 130.

40 For some examples, see: Goldziher (trans. Barber & Stern), Muslim Studies, 11, passim; Schacht,
Origins, passim; Gautier H. A. Juynboll, Muslim tradition: Studies in chronology, provenance and
authorship of early hadith (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1983), passim. Also see the
section on Motzki’s criticism of Cook, below.

41 For this point, see: Schacht, Origins, 149; Patricia Crone, Roman, provincial and Islamic law: The
origins of the Islamic patronate (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1987), 33; Shoemaker, The
Death of a Prophet, 300, n. 56.

42 For the mutation in question, see especially: Patricia Crone, Slaves on Horses: The Evolution of the
Islamic Polity (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1980), ch. 1; ead., Roman, provincial and
Islamic law, 31-33; ead., Meccan Trade, esp. ch. 9; ead., ‘Muhammad and the origins of Islam. By F. E.
Peters’, Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland, Volume 5, Issue 2 (1995), 270-
271; Hiroyuki Yanagihashi, Studies in Legal Hadith (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV, 2019),
passim. Also see Hawting, ‘Harald Motzki: Die Anfdnge der islamischen Jurisprudenz’, 142, and Daniel
Brown, Rethinking Tradition in Modern Islamic Thought (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press,
1996), 87 ff.

43 For this point, see Cook, Muhammad, 67, but much more forcefully argued in Crone, Roman,
provincial, and Islamic law, 31-34, and ead. Medieval Islamic Political Thought (Edinburgh, UK:
Edinburgh University Press, 2004), 126, n. 3. For a similar point, see Robert G. Hoyland, ‘Writing the
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and corpus, largely during the 8th and 9th Centuries CE, which straightforwardly
precludes the authenticity of most ascriptions to the 7th Century CE.#4 This chronology
is the core of what we can call the Revisionist model of Hadith development (along with
the premise that Hadith underwent a process of progressive retrojection, from
Followers, to Companions, to the Prophet), which is inferable from and corroborated
by multiple, independent points of evidence, including: dissonant reports attesting to
early, generic notions of sunnah (as opposed to a specifically Prophetical one), and
early, vague notions of Prophetical sunnah (as opposed to one concretely embodied by
Hadith); dissonant reports attesting to the origins of the ’isnad during the second
fitnah, and the spread and generalisation of the ’isnad and Hadith during the middle of
the 8th Century CE; the suspicious abundance of early long-lived tradents (which
makes sense in light of the belated rise of ’isnads); the fact that most of the earliest
“common links” operated during the 8th Century CE (which makes sense in light of the
belated rise of ’isnads); the scarcity of Hadith in the earliest Islamic documents; the
ascription-pattern of early Islamic epistles (which are almost all attributed to
Followers, just as this model predicts); the reported and inferable massive growth of
Hadith during the 8th and 9th Centuries CE; the inferable and observable belated use
of Hadith, and especially Prophetical Hadith, in early Islamic jurisprudence; the
relative paucity of Prophetical Hadith in the earliest Hadith collections, versus their
numerousness in the later Hadith collections; and the existence of both non-
Prophetical and Prophetical versions of the same hadiths.*>

These general conclusions are primarily the result of the work of Ignaz Goldziher,
Joseph Schacht, Gautier Juynboll, Michael Cook, and Patricia Crone, although many
others have contributed relevant evidence therefor. For all of these reasons (and

indeed, for any one of them), skepticism obtains: any given matn was likely created

Biography of the Prophet Muhammad: Problems and Solutions’, History Compass, Volume 5, Number 2
(2007), 587.

44 For this point, see Michael A. Cook, ‘Eschatology and the Dating of Traditions’, Princeton Papers in
Near Eastern Studies, Volume 1 (1992), 24, and Andrew L. Rippin, ‘Tafsir Ibn ‘Abbas and criteria for
dating early tafsir texts’, Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam, Volume 18, Number 2 (1994), 61. Also
see the section on ‘The relationship between CLs and their hadiths’, below.

45 E.g.,, Schacht, Origins, passim; Cook, Early Muslim Dogma, passim; Juynboll, Muslim tradition, esp.
ch. 1; Patricia Crone & Martin Hinds, God’s Caliph: Religious authority in the first centuries of Islam
(Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1986), ch. 5; Gautier H. A. Juynboll, Studies on the Origins
and Uses of Islamic Hadith (Aldershot, UK: Variorum, 1996); Pavel Pavlovitch, ‘The Origin of the Isnad
and al-Mukhtar b. Abi ‘Ubayd’s Revolt in Kifa (66-7/685-7)’, al-Qantara, Volume 39, Number 1 (2018),
17-48.
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long after the relevant events and/or distorted in the course of transmission, and any
given ’isnad was likely created long after anyone could remember the actual
transmission-history of the matn in question.

There was quite a range of specific mechanisms or processes involved in the creation
and alteration of Hadith, which are often attested even in traditional Islamic
scholarship. The matns of hadiths were variously: crafted by oral storytellers and
preachers—who valued education, edification, and entertainment above all else—
from a common stock of material (and reformulated through successive retellings)#6;
inferred into the mouths of early authorities by later jurists, theologians, and exegetes
(and updated in the same way according to changing doctrines and understandings)*’;
speculated into being, or created through honest guesswork#8; formulated by sectaries,

regionalists, and others as symbolic or ideal expressions of correct doctrine (i.e., as a

46 See Cook, Muhammad, 66-67; Juynboll, Muslim tradition, 11-14, 17, 23, 74; Crone, Meccan Trade,
esp. ch. 9; Andrew L. Rippin, ‘The Function of Asbab al-Nuziil in Qur’anic Exegesis’, Bulletin of the School
of Oriental and African Studies, Volume 51, Issue 1 (1988), 19; Crone, “Two legal problems’, 13-20; Gregor
Schoeler (ed. James E. Montgomery & trans. Uwe Vagelpohl), The Biography of Muhammad: Nature and
Authenticity (New York, USA: Routledge, 2011 [originally published in 1996]), 12 and ch. 2, esp. 74, 79;
Harald Motzki, ‘The Origins of Muslim Exegesis. A Debate’, in Harald Motzki, Analysing Muslim
Traditions: Studies in Legal, Exegetical and Maghazi Hadith (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill
NV, 2010), 265-266; Robert G. Hoyland, ‘History, fiction and authorship in the first centuries of Islam’,
in Julia Bray (ed.), Writing and Representation in Medieval Islam: Muslim horizons (Abingdon, UK:
Routledge, 2006), 31-32; Andreas Gorke, Harald Motzki, & Gregor Schoeler, ‘First Century Sources for
the Life of Muhammad? A Debate’, Der Islam, Volume 89, Issue 1-2 (2012), 28-29; Andrew G. Bannister,
An Oral-Formulaic Study of the Qur’an (Lanham, USA: Lexington Books, 2014), 45-46, 60 (n. 19); Andreas
Gorke, ‘Authorship in the Sira literature’, in Lale Behzadi & Jaakko Hameen-Anttila (eds.), Concepts of
Authorship in Pre-Modern Arabic Texts (Bamberg, Germany: University of Bamberg Press, 2015), 84; id.,
‘Between History and Exegesis: The Origins and Transformation of the Story of Muhammad and Zaynab
bt Gah§',Arabica, Volume 65, Issue 1-2 (2018), 36, 62; Harald Motzki, ‘Historical-Critical Research of the
Sira of the Prophet Muhammad: What Do We Stand to Gain?’, in Josephine van den Bent, Floris van den
Eijnde, & Johan Weststeijn (ed.), Late Antique Responses to the Arab Conquests (Leiden, the Netherlands:
Koninklijke Brill NV, 2022), 83. Likewise, Neal Robinson suggested (in his lecture ‘Muhammad, "The
Prophet like Moses", and the editing of the Qur'an’, presented at the Oriental Institute, University of
Oxford, on the 23 of October, 2018) that the storytellers were responsible not just for most of the sirah,
but for much of the Sunni Hadith canon (including the Sahihayn). There has been a tendency to equate
these storytellers with the qussas of later Islamic memory, but this is clearly a mistake, since the qussas
were not storytellers per se; cf. Lyall R. Armstrong, The Qussds of Early Islam (Leiden, the Netherlands:
Koninklijke Brill NV, 2017), passim.

47 See Goldziher (trans. Barber & Stern), Muslim Studies, 11, 56; James Robson, ‘The Isnad in Muslim
Tradition’, in Harald Motzki (ed.), Hadith: Origins and Development (Aldershot, UK: Ashgate Variorum,
2004), 166/18 (citing Caetani); id., ‘Ibn Ishaq’s use of the Isnad’, Bulletin of the John Rylands Library,
Volume 38, Issue 2 (1956), 449; Harris Birkeland, Old Muslim Opposition against Interpretation of the
Koran (Oslo, Norway: [ Komrnisjon Hos Jacob Dybwad, 1955), 37; Crone, Roman, provincial, and Islamic
law, 33; Herbert Berg, The Development of Exegesis in Early Islam: The Authenticity of Muslim Literature
from the Formative Period (Richmond, UK: Curzon Press, 2000), 213; Wael B. Hallaqg, The Origins and
Evolution of Islamic Law (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 78; A. Kevin Reinhart,
‘Juynbolliana, Gradualism, the Big Bang, and Hadith Study in the Twenty-First Century’, Journal of the
American Oriental Society, Volume 130, Number 3 (2010), 422; Yanagihashi, Studies, passim.

48 This was explicitly proposed by Robinson in his aforementioned 2018 presentation.
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kind of convention)*?; and (mendaciously) fabricated and interpolated by
propagandists and apologists for all manner of political, sectarian, regional, and other
causes (whether for personal gain or the greater good).> Meanwhile, the ’isnads for
these matns were variously: inferred into being (for example, on the basis of sectarian
or regional scholarly lineages, or on the basis of family genealogies)>!; produced
through simple guesswork or speculation (i.e., based on what might or could have
happened)>?; articulated as symbolic or ideal expressions of the communal or scholarly
lineage for correct doctrines (especially along sectarian or regional lines)>3; and
(mendaciously) fabricated for all manner of reasons—to defend a school, sect, or the
like; to attack another school, sect, or the like; to provide the fabricator with a shorter
’isnad; to bolster an existing matn or corroborate an existing ’isnad; to justify a revised
or corrected matn; to provide the fabricator with a novel ’isnad; and so on.>* Existing
’isnads were also altered or interpolated, whether through dishonesty, inference, or
some other process: skipping contemporaneous sources in favour of directly citing the
sources of these sources, or even older sources; omitting or dropping undesirable
tradents, or replacing them with suitable alternatives; adding tradents in order to
bridge gaps in transmission, or to supplant the initial source with an even earlier
source; and so on.>>

The relative weight of these various processes or mechanisms is still up for debate,
but the general falsity of Hadith entails that some combination thereof—or something
like them—must have been at play in the formation of the extant corpus during the 8th

and 9th Centuries CE. Regardless, skepticism obtains regarding Hadith: as it stands,

49 See Goldziher (trans. Barber & Stern), Muslim Studies, 11, 55-56; Schacht, ‘Revaluation’, 146;
Birkeland, Old Muslim Opposition, 37; Berg, ‘Ibn ‘Abbas in ‘Abbasid-Era Tafsir’, in Montgomery (ed.),
‘Abbasid Studies, 132 (citing Gilliot); Rippin, ‘The Search for Tuwa’, in Segovia & Lourié (eds.), The
Coming of the Comforter, 410; Jonathan A. C. Brown, Hadith: Muhammad'’s Legacy in the Medieval and
Modern World, 2nd ed. (Oxford, UK: Oneworld Academic, 2018), 76.

50 See especially Goldziher (trans. Barber & Stern), Muslim Studies, 11, passim, and Schacht, Origins,
passim.

51 See Caetani, Robson, Birkeland, Berg, and Reinhart, cited above. Also see Schoeler (trans.
Vagelpohl), The Biography of Muhammad, 67, and Gorke et al., ‘First Century Sources’, 28.

52 This is already plausibly encompassed in Robinson’s proposal, but for a more explicit statement to
this effect, see Harald Motzki (trans. Frank Griffel & Paul Hardy), ‘Whither Hadith Studies?’, in Harald
Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions: Studies in Legal, Exegetical and Maghazi Hadith (Leiden, the
Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV, 2010), 52.

53 This seems like a corollary of what was mentioned or suggested above by Goldziher, Schacht, and
Brown, and comes across strongly in Birkeland and Berg (in his summary of Gilliot).

54 Schacht, Origins, passim; Cook, Early Muslim Dogma, ch. 11; Crone, Roman, provincial, and Islamic
law, 23 ff.,; Juynboll, Encyclopedia, intro.

55 See Schacht, Cook, Crone, and Juynboll, cited above.
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any given hadith (sahih or otherwise) should be presumed to be inauthentic or
unreliable, until the contrary can be demonstrated.

Can the contrary ever be demonstrated? Of course. The Criterion of Dissimilarity
has always been used even by skeptics of Hadith to identify early or archaic material
preserved in some matns (regardless of their ‘isnads),>® as have early, independent,
corroborating non-Muslim sources.’” But absent archaic-looking matns or
independent corroboration (both of which are rare), is there any way to establish that
a given hadith predates the time of the earliest extant collection in which it appears?
In particular, can ’isnads be used, in any way, to date hadiths? Again, the answer is

obviously yes: skeptics have long used ’isnads to date Hadith, in the following ways.

Dating by Ascription Type

It is not uncommon, when one encounters a doctrine expressed in a Prophetical hadith,
to find the same doctrine expressed in a Companion hadith and/or a Follower hadith
as well. In many instances, the matn (or a key wording therein) is the same, and
sometimes, even the ’isnad is the same—the only difference being the level at which
the ’isnad stops (i.e., with a Follower, or a Companion, or the Prophet). In other words,
it is common to find the same doctrines, and even the same hadiths, with differing
levels of ascription.>8

There are two ways to explain this phenomenon: either the hadiths are all genuine,
with Followers expressing views and phrases inherited from the Companions, and

Companions expressing views and phrases inherited from the Prophet, with instances

56 For example, concerning the Sahifat Yatrib, see: Patricia Crone & Michael A. Cook, Hagarism: The
making of the Islamic world (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1977), 7; Crone, Slaves on
Horses, 7; ead., Roman, provincial and Islamic law, 32. For another example, concerning archaic notions
of hijrah, see ead., “The First-Century Concept of Higra’, Arabica, Tome 41, Issue 3 (1994), 352-387. For
a final example (employing the Criterion of Embarrassment in particular), concerning early failed
prophecies, see Shoemaker, The Death of a Prophet, 172-176.

57 Crone & Cook, Hagarism, ch. 1; Cook, Muhammad, 73-74; Crone, Slaves on Horses, ch. 1; etc.

58 E.g., Goldziher (trans. Barber & Stern), Muslim Studies, 11, 148-149 (incl. n. 3); Schacht,
‘Revaluation’, 147; id., Origins, passim; Cook, Early Muslim Dogma, ch. 11; Juynboll, Muslim tradition,
passim; Cook, ‘Magian Cheese’, passim; Crone, Roman, provincial and Islamic law, 29, 124 (nn. 67-68);
Juynboll, ‘Islam’s first fugaha”, passim; Melchert, ‘Basra and Kufa’, in Sadeghi et al. (eds.), Islamic
Cultures, Islamic Contexts, 178; Gorke, ‘Authorship in the Sira literature’, in Behzadi & Himeen-Anttila
(eds.), Concepts of Authorship in Pre-Modern Arabic Texts, 73. Also see the numerous examples exposed
by the ICMA, cited below.
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of each having been preserved; or else doctrines and even specific wordings have
undergone multiple retrojections back to different levels of authority.

Various debates have arisen over this issue,> but these can be bypassed by simply
reiterating the relevant established background knowledge on the evolution of Hadith
types and then applying the Criterion of Dissimilarity. Firstly, our background
knowledge: Hadith are absent from the earliest Islamic epistles and other plausible
Umayyad-era ascriptions, where only Quranic citations and vague invocations of
sunnah predominate; Follower Hadith overwhelmingly predominate in figh and
collections from the middle of the 8th Century CE; Companion Hadith predominate in
figh at the turn of the 9th Century CE; and Prophetical Hadith overwhelmingly
predominate in figh and collections from the 9th Century CE onwards.®® Moreover, the
prioritisation of Prophetical Hadith over all other types of as a source of doctrine was
formalised in the legal theory of al-SafiT (d. 204/820), which became generalised
rapidly over the course of the 9th Century CE.®! In other words, the citational patterns
of Hadith in the 8th and 9th Centuries CE reveal a broad tendency in terms of
preference, from Follower Hadith, to Companion Hadith, to Prophetical Hadith.
Moreover, in conjunction with the initial absence of Hadith altogether, this is
consistent with the successive emergence (i.e., creation) of Hadith types, or in other
words, the progressive retrojection of Hadith—first to Followers, then to Companions,
then to the Prophet, as a general tendency.62

With all of that in mind, we can now turn to the Criterion of Dissimilarity, which is a
staple of modern historical research. The principle is simple: a report that clashes with
the orthodoxy or standards of the preservers or collectors of the report is unlikely to

have been created by them—for, had they created it, they probably would have done

59 E.g., Harald Motzki (trans. Marion H. Katz), The Origins of Islamic Jurisprudence: Meccan Figh before
the Classical Schools (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV, 2002), 18-22; Uri Rubin, The Eye of
the Beholder: The life of Muhammad as viewed by the early Muslims: A Textual Analysis (Princeton, USA:
The Darwin Press, Inc., 1995), 235-237; Harald Motzki, ‘The Prophet and the Cat: On Dating Malik's
Muwatta’ and Legal Traditions’, Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam, Volume 22 (1998), 54; id. (trans.
Sonja Adrianovska & Vivien Reid), “The Prophet and the Debtors. A Hadith Analysis under Scrutiny’, in
Harald Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions: Studies in Legal, Exegetical and Maghazi Hadith (Leiden, the
Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV, 2010), 135.

60 Schacht, ‘Revaluation’; id., Origins, passim; Cook, Early Muslim Dogma, passim; Juynboll, Muslim
tradition, esp. ch. 1; Crone & Hinds, God’s Caliph, esp. ch. 5; Juynboll, ‘The development of sunna’;
Christopher Melchert, ‘Traditionist-Jurisprudents and the Framing of Islamic Law’, Islamic Law and
Society, Volume 8, Number 3 (2001), 383-406.

61 In addition to all of the above, see Ahmed El Shamsy, The Canonization of Islamic Law: A Social and
Intellectual History (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2013).

62 Again, see all of the above (other than El Shamsy, who rejects this explanation, as discussed below).
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so in accordance with said orthodoxy or standards. Likewise, when two reports
conflict, with one being consistent with the orthodoxy or standards of the preservers
or collectors thereof, and the other conflicting therewith, the latter is more likely to be
authentic: the latter is unlikely to have been created by the bearers of orthodoxy and
standards and thus probably predates them, whereas the former is consistent with
having been created in accordance with the emerging or established standard or
orthodoxy. In other words, it is more likely that an adherent of an orthodoxy or
standard would create the report in accordance therewith than that they would create
a report conflicting therewith.63

All of this has important implications for both the relative and absolute dating of
Hadith, based on ascription types. To begin with, it generates a relative dating
specifically for parallel versions of the same hadith (which is just to say, it allows us to
adjudicate in certain specific cases between variants of the same text): when one
version of a hadith is ascribed to a later authority, and another version is ascribed to
an earlier authority, the former is more likely to represent the original version of the
hadith—i.e., more likely to be earlier—than the latter. The reason is simple: the general
tendency in early Islamic approaches to Hadith is to prefer earlier and earlier
authorities, to the point that the proto-Sunni Hadith partisans, traditionists, and Hadith
critics (operating from around 800 CE onwards) who preserved most of the extant
Hadith corpus explicitly prized Prophetical hadiths over Companion hadiths, and
Companion hadiths over Follower hadiths. There was thus a long-term, systemic
incentive to retroject hadiths back to earlier authorities (and conversely, a pressure
against reattributing hadiths from earlier authorities to later authorities), such that the
Follower version of a hadith is more likely to be earlier than the Companion or
Prophetical version, and the Companion version is more likely to be earlier than the
Prophetical version (all else being equal). Or, as Schacht famously put it: “in general we
can say: the more perfect the isnad, the later the tradition.”64

Exactly the same reasoning applies to hadiths with parallel munqati‘/mursal and

muttasil versions, or in other words: the version of a given hadith with a broken or

63 For example, see Christopher Melchert, Ahmad ibn Hanbal (Oxford, UK: Oneworld Publications,
2006), 28.

64 Schacht, ‘Revaluation’, 147. Also see: id., Origins, 156-157, 165; Cook, Early Muslim Dogma, 108;
Crone, Roman, provincial and Islamic law, 29; Juynboll, ‘Some isnad-analytical methods’, 368-370; id.,
‘Some notes on Islam’s first fugaha”, 300; Cook, ‘Eschatology’, 24; Melchert, ‘Basra and Kufa’, in Sadeghi
et al. (eds.), Islamic Cultures, Islamic Contexts, 178.
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discontinuous ’isnad is more likely to reflect the original—i.e., to be earlier—than the
version with an unbroken or continuous ’isnad. Once again, there was a tendency—
culminating in al-Safi‘l and the Hadith critics—to prefer ittisal, making it much more
likely that a mursal or munqati‘ hadith was updated or interpolated into a muttasil
hadith, rather than vice versa. As Schacht again famously put it, “mursal traditions are,
generally speaking, older than traditions with full isnads.”6>

The Criterion of Dissimilarity also provides a kind of absolute dating, based on when
certain Hadith types were sought after, and when they lost force. Provisionally, we can
date Follower hadiths recorded in later works back to the 8th Century CE at least (since
we would not expect anyone to bother creating Follower hadiths any later), and we can
date Companion hadiths recorded in later works back to the turn of the 9th Century CE
at least (since we would not expect anyone to bother creating Companion hadiths any
later), but we cannot—all else being equal—date Prophetical hadiths any earlier than
the works in which they are cited (since the incentive or pressure to create Prophetical
hadiths existed all the way up until the time of the works in question). In other words,
as a rule of thumb,®® Follower hadiths predate c. 800, Companion hadiths predate c.
820, and Prophetical hadiths could be as late as whatever work they appear in.6”

The same reasoning applies to munqati‘or mursal hadiths: they probably date to the
turn of the 9th Century CE at the latest, since anyone creating a hadith any later than
that would not be expected to create one with an ’isnad that would be automatically
rejected or disparaged. As Crone put it: “Similarly, a perfect isnad is likely to be later
than an imperfect one. After all, the better a tradition conforms to the criteria evolved
in the time of Shafiq, the more likely it is to date from the time in which these criteria
were evolved.”®8 As with parallel hadiths with different levels of ascription, so too with

parallel hadiths with broken and unbroken ’isnads.

65 Schacht, Origins, 39. Also see: Crone, Roman, provincial and Islamic law, 29; Juynboll, ‘Some notes
on Islam’s first fugaha”, 300; Cook, ‘Eschatology’, 24.

66 Cf. Gerald R. Hawting, “The role of the Qur’an and hadith in the legal controversy about the rights
of a divorced woman during her ‘waiting period’ (‘idda)’, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African
Studies, Volume 52, Issue 3 (1989), 430-445, who argues that, in one particular early debate, a
Prophetical hadith is inferably earlier than a conflicting (i.e., counter) Companion hadith.

67 Cf. the summary in Juynboll, ‘Some isndd-analytical methods’, 369, which he describes as being “in
order of absolute chronology”, even though he fails to add dates.

68 Crone, Roman, provincial and Islamic law, 29.
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Arguments from Silence

It is well-known that hadiths that appear in extant collections (say, in the 9th and 10th
Centuries CE) frequently fail to be cited in earlier reported and extant doctrinal
debates (say, in the 8th Century CE), even when said hadiths have some direct bearing
on the debate in question. If the extant hadiths had existed all along (as purported by
their ’isnads), then it is reasonable to expect that they would have been cited in the
relevant debates. Thus, the non-citation of such hadiths is evidence for their initial non-
existence, and for the creation thereof at some point between the initial debates and
the extant collections. As Schacht put it: “The best way of proving that a tradition did
not exist at a certain time is to show that it was not used as a legal argument in a
discussion which would have made reference to it imperative, if it had existed.”¢? This
is Schacht’s famous argumentum e silentio, which he used to pinpoint the growth of
Hadith over the course of the 8th and 9th Centuries CE.

Perhaps the most systematic criticism of this method came from Harald Motzki, who

enumerated several reasons for doubting the validity of conclusions derived thereby:

1. Not all the texts that Schacht compares are elements of a legal discussion
which would necessarily demand the naming of all usable traditions. 2. A
number of compilations are only textual selections. 3. The volume of the
surviving sources is only a fraction of the originally existing stock. 4. Given
the relatively prolonged regionally separated development of
jurisprudence and Tradition, which—as Schacht himself assumes and this
work will show—still prevailed in the first half of the second/eighth
century, the lack of a text in a regional source says little as long as we have
no contemporary sources from the other centers.”?

There are several problems here. Firstly, Motzki turns Schacht’s appeals to probability
into a rigid principle or deduction, requiring only the observation of the possibility to
the contrary to refute: thus, Motzki speculates that traditionists or jurists may not have
cited all of the Hadith that they knew, as if this constitutes a reason to reject Schacht’s

conclusion. This is at best uncharitable: Schacht’s arguments from silence are

69 Schacht, Origins, 140.

70 Motzki (trans. Katz), Origins, 21-22. Also see Zafar Ishaq Ansari, ‘The Authenticity of Traditions: A
Critique of Joseph Schacht’s Argument E Silentio’, Hamdard Islamicus, Volume 7, Number 2 (1984), 51-
61.
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reasonably understood as hypotheses posited to explain the peculiarities of the
evidence, not deductions. Consider the following example:

(=]
1

Tradition originating between “Ibrahim Nakha T’ and Hammad

Athar AY. 206: Abii Hanifa—Hammad—Ibrahim—Ibn Mas‘id did not
follow a certain practice. Athar Shaib. 37: Abi Hanifa—Hammad—Ibrahim
did not follow it; the same is related from Ibn Mas‘td. But there is a tradition
from the Prophet to the contrary. Athar A.Y. 207: Aba Hanifa—Hammad—
‘Abdalkarim—with an isnad going back to the Prophet, that he did follow it.
Athar Shaib. 37: Shaibani—‘Umar b. Dharr Hamdani—his father—Sa‘id b.
Jubair—Ibn ‘Abbas—Prophet: a tradition in favour of the practice,
polemically directed against the other opinion. The same tradition with
another Iraqian isnad occurs in Tr. 11, 19 (t).71

Schacht can be reasonably understood here to be positing the growth of Hadith as the
explanation for the peculiarity of Hammad transmitting “Not X" from ’lbrahim
(possibly a stand-in for “ancient Iraqgian doctrine”), but also transmitting “X” from the
Prophet: this can be explained by the creation of the latter as a counter to the former,
i.e., subsequent to the former. This would explain why ’Ibrahim or the early authorities
of Kufah were seemingly ignorant of—or seemingly defied—an explicit Prophetical
hadith to the contrary that was circulating in Kufah (viz., because the hadith did not yet
exist), and would also conform with the general pattern of the evolution of ascription
types (with Follower Hadith appearing earlier and Prophetical Hadith appearing later).
In short, this is a matter of probability: Motzki merely observing that other
explanations are possible does not suffice as a refutation thereof.

There is however an important caveat here, noted by Crone long before Motzki: it is
not unreasonable to expect that early traditionists or jurists would have disregarded

inexpedient hadiths:

Polemical authors do however often ignore evidence which they dislike,
sometimes asserting that no traditions contrary to their own opinion exist
at all - an assertion with much the same import as the ‘no doubt’ of modern
scholars. The absence of a well known tradition accordingly carries little
weight when the tradition goes against the author's views.”2

71 Schacht, Origins, 141.
72 Crone, Roman, provincial, and Islamic law, 30.
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In other words, the non-citation of an inexpedient hadith is arguably not telling as to
whether it existed at the time. This is an important restriction on such arguments from
silence.

Another problem with Motzki’s criticism of Schacht’s arguments from silence is the
implausibility of his counter-scenario: it is certainly possible that an early jurist or
traditionist in a debate might not have cited a hadith that would have constituted
stronger evidence for his position or won them the argument, even though they knew
the hadith. It is possible—but is it probable? For example, if a Prophetical hadith (later
cited by al-Saybani) was circulating amongst the authorities of Kufah before *Abii
Hanifah, is it plausible that ’Abt Hanifah would not have known about it? And if he had
known about it, is it plausible that he would have passed over a Prophetical precedent
for his position in favour of a mere Follower precedent (in this case, from al-Sa‘b1)? It
is certainly possible, but it does not seem probable, especially given the common
invocation of sunnat al-nabiyy already at that time.”3 Schacht’s explanation—that the
hadith was created at some point between *Abi Hanifah and al-Saybani—thus seems
reasonable.”4

Schacht’s case for the early non-citation of expedient Hadith (contrasted with their
later citation) as evidence for their growth is further strengthened in some cases by
the fact that there are explicit contemporaneous declarations about the absence of any
other hadiths on a given matter, and explicit contemporaneous observations that

expedient hadiths would have been furnished had they existed:

The evidence collected in the present chapter has been chosen with
particular regard to this last point, and in a number of cases one or the other
of the opponents himself states that he has no evidence other than that
quoted by him, which does not include the tradition in question. This kind
of conclusion e silentio is furthermore made safe by Tr. VIII, 11, where
Shaibani says: ‘[This is so] unless the Medinese can produce a tradition in
support of their doctrine, but they have none, or they would have produced
it.’7s

73 For the development of sunnah, see: Schacht, Origins, part I, ch. 7; Juynboll, Muslim tradition, ch. 1;
Crone & Cook, God’s Caliph, ch. 5; Juynboll, ‘The development of sunna’.

74 Schacht, Origins, e.g., 143.

75 Ibid., 140.
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In short, Schacht’s explanation of such instances of silence are frequently reasonable,
and cannot be overturned merely by speculating that some jurists and traditionists
were keeping hidden aces up their sleeves.

A further issue with Motzki’s criticism concerns his observation that the failure of
an early writer (say, in Madinah) to cite an expedient hadith recorded in later sources
but ascribed to a different region (say, Kufah) does not imply the non-existence of the
hadith in question at the time of said writer. This criticism is completely reasonable,

but also redundant, given that Crone already articulated it several years earlier:

The main shortcoming of this method, however, is that it cannot be properly
used until it is too late. Given the voluminous nature of Shafi’’s works, the
absence of a particular tradition may well be taken to show that it was still
unknown in his time; but the development of Hadith after Shafi1 is of
limited importance for the evolution of substantive law, and before Shafi‘1
the literature is too scanty and above all too local in character for silences
to count. The fact that Malik fails to cite or argue against Iraqi traditions on
a particular subject evidently does not mean that the Iraqi traditions did
not yet exist. It is true that the lawyers of the old schools had begun to take
note of each others’ traditions a good deal before they were forced to adopt
a common stock of Prophetic traditions and that polemics between them
can occasionally be used to establish negative points; but in general other
people’s traditions still were not sufficiently compelling for this to be the
case. Malik’s work can perhaps be used to show that certain Medinese
traditions still did not exist in Medina. But before Malik the argument from
polemical silence can rarely be used at all.7®

In fact, Schacht himself had already acknowledged this limitation with his method at

the outset, as in the following:

Tradition originating between Auza ‘i and Malik
See above, p. 70. It is stated there that Abu Yusuf does not yet know a
tradition from the Prophet, although Malik, his contemporary, does.
Whereas this calls for caution in the use of the argument e silentio, it also
shows that the tradition was not yet widely known in the time of Malik.””

By contrast, many of Schacht’s examples of the growth of Hadith are of (for example)

earlier Madinans failing to cite expedient hadiths known to later Madinans, when the

76 Crone, Roman, provincial, and Islamic law, 30.
77 Schacht, Origins, 142.
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hadiths in question purport to derive via the peers of the earlier Madinans, or even
from these earlier Madinans themselves.”8

Another criticism by Motzki is his appeal to lost sources,’® which is understandable:
if the silence being appealed to in a Schachtian argument is the non-citation of an
expedient hadith by merely one debater or polemicist, it is easy to imagine various
alternative explanations therefor. For example, the debater or polemicist could have
failed to incorporate a useful hadith simply by accident,80 or else omitted it due to
space constraints, or because they rejected the hadith as unreliable,81 or because they
hated the transmitter, etc. It is only when numerous sources all omit a hadith that we
can reasonably preclude such idiosyncrasies overall, leaving the non-existence of the
hadith as the probable explanation. In other words, it is only a deafening silence that
counts.

Some of these confounding factors can be accounted for, or do not always apply. For
example, if someone fails to cite an expedient hadith from someone else whom they
reportedly hated, but they otherwise transmitted numerous hadiths from that person,
then their hatred therefor cannot be invoked as an explanation for their non-citation
of that particular hadith. Likewise, if someone fails to cite a superior hadith but still
cites an inferior hadith for a doctrine or point, then space constraints or similar
considerations cannot be invoked—we would still expect a polemicist or debater to
cite the better hadith, if it was available to them at the time. Likewise, if early users of
Hadith precisely accepted or rejected Hadith based upon their expediency (as was
indeed the case in the early regional schools), then rejection of the authenticity of an
expedient hadith—as an explanation for someone’s failure to cite it—does not seem
very plausible.

However, there is always the chance of some kind of accident having occurred, such
as someone simply forgetting to cite an expedient hadith. Therefore, it may be the case

that a single non-citation of an expedient hadith is only weak evidence for the non-

78 Also see Crone, Roman, provincial, and Islamic law, 30, 123 (n. 64).

79 Likewise, Ansari, ‘Authenticity’, 58: “he might have known a tradition, but owing to the fact that
not the entire quantity of traditions known to the jurists has come down-to us, especially of the jurists
of the relatively early period of Islam, there is no mention of those traditions in the works presently
available to us, even though those traditions might once have existed.”

80 Likewise, ibid.: “the person concerned might have heard and then forgotten the tradition in
question”.

81 Likewise, ibid.: “he might have heard that tradition, but might not have considered it authentic”.
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existence of the hadith at that time, whereas multiple or numerous non-citations would
be strong evidence therefor.

And yet, the silences themselves are numerous, even if each instance of a silence is
often only a single source failing to cite an expedient hadith. In other words, we would
have to posit that early jurists and others repeatedly forgot to cite expedient hadiths in
their debates and polemics, which seems like a stretch.82 Schacht’s explanation thus
seems preferable (when the other confounding factors are accounted for), or as he put
it: “the well-known incompleteness of our sources does not invalidate the general
conclusions.”83

Even if we concede for the sake of argument that the probability of the mere non-
citation of an expedient hadith versus its non-existence is intrinsically equal or
undetermined, there are extrinsic factors favouring the latter over the former: the
pattern identified by Schacht is consistent with the growth of Hadith over the course of
the 8th and 9th Centuries CE, which is corroborated by reports about the massive
growth of Hadith at that time,84 the absence of Hadith in the earliest Islamic documents
and plausible ascriptions,8> etc. To put it another way, the Revisionist model entails
that Hadith must have grown in large numbers during the 8th and 9th Centuries CE,
and the silences or non-citations identified by Schacht are consistent with such a
growth. Thus, Schacht’s growth explanation in any given instance is corroborated in
general by other evidence attesting to the massive growth of Hadith in the same time
period, giving us a reason to prefer Schacht’s explanation over the alternatives.

Moreover, occasional examples of traditionists and jurists failing to cite expedient
and proximate Hadith that can be shown to have existed at that time on some other
grounds (of which there are assuredly some) do not affect the general expectation,
which is to say: we are still justified in general in our expectation that traditionists and
jurists would have cited expedient hadiths circulating in their circles, given all of the

considerations outlined above. Schacht himself made a similar point:

The evidence must, in the nature of things, be cumulative, and whilst care
has been taken to verify the presence or absence of the traditions in

82 | owe thanks to Maha H. for alerting me to this point.

83 Schacht, Origins, 140. Emphasis mine.

84 E.g., Juynboll, Muslim tradition, 29; Crone & Hinds, God’s Caliph, 71; Hoyland, In God’s Path, 137.

85 E.g., Cook, Early Muslim Dogma, passim; Juynboll, Muslim tradition, 38-39; Crone & Hinds, God’s
Caliph, ch. 5.

30



question in or from the sources available, an occasional oversight or the
well-known incompleteness of our sources does not invalidate the general
conclusions.86

In short, when a hadith that later claims to derive from the notables of a given region
is not cited by an earlier jurist or polemicist in the same region, even though the hadith
would have been expedient for them as a justification or defence of their doctrine, it is
reasonable to infer, at least provisionally, that the hadith did not yet exist (at least as
later claimed).

An addition to all of the above, a further criticism has been articulated by Ahmed El
Shamsy,87 directed against Schacht and others who “sought to explain the apparent fact
that prior to this time [i.e., c. 800 CE], Muslim jurists disregarded Hadith that later on
were widely accepted.”®® According to El Shamsy, this explanation only works by
assuming, in an anachronistic or even essentialist fashion, that early jurists were like

later jurists:

And far from representing an exercise of “imaginative nerve,” as Crone
called it, interpreting the initial marginality of Hadith in law as evidence of
their nonexistence at that time displays a curious lack of imagination: it
assumes that Hadith reports, if available, could be used only in the way that
classical jurists used them, namely, as one of the primary canonical sources
of the law. This approach thus reads an essentialized notion of Islamic law,
developed on the basis of later literature, back into the early Islamic period
and solves the resulting dissonance by postulating the wholesale invention
of prophetic traditions.8?

Against such a view, El Shamsy proposes his own, more “convincing” explanation for
“the “sudden” integration of Hadith into law from the second/eighth century
onward”—namely, “their new significance and role - that is, their canonization.”?0 In
other words, most of the extant Hadith corpus—or perhaps, at the very least, most of
the extant Prophetical canon—existed all along, but it was only after the spread of al-

SafiTs legal theory (in which the overriding authority of Prophetical Hadith was

86 Schacht, Origins, 140.

87 El Shamsy’s other criticisms against the Revisionist model more broadly, such as his appeal to
parsimony and to Motzki's scholarship, are automatically dealt with in the sections on Motzki and
Brown, below.

88 El Shamsy, Canonization, 7.

89 Ibid., 8.

90 Ibid., 9.
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‘canonised’) that a systematic effort was made to collect and cite Prophetical hadiths.??
Naturally, this would invalidate most Schachtian arguments from silence.

Pace El Shamsy, Schachtian arguments from silence—and the Revisionist model of
Hadith development more broadly—do not require an anachronistic or essentialist
view of early jurists in order to infer or posit the initial non-existence of Hadith (or
certain types of Hadith). On the contrary, the expectation that, for example, expedient
Prophetical hadiths should have been cited in 8th-Century works and compositions
follows from our established background knowledge of their general veneration even
at that time. We have ample evidence that sunnah was a concept that existed all along
(probably even in pre-Islamic Arabia), and that the notion of sunnat al-nabiyy in
particular became popular during the Umayyad period.?? Are we really to believe that
early Muslims invested their great men (and the Prophet in particular) with general
authority or exemplary status all along (or in the Umayyad period in particular), and
that literally thousands upon thousands of opinions and precedents were recorded
from the Prophet, then from the Companions as well, then from the Followers as well,
and circulated amongst major figures in all the major centres, but that early caliphs,
governors, judges, jurists, theologians, and rebels (unto the middle of the 8th Century
CE) disregarded most or even all of them in their proclamations or work? This seems
most unlikely.?3 Once again, the simple explanation in general, at least in the case of
intra-regional failures to cite expedient hadiths, is that the hadiths in question did not

yet exist.

Dating by the “Common Link”

It is well known that many hadiths have “common links” in their ’isnads, which is to

say: when all of the ’isnads of all of the different versions of a given hadith are

91]bid., e.g., 223.

92 For the development of sunnah, see: Schacht, Origins, part I, ch. 7; Juynboll, Muslim tradition, ch. 1;
Crone & Cook, God’s Caliph, ch. 5; Juynboll, ‘The development of sunna’.

93 Additionally, Pavlovitch comments (via personal correspondence): “If we take the kalala traditions
as an example, it would be absurd to posit that hundreds of often contradictory traditions about the
meaning and legal implications of this term had been in circulation in the first century for no imaginable
purpose, only to be suddenly recovered by vying parties of second-century jurists, piecemeal in different
times and different centers of learning throughout Iraq and the Hijaz.”
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compared or overlaid against each other, it is often the case that most of the ’isnads
converge on a common source—usually someone operating in the first two Islamic
centuries. This phenomenon has given rise to perhaps the greatest methodological
debate in the field of Hadith Studies over the last half-century: can a hadith be traced
back to its common link, and thereby be dated to their lifetime?

[ have opted to summarise most of the relevant dialectic chronologically, as follows:
Schacht’'s common link analysis; Cook’s criticism of Schacht; Juynboll’s refined
common link analysis; Cook and Juynboll’s criticisms of each other; Motzki’s criticism
of Juynboll; Motzki’s criticism of Cook; Powers’ criticism of Cook; Gérke’s criticism of
Cook; Brown’s criticism of Juynboll; Motzki et al’s ’isndd-cum-matn analysis;
Melchert’s criticism of Motzki et al.; my own criticisms of Motzki et al.; and finally, my
own refined ’isnad-cum-matn analysis. Thereafter, [ address the deeper—and equally-
vexed—question of the exact relationship between a common link (henceforth, CL)

and their hadith.

Note to reader: this chapter was originally much longer and more detailed, but
due to the constraints of the word limit, it has been heavily abridged. In
particular, the CL dialectic up until the ICMA have been removed. For an

approximation of the material therein, see:

e Schacht, The Origins of Muhammadan Jurisprudence (1950), pp. 158-159,
166,168-169,171-172,175-176.

e Azami, Studies in Early Hadith Literature (1978), pp. 242-243, 247.

e Cook, Early Muslim Dogma (1981), ch. 11.

e Crone, Roman, provincial and Islamic law (1987), 30.

e Powers, ‘On Bequests in Early Islam’ (1989).

¢ Juynboll, ‘Some isnad-analytical methods’ (1989).

¢ Cook, ‘Eschatology and the Dating of Traditions’ (1992), 25-33, 39 (nn. 10-
11), 46 (n. 74).

e Calder, Studies in Early Muslim Jurisprudence (1993), 236-237.

e Motzki (trans. Griffel & Hardy), ‘Whither Hadith Studies?’, in Motzki,
Analysing Muslim Traditions (2010).
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e Gorke, ‘Eschatology, History, and the Common Link’, in Berg (ed.), Method
and Theory in the Study of Islamic Origins (2003).

e Motzki, ‘Dating Muslim Traditions’ (2005).

e Juynboll, Encyclopedia of Canonical Hadith (2007), intro.

e Brown, Hadith, 2nd ed. (2018), ch. 9.

e Motzki, ‘G.H.A. Juynboll. Encyclopedia of canonical hadith’ (2009).

e Brown, ‘Encyclopedia of Canonical Hadith, by G. H. A. Juynboll’ (2008).

e Reinhart, ‘Juynbolliana, Gradualism, the Big Bang, and Hadith Study in the
Twenty-First Century’ (2010).

e Pavlovitch, The Formation of the Islamic Understanding of Kalala (2015),
22 ff.

The full, unabridged original (including sections on Schacht, Cook, and Juynboll,
not to mention extensive supplemental evidence for the relevant debates) is
available for the reviewers as an annex. It should be noted that the rest of the

dissertation assumes the original chapter, not the abridgement.

MotzKi et al.’s ’Isnad-Cum-Matn Analysis

[s there any reason, generally speaking, to accept PCLs and CLs as historical, rather
than as products of spreading ’isnads or successive dives? Proponents of the CL
analysis have usually adopted two approaches in this regard: firstly, they attempt to
minimise the threat of spreading and diving in ’isnads by appealing to a lack of
testimonial evidence therefor; and secondly, they appeal to some kind of additional
evidence to corroborate the claims of “isnads concerning the PCL and CL provenance of
given hadiths. The first appeal is hopeless in light of the vast testimonial evidence
concerning the ubiquity of fabrication, interpolation, and other kinds of dishonesty or
unreliability in Hadith in the 8th and 9th Centuries CE,%* but the second has promise.
In particular, proponents of the CL analysis have appealed to the patterns of matns to

corroborate the common ascription of ’isnads to PCLs and CLs, thereby combining a CL

94 See above, in the section on Motzki's criticism of Cook.
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analysis with a textual analysis—a synthesis known as the ’isnad-cum-matn analysis
(henceforth, ICMA).

One of the earliest forerunners to this approach was Jan Kramers in his 1953 article
‘Une tradition a tendance manichéenne’, who noted that the different versions or
“redactions” of a certain hadith “can be separated into several groups in each of which
the texts are specifically related. The isnads, moreover, confirm that each of these
groups possessed different lines of tradition.”?> In other words, similar “redactions”
seem to cluster around specific tradents, per their ’isnads.

Another forerunner to this approach was Josef van Ess in his 1975 Zwischen Hadit
und Theologie, but his method bore the brunt of Cook’s criticisms in Early Muslim
Dogma and died prematurely.?¢ In particular, Cook argued against the attribution of
particular wordings to particular tradents, or our ability to reconstruct the wordings
of particular tradents, given the omnipresent threat of contaminations and borrowings
between tradents at any level.%”

And yet, some proponents of the ICMA—or forerunners thereof—persisted. Thus,
Juynboll observed (in 1989) “the undeniable individuality of each bundle, with the cl’s
particular wording,”?8 and further noted (in 1983): “Often we find in the fanning out of
an isnad after a common link one or more partial common links, who are responsible
for an idraj, deletion, simplification or other alteration.”® In other words, Juynboll
observed that PCLs are often ascribed distinctive sub-traditions (vis-a-vis each other),
and that the broader traditions ascribed to CLs are likewise often distinctive (vis-a-vis

those of other CLs with related traditions).190 However, Juynboll never integrated this

95 Jan H. Kramers (trans. Matthew Gordon), ‘A Tradition of Manichaean Tendency (“The She-Eater of
Grass”)’, in Harald Motzki (ed.), Hadith: Origins and Development (Aldershot, UK: Ashgate Variorum,
2004), 245/1.

96 Motzki, ‘Dating Muslim Traditions’, 250.

97 Cook, Early Muslim Dogma, 112.

98 Juynboll, ‘Some isnad-analytical methods’, 382.

99 Id., Muslim tradition, 216.

100 Also see id., ‘Nafi”, 212, and ‘Early Islamic society’, 155-156. For similar observations, see Motzki
(trans. Griffel & Hardy), ‘Whither Hadith Studies?’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 101 ff; id.,
‘The Murder of Ibn Abi 1-Huqayq’, in Motzki (ed.), The Biography of Muhammad, 192-193; id., ‘The
Collection of the Qur’an: A Reconsideration of Western Views in Light of Recent Methodological
Developments’, Der Islam, Volume 78 (2001), 27-29; Gregor Schoeler, ‘Foundations for a New Biography
of Muhammad: The Production and Evaluation of the Corpus of Traditions according to ‘Urwah b. al-
Zubayr’, in Herbert Berg (ed.), Method and Theory in the Study of Islamic Origins (Leiden, the
Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV, 2003), 23; Gorke, ‘Eschatology’, in Berg (ed.), Method and Theory, 188;
Andreas Gorke & Gregor Schoeler, ‘Reconstructing the Earliest sira Texts: the Higra in the Corpus of
‘Urwa b. al-Zubayr’, Der Islam, Volume 82 (2005), 212; Mitter, ‘Origin and Development of the Islamic
Patronate’, in Bernards & Nawas (eds.), Patronate and Patronage, 76-77; Anthony, ‘Crime and
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insight into his method systematically, such that his CL analysis remained ’isnad-
focused and reliant on his authenticity criterion of dense transmission.101

The ICMA was finally formalised in the mid-to-late 1990s in a series of articles and
books by Harald Motzki, Gregor Schoeler, and Andreas Gorke,12 who sought thereby
to verify the historicity of (at least parts of) some ’isndads and date (at least parts of)

some matns back to early Muslim tradents. Motzki summarised this method as follows:

The aim of the isnad-cum-matn analysis is to trace the transmission history
of a tradition by comparing their variants contained in the different
compilations of traditions available. The method makes use of both the text
(matn) and the chain of transmitters (isnad).103

The argumentation behind this method is fairly straightforward: “a correlation
between isnad variants and matn variants of a tradition” would be likely “if they were
part of a real transmission process”, and conversely “unlikely to be the result of
systematic forgery”.104 In other words, “a correlation between the different branches
and strands of the isnad bundle belonging to a tradition” and “the different variants of
its matn”105 is best explained by these hadiths reflecting accurate transmission, at least

as far back as the correlation obtains.106

Punishment in Early Medina’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 417; Andreas Gorke, ‘The
relationship between maghazi and hadith in early Islamic scholarship’, Bulletin of the School of Oriental
and African Studies, Volume 74, Issue 2 (2011), 179, 182-183; Ulrike Mitter, ““The Majority of the
dwellers of Hell-fire are women”: A short analysis of a much-discussed hadith’, in Nicolet Boekhoff-van
der Voort, Kees Versteegh, & Joas Wagemakers (eds.), The Transmission and Dynamics of the Textual
Sources of Islam: Essays in Honour of Harald Motzki (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV, 2011),
448; Gorke et al., ‘First Century Sources’, 40; Stijn Aerts, ““Pray with Your Leader”: A Proto-Sunni Quietist
Tradition’, Journal of the American Oriental Society, Volume 136, Issue 1 (2016), 38; Andreas Gorke,
‘Criteria for dating early Tafsir traditions: The exegetical traditions and variant readings of Abl Mijlaz
Lahiq b. Humayd’, Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam, Volume 49 (2021), 308. In my own private
studies, | have found this pattern repeatedly, as I hope to demonstrate in future publications.

101 As evident in Juynboll, Encyclopedia, intro.

102 For the genealogy of the ICMA, see Schoeler (trans. Vagelpohl), The Biography of Muhammad, 38,
80; Motzki, ‘The Collection of the Qur’an’, 16; Motzki, ‘Dating Muslim Traditions’; Gorke & Schoeler,
‘Reconstructing the Earliest sira Texts’, 211-212; Mitter, ‘Origin and Development’, in Bernards & Nawas
(eds.), Patronate and Patronage, 75-76; Reinhart, ‘Juynbolliana’; Shoemaker, ‘In Search of ‘Urwa’s Sira’,
264, 266; Pavel Pavlovitch, ‘Dating’, in Daniel W. Brown (ed.), The Wiley Blackwell Concise Companion to
the Hadith (Hoboken, USA: John Wiley & Sons Ltd., 2020), 117.

103 Motzki, “The Murder of Ibn Abil-Huqgayq’, in Motzki (ed.), The Biography of Muhammad, 174.

104 Id., ‘Dating Muslim Traditions’, 250.

105 Jpid., 250-251.

106 For other appeals to correlation, see Schoeler (trans. Vagelpohl), The Biography of Muhammad,
117-118; Motzki (trans. Griffel & Hardy), ‘Whither Hadith Studies?, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim
Traditions, 117-118; id., ‘The Collection of the Qur’an’, 27-29; Gregor Schoeler, ‘Méthodes et Débats:
Character and Authenticity of the Muslim Tradition on the Life of Muhammad’, Arabica, Tome 48, Issue
3 (2002), 366; Gorke, ‘Eschatology’, in Berg (ed.), Method and Theory, 188; Motzki, ‘The Origins of
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Motzki et al’s ICMA is thus a refined or more rigorous version of Juynboll’s CL
analysis,107 incorporating matns to evaluate whether an ascription is genuine. In other
words, where Juynboll usually only appealed to corroborating ’isnads to authenticate
an ascription back to an earlier tradent, Motzki et al. also appealed to correlating
patterns in matns as an independent means to corroborate the ascription. In doing so,
Motzki et al. dispensed with Juynboll’s inherent suspicion of SSs, since even a SS can be
validated by being corroborated by other strands in transmitting a distinctive matn
from a putative PCL or CL.108 Motzki et al. also dispensed with Juynboll’s criterion of

three direct citations:

Unlike Juynboll’s pure isnad-analysis, an isnad-cum-matn analysis -
particularly when a tradition complex is as widely attested as the scandal
story and when the relevant reports display as long and elaborate texts as
in this case - can come up with safe assumptions about the existence of a
genuine CL, even if only two transmission lines link the CL with two
different transmitters of whom the texts show that their transmissions are
independent of each other.10°

Instead of appealing to numbers, Motzki et al. appeal to corroborating patterns in the
matns—in particular, when the matns form a series of clusters that match the PCLs and
CLs depicted by the ’isndds of the relevant hadith. In this respect, the ICMA is

reminiscent of textual criticism, as Schoeler notes:

For assessing the isnads, suffice it to say here that their correctness—
including the correctness of the common link that they display—is not just
simply accepted, but rather tested in the investigation against the texts
(mutiin). The analysis of the texts is done analogously to the investigation
of manuscripts whose interdependence is to be ascertained:
interdependencies are determined from the structure (abbreviations,
additions, gaps) and wording of these texts. If the text analyses show that

Muslim Exegesis’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 290, 295; Mitter, ‘Origin and Development’, in
Bernards & Nawas (eds.), Patronate and Patronage, 76-78; Aerts, “Pray with Your Leader”, 35-36;
Gorke, ‘Criteria for dating early Tafsir traditions’, 308.

107 Schoeler (trans. Vagelpohl), The Biography of Muhammad, 38, 80; Motzki, ‘The Collection of the
Qur’an’, 16; Reinhart, ‘Juynbolliana’, 426, 438-439; Shoemaker, ‘In Search of ‘Urwa’s Sira’, 264, 266.

108 Motzki (trans. Griffel & Hardy), ‘Whither Hadith Studies?’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions,
98, 101, 117-118; id., “The Prophet and the Cat’, 55, 61, 66; id., “The Murder of Ibn Abi 1-Huqayq’, in
Motzki (ed.), The Biography of Muhammad, 181; id., (trans. Adrianovska & Reid), “The Prophet and the
Debtors’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 161-162; Gorke et al.,, ‘First Century Sources’, 36, 43-
44, 51; Harald Motzki, Reconstruction of a Source of Ibn Ishaq's Life of the Prophet and Early Qur’an
Exegesis: A Study of Early Ibn ‘Abbads Traditions (Piscataway, USA: Gorgias Press, 2017), 75.

109 Gorke et al., ‘First Century Sources’, 36. Also see the other sources just cited.
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the isnads correctly indicate the interdependencies and that all of the
present versions indeed lead back to a common archetype—the common
link of the isnads—then—and only then—can it be regarded as proved that
the tradition was disseminated by the transmitter who turned out to be the
common link.110

Of course, unlike textual criticism, the ICMA deals heavily with oral transmissions, and
is accordingly better described as “tradition criticism”: most of the differences in matns
are understood to be the product of paraphrase, mishearing, memory distortion, or
elaboration, as opposed to scribal errors.111 This brings up a crucial point: the ICMA
requires the occurrence of mutagenic, paraphrastic, or error-ridden oral transmission
in Hadith. Without matn-variations, correlations between matn-variations and ’isnads
would not be possible; and without non-verbatim transmission, there would be no
matn-variations. Proponents of the ICMA as a viable methodology for dating Hadith
thus commit themselves—at minimum—to the view that al-riwayah bi-al-ma‘nd was
the norm in early Hadith transmission. This is precisely why “a real transmission
process” predicts “a correlation between isnad variants and matn variants of a
tradition”, as Motzki put it: the ubiquity of non-verbatim oral transmission would mean
that each student of a master would transmit his Hadith in their own (unique or
idiosyncratic) wordings, and each of their students in turn would do the same, such
that if later writers accurately recorded both the matn and ’isnad, we would expect

particular wordings to correlate with particular tradents.

Melchert's Criticism of MotzKi et al.

All of this yields an apparent paradox, as Christopher Melchert has observed: the ICMA

supposes simultaneous precise and imprecise transmission.12 It requires imprecision

in the transmission of matns, such that variants can arise in the first place; but it also

110 Schoeler, ‘Méthodes et Débats’, 360-361.

111 The difference is usually easy to spot. For example, when jumaymah occasionally becomes
humaymah in some variants, we have an obvious scribal error: jim and ha’are much easier to confuse in
writing than in hearing. Conversely, when nakaha becomes tazawwaja, it seems likely that this is the
result of a paraphrase: these words look nothing alike in writing (making a scribal error unlikely), yet
refer to the same concept (which is expected for a paraphrase).

112 This problem has been expressed to me by Melchert several times in person, but seemingly not in
print.
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requires precision in the transmission of these variants (i.e., their accurate
preservation henceforth), such that they can survive forthwith to give the extant
appearance of their correlation with the tradents responsible therefor. If transmission
was precise (such that variants could be preserved), then how could variants arise in
the first place? And if transmission was imprecise (such that variants could arise), how
could variants survive unscathed (without being replaced by new alterations that
could obscure any appearance of correlation)?

Let us illustrate with a hypothetical example. Suppose that a CL passed on a hadith
to three PCLs (PCL1, PCL2, and PCL3), each of whom in turn passed it on to three further
students. The CL’s original matn comprised the element “A”, but because of imprecise
transmission, PCL1 changed the matn to “AB”. In turn, each student paraphrased this
hadith in their own right, resulting variously in “AB1”, “AB2”, and “AB3”. Meanwhile,
PCL2 changed the CL’s original matn (“A”) into “AC” (again thanks to imprecise
transmission), and his three students in turn further changed this altered version into
“AC4”, “AC5”, and “AC6”, respectively. Finally, PCL3 changed the CL’s original matn
(“A”) into “AD”, and his three students further changed this into “AD7”, “AD8”, and
“AD9”. All of this would yield a nice match between the matns and the ’isnads, with
particular wordings correlating with particular tradents: the “B” element would
correlate with PCL1, the “C” element would correlate with the second PCL2, and the “D”
element would correlate with PCL3, with the matns of the cluster of students around a
given PCL being more similar to each other than to those in the other PCL clusters.

For this to work, however, each PCL has to be precise with his retaining of “A” from
the CL (such that these hadiths can even be recognised as variants of the same
tradition, sharing a common origin), yet simultaneously imprecise in his respective
addition of “B”, “C”, or “D” (such that there can be particular wordings to correlate with
the PCLs in the first place). Likewise, each student has to be precise in retaining both
the original element from the CL and the addition of their PCL-source (such that the
clusters of transmissions from each PCL are internally similar yet different from the
other clusters), and so on, so forth (for however many generations this transmission
occurs).

Why would we expect this happen? Why would the imprecise transmission allowing
a PCL to change “A” into “AB” also not allow “A” to be completely replaced by “B”, or

“AB” to be replaced by “A1” (losing “B” along the way)? Moreover, if matns were being
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transmitted imprecisely (such that variants could arise in the first place), why would
we not expect the ’isnads to be altered concurrently? Is it plausible to imagine that
transmitters devoted rigour to their memorisation of the ’isnad, only to slack off into
paraphrase, elaboration, or error when it came to the matn?

Even putting all of that aside, Melchert’s main criticism of the ICMA arises from the
observation that it is possible that fabrication, interpolation, or accidental false
ascription—i.e., spreading ’isnads or successive dives—could actually produce the
kind of pattern sought by the ICMA.113 Melchert's main objection is thus
straightforward: the assumption of the ICMA that apparent ’isnad-matn correlation is
the product of genuine transmission is at best ad hoc,11* since the evidence is actually
equivocal. Whether a seeming ’isnad-matn correlation is the product of false ascription
or genuine transmission is thus a matter of probability rather than possibility, since
either mechanism could theoretically produce the same pattern of evidence.

For a hypothetical example, suppose that a tradent (T1) created his own distinctive
version of a matn and falsely ascribed it to an earlier figure (T4); then another tradent
(T2) came along, obtained this distinctive matn from T1, and suppressed T1 from the
’isnad by directly citing T4 as his source instead; then along came yet another tradent
(T3), who received the matn from either T1 or T2 and likewise omitted his direct source
in favour of citing T4 as his source. The result would be three tradents (T1, T2, and Ts)
who cite the same distinctive matn from the same source (T4), such that a particular
wording (the shared matn) would appear to correlate with a common source. Rather
than being explained as a product of genuine transmission (i.e., T1, T2, and T3 all
accurately preserving both the distinctive matn and its origin with T4), such a pattern
would instead be the product of an initial false creation and successive borrowings and
suppressions (i.e., between T1, T2, and T3). Thus, even the ICMA seemingly cannot
evade the threat of spreading ’isnads or successive dives, despite having been

developed to overcome precisely this problem.

113 This problem—in addition to being expressed to me several times in person—is alluded to in
Christopher Melchert, ‘Harald Motzki with Nicolet Boeckhoff-van der Voort and Sean Anthony, Analysing
Muslim Traditions: Studies in Legal, Exegetical and Maghazi Hadith’, Journal of Semitic Studies, Volume
57, Issue 2 (2012), 438. Also see Shoemaker, The Death of a Prophet, 84-86, 300 (nn. 55-56).

114 By ad hoc, I simply mean a “just so” story, i.e., a hypothesis that merely explains the evidence that
it was designed or adduced to explain, lacking independent corroboration, such that it remains
unjustified vis-a-vis any number of alternative possible explanations for the same evidence. This is not
to be confused with ad hoc auxiliary hypothesis, meaning, a secondary hypothesis that is adduced or
devised to explain away evidence that would otherwise falsify an initial hypothesis.
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Little’s Criticism of MotzKi et al.

To Melchert’s criticisms of Motzki et al.’s ICMA, I add several of my own, most of which
pertain to specific versions or applications of the ICMA, in contrast to the general
problems outlined above.

To begin with, the early iterations of Motzki’s ICMA had a different emphasis to that
outlined above: rather than focusing on the recurring correlation of particular
wordings with particular tradents, Motzki mostly argued on a case-by-case basis that
particular matns must share a common ancestry rather than mutual dependence, and
that their inferable common source was the CL explicitly depicted in their ’isnads. In
particular, Motzki mostly appealed to a kind of textual-critical expectation of the
retention of information in transmission: if X tradent borrowed from Y tradent, and Y’s
version has Z wording or detail, then X’'s consequent version ought to contain Z as well;
therefore, if X’s version lacks Z, it follows that X likely did not borrow from Y, and that
the otherwise close similarities between X and Y must be explained by common
descent. If, in such a situation, X and Y both cite a putative CL, it is taken to be likely
that the common-ancestor version behind both X and Y’s versions is the CL’s version,
such that the CL is genuine.11>

Motzki’'s reasoning arguably makes sense from the turn of the 9th Century CE

onward, when—as we will see—most transmitters sought to more or less retain the

115 E.g, Motzki (trans. Griffel & Hardy), ‘Whither Hadith Studies?’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim
Traditions, 119; id., “The Prophet and the Cat’, 33, 43-46; id., “The Murder of Ibn Abi I-Huqayq’, in Motzki
(ed.), The Biography of Muhammad, 184, 186-188, 195, 204, 212, 221, 223; Andreas Gorke, ‘The
Historical Tradition about al-Hudaybiya: A Study of ‘Urwa b. al-Zubayr’s Account’, in Harald Motzki (ed.),
The Biography of Muhammad: The Issue of the Sources (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV,
2000), 247, 258-259; Motzki (trans. Adrianovska & Reid), ‘The Prophet and the Debtors’, in Motzki,
Analysing Muslim Traditions, 149, 151-152, 154, 170; id. (trans. Sonja Adrianovska & Vivien Reid), ‘Al-
Radd ‘Ala I-Radd: Concerning the Method of Hadith Analysis’, in Harald Motzki, Analysing Muslim
Traditions: Studies in Legal, Exegetical and Maghazi Hadith (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill
NV, 2010), 221-222, 226; id., ‘The Origins of Muslim Exegesis’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions,
239, 256-257; Mitter, ‘Origin and Development’, in Bernards & Nawas (eds.), Patronate and Patronage,
87 (n. 70), 114, 126, 130-131; Nicolet Boekhoff-van der Voort, ‘The Raid of the Hudhayl: Ibn Shihab al-
ZuhrT's Version of the Event’, in Harald Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions: Studies in Legal, Exegetical
and Maghazi Hadith (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV, 2010), 307, 362; Harald Motzki,
‘Abraham, Hagar and Ishmael at Mecca: A Contribution to the Problem of Dating Muslim Traditions’, in
Andrew L. Rippin & Roberto Tottoli (eds.), Books and Written Culture of the Islamic World: Studies
Presented to Claude Gilliot on the Occasion of his 75th Birthday (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill
NV, 2015), 370, 374-375.
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information that they had received, and when the rising reliance on written notes was
facilitating greater accuracy in Hadith transmission in general.116 In such a situation,
absent an identifiable motive to alter or omit information, it does seem unexpected
that a tradent borrowing from another would lose details contained in the latter’s
matn. However, the same cannot be said for earlier ‘transmitters’ of Hadith (in the first
I[slamic century and a half at least), who not only operated in an era of loose,
paraphrastic oral transmission (which allowed for the transformation and loss of
information), but evidently felt free to alter or even recreate reports.!1’ In such a
situation, omissions and especially variations in content between two matns would by
no means preclude mutual dependency, since paraphrasing, interpolation, or simple
memory distortion or error could easily result therein, in an instance of borrowing. In
general, it is certainly true—based on the findings of the last few centuries of textual
criticism—that information or content is more likely to accrue than be lost, such that
the more elaborate version of two competing texts is usually taken to be the later (i.e.,
embellished) form.118 However, that does not mean that a tradent will accurately
retain all elements and details when they receive and transmit a hadith, especially in
an oral context. In other words, standard textual-critical reasoning is not always
applicable to oral transmission, especially when paraphrasing, memory distortion, and
contamination are common. Thus, Motzki’s appeal to the omission of wordings or
details as a means to establish the independence of matns is unconvincing, at least
regarding transmission before the turn of the 9th Century CE.

In short, Motzki had an unreasonably strict notion of what borrowing or mutual
dependency would look like. For example, when evaluating the relationship between
two PCLs—Zakariyya’ b. ’abi Za’idah (d. 149/766-767) and Yusuf b. ’Ishaq (d.
157/773-774)—within the broader tradition of the CL ’Abu ’Ishaq (d. 127-128/744-
746), Motzki noted that the respective PCL redactions are substantially “similar in
structure and choice of words”, but that one of them “is shorter or uses other words”
in “some places”, which led him to conclude: “The differences between the two
versions are such that any dependence on each other is not probable. What they have

in common must therefore go back to a common source.”11® Why? If the differences

116 See the section below, concerning Little’s defence of the ICMA; and, also, the conclusion in ch. 2.
117 See the references given at the outset, esp. Crone and Yanagihashi.

118 E.g., Pavlovitch, Formation, 37-39.

119 Motzki, “The Murder of Ibn Abi 1-Huqayq’, in Motzki (ed.), The Biography of Muhammad, 186-187.
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between Zakariyya’ and Yusuf’s redactions are so minor, surely a borrowing by one
from the other, in the era of oral paraphrasing, could produce the same level of
similarity and divergence? Why then does Motzki exclude such a scenario?

After enumerating such differences between all four of the PCLs within this tradition

from *Abu ’Ishaq, Motzki further concluded:

Our comparison of matns, ascribed to different transmitters who all relate
on the authority of Abu Ishaq, has brought to light that all of them are
independent from each other and must go back to a common source which,
according to the isnads, must be Abu Ishaq. Stated differently: The
conclusion reached by the analysis of the isnad bundle that there is a
common link is corroborated by the matn analysis; additionally, the isnad
analysis shows that this common link is Abu Ishaq. The common link is not
artificially created by the so-called “spread of isnads”.120

Why? Motzki believed that the relevant level of difference between the PCLs must have
arisen in the course of transmission from the CL to the PCLs, but why could the same
level of difference not have arisen between the putative PCLs? Moreover, what if several
(anonymous or suppressed) intermediary borrowings separated the borrowing from
its original source—surely the two resulting versions (the borrowing and the original,
both now claiming a common, earlier source) would notably diverge, despite being the
product of mutual dependency rather than common descent? Furthermore, what if an
outright storyteller—someone who habitually radically reworked reports—was
involved somewhere along the way? Again, Motzki’'s appeal to differences between
matns does not seem like a strong basis for establishing independence.

Motzki further stated, in regards to the tradition of ’Abii "Ishaq:

A striking phenomenon is that, on the one hand, the versions of Isra’il and
Sharik resemble each other and, on the other hand, the same is true of the
versions of Yusuf b. Ishaq and Zakariyya’ b. Abi Za’ida. If my conclusion is
correct that the four versions must go back, independently from each other,
to a common source, then the difference between the two types of stories
(or the correspondence between two of each) must be explained by
supposing that Abii Ishaq related the story in at least two different ways.121

120 Jpid., 187.
121 Jbid., 188.
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Why could we not instead infer (in the given case) that’Isra’il and Sarik borrowed from
each other, on the one hand, and Yusuf and Zakariyya’ borrowed from each other, on
the other? How does Motzki preclude borrowing amongst the PCLs, in such a situation?

In short, Motzki seems only to have allowed for borrowing in the case of identical or
near-identical matns, as he indicated in his evaluation of two seemingly-independent
transmissions (Ibn HiSam—al-Bakka’i and al-‘Utaridi—Ibn Bukayr) from a putative CL

(Ibn’Ishaq):

To arrive at more certainty as to whether we are concerned in this concrete
case with such a deceptive maneuvre, we need to examine the texts of the
relevant transmissions. If a “spread of isnads” were the case, then Ibn
Hisham’s and al-‘Utaridi’s versions of the narration must to a large extent
be identical.122

This only makes sense if borrowing and suppression—the spread of ’isnads or diving—
only occurred via precise or verbatim oral transmission, or else through the precise
copying of written texts. However, if it also occurred between heavy-handed redactors,
or via paraphrastic or sloppy oral transmission, or between storytellers, then there is
no reason to expect that “the narration must to a large extent be identical” in such an
instance. Again, Motzki’s standard for establishing borrowing seems unreasonably
high.123

Worse still, Motzki’s assertions of the independence of matns sometimes
degenerate into little more than tautologies, as in the following instance: “The
differences between the two versions are so many and sometimes so substantial, that

itis not conceivable that al-Riiyani’s text is based on that of al-Bukhari or vice versa.”124

122 Id., Reconstruction, 26. Also see id., ‘The Murder of Ibn Abi 1-Huqayq’, in Motzki (ed.), The
Biography of Muhammad, 204; id., ‘The Origins of Muslim Exegesis’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim
Traditions, 252, 262; Gorke, ‘Eschatology’, in Berg (ed.), Method and Theory, 189; Mitter, ‘Origin and
Development’, in Bernards & Nawas (eds.), Patronate and Patronage, 76-77; Boekhoff-van der Voort,
‘The Raid of the Hudhay!’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 307.

123 This is at least a step up from Motzki’s tendency elsewhere to interpret all levels of variation as
consistent with genuine transmission, as noted in Melchert, ‘Motzki, Harald. The Origins of Islamic
Jurisprudence’, 408: “Motzki continually talks about “demonstrating” that particular hadith reports are
historically reliable, but one begins to wonder how many of his affirmations actually falsifiable. When
two transmitters quote someone the way, it shows that they have a common source; if differently, that
transmissions are satisfactorily independent.”

124 Motzki, ‘The Murder of Ibn Abi I-Huqayq’, in Motzki (ed.), The Biography of Muhammad, 187.
Emphasis mine. For other examples, see id., ‘The Prophet and the Cat’, 33, 48; id., “The Murder of Ibn Abi
1-Huqgayq’, in Motzki (ed.), The Biography of Muhammad, 186, 218-219; id. et al., ‘First Century Sources’,
52; id. (trans. Adrianovska & Reid), ‘The Prophet and the Debtors’, 152, 162; id. (trans. Adrianovska &
Reid), ‘Al-Radd ‘Ald I-Radd’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 219; id., ‘The Origins of Muslim
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All that “so” means here is ‘at the right level’, which means that Motzki is merely
stating: “it is not conceivable that al-Riyani’s text is based on that of al-Bukhari or vice
versa”, because the differences between the two versions are of the “it is not
conceivable that al-Riiyani’s text is based on that of al-Bukhari or vice versa” level of
numerousness, and of the “it is not conceivable that al-Riiyani’s text is based on that of
al-Bukhari or vice versa” level of substantialness. In other words, the versions exhibit a
‘they must share common ancestry’ level of difference, so they must share common
ancestry. In such instances of vacuity, we are left with no inkling as to the criterion for
mutual dependency versus common ancestry, i.e., the criterion for what quantity or
quality of variation would be sufficient therefor.

In short, Motzki seemed to think that there is some kind of clear or discernible level
of variation between matns that precludes dependence and thus entails common
ancestry, but failed to outline a sound criterion therefor: his assertions of the
independence of matns were at best unjustified and at worst tautologies.

There are also problems with Motzki’s application of the ICMA, not just the version
he was employing. For example, in his 1998 article “The Prophet and the Cat’, Motzki
analysed a hadith about the ritual purity of cats and concluded that’Ishaq b. ‘Abd Allah
(d. 132-134/749-752),12> ‘Ikrimah (d. 104-107/722-726),126 and ‘Abd Allah b. ’abi
Qatadah (d.95/713-714)127 were all genuine CLs who disseminated different versions
of the hadith, before further concluding that their ultimate common source, the
Companion ’Abu Qatadah (d. 54/673-674), was also a genuine CL.128 Of course, as has
been noted already,129’Abui Qatadah is not a CL in the usual sense (i.e.,a common source
whose distinctive redaction was received by multiple relatives and students): he is a
common character in reports ascribed to three of his relatives and one of his students.
In other words, ’Abt Qatadah cannot be a CL: only his relatives and students, each of
whom allegedly transmitted their own recollection of an event (i.e., their own report),

could logically be CLs (i.e., each for their own distinctive redaction). And yet, most of

Exegesis’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 251; Boekhoff-van der Voort, ‘The Raid of the
Hudhay!’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 376; Motzki, Reconstruction, 110.

125 Motzki, ‘The Prophet and the Cat’, 47 ff.,, 53.

126 pid., 58.

127 Ibid., 70.

128 Jpid., 64. Technically, this would make ’Ishaq, ‘Tkrimah, and ‘Abd Allah PCLs. Then again, if ’Abu
Qatadah is technically not a CL, such an emendation would be unnecessary.

129 See the section on Brown'’s criticism of Juynboll, above.
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the relevant hadiths—’Ishaq’s redaction; the SSs of al-Bayhaqi, Ibn Hanbal, and al-
Mukallis?30 unto ‘Abd Allah; and al-Tahawt’s SS to Ka‘b—share the same elemental

sequence:

’Abu Qatadah

ablutions

a cat appears

the cat is allowed to drink from a water vessel

objection/amazement

o 9k W R

’Abtu Qatadah cites the Prophet’s precedent

This is despite the fact that most of these hadiths are supposed to be the words and
recollections of multiple different people: Kabsah, the wife of ‘Abd Allah b. ’abi Qatadah
(in ’Ishaq’s version); ‘Abd Allah himself (in the SSs of al-Bayhaqi, Ibn Hanbal, and al-
Mukallis); and Ka‘b b. ‘Abd al-Rahman (in al-Tahawt’s SS). Why would the independent
recollections—the independent reports—of three different witnesses to a common
event share the same form?

Motzki argues that all of these reports are witnesses to the same event—thus, the
common form simply reflects a broadly-accurate memory of the same sequence of
events, witnessed simultaneously by multiple people.131 This is certainly possible, but
is it probable, let alone the most probable explanation for this kind of evidence?
Anyone familiar with the work of Noth, Crone, and Roohi will immediately recognise
an alternative explanation for such a pattern of evidence: stories and narrative
material were constantly borrowed and remixed by early Muslim storytellers, such
that the common elemental sequence featuring ’Abti Qatadah might simply reflect a
reused schema or template, rather than independent recollections of the same

event.132 Such a scenario is all the more plausible if the hadith indeed originated

130 Muhammad b. ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Mukallis (ed. Nabil Sa‘d al-Din Jarrar), al-Mukallisiyyat wa-’Ajza’
>Ukrd, vol. 3 (Qatar: Wizarat al-’Awqat wa-al-Su’iin al-’Islamiyyah, 2008), p. 373. The reader should note
that Motzki seems to have been unaware of this SS. However, for the sake of completeness (and to
present the strongest possible case for Motzki), I have included this ‘corroborating evidence’ in my
analysis. For the rest of the sources in question, see Motzki’s bibliography.

131 Motzki, ‘The Prophet and the Cat’, 63-64, 72.

132 Noth & Lawrence, The Early Arabic Historical Tradition, 2nd ed.; Crone, Meccan Trade, ch. 9; Ehsan
Roohi, ‘Between History and Ancestral Lore: A Literary Approach to the Sira’s Narratives of Political
Assassinations’, Der Islam, Volume 98, Issue 2 (2021), 425-472; id., ‘A Form-Critical Analysis of the al-
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amongst the relatives and descendants ’Abu Qatadah, since informal borrowings and
contaminations are completely expected in the context of family members learning
family lore from each other.

Some kind of borrowing or common narrative origin (as opposed to an origin in a
common experience of an event) becomes even more likely when it is noticed that
nearly all of these hadiths describe how Abu Qatadah allowed the cat to drink in the
same way: he “inclined” ("asgd) the vessel containing the ablution water. What are the
odds that independent recollections would happen to include the same non-essential
detail regarding how the cat gained access to the water, and that they would moreover
use the same verb in describing this? There are thus form-critical grounds for
suspecting that the CL hadiths about ’Abtu Qatadah are not independent of each other:
rather than a match between a single, inferable ur-redaction (embodied in all the
extant versions) and a CL (CAbu Qatadah), we instead have a mismatch between a
single, inferable ur-redaction (embodied in all the extant versions) and two or three
allegedly-independent recollections of a single event featuring a common figure ("Abu
Qatadah).

However, this kind of deeper, form-critical evaluation is not even necessary in the
first place, since the attribution of the aforementioned SSs to the putative CLs ‘Abd
Allah and Ka‘b are doubtful even on standard ’isnad-cum-matn grounds: some of these
SSs are more similar to certain transmissions from ’Ishaq than they are to each other,
sharing particular elements and wordings. In this respect, Motzki already conceded
that Ibn Hanbal’s SS via Mu‘ammar unto ‘Abd Allah is “a mixture of borrowings from
several different traditions”,133 and that al-Tahawt1’s SS unto Ka‘b is “modeled on” other
ascriptions to KabSah and ‘Abd Allah, given the presence of distinctive wordings in the
suspect hadiths that are present in seemingly unrelated hadiths.134 (On the same
grounds, al-Mukallis’s SS back to ‘Abd Allah, which shares extensive wordings with
"Ishaq’s recension, must be discarded as a borrowing.) However, according to Motzki,
the remaining two ascriptions to ‘Abd Allah—namely, al-Bayhaqt’s SS via al-Hajjaj and
Qatadah, and his other SS via Hammam and Yahya—have matns that are

fundamentally similar: “In both texts, the behavior of Abu Qatada is described in few

Raji* and Bi’r Ma‘lina Stories: Tribal, Ideological, and Legal Incentives behind the Transmission of the
Prophet’s Biography’, al- Usiir al-Wusta, Volume 30 (2022), 267-338.

133 Motzki, ‘The Prophet and the Cat’, 68-69.

134 Jbid., 70-71.
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words. The content is, on the whole, the same.”135 Moreover, given that these two
ascriptions to ‘Abd Allah differ notably in wording when they cite the Prophet, Motzki
infers that they cannot be borrowed from each other, from which it follows that they
must share a common source. Furthermore, since both hadiths do indeed cite a
common source (‘Abd Allah) in their ’isnads, this cited common source is likely the

actual common source for the two hadiths:

The differences between both texts show that they are not dependent on
each other. It is not very probable that the text of Qatada had the matn of
Yahya as a model or the other way around. If so, how can the substantial
similarities of both texts be explained? It seems most appropriate to think
that they are derived from a common source and that the differences are
due to the transmission process (i.e., oral, or based on written notes). Who
could be that source? The most likely candidate is ‘Abd Allah b. Abi Qatada
to whom, according to the isnads, both transmitters refer as their
informant.

In this regard, Motzki has both exaggerated his findings and overlooked key evidence.
To begin with, the similarity between al-Bayhaql’s two ascriptions to ‘Abd Allah is
extremely superficial: whilst it is certainly interesting that both omit the tawwafin
element present in ’Ishaq’s redaction,13¢ the version from al-Hajjaj—Qatadah contains
noticeably more elements than the version from Hammam—Yahy4, and in general, the
two matns share no distinctive wordings vis-a-vis the transmissions from ’Ishagq.
Moreover, the al-Hajjaj—Qatadah version has the sequence kana ’abt qatadah yusgi
al-’ina’ li-I-hirr fa-Saribat tumma yatawadda’u bi-hi, which is extremely similar to ‘Abd
al-Razzaq and al-Bayhaqt’s transmissions from ’Ishaq: the former has fa-’asgd ’ilay-ha
al-’ina’ alladi fi-hi wudii’u-hu fa-saribat tumma tawadda’a bi-fadli-ha, and the latter has
fa-’asgad ’ilay-hi al-’ina’ fa-Sariba tumma tawadda’a bi-fadli-hi. In this respect, al-
Bayhaqt’s SS to ‘Abd Allah is much more similar to certain transmissions from ’Ishaq
than it is to al-Bayhaql’s parallel SS unto ‘Abd Allah, which lacks most of the relevant
wordings. Conversely, the Hammam—Yahya version has the sequence wa-qala ’inna
rasul allah qala laysat bi-najas, which is extremely close to some versions of ’Ishaq’s
redaction (e.g., Malik’s qala ’inna rasul allah qala ’inna-ha laysat bi-najas), but

completely absent in al-Bayhaqi’s parallel SS. Once again, the ascriptions to ‘Abd Allah

135 Jbid., 67.
136 Jbid., 68.
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are much more similar to certain transmissions from ’Ishaq than they are to each other,
which is consistent with the occurrence of borrowing: certainly, they cannot be said to
derive in common from ‘Abd Allah, which means that ‘Abd Allah cannot be identified
as a probable CL.

Curiously, Motzki at one point considered the possibility that al-Bayhaqi’s SSs unto
‘Abd Allah via al-Hajjaj—Qatadah and Hammam—yYahya were actually the product of

borrowings from ’Ishaq or his students:

...the alleged transmitters of the two versions—Hammam and al-Hajjaj—
could have created them after the model of the hadith of Ishaq b. ‘Abd Allah
b. Abi Talha and changed the isnad. This objection does raise a question as
well: if one assumes, for the sake of argument, that this really happened,
how did they arrive at the same name for the informant? By chance? Or did
they make this forgery together?137

There are several obvious answers to this question. Firstly, there were various
pressures for independent ’isnads during the 8th Century CE, so if some Iraqgians at the
time sought local, alternative paths of transmission back to ’Abu Qatadah, and some of
their local predecessors were known to have transmitted from ‘Abd Allah b. ’abi
Qatadah, he would have been an obvious choice for such retrojections. Secondly, ’Ishaq
cited the wife of ‘Abd Allah as his source, so it is only natural that ‘Abd Allah himself
would jump out as an obvious alternative source. Thirdly, an initial dive to ‘Abd Allah
could spawn parallel dives thereto, either deliberately (i.e., attempts to update or
improve the initial dive) or accidentally (i.e., someone could simply mix up the initial
dive to ‘Abd Allah with a version of ’Ishaq’s hadith). We can thus safely put aside any
incredulity regarding the existence of multiple SSs unto ‘Abd Allah, as if this could only
be explained by his having been an actual CL—on the contrary, the simultaneous or
successive creation of parallel ascriptions to him is very easy to envisage, without
invoking amazing coincidences or mendacious collaboration.138

Of course, this still leaves the issue of the unique wording of the citation of the
Prophet’s precedent in al-Bayhaqr’s transmission from al-Hajjaj—Qatadah, which
differs not just from his parallel SS unto ‘Abd Allah, but also from ’Ishaq’s redaction.

According to Motzki, this unusual wording (“I am only doing what I saw the Messenger

137 Ibid., 67-68.
138 For more on this, see Schacht, Cook, and Juynboll, cited variously above.
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of God do”) cannot have been derived from the common wording shared by the
Hammam—Yahya version and ’Ishaq (“Verily the Messenger of God said: “Verily it is

nn

not impure””). Not a shred of argumentation is given in support of this contention,
however: it is simply asserted. Contra Motzki, it is easy to envisage such a change
occurring (especially during the 8th Century CE, when paraphrastic oral transmission
still lingered), since it transforms ’Abu Qatadah’s vague citation of something the
Prophet said (i.e., without necessarily indicating that ’Abu Qatadah himself heard it
directly from the Prophet) into an act that ’Abu Qatadah himself witnessed. A similar
motive can explain why some versions of ’Ishaq’s redaction have ’Abu Qatadah
explicitly state, “Verily I heard the Messenger of God say...”: this can be understood as
an alternative solution to the same ambiguity.

Finally, we have ‘Tkrimah’s mawquf hadith (in which no Prophetical precedent is
cited), which certainly does not share the same elemental structure as the marfu*
hadiths of the CL ’Ishaq and his borrowers—might we thus have two independent
witnesses to a common event, as Motzki suggests?13° Again, it is certainly possible—
but there are reasons to be skeptical. Firstly, ‘Ikrimah’s hadith can be read as vaguely
reporting a continuous or general custom of ’Abu Qatadah’s, rather than a specific
event: ““Abu Qatadah used to (kana) lower (yudni) the vessel [containing water for
ablutions] for a cat and it would lap (yaligu) therefrom, then he would perform
ablutions (tumma yatawadda’u) with the leftovers.” By contrast, ’Ishaq’s hadith
reports a specific event, which means that ’Ishaq and ‘Ikrimah do not attest to the same
event per se. Moreover, even if they are supposed to refer to the same event, ’Ishaq’s
hadith seems decidedly secondary, given that it is much more detailed and specific and
adds a statement from the Prophet. It is thus at the very least highly plausible that
’Ishaq’s hadith represents an elaborated and improved version of ‘Ikrimah’s hadith,
calling into question Motzki’'s conclusion that they represent independent
recollections of a common event.

In short, the early version of the ICMA articulated by Motzki relied upon a certain
kind of textual-critical reasoning—to establish the independence of texts—that often

cannot be applied to the oral context of Hadith; Motzki’s arguments for the

independence of texts often devolved into mere tautologies; and Motzki’s application

139 Motzki, ‘The Prophet and the Cat’, 63-64.
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of the ICMA was sometimes inconsistent and idiosyncratic, as when he disregarded
clear textual relationships between hadiths. Even if the ICMA in general can be

salvaged, many of Motzki’s specific historical conclusions will have to be rejected.

Little’s Defence of the ’Isnad-Cum-Matn Analysis

Despite all of this, an important consideration still remains in favour of the ICMA: the
matns attributed to particular PCLs and CLs are usually more similar to each
other than to the matns attributed to other PCLs and CLs.140 Whilst it is possible
that this kind of pattern could obtain via widespread and frequent borrowings,
suppressions, and paraphrases (of the sort described above), Herbert Berg—following
Motzki—argues that such an outcome overall seems quite unlikely: fabrications,
interpolations, and paraphrases could go in any direction and produce all kinds of
evidence, yet this particular pattern shows up again and again. By contrast, genuine

transmission would consistently produce this kind of pattern, according to Berg:

Motzki’s argument, however, is valid. If revisionists see no value
whatsoever in the contents of the isnads, then the observed correlations
between the texts and those isnads requires some alternative explanation.
Organic growth and mass fabrication would likely favor randomness, not
correlations.141

Be that as it may, there is an obvious solution to Melchert’s first criticism (viz., that the
ICMA paradoxically requires simultaneous precise and imprecise transmission), in
light of the usual chronology involved with putative CLs and PCLs. The transmission of
Hadith was loose or sloppy during the mid-to-late 8th Century CE, when the CLs passed
on their hadiths to their immediate PCLs; then transmission saw a marked increase in
precision at the turn of the 9th Century CE, when these PCLs passed on their hadiths

to their students (including junior PCLs); and henceforth, variations (at the hands of

140 See Juynboll, Motzki, and Mitter, cited above, in the section on Motzki et al.’s ICMA.

141 Herbert Berg, ‘The Needle in the Haystack: Islamic Origins and the Nature of the Early Sources’,
in Carlos A. Segovia & Basil Lourié (eds.), The Coming of the Comforter: When, Where, and to Whom?
Studies on the Rise of Islam and Various Other Topics in Memory of John Wansbrough (Piscataway, USA:
Gorgias Press, 2012), 281. Similarly, see Motzki, ‘The Collection of the Qur’an’, 28; id., “The Question of
the Authenticity of Muslim Traditions Reconsidered’, in Berg (ed.), Method and Theory, 236-237; Mitter,
‘Origin and Development’, in Bernards & Nawas (eds.), Patronate and Patronage, 77-78.
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these students and later scribes) were extremely minor.142 In other words, initial
imprecision (on the part of the CLs and their PCLs) allowed for variation to arise in the
first place (reflecting the respective idiosyncrasies of each PCL), then subsequent
increasing precision (on the part of the students of the PCLs, including junior PCLs)
allowed for these variations to be preserved forthwith, etc.

In addition to explaining the common pattern of evidence found by numerous
ICMAs (minimal variation within PCL clusters, but substantial variation between PCL
clusters), this inferable progression from imprecision to precision at the turn of the 9th
Century CE (when the senior PCLs were transmitting to their students) coincides with
both the generalised acceptance of the recording of Hadith in writing (or at least in
personal notes)!43 and a transition in ’isnads from generic citations (‘an) to verbatim
quotations (haddata-na, etc.).1#* As it happens, Motzki and others have already made
this connection, at least in passing.14>

This general pattern also provides a tentative solution to Melchert’s second
criticism (viz., the possibility that spreading ’isnads could produce apparent ’isnad-
matn correlation): the hypothesis of genuine and increasingly-reliable transmission
makes better sense in general as an explanation for the evidence in question. In other
words, as an explanatory postulate, the distinctive sub-traditions clustered around
PCLs can be understood to reflect the respective redactions of said PCLs, and the
underlying tradition shared by the PCLs can be understood to reflect the preceding
redaction of the CL, against the backdrop of increasing precision in transmission due

to the concomitant rise and generalisation of writing. Put differently, if the recurring

142 For some related evidence and similar observations, see Motzki, “The Murder of Ibn Abil-Huqayq’,
in Motzki (ed.), The Biography of Muhammad, 187-188, 192; Mitter, ‘Origin and Development of the
Islamic Patronate’, in Bernards & Nawas (eds.), Patronate and Patronage, 77, n. 32; Motzki, ‘The Origins
of Muslim Exegesis’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 252; Mitter, ““The Majority of the dwellers
of Hell-fire are women"’, in Boekhoff-van der Voort et al. (eds.), The Transmission and Dynamics of the
Textual Sources of Islam, 450. The papyri studied in Abbott, Studies, 1], are also consistent with this
pattern.

143 Michael A. Cook, ‘The Opponents of the Writing of Tradition in early Islam’, Arabica, Tome 44,
Issue 4 (1997), 476; Gregor Schoeler (ed. James E. Montgomery and trans. Uwe Vagelpohl), The Oral and
the Written in Early Islam (Abingdon, UK: Routledge, 2006), 116; Melchert, Ahmad, 31-32.

144 Christopher Melchert, ‘The Destruction of Books by Traditionists’, al-Qantara, Volume 35,
Number 1 (2014), 218-219.

145 Motzki (trans. Griffel & Hardy), ‘Whither Hadith Studies?’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions,
91; Schoeler (trans. Vagelpohl), The Biography of Muhammad, 104, 115-116; Motzki, “The Murder of Ibn
Abi I-Huqayq’, in Motzki (ed.), The Biography of Muhammad, 187-188, 192; id. (trans. Adrianovska &
Reid), ‘The Prophet and the Debtors’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 143, 161; id,
Reconstruction, 110-111.
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textual pattern of the PCLs and the CLs reflected genuine transmission, then it would
have to be an increasingly precise form of transmission (in order to actually explain
the pattern); and if indeed transmission was becoming more precise, it would have to
be due to something like the rise and generalisation of writing; and as it happens, we
have evidence for the spread and predomination of writing in exactly the right time
period. Moreover, if transmission was becoming more precise, we would expect to see
other signs thereof, i.e.,, signs of a general increase in precise quotation-practices, or
tradents paying closer attention to memorising and transmitting the wordings of
hadiths; and as it happens, the rise and spread of tradents reproducing the
transmission-terminology of their teachers (for example, haddata-na, as opposed to a
vague ‘an) is consistent therewith, and occurred at around the same time as the
generalisation—or general acceptance—of the writing of Hadith.146

In short, the hypothesis of widespread genuine transmission in conjunction with
increasing rigour or precision coincides with—i.e., is corroborated by—the rise of
precise transmission-terminology in ’isnads and the rise and predomination of written
transmission. Thus, the best overall explanation for the pattern in question (i.e., the
recurring correlations between particular wordings and specific tradents) is
widespread genuine—and increasingly accurate—transmission, at least from around
the time of the CLs and PCLs onward. In other words, the best overall explanation for
this pattern is that the idiosyncrasies or particularities of CLs and PCLs were accurately
recorded by subsequent tradents, which means that their redactions can be
reconstructed—at least whenever this correlation holds.

This also allows us to sidestep the problem I outlined with Motzki’'s approach (i.e.,
the lack of a clear and sound criterion of establishing textual independence and
common ancestry): the only criterion needed for a given set of matns to be explained
as genuine transmissions from a PCL is that they are more similar to each other vis-a-
vis those ascribed to others (i.e., that the PCL sub-tradition is distinctive), such that the
matns in question can be explained as reflections of the redaction (i.e., the

idiosyncrasies or particularities) of the PCL. By contrast, if the sub-traditions of PCLs

146 Again, see Melchert, cited above. Of course, tradents sometimes failed in this respect (or lied),
since we can infer in plenty of instances (by comparing variants) that a haddata-nd remembered by one
tradent is remembered as an ‘akbara-na by another. The important part is not that they remembered
100% accurately, however, but that they began to attempt to remember accurately. Or, to be more
precise, the evidence is consistent with such an attempt, as a general tendency; cf. Melchert, op cit., who
sees this trend as a reaction against the rise the writing.
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are not distinctive (i.e., the transmissions from them are not more similar to each other
vis-a-vis those ascribed to others), then no appeal can be made to a general
preservation of the particular wording of the PCLs.

Of course, my defence of the ICMA has severe consequences: if variation was
generally insignificant from post-PCL students to subsequent students or later
copyists, minor from the PCLs to their students, and major from the CLs to their PCLs,
then it is reasonable to expect that such variation was greater still from the Followers
to the CLs, and greater still yet from the Companions to the Followers, and so on,147 as
even Motzki admits.148® This general progression from imprecision to precision is
consistent with Crone’s view on extreme and rapid mutation in the oral traditions of
the 1st Islamic Century, undermining any expectation that the CL’s redaction (in the
event that this can even be reconstructed from the various paraphrases of their PCLs)
accurately reflects a report or memory passed on from a predecessor.14? Even the CL’s
cited ’isnad seems questionable, since even ’isnads could in principle be subject to
mutation.

In short, my solution to the problem of the seemingly-paradoxical simultaneous
need for precise and imprecise transmission on the part of the ICMA—the tendency of
Hadith transmission to increase in accuracy over time, as corroborated by other points
of evidence—is a pyrrhic victory, in terms of the prospect of reconstructing any kind

of pre-CL version of a hadith.

147 For a similar point, see Cook, Muhammad, 66-67; Crone, Meccan Trade, 223-224.

148 E.g, Motzki (trans. Griffel & Hardy), ‘Whither Hadith Studies?’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim
Traditions, 91; id., ‘The Murder of Ibn Abi I-Huqgayq’, in Motzki (ed.), The Biography of Muhammad, 187-
188, 192; id. (trans. Adrianovska & Reid), ‘The Prophet and the Debtors’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim
Traditions, 143, 161. Also see id., Reconstruction, 13, where Motzki noted some evidence for heavy
legendary development during the 1st Islamic Century.

149 Cf. Schoeler (trans. Vagelpohl), Biography, 16, 106, 113, 115; id., ‘Méthodes et Débats’, 361-362;
id., ‘Foundations’, in Berg (ed.), Method and Theory, 24, 27-28; Gorke & Schoeler, ‘Reconstructing the
Earliest sira Texts’, 220; Andreas Gorke, ‘Prospects and Limits in the Study of the Historical Muhammad’,
in Nicolet Boekhoff-van der Voort, Kees Versteegh, & Joas Wagemakers (eds.), The Transmission and
Dynamics of the Textual Sources of Islam: Essays in Honour of Harald Motzki (Leiden, the Netherlands:
Koninklijke Brill NV, 2011), 148. Schoeler and Goérke argue that, if we can reconstruct a gist back to
‘Urwah, the gist of this gist (i.e.,, minus any miracles, propaganda, and anachronisms) can be trusted as
an accurate historical memory tracing back to Companion eyewitnesses. Inasmuch as mutation and
legendary development were at their most extreme during the 1st Islamic Century, this conclusion
seems dubious: cf. in turn Chase F. Robinson, Islamic Historiography (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press, 2003), 10; Shoemaker, ‘In Search of ‘Urwa’s Sira’, 324-325; id., ‘Andreas Gorke and
Gregor Schoeler, Die dltesten Berichte iiber das Leben Muhammads: Das Korpus ‘Urwa ibn az-Zubair’, Der
Islam, Volume 89, Issue 2 (2012), 209-210. Cf. also Sean W. Anthony, Muhammad the Empires of Faith:
The Making of the Prophet of Islam (Oakland, USA: University of California Press, 2020), 7 (points 3-4).
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Little’s Refined ’Isnad-Cum-Matn Analysis

It should by now be clear that past executions of the ICMA contain imperfections that
must be jettisoned: the reconstructed redaction of a CL cannot simply be treated as an
accurate transmission from the preceding generation (in light of early rapid mutation);
and mere differences between matns are insufficient to establish common ancestry, as
opposed to direct or mutual borrowing. (Again, it is the general correlation of
particular elements with particular tradents, rather than merely similarities or
differences between matns, that is best explained as the result of genuine transmission
from said tradents.) In other words, only a more skeptical or rigorous version of the
ICMA seems sustainable, in light of the problems outlined above.

To begin with, PCLs and CLs are confirmed as genuine if they are associated with a
distinctive tradition or sub-tradition within the relevant set of Hadith material, and
whatever elements or wordings are shared in common within the tradition or sub-
tradition can be reasonably identified as reflecting their underlying redaction.1>0 SSs
are arguably still suspect (especially lengthy ones and those that claim to derive via
famous figures), but that suspicion can be set aside or mitigated if the SS is
corroborated by other strands in transmitting a distinctive matn from a putative PCL
or CL.151

This version of the ICMA is also clearly falsifiable: if a close correlation between
matns and a common ascription to a key figure is indicative of genuine transmission,
then a lack of correlation there-between is indicative of erroneous or false ascription.
For example, if the matns attributed to a putative PCL are more similar to matns
ascribed to other PCLs than to each other, this is consistent with the putative PCL in
question being a spider (i.e., the target of multiple, independent false ascriptions),52
or with most of the transmissions from a PCL having been contaminated by various

different sources.

150 Motzki (trans. Adrianovska & Reid), “The Prophet and the Debtors’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim
Traditions, 146-147; id., “The Origins of Muslim Exegesis’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 243.

151 Pavlovitch, Formation, 31.

152 Similarly, Gorke, ‘Eschatology’, in Berg (ed.), Method and Theory, 189-191. For an example, see
Rudolph Peters, ‘Murder at Khaybar: Some Thoughts on the Origins of the Qasama Procedure in Islamic
Law’, Islamic Law and Society, Volume 9, Issue 2 (2002), 147.
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Similarly, if a set of matns are extremely similar to each other (e.g., they comprise a
distinctive PCL sub-tradition), but the ’isnad attached to one of them claims therefor a
completely different provenance (e.g., a SS independent from the relevant PCL), it is
highly unlikely that identical or similar wordings and combinations of elements would
obtain independently (especially given the early ubiquity of paraphrastic
transmission). Therefore, the best explanation for such evidence is the occurrence of
false ascription: the tradent has taken a distinctive matn and given it a new,
independent ’isnad (i.e., it is a dive), or else an old matn has been replaced by a new
matn borrowed from somewhere else (i.e.,, total contamination), whilst its original
’isnad has been retained.153

Contaminations or minor borrowings are also detectable by the ICMA: if a specific
wording or element associated with a particular PCL shows up randomly in a matn
attributed to a different tradent, and none of the other transmissions from this tradent
exhibit this wording or element, this is best explained by the PCL’s version having
contaminated or influenced the other.15* Conversely, this analysis also exposes
additions, omissions, and other such alterations: if only one PCL has a particular
wording or element in their matn, for example, then this is best explained as an
alteration on their part; if the particularity had originated with the CL, then it is

reasonable to expect that at least some of the other PCLs would have transmitted the

153 Similarly, Schoeler (trans. Vagelpohl), The Biography of Muhammad, 104-105; Motzki (trans.
Griffel & Hardy), ‘Whither Hadith Studies?’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 113-117; Mitter,
‘Origin and Development of the Islamic Patronate’, in Bernards & Nawas (eds.), Patronate and Patronage,
77, n. 32; Gorke, ‘Prospects and Limits’, in Boekhoff-van der Voort et al. (eds.), Transmission and
Dynamics, 143; Gorke et al., ‘First Century Sources’, 35-36. For examples, see Schoeler (trans. Vagelpohl),
The Biography of Muhammad, 18, 105-112; Motzki, ‘The Prophet and the Cat’, 58-61, 68-69, 70-71;
Gorke, ‘The Historical Tradition about al-Hudaybiya’, in Motzki (ed.), The Biography of Muhammad, 251,
258; Motzki (trans. Adrianovska & Reid), ‘The Prophet and the Debtors’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim
Traditions, 157-158; Schoeler, ‘Méthodes et Débats’, 365-366; Peters, ‘Murder at Khaybar, 144-146;
Gorke, ‘Eschatology’, in Berg (ed.), Method and Theory, 189; Mitter, ‘Origin and Development’, in
Bernards & Nawas (eds.), Patronate and Patronage, 130, incl. n. 235; Gorke, ‘The relationship between
maghazi and hadith’, 179-180; id. et al., ‘First Century Sources’, 35-36; Stijn Aerts, ‘The Prayers of Abl
Muslim and al-Ma’miin. An Exercise in Dating Hadith’, Journal of Abbasid Studies, Volume 1 (2014), 74;
Pavlovitch, Formation, 112-113; Motzki, ‘Abraham, Hagar and Ishmael at Mecca’, in Rippin & Tottoli
(eds.), Books and Written Culture of the Islamic World, 378; Aerts, ““Pray with Your Leader”, 37-38, 41-
42.

154 Similarly, Schoeler (trans. Vagelpohl), The Biography of Muhammad, 104-105. For examples, see
Motzki (trans. Griffel & Hardy), ‘Whither Hadith Studies?’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 113;
id., “The Prophet and the Cat’, 57-58; id., “The Murder of Ibn Ab11-Huqayq’, in Motzki (ed.), The Biography
of Muhammad, 224; Gorke, ‘The Historical Tradition about al-Hudaybiya’, in Motzki (ed.), The Biography
of Muhammad, 258; Pavlovitch, Formation, 135, 143, 180, 226-227, 417-418; Aerts, ““Pray with Your
Leader”, 37; Gorke, ‘Between History and Exegesis’, 45.
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wording or element as well.1>> This also applies to the raising of ’isnads,'>¢ and other
kinds of ’isnad-related improvements.157

Of course, it is certainly possible that a feature confined to only one tradent still
derives from their PCL or CL source, whose particular rendition of the hadith on one
occasion just happened not to be preserved anywhere else.l8 However, this
alternative explanation seems generally less preferable, for three reasons: (1) the odds
of only one tradent preserving extra elements or details, at least when several others
received the same report from the same source, must surely be low, and becomes
lower still when the addition in question is absent from independent transmissions at
multiple registers (i.e., absent not just from parallel transmissions from the source, but
from parallel transmissions from the source’s source); (2) it is simpler (i.e., more
parsimonious) to posit a single interpolation, versus multiple omissions; and (3) as a
general rule, the accrual of material in transmission is the norm, which again makes an
interpolation scenario more likely than an omission scenario, all else being equal.1>?

In short, the ICMA “allows [us] to determine when and with whom certain variants
originated and branched off from the main transmission tree, whereas the common

ancestry of the variants is fully accounted for.”160 All of this also follows from the basic

155 Similarly, Gorke, ‘The relationship between maghazi and hadith’, 180; id., ‘Prospects and Limits’,
in Boekhoff-van der Voort et al. (eds.), Transmission and Dynamics, 142-143; id., ‘Authorship in the Sira
literature’, in Behzadi & Hameen-Anttila (eds.), Concepts of Authorship in Pre-Modern Arabic Texts, 72.
For examples, see Motzki, ‘The Prophet and the Cat’, 42-43; id., “The Murder of Ibn Abi l-Huqayq’, in
Motzki (ed.), The Biography of Muhammad, 202; Gorke, ‘The Historical Tradition about al-Hudaybiya’, in
Motzki (ed.), The Biography of Muhammad, 253, 267; Motzki (trans. Adrianovska & Reid), ‘The Prophet
and the Debtors’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 150-151; Gorke, ‘The relationship between
maghazi and hadith’, 180.

156 Similarly, Schoeler, ‘Méthodes et Débats’, 362-363; Motzki, ‘The Origins of Muslim Exegesis’, in
Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 243. For examples, see Schoeler (trans. Vagelpohl), The Biography
of Muhammad, 16, 59, 66-67; Gorke, ‘The Historical Tradition about al-Hudaybiya’, in Motzki (ed.), The
Biography of Muhammad, 267; Schoeler, ‘Méthodes et Débats’, 362-363; id., ‘Foundations’, in Berg (ed.),
Method and Theory, 25-26; Motzki, ‘The Origins of Muslim Exegesis’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim
Traditions, 243, 245-246, 271; Gorke, Motzki, & Schoeler, ‘First Century Sources’, 27-28; Aerts, ‘The
Prayers of Abl Muslim and al-Ma’min’, 77; Andreas Gorke, ‘Remnants of an old tafsir tradition? The
exegetical accounts of ‘Urwa b. al-Zubayr’, in Majid Daneshgar & Walid A. Saleh (eds.), Islamic Studies
Today: Essays in Honor of Andrew Rippin (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV, 2017), 24, 37,
41.

157 Similarly, Motzki (trans. Adrianovska & Reid), ‘The Prophet and the Debtors’, in Motzki, Analysing
Muslim Traditions, 153. For examples, see Motzki, ‘The Prophet and the Cat’, 52-53; id., “‘The Murder of
Ibn Abi I-Huqgayq’, in Motzki (ed.), The Biography of Muhammad, 179; id. (trans. Adrianovska & Reid),
‘The Prophet and the Debtors’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 153; id., “The Origins of Muslim
Exegesis’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 257.

158 E.g., Gorke & Schoeler, ‘Reconstructing the earliest sira texts’, 219.

159 Pavlovitch, Formation, 37-39.

160 Aerts, ‘The Prayers of Abii Muslim and al-Ma’min’, 72.
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premises or postulates of my ICMA, in any case: the ICMA only works in the first place
by explaining the correlation of particular matns with particular PCLs and CLs as being
the result of the accurate recording of the provenance of alterations, with the rate of
alterations decreasing over time in proportion to the rise of rigorous and especially
written transmission. To even identify an ascription to a PCL or CL as genuine,
therefore, we must posit their responsibility—whether by paraphrasing, sloppiness,
error, or dishonesty—for a particular wording or element. In other words, we must
identify unique wordings or elements associated with specific tradents as alterations,
interpolations, and insertions on their part—this is the only way to beat Cook’s spread
of ’isnads.11

Finally, it should be reiterated that none of this precludes the general unreliability
of Hadith—on the contrary, “this method does not require general presumptions about

authenticity”, as Motzki clarified.162

The Relationship between CLs and Their Hadiths

Even if the ICMA—at least as a corroborated explanatory postulate—allows us to trace
hadiths back to CLs, an important question remains: what exactly is a CL? Are they the
creator, fabricator, formulator, redactor, collector, or first influential transmitter of the
hadith, or some combination thereof? In other words, what is the specific relationship
between a CL and their hadith, beyond the fact that they transmitted the hadith to some
PCLs?

Most of the relevant scholars seem to agree that most CLs belong to the 8th Century
CE.163 Consequently, most of the relevant scholars agree that the CL is at minimum
responsible for formulating the common or approximate wording or gist underlying all

of the extant redactions of their given hadith. The reason therefor has been mentioned

161 We must thus dispense with certain hyper-sanguine attempts to attribute such variants all the
way back to the Prophet or the Companions, of the sort mentioned in Christopher Melchert, ‘Muhammad
Nasir al-Din al-Albani and Traditional Hadith Criticism’, in Elisabeth Kendall & Ahmad Khan (eds.),
Reclaiming Islamic Tradition: Modern Interpretations of the Classical Heritage (Edinburgh, UK:
Edinburgh University Press, 2016), 45-46. Such explanations are simply not corroborated by the
chronology of writing and transmitter-terminology discussed above.

162 Motzki (trans. Adrianovska & Reid), ‘The Prophet and the Debtors’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim
Traditions 147.

163 See above, in the section on Brown'’s criticism of Juynboll.
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already: mutagenic, sloppy, or paraphrastic oral transmission predominated at
precisely the time when most of the CLs were operating. In other words, the
transmission of religio-historical information was largely oral and paraphrastic until
the end of the 8th Century CE (even after the rise of private notes), which means that
even if some version of a hadith can be reconstructed back to a CL and be shown to
derive from even earlier information, we should assume that this version represents
their formulation (i.e., their paraphrase), rather than that of an earlier figure.

That this is so is actually a postulate, or a corollary of a postulate, in my refined ICMA
(i.e., it needs to be supposed at the outset to make sense of the recurring patterns of
the CLs and the PCLs, discussed above), but independently thereof, we still have the
research of Crone et al. on early rapid mutation in the Islamic oral tradition,164 along
with various reports attesting to the belated rise and predomination of written
transmission.16> To this can be added our established background knowledge
concerning oral traditions and historical memory in oral cultures (thanks to the past
century of anthropological research), according to which, paraphrasing, remixing, and
mutation are the norm.16¢ Finally, consider the fact that, even on a Motzkian approach,
we would often not be able to reconstruct the wording of the underlying redaction of a
CL if we only had any one of the varying paraphrases or remixes thereof by their PCLs:
it is only by comparing the different PCL redactions that the original core(s) from the
CL can be ascertained—and even then, usually only approximately.1¢”7 That being so,
we should expect the CL’s redaction to be no different—or even worse, given the
tendency for transmission-methods to improve over time—in this regard: just as the
PCLs altered the matns that they received from the CL, so too must the CLs have altered
their received matns (if not to an even greater degree, being earlier), in the event that
they even received their matns from earlier sources.

Thus, Juynboll described the CL as follows, in relation to their hadith: “In other

words: the saying which he claims was uttered by the prophet is in reality his own, or (if

164 See the references cited at the beginning of the present chapter.

165 See Cook, Schoeler, and Melchert, cited above (in the section on Little’s defence of the ’isnad-cum-
matn analysis).

166 For a summary of the relevant scholarship, see Bart D. Ehrman, Jesus Before the Gospels: How the
Earliest Christians Remembered, Changed, and Invented Their Stories of the Savior (San Francisco, USA:
HarperOne, 2016).

167 Schoeler (trans. Vagelpohl), The Biography of Muhammad, 114; id., ‘Méthodes et Débats’, 361;
Gorke, ‘Prospects and Limits’, in Boekhoff-van der Voort et al. (eds.), Transmission and Dynamics, 143;
Pavlovitch, Formation, 35-36; Anthony, Muhammad, 7.
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somebody else’s) he was the first to put it into so many words.”1%8 In subsequent
descriptions, Juynboll inferred that the CL of a given hadith “may be held responsible
for the matn (i.e. the text) of the tradition—at least of its protoversion”,1%9 or in other
words, “for the proliferation of the text (matn) of the report or tradition, or in any case
for the transmission of that matn’s most ancient wording”,179 or in other words, for
“the authorship of (the wording of) that tradition”.171 In this respect, Motzki et al. are
in agreement with Juynboll, as Reinhart observes: “But, he says, and even Motzkians
agree, the wording was probably constructed by the CL.”172 Thus, in a response to

Irene Schneider, Motzki stated:

When Schneider speaks of the possibility that the common link did not
create the transmission out of the blue, but instead processed older
material, it corresponds precisely with my own idea of a collector. It goes
without saying that the material was not handed down word-for-word
in oral transmission, and that information could be combined,
shortened, expanded and changed, as still happened later in the
transmission process.1’3

Similarly, according to Gorke:

The question whether a tradition was invented or merely transmitted by a
common link is more difficult to answer. Historical probabilities might be
adduced, butif we argued on that basis we would not need the common link
at all. The question is whether the two concepts can be separated only by
studying the variants themselves. We might escape this problem if we say
that the common link is the person who is responsible for the tradition
in the form we have it. He may have used earlier materials, but he is
the one who gave the tradition a certain form in which it was then
transmitted.174

For example, when evaluating an apocalyptic hadith that is traceable back to the

Basran CL Qatadah in terms of the ’isnads, but traceable back a generation earlier in

168 Juynboll, ‘Some isnad-analytical methods’, 353. Emphasis mine.

169 Id., “The Role of Mu‘ammarin’, 155. Emphasis mine.

170 Id., ‘Early Islamic society’, 155. Emphasis mine.

171 Id., ‘(Re)Appraisal of Some Technical Terms in Hadith Science’, Islamic Law and Society, Volume
8, Number 3 (2001), 306.

172 Reinhart, ‘Juynbolliana’, 421, n. 20. Emphasis mine.

173 Motzki (trans. Adrianovska & Reid), ‘The Prophet and the Debtors’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim
Traditions, 134. Emphasis mine.

174 Gorke, ‘Eschatology’, in Berg (ed.), Method and Theory, 190. Emphasis mine.
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terms of the historical content of the matn, Gérke—here responding to Cook’s study of

eschatological hadiths—postulates that Qatadah is the formulator of the extant hadith:

While Qatadah (60/680 to 117/735) lived a little too late to have invented
this tradition, Mujahid (21/642 to 100/718 or 104/722) could well have
done so. But as only al-Tabarani records the isnad going back to Mujahid we
might dismiss it as a later dive or a case of spreading. We would have to
conclude that Qatadah is responsible for the tradition in the form we
have it.17>

Likewise, Jens Scheiner describes the role of a CL—the Syrian traditionist Baqiyyah b.
al-Walid—in relation to a particular hadith as follows: “Bagiyya’s function as a
common link makes him the first systematic collector of this tradition and the one

responsible for its wording.”176 Similarly, Stijn Aerts states:

In regard to the remaining possible interpretations, I tend toward a middle
position (and herein I follow Schneider); viz., it may well be the case that
the CL did not create the tradition from scratch but used existing narrative
materials, then shaped and transformed them in such a way that they
met the needs of his time. The CL, thus, is neither a faithful transmitter
nor (necessarily) an outright forger.177

For a final example, Motzki—in a scenario where he inferred that the CL (in this case,
al-Zuhri) had genuinely received his information from prior sources—cautioned the

following:

This statement should not be understood to mean that I claim that al-
ZuhrT's accounts are literally taken over from his informants and that all the
details of the two accounts necessarily derive from them; this does not
seem very probable in view of the mainly oral character of the
transmission in al-Zuhrt’s time.178

Indeed, in light of this and in light of instances in which multiple distinctive redactions

can be traced back to CLs, Motzki et al. argued that we cannot trace a single, fixed

175 Jbid., 199. Emphasis mine.

176 Jens Schneiner, ‘Single Isndds or Riwdyas? Quoted Books in Ibn ‘Asakir’s Tarjama of Tamim al-
DarT’, Maurice A. Pomerantz & Aram A. Shahin (eds.), The Heritage of Arabo-Islamic Learning: Studies
Presented to Wadad Kadi (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV, 2016), 61. Emphasis mine.

177 Aerts, “Pray with Your Leader™, 36. Emphasis mine.

178 Motzki, ‘The Collection of the Qur’an’, 31. Emphasis mine.
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redaction back to the CL (or at least, the early ones): they probably altered their
hadiths in successive retellings.17°

So far, so good—all of the relevant scholars seem to be in agreement. But a deeper
question still remains: should we regard the CL as some kind of transmitter, or some
kind of fabricator? There is actually quite a range of plausible scenarios—a whole
spectrum of rdles for the CL, from “faithful transmitter” to “outright forger”—to

consider:

e Scenario 1: The CL transmitted their own paraphrase or remix of a pre-existing
(i.e., already-formalised) report, and accurately cited their immediate source(s)
therefor.

e Scenario 2: The CL transmitted their own paraphrase or remix of a pre-existing
(i.e., already-formalised) report, but lied, erred, or otherwise misled in their
citation of their immediate source(s) therefor.

e Scenario 3: The CL took pre-existing, informal information (gossip, rumours,
legends, stories, etc.), formulated it into a report with their own wording, and
accurately cited their immediate source(s) therefor.

e Scenario 4: The CL took pre-existing, informal information (gossip, rumours,
legends, stories, etc.), formulated it into a report with their own wording, but
lied, erred, or otherwise misled in their citation of their immediate source(s)
therefor.

e Scenario 5: The CL formulated their own conclusion, preference, or opinion
into a report, and lied, erred, or otherwise misled in their citation of prior

source(s) therefor.

According to Schacht, the hadith “was put into circulation” by its CL,180 who was “the

original promoter” thereof,181 such that the hadith “originated in the time of” the CL.182

179 E.g., Schoeler (trans. Vagelpohl), The Biography of Muhammad, 44, 105, 110; Motzki (trans. Griffel
& Hardy), ‘Whither Hadith Studies?’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 120; id., “The Prophet and
the Cat’, 52-53; id., “The Murder of Ibn Abi l-Huqayq’, in Motzki (ed.), The Biography of Muhammad, 179,
188, 190, 198-199, 207; Gorke, ‘The Historical Tradition about al-Hudaybiya’, in Motzki (ed.), The
Biography of Muhammad, 259-260; Motzki et al., ‘First Century Sources’, 46-48.

180 Schacht, Origins, 171.

181 Jpid.

182 Jpid., 172.
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More specifically, the CL “must be responsible for the creation of this tradition and the
fictitious higher part of the isnad,”183 or in other words, the CL “provided his tradition
with an isnad reaching back to an authority such as a Companion or the Prophet”.184
Schacht thus rejected scenarios 1 and 3, and in light of his view that the formal
transmission of reports only arose around the same time as the CLs (i.e.,, around the
middle of the 8th Century CE), he probably also rejected scenario 2. This leaves only
scenarios 4 and 5: either the CL “created” their hadith—as a formal ascription back to
an earlier source—ex materia (scenario 4), or they “created” it ex nihilo (scenario 5).185
Schacht is usually thought of as suggesting the latter, and at times he did, as in his view
that “the main body of decisions ascribed to” the Kufan Follower ’Ibrahim al-Naka‘T “is
to a great extent pure ra’y, often expressing systematic thought.”18¢ (In other words,
later Kufan jurists put their own ra’y into the mouth of an earlier authority, which
seems like straightforward ex-nihilo creation.) Similarly, Schacht argued that the
creation of Hadith by jurists and traditionists “partly also represented the means by
which definite changes in the accepted doctrine of a school were proposed and
supported.”187 (In other words, when some jurists or traditionists disagreed with a
prevailing view, they would express their disagreement in the form of a hadith, which
again seems like ex-nihilo creation.) But Schacht often spoke of ex-materia creation as
well, as in the following instance: “The isnads of the Medinese version have a common
link in the traditionist Ibn Ab1i Dhi’b. But this shows only the origin of the Medinese
tradition and not of the legal maxim.”188 More broadly, Schacht documented various
examples of Iraqgian qiyas,18° Iraqian istihsan,1°0 and Madinan qiyas!®! reappearing as
Hadith, and further stated in regards to Madinan appeals to ra’y: “This old ra’y, which
was originally to a great extent anonymous, as the consensus of Medina of which it

formed a part was anonymous, was frequently ascribed to individual ancient

183 Jpid., 158.

184 Jpid., 171.

185 Either way, “created” and “creation” are Schacht’s preferred terms, as in ibid., 155, 158-159, 163,
165-167, 171, 248, 253-254, 260. By contrast, he only mentions “fabrications” (ibid., 163), “forgeries”
(ibid., 4), and “forged traditions” (ibid., 250) once each.

186 Jpid., 105.

187 Ibid., 66.

188 Jpid., 181.

189 Jpid., 106 ff.

190 Jpid., 111 ff.

191 Jpid., 117-118.
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authorities.”192 In other words, the informally-transmitted opinions of past authorities,
which undergirded the vague sense of local consensus in Madinah, were likewise
transformed into formal reports (i.e., Hadith were created ex materia).

Juynboll took a similar view to Schacht, as we have already seen: the CL is the
“originator” of their hadith (as a formal ascription back to an earlier source),13 but

may have drawn upon pre-existing material in the process. For example:

The single strand from the cl down to the prophet does not represent the
transmission path taken by a prophetic saying, a path which has a claim to
(a measure of) historicity, but is a path invented by the cl in order to lend a
certain saying more prestige by means of the first and foremost
authentication device of his days: the isnad marfu".

In other words: the saying which he claims was uttered by the prophet is
in reality his own, or (if somebody else’s) he was the first to put it into so many
words.1%%

All of this illustrates an important point: most of the major skeptics in Hadith Studies
have agreed all along that at least some of the material comprising the extant Hadith
corpus derives, in one form or another, from the 1st Islamic Century, and even from
the Prophet himself.195 In this respect, therefore, the CL debate is really over formal
and accurate transmission, i.e.,, whether we can trust the SS preceding the CLs, such that
they can be relied upon to backdate the content of the CL’s matn to a particular
Follower, or a Companion, or even the Prophet. As we have already seen, Schacht and
Juynboll answer this question in the negative: the SSs preceding the CLs were likely
invented by them, so even if they did create their hadiths ex materia, we cannot know

(all else being equal) how far back this material goes. Furthermore, absent some kind

192 Jpid., 113.

193 In Muslim tradition, in general, Juynboll favoured the terms “fabrication” and “forgery” (and their
derivatives). In his treatment on “The common-link theory of ]. Schacht” in particular, however, Juynboll
described the CL as “the probable originator” of their hadith (ibid. 207), or as being “responsible”
therefor (ibid., 217). Likewise, in Encyclopedia (e.g., i, xvii, xx-xxi), Juynboll repeatedly used the term
“originator” to describe the CL. By contrast, the terms “fabricator” and “forger” (and their derivatives)
almost never appear in this work.

194 Id., ‘Some isndd-analytical methods’, 353.

195 E.g., Ignaz Goldziher (trans. Andras Hamori & Ruth Hamori), Introduction to Islamic Theology and
Law (Princeton, USA: Princeton University Press, 1981), 38-39; Berg, Development, 54, n. 33 (citing
Lammens and Caetani); Schacht, ‘Revaluation’, pp. 153-154; Juynboll, Muslim tradition, 71; id., ‘Nafi®,
239;id., ‘Early Islamic society’, 152, 181, 185; Rippin, ‘Tafsir Ibn ‘Abbas’, 61; Reinhart, ‘Juynbolliana’, 422.
Also see Crone, Medieval Islamic Political Thought, 126, n. 3.
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of special evidence or consideration,1?6 an ex-materia creation cannot be distinguished
from an ex-nihilo creation, which means that, in practice, the content of a hadith cannot
be dated any earlier than its CL (once again, all else being equal).197

By contrast, Motzki et al. preferred to interpret CLs as broadly accurate transmitters
of material from their informants amongst the senior (i.e., older) Followers and junior
(i.e., younger or longer-surviving) Companions, even if they reworded this received

material:

It is better to look upon the common links as the first great collectors and
professional teachers of knowledge in general and of traditions about
persons living in the first century of Islam in particular.

This makes it easier to understand the single strand below the common
link as well. It is the isnad given by a first systematic collector.198

In other words, according to Motzki, Schacht and Juynboll’s explanation of the evidence
is ad hoc, since a CL and their preceding SS can be explained differently, as a collector
rather than a creator. Consequently, Motzki concluded: “There is no reason to reject a
priori the claim of the common link that he received the tradition or the information
on which it is based from the person he names.”199

In light of all that we have covered thus far, it may be obvious that this criticism does
not stand up to scrutiny: Schacht and Juynboll’s interpretation of the CL is not ad hoc,2°
and we have good reason to suspect and reject the SSs that precede most CLs. As was
noted at the outset, we have various points of evidence (reports of mass-fabrication,

the absence of Hadith in the earliest documents and plausible ascriptions, etc.)

196 For example, some kind of obvious archaism preserved in the matn, or the survival of an earlier,
pre-hadith version of the matn, or something that would be subject to Criterion of Dissimilarity.
Similarly, see Motzki (trans. Adrianovska & Reid), ‘The Prophet and the Debtors’, in Motzki, Analysing
Muslim Traditions, 170. Conversely, an ex-nihilo creation could be inferred by taking into account the
broader context of the CL, or from silence or the non-citation of the hadith in earlier sources, or from
the suspicious convenience of a matn for a specific aim, etc. Similarly, see id., “The Collection of the
Qur’an’, 30; Aerts, ‘The Prayers of Abii Muslim and al-Ma’miin’; id., *“

197 For a similar point, again see Juynboll, Muslim tradition, 71.

198 Motzki (trans. Griffel & Hardy), ‘Whither Hadith Studies?’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions,
51. Also see id. (trans. Katz), Origins, 25; id. (trans. Adrianovska & Reid), ‘The Prophet and the Debtors’,
in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 133 ff.; id.,, ‘The Collection of the Qur’an’, 29-30; id. (trans.
Adrianovska & Reid), ‘Al-Radd ‘Ala I-Radd’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 210-214; Gorke,
‘Eschatology’, in Berg (ed.), Method and Theory, 188 ff.; Motzki, ‘The Origins of Muslim Exegesis’, in
Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 240; id., Reconstruction, 73; etc.

199 Id., “The Collection of the Qur’an’, 30.

200 Although Juynboll’s interpretation of SSs in general does seem ad hoc, as noted already; see above,
in the section on Motzki’s criticism of Juynboll.

”

Pray with Your Leader”’.
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suggesting that most Hadith—or at least, the first big wave of Hadith—came into being
during the 8th Century CE,201 which is exactly when most of the CLs were operating:
this already gives as a reason to think that the CLs were creators of Hadith.202

Moreover, the Revisionist chronology of the ’isnad in particular generates a
significant skeptical entailment, as was again noted at the outset: if Muslims (including
senior Companions, junior Companions, and senior Followers) did not mention or
record sources in the transmission of historical and religious information until 685 CE
or later, and then only did so partially or sporadically until 718 CE or later (such that
the transmission of such material unto the CLs was largely informal and
undocumented), then most ’isnads purporting to extend all the way back into the 1st
I[slamic Century (via senior Followers, junior Companions, and senior Companions)
must be inauthentic in that respect. In addition to having attained something
approaching a consensus in modern Hadith Studies, this Revisionist chronology of the
’isnad was also accepted by Motzki in particular.293 The skeptical entailment therefrom
is thus binding upon most proponents of any form of CL analysis.

Nevertheless:

Motzki thinks it is possible that common links were able to at least partly
remember the person from whom they heard something concerning a tabi°,
sahabi or the Prophet, or that they wrote down the name(s) of their
informant(s) together with the information received from them.204

201 See the works of Schacht, Juynboll, Cook, Crone & Hinds, et al,, cited at the outset.

202 This seems to have been Schacht’s approach to the matter, as noted already in the section on him.
Similarly, see Juynboll, Muslim tradition, 73.

203 For the genesis of the “isnad in the 680s and 690s CE, see: Josef Horovitz, ‘The Antiquity and Origin
of the Isnad’, in Harald Motzki (ed.), Hadith: Origins and Development (Aldershot, UK: Ashgate Variorum,
2004), 5/155; id. (ed. Lawrence 1. Conrad), The Earliest Biographies of the Prophet and their authors
(Princeton, USA: The Darwin Press, Inc., 2002), 26; Robson, ‘The Isndd in Muslim Tradition’, in Motzki
(ed.), Hadith, 21-22/169-170; Abbott, Studies, 11, 75; Juynboll, ‘The Date of the great fitna’; id., Muslim
tradition, 18-20; id., ‘Muslim’s introduction to his Sahih’, 305-308; Motzki (trans. Griffel & Hardy),
‘Whither Hadith Studies?’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 50; Pavlovitch, ‘Origin’; etc.

For the spread of the ’isnad and the rise of its systematic use after 718 CE or around the middle of
the 8th Century CE, see: Schacht, Origins, 37; Juynboll, Muslim tradition, 18-19; Motzki (trans. Katz),
Origins, 241; Lucas, Constructive Critics, 347-348; Motzki, Reconstruction, 73; Pavlovitch, ‘Origin’, 43-44.
Also see MotzKi (trans. Adrianovska & Reid), “The Prophet and the Debtors’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim
Traditions, 137, and Stijn Aerts, ‘Isnad’, in Kate Fleet, Gudrun Kramer, Denis Matringe, John Nawas, &
Everett Rowson (eds.), Encyclopaedia of Islam, THREE (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV,
2018), online edition.

204 Gorke et al., ‘First Century Sources’, 45.
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Furthermore, Motzki speculated that the CLs or “collectors”—as late Followers and
Followers of the Followers, operating in the era when the demand for ’isnads was
spreading—could have asked their sources (i.e., the senior Followers, or even some
junior Companions) for their sources, such that some ’isndds could validly extend back

into the 1st Islamic Century (i.e., back to some earlier Companions):

[t is conceivable, in view of the chronology of the birth of the isnad, that the
collector asked his informant for the source of his tradition and was told the
name or, at least, some name.205

It is indeed reasonable to think that this happened in at least some cases, given that
instances of ’isnad-use, or some demands for sources, were occurring already in the
680s and 690s CE: the aforementioned skeptical entailment applies to most ’isnads,
not all of them.

But even if we posit that the CLs (or “collectors”, as Motzki would have it) operating
in the 8th Century CE were able to remember exactly from whom they had received a
given datum, Motzki himself questions whether these sources in turn were able to
remember their own sources, in an era when “bookkeeping was not yet done as
regards from whom precisely which information about the Prophet was received.”206

Likewise (in a response to Schneider):

The possibility of going beyond the common link in a methodologically safe
manner does not by any means necessarily indicate that the tradition is
therefore authentic, i.e., that it goes back to the Prophet, as Schneider
alleges I imply. One cannot even be certain that it really originates from the
person whom the informant of the common link named as his source. In this
case - as in the case of the common link - several possibilities have to be
considered: Text or textual elements could indeed have been taken over
from the person mentioned; they could have originated from other persons;
they could have been created by the informant of the common link; or it
could be a combination of the possibilities mentioned.207

Alternatively, the CL may not even have bothered to ask their informant in the first

place, as Motzki again acknowledged: “But it is equally possible that the collector did

205 Motzki (trans. Griffel & Hardy), ‘Whither Hadith Studies?’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions,
52.

206 Id., Reconstruction, 72.

207 Id. (trans. Adrianovska & Reid), ‘Al-Radd ‘Ala I-Radd’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 212.
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not make this enquiry of his informant. He simply inserted the name that to him
seemed most likely.”208 Put simply, “the first three quarters of the first/seventh
century” are “the phase of the anonymous and unknown living exegetical tradition”, as
Motzki noted in a study of exegetical Hadith in particular.20?

More importantly, Motzki himself already conceded that “the supplying of an isnad”
only became common after the “beginning” of the 2nd Islamic Century (i.e., after 718-
719 CE),210 which is after the senior Followers and junior Companions (not to mention
the senior Companions) were already dead.?!! Thus, Motzki's concession to the
Revisionist chronology of the ’isnad—a chronology for which there are multiple,
independent points of evidence—still entails that most ’isnads purporting to extend
back to the Companions must be false or at least unreliable in that respect. In other
words, even if the CLs had wanted to ascertain exactly from whom their informants
had received their material in turn, it was too late to ask: by the time that most of them
began to systematically provide sources, or to respond to the spreading demand for
sources, these informants were already dead.

Moreover, even the ascriptions of CLs back to their immediate sources (usually
senior Followers) are in doubt. For example, the CL. may simply have erred, or cited an
ideal source rather than their actual source, or lied and cited a source—or a sequence
of sources—that were expedient at a given time, as Gorke has noted: “if the common
link was the inventor of the hadith, he might well change the isnad according to his
audience’s expectations.”212 Likewise, Motzki acknowledged that “early collectors”
(i.e., CLs) may have “mixed in traditions of their own with the genuine ones, adding
fictitious asanid”.213 For example, in his reconstruction of a hadith back to the CL Sa‘ld
b. Jubayr, Motzki conceded that “it is also possible that Sa‘id himself composed the

story on the basis of various pieces of information circulating after Ibn ‘Abbas’ death

208 Id, (trans. Griffel & Hardy), ‘Whither Hadith Studies?’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 52.
Similarly, see id., Reconstruction, 73.

209 Id., “The Origins of Muslim Exegesis’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 272.

210 [d. (trans. Katz), Origins, 241. In summarising his own work, Motzki (Reconstruction, 73) later
reiterated: “the custom of asking one’s teachers about their informants arose at the end of the 1st
century H., and then slowly spread in the course of the 2nd century H. In Mekka, asking about an isnad
didn’t begin until the start of the 2nd century, in Iraq even later.”

211 For a similar point, see Juynboll, Muslim tradition, 71-73; id., ‘Nafi®, 209-210, 222.

212 Gorke, ‘Eschatology’, in Berg (ed.), Method and Theory, 190-191. For other examples, see id., “The
Prophet and the Cat’, 52-53, and id., “The Murder of Ibn Abi 1-Huqayq’, in Motzki (ed.), The Biography of
Muhammad, 179.

213 Motzki (trans. Griffel & Hardy), ‘Whither Hadith Studies?’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions,
52-53.
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and then attributed his narrative to his former teacher in order to give it more

authority.”214 Elsewhere, he further acknowledged:

Motzki does not rule out the possibility that a common link no longer knew
whom he had received the tradition from and simply named a person who
seemed to be the most probable source.?15

Ordinarily, there is no way to know whether the pre-CL SS is genuine: “Verification
becomes impossible at this stage”216¢ and “we cannot prove that the common link really
received the tradition from the person he names as his informant”,217 at least on the
basis of ’isnads.218 Therefore, at minimum, the ascription of the CL to their immediate
source is suspect,21? whilst any further authorities cited farther back in the ‘isnad
should certainly be presumed to be the result of inference, guesswork, idealisation,
error, lying, or some other form of false creation. Moreover, given the primarily oral
and informal character of transmission up until the CLs of the 8th Century CE, it seems
highly questionable that they could have remembered specific sources for specific data
even if they had tried, or in other words: even their immediate cited sources should be
doubted. Once again, the entire SS preceding the CL becomes dubious, or as Shoemaker
put it: “An inherent skepticism pertains to the list of transmitters preceding the
common link”.220

In short, it is generally agreed that the CL is the formulator of the extant underlying
wording or gist of their hadith (i.e., that which can be discerned beneath the various
PCL redactions), and that the CLs were amongst the first systematic disseminators of
Hadith and citers of ’isnads. Given various considerations, however, the SSs that usually
precede the CLs cannot be trusted: we have good reason to doubt their motivation or

even their ability to accurately cite from whom they had received a given datum

214 Motzki, ‘Abraham, Hagar and Ishmael at Mecca’, in Rippin & Tottoli (eds.), Books and Written
Culture, 370-371.

215 Id. et al., ‘First Century Sources’, 45.

216 Schoeler (trans. Vagelpohl), The Biography of Muhammad, 16.

217 Motzki, ‘The Origins of Muslim Exegesis’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 240.

218 Compare id. (trans. Griffel & Hardy), ‘Whither Hadith Studies?’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim
Traditions, 53; id., “The Origins of Muslim Exegesis’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 240; id.,
‘Juynboll’, 541-542.

219 Also see Gorke, ‘Remnants of an old tafsir tradition?’, in Daneshgar & Saleh (eds.), Islamic Studies
Today, 41: “statements on ‘Urwa’s informants cannot generally be trusted.” Likewise, Aerts, ‘The Prayers
of Abll Muslim and al-Ma’miin’, 74: “The single strand from the Prophet to ‘Ubayd Allah is difficult if not
impossible to verify.”

220 Shoemaker, The Death of a Prophet, 83.
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(assuming ex-materia creation in the first place), and even more reason to doubt that
they knew, or were able to discover, from whom in turn their predecessors had
received their data (again, assuming ex-materia creation). Moreover, an ex-materia
creation by a CL cannot ordinarily be distinguished from an ex-nihilo creation, to begin
with. Generally speaking, therefore, the ICMA cannot get us back beyond the CLs, which
means in practice that we cannot usually reach back beyond 718 CE.221 Apropos all of
these considerations, Pavlovitch suggests that “the end of the first century is the
earliest point in time at which we may posit the existence of primitive isnad
transmission. For this reason, even if one were to undertake a meticulous isnad-cum-
matn analysis of the traditions that in a way or another signal the onset of the isnad,
one would hardly be able to cross below the threshold of c. 100/718.”222

Finally, it should be reiterated that even if we could know that a CL had created a
hadith ex-materia or, better yet, had merely reworded or redacted a story or report
received from an earlier authority, we would still not be able to trust that their
redaction thereof accurately reflected the earlier material or report. The implications
of Crone’s research seem inescapable: the 1st Islamic Century was a time of extreme,
rapid mutation, distortion, and growth in historical memory and oral tradition, which
calls into question the veracity of anything transmitted by the CLs (or at least, the
earliest ones, operating in the early 8th Century CE). In other words, “even if they had
a starting point in something the Prophet actually said or did,” Hadith have “undergone
so many changes in the course of transmission that unless the contrary can be shown,
they are best treated as evidence for the debates in which they were used rather than
for the views of the figures to whom they were traced.”223 This would be the case even
if the’isnad is genuine and even if all of the transmitters were honest, as Hoyland points

out:

That is the problem with isnad criticism. The same tradition may be
transmitted with impeccable isnads and still drift wholly away from its
original meaning. No one need have cheated; each authority may have
transmitted the report faithfully, as they understood it. But by the time it is
found in texts that are available to us, often two centuries or so after its

221 Of course, our reaching back to ‘Urwah in some instances, as argued by Schoeler and Gorke, is a
notable exception. In such instances, we can at least reach back to the end of the 1st Islamic Century, or
in other words, to around 700 CE.

222 Pavlovitch, ‘Origin’, 40.

223 Crone, Medieval Islamic Political Thought, 126, n. 3.
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genesis, it may have changed almost beyond recognition. This is the
principal problem, transformation of a tradition’s content in the course of
transmission, and not systematic forgery.224

(Hoyland speaks of two centuries in this instance, but the worst of the damage was
done in the first century of transmission, as Crone emphasised.?25) Thus, even if the SS
preceding the CL can be believed, the CL's matn—as an accurate rendition of what

came therefrom—cannot be trusted. Once again, the buck stops with the CL.

Conclusion

Even if all Hadith are ultimately fabricated, interpolated, or otherwise ahistorical as
formal ascriptions, they can still be subjected to various forms of dating. In particular,

any given hadith can be dated by:

External Corroboration: if the content of a hadith is corroborated by an earlier source
(usually, a Christian literary source, attesting to early Muslim beliefs and practices),
then this content at least can be inferred to have been circulating amongst Muslims

since the date of this earlier source.

Archaic Content: if the content of a hadith goes against the grain of the group that
transmitted and preserved it, then—based on the Criterion of Dissimilarity—the

hadith can be dated to before that group (or at least, to before that group received it).

Ascription Type: a version of a hadith ascribed to a later authority is likely earlier than
a version ascribed to an earlier authority. Likewise, a mursal or munqati‘ version of a
hadith is likely earlier than a muttasil version. Additionally, a Companion hadith—
based on the Criterion of Dissimilarity—probably dates back to the beginning of the
9th Century CE at the latest, whilst a Follower hadith probably dates back to the mid-
to-late 8th Century CE at the latest.

224 Hoyland, ‘Writing the Biography of the Prophet Muhammad’, 587.
225 Crone, Slaves on Horses, 6.
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Unexpected Silence: if it is reasonable to expect that someone would have cited a
hadith (because it was extremely germane to their interests, or useful for them in a
debate, and supposedly circulated amongst prominent people in their town, or even
amongst their own teachers), but they failed to cite the hadith, then it is reasonable to

infer, at least tentatively, that the hadith did not yet exist as such.

ICMA: if a hadith-tradition comprises a series of putative PCLs and a CL, and the matns
ascribed to each PCL tend to be more similar to each other than they are to those of
other PCLs, but all of them share an underlying, distinctive core, this can be reasonably
explained by positing these key figures to be actual PCLs and CLs, whose distinctive

redactions can be reconstructed.
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Chapter 2: An ’Isndad-Cum-Matn Analysis of the
Hadith of ‘A’isah’s Marital Age

Note to reader: this chapter was originally much longer and more detailed, but
due to the constraints of the word limit, it has been heavily abridged. In
particular, junior PCLs or sub-PCLs have been collapsed into the sections on
senior PCLs or CLs. Moreover, highly detailed footnotes listing the similarities
and differences between different reports have been removed. The full,
unabridged original chapter (including sections on junior PCLs or sub-PCLs and
more detailed footnotes) is available for the reviewers as an annex. It should be
noted that the rest of the dissertation assumes the original chapter, not the

abridgement.

In light of the preceding chapter, an ’isnad-cum-matn analysis (ICMA) of the hadith of
‘A’i$ah’s marital age—the reconstruction and dating of earlier versions of the hadith—
becomes feasible. The tradition will be analysed one sub-tradition at a time, in order
of the putative PCLs, CLs, and authorities with which each is associated: beginning with

the latest and working backwards to the earliest, unto ‘A’i$ah herself.

‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad al-Bagawi (d. 317/929-930)

[ have collated two reports ascribed to the Baghdadian tradent ‘Abd Allah b.
Muhammad al-Bagawi (situated within the broader tradition of HiSam b. ‘Urwah),
recorded by ’Abu Nu‘aym?226 and Ibn ‘Asakir.227 These two reports are more similar to
each other than they are to every other version of the marital-age hadith, sharing as
they do a highly distinctive elemental sequence and format: a discussion between al-

Haytam b. ‘Adi and Hi$am b. ‘Urwah about Kadijah, Sawdah, and ‘A’isah. The second

226 °’Ab{i Nu‘aym *Ahmad b. ‘Abd Allah al-’Isfahani (ed. ‘Adil b. Yusuf al-‘Azzaz1), Ma‘rifat al-Sahabah,
vol. 1 (Riyadh, KSA: Dar al-Watan, 1998), p. 3205, # 7368.

227 ‘Al b. al-Hasan b. ‘Asakir (ed. ‘Umar b. Garamah al-‘Amraw1), Ta’rik Madinat Dima$q, vol. 3 (Beirut,
Lebanon: Dar al-Fikr, 1995), pp. 171-173.
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half of both reports is admittedly extremely similar to a report recorded by Ibn Sa‘d
and ascribed to Muhammad b. ‘Amr,228 such that all three reports must clearly derive
from a recent common ancestor vis-a-vis all the rest—but the two ascribed to al-Bagawi
are consistently more similar to each other than they are to the third, which is
consistent with both of them descending from an even more recent common ancestor
(vis-a-vis Ibn Sa‘d’s report). This matches their common ascription to al-Bagawsi, or in
other words: al-Bagaw1 is likely a genuine PCL, whose distinctive redaction is reflected
in the first two reports.

’Abu Nu‘aym and Ibn ‘Asakir’s reports are largely identical, with only a few variants
(mostly minor additions or omissions) between them. This is consistent with the
hadith’s having been transmitted from al-Bagaw1 to his students (and from them unto
’Abu Nu‘aym and Ibn ‘Asakir) in writing, which matches the predomination of written
transmission in the relevant time period (i.e., the 10th-12th Centuries CE).
Consequently, the relevant section of al-Bagaw1’s urtext—the part pertaining to al-

Haytam and Hisam'’s discussion—survives mostly intact:

haddata-na al-ala’™ bnt miisa [haddata/’anba’a]-na al-haytamv bnv
‘adiyyin al-ta’iyy": [...] fa-haddata-ni hiSamv bn" ‘urwat? ‘an ’abi-hi qala fa-
waladat la-hu ‘abd? al-‘uzza wa-‘abd2 manafi» wa-al-qasim? qultu li-hiSami»
fa-’ayna al-tayyib® wa-al-tahirt [fa-]gala hada ma wada‘tum ’antum ya ’ahla
al-‘iraq' fa-’amma ’asyaku-na fa-qalu ‘abd" al-‘uzza wa-‘abd" manaf» wa-al-
gasim" wa-waladat la-hu min? al-nisa’ ruqayyat? [wa-zaynab?] wa-’'umm?
kultimi» wa-fatimat? fa-halakat kadijat* gabl2 al-hijrat' bi-talati sinin? fa-
“atat kawlat® bint" hakim! bn' al-’awqas' al-sulamiyyat" imra’at" ‘utman? bn!
mazini ’ila al-nabiyy' fa-qalat ya rasul@ allah! ’inni ’ara-ka qad dakalat-ka
kallatur li-faqd! kadijata [fa-]qala ’ajal 'umm al-‘iyall wa-rabbatv al-bayt! fa-
qalat’a-fa-1a ’aktubu ‘alay-ka qala bald ’amma ’[i/a]nna-kunna [ya] ma‘Sar2
al-nisa’’arfaqu [bi-him] bi-dalika fa-katabat ‘alay-hi sawdat? bint? zam‘at2

min bani ‘amir! bn! lu’a ¢ -hi bint ibnatrl ’abi

bakrin fa-bana bi-sawdat?
The deeper relationship between al-Bagaw1’s redaction and the report recorded by Ibn

Sa‘d is addressed below.229

228 Muhammad b. Sa‘d al-Basr1 (ed. Carl Brockelmann), Biographien Muhammeds, seiner Geféhrten
und der spdteren Trdger des Islams bis zum Jahre 230 der Flucht, Band 8: Biographien der Frauen (Leiden,
the Netherlands: E. ]. Brill, 1904), p. 39.

229 See the section on Muhammad b. ‘Amr, below.
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’Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Jabbar al-‘Utaridi (d. 272/886)

[ have collated five reports ascribed to the Kufan tradent ’Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Jabbar al-
‘Utaridi (situated within the broader tradition of Muhammad b. ‘Amr), four of which
appear to be abridgements: the version recorded by al-Hakim al-Naysaburi?30 only
comprises the opening element thereof; one of the versions recorded by al-Bayhaqi
lacks some medial elements and the final elements231; another version recorded by al-
Bayhaqi (in the same work, but in a different chapter) only comprises the final
elements232; and yet another version recorded by al-Bayhaqi (in a different work) is
actually the unabridged (or less-abridged) version of al-Hakim al-Naysabiir1’s version,
missing only some final elements.233 Fortuitously, two full versions are recorded by Ibn
al-Sammak?234 and Maymiin b. ’Ishaq,235 which are corroborated in each section by at
least one of the abridged versions, such that every part of the hadith is attested at least
thrice (save the very final element). When abridgements are accounted for, these texts
are largely identical. There are numerous textual variations between them, but these
tend to be very minor, and obviously the product of scribal errors: additional or
missing conjunctions, particles, and prepositions, abbreviated or elaborated names,
verbs given in different tense or person, outright misspellings, and a few added or
omitted words here and there. There is also some confusion as to who is narrating
some versions, although the narration is always coherent.

Despite all this, the majority of the corresponding texts are still identical, and textual
variants are mostly isolated in one or another version, such that an urtext is easily

discernible for the most part:

230 Muhammad b. ‘Abd Allah al-Hakim al-Naysaburi, al-Mustadrak ‘ald al-Sahthayn, vol. 5 (Cairo,
Egypt: Dar al-Ta’sil, 2014), p. 243, # 4500.

231 Bayhaqi (ed. Turki), al-Sunan al-Kubrd, X1V, pp. 154-155, # 13863.

232 Jpid., XX1, p. 131, # 21026.

233 Id. (ed. Qal‘aj1), Dala’il, 11, pp. 411-412.

234 ‘Utman b. ’Ahmad al-Daqqaq b. al-Sammak, in Nabil Sa‘d al-Din Jarrar (ed.), Majmii‘ fi-hi ‘Asrat
’Ajza’ Haditiyyah, part 5 (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar al-Ba$d’ir al-’Islamiyyah, n. d.), pp. 265-267, # 449.

235 Maymdiin b. ’Ishaq al-Sawwaf, al-Juz’ fi-hi min Hadit ’Abi ‘Umar al-‘Utaridiyy wa-Gayri-hi, Hadith #
42, available online at the Mawsi‘at al-Hadit website: https://hadith.maktaba.co.in/single-
book/1304/%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%AC%D8%B2%D8%A1-%D9%81%D9%8A%D9%87-
%D9%85%D9%86-%D8%AD%D8%AF%D9%8A%D8%AB-%D8%A3%D8%A8%D9%8A-
%D8%B9%D9%85%D8%B1-
%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%B9%D8%B7%D8%A7%D8%B1%D8%AF%D9%8A-
%D9%88%D8%BA%D9%8A%D8%B1%D9%87/878041/42
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haddata-na ‘abd" allahi bnv ’idris2 al-’awdiyy* ‘an muhammad! bni ‘amrirw
‘an yahya bn! ‘abd! al-rahmani bni hatibi» gala galat ‘@’iSat* lamma matat
kadijat® bintt kulaylidi» ja’at kawlat® bintt hakimir ’ila rasuli allah! fa-qalat
ya rasul? allahi ’a-1a tuzawwija qala wa-man galat ’in $i’ta bikra» wa-’in $i’ta
tayyibar gala wa-man al-bikr* wa-man! al-tayyib" galat ’amma al-bikrv fa-
ibnatt ahabbi kalqi allahi ’ilay-ka ‘@’iSat" bint* ’abi bakri®» wa-’amma al-
tayyibt fa-sawdat" bint* zam‘at? qad ’amanat bi-ka wa-itta‘abat-ka qala fa-
udkuri-hima ‘alayya qalat fa-’ataytu ’'umma riman2 fa-qultu ya ’umma
ruman?@ mada ’adkala allahv ‘alay-kum min?2 al-kayri wa-al-barakat! galat
wa-daka mada qalat rasulv allahi yadkuru ‘@’iSat? gqalat intaziri fa-’inna *aba
bakrin *atin galat fa-ja’a ’abii bakrir fa-dakartu dalika fa-qala ’a-wa-tasluhu
la-hu wa-hiya ibnatt *aki-hi fa-qala rasul" allahi ’ana ’aku-hu wa-huwa *aki
wa-ibnatu-hu tasluhu Ii galat wa-qama abii bakri» fa-galat I ’'umm® riiman?
’inna al-mut‘im2 bn2 ‘adiyy' qad kana dakara-ha ‘ala ibni-hi wa-allah! ma
’aklafa wa‘dan qattu ta‘ni ’aba bakrin qalat fa-’ata ’abu bakri» al-mut‘ima? fa-
gala ma taqulu fi ’amri hadihi al-jariyati gala fa-’agbala ‘ala imra’ati-hi fa-
gala la-ha ma taqulina ya hadihi qala fa-’agbalat ‘ala ’abi bakri» fa-qalat
la‘alla-na ’in ’ankahna hada al-fata ’ilay-ka tusibu-hu wa-tudkilu-hu fi dini-
ka alladi ’anta ‘alay-hi fa-’agbala ‘alay-hi ’abt bakri» fa-qala ma taqilu ’anta
fa-qala ’inna-ha la-taqiilu ma tasma‘u fa-qama abti bakri» wa-laysa fi nafsi-
hi min2 al-maw‘idi Say’u» fa-gala la-ha ’abt bakrir qili li-rastl! allah! fa-1-ya’ti
gala fa-ja’a rasulv allahi fa-malaka-ha qalat kawlat" tumma intalaqtu ’ila
sawdat? wa-"abii-ha Sayku» kabirt» gad jalasa ‘ani al-mawasimi fa-hayyaytu-
hu bi-tahiyyati *ahl! al-jahiliyyat! [f/w]a-qultu ’an‘im sabahar [fa-]qala man
’anti qultu kawlat® bint* hakimi» galat fa-rahhaba b1 wa-qala ma §3’a allahv
’an yaqula qalat qultu muhammad" bn" ‘abd! allah! bn! ‘abd! al-muttalib!
yadkuru sawdat? bint2 zam‘at? [fa-]qala kufur karimu mada taqilu
sahibatu-ka qultu tuhibbu daka qgala [fa-]quli la-hu fa-l-ya’ti qalat fa-ja’a
rasulv allahi fa-malaka-ha qalat wa-qadima ‘abd" bnt zam‘at® fa-ja‘ala
yaht[@a/1] ‘ala ra’si-hi al-turaba2 wa-qala ba‘da ’an ’aslama la-‘amru-ka ’inni
la-safthun yawma ’aht[1 ‘ald ra’si al-turab? ’an tazawwaja rasult allah!

sawdat? galat ‘@’iSatv

wa-faragat jumaymata" kanat Ii

galat
wa-la wa-allah! ma nuhirat
‘alayya [min] jazir[in/un] wa-l1a dubihat [‘alayya] min $ati» wa-lakin jafnatun
kana[t] yab‘atu bi-ha sa‘dv bnv ‘ubadat? ’ila rasul! allahi ’ida [dukira/dara]
bayna nisa’i-hi fa-qad ‘alimtu *anna-hu ba‘ata bi-ha.

Al-‘Utaridi is likely responsible for the wording of this urtext: the reports ascribed via
him—the reports from which this urtext was reconstructed—are all more similar to

each other than the reports ascribed to other figures within the broader tradition of
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Muhammad b. ‘Amr (see below). This is strengthened by the fact that two of the
sources—Ibn al-Sammak and Maymun b. ’Ishaq, who also happen to provide
unabridged versions of the report—corroborate each other in transmitting directly
from al-‘Utarid]i, or in other words: al-‘Utaridi is converged upon directly by two extant
collectors, rather than just the SSs of much later collectors. In light of all of this, al-
‘Utaridi is likely to be a genuine PCL.

The transmission from al-‘Utaridi to his students and unto the extant collections was
clearly written rather than oral, given that the extant versions are largely identical
(which belies oral paraphrasing), and given also the scribal character of most of the

variations that arose in the course of this transmission from al-‘Utaridi.

Sa‘id b. Yahya al-’Umawi1 (d. 249/863)

[ have collated six reports ascribed to the Baghdadian tradent Sa‘id b. Yahya al-’'Umaw1
(situated within the broader tradition of Muhammad b. ‘Amr), five of which appear to
be abridgements: the version recorded by al-Hakim al-Naysaburi focuses on ‘A’iSah
and only comprises the opening element, a fragment of the second element, part of the
third element, and two small medial elements236; the first version recorded by al-
Tabarani also focuses on ‘A’i$ah and comprises the first three elements and two medial
elements237; the second version recorded by al-Tabarani focuses on Sawdah and only
comprises part of the first element and the medial elements related to Sawdah?38; the
version recorded by Ibn ’abi ‘Asim focuses on Sawdah in exactly the same way?239%; and
the version recorded by Hisam b. ‘Ammar only comprises the final elements, focusing
on ‘A’i$ah.240 Fortuitously, a full version of the hadith is recorded by al-Tabari,241 which
is corroborated in each section by at least one of the abridged versions, such that every

part of the hadith is attested at least thrice (save one medial element).

236 Hakim, Mustadrak, 111, pp. 442-443, # 2742.

237 Tabaranti (ed. Salaf1), al-Mu jam al-Kabir, XXIII, pp. 23-24, # 57.

238 Jpid., XXIV, pp. 30-31, # 80.

239 [bn *abi ‘Asim (ed. Jawabirah), ’Ahad, V, pp. 413-414, # 3061.

240 HiSam b. “Ammar al-Dimasqi (ed. ‘Abd Allah b. Wakil), Hadit HiS§am bn ‘Ammar (Riyadh, KSA: Dar
’ISbiyya, 1999), p. 242, # 123.

241 Muhammad b. Jarir al-Tabar1 (ed. Michael . de Goeje and reviewed by Pieter de Jong), Annales
quos scripsit Abu Djafar Mohammed ibn Djarir at-Tabari, Volume 4 (Leiden, the Netherlands: E. ]. Brill,
1890), pp. 1767-1770.
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When abridgements are accounted for, these texts are largely identical. Still, there
are numerous textual variations between them, such as the usual additional, missing,
or variant conjunctions, prepositions, pronouns, and so on, and also a few additional
or omitted words of substance. There are also quite a few instances of paraphrasing,
and quite a few outright mistakes and misspellings as well. All of the extant versions
are plagued by confused narrator perspectives, which is likely due to the length of the
report: at some point in their memorisation, writing, or copying of this lengthy hadith,

a transmitter forgot what was happening or who was speaking in the story—usually

towards the middle or the end. This usually occurs when either Kawlah or ‘A’iSah

suddenly begins narrating the story, although the point at which this occurs—the point

at which confusion arose and errors obtained—varies from one version to the next.
And yet, despite all of this, the different versions of this hadith are largely identical

(when abridgements are accounted for), yielding the following urtext:

haddata-n[a/i] ’abi [[‘an muhammad! bni]/[haddata-na muhammad"
bnv]|] ‘amriw bni ‘algamat? ‘an yahya bn' ‘abdi al-rahman! bni hatibi» ‘an
‘@iSat? galat lamma tuwuffiyat kadijat® qalat kawlatt bint* hakim! bni
’umayyat? bni al-’awqasi imra’at* ‘utman? bni maztni» wa-dalika bi-makkat?2
’ay rasul? allahi’a-1a tuzawwija gala wa-man galat ’in Si’ta bikra» wa-’in Si’ta
tayyiban gqala fa-man' al-bikr* qalat ibnat" ’ahabb! kalq' allahi ’ilay-ka ‘@’iSatv
bintt ’ab1 bakrin gala wa-mani al-tayyib" galat sawdat" bintt* zam‘at? bn!
gaysin gad ’amanat bi-ka wa-ittaba‘at-ka ‘ala ma ’anta ‘alay-hi qala fa-idhabi
fa-udkuri-hima ‘alayya fa-ja’at fa-dakalat bayt2 ’abi bakrin fa-wajadat 'umm?
riman2 'umm? ‘a’iSat? fa-qalat [’ay/ya] 'umma riman2 mada ’adkala allahv
‘alay-kum mina al-kayri wa-al-barakat! [qalat wa-ma daka qalat] ’arsala-ni
rasulv allahi ’aktubu [‘alay-hi] ‘@’iSat? qalat wadidtu intaziri aba bakri» fa-
’inna-hu ’atin fa-ja’a ’abu bakrin fa-qalat ya ’aba bakri» mada *adkala allahv
‘alay-[ka/kum] min? al-kayri wa-al-barakat! ’arsala-ni rasul" allah! ’aktubu
‘alay-hi ‘@’iSat2 qala [wa-]hal tasluhu la-hu [wa-]’'inna-ma hiya
[bintu/ibnatv] ’aki-hi fa-raja‘a[t/-ni] ’ila rasuli allah! fa-[[dakarat dalika
la-hu]/[qalat la-hu dalika]] fa-qala irja ’ilay-hi fa-quli la-hu ’anta ’aki fi
al-’islam! wa-"ana ’akii-ka wa-ibnatu-ka tasluhu Ii fa-’atat aba bakri» [fa-
dakarat dalika la-hu fa-qala intaziri-ni hatta ’arji‘a fa-qalat ’'umm
riman? ’inna al-mut‘im? bn2 ‘adiyyi® kana dakara-ha ‘ala ibni-hi wa-la
wa-allahi ma wa‘ada say’2" qattu fa-’aklafa fa-dakala ’aba bakri» ‘ala
mut‘imi® wa-‘inda-hu imra’atu-hu ’'umm® ibni-hi alladi kana dakara-ha
‘alay-hi fa-qalat al-‘ajuz" ya ibn2 ’abi quhafat? la‘alla-na ’in zawwajna
ibna-na ibnata-ka ’an tusbi’a-hu wa-tudkila-hu fi dini-ka alladi ’anta
‘alay-hi fa-’aqbala ‘ala zawji-ha al-mut‘im! fa-qgala ma taqiilu hadihi fa-
gala fa-’inna-ha taqiilu daka qala fa-karaja ’abu bakri» wa-qad ’adhaba
allahv al-‘idat2 allati kanat fi nafsi-hi min ‘idati-hi allatt wa‘ada-ha
’iyya-hu] [f/w]a-qala li-kawlat? id71 I rastl? allah! fa-da‘at-hu fa-ja’a fa-
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’ankaha-hu _ fa-karajtu fa-dakaltu ‘ala
sawdat? fa-qultu ya sawdat® mada ’adkala allah" ‘alay-ki min2 al-kayr! wa-
al-barakati galat wa-ma daka qalat ’arsala-ni rastlv allahi *aktubu-ki ‘alay-hi
fa-qalat wadidtu udkuli ‘ala ’abi fa-udkuri daka la-hu galat wa-huwa Saykun
kabirun gad takallafa ‘an' al-hajj! fa-dakaltu ‘alay-hi fa-hayyaytu-hu bi-
tahiyyat! ’ahl! al-jahiliyyat! tumma qultu ’inna muhammad? bn? ‘abd! allah!
bni ‘abd! al-muttalib! ’arsala-ni ’aktubu ‘alay-hi sawdat?2 qala kuf’u» karimu»
fa-mada taqulu sahibatu-ki galat tuhibbu dalika gala fa-id‘i-ha ’ilayya fa-
[da‘at-ha/da‘awtu-ha/du‘iyat la-hu] fa-qala ’ay sawdat® za‘amat hadihi
’anna muhammad? bn2 ‘abd! allahi bn! ‘abd! al-muttalibi *arsala yaktubu-ki
wa-huwa kufun karimur ’a-fa-tuhibbina ’an ’uzawwija-ki-hu galat na‘am
gala id1-hi I1 fa-[da‘at/da‘awtu]-hu fa-ja’a fa-zawwaja-hu fa-ja’a ’aki-ha
min? al-hajji ‘abd" bn" zam‘at? fa-ja‘ala yahtu fi ra’si-hi al-turaba fa-qala ba‘d2
’an ’aslama ’inni la-safthu» yawma’ahti fi ra’si al-turab? ’an tazawwaja rasul"
allah’ sawdat? bint? zam‘at? [gala qalat ‘a’iSat"

nuhirat [‘alayya] jazir» wa-la dubiha[t] ‘alayya Satun
hattd ’arsala ’ilay-na sa‘d" bnt ‘ubadat? bi-jafnatin
kana yursilu bi-ha ’ila rasil! allah’.

Can this urtext (with the caveat that the middle section is poorly attested) be attributed
to Sa‘ld b. Yahya al-’'Umawi, the putative PCL therefor according to all of the relevant
’isnads? It seems likely: on the whole, all of the versions of this hadith (whence the
urtext was derived) are more similar to each other than they are to the other versions
of the broader tradition of Muhammad b. ‘Amr. In other words, they constitute a

distinctive sub-tradition, which is consistent with Sa‘ld’s redaction’s having been

preserved, broadly speaking.

Abridgements aside, this hadith as a whole was transmitted fairly accurately from
Sa‘ld: most of the wording of most of elements are identical, as was noted already. This
is indicative of mostly written transmission, as are the various mistakes and

misspellings scattered throughout—these are consistent with being scribal errors.
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That said, there are still many instances of paraphrasing between the extant versions,

which suggests a lingering oral component in the transmission.

’Ishaq b. Rahwayh (d. 238/853)

[ have collated two reports ascribed to the Mervian tradent ’Ishaq b. ’Ibrahim al-
Hanzali (better known as Ibn Rahwayh), recorded by Ibn Qutaybah242 and al-
Dinawari.?43 There are several differences between these two reports, but most are
minor additions, omissions, and substitutions and do not affect the meaning. The only
potentially significant variant is the following: Ibn Qutaybah names the source and
narrator of the hadith as al-Hasan, where al-Dinawari specifies him to be al-Hasan b.
Hayy. The ambiguous citation in the former could lead one to mistakenly believe that
the source and narrator of the hadith is the prominent Basran Qadar1 Follower al-
Hasan al-Basri (d. 110/728), rather than the prominent Kufan Zaydi theologian and
traditionist al-Hasan b. Salih b. Hayy (d. 169/785-786).244

Differences aside, these two reports are largely identical, and are moreover much
more similar to each other than they are to any other version of the marital-age hadith.
As such, they clearly embody a distinctive tradition, which is consistent with their
reflecting in common the underlying redaction of their cited source, Ibn Rahwayh.
Consequently, Ibn Rahwayh is likely a genuine PCL, to whom the following urtext can

be attributed:

[lakbara]-na yahya bnt ’adama@ ‘ani al-hasan! [bni hayyi®] gala ra’aytu
jaddatan [ibnat/bint]? ’ihda wa-‘Srin2 sanata» gala wa-’aqall* ’awqati [al-

|hamli |al-mar’ati| tis® sinin? wa-huwa ’awwal" |waﬂti’awq:?lt]i al-wat’i

242 ‘Abd Allah b. Muslim b. Qutaybah al-Dinawari, Kitab ‘Uyiin al-’Akbar, part 4 (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar
al-Kitab al-‘Arabiyy, n. d.), p. 66.

243°Ahmad b. Marwan al-Dinawari (ed. Mashiir b. Hasan *Al Salman), al-Mujalasah wa-Jawahir al-IIm,
vol. 3 (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar Ibn Hazm, 1998), p. 518, # 1133.

244 Suleiman Ali Mourad, Early Islam Between Myth and History: Al-Hasan Al-Basri (d. 110H/728CE)
and the Formation of His Legacy in Classical Islamic Scholarship (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke
Brill NV, 2006), 76.
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The uniformity of the two extant derivations from Ibn Rahwayh’s redaction is
consistent with its having been transmitted in writing, or at least with the aid of written
notes (allowing a minor element of paraphrasing), from Ibn Rahwayh to his students.
This is consistent with the predomination of written transmission in the relevant time-

period (i.e., the early-to-mid 9th Century CE).

al-Hajjaj b. ’abi Mani‘ (d. post-216/831)

[ have collated four reports ascribed to the Levantine tradent al-Hajjaj b. >abi Mani" al-
Rusafi (ostensibly situated within the broader tradition of al-Zuhri), recorded by al-
Bayhaqi2#> and Ibn al-Tabar1.24¢ These four reports reduce to two PCL sub-traditions,
which in turn embody a common distinctive tradition vis-a-vis all other versions of the
marital-age hadith. This is consistent with their common ascription to al-Hajjaj,
meaning that al-Hajjaj is probably a genuine PCL. In fact, these two reports are mostly
identical, aside from a few additions, omissions, and substitutions, such that al-Hajjaj’s

urtext is easy to discern:

[ba“d2 kadijat?]

wa-[hiya] ‘@’iSat" bint" ’abi bakr! bni ’ab1 quhafat? bn! ‘amir!

[bn! ‘amriw] bni ka‘bi bni sa‘d! bn! taym! bni murrat? [bn! ka‘bi] bn! lu’ayy!
bn! galibi bn! fihrin wa-ismU ’abi bakrin

‘atiqu wa-ism" *abi quhafat? ‘utmanv.

The precise preservation of this hadith is consistent with its having been transmitted
from al-Hajjaj to his students, and from them unto the extant collections, in writing,
which fits well enough with the relevant time periods: al-Hajjaj operated unto the

middle of the 9th Century CE, when written transmission predominated.

245 Bayhagqi (ed. Qal‘aji), Dala@’il al-Nubuwwah, V11, p. 284; id. (ed. Turki), al-Sunan al-Kubrd, XIII, p.
564, # 13553.
246 Fasawl1 (ed. ‘Umari), al-Ma ‘rifah wa-al-Ta’rik, 111, pp. 321, 326.
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‘Abd al-Razzaq b. Hammam (d. 211/827)

I have collated six reports ascribed to the Yemenite tradent ‘Abd al-Razzaq b.
Hammam, recorded by Muslim,247 Ibn ’abi al-Dunya,248 al-Dabari,24° Ibn ’abi ‘Asim,250
al-Nasa’1,2°1 ’Abu ‘Awanah,?52 al-Tabarani,253 Ibn Mandah,2>4 ’Abii Nu‘aym,25> and al-
Bayhaqi.25¢ Most of these reports agree upon the same gist and even much of the same
wording, and all of them are more similar to each other than to all the other versions
of the marital-age hadith, such that they constitute a distinctive sub-tradition. This is
consistent with all of these reports preserving an underlying recension from their
stated common source, ‘Abd al-Razzagq. It is thus likely that ‘Abd al-Razzaq is a genuine
PCL, and that this sub-tradition derives from him.

When it comes to reconstructing the specific wording of ‘Abd al-Razzaq’s redaction,
however, there are some serious problems. There are of course numerous variants in
the six reports, including rearranged, added, omitted, and substituted words, all of
which are consistent with paraphrastic transmission. More troubling is the pattern of
variants: most of them are doubly attested (i.e., present in two reports), but seemingly
at random. In other words, most of the variants are not confined to only one version,
which seems unlikely if the variants in question were the product of the respective
tradents thereof: it is not very likely that two tradents would make exactly the same
change to their versions independently, and even less likely that this would occur over

and over.

247 Muslim (ed. Faryabi), Sahih, 1, p. 642, # 71/1422.

248 “‘Abd Allah b. ’abi al-Dunya Muhammad b. ‘Ubayd (ed. Najm ‘Abd al-Rahman Kalaf), Kitab al-‘lyal
(Dammam, KSA: Dar Ibn al-Qayyim, 1990), p. 755, # 558.

249 “‘Abd al-Razzaq b. Hammam al-San‘ani (ed. Habib al-Rahman al-’A‘zami), al-Musannaf, vol. 6
(Beirut, Lebanon: al-Majlis al-‘Ilmiyy, 1970), p. 162, ## 10349-10350.

250°’Ahmad b. >abi ‘Asim b. ‘Amr (ed. Basil Faysal ’Ahmad al-Jawabirah), al-’Ahad wa-al-Matani, vol. 5
(Riyad, KSA: Dar al-Rayah, 1991), p. 399, # 3028.

251 Nasa’1 (ed. §alabi), al-Sunan al-Kubrd, V, pp. 242-243, # 5544.

252°Abii ‘Awanah (ed. “Ata’ Allah), al-Musnad al-Sahih, X1, p. 385, # 4709.

253 Sulayman b. ’Ahmad al-Tabarani (ed. Hamdi ‘Abd al-Majid al-Salafi), al-Mujam al-Kabir, vol. 23
(Cairo, Egypt: Maktabat Ibn Taymiyyah, n. d.), pp. 20-21, # 44.

25¢ Muhammad b. ’Ishaq b. Mandah (ed. ‘Amir Hasan Sabri), Ma‘rifat al-Sahdbah (UAE: Jami‘at al-
’Imarat al-‘Arabiyyah al-Muttahidah, 2005), pp. 940-941.

255>Abii Nu‘aym >Ahmad b. ‘Abd Allah al-’Isfahani (ed. Muhammad Hasan ’Isma‘il al-Safi), al-Musnad
al-Mustakraj ‘ald Sahth Muslim, vol. 4 (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar al-Kutub al-‘llmiyyah, n. d.), p. 87, # 3312.

256 Bayhaqi (ed. Turki), al-Sunan al-Kubrd, XXI, p. 129, # 21024.
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There are two solutions to this puzzle: either there was frequent contamination
between the different transmissions from ‘Abd al-Razzaq,2>” rendering the precise
reconstruction of his urtext largely impossible (since corroborating wordings might
actually be borrowed from each other); or alternatively, ‘Abd al-Razzaq reworded his
version through successive retellings, such that there is no coherent or fixed urtext to
reconstruct in the first place. The gist of the ‘original’ redaction remains the same
regardless, but (in the first scenario) some key details are thrown into question: did
‘Abd al-Razzaq cite Hi$am as one of his sources, or did he not? Did he relate that ‘A’iah
was engaged to marry the Prophet when she was six, or six or seven, or seven? Even
more troubling (in the second scenario) is the prospect that ‘Abd al-Razzaq changed a
key detail in his hadith over time. The addition or omission of HiSam could be explained
away as mere abridgement, but the alternating ages cannot: was ‘A’i$ah six, or six or
seven, or seven?258

In the first scenario, there is still some prospect of reconstructing a speculative
urtext, based on the Criterion of Dissimilarity: unusual and undesirable textual
variants are more likely to belong to the original and less likely to be the product of
contamination, since it is more likely that an obscure or undesirable version was
updated in accordance with a common, popular, or ideal version, rather than vice

versa.25? On this basis, the following approximation obtains:

...ma‘maryn ‘an! al-zuhriyy! wa-hisami bni ‘urwat? ‘an ’abi-hi

Alternatively, in the second scenario, we can discern several distinct drafts of “Abd al-

Razzaq's hadith. In the earliest version (partially and variously recorded by al-Dabari,

257 The geography of the tradents is consistent with this: all of those who transmitted from ‘Abd al-
Razzaq (bar al-Dabari) operated primarily in Iraq and the East, such that they could easily have met and
influenced each other’s versions.

258 [t might be claimed that “six” and “seven” were each just abbreviations of “six or seven”, but if so,
this still seems extremely sloppy or dishonest on ‘Abd al-Razzaq’s part—in either instance, he would be
giving the impression of precision or certainty on a historical datum that he knew to be uncertain.

259 Thus: the vague ‘an is likely the original, rather than the specific ‘akbara-nd; the ascription to
‘Urwah is likely the original, rather than the ascription via ‘Urwah to ‘A’i$ah; the rare nakaha and
sanawat are likely the original, rather than the common tazawwaja and sinin; the uncertain sitt ‘aw sab°
is likely the original, rather than the certain sitt or sab‘, respectively; and finally, zuffat is rare in the
broader tradition as a whole, so it is plausibly the original (rather than the isolated variants ‘uhdiyat and
dufi‘tu) here.
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al-Nasa’1, and ’Abi ‘Awanah),260 His$am was probably included in the *isnad, ‘A’i$ah was
probably absent from the “isnad (making it mungqati‘), the first verb was probably the
rare nakaha, and ‘A’i$ah’s marital age was probably uncertain (sitt sanawat ‘aw sab?),
as in the following:

...ma‘maryn ‘ani al-zuhriyyi ‘an ‘urwat2 wa-hisami bn! ‘urwat2 ‘an ’abi-hi

In a subsequent iteration (recorded by ’Abu ‘Awanah),26 ‘Abd al-Razzaq omitted
Hi$am from the ’isndd and further raised it from ‘Urwah to ‘A’i$ah, whilst also

substituting the uncommon nakaha for the common tazawwaja, as in the following:

..ma‘mari® ‘an! al-zuhriyy! ‘an ‘urwat? ‘an ‘3d’iSat® ’anna

In a final iteration (recorded by Muslim, and in Ibn ’abi al-Dunya’s version from the
PCL Ibn ‘Askar),262 ‘Abd al-Razzaq further refined the hadith by removing the
ambiguity surrounding ‘A’i$ah’s marital age and specifying seven in particular, as in

the following:

..ma‘maru ‘ani al-zuhriyy! ‘an ‘urwat? ‘an ‘3d’iSat® ’anna

Finally, ‘Abd al-Razzaq’s student al-Dabari alternatively specified the first element as
sitt, and Ibn Mandah or one of his intermediaries back to ‘Abd al-Razzaq (’Ahmad b.
Muhammad b. Ziyad or ’Ahmad b. Mansiir) took this and further rephrased the entire

260 The raising in ’Abii ‘Awanah and the ‘anna al-nabiyy tazawwaja-ha are both secondary, and the
tuwuffiya is a unique variant in his transmission, so all must be disregarded for this redaction; the sinin
and sanah in al-Nasa1 are absent in the other two, and should be disregarded accordingly; the ‘uhdiyat
in al-Dabari is unique to him; and finally, the specific sitt in al-Dabari seems secondary, vis-a-vis the
vague sitt sanawat *aw sab".

261 However, tuwuffiya is unique to ’Abl ‘Awanah, and has been emended to mata accordingly.

262 Tbn ’abi al-Dunya—Ibn ‘Askar omits ’ilay-hi, present in all other versions of this hadith. The two
other versions of Ibn ‘Askar omit ’anna and reorganise the first element: Ibn ’abi ‘Asim has tazawwaja-
ha al-nabiyy, and al-Tabarani has tazawwaja-ni rasil allah.
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hadith into an autobiographical quotation from “A’i$ah (substituting al-nabiyy for rasl
allah and the z-f-f root with the d-f-* root, and omitting the ‘dolls’ element in the
process).

On either scenario, the following wording probably derives from ‘Abd al-Razzaq, as
his original formulation (before it was altered and contaminated by successive
tradents) or earliest discernible formulation (before he himself altered in successive

retellings):

..ma‘marun ‘an! al-zuhriyy! wa-hisami bni ‘urwat2 ‘an ’abi-hi

In the first scenario, where the tradents from ‘Abd al-Razzaq are responsible for the
major variants within this sub-tradition, most of the variants in the first element
(substituted words, rearranged sentences, changed details) are consistent with oral
paraphrasing, even as the overall uniformity of the other three elements is consistent
with written transmission; this might point to parallel or partial oral and written
transmission at this time, from ‘Abd al-Razzaq to his students, and between these
students. In the second scenario, where ‘Abd al-Razzaq himself is responsible for the
major variants within this sub-tradition, most of these variants are consistent with oral
paraphrasing on the part of ‘Abd al-Razzaq, combined with fairly precise written
transmission on the part of his tradents, or in other words: ‘Abd al-Razzaq transmitted
his hadith orally (and paraphrased it in successive retellings), whereas most of his
students preserved it in writing. Even then, there may have been a few instances of
paraphrasing on the part of these students: al-Dabari seems to have paraphrased zuffat
as ‘uhdiyat, and possibly also reduced sitt sanawat ‘aw sab‘ to sitt; ’Abu ‘Awanah or his
source al-Sagani seems to have paraphrased mata as tuwuffiya; and Ibn Mandah or one
of his sources rephrased the entire hadith (see above). By contrast, the occasional
additions or omissions in the different transmissions can be explained by occasional
scribal errors, either by the aforementioned tradents or later copyists of the relevant

collections.263

263 Specifically: the added sinin in both Muslim and al-Nasa’1; the missing ‘an-ha in Ibn ‘Askar; and
the added sanah in al-Nasa’l.
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Muhammad b. ‘Umar al-Wagqidi (d. 207 /823)

[ have collated two reports ascribed to the Madinan tradent Muhammad b. ‘Umar al-
Wagqidi (from ‘Abd al-Wahid b. Maymun, from Habib al-’A‘war), recorded by Ibn Sa‘d264
and al-Hakim al-Naysabiur1.265 These two reports are more similar to each other than
they are to all the rest, and are in fact largely identical, aside from a few additions,
omissions, and other minor differences. As such, these two reports constitute a
distinctive sub-tradition, which is consistent with their reflecting the particular

redaction of their common source, al-Waqidi. Consequently, al-Wagqidi is probably a

genuine CL, to whom the following urtext can be attributed:

haddata-n[i/a] ‘abdv al-wahid! bn* maymiini® mawla ‘urwat? ‘an habibin
mawla ‘urwat2 gala lamma matat kadijat" hazina ‘alay-ha al-nabiyy"
huznar sadidar

fa-kana
rastlv allahi yaktalifu ’ila bayt! ’abi bakri®» wa-yaqilu ya ’'umm? rimana
istawsi bi-@’iSat2 kayran wa-ihfazi-ni fi-ha fa-kana li-@’iSat2  bi-
[dalika/daka] manzilatu» ‘ind? ’ahli-ha wa-la yas‘urtina bi-’amri allah! fi-ha
fa-’ata-hum rasulv allah! [yawman] fi ba‘di ma kana ya’ti-him wa-kana la
yukti’'u-hu yawmlv/aln wahid[v/aln ’illa] ’an ya’tiya ’ila bayt' ’abi bakri
mundu ’aslama ’il4 ’an hajara fa-yajidu ‘@’iSat? mutasattirata" bi-babi [dari]
’abl bakrin tabki buka’an hazinar fa-sa’ala-ha fa-Sakat >'umma-ha fa-dakarat
’anna-ha tila‘u [bi-ha] fa-dama‘at ‘ayna rasul' allah! [f/w]a-dakala ‘ala
‘ummi riman? fa-qala ya 'umm? riman? ’a-lam ’tsi-ki bi-‘a’iSat? ’an tahfazi-
ni fi-[h/m]a fa-qalat ya rasul? allahi ’inna-ha ballagati al-siddig? ‘ann[a/1]
wa-"agdabat-hu ‘alay-na fa-qala al-nabiyy* wa-’in fa‘alat galat ’umm
riman? la jaram? 1a su’tu-ha ’abada" wa-kanat ‘@’isat* wulidat [fi] al-
sanatli/al al-rabi‘atli/al min2 al-nubuwwat! [fi ’awwali-ha

wa-tazawwaja-ha ba‘d2 sawdat? bi-Sahrin.

The extremely high rate of similarity between the two extant derivations of this hadith
is consistent with its having been transmitted in writing from al-Wagqidi to his students,

which fits not just the general time period involved (i.e., the early 9th Century CE

264 [bn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 54.
265 Hakim, Mustadrak, V1], p. 21, # 6883. For the rest of the ’isnad, see ibid., p. 20, # 6881.
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onward, when written transmission predominated), but with the fact that al-Wagqidi
was an early composer of texts (sahib al-tasanif wa-al-magazi),?%¢ Ibn Sa‘d was his
personal scribe (katib),267 and al-Husayn b. al-Faraj transmitted from him a recension

of his al-Mubtada’ wa-al-Magazi.>68

Muhammad b. Bir (d. 203/818-819)

[ have collated two reports ascribed to the Kufan tradent Muhammad b. BiSr (situated
within the broader tradition of Muhammad b. ‘Amr): one recorded in the Musnad of
Ibn Rahwayh,26° and the other in the Musnad of Ibn Hanbal (as composed or
transmitted by his son ‘Abd Allah).270 There are numerous differences between these
two versions: additional or missing conjunctions, particles, and prepositions,
transpositions, outright misspellings, the addition or omission of words and sentences,
and most of all, paraphrases (including both substitution with synonyms and
elaborations). Both versions are also characterised by confusion in the narrator’s point
of view (whether due to interpolation or editorial correction, or paraphrastic or scribal
error), but in different places.

Despite all of this, these two reports are more similar to each other than to any
others within the broader tradition of Muhammad b. ‘Amr (see below), sharing the
same elements in the same order, and many novel wordings as well, such that they
constitute a distinctive sub-tradition. The absence of more versions of this sub-
tradition makes it harder to adjudicate between the textual variants preserved in the

two that we do have, but most of the underlying redaction can still be discerned:

haddata-na muhammad" bn" ‘amriw haddata-na ’abu salamat? wa-yahya
[bn" ‘abdial-rahman! bni hatibir] gala lamma halakat kadijat" ja’at kawlat"
bint" hakimi" imra’at" ‘utman? bni maz‘tni" [[’ila rasul! allahi qalat] /[galat
ya rasiul? allahi]] ’a-1a tuzawwija [fa-]gala man qgalat ’in Si’ta bikra» wa-’in

266 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, IX, p. 454.

267 Jbid., X, p. 664.

268 >Abii al-Sayk ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad (ed. ‘Abd al-Gafiir b. ‘Abd al-Haqq al-Balii$i), Tabagqat al-
Muhadditin bi-’Asbahdan wa-al-Waridin ‘alay-ha, vol. 2 (Beirut, Lebanon: Mu’assasat al-Risalah, n. d.), p.
200, # 100.

269 [bn Rahwayh (ed. Balusi), Musnad, 11, pp. 587-590, # 1164 /621.

270 >’Ahmad b. Hanbal (ed. Muhammad al-Zahri al-Gamrawi), al-Musnad, vol. 6 (Cairo, Egypt: al-
Matba‘ah al-Maymaniyyah, 1895), pp. 210-211.
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Si’ta tayyiba» [fa-]qala man! al-bikr [fa-]galat ibnatt’ahabbi kalqg! allahi’ilay-
ka ‘@’iSat" bintv ’abi bakri» qala [f/w]a-mani al-tayyib* galat sawdat"
[bintu/ibnat"] zam‘at? [wa-]qad ’amanat [bi-ka] wa-ittaba‘at[[-ka ‘ala ma
taqulu]/[alladi ’anta ‘alay-hi] gala fa-idhabi fa-udkuri-hima ‘alayya fa-
dakalat bayt?a’abi bakrin fa-qalat ya 'umma? ruman2 mada ’adkala allahv ‘alay-
k[i/um] min? al-kayr! wa-al-barakati [fa-]qalat wa-ma daka [fa-]qalat
’arsala-ni rasulv allah! ’aktubu ‘alay-hi ‘@’iSat? qalat intaziri [[’aba bakrin
hatta ya’tiya] /[hatta ya’tiya *abu bakrir]] fa-[ja’a/dakala] ’abi bakri» fa-
galat [ya ’aba bakrin] mada ’adkala allaht ‘alay-kum min2 al-kayri wa-al-
barakati gala wa-ma daka qalat ’arsala-ni rasulv allah! ’aktubu ‘alay-hi
‘@’isat2 qala wa-hal tasluhu la-hu ’inna-ma hiya ibnat ’aki-hi fa-raja‘at ’ila
rasiili allah! fa-dakarat dalika la-hu qala irjaT ’ilay-hi fa-quli la-hu *ana *aki-
ka wa-"anta ’aki fi al-’islam! wa-ibnatu-ka tasluhu Ii fa-raja‘at [’ilay-hi] fa-
dakarat dalika la-hu [[fa-karaja wa-qala intaziri]/[gala intazirl wa-
karaja]] [fa-]qalat 'umm" riman? [’anna/’inna] mut‘im? bn2 ‘adiyyi» [qad]
kana dakara-ha ‘ala ibni-hi [fa-]wa-[allahi] ma wa‘ada wa‘dar qattu [*abu
bakri» fa-’aklafa-hu]/[fa-’aklafa-hu li-’abi bakrir] fa-dakala ’abi bakrin
‘ala mut‘ima bna ‘adiyy'» wa-‘inda-hu imra’atu-hu 'ummv al-fata fa-qalat ya
ibna ’abi quhafate la‘alla-ka [[musbi® sahiba-na]/[musbi’» hada al-fata
wa-|] mudkilu-hu fi dini-ka alladi *anta ‘alay-hi ’in [[’anta zawwajta-hu fa-
’aqgbala ’abu bakrir ‘ala al-]/[tazawwaja ’ilay-ka gala ’abu bakrin li-1-]]
mut‘imi bn! ‘adiyyi» [fa-qala] ’a-[[taqulu ma taqulu hadihi] /[qaw]® hadihi
taqulu]] [fa-]qala’inna-ha [la-]taqilu dalika fa-karaja [[’abu bakri] /[min
‘indi-hi]] [wa-]gad [’adhaba/’akraja] allah* ma kana f1 nafsi-hi mina
[‘idati-hi/al-‘idati] allati wa‘ada-hu fa-raja‘a fa-qala [ya/li-] kawlatv id1 [11
rasul? allahi fa-da“at-hu fa-zawwaja-ha [[min rasuli allahi] /[iyya-hu]]
tumma karajat fa-
dakalat ‘ald sawdat? [ibnati/binti] zam‘at2 fa-qalat [la-ha] mada ’adkala
allahv “alay-ki mina al-kayr! wa-al-barakat! [fa-]galat wa-ma daka [fa-]qalat
’arsala-ni rasult allah! ’aktubu-ki ‘alay-hi [fa-]qalat wadidtu udkuli
[‘ala/’ila] *abi fa-udkuri dalika la-hu wa-kana saykan kabiran qad *adrakal[t]-
hu al-sinn* [wa-]qad [[fata-hu]/[takallafa ‘anl]] al-hajj[*/i] fa-dakalat
‘alay-hi fa-hayyat-hu bi-tahiyyat! al-jahiliyyat' fa-qala man [’anti/hadihi]
fa-qalat kawlat® bintt hakimi» qala [w/f]a-ma $a’nu-ki [fa-]qalat *arsala-ni
muhammadv bn" ‘abd! allah! [’ilay-ka] ’aktubu ‘alay-ka sawdat? [fa-]qala
kuf’un karimur ma[da] taqulu sahibatu-ki fa-galat tuhibbu dalika fa-qala id‘1-
ha [l1] fa-da‘at-ha fa-ja’at [fa-]qala ’ay bunayyat"’inna hadihi taz‘'umu ’anna
muhammad? bn? ‘abd! allah! bn! ‘abd! al-muttalib' [qad] ’arsala yaktubu-ki
[‘alay-hi] wa-huwa kuf» karimun *a-tuhibbina ’an *uzawwija-ki[-hi/bi-hi]
[fa-]qalat na‘am qala[t] id‘1-hi I1 [fa-da‘at-hu] fa-ja’a [rasiul* allahi ’ilay-hi]
fa-zawwaja-ha [’iyya/min]-hu fa-[[ja’a-ha ’aku-ha]/[lamma qadimal]]
‘abd" bn" zam‘at? min2 al-hajji [[fa-ja‘ala yahti fi ra’si-hi al-turaba2 fa-
gala]/[qala mada sana‘a hubb' zawj' sawdat?2 min-hu fa-kana]] ba‘d2
[’an/ma] ’aslama [yaqulu] la-‘amr[i/u-ka] ’inni la-safthu» yawma [[’ahti fi
ra’si al-turab2 ’an tazawwaja rasul* allahi sawdat?2 bint2
zam‘at?]/[’ankartu tazwij2 rasiili allahi sawdat? wa-kana hat2» ‘ala
ra’si-hi al-turab?]] qalat ‘@’iSat"
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ma [[nahara Ii]/[nuhirat ‘alayya]] jazir' wa-la
[[dabaha li]/[dubihat ‘alayya]] sSata» hattd ’arsala ’ilay-na sa‘d* bnv

‘ubadat? bi-i'afnatin kana iursilu bi-ha ’ila rasul! allah! ’ida dara fi nisa’i-hi

The attribution of this (approximate) redaction to Muhammad b. Bisr is reasonable:
the two reports under consideration evidently share a close recent textual ancestor to
the exclusion of all others within the broader tradition of Muhammad b. ‘Amr, which
matches the attribution in the ’isnads of both to the PCL Muhammad b. Bisr. This
attribution is strengthened by the fact that at least one of the extant sources preserving
this hadith—Ibn Rahwayh—transmits directly from Muhammad b. Bisr, rather than
via some SS from a distant remove.

The transmission of this hadith from Muhammad b. Bisr to his students Ibn
Rahwayh and Ibn Hanbal (and possibly from Ibn Hanbal to his son ‘Abd Allah) was
sloppy, and probably substantially oral: most of numerous variants that arose between
the extant versions seem like paraphrases and elaborations (rather than scribal
errors), which is characteristic of oral transmission. That said, the general outline and
much of the wording of the original elements was accurately preserved, which
precludes free oral remixing and may indicate the parallel use of written notes to aid

memorisation (e.g., recording rough outlines or summaries).

’Abu ’'Usamah Hammad (d. 201/817)

There are two distinct sets of hadiths ascribed to the Kufan tradent ’Aba ’Usamah

Hammad b. ’Usamah (both situated within the broader tradition of HiSam b. ‘Urwah),
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the first of which comprises two reports, recorded by Ibn *abi Saybah?7! and al-
Bukari.2’2 Both of these reports comprise the same unique sequence of elements (not
to mention a rare verb) vis-a-vis all other iterations of the marital-age hadith,273 which
means that they constitute a distinctive sub-tradition. This matches their common
ascription to ’Abu ’Usamah, which means that he is likely a genuine PCL whose
distinctive redaction is reflected thereby. The rate of variation between these two
reports is substantial relative to their shortness, but in absolute terms, consists only of
a few additions, omissions, and substitutions. Consequently, the underlying redaction

of ’Abtui 'Usamabh is substantially reconstructable, as follows:

...hiSamin ‘an ’abi-hi qala tuwuffiyat kadijat" gabl? [’an yakruja/makraj']
al-nabiyy! ’ila al-madinat! bi-[talat! sinin? fa-labita] sanatayn! ’aw gariban
min dalika

In light of the extremely short distance between ’Abu *'Usamah and the extant sources
(Ibn *abi Saybah having transmitted from him directly, and al-Bukari being separated
from him by a single intermediary), and in light also of the relevant time period (the
early 9th Century CE, when the written transmission of Hadith was just attaining
hegemony), the variants are probably the product of oral paraphrasing (rather than
scribal error), but of a fairly constrained kind (perhaps based on some written notes).

The second hadith associated with ’Abu "Usamah was recorded by Muslim,274 >Abu
Dawiid,?75 *Abu Ya‘la27¢ Ibn Hibban,277 *Abii Nu‘aym,278 al-Bayhaqi,27? and Ibn al-
Muhtadi bi-Allah.280 Some of these reports are evidently abridgements, but where
corresponding wordings are available, they all closely match each other, bar the first
version cited by ’Abu Dawud (which seems to be partially his own summary and

partially a mixture of transmissions from different sources). The set of elements

271 [bn *abi Saybah (ed. ’Usamah), Musannaf, X1, p. 341, # 34894.

272 Bukari, Sahih, I, p. 767, # 3944.

273 Le., the sequence outlined above, and the verb nakaha.

274 Muslim (ed. Faryabi), Sahih, 1, p. 642, # 69/1422.

275°Abn Dawid (ed. ‘Abd al-Hamid), Sunan, 1V, p. 284, ## 4933-4934, 4936.

276 °Abii Ya‘la (ed. ’Asad), Musnad, VIII, p. 301, # 4897 /541.

277 [bn Hibban (ed. ’Arna’it), Sahih, XVI, p. 9, # 7097.

278°Abil Nu‘aym (ed. Safi‘T), al-Musnad al-Mustakraj, IV, pp. 86-87, # 3310.

279 Bayhaqi (ed. Turki), al-Sunan al-Kubrd, X1V, p. 109, # 13774; ibid., p. 544, # 14583; ibid., XXI, pp.
130-131, # 21025.

280 “Abd Allah b. Ziyad al-Naysaburi (ed. Kalid b. Hayif b. “Urayj al-Mutayr1), al-Ziyadat ‘ald Kitab al-
Muzaniyy (Kuwait: Dar al-Kawtar, n. d.), p. 478, # 445.

90



comprising these reports are not unique (having substantial overlap with those
comprising the sub-tradition of Hammad b. Salamah, and being the same as those
comprising the sub-tradition of ‘Al b. Mushir), but the sequence thereof is,28! not to
mention in combination with some rare wordings.282 Consequently, it is clear that
these reports reflect a distinctive sub-tradition, which matches their common
ascription to ’Abui ’'Usamah. He is thus likely a genuine PCL, whose distinctive redaction
is reflected thereby, despite the presence of a few variants (mostly substitutions and
omissions) scattered throughout each of the relevant reports.

And yet, there is a difficulty in pinpointing the original wording of ’Abu *Usamah’s
redaction: several of these reports are equipped with dual ’isnads, resulting in a chaotic
jumble of converging strands and potential PCLs. As such, it is difficult to pinpoint
which strands are meant to indicate the actual transmission-paths of the content of a
given report, and which are being mentioned simply to indicate the paths of similar
(but unquoted) content. There are also no consistent sub-redactions within this set of
reports (of the kind that allowed us to previously distinguish the redactions of ’Abu al-
Husayn al-Qattan and al-Hakim al-Naysabiuri),283 with recurring variants seemingly
distributed at random (which could point to ubiquitous contamination between the
relevant tradents). As such, wordings introduced by PCLs and tradents after ’Abu
’Usamah cannot be easily pinpointed and weeded out of the available set, resulting in
more uncertainty in ’Abu Usamah’s hypothetical redaction.

Still, these reports are largely identical, which means that most of ’Abu *Usamah’s
underlying redaction can be readily discerned (even if many specific wordings remain

uncertain), as follows:

...hisami bn! ‘urwat?2 “‘an ’abi-hi ‘an ‘@’iSat2 galat

281 Most notably, the “Ali b. Mushir sub-tradition has the ‘consummation’ element at the end.

282 E.g., most of the reports ascribed to ’Abl *Usamah have the unusual wording li-sitti sinin, where
those ascribed to ‘Ali b. Mushir have the usual wa-’ana ibnah/bint sitt sinin.

283 See the relevant sections, above.
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Again, the generally precise preservation of this hadith (with very few instances of
paraphrasing) is consistent with its having been transmitted in writing from *Abu

’Usamabh to his students in the early 9th Century CE.

Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah (d. 198/814)

[ have collated five reports ascribed to the Kufo-Meccan tradent Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah
(situated within the broader tradition of HiSam b. ‘Urwah), recorded by al-Rabi* b.
Sulayman (in his recension of al-Safi7),284 Bir b. Miisa (in his recension of al-
Humaydi),285 and al->Ajurri.286 Most of these ascriptions to Sufyan do appear to belong
to the same vague sub-tradition vis-a-vis most other transmissions from Hisam b.
‘Urwah, but they are not unique: the same basic elemental sequence, including the
detail of ‘A’i§ah being married at “seven” or “six or seven”, can be found in ascriptions
to other putative PCLs, such as Hammad b. Zayd, Jarir b. ‘Abd al-Hamid, and Waki" b.
al-Jarrah. For example, BiSr's transmission from Sufyan287 and one of al-Rabi’s
transmissions from Sufyan?88 share an uncertainty over “six or seven”, but in this
respect, they are more similar to Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr’s transmission from Jarir28° than they
are to the other transmissions from Sufyan. Meanwhile, another of al-Rabi”s
transmissions from Sufyan, which includes a lengthy final element about dolls and shy
friends,2%0 is in that respect more similar to Ibn Wahb's transmission from Ibn ’ab1 al-

Zinad and Sa‘id b. ‘Abd al-Rahman.291

284 $3fi (ed. ‘Abd al-Muttalib), *Umm, VI, pp. 45-46, # 2210; ibid., p. 429, # 2462; ibid., X, p. 141, #
147.

285 “Abd Allah b. al-Zubayr al-Humaydi (ed. Husayn Salim *Asad al-Darani), Musnad, vol. 1 (Damascus,
Syria: Dar al-Saqa, 1996), p. 273, # 233.

286°Ajurri (ed. Sayf al-Nasir), Sari‘ah, 111, p. 472, # 1241/1938.

287 Humaydi (ed. Darani), Musnad, 1, p. 273, # 233: wa-"ana bint sitt sinin aw sab° sinin.

288 S3fiq (ed. “Abd al-Muttalib), ’'Umm, V1, pp. 45-46, # 2210: wa-"and ibnat sitt ’aw sab".

289 [bn ‘Abd al-Barr (ed. ’A‘rab), Tamhid, XIX, p. 108: wa-"and ibnat sitt ’aw sab° sinin.

290 §5fj7 (ed. ‘Abd al-Muttalib), °Umm, X, p. 141, # 147.

291 “‘Abd Allah b. Wahb b. Muslim (ed. Rif'at Fawzi ‘Abd al-Muttalib & ‘Ali ‘Abd al-Basit Mazyad), al-
Jami (Mansurah, Egypt: Dar al-Wafa’, 2005), pp. 154-155, # 260.

92



This problem is only compounded when it is realised that three of the above-cited
transmissions from Sufyan actually derive from the same duo, al-RabT‘ and al-Safi‘, yet
differ from each other more than they differ from the rest: one has the unusual wording
of nakaha (where all the rest have tazawwaja) and sitt ‘aw sab‘ (where most of the
others just have sab‘), whilst another has the lengthy addendum about dolls and shy
friends (absent in the rest). Either al-Rabi‘ and al-Safi‘i were sloppy or forgetful (such
that they accidently distorted or contaminated the hadith in different citations
thereof), or else they (deliberately) interpolated it at different times in different ways.
Indeed, in the case of the ‘dolls’ element, al-SafiT or al-Rabi® has combined two
originally-separate hadiths from Sufyan, from HiSam, which remain discrete in the
transmissions of Sufyan’s other students.292

Al-Rabi‘ and al-SafiT’s idiosyncratic citations aside, it is still at least plausible that
Sufyan transmitted a version of this hadith, and that this version is partially preserved
across the extant ascriptions to him, but this cannot be demonstrated as with other
PCLs: there is no distinctive wording that correlates with his name, which raises the
spectre of contamination or spreading ’isnads. Thus, the following approximation can
be synthesised from these ascriptions,2?3 but cannot be attributed to Sufyan with

confidence:

...hisam! bn! ‘urwat? ‘an ’abi-hi ‘an ‘a’isat?

Even this might need to be revised, given that al-’Ajurri’s version (transmitted via Ibn
’ab1 ‘Umar) depicts ‘A’i$ah being described in the third person (hiya, etc.), in contrast
to the first-person perspective recorded by al-Rabi‘—al-SafiT and Bi$r—al-Humaydi
(Cana, etc.). Since the former seems more archaic than the latter, we might regard the
third-person perspective as the original, although this would entail that al-Safi‘i and al-
Humaydi reworded their respective versions into autobiographical narrations from

‘A’i$ah (or else that Sufyan himself did so in successive retellings of his hadith).

292 E.g., Humaydi (ed. Darani), Musnad, 1, p. 289, # 262.

293 By discarding the isolated ’anna and dakalat ‘alay-hi in ’Ajurri, the isolated nakaha-ni al-nabiyy in

i1 # 2210, and the isolated ‘dolls’ element in Safi‘T # 147. Additionally, the vague sitt ‘aw sab‘in both
fi‘1 # 2210 and BiSr—Humaydi has been preferred over the specific sab‘in the rest.
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In short, the ascriptions to Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah do not constitute a distinctive sub-
tradition vis-a-vis ascriptions to all other PCLs, and are even quite divergent from each
other in some respects, such that a redaction clearly deriving from Sufyan cannot be
ascertained. He may be responsible for some of the wordings preserved across these

ascriptions, but this is by no means certain.

Wakib. al-Jarrah (d. 196-197/812)

[ have collated four reports ascribed to the Kufan tradent Waki* b. al-Jarrah, recorded
by Ibn Sa‘d (twice),2°4 Ibn Rahwayh,2%> and Hannad.2%¢ It should be immediately clear
that there is no distinctive sub-tradition clustered around Waki* specifically: even the
two broadly-similar ascriptions (recorded by Ibn Sa‘d and Ibn Rahwayh) are just as
similar as ascriptions to some other PCLs, such as Hammad b. Zayd, Jarir b. ‘Abd al-
Hamid, and Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah. Thus, even if Waki® actually transmitted some or all of
these reports from his alleged sources, it cannot be demonstrated with the present
evidence: there is no particular redaction or wording that can be attributed to him.

Of the three ascriptions to him that purport to derive from Hisam, Ibn Sa‘d’s version
is the most likely to be genuine: in addition to being vaguely corroborated in its
elemental outline by numerous other transmissions from HiSam (unlike Hannad’s
version), it also contains uncertainty in the core wording (sitt sinin ‘aw sab) and a
mungqati‘ascription (to ‘Urwah, rather than ‘A’i$ah), which makes it seem more archaic
than Ibn Rahwayh’s (unambiguous and muttasil) version. In other words, the following

has the strongest claim to derive from Waki":

...hisami bni ‘urwat? ‘an ’abi-hi ’anna

Again, however, the ascription of this hadith to Waki‘ cannot be confirmed, absent

corroborating transmissions all embodying a distinctive sub-tradition. In other words,

294 [bn Sa“d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 41.

295 [bn Rahwayh (ed. Balaist), Musnad, 11, p. 213, # 721/178.

296 Hannad b. al-Sari b. Mus‘ab (ed. ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Abd al-Jabbar al-Fariwa1), Kitab al-Zuhd
(Kuwait: Dar al-Kulafa’ li-1-Kitab al-’Islamiyy, 1985), p. 379, # 738.

297 Based on Ibn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 41.
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absent the inferable presence of an underlying redaction that can be attributed to
Waki, there is always the threat that an ascription is the product of contamination
and/or spreading ’isnads.

That said, it should be acknowledged that the line ‘anna al-nabiyy tazawwaja ‘a@’iSah
wa-hiya ibnah, present in both of Ibn Sa‘d’s ascriptions to Waki® (unto both Hisam b.
‘Urwah and Sufyan al-Tawri), is unique in the marital-age tradition more broadly. This

-

could be explained as reflecting Waki”s particular wording, but could equally be the
result of Ibn Sa‘d’s own particular wording, especially considering that he lists the two
hadiths one after the other: he may simply have worded both in the same way because
he wrote them down at the same time. This is complicated by the fact that the nearest
similar wording in the relevant corpus is found in an alternative transmission from
Sufyan recorded by al-Tabarani: ’anna al-nabiyy tazawwaja ‘a@’isah wa-hiya bint.2%8 This
could be a sign that Waki‘ accurately preserved a wording from Sufyan (in common
with what al-Tabarani preserved), which was then recorded by Ibn Sa‘d—although
this would imply that the same wording was then inserted, by Ibn Sa‘d or Waki"
himself, into Waki“s transmission from Hisam. Alternatively, al-Tabarani’s version is
contaminated or borrowed from Ibn Sa‘d or Waki”s versions (just as it was clearly
contaminated by the ’Abu Mu‘awiyah sub-tradition in terms of its elemental outline),

which again leaves us without a definite answer.

’Abiit Mu‘awiyah al-Darir (d. 194-195/809-811)

[ have collated fourteen relevant transmissions from the Kufan tradent and putative
PCL ’Abu Mu‘awiyah, but not all of them reflect the same sub-tradition of the marital-
age hadith: one transmission recorded by Ibn Rahwayh has ’Abu Mu‘awiyah citing
HiSam as his source,2°? where all the rest have him citing al-’A‘mas; and even amongst
the latter, there appear to be two distinctive sub-traditions. The first of these
(henceforth, sub-tradition #1) is unique, being much more similar to each other than

to any other versions of the marital-age hadith: “A’i§ah was married at nine, and the

298 Tabaranti (ed. Salaf1), al-Mu jam al-Kabir. XXI1I, p. 23, # 56.
299 [bn Rahwayh (ed. Balusi), Musnad, 11, p. 214, # 722/178.
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Prophet died when she was eighteen.390 The second (henceforth, sub-tradition #2)
ostensibly resembles the sub-traditions of Wuhayb, Sufyan al-Tawri, and especially
’Isra’il: ‘A’isah was married at six/seven, the marriage was consummated when she
was nine, and the Prophet died when she was eighteen.301

Sub-tradition #2 is deeply problematic, for several reasons. Firstly, it is more similar
(in terms of elemental sequence) to the sub-tradition of ’Isra’l (see below) than to all
the rest within the broader marital-age tradition, which implies that both share a
recent common ancestor vis-a-vis the rest—yet the ’isnads contradict this.3%2 Secondly,
sub-tradition #2 claims descent via exactly the same ’isnad as sub-tradition #1 (CAbu
Mu‘awiyah—al-’A‘ma$—’Ibrahim—al-’Aswad—‘A’i$ah), which seems rather odd: is it
realistic to envisage two contradictory versions of the same hadith being transmitted
from exactly the same sequence of tradents? Since the ’isnads are identical, how did the
contradiction arise in the first place? The obvious resolution (if we stay within the
constraints of the ’isnads) would be that ’Abu Mu‘awiyah himself changed the hadith
in successive retellings, transmitting one version to one set of students and another to
another.

That said, the attribution of sub-tradition #2 to ’Abui Mu‘awiyah is by no means
assured, since it only has three dubious attestations, two of which converge on the PCL
Yahya b. Yahy4, and the other of which is recorded by al-Tabarani. Although both
reports share the same elemental sequence, the first line of al-Tabarani’s version has a
different syntax than Yahya’s,3%3 and (more importantly) differs in the first element on
a key detail: “A’i$ah is married at seven, rather than six.304¢ Moreover, none of the four
sources cited by al-Tabarani as transmitting sub-tradition #2 from ’Abt Mu‘awiyah—
namely, Ibn Numayr, Yahya al-Himmani, Hannad, and ’Ibrahim—are cited anywhere

else in the entire Hadith corpus—in any parallel or corroborating transmissions—as

300 [bn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, V111, p. 41; Ibn *abi Saybah (ed. Usamah), Musannaf, VI,
p. 245, # 17615; also see ibid., XI, p. 306, # 34452; ibid., p. 870, # 1537/995; Ibn ’ab1 ‘Asim (ed.
Jawabirah), ’Ahdd, V, p. 396, # 3020; Ibn Hanbal (ed. Gamrawi), Musnad, VI, p. 42; Nasa’i (ed. Tayyar et
al)), Sunan, pp. 772-773, # 3258; id. (ed. §alabi), al-Sunan al-Kubrd, V, p. 170, # 5348; ’Abi ‘Awanah (ed.
‘Atd’ Allah), al-Musnad al-Sahih, X1, p. 384, # 4707; ’Abu Zur‘ah (ed. Qawjani), Ta’rik, part 7, p. 494, #
1288; *Ajurri (ed. Sayf al-Nasir), Sari‘ah, 111, p. 472, # 1242 /1939.

301 Muslim (ed. Faryabi), Sahih, |, p. 642, # 72/1422; Tabarani (ed. Salafl), al-Mujam al-Kabir, XXI1],
p. 22, # 51; Bayhagqi (ed. Turki), al-Sunan al-Kubrd, X1V, p. 111, # 13776.

302 Whereas one ostensibly derives via ’Abii Mu‘awiyah—al-’A‘ma$—’Ibrahim—al-’Aswad—‘A’i$ah,
the other ostensibly derives via *Isra’il—’Abiu ’Ishag—misc. (sometimes ending in ‘A’i$ah).

303 Where Y. has tazawwaja-ha rasiil allah, T. has “anna rasul allah tazawwaja-ha.

304 Where Y. has sitt, T. has sab“.

96



having done so. In fact, Ibn Numayr is elsewhere cited as a transmitter of sub-tradition
#1 from *Abu Mu‘awiyah,3% not sub-tradition #2; and Hannad is elsewhere cited as
having transmitted from ’Abi Mu‘awiyah—Hi$am—‘Urwah—°A’i$ah,306 rather than
’Abil Mu‘awiyah—al-’A‘ma$—’Ibrahim—al-’Aswad—°‘A’i$ah. It cannot be discounted
that we are dealing with some kind of dive.

In short, both of the attestations of sub-tradition #2 are highly suspect, which is to
say: not only can it not be positively traced back to ’Abi Mu‘awiyah, we have reason to
positively doubt that any iteration thereof is authentic. Ibn Rahwayh’s ascription (that
‘A’i8ah was married at six and consummated in marriage at nine) via ’Abi
Mu‘awiyah—Hi$am—‘Urwah—A’i8ah is also completely uncorroborated, and thus
also cannot be traced back to ’Abu Mu‘awiyah. This leaves us with the following, i.e.,
sub-tradition #1, with is multiply attested from ’Abu Mu‘awiyah. That this sub-
tradition truly derives from Abu Mu‘awiyah seems very likely: these versions are
generally much more similar to each other than to any others within the broader
marital-age tradition (bar a single stray ascription),3%7 which matches their common
ascription to ’Abu Mu‘awiyah. Moreover, three of the extant collections transmit from
’Abu Mu‘awiyah directly. There is thus little doubt that ’Abu Mu‘awiyah is a genuine
PCL.

There are some issues in reconstructing ’Abt Mu‘awiyah’s redaction, however: the
transmissions from him display numerous variants, including omitted, added, and
substituted words. Such variation is of course common, but the frequency thereof in
such short texts is striking: some are clearly attributable to scribal error, but others
seem indicative of mild oral paraphrasing. Even more striking is the instance of
extreme paraphrasing or interpolation by Ibn *abi ‘Asim or his source Ibn Numayr, who
omitted the first element of the hadith and reworded the second into an
autobiographical quotation from ‘A’i$ah. Meanwhile, al-’Ajurri, or someone in his
’isnad unto ’Abu Mu‘awiyah (namely, ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad or Muhammad b. al-
Mutanna), or possibly even a later scribe, was obviously bothered or confused by ’Abu

Mu‘awiyah'’s text (which has ‘A’i$ah being engaged for marriage at age nine, rather than

305 By *Abui al-Maymin, cited above; and in a strange form, by Ibn ’abi ‘Asim, also cited above.

306 °Abil Nu‘aym (ed. Safi‘T), al-Musnad al-Mustakraj, IV, p. 87, # 3311.

307 Cf. “‘Uqayli (ed. Sarsawni), Du‘afa’, V, p. 473, # 1/5735. By contrast, Tabarani (ed. Salaft), al-Mu jam
al-Kabir, XXII1, p. 23, # 56 and the ascriptions to ‘Abtar (see below) are less similar: both have the same
distinctive elemental sequence, but the former has wa-makatat ‘inda-hu tis® and the latter have wa-
sahibtu-hu tis“@, contrast to the usual wa-mata ‘an-ha wa-hiya bint taman/[iy] ‘asrah in this sub-tradition.
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the usual six or seven). Accordingly, they added a clarificatory comment into the

middle of the hadith:

The Messenger of God married her when she was a girl of nine—meaning,
the time of his consummation of marriage with her [occurred] when
she was a girl of nine (ya ‘ni waqt dukiili-hi bi-ha wa-hiya bint tis)—and
he died when she was a girl of eighteen years.308

This is not necessarily an interpolation per se, since the ya‘ni can be understood to
openly signify the editorialising of a tradent or scribe; the only problem is that the
tradent or scribe in question is not indicated, which could give the false impression
that ’Abu Mu‘awiyah himself made this comment.

Finally, there is a significant mistake or interpolation in Ibn Rahwayh’s version,
which has sitt instead of the usual tis‘. This may be the product of sloppy transmission
by Ibn Rahwayh: he may have read or heard tazawwaja and expected a sitt to follow
(per the common version of the marital-age tradition more broadly), and wrote sitt
accordingly. Alternatively, this may be an emendation by Ibn Rahwayh, who thought
he was correcting an error by ’Abu Mu‘awiyah. Either way, Ibn Rahwayh himself
(rather than some later scribe) was probably responsible for the change, since a
subsequent collection ascribes this exact variant to him.30°

It thus seems as though the transmission of this text from ’Abu Mu‘awiyah to his
students involved some sloppy paraphrasing, even if the gist and much of the same
wording was still preserved. On that note, a common underlying text is still clearly
discernible:

C=o:¥%

[haddata-na] al-’a‘mas" ‘an ’ibrahim? ‘ani al-’aswad! ‘an ‘@’iSat® [galat]

This may not be the urtext of the hadith (since some of the aforementioned oral

variation may hark back to ’Abi Mu‘awiyah himself, such that there is no urtext per se),

308 Ajurri (ed. Sayf al-Nasir), Sari‘ah, 111, p. 472, # 1242/1939. Emphasis mine.

309 >Abii Nu‘aym (ed. SafiT), al-Musnad al-Mustakraj, IV, p. 87, # 3313: “And Ibn Rahwayh said:
“..when she was a girl of six....”” 0ddly, ’Abt Nu‘aym also attributes sabto ’Ahmad (b. Hanbal), despite
my 1895 edition of his Musnad clearly stating tis*.
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but it does at least represent a wording from ’Abu Mu‘awiyah, or in other words, his

redaction.

‘Ali b. Mushir (d. 189/804-805)

[ have collated six reports ascribed to the Kufan tradent ‘Ali b. Mushir (situated within
the broader tradition of HiSam b. ‘Urwah), recorded by al-Darimi,310 al-Bukari,311 Ibn
Majah,312 °’Abi ‘Awanah,313 al-Bayhaqi,314 and Ibn al-Tabari.31> All of these reports are
more similar to each other than to all the rest, which is consistent with their embodying
a common tradition from their cited source. ‘All is thus likely a genuine PCL, to whom

the following urtext can be attributed:

tna) hiSamY bnv ‘urwat? ‘an ’abi-hi ‘an ‘a’iSat2

The handful of minor variations between the extant transmissions of this hadith are
mostly consistent with being mere scribal errors. This, in combination with the
otherwise extremely precise preservation of the texts, suggests that the transmission

of this hadith from “Al1 to his students occurred in writing.

310°Abd Allah b. ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Darimi (ed. Husayn Salim ’Asad al-Darani), Musnad, vol. 3 (Riyadh,
KSA: Dar al-Mugni, 2000), pp. 1451-1452, # 2307.

311 Bukari, Sahth, I, p. 767. The same hadith appears in two other places in abbreviated form, with
relevant parts excerpted according to bab: ibid., IlI, pp. 1080-1081. Since the ’isndd and the available
wording of these two are identical to the first, they clearly are just abbreviations or excepts, which is
why I have not included them as different versions or variants in the proceeding analysis.

312 [bn Majah (ed. ‘Abd al-Baqi), Sunan, 1, pp. 603-604, # 1876.

313°Abi ‘Awanah (ed. ‘Ata’ Allah), al-Musnad al-Sahih, X1, pp. 379-380, # 4698.

314 >Ahmad b. al-Husayn al-Bayhaqi (ed. ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Abd al-Muhsin al-Turki), al-Sunan al-Kubrd,
vol. 14 (Cairo, Egypt: Dar al-Hajar, 2011), pp. 214-215, # 13957.

315 Fasaw1 (ed. ‘Umari), al-Ma ‘rifah wa-al-Ta’rik, 111, pp. 326-327.
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Jarir b. ‘Abd al-Hamid (d. 188/804)

[ have collated two reports ascribed to the Kufan tradent Jarir b. ‘Abd al-Hamid
(situated within the broader tradition of Hisam b. ‘Urwah), recorded by Ibn ’abi al-
Dunya,316 Ibn ’abi Dawiid,317 and Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr.318 These three ascriptions (two of
which converge on the PCL Abu Kaytamah) are not strikingly more similar to each
other than to those found in other transmissions, but they are still extremely similar:
both have ‘A’i$ah speaking in the first person; both have tazawwaja-ni rastl allah; both
have sab‘sinin (although one version is uncertain and adds sitt as well); both have band
bi; and both have tis sinin. Other than the uncertainty over sitt ‘aw sab‘ sinin, the only
difference between these two reports is that ’Abu Kaytamah’s version may have had
ibnah in two places, where Ibn abi Dawud has bint.319 It is thus still plausible that these
two hadiths reflect Jarir’s redaction, even if such an attribution is not certain (as it

would be if they shared a distinctive or unique wording vis-a-vis all other versions of

the marital-age hadith). That being so, the following redaction obtains:

[’akbara-na] hiSam" bn" ‘urwat? ‘an ’abi-hi ‘an ‘@’iSat2 galat

The general uniformity of the preservation of this hadith (aside from the difference

over sitt ‘aw sab‘ sinin) is consistent with its having been transmitted in writing from

Jarir to his students.

316 Tbn ’abi al-Dunya (ed. Kalaf), ‘Iyal, p. 756, # 559. Cf. ’Abii ‘Awanah Ya“qiib b. ’Ishaq al-’Isfarayini
(ed. Muhammad Makki ‘Ata’ Allah), al-Musnad al-Sahih al-Mukarraj ‘ald Sahih Muslim, vol. 11 (Madinah,
KSA: al-Jami‘ah al-’Islamiyyah, 2014), pp. 384-385, # 4708, in which Ibn ’abi al-Dunya’s original
ascription (to Hisam) has been replaced by another (to al-’A‘mas), whether due to error or mendacity
on the part of ’Abl ‘Awanah.

317 [bn abi Dawid (ed. Husayn), Musnad ‘A’iSah, p. 64, # 34.

318 Yisuf b. “Abd Allah b. “Abd al-Barr (ed. Sa‘ld ’Ahmad ’A‘rab), al-Tamhid li-md fi al-Muwatta’ min
al-Ma‘ani wa-al-’Asanid, vol. 19 (Rabat, Morocco: Wizarat ‘Umtm al-’Awqaf wa-al-Su’in al-’Islamiyyabh,
1988), p. 108.

319 Since Ibn *abl Dawiid’s version has a kind of collective ’isnad, there is no specific ’isnad for this
particular hadith that can be compared to the wording in ’Abii Kaytamah’s version. Thus, if there were
some differences between the ’isnads of these two versions, we can no longer detect them.
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‘Abdah b. Sulayman (d. 187-188/803-804)

[ have collated eight reports ascribed to the Kufan tradent ‘Abdah b. Sulayman
(situated within the broader tradition of HiSam b. ‘Urwah), variously recorded by Ibn
>abi Saybah,320 Muslim,32! al-Baladuri,322 al-Nasa’1 (in two versions) 323, Ibn al-Jariid,324
Ibn ’abi Dawiid,325 al-Tabarani,326 and *Abi Nu‘aym.327 At first glance, most of these
transmissions from ‘Abdah do not seem to be more similar to each other than other
hadiths within the broader HiSam tradition: there are several other PCL sub-traditions
(Ja‘far b. Sulayman, Hammad b. Zayd, Jarir b. ‘Abd al-Hamid, Waki‘ b. al-Jarrah, and
Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah)328 and a few SS transmissions32° that also comprise the same two
elements in the same order (marriage, consummation). On closer inspection, however,
most of these other transmissions have ‘A’iSah being married at seven or six or
seven,330 whereas all of those from “Abdah have her being married at six. On this key
detail, then, the transmissions from ‘Abdah are more similar to each other than to the
rest, which is consistent with his redaction’s having been broadly preserved in the
relevant transmissions.

There are some difficulties in the reconstruction of ‘Abdah’s redaction, however,

given the variation that exists between the extant transmissions from him: in addition

320 [bn *abi Saybah (ed. ’Usdmah), Musannaf, X1, p. 316, # 34516.

321 Muslim (ed. Faryabi), Sahih, |, p. 642, # 70/1422. Muslim gives another ’isnad for this hadith
(Yahya b. Yahya—’Abii Mu‘awiyah—Hi$am— Urwah—‘A’i3ah:), but as he says, the wording of the
hadith (al-lafz) is Ibn Numayr’s.

322 Baladuri (ed. Zakkar & Zirikli), Jumal min "Ansab al-’Asraf, 11, p. 38.

323 Nasa’l (ed. Tayyar et al.), Sunan, p. 794, # 3378; for a slightly different wording, see id. (ed. Salabi),
al-Sunan al-Kubrd, V, p. 794, # 3378.

324 ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Ali b. al-Jarad al-Naysabiirl (ed. ’Abu ’Ishaq al-Hawayni al-’Atar), Kitab Gawt al-
Makdiid bi-Takrij Muntaqd Ibn al-Jarud, vol. 3 (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar al-Kitab al-‘Arabiyy, 1988), p. 44, #
711.

325 ‘Abd Allah b. *abl Dawiid Sulayman al-Sijistani (ed. ‘Abd al-Gafir ‘Abd al-Haqq Husayn), Musnad
‘A’isah (Kuwait: Maktabat Dar al-’Aqséa, 1985), p. 74, # 56.

326 Tabarani (ed. Salafi), al-Mu jam al-Kabir, XXIII, p. 21, # 48.

327°Abii Nu‘aym (ed. Safi‘T), al-Musnad al-Mustakraj, IV, p. 87, # 3311.

328 See elsewhere, in the present chapter.

329 Sa‘ld b. Manstr al-Kurasani (ed. Habib al-Rahman al-’A‘zami), Kitab al-Sunan, vol. 1 (Bombay,
India: al-Dar al-Salafiyyah, 1982), p. 170, # 515; Tabarani (ed. Salafi), al-Mujam al-Kabir, XXIII, p. 22, #
50; Abi Nu‘aym (ed. ‘Azzazi), Ma'rifat al-Sahdabah, 1, p. 3208, # 7375; Ibn al-Muhtadi bi-Allah (ed.
Mutayri), Ziyadat, p. 478, # 445.

330 Moreover, the few that do have “A’iah marrying at six (as in “Abdah’s version) have other notable
divergences: Ibn al-Muhtadi bi-Allah and *Abi Nu‘aym’s versions both have li-sitt, rather than the usual
hal clause; and al-Tabaran?’s version has an embellishment about the chronology. Only Sa‘id b. Manstr’s
version remains extremely similar to ‘Abdah’s.
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to a relatively high rate of added, omitted, and substituted words, one version (al-
Nasa’l) adds a short element about dolls, and others (converging on the PCL Harun b.
’Ishaq) add a long element about dolls. Thus, even though all of the transmissions from
‘Abdah retained the core gist that ‘A’iS§ah was married at six and consummated in
marriage at nine, there was considerable instability when it came to the exact wording
thereof. This is consistent with paraphrasing, which makes it probable that the
transmission of this hadith from ‘Abdah to his students occurred orally.

Most of the long ‘dolls’ element in the version of the PCL Harun is uncorroborated
by all the other transmissions from ‘Abdah, such that Harun himself is probably
responsible for adding the element into his version. The first part of Harun’s ‘dolls’
element (wa-kuntu °al‘abu bi-al-bandt) is corroborated by both of al-Nasa’i’s versions,
however, which means that we have two transmissions from ‘Abdah that incorporate
the short ‘dolls’ element (Harin and al-Nasa’1), and three that lack it (Ibn *abi Saybah,
Muslim, and al-Baladuri). It could be the case that ‘Abdah’s original hadith
incorporated the short ‘dolls’ element, although this raises the question of why three
of those who transmitted from him omitted it.

There are two plausible explanations for all of this, and two corresponding ways in
which the original redaction(s) could be reconstructed. Firstly, ‘Abdah never
transmitted the ‘dolls’ element, which means that it obtained in Hariin and al-Nasa’T’s
versions via some combination of tadlis on the part of both Hartin and al-Nasa’i or his
source Muhammad b. ’Adam. Such a supposition would yield the following redaction

from ‘Abdah:

..hisamur ‘an ’abi-hi ‘an ‘@’iSat? galat

The other option is that ‘Abdah transmitted two different versions of his own hadith:
one containing the ‘dolls’ element (to Harun and Muhammad), and one without it (Ibn
’abi Saybah, Ibn Numayr, and ‘Amr b. Muhammad). Such a supposition yields the

following redactions from ‘Abdah:

..hiSamun ‘an ’abi-hi ‘an ‘@’iSat2 galat
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...hisamur ‘an ’abi-hi ‘an ‘a’iSat2

Even if he did, however, it seems probable that the version without the ‘dolls’ element
represents his original formulation or transmission, given that the general tendency in
the transmission of traditions is the accrual rather than loss of content. In other words,
itis at least plausible that ‘Abdah’s inclusion of the ‘dolls’ element reflects a secondary
addition to his hadith, borrowed from or contaminated by another famous hadith from

Hisam.

Hammad b. Zayd (d. 179/795)

I have collated four reports ascribed to the Basran tradent Hammad b. Zayd (situated
within the broader tradition of HiSam b. ‘Urwah), recorded by Ibn Sa‘d,33! ’Abu
Dawud,332 ’Abu “Awanah,333 and al-Tabarani.334 These reports do appear to belong to
the same sub-tradition vis-da-vis most other transmissions from Hisam b. ‘Urwah, but
they are not unique: one of al-Rabi1* al-Murad1’s transmissions from Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah
has an extremely similar wording,33> as does Ibn abi Dawid’s transmission from Jarir
b. ‘Abd al-Hamid.33¢ Still, most versions of this sub-tradition explicitly depict Hammad
b. Zayd as their source, which matches the fact that the matns therein inferably share
a recent common ancestor vis-a-vis all other versions of the broader Hisam tradition.
The underlying urtext thus probably derives from Hammad, or in other words:
Hammad is probably a genuine PCL, whose wording has been preserved in this sub-
tradition.

Still, there are some notable variations between the extant versions, mainly
comprising some substituted, added, and omitted words. There is also a major

difference in ’Abu ‘Awanah’s version: following the usual two elements associated with

331 [bn Sa“d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 42.

332°Abi Dawid (ed. ‘Abd al-Hamid), Sunan, 11, p. 239, # 2121

333°Abi ‘Awanah (ed. ‘Ata’ Allah), al-Musnad al-Sahih, 1X, p. 382, # 4703.
334 Tabarani (ed. Salaf1), al-Mu jam al-Kabir, XXIII, p. 21, # 45.

335 §3fiT (ed. “Abd al-Muttalib), ’'Umm, V1, p. 429, # 2462.

336 [bn ’abi Dawid (ed. Husayn), Musnad ‘A’iSah, p. 64, # 34.
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Hammad, there is an elaborate account by ‘A’iah about her experiences on the day of
her marital consummation (featuring women from the *Ansar, a swing, a fever and hair
loss, and a marital preparation), followed by a description of how she continued to play
with dolls with her shy friends. This particular combination of elements is actually
unique: most of them can be found in the sub-traditions of ‘Ali b. Mushir, Hammad b.
Salamah, ’Abi ’Usamah, and Muhammad b. ‘Amr, but not the ‘dolls’ element; and whilst
numerous transmissions and sub-traditions emanating from HiSam b. ‘Urwah contain
the ‘dolls’ element, none of them also contain all the other aforementioned elements.
Since none of the other transmissions from Hammad b. Zayd contain these elements,
and since these elements are akin to those found in other sub-traditions, it seems clear
that *Abii ‘Awanah (or Ibn *abi al-Hunayn, or Sihab b. ‘Abbad, or a now-suppressed
tradent) has contaminated his transmission from Hammad b. Zayd—combining and
paraphrasing a distinctive set of elements from one or two other hadiths about
‘A’i$ah’s marriage and adding them into Hammad’s version.

When all of these variants are accounted for, the following urtext from Hammad b.

Zayd obtains:

...hiSam! bn! ‘urwat? ‘an ’abi-hi ‘an ‘a’iSat? galat

Most of the variants within this sub-tradition are very minor, which is consistent with

occasional scribal errors or mild paraphrasing. Most of the text was preserved quite
precisely, which is consistent with the hadith’s having been transmitted partially or

fully in writing, from Hammad to his students.

Ja‘far b. Sulayman (d. 178/794-795)

[ have collated several reports ascribed to the Basran tradent Ja‘far b. Sulayman that

bear consideration (in regards to the broader marital-age tradition of HiSam b.
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‘Urwah), variously recorded by Ibn Sa‘d,337 al-Nasa’i,338 Abiu ‘Awanah,33° and Ibn
‘Ad1.340 Some of these hadiths contain the ‘dolls’ element, and some even lack the
‘marital-age’ elements altogether. If Ja‘far did indeed transmit a hadith from Hisam
comprising the ‘dolls’ element, he seems to have done so independently of his putative
transmission of the marital-age elements therefrom: only Ibn Sa‘d depicts the two as
having been transmitted together, and even then, the marital-age elements in his
version do not match the other ascriptions thereof to Ja‘far. If the reports that are
exclusively about the dolls are thus put aside, along with Ibn Sa‘d’s contaminated or
borrowed version, we are actually left with a distinctive sub-tradition: the matns
ascribed to Ja‘far by both al-Nasa’t and ’Abu ‘Awanah are more similar to each other
than to all other versions of the marital-age tradition more broadly, which is consistent
with both ascriptions reflecting Ja‘far’s particular redaction.

There are some differences between these two ascriptions, in the form of a few
added/omitted and substituted words, and they also differ slightly in the ’isnad (i.e., in
how they quote Ja‘far). However, these are all minor, and could be the result of either
scribal errors or extremely mild paraphrasing. As such, Ja‘far’s redaction is discernible,

despite some uncertainty in the exact wording:

..hiSam! bn! ‘urwat? ‘an ’abi-hi ‘an ‘@’iSat? galat

‘Abtar b. al-Qasim (d. 178/794-795)

[ have collated three reports ascribed to the Kufan tradent ’Abu Zubayd ‘Abtar b. al-
Qasim (situated within the broader tradition associated with ’Abu ’Ishaq), recorded by

al-Nasa’1,341 al-Tabarani,342 and al-Bayhaqi.343 These three reports clearly constitute a

337 Ibn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 41.

338 Nasa’1 (ed. Tayyar et al.), Sunan, p. 772, # 3256; id. (ed. §alabi), al-Sunan al-Kubrd, V111, p. 179, #
8898.

339°Abi ‘Awanah (ed. ‘Ata’ Allah), al-Musnad al-Sahih, X1, p. 383, # 4705.

340 [bn ‘Adi (ed. Sarsawi), Kamil, V, pp. 620-621, # 8406.

341 Nasa’1 (ed. Tayyar et al.), Sunan, p. 772, # 3257.

342 Tabaranti (ed. Salaf1), al-Mu jam al-Kabir, XXIII, pp. 22-23, # 53.

343°Ahmad b. al-Husayn al-Bayhaqi (ed. ‘Amir ’Ahmad Haydar), al-Ba ‘t wa-al-Nusiir (Beirut, Lebanon:
Markaz al-Kadamat wa-al-’Abhat al-Taqafiyyah, 1986), p. 115, # 125.
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distinctive sub-tradition: they are all more similar to other—at least in terms of their
core elements—than all other versions of the marital-age hadith more broadly,344
which is consistent with all three deriving from and reflecting ‘Abtar’s particular
redaction. There are three relatively minor differences between these versions: the
first is an error in a name345; the second could be the product of paraphrase,
interpolation, or scribal error346; and the third seems like a paraphrase.347 Al-Bayhaqt’s
version exhibits two of these three variants, and further includes a lengthy final
element about the meaning of the words kawtar and butnan. Given the absence of this
element in the other two, it is likely an interpolation, which implies dishonesty or
extreme sloppiness on the part of someone in al-Bayhaqt’s ’isnad.

The general uniformity of this hadith’s preservation (aside from the paraphrase and
interpolation in al-Bayhaqt’s version) is consistent with its having been transmitted in
writing from ‘Abtar to his students (or at least, to Qutaybah and Sa‘id b. ‘Amr).

Consequently, ‘Abtar’s urtext is readily discernible across the three extant ascriptions:

...mutarrifi ‘an ’abi ’ishéﬂa ‘an ’abi ‘ubaidata iéla galat ‘¥’isSatv _

Sarik b. ‘Abd Allah (d. 177-178/793-795)

I have collated two reports ascribed to the Kufan tradent Sarik b. ‘Abd Allah (situated
within the broader tradition associated with *Abt ’Ishaq), both of which are recorded
by al-Tabarani.348 There are marked differences between these two versions, in terms
of their ascription (‘Abd Allah b. Mas‘Gd vs. ‘A’i8ah), the core detail of the first element
(sitt vs. sab“), the verb in the second element (dakala vs. band), and even—in the case
of the first hadith—a whole extra element (wa-qubida wa-hiya bint taman ‘asrah). In

fact, the first version is more similar to certain specific transmissions from ’Isra’il than

344 In addition to comprising the rare combination of ‘married at nine’ and ‘the Prophet’s death’ (in
terms of elements), all three exhibit the unique phrase wa-sahibtu-hu tis .

345 B. has “abi ‘ubayd, where the other two have ‘abi ‘ubaydah.

346 T has ‘an ‘@’iSah qalat, where the other two have qala galat ‘@’isah.

347 B. has wa-"ana bint tis‘, where the other two have [i-tis".

348 Tabarani (ed. Salafi), al-Mu§am al-Kabir, X, p. 184, # 10279 [this edition should be emended (to
include the missing line wa-qubida wa-hiya bint) in light of the 1984 Wizarat al-’ Awqaf wa-al-Shu’iin al-
Diniyyah, al-Jumhiiriyyah al-‘Iraqiyyah edition (also at # 10279)]; ibid., XXIII, p. 23, # 54.
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it is to the second version,34° whilst the second version is in turn more similar to any
other version of the marital-age hadith that comprises only the ‘marriage’ and
‘consummation’ elements, especially those with the keywords sab‘ and band—in
particular, the redactions of Jarir and Hammad b. Zayd, both from Hisam.350 In other
words, the two ascriptions to Sarik are not more similar to each other than they are to
other versions of the marital-age hadith more broadly. Indeed, one of the transmitters
of the first ascription to Sarik, Yahya b. ’Adam, elsewhere transmitted an extremely
similar hadith from ’Isra’ll (recorded by al-Tirmidi),35! which is consistent with
someone (including Yahya himself) having taken what Yahya transmitted from ’Isra’il
and retributed it to Sarik, in order to corroborate ’Isra’il’s transmission from Abu
’Ishaq. Whatever the motive and whoever the culprits, Sarik looks like a spider, i.e., the
convergence of successive dives with disparate matns: the ascriptions from him do not

reflect any discernible redaction that can be traced back to him.

’Abu ‘Awanah al-Waddah (d. 176/792)

[ have collated two fada’il reports with marital-age elements ascribed to the Iragian
tradent ’Abu ‘Awanah al-Waddah (who spent time in Wasit but ended up in Basrah),
recorded by Ibn Sa‘d352 and al-Tabarani.3>3 These two reports are more similar to each
other than they are to all others (including related fada’il reports) and therefore
constitute a distinctive sub-tradition, which is consistent with both reflecting *Abu
‘Awanah’s particular redaction of the relevant pool of fada’il material. That said, there
are still numerous differences between the two, in the form of added, omitted, and
substituted words. Some of these are probably due to scribal errors (such as yashad
versus tashad, which share the same consonantal rasm), but others (such as li-tis* sinin

versus wa-"ana bint tis sinin, or marida rastl allah mardata-hu versus marida rastil

349 E.g., Ibn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 41; ‘Uqayli (ed. Sarsaw1), Du‘afa’, V, pp. 473-
474, # 2/5736.

350 See the relevant sections (above and below), and esp. Ibn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien,
VIII, p. 42; Ibn ’abi Dawud (ed. Husayn), Musnad ‘A’isah, p. 64, # 34; Tabarani (ed. Salafi), al-Mujam al-
Kabir, XXIII, p. 21, # 45.

351 Tirmidi (ed. Samarra et al.), ‘llal, p. 169, # 296, which shares ‘an ‘abd allah, sitt sinin, dakala, tis*
sinin, and qubida.

352 [bn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 44.

353 Tabaranti (ed. Salaf1), al-Mu jam al-Kabir, XXIII, pp. 29-30, # 74.
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allah fi bayti fa-marradtu-hu fa-qubida) are consistent with paraphrasing, which would
suggest some orality in the transmission of this hadith. Despite this, the gist of the
hadith seems well preserved, retaining the same elements in the same order. This
would suggest that the oral transmission of this hadith was sloppy but not wild or free,
and may be indicative of the parallel use of written notes (i.e., used as a reminder of
the basic outline of the hadith). Either way, the two reports agree in the majority of
their wording, such that most of ’Abu ‘Awanah’s particular redaction is readily
discernible:

...abdi al-malik! bn! ‘umayri® ‘an ‘@’iSat? “u‘titu

kilal /kisal]2» ma ’u‘tiyat-ha imra’atun

wa-ra’aytu jibril2 wa-
lam tara-hu imra’atu» gayri wa-kuntu ’ahabba nisa’i-hi ’ilay-hi wa-kana ’abi
’ahabb? ’ashabi-hi ’ilay-hi wa-marida rasulv allah! [[mardata-hu]/[fi bayti
fa-marradtu-hu fa-qubida]] wa-lam [y/t]ashad-hu gayri wa-al-mala’ikatu.

Interestingly, the ’isnad of this hadith is mungqati‘, since ‘Abd al-Malik b. ‘Umayr (who
operated during the middle of the 8th Century CE and died in 136/754) was not
remembered as having transmitted directly from ‘A’i$ah.354 This is consistent with the
hadith’s having been formulated in the 8th Century CE (for example, by ’Abu ‘Awanah),

when munqatihadiths were still acceptable.

Hammad b. Salamah (d. 167/784)

I have collated sixteen reports ascribed to the Basran tradent Hammad b. Salamah
(situated within the broader tradition of HiSam b. ‘Urwah), recorded by Ibn Sa‘d,355

Yinus b. Habib,356 >Abi Dawiid,357 Ibn abi Kaytamah,358 Ibn *abi ‘Asim,35 ‘Abd Allah b.

354 See Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’ut et al.), Siyar, V, pp. 438-441.

355 [bn Sa“d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, V111, pp. 40-41.

356 Tayalisi, Musnad, p. 205, # 1454.

357 ’Abii Dawid Sulayman b. al-’As‘at al-Sijistani (ed. Muhammad Muhyi al-Din ‘Abd al-Hamid),
Sunan, vol. 4 (Beirut, Lebanon: al-Maktabah al-‘Asriyyah, n. d.), p. 284, # 4933; ibid., # 4935.

358°Ahmad b. ’abi Kaytamah Zuhayr b. Harb (ed. Salah b. Fathi Halal), al-Ta’rik al-Kabir al-Ma ‘rif bi-
Ta’rik Ibn “abi Kaytamah, vol. 1 (Cairo, Egypt: al-Fariq al-Haditiyyah, 2004), p. 170, # 400; ibid., p. 387
# 1445.

359 [bn *abi ‘Asim (ed. Jawabirah), ’Ahdd, V, p- 391, # 30009.
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’Ahmad,3¢0 >Abu Ya‘la,3¢! *Aba ‘Awanah,362 al-’Ajurri,363 al-Tabarani,3¢4 al-Bayhaqi,36>
and Ibn al-Tabari3¢¢ The amount of variation between these transmissions from
Hammad b. Salamah is staggering: some of them have different elemental sequences;
some of them add or omit elements present in the others; some of them rearrange the
order of words within shared elements; some of them differ slightly in their ’isnads;
and finally, all of them add, omit, and substitute words and even whole lines within
shared elements.

Despite all of this, it seems likely that Hammad was a genuine PCL who transmitted
some combination of these elements to some of his students—but what exactly did he
transmit? The problem here is not that a distinctive sequence or wording cannot be
attributed to him, but rather, the opposite: multiple, different sequences and particular
wordings are attested for him. To make matters worse, these distinctive elements and
wordings are not coterminous, which is to say: one version may share a distinctive
wording with another, which in turn shares a distinctive sequence of elements with
another, which in turn shares a distinctive wording with yet another, and so on. This
means either that there was a storm of alteration and contamination occurring
between Hammad'’s students, and/or that Hammad changed the hadith in the course
of successive retellings. In light of the oral mode of transmission that still
predominated in the generation of Hammad, the latter scenario at least seems highly
plausible. That being so, the reconstruction of a single redaction from him is out of the
question. Instead, only discrete units of Hammad'’s hadith (i.e., elements, or sets of
elements), transmitted at different times in different combinations, can be identified.

Some of these may be the product of later alteration and contamination between

360 There are actually two versions of this hadith in two of the works of Ibn Hanbal (both actually
composed by his son ‘Abd Allah), with slight differences: Musnad, VI, p. 280, and (ed. ‘Abbas), ‘Ilal, I1I, p.
243, # 5073. In addition to slight differences in the wording of the ’isnad, the version in the latter has
muhajammah and sab‘ sinin ’aw sitt sinin, where the former has mujammamah and sab‘ sinin;
muhajammah is gibberish born from a scribal or typographical error, but sab‘sinin *aw sitt sinin has a
better claim to reflecting the original than sab‘ sinin, based on the Criterion of Dissimilarity. Finally,
second version has ja’at-nd, where the first has the usual ja’at-ni.

361°Abii Ya‘la (ed.’Asad), Musnad, VIII, p. 74, # 4600/244.

362°Abii ‘Awanah (ed. “‘Ata’ Allah), al-Musnad al-Sahth, XVIII, p. 589, # 10747.

363 Muhammad b. al-Husayn al-’Ajurri (ed. al-Walid b. Muhammad Nabih Sayf al-Nasir), al-Sari‘ah,
vol. 3 (Cairo, Egypt: Mu’assasat Qurtubah, 1996), p. 470, # 1238/1935; ibid., p. 473, # 1243 /1940.

364 Tabarani (ed. Salafi), al-Mu jam al-Kabir, XXIII, pp. 19-20, # 41; ibid., p. 23, # 55.

365 ’Ahmad b. al-Husayn al-Bayhaqi (ed. ‘Abd al-Mu‘ti Qal‘aji), Dald’il al-Nubuwwah wa-Ma rifat
’Ahwal Sahib al-Sari‘ah, vol. 2 (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar al-Kutub al-‘Ilmiyyah, 1988), p. 409.

366 Fasawi (ed. ‘Umari), al-Ma rifah wa-al-Ta’rik, 111, p. 327. Note that the full ’isnad, via ‘Abd Allah b.
Ja‘far and ’Abt al-Husayn unto Ibn al-Tabar], is cited earlier in the text (ibid., p. 326).
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Hammad’s students, but much of it likely goes back to him—after all, they often
comprise distinctive wordings and sequences, which is consistent with their common
ascriptions to Hammad reflecting his various particular wordings and formulations.

To begin with, Hammad sometimes prefaced his hadith with a narrative about

‘A’iSah being shown to the Prophet in silk in a dream, which began as follows:

..hiSam! bn! ‘urwat? ‘an ’abi-hi ‘an ‘@’iSat? ’anna rasul? allah! qala -

Thereafter, he sometimes added the following element:

...ba‘da wafat! kadijata...

Thereafter, he would continue:

Thereafter, he would sometimes conclude this narrative with the following line:

Other times, rather than just stipulating that the scenario occurred twice or thrice, he

would actually narrate the second occurrence, as follows:

On some occasions, he may even have repeated this element a third time (although this

is only attested in one report, such that the wording is uncorroborated), as follows:

3

Thereafter, Hammad would switch the narratorial point of view from the Prophet to

‘A’i$ah (with a fa-qalat ‘@’iSah), or alternatively—in those instances where he omitted
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the preliminary narrative about dreams and silk altogether—he would begin the

hadith with the following ’isnad:

...hisami bni ‘urwat? ‘an ’abi-hi ‘an ‘@’iSat? qalat...

Thereafter (regardless of whether he had prefaced the hadith with the narrative about

dreams and silk), he would usually begin the main (marital-age) hadith as follows:

Thereafter, Hammad would often mention Kadijah’s death, usually in the following

way:

...mutawaffa kadijata...

At other times (according to two attestations), he would instead mention it in the

following way:

...ba‘da wafati kadijata...

At other times (according to two attestations), he would proceed without mentioning

itat all. Either way, he would usually (but not always, per three attestations) continue:

Thereafter, he would continue

Or, alternatively:

Thereafter, he would usually mention the Hijrah, as follows:
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Alternatively, he would make no mention of the Hijrah and instead move straight to

‘A’iSah’s marital consummation, probably as follows:

Thereafter (regardless of whether he mentioned the Hijrah or ‘A’iah’s marital
consummation), he would continue with a mention of ‘A’i$ah’s playing on a swing as a

girl with shoulder-length hair, probably as follows:

Alternatively, he may have reordered the wording, although this is poorly attested (i.e.,
by only two reports, with markedly different wordings). Either way, he would then
continue with mention of ‘A’i$ah’s marital preparation, often beginning with the

following:

Thereafter, he would continue (or alternatively, begin the element) with the following:

Thereafter, he would usually conclude the hadith with the following:

(Sometimes, he may have omitted fa-band bi, as attested in two instances.) But
sometimes (when he had already mentioned ‘A’i$ah’s marital consummation near the

beginning of the hadith), he would instead conclude with the following shorter ending

(attested twice):
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The ordering these elements was not random: the narrative from the Prophet about
‘A’i$ah being presented to him in a dream in silk (when present) always came at the
beginning of the hadith; the ‘Kadijah’s death’ element (when present) was always made
near the beginning of the aforementioned narrative (after the first instance of harir),
and/or near the beginning of ‘A’i$ah’s autobiographical narrative (after tazawwaja-ni
rasul allah); the ‘Hijrah’ element (when present) always came immediately after the
‘married at six/seven’ element; the ‘swing' element, the ‘hair’ element, and the ‘marital
preparation’ element were always present, and always in that order (although the first
two were sometimes a bit intermingled); and the ‘consummated in marriage at nine’
element always came either directly after the ‘married at six/seven’ element (in lieu of
the ‘Hijrah’ element), or (when the ‘Hijrah’ element was included) at the very end of
the hadith.

The ordering principle behind this pattern is easy to discern: the elements
comprising (the various redactions of) Hammad’s hadith—whenever they happened
to be present—were ordered chronologically. The exception thereto is the
‘consummated in marriage at nine’ element, which was sometimes paired directly with
the ‘married at six/seven’ element (and always at the expense of the ‘Hijrah’ element,
for some reason), presumably because they were related thematically.

There is less order (which is to say, no real order) when it came to the inclusion or
omission of sub-elements, i.e., the inclusion or omission of specific wordings within
some of the elements of the hadith. This was the case principally with the ‘marital
preparation’ element: sometimes dahabna bi was included, and sometimes not;
sometimes hayya’na-ni was included, and sometimes not; and sometimes san/[nja‘na-
ni was included, and sometimes not. Additionally, the word sinin was sometimes
included and sometimes excluded, in both the ‘married at six/seven’ element and the
‘consummated in marriage at nine’ element, and fa-band bi was sometimes omitted
from the latter as well.

Less common (or at least, less detectable, absent more corroborating
transmissions) are paraphrastic substitutions, of which the main examples are
mutawaffd kadijah versus ba‘da wafat kadijah, ibnah versus bint (along with the
addition or omission of sinin), and tumma “atayna bi rastil allah versus wa-"ahdayna-ni
’ild rasul allah. For the most part, wordings were variously added or subtracted, but

not substituted.
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In short, the inclusion of many elements was random, and the inclusion therein of
specific sub-elements or particular wordings was random; but the ordering thereof was
not random, and the specific wordings themselves were not random. The latter point is
of particular interest: for example, the marital-age element may have comprised
dahabna bi + hayya’na-ni + san[n]a‘na-ni, or dahabna bi + san[n]a‘na-ni + hayya’na-ni,
or just hayya’na-ni + san[n]a‘na-ni, but seemingly not paraphrases or substitutions
thereof.

All of this is consistent with Hammad'’s having memorised a set of wordings tied to
particular concepts or episodes, which he variously included or excluded—usually in
chronological order—in successive retellings. Hammad'’s version of the marital-age
hadith was thus a kind of fluid construct, in which a range of (mostly fixed) wordings
functioned as optional or interchangeable building blocks. In this respect, Hammad

comes across as somewhat of a storyteller, rather than a simple tradent.

Wuhayb b. Kalid (d. 165/781-782)

[ have collated three reports ascribed to the Basran tradent Wuhayb b. Kalid (situated
within the broader tradition of HiSam b. ‘Urwah), recorded by Ibn Sa‘d,367 al-Bukari,368
and al-Tabarani.3¢? These three texts (two of which converge upon the PCL ‘Affan) are
more similar to each other than either is to any other version of the marital-age
tradition (with the same set of elements in the same order, with the same distinctive
wording), such that they constitute a distinctive sub-tradition and must share a recent
common ancestor vis-a-vis all the rest. This matches the ’isnads, which depict Wuhayb
as the PCL for this sub-tradition. The attribution of the urtext of this hadith to Wuhayb
thus seems probable.

There is a wrinkle here, however: al-Tabarani’s transmission from Wuhayb via
‘Affan is actually identical to al-Bukar?’s transmission from Wuhayb via Mu‘alla, when
it comes to the wording of the constitutive elements of the hadith. In other words, when

it comes to the wording of the elements, al-Tabarani’s version is more similar to al-

367 Ibn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 42.
368 Bukari, Sahih 111, pp. 1076-1077.
369 Tabaranti (ed. Salafl), al-Mu jam al-Kabir, XXI1I, p. 21, # 47.
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Bukari’s version than Ibn Sa‘d’s, despite Ibn Sa‘d likewise transmitting from ‘Affan.
This is consistent with Ibn Sa‘d’s being uniquely sloppy within this sub-tradition, but
it is also consistent with al-Tabarani’s version’s having been contaminated by al-
BukarT’s, or even having been borrowed therefrom and given a false, alternative ’isnad
(via ‘Affan rather than Mu‘alla).

Of course, there is still a major difference between al-Bukar?’s version, on the one
hand, and Ibn Sa‘d and al-Tabarani’s, on the other: the former adds an important
statement from Wuhayb that is absent in the other two, clarifying that the third
element is an editorial comment or addendum. To illustrate this difference, consider

the following translation of Ibn Sa‘d’s version:

‘Affan b. Muslim reported to us: “Wuhayb reported to us: “Hisam b. ‘Urwah
reported to us, from his father, from ‘A’i$ah, that the Messenger of God
married her when she was a girl of six years and consummated the
marriage with her when she was a girl of nine years, and she was with him
nine years.””

Likewise, consider the following translation of al-Tabarani’s version:

Muhammad b. al-‘Abbas al-Mu’addib related to us: ““Affan b. Muslim al-
Saffar related to us—he said: “Wuhayb b. Kalid related to me, from Hisam
b. ‘Urwah, from his father, from ‘A’i$ah, that the Prophet married her when
she was a girl of six years and consummated the marriage with her when
she was a girl of nine years, and she was with him nine years.””

In both of these versions, the final element is presented as if it is part of the same
package of information as the rest, deriving together from the same set of sources back

to ‘A’iah. By contrast, consider al-Bukari’s version (emphasis mine):

Mu‘alla b. ’Asad related to us: “Wuhayb related to us, from HiSam b. ‘Urwabh,
from his father, from ‘A’i$ah, that the Prophet married her when she was a
girl of six years and consummated the marriage with her when she was a
girl of nine years.

Then HiSam said: “And I was informed that (fa-qala hisam wa-’unbi’tu
‘anna-ha) she was with him nine years.””

The difference is striking: in al-Bukar?’s version, it is recorded that the third element

was an unsourced addendum by HiSam. Even if the third element also derived from
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‘Urwah, the fact that HiSam presents it as an addendum (rather than simply narrating
it along with the rest) suggests that this element was not originally transmitted in the
same package of information as the other two, or in other words: at minimum, HiS$am
is combining information from different reports from his father. That said, there is
reason to suspect that HiSam is actually not being depicted as saying that he received
the third element from ‘Urwah. For the first two elements, HiSam is explicitly depicted
as having claimed to receive them from his father, from ‘A’i$ah; but for the final
element, he vaguely states that “I was informed”, in the passive. This would be odd if
the informant in question was simply ‘Urwah, who was explicitly cited as the source
for the preceding two elements: why not simply say, “my father said” (qala ‘abi), or “he
said” (qala), or similar?370 This suggests that HiSam obtained this element from
someone other than his father, i.e., an anonymous source.

There is thus a major difference between Ibn Sa‘d and al-Tabarani’s versions, on the
one hand, and al-Bukar'’s, on the other: the first two make it seem as though the third
element in this hadith (kanat ‘inda-hu tis‘sinin) was part of the same report—from the
same line of transmission—as the third element, whereas the latter makes it clear that
the third element is an addendum or comment from some other source. Al-Bukar’s
version is clearly the archaic one, in light of the Criterion of Dissimilarity: it is much
more likely that an addendum from a majhiil was smoothed over and incorporated into
the rest of the hadith, rather than vice versa. This is similar to the well-known
phenomenon of the “incorporation of marginalia” in the copying of manuscripts,371
which is to say: this sort of thing happened all the time in the transmission of texts.

Since both of the versions that lack HiSam’s clarification claim to derive from ‘Affan,
he is the obvious culprit behind the suppression thereof: where Mu‘alla accurately
transmitted Wuhayb’s recounting of HiSam’s addendum to al-Bukari, ‘Affan made it
seem as though the addendum was simply part of the same narration as the rest of the
hadith, which he then transmitted to both Ibn Sa‘d and Muhammad b. al-‘Abbas (which

the latter in turn passed on to al-Tabarani).

370 For comparison, see the redactions of Hammad b. Salamah, ’Abii *Usamah, Muhammad b. Bisr,
Sa‘id b. Yahy4, and ’Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Jabbar (in the relevant sections, above), where the previously-cited
source is reintroduced or cited again with a simple qalat or qalat fulan.

371 E.g., John P. Postgate, ‘Textual Criticism’, in The Encyclopaedia Britannica: A Dictionary of Arts,
Sciences, Literature and General Information: Eleventh Edition, vol. XXVI (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press, 1911), 712, col. 2.
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However, the fact that al-Tabarani’s version is otherwise identical to al-Bukar?’s in
wording is still highly suspect, for it looks as though the former (or his source,
Muhammad) may have borrowed the latter’s matn and supplied it with an alternative
line of transmission: via ‘Affan (who may have been known as a transmitter of this
hadith, thanks to Ibn Sa‘d), rather than Mu‘alla. Alternatively, al-Tabarani or
Muhammad may really have received a version of this hadith from ‘Affan, but updated
the wording according to that in the version of the great al-Bukari.

If either of those scenarios is correct, then why did al-Tabarani or Muhammad not
also borrow HiSam’s statement? The answer is simple: doing so would have created a
weaker or less desirable hadith, i.e., one with an element from a majhil. Thus, even if
al-Tabarani or Muhammad borrowed from al-Bukari’s version, or updated the wording
of a genuine transmission from °‘Affan to accord to the exact wording of al-Bukari's
version, we would still have a reason to expect that they would omit HiSam’s statement.

Since this scenario is at least plausible, we cannot treat al-Tabarani’s version as a
corroboration for Ibn Sa‘d’s transmission from ‘Affan: al-Tabarani’s version is suspect,
and must be removed from the equation accordingly. This leaves us with only two
transmissions from Wuhayb: Ibn Sa‘d, via ‘Affan; and al-Bukari, via Mu‘alla. Can we still
reconstruct Wuhayb’s urtext therefrom, or could some kind of borrowing underly the
remaining two versions as well? Since al-Bukari retains HiSam's statement, he cannot
have borrowed his version from Ibn Sa‘d, who lacks it—otherwise, we would have to
posit that al-Bukari inserted HiSam'’s statement into the hadith, which seems unlikely.
(Likewise, if al-Bukari indeed received his version from Mu‘allg, it does not seem likely
that Mu‘alla borrowed it from Ibn Sa‘d, for the same reasons.) Again, al-Bukari’s
version likely represents the original outline (though not necessarily the exact
wording) of this sub-tradition, per the Criterion of Dissimilarity. In light of that fact,
and in light of the fact that an interpolated version of the sub-tradition is recorded by
Ibn Sa‘d (d. 230/845), the original must be earlier still.

The attribution of this sub-tradition back to Wuhayb is thus at least plausible, even
if the match between the ’isnads and the matns is not as precise as it first appeared.372

The texts are still consistent with descending from a recent common ancestor (who

372 Le., when it appeared that the ’isnads accurately tracked the sub-tradition of ‘Affan within the
broader sub-tradition of Wuhayb; see the section on ‘Affan, above.
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must have been operating prior to Ibn Sa‘d), which matches the depiction of Wuhayb
as the PCL thereof in the ’isnads.

There is of course variation between Ibn Sa‘d and al-BukarT’s ascriptions to Wuhayb,
but these are mostly few and minor (i.e., four instances of substituted words), with the
exception of the omission of HiSam’s statement in Ibn Sa‘d’s version. The minor
variants could be chalked up to occasional mild paraphrasing or simple scribal errors,
but the major variant is consistent with interpolation on the part of either Ibn Sa‘d or
his source “Affan.

Accordingly (and by taking the Criterion of Dissimilarity into account), the following

redaction can be plausibly reconstructed back to Wuhayb:

..hisam! bn! ‘urwat? ‘an ’abi-hi ‘an ‘@’isat?

fa-gala hiSamv» wa-’unbi’tu ’anna-ha

The sequence of elements and most of the wordings therein have been accurately
preserved, which is consistent with the hadith’s having been transmitted (at least in
part) in writing, from Wuhayb to his students. Al-Bukari, Mu‘alla, and Wuhayb come
across as particularly reliable, given their accurate preservation of Hisam's
clarificatory statement concerning the third element (vis-a-vis Ibn Sa‘d and al-

Tabarani’s versions).

al-Hasan b. Hayy (d. 169/785-786)

[ was only able to find one transmission of the tradition of the Kufan Zaydi theologian
and traditionist al-Hasan b. Salih b. Hayy within the extant Hadith corpus: the report
recorded by Ibn Rahwayh (reconstructed).373 Given that the attribution of this hadith
to al-Hasan relies upon a SS, said attribution cannot be confirmed, which is to say: the
evidence does not allow us to affirm that al-Hasan was a genuine CL. Moreover, even if

it were the case that this hadith ultimately originates as the saying of al-Hasan (which

373 See the section on ’Ishaq b. Rahwayh, above.
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is certainly plausible),374 we would have no way of knowing exactly which extant
wordings belong to the original, and which are the product of later error,

contamination, or interpolation.

‘Abd al-Rahman b. *abi al-Zinad (d. 164/780-781 or 174/790-
791)

I have collated five reports ascribed to the Madino-Baghdadian tradent ‘Abd al-
Rahman b. ’abi al-Zinad (mostly situated within the broader tradition of HiSam b.
‘Urwah), recorded by Ibn Sa‘d,37> ‘Abd Allah b.’Ahmad (in his recension of the Musnad
of Ibn Hanbal),37¢ al-’Asamm (in his recension of the Jami® of Ibn Wahb),377 and al-
Tabarani.378 Al-Tabaran’s first version (recorded in his al-Mu jam al-’Awsat) should be
discarded immediately, on several grounds: firstly, it comprises a combination of
elements (in particular, about the Prophet’s death) that is uncorroborated by any other
transmission from Ibn ’abi al-Zinad; secondly, the ’isnad has Ibn ’abi al-Zinad
transmitting from his father, where all the rest have him transmitting from Hisam; and
thirdly, the combination of elements therein is more similar to the sub-tradition of
Sufyan al-Tawrl (i.e., a different PCL) than to the other transmissions from Ibn ’abi al-
Zinad, and the key wordings therein (‘udkiltu ‘alay-hi and wa-makattu ‘inda-hu tis)
are identical to those in the redaction by Sufyan’s PCL-student al-’Ahwas b. Jawwab in
particular, a version of which was recorded by none other than al-Tabarani himself.379
For all of these reasons, al-Tabarani’s first version is likely the product of
contamination and/or interpolation.

Al-Tabarant’s second version (recorded in his al-Mu‘jam al-Kabir) suffers from a

similar problem, but on a much smaller scale: the ascription to Hisam and the

374 After all, why would Ibn Rahwayh or Yahy4, both of whom were traditionists operating in the era
when Companion or Prophetical hadiths were prized above all else, have bothered to invent the saying
of an 8th-Century traditionist?

375 Ibn Sa“d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, V1], p. 40.

376 Ibn Hanbal (ed. Gamrawi), Musnad, VI, p. 118.

377 Ibn Wahb (ed. ‘Abd al-Muttalib & Mazyad), Jami*, pp. 154-155, # 260.

378 Tabaranli (ed. Tariq & Husayni), al-Mu jam al-’Awsat, V11, p. 94, # 6957; id. (ed. Salafl), al-Mu jam
al-Kabir, XXI11, p. 21, # 46.

379 Id. (ed. Tariq & Husayni), al-Mujam al-’Awsat, 11, p. 301, # 2042.
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combination of elements therein are corroborated by other transmissions from Ibn
"ab1 al-Zinad, but the wording of the second element (wa-"udkiltu ‘alay-hi wa-’ana bint
tis® sinin) happens to be identical with al-Tabaran?’s first version (in al-Mufjam al-
’Awsat) and, by extension, the redaction of al-’Ahwas. This is consistent with minor
contamination, wherein the wording of one particular element has been replaced by
the analogous wording from a different transmission. Since this happened twice in the
works of the very same collector (and the ’isnads claim independent paths, via different
regions, back to Ibn ’abi al-Zinad), the collector himself is likely responsible for the
contamination: whether through error, mendacity, or some other motive, al-Tabarani
altered the wording in at least one of his transmissions from Ibn ’abi al-Zinad. Perhaps
he did so under the influence of the first contaminated or interpolated version (in al-
Mu‘jam al-’Awsat), for which he was not himself responsible—or perhaps he was
responsible for contamination or interpolation of both versions (in al-Mu jam al-’Awsat
and al-Mujam al-Kabir alike).

There is also a problem in al-’Asamm’s version, viz.,, the dual ascription: his
transmission claims to derive via both Sa‘id b. ‘Abd al-Rahman and ‘Abd al-Rahman b.
’ab1 al-Zinad, with both receiving the hadith in turn from HiSam. In addition to the
ascription to Sa‘ld being completely uncorroborated (both in the other ascriptions to
Ibn ’abi al-Zinad, and in other transmissions from HiSam more broadly), Sa‘id was
reportedly born in 157/773-774 (as recorded in the °Akbar al-Qudah of Waki),380 a
decade after the death of Hisam. If so, he cannot have transmitted this hadith directly
from HiSam, which means that the ’isnad in question is mungqati‘in that respect.

Despite all of that (and with al-Tabarant’s first version removed from the equation),
these reports are more similar to each other than to other versions of the marital-age
in certain key ways: two of them share the unusual element mutawaffd kadijah, and
three of them share the element about ‘A’i§ah’s dolls and her shy friends. More
importantly, all three of these ‘dolls’ elements begin with the d-k-I root, then ‘A’isah’s
saying that she would “al‘abu, then a statement about her friends, which is unique out

of all versions of the marital-age hadith that incorporate the ‘dolls’ element.381

380 Waki* Muhammad b. Kalaf b. Hayyan, ’Akbar al-Qudah, vol. 3 (Beirut, Lebanon: ‘Alam al-Kutub, n.
d.), p. 264.

381 Cf. Ibn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 41; Safi (ed. ‘Abd al-Muttalib), "Umm, X, p.
141, # 147; Ibn ’abi al-Dunya (ed. Kalaf), Iyal, p. 756, # 559; ’Abl ‘Awanah (ed. ‘Ata’ Allah), al-Musnad
al-Sahih, X1, p. 382, # 4703; ibid., pp. 384-385, # 4708; Ibn ’abi Dawid (ed. Husayn), Musnad ‘A’isah, p.
74, # 56; ’Abl Nu‘aym (ed. §éfi‘1), al-Musnad al-Mustakraj, 1V, p. 87, # 3311.
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That said, al-’Asamm’s version of the ‘dolls’ element is in another respect more
similar to the ‘dolls’ element that appears in one of versions of the marital-age hadith
recorded in al-Rabi‘ al-Muradi’s recension of al-Safi‘I's works: both have the line fa-’ida
ra’ayna rasul allah, to the exclusion of all other related versions of the marital-age
hadith.382 Since al-’Asamm received his version from Egyptians, and since al-Safi‘f and
al-Rabi® both operated in Egypt, this cannot be a coincidence: some kind of
contamination evidently took place between Egyptian tradents of different versions of
the marital-age hadith around the turn of the 9th Century CE. Still, in most other
respects, al-’Asamm’s version is more similar to other transmissions from Ibn ’abi al-
Zinad: in addition to the aforementioned, his version also shares both istahyayna and
rubba-ma with al-Tabarani’s second version, to the exclusion of all other relevant
versions.

Thus, it is still plausible that the relevant reports preserve a distinctive redaction
from Ibn ’abi al-Zinad, even if the preservation in question was highly imperfect: the
variation between these reports is substantial, including the addition or omission of
whole elements. Even where the same elements are retained, there are numerous
variants, including additions, omissions, and, above all, substitutions and paraphrases.
All of this suggests that Ibn ’abi al-Zinad’s redaction was transmitted to his students
not just orally, but rather freely or sloppily. Despite this, the outline and at least some
of the wording of Ibn ’abi al-Zinad’s redaction can be recovered from the available
transmissions, although much of it is poorly attested (by only two of the four reports),

and some parts are largely reconstructable altogether:

...hiSam! bni ‘urwat? ‘an ’abi-hi ‘an ‘@’iSat? qalat
mutawaffa kadijat2

The muddled penultimate section of the ‘dolls’ element probably contained the verb

istahyayna, the q-m-‘root, the preposition min, the wording fa-rubba-ma, and the k-r-j

382 Compare Safig (ed. “Abd al-Muttalib), ’'Umm, X, p. 141, with all of the other references above.
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root, since each is attested twice. The ordering and specifics differ in each version,

however, rendering the original impossible to reconstruct.

Sufyan al-Tawri (d. 161/777-778)

The reports ascribed to Sufyan al-Tawrl are somewhat messy, so some
disentanglement is in order. Firstly, there are seven that reside within the broader
tradition of HiSam b. ‘Urwah, recorded by al-Bukari,383°Abl ‘Awanah,384 [bn Hibban,38>
al-Tabarani,38¢ and ’Abl Nu‘aym.387 All of these reports (most of which converge on the
PCLs Qabisah, al-’Ahwas, and al-Firyabi) are more similar to each other than they are
to all other versions of the marital-age hadith, such that they definitely constitute a
distinctive sub-tradition: this is consistent with their reflecting Sufyan al-Tawrt’s
particular redaction of the marital-age hadith. There is still considerable variation
between these ascriptions, however, including a difference in their ’isnads, a difference
in narrative perspective, and several substituted words. Based on the Criterion of
Dissimilarity, al-Bukari’s mungqati‘ version of the hadith from Qabisah is more likely to
represent Sufyan’s original than the muttasil ascriptions of the other two PCLs, which
would imply that both al-’Ahwas and al-Firyabi raised their respective versions. Given
that their muttasil ascriptions are worded differently,388 they may have done so
independently, in response to the common pressure against broken or imperfect
’isnads.3%° Additionally, the first-person point-of-view in al-’Ahwas’s version is
definitely secondary, compared to the third-person narrations about ‘A’i$ah in the
versions of al-Firyabi and al-Bukari—Qabisah: this is again consistent with
interpolation, although it could be the product of very liberal paraphrasing. The

remaining variants are also consistent with paraphrasing, which in turn suggests that

383 Bukari, Sahih, III, pp. 1076, 1081.

384°Abi ‘Awanah (ed. ‘Ata’ Allah), al-Musnad al-Sahih, X1, p. 383, # 4704.

385 Muhammad b. Hibban al-Busti (ed. Su‘ayb al-’Arna’iit), al-’Thsan fi Tartib Sahih Ibn Hibbdn, vol. 16
(Beirut, Lebanon: Mu’assasat al-Risalah, 1991), p. 56, # 7118.

386 Sulayman b. ’Ahmad al-Tabarani (ed. Tariq b. ‘Twad Allah b. Muhammad & ‘Abd al-Muhsin b.
’Ibrahim al-Husayni), al-Mu§am al-’Awsat, vol. 2 (Cairo, Egypt: Dar al-Haramayn, 1995), p. 301, # 2042;
id. (ed. Salafi), al-Mu§am al-Kabir, XXI1, pp. 21-22, # 49.

387 °Abli Nu‘aym ’Ahmad b. ‘Abd Allah al-’Asbahani (ed. Sayyid Kasrawi Hasan), Ta’rik ’Asbahan /
’Akbar "Asbahan, vol. 2 (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar al-‘Ilmiyyah, 1990), p. 63.

388 F. has ‘an ’abi-hi ‘an ‘@’iSah ’anna, whereas A. has ‘an ’abi-hi ‘an ‘@’iSah qalat.

389 Similarly, Schoeler (trans. Vagelpohl), The Biography of Muhammad, 58.
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the hadith was transmitted orally from Sufyan to his students: the gist was retained
fairly accurately, even if some of the wordings (along with the ascriptions in two cases,
and the narrator’s perspective in one case) changed along the way. Some of the
wording is thus tentative, but the following redaction can be attributed to the PCL

Sufyan al-Tawrt:

..hisami bn! ‘urwat? ‘an ‘urwat?

In addition to all of the above, I was also able to find three reports ascribed to Sufyan
al-Tawri that ostensibly reside within the broader tradition of ’Abti *Ishaq, recorded by
Ibn Sa‘d390 and al-Tabarani.3®! These three ascriptions do not constitute a distinctive
sub-tradition vis-a-vis other versions of the marital-age hadith: Ibn Sa‘d’s version is
more similar to ’Isra’il’s redaction (in terms of elemental outline)3°2 and a certain
transmission from ’Abu Mu‘awiyah (in terms of specific wording)393; al-Tabaran’s first
version comprises a combination of elements that jars with all other transmissions
from Sufyan, but which also closely matches the distinctive wording of the second half
of al-’Ahwas’s redaction (from Sufyan, from HiSam) in particular3®4; and al-Tabarani’s
second version likewise comprises a combination of elements that jars with all other
transmissions from Sufyan and Qabisah alike, but which likewise closely matches some
of the distinctive wording of both Qabisah and al-Firyabi (from Sufyan, from Hisam).395
In other words, there is no distinctive redaction from Sufyan from °Abu ’Ishaq
discernible here: in addition to being extremely disparate vis-a-vis each other (in terms
of elements), each of these three ascriptions is more similar to other transmissions,
including other transmissions from Sufyan from Hisam b. ‘Urwah. This is consistent
with all three of these ascriptions being the product of some kind of borrowing or
contamination, through error (e.g., accidently mixing Sufyan’s ascription to HiSam with

’Isra’ll’s ascription to Abu ’Ishaq) and/or some kind of deliberate reattribution and

390 Ibn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 41.

391 Tabarani (ed. Salafi), al-Mu jam al-Kabir, XXI1I, p. 23, # 55; ibid., # 56.

392 See the section on ’Isra’1l, below.

393 Tabarani (ed. Salafi), al-Mujam al-Kabir, XXI11, p. 22, # 51, sharing sab‘, band, and wa-madta ‘an-
ha.

394 In particular, ‘udkiltu and makattu.

395 [n particular, wa-makatat ‘inda-hu tisan.
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diving (e.g, to provide ’Isra’il’s ascription to ’Abu °’Ishdaq with some kind
corroboration). Either way, it does not seem like Sufyan transmitted a version of the
marital-age hadith from ’Abu ’Ishaq.

Finally, there are four additional reports ascribed to Sufyan al-Tawri that appear to
be versions of the marital-age hadith, recorded by al-Ijli,3% Ibn abi “‘Asim,397 and al-
Tabaran1.3?8 All of these hadiths (three of which derive from the PCL Muhammad b. al-
Hasan) are the product of substantial contamination or interpolation, and cannot be
attributed to Sufyan. The version from Muhammad b. al-Hasan has an ’isnad (Sa‘d b.
"Ibrahim—al-Qasim b. Muhammad) that is completely uncorroborated by any other
ascription of the marital-age hadith to Sufyan, and a set of elements that is only
corroborated by a version (al-‘Ijli’s) that has a different ’isnad (Isma‘il b. 'Umayyah—
‘Abd Allah b. ‘Urwah). In turn, the version of al-‘Ijli (from ’Abu Dawud al-Hafari) is an
obvious corruption of an extremely widely transmitted hadith from Sufyan about
Sawwail that otherwise—in every other version, of which there are dozens and
dozens—Ilacks the marital-age elements.3°° In other words, al-‘Ijli’s version is a pre-
existing and well-known hadith from Sufyan that has been contaminated (at the hands
of al-‘[jIi himself or, more likely, his immediate source, ’Abu Dawud) by the marital-age
hadith,490 whilst Muhammad b. al-Hasan’s version is a similar contamination (or
borrowing) compounded by a further error or interpolation in the ’isnad, whereby the
original ascription (via ’Isma‘ll—°‘Abd Allah) has been replaced by a false ascription
(via Sa‘d—al-Qasim). To top this all off, the ’isnad in al-‘Ijli’s version is munqati®, since
it is missing ‘Urwah between ‘Abd Allah and ‘A’iSah—but this is plausibly the product
of scribal error, whereby a scribe skipped ‘an ‘urwah by mistaking it for the preceding
bn ‘urwah (similar to homeoteleuton).

In short, Sufyan al-Tawrl was a genuine PCL who transmitted his own distinctive
redaction of the marital-age hadith, on the authority of HiSam b. ‘Urwabh, to at least
three students: Qabisah, al-Firyabi, and al-’Ahwas. Thereafter, in two instances,
Sufyan’s hadith was contaminated or interpolated and reattributed from HiSam to ’Abu

’Ishaq, whilst in a third instance, Sufyan’s name was recruited into an existing

396°Ahmad b. ‘Abd Allah al-Tjli (ed. ‘Abd al-Mu‘ti Qal‘aji), Ta’rik al-Tigat (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar al-Baz,
1984), p. 521, # 2103.

397 [bn *abi ‘Asim (ed. Jawabirah), ’Ahad, V, p. 390, # 3007.

398 Tabaranti (ed. Salafl), al-Mu jam al-Kabir, XXIII, p. 22, # 52; ibid., p. 28, # 69.

399 Juynboll, Encyclopedia, 642, col. 2.

400 Specifically, the sub-tradition of ‘“Abdah, which shares extremely similar wordings therewith.
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ascription to ’Abt ’Ishaqg. Finally, in two instances, a completely different hadith about
Sawwal—transmitted by Sufyan to numerous students, on the authority of Isma‘il b.
’Umayyah—was contaminated or interpolated in two instances with elements from the

marital-age hadith, one of which was also reattributed from ’Isma‘il to Sa‘d b. ’Ibrahim.

’Isra’1l b. Yunus (d. 160-162/776-779)

[ have collated eight reports ascribed to the Kufan tradent ’Isra’il b. Yunus (situated
within the broader tradition associated with *Abii ’Ishaq), recorded by Ibn Sa‘d,*0! Ibn
Majah,%02 al-Tirmidi,#93 al-Baladuri,*%4 al-Nasa’i,*0> al-‘Uqayli,*%¢ and al-Katib al-
Bagdadi.407 Several of these ascriptions converge three PCLs: including al-Fadl b.
Dukayn, ’Abdi ’Ahmad al-Zubayri, and Yahya b. >’Adam.

Most of these reports are more similar to each other than all other versions of the
marital-age hadith (bar one or two related SSs), such that they constitute a distinctive
sub-tradition: this is consistent with said reports reflecting an underlying redaction
from ’Isra’1l, and with ’Isra’ll being a genuine PCL. A notable exception is the first report
recorded by al-‘Uqgayli, the matn of which contradicts every other ascription to ’Isra’il
and looks like it instead belongs to the distinctive sub-tradition of the PCL ’Abu
Mu‘awiyah.#08

Another highly problematic report amongst the ascriptions to ’Isra’ll is Ibn Sa‘d’s
transmission from al-Waqidi: the matn clearly belongs to the same sub-tradition as the
rest, but the ’isnad contradicts them all by depicting ’Isra’il’s immediate source as al-
’A‘mas, rather than ’Aba ’Ishag. To compound matters, this version has ‘A’i$ah
narrating in the first person, rather than being described in the third person (as in
every other transmission from ’Isra’il). This is clearly a grave error or falsification on

the part of Ibn Sa‘d, al-Waqidi, or some now-suppressed tradent.

401 Tbn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, pp. 41-42.

402 [bn Majah (ed. ‘Abd al-Baqi), Sunan, 1, p. 604, # 1877.

403 Tirmidi (ed. Samarra’ et al.), llal, p. 169, # 296.

404°Ahmad b. Yahya al-Baladuri (ed. Suhayl Zakkar & Riyad Zirikli), Kitab Jumal min "Ansab al-"Asrdf,
vol. 2 (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar al-Fikr, 1997), pp. 40-41.

405 Nasa’1 (ed. galabi), al-Sunan al-Kubrd, V, p. 171, # 5350.

406 ‘Uqayli (ed. Sarsawli), Du‘afa’, V, pp. 473-474, # 1-2/5735-5736.

407 Katib (ed. Ma‘ruf), Ta’rik Madinat al-Salam, X111, pp. 148-149.

408 See the section on ’Abi Mu‘awiyah, above.
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Putting aside al-‘Uqayl’s contaminated or borrowed transmission from Malik b.
Sulayman, and the false ’isnad and altered point of view in Ibn Sa‘d’s transmission from
al-Wagqidji, there are still numerous variants across the ’Isra’ll sub-tradition, including
added, omitted, and especially substituted words, and even differences in the earliest
segment of the ’isnad. Most of this variation is consistent with frequent paraphrasing
(giving rise to band and dakala, for example, and mata, tuwuffiya, and qubida), which
in turn suggests that the transmission of this hadith from ’Isra’1l to his students was
primarily oral. The gist of ’Isra’1l’s redaction was still accurately preserved (save in one
instance),#0° but the exact wording thereof is extremely difficult to pinpoint, along with
the original ’isnad. The versions preserved by al-Tirmidi, Ibn Majah, and al-Katib al-
Bagdadi (the latter two both on the authority of ’Abu ’Ahmad) all have ’Isra’il
transmitting from Abu ’Ishag—’Abu ‘Ubaydah—Ibn Mas‘ud, whereas the redaction of
al-Fadl and one of the versions recorded by al-‘Uqgayli (# 5736) only have ’Abt ’Ishag—
’Abu ‘Ubaydah, and yet another version recorded by Ibn Sa‘d has ’Abu ’Ishag—Mus‘ab
b. Sa‘d. Based on the Criterion of Dissimilarity, an original ascription to ’Abu ’Ishag—
"Abtu ‘Ubaydah was probably raised or interpolated into ’Abu ’Ishag—’Abu ‘Ubaydah—
Ibn Mas‘ud, arising in two or three transmissions either synchronously (as an obvious
move in response to the rising demand for muttasil hadiths, since Ibn Mas‘td was the
famous father of ’Abu ‘Ubaydah#10) or through contamination (as some tradents
borrowed the superior ascription from others).

This leaves *Abii ’Ishag—Mus‘ab b. Sa‘d, which at first glance seems dubious: it is
only attested in one source (Ibn Sa‘d), which would suggest that the ascription was the
product an error or interpolation after ’Isra’ll (for which Ibn Sa‘d or his immediate
source, ‘Abd al-Wahhab b. ‘Ata’, must be responsible). On the other hand, Mus‘ab was
valued as a source by Kufans in particular (since his father was the founder of Kufah),
which makes it more likely that ’Isra’1l (a Kufan) would have created an ascription to
him (to provide the hadith with a further Kufan pedigree), rather than Ibn Sa‘d or ‘Abd
al-Wahhab (both of whom were Basro-Baghdadians).

That aside, an approximate wording of ’Isra’il’s redaction can still be discerned

across the surviving sub-tradition, as follows:

409 Namely, where Ibn Majah has sab‘, for which he himself, or his immediate source ’Ahmad b. Sinan,
is probably responsible.
410 Similarly, Schoeler (trans. Vagelpohl), The Biography of Muhammad, 58.
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...abl ’ishag? ‘an ’abi ‘ubaydat?

Again, the gist has been preserved, but the exact wording has not. This is consistent
with ’Isra’ll’s having reworded the hadith in successive retellings (such that there is no
single, underlying redaction per se), and/or his students’ having paraphrased from

him. Either way, the ma‘nd can be reconstructed, but not the lafz.

Ma‘mar b. Rasid (d. 152-154/769-771)

[ have collated two reports ascribed to the Basro-Yemenite tradent Ma‘mar b. Rasid
(ostensibly situated within the broader traditions of both HiSam and al-Zuhri),
recorded by ‘Abd al-Razzaq (reconstructed)41! and Ibn Sa‘d.#12 These two reports are
complicated. On the one hand, they exhibit some striking similarities: both of them cite
both Hisam and al-Zuhri; they share the wording nakaha al-nabiyy ‘@’isah wa-hiya,
including the rare verb nakaha; and they share the wording sanawat ’‘aw sab°, including
the rare word sanawat. As such, there must be some kind of common ancestry or
mutual dependency here, which is to say: both of these reports, at least in these
respects, clearly constitute a distinctive sub-tradition, which matches their common
ascription to Ma‘mar, and is thus consistent with both reflecting his particular
redaction.

On the other hand, there are huge discrepancies between these two reports: ‘Abd
al-Razzaq’s version is ascribed via Hisam and al-Zuhri to ‘Urwah, where Ibn Sa‘d’s is
ascribed only to Hi$am and al-Zuhri; ‘Abd al-Razzaq’s version has ‘A’i$ah’s marriage
occurring at six or seven, where Ibn Sa‘d’s version has it at nine or seven; and ‘Abd al-
Razzaq’s version has three whole elements that are absent from Ibn Sa‘d’s. More
importantly, the presence of these additional elements in ‘Abd al-Razzaq’s ascription

to Ma‘mar makes it more similar in that respect to various other transmissions from

411 See the section on ‘Abd al-Razzaq, above.
412 [bn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 42.
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HiSam, than to Ibn Sa‘d’s parallel transmission from Ma‘mar. Conversely, the inclusion
of “nine” in the ‘marriage’ element in Ibn Sa‘d’s version makes it more similar in that
respect to the various transmissions from al-’A‘mas, than to ‘Abd al-Razzaq’s version.
At minimum, therefore, these ascriptions to Ma‘mar appear to be heavily interpolated
or contaminated.

Thus, if we accept that these two reports in some way reflect Ma‘mar’s distinctive
redaction (given the unique or rare elements they have in common), only a fragment
of ‘Abd al-Razzaq’s version, in conjunction with Ibn Sa‘d’s (and in light of the Criterion

of Dissimilarity#13), can be attributed to Ma‘mar, as follows:

Based on the textual-critical principle of lectio difficilior potior, the highly unusual tis*
is more likely to be the original wording than the conventional sitt.

Needless to say, if this hadith indeed derives from Ma‘mar (which is certainly
plausible), it was transmitted from him to students in an incredibly sloppy fashion
(which would be consistent with paraphrastic oral transmission), if not involving
outright interpolation. In particular, ‘Abd al-Razzaq’s version ended up comprising a
sequence of elements (marriage, consummation, dolls, death) that is completely
uncorroborated by any other version of the marital-age hadith, but which individually
appear in various transmissions from HiSam, al-’A‘mas, and ’Abu ’Ishaq.#14 This is
consistent with ‘Abd al-Razzaq’s having combined a short statement inherited from

Ma‘mar with elements taken from other, miscellaneous transmissions from Hisam.415

413 | e, applied to the discrepant ‘isndds.

414 The ‘death’ element appears in Ibn Bukayr’s transmission from Hisam, ’Abl Mu‘awiyah'’s
transmission from al-’A‘mas$, and ’Isra’l’s transmission from Abii ’Ishaq; and the ‘dolls’ element appears
in numerous transmissions from Hisam.

415 E.g, from Hi$am’s hadith about ‘A’i$ah’s playing with dolls. Indeed, ‘Abd al-Razzaq elsewhere
transmitted a version thereof from Ma‘mar: ‘Abd al-Razzaq (ed. ’A‘zami), Musannaf, X, pp. 465-466, #
19722; Ibn Rahwayh (ed. Balusi), Musnad, 11, p. 276, # 242 /785; Ibn Hanbal (ed. ’Arna’iit et al.), Musnad,
XLIL, p. 204, # 25334; ’Asamm (ed. Jarrar), Majmi, p. 339, # 633; al-Husayn b. Mas‘td al-Bagawi (ed.
Su‘ayb al-’Arna’it), Sarh al-Sunnah, vol. 9 (Beirut, Lebanon: al-Maktab al-’Islamiyy, 1983), p. 165, #
2336.
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Sulayman b. Mihran al-’A*‘mas (d. 147-148/764-766)

[ have collated five relevant reports ascribed to the Kufan tradent and putative CL
Sulayman b. Mihran al-’A‘mas, variously recorded by ’Abi Mu‘awiyah
(reconstructed),*16 Ibn Sa‘d,#17 Ibn Qutaybah,*18 and ’Abu ‘Awanah (twice).41° The
version recorded by Ibn Sa‘d and the second version recorded by ’Abu ‘Awanah can
both be dismissed at the outset: both are false ascriptions, as has been shown
already.#20 This leaves us with only three ascriptions: the reconstructed version of’Abu
Mu‘awiyah, the version recorded by Ibn Qutaybah, and the first version recorded by
’Abu ‘Awanabh. As it happens, all three are more similar to each other than to most other
versions of the marital-age tradition, sharing the distinctive elemental sequence of (1)
‘A’i$ah being married (i.e., engaged for marriage) at nine and (2) a mention (directly or
indirectly) of the Prophet’s death. They are not the only versions within the broader
marital-age tradition that share this distinctive sequence, however. There are three
other versions with different ascriptions that exhibit similar elements: one recorded
by al-Tabarani (with an ’isnad that ends with Sufyan—’Abtu ’Ishag—’Abu ‘Ubaydah),21
one recorded by al-‘Ugayli (with an ’isnad that ends with ’Isra’il—’Abu ’Ishag—’Abu
‘Ubaydah—Ibn Mas‘id),*22 and one that can be reconstructed back to ‘Abtar (with the
’isnad Mutarrif—Abu ’Ishag—’Abu ‘Ubaydah—°A’i$ah).423 In other words, the
distinctive textual sub-tradition in question does not neatly line up with a common
ascription.

The first two reports (from al-‘Uqayli and al-Tabarani) are both false ascriptions (as
has again been shown already), and can be dismissed accordingly: al-‘Ugayl1’s version
contradicts every other ascription to ’Isra’il, and the matn looks like it was borrowed
directly from ’Abu Mu‘awiyah’s version; meanwhile, al-Tabarani’s version contradicts

every other ascription to Sufyan al-Tawri, but matches some of the particular wordings

416 See the section on ’Abu Mu‘awiyah, above.

417 Ibn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 42.

418 ‘Abd Allah b. Muslim b. Qutaybah al-Dinawari (ed. Tarwat ‘Ukkasah), al-Ma ‘arif (Cairo, Egypt: Dar
al-Ma‘araf, n. d.), p. 134.

419°Abi ‘Awanah (ed. ‘Ata’ Allah), al-Musnad al-Sahih, X1, pp. 383-385, # 4706, 4708.

420 See the sections on Jarir and ’Israd’il, above.

421 Tabaranti (ed. Salaf1), al-Mu jam al-Kabir, XXIII, p. 23, # 56.

422 ‘“Uqayli (ed. Sarsawi), Du‘afa’, V, p. 473, # 1/5735.

423 See the section on ‘Abtar, above.
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therein (vis-a-vis all other versions of the marital-age tradition more broadly), such
that it looks like a corruption thereof.424

This leaves only ‘Abtar’s redaction as a point of comparison with the three
remaining ascriptions to al-’A‘mas (CAbu Mu‘awiyah, Ibn Qutaybah, and ’Abi ‘Awanah),
and here a curious pattern arises: the versions of Ibn Qutaybah and Abu ‘Awanah are
much more similar to each other than to all the rest, but are also more similar—at least
in terms of the matn—to ‘Abtar’s version than to ’Abu Mu‘awiyah'’s. In the first case,
the versions recorded by Ibn Qutaybah and ’Abii ‘Awanah both quote ‘A’i$ah in the first
person, share a similar wording in the first element (despite a corruption in one and
an editorial comment inserted into the other),#25 and share exactly the same wording
in the second element.#26 In the second case, the versions of Ibn Qutaybah, Abu
‘Awanah, and ‘Abtar all quote ‘A’iSah in the first person and share a similarly-worded
final element, in contrast to the corresponding element in ’Abu Mu‘awiyah’s version.42”
Clearly, the versions of Ibn Qutaybah, ’Abu ‘Awanah, and ‘Abtar are more closely
related to each other than they are to ’Abi Mu‘awiyah'’s version, which means that
there is a problem in their ascriptions: where ‘Abtar cited the ’isnad Mutarrif—’Abu
’Ishag—’Abu ‘Ubaydah—‘A’i$ah, all the rest cite the ’isndd al-’A‘ma$—’Ibrahim—al-
’Aswad— A’i$ah. In other words, ‘Abtar’s matn entails a close relationship with the
versions of Ibn Qutaybah and *Abt ‘Awanah vis-a-vis ’Abi Mu‘awiyah’s, but his ’isnad
depicts a much more distant relationship vis-a-vis all three. Clearly, ‘Abtar received his
matn from an ultimate source in common with Ibn Qutaybah or ’Abtui ‘Awanah and then
replaced the original ’isnad (al-’A‘ma$—’Ibrahim—al-’Aswad—‘A’i$ah) with the *isnad
associated with the hadith of his senior Kufan contemporary ’Isra’il,#28 whilst
incorporating his own Kufan master Mutarrif therein (Mutarrif—Abu ’Ishag—’Abu
‘Ubaydah—°A’i$ah). This explains why ‘Abtar’s matn is extremely close to the versions
of Ibn Qutaybah and ’Abu ‘Awanah, whilst at the same time, his ’isnad is the same as

that cited by ’Isra’il in his version.

424 See the sections on Sufyan al-Tawri, above, and *Abt ’Ishaq al-Sabi‘, below.

425 Both of them have tazawwaja-ni rastl allah wa-"and bint, but the tis‘ in Ibn Qutaybah has been
corrupted into a sab‘in ’Abii ‘Awanah, and the former also adds a sinin that is absent in the latter. Finally,
a tradent or scribe (obviously bothered or confused by the unusual tis) has inserted turidu dakala bi
into Ibn Qutaybah'’s version.

426 Both of them have wa-kuntu ‘inda-hu tis .

427 [bn Qutaybah and *Abu ‘Awanah both have wa-kuntu ‘inda-hu tis, and ‘Abtar has wa-sahibtu-hu
tis‘an, where ’Abii Mu‘awiyah has wa-mata ‘an-ha wa-hiya bint tamanf[iy] ‘asrah.

428 See the section on ’Isrd’1l, above.
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With all of that out of the way, we can now focus on the remaining ascriptions to al-
’A‘'mas, recorded by ’Abi Mu‘awiyah, Ibn Qutaybah, and Aba ‘Awanah. All three—
when scribal errors and editorial comments are accounted for—clearly embody a
common, distinctive tradition, which matches their common ascription to al-’A‘mas.
However, a problem remains: the versions of Ibn Qutaybah and ’Abu ‘Awanah are
much more similar to each other than they are to ’Abti Mu‘awiyah’s version, as has
been noted already. How is this to be explained? It might be posited that ’Abu ‘Awanah
and Ibn Qutaybah’s versions are so similar because both have (broadly) accurately
preserved the words of al-’A‘ma$, where ’Abu Mu‘awiyah has strayed therefrom.
However, this explanation is contradicted by the fact that the wording in ’Abu
Mu‘awiyah’s version (in which ‘A’i$ah is referred to in the third person) seems more
archaic—and thus more likely to reflect the original—than the versions of ’Abu
‘Awanah and Ibn Qutaybah (in which ‘A’i$ah speaks in the first person).

Alternatively, it might be posited that al-’A‘ma$ narrated his hadith in two different
ways: once with ‘A’i$ah as the object of the narration (recorded by ’Abi Mu‘awiyah),
and once with ‘A’i$ah herself as the narrator (recorded by both Ibn Qutaybah and *Abu
‘Awanah). This is certainly plausible: HiSam did the same thing with his hadith, as will
be seen below.429

Alternatively, this could be explained by positing that the versions of Ibn Qutaybah
and ’Abu ‘Awanah share a more recent common ancestry or dependency vis-a-vis ’Abu
Mu‘awiyah’s version, despite the fact that all three claim independent lines of
transmission back to a common source (i.e., al-’A‘mas). This would mean that someone
in the ’isnad of either Ibn Qutaybah or’Abu ‘Awanah’s version borrowed from someone
in the other “isnad and then suppressed this dependence. Even if this scenario is
preferred, however, we would still be left with two distinct ascriptions to al-’A‘mas:
the version of ’Abui Mu‘awiyah, and whichever of the other two is the original there-
between. As always, there is the possibility that even the original in question was a
dive—for example, one designed to update ’Abu Mu‘awiyah'’s version. Indeed, the fact
that both Ibn Qutaybah and ’Abu ‘Awanah’s versions are supported by lengthy SSs back
to al-’A“mas is suspect: given the immense stature of al-’A‘mas (a madar of Kufah, no

less), itis odd that only a single PCL of his survived, and that the other transmission(s)

429 See the section on Hisam b. ‘Urwah, below.
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from him occurred in isolation for several generations. Despite this, it remains at least
plausible that al-’A‘'ma$ was a genuine CL, whose distinctive redaction of the marital-
age hadith is reflected in the tradition embodied by the redactions of ’Abt Mu‘awiyah
and at least one other.

Even if the tradition embodied in the reports of ’Abu Mu‘awiyah, Ibn Qutaybah, and
’Abu ‘Awanah derives from the distinctive redaction of al-’A‘mas, the wording
thereof—in light of the meagre and somewhat questionable evidence available—

remains highly uncertain:

C=d:y

...ibrahima ‘ani al-’aswad! ‘an ‘a’isat?

Needless to say, if al-’A‘mas was a genuine CL, then his hadith appears to have been
transmitted via oral paraphrase, with notable changes in wording (e.g., from “he died
when she was eighteen years old” to “I was with him for nine years”) and a major

change in narratorial point of view.

Hisam b. ‘Urwah (d. 146-147/763-765)

[ have collated twenty-three reports ascribed to the Madinan tradent and putative CL
HiSam b. ‘Urwah b. al-Zubayr, recorded by Ma‘mar b. Rasid (reconstructed),*3? Sufyan
al-Tawrl (reconstructed),*3! ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ’abi al-Zinad (reconstructed),*32
Wuhayb b. Kalid (reconstructed),#33 Hammad b. Salamah (reconstructed),434 Ja‘far b.
Sulayman (reconstructed),*3> Hammad b. Zayd (reconstructed),#3¢ ‘Abdah b. Sulayman

(reconstructed),#37 Jarir b. ‘Abd al-Hamid (reconstructed),438 ‘Ali b. Mushir

430 See the section on Ma‘mar, above.

431 See the section on Sufyan al-Tawri, above.

432 See the section on b. ’abrt al-Zinad, above.

433 See the section on Wuhayb, above.

434 See the section on Hammad b. Salamah, above.
435 See the section on Ja‘far b. Sulayman, above.
436 See the section on Hammad b. Zayd, above.

437 See the section on ‘Abdah, above.

438 See the section on Jarir, above.
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(reconstructed),*3? Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah (reconstructed),**9 *Abl *Usamah Hammad
(reconstructed),*41 Ibn Sa‘d,*#2 Ibn Rahwayh,443>’Ahmad al-‘Utaridi (in his recension of
Ibn Bukayr’s Siyar),4** Muhammad b. ‘Ali al-S3’ig (in his recension of Sa‘id b. Mansiir’s
Sunan),**> al-Tabari,#46 Abu ‘Awanah,*47 al-Bagawi (reconstructed),*48 al-Tabarani, 449
al-Hakim al-Naysabiiri,#>° and ’Abi Nu‘aym.451

Before proceeding, some caveats are in order. Firstly, the redaction of the PCL
Hammad b. Salamah is highly tentative, given the great variation in his transmissions
to his students. In other words, it is questionable whether he ever transmitted the
hadith in the exact form given here—although he likely did transmit each of the
constituent parts thereof, at different times and in various combinations. Secondly, the
reports underpinning my reconstruction of the redaction of the PCL Jarir b. ‘Abd al-
Hamid do not constitute a distinctive sub-tradition, which weakens said
reconstruction. Thirdly, the reports underpinning my reconstruction of the redaction
of the PCL Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah are in some respect more similar to other reports than
to each other, which undermines the identification of Sufyan as a PCL in the first place
and renders my reconstruction of his redaction speculative at best. Fourthly, Ibn Sa‘d’s
ascription to Waki" is just one out of four disparate ascriptions thereto, although it still
has the best claim thereof to being genuine. Fifthly, Ibn Rahwayh'’s ascription to ’Abu
Mu‘awiyah (to HiSam) is uncorroborated, and indeed, does not match the numerous
other ascriptions thereto (to al-’A‘mas). Sixthly, it should be acknowledged that there
is mention (by Ibn Wahb) of a parallel transmission from Hisam by Sa‘ld b. “‘Abd al-
Rahman, alongside that of ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ’abi al-Zinad; however, as has been noted
already, this is (1) uncorroborated by any other transmissions from Ibn ’abi al-Zinad,

(2) uncorroborated by any other transmissions full stop, and (3) contradicts the report

439 See the section on ‘All b. Mushir, above.

440 See the section on Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah, above.

441 See the section on ’Abu *Usamah, above.

442 [bn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 41.

443 [bn Rahwayh (ed. Balasi), Musnad, 11, p. 214, # 722/178.

444 Y{inus b. Bukayr b. Wasil (ed. Suhayl Zakkar), Kitab al-Siyar wa-al-Magazi (Damascus, Syria: Dar
al-Fikr, 1978), p. 255.

445 Sa1d b. Mansir (ed.’A“zami), Sunan, 1, p. 170, # 515.

446 Tabari (ed. de Goeje), Annales, IV, p. 1770.

447°Abi ‘Awanah (ed. ‘Ata’ Allah), al-Musnad al-Sahih, X1, pp. 381-382, # 4702.

448 See the section on al-Bagaws, above.

449 Tabarani (ed. Salaf1), al-Mu jam al-Kabir, XXI1I, p. 22, # 50.

450 Hakim, Mustadrak, V11, p. 19, # 6880.

451°Abii Nu‘aym (ed. ‘Azzazi), Ma‘rifat al-Sahabah, 1, p. 3208, # 7375.
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that Sa“ld was born after HiSam died. Seventhly (and finally),’Abii ‘Awanah’s ascription
(via an Eastern SS) back to Yahya b. Zakariyya’ is (1) completely uncorroborated and
(2) lacks a matn, rendering it completely unusable in this analysis.

Even a cursory examination of this collection of reports and PCL redactions
immediately reveals striking disunity there-between: the variation at the elemental
level is often extreme, with some reports or redactions sharing little in common.
Moreover, there is noticeable instability even in the wording of the common element
of “‘A’i8ah’s marital engagement (i.e., her nikah/tazawwuj): Hi$am is variously said to
have reported that ‘A’isah was married at age ‘six’, ‘six or seven’, ‘seven’, or ‘seven or
nine’. Who is responsible for this textual chaos: Hisam, his students, or later tradents?

The answer seems to be: all of the above. In the first case, most of these reports
constitute several distinct sub-traditions, i.e., clusters of corroborating ascriptions to
Hisam that share a similar set of elements. This is consistent with HiSam himself having
told and retold the hadith in different ways at different times, with each distinctive
iteration’s having been preserved by a different set of students.

In the second case, several of Hisam’s direct students were alone in their
transmission of a particular element or addition: Ma‘mar alone transmitted the
uncertain ‘nine or seven’ version of the ‘marriage’ element, and plausibly omitted (or
even conflated therewith) a discrete ‘consummation’ element; ’Abl 'Usamah alone
added an elaborate element about Kadijah’s death (which appears in various forms in
other hadiths from Hi$am%°2) to the common, simple version of HiSam’s marital-age
hadith; Ibn ’abi al-Zinad alone interspersed the ‘marriage’ and ‘consummation’
elements with an element about Kadijah’s death, and further added a lengthy ‘dolls’
element at the end (evidently taken from another well-known hadith of HiSam’s);
Hammad b. Salamah alone added an elaborate narrative about a dream-vision about
‘A’iSah (which appears elsewhere in various forms as a separate hadith from Hisam#53),
and frequently rearranged other elements and alternated their wordings; and finally,
‘Al b. Mushir alone transmitted various details in the ‘Hijrah’ and ‘marital preparation’

elements. All of this is consistent with contamination, elaboration, interpolation,

452 Juynboll, Encyclopedia, 193, col. 2; also see ‘Abd al-Razzaq (ed. ’A‘zami), Musannaf, VI, p. 492, #
14003.

453 Tuynboll, Encyclopedia, 195, col. 1; e.g,, Ibn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, V111, p. 44, 46;
’Abu ‘Awanah (ed. ‘Ata’ Allah), al-Musnad al-Sahih, XVIII, pp. 587-589, # 10742-17246; Bayhaqi (ed.
Qal‘aji), Dala@’il, 11, pp. 410-411. Cf.’Ajurri (ed. Sayf al-Nasir), Sari‘ah, 11, pp. 470-471, # 1936/1239, and
’Abii Ya‘la (ed.’Asad), Musnad, V111, pp. 243-244, # 4822 /466.
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and/or major errors or sloppiness on the part of these students of HiSam, resulting in
elemental divergences in their respective redactions. Moreover, even where elements
are shared, many students of HiSam transmit particular wordings or formulations
thereof,#>* which is consistent with their having paraphrased what they received from
HiSam. In light of all this, it is hard to take seriously Muslim b. al-Hajjaj’s assertion that
the students of HiSam were “precise memorisers of his Hadith” (al-huffaz al-mutqinin
li-haditi-hi), who transmitted his Hadith “with agreement amongst them regarding
most of it” (‘ald al-ittifdq min-hum fi “aktari-hi).#55> On the contrary, many of his
students—most of whom were later regarded as tigat—appear to have distorted their
respective transmissions.

In the third case, in reports that only reach back to Hisam via SSs, there are notable
instances of isolated elements and aberrations: al-BagawT’s SS alone transmitted a
certain elaborate combination of elements (including material on Kadijah, Kawlah, and
Sawdah); al-TabarT’s SS alone transmitted HiSam'’s letter from ‘Urwah with a preface
about Kadijah’s death; al-Hakim al-Naysabiiri’s SS alone transmitted Hisam’s letter
from ‘Urwah with an addendum about ‘A’i§ah’s death; and al-Tabarant’s SS alone
transmitted certain chronological elaborations in both the ‘marriage’ and
‘consummation’ elements. These variants could be the fault of the direct students of
Hisam cited in the relevant SSs, or could instead be the fault of later tradents.

In light of all of the above, which wordings, elements, or gists can be traced back to
Hisam himself? The best way to proceed in analysing all of this material is to deal with
each of the distinctive sub-traditions associated with HiSam individually and

successively, from the simplest to the more complex.

Version 1: marriage, consummation.

The reports of Ja“far b. Sulayman, Hammad b. Zayd, ‘Abdah b. Sulayman, Jarir b. ‘Abd
al-Hamid, Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah, Ibn Sa‘d, Ibn Rahwayh, Muhammad b. ‘Al1 al-$a’ig, and
’Abu Nu‘aym comprise an elemental sequence that is almost always associated with

HiSam, such that they constitute a distinctive sub-tradition with a common source. The

454 See below.
455 Muslim (ed. Faryabi), Sahih, 1, pp. 3-4. For an alternative translation, see Juynboll, ‘Muslim’s
introduction’, 269-270.
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reports of ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ’abi al-Zinad and *Abt *Usamah can also be included in
this set, since they are most likely variations thereof.#5¢ Even aside from the elemental
additions in Ibn ’abi al-Zinad and ’Abu ’Usamah’s redactions, there are numerous
differences in wording between all of these reports, most of which are minor additions,
omissions, and substitutions, but some of which affect the ascription (i.e., munqati‘vs.
muttasil),*57 the narrative point of view (i.e., biography vs. autobiography),*>¢ and even
the basic meaning thereof (i.e., ‘six’ vs. ‘six or seven’ vs. ‘seven’).#> As such, a single
urtext cannot be reconstructed, and probably never existed: as noted already, HiSam
seems to have modified his hadith (including Version 1) in successive retellings. Still,
the multiple attestation of particular wordings allows us to reconstruct sub-versions of
Version 1, which is to say, at least some of HiSam'’s formulations thereof.

To begin with, this hadith likely began as munqati‘ (as attested by ’Abu "'Usamah and
Ibn Sa‘d—Waki, and in conjunction with the Criterion of Dissimilarity), meaning that
it probably originated as a story about ‘A’i$ah rather than from ‘A’iah. However, since
none of the Version 1 reports record HiSam'’s direct wording in the “isnad (i.e., none of
them quote him as saying, “my father said”, or similar), the exact form of this original
ascription remains speculative (e.g., qala ‘abi): we can infer that he narrated the hadith
as a saying of his father’s, but not how he narrated it as such.

Thereafter, HiSam himself seems to have raised the hadith explicitly back to
‘A’iSah,*60 and further rephrased the matn into her direct, autobiographical speech:
this is by far the most common form of Version 1. Although some iterations of this

raised version are doubtless the product of interpolations by Hisam’s students

456 The reason for this is simple: of all the sub-traditions from Hisam under consideration, it would
have been easiest for Version 1 to be transformed into both ’Abl ’Usamah and Ibn ’abi al-Zinad’s
redactions, through the addition of one (in the case of ’Abti 'Usamah) or two (Ibn’ab1 al-Zinad) elements.
By contrast, the transformation of Versions 2, 3, or 3 into either would have required not just the
addition of elements, but the omission of elements.

457 [bn Sa‘d—Waki® and ’Abu *Usamah both have HiSam—Urwah, where all the rest have HiSam—
‘Urwah—°A’i$ah.

458 °Abl ’Usamah, Ibn Sa‘d—Waki, and Ibn Riahwayh—’Abi Mu‘awiyah all have ‘A’i$ah being
described in the third person (i.e., -hd/‘@’iSah and hiya), where all the rest have her narrating the hadith
herself, in the first person (i.e., -ni and ’ana).

459 [bn abl al-Zinad, ‘Abdah, *Abu *Usamah, Ibn Rahwayh—’Abta Mu‘awiyah, Muhammad al-Sa’ig—
’Isma‘1l, and Abl Nu‘aym—Yahya all have sitt; Jarir, Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah, and Ibn Sa‘d—Waki‘ all have
both sitt and sab; and Ja‘far and Hammad b. Zayd both have sab"“.

460 In contrast to the usual pattern found in Schoeler (trans. Vagelpohl), The Biography of
Muhammad, 16, 59, 66-67; id., ‘Méthodes et Débats’, 362-363; id., ‘Foundations’, in Berg (ed.), Method
and Theory, 25-26; Gorke, Motzki, & Schoeler, ‘First Century Sources’, 27-28; Gorke, ‘Remnants of an old
tafsir tradition?’, in Daneshgar & Saleh (eds.), Islamic Studies Today, 24, 37, 41.
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(contaminated by the raised versions of others, or simply as the obvious means of
lending more legitimacy to the report, in response to the general, increasing demand
for muttasil ascriptions), it is simpler to suppose that most of these are accounted for
by Hisam himself having transmitted it as such. As above, the relevant reports do not
record Hisam’s direct wording in the ’isnad, again leaving us to speculate on the exact
form (e.g., ‘akbara-ni ’abi ‘an ‘@’iSah qalat).

Things are generally clearer in regards to the matn: in the first element of Version
1, HiSam almost always used the verb tazawwaja and the noun rasil allah; this was
almost always followed by a hal clause specifying ‘A’iSah’s age, in which Hi$am
alternated between ibnah and bint, and between sitt, sitt ’aw sab°, and sab and Hisam
almost always concluded this clause (and thereby the first element) with sinin.

The second element of Version 1 is even more straightforward: HiSam almost
always introduced it with a wa-, followed by the verb band, followed by a bi- with an
attached pronoun; this was almost always followed by a hal clause specifying ‘A’iSah’s
age, in which Hisam alternated between ibnah and bint, always included tis‘, and
alternated in adding or omitting sinin at the end.

Thus, whilst a single urtext cannot be reconstructed, several of HiSam'’s
redactions—several distinct formulations of Version 1—can still be identified, the

most archaic of which probably looked something like the following:

ala ’abi]#6!

Given that Version 2 evolved out of Version 1 (see below), and given that Version 2

combined a mungqati‘ ascription with a ‘marriage’ element containing only sitt, there
must once have also been a version of Version 1 that combined a munqati‘ ascription

with a ‘marriage’ element containing only sitt, like the following:

ala ’abi]*62

461 Speculative.
462 Speculative.
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There may also have been a mungqati‘version with a ‘marriage’ element containing only
sab‘, but no iteration of such has survived.

At a later phase, HiSam formulated a raised version of this hadith, as follows:

At times, Hi$am specified ‘A’i$ah’s marital age to have been seven:

|’a15bara-ni ’abi|464 ‘an ‘@’iSat? galat

Most of the time, however, Hi$am specified ‘A’iSah’s marital age to have been six:

Version 2: marriage, consummation, together nine years.

’akbara-ni ’abi]463 ‘an ‘3’iSat?

The second set of reports ascribed to His$am comprise the following elements: ‘A’i$ah
was married at six, consummated in marriage at nine, and was married to the Prophet
for nine years. These were recorded by Sufyan al-Tawri, Wuhayb b. Kalid, and ’Ahmad
al-‘Utaridi. There is the problem with al-‘Utaridi’s transmission, however: his version
states that the Prophet died when ‘A’iSah was eighteen years old (wa-mata rasil allah
wa-‘@’isah ibnat tamani ‘asrah sanah), whereas the other two state that ‘A’i$ah lived
with the Prophet for nine years (makatat/kanat ‘inda-hu tis® [sinin]). Although
representing basically the same proposition (such that we can count all three
exemplifying the same element), al-‘Utaridi’s wording diverges noticeably from the
other two. More importantly, al-‘Utaridi’s wording is much more similar to the

corresponding element in numerous other reports (for example, the redaction of ’Abu

463 Speculative.
464 Speculative.
465 Speculative.
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Mu‘awiyah, from al-’A‘mas)#6¢ than it is to that found in the two other attributions of
this element to HiSam. Even when the combination of this ‘death’ element with the
‘marriage’ and ‘consummation’ elements is taken into account, al-‘Utarid1’s version is
noticeably more similar to Muslim’s transmission from ’Abi Mu‘awiyah#67 and, to a
lesser extent, al-Fadl b. Nu‘aym’s redaction (from ’Isra’il, from ’Abu ’Ishaq) and certain
sub-versions descended from ‘Abd al-Razzaq’s redaction (from Ma‘mar, from both
HiSam and al-Zuhr1).#68 [t is thus extremely likely that al-‘Utarid1’s version is at the very
least contaminated, whether at his hands or by his source Ibn Bukayr.

Additionally, al-‘UtaridI’s version contains a sub-clause about Kadijah’s death in the
middle of the ‘marriage’ element, which is uncorroborated most other transmissions
from HiSam, and differs in wording from those few transmissions from HiSam that do
mention Kadijah’s death. This is consistent with the sub-clause in al-‘Utaridi’s version
being contaminated (probably by another hadith from HiSam#469), either by al-‘Utaridi
or his source Ibn Bukayr.

Despite all of this, the archaic mungqgati® ascription in al-‘Utaridi’s transmission
suggests that the original version of the report—a hypothetical, pre-interpolated or
pre-contaminated version—indeed derives from the 8th Century CE, which is
consistent with an ultimate origin with HiSam. Even if that is the case, however, there
is no way to know whether the original version belonged to Version 1 or Version 2 of
HiSam'’s hadith, rendering it useless in the present analysis.

This leaves us with the redactions of Sufyan al-Tawri and Wuhayb, but here we are
on more solid ground: in addition to sharing the same elements, with similar wordings,
in the same order, these two reports are more similar to each other than to all other
versions of the marital-age hadith. We thus have a distinctive sub-tradition that
matches a common ascription, which is consistent with both reports in question
reflecting a distinctive redaction from HiSam. The variation between them is
noticeable, but usually not at the expense of meaning, and is consistent with controlled
paraphrasing (i.e., the sort of thing usually envisaged by al-riwadyah bi-al-ma‘na).

There are two notable differences, however. Firstly, Sufyan’s version has a munqati‘

ascription where Wuhayb'’s is muttasil, which is consistent with the latter’s having

466 See the section on ’Abli Mu‘awiyah, above.

467 Muslim (ed. Faryabi), Sahih, 1, p. 642, # 72/1422.
468 See the section on ‘Abd al-Razzaq, above.

469 See the comment above, concerning ’Aba *Usamah.
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been raised (by either Wuhayb or Hisam). Secondly, Wuhayb’s version includes a
comment from HiSam indicating that the third element is actually an addendum from
an unspecified source (i.e., other than ‘Urwah); the absence of this comment from
Sufyan’s version is consistent either with Sufyan omitting it, or with HiSam'’s having
simply fully absorbed the element into his ascription to ‘Urwah in subsequent
retellings. Either way, HiSam’s comment (as recorded by Wuhayb) reveals how Version
2 evolved out of Version 1, through the incorporation of a new element taken from
some other source.

In light of all this, the following ur-redaction of Version 2—an approximation
distilled from the extant redactions of Sufyan and Wuhayb, in conjunction with the

Criterion of Dissimilarity—can be attributed to HiSam:

wa-"unbi’tu

As should be clear, the exactly wording of HiSam’s redaction remains unclear, but the

gist at least—along with some of the wording—is recoverable.

Version 3: ‘Urwah’s letter

The third set of reports ascribed to HiSam take the form of a letter composed by ‘Urwah
and addressed to a Marwanid caliph, in which the marriage and consummation of
‘A’iSah are mentioned. These were recorded by al-Tabari and al-Hakim al-Naysaburi.
Despite only reaching back to HiSam via lengthy SSs, these two reports are far more
similar to each other (sharing not just a letter form, but the same core sequence and
many specific wordings) than they are to all other versions of the marital-age hadith,
which—in conjunction with their common ascription to HiSam—is consistent with
both reflecting a common redaction from HiSam. Again, a distinctive sub-tradition

correlates with a particular source.

470 Speculative.
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However, the level of variation between these two extant redactions of this letter is
far greater than any we have encountered in the transmissions of Versions 1 and 2 of
HiSam’s hadith: al-TabarT’s version is addressed to Caliph ‘Abd al-Malik, where al-
Hakim’s version is addressed to Caliph al-Walid b. ‘Abd al-Malik; al-Tabar1’s version
begins with a comment to the recipient and information about Kadijah’s death, all
absent in al-Hakim’s version; and al-Hakim’s version ends with information about
‘A’i$ah’s death, absent in al-TabarT’s version. Moreover, even where the two versions
share the same elemental sequence (‘A’i$ah’s marriage; Kadijah'’s death; the Prophet’s
dream-vision of ‘A’i$ah; ‘A’i§ah’s marriage at age six; ‘A’i$ah’s marital consummation,
after the Hijrah, at age nine), their wordings are plagued by additions, omissions, and
substitutions, all of which is consistent with fairly sloppy or loose paraphrasing.#71 This
is extremely ironic: of all the reports under consideration, an alleged letter surely had
the best chance of being transmitted reliably, either directly in writing, or through
reading out the letter—either way, not purely orally or from memory. And yet, this
alleged letter is one of the worst-preserved reports in the set under consideration: the
only question is whether HiSam or his students were responsible for the lion’s share of
this distortion.

Still, an outline or approximation of the original letter—which is to say, HiSam'’s
redaction—can be reconstructed, even if much of the wording is uncertain and some

elements are dubious:

kataba [’abi]472 ’ila [al-walid! bni] ‘abd! al-malik! bni marwan? [’inna-ka
katabta ’ilayya fi kadijat2 binti kuwaylidi» tas’alu-ni mata tuwuffiyat
wa-’inna-ha tuwuffiyat qabla makraji rasul' allahi min makkat? bi-
talat! sinin2 ’aw qarib2" min dalika

‘inda] mutawaffa kadijat?

[wa-matat ‘@’iSatv
’'umm al-mu’minin? laylat2 al-tulata’ ba‘da salati al-witr! wa-dufinat
min laylati-ha bi-al-baqi‘ li-kams! ‘asrat? laylata» kalat min ramadan2

471 In light of this, the comment in Anthony, Muhammad, 103, that the “exact wording” of such letters
“likely” does “not survive” due to “the vagaries of their transmission”, seems like an understatement:
whole elements have been added or omitted.

472 Speculative.
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wa-salla ‘alay-ha ’abi hurayrat? wa-kana marwan" ga’iba» wa-kana
’abu hurayrata yaklufu-hu].

Sean Anthony has recently argued for a general acceptance of such letters all the way
back to ‘Urwah, based on two main sets of “internal features”.473 Firstly (following the
research of Gorke), the letters are unmiraculous and unembellished,*’4 which is
consistent with their reflecting “an early, even relatively primitive, sampling of the
historical memory of Medinan elites”, which is in turn consistent with ‘Urwah’s
authorship.#7> Secondly, “much of the letters’ contents evoke themes and stories
potentially conducive to a Zubayrid-Umayyad reconciliation, or at least reflecting their
shared interests” (in contrast to later Abbasid interests), which is again consistent with
‘Urwah’s authorship.476 Thus, the best explanation for the evidence—for the existence
of these letters ascribed to ‘Urwabh, in light of the particularities of their content—is
that most of them are (broadly) accurately preserved letters composed by ‘Urwah
himself.

There are several problems with this argumentation. Firstly, Anthony faces a
contradiction: he cites Gorke’s analysis on the unmiraculous and unembellished
content of these letters to show that they reflect an “early” or “primitive” layer (i.e.,
relative to later layers of tradition, which are full of miracles and embellishments), yet
it was none other than Gorke who observed, in an ICMA of ‘Urwah’s hadith about al-
Hudaybiyyah, that ‘Urwah’s original formulation thereof was already diffused with
miracles and embellishments.#’7 In other words, the letters and the hadith belong to
the same layer of tradition (i.e, ‘Urwah’s era and material); the letters are
unmiraculous and unembellished, and the hadith is miraculous and embellished; but
the lack of miracles and embellishments in the letters is supposed to indicate that they
belong to an early layer vis-a-vis later, miraculous, embellished layers—in which case,
they should belong to a different layer from the miraculous, embellished hadith. How
is this contradiction be resolved? Anthony might conclude (contra Gorke) that the

hadith cannot be traced back to ‘Urwah, since it is miraculous and embellished, and

473 Anthony, Muhammad, 103.

474 Also see Gorke, ‘Prospects and Limits’, in Boekhoff-van der Voort et al. (eds.), Transmission and
Dynamics, 146; id. et al., ‘First Century Sources’, 20-21.

475 Anthony, Muhammad, 103-104.

476 [pid., 104-105.

477 Gorke, ‘The historical tradition about al-Hudaybiya’, in Motzki (ed.), Biography, 260-262.
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thus must belong to a later layer than the letters—but Anthony in fact seems to accept
Gorke’s conclusions thereon.#’8 Consequently, Anthony is committed either to
rejecting ‘Urwah’s authorship of the letters (since the letters clearly do not belong to
‘Urwah'’s layer of tradition, being as it was full of miracles and elaborations), or to
conceding that an absence of miracles and embellishments is not indicative of
belonging to an early layer—in which case, Anthony’s first argument for the general
authenticity of these letters’ collapses.47°

Moreover, alternative explanations for the absence of miracles and elaborations in
these letters can speculated, further revealing Anthony’s explanation therefor to be ad
hoc. For example, it could simply be a matter of genre: these letters are
prosopographical and exegetical, clarifying specific historical questions; by contrast,
miracles and embellishments are more expected in the narrative and edifying context
of Hadith, which, in this early period, were only just becoming distinguished from
popular, oral storytelling and preaching. In fact, we might actually invert Anthony’s
schema: surely the era of the greatest miraculous embellishment was the 1st Islamic
Century, when early, victorious Muslims were riding on an apocalyptic high, and their
whole world seemed God-infused? Moreover, surely the oral storytellers and
preachers of the early period, who so profoundly shaped early Islamic historical
memory,*80 were the most prolific in embellishing stories with miracles? In other
words, why could we not see the lack of miracles and embellishments in the letters
ascribed to ‘Urwah as being indicative of a later layer of the tradition (i.e., as the
product of more sober, professional traditionists, in contrast to early storytellers)?
This is of course quite speculative, but the point is: Anthony’s interpretation seems ad
hoc, and would need to be justified against such a counter-view.

As for Anthony’s second argument, this too is problematic. Firstly, it would not
follow, even if “much of the letters’ contents evoke themes and stories potentially

conducive to a Zubayrid-Umayyad reconciliation, or at least reflecting their shared

478 Anthony, Muhammad, 104, n. 6. When Anthony very generously sent a draft of this chapter to me
in January of 2019, this footnote was absent—its subsequent appearance, in the published version of
his book, is thus possibly a response to my having pointed out to him all of these issues, including the
specific Gorke reference. However, Anthony’s caveat in this footnote seems insufficient to me:
acknowledging the contradiction (i.e., that ‘Urwah’s other material already contained embellishments
and miracles) is not the same thing as resolving the contradiction.

479 See also Schoeler (trans. Vagelpohl), The Biography of Muhammad, 7.

480 Cook, Muhammad, 66-67; Juynboll, Muslim tradition, 11-15, 74; Crone, Meccan Trade, ch. 9; ead.,
‘Two legal problems’, 13-21.
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interests”, that the letters can be traced all the way back to ‘Urwah: such themes and
interests would fit equally well with the Marwanid period more broadly, and with the
milieux and interests of al-Zuhri and HiSam in particular.

Of course, this is to say that, historically, ‘Urwah did not write letters to the
Marwanids. The fact that three of ‘Urwah’s students (including his son) ascribed letters
to him is most easily explained by the fact that ‘Urwah was broadly remembered as
having sent some letters in the first place—otherwise, why would such ascriptions be
plausible? However, it does not follow therefrom that any of those original letters have
survived, i.e,, that any of the surviving letter-ascriptions to ‘Urwah are the actual letters
he composed.481

Finally, even if a compelling case can be made for the general authenticity of the
letters, which specific wordings and elements therein can be identified as actually
going back to ‘Urwah, versus later additions and alterations by (for example) HiSam
and even later tradents? As we have already seen, this is not a hypothetical problem:
the extant redactions of Version 3 of HiSam’s marital-age hadith exhibit substantial
discrepancies, and if such variation could occur merely between HiSam and his
students, it is reasonable to expect that the level of variation that occurred between

‘Urwah and Hisam must have been quite serious indeed.*82

Version 4: ‘A’i$ah’s elaborate anecdote

The fourth set of reports ascribed to HiSam comprise of an elaborate, autobiographical
narration by ‘A’i$ah, in which she mentions her marriage, the Hijrah, her shoulder-
length hair, her playing on a swing, her being prepared for marriage, and her marital
consummation. These were recorded by Hammad b. Salamah, ‘Al b. Mushir, and ’Abu
’Usamah Hammad. In general, these three reports are much more similar to each other
than to all other versions of the marital-age hadith,#83 with one exception: the

redaction of Muhammad b. ‘Amr (which supposedly derives from an independent

481 Also see Shoemaker, ‘In Search of ‘Urwa’s Sira’, 282.

482 Also see Gorke et al, ‘First Century Sources’, 21, who acknowledge that the letters were
transmitted orally and paraphrastically.

483 Even the closest report (aside from the redaction of Muhammad b. ‘Amr), which is an interpolated
transmission from Hammad b. Zayd (see above), differs noticeably from these three in its inclusion of
the ‘dolls’ element and in its omission of the j-m-m root from the ‘hair/illness’ element.
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source) is specifically more similar to ‘Ali’s transmission from Hisam, which is a sure
sign of borrowing or major contamination. However, given that ‘All’s version is in
certain respects more similar to these other two transmissions from Hisam (i.e., in only
comprising the ‘A’i$ah story; in lacking the ‘adqayn detail in the ‘swing’ element; and
in lacking the element of Sa‘d b. ‘Ubadah altogether), the simplest stemma thereof
places Muhammad b. ‘Amr as an outgrowth from ‘All’s version or a close common
ancestor with “Ali’s version, with both in turn descending from a more distant common
ancestor alongside the versions of ’Abu 'Usamah and Hammad. (For more on this, see
below.) Since this inferable common source matches the common ascription to HiSam
given by ’Abu ’Usamah, ‘Ali, and Hammad, it is reasonable to conclude that this
distinctive sub-tradition—Version 4—also derives from HiSam.

An obvious problem still remains, however: Hammad'’s redaction differs markedly
from those of ‘Ali and ’Abu Usamah. Even when the narrative about the Prophet’s
dream-vision of ‘A’i$ah is removed (since Hammad obviously joined together two
discrete hadiths, as even the fa-qalat ‘@’iSah separating the two indicates),*8* the
elemental sequence of the remaining hadith differs in a key respect (i.e., in the location
of the ‘hair’ element. Even when this is set aside, the specific wordings of Hammad'’s
elements differ noticeably from those of ‘Alt and Abui 'Usamah. Clearly, the versions of
‘Ali and ’Abt *Usamah are more closely related to each other than to Hammad—but
why? This could be explained by positing that either ‘Ali or ’Abu Usamah borrowed
from the other, but given the great variety in Hammad'’s transmissions to his students
(discussed already), it is plausible that Hammad himself was responsible for much of
the divergences in his version(s). Additionally, HiSam may simply have told this hadith
in different ways at different times, with ’Abli "'Usamah and °‘Ali hearing it together in
one instance, and Hammad hearing it a different way in another instance. As it happens,
the biographical data concerning these tradents corroborates such a supposition: ‘Al
and ’Abtu ’Usamah were both Kufan, whereas Hammad was Basran, which is consistent
with HiSam’s having related this hadith in different ways in different places.

As such, there is likely not a single, underlying redaction of Version 4 that can be
traced back to Hisam: at the very least, there were probably two—one disseminated in

Kufah, and one disseminated in Basrah. Of these, the Kufan version is the best

484 For more on this, see the section on Hammad b. Salamah, above.
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represented, thanks to the redactions of ‘All and ’Abti *'Usamah; but even this version
is difficult to reconstruct, due to numerous divergences in wording and even—in one
case—elemental sequence between these two. Still, in those places where at least two
of these three (‘Alj, ’Abi *Usamah, and Hammad) agree on an elemental sequence or
wording, it is reasonable to infer that we have thereby an echo of something that HiSam
related to his students. Thus, whilst no single, coherent (say, Kufan or Basran) sub-
redaction of Version 4 from HiSam can be reconstructed, the following wordings and

sequence can at least be traced back to him:

=y

’akbara-ni ’abi]485 ‘an ‘3’iSat2 galat

Again, HiSam may never have articulated Version 4 in exactly this way—but he likely
articulated most of the constitutive elements and wordings that way, at different times

and in different places.

The version of Ma‘mar

There are three other versions of the marital-age hadith ascribed to HiSam, all of which
are isolated and problematic. The first is the redaction of the PCL Ma‘mar, as previously
reconstructed from the redaction of ‘Abd al-Razzaq and a report from Ibn Sa‘d.486
There are three issues here. Firstly, the report is ascribed to both Hisam and al-Zuhri,
and it is not clear which was intended to be the actual source, and which is just being

invoked for having allegedly said something vaguely similar. Secondly, this report

485 Speculative.
486 See the section on Ma‘mar, above.
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comprises a mere statement ascribed to HiSam and al-Zuhri, rather than a report from
‘Urwah, unlike every other transmission from Hisam and al-Zuhrl. Thirdly, the matn of
the report is extremely divergent from all of the other transmissions from Hisam (not
to mention al-Zuhri), since it only comprises the ‘marriage’ element. Of course, this
could simply be a limitation of my ICMA and the available evidence: since Ma‘mar’s
redaction was reconstructed from only two reports (from ‘Abd al-Razzaq and Ibn Sa‘d),
and one of them (the version recorded by Ibn Sa‘d) is quite short, only a short matn
can be traced back to Ma‘mar. In other words, it is possible that Ibn Sa‘d’s version is
actually an abridgement, and that the original was longer and, thereby, more similar to
other transmissions from HiSam. However, the aberrant wording of that which can be
traced back to Ma‘mar—in conjunction with the Criterion of Dissimilarity and principle
of lectio difficilior potior—remains: where every other transmission from Hisam has
him report that ‘A’iah was married (tazawwaja, nakaha) at age six or seven and
consummated in marriage (band, dakala) at nine, this version has him state that ‘A’isah
was married (nakaha) at nine or seven, thereby conflating or confusing the ‘marriage’
and ‘consummation’ elements.

For all of these reasons, Ma‘mar’s version cannot be attributed to Hisam: if Hisam
did transmit a version of his hadith to Ma‘mar, the latter seems to have corrupted it
quite badly. This is actually not unexpected: according to the later Hadith critic Yahya
b. Ma‘in, Ma‘mar’s transmissions from HiSam were “inconsistent” (mudtarib) and “full
of errors” (katir al-"awham).487

That said, it is questionable whether Ma‘mar even received this hadith directly from
HiSam: the poor state thereof is consistent with its having passed through considerable
mutation (such that even the core element has been altered), meaning that it may have
passed through several hands before reaching Ma‘mar. Thus, where every other PCL
transmission from Hisam has only suffered from his reformulations and the alterations
of the PCL (whose distinctive redaction was henceforth preserved fairly accurately, in
most cases), Ma‘mar’s version may have undergone a more protracted process of
alteration via some intermediary tradent(s). Of course, this would mean that Ma‘mar
has obscured his true source by suppressing an intermediary—or several—between

him and Hisam, but again, this is not unexpected: according to the later Hadith scholar

487 Cited in Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, VII, p. 11.
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Ibn al-‘Attar, “he used to deceive” (‘inna-hu yudallisu) in his ’isnads (i.e., suppress
sources).488

Finally, it is worth noting that the Arabic words for ‘seven’ (z~) and ‘nine’ (&~3) share
a similar-looking consonantal skeleton or rasm (namely, &), which could be confused
with each other in the reading or copying of unvowelled and undotted writing. In other
words, we might have a scenario in which Ma‘mar (or a now-suppressed intermediary)
acquired his version of the tradition from an ambiguous transcription (rather than a
direct transmission from HiSam or an intermediary), or else forgot what he had once
memorised and had to resort to personal notebooks written in rudimentary Arabic.48°
However, this does not explain the absence of a distinct ‘consummation’ element in
Ma‘mar’s version of the hadith, in light of which, some kind of more intensive confusion

or conflation—of the ‘marriage’ and ‘consummation’ elements—seems more likely.

The version of al-Bagawi from al-Haytam

The second isolated and problematic version of the marital-age hadith ascribed to
HiSam is the discussion that reportedly occurred between him and al-Haytam, in which
HiSam related information about the Prophet’s wives and children from his father.490
The munqati‘ ascription of this report makes it seem archaic, which means that, at the
very least, it probably does originate as early as al-Haytam. There is a problem with
the content thereof, however: most of HiSam’s statements therein are near-identical to
a report recorded by Ibn Sa‘d.#°1 Since this report is similarly archaic-looking (again,
with a mungqati® ascription), it cannot be ruled out that al-Bagawi’s hadith was
straightforwardly ripped therefrom, either by al-Bagawi himself, or by his source al-
‘Al3’ b. Musa, or even by al-Haytam. As it happens, al-Bagaw1 was reportedly “weak”
(da‘if),*°2 whilst al-Haytam was reportedly “abandoned in Hadith” (matrik al-hadit),

“aliar” (kaddab), and “passed over” (sakatt ‘an-hu) by other traditionists.493

488 Cited in Suyutl (ed. Nassar), ’Asma’ al-Mudallisin, p. 94, # 56.

489 [ owe thanks to Christopher Melchert for pointing out this possibility.

490 See the section on al-Bagaw1, above.

491 [bn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 39.

492 ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Al1 b. al-Jawzi (ed. ‘Abd Allah al-Qadi), Kitab al-Du‘afa’ wa-al-Matriikin, vol. 2
(Beirut, Lebanon: Dar al-Kutub al-‘Ilmiyyah, 1986), p. 139, # 2109.

493 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, X, pp. 103-104.

148



The version of al-Tabarani from ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad

The third isolated and problematic version of the marital-age hadith ascribed to HiSam
is recorded by al-Tabarani.*** There are two problems here. Firstly, this report only
reaches back to ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad via a SS, such that he cannot be considered a
confirmed PCL. Secondly, the matn thereof is markedly divergent from most other
transmissions from HiSam, with uncorroborated chronological elaborations in both
the ‘marriage’ and ‘consummation’ elements. Hammad b. Salamah’s transmission from
HiSam does have a similar elaboration in the ‘marriage’ element, but his redaction
belongs to Version 4; and al-Tabari and al-Hakim do have a similar elaboration in the
‘consummation’ element, but their redactions belong to Version 3. In other words, the
only transmissions from HiSam with similar elaborations belong to different versions,
and none share both elaborations simultaneously. Al-Tabarani’s report thus stands out
as interpolated or fabricated: it looks as though someone took an iteration of Version
1 and updated it—based on a chronology of ‘A’i$ah’s life that had been synthesised
from various different hadiths—to be more chronologically precise.

Who then was responsible for fabricating or interpolating this hadith? As it happens,
various Hadith critics identified two of the tradents cited in the ’isnad thereof as
unreliable: firstly, Ya‘qub b. Humayd was “nothing” (laysa bi-say’), according to Ibn
Ma‘in and al-Nasa’1*?; “unreliable” (laysa bi-tiqah), according to Ibn Ma‘in*%¢; and
“weak in Hadith” (da‘if al-hadit), according to ’Abu Hatim al-Razi*%7; and secondly, ‘Abd
Allah b. Muhammad was “abandoned in Hadith” (matriik al-hadit), according to ’Abu
Hatim#%8; “rejected in Hadith” (munkar al-hadit), according to al-Daraqutni*®?; “a
possessor of rejected and false hadiths” (sahib manakir wa-bawatil), according to ’Abu

Nu‘aym>%; and “one of those who transmitted fabricated hadiths from reliable

494 Tabarani (ed. Salaf1), al-Mu jam al-Kabir, XXI1I, p. 22, # 50.

495 Cited in Ibn *ab1 Hatim, Jarh, 1X, p. 206; Ibn ‘Ad1 (ed. Sarsawi), Kamil, X, p. 423, # 2067.

496 Cited in Ibn *ab1 Hatim, Jarh, IX, p. 206.

497 Cited in ibid.

498 Cited in ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Ali b. al-Jawzi (ed. ‘Abd Allah al-Qadi), Kitab al-Du‘afa’ wa-al-Matriikin,
vol. 2 (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar al-Kutub al-‘[lmiyyah, 1986), p. 141, # 2116.

499 “Ali b. ‘Umar al-Daraqutni (ed. Kalil b. Muhammad ‘Arabi), Ta‘ligat al-Daraqutniyy ‘ald al-Majriihin
li-Ibn Hibban (Cairo, Egypt: Dar al-Maktab al-’Islamiyy, 1994), p. 143, # 172.

500°Abii Nu‘aym (ed. Hamadah), Du‘afa’, p. 94, # 107.
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tradents (yarwi al-mawdi‘at ‘an al-’atbat); indeed, “he brought forth (ya’ti) from
HiSam b. ‘Urwah hadiths that HiSam never, ever transmitted (ma lam yuhaddit bi-hi
hisam qatt),” according to Ibn Hibban.>%1 Given the chronological interest of the Hadith,
and given that an interest in precise dating is generally a feature of later rather than
earlier scholarship, it seems to me that the culprit is more likely Ya‘qub than ‘Abd Allah.
That said, there is no reason for us to be constrained by the judgements and
sensibilities of the Hadith critics: the true culprit could well have been al-Tustari, or

perhaps even al-Tabarani.

Addendum: the dolls hadith

Hi$am is also the CL for a widely-transmitted hadith concerning ‘A’i$ah’s playing with
dolls with her friends,%2 and it is possible that he sometimes combined this hadith with
the marital-age hadith in some instances. Most transmissions of the marital-age hadith
from HiSam that contain a ‘dolls’ element have been exposed as having been
interpolated or contaminated in that regard subsequent to Hisam,>%3 however, leaving
only the redactions of the PCLs Ibn abi al-Zinad and ‘Abdah b. Sulayman—which differ
considerably from each other—as evidence for HiSam’s combination of these two

reports.

Isma‘il b. abi Kalid (d. 146/763-764)

I have collated nine reports constituting the fada’il tradition ascribed to the Kufan
tradent and putative CL ’Isma‘l b. ’abi Kalid: five unabridged versions in the Musannaf

of Ibn ’ab1 §aybah,5°4 the Ta’rik of al-Tabari,>% al-Tabarant’s al-Mu jam al-Kabir,>% the

501 Muhammad b. Hibban al-Busti (ed. Mahmiid ’Ibrahim Zayid), Kitab al-Majriihin, vol. 2 (Beirut,
Lebanon: Dar al-Ma‘rifah, 1992), p. 11.

502 Juynboll, Encyclopedia, 196.

503 See the sections on ’Abii Kaytamah Zuhayr, Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah, Jarir b. ‘Abd al-Hamid, Hammad
b. Zayd, and Ma‘mar b. Rasid, above.

504 [bn *abi Saybah (ed.’Usamah), Musannaf, X, pp. 527-528, # 32877.

505 Tabari (ed. de Goeje), Annales, 111, pp. 1261-1262.

506 Tabarani (ed. Salafl), al-Mu jam al-Kabir, XXIII, p. 31, # 77.
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Mustadrak of al-Hakim al-Naysabiiri,>%7 and the Hujjah of ’Isma‘ll al-’Asbahani>%8; and
four abridgements or references in the Ta’rik of al-Bukar1.599 All of these versions are
ascribed unto ’Isma‘il via SSs, making him a potential spider. Moreover, the texts (of
the unabridged versions) are extremely similar, despite the hadith’s being rather
long—this is unexpected given the usual rates of mutation exhibited by CLs and PCLs
in transmission from the middle of the 8th Century CE to the beginning of the 9th
Century CE.510 In other words, this tradition as a whole looks suspiciously
homogenous, in addition to being suspiciously transmitted via SSs alone. The situation
worsens considerably when matns are taken into account: al-Bukar1 and Isma‘il al-
’Asbahani both claim to transmit a variant of this hadith from the putative PCL Marwan
b. Mu‘awiyah (via SSs), but their matns (or at least, what is available thereof) are more
different from each other than either is to allegedly more distant versions. Where al-
Bukari has dakala ‘abd allah, ’Isma‘ll al-’Asbahani has the more standard ‘abd allah bn
safwan wa-"dkar ma‘a-hu “ataya: the use of dakala in the former is more similar to two
other versions (also recorded by al-Bukari) ascribed to two other transmitters from
’Isma‘il b. ’abi1 Kalid),>11 whereas the use of “atayd, the syntax, and the inclusion of wa-
’dkar ma‘a-hu in the latter are all more similar to several other versions ascribed to
other transmitters from ’Isma‘l b. ’abi Kalid. The same goes for the putative PCL Abu
Sihab: al-Bukari has dakala (which is more similar to al-BukarT’s other variants), where
al-Hakim al-Naysaburt has ‘atd (which is more similar to the usual "ataya in most other
versions). In other words, the attribution of this hadith to ’Isma‘l b. ’abi Kalid is based

entirely on SSs, and even the convergence of some of some of these (in two instances)

507 Hakim, Mustadrak, V11, pp. 29-30, # 6899.

508 ’[sma‘il b. Muhammad al-’Asbahani (ed. ’Abii Rahim Muhammad b. Mahmud), al-Hujjah fi Bayan
al-Mahajjah wa-Sarh ‘Aqidat °Ahl al-Sunnah, vol. 2 (Riyadh, KSA: Dar al-Rayah, 1990), pp. 371-372, #
368.

509 For the first, see Muhammad b. ’Isma‘il al-Bukari (ed. Muhammad ‘Abd al-Mu‘id Kan), al-Ta’rik al-
Kabir, vol. 3 (Hyderabad, India: D&’irat al-Ma‘arif al-‘Utmaniyyah, n. d.), p. 345, # 1096; also see Yusuf b.
‘Abd al-Rahman al-Mizzi (ed. Bassar ‘Awwad Ma‘rif), Tahdib al-Kamadl fi ’Asma’ al-Rijal, vol. 17 (Beirut,
Lebanon: Mu’assasat al-Risalah, 1992), p. 394, # 3951. For the second, see Bukari (ed. Kan), al-Ta’rik al-
Kabir, 111, p. 345, # 1096; also see Mizzi (ed. Ma‘ruf), Tahdib al-Kamal, XVII, p. 394, # 3951. For the third,
see Bukari (ed. Kan), al-Ta’rik al-Kabir, 111, pp. 345-346, # 1096; also see Mizzi (ed. Ma‘ruf), Tahdib al-
Kamal, XVII, pp. 394-395, # 3951. For the fourth, see Muhammad b. ’Isma‘1l al-Bukar1 (ed. Muhammad
b. Salih b. Muhammad al-Dabbasi), al-Ta’rik al-Kabir, vol. 6 (Riyadh, KSA: al-Nasir al-Mutamayyiz, 2019),
p. 442; also see Mizzi (ed. Ma‘rif), Tahdib al-Kamal, XVI1I, p. 394, # 3951.

510 For a similar point (albeit concerning ascriptions to Followers and Companions), see Mitter,
‘Origin and Development of the Islamic Patronate’, in Bernards & Nawas (eds.), Patronate and Patronage
in Early and Classical Islam, 77, n. 32.

511 Le., the versions transmitted from Sa‘ld b. Sulayman and ’Ahmad b. Yiinus; see above.
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on putative PCLs display major textual inconsistencies (where the abridgement allows
for such comparisons): particular wordings do not correlate with particular tradents.
We thus probably have some borrowing and suppression occurring in the ’isnads:
some of the extant versions were probably obtained from late transmitters of the
others and supplied with false, alternative ’isnads back to ’Isma‘il b. ’abi Kalid.
Otherwise, some major contamination has occurred between the relevant tradents.

And yet, for all that, the tradition as a whole at least plausibly derives from ’Isma‘],
even if the precise wording is in question: the hadith is at least as old as Ibn ’abi Saybah
(d. 235/849), and since the era of the creation or formulation of most hadiths (on the
Revisionist view) coincides with the lifetime of ’Isma‘ll (i.e., the middle of the 8th
Century CE), it makes sense to suppose that this particular hadith origins with him.
This hypothesis becomes even more plausible given that the hadith fits the polemical
context of 8th-Century Kufah (as a proto-Sunni defence against proto-Si‘i criticisms of
‘A’iSah) and, as it happens, ’Isma‘il was both Kufan and a proto-Sunni: “He was not
attributed with Shi'ism (lam yunbaz bi-tasayyu‘), nor any other innovation (wa-la
bid‘ah),” as al-Dahabi put it.512 Thus, on historical-critical grounds, the underlying
redaction of the hadith can still be plausibly attributed to ’Isma‘il. This is strengthened
by the originally-mungqati‘ ascription of this hadith (see below), which again points to
an 8th-Century provenance.

Moreover, in general or overall, the ascriptions to ’Isma‘il are much more alike than
all other relevant hadiths: this gives us a reason to think that the hadith as a whole
embodies his distinctive redaction, even if some contamination, borrowing,
interpolation, and/or occurred amongst his students and later transmitters. Still, the
situation is not as neat or clear as with other CLs, where the PCLs constitute distinctive
bundles, etc.

The ’isnads of this hadith are problematic in other respects, however. Everyone
agrees that ’Isma‘ll claimed to have received his ’isnad from a certain ‘Abd al-Rahman
b. ’abi al-Dahhak, but who was he? Even after a search of the Islamweb and Shamela
electronic databases, all mentions of him—and all information about him—appear to
derive entirely from this very hadith and its ’isnad. He appears in no other ’isnads, and

no prosopographer has any further information about him—only what is inferable

512 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’ut et al.), Siyar, V1, p. 177.
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from this ’isnad.>13 In other words, ’Isma‘ll’s immediate source for this hadith is a
majhiil, which is consistent with ’Isma‘il’s inventing a source on the spot for a fada’il
hadith that he himself had cobbled together from elements obtained from his
contemporaries in early Abbasid Iraq.

The problems with the ’isnads of this hadith only worsen thereafter. Al-Hakim al-
Naysaburi seemingly depicts ““Abd al-Rahman b. al-Dahhak” (sic) as the source or
narrator of the hadith, but this is probably a scribal error: an earlier source (as in every
other version) was probably dropped from the text in the same way as the “abi” in
““Abd al-Rahman b.’ab1 al-Dahhak”, by some sloppy copyist or editor of the manuscript.
That aside, then, who then did (the plausibly fictitious) ‘Abd al-Rahman transmit from,
according to ’Isma‘ll? Most versions depict him transmitting directly from ‘Abd al-
Rahman b. Muhammad b. Zayd b. Jud‘an, with one exception: in al-Tabar1’s Ta’rik, Ibn
’ab1 al-Dahhak transmits from ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad via rajul min qurays (i.e.,
another majhtil). Since this is absent from most other versions, and even from another
manuscript of al-Tabari,>!4 this may be another error. Probably, rajul min qurays was
meant to refer to ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad,>!> whom a confused scribe (aware of
alternative transmissions of this hadith that explicitly name ‘Abd al-Rahman) readded
into the “isnad.

Who then was ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad b. Zayd b. Jud‘an? Once again, we have
a tradent about whom the prosopographical sources possess no data other than that
found in the handful of ’isnads in which he appears.>1¢ According to al-Bukari, he
transmitted one hadith (about “A’i$ah’s nine kilal) to Ibn ’abi al-Dahhak, and another
hadith (about Ibn ‘Umar saying udkul bi-salam) to ’Abu Ja‘far al-Farra’.517 According to
Ibn Hibban, he also transmitted one hadith (about how the mustasar is a mu’taman) to

Dawid b. ’ab1 ‘Abd Allah,>18 and my own search of Hadith databases has yielded a

513 Bukari (ed. Kan), al-Ta’rik al-Kabir, V, p. 345, # 1096 (s.v. ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad b. Zayd
b. Jud‘an); Ibn *abi Hatim, Jarh, V, pp. 246-247, # 1176; Ibn Hibban (ed. Kan), Tigat, V, p. 102 (s.v. ‘Abd
al-Rahman b. Muhammad b. Zayd b. Jud‘an); ibid., V111, p. 371; ’Ahmad b. “Al1 al-Katib al-Bagdadi (ed.
Yahya b. ‘Abd Allah al-Bakri al-Sahri), Gunyat al-Multamis ’Idah al-Multabis (Riyadh, KSA: Maktabat al-
Rusd, 2001), pp. 264-265, # 327; Mizz1 (ed. Ma‘riif), Tahdib al-Kamal, XVI], pp. 394-395, # 3951; ’Ahmad
b. “All b. Hajar al-‘Asqalani, Tahdib al-Tahdib, vol. 6 (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar Sadir, 1968), pp. 267-268.

514 Cf. Tabari (ed. de Goeje), Annales, 111, p. 1262, n. a.

515 See the clue in Bukari, cited below.

516 The one exception is telling: Bukari (ed. Kan), al-Ta’rik al-Kabir, V, p. 345, # 1096, seemingly has
to surmise that he was from the Qurays (‘ara-hu al-qurasiyy).

517 [bid., pp. 345-346, # 1096.

518 [bn Hibban (ed. Kan), Tigat, VI, p. 283 (s.v. Dawud b. ’abi ‘Abd Allah).
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second hadith (about a wasifah who ‘abta’at) likewise transmitted to Dawud.>1°
Finally, according to al-Mizzl (on the authority of al-Nasa’1), he also transmitted
something to al-Zuhri under the name ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad,>2° although no
indication of the hadith is given, and I have thus far failed to find any earlier source
where al-Nasa’1 mentions this, nor any hadith in which someone called al-Zuhri>2!
transmits from anyone called ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad other than ‘Abd al-
Rahman b. Muhammad b. ‘Umar b. ’abi Salamah.522 That aside, then, Ibn Jud‘an
seemingly only transmitted to three people, in the entire Hadith corpus: Ibn ’ab1 al-
Dahhak (a majhil cited by ’Isma‘l, a Kufan),>23 >Abt Ja‘far al-Farra’ (a Kufan),>24 and
Dawiid b. ’abi ‘Abd Allah (yet another Kufan).525 Ibn Jud‘an is thus also on the verge of
being majhitil, being cited by only two known Kufans and a majhiil>2¢ It is thus
conceivable that he is someone who was invented by a Kufan (most likely ’Isma‘il), only
to be borrowed in two or three other Kufan ’isnads. Of course, he may simply have been
an extremely obscure figure.

Be that as it may, Ibn Jud‘an is depicted as the source of this hadith in most versions,
relating about rather than from ‘A’i$ah and her two interlocutors.527 The original
version of the hadith was thus mungqati‘ (since Ibn Jud‘an is not presented as a witness,
nor as citing a witness), in addition to containing one definite majhul (Ibn ’abi al-
Dahhak) and another conceivable majhiil (Ibn Jud‘an).

And yet, there are still more problems with the ’isnads: in the earliest extant version
of this hadith, recorded by Ibn abi Saybah, the source of the story is not Ibn Judan, but

rather, some unnamed earlier source: “It was related to us that (hudditna anna) ‘Abd

519 Cited in the Musnad of ’Abii Ya‘la, al-Tabarant’s al-Mu jam al-Kabir, and the Hilyah of ’Abl Nu‘aym,
with all three converging in their ’isnads upon Waki‘—Dawtd—Ibn Jud‘an—his grandmother (or in one
version, some other unnamed tradent)—Umm Salamah—the Prophet.

520 Mizz1 (ed. Ma‘riif), Tahdib al-Kamal, XVII, p. 395, # 3951.

521 Probably Ya‘qib b. Muhammad al-Zuhri, rather than Ibn Sihdb al-Zuhri; see the following
reference.

522 [bn ’abi Hatim, Jarh, V, p. 281, # 1340; Ibn Hibban (ed. Kan), Tigat, VI, p. 88; ibid., V111, p. 377.

523 See above.

524 Yiisuf b. “Abd Allah b. “Abd al-Barr (ed. ‘Abd Allah Marhiul al-Sawamah), al-Istigna’ fi Marifat al-
Mashiirin min Hamalat al-‘Ilm bi-al-Kund, vol. 1 (Riyadh, KSA: Dar Ibn Taymiyyah, 1985), pp. 502-503, #
514: kifiyy tigah.

525 This is implied in Ibn Hibban (ed. Kan), Tigat, VI, p. 283 (where it is mentioned that Dawud
transmitted to Waki* and al-kiifiyyiin), and made explicit in Katib (ed. Sahri), Gunyah, p. 183.

526 He is called majhiil in Fadl Allah al-Jilani, Fadl Allah al-Samad fi Tawdih al-’Adab al-Mufrad, vol. 1
(Cairo, Egypt: al-Matba‘ah al-Salafiyyah wa-Maktabatu-ha, 1958), p. 276.

527 In al-Bukari (from both al-Mu’ammal and ’Ahmad), al-Tabar1, and ’Isma‘il al-’Asbahani. Probably
also in al-Bukari—Muhammad b. Bisr, as recorded in al-Mizzi. For all of these, see above.
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Allah b. Safwan and another with him came to ‘A’isah,” as Ibn Jud‘an is made to say.
Incredibly, this means that Ibn abi Saybah'’s version derives from a definite majhiil (Ibn
"ab1 al-Dahhak), from a conceivable majhil (Ibn Jud‘an), from yet another majhitl! This
could be an error by Ibn *abi Saybah or some later scribe, or it could reflect the very
earliest version of the hadith; either way, those who transmitted this hadith from Ibn
’abl Saybah emended their versions to remove this particular ambiguity: al-Bukari
simply has Ibn Jud‘an as the source of the hadith,528 whereas al-Tabarani (or an
intermediary between him and Ibn ’abi Saybah) turned the unnamed majhil into
‘A’i3ah herself (see below). Interestingly, in al-Mizzi’s quotation of al-Bukari, the ’isnad
has likewise been raised unto ‘A’i$ah: “’A’iSah reported this to us (Cakbarat-na ‘@’isah
bi-hada),” as Ibn Jud‘an is made to say.52° Thus, where al-Bukari seemingly emended
Ibn ’abi Saybah to remove an unnamed majhiil from behind Ibn Jud‘an, al-Mizzi (or
some intermediary in the many centuries between him and al-Bukari) then re-
extended the ’isnad back behind Ibn Jud‘an, this time explicitly back to ‘A’i$ah.

In one version recorded by al-Bukari, however, the source of the hadith has been
transformed into a completely different person: ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad b. Zayd
b. Jud‘an has become ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad b. Jubayr b. Mut‘im, presumably
at the hands of one of the intermediaries between al-Bukari and ’Isma‘l (i.e., Sa‘id b.
Sulayman or ‘Abbad b. ‘Awwam).530 As it happens, Jubayr b. Mut‘im was remembered
as someone to whom ‘A’i$ah was initially engaged (as in the tradition of Muhammad b.
‘Amr—see below), so this change is probably not a coincidence: what we have here is
the grandson of ‘A’iSah’s ex-fiancé attesting to her virtues.53! It is easy to imagine a
storyteller or tradent delighting in such a connection, or thinking that such a
connection adds weight to the story: even the family of ‘A’i$ah’s ex related her virtues,
after all. Despite such an appeal, this version never caught on. Moreover, this grandson

was probably invented by whoever was responsible for the alteration of the relevant

528 Bukari (ed. Kan), al-Ta’rik al-Kabir, 111, p. 345, # 1096.

529 Mizzi (ed. Ma‘ruf), Tahdib al-Kamal, XVI], pp. 394, # 3951.

530 Bukari (ed. Kan), al-Ta’rik al-Kabir, 111, p. 345, # 1096; also see Mizzi (ed. Ma‘riif), Tahdib al-Kamal,
XVII, p. 394, # 3951.

531 Bukari (ed. Kan), al-Ta’rik al-Kabir, 111, p. 345, # 1096; also see Mizzi (ed. Ma‘rif), Tahdib al-Kamal,
XVII, p. 394, # 3951.
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’isnad: he appears in no other source that I have been able to find.532 Thus, in this
version of the hadith, we have yet another majhiil in the “isnad.

Finally, in the version recorded by al-Tabarani, the ’isnad has been raised: where
most versions of this hadith depict Ibn Jud‘an as the source of the story, al-Tabarani
has him relate from (‘an) ‘A’i$ah.533 Given that al-TabaranT’s version purports to derive
ultimately via either Ibn *abi Saybah or ’Abii Sihab, and given also that Ibn *abi Saybah’s
extant version of this hadith is unraised,>34 and an alternative transmission from *Abu
Sihab is likewise unraised,>35 the raising of al-Tabarani’s version presumably occurred
between them and him.

In sum, we have a series of SSs that attribute the hadith of ‘A’i$ah’s nine kilal to the
putative Kufan CL ’Isma‘ll b. ’ab1 Kalid (d. 146/763-764), although an ICMA thereof
suggests that some of them are probably false or misleading, disguising later
borrowings or contaminations. It is plausible that the hadith does originate with
’Isma‘il, but this cannot be rigorously confirmed. The original version of the hadith
(whether originating with ’Isma‘l, or a later tradent from whom others borrowed)
claimed that’Isma‘il received the hadith from Ibn ’abi al-Dahhak (a majhiil who left no
other trace within the extant Hadith corpus), who in turn allegedly received it from Ibn
Jud‘an (a conceivable majhiil, cited by only two non-majhul tradents within the extant
Hadith corpus), who in turn related the story about ‘A’i$ah from no specified source
(making the hadith mungqgati‘ to boot). Subsequent tradents then corrupted or
interpolated the ’isnad, variously adding, subtracting, or substituting early tradents in
the earliest segment.

When the extant transmissions of this hadith are collated and compared, the

following urtext (albeit with some uncertain wordings) obtains:

....abdi al-rahmani bni ’abi al-dahhaki» ‘an ‘abdi al-rahmani bni muhammad:
bn! zaydi bni jud‘an? [[gala dakala]/[’anna]] ‘abd[*/al allah! [bn? safwan?]

wa-"akar*/al ma‘a-hu [‘ala/’ataya] ‘@’isat?® fa-qalat ‘@’iSatt ya fulanv
[hal/halla/’a-]sami‘ta hadit? hafsat? [fa-]qala [la-ha] na‘am ya 'umm? al-

532 Thus, a Shamela search yielded only al-Bukari, and al-Mizzi citing al-Bukari. An editor’s footnote
in one edition of the Dala’il of al-Bayhaqi mentions a certain “Husayn b. ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad
b. Jubayr b. Mut‘im” cited by Ibn Hanbal, but this is a typographical error on the part of said editor: the
original ’isnad in the Musnad of Ibn Hanbal has Husayn b. ‘Abd al-Rahman from (‘an) Muhammad b.
Jubayr b. Mut‘im, not the son of (bn) Muhammad b. Jubayr b. Mut‘im.

533 Tabarani (ed. Salafl), al-Mu jam al-Kabir, XXIII, p. 31, # 77.

534 [bn *abi Saybah (ed. ’Usamah), Musannaf, X, pp. 527-528, # 32877.

535 Bukari (ed. Dabbasi), al-Ta’rikh al-Kabir, V1, p. 442.

156



mu’minin? fa-qala la-ha ‘abdv allahi bn* safwan2 wa-ma daka ya 'umma al-
mu’minin? qalat kilalu» fiyya tis“» lam [t/y]akun fI ’ahad® min? al-nisa’ ’illa
ma’ata allah* maryama? bint? ‘imrana wa-allahi ma ’aqilu hada [fakra» />anni
’aftakiru] ‘ala ’ahadi» min [sawahibi/sawahibati] fa-qala la-ha ‘abd allah!
bnt safwana2 wa-ma hunna ya 'umma al-mu’minin? ga

wa-kana ya’ti-hi al-wahy" wa-’ana wa-huwa fi lihafi» wahidi» wa-
kuntu min ’ahabb! al-nas! ’ilay-hi wa-nazala fiyya ’ayat'» min2 al-qur’an!
kadat' al-'ummat* [’an] tahlik[u/a] fi-hinna wa-ra’aytu jibril2 wa-lam yara-
hu ’ahad"» min nisa’i-hi gayri wa-qubida fi bayti lam yali-hi ahadv» gayru al-
malak! wa-"ana.

Again, however, some of the corroborated wordings underpinning this reconstructed
urtext may be the result of contamination or borrowing, given the problems mentioned
above.

There is no question about pushing this hadith back into the Umayyad period; in the
best-case scenario, it can be reconstructed as far back as ’Isma‘il, operating in the first
decade or so of Abbasid Kufah. Since ’Isma‘il’s sources are a string of definite and
conceivable majhultn, it is plausible (if indeed he was the hadith’s creator) that he
invented Ibn ’abi al-Dahhak (and possibly even Ibn Jud‘an) on the fly when he first
formulated the narrative. Moreover, the fact that this narrative contains the distinctive
elemental sequence usually associated with ’Isma‘il’s contemporary HiSam b. ‘Urwah
(‘A’i$ah’s being married at seven and consummated in marriage at nine), along with
the fact that HisSam just so happened to be in Kufah at exactly the same time, is
consistent with ’Isma‘il’s having borrowed these elements from HiSam when he
cobbled together his fada’il hadith.

“«>

In short, I cannot disagree with al-Daraqutni’s judgement on the matter: “Isma‘l b.
"abi Kalid transmitted this hadith, from ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ’ab1 al-Dahhak, from ‘Abd al-
Rahman b. Muhammad b. Zayd b. Jud‘an, from ‘A’i$ah, but there is nothing sound about

it (wa-laysa fi-ha Say’ sahih).”>36

Addendum: related fada’il hadiths

536 “All b. ‘Umar al-Daraqutni (annotated by Muhammad b. Salih b. Muhammad), al-‘1lal, vol. 15
(Dammam, KSA: Dar Ibn al-Jawzi, 1427 AH), p. 166.
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Isma‘l’s list of special attributes bestowed upon ‘A’isah was not the only one
circulating in Kufah in the early Abbasid period: al-Tabarani also recorded a list of
seven special attributes, supported by a distinctively Kufan SS (CAbi Hanifah—al-
Saybani—al-Sa‘bi—Masriiq) unto ‘A’i$ah,537 and al-Daraqutni recorded an additional,
similar Kufan SS (CAbii Hanifah—‘Awn—al-Sa‘bi) for the same hadith.538 This hadith
shares five elements with ’Isma‘il’s, often with very similar wordings: ‘A’i$ah was the
only virgin wife; revelations came whilst ‘A’iSah was alone with the Prophet in a
blanket; ‘A’isah was the most-beloved; a revelation exonerated ‘A’iah, at a time of
communal strife; and ‘A’i§ah was present when the Prophet died.

Meanwhile, another list of nine special attributes—which also compares ‘A’i$ah to
Mary—is ascribed via two Baghdadian-Kufan SSs (BiSr b. al-Walid—’Abu Hafs ‘Umar—
al-Saybani, on the one hand; and >’Ahmad b. Yahy4 al-Sisi—Abii Badr Suja‘—Hafs al-
Halabi, on the other) unto a putative Basran CL named ‘Ali b. Zayd b. Jud‘an, who
allegedly received this list from ‘A’i$ah via a relative.53% The similarities are striking:
with ‘Ali’s hadith and ’Isma‘il’s, we have two lists of ‘A’i$ah’s special attributes, both
transmitted from Kufans, both comprising nine attributes, both comparing her to Mary,
and both claiming to derive via someone called Ibn Zayd b. Jud‘an. They even share five
out of nine elements, often with very similar wordings: the angel brought ‘A’i$ah’s
image; ‘A’iah was the only virgin wife; ‘A’i8ah was present when the Prophet died;
revelations came whilst ‘A’iSah was alone with the Prophet in a blanket; and a
revelation exonerated her.

Meanwhile, yet another list of ten special attributes is recorded by Ibn Sa‘d and
ascribed via a Basro-Madinan SS (Hajjaj b. Nusayr—‘Isa b. Maymun—al-Qasim b.
Muhammad) unto ‘A’i$ah,540 which shares with ’Isma‘l’s hadith an introduction in
which someone is prompted by ‘A’iSah to ask her about her special attributes, along

with five other elements: ‘A’iSah was the only virgin wife; a revelation exonerated

537 Tabarani (ed. Salafi), al-Mujam al-Kabir, XXIII, p. 30, # 75.

538 Daraqutnyi, Ilal, XV, p. 166.

539 °Abii Ya‘la (ed.’Asad), Musnad, VIII, pp. 90-91, # 4626/270; ’Ajurri (ed. Ibn Muhammad), Sari‘ah,
III, pp. 448-449, # 1907 /672; ibid., p. 484, # 1961/1256; ’Isma‘l al-’Asbahani (ed. Ibn Mahmiuid), Hujjah,
11, pp. 372-373, # 369-370; ‘Abd al-Karim b. Muhammad b. ‘Abd al-Karim al-Rafi1 (ed. ‘Aziz Allah al-
‘Utaridi), al-Tadwin fi "’Akbar Qazwin, vol. 3 (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar al-Kutub al-‘Ilmiyyah, 1987), pp. 468-
469; ‘Umar b. ’Ahmad b. al-‘Adim (ed. Suhayl Zakkar), Bugyat al-Talab fi Ta’rik Halab, vol. 6 (Beirut,
Lebanon: Dar al-Fikr, 1988), p. 2856. Cf. Tabarani (ed. Salafi), al-Mujam al-Kabir, XXI11, pp. 30-31, # 76,
in which tis“has been changed to sitt.

540 [bn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, pp. 43-44.
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‘A’iSah; Gabriel brought ‘A’i$ah’s image; revelations came whilst ‘A’iSah was alone with
the Prophet; and “A’iSah was present when the Prophet died, and he was buried in her
house.

Finally, as we have already seen, yet another list of special attributes was
transmitted by the Kufan CL ’Abu ‘Awanah al-Waddah (d. 176/792), on the authority
of his Kufan predecessor ‘Abd al-Malik b. ‘Umayr, from ‘A’i$ah.541 All six of the
attributes in ’Abi ‘Awanah’s hadith are shared by ’Isma‘il’s hadith: ‘A’i$ah was married
at age six; the angel brought ‘A’iSah’s image; ‘A’iSah’s marriage was consummated at
age nine; ‘A’i8ah alone saw Gabriel; “A’iSah was the most-beloved; and ‘A’i$ah was

present when the Prophet died.

’Abu Hanifah | °‘Alib.Zayd | ’Abiu ‘Awanah Ibn Sa‘d Isma‘il
Conversation | Conversation
with two
others
Seven Nine Attributes [no | Ten attributes | Nine attributes
attributes attributes specified
number]
Comparison to Comparison to
Mary Mary
[1] She was [1] The angel | [1] She was [1] She was [1] An angel
the most- Gabriel married at the Prophet’s | brought her
beloved brought her seven only virgin image to the
image to the wife Prophet
Prophet
[2] Her father | [2] She was [2] An angel [2] She was [2] She was
was the most- | the Prophet’s | brought her the only married at
beloved only virgin image to the daughter of seven
wife Prophet emigrants
whom the
Prophet
married
[3] She was [3] She was [3] The [3] God [3] The
the Prophet’s | with the marriage was | exonerated marriage was
only virgin Prophet when | consummated | her consummated
wife he died at nine at nine
[4] The [4] The [4] She alone [4] Gabriel [4] She was
revelation Prophet was saw Gabriel brought her the Prophet’s
came whilst buried in her image to the only virgin
she was with | house Prophet from | wife
Heaven, in silk,

541 See the section on ’Abii ‘Awanah al-Waddah, above.

159




the Prophet in
a blanket

and he was
informed that
she would be
his wife

round

[5] She stayed | [5] The angels | [5] She was [5] She used to | [5] The
with the surrounded the most- wash whilst revelation
Prophet for her house beloved, and sharing a came whilst
two days and her father was | single vessel she was with
nights per the most- with the the Prophet in
week beloved Prophet a blanket
[6] A [6] The [6] She was [6] The [6] She was
revelation revelation with the Prophet used | the most-
exonerated came whilst Prophet when | to pray whilst | beloved
her, when a she was with | he died, with she was lying
group almost | the Prophetin | the angels in front of him
destroyed her | a blanket
[7] She was [7] She was [7] The [7] A
with the the daughter revelation revelation
Prophet when | of the came whilst exonerated
he died Prophet’s she was alone | her, when the
successor and with the community
friend Prophet was almost
destroyed
[8] A [8] The [8] She saw
revelation Prophet was Gabriel
exonerated resting against
her her when he
died
[9] She was [9] The [9] She was
created good, Prophet died with the
and blessed on the night Prophet when
that would he died, with
have been her | the angels

[10] He was
buried in her
house

The hadith recorded by Ibn Sa‘d cannot be subjected to an ICMA, since I was able to

find no parallel transmissions thereof. Additionally, the alleged Basran provenance of

the hadith is less expected than a Kufan origin (see below), which raises the possibility

that the hadith is a Basran dive.

The hadith transmitted via ’Abu Hanifah likewise cannot be subjected to an ICMA,

since [ was only able to find a single matn and two differing ’isnads therefor. Based on

the Criterion of Dissimilarity, however, we can infer which of these ’isnads is earlier
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than the other: where one version has al-ga‘bi—Masrﬁq—‘A’iéah, the other has
omitted the superfluous tradent Masriiq (since al-Sa‘bi was remembered as having
transmitted from ‘A’i$ah directly). In other words, the latter has a shorter ’isnad, whilst
retaining connectedness therein—and, given that traditionists came to prize the
shortest possible ’isnads, it more likely that the longer ’isnad was shortened by a
tradent in the course of transmission, rather than vice versa. In short, the less elegant
or economical ’isnad—the ’isnad that accords less to later ideals and preferences—is
more likely to be the original.

Something can also be said about the probable provenance of this hadith. The fact
that it reduces in both ’isnads to a string of early Kufans is consistent with the hadith’s
having originated in Umayyad-era or early Abbasid-era Kufah, as indeed is the content:
Kufah was the centre of Shi'ism in the 8th Century CE, which would make Kufah the
place where proto-Sunnis had the greatest need for fada’il of “A’i$ah at that time. In
other words, the hadith is exactly the sort of thing that we would expect to be created
by proto-Sunni Kufans in the 8th Century CE—and, given other evidence concerning
the mass-creation of Hadith in this period,>*2 we have all the more reason to suspect
the falsity of the hadith’s ascription all the way back to ‘A’i$ah. Again, I must concur

with al-Daraqutni’s judgement on the matter:

’Abu Hanifah transmitted this hadith, but it varied from him (wa-iktalafa
‘an-hu): ‘Abd Allah b. Buzay‘ transmitted it, from ’Abu Hanifah, from al-
Saybéni, from al-Sa‘bi, from Masriig, from ‘A’i$ah; but ’Ishaq al-’Azraq
contradicted him (wa-kalafa-hu); he transmitted it from ’Abu Hanifah, from
‘Awn b. ‘Abd Allah, from al-Sa‘bi, from ‘A’i$ah. There is nothing sound about
it (wa-laysa fi-ha say’ yasihhu).>43

More can be said about the hadith transmitted via “Al1 b. Zayd, of which there are seven
versions (discounting duplicates), with SSs that converge upon two putative PCLs: the
Baghdadian tradent BiSr b. al-Walid (d. 238/853),>44 and the Baghdadian tradent
’Ahmad b. Yahya al-Susi (d. 263/876).54> As it happens, the versions attributed via each
PCL are more similar to each other than they are to those attributed via the other PCL:

where all the Bisr versions have ‘Ali b. Zayd relating the hadith from his grandmother

542 See the previous chapter of the present work.

543 Daraqutni, Ilal, XV, p. 166.

544 Dahabi (ed.’Arna’ut et al.), Siyar, X, pp. 673-676.

545 Katib (ed. Ma‘ruf), Ta’rik Madinat al-Salam, V1, pp. 444-445, # 2946.
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(jaddah), all the ’Ahmad versions have him relating it from either his mother (‘umm)
or his father (‘ab); where all the BisSr versions have ma ’u‘tiyat-ha, all the ’Ahmad
versions have lam tu‘ti-hi/yu‘ti-hi/yu‘ti-hinna; where all the BiSr versions have
imra’ah, all the ’Ahmad versions have al-nisa’; where all the Bisr versions have rahati-
hi, all the ’Ahmad versions have kaffi-hi; where most the BiSr versions have ma
tazawwaja, all the ’Ahmad versions have lam yatazawwaj; where all the BiSr versions
have ’in kana al-wahy la-yanzilu, all the ’Ahmad versions have kana yanzilu al-wahy;
where all the Bisr versions have ’inni, all the ’Ahmad versions have ’ana; all the Bisr
versions lack fi al-qur’dn, which is present in all the ’Ahmad versions; where all the Bisr
versions have kuliqtu, all the ’Ahmad versions have ju‘iltu; and so on.

In other words, an analysis of the matns of these hadiths yields two clusters of
reports that each derive from a recent common ancestor, both of which in turn share
an ultimate common ancestor; and as it happens, this is exactly what the ’isnad bundle
depicts, with two PCLs (Bisr and ’Ahmad) and a CL (‘Alib. Zayd). We thus have a reason
to accept that the original version derives from ‘Ali b. Zayd b. Jud‘an, a Basran
traditionist (or possibly, a Meccan who moved to Basrah), who died 131/748-749.546
Thus, (the underlying redaction of) the hadith can seemingly be traced at least as far
back as someone operating in Basrah during the late Umayyad period.

This has significance for ’Isma‘il’s hadith: ‘All was operating in Iraq before HiSam
settled in the region and, as it happens, ‘Ali’s version of the fada’il hadith lacks the
marital-age elements associated with HiSam; by contrast, ’lsma‘il was operating in Iraq
for a decade or more longer than °‘Ali, conterminously with Hisam, and, as it happens,
"Isma‘il’s version of the fada’il hadith incorporates the marital-age elements associated
with HiSam. In other words, ‘Al’s hadith can be understood to reflect an earlier phase
of the fada’il material about ‘A’i$ah in Iraqg, before the arrival of Hi$am and his
dissemination of the marital-age elements. Meanwhile, ’Isma‘l’s hadith can be
understood as an updated version of ‘All’s hadith (or the material embodied therein),
retaining most of the elements and the attribution of the hadith via a certain Ibn Zayd

b. Jud‘an, but incorporating some other elements, including two from HiSam.

546 Thn ‘Adi (ed. Sarsawi), Kamil, V111, p. 137, # 1354, states that he was makkiyy, nazala al-basrah,
but’Ahmad b. ‘Ali b. Manjuwayh al-’Asbahani (ed. ‘Abd Allah al-Layti), Rijal Sahih Muslim, vol. 2 (Beirut,
Lebanon: Dar al-Ma‘rifah, 1987), p. 56, # 1138, states that he was al-basriyy, wa-yuqalu al-makkiyy
nazala al-basrah, seemingly regarding his Meccan origin with some doubt. Most of the time (e.g., in the
various reports cited by Ibn ‘Adi), he is simply called Basran. Likewise, Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’at et al.), Siyar,
V, pp- 206-208, only calls him al-basriyy.
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There are several problems with the attribution of ‘Ali b. Zayd’s hadith all the way
back to him, however. Firstly, ‘Ali was operating in Basrah, yet the hadith (with its
defence of “A’iah, evidently against proto-Si‘i criticisms) better fits a Kufan context—
and, as it happens, all versions of this hadith (not to mention related hadiths, like those
of ’Isma‘il and ’Abu Hanifah) derive via Kufans. This is consistent with the hadith’s
originating in Kufah, not Basrah.

Secondly, ‘Ali b. Zayd was reportedly a S11,547 which is extremely suspicious: this is
the sort of hadith that we would expect a Si1 to reject, not disseminate. This makes it
look like someone ascribed the hadith via ‘Ali b. Zayd post facto, to give the hadith more
legitimacy or polemical utility against Sifs (i.e., as a kind of Trojan horse).

Finally, the two PCL sub-traditions comprising the broader tradition are extremely
similar (indeed, mostly identical) in wording, which would suggest a very recent
ultimate common ancestor for both sub-traditions—yet the ’isnads depict a century or
more of transmission between the CL and his two PCLs, i.e., a very distant ultimate
common ancestor.>8 To put things into perspective, there are far more differences and
paraphrases between Ibn Rahwayh (d. 238/853) and Ibn Hanbal (d. 241/855)’s
respective transmissions of the Kawlah hadith directly from Muhammad b. Bisr (d.
203/818-819)°4 than there are between Bisr (d. 238/853) and ’Ahmad (d. 263/876)’s
respective transmissions of this fada’il hadith all the way back from ‘Ali b. Zayd (d.
131/748-749). Not only did the former transmission (from Ibn BiSr to both Ibn
Rahwayh and Ibn Hanbal) take place for only half a century, it also occurred from the
turn of the 9th Century CE onwards, when the transmission and preservation of Hadith
in writing was becoming normalised. By contrast, the latter transmission (from °Ali to
both Bisr and ’Ahmad) occurred for a century or more, beginning in an era of heavy
paraphrastic transmission (i.e., the middle of the 8th Century CE). The implication is
clear: if BiSr and ’Ahmad’s ’isndds were genuine, such that their respective versions

truly derived via a century of transmission (from the end of the Umayyad period to the

547 [bn ‘Adi (ed. Sarsawi), Kamil, VIII, p. 139, citing Yazid b. Zuray*: kana rafidiyye. Ibid., p. 153: kana
yugali fi al-taSayyu‘. Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, V, p. 206: tasayyu°‘ qalil fi-hi. Ibid., p. 207, citing al-
‘Ijli: kana yatasayya‘u.

548 Thus, we have Bisr b. al-Walid (d. 238/853) the Baghdadian, from *Abt Hafs ‘Umar (fl. late 8th C.
CE) the Kufan, from Sulayman al-Saybani (d. 129-142/746-760) the Kufan, from ‘Ali b. Zayd b. Jud‘an (d.
131/748-749) the Basran; and ’Ahmad b. Yahya al-Susi (d. 263/876) the Baghdadian, from *Abt Badr
Suja‘b. al-Walid (d. 204-205/819-821) the Kufo-Baghdadian, from Hafs al-Halabi, a mawld of the Sakiin
(and a majhiul), from ‘Al b. Zayd b. Jud‘an (d. 131/748-749) the Basran.

549 See the section on Muhammad b. Bisr, above.
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middle of the 9th Century CE), then it would be reasonable to expect far greater
divergences between their respective versions.550

We thus have multiple reasons to reject the ascription of this hadith back to “Ali b.
Zayd, which also robs us of the neat chronology outlined above (vis-a-vis ’Isma‘il’s
version). The attribution of the two versions of the hadith to BiSr and Ahmad
respectively still seems secure, but from thereon backwards, the matns imply a much
more recent common ancestor than ‘Ali, and non-Si‘1 Kufan one at that. From Bi$r and
’Ahmad backwards, the relevant ’isnads cannot be trusted.

The aforementioned chronology is salvageable, however, provided we assume that
BiSr’s transmission from ’Abu Hafs ‘Umar b. ‘Abd al-Rahman (fl. late 8th C. CE) is
genuine, and that the latter’s transmission from ’Abti *Ishaq Sulayman b. ’abi Sulayman
al-Saybani (d. 129-142/746-760) is genuine. If some earlier version of this hadith does
indeed derive from al-§aybéni, as Bisr claimed, then we would still have a version of
the fada’il hadith slightly earlier than *Isma‘il’s, and plausibly from the late Umayyad
period as well: al-Saybani was reportedly born when Companions such as Ibn ‘Umar
and Jabir were still alive (i.e., the 690s CE at the latest), and died in 129/746-747, or
138/755-756, or 139/756-757, or 142/759-760,>>1 all of which places him at least
slightly earlier than ’Isma‘ll (d. 146/763-764). Thus, if some version of the hadith goes
back to al-Saybéni, it can still be understood as an earlier version than ’Isma‘il’s, which
may also explain the absence of HiSam’s distinctive elements therefrom. (Unlike in the
case of ‘Ali b. Zayd, however, al-Saybani may have lived long enough to meet Hi$am in
Iraq, so the chronology is not as neat as before.)

Why should we believe that some version of the hadith does indeed go back to al-
Saybani? There are several reasons, all of which are admittedly weak. Firstly, al-
Saybani is cited in Bi$r’s ’isndad therefor. Secondly, al-Saybani was Kufan, which
matches the probable context of the hadith’s creation. Thirdly, al-Saybant is also cited
in the ’isnad for the earlier version of the two fada’il hadiths ascribed via ’Abu Hanifah

(see above), which is consistent with his being the disseminator of several different

550 For a similar point (albeit concerning ascriptions to Followers and Companions), again see Mitter,
cited above.

551 Muhammad b. Hibban al-Busti (ed. Majdi b. Mansiir b. Sayyid al-Sira), Masahir ‘Ulama’ al-’Amsar
(Beirut, Lebanon: Dar al-Kutub al-‘Ilmiyyah, 1995), p. 137, # 844; “Ijli (ed. Qal‘aji), Tigat, pp. 202-203, #
612; Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, VI, pp. 193-195.
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versions of the hadith: one via al-Sa‘bi and Masriiq unto ‘A’i$ah, and another via ‘Ali b.
Zayd and his relative unto ‘A’i$ah.

But all of that is ad hoc: the attribution of Bisr’s version of the hadith to al-Saybani
may simply be the product of a Kufan retrojection to a suitable local authority, and the
appearance of al-Saybani in the ’isndd of a similar hadith may simply be the product of
later borrowing and suppression or error amongst the transmitters and redactors of
these hadiths. All we can say for sure is that the fada’il hadith probably originated in
Kufah, somewhere between middle and the end of the 8th Century CE.

There is however a final consideration that strengthens the idea that ’Isma‘l’s
version of the hadith is later than the other two attributed to ’Abu Hanifah and “Ali b.
Zayd: ’Isma‘l’s is noticeably more elaborate, framing the exposition of ‘A’i$ah’s nine
special attributes in a discussion that arose when ‘Abd Allah b. Safwan and someone
else visited ‘A’isah. In other words, we have a clear instance of what Schacht described
as the insertion of “spurious circumstantial details”, intended “to provide an authentic
touch” to a fabricated hadith.>52 (Incidentally, the employment of such techniques by
’Isma‘ll makes him come across as more of a storyteller than a simple tradent.) Since
elaboration (rather than abbreviation) is the norm in the transmission of traditions,
such that details in reports accumulate over time, the more detailed version of any set
of reports is more likely to reflect a later formulation, whereas a simpler version is
more likely to reflect an earlier formulation, generally speaking—this is the textual-
critical principle of lectio brevior potior.>>3 We thus have another reason to think that
’Isma‘il’s version of the fada’il hadith about ‘A’i$ah is later than those ascribed to both
’Abu Hanifah and ‘All b. Zayd. And, if this version attributed to ’Isma‘ill was indeed
formulated later than the other two, and this version attributed to ’[sma‘l truly derives
from ’Isma‘ll (d. 146/763-764), then it follows that the other two versions must be
earlier still—plausibly earlier than HiSam'’s settlement in Iraq (c. 754 CE). Provided all
of that stands, we again have a chronology that explains the absence of the distinctive
marital-age elements in the two hadiths ascribed via ’Abu Hanifah and ‘Ali b. Zayd, and
the presence of said elements in the hadith of ’[sma‘il: the former two were formulated
before the spread of HiSam'’s distinctive marital-age elements in Kufah, whereas the

latter was formulated thereafter, incorporating these newly-available elements.

552 Schacht, Origins, 97, 153, 156, 157, 160, 266-267.
553 See Pavlovitch, Formation, 37-39.
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Finally, a form-critical analysis of all of these fada’il hadiths together can yield some
deeper conclusions about their pre-history (i.e., beyond their ’isnads). As we have seen,
their matns exhibit a huge amount of overlap in terms of elements and even wordings,
which cannot be a coincidence: all of these hadiths must share some kind of common
origin. If it is ruled out that ‘A’iSah herself went around constantly declaring
contradictory and ever-changing lists of her own (six, or seven, or nine, or ten) virtues,
the heavy overlap between these hadiths has to be explained by widespread borrowing
and contamination on the part of those involved in their formulation or dissemination,
and/or by the fact that these hadiths represent various combinations of a common pool
of fada’il material that was circulating at least as early as the middle of the 8th Century
CE. This kind of creation and remixing of material immediately suggests the agency of
popular, oral storytellers and preachers in the dissemination of these hadiths.5>*

Since the material is attested most densely for Kufah and perfectly fits a Kufan
context, it seems probable that it originated in Kufah in particular. Consequently, the
claims of two of the hadiths in question—that ascribed to Ibn Jud‘an, and that recorded
by Ibn Sa‘d—to derive via independent Basran and Basro-Madinan lines of
transmission back to ‘A’i$ah must be discarded: the shared elements and wordings
cannot have arisen independently and must share a single source, and if that source
was the storytellers and preachers of Kufah, such ’isndds—which ultimately or

completely bypass Kufan sources—must be false.

’Abu Hujayyah al-’Ajlah (d. 145/762-763 or later)

I have collated four reports ascribed to the Kufan tradent and putative CL ’Abu
Hujayyah al-’Ajlah b. ‘Abd Allah al-Kindi, recorded by Ibn Sa‘d,>>> Ibn Rahwayh
(twice),>¢ and al-Tabarani.>>7 These reports (all of which derive from Kufan SSs) are
extremely divergent: Ibn Sa‘d’s version lacks the full ‘marriage’ element, and the

‘consummation’ element altogether; the ‘marriage’ and ‘consummation’ elements in

554 For more on the early storytellers, see the previous chapter of the present work.

555 [bn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VI1I, 40.

556 [bn Rahwayh (ed. Balusi), Musnad, 11, p. 650, # 1238/694; ibid., p. 1033, # 1784/1242.
557 Tabarani (ed. Salafl), al-Mu jam al-Kabir, XXIII, p. 26, # 62.
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Ibn Rahwayh’s version (especially the relatively uncommon dakala bi-ha in the latter)
are more similar to those in various transmissions from the Kufan tradents ’Isra’il>>8
and Sarik,55° both on the authority of Abi ’Ishaq, than they are to al-Tabarani’s
version; and both Ibn Sa‘d and al-Tabarant’s versions are together more similar, at a
very general level, to the tradition of the Kufan CL Muhammad b. ‘Amr (in particular,
concerning ‘A’i$ah’s engagement to Jubayr),560 than they are to Ibn Rahwayh'’s version.
Still, the short account of ‘A’i$ah’s engagement to Jubayr shared by Ibn Sa‘d and al-
Tabarani’s reports is distinctive, which is consistent with their common ascription to
al-’Ajlah: this part of the hadith at least plausibly derives therefrom, despite
considerable variation in the wording of the extant versions. The genesis of the original
form of this hadith as early as al-’Ajlah is also consistent with the munqati‘ ascription
shared by Ibn Sa‘d and al-Tabarani’s versions, against which Ibn Rahwayh'’s version
stands out as secondary.

What then was the original form of this hadith? Did al-’Ajlah include therein a
mention of ‘A’i$ah’s marital age, or are these later accretions, contaminations, or
interpolations? At first glance, it might seem as though the first scenario is beyond
dispute—after all, two of the three transmissions from al-’Ajlah manifest such. And yet,
as noted already, Ibn Rahwayh’s version (1) is muttasil (which already makes it seem
secondary), (2) lacks the distinctive account of ‘A’i$ah’s engagement to Jubayr (which
is the only component that makes an origin with al-’Ajlah seem likely in the first place),
and (3) is much more similar to other transmissions than to either Ibn Sa‘d and al-
Tabarant’s versions, all of which makes it seem all the world like Ibn Rahwayh or (more
likely) one of his Kufan sources (Yahya b. ’Adam or *Abii Bakr b. ‘Ayyas) completely
replaced al-’Ajlah’s original matn with one borrowed from another Kufan source, and
improved the ascription (from munqatito muttasil) along the way. As it happens, even
traditional Islamic Hadith scholarship was suspicious of Ibn Rahwayh’s version, with
none other than al-Tabarani commenting thereon: “No one transmitted this hadith
from al-’Ajlah except for ’Abu Bakr b. al-’Ajlah, nor from ’Abu Bakr except for Yahya b.
>Adam. ’Ishaq b. Rahwayh transmitted it in isolation (tafarrada bi-hi).”561 As Melchert

558 [bn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 41; Tirmidi (ed. Samarra’1 et al.), llal, p. 169, #
296; Baladuri (ed. Zakkar & Zirikli), *Ansab al-’Asrdf, 11, pp. 40-41.

559 Tabarani (ed. Salafl), al-Mujam al-Kabir, X, p. 184, # 10279.

560 See below, in the section on Muhammad b. ‘Amr.

561 Tabarani (ed. Tariq & Husayni), al-Mujam al-’Awsat, V111, p. 108, # 8116.
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notes, for the Hadith critics, such tafarrud “is usually a sign that something is
wrong.”>62

This leaves us with Ibn Sa‘d and al-TabaranT’s reports, and the following question:
is the former (in which any mention of ‘A’iSah’s age is absent) abridged, or is the latter
(which includes full versions of the ‘marriage’ and ‘consummation’ elements, along
with a comment on the period there-between) interpolated? Based on the principle of
lectio brevior potior, the latter scenario is more likely: al-’Ajlah’s original formulation
probably did not mention ‘A’i$ah’s marital age, which means that al-Tabaran’s version
represents yet another instance of the marital-age hadith contaminating an initially-
unrelated hadith.

Consequently, only the following approximate wording can be traced back to the

Kufan CL al-’Ajlah:

...[‘abd! allahi] [i]bni’abl mulaykat? qala kataba [al-nabiyy"/rasul" allah']

a’iSat2’ila ’abi bakri» [al-siddiqi] [[wa-kana ’abu bakri® qad zawwaja-ha

jubayr2 bn2 mut‘imi» fa-kala‘a-ha min-hu]/[fa-qala ya rasul?2 allah!’inni
kuntu ’a‘taytu-ha mut‘iman li-ibni-hi jubayri» fa-da‘-ni hatta ’asullu-ha
min-hum fa-istasalla-ha min-hum fa-tallaga-ha]]

Given the major variation in wording between the extant derivations from al-’Ajlah
(recorded by Ibn Sa‘d and al-Tabarani), most of his original formulation remains
unclear, leaving us with little more than a gist. This is consistent with the loose or
sloppy paraphrastic transmission of this hadith from al-’Ajlah to his students, which
fits well with the relevant time-period (i.e., the mid-to-late 8th Century CE, before the

predomination of written transmission).

Muhammad b. ‘Amr (d. 144-145/761-763)

I have collated eight reports ascribed to the Madinan tradent and putative CL
Muhammad b. ‘Amr b. ‘Algamah al-Layti (usually on the authority of ’Abu Salamah b.
‘Abd al-Rahman and/or Yahya b. ‘Abd al-Rahman), recorded by Muhammad b. BisSr

562 Melchert, Ahmad, 54.
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(reconstructed),>®3 Ibn Sa‘d,>®* Ibn Rahwayh,>¢> Sa‘ld b. Yahya (reconstructed),56¢
’Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Jabbar (reconstructed),>¢7 ’Abu Dawtid,>¢8 al-Baladuri,>¢? and *Abu
Ya‘la.570 The level of variation between some of these reports is astonishing, although
this is to some degree misleading: the reports of Ibn Rahwayh and ’Abu Dawud are
clearly just abridged versions of the long tradition shared by Muhammad b. Bisr, Sa‘id
b. Yahya, and ’Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Jabbar, since what little content there is in the former
lines up closely to the corresponding content in the latter. As such, we have five reports
from Muhammad b. ‘Amr that line up fairly well and clearly embody a distinctive
tradition, being more similar to each other than to all other versions of the marital-age
hadith; and three other reports, recorded by Ibn Sa‘d, al-Baladuri, and ’Abi Ya‘la, that
diverge sharply therefrom and from each other.

The version recorded by Ibn Sa‘d is the most similar to the common tradition shared
by most of the other transmissions from Muhammad b. ‘Amr, sharing therewith
multiple elements: Kawlah arranges the Prophet’s marriages to Sawdah and ‘A’i$ah;
‘A’isah is married at age six; and her marriage is consummated after the Hijrah. Still,
most of the elements in the common tradition are absent from Ibn Sa‘d’s version, and
even the corresponding elements are mostly worded very differently. Moreover, Ibn
Sa‘d’s version is actually more similar to a section of al-Bagawl’s transmission from
Hisam b. ‘Urwah than it is to the common tradition from Muhammad b. ‘Amr, as was
noted previously. However, both Ibn Sa‘d’s version and the relevant section in al-
Bagawl’s report are broadly more similar to other transmissions from Muhammad b.
‘Amr than to other transmissions from Hisam, and Ibn Sa‘d’s version is attested earlier
in any case, all of which makes it more likely that Ibn Sa‘d’s version is (1) the original
and (2) ultimately originated with something that Muhammad b. ‘Amr actually said.
Moreover, the ascription in Ibn Sa‘d’s version is mungqati‘, which is consistent with an
early origin. Still, the wording in Ibn Sa‘d’s version is far removed from the common

tradition, which is consistent with its having undergone extreme mutation in the

563 See the section on Muhammad b. Bisr, above.

564 [bn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, V111, p. 39.

565 [bn Rahwayh (ed. Balasi), Musnad, 11, p. 561, # 1335/592.

566 See the section on Sa‘ld b. Yahy4, above.

567 See the section on ’Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Jabbar, above.

568 °Abii Dawiid (ed. ‘Abd al-Hamid), Sunan, 1V, p. 285, # 4937.
569 Baladurl (ed. Zakkar & Zirikl1), ’Ansab al-’Asraf, 11, p. 39.

570 °Abi Ya‘la (ed. ’Asad), Musnad, VIII, pp. 132-133, # 4683/317.
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course of transmission. It is perhaps not a coincidence that Ibn Sa‘d’s version derives
via al-Waqidi, an infamous kaddab.>7!

The version recorded by al-Baladuri also shares several elements with the common
tradition of Muhammad b. ‘Amr (namely, in mentioning ‘A’i$ah’s marital
consummation, her playing with her friends, the post-Hijrah context, and the Prophet’s
parallel marriage to Sawdah). However, there are two additional elements in this
report; the order of even the shared elements is different; and the wording of even the
shared elements is extremely divergent. At the very least, this is consistent with
extreme mutation. Moreover, the ascription is unusually munqati‘, being the unsourced
statement not of a Follower about ‘A’i$ah, but of Muhammad b. ‘Amr himself about
‘A’iSah. We could take this to mean that this report reflects not a hadith per se, but
simply a biographical summary by Muhammad b. ‘“Amr. However, one of the additional
elements in this report is identical to one of the elements comprising the distinctive
sub-tradition emanating from the redaction of ’Abii Mu‘awiyah,>72 which is consistent
with contamination or interpolation. In other words, given the lack of corroboration
for al-Baladurt’s report, we have no way of knowing which parts thereof are the
product of contamination, interpolation, and/or mutation, and which parts ultimately
derive from Muhammad b. ‘Amr.

The version recorded by ’Abti Ya‘la is perhaps the most divergent of all, since it only
comprises three elements, the first two of which (i.e., ‘marriage’ and ‘consummation’)
are more similar to the common version of HiSam b. ‘Urwah—in fact, they are nearly
identical to the relevant elements in the sub-tradition of Wuhayb,573 and even more so
to an Egypto-Madinan SS reaching back to ’Abi Salamah.574 Meanwhile, the third
element in Abu Ya‘ld’s version (zawwaja-ha ’iyya-hu abti bakr) is very similar to a
wording (zawwaja-ha ’iyya-hu) that appears only in Ibn Hanbal's redaction of
Muhammad b. Bisr’s redaction of Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s tradition.>’> Moreover, the
ascription in Abu Ya‘la’s version is explicitly muttasil (explicitly reaching all the way
back to ‘A’i$ah herself), where several of the other versions (Muhammad b. Bisr and

Ibn Sa‘d, and perhaps al-Baladurl) are mungqati‘ or at least only implicitly muttasil,

571 For more on al-Waqidi and his reputation, see Chapter 3 of the present work.
572 See the section on ’Abli Mu‘awiyah, above.

573 See the section on Wuhayb, above.

574 Namely, Nasa’1 (ed. Tayyar et al.), Sunan, p. 794, # 3379.

575 Ibn Hanbal (ed. Gamrawi), Musnad, VI, pp. 210-211.
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evidently reflecting the original form of the hadith. All of this makes *Abu Ya‘ld’s
version seem not just abridged, but interpolated, contaminated, or simple cobbled
together. Certainly, it cannot be traced back to Muhammad b. ‘Amr.

This leaves us with the five reports, all reflecting (albeit in abridged form, in two
cases) the common tradition of Muhammad b. ‘Amr: those recorded by Muhammad b.
BiSr, Ibn Rahwayh, Sa‘id b. Yahy4, ’Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Jabbar, and ’Abu Dawud. There
can be no doubt that the gist of this hadith derives from Muhammad b. ‘Amr, as alluded
to already: the distinctive tradition embodied in these reports matches their common
ascription thereto, which is consistent with their reflecting his particular redaction(s)
of the marital-age hadith. However, there are some notable divergences between the
redactions of Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s students, in terms of the elemental sequence:
where the extant (reconstructed) redactions of Muhammad b. Bisr and Sa‘id b. Yahya
place the ‘marriage’ element at the end of the narrative about ’Abu Bakr’s cancellation
of “A’i$ah’s engagement to Jubayr, that of ’Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Jabbar places it at the
beginning of ‘A’iSah’s discrete, elaborate, autobiographical narrative about the
circumstances of her marital consummation. Moreover, Sa‘id’s redaction intermingles
the ‘consummation’ element with the ending about Sa‘d bringing food; Muhammad b.
BisSr’s redaction sandwiches the Sa‘d ending completely within the ‘consummation’
element; and ’Ahmad’s redaction and (ostensibly) Ibn Rahwayh'’s version break up the
‘consummation’ element, placing half in the middle of the ‘swing’ element, and half in-
between the ‘preparation’ element and the Sa‘d ending. Additionally, the redactions of
Muhammad b. BiSr and Sa‘ld place the first half of the ‘preparation’ element before the
‘swing’ element, whereas ’Ahmad’s redaction places it after.

Even aside from elemental sequence (and when abridgements are accounted for),
there are numerous divergences in wording between the extant redactions of
Muhammad b. ‘Amr, including omissions, additions, and substitutions. There are also
some notable discrepancies in the ’isnad of this hadith. Firstly, who did Muhammad b.
‘Amr cite as his source? Muhammad b. Bisr has him cite both ’Abu Salamah and Yahya,
where Ibn Rahwayh, Sa‘id, ’Ahmad, and ’Abu Dawud have only Yahya. The ascription
to ’Abu Salamah could thus simply be an addition by Muhammad b. Bisr, although the
fact thatitis shared by Ibn Sa‘d (whose version is otherwise hopelessly mutated) could
indicate that, at certain times, Muhammad b. ‘Amr himself gave his tradition a dual

ascription. In fact, Ibn Sa‘d and Muhammad b. BiSr corroborate each other on a second
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key point in the ’isndd, which has been alluded to previously: both of them have
Muhammad b. ‘Amr citing both ’Abii Salamah and Yahya as the ultimate sources for his
tradition (i.e., a munqati‘ascription)—based on the Criterion of Dissimilarity, this must
surely be the original version of the tradition. However, Ibn Rahwayh, Sa‘ld, ’Ahmad,
and ’Abu Dawud all corroborate each other not just in citing only Yahya, but in having
Yahya transmit from ‘A’iSah (i.e., a muttasil ascription). (Ibn Rihwayh’s addition
thereto of Sawdah can immediately be dismissed as an error, since in every other
version, the relevant element is part of ‘A’i$ah’s narration.) All of this is consistent with
Muhammad b. ‘Amr himself having transmitted his tradition with two different
ascriptions: first he transmitted it as simply the statement of ’Abti Salamah and Yahys3,
and then he omitted ’Abtu Salamah and also raised it all the way back to ‘A’iSah hersellf.
Even this raised version is still partially mungati‘, however: in the first half at least, the
narrative speaks about ‘A’i$ah in the third person and covers events where she was
not present. Both versions could be considered muttasil in their second halves,
however, since ‘A’iah (who was remembered as having transmitted to both ’Abu
Salamah and Yahya) is there introduced as a source and narrator.

Despite all of this, much of Muhammad b. ‘“Amr’s original wordings survive, thanks
to the survival of three full redactions and two abridged redactions of his students and
the students of his students. Of course, many wordings remain uncertain, and it seems
likely that Muhammad b. ‘Amr himself paraphrased his hadith in the course of
successive retellings, such that that there is no single original redaction that can be
reconstructed. Still, the following wordings and sequence can at least be traced back to
Muhammad b. ‘Amr, even if he never articulated his hadith in exactly this way in a

single instance:

... abu salamat? wa-yahya bn" ‘abd! al-rahman' bn' hatibi» qala lamma
[matat/halakat/tuwulffiyat] kadijat" ja’at kawlat" bint* hakim™ imra’at"
‘utman2 bn! maz‘uni® ’ila rasull allahi [fa-]qalat ya rasul2 allah! ’a-la
tuzawwija qala wa-man qalat ’in Si’ta bikra» wa-’in $i’ta tayyiba» qala wa-
mani al-bikrt galat ibnatt ’ahabb! kalq! allahi ’ilay-ka ‘@’iSat® bint" *ab1 bakrin
gala wa-man'! al-tayyibv galat sawdat bint" zam‘at? gad ’amanat bi-ka wa-
ittaba‘at-ka ‘ald ma [taqiilu/alladi] ’anta ‘alay-hi qala fa-idhabi fa-udkuri-
hima ‘alayya [fa-ja’at] fa-dakalat bayt? ’abi bakri» fa-qalat ya 'umma? riimana
mada ’adkala allahv ‘alay-kum min? al-kayr! wa-al-barakat! qalat wa-ma
daka qalat ’arsala-ni rasiulv allah! ’aktubu ‘alay-hi ‘@’iSat2 qalat intaziri ’aba
bakrir fa-’inna[-hu] ’ati» fa-ja’a ’abii bakrin fa-qalat ya ’aba bakri®» mada
’adkala allahv ‘alay-kum min?2 al-kayri wa-al-barakat' [qala wa-ma daka
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C=dsVv

galat] ’arsala-ni rasul* allah! *aktubu ‘alay-hi ‘@’iSat2 qala wa-hal tasluhu la-
hu’inna-ma hiya ibnatv ’aki-hi fa-raja‘at’ila rasuli allah! fa-dakarat dalika la-
hu fa-qala irja‘ ’ilay-hi fa-quli la-hu ’ana ’akii-ka wa-’anta ’aki fi al-’islam!
wa-ibnatu-ka tasluhu Ii fa-[[raja‘at’ilay-hi] /[’atat ’aba bakrir]] fa-dakarat
dalika la-hu qala intazir1 [[hatta ’arji‘a]/[wa-karaja]] fa-qalat 'ummv
riman? ’inna al-mut‘im2 bn2 ‘adiyyi» kana dakara-ha ‘ala ibni-hi wa-allah!
ma wa‘ada wa‘dan qatt fa-’aklafa[-hu] fa-dakala ’abu bakri® ‘ala mut‘imin
wa-‘inda-hu imra’atu-hu 'ummv [al-fata/ibni-hi] fa-qalat ya ibn2 ’abi
quhafat?z la‘alla-ka ’in [’ankahna/zawwajna] hada al-fatd [ibnata-
ka/’ilay-ka] [tusibu-hu/’an tusbi’a-hu] wa-tudkila-hu fi dini-ka alladi
’anta ‘alay-hi fa-’agbala [[‘alay-hi ’abua bakrin]/[’aba bakri» ‘ala al-
mut‘im! bni ‘adiyyin]/[‘ala zawji-ha al-mut‘imi]] fa-qala ma taqilu hadihi
fa-qala ’inna-ha [la-]taqulu da[liJka fa-karaja ’abu bakri» wa-qad ’adhaba
allahv [[ma kana]/[al-‘idat? allati kanat]] fI nafsi-hi min ‘idati-hi allat1
wa‘ada-[[hu]/[ha’iyya-hu]] fa-gala li-kawlat2 id1 I1 rastl? allahi fa-da‘at-hu
fa-ja’a fa-[zawwaja/’ankaha/malaka]-ha _
* tumma karajat fa-dakalat ‘ald sawdat? fa-qalat [la-ha] mada ’adkala
allahv ‘alay-ki mina al-kayri wa-al-barakat' qalat wa-ma daka qalat ’arsala-
ni rasil* allahi ’aktubu-ki ‘alay-hi fa-qalat wadidtu udkuli ‘ala ’abi fa-udkuri
daflilka la-hu [qalat] wa-[huwa/’abu-ha/kana] Sayku kabiru» qad
takallafa ‘an! al-hajj' fa-[dakalat/dakaltu] ‘alay-hi fa-[hayyat/hayyaytu]-
hu bi-tahiyyat! ’ahl! al-jahiliyyati fa-qala man ’anti fa-qalat kawlat" bintv
hakimi» [wa-]qala [w/f]la-ma [[$a’nu-Ki]/[Sa’a allahu ’an yaqula]] [fa-
]qalat [qultu] [’arsala-ni/] muhammad" bn" ‘abdi allah! bn! ‘abd! al-
muttalib! [/’arsala-ni] ’aktubu ‘alay-[ka/hi] sawdat? [fa-]qala kufun
karimu" mada taqulu sahibatu-ki galat tuhibbu dalika [fa-]qala [fa-]id‘i-ha
[li/’ilayya] fa-da‘at-ha [fa-ja’at] fa-qala ’ay [bunayyat!/sawdatv]
[[za‘amat hadihi]/[’inna hadihi taz‘'umu]] ’anna muhammad? bn2 ‘abd!
allahi bni “abdi al-muttalibi’arsala yaktubu-ki wa-huwa kuf»» karimu» ’a-[fa-
Jtuhibbina ’an *uzawwija-ki-hi qalat na‘am qala id‘1-hi Ii fa-da‘at-hu fa-ja’a
[rasulv allahi] fa-zawwaja-ha fa-[[ja’a-ha ’aku-ha]/[qadima] ‘abd" bnu
zam‘at? min? al-hajj' fa-ja‘ala yaht[u/1] fi ra’si-hi al-turaba fa-qala ba‘da ’an
’aslama la-‘amru-ka ’inni la-safthur yawma ’aht[a/i] f1 ra’si al-turab? ’an

C=do: v

tazawwaja rasul* allah! sawdat? bint? zam‘atd galat ‘a’isatv

gat jumaymatan

[wa-]ma
nuhirat ‘alayya jazir'» wa-la dubihat ‘alayya Sata» hatta ’arsala ’ilay-na sa‘dv

bnt ‘ubadat? bi-jafnat® kana yursilu bi-ha ’ila rasul' allah! ’ida dara
[/ bayna] nisz'-hi BB SS
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The students of Muhammad b. ‘Amr preserved the gist of this lengthy hadith quite
accurately (abridgements aside), and many wordings as well—this would suggest a
written transmission. However, the extensive divergences in wording between the
redactions of Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s students, not to mention divergences in the order
of elements, suggest paraphrastic oral transmission. In other words, in the course of
transmission from Muhammad to his students, his tradition evidently underwent
substantial but constrained paraphrasing. All of this is consistent with some kind of
combined oral and written transmission, as if paraphrasing occurred alongside a basic
written outline of the hadith.

The structure of hadith’s narrative and content has important implications for its
prehistory and provenance. The hadith begins with an omniscient narrator describing
the death of Kadijah, and Kawlah'’s suggestion to the Prophet that he should remarry;
Kawlah then visits >’Abt Bakr to bring him the Prophet’s proposal of marriage to ‘A’isah,
and at this point, the omniscient narrator leaves Kawlah and follows Abu Bakr as he
visits and speaks to the pagan family of Jubayr about cancelling ‘A’i$ah’s prior
engagement thereto; thereafter, the omniscient narrator follows ’Abu Bakr back to
Kawlah, who is instructed to relay the news to the Prophet—at which point, the
Prophet comes and marries her.57¢ (In some versions, the omniscient narrator then
specifies that ‘A’iSah was six years old at the time.) Thereafter, the omniscient narrator
follows Kawlah as she visits Sawdah to bring her the Prophet’s proposal of marriage,
and after a discussion with Sawdah’s venerable father, the match is approved and the
news is relayed to the Prophet—at which point, the Prophet comes and marries her.>77
Finally, the omniscient narrator recounts how Sawdah’s brother was still at that time
an intransigent pagan, who later converted to Islam and regretted not celebrating this
wedding at the time.

At this point, there is a definite shift in the hadith: “A’i$ah is explicitly introduced as
the narrator (qgalat ‘@’isah), and henceforth recounts in great detail the events leading
up to her marital consummation: how her family emigrated to Madinah and settled in
al-Sunh, amongst the Banu al-Harit b. al-Kazraj; how men and women from the Ansar

were present when the Prophet came to marry her; how she was playing on a swing

576 fa-ja’a fa-[zawwaja/’ankaha/malaka]-ha....
577 ..fa-ja’a [rasil allah] fa-zawwaja-ha....
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between two palm trees when her mother came for her; how she had shoulder-length
hair at the time; how her face was washed; how she was out of breath; how she was
led into a house, where the Prophet was waiting, and some men and women
congratulated her; how the men and women departed, and the Prophet consummated
his marriage to her; how Sa‘d b. ‘Ubadah brought her food; and, finally, how she was
nine years old at the time.

It is clear that Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s hadith is actually two distinct narratives that
have been stitched together: one from an omniscient narrator (who is perhaps meant
to be Yahya), who follows Kawlah around as she arranges the Prophet’s marriages to
both ‘A’iSah and Sawdah, and who also switches to following *Abu Bakr at one point;
and one from ‘A’iSah, who narrates her own marital consummation in excruciating
detail. There is no way that “A’iSah could be the narrator in the first section: the events
mostly occur in her absence, and she is described therein in the third person. Thus, at
minimum, Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s hadith comprises two distinct narrations. Indeed, the
presence of galat ‘a@’iSah between the two sections even remains as a kind of stitch line,
showing where the two initially-discrete narratives were joined together.

The initial discreteness of the two narratives can also be discerned in a subtle
tension therebetween: in the first narrative, the Prophet comes and marries ‘A’i$ah
immediately after ’Abu Bakr’s successful cancellation of her prior engagement to
Jubayr (i.e., in Makkah, before the Hijrah); but in the second narrative, ‘A’iah is
married in Madinah, after the Hijrah. Of course, this discrepancy is explained away in
light of the second narrative: ‘A’iSah was merely engaged to the Prophet in Makkah,
and it was only in Madinah that their marriage was consummated. And yet, there is no
hint in the first narrative of a prolonged engagement, no hint that ‘A’i$ah’s marital
consummation was delayed for years: only the second narrative would lead us to read
such into the first. Moreover, ‘A’isah’s marriage to the Prophet is described in identical
terms to his marriage to Sawdah, which is usually understood to have been
consummated soon afterwards (i.e., in Makkah, before the Hijrah).>78 Given the parallel
language used for ‘A’iah and Sawdah (not to mention the fact that ‘A’i$ah is depicted

here is being married before Sawdah), we would naturally assume that both ‘A’i$ah and

578 E.g., Barbara F. Stowasser, Women in the Qur'an, Traditions, and Interpretation (Oxford, UK: Oxford

University Press, 1994), 170, n. 60 (citing various reports from Ibn Sa‘d); ’Isma‘1l b. ‘Umar b. Katir (ed.
Mustafa ‘Abd al-Wahid), al-Sirah al-Nabawiyyah, vol. 2 (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar al-Ma‘rifah, 1976), p. 144.
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Sawdah were fully married to the Prophet (i.e.,, consummated) in Makkah, before the
Hijrah. At the very least, the first narrative seems ignorant of the second, which is
consistent with both reflecting independent—or originally-independent—streams of
marriage tradition pertaining to ‘A’i$ah.

If Muhammad b. ‘Amr indeed combined two separate narratives into a single hadith,
whence came said narratives? Did he simply take two reports from the same source
(e.g., Yahya) and combine them into one, or did he instead combine two different
reports from two different sources? As it happens, several of the elements comprising
the first narrative can be found in other hadiths, including one disseminated by the
Egyptian CL al-Layt b. Sa‘d (d. 175/791), citing an Egypto-Madinan SS back to
‘Urwah>79%; one recorded by Ibn Sa‘d, citing an Iragian SS back to Kufan Follower
‘Atiyyah al-‘Awfi580; and one recorded by Ibn Sa‘d, citing a Kufan SS back to Ibn
‘Abbas.581 [t is thus possible that Muhammad b. ‘Amr constructed the first narrative in
his hadith out of a set of existing elements, some of which survive independently in
hadiths such as those just cited. However, since all of these reports—at least in their
extant forms—postdate Muhammad b. ‘Amr, the direction of causation could be
reversed: it is possible that the spread of Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s hadith spawned spinoff
traditions, such as those just cited. Alternatively, it may be the case that all of these
hadiths, including Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s hadith, reflect common tradition that was
circulating even earlier than Muhammad b. ‘Amr. At this stage, little more can be said
thereon.

By contrast, the origin of the second narrative comprising Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s
hadith can be pinpointed fairly precisely: there is little doubt that it was borrowed
from Version 4 of HiSam b. ‘Urwah’s marital-age hadith, either directly from Hisam, or
from one of Hisam’s students, such as ’Abu ’Usamah, Hammad b. Salamah, or ‘Ali b.
Mushir. There are several reasons to think this. Firstly, the redactions of ’Abu "Usamah,
Hammad, ‘Ali, and Muhammad b. ‘Amr (i.e., his second narrative) are all markedly
more similar to each other than to all other versions of the marital-age hadith: in all of

them, ‘A’i$ah recounts how, after her emigration to Madinah, a woman came to her

579 Bukari, Sahih, 111, p. 1065; Bayhaqi (ed. Turki), al-Sunan al-Kubrd, XIV, p. 256, # 14031; ‘Ubayd
Allah b. Battah al-‘Ukbari (ed. Rida Mu‘ti et al.), al-’Ibanah al-Kubrd, vol. 9 (Riyadh, KSA: Dar al-Rayah, n.
d.), p. 675, # 184.

580 [bn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, V111, p. 40.

581 Jpid., p. 39.
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whilst she was playing on a swing, when she had shoulder-length hair; she was cleaned
and beautified; and she was consummated in marriage at age nine. This immediately
implies that all four redactions constitute a common tradition and share a more recent
common ancestor vis-a-vis all other versions of the marital-age hadith—a recent
common ancestor comprising all of these inherited elements. This already fits
awkwardly with the claim of the relevant ’isnads that ‘A’i$ah, operating in the distant
depths of the 7th Century CE, is the source for (i.e., the formulator of) this textual recent
common ancestor: given the rates of mutation established for the 1st Islamic Century
already, a much more recent source therefor would be expected.>82 This problem is
immediately solved if Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s claim to an alternative path back to ‘A’iah
is disregarded: the other three ’isnads all cite HiSam as their common source, who—
chronologically—fits perfectly as the formulator of the textual recent common
ancestor of this distinctive tradition.

However, an even stronger case can be made. In terms of elemental sequence and
specific wording, the redactions of ’Abu Usamah and “Ali are much closer to each other
than they are to either Hammad’s or Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s.>83 At the same time, the
redactions of ’Abui *'Usamah, ‘Ali b. Mushir, and Muhammad b. ‘Amr are much closer to
each other than they are to Hammad’s.584 This implies that the redactions of Abu
’Usamabh, ‘All, and Muhammad b. ‘Amr all share an even more recent common ancestor
vis-a-vis Hammad'’s, despite the fact that Muhammad b. ‘Amr claimed a more distant
common source vis-a-vis ’Abi ’Usamah, ‘Ali, and Hammad. Since the differences
between ’Abu *Usamabh, ‘Ali, and Hammad'’s redactions are partially explained by their
common source, HiSam, having transmitted the hadith in different ways in different
places (see above), this means that Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s redaction is not just broadly
similar to a tradition emanating from HiSam, but is most similar to a specific sub-

tradition emanating from Hisam. The simplest explanation for this pattern is that

582 Similarly, see Mitter, cited previously.

583 E.g., both have wuiktu and $a‘[a]ri, absent in the others; both have “atat-ni 'ummi 'umm riman,
where Muhammad has ja’at-ni 'ummi and Hammad has ja’a-ni niswah; both have wa-ma ‘7 sawahib[i/at],
absent in the others; both have fa-sarakat bi, etc., absent in the others; both have fa-’ida niswah min al-
’ansar, where Muhammad has fa-ijtama‘a ’ilay-hi rijal min al-’ansar wa-nisa’, and Hammad has nothing;
both have the “ansdr bestowing a barakah, where Muhammad has “A’i$ah’s mother invoke bdraka allah,
and Hammad has nothing; both have duha", absent in the others; etc.

584 E.g,, all three have jumaymah, where Hammad has mujammamah; all three have ‘A’i§ah’s mother
(Cummi or 'umm riiman), where Hammad has plural, anonymous women (niswah); all three mention a
bab, absent in Hammad; all three have nafasi, absent in Hammad; all three mention the “ansar, absent
from Hammad; all three mention blessings (i.e., variants of the b-r-k root), absent in Hammad.
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Muhammad b. ‘Amr borrowed a specific iteration of HiSam’s Version 4 hadith, out of a
range of iterations thereof.

That said, in three instances, the redactions of Muhammad b. ‘Amr and ‘Ali are more
similar to each other than either is to the other two,>8> even though °Ali and *Abu
’Usamah’s redactions are still generally more similar to each other. This is easily
explained by ‘All’s redaction’s having been contaminated by the spreading hadith of
Muhammad b. ‘Amr (following Muhammad’s initial borrowing from HiSam); after all,
most of the relevant tradents (i.e, ‘Ali b. Mushir and Muhammad’s students—
Muhammad b. BiSr, Yahya b. Sa‘ld, ‘Abd Allah b. ’Idris, et al.) were operating in Kufah
at the same time. That said, if ‘Ali’s version was indeed influenced by Muhammad'’s
version, it seems odd that the elaborations and details in the latter are absent from the
former. However, there is actually no need to posit a secondary contamination, since
the pattern of evidence is consistent with only a single instance of borrowing by
Muhammad b. ‘Amr. If HiSam alternated his hadith in successive retellings (as has been
argued already), then the pattern of similarities and differences can be explained as

follows:

e Firstly, HiSam formulated Version 4, which was originally more similar to
Hammad’s redaction, and which Hammad received (and paraphrased to some
degree). Given that Hammad’s redaction is much simpler than the rest,58¢ it
makes sense that his would reflect an earlier phase (i.e., a less elaborated
version) of Version 4.

e Secondly, Hisam transmitted a more elaborate iteration of Version 4 containing
the wordings shared by the redactions of both Muhammad b. ‘Amr and “Alj,
which Muhammad b. ‘Amr borrowed and subsequently paraphrased in his own
retellings—thus, the appearance of certain novel features in his redactions.>87
The greater degree of paraphrase in Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s version (compared
to those of ‘Al and Abti "'Usamah) is only to be expected, given that he belonged

to an earlier generation.

585 Both Muhammad and °All have the line nazalna fi bani al-harit bn al-kazraj; Muhammad has
masahat wajhi bi-Say’ min ma’ and ‘Al1 has Say’®" min ma’ fa-masahat bi-hi wajhi; and both have “anhaju.

586 Not just in terms of elements, but also in terms of some details within elements—notably, the
vague niswah.

587 E.g., al-sunh in the ‘Hijrah’ element; ‘adqayn in the ‘swing’ element; the entire element of Sa‘d’s
bringing food; etc.
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e Thirdly, HiSam transmitted another—still elaborate—iteration of Version 4
containing both the wordings shared by the redactions of both Muhammad b.
‘Amr and °Ali and the wordings shared by the redactions of ‘All and ’Abu
’Usamah, which ‘Al1 inherited and transmitted to his students.

e Fourthly, HiSam transmitted a slightly different—but still elaborate—iteration
of Version 4 (i.e., one that was still very close to that which he transmitted to
‘Ali) to ’Abu °Usamah. Alternatively (and this is probably the simpler
explanation), HiSam transmitted the same iteration to both ‘Ali and ’Abu
’Usamah, and the latter simply omitted the three wordings shared by both

Muhammad b. ‘Amr and “Ali in the course of his own paraphrasing.

Regardless of which specific scenario we opt for, the bottom line is this: Muhammad b.
‘Amr’s redaction is most similar to specific sub-versions of Version 4 of HiSam'’s marital-
age hadith, which is most easily explained in general by his redaction being a
derivation therefrom. If Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s redaction and Hisam’s Version 4
coequally descended (via Yahya and ‘Urwah, respectively) from ‘A’i$ah, without the
occurrence of any contamination, then Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s redaction should be the
outlier vis-a-vis the various transmissions from HiSam, since the latter transmissions
would all share a more recent common source. Instead, Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s redaction
seems to reflect one out of a range of sub-versions emanating from HiSam.
Muhammad b. ‘“Amr did not simply copy and paste a version of Version 4 of HiSam’s
hadith, however: in addition to paraphrasing what he received, he sometimes
relocated the ‘marriage’ element therefrom into the first narrative in his composite
hadith, at the end of the section dealing with ‘A’i$ah’s engagement to the Prophet.588
This makes chronological sense: since HiSam’s hadith focuses upon the marital
consummation, and the first narrative in Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s hadith focuses on
marital engagement, it makes sense that Muhammad b. “Amr would relocate the one
element in HiSam’s hadith pertaining to the marital engagement to the section in the
first narrative dealing with that issue. Still, in some instances (perhaps reflecting the

earliest phase of his transmission of this composite hadith), Muhammad b. ‘Amr

588 Attested by Muhammad b. BiSr and Sa‘id b. Yahy4; see the relevant sections thereon, above.
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retained the ‘marriage’ element in its original position, in the second narrative within
his composite hadith.58?

Finally, the last element in Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s hadith, concerning Sa‘d b.
‘Ubadah’s bringing of some food to ‘A’iSah after her marital consummation, can be
found in various forms in several reports recorded by Ibn Sa‘d, citing numerous
Madinan SSs back to early Madinan authorities. Thus, the Madinan Followers ’Abu Bakr
b. Hazm,5% ‘Asim b. ‘Umar b. Qatidah,’9! and Muhammad b. ‘Abd al-Rahman b.
Zurarah>92 each reportedly narrated about the bowl (jafnah) of Sa‘d b. ‘Ubadah; the
Madinan Follower ‘Umarah b. Gaziyyah and a certain ‘Amr b. Yahy4593 both reportedly
narrated about the content of Sa‘d’s bowl, and how he would dispatch it (yab‘atu bi-
ha) to the Prophet whenever he made his rounds (dara)%°4; and the early Madino-
Syrian traditionist Ibn Sihab al-Zuhri reportedly also mentioned how the bowl of Sa‘d
used to make the rounds with him,>?> as did the Madinan Companion (and wife of the
Prophet) 'Umm Salamah.>%¢ All of this is consistent with the element of Sa‘d’s bowl’s
being in circulation in Madinah in the 8th Century CE, and with Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s
having incorporated this element into his composite hadith. However, absent a

dedicated ICMA of these hadiths, this conclusion remains speculative.

‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad b. ‘Uqayl (d. post-140/757-758)

589 Attested by ’Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Jabbar; see the relevant section thereon, above.

590 [bn Sa“d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 116: Muhammad b. ‘Umar [Madinan]—°‘Abd Allah
b. Ja‘far b. ‘Abd al-Rahman b. al-Miswar [Madinan]—°‘Abd al-Wahid b. *ab1 ‘Awn [Madinan]—’Abt Bakr
b. Muhammad b. ‘Amr b. Hazm [Madinan].

591 Jpid.: Muhammad b. ‘Umar [Madinan]—Muhammad b. Salih b. Dinar [Madinan]—‘Asim b. ‘Umar
b. Qatadah [Madinan]—Prophet.

592 Jbid.: Muhammad b. ‘Umar [Madinan]—Qudamah b. Miisa [Madinan] —Muhammad b. ‘Abd al-
Rahman b. Zurarah [Madinan].

593 [n contrast to the others, I was not able to identify ‘Amr b. Yahya.

594 Jpid.: Muhammad b. ‘Umar [Madinan]—Sa‘id b. Muhammad b. ’abi Zayd [Madinan]—‘Umarah b.
Gaziyyah [Madinan] & ‘Amr b. Yahy4a [Meccan].

595 Jbid.: Muhammad b. ‘Umar [Madinan]—[‘Abd Allah b.] ‘Abd al-‘Aziz al-Layti [Madinan]—Ibn Sihab
al-Zuhri [Madinan].

59 Jpid.: pp. 116-117: Muhammad b. ‘Umar [Madinan]—M1sa b. Ya‘qib [Madinan] —Umm Salamah
[Madinan].

180



The prominent Andalusian Maliki jurist and Hadith scholar Yuasuf b. ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Abd
al-Barr (d. 463/1071) recorded the following in his al-Tamhid li-ma fi al-Muwatta’ min

al-Ma‘ani wa-al-’Asanid:

‘Abd al-Warit related to us: “Qasim related to us: ““Ahmad b. Zuhayr related
to us—he said: “Misa b. ’Isma‘l related to us—he said: “Hammad b.
Salamah related to us...”” [And] ’Ahmad b. Zuhayr [also] said: “My father
related to us—he said: “Jarir related to us....”” They [i.e.,, Hammad and Jarir]
said: “Hisam b. ‘Urwah reported to us, from his father, from ‘A’i$ah, who
said: “The Messenger of God married me when I was a girl of six or seven
years, and consummated the marriage with me when I was a girl of nine

nnnnnn

years.

And [it is reported] in the transmission of al-’Aswad, from “A’i$ah, that
the Messenger of God married her when she was a girl of nine years, whilst
‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad b. ‘Uqayl said: “The Messenger of God married her
when she was a girl of ten years (tazawwaja-ha rastul allah wa-hiya ibnat
‘asr sinin).”>97

Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr’s summary of hadiths features some familiar transmissions, but to
these he adds the statement of a certain ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad b. ‘Uqayl, who would
seem to be the Madinan Follower ’Abti Muhammad ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad b.
‘Uqayl/‘Aqil b. ’abi Talib al-Hasimi (d. post-140/757-758), who was remembered as
having transmitted Hadith to Hammad b. Salamah, Sufyan al-Tawri, and Sufyan b.
‘Uyaynah, amongst others.5?8 ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad'’s statement is striking, since he
places ‘A’i$ah’s marital engagement (tazawwuj) at age ten, rather than the usual six or
seven, or even the unusual nine. This could be the product of simple error, or it could
reflect a lingering, alternative tradition of ‘A’i$ah’s marital age. Unfortunately, there is
no way to tell: even the attribution of this statement to ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad cannot
be confirmed, since I was unable to find a single other reference thereto, besides Ibn
‘Abd al-Barr’s. Moreover, Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr does not even provide an ’isnad for this
statement back to ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad, which only compounds the matter. Suffice
to say, ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad cannot be considered a credible tradent or source

within the broader marital-age tradition.

597 [bn ‘Abd al-Barr (ed.’A‘rab), Tamhid, XIX, p. 108.
598 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’ut et al.), Siyar, V1, pp. 204-205.
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’Isma‘il b. Ja*far (d. pre-148/765)

[ was able to find a single report ascribed to the *Isma‘lli imam ’Isma‘il b. Ja‘far (who
lived in Madinah), recorded as follows by the eminent Twelver traditionist Muhammad

b. Ya‘qub al-Kulayni/al-Kulini (d. 328/939-940) in his al-Furu‘ min al-Kaft:

‘All b. ’Ibrahim [related] from Muhammad b. ‘Is4, from Yinus, from *Abu
’Ayyub al-Kazzaz, who said: “I asked °Isma‘l b. Ja‘far: “When is the
testimony of a boy permissible?” He said: “When he attains ten years.””

He [i.e, ’Abu ’Ayyub] said: “I said: “And is his authority [over himself]
permissible?””

He [i.e.,, ’Abu ’Ayyub] said: “Then he said: “Verily the Messenger of God
consummated his marriage with ‘A’iS§ah when she was a girl of ten years
(Cinna rasul allah dakala bi-‘@’iSah wa-hiya bint ‘asr sinin), and a girl’'s
marriage cannot be consummated until she is a woman, so when a boy
attains ten years, his authority [over himself] is accepted and his testimony
is accepted.””599

The same hadith is recorded by the eminent Twelver traditionist Muhammad b. al-
Hasan al-Tusi (d. 460/1067) in his Tahdib al-’Ahkam.0

Isma‘il’s statement is striking, since he places ‘A’isah’s marital consummation
(dukul) at age ten, rather than the usual nine. The only other reference to such a late
marital-consummation age that I have found is the following biographical summary by
the Basro-Egyptian scholar ‘Abd al-Malik b. Hisam (d. 213/828-829 or 218/833),
which he appended to his recension of the famous Kitab al-Magazi of Muhammad b.

’Ishaq:

The Messenger of God married (tazawwaja) ‘A’i$ah bt. *abi Bakr al-Siddiq
in Makkah, when she was a girl of seven years (wa-hiya ibnat sab‘sinin), and
consummated the marriage with her (wa-bana bi-ha) in Madinah, when she
was a girl of nine years or ten (wa-hiya bint tis® sinin ‘aw ‘asr). The
Messenger of God did not marry any virgin except her (wa-lam yatazawwaj
rasul allah bikrem gayra-ha). Her father ’Abu Bakr gave her in marriage to
him, and the Messenger of God fixed a 400-dirham dowry for her.601

599 Muhammad b. Ya‘qiib al-Kulayni (ed. ‘Ali *Akbar al-Gaffari), al-Furii min al-Kafi, vol. 3 (Qom, Iran:
Mu’assasat ’Ansariyyan, 2005), p. 1903, # 14442/1.

600 Muhammad b. al-Hasan al-Tisi (ed. Hasan al-Karsan), Tahdib al-’Ahkam, vol. 2 (Qom, Iran:
Mu’assasat ’Ansariyyan, 2005), p. 856, # 7649/49.

601 “‘Abd al-Malik b. HiSam (ed. Ferdinand Wiistenfeld), Kitab Sirat Rasil Allah / Das Leben
Muhammed’s, 2 Volumes in 1 (Gottingen, Germany: Dieterichsche Universitats-Buchhandlung, 1858-
1860), p. 1001.
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This could be the product of simple error, or it could reflect a lingering, alternative
tradition of ‘A’iSah’s marital age. Unfortunately, there is no way to tell: even the
attribution of this statement to ’Isma‘il cannot be confirmed, since I was unable to find
a single other reference thereto, besides al-Kulayni’s and al-Tus1’s. Moreover, there is
a positive reason to doubt the authenticity of this ascription, given its broader context
in early Shi'ism: the report plausibly reflects later intra-Si‘l polemics. Some light
thereon is shed by the eminent Persian Twelver S11 Hadith-scholar ‘Allamah MajlisT (d.
1110/1698) in his Mir’at al-‘Uqiil fi ’Akbdr °Al al-Rasiil, who commented regarding this

report:

Sound (sahih). Perhaps their recounting of this saying—founded upon
invalid analogy—from ’Isma‘il was for proof of the nullity of his fitness for
the Imamate.602

In other words, this hadith was understood to have theological or sectarian
implications: ‘Allamah Majlisi, al-Tusl, and al-Kulayni were all Imamite or Twelver Sis,
whose sect or tradition diverged from the ’Isma‘ilis over whether the Imamate had
passed from Ja‘far al-Sadiq to his older son ’Isma‘l (as the ’Isma‘lis believed) or his
younger son Miisa (as the *Isma‘ilis and Twelvers believed). Given that SiT Imams were
supposed to be infallible, and given that ’Isma‘ll had supposedly engaged in invalid
legal reasoning (according to ‘Allamah Majlisi), this hadith constituted evidence for the
Twelver view against the ’Isma‘lli view. This would explain why Twelver Hadith
collections recorded such a dictum from *Isma‘l in the first place, as ‘Allamah Majlis1
suggested, but it also raises the possibility that the report is a polemical fabrication.
Given all of the above (especially the lack of corroboration), this report cannot be
attributed to ’Isma‘l b. Ja‘far: he is not a credible tradent or source within the broader

marital-age tradition.

’Abii ’Ishaq al-Sabi‘i (d. 127-128/744-746)

602 Muhammad Bagir al-Majlisi (ed. Hagim al-Rasili), Mir’dt al-Uqil fi Akbar °Al al-Rastl, vol. 24
(Tehran, Iran: Dar al-Kutub al-’Islamiyyah, 1983), p. 235.
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[ have collated seven reports ascribed to the Kufan tradent and putative CL *Abti *Ishaq
‘Amr b. ‘Abd Allah al-Sabi, variously recorded by ’Isra’il b. Yiinus (reconstructed),03
‘Abtar b. al-Qasim (reconstructed),®%4 Ibn Sa‘d,®%> and al-Tabarani (who recorded
four).6%¢ As we have already seen, there are serious problems in these ascriptions to
’Abu ’Ishaq. Firstly, the three ascribed via the seeming PCL Sufyan al-Tawri are not
more similar to each other than they are to transmissions from other sources: Ibn
Sa‘d’s transmission from Sufyan looks like it was contaminated by a transmission from
’Abu Mu‘awiyah and/or borrowed from ’Isra’il’s redaction; the elemental composition
of al-Tabaran'’s first transmission from Sufyan contradicts every other transmission
therefrom, and some of the specific wording therein looks like it was borrowed from—
or contaminated by—the redactions of Qabisah and al-Firyabi (both from Sufyan, from
Hisam b. ‘Urwah); and the elemental composition of al-Tabarani’s second transmission
from Sufyan similarly contradicts most other transmissions therefrom, and some of the
specific wording therein likewise looks like it was borrowed from—or contaminated
by—the redactions of Qabisah and al-Firyabi (both from Sufyan, from Hisam b. ‘Urwah).
There is thus no redaction of the tradition of ’Abu ’Ishaq that can be attributed to
Sufyan, which is to say, he is not a credible PCL therefor (i.e., he looks like a spider).607

Secondly, the two reports ascribed via the seeming PCL Sarik b. ‘Abd Alldh are not
more similar to each other than they are to transmissions from other sources: they
differ in terms of ascription (Ibn Mas‘ud vs. ‘A’i$ah), the core detail of the first element
(sitt vs. sab), and the verb in the second element (dakala vs. band); they even differ in
terms of elemental composition, with the second report lacking the ‘death’ element
altogether. Moreover, the second report is more similar to various transmissions from
HiSam b. ‘Urwah, and the first is more similar to certain, specific transmissions from
Isra’il—and, as it happens, one of its transmitters (Yahya b. ’Adam) also ostensibly

transmitted the hadith of ’Isra’ll, with a nearly-identical matn. There is thus no

603 See the section on ’Isra’1l, above.

604 See the section on ‘Abtar, above.

605 [bn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 41.

606 Tabarani (ed. Salafi), al-Mujam al-Kabir, X, p. 184, # 10279 [this edition should be emended (to
include the missing line wa-qubida wa-hiya bint) in light of the 1984 Wizarat al-’ Awqaf wa-al-Shu’iin al-
Diniyyabh, al-Jumhiiriyyah al-‘Iraqiyyah edition (also at # 10279)]; ibid., XXIII, p. 23, ## 54-56.

607 For all of this, see the section on Sufyan al-Tawri, above.
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redaction of the tradition of ’Abii ’Ishaq that can be attributed to Sarik, which is to say,
he is not a credible PCL therefor (i.e., he looks like a spider).608

Thirdly, the redaction of ‘Abtar is much more similar to the tradition of al-’A‘mas
than it is to the other transmissions from ’Abt *Ishaq,%%? bar one—and even this one,
recorded by al-Tabarani, from Hafs, from Qabisah, from Sufyan, is more similar in
wording to transmissions from Qabisah and al-Firyabi, from Sufyan, from HiSam b.
‘Urwah (as noted already). Thus, ‘Abtar’s redaction was likely borrowed from or
contaminated by tradition of al-’A‘mas, whilst the only other ascription to ’Abi *Ishaq
that is similar is clearly a corruption of Qabisah’s transmission from Hisam b. ‘Urwah.

All of this leaves only ’Isra’1l’s ascription to ’Abt *Ishaq, which we have no reason to
accept: it is possible that ’Isra’ll genuinely received his hadith from ’Abt ’Ishaq, but it
is equally possible that he simply paraphrased and reattributed Version 2 of HiSam b.
‘Urwah’s hadith—or Version 1, in combination with the ‘death’ element taken from the
hadith of ’Abu Mu‘awiyah—thereto. Certainly, we have no distinctive redaction that
correlates with ’Abu ’Ishaq: the ascriptions to him are extremely disparate and mostly
similar to transmissions from other sources, which makes ’Abu ’Ishaq look like a
Juynbollian spider.

Only one of these parallel transmissions from ’Abu ’Ishag—one of the conflicting
ascriptions via Sarik, recorded by al-Tabarani—even matches the elemental sequence
and details of some of the transmissions from ’Isra’1l, such that they could conceivably
embody a common tradition from ’Abu ’Ishaq together. However, this parallel
transmission derives via a lengthy SS and—as noted already—derives via a transmitter
of ’Isra’1l’s version, Yahya b. >Adam, who is credited in an earlier source with a nearly-
identical matn. This is exactly what it would look like if Yahya or a later tradent
reattributed his transmission from ’Isra’il to Sarik, which is to say: this ascription to
Sarik looks like a Juynbollian dive. Given such suspicious circumstances, ’Isra’ll’s

ascription to ’Abu ’Ishaq cannot be corroborated thereby.

Ibn Sihab al-Zuhri (d. 124/741-742)

608 For all of this, see the section on Sarik, above.
609 See the section on al-’A‘mas, above.
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I have collated five reports ascribed to the Madino-Syrian tradent and putative CL
Muhammad b. Muslim b. Sihab al-Zuhri, variously recorded by Ma‘mar
(reconstructed),®10 al-Hajjaj b. ’abl Mani‘ (reconstructed),®!! and Ibn Sa‘d (twice).612
Given the potential match between ‘Abd al-Razzaq’s redaction of Ma‘mar’s redaction,
on the one hand, and one of Ibn Sa‘d’s reports, on the other, I have opted to cite the
pre-reconstructed ascriptions via Ma‘mar as well, recorded by °‘Abd al-Razzaq
(reconstructed)®13 and Ibn Sa‘d.61# At first glance, there seems to be some promise in
this cluster of reports: three of them share the elemental combination of ‘marriage’,
‘consummation’, and ‘death’, giving the impression of a distinctive sub-tradition. Upon
closer examination, however, there are serious problems therewith. Firstly, there are
major differences in the ascriptions of these reports: both transmissions from Ma‘mar
have him cite both HiSam and al-Zuhri, but only ‘Abd al-Razzaq has them cite ‘Urwah
in turn; Ibn Sa‘d has Muhammad b. ‘Umar cite both Katir b. Zayd, from al-Muttalib b.
‘Abd Allah b. Hantab, and Muhammad b. ‘Abd Allah, from al-Zuhri; and both Ibn Sa‘d
and al-Hajjaj cite just al-Zuhrl. In other words, all of these reports are mungqati‘, but in
different ways: one has an ascription to ‘Urwah; two have dual ascriptions, to both al-
Zuhri and someone else; and two have ascriptions just to al-Zuhri. It is thus unclear
whether the transmissions from Ma‘mar are even meant to convey a matn from al-
Zuhri rather than HiSam, or whether Ibn Sa‘d—Muhammad b. ‘Umar is meant to
convey a matn from al-Zuhri rather than al-Muttalib.

Moreover, the core elements of these reports are unusually divergent—for example:

‘Abd al- Ibn Sa‘d, from | Ibn Sa‘d, al-Hajjaj, Ibn Sa‘d, from
Razzaq, from | Ibn Humayd, | from Katir, from ‘Ubayd | Muhammad
Ma‘mar from Ma‘mar | from Ja‘far Allah b. ‘Umar,
from
Muhammad &
Katir
nakaha al- nakaha al- malaka rasil | tumma tumma
nabiyy ‘@’iSah | nabiyy @’iSah | allah ‘ugdah | tazawwaja tazawwaja
‘a’iSah rasul allah ‘ala ’atari-ha
‘@’iSah [ba‘da ‘@’iSah bint ’abi
kadijah] wa- bakr al-siddiq

610 See the section on Ma‘mar, above.

611 See the section on al-Hajjaj b. >abi Mani‘, above.

612 [bn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, V111, p. 42; ibid., pp. 156-157.
613 See the section on ‘Abd al-Razzaq, above.

614 [bn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 42.
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kana gad
[ra’a/’uriya] fI
al-nawm
marratayn
yuqalu [la-hu]
hiya imra’atu-
ka wa-‘@’iSah

yawma-’id
[ibnat/bint]
sitt sinin fa-
nakaha-ha
rasul allah
bi-makkah bi-makkah
wa-hiya bint | wa-hiya ibnat | wa-hiyaibnat | wa-hiya wa-hiya ibnat
sitt sanawat tis‘ sanawat sitt sinin [bint/ibnat] sitt sinin
"aw sab‘ "aw sab‘ sitt sinin
fi Sawwal
sanat ‘asr min
al-nubuwwah
Likewise:
‘Abd al- Ibn Sa‘d, from | Ibn Sa‘d, al-Hajjaj, Ibn Sa‘d, from
Razzaq, from | Ibn Humayd, | from Katir, from ‘Ubayd | Muhammad
Ma‘mar from Ma‘mar | from Ja‘far Allah b. ‘Umar,
from
Muhammad &
Katir
wa-zuffat wa-jama‘a-ha | tumma ’inna wa-bana bi-ha
’ilay-hi rasul allah
bana bi-
@’iSah
ba‘da-ma bi-al-madinah
gadima al-
madinah
wa-hiya bint wa-hiya ibnat | wa-@’iSah wa-hiya ibnat

tis® [sinin] tis® sinin yawma bana tis® sinin

bi-ha [rastl

allah] bint tis"

sinin
fi Sawwal
‘alara’s
tamaniyat
’aShur min al-
muhajar
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Of course, this level of variation could just be chalked up to the extremely loose or
sloppy paraphrastic transmission that predominated in the early-to-mid 8th Century
CE, when al-Zuhri would have transmitted to his students.

However, there is a deeper problem: in addition to being extremely divergent in
their core elements, some of these reports are more similar to transmissions from
other authorities, in terms of specific wording and elemental composition, than they
are to each other. Thus, the wording of the ‘death’ element in ‘Abd al-Razzaq’s
transmission from Ma‘mar—which is uncorroborated by Ibn Sa‘d’s transmissions from
Ma‘mar—is much more similar to (in fact, nearly identical to) the corresponding
element in ’Abi Mu‘awiyah’s hadith®1> and several false transmissions from Abtu
Mu‘awiyah and ’Abu °’Ishaq.61® Meanwhile, the ‘death’ elements in Ibn Sa‘d’s
transmissions from both Katir and Muhammad b. ‘Umar are more similar to certain
transmissions from ’Abu Mu‘awiyah®17 and especially ’Isra’il.618 Finally, Ibn Sa‘d’s dual
transmission (via Muhammad b. ‘Umar) from both al-Zuhrt and al-Muttalib is strikingly
similar, in terms of broad outline and sequence, to the following parallel transmission

from al-Zuhri, which can be reconstructed back to al-Zubayr b. Bakkar (d. 256/870):

tna al-zubayrt [bn* bakkarin] haddata-ni muhammad® bnt [al-]hasanil ‘an
[gayri wahidi® min ’ahl' al-‘ilm! min-hum] ’usamat(v/al bnlv/il hafs'» ‘an
[yiinus?/miusa] ‘an ibn! Sihabin

tuwuffiyat ‘@’iSat® laylat2 al-tulata’ li-sab‘@ ‘aSrat? madat min ramadan?
ba‘da al-witr! sanat? tamani™ wa-kamsin2 wa-dufinat min laylati-ha.61?

615 See the section on ’Abii Mu‘awiyah, above.

616 [bn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 41 (Waki*—Sufyan—’Abu ’Ishag—’Abu
‘Ubaydah); Yahya b. Yahya’s redaction of ’Abli Mu‘awiyah'’s redaction (CAbiu Mu‘awiyah—al-’A‘mas—
’Ibrahim—al-’ Aswad—‘A’i$ah); Tabarani (ed. Salafi), al-Mu§am al-Kabir, XXIII, p. 22, # 51 (Muhammad
b. ‘Abd Allah al-Hadrami—Muhammad b. ‘Abd Allah b. Numayr & Yahya al-Himmani1 & Hannad b. al-Sar1
& ’Ibrahim b. ’abl Mu‘awiyah—’Abii Mu‘awiyah—al-’A‘ma$—’Tbrahim—al-’Aswad—°A’i$ah).

617 Tbn Rahwayh (ed. Balasi), Musnad, 11, p. 870, # 1537/995 (CAbu Mu‘awiyah—al-’A‘mas—
’Ibrahim—al-’Aswad—‘A’i$ah).

618 [bn Majah (ed. ‘Abd al-Baqi), Sunan, |, p. 604, # 1877 (CAhmad b. Sinan—’Abl ’Ahmad—’Isra’1l—
’Abi ’Ishag—’Abt ‘Ubaydah—°Abd Allah).

619 Synthesised from [Muhammad b. al-Hasan b. Zabalah &] al-Zubayr b. Bakkar b. ‘Abd Allah (ed.
’Akram Diya’ al-‘Umari) al-Muntakab min Kitab ’Azwaj al-Nabiyy (Madinah, KSA: Matba‘at al-Jami‘ah al-
’[slamiyyah, 1981), p. 39, and Tabarani (ed. Salafi), al-Mu jam al-Kabir, XXIII, p. 28, # 71.
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Ibn Sa‘d and al-Zubayr’s reports share the same distinctive skeleton in their matns, and
although this skeleton is not unique,®20 it is at least plausible that it derives from al-
Zuhri—certainly, Ibn Sa‘d’s secondary ascription to al-Muttalib can be discarded.
However, the skeleton shared by al-Zubayr and Ibn Sa‘d’s reports—that which can be

plausibly ascribed all the way back to al-Zuhri—is the following:

In other words, Ibn Sa‘d’s version lacks the element about ‘A’i§ah’s death, and al-
Zubayr lacks any mention of °‘A’iSah’s age at marital engagement, marital
consummation, and the Prophet’s death: this is consistent with al-Zuhri's simple,
original formulation’s having been contaminated, updated, or elaborated in the
century of transmission between him and the extant recorders thereof (i.e., Ibn Sa‘d
and al-Zubayr). At the very least, all of this is consistent with Ibn Sa‘d’s report’s being
interpolated, such that it cannot be used to reconstruct a version of the marital-age
hadith back to al-Zuhr1.621

This leaves us with only four reports, which together exhibit an unusual level of
divergence in both elemental composition and specific wording, and some of which are
more similar in wording to other hadiths. Certainly, they do not constitute a distinctive
sub-tradition within the broader marital-age hadith-tradition, which means that there
is no particular redaction that can be correlated with and attributed to al-Zuhri. All of
this is consistent with al-ZuhrT’s being a Juynbollian spider, but this comes as no
surprise. After all, in light of the kind of oral transmission that predominated in the 8th
Century CE, it is only to be expected that any genuine traditions about ‘A’iSah’s
marriage (but not her age) deriving from al-Zuhri would be subject to updating by
tradents with access to more detailed or specific information thereon (as seems to have
happened with the skeleton shared by Ibn Sa‘d and al-Zubayr, and may have occurred
also in the case of al-Hajjaj’s report). Likewise, given al-Zuhr1’s towering status in both

legal and biographical Hadith, it is not surprising that he would be the target of at least

620 See the section on ‘Amrah, below.
621 For more on this, see also the section on ‘Amrah, below.
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a few dives, as some transmitters of HiSam’s hadith and others sought alternative or
parallel paths of transmission therefor. Either way, al-Zuhri is not a credible CL in the

marital-age tradition—instead, he looks like a spider.

Qatadah b. Di‘amah (d. 177-178/735-736)

[ was able to find a single report ascribed to the Basran traditionist Qatadah b. Di‘amah,
recorded by al-Tabarani.t22 This transmission is completely isolated, with only a SS
stretching all the way back from al-Tabarani to Qatadah. There can thus be no
correlation between a putative CL and a distinctive sub-tradition in such a situation—
Qatadah is not even a Juynbollian spider. In other words, even the transmission of this
hadith from Muhammad b. Ja‘far to al-Tabarani cannot be confirmed, let alone from
’Ahmad to Muhammad b. Ja“far, let alone from Zuhayr to ’Ahmad, let alone from Sa‘ld
to Zuhayr, let alone from Qatadah to Sa‘id. Even if the hadith has some kind of
transmission-history before al-Tabarani, we have no way of knowing how far back any
given part of the wording goes, absent corroborating transmissions.

That said, a fragment of this hadith is also cited by the Baghdadian Hadith critic Ibn
"ab1 Kaytamah (d. 279/892-893) in his al-Ta’rik al-Kabir, independently of al-Tabarani

and Muhammad b. Ja‘*far:

And Qatadah said: “Kadijah died three years before the Hijrah.” ’Ahmad b.
al-Migdam related that to us, from Zuhayr b. al-‘Ala’, from Sa‘ld, from
Qatadah: “Then the Messenger of God married ‘A’i$ah around the time of
the death of Kadijah (tumma tazawwaja rasil allah ‘@’iSah mutawaffa
kadijah).”623

Although at first glance this suggests that the hadith can be traced at least as far back
as the Basran tradent ’Ahmad b. al-Miqdam (d. 251/865 or 253/867), the fragment in
question contains no reference to ‘A’i$ah’s marital age, which could indicate that the
relevant elements were absent from the original ascription to Qatadah. Absent parallel

transmissions (or at least a full citation of Ibn ’abt Kaytamah’s version), we are again

622 Tabaranti (ed. Salaf1), al-Mu jam al-Kabir, XXI1I, p. 19, # 40.
623 [bn ’ab1 Kaytamah (ed. Halal), al-Ta’rik al-Kabir, 1, p. 170.
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left with uncertainty—all that we can say for sure is that some version of this hadith
can be traced as far back as ’Ahmad, even if most of the features of his original
redaction cannot be identified.

In terms of elemental composition, this hadith does not match any other single
version of the marital-age hadith. In terms of specific elements, however, there are

plenty of matches (beyond the generic ‘marriage’ and ‘consummation’ elements):

e al-Hajjaj b. ’abi Mani”s hadith shares therewith (1) mention of Kadijah’s death
in the ‘marriage’ element, (2) hiya imra’atu-ka in the ‘angelic message’ element,
(3) “six” in the ‘marriage’ element, (4) bi-makkah in the ‘marriage’ element, and
(5) the ‘virgin’ element (albeit differently worded).624

e Ibn Hi%am’s own biographical summary shares therewith (1) “A’i$ah bt. *abi
Bakr al-Siddiq” (i.e., a fuller version of her name), (2) bi-makkah in the
‘marriage’ element, (3) bi-al-madinah in the ‘consummation’ element, and (4)
the lam + imperfect verb version of the ‘virgin’ element.625

e Ibn Sa‘d’s transmission from al-Zuhri and al-Muttalib shares therewith (1)
“A’i$ah bt. ’abi Bakr al-Siddiq” (i.e., a fuller version of her name), (2) bi-makkah
in the ‘marriage’ element, (3) “six” in the ‘marriage’ element, (4) bi-al-madinah
in the ‘consummation’ element, and (5) the tuwuffiya version of the ‘death’
element.626

e Ibn Hanbal’s transmission (via ’Abu Dawud al-Tayalis1) from Ibn ’abi al-Zinad
shares therewith (1) “six” in the ‘marriage’ element, (2) bi-makkah in the
‘marriage’ element, (3) mention of Kadijah’s death at the end of the ‘marriage’
element, and (4) bi-al-madinah in the ‘consummation’ element.627

e al-TabarT’s transmission (via Ibn Sa‘d) from Ibn ‘Abbas shares therewith (1)
“A’i8ah bt. abi Bakr” (i.e., a fuller version of her name), (2) gabla al-hijrah in
the ‘marriage’ element, (3) the tuwuffiya version of the ‘death’ element, and (4)

the lam + imperfect verb version of the ‘virgin’ element.628

624 See the section on al-Hajjaj b. >abi Mani‘, above.

625 [bn Hisam (ed. Wiistenfeld), Das Leben Muhammed’s, p. 1001.
626 [bn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, pp. 156-157.
627 [bn Hanbal (ed. Gamréwi), Musnad, V1, p. 118.

628 Tabari (ed. de Goeje), Annales, IV, pp. 1770-1771.
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e al-Warjlani’s transmission from Jabir shares therewith (1) “six” in the
‘marriage’ element, (2) the rare verbal form ibtand in the ‘consummation’
element, (3) the ‘virgin’ element (albeit differently worded), and (4) the

tuwuffiya version of the ‘death’ element.62°

Thus, in addition to relying upon a mere SS, al-Tabarani’s ascription to Qatadah
curiously exhibits recurring overlaps in content with several other hadiths—and, as it
happens, most of them are connected to Basrah: Ibn Hisam and Ibn Sa‘d both
originated in Basrah; ’Abu Dawud al-Tayalis1 was a prominent Basran traditionist; al-
Warjlani claimed a Basran SS back to Jabir; and, of course, al-Tabarani claimed a Basran
SS back to Qatadah. Moreover, the ‘angelic message’ element (including the similar
wording hadihi imra’atu-ka) constitutes a well-known hadith that was disseminated
by HiSam b. ‘Urwah and transmitted by the notable Basran traditionist Hammad b.
Salamah, among others.630 In light of all of this, it is at the very least plausible that the
ascription to Qatadah was cobbled together out of various biographical elements about
‘A’iSah that were circulating in Basrah—and Iraq more broadly—at the beginning of
the 9th Century CE. Certainly, there are no grounds for identifying Qatadah as a

credible source for any version of the marital-age hadith.

‘Amrah bt. ‘Abd al-Rahman (d. 98/716-717 or 106/724-725)

[ was able to find a single report ascribed via the Madinan Follower ‘Amrah bt. ‘Abd al-
Rahman to ‘A’i$ah, recorded by Ibn Sa‘d.631 This transmission is completely isolated,
with only a SS stretching all the way back from Ibn Sa‘d to “Amrah. There can thus be
no correlation between a putative CL and a distinctive sub-tradition in such a
situation—‘Amrah is not even a Juynbollian spider. Moreover, this report shares the

same distinctive structure and content as the statements of various biographical

629 Yiisuf b. ’Ibrahim al-Warjlani (ed. ‘Abd Allah b. Humayd al-Salimi), Kitab al-Tartib fi al-Sahih min
Hadit al-Rastl (Muscat, Oman: Maktabat Musqat, 2003), p. 326, # 750. Cf. ibid., p. 238, # 528, which has
mata instead of tuwuffiya.

630 Juynboll, Encyclopedia, 195, col. 1; Bassar ‘Awwad Ma‘rif et al., al-Musnad al-Jami‘, vol. 20 (Beirut,
Lebanon: Dar al-Jil, 1993), pp. 348-349, # 17236.

631 [bn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, pp. 39-40.
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authorities—namely: an ascription to both al-Zuhri and al-Muttalib b. ‘Abd Allah b.
Hantab, recorded by Ibn Sa‘d®3%; an ascription to al-Zuhri recorded by al-Zubayr b.
Bakkar (reconstructed)®33; a statement in the Ta’rik of al-Tabari®34; and an ascription
to al-Waqid1 recorded by al-Hakim al-Naysabiiri.63> Since the matn of al-TabarT’s
biographical summary and that of al-Hakim’s transmission from al-Wagqidi are nearly
identical,®3¢ they must be closely related via written transmission: either al-Hakim'’s
transmission was copied from al-Tabar?’s biographical summary, or both were copied
from a common suppressed source, or al-Tabari copied al-Waqidi's biographical
summary. Given the accurate written preservation of al-Hakim’s transmission of al-
Husayn b. al-Faraj’s recension of al-Waqidi’s al-Mubtada’ wa-al-Magazi elsewhere,®37
and given that al-Waqidi was also a major source for al-Tabar1 (including in the
relevant section of al-Tabarl’s work),638 the last scenario seems most likely.
Consequently, we can provisionally treat the urtext behind al-Tabari’s biographical
summary and al-Hakim’s transmission as al-Waqidi's composition (i.e., al-Wagqid1’s
own biographical summary).

In light of this, we are left with the following reports and statements: Ibn Sa‘d’s
transmission, from al-Wagqidi, from al-Zuhri and al-Muttalib; al-Zubayr’s transmission
from al-Zuhri; Ibn Sa‘d’s transmission, via al-Wagqidi, from ‘Amrah; and (provisionally)
al-Waqidi's own biographical summary. For a clearer comparison, consider the

following breakdown of the elements and wordings of the statements and reports in

question:
Ibn Sa‘d, al-Zubayr, Ibn Sa‘d, al-Wagqidi
from al-Wagqidji, from al-Zuhri from al-Wagqidji,
from al-Zuhri & from ‘Amrah
al-Muttalib

[wa-]‘@’iSah bint
’ab1 bakr ’'ummu-
ha ’umm raman
bint ‘umayr bn

632 Jpid., pp. 156-157.

633 See the section on Ibn Sihab al-Zuhri, above.

634 Tabari (ed. de Goeje), Annales, IV (series I1I), p. 2439.

635 Hakim, Mustadrak, V11, p. 20, # 6881.

636 T. adds wa-; H. adds rastl allah; and T. has ibnah where H. has bint.

637 See the section on Muhammad b. ‘Umar al-Wagqidji, above.

638 [n fact, al-Waqidi is cited in the very next sentence of al-Tabari’s biographical dictionary (loc. cit.),
following the information on ‘A’i$ah: “Ibn ‘Umar said....”
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‘amir min bani
duhman bn al-
harit bn ganm bn
malik bn kinanah

tumma tazawwaja
‘ala ’atari-ha

’anna rasul allah
tazawwaja ‘@’iSah

tazawwaja-ni rasul
allah

tazawwaja-ha
rasul allah

‘@’iSah bint *abi bint *ab1 bakr
bakr al-siddiq bi-
makkah
wa-hiya ibnat sitt
sinin
fi Sawwal fi Sawwal fi Sawwal fi Sawwal
sanah ‘aSr min al- | [sanah ‘aSr min al- | sanah ‘asr min al- | sanah ‘asr min al-
nubuwwah nubuwwah nubuwwah nubuwwah
gabla al-hijrah bi- | gabla al-hijrah li- gabla al-hijrah bi-
talat sinin] talat sinin talat sinin

wa-’ana ibnat sitt

sinin

wa-hajara rasul

allah fa-qadima

al-madinah

yawma al-’itnayn

li-’itnatay ‘asrah

laylah kalat min

sahr rabi- al-

awwal
wa-bana wa-’a‘rasa wa-’a‘rasa wa-‘arrasa
bi-ha bi-ha b1 bi-ha

[rasul allah]

bi-al-madinah bi-al-madinah
wa-hiya ibnat tis‘
sinin
fi Sawwal fi Sawwal fi Sawwal fi Sawwal
‘alara’s ‘ala ra’s tamaniyah | ‘alara’s ‘alara’s
tamaniyah ‘asar tamaniyah tamaniyah

’asShur min

Sahra» min
muhajari-hi

’ashur min

’ashur min

al-muhajar ’ila al-madinah al-muhajar al-hijrah
wa-kuntu yawma | wa-kanat yawma
dakala bi ibtana bi-ha
ibnat [bint/ibnah]
tis sinin tis sinin

wa-tuwuffiya ‘an-
ha wa-hiya ibnat
tamaniy ‘aSrah
sanah

wa-tuwuffiyat
‘a@’isah laylat al-
tulata’ li-sab“
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‘aSrah madat min
ramadan ba‘da
al-witr sanat
taman wa-
kamsin wa-
dufinat min
laylati-ha

All four reports and statements share the same structure or elemental sequence, and
much of the same wording: (1) The Messenger of God married ‘A’i$ah bt. ’abi Bakr, (2)
during Sawwal, (3) in the tenth year of the Prophethood, (4) three years before the
Hijrah; and (5) he arranged her wedding feast, (6) during Sawwal, (7) at the beginning
of eight months since his emigration. Two of them add: (5.5) in Madinah. Additionally,
two of them add: (8) and she was, on the day that he consummated the marriage with
her, a girl of nine years. Clearly, these four reports are closely related—in fact, they
much more similar to each other than they are to any other version of the marital-age
hadith.

There are two common denominators in the ’isnads for these matns: al-Zuhri, who
is the source cited for two of them; and al-Wagqidi, who is a transmitter in two of them,
and the source in another (i.e., his own biographical summary). There are two ways to
explain this correlation (within the framework of an ICMA): either the common
skeleton of these reports derives from a formulation by al-Zuhri, which was inherited
by al-Waqidi and then variously elaborated and reattributed (including via ‘Amrah);
or the common skeleton derives from al-Waqidi himself and was variously
reformulated and retrojected back to al-Zuhri and others. Given al-Zubayr b. Bakkar’s
independent transmission from al-Zuhri, I am inclined to accept the first scenario—
but the possibility that al-Zubayr borrowed (directly or indirectly) from al-Wagqidi
cannot be discounted. That said, al-Zubayr’s report lacks some key elaborations (i.e.,
specific biographical details) present in all of al-WaqidI’s versions, which we would not
expect al-Zubayr to have omitted (given his interests as a biographer); consequently,
it seems reasonable to infer that al-Zubayr’s report represents an independent
transmission from al-Zuhri, free from al-Wagqidi’s alterations (including references to
‘A’i$ah’s marital age).639 Consequently, the ascription to ‘Amrah—which contains these

additions associated with al-Waqidi—represents a secondary stage of the distinctive

639 For more on this, see also the section on al-Zuhri, above.
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tradition originating with al-Zuhri (i.e., his own words), thus precluding its
authenticity.

In short, Ibn Sa‘d’s transmission via “Amrah probably originated as a biographical
summary by al-Zuhri, which lacked any reference to ‘A’iSah’s marital age; this
summary was inherited and variously updated by al-Waqidi, who inserted references
to ‘A’i$ah’s marital age therein; then an iteration of al-Wagqidi’s updated version was

ascribed via ‘Amrah back to ‘A’i$ah.

’Abii Salamah (d. 94/712-713 or 104/722-723)

[ have collated two reports ascribed to the Madinan Follower ’Abu Salamah b. ‘Abd al-
Rahman, recorded by Muhammad b. ‘Amr (reconstructed)®4? and al-Nasa’1.64! There
are numerous problems with these two reports. Firstly, Muhammad b. ‘Amr cites both
’Abi Salamah and Yahya b. ‘Abd al-Rahman as his source, which makes it unclear which
of the two was supposed to be the actual source for the matn. Secondly, there is a
discrepancy in the ascriptions, since al-Nasa’l’s report reaches all the way back to
‘A’iSah, whereas Muhammad b. ‘Amr only reaches back to ’Abu Salamah (and Yahy4);
even if we prefer the raised version of Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s hadith in this regard, the
problem only gets worse, since the raised version only cites Yahy4, from ‘A’i$ah,
without any mention of ’Abu Salamah. Thirdly, the matns of these two reports are
amongst the most dissimilar in the relevant corpus: al-Nasa’t’s is extremely short,
comprising only the ‘marriage’ and ‘consummation’ elements, whereas Muhammad b.
‘Amr’s is a lengthy, disjointed narrative, comprising a multitude of elements. Moreover,
where al-Nasa’l has the ‘marriage’ and ‘consummation’ elements directly coupled,
Muhammad b. ‘Amr usually has them dispersed across his vast narrative. In fact, in
terms of elemental composition and sequence, al-Nasa’’s report is much more similar
to Version 1 of HiSam’s hadith. In terms of specific wording, however, it is most similar
to the corresponding elements in Wuhayb’s redaction of Version 2,942 and to those in

’Abu Ya‘ld’s dubious transmission from Muhammad b. ‘Amr, from Yahya, from

640 See the section on Muhammad b. ‘Amr, above.
641 Nasa’1 (ed. Tayyar et al.), Sunan, p. 794, # 3379.
642 See the section on Wuhayb, above.
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‘A’iSah.643 Regardless, these two reports are amongst the most disparate in the marital-
age tradition, and certainly do not embody a distinctive sub-tradition that can be
correlated with a common ascription to ’Abu Salamah. Consequently, ’Abu Salamah
looks like another example of a Juynbollian spider, and certainly cannot be counted as

a genuine CL for this hadith-tradition.

Jabir b. Zayd (d. 93/711-712 or 103/721-722)

I was able to collate two reports ascribed to the Basran Follower ’Abii al-Sa‘ta’ Jabir b.
Zayd: one recorded by al-Hakim al-Naysaburi,®44 and another recorded twice, in two
slightly different versions, by al-Warjlani.645> At first glance, these two/three reports
appear to embody a common, distinctive tradition: both/all of them contain the
elements of ‘A’iSah’s marital engagement and consummation, the Prophet’s death, and
‘A’i$ah’s death during the reign of Mu‘awiyah. In this respect, these reports are more
similar to each other than they are to all the rest, which is consistent with their
embodying the distinctive, underlying redaction of their common source, Jabir b. Zayd.

However, there are several problems with these reports. Firstly, they contradict
each other on a basic detail: al-Hakim’s report has ‘A’i$ah’s marriage occurring at age
seven, where al-Warjlan1’s reports have it at age six. However, this could be chalked up
to the early, sloppy transmission that these reports had to have undergone in the time
between Jabir and the extant sources preserving them, if indeed they originated with
Jabir.

Secondly, in certain key respects, al-Warjlani’s reports are more similar to other
reports. For example, as we have seen already, al-Warjlan1’s reports share a lot of
material with the hadith ascribed to Qatadah: “six” in the ‘marriage’ element; the rare
verbal form ibtand in the ‘consummation’ element; the ‘virgin’ element (albeit

differently worded); and—in the case of one of al-Warjlani’s reports—the tuwuffiya

643°Abii Ya‘la (ed. ’Asad), Musnad, VIII, pp. 132-133, # 4683 /317. Also see the section on Muhammad
b. ‘Amr, above.

644 Hakim, al-Mustadrak ‘ald al-Sahihayn, V11, p. 19, # 6879.

645 Warjlani (ed. Salimi), al-Tartib fi al-Sahih, p. 238, # 528; ibid., p. 326, # 750

197



version of the ‘death’ element.®4¢ This makes it seem like al-Warjlan1’s reports are
contaminated or interpolated, if not outright cobbled together from disparate sources.

Thirdly, it is well-known that al-Warjlani borrowed extensively from Sunni Hadith
sources in his creation of his Musnad, systematically (falsely) ascribing such material
via the early imams of his Ibadite sect: al-Rabi‘ b. Habib, from ’Abu ‘Ubaydah Muslim,
from Jabir b. Zayd.®47 In other words, there are immediate source-critical grounds for
suspecting that al-Warjlant’s versions are the product of some kind of borrowing and
retrojection (i.e., Ibadite dives), rather than genuine transmission all the way back to
the Ibadite leaders of 8th-Century Basrah. Indeed, it is possible that al-Warjlani
directly borrowed from the work of al-Hakim (or from one of al-Hakim'’s sources for
his version of the hadith in question), along with sources, in his creation of the two
relevant hadiths in his collection.

If al-Warjlani’s report was borrowed from al-Hakim’s report (or a source of the
latter’s), however, then suspicion falls upon the latter in turn: the core of al-Hakim's
report is an elemental sequence matches the distinctive sub-tradition of ’Isra’il b.
Yunus above all others (in particular, those transmissions from him that include the
qubida wording),%4® which immediately suggests that the matn of al-Hakim's report
derives therefrom. This is only compounded by the fact that al-Hakim’s matn includes
a chronological addendum—the specification that ‘A’iSah died in the year 57 AH,
during the reign of Mu‘awiyah—that again makes it look like a secondary construction
vis-a-vis the transmissions of ’Isra’il. To this can be added the fact that most versions
of the marital-age hadith that include the ‘death’ element (especially, the traditions of
"Isra’ll and al-’A*mas) derive from Kufans citing Kufan sources, which strongly suggests
that the elemental combination in question (“A’i$ah was married when she was a girl
of X years’ and ‘the Prophet died when she was a girl of eighteen’) derives from Kufah.

This would imply that al-Hakim'’s version, which claims a lengthy Hamadhanian and

646 See the section on Qatadah, above.

647 E.g., Ersilia Francesca, ‘The Concept of sunna in the Ibadi School’, in Adis Duderija (ed.), The Sunna
and Its Status in Islamic Law: The Search for a Sound Hadith (Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave Macmillan, 2015),
109: “The material is almost the same as that reported by Sunnis: most of the traditions transmitted by
al-Rabi‘ are reported in Sunni collections by other Sunni authorities with the same wording, or with
slight differences; the isnad of the two first parts is as follows: al-Rabi‘ b. Habib—Abt ‘Ubayda—]Jabir b.
Zayd—a companion—Prophet. The companions are mainly: Ibn ‘Abbas, Abi Hurayra, Abu Sa‘ld al-
Khudri, Anas b. Malik, ‘A’isha.”

648 See the section on ’Isrd’1l, above.
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Levantine SS (in fact, a Levantine family ’isnad) back to a Basran source, is a false
ascription, or in other words: al-Hakim'’s version looks exactly like a Levantine dive.
In short, we lack credible, independent transmissions unto Jabir b. Zayd, which
precludes the attribution of any version of the marital-age hadith to him: he cannot be
established as a CL. Moreover, there is reason to suspect that the core of both

transmissions derives from the distinctive sub-tradition of ’Isra’il.

“‘Urwah b. al-Zubayr (d. 93-95/711-714 or 101/719-720)

[ was able to collate six reports ascribed to the Madinan Follower ‘Urwah b. al-Zubayr
b. al-‘Awwam, four of which were recorded by his son HiSam (reconstructed),®*® one
of which was recorded by ‘Abd al-Razzaq (reconstructed),®>° and one of which was
recorded by al-Tabarani.6>1 Two of these reports need to be discarded immediately,
since they have already been shown to be the product of contamination, interpolation,
error, or fabrication. Firstly, ‘Abd al-Razzaq’s version is plausibly contaminated or
interpolated, and there is reason to think—based on a parallel transmission from
Ma‘mar—that Ma‘mar’s original formulation lacked any reference to ‘Urwah at all.652
Secondly, al-Tabarani’s hadith comprises a matn that was likely borrowed from Sufyan
al-Tawr?’s redaction of HiSam'’s Version 2 hadith (or al-’Ahwas b. Jawwab’s redaction
thereof in particular), and an altered version of the usual Ibn ’abi al-Zinad ’isnad (in
which Hisam has been replaced by ’Abi al-Zinad).653

This leaves us with only four different ascriptions by HiSam back to his father
‘Urwah, which amounts to four isolated transmissions of four different versions of the
marital-age hadith. There is thus no question of ‘Urwah being established as a CL:
absent independent corroboration, he cannot even rise to the level of a Juynbollian
spider. Moreover, the fact that HiSam claimed the same source (‘Urwah or ‘Urwah—
‘A’i$ah) for four (and possibly more) markedly different versions of the same hadith is

highly suspect: whilst it is certainly possible that he simply received and passed on

649 See the section on Hisam b. ‘Urwah, above.

650 See the section on ‘Abd al-Razzaq, above.

651 Tabaranti (ed. Tariq & Husayni), al-Mujam al-’Awsat, V11, p. 94, # 6957.
652 See the section on Ma‘mar, above.

653 See the section on Ibn ’abi al-Zinad, above.
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each of them from his father, such evidence is also consistent with HiSam’s having
created and/or reworked the hadiths himself in successive retellings, incorporating
different elements from a broader pool of material at various points. There is even
direct evidence for this in the case of Version 2 of HiSam'’s hadith, which demonstrably
arose through the addition of the ‘death’ element—taken from some other source—to
Version 1.654

In short, the hadith of “A’i$ah’s marital age cannot be traced back to ‘Urwabh, at least

on the basis of an ICMA.

Habib al-’A*war (d. early 8th C. CE)

I was able to find a single report ascribed to the early Madinan traditionist Habib al-
’A*war, recorded by al-Wagqidi (reconstructed).655 This transmission is completely
isolated, with only a SS stretching back from al-Waqidi to Habib. There can thus be no
correlation between a putative CL and a distinctive sub-tradition in such a situation—
Habib is not even a Juynbollian spider. In other words, even the transmission of this
hadith from ‘Abd al-Wahid to al-Waqidi cannot be confirmed, let alone from Habib to
‘Abd al-Wahid. Even if the hadith has some kind of transmission-history before al-
Wagqidi, we have no way of knowing how far back any given part of the wording goes,
absent corroborating transmissions. Moreover, the ending of the hadith—the short
series of statements about the year of ‘A’i$ah’s birth, the year of her marriage, her age
at marriage, and the relative chronology of ‘A’iah and Sawdah’s marriages—seems
oddly chronologically-detailed for an early figure like Habib, but fits perfectly with the
interests al-Waqidi, a leading biographer and antiquarian. It is thus plausible that the
ending of the hadith is an addendum or interpolation by al-Wagqidi, assuming that the
rest of the narrative—which is precisely narrative, rather than chronology—derives
from some earlier source (presumably a Madinan storyteller, who may or may not have

been ‘Abd al-Wahid, or even Habib).

654 See the section on HiSam, above.
655 See the section on Muhammad b. ‘Umar al-Wagqidji, above.
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al-’Aswad b. Yazid (d. 75/694-695)

[ was able to collate two reports ascribed to the Kufan Follower al-’Aswad b. Yazid al-
Naka‘T (both on the authority of ‘A’i$ah), recorded by al->’A‘mas (reconstructed)656 and
al-Tabarani.®5? These two reports embody completely disparate traditions—in fact,
they have almost nothing in common, beyond the verb tazawwaja: al-’A‘ma$’s report
has ‘A’i$ah being engaged in marriage at nine, where al-Tabarani’s report has it at six;
al-’A‘ma$’s report is a short set of statements about ‘A’i$ah’s marital age and the length
of her marriage, whereas al-Tabarani’s report is an elaborate narrative about the °ifk;
and al-TabaranT’s report includes elements and details pertaining to ‘A’i$ah’s physical
maturation, her self-image, the Hijrah, and her being brought to the Prophet at age
nine, all of which are absent from al-’A‘mas’s report. In other words, these two reports
are amongst the most dissimilar in the entire relevant corpus—they certainly do not
embody a common tradition that could be identified as reflecting the distinctive
redaction of their putative common source, al-’Aswad.

Additionally, al-Tabarani’s version is suspect on other grounds: no other version of
the famous ’ifk narrative contains any mention of ‘A’iSah’s marital age, which
immediately suggests that al-Tabarani’s version has been interpolated or
contaminated in that regard.®>8 As it happens, one the transmitters thereof, ‘Abd al-
Rahman b. Muhammad, was accused of transmitting objectionable hadiths (Cahadit
manakir or ‘ahadit munkarah) from unknown sources (al-majhiilin), and of having
been an interpolator of some sort (kana yudallisu)®>%; and another, ’Abii Sa‘d al-Baqqal,
was outright weak (da‘if) or rejected (matriik or munkar) in Hadith, according to some
authorities.®®® However, absent a comparison with parallel transmissions, little more
can be said thereon.

In short, al->Aswad is not a credible CL for the hadith of ‘A’i§ah’s marital age; instead,

he looks like a spider.

656 See the section on al-’A‘mas, above.

657 Tabarani (ed. Tariq & Husayni), al-Mujam al-’Awsat, XXI11, pp. 118-120, # 153.

658 | jkewise, Schoeler (trans. Vagelpohl), The Biography of Muhammad, 107, who argues that this
version was fashioned out of an ’ifk tradition from al-Zuhri (i.e., one that lacked any reference to ‘A’i$ah’s
marital age).

659 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, IX, pp- 136-138.

660 [bn ‘Adi (ed. Sarsawi), Kamil, V, pp. 569-576.
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‘Abd Allah b. ‘Abbas (d. 67-68/687-688)

[ was able to find a single report ascribed to the Meccan Companion ‘Abd Allah b.
‘Abbas, recorded by al-Tabar1.66! This transmission is completely isolated, with only a
SS stretching back from al-Tabar1 to Ibn ‘Abbas. There can thus be no correlation
between a putative CL and a distinctive sub-tradition in such a situation—Ibn ‘Abbas
is not even a Juynbollian spider. In other words, even the transmission of this hadith
from al-Harit to al-Tabarl cannot be confirmed, let alone from Ibn Sa‘d to al-Harit, let
alone from Hisam to Ibn Sa‘d, let alone from Muhammad to his son HiSam, let alone
from ’Abu Salih to Muhammad, let alone from Ibn ‘Abbas to Abua Salih. Even if the
hadith has some kind of transmission-history before al-Tabari, we have no way of
knowing how far back any given part of the wording goes, absent corroborating
transmissions.

In addition to being uncorroborated, the matn of this hadith is also suspiciously
detailed—and, as it happens, the hadith’s “isnad depicts it as having been ‘transmitted’
by a sequence of leading biographers and genealogists, including Muhammad al-Kalbi
and his son Hisam. It could simply be the case that those with such interests were
drawn to—and thus transmitted—detailed biographical reports, but it may also be the
case that such reports are the product of the biographers and genealogists. In other
words, it is plausible that this report is actually a summary or synthesis of biographical
information about ‘A’i$ah derived from various other reports (or the biographical or
prosopographical literature more broadly), which was then retrojected back to Ibn
‘Abbas. In particular, the constitutive elements of (and often the exact wordings in) this
report are often found in other reports and statements associated with the biographers

Ibn Sa‘d and al-Waqidi.662

661 Tabari (ed. de Goeje), Annales, IV, pp. 1770-1771. For the ’isnad, see ibid., p. 1799. For the further,
implied ’isnad, see Ismail K. Poonawala, in Muhammad b. Jarir al-Tabari (trans. Ismail K. Poonawala),
The History of al-Tabari, Volume 9: The Last Years of the Prophet: The Formation of the State A.D. 630-
632/A.H. 8-11 (Albany, USA: State University of New York Press, 1990), 126, n. 870.

662 The genealogy is present in al-Hajjaj b. ’abi Mani“’s redaction (see the relevant section, above),
and in numerous other biographical, prosopographical, and genealogical sources; the phrase gabla al-
hijrah bi-taldt is present in the reports associated with Ibn Sihab al-Zuhri (see the relevant section,
above), and in al-Wagqidi’s biographical summary (see the section on ‘Amrah, above); the exact phrase
wa-hiya ibnat sab‘ sinin is present in Ibn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 41, and Ibn Hisam
(ed. Wiistenfeld), Das Leben Muhammed’s, p. 1001, amongst other sources; the distinctive verb jama‘a
(as used in the ‘consummation’ element) is present in Ibn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p.
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Either way, Ibn “Abbas is not a credible CL for the hadith of “A’i$ah’s marital age.

‘A’i$ah bt. abi Bakr (d. 57-58/677-678)

At first glance, the marital-age hadith appears to have innumerable ’isnads reaching all
the way back to its subject: ‘A’i$ah bt. *abi Bakr, who was a famous Companion, an
emigrant (muhdjirah) to Madinah, and one of the Mothers of the Believers (‘ummahat
al-mu’minin). However, this veritable forest of ’isnads is illusory: through an ICMA and
the systematic application of the Criterion of Dissimilarity, most of these ascriptions to
‘A’iSah have proved to be the product of raising (raf?). Time and again, the original

redactions of numerous PCLs and CLs within the broader tradition have been exposed

as mungqati’, including the following:

e ‘Abd al-Razzaq (d. 211/827), who originally only cited His$am and al-Zuhrf,
from ‘Urwah, as his source for his redaction of the marital-age hadith.663

e ’Isra’il b. Yanus (d. 160-162/776-779), who originally only cited Abu ’Ishaq,
from ’Abtu ‘Ubaydah (and possibly Mus‘ab), as his source for his redaction of the
marital-age hadith.664

e HiSam b. ‘Urwah (d. 146-147/763-765), who originally only cited his father as
his source for Versions 1-3 of his marital-age hadith.665

e ’Isma‘ill b. ’abi Kalid (d. 146/763-764), who originally only cited ‘Abd al-
Rahman b.’abi al-Dahhak, from ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad b. Zayd b. Jud‘an,

as his source for his fada’il hadith.666

42; the ‘Hijrah’ element can be found in numerous sources; the inclusion of fi sawwal in the
‘consummation’ element is present in Ibn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, V111, pp. 156-157 (i.e., al-
Wagqidr's redaction of al-ZuhrT’s biographical summary); the tuwuffiya version of the ‘Prophet’s death’
element is present in Ibn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, pp. 42, 156-157, and Baladuri (ed.
Zakkar & Zirikli), Jumal min ’Ansab al-’Asraf, 11, p. 39, and various other sources; and, finally, the exact
phrase wa-lam yatazawwaj rasil allah bikrem gayra-hd is present in Ibn Hisam (ed. Wiistenfeld), Das
Leben Muhammed’s, p. 1001.

663 See the section on ‘Abd al-Razzaq, above.

664 See the section on ’Isra’1l, above.

665 See the section on HiSam, above.

666 See the section on ’Isma‘l, above.
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e ’Abu Hujayyah al-’Ajlah (d. 145/762-763 or later), who originally only cited
Ibn *abl Mulaykah as his source (and whose original formulation lacked the

marital-age elements in any case).67

There are nevertheless some hadiths that claim to reach all the way back to ‘A’i$ah (i.e.,
hadiths for which no direct evidence of raising survives), but these are beset by other
problems. Firstly, there are several that have been exposed as contaminated or
interpolated versions of hadiths that originally lacked the marital-age elements

altogether, such as the following:

e Muhammad b. al-Hasan al-’Asadi (d. turn of the 9th C. CE)’s hadith, with the
’isnad Sufyan al-Tawri—Sa“d b. ’Ibrahim—al-Qasim b. Muhammad—A’i$ah, is
an obvious corruption of well-known hadith about Sawwal that is traceable
back to the CL Sufyan, whose original formulation thereof lacked any mention
of ‘A’i$ah’s marital age, and was ascribed to ’Isma‘il b. ’'Umayyah—‘Abd Allah b.
‘Urwah—‘Urwah—‘A’i$ah.668

o al-Ijli (d. 261/874-875)’s hadith, with the ’isnad ’Abu Dawid al-Hafari—
Sufyan al-Tawri—’Isma‘il b. Umayyah—‘Abd Allah b. ‘Urwah—‘A’i$ah, is
another obvious corruption of Sufyan’s Sawwal hadith, but only of the matn.66°

e al-Tabarani (d. 360/971)’s hadith, with the ’isnad ‘Abdan b.’Ahmad—Zayd b.
al-Hari$—‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad al-Muharibi—’Abu Sa‘d al-Baqqal—
‘Abd al-Rahman b. al-’Aswad—al-’Aswad, which purports to record ‘A’i3ah’s
retelling of the ’ifk narrative to al-’Aswad, is obviously contaminated or
interpolated, since every other version of the ’ifk hadith lacks any mention of

her marital age.670

Moreover, there are several ‘A’i$ah-ascribed versions of the marital-age hadith that
seem to have been constructed out of other versions of the same hadith, such as the

following:

667 See the section on al-’Ajlah, above.

668 See the section on Sufyan al-Tawri, above.
669 See the section on Sufyan al-Tawri, above.
670 See the section on al-’Aswad, above.
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e Muhammad b. ‘Amr (d. 144-145/761-763)’s hadith, on the authority of ’Abu
Salamah and Yahy4, and in which ‘A’i$ah is introduced halfway through as a
source and narrator, probably borrowed its elaborate marriage narrative from
HiSam’s Version 4 hadith.671

e ‘Abtar b. al-Qasim (d. 178/794-795)’s hadith, with the ’isnad Mutarrif—Abu
’Ishaq—’Abii ‘Ubaydah—A’i$ah, has a matn likely borrowed from the tradition
of al-’A*'mas.672

e al-Nasa’1t (d. 303/915-916), with the ’isnad ’Ahmad b. Sa‘d—Sa‘ld b. ’abi
Maryam—TYahy4 b. ’Ayyib—‘Umarah b. Gaziyyah—Muhammad b. ’Ibrahim—
’Abu Salamah—°A’iSah, has a matn plausibly borrowed from an iteration of
HiSam’s Version 1 hadith (especially Wuhayb’s redaction), or possibly ’Abu
Ya‘ld’s dubious transmission from Muhammad b. ‘Amr.673

e al-Tabarani (d. 360/971)’s hadith, with the ’isnad al-Hadrami—’Abu Kurayb—
Mu‘awiyah b. Hi$am—Sufyan al-Tawri—’Abi ’Ishag—’Abu ‘Ubaydah—A’i$ah,
is probably a corruption of either Qabisah or al-Firyabi’s redactions of Sufyan’s
redaction of HiSam’s Version 2 hadith, in which the early segment of the original
’isnad (HiSam—‘Urwah) has been replaced by (a raised version of) that of
’Isra’1l’s hadith (CAbii ’Ishag—’Abu ‘Ubaydah—°A’isah).674

e al-Tabarani (d. 360/971)’s hadith, with the ’isnad al-Hadrami—Yahya al-
Himmani—Sarik—Abii ’Ishaqg—’Abii ‘Ubaydah—‘A’isah, has a matn likely
borrowed from either Jarir or Hammad b. Zayd’s redactions of HiSam'’s Version
1 hadith.67>

e al-Tabarani (d. 360/971)’s hadith, with the ’isnad Muhammad al-Marwazi—
Muhammad b. ‘Abd al-Karim—Bakr b. Yunus—Ibn ’abi al-Zinad—’Abtu al-
Zinad—‘Urwah—°A’i$ah, has a matn likely borrowed from Sufyan al-Tawri’s
redaction of HiSam’s Version 2 hadith (or al-’Ahwas b. Jawwab’s redaction
thereofin particular), and an altered version of the usual Ibn ’abi al-Zinad ’isnad

(in which HiSam has been replaced by ’Abt al-Zinad).676

671 See the sections on both Muhammad b. ‘Amr and HiSam, above.
672 See the sections on al-’A‘mas and ’Abii "Ishaq, above.

673 See the section on ’Abu Salamah, above.

674 See the sections on Sufyan al-Tawri and *Abi ’Ishaq, above.

675 See the sections on Sarik and *Abi ’Ishag, above.

676 See the section on Ibn ’abi al-Zinad, above.
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All of this leaves only the following hadiths ascribed to ‘A’i3ah:

Hisam b. ‘Urwah (d. 146-147/763-765)

Hisam—‘Urwah—°A’isah:

Sulayman al-’A‘mas (d. 147-148/764-766)

’Ibrahim—al-’Aswad—°A’iSah:

Marriage atnine; [[together nine years]/[Prophet died when she was eighteen]].c*
; .

’Abu ‘Awanah al-Waddah (d. 176/792)
‘Abd al-Malik b. ‘Umayr—‘A’i$ah

Special attributes; marriage at six/seven; SIS, consummation at nine;

seeing Gabriel; most-beloved; illness; angels.67°

Ibn Sa‘d (d. 230/845)
Muhammad b. ‘Umar reported—‘Abd al-Rahman b. ’abi al-Rijal—Abu al-Rijal—
‘Amrah bt. ‘Abd al-Rahman—A’i$ah:

’Abtui Nu‘aym (d. 430/1038)

’Ahmad b. ’Ishag—’Ibrahim b. Muhammad al-Fabzani—Muhammad b. Humayd—Zayd
b. al-Hubab—Husayn b. Waqid—Ibn Buraydah—Buraydah—‘A’i$ah:

_; Prophet seeks consummation; ‘A’i$ah is fattened up by her parents.681

677 See the section on Hisam, above.

678 See the section on al-’A‘mas, above.

679 See the section on ’Abi ‘Awanah al-Waddah, above.

680 [bn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, pp. 39-40.
681°Abii Nu‘aym (ed. Hasan), Ta’rik ’Asbahan, |, p. 233.
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There are numerous problems with this set of reports. Firstly, HiSam’s hadith is
suspect: his original formulations of Versions 1-3 of his hadith were all munqati‘, so
why would Version 4 be any different? Moreover, HisSam'’s hadiths are consistent with
being the product of HiSam’s own elaborations in successive retellings—indeed, there
is direct evidence for the creation of Version 2 out of Version 1.682 If Version 4 is
likewise merely an extremely elaborated version of Version 1 (as indeed seems
plausible), it cannot be treated as an independent transmission back to ‘A’i$ah.

Secondly, al-’A‘'ma$’s hadith (the authenticity of which is questionable) is extremely
divergent in its core element from all the rest, depicting ‘A’i3ah as being married (i.e.,
engaged) at nine rather than six or seven.

Thirdly, ’Abu ‘Awanah’s hadith is much more similar overall to other fada’il hadiths
about ‘A’i8ah (most of which lack the marital-age elements) than it is to other versions
of the marital-age hadiths ascribed to ‘A’i$ah: this is consistent with his hadith’s being
yet another iteration of the common stock of fada’il material that was circulating in
Iraq in the 8th Century CE, or with its being a remix or updated version of earlier fada’il
reports that lacked any mention of ‘A’i$ah’s marital age.683

Fourthly, Ibn Sa‘d’s hadith is much more similar in structure and content to the
statements of various biographical authorities—including statements that lack the
marital-age elements altogether—than it is to other versions of the marital-age hadith,
which is consistent with the hadith’s having been fashioned therefrom.684

Fifthly, ’Abll Nu‘aym’s hadith appears to be completely isolated: I have been unable
to find a single other transmission thereof in the entire extant Hadith corpus, which
means that it reaches from ’Abta Nu‘aym (fl. c. 1000 CE) all the way back to ‘A’i$ah (d.
57-58/677-678) via a SS. Moreover, the content differs markedly from every other
version of the marital-age hadith: the only thing they have in common is the ‘marriage
at six’ element, which could easily be the product of an interpolation or contamination
that occurred at any point in the three centuries separating hadith’s alleged point of
origin with its extant preservation. As it happens, one of this hadith’s tradents,
Muhammad b. Humayd al-Razi (d. 248/862-863), was widely regarded not just as

unreliable, but as specifically someone who transmitted unusual hadiths (sahib

682 See the section on HiSam, above.
683 See the section on ’Isma‘il b. ’abi Kalid, above.
684 See the section on ‘Amrah, above.
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‘aja’ib).68> As always, however, the judgements of the early Muslim Hadith critics are
not necessarily to be relied upon in these matters.

In short, these five ascriptions to “A’i$ah are not just extremely disparate (which we
would actually expect in the case of genuine early provenance), but are in fact
respectively more similar to transmissions from other sources and authorities than
they are to each other, which is consistent with their being a product of contamination
thereby, or borrowing therefrom. As such, these five reports do not constitute a
distinctive tradition vis-a-vis other iterations of the same material, such that they
cannot be said to reflect an underlying redaction attributable to ‘A’i$ah herself. In other
words, pace Juynboll and Brown, the marital-age hadith cannot be traced back to
‘A’iSah: she is not a credible CL, or in other words, she looks like a spider. Whilst it is

certainly possible that the marital-age hadith originated with ‘A’i$ah, this cannot be

demonstrated with an ICMA, at least on the basis of the available evidence.

Conclusion

Through the application of a critical, rigorous, and systematic version of the ICMA, the
basic principles of textual criticism more broadly, and the Criterion of Dissimilarity
(along with occasional instances of source-, form-, and historical-critical analysis,
whenever an ICMA proved inapplicable), the following results obtained in regards to

the hadith of ‘A’i$ah’s marital age:

e The majority of the relevant reports form mutually-similar clusters vis-a-vis
other reports and thus constitute distinctive traditions and sub-traditions (i.e.,
possessing particular elemental sequences and wordings in common, vis-a-vis
most other versions).

o The majority of these clusters/traditions correlate with particular tradents (i.e.,
commonly-cited sources).

e In such cases, as a general tendency, the rate of variation between parallel

ascriptions to common sources increases in proportion to the antiquity of the

685 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, XI, p. 503.
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source. In other words, there is a correlation, in such cases, between the dates
of common sources (i.e., the time-periods in which transmission apparently
occurred) and the rate of variation.

e The absolute dating of this apparent transition from a high rate of variation to
a low rate of variation (i.e., the relevant time-periods of transmission, based on
dates of the relevant tradents) correlates, broadly speaking, with our
established background knowledge on the general transition from the oral to

the written transmission of Hadith.

The best general explanation for these data is that the particular wordings of earlier
tradents—the CLs and their PCLs—were (at least broadly) accurately recorded by
subsequent tradents, with each successive generation becoming more precise in its
transmission (due above all to the ongoing rise of written transmission). Thus, the
distinctive redactions of CLs were (to at least some degree) accurately recorded by
their PCLs, whilst the distinctive redactions of these PCLs were (to a much greater
degree) accurately recorded by their students in turn. Consequently, earlier redactions
the marital-age hadith—the distinctive formulations of PCLs and CLs—can be
identified and, to varying degrees, reconstructed.

In practice, this reveals that it was the norm for tradents operating in the middle of
the 8th Century CE (visible to us as CLs) to substantially reword their reports in
successive retellings, and for tradents operating at the turn of the 9th Century CE
(visible to us as PCLs, or senior PCLs in particular) to noticeably modify what they
received; it was only during the 9th and especially the 10th Century CE that precise
transmission obtained. (Conversely, if this pattern is extrapolated backwards,
transmission in the 7th Century CE must have been extremely mutagenic and volatile.)

The changes that occurred in the course of transmission often go far beyond mere
paraphrasing: tradents will transmit different versions of their hadiths (with
differences in details and even elements) at different times; tradents will add details
and even elements into what they received from their sources, absent from the
transmissions of co-tradents; the distinctive wordings of some tradents will randomly
appear in ascriptions to others; the entire redactions of some tradents will reappear
with alternative ’isnads; the ’isnads cited by some tradents from certain sources will

differ—in part or even in whole—from the “isnads cited by their co-tradents for the
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same redactions from the same sources; and of course, sometimes simple spelling
errors occurred in the written transmission of hadiths.

In short, whilst an ICMA of the marital-age hadith reveals a general tendency for
successive tradents to accurately record some data (at least from the CLs and the PCLs
unto the extant sources), it simultaneously reveals a vast amount of accretion, error,
contamination, interpolation, borrowing, and false ascription. Moreover, whilst the
full-blown creation of new ’isnads for matns turned out to be relatively uncommon (at
least amongst PCLs and later tradents), the alteration of existing ’isnads turned out to
be fairly common: time and again, we encountered raisings and other such ’isnad-
related improvements.

Still, the overwhelming majority of the putative PCLs and CLs within the marital-age
hadith turned out to be genuine sources whose distinctive redactions were identifiable
and (to some degree) reconstructable. Such positive results only held as far back as the
middle of the 8th Century CE, however: from thereon backwards, the evidence was
either insufficient or outright inconsistent with genuine, early transmission. Thus,
whilst an ICMA allowed us to attribute various different versions of this hadith to
figures as early as Sulayman al-’A‘ma$ (d. 147-148/764-766) (debatably), HiSam b.
‘Urwah (d. 146-147/763-765), and Muhammad b. ‘Amr (d. 144-145/761-763),
nothing could be attributed to anyone earlier, including *Abu Ishaq al-Sabi‘1 (d. 127-
128/744-746), Tbn Sihab al-Zuhri (d. 124/741-742), ‘Urwah b. al-Zubayr (d. 93-
95/711-714 or 101/719-720), and ‘A’i3ah bt. ’abi Bakr (d. 57-58/677-678).
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Chapter 3: A Critical Analysis of the Origins of
the Hadith of ‘A’i§ah’s Marital Age

When and where did the idea of ‘A’i$ah’s marriage to the Prophet at a young age
originate? Is there any reason to think that the extant reports conveying this idea can
be traced all the way back to an actual statement by “A’i$ah herself; or are there instead
indications that such reports reflect a later phase of Islamic history; or can nothing be
said thereon, one way or the other?

When I first began to seriously analyse this hadith, it appeared to me to be a product
of Zubayrid Madinah: the overwhelming majority of the ’isnads therefor converge on
the Madinan and Zubayrid traditionist HiSam b. ‘Urwah b. al-Zubayr (d. 146-147/763-
765), citing the authority of his eminent Follower father (d. 93-101/711-720); three
isndds also converge on the Madinan traditionist Muhammad b. Muslim b. Sihab al-
Zuhri (d. 124/741-742), likewise citing the authority of ‘Urwah; one ’isnad also reaches
back to the Madinan traditionist ‘Abd al-Rahman b. abi al-Zinad (d. 164/780-781 or
174/790-791), from his Madinan father (d. 130/748), likewise citing the authority of
‘Urwabh; eight ’isnads also converge on the Madinan traditionist Muhammad b. ‘Amr (d.
144-145/761-763), on the authority of the Madinan Followers ’Abu Salamah b. ‘Abd
al-Rahman (d. 94/712-713, or 104/722-723) and Yahya b. “Abd al-Rahman b. Hatib (d.
104/722-723); an Egypto-Madinan SS (cited by al-Nasa’i) similarly reaches back to
’Abu Salamah, on the authority of ‘A’isah herself; two ’isnads also converge on the
Madinan traditionist Muhammad b. ‘Umar al-Waqidi (d. 207 /823), citing the authority
of the Madinan tradent ‘Abd al-Wahid b. Maym1iin, who in turn cited the authority of
the Madinan tradent Habib al-’A*war; and finally, a Madinan SS (cited by Ibn Sa‘d)
reaches back to the Madinan Follower ‘Amrah bt. ‘Abd al-Rahman (d. 98/716-717, or
106/724-725), citing the authority of ‘A’i$ah herself.

[ was not so hasty as Juynboll and Brown to identify ‘A’i$ah as the ultimate source
for all of these Madinan transmissions,®8¢ for two reasons. Firstly, the original
formulations of most of the aforementioned traditionists were munqati‘ or mursal

(despite the subsequent raisings and improvements of some of their students), being

686 Juynboll, Encyclopedia, 75, col. 1; Brown, in Rea, ‘Hadith’.
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ascribed to the Followers of Madinah (‘Urwah, ’Abu Salamah, Yahy4, and Habib); only
two SSs (via ’Abu Salamah and ‘Amrah) explicitly claimed to reach all the way back to
‘A’i$ah herself. This is consistent with the “A’i$ah story’s vaguely circulating in Madinah
in the second half of the 1st Islamic Century (i.e., after her death in 57-58/677-678),
the origin of which could be any one of the aforementioned Followers.

Secondly, the hadith was suspiciously useful for the Zubayrid political cause: early
Muslim political claimants in the first and second fitnahs seem to have derived
legitimacy from their female familial connections to Muhammad, and ‘Abd Allah b. al-
Zubayr, nephew of ‘A’i$ah and leader of the Hijaz-based Zubayrid faction in the second
fitnah (c. 60-73/680-692), was no exception.®8” As such, the Zubayrids must have been
under pressure to emphasise the importance of ‘A’i$ah in order to bolster the Zubayrid
cause—and, given that they were wont to fabricate or interpolate reports in their
favour,©88 it is only to be expected that they did so in this regard. This would explain
the initial appearance of reports about the uniqueness of ‘A’i$ah and her status as the
favourite wife of the Prophet, for example.8° Following this, one of the ways that these
propagandists could have emphasised the specialness of ‘A’i$ah was by trumpeting her
distinctive status as Muhammad’s only virgin wife—an emphasis that would have been
accentuated by the circulation of reports concerning her young marital age.®?? It is thus
unsurprising that the marital-age hadith is associated overwhelmingly with a locus of
Zubayrid-connected Madinan notables: ‘Urwah was himself a Zubayrid, being the
brother ‘Abd Allah; ’Abu Salamah and ‘Urwah were remembered as having transmitted
from each other®l; Yahya was remembered as having transmitted from ‘Abd Allah b.

al-Zubayr and to ‘Urwah®92; Habib was reportedly the mawld of ‘Urwah,%93 as was ‘Abd

687 Peter Webb, Imagining the Arabs: Arab Identity and the Rise of Islam (Edinburgh, UK: Edinburgh
University Press, 2016), 197-201. It is also worth noting that ‘A’i$ah was reportedly known as *Umm
‘Abd Allah on account of her nephew, whom she reportedly loved more than any other, save the Prophet
and her parents. See Spellberg, Politics, gender, and the Islamic past, 40-41; Abbott, Aishah, 64-65.

688 E.g, Willlam M. Watt, The Formative Period of Islamic Thought (Oxford, UK: Oneworld
Publications, 1998), 69-70; Gerald R. Hawting, ““A plaything for kings”: ‘A’isha’s Hadith, Ibn al-Zubayr,
and the Rebuilding of the Ka‘ba’, in Majid Daneshgar & Walid A. Saleh (eds.), Islamic Studies Today: Essays
in Honor of Andrew Rippin (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV, 2017), 20-21; Shaddel, “Abd
Allah ibn al-Zubayr and the Mahdr'. For general notes about pro-Zubayrid propaganda, see ibid., 18-19,
in particular.

689 See the references in Wensinck, Handbook, 13-14.

690 For an elaboration on this function, see below.

691 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, IV, pp. 287-288.

692 [bn Hajar, Tahdib, XI, p. 249.

693 Bukari (ed. Kan), al-Ta’rik al-Kabir, 11, p. 312, # 2588.

212



al-Wahid®°4; al-Zuhri was one of the most prolific students of ‘Urwah; Muhammad b.
‘Amr transmitted from both ’Abi Salamah and Yahya¢?>; and Hisam was the son of
‘Urwah. Thus, if ‘Urwah (for example) had created the marital-age hadith in order to
bolster the Zubayrid cause, it would have been easy for it to spread (at a time when
citing sources was not yet a norm) amongst his Madinan contemporaries and students,
before ultimately being raised (at least by some later students) all the way back to
‘A’i$ah.

In short, the political utility of this hadith for the Zubayrids, in conjunction with its
common ascription to a coterie of Zubayrid-connected Madinan Followers and their
students, in conjunction with the known tendency of propagandistic fabrication and
interpolation amongst supporters of the Zubayrids, along with the fact that the earliest
versions of the hadith were evidently not ascribed all the way back to ‘A’iSah herself,
all provide grounds for concluding that the marital-age hadith originated in Zubayrid
Madinah, rather than with a genuine statement or anecdote from ‘A’isah herself. Of
course, it is possible that the Zubayrids merely exploited an expedient genuine
memory for their cause—but such a supposition cannot be justified vis-a-vis a
fabrication scenario.

And yet, even this scenario proved to be overly optimistic. After a year of
preliminary analysis, I was decisively converted to Yasmin Amin’s position on this
matter: the marital-age hadith probably originated even later—with HiSam and his

contemporaries, in early Abbasid Iraq.6%6

Recapitulation of the ’Isnad-Cum-Matn Analysis

In the preceding chapter, an ICMA revealed that most versions of the marital-age

hadith can be traced back—in one form or another—to the following CLs, whose

694 PAhmad b. Muhammad al-Burqgani &] ‘Ali b. ‘Umar al-Daraqutni (ed. ‘Abd al-Rahim Muhammad
’Ahmad al-Qasqari), Su’alat al-Barqaniyy li-I-Daraqutniyy: Riwdyat al-Karajiyy ‘an-hu (Lahore, Pakistan:
Kutub Kanah Jamiliyy, 1404 AH), p. 45, # 308.

695 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, VI, pp. 136-137.

696 [ owe thanks to Belal Abu-Alabbas for alerting me to Amin’s position; and Amin herself, for
generously taking the time to impart to me her insights on the significance of His$am’s Iraqian students
and the silence of Malik and Ibn ’Ishaq, along with her own hunches regarding HiSam'’s motives.
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redactions could be reconstructed at least in terms of gist, and often in terms of specific

wording:

’Ishaq b. Rahwayh (d. 238/853) [Khurasanian]
Yahya b.’Adam [Kufan]—al-Hasan b. Hayy [Kufan]:

He saw a twenty-one-year-old grandmother; the minimum age of pregnancy is nine;

al-Hajjaj b. ’abi Mani‘ (d. post-216/831) [Levantine]

‘Ubayd Allah b. ’abi Ziyad [Levantine]—Ibn Sihab al-Zuhri [Madino-Levantine]:
Married “A'iSah; after Kadijah; NMMMMMMMMMGEN; married in Makkah at six;
_; -; -; ‘A’iSah’s genealogy; -; ’Abu Bakr’s name.®98

al-Waqidi (d. 207/823) [Madinan]
‘Abd al-Wahid b. Maymiin [Madinan]—Habib [Madinan]:
Kadijah'’s death; _; Prophet’s interactions with ‘A’i$ah’s family;

‘A’isah’s birth; _; marriage to Sawdah.69?

Muhammad b. al-Hasan (d. turn of 9th C. CE) [Kufan]

Sufyan al-Tawri [Kufan]—Sa‘d b. ’Ibrahim [Madinan]—al-Qasim b. Muhammad
[Madinan]—‘A’iah [Madinan]:

_; _; consummation in Sawwal; [she was the

preferred wife; she preferred women to be consummated in Sawwal].700

‘Abtar b. al-Qasim (d. 178/794-795) [Kufan]
Mutarrif [Kufan]—’Abu ’Ishaq [Kufan]—’Abu ‘Ubaydah [Kufan]—‘A’i$ah [Madinan]:

, |

’Abu ‘Awanah al-Waddah (d. 176/792) [Wasitian-Basran]

697 See the section on ’Ishaq b. Rahwayh in ch. 2.

698 See the section on al-Hajjaj b. ’abi Mani‘ in ch. 2.

699 See the section on Muhammad b. ‘Umar al-Wagqjidi in ch. 2.
700 See the section on Muhammad b. al-Hasan in ch. 2.

701 See the section on ‘Abtar in ch. 2.
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‘Abd al-Malik b. ‘Umayr [Kufan]—°A’i$ah [Madinan]:

Special attributes; marriage at six/seven [ NSSISISMSNMNRN, consummation at nine;

seeing Gabriel; most-beloved; illness; angels.”02

’Isra’il b. Yunus (d. 160-162/776-779) [Kufan]
’Abt ’Ishaq [Kufan]—’Abu ‘Ubaydah [Kufan]:

Sulayman al-’A‘mas (d. 147-148/764-766) [Kufan]
’Ibrahim [Kufan]—al-’Aswad [Kufan]—‘A’i$ah [Madinan]:

Marriage at nine; [[together nine years]/[Prophet died when she was eighteen]].””
: .

Hisam b. ‘Urwah (d. 146-147/763-765) [Madinan]
‘Urwah [Madinan]:

, |

Hisam b. ‘Urwah (d. 146-147/763-765) [Madinan]
‘Urwah [Madinan]:
Anonymous:

Hisam b. ‘Urwah (d. 146-147/763-765) [Madinan]

‘Urwah [Madinan]:

“‘Urwah wrote to [al-Walid b.] ‘Abd al-Malik; [Kadijah’s death;] [EiSaISHNATRAgE, after
Kadijah's death; [NEMMMMMMMMMMINEN: marriage at six; consummation, afterithe
BN, BERiNE; [<A’isah’s death].707

70z See the section on ’Abtli ‘Awanah al-Waddah in ch. 2.
703 See the section on ’Isra’1l in ch. 2.

704 See the section on al-’A‘mas in ch. 2.

705 See the section on Hisam b. ‘Urwah in ch. 2.

706 See the section on HiSam b. “‘Urwah in ch. 2.

707 See the section on HiSam b. “‘Urwah in ch. 2.

215



HiSam b. ‘Urwah (d. 146-147/763-765) [Madinan]

‘Urwah [Madinan]—A’i$ah:

Marriage at six; Hijtali; illness, hair; SWilig; marital preparation; consummation at
-_708

’Isma‘il b. ’abi Kalid (d. 146/763-764) [Kufan]

‘Abd al-Rahman b. ’abi al-Dahhak [unknown]—‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad
[unknown]:

‘Abd Allah b. Safwan and someone else came to ‘A’i$ah, who mentioned her nine special
attributes; [ NGNS marriage at seven; consummation at nine; [lGIN;
revelation in blanket; most-beloved; Quranic revelation and communal destruction;

seeing Gabriel; the Prophet’s death and the angel.”%°

Muhammad b. ‘Amr (d. 144-145/761-763) [Madinan]

Yahya [Madinan] & ’Abti Salamah [Madinan]:

Kawlah convinces the Prophet to propose to ‘A’i$ah and Sawdah; Kawlah brings word
to ’'Umm Riman and waits for ’Abt Bakr; ’Abi Bakr questions the validity of the
proposal, but the Prophet assuages him; 'Umm Riman informs Kawlah of a prior
engagement with al-Mut‘im’s son; ’Abui Bakr visits al-Mut‘im and his wife, who call off
the engagement on religious grounds, to ’Abu Bakr’s relief; ’Abii Bakr sends for the
Prophet and engages ‘A’i$ah to him; _; Kawlah then goes to Sawdah, and
passes on the proposal to her venerable father, who approves the match; Sawdah’s
father sends for the Prophet and engages her to him; Sawdah’s brother disapproves,
but later regrets having done so.

— A’i$ah [Madinan]:

-; -; -; shoulder-length hair; _; -
_; Sa‘d brings food; -.710

Numerous versions—whether SS ascriptions to isolated figures or transmissions from

putative CLs—were also exposed as the clear product of error, contamination,

708 See the section on Hisam b. ‘Urwah in ch. 2.
709 See the section on ’Isma‘il b. ’abi Kalid in ch. 2.
710 See the section on Muhammad b. ‘Amr in ch. 2.

216



interpolation, and false ascription, including the CL redactions of Muhammad b. al-
Hasan, ‘Abtar b. al-Qasim, HiSam b. ‘Urwah (in the case of his Version 2 hadith, at least),
and Muhammad b. ‘Amr. Many other versions—especially SS ascriptions to isolated
figures—were not as definitive, but still exhibited suspicious signs of secondary
construction; thus, out of the SS ascriptions to isolated figures, only the following one
was not positively cast into doubt on specific textual or contextual grounds (whilst still

being uncorroborated):

’Abu Nu‘aym (d. 430/1038) [Isfahanian]

’Ahmad b. ’Ishaq [Eastern?]—’Ibrahim b. Muhammad [Eastern?] —Muhammad b.
Humayd [Razian]—Zayd b. al-Hubab [Mervian/Kufan]—Husayn b. Waqid [Mervian]—
Ibn Buraydah [Mervian]—Buraydah [Madinan]—‘A’i$ah [Madinan]:

_; Prophet seeks consummation; ‘A’i$ah is fattened up by her parents.”11

As we concluded in the previous chapter, no version of the marital-age—including the
CL redactions and SS ascriptions just cited—can be traced back to anyone operating
before the middle of the 8th Century CE, at least on the basis of an ICMA. However, this
raises an important question: is it possible to move beyond an ICMA and evaluate the
hadith on other grounds? In other words, can we take the results of our ICMA and
subject them to further analysis, in order to gain deeper insights into the transmission

and origins of the hadith in question?

Dating by Ascription Type

One consideration is the different levels of ascription exhibited by these various
reports: where some of them claim to reach all the way back to a Companion (‘A’i$ah),
others only claim to reach back to a Follower (Jabir, ’Abu ‘Ubaydah, and ‘Urwah), or
even convey the statements of later figures (Habib, Ibn Sihab al-Zuhri, and al-Hasan b.
Hayy). Based on the Criterion of Dissimilarity, we would generally expect those

ascribed to later figures to reflect an earlier stage than those ascribed to earlier figures.

711°Abii Nu‘aym (ed. Hasan), Ta’rik ’Asbahan, 1, p. 233.
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However, this does not get us very far, at least in this context: even hadiths that have
preserved archaic ascriptions could still be interpolated or contaminated in terms of
content. Moreover, a relative chronology does not help us establish an absolute dating:
even if we now have reason to believe that HiSam’s (Follower-ascribed) version
predates al-’A‘ma$’s (Companion-ascribed) version, for example, we are still left

without any specific notion of the time-span and time-periods involved.

Form Criticism

Another potential avenue of analysis is form criticism: the identification and
comparison of the narrative components of matns (i.e., regardless of their ’isnads),
with the aim of identifying earlier forms thereof. Such an analysis immediately
suggests that all versions of the marital-age hadith—all hadiths containing the
‘marriage’ and/or ‘consummation’ elements—must in that respect share a common
origin, either as parallel recollections of an actual event, or various offshoots of an ur-
story. The traditional explanation would of course be that ‘A’iah was actually engaged
and consummated in marriage at a young age, and that this event was described and
transmitted as a hadith accordingly—thus, a genuine historical memory undergirds
the common form of the hadith. However, even putting aside the failure of the
preceding ICMA to correlate any particular redaction with ‘A’i$ah, and putting aside
also the fact that most versions of the hadith did not originally claim ‘A’i$ah as their
source in the first place, this is not a satisfactory explanation: the age range given for
‘A’iSah’s marital engagement (tazawwuyj, nikah) is six, six or seven, seven, nine and (in
the case of one extreme outlier) ten, so it cannot simply be the case that an actual event
was accurately remembered and reported. Moreover, both the ‘marriage’ and
‘consummation’ elements are usually worded in a fairly specific way (i.e., sharing
common verbs and hal structures), which is suspect: there are many ways that the
relevant information could have been expressed in Arabic,712 yet a common formula

prevails in the relevant reports:

712 There are numerous alternative ways of expressing this information, including alternative verbs,
alternative verbal forms, and alternative syntax. Rather than creating a list of hypothetical examples, it
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suffices to catalogue the actual examples that exist within the variants of the broader marital-age
tradition.

Firstly, in terms of alternative verbs for the ‘marriage’ element: Tabarani (ed. Salafi), al-Mujam al-
Kabir, XXI1I, p. 26, # 62 (cf. the section on al-’Ajlah in ch. 2) has fa-zawwaja-ha rastil allah; al-BagawT’s
redaction (cf. the section on Hisam b. ‘Urwah in ch. 2) has wa-katabat ‘alay-hi ‘@’iSah (with Kawlah as
the subject); Ibn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, V111, p. 42 (cf. the section on al-Zuhri in ch. 2) has
malaka rasil allah ‘uqdat ‘@’isah; Ibn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, V11, p. 42 (cf. the sections on
HiSam b. ‘Urwah and al-Zuhri in ch. 2) has nakaha al-nabiyy ‘@’iSah; ‘Abd al-Razzaq’s redaction (cf. the
sections on Ma‘mar, Hi$am b. ‘Urwah, and al-Zuhr1 in ch. 2) has nakaha al-nabiyy ‘@’isah; Safi (ed. ‘Abd
al-Muttalib), "Umm, VI, pp. 45-46, # 2210 (cf. the section on Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah in ch. 2) has nakaha-ni
al-nabiyy; Muhammad b. Bisr’s redaction (cf. the sections on Muhammad b. ‘Amr and Hisam b. ‘Urwah
in ch. 2) has fa-zawwaja-ha [[min rastl allah]/[’iyya-hu]]; ’Abl *Usamabh’s first redaction (cf. the section
on Hisam b. ‘Urwah in ch. 2) has [tumma/wa-] nakaha ‘@isah; ’Abu ‘Awanah’s redaction (cf. the
preceding discussion, and the section on ’Isma‘ll b. ’abi Kalid in ch. 2) has malaka-ni rastl allah; and
HiSam'’s Version 3 hadith (cf. his section in ch. 2) has wa-nakaha ‘@’isah and possibly nakaha-ha rasul
allah.

Secondly, in terms of alternative verbs for the ‘consummation’ element: Warjlani (ed. Salimi), al-
Tartib fi al-Sahih, p. 238, # 528; ibid., p. 326, # 750 (cf. the section on Jabir b. Zayd in ch. 2) has wa-ibtand
bi-ha; Hakim, Mustadrak, V1I, p. 20, # 6881 (cf. the sections on al-Zuhri and ‘Amrah in ch. 2) has wa-
‘arrasa bi-ha and ibtand bi-hd; Tabarani (ed. Salafi), al-Mu jam al-Kabir, XXIII, p. 19, # 40 (cf. the section
on Qatadah in ch. 2) has tumma ibtand bi-ha; Tabari (ed. de Goeje), Annales, 1V, pp. 1770-1771 (cf. the
section on Ibn ‘Abbas in ch. 2) has wa-jama‘a ’ilay-ha; Tabari (ed. de Goeje), Annales, IV (series III), p.
2439 (cf. the sections on al-Zuhri and ‘Amrah in ch. 2) has both wa-‘arrasa bi-ha and ibtand bi-ha; ‘Abd
al-Razzaq (ed.’A‘zami), Musannaf, V1, p. 162, # 10349 (cf. the section on ‘Abd al-Razzaq) has wa-"uhdiyat
’ilay-hi; Ibn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, pp. 39-40 (cf. the section on ‘Amrah) has wa-
’a‘rasa bi; Ibn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, p. 42 (cf. the section on al-Zuhr1 in ch. 2) has
wa-jama‘a-ha; ‘Abd al-Razzaq’s redaction (cf. the sections on Ma‘mar, HiSam b. ‘Urwah, and al-Zuhri in
ch. 2) has wa-zuffat ’ilay-hi; Sufyan al-TawrT’s redaction (cf. the section on Hisam b. ‘Urwabh in ch. 2) has
wa-’udkilat ‘alay-hi; and *Isma‘il b. ’abi Kalid’s redaction (cf. his section in ch. 2) has wa-"uhditu ’ilay-hi.

Thirdly, in terms of alternative syntax for either element: ’Abti Nu‘aym (ed. ‘Azzazi), Ma‘rifat al-
Sahabah, 1, p. 3208, # 7375 (cf. the section on HiSam b. ‘Urwah in ch. 2) has li-sitt sinin; Hakim, Mustadrak,
VII, p. 19, # 6879 (cf. the section on Jabir b. Zayd in ch. 2) has wa-la-ha sab° sinin and wa-la-ha tis‘ sinin;
Hakim, Mustadrak, VII, p. 19, # 6880 (cf. the section on HiSam b. ‘Urwah in ch. 2) has wa-kanat ‘@’isah
yawma nakaha-ha rastl allah bint sitt sinin; Hakim, Mustadrak, V11, p. 20, # 6881 (cf. the sections on al-
Zuhri and ‘Amrah in ch. 2) has wa-‘arrasa bi-ha rastl allah fi sawwal ‘ald ra’s tamaniyat “ashur min al-
hijrah wa-kanat yawma ibtand bi-hd bint tis‘ sinin; al-BagawT’s redaction (cf. the section on Hisam b.
‘Urwah in ch. 2) has wa-katabat ‘alay-hi ‘@’iSah bint/ibnah “abi bakr fa-band bi-sawdah wa-‘@’iSah yawma-
’id bint sitt sinin; Tabarl (ed. de Goeje), Annales, 1V, p. 1770 (cf. the section on Hi$am b. ‘Urwah in ch. 2)
has wa-‘@’iSah yawma-’id ibnat sitt sinin; Tabarl (ed. de Goeje), Annales, 1V (series III), p. 2439 (cf. the
sections on al-Zuhri and ‘Amrah in ch. 2) has wa-‘arrasa bi-ha fi Sawwal ‘ald ra’s tamaniyat *ashur min
al-hijrah wa-kanat yawma ibtand bi-ha ibnat tis‘ sinin; Ibn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, V1II, p.
39 (cf. the sections on Muhammad b. ‘Amr and Hisam b. ‘Urwah in ch. 2) has wa-katabat ‘alay-hi ‘@’iSah
bint “abi bakr fa-tazawwaja-huma fa-band bi-sawdah bi-makkah wa-‘@’iSah yawma-’id bint sitt sinin; Ibn
Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, VIII, pp. 39-40 (cf. the section on ‘Amrah) has wa-’a‘rasa bi fi
Sawwadl ‘ald ra’s tamaniyat “ashur min al-muhdjar wa-kuntu yawma dakala bi ibnat tis® sinin; >Abl
’Usamah’s second redaction (cf. the section on Hisam b. ‘Urwah in ch. 2) has li-sitt sinin; Ibn Bukayr (ed.
Zakkar), al-Siyar wa-al-Magazi, p. 255 (cf. the section on HisSam b. ‘Urwah in ch. 2) has wa-‘@’isah yawma-
’id ibnat sitt sinin; Ja‘far b. Sulayman’s redaction (cf. the section on Hisam b. ‘Urwah in ch. 2) has li-sab“
[sinin] and li-tisi sinin; “‘Abtar’s redaction (cf. the sections on al-’A‘mas and *Abii ’Ishaq in ch. 2) has li-tis*
sinin; and *Isma‘1l b. abi Kalid’s redaction (cf. his section in ch. 2) has li-sab“ sinin and li-tis* sinin.

However, as is indicated in each case (by the “cf.” reference to an ICMA in the preceding chapter),
these actual variants are almost always secondary rewordings (i.e., the wordings of offshoots or
outgrowths of traditions, such as PCL redactions, or obvious dives with elemental combinations taken
from other sources). By contrast, most of the earliest CL redactions (namely, Ibn Rahwayh'’s ascription
to al-Hasan; ’Isra’1l’s redaction; al-’A‘mas’s redaction; and Versions 1, 2, and 4 of HiSam'’s hadith) adhere
to the usual tazawwaja verbal sentence and consequent hal clause for the ‘marriage’ element, and the
usual band or dakala verbal sentence and consequent hal clause for the ‘consummation’ element,
whenever they have either element. The notable exceptions are the redactions of ’Abui ‘Awanah al-
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Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr—°Abd Allah b. Muhammad:

al-Kulayni—°‘Ali—Muhammad—Yunus—’Abu ’Ayyub—’Isma‘il:

Ibn Rahwayh—Yahya—al-Hasan:

al-Hajjaj—‘Ubayd Allah—al-Zuhrt:

Ibn HiSam:

al-Waqidi—°‘Abd al-Wahid—Habib:

Muhammad b. al-Hasan—Sufyan—Sa‘d—al-Qasim—‘A’isah:

‘Abtar—Mutarrif—’Abiu ’Ishag—’Abu ‘Ubaydah— A’iSah:

Waddah and ’Isma‘il b. ’abit Kalid, along with Hiam'’s Version 3 hadith, all of which exhibit some non-
standard wordings; but as we saw previously, there are reasons to think that’Abli ‘Awanah and ’Isma‘l’s
redactions are secondary constructions that incorporate the distinctive sequence of His$am’s Version 1
hadith. This leaves Hisam’s Version 3 hadith, which cites exactly the same source as his other three
versions (‘Urwah), and is thus consistent with being secondary as well (vis-a-vis the three other
formulations ascribed to the same source).

In short, the tendency of the marital-age tradition as a whole—from earlier redactions to later
redactions—is from unity to diversity, implying a common ur-story.
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’Abii ‘Awanah—‘Abd al-Malik—A’isah:

malaka-ni [rasiil allah] wa-"and bint sitt/sab® sinin [...] wa-ban4 bi [[wa-"ana bint]/[li-
11tis* sinin.

’Isra’ll—’Abu ’Ishaq—’Abu ‘Ubaydah:

Ma‘mar—al-Zuhri & HiSam:

al-’A‘mas—’Ibrahim—al-’Aswad—‘A’i$ah:

Hisam—‘Urwabh:

’Isma‘il b. ’abi Kalid—°‘Abd al-Rahman—‘Abd al-Rahman:

Muhammad b. ‘Amr—Yahya & ’Abu Salamah:

[zawwaja/"ankaha/malaka]-ha wa-hiya yawma-"id ibnat sitt sinin |...] fa-bané b rasil
allah [fi bayti-na] [...] wa-"ana yawma-'id bint/ibnat tis* sinin.

Even the rare ‘ten’ variants otherwise conform to the structure and wordings of the
more common variants, as do the unusual ‘nine’ variants. This suggests not merely that
they share a common origin, but that they share a common narrative origin: all of them
likely stem from some kind of ur-story.

What did this ur-story look like, and who formulated it? It could be none other than

an authentic statement of ‘A’i$ah’s (despite the limitations of the extant ’isndads), but
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given that the original clearly described her in the third-person (with all first-person
versions being secondary rewordings),”13 this seems improbable. Instead, the original
speaker in this ur-story must be some later figure, even if they were using information
that genuinely derived from ‘A’iSah—for example, her nephew ‘Urwabh, or his son
Hisam. Either way, this inferable ur-story or ur-hadith would need to be something
with which we could account for the rise of the aforementioned fundamental variants
within the marital-age hadith-tradition. As it happens, two viable candidates for such
an ur-story (or at least, for being a close reflection thereof) exist amongst the available
reports, one of which is an extant report, and the other of which is a reconstructed CL
redaction (though also still represented by extant transmissions). The first is the

following ascription to both al-Zuhri and HiSam, recorded by Ibn Sa‘d:

Muhammad b. Humayd al-‘Abdi reported to us: “Ma‘mar related to us, from
al-Zuhri and Hisam b. ‘Urwah, who [both] said: “The Prophet married
‘A’iSah when she was a girl of nine years or seven (nakaha al-nabiyy ‘@’isah
wa-hiya ibnat tis sanawat ‘aw sab‘).””714

Although this report diverges substantially from the only other parallel transmission
from Ma‘mar, from al-Zuhri and HiSam (viz., the redaction of ‘Abd al-Razzaq), it has the
best claim out of the two to accurately reflecting Ma‘mar’s original redaction (based on
the Criterion of Dissimilarity).”15 In addition to being the putative statement of two
virtual Followers-of-the-Followers (thus making it seem extremely archaic), this
report is striking due to its vague equivocation over ‘A’i§ah’s marital age: nine or seven.
If indeed this reflects the ur-story (i.e., if the ur-story happens to survive via this
version), it would explain the rise of the most fundamental variants within the marital-
age hadith-tradition: the proposition that ‘A’iSah’s marriage (tazawwuj, nikah)
occurred at age seven and that her marital consummation (bina’, dukil) occurred at
age nine; and the proposition that ‘A’i$ah’s marriage (tazawwuyj, nikah) occurred at age
nine. In other words, this is consistent with the two rival ages (seven versus nine) for
the same event (the marriage) given in the ur-story’s having been split into discrete
ages for two separate events in most subsequent iterations of the hadith-tradition (e.g.,

the redaction of HiSam): seven at the time of the marital engagement, and nine at the

713 See the previous chapter of the present work.
714 [bn Sa‘d (ed. Brockelmann), Biographien, V111, p. 42.
715 See the section on Ma‘mar in ch. 2.
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time of the consummation of the marriage. Not all subsequent versions adhered to this
common division, however: in some cases (e.g., the redaction of al-’A‘mas), the marital
age of ‘A’iSah continued to be identified as nine.

The main weakness of this report as (an accurate reflection of) the ur-story is that
it fails to explain the rise of the most common variant of all: the proposition that ‘A’iah
was married at six and consummated at nine. By contrast, the second candidate for the
ur-story can explain all of the relevant variants (six, seven, and nine)—namely, the

Version 1 hadith of HiSam b. ‘Urwabh, on the authority of his father:

The Messenger of God married (tazawwaja) ‘A’iSah when she was a girl of
six or seven years, and consummated the marriage with her (band bi-ha)
when she was a girl of nine years.”16

This reconstructed redaction is the putative statement of a Follower, which is again
consistent with its being archaic. Moreover, its being the ur-story (or a close reflection
thereof) would explain all of the major variants of the marital-age hadith: ‘marriage at
six’ and ‘consummation at nine’; ‘marriage at six or seven’ and ‘consummation at nine’;
and ‘marriage at seven’ and ‘consummation at nine’.’17 In other words, it is easy to
envisage some tradents improving or updating the vague, initial version of the hadith
(‘six or seven’) into more specific versions, choosing specifically either ‘six’ or ‘seven’.
Alternatively, it is easy to envisage simple error or poor memory resulting in the loss
of either ‘six’ or ‘seven’, leaving only the other (specifically ‘six’ or specifically ‘seven’)
in the transmissions in question. Either way, HiSam’s Version 1 hadith easily accounts
for most of the fundamental variation in question.

HiSam’s Version 1 hadith can also account for the rise of the ‘marriage at nine’
variant, in at least three ways. Firstly, poor memory or some other form of garbled
transmission could easily result in the conflation or merging of the ‘marriage’ and
‘consummation’ elements, resulting in a version of the hadith with ‘marriage at nine’
rather than ‘marriage at six/seven’ and ‘consummation at nine’ (as in the redaction of
al-’A‘'mas). Secondly, poor memory or some other form of garbled transmission could

easily result in the conflation or merging of the ‘marriage’ and ‘consummation’

716 See the section on Hisam b. “‘Urwah in ch. 2.
717 Only the super-rare and typically late ‘marriage at ten’ (Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr), ‘consummation at ten’
(al-Kulayni) and ‘consummation at nine or ten’ (Ibn His$am) variants would remain unexplained.
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elements but the retention of the ages ‘seven’ and ‘nine’, resulting in the ‘marriage at
nine or seven’ (as in the aforementioned ascription to Ma‘mar). Thirdly, as has been
noted already,’18 the Arabic words for ‘seven’ (&) and ‘nine’ (&) share a similar-
looking consonantal skeleton or rasm (namely, &), which could be confused with
each other in the reading or copying of unvowelled and undotted writing. It is thus
plausible that a version of HiSam'’s Version 1 hadith with ‘seven’ was misread as ‘nine’,
and that the ‘marriage’ and ‘consummation’ elements (both being read as occurring at
‘nine’) were again conflated or merged into a single ‘marriage at nine’ element (as in
the redaction of al-’A‘mas). Additionally, an uncertain rasm, in conjunction with some
other garbled form of transmission (of the sort outlined above), could produce an
uncertain ‘marriage at nine or seven’ variant (as in the aforementioned ascription to
Ma‘mar).

In short, HiSam’s Version 1 hadith, out of all extant versions of the marital-age
hadith, best answers the classic textual-critical question of utrum in alterum abiturum
erat (“Which would have been more likely to give rise to the other?).”719 It is of course
still possible that the fundamental variation in question—marital engagement at six
and marital consummation at nine; marital engagement six or seven and marital
consummation at nine; marital engagement seven and marital consummation at nine;
marital engagement at nine; and marital engagement at nine or seven—arose through
deliberate alterations or rewordings, either by the original formulator of the ur-story,
or by subsequent tradents. For example, we could imagine a scenario in which
someone—even ‘A’iSah herself—repeated the same formula (in terms of verbs and
syntax) but changed the details in successive retellings. Thus, whilst there would be an
ur-story in terms of general outline (i.e, the formula reused in the successive
retellings), there would not be an ur-story in terms of an ultimate, direct ancestor of
all extant variants.

However, there is no reason to posit hypothetical successive redactions (i.e., new
entities) to explain the extant variation: the existing material—or at least, a redaction
that survives within the extant material—already suffices. Moreover, in the case of the

scenario of a later tradent’s rewording the hadith (e.g., al-’A‘ma$ and his ‘married at

718 Again, see the section on Hisam b. ‘Urwah in ch. 2.
719 Peter K. McCarter, Textual Criticism: Recovering the Text of the Hebrew Bible (Philadelphia, USA:
Fortress Press, 1986), 21.
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nine’ version), there is no reason to suppose a deliberate alteration (absent a
discernible motive), which leaves only accidental or incidental alteration. In such a
case, however, we would still need to explain how such an accident could occur, which
is precisely what the posited ur-story provides: the confusion of ‘seven’ with ‘nine’, or
the conflation of two elements, are exactly how such an error would occur.

In short, on form- and textual-critical grounds, HiSam'’s Version 1 hadith is uniquely
consistent with being the ur-story behind the marital-age hadith-tradition more
broadly, since it could have plausibly—in light of the common pressures and problems
of transmission—given rise to nearly all other versions,”20 in a way that is not true for

any other extant version.

Form Criticism and ’Isnads

Form criticism can also be combined with the evidence of ’isnads (i.e., beyond the scope
of an ICMA, which narrowly focuses on correlating particular redactions with putative
PCLs and CLs): as we already saw in the preceding chapter, a form-critical analysis in
combination with a geographical analysis of the relevant ’isndads revealed that the
fada’il hadiths of ’Abu ‘Awanah al-Waddah and ’Isma‘ll b. ’ab1 Kalid are likely just
different iterations of a common pool of storyteller and preacher material circulating
in 8th-Century Kufah. Moreover, the fact that both share the two elements associated
with HiSam’s distinctive Version 1 hadith, in conjunction with the survival of closely-
related fada’il reports that lack said elements altogether, suggests that ’Abl ‘Awanah
and ’Isma‘il’s redactions represent secondary iterations of the relevant fada’il material,
under the influence of HiSam'’s hadith.

Form criticism can also be used to expose the unreliability of specific ’isnads at a
certain level, as in the case of the redactions of ’Isra’il and al->’A‘mas: both share the
distinctive elemental combination of “A’isah was married when she was a girl of X
years’ and ‘the Prophet died when she was a girl of eighteen’, even if they differ on
some details (for example, her specific marital age, and whether her marriage was

distinct from her marital consummation). As such, both must share a common origin,

720 Again, bar the three rare and late ‘ten’ variants.
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yet each claims an independent ’isnad back to (i.e., purports to be the words of) a
different early figure: Abu ‘Ubaydah and °‘A’iSah, respectively. This immediately
suggests that at least one of the two ’isndds in question are false, or at least misleading:
they do not disclose their common source, which is consistent with their being dives.
Similar form-critical considerations apply to HiSam’s Version 1 hadith, ’Isra’il’s
hadith, and most other versions of the marital-age hadith more broadly: their common
form—the distinctive combination of the ‘marriage at six/seven’ and ‘consummation
atnine’ elements—implies a common origin (as noted above), yet many of their ’isnads
claim independent SSs—sometimes in different regions—back to different early
figures, such as Qatadah b. Di‘amah (d. 117-118/735-736) in Basrah, Jabir b. Zayd (d.
93/711-712 or 103/721-722) in Basrah, ‘Urwah b. al-Zubayr (d. 93-95/711-714 or
101/719-720) in Madinah, ’Abu ‘Ubaydah (d. 81/700-701) in Kufah, ‘Abd Allah b.
‘Abbas (d. 67-68/687-688) in Makkah, and ‘A’i$ah bt. >abi Bakr (d. 57-58/677-678) in
Madinah. This again immediately suggests—even putting aside all of the specific
textual and historical problems outlined in the preceding chapter—that most of the
relevant ’isndds are false or misleading, which is consistent with their being dives or
retrojections of various kinds. Of course, at least one of these surviving ascriptions
could be the original—but if so, which one? As noted already, HiSam'’s Version 1 hadith
has the strongest claim out of any iteration of the marital-age hadith to being the

progenitor of the tradition as a whole.

Geography and Arguments from Silence: The Evidence of the

’Isnads

Of course, just because HiSam'’s Version 1 hadith looks exactly like the ur-story behind
the marital-age hadith-tradition as a whole, that does not mean that HiSam himself was
responsible for it: it is conceivable that HiSam simply passed on the report from
‘Urwah, and even that ‘Urwah in turn merely passed on what he had heard from ‘A’isah.
There are strong reasons to doubt this, however. In particular, there are clear
indications that this hadith arose in Iraq in the early Abbasid period, rather than earlier

in Madinah.
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The earliest figures to whom versions of the marital-age hadith can be attributed—

the CLs operating between 750 and 800 CE—were all tradents operating in Iraq:

e Muhammad b. al-Hasan (d. turn of 9th C. CE), who added marital-age elements
into the Sawwal hadith of Sufyan al-Tawri, was Kufan.”21

e ‘Abtar b. al-Qasim (d. 178/794-795), who combined a sub-tradition from al-
>A‘mas with a Kufan SS back to ‘A’i$ah, was Kufan.722

e ’Abu ‘Awanah al-Waddah (d. 176/792), who incorporated marital-age
elements into his redaction of the fada’il of ‘A’i$ah and cited a Kufan source
(‘Abd al-Malik b. ‘Umayr) therefor, spent time in Wasit and ended up in
Basrah.”23

e ’Isra’ll b. Yunus (d. 160-162/776-779) was Kufan,”24 and cited a Kufan SS.

e Sulayman al-’A‘mas (d. 147-148/764-766) was Kufan,’2> and also cited a
Kufan SS back to ‘A’i$ah.

e ’Isma‘ll b. ’abi Kalid (d. 146/763-764), who incorporated marital-age

elements into his redaction of the fada’il of ‘A’i$ah, was Kufan.”26

Even the Madinan CLs HiSam b. ‘Urwah (d. 146-147/763-765) and Muhammad b.
‘Amr (d. 144-145/761-763), who at first glance appear to defy this tendency, actually
conform thereto. Firstly, every single tradent who (allegedly or actually) directly
received a version of the marital-age hadith from Muhammad b. ‘Amr—including
doubtful tradents, alleged tradents, and PCLs whose transmission therefrom can be

confirmed—was Iraqgian:

e Yahya b. Zakariyya’ (d. 183-184/799-800), who allegedly (but improbably)

transmitted a short marital-age hadith from Muhammad b. ‘Amr, was Kufan.”27

721 Bukari (ed. Kan), al-Ta’rik al-Kabir, 1, p. 67, # 152.
722 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, V111, pp. 227-228.
723 [bid., pp. 217-222.

724 [pid., V11, pp. 355-360.

725 Jbid., V1, pp. 226-249

726 Jbid., pp. 176-178.

727 Ibid., V111, pp. 337-341.
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e ‘Abd Allah b. al-’Ajlah (fl. turn of 9th C. CE), who allegedly transmitted a
biographical summary about ‘A’i$ah from Muhammad b. ‘Amr, was Kufan.”28

e ‘Abdahb. Sulayman (d. 187-188/803-804), who transmitted a highly abridged
version of Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s hadith, was Kufan.”2°

e ‘Abd Allah b. ’Idris (d. 192/808), who transmitted a version of Muhammad b.
‘Amr’s hadith to ’Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Jabbar (a Kufan PCL whose distinctive
redaction can be reconstructed), was Kufan.”30

e Yahyab. Sa‘id (d. 194/809-810), who transmitted a version of Muhammad b.
‘Amr’s hadith to his son Sa‘ld b. Yahya (a Baghdadian PCL whose distinctive
redaction can be reconstructed), was a Kufan who moved to Baghdad.”31

e Mu‘ad b. Mu‘ad b. Nasr (d. 196/811), who transmitted a highly abridged
version of Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s hadith, was Basran.”32

e Muhammad b. Bisr (d. 203/818-819), a PCL whose distinctive redaction can
be reconstructed, was Kufan.’33

e Muhammad b. ‘Ubayd al-Tanafisi (d. 203-205/818-821), who ostensibly
transmitted an unusual version of Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s hadith to al-Waqidji,

was a Kufan who spent time in Baghdad.”34

This may at first seem puzzling: why was every single (alleged and actual) student who
transmitted a version of the marital-age hadith from Muhammad b. ‘Amr Iraqian, when
Muhammad himself was Madinan? The answer is provided by al-Dahabi: “Muhammad
b. ‘Amr died in the year 145 [i.e., 762-763 CE] or 144 [i.e., 761-762 CE]. He transmitted
Hadith (wa-qad haddata) in Iraq.”73> In other words, Muhammad b. ‘Amr was known
to have spent time in Iraq and transmitted Hadith there—and, given that this datum is
given by al-Dahabi directly after his specification of Muhammad’s death-date, it seems
implied that this occurred towards the end of his life. Indeed, such is explicitly recorded

by al-Kalabadi, citing the statement of a certain Sa‘d b. ‘Amir: “Muhammad b. ‘Amr

728 Bukari (ed. Kan), al-Ta’rik al-Kabir, V, p. 45, # 88.
729 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’ut et al.), Siyar, VIII, p. 511.

730 Jbid., IX, pp. 42-48.

731 Jbid., pp. 139-140.

732 ]bid., pp. 54-56.

733 [bid., pp. 265-266.

734 [bid., pp. 436-438.

735 Ibid., V1, p. 137.
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came to us—meaning, to Basrah—two times: he came in the year 137 [i.e., 754-755
CE], and he came a second time in the year 144 [i.e., 761-762 CE].”736 (That said, nearly
all of the transmitters of the marital-age hadith from Muhammad b. ‘Amr were Kufan,
not Basran.) All of this is consistent with Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s having only transmitted
the hadith in Iraq at the end of life, not his hometown of Madinah—otherwise, we
would reasonably expect it to be transmitted by at least one early Madinan source or
PCL.

However, there are textual-critical grounds for inferring that Muhammad b. ‘Amr
borrowed the marital-age elements in his hadith from a version of HiSam b. ‘Urwah’s
Version 4 hadith,737 and HiSam was also Madinan—surely this would suggest that
Muhammad obtained the hadith in Madinah, despite the odd absence of any Madinan
transmissions thereof from him? In fact, even Hisam b. ‘Urwah appears to have
overwhelmingly transmitted (all four versions of) his hadith in Iraq, as can be seen
from the regional provenance of the overwhelmingly majority of his (alleged and

actual) relevant students:

e Sufyan al-Tawri (d. 161/777-778), a PCL who transmitted a distinctive
redaction of the Version 2 hadith from Hisam, was a Kufan who died in
Basrah.738

e Wuhayb b. Kalid al-Karabisi (d. 165/781-782), a PCL who transmitted a
distinctive redaction of the Version 2 hadith from Hisam, was Basran.”3°

e Hammad b. Salamah (d. 167/784), a PCL who transmitted a distinctive
redaction of the Version 4 hadith from HiSam, was Basran.”40

e ’Isma‘ll b. Zakariyya’ al-Kulqani (d. 173-174/789-791), who ostensibly
transmitted a redaction of the Version 1 hadith from HiSam, was a Kufan who

moved to Baghdad.”4!

736 ’Ahmad b. Muhammad al-Kalabadi (ed. ‘Abd Allah al-Layti), Rijal Sahih al-Bukariyy al-Musammd
al-Hidayah wa-al-’Irsad fi Ma‘rifat °Ahl al-Tigah wa-al-Sadad, vol. 2 (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar al-Ma‘rifah,
1987), p. 882, # 151.

737 See the sections on Muhammad b. ‘Amr and HiSam b. ‘Urwah in ch. 2.

738 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’ut et al.), Siyar, VII, pp. 229-279; Hans-Peter Raddatz, ‘Sufyan al-ThawrT, in
Clifford E. Bosworth, Emeri J. van Donzel, Wolfhart P. Heinrichs, & Gerard Lecomte (eds.), The
Encyclopaedia of Islam, New Edition, Volume 9: San-Sze (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV,
1997),770-772.

739 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’ut et al.), Siyar, V111, pp. 223-226.

740 Jpid., V1, pp. 444-456.

741 Jbid., V111, pp. 475-476.

229



e Ja‘far b. Sulayman al-Duba‘t (d. 178/794-795), a PCL who transmitted a
distinctive redaction of the Version 1 hadith from HiSam, was Basran.”42

e Hammad b. Zayd (d. 179/795), a PCL who transmitted a distinctive redaction
of the Version 1 hadith from HiSam, was Basran.743

e Yahya b. Zakariyya’ (d. 183-184/799-800), who reportedly transmitted an
unspecified version of the marital-age from Hisam, was Kufan.744

e ’Aban b. Yazid al-‘Attar (fl. turn of 9th C. CE), who transmitted a redaction of
the Version 3 hadith from Hisam, was Basran.”45

e ‘Abd Allah b. Mu‘awiyah (fl. turn of 9th C. CE), who transmitted a redaction of
the Version 3 hadith from Hisam, was Basran.746

e ‘Abdah b. Sulayman al-Kilabi (d. 187-188/803-804), a PCL who transmitted a
distinctive redaction of the Version 1 hadith from Hisam, was Kufan.747

e Jarir b. ‘Abd al-Hamid al-Dabbi (d. 188/804), a PCL who ostensibly
transmitted a redaction of the Version 1 hadith from HiSam, was a Kufan of
Eastern origin.”48

e ‘Alib. Mushir (d. 189/804-805), a PCL who transmitted a distinctive redaction
of the Version 4 hadith from HiSam, was a Kufan who became the gadi of
Mosul.749

e ’Abu Mu‘awiyah Muhammad b. Kazim al-Darir (d. 194-195/809-811), who
ostensibly transmitted a redaction of the Version 1 hadith from HiSam, was
Kufan.750

e Waki‘b. al-Jarrah (d. 196-197/812), who ostensibly transmitted a redaction
of the Version 1 hadith from Hi$§am, was Kufan.?51

e Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah (d. 198/814), a PCL who ostensibly transmitted a

redaction of the Version 1 hadith from HiSam, was a Kufan who spent time in

742 Ipid., pp. 197-200.

743 [pid., V11, pp. 456-466.

744 Ipid., V111, pp. 337-341.

745 Ibid., V11, pp. 431-433.

746 Bukari (ed. Kan), al-Ta’rik al-Kabir, V, p. 209, # 663.

747 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’ut et al.), Siyar, VIII, p. 511.

748 |pid., IX, pp. 9-18.

749 Ipid., V111, pp. 484-487.

750 Ipid., IX, pp. 73-78.

751 Jbid., pp. 140-168; Raif G. Khoury, ‘Waki®, in Peri J. Bearman, Thierry Bianquis, Clifford E.
Bosworth, Emeri J. van Donzel, & Wolfhart P. Heinrichs (eds.), The Encyclopaedia of Islam, New Edition,
Volume 11: V-Z (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV, 2002), 101.
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Makkah (from 122/739-740 to 126/743-744), then returned to his hometown
of Kufah, then travelled to Yemen twice (in 150/767 and 152/769), and finally
settled in Makkah (from 163/779-780 until his death).752

e Yunus b. Bukayr b. Wasil (d. 199/814-815), who ostensibly transmitted an
altered version of HiSam'’s (Version 1 or 2) hadith, was Kufan.”53

e ’Abu’Usamah Hammad b.’Usamah (d. 201/817), a PCL who transmitted two
distinctive redactions—of Version 1 and Version 4, respectively—of the
marital-age hadith from HiSam, was Kufan.”>4

e al-Haytam b. ‘Ad1 al-Ta’1 (d. 207/822-823), who ostensibly transmitted a
discussion between himself and HiSam in which the latter related information
about ‘A’i$ah’s marriage on the authority of ‘Urwah, was Kufan.755

e Yahya b. Hasim al-Gassani (d. 225/839-840), who ostensibly transmitted a

redaction of the Version 1 hadith from Hi§am, was Kufan.756

Time and again, the relevant ’isnads give the impression that HiSam transmitted the
marital-age hadith in Iraq (above all, in Kufah), not his hometown of Madinah. Once
again, the Islamic biographical sources provide an answer for this oddity: HiSam
reportedly moved from Madinah to Iraq towards the end of his life, where he joined
the court of the Abbasid caliph al-Mansur (r. 754-775 CE). It is reported that he first
moved to Kufah (perhaps meaning the temporary Abbasid capital of al-HaSimiyyah,
which was close to Kufah), before moving with the Abbasids into their new capital of
Baghdad, where he died in 146/763-764 or 147 /764-765.757 Thus, in the last few years
of his life (perhaps for a whole decade), HiSam appears to have mass-disseminated four
different versions of the marital-age hadith to a plethora of Iragian students, especially

Kufans.

752 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, VIII, pp. 454-474; Susan A. Spectorsky, ‘Sufyan b. ‘Uyayna’, in
Clifford E. Bosworth, Emeri J. van Donzel, Wolfhart P. Heinrichs, & Gerard Lecomte (eds.), The
Encyclopaedia of Islam, New Edition, Volume 9: San-Sze (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV,
1997), 772; Feryal Salem, The Emergence of Early Sufi Piety and Sunni Scholasticism: ‘Abdallah b. al-
Mubadrak and the Formation of Sunni Identity in the Second Islamic Century (Leiden, the Netherlands:
Koninklijke Brill NV, 2016), 57-58.

753 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’t et al.), Siyar, IX, pp. 245-246.

754 Ibid., pp. 277-279.

755 Jbid., X, pp. 103-104.

756 [bid., pp. 160-162.

757 Amikam Elad, The Rebellion of Muhammad al-Nafs al-Zakiyya in 145/762: Talibis and Early
‘Abbasis in Conflict (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV, 2015), 369.
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There are only four putative instances of Madinan students—or students in

Madinah—having transmitted the marital-age hadith from Hisam, or in other words,

four apparent exceptions to the overwhelming Iragian tendency observed above:

Ma‘mar b. Rasid (d. 152-154/769-771), a PCL who transmitted a distinctive
and strange redaction of the marital-age hadith from Hisam, was a Basran who
moved to the Levant to study with Ibn Sihdb al-Zuhri during the Marwanid
period (during the early-to-mid 8th Century CE), then to the Hijaz for a time
(during the middle of the 8th Century CE), before finally settling in Yemen for
the last twenty years of his life (c. 750-771 CE).758

‘Abd al-Rahman b.’abi al-Zinad (d. 164/780-781 or 174/790-791), a PCL who
transmitted a distinctive redaction—in fact, an interpolated or contaminated
version—of (Version 1 of) the marital-age hadith from Hisam, was a Madinan
who still resided in his hometown around 762-764 CE (when he was punished
by the local gadi) and soon afterwards (when he was appointed the head of the
local tax bureau), and eventually moved to Baghdad (where he died).”>?

Sa‘ld b. ‘Abd al-Rahman (d. 172/788-789 or 194-196/809-812), who
allegedly transmitted a version of the marital-age hadith from HiSam, was a
Madinan who moved to Baghdad, where he was appointed as a local gadi by an
Abbasid caliph.760

‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad b. Yahya b. ‘Urwah (fl. turn of 9th C. CE), who
allegedly transmitted an unusual version of (Version 1 of) the marital-age

hadith from Hisam, was Madinan.”61

The last two cases can be dismissed without much consideration. In the first case, Sa‘ld

is cited alongside Ibn ’abi al-Zinad in only a single report, rendering his alleged

transmission of the marital-age hadith from HiSam completely uncorroborated; and in

==

758 Harald Motzki, “Abd al-Razzaq al-San‘ant, in Kate Fleet, Gudrun Kramer, Denis Matringe, John
Nawas, & Everett Rowson (eds.), Encyclopaedia of Islam, THREE (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke
Brill NV, 2018), online edition.

759 Christopher Melchert, ‘Ibn Abil-Zinad’, in Kate Fleet, Gudrun Kramer, Denis Matringe, John Nawas,
& Everett Rowson (eds.), Encyclopaedia of Islam, THREE (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV,
2018), online edition.

760 Waki', ’Akbar al-Qudah, 111, pp. 264-265; Ibn Hajar, Tahdib, IV, pp. 55-56.

761 [bn al-Jawzi (ed. ‘Abd Allah), Du‘afa’, 11, p. 141, # 2116.
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any case, he was reportedly born (157/773-774) after HiSam died (146-147/763-
765).762 In the second case, ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad is cited as a transmitter from
Hisam only via a SS, and the version ascribed to him diverges markedly from every
other transmission of the marital-age hadith from Hisam, such that the ’isnad and matn
alike are completely uncorroborated and suspect; this is consistent with the ascription
to ‘Abd Allah’s being a dive (in particular, an instance of an updated or improved
version of the matn’s being retrojected back to a common source via a new path).763
The case of Ma‘mar is a bit more complicated. On the one hand, the relevant
chronological and geographical entailments are clear: if Ma‘mar heard his version of
the marital-age hadith directly from HiSam, then this transmission must have occurred
during the former’s stint in Madinah during the middle of the 8th Century CE (i.e.,
around 750 CE), when the latter still resided there. In other words, by the time that
Hisam moved to Iraq, Ma‘mar was long gone, having passed through both Syria and
Madinah enroute to Yemen; thus, Ma‘mar can only have obtained his hadith directly
from HiSam in Madinah.7¢4 On the other hand, the version of the marital-age hadith
that can be positively attributed to Ma‘mar is extremely divergent on a fundamental
level from every other transmission from HiSam,”6> which is consistent with his having
obtained it indirectly from HiSam. In other words, the unusually garbled state of
Ma‘mar’s version precisely gives us a reason to doubt that he obtained it directly from
HiSam, in contrast to every other PCL and confirmed student thereof (who are all
corroborated in at least the core elements of their versions). This is not to say that
alternative explanations cannot be proposed for Ma‘mar’s garbled version (e.g., simple
poor memory in his part), but the point is this: the evidence is consistent with some
kind of sloppy, indirect transmission (e.g., from distant Iraq), which casts doubt over
Ma‘mar’s transmission. (That said, if Ma‘mar periodically returned to his hometown of
Basrah, as some have suggested,’¢¢ then it is plausible that he picked up his version of

the hadith directly therefrom, at some point after HiSam’s death.) Consequently, the

762 For all of this, see the section on Ibn ’ab1 al-Zinad in ch. 2.

763 For all of this, see the section on Hisam b. ‘Urwah in ch. 2; for varieties of dives in particular, see
Juynboll, Encyclopedia, xxii ff., esp. xxvii.

764 Such is the view of Sean Anthony, expressed via personal correspondence. I owe thanks to
Anthony for pointing out this chronological problem to me.

765 See the section on Hisam b. “‘Urwah in ch. 2.

766 Motzki (trans. Paoli & Reid), ‘The Jurisprudence of Ibn Shihab al-Zuhr?', in Motzki, Analysing
Muslim Traditions, 10; Gregor Schoeler, ‘The relationship of literacy and memory in the second/eighth
century’, Archaeopress: Proceedings of the Seminar for Arabian Studies, Volume 40 (2010), 124.

233



chronological and geographical limitations of Ma‘mar and HiSam’s relationship are not
binding in regards to this hadith: if it cannot be established that Ma‘mar directly
received his hadith from HiSam, then the fact that Ma‘mar only ever directly received
Hadith from HiSam during his stint in Madinah (enroute to Yemen) is irrelevant.?67

The strongest counter-example to the Iragian tendency of the evidence is the case
of Ibn ’abi al-Zinad, a PCL to whom a distinctive redaction of HiSam’s hadith can be
attributed. Although Ibn ’abi al-Zinad certainly appears to have altered (i.e,
interpolated or contaminated) his version with a ‘dolls’ element and perhaps also a
clause referencing Kadijah’s death, the core elements therein are corroborated by
many other transmissions from HiSam,’68 in a way that is not true for Ma‘mar’s version.
The evidence is thus less equivocal: if all else were equal, we might simply assume that
Ibn *abi al-Zinad received this hadith from Hisam in Madinah.

That said, Ibn *abi al-Zinad was a Madinan who moved to Baghdad, so at first glance,
there would seem to be no problem: the evidence would still be consistent with
HiSam’s mass-dissemination of his hadith in Iraq (and specifically, with Ibn ’abi al-
Zinad’s having received it in Baghdad), not Madinah. However, there are chronological
considerations that militate against such an interpretation: the relevant ’isnads depict
Ibn ’abi al-Zinad transmitting to the Madinan tradent al-Waqidi,76° which immediately
suggests that Ibn ’abi al-Zinad transmitted his version of the marital-age hadith in
Madinah (i.e., before he moved to Baghdad), which would in turn imply that HiSam
transmitted his hadith in Madinah (i.e., before he moved to Iraq). As it happens, al-
Waqidi—like both Ibn ’abi al-Zinad and HiSam—was a Madinan who moved to
Baghdad, which would again render the evidence equivocal: it would seem to be
plausible that HiSam transmitted his hadith to Ibn ’abi al-Zinad after both of them had
moved to Baghdad, and that Ibn ’abi al-Zinad in turn transmitted his version of the

hadith to al-Waqidi when he too moved to Baghdad. However, Ibn ’abi al-Zinad

767 Of course, all of this assumes that a redaction can be attributed to Ma‘mar in the first place, which
is actually not beyond question: cf. the highly divergent character of the only two ascriptions to him, in
his section in ch. 2.

768 See the sections on both Ibn ’abi al-Zinad and HiSam in ch. 2.

769 Ibn ’abi al-Zinad is also depicted as having transmitted versions of his hadith to Sa‘ld b. ’abi
Maryam and Ibn Wahb, both of whom were Egyptian—but this evidence is equivocal, since both could
have obtained their versions from Ibn abi al-Zinad in either Madinah or Baghdad. E.g., Juynboll, Muslim
tradition, 44: “When we scrutinize, for example, Ibn Wahb’s Jami°, it appears that a large percentage of
the isnads is Iraqi judging by the provenance of the transmitters at the Successors’ level or the one
following that.”
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reportedly died in Baghdad in either 164/780-781 (according to al-Daraqutni)?7% or
174/790-791 (according to every other authority),””! whilst al-Waqid1 only moved
there in 180/796-797.772 Thus, if al-Waqidi received his version of the hadith directly
from Ibn ’abi al-Zinad, then this must have occurred when Ibn ’abt al-Zinad was still in
Madinah; and if Ibn ’abi al-Zinad in turn received his version of the hadith directly from
HiSam, and Ibn ’abi al-Zinad already possessed the hadith before he moved from
Madinah to Baghdad, then it would follow that HiSam in turn must have transmitted it
to Ibn ’abi al-Zinad before he moved from Madinah to Baghdad. In short, the fact that
Ibn ’abi al-Zinad was a genuine PCL of HiSam’s, in conjunction with the fact that al-
Wagqidi1 genuinely transmitted a version of Ibn ’abi al-Zinad’s hadith, in conjunction
with the chronology of al-Waqidr’s life reported in the Islamic biographical sources,
reasonably leads to the conclusion that HiSam was already disseminating the marital-
age hadith before he moved from Madinah to Iraq.

However, matters are not as straightforward as they might seem. To begin with, the
ICMA technically does not guarantee direct transmission, only ultimate transmission:
it can establish that several tradents all accurately preserved (at least in part) the
distinctive redaction of a common source, without necessarily ruling out the
occurrence of borrowing, interpolation, error, and so forth in the course of the
transmission of said redaction from said common source to said tradents.”’3 Thus,
whilst al-Wagqidi certainly transmitted a version of the marital-age hadith to his
secretary Ibn Sa‘d, and whilst this hadith certainly originated—in one form or
another—with Ibn ’abi al-Zinad, it is not at all assured that al-Waqidi received this
hadith directly from his cited source. Of course, ordinarily, we would have no grounds
to suspect any problems like this, such that it would not be unreasonable to presume—
in the case of a student transmitting the distinctive redaction of a PCL who was known
to be one of their masters—direct transmission. In the case of al-Wagqidi in particular,

however, there are reasons to doubt. Firstly, al-Waqidi was infamous even amongst

770 Daraqutni (ed. ‘Arabi), Taligat, p. 158, # 191.

771 Dahabi (ed.’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, VIII, p. 170. The same date is also recorded in the Tabaqat of Ibn
Sa‘d, the Tabagqat of Kalifah b. Kayyat, the Majriihin of Ibn Hibban, and the Ta’rik Bagdad of al-Katib al-
Bagdadi.

772 Stefan Leder, ‘al-Wakidr’, in Peri ]. Bearman, Thierry Bianquis, Clifford E. Bosworth, Emeri J. van
Donzel, & Wolfhart P. Heinrichs (eds.), The Encyclopaedia of Islam, New Edition, Volume 11: V-Z (Leiden,
the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV, 2002), 102-103.

773 For example, consider all the instances of raisings documented in ch. 2: sources would often
accurately record the CL and much of their distinctive matn, whilst also interpolating the ’isnad.
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traditionists for being an interpolator, a fabricator, or otherwise extremely unreliable:
al-Nasa’1 declared that “he was unreliable” (laysa bi-tigah); Ibn Ma‘in declared that “al-
Wagqidi is nothing” (laysa al-wagqidiyy bi-say’); Ibn al-Madini reported that “al-Waqidi
had twenty-thousand hadiths that [ never heard [from anyone else]”, leading him to
declare that “he is not to be transmitted from” (la yurwd ‘an-hu); al-Bukari reported
that both Ibn Hanbal and Ibn Numayr “rejected him” (taraka-hu) in Hadith; ’Abu Zur‘ah
reported that the bulk of the traditionists “rejected” his Hadith (taraka al-nas hadit al-
wagqidiyy); Muslim declared that he was “rejected in Hadith” (matriik al-hadit); al-Safi1
declared that “the writings of al-Waqidi are fabrications” (kutub al-waqidiyy kadib);
Ibn Hanbal declared that he was a “liar” (kaddab); ’Ishaq declared that “he was
amongst those who would fabricate Hadith (mimman yada‘u al-hadit); and finally, al-
Nasa’l listed al-Waqidi amongst “those famous for the fabrication of Hadith” (al-
ma ‘ruftun bi-wad‘ al-hadit).’74

Of course, the judgements of Mediaeval Hadith critics should not be accepted
uncritically,”’> but in this particular instance, their judgements can be corroborated. In
the preceding ICMA, we discovered that none other than al-Waqidi seems to have
contaminated, interpolated, or falsely-ascribed every single other version the marital-
age hadith that he transmitted.”’¢ In other words, the conclusion that Ibn ’abi al-Zinad
disseminated the marital-age hadith in Madinah, and therefore that HiSam likewise
disseminated the hadith in Madinah, rests upon the testimony of a tradent who not
only was known amongst his contemporaries and successors to be a liar in Hadith, but
whom we have repeatedly implicated in the interpolation and false ascription of
versions of the marital-age hadith specifically. The basis for Ibn ’abi al-Zinad and thus
HiSam’s Madinan transmission of the marital-age hadith would thus appear to be
extremely tenuous indeed.

Even putting al-Waqidi aside, however, there is still a chronological factor in favour

of Ibn ’ab1 al-Zinad’s having received the hadith from HiSam in Madinah: Ibn ’ab1 al-

774 For all of these judgements (as well as a smattering of positive appraisals), see Dahabi (ed.
’Arna’ut et al.), Siyar, X, pp- 457-469.

775 Cf. Goldziher (trans. Barber & Stern), Muslim Studies, 11, passim; Juynboll, Muslim tradition, passim;
id., Encyclopedia, xxiii-xxiv; Melchert, ‘The Life and Works of al-Nasa’T’; etc.

776 See the sections on ’Isra’1l, al-Zuhri, Habib, and ‘Amrah in ch. 2. Other modern studies have also
repeatedly exposed al-Wagqidi as a fabricator, interpolator, and borrower of hadiths; see Schoeler (trans.
Vagelpohl), The Biography of Muhammad, 12-13, 18; id., ‘Méthodes et Débats’, 365-366; Gorke, ‘The
relationship between maghazi and hadith’, 179-180; Motzki, Reconstruction, 14.
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Zinad was reportedly punished by a certain gadi, and the gadi in question was
appointed in 760-761 CE and reappointed in 761-762 CE. This entails that Ibn ’abi al-
Zinad was still in Madinah in 760-762 CE—and, given that he was subsequently
appointed as the head of the local tax bureau,’’7 he must have remained in Madinah
for at least another year. In the best-case scenario, this leaves an extremely small
window of time for Ibn ’abi al-Zinad to have moved to Baghdad and heard from HisSam
before the latter’s death (763-765 CE); ordinarily, we would simply assume that Ibn
’ab1 al-Zinad received hadiths from HiSam in Madinah, before latter’s departure
therefrom.

Still, the fact that Ibn ’abi al-Zinad is the only credible Madinan transmitter of
HiSam’s hadith (amidst a sea of Iragian transmitters), despite HiSam’s lifetime of
teaching and transmission in Madinah, is extremely suspect. This suspicion is
compounded by the fact that Ibn ’abi al-Zinad moved to Iraq, or in other words: the
only credible Madinan transmitter of HiSam’s hadith just so happens to have moved to
the very region where every single other credible transmitter of the same hadith was
operating. All of this seems extremely improbable on the view that HiSam was already
disseminating his hadith in Madinah, and highly probable on the view that HiSam only
began to disseminate his hadith in Iraq. We thus have strong grounds for suspecting
that Ibn ’abi al-Zinad did not hear the marital-age hadith directly from Hisam (i.e., in
Madinah), but instead, obtained it when he moved to Iraq (i.e., soon after HiSam’s
death), just like every single other credible transmitter and PCL thereof. In other
words, it is plausible—in light of the specific historical and geographical context of this
hadith and its transmission—that we have here an instance of the spread of “isnads (in
this case, tadlis): since Ibn ’abi al-Zinad heard other hadiths from Hisam, and since it
went “against the grain to transmit from a mere contemporary”,”78 it is plausible that
Ibn ’abi al-Zinad heard the hadith from an Iragian student of HiSam’s when he moved
to Baghdad and simply passed it off—whether explicitly or implicitly—as a direct
transmission from Hisam. In other words, just as suspicion surrounds al-Wagqidr’s
claim to have received the hadith directly from Ibn ’ab1 al-Zinad, so too does suspicion

surround Ibn ’ab1 al-Zinad’s claim to have received the hadith directly from HiSam: in

777 Melchert, ‘Ibn Abi1 1-Zinad’, in Fleet et al. (eds.), EI3.
778 Cook, Early Muslim Dogma, 109.
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both cases, we have Madinans who moved to Iraq purportedly receiving an
overwhelmingly Iraqg-associated hadith in Madinah.

The parallel with al-Waqidi holds in another regard: Ibn ’abl al-Zinad was likewise
remembered as being unreliable by fellow traditionists, though certainly not to the
same degree as al-Waqidi. Thus, on the one hand: al-Ijli declared that Ibn ’ab1 al-Zinad
was “reliable” (tiqah)’7%; Ibn al-Jawzi reported that Malik “declared him to be reliable”
(wattaqa-hu)789; Ibn al-Madini declared that the hadiths “that ‘Abd al-Rahman b. abi
al-Zinad transmitted in Madinah are authentic (sahih),” even if “that which he
transmitted in Baghdad was corrupted (‘afsada-hu) by the Baghdadians”’81; and Ibn
Ma‘in declared that ““Abd al-Rahman b. ’abi al-Zinad was the most reliable person
(Catbat al-nas) regarding HiSam b. ‘Urwah”.782 On the other hand: Ibn Hanbal declared
that “Abd al-Rahman b. ’abi al-Zinad was such and such (kada wa-kada)”’83 (i.e.,
mediocre), and that he was “muddled [in his transmission] of Hadith” (mudtarib al-
hadit)784; Salih Jazarah declared that “he transmitted things from his father that were
transmitted by no one else”’8> (i.e., suspiciously); Ibn ‘Ad1 declared (regarding a
specific hadith), “I am not aware of [anyone who] transmitted this hadith from Hisam,

other than Ibn ’abi al-Zinad"78¢ (again, suspiciously); and Ibn Hibban declared:

He was amongst those who would transmit mixed-up hadiths in isolation
from reliable tradents (kana mimman yanfaridu bi-al-magqliubat ‘an al-
‘atbat), due to the poor state of his memorisation (wa-kana dalika min su’
hifzi-hi) and the frequency of his erring (wa-katrat kata’i-hi).
Argumentation cannot rest upon a report of his (fa-la yajiuzu al-ihtijaj bi-
kabari-hi), when he transmits a hadith in isolation (’ida infarada); but as for
that which is corroborated by [other] reliable tradents (fa-’amma fi-ma
wdfaqa al-tigat), he is [in such cases] trustworthy in transmission [and can
be] relied upon in argumentation (fa-huwa sadiq fi al-riwayat yahtajju bi-
hi).787

779 <Ijl1 (ed. Qal‘aj1), Tigat, p. 292, # 952.

780 [bn al-Jawzi (ed. ‘Abd Allah), Du‘afa’, 11, p. 94, # 1869.

781 Katib (ed. Ma‘ruf), Ta’rik Madinat al-Salam, X1, p. 496, # 5312.
782 [pid., p. 495, # 5312.

783 [bn ‘Adi (ed. Sarsawi), Kamil, V11, p. 139, # 10532.

784 [bn al-Jawzi (ed. ‘Abd Allah), Du‘afa’, 11, p. 94, # 1869.

785 Katib (ed. Ma‘ruf), Ta’rik Madinat al-Salam, X1, pp. 497, # 5312.
786 [bn ‘Adi (ed. Sarsawi), Kamil, V1I, p. 140, # 10538.

787 [bn Hibban (ed. Zayid), Majrihin, 11, p. 56, # 595.
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Others went further: Ibn Ma‘in declared that “he is nothing” (laysa bi-Say’)788; Ibn
Mahdi,78% Ibn Ma‘In,’?0 and al-Nasa’i7°1 all declared that he was “weak” (da‘if); ‘Ali b. al-
Madini reported that “our companions deem him to be weak” (kana ‘inda ’ashabi-na
da‘ifin)792; al-Razi declared that “he cannot be relied upon in argumentation” (la
yahtajju bi-hi)7°3; Ibn Ma‘in similarly declared that “his hadith are not to be relied upon
in argumentation” (la yahtajju bi-haditi-hi)7°4; al-Fallas reported that “‘Abd al-Rahman
[b. Mahdi] would not transmit Hadith from (la yuhadditu ‘an) ‘Abd al-Rahman b. *abi
al-Zinad”795; and Ibn Mahdi declared, “I am astounded (’inni la-’ajabu) by those who
count Fulayh and Ibn ’abi al-Zinad amongst the traditionists (fi al-muhadditin)”.79¢
Finally, and perhaps most importantly of all, Ibn al-Madini declared that “his Hadith in
Madinah were close [to being reliable] (mugarib), whereas those that he transmitted
in Iraq were muddled (mudtarib).”7°7 Similarly, both al-Fallas and al-Saji declared that
“there is weakness in him” (fi-hi da‘f): that which he transmitted in Madinah is more
authentic ("asahh) than that which he transmitted in Baghdad”.798

Once again, the judgements of Mediaeval Hadith critics should not be accepted
uncritically—but once again, the suspicious historical and geographical patterns of the
evidence happen to be congruent with the observations of some Hadith critics: that Ibn
’abl al-Zinad was sometimes unreliable, or even generally unreliable. More
importantly, he is said to have become unreliable specifically when he moved to
Baghdad, so if indeed he obtained his version of the marital-age hadith when he moved
thereto (as the overwhelming Iragian tendency of the evidence would suggest, along
with the suspicious absence of any other credible Madinan sources, not to mention the
amazing coincidence that Ibn ’abi al-Zinad just so happens to have moved to Iraq), his
suppression or omission of an Iragian intermediary source would be congruent with

such reports.

788 [bn ‘Adi (ed. Sarsawi), Kamil, V11, p. 138, ## 10528-10529.

789 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’ut et al.), Siyar, V111, p. 168.

790 [bn ‘Adi (ed. Sarsawi), Kamil, V11, p. 138, ## 10526-10527.

791 Katib (ed. Ma‘ruf), Ta’rik Madinat al-Salam, X1, pp. 497-498, # 5312.
792 Jbid., pp. 496, # 5312.

793 |bn al-Jawzi (ed. ‘Abd Allah), Du‘afa’, 11, p. 94, # 1869.

794 [bn ‘Adi (ed. Sarsawi), Kamil, V11, p. 138, # 10530.

795 Ibid., # 10531.

796 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’ut et al.), Siyar, VIII, p. 169.

797 Katib (ed. Ma‘ruf), Ta’rik Madinat al-Salam, X1, p. 496, # 5312.
798 Jbid., pp. 497-498, # 5312.
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That said, none of the transmissions from Ibn ’abi al-Zinad actually claim that he
explicitly or directly received the hadith from Hisam in the first place—in every
instance, a student is reported as saying something to the effect of, “Abd al-Rahman b.
"abl al-Zinad reported to us, from (‘an) Hisam...”’9% The generic “from” is famously
ambiguous in Hadith transmission, being consistent with either direct or indirect
transmission. Thus, even the prima facie evidence of the ’isnads turns out to be
equivocal on the issue of Ibn ’abi al-Zinad’s transmission from Hisam.

In sum, HiSam—in some cases plausibly, in most cases probably—variously
transmitted four different versions of the marital-age hadith to thirteen Kufan tradents
and six Basran tradents. This evidently occurred when he moved to Kufah (or close to
Kufah) and then to Baghdad, in the last decade of his life, between 754 and 765 CE. By
contrast, the evidence that HiSam already possessed and was disseminating this hadith
in Madinah is extremely dubious: (1) a single attestation of the Madino-Baghdadian
tradent Sa‘ld b. ‘Abd al-Rahman (appearing in an isolated variant within the
transmissions of another tradent), who was reportedly born after Hisam died; (2) a SS
ascription of a markedly divergent—unusually-detailed and secondary-looking—
matn to the Madinan tradent ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad; (3) a fundamentally divergent
and uncorroborated transmission from the itinerant Basran tradent Ma‘mar b. Rasid
(who met HiSam in Madinah but may have returned home several times), which is
consistent with being a garbled, indirect transmission from HiSam; and (4) the
transmission of the Madino-Baghdadian PCL ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ’abi al-Zinad, who just
so happens to have moved to Baghdad. This is exactly what it would look like if HiSam
only disseminated the marital-age hadith in Iraq, and if the—inevitable or
predictable—secondary process of tadlis and spreading ’isnads generated a few stray
instances of pseudo-Madinan ascription (i.e., the superficial appearance of Madinan
transmission). Put differently, what are the odds that the only two remotely-plausible
instances of Madinan transmission (i.e, Ma‘mar and Ibn ’abi al-Zinad) would just so
happen to be (1) the uncorroborated, highly-garbled transmission of an itinerant
tradent (which is consistent with indirect transmission) and (2) the transmission of a
Madinan who moved to Iraq (which is consistent with his having obtained the hadith

there)? The paucity of credible Madinan transmitters from HiSam, and the complete

799 See the citations given in the section on Ibn ’abi al-Zinad in ch. 2.
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absence of any credible unambiguously-Madinan transmitters from Hisam, is simply
unexpected on the view that HiSam already possessed and was disseminating this
hadith in Madinah, but completely in line with the view that he only disseminated this
hadith in Iraq. In short, the evidence of the ’isnads—when viewed altogether—is best
explained by positing that HiSam only began to transmit the marital-age hadith in

Kufah (or in al-HaSimiyyah, close to Kufah).

Geography and Arguments from Silence: The Evidence of the

Earliest Madinan Collections

Perhaps the strongest corroborating evidence for the Iraqgian provenance of the
marital-age hadith is its absence from the earliest Madinan legal collections and
biographies of the Prophet, despite the prominence and abundance of Ibn ’abi al-Zinad,
Hisam, Muhammad b. ‘Amr, Ibn Sihab al-Zuhri, ‘Urwah, *Aba Salamah, ‘A’i$ah, and
others as alleged Madinan authorities therein. Crone famously warned against
arguments from silence regarding Hadith before the time of al-Safi‘, given that “the
literature is too scanty and above all too local in character for silences to count.”800
However, this is a warning against early inter-regional comparisons, whereas our
given example is intra-regional: we would reasonably expect the local collections to
contain local hadiths from local authorities. Thus, as Crone herself put it: “Malik’s work
can perhaps be used to show that certain Medinese traditions still did not exist in
Medina.”801

To begin with, it is striking that the early Maliki school of Islamic jurisprudence—
an outgrowth of the 8th-Century Madinan legal tradition—never cited the marital-age
hadith, even when it would have been expedient in the justification of their doctrines

on child marriage. As Baugh observes:

Early Maliki jurisprudential writings do not reference the story of ‘A’isha’s
marriage to the Prophet during discussions of prepubescent marriage.

800 Crone, Roman, provincial and Islamic law, 30.
801 Jpjd.
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Rather, there is consistent reliance on both Medinan practice and the
ayyim/bikr report related from Malik.802

Consider for example the absence of any version of this hadith in the premiere extant
collection(s) of early Madinan legal material: the extant recensions of the Kitab al-
Muwatta’ of Malik b. ’Anas (d. 179/795).893 Although Malik did not necessarily reflect
the totality of the Madinan milieu,8% (1) he devoted an entire chapter of his Muwatta’
to marriage and at least two entire sections therein to the (contested and debated issue
of) the marriage of virgins and young girls, (2) was perfectly happy to adduce
Prophetical reports that he himself rejected (in the context of the marriage of virgins,
no less),8% and (3) was also a prolific student of Hisam, al-Zuhri, and other notable
Madinan transmitters of ‘A’i$ah’s reports.8%6 As such, the failure of Malik to cite this
hadith suggests not merely that Malik rejected it, but that it was not circulating in
Madinah at that time.8%7 This is especially so given that the marital-age hadith has
important and expedient legal ramifications, and thus would surely have demanded

inclusion into a dedicated Madinan collection of Madinan legal Hadith.

802 Baugh, Minor Marriage, 104. By contrast, “all of the future schools of law” from al-SafiT onward
utilised this hadith (ibid., 168).

803 Thus, a search of the chapters on marriage (especially the sections pertaining virgins) in the
recensions of al-Saybani, Yahy4, >Abii Mus‘ab, Suwayd, Ibn al-Qasim, and Ibn Bukayr yielded nothing.

804 Cf. Patricia Crone, ‘Jahill and Jewish law: the qasamd’, Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam,
Volume 4 (1984), 196-197, and Najam I. Haider, ‘The Geography of the Isnad: Possibilities for the
Reconstruction of Local Ritual Practice in the 2nd/8th Century’, Der Islam, Volume 90, Issue 2 (2013),
310.

805 E.g., Ali, Marriage and Slavery, 34. This is at least the case in the following recensions: Yahya b.
Yahya al-Layti (ed. Aisha A. Bewley), Al-Muwatta’ of Imam Malik ibn Anas: Arabic & English, revised ed.
(Norwich, UK: Diwan Press, 2014), 527-528; ’Abui Mus‘ab b. ’ab1 Bakr al-Zuhri (ed. Bassar ‘Awwad
Ma‘rif & Mahmiid Muhammad Kalil), al-Muwatta’, vol. 1 (Beirut, Lebanon: Mu’assasat al-Risalah, 1991),
pp. 569-570; Suwayd b. Sa‘ld al-Hadatani (ed. ‘Abd al-Majid Turki), al-Muwatta’ (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar
al-Garb al-’Islamiyy, 1994), pp. 255-256; and Yahya b. ‘Abd Allah b. Bukayr, redacted by Muhammad b.
‘Abd Allah b. Tamart (ed. Ignaz Goldziher), Muwatta’ al-’Imam al-Mahdi (Algiers, Algeria: Gouvernement
Général de I'Algérie, 1905), pp. 424-425. In the recension of Muhammad b. al-Hasan al-Saybani (ed.
Yahya Batha, Zubair Ismail Bayat, Uthman Ibrahim-Morisson, Sulaiman Gani, Muhammad Ansa,
Abdassamad Clarke, & Safira Batha), The Muwatta of Imam Muhammad (London, UK: Turath Publishing,
2010), p. 235, however, the citation of the opposing Madinan ’amr and Malik’s commitment thereto is
absent, although the relevant conflicting Prophetical report (Malik—‘Abd Allah b. al-Fadl—Nafi‘ b.
Jubayr b. Mut‘im—°Abd Allah b. ‘Abbas) remains, along with an approving comment by al-Saybani.

806 By my count (using the Sunnah.com digital database), HisSam is cited 108 times in Yahya’s
recension of Malik’s Muwatta’, whilst Motzki (trans. Paoli & Reid), ‘The Jurisprudence of Ibn Shihab al-
Zuhr?', in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Tradition, 18, estimated that al-Zuhri constitutes 21% of Malik’s
citations (which is more than any other source).

807 Shanavas, ‘The Myth of a Proverbial Age’, 21, makes a similar point.
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Malik’s non-citation of the marital-age hadith, on the view that the hadith arose in
Iraq, is consistent with the following report from the Baghdadian Hadith critic ‘Abd al-
Rahman b. Kiras (d. 283/896):

It reached me that Malik was angry (nagama) at Hisam b. ‘Urwah [due to]
the Hadith [that he transmitted] to the people of Iraq, which he would not
accept (wa-kana la yarda-hu).808

In another report, Malik’s alleged hostility towards HiSam—due to his departure from

Madinah to Iraq—is framed in an anecdote about a dream:

‘All b. al-Madini said: “Yahya b. Sa‘id [al-Qattan] said: “I saw Malik b. ’Anas
during [my] sleep, so I asked him about HiSam b. ‘Urwah, whereupon he
said: “As for that which he related when he was in our proximity [i.e.,
Madinah], he—i.e., it was as though he—declared it to be sound (yusahhihu-
hu), and that which he related after he departed from our proximity [i.e., to
Iraq], it was as though he declared it to be weak (yuwahhinu-hu).”””80°

All of this is consistent with Malik’s having only transmitted from HiSam hadiths that
HiSam transmitted in Madinah, as opposed to hadiths that he only began to
disseminate after he moved to Irag—including the marital-age hadith. In other words,
if Malik only transmitted HiSam’s Madinan hadiths, and Malik did not transmit HiSam's
marital-age hadith, this is evidence that HiSam’s marital-age hadith was not one of his
Madinan hadiths. As Baugh again observes: “The report of ‘A’isha, like other reports of
Hisham ibn ‘Urwa from the Kufan period of his old age, was not included by Malik in
the Muwatta’.”810

The marital-age hadith is also absent from the Mudawwanah of the proto-Maliki
Qayrawanian jurist Sahniin b. Sa‘id al-Tanuki (d. 240/854), a compilation of Madinan
legal transmissions and opinions not just from Malik (e.g., from HiSam, from ‘Urwah,
from “A’i$ah), but also from early Madinan authorities more broadly, including Ibn *abi

al-Zinad, Ibn Sihab al-Zuhri, ‘Urwah, and others. Even in the sections pertaining to

marriage and especially child marriage, no version of the marital-age hadith—whether

808 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, VI, p. 35.
809 [bn Hajar, Tahdib al-Tahdib, XI, p. 50.
810 Baugh, Minor Marriage, 122.
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from HiSam or from any of the other Madinan authorities to which it is ascribed—can
be found.811

To my knowledge,812 the earliest Maliki work to cite any version of the marital-age
hadith is al-Ma%inah ‘ald Madhab ‘Alim al-Madinah, which was composed by the
Baghdadian Maliki jurist ‘Abd al-Wahhab b. ‘Ali al-Qadi (d. 422/1031), nearly three
centuries after the hadith’s initial mass-dissemination in Iraq. Thus, in his chapter on
marriage (kitab al-nikah wa-’abwabi-hi wa-al-talaq wa-ma yata‘allaqu bi-hi), in the
section pertaining to child marriage (fi tazwij al-’ab ibnata-hu al-bikr al-sagirah), ‘Abd

al-Wahhab wrote the following:

And [it is permissible] for the father to marry off his prepubescent virgin
daughter (wa-li-I-’ab ’inkah ibnata-hu al-bikr al-sagirah), without [there
being any scholarly| disagreement [on the matter| (min gayr kilaf). And the
basis thereof (wa-al-’asl fi-hi) is His (the Sublime’s) statement, “and marry
the unmarried females amongst you” [Q. 24:32], and His (the Sublime’s)
statement, “verily, | want to marry you to one of my two daughters, [one of]
these two” [Q. 28:27], and His statement, “and [as for] those amongst your
women who have despaired of menstruation: if you doubt, then their [post-
marital] waiting period is three months; and [likewise for] those who have
not [i.e., never] menstruated” [Q. 65:4]. Thus, He established for the female
who has not attained puberty (allati lam tablug) a [post-marital] waiting
period, and the [post-marital] waiting period is not necessary except [in the
instance of] the separation of a valid [i.e., consummated] marriage (nikah
sahih). And [it is also permissible] because the Messenger of God married
(tazawwaja) ‘A’isah when she was a girl of six and consummated the
marriage with her (wa-band bi-ha) when she was a girl of nine, and [also
because] it was transmitted that he married off (zawwaja) his two
daughters to ‘Utman without consulting them (wa-lam yastasir-huma).
There is no disagreement on this matter (wa-la kilaf? fi-hi).813

Itis fitting that the first Maliki jurist to use the marital-age hadith happens to have been
an Iraqgian, but regardless, the key point is this: the absence of this hadith from the early
Maliki legal tradition—exemplified by its belated entry therein, around the turn of the
11th Century CE—is straightforwardly inconsistent with the notion that the hadith
was being transmitted in Madinah already during the 8th Century CE. If leading legal

811 E.g., cf. Sahniin b. Sa‘ld al-Tanitki, al-Mudawwanah al-Kubrd, vol. 4 (Riyad, KSA: Wizarat al-Sw’iin
al-’Islamiyy wa-al-’Awqaf wa-al-Da‘wah wa-al-’Ir$ad, n. d.), pp. 5-9, comprising the following sections
within the kitab al-nikdah al-’‘awwal: § fi ’inkdh al-"ab ibnata-hu bi-gayr rida-hd; § fi ’inkdah al-"ab ibnata-
hu al-bikr wa-al-tayyib; § bab fi ihtilam al-guldm; and § fi rida al-bikr wa-al-tayyib.

812 Based upon my search of the Shamela database.

813 ‘Abd al-Wahhab b. ‘All al-Bagdadi (ed. Hami$ ‘Abd al-Haqq), al-Ma‘iinah ‘ald Madhab ‘Alim al-
Madinah (Makkah, KSA: al-Maktabah al-Tijariyyah, n. d.), p. 718.

244



authorities and transmitters of legal hadiths in Madinah—including Ibn ’abi al-Zinad,
Hisam, Muhammad b. ‘Amr, Ibn Sihab al-Zuhri, >Aba Salamah, Yahyab. ‘Abd al-Rahman,
‘Urwah, and ‘A’iSah—were truly disseminating versions of the marital-age hadith
during the 7th and 8th Centuries CE (as most of the relevant ’isnads would have us
believe), we would reasonably expect at least some versions thereof to appear in the
Madinan legal collections—and Maliki collections of Madinan legal material—of the
8th, 9th, and 10th Centuries CE. This is especially so given the legal utility of the
marital-age hadith for specific, early Madinan and Maliki doctrines regarding child
marriage—yet the Madinans and the Malikis failed to cite the hadith for centuries. The
absence of any version of the marital-age hadith in the earliest compendia of Madinan
legal Hadith is thus strong evidence against the notion that the hadith in question was
circulating in Madinah already in the 7th and 8th Centuries CE, which corroborates the
hypothesis of Iraqgian origin. If the Madinans and early Malikis knew of the marital-age
hadith at all (as they surely must have by at least the middle of the 9th Century CE,
when it was spreading all across the Abbasid Caliphate), they presumably experienced
it as a foreign import (from Iraq or elsewhere), not a local resource that they had
possessed all along—thus, its continued absence from the Madino-Maliki legal
tradition until the turn of the 11th Century CE, when a Maliki from Iraq finally recruited
it to support the Madinan position that a father can arrange the marriage of his virgin
daughter without her permission or consent. Thereafter, the marital-age hadith
became a standard proof for this doctrine within the classical Maliki tradition.814

The silence of the earliest collections of Madinan legal Hadith is matched by the
silence of the earliest Madinan collection of biographical Hadith—namely, the famous
Kitab al-Magazi of the influential Madinan traditionist and biographer Muhammad b.
’Ishaq b. Yasar (d. 150-153/767-770). The original version of this biography lacked
any mention of ‘A’i$ah’s young marital age, despite the fact that Ibn ’Ishaq otherwise

transmitted from Hisam b. ‘Urwah, various other sons of ‘Urwah, other Zubayrids,

814 E.g, Muhammad b. ‘Abd Allah b. Yiunus al-Siqilli (prepared by ‘Abd Allah Muhammad Ahmad al-
’Ansari), al-Jami‘li-Masa’il al-Mudawwanah, vol. 9 (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar al-Fikr, 2013), pp. 21-22; Yusuf
b. ‘Abd Allah b. “‘Abd al-Barr (ed. ‘Abd al-Mu‘ti’Amin Qal‘aji), al-Istidkar, vol. 16 (Damascus & Beirut: Dar
Qutaybah; and Aleppo & Cairo: Dar al-Wa‘y; 1993), pp. 49-54. There is however a slight difference in use
here: whereas ‘Abd al-Wahhab cited the marital-age hadith to justify forced prepubescent virgin
marriage in particular, al-Siqilli and Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr cited it to justify forced virgin marriage in general,
without qualification.
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Zubayrid clients, students of ‘Urwah, and ultimately ‘A’iah herself.815 Ibn ’Ishaq’s
failure to acquire this hadith from HiSam after they had both migrated to Baghdad is
understandable (given the enmity that arose between the two in Madinah, prior to
their respective departures),816 but his failure to acquire it beforehand from Hisam and
a multitude of other Madinan and Zubayrid authorities is hard to explain if the hadith
was actually circulating in Madinah. This is especially so given that the hadith is of
great biographical importance (being the marriage of the Prophet to his favourite wife,
no less), and thus would surely have demanded inclusion into a dedicated Madinan
collection of Prophetical biography. Ibn ’Ishaq’s Kitab al-Magazi is thus another early
Madinan collection that should have cited this hadith but did not, and the later editors
and transmitters had to add this hadith therein themselves as a supplement in their
recensions of his work: the Basro-Egyptian redactor ‘Abd al-Malik b. Hisam (d.
213/828-829 or 218/833)—who received a version of the Kitab al-Magazi from Ibn
’Ishaq’s Kufan student Ziyad al-Bakka’i (d. 183/799-800)—referred to the hadith in his
own biographical summary of ‘A’i§ah’s marriage (i.e., amongst his explicit addenda),817

whilst Ibn ’Ishaq’s Kufan student and redactor Yunus b. Bukayr (d. 199/814-815) cited

815 E.g., ‘Abd al-Malik b. HiSam & Muhammad b. ’Ishaq (ed. & trans. Alfred Guillaume), The Life of
Muhammad: A Translation of Ishaq’s Sirat Rasul Allah (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 1998
[originally published in 1955]), 99 (Hisam—Urwah—’Asma’), 105 (al-Zuhri—Urwah—‘A’i$ah), 111
(Hi$am—‘Urwah—°Abd Allah b. Ja“far), 112 (Salih b. Kaysan—‘Urwah—‘A’i$ah), 130 (Yahy4 b. ‘Urwah—
‘Urwah—‘Abd Allah b. ‘Amr), 144 (Hi$am— Urwah), 153 (al-Zuhri—‘Urwah—‘A’i$ah), 154 (Yazid b.
Riman—Urwah—‘A’i$ah), 171 (al-Zuhri—Urwah—‘A’i$ah), 187 (Yazid b. Riman—‘Urwah), 191
(‘Umar b. ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Urwah—‘Abd Alldh b. ‘Urwah), 191 (HiSdam—Urwah), 212 (‘Urwah), 223
(fulan—‘Urwah—‘A’i$ah), 227 (Muhammad b. Ja‘far b. al-Zubayr—‘Urwah—‘Abd al-Rahman b.
‘Uwaymir), 236 (Muhammad b. Ja‘far b. al-Zubayr—‘Urwah—fulanah), 279 (al-Zuhri—Urwah—
’Usamah b. Zayd), 289 (al-Zuhri & ‘Asim b. ‘Umar b. Qatadah & ‘Abd Allah b.’abi Bakr & Yazid b. Riman—
‘Urwah & others—Ibn ‘Abbas), 290 (Yazid b. Riman—‘Urwah), 292 (Yazid b. Riman—‘Urwah), 305
(Yazid b. Riman—‘Urwah—°A’iah), 318 (Muhammad b. Ja‘far b. al-Zubayr—‘Urwah), 435 (Hi$am—
‘Urwah—‘Amir b. al-Tufayl), 445 (Muhammad b. Ja‘far b. al-Zubayr & Muhammad b. ‘Abd al-Rahman—
‘Urwah—’Abii Hurayrah), 464 (Muhammad b. Ja‘far b. al-Zubayr—‘Urwah—‘A’i$ah), 493 (Muhammad
b. Ja‘far b. al-Zubayr—‘Urwah—°‘A’i$ah), 493 (fulan—al-Zuhri—‘Urwah—°A’iah), 494 (al-Zuhri—
‘Algamah b. Waqqgas & Sa‘id b. Jubayr & ‘Urwah & ‘Ubayd Allah b. ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Utbah), 500 (al-Zuhri—
‘Urwah—Miswar & Marwan), 509 (al-Zuhri—‘Urwah), 513-514 (Hisam), 527 (Muhammad b. Ja‘far b. al-
Zubayr—‘Urwah), 532 (Muhammad b. Ja‘far b. al-Zubayr—‘Urwah), 536 (Muhammad b. Ja‘far b. al-
Zubayr—‘Urwah), 540 (al-Zuhri—Urwah—Miswar & Marwan), 545 (Muhammad b. Ja‘far b. al-
Zubayr—‘Urwah & others), 555 (Muhammad b. Ja‘far b. al-Zubayr—‘Urwah), 670 (Muhammad b. Ja‘far
b. al-Zubayr—Ziyad b. Dumayrah b. Sa‘d al-Sulami—‘Urwah—al-Zubayr—al-’Aswad), 679 (al-Zuhri—
’Ayyib b. Basir), 680 (Muhammad b. Ja‘far b. al-Zubayr—‘Urwah—‘A’i$ah), 682 (Ya‘qib b. ‘Utbah—al-
Zuhri—Urwah—°‘A’i$ah), 686 (al-Zuhri—Urwah); etc.

816 John M. B. Jones, ‘Ibn Ishak’, in Bernard Lewis, Victor L. Ménage, Charles Pellat, & Joseph F. Schacht
(eds.), The Encyclopaedia of Islam, New Edition, Volume 3: H-Iram (Leiden, the Netherlands: Koninklijke
Brill NV, 1971), 810-811; Guillaume, The Life of Muhammad, xiii-xiv.

817 Ibn Hisam (ed. & trans. Guillaume), The Life of Muhammad, 792. He even cites Ibn ’Ishaq (i.e., Ibn
Hisam—al-Bakka’i—Ibn ’Ishag—Muhammad b. Ja‘far b. al-Zubayr—‘Urwah—‘A’i$ah) for his data on
other wives (e.g., ibid., 793), but not for ‘A’isah.
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the hadith on the authority of HiSam b. ‘Urwah (again, as an explicit addendum).818 In
other words: not only was the marital-age hadith absent from the original Kitab al-
Magazi of Ibn ’Ishagq, it was explicitly added to this collection of Madinan material by
Iragians.81?

The marital-age hadith is also absent from the Kitab al-Magazi of al-Waqidi (another
collection of Madinan material), which may at first seem odd: we have already
established that al-Wagqid1 transmitted several different versions of the marital-age
hadith to his secretary Ibn Sa‘d in Baghdad, so it would not have been surprising if he
had inserted at least one such version into his own Kitab al-Magazi as well. It could be
posited that the material constituting the Kitab al-Magazi was already relatively fixed
or closed by the time that al-Waqidi moved to Baghdad, in which case, its silence would
be meaningful: if the Kitab al-Magazi is a dedicated Madinan collection of material, and
the marital-age hadith is absent therefrom, then this would be further evidence that
the hadith was not circulating in Madinah during the 8th Century CE, not to mention
that al-Wagqid1 in particular only obtained the hadith after he moved to Baghdad. That
said, the silence of this work may not be meaningful: unlike Ibn ’Ishaq’s work, al-
Wagqidr’s (or at least the extant redaction thereof) truly lives up to its name, being much
more focused on the raids and battles of the Prophet. It is thus less surprising—and
less interesting—that al-Waqidi (in contrast to Ibn ’Ishaq) failed to cite the marital-age
hadith: it was less germane to his interests, at least as far as his extant Kitab al-Magazi
was concerned.820

Finally, it is worth noting that another Madinan collection of biographical Hadith
has just been rediscovered and published (as of October, 2021): the Kitab al-Magazi of
the influential Madinan biographer and traditionist Miisa b. ‘Ugbah (d. 141-142/758-
760), a client of the Zubayrids’ who was remembered as having transmitted from such
Madinan notables as Ibn Sihab al-Zuhri, Aba Salamah, and ‘Urwah.82! Given the
biographical importance of the marital-age hadith and given Musa’s teachers, it is

reasonable to expect that he should have cited the hadith, if indeed it was circulating

818 [bn Bukayr (ed. Zakkar), Siyar, p. 255.

819 [ owe thanks to Yasmin Amin for pointing out the example of Ibn Bukayr.

820 The marital-age hadith is likewise absent from Sulayman b. Tarkan al-Taym1 (ed. Ridwan al-
Hasr), Sirat Rasul Allah (Riyadh, KSA: Markaz al-Malik Faysal li-al-Buhtt wa-al-Dirasat al-’Islamiyyabh,
1443 AH), a Basran work that is exclusively focused on the Prophet’s raids. I owe thanks to Pavel
Pavlovitch for this reference.

821 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, VI, pp. 114-118.
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in Madinah during the 7th and 8th Centuries CE: as above with Ibn *Ishaq, so too with
Misa.

Unfortunately, I do not yet have access this work, but its importance cannot be
overstated: it is rare indeed that a historian is presented with an opportunity to test
the novel predictions (or in the case of past occurrences, retrodictions) generated by
their hypotheses. If Misa’s biography cites the marital-age hadith but exhibits no
further signs of tampering or later redaction, then the hypothesis outlined thus far will
be seriously weakened: if Miisa possessed a version of the marital-age hadith on a
Madinan authority, spent most of his life in Madinah, and died before Hisam, then it
would reasonably follow that he obtained his version in Madinah, and that the hadith
was already circulating in Madinah in the middle of the 8th Century CE (i.e,
independently of HiSam’s activities in Iraq). The silence of all other Madinan sources
and the absence of unambiguously-Madinan CLs and PCLs would still need to be
explained, but at that point, the hypothesis of Madinan origins and the hypothesis of
Iragian origins would be on a much more equal footing: both would be supported by
strong pieces of evidence, whilst simultaneously conflicting with other strong points
of evidence. Both hypotheses would thus have to explain away some of the evidence,
for which purpose ad hoc auxiliary hypotheses would need to be devised: this would
leave both hypotheses in the awkward position of having to make additional,
unevidenced assumptions (unless or until independent confirmation could be
furnished for a given auxiliary hypothesis).

Conversely, if Miisd’s biography follows every other early Madinan source in failing
to cite the marital-age hadith, this would make their collective silence all the more
deafening—strengthening the evidence that the marital-age hadith was not circulating
in Madinah during the 7th and 8th Centuries CE. In short, my hypothesis predicts (all
else being equal) that the marital-age hadith should be absent from Musa’s Kitab al-
Magazi—a prediction that should be verifiable by the time that you read this.

In sum, the absence of the marital-age hadith from all early Madinan sources and
early dedicated collections of Madinan material—despite (1) its claiming to derive from
the great masters of Madinah, whose transmissions were copiously recorded in these
sources; (2) its specifically embodying their legal stances on topics they explicitly
addressed (in the case of the legal sources) and biographical details of the sort they

liked to adduce (in the case of the biographical sources); and (3) its ubiquitous citation
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in these same contexts and for these same interests in later sources—is extremely
unexpected, which is to say, highly unlikely on the hypothesis of a genuine Madinan
origin. This collective silence is thus strong evidence for the absence of the marital-age

hadith in Madinah during the 8th Century CE.

Geography and Arguments from Silence: The Evidence of the

Earliest Kufan Collections

Although most versions of the marital-age hadith—including those from Iraqian CLs—
claim to derive via Madinan SSs and/or from Madinan sources, three of the earliest CLs

cited Kufan SSs:

e The Kufan CL ‘Abtar b. al-Qasim (d. 178/794-795) also cited the Kufan
traditionist Mutarrif b. Tarif (d. 133/750-751 or 141-143/758-761), from ’Abu
’Ishaq, from ’Abu ‘Ubaydah, from ‘A’i$ah.

e The Wasitian-Basran CL ’Abu ‘Awanah al-Waddah (d. 176/792) cited the
Kufan Follower and gadi ‘Abd al-Malik b. ‘Umayr (d. 136/754), from ‘A’i$ah.

e The Kufan CL ’Isra’ll b. Yunus (d. 160-162/776-779) cited the Kufan
traditionist ’Abu ’Ishaq ‘Amr b. ‘Abd Allah al-Sabi‘1 (d. 127-128/744-746), from
the Kufan Follower ’Abi ‘Ubaydah ‘Amir b. ‘Abd Allah (d. 81/700-701).

e The Kufan CL Sulayman b. Mihran al->’A‘mas (d. 147-148/764-766) cited the
Kufan Follower ’Ibrahim b. Yazid al-Naka‘1 (d. 96/714), from the Kufan Follower

al-’Aswad b. Yazid (d. 75/694-695), from ‘A’i$ah.

Thus, even if the Madinan origin of the marital-age hadith is in doubt, the possibility
remains that it can be traced back to the early 8th Century CE in Kufah, if not earlier.
There are several reasons to doubt that the marital-age hadith goes back any earlier
than the middle of the 8th Century CE even in Kufah, however. Firstly, as we have
already seen, ‘Abtar’s hadith was likely borrowed from the tradition of al-’A‘mas, and
can be set aside accordingly. Secondly, as we have already seen, ’Abu ‘Awanah’s fada’il

hadith plausibly reflects a secondary reworking of the relevant fada’il material, from
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which the marital-age elements were initially absent. Thirdly, in terms of ascription,
al-’A‘'mas’s hadith (which explicitly and continuously reaches all the way back to
‘A’i$ah) is superior to Hi$am’s (which originally only reached back to ‘Urwah), making
it seem secondary. Fourthly, all of these Kufan ascriptions—Ilike every other version of
the hadith more broadly—are consistent with being outgrowths of HiSam'’s version
(via the ordinary mechanisms of erroneous or sloppy transmission, in conjunction
with the common occurrence of secondary false ascription).

To all of the above can be added the following consideration: as with the Malikis, the
Kufan versions of the marital-age hadith are never cited by the early Hanafi school of
I[slamic jurisprudence, despite its being an outgrowth of the 8th-Century Kufan legal
tradition, and despite the hadith’s potential utility as a justification for Hanafi doctrines
relating to child marriage. Thus, the hadith is absent from all of the extant writings of
and transmissions from the leading Kufan jurists ’Abu Hanifah al-Nu‘man b. Tabit (d.
150/767),’Abu Yusuf Ya‘qub b. ’Ibrahim (d. 182/798), and Muhammad b. al-Hasan al-
Saybani (d. 189/804-805), not to mention all of their early followers. Thus, as Baugh
again observes: “It cannot be overlooked that al-Tahaw1 does not mention the hadith
of ‘A’isha here or in the Ikhtilaf822 Likewise: “Much of al-Jassas’s argument is built on
the arguments of al-Tahawsi, and al-Shaybani before him; none of these relies on the
hadith of ‘A’isha.”823 In short, “the Hanafl position definitely allowed prepubescent
marriage but it was never justified by this hadith.”824

An alleged exception to this overwhelming Kufan legal silence is the extant Kitab al-
’Asl ascribed to al-Saybani, who allegedly cited the marital-age hadith therein—in the
chapter on marriage (kitab al-nikah), in the section pertaining to child marriage (bab

nikah al-sagir wa-al-sagirah)—as follows:

It reached us (balaga-na) from the Messenger of God that he married
(tazawwaja) ‘A’isah when she was a prepubescent girl (sagirah), a girl of
six years, and consummated the marriage with her (wa-band bi-ha) when
she was a girl of nine years; she was with him nine [years].825

822 Baugh, Minor Marriage, 189.

823 Jbid., 192.

824 Jbid., 179, n. 56.

825 Muhammad b. al-Hasan al-Saybani (ed. Mehmet Boynukalin), al-’As, vol. 10 (Doha, Qatar: Wizarat
al-’Awqaf, 2012), p. 186.
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If indeed al-Saybani—one of the founders of the Hanafi school—had cited the marital-
age hadith in his jurisprudence, it would be reasonable to expect that the subsequent
Hanafl tradition, in which earlier works were continuously cannibalised and
elaborated in later works, would have mentioned this fact. Instead, the Hanafi tradition
failed to cite this hadith for centuries, which immediately suggests that the citation in
the extant ’Asl is a later interpolation, or that the extant ’Asl as a whole is actually a text
that was reworked centuries after al-Saybani. This hypothesis has been corroborated
by Hocine Benkheira, who argues that the ’Asl was reworked and revised (“remanié et
révisé”) long after (“longtemps aprés”) the time of al-Saybani, on the basis of the
appearance therein of a hadith that is otherwise mysteriously absent in the works of
Malik and especially al-Safii—a hadith that otherwise only appeared late (“tardive”)
in the Hanafl tradition.826

The Transoxanian Hanafi jurist Muhammad b. ’Ahmad al-Saraksi (d. 483/1090) also
attributed the use of the marital-age hadith to the earlier Hanafi jurist Muhammad b.

Mugqatil al-Razi (d. 248/862-863), in the following passage of his famous al-Mabstit:

Our masters (masayiku-na) disagreed regarding the minimum age (‘adnd
al-muddah) by which the determining of the puberty of the prepubescent
girl is permissible (yajiuzu al-hukm fi-ha bi-bultig al-sagirah). Thus,
Muhammad b. Mugqatil al-Razi used to set it at nine years, because the
Prophet consummated his marriage (band) with ‘A’i$ah when she was a girl
of nine years, and [it is] obvious (al-zahir) that he consummated the
marriage with her after [she had attained] puberty (ba‘da al-buliig).
Moreover, ’Abu Muti® al-Balki had a daughter who became a grandmother
when she was a girl of nineteen years, such that he said: “This girl has put
us to shame!” And amongst our masters are those who set it at seven years
because of his [i.e., the Prophet’s] saying: “Command them to [uphold] the
prayer, when they reach [the age of] seven.”827

Given that Ibn Mugatil’s use is unattested in the Hanafi tradition prior to al-Saraksi (i.e.,
in the approximately two centuries separating the two), the ascription is dubious;
moreover, al-Saraksi does not actually quote Ibn Mugatil’s own words in this regard,
which is consistent with his description of Ibn Mugatil’s use of the marital-age hadith’s

being the product of al-Saraksi’s own inferences or speculation.

826 Hocine Benkheira, ‘Un acte manqué peut-il invalider le jetine? A propos de l'oubli et de cas
semblables’, Mélanges de I'Institut dominicain d’études orientales, Number 34 (2019), 30.

827 Muhammad b. ’Ahmad al-Saraksi, al-Mabsiit, vol. 3 (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar al-Ma‘rifah, 1989), p.
149.
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As far as I am aware,828 the earliest definite use of the marital-age hadith within the
Hanafi tradition occurred in al-Nutaf fi al-Fatawd, which was composed by the
Transoxanian Hanafi jurist ‘Ali b. al-Husayn b. Muhammad al-Sugdi (d. 461/1068-
1069), nearly three centuries after the hadith’s initial mass-dissemination in Iraq.
Thus, in a discussion on the age at which Islamic rituals become obligatory, al-Sugdi

wrote the following:

And as for prayer, [children] are commanded to [uphold] it at seven years,
and they are beaten [into doing] it at ten.

And as for fasting, [children] are commanded to [uphold] it at ten, and
they are beaten [into doing] it at twelve.

And as for [being] alone in sleep, [children] are separated into boys and
girls [on the one hand], and fathers and mothers [are separated] from them
[as well], at six; and that is because the Messenger of God married
(tazawwaja) ‘A’i8ah when she was a girl of six years and consummated the
marriage with her (band bi-ha) at nine.

And, at fifteen, pens are upon them [i.e., they are subject to the rulings of
jurists].829

Following al-Sugdi (in fact, beginning with his student al-Saraksi), the marital-age
hadith became a standard proof within the classical Hanafi tradition for various
marriage-related doctrines—in particular, that fathers can arrange the marriages of
their prepubescent children; that girls can be consummated in marriage when they
attain physical maturity; and that nine is the minimum age at which puberty can occur
in girls.830

Of course, the Hanafis must have been aware of the marital-age hadith for centuries
before they finally started to use it—indeed, their early Kufan forebears could not have
failed to notice its proliferation amongst the traditionists and Hadith-oriented jurists
of their hometown at the end of the 8th Century CE. Thus, as with the Malikis, a
distinction can be made between the initial non-use of the hadith on the one hand, and

its prolonged non-use on the other. The latter can be easily explained by the former, as

828 Again, based upon my search of the Shamela database.

829 ‘Al1 b. al-Husayn b. Muhammad al-Sugdi (ed. Salah al-Din al-Nahi), al-Nutaf fi al-Fatawd (Amman,
Jordan: Dar al-Furqan, 1984), p. 113.

830 E.g., Saraksi, Mabstit, 111, p. 149; ibid., 1V, pp. 212-213; Burhan al-Din Mahmid b.’Ahmad al-Bukari
(ed. Na‘im ’Ahmad), al-Muhit al-Burhdniyy fi al-Fiqgh al-Nu‘madniyy, vol. 1 (Riyad, KSA: Maktabat al-Rusd,
2004), p. 395, # 833; °Abu Bakr b. Mas‘id al-Kasani (ed. ‘All Muhammad Mu‘awwad & ‘Adil ’Ahmad ‘Abd
al-Mawjid), Bada@’i‘ al-Sand’i fi Tartib al-Sar@’i, vol. 3 (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar al-Kutub al-‘Ilmiyyabh,
2003), p. 355; Badr al-Din Muhammad b.’Ahmad al-‘Ayni (ed. ’Ayman $alih Sa‘ban), al-Bindyah Sarh al-
Hidayah, vol. 5 (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar al-Kutub al-‘llmiyyah, 2000), p. 90; ibid., XI, p. 111.
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a consequence of inertia or a kind of legal traditionalism or conservativism: the
founders of the legal school did not use the hadith in their authoritative works, so their
early followers simply followed suit. By contrast, the former is much harder to explain
on the view that the Kufan versions of the marital-age hadith genuinely derive from
their alleged sources—in particular, ’Ibrahim al-Naka‘T (d. 96/714), ’Abu ‘Ubaydah
‘Amir (d. 81/700-701), and al-’Aswad b. Yazid (d. 75/694-695). The early Kufan legal
tradition venerated the local Companion ‘Abd Allah b. Mas‘ud and his students ("ashab)
above all others as sources of legal doctrine®3! and, as it happens, al-’Aswad was the
student of Ibn Mas‘td and ’Abu ‘Ubaydah was the son of Ibn Mas‘id. Moreover,
amongst the Followers, the early Kufan legal tradition venerated none other than
"Ibrahim al-NakaT above all others as a source of legal doctrine,832 such that his
opinions and transmissions comprise the bulk of the reports cited in both the Kitab al-
’Atar of >Aba Yusuf and the Kitab al-’Atar of al-§aybéni.833 Thus, if these leading
authorities amongst the Followers of Kufah had truly transmitted versions of the
marital-age hadith to their local students, such that the marital-age hadith was already
circulating in Kufah during the early 8th Century CE, we would reasonably expect that
the Kufan jurists and jurist-collectors of the mid-to-late 8th Century CE would have
cited or mentioned it in their various legal writings and compendia, especially given
the utility of the hadith for some of their marriage-related legal doctrines.
Consequently, the absence of the marital-age hadith (which had utility as a justification
for certain Kufan legal doctrines) from the early Kufan legal tradition (which venerated
the Kufan Followers who allegedly transmitted the hadith) is unexpected on the view
that the ascriptions of the Kufan CLs ’Isra’ll and al-’A‘mas to the Followers of Kufah are
genuine. The absence of any version of the marital-age hadith from the early Kufan
legal tradition is consistent with the hadith’s being a mid-8th-Century innovation
amongst the traditionists of Iraq in particular, such that it only took off amongst
subsequent Hadith-oriented jurists (such as al-Safil), rather than the indigenous,
mainstream, rationalist-inclined jurists of Kufah (such as ’Abu Hanifah, ’Abu Yusuf, and

al-Saybani), who never possessed the hadith to begin with.

831 Schacht, Origins, 31, 231 ff.
832 Ibid., 32-33, 86-87, 105, 233 ff.
833 Ibid., 86.
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The only hint at an early Kufan legal use of the marital-age hadith (i.e., beyond the
Hadith-oriented jurists) is the following ascription of the Khurasanian CL Ibn Rahwayh
(d. 238/853), via the Kufan tradent Yahya b. ’Adam (d. 203/818), to the Zaydi Kufan
theologian and traditionist al-Hasan b. Hayy (d. 169/785-786):

Yahy4 b. ’Adam reported to us, from al-Hasan [b. Hayy], who said: “I saw a
grandmother [who was] a girl of twenty-one years.”

He said: “And the minimum of the ages [at which] the pregnancy of a
woman [can occur] is nine years (wa-"aqall ‘awqat [al-Jhaml [al-mar’ah] tis
sinin), which is the earliest time [at which there can be] sexual intercourse
(wa-huwa ‘awwal waqt/’awqat al-wat’). The Messenger of God
consummated his marriage (dakala) with ‘A’i8ah when she was a girl of
nine."”834

Ibn Rahwayh'’s ascription to al-Hasan is uncorroborated, but even if it is authentic, it
does not change the unexpected silence of the dominant proto-Hanafi faction of Kufah,
which was obsessed with ’Ibrahim and the students of Ibn Mas‘ud: if ’Ibrahim and the
students of Ibn Mas‘ud had truly disseminated versions of the marital-age hadith in
Kufah, it would be reasonable to expect that these specific versions would have been
cited by proto-Hanafl jurists and collectors.

In short, (1) the absence of the marital-age elements from most versions of the 8th-
Century Kufan fada’il material on ‘A’i$ah, (2) the perfect ’isnad cited by al-’A‘mas, (3)
the consistency of all Kufan versions with being outgrowths of HiSam’s version, and
above all (4) the absence of the marital-age hadith from the early Kufan—or
specifically, the proto-Hanafi—legal tradition all cast serious doubt on the Kufan
versions of the marital-age hadith, which claim derive from or via the Followers of
Kufah. On the contrary, this evidence is consistent with the marital-age hadith’s being
a recent (mid-8th-Century) innovation amongst the traditionists of Kufah, or in other
words: even in Kufah, the marital-age hadith cannot be traced back to—indeed, is

positively unlikely to derive from—the early 8th Century CE.

834 See the section on Ibn Rahwayh in ch. 2.
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Interim Summary and Entailments: HiSam as the Originator of

the Marital-Age Hadith

All of the evidence surveyed thus far points to mid-8th-Century Kufah as the starting
point of the marital-age hadith: several versions can be traced back to a series of Kufan
CLs operating in the mid-to-late 8th Century CE, but there are strong reasons to doubt
the ascriptions of these CLs back to their respective sources, including Kufan sources
(in the case of ’Abui ‘Awanah, ’Isra’1l, and al-’A‘mas), Madinan sources (in the case of
HiSam and Muhammad b. ‘Amr), and others (in the case of ’Isma‘ll b. ’ab1 Kalid). (This
also applies to every SS ascription and spider within the hadith-tradition, all of which
are either probably or at least plausibly dives.) Where then did the marital-age hadith
come from, and why did it suddenly explode in Kufah in the mid-to-late 8th Century
CE?

We have already seen that Muhammad b. ‘“Amr probably borrowed his version from
HiSam’s Version 4 hadith, that al-’A‘mas’s ascription looks secondary compared with
Hisam’s, and that HiSam'’s Version 1 hadith is consistent with being the ur-story behind
virtually all other versions of the marital-age hadith more broadly—and, as it happens,
HiSam’s versions of the hadith far and away the most widely-disseminated and
influential out of all the CL redactions. All of this is consistent with (i.e., is actually
explained by) the hadith’s having originated with HiSam when he moved to Kufah, or
in other words: Hi$am falsely ascribed a report about ‘A’iSah to his father, and
elaborated the report in successive retellings; HiSam'’s hadith rapidly proliferated
amongst the traditionists of Iraq; and some of his Kufan contemporaries borrowed—
and in some cases altered or garbled—his hadith and reattributed it to other early
authorities. In practice, this would mean that every extant CL, including al-Hajjaj b. ’ab1
Mani® (d. post-216/831), al-Waqidi (d. 207/823), Muhammad b. al-Hasan (d. turn of
9th C. CE), ‘Abtar (d. 178/794-795), Abu ‘Awanah (d. 176/792), ’Isra’1l (d. 160-
162/776-779), al’A‘'mas (d. 147-148/764-766), ’Isma‘dl (d. 146/763-764), and
Muhammad b. ‘Amr (d. 144-145/761-763), directly or indirectly acquired their
hadiths—or the marital-age elements therein—from Hisam (d. 146-147/763-765). In
addition to variously explaining or being consistent with all of the evidence surveyed

thus far, this is completely feasible in terms of chronology and geography: all of the
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earliest CLs (i.e., al-’A‘mas, ’Isma‘ll, and Muhammad b. ‘Amr) were operating at the
same time (c. 754-765 CE) and in the same place (i.e., Iraq) as HiSam; and every later
CL (e.g. al-Hajjaj b. ’abi Mani‘) operated at times (e.g., the early 9th Century CE) and in
places (e.g., the Levant) where transmissions from the earlier CLs were spreading.

If indeed Hisam (after his move to Kufah) was the ultimate source of all extant
versions of the marital-age hadith, an obvious question arises: did HiSam create the ur-
story (i.e., the Version 1 hadith) out of thin air (ex nihilo), or did he obtain the key
information therein (without acknowledgement) from some other source (ex
materia)? If the latter scenario occurred, HiSam must have picked up the material from
an obscure source in Kufah, based on similar e silentio considerations to those outlined
above: if HiSam’s (hypothetical) suppressed informant had been influential, then it
seems reasonable to expect that they would constitute a CL in their own right, whose
redaction could fulfill the textual-critical criterion of utrum in alterum abiturum erat.
Since no other extant CL redaction fulfills this requirement, we are left with two
plausible options: either HiSam was the first influential traditionist to pick up,
formulate, and disseminate some obscure information that already existed in Kufah at
the beginning of the Abbasid period, or he himself was the creator of that information.
Given that the latter scenario is simpler (since it does not require the supposition of
additional tradents), it seems preferable to the former, which is to say: the more
probable scenario is that HiSam created the hadith whole-cloth when he moved to

Kufah.

A Historical-Critical Analysis of the Marital-Age Hadith’s Context

If indeed Hisam created the marital-age hadith when he moved to Kufah, an obvious
follow-up question arises: why? Was this the result of some kind of error, or was it an
instance of deliberate false creation—and if the latter be the case, what was Hisam’s
motive? Of course, our ability to answer this secondary question of HiSam’s psychology
has no bearing at all upon the preceding argumentation regarding the hadith’s origin—
even if no explanation for HiSam’s act or motive was forthcoming, the evidence for the
hadith’s belated creation would remain. That said, several factors can be—and have

been—adduced explain HiSam'’s creation of this hadith.
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To begin with, even Mediaeval Hadith critics recognised that HiSam became
unreliable—or at least much less reliable—when he moved to Iraq. In addition to the
ascriptions to Malik cited already (from Ibn Kiras$ and Yahya b. Sa‘id), the following is

reported from Ibn Kiras:

He [i.e,, HiSam] came to Kufah three times.

During [the first] visit, he would say therein, “My father related to me,
saying: “I heard ‘A’isah...””

[He came] a second time, then he would say, “My father reported to me,
from ‘A’i$ah...”

He came a third time, then he would say, “[from] my father, from
‘A’i$ah...”, meaning that he had omitted intermediary tradents in his
transmission (yursilu) from his father.83>

Similarly, the following is reported from the Basran Hadith critic Ya‘qiib b. Saybah (d.
262/875):

HiSam was reliable (tabt). There was nothing objectionable about him (lam
yunkar ‘alay-hi) until after he went to Iraq, whereupon he transmitted
widely (inbasata fi al-riwayah) and [in the process] omitted intermediary
tradents in his transmission (‘arsala) of things from his father. [He did this
with Hadith] that he had heard from [people] other than his father (mimma
kana sami‘a-hu min gayr °abi-hi) [and ascribed them directly] to his father
(‘an “abi-hi).836

The later Hadith scholar and prosopographer al-Dahabi tried to downplay the
problems that arose in HiSam'’s transmission towards the end of his life, chalking them

up to mere bad memory:

HiSam b. ‘Urwah: one of the luminaries ("ahad al-’a‘lam); a proof (hujjah); a
leading scholar (’imam). However, in old age (lakin fi al-kibar), his memory
diminished (tanaqasa hifzu-hu), although he was never confused (lam
yaktalit "‘abad"), and it deserves no attention that ’Abu al-Hasan b. al-
Qattan said of him that he and Suhayl b. ’abi Salih became confused
(iktalata) and changed (tagayyara). Yes, the man changed a little
(tagayyara qalil"), and his memory was not the same as it was during [his]
youth (lam yabqa hifzu-hu ka-huwa fi hal al-sabibah), so he forgot some of
that which he had memorised (nasiya ba‘d mahfizi-hi), or erred

835 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, VI, p. 35.
836 Ibid. Also see ibid., p. 46.
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(wahima)—so what? Is he immune from forgetfulness ("a-huwa ma‘siim
min al-nisyan)?!837

Al-Dahabi may even have blamed Hisam'’s Iragian students for the problems in the

Hadith that he transmitted in Iraq, as in the following:

In the Hadith of the Iragians from Hisam b. ‘Urwah, there are errors
(Cawham) that have been transmitted, just as there are errors (‘awham) in
their Hadith from Ma‘mar.838

Other Hadith scholars were less apologetical, however—thus, Ibn Hajar al-‘Asqalani,
one of the greatest Hadith scholars within the Sunni tradition, candidly described
HiSam’s omission of tradents in transmission (’irsal) as a lesser form of Hadith-related

deception (tadlis):

Hisam b. ‘Urwah b. al-Zubayr b. al-‘Awwam; a famous junior Follower. ’Abu
al-Hasan b. al-Qattan mentioned him in that regard [i.e., in the context of
inaccurate transmission], which al-Dahabi denounced. Verily, the famous
account about him [i.e., HiSam] is that he came to Iraq three times. During
the first [visit], he related from his father then clarified [that it was] heard
directly from him. During the second [visit], he related numerous [hadiths
from his father], yet never clarified the transmission (lam yusarrih al-
qissah), which necessitates that he related from him with that which he had
not heard from him (wa-hiya taqtadi ‘anna-hu haddata ‘an-hu bi-ma lam
yasma‘-hu min-hu). This is [a form of] deception (al-tadlis).83°

Regardless of whether it was intentional or the product of declining memory in old age,
the relevant reports all agree: HiSam began to falsely ascribe reports directly to his
father when he moved to Iraq. Thus, the Islamic biographical sources are at least
broadly consistent with all the evidence that HiSam created the marital-age hadith—
and falsely ascribed it to his father—when he moved to Kufah: this was not an isolated

incident.840 Indeed, there is even a specific indication that the marital-age was

837 Dahabi (ed. Bijaw1), Mizan, IV, p. 301.

838 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, VI, p. 46.

839 ’Ahmad b. ‘All b. Hajar al-‘Asqalani, Kitab Tabaqat al-Mudallisin (Cairo, Egypt: al-Matba‘ah al-
Husayniyyah al-Misriyyah, 1904), p. 7.

840 Of course, ’irsal and tadlis are neither wad* nor kadib, and it is the former that HiSam is accused of
in the relevant reports, whereas I am effectively accusing him of something closer to the latter. Thus, I
am not saying that the Islamic biographical sources explicitly recall that HiSam fabricated hadiths when
he moved to Irag—I would not expect someone of his venerated and pivotal status to be accused of such
in the first place, regardless of his actual reliability. Rather, [ am saying that the Islamic biographical
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regarded by some traditionists as belonging to HiSam’s dubious (i.e., Iragian)
transmissions, in the form of a defensive comment that appears in the version of the

marital-age hadith recorded in (BiSr b. Miisa’s recension of) the Musnad of al-Humaydi:

Al-Humaydi related to us—he said: “Sufyan [b. ‘Uyaynah] related to us—he
said: “HiSam b. ‘Urwah related to us—and [this] was from among the
reliable of [those hadiths] that he transmits (wa-kdna min jayyid ma
yarwi)—from his father, from ‘A’iah, who said: “The Messenger of God
married me when [ was a girl of six years or seven years and consummated
the marriage with me when [ was a girl of nine.”””841

Whether the comment was made by Bisr, al-Humaydi, or Sufyan, it is quite revealing:
the marital-age hadith was clearly in question (presumably given the notoriety of
Hisam’s Iraqian Hadith), prompting a transmitter thereof to defensively assert that this
particular hadith was actually one of the good ones. In light of all of the evidence
surveyed thus far, however, we can see that the transmitter in question was wrong:
Hisam likely created the marital-age hadith when he moved to Kufah, which is
consistent with the doubts cast upon his Iragian transmissions more broadly. If al-
Dahabi in particular is to be trusted, then we might simply conclude that this occurred
by accident: HiSam began to falsely ascribe hadiths to his father when he moved to Iraq
simply because he was o0ld.842

There is reason to doubt all of these reports, however: “conditional appraisals” by
Hadith critics (‘X was reliable until Y occurred’) were often retrospective attempts to
rationalise perceived disparities in the quality of a given tradent’s transmissions,
rather than accurate historical memories of changes in life circumstance.843 Malik’s
hostility to HiSam’s emigration seems plausible enough (given the common regional
rivalries of the day, and Malik’s Madinan chauvinism in particular), but HiSam’s poor
memory in old age, and even the distinction between his Madinan and Iragian
transmissions, is in doubt.

That said, conditional appraisals were attempts to rationalise obvious disparities in

the material transmitted by a given tradent, so even if the specific rationalisation is

sources convey the impression that HiSam’s transmissions became dubious or suspect when he moved
to Iraq, and that this general impression of dubiousness or suspiciousness is consistent with Hisam'’s
having created and falsely ascribed some hadiths.

841 Humaydi (ed. Darani), Musnad, 1, p. 273, # 233.

842 This point is also made in Shanavas, ‘The Myth of a Proverbial Age’, 21-22.

843 Dickinson, Development, 99.
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suspect (e.g., poor memory in old age, or a change that occurred in Iraq), the underlying
observation that prompted such a rationalisation in the first place remains valid:
HiSam noticeably falsely ascribed some hadiths to his father. Moreover, even if HiSam
had falsely ascribed Hadith to his father all of his life (i.e., in Madinah), it is plausible
that such activities only became salient when he moved to Iraq and began to transmit
Hadith that he had never transmitted before (i.e., that his Madinan students had never
heard of).

Still, even if HiSam'’s creation of the marital-age hadith in Kufah is corroborated by
a general memory of his dissemination of false ascriptions in Iraq, we are still left
without a specific reason or motive therefor. In order to answer this deeper question,
itis helpful to first answer a secondary question: what was the marital-age hadith used
for? If the marital-age hadith had utility for a specific cause or interest soon after
Hisam, it is not unreasonable to suppose that HiSam himself would have recognised
the same utility—which could explain why he created the hadith in the first place.

One of the earliest uses of the marital-age hadith was in Islamic jurisprudence, in a
way that we have encountered already: the hadith was widely understood to justify
the right of a father to arrange the marriage of his (in some cases prepubescent, in
other cases virgin) daughter without her consent. Other than possibly al-Hasan b. Hayy
(who reportedly cited the marital-age hadith to justify nine as the minimum age of
marital consummation), the earliest legal use of the hadith occurred with the early
Hijazo-Egyptian jurist—and supporter of the Hadith partisans (‘ashab al-hadit)—
Muhammad b. ’Idris al-Safi (d. 204/820), whose famous Kitdab al-"Umm survives via
the recension of his Egyptian student al-Rabi‘b. Sulayman al-Muradi (d. 270/884). (In
conformity with the thesis outlined already, al-Safi‘i received his version of the marital-
age hadith from Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah in Makkah, who received it in turn from HiSam in
Kufah.) AI-Safi‘i cited this hadith to justify two similar legal doctrines: the right of a
father to marry off his prepubescent daughter without her consent, and the right of a
father to marry off his virgin daughter (i.e., including pubescent or post-pubescent

girls) without her consent.844 In the first case, al-SafiT wrote the following:

[

844 For a more detailed analysis of al-Safi’s use of this hadith, see Alj, Marriage and Slavery, 35-36,

and Baugh, Minor Marriage, ch. 5.
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If someone says, “Why do you claim that fathers can marry off minors (al-
‘aba’ yuzawwijtna al-sigar),” it is said [in response to them]: ’Abu Bakr
married off (zawwaja) ‘A’iah to the Messenger of God when she was a girl
of six or seven, and the Prophet consummated the marriage with her (band
bi-ha) when she was a girl of nine. Thus, the two conditions (al-halan),
which are that there was marital engagement (al-nikah) and marital
consummation (al-dukul) with the two of them, were [in effect] when
‘A’isah was [still] a minor (sagirah) from amongst those who have no
authority over themselves (mimman Ia ’amre® la-ha fi nafsi-ha). More than
one Companion of the Messenger of God married off (zawwaja) his
daughter as a minor (sagirah).84>

For al-Safiq, the marital-age hadith justified the right of fathers to arrange marriages
for their prepubescent daughters (i.e., without their consent); in this respect, al-SafiT’s
position was uncontroversial within early Islamic jurisprudence, since even the jurists
of Kufah and their Hanafi descendants agreed thereon (even though they initially did
so on different baseis than the marital-age hadith).846 However, al-Safi‘i (in contrast to
the Kufans and Hanafis) also extended this paternal right to pubescent or post-

pubescent daughters, as long as they are still virgins:

Al-Safii said: “Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah reported to us, from Hi$am b. ‘Urwah,
from his father, from ‘A’iSah, who said: “The Prophet married me when I
was a girl of six or seven and consummated the marriage with me when I
was a girl of nine.””

[There is] doubt from a$-Safil [on ‘A’iSah’s exact age of marital
engagement].

Al-SafiT said: “Although it was part of the sunnah of the Messenger of God
that jihad is [incumbent] upon the boy of fifteen years; and Muslims
adopted that in the hudid; and God judged that concerning orphans and
said, “...until they reach marriage, then if you observe in them mental
maturity...”; and [a child] does not have authority over himself (Ilam yakun
la-hu al-’amr f1 nafsi-hi), except for the boy of fifteen years and the girl of
fifteen years, unless he attains puberty (‘an yabluga al-hulum) or [she
becomes a] menstruating girl (al-jariyah al-mahid) before that, [at which
point] they have authority over themselves (yakiinu la-huma "amr fi anfusi-
hima); [nevertheless, despite all of this,] ’Abtul Bakr’s marrying off (“inkah)
of “‘A’i$ah to the Messenger of God as a girl of six years and his [ie,
Muhammad’s] consummation of the marriage (bana’u-hu) with her as a girl
of nine proved (dalla) that the father has more right over the virgin than
herself (al-’ab "‘ahaqq bi-al-bikr min nafsi-ha). And, were [it the case that]
when she attains puberty as a virgin (’ida balagat bikren) she has more right
over herself than he (kanat ’ahaqq bi-nafsi-ha min-hu), then it would be [the

845 S3fiT (ed. “Abd al-Muttalib), °Umm, VIII, p. 365, # 3224.
846 Baugh, Minor Marriage, 79, 96-97, 100, 102, 163-164, 184, 190-191.
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case] thatitis not permissible ("alla yajiiza) for him [to force such decisions]
upon her until she reaches puberty (hattd tabluga) and it would [also be the
case] that [such decisions can occur] with her permission (bi-’idni-ha).”847

In other words, al-Safii acknowledged that there is evidence from the sunnah that boys
and girls gain authority over themselves or attain legal majority at age fifteen or
puberty (if puberty occurs earlier than age fifteen), but nevertheless insisted that a
father has legal power over his virgin daughter and can marry her off regardless (i.e.,
without her consent), on the basis of the marital-age hadith. Al-Safii then
incredulously pointed out that, if being a pubescent virgin conferred full legal majority,
that would entail that her father would not be able to marry her off without her
permission—a conclusion that al-Safii evidently rejected. Thus, in a later passage, al-

Safii reiterated:

Her father [i.e., ’Abu Bakr] married her off to him (zawwaja-hu ’iyya-ha), so
that proved (dalla) that the father of the virgin has more right to her
marriage than herself (‘aba al-bikr ‘ahaqq bi-’inkahi-ha min nafsi-ha),
because a girl of seven years and [likewise one of] nine has no authority
over herself (la ‘amr la-ha fi nafsi-ha). No one other than fathers can marry
off a virgin until she attains puberty (laysa li-’ahad gayr al-’dba’ "an
yuzawwiji bikre hattd tabluga) and attains authority over herself (yakiinu
la-ha *amr fi nafsi-ha).848

Once again, al-Safi interpreted the marital-age hadith as proof that a father can marry
off his virgin daughter without her permission, affirming that the rights of the father
trump those of his virgin daughter in this regard.

Al-SafiT’s use of the marital-age hadith (to justify the right of fathers to arrange
marriages for their daughters under certain conditions) was widely adopted by other
Hadith-partisan jurists (such as Ibn Hanbal), and was thereafter inherited by the legal
traditions that evolved out of the Hadith partisans—namely, the Safii and Hanbali
schools. Eventually, even the Malikis (who evolved out of the early Madinan legal
tradition) and the Hanafis (who evolved out of the early Kufan legal tradition) adopted
the marital-age hadith to justify the same or similar legal doctrines.84? All of this

provides a potential clue as to HiSam’s motive for the creation of this hadith: if jurists

847 Ibid., V1, p. 46, # 2210.
848 Jbid., p. 429, # 2462.
849 See Baugh, Minor Marriage, passim.
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from al-Safi‘l onward commonly saw a justification for the rights of fathers to arrange
marriages for their daughters in the marital-age hadith, then it is conceivable that
HiSam himself saw the same potential therein and created the hadith for that exact
purpose in the first place.

However, an even earlier use of the marital-age hadith can be identified: ‘A’i$ah’s
being married at a young age was cited in propagandistic lists of her distinguishing
qualities or virtues (fada’il). We have encountered this use of the marital-age elements
already—for example, in the fada’il hadith of the Wasitian-Basran CL ’Abu ‘Awanah al-
Waddah (d. 176/792) (who spent a lot of time in Kufah and mostly transmitted from
Kufan authorities859), on the authority of the Kufan gadr ‘Abd al-Malik b. ‘Umayr (d.
136/754):

...from ‘Abd al-Malik b. ‘Umayr, from ‘A’i$ah [that] she said: “I was given
characteristics that no other woman was given: [the Messenger of God]
married me when [ was a girl of six/seven years; the angel brought him my
image in his hand, then he gazed upon it; he consummated the marriage
with me at/when [ was a girl of at nine years; [ saw Gabriel, and no woman
saw him except for me; I was the most-beloved of his wives to him; my
father was the most-beloved of his companions to him; the Messenger of
God fell ill [in my house and I nursed him; then he died] when no one was
present except for me and the angels.”8>1

Likewise, consider the fada’il hadith of the Kufan CL ’Isma‘il b. *abi Kalid (d. 146/763-
764), on the authority of a sequence of two unknown or ambiguous tradents named

‘Abd al-Rahman:

..from ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ’abi al-Dahhak, from ‘Abd al-Rahman b.
Muhammad b. Zayd b. Jud‘an, [who said] [that] “Abd Allah b. Safwan and
another with him came to ‘A’i§ah, and ‘A’i$ah said: “O so-and-so, have you
heard the talk of Hafsah?” He said [to her]: “Yes, O Mother of the Believers.”

850 E.g.,’Abti Dawiid Sulayman b. al-’As“at al-Sijistani (ed. Tariq b. ‘lwad Allah b. Muhammad), Masa’il
al-’Imam °Ahmad Riwayat °Abi Dawiid Sulayman bn al-"As‘at al-Sijistaniyy (Cairo, Egypt: Maktabat Ibn
Taymiyyah, 1999), p. 383, # 1850: “’Abu ‘Awanah heard from him—meaning, from ‘Ata’ [b. al-S&’ib] —
in both Kufah and Basrah.” Meanwhile, in Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’ut et al.), Siyar, VIII, p. 217, the majority
(seventeen) of ’Abli ‘Awanah’s cited masters and sources are Kufan, namely: al-Hakam b. ‘Utaybah, Ziyad
b. ‘[lagah, Simak b. Harb, al-’Aswad b. Qays, ’[sma‘il al-Suddj, ‘Asim b. Kulayb, Husayn b. ‘Abd al-Rahman,
Mansir b. al-Mu‘tamir, ’Abtu ’Ishaq al-Sabi‘i, Mugirah b. Migsam, ’Abia Malik al-’A$jaq, ’Ibrahim b.
Mubhajir, Sa‘ld b. Masriiq al-Tawr], Yazid b. ’abi Ziyad, ‘Abd al-Malik b. ‘Umayr, and Dawid al-’Awdi. By
contrast, only three Wasitians—or people who settled in Wasit—are cited (Ya‘la b. ‘Ata’, Mansur b.
Zadan, and ‘Umar b. ’abi Salamah b. ‘Abd al-Rahman); two Basrans (Qatadah and Ja‘far b. ’lyas); two
Meccans (‘Amr b. Dinar and *Abii al-Zubayr); and one Madinan (Sa‘d b. ’Ibrahim al-Zuhri).

851 See the section ’Abili ‘Awanah al-Waddah in ch. 2.
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‘Abd Allah b. Safwan said to her: “And what is that?” She said: “There are
nine attributes in me that are not in any other woman, except for that which
God bestowed upon Maryam bt. ‘Imran. But by God, [ am not saying this
[pridefully] [to exalt myself] over any of my companions!” He said to her:
“And what are they?” She said: “[1] The angel descended with my image; [2]
the Messenger of God married me at seven years; [3] I was led to him as a
bride at nine years; [4] he married me as a virgin, without any other man
sharing me with him; [5] the revelation used to come to him when he and I
were in a single blanket; [6] | was amongst the most-beloved of people to
him; [7] a passage from the Quran concerning me was sent down when the
community almost perished; [8] I saw Gabriel, and none of his wives saw
him except me; and [9] he died in my house when no one was with him
except the angel and 1.”

The very fact that the marital-age hadith was incorporated into such fada’il reports as
early as the middle of the 8th Century CE automatically proves that ‘A’iah’s marriage
at a young age was regarded as some kind of fadilah at that time, even if this early use
was rapidly eclipsed by the hadith’s subsequent legal use.852 The likely reason therefor
has already been identified by Denise Spellberg: ‘A’i$ah’s marriage at a young age
reinforced her status as a virgin at marriage, which in turn constituted one of her major
distinctive attributes (in early Islamic society) vis-a-vis her fellow wives, which in turn
served as a justification for the claim that ‘A’i$ah was the Prophet’s favourite wife. As
Spellberg notes, ‘A’iS$ah became—certainly, by the middle of the 8th Century CE—a
popular exemplar and symbol for proto-Sunnis (as both the daughter of ’Abti Bakr and
a wife of the Prophet’s),853 and conversely, a popular villain among proto-Si‘s (due to
her political opposition towards ‘Ali during the first fitnah).8>* Consequently,
retrospective depictions of ‘A’i$ah reflected “emerging Sunni and Shi'i concerns about
political succession and communal identity,”85> and thus served as a vehicle for
sectarian polemics: proto-Sunnis asserted that ‘A’iSah was the Prophet’s favourite

woman and ’Abu Bakr his favourite man, whilst proto-Si‘is made analogous assertions

about Fatimah and ‘Al1.856 In this context, ‘A’i$ah’s alleged virginity was polemically

852 [ndeed, so rapidly was this proto-Sunni association eclipsed that the hadith was transmitted even
by some proto-SI1 or “soft SIT” (mutasayyi) tradents early on, such as Sulayman b. Mihran al-’A‘mas (d.
147-148/764-766) [although his transmission is not beyond question], Ja‘far b. Sulayman (d. 178/794-
795), ‘Abd al-Razzaq b. Hammam (d. 211/827), and al-Fadl b. Dukayn (d. 218-219/833-834). Still, its
initial proto-Sunni use is clearly evidenced and cannot be denied.

853 Spellberg, Politics, gender, and the Islamic past, 4-5, 8, 28, 32 ff.

854 Jbid., 5-6.

855 Ibid., 28.

856 [pid., 32-37. Also see Abbott, Aishah, 48-49.
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useful as a “special attribute” distinguishing her from the Prophet’s other wives and, to
that end, the emphasis on her young marital age served to “reinforce 'A'isha’s pre-
menarcheal status and, implicitly, her virginity.”857 This explains the incorporation of
the marital-age hadith into proto-Sunni fada’il reports about ‘A’i$ah, the promulgation
of which “reflect a posthumous attempt to present the Prophet’s wife as more than just
another wife”.858 Moreover, the fact that the relevant pool of fada’il material is
associated above all with Kufah is surely no coincidence: Kufah was the centre of
Shi'ism during 7th and 8th Centuries CE,8%9 and thus the region in which proto-Sunnis
had the greatest need to defend ‘A’i$ah.860

All of this yields a much more plausible motive for HiSam'’s creation of the marital-
age hadith: to bolster the proto-Sunni defence of ‘A’iSah. This coheres well with
Hisam’s specific background: as the grand-nephew of ‘A’iSah, Hi$am was strongly
incentivised—not to mentioned well-placed, as an established tradent of ‘Urwah’s
stories about ‘A’i$ah in general—to create expedient hadiths to augment the proto-
Sunni effort and defend a kinswoman. It also explains why he only created the hadith
when he moved to Kufah: HiSam was reacting to the polemical pressures of his new
environment, the centre of early Shi'ism.

Interestingly, the marital-age hadith is not the only one of HiSam'’s hadiths that could
bolster ‘A’i$ah’s status as a virgin at marriage, or that could serve as ammunition for
her status as the Prophet’s favourite wife more broadly: HiSam is also the ostensible
CL for a hadith about ‘A’i$ah’s playing with dolls after her marriage (thus reinforcing

her youthfulness),861 and another hadith in which ‘A’i§ah’s virginity is directly implied

857 Spellberg, Politics, gender, and the Islamic past, 39-40. Also see Ali, Sexual Ethics, rev. ed., 191:
“When the early biographical sources talk about Aishah, they do so in the context of her role in early
Muslim history. She was a contentious figure in factional struggles for power, prestige, and legitimacy;
stories told about her might denigrate or, as in the hadith sources Sunnis rely on, celebrate her merits,
including her purity. The sources link youth, virginity, and purity; it is certainly possible that her youth
was exaggerated to strengthen her claims to purity and, therefore, to merit.”

858 Ibid., 47.

859 Shi'ism emerged in Kufah, which was the location of “Al’s de facto capital during the first fitnah,
al-Muktar’s rebellion during the second fitnah, Zayd b. ‘Al’s rebellion during the Marwanid period, ‘Abd
Allah b. Mu‘awiyah’s rebellion during the third fitnah, etc. E.g., see Crone, Medieval Islamic Political
Thought, 20, 24,70-71, 99.

860 8th-Century Kufah was also home to a group who accepted only the first two caliphs as legitimate,
described in Christopher Melchert, ‘The Rightly Guided Caliphs: The Range of Views Preserved in
Hadith’, in Saud al-Sarhan (ed.), Political Quietism in Islam: Sunni and Shi'i Practice and Thought (London,
UK: L.B. Tauris, 2019), 64-65. As Melchert pointed out to me, it is plausible that such a group would also
have been receptive to upgrading ‘A’i$ah’s status.

861 Juynboll, Encyclopedia, 196.
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to be a positive distinguishing quality vis-a-vis the Prophet’s other wives.862 The hadith
about dolls could also be one of HiSam’s Kufan creations,863 but the more overt hadith
about ‘A’i$ah’s virginity was only transmitted from Hi$am by Syrians and Madinans,864
which suggests that HiSam was already disseminating this hadith in Madinah.
Consequently, HiSam’s creation of the marital-age hadith should be understood as an
attempt to bolster or reinforce a claim already expressed in one of his hadiths—this
other perhaps ultimately reflecting Zubayrid-era polemics.865

In short, a historical-critical analysis of the emergence of the marital-age hadith—
an appraisal of the historical and polemical context and early use thereof—reveals that
the most plausible reason for its creation is the following: HiSam created the hadith in
Kufah in response to proto-Si‘i polemics against his great-aunt. The hadith served to
augment ‘A’iSah’s status as a virgin at marriage, which in turn constituted one of her
unique attributes (from the point of view of early Islamic society), which in turn served
as a basis for her status as the Prophet’s favourite wife. Consequently, as early as
Hisam’s Kufan contemporary ’Isma‘l b. ’abi Kalid, the marital-age hadith was
incorporated into proto-Sunni fada’il hadiths about ‘A’iSah, evidently serving as
ammunition in the sectarian disputes of 8th-Century Kufah.86¢ This early polemical use
of the marital-age hadith was rapidly overshadowed by its legal use, however, and from
the turn of the 9th Century CE onward, it became a standard proof in Islamic
jurisprudence—at first just in the Safi‘T and Hanbali schools, and later in the Maliki and
Hanafi schools as well—for the right of fathers to arrange marriages for their virgin

and/or prepubescent daughters.

862 Bukari, Sahih, 11, p. 1064, # 5132; Ibn ‘Ad1 (ed. Sarsawi), Kamil, V11, p. 576, # 11616; ’Abt Nu‘aym
(ed. ‘Azazi), Ma‘rafat al-Sahabah, part 6, p. 3210, # 7383; Bayhaqi (ed. Turki), al-Sunan al-Kubrd, X1V,
pp. 8-9, # 13601.

863 The overwhelming majority of the transmitters from HiSam are Kufan or (to a lesser extent)
Basran, but there are one or two transmitters who appear to be unambiguously-Madinan—namely: ‘Abd
al-Rahman b. ‘Abd Allah; ‘Abd al-‘Aziz b. Muhammad; and ’Anas b. ‘Iyad. The precise way in which this
hadith fits into the picture with the marital-age hadith will have to await future research.

864 Namely, by Sulayman b. Bilal and a string of Madinan tradents, on the one hand, and ‘Imran b. *abi
al-Fadl and a string of Syrian tradents, on the other.

865 See the discussion and references given at the beginning of the present chapter.

866 [nterestingly, according to Henri Lammens, ‘Fatima’, in Martijn T. Houtsma, Arent ]. Wensinck,
Thomas W. Arnold, Willi Heffening, & Evariste Lévi-Provencal (eds.), The Encyclopaedia of Islam: A
Dictionary of the Geography, Ethnography and Biography of the Muhammadan Peoples, Volume II: E—K
(Leiden, the Netherlands: E. ]. Brill Ltd., 1927), 85, col. 1, the spread of the marital-age hadith prompted
some SITs to assert that Fatimah had been married at age nine as well, although this could be an
independent development; see below.
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A Historical-Critical Analysis of the Origins of the Marital-Age
Hadith’s Specific Content

All of this leaves us with a final question: why did HiSam choose the ages of “six or
seven” for ‘A’i$ah’s marital engagement and “nine” for her marital consummation?
After all, any early age would have sufficed for his purposes (to highlight her virginal
status at marriage): why those ages in particular; why a distinction between the
marital engagement and consummation; and why the vagueness over the former in
particular? Part of the answer seems to lie in an aspect of the chronology of the
Prophet’s life that was already established as early as al-Zuhri, to whom the following

report can be plausibly traced:

The Messenger of God married ‘A’i$ah bt. >abi Bakr during Sawwal, in the
tenth year of the Prophethood, three years before the Hijrah; and he
arranged her wedding feast [in Madinah], during Sawwal, at the beginning
of eight®7 months after [his] emigration [to Madinah].868

In other words, in the biographical material that was circulating in Madinah during the
early-to-mid 8th Century CE, it was already believed that there was an approximately
three-year delay between ‘A’i$ah’s marital engagement and consummation. Thus, if
any given age was stipulated or inputted for either event, this pre-established relative
chronology would automatically generate a corresponding age—an absolute
chronology—for the other event as well. However, given the slight vagueness in this
relative chronology (i.e., the lack of precise dates or an exact number of months
overall), the automatically-generated age would necessarily be approximate. We thus
have a straightforward explanation for both the distinction between ‘A’i$ah’s marital
engagement and consummation and the vagueness of the age given for the former
within HiSam'’s original hadith: the hadith’s starting point was the stipulation that
‘A’iSah’s marital consummation occurred at age nine, which automatically entailed the

vague “six or seven” for her marital engagement. In short, by stipulating that ‘A’iSah’s

867 Or possibly “eighteen”, per a transmission from al-Zubayr b. Bakkar; however, given that most
other (albeit unsourced) iterations of this material have “eight”, this seems preferable.
868 See the sections on al-Zuhrl and ‘Amrah in Chapter 2 of the present work.
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marital consummation occurred at nine and by taking into account a relative
chronology that was already established amongst the biographical authorities of his
Madinan hometown, HiSam created the marital-age hadith.

This leaves a final question: why did Hi$am choose “nine” for ‘A’iSah’s age at her
marital consummation? We will probably never know for sure, and to a certain extent,
it was arbitrary: twelve-to-fourteen was the usual minimum age of marriage in ancient
societies,8%° so any age up to that point would have sufficed to assure a listener or
reader that “A’i$ah’s marriage was indeed consummated when she was still a virgin
(i.e., that she had never been consummated in any marriage previously). That said,
there are several interesting potential sources of inspiration that can be adduced for
Hisam'’s choosing of “nine” in particular. To begin with, there is some evidence that
girls in the Hijaz would reach menarche at the age of nine during the first few Islamic
centuries, and thus, that they could—and would—be married at that age. Thus, al-
Bayhaqi recorded the following from al-Safi‘i, who grew up in the Hijaz during the mid-

to-late 8th Century CE:

Amongst that which ’Abu ‘Abd Allah al-Hafiz [al-Hakim al-Naysaburi]
authorised me to transmit from him [is the following]: from him, from ’Abu
al-‘Abbas al-’Asamm, from al-Rabi‘, from al-Safii, who said: “The earliest
women to menstruate of whom [ have heard ("ajal man sami‘tu bi-hi min al-
nisa’ yahidna) are the women of Tihamah [i.e, coastal Hijaz]. They
menstruate at nine years."”870

To this can be added the following legal maxim disseminated by the Syrian CL
Sulayman b. ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Dimasqi (fl. 9th C. CE), citing a Syro-Basran SS back to
the Prophet:

‘Abd al-Malik b. Mihran [al-Dimasqi] related to us: “Sahl b. ’Aslam al-‘Adaw1
[al-Basri] related to us: “Mu‘awiyah b. Qurrah [al-Basri] related to us—he
said: “I heard Ibn ‘Umar say: “The Messenger of God said: “When a girl
reaches nine years of age (’ida ‘atd ‘ala al-jariyah tis‘ sinin), she is a woman
(fa-hiya imra’ah).”””"871

869 See Chapter 6 of the present work.

870 Bayhaqi (ed. Turki), al-Sunan al-Kubrd, 11, p. 432, # 1547.

871 Synthesised from ’Abt Nu‘aym (ed. Hasan), Ta’rik ’Asbahan, 11, p. 243, and Ibn ‘Asakir (ed.
‘Amraw1i), Ta’rik Madinat Dima$q, XXXVII, p. 174.
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This very same maxim is also attributed to none other than ‘A’i$ah, usually without an
’isnad,872 but with an ‘isndd—a Kufo-Mesopotamian SS—in at least one instance,

recorded in the Masa’il of Harb b. ’Isma‘l al-Kirmani:

’Ishaq [b. Rahwayh] related to us—he said: “Zakariyya’ b. ‘Adi [al-Kufi]
informed us, from ’Abu al-Malih [al-Raqq]], from Habib b. abi Marzigq [al-
Raqqi], from ‘A’i8ah, who said: “When a girl reaches nine (’ida balagat al-
jariyah tis‘en), she is a woman (fa-hiya imra’ah).””873

Although this legal maxim is less direct than the statement from al-Safi‘i, the plausible
intended meaning is spelled out by al-Bayhaqi: “She means (and God knows best): She
has menstruated (fa-hadat), so she is a woman (fa-hiya imra’ah).”87* Taken together,
all of this could be interpreted as evidence—directly and indirectly—that Hijazian girls
would usually reach menarche at age nine during the 7th and 8th Centuries CE, which
could have served in turn as the inspiration for the marital-age hadith. In other words,
it is possible that HiSam simply drew upon the traditional minimum age of marital
consummation in his native Hijaz in the construction of his hadith.

There are several problems with such a historical reconstruction, however. Firstly,
the ascriptions unto the Prophet and ‘A’i$ah are isolated SS transmissions, which
cannot be positively traced back to their alleged sources, which means that they cannot
be established as early. Secondly, the Prophetical version of the legal maxim is
plausibly a secondary raising thereof, in comparison to the version ascribed to ‘A’i$ah.
Thirdly, the direction of causation could easily be reversed here, with the legal maxim
and al-Safi7’s statement about Hijazian girls both actually deriving from (i.e., having
been extrapolated from) the marital-age hadith (of which al-Safi‘l was a transmitter).
Fourthly, nine as the average age of menarche in the early Hijaz seems rather low in
comparison to the global historical average (twelve-to-fourteen) and is thus

questionable,875 raising the possibility that these particular reports reflect later legal

872 E.g, Muhammad b. Tsa al-Tirmid1 (ed. ’Ibrahim ‘Atwah ‘Iwad), al-Jami‘ al-Sahih, vol. 3 (Cairo,
Egypt: Matba‘at Mustafa al-Babi al-Halabi, 1975), p. 409, # 1109, and Bayhagqi (ed. Turki), al-Sunan al-
Kubrd, 11, p. 433.

873 Harb b. ’Isma‘il al-Kirmani (ed. Muhammad b. ‘Abd Allah al-Surayyi‘), Masa’il (Beirut, Lebanon:
Mu’assasat al-Rayyan, 2013), p. 587, # 1289.

874 Bayhaqi (ed. Turki), al-Sunan al-Kubrd, 11, p. 433.

875 This lower age is especially suspect given the relatively harsher conditions of pre-Islamic Hijaz,
which would predictably delay the onset of menarche and puberty more broadly. See Chapter 6 of the
present work.

269



ideals rather than historical realities. Fifthly, these reports are somewhat in tension
with another series of reports from various early sources that seem to embody

surprise at the occurrence of menarche and marital consummation at age nine:

e According to a transmission from al-Safi‘T (d. 204/820), he reported: “In San‘a’,
[ saw a grandmother [who was] a girl of twenty-one years: she menstruated as
a girl of nine and gave birth as a girl of ten, and [her] daughter [likewise]
menstruated as a girl of nine and gave birth as a girl of ten.””876

e Accordingto a transmission from the Kufan jurist al-Hasan b. Hayy (d. 169/785-
786), he reported: “I know of a neighbour of ours who became a grandmother
as a girl of twenty-one years.”877

e According to al-Saraksi, the Khurasanian proto-Hanafi jurist ’Abu Muti® al-
Hakam b. ‘Abd Allah al-Balki (d. 199/815) “had a daughter who became a
grandmother when she was a girl of nineteen years, such that he said: “This girl
has put us to shame!””878

e According to a transmission from the Basran traditionist “Abbad b. “‘Abbad al-
Mubhallabi (d. 181/797), he reported: “I encountered amongst us—meaning, the
Mahalibah—a woman who became a grandmother when she was a girl of
eighteen years: she gave birth to a girl at nine years, and then her daughter [in
turn] gave birth at nine years. Thus, she became a grandmother when she was

a girl of eighteen years.”87°

Of course, the veracity of these various ascriptions could also be questioned (especially
given that most are isolated transmissions), but the key point is this: the very fact that
various figures—whether those cited in the reports or later tradents—deemed such
occurrences worth remarking upon indicates that they were remarkable in the first
place, which is in turn consistent with their being rare occurrences. In other words,
these reports read as expressions of surprise or amazement, which undermines the

notion that such occurrences were common in the early Hijaz. If girls in the Islamic

876 Bayhaqi (ed. Turki), al-Sunan al-Kubrd, 11, pp. 432-433, # 1548.

877 Ibid., p. 433.

878 Saraksi, Mabstit, 111, p. 149.

879 ‘All b. ‘Umar al-Daraqutni (ed. ‘Adil ’Ahmad ‘Abd al-Mawjiid & ‘All Muhammad Mu‘awwad) Sunan,
vol. 3 (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar al-Ma‘rifah, 2001), p. 252, # 382/286.
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heartland of Hijaz ordinarily reached menarche—and thus frequently consummated
marriage—at age nine, why would there be so many reports expressing surprise or
amazement at instances—even successive instances—of marital consummations and
consequent births at or around age nine? If the previously-cited reports (from al-Safif,
‘A’i$ah, and Prophet) were accurate, this sort of thing should have been a familiar
occurrence to early Muslims.880 All of this undermines the notion that girls in the early
Hijaz would usually reach menarche at age nine, which militates against its having
inspired the marital-age hadith.

A second potential source of inspiration for the specific content of the marital-age
hadith is the legal and religious traditions of the Sasanid Persian Empire, in which

“nine” appears as an ideal age for marriage.88! Thus, according to Touraj Daryaee

(summarising marriage-related material in “Zoroastrian Middle Persian texts”):

Once a girl reached the age of nine it was believed that she had to be
married, and a boy when he was fifteen. This was the ideal age for
humans, and at the end of the world they would dwell in heaven at the
same age.882

Meanwhile, according to Baugh:

Although investigation into Sasanian-era (224-651 CE) child marriage
practices unearths scant information, the age of twelve is again important
for girls. According to the Avesta, the age of majority was clearly set at
fifteen for boys as well as girls; Middle Persian civil law allowed
marriage at age nine, provided that consummation wait until age twelve.
In the case of physical maturity, one juristic opinion suggests the
marriage can be consummated at the age of nine years for the girl.
Under this system, if she reached the age of fifteen and refused marriage,
“she had committed a capital sin,” while if her father or guardian failed to
arrange a marriage for her at that age, he too had sinned.883

Moreover, as it happens, the Sasanid Empire encompassed Iraq, even locating its
capital at Ctesiphon, extremely close to Kufah. Thus, in the very region where Hisam

seems to have created and disseminated a hadith depicting ‘A’i$ah as having been

880 | owe thanks to Jonathan A. C. Brown for this interpretation of such reports.

881 This connection has already been made by Amin, as noted in the Introduction to the present work.
882 Daryaee, Sasanian Persia, 60. Emphasis mine.

883 Baugh, Minor Marriage, 28-29. Emphasis mine.
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consummated in marriage at age nine, there recently predominated an empire in
which the dominant religious and legal traditions contained ideals or prescriptions for
marriage or marital consummation at age nine (even if this was a minority position
therein). It is thus entirely possible that HiSam was influenced by some kind of
lingering Zoroastrian or Persian tradition in Iraq in his choice of nine for the marital-
age hadith. However, the means or mechanism of cultural transmission that would be
required here are not ideal for this hypothesis: HiSam did not have recent Persian
heritage and did not grow up in a directly post-Sasanid environment, so the most
obvious transmission channels would appear to be absent. Still, it is easy enough to
imagine HiSam encountering this marital ideal amongst the Muslims of Iraq (many of
whom married Persians or were themselves mawali) and incorporating it in a hadith
that he sought to disseminate amongst them.

A third potential source of inspiration was none other than the community to whom
Hi$am was responding: the proto-Si‘is of Kufah. The extant Twelver Hadith collections
and legal works are replete with transmissions—almost always via Kufan tradents—
from their imams on the subject of marriage or sex with girls at age nine, and although
these sources are certainly much later, a preliminary ICMA would suggest that at least
some redactions of this material can be traced back to figures operating in the middle
of the 8th Century CE. Thus, the following can be tentatively traced all the way back—
via a network of Kufan tradents—to the proto-Si1imam Muhammad b. ‘Ali al-Bagir (d.

114/732-733 or 117/735):

[A man should] not cohabit with a girl until she has reached nine years or
ten years [of age] (la yadkulu bi-al-jariyah hattad ya’tiya la-ha tis‘ sinin “aw
‘asr sinin).884

One version (again, transmitted by Kufans) even ascribes this position—albeit
narrowing the age range down to ten—all the way back to ‘Ali b. ’abi Talib (d. 40/661),
although this is certainly secondary (i.e., interpolated, elaborated, and raised) vis-a-vis

the other versions:

884 Muhammad b. Ya“qub al-Kulayni, Furi‘ al-Kdfi, vol. 5 (Beirut, Lebanon: Mansurat al-Fajr, 2007),
p. 240; ibid., V1], p. 45; Muhammad b. al-Hasan al-TusI (ed. ‘Ali ’Akbar al-Gaffari), Tahdib al-’Ahkam fi
Sarh al-Mugni‘ah, vol. 7 (Tehran, Iran: Dar al-Kutub al-’Islamiyyah, 1386 S.), p. 473; Muhammad b. ‘Ali
b. Babawayh al-Sadiiq (ed. ‘Ali ’Akbar al-Gaffari), Kitab al-Kisdl, vol. 2 (1983), p. 420; Muhammad Bagir
al-Maijlisi, Bihar al-’Anwar, vol. 100 (Beirut, Lebanon: Mu’assasat al-Wafa’, 1983), p. 328.
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[t was transmitted] from him [i.e, Muhammad b. ’abi Kalid], from
Muhammad b. Yahy4 [a Kufan], from Giyat b. Ibrahim [a Kufan], from Ja‘far
[al-Sadiq], from his father [al-Baqir], from °Ali [b. *abi Talib], who said: “A
girl [should] not be sexually penetrated [by a man] at less than ten years [of
age] (la tuta’u jariyah li-’aqall min ‘asr sinin). If he does that and she is
damaged [thereby], he will be liable [therefor] (fa-’in fa‘ala fa-‘ibat fa-qad
damina).”885

By contrast, in a similarly-raised version (again, unto ‘Ali), the age range has instead

been narrowed down to nine:

[It was transmitted] from him [i.e, Muhammad b. ’abi Kalid], from
Muhammad b. Yahya [a Kufan], from Talhah b. Zayd, from Ja‘far [al-Sadiq],
from his father [al-Baqir], from °Ali [b. ’ab1 Talib], who said: “Whoever
marries a virgin and then consummates the marriage with her [when her
age is] less than nine years (man tazawwaja bikr" fa-dakala bi-ha fi ’aqall
min tis sinin), [in such a way that] she is damaged [thereby] (fa-‘Tbat), is
liable [therefor] (damina).”886

Likewise, a series of (again, mostly Kufan) transmissions from the proto-Si‘i imam
Jafar b. Muhammad al-Sadiq (Madinan, d. 148/765) narrow this age range down to

nine, as in the following:

e “Whoever has sex with his wife before [she has reached the age of] nine years
(man wati’a imra’ata-hu qabla tis® sinin) [in such a way that] she is damaged
[thereby] (fa-’asaba-ha ‘ayb) is liable [therefor] (fa-huwa damin).”887

e “If a man marries a girl when she is prepubescent (’ida tazawwaja al-rajul al-
jariyah wa-hiya sagirah), he [should] not consummate the marriage with her
until she reaches nine years [of age] (fa-la yadkulu bi-ha hatta ya’tiya la-ha tis*
sinin).”888

e “If a man proposes marriage to a girl (ida kataba al-rajul al-mar’ah) and then
consummates the marriage with her before she has reached nine years [of age]

(fa-dakala bi-ha qabla “an tabluga tis‘ sinin), they are to be separated (furriqa

885 Tusi (ed. Gaffari), Tahdib al-’Ahkam, V11, p. 473.
886 [bid.

887 Jpid.; Sadiiq (ed. Gaffari), Kisal, 11, pp. 420-421.
888 Kulayni, Furu‘al-Kafi, V, p. 240.
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bayna-huma), and she will never be lawful for him ever again (wa-lam tahilla

la-hu ’abada).”889

Finally, in another clear instance of secondary reworking, a version of one of these

reports was even raised all the way back to the Prophet:

[It was transmitted] from him [i.e., Humayd b. Ziyad, a Kufan], from
Zakariyya’ al-Mu’min—or, possibly, there was a tradent between him [i.e.,
Humayd] and between him [i.e., Zakariyya’]; | only know what he [i.e,,
Humayd] related to me—from ‘Ammar al-Sijistani, who said: “I heard ’Abu
‘Abd Allah [Ja‘far al-Sadiq] say to a mawld of his: “Go and tell the gadi: “The
Messenger of God said: “The [earliest] point [at which] a woman [can be]
consummated in marriage by her husband is as a girl of nine years (hadd al-
mar’ah an yadkula bi-ha ‘ald zawji-ha ibnat tis‘ sinin).”””8%0

Of course, all of this is traced back to figures—the proto-Sii imams—who primarily
lived in Madinah; but, as has been noted already, practically all of these reports and
ideas were disseminated and transmitted amongst the proto-Si‘is of Kufah during the
8th Century CE. In other words, the very community to whom Hisam was plausibly
responding with his hadith about ‘A’i$ah’s marital consummation at age nine appear
to have already been adhering to or promulgating legal traditions and ideals about
“nine” (or in some cases, “nine or ten”) as the minimum age of marital consummation
for girls, seemingly independently of any ‘A’iSah precedent. Once again, we have a clear
potential source of inspiration for HisSam’s hadith: he was simply using the doctrines
or ideals of the proto-Si‘is of Kufah against them.891

A fourth potential source of inspiration comes from the biography of His$am himself.
According to a report recorded by al-‘Uqayli, HiSam married his wife, Fatimah bt. al-

Mundir, when she was a girl of nine years:

Al-Fadl b. Ja*far related to me: “Abd al-Malik b. Muhammad related to us:
“Sulayman b. Dawud related to me: “Yahya b. Sa‘id al-Qattan said to me: “I
testify that Muhammad b. ’Ishaq is a liar.”” He [i.e., Sulayman] said: “I said:

889 Jbid., p. 258

890 [pid., p. 240.

891 Of course, if the marital-age hadith were genuine, it would be reasonable to suppose that this
proto-Si‘idoctrine ultimately originated with the historical precedent it records; on such a view, it would
further be plausible to suppose that the imams omitted mention of this precedent simply due to their
animosity towards ‘A’iSah. However, since we have strong reasons to doubt the historicity and even
early provenance of the marital-age hadith, the direction of influence can actually be reversed.
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“And how do you know that?” He said: “Wuhayb b. Kalid said [it] to me.” So,
[ said to Wuhayb: “How do you know that?” He said: “Malik b. ’Anas said [it]
tome.” So, I said to Malik b.’Anas: “How do you know that?” He said: “Hisam
b. ‘Urwah said [it] to me.”” He [i.e., Sulayman] said: “I said to HiSam b.
‘Urwah: “And how do you know that?” He said: “He [purportedly] related
[hadiths] from my wife, Fatimah bt. al-Mundir. [However,] we
consummated our marriage when she was a girl of nine years (dakalat
‘alayya wa-hiya bint tis‘ sinin), and he has never seen her [since that time,
nor will he ever see her] until she meets God.”””892

If this report is true, it is entirely plausible that HiSam modelled the marital-age hadith
upon his own direct experience: since his own marriage was consummated with a
bride who was nine, he simply drew upon this when creating a statement emphasising
‘A’i$ah’s young age at the time of her marriage to the Prophet.893 That said, the veracity
of this report—including the specific claim of Fatimah’s age at the time of her marital

consummation—has been contested, as in the following from al-Katib al-Bagdadi:

This is a false story (hikdayah badtilah). Sulayman al-Sadakiini was not
reliable (laysa bi-tiqah). Fatimah was only taken to HiSam [as a bride] when
she was a girl of twenty and some years. Indeed, she was older than him by
about nine years.8%4

Still, the possibility remains that the first report—about HiSam’s consummating his
marriage with Fatimah when she was nine—is genuine, and further, that HiSam drew
upon this personal experience in his creation of the marital-age hadith. That said, it is
equally possible that the direction of influence is the reverse, and that this story of
Hisam'’s marriage was instead modelled upon the hadith in question.

In short, there are at least four possible sources of inspiration for HiSam'’s choice of
nine as ‘A’i$ah’s age of marital consummation: he may have drawn upon the traditional
minimum age of marriage in his native Hijaz (although this is highly questionable); he
may have drawn upon an old Sasanid tradition or ideal about marital consummation
at age nine, lingering amongst his interlocutors or audience in Iraq; he may have

polemically drawn upon the common doctrine of his proto-Si1 foes in Kufah

892 ‘Uqayli (ed. Sarsawi), Du‘afa’, V, pp. 193-194.

893 Again, if the marital-age hadith were genuine, it would be reasonable to suppose that HiSam’s
marriage to his own wife was influenced thereby; but again, given all that we have covered, the direction
of influence can be reversed.

894 Katib (ed. Ma‘ruf), Ta’rik Madinat al-Salam, 1V, p. 193.
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concerning nine as the minimum age of marital consummation, using it against them
in his depiction of ‘A’i$ah’s young age at marriage; and he may simply have drawn upon
his own experience of marrying a girl nine years of age (although this biographical
datum is heavily contested). And, of course, these four possibilities are not mutually
exclusive—several or even all could have been at play simultaneously. We thus have
ample explanations for Hi$am’s choice of nine as ‘A’iah’s age of marital
consummation, which, in conjunction with an established relative chronology of

‘A’iSah’s marriage, can further explain the origins of all of the specific content of

Hisam'’s hadith.

Conclusion

The preceding chapter’s ICMA allowed us to narrow down the marital-age hadith-
tradition to a series of CLs ranging from the middle of the 8th Century CE to the middle
of the 9th Century CE, whilst eliminating virtually every other version as a probable or
definite dive. The present chapter took these results as its starting point and applied

thereto a number of further analyses:

e Dating by Ascription Type: a comparison of the levels of ascription of the
reconstructed CL redactions revealed that some only claim to derive from
Followers, whilst others claim to reach all the way back to Companions. Based
on the Criterion of Dissimilarity (in conjunction with established background
knowledge on early Hadith culture), the Follower ascriptions are likely more
archaic than the Companion ascriptions, which makes the latter versions of the
marital-age hadith seem like secondary developments in general.

e Form Criticism: a comparison of the CL redactions and other versions of the
marital-age hadith revealed a common form, which implies that the tradition as
a whole derives from a single ur-story. The most viable candidate for (an
accurate reflection of) such an ur-story turned out to be the redaction of HisSam
b. ‘Urwah, since his particular wording can explain the rise the variants in the

cores of virtually all extant versions of the marital-age hadith.
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Form Criticism and ’Isnads: the common form’s entailment of a common
source also contradicts many of the relevant ’isnads, which depict said common
form as the utterance of various different early figures, even in completely
different regions. This contradiction holds true not just for particular elemental
combinations within the marital-age hadith-tradition, but for the fundamental
elemental combination as well. This implies that most of the relevant ’isnads are
false or at least misleading, since they fail to disclose their common sources.
This is consistent with most of the relevant versions of the marital-age hadith’s
being dives.

Geography and Arguments from Silence: The Evidence of the ’Isnads: a
geographical analysis of the relevant tradents reveals that all of the earliest CLs
were Iraqgian (especially Kufan), except for two Madinans who just so happened
to have moved to Iraq. Moreover, all of the credible transmitters from these two
Madinans were Iragian (especially Kufan), except for a Madinan who just so
happens to have moved to Irag, who in turn transmitted to another Madinan
who just so happens to have moved to Iraqg. All of this is consistent with the
marital-age hadith’s having originated in Iraq (in particular, in Kufah), and
unexpected on the view that it derives from early, major figures in Madinah.
Geography and Arguments from Silence: The Evidence of the Earliest
Madinan Collections: the marital-age hadith is completely absent from all of
the earliest Madinan legal collections and biographies of the Prophet, despite
the prominence and abundance of the alleged Madinan sources of the hadith in
such works, and despite the hadith’s utility for the composers thereof. This is
consistent with the marital-age hadith’s having originated in Iraq, and
unexpected on the view that it derives from early, major figures in Madinah.
Geography and Arguments from Silence: The Evidence of the Earliest
Kufan Collections: certain versions of the marital-age hadith are absent from
the earliest Kufan legal collections, despite the prominence and abundance of
the alleged Kufan sources of the relevant hadiths in such works, and despite the
hadith’s utility for the composers thereof. This is consistent with the marital-
age hadith’s having originated amongst the traditionists and Hadith-oriented

jurists of mid-8th-Century Iraq in particular (as distinct from the mainstream,

277



rationalist-inclined jurists of Kufah), and unexpected on the view that it derives
from early, major figures in Kufah.

Interim Summary and Entailments: HiSam as the Originator of the Marital-
Age Hadith: most of the evidence points to Kufah in the middle of the 8th
Century CE, and Hisam in particular, as the starting point of the marital-age
hadith. Although it is possible that HiSam borrowed the content of the hadith
from an obscure Iragian contemporary, it is simpler to suppose that he
formulated it ex nihilo.

A Historical-Critical Analysis of the Marital-Age Hadith’s Context: HiSam
was remembered as having falsely or misleadingly ascribed reports to his father
when he moved to Iraq, which is at least broadly consistent with his having
created the marital-age hadith in Kufah. Based on the relevant historical and
polemical context and the earliest discernible use of the marital-age hadith, it
was most likely created by Hi$am to bolster ‘A’i$ah’s unique status as a virgin
at marriage (which in turn bolstered her claim to being the Prophet’s favourite
wife), in response to the hostile, Si‘I-dominated environment of Kufah in the
middle of the 8th Century CE.

A Historical-Critical Analysis of the Origins of the Marital-Age Hadith's
Specific Content: in creating his hadith, HiSam was likely influenced by an
established relative chronology of the Prophet’s marriage to ‘A’i$ah, and may
also have drawn upon the traditional minimum age of marriage in his native
Hijaz, a lingering Sasanid tradition or ideal in Iraq, the legal doctrine of the

proto-Si‘is of Kufah, and/or his own personal marital experience.

In short, the best explanation for the evidence overall—the hypothesis that explains or

is consistent with all of the evidence together—is that HiSam b. ‘Urwah created the

marital-age hadith when he moved to Kufah in the early Abbasid period (specifically,

between 754 and 765 CE), as a response to his new polemical environment. The hadith

rapidly spread and diversified amongst HiSam'’s contemporaries and students in Iraq

and thereby acquired several independent ’isnads, whilst also gaining currency

amongst both proto-Sunni propagandists and Hadith-oriented jurists. In time, the

hadith even gained local dives in other provinces, although the original source thereof

remained clearly visible: even within the extant forest of ’isnads supporting the
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marital-age hadith as a whole, HiSam—the most frequently or densely cited source

thereof—towers over the rest as a veritable super-CL.
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Chapter 4: The Spread and Diversification of the
Hadith of ‘A’isah’s Marital Age

Having thus argued that the hadith of ‘A’i§ah’s marital age originated with Hisam b.
‘Urwah in Kufah at the beginning of the Abbasid period, we are now in a position to
provide an overarching summary of its spread and diversification therefrom. This is in
effect a restatement of the conclusions reached in the preceding two chapters of the
present work, but presented in a more straightforward chronological and geographical
order, with some implications spelled out more clearly, in such a way as to account,

directly or indirectly, for all of the extant manifestations of the marital-age hadith.

Origin and Growth in Iraq

When the prominent Madinan traditionist HiSam b. ‘Urwah (d. 146-147/763-765)
moved to Kufah (or to al-Hasimiyyah, the nearby provisional capital of the Abbasids)
during the reign of the Abbasid caliph al-Manstr (754-775 CE), he became known for
certain forms of false ascription or omission in citing sources (‘irsal and tadlis).
Thereafter, probably in response to proto-Sii polemics against ‘A’i$ah in particular, he
began to disseminate a short report about ‘A’i$ah’s marriage to the Prophet at a young
age: the marriage was contracted when she was six or seven and consummated when
she was nine. He initially only ascribed this report to his father, but over the course of
successive retellings, he also explicitly ascribed it all the way back to ‘A’i$ah herself. He
also updated the content of the report, at times adding a statement about how long
‘A’iSah and the Prophet lived together, and at other times developing an elaborate
narrative, from ‘A’iSah’s own perspective, about her circumstances on the day of her
marital consummation. Much of this content also made its way into a letter he
transmitted from—or ascribed to—his father. HiSam disseminated all of these
different iterations of his hadith to numerous Kufan and Basran students, many of
whom went on to become the leading traditionists of Iraq in the late 8th Century CE.

Most of these traditionists at least reworded what they had received, and some—such
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as ’Abu °Usamah, Ibn ’abi al-Zinad, Hammad b. Salamah, and °‘Ali b. Mushir—
incorporated additional elements into their versions, often derived from HiSam’s other
hadiths. Such insertions or additions also sometimes occurred amongst the students of
Hisam's students, many of whom also raised their versions (transforming an ascription
to ‘Urwah into an ascription via ‘Urwah to “A’i$ah).

Three of HiSam’s Iraqgian contemporaries borrowed or incorporated his hadith into
their own formulations. To begin with, the Kufan proto-Sunni propagandist "Isma‘il b.
"ab1 Kalid (d. 146/763-764) incorporated the simple version of HiSam’s hadith into his
iteration of a common pool of fada’il material about ‘A’i$ah that was circulating in
Kufah in the 8th Century CE, which he ascribed via ‘Abd al-Rahman b. *abi al-Dahhak
(a definite majhul) to ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad b. Zayd b. Jud‘an (a near-majhtil).
"Isma‘1l disseminated this hadith to multiple Kufan and Wasitian students and, in the
process, his original ascription was variously altered and improved, usually being
raised back to “A’i$ah herself in one way or another.

At the same time, Muhammad b. ‘Amr (d. 144-145/761-763), a fellow Madinan
emigrant to Iraq, incorporated the elaborate version of HiSam’s hadith practically
wholesale into a longer, synthetic narrative about ‘A’i$ah and Sawdah’s marriages to
the Prophet, combining it with several other relevant narratives that seem to have
been circulating in Madinah already. Muhammad ascribed this synthetic narrative to
his Madinan masters Yahya and ’Abu Salamah and disseminated it to various Iraqian
students, mostly Kufans.

Meanwhile, Sulayman al-’A‘'ma$ (d. 147-148/764-766), one of the leading
traditionists of Kufah in the middle of the 8th Century CE, but also a “deceiver”
(mudallis) who was accused of corrupting (‘afsada) the Hadith of Kufah,8%> borrowed
a version of the hadith, which he (or some now-suppressed intermediary) altered in a
fundamental way: instead of ‘A’i$ah’s marriage being contracted at six or seven and
consummated at nine, ‘A’i§ah’s marriage is simply stated as occurring at age nine,
thereby conflating or compressing HiSam’s original. To this, al-’A‘ma$ added a
statement about how long ‘A’i$ah and the Prophet lived together, or her age at the time
of his death. Al-’A“mas ascribed this hadith via the leading Kufan Followers ’Ibrahim al-

Naka‘T and al-’Aswad b. Yazid back to ‘A’iah and transmitted it to several Kufan

895 Jbn Hibban (ed. Sakir), Sahih, 1, p. 116; *Abii al-Qasim (ed. Husayni), Qabiil al-’Akbar, 1, pp. 275-
276, 249-250; ibid., 11, p. 402.
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students, the most prolific of whom was >Abt Mu‘awiyah al-Darir (d. 194-195/809-
811).

A generation later, ’Isra’ll b. Yiunus (d. 160-162/776-779), a notable Kufan
traditionist who was nevertheless regarded by some as “not strong” (laysa bi-al-
qawiyy) and even “weak” (da‘if),8%¢ seems to have combined the simple version of
HiSam’s hadith and half of al-’A‘mas$’s version. ’Isra’il ascribed this synthetic hadith via
his grandfather, the eminent Kufan traditionist ’Abu ’Ishaq al-Sabif, to the notable
Kufan Follower ’Abu ‘Ubaydah, and possibly also the Madino-Kufan Follower Mus‘ab
b. Sa‘d. "Isr@’il transmitted this hadith to multiple Iragian students, some of whom
variously raised it back to ‘Abd Allah b. Mas‘ad (i.e.,’Abu “‘Ubaydah’s father) and ‘A’i$ah,
and one of whom (probably al-Waqidi, an infamous “fabricator” or kaddab) replaced
the original ’Abu ’Ishag—’Abu ‘Ubaydah ’isnad with al-’A‘ma$—’Ibrahim—al-
’Aswad—°A’iSah.

The marital-age hadith may also have been cited in a legal opinion by the Kufan
Zaydi theologian and traditionist al-Hasan b. Hayy (d. 169/785-786), although this
cannot be confirmed.

Meanwhile, the Basran traditionist ’Abu ‘Awanah al-Waddah (d. 176/792) ascribed
another iteration of the aforementioned Kufan fada’il material via the Kufan gadi ‘Abd
al-Malik b. ‘Umayr back to ‘A’iSah, which he transmitted to his students in Basrah.

At around the same time, the Kufan traditionist ‘Abtar b. al-Qasim (d. 178/794-795)
borrowed al-’A‘mas’s distinctive version of the marital-age hadith and ascribed it, via
his Kufan master Mutarrif b. Tarif, to the same sources cited by ’Isra’il and his students:
’Abl’Ishag—’Abul ‘Ubaydah—A’iSah. ‘Abtar may thus have combined al-’A“ma$’s matn
with ’Isr@’il’s ’isnad, although it is equally possible that ’Isra’il and ‘Abtar simply
created their ascriptions independently, given that the “’Abti ’Ishag—’Abt ‘Ubaydah—
‘A’i$ah” relationship was already established and respected in Kufan circles.

It was plausibly also in Kufah that the marital-age hadith was incorporated into a
version of the famous ’ifk narrative and falsely ascribed via a Kufan SS back to ‘A’i$ah,
possibly at the hands of ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad al-Muharibi (d. 195/810-811),
who was remembered as a “deceiver” (mudallis) and a transmitter of dubious hadiths

(Cahadit manakir or “ahadit munkarah).8%7

896 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, VII, pp. 357-358.
897 Ibid., IX, p. 137.
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Meanwhile, the Kufan traditionist ’Abti Dawud al-Hafar1 (d. 203/818 or 206/821-
822) interpolated a well-known hadith disseminated by Sufyan al-Tawr], from ’Isma‘l
b. ’Umayyah, from ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Urwah, from ‘A’i$ah, about her preferred day for
marriages, merging it with the matn of the simple version of HiSam'’s hadith. At the
same time, Muhammad b. al-Hasan (d. turn of 9th C. CE), a Kufan traditionist regarded
by some as “nothing” (laysa bi-Say’) and “excessive in error” (fahis al-kata’),8%8 went
further by not just merging Sufyan’s hadith with HiSam's, but also replacing Sufyan’s
original ’isnad (Isma‘l b. 'Umayyah—‘Abd Allah b. ‘Urwah—°A’i§ah) with another
(Sa‘d b. ’Ibrahim—al-Qasim b. Muhammad—°A’i$ah). Meanwhile, two other Kufan
traditionists (plausibly including Waki® b. al-Jarrah) also altered Sufyan’s actual
marital-age hadith by replacing the original ’isnad (HiSam—‘Urwah) with another
(CAbu ’Ishag—’Abu ‘Ubaydah), in one case also involving some kind of borrowing or
contamination (from al-’Ahwas’s particular transmission of Sufyan’s original marital-
age hadith).

Meanwhile, some Kufans—plausibly Yahya b. ’Adam (d. 203/818) and Yahya al-
Himmani (d. 225/839-840 or 228/842-843), the latter of whom was regarded by some
as “unreliable” (laysa bi-tigah) and “weak” (da‘if)8%°—ascribed two different versions
of the marital-age hadith (one derived from ’Isra’ll’s version and the other from either
Jarir or Hammad b. Zayd’s redactions of HiSam’s version) back to the notable Kufan
traditionist Sarik, from ’Abi ’Ishaq, from ’Abii ‘Ubaydah—one all the way back to
‘A’i$ah, and the other all the way back to Ibn Mas‘ad.

At the same time, an Iragian—plausibly the Kufan biographer, genealogist, and
antiquarian HiS$am b. Muhammad al-Kalbi (d. 204-206/819-822), who was condemned
as “unreliable” (laysa bi-tigah) and “abandoned in Hadith” (matruk al-hadit)®°0—
ascribed a biographical summary of ‘A’i$ah via his Kufan father and a Basran Follower
back to Ibn ‘Abbas, seemingly assembled from the miscellaneous reports and
statements of biographical and prosopographical authorities like Ibn Sa‘d and al-
Wagqidi. Meanwhile, al-Wagqid1 himself (d. 207 /823), a notorious “fabricator” (kaddab),
interpolated or fabricated several different versions of the marital-age hadith: he likely

replaced the ’isnad of ’Isra’il’s hadith with that of al-’A‘ma$’s (noted already); he

898 [bn Hibban (ed. Zayid), Majriihin, 11, p. 277.
899 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, X, p. 534.
900 Jbid., pp. 101-102.
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probably interpolated a narrative from the Madinans ‘Abd al-Wahid b. Maymiin and
Habib; he likely interpolated a biographical summary from Ibn Sihab al-Zuhri in two
different ways, one of which he reattributed—via a Madinan SS—to ‘A’isah; and he
plausibly omitted an intermediary source between himself and Ibn abi al-Zinad.

A generation later, someone in Basrah—possibly ’Ahmad b. al-Migdam (d. 251-
253/865-867) or his master Zuhayr b. al-‘Ala’ (fl. turn of the 9th C. CE)—assembled a
relatively detailed biographical summary of ‘A’i$ah from various iterations of the
marital-age hadith and related reports that were circulating in Basrah—and Iraq more
broadly—at the beginning of the 9th Century CE, which they ascribed via Sa‘ld b. ’abi
‘Artbah to Qatadah (both of whom were leading Basran traditionists and authorities
of the early-to-mid 8th Century CE).

Finally, around the turn of the 9th Century CE, two Kufan transmitters of a hadith
about ‘A’iSah’s marital engagement—disseminated by the Kufan traditionist *Abu
Hujayyah al-’Ajlah (d. 145/762-763 or later), on the authority of the Meccan Follower
Ibn ’abi Mulaykah—interpolated their respective versions thereof with elements taken
from Hisam’s marital-age hadith. However, given that this occurred independently,
each Kufan interpolator drew upon a different version of HiSam'’s hadith (resulting in
differences in wording), and one of them went further by explicitly raising his version

all the way back to “A’i$ah.

Spread to Yemen

The marital-age hadith ostensibly spread to Yemen via the peripatetic Basran
traditionist Ma‘mar b. Rasid (d. 152-154/769-771), who claimed to have received it
from both Ibn Sihab al-Zuhri (implausibly) and Hi$am (plausibly). This could have
occurred in the Hijaz, when Ma‘mar (who would eventually end up in Yemen) and
HiSam (who would eventually end up in Iraq) seemingly coincided in time and place.
However, given that the only version of the hadith that can be positively assigned to
Ma‘mar via the ICMA differs markedly from every other transmission from HiSam, it is
plausible that Ma‘mar did not receive it directly from HiSam, but instead via indirect
means (e.g., from someone else’s notes or summary)—thus, its garbled state.

Consequently, the exact place and time of Ma‘mar’s acquisition of his version of the
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hadith remains uncertain. In fact, Ma‘mar’s version of this hadith was seemingly not
even a ‘hadith’ at all, being instead a statement ascribed to Hisam. To compound
matters, Ma‘mar falsely ascribed this statement to al-Zuhri as well. As it happens,
Ma‘mar was deemed by some to have “erred” (galita) in some of his transmissions
from al-Zuhri; to be “muddled” (mudtarib) and “full of errors” (katir al-’awham) in his
transmissions from HiSam; and to be a mudallis in general.?01

Thereafter, the Yemenite traditionist ‘Abd al-Razzaq b. Hammam (d. 211/827), who
was accused by some of being “not strong” (laysa bi-al-qawiyy) and even a “fabricator”
(kaddab),’°9? interpolated the version of this hadith that he received from Ma‘mar,
adding therein elements taken from other transmissions from HiSam, ’Abt Mu‘awiyah,
and/or Waki‘ b. al-Jarrah. ‘Abd al-Razzaq also raised this composite hadith in
successive retellings, changing it from an ascription to ‘Urwah to an ascription via

‘Urwabh to ‘A’i$ah.

Spread to Makkah

A version of the Kufan traditionist ’Isma‘il b. ’ab1 Kalid’s fada’il hadith may have been
brought to Makkah by his student Marwan b. Mu‘awiyah (d. 193/808-809), a Kufan
who died in Makkah. More definitely, Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah, a Kufan who received a
version of the marital-age hadith from Hisam in Kufah, brought it with him when he
settled in Makkah in 163/779-780, where he disseminated it to several Meccan
students (including Ibn *abi ‘Umar, al-Humaydi, and al-Safi‘7). Other transmissions
from HiSam also came to Makkah from Iraq: with the Khurasanian traditionist Sa‘id b.
Mansur (d. 226-229/840-844), from the Kufo-Baghdadian traditionist ’Isma‘l b.
Zakariyya’ (d. 173-174/789-791); with the Baghdadian traditionist Muhammad b.
“Isma‘il al-Sa’ig (d. 276/889); and with the Khurasanian traditionist “Ali b. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz
(d. 286-287/899-900), from his Basran teachers al-Hajjaj b. al-Minhal (d. 216-
217/831-832) and ‘Arim b. al-Fadl (d. 224/838-839). ‘Ali b. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz also brought

901 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, VII, p. 11; Ibn ‘Asakir (ed. ‘Amrawi), Ta’rik Dimasq, LIX, p. 392;
Suyuti (ed. Nassar), ’Asma’ al-Mudallisin, p. 94.

902 Tbn ‘Adi (ed. Sarsawni), Kamil, VIII, p. 448, # 12967; Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’ut et al.), Siyar, IX, pp. 571,
574.
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aversion of ’Isra’1l’s hadith with him to Makkah, from the Basran traditionist ‘Abd Allah
b. Raja’ (d. 219-220/834-835). A version of Muhammad b. al-Hasan’s hadith also
presumably spread to Makkah with his Kufan student al-Hasan b. ‘Ali (d. 242/857).
Likewise, a version of ‘Abd al-Razzaq’s hadith presumably spread to Makkah with the
Basran traditionist ’Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Ziyad (d. 340/952).

It was plausibly also in Makkah that the Madinan traditionist Ya‘qub b. Humayd b.
Kasib (d. 240-241/854-856), who was variously condemned as “nothing” (laysa bi-
Say’), “unreliable” (laysa bi-tiqah), and “weak in Hadith” (da‘if al-hadit),’%3 created a
noticeably more detailed version of HiSam'’s simple hadith, which he projected back to

Hisam via their Madinan intermediary ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad b. Yahya b. “‘Urwah.

Spread to Northern Mesopotamia

The marital-age hadith spread to Northern Mesopotamia—here meaning the region of
al-Jazirah and the cities of Anbar, Mosul, Raqqah, and Harran, along with the Anatolian
city of Mopsuestia—numerous times, virtually always from nearby Iraq. To begin with,
HiSam’s Kufan student ‘Ali b. Mushir (d. 189/804-805) was appointed the gadi of
Mosul, where he transmitted his redaction of HiSam’s elaborate version of the hadith
to Suwayd b. Sa‘id al-’Anbari (d. 240/855). Over the subsequent decades, other
versions of the hadith also travelled north from Iraq: Mu’ammal b. al-Fadl al-Harrani
(d. 229/843-844) seemingly transmitted a version of ’Isma‘il’s hadith; Muhammad b.
>Adam al-Massisi (d. 250/864-865) received a version of Hisam’s hadith from the
latter’s Kufan student ‘Abdah b. Sulayman; both ’Ahmad b. Harb al-Mawsili (d.
263/876-877) and ‘Ali b. Harb al-Mawsili (d. 265/879) transmitted versions of ’Abu
Mu‘awiyah’s redaction of al-’A‘mas’s hadith (in the second case, plausibly involving
interpolations in the matn); al-Husayn b. Muhammad al-Harrani (d. 318/930)
transmitted versions of ’Abu "Usamah and Muhammad b. Yusuf al-Firyabi’s redactions
of HiSam'’s hadith; and ’Abu Ya‘la ’Ahmad b. ‘Ali al-Mawsili (d. 307/919-920) collected

several Iragian transmissions from Muhammad b. ‘Amr and HiSam in his Musnad.

903 See the section on Hisam b. ‘Urwah in ch. 2.
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The spread of the marital-age hadith from Iraq to Northern Mesopotamia thus
mostly occurred in a fairly straightforward and transparent fashion, without major
interpolations or fabrications, except for two instances. In the first instance, Katir b.
HiSam al-Raqqi (d. 207-208/822-824), or possibly his cited source Ja‘far b. Burgan al-
Raqqi (d. 154/770-771), seems to have falsely reattributed the hadith of ’Isra’ll—
plausibly also incorporating an element from ’Abu Mu‘awiyah’s version—back to Ibn
Sihab al-Zuhrl. (As it happens, Ja‘far was widely regarded as unreliable specifically in
his transmissions from al-Zuhri?** and even Katir was reportedly error-prone.?%s) In
the second instance, Hafs b. ‘Umar al-Raqqi (d. 280/893-894) seems to have combined
a hadith he received from Qabisah (from Sufyan, from Hisam, from ‘Urwah) with the
matn of ’Abu Mu‘awiyah’s version and the ’isnad associated with ’Isra’il’s version and
certain other false ascriptions to Sufyan (i.e., Sufyan—’Abu ’Ishag—’Abu ‘Ubaydah).
(As it happens, Hafs was deemed by al-Dahabi to be “imprecise” (laysa bi-mutqin).?°¢)

Spread to Egypt

The marital-age hadith came to Egypt with the students of the Madino-Baghdadian
traditionist Ibn ’abi al-Zinad (d. 174/790-791), who disseminated his version thereof
in Baghdad®%7 after he acquired it from HiSam (probably in Baghdad, and probably
indirectly, which is consistent with the reports that he became unreliable specifically
when he moved to Iraq). Ibn ’abi al-Zinad transmitted his redaction of the hadith to two
Egyptian students, ‘Abd Allah b. Wahb (d. 197/813) and Sa‘id b. ’abi Maryam (d.
224/838-389), each of whom passed it on to his own Egyptian students in turn. In the
process, however, Ibn Wahb (a known mudallis®%8) or possibly his student Muhammad
b. ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Abd al-Hakam (d. 268/882) added the Madino-Baghdadian traditionist
Sa‘ld b. ‘Abd al-Rahman into the ’isnad as a co-transmitter with Ibn ’ab1 al-Zinad from

Hisam.

904 [bn *ab1 Hatim, Jarh, 11, pp. 474-475.

905 [bn Hibban (ed. Kan), Tigat, IX, p. 26: “he errs and contradicts [the transmissions of others]
(yukti’u wa-yukalifu).”

906 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, XIlI, p. 406. However, al-Dahabi (ibid.) preceded this with the
claim that “he was in essence sincere (huwa sadigq fi nafsi-hi).”

907 For example, to the Basran traditionist Sulayman b. Dawid al-Tayalisl.

908 [bn Sa‘d (ed. Sachau), Biographien, VII, part 2, p. 205.
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At around the same time, the prominent Hadith-partisan jurist Muhammad b. ’Idris
al-Safi (d. 204/820) also brought Hisam’s hadith with him when he came to Egypt
from Makkah, where he had received it from Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah. Al-Safi‘ transmitted
his version to his Egyptian student al-Rabi1 b. Sulayman al-Muradi (d. 270/884), but in
the process, some core details were altered: al-Rabi recorded it from al-Safii once with
“six or seven” and twice with “seven”. Moreover, al-Rab1‘ recorded one version from
al-Safi7 with an additional ‘dolls’ element, with wordings suspiciously similar to Ibn
Wahb's transmission from Ibn ’abi al-Zinad: evidently, some contamination occurred
between these Egyptian contemporaries.

An unusual version of the marital-age hadith (“nine or ten”)—in the form of a
biographical summary about ‘A’iSah without an ’isndd—was also recorded by the
Basran biographer ‘Abd al-Malik b. Hisam (d. 213/828-829 or 218/833) in his Kitab
al-Sirah al-Nabawiyyah, which he brought with him when he settled in Egypt. Ibn
Hisam'’s Sirah was a recension of the Kitab al-Magazi of Muhammad b. ’Ishaq (d. 150-
153/767-770), but Ibn HiSam did not cite Ibn ’Ishaq as his source for this biographical
summary, nor any other source; presumably, it was Ibn HiSam’s own assemblage of
information—perhaps from multiple sources—that he acquired in Basrah.

The obscure Egyptian traditionist ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad b. Sa‘id b. ’abi Maryam
(fl. 9th C. CE) also received a version of the marital-age hadith from the Khurasanian
and Levantine traditionist Muhammad b. Yusuf al-Firyabi, from his Kufan master
Sufyan al-Tawri, from Hisam.

An unusual version of the hadith (ascribed to Qatadah—see above) was also
transmitted by the obscure Baghdadian traditionist Muhammad b. Ja‘far b. Muhammad
b.’Ayan (d. 293/905-906), who received it from Basran sources and presumably took
it with him when he settled in Egypt.

Finally, there was a single, notable fabrication in Egypt: ’Ahmad b. Sa‘d b. al-Hakam
b. ’abi Maryam (d. 253/867), or possibly his uncle and cited source Ibn ’abi Maryam,
borrowed the matn of the simple version of HiSam’s hadith (probably Wuhayb'’s
redaction) and falsely ascribed it via an Egypto-Madinan SS back to ‘A’i3ah.

Spread to the Levant
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The marital-age hadith came to the Levant with the Khurasanian traditionist
Muhammad b. Yusuf al-Firyabi (d. 212/827), who received a version of HiSam’s hadith
from the latter’s Kufan student Sufyan al-Tawrl and settled thereafter in the
Palestinian city of Caesarea, where he disseminated it to some local traditionists. Not
long afterwards, the notable Damascene traditionist HiSam b. ‘Ammar (d. 245/859)
recorded a version of Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s hadith in his own collection, which he
obtained from the Baghdadian Sa‘id b. Yahya al-’'Umawi (who in turn received it from
his Kufan father, one of Muhammad’s students). Sometime after that, the Baghdadian
traditionist ’Abu ’Umayyah Muhammad b. ’Ibrahim (d. 273/886) may also have
brought ‘Ali b. Mushir’s redaction of HiSam'’s elaborate version of the marital-age
hadith—which he received from °‘Alr’'s Kufan student ’Isma‘l b. al-Kalil—with him
when he settled in Tarsus. At around the same time, ’Abti Mu‘awiyah'’s hadith also
spread to the Levant via his Kufan student Muhammad b. ‘Abd Allah b. Numayr, who in
turn transmitted it to the prominent Damascene chronicler ’Abu Zur‘ah ‘Abd al-
Rahman b. ‘Amr (d. 280-281/893-895), who recorded it in his Ta’rik. Finally, several
centuries later, an unusual version of HiSam’s hadith (framed as a conversation
between him and his Kufan student al-Haytam b. “‘Adi al-Ta’1) spread via a succession
of Baghdadian and Eastern tradents to the famous Damascene chronicler ‘Al1 b. al-
Hasan b. ‘Asakir (d. 519/1125), who recorded it in his Ta’rik Madinat Dimasq.

Meanwhile, at some point in the early-to-mid 9th Century CE, the Aleppine
traditionist al-Hajjaj b. ’abi Mani‘ (d. post-216/831) updated or elaborated a relatively
detailed biographical summary of ‘A’i§ah that he may have received from his local
uncle ‘Ubayd Allah b. *abi Ziyad al-Rusafi, perhaps ultimately deriving from Ibn Sihab
al-Zuhri—adding therein the elements of the simple version of HiSam'’s hadith. (Of
course, it is also possible that al-Hajjaj assembled the summary himself from the
biographical material that was flowing into the Levant from Iraq and completely falsely
ascribed it via his uncle to al-Zuhri.)

Finally, it was plausibly also in the Levant, possibly with the Damascene traditionist
’Abu Mushir ‘Abd al-’A‘la b. Mushir (d. 218/833), that a version of "Isra’1l’s hadith was
elaborated and reattributed via a local Levantine familial ’isnad back to the Basran

Follower Jabir b. Zayd.
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Spread to Persia

Easterners came to dominate Hadith scholarship in the 9th Century CE to such an
extent that, alongside Baghdadians, they predominate in the later segments of most
’isnads of the marital-age hadith, or else as the compilers of the collections in which
versions of the hadith are extant. As part of this process of domination, the marital-age
hadith spread to Persia—meaning above all the regions of al-Jibal and Fars—by many
routes. One of the earliest instances thereof occurred with Hasan b. Musa (d. 209/824-
825), who received a redaction of the elaborate version of HiSam’s hadith from
Hammad b. Salamah in Basrah and presumably took it with him to Rayy, where he died.
Likewise, the Baghdadian traditionist al-Husayn b. al-Faraj (fl. 9th C. CE) brought al-
WagqidI's ascription to Habib (along with his al-Mubtada’ wa-al-Magazi more broadly)
with him from Baghdad when he settled in Isfahan, where he transmitted it to a local
student. Soon afterward, several Persians (and a Basran who settled in Persia)
recorded multiple versions of the marital-age hadith in their extant Hadith collections:
Muhammad b. Majah al-Qazwini (d. 273/887), who received one version from a
Mesopotamian and another from a Wasitian, both recorded in his Sunan; Yinus b.
Habib al-’Asbahani (d. 267/880-881), who transmitted a version as part of his
recension of the Musnad of his Basran master ’Abtl Dawud al-Tayalis1; Ya‘qub b. Sufyan
al-Fasawi (d. 277/890-891 or 280-281/893-895), who received several versions from
Kufan, Basran, and Aleppine sources, all of which he recorded in his Ta’rik; and ’Ahmad
b.abi ‘Asim (d. 287/900), a Basran traditionist who was appointed the gadi of Isfahan
and who received several versions from Iraqgian sources, all of which he recorded in
his al-’Ahad wa-al-Matdni. Many versions of the hadith, including from some of these
earlier collectors, were also recorded by later mega-compilers like ’Abu Nu‘aym
’Ahmad b. ‘Abd Allah al-’Isfahani (d. 430/1038).

Finally, it was plausibly in Rayy that Muhammad b. Humayd (d. 248/862-863), a
local traditionist who was variously condemned as “unreliable” (laysa bi-tiqah and
gayr tigah), “rejected in Hadith” (munkar al-hadit), and “possessing strange hadiths”

(sahib ‘aja’ib),’%? created a strange version of the marital-age hadith (recounting how

909 Dahabi (ed. ’Arna’it et al.), Siyar, XI, p. 503-506.
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‘A’iSah was fattened up by her parents for her marital consummation), which was

projected back to ‘A’i$ah via a Mervian familial *isnad.

Spread to Khurasan

The Eastern domination of Hadith scholarship also brought the marital-age hadith into
Khurasan, via numerous routes. One of the earliest instances thereof seems to have
occurred with Yahya b. Yahya al-Naysaburi (d. 226/840-841), who travelled from
Naysabur to Kufah and obtained a version from ’Abu Mu‘awiyah, which he brought
with him when he returned home and disseminated to his local students. In the
process, however, Yahya altered or contaminated ’Abt Mu‘awiyah’s hadith, combining
it with elements taken from the simple version of Hisam’s hadith. The latter also
arrived in Khurasan around the same time with Muhammad b. al-Nadr al-Marwazi (d.
239/853-854), who obtained it from Ja‘far b. Sulayman when he visited Basrah. ‘Abd
al-Razzaq’s version of the hadith also came to Khurasan over the ensuing decades, as
various Khurasanian traditionists travelled to Yemen, obtained the hadith from ‘Abd
al-Razzaq, and took it back home with them: Muhammad b. Rafi‘ al-Naysaburi (d.
245/860), Muhammad b. ’Ishaq al-Sagani (d. 270/883), and Fayyad b. Zuhayr al-Nasa’i
(d. post-250/864-865). A version of ’Isma‘il’s hadith also made its way there via
’Ahmad b. Yunus al-Naysabiri (d. 263-264/876-878), who seems to have received it in
Kufah (or possibly al-Mada’in) from Abii Sihab ‘Abd Rabbi-hi and brought it home with
him.

Numerous versions of the marital-age hadith were also preserved in the extant
Hadith collections of various leading Khurasanian traditionists: the Musnad of ’Ishaq b.
Rahwayh al-Marwazi (d. 238/853), from various Kufan sources; the Sahih of Muslim b.
al-Hajjaj al-Naysaburi (d. 261/875), from various Eastern and Iraqian sources
(involving some notable instances of contamination or interpolation); the Ta’rik of
’Ahmad b. ’abi Kaytamah Zuhayr al-Naysabiuri (d. 279/892), from a Basran source; the
Musnad of ’Abu ‘Awanah Ya‘qub b. ’Ishaq al-’Isfarayini (d. 316/929), from various
Egyptian, Levantine, Iraqgian, and Eastern sources; and the Mustadrak of Muhammad b.

‘Abd Allah al-Hakim al-Naysabiri (d. 405/1014), from various Eastern sources. Many
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versions of the hadith, including from some of these earlier collectors, were also

recorded by later mega-compilers like ’Ahmad b. al-Husayn al-Bayhaqi (d. 458/1066).

Spread to Transoxania

The marital-age hadith also spread to Transoxania, in at least four notable instances:
firstly, with ‘Abd b. Humayd al-Kassi (d. 249/863-864), who obtained a version from
‘Abd al-Razzaq when he visited Yemen; secondly, with ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Abd al-Rahman al-
Darim1 al-Samarqandi (d. 250/864-865 or 255/869), who obtained ‘Ali b. Mushir’s
redaction of HiSam’s elaborate version of the marital-age hadith from ’Isma‘ll b. Kalil
when he visited Kufah, which he recorded in his Musnad or Sunan; thirdly, with
Muhammad b. ’Isma‘ll al-Bukari (d. 256/870), who obtained several different
redactions of HiSam's hadiths from various Kufan, Basran, and Perso-Palestinian
sources (all recorded in his Sahih), and several different versions of ’Isma‘il’s hadith
from various Iragian sources (all recorded in his al-Ta’rik al-Kabir); and fourthly, with
Muhammad b. Hibban al-Busti (d. 354/965), a Sijistanian traditionist who was
appointed the gadi of Samarqand and who obtained two versions of HiSam’s hadith
from a Khurasanian source and a Mesopotamian source respectively, both tracing back

to HiSam’s Kufan students, which Ibn Hibban recorded in his Sahih.

Spread to the West

Eventually, several versions of the marital-age hadith also made it to West, here
meaning North Africa (including ’Ifriqiyyah and al-Magrib) and the Iberian Peninsula
(i.e., al-’Andalus). It is striking that, despite the heavy dependence of West—the
stronghold of Malikism—upon the legal tradition and Hadith of Madinah, Westerners
seem to have virtually always obtained their versions of the marital-age hadith,
directly or indirectly, from Iraqian sources. For example, the Hadith critic ’Ahmad b.
‘Abd Allah al-°Ijli (d. 261/874-875), who settled in Tripoli and preserved a version of

the hadith in his Ta’rik al-Tigat, came from Kufah and received his version from a Kufan
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source: ’Abl Dawid al-Hafari, whose interpolation of a well-known hadith from Sufyan
al-Tawr1 has been discussed already. Likewise, the Andalusian jurist and Hadith
scholar Yusuf b. ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Abd al-Barr al-Qurtubi (d. 463/1071) recorded several
versions of the hadith in his Kitab al-Isti‘ab and his Tamhid, all ultimately tracing back
to HiSam’s Basran and Kufan students and to the Kufan ’Abu Mu‘awiyah.®10 That said,
Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr also ascribed an unusual statement (“The Messenger of God married
her when she was a girl of ten years”) to the junior Madinan Follower ‘Abd Allah b.
Muhammad b. ‘Uqayl/‘Aqil (d. post-140/757-758), but did so without citing any
sources (Madinan or otherwise)—in fact, this statement appears to be uncorroborated
in all other Islamic literature, including legal works and Hadith collections.

A century later, the Ibadite Hadith scholar Yusuf b. ’Ibrahim al-Warjlani (d.
570/1174-1175), as part of his general project of systematically creating an Ibadite
Hadith corpus, cobbled together a relatively detailed biographical summary of ‘A’i$ah
from earlier prosopographical sources and/or hadiths, which he ascribed via a suitable
sequence of Ibadite imams back to the Basran Follower Jabir b. Zayd. (In this respect,
al-Warjlani may have drawn upon the previous Levantine ascription to Jabir, discussed

above.)

Conclusion

The hadith of ‘A’i$ah’s marital age rapidly proliferated after its genesis in early Abbasid
Iraq, spreading north to the rest of Mesopotamia, west to the Levant, Egypt, and
beyond, south to Makkah and Yemen, and east to Persia, Khurasan, and Transoxania,
all within the space of a century and a half. The hadith underwent considerable
mutations and reworkings during the first few decades of its existence in Iraq,
receiving multiple (usually local or familial) ’isnads in the process. This might be taken
to imply a considerable amount of mendacity on the part of Iragian traditionists, but it
should be reiterated that most of this occurred during the mid-to-late 8th Century CE,
before the predomination of the Hadith critics (nugqad al-hadit) and their literalist,
historicist attitude towards Hadith. Thereafter (above all, in the 9th and 10th Centuries

910 Yaisuf b. ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Abd al-Barr (ed. ‘Al Muhammad Bijawn1), Kitab al-Isti‘ab fi Ma‘rifat al-’Ashab,
part 4 (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar al-Jil, 1992), pp. 1881-1882, # 4029; id. (ed. ’A‘rab), Tamhid, vol. 19, p. 108.
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CE), it mostly spread transparently, with only minor rewordings and interpolations—
but not always: in several regions and cities (specifically, the Levant, Raqqah, Rayy, and
Ouargla), local traditionists (often with bad reputations already) combined the
marital-age hadith with their own local reports or created their own versions of the
hadith with local and familial ’isnads.

Once again, the general absence of Madinah from this picture is striking: in the 9th
and 10th Centuries CE (i.e., the era of stable and transparent Hadith transmission),
Madinans are completely absent. Madinans only appear in the earliest segments of
various retrojections and dives, which is to say, as tradents and authorities in the
segments of ’isnads covering the 7th and 8th Centuries CE (i.e., the era of false
ascription, legendary transmission, mutation, and instability). Certainly, no early
Madinan legal work or Hadith collection recorded any version of the marital-age
hadith, from Madinan sources or otherwise. Once again, it seems clear that the true

birthplace of the hadith was Iraq, not Madinah.
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Chapter 5: The Canonisation and Criticism of the

Hadith of ‘A’isah’s Marital Age in Sunnism

The hadith of ‘A’i$ah’s marital age was put into circulation by several of the leading
traditionists of Iraq in the mid-to-late 8th Century CE and transmitted by many of their
illustrious students, making the acceptance of this hadith by the proto-Sunni Hadith
critics (nuqqad al-hadit) of the 9th Century CE practically inevitable. In fact, it is
probably more accurate to say that the Hadith critics simply inherited the hadith, being
the main students (e.g., al-Bukari) of the main students (e.g., al-Firyabi) of the main
students (e.g., Sufyan al-Tawri) of the creators thereof (e.g., HiSam). The Hadith critics
explicitly saw themselves as the scholarly successors to the likes of HiSam, so unless
they were confronted by flagrant contradictions between his hadiths and those of their
other great forebears, or else by a recurring lack of corroboration for his ascriptions,
they would accept Hisam’s material by default. Of course, even when HiSam'’s
transmissions were contradicted or suspiciously uncorroborated, this was
downplayed or rationalised as a relatively minor foible—tadlis and ’irsal, or even mere
wahm, as opposed to wad‘ and kadib. He always remained al-’imam al-tiqah sayk al-
’islam in the Sunni Hadith tradition.?11

As it happens, there are some notable contradictions both within and between
Hisam'’s version of the marital-age hadith and those ascribed to his equally-venerated
contemporaries Ibn Sihab al-Zuhri, Muhammad b. ‘Amr, ’Abt ’Ishaq, and al-’A‘mas, in
which ‘A’i$ah’s age at her marital engagement (nikah, tazwij, tazawwuyj) is variously
given as six, six or seven, seven, and nine. However, these contradictions were almost
never addressed by the Hadith critics, who seem to have accepted most of these
versions—above all, those of Hisam, al-’A*mas, ’Isra’ll (from ’Abi ’Ishaq), and ‘Abd al-
Razzaq (from al-Zuhri)—as ‘sound’ (sahih). Evidently, these contradictions were
usually not regarded as flagrant, and rarely warranted comment or explanation.

Still, some contradictions and discrepancies (especially in the ’isnads) were felt to

require explanation and adjudication, and not all versions of the hadith derived from

911 For more on the methods of the Hadith critics, see the section on MotzKki’s criticisms of Cook in ch.
1, and the references given therein. For more on the excuses and rationalisations surrounding HiSam,
see the historical-critical analysis in ch. 3 of the present work and the references given therein.
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predecessors as esteemed as HiSam—thus, there were some instances in which the
Hadith critics criticised or rejected specific transmissions of the marital-age hadith.
What follows is a summary of notable instances of proto-Sunni and classical Sunni

scholars authenticating and/or criticising various versions of the marital-age hadith.

al-Bukar1i (d. 256/870)

The leading Transoxanian Hadith critic Muhammad b. ’Isma‘il al-Bukari (d. 256/870)

recorded the following versions of the hadith in his al-Jami‘ al-Sahih:

Farwah—°Ali b. Mushir—Hi$am— Urwah—°A’i$ah:

‘Ubayd—’Abt "'Usamah—Hisam—‘Urwah:

Kadijah's death; iSalnaneaiatsi; consummation at nine.

al-Firyabi—Sufyan al-Tawri—Hi$am—Urwah—‘A’i$ah:

_I _' _'

Mu‘allA—Wuhayb—Hi$am— Urwah—‘A’iah:

_I _' _'

Farwah—‘Ali b. Mushir—Hi$am— Urwah—°A’i$ah:

-F _'

Qabisah—Sufyan al-Tawri—HiSam—‘Urwah:

_' _' _'

Farwah—°Ali b. Mushir—Hi$am— ‘Urwah—°A’i$ah:

-J _'
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Although al-Bukari never explicitly expressed a judgement on any of these hadiths,
their inclusion in his al-Jami‘ al-Sahih strongly implies that he regarded them to be
sahih, even though two of them are technically mursal or munqati‘.

By contrast, an explicit judgement has been recorded from al-Bukari regarding a
defect (illah) in some versions of the hadith, as recorded by his student—and fellow

Hadith critic—Muhammad b. ‘Is4 al-Tirmidi (d. 279/892):

Yahy4 b. ’Aktam related to us: “Yahya b.’Adam related to us: “’Isra’il related
to us: “°Abi ’Ishaq related to us, from ’Abi “‘Ubaydah, from ‘Abd Allah [b.
Mas‘ad], who said: “The Messenger of God married ‘A’iSah when she was a
girl of six years, consummated the marriage with her when she was a girl of
nine years, and died when she was a girl of eighteen.””””

[ asked Muhammad [al-Bukari] about this hadith, and he said: “This
[version] is erroneous (kata’); on the contrary, it [should be] (’inna-ma
huwa): “Abu ’Ishaq, from °Abu ‘Ubaydah, that the Prophet married
‘A’i$ah....” Thusly they related, from ’Isra’1l, from ’Abu ’Ishaq. And they said,
“..from ’Abi ‘Ubaydah, from ‘A’i$ah...” also.”912

In other words, al-Bukari deemed to be erroneous those versions of ’Isra’il’s hadith
that had been raised all the way back to ‘Abd Allah b. Mas‘ud, rejecting them in favour
of the unraised versions ascribed only to ’Abiu ‘Ubaydah and also those that were raised

all the way back to “A’i$ah.

Muslim (d. 261/875)

The leading Khurasanian Hadith critic Muslim b. al-Hajjaj al-Naysaburi (d. 261/875)

recorded the following versions of the hadith in his al-Jami‘ al-Sahih:

’Abl Kurayb—’Abu *Usamah—Hi$am— ‘Urwah—°A’i$ah:
Ibn *abi Saybah—’Abii "Usamah—Hi$am— ‘Urwah—‘A’i$ah:
MarFiagelatisix; consummation at nine; i@l illness, shoulder-length hair; Sllilig;

912 Tirmidi (ed. Samarra’ et al.), Ilal, pp. 169-170.
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Yahya b. Yahya—’Abu Mu‘awiyah—al-’A‘ma$—’Ibrahim—al-’Aswad—‘A’i$ah:
Ibn Numayr—‘Abdah—Hi$am—‘Urwah—‘A’i$ah:
‘Abd b. Humayd—°Abd al-Razzag—Ma‘mar—al-Zuhri—‘Urwah—‘A’i$ah:

Yahya b. Yahya & Ibn Rahwayh & Ibn abi Saybah & *Abii Kurayb—’Abii Mu‘awiyah—
al-’A‘ma$—’Ibrahim—al-’Aswad—°A’i$ah:

_I _' _'

Although Muslim never explicitly expressed a judgement on any of these hadiths, their
inclusion in his al-Jami‘ al-Sahih strongly implies that he regarded them to be sahih,
even though one of them (“seven”) contradicts the others (“six”). That said, it is
plausible that Muslim regarded some of these hadiths to be sounder than others, and

that he arranged them in descending order of soundness.?13

Ibn ’abi Kaytamah (d. 279/892-893)

In his al-Ta’rik al-Kabir, the Baghdadian Hadith critic ’Ahmad b. ’abi Kaytamah Zuhayr
(d. 279/892-893) adjudicated between a version of the hadith and another, in a
broader discussion on the chronology of Kadijah’s death, ‘A’i$ah’s marriage, and the

Hijrah:

Someone other than Ibn ’Ishaq said: “Kadijah died five years before the
emigration of the Messenger of God.”

And it is [also] said: “four [years] before the marital engagement (tazwij)
of ‘A’i3ah.” Al-’Atram reported that to us, from ’Abi ‘Ubaydabh.

And Qatadah said: “Kadijah died three years before the Hijrah.” ’Ahmad
b. al-Migdam related that to us, from Zuhayr b. al-‘Ala’, from Sa‘ld, from
Qatadah: “Then the Messenger of God married (tazawwaja) ‘A’i$ah around
the time of the death of Kadijah.”

913 Juynboll, ‘(Re)Appraisal’, 316.
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Misa b. ’Isma‘il related to us—he said: “Hammad b. Salamah related to
us—he said: “Hi$am related to us, from ‘Urwah, from ‘A’iSah—she said:
“The Messenger of God married me after the death of Kadijah, two or three
years before his escape to Madinah, when [ was a girl of six years or
seven.”””

That which was said by ’Abu ‘Ubaydah is the correct [version] (al-
sawab), because she [i.e., ‘A’i3ah] said: “he consummated the marriage with

me when [ was a girl of nine.”914

In regards to the chronology around Kadijah’s death, Ibn ’abi Kaytamah seemed to
prefer a hadith ascribed to ’Abiu ‘Ubaydah over the relevant versions of Hisam's

marital-age hadith.

al-Nasa’i (d. 303/915-916)

In his al-Sunan al-Kubrd, the Khurasanian Hadith critic ’Ahmad b. ‘Ali al-Nasa’1 (d.
303/915-916) recorded and adjudicated between conflicting ascriptions to ’Abu

’Ishagq, as follows:

«“c

Qutaybah b. Sa‘ld reported to us—he said: ““Abtar related to us, from
Mutarrif (who is Ibn Tarif al-Kifi), from ’Abu ’Ishaq, from ’Abu ‘Ubaydah,
who said: “A’i$ah said: “The Messenger of God married me at nine years
and [ was in his company for nine.”””

’Isra’il differed with him (kalafa-hu) regarding his ’isnad and his matn:

Ishaq b. ’Ibrahim b. Rahwayh reported to us—he said: “Yahya b. ’Adam
reported to us—he said: “Isra’il related to us, from ’Abu ’Ishaq, from Abu
‘Ubaydah, from his father, who said: “The Messenger of God married ‘A’i$ah
when she was a girl of six years and consummated the marriage with her
when she was a girl of nine.””””

’Abu ‘Abd al-Rahman [al-Nasa’i] said to us: “Mutarrif b. Tarif al-Kufl is
more reliable ("atbat) than ’Isra’il, and his hadith is more likely to be correct
(’asbah bi-al-sawab). God knows best.”915

In short, al-Nasa’1 judged the mursal or mungqati‘ version ascribed via Mutarrif to ’Abu

’Ishaq to be more reliable than the muttasil version ascribed via ’Isra’il to ’Abi "Ishagq.

914 [bn ’ab1 Kaytamah (ed. Halal), al-Ta’rik al-Kabir, 1, p. 170.
915 Nasa’1 (ed. §alabi), al-Sunan al-Kubrd, V, pp. 170-171, ## 5349-5350.
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’Abii ‘Awanah (d. 316,/929)

The Khurasanian Hadith critic ’Abt ‘Awanah Ya‘qub b. ’Ishaq al-’Isfarayini (d.
316/929) recorded the following versions of the hadith in his al-Musnad al-Sahih al-
Mukarraj ‘ald Sahih Muslim:

al-Rabi‘—al-Safi‘i—Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah—Hi$am— Urwah—A’i3ah:
’Abil *Umayyah—’Isma‘ll—Ali b. Mushir—Hi$am— Urwah—A’iah:

al-Husayn b. Bahan—Sahl b. ‘Utman—Yahy4 b. Zakariyya’—Hi$am— ‘Urwah—‘A’i$ah:
“[Something] close to the hadith of ‘Ali b. Mushir.”

Ibn abi al-Hunayn—Sihab b. ‘Abbid—Hammad b. Zayd—Hi$am— Urwah—°A’i$ah:

’Abu al-‘Abbas al-Gazzi—al-Firyabi—Sufyan al-Tawri—Hi$am— Urwah—A’i$ah:

_I _' _'

al-Sagani—Muslim b. ’Ibrahim—Ja‘far b. Sulayman—Hisam—‘Urwah—°A’iSah:

_I _'

’Abi  Umayyah—Mansir b. Suqayr—’Abu  ‘Awanah—al-’A‘mas—’Ibrahim—al-

’Aswad—A’isah:

_’ _'

‘Ali b. Harb—’Abu Mu‘awiyah—al-’A‘ma$—’Ibrahim—al-’Aswad—°A’i3ah:
al-Sagani—Sa‘d b. Sulayman—’Abi Mu‘awiyah—al-’A‘mas—’Ibrahim—al-’Aswad—
‘A’isah:
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Ibn ’abi al-Dunya—’Abu Kaytamah—]Jarir—al-’A‘ma$—’Ibrahim—al-’Aswad—‘A’i$ah:

al-Sagani—‘Abd al-Razzaqg—Ma‘mar—al-Zuhri—‘Urwah—°‘A’iSah:

Muhammad b. ’Isma‘il al-Sa’ig—‘Affan b. Muslim—Hammad b. Salamah—HiSam—
‘Urwah—°A’iSah—Prophet:
I - dijah’s death, NN BSEEE, Kadijah's death, SRIGHSEVEN;

Although’Abu ‘Awanah never explicitly expressed a judgement on any of these hadiths,
their inclusion in his al-Musnad al-Sahih—intended as a collection of independent
transmissions of the hadiths recorded in the Sahih of Muslim—strongly implies that he
regarded them to be sahih, even though they conflict on certain details (e.g., “six” vs.

“seven” vs. “nine”).

Ibn al-Mundir (d. 318/930)

The Khurasanian jurist Muhammad b. ’Ibrahim b. al-Mundir (d. 318/930), an early

follower of al-Safi‘l, recorded the following in his al-’Israf ‘ald Madahib al-Ulama’:

It is established (tabata) that the Messenger of God married “A’i$ah when
she was a girl of seven years and consummated the marriage with her when
she was a girl of nine years.?16

916 Muhammad b. ’Ibrahim b. al-Mundir (ed. Sagir ’Ahmad al-’Ansari), al-’ISraf ‘ald Madahib al-
‘Ulama’, vol. 5 (Ra’s al-Kaymah, UAE: Maktabat Makkah al-Taqafiyyah, 2005), p. 177.
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In other words, Ibn al-Mundir implies that the marital-age hadith (evidently here
referring to a version from HiSam) was widely accepted as sound by his

contemporaries.

al-Uqayli (d. 322/933-934)

The Meccan Hadith critic Muhammad b. ‘Amr al-‘Uqayli (d. 322/933-934) recorded the

following in an entry in his Kitab al-Du‘afa™

Malik b. Sulayman al-Harawi.

[There is] some doubt regarding his Hadith (fi haditi-hi nazar).

Muhammad b. Miusa al-Balki related to us—he said: “Malik b. Sulayman
al-Harawi related to us—he said: “Isra’il related to us, from ’Abi ’Ishag,
from ’Abu ‘Ubaydah, from Ibn Mas‘id, who said: “The Prophet married
‘A’iSah when she was a girl of nine and died when she was a girl of
eighteen.”””

[‘Ali b.] ‘Abd al-‘Aziz related this to us—he said: “Abd Allah b. Raja’
related to us—he said: “’Isra’il related to us, from ’Abu ’Ishaq, from *Abu
‘Ubaydah, who said: “The Prophet married ‘A’iSah when she was a girl of six
years and consummated the marriage with her when she was a girl of nine
years. The Prophet died when she was a girl of eighteen.”””

And the hadith of ‘Abd Allah b. Raja’ is better (Cawld).?1”

=

In other words, according to al-‘Uqayli, ‘Abd Allah b. Raja”s (mursal or mungqati®)
ascription via ’Isra’ll is more reliable than Malik b. Sulayman’s (muttasil) ascription

thereby.

Ibn Hibban (d. 354/965)

The Sijistanian Hadith critic Muhammad b. Hibban al-Busti (d. 354/965) recorded the

following versions of the hadith in his Sahih:

al-Hasan b. Sufyan—’Ibrahim b. Sa‘ild—’Abt *'Usamah—Hi$am— ‘Urwah—‘A’i$ah:

917 ‘Uqayli (ed. Sarsawi), Du‘afa’, V, pp. 473-474, # 1755.
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_J _’ -’ _’ -I

’Abu ‘Aribah  al-Harrani—Zakariyya’—al-Firyabi—Sufyan—Hisam—‘Urwah—
‘A’i$ah:

_l _' _'

Although Ibn Hibban never explicitly expressed a judgement on any of these hadiths,

their inclusion in his Sahih strongly implies that he regarded them to be sahih.

al-Tabarani (d. 360/971)

The Palestinian Hadith critic Sulayman b. °Ahmad al-Tabarani (d. 360/971)
commented on two versions of the marital-age hadith, the first of which was the

following:

’Ahmad b. Zuhayr related to us—he said: “Ubayd Allah b. Sa‘d al-Zuhri
related to us—he said: “°Abu al-Jawwab related to us—he said: “Sufyan al-
Tawri related to us, from Hi§am b. ‘Urwah, from his father, from ‘A’i§ah, who
said: “The Messenger of God married me when I was a girl of six and [ was
taken to him when I was a girl of nine, and I lived with him nine [years].””””

No one transmitted (lam yarwi) this hadith from Sufyan except for ’Abu
al-Jawwab.918

In other words, ’Abt al-Jawwab was isolated or uncorroborated in his transmission of
this hadith from an eminent authority, making him suspect. However, given the
survival of parallel transmissions of this hadith—with the same elements and often
very similar wordings—from Sufyan’s other students (Qabisah and al-Firyabi),
recorded in several notable collections already before the time of al-Tabarani
(including the works of al-Bukari, ’Abl ‘Awanah, and Ibn Hibban), it is unclear what al-
Tabarani meant in this instance.

Al-Tabarani also recorded the following:

918 Tabaranti (ed. Tariq & Husayni), al-Mu§am al-’Awsat, 11, p. 301, # 2042.
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Misa b. Harin related to us: “’Ishaq b. Rahwayh related to us: “Yahya b.
>’Adam reported to us: “’Abii Bakr b. ‘Ayyas related to us, from al-’Ajlah, from
‘Abd Allah b. abl Mulaykah, from ‘A’i$ah, that the Prophet married her
when she was a girl of six years and consummated the marriage with her
when she was a girl of nine years.”””

No one transmitted (lam yarwi) this hadith from al-’Ajlah except for ’Abu
Bakrb. ‘Ayyas, nor [did anyone transmit it] from ’Abu Bakr except for Yahya
b.’Adam. ’Ishaq b. Rahwayh transmitted it in isolation (tafarrada bi-hi).919

Unlike al-Tabarani’s previous comment, this one makes perfect sense: the
transmission of this version of this hadith from al-’Ajlah to Ibn Rahwayh is
uncorroborated; both of the other two extant transmissions from al-’Ajlah mention
that ‘A’i8ah was initially engaged to Jubayr b. Mut‘im, and both are also unraised (i.e.,
do not explicitly reach all the way back to ‘A’i8ah herself). Thus, it would seem that al-
Tabarani regarded Ibn Rahwayh’s transmission from al-’Ajlah with suspicion (and

rightly so).920

al-Daraqutni (d. 385/995)

In the ‘Ilal of ’Ahmad b. Muhammad al-Bargani (d. 425/1033-1034), a collection of
questions posed to and answers given by his master, the Baghdadian Hadith critic ‘Ali

b. ‘Umar al-Daraqutni (d. 385/995), the following is recorded:

He [i.e., al-Daraqutni] was asked about the hadith of ’Abu ‘Ubaydah, from
‘Abd Allah [b. Mas‘ud]: “The Prophet married ‘A’i$ah when she was a girl of
six years and consummated the marriage with her when she was a girl of
nine years.” Then he [i.e., al-Daraqutni] said: “’Isra’il and Yiunus b.’abi’Ishaq
[both] transmit it, from Abu ’Ishaq, from ’Abu ‘Ubaydah, from ‘Abd Allah [b.
Mas‘ud], as a marfu‘. Others transmitted it, from ’Abu ’Ishaq, from ’Abu
‘Ubaydah, as a mursal. The mursal [version] is more likely ("ashah).”921

In other words, al-Daraqutni declared the unraised version of the hadith ascribed to

’Abu ’Ishaq, from ’Abu ‘Ubaydah, to be more reliable—or, more specifically, better

919 Jpid., V111, p. 108, # 8116.
920 See the section on al-’Ajlah in ch. 2.
921 Daraqutni (ed. Salafi), al-Ilal al-Waridah, V, p. 305, # 901.
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preserved or more likely to reflect the original—than the raised version, which reaches
all the way back to Ibn Mas‘ud.
Al-Bargani also recorded the following judgement from al-Daraqutni, after a

discussion of various fada’il hadiths about ‘A’i$ah:

’Isma‘ll b. ’abi1 Kalid transmitted this hadith, from ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ’abi al-
Dahhak, from ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad b. Zayd b. Jud“an, from ‘A’i3ah,
but there is nothing sound about it (wa-laysa fi-ha Say’ sahih).922

Clearly, al-Daraqutni rejected ’Isma‘ll’s version of the marital-age hadith as weak or

fabricated.

al-Hakim al-Naysaburi (d. 405/1014)

The Khurasanian Hadith critic Muhammad b. ‘Abd Allah al-Hakim al-Naysaburi (d.
405/1014) recorded the following versions of the hadith in his al-Mustadrak ‘ald al-
Sahihayn:

Maklad b. Ja‘far—Muhammad b. Harb—Sa‘id b. Yahya—Yahya b. Sa‘itd—Muhammad b.
‘Amr—Yahya—‘A’i$ah:
Kawlah convinces the Prophet to propose to ‘A’i$ah and Sawdah; Kawlah goes to ’Abi

Bakr; *Abii Bakr sends for the Prophet and engages ‘A’i$ah to him; [AISaRNSISeven.

Muhammad b. Ya‘qib—’Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Jabbar—°‘Abd Allah b. ’Idris—Muhammad b.
‘Amr—Yahya—‘A’i$ah:

Kawlah convinces the Prophet to propose to ‘A’i$ah and Sawdah.

’Ahmad b. ‘Ubayd—Ibn Dizil—’Abu Mushir—°‘Abd Allah b. ‘Abd al-Rahman—Yazid b.
Jabir—]abir:

-; she died under Mu‘awiyah, in the year 57.

922 [bid., XV, p. 166.
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Ibn Balawayh—’Ibrahim b. ’Ishag—Mus‘ab b. ‘Abd Allah—°‘Abd Allah b. Mu‘awiyah—
Hisam:

‘Urwah wrote to al-Walid; - after Kadijah’s death; _;
marriage at six; consummation, aftérthe Hijrall, at nine; ‘A’isah’s death.

Ibn Battah—al-Hasan b. al-Jahm—al-Husayn b. al-Faraj—al-Wagqid1:
‘N'iSah’s genealogy; marriage, during Sawwal, in the tenth year of the Prophethood,

Ibn Battah—al-Hasan b. al-Jahm—al-Husayn b. al-Faraj—al-Waqidi—°‘Abd al-Wahid b.
Maymiuin—Habib:

Kadijah'’s death; _; Prophet’s interactions with ‘A’i$ah’s family;
‘A’isah’s birth; _; marriage to Sawdah.

Ibn Balawayh—Miisa b. Harin—Ziyad b. Yahya—Malik b. Su‘ayr—’Isma‘1ll—°‘Abd al-
Rahman b. al-Dahhak:

‘Abd Allah b. Safwan and someone else came to “A’i$ah, who mentioned her nine special
attributes; [ SNMMMMBMMMNEE; Mmarriage at seven; consummation at nine; FlG;
revelation in blanket; most-beloved; Quranic revelation and communal destruction;

seeing Gabriel; the Prophet’s death and the angel.

Although al-Hakim did not explicitly express judgements on most of these hadiths,
their inclusion in his Mustadrak, which was supposed to supplement the Sahthayn of
al-Bukar1 and Muslim, strongly implies that he regarded them to be sahih, despite the
fact that some versions contradict each other (e.g., “six” vs. “seven”).

In some instances, however, al-Hakim explicitly offered judgements on the hadiths
that he cited. For example, regarding the version of Muhammad b. ‘Amr’s hadith that
he received from Maklad b. Ja‘far, al-Hakim commented: “This is a sound (sahih) hadith

according to the criterion (Sart) of Muslim, although neither of them [i.e., al-Bukari and
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Muslim] cited it (lam yukrija-hu).”23 In other words, even though neither al-Bukari or
Muslim included this particular version in their collections, it was still deemed by al-
Hakim to fulfil the soundness-criteria of Muslim.

Similarly, after citing a version of ’Isma‘l’s fada’il hadith about ‘A’i$ah that he
received from Ibn Balawayh, al-Hakim commented: “This is a hadith [that is] sound
(sahih) [in terms of] the ’isnad, although neither of them [i.e., al-Bukari and Muslim]
cited it (lam yukrija-hu).”??4 In contrast to al-Daraqutni, it seems like al-Hakim

accepted ’Isma‘1l’s hadith.

’Abii Nu‘aym (d. 430/1038)

The Persian Hadith critic ’Abt Nu‘aym ’Ahmad b. ‘Abd Allah al-"Isfahani (d. 430/1038)
recorded the following versions of the hadith in his al-Musnad al-Mustakraj ‘ald Sahih

Muslim:

Muhammad b. ’Ibrahim—al-Husayn b. Muhammad—Muhammad b. ‘Utman—’Abu
’Usamah—Hi$am— Urwah—A’i$ah:

>Abil Bakr al-Talhi—Ubayd b. Gannam—Ibn *abi Saybah—’Abii *Usamah—Hi$am—
‘Urwah—A’i$ah:

_; _; -; illness, shoulder-length hair; -;
marital preparation.

’Abt al-‘Abbas al-Sarsari—Yusuf al-Qadi—Muhammad b. ‘Ubayd—Hammad b. Zayd—
Hi$am—‘Urwah—‘A’i$ah:

‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad—’Ab1 Yahy4 al-Razi—Hannad—’Aba Mu‘awiyah—HiSam—
‘Urwah—‘A’i$ah:

Ibn Hayyan—°‘Abd al-Rahman b. al-Hasan—Harun b. ’Ishag—°‘Abdah—Hisam—

‘Urwah—°A’iSah:

_’ _' _'

923 Hakim, Mustadrak, 111, p. 443.
924 Jpid., VII, p. 30.
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’Ablu ‘Amr b. Hamdan—al-Hasan b. Sufyan—Fayyad b. Zuhayr—°‘Abd al-Razzagq—
Ma‘mar—al-Zuhri—‘Urwah—‘A’i$ah:

Although ’Abtu Nu‘aym never explicitly expressed a judgement on any of these hadiths,
their inclusion in his al-Musnad al-Mustakraj—intended as a collection of independent
transmissions of the hadiths recorded in the Sahih of Muslim—implies that he
regarded them to be sahih, even though they conflict on a core detail (i.e., “six” vs.

“seven”).

Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr (d. 463/1071)

The Andalusian jurist and leading Maliki Hadith scholar Yusuf b. ‘Abd Allah b. “Abd al-
Barr al-Qurtubi (d. 463/1071) recorded the following in his Kitab al-Isti‘ab:

She [i.e,, ‘A’iSah] was a girl of six years, [although] it is [also] said: “...girl of
seven...” And he consummated the marriage with her in Madinah, when she
was a girl of nine: I do not know of them [i.e., the scholars] having disagreed
thereon (Ia "a‘lamu-hum iktalafi fi dalika).9%>

In other words, whilst the scholars—presumably meaning Sunni scholars—disagree
on whether ‘A’i§ah’s marital engagement occurred at six or seven, the part about her
marital consummation at nine is universally accepted. This implies that the marital-

age hadith in general—above all, the version of HiSam—was widely regarded as sound.

al-Bagawi1 (d. 516/1122)

The Khurasanian Hadith scholar al-Husayn b. Mas‘d al-Bagaw1 (d. 516/1122)

recorded many versions of the marital-age hadith in his Sarh al-Sunnah, some of which

925 [bn ‘Abd al-Barr (ed. Bijawli), Isti‘ab, part 4, p. 1881, # 4029.
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he commented upon. For example, after citing a version deriving from al-Safi1, from
Sufyan b. ‘Uyaynah, from Hi$am, from ‘Urwabh, from ‘A’i$ah, which included the ‘dolls’

element, al-Bagaw1l commented:

This is a hadith whose soundness is agreed-upon (muttafaq ‘ald sihhati-hi).
Muhammad [al-Bukari] cited it (Cakraja-hu) from Muhammad b. Yusuf [al-
Firyabi], from Sufyan [al-Tawri], and both of them [i.e.,, al-Bukarl and
Muslim] cited it (‘akraja-hu) via [other] paths of transmission (turuq) from
Hisam.%26
Already with al-Bagawi, the phrase “agreed-upon” (muttafaq ‘alay-hi) had clearly
acquired its classical Hadith-scholarly technical meaning: that the hadith in question
had been cited by both al-Bukari and Muslim in their Sahihayn.
After citing ‘Abd al-Razzaq’s version of the marital-age hadith, al-Bagaw1 also
commented: “This is a sound (sahih) hadith, and with this ’isnad.”?27
Finally, after citing ‘Ali b. Mushir’s redaction of HiSam’s hadith, al-Bagaw1 also

commented: “This is a sound (sahih) hadith.”928

Ibn Qudamah (d. 620/1223)

The Levantine jurist and leading Hanbali scholar ‘Abd Allah b. ’Ahmad b. Muhammad
b. Qudamah (d. 620/1223) recorded the following in his al-Mugni:

‘A’iSah said: “The Prophet married me when I was a girl of six and
consummated the marriage with me when [ was a girl of nine.” [This hadith
is] agreed upon (muttafaq ‘alay-hi).?2°

Once again, the authority of the Sahthayn was appealed to in order to establish the

soundness of the marital-age hadith (in this case, evidently HiSam’s simple version).

926 Bagawi (ed. ’Arna’iit), Sarh al-Sunnah, 1X, p. 35.

927 Ibid., p. 36.

928 [pjd., XII, p. 136.

929 ‘Abd Allah b.’Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Qudamabh (ed. ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Abd al-Mubhsin al-Turki & ‘Abd
al-Fattah Muhammad al-Hulw), al-Mugni, vol. 9, 3rd ed. (Cairo, Egypt: Dar ‘Alam al-Kutub, 1997), p. 398,
#1118.
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Ibn Katir (d. 774/1373)

The famous Levantine Hadith scholar, exegete, and biographer’Isma‘il b. ‘Umar b. Katir
(d. 774/1373) recorded the following in his al-Sirah al-Nabawiyyah, after citing a

ransmission from Hisam, from his father ‘Urwah:
t f H f his father ‘U h

This which was said by ‘Urwah is [a hadith with an ’isnad that is]
discontinuous (mursal) in appearance [in this] context, as we established
earlier, but it is as good as [a hadith with an ’isnad that is] continuous
(muttasil) in reality. His statement [that] “he married her when she was a
girl of six years and consummated the marriage with her when she was a
girl of nine” is that concerning which there is no difference of opinion
between the people [of knowledge] (la kilaf fi-hi bayna al-nas); it has been
firmly established (qad tabata) in the sound [sources] (al-sihah) and
others.?30

Clearly, Ibn Katir regarded even the mursal or munqati‘ versions of HisSam’s hadith to
be sahih. More broadly, the soundness of HiSam’s hadith was clearly seen as a matter

of consensus between Sunni scholars.

Badr al-Din al-‘Ayni (d. 855/1451)

The Syro-Egyptian jurist Badr al-Din Muhammad b. ’Ahmad al-‘Ayni (d. 855/1451), a
leading Hanafi scholar, recorded the following in his al-Bindyah Sarh al-Hidayah:

The hadith of “A’i$ah is famous (mashir) and close to being universally-
transmitted (qarib ’ild al-tawatur); verily he [i.e., the Prophet] married her
[i.e., ‘A’is8ah] when she was a girl of six years and consummated the
marriage with her when she was a girl of nine years, and she was with him
nine years.?31

In this instance, mashiir may be meant in the technical sense of classical Hadith

scholarship: that the given hadith is widely-transmitted, but not to the level of

930 [bn Katir (ed. ‘Abd al-Wahid), al-Sirah al-Nabawiyyah, 11, p. 141.
931 Badr al-Din al-‘Ayni (ed. Sa‘ban), Bindyah, V, p. 90.
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mutawatir. That this is so is indicated by al-‘Ayni’s subsequent, explicit statement that
the marital-age hadith (here clearly meaning the versions of HiSam and/or ’Isra’1l) is

nearly mutawatir. Either way, al-‘Ayni clearly regarded the hadith to be sahih.

Conclusion

After its origins and proliferation in Iraq and consequent spread across the Abbasid
Caliphate, the hadith of ‘A’i$ah’s marital age was subjected to the evaluations of the
emerging Hadith critics (nuqqad al-hadit) within the broader proto-Sunni Hadith-
partisan movement (‘ashab al-hadit). Given that most of the leading Hadith critics were
the students of—or in scholarly and identitarian continuity with—the early major
transmitters (and creators) of the marital-age hadith, it is not surprising that the hadith
in general ended up being unanimously accepted as ‘sound’ (sahih). Not all versions of
the hadith were rubberstamped as such, however: the proto-Sunni Hadith critics and
later Sunni Hadith scholars alike were confronted with a profusion of different—
sometimes conflicting—transmissions and iterations thereof, forcing them to
adjudicate therebetween. Thus, whilst the hadiths of HiSam, al-’A‘mas, ’Isra’ll (from
’Abu ’Ishaq), and ‘Abd al-Razzaq (from al-Zuhri) were generally accepted as sahih,
some specific transmissions from ’Isra’ll and ’Abu *Ishaq more broadly—specifically,
those ascribed all the way back to Ibn Mas‘id—were identified as ‘raised’ (i.e., having
been subject to raf’), and there was disagreement as to whether or not ’Isma‘il’s fada’il
hadith was sahih. Overall, there seems to be little consistency or systematicity in the
evaluations of the Hadith critics: instances of raf’, ’idraj, sariqah, and kadib in numerous
other versions of the hadith either went unnoticed or were positively accepted, even
when they should have been obvious (i.e., by simply comparing the versions).?32 All of
this is consistent with Melchert’s observation that early Hadith critics relied upon

“intuition” and “a case-by-case, seat-of-the-pants approach to determining what was

932 |n particular, the various raisings of HiSam, his students, and their students, including ‘Abd al-
Razzagq, unto ‘A’i3ah; the raisings of ’Isra’il’s version, and other ascriptions via ’Abii ’Ishag, unto ‘A’i$ah;
the insertion of extraneous elements into various transmissions from HiSam; the interpolations of ’Abii
Mu‘awiyah’s hadith, including the “seven” versions and Yahya b. Yahya’s false ascription; ‘Abtar’s
borrowing from Abii Mu‘awiyah and false ascription via Abt ’Ishaq; etc. For all of these, see Chapter 2
of the present work.
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sound and what was not.”?33 Alternatively (or perhaps additionally), the Hadith critics
were deeply committed to the general reliability of their traditionist forebears,
resulting in widespread—though probably synchronous or independent—motivated
reasoning in their evaluations. To put it simply, the Hadith critics were collectively
motivated to accept the dubious transmissions of the likes of HiSam, resulting in an
uneven or inconsistent application of their method.?3* Either way, most of the
fabrication, interpolation, and distortion in the marital-age hadith went unregistered

or was simply ignored.

933 Melchert, Ahmad, 56.
934 For some similar ideas (i.e., a general tendency to downplay the problems with tradents), see
Juynboll, Muslim tradition, ch. 5.
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Chapter 6: Broader Implications for Hadith and
Hadith Studies

Having thus intervened in the methodological debates of Hadith Studies, pinpointed
the probable origins of the hadith of ‘A’i$ah’s marital age, reconstructed its growth and
spread across the Abbasid Caliphate in minute detail, and tracked its reception by the
early Hadith critics, we are now in a position to reflect on the broader implications of
all of this for Hadith and Hadith Studies. In other words: what is the significance of this

research? Why should we care?

Implications for Modern Methods and Debates

To begin with, I have shown that some iterations of the ICMA are vacuous, arbitrary,
or otherwise unsound, especially when it comes to establishing the independence of
texts. To solve this problem, I proposed or identified a more rigorous and defensible
version of the method, appealing to the distinctiveness of PCL and CL traditions and
our established background knowledge on the rise of writing and rigour in the
transmission of Hadith. The present study has thus contributed to refining a key
methodology within the field of Hadith Studies, in addition to a large set of relevant,
corroborating data: time and again, my analysis of PCL and CL traditions within the
marital-age material or corpus revealed recurring correlations, with particular
wordings usually lining up with particular tradents. (I found this to be the case even
with hadiths with short matns, thereby confirming Motzki’s suggestion that the ICMA
can also be applied to such material, not just hadiths with lengthy matns.?3>)  have also
shown that the results of ICMAs should always be subjected to further form-critical
and geographical analyses, lest the ultimate character and provenance of hadiths be
overlooked: false ’isnads may be exposed thereby, and insights about the common

origins or ur-forms of hadiths can be revealed even in the absence of ’isnads.

935 Motzki, ‘The Origins of Muslim Exegesis’, in Motzki, Analysing Muslim Traditions, 237.
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My findings are also relevant to the general theories and models of specific scholars.
For example, the results of my ICMA—in particular, the tendency for variation to
decrease over time in Hadith transmission—are broadly consistent with the theses of
both Schoeler and Yanagihashi regarding the general development of Hadith culture
and transmission: in the first case, that major reworkings (in the middle of the 8th
Century CE) gave way to lesser reworkings (at the turn of the 9th Century CE), which
gave way to mere paraphrasing (in the 9th Century CE) and finally verbatim
transmission (above all in the 10th Century CE)?36; and, in the second case, that the
alteration even of fundamental aspects of hadiths was common and therefore probably
accepted amongst earlier traditionists (during the 8th Century CE), but not later
traditionists (during the 9th and 10th Centuries CE).%37

The results of my form-critical, geographical, and historical-critical analyses also
have a bearing on debates about the role of CLs: in the case of the marital-age hadith
at least, the earliest CLs (operating from the mid-to-late 8th Century CE) appear to have
mostly created their respective versions from their own minds and/or by borrowing
and reworking the material of their contemporaries, rather than accurately—or even
inaccurately—transmitting material from their cited sources or predecessors. In this
respect, my findings corroborate Schacht and Juynboll more than Motzki et al.?38

The results of all of these analyses also have a bearing on debates about the general
authenticity of Hadith and the presumption of skepticism. For example, according to
Najam Haider, the last few decades of ICMAs have shown that “most traditions are
reliably dateable to the early 2nd/8th century”?3° and that “traditions were being
recorded without wholesale fabrication in the early 2nd/8th century Muslim
world”,?40 such that “the burden of proof with respect to these texts falls on those who
claim fabrication.”?41 On the basis of my findings at least, and even on a careful reading
of past ICMAs, this assessment needs to be seriously modified: whilst it is true that
most hadiths can be presumed to derive from sources operating in the middle of the
8th Century CE (i.e., the early 2nd Century AH), many can be shown to be later

borrowings or dives, and almost all can be shown to have undergone reworking or

936 Schoeler (trans. Vagelpohl), The Biography of Muhammad, passim.
937 Yanagihashi, Studies, passim.

938 For this debate, see Chapter 1 of the present work.

939 Haider, ‘The Geography of the Isnad’, 313.

940 Jpid., 315.

941 Jpid., n. 31.
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alteration in the course of transmission, at least from the middle of the 8th Century CE
to the middle the 9th. In other words, whilst there is a general tendency for post-CL
tradents to accurately record some data from their cited sources, and whilst the full-
blown creation of new ’isndds for matns is relatively uncommon after the middle of the
8th Century CE, accretions, errors, contaminations, interpolations, raisings, and other
alterations were all extremely common until at least the 9th Century CE, which means
that the extant form of any given hadith cannot be assumed to accurately represent the
original formulation of a CL or 8th-Century source in any given instance. Thus, whilst
most hadiths can be presumed to derive from sources operating in the middle of the
8th Century CE, their extant forms should also be presumed to be reworked or altered.

My survey of the reception of the marital-age hadith by the proto-Sunni Hadith
critics also exposes a general lack of systematicity or consistency in their evaluations
of variants and transmissions, which is in turn consistent with Melchert’'s suggestion
that they approached Hadith in an ad hoc and intuitive fashion.

My general findings are also relevant to the more specific conclusions of some
scholars—most notably, past assessments regarding the authenticity of the marital-
age hadith: not only can the hadith not be attributed all the way back to ‘A’i3ah, there
are strong reasons to suspect that it was created later, contra al-’Albani, Juynboll, al-
Munajjid, and Brown. Conversely, my findings—above all, the indications of an Iragian
provenance—corroborate the conclusions of a string of researchers and scholars from
the last few decades, including Shanavas, Abdul-Raof, and Amin.?42 My findings also
confirm Schoeler’s specific conclusion that a certain version of the ’ifk hadith is
interpolated, and conflict with Anthony’s specific conclusion that the ‘letter’ version of
HiSam’s marital-age can traced back to ‘Urwah, not to mention that such letters can be

trusted in general.?43

Implications for Hadith and History

My general findings also have at least three consequences for the history of Hadith and

early Islam more broadly. Firstly, if my critical analysis of the origins of the marital-age

942 For the views of all of these figures, see the Intro. of the present work.
943 For both of these, see Chapter 2 of the present work.
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hadith and reconstruction of its development are correct, | have shown, in fairly minute
detail, how a false hadith could arise, spread, diversify, and attain universal acceptance
within early Sunni Hadith scholarship. In other words, even a near-mutawatir hadith
can be, and can be shown to be, inauthentic, in very concrete and specific ways,
accounting for all extant versions, variants, and transmissions.?44

Secondly, in the course of my ICMA, as I concurrently consulted Sunni biographical
dictionaries and other tradent-related prosopographies every step of the way,?4> |
found very little correlation between traditional Sunni gradings of specific tradents, on
the one hand, and the observable or demonstrable quality or state of their
transmissions, on the other: alleged tiqgat sometimes transmitted accurately and
sometimes not; alleged salihiin sometimes transmitted accurately and sometimes not;
alleged du‘afa’ sometimes transmitted accurately and sometimes not; and so forth. Of
course, this is not to say that there was no correlation at all: for example, al-Waqidi was
generally regarded as a kaddab by later Hadith critics and, as it happens, all of his
versions of the marital-age hadith are fabricated, interpolated, or otherwise highly
suspect. In general, however, a tradent’s being judged tiqah or tabt did not actually
predict that their transmissions would be accurate—more often than not, their
transmissions were interpolated, contaminated, or otherwise distorted, ranging from
changes to the ’isnad to changes to the details and even the constitutive elements of
the matn.

Thirdly and finally, my general findings have an obvious implication for the
historical Muhammad: there is no longer any reason to think that Muhammad married
‘A’iSah—and consummated the marriage with her—when she was a young girl. In this
respect, my research is actually superfluous: even if the marital-age hadith can be
traced back to “A’i$ah (i.e., actually reflects her own words), there are strong reasons
to doubt its authenticity (i.e., that ‘A’iSah was accurately self-reporting on the matter).
This is not because of conflicting chronologies or any of the other considerations
commonly adduced in this regard, but much more simply, because it is extremely

unlikely that ‘A’iah would have known—or even could have known—her own age. This

944 For some notable earlier attempts of this kind, see Juynboll, Muslim tradition, ch. 3; id.,
‘(Re)Appraisal’, 322 ff.

945 This data was originally included in ch. 2 of the present work, but had to be omitted due to
limitations of space. However, my findings can be easily reproduced, by comparing the results of my
ICMA regarding any specific tradent to the Hadith-critical judgements thereof in the rijal works.
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is because ‘A’i$ah, in her formative years, grew up in a society that was still stateless
(or only just beginning to acquire a state, through the efforts of Muhammad)®4¢ and
certainly lacked a bureaucracy and bureaucratic culture,?4? not to mention a scholarly
or literary tradition.?#8 Such societies usually pay little heed to dates of birth and age
(since they serve no real function) and lack the means to record such data in any case
(i.e., birth certificates, government records, personal diaries, etc.). This has been found
time and again in rural, tribal, and nomadic societies around the world, including:
certain Native American societies in the United States at the beginning of the 19th
Century?®4%; the Ababda of Egypt at the beginning of the 19th Century?3%; the Samoyeds
of Siberia at the beginning of the 20th Century®?!; the bedouins of the Negev in the
early 20th Century?s2; the Amhara of Ethiopia as of 1995953; the rural population of

Papua New Guinea as of 2002954; the Tarahumara of Mexico as of 2015955; the general

946 For the stateless condition of the Hijaz at the time, see, for example, Crone, Meccan Trade, 145-
147, 236.

947 For the belated rise of the Islamic state and its bureaucracy, see Chase F. Robinson, ‘Abd al-Malik
(Oxford, UK: Oneworld Publications, 2005), ch. 4, and Robert G. Hoyland, ‘New documentary texts and
the early Islamic state’, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, Volume 69, Issue 3 (2006),
395-416.

948 For the belated rise of such a tradition (i.e., over the subsequent two centuries), see Jonathan E.
Brockopp, Muhammad'’s Heirs: The Rise of Muslim Scholarly Communities, 622-950 (Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press, 2017).

949 Henry R. Schoolcraft, Information Respecting the History, Condition and Prospects of the Indian
Tribes of the United States: Collected and prepared under the direction of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Part
[II (Philadelphia, USA: Lippincott, Grambo & Company, 1853), 238: “As the Indians do not know their
age, we cannot tell the exact time or age of bearing children”.

950 Frédéric Cailliaud, ‘Travels in the Oasis of Thebes and El Dakel’, in New Voyages and Travels,
Volume 7 (London, UK: Richard Phillips & Co.), 47: “They never know their own age: when questioned,
their answer is, “I was born some years before or after such a pacha, such a catastrophe,” &c.”

951 Elena A. Volzhanina, ‘The Interpretation of Nenets Demography in the First Third of the Twentieth
Century’, in David G. Anderson (ed.), The 1926/27 Soviet Polar Census Expeditions (New York, USA:
Berghahn Books, 2011), 83-84, citing a 1926-1927 report: Nenets “cannot tell the age of a child” and “do
not know their age”, and Samoyeds “do not know their age”.

952 Helmut V. Muhsam, Beduin of the Negev: Eight Demographic Studies (Jerusalem, Israel: Jerusalem
Academic Press, 1966), 37: “the beduin themselves do not know their age.”

953 Reidulf K. Molvaer, Socialization and social control in Ethiopia (Wiesbaden, Germany:
Harrassowitz Verlag, 1995), 89: “Few Amhara children know their date of birth.”

954 Deborah Carlyon, Mama Kuma: One Woman, Two Cultures (St. Lucia, Australia: University of
Queensland Press, 2002), 160, n. 2: “Most village-born New Guineans do not know their date of birth.”

955 Alfonso Paredes & Fructuoso Irigoyen Rascén, Tarahumara Medicine: Ethnobotany and Healing
Among the Rardmuri of Mexico (Norman, USA: University of Oklahoma Press, 2015), 96: “few persons
know their date of birth unless they were born during a holiday. After a couple of years have passed,
parents seem to have forgotten the birth dates of their offspring.”
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population of the Solomon Islands as of 2016956; the Khasi of Bangladesh as of 2018957;
the general population of northern Benin as of 20189°8; the rural population of Somalia
as of 2018959 and many others.?¢0 If even modern pre-bureaucratic and pre-literary
societies do not—or indeed cannot—keep track of dates of birth and ages, this is all the
more reason to think that ‘A’i$ah and her contemporaries in early 7th-Century Hijaz
did not or could not as well. That this was so is strengthened by the belated rise of
dating—and any interest in dating—in early Muslim society, which can be
demonstrated in at least three ways. Firstly, it was only after the Great Conquests that
a consistent (Hijrah-based) calendar and chronology was adopted amongst the Arabs
and Muslims—and even then, it was adopted gradually and sporadically.?¢1 Secondly,
early authorities on the life of Muhammad and Islamic history more broadly made
little-to-no effort to date their reports or arrange them in chronological order—it was
only from middle of the 8th Century CE onward that such efforts were made, at least
with any kind of consistency.?¢2 Thirdly, the birth-dates and even death-dates of early
traditionists (operating in the 7th and even the 8th Century CE) had to be inferred by
later Hadith-oriented prosopographers based on positions in ’isnads, given that such
data was simply often not known or not recorded in earlier times.?%3 Once again, an a

fortiori argument applies: if the post-Conquest Arabs and Muslims, the early

956 Jennifer Corrin, ‘The Rights of the Child in Solomon Islands’ Plural Legal System’, in Olga C. Janci¢
(ed.), The Rights of the Child in a Changing World: 25 Years After the UN Convention on the Rights of the
Child (Cham, Switzerland: Springer, 2016), 269: “some people do not know their date of birth. It is not
unusual for people to assess their approximate age, and that of family members, by reference to an
important event”.

957 Rekha Pande & Theo van der Weide, Handbook of Research on Multicultural Perspectives on Gender
and Aging (Hershey, USA: IGI Global, 2018), 144: “Most of the participants did not know their date of
birth and therefore did not know their age.”

958 Erdmute Alber, Transfers of Belonging: Child Fostering in West Africa in the 20th Century (Leiden,
the Netherlands: Koninklijke Brill NV, 2018), 213, n. 34: “Many older people in northern Benin do not
know their date of birth and therefore cannot say exactly how old they are.”

959 Carol Bohmer & Amy Shuman, Political Asylum Deceptions: The Culture of Suspicion (Cham,
Switzerland: Palgrave Macmillan, 2018), 43: “In Somalia and other African countries, people born or
married in rural areas are unlikely to have birth certificates; many of them do not even know their date
of birth.”

960 Carl Haub, ‘World Population History’, in George Modelski & Robert A. Denemark (eds.), World
System History: Encyclopedia of Life Support Systems (Oxford, UK: Eolss Publishers Co. Ltd., 2009), 97:
“Many in developing countries do not know their age”.

961 Noth & Conrad (trans. Bonner), The Early Arabic Historical Tradition, 40-42; Pourshariati, Decline
and Fall, 167-168.

962 Donner, Narratives, ch. 10; Gorke, ‘Prospects and Limits’, in Boekhoff-van der Voort et al. (eds.),
Transmission and Dynamics, 149.

963 Dickinson, Development, 116; Melchert, Ahmad, 52-53; id., ‘Bukhar1 and Early Hadith Criticism’,
12;id., ‘Encyclopedia of Canonical Hadith’, 409; id., ‘Theory and Practice of Hadith Criticism’, in Sijpesteijn
& Adang (eds.), Islam at 250, 75-76.
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authorities on Islamic history, and even early traditionists generally had no interest in
dates, dating, and chronology, this is all the more reason to think that the earliest
Muslims likewise lacked such interests. It is thus extremely unlikely that ‘A’i$ah and
her contemporaries would have known her age: it was not the sort of thing that people
in such conditions usually cared about, nor was it something that they had any realistic
means of recording. Even if ‘A’i$ah in general possessed an extraordinary memory (as
is sometimes claimed), this would be of no avail for data that she likely never
memorised in the first place. The hadith of ‘A’i3ah’s marital age—including the
assertion that her marriage was consummated when she was nine—is thus necessarily
the product of speculation or guesswork, whether by ‘A’iah or someone later.964
Ifindeed ‘A’i$ah was married to Muhammad as a virgin, it is more likely that she was
twelve-to-fourteen years old at the time of her marital consummation, at least on the
basis of general historical prior probability.?¢> This was reportedly the average age-
range for menarche and, consequently, the average and/or minimum age of marriage
for girls in Ancient and Mediaeval societies around the world, including Egypt,¢ the

Near East,?%7 Crete, %8 Greece,?®® the Roman Empire,°’¢ Roman-era Jewish

9+ The notion that the hadith authentically goes back to ‘A’iSah but is still erroneous was also
expressed by al-’Idlibi, albeit on different grounds; see the Intro. of the present work.

965 By contrast, we have no reliable data on early 7th-Century Arabian marital trends, given all of the
source problems outlined in Chapter 1 of the present work. See also the discussion in Chapter 3 of the
present work concerning a relevant report. Cf. Anthony, Muhammad, 115: “Based on the available data,
it appears that ‘A’ishah’s age at her first marriage was not an extreme outlier in the seventh-century
Hijaz.” Anthony’s “data” (ibid., n. 39) in fact comprises a single questionable datum: an unsubstantiated
report about Hafsah bt. ‘Umar’s first marriage.

966 Charles Freeman, Egypt, Greece and Rome: Civilizations of the Ancient Mediterranean, 2nd ed.
(Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2004), 88: “Marriage took place for women at the onset of puberty,
between 12 and 14”.

967 Milton Eng, The Days of Our Years: A Lexical Semantic Study of the Life Cycle in Biblical Israel (New
York, USA: T & T Clark International, 2011), 55: “Puberty is marked by the onset of menstruation, usually
in the girl’s twelfth year. At age 16 or even less, the typical woman is married and begins bearing
children.”

968 Ronald F. Willetts, The Law Code of Gortyn (Berlin, Germany: Walter de Gruyter & Co., 1967), 10:
“The age of puberty in females may have generally been considered to be twelve in the light of that
passage of the Code which gives the marriageable age of an heiress as twelve.”

969 Aristotle (trans. D’Arcy W. Thompson), The Works of Aristotle: Works translated into English under
the editorship of W. D. Ross, Volume 4: Historia Animalium (Oxford, UK: Clarendon Press, 1910), vii-viii:
“When twice seven years old, in the most of cases, the male begins to engender seed; and at the same
time hair appears upon the pubes, in like manner, so Alcmaeon of Croton remarks, as plants first
blossom and then seed. [...] At the same age in the female, the breasts swell and the so-called catamenia
commence to flow; and this fluid resembles fresh blood.” Don P. M. Weerakkody, ‘Demography’, in Nigel
Wilson (eds.), Encyclopedia of Ancient Greece (New York, USA: Taylor & Francis, 2006), 214, col. 1: “early
marriage for women” occurred in their “mid- to late teens”.

970 Heather M. Prescott, ‘V1.8 ~ Adolescent Nutrition and Fertility’, in Kenneth F. Kiple & Kriemhild
C. Ornelas (eds.), The Cambridge World History of Food, Volume 2 (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press, 1999), 1454, col. 1: “Reviews of Greek and Roman textbooks, for example, indicate that the
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communities,?’1 the Byzantine Empire,®72 Sasanid Persia,?’3 Tang China,?’4 Mediaeval
Europe,®”> and Ancient and Mediaeval India (albeit with notable fluctuations and
exceptions).?7¢ (Even now, the global average age of menarche ranges from 12.5 to
13.5.977) In fact, given that “the onset of menstruation is highly dependent on biological
living standards and physiological stress”, and given that historical records are almost

always “biased towards an elite public and reference group” (i.e., girls with easy

average age of menarche in the ancient world was about 13.5 years”. Ibid., 1454, col. 2: “Roman law
linked the age of marriage with the age of puberty, which was believed to be 14 for boys and 12 for girls”.
Christopher Kelly, The Roman Empire: A Very Short Introduction (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press,
2006), 107: in Roman Egypt, “women married early; on average at just under 20 years”. Ibid.: in the
Western provinces, there was “an average age at first marriage in the late teens or early 20s”. Saskia Hin,
The Demography of Roman Italy: Population Dynamics in an Ancient Conquest Society 201 BCE-14 CE
(Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2013), 151: “Ancient [Greek and Roman] authors suggest
that average age at menarche was around 14.” Ibid., 175: the average age of marriage for women was
“mid-teens”.

971 Gordon P. Hugenberger, Marriage as a Covenant: Biblical Law and Ethics as Developed from
Malachi (Eugene, USA: Wipf & Stock Publishers, 1994), 315: “the Talmud recommends that girls marry
at puberty, that is, at twelve or twelve and a half (b. Yebam. 62d)”. James S. Jeffers, ‘Jewish and Christian
Families in First-Century Rome’, in Karl P. Donfried & Peter Richardson (eds.), Judaism and Christianity
in First-Century Rome (Grand Rapids, USA: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1998), 134-135:
“The age of first marriage for Jewish girls probably was also between twelve and eighteen. Epigraphical
and papyrological evidence suggests an average age of fifteen, while rabbinical sources generally
assume an age of twelve, with betrothals earlier.”

972 Baugh, Minor Marriage, 28: “Byzantine law required that a girl attain the age of thirteen before
contracting a marriage.”

973 Ibid., 28-29: “Although investigation into Sasanian-era (224-651 CE) child marriage practices
unearths scant information, the age of twelve is again important for girls. According to the Avesta, the
age of majority was clearly set at fifteen for boys as well as girls; Middle Persian civil law allowed
marriage at age nine, provided that consummation wait until age twelve.” For a notable minority or
alternative Sasanid tradition about marital consummation at age nine, see Chapter 3 of the present work.

974 Ps.-Huang Ti (trans. llza Veith), Huang Ti Nei Ching Su Wén: The Yellow Emperor’s Classic of
Internal Medicine (Berkeley, USA: University of California Press, 2002), 98-99: “When she reaches her
fourteenth year she begins to menstruate”. Given that this lines up with data from around the world, it
should not be rejected as a mere trope of “numerical concordances” and “parallelism” (pace Veith, in
ibid., 20).

975 Prescott, ‘VI.8 ~ Adolescent Nutrition and Fertility’, in Kiple & Ornelas (eds.), The Cambridge
World History of Food, 11, 1454, col. 1: “evidence from medieval [European] textbooks indicates that the
age of menarche varied from 13 to 15 years”. Hin, The Demography of Roman Italy, 178: “Most women
married between age 16.6 and 22.8” in Mediaeval Tuscany.

976 B. Datta & D. Gupta, ‘The age at menarche in ancient India as compared to the data from classical
Greece and Rome’, Pediatric Research, Volume 15, Number 1 (1981), 83: “Almost all of the legislators in
their writings pointed out that the age of menarche was at 12 although full completion of puberty took
place at age 16.” Krishna C. Sagar, Foreign Influence on Ancient India (New Delhi, India: Northern Book
Centre, 1992), 290: “during the Mauryan period... girls were being married at the age of 14 or 15.”
Abraham Eraly, The First Spring: The Golden Age of India (New Delhi, India: Penguin Books India Pvt.
Ltd., 2011), 335: “The Arab scholar Al-Biruni in the tenth century noted that the normal age of a brahmin
bride was around twelve. In South India, boys were considered marriageable at age sixteen, and girls at
twelve”. For the recurrence of female child marriage (i.e., prepubescent marriage) at various points in
Indian history, see Sagar, Foreign Influence on Ancient India, 289-290, and Eraly, The First Spring, 334-
335.

977 David F. Bjorklund & Carlos H. Blasi, Child and Adolescent Development: An Integrated Approach
(Belmont, USA: Wadsworth, Cengage Learning, 2011), 154.
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lifestyles and access to better diets), “the average age at which the majority of the
female population entered their fertile phase could have been substantially higher.”978
Mutatis mutandis, ‘A’i$ah, a girl growing up under the stresses of the Hijrah, the conflict
with Makkah, and the general impoverished conditions and resources of early 7th-
Century Hijaz, probably also reached menarche at or after age fourteen. Thus, if the
Arab society of the Hijaz followed the general global pattern of marrying off girls
following menarche, it is probable that that “A’isah was at least fourteen years old—
and plausibly even older—at the time of her marital consummation with Muhammad.

Of course, all of this is extremely probabilistic and tentative, but as is so often the
case with modern attempts to reconstruct the earliest phase of Islamic history, such
uncertainty cannot be avoided. In other words, there is nothing exceptional about this
particular case: in light of the profound problems of the Islamic literary sources and
the limitations of the available methods of analysis, our understanding of the life and

times of Muhammad and his followers necessarily remains extremely provisional.

978 Hin, The Demography of Roman Italy, 151. Hin focuses on the Roman and Greek world, but her
points apply in every other case as well. For the factors that delay menarche and puberty more generally,
see also Prescott, ‘VI.B ~ Adolescent Nutrition and Fertility’, in Kiple & Ornelas (eds.), The Cambridge
World History of Food, 11, 1453, col. 2, and Marloes Schoonheim, ‘Demography: Comparative History’, in
Bonnie G. Smith (ed.), The Oxford Encyclopedia of Women in World History, Volume 2: Dance-Judith
(Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2008), 37, col. 1.
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Conclusion

The hadith-tradition of ‘A’i$ah bt. ’abi Bakr’s marital age is a widely-transmitted family
of some 200+ reports that can be found all across the Islamic—in particular, the
Sunni—literary corpus, above all in Hadith, historical, and legal collections. Most
versions of the hadith state that ‘A’i$ah (d. 57-58/677-678) was betrothed to the
Prophet Muhammad (d. 11/632) at the age of six or seven and that her marriage was
consummated at the age of nine, although some versions instead state that she was
betrothed at nine. The majority have ’isndds that reach all the way back to ‘A’i$ah
herself, almost always via a string of Madinan or Kufan intermediaries; a few reach
instead back to her Hijazo-Kufan contemporary, ‘Abd Allah b. Mas‘ud (d. 32-33/652-
654), always via a string of Kufan intermediaries; quite a few only reach as far back as
‘A’iSah’s students amongst the Followers (tabitn), above all, her Madinan nephew
‘Urwah b. al-Zubayr (d. 93-101/711-720) and her Kufan student ’Abi ‘Ubaydah ‘Amir
b. ‘Abd Allah (d. 81/700-701), respectively via Madinan and Kufan intermediaries; and
a small handful claim different regional genealogies or sources altogether.

On the basis of a critical, consistent, and falsifiable version of the ’isnad-cum-matn
analysis (ICMA), applied to all of these extant versions, several underlying redactions
of the hadith can be reconstructed and traced back to a series of common links (CLs)
operating from the middle of the 8th Century CE to the middle of the 9th, one of the
earliest—and certainly the most prolific—being the Madino-Iraqian traditionist HiSam
b. ‘Urwah b. al-Zubayr (d. 146-147/763-765). By contrast, the hadith cannot be
credibly traced all the way back to ‘A’iSah herself, nor even to her students and
immediate successors—at least not on the basis of an ICMA.

In fact, the notion that the hadith derives from any major figure in 7th- or 8th-
Century Madinah, or that it predates the middle of the 8th Century CE even in Iragq, is
flatly contradicted by the available evidence, on several points. Firstly, all of the earliest
Madinan legal and biographical works—which are generally overflowing with
transmissions from ‘A’i$ah, ‘Urwah, Hi$am, and all of the other early alleged Madinan
sources for the marital-age hadith, and for which the marital-age hadith would have
been expedient—uniformly fail to cite it, which is straightforwardly inconsistent with

its early circulation in Madinah at the hands of ‘A’i$ah et al. Secondly, all of the earliest
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CLs for this hadith are Iragian or moved to Iraq (including HiSam), and in general,
Iragians overwhelmingly predominate in its early transmission and dissemination.
Thirdly, the earliest Kufan legal collections—which are generally overflowing with
transmissions from the alleged early Kufan transmitters of the marital-age hadith, and
for which the marital-age hadith would have been expedient—Ilikewise uniformly omit
all mention of the hadith, which is straightforwardly inconsistent with its earlier
circulation amongst the Companions and Followers of Kufah. All of this strongly
suggests that the hadith originated amongst the traditionists of [raq during the middle
of the 8th Century CE, lacking earlier roots in Iraq and Madinah alike, or in other words:
HiSam and the other early CLs in Iraq falsely ascribed their respective redactions of the
hadith back to their Madinan and Kufan predecessors. In HiSam’s case, this occurred
after he moved from Madinah (where he left no credible trace of the hadith) to Kufah
and then Baghdad (where he transmitted the hadith to a vast array of students), during
the early Abbasid period.

HiSam’s status as a veritable super-CL in the transmission of the hadith—far
overshadowing even his fellow CLs—immediately marks him out as a plausible
candidate for the hadith’s ultimate originator, which is consistent with the more
archaic-seeming character of his original, simple redaction (being an ascription to a
Follower rather than a Companion). This is corroborated by the striking way in which
HiSam’s simple version is the strongest candidate for reflecting or being the ur-hadith
that inferably lies behind all extant iterations of the hadith-tradition as a whole: his
version alone can explain the rise of (i.e., could plausibly give rise to) virtually every
other variant. To all of this can be added the fact that HiSam had the strongest motive
of all of the CLs to create such a hadith, since it served as ammunition not just for the
proto-Sunni cause, but for the defence of his family in particular, against proto-Si‘i
attacks on ‘A’iSah: her young age at marriage served to highlight or emphasise her
virginity, which in turn served as her most striking unique characteristic vis-a-vis the
Prophet’s other wives, which in turn justified the proto-Sunni claim that she was the
Prophet’s favourite wife. All of this perfectly matches the abovementioned
circumstances of HiSam’s creation of the hadith: it occurred after he moved from
Madinah to Kufah, which was then the centre of Shi'ism. In short, on the basis of a

combined form-critical, geographical, and historical-critical analysis, it seems likely
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that the marital-age hadith emerged in the polemical and sectarian milieu of early
Abbasid Iraq.

As the hadith diversified in Iraq and spread to the other provinces of the Abbasid
Caliphate, it acquired a number of false, secondary, diving ’isnads, as some traditionists
across the empire concocted, inferred, or perhaps even accidently created
alternative—usually local and/or familial—paths of transmission for their own
versions. Despite this, most regions of the empire openly received their versions of the
hadith from Iraqians or those who explicitly received it from Iraqians, or in other
words: Iragians were the chief agents of the hadith’s transmission in the historical or
verifiable era of the late 8th and early 9th Centuries CE, whilst Madinans are only
present in the legendary or ascribed-to era of the 7th and early 8th Centuries CE, in
terms of where they appear in the relevant ’isnads.

Because the marital-age hadith was disseminated by the leading Iraqian
traditionists of the mid-to-late 8th Century CE, its acceptance by the subsequent proto-
Sunni Hadith critics of the 9th Century CE was practically inevitable: the latter
venerated the former and saw themselves as a continuation of the same scholarly and
communal tradition, and simply inherited their transmissions. Thus, although some
versions of the marital-age hadith—above all, those with conflicting contents and/or
those transmitted by less famous or less respected sources—were subject to scrutiny
and criticism, many versions were judged to be ‘sound’ (sahih), usually without any
explanation and always without any kind of real argumentation.

Some of these findings have broader implications for both the modern methods and
debates of Hadith Studies, on the one hand, and the history of Hadith and early Islam,
on the other. In the first case, the present work has variously: refined and defended the
ICMA; demonstrated the necessity of subjecting the results of any ICMA to a further
geographical and form-critical analysis; contributed a large body of evidence for the
hypothesis that Hadith transmission evolved from earlier imprecision to later
precision; contributed a large body of evidence for the hypothesis that the alteration
and interpolation of hadiths was common until at least the early 9th Century CE; and
contributed further evidence for the hypothesis that the proto-Sunni Hadith critics
were unsystematic or inconsistent in their evaluations of Hadith, plausibly relying on
intuition and/or a general veneration for their hallowed forebears. In the second case,

the present work has variously: demonstrated how even a near-mutawatir hadith
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could have arisen and spread during the 8th Century CE; demonstrated—albeit
implicitly—that the reliable reputations of at least 8th- and 9th-Century tradents do
not reliably predict actual reliability in transmission; and finally (and most obviously),
demonstrated that the hadith of ‘A’i§ah’s marriage to Muhammad as a child is likely an
8th-Century polemical creation. Even if the hadith truly derived from ‘A’i$ah herself,
however, it would probably still be false: given the conditions of Hijazian society at the
time, it is highly unlikely that ‘A’i$ah or anyone else would have—or even could have—
known her age at the time of her marriage, especially decades after the event. On the
basis of general historical probability, it is more likely that ‘A’iSah’s marriage was
consummated when she was twelve-to-fourteen years old, if not older, although, as

with so many other aspects of early Islamic history, there is currently no way to know

for sure.
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