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The ‘Epistle of the Fatimid Caliph al-Amir
(al-Hidaya al-Amiriyya)—its Date and its Purpose
; By S. M. §'1'ERN

4 : |

THE strife over the succession of the Tatimid Caliph al-Mustansir l

left a decisive mark on the later history of the Ismaili sect.? ’
The quarrel between the {ollowers of his two rival sons, al-Mustali |
and Nizir, did not end with the defeat and death of the latter ; his
adherents, the Nizaris, formed a scct of their own, and the rulers of
the Musta‘lid branch had no enemics more bitter. The fortunes of
the whole Ismaili movement might have taken a very different turn i
had the redoubtable Assassins made common cause with the Fatimids
of Egypt, instead of seizing every opportunity to harm them.

The dispute between the two parties turned mainly on
al-Mustansir’s last will—as according to Ismaili dogma succession
‘to the throne was regulated by the nass, the nomination by the
preceding Imam. The modern historian can find his way but with
difficulty between the contending claims of the rival factions. It
secmns, however, hard to avoid the suspicion that, whatever the
wishes of the late Caliph might have been, the swift action taken by
al-Afdal, on,the morning following al-Mustansir's death, had its
decisive share in putting al-Musta‘li on the throne.?

For understanding the development of the schism, a full acquaint-
afice with the different views held by the contending parties is more
important than the clucidation of the historical truth. Our know-
ledge has hitherto been based solely on the meagre remarks made
by Orthodox historians, in whose opinion the quarrels of these two
parties, neither of them better than abominable herctics, were not
of much consequence.  Now, thanks to the publications of
W. Ivanow,® we have some of the treatises of the Nizari branch, in
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1 For a general outline of the historical facts sce Enc. of Islam, s.v. Nizir and
Musta'li (1. A. R. Gibb); Wict, Matériauz pour un Copus Inscr. Arab., Eqypte, } ‘
ii, 155-6.—Thero are some excellent remarks on the listorical significance of the
Nizari Schisra by B. Lewis, in Lis review of Fyzee's edition of the Hlidaya, LSOR,
x, 235-7.

3 Lewis is equally of the opinion that al-Musta'li’s accession was mainly due to
& coup d'élat.

# In tho scrics of the Tstamic Tiesearch Association ; see also the analysis of the
Raudat al-taslim in JRASQ 1931, p. 527 f. Tt is much to be desired that the last
pamed work should be fully published. In gencral, the Nizari books are in need of

furtlicr study. .\w
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THE EPISTLE OF THE FATIMID CALIPH AL-AMIR 21

which we can study the views of that sect. About ten years ago there
was also published an official document giving a formal account of
the attitude of the Musta‘lian government of Egypt, the other side

" in the dispute, towards the questions concerning the succession of
. al-Mustansir. It is not proposed here to enter into the merits of the

Nizari-Mustalian schisma and its historical significance, but to
make a contribution to the study of the problem by shedding light
on the incidents that gave rise to the Fatimid document mentioned.

The Islamic Research Association, which had already rendered
a great service to Ismaili studies by publishing the above-mentioned
texts emanating from the Niziri branch of the Ismailia, bas also
included among its publications al-Hidayatw’l Amiriya, an epistle
of the tenth Fatimid Caliph al-Amir bi-ahkimi'llah”, edited by
Asaf A. A. Fyzee! The editor has correctly stated the character of
this document : it “undoubtedly belongs to the type of official
instructive correspondence of the Caliphs which is known by the
name of sjill, or epistle. By such epistles Fatimid Imams used to
guide their followers in religious matters, especially in various
situations of emergency ” (Introduction, p. 3). It is, in fact, nothing

Cclse than a pastoral letter of the Caliph al-Amir (the son of

al-Musta‘li), written some twenty years after the schism and con-
taining an official refutation of the rival claims of his late uncle
Nizir, upheld by the Assassins of Persia and Syria. Owing to its
early date and some of the evidence contained in it, the document
forms a precious addition to our Iknowledge of the first stages of the
Niziri-Musta‘lian controversy.

. As we have to deal with a state paper, we may look for some
concrete event that caused its publication. Its polemical tone and
the allusions to evidence given by different witnesses, etc., malke
clear that it was meant to express the government’s views in an

1 Jsla'aie Rescarch Association Series, mo. 7, Oxford University Press, 1938.
It was W. Ivanow who first drew attention to the treatise {sce A Guide fo Ismaili
Literature, p. 50, No. 173). The occasion is taken to propose a few corrections to
the text. On p. 22, 1. 9, tho correct reading is probably that quoted in the
footnote : | 2l - 203 P-36,12, CL. instead of CL‘, and O,fuajl instead
of O"/ML On p. 37, 1.6, 7, 12, ()l;.{‘ should be fJL“f‘ and on p. 16,1. 7,

REEy) should be O3>0 O ib., 1. 8, should bo YOS The same strangely
mutilated forms of the well known Biblical names Tchoboam, Jeroboam, and
Absalom return in the Index, too (p. 20: Bari‘un and Rajiun, sons of Solomon,
and Aishalom (?) son of David, the latter even getting a question mark).
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actual dispute. Its editor was quite right in trying to establish, by
considerations of this kind (and also by the help of chronological
data contained in the Epistle), the occasion for the document
(Intr., pp. 3-4). But the clues at his disposal were so meagre that
he could not get farther than tentative conjectures.

. It seems, however, that a piece of information given by &
thirteenth-century Egyptian chronicler may not only give a full
explanation of the origin of the Hiddya but also establish its exact
date and even the identity of the sccretary who drew it up in the
chambers of the Fatimid Chancery. S

II

Ibn al-Muyassar, in his chronicle Akhbar Migr, the surviving
fragments of which have been published by Henri Massé under the
title of Annales d’Eqypte,* has preserved the memory of a rernarkable
episode, passed over in silence by other historians.? It is very
probable that the account originated with an almost contemporary
annalist, Ibn al-Ma’miin (d. 588/1192), the son of the vizicr who
played such a prominent role in the events mentioned by the
narrative, and that it was incorporated by Ibn al-Muyassar in his
work.

In the chapter relating the events of a.m. 518 (= A.n. 1124) the
chronicler mentions the death of al-lJasan b. al-Sabbili which
occurred in that year. He gives a rather extensive account of the
relations which existed during the rcign of the Caliph al-Amir
(495/1101-524/1130) between the Fatimid Caliphate and the
dissident sect of the Assassins.? MHe describes the police measures
taken by the Fatimid vizier al-Ma'min to prevent the infiltration
into Egypt of Assassin spics and fidd'is. Having dealt successfully
with the external enemies of the state, al-Ma’min did not miss the
opportunity to give a hint to his master that there existed some
persons in his very palace whosc loyalty towards the régime scemed
rather equivocal—alluding thereby to the Caliph’s aunt, the full

1 Publications de I'Institut frangais d’archéologic orientale, Cairo, 1919. For all
questions concerning this book, the highly inportant review of G. Wict : Journal
Asiatique, 1litme série, t. xviii (1921), p. 65-125 should be consulted. Tt was
Wiet who made the suggestion to regard Thn al-Ma’min as the sourco of Tbn
al-Muyassar for the account of the asscnbly (loe. cit., pp. 85-6).

* Wict (p. 91) finds it ** inexplicable *” that in the Khitaf of al-Maqrizi no mention
should be made of the declaration of the sister of Nizir.

¥ pp. 66-9.

< e et ———




e~ F T e S SRR ——

THE EPISTLE OF THE FATIMID CALIPH AL-AMIR 23

gister of the late pretender Nizar, and her two sons. On hearing of
these insinuations the princess hurried to profess her loyalty and
expressed a wish that an opportunity might be given her to show
publicly her support of the reigning line of the dynasty. Her request
was granted and a meeting was convened, to be attended by the
high functionaries of the state. Ibn al-Muyassar (that is to say, his
source) gives a detailed account of the public demonstration held
in the month of Shawwal, a.H. 516 (A.p. 1122). Among other
dignitaries, secular and religious, the assembly was attended by
Abu-l-Hasan ‘Ali b. Abi Usima the secretary (katib al-dast)!
‘Wali al-daula Abu-l-barakat b. ‘Abd al-Hagiq, the chief da‘i,?
Ab@ Muhammad b. Adam, the head of the academy (dar al-“m) in
Cairo, Abu-l-Thurayya b. Mukhtér, and Abu-l-Fakhr, the foremost
canonical lawyers of the Ismailia, the sharif Ibn ‘Uqail, the chief
kadi, the royal princes, etc. The meeting was apparently opened by
the reading of a declaration drafted by the theologians of the court.

“ They argued as follows :—

“1. Al-Mustansir bestowed upon al-Musta‘li the title of ‘ The
Crown Prince of the Believers’.2 By this title he has singled him

out and given him a special position—as the possession of the title

Crown-prince of the Bclievers includes also the right to the title
Crown-prince of the Moslems; for every ‘believer’ is eo ipso a
‘Moslem ’, but not vice versa.t Al-Mustansir gave this title to
al-Musta‘li on the occasion of the latter’s marriage with the daughter
of Amir al-Juytish Badr.

“ 2. They also claimed that it was a falsehood to assert that at

1 This official, a native of Aleppo (d. 522), is also mentioned in the list of al-Amir's
high officials (Ibn al-Muyassar, pp. 61, 74); cf. also al-Magqrizi, Kkifat ii, 291,
and W. Bjorkman, Beitrage zur Geschichte der Slaatskanzlei, p. 64. About his title
(Xatid al-daat), borne by tho head of the chancery, cf. al-Qalqashandi, i, 103,
iii, 490, Kkifaf, ii, 244.

2 Sce the list just mentioned (p. 61), and cf. Wiet, p. 110.

3 Instead of uge (] yo we must read: uge J -

4The argument—fully developed in the corresponding passage of the Hidaya,
to be quoted later—implies that al-Mustansir's heir, al-Musta‘li, bore the title
wali ‘ald al-mu'minin, while the other sons of the Caliph had conferred upon them
that of w. ‘a. al-muslimin, the usual title of the crown-prince. I can quote no other
evidence in support of the first assertion ; the sccond one is, however, fully borne
out by a passago in the proclamation of al-Iifiz, Subk al-a‘shd, ix, 295. Tho higher
value attributed to mu'min, as against muslin, is based, on ono hand, on a well-
known dogmatic distinction, on tho other, on the Ysmaili practice which designed
the members of tho sect al-mu'minin, distinguishing them from the gencral body
of Moslems.
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one time the coinage was issued in the name of Nizar. This assertion
had been made by certain Nizdris who held that the ¢ pointed’
dinars bore his name. In truth, this type of dinar dates back to the
reign of al-‘Aziz.! But even if we admitted the claim it would prove
nothing : al-Hakim, too, substituted the name of a cousin of his
for his own name on one of his coins—but this did not mean that
the cousin acquired any rights to the Imamate? The wvizier
al-Yaziiri, too, once obtained from his master al-Mustangir the
privilege of putting his name on coins followed by the inscription :
minted under the rule of the dynasty of Yasin (=the prophet
Mohammed), possessors of salvation, in the year so-and-so.* In fact,
dinars were minted bearing this inscription for about a month—till
al-Mustansir ordered that the practicc be discontinued and the
mention of it be struck out of the annals.

“ 3. They also pointed out that when al-Mustansir, at a perilous
juncture of his reign, sent his sons to the army, he took care to make
the following arrangement : Abi ‘Abdallah was to go to Acre to
the army commanded by Amir al-Juyfish; Abu-1-Qasim (father of
al-Hafiz, subsequently Caliph) to Ascalon ; and Nizar to the port of
Damietta : the higher the rank of each son, the nearer to the capital
was he to be stationed. And on this occasion al-Musta‘li was not
even allowed to quit the palace.

1 The dispute was made possible by the fact that the Caliph al-*Aziz, too, had the
proper name of Nizir. As a matter of fact, dinir mangif probably means the gold
dinar of al-‘Aziz, which has in its centre a * pellet within a circle” (S. Lane-Poole
Catalogue of Oriental Coing in the B.)M., vol. iv, Coinage of the Fatimids, ete.,
p. 14). The partisans of Nizir secm to have paid little hced to the fact that on the
ocoinage the name Nizir is clcarly qualified by the title ** al-Imim al-*Aziz billih ™!

* There are, in fact, coins from the reign of al-Hakim which bear the name of

‘Abd al-Rahim besides the Caliph’s name: Lanec-Poole, op. cit., p. 26. The
argument of tho theologians is, of course, misleading : - al-Hakim did, in fact

appoint ‘Abd al-Rabim as his heir. In the text of Ibn al-Muyassar read (Ll: oy
instead of r[zL: U‘.&J-

*Read with Wiet (p. 111): b JT. This is the reading in the passage
Ibn Muyassar, p. 9, where there is a more detailed account of this coinage. Lane-
Poole (4 History of Egypt, 2u4d ed., p. 142) remarks : * Suydti says he (the vizier
al.Yiziiri, 442-450) was allowcd for a month to add his own name to that of the
Caliph on the coinage, but there is no numismatic confirmation.”

4 Ergo, al-Musta'li was the fuvourite son of the Imam. The allusion is most
probably to the Syrian campaign of 482 (1059). At that time al-Musta'li was 15
Nizir 45 yeara old —which would explain the above faets in a more natural way than
does the casuistic argumentation of the theologians. (If onc of the carlier campaigns
of 471 (1078) or 478 (1083) was meant, this would be truc to an even greater
degrec.)
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« 4 After the death of al-Mustansir Nizar swore.allegiance to
al-Mustali.”

The chronicler continues his narrative of the assembly : “On
this there ensued a discussion. Now, during the whole meeting
Nizar's sister was in a small chamber adjoining the great hall of th:
palace (where the assembly was being held). Near the screen
separating the chamber from the hall were standing her brothers and
cousins and the chief eunuchs. When this (discussion) occurred,
al-Ma’miin rose from his seat and approached the screen. He asked
formally : Who is behind the screen? The Princess’s brothers and
cousins testified that there was no other than the Princess herself.
When, in this way, her identity was established to the satisfaction
of those present, she made the following declaration :—

“ ] beg you all to bear witness and tell the whole Moslem world of
my declaration that my full-brother Nizar had no rights to the
Imamate ; and that I have abjured his claims, denied their validity
and cursed everybody who admits them. ,

“] learned from my mother that, when once, during the rise of
the Nile, al-Mustansir sent her, with the mother of my brother
‘Abdallah, to the villas known by the name of al-Hauld and al-Rabab,!
they quarrelled about the rights of their sons. Al-Mustangir calle’d
both of them before him and rebuked them, saying: Neither of

z’our fom shall be the ruler—the rightful heir will be known in due
ime.
- “1 was also present at the sick-bed of al-Mustansir during his last
lll.ness. He bad al-Musta‘li called to him, took him intoohis bed
l.ussed his forehead and had a long conversation with him in private,
in th-c course of which both were seen weeping. On the day, in th(;
evening of which my father was to die, he called for my aunt, the
d-aught,er of (the late Caliph) al-Zahir, and spoke to her for a,lono
time in private. The conversation finished, he stretched out hi:
hand towards her and kissed her. He then required from her a public

oath. Al-Mustansir died in the same night. In the morning
. ©’
1 Cf. al-Maqrizi, ii, 333 (quoted by Wiet, p. 111).
* This is th i 5
tegondan 1—5_ e 'probublo menmng. oi: tho phrase.): Iy s (.,.L., A similar—
; y—answer f’f al-Mustangic is quoted in & work of the later Tsmaili
;crature, the Majalis al-naskh wal-bayin of ‘Ali b. Muhammad b. al-Walid
(d. 6.12/1215)3 Ibn Sabbil asked al-Mustansir about his successor. Tho latter
answered cvasively, promising that ho would let him know in its due course. And

this was—the autl —] sta'li w g
i l;u ror adds—before al-Musta'li was born. (Sco W. Ivanow, Kalami

e . — -
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al-Afdal, with the da%, the emirs, and some troops, called on my
aunt and stood at the outer side of the curtain. Al-Afdal then
took a seat while all the others remained standing. He began by
tendering his condolences, and continued : *Tell me, my Lady,
whom did the deccased Caliph appoint as his successor 7’ She
answered : ¢ He has, under oath, deposited the Imamate in my
hands and willed that his son Abu-l-Qisim Ahmad be the Caliph.’
My aunt then swore allegiance to him (i.e. al-Musta‘li) and was
followed by al-Musta‘li’s elder brother ‘Abdallah. Al-Afdal ordered
Nizar, too, to swear allegiance, which he did. Thereupon al-Afdal
had Nizar taken into custody and pub him in a place not fitting to
his rank. Then al-Afdal ordered the da‘ to pronounce the oath of
loyalty and to administer the oath to the freedmen of the palace and
the eunuchs. On the intervention of my aunt, the custody of Nizar
was lifted later, but not before al-Afdal had used hard words towards
Nizir. By God, my brother Nizar did not go to Alexandria, to the
governor of that city, Nagir al-Din Aftekin, to seek the Imamate or
claim it by right—he wanted the dismissal of al-Afdal and vengeance
for the injurics al-Afdal had caused him. May God curse everyhody
who dares to explain his intentions in another way.”

“ That is the end of the princess’s statement ; whereupon the
assembly thanked her for her words. AlMa’min ordered Ibn
al-Sayrafi, the seeretary, to draw up a proclamation (sijill), to be
read from the chair in the mosques of Misr. The assembly was then
dissolved.” = '

In the chronicle of Ibn al-Muyassar there follows information on
the later history of the Nizari branch of the Ismailia, especially the
Assassins of Syria. These notices, which contain no new of
important information, do not, of course, come from the con-
temporary authority to whom we owe the narrative ahout the
mecting. But it may be assumed that in the following lines it is
once again the same source that is quoted (p. 68, 1. 22) - —

“YWhen the assembly was dissolved,! al-Ma’min ordered Ibn
al-Sayrafi to write a long letter to Ibn al-Sabbih, in which he
admonished him to return to the truth and to cease upholding the
Imamate of Nizir, making use of some of the arguments just

1 Theso words ( u’l"'“ U;“‘ \5 ,) scem to resume the last words of the account of

the assembly ( u,l,fl\ u;;;,'.l 2 fact which apparently corraborates our analysis
of the sources.
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mentioned.” It was then that news of the renewed intensity. of
Assassin subversive activities reached the court in Cairo; so a
friendly approach to Ibn al-Sabbéh was, evidently, judged untimely
and, instead, the severe measures against Assassin agents, men-
tioned above, were again adopted.

11

A comparison of the arguments of the official proclamation and
of the Princess’s deposition with the main points of the Hidaya, will
show that there must exist a close relation between the Hidaye and
the proceedings of the assembly.

(a) The first argument brought up in the assembly—that the
title of the Crown Prince of the Believers was bestowed on
al-Musta‘li, while his brothers were granted only that of the Crown
Prince of the Moslems—is found also in the Hidaya (p. 18,
11. 14-15) :—

“ He (al-Musta‘li) received the title of the Crown Prince of the
Believers, while they (Nizar and ‘Abdallah) were merely called the
Crown Princes of the Moslems.”

Tnstead of a brief statement that al-Musta‘li’s title was bestowed
upon him on his marriage, the / iddya contains an extensive account
of the event (p. 13, Il. 1-10) :— v

“When he (al-Musta‘li) was married to the daughter of Amir
al-Juyiish and the ceremony of the wedding was being held
(al-Mustansir) seated him on his right hand, and placed all his othe’r
gons on his left. On that day he named him Crown Prince of the
Believers, while no higher title was bestowed upon his other sons
‘Abdallah and Nizir than that of Crown Princes of the Moslems. Now

between these two titles there is a manifest difference which cannot
be denied except by envious and rebellious persons. (Al-Mustansir)
did not even content himself with this : he reiterated the nomina-
tion in several passages of the marriage contract (kitab al-sadag),!
putting his sign manual over the words in question with his own
blessed hand : Correct, thanls to God, the Lord of creatures. He had
also some of the most trustworthy men sign as witnesses, many of

whom are still alive. The document, too, is in our possession to
this day.”

1 No actual book of this titlo must bo sought for—as the cditor scems to do
(Intr. p. 17). :
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(b) The second and the third point of the declaration arc missing
in the Hidaya; the fourth (that Nizar himself recognized the
Imamate of his brother al-Musta‘l7) does, in fact, recur there
(p- 22, . 11-14) :=—

¢« Phe fact that after the decease of al-Mustansir Nizar and
‘Abdallah paid homage to al-Musta‘li, will leave our adversaries
speechless. ‘Abdallah and his other brothers remained loyal to the
end, but Nizar, full of envy, broke his word and left the town the
same night and acted as he did.” '

(c) A proof that the closest connection exists between the Hidaya
and the assembly, is the reference i the former to the role played by
the Princess, the sister of Nizir, which once again accurately tallies
with the report of Ibn al-Muyassar on her testimony (p. 14,
1. 6-15) :— v ’

« A few days ago () the sister of Nizar had acknowledged this
(viz. the truth of al-Musta‘li’s claims) before witnesses and of her
own will. . . . She swore before all present that our Tord al-Mustansir
billah, the Commander of the Faithful, had on several occasions,
expressly stated to her that our Lord the Tmam al-Musta‘li billdh
was to be the ruler after his death and the heir to his rank of Tmamw.
She also mentioned that his brother Nizar knew very well—and
even admitted to others—that by his revolt he was disobeying God
and that it was sheer envy which urged him to go to such lengths.
She further said that on the day of al-Musta‘l’s wedding to the
daughter of Amir al-J uyiish, Nizar called on her and said: ‘1t is
only to-day that I have lost all hope of the Imamate. Our Lord
al-Mustansir billah has designated my brother Ahmad ¢ Crown
Prince of the Faithful ” and has seated him on his right hand, and
put me and my other brothers on his left.” She then abjured the
Tmamate of her brother Nizar and pronounced the curse against
everybody who admitted it as valid, either publicly or privately.”

There can be little doubt that this quotation of the Princess’s
words, pronounced “a few days ago ™ and “ of her own will and
before witnesses ”*, refers to her declaration before the assembly of
the year A.H. 516, reported in the chronicle of Thn al-Muyassar. The
main points of that declaration are more or less exactly recorded in
the IHidaya.

By the statement of al-Mustansir to the Princess (that al-Mustali
was to inherit the throne), nothing else can be meant than the story
of the quarrel of al-Mustansir’s two wives, combined with the other
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;tozi of the (.lying Cali.ph’s last secret conversation with his sister ;
alyM u:: :::)1;168 tthe tI‘Pnnces']s‘;'i1 in fact, learned—if only indirectly—oi
8 sir’s intentions. The statement attributed i
: 13 iS. to the P
:1}1“‘1;1:; Hidaya, that Nizir was conscious of having no ri:ht ft‘:":}i‘:
thron ,I‘rco_rr’esgonds.to her 'story, as reported by the :hronicler
o izar'’s eh'avn.)ur during and after al-Afdal’s coup d’état ,
i, ;1 i;;other point in f,he declaration of the Princess recurs aiso i
the ya—;lthough.lt is not expressly quoted on the Princes;’l;
sutho yTz:x ;:mre is a curious discrepancy between the two
ns. The chronicler gives an account of th
two wives of al-Mustansir, the i e N
: nsir, mothers of ‘Abdallah and Niza
:}t} exs d?ot z:.sy 1;0 ;xplam how the Hvdaya names as parti:ipaigail;
spute not the mothers of i i
e e L To14) :_rs of the princes, but the princes them-
o (\:,([}.I;FustAag(:iil’lj)h and Nizé; quarrelled about the Imamate in
. 3 presence, he said to them: D
! g : Do not
f\vfg;h;;' (;f you will be the ruler; the true ruler is h;:—;l:i;:ri;{;
with b :yeatnfs to.wagds ;‘111!5 blessed loins. At that time al—Musta‘E
onceived. inci i in pri
was ot yet comceived. -, e incident did not happen in private, but
T . .
contlzntegxmc;ng[ of the }’rmcess, as quoted in the Hidaya, does not
conta! n al-Muyassar’s story of al-Mustansir’s naming x;l-l\Iusta‘li
® sx:};lcessor on his death-bed. But in other pas:aﬂes of the
e lfra. f; last will of t:.he Caliph, made immediately c‘befox'e his
" thé is frequently mentioned. The principle of the * nomination
vt uI:oment of death.” (nags f7 daqigati-l-intigal), cancelling all
teitembeda.rranlgements, is 2 main argument in the Hiddya ;t is
in almost half a score of passages |
L2 p a6 L 15: ges (p. 8,1.3; p. 10,1 2;
. p.18,1.15; p.22,1.10; p. 24, L 11; ially
P13 16514165 and p. 22,1 15523 1.3). s especially
inally, it may be recalled that the incident of the Princess cursing

everybody who admitted the legali izar's clai
e ey e ed the legality of Nizir’s claims also occurs

v

iss"ll‘ilgsiopaxi‘ile] plix;sz.tges make it evident that the Hiddya was
demonstmﬁon p;l ﬂlClty to'thc niecting of Shawwil, that great
oonst uh-cado e lcgaﬂ:‘ty of the Musta‘lian dynasty. The
e once ! y quotc.d: A few days ago the sister of Nizir

edged before witnesses, ete.,” proves that the Hiddya was
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published immediately after the assembly. It may well be that it is
precisely the Hidaya to which the chronicler alludes ab the end of
his_ account: * Al-Ma'min then ordered Ibn al-Sayrafi, the
secretary, to draw up & proclamation (sifill), to be read from the
chairs in the whole of Egypt.” The editor of the Iidaya, who, as

" already mentioned, quite correctly recognized it as & sijill, is also

fully justified in remarking that “ to attribute the authorship of this
Epistle directly to the Caliph al-Amir would, in all probability, be
a mistake . . . Most probably, like all the sijills, it was compiled by
his secretaries ” (Intr., P- 3). It was then Ibn al-Sayrafi, at that
time already known as the author of a handbook for sccretaries and
certainly one of the more important members of the chancery, who
was the author of the Hiddyat

One can argue, however, that the Hidaya is too long for & letter
destined to be read from the pulpit ; soit is possible that the Hidaya
represents a longer version of the letter mentioned in the chronicle
and was meant to be read in the * public lectures » (majalis) of
the sect. )

The date Shawwal AL 516, assumed for the compilation of the
Hidaya, tallies very well with the conclusions which can be drawn
from an appendix to it entitled Jga* sawd'iq al-irghdm.

Tts opening sentences (pp- 27-28) * tell of the uproar at the reading
of the Hiddya among the Assassins of Damascus. The document is
a report of the Fatimid da‘c of Damascus on these events and the
answer sent to him from Cairo. The da‘i tells that one of the
“ cunning impostors » (i.e. the Nizari Assassins) read the Jfiddya
and was so impressed by its contents that he found it necessary to
forward it to his spiritual head (called in the da‘t’s letter : * his

1 Abu-1-Qisim ‘Ali b, Munjib Ibn al-Sayrafl was born in .. 463 (A.D. 1071),
appointed & secretary in 495 (1101), and dicd, after service of nearly half a century,
in 542 (1147). Of his writings there are known to be extant: (1) Qaniin Diwin
al. Rasd"il, finished in 497 (1103) and dedicated to al-Afdal (cd. Ali Baligat, Cairo,
1905) ; (2) al-lshira ili man nala-lwizira, a history of the Fatimid vizicrs
(ed. Ali Mukhlis, in the Bulletin de U'Institut frangais du Caire, 1924). See
Brockelmann, Supplement i, p. 459-190, and the introductions to the editions of his
books named above, where aro also printed the sijills composed by him, a3 far a8
they have been conserved by the hi-torians. Thn Sa‘id professes {*Un witn al-murqisat,
P- 1}) tohavesccn a collection of 1bn al-Sayrafi’'sletters in twenty volumes.—There
is question in the chronicte of a sccond Ietter drawn up by Ibn al-Sayrafi and

addressed to Tbn al-Ssbbib g Lut it is said that it was never di-patched.
- $'The story of the erigin of the 1q3¢ is recapitulated, as the remarks of the
Introduction in rezard to this (p- 12) are not quite satizfactory.
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false idol ”* taghut). The latter wrote his refutation of the Hiddya '

on the blank space at the end of the copy sent to him. The Niziri

_then appeared at a meeting of the orthodox Fatimid Ismailis of
Damascus and read out his master’s refutation. The da‘ asks the
Caliph for guidance to silence their opponents. The rest of the
document contains the answer of the Caliph.

The da‘s of Damascus gives the exact date of the meeting?
attended by the Nizdri as Thursday the 27th of Dhu-l-hijja
(omitting, however, the year).? Now, if the Hidaya was written at
the end of Shawwal, the two months till the 27th Dhu-l-hijja were
just sufficient for the Epistle to reach Damascus, for the Assassin to

read it and submit it to his master, and for the latter to compose his
refutation and hand it back to his follower.

This curious piece of information sheds light, in a very welcome
manner, on the doings of the Ismailis in Damascus, their propaganda
conducted in & town which belonged at that time to the sphere of
influence of the Abbasid Caliphate, and the mutual agitation of the
rival factions of the Nizaris and Musta‘lis. The Niziris, as is well

known, were to play a great role in Damascus and its district only a
few years later.

In general the public assembly of 516 and the Hidiya are
invaluable evidence for the paramount role the Niziri question

played in the councils of the Fatimid government under the reign
of al-Amir. '

! The name for “ meeting * is remarkable : (i 2l lxll 34 3 (p. 28, 1. 6)
* tho reading of the excellent majlis *. The meetings of the Ismaili lodges were
evidently occupied mainly by the reading of those lectures of which we have some
representative samples in the Majalis of al-Mu'ayyad, and in the so-called Majilis
Mustansiriyya (the latter published in Cairo, 1946). It is in this way that the word
majlis ** meeting *', assumed the meaning * lecture . I shall deal more fully with
these matters in a paper on the organization of the Ismaili sect.

? The editor states that during the reign of al-Amir the 27th Dhu-l-hijja fell on
a Thursday in 512 and 520. But, as he rightly points out (Intr., p. 4), owing to the
intricacies of the Moslem calendar, still more complicated by the difference of ono
day or two between the Ismaili and the orthodox Sunni computation, the possibility
of some discrepancy between the comparative tables (based on astronomical ealcula-
tions) and the dates as given by the historians, must always be taken into considera-
tion. The editor, therefore, admits as eligible also the years 515, 517, 518, 523.
I am unable to investigate the chronalogical side of the qucstion, but it scems to
me that the evidence in favour of the yecar 516 is cogent enough to over-rule any
Possible hesitation caused by the omission of this year from the above list—especially

if one bears in mind the editor’s words about tho possibility of error in these
caleulations,
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