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Formulating the Objection

Little’s First Objection

Little states the objection as follows:
#1. Prior Probability (42 min)

It is a general consensus among historians that people of all faith have been
known to falsely attribute works. This has been the case for historical material
from pagans, Jews, and Christians. Therefore, one should not assume that the
material from Islam should be any different. Historians must assume that people
are dishonest and then try to prove their honesty. Since historically, the
situations were the same for other religious groups, it would be naive to think
that Muslims are different in this regard. For perspective, the people of the faith
at that time were not a single monolith. There were numerous factions, tribes,
theological understandings, competing theories, skirmishes, battles, and even
civil wars. All this creates an environment where individuals will have strong
incentives to fabricate sources to strengthen their stance. Additionally, at the
time, there was no rigorous scholarship and institutions for collecting and
transmitting material or a consistent approach for validating its authenticity. All
this opens the opportunity for much sloppy work to enter the Hadith corpus.'

Little’s first objection can be steelmanned as follows: historians recognize that religious
communities have at times attributed texts and sayings to earlier authorities that did not
originate with them, and because this happened among pagans, Jews, Christians, and other
communities, Little argues that the Muslim case should not begin with an exemption from
the same human possibilities. The argument, then, is not that Muslims were somehow
uniquely dishonest, but that they were human beings situated within history, and if other
communities produced false attributions when religious or political pressures made those
attributions useful, the historian should at least allow the same mechanism to enter the
prior probability assigned to hadith.

Little believes this prior becomes stronger once the circumstances of early Islam are added,
since the early Muslim community experienced political struggle and later came to contain
visible legal and theological disagreement. On his account, those pressures could create a
reason for a person or faction to place a useful statement upon the tongue of the Prophet
g, and the existence of those incentives makes fabrication something more serious than a

remote theoretical possibility.

The objection is strengthened further by Little’s claim that the earliest period lacked the
kind of formalized scholarship and standardized verification that would have been

!Joshua Little, “21 Reasons Historians are Skeptical of Hadith”, objection no. 1, “Prior Probability”, at
approximately 42 minutes. Quoted here verbatim. Available at: https://qurantalkblog.com/2023/02/08/21-
reasons-historians-are-skeptical-of-hadith/.



necessary to keep unreliable material from entering the corpus. Given this, he argues that
the historian should not begin by treating Muslim transmitters as truthful and then ask
whether dishonesty occurred. Rather, reliability must be shown, especially where the
historical environment supplied possible motives for false attribution.? The paper, then,
will not strawman Little as though he maintains that every hadith is fabricated, since his
position is clearly more nuanced than that. Put another way, he is arguing that Muslims
were subject to the same broad human pressures found elsewhere and that, unless Muslim
specific evidence changes the calculation, false attribution and back projection should be
treated as serious historical expectations rather than possibilities that can simply be
dismissed.

A Bayesian Steelman and the Cumulative Method

The objection can be stated through the Bayesian framework developed in the introductory
paper. Let Hy stand for Little’s skeptical thesis, where the hadith corpus is unusually
vulnerable to fabrication and later back projection, while H, stands for the traditional
thesis, where the hadith tradition meaningfully preserves Prophetic material through
transmission and criticism. Let E; stand for the evidence Little places into this first
objection. The mathematical question, then, is not whether E, can be made compatible with
skepticism, but whether E, is more expected if H; is true than if H; is true.

P(Hs | E;, k)  P(Hs | k) o P(E, | Hg, k)
P(Hy | E,, k)  P(Hp 1 k)  P(E, | Hr, k)

Put in simpler terms, the posterior odds tell us where the comparison stands after the
evidence is considered, while the prior odds tell us where it stood before that evidence was
introduced. The likelihood ratio, then, measures how strongly that particular evidence
discriminates between the two explanations.

To steelman Little, suppose that before the Muslim specific evidence is considered, the
general background knowledge taken from other religious traditions and ordinary human
incentives gives H, a prior probability of 0.60, while H, is assigned 0.40. The prior odds are
therefore 1.5 to 1 in favor of the skeptical thesis.

?Joshua Little, presentation of the first of his twenty-one objections to the hadith literature, approximately 42
minutes into the discussion; his statement is quoted in full above. Available at:
https://qurantalkblog.com/2023/02/08/21-reasons-historians-are-skeptical-of-hadith/.



Suppose, further, that the body of evidence emphasized by Little is assigned a likelihood of
0.80 on H; and 0.40 on H,. This gives Little a likelihood ratio of 2 in his favor.

Applying that likelihood ratio to the 1.5 to 1 prior gives the following posterior odds.

1.5 x 2 = 3. The result is posterior odds of 3 to 1 in favor of H,, which is equivalent to a
skeptical probability of 0.75 and a traditional probability of 0.25 under this illustrative
model. The numbers are not historical measurements, and the paper will not treat them as
though they were. Their purpose is to make the inferential structure visible, because
Little’s objection can be granted a strong initial advantage without allowing that advantage
to remain permanent.

From this point forward, then, the 3 to 1 skeptical odds will function as the running
starting point of the paper. Each genuinely new piece of Muslim specific evidence will
update those odds, which means that the posterior produced by one stage becomes the
prior odds for the next stage. This is important because the response is not a collection of
unrelated arguments. It is one continuous Bayesian case in which the total evidence is
allowed to accumulate.

One qualification is necessary before those updates begin. The evidence discussed
throughout the paper is not always independent, since a Qur'anic command to verify
reports may help explain the later moral condemnation of lying, while early concern for
direct hearing may be related to the later development of isnad criticism. It would
therefore be a mistake to multiply every raw Bayes factor as though the pieces of evidence
had arisen independently of one another (have a read of the intro to get a better
appreciation of this fact). The running calculations will instead use conditional likelihoods,
where each new item is evaluated after the evidence already introduced has been taken
into account.

0; = 01 X P(EllHS,E <i,k)/P(Ei|Ht,E<i,k)

Here O; represents the running odds of Hg over H; after the new evidence E; has been
introduced, while E<; represents the evidence already considered. A Bayes factor below 1
therefore moves the running odds toward the traditional thesis, while a factor above 1
moves them toward the skeptical thesis. Where an item would look very strong if treated in
isolation but overlaps substantially with earlier evidence, the cumulative model will
deliberately use a more conservative conditional value so that the same underlying fact is
not counted twice.

This Bayesian structure will also be tied to the criteria of historical justification established
in the introductory paper. Explanatory power concerns whether one hypothesis makes the
observed evidence more expected than its rival, which is captured directly by the



likelihood ratio. Explanatory scope concerns how much of the total evidence a hypothesis
can explain without changing its story from one section to the next. Parsimony concerns
the number and kind of auxiliary assumptions required to preserve a hypothesis when
contrary evidence appears, while consistency and the ability to account for contrary data
determine whether the explanation remains coherent rather than becoming ad hoc. The
mathematical analysis, then, is not meant to replace these criteria of justification. It is a
way of making their comparative force more explicit.

Not every paragraph or every historical detail will receive its own numerical update. Some
points establish a rule of reasoning rather than a new historical fact, and some later pieces
of evidence are too dependent upon earlier ones to justify another multiplier. Where no
update is made, the reader should assume the point has been taken into account in an
earlier form of the equation.

Defining the Point at Issue

Before the historical evidence is considered, the point at issue has to be defined carefully,
because the question is not whether some Muslims attempted to fabricate religious
material or whether false attribution ever occurred within the community. The Muslim
tradition already grants both propositions and developed categories for reports that were
fabricated or otherwise defective. The question relevant to Little’s stronger conclusion is
whether fabrication succeeded on such a scale that later Muslims came to build their
doctrine and practice upon material that had displaced, or made inaccessible, a meaningful
body of genuine Prophetic teaching.

There is, then, an important difference between attempted corruption and successful
authoritative corruption. A fabrication that is proposed and later detected tells us
something about the existence of a motive to lie, but it also tells us something about the
capacity of a community to reject that lie. A fabrication that becomes authoritative despite
the available mechanisms of criticism would be much more damaging. Little’s conclusion
requires the second kind of case to dominate the historical picture, not merely the
existence of the first.

This distinction also clarifies the burden of justification. If the claim were only that some
hadith are weak or fabricated, little argument would be needed because the tradition itself
accepts that conclusion. If the claim is that the corpus is unusually unreliable when
compared with other bodies of historical testimony, the skeptical thesis must possess
enough explanatory power to show why fabrication was widespread and successful, enough
explanatory scope to account for the Muslim-specific evidence of criticism, and enough
parsimony to do so without continually adding unsupported auxiliary explanations
whenever evidence of preservation appears.



Little’s Argument in Compact Form

Put in its strongest compact form, Little’s argument begins from the claim that false
attribution and interpolation were common features of earlier religious history and that
the same kinds of pressures existed among early Muslims. He then adds that the earliest
Muslim community did not yet possess a sufficiently established critical method to control
transmission, which means that changing political and doctrinal needs could repeatedly
create new incentives for attributing reports to the Prophet g&. The skeptical prior, on this

account, should therefore remain high until Muslim specific evidence establishes that the
relevant pressures were resisted or that the reports were subjected to meaningful controls.

Preliminary Questions About Justification and
Prior Probability

Possibility Is Not Probability

The first preliminary concerns a distinction that will control much of what follows. The
fact that a person is capable of lying does not show that he lied in the report being
examined, just as the fact that a person is capable of forgetting does not show that he
forgot on the particular occasion under discussion. If bare human possibility were enough
to establish a defeater, every person would have to be treated as dishonest or mistaken
before any evidence about his conduct was considered, which would make ordinary
testimonial knowledge almost impossible.

Where nothing is known about a person, suspension of judgment may be perfectly
reasonable, since the available evidence may not justify either trust or accusation. The
situation changes, however, when a person’s conduct has been observed repeatedly and his
reports can be compared with what is otherwise known, because a history of truthfulness
or error becomes part of the background knowledge that rationally affects the probability
of a later report.

If a narrator has repeatedly been found truthful over an extended period, the probability of
truthfulness in a later report is not rationally identical to the probability assigned to a
person already shown to fabricate material. Put another way, the possibility of lying
remains in both cases, but the evidential state is different, and justification concerns the
evidence one actually possesses rather than every event that remains metaphysically
possible.

Once an act of lying is established, the evidential situation changes again and the
probability assigned to that narrator’s unsupported reports must fall accordingly. The
point, then, is not that a person should be declared trustworthy forever after one favorable
observation, but that probabilities should move when evidence moves rather than
remaining fixed at a universal suspicion that ignores the narrator’s actual record.



This is why the traditional language of preponderant probability is relevant to the present
discussion. Historical judgments about narrators rarely amount to mathematical certainty,
yet they may still be justified where the evidence makes one description of the narrator
more probable than its alternatives, and the same standard applies to the skeptical
accusation of fabrication.

The same point can be stated through the language of defeaters used in the introductory
paper. A possible defeater tells us that something could have gone wrong, while an actual
defeater gives us a reason to think that the possibility applies to the report or transmitter
before us. Little’s first objection supplies a number of possible mechanisms of error, but
those mechanisms become historically probative only when the evidence connects them to
the Muslim transmission system in a way that makes the skeptical explanation more
probable.

This, as will be shown, does not amount to blind trust. An unknown transmitter may justify
suspension, and a narrator shown to be dishonest or inaccurate may justify rejection. The
point here, then, is that the movement from general human fallibility to a judgment
against a particular person, report, or corpus requires filling an evidential gap, and without
that gap being filled, one has described a possibility rather than established a defeater.

The epistemology of testimony makes this especially important, since human beings rely
upon testimony in history and in many other fields without personally observing the
events being reported. Testimony is fallible, but fallibility does not make it epistemically
worthless or without any actual value. The question is whether the particular testimony
possesses positive indicators of reliability and whether sufficient defeaters have been
established against it.

This preliminary does not change the running 3 to 1 odds by itself, because it is a rule
governing how evidence should be interpreted rather than a new historical fact about early
Islam (that is, its role is methodological). It prevents the later calculations from treating the
mere possibility of lying as though it were already evidence that lying occurred.

The Default Presumption Is Investigation

Little’s statement that historians should assume dishonesty until honesty is proven raises a
second question, namely, what a rational default should look like before the state of a
narrator or report has been investigated. There are three possible positions. One may begin
by presuming dishonesty, one may begin by presuming trustworthiness, or one may refuse
both descriptions until the evidence is sufficient to justify one of them.

The first option creates an immediate problem because calling a person untrustworthy is
itself a substantive judgment about his character, and that judgment requires evidence in
the same way that a judgment of trustworthiness does. Historical caution may justify
refusing to rely upon an unknown narrator, but caution is not the same thing as proving
that the person is a liar.



The opposite position was held by a minority of hadith critics, such as Ibn Hibban in the
particular way described below, but the dominant critical approach did not simply assume
that an unknown narrator was upright. The critics instead distinguished between what had
been established about a person and what remained unknown.

One could, of course, try to make dishonesty the starting assumption and refuse to call a
narrator trustworthy until evidence is produced in his favor, but the problem is that this
already says more than the evidence allows, since an unknown condition is not the same
thing as a known condition of dishonesty. The historian may be justified in withholding
reliance upon the person, but he is not yet justified in describing him as a liar.

The opposite view would begin with truthfulness and retain it unless some defeater
appears, and some hadith critics came closer to this position. Ibn Hibban, for example,
treated an unknown narrator as upright once his personal identity was known, unless a
particular criticism against him later appeared.? The more common approach, however,
was more cautious than either extreme, since it required the narrator’s actual state to be
investigated rather than supplied by a universal presumption.

The practical result, then, is that the hadith critics did not operate with one
undifferentiated prior for every transmitter. They asked what evidence existed for
truthfulness and what evidence existed for accuracy, because a truthful narrator could still
make mistakes and a person whose condition was unknown could not be treated as
equivalent to someone whose reliability had repeatedly been tested.

Given this, then, the critics were effectively dealing with several different evidential
situations rather than asking one binary question about every person who transmitted a
report. Where both truthfulness and accuracy had been established through evidence, the
narrator’s report could carry the status of sahih because the available information made
truthful and accurate transmission the preponderant explanation. The judgment was
therefore probabilistic, not a declaration that the narrator had become incapable of error.

Where deliberate lying had actually been established, the evidential situation changed in
the opposite direction and the person’s unsupported transmission was rejected as
fabricated or forged. Put another way, the judgment followed the evidence about the
narrator rather than applying the same prior to everyone.

A third situation arose where a narrator was known to be truthful but was also known to
make errors with enough frequency that his solitary transmission could not bear the same
weight. This distinction is especially important for the present paper, since it shows that
the critics did not collapse inaccuracy into dishonesty, but treated the two as different
failure mechanisms with different historical implications.

* Ibn Hajar reports that Ibn Hibban held that once a narrator’s personal anonymity (jahalat al-‘ayn) is
removed, he is deemed upright until a specific disparagement of him comes to light. Ibn Hajar found this
position surprising, remarking: «The majority hold the contrary.» Ahmad b. ‘Al b. Muhammad Ibn Hajar al-
‘Asqalani (d. 852 AH), Lisan al-Mizan (1/208), ed. ‘Abd al-Fattah Abii Ghudda (Beirut: Dar al-Bash@’ir al-
Islamiyya, 1st ed., 2002 CE). On this issue, compare also the view of the contemporary scholar ‘Abd Allah b.
Yasuf al-Juday', Tahrir ‘Ulim al-Hadith (1/325-334) (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Rayyan li-1-Tiba'a wa-1-Nashr wa-1-
Tawzl, 1st ed., 1424 AH / 2003 CE).



The final broad situation was the majhil narrator, where neither a sufficient case for
truthfulness nor lying had been established and the person’s precision was likewise
unknown. Many critics would not use his solitary report as proof, not because they had
already decided that he fabricated it, but because the positive conditions needed for
acceptance had not yet been established. In terms of justification, then, the report could
fail to cross the threshold for acceptance without the critic possessing enough evidence to
call it forged.

Seen this way, the rejection of an isolated report from an unknown narrator does not
depend upon an accusation that the narrator is lying. It depends upon the absence of the
positive conditions required for acceptance. The distinction matters because a report can
fail to reach the threshold of justification without there being enough evidence to describe
it as fabricated.

Contextual evidence, however, could still change that result. If the report of an otherwise
unknown narrator agreed with stronger material transmitted through other routes, or if
other relevant indicators supported what he had related, some critics could accept the
report because its evidential support no longer came from the unknown narrator standing
alone. The justification, then, came from the total evidence surrounding the report rather
than from a charitable assumption about the man himself.

Where neither the narrator’s trustworthiness nor any meaningful corroborating indicator
could be established, most critics simply did not accept the report. This is a suspension
produced by insufficient positive evidence, which should be kept separate from the
stronger claim that the narrator has been shown to lie.

At times a critic could go further and accuse an unknown narrator of lying, but that
stronger judgment required stronger contextual evidence pointing in that direction. The
mere fact that the person’s condition was unknown was not enough, and this matters
because the accusation itself has to satisfy a burden of justification rather than functioning
as the default.

A smaller group was more willing to accept the solitary report of an unknown narrator
when no lie had been discovered from him, partly because they expected a repeated
pattern of fabrication to become visible to the critics. Even this approach did not make the
report immune from error, since the narration was still measured against stronger hadith
and other established evidence, which means that a conflict capable of making error more
probable could still defeat the report.

The broader methodology, then, does not begin from a fixed declaration that every
narrator is truthful or that every narrator is dishonest. It begins from investigation. Where
truthfulness and precision are established, the report gains evidential weight. Where lying
is established, the report loses that weight dramatically. Where the state remains
unknown, the critic may suspend rather than pretend to possess evidence that he does not
have.

10



This is closer to the structure of Bayesian reasoning than Little’s formulation suggests,
since the probability assigned to a report changes with the information available about the
transmitter rather than being frozen at a single prior that ignores later evidence.

Even a narrator judged truthful remains open to further testing, because truthfulness does
not guarantee perfect memory. The critics therefore continued to compare his reports and

could lower confidence in a particular narration when stronger evidence suggested that he
had erred.

What emerges, then, is a critical theory that separates moral reliability from accuracy and
then separates both of those questions from the final status of a particular report. That is
precisely the kind of distinction a justified historical method should make, since collapsing
every error into dishonesty would have less explanatory power than a model capable of
distinguishing different causes of defect.

The same evidential logic applies once the unit of analysis moves from the narrator to the
report itself. A narration does not become false merely because the conditions of
acceptance have not yet been established, and it does not become authentic merely
because no one has proved deliberate fabrication. Ibn Hajar’s formulation is useful here
because it separates the relevant evidential states rather than forcing every report into the
false binary Little’s wording might suggest.*

1. Where the recognized conditions of acceptance are present, the narration is treated as
sahth on the basis of preponderant probability, which means that the judgment rests upon
positive evidence sufficient to justify acceptance without pretending to reach infallibility.

2. Where an actual ground for rejection appears, whether because a narrator is shown to
lie, because his error rate is too high, or because his otherwise reliable report conflicts with
stronger evidence, the narration is rejected because a defeater has moved from a mere
possibility into the evidential record.

3. Where neither the positive conditions of acceptance nor a positive ground of rejection
has been established, as can occur with an unsupported report from an unknown narrator,
the critics may suspend acting upon it. The practical result resembles rejection, but the
epistemic reason is different, since the report is set aside for failing to become justified
rather than for having been proved false.

Taken together, then, these categories show that acceptance was tied to positive evidence
about both the narrator and the report. Truthfulness had to be established, accuracy had to
be assessed, and a narration could still be rejected when stronger evidence disclosed an
error in its chain or content.

The tradition therefore did not treat hadith texts as immune from distortion. It allowed for
outright fabrication and for the more ordinary problem in which a truthful narrator
changes the wording or meaning through error, and the critical method had to be capable
of dealing with both possibilities.

* Ahmad b. ‘Ali Ibn Hajar al-'Asqalani (d. 852 AH), Nuzhat al-Nazar fT Tawdih Nukhbat al-Fikar fT Mustalah Ahl
al-Athar (51), ed. Niir al-Din ‘Ttr (Damascus: Matba‘at al-Sabah, 3rd ed., 1421 AH / 2000 CE).
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The important point for Little’s objection is that this is not the epistemology of a
community that simply assumes every attribution is true. The method makes acceptance
conditional upon evidence and keeps the possibility of error open even after a narrator has
been judged upright.

What emerges from this preliminary, then, is not a rule of automatic trust and not a rule of
automatic suspicion. The operative presumption is investigation, where the critic attempts
to establish the state of the narrator and then asks whether the particular report survives
comparison with the rest of the evidence.

Little’s statement that historians must assume dishonesty therefore mixes two different
ideas. It is reasonable to require evidence before an unknown report is used as proof, but
that does not justify assigning the moral state of dishonesty before the investigation has
begun. The hadith method is strict enough to withhold acceptance from an unknown
narrator while still refusing to call him a liar without evidence.

This preliminary also does not receive a separate multiplier in the running Bayesian case,
because it primarily tells us how different kinds of narrator evidence should alter a
probability once that evidence is available. It will become relevant numerically when the
historical sections show that early Muslims were actually making these distinctions rather
than merely possessing them as later theory.

Similar Circumstances Do Not Produce the Same Result

Little’s analogy also depends upon the idea that similar historical pressures create a
sufficiently similar expectation of conduct. Sectarian rivalry and competition for authority
can certainly create motives for fabrication, and the paper has no reason to deny that
point. The difficulty begins when a motive is treated as though it determines the response
of every community exposed to it.

Similar environments can increase the possibility of similar behavior, but they do not make
the behavior inevitable. Human conduct is shaped by the pressure itself and by the
restraints operating against that pressure, which means that the same opportunity to
fabricate may produce different outcomes where the moral culture or the mechanisms of
detection differ. A historical analogy is justified only to the extent that the similarities are
relevant to the outcome being inferred.

Given this, beliefs and social expectations matter because they change the cost of a lie and
the likelihood that a person will act upon an available incentive. The existence of a motive,
then, is only one variable in the historical model.

Put another way, similar circumstances do not guarantee the same response, and a
comparison that assumes the response before examining the system specific evidence has
already placed the conclusion into its background assumptions. This is why Little’s
statement that it would be naive to think Muslims differed from other religious groups
carries little weight, since the relevant question is not whether Muslims were capable of
the same conduct (they clearly were), but whether the Muslim transmission environment

12



contained differences that made successful large scale corruption less expected than the
analogy assumes.

The same point applies within a single community. The fact that some people fabricated
does not establish that the community as a whole participated in the fabrication or that the
fabrications became authoritative. Little’s argument therefore has to move from the
existence of forgers to the historical success of their forgeries, and that second step
requires evidence.

Furthermore, this is also a question of explanatory power. If the skeptical hypothesis
predicts that similar pressures should generate successful corruption while the traditional
thesis predicts that those pressures can exist alongside meaningful preservation, the
evidence that distinguishes the two will be the evidence concerning what the Muslim
system actually did with those pressures.

In fact, even a high degree of similarity between two societies would not settle the matter if
one relevant difference materially changes the probability of the outcome. A single system
breaker can therefore matter more than a long list of superficial similarities when that
difference bears directly upon transmission and error detection (as we will show God
willing).

Little must therefore justify the move from similarity of circumstances to similarity of
result rather than treating that move as self evident. He must also show that the
differences introduced throughout this paper are too weak to change the expected
outcome, because once the mechanisms of preservation differ, the analogy can no longer
carry the skeptical conclusion without a further argument.

The conduct of a community, then, is not determined by circumstances alone. The
historical explanation must include the pressures toward fabrication and the forces
operating against them, and the balance between those factors is exactly what the later
Bayesian updates are meant to represent.

The last thing to be said, given these prelims, is that Little’s appeal to historical parallels
may be described either as an analogy between religious communities, or as an induction
from a number of communities to religious communities more generally. Either way, the
inference remains limited until the features responsible for corruption are shown to
operate in the same way in the Muslim case, because evidence from another system affects
the prior but does not determine the posterior before the evidence from Islam is
introduced.

This is why, in the beginning of the paper, we granted Little’s skeptical prior rather than
pretending that corruption in other religious traditions is irrelevant. The problem would
arise if the same analogical evidence were counted again at this stage, since it has already
been built into E, and already helped produce the 3 to 1 skeptical starting odds.

13



In the earlier standalone illustration, the analogical evidence E, was assigned P(E, | H,, k) =
0.90 and P(E, | H,, k) = 0.85, which gives a likelihood ratio of only about 1.06. That example
remains useful because it shows that corruption in other religions is almost equally
compatible with both hypotheses. To be clear, it does in fact justify investigation, but it
does very little by itself to distinguish the Muslim preservation thesis from the skeptical
thesis.

P(E, | Hs,k) 090

= ~ 1.06.
P(E, | Hr, k) 0.85

This is where the idea of a system breaker becomes relevant. If two communities face
incentives to fabricate but one of them develops practices that materially increase the
probability of detection, the shared incentive no longer justifies an expectation of the same
result. Little must show that the difference was ineffective rather than assuming that it
was.

The same requirement follows from the criteria of justification. A parsimonious
explanation should not assume similarity where the historical systems differ in ways
directly connected to the outcome, while an explanation with adequate scope must account
for the Muslim specific features rather than treating them as irrelevant additions to a prior
that has already decided the case.

Early Muslim Criticism

Critical Principles Before the Later Hadith Sciences

Little’s historical claim is that the earliest Muslims lacked a meaningful critical method,
and this point matters because the skeptical prior becomes much stronger if reports were
circulating in an environment where transmitters were not being tested and where there
was no practical concern for the reliability of what was attributed to the Prophet 5i, as

found in other religious traditions.

What the section, then, attempts to show is something more modest than the claim that
the fully developed terminology of later hadith criticism existed from the first day of Islam.
The relevant question is whether the operative principles of criticism were already present
early enough to affect transmission, because a later technical vocabulary can formalize an
earlier practice without creating that practice from nothing.

If the earliest Muslims were already verifying reports, distinguishing truthful people from
unreliable ones, correcting errors in memory, and asking whether a report had been heard
directly, Little cannot describe the first generations as though meaningful control appeared
only after the damage had already been done.
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The historical evidence below, then, will be read with that narrower question in mind. We
are looking for early practices that would be expected under a community concerned with
preserving Prophetic material, and we will ask whether those practices are more easily
explained by H; or by the stronger skeptical picture in which the corpus became unusually
unreliable before criticism became effective.

The earliest place to begin is the Qur’anic and Prophetic framework itself, because the
community did not enter the post Prophetic period without any rules governing testimony
or religious attribution. Long before the later terminology of sahih and daif was
standardized, the sources already gave Muslims reasons to verify news and to treat false
religious attribution as a serious issue.

This point by itself would establish only a normative foundation, not the success of every
later act of criticism, which is why it will receive a conservative Bayesian weight. Its
importance is that it makes Little’s picture of a completely unregulated starting
environment less expected.

The clearest starting point, then, is the Qur’anic command that a report coming from a
morally unreliable source should be verified rather than accepted merely because it has
been stated. Moreover, it places scrutiny at the point of reception, which means that the
hearer is not asked to treat every report as self authenticating.

This is expressed in the words of Allah Most High, “If a wicked person comes to you with
news, verify it”.” Ibn ‘Ashiir reads this verse as a foundation for investigating the condition
of the person who carries a report before that report is accepted.® He also points out that
the obligation operates on both sides of testimony, since the person conveying information
is responsible for speaking from knowledge while the person receiving it is responsible for
testing what reaches him rather than accepting it without scrutiny.” The relevance of this
verse, then, is that it places verification into the Muslim epistemic framework from the
beginning. A report can come from a morally compromised person, and when it does, the
recipient is told to investigate before allowing the report to produce belief or action.

Because this instruction was part of the Qur’anic material recited within the community, it
also supplied a public norm rather than an obscure rule known only to a later specialist.
That fact alone, of course, does not completely prove the reliability of the early Muslim
testimony as a valid epistemic source of information, but it makes an early culture
completely clueless about source criticism and verification methods less expected.

The same Qur’anic framework also teaches the community that religious texts can be
distorted by people who know better. The possibility of textual corruption, then, was not
something the Muslim community had to discover centuries later, because the Qur’an itself
presents the distortion of revelation as a real human danger.

* The Noble Qur’an, 49:6, al-Hujurat.

¢ Muhammad al-Tahir b. Muhammad b. Muhammad al-Tzhir Ibn ‘Ashiir al-Ttinisi (d. 1393 AH), al-Tahrir wa-1-
Tanwir (26/230, 2333) (Tunis: al-Dar al-Tiinisiyya li-1-Nashr, n.d., 1984 CE).

7 Tbn ‘Ashiir, al-Tahrir wa-1-Tanwir (26/233).
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The Qur'an also gives the community examples of earlier peoples changing religious
material, which means that textual distortion was already presented as a real human
possibility rather than as a danger Muslims only learned to imagine centuries later.

The words of Allah Most High, “And indeed there is a party among them who twist their
tongues with the Scripture so that you would suppose it to be from the Scripture, though it
is not from the Scripture; and they say, ‘It is from Allah,” though it is not from Allah; and
they speak falsehood against Allah while they know”.? And His words, Most High.

“A party of them would hear the word of Allah and then distort it after they had
understood it, while they knew”.® The force of this point becomes stronger once lying
about Allah is treated as a grave religious offense, because the concern is not merely
ordinary dishonesty but the attribution of a religious teaching to revelation when no such

authority exists.

A false attribution to the Messenger of Allah £ falls within the same religious problem,

since the person who places an invented teaching upon the Prophet gives that teaching an
authority it did not possess.

This supplies another part of the early critical background, because the cost of a false
religious attribution was built into the moral and theological framework of the community.

The Qur’anic texts below show how repeatedly that principle was expressed.

» 10

1. Allah Most High says, “Say: those who fabricate lies against Allah shall not prosper”.
The explanation given for the words “ il &1 e &, 24 o4 of” is that false attribution to Allah
includes assigning to Him rulings, actions, statements, or qualities that He never gave
Himself, and doing so conceals the religious truth while misleading people about what their
religion actually requires."’ The accompanying denial of success, then, gives this false
attribution both a worldly and an otherworldly cost. The point relevant here is not to
derive a historical conclusion from theology alone, but to recognize that the community’s
own moral framework treated invented religious authority as a serious offense rather than

a harmless form of storytelling. The source preserves the wording “o L v”.
2. Allah, exalted is He, says
Y S e 0k el 0] IS e 1y i o) sy S5 s oS (Sl G W55 Y
forin
That is to say, “And do not say, concerning what your tongues falsely describe, ‘This is

lawful and this is unlawful,” so as to forge a lie against Allah; indeed, those who forge lies
against Allah will not prosper.”'* The same principle appears where the Qur’an forbids

8 The Noble Qur'an, 3:78, Al Tmran.

® The Noble Qur’an, 2:75, al-Baqara.

1 The Noble Qur’an, 10:69, Yunus.

! Muhammad al-Tahir b. Muhammad b. Muhammad al-Tahir Ibn ‘Ashir al-TnisT (d. 1393 AH), al-Tahrir wa-I-
Tanwir (11/232-233), (Tunis: al-Dar al-Tiinisiyya li-I-Nashr, n.d., 1984 CE).

12 The Noble Quran 16:116, Stirat al-Nahl.
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declaring something lawful or unlawful without revelation, since an invented legal
judgment becomes a lie about Allah once divine authority is claimed for something that
was never revealed.

The exegetical point, then, is that speaking in the language of divine law without a
revelatory basis is itself treated as false attribution, which gives the early community
another reason to care about whether a religious claim can actually be traced to its
source."”

3. Allah, exalted is He, says
Blow Bl o 55 SIS e 0y 5 aST il

That is to say, “See how they fabricate the lie against Allah; sufficient is that as a manifest
sin.”!* The phrase “u.. W « s ,” reinforces the same point by describing fabrication against
Allah as a manifest and serious sin.'” This same meaning appears in the Prophetic hadith,
for the Messenger of Allah g& said, “The most mendacious of people are those who lie most

” 16

against Allah, exalted is He”.
4, Allah, exalted is He, says

GO sales Y L 1 o 038557 sty ol Y A1 0 15 L8 U ol bl UelT Lgke U 3 1506 2 15k 13) g3

That is to say, “And when they commit an indecency, they say: ‘We found our fathers doing
it, and Allah has commanded us to do it.” Say: Allah does not command indecency. Do you

say about Allah what you do not know?”"” Here the question “o.ls ¥ L & s o 4,57 functions

as a rebuke, since the people being addressed are attributing a divine command without
knowledge capable of supporting that attribution.

The criticism, then, falls upon the gap between the authority being claimed and the
evidence available for the claim. They possessed no transmitted basis from Allah for the

statement “w v &,”, and the Qur'an condemns precisely that unsupported movement

from assertion to divine attribution.'® The concern with truthfulness also appears in the
Qur’anic requirements governing testimony, where the standing of the person giving the
report matters before the testimony is allowed to carry legal weight. This analogy between
testimony and narration later becomes explicit in the language of hadith critics, but the
epistemic principle itself is much earlier.

1 Abii al-Barakat ‘Abd Allah b. Ahmad al-NasafT (d. 710 AH), Madarik al-Tanzil wa-Haqa'iq al-Ta'wil (2/239),
ed. Yisuf ‘Ali BudaywT (Beirut: Dar al-Kalim al-Tayyib, 1st ed., 1419 AH / 1998 CE).

“The Noble Quran 4:50, Stirat al-Nisa’.

15 AbQi al-Hasan ‘AlTb. Ahmad al-WahidT al-Naysabiiri (d. 468 AH), al-Wastt fi Tafsir al-Qur'an al-Majid (2/66),
ed. ‘Adil Ahmad ‘Abd al-Mawjid et al. (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-Tlmiyya, 1st ed., 1415 AH / 1994 CE); and Ahmad
b. Yasuf b. ‘Abd al-D@’im al-Samin al-Halabi (d. 756 AH), al-Durr al-Masin fT ‘Ultim al-Kitab al-Makniin (4/5),
ed. Ahmad Muhammad al-Kharrat (Damascus: Dar al-Qalam, n.d.).

'® Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (1/447) no. 389; Shu‘ayb al-Arna’iit said: «a sahth hadith».

7 The Noble Quran 7:28, Strat al-A‘raf.

18 Tbn ‘Ashiir, al-Tahrir wa-1-Tanwir (8-B/84-85).
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Allah, exalted is He, says 4.<w Juas 33 1s4e20s8 That is to say, “And call to witness two just

men from among you.”"

And He, exalted is He, says
FoSe Jie 195 0L B gl gl (ST T e 13 (S B3l el ) Ll L

That is to say, “O you who believe, testimony among you when death approaches one of
you at the time of the bequest: two just men from among you.”** Moreover, Allah, exalted is
He, says

GV 53 @ il pa g O) o lid il L LA G

The verse concerning hiring likewise connects competence with trustworthiness. The
person being relied upon must be capable of carrying out what is entrusted to him and
must also be safe from betrayal, which provides an early conceptual parallel to the later
hadith distinction between the narrator’s moral reliability and his ability to preserve what
he transmits. Hence, we read: “One of the two said: O my father, hire him; truly the best
you can hire is the strong and the trustworthy.”* Ibn ‘Abbas reported that the Prophet 5

said, “Were people to be given whatever they claimed, the blood and property of others
would be lost”.* In another narration, “Were people to be given whatever they claimed,
men would lay claim to the property and blood of others; rather, the burden of proof rests
upon the claimant, and the oath upon the one who denies”.” And ‘Umar b. al-Khattab said,
“We now hold you accountable only for what is outwardly apparent to us of your deeds.
Whoever shows us good, we trust him and draw him near; his inner state is no concern of
ours, for Allah will call him to account for what is within him. And whoever shows us evil,
we neither trust him nor believe him”.** Taken together, these texts show that the Muslim
community was not taught to separate testimony from the character and competence of
the person giving it. The judicial setting makes this especially clear, since a claim can affect
real rights and therefore cannot be accepted merely because someone has uttered it.

The analogy to hadith, then, is straightforward without requiring the two domains to be
identical. If a person’s testimony concerning another individual’s property or rights
requires truthfulness and sufficient retention, a report that is being used to establish the
religion for an entire community, likewise, gives the recipient at least as much reason to
care about those same epistemic qualities.

Later hadith scholars themselves made this connection explicit. Bahz b. Asad, for example,
described a sound isnad as “the testimonies of upright men, one concerning another”,
while an isnad containing a defect carried a liability, and he reasoned that if a small

' The Noble Quran 65:2, Stirat al-Talaq.

2 The Noble Quran 5:106, Strat al-M2’ida.

2 The Noble Quran 5:106, Surat al-Ma’ida.

2 Muhammad b. Isma‘l al-Bukhart (d. 256 AH), al-Sahth (6/35) no. 4552, ed. Muhammad Zuhayr b. Nasir al-
Nasir (Beirut: Dar Tawq al-Najah, 1st ed., 1422 AH).

% Abli Bakr Ahmad b. al-Husayn al-Bayhaqi (d. 458 AH), al-Sunan al-Saghir (4/188) no. 3386, ed. ‘Abd al-Mu'ti
Amin Qal‘ajT (Karachi, Pakistan: Jami‘at al-Dirasat al-Islamiyya, 1st ed., 1410 AH / 1989 CE).

% al-Bukhari, al-Sahih (3/169) no. 2641.
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financial claim requires upright witnesses, the religion has an even greater claim to be
taken from reliable people. He also said “These are the testimonies of upright men, one
concerning another”. And “There is a liability in this”. The report itself preserves the
following wording. “If a man were owed ten dirhams by another who then denied it, he
could not recover them except through two upright witnesses; the religion of Allah has an
even greater right to be taken only from the upright”.* AbQ Nu‘aym al-Fadl b. Dukayn
expressed the same idea when he described hadith transmission as one of the greatest
forms of testimony. Hence, he says: “These are nothing but testimonies, and this matter of
distinguished narration from courtroom testimony in their particular conditions while still
treating truthfulness and uprightness as central requirements shared by both, so that a
person whose lying disqualifies his testimony cannot simply become reliable when the
subject changes to religious transmission.” The Prophetic warnings against transmitting
what one has reason to think is false add another layer to the same framework, because
they move the issue from the general prohibition of lying to the specific responsibility of a
person who passes on a report attributed to the Prophet.

This responsibility is made more specific in the report of ‘Ali b. Abt Talib, where the
Prophet 54 is reported to have said, “Whoever relates a hadith from me while he considers
it to be a lie is himself one of the liars”.*® Al-NawawT explains that the well known reading
of yura carries the sense that the transmitter supposes the report to be false, while another
linguistically possible reading can carry the sense that “he knows” it to be false. Either way,
the epistemic point is important, since responsibility attaches not only to the original
inventor but also to the person who passes on material when he has sufficient reason to
think the attribution is false.” The same concern appears in the report of AbQi Hurayra,
where the Prophet Z& warns of “deceivers and liars” who would bring reports unknown to

earlier generations and tells the community to beware of them:

“At the end of time there will be deceivers and liars who will bring you hadiths that neither
you nor your fathers have ever heard; so beware of them, lest they lead you astray and put
you to trial”.*® These reports, then, do not merely say that fabrication is imaginable. They
present false attribution as something the community is expected to distinguish from

% Abii Muhammad ‘Abd al-Rahman b. AbT Hatim Muhammad b. IdrTs al-Razi (d. 327 AH), al-Jarh wa-1-Ta'dil
(2/16), no named editor (Hyderabad, India: Majlis D@’irat al-Maarif al-‘Uthmaniyya, 1st ed., 1271 AH / 1952
CE); Abti Ahmad ‘Abd Allzh b. ‘AdT al-Jurjani (d. 365 AH), al-Kamil fi Du‘afa’ al-Rijal (1/251), ed. ‘Adil Ahmad
‘Abd al-Mawjiid and two others (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-Tlmiyya, 1st ed., 1418 AH / 1997 CE); and Ab{ Bakr
Ahmad b. ‘AlTb. Thabit al-Khatib al-Baghdadi (d. 463 AH), al-Kifaya f1 ‘Tlm al-Riwaya (77), ed. Abii ‘Abd Allah al-
Stiraqi and Ibrahim Hamdi al-Madant (Medina: al-Maktaba al-TImiyya, n.d.).

% Abli Bakr Ahmad b. ‘AlTb. Thabit al-Khatib al-Baghdadi (d. 463 AH), al-Kifaya fT ‘Tim al-Riwaya (77), ed. AbQ
‘Abd Allah al-Stiraqi and Tbrahim Hamdi al-MadanT (Medina: al-Maktaba al-Tlmiyya, n.d.).

? Muslim b. al-Hajjaj al-Naysabr (d. 261 AH), al-Sahih (1/8), ed. Muhammad Fu'ad ‘Abd al-Baqi (Beirut: Dar
Thya’ al-Turath al-‘Arabf, 1st ed., 1412 AH / 1991 CE).

% Muhammad b. Yazid Ibn M3jah al-Qazwini (d. 273 AH), al-Sunan (1/25) no. 38, ed. Shu‘ayb al-Arna’at and
others (Egypt: Dar al-Risala al-‘Alamiyya, 1st ed., 1430 AH / 2009 CE).

2 MuhyT al-Din Abii Zakariyya Yahya b. Sharaf al-Nawawi (d. 676 AH), Sharh Sahth Muslim (1/64-65), no
named editor (Beirut: Dar Thya’ al-Turath al-‘Arabi, 2nd ed., 1392 AH).

3 Muslim b. al-Hajjaj al-Naysabar (d. 261 AH), al-Sahih (1/12) no. 7, ed. Muhammad Fu'ad ‘Abd al-Baqi (Beirut:
Dar Thya’ al-Turath al-‘Arabi, 1st ed., 1412 AH / 1991 CE).
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truthful transmission, and they attach responsibility to the careless spread of material once
there is reason to doubt it. That is already much closer to a critical methodology than to
the uncontrolled environment Little’s prior assumes.

The same critical logic also reaches the content of a text, because the Qur’an appeals to
consistency and reflection as a way of testing a claim rather than treating every assertion
of religious authority as self validating.

This principle can be seen, then, in the following words of Allah Most High.
G157 D) 4 g o) b1 18 e e OIS 5 O30 0y oty D6l

That is to say, “Will they not then reflect upon the Qur'an? Had it been from other than
Allah, they would have found in it much inconsistency.”! The verse, then, denies that the
Noble Qur’an contains the kinds of inconsistency that would be expected from a text
produced through ordinary human distortion, and this denial operates at more than one
level.

1. According to the exegetical discussion cited, the absence of contradiction extends to the
meanings and reports of the Qur’an, whose teachings are understood as internally
harmonious and whose reports correspond to reality.**2. The same argument is extended to
the Qur’an’s composition, which is treated as maintaining its rhetorical quality rather than
displaying the unevenness that would be expected from ordinary human production.*3.
The commentators also include moral and conceptual coherence within the same
discussion, since the text is not understood to contain a corrupt meaning or a command
that departs from truth and virtue.* The point of the verse, according to Ibn ‘Ashr, is to
direct the objector back toward reflection upon the text rather than allowing the
accusation of inconsistency to stand without examination.*® Seen this way, the argument
assumes that a claim about the source of a text can be tested by asking what kinds of
internal features would be expected if the proposed source were correct. That mode of
reasoning is relevant to the present paper because matn criticism works through the same
broad question, namely, whether the content we observe is what we should expect under
the attribution being made.

0, = 3 x (0.55/0.85) ~ 1.94

31 The Noble Quran 4:82, Stirat al-Nis3’.

%2 Nasir al-Din ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Umar al-Baydawi (d. 685 AH), Anwar al-Tanzil wa-Asrar al-Ta'wil (2/86),

ed. Muhammad ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Mar‘ashli (Beirut: Dar Thya’ al-Turath al-‘Arabi, 1st ed., 1418 AH); and Abi
al-Barakat ‘Abd Allah b. Ahmad al-NasafT (d. 710 AH), Madarik al-Tanzil wa-Haq&@'iq al-Ta'wil (1/378), ed. Ytsuf
‘AlT Budaywi (Beirut: Dar al-Kalim al-Tayyib, 1st ed., 1419 AH / 1998 CE).

5 Al-Baydawi, Anwar al-Tanzil wa-Asrar al-Ta'wil (2/68); and al-NasafT, Madarik al-Tanzil wa-Haqa'iq al-Ta'wil
(1/378).

3 Tbn ‘Ashiir, al-Tahrir wa-1-Tanwir (1/223-224).

35 Muhammad al-Tahir b. Muhammad b. Muhammad al-Tahir Ibn ‘Ashiir al-Tiinisi (d. 1393 AH), al-Tahrir wa-1-
Tanwir (5/137), (Tunis: al-Dar al-Thnisiyya li-1-Nashr, n.d., 1984 CE).
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Hence, as with the point about testimony, the Qur’anic appeal to reflection does not by
itself produce the later science of matn criticism, but it does supply the more basic
principle that the content of a religious claim can be examined for contradiction and
corruption. This again makes it difficult to describe the earliest normative framework as
though only the identity of the speaker mattered while the content itself was beyond
criticism.

Taken together, these texts establish an early normative environment in which reports
could be investigated, religious falsehood was condemned, witnesses were assessed, and
the content of a claim could be reflected upon. They do not yet prove that every later
critical procedure was already operating in its mature form, but they do make the complete
absence of a critical framework less expected than Little’s objection suggests.

This is the first point at which genuinely Muslim specific evidence enters the running
calculation (the next point will be dependent on the following Bayes factor). Let E,
represent the early normative framework of verification discussed above. Because a
skeptical model can still allow a community to possess strong rules that it later fails to
follow, E, should not be given an exaggerated Bayes factor. A conservative conditional
assignment might therefore give P(E, | H;, E;, k) = 0.55 and P(E, | H,, E;, k) = 0.85.

The skeptical thesis still remains favored after this first update, with H, at roughly 66
percent and H, at roughly 34 percent. Hence, the existence of Qur’anic injunctions of
verification matters in our epistemic assessment of the given environment and time period,
but nonetheless, a rule is not the same thing as established practice, so the evidence only
raises the traditional thesis from 25 percent to 34 percent without pretending that the first
historical issue has already decided the entire debate. To be clear, the point here isn’t
where these exact numbers are coming from, but rather, that there still has been some
substantial increase in Hy, but not to the point where it outweighs H; in probability.

In terms of justification, E, improves the explanatory scope of H; because the traditional
model naturally expects a community concerned with Prophetic preservation to begin with
rules against false attribution. The skeptical thesis can explain the same evidence, but that
would appear nonparsimonious, and hence, must later show that these rules were too weak
to influence the actual transmission process. The next evidence, then, concerns whether
the early Muslims acted upon these principles.

Truthfulness and the Problem of Lying

As will be shown, the tradition maintains that the earliest Muslims were aware that lying
could enter religious transmission and that the truthfulness of the person reporting hadith
mattered to whether his report could be relied upon.

The evidence here comes from the spread of warnings against lying upon the Prophet, from
statements condemning falsehood, and from early instructions that hadith should be taken
from a trustworthy person rather than from anyone who claimed access to religious
knowledge.
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One of the strongest places to begin is the wide circulation of the hadith, “Whoever
deliberately lies about me, let him take his seat in the Fire”, because its early spread shows
that the problem of false Prophetic attribution was part of the moral consciousness of the
transmitting community rather than a concern invented only after the classical collections
appeared.

Among the Companions who narrated this hadith are: ‘Umar b. al-Khattab (d. 23 AH),* ‘Abd
Allah b. Mas‘td (d. 32 AH),” al-Zubayr b. al-‘Awwam (d. 36 AH),* ‘Ali b. Abi Talib (d. 40 AH),*
al-Mughira b. Shuba (d. 50 AH),* Aba Hurayra (d. 57 AH),* ‘Ugba b. ‘Amir al-Juhant (d. ca.
60 AH),” Mu‘awiya b. Abt Sufyan (d. 60 AH),” Abi Sa‘id al-Khudri (d. 63 AH),* ‘Abd Allah b.
‘Amr b. al-‘As (d. 63 AH),* Zayd b. Arqam (d. 66 AH),* ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Abbas (d. 68 AH),"
Salama b. al-Akwa‘ (d. 74 AH),® Jabir b. ‘Abd Allah (d. 77 AH),” and Anas b. Malik (d. 92
AH).*® What matters for the present argument is the breadth of the early transmission.
More than ten Companions who died before the year 64 AH or around it are cited below as
transmitters of this warning, which makes it difficult to describe concern about lying upon
the Prophet as a late reaction created after the first generations had passed. The warning
was also carried through numerous Successors from these Companions, which is relevant
because its force does not depend upon one isolated line of transmission or one later
collector.

To be clear, this, of course, does not mean that the mere existence of a warning implies that
fabrication would automatically be detected, but it changes the expected behavior of a
community that repeatedly hears that false attribution to the Prophet is a grave sin, and it
therefore belongs as part of the analysis alongside the political incentives emphasized by
Little.

The report also fits a wider early awareness that religious lying could occur. AbG Hurayra
transmits the warning that nearly thirty impostors would appear claiming to be
messengers of Allah, which means that false religious authority was not an unfamiliar
category within the earliest Muslim worldview. Hence, if a person can falsely claim
prophethood, then inventing a statement and attributing it to the Prophet is plainly within

% Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Hanbal al-Baghdadi (d. 241 AH), al-Musnad (1/410), no. 326, ed. Shu‘ayb al-Arna’Git
et al. (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risala, 1st ed., 1421 AH / 2001 CE); Shu‘ayb al-Arna’tt graded it sahth li-ghayrih.
37 Abii Tsa Muhammad b. Tsa al-Tirmidhi (d. 279 AH), al-Sunan (5/35), no. 2659, ed. Ahmad Muhammad Shakir
et al. (Egypt: Sharikat Maktabat wa-Matba'at Mustafa al-Babi al-Halabi, 2nd ed., 1395 AH / 1975 CE).

38 Al-Bukharf, al-Sahih (1/33), no. 107.

% Al-Bukharf, al-Sahih (1/33), no. 106; Muslim, al-Sahih (1/9), no. 1.

° Muslim, al-Sahth (1/10), no. 4.

1 Al-Bukharf, al-Sahih (1/33), no. 110; Muslim, al-Sahth (1/10), no. 3.

2 Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (28/641), no. 17431; Shu‘ayb al-Arna’Gt graded it sahih.

5 Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (28/118), no. 16916; Shu‘ayb al-Arna’Git graded it sahih li-ghayrih.

“ Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (18/94), no. 11536.

4 Al-Bukhard, al-Sahth (4/170), no. 3461; Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (4/414-415), no. 2675.

¢ Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (32/13), no. 19266; Shu‘ayb al-Arna’it graded it sahih on the criterion of
Muslim.

7 Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (4/414-415), no. 2675; Shu‘ayb al-Arna’iit graded it sahih li-ghayrih.

8 Al-Bukharf, al-Sahih (1/33), no. 109.

* Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (22/158), no. 14255; Shu‘ayb al-Arna’Gt graded it on the criterion of Muslim.

5 Muslim, al-Sahth (1/10), no. 2.
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the range of dangers an early community could understand. As the hadith mentions “The
Hour will not come until lying impostors (dajjaliin), nearly thirty in number, are sent forth,
each of them claiming to be the messenger of Allah”.*! Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr (d. 463 AH) said,

“That the Messenger of Allah 5% threatened his community with the Fire for lying is proof

that he knew that lies would be told against him #”. The warning, then, does more than

concede that lying is possible, as it creates a reason to guard against it, which becomes
historically relevant once later reports show Muslims testing transmitters and
distinguishing error from deliberate dishonesty.

Now, as some will rightfully point out, using hadith to establish an early concern about the
reliability of hadith is circular, since the authenticity of the material is itself part of what is
being debated. However, to, again, be clear here, these reports are being mentioned not
simply by assuming their authenticity in isolation. Rather, the force of the evidence comes
from the breadth of transmission and its agreement with Qur’anic prohibitions of false
religious attribution, as well as the wider early culture of condemning lying that is
documented below. Hence:

1. The circularity objection is also weakened by the fact that the warning is transmitted
through a large number of routes and has been described as mutawatir, or at minimum as
mashhiir and mustafid. We are not asking the reader to trust one disputed hadith merely
because a later collection labels it authentic.

2. The warning also converges with Qur’anic material that independently condemns false
religious attribution, which gives the content an evidential support not created by the
hadith corpus alone.

3. A third consideration is the wider conduct and language of the Companions and
Successors, since the sources repeatedly preserve condemnations of lying about Allah and
His religion.

Taken together, then, these considerations make an early anti fabrication norm more
plausible even before one asks whether every individual wording has been authenticated to
a reasonable degree.

The same awareness can be approached from a different direction. The earliest Muslims did
not need a later hadith critic to teach them that a person could lie about religion, since
false claims of prophethood had already appeared during the Prophetic period and in the
first century. Seen this way then, a false claim to prophethood is more radical than the

5 Muslim, al-Sahih (1/12) no. 7, and (4/2239) no. 157; Cited in suspended form by Majd al-Din Abi al-Sa‘adat
al-Mubarak b. Muhammad Ibn al-Athir al-Jazari (d. 606 AH), Jami‘ al-Usil fi Ahadith al-Rasal (1/1/158),

ed. ‘Abd al-Qadir al-Arna’iit and another (Damascus: Maktabat al-Halwani, Matba‘at al-Mallah, and Maktabat
Dar al-Bayan, n.d., 1389 AH / 1969 CE); Ibn al-Mulaqqin said: «I have not found this hadith as such», and
Muhammad b. Darwish al-Hit said: «It is not known to be a hadith». Abi Hafs ‘Umar b. ‘Ali Ibn al-Mulaqqin
(d. 804 AH), Tadhkirat al-Muhtaj ila Ahadith al-Minh3j (48), ed. Hamdi ‘Abd al-Majid al-Salafi (Beirut: al-
Maktab al-Islami, 1st ed., 1994 CE); and Muhammad b. Muhammad Darwish al-Hut (d. 1277 AH), Asna al-
Matalib fT Ahadith Mukhtalifat al-Maratib (162) no. 769, ed. Mustafa ‘Abd al-Qadir ‘Ata (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-
Tmiyya, 1st ed., 1418 AH, 1997 CE).

52 Abl ‘Umar Ydasuf b. ‘Abd Allah Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr al-Qurtubi (d. 463 AH), al-Tamhid lima fT al-Muwatta’ min al-
Ma‘ani wa-1-Asanid (1/44), ed. Mustafa b. Ahmad al-‘Alawi and Muhammad ‘Abd al-Kabir al-Bakri (Morocco:
Ministry of General Endowments and Islamic Affairs, no edition, 1487 AH).
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fabrication of an individual report, and a community capable of recognizing the first
possibility cannot plausibly be described as conceptually unaware of the second. The
historical question, then, becomes whether that awareness developed into practices
capable of distinguishing trustworthy transmission from false or inaccurate transmission,
which is what the remaining section of this paper attempts to show.

Statements from the Companions and Successors repeatedly condemn lying, and these
statements matter because Little’s model emphasizes incentives that would encourage false
attribution while a complete causal explanation must also include the costs that made some
people refuse it.

1. Aba Bakr al-Siddiq (d. 13 AH) said, “What earth would carry me, and what sky would
shade me, if I were to say concerning Allah that which I do not know?”>® The relevance of
Abii Bakr’s statement is that inventing words for the Prophet would ultimately amount to
speaking about Allah’s religion without knowledge, since the false report would create a
divine or Prophetic authority that did not actually exist.

Abt Bakr also said, while upon the pulpit: “Beware of lying, for lying stands apart from
faith”.>

2. ‘Abd Allah b. Mas‘td (d. 32 AH) said, “Beware of narration, the narration of lies, for lying
is unacceptable whether in earnest or in jest”.>

3. al-Ahnaf b. Qays (d. 67 AH) said, “No man of honour ever betrayed a trust, and no man of
intelligence ever lied”.*® al-Ahnaf b. Qays also said to his son: “It suffices you, as to the
nobility of truthfulness, that the truthful man’s word is accepted even concerning his
enemy; and, as to the baseness of lying, that the liar’s word is accepted neither concerning
his friend nor his enemy”.””

4, The poet Miskin al-Darimi (d. 89 AH) said,”® “Speak the truth to people when you address
them, and leave lying to whoever wishes to lie”.* He also said, “When the noble man is

given to lying, that lying mars the nobility that is in him.”

53 Malik b. Anas al-Asbahi al-Madani (d. 179 AH), al-Muwatta’, recension of Abii Mus‘ab al-Zuhri (2/166) no.
2079, ed. Bashshar ‘Awwad Ma'rif and Mahmiid Khalil (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risala, no edition, 1412 AH); Sa‘ld
b. Mansir (d. 227 AH), al-Tafsir (1/168) no. 39, ed. Sa'd b. ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz Al Humayyid (Riyadh: Dar
al-Sumay lil-Nashr wa-1-TawzT, 1st ed., 1417 AH, 1997 CE); and Abii Bakr Ahmad b. ‘Ali b. Thabit al-Khatib al-
Baghdadi (d. 463 AH), al-Jami' li-Akhlaq al-Rawi wa-Adab al-Sami‘ (2/193) no. 1585, ed. Mahmd al-Tahhan
(Riyadh: Maktabat al-Ma‘arif, no edition, 1403 AH, 1983 CE).

5 Ibn ‘Adi, al-Kamil (1/103).

% Ibn ‘Adi, al-Kamil (1/103); and Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Hanbal (d. 241 AH), al-Musnad (7/10) no. 3896,

ed. Shu‘ayb al-Arna’it, ‘Adil Murshid, and others (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risala, 1st ed., 1421 AH, 2001 CE).
Shu‘ayb al-Arna’at said: «Its isnad is authentic».

5 Abii al-Qasim ‘AlT b. al-Hasan b. Hibat Allah Ibn ‘Asakir (d. 571 AH), Ta’rikh Dimashq (24/343), ed. ‘Amr b.
Gharama al-‘Amrawi (Beirut: Dar al-Fikr lil-Tiba‘a wa-1-Nashr wa-1-Tawz1, no edition number, 1415 AH, 1995
CE).

57 Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Wahhab al-Nuwayri (d. 733 AH), Nihayat al-Arab fi Funiin al-Adab (3/238), no editor
named (Cairo: Dar al-Kutub wa-1-Watha’iq al-Qawmiyya, 1st ed., 1423 AH).

%8 Miskin al-DarimT’s name is Rabi'a b. ‘Amir b. Unayf b. Shurayh b. ‘Amr b. Zayd b. ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Udus b. Darim
b. Malik b. Hanzala b. Malik b. Zayd Manat b. Tamim; «Miskin» was his sobriquet. Yaqit b. ‘Abd Allzh al-Rami
al-Hamawi (d. 626 AH), Mu‘jam al-Udaba’ (3/1299), ed. Thsan ‘Abbas (Beirut: Dar al-Gharb al-Islami, 1st ed.,
1414 AH / 1993 CE).

% Karin Sadir, Diwan Shi‘r Miskin al-Darimi (239), (Beirut: Dar Sadir, 1st ed., 2000 CE).
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“Truthfulness is the finest thing you can do; nothing equals truthfulness, neither glory nor
lineage”.” He also said, “Is one who speaks the truth like one who lies?”,°" meaning, the two
are not equal.

5. ‘Amir al-Sha'bi (d. 104 AH) said, “The believer may be folded upon any trait of character
except treachery and lying”.®

6. Mutarrif b. Tarf al-Kaft (d. 141 AH) said, “It would not please me to have told a lie, even
were the world and all it contains mine”.* These statements do not establish that every
member of the early community was truthful. The intent here is to show that their value is
cumulative, that is, the value comes from their number. They describe an environment in
which truthfulness was praised and lying was treated as morally degrading, which makes
the expected response to a political incentive different from a model that treats the

incentive as though no counter pressure existed.

By the generation that learned directly from the Companions, the concern had also become
an explicit condition for taking hadith. The point was no longer simply that lying was
sinful, but that the person from whom religious material was received had to be someone
whose transmission could actually be relied upon.

The reports below show that this requirement was expressed in different places and by
different early authorities.

1. It is related that ‘Ugba b. Nafi* al-Qurashi (d. in the Maghrib in 63 AH) % said to his sons as
death approached him: “I enjoin upon you three things”, mentioning among them: “Do not

take the hadith of the Messenger of Allah 2 except from a trustworthy narrator”.*

2. Sulayman b. Msa® stated that he mentioned to Tawis, who died in 106 AH,” that a
certain person had related a report to him, whereupon Tawdis replied, “If your companion
is mali, then take from him”.*® Al-Nawaw1 explains the word “mali” here as a person whose
truthfulness and precision make him dependable in narration, much as a financially solvent
person can be relied upon to discharge what he owes.®

% Karin Sadir, Diwan Shi‘r Miskin al-Darimi (19), (Beirut: Dar Sadir, 1st ed., 2000 CE).

61 Karin Sadir, Diwan Shi‘r Miskin al-Darimi (269), (Beirut: Dar Sadir, 1st ed., 2000 CE).

52 ‘Abd al-Razzaq b. Hammam al-San‘ani (d. 211 AH), al-Musannaf, with Jami‘ Ma‘mar b. Rashid (11/161) no.
20201, ed. Habib al-Rahman al-A‘zami (India: al-Majlis al-TlmT, 2nd ed., 1403 AH).

% AbQi Zur‘a ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Amr al-Nasr al-Dimashg (d. 281 AH), Ta’rikh AbT Zur‘a al-Dimashgf (549),

ed. Shukr Allah Ni‘mat Allah al-Qijani (Damascus: Majma‘ al-Lugha al-‘Arabiyya, n.ed., n.d.); ‘Abd al-Rahman b.
AbT Hatim Muhammad b. Idris al-Razi (d. 327 AH), al-Jarh wa-1-Ta‘dil (1/42, 8/313), no editor named
(Hyderabad, India: Majlis Da@’irat al-Ma‘arif al-‘Uthmaniyya, 1st ed., 1271 AH / 1952 CE); and Jamal al-Din Y{isuf
b. ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Mizzi (d. 742 AH), Tahdhib al-Kamal fT Asma’ al-Rijal (28/66), ed. Bashshar ‘Awwad Ma'raf
(Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risala, 1st ed., 1400 AH / 1980 CE).

¢ ‘Uqba b. Nafi  al-Qurashi was a Successor. Abti SaTd ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Ahmad b. YTnus al-Sadaft al-Misr1

(d. 347 AH), Ta’rikh al-Misriyyin min Ta'rikh Ibn Yiinus (1/349-350) no. 953, no editor named (Beirut: Dar al-
Kutub al-Tlmiyya, 1st ed., 1421 AH).

% Abli Bakr Ahmad b. ‘AlTb. Thabit al-Khatib al-Baghdadi (d. 463 AH), al-Kifaya fi ‘Tim al-Riwaya (32), ed. Ab
‘Abd Allzh al-Siiraqt and Ibrahim Hamdi al-Madani (Medina: al-Maktaba al-Tlmiyya, n.ed., n.d.).

% Sulayman b. Miisa al-Qurashi al-Dimashqi was a Successor of the Successors. Ibn Hibban, al-Thiqat (6/379).

¢ Tawis b. Kaysan al-Yamani was a Successor. Taws said: «I met fifty of the Companions of the Messenger of
Allah g%». al-Dhahabi, Ta'rikh al-Islam (3/67), and Ibn Hajar, Taqrib al-Tahdhib (281) no. 3009.

% Muslim, al-Sahth (1/15).

% al-Nawawi, Sharh Sahth Muslim (1/85).
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3. Sa‘'d b. Ibrahim b. ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Awf (d. 125 AH) 7 said, “None but the reliable

narrators (thigat) may narrate from the Messenger of Allah g&”' meaning, hadith is

accepted only from the reliable narrators.”” The same logic continued in later generations,
where ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Mahdi compared hadith with judicial judgment because both
require evidence rather than a charitable assumption about the person speaking.” This
juxtaposition is important because judicial judgment cannot rest upon goodwill alone. It
depends upon reasons that justify accepting one account over another.

Hadith, on this understanding, works in the same way. A narrator must be shown to be
trustworthy and his report remains open to testing for error, which means that the
acceptance of Prophetic testimony was tied to an evidential threshold rather than to the
mere existence of an attribution.

Hence, the later centrality of the isnad is easier to understand against this background. If
the identity and condition of the transmitter did not matter, there would be little reason to
preserve the chain at all. Once the narrator’s reliability becomes part of the evidence,
however, the chain becomes the means through which the claim can be traced and the
people carrying it can be investigated.

Now, one may object here and point out that if a critical process already existed among the
earliest Muslims, why do we not find early reports explicitly rejected with the later label of
fabrication?

The absence of that particular judgment does not show the absence of criticism, because
the sources below describe deliberate lying among the Companions and the earliest
Successors as extremely rare or absent. A critical method does not have to produce a
rejection for a defect that has not yet appeared in the sample before it. What matters is
whether the community was capable of recognizing the defect when it did appear and
whether it was already testing other defects, especially error in memory and attribution.

The biographical evidence surrounding the Companions who transmitted hadith provides
another data point, because the question is not only what rules the community possessed
but what is actually reported about the people carrying Prophetic material. When those
biographies are traced through the works of narrator criticism and the literature devoted
to the Companions, one finds no Companion narrator who was charged with deliberately

fabricating a report against the Messenger of Allah g&.” This absence, together with the

7 Sa‘'d b. Ibrahim b. ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Awf was a Successor. Ibn Hibban, al-Thiqat (4/297), and Ibn Hajar,
Taqrib al-Tahdhib (230) no. 2227.

' Muslim, al-Sahth (1/15).

72 al-Nawawi, Sharh Sahth Muslim (1/87).

7 ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Mahdi was one of the followers of the followers of the Successors. Ibn Hibban, al-Thigat
(8/373); Abii Ja'far Muhammad b. ‘Amr b. Miisa al-'Uqayli al-Makki (d. 322 AH), al-Du‘afa’ al-Kabir (1/9),

ed. ‘Abd al-Mu'tT Amin Qal‘aji (Beirut: Dar al-Maktaba al-Tlmiyya, 1st ed., 1404 AH / 1984 CE).

7 Taqi al-Din Ab{i al-‘Abbas Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya (d. 728 AH), Majma' al-Fatawa (1/249),

ed. ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad b. Qasim (Medina: King Fahd Complex for the Printing of the Noble Qur'an,
n.d., 1416 AH / 1995 CE); and Muhammad b. Ahmad b. ‘Uthman b. Qaymaz al-Dhahabi (d. 748 AH), al-Ruwat al-
Thiqat al-Mutakallam fihim bima 13 Y{ijib Raddahum (24), ed. Muhammad Tbrahim al-Mawsili (Beirut: Dar al-
Bash@'ir al-Islamiyya, 1st ed., 1412 AH / 1992 CE).
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wider evidence used by the tradition, lies behind the Sunni judgment concerning the
uprightness of the Companions.”” For our purposes, the important point here is to
recognize the historical claim upon which it partly rests, namely, that deliberate Prophetic
fabrication is not identified among the Companion transmitters in the way it later is among
known fabricators.

Moreover, the social setting also matters. Between the Prophet’s death in 11 AH and the
year 64 AH, large numbers of Companions remained alive, and many of them had directly
participated in the events being narrated. A false report concerning a public event or a well
known feature of the Prophet’s life therefore did not enter a vacuum in which no living
person could compare it with first hand memory. This does not make fabrication
impossible, but it raises the expected cost of inventing material about matters known to a
broad body of contemporaries, which is precisely the sort of factor a probabilistic model
has to include.

The claim that deliberate lying was rare in the earliest period does not rest upon one
statement. The sources approach the issue from several directions, and the cumulative
value comes from the convergence between general descriptions of the generation and
judgments concerning particular transmitters.

Hence, some reports describe the earliest community in general as one in which lying
about the Prophet had not yet become a normal feature of transmission.

1. ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Abbas (d. 68 AH) denied that the Companions lied. Hisham b. Hujayr
narrated from Tawiis, from Ibn ‘Abbas, who said, “We used to narrate from the Messenger
of Allah g% when no one lied about him; but once people took to riding every mount, the

unruly and the docile alike, we gave up narrating from him”.” The expression “when no
one lied about him” is being used to describe the transmitting environment Ibn ‘Abbas
remembered among the Companions, and its evidential relevance lies in the contrast he
draws between that earlier setting and a later period in which he became more cautious
about who was carrying reports.

2. The same point was made by al-Bara’ b. ‘Azib, who died in 72 AH, when he explicitly
denied that the Companions lied and stated the following.

“Not everything we narrate to you from the Messenger of Allah g did we hear from him

directly; some of it we heard ourselves, and some of it our companions narrated to us, and
we do not lie”.”” The plural language in al-Bara’s statement matters because he is

75 Abl ‘Umar Yasuf b. ‘Abd Allah Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr al-Qurtubi (d. 463 AH), al-IstTab fi Ma'rifat al-Ashab (1/19),
ed. ‘Al Muhammad al-Bijawi (Beirut: Dar al-Jil, 1st ed., 1412 AH / 1992 CE), and al-Tamhid lima T al-Muwatta’
min al-Ma‘ani wa-l-Asanid (22/47), ed. Mustafa b. Ahmad al-‘AlawT and Muhammad ‘Abd al-Kabir al-Bakri
(Morocco: Ministry of Endowments and Islamic Affairs, n.d., 1387 AH); Abti ‘Amr ‘Uthman b. ‘Abd al-Rahman
Tbn al-Salah al-Shahraziiri (d. 643 AH), ‘Ultim al-Hadith (293-294), ed. Niir al-Din ‘Ttr (Syria: Dar al-Fikr, and
Beirut: Dar al-Fikr al-Mu'asir, n.d., 1406 AH / 1986 CE); Muhy1 al-Din Aba Zakariyya Yahya b. Sharaf al-Nawaw1
(d. 676 AH), al-Taqrib wa-1-Taysir li-Ma'rifat Sunan al-Bashir al-Nadhir (92), ed. Muhammad ‘Uthman al-
Khusht (Beirut: Dar al-Kitab al-‘Arabi, 1st ed., 1405 AH / 1985 CE); and Abi al-Fida’ Isma‘il b. ‘Umar b. Kathir al-
Dimashqi (d. 774 AH), Ikhtisar ‘Ulim al-Hadith (181-182), ed. Ahmad Muhammad Shakir (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub
al-Tlmiyya, 2nd ed., n.d.).

76 Muslim, al-Sahth (1/12-13).

7 Tbn ‘Adi, al-Kamil (1/261).
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describing the Companions as a transmitting group, including the ordinary practice in
which one Companion could report what another Companion had heard directly from the
Prophet.

3. Anas b. Malik, who died in 92 AH, likewise denied that the Companions lied. Humayd al-
Tawil narrated that Anas said, “Not everything we narrate to you did we hear from the
Messenger of Allah 54, but we never used to lie to one another”.” Another version states,

“but we never suspected one another”.”” Qatada b. Di'ama narrated from Anas b. Malik a
hadith on the prohibition of wine, in which a man asked Anas: “Did you hear it from the

Messenger of Allah g yourself?”

He replied, “Yes, or it was narrated to me by one who does not lie. By Allah, we did not lie,
nor did we even know what lying was”.* Anas’s expression about not knowing lying is
clearly hyperbolic, since the concept of lying was obviously known to them. Its force is to
deny that lying was part of the normal practice of the group he is describing. The source
preserves the wording “nor did we even know what lying was”.

4. Abli Umama related a hadith, and Khalid b. Yazid asked him: “O Abii Umama, did you

hear this from the Messenger of Allah 7" He replied, “Allah grant forgiveness! You ask

whether 1 heard this from the Messenger of Allah g7 Indeed, we lived among a people

who did not lie to us, nor were we ever accused of lying”.?*'

5. Abti al-Aliya Rufay’ b. Mihran (d. 90 AH) said, “You pray and fast more than those who
came before you, but lying has run upon your tongues”.®? Abt al-‘Aliya’s criticism also
works by contrasting his own generation with the one before it, since he speaks as though
lying had become more visible among the later people than it had been among their
predecessors.

The evidence becomes more specific when early authorities clear particular Companions of
lying or affirm their truthfulness in direct terms.

Examples include the following.
1. The Prophet 5% described Abh Dharr as truthful, saying: “The sky has not shaded, nor

has the earth borne, a man more truthful of speech than Aba Dharr”.®

2. Likewise, a great many narrators described Abt Bakr by the epithet “al-Siddiq”.

The title al-Siddiq attached to Abd Bakr is relevant for the same reason. It functions as a
public description of extraordinary truthfulness rather than as part of his lineage, which is
evidence about how his character was remembered by the transmitting community.

78 Abli Ahmad ‘Abd Alldh b. ‘AdT al-Jurjani (d. 365 AH), al-Kamil fT Du‘afa’ al-Rijal (1/261), ed. ‘Adil Ahmad ‘Abd
al-Mawjid and two others (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-Tlmiyya, 1st ed., 1418 AH / 1997 CE).

7 Muhammad b. Sa‘d al-Baghdadi (d. 230 AH), al-Tabaqat al-Kubra (7/21), ed. Thsan ‘Abbas (Beirut: Dar Sadir,
1st ed., 1968 CE).

% Ibn ‘Adi, al-Kamil (1/263).

8t Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (36/638) no. 22302.

82 ‘Abd al-Razzaq b. Hammam al-San‘ani (d. 211 AH), al-Musannaf, with Jami‘ Ma‘mar b. Rashid (11/160) no.
20199, ed. Habib al-Rahman al-A‘zami (India: al-Majlis al-TlmT, 2nd ed., 1403 AH).

8 Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (11/206), no. 6630. Shu‘ayb al-Arna’it said: hasan li-ghayrihi.
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3. Similarly, Ab@i Bakr said to Zayd b. Thabit. “You are a young, intelligent man, and we
harbour no suspicion against you”.* Abt Bakr’s words to Zayd, “we harbour no suspicion
against you”, are likewise a direct statement that the person being entrusted with the task
was not regarded as someone suspected of falsification or invention.

4. Likewise, ‘Umar dismissed any suspicion of lying on the part of Abl Miisa al-Ash‘arT, even
though he had asked him for a witness to a hadith he narrated. After Abi Miisa brought
him the witnesses, he said to him: “I did not suspect you; I only feared that people might
attribute to the Messenger of Allah g what he did not say”.*

5. ‘A’isha’s treatment of Ibn ‘Umar is especially useful for the distinction this paper has
been emphasizing. She could reject his accuracy in a particular report while still saying,
“He has not lied; rather, he forgot or erred”.?® The critic, then, did not need to move from
disagreement straight to a charge of fabrication.

Another wording makes the same epistemic distinction explicit, “You are relating to me
from men who are neither liars nor accused of lying; but hearing can err”.”

6. Likewise, when ‘A’isha recounted the story of the slander (al-ifk), she said, “Then Sa‘'d b.
‘Ubada stood up, the chief of al-Khazraj. Before that he had been a righteous man, but tribal
zeal carried him away”.® Calling Sa‘d b. ‘Ubada “a righteous man” in this context is relevant
to the broader character evidence because righteousness includes the expectation of
truthfulness, even though the report also shows that a generally righteous person can still
be affected by tribal emotion.

7. Ibn ‘Abbas said, “Mu‘awiya was not one to be suspected of lying about the Messenger of
Allah g&”.* Likewise Muhammad b. Sirin said, “Mu‘awiya was not suspected of lying in
what he related from the Messenger of Allah gi”.%

8. Al-Hasan al-Basr said, “Jundub related to us in this very mosque, and we have not
forgotten since, nor do we fear that Jundub would lie about the Prophet 4. He said: A man
was afflicted with wounds and killed himself, whereupon Allah, Exalted is He, said: My

servant has forestalled Me with his own soul; I have forbidden him Paradise”.®!

9. Malik b. Abi ‘Amir al-Asbahi (d. 74 AH) narrated. I was with Talha b. ‘Ubayd Allah (d. 36
AH) when a man came in and said, O Abi Muhammad, we do not know whether this

8 Al-Bukhari, al-Sahth (6/71), no. 4679.

8 Malik b. Anas al-Asbahi al-Madani (d. 179 AH), al-Muwatta’, the recension of Abii Mus‘ab al-Zuhri (2/142),
no. 2030, ed. Bashshar ‘Awwad Ma'rif and Mahmiid Muhammad Khalil (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risala, n.d., 1412
AH).

8 Malik b. Anas al-Asbahi al-Madani (d. 179 AH), al-Muwatta’, the recension of Abli Mus‘ab al-Zuhri (1/394),
no. 997, ed. Bashshar ‘Awwad Ma'‘riif and Mahmiid Muhammad Khalil (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risala, n.d., 1412
AH); Muslim, al-Sahih (2/643), no. 932; and Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Hanbal al-Baghdadi (d. 241 AH), al-
Musnad (41/277), no. 24758, ed. Shu‘ayb al-Arna’Gt et al. (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risala, 1st ed., 1421 AH / 2001
CE).

8 Muslim, al-Sahth (2/641), no. 929; Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (1/387), no. 288; and Abii Bakr Ahmad b. al-
Husayn al-Bayhaqi (d. 458 AH), al-Sunan al-Kubra (4/122), no. 7177, ed. Muhammad ‘Abd al-Qadir ‘Ata (Beirut:
Dar al-Kutub al-Tlmiyya, 3rd ed., 1424 AH / 2003 CE).

% Al-Bukhari, al-Sahih (3/175), no. 2661.

® Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (28/77), no. 16863. Shu‘ayb al-Arna’Git said: this isnad is hasan.

* Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (6/215-216), no. 4134. Shu'ayb al-Arna’iit said: its isnad is sahih.

°! Al-Bukhari, al-Sahih (2/96), no. 1364.
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Yemeni, meaning Abli Hurayra, knows the Messenger of Allah better than you do, or
whether he attributes to the Messenger of Allah g what he did not say. Talha b. ‘Ubayd
Allah replied, “By Allah, we have no doubt that he heard from the Messenger of Allah g
what we did not hear, and learned what we did not learn. We were men of means, with
households and families, and we would come to the Prophet of Allah g% at the two ends of
the day and then return; whereas he was a poor man with neither wealth nor family. His
hand was ever with the hand of the Prophet of Allah g, and he went wherever he went. So
we have no doubt that he learned what we did not learn and heard what we did not hear;
and we have never found anyone with any good in him who would attribute to the
Messenger of Allah g8 what he did not say”, meaning AbQi Hurayra.” Aba Ishaq al-Sabi1
also transmits a direct characterization of al-Bara’ b. ‘Azib through the Companion ‘Abd

Allah b. Yazid al-Khatmi, and the value of the wording is that the judgment about the
narrator’s truthfulness is made explicit rather than inferred after the fact.

The wording is, “‘Abd Allah b. Yazid al-Khatmi (d. between 61 and 70 AH) narrated to me,
saying, al-Bara’ b. ‘Azib, who is no liar, narrated to me”. Both men were Companions, and
al-Bara’ died in 72 AH.” Masriiq b. al-Ajda’ likewise introduced Ibn MasGd by saying that he
was, in their estimation, “no liar”. Hence his statement: “Abd Allah b. Mas‘ad, who in our
estimation was no liar, narrated to us”.* Masriiq likewise introduced ‘A’isha through the
language of exceptional truthfulness, showing again that the character assessment of a
transmitter could be made publicly and attached to the person from whom knowledge was
being taken.

The full wording is, “There narrated to me the Siddiga, daughter of the Siddiq, the beloved
of the Beloved of Allah, the vindicated one”, meaning ‘A’isha. The wording, then, preserves
the public language of truthfulness attached to a particular transmitter rather than leaving
her character entirely unassessed.” AbG Muslim al-Khawlani similarly described the
Companion ‘Awf b. Malik as “the beloved and trustworthy one”, adding that he was

*2 Abii Ya‘la Ahmad b, ‘AlT b, al-Muthanna al-Mawsili (d. 307 AH), al-Musnad (2/10), no. 636, ed. Husayn Salim
Asad (Damascus: Dar al-Ma'miin li-1-Turath, 1st ed., 1404 AH / 1984 CE). Husayn Salim Asad said: its narrators
are trustworthy, except that Ibn Ishaq transmitted with ‘an‘ana; al-Hakim recorded it in al-Mustadrak and
declared it sahih.

% al-Bukhari, al-Sahih (1/140) no. 690; and Muslim, al-Sahth (1/345) no. 474. The scholars differed over who
uttered the phrase «who is no liar» and to whom it refers. It is said that the speaker was ‘Abd Allah b. Yazid
and the person meant was al-Bara’ b. ‘Azib, which is the more evident view, as indicated by the context; and it
is said that the speaker was Abt Ishaq and the person meant was ‘Abd Allah b. Yazid. al-Qadi Tyad b. Musa al-
Yahsubi al-SabtT (d. 544 AH), Ikmal al-Mu'lim bi-Fawa’id Muslim (2/389), ed. Yahya Isma‘1l (Egypt: Dar al-Wafa’
li-1-Tiba‘a wa-1-Nashr wa-1-TawzT, 1st ed., 1419 AH / 1998 CE); Ab{i Hafs ‘Umar b. ‘Ali Ibn al-Mulaqqgin (d. 804
AH), al-Tawdih li-Sharh al-Jami‘ al-Sahth (6/520), ed. Dar al-Falah li-1-Bahth al-TImi wa-Tahqiq al-Turath
(Damascus: Dar al-Nawadir, 1st ed., 1429 AH / 2008 CE).

* Abii Jafar Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Salama al-Tahawi (d. 321 AH), Sharh Mushkil al-Athar (11/402) no. 4514,
ed. Shu‘ayb al-Arna’iit (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risala, 1st ed., 1415 AH / 1994 CE); Abl Bakr Ahmad b. ‘Amr b.
‘Abd al-Khaliq al-Bazzar (d. 292 AH), al-Musnad, known as al-Bahr al-Zakhkhar (5/318) no. 1936, ed. Mahfiiz al-
Rahman Zayn Allah, ‘Adil Sa‘d, and Sabr1 ‘Abd al-Khaliq al-ShafiT (Medina: Maktabat al-‘Ulim wa-1-Hikam, 1st
ed., 1988 CE); and Abii al-Qasim Sulayman b. Ahmad al-Tabarani (d. 360 AH), al-Mu‘jam al-Awsat (3/213) no.
2949, ed. Tariq b. ‘Awad Allah and ‘Abd al-Muhsin b. Ibrahim al-Husayni (Cairo: Dar al-Haramayn, no edition,
1415 AH / 1995 CE).

*> Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (43/169) no. 26044. Shu‘ayb al-Arna’iit said: «a sahth hadith».
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trustworthy in his own estimation. As the report states: “There narrated to me the beloved
and trustworthy one; beloved he is to me, and trustworthy he is in my estimation: ‘Awf b.
Malik al-Ashja7’.*® The same kind of character judgment could also move from a
Companion to a Successor. In the report cited here, Ibn ‘Abbas is said to have instructed
people to believe what Tkrima related from him because “he has not lied about me”, and
Abl Umama As‘ad b. Sahl confirms hearing that statement: “Whatever ‘Tkrima relates to
you from me, believe him, for he has not lied about me”.?” The same pattern appears in
praise of particular Companions, where the language used about their closeness to the
Prophet or their accuracy in retaining his teaching would make little sense if they were
simultaneously regarded as people who could not be trusted to report him truthfully.

Among these reports is the statement of ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Umar to Abi Hurayra, “You, Abi
Hurayra, kept the closest company of us all with the Messenger of Allah & and knew his

hadith best among us”.”® Another wording adds that he was the one who best retained the
Prophet’s hadith among them.” The significance of Ibn ‘Umar’s praise of AbQ Hurayra,
then, is not merely that he possessed many reports, but that a fellow Companion describes
him as particularly close to the Prophet and especially knowledgeable about his hadith,
which functions as positive testimony concerning his access and retention.

There are also cases in which a Companion openly denies lying about the Prophet and the
people hearing him accept the statement, which provides another window into how that
narrator was viewed by his contemporaries.

This willingness to acknowledge possible error without accusing the narrator of lying can
be seen through the following examples.
1. What Suwayd b. Ghafala related from ‘Ali b. Abi Talib, that he said, “When I relate to you

something from the Messenger of Allah g, to fall headlong from the sky would be dearer

to me than to lie about him”."” Those present did not respond to ‘Ali’s declaration by
treating him as a person whose denial of lying was itself doubtful. Within the report, his
statement functions as an accepted description of the seriousness with which he regarded
attribution to the Prophet.

2. What Shaddad b. ‘Abd Allah and Yahya b. Ab1 Kathir related from Abii Umama and ‘Amr
b. ‘Abasa. They mentioned a lengthy hadith, at the end of which AbGi Umama says to ‘Amr b.
‘Abasa. “O ‘Amr b. ‘Abasa, consider what you are saying: in a single station is this man given
all that?” ‘Amr b. ‘Abasa replied, “O Abti Umama, I have grown old in years, my bones have
grown frail, and my appointed time has drawn near; I have no need to lie about Allah or
about the Messenger of Allah. Had I not heard it from the Messenger of Allah &4 but once,

or twice, or three times (he went on counting up to seven times), I would never have

% Muslim, al-Sahih (2/721) no. 1043.

*” Abli Zakariyya Yahya b. Ma'in al-Baghdadi (d. 233 AH), Ta’rikh Yahya b. Ma‘n, the recension of ‘Abbas b.
Muhammad al-DarT (3/259) no. 1217, ed. Ahmad Muhammad Nir Sayf (Mecca: Markaz al-Bahth al-Tlmi wa-
Thya’ al-Turath al-Islami, 1st ed., 1399 AH / 1979 CE).

% Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (8/21) no. 4453.

* Abl Tsa Muhammad b. Tsa al-Tirmidhi (d. 279 AH), al-Sunan (5/684) no. 3836, ed. Ahmad Muhammad Shakir
and others (Egypt: Sharikat Maktabat wa-Matba‘at Mustafa al-Babi al-Halabi, 2nd ed., 1395 AH / 1975 CE).

190 a]-Bukharf, al-Sahth (4/200) no. 3611.
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related it; but I heard it more times than that”.' The same is true in the exchange with
‘Amr b. ‘Abasa. His answer does not merely insist that he remembers one isolated hearing,
but grounds his confidence in repeated exposure to the report, which is exactly the kind of
background evidence that can raise the probability of accurate retention.

3. The report of ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Abd Allah b. Kab b. Malik, from his father, from his
grandfather Ka'b b. Malik, who related the long hadith recounting the story of his
repentance, at the end of which he says, “I said: O Messenger of Allah, Allah Most High
delivered me only through truthfulness, and part of my repentance is that I shall speak
nothing but the truth for as long as I live.” Kab b. Malik said, “By Allah, I know of no
Muslim whom Allah has tested with truthfulness in speech more excellently than He,
blessed and exalted is He, has tested me, from the time I said that to the Messenger of Allah

gi. By Allah, I have not deliberately told a single lie from the moment I said that to the
Messenger of Allah 54 down to this very day, and I hope that Allah will preserve me for the

days that remain”.'”” Kab b. Malik’s statement likewise makes truthfulness part of the
historical character being presented, and those transmitting the report preserve his claim
that he had deliberately avoided lying from the time of his repentance onward.

4, The report of Mutarrif b. ‘Abd Allah b. al-Shikhkhir, who said, “A hadith of AbG Dharr
reached me, and I longed to meet him. I met him and said, O Abu Dharr, a hadith of yours
has reached me, and I had been longing to meet you and ask you about it. He said, You have
now met me, so ask. I said, It has reached me that you say. I heard the Messenger of Allah

g% say. There are three whom Allah loves and three whom Allah hates. He said, Yes, and I

do not think I would lie against my beloved friend Muhammad &4, repeating it three

times”, to the end of the hadith.'” Abl Dharr’s repeated denial that he would lie against the
Prophet works in the same way. It is not a mathematical proof of every report he gave, but
it belongs to the cumulative character evidence that a justified historical assessment
should not simply discard.

Most important for the critical method, the sources repeatedly distinguish a narrator who
made an error from a narrator who deliberately lied. This distinction has greater
explanatory power than a model that collapses every discrepancy into fabrication, because
it recognizes that a truthful witness can still mishear or forget while leaving the accusation
of deliberate invention to cases where the evidence actually supports it.

1. ‘A’isha judged Abt Hurayra to have erred in a hadith, yet she did not accuse him of lying.
She said, “May Allah have mercy on Abii Hurayra; he heard poorly, and so he answered
poorly”.'*

2. She likewise judged him to have erred in another hadith, without accusing him of lying.

19t Muslim, al-Sahih (1/570) no. 832.

12 Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (25/74), no. 15789.

15 Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (35/421), no. 21530.

104 Ab{i Ja'far Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Salama al-Tahawi (d. 321 AH), Sharh Mushkil al-Athar (2/367), no. 910,
ed. Shu‘ayb al-Arna’Gt (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risala, 1st ed., 1415 AH / 1994 CE); Abii ‘Abd Allah Muhammad b.
‘Abd Allah al-Hakim (d. 405 AH), al-Mustadrak ‘ala al-Sahthayn (2/234), no. 2855, ed. Mustafa ‘Abd al-Qadir ‘Ata
(Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-Timiyya, 1st ed., 1411 AH / 1990 CE); and al-Bayhagqf, al-Sunan al-Kubra (10/99), no.
19991.
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Makhiil reports that it was said to ‘A’isha that Abti Hurayra says, The Messenger of Allah g
said, “Ill omen lies in three things: the house, the woman, and the horse.” ‘A’isha said, “Aba
Hurayra did not retain it properly, for he entered while the Messenger of Allah & was

saying: May Allah destroy the Jews; they say that ill omen lies in three things: the house,
the woman, and the horse. He heard the end of the hadith but did not hear its
beginning”.'” The same pattern extends to the senior Successors. After tracing the
prominent early transmitters, the tradition preserves many examples of poor memory and
ordinary error, but deliberate fabrication among the senior Successors appears as an
exceptional rather than normal description. Hence, if the skeptical thesis requires
widespread successful fabrication at a very early stage, the scarcity of identified deliberate
liars among the transmitters closest to the first generation becomes evidence that the
model must explain. Al-Dhahabi, in fact, makes the same point: “As for the Successors, one
who lies deliberately is virtually nonexistent among them, though they do have errors and
lapses”.'” One of the younger Successors around whom the accusation of lying is disputed
is ‘Umara b. Juwayn al-Basri, who died in 134 AH and is counted by Ibn Hajar among the
younger Successors because of his transmission from Abai Sa‘ld al-KhudrT and Ibn ‘Umar.'””
The disagreement over ‘Umara is itself useful for understanding the method, because the
critical labels do not all describe the same defect and the evidence has to be weighed before
one turns a negative judgment into an accusation of deliberate fabrication. Hammad b.
Zayd, one transmission from Yahya b. Ma‘n, and al-Jiizajant are among those who treated
him as a liar.'® Other critics instead described him as matriik, which points toward very
poor retention and frequent error rather than necessarily deliberate invention. This
judgment is transmitted from Yahya b. Ma‘in through Ibn Mihraz and is also associated
with Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Nasa7, Ibn Hibban, and Ibn Hajar, who summarized him as
“matrik, and some accused him of lying”.'” Al-Daraqutni and Ibn ‘Adi were more lenient

105 Ab{i Dawiid Sulayman b. Dawid al-Tayalist (d. 204 AH), al-Musnad (3/124), no. 1641, ed. Muhammad b. ‘Abd
al-Muhsin al-Turki (Egypt: Dar Hajar, 1st ed., 1419 AH / 1999 CE).

1% a]-Dhahabi, al-Ruwat al-Thiqat al-Mutakallam fthim bima 13 YGjib Raddahum (24).

197 Ibn Hajar al-'Asqalani, Taqrib al-Tahdhib (408), no. 4830. The term «matrik» in this context means that he
was abandoned owing to the severity of his weakness and the frequency of his errors; Ibn Abi Hatim al-Razi,
al-Jarh wa-1-Ta'd1l (6/363); and Jamal al-Din Yisuf b. ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Mizzi (d. 742 AH), Tahdhib al-Kamal fT
Asm@’ al-Rijal (21/233), ed. Bashshar ‘Awwad Ma'rif (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risala, 1st ed., 1400 AH / 1980 CE).
19 Tbn AbT Hatim al-Razi, al-Jarh wa-1-Ta'dil (6/363-364); Ibn Abi Hatim al-Razi, al-Jarh wa-1-Ta‘d1l (6/364); and
Abu Zakariyya Yahya b. Ma‘Tn al-Baghdadi (d. 233 AH), Su’alat Ibn al-Junayd li-Abi Zakariyya Yahya b. Ma'in
(271), ed. Ahmad Muhammad Nir Sayf (Medina: Maktabat al-Dar, 1st ed., 1408 AH / 1988 CE); Abii Ishaq
Ibrahim b. Ya'qb al-Sa‘d1 al-Jiizajani (d. 259 AH), Ahwal al-Rijal (159), ed. ‘Abd al-‘Alim ‘Abd al-‘Azim al-
Bastawl (Faisalabad, Pakistan: Hadith Academy, no edition, no publication year).

19 Abli Zakariyya Yahya b. Ma‘n al-Baghdadi (d. 233 AH), Ma'rifat al-Rijal ‘an Yahya b. Ma‘n (1/54),

ed. Muhammad Kamil al-Qassar (Damascus: Majma’ al-Lugha al-‘Arabiyya, 1st ed., 1405 AH / 1985 CE); Ahmad
b. Muhammad b. Hanbal al-Baghdadi (d. 241 AH), Mas#’il al-Tmam Ahmad b. Hanbal, riwayat Ishaq b. Ibrahim
b. Hani’ al-Naysabiiri (2/231), no. 2270, ed. Zuhayr al-Shawish (Beirut: al-Maktab al-Islami, 1st ed., 1394 AH);
and Abi Hatim Muhammad b. Hibban al-Busti (d. 354 AH), al-Majrthin min al-Muhaddithin wa-1-Du‘afa’ wa-1-
Matrikin (2/177), ed. Mahmid Ibrahim Zayid (Aleppo: Dar al-Wa'y, 1st ed., 1396 AH); Aba ‘Abd al-Rahman
Ahmad b. Shu‘ayb al-Nasa'1 (d. 303 AH), al-Du‘afa’ wa-l-Matriikin (84), no. 476, ed. Mahmud Ibrahim Zayid
(Aleppo: Dar al-Wa'y, 1st ed., 1396 AH); and al-Sunan al-Kubra (5/176), no. 5365, ed. Hasan ‘Abd al-Mun‘im
Shalabi (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risala, 1st ed., 1421 AH / 2001 CE); Ibn Hibban al-Busti, al-Majrihin (2/177); Tbn
Hajar al-‘Asqalani, Taqrib al-Tahdhib (408), no. 4830. The term «matriik» in this context means that he was
abandoned owing to the severity of his weakness and the frequency of his errors.
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still and treated his material as weak but usable for corroboration.'® The disagreement,
then, is itself evidence that the critics were trying to identify the cause and degree of
unreliability rather than applying one undifferentiated label to every defective transmitter.

Where the critics did not call ‘Umara a liar, the defects in his reports were therefore
explained through severe weakness of memory rather than deliberate fabrication.

Al-Mughira b. Sa‘ld al-KGff provides a clearer example of a person widely accused of lying.
He died around 119 or 120 AH and was counted among the Successors by al-Dhahabt and
Ibn Kathir. A number of early and later critics described him as a liar, although the nature
of that lying is itself relevant, since some reports concern invented claims about ‘Alf or a
false claim to prophethood. Ibn ‘Adi states that he knew of no fully chained Prophetic
hadith from him, while Ibn Hibban says that he fabricated hadith, hence his statement: “I
know of no hadith of his with a full chain (musnad)” and “he used to fabricate hadith”.''! A
serious estimate of the prevalence of lying among the Successors, then, cannot be produced
by collecting every negative label into one number. One has to identify who was actually
accused, whether the critics agreed, and what kind of falsehood was involved, since a false
claim to prophethood or an invented statement about ‘All is not automatically evidence
that the same person successfully inserted Prophetic hadith into the corpus.

The distinction between the senior and junior Successors also appears in al-ShafiT’s
treatment of mursal reports. He was more willing to accept the mursal transmission of
senior Successors under conditions because they generally transmitted from Companions,
while the later group had wider access to weak transmitters."> Ibn Rajab likewise notes
that weak and fabricated material becomes more visible among the junior Successors as

10 Abi al-Hasan ‘Al b. ‘Umar al-Daraqutni (d. 385 AH), al-Du‘afd’ wa-1-Matrikin (2/164), no. 378, ed. ‘Abd al-
Rahim Muhammad al-QashqarT (Medina: Majallat al-Jami‘a al-Tslamiyya, no edition, 1403 AH); Ibn ‘Adj, al-
Kamil f Du‘afa’ al-Rijal (6/149).

1 Ab{ Ja‘far Muhammad b. Jarir al-TabarT (d. 310 AH), Ta’rikh al-Rusul wa-1-Muliik (7/128), ed. Muhammad
Abi al-Fadl Ibrahim (Egypt: Dar al-Ma‘arif, 2nd ed., 1387 AH); Muhammad b. Ahmad b. ‘Uthman b. Qaymaz al-
Dhahabi (d. 748 AH), Mizan al-I'tidal (4/162), ed. ‘All Muhammad al-Bijawi (Beirut: Dar al-Ma'rifa li-1-Tiba'a wa-
|-Nashr, 1st ed., 1382 AH / 1963 CE); Muhammad b. Ahmad b. ‘Uthman b. Qaymaz al-Dhahabi (d. 748 AH), al-
Mughni fT al-Du‘afa’ (2/672) no. 6379, ed. Niir al-Din ‘Itr (no publisher, no edition, no year); and Abi al-Fida’
Isma‘il b. Umar b. Kathir al-Dimashqi (d. 774 AH), al-Takmil fi al-Jarh wa-1-Ta‘dil wa-Ma'rifat al-Thiqat wa-1-
Du'afd wa-1-Majahil (1/134), ed. Shadi b. Muhammad b. Salim Al Nu‘'man (Yemen: Markaz al-Nu‘man li-1-
Buhiith wa-1-Dirasat al-Islamiyya wa-Tahqiq al-Turath wa-l-Tarjama, 1st ed., 1432 AH / 2011 CE); Muslim b. al-
Hajjaj, al-Sahth (1/19); Aba Yiisuf Ya‘qib b. Sufyan b. Jawan al-Farisi al-Fasawi (d. 277 AH), al-Ma'rifa wa-1-
Ta'rikh (2/776), ed. Akram Diya’ al-‘UmarT (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risala, 2nd ed., 1401 AH / 1981 CE); Al-‘Uqaylj,
al-Du‘afa’ al-Kabir (4/180); Al-‘Uqgayli, al-Du‘afa’ al-Kabir (4/179); Ibn Hibban, al-Majrthin (3/7); Ibn ‘Adi, al-
Kamil fi Du'afa’ al-Rijal (8/73); Abii al-Fida’ Isma‘Tl b. ‘Umar b. Kathir al-Dimashqi (d. 774 AH), al-Takmil fT al-
Jarh wa-1-Ta'dil wa-Ma'rifat al-Thiqat wa-1-Du‘afa’ wa-1-Majahil (1/134), ed. Shadi b. Muhammad b. Salim Al
Nu‘min (Yemen: Markaz al-Nu'man li-]-Buhith wa-1-Dirasat al-Islamiyya wa-Tahqiq al-Turath wa-l-Tarjama,
1st ed., 1432 AH / 2011 CE); Ya'quib b. Sufyan, al-Ma'rifa wa-1-Ta’rikh (3/50); Tbn ‘Adi, al-Kamil fi Du‘afa’ al-Rijal
(3/71); and Abii Bakr Ahmad b. ‘Ali b. Thabit al-Khatib al-Baghdadi (d. 463 AH), al-Muttafiq wa-1-Muftariq
(3/1938), ed. Muhammad $adiq Aydin al-Hamidi (Damascus: Dar al-Qadiri li-1-Tiba'a wa-1-Nashr wa-l-TawzT,
1st ed., 1417 AH / 1997 CE); Abii Ishaq Ibrahim b. Ya'qtb al-Sa‘dT al-Juzajani (d. 259 AH), Ahwal al-Rijal (53),

ed. ‘Abd al-‘Alim ‘Abd al-‘Azim al-BastawT (Faisalabad, Pakistan: Hadith Academy, no edition, no year); Al-
Daraqutni, al-Du‘afa’ wa-1-Matrakin (3/133) no. 524; Ibn ‘Adi, al-Kamil fi Du‘afa’ al-Rijal (8/73); Ibn Hibban, al-
Majrithin (3/7).

121t has been established by induction (istiqra’) that the narrators from among the Companions were truthful
and accurate in retention.
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lying spreads.'”® The chronological point, then, is that the growth of deliberate fabrication
is described as a development rather than as an equally distributed condition from the first
day of transmission. That matters directly to Little’s prior, because a later rise in lying does
not justify projecting the same base rate backward into the Companion period without
further evidence.

Hammad b. Zayd’s report that the zanadiqa fabricated twelve thousand hadiths belongs to
this later environment and shows the scale the problem could eventually reach. To be
clear, this is part of the evidence and cannot simply be collapsed into the earlier period.'**
Ibn Taymiyya went further and argued that deliberate lying was not found among the
Successors of Mecca, Medina, Syria, or Basra in the way he believed it was among some ShiT
circles. Whether one accepts that broad judgment or not, it shows that early Muslim
criticism itself attempted to localize fabrication rather than treating the entire
transmitting population as one homogeneous risk.'”® Even sectarian affiliation, however,
did not automatically settle the narrator’s status. Sunni critics continued to describe a
number of ShiT transmitters as truthful, which is important because it shows that
disagreement in doctrine was not simply converted into a charge of dishonesty. For
example, Tha'laba b. Yazid al-Himmani, one of the middle generation of Successors, of
whom Ibn Hajar said, “truthful (sadtq), a ShiT”."® Likewise Salim b. Abi Hafsa al-KafT (d. 140
AH), one of the junior Successors, of whom Ibn Hajar said, “truthful in hadith, except that
he was an extreme ShiT”."” A further question concerns the hypocrites who lived in the
Prophetic and Companion periods. One might argue that because hypocrisy concerns a
concealed inward state, an unidentified hypocrite could have moved among the Muslims
and invented reports without his dishonesty being known. From this, however, it does not
follow that the hypocrites were an entirely invisible population or that any person later
carrying hadith can therefore be assigned an unidentified hypocrite as an explanation
without evidence.

A number of considerations reduce the force of that possibility, and the point is best
understood cumulatively:

1. Some hypocrites publicly withdrew from the Muslim army at Uhud, which made at least
that group and its conduct visible to the wider community.

2. The leadership surrounding the hypocrites was also publicly known in important cases,
which again means that concealment was not absolute.

113 Muhammad b. 1drTs al-ShafiT al-Qurashi (d. 204 AH), al-Risala (465), ed. Ahmad Muhammad Shakir (Egypt:
Maktabat al-Halabf, 1st ed., 1358 AH / 1940 CE); it is related from him, though without endorsement, by ‘Abd
al-Rahman b. Ahmad b. Rajab al-Hanbali, of Baghdad and later Damascus (d. 795), Sharh ‘Tlal al-Tirmidht
(1/547), ed. Hammam b. ‘Abd al-Rahim Sa‘id (Zarqa: Maktabat al-Manar, 1st ed., 1407 AH / 1987 CE).

14 Al-‘Uqayli, al-Du‘afa’ al-Kabir (1/15).

115 TaqT al-Din Abii al-‘Abbas Ahmad b. ‘Abd al-Halim Ibn Taymiyya (d. 728 AH), Majm{' al-Fatawa (1/249),

ed. ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Muhammad b. Qasim (Medina: King Fahd Complex for the Printing of the Noble Qur'an,
no edition, 1416 AH / 1995 CE).

116 Tbn Hajar, Taqrib al-Tahdhib (134) no. 847.

7 Tbn Hajar, Taqrib al-Tahdhib (226) no. 2171.
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3. The episode of Masjid Dirar likewise involved identifiable people and a public project,
giving the community another context in which hidden allegiance became connected to
outward conduct.

4. More generally, a person who repeatedly invented reports that damaged Islam would
create outward evidence capable of exposing what had previously been inward, especially
in a community containing people who knew the Prophet and his public teaching directly.

5. The Qur’anic statement 4J,i -4 & w34, is used in the response paper for the same

reason.'® The associated interpretation is that concealed hostility can become recognizable
through patterns in speech even where the inner state itself is not directly observable.'"
The broader historical point, then, is that concealed motives can become probabilistically
knowable through repeated outward conduct. One need not claim certainty about another
person’s heart in order to become justified in treating a pattern of behavior as evidence
about his reliability.

6. The same logic is attached to the verse §.¢s 4 .+ sLasdt =0 5%, where hatred is described as

becoming visible through what is said. As Ibn ‘Ashiir maintains: “Hatred has already shown
itself from their mouths”.'® This does not conflict with the Qur’anic statements that some
hypocrites were not known from the outset, because ignorance of an inward state at one
moment is compatible with later evidence making the person’s condition increasingly
probable.”! Tbn Kathir’s explanation works in the same way, since the characteristics of
hypocrisy can be described and then recognized in particular people through

distinguishing marks.'*

7. Allah Most High says,
Lozl 05 sl S V) L g5l Y @ o S o 3l 3 O pioe Mg 2 ol 3 oy 058Uy |
s 15k g 1 g 1 g

The later verse cited here is likewise interpreted as promising that the Prophet would be
given mastery over the people spreading corruption in Medina, which some exegetes
understood to include their becoming known. As we read: “If the hypocrites, and those in
whose hearts is sickness, and the rumour-mongers in the city do not desist, We shall
assuredly set you upon them; then they will not remain your neighbours therein except a

little: accursed, wherever they are found they are seized and utterly slain.”,'**

118 The Noble Quran 47:30, Stirat Muhammad .

119 a]-Nasafi, Madarik al-Tanzil (3/329); and Ibn ‘Ashiir, al-Tahrir wa-1-Tanwir (26/122).

120 The Noble Quran 3:118, Siirat Al ‘Imran; Ibn ‘Ashiir, al-Tahrir wa-l-Tanwir (4/64).

12 The Noble Quran 9:101, Strat al-Tawba.

122 Ab{i al-Fida’ IsmaTl b. ‘Umar b. Kathir al-Dimashqt (d. 774 AH), Tafsir al-Qur'an al-‘Azim (1/180), ed. Sami
Muhammad Salama (Riyadh: Dar Tayba li-I-Nashr wa-l-TawzT, 2nd ed., 1420 AH / 1999 CE); Abi al-Qasim al-
Husayn b. Muhammad al-Asfahani (d. 502 AH), al-Mufradat fi Gharib al-Qur’an (872), ed. Safwan ‘Adnan al-
Dawiidi (Beirut: al-Dar al-Shamiyya, and Damascus: Dar al-Qalam, 1st ed., 1412 AH).

12 The Noble Quran 33:60, Stirat al-Ahzab; al-Tabarf, Jami' al-Bayan (19/185); Jalal al-Din ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Abi
Bakr al-Suyti (d. 911 AH), al-Durr al-Manthiir fT al-Tafsir bi-1-Ma'thir (6/663), no editor named (Beirut: Dar
al-Fikr, no edition, no publication date).
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8. Finally, the Companions who actually became prominent transmitters were not
anonymous figures whose public lives are inaccessible. Their biographies were tied to
visible service, teaching, worship, leadership, and participation in the community, which
makes the hypothesis that the major transmitters were secretly hostile actors a historical
claim requiring person-specific evidence rather than a possibility that can be inserted
wherever needed.

Taken together, then, the evidence shows more than an abstract prohibition of lying. It
shows that truthfulness was treated as a condition of transmission, that particular people
were assessed in those terms, and that error could be attributed to a narrator without
converting the mistake into a charge of fabrication. We see, then, a kind of differentiated
criticism rather than a community that lacked the conceptual tools to distinguish truthful
transmission from dishonesty.

This evidence, E,, is related to E; and should therefore receive a conditional rather than
independent update. The earlier Qur’anic framework already makes some concern about
lying more expected, so assighing the old standalone strength to this material would count
part of the same anti fabrication norm twice. A conservative cumulative assighment may
therefore use P(E, | Hs, E,, E;, k) = 0.65 and P(E, | H, E;, E;, k) = 0.85.

0, = 1.94 x (0.65/0.85) ~ 1.48

The running probability now places H, at roughly 59.7 percent and H; at roughly 40.3
percent. The skeptical thesis still remains slightly favored, but its original 75 percent
advantage has been reduced because the actual early culture of transmission is less
expected on a model in which the earliest period was largely uncontrolled.

From the standpoint of justification, this stage increases both the scope and the power of
the traditional explanation. H; explains the normative rules and the social judgments about
transmitters through one preservation oriented model, while H, must allow that the
community strongly condemned lying and assessed narrators in those terms while also
maintaining that those practices failed to preserve a meaningful body of Prophetic
material. That skeptical explanation remains possible, but it now carries more explanatory
work than the initial prior suggested, and hence, becomes even less parsimonious than
what it originally entailed.

Accuracy and the Detection of Error

Truthfulness, however, is only one part of reliable testimony. A person can be sincere and
still misremember what he heard, which means that a meaningful critical method must
also contain some way of identifying ordinary error. The early evidence is important here
because it shows transmitters being tested and corrected without the critic needing to
accuse them of dishonesty.

A useful place to begin is with cases in which a narrator’s retention was tested by hearing
the same report from him at different times and comparing the result.
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Examples of this include the following.
1. ‘Urwa b. al-Zubayr said, ‘A’isha said to me: “O son of my sister, I have heard that ‘Abd
Allah b. ‘Amr will pass by us on his way to the pilgrimage. Meet him and question him, for

he has carried a great deal of knowledge from the Prophet £&”. He said, So I met him and
questioned him about things he related from the Messenger of Allah &&. ‘Urwa said, Among
what he mentioned was that the Prophet 5% said, “Allah does not snatch knowledge away

from people by force; rather, He takes the scholars, and knowledge is raised up with them,
leaving among the people ignorant heads who issue rulings without knowledge, going
astray themselves and leading others astray”. ‘Urwa said, When I related this to ‘A’isha, she
found it grave and rejected it, saying: “Did he tell you that he heard the Prophet 5 say

this?” ‘Urwa said, Then, when the following year came, she said to him: “Ibn ‘Amr has
arrived; meet him, open the conversation with him, and then ask him about the hadith on
knowledge that he related to you”. He said, So I met him and questioned him, and he
related it to me much as he had related it the first time. ‘Urwa said, When I informed her of
this, she said, “I can only think that he has told the truth; I see that he has neither added
anything to it nor omitted anything”."** The dates make this an especially early example.
‘A’isha died in 57 AH, while ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Amr died in 63 AH, so the test necessarily took
place before 57 AH.

What matters, then, is the method. ‘A’isha had ‘Urwa return to the same narrator after a
full year and compare the report with what he had said before, and when the content
remained stable she treated that stability as evidence that he had retained it accurately.

2. Another example concerns the report of ‘Amr b. ‘Ubayd, who related from Abu al-
Zu'‘ayzi‘a, the scribe of Marwan b. al-Hakam, that Marwan summoned Abii Hurayra and had
his answers written down from behind the couch. A full year later, Marwan questioned him
again from behind a screen, and Abii Hurayra neither added nor omitted anything, while
the order of the material also remained unchanged.'” Because Abii Hurayra died in 57 AH
and Marwan died in 64 AH, this test also belongs to the early period rather than to the later
mature hadith sciences.

Marwan’s procedure is again easy to understand in evidential terms. The first set of
answers was written down without Abli Hurayra seeing the record, and a year later the
same material was elicited again so that the two performances could be compared.
Agreement across the interval becomes positive evidence of retention rather than a mere
assumption about memory.

The same concern appears when a person who heard a report from one transmitter sought
the living teacher behind that transmitter, since direct access to the earlier source supplied
another opportunity to verify the report and the accuracy of the intermediary. One way
this occurred was by moving past an intermediary and hearing the report from the living

124 Muslim, al-Sahth (4/2059) no. 2673.
125 Abii ‘Abd Allah Muhammad b. ‘Abd Allah al-Hakim al-Naysabiir (d. 405 AH), al-Mustadrak ‘ala al-Sahihayn
(3/583), no. 6164, ed. Mustafa ‘Abd al-Qadir ‘Attar (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-Timiyya, 1st ed., 1411 AH / 1990 CE).
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Companion at the next level of the chain. This creates a direct comparison between what
the intermediary transmitted and what the earlier source actually says.

One example is the report of ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad b. ‘Aqil, who heard Jabir b. ‘Abd Allah
explain that a hadith had reached him from a man who heard it directly from the
Messenger of Allah g&. Jabir therefore purchased a camel and travelled for a month until

he reached ‘Abd Allah b. Unays in Syria, where he asked to hear the report before either of
them died. ‘Abd Allah b. Unays then related the hadith concerning retribution on the Day of
Resurrection, including the statement that no person destined for the Fire or the Garden
would enter his final abode while another person still held an unsettled claim against
him." Jabir died in 77 AH and ‘Abd Allah b. Unays in 54 AH, so this journey necessarily
occurred before 54 AH.

The report, then, shows Jabir refusing to remain satisfied with a report that had merely
reached him when the source who heard it directly from the Prophet was still accessible.
His journey to Syria gave him the opportunity to hear the material from ‘Abd Allah b.
Unays himself and in doing so reduce one layer of testimonial dependence.

The epistemic value here is obvious, to say the least. Hearing the earlier source supplies a
second point of comparison and can confirm or weaken confidence in what the
intermediary had transmitted.

A related form of checking appears when a hearer doubts a report carried through an
intermediary and the parties then return to the earlier transmitter so that the claim can be
tested at its source.

Abi Rafi’, the mawla of the Messenger of Allah £, narrated from ‘Abd Allah b. Mas‘td that
the Messenger of Allah 5% said, “No prophet did Allah send to a community before me but

that he had from his community disciples and companions who took hold of his sunna and
followed his command. Then there succeed them successors who say what they do not do
and do what they are not commanded. Whoever strives against them with his hand is a
believer; whoever strives against them with his tongue is a believer; and whoever strives
against them with his heart is a believer; beyond that there is not a mustard seed’s weight
of faith.” Abti Rafi‘ said, I related it to ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Umar, and he disputed it with me. Then
Ibn Mas‘td arrived and lodged at Qanat, and ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Umar took me along to visit him.
When we had sat down, I asked Ibn Mastd about this hadith, and he related it to me
exactly as I had related it to Ibn ‘Umar."” The chronology is again early, since Ibn Mas‘td
died in 32 AH and Abt Rafi* died during ‘AlT’s caliphate. The comparison therefore took
place no later than the first decades after the Prophet.

Here Ibn ‘Umar did not simply accept AbT Rafi’s attribution. The report was carried back to
Ibn Mas‘id, and the earlier source then related the same hadith, which gave Ibn ‘Umar a
direct way to test whether Abii Rafi' had transmitted it accurately.

126 Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Hanbal al-Baghdadi (d. 241 AH), al-Musnad (25/431-432), no. 16042, ed. Shu‘ayb al-
Arna’lt et al. (Beirut: Mu'assasat al-Risala, 1st ed., 1421 AH / 2001 CE). Shu‘ayb al-Arna’Git graded its isnad
hasan.

127 Muslim, al-Sahih (1/69), no. 50.
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More directly, the sources preserve Companions correcting one another when they
believed a report had been remembered or understood incorrectly. These corrections
matter because a community that publicly identifies error is behaving differently from a
community in which attribution alone settles the question.

One example is the following. ‘Urwa b. al-Zubayr said, It was mentioned in ‘A’isha’s
presence that Ibn ‘Umar attributed to the Prophet & the words. “The deceased is punished
in his grave because of his family’s weeping over him.” She said, “He has erred. What the
Messenger of Allah & said is: He is punished for his fault and his sin, while his family are

weeping over him now.”

‘A’isha then said, “That is like his report that the Messenger of Allah 5% stood over the well

containing the slain polytheists of Badr and said to them what he said, namely: They hear
what I am saying. What he in fact said was: They now know that what I used to tell them is
the truth.” She then recited, “Indeed, you cannot make the dead hear” '* “and you cannot
make those in the graves hear”,'” saying: “that is, once they have taken their seats in the
Fire”."*® Since ‘A’isha died in 57 AH, this correction also belongs to the first generation of

post Prophetic transmission.

The word wahala used in the report denotes error.' The significance, then, is that ‘A’isha
does not need to accuse Ibn ‘Umar of dishonesty in order to reject his version. She locates
the problem at the level of memory or understanding and appeals to what she herself knew
of the event.

Another example is when Bakr b. ‘Abd Allah al-Muzan said, I mentioned to Ibn ‘Umar that
Anas had related to us that the Prophet &4 raised his voice in talbiya for an ‘umra and a hajj
together. He said, “Anas has erred. The Messenger of Allah g raised the talbiya for hajj,
and we did so with him; when he arrived he said: Whoever has no sacrificial animal with
him, let him convert it into an ‘umra. The Prophet Z& had a sacrificial animal with him, so
he did not exit ihram”."* Ibn ‘Umar died in 73 AH, which places this disagreement within
the first century while Companion witnesses to the Prophetic period were still alive. Here

again, the correction is grounded in competing first hand recollection. Ibn ‘Umar weighs
Anas’s version against what he remembers from the event and judges that Anas has erred.

Another example. ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Yazid said, ‘Uthman b. ‘Affan (may Allah be pleased
with him) led us in prayer at Mina with four rak‘as. When this was mentioned to ‘Abd Allah
b. Mas‘tid (may Allah be pleased with him), he uttered the istirja‘,'* then said, “I prayed two

128 The Noble Qur’an, 27:80, al-Naml.

12 The Noble Qur’an, 35:22, Fatir.

1% Muhammad b. Isma‘l al-Bukhari (d. 256 AH), al-Sahth (5/77), no. 3978, ed. Muhammad Zuhayr b. Nasir al-
Nasir (Beirut: Dar Tawq al-Najat, 1st ed., 1422 AH).

131 Majd al-Din Abt al-Sa‘adat al-Mubarak b, Muhammad Ibn al-Athir al-Jazari (d. 606 AH), al-Nihaya f Gharib
al-Hadith wa-1-Athar (5/233), ed. Tahir Ahmad al-ZawT and Mahmtid Muhammad al-Tanahi (Beirut: al-
Maktaba al-Tlmiyya, n.d., 1399 AH / 1979 CE).

2 Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Hanbal al-Baghdadi (d. 241 AH), al-Musnad (9/45), no. 4996, ed. Shu‘ayb al-Arna’it
et al. (Beirut: Muassasat al-Risala, 1st ed., 1421 AH / 2001 CE). Shu‘ayb al-Arna’iit graded its isnad hasan.

13 That is, he said: «Indeed we belong to Allah, and indeed to Him we return.».
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rak‘as at Mina with the Messenger of Allah gi; I prayed two rak‘as at Mina with Aba Bakr

al-Siddiq (may Allah be pleased with him); and I prayed two rak‘as at Mina with ‘Umar b. al-
Khattab (may Allah be pleased with him)”.** Because ‘Uthman became caliph in 23 AH and
Ibn Mas‘tid died in 32 AH, the reaction recorded here belongs to that same early window.

These cases, then, are not merely examples of people disagreeing. They show reports being
subjected to comparison against other remembered evidence in order to locate where an
error most likely entered. The same habit of correction continued among the Successors,
where Sa‘ld b. al-Musayyib, for example, rejected Ibn ‘Abbas’s report that the Prophet
married Maymiina while in ihram and said that Ibn ‘Abbas was mistaken despite Maymiina
being his maternal aunt.” At other times the criticism fell upon the person transmitting
from a Companion rather than upon the Companion himself, which again shows that the
early evaluation was capable of locating the suspected point of error instead of treating the
chain as one undifferentiated unit. For example, Ibn ‘Abbas (d. 68 AH) rejected some of
what was transmitted from Imam ‘Alf b. Abi Talib (d. 40 AH) of his judicial rulings. Ibn Abi
Mulayka said, Ibn ‘Abbas called for the judgments of ‘Al and began copying things from
them, and he would come upon something and say. “By Allah, ‘Al never ruled thus, unless
he had gone astray”."*® Clearly, Ibn ‘Abbas’s wording is intentionally strong. He regards the
attributed judgment as so unlike ‘Ali that, short of ‘AlT himself having gone astray, the more
reasonable explanation is that the ruling was transmitted incorrectly. The criticism, then,
is directed toward the route carrying the judgment rather than toward ‘Ali’s integrity."” A
further indication of caution is the restraint with which many Companions narrated, that
is, some narrations describe people who did not spend every gathering continuously
producing Prophetic reports, and when narration arose from a particular need or occasion,
that context could itself help anchor the memory of what was being reported.

1. Mujahid b. Jabr said, I accompanied Ibn ‘Umar to Medina, and I did not hear him relate

anything from the Messenger of Allah g except a single hadith. He said, “We were with

the Prophet g% when he was brought a palm heart”, to the end of the hadith."*® And ‘Amir
al-Sha'bi said, I sat in Ibn ‘Umar’s company for a year, and I did not hear him relate
anything from the Messenger of Allah gi."° The point is not that Ibn ‘Umar never narrated
Prophetic material, since his hadith are widely preserved. Rather, these reports describe a
restraint in which narration was tied to need rather than to a constant production of
material, which lowers the plausibility of a model where prestigious Companions casually
generated attributions whenever a discussion called for one.

2. Al-Sa’ib b. Yazid said, I set out with Sa'd b. AbT Waqqas for Mecca, and I did not hear him

1 Muhammad b. Isma‘l al-Bukhari (d. 256 AH), al-Sahth (2/43), no. 1084, ed. Muhammad Zuhayr b. Nasir al-
Nasir (Beirut: Dar Tawq al-Najat, 1st ed., 1422 AH).

35 Tbn ‘Adi, al-Kamil (1/125).

13 Muslim, al-Sahth (1/13).

137 Muhyt al-Din Abli Zakariyya Yahya b. Sharaf al-Nawawi (d. 676 AH), Sharh Sahih Muslim (1/83), no editor
named (Beirut: Dar Thya’ al-Turath al-‘Arabi, 2nd ed., 1392 AH).

1% Muslim, al-Sahth (4/2165), no. 2811.

1% Muhammad b. Yazid Ibn M3jah al-Qazwini (d. 273 AH), al-Sunan (1/19), no. 26, ed. Shu‘ayb al-Arna’it et
al. (Egypt: Dar al-Risala al-‘Alamiyya, 1st ed., 1430 AH / 2009 CE). Shu‘ayb al-Arna’iit graded its isnad sahih.
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relate a single hadith from the Messenger of Allah &4 until we returned to Medina.'* The

same qualification applies to Sa‘d. His surviving hadith show that he did narrate, but the
report describes a long journey during which he did not fill the time with repeated
Prophetic attribution, which again fits a culture of restraint rather than indiscriminate
narration.'*!

3. ‘Amr b. Maymin said, A whole year would pass over ‘Abd Allah b. Masid in which he
would not relate anything from the Messenger of Allah Z%. One day he related a hadith

from the Messenger of Allah £i, and dejection came over him, and the sweat began

running down his brow, and he said, “Something like this, or close to this”.'** Statements
such as “or something like it” show an awareness of the difference between preserving the
exact wording and preserving the meaning, while admissions of forgetfulness in old age
show that a narrator could limit what he reported rather than treating his own memory as

infallible.

The reports below make this kind of self limitation visible in several forms, especially
where narrators qualify the exactness of their wording or openly acknowledge the limits
imposed by age and memory.

Some Companions, after relating a hadith, would qualify the wording with expressions such
as “or something like it”, making clear that they were not claiming exact verbal
reproduction where they were uncertain of the precise words.

The earlier report of Ibn Mas‘id is one example of this practice, since he qualifies his
wording after narrating rather than claiming verbal certainty where he does not possess it.

Likewise, Muhammad b. Sirin said, Whenever Anas b. Malik related a hadith from the
Messenger of Allah g% and finished it, he would say. “or as the Messenger of Allah i

said”.'® The same caution appears in reports where elderly Companions explicitly
acknowledge that some of what they once retained had been forgotten, which gives the
reader information about the condition under which their later narration should be
evaluated. As such, Wathila b. al-Asqa’ said, “If we relate a hadith to you according to its
meaning, that is sufficient for you”.'*

(2) Some Companions, in old age, stated explicitly that they had forgotten part of what they
used to retain from the Prophet #i, and that thenceforth they would relate only what they
were certain of retaining.

Yazid b. Hayyan said, I went with Husayn b. Sabra and ‘Umar b. Muslim to Zayd b. Arqam.
When we had sat down with him, Husayn said to him: “You have met with great good, O

10 Absi Muhammad ‘Abd Allzh b. ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Darimi (d. 255 AH), al-Sunan (1/328), no. 286, ed. Husayn
Salim Asad (Riyadh: Dar al-Mughni li-1-Nashr wa-1-TawzT, 1st ed., 1412 AH / 2000 CE); Husayn Salim Asad
graded its isnad sahih. And Ibn Majah, al-Sunan (1/21), no. 29.

141 Al-Mu'‘allimi, al-Anwar al-Kashifa (58-59).

142 Al-Hakim, al-Mustadrak (3/355), no. 5374; and Ibn M3jah, al-Sunan (1/17), no. 23, whose isnad Shu‘ayb al-
Arna’ut graded sahih.

1 Tbn Majah, al-Sunan (1/18), no. 24. Shu‘ayb al-Arna’Gt graded its isnad sahth.

14 Al-Darimi, al-Sunan (1/347), no. 324, whose isnad Husayn Salim Asad graded sahth; al-Tirmidhi, al-Tlal al-
Saghir appended to al-Sunan (5/746); and al-Khatib al-Baghdady, al-Kifaya (203, 204).
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Zayd: you saw the Messenger of Allah g, heard his speech, fought beside him, and prayed
behind him. You have indeed met with great good, O Zayd. Relate to us, O Zayd, what you
heard from the Messenger of Allah #:.” He said, “O son of my brother, by Allah, my age has
advanced, my time is long past, and I have forgotten some of what I used to retain from the
Messenger of Allah g&. So accept what I relate to you, and do not press me for what I do

not.” Then he said, The Messenger of Allah % stood up among us one day to deliver a

sermon, at a watering place called Khumm between Mecca and Medina. He praised Allah
and extolled Him, and exhorted and reminded, to the end of the hadith.'* The meaning of
his words “do not press me for what I do not” is, whatever I do not relate to you, do not ask
me to relate it, for I will not relate what I have forgotten.

The larger point, then, is that the early transmitters are not presented as people who
assumed their own memories to be perfect. We can see from the reports that self
qualification and explicit correction are often mentioned, which increases the explanatory
burden on a skeptical model that treats later critical awareness as though it arrived only
after an earlier period of unreflective transmission, hence declarations such as “We have
grown old and we have forgotten, and relating from the Messenger of Allah & is a grave

matter”.'*® The evidence on accuracy, then, moves beyond moral character and into the
actual performance of transmission. Early Muslims tested retention, corrected reports,
distinguished exact wording from narration by meaning, and acknowledged the effects of
age and forgetfulness. This is the kind of evidence that has greater discriminatory force
than a general prohibition of lying, because it shows criticism operating upon the reports
themselves.

Let E; represent these early practices of testing memory and correcting error. Unlike E, and
E,, this evidence is less easily explained as a purely moral rule that may have existed
without affecting transmission. If H; is true, actual correction and repeated testing are
strongly expected. If H; is true in the stronger form relevant to Little’s claim, the evidence
is still possible, but it is less expected that a supposedly uncontrolled early corpus would
already display this degree of practical scrutiny. A conservative conditional assignment
may therefore use P(E; | H,, Ey, Ey, E}, k) = 0.35 and P(E; | H,, E,, Ey, E}, k) = 0.85.

0; = 1.48 x (0.35/0.85) ~ 0.61

This is the first point at which the cumulative model reverses the direction of the original
steelman. Odds of 0.61 to 1 for H, over H, correspond to roughly 37.9 percent for the
skeptical thesis and 62.1 percent for the traditional thesis.

The reason for the stronger update is tied directly to explanatory power. A general motive
to preserve truth can coexist with widespread failure, but actual practices that identify
mistakes are more specifically predicted by a functioning preservation system. The

4 Muslim, al-Sahih (4/1873), no. 2408.
16 Tbn Majah, al-Sunan (1/18), no. 25. Shu‘ayb al-Arna’Git graded its isnad sahth.
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skeptical model can still say that the criticism was insufficient, but that claim now requires
historical evidence about the failure rate of the method rather than a repetition of the
original possibility of fabrication.

Connectedness and Direct Hearing

The remaining part of the early critical picture concerns whether transmitters cared about
the route by which a report reached them. The later technical distinction between
connected and interrupted reports did not appear from nowhere, and the early sources
preserve behavior that makes sense only if direct hearing and the identity of an
intermediary already mattered. The language of transmission itself is one place where this
awareness becomes visible. Companions sometimes used formulas that explicitly claimed
direct hearing and at other times used wording that did not make the same claim.

The difference is epistemically relevant because “I heard the Messenger of Allah say”
asserts a relationship to the source that the more general wording “the Messenger of Allah
said” does not state by itself.

They very often narrated with nonexplicit formulae, those whose wording does not
explicitly assert direct contact between the Companion and the Prophet g, such as the

formula “the Messenger of Allah g said”.

At the same time, they very often narrated with the explicit formulae, those whose
wording explicitly asserts direct contact between the Companion and the Prophet 2, that

is, direct audition from the Prophet 5%, such as “I heard”, “he related to us”, “he related to

me”, “he said to us”, or “the Messenger of Allah g said to me”.

The repeated use of explicit audition formulas, then, shows that direct contact was a
meaningful feature of transmission rather than a distinction invented only after the first
century.

Among the Companions whom we have found using formulae explicitly indicating direct
audition from the Prophet & are: Abu Bakr al-Siddiq (d. 13 AH); ‘Umar b. al-Khattab (d. 23
AH); ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Awf (d. 32 AH); ‘Abd Allah b. Mas‘td (d. 32 AH); Abt al-Darda’
‘Uwaymir al-AnsarT (d. 32 AH); Aba ‘Abs b. Jabr al-Ansari (d. 34 AH); ‘Uthman b. ‘Affan (d. 35
AH); ‘Abd Allah b. Zama (d. 35 AH); Umm Haram bt. Milhan al-Ansariyya (d. between 23 and
35 AH); Umm al-Fadl Lubaba bt. Al-Harith (d. between 32 and 35 AH); Umm Kulthim bt.
‘Ugba (d. between 35 and 40 AH); Hudhayfa b. al-Yaman (d. 36 AH); AbG Mas‘Gd ‘Ugba b.
‘Amr al-Badr1 (d. before 40 AH); ‘Ali b. Ab1 Talib (d. 40 AH); Abi Burda b. Niyar al-Balawt
(d. 41 AH); ‘Amr b. Taghlib (d. after 40 AH); ‘Amr b. al-‘As (d. 43 AH); Zayd b. Thabit (d. 45
AH); Umm Habiba Ramla bt. Abi Sufyan (d. 49 AH); Sa‘id b. Zayd (d. 50 AH); al-Mughira b.
Shu'ba (d. 50 AH); Abt Bakra Nufay* b. al-Harith (d. 51 AH); Abl Qatada al-Ansari (d. 54 AH);
‘Abd Allah b. Unays (d. 54 AH); Sa‘d b. AbT Waqqas (d. 55 AH); ‘A’isha bt. Abi Bakr (d. 57 AH);
Abii Hurayra (d. 57 AH); Jubayr b. Mut'im (d. 58 AH); Mu‘awiya b. Abi Sufyan (d. 60 AH); Ya‘la
b. Umayya (d. in the last years of Mu‘awiya’s caliphate); Ma'qil b. Yasar (d. after 60 AH);
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Umm Salama Hind bt. AbT Umayya (d. 62 AH); Abt Sa‘Td al-KhudrT (d. 63 AH); ‘Abd Allah b.
‘Amr b. al-‘As (d. 63 AH); al-Miswar b. Makhrama (d. 64 AH); al-Nu‘'man b. Bashir (d. 65 AH);
Sulayman b. Surad (d. 65 AH); Jabir b. Samura (d. 66 AH); ‘AdT b. Hatim al-TaT (d. 68 AH);
Zayd b. Khalid al-Juhani (d. 68 AH); ‘Urwa b. al-Ja‘'d al-Bariq (d. between 61 and 70 AH); al-
Bara b. ‘Azib (d. 72 AH); Rafi' b. Khadij (d. 73 AH); Jabir b. ‘Abd Allah (d. 77 AH); and Umm
Khalid Ama bt. Khalid b. Sa‘ld b. al-‘As (d. between 71 and 80 AH).'*” The breadth of this
practice matters as well. The evidence below identifies roughly thirty five Companions who
died before 64 AH or near it and who at times used explicit language of direct audition,
which makes awareness of continuity an early and distributed feature rather than the habit
of one isolated transmitter.

This distinction was also not merely grammatical. Companions and senior Successors often
asked whether a person had actually heard the Prophet mention the matter being reported,
which turns the question of direct contact into an explicit part of verification.

These questions show that the route of transmission itself could become evidence.

Examples of this include the following.

1. The number of early examples is relevant because explicit language of hearing is not
confined to one Companion or one regional school. The repeated use of such formulas
among transmitters who died before or around 64 AH shows that direct contact with the
source was already something worth marking in the language of narration. Hence the
following: Ibn ‘Abbas (d. 68 AH) asked Ubayy b. Kab, “Did you hear the Prophet 5% mention
his affair, meaning the affair of al-Khidr?” Ubayy b. Ka'b (d. 32 AH) said, “Yes, I heard the
Messenger of Allah £ say: ‘While Moses was among a company of the Children of

Israel...’,” to the end of the report.'*

2. This does not mean that every report using a less explicit formula is therefore
disconnected. The point is that the community possessed linguistic resources for
identifying direct audition, and those resources only make sense if the distinction itself
mattered.

147 Al-Bukhari, al-Sahih (8/149), no. 6726, and (5/90), no. 4035; Al-Bukharfi, al-Sahih (1/6), no. 1; Al-Bukharf, al-
Sahih (7/130), no. 5729; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahth (2/108), no. 1409; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahih (6/170), no. 4944; Al-
Bukharf, al-Sahth (2/7), no. 907; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahih (1/97), no. 450; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahth (4/148), no. 3377; Al-
Bukharf, al-Sahith (4/42), no. 2924; Al-Bukharf, al-Sahth (6/9), no. 4429; Al-Bukharf, al-Sahih (3/183), no. 2692;
Al-Bukhari, al-Sahth (3/116), no. 2391; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahih (4/113), no. 3221; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahth (4/200), no.
3611; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahth (8/174), no. 6850; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahih (4/197), no. 3592; Al-Bukharf, al-Sahih (8/6),
no. 5990; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahth (1/153), no. 764; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahth (2/78), no. 1281; Al-Bukharf, al-Sahih
(3/130), no. 2452; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahth (2/124), no. 1477; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahih (1/15), no. 31; Al-Bukhari, al-
Sahth (9/35), no. 7005; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahth (9/141); Al-Bukhari, al-Sahih (7/138), no. 5769; Al-Bukharf, al-
Sahth (1/166), no. 833; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahth (1/20), no. 52; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahih (1/81), no. 765; Al-Bukhari, al-
Sahth (2/8), no. 914; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahih (6/130), no. 4819; Al-Bukharf, al-Sahth (9/64), no. 7150; Al-Bukharf,
al-Sahth (2/69), no. 1233; Al-Bukharf, al-Sahth (1/121), no. 586; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahth (1/31), no. 100; Al-
Bukharf, al-Sahith (7/37), no. 5230; Al-Bukharf, al-Sahth (1/81), no. 360; Al-Bukharf, al-Sahih (5/110), no. 4110;
Al-Bukhari, al-Sahih (9/81), no. 7222; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahih (2/109), no. 1417; Al-Bukharf, al-Sahth (8/171), no.
6831; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahth (4/207), no. 3642; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahih (1/153), no. 769; Al-Bukharf, al-Sahih (4/121),
3262; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahth (6/57), no. 4633; Al-Bukhari, al-Sahth (2/99), no. 1376.

18 Al-Bukhari, al-Sahih (1/26), no. 74.
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Seen in Bayesian terms, then, the existence of these formulas is more expected in a
transmission culture that cares about who actually heard from whom than in one where
chains are a later decorative addition with no earlier social basis.

3. Yusayr b. ‘Amr (d. 85 AH)'* asked Sahl b. Hunayf (d. 38 AH), ‘Did you hear the Prophet g

say anything about the Khawarij?’ He said, ‘I heard him say (gesturing with his hand toward
Iraq). “There will come forth from it a people who recite the Qur’an, but it will not pass
beyond their collarbones; they will pass out of Islam as an arrow passes clean through its
quarry””,'*°

4. Hassan b. Thabit, who died in 54 AH, asked Ab{i Hurayra, who died in 57 AH, whether he
had heard the Messenger of Allah & say, “O Hassan, respond on behalf of the Messenger of

Allah. O Allah, support him with the Holy Spirit”, and Abli Hurayra replied that he had.™"
What should be noted here, then, is that these questions were directed to Companions
before the year 64 AH, which shows that the Successors too were conscious of the principle
of continuity and of direct audition.

The sources also preserve cases in which a Companion distinguishes what he heard directly
from the Prophet from what reached him through another Companion. That willingness to
identify the missing intermediary is important because it shows awareness of an
interrupted route even when the report was still accepted in the early Companion
environment.

This shows their awareness of the difference between a connected (muttasil) report and a
mursal one.

Examples of this include the following.

1. The case involving Abii Hurayra also shows why this distinction was not merely
theoretical. Once ‘A’isha and Umm Salama supplied stronger first-hand evidence, Aba
Hurayra identified al-Fadl b. al-‘Abbas as the person from whom he had actually received
the ruling rather than continuing to present it as something he heard directly from the
Prophet. The source preserves the wording “Riba lies only in deferment (nasta)”.’** The
change in attribution matters because the route by which knowledge was received became
part of the correction itself.

% Yusayr b. ‘Amr al-Basri was born in the first year of the Hijra; he was ten years old at the death of the
Prophet g4. Al-Dhahabi, Tarikh al-Islam (2/1018).

150 Al-Bukhari, al-Sahth (9/17), no. 6934.

151 Al-Bukhari, al-Sahih (8/36), no. 6152.

12 Al-NawawT notes that Ibn ‘Abbas and Ibn ‘Umar used to permit selling usurious commodities at unequal
amounts so long as it was hand to hand, relying on the hadith of Usama b. Zayd, «Riba lies only in deferment.»
They later retracted this and held it forbidden to sell a commodity for more of its own kind, once the hadith
of Abii Sa'ld al-Khudri reached them, in which the Prophet g4 said: «Dinar for dinar, dirham for dirham, like
for like; whoever gives more or takes more has dealt in riba.» Muslim explicitly records their retraction.
These reports cited by Muslim show that the hadith prohibiting unequal exchange in anything other than
deferment had not reached them; when it did, they returned to it. As for Usama’s hadith, «There is no riba
except in deferment,» it is either abrogated or to be understood of non-usurious commodities. Muhyt al-Din
Abi Zakariyya Yahya b. Sharaf al-Nawawi (d. 676 AH), Sharh Sahih Muslim (11/23-25), no editor named
(Beirut: Dar Thya’ al-Turath al-‘Arabi, 2nd ed., 1392 AH); Muslim, al-Sahih (3/1217), no. 1596.
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The episode, then, preserves exactly the kind of information a later critic needs, namely,
that the narrator’s earlier wording was too direct and that the actual source was another
Companion.”™ In some cases early Muslims went further and sought the living teacher
behind the person from whom they had first heard the report. This practice, later
described as seeking a higher isnad, reduced the number of intermediaries and gave the
hearer a direct opportunity to compare what the earlier source actually transmitted.

The later term talab ‘uluww al-sanad describes this effort to move closer to the source by
hearing directly from the living teacher who stood behind one’s immediate transmitter.
The reason for doing so is evidential, specifically, shortening the chain reduces one
intermediary and allows the hearer to compare the report with an earlier source, which
can increase confidence when the versions agree and reveal a problem when they do not.

An example is what Mutarrif b. ‘Abd Allah b. al-Shikhkhir narrated. A hadith from Aba
Dharr reached me, and I longed to meet him. I met him and said, “O Abii Dharr, a hadith
from you has reached me, and I have longed to meet you and ask you about it.” He said,
“You have met me, so ask.” I said, It has reached me that you say. I heard the Messenger of

Allah g say. “Three does Allah love, and three does Allah abhor.” He said, “Yes, and I do
not reckon I would lie about my beloved friend Muhammad £&”, saying it three times. I

said, “Who are the three whom Allah, Mighty and Majestic, loves?” He said, “A man who
goes forth to fight in the path of Allah and meets the enemy striving, seeking his reward,
and fights until he is killed”, to the end of the hadith."** Because Abh Dharr died in 32 AH
and Mutarrif died much later, the meeting described here must have occurred before 32
AH.

Mutarrif had already heard a report attributed to Abii Dharr, but when he encountered Aba
Dharr in person he asked him directly about it. The report therefore preserves an early
example of a hearer returning to the named source rather than treating the second-hand
attribution as the end of the inquiry.

Another example is the report of ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad b. ‘Aqil, who heard Jabir b. ‘Abd
Allah explain that a hadith had reached him from a man who heard it directly from the

iy,
B dly
2=

G

Messenger of Allah gi. Jabir therefore purchased a camel and travelled for a month until

he reached ‘Abd Allah b. Unays in Syria, where he asked to hear the report before either of
them died. ‘Abd Allah b. Unays then related the hadith concerning retribution on the Day of
Resurrection, including the statement that no person destined for the Fire or the Garden
would enter his final abode while another person still held an unsettled claim against

153 The reason Abii Hurayra withdrew what he had been saying is that the hadith of ‘A’isha and Umm Salama
was established for him in its plain sense, and it is worthier of reliance, for the two of them knew such
matters better than anyone else, and because it accords with the Noble Qur'an and with the practice of the
Prophet 54; whereas the hadith of al-Fadl b. al-'Abbas is open to interpretation: either as guidance toward
what is preferable, his own practice showing permissibility; or as abrogated, Abi Hurayra being unaware of
its abrogation; or as applying to one whom dawn overtakes during intercourse and who knowingly continues,
whose fast is invalid. Al-Nawawi, Sharh Sahih Muslim (7/221).

15 Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (35/421), no. 21530.
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him."™ The Jabir example belongs to the same early period because ‘Abd Allah b. Unays died
in 54 AH, which means Jabir’s journey had to occur before that date.

The point here, then, is the decision to spend substantial effort reducing testimonial
distance and checking a report at the source when that source was still alive. One might
object that the Companions did not normally reject a mursal report merely because the
intermediary was unnamed, and therefore that they did not understand the critical
importance of continuity.

They understood, however, that even if an intermediary could be omitted the earliest
Companion environment generally expected that said omitted person was likely to be
another Companion and did not yet possess evidence that Companion transmitters were
deliberately fabricating hadith. The treatment of the report therefore reflected the
evidential state of that generation rather than ignorance of what a break in the chain
meant.

The earliest treatment of mursal transmission also has to be read against the evidential
environment of the Companions. They knew that an intermediary could be omitted, but
where the missing person was expected to be another Companion and no evidence of
deliberate Companion fabrication had emerged, the omission did not carry the same
probability of corruption that it would carry in a later population containing known weak
and dishonest transmitters.

1. Al-Bara’ b. ‘Azib (d. 72 AH) said, “Not everything we relate to you from the Messenger of

Allah g did we hear from him directly. Some of it we heard from him, and some our

companions related to us, and we do not lie”."

2. Likewise Anas b. Malik (d. 92 AH), Humayd al-Tawil narrated that Anas said, Anas also
stated, “Not everything we relate to you did we hear from the Messenger of Allah g, but
none of us would lie to the others”." Another narration expresses the same point by

saying, “but we did not suspect one another”.'”® Qatada narrated from Anas a hadith on the
prohibition of wine, in which a man said to Anas: “Did you hear it from the Messenger of
Allah g27” He replied, “Yes, or it was related to me by one who does not lie. By Allah, we
did not lie, and we did not even know what lying was”." ‘Umar’s description of alternating
attendance with his AnsarT neighbor gives a concrete example of why one Companion
could accurately report something another had not personally witnessed. The two men
deliberately exchanged what they had learned on the days when only one of them had been
present. “I and a neighbour of mine from the Ansar, of Banii Umayya b. Zayd, one of the

‘Awali districts of Medina, used to take turns going down to the Messenger of Allah &&: he

would go down one day and I the next. When I went down, I would bring him the news of

15 Ahmad b. Muhammad b. Hanbal al-Baghdadi (d. 241 AH), al-Musnad (25/431-432), no. 16042, ed. Shu‘ayb al-
Arna’tit et al. (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risala, 1st ed., 1421 AH / 2001 CE). Shu‘ayb al-Arna’Git graded its isnad
hasan.

156 Ibn ‘Adi, al-Kamil (1/261).

157 Tbn ‘Ad1, al-Kamil (1/261).

1% Muhammad b. Sa‘d, al-Tabaqat al-Kubra (7/21).

159 Ibn ‘Adi, al-Kamil (1/263).

48



that day, of revelation and other matters, and when he went down he would do the
same”.'® A similar practice is reported of Ibn ‘Umar, who is said to have asked those who
were present about the Prophet’s words and actions when he himself had been absent. The
route for that particular statement is discontinuous, so its evidential weight should be kept
proportionate to that weakness. The report itself preserves the following wording. “Ibn
‘Umar used to preserve what he heard from the Messenger of Allah g3, and whenever he

was absent he would ask those who had been present about what he had said and done”.*

The larger transmission record contains many explicit Companion from Companion chains,
which confirms the basic point independently of that one report. A Companion could
transmit Prophetic material he had not personally witnessed, and the chain could disclose
the Companion through whom he received it.

An example is the narration of ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Abbas, who said, I heard Aba Talha (d. 34 AH)
say. I heard the Messenger of Allah g say. “The angels do not enter a house in which there

is a dog or an image of figures”.'® This is also historically unsurprising, since no Companion
could have attended every event in the Prophet’s life. A functioning transmission system
therefore required them to learn from one another, and the relevant epistemic question is
whether that interpersonal route was identifiable and open to checking rather than
whether every report was first hand at every stage.

What emerges, then, is an early concern with connectedness before the later terminology
reached its mature form. Direct audition was marked in the language of narration, hearers
asked whether a report had been heard from the Prophet, Companions disclosed when they
were reporting through another Companion, and people sometimes travelled to the earlier
source to hear the report directly. The later science of isnad criticism is therefore easier to
explain as a formalization and expansion of an existing concern than as a completely new
invention imposed upon an earlier period that had not cared about transmission routes.

Let E, represent this early concern for direct hearing and connected transmission. Because
E, is related to the earlier evidence of practical criticism, its cumulative Bayes factor should
again be conservative. Suppose P(E, | H,, Es, E;, Ey, Ej, k) = 0.45 while P(E, | Hy, Es, E;, Ey, Ej, k) =
0.80.

0, = 0.61 x (0.45/0.80) ~ 0.34

The running model now places H; at roughly 74.4 percent and H; at roughly 25.6 percent,
which almost exactly reverses the 75 to 25 advantage Little was granted at the beginning.
This reversal does not come from denying the existence of political motives. It comes from
adding Muslim specific evidence that the original prior had not yet contained.

160 A]-Bukhart, al-Sahth (1/29), no. 89.

1 Ahmad b. ‘Ali Ibn Hajar al-‘Asqalani (d. 852 AH), al-Isaba fi Tamyiz al-Sahaba (4/160), ed. ‘Adil Ahmad ‘Abd
al-Mawjtd and ‘Ali Muhammad Mu‘awwad (Beirut; Dar al-Kutub al-Tlmiyya, 1st ed., 1415 AH); and it is cited
without a full isnad by Aba al-Qasim Isma‘l b. Muhammad al-Asbahani (d. 535 AH), Siyar al-Salaf al-Salihin
(490), ed. Karam Hilmi Farhat Ahmad (Riyadh: Dar al-Raya li-1-Nashr wa-1-TawzT, n.d., no publication date).
162 Al-Bukhari, al-Sahih (4/114), no. 3225.

49



The parsimony question also changes at this stage. H; can explain the early concern for
truthfulness, accuracy, and connectedness as parts of one preservation oriented system. H
can still accommodate all three, but if it maintains “unusual unreliability” it must now add
the further claim that these practices existed while failing on a sufficiently large scale to
make the corpus epistemically inferior. That extra claim may be true, but it is an additional
historical burden rather than something established by the analogy itself.

The later language of isnad criticism can now be placed in its proper historical setting
rather than treated as though it appeared without an earlier foundation. What emerged
among the younger Successors and the generation after them was a more technical and
systematic critical enterprise, but the evidence above gives us reason to see that
development as building upon earlier religious rules and earlier practices rather than
beginning from zero.

Once truthfulness and accuracy are conditions of acceptance, the practical need for an
isnad follows naturally, because the critic cannot evaluate the people carrying a report if
the route by which the report travelled has been erased.

The later consensus around this principle therefore has to be explained by any historical
model of hadith criticism. The traditional model sees a continuous development from early
verification into more formal narrator criticism, while the skeptical model must explain
why the later discipline so consistently understood itself as applying religious rules that
the earliest evidence already shows in less technical form.

1. Al-Dahhak b. Muzahim summarizes the underlying rule with the statement, “This
knowledge is religion, so consider carefully from whom you take it”.'®*

2. Muhammad b. Sirin expresses the same concern when he says, “Consider carefully from
whom you take this hadith, for it is your religion”.'*

3. ‘Abd Allah b. al-Mubarak later gives the principle its famous formulation by saying that
the isnad is part of religion, since without a chain a person could attribute whatever he
wished to an earlier authority without being required to disclose how the report reached
him.'® ‘Abd Allah b. al-Mubarak also said, “Between us and the people stand the supporting

legs”, meaning the isnad.'®

' Ibn Hibban placed al-Dahhak b. Muzahim among the Successors of the Successors and denied that he ever
met Ibn ‘Abbas, whereas Ibn Hajar placed him in the youngest generation of the Successors, those who saw
one or two of the Companions, direct hearing from the Companions not being established for some of them.
Abi Hatim Muhammad b. Hibban al-Busti (d. 354 AH), al-Thiqat (6/480-481), no editor named (Hyderabad
Deccan, India: D@’irat al-Ma‘arif al- Uthmaniyya, 1st ed., 1393 AH / 1973 CE); and Ibn Hajar, Taqrib al-Tahdhib
(280) no. 2978; ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Abt Hatim Muhammad b. Idris al-Razi (d. 327 AH), al-Jarh wa-1-Ta'd1l (2/15),
no editor named (Hyderabad, India: Majlis D2’irat al-Ma‘arif al-'Uthmaniyya edition, 1st ed., 1271 AH / 1952
CE).

1 Muhammad b. Sirin was a Successor. Ibn Hibban said: «he saw thirty of the Companions of the Prophet
g»; and al-TjlT and Ibn Hajar al-‘Asqalani likewise counted him among the Successors. Ibn Hibban, al-Thiqgat
(5/348-349); Abii al-Hasan Ahmad b. ‘Abd Allah b. salih al-Tjl1 (d. 261 AH), al-Thigat (405) no. 1464, no editor
named (Mecca: Dar al-Baz, 1st ed., 1405 AH / 1984 CE); and Ibn Hajar, Taqrib al-Tahdhib (483) no. 5947; Ibn Abi
Hatim, al-Jarh wa-1-Ta'dil (2/15); and Muslim, al-Sahth (1/14).

195 ‘Abd Allah b. al-Mubarak belongs to the middle generation of the Successors of the Successors. Ibn Hibban,
al-Thiqat (7/7); and Ibn Hajar, Taqrib al-Tahdhib (320) no. 3570; Muslim, al-Sahth (1/15).

16 Muslim, al-Sahih (1/15-16); Jamal al-Din Yisuf b. ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Mizzi (d. 742 AH), Tahdhib al-Kamal fi
Asm@’ al-Rijal (14/211), ed. Bashshar ‘Awwad Ma'rif (Beirut: Mu'assasat al-Risala, 1st ed., 1400 AH / 1980 CE);
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4, Abii ‘Aqil Yahya b. al-Mutawakkil, who died in 167 AH, related that he was sitting with al-
Qasim b. ‘Ubayd Allah, who died between 127 and 132 AH,'”” and Yahya b. Sa‘id al-Ansarf,
who died in 144 AH. Yahya told al-Qasim that it was a disgrace for a person of his standing
to be asked about religion and possess no knowledge of the matter, to which al-Qasim
replied by asking why. Yahya answered that al-Qasim descended from Abai Bakr and
‘Umar,'® but al-Qasim replied that it was more disgraceful for a person to speak without

knowledge or to take religious knowledge from someone who was not reliable.'®

What the Early Evidence Does to Little’s Prior

The significance of the early evidence can now be stated without restarting the Bayesian
calculation from the beginning. The initial 3 to 1 skeptical odds have already been updated
through the normative framework of verification, the early concern for truthful narrators,
the practical detection of error, and the awareness of direct hearing. After those
conditional updates, the running odds stand at approximately 0.34 to 1 for H; over H,,
which places the traditional thesis at roughly 74.4 percent.

This is intentionally more conservative than the standalone calculation used in the earlier
draft, where the entire body of early criticism was assigned P(E | H,) = 0.90 and P(E | H,) =
0.10, producing a Bayes factor of 9 in favor of H,. That standalone example is useful for
showing how strongly the evidence might discriminate if treated as one independent block,
but using it again here would double count the very evidence already introduced through
E, to E..

Running odds after E; through E,, Hy/Hy = 034 /1

The point, then, is not that one particular set of decimals has proven the traditional thesis.
The point is that a prior is rational only if it remains open to evidence, and the early
Muslim data cannot be added to the historical discussion while the original skeptical 75
percent is left untouched. A justified conclusion must update as the explanatory balance
changes.

and Shams al-Din Muhammad b. ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Sakhawi (d. 902 AH), Fath al-Mughith bi-Sharh Alfiyyat al-
Hadith (3/331), ed. ‘Al Husayn ‘Al1 (Egypt: Maktabat al-Sunna, 1st ed., 1424 AH / 2003 CE).

167 al-Qasim b. ‘Ubayd Allah b. ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Umar b. al-Khattab: Ibn Hibban counted him among the
Successors and said: «he narrates from his grandfather ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Umar». Muhammad b. Sa‘d said: «he died
during the caliphate of Marwan b. Muhammad b. Marwan b. al-Hakamy; and al-Dhahabi relates that Marwan
b. Muhammad received the pledge of allegiance as caliph in 127 AH and died in 132 AH. Muhammad b. Sa‘d al-
Baghdadi (d. 230 AH), al-Tabagat al-Kubra (5/370), ed. Muhammad ‘Abd al-Qadir ‘Attar (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub
al-Tlmiyya, 1st ed., 1410 AH / 1990 CE); Ibn Hibban, al-Thiqat (5/302); and Muhammad b. Ahmad b. ‘Uthman b.
Qaymaz al-Dhahab (d. 748 AH), Ta’rikh al-Islam (3/733-734), ed. Bashshar ‘Awwad Ma'raf (Beirut: Dar al-
Gharb al-Islami, 1st ed., 2003 CE).

1% That is because his father was ‘Ubayd Allah b. ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Umar b. al-Khattab b. Nufayl, and his mother
was Umm ‘Abd Allah bint al-Qasim b. Muhammad b. Abi Bakr al-Siddiq. Muhammad b. Sa‘d, al-Tabagat al-
Kubra (5/370).

1 Muslim, al-Sahih (1/16).
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How Altered and Forged Reports Were Detected

Little’s first objection gains much of its force from the thought that once fabrication
becomes possible the tradition becomes difficult to trust, but that inference depends upon
what methods existed for detecting alteration. A changed wording can be identified only by
comparing one route with other routes and then asking which transmitters had the
stronger relationship to the teacher, which version was more widely preserved, and
whether the apparent disagreement can be explained as ordinary error rather than
deliberate invention.

The same logic applies when a report conflicts with stronger evidence. The critic may
compare the narration with the Qur’an or with better attested hadith, and a conflict can
lower the probability of the isolated version without requiring the critic to call the narrator
a liar. This matters because a method with explanatory power should distinguish deliberate
fabrication from memory failure when the evidence supports different causes.

This creates a filter between the base rate of fabrication in the pool of circulating reports
and the reliability of the material that survives criticism. A high number of attempted
forgeries can lower confidence in unfiltered material while successful identification of
weak routes can raise confidence in what remains. Little, then, cannot move directly from
“fabrications existed” to “the selected corpus is unusually unreliable” without showing
that the filters had an unacceptably high false positive rate.

The earlier version of this paper illustrated the evidential force of these detection methods
by assigning P(Es | H, k) = 0.85 and P(Es | H,, k) = 0.25, which would be a standalone Bayes
factor of 3.4 in favor of the traditional thesis. For the cumulative calculation, however,
those values are too strong because route comparison and narrator evaluation partly
overlap with the earlier evidence about accuracy and connectedness. I will therefore use
the more conservative conditional values P(E; | Hy, E<, k) = 0.50 and P(Es | Hy, E<, k) = 0.85.

0s = 0.34 x (0.50/0.85) ~ 0.20

The running probability now places H; at roughly 83.2 percent and H; at roughly 16.8
percent. The adjustment is still substantial, but it is smaller than the raw standalone factor
because the model is deliberately refusing to count the same critical culture twice.

This stage is also where the criterion of total evidence becomes clearer. Evidence that some
fabrications were detected has two effects at once. It confirms that fabrication existed,
which the skeptic is entitled to use, but it also confirms that the tradition possessed means
of identifying fabrication, which the traditionalist is entitled to use. A justified model must
explain both sides of that fact rather than selecting only the part that lowers confidence.
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Premodern Rigor Without Modern Institutions

Little’s appeal to the absence of rigorous scholarship or institutions also needs to be
defined historically rather than measured by the standards set by a modern university. By
this, we mean to say that a premodern scholarly network can still be highly organized even
when it does not possess centralized research centers, and the relevant question is what its
practices allowed scholars and students to verify.

Hence, later Islamic scholarship makes the networked character of this tradition easier to
see, because commentaries and recensions were repeatedly compared across regions and
generations. As has been clarified before, that later activity does not prove the authenticity
of a first century hadith by itself, but it shows why describing premodern scholarship as
noninstitutional can obscure the actual mechanisms through which claims were preserved
and criticized.

The burden, then, is not met by observing that the early Muslims lacked a modern
academic institution. Little must identify a particular defect in the historical procedures
and show that the defect made the hadith corpus unusually unreliable, especially since
ancient history generally depends upon material produced outside modern universities.

Historical Features That Weaken Little’s Prior

Little’s analogy also assumes that the pressures found in other religious communities
should create a similar expectation of successful corruption in Islam. The next body of
evidence tests that assumption by looking at features of the Muslim transmission
environment that are not captured by the generic description “religious community under
political pressure”.

Put another way, the question is no longer whether similar motives existed, but whether
the systems through which religious material was preserved were sufficiently similar for
the same outcome to remain equally probable.

This is where the prior must give way to a system specific likelihood comparison.

The evidence falls into two connected areas. The first concerns what the transmission of
the Qur’an tells us about the preservational capacity of the early community. The second
concerns features of hadith transmission itself, especially its breadth and its written and
interpersonal controls.

The Qur'an and the Community’s Preservational Capacity

The Qur’an does not prove that hadith was preserved through the same mechanism or to
the same degree, and the paper will not use it that way. However, if the early Muslim
community demonstrably preserved its central scripture across political and sectarian
conflict, that fact becomes part of the background knowledge by which we judge Little’s
claim that similar pressures should make authoritative corruption the expected Muslim
outcome.
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Several connected features matter here, and they are best read as one historical pattern
rather than as six isolated “events” whose force is simply added together.

The most obvious place to begin is the stability of the Qur’anic text across the major
Muslim communities, since the social pressures Little emphasizes did not produce rival
sectarian Qur’ans that displaced the text recognized by the wider community.

Little’s comparison becomes more informative once an actual counter case from the same
Muslim society is considered. Other religious traditions may contain rival textual histories,
but the Muslim sectarian divisions he invokes did not result in each major faction adopting
a different Qur’an as its foundational scripture.

The Sunni, ShiT, Ibadi, and Zaydi communities may disagree over many theological and
legal questions, yet the mushaf printed and recited across those communities is not a set of
mutually exclusive sectarian scriptures. The point is not that every detail of Qur’anic
transmission can be settled by this observation, but that intense disagreement did not
mechanically produce rival authoritative texts.

No major Muslim sect, then, built its religious life upon a private Qur’an that it presented as
the authentic scripture in place of the text shared by the broader community. That result
matters because it is a direct counterexample to the idea that similar political or
theological pressures must produce similar textual behavior. The pressures existed, yet the
expected corruption did not follow.'” This does not prove that hadith must therefore be
preserved, but it shows that incentive cannot be treated as a sufficient explanation of
successful corruption in the Muslim case.

The Qur’an available to the later Muslim community is historically continuous with the text
recited and written in the Prophetic period, while comparable continuity cannot simply be
assumed for every earlier scriptural tradition. The relevance of that comparison, then, lies
in challenging Little’s claim that the Muslim case should receive the same expectation of
corruption merely because the communities all belong to the category of religion.

The inference to hadith can therefore remain modest. Qur’anic preservation raises the
probability that early Muslims possessed a real preservation culture, but hadith still
requires its own evidence because the two corpora differ in form and scale. The greater
point, however, is that the Qur’anic stability did not arise in a vacuum. Revelation was
written during the Prophetic period, and the same society used writing for a broader range
of religious and administrative purposes, which weakens any picture of an early
community lacking practical tools for textual preservation.

The writing evidence is not dependent upon one anonymous claim. The sources preserve
the names and activities of multiple people involved in writing revelation, and the

7% By the old factors I mean, for example, the prohibition of lying, which exists in all religions, old and new
alike, though the Muslim scholars appear to have been more committed to observing this prohibition. By the
new factors I mean, for example, the existence of a state fostering Islam from the era of prophethood onward;
the wide spread of the religion; the care taken to distribute copies of the Qur'an throughout all lands; and the
spread of the writing down of the Messenger’s hadiths from the prophetic era onward.
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examples below show that writing was already integrated into the community’s handling
of its central text.

‘Uthman b. ‘Affan, for example, referred to his own hand as “the first hand to write out the
mufassal”, meaning the final seventh of the Qur’an."! Zayd b. Thabit likewise describes
being summoned whenever revelation came down so that he could write it for the Prophet

#8172 Al-Bara’ b. ‘Azib said, when the verse
E Lo (3 O3y pia gl e 038Dl (8 sy YV

was revealed, the Prophet g% said, “Call Zayd for me, and let him bring the tablet, the
inkwell, and the shoulder-blade”, then he said, “Write, e ¢ = Y7, to the end of the

hadith."” The later collection under Abi Bakr also relies upon Zayd’s known role as a
scribe, since Abl Bakr tells him, “you used to write down the revelation for the Messenger
of Allah” before assigning him the task of gathering the text. The report itself preserves the
following wording. “You are a young, intelligent man whom we hold above suspicion, and
you used to write down the revelation for the Messenger of Allah gi; so seek out the Quran

and gather it together”."* The Qur’an, then, was preserved through writing alongside
memorization rather than through one channel alone.

Zayd’s own description of that collection refers to written pieces and memorized material
together, saying that he gathered the Qur’an from palm stalks, thin stones, and the
memories of people.'” The same written continuity appears when ‘Uthman asks Hafsa to
send the earlier sheets so that the standardized codices could be copied from them and
then returned.””® Later historians also attempted to identify the broader group of scribes
associated with revelation. The names were traced by authors from ‘Umar b. Shabba and al-
MasGdi through Ibn Kathir, Ibn Hudayda, al-Traqi, al-Maqrizi, and modern researchers
such as Muhammad Mustafa al-A'zami."”” The point here is not the authority of any one

7 Abii Bakr ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad b. Ibrahim b. ‘Uthman Ibn Abi Shayba al-‘Absi (d. 235 AH), al-Musannaf
(7/520-521) no. 37690, ed. Kamal Yasuf al-Hit (Riyadh: Maktabat al-Rushd, 1st ed., 1409 AH).

172 Abli Tsa Muhammad b. Tsa al-Tirmidhi (d. 279 AH), al-Shama’il (195) no. 326, ed. Muhammad Ahmad Hallaq
(Beirut: Dar Thya’ al-Turath al-‘Arabi, no edition, no year); and Nir al-Din ‘Ali b. Abi Bakr al-Haythami (d. 708
AH), Bughyat al-Bahith ‘an Zawa'id Musnad al-Harith (2/882) no. 951, ed. Husayn Ahmad Salih al-Bakir1
(Medina: Markaz Khidmat al-Sunna wa-1-Sira al-Nabawiyya, 1st ed., 1413 AH / 1992 CE).

173 al-Bukhari, al-Sahth (6/184) no. 4990.

174 al-Bukhar, al-Sahih (6/71) no. 4679, (6/183) no. 4986, (6/184) no. 4989, and (9/74) no. 7191.

175 al-Bukhari, al-Sahih (6/71) no. 4679, (6/183) no. 4986, and (9/74) no. 7191.

176 a]-Bukharf, (6/183-184) no. 4987.

177 Abii al-Qasim ‘Abd Allah b. Muhammad b. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz al-Baghawi (d. 317 AH), Mujam al-Sahaba (3/527-
528) no. 1519, ed. Muhammad al-Amin b. Muhammad al-Jakni (Kuwait: Maktabat Dar al-Bayan, 1st ed., 1421
AH, 2000 CE); Abii al-Qasim Sulayman b. Ahmad al-Tabarani (d. 360 AH), al-Mu‘jam al-Kabir (5/108) no. 4748,
ed. Hamdi ‘Abd al-Majid al-Salaft (Cairo: Maktabat Ibn Taymiyya, 2nd ed., no publication year); and Aba Bakr
Ahmad b. al-Husayn al-Bayhadqi (d. 458 AH), al-Sunan al-Kubra (10/214) no. 20405, ed. Muhammad ‘Abd al-
Qadir ‘Ata (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-Tlmiyya, 3rd ed., 1424 AH, 2003 CE); Abi al-Qasim ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Abd
Allah al-Suhayli (d. 581 AH), al-Rawd al-Unuf fi Sharh al-Sira al-Nabawiyya (6/487), ed. ‘Abd al-Rahman al-
Wakil (Beirut: Dar Thya’ al-Turath al-‘Arabi, 1st ed., 1412 AH); Abii al-Hasan ‘AlT b. al-Husayn al-Mas‘Gdi (d. 346
AH), al-Tanbth wa-1-Ishraf (1/245-246), ed. ‘Abd Allah Isma‘il al-Ansari (Cairo: Dar al-Sawi, no edition, no
publication year); Taqi al-Din Abéi Muhammad ‘Abd al-Ghani b. ‘Abd al-Wahid al-MaqdisT al-Hanbalt (d. 600
AH), Mukhtasar Sirat al-Nabi g% wa-Sirat Ashabih al-'‘Ashara (87), ed. Khalid b. ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Shayi'
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later list, but the existence of a historical inquiry into a writing practice whose roots are
placed in the Prophetic period itself.

The evidential point is not that earlier religions had no writing whatsoever, but that the
Muslim case presents a detailed and early writing practice tied directly to the central
religious text, which is a relevant difference in Little’s comparison.

Writing was only one channel. A large number of Companions also memorized the Qur’an,
or substantial portions of it, during the Prophet’s lifetime, which created another form of
redundancy in the preservation system.

The reports concerning the “qurra™ provide another indication of distributed Qur’anic
knowledge. Four months after Uhud, the Prophet is reported to have sent a large group of
“qurra” to Band ‘Amir, with the sources giving seventy in one report and forty in another.
In this early usage the term refers to devout people learned in Qur’an and Sunna rather
than to the later technical specialists in variant readings."® If dozens of such reciters could
be dispatched on a single occasion, the report at minimum points toward a community in
which Qur’anic knowledge was already distributed among many persons rather than
concentrated in one fragile line of custody.

The text then spread rapidly as the Muslim polity expanded, which matters because
geographical diffusion makes a later centralized alteration harder to explain without
leaving traces in the already separated communities. That distributed knowledge expanded
with the political spread of Islam after the Prophet’s death, when new Muslim communities
were established outside Arabia and Qur’anic teaching became part of those communities
from an early stage.

As the Muslim polity expanded, mosques and teaching communities carried the Qur’an into
regions that were increasingly separated by distance and local history. This geographic
spread matters probabilistically because a successful later alteration becomes harder to

(Riyadh: Muassasat Sulayman b. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz al-Rajihi al-Khayriyya, no edition, 1424 AH); Abi al-Fida’ Isma‘Tl
b. ‘Umar b. Kathir al-Dimashgi (d. 774 AH), al-Bidaya wa-1-Nihaya (5/361-377), ed. ‘Ali ShirT (Beirut: Dar Thya
al-Turath al-‘Arabi, 1st ed., 1408 AH, 1988 CE); Muhammad b. ‘Ali Ibn Hudayda al-Ansari (d. 783 AH), al-Misbah
al-Mudr fiKitab al-NabT al-Ummi wa-Rasalih ila Mulik al-Ard min ‘Arabi wa-‘Ajami, ed. Muhammad ‘Azim al-
Din (Beirut: ‘Alam al-Kutub, 2nd ed., 1405 AH, 1985 CE); Zayn al-Din Abd al-Fadl ‘Abd al-Rahim b. al-Husayn al-
‘Iraqt (d. 806 AH), al-Durar al-Saniyya al-Zakiyya Nazm al-Sira al-Nabawiyya (123-125), no editor named
(Beirut: Dar al-Minhaj, 1st ed., 1426 AH); TaqT al-Din Ahmad b. ‘Alf al-Magqriz1 al-Husayni al-‘Ubaydi (d. 845
AH), Imta‘ al-Asma‘ bima li-]-Nabl min al-Ahwal wa-1-Amwal wa-1-Hafada wa-1-Mata‘ (9/334), ed. Muhammad
‘Abd al-Hamid al-Numaysi (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-Tlmiyya, 1st ed., 1420 AH / 1999 CE); Muhammad Mustafa
al-A‘zami (d. 1439 AH / 2017 CE), Kuttab al-Nabi &% (Beirut: al-Maktab al-Islami, n.d., 1398 AH / 1978 CE).

178 Al-Bukhari placed the expedition of Bi'r Ma‘lina, among others, between the Battle of Uhud and the Battle
of al-Khandaq (that is, al-Ahzab), and he transmitted from Ibn Ishaq, from ‘Asim b. ‘Umar, that it took place
after Uhud. al-Bukharf, al-Sahth (5/103) no. 1002; and ‘Abd al-Malik b. Hisham al-HimyarT (d. 213 AH), al-Sira
al-Nabawiyya (2/183), ed. Mustafa al-Saqqa, Ibrahim al-Abyari, and ‘Abd al-Haflz al-Shalabi (Egypt: Sharikat
Maktabat wa-Matba‘at Mustafa al-Babi al-Halabi, 2nd ed., 1375 AH / 1955 CE); al-Bukhari, al-Sahth (2/26) no.
1002, (4/18) no. 2801, (4/21) no. 2814, (4/73) no. 3064, (4/100) no. 3170, (5/102) no. 4078, (5/104) no. 4088,
(5/105) nos. 4090 and 4091, and (5/107) no. 4096; ‘Abd al-Malik b. Hisham al-HimyarT (d. 213 AH), al-Sira al-
Nabawiyya (2/184), ed. Mustafa al-Saqqa, Ibrahim al-Abyari, and ‘Abd al-Hafiz al-Shalabi (Egypt: Sharikat
Maktabat wa-Matba‘at Mustafa al-Babi al-Halabi, 2nd ed., 1375 AH / 1955 CE); Ahmad b. ‘Al b. Muhammad Ibn
Hajar al-‘Asqalani (d. 852 AH), Fath al-BarT Sharh Sahith al-Bukhari (13/257), ed. Muhibb al-Din al-Khatib
(Beirut: Dar al-Ma'rifa, n.d., 1379 AH).
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coordinate once the same material is already present in many communities, especially
where written copies and memorized recitation coexist.

The result is a transmission environment that differs materially from the simple analogy
Little begins with, and that difference belongs in the background knowledge of the hadith
question even though it does not settle the hadith question by itself. Likewise, the early
exegetical activity of the Companions supplies another form of control because
explanations attributed to early authorities can be compared with the Qur’anic text whose
wording is independently stable.

The activity of major Companion exegetes provides another form of continuity. Figures
such as ‘Umar, ‘Al Ibn ‘Abbas, ‘A’isha, and Ibn Mas‘ld are remembered as explaining the
Qur'an after the Prophet’s death.'® The evidential relevance is that exegetical reports
attributed to these early figures can be compared with a scriptural text whose wording is
independently transmitted, giving the historian an additional point of control rather than a
corpus floating free of its primary text. Where exegetical reports carried through strong
routes consistently correspond to the preserved verses, that agreement becomes part of
the evidence for continuity between the early community and the text available to later
scholars.

Taken together, these features culminate in the mass transmission of the Qur’an, where
memorization and written copies expanded across generations rather than narrowing to a
single late source. The traditional account of Qur’anic “tawatur”, then, is not simply that
one person copied a text and everyone later inherited it. Large numbers of Companions
heard and memorized the Qur’an, and the text then passed to still larger populations of
Successors through both recitation and writing. The network expands rather than
contracts as the generations proceed, which changes the probability of a late alteration
becoming universally authoritative without leaving competing traces.

It is argued, therefore, that this kind of early mass transmission is not matched in the same
way by the earliest transmission histories of the Torah or Gospels. Whether every detail of
that comparison is accepted or not, it identifies a potentially relevant system breaker that
Little has to evaluate rather than erase through the broad category of ‘religious texts’.

Two features of that mass transmission are especially relevant to the probability of
successful alteration. The first is the large number of people who memorized the Qur’an
across different regions and ethnic communities.

The second is the multiplication of written copies during the same expanding period,
which gave the community two overlapping forms of preservation rather than one.

The Shape of Hadith Transmission

Hadith transmission itself adds another set of differences that must be included in the
likelihood comparison. The point is not that every report was multiply attested, because

172 ‘Abd al-Rahman b. ‘Adil ‘Abd al-‘Al al-Mishadd, al-Mufassiriin min al-Sahaba Jam‘an wa-Dirasa Wasfiyya
(1163-1188) (Riyadh: Markaz Tafsir lil-Dirasat al-Qur'aniyya, 1st ed., 1437 AH, 2016 CE).
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many reports were not, but that a substantial portion of important Prophetic and early
historical material circulated through more than one route and that the network expanded
rapidly after the first generation.

The comparative claim, then, is that this kind of broad and traceable transmission is more
developed in the Muslim material under discussion than the generic analogy to earlier
religious texts would suggest. The same network is also marked by attention to continuity,
where the first generation reports from personal presence or direct hearing and later
generations identify the people through whom the material reached them.

For the first generation, this can involve direct participation in the event or direct hearing
of the statement being reported, whereas for the Successors, it often involved prolonged
study with the Companion from whom the report was taken, which supplied repeated
opportunities for comparison. The same basic structure then continues into the later
generations. Hence, what this shows us is that a chain with identifiable relationships
creates more opportunities for historical testing than a report whose route has disappeared
entirely. In light of this, then, the numerical claims below should not be treated as though
raw quantity automatically proves authenticity, but they do show the scale of the network
that a theory of widespread coordinated back projection would have to explain.

First, the abundance of Companions who narrated hadiths from the Prophet &%, they

number 904 Companions in the Musnad of Ahmad, and 1013 Companions in the Musnad of
Bagi b. Makhlad."® Some narrated thousands, some hundreds, some dozens, and some only

a few hadiths.

The network becomes broader again in the generation of the Successors, where many
students can transmit from a single Companion and where the same Companion’s material
becomes available for comparison through numerous people.

From Anas b. Malik alone more than 200 narrators transmitted.'®! Al-Dhahabi said, “His
trustworthy companions survived until after 150, and his weak companions survived until
after 190”." From Abl Hurayra alone more than 800 narrators transmitted, some of them
Companions, most of them Successors.'® All of this belongs to the first century and the
beginning of the second, which is important because it places the expansion of the network
earlier than a model in which meaningful transmission only emerges with the later
canonical collections.

The number of transmitters grows again among the followers of the Successors, which
further increases the number of comparison points available to later critics. Again, quantity
alone is not enough, but quantity combined with identifiable routes changes the historical

18 Abfi Muhammad ‘AlTb. Ahmad Ibn Hazm al-AndalusT (d. 456 AH), ‘Adad ma li-kull Wahid min al-Sahaba min
al-Hadith (20), ed. Akram Diya’ al-‘UmarT (no publisher named, 1st ed., 1404 AH / 1984 CE).

181 Al-Mizz1, Tahdhib al-Kamal (3/354-363); and al-Dhahabi, Siyar Alam al-Nubald’ (3/397).

182 Al-Dhahabi, Siyar A'lam al-Nubala’ (3/396).

18 Salah al-Din Khalil b. Kaykaldt al-‘AlaT al-Dimashqt (d. 671 AH), Tahqiq Munif al-Rutba li-man Thabata lahu
Sharif al-Suhba (100), ed. ‘Abd al-Rahim Muhammad Ahmad al-Qashqarf (Riyadh: Dar al-‘Asima, 1st ed., 1410
AH).
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problem because a successful fabrication must now account for how the same material
moved through that wider network.

Moreover, the diversity of the narrators also matters because the network spread across
tribes and regions rather than remaining socially homogeneous. Here too, this does not
make collusion impossible, but it raises the number of assumptions required by any model
that explains widespread convergence through coordinated invention rather than
transmission. The diversity becomes still greater in the Successor generation as Islam
expands beyond Arabia.

The system being compared with earlier religious traditions, then, is not merely “a
religious community”. It is a geographically widening network in which the routes of
transmission were increasingly attached to identifiable persons. This geographical spread
of the Companions after the Prophet’s death made that network still harder to treat as one
centralized transmission environment. Companions settled in regions stretching far
beyond the Hijaz, and Prophetic reports travelled with them during the first century.'® One
example is the Successor ‘Tkrima, the mawla of Ibn ‘Abbas, who was of Berber origin.'®
‘Tkrima had been enslaved and belonged to Husayn b. AbT al-Hurr al-‘Anbari, who gave him
to Ibn ‘Abbas when the latter became governor of Basra.'® ‘All had appointed Ibn ‘Abbas
after the Battle of the Camel in 36 AH,'"” and Ibn ‘Abbas remained governor until 40 AH.'®
Ibn Ma‘n relates that Tkrima remained an unmanumitted slave until the death of Ibn
‘Abbas in 68 AH,' which means that their companionship may have lasted close to thirty
years. Since ‘Tkrima died in 104 AH at the age of eighty," he would have been
approximately fourteen when he was given to Ibn ‘Abbas and approximately forty four
when Ibn ‘Abbas died, after which he lived for another thirty six years and continued
transmitting hadith and exegetical material.

This broad distribution highlights that it creates the possibility of regional comparison and
makes the skeptical hypothesis of a single late point of invention less parsimonious where
genuinely separate lines can be established.

Another feature is the amount of biographical information preserved about many major
transmitters, since a chain is only useful for criticism if the people named in it can be
investigated against some broader historical record. The biography of the Prophet itself is
richly represented in the early historical tradition.

The same is true, to varying degrees, of the Companions upon whom large amounts of
hadith transmission depend. Some transmitters remain obscure, and that obscurity can
lower confidence, but the major prolific narrators are not historical names about whom
nothing else is known.

184 ‘Abd al-Rahman ‘All al-Hajji, al-Tarikh al-Andalusi min al-Fath al-Islam hatta Suqtt Gharnata (69)
(Damascus: Dar al-Qalam, 2nd ed., 1402 AH / 1981 CE).

18 Al-Dhahabi, Tarikh al-Islam (3/106).

1% [bn ‘Adi, al-Kamil fT Du'afa’ al-Rijal (6/469).

187 Al-Dhahab, Siyar Alam al-Nubala’ (3/353); and Ibn Kathir, al-Bidaya wa-1-Nihaya (7/274, 343).

1% Tbn Kathir, al-Bidaya wa-1-Nihaya (7/357).

18 Al-Dhahabi, Siyar Alam al-Nubala’ (5/15).

1% Al-Dhahabi, Siyar Alam al-Nubala’ (5/34).

59



Substantial information is also preserved about the Successors who studied with those
Companions and then transmitted to the following generation. Hence, the existence of that
information does not guarantee that every biography is accurate, but it gives the critical
system a body of evidence against which claims of meeting and transmission can be tested.

Connected with this phenomenon is the survival of some material relics of the Companions
down to our own day. Writing also appears within hadith transmission earlier than the
image of a purely oral and undocumented first century suggests, as in the case of the
Qur’an. That is, some Companions and Successors wrote reports in letters and on personal
sheets, which supplied another channel through which material could be preserved and
compared.

The documentary evidence, then, is especially important against any picture in which
Prophetic material remained purely oral until the great canonical collections. The first
century already contains letters, notebooks, and written collections associated with
Companions and their students, which means that oral transmission operated alongside
writing rather than in the complete absence of it.

The point here, then, is that a fixed text can be compared across time, can be checked
against what a teacher later says, and can preserve material independently of one person’s
unaided memory."”! For that reason, the presence of early writing changes the likelihood
comparison even where the surviving manuscript itself is later. The skeptical model must
account for a transmission culture that possessed documentary controls earlier than a
narrative of purely fluid oral tradition would lead us to expect.'® To be more explicit then,
the point here is that the existence of such writings changes the model by making it less
plausible to describe the earliest hadith environment as one in which nothing could be
fixed or checked before the later compilations.

The examples below illustrate the kind of first century material being discussed.

1. Aba Bakr al-Siddiq (d. 13 AH). Thumama b. ‘Abd Allah b. Anas reported that Anas b. Malik
related to him that Abii Bakr wrote him this document when he dispatched him to Bahrain.
“In the name of Allah, the Most Gracious, the Most Merciful. This is the obligation of sadaqa
which the Messenger of Allah g% imposed upon the Muslims”, to the end of the

document.'® And ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Amr b. al-‘As said, Abli Bakr wrote to ‘Amr b. al-‘As. “The

Messenger of Allah g used to take counsel in matters of war; so hold to that”.'*

2. Al-Dahhak b. Sufyan wrote to ‘Umar b. al-Khattab concerning a legal report which
corrected the ruling ‘Umar had previously followed. Sa‘id b. al-Musayyib relates that ‘Umar
had maintained that the wife received nothing from her husband’s blood money until al-

! Muhammad Mustafa al-A‘zami (d. 1439 AH / 2017 CE), Dirasat fi al-Hadith al-Nabaw1 wa-Tarikh Tadwinih
(1/92-142) (Beirut: al-Maktab al-Islami, n.d., 1400 AH / 1980 CE).

192 Al-A‘zami, Dirasat fT al-Hadith al-Nabawt (1/143-167).

193 A]-Bukhari, al-Sahth (2/118), no. 1454.

19 Al-Tabarani, al-Mu'jam al-Kabir (1/63), no. 46. Al-Haythami said: «Al-Tabarani narrated it, and its men have
been declared trustworthy.» Nar al-Din Abi al-Hasan ‘AlT b. Abi Bakr al-Haythami (d. 807 AH), Majma’ al-
Zawa'id wa-Manba' al-Fawa’id (5/319), no. 9623, ed. Husam al-Din al-QudsT (Cairo: Maktabat al-Qudsi, n.d.,
1414 AH / 1994 CE).
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Dahhak informed him that the Prophet & had granted the wife of Ashyam al-Dibabi a
share from her husband’s blood money, after which ‘Umar accepted the report.'*

3. Abl Ayyub al-Ansari, Khalid b. Zayd (d. 50 AH). Yahya b. Jabir said, The son of Aba
Ayyiib’s brother related to me that AbG Ayyiib wrote to him informing him that the
Messenger of Allah g& said, “Syria will be conquered for you”, the hadith.'*

4. Abl Bakra al-Thaqafi, Nufay® b. al-Harith (d.51 AH). ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Abi Bakra
narrated from his father that he wrote, The Messenger of Allah & said, “A judge is not to

decide between two parties while he is angry”."’

5.Jabir b. Samura (d. 66 AH) wrote to ‘Amir b. Sa‘d b. Abi Waqqas (d. 104 AH). ‘Amir b. Sa‘d
said, I wrote to Jabir b. Samura, sending the letter with my servant Nafi‘, asking him to

inform me of something he had heard from the Messenger of Allah 5. He wrote back to
me. [ heard the Messenger of Allah g say, on a Friday, the evening al-Aslam1 was stoned.

“The religion will remain standing until the Hour comes”, the hadith.™®

6. Samura b. Jundub, who died in 58 AH, also preserved material in writing. Al-Hasan al-
Basri stated that he had read the material in Samura’s book, except for a single hadith,'*
while ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Awn likewise reported that al-Hasan brought out a book from Samura
for them to examine.*®

7. Bashir b. Nahik al-Basri (d. between 91 and 100 AH) said, “I wrote a book from Abi
Hurayra”.*"!

8. The students of al-Bara’ b. ‘Azib (d. 72 AH). ‘Abd Allah b. Hanash (d. between 111 and 120
AH) said, “I saw them writing on their palms with reed pens in al-Bara”s presence”.*”

9. Sulayman b. Qays al-YashkurT (d. before 80 AH) wrote down a sahifa from Jabir b. ‘Abd
Allah (d. 78 AH). Sulayman b. Harb said, Sulayman al-Yashkuri sojourned in Mecca for a
year as Jabir b. ‘Abd Allah’s neighbour and wrote down a sahifa from him. He died early,
and the sahifa remained with his mother. The people of Basra asked her to lend it to them,
and she would not. So they said, “Then give us access to it so that we may read it.” She said,

“That, yes.” So Qatada and others attended and read it, and this is what our colleagues

1% Tbn Majah, al-Sunan (3/660), no. 2642. Shu‘ayb al-Arna’Gt said: «A sahih hadith; Sa7d b. al-Musayyib’s
narration from ‘Umar is taken as connected.».

1% Abii al-Qasim Sulayman b. Ahmad al-Tabarani al-Shami (d. 360 AH), Musnad al-Shamiyyin (2/299), no. 1380,
ed. Hamdi ‘Abd al-Majid al-SalafT (Beirut: Mu'assasat al-Risala, 1st ed., 1405 AH / 1984 CE); and Ahmad b.
Hanbal, al-Musnad (38/488), no. 23501. Shu‘ayb al-Arna’it said: «Its isnad is weak, owing to the weakness of
the son of Abli Ayytb’s brother.».

7 Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (34/14), no. 20379. Shu‘ayb al-Arna’it said: «Its isnad is sahih on the criterion
of the two Shaykhs.».

1% Muslim, al-Sahth (3/1453), no. 1822.

19 Abii al-Hasan ‘AlT b. ‘Abd Allah b. Ja‘far al-Madini (d. 234 AH), al-Tlal (53), no. 56, ed. Muhammad Mustafa al-
A‘zami (Beirut: al-Maktab al-Islami, 2nd ed., 1980 CE).

20 Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Tlal wa-Ma'rifat al-Rijal, the recension of his son ‘Abd Allah (2/260), no. 2187; its isnad
is sahih, as stated by ‘Abd Allah b. Yasuf al-Juday’, Tahrir ‘Ulim al-Hadith (1/158) (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-
Rayyan li-I-Tiba‘a wa-l-Nashr wa-1-TawzT, 1st ed., 1424 AH / 2003 CE).

21 Abii Bakr Ahmad b. ‘AlT b, Thabit al-Khatib al-Baghdadi (d. 463 AH), Taqyid al-Tlm (101), ed. Yasuf al-Tshsh
(Beirut: Dar Thya’ al-Sunna al-Nabawiyya, n.d., 1974 CE); and Abii Muhammad al-Hasan b. ‘Abd al-Rahman b.
Khallad al-Ramahurmuzi (d. 360 AH), al-Muhaddith al-Fasil bayn al-Rawi wa-1-Wa' (538), no. 702,

ed. Muhammad ‘Ajjaj al-Khatib (Beirut: Dar al-Fikr, 3rd ed., 1404 AH).

22 Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Tlal wa-Ma'rifat al-Rijal, the recension of his son ‘Abd Allah (1/213), no. 231.
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mean when they say “Sulayman al-YashkurT related”, or words to that effect.?”

10. ‘Abd al-‘Aziz b. Marwan b. al-Hakam al-Umawi (d. 85 AH) asked Kathir b. Murra al-
Hadrami al-HimsT (d. between 81 and 90 AH) to write down for him the hadiths he had
heard, except the hadith of Abli Hurayra. Yazid b. Abi Habib narrated that ‘Abd al-‘Aziz b.
Marwan wrote to Kathir b. Murra al-Hadrami, who had met at Homs seventy veterans of

Badr from among the Companions of the Messenger of Allah £, asking him to write to him
the hadiths he had heard from the Companions of the Messenger of Allah g, “except the

hadith of Abl Hurayra, for it is with us”.?* Long teacher student relationships add another
layer to the same network. A person who studies with one teacher across years hears
material repeatedly and in different contexts, which creates more opportunities for
discrepancies to be noticed than a model built around one brief encounter with an
unknown source.

The Companions’ own relationships with the Prophet are often historically described in
this way, since the sources preserve information about who remained close to him and the
circumstances under which they learned from him.

The same is true of many Successors and the Companions from whom they learned. The
relationship between transmitter and teacher is therefore not always an abstract line on a
later isnad, but can be part of a broader biographical record against which the claimed
transmission is assessed.

Hence, one ought to treat this as another relevant contrast with earlier religious
transmission histories, where comparable detail concerning the relationship between
successive generations of transmitters is often unavailable. The comparison may be
debated in particular cases, but it identifies exactly the sort of system specific evidence that
a prior analogy has to take into account.

The connection between hadith and the occasions on which reports were uttered or later
cited is also relevant, because many reports were transmitted together with events that
locate them within the life of the Prophet or the first generation.””” Many hadith are also
preserved together with the historical event that prompted the Prophet to speak, a
relationship later discussed under sabab wurtid al-hadith. The value of this material is not
the technical label itself, but the way a report can become anchored to a particular episode
in the Prophetic period.

Other reports are transmitted because an event in the Companion period gives a narrator
reason to cite a Prophetic statement, which later scholars describe as the occasion of
citation. Here too, the surrounding story can provide information about why the hadith
entered the discussion and who was present when it was used. Hence, hadith books and
their commentaries often gather both kinds of context under the broader language of the

23 ya'qlb b. Sufyan, al-Ma‘rifa wa-1-Tarikh (2/279).

204 Muhammad b. Sa‘d, al-Tabagat al-Kubra (7/448).

25 Some of the information on this phenomenon is drawn from: Bekir Kuzudisli, Asbab Trad al-Hadith: Siyaq
Riwayat al-Hadith fT al-Qarn al-Awwal al-Hijr1, Dirasa Istiqra’iyya Tahliliyya, translated from Turkish into
Arabic by Nasr Allah ‘Abduh, ed. Ahmad Sanawbar (Amman, Jordan: Dar al-Fath li-1-Dirasat wa-1-Nashr, 1st
ed., 1443 AH / 2022 CE).
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report’s story.”® Several observations matter here because the evidential value of these
occasions depends upon whether they genuinely connect the report to first century life
rather than simply adding a later literary setting.

A striking feature of these contextual reports is their concentration in the first century.
Kuzudisli notes that occasions of citation become much less common later, which shows us
that the stories are not distributed evenly across the centuries as though later transmitters
simply kept inventing new settings for old material.*”” Put another way, a reader finds
many reports tied to first century events but comparatively few whose narrative setting is
an event from a later century. Likewise, Kuzudisli explains this shift by arguing that first
century narration was more closely interwoven with lived needs, whereas later hadith
transmission became increasingly methodical and academic in form.*® Whatever one
thinks of the full thesis, the chronological pattern is relevant evidence that has to be

explained by both preservation and construction models.

The historical value of an occasion of utterance is especially strong where the event and
the matn illuminate one another, since the surrounding episode can help explain what the
Prophetic statement meant and why that particular wording was remembered. Moreover,
an occasion of citation from the Companion period can serve a different purpose.
Sometimes it directly bears upon the subject of the hadith, while at other times it mainly
tells us about the circumstances of transmission and the people involved. The evidence,
then, should be used according to what the context actually supports rather than treated as
equally probative in every case.

Later narrative settings, where they occur, tend to have much less connection to the
subject of the hadith itself, which is one reason the first century contexts deserve separate
attention in the historical analysis.

Where some routes preserve the event and others preserve an abbreviated matn, gathering
the routes becomes necessary before the historical context can be reconstructed, which
once again gives route comparison an evidential role.

The broader point, then, is that first century hadith transmission is repeatedly tied to
identifiable people and lived occasions rather than appearing only as detached sentences in
late books. That does not prove every story or every report authentic, but it increases the
amount of historical structure that the skeptical thesis must explain.

Finally, the early critical practices already discussed belong to this same historical pattern
and should not be treated as an unrelated later development.

The comparison with earlier religious traditions therefore has to include the presence or
absence of these kinds of transmission controls rather than relying upon the shared fact
that the communities were religious. Taken as a whole, the first century historical pattern
is much harder to reduce to the original prior analogy than Little’s objection suggests.

2 For the word «qissa» («story»): Ahmad b. Hanbal, al-Musnad (1/142), no. 80; (3/154), no. 1598; (7/84), no.
3977; (16/506), no. 10872; and (26/147), no. 16210. See also Kuzudisli, Asbab Trad al-Hadith (45).

207 Bekir Kuzudisli, Asbab Irad al-Hadith (58).

28 Bekir Kuzudisli, Asbab Irad al-Hadith (59); Bekir Kuzudisli, Asbab Irad al-Hadith (51-286).
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The point is that a hypothesis of unusually widespread successful fabrication must explain
a large and geographically distributed narrator network, early writing, long
teacher/student relationships, contextualized reports, and the already discussed practices
of criticism. As those assumptions accumulate, the traditional hypothesis may become
more parsimonious even while it continues to allow ordinary error and some fabrication.

Let E, represent this broader transmission structure together with the premodern
institutional practices discussed immediately before it. Because many of its components are
related to the earlier evidence of criticism, the cumulative model should again avoid an
aggressive Bayes factor. Suppose P(Eq | Hy, E<, k) = 0.55 and P(E, | H,, E<, k) = 0.80.

0s = 0.20 x (0.55/0.80) ~ 0.14

The running probability therefore moves to roughly 87.8 percent for H; and 12.2 percent for
H,. The update is meaningful because the evidence now concerns the shape of the
transmission network itself rather than only the moral intentions of the transmitters.

This issue, then, is where explanatory scope and parsimony interact most clearly. A
skeptical model can propose a separate auxiliary explanation for early writing, another for
regional spread, another for the abundance of students, and another for the contextual
stories attached to reports. The mere availability of those auxiliary stories does not make
the model superior however. The question is whether one skeptical mechanism explains
the total pattern with fewer unsupported assumptions than a preservation model in which
genuine transmission exists alongside error and fabrication.

The Qur’an as Background Knowledge Rather Than a
Hadith Proof

The Qur’an should therefore be used as background knowledge when computing our
Bayesian analysis regarding hadith authenticity. Hadith and Qur’anic transmission differ in
important ways, and the paper would lose explanatory precision if it treated them as
though they were the same. The more important point is that the early Muslim community
already provides a counter case to the deterministic version of Little’s analogy, because
intense political and sectarian pressures did not produce competing authoritative Qur’ans
that displaced the communal text.

An incentive, then, does not establish its own success. A political or theological faction
might have benefited from an altered verse, but the possible usefulness of that alteration
did not by itself generate an accepted sectarian scripture.

Qur’anic preservation also tells us something about the community’s practical capacity for
preservation. It shows that early Muslims could maintain foundational religious material
across regions and generations, which means that the hadith question begins in a historical
environment where preservation has already been demonstrated in at least one central
domain.
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Because this evidence is indirect, it should receive only a modest cumulative update. Let E,
represent the Qur’anic counter case and the preservation culture it reveals. A cautious
assignment may use P(E, | H, E<;, k) = 0.70 and P(E, | H,, E<;, k) = 0.85, since even a skeptical
hadith model can easily accept Qur’anic preservation while denying the same level of
reliability to hadith.

0, = 0.14 x (0.70 /0.85) ~ 0.11

The result is roughly 89.7 percent for H, and 10.3 percent for Hs.

Moving from General Analogy to the Muslim Case

The evidence considered so far shows why a generic religious analogy has to give way to a
system specific analysis. The Muslim case contains a broad narrator network and early
written material, while the reports also preserve long relationships between teachers and
students. Those features do not prove authenticity on their own, but they change what
each hypothesis should lead us to expect.

The skeptical model can accommodate each feature by proposing an additional
explanation, but compatibility is weaker than justification. It may argue that apparently
early writing is misleading or that routes which look independent ultimately depend upon
a common source. Each of those claims is possible, but each also requires evidence, and
parsimony is lost when auxiliary explanations are added simply to protect the conclusion
from every new piece of contrary data.

The traditional thesis defended here is also deliberately limited. It does not require exact
wording in every report and it does not require every chain to be independent. It requires
only that the historical system preserve a meaningful body of Prophetic material. Little’s
stronger conclusion, then, cannot be reached by finding some defective reports, because
the skeptical thesis must show that the defects are so extensive that the positive
mechanisms described above fail to raise the evidential status of the corpus in any
meaningful way.

Why Incentives to Fabricate Did Not Operate
Alone

Little is right to include incentives for fabrication in the historical model, but a model that
contains only the incentives pointing toward falsehood is incomplete. The same society
also contained reasons to tell the truth and mechanisms that increased the cost of being
exposed, and those counter forces must be included before one can claim that political
pressure made fabrication the expected outcome.

The evidence below therefore concerns the forces operating against fabrication, and the
important question is not whether they made lying impossible, since known fabricators
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show that they did not, but whether they changed the probability that an available
incentive would actually produce a successful forged report.

Religious and Moral Counter Incentives

The Qur’anic and Prophetic condemnations of lying already discussed did more than
provide abstract doctrines. Repeated religious norms can shape conduct by changing what
a person believes he stands to lose through deception, especially when the deception is
understood as a lie about Allah or His Messenger rather than as an ordinary social

falsehood.

Statements from the Companions and senior Successors reinforce the same moral
expectation, and their evidential value lies in showing that the prohibition was not
confined to a text that later transmitters could ignore in practice.

It would therefore be methodologically incomplete to model only the pressures that
encouraged fabrication while excluding the repeated religious pressure toward
truthfulness. The Qur’an itself demands testimony for Allah even when the truth works
against the witness, as in the words “...witnesses for Allah, even against yourselves or your
parents and close relatives”. The point is not that every Muslim obeyed this command
perfectly. The point is that a historical model of Muslim conduct has to include a moral
system that repeatedly made truthfulness a religious obligation, because that system
changes the expected response to the incentives Little emphasizes.”® The same point
applies to the broader moral cultivation of the community. A person raised to treat
truthfulness as obedience to Allah will not respond to an opportunity for fabrication in
exactly the same way as a model that treats the opportunity itself as the only causal force.

Later Muslim scholarship developed an explicit literature concerning the cultivation of the
soul, but the underlying concern with taqwa and moral discipline appears much earlier and
belongs to the social background of the first generations. That cultivation functions as
background evidence that can raise or lower what we expect from a population, after
which the conduct of individual narrators still has to be investigated.

The lives of early transmitters are therefore relevant not because piety should be accepted
as a substitute for evidence, but because a demonstrated record of conduct changes the
probability that a person will act upon an available motive to lie.

Put another way, two people can face the same temptation while having very different
probabilities of acting upon it, because one person’s established conduct may show that he
repeatedly resists the same kind of pressure. The same logic applies when Little moves
from a social incentive to a prediction about an entire transmitting community.

A genuine difference in moral restraints therefore weakens an analogy that relies upon
external circumstances alone, especially where later evidence shows that those restraints
sometimes held even under extreme pressure.

29 The Noble Qur’an, 4:135, al-Nisa’.
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The case of al-Mukhtar b. AbT ‘Ubayd al-Thaqgafi is especially useful because it gives us both
sides of Little’s model in the same historical setting. Al-Mukhtar reportedly offered one
thousand dinars for a hadith that would support his cause, which confirms that political
actors could create real incentives for fabrication. The same incident, however, also gives
us an opportunity to observe whether transmitters always yielded to those incentives.*?
Muhammad b. ‘Ammar b. Yasir is reported to have refused al-Mukhtar’s request that he
fabricate a hadith on the authority of his father, and the account says that al-Mukhtar
killed him for that refusal.!! If the report is accepted, the evidential point is unusually
direct, because a political incentive and a severe threat are both present while the
requested fabrication still does not occur.

A similar example is reported of Ibn al-Rab‘a al-KhuzaT. Al-Mukhtar is said to have offered
him seven hundred dinars for a Prophetic report that would support his cause, yet Ibn al-
Rab‘a refused and appealed directly to the punishment for lying upon the Prophet.*'* The
value of the report, then, lies in the way the incentive and the counter incentive appear in
the same case, because the possibility of worldly gain does not explain the outcome unless
one also asks what other commitments were operating upon the transmitter.

The earlier standalone analysis assigned this resistance evidence P(E; | H,, k) = 0.80 and P(E;
| H,, k) = 0.25, which gives a Bayes factor of 3.2 in favor of the traditional thesis. That
remains useful for showing the raw direction of the evidence, but it would be too
aggressive to multiply that full factor into the running model because the willingness to
resist fabrication is partly explained by the religious norms already counted earlier. Given
this dependence, then, a more cautious conditional assignment is P(E; | H, E<s, k) = 0.50 and
P(Es | H;, E<s, k) = 0.70, so that this issue still updates the case while avoiding the mistake of
counting the same moral evidence twice.

0g = 0.11 x (0.50 /0.70) ~ 0.082

The running probability becomes approximately 92.4 percent for H, and 7.6 percent for Hs.
The point is not that two refusal stories statistically represent every narrator. Rather, they
show that the same first century environment that created incentives to fabricate also
produced people who treated the religious cost of fabrication as greater than a substantial
worldly benefit, which has to be included when the causal pressures are modeled.

20 Abii Ishaq Ibrahim b, Ya'qab al-Sa‘d1 al-Jiizajani (d. 259 AH), Ahwal al-Rijal (25), ed. ‘Abd al-‘Alim ‘Abd al-
‘Azim al-Bastawi (Faisalabad, Pakistan: Hadith Academy, n.d.).

21 ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Abi Hatim Muhammad b. IdrTs al-Razi (d. 327 AH), al-Jarh wa-1-Ta'dil (8/43), no editor
named (Hyderabad, India: Majlis D@’irat al-Ma‘arif al-'Uthmaniyya, 1st ed., 1271 AH / 1952 CE); Ahmad b. ‘Al
Tbn Hajar al-‘Asqalani (d. 852 AH), al-Isaba fi Tamyiz al-Sahaba (6/276), ed. ‘Adil Ahmad ‘Abd al-Mawjiid and
‘Al Muhammad Mu‘awwad (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-Timiyya, 1st ed., 1415 AH); and Jamal al-Din Yisuf b. ‘Abd
al-Rahman al-Mizzi (d. 742 AH), Tahdhib al-Kamal fi Asma’ al-Rijal (26/167), ed. Bashshar ‘Awwad Ma'rif
(Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risala, 1st ed., 1400 AH / 1980 CE).

22 Muhammad b. Isma‘l al-Bukhari (d. 256 AH), al-Tarikh al-Awsat, printed erroneously under the title al-
Tarikh al-Saghir (1/147), no. 656, ed. Mahmiid Ibrahim Zayid (Aleppo: Dar al-Wa'y, and Cairo: Maktabat Dar al-
Turath, 1st ed., 1397 AH / 1977 CE); and Muhammad b. Isma ‘1l al-Bukhari (d. 256 AH), al-Tarikh al-Kabir
(8/435), supervised by Muhammad ‘Abd al-Mu‘n Khan (Hyderabad, Deccan: D@’irat al-Ma‘arif al-‘Uthmaniyya,
n.d.).

67



Prelslamic Arab culture also contained a strong social condemnation of lying, as the poetry
and proverbs below illustrate. I will not assign this material another numerical update,
since it overlaps heavily with the broader moral background already represented in E4 and
would add little independent discriminatory force.

Tarafa b. al-‘Abd, one of the pre-Islamic poets, expressed this social contrast in the
following way.

“Truthfulness is the companion of the noble man in whom hopes are placed; lying is the
companion of the base and luckless”.”® The same moral judgment appears in Arab
proverbial speech.

The proverb praises truthfulness and condemns lying,** since truthfulness raises the

standing of the person who speaks it, while lying lowers its speaker and leaves him
despised among the people.

Public Oversight and the Cost of Lying

Abt ‘Amr b. al-‘Al7’, who died in 154 AH, said, “A man remains at ease in his mind and safe
from people’s tongues so long as he has not composed a book*”* or uttered poetry”.?'® And
al-Khatib al-Baghdadi (d. 463 AH) said, “Whoever writes a book has placed his mind on a
platter and offered it to the people”.”"” These sayings show, one way or another, that once a
person places a claim into public circulation, the claim becomes available to people who
may possess the information needed to expose it. Hadith transmission intensified this
problem for a dishonest narrator because other people could have heard from the same
teacher or could later ask the teacher directly.

A narrator, then, was not evaluated once and permanently released from scrutiny. As long
as he continued to narrate, new reports could be compared with earlier reports and with
what other students preserved from the same source.

The general religious duty to correct falsehood adds another layer to this oversight. The
Qur’anic command to enjoin what is right and forbid what is wrong gave ordinary Muslims
a reason to object to a religious lie, while specialists possessed the additional knowledge
needed to compare the transmission itself.?® No scholar therefore possessed an
unconditional right to have a report accepted merely because of his rank. A claim could be
traced to the teacher from whom he said he heard it and compared with what fellow

23 ‘Abd al-Qadir b. ‘Umar al-Baghdadi (d. 1093 AH), Khizanat al-Adab wa-Lubb Lubab Lisan al-'Arab (2/424),

ed. ‘Abd al-Salam Muhammad Har{in (Cairo: Maktabat al-Khanjt, 4th ed., 1418 AH / 1997 CE).

214 Ab{ al-Fadl Ahmad b. Muhammad al-Maydani (d. 518 AH), Majma' al-Amthal (1/408), ed. Muhammad Muhyt
al-Din ‘Abd al-Hamid (Beirut: Dar al-Ma'rifa, n.d.).

2> The expression «yada‘ kitaban» in this context means «composes a book»; «yada‘’» here does not carry the
sense of fabrication but of authorship.

216 Al-Khatib al-Baghdady, al-Jami’ li-Akhlaq al-Rawi wa-Adab al-Sami‘ (2/283), no. 1864.

27 ‘AlTb. al-Mufaddal al-MaqdisT (d. 611 AH), Kitab al-Arba‘Tn al-Murattaba ‘ala Tabaqat al-Arba‘in (505),

ed. Muhammad Salim b. Muhammad b. Jum'an al-‘Abbadi (Riyadh: Adwa’ al-Salaf, 1st ed., n.d.).

28 The Noble Qur'an, 3:104, Al Imran.
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students had preserved, which makes the institutional structure decentralized rather than
dependent upon the honesty of one central authority.

The reports, below, therefore, show this public checking in practice rather than merely
describing it as an ideal. They should not be counted as separate and independent Bayes
factors, since each report instantiates the same broader practice of comparison and
renewed questioning, but taken together they help establish that corroboration and
rechecking belonged to the actual epistemic environment in which hadith circulated.

(1) What Nafi* narrated. It was said to Ibn ‘Umar that Abt Hurayra says, I heard the
Messenger of Allah g say. “Whoever follows a funeral procession has a qirat of reward.”

Ibn ‘Umar said, “Abl Hurayra is prolific upon us”, and he sent to ‘A’isha and asked her, and
she confirmed Abt Hurayra. Ibn ‘Umar then said, “We have neglected many qirats”.*" The
point of Ibn ‘Umar’s response is that a prolific narrator could still be checked against
another person who possessed access to the same Prophetic material. Once ‘A’isha confirms
the report, the corroboration gives Ibn ‘Umar a further reason to accept it, which shows
how additional testimony could raise justification without requiring the original witness to
be treated as a liar.

(2) There is also the narration of Aba Rafi', the client of the Prophet g, from ‘Abd Allah b.
Mas‘ld, that the Messenger of Allah g said, “No prophet whom Allah sent to a nation

before me but had, from among his nation, disciples and companions who held to his sunna
and followed his command. Then there came after them successors who say what they do
not do and do what they are not commanded. Whoever strives against them with his hand
is a believer; whoever strives against them with his tongue is a believer; and whoever
strives against them with his heart is a believer; beyond that there is not a mustard seed’s
weight of faith.” Abii Rafi' said, I related it to ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Umar and he rejected it from me.
Then Ibn Mastd arrived and lodged at Qanat, and ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Umar had me accompany
him to visit him. I went along with him, and when we had sat down I asked Ibn Mas‘td
about this hadith, and he related it to me exactly as I had related it to Ibn ‘Umar.**® The Aba
Rafi* episode, for example, shows a report from Ibn Mas‘tid being challenged by Ibn ‘Umar
and then checked directly with Ibn MasTd when the men later meet. The agreement
between the original source and Abi Rafi”s earlier wording gives the latter’s transmission
independent support within the story.

(3) Similarly, ‘Urwa b. al-Zubayr narrated. I heard ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Amr b. al-‘As say. I heard
the Messenger of Allah g say. “Allah does not take away knowledge by wresting it from
people; rather, He takes away knowledge by taking away the scholars, until, when He has
left no scholar, the people take ignorant men as their heads. These are consulted and give

rulings without knowledge, going astray themselves and leading others astray.” Then I met
‘Abd Allah b. ‘Amr at the turn of the year and asked him, and he repeated the hadith to us

exactly as he had related it before, saying. I heard the Messenger of Allah & say.”' The

29 Muslim, al-Sahih (2/653), no. 954.
20 Muslim, al-Sahth (1/69), no. 50.
21 Muslim, al-Sahth (4/2058), no. 2673.
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report of ‘Urwa and ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Amr uses a different form of the same method. The
narrator is asked for the report again after a year, and his repetition is compared with what
he said before, a test that ‘A’isha is also reported to have requested.??

(4) Another instance. Hisham b. ‘Abd al-Malik asked al-Zuhrt to dictate to one of his sons.
He called for a scribe, and al-Zuhri dictated four hundred hadiths. Al-Zuhri then left
Hisham’s presence and said, “Where are you, people of hadith?”, and related to them those
same four hundred hadiths. Hisham waited a month or thereabouts, then said to al-Zuhri.
“The book you dictated to us has been lost.” He said, “No matter; call for a scribe.” A scribe
was summoned, and he dictated the four hundred hadiths again. Hisham then collated it
with the first copy, and it did not depart from it by a single letter.?® Hisham’s test of al-
Zuhrt likewise uses a written control. After the first four hundred hadiths were dictated
and preserved, al-ZuhrT was asked to dictate them again after a period had passed, and the
two records were then compared. The importance of the episode lies in the possibility of
checking memory against an earlier fixed record rather than relying upon reputation
alone.

(5) Likewise, al-Zuhri narrated from ‘Urwa, from ‘A’isha, that the sun was eclipsed in the
time of the Messenger of Allah 5, and he sent out a caller announcing congregational

prayer. He then went forward and prayed four bowings within two rak‘as, with four
prostrations. Al-ZuhrT said to ‘Urwa: “What is this your brother ‘Abd Allah b. al-Zubayr has
done? He prayed only two rak‘as, like the dawn prayer, when he prayed in Medina.” ‘Urwa
b. al-Zubayr replied, “Indeed; he missed the sunna”.”* The eclipse report adds another
dimension, since ‘Urwa tells al-Zuhr that ‘Abd Allah b. al-Zubayr “missed the sunna” in the
way he performed the prayer. The transmission network, then, did not only preserve
reports, but could also be used to evaluate whether later conduct corresponded to the
remembered Prophetic practice.

(6) Similarly, ‘Ubayd b. ‘Umayr narrated. Abi Masa al-Ash‘arT sought leave to enter upon
‘Umar b. al-Khattab, and leave was not given, ‘Umar apparently being occupied. Ab Miisa
turned back. When ‘Umar had finished, he said, “Did I not hear the voice of ‘Abd Allah b.
Qays? Grant him leave.” He was told. “He has turned back.” So ‘Umar summoned him, and
Abi Miisa said, “We were commanded to do so.” ‘Umar said, “Bring me proof of it.” So he
went off to the assembly of the Ansar and asked them, and they said, “None will testify to
this for you but the youngest of us, Abli Sa7d al-Khudri.” So he took Abi Sa1d al-Khudri,
and ‘Umar said, “Did this command of the Messenger of Allah 54 escape me? The striking

of bargains in the markets distracted me”, meaning going out to trade.”” ‘Umar’s request
that AbGi Misa produce someone else who knew the same instruction is perhaps the
clearest example of corroboration. Abii Miisa then brings Abt Sa‘ld al-Khudr1, who confirms
the Prophetic command, so the report gains support from another witness rather than
from a presumption that Abi Miisa must be right.

222 Muslim, al-Sahth (4/2059), no. 2673.

2 Ya'qib b. Sufyan, al-Ma‘rifa wa-1-Tarikh (1/640); and al-Ramahurmuzi, al-Muhaddith al-Fasil (397), no. 406.
24 A]-Bukhari, al-Sahth (2/40), no. 1066.

25 A]-Bukhari, al-Sahth (3/55), no. 2062.
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These cases show that even a narrator whose general truthfulness was not being denied
could be asked for further confirmation when the circumstances called for it.
Corroboration, then, functioned as additional evidence rather than as an insult to the
narrator’s character.

The same demand for communal confirmation appears when Umar asks a group of senior
Companions whether they know the Prophet’s statement concerning inheritance, after
which he separately asks ‘All and al-‘Abbas to confirm the same wording. The report
mentions: “I adjure you by Allah, by whom the heaven and the earth stand: do you know
that the Messenger of Allah g said: We are not inherited from; whatever we leave behind
is charity?” He continues: “I adjure you both by Allah: do you know that the Messenger of
Allah g said that?” To which it was replied “He did say that”.*® AbGi Humayd al-Sa‘idi
makes the logic explicit when, after relating a report, he directs the hearer to “Ask Zayd b.
Thabit, for he was present with me”.*” The hearer, then, is invited to verify the account
rather than to accept the narrator’s prestige as sufficient by itself.

Incentives, Counter Incentives, and the Direction of the
Evidence

Little gives substantial weight to the incentives that may have encouraged fabrication, but
the evidence now shows why those incentives cannot be entered into the prior alone. The
same historical environment contained strong counter incentives and a public structure in
which a false report could be challenged by people with access to the source. A justified
historical explanation must therefore model both directions of pressure.

226 gl-Bukhari, al-Sahih (7/63), no. 5358.
227 Abli Bakr ‘Abd Allah b. al-Zubayr al-Humaydi al-Makki (d. 219 AH), al-Musnad (2/88-89), no. 863, ed. Hasan
Salim Asad (Damascus: Dar al-Saqa, 1st ed., 1996 CE).
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These cases cannot establish the character of every narrator, but they remove any
justification for treating political benefit as though it mechanically produced compliance.*®
The remaining public oversight evidence, E,, is partly dependent upon the earlier evidence
of accuracy and route comparison, so it should again receive a modest conditional update.
Suppose P(E, | Hy, E<s, k) = 0.65 and P(E, | H,, E<,, k) = 0.85. The traditional thesis expects a
preservation system to expose transmitters to repeated comparison, while the skeptical
thesis can allow the same practice but must maintain that it was insufficient to prevent
unusual unreliability.

0, = 0.082 x (0.65/0.85) ~ 0.063

The final running odds are therefore about 0.063 to 1 for H; over H,, which corresponds to
roughly 5.9 percent for the skeptical thesis and 94.1 percent for the traditional thesis
within this illustrative model. Again, the paper is not claiming that history has produced a
measured 94.1 percent probability. The calculation shows what happens when the same
skeptical starting advantage is repeatedly required to update in response to Muslim specific
evidence rather than being restated at every stage as though nothing had changed.

Public oversight is also directly relevant to Little’s use of the word “institution”. No
centralized institution was required for a narrator to face accountability, because the
verification was distributed across teachers and students who had access to overlapping
material. This kind of structure can fail in particular cases, but its existence is evidence that
the early system was not simply an unregulated market of anonymous religious claims.

We argue, then, that these forces belong inside the probability model. A skeptical
explanation that counts each motive for fabrication while assigning no evidential weight to
the motives for truthfulness, the cost of exposure, and the actual practices of verification is
not neutral. It is simply a skeptical prior whose assumptions have been hidden inside the
selection of evidence.

228 Ab{i Ishaq Ibrahim b. Ya'qlb al-Sa‘di al-Jizajani (d. 259 AH), Ahwal al-Rijal (25), ed. ‘Abd al-‘Alim ‘Abd al-
‘Azim al-Bastaw (Faisalabad, Pakistan: Hadith Academy, n.d.); ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Abi Hatim Muhammad b.
Idris al-Razi (d. 327 AH), al-Jarh wa-1-Ta'dil (8/43), no editor named (Hyderabad, India: Majlis DZ’irat al-Maarif
al-‘Uthmaniyya, 1st ed., 1271 AH / 1952 CE); Ahmad b. ‘Ali Tbn Hajar al-‘Asqalani (d. 852 AH), al-Isaba fi Tamyiz
al-Sahaba (6/276), ed. ‘Adil Ahmad ‘Abd al-Mawjid and ‘Ali Muhammad Mu‘awwad (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-
Tmiyya, 1st ed., 1415 AH); and Jamal al-Din Yasuf b. ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Mizzi (d. 742 AH), Tahdhib al-Kamal fi
Asma’ al-Rijal (26/167), ed. Bashshar ‘Awwad Ma'rif (Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risala, 1st ed., 1400 AH / 1980 CE);
Muhammad b. Isma‘l al-Bukhari (d. 256 AH), al-Tarikh al-Awsat, printed erroneously under the title al-Tarikh
al-Saghir (1/147), no. 656, ed. Mahmiid Ibrahim Zayid (Aleppo: Dar al-Wa'y, and Cairo: Maktabat Dar al-Turath,
1st ed., 1397 AH / 1977 CE); and Muhammad b. Isma‘l al-Bukhari (d. 256 AH), al-Tarikh al-Kabir (8/435),
supervised by Muhammad ‘Abd al-Mu'‘in Khan (Hyderabad, Deccan: D@’irat al-Maarif al- Uthmaniyya, n.d.).
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Final Bayesian and Epistemological Assessment

Little’s Burden of Justification

The first objection can now be assessed against the stronger claim Little actually makes. He
does not merely need to show that fabrication occurred, because that proposition is already
granted. He needs to justify the conclusion that fabrication and later development were so
successful that the hadith corpus became epistemically inferior to comparable historical
traditions despite the Muslim specific evidence surveyed above.

That burden is heavier because “unusually unreliable” is a comparative claim. It requires
some criterion by which the hadith corpus is shown to perform worse than other bodies of
ancient testimony, and the ordinary facts that witnesses can lie or that communities
experience political conflict cannot establish that comparison without a system breaker
that is specific to hadith.

Put another way, the conclusion needs more than a list of possible failure mechanisms. It
needs evidence that those mechanisms defeated the actual preservational controls often
enough to make the skeptical model the better historical explanation.

1. A claim of unusual unreliability is justified only when the evidence shows that the
relevant corpus is epistemically inferior to the comparison class rather than merely subject
to ordinary historical error.

2. Little maintains that the hadith corpus meets that stronger description.

3. He must therefore show that the mechanisms of transmission and criticism failed at the
scale required by that conclusion.

The evidence considered in this paper does not prove that every mechanism succeeded in
every case, but it makes the skeptical burden harder than the first objection initially
suggests. The early community possessed rules of verification and then applied practical
tests to memory and transmission. The later network also contained written material and
geographically dispersed transmitters, while public oversight created additional
opportunities to expose defects. These are different classes of evidence, and a model of
unusual unreliability must explain why their cumulative effect remains too weak to
preserve meaningful Prophetic material.

Necessary and Sufficient Conditions for the Skeptical
Conclusion

The problem can also be stated through the conceptual analysis of justification developed
in the introductory paper. Little must tell us what conditions are necessary and sufficient
for classifying a historical corpus as unusually unreliable, because the presence of some
known fabrications cannot be sufficient unless we are prepared to apply the same
conclusion to nearly every ancient historical tradition in which false reports existed.

73



Compatibility with unreliability is therefore not enough. A feature becomes a strong
skeptical defeater only when it is substantially more expected on the skeptical hypothesis
than on meaningful preservation, and the hypothesis as a whole is justified only when it
explains the total evidence with greater scope and power while remaining sufficiently
parsimonious.

The inferential problem may therefore be stated without reducing it to a formal syllogism.

1. A skeptical objection is historically justified when it supplies sufficient grounds for
rejection or when the skeptical model makes the relevant evidence more expected than the
preservation model.

2. Little’s first objection establishes that fabrication was possible and that early Muslims
lived under conditions capable of creating motives for it.

3. Those propositions do not establish that the hadith tradition satisfies the stronger
conditions of unusual unreliability, especially once the Muslim-specific evidence is
incorporated into the comparison.

4. The conclusion of unusual unreliability therefore does not follow from the first objection
alone.

Parsimony and the Total Evidence

Parsimony becomes especially important once the total evidence is on the table. A theory
in which some reports were fabricated is easy to maintain and is already accepted within
the Muslim tradition. A theory in which the corpus is unusually unreliable must explain
why the early concern for truthfulness developed alongside practical correction of error,
why the routes of transmission were preserved, and why the broader network of writing
and public comparison still failed so comprehensively that meaningful Prophetic material
became historically inaccessible.

Put another way, Little cannot lower the standard for hadith by appealing to limitations
that are ordinary features of ancient testimony while continuing to use other ancient
sources. This is not a tu quoque argument. It is a demand for a relevant system breaker that
explains why the hadith case should receive a substantially lower epistemic status.

The skeptical thesis may ultimately provide such evidence in a particular report or
category, and later objections must therefore be assessed on their own merits. The first
objection, however, does not yet provide enough explanatory power to overcome the
Muslim specific evidence, and the running Bayesian model makes that imbalance visible
rather than allowing the initial prior to do the work of the entire argument.
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Conclusion

The central epistemic problem with Little’s first objection is therefore the movement from
possibility to probability before the Muslim specific evidence has been allowed to update
the comparison. Fabrication occurred and human memory was fallible, but those facts do
not by themselves establish that the hadith tradition is probably unreliable, much less that
it is unusually unreliable when placed beside other bodies of ancient testimony.

Once the debate is framed as a comparison between H, and H,, the historical task becomes
clearer. The question, then, is which model makes the actual evidence more expected after
the prior is updated by early verification, practical error correction, concern for
connectedness, the structure of transmission, and the counter incentives that operated
against lying.

We do not claim that every report is authentic, and we do not require the critics to have
been infallible. A realistic traditional hypothesis should predict some error and some
fabrication. What it maintains is that the system preserved a meaningful body of Prophetic
material, and the evidence discussed throughout this response is more naturally explained
by that limited thesis than by the stronger claim that the corpus became unusually
unreliable before meaningful criticism could protect it.

Under the illustrative cumulative assignments used in this paper, Little’s initial 75 to 25
advantage is gradually reversed and the final running model reaches roughly 94 percent for
H.. The exact number is not the conclusion. The conclusion is that the skeptical prior
cannot remain fixed once evidence that is more expected under preservation is introduced.

A sensitivity check makes the same point in a more cautious way. If each of the conditional
Bayes factors used above were moved halfway back toward a neutral value of 1, thereby
cutting much of their discriminatory force, the cumulative model would still place the
traditional thesis at roughly 65 percent rather than the 25 percent with which it began. The
result is therefore not dependent upon one dramatic update. It depends upon the repeated
direction of several different classes of evidence. Little’s first objection, then, gives us a
reason to investigate hadith critically, but it does not justify the stronger conclusion that
the hadith tradition is unusually unreliable.

75



	Formulating the Objection
	Little’s First Objection
	A Bayesian Steelman and the Cumulative Method
	Defining the Point at Issue
	Little’s Argument in Compact Form

	Preliminary Questions About Justification and Prior Probability
	Possibility Is Not Probability
	The Default Presumption Is Investigation
	Similar Circumstances Do Not Produce the Same Result

	Early Muslim Criticism
	Critical Principles Before the Later Hadith Sciences
	Truthfulness and the Problem of Lying
	Accuracy and the Detection of Error
	Connectedness and Direct Hearing
	What the Early Evidence Does to Little’s Prior
	How Altered and Forged Reports Were Detected
	Premodern Rigor Without Modern Institutions
	Historical Features That Weaken Little’s Prior
	The Qur’an and the Community’s Preservational Capacity
	The Shape of Hadith Transmission
	The Qur’an as Background Knowledge Rather Than a Hadith Proof
	Moving from General Analogy to the Muslim Case

	Why Incentives to Fabricate Did Not Operate Alone
	Religious and Moral Counter Incentives
	Public Oversight and the Cost of Lying
	Incentives, Counter Incentives, and the Direction of the Evidence

	Final Bayesian and Epistemological Assessment
	Little’s Burden of Justification
	Necessary and Sufficient Conditions for the Skeptical Conclusion
	Parsimony and the Total Evidence

	Conclusion

