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GOD'S WAY IS ONE OF ORDER 

Paul wrote to the Corinthian Church, “God is a God not 
of disorder but of harmony” (I Corinthians 14:33). People 

who live today in the midst of wars, threats of violence, ha- 

tred, hunger, and uncertainty need desperately to find what 
there is to depend on and what is true about the meaning of 

life. In the midst of the suffering and the confusion in life to- 
day some people say all of these conditions are “the will of 
God” or they say God in his own way will enter into history 
in his own good time to deal with life’s problems. Christians 
at their best have insisted that God is not capricious but has 
an orderly, harmonious way of life which gives man freedom 
to make choices and to discover the truth and the righteous 
ways of living. 

John Tauler in the fourteenth century said: 

“God wants only one thing in the whole world, the thing which 

it needs; . . . that thing is to find the innermost part of the noble 
spirit of man clean and ready for Him to accomplish the divine 
purpose therein. He has power in heaven and earth, but the power 
to do His work in man against man’s will, He has not got.” 

In recent times Alfred North Whitehead has declared: 

“The order of the world is no accident. There is nothing actual 

which could be actual without some measure of order. The reli- 
gious insight is the grasp of this truth: That the order of the world, 
the depth of reality of the world,— . . . the beauty of the world, 
the zest of life and the mastery of evil, are all bound together—not 
accidentally, but by reason of this truth; that the universe exhibits 
a creativity with infinite freedom, and a realm of forms with infi- 
nite possibilities; but that this creativity and these forms are to- 

gether impotent to achieve actuality apart from the ideal harmony 

which is God.” 

Let us face this harmony of God at the time of the cruci- 

fixion of Jesus. Did God arrange the conspiracy of Judas, the 

fear of the disciples, the defense of Jewish law and the deci- 
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NOTES ON DICKSON’S 

THE ARAB OF THE DESERT 

Colonel H. R. P. Dickson’s The Arab of the Desert! is probably 

the most important work on Arabia to appear since the masterpieces 

of Philby’s earlier period, culminating in Sheba’s Daughters (Lon- 

don 1939). The book, it is gratifying to learn, has sold unusually well 

for one of this type, and the numerous reviews of it have on the whole 

been very favorable. Its merits are for the most part readily apparent, 

and its value as a first-hand source for the recent history of Arabia and 

the life of the Arabian people is unquestioned. At the same time, the 

book is marred by flaws that should be brought to the notice of its 

readers as well as of its author, with the hope, in the latter case, that 

some of them may be eliminated in the second edition, which is un- 

derstood to be in the process of preparation. 

It is my sincere wish that concentration on the shortcomings of 

Dickson’s book in this paper will not give a false impression regard- 

ing my opinion of it. I entertain high esteem for the author and his 
book, which I have read with genuine pleasure and from which I 

have learned a great deal. Dickson speaks Arabic with fluency, he has 

enjoyed intimate association with the Arabs over the span of many 

years and has won their confidence and affection, and in many ways 

he has portrayed their life with great fidelity and charm. Were his 

book of less account it would not call for the devotion of much time 

and space to a painstaking analysis of it. Dickson himself, aware of 

his inadequacies, has asked critics to be gentle, and he may rest as- 

sured that what is said here is said only out of a desire to have his 

good book made even better. 

General Remarks. Various reviewers have commented on Dick- 

son’s omissions and his failure to discuss such subjects as the problems 

confronting the Arabs at the present day, the impact of the new oil 

industry on Kuwait and Eastern Arabia, and the rapid penetration of 

Western inventions and ideas into regions where for centuries the 

surface of life had remained almost unruffled by disturbing things of 

this kind. These omissions may be traced in part to the fact that 
Dickson still holds an official position in the State of Kuwait and so 

can hardly be expected to speak with complete freedom on all mat- 

ters, though his candor in expressing himself in numerous passages 
is surprising and deserving of praise. There is hope that before long 

Dickson will give us another volume, and in this his sights may be 

set on the present and future as well as on the past. 

1The Arab of the Desert: a Glimpse into Badawin Life in Kuwait and Sau’di 
(sic) Arabia. London, George Allen & Unwin, 1949, pp. 648. 
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In a number of places Dickson’s information and judgments have 

clearly been rendered out-of-date by the march of events. The reader 

of his book should remember, however, that virtually the whole of it 

was prepared for publication ten years or more ago, a fact to which 

Dickson makes only indirect reference in his acknowledgments. 

One of the weaknesses of the book is its poor organization, which 

resembles that of an author’s notebook in which data are jotted down 

to be worked over later and fitted together before publication. Fre- 
quently the same statement or item of information is set forth two or 

three times in different parts of the book. Had the repetitious pas- 

sages been excised, space would have been available for other data 

that the publishers were forced to lay aside. Some of the author’s 

often delightful—but occasionally exasperating—spontaneity might 

have been lost by squeezing the book into a more polished and formal 

mold. 

As the title and subtitle indicate, the book deals primarily with 

Arabs who, since their home is the desert, are known as Bedouins (I 

am sorry that Dickson has given added currency to the bastard form 

Badawin, which is neither Arabic nor good old English). At the same 

time, substantial portions are devoted to town-dwelling Arabs of 

Kuwait. In more than a few instances the words or customs of town- 
bred Arabs are given or described without being identified as such, 

and the uninformed reader desiring to know the true Bedouins may 

be misled. 

The present paper is concerned not so much with what has been 

omitted from the book or with the imperfections of its organization 
as it is with the validity of what it does contain. The author—despite 
his great gifts, remarkable opportunities, and powers of keen ob- 

servation—has been handicapped by inadequate acquaintance with 

such matters as classical Arabic, the general principles of linguistic 
science, the history of the Arabs and of Arabia, and the tenets of 

Islam, a fact for which he cannot be blamed, as a full life as a govern- 

ment official and a man of business has left him little time to train 
himself as a scholar in these fields. Since he freely confesses inade- 

quacies of this sort on his part, it is to be regretted that he did not 

associate himself with a collaborator who could have raised the level 
of accuracy without altering the imprint of the author’s character on 
the book. 

Dickson has on occasion accepted and recorded the testimony of 
his Arab friends in an uncritical manner. The fact that So-and-so said 
such-and-such may be worth putting down, even though it is untrue, 
but the author does not discharge his full duty to his readers when he 
fails to check the statement against reliable sources and then evaluate 
and report on its accuracy. In our own work with the Bedouins we 



DICKSON’S ARAB OF THE DESERT 51 

have frequently found it necessary to check what one man has told us 

against what half a dozen others have to say, and it is often useful and 

edifying to compare what one man says the first time with what the 

same man says on the same subject six months or two years later. The 

Bedouin has an amazing grasp of the particular and a perhaps equally 
amazing lack of concern for the general; consequently, some of the 

generalizations suggested by Bedouins are wrong. In other cases 

Dickson misses the mark because his close knowledge of the desert 

Arab is confined to a relatively small portion of the Arabian Penin- 

sula, and what holds good here does not always apply elsewhere. 

The Bedouin Tribes. Although there is a fairly extensive litera- 

ture on the Bedouins inhabiting the deserts that lie within the sweep 

of the Fertile Crescent, there is little in either Arabic or the Western 
languages on the tribes of the area Dickson writes about, the terri- 

tory of Kuwait and Eastern Arabia. One of Dickson’s finest accom- 

plishments has been to bring these people within the ken of Western 

readers; it is my firm conviction that the men and women of these 

tribes are inferior to none as representatives of the true Arab type of 

the homeland. Dickson spreads before his audience a sumptuous 

wealth of detail that merits the most careful scrutiny by anyone seek- 

ing to know the Arabs well. Although much of the information of this 
kind is accurate and much has the distinction of never having been 

published before, there remains a residue of statements that are in- 

correct or apt to give the wrong impression. Examples of these will be 

found in the following comments, which are restricted to a consid- 

eration of the two great Eastern tribes of Mutair and the ‘Ujman. 

The Tribe of Mutair. The main divisions of Mutair with their 

principal sections are:? 

I. ‘Ilwa: (1) The Muwahah; (2) Dhawi ‘Aun; (3) The Jiblan. 

II. Buraih: (1) Wasil; (2) The Su‘ran; (3) Maimtn. 

This list, compiled independently from information given by Bed- 

ouins well acquainted with the tribe, agrees with the one recorded 

by the Amir ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Abd al-Rahman, brother of the King of 

Saudi Arabia, and printed in Fu’ad Hamzah’s Qalb jazirat al-‘arab 

(Cairo 1933) pp- 193-194 (the Amir ‘Abd Allah brackets the $a‘abah 

together with the Su‘ran and Maimun under the collective name of 

Wassamat al-Hilal, but this is a descriptive term referring to their 

use of the crescent camel-brand rather than the name of a division or 

section). 

2In transliterating proper names throughout this paper I follow the modern 

forms in written Arabic; in transliterating words and phrases from Bedouin speech 

I follow the prevailing spoken forms. 
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When Dickson’s list, given on pp. 563-566, is compared with this 

one, a number of discrepancies will be noted. The Dushan, instead of 

being a separate division of the tribe, are only a clan (hamulah) of 

the Muwahah of ‘Ilwa. Dickson’s Aulad ’Ali is not a common appel- 

lation for any of the principal sections of Buraih, and the usual name 

for the group of which Ibn Busayyis (not Musaiyis) is the Amir is 

the Su‘ran. Bani ‘Abdillah (in Arabia ‘Abdillah or ‘Ibdillah is a sep- 

arate name, to be distinguished from ‘Abd Allah), sometimes known 

simply as ‘Abdillah, form a section of Dhawi ‘Aun of ‘Ilwa and do 

not belong to Buraih, though, as pointed out by the Amir ‘Abd 

Allah, they have special ties with Maimtn and the Sa‘abah of Buraih. 

The chief of Dhawi ‘Aun is named Sa‘td ibn Hayif al-Fughm, not 

Al Fuqm; his residence is the hijrah of Qaryah al-Sufla (pronounced 

garyat assifia), also known as Qurayyah, as it is smaller than the com- 

panion settlement of Qaryah al-“Ulya (pronounced garyat al‘tlya). 

The first major section of Buraih is Wasil, not Aulad Wasil. Some 

even say that Wasil, instead of being the ancestor of the section, was a 

lance used as a symbol of unity by the component subsections (Wasi 

yumh mutawastlin fih); this version may be compared with a story 

current among some of the ‘Ujman to the effect that Madhkar, usu- 

ally given as the ancestor of at least some of the sections of their tribe, 

was actually a piece of iron grasped at the time of sealing an intra- 

tribal alliance. 

The need for subscript dots in some cases is apparent when one 

comes to the name al-Fathi (given by Dickson simply as Al Fathi) 

borne by the chief of the ‘Ifisah or ‘Ifasah (not Al ‘Afsah), a subsec- 

tion of Wasil—without the dots one would naturally assume the name 

to be al-Fathi. 

The subsection belonging to Wasil that is under the chieftainship 

of al-Hafta is the Mahalisah (singular Muhailisi), not Al Maharisa. 

The Hamadin (singular Humaidani) belong to Wasil, not to 

Aulad ’Ali. Dhawi Sa‘din (pronounced si‘dtin), not Al Sa‘adun, be- 

long to the Su‘ran, not to Aulad ’Ali; their chief is named al-Mu- 

gahwi, not Al Umjahwi. 

Ibn Isqaiyan is listed by Dien as the Shaikh of Al Thi’aun (ap- 

parently another version of Dhawi ‘Aun); in reality Faisal Ibn 

Sugayyan, who resides in the hijrah of Mulaih in the district of 
Sudair in Najd, is the chief of ‘Abdillah, one of the three principal 

subsections of the section of Dhawi ‘Aun, which is headed by his su- 
perior al-Fughm. 

As pointed out by Dickson, the dirah or habitat of the tribe en- 

compasses ‘Tiwal Mutair (not Tuwal al Mutair), but the word tiwal 
(pronounced fwdal) as used here and in other instances (Tiwal al- 
Zafir and Tiwal Al Murrah) means “deep wells,” not “long places” 
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(the ordinary word for “deep” among the Bedouins with reference 
both to wells and the sea is twil, plural twal, not ‘amiq). Dickson falls 

into the common error of rendering the names of two sets of the deep 

wells of Mutair, al-Lihabah (pronounced allhabah) and al-Lisafah 

(pronounced allsafah), as Haba and Safa (two other names that have 

often been victims of this type of amputation at the hands of West- 

erners are al-Lidam and al-Liha, more familiar in their truncated 

forms Dam and Ha). 

Dickson supplies very interesting details on the black camels once 

owned by Mutair, but his information needs to be corrected on a 

number of points. These camels are called shurf (singular sharfa), 

not Shuruf. While it is true that they are highly esteemed, it is defi- 

nitely misleading to describe them as “almost sacred” or ‘‘a sort of 

‘sacred emblem.’” The following passage (p. 585) is of doubtful 

accuracy: 

“In the attack ... the Shuruf have the place of honour always and 
lead the van. No Mutairi ever rides them, and they just move forward in a 
compact well-trained black mass ahead of the fighting men as if perfectly 
understanding the game. The latter will follow straight on to victory or 
death in their wake. The Shuruf seem also to know that they afford a sort 
of moving wall of protection for the footmen in their rear, and never 

scatter.” 

Bedouins who ought to know have assured me that the tribe of 

Mutair has never employed such tactics, and it seems obvious that 
placing camels in such a position would only lead to the fruitless 

slaughter of highly prized stock. 

The shurf sometimes graze alone and sometimes with other 

camels. Hostility towards strange camels is not peculiar to the shurf; 

it is characteristic of all herds of camels. 

The Bedouins I have talked with have been surprised to hear it 

said that Mutair make a special effort to avoid having the shurf seen 

by persons not belonging to the tribe; laying eyes on the shurf is held 

to be no more unusual or noteworthy than catching sight of any other 

fine beasts. 

The tribe of Mutair is not the only one to have had camels known 

as shurf, for Abt Khushaim of Bani Hajir still has some, though the 

consensus of Bedouin opinion appears to be that the shurf of Mutair 
are superior in quality to his. The ‘Ujman also own a number of 

shurf, stock captured long ago from Mutair. 
The implication that Mutair are alone in owning the breed of 

horses called kurish is also incorrect, for horses of this breed have in 

the past belonged to many different tribes. The most famous horses 

of Mutair are the Hamdaniyah belonging to the Jiblan. 

The Tribe of the ‘Ujman. The members of this tribe pronounce 

their name as spelled in this heading, but the spelling ‘Ajman has 



54 THE MUSLIM WORLD 

gained such currency in English that Dickson cannot be criticized for 

using it. A member of the tribe is called an ‘Ajmi. Bedouins familiar 

with the tribe, as well as the tribesmen themselves, seem without ex- 

ception to associate the name of the tribe with ‘ajam (colloquial for 

a‘jam, just as hamar and hawal are the colloquial forms for ahmar 

and ahwal, and so forth); ‘ajam means “speaking brokenly or inco- 

herently”’, and the name appears in the warcry (‘izwah, not ’iswah) 

of the tribe: “Mifras alhadid ana ibn l‘ajam” (inaccurately recorded 

by Dickson in the footnote on p. 48 as “Gards al hadid wa ana ibn al 
*Ajdm’”). The diminutive of ‘ajam is found in ‘Ujaim, the name of 

a remote ancestor of some sections of the tribe. 

There is no basis, either in the traditions of the tribe or in other 
evidence, for attributing to the ‘Ujman any blood relationship with 
the Persians (al-‘Ajam). This mistake, arising from the accidental 

similarity of the names, is met with now and then, but Dickson goes 

too far in describing it as “commonly believed’’—at least it is not com- 

monly believed among the Bedouins. All the data we have on the 

tribe and its history bear out the descent of the ‘Ujman, as reported 
by Dickson, from Yam. There is no reason, however, for calling Yam 

“mysterious”: he is given in the classical genealogies as a descendant 
of Qahtan, and the presence of his descendants in Najran since an- 
cient times is attested to by numerous authentic sources. Both the 

‘Ujman and Al Murrah, who trace their descent back to the man 
Yam, recognize their kinship with the tribesmen known as Yam (not 
Bani Yam) living at the present time in and near Najran, and are 

recognized in turn by the men of Yam as being of their stock. On the 

other hand, the identification by one of Dickson’s informants of Yam 

as ancestor of the Manasir, the Manahil (not the Manahir), the 

‘Awamir, Al Rashid, the Sai‘ar, and the Karab, is supported neither 

by the testimony of the genealogists nor the traditions of the tribes 
themselves. 

The main divisions of the ‘Ujman with their principal sections 
are: 

I. Al Hadjah: (1) Al Mu‘id; (2) Al Mahfuz; 

(3) Al Sulaiman; (4) Al Hitlan; 

(5) Al Hubaish; (6) Al Khuwaitir. 

II. Al Za‘in: (1) Al Shilwan; (2) Al Duwaish; 
(3) Al Sakban; | (4) Al Khudair. 

III. Al al-Misra. 

IV. Al Shamir: (1) Al Shayiqah; (2) Al Husain; 

(3) Al ‘Ayidah; (4) Al Qubaidan; 
(5) Al Matarah; (6) Al Khudair. 

V. ‘Tyal Wu‘ail: (1) Al al-‘Arja; (2) Al Rashid; 

(3) Al Futaih; (4) Al Fahhad. 
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VI. Madhkar: (1) Al Muflih; (2) Al Hayyan; 

(3) Al Rizq; (4) Al Salim. 

The first four divisions given above regard ‘Ujaim ibn Marziiq as 

their common ancestor, while the relationship of these divisions to 

the other two is more remote. Division V (‘Iyal Wu‘ail) is said to join 

the first four divisions in Hisham, while division VI (Madhkar) ap- 

parently does not join the rest until one reaches Madhkar, who ac- 

cording to the classical genealogists was a son of Yam himself and 

brother of Jusham, presumably the ancestor of Al Murrah, who are 

thus, as they themselves say, remote cousins of the ‘Ujman. It must 

be confessed that the identity of ‘Ujaim, Marztgq, and Hisham—none 

of whom has been found in the old genealogies—is still uncertain, and 

the notions regarding them that are entertained by members of the 
‘Ujman at the present day are often sadly mixed up. There is no 

question, however, of the fact that the sections listed under these last 

two divisions are believed to be somewhat distant in their relation- 

ship to the main stock of the ‘Ujman; the majority of the members of 

these sections still live in the south, in the stretches east of the moun- 

tains of ‘Asir between Wadi al-Dawasir and Najran. In their home- 

land the inclination is to regard these sections as belonging to Yam 

rather than to the ‘Ujm4n, but on the other hand the ‘Ujman have 

no hesitation about recognizing men of these sections as full-fledged 

members of their own community. 

Dickson’s list of the sections of the ‘Ujman (pp. 568-569) is even 

less satisfactory than his list of the divisions and sections of Mutair. 

It is, for example, impossible to list Al Arjah (properly Al al-‘Arja) as 

a section with Arjah as one of its subsections, or Adh Dha‘in (prop- 

erly Al Za‘in) as a section with Dha‘in as one of its subsections, or 

Al Hadi as a section with Al Hadi as one of its subsections. 
Al Rizq (not Risq) and Al al-‘Arja are both sections of Madhkar; 

Dickson is wrong in giving the first as a subsection of the second. The 

name of the section of Madhkar pronounced Al Hayy4n is just as 

given here, and is not Al Hajjan. 

The weakest part of Dickson’s list is the one dealing with Al 

Mu‘id, the section to which Ibn Hithlain, paramount chief of the 

whole tribe, belongs, which is given on p. 569 as follows: 

Al Ma’idh 

Subsections: 

Hubaish Najiah 
Karah Silbah 

Mughatti Zaiz 

Muaig 
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Al Hubaish is a separate section of Al Hadjah and does not be- 

long to Al Mu‘id. Karah and Muaig are names that none of the 

‘Ajmis I have questioned can recognize; in any event, they are not 

names of subsections of Al Mu‘id. Mughatti is the name of a hijrah 

belonging to the ‘Ujman in Wadi al-Miyah; it is not the name of a 

tribal subsection. Najiah, the name of the shaikhly house of the whole 

tribe, stands for Al Naji‘ah, and Zaiz is a truncated form of Al Luzaiz. 

Al Hadi, Al Sifran, and Al Rimah, all of which are subsections of 

Al Mu‘id, are shown by Dickson as separate sections of the tribe, 

while Al Salih, the seventh subsection, is not listed by him at all. The 

roster of Al Mu‘id should therefore read as follows: 

Al Mu‘id 

Subsections: 

Al Naji‘ah Al Luzaiz 

Al Sifran Al Rimah 

Al Hadi Al Silbah 

Al Salih 

Dickson’s remarks about the chieftainship of the tribe are at the 

least out-of-date, even if not misleading with regard to the situation 

at the time they were recorded. Rakan ibn Didan (not Dhaidan) Ibn 

Hithlain is recognized by the Saudi Government as well as by the 

whole tribe as the paramount chief. Khalid ibn Hizam Ibn Hithlain, 

nicknamed Zibb Sihman (not Zib Sahman) but preferring to be 

called Sihman, his father’s nickname, is well liked by both the King 

and members of the tribe and might have become the paramount 
chief on the death of Didan had he so desired, but he deferred to 

Rakan since Rakan’s father had been chief before him. 

With regard to the habitat of the tribe, Nita‘ (not ’Nta) and other 

centers in Wadi al-Miyah are hijrahs or villages of some size with 
permanent populations rather than headquarters camps for the sum- 
mer, though it is true that the population of each is considerably in- 

creased when nomads camp in the vicinity during the summer 

months. The following statement is misleading: ‘‘In winter the tribe 

-ranges whole Province of Hasa from the Kuwait border as far south 

as Hufuf’. The southern boundaries of the Province of al-Hasa have 

not been officially established, but the territory under the jurisdic- 

tion of the Amir Sa‘ad ibn ‘Abd Allah ibn Jalwi, the Governor of the 

Province, extends far to the south of the capital at al-Hufaf (the 

Bedouin form of which is al-Hufhiuf). It might also be pointed out 
that Wadi al-Miyah is not a true wadi (a water-course in which a sél 
or flash flood sometimes runs) but derives its name (the Valley of the 
Waters) from the fact that it contains a large number of watering 
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places, around many of which permanent settlements have grown up. 
The “Ujman do not look upon the Zafir as perhaps their princi- 

pal enemies; in fact, they have been at war with this tribe only once 
during the last half century or so—and then for only a few months. 
Most of their fighting during this period has been with Mutair, pri- 

marily because of their proximity to this tribe, and with Bani Hajir 

and the ‘Awazim, who as allies of Ibn Sa‘tid have often been arrayed 

against the ‘Ujman. There is no traditional hostility between the 
‘Ujman and Shammar or between them and Subai‘ and the Suhal; 

the ‘Ujman have fought against elements of the latter two tribes only 

when such have been found in the ranks of Ibn Sa‘td. 

Although at one time the ‘Ujman might have been described as 

being “‘sullenly hostile” to Ibn Sa‘ud, this is no longer true of them. 

The loyalty of this tribe, which fought so long and bitterly in the old 

days against the man who is now their King, is a remarkable thing. 

Dickson’s statement that “were authority to collapse in Najd, the 

"Ajman would be the first to desert” has no validity at the present 
time. 

In a footnote on p. 48 Dickson mentions the peculiar custom of 
the ‘Ujman—not found among any of the other tribes in this part of 

Arabia—of tying up their hair as a means of identification on the 

battlefield. However, it is only the hair on the top of the head, not 

the side locks or gurin, that is tied into a knot, called a gunzu‘ah (not 
ganaza). A piece of rope or bit of cloth of any color, not necessarily a 

red cloth, may be used in tying the gunzu‘ah. Freya Stark in Seen in 
the Hadhramaut gives photographs of boys wearing a strip of hair on 

_ top of the head with the sides of the head shaved, reminding one of 
the American Indian scalp lock; this is called gamzuz in Hadramaut, 

the similarity of which name to gunzu‘ah will not escape notice. 

Readers with some knowledge of Arabia or Arab history are 

likely to be confused by Dickson’s use of Sharif with a capital S in 
describing the descent of the ‘Ujman and other tribesmen who main- 

tain that they are of pure Arab stock (asilin). The term Sharif is 
usually restricted to its technical meaning of “a descendant of the 

Prophet”; King ‘Abd Allah of Jordan, for example, is known to the 

Bedouins of Arabia as al-Sharif. The Bedouin tribes who are true 
Sharifs (Ashraf) in this sense are all found in the western part of the 
peninsula, though elements of a few other tribes—such as the House 

of Sa‘dun, the shaikhly clan of the Muntafiq—are also recognized as 

being Ashraf. There is no sound basis for attributing Sharifial an- 

cestry to the ‘Ujman, though it is true that an occasional member of 

the tribe will say that one of his forefathers was a Sharif (I suggest 

that such statements are due to confusion between Hisham, who is 

known in a hazy way as a remote ancestor of the ‘Ujman, and Hashim, 



58 THE MUSLIM WORLD 

the founder of the House of Hashim which provided the ruling 

Sharifs of Mecca for many centuries). 

Dickson’s account of the sending of messengers by the ‘Ujman to 

Al Murrah and vice versa to solicit help in time of war errs on the 

side of picturesqueness. Sometimes a single messenger was sent, and at 

other times a party, which might number as many as fifty men. The 

camels they rode had black cloths tied about their necks, rather than 

“a red scarf or scarlet rope.” The name ‘Iyal Marztiq embraces only 

some sections of the ‘Ujman, not all the descendants of Yam (‘lyal 

Yam), and there is nothing sacred about the name. 

The Reproduction of Bedouin Speech. On p. 23 Dickson has set 

forth the principle that guided him in reproducing the spoken lan- 

guage of the desert: “In representing Arabic as spoken by the Bada- 

win I have striven to write what I heard, however far removed from 

literary forms. To simplify typesetting I have not attempted to dis- 

tinguish the Arabic sounds of ‘ain and hamzah but represent both 

by an apostrophe. Similarly I have not sought to differentiate the 

Arabic varieties of s, t, h, etc., nor systematically to insert the final 

silent h. I lay no claim to a profound knowledge of classical or lit- 
erary Arabic, and I therefore crave the indulgence of those learned in 

these matters.” 

The basic principle here enunciated—the faithful recording of 

spoken Bedouin Arabic without regard to the classical norm—is a 
sound one, and that it is feasible to put this principle into practice 

has been demonstrated by Landberg, J. J. Hess, Montagne, and 
others. However, Dickson’s confessed lack of training in linguistic 

matters makes his material much less satisfactory for the student 

than that of some of his predecessors. 

Dickson’s major fault is perhaps inconsistency, which apparently 
derives from a failure to bear in mind at all times the principle he 
laid down for himself. In the chapter on proverbs, which purports to 

present “very ordinary everyday sayings,” a number of the specimens 

are mediocre renderings of classical lines, complete with nominal and 

verbal endings that current speech preserves only in quotations from 

classical literature. Other specimens are unhappy blends of classical 
and colloquial, such as “Aish laka fi shajaratiu wa hayatiha.” Aish is 
of course colloquial, and in the mouth of the Bedouins of Eastern 
Arabia it usually becomes wésh. The classical laka is lak in colloquial, 
and hayatiha is hayatha. Shajaratiu is obviously a misprint for 
shajaratin (pronounced shijtratin), where the ending -in is the sole 
survival among the Bedouins of the classical tanwin (it should also 

_ be pointed out that shijirah among the Bedouins means a bush, even 
a tiny bush, as well as a tree, and the nature of Arabian vegetation is 
such that over 99% of the shijir are bushes, not trees). 
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Despite Dickson’s fluency in Bedouin speech, which has been de- 
veloped to an extent unusual for a foreigner and which commands 
the admiration of the Bedouins themselves, who listen to his talk 
with pleasure and hang on every word of his inimitable stories, the 
recording of names shows that his ear is none too keen. The name of 
his “Ajmi friend Zunaifir ibn Huwailah is incorrectly given through- 
out as Junaifir. The family name of Salim, the keeper of Dickson’s 
tent, invariably appears as al Muzaiyin, when it should be al-Mu- 

zayyan (the difference in the last vowel between i and a is not such a 
slight matter, for it marks the difference between the active and the 
passive participle). 

I should lodge a strong protest against the practice of representing 

both ‘ain and hamzah with an apostrophe. In spoken Arabic the two 

are clearly distinct from each other, and the use of one symbol to 

represent both in transliteration is bound to cause confusion, as may 

readily be seen from many instances drawn from Dickson’s own 

book. In the glossary the words ’udh and ’udhkul are given side by 

side. The uninformed might assume that the first of these two words 

is the same as the first syllable of the second, but, apart from the fact 

that the order of the consonants -dhk- in the second word should be 

-dkh-, the first word begins with the letters ‘ain and waw while the 

second begins with the letters hamzah and dal. Nor is Dickson con- 

sistent in representing both ‘ain and hamzah with an apostrophe. 

His form asfur for “a yellow wagtail or sparrow” begins in Arabic 

with an ‘ain. The peculiar form a’a’tifa might suggest that this word 

contains both an ‘ain and a hamzah or a brace of either one of the two 

letters, when the word is actually ‘atzfah, beginning with an ‘ain fol- 

lowed by the alif of prolongation. The word abi begins with a 

hamzah just as does the word abraq, but all the compound names in 

which the former occurs are written in the glossary with abu, while 

the latter appears as ’abraq (though the pronunciation is recorded as 

abrag without the apostrophe). 

Apostrophes are used in words and names that in Arabic contain 
neither an ‘ain nor a hamzah. The form ’abd muw’allid should of 
course be ‘abd muwallad, and I’IIlah should be lillah, which in Arabic 

is both pronounced and written without a hamzah. 

The Arabic for “fingernails” appears in one place in the glossary 

as ’adhdfir (properly azafir) with an apostrophe, and three pages later 

as athdfir without an apostrophe. 

The three forms bayir, bayir, and baiyir—all apostropheless—are 

given for ba‘ir, though the ‘ain that exists in the Arabic word does 

crop up in the plural ba’arin (properly ba‘arin). 

In the genealogical tree of Al Hithlain, the shaikhly clan of the 
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‘Ujman, the name Fauran is written in one place as Fauran and in 

another place as Fa’aran. 

Rw’us is given as the plural of ras in conflict with the principle of 

ignoring literary forms, for among the Bedouins the plural of rds is 

riis, a form which, by the way, also occurs in classical Arabic, though 

not as commonly as ru’ts. 
I also consider ill advised the omission of the final h, which Dick- 

son incorrectly describes as silent (it only seems to be silent to the 

Western ear unaccustomed to the light aspirate at the end of words). 

Inconsistency again marks Dickson’s practice: birkah, badawiyah, 

dhabthah, manthah, and others are written with the final h, while 

bakura (properly bakirah), batula (properly battilah), dhimma, 

qahwa, and others are written without it. In a few cases a final h or t 

has been added to words that do not have it in the Arabic: hamah 

(properly hima), rahat (properly raha), and siflah (properly sufla, 

pronounced by the Bedouins sila). 

A few words that in Arabic end with ‘ain have been written in 

such a way that their endings cannot be distinguished from the end- 

ings of words like dhimma: burqa (properly burgu‘), sana (properly 

sant‘) with its plural sanna (properly sunna‘), and gata (properly 

gatr'). 

Dickson’s decision not to differentiate between the Arabic varie- 

ties of s, t, h, etc., is understandable in view of the difficulties in type- 

setting that would be involved in making such a differentiation. How- 

ever, it might have been possible to use subscript dots only in the 

glossary, which would have been a great help for students. In writing 

jidda as the name of the wooden drinking-bowl used in Arabia, Dick- 

son has overlooked the final h, which in this word is the strong aspi- 

rate, as well as the fact that the usual Bedouin pronunciation in East- 

ern Arabia is gidah or dzidah (from the classical gadah). . 

Another shortcoming in Dickson’s system of transliteration is to 

be found in his treatment of double consonants. In English double 

consonants are usually pronounced as if they were single, though 

their presence may have an effect on the pronunciation of the accom- 
panying vowels. In Arabic, however, every double consonant is 
clearly pronounced as such, and this fact should be taken into ac- 
count in transliterating Arabic into English. Dickson sometimes 
gives a double consonant in the English version when there is only 
one in the Arabic: Y 

"assa = ‘asa dibbash = dibash 

bakkarah= bakrah dibdibba = dibdibah 
dallal = dlal / “coffee-pots” gatta = gata 
dibba =diba ghazzu = ghazit 
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guffa = gufa jeddi = jadi 

hallal =halal khalla =khala 

hammam= hamam / ‘Pigeons’? ~ mattrah = matrah 

hanniyan= haniyan muttar = matar 
hurrum = harm Qassim = al-Qasim 

In other cases he provides only one consonant for the English version 

when the Arabic has two, particularly if the double consonant in 
Arabic is at the end of the word: 

"7am = ‘amm haq =haqq 

bat = batt jau = jaww 

dhub= dabb muta awah & mutawa’a = mutawwa‘ 

gash = gashsh TUE. = FUZZ 

hadh = hazz sam = samm / “say bismillah” 

haj =hajj sim = simm / “poison” 

haji = hajj (though the double j zib = zubb 
shows up when hujjaj 

is given for the plural) 

The letter gaf has also given Dickson trouble. The prevailing 

sound for it used by the tribes frequenting the region that Dickson 

deals with is g, with Bani Hajir and others sometimes pronouncing 

it as dz. Dickson could have rendered it consistently as g in accord- 

ance with his principle of adhering to verbal usage, or he could have 

bowed to the accepted practice of Arabists and rendered it consist- 

ently as q. He has instead written it now as g and again as q, shifting 
for no apparent reason from one to the other at random. In many 

cases in the glossary he gives the same word twice, once with g and 

the other time with q, but in other cases he does not do this. For ex- 

ample, the word for “a young male camel” appears in the glossary 

only as ga‘ud, while the word for “tribe” appears only as qabilah, 

though the pronunciation of the initial letter is exactly the same for 
both words. Again, the word for “grave” is written gabr, but the g of 

the root is transformed into q in the word for “‘cemetery,” mag barah. 

The pronunciation of qa@f as 7 is not at all characteristic of the 

Bedouins of the region Dickson is describing, though it is found 

among some of the tribes of the Far East of Arabia, such as the Mana- 

sir and Al Wahibah. It is also common among the seafaring Arabs of 

the Persian Gulf as well as among the townspeople on or near the 

water, so that it is easy to see how Dickson picked it up in Kuwait, 

though it is misleading for him to record it without clarification of 

the usage. Such a combination as “garab, sing. jirba (qirba)” is a bit 

bewildering. The statements that “galib” is “always pronounced 

® Many Westerners fail to make a distinction between this word and hammam/ 

“bath.” 
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jalib,” “qafilah” is “pronounced jéfila as a rule,” and “garib” is “pro- 

nounced jarib” are simply not true as far as the great majority of the 

Bedouins of Dickson’s part of Arabia are concerned. 

In a few instances the letter qaf is rendered as k: dushak is written 

for doshag and maksar for magsar. The proper name Marztq occurs 

as Marzuk. The word nabagq, which by the way is not familiar to the 

Bedouins of Eastern Arabia, appears as nabuk. For at least one word— 

zernikh—Dickson also uses k in place of kh. 

From the standpoint of students of Arabic it is unfortunate that 
Dickson does not tackle the problem of how to distinguish in trans- 

literation between the letters dhal, dad, and za’, all three of which he 

usually represents with the combination dh. The confusion becomes 

worse when th is sometimes used for ddd, as in thaif for déf and 

muthaiafchi for mudaytfi (though dtyaéfah from the same root is 

written dhidfa). The word muthif (properly madif), also derived from 

the root common to all the words just cited, is not used in the desert, 

where the alighting-place for guests in front of the tent is called 
manakh addéf. The proper name Mudi appears as Muthi, and the 

verbal form ygéyiziin as igaiyathun (in other instances the prefix of 
the imperfect is set off by itself as if it were the separate word 2). In at 

least one case, Ibn Hathal (properly Ibn Hadhdhal), th is made to 

stand for dhal. The same combination is pressed into service to rep- 

resent t in thafadhalu (tafadhalu is also given). The letter dad be- 

comes z in Zana Muslim, though the first word of this pair (properly 

dana) is given elsewhere as thina. 

Dickson’s lack of familiarity with written Arabic may be detected 

in such incorrect forms as al amir al muminin (for amir al-mu’minin), 

al masta’ariba (for al-musta‘ribah), musulman (for muslim), shi’ah 

(as the name for an adherent of the Shi‘ah, instead of shi‘i, the clas- 

sical form, or bahrani or rafidi, the colloquial forms current in East- 

ern Arabia), and Zam Zam (for Zamzam). For qaryah he gives three 
plurals—qaryat, qiryat, and quryat—none of which is correct. In pref- 

erence to the classical plural qura the Bedouins use garaya; the plural 
of the diminutive is gurayyat, which occurs in the proper name 
Qurayyat al-Milh (a group of villages in Wadi al-Sirhan in northern 
Saudi Arabia). 

The tendency to use words that do not enjoy great currency in 

this part of the desert is illustrated on the page of drawings of the 

main articles of clothing worn by a Bedouin man. The word kaffiyah 
for the headcloth belongs to the Syrian dialect and is almost un- 
known among the Bedouins of Eastern Arabia; Mutair, the ‘Ujman, 

Al Murrah, Bani Hajir, the ‘Aw4zim, and most of the other tribes 

call the headcloth ghutrah, the Manasir and other tribes in the Far 

East of Arabia call it stfrah, members of ‘Utaibah sometimes use 
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‘imamah (the classical name for a turban and the ‘Ajmi name for 
headropes), and other names are not wanting. Bisht is almost uni- 

versal among the Bedouins of Eastern Arabia for the outer cloak; 

Dickson’s ’abbah (properly ‘abah or ‘abéyah) is Syrian rather than 
Arabian, though it is used in Eastern Arabia for a heavy black cloak 

worn especially by women, while mishlah for bisht is encountered as 
one goes farther west in Arabia. 

The Maps. This thick book is made even thicker by a number of 

folding maps and genealogical tables pocketed inside the back cover. 

The ordinary reader may spend little time with these sheets, but the 

student of Arabia will do well to pore over them. The maps are carto- 

graphically of poor quality; some are only sketches made by the au- 

thor as much as thirty years ago and are obviously in need of revision. 

Nevertheless, they contain so much good material that the failure to 

make them genuinely first-class by working them over before pub- 

lication must be regretted. 

One of the most interesting, and at the same time one of the least 

successful, of the maps is that entitled “Rough Tribal Map of 

Arabia.” It may be questioned whether it is physically possible to 
draw a map showing tribal ranges in a satisfactory manner. As soon 

as lines are traced on the map, it looks as if each tribe has its own 

compartment into which it fits to the exclusion of other tribes, and 

the force of this impression is not sufficiently diminished by a note 

stating that the tribal boundaries are approximate only. For nearly 
every tribe in Arabia there is a geographical area, known as dirah 

(or dar or diyar), in which the tribe enjoys a sort of local supremacy, 

marked particularly by the ownership of wells and sometimes of date 
palms. The tribe is almost always at home in its dirah in the summer 

time, when the heat and the scarcity of water make it necessary to 

keep the livestock fairly close to a guaranteed supply of water at 

fixed points. In the fall, winter, and spring, however, members of the 

tribe may roam far afield—often through the dirahs of other tribes or 

through country that may be called no-man’s-land—depending on the 
vegetation that is then more abundant or following the rains wher- 

ever they may fall. The shifting pattern of these movements poses a 

nice problem in the delineation of tribal ranges on a map. The boun- 

daries of the dirahs proper where private ownership accords special 
rights to the members of a tribe may be uncertain, not generally rec- 

ognized, or in active dispute, and the assignment to one tribe or an- 

other of grazing grounds or completely barren land where private 

ownership does not exist appears to defy even the wisdom of Solo- 

mon. In the preparation of a map use might be made of different 

colors blending into each other, but even this would leave much to 

be desired. We have found that the safest procedure is simply to write 
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the name of each tribe a number of times across the area that is in- 

disputably its dirah, thus making no attempt to define boundaries or 

divide up intervening areas of doubtful appurtenance. 

Reference may be made to some of the data on Dickson’s tribal 

map that should be changed. At least half of the territory of the 

‘Ujman is shown lying south of al-Hufuf, though the tribe claims 

nothing south of that oasis as belonging to its dirah and members of 

the tribe seldom go in that direction even in search of forage. The 

territory of Bani Hajir is outlined with a peculiar shape for which 

there is no justification in fact, while the territory of Al Murrah is 

shown as extending much farther to the east than members of the 

tribe are accustomed to go. The town of Abu Dhabi (properly Abu 

Zabi) appears far to the west of its true position; were it properly 

placed it would fall within the range of Bani Y4s instead of that of 

the Manasir, which is as it should be. The ‘Awamir do not have and 

do not claim a dirah of their own just to the south of the dirah of 
Bani Yas, even though a number of members of the “‘Awamir live and 

roam there in territory they recognize as falling within the dirah of 

Al Bu Shamis (one of the two main divisions of the great tribe of 

Nu‘aim, shown by Dickson as found only in Qatar, whereas its main 

strength is actually in the region of al-Buraimi). The fact that the 
‘Awamir do not have a dirah here means that the dirah of Al Bu 

Shamis abuts on the divah of Bani Yas and is not separated from it 

as shown on the map. The names Ghafiri and Hinawi, though tribal 

in origin (from Bani Ghafir and Bani Hina), have been used in 

Oman since the early eighteenth century as the names for the two 

principal political factions, which keep alive the age-old animosity 

between the Northern Arabs and the Southern Arabs. Ja‘lan is the 
name of a geographical district in Eastern Oman and is not borne by 

any tribe. Yalwahiba is properly Al Wahibah (the members of the 
tribe call themselves Hal Wahibah, hal being a dialectal variant of 
ahl or Gl). 

In the southwestern corner of the Peninsula a fairly large space 

has been left devoid of tribal names. Parts of this space might have 
been given to ‘Abidah, a large branch of Qahtan centered at Marib 

(classical Ma’rib), to the Karab, and to Bakil, the companion tribe of 
Hashid. The dirah of the Dawasir is shown as being to the north and 

west of the dirah of Qahtan, when in reality the positions of these two 
tribes are exactly the reverse. 
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