
THE JUDGEMENT 
OF AHL AL-SUNNAH 

ON JAMAL AND SIFFĪN 

BY 

SYED HASNAIN BUKHARI 





THE JUDGEMENT 
OF AHL AL-SUNNAH ON JAMAL AND SIFFĪN 

BY 

SYED HASNAIN BUKHARI 

2017

In classical sunnite sources



A group of people came to visit Imām Aḥmed Ibn Ḥanbal and began to 
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raised his head and said: O People! You have have spoken a great deal 
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The battle of camel miniature



Introduction

          On 23rd of January, 2017;  A Muftī  in the UK, in his reply to the question, about the battle 
between Imam Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib  and Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān, launched a scathing attack on 
Imam Alī ibn Ṭālib ع by exonerating Mu`āwīyah and criticising Imam Alī.  The Muftī explicitly laid 
the blame at the doorstep of Imam Alī ع.  To blame Imam Alī in his campaigns in response to the 
battles of Jamal and Ṣiffīn is a trademark belief of Nawāṣib.  

         Had the need not arisen and a stream of requests not being made to respond, we would have 
remained quiet on the issue because the matter concerns Ṣaḥābah and we ought to be careful in 
discussing about their disagreements. However, al-Bayhaqī in his Manāqib al-Shāfi`ī after discussing 
the same issue, states: 

We only say what our predecessors (raḍī Allah anhum) have said about the two warring
groups, when required; otherwise, we would have remained quiet. 

        In what follows, a refutation of this Nāṣibī contention will be furnished in light of the 
judgement of the prominent Imāms of ahl al-Sunnah. All ahl al-Sunnah believe that Imam Alī ibn 
Abī Ṭālib ع was on Ḥaqq and upon truth in his battles: Jamal and Ṣiffīn. The majority Sunnī view is 
that not only He was upon the truth but those fighting him were unjust rebels. The minority Sunnī 
view developed later is that Imam Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib was indeed in the right and the opposition were
rebels and upon error but their mistake was that of ijtihād. In any case, all agree that the ḥaqq was 
with Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib ع and at no point He was upon error, contrary to that which was argued by the 
Nāsibī Muftī who first criticises Ḥaydar al-Karrār ع and then says we should not criticise Ṣaḥabah. 
These are mutually exclusive claims.   

        The unacademic and unjustified verbiage by the Muftī  had hurt the feelings of many Muslims, 
in particular, the lovers of ahl al-Bayt. It is strange that there is a large number of English speaking 
Sunnī scholars who at the slightest criticism of Mu`awīyah ibn Abī Sufyān reach the boiling point.
Yet, I have waited months for them to respond to the criticism by this UK Muftī  but not a word 
uttered. By the grace of God, Imām Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib is our Imām and we will defend him. 

         However, I have endeavoured to reply to the main points in the Nāṣbī debate and request the 
reader to study the document in one sitting to grasp the continuity of the argument as a whole. In 
what follows, firstly, the battle of Jamal is discussed briefly and then the matters relating to Ṣiffīn are 
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explicated in detail including the inaccurate objection about the lack of participants from ṣaḥābah at 
Ṣiffīn. Thirdly, a discussion on the faḍā’il of Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān is advanced and other 
matters relating to it. Fourthly, some observations about the historiographical framework are 
explored. Fifthly, a detailed study of the views of the Imāms of ahl al-Sunnah from various stripes 
and different times is presented in light of the objection raised by Abū Layth. Finally, a conclusion of 
the arguments in the article is drawn.   

          At the start, let us cite some ṣaḥīḥ aḥadīth to provide a wider framework of the struggle of 
Mawlā Alī ع. The Noble Messenger صلى الله عليه وسلمsaid: Ali will fight wars upon the interpretation of the Qur’ān 
as I صلى الله عليه وسلم fought wars upon the revelation of the Qur’ān. This is a Ṣaḥīh Ḥadīth reported by al-Sunan al-
Kubrā of al-Nasā’ī, Musnad of Imam Aḥmed, al-Muṣannaf of Ibn Abī Shaybah, Ṣahīḥ of Ibn 
Ḥibbān, Musnad of Abū Ya`lā, Dalā’il al-Nubūwwah of al-Bayhaqī and by a host of other Ḥadīth 
masters. Indeed, what matters is the sanad and there are prominent ḥadīth scholars grading it Ṣaḥīh. 
From the contemporary Salafist-Wahābī scholars to earlier Sunnī Imāms. For example, Shu`ayb al-
Arna’ūṭ says in his comments on al-Iḥsān bi-taqrīb Ṣaḥīḥ ibn Ḥibbān that   اسناده على شرط مسلم  its chain 
of transmission is upon the conditions of Ṣaḥīḥ Muslim. Another Salafī scholar Waṣī Allah ibn 
Moḥammed `Abbās says in his marginalia on the book Faḍā’il al-Ṣaḥābah of Imam Aḥmed Ibn 
Ḥanbal that اسناده صحیح its chain of reporters is Ṣaḥīh. Here it is cited from Majma` al-Zawā’id of al-
Haythamī: 

Abū Sa`īd al-Khudrī says that I heard the Messenger of Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم say that 
amongst you is the one who will fight wars upon the interpretation of the 
Qur’ān as I صلى الله عليه وسلم fought wars upon the revelation of the Qur’ān. So Abū Bakr 
said: Am I that person O Messenger of Allah? He said: No. Then `Umar 
said am I that person? He replied: No, but it is the one who is repairing the 
shoe. The Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم had given Alī his shoes, who was repairing them. 

        In al-Mawsū’ah al-fiqhīyah published by the religious ministry of Kuwait, for example, the 
meaning of ta’wīl in the ḥadīth is the following:       

 To fight based upon interpretation means fighting against the rebels.  

          Hence, it is obvious that the wars which Imam Alī fought were foretold by the Blessed Prophet 
 and we also know that his fight was according to the Qur’ān and upon its true meaning as vouched صلى الله عليه وسلم
for by Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم  Himself. 
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The battle of Jamal 

          During  al-Khilāfah al-Rāshidah of Mawlā Alī, he encountered three challenges of war: Jamal, 
Ṣiffīn and Nahrawān. After, `Uthmān ibn Affān  was martyred at his house in Medina.  Ṭalḥa, al-
Zubayr and Umm al-Mu’minīn `Ayesha al-Ṣiddīqā demanded an expeditious Qiṣāṣ. Ṭalḥa and al-
Zubayr brought Umm al-Muminīn Ayesha al-Ṣiddiqā on a camel from Mecca to Baṣra for this 
purpose. Hence, it is called the battle of the Camel. However, their misunderstandings with Imam Alī 
were dispelled and all three blessed personalities regretted their decision to fight Imam Alī and this is 
well documented and agreed upon. See their their biographies and Ḥadīth literature for details. For 
example, you can see Ṭabaqāt of Ibn Sa`d, al-Istīāb of Ibn `abd al-Barr, Usud al-Ghābāh of  Ibn al-
‘Athīr,  al-Iṣābah of al-`Asqalānī and al-Bidāyah wa’l-Nihāhayah of Ibn Kathīr-to name but a few. 

          In particular, the Mother of believers `Ayesha al-Ṣiddiqā1  regretted her decision all her life, in 
Fatḥ al-Bārī of Ibn Ḥajr al-`Asqalānī and Majma` al-Zawā’id of al-Haythamī, for example, it states 
that once someone mentioned the battle of Jamal in front of her and she was immensely remorseful 
and said: I wish I had remained at home, it is dearer to me than my wish to have given birth to the 
children of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم. Furthermore, the following Ṣaḥīḥ report would be sufficient in this matter. 
It is reported in Ṣaḥīh Ibn Ḥibbān, Musnad of Aḥmed, al-Muṣannaf of Ibn Abī Shaybah, Musnad of 
Abū Ya`lā, al-Fitan of Ibn Ḥammād and others. al-`Asqalanī says in Fatḥ al-Bārī with regards to Ibn 
Ḥibbān’s narration that سنده على شرط الصحیح  its chain of transmission is upon the condition of Ṣaḥīh. 
al-Haythamī says in Majma` al-Zawā’id in relation to the report from Musnad of Imam Aḥmed that 
 the chain of transmitters of Ahmed are Ṣaḥīh. From contemporary Ḥadīth رجال احمد رجال الصحیح
scholars, Shu`ayb al-Arna’ūṭ in his comments on Ṣaḥīh ībn Ḥibbān says   شرط الشیخیناسناده على   its 
chain of transmitters is upon the condition of al-Bukharī and Muslim. Here it is quoted from al-
Bidāyah wa’l-Nihāyah of Ibn Kathīr in which he states that it is reported upon the conditions of al-
Bukhari and Muslim: 

When `Ayesha reached a place called Ḥaw’ab and heard the barking of the 
dogs, She said:  I want to go back because I heard the Messenger of Allah 
 to his wives that it will be a sad state of affairs when one of you will haveصلى الله عليه وسلم
the dogs of Ḥaw’ab bark upon her. al-Zubayr said: Are you returning? When 
people see you perhaps, they will reconcile. 

1 After realisation, she was escorted back to Medina from Baṣra with respect and dignity by her own brother, one of the 
commanders of Imam Ali, Moḥammed ibn Abī Bakr al-Ṣiddīq. 
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        This also proves that it happened as the Noble Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم foretold and they realised their error 
of judgement. None has rejected this ḥadīth except for a prominent nāṣibī scholar al-Qāḍī  ibn al-
Arabī al-Mālikī and he has been refuted by other great masters of Islamic scholarship. For example, 
the great Mufassir of the Qur’ān, al-Qurṭūbī al-Mālikī refutes him in his al-Tadhkirah: 

                                  

It is strange that al-Qaḍī Abū Bakr ibn al-Arabī denied this ḥadīth in his 
books, such as in his al-`awāṣim min al-qawāṣim. He said that this ḥadīth 
has no basis. By rejecting it, he has manifested his stupidity and ignorance 
upon scholars of Ḥadīth and this Ḥadīth in its authenticity is as clear as the 
bright day light.   

          Nawāṣib usually rely on al-Qāḍī Ibn al-Arabī2 for their arguments and denials. He has been 
refuted for his antagonism towards Imam Ḥusayn ع by  the`Ulamā, even by Ibn Khaldūn in his 
Muqaddima. However, Shah `Abd al-`Azīz  Muḥaddith al-Dehlavī, common scholar of Deobandīs 
and Barelwīs in the subcontinent, the author of Tuḥfah Ithnā `Asharīyyah, the momentous refutation 
of Rawāfiḍ, says in his Fatāwa Azīzī about Nawāṣib: 

         

 

Nawāṣib are a separate sect from Khawārij, they were in large numbers in al-Shām and 
Maghreb. Caliph al-Mutawakkil Abbasī and his wazīr Ali ibn Jahm were from Nawāṣib. 
Khawārij considered the ṣaḥābah who fought each other as kāfirs. According to them 
Ṭalḥa, Zubayr, Amīr al-Mu`minīn Ali al-Murtaḍā and Mu`āwīyah and `Amr ibn al-Ās were 
kafirs. But Nawāṣib only made their trademark to hate `Amīr al-Mu`minīn Alī al-Murtaḍā 
karram Allahu wajhahu and his descendents. From the later scholars Ḥāfiẓ Maghrebī (qāḍī 
abu bakr ibn al-arabī) was a Nāṣibī. 
 

              al-Qāḍī Abū Bakr Ibn al-Arabī also held the opinion that Yazīd ibn Mu`āwīyah was right 
and al-Ḥusayn ibn Ali ع deserved to be killed. Na`ūḍhubillah! 

                                                 
2 Ibn al-Arabī is not to be confused with al-Shaykh al-Akbar who is called Ibn Arabī without the particle ‘al’ to 
differentiate between the two. 
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             However,  thus far it has been established that Mawlā Alī  was indeed on ḥaqq in fighting at 
the battle of Jamal from the perspective of Ṣaḥīḥ Aḥādīth and also by the admission of the blessed 
companions Ṭalḥa, al-Zubayr and Umm al-Mu’minīn `Ayesha al-Ṣiddīqa that they were mistaken to 
launch the campaign of Jamal in opposition to Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib. 

           Furthermore, prior to a discussion on Ṣiffīn, briefly the judgement of the four schools is 
presented on the battle of Jamal to corroborate the above argument: 

                                                                  Ḥanafī Opinion 

          al-Imam al-A`ẓam Abū Ḥanīfah unequivocally passes his judgement as reported by Abū al-
`Ulā Ṣa`d ibn Mohammed al-Ḥanafī in his kitāb al-`Itiqād, al-Biyāḍī in his al-Uṣūl al-Mūnīfah, al-
Nasafī in his Tabṣirah, al-Kurdarī in his Manāqib Abī Ḥanīfah. Here it is quoted from al-Muwaffiq 
al-Makkī al-Ḥanafī in his Manāqīb Abī Ḥanīfah: 

                    

          

  

Abū Hanīfah said: Alī was on ḥaqq in all his battles against whomever he fought and had we 
not the practice of Alī we would not have known the rulings for battles between Muslims. 

 

al-Qāḍī Abū al-`Ulā al-Ḥanafī further states in Kitāb al-`Itiqād: 

أبي  یقول: عليُّ بن -رضي الله عنھ  -سمعت أبا حنیفة عن أبيِ یوسف رحمھ الله  أنھ قال:          
تنُا عند الله یوم القیامة، ولولا علي ما عَلِمْنا كیف قتالُ أھلِ البغي، أو ك یف طالب كرم الله وجھھ حُجَّ  

        نقاتل أھلَ القبلة

 Imam al-Qāḍī Abū Yūsuf says that Imam Abū Ḥanīfah said: Alī Ibn Abī Ṭālib is our 
proof/ḥujjah on the day of judgement; had it not been for Alī, we would not have known 
the ruling for fighting against rebels or people of Qiblah. 

            

 

           Furthermore, Imam al-A`ẓam Abū Ḥanīfah says as stated by al-Muwaffiq al-Makkī al-Ḥanafī 
in Manāqib and al-Kurdarī in his Manāqib of Abū Ḥanīfah: 
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Imam Abū Ḥanīfah was asked about the battle of Jamal, He replied: Alī was upon justice and it 
is Alī who taught Muslims the Sunnah of how to derive rulings for battles with Muslim rebels. 

 

 

 

al-Zayla`ī al-Ḥanafī in Naṣb al-Rāyah states: 

     

 

There is consensus of opinion/Ijmā` that Alī was in the right in his battle with Ṭalḥa, al-
Zubayr, `Āyeshā and those with them, and against the opposition at Ṣiffīn that is Mu`āwīyah 
and his army and `Āyeshā had expressed her remorse for participation. 

 

        Therefore, the Ḥanafī position from their eponymous founder to later scholars is that Ḥaqq 
was with Imam Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib ع in his campaign at the battle of Jamal. 

                        

                                                                  Mālikī Opinion 

         Moḥammed ibn Aḥmed al-Qurṭubī al-Mālikī, the mufassir, muḥaddith and faqīh 
unequivocally states and assents to the view in his al-Tadhkirah that there is consensus that Imam 
Ali ع was on the ḥaqq in his battles. He says: 

                        

                                  

 Ijmā` has been established that the party of al-Imām  was just and   the opposing  
party were rebels. And Alī was the truthful Imām. 

Imam Al-Qurṭubī al-Mālikī explicitly confirms the Mālikī position as a general rule that Imam Alī ع 
was in the right in all his battles. More on Mālikī opinions in the section on Ṣiffīn. 

                                                              

                                                                    Shāfi`ī  Opinion 

          Imam al-Shāfi`ī’s opinion is stated by al-Bayhaqī in his al-`Itiqād that whoever fought Imam 
Alī during his caliphate was a rebel/bāghī: 
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Whoever fought  Amīr al-Muminīn Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib during his Caliphate was a rebel 
and  our teachers committed us to this position and it is the position of Ibn Idrīs al-Shāfi`ī 

 

Abū Manṣūr al-Baghdādī  al-Shāfi`ī in his Uṣūl al-Dīn decisively states: 

                              

                                                                               

There is agreement of our school (Ashā’ira) that Alī (raḍi Allah anhu) was in the 
right in his fight with people of Jamal and right in his fight with party of 
Mu`āwīyah at Ṣiffīn. 

                                     

                                                             

                                                                     Ḥanbalī Opinion 

              The prominent Ḥanbalī Imams, namely, Muwaffiq al-Dīn al-Maqdisī al-Ḥanbalī and Ibn 
Qudāmah al-Maqdisī al-Ḥanbalī, identically state in al-Mughnī and Its al-Sharḥ al-Kabīr: 

                        

                              

 

The Ṣaḥābah  (raḍī Allah anhum) had unanimous agreement about fighting against the 
rebels. Abū Bakr (raḍī Allah anhu) fought against the rejecters of zakāh and Alī fought 
against the people of Jamal, Ṣiffīn and Nahrawān. 

 

         Towards concluding this section, here is a Ṣaḥīḥ Ḥadīth from al-Mustadrak of Imam al-Ḥākim. 
It is presented from the famous abridged version by al-Dhahabī; who was a fierce critic of al-Ḥākim, 
comments in his Talkhīs al-Mustadrak that this ḥadīth is ṣaḥīh upon the conditions of al-Bukharī and 
Muslim: 
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Alī was on his way to Baṣra, when He visited Mother of Believers Umm Salamah to say 
good bye.  She said:  May Allah help you and protect you! By God! you are upon ḥaqq 
and ḥaqq is with you. Rasul Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم had asked us to stay in our homes, if I had not this 
prohibition by Allah and His Messenger then I would have come with you. But I am 
sending with you the one who is better than me for this matter and dearer to me than my 
life, my son `Umar. 

            This understanding of Qur’ān and Sunnah by Umm al-Mu’minīn Umm Salamah is also 
echoed by Mother of believers `Āyesha al-Ṣiddīqa. She had regretted her decision to participate at 
Jamal as aforementioned from Ṣaḥīḥ Ḥadīth from her, during the campaign. Later, also there are 
various reports of this remorse and amongst them, the following mentioned by Abū Ḥayyān in al-
Baḥr al-Muḥīt, al-Qurṭubī in his Tafsīr and here from al-Dhahabī in his Sīyar: 

                                

al-Dhahabī comments: There is no doubt at all  that `Āyesha regretted 
completely at her travel to Baṣra and participation at Jamal...when she 
heard the recitation of the āyah addressed to the Wives of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم  
“abide in your houses” She wept so profusely that her veil covering 
became wet. 

           In conclusion to this section, it has been justified that Imam Alī ibn Abī Ṭālibع was on ḥaqq in 
his campaign at the battle of Jamal and those who fought him were unjust-rebels. It must be noted 
that Ṭalḥa, al-Zubayr and Umm al-Muminīn `Āyeshā had recognised their error and retracted from it. 
They were of the opinion of an expeditious qiṣāṣ but eventually realised that the opinion of Imam Alī 
in this matter was the correct one. Hence, they cannot be called bāghīs. Had there been space, I 
would have detailed unfortunate murders of Ṭalha that he was killed by Marwān mal`ūn and al-
Zubayr was killed by Ibn Jurmūz. However, for our purposes, it is sufficient to conclude that Ḥaqq at 
the battle of Jamal was with Mawla Alī as vouched for by the Ṣaḥīh aḥadīth and unanimous 
agreement of ahl al-Sunnah. As well as the three prominent participants named above. All others 
who continued fighting at Jamal were unjust-rebels 
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                                                   Ammār ibn Yāsir and Ṣiffīn 

   

            The battle of Ṣiffīn was fought between Imam Alī  ibn Abī Ṭālib and Mu`āwīyah ibn 
Abī Sufyān after Jamal. Amongst the prominent personalities to be martyred at this battle was 
Ammār ibn Yāsir, about whom the Noble Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلمsaid that `Ammār will be killed by the 
rebels. Hence, providing a normative standard for a clear judgement on the issue. `Ammār ibn 
Yāsir was from al-Sābiqūn al-Awwalūn category of Ṣaḥābah and accepted Islam when there 
were less than forty Muslims in total. Both of his parents also accepted Islam and his mother 
Sumayyah is the first martyr in the history of Islam and his father Yāsir was the second person 
to have been martyred in Islam. `Ammār was also a Badrī Ṣaḥābī. His excellences are many. 
For example in Ṣaḥīh al-Bukhārī Abū Dardā’ says:  

                                                   

 

                                                                      

                              Allah (swt) gave Ammār refuge from Satan by the invocation of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم 

 

It is reported in Sunan of Ibn Māja and al-Tirmaḍhī: 

                                                                                            

                                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                           

 Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم said that when `Ammār is presented with two      
options, he takes the most correct one. 

             However, one of the most authentic and Mutawātir Ḥadīth in Ḥadīth literature is the one in 
which the Blessed Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم foretold that `Ammār will be killed by the rebels. In the following, a 
detailed study of this Ḥadīth is presented as `Ammār ibn Yāsir was martyred in the battle of Ṣiffīn 
and it proves that Imam Alī ibn Ṭālib was on ḥaqq and those fighting him were unjust rebels. In the 
last section of this article, a detailed survey of the judgements of the Imams of ahl al-Sunnah will be 
provided and explicated. Nevertheless, here is the study of the ḥadīth about Ammār will be killed by 
bāghīs. 

     

The Ḥadīth is reported by a large number of muḥaddithūn.  First we will cite the actual texts and their 
authentications from various sources and then provide a translation of the text: 
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                                                                  Ṣaḥīḥ al-Bukhārī 

                    

                                                           Musnad Aḥmed Ibn Ḥanbal 

                          

                             Shu`ayb al-Arna’ūṭ says it is Ṣaḥīh Ḥadīth                

      

                                                              Ṣaḥīh Ibn Ḥibbān 

                                        

                                

  al-Arna’ūṭ grades it is ṣaḥīḥ upon the conditions of al-Bukhari:     
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                                Ṣaḥīh al-Jāmi` al-ṣaghīr by al-Albānī with ṣaḥīh grading 

                                             

 

  

 All the above are the fuller version of the Ḥadīth which mean as follows: 

 

                              

 

         In Ṣaḥīḥ Muslim, for example, we have the condensed version of the Ḥadīth from three different 
chains of transmission to Umm al-Mu’minīn Umm Salama: 

                                                

                                             Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلمsaid: Ammār will be killed by the rebels. 
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           This is sufficient to demonstrate that Ammār ibn Yāsir will be killed by the rebels who will be  
unjust, wrong and inviting to hellfire.  Now, we demonstrate from the explicit statements of the Ḥadīth 
masters that this ḥadīth is graded Mutawātir; which means it is certain and cannot be doubted. 

 

   

 

   Ibn Abd al-Barr al-Maliki in his al-Istī`āb comments: 

                                

  There are massively transmitted reports from the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم that Ammār will 
be killed by the rebels. This is from the news of the future and from the proofs 
of His صلى الله عليه وسلم Prophethood and it is from most authentic aḥādīth. 

 

 al-Dhahabī in his Tārīkh al-Islam states: 

                              

                                 

 This ḥadīth has been reported from Ibn Abbās, Ibn Mas`ūd, Ḥudhayfah, Abū 
Rāfi`, Ibn Abī Awfā, Jābir ibn Samurah, Abū al-Yasr al-Sulamī, Ka`b ibn 
Mālik, Anas, Jābir and other Ṣahābah and it is mutawātir from the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم... 
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al-Ṣafadī in his al-Wāfī bi’l-wafayāt says: 

                                               

 

                                 

This is reported by tawātur (massive transmission) that Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلمsaid that `Ammār 
will be killed by rebels and this Ḥadīth is from the proofs of the Prophethood, from the 
news of the future and it is from most authentic aḥādīth. 

 

 

 

 

 

al-Mizzī in his Tahdhīb al-Kamāl confirms: 

 

                                

  It is massively reported from Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم that He said to Ammār:   You will 
be killed by the rebels. It has been reported from Ammār Ibn Yāsir, Uthmān ibn 
Affān, Ibn Mas`ūd, Ḥudhayfah ibn al-Yamān, Ibn Abbās and others... 
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                                                Meaning of Bāghī in the Ḥadīth 

         The meaning is clear that al-fi’ah al-bāghīyah means the rebel party and it has a negative 
connotation. The word bāghī with its many variations has been used in the Qur’ān as unjust 
transgression. However, here as an example, it is quoted from Ibn al-‘Athīr’s famous work on the 
meanings of the words used in ḥadīth literature:  

 

                         

  In the ḥadīth of Ammār “ He will be killed by rebels” it means the party that is unjust/ẓālim 
who have rebelled from the obedience of the Imam. The basis of al-baghyī  are transgression 
of limits.  

 

Majd al-Dīn al-Fīrūzabādī in al-Qāmūs al-Muḥīṭ explains: 

                                                                                                       

   

                            To rebel means to be arrogant, unjust, turn away from ḥaqq, transgression and untruth 

 

Abū Ubayd al-Harawī in his classic al-Gharībayn fi’l-Qur’ān wa’l-ḥadīth says: 

                               

The origin of al-baghyī is envy then zulm/injustice was given the name of 
baghya because an envious person is ẓālim. 

 

 

al-Qāḍī al-`Iyāḍ al-Mālikī in his Mashāriq al-anwār explains: 

                                          

 

  He will be killed by a bāghī group: bāghīyah is from al-baghyī and it means injustice and its origin 
is envy. It is also used for viciousness, haughtiness and arrogance. 
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         Therefore, it is obvious that in the light of the Mutawātir Ḥadīth from the Khātam al-Nabīyīn صلى الله عليه وسلم 
those who fought Imam Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib at Ṣiffīn were unjust rebels. The killing of `Ammār ibn 
Yāsir at Ṣiffīn is agreed upon. All biographers of `Ammār agree upon it. For example, Ibn Ḥajr al-
`Asqalānī in his al-Iṣābah confirms: 

                                  

                                                                                           

The mutawātir aḥādīth from the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم state that Ammār will be killed 
by the rebels and there is unanimous agreement of scholars that he was 
killed at Ṣiffīn fighting on the side of Alī 

            Furthermore, even Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān could not deny the Ḥadīth and tried to provide 
a farfetched interpretation to his troops. 

                        

                                     Interpretation of Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān 

            It is authentically reported by a number of muḥaddithūn that`Ammār ibn Yāsir was killed by 
the troops led by Mu`āwīyah at Ṣiffīn and when Mu`āwīyah was informed about it, he said we did 
not kill him but Alī killed him because he brought him here to fight us.  However, prior to a 
discussion on this, let us provide evidence from Ṣaḥīḥ reports of this distortion. It is reported by 
various Ḥadīth sources and authenticated by Ḥadīth scholars; after which a translation of the text will 
be provided.  

             Imam Aḥmed Ibn Ḥanbal at three places in his Musnad with varying chains and the 
researcher Shu`ayb al-Arna`ūṭ grades all as Ṣaḥīḥ: 
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Second report in Musnad of Aḥmed with decalaration of authenticity: 

                                  

                                                                                                                                        

 

Third authentic report in Musnad of Aḥmed: 
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Abū Ya`lā in his Musnad with its researcher Hussain Salīm Asad grading it Ṣaḥīh: 
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Second report in Musnad of Abū Ya`lā with a strong chain: 

                                       

                                                                                                          

        al-Dhahabī in his Tārikh al-Islam reports it and its researcher Dr. Bishār M`arūf grades it Ṣaḥīh. 
al-Dhahabī also reports it in his sīyar `ālām al-Nubalā and its researchers grade it Ṣaḥīh: 
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al-Haythamī in his Majma` al-Zawā’id authenticates it from al-Ṭibrānī: 

                               

                                    

 

   

              There are other prominent Ḥadīth Imams who have related this report authentically such as 
al-Nasā’ī, `abd al-Razāq, etc., but this much is sufficient to emphatically make the point about the 
text and its authenticity. The purpose of these authentic narrations, as vouched for by the experts, is 
that Ḥadīth of Ammār ibn Yāsir being killed by the rebels was known to the killers. Here is the 
translation:  

 

  When `Ammār ibn Yāsir was killed by the troops of Mu`āwīyah, `Amr ibn al-`Āṣ 
told Mu`āwīyah that the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم said that Ammār will be killed by the rebels. 
Mu`āwīyah  replied: You have slipped in your own urine. We did not kill him but Alī 
killed him because he brought him in front of our spears and swords!              

 

            Prior to a response by Imam Alī of this absurd interpretation, here is what an Umayyad 
apologist Ibn Kathīr says in his al-Bidāyah wa’l-Nihāyah about this interpretation: 

                                           

By saying that he was killed by those who brought 
him , Mu`āwīyah was deceiving the Shāmīs  

 

Ibn Kathīr  further comments: 

                                           

   This interpretation by Mu`āwīyah (ra) is farfetched. 
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Then Ibn Kathīr decisively comments: 

                

 

Mu`āwīyah’s  statement that he was killed by the one who brought him in front of our swords is an extremely 
far fetched interpretation and if that is the case then those who die as martyrs were killed by the General of 
their own army because he brings them to the swords of the enemy! 

     

              In the opinion of the salafist Wahābī favourite Ibn Kathīr, the explanation of Mu`āwīyah ibn 
Abī Sufyān is extremely unrealistic and farfetched but may we ask, what is it farfetched from? The 
answer is that it is farfetched from Qur’ān, Sunnah and sound reasoning. If you do not agree then 
demonstrate for us how it is not? And this is a Challenge! 

            Even the Imam of latter day Nawāṣib Ibn Taymīyah al-Ḥarrānī in his Minhāj al-Sunnah 
considers such an interpretation as Marwānī: 

                                   

I do not know anyone  from the four schools and other ahl al-sunnah to have held 
such an interpretation but this is the position of many Mawānī’s and their ilk.  

   

            Though, he is a staunch supporter of Umayyads and antagonistic towards Imam Alī as we 
have discussed elsewhere, yet he had to declare that those who present such an interpretation 
proffered by Mu`āwīyah as Marwānī and those who refute such an idea, he declares them ahl al-
Sunnah. 
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                                              Response of Imam Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib 

       

 

  When the explanation of the martyrdom of  `Ammār ibn Yāsir by Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān 
reached Ḥaydar al-Karrār, he replied that if Ammār was killed by those who brought him then Amīr 
Ḥamzah and other Ṣaḥābah were killed by Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم because He صلى الله عليه وسلم took them to the battles! 

        al-Ḥāfiẓ Abū al-Khaṭṭāb ibn Diḥyah al-Mālikī,  Moḥammed ibn Aḥmed al-Qurṭubī al-Mālikī, 
Ibn al-`Imād al-Ḥanbalī, `Abd al-Ra’ūf al-Munāwī al-Shāfi`ī and others have mentioned the response 
of Imam Alī ibn Abī Ṭalib:  

         

al-Qurṭubī al-Mālikī in his al-Tadhkirah states: 

                              

                                                                                            

Due to the indubitability of the ḥadīth, Mu`āwīyah could not reject it hence  he said that  
he was killed by the one who brought him to be killed. Ali (raḍī Allah anhu) refuted the 
interpretation of Mu`āwīyah that if that is the case then Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم would be considered 
as the killer of Ḥamzah because He صلى الله عليه وسلم took him to the battle of Uḥud. This refutation by 
Ali (ra) is such a counter argument that has no reply and it is such a strong response that 
cannot be refuted as al-Imām al-Ḥāfiẓ Abū al-Khaṭṭāb al-Mālikī has said.    
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Ibn al-`Imād al-Ḥanbalī in his Shadhrāt al-Dhahab says: 

                                          

 

    On the side Alī, there were Badrī Ṣaḥābah and Ṣaḥābah of bayat al-Riḍwān and they 
had the flags of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم and the ijmā` had been established upon the Imāmah of 
Alī and the rebels were  the other group. It is not persmissble to declare them kāfirs like 
other rebels. Ahl al-Sunnah wa’l-Jamā`ah have proven with evidences the preference 
for the side of Alī. Of the most obvious and strong proof is the saying of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم 
for Ammār ibn Yāsir: You will be killed by the rebels and this is a solidly established 
ḥadīth even when  it reached Mu`āwīyah, he said that Ammār was killed by those who 
brought him and Alī replied: In that case Ḥamzah was killed by Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم because 
He صلى الله عليه وسلم brought him to the battle and this is such a sound counter argument that it has no 
reply and  such a proof which has no refutation. 
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            Furthermore, the Salafist Wahābī favourite and closest student of Ibn Taymīyah, Ibn al-
Qayyim al-Jawzīyah explicitly states in his al-Ṣawā`iq al-Mursalā on the issue: 

                                    

                                    

  Indeed,  the interpretation of the Shāmīs is falsehood. The 
Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم said that Ammār will be killed by the rebels and the 
Shāmīs said we did not kill him but those who brought him to our 
spears killed him. This is a bāṭil interpretation, contrary to the 
explicit unequivocal words of the text. Indeed, the killers of 
Ammār were those who killed him and not those whom he was 
fighting for. This is the refutation of those who were on ḥaqq, 
when they replied: In that case the Messnger of Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم  and His 
companions were the killers of Ḥamzah and other martyrs with 
him because they brought them to the swords of the Mushrikūn! 

  

             Therefore, it is manifestly clear that the interpretation of Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān leads to 
absurd consequences for those martyred during the times of the Noble Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم and al-Khulāfah al-
Rāshidūn and it is contrary to Qur’ān, Sunnah and sound reasoning. Some ardent supporters of the 
Umayyad dynasty have attempted to defend unrealistic interpretation of the martyrdom of Ammār 
ibn Yāsir. For example, al-Muhallab al-Andalusī said that in the Ḥadīth, it says that Ammār will call 
them to paradise and they will call him to hellfire; this means that he was sent to the Khawārij to call 
them to Islam. Badr al-Dīn al-Aynī al-Ḥanafī  in Umdah al-Qārī and others have refuted such 
preposterous claims: 
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     I say that Ibn Baṭṭāl followed al-Muhallab in this opinion and then a group followed 
Ibn Baṭṭāl in this notion but this is incorrect because Khawārij did Khurūj upon Alī (raḍī 
Allah anhu) after the  killing of Ammār and there is no difference of opinion amonsgt 
the people of knowledge on this point. The issue of Khawārij occurred after the 
arbitration between Alī and Mu`āwīyah and the arbitration happened after the battle of 
Ṣiffīn and Ammār had definitely been killed prior to that. 

          Though after this passage al-`Aynī suggests that the mistake of Mu`āwīyah was based on 
ijtihād but later towards the end of the book in kitāb al-fitan, he changes this opinion. We will quote 
that passage when the judgements of ahl al-Sunnah scholars are discussed in the last section. 
However, the point here is that extreme apologists would even twist the most obvious to aid their 
troops at Ṣiffin. Furthermore, this strange far fecthed thesis has also been refuted by Ibn Ḥajr al-
`Asqalānī in his Fatḥ al-Bāri with a similar refutation and then he says: 

                                                          

                                     How is it possible that Alī sent Ammār to Khawārij after his death? 

       

           The prespostrous suggestion by al-Muhallab is refuted with the unanimous agreement that 
Ammār ibn Yāsir was killed prior to the fitna of khawārij hence it was impossible for him to be sent 
to them.  The point here is that it has been  authentically demonstrated that `Ammār will be killed by 
the Rebels and that He was killed at Ṣiffīn and  that Mu`āwīyah  knew about the Ḥadīth and said that 
He was killed by those who brought him. All these are established facts as confirmed in the 
preceding  discussion on textual evidences.  

                                              

 

 

 

                                                     `Ammār’s call to Paradise 

            As you have seen from Ṣaḥīḥ Aḥādīth, from various prominent muḥaddithūn that Rasūl Allah 
 said that `Ammār will call the rebels to paradise and they will call him to hell fire. By virtue of صلى الله عليه وسلم
being on the side of ḥaqq meant his call was to paradise. There are also lengthy exhortations in the 
books of history where `Ammār ibn Yāsir at Ṣiffīn delivers speeches and tells the Shāmīs that they 
are upon falsehood. Imagine a ninety three old man with trembling hands urging others to join the 
ḥaqq. His was the first head in Islamic history to be cut and paraded in the court of the ruler and we 
indeed know about the other heads of ahl al-Bayt at Karbalā. However, there are lengthy 
admonitions in the books of history but here is an of example of `Ammār’s call from authentic 
Ḥadīth.  al-Haythamī, the teacher of al-`Asqalānī, in his Majma` al-Zawā’id authenticates from 
Musnad of Aḥmed and al-Ṭibrānī: 
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            The same Ḥadīth is also reported by Ibn Ḥibbān in his Ṣaḥīh and here it is cited from Musnad 
of Abū Ya`lā and graded authentic by its researcher Hussain Salīm Asad and also by al-Ḥafiẓ al-
Asqalānī in his Fatḥ al-Bārī: 

                                    

                                    

On the day of Ṣiffīn, Ammār ibn Yāsir, an old, tall and pale man with  a lance in 
his trembling hand said: By God! in whose hand is my life, three times I fought 
under this banner of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم and this is my fourth time. By God! in whose 
hand is my life, if these people attack us and hang our dead bodies on the 
branches of date trees, even then, I believe that we are upon ḥaqq and they are 
upon misguidance ḍalālah! 

 

 

 

             

      Furthermore,  `Ammār ibn Yāsir at Ṣiffīn  was a symbol of Ḥaqq and salvation for the Ṣaḥābah 
of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم. It is authentically reported in al-Istī`āb of Ibn `Abd al-Barr, Talkhīs of al-
Mustadrak by al-Dhahabī, Majma` al-Zawā’id of al-Haythamī, Usud al-Ghābah of Ibn al-‘Athīr al-
Jazarī and others. Here the relevant point is cited from Abū ‘l-Abbās al-Qurṭubī al-Mālikī’s al-
Mufhim commentry on Ṣaḥīh Muslim:  
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Abū `Abd al-Raḥmān al-Sulamī said: We participated in Ṣiffīn with Alī and witnessed 
that where ever Ammār ibn Yāsir went at Ṣiffīn, the Ṣaḥābah of Moḥammed صلى الله عليه وسلم 
followed him as if he was the symbol of truth for them. 

 

al-Nawāwī in his Tahdhīb al-‘Asmā’ wa’l-lughāt further confirms: 

 

                                    

 It is proven in Bukhārī and Muslim that Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم said May Allah have mercy upon 
`Ammār he will be killed by the rebels and the ṣaḥābah on the day of Ṣiffīn followed him 
wherever he went because they knew they were with the party on truth. 

 

Ibn al-`Imād al-Ḥanbalī in his Shadhrāt al-Dhahab says: 

                                           

 

 Amonsgt those who were killed on the side of Alī at Ṣiffīn included  
`Ammār ibn Yāsir; who was the standard of justice in these battles. 

 

 

              It is evident that `Ammār was the symbol of Ḥaqq as foretold by the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم and the 
Ṣahābah understood and recognised that and followed him in his call to paradise. Though, there is a 
considerable other authentic material about various aspects of Ṣiffīn, in conclusion to this section, 
here is what Umm al-Mu’minīn Maymūna bint al-Ḥārith said echoing the call of `Āmmār. It is 
declared Ṣaḥīh upon the conditions of al-Bukhārī and Muslim, not only by al-Ḥākim in his al-
Mustadrak but by the centre right Muḥaddith and Ibn Taymīyah loyalist, al-Dhahabī in his Talkhīs of 
al-Mustadrak: 
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Ibn Kulayb al-`Āmirī says that when `Alī  travelled to Ṣiffīn, I went to Medina to see 
Maymūna bint al-Ḥārith and she enquired about the purpose of my visit. I said: `Alī has 
gone to Ṣiffīn and I detest fighting so I came here. She said: have you given allegiance 
to him. I said: Yes. She said: return to him and fight with him, by God! He is neither 
Misguided nor does He Misguide others! 
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                                 Ḥistoriography of Ṣiffīn and Badrī Ṣaḥābah 

     

            At Ṣiffīn, the only two active participants among the Ṣahābah in the battle from the side of 
Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān were himself and `Amr ibn al-`Āṣ and both were from Ṭulaqā  category 
of converts.3Abdullah the son of `Amr ibn al-`Āṣ, according to Ṣaḥīh reports, did not take part in the 
battle and abstained from picking up any weapons. He told them to their faces after Āmmār’s 
martyrdom that they were the group on falsehood. However, on the side of Imam Alī there were 
Ṣahābah from Muhājirūn and Anṣār, the Ṣaḥābah of bayah of al-Ridwān and prominently, the Badrī 
Ṣahābah. The particular details about the battle, naturally, are found in the principle books of Islamic 
history.  

           The historiographical accounts based on earlier monographs and sources were incorporated in 
the famous annalistic history books available to us, authored by Sunni historians and writers. For 
example, al-Ṭabarī, al-Balādhurī, Ibn S`ad, al-Dīnawarī-to name but a few. Even if we did not have 
the historical narrative, the overwhelming and Mutawātir Ḥadīth evidence furnishes a definite basis 
for the value judgement that Imam Alī was on Ḥaqq and those who fought him were unjust bāghīs. 
The Nawāṣib in the tradition of Ibn Taymīyah, in particular, try to shift the goal post and advance an 
argument from the participants in the battles. They suggest with reference to spurious or misdirected 
quotes that Ṣahābah abstained from the battles, hence, attempting to create doubt and rescue their 
elders from the unjust rebellion at Ṣiffīn. Yet, at the sametime specific works of history written only 
on Ṣiffīn are ruthlessly discredited by labelling the earliest historians of those monographs as Shī`ah. 
Prior to a detailed positive justification of the Badrī participants, in particular,  with Imam Alī from 
sources  that cannot be labelled Shī`ah. let us, first,  examine the Nāṣibī argument. Here is what Ibn 
Taymīyah states in his Minhāj al-Sunnah: 

                     

                                   

                                     

       Ibn Sīrīn said that when the fitna stirred up, the companions of the Messenger of 
Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم  were in thousands and only a hundred but rather around thirty assisted in it. 

- Ibn Taymīyah says:  this is from the best of chains of transmission on Earth! And 
Mohammed Ibn Sīrīn is among the most cautious in speech and his mursal report is among 
the authentic interrupted reports. 

           

                                                 
3  Details in the next section 
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             It is argued from the above that Ibn Sīrīn said that there were around thirty Ṣaḥābah in the 
battle of Ṣiffīn. However, there is no mention of Ṣiffīn in the text of the words attributed to Ibn Sīrīn. 
How do we know he was talking about Ṣiffīn? Those who came later tried to interpret it as Ṣiffīn. If 
we were to be puritanical, the Battle of Siffīn took place in 37AH and Ibn Sīrīn was born in 33AH, 
therefore, he was neither a participant nor a witness to the battle. Given that the text is vague and he 
only comments about a fitna then one can argue that what he meant by the fitna was unrest and the 
killing of `Uthmān ibn `Affān.  Consider the following reported by Ibn`Asākir in his Tārīkh 
Dimashq, Ibn `abd Rabihī in al-`Iqd al-Farīd, al-Suyuṭī in his Tārīkh al-Khulafah and here it is 
quoted from al-Akhbār al-Muwaffiqīyāt by al-Zubayr ibn Bakkār: 

                                  

                                  

                                 
        The companion Abū al-Ṭufayl `Āmir ibn Wāthilah came to Mu`āwīyah and 
Mu`āwīyah said: are you not from the slayers of Uthmān? He replied: No but I am from 
those who were present but did not assist him. He said: what hindered you from helping 
him?  He replied: the Muhājirūn and Ansār did not aid him. Mu`āwīyah said: it was 
imperative upon them to assist him. Abū al-Ṭufayl said: Amīr al-mu’minīn what hindered 
you from assisting him whilst you had the support of the people of al-shām? Mu`āwīyah 
replied:  but my seeking of vengence for his blood is helping him. Abū al-Ṭufayl laughed 
and then exclaimed: your attitude towards Uthmān is as the poet says: I will find you 
weeping for me after my death but during my life you did not give what was necessary for 
you! 

          The siege of Uthmān al-Ghanī lasted for over fifty days and Imam Alī had his sons Ḥasan and 
Ḥusayn guard the gates of Uthmān al-Ghanī’s house. However, Ibn Sīrīn’s statement about lack of  
participation of ṣaḥābah in the fitna could be a reference to this. As will be discussed later, even the 
best of all the ṣaḥabah, the majority of Badrī companions were with Imam Alī at Ṣiffīn and there 
were none on the side of mu`āwīyah ibn abī sufyān.  

          Furthermore, If one was to insist upon the vague statement of Ibn Sīrīn then consider his other 
unequivocal opinions. Here it is quoted from al-Muṣannaf of Ibn Abī Shaybah with an authentic 
chain of transmitters as vouched for by its researcher Mohammed `Awwāmah: 
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 Moḥammed ibn Sīrīn said:  There will be a khalīfah in this Ummah who 
will be superior to Abū Bakr and `Umar 

           The text from Ibn Sīrīn is authentically reported and in the words of Ibn Tamīyah “this is from 
the best of chains of transmission on Earth...and his mursal report is among the authentic interrupted 
reports.”  Ibn Sirīn believed that there will be a Caliph in this Ummah over whom we cannot even 
give preference to Abū Bakr al-Ṣiddīq nor Umar al-Fārūq. Indeed, the same people will now attempt 
to interpret this unambiguous statement, authentically reported by suggesting the reasoning for this 
tafḍil. Fitna in his other statement is also interpreted by us in a similar spirit.  

          Nu`aym ibn Ḥammād, one of the teachers of al-Bukhārī, in his famous book al-Fitan provides 
another opinion of Ibn Sīrīn: 

                                 
Moḥammed Ibn Sīrīn said: By God! I see that,  Mu`āwīyah in his 
mannerisms was vying for Caliphate even during the times of Abū Bakr 
and Umar (raḍi Allah anhuma). 

           So here you have Ibn Sīrīn suggest that Mu`wīyah’s quest for power was evident even in the 
times of al-Ṣiddīq and al-Fārūq. And this statement of Ibn Sīrīn is further corroborated by the  first 
hand observation of a Ṣaḥābī and the brother of Uthmān al-Ghanī from raḍā`a;  `Abdullah ibn Sa`d 
as assented by al-Dhahabī in his sīyar ā`lam al-nubalā, Ibn `Asākir in his Tārīkh and here it is cited 
from  al-Fasawī’s al-M`arifah wa’l-Tārikh: 

                       
After the murder of Uthmān, Abdullah ibn Sa`d moved to `Asqalān and disliked 
to be with Mu`āwīyah and said: I will not be with Mu`āwīyah about whom I 
know that he wanted Uthmān to be killed.. 

 

           The point here is that the argument of participation of Ṣaḥābah from Ibn Sīrin’s statement is 
textually vague in the first place to apply it to Ṣiffīn and secondly, he was not a witness to the actual 
events by being a four year old and to negate something requires a greater degree of authenticity and 
thirdly, if one disregards being an actual witness then he may well have been commenting on the 
fitna that occurred during the Caliphate of Uthmān al-Ghanī and this is supported from the lack of 
participation of Ṣaḥābah. And if one is adamant in their unjustified application of the term fitna to 
Ṣiffīn alone then what about the other opinions of Ibn Sīrīn about tafḍīl and Mu`āwīyah’s quest for 
power long before the Caliphate of Imam Alī? 

          

  Furthermore, Ibn Taymīyah in his campaign cites another reference with a chain to al-Sha`abī: 
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al-Sha`abī said about the battle of Jamal that none of the Ṣaḥābah took part in the the battle 
except Alī, Ammār, Talḥā and al-Zubayr and if there is a fifth ṣaḥābī then I am liar! 

            

          This seems to be falsely attributed to al-Sha`abī otherwise he would be proven a liar in his own 
words. If one was to be subjective, it could be said that al-Sha`abī was close to the Marwanids during 
his life and this statement is perhaps due to that ambassadorial role he enjoyed under the aegis of 
`abd al-Malik ibn Marwān; who was anti-Alī and al-Zubayr. His praise for `abd al-Malik ibn 
Marwān, for example, can be cited. In Tahdhīb Tahdhīb al-Kamāl, al-Dhahabī states the praise: 

                                

                               

 

   al-Sha`abī said: I never associated with anyone but I found myself to be 
superior over them except for `abd al-Malik ibn Marwān. When I related a Ḥadīth 
to him but he added to it and never a verse of poetry, he capped me in on it. 

                 However, Ibn Taymīyah’s student al-Dhahabī falsifies the claim of al-Sha`abī in his 
Tārīkh al-Islam: 

                                     
al-Sha`abī exagerated when he said that there were only Alī, `Ammār, 
Ṭalḥa and al- Zubayr from ṣahābah at Jamal. 

   

              Even al-Dhahabī4 rejects the claim of al-Sha`abi  in mild words and he also deliberately 
omits the  text ‘then I will be a liar’ stated by al-Sha`abī. However, one of the ealiest books of 
history by the teacher of al-Bukharī, Tārīkh of Khalīfah ibn Khayyaṭ relates from an authentic chain 
from Sa`īd ibn Jubayr; who was brutally killed by the Marwanid governor Ḥajjaj ibn Yūsuf, that 
there were eight hundred Ṣaḥābah from Ansār and four hundred from bayat al-Riḍwān with Imam 
Alī at Jamal: 

                                                 
4 His student Imam Taj al-Dīn al-Subki in his al-Ṭabaqāt has accused Al-Dhahabī of bias. Imam al-Kawthari al-Ḥanafī 
accuses al-Dhahabī of bias towards weakening of the excellences of ahl al-bayt in his commentary on al-Sayf al-Ṣaqīl of 
Imam Taqi al-Dīn al-Subkī. 
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   Sa`īd ibn Jubayr said: at Jamal there were eight hundred Ṣaḥābah from 
Ansār and four hundred from bayah of Riḍwān. 

           al-Dhababī confirms the reports contrary to the supposed claim of al-Sha`abī. In his Tārikh al-
Islam he provides the basis upon which he rejected the claim of al-Sha`abī: 

                                
        Sa`īd Ibn Jubayr said: with Alī at the battle of Jamal there were 
eight hundred Ansārī ṣaḥābah and four hundred from those who did 
bayah of Ridwān. 

  Muṭṭalib ibn Zīyād relates from al-Sudaī: at the battle of Jamal there 
were one hundred and thirty Badrī ṣaḥābah and seven hundred other 
ṣaḥābah... 

   So here you have it from two separate indepedent reliable sources stating contrary to the claims of 
Ibn Taymīyah. The point to be noted is that there was only a small number of Badrī Saḥābah 
remaining. Their total was 313 and fourteen were martyred at Badr, seventy were martyred at Uḥud 
in 3 AH and Jamal was in 36 AH and naturally many had passed away and only a small number had 
survived and except for a few, all were at the battle of Jamal with Imam Alī and those who lived 
were again at Ṣiffīn with Ḥayder al-Karrār. The Badrī ṣahābah were by far the best of all the 
companions, guaranteed paradise and were the earliest Muslims. 

     

           Furthermore, Ibn Taymīyah cites two more quotes on the issue but in this section, one will be 
discussed and the other will be analysed in the next section: 

                                
Ibn Baṭṭah has reported from Bukayr ibn al-‘Ashaj that indeed the men of Badr remained 
in their houses after the murder of Uthmān and did not get out of their houses except to 
their graves. 

            It is obvious that this categoric statement attributed to Bukayr is erroneous because even Ibn 
Taymīyah has accepted that Alī, Ammār, Ṭalḥā and al-Zubayr, at odds, were all Badrī Ṣaḥābah. 
Nonetheless, it is evident that the Naṣibī argument from participation of Ṣaḥābah and in particular 
the Badrī ṣaḥābah is inadmissible for a justification of their exagerated claims. 
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                     Participation of Badrī Ṣaḥābah at Ṣiffin 

        

          The Badrī Ṣaḥābah are the earliest and the most excellent category of Ṣaḥābah; a fact that is 
unanimous amongst Muslims. Their total number is three-hundred-and-thirteen, and fourteen were 
martyred at Badr and seventy were martyred at Uḥud in 3 AH. In the course of time and many 
campaigns later until the martyrdom of Uthman al-Ghanī, 33 years later,  their numbers had 
significantly dwindled.  Their importance in the affairs of the state and Muslims can be gauged from 
the following detail at the time of Imam Alī’s election as Khalīfah Rāshid. Among others, here it is 
from Ibn al-‘Athīr al-Jazarī’s biography of Ṣaḥābah, Usud al-Ghābah:  

                                              
After the murder of Uthmān, people came in haste to Alī, both 
ṣaḥābah and others, all said: Amīr al-Mu’minīn Alī until they 
entered his house and they said: We give allegiance to you, give 
us your hand you are the most deserving. Alī said: It is not up to 
you, it is upon the ṣaḥābah of Badr, whoever they agree to, that 
person would become the Khalīfah,  thus none of the Badrī 
Ṣaḥābah remained behind and said we do not think anyone is 
more deserving than you.... 

          

             The idea here is that Badrī ṣahābah due to their seniority and hardships in early Islam have a 
significant status. Ibn Kathīr in al-Bidāyah wa’l-Nihāyah relates without criticism of the narration, a 
dialogue that occurred between some Iraqī tribes and Imam Alī  at Ṣiffīn. This group of people went 
back and forth to seek explanation from both sides to ascertain their point of view.  Mu`āwīyah ibn 
Abī Sufyān even accuses Imam Alī of killing Uthmān al-Ghanī and claiming other untruths. This 
was, perhaps,  for political maneuvering to obtain their support otherwise none in those times to this 
day from ahl al-Sunnah have attributed such an allegation on Imam Alī. In this exchange at one point 
Imam Alī says: 

                             
There is not a Badrī on Earth but he is with me and has done my bayah 
and is satisfied with me, thus, be careful lest he (mu`āwīyah) deceives you 
in your Dīn and yourselves.. 
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           Mawlā Alī is reported to have argued that Badrī Ṣaḥābah in particular are with him. There 
were a couple of Badrī Ṣaḥābah such as Sa`d ibn Abī Waqqāṣ that abstained from the  battle  but القلیل   

كلمعدوم    an insignificant  number does not affect the general import. Moreover, from one of the 
earliest Sunni historical sources Khalīfah ibn Khayyāt with a reliable chain of transmitters going 
back to a contemporaneous source, the Ṣahābī `abd al-Raḥmān ibn ‘Abzī states: 

                           

                            
`abd al-Raḥmān ibn ‘Abzī said: With Alī there were eight hundred Ṣaḥābah of 
bay`ah al-Riḍwān and sixty-three were killed from Saḥābah, amongst them 
was `Ammār ibn Yāsir. 

               In the year 6 AH during the expedition of Ḥudaybīyah in the Medinan period, prior to the 
treaty, the pledge of Riḍwān was taken from the Ṣaḥābah because Muslims had gone to Mecca to 
perform `Umrah and had no intention to fight. Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم sent Uthmān ibn Affān as his 
representitive to negotiate an entry for Muslims to peform `Umrah but the delay in Uthmān’s return 
and Meccan’s refusal to inform Muslims of his whereabouts, led the Muslims to believe that Uthmān 
ibn Affan had been murdered by the Quraysh. To avenge the death of Uthmān, Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم took 
the pledge of Riḍwān from fourteen hundred Ṣaḥabah; which also included all the Badrī Ṣahābah. 
After seeing the determination of Muslims, they returned Uthmān al-Ghanī, and agreed to the terms 
of the treaty of Ḥudaybīyah. 

    

            It is poetic that at Ṣiffīn those who were considered as the murderers of Uthmān at the pledge 
of Riḍwān were now fighting under the pretext of Uthmān’s murder and those Ṣaḥābah of Riḍwān 
who gave their pledge to avenge the perceived murder of Uthmān were now defending the Ḥaqq with 
Imam Alī. Had there been any truth in their claim, these Ṣaḥābah of Riḍwān and Badr would have 
been on the other side but they were with Imam Alī. This  report is above the standards usually 
required for the genre of maghāzī, sīyar and futūḥ.  

    

           Moreover, another report in this regard oft cited by Nawāṣib such as Ibn Taymīyah and his 
camp is the following reported by Imam Aḥmed Ibn Ḥanbal’s son from his father. It is in his al-`Ilal 
wa ma`rifah al-rijāl and here it is from Ibn Taymīyah’s Minhāj al-Sunnah: 

                                      
Abdullah ibn Aḥmed said My father reported  from Umayyah ibn 
Khālid that It was said to Shu`bah that Abū Shaybah reported from 
al-Ḥakam who reported from `Abd al-Raḥmān ibn Abī Laylā: seventy 
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ṣaḥābah of Badr participated in Ṣiffīn. Shu`bah said that by God, Abū 
Shaybah has lied. I had a discussion with al-Ḥakam in his house and 
we could not find Badrī ṣaḥabah other than Khuzaymah ibn Thābit  

           `Abd al-Raḥmān ibn Abī Laylā and his father was a Ṣaḥābī and participated in all campaigns 
of Imam Alī from his side. Prior to an analysis of the text, let us establish this point from 
authoritative biographies of Ṣaḥābah; al-Istī`āb of  Ibn `abd al-Barr al-Mālikī: 

                                          
Abū Laylā al-Anṣārī, father of `Abd al-Raḥmān ibn Abī Laylā was a companion of the 
Prophetصلى الله عليه وسلم and participated in Uḥud and the campaigns thereafter...he and his son `Abd al-
Raḥmān participated in all the campaigns with Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib. 

                

 

 

                 It is established that Abd al-Raḥmān ibn Abī Laylā  and his father were participants at 
Ṣiffīn from the side of Imam Alī and the report from Aḥmed ibn Ḥanbal says that al-Ḥakam reports 
from Ibn Abī Laylā that there were seventy Badrī Ṣaḥābah who participated at Ṣiffin. The argument 
here is that when this was mentioned to Shu`bah he said that it is incorrect because I had a discussion 
with al-Ḥakam-the principal reporter-that the one and only Badrī participant was Khuzaymah ibn 
Thābit. 

                This latter contention attributed to Shu`bah is designed to negate the widespread report of 
al-Ḥakam by first reporting it as it was known then casting a shadow of doubt by appealing to the 
authority of Shu`bah, who in turn attributes a lie to al-Qādī Abū Shaybah and as reasoning says that 
there was only one Badrī Ṣaḥābī at Ṣiffīn. The justification to reject the Seventy Badrī Ṣaḥābīs is 
given as factually incorrect because there was only one Badrī Ṣaḥābī who took part in Ṣiffīn. As a 
matter of fact the reasoning to reject the seventy Badrīs is itself a lie. It is known through mutāwātir 
testimony that `Ammār ibn Yāsir participated at Ṣiffīn and this disproves the very justification of 
rejection. Moreover, Imam Aḥmed ibn Ḥanbal did not assent to this claim himself. For example, see 
Musnad of Imam Aḥmed and his Faḍā’il al-Ṣaḥābah: 
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            Imam Aḥmed ibn Ḥanbal in his book Faḍā’il al-Ṣaḥābah narrates and it is classed as 
authentic by its Salafī researcher Waṣi Allah ibn Moḥammed Abbās that Abū Fuḍālah al-Ansārī was 
a Badrī Ṣaḥābī and  participated in Ṣiffīn on the side of Alī. This internal evidence by Imam Aḥmed 
himself negates the claim attributed to Shu`bah that one and only Badrī Ṣaḥābī to take part at Ṣiffin 
was Khuzayma ibn Thābit. If the difference is in the larger numbers as it is frequent in Sīrah, Futūḥ 
and Maghāzī literature, and reports of expeditions by al-Khulafah al-Rāshidūn then it is an 
acceptable variation. If the difference is of hundreds from hundreds or thousands from thousands 
then it is  natural for the genre in which it occurs. 

           But when it is a specific negation, a categoric statement of the one and only kind then it falls 
prey to just a single counter example for its falsification. If it is said there were five hundred at a 
conference and the other says there were seven hundred then that is a natural approximation and 
historians are familair with such discrepancy. On the other hand, if one says that there was none but 
Zayd from Medina at the meeting then such a statement could easily be falsified by confirming 
another from Medina. And if the claim is that if there is another then I am a lier, then to prove the lie, 
one only needs to provide a single counter example and reject the text.  However,  the point is that 
the categoric statements of the only-kind present themselves to be falsified by just a single counter 
example.  

     

       Furthermore, Abū Shaybah is not the only one to report from al-Ḥakam ibn `Utaybah, rather 
there are various other individuals confirming  more or less a similar narrative. Consider the 
following examples: 

 

 

             al-Ḥākim in his al-Mustadrak reports: 
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al-Ḥakam said: with Alī at Ṣiffīn there were eighty Badrī Ṣaḥābah and two hundred and 
fifty Ṣaḥābah from those who swore an oath under the tree. 

Second report says the same with a slightly different chain at the start. 

 

 

 

 

         al-Khaṭīb al-Baghḍādī in his Talkhīṣ al-Mutashābih with a different chain to al-Ḥakam ibn 
Utaybah reports: 

                        
 al-Ḥakam ibn Utaybah said: There were eighty Badrī Ṣaḥābah with Alī at Ṣiffīn 
and one hundred and fifty Ṣaḥābah from those who pledged an oath to the 
Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم under the tree. 

 

 

Ibn al-`Adīm in his Bughyah al-Ṭalab fī Tārīkh al-Ḥalab with  different chain states: 

                         
      Ibn Khabāb said: There were eighty Badrī ṣaḥābah with Alī at Ṣiffīn 
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Again from al-Ḥakam ibn `Utaybah, Ibn al-`Adīm reports with a different chain: 

                      
al-Ḥakam ibn Utaybah said: There were eighty Badrī Ṣaḥābah with Alī at Ṣiffīn 
and one hundred and fifty ṣaḥābah from those who pledged an oath to the Prophet 
 .under the tree صلى الله عليه وسلم

 

 

Ibn Kathīr in his al-Bidāyah wa’l-Nihāyah states: 

                 

                       
al-Ḥakam said:  on the side of Alī there were eighty Badrī  ṣaḥābah and hundred and 
fifty of those who pledged an oath under the tree. 

 

 

 

`Abd al-Karīm al-Rāfa`ī al-Qazwīnī in his al-Tadwīn fī akhbār Qazwīn reports with his chain: 

                        

                           
al-Ḥakam said: there were eighty Badrī ṣaḥābah with Alī and two hundred and fifty 
ṣaḥābah who swore an oath under the tree. 
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       Mohammed al-Tubānī, a Wahābī scholar, who goes an extra mile to defend  Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī 
Sufyān says in his Ifādah al-akhyār bi bara’ah al-abrār: 

 

                                   

                                                
 

 It is stated by Yaḥyā ibn Sulaymān al-Ju`fi, one of the 
Shaykhs of al-Imam al-Bukhārī in his book on Ṣiffīn with a 
strong chain....there were ninety Badrī Ṣaḥābah, seven 
hundred ṣaḥābah of riḍwān and four hundred from Muhājirūn 
and Ansār (were with Alī)...and with Mu`āwīyah there were 
none from Ansār except al-Nu`mān ibn Bashīr and Muslima 
ibn Makhlad... 

 

  Ibn `Asākir in his Tārīkh Dimashq narrates: 

                   

                       
Moḥammed Ibn Alī (Imam al-Bāqir), Moḥammed ibn al-Muṭṭalib and Zayd ibn  
Ḥasan said: there were ninety ṣaḥābah of Badr, seven hundred of ṣaḥābah of riḍwān 
and amongt them were other innumerable ṣaḥābah of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم and  it has 
reached us that three from the Tābi`īn who were given the glad tiding of jannah were 
Uways al-Qaranī,  Zayd ibn Ṣūḥan and Jundub al-Khayr. Uways al-Qaranī was 
martyred at Ṣiffīn from the foot soldiers and Zayd ibn Ṣuḥān was martyred at Jamal. 
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Ibn `Asakir further reports that ahl al-Bayt had preserved the names of all Ṣaḥābah and others who 
participated in the campaigns with Imam Alī: 

                
            

 Ibn Abdullah al-Kindī says that I heard  Zayd ibn Alī, Abdullah ibn al-Ḥasan, Ja`far al-Ṣādiq, 
Moḥammed Ibn Abdullah ibn al-Ḥasan mention the names of ṣaḥābah who participated in the  
battles on the side of Alī Ibn Abī Ṭālib and they all related it from their ancestors...and I heard 
the names from other sources too who mentioned a group of ṣaḥabah.... 

 

 

             It is evident that Imams of ahl al-Bayt and other supporters of ahl al-Bayt specifically 
preserved the names and contributions of Ṣaḥābah who participated in the campaigns in support of 
Imam Alī.  Ubayd Ibn Abī Rāf`i who was the son of the client/servant of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم and authored 
a book of all the participants from Ṣaḥābah with Imam Alī in his campaigns, narrating from his 
father and others. The book has been lost, thus far, though in earlier centuries `Ulamā have quoted 
from it. There are many instances of it in Tārīkh Baghdād of al-Khaṭīb. For the sake of a couple  
examples from that book, here it is quoted from al-Ṭibrānī’s al-Kabīr: 

                                      
Ibn Abī Rāf`i from his father mentioned the names of the Ṣaḥābah who were 
with Alī in  his campaigns and amongst them is Khālid ibn Abī Dujāna. 
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Ibn Abī Rāf`i from his father mentioned the names of the  Ṣaḥābah who were 
with Alī in his campaigns and amongst them is Khuwaylid ibn `Amr al-Ansāri 
who was a Badrī ṣaḥābī. 

             

              From list of  the above Sunni references, it is evident that Ṣaḥābah and in particular the most 
senior and elevated Ṣaḥāhbah of Badr were with Imam Alī. The number of martyrs at Ṣiffīn was 
around fifty. For example, Ibn Kathīr in his al-Bidāyah wa’l-Nihāyah whilst discussing those who 
died at Ṣiffīn states that according to Abū al-Ḥasan ibn al-Barā’: 

                                             
Ibn al-Barā’ from ahl al-Iraq  (the side of Alī) said that there were fifty (martyrs) 
from Badrī Ṣaḥābah. 

            

             In the tradition of the accepted norms in the literature of Maghāzī, Sīyar and Futūḥ, 
collectively various narrations together, as above, sufficiently make a historiographically sound case 
that not only a great number of Ṣaḥābah but more importantly the Badrī Ṣaḥābah were at the 
forefront of the campaigns led by the Badrī ṣaḥābī himself, Imam Alī  and those opposing him at 
Ṣiffīn from the Ṣaḥābah were only three or four at most, and their leader Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān 
was a ṣaḥābī of the Ṭulaqā category. The above references are from ahl al-sunnah works and 
reporters. An attempt has been made to only cite the accepted Sunnīs. For any historian, since the 
matter of numbers pertains to history and not aḥkām, a sound historical justification has been 
provided. 

            However, it is the habit of nawāṣib to cast doubt on an historical narrative by claiming that it 
is reported from shī`ī reporters. Whereas to justify their own claims, they resort to nāṣibīs. In an 
attempt to discredit the narrative presented by the great earlier historians, they label certain reporters 
as shī`ah and then outrightly reject everything. Notwithstanding the fact that even if those reporters 
were shī`ah, it does not prove that they were liars. One has to only study the narrators in the six 
books and you would discover that a significant number were stated as shī`ah narrators but judged to 
be truthful. Not only that but there is a considerable number of nawāṣib and khawārij transmitters 
considered to be pristine, just see Ṣaḥīh al-Bukhārī. There are people who wrote peoms in praise of  
Ibn Muljim, the murderer of Imam Alī, and there are those who cursed Imam Alī seventy times prior 
to their prayers. See, for instance, Imrān ibn Ḥaṭṭān or Ḥarīz ibn Uthmān  in Ṣaḥīḥ Bukhārī. 

          Moreover, the prolific Mālikī Imām, al-Ḥāfiẓ Abū al-Khaṭṭāb Ibn Diḥya al-Malikī  also refutes 
the criticism in the report mentioned earlier about only one Badrī Ṣaḥābī Khuzayma ibn Thābit at 
Ṣiffīn, and this was long before Ibn Taymīyah was born. Al-Ḥāfiẓ Abū al-Khaṭṭāb says In his Ā`lām 
al-Naṣr al-Mubīn: 
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  From those who were killed from the companions of Alī (raḍī Allah 
anhu) were fifty Badrī Ṣaḥābah about whom Allah had promised 
paradise as informed by Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم and Allah praised them in his 
Noble Book and exalted them for their early acceptance of Islam and 
granted them with a great purification. And with Alī (alayhi al-salām) 
were seventy Badrī Ṣaḥābah and also seven hundred from the Riḍwānī 
Ṣaḥābah who participated with him and also innumerable from the 
companions of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم and from the best of tābi`īn and also with 
Alī were the flags of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم with which He صلى الله عليه وسلم fought the enemies 
of God. This has been mentioned by Abū Isḥāq al-Kasā’ī in his work on 
Ṣiffīn and I have presented  my chain of transmission to him, from Abū 
Ja`far Moḥammed ibn Alī ibn al-Ḥusayn and Moḥammed ibn al-Muṭṭalib 
and Zayd ibn al-Ḥasan. They said: with Alī (alayhi al-salām) participated 
the Badrī Ṣaḥābah...( similar statement as above). And Moḥammed ibn 
Amr ibn Musā al-Uqaylī mentioned in his book al-jarḥ wa-‘l t`adīl under 
the names Ibrahīm ibn Uthmān Abū Shaybah al-`Absī, he said Ubayy 
reported to me that Abdullah the son of Aḥmed ibn Ḥanbal said that my 
father said that Umayyah ibn Khalid said that I said to Shu`bah that Abū 
Shaybah reported that al-Ḥakam reported from Abd al-Raḥmān ibn Abī 
Laylā that seventy men from Badrī Ṣaḥabah participated at Ṣiffīn. So he 
said: By God! He has lied. I had a discussion with him in his house about 
it and we could not find anyone from Badrī Ṣaḥābah except for 
Khuzaymah ibn Thābit. 

Imam Ibn Diḥyah al-Mālikī responds to this: look at this lie and bias 
towards ahl al-bayt! Do you not know O ignorant person! that by virtue 
of consensus it is proven that  Ammār ibn Yāsir participated at Ṣiffīn and 
the `Ulamā have consensus that also Sahl ibn Ḥunayf participated at 
Ṣiffīn and he also participated in all the campaigns led by Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم 
and remained firm on Uḥud and his bayah on that day was to fight until 
death...Alī (raḍī Allah anhu) deputised him in his place when He went 
from Medina to Baṣra and he participated with Alī (raḍī Allah anhu) at 
Ṣiffīn and He appointed him as governor of fāris and Sahl ibn Ḥunayf 
died in Kūfa in the year thirty eight. Alī led his funeral prayer and said he 
was a Badrī and all who wrote about ṣaḥābah, wrote about him. 

 

 

 

               

              Finally, let us cite just one more reference as corroborating evidence about participation of 
Badrī Ṣaḥābah. Ibn al-Jawzī al-Ḥanbalī who is known to be extremely stringent in his views about 
ḥadīth and he has even declared many ṣaḥīḥ aḥādīth as fabrications. The muḥaddithūn have refuted 
him in many works such as Ta`aqqubāt al-Suyūṭī  which is a refutation of Ibn al-Jawzī’s al-
Mawḍū`āt. In his book kitāb al-ḍu`āfā’, Ibn al-Jawzī comments on a report Ḥabbah ibn Juwayn al-
`Uranī: 
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Ḥabbah al-`Uranī reports from Alī and lies in what he reports. He has reported 
that with Alī at Ṣiffīn there were eighty Badrī Ṣaḥābah. He has lied because    
there was none with Alī at Ṣiffīn from Badrī Ṣaḥābah except Khuzaymah! 

         

           This is extreme and factually incorrect on two counts. Firstly, the claim with which Ibn al-
Jawzī accuses  al-`Uranī is false and contradicts with the unanimous agreement. His categoric denial 
that there was no one else but Khuzaymah from Badrīs at Ṣiffīn is false which makes his accusation 
of al-`Uranī as a liar also false. For example, there is definitive evidence that `Ammār ibn Yāsir 
participated at Ṣiffīn and was martyred at Ṣiffīn. Here is what al-`Asqalanī says in the biography of 
Ammār ibn Yāsir in his book al-Iṣābah: 
                                

                               

                                                                                        
There is unanimous agreement that Ammār was killed at Ṣiffīn whilst fighting for Alī 

  

 

          It is common knowledge that `Ammār ibn Yāsir was a Badrī Ṣaḥābī so Ibn al-Jawzī’s claim 
that al-Uranī is a liar because only Khuzaymah from the Badrīs took part in Ṣiffīn would make the 
one making this claim a liar. Secondly,  al-`Uranī cannot be declared a liar according to the standards 
of Ḥadīth reporters. In the Tahdhīb al-Kamāl, al-Mizzī states: 

                                            
Ḥabbah  al-`Uranī was from the party of Alī and he 
participated with Him in all his campaigns.  

         al-Uranī was a companion of Imam Alī and an eyewitness to his battles. This makes him a 
valuable source for the information. Furthermore, al-Ṭibrānī is quoted by al-Mizzī: 

                                             
                      al-Ṭibrānī said: It has been said that he had seen the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم 

       Given the close proximity in time, some even thought that Ḥabbah al-Uranī was a ṣaḥābī though 
it is incorrect as al-Ṭibrānī has stated this passively. Moreover, we know that Ḥabbah al-`Uranī took 
part in Ṣiffīn from the above biographical detail. Now, let us examine the opinion of the prominent 
Imams of impugnement and justification have said about al-`Uranī. al-Mizzī in Tahdhīb al-Kamāl 
states: 

                                        
           Imam al-`Ijlī said: He was a Tāb`ī and  an authentic reporter and belonged to 
Kufa. 
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In Tahdhīb al-Tahdhīb of al-Asqalānī under the details about Ḥārithah ibn Muḍarrab al-`Abdī:    

                                         
                  Abū Ja`far al-Baghdādī says that I asked Abū Abdillah (Imam Ahmed Ibn 
Ḥanbal) about the trustworthy reporters from Alī. He said: Ubaydah, Abū abd al-Raḥmān, 
Ḥārithah, Ḥabbah ibn Juwayn and `Abd Khayr. 

 

al-Mizzī in T. al-Kamal states: 

                                       

 

 

 Yaḥyā ibn Salamah ibn Kuhayl reports from his Father: whenever 
I met Ḥabbah al-Uranī he was either reciting SubḥānAllah, wa’l-
ḥamdulillah wa Lā Ilāha illā Allah wa-Allahu akbar or praying or 
relating ḥadīth to us. 

 

al-Mizzī further says: 

                                    
al-Nasā’ī has reported a ḥadīth from him in his musnad from 
Alī that’ I was the first one to pray with Rasūl Allah ‘صلى الله عليه وسلم and it 
has also been reported to us from an elevated route. 

           al-Nasā’ī reported a Ḥadīth from him and the same hadīth has also been reported from a 
different route. Indeed, some have criticised al-`Uranī as narrator of the Ḥadīth in order to render it 
weak but al-Mizzī says that it has also been reported through a better chain of transmission. 
However, if you look at the chain of transmission from al-`Uranī downwords, it demonstrates that 
Shu`bah reports from al-`Uranī. It is known that Shu`bah would only narrate from trustworthy 
narrators. This also indicates that he was  authentic and reliable. Here  is the sanad: 
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                                            Here Shu`bah reports from Ḥabbah through Salamah ibn Kuhayl... 

 

  Here is another example from Shu`bah reporting from al-`Urani, it is reported in Akhbār al-Quḍāh 
of  Wakī`: 

                                             

                                       

           The two reports above are both from Shu`bah relying upon Ḥabbah al-`Urani which translates 
that he considered him authentic. The latter report is a Naṣīḥa in the form of a letter from Umar al-
Fārūq to the people of Kufa about which al-Uranī reports. However, al-Nasā’ī reports from him in 
his Khaṣāiṣ as above but he is also reported in al-Mizzī and elswhere to comment about al-`Uranī: 

                                                             
                                                                     Laysa bil-qawī 

 

 

al-Dhahabī explains al-Nasā’ī’s term  in his al-Mūqiẓah: 
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For many reporters al-Nasā’ī says laysa bil-qawi but also reports from 
them in his book. al-Nasā’ī explains that this is not a strong criticism that 
would discard a transmitter. 

            al-Mizzī also relates the opinion of  Yaḥyā  ibn Ma`īn but upon investigation it was 
discovered that al-Mizzī presents it as it was reported in al-Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī. It is not  a damning 
opinion but in our quest for an accurate view, the earliest source for his view of al-`Uranī  is  traced  
in al-Jarḥ wa’l-Ta`dīl by Ibn Abī Ḥātim al-Rāzī; which is one of the earliest works on impugnment 
and justification of narrators. Here is the view of Ibn Ma`īn: 

                                 

 

            al-Abbās from Yaḥyā ibn Ma`īn: Ḥabbah al-`Uranī is laysa bi-shay 

 

     

               So the question is what does Ibn Ma`īn suggest by using the term laysa bi-shay for a 
reporter. It is understood that at times the term has other phrases attached to it such as la yuktab 
ḥadīthuhu  which then indicates a different type of criticism of the reporter. However, in the case at 
hand of Ḥabbah al-`Uranī what does it mean when Ibn Ma`īn says laysa bi-shay only. This is 
explained by al-`Asqalanī in his Muqaddimah of fatḥ al-Bārī. Here it is from  al-Sakhāwī as stated in 
his Faṭḥ al-Mughīth:  

                       
When someone is categorised with laysa bi-shay, he is trusted reporter. Ibn al-
Qaṭṭān said that   when Yaḥyā ibn Ma`īn says laysa bi-shay about a reporter 
then he means that this reporter is not a narrator of a large number of ḥadīth. 

           This makes it clear that in the connotation of the term laysa bi-shay acocording to Ibn Ma`īn, 
it means not a reporter of a large quantity of Ḥadīth. It does not make a narrator unacceptable but 
rather at most it is a mildest of criticisms. In any case, the reporter is definately not a fabricator. 
Furthermore,  Abū Dā’ūd suggests the import of laysa bi-shay by Ibn Ma`īn in Sūwālāt al-Ājurrī: 

                       
I asked Abū Dā’ūd that Ibn Ma`īn said laysa bi-shay for al-`awām ibn ḥamza? He 
said: ( it means) we do not know of a denounced ḥadīth from him. 
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           Yaḥyā ibn Ma`īn’s opinion of Ḥabbah al-`Uranī is that of an acceptable narrator be it with a 
mild criticism. In any case, it is far from Ibn al-Jawzī’s extreme view. Moreover, al-Mizzī provides 
the opinion of another Ḥadīth scholar: 

                                      
 Ṣāliḥ ibn Moḥammed al-Baghdādī said: Ḥabbah al-`Uranī is from 
the companions of Alī, a shaykh, and he was Shi`ī but not a discarded 
reporter. He is niether strong nor weak reporter but in the middle. 

             According to the categorisation of al-Baghdādī, al-`Uranī is a reliable narrator of the 
wasaṭ/medium grade. He has also called him a shī`ī which in the classical usage means a person who 
loves the ahl al-bayt intensely. Some amongst the muḥaddithūn, unfortunately, are extreme in their 
judgement of labeling narrators as shī`ī in order to impugn them. More on this later. However,  from 
those who outrightly rejected al-`Uranī’s authenticity is Ibrahīm ibn Ya`qūb al-Jūzjānī: 

                                                   
                              Ibrāhīm ibn Ya`qūb al-Jūzjānī said: he is not reliable. 

            

            Eventhough al-Jūzjānī was an earlier ḥadīth critic and among the shaykhs of Imam Aḥmed 
ibn Ḥanbal, Ibn Ma`īn and others but he is a well known nāṣibī; who had an extreme antagonism 
towards Imam Alī and ahl al-bayt. The scholars of ḥadīth have pointed out explicitly that al-Jūzjānī’s 
criticism of the companions of Imam Alī and other lovers of Imam Alī from Kufa, must be ignored 
as he was biased.  al-`Asqalānī, for example, states in Tahdhīb al-Tahdhīb: 

                                       
 I (al-asqalānī) say that bias of al-Jūzjānī towards the 
companions of Alī is well known. 

         al-`Uranī was a companion of Imam Alī and had an immense love for him and since al-Jūzjānī 
is prejudiced in his criticism hence his impugnment is rejected. Furthermore, al-`Asqalānī states in 
his Muqaddima of Fatḥ al-Bārī: 

                          

                                                                            

                            
 About al-Jūzjānī we have stated on numerous occasions that his criticism of the 
people of Kūfah is not accepted because of his extreme  animosity towards ahl 
al-bayt and his antagonism towards Alī. 

         It is sufficient to make the point that al-Jūzjānī’s rejection of al-`Uranī is due to his bias and 
hatred for Imam Alī and  not for an objective rationale. There are other critics of Ḥadīth narrators 
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who have weakened al-`Uranī such as al-Dāraquṭnī, Ibn Ḥibbān and others. al-Dāraquṭnī is known 
for his severity in narrator critique and he has even weakened around two hundred reporters in Ṣaḥīh 
al-Bukhārī and Ṣaḥīh Muslim. As for Ibn Ḥibbān, he has in his book Kitāb al-Thiqāt authenticated 
al-`Uranī and in his book Kitāb al-majruḥīn has weakened him. However, as you have seen that 
prominent scholars of Ḥadīth have authenticated al-`Uranī and others have weakened him. Ibn al-
Jawzī accepts that al-`Uranī has reported that eighty Badrī Ṣaḥābah participated in Ṣiffīn on the side 
of Imam Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib but calls him a liar without establishing the reasoning for discrediting him 
and what he provides as the basis is factually incorrect.    

     Prior to a conclusion to this section, let us just cite an example to demonstrate the idea that a 
reporter is considered authentic according to Muslim and he reports from him in his Ṣaḥīḥ yet Ibn 
Ḥibban declares him a fabricator; which is the strongest and worse criticism for a narrator. See 
Tahdhīb al-Tahdhīb for Aflaḥ ibn Sa`īd: 

                                      
Ibn Ḥibbān said that he narrates fabrications and attributes them 
to authentic reporters and it is not permitted to narrate from him. 

       Eventhough Ibn Ḥibbān had judged a narrator to be a fabricator but  Muslim has considered him 
worthy of transmitting from him. In the case, of al-`Uranī we find that prominent classical authorities 
have validated him and the critics only mildly weakened him. On the whole, this makes him a 
reliable narrator. Consider the judgment of famous Salafī commentator Aḥmed Mohammed Shākir 
on Musnad of Imam Ahmed: 

 

                                      

                                     
 Aḥmed Shākir comments: Ḥabbah al-`Uranī: he is Ḥabbah ibn 
Juwayn: Tāb`ī Trustworthy, Aḥmed and al-`Ijlī have authenticated 
him and others have weakened him and al-Bukharī and al-Nasā`ī did 
not mention him amongt weak narrators...In the ḥadīth by him in 
majma al-Zawā’id, al-Haythamī said that it is reported by Aḥmed, 
Abū Ya`lā, al-Bazzār, and al-Ṭibrānī and its chain of transmission is 
authentic. At number 1190, It is partially related with a Ṣaḥīh   chain. 

                Aḥmed Moḥammed Shākir and al-Ḥaythamī also confirm our argument that Ḥabbah al-
`Uranī is a trustworthy reporter of hadīth. It is evident from the entire precdeing discussion in this 
section that there is reliable collective evidence from reports that range from ṣaḥīh to mursal, 
emanating from eyewitnesses that at Ṣiffīn on the side of Imam Alī there were around seventy to 
ninety Badrī Ṣaḥābah. Their total number at the time was, perhaps, less than a hundred and their 
majority supported Imam Alī in his campaigns and there were none on the side of Mu`āwīyah ibn 
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Abī Sufyān. It is unanimous amongst Muslims that the best of all Ṣaḥābah are the Badrī Ṣaḥābah and 
qualitatively their opinion outweighs all others.   

             Moreover, the prominent `Ulamā from classical times to this day, from different schools of 
ahl al-Sunnah have endorsed the historical fact that Badrī Ṣaḥābah as well as others from Muḥājirūn 
and Anṣār participated alongside Imam Alī in his campaigns. Consider the following wide range of 
examples: 

          Moḥammed al-Tubānī, a Wahābī scholar, who goes an extra mile to defend  Mu`āwīyah ibn 
Abī Sufyān admits in his Ifādah al-akhyār bi bara’ah al-abrār: 

 

                                

                                  
            

 

 

 

 

 It is stated by Yaḥyā ibn Sulaymān al-Ju`fi, one of the Shaykhs of 
al-Imam al-Bukhārī in his book on Ṣiffīn with a strong 
chain....there were ninety Badrī Ṣaḥābah, seven hundred ṣaḥābah of 
Riḍwān and four hundred from Muhājirūn and Ansār (were with 
Alī)...and with Mu`āwīyah there were none from Ansār except al-
Nu`mān ibn Bashīr and Muslima ibn Makhlad... 
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Ibn al-`Imād al-Ḥanablī, In his shadhrāt al-dhahab comments on the participants: 

              

                          

 

 

On the side of Alī there were a large group of Badrī Ṣaḥābah and Riḍwānī 
Ṣaḥābah and the flags of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم and the ijmā` had been established 
upon his caliphate and those who fought him were bāghīs but it is not 
permissible to call them kāfirs like other bāghīs and ahl al-sunnah wa’l-
jamā`h prefer the side of Alī with proofs and the most strong of those is the 
ḥadīth of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم that Ammār will be killed by the rebels and this is an 
established ḥadīth and when Mu`āwīyah heard this he said that Ammār was 
killed by those who brought him. Alī replied that, that means Ḥamzah was 
killed by Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم because He صلى الله عليه وسلم brought him to the battle. This is such a 
response which has no answer and such a solid proof that cannot be 
criticised... 
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 al-Ḥāfiẓ Abū al-Khaṭṭāb Ibn Diḥya al-Malikī,  states the fact in his Ā`lām al-Naṣr: 

 

                                              

  From those who were killed from the companions of Alī (raḍī Allah 
anhu) were fifty Badrī Ṣaḥābah about whom Allah had promised 
paradise as informed by Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم and Allah praised them in his 
Noble Book and exalted them for their early acceptance of Islam and 
granted them with a great purification. And with Alī (alayhi al-salām) 
were seventy Badrī Ṣaḥābah and also seven hundred from the Riḍwānī 
Ṣaḥābah participated with him and also innumerable from the 
companions of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم and from the best of tābi`īn and with Alī 
were the flags of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم with which He صلى الله عليه وسلم fought the enemies of 
God. 

      

 Imām Abū Bakr al-Jaṣṣāṣ al-Ḥanafī (d. 370) the great classical Ḥanafī Uṣūlī Imām in his 
momentous work Aḥkām al-Qur’ān confirms the fact:  

                       

Alī Ibn Abī Ṭālib (raḍī Allah anhu) fought the bāgḥī party with the sword and with 
him were senior Ṣaḥābah and Ṣaḥabah of Badr whose lofty status is known.  

 

 

   

50



 
 

 

 

    al-Zarqānī al-Mālikī in his sharḥ al-ẓarqānī `alā Muwaṭṭā al-Imām Mālik states: 

                          

                             
Those qualified to elect paid their allegiance to Alī after  the murder of 
Uthmān and Alī wrote to Mu`āwīyah to pay allegiance but he refused...then 
Alī went to fight him with an army of seventy thousand from the people of 
Iraq and with him were ninety Badrī Ṣaḥābah, seven hundred  Riḍwānī 
Ṣaḥābah and four hundred from all Muhājirūn and Ansār. Mu`āwīyah came 
with eighty five thousand from people of Shām and there were none with him 
from Ansār except al-Nu`mān ibn Bashīr and Muslimah ibn Makhlad. 

         From the above representative sample of a wide range of scholars’ opinion within the ahl al-
Sunnah of the participation of Badrī Ṣaḥābah on the side of Imam Alī; further strengthens and 
demonstrates that we are not advancing a historical position strange  to ahl al-Sunnah. But rather the 
Nāṣibī position is the strange one.   

         However, When we count the number of Muhājirūn, we find that there were around eighty 
three Badrīs who were also Muhājirūn and around ninety five Muhājirūn who travelled to Abyssinia. 
This makes them around two hundred Muhājirūn in total. There were fourteen hundred Riḍwānī 
Ṣaḥābah and three hundred and thirteen Badrī Ṣaḥābah. The battle of Ṣiffīn occurred in thirty-seven 
after Hijrah and the battle of Badr was in second year after Hijrah. This means that well over thirty 
years had elapsed and many had passed away in numerous campaigns upto the time of the third 
Khālīfah Rāshid `Uthmān ibn `Affān. It requires a separate study but for our purposes here, it stands 
to reason that approximately a hundred Badrī Ṣaḥābah remained, of the Riḍwānī Ṣaḥabah around 
half were alive and similarly a half from Muhājirun were alive.  

          It seems from the various independent Sunnī sources provided in the preceding discussion that 
the majority from each group of eminent Ṣaḥābah were with Imam Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib. In particular, 
the Badrī Ṣaḥābah. On the side of Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān the maximum number we have is 
about five and only two are said to be from `Ansār and the other three including himself were from 
Ṭulaqā; they will be discussed in a subsequent section. However, had there been none with Imam 
Alī, Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم foretold that `Ammār will be killed by the bāghīs and `Ammār ibn Yāsir was 
martyred on the side of Ḥayder al-Karrār. 
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                                                         Remorse of Abstainers 

 

            Those  among the Ṣaḥābah and tābi`īn who abstained from taking sides, eventually regretted 
their decision. Consider the following three examples. It is stated by Ibn `Abd al-Barr in his al-
Istī`āb,  Ibn Sa`d in his al-Ṭabaqat al-Kubrā, Ibn Athīr al-Jazarī in his Usud al-Ghābah and al-
Dhahabī in his Sīyar ‘Ālām al-Nubalā. Here it is cited from Majma` al-Zawā’id of al-Haythamī: 

                            
Ibn Umar said: I do not regret anything except that I did not fight against  the 
rebels with Alī 

         

            al-Haythamī says that al-Ṭibrānī has reported it with many chains of transmission and one of 
those has Ṣaḥīḥ chain of reporters. Moreover,  Ibn Umar’s remorse prior to his demise was based on 
the fact that to fight on the side of Imam Alī was better than sitting at home. He further explains as 
reported in al-Istī`āb: 

                                    
 A man enquired Ibn Umar about the battles. He said: I restrained 
myself and did not participate whilst fighting on the side of ḥaqq was 
greater. 

             Ibn Umar did not pass away from this world until he realised that it was better for him to 
fight on the side of Imam Alī because Ḥaqq was with Imam Alī. Abdullah Ibn Umar also states being 
pressurised to accept Yazīd ibn Mu`āwīyah’s ascension to the throne.  Ibn Ḥajr al-`Asqalānī in his 
commentry on Ṣaḥīḥ al-Bukhārī states: 

                      

                     

                                                                                      
 Mu`āwīyah asked Ibn Umar to give bayah to Yazīd but Ibn Umar refused and said I cannot pay 
allegiance to two rulers. So Mu`āwīyah sent one hundred thousand dirham to him, which he took. 
Mu`āwīyah sent a spy; who questioned him that what prevented you from bayah? He said: this is for 
this-meaning this money is for the allegiance. Indeed my Dīn has become cheap! 
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   Abdullah Ibn Umar towards the end of his life was remorseful and considered that to fight against 
Mu`āwīyah was better and it was the Ḥaqq to aid Imam Alī. Moreover, Masrūq also did tawbah for 
not helping Imam Alī. It is reported in Usud al-Ghābah by Ibn al-Athīr al-Jazarī and here it is cited 
from Ibn Abd al-Barr al-Mālikī in his al-Istī`ab:  

                                   
al-Sha`abī said: Prior to his death Masrūq had done tawbah for 
abstaining and  not participating in the fights in support of Alī. Ibn 
Abd al-barr comments that these reports have authentic transmissions 
and we have stated that at appropriate places. 

        These examples clearly substantiate that the prominent ṣaḥabah and tābi`īn who refrained from 
taking sides, later realised, regretted and declared that Imam Ali was on Ḥaqq and they should have 
participated. One more example of this recognition that the Ḥaqq was with Mawlā Alī can be 
furnished from  Sa`d ibn  Abī Waqqāṣ. It is reported by al-Bazzār and al-Haythamī cites it in Kashf 
al-Astār an Zawā’id al-Bazzār: 

                                       

                                        
On his ḥajj trip a man came to Medina and Sa`d and others came to give him salām. The 
man addressed those present and criticised Sa`d. He said: this man did not help us against 
falsehood. Ṣa`d remained quiet. The man said: why are you quiet? He replied: when fights 
broke out, I said to my camel to stay put. The man said that I have read the Qur’ān from 
start to finish but did not find the idea of staying put in it. Sa`d became angry and said: 
you are saying this but I heard from Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم  say that ḥaqq is with Alī and Alī is 
with ḥaqq, wherever he is. The man said that who else has heard this from the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم ?  
Sa`d replied: Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم said this in the house of Umm Salamah. Then it was 
confirmed from Umm Salamah that the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم actually said those words. Then this 
man said that you are more blameworthy to me then before, had I heard that from the 
Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم I would have been a servant of Alī. 
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al-Haythamī comments about the Ḥadīth: 

                                         
 al-Haythamī said: it is reported by al-Bazzār amongt it 
reporters if sa`d ibn shuayb whom I do not know but other 
reporters are all ṣaḥīḥ. 

al-Haythamī’s student al-`Asqalānī says in Mukhtaṣar Zawā’id Musnad al-Bazzār: 

                                                                        
                                                            Sa`d is not a discarded narrator 

           This Ḥadīth about Imam Alī is on ḥaqq and ḥaqq is with Alī without this dialogue is reported 
in al-Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī,  al-Ṭibranī and we have also cited it with a ṣaḥīh sanad in the first section 
from al-Ḥākim. However, the point here is that Sa`d ibn Abī Waqqāṣ was questioned by a rude and 
disrespectful man, who did not care that he was addressing a Ṣaḥābī from ashrah mubashshirah. 
When Sa`d ibn abī Waqqāṣ expresses his remorse that actually Alī was on ḥaqq as he heard it from 
the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم, the rude man then sends someone to double check from Umm al-mu’minīn Umm 
Salamah. When confirmed,  this cunning politician tries to further humiliate Sa`d ibn Abī Waqqāṣ 
and deceptively tries to gain a moral high ground over Sa`d ibn Abī Waqqāṣ. The point here is that 
Sa`d  in front of everyone expressed his opinion that Alī was on Ḥaqq instead of trying to justify his 
abstention. 

           In conclusion to this section, it has been established from classical sunnī sources that 
prominent amongst ṣaḥābah, namely, Badrī ṣahābah were on the side of Imam Alī and others from 
bayah al-riḍwān, muhājirūn and Ansār were also with Imam Alī in large numbers. Those that 
remained at home and did not participate, later regretted their decision as can be inferred from the 
examples of famous ones amongst them. Had there been none with Imam Alī, it would not have 
altered  the judgement of ḥaqq in favour of Imam Alī. The single example of `Ammār ibn Yāsir 
being killed by rebels is sufficient to arrive at the definitive judgement that Imam Alī was on truth 
and those fighting him were on falsehood. On a  general outlook of supporters during the reigns of 
Imam Alī and mu`āwīyah ibn abī sufyān, the famous Tābi`ī al-`Amash comments as reported by al-
Bukhārī in his al-Tārīkh al-Saghīr with an authentic sanad: 

         

                               

                                    

                                          
al-`Amash said: I am pleasantly amazed at Alī and his companions. With Alī were the 
companions of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم and with Mu`āwīyah were the tribes of lakhm and jidhām 
from Yemeni bedouins and others from different tribes... 
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                                                                     al-Ṭulaqā’ 
         

                 The earliest Ṣaḥābah in Islamic sources are termed as al-Sābiqūn al-Awwalūn and 
considered the most excellent. al-Ṭulaqā’ on the other hand are the ones that accepted Islam after the 
domination of Muslims at the conquest of Mecca in 8th year after Hijrah. Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān 
and `Amr ibn al-Ās were from Ṭulaqā’. About the relationship between earlier Muslims and Ṭulaqā’, 
it is reported in numerous sources such as al-Ṭibranī, Ibn Ḥibban, here it is quoted from Musnad of 
Imam Aḥmed Ibn Ḥanbal with two different chains and graded ṣaḥīh even by the salafī scholar 
Shu`ayb al-Arna’ūṭ: 

                               

                                                                                                          
Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم said: muhājirūn and anṣār are friends and helpers of each 
other and ṭulaqā’ of Quraysh and `utaqā from thaqīf are friends and helpers 
of each other until the day of judgement. 

    It is evident that in case of disputes ṭulaqā’ and muhājirūn would not find each other on the same 
side. Some modern day nawāṣib have attempted to prove that Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān had 
accepted Islam earlier and only declared it after the conquest of Mecca. In the interest of brevity, it 
would be sufficient to say that al-Asqalanī in his final analysis, and al-Aynī and al-Nawāwī have 
refuted such a notion. Since, al-Nawāwī is an ardent defender of  Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān and has 
provided some of the far fecthed interpretations in his defence, it is only appropriate that his 
judgment is cited here. In his commentry on ṣaḥīh muslim, he says: 

                                                   

                                                   
 Mu`āwīyah became a Muslim at the conquest of Mecca 
in the 8th After Hijrah, and this is authentic and famous. 

Also the Salafī scholar Ibn Qayyim al-Jawzīyah in Zād al-Ma`ād confirms: 
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There is no difference of opinion that Abū Sufyān and Mu`āwīyah 
accepted Islam at the conquest of Mecca in the year 8th after Hijrah. 

 

                 Imam Alī was the leader of one group and Mu`āwīyah was the leader of the other group 
and Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم had informed us that people from these two categories would find help and 
friends from their categories. Furthermore, when Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم  peacefully conquered Mecca, He 
then addressed the Quraysh and said what do think I will do with you? They replied: You are kind 
and the son of kind. Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم said that go, you are free!  This is reported by the earliest book of 
Sīrah in the history of Islam and it is also reported by numerous other sources such as Ibn Hishām, 
Abū Dā’ūd, Ibn Mājah, Musnad Aḥmed and Ibn Qayyim al-Jawzīyah’s Zād al-M`ād: 

                                                                 
                                                               Go you are ṭulaqā’/free 

            It was the norm in those days that prisoners of war were enslaved but Noble Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم was 
the most kind and spared them from being enslaved and instead emancipated them but indeed in 
status they cannot be compared with those who became Muslims earlier when the trials and 
tribulations were severe upon Muslims. Moreover, in his footnote to Izālah al-Khifā’ of Shah Walī 
Allah Dehlavī,  the translator Allama Abd al-Shakūr Farūqī Mujaddadī explains the term Ṭulaqā: 

                   
Ṭulaqā’ is the plural of ṭalīq which means freed slaves, those who accepted Islam at the 
conquest of Mecca are also called ṭulaqā’ because Muslims out of kindness spared them 
otherwise they would have been enlaved.  

Ibn al-‘Athīr explains in his famous work al-Nihāyah fī gharīb al-ḥadīth: 

                        

                               
In the ḥadīth about the battle of Ḥunayn “Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم went and also 
with him were al-ṭulaqā’” they are those who were spared at the conquest 
of Mecca. 

Ibn Manzūr in Lisān al-Arab and al-Zabīdī in Tāj al-Urūs, with refernce to the classical grammarian 
Tha`lab, further shed light on the term. al-Zabīdī states: 

                                      

                                            
               Tha`lab said: al-ṭulaqā’ are those who entered Islam reluctantly. 
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              The great classical Ḥanafī Imam, Abū Bakr al-Jaṣṣāṣ states in his momentous work Aḥkām 
al-Qur’ān: 

                          
...and Mu`āwīyah is not amongst them because this attribute is for Muhājirūn who 
left their homes. Mu`āwīyah is not from Muhājirun but rather from  al-Ṭulaqā’ 

 Furthermore, Shah Walī Allah Muḥaddith al-Dehlavī, the common scholar of Barelwis and 
Deobandis in Izālah al-Khifāh states: 

                               

Ḥaḍrat Abū al-Dardā’ and  Ḥaḍrat Abū Hurayrah took the message of 
Ḥaḍrat Mu`āwīyah to Ḥaḍrat Alī that he should abdicate from khilāfah 
and pass the decision for khilāfah to shūrah of muslims. On their way 
back after delievering the message when they reached Ḥoms; where 
Ḥaḍrat `Abd al-Raḥmān ibn Ghanam resided. So Abd al-Raḥman 
amongst other things said to them: I am surprised that how could you 
take the message to Alī? You asked Alī to pass the matter of khilāfah to 
shūrah whilst you know that Muhājirūn, Anṣār, ahl al-Ḥijāz, ahl al-Irāq 
paid their allegiance to Alī for Khilāfah and indeed those who assented 
to the caliphate of Alī are greater than those who raise objections. Those 
who did bayah of Alī are superior to those who did not. What would 
mu`awīyha gain from appointing a shūrah? Becaue Khilāfah can only be 
given to Muhājirūn and Mu`āwīyah is not from Muhājirūn but from 
Ṭulāqā’ and it is not allowed that ṭulaqā’ should be made  the caliphs. 
Mu`āwīyah and his father were the leaders of the army at the battle of 
al-Aḥzāb who came to fight Muslims. After hearing these words of the 
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Abd al-Raḥmān, both, Abū Hurayrah and Abū Dardā’ did tawbah in 
front of Abd al-Raḥmān. It is reported by Abū Umar in al-Istī`āb.. 

 

 

Furthermore, Shāh Walī Allah al-Dihlawī comments: 

                               

                               

Abd al-Raḥmān ibn Ghanam Ash`arī told Ḥaḍrat Abū Hurayrah and 
Haḍrat abū ḍarda’that why did you take the message to Ḥaḍrat Alī 
about shūrah. What has mu`awīyah got anything to do with shūrah? 
Mu`awīyah is from ṭulaqā’ who are absolutely not eligible for 
khilāfah, mu`āwīyah and his father were the leaders of the oppostion 
at the battle of al-Aḥzāb against the Muslims. After hearing this 
Haḍrat Abū Hurayrah and Ḥaḍrat Abū al-Dardā’ regretted  their 
actions and did tawbah in front of Ḥaḍrat Abd al-Raḥmān. It is evident 
that both retracted from their position. And the Ḥadīth Marfū`of Jarīr 
ibn Abdullah that Muhajirūn and Anṣār are friends and helpers of each 
other and Ṭulaqā’ of Quraysh and `Utaqā’ of  Thaqīf  are friends and 
helpers of each other. And this will remain until the day of judgement. 
And brilliant evidence of this are the statements of Ḥaḍrat Murtaḍā’ 
Alī which he wrote to the shāmīs that the matter of caliphate is for 
Muhājirūn and Anṣār and others do not have anything to do with it. 
Whomever the Muhājirūn and Anṣār pay their allegiance to becomes a 
Caliph and others cannot oppose it. 

 

           It is an intellectual tragedy of the time that people refer to Imam Alī ibn Abī Ṭalib and 
Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān as if they were equals whereas there are galaxies between the status of 
Imam Alī and Mu`āwīyah.  Umar al-Fārūq explains the matter of khilāfah and ṭulāqā’ towards the 
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end of his life. It is stated by al-Ubayī al-Mālikī’s commentry on Ṣaḥīh Muslim Ikmāl Ikmāl al-
Mu`lim and by al-Sanūsī al-Mālikī’s Mukammal Ikmāl al-Ikmāl and Shabbīr Aḥmed Usmanī’s Fatḥ 
al-Mulhim. Here from al-Ubayī al al-Mālikī: 

                             

                                                                                                                          

 `Amr ibn al-Āṣ wished to be included in the shūrā’ so Umar said: Stay put in 
your place where Allah has kept you. By God! I will not include a person in 
this matter who took up arms in opposition to Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم and he also said 
that ṭulaqā’ and the children of ṭulaqā’ do not deserve to rule and had it become 
clear to me before, I would never have given the governorship of shām to 
Yazīd ibn Abī Sufyān and Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān.    

 

          Umar ibn al-Khaṭṭab had repeatedly emphasised this idea that ṭulaqā’ are not allowed to 
participate in the affairs of Khilafah. Moreover, here are a couple of other reports from Umar al-
Farūq.  Ibn Ḥajr al-`Asqalānī states in Fatḥ al-Barī and al-Iṣābah, respectively: 

                          

                                                                       

Umar said that this matter of caliphate is for badrī ṣaḥābah and then those from 
uḥud and so on, and not for ṭulaqā’ and those who became muslims at conquest of 
Mecca.  

                                    

 

Umar said to the people of shūrā: do not disgaree among your selves and if you 
disagree and mu`āwīyah comes to you from shām and Abdullah ibn abī rabī`ah 
from Yemen, those two will not respect you for being early Muslims and this matter 
of caliphate is neither for ṭulaqā’ nor for their offspring. 

 

             It is evident that Umar al-Fārūq towards the end of his life regretted his decision of handing 
the governorship to ṭulaqā’. Had he not been killed prematurely by Abu Lū’lū, the slave of al-
Mughīrah ibn Shu`bah, he would have enacted upon his realisation by deposing Mu`awīyah. Imam 
Alī’s order of dismissing Mu`āwīyah was in line with the realisation of Umar al-Fārūq. The point 
here is that it is inconsiderate, unfair and bias to somehow treat Imam Alī and Mu`āwīyah as having 
equal say in the matter of Muslims.  It is also mutāwātir from Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم that Alī’s status in 
relation to the Noble Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم is like the status of Ḥārūn  ع  to Mūsā ع except that there will no be 
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no prophet after Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم. Furthermore,  Ibn Ṣalaḥ in his Ṣīyānah Ṣaḥīh Muslim, al-Ḥākim in 
his Ma`rifah `ulūm al-Ḥadīth and al-Sakhāwī in his al-Maqāṣid, authenticate the following ḥadīth: 

                                              

                                                   

                     Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم commanded us to give people their due status. 

         Yet here we have Nawāṣib equating Mu`āwīyah ibn abī sufyān with Ḥayder al-Karrār by 
characterising their difference as if it was amongst equals. In the preceding discussion it has become 
clear that Mu`āwīyha belonged to the last category of Ṣaḥābah and was absolutely in the wrong in 
his claims in opposition to Imam Alī. It is a common erroneous practice of some zealots that they 
apply the verses of the Qur’ān and statements of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم addressed to the ealier Ṣaḥābah to the 
Ṭulaqā’. Consider the attitude of the Blessed Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم about those who became Muslims later. It is 
reported, for example, in Ṣaḥīḥ Muslim: 

                                              

                             

             Khālid ibn Walīd became a Muslim after the treaty of Ḥudaybīyah which is earlier than the 
Ṭulaqā’ yet observe the attitude of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم  Who صلى الله عليه وسلم addresses Khālid ibn Walīd that do not 
revile My صلى الله عليه وسلم Ṣaḥābah, making a clear distinction between the earlier Muslims and those who 
accepted Islam later.  In his commentry on Musnad of Imam Aḥmed,  Shu`ayb al-Arnaūṭ states: 
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 al-Shaykh Tāqī al-Dīn al-Subkī said that it is apparent that My Ṣaḥābī here 
means  those who accepted Islam prior to th conquest of Mecca and Rasūl 
Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم is addressing those who accpted Islam after the conquest of Mecca. 

 

 

Ibn Ḥajr al-`Asqalānī in Fatḥ al-Bārī says: 

                                 

The meaning of ‘My ṣaḥābah’ here are the special ṣaḥābah otherwise 
what does it mean to address other ṣaḥābah about ṣaḥābah.. 

 

The Salafī  Wahābī favourite Ibn Qayyim al-Jawzīyah says: 

                       

                                                              

Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم said that do not revile my ṣaḥābah, by God in whose control is my life, 
even if you spend Uḥud mountain’s weight in gold, it will not be equal to mudd (one 
kilo) nor half of that; which they had spent in the way of Allah. This was addressed to 
Khālid ibn al-Walīd and his contemporaries from Muslims of conquest of Mecca and 
Ḥudaybīyah. And the value of  a mudd (kilo) or its half is greater in the sight of God 
than Uḥud mountain’s weight spent by Khalid and his like from other Ṣaḥābah. 

           Imam Alī is greater than `abd al-Raḥmān ibn Awf by all counts and Khālid ibn al-Walīd is 
greater than Mu`āwīyh ibn Abī Sufyān by all counts then imagine the distance between Imam Alī 
and Mu`āwīyah, and what would have been the ruling of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم about Mu`āwīyah. Fighting 
is worse than reviling. The word My Ṣaḥābah as in the Ṣaḥīh Ḥadīth used in its absolute meaning of 
the word and its connotation as expressed by Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم was applied to the earlier Ṣaḥābah. Yet 
we have the mullah-brigade in our times who apply the same texts about earlier Ṣaḥābah to also 
suggest that as if it was also applied to Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān! Furthermore,  Ibn Abī al-`Izz al-
Ḥanafī (d. 792) explains the ranks amongst Ṣaḥābah with respect to aforementioned Ḥadīth in his 
Sharḥ al-Ṭaḥāwīyah: 
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From the address of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم here are meant Abd al-Raḥmān and 
those like him because Abd al-Raḥmān and those like him are from the 
category of al-Sābiqūn al-Awwalūn and  they are those who became 
Muslims before the conquest of Mecca and fought in the way of Allah, 
they are the ones who are the Ṣaḥabah of bayah of al-Riḍwān and they 
have special companionship compared to those who accepted Islam after 
bayah of al-Riḍwān; and they are the ones who accepted Islam after the 
treaty of Ḥudaybīyah between Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم and the people of Mecca 
and amongst them are Khalid ibn al-Walīd, they are earlier than those 
who accepted Islam at the conquest of Mecca, who are known as al-
Ṭulaqā’ such as Abū Sufyān and his sons Yazīd and Mu`āwīyah. The 
import here is that those who became Ṣaḥābī later are reprimanded  not 
to object to and revile those who are early Ṣaḥābah due to their 
distinction of being special Ṣaḥābah for which there is an impossibility    
for the later ones to attain such  acompanionship. 

            The ardent supporters of Ṭulaqā’ at the expense of the early Ṣaḥābah should take heed from 
this that they defend the crimes and mistakes of Ṭulaqā’ and render them as if they were on equal 
footing with Imam Alī. By justifying the injustices of Ṭulaqā’ about whom there is not a single Ṣaḥīh 
Ḥadīth in their praise, they assign the excellences of al-Sābiqūn al-Awwalūn in the Qur’ān and 
Ḥadīth, by a sleight of hand,  to al-Ṭulaqā’. It is clear that even Khālid ibn al-Walīd was reprimanded 
and told by the Noble Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم that even if you do as much goodness as the weight of a mountain, 
in the eyes of God it would be equal to half a kilo of effort done by the special Ṣahābah. By all 
counts, Khalid ibn al-Walīd is much superior to Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyan so imagine Mu`āwīyah 
ibn abī sufyān’s comparison with Imam Alī who is the best of early Muslims.  

          The prominent Deobandi scholar Allamah Qāsim Nanotvī was asked a question about  
Mu`āwīyah, he replied in his anwār al-nujūm: 

                                             

An we do not consider Amīr Mu`āwīyah radī Allah   
anhu among  jalīl al-qadr Ṣaḥābah. 

          So, he says we do not think he was a Ṣaḥābī of a significant rank.  In light of the foregoing, 
fairly and reasonably contemplate, how is it possible to apply the statement of the Noble Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم 
do not revile My Ṣaḥābah to the Ṭulaqā’?  If those who became Muslims after Ḥudaybīyah are not 
even worth half a kilo of the deeds of earlier ones then what about those who became Muslims later 
at Fatḥ Mecca? They would be, perhaps, not worth half a kilo of the deeds of those who became 
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Muslims after Ḥudaybīyah let alone dealing with their differences on parity with Imam Alī. 
However, this is about the ranks among Ṣaḥābah, i.e., there were special Ṣaḥābah and there are 
ṣaḥābah from ṭulaqā’. The comparison and distance between them is that of half a kilo to the weight 
of a  mountain and this is the case with Imam Alī and Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān.                          

           In conlcusion to this section, it has been established from sound evidences that Mu`āwīyah ibn 
Abī Sufyān belonged to the last category of Ṣaḥābah known as al-Ṭulaqā’ and it is factually incorrect 
to ascribe the excellences and qualities of the early Ṣaḥābah upon the Ṭulaqā’ as the nawāṣib project. 

                

                                

                    

                                         Faḍā’il of Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān 

     

              It is also a trend to enumerate and state the specific qualities and excellences of Mu`āwīyah 
ibn Abī Sufyān from the sayings of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم in order to give an impression of his lofty status 
amongst the Ṣaḥābah. The masters of Ḥadīth sciences have unequivocally explicated in their works 
that there is not a single Ṣaḥīh Ḥadīth in praise of Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān. The prolific author 
Allama Shiblī N`umānī, the teacher of Sayyid Salman Nadvī, in his scholarly book Sīrat al-Nabī صلى الله عليه وسلم 
truthfully explains: 

                             

                             

                                         

The process of recording the ḥadīth began in the times of Umayyads who for ninety 
years, from Sindh to Turkey, to Spain in their Mosques reviled the children of Fāṭimah 
and on Fridays,  upon their pulpits cursed Ḥaḍrat Alī and fabricated hundreds and 
thousands of ḥadīth in praise of amīr mu`āwīyah and others. 

           It was the methodology of the propagandists that in order to glorify themselves, they operated 
in two ways: fabricate Ḥadīth in praise of Mu`āwīyah and disparage Imam Alī. This fraudulent 
scheme was designed to compensate for the lack of mu`āwīyah’s significance among Ṣaḥābah and 
raise his religious standing to belittle Imam Alī. The idea here is that if Alī has these excellences  
then look here Mu`awīyah also has those merits.  
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                                                  The tradition of cursing by Mu`āwīyah 

        The tradition of cursing by Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān requires a separate study, in-shā’-Allah, 
but in this limited space, we will only utilize sufficient material to support a particular point.  It is 
reported in Ṣaḥīh Muslim that mu`āwīyah ordered  S`ad ibn Abī Waqqāṣ to revile Imam Alī.  The 
Ḥadīth as reported by various sources including Ṣaḥīḥ Muslim states the following: 

                       
Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān ordered Sa`d  Then Mu`āwīyah said: what prevents you 
from cursing Abū al-Turāb? He replied: Due to three things Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم said about 
him hence I will never curse him.... 

 

       Mu`āwīyah ordered and then after Sa`d’s refusal Mu`āwīyah asks why Sa`d does not curse Alī. 
It is obvious that the practice of cursing was instituted in Mu`āwīyah’s reign otherwise why would he 
be surprised that Sa`d ibn Abī Waqqāṣ does not curse? It was the norm in his reign to curse and 
abuse Imam Alī. In grammar, there is a mechanism of ḥadhf and maḥdhūf (Ellipsis) and textually it 
is frequently used in the Qur’ān and Sunnah. The context is so obvious that the ellipsis is utilized. 
The context here is about cursing and its refusal by Sa`d ibn abī Waqqāṣ is obvious that the order is 
related to cursing. Furthermore, of the tradition of cursing in Umayyad times as initiated by 
Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān, permeated their state organs. Consider another report from Ṣaḥīḥ 
Muslim, where another Ṣaḥābī  Sahl ibn Sa`d is ordered to curse Imam Alī 

                    
Medinan governor of Marwanids called Sahl ibn Sa`d and ordered him to abuse Alī but Sahl 
refused. To which the Marwanid said that just send la’nah upon him by his name Abū al-
Turāb..... 

     The Umayyad practice of cursing Imam Ali was very much an institutionalised practice and a 
fuller study of the tens of aḥādīth and unanimous agreement of classical historians will be presented 
at a time in future. However, we are here just concerned with the single report in Ṣaḥīḥ Muslim in 
which Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān ordered Sa`d ibn Abī Waqqāṣ to curse.   

 

     The ḥadīth scholars who tried to cover up the order of cursing Imam Ali ibn Abī Ṭālib by 
Mu`āwīyah ibn Sufyān had to doctor and engineer the text of ḥadīth to exonerate him and mask the 
obvious import of the ḥadīth. In following, Consider some examples from classical times to this day 
about how they changed the text of the ḥadīth to derive a meaning which covers up the cursing of 
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Mu`āwīyah. Aḥmed al-Duraqī (d. 248), an early muḥaddith, in his work Musnad of Sa`d ibn Abī 
Waqqāṣ reports the hadīth from identical narrators and himself being the last one in the chain. See 
how he doctors the text: 

                  
Sa`d came to see a man and he asked him what prevents you from cursing fulān?.. 

Did you see? Instead of the name of Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān,  al-Duraqī (d. 248) changes it to a 
man.   If it was not obvious that Mu`āwīyah ordered to curse Imam Ali then why change it? This is, 
unfortunately, dishonesty. And this hadīth scholar was a contemporary of Bukhari and Muslim. This 
doctoring is in itself an admission that it is obvious that Muawīyah’s order was to curse Imam Ali. 
Furthermore, See also from earliest of times what al-Ḥafiẓ al-Bāghandī (d. 312) does as reported in 
Ibn Asākir: 

   
                  al-Bāghandī said: a man asked sa`d: what prevents you from cursing Abū al-Turab?... 

        Unfortunately, again this is cheating to exonerate Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān. If it did not mean 
that Mu`āwīyah was guilty of cursing Imam Ali then why would these ḥadīth scholars change and 
doctor the text? Some changed the name of Mu`āwīyah to cover up the crime and others changed the 
word amara he ordered to qāla he said or asked, in order to advance a far-fetched interpretation. al-
Nawawī in his commentary on Sahīḥ Muslim does that and also admits that we ought to interpret the 
text away from its manifest meaning. He changes and also presents the farfetched interpretation to 
exonerate Mu`āwīyah ibn abī Sufyān and when he comes to the other ḥadīth in which a Umayyad 
governor of Medina orders a Ṣahābī to curse Imam Ali as mentioned above, al-Nawawī  just passes 
over it without comment. However, here is his change of text from amara to qaala: 

                               
                                     He (Imam Muslim) reported that Mu`āwīyah said to Sa`d ibn Abī Waqqāṣ..... 

Furthermore, this trend of hacking the hadīth to protect Mu`āwīyah continues to this day. For 
example, Ibn Hādī al-Wādi`ī in his work Tuḥfah al-Mujīb removes the name of Mu`āwīyah as the 
culprit from the ḥadīth and blames it on other Umayyads but retains the rest of the ḥadīth:  
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Some Umayyads called Sa`d ibn Abī Waqqāṣ to curse Ali and when he refused then they 
asked, what prevents you from cursing Ali?.... 

       This nāṣibī doctors the textual words and meaning to protect Mu`āwīyah from his crime though 
it is the same ḥadīth and he only changes the opening words and instead of Mu`āwīyah’s name says 
some Umayyads cursed themselves and called Sa`d to curse but he refused. At least, there is 
admission that Sa`d was called upon to curse Imam Ali by Umayyds to which he refused. The actual 
meaning and episode is replaced by the word Umayyads to mask the identity of Mu`āwīyah.  

 

         It obvious for any objective and honest person that Mu`āwīyah ordered to curse Imam Alī and 
that it was a prevalent practice in his reign down to Umar ibn Abdul Aziz who eventually put an end 
to the practice. These few examples, on just one hadith only, are sufficient to make the point that the 
meaning of the text is that Mu`āwīyah ordered to curse Imam Alī and that is why these pro-Umayyad 
scholars tried various techniques to exonerate him by either removing Mu`āwīyah’s name from the 
text or changing other words of the text. If that is not the case then why doctor the text?   

تنکا ںیم یداڑھ یچور ک   

 

      On the other hand, scholars of  hadith have accepted that Mu`āwīah ibn Sufyān cursed and made 
an order to curse Imam Ali in the hadith of Sahih Muslim and others. Even the Ameer of Nawāṣib of 
his times Ibn Taymīyyah (d. 728) accepted and states the ellipsis in his minhāj al-sunnah 

                         
In the hadith, Mu`āwīyah ordered Sa`d to curse Ali but he refused and 
Mu`āwīyah said what prevents you to curse Alī..... 

    Here, you have the admission even from the most unlikely quarters. Also the Sunnī Imam of 
hadith, Imam al-Sindi in his commentary on Ibn Majah states the truth and the meaning of the ḥadīth 
in Sahih Muslim and al-Tirmadhī: 

                       

                     Mu`āwīyah ordered Sa`d to curse Imam Ali as it is reported in Sahih Mulsim and Tirmadhī 
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Also Mulla Ali al-Qari al-Hanafi had no qualms about accepting the idea of Mu`āwīyah ordering to 
curse Imam Ali. He states in his Mirqāt al-Maṣābīḥ: 

 

                                                     Mu`āwīyah ordered  Sa`d to curse Abū Turāb...... 

 

        In the interest of brevity on our discussion on this particular  hadith as reported in Sahih 
Muslim, in conclusion, here is from al-Ustadh Musa Shahīn,  The Egyption Sunni Muhaddith and 
author of  voluminous commentary of Sahih Muslim, who unequivocally comments on the hadith 
and explains the ellipsis: 

 

(Text: Mu`āwīyah Ibn Abī Sufyān ordered  Sa`d) that which is ordered is maḥdhūf...it means Mu`awīyah 
ordered to curse Alī...(Text: What prevents you from cursing Abu al-Turab?) This is ma`tūf of the maḥdhūf in 
grammar and means Mu`awīyah ordered Sa`d to curse Alī but he refused then he asked what prevents you.... 

         The meaning and implication according to common sense as well as in light of  grammar,  is 
obvious as learned Sunni Hadith scholar in his commentary on Sahih Muslim has further confirmed. 
Lastly, another voluminous  commentary on Sahih Muslim called al-Kawkab al-Wahhaj by 
Muhammd al-Amīn bin Abdullah al-Shāfa`ī explains: 

             

Mu`āwīyah ordered Sa`d means He ordered him to curse Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib and Sa`d refused to curse 
Alī so then Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Suyān said to Sa`d: What prevents you from cursing Abu Turāb?...... 

            It stands to reason on account of doctoring the text and also explicit explanations of hadīth 
scholars that Mu`āwīyah cursed Imam Alī as the hadīth in Sahih Muslim states. 

 Furthermore, to substantiate this point further, consider another two authentic reports with identical 
reporters in the chain and reported by two different contemporary scholars. The Ṣiḥāḥ Sitta author, 
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Abū Daūd (d. 275) in his Sunan masks and doctors the text to protect the identity of Mu`āwīyah but 
his contemporary al-Fakihī (d. 279) exposes the name. Their respective researchers authenticate both 
reports.  First, see Abū Da’ūd as graded ṣaḥīh by al-Albanī in his grading of Sunan of Abū Da’ūd 

            

                        When someone arrived in Kūfa then someone established a speaker to deliver a speech... 

 Now, compare this with the identical report in Akhbar Makkah by Imam al-Fākihī (d. 279)  and the 
report is graded ṣaḥīḥ by its researcher Abdul al-Malik ibn Abdullah and not by me. 
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When Mu`āwīyah arrived in Kūfa then Mughirah ibn Shu`bah established 
orators to curse Ali and in the palace was Sa`īd ibn Zayd, who grabbed 
him with his hands and said look at this Ẓālim who has ordered to send 
LA`NAH/Curse on the man who is from the people of Paradise..... 

This protestor was the Sahabi Sa`īd ibn Zayd from the Asharah Mubashshirah who protested at the 
governor of Muawiyah; who had arranged a welcoming party for Mu`āwīyah to Kufa to curse Imam Ali 
ibn Abi Talib. Abu Da’ud masked the names of the culprits but other objective scholars from the same 
time exposed their crime of cursing Imam Ali. The report is Sahih as vouched for by the researcher on 
marginalia of the book. The tradition of cursing permeated the Umayyad Dynasty and implemented as 
their propaganda tool to disparage Imam Alī ibn Abi Ṭālib.  The tradition of cursing is detailed in all our 
classical works of history as well as ḥadīth works and requires a separate study.  Lastly, in the interest of 
brevity, here is another supporting example from Ibn Abī al-`Āṣim (d. 287) in his kitāb al-Sunnah: 

                      

                              

People were gathered in the court of Mu`āwīyah and a man stood up and 
started to revile Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib (raḍī Allah anhu) and he cursed and he 
cursed then Sa`īd ibn Zayd ibn `Amr ibn Nufayl stood up and said: O 
Mu`āwīyah! Do I not see that in front of you Alī is being cursed and you are 
not stopping it. I have heard Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم say that the status of Alī to Me 
is like that of  Harūn to Mūsa. 

The practice of cursing Imam Alī was instituitionalised to demean his eminence and status for the 
aforementioned reasons. It was the methodology of the propagandists that in order to glorify 
themselves, they operated in two ways: fabricate Ḥadīth in praise of Mu`āwīyah and disparage Imam 
Alī. This fraudulent scheme was designed to compensate for the lack of mu`āwīyah’s significance 
among Ṣaḥābah and raise his religious standing to belittle Imam Alī.  Furthermore, a snapshot of the 
Umayyad policies can be gauged from the following. Among the famous uṣūl al-ḥadīth books is 
tadrīb al-rāwī by Jalāl al-Dīn al-Suyūṭī in which he states: 

                      

Abū `abd al-Raḥmān al-Muqrī said: when Umayyads discovered a baby named 
Ali, they used to kill him. 

          The climate of fear in the Umayyad dynasty towards the love of Imam Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib can 
be further highlighted by the actual change of name from Alī to its diminutive. al-Dhahabī in his 
sīyar ā`lām al-nubalā’ states: 
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`Ulayī ibn Ribāḥ ibn Quṣayr..the trustworthy scholar, 
his name is `ulayī which is diminutive noun of Alī. al-
Muqrī said that when Umayyads discovered a baby 
named Alī, they used to kill him. This reached  Ribāḥ, 
the father of Ulayī, so he changed the name of his son 
to `Ulayī. Dhahabī says: Ulayī ibn Ribāḥ was born 
during early days of Uthmān’s caliphate and perhaps 
this name change was done when he was a youngster. 
He was a guest of Mu`āwīyah and from the noblemen 
of arabs. 

  

               Even during Ḥajj the tremors of such anti-Alī policies were felt.  Abdullah Ibn Abbās 
during Ḥajj witnessed the following. It is reported by al-Nasā’ī in his Sunan with a Ṣaḥīh chain as 
vouched for by the Wahābī scholar al-Albānī: 

 

                                      

Sa`īd ibn Jubayr said that I was with Ibn Abbās at `Arafāt and 
He said to me: why can't I hear people doing Talbīyah? I said: 
they are scared of Mu`āwīyah. Then Ibn Abbās went out and 
said: ‘I respond to your call, Oh Allah, I respond to your call, 
they abandon the Sunnah for their hatred of Alī. 

 

 

                 In Ṣaḥīh al-Bukhāri, we find Abdullah Ibn Umar had to remain quiet out of fear whilst his 
father, Umar al-Fārūq, was being insulted by Mu`āwīyah. Though, Ibn Umar expresses his opinion, 
privately, afterwards: 
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                 It is obvious that Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān considered himself better than`Umar al-
Fārūq and out of fear Ibn Umar kept quiet though expressed his response privately, later. Badr al-Dīn 
al-Aynī al-Ḥanafī in his Umdah al-Qārī commentary on Ṣaḥīh al-Bukhārī explains: 

                      
Mu`āwīyah’s statement that I am more deserving of caliphate then you and your 
father means Abdullah ibn Umar and his Father Umar ibn al-Khaṭṭāb. 

Badr al-Dīn al-Aynī al-Ḥanafī further explains the Ḥadīth: 
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When Ibn Umar said he who fought you and your father is more deserving of the caliphate, he means 
Alī who fought Mu`āwīyah and his father Abū Sufyān at Uḥud and al-Khandaq whilst they were 
kāfirs because both became Muslims at the conquest of Mecca.. 

 

           Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān also considered himself greater for the role of caliphate then  
Umar ibn al-Khaṭṭāb and Ibn Umar could not respond to him due to fear. To speak the truth in front 
of Mu`āwīyah was difficult for prominent Ṣaḥābah and Tābi`īn. Once Umar al-Fārūq said something 
negative about the tribe of Banu Tamīm and Aḥnaf ibn Qays stood up and corrected Umar al-Fārūq, 
to which the great Umar ibn al-Khaṭṭāb apologised. See Ṭabaqāt of Ibn Sa`d, Tārīkh of Ibn `Asākir,  
Tārīkh and Sīyar of al-Dhahabī with respect to Aḥnaf ibn Qays’s biography. But what about the 
same Aḥnaf ibn Qays in the company of Mu`āwīyah. See Ṭabaqāt of Ibn Sa`d, al-Muntaẓam of Ibn 
al-Jawzī, Tahdhīb al-Kamāl of al-Mizzī and three books Tarīkh, Sīyar and Tadhhīb Tahdhīb al-
Kamāl of al-Dhahabī. Here from the latter: 

 

 

                                 
al-Ḥasan al-Baṣrī said: people talked about a certain matter in front of 
Mu`āwīyah but Aḥnaf remained silent. Mu`āwīyah said: Speak O Abū 
Baḥr. He replied: I fear Allah if I lie and I fear you if I speak the truth! 

 

 

          This sentiment of unjust rule by Mu`āwīyah is echoed explicitly by the famous classic Ḥanafī 
text of fiqh al-Hidāyah taught in darsi Niẓāmī: 

            

                       

                                                                                                  
It is permissible to be appointed as  a judge under a tyrant ruler as it is allowed under a just 
ruler because Ṣaḥābah became judges under Mu`āwīyah whilst the truth was with Alī (raḍi 
Allah anhu) and the tābi`īn were appointed  judges under al-Ḥajjāj... 

     

           Therefore, the Ḥanafī juridical view is explicit about the oppression of Mu`āwīyah to the 
extent that al-Marghinānī al-Ḥanafī equates it with, the abhorrent, al-Ḥajjāj ibn Yusuf’s rule. Further 
discussion in this regard from the rulings of prominent ahl al-Sunnah Imams will be presented 
towards the end of this document. However, about the famous Ḥadīth which says that upon you is 
My صلى الله عليه وسلم way and the way of Rightly Guided/al-Khulafā’ al-Rāshidūn.  The question is,  how do we 
know who are the Khulafā’ Rashidūn? Why do ahl al-Sunnah believe that from Abū Bakr al-Ṣiddīq 
to Imam Ḥasan al-Mujtabā’ are the Rashidūn Caliphs? There are many indications for this being the 
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case but at first instance, it is restricted to these five noble personalities by another Ṣaḥīḥ Ḥadīth. We 
will cite it here from one of the prominent apologists for the Umayyad camp, namely, Ibn Kathīr. In 
this article, by design, al-Dhahabī and Ibn Kathīr, the taymī’ites, are quoted as they at times go to 
great lengths in the defence of the Umayyads. Moreover, the limit of thirty years for Rāshidūn 
Caliphate is from the following Ṣaḥīḥ Ḥadīth. Ibn Kathīr states in his al-Bidāyah wa’l-Nihāyah: 

                                    

                                       

                                                             
I say: it is Sunnah to call Mu`āwīyah a king and not to call him 
a Caliph because the ḥadīth of Safīnah states: Caliphate after 
Me صلى الله عليه وسلم will be for thirty years then there will be biting kings. 

 

          The meaning of the term `aḍūḍ in the Ḥadīth is explained by Ibn al-`Athīr in his famous book 
about meanin of  words used in aḥādīth. He says in al-Nihāyah fī gharīb al-Ḥadīth: 

 

                                            
      In the ḥadīth ‘then there will be biting kingship’ 
means that the citizens will suffer from tyranny and 
oppression as if they were bitten by the teeth...in another 
report it says ‘then there will be biting kings’ `uḍūḍ is a 
plural of `iḍḍ which means ill-tempered wicked... 

 

           Shāh Walī Allah al-Dehlavī in his Ḥujjatullah al-Bālighā comments about the rule of 
Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān: 

                                     

...because he (Mu`āwīyah) was upon the path of kings and not 
upon the path of khulafā’ before him. 

            At the time, the politics of oppression was the hallmark of Umayyad dynasty, which 
continued for ninety years. In some strongholds, the name of Alī was itself inviting the wrath of  the  
rulers so much so that the great pious personalities omitted the name of Imam Alī in their aḥādīth 
reports to protect themselves. For example, take the example of al-Ḥasan al-Basrī who is among the 
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best of tābi`īn. al-Mullā Alī al-Qārī al-Ḥanafī in his commentary on Nukhbat al-Fikr Sharḥ Sharḥ 
Nukhbat al-Fikr states: 

                      

                             

He (Ḥasan Baṣrī) also especially used to omit the name of Alī for fear of fitna. 

    

              Ibn Rajab al-Ḥanbalī in his sharḥ `ilal al-Tirmadhī and Jalāl al-Dīn al-Suyūṭī in his Tadrīb 
al-Rāwī explain the predicament of al-Ḥasan al-Baṣrī. Here cited from Tadrīb al-Rāwī: 

                                

Ibn `Ubayd says that I enquired from al-Ḥasan, why do you say that Rasūl 
Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم said so and so yet you were not born at the time? He said: O son of 
my brother, you have asked me about something which others have not 
asked. You have such a status in my eyes that I will inform you. As you 
know I live in the times of al-Ḥajjāj and every ḥadīth that you have heard 
from me in which I say I heard it from Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم that is actually  from   
Alī Ibn Abī Ṭālib, in these times I am not able to mention Alī. 

             How unfortunate! Imam Alī about whom Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم said in a mutāwātir Ḥadīth that 
whoever’s Mawlā I am, Alī is his Mawlā; about whom in Ṣaḥīh Muslim and elsewhere, we find a 
pristinely authentic Ḥadīth that O Alī! your love is Imān and your hatred is hypocrisy. The 
continuous state policy, from the inception of the Umayyad dynasty to silence the supporters of 
Imam Alī and suppress His excellences for ninety years was a consciously implemented state policy 
to demean his status in the eyes of the masses. 

              Its founder initiated these despicable state policies to control the masses. The reason for the 
heinous propaganda against Imam Alī is confessed by Marwān. It is reported by Ibn Asākir and 
others. Here it is cited from al-Dhahabī’s sīyar ‘ālām al-nubalā’: 
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Umar ibn Alī ibn al-Ḥusayn reports from his father that he said that 
Marwān said: None amongst the people defended Uthmān more than 
Alī. I said: Then why do you curse Alī upon the pulpits? He said: 
without it, we cannot strengthen our rule.  

              

 

                     al-Dhahabī comments that chain of its report is strong. The truth, for once, was uttered 
by Marwān mal`ūn, the special agent and governor of Mu`āwīyah in Medina. Imam Alī was a 
defender of Uthmān ibn `Affān and to curse Imam Alī was their policy to lengthen their oppressive 
rule.  To disparage Imam Alī was the first prong in the propagandist techniques. The second prong 
was to praise their leader with religious sanction and for this purpose they concocted narrations but 
the discerning Muḥaddithūn in the course of time, exposed the reality of such aḥādīth. Abū Tāhir al-
Silafī al-Ḥanbalī in his al-Ṭuyūrīyāṭ, al-Suyūṭī in his Tārīkh and here from Ibn Ḥajr al-`Asqalānī in 
Fatḥ al-Bārī: 

                        

                      

Ibn al-Jawzī also reports  this from the route of Abdullah ibn Aḥmed ibn Ḥanbal: I asked my 
father, what is your opinion about Alī and Mu`āwīyah? He bowed his head in silence then said: 
know this that Alī had many enemies, they tried their best to find faults with him but could not 
find any so then they turned towards the man who fought Alī and built up praises for him. By 
this,  Aḥmed ibn Ḥanbal  is pointing  to the baseless excellences of Mu`āwīyah. There are 
many aḥādīth reported in praise of Mu`āwīyah but none are authentic. This is definitively 
expressed by Isḥāq ibn Rāhwayh, al-Nasā’ī and other Muḥaddithūn. 

 

 

      In his commentary `Umdah al-Qārī on  Ṣaḥīh al-Bukhāri, Badr al-Dīn al-`Aynī al-Ḥanafī says: 

                    

                          

The heading of this chapter by Imam Bukhārī states dhikr of Mu`āwīyah and this 
does not indicate his excellence. If you say that there are numerous aḥādīth about 
his excellence then I will reply that, yes, there are but none of the ḥadīth in 
Mu`āwīyah’s excellence are authentic and it is explicitly stated by Isḥāq ibn 

75



 
 

Rāhwayh, al-Nasaī and other Muḥaddithūn. This is why Bukhārī said mention of 
Mu`āwīyah rather than virtue or excellence of Mu`āwīyah. 

 

 

 

              There is a considerable discussion on this topic of the lack of faḍā’il of Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī 
Sufyān from various ahl al-sunnah sources but in the interest of brevity, here are comments of the 
earliest and most promeinent ahl al-ḥadīth ghayr muqallid muḥaddith from the subcontinent Allamah 
Waḥīd al-Zamān from his commentary Taysīr al-Bārī on Ṣaḥīh al-Bukhārī: 

                      

 

Imam Bukhāri like other chapters did not say excellences of Mu`āwīyah because there are none 
authentic aḥādīth in his praise, Imam Nasā’ī and Isḥāq ibn Rahawayh have stated as such. I the 
translator say that his being a ṣaḥābī precludes me to say something about him but the truth is that he 
did not have love and affection for the ahl al-bayt of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم. When Imam Ḥasan died, he said 
that he was a burning coal which has been put out by God. His father Abū Sufyān, all his life fought 
with the Blessed Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم, he himself fought with Ḥaḍrat Alī and his impure son Yazīd crossed all 
limits and had Imam Ḥusayn (alayhi al-salām) brutally murdered  along with most of his ahl al-Bayt. 

 

 

 

Allamah Waḥīd al-Zamān further says: 
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...perhaps Mu`āwīyah did not see the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم pray the two units in such a way, Imam Bukhārī did 
not even report a single marfū` ḥadīth in the excellence of Mu`āwīyah and just mentioned things from 
here and there. Imam Nasā’ī authored a specific book khaṣā’iṣ kubrā in the excellences of Ḥaḍrat Alī 
so the khārijīs surrounded him and said have you written any book in praise of Mu`āwīyah? He 
replied: Where is his excellence or there is no Ṣaḥīh Ḥadīth in his praise though there is a ḥadīth 
which states that May Allah never fill his belly, after that the khārijī men martyred him with kicks and 
punches. 

          Even from unexpected ahl al-Ḥadīth Wahābī quarters, a prominent muḥaddith objectively 
states the reality in his commentary on Ṣaḥīh al-Bukhārī. 

          However, this is the standard ahl al-Sunnah opinion concerning the authenticity of the faḍā’il 
of Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān though there are weak and fabricated reports.  Of the popularised 
ones, we find that there are two different comments of the Ṣaḥābī Abdullah Ibn Abbās about 
Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān in Ṣaḥīh al-Bukhārī  reported from the identical  source but most Ḥanafī 
scholars dispute its actual implication. The saying is from the route of Ibn Abī Mulaykah  that 
Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān   offered only one unit of witr prayers in the presence of Ibn Abbās.  
Abdullah Ibn Abbās was asked about it, Ibn Abbas replied:  Leave him he was in the company of the 
Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم and in another variation also from the identical source Ibn Abī Mulaykah, he said he is a 
Faqīh.  Allamah Anwar Shāh al-Kashmirī al-Ḥanafī from the Deobandī school says in his Fayḍ al-
Bārī, his commentary on Ṣaḥīḥ al-Bukhārī: 

      

 

About his statement that Mu`āwīyah performed one unit of witr after `Isha’...and he 
said leave him he was in the company of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم and in another report he said, 
he is right because he is a faqīh. I say: in this there is no appreciation but rather 
turning a blind eye and overlooking his error. The report according to al-Ṭaḥāwī 
states ; Mu`āwīyah stood up and only read one unit so Ibn Abbās said: where has the 
donkey got that from?... 

 

 

 

Abū Ja`far al-Ṭaḥāwī al-Ḥanafī, the author of `aqīdah al-Ṭahāwīyah,  in his Sharḥ Ma`ānī al-Āthār 
states: 
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1718: `Aṭā’ says that a man said to Ibn Abbās do you object to Mu`āwīyah for offering 
only one rak`at of witr? The man asked to denounce Mu`āwīyah so Ibn Abbas said he is 
right... 

1719: Ikrimah said that I was with Ibn Abbas by  Mu`āwīyah who discussed matters 
until a portion of the night passed  so Mu`āwīyah stood up and offered one rak`at. Ibn 
Abbās said:  where did the donkey get that from? 

1720: Imrān reported with identical chain of transmission but without the word donkey. 

al-Ṭaḥāwī comments: it is permissible that when Ibn Abbās said Mu`āwīyah was correct, 
it was based upon fear  of Mu`āwīyah as it was during his reign and Ibn Abbās may have 
meant he is correct in some other thing because it is not allowed for him-according to us- 
to oppose something from the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم which he knows to be correct.  It has been 
reported from Ibn Abbās that witr rak`āt are three in number. 

 

 

 

 

 

                      The great defender of ahl al-sunnah in response to wahābīyah, Zāhid al-Kawtharī al-
Ḥanafī states in his al-Nukat al-Ṭarīfah: 
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About what is reported from Ibn Abbās when he said ‘he is correct’ 
whilst there are two other authentic reports in which he objected and said 
where has the donkey got that from? and from the identical chain from 
Bakkār upwards in which he says where has he got that from? Perhaps, 
Bakkār refrained from mentioning the word donkey in his report...In the 
other report where Ibn Abbās  says ‘correct’ is only found in one of the 
reports of al-Ṭaḥāwī and al-Bayhaqī and if it is authentic then he said this 
out of fear because Ibn Abbās fought Mu`āwīyah under the banner of Alī 
(karram Allaha wajhahu)  and hence he said one statement in public and 
the other in private. He did not say he offered one witr correctly 
according to sunnah but he merely said ‘correct’ and this does not 
preclude that he meant Mu`āwīyah was correct in some other matter..... 

   

     

 

             It is evident that the saying of Ibn Abbās as reported in al-Bukhārī is disputed in words and 
comprehended in a diametrically opposed fashion by the prominent Sunnī Ḥanafī scholars including 
Imam al-Ṭaḥāwī. There are two different authentically reported narrations about the same incident by 
Abdullah Ibn Abbās with two different senses, one positive and the other very negative. The 
possibility that one is said out of fear and the other as his true opinion can be further corroborated by 
the merciless cold-blooded murder of the little children  of the brother of Ibn Abbās, namely,  
Ubaydullah ibn Abbās. It is reported by a number of sources including Ṭārīkh of al-Bukharī,  Ibn 
Abd al-Barr, al-Dhahabī and Ibn al-‘Athīr. Busr ibn Arṭāṭ was one of the commaders of Mu`āwīyah 
and it is disputed whether he was a Ṣaḥābī. Here is the relevant and fuller part from the renowned 
biographical work about Ṣaḥābah Usud al-Ghābah by Ibn al-‘Athīr al-Jazarī: 
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He was on the side of Mu`āwīyah at Ṣiffīn and 
severe in animosity against Alī and his 
companions. Abū Umar said that Yaḥya ibn 
Ma`īn said that Busr was not a ṣaḥābī and that 
he was an evil man. Due to which he committed 
many heinous acts. Amongst those that which 
has been stated by historians and Muhaddthūn 
alike is that he slit the throats of the little 
children of Uabydullah ibn Abbas, namely, Abd 
al-Raḥmān and Quthūm in front of their mother. 
Mu`āwīyah sent him to Ḥijāz and Yemen to kill 
the supporters of Alī and take allegiance for 
Mu`āwīyah hence he went to Medina and 
committed atrocities and went to Yemen; at the 
time Ubaydullah ibn Abbas was the 
administrator there for Alī. Ubaydullah ibn 
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Abbās escaped but when Busr reached there, he 
slaughtered his children. Some said that he 
committed this in Medina but the first view is 
the famous one. Abū Umar said that al-
Daraquṭnī said that he was a ṣaḥābī but after the 
Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم he did not remain on the straight 
path. When he killed the children of Ubaydullah 
ibn Abbas, their mother `Ayesha bint `abd al-
Midān was in extreme shock and she said some 
poetry in lament, of which this a couplet:  has 
anyone seen my lovely children!...who are like 
pearls just out of the shell.  These are famous 
verses, then she lost her mind and during the 
Ḥajj season, she used to stand in front of the 
people and recite these verses and hit herself in 
the face.  This was related by al-Anbarī, al-
Mubarrad, al-Ṭabarī, Ibn al-Kalabī and others. 
Busr then turned towards Medina and many 
distinguished personalities escaped among them 
were Jābir ibn Abdullah, Abū Ayūb al-Anṣārī 
and others. He killed many people there and 
then attacked the tribe of Hamadān in Yemen 
and enslaved their women. This is the first 
instance where Muslim women were enslaved 
and he demolished many houses in Yemen.... 

              This is pure evil, does ISIS come to mind? It is so heart wrenching that one feels the pain of 
the grief stricken mother of the nephews of Ibn Abbās. Indeed, al-Ṭaḥāwī is right that Ibn Abbās was 
in Mu`āwīyah’s time and he may have said this out of fear given  that he fought against him at Ṣiffīn. 
The discussion thus far, has explicated with authentic references only that the two pronged approach 
of the Umayyad dynasty, of disparagement of Imam Alī and glorification of  Mu`āwīyah were major 
tools of their propaganda ministry, the reverberations are being felt to this day as the raison d'être of 
this document suggests. The means to advance the agenda was ruthless suppression and indeed Rasūl 
Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم foretold us that Ammār ibn Yāsir will be killed by al-fi’a al-bāghīyah. When the word Bāghī 
is used in an unqualified sense then it only means Ẓulm. 

               Furthermore, since there are no authentic excellences reported from Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم about 
Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān hence we have the titles Kātib al-waḥī and khāl al-mu’minīn in 
circulation. The scribe of revelation and Uncle of believers is exclusively used for Mu`āwīyah. This 
in itself is an indication of the lack of  faḍā’il. The revelation of the Qur’ān al-Karīm had been in 
process for twenty one years prior to  his acceptance of  Islam and the prominent scribes of it were 
Imam Alī, Uthmān al-Ghanī,  Ubayī ibn Ka`b and Zayd ibn Thābit but none find it necessary to 
attach kātib al-waḥī to their titles because there are authentic excellences about them. Similarly, `Abd 
al-Raḥmān ibn Abī Bakr, Moḥammed ibn Abī Bakr, Abdullah ibn Umar and others are not 
mentioned as Uncles of Believers whilst their sisters were also  married to Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم    

                                                                 Kātib al-Waḥī 

      There is a huge discussion on the idea of being a scribe of revelation and just being a scribe. In 
order to be concise, as it does not concern our main argument, here is the reply of an erudite 
objective Nadvī scholar Dr Sayyid Rizwān Alī Nadvī on the issue of kātib al-waḥī in which he 
refutes a nāṣibī leader of ṣipāh ṣaḥābah’s article in a national news paper: 
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...similarly, his reference from al-Iṣābah is also incorrect that ḥaḍrat mu`āwīyah 
was a scribe of revelation. Whoever wants to ascertain it can check it in the 
biographical note on ḥaḍrat mu`āwīyah in al-Iṣābah, it does not state that he was 
a kātib e waḥī in al-Iṣābah. People have popularised it and  unfortunately even 
Ibn Kathīr fell for it. As far as Ḥafiẓ Ibn Ḥajr is concerned who is more 
knowledgable in ḥadīth and history than Ibn Kathīr, has stated like all other 
books of history that كتب لھ mu`āwīyah wrote for the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم and see that it 
does not say scribe of revelation. Ibn Ḥajr further writes in al-Iṣābah with 
reference to the earliest historian al-Madā’inī (d. 225): 

 Zayd ibn Thābit كان زید بن ثابت یكتب الوحي و كان معاویة یكتب للنبي فیما بینھ و بین العرب 
used to write revelation and mu`āwīyah wrote correspondence between the 
Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم and the Arabs.  This means he wrote letters and agreements. The 
same was stated by al-Dhahabī,  a century earlier to Ibn Ḥajr, in his detailed 
biography in his book sīyar al-ālām al-nubalā’. He explains the frequency of this 
writing by ḥaḍrat mu`āwīyah كتب لھ مرات یسیرة he only wrote a few times for the 
Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم. The earliest historian Abū al-Ḥasan al-Madā’inī’s book on the 
scribes of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم is extinct now but another early historian Ibn `Abdūs 
al-Juhshīyārī’s specific work on the ministers and secretaries  in Islam is 
published and extant by the name of Kitāb al-Wuzarā’ wal-Kuttāb and in it he 
details the the scribes of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم and their special duties. It is about the 
permanent secretaries and office staff of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم in which he states: the 
scribes of revelation were Ḥaḍrat Alī, Ḥaḍrat Uthmān, Ḥaḍrat Ubayī ibn Ka`b 
and Ḥaḍrat Zayd ibn Thābit, and he also states: Zayd ibn Thābit along with 
writing waḥī, also wrote correspondence of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم with Kings and rulers 
whilst Ḥaḍrat Khālid ibn Sa`īd ibn al-Ās and ḥaḍrat mu`āwīyah wrote the daily 
needs of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم. It is to be noted that Moḥammed ibn `Abdūs al-
Juhshīyārī was himself a scribe to Abbasid caliphs towards the end of third 
century and in the first quarter of the fourth century and he died in 331 AH. 
Ḥafiḍ Ibn Ḥajr al-Asqalānī in his famous commentary Fatḥ al-Bārī on Ṣaḥīḥ 
Bukhārī only states: صحب النبي و كتب لھ he had the company of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم and 
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wrote for Him صلى الله عليه وسلم. He absolutely did not state that ḥaḍrat mu`āwīyah wrote waḥī. 
Ibn Ḥajr’s statements in al-Iṣābah and Fatḥ al-Bārī is the same, there is mention 
of writing only and no mention of being a scribe of revelation. 

Al-Dhahabī who is an authentic ḥadīth scholar and historian of immense 
information also in his Tārīkh al-Islam and Sīyar ālām al-nubalā did not say 
that he was a scribe of revelation but rather to the contrary, he states: 

 Zayd ibn thābit كان زید بن ثابت كاتب الوحي و كان معاویة كاتبا  فیما بین النبي و بین العرب
was the scribe of revelation and Mu`āwīyah was a scribe of that was between 
the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم and the Arabs. This is identical to what was said by al-Juhshīyārī 
four centuries prior to al-Dhahabī... and prior to him the famous exegete, 
muḥaddith and historian Imam al-Ṭabarī (d. 310) also stated that و معاویة یكتب بین 

 .for him صلى الله عليه وسلم and Mu`āwīyah wrote the daily needs of the Prophet  یدیھ في حوائجھ
After al-Ṭabarī history, the historian al-Mas`ūdī (d. 345) records in fuller detail 
in his book al-Tanbīh wa’l-Ashrāf  about the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم’s ten permanent 
scribes; who were responsible for various duties. Of those were five who 
occasionally wrote for Him صلى الله عليه وسلم and about ḥaḍrat mu`āwīyah he explicitly states 
that وكتب معاویة قبل وفاتھ باشھر and mu`āwīyah wrote for Him صلى الله عليه وسلم only a few 
months prior to the passing away of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم.  

...in contemporary times, Dr Muṣtafā al-`Azamī authored a work on the subject 
by the name of Kuttāb al-Nabī صلى الله عليه وسلم in which he wrote about sixty-one scribes and 
he did not mention Mu`āwīyah as a scribe of revelation in it. 

Dr Syed Rizwān Nadvī at the end of this particular point about kātib e waḥī says in his article: 
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It is indeed unfortunate that those who beat the drums of kātib e waḥī 
overlook the fact that ḥaḍrat mu`āwīyah (ra) accepted Islam twenty one years 
after the advent of Islam at the conquest of Mecca as we have proved from 
various evidences. So the question is who was writing the Qur’ān for twenty 
one years? Meccan Sūrahs and eight years of Medinan Sūrahs, ḥaḍrat 
mu`āwīyah was not even a Muslim and in those twenty years most of the 
Qur’ān had been scribed and in the last two years there was very little of the 
Qur’an that was scribed.  Histroy is not taught in Darse Niẓāmī syllabus. It is 
sad that whilst teaching ḥadīth, the students are not taught  history and I have 
firsthand experience of this lamentable situation. In Karachi at two Mosques 
on Friday prayers I heard the Imams mention the names of ḥaḍrat mu`āwīyah 
in the khuṭbah after the names of Khulafah Rāshidūn. Whilst coming out of 
the Mosque I said to the Imam that you have been unjust to the al-sābiqūn al-
awwalūn ṣaḥābah such as Ḥaḍrat Abū Ubaydah, Ḥaḍrat Sa`d ibn Abī Waqāṣ, 
Ḥaḍrat Abd al-Raḥmān ibn Awf and others. He was confused as to how he 
had been unjust. I said that you did not mention the names of the great 
ṣaḥābah in your khuṭbah but mentioned ḥaḍrat mu`āwīyah who became 
Muslim much later. I also asked him do you know when he accepted Islam? 
He did not know! Then I told him that he became a Muslim in the last two 
years of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم’s life in the 8th year of Hijrah. This  discovery silenced 
him.  The other Imam who had graduated from a celebrated Madrassah in 
Multān. He read the first khuṭbah from mawlāna Ashraf Ali Thanvī’s book 
and the second khuṭbah in which there are names of the Rāshidūn Caliphs 
along with ḥaḍrat mu`āwīyah. I asked him: where did you read the second 
khuṭbah from? He replied: it is written by Muftī Rashīd Aḥmed Ṣāḥib. There 
is no mention of Ḥaḍrat Mu`āwīyah in the khuṭbah of Mawlana Thanvī. I 
asked him: when did ḥaḍrat mu`āwīyah accept Islam? Like the other Imam, 
he also did not know and asked me when? I said that he accepted Islam 
twenty one years after the advent of Islam in the last two years in the 8th year 
of Hijrah. This made him blush with shame.  The fact is that there is so much 
propaganda about being a scribe of revelation that people think that he was 
from the earliest of ṣaḥābah. They do not know that mu`āwīyah is neither 
from Muhājirūn nor Anṣār about whom the Qur’ān expresses excellences. 

         

 

                        Since it is not the main stay of this document hence in the interest of brevity, an 
excerpt from a prolific Nadvī scholar was presented from a national newspaper to argue that scribe of 
revelation thesis is factually incorrect but rather Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān was a scribe for the 
Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم in His last few months for relatively inessential matters of writing. However, this brings 
us to the other oft shouted title, namely, Khāl al-Mu’minīn, the uncle of believers.  
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                                                             Khāl al-Mu’minīn 

       

              The other title frequently used is that Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān is khāl al-mu’minīn, the 
maternal uncle of the believers because his sister was Umm al-mu’minīn Umm Ḥabībah.  This is 
popularised as a distinctive title for Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Suyān, particularly, in his defence to provide 
some sort of elevated status amongst ṣaḥābah. Consider the rigorous view of `Ulamā’ of ahl al-
Sunnah and Salafīst scholars about this appellation. 

 

 al-Baghawī in his tafsīr M`ālim al-Tanzīl says:  

                

The daughters of the mothers of believers will not be called the sisters of believers nor their 
brothers and sisters will be called uncles and aunties of believers. Imam al-Shāfi`ī said: al-
Zubayr married Asmā’ bint Abī Bakr and she was the sister of (Ayesha) the mother of 
believers but she was not called the aunty of believers. 

al-Wāḥidī  states in his celebrated tafsīr,  al-Wasīṭ: 

                 

...Umm al-Mu’minīn `Ayesha said to a lady that I am not your mother because I am only the 
mother of men, this means that this motherhood is based on the prohibition of marriage to 
them and similarly it is not permissible to call their daughters as sisters of believers nor their 
brothers and sisters as uncles and aunts of believers. This is why al-Shāfi`ī (raḍī Allah anhu) 
said that al-Zubayr married ‘Asmā bint Abī Bakr (raḍi Allah anhu) whilst she is the sister of 
the mother of believers but she is not called the aunty of believers... 

 

           Therefore, the earliest authentic Sunni tafsīr Imams explicitly declared that the title,  mother 
of believers, is not a transitive one and does not extend the relation to other members of her family as 
stated by Imam al-Shāfi`i. 
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Ibn `Ādil al-Ḥanbalī   in his tafsīr,  al-Lubāb states: 

                         

                           

Their daughters will not be called sisters of believers nor their brother and sisters will 
be called uncles and aunties of believers... 

 

 

al-Qāḍī Thanā-Ullah al-Ḥanafī  echoes al-Aynī al-Ḥanafī and says in his tafsīr al-Maẓharī: 

               

                      

Their daughters will not be called sisters of believers nor their brothers or sisters will be 
called uncles and aunties of believers. al-Shāfi`ī said: al-Zubayr married Asmā bin Abī 
Bakr and she was the sister of mother of believers `Ayesha but she is not called the 
aunty of believers. I say that Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم married his daughters to Alī and Uthmān 
and al-Baghawī said that al-Sh`abī reported from Masrūq that a woman said to Ayesha 
O my Mother! She replied: I am not the mother of women but only the mother of men... 

 

 

al-Nawawī in his Rawḍah al-Ṭālibīn says: 

                

                      

Their daughters will not be called sisters of believers nor their parents will be called the 
grandparents of believers and nor their sisters and brothers will be called aunties and 
uncles of believers. 
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               Some Salafī Wahābīs are adamant that the their new version of Ibn Kathīr’s tafsīr is the 
correct one in which they have omitted the negative particle ‘lā’ in front of Imam al-Shāfi`ī’s 
statement which now reads that you can call them aunts and uncles. In the earlier publication of tafsīr 
Ibn Kathīr it says that you cannot call them uncles and aunties and includes the particle ‘lā’. 
However, al-Shanqīṭī (d. 1393)  in his adwā’ al-bayān quotes Ibn Kathīr prior to the Wahābīs got 
hold of the tafsīr and quotes him as saying ‘lā yuqāl dhālik’ they cannot be called uncles and aunts. 
However, this has been stated centuries prior to Ibn Kathīr such as see aforementioned al-Baghāwī  
in his m`ālim al-tanzīl. The teacher and colleague of Ibn Kathīr also negate the usage of uncle of 
believers. We cite here al-Muntaqā; which is an abridgment of Ibn Taymīyah’s minhāj al-sunnah by 
al-Dhahabī. Hence, the view of both Ibn Taymīyah and al-Dhahabī, the salafī favourites:  

                                     

The scholars have disputed about whether to call their brothers as maternal 
uncles of the believers? some  have allowed it  but if we allow it then it 
would swell the titles and there would be numerous uncles and aunties of 
believers and Abū Bakr and Umar would be grandparents of believers and 
consequently, it would be prohibited to marry the sisters of the mothers of 
believers.... 

 

 

             It is adequate to cite the chief defender of Umayyads here for the salafist point of view. 
Moreover, Wahbah al-Zuhaylī in his tafsīr,  al-Tafsīr al-Munīr states 
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The wives of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم are mothers of believers  by virtue of respect , 
goodness and honour and prohibition of marriage to them...it is permitted to 
mary their daughters by believers and they do not become the sisters of 
believers nor their brothers and sisters become the uncles and aunts of 
believers. al-Zubayr married Asmā bint Abī Bakr al-Ṣiddīq whilst she was the 
sister of `Āyesha and it is not said she is the aunt of believers neither one can 
say Mu`āwīyah and others like him are the uncles of believers. They are the 
mothers of believers among men only and not mothers of women. It is 
authentically reported from `Āyesha (raḍī Allah anha) as Ibn al-Arabī has said 
that  when a woman said to her O my mother! She replied: I am not your 
mother but only the mother of your men. 

            It is also stated by Allamah Na`īm al-Dīn al-Muradabādī in his Ḥāshīyah khazā’in al-irfān on 
Alahazrat’s translation Kanzul Imān: 

                    

...and their daughters will not be called the sisters of believers and their brothers and sisters will 
not be called uncles and aunts of believers... 

 

Muftī Aḥmed Yār Khān in his Shān e Ḥabīb al-Raḥmān صلى الله عليه وسلم says: 

                               

                               

...their relatives such as their brother and sisters will be not uncles and aunts 
of the believers but rather marriage with them is permissible.  For example, 
Ḥaḍrat `Āyesha Ṣiddīqa Mutahirah raḍī Allah anhā is mother of believers 
but her brother `Abd al-Raḥmān is not the uncle of Muslim men and women 
and her sister Ḥaḍrat `Asmā’ raḍī Allah Anhā is not the aunt of Muslims... 

Muftī Aḥmed Yār Khan again repeats it in his commentary Nūr al-Irfān on Knazul imān of 
Alahazrat: 
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...therefore, their daughters are not sisters of 
Muslims and their brothers are not the Uncles 
of Muslims... 

               There are many more affirmations but this sample of scholars from across the board makes 
the point clearly that the idea of khāl al-mu’minīn-maternal uncle of believers-for Mu`āwīyah ibn 
Abī Sufyān is erroneous and if one must insist than it also extends to further relations such as Yazīd 
ibn Mu`āwīyah would be your maternal cousin .  However, we conclude this section with al-
Maqrizī’s insightful comments from his Imtā` al-Ismā`: 

                      

                                

                                   

 

al-Bayhaqī has said: As it is in the report of al-Kalabī and our scholars have 
ruled that the wives of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم are mothers of believers due to the 
prohibition of marriage to them and this is not transitive to their relations 
such as daughters, brothers and sisters. And a large  group of scholars have 
prohibited the title of maternal uncle of believers for Mu`āwīyah because this 
is an innovation and it should not be used for him though his extremist lovers 
use it and erroneously think that  it was used for him in the times of the 
Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم and they have exaggerated so much in this lie that they falsely 
attributed  it to the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم and the matter is not as such and has no basis in 
Dīn. And it is not known to have been the case in the times of the ṣaḥābah or 
the tābi`īn. When Muḥammad ibn Abī Bakr was killed by Mu`āwīyah, his 
enemies did not say that mu-āwīyah killed the uncle of the believers or when 
Abdullah ibn al-Zubayr rose up against Suwayd ibn Mu`āwīyah, they did not 
propagate that he was the son of the aunt of believers. None of the Ṣahābah 
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called him by that title. And neither Abdullah ibn Umar is called the Uncle of 
believers nor indeed Abdurraḥmān ibn Abī Bakr is called the Uncle of the 
believers. The scholars do not consider that  the status of `Ayesha and Ḥafṣah 
(raḍī Allah anhuma) is lesser than that of Umm Ḥabībah bint Abī Sufyān 
(raḍī Allah anhā) and also none of her other brothers is called the uncle of 
believers then how can Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān raḍī Allah anhu be called 
the uncle of believers? His status and his father’s status to Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم is 
much less than that of Abdullah ibn Umar (radī Allah anhu); he is greater in 
knowledge, piety and early Islam than Mu`āwīyah. This  is what `Āyesha 
(radī Allah anhā) said when a woman called her O Mother! She replied: I am 
not your mother but only the mother of your men. We know from this that 
the meaning of mother is due to prohibition of marriage to them and similarly 
it is not reported that anyone called ‘Asmā bint Abī Bakr raḍi Allah anhā the 
aunt of believers. 

               If it is permissible to call someone the Uncle of Believers then Abdurraḥmān ibn Abī Bakr, 
Moḥammed Ibn Abī Bakr and Abdullah ibn Umar are more deserving of this title because their 
families married their daughters to the Noble Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم out of love and permission whereas Umm 
al-Mu’minīn Umm Ḥabībah  married the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم many years before Abū Sufyān and Mu`āwīyah 
had became Muslims, and there is an absolute agreement on this point. They were not pleased about 
this marriage, whereas, Umm al-Mu’minīn Ayesha and Umm al-Mu’minīn Ḥafṣah were married by 
their walīs with agreement, happiness and love. The Blessed Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم did not request the marriage 
from Umm Ḥabībah’s parents nor were they happy about it on religious grounds. Imam al-Shāfi`ī in 
his Kitāb al-Umm, for example, unequivocally states about this marriage: 

                       

The Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم married Umm Ḥabībah the daughter of Abū Sufyān and her walī was 
Ibn Sa`īd who was a Muslim whilst Abū Sufyān was alive. This proves that there is no 
guardianship of relations when the father is a kāfir and the daughter is a Muslim. The 
guardianship of relatives is when their Dīn is the same. 

                This is just an example from Imam al-Shāfi`ī that the marriage between Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم and 
Ḥaḍrat Umm Ḥabībah was absolutely devoid of any role from her family. This also discards the 
Ḥadīth in Ṣaḥīh Muslim in which Abū Sufyān after becoming a Muslim at Fatḥ Makkah requests 
three things from the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم amongst them is the request to marry his daughter Umm Habībah. 
This is against the historical consensus of all Muslims because Umm Habībah was already married to 
Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم for many years and this report about request to marry her by Abū Sufyān contradicts 
the mass transmission on the matter. However, this is not the space for a detailed study of that 
particular report. It has been proven from the prominent and reliable ahl al-Sunnah sources that the 
idea of uncle of believers for Mu`āwīyah is unjustified and rejected by authorities such as Imam al-
Shāfi`ī.  Moreover, if one was to entertain it then why are not the other greater personalities than 
Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān not called the Uncle of believers? The displeasure of Abū Sufyān and 
family at the marriage prior to accepting Islam can be gauged from the following oft-quoted incident. 
Here it is cited from Ibn al-Jawzī al-Ḥanbalī’s Ṣifah al-Ṣafwah: 
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Al-Zuhrī said: Abū Sufyān came to Mecca requesting an extension to the treaty of 
Ḥudaybīyah but the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم did not accept it as they had broken its terms. He went to 
see his daughter Umm Ḥabībah but when he wanted to sit on the bed of Rasūl allah صلى الله عليه وسلم, 
she pulled the bed away from him. He said: O My daughter! Is the bed not suitable for 
me or am I not suitable for the bed?  She said:  this is the bed of the Messenger of Allah 
 and you are an impure mushrik. He said: O my daughter! You have been afflicted صلى الله عليه وسلم
with evil after you left me. 

            In conclusion, the eminent scholars of ahl al-Sunnah have stated that it is impermissible to 
call anyone the Uncle of believers and if one was adamant then the more deserving are the ones who 
were happy, loving and in agreement about the marriage. This insistence upon this title also exposes 
the fact that there are no Ṣaḥīḥ excellences transmitted from the Blessed Messenger صلى الله عليه وسلم particularly 
for Mu`āwīyah so this title is popularised to provide some sort of elevation and justification of what 
occurred between Imam Alī  ibn Abī Ṭālib and Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān. 

 

                                                 May Allah Not Fill His Belly! 

       

             There is only a single Ṣaḥīḥ Ḥadīth about Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān but its actual import is 
disputed. Without imposing our understanding upon the reader, both views will be presented and the 
reader can judge for herself. It is reported in various sources; here it is from Ṣaḥīḥ Muslim: 
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            As you can see, Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān was called three times by Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم but he 
continued eating and did not respond to the call because he was eating. One of the earliest 
commentaries on Ṣaḥīḥ Muslim, al-Mufhim, by al-Ḥāfiẓ Abū ‘l-Abbā al-Qurṭubī (d. 656) provides 
both interpretations: 

                              

                             

    

   And it is also possible to interpret the ḥadīth ‘May Allah not fill his belly’ 
from being the category of the ḥadīth ‘may you not advance in years’. It is 
possible that Mu`awīyah was extremely hungry or feared that his meal would go 
off or some other reason. This interpretation is preferred by those who include 
this ḥadīth in Mu`āwīyah’s praise as if it was a du`ā for him... 

...It is also possible that this du`ā of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم is understood upon the 
obvious meaning and intended as a punishment because he delayed in 
responding to the call of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم because it is wājib to respond to the call 
of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم and the incident of Ubayy ibn Ka`b is a proof for this in which 
he delayed in responding to the call of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم whilst Ubayy was in the 
state of ṣalāh. 

 

Here is that incident of Ubayy ibn Ka`b from an English translation of Tafsīr Ibn Kathīr: 
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   Of the two legitimate possible interpretations proffered by al-Ḥāfiẓ Abū ‘l-Abbā al-Qurṭubī al-
Mālikī, the latter can be supported by a couple of authentic Ḥadīth which use the filling of belly in a 
positive sense and not filling the belly as punitive. It is authentically reported by al-Bayhaqī, Aḥmed, 
Ibn Abī Shaybah and Abū Da’ūd: 

                                 

Abū Rāf`i  said: when I was a boy, I used to throw stones  at the date-palm 
trees of the Anṣār. I was brought to the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم and He said: why are you 
throwing stones at the date-palm trees?' I said: 'So I can eat.' He said: 'Do 
not throw stones at the date-palm trees. Eat from what falls to the ground 
from them.' Then he patted me on the head and said: 'O Allah fill his belly! 

            Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم used the expression of filling the belly without a negative particle as a du`ā 
and blessing for Abū Rāf`i al-Ghifārī. In another Ḥadīth in Ṣaḥīḥ Muslim which mentions eating but 
not being filled in a negative sense:                                                

                                                  

He who takes it without his right is like one who 
eats but does not feel satisfied, and it would stand 
witness against him on the Day of Judgment.   

              However, whatever interpretation one prefers, it is clear as suggested by Imam al-Qurṭubī, 
the author of al-Mufhim, that there are two possibilities. The common sense view also supports the 
import that May Allah not fill his belly does not suggest praise. There are many Shī`ān-e-Mu`āwīyah 
speeches and conferences but have you heard them relate this Ḥadīth? It is indeed Ṣaḥīḥ but why do 
they not present it in their talks and speeches? It is obvious that the common sense dictates, it is not 
an excellence but rather a reprimand. Isḥāq ibn Rahwayh, the teacher of al-Bukharī, and other Ḥadīth 
scholars, as mentioned earlier, categorically stated that there is not a single Ṣaḥīḥ Ḥadīth in praise of 
Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān whilst knowing that may Allah not fill his belly was authentically 
reported.   

             The great muḥaddith al-Nasā’ī, whose work Sunan al-Nasā’ī  is part of the Ṣiḥaḥ Sittah, was 
killed due to relating this Ḥadīth. It is stated by Ibn Khallikān, Ibn al-`Imād al-Ḥanbalī and here from 
pro-Umayyad  al-Dhahabī’s siyar ā`lām al-nubalā: 
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al-Mā’mūnī, a companion of al-Nasā’ī, said that I heard a people 
renouncing al-Nasā’ī’s book al-khaṣā’iṣ about the excellences of 
Alī (raḍī Allah anhu) and instead not writing a book about the 
excellences of al-Shaykhayn so I mentioned this to him. al-Nasā’ī 
replied: I entered Damascus and found a great many with 
animosity towards Alī so I authored ‘al-khaṣā’ṣ’ in order to guide 
them. After that I wrote about excellences of ṣaḥābah. It was said 
to him whilst I was listening: why did you not relate aḥādīth in 
praise of Mu`awīyah (raḍī Allah anhu). He replied: what ḥadīth 
shall I relate? Should I relate that “May Allah not fill his belly” 
after that the questioner became silent. 

 

 

                                        

al-Nasā’ī towards the end of his life travelled to Damascus from 
Egypt and there he was asked about Mu`āwīyah and about his 
virtues. He replied: if he is forgiven, it would be sufficient for him, 
let alone virtues? Then these people attacked him and he eventually 
died of those injuries. 

              It is clear and sufficient to express that neither al-Nasā’ī nor the Shāmī Nawāṣib considered 
may Allah not fill Mu`āwīyah’s belly as a virtue. This tradition continues amongst the contemporary 
Shī`ān-e-Mu`āwīyah, who also abstain from openly relating the Ḥadīth in their gatherings and rather 
prefer to drum up the fabrications and weak narrations of Mu`āwīyah ibn Sufyān’s praise whilst 
knowing that insatiable-belly Ḥadīth is the only authentic report. However, as a representative of 
those who consider the insatiable-belly ḥadīth as a virtue, we will just consider Salafist Wahābī 
favourite Ibn Kathīr’s farfetched interpretation. He argues in his work al-Bidāyah wa’l-Nihāyah: 
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...and the ḥadīth that may Allah not fill his belly and that he was never satiated 
after this pronouncement means that Mu`āwīyah benefitted from this du`ā in 
this World and in the hereafter. As for this world, when he became the ruler of 
al-Shām, he used to eat seven times a day. The bowl was brought to him full 
of a large quantity of meat and onions. He ate seven times a day a large 
amount from meat, desserts and fruits and used to say that By God! My belly 
is not full but I am tired of eating. and (Ibn kathir says)  food is a form of 
blessing in which Kings are interested. 

 

Ibn Kathīr further states: 

                                     

                                          

                                                

al-Sha`abī said that the first person in Islam to deliver the sermon 
whilst sitting was Mu`āwīyah due to having huge amount of fat and 
a enormous belly...also reported from Mughīrah that the first person 
to deliver the Friday sermon whilst sitting was Mu`āwīyah. 

              

              Ibn Kathīr has tried to interpret the Ḥadīth of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم about Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī 
Sufyān as result of not  paying  heed, three times,  to the call of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم as a du`ā. But 
common sense dictates that continuously eating to get satiated was in vain and tiring, which also led 
to the changing of the practice of delivering the khuṭbah whilst standing.  Hardly a du`ā? However, 
the readers can judge the matter for themselves, keeping in mind, the many aḥādīth on the 
instructions of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم  about eating.  
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                                  Shī`ān-e-Mu`āwīyah’s reliance on fabrications 

 

              Thus far, it has become obvious that prominent authorities of ahl al-Sunnah have 
categorically stated that there is nothing authentically related in praise of Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān 
from Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم. However, Shī`ān e Mu`āwīyah in order to build a case would go to unscholarly 
lengths to project his lofty status. Consider, just two examples of their sleight of hand. Firstly, 
Allamah Hāshmī Mīan Jīlānī Kachochwi in his book Ḥaḍrat Amīr Mu`āwīyah Khalīfah Rāshid:  

                      

                               

Whilst mentioning the blessings and grace of God al-Mighty on Ḥaḍrat 
Mu`āwīyah (raḍī Allah anhu) the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم expressed it in these words:  
God al-Mighty will raise Mu`āwīyah on the day of judgement in such a 
state that he will have the shawl of light of Imān on him. 

            This Ḥadīth is not weak but a blatant fabrication as attested to it by the prominent `Ulamā of 
Ḥadīth. It does not befit a scholar to pass on fabrications as facts, hence, verifying a lie attributed to 
the Blessed Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم. Without providing a huge list, here are just two references to prove that 
ḥadīth passed on as authentic by the prominent Shī`ān e Mu`āwīyah of our times, Allamah Hāshmī 
Mīan, is indeed a fabrication. Here, al-Shawkanī in his al-Fawāi’d al-Majmū`ah states: 

                                     

Hadīth that Mu`awīyah will be raised on the day judgement with  a cloak of 
light of Imān around him  is reported by Ibn Ḥibban from Ḥudhayfah and 
Ibn Ḥibbān said that it is a fabrication. In its chain, Ja`far ibn muḥammad al-
Anṭākī; who is a reporter of fabrications.                             

          Ibn Ḥibbān (d. 354) first reports it and then declares it as a fabrication. Furthermore, the great 
early master of Ḥadīth evaluation Abū Ḥatim (d. 277) also declares it a fabrication.  Ibn al-Jawzī al-
Ḥanbalī in al-Maḍū`āt states: 
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The fifth ḥadīth that Mu`āwīyah will be raised on the day of judgement 
with a cloak of the light of Imān around him. Abū Ḥātim said that this 
is a fabrication and has no basis. Ja`far reports fabrications from 
Zuhayr. 

             It is sufficient to confrim that this ḥadīth is a fabrication as vouched for the by early ḥadīth 
masters yet we find that Shī`ān e Mu`āwīyah in their blind love would put aside principles and rules 
and rather misguide the masses with fabrications. Furthermore, the other prominent Shī`ān-e-
Mu`awīyah of our times is Allamah Irfān Shah Mashhadī, who states in his booklet Sayyidūna Amīr 
Mu`awīyah ahleḥaq kī Nazar mein: 

                                              

                                             

                                                                                  

It is reported from Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم  He said to Ḥaḍrat u`awīyah 
(raḍī Allah anhu) that O! Mu`awīyah! You are from me and I 
am from you and then He صلى الله عليه وسلم lifted His hand and joined two 
fingers and said that at the door of paradise, I and you will be 
together like this as these two fingers are joined together. 

                 

              It is the responsibility of a scholar to verify his evidence rather than create an impression 
with the sleight of hand and deliberately  refer to an obscure source and suggest as if it is authentic. 
This narration is also a fabrication and not a weak Ḥadīth. Being blind in his love, the author would 
clutch at anything whilst forgetting that it is prohibited to attribute fabrications to the Noble Prophet 
-Consider the ruling of the Ḥadīth masters about this Ḥadīth. Here from al-Dhahabī in mizān al  .صلى الله عليه وسلم
`Itidal and al-`Asqalanī in his Lisan al-Mizān, respectively: 
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             al-Dhahabī and al-Asqalanī, both, declared that this ḥadīth about Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān 
that you are from me and I am from you and we will meet at the gates of paradise like these two 
joined fingers, is falsehood and fabrication. In the interest of brevity, it is clear that Shī`ān e 
Muāwīyah would go to any lengths to dig out fabrications in order to glorify their Imam. All this 
kind of narrations only serve the purpose of equating Mu`awīyah with Imam Alī and an effort to 
undermine the unique excellences of Imam Alī such as the identical one above. These people are 
indeed scholars and learned so why did they write such fabrications in their books? When there is a 
dearth of authentic reports then to make up for it, they relate fabrications. There could be an separate 
study of just this matter but given the limitations of this document, it is sufficient to provide the 
above snapshot of the stunts of Shī`an-e-Mu`āwīyah to illustrate the point.  

            Relating of fabrications attributed to Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم is ḥarām and our books of uṣūl have 
clearly stated the prohibition. Rather than cite those works here, just one reference, from Fatāwa 
Riḍawīyah of Alahazrat Ahmed Raza Khan, is provided: 

                  

It is Ḥarām to relate or listen to fabricated hadīth and it angers Allah (swt) and His Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم 
and those who know it is a fabrication will be punished by God and the one who relates it will 
be punished an equal amount to all those who listened to him put together... 
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                               The demand of Qiṣāṣ by Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān 

            The refusal to pay allegiance to Imam Alī by Mu`āwīyah was under the pretext of demanding 
the qiṣāṣ for Uthmān ibn `Affān. Though it must be noted that when Mu`āwīyah eventually became 
the ruler of Muslims after the abdication of Imam Ḥasan al-Mujtabā and controlled all the territories 
yet he did not seek out the murderers of Uthmān al-Ghanī. This is sufficient to prove that his 
rebellion was only for power as suggested by the raḍā’ī-brother of Uthmān ibn Affān as evidenced 
earlier. However, Muḥammad ibn Aḥmed al-Qurtabī al-Malikī  in his monumental tafsīr al-jāmi` li-
aḥkām al-Qur’ān and his work al-Tadhkirah answers the question; why Imam Alī did not pay heed to 
the demand of Mu`āwīyah. Here it is attached from the latter: 
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The reply is that Alī Ibn Abī Ṭālib was not the walī of the qiṣāṣ of Uthmān ibn 
Affān but his sons were the walī of his blood and they were a number of 
individuals. Amongst them `Amr ibn Uthmān was his elder son and Ibān ibn 
Uthmān who was a muḥaddith and a faqīh; who was at the battle of Jamal, 
present with `Ayeshah and third son was Walīd ibn Uthmān. At the time of 
death, the Qur’ān that Uthmān ibn Affān had was in the care of this son. Also 
there is another son whose name was also Walīd ibn Uthmān. Ibn Qutaybah 
has mentioned that he was ṣāḥib sharāb wa quwwa. The fifth son’s name is 
Sa`īd  ibn Uthmān who was a governor of Khurasān for Mu`āwīyah. These 
were the five sons of Uthmān and they were the only walīs of qiṣāṣ and it was 
their right. But none of them filed a case for qiṣāṣ with Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib and 
there is nothing reported that they ever did. Had they filed a case to Alī, he 
would have indeed passed a judgement because He was better than all the 
ṣāḥābah to judge as Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم had said. 

The second reply is that there was no particular person accused of the murder 
and it is required in sharī`ah  that there ought to be two credible witnesses; 
which were lacking at the time of murder in the house. Therefore, how can Alī 
ibn Abī Ṭālib order the killing of someone without knowing who it was, just 
on the basis of someone’s claim. And when the walīs of blood did not lodge a 
request for qiṣāṣ then how could Alī decide on his own? And the absence of 
demand from the walīs is a clear evidence for Alī. Also when Mu`āwīyah 
became the ruler of Egypt and other Islamic lands and had completed his rule 
over all areas and Alī had been martyred then Mu`āwīyah under his rule did 
not take any action against the accused though the majority of those were 
people of Egypt, Kufa and Baṣra and they were all under his rule and power 
whilst prior to that mu`āwīyah sought the qiṣāṣ.  Before becoming the all 
powerful ruler, He kept saying that we will not pay allegiance to Alī because 
he has not taken qiṣāṣ for Uthmān. It was wājib upon Mu`āwīyah to do bayah 
of Alī because all those in Masjid Nabawī, the place of revelation, prophet 
hood and Caliphate. All those payed their allegiance to Alī and he should have 
also done bayah. All the Muhājirūn and Anṣār had done his bayah with 
happiness and free will. Those who payed allegiance to Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib 
belonged to diverse tribes and peoples in such a great number that we cannot 
count. And amongst them were ahl al-ḥall and `aqd and the allegiance only 
requires the people of ḥall and `aqd. When everyone had done their bayah and 
accepted Alī as their Caliph, the people of shām (mu`āwīyah) on the other 
hand,  demanded that we will only do his bayah if our conditions are fulfilled 
that the murders of Uthmān be handed over to us and we are given powers to 
take revenge from them through qiṣāṣ. Alī  (radī Allah anhu) replied that be 
amongst those who pay allegiance, and then file a case and your right will be 
granted. But they responded that you are not deserving of bayah,  we see the 
killers of Uthmān hang around you, morning and evening. Alī was in the right 
because had Alī taken qiṣāṣ at the time, there would have been tribal warfare 
due to their prejudices so in order to preclude this third war, he waited until the 
government becomes strengthened and the matter of bayah is settled and then 
walīs bring their case of qiṣāṣ to the sharī`āh court and then the court would 
rule according to the Sharī`āh. al-Qaḍī Abū Bakr Ibn al-Arabī al-Malikī had 
said that the Ummah has agreed that for the fear of spreading fitna and causing 
national disagreement then the ruler can delay the decision on qiṣāṣ... 
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             Imam al-Qurṭubī al-Mālikī has clearly explicated the issue of qiṣāṣ and it also further 
elucidates the ḥadīth of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم as mentioned earlier that I صلى الله عليه وسلم fought over the revelation of the 
Qur’ān and Alī will fight over the interpretation of the Qur’ān. However, Imam Ḥasan al-Mujtabā’s 
Khilāfah Rāshidah was for six months and then Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān became the king and 
ruled for another twenty years with an iron grip and total control. The question that he had thousands 
of Muslims killed for his demand of qiṣāṣ but when he acquired absolute control  then why did he 
not pursue that in courts and brought forward witnesses? This has also made by al-Qurṭubī above. 
The Ulamā of ahl al-Sunnah have replied to this question, to be concise, here are just two examples. 
Firstly, al-Mullā Alī al-Qārī al-Ḥanafī towards the end of his book Mirqāt al-Mafātīḥ Sharḥ Mishkāt 
al-Maṣābīḥ comments in light of the Ḥadīth about Ammār ibn Yāsir: 

                         

I say: when it was wājib for him (Mu`āwiya) to repent from his rebellion by paying 
allegiance to the Caliph and abandon his opposition...it became evident that 
inwardly he was a rebel and outwardly hiding behind the demand for the blood of 
Uthmān. This hadith deplores him and his actions... 

       So here, you have a clear judgement that the demand for the qiṣāṣ of  Uthmān al-Ghanī was a 
pretext to attain power. Furthermore,  Moḥammed al-Barzanjī al-Shāfi`ī comments in his famous 
work al-Ishā`ah li-ishrāt al-sā`ah: 

 

                             

As for Mu`āwīyah  (raḍī Allah anhu) he was a rebel because he did not pay 
allegiance but rather sought power and made the demand for qiṣāṣ as an excuse to 
subdue the people of Shām. His rebellion became evident with the murder of 
`Ammār ibn Yāsir (raḍī Allah anhu), the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم informed him that he will be 
killed by rebels. When he (Mu`āwīyah) attained power after the abdication of al-
Ḥasan (raḍī Allah anhu), he neither killed nor sought out anyone for the blood of 
Uthmān (raḍī Allah anhu). He did not have the status of   being  from the early 
Muslims nor from Muhājirūn but rather accepted Islam after the conquest of Mecca. 
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                                                                    Arbitration 

          The episode of taḥkīm or arbitration in itself requires a separate study. However, Shī`ān-e-
Mu`āwīyah advance the argument that we are instructed by the Qur’ān to fight the rebels until they 
return to the ordinance of God so why did Imam Alī accept the arbitration and discontinue fighting 
the Mu`āwīyah?  

         The reply is that when the Shāmīs raised the Qur’ān upon the spears to suggest that they want 
the matter to be decided by the Qur’ān and and this stage a dispute occurred in the forces of Imam 
Alī; they were divided. Imam Alī told them that this is خدیعة و دھنا و مكیدة deception and fraud but they 
could not comprehend. Historians have stated that Imam Alī mentioned the names of the leaders in 
the Shāmī army and said that I know them,  they are deceivers so do not be tricked by them. Shah 
Walī Allah Dehlavī in Izālah al-Khifā states: 

                                                    

When the Shāmī’s raised the Qur’ān upon 
lances, and said that between us and you 
is this Qur’ān, to which Ḥaḍrat Murtaḍā 
replied:  This is the silent Qur’ān and I am 
the speaking Qur’ān. 

          The interpretation and meaning of this is that I know the true meaning of the Qur’ān. But they 
were unable to comprehend the deception of the enemy with the raising of the Qur’ān so eventually 
Imam Alī said as mentioned by Ibn al-‘Athīr, Ibn Khaldūn, al-Ṭabarī and here from Ibn Kathīr: 

                      

Alī said: remember my prohibiting you and also remember what you are saying to 
me, had you obeyed me, you would have continued fighting and if you are 
disobeying me then do what you want... 

The classical heresiographer al-Shahristanī states in al-Milal wa’l-Niḥal: 

                                                    

                                The first injustice the khawārij committed was to impose the arbitration upon Alī   
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                     However, the Shāmī deception succeeded in furnishing arbitration. The chosen 
candidate of Imam Alī was rejected by the khawārij in his army and the other person nominated was 
tricked by `Amr ibn al-`Āṣ. al-Dhahabī, for example, states in his sīyar `ālām al-nubalā: 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

                        

                     S`ad Ibn Abī Waqqāṣ said: O Abū Musa! What  weakened you from the deceit of `Amr? 

 

 Ibn Abbās said: 

                                           

            It is not your fault but those who put you forward 

            It is evident that Imam Alī did not accept the arbitration nor wanted to stop fighting. The 
argument that the shāmīs were not bāghīs goes against the explicit definition of a bāghī according to 
the eminent `Ulamā who defined bāghī as the one who disobeys the rightful Caliph and Mu`āwīyah 
and his party did not accept the obedience of the Khalīfah Rāshid and instead fought with him. If this 
is not rebellion then what is? The mutawātir hadīth as mentioned earlier clearly states that Ammār 
ibn Yāsir will be killed by the rebels. If the Shāmīṣ were not rebels then why did Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم 
foretell his martyrdom at the hands of the rebel party? 

            Imam Alī clearly told his army that do not fall for the deceit of the shāmīs and when they did 
not listen, he told them that remember my words and your actions. Then there came a time when the 
trickery of the shāmīs became evident so he asked his troops to fight the shāmīs again but they 
refused. Imam Alī postponed his fight with shāmī rebels since the khawārij were wreaking havoc so 
he dealt with them first and then after those campaigns he again intended to bring the shāmīs into the 
fold of obedience hence invited his army again. It is reported by al-Bājūrī in sīrah al-Khulafā and 
others. Here from Ibn Kathīr in his al-Bidāyah wa’l-Nihāyah: 

                             

                             

                                                                                          

When Alī (raḍī Allah anhu) returned from his campaign against the 
Khawārij at Nahrawān, He delivered a sermon and after praising Allah (swt) 
and salutations upon Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم he said: Allah (swt) had helped you 
greatly therefore now, you should turn towards your shāmī enemy... 
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          It is obvious that Imam Alī’s intentions were that “until they turn towards the ordinance of 
God...”   Ibn Ḥajr al-`Asqalānī in his al-Iṣābah explicitly states this fact while summing up: 

                        

...Jamal was in 36th  AH, Ṣiffīn was in 37th AH and al-nahrawān against khawārij in 
38th  AH then in the last two years He kept rousing his troops to fight the rebels but 
this did not materialise until  he died. 

      From the above-mentioned details, it is evident that Imam Alī did not accept the arbitration and 
all along, He had the intentions to fight the rebels and bring them towards the ordinance of God.  
Furthermore, the shī`ān-e-mu‘āwīyah have also argued from the following fabrication in order to 
glorify their Imam and demean Imam Alī. In his tafsīr, Tibyān al-Qur’ān, Allamah Ghulam Rasūl 
Sa`īdī states: 

                     

Ibn `Asākir reports that Urwa ibn Ruwaym said that a bedouin came to the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم  and said 
O! Messneger of Allah! have a wrestle with me?   So Mu`āwīyah stood up and said I will 
wrestle you. The Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم said you will not win over Mu`āwīyah and then Mu`āwīyah defeated 
the Bedouin. On the day of the battle of Ṣiffīn. Ḥaḍrat Alī (raḍī Allah anhu) said that had I 
known this ḥadīth before, I would not have fought Mu`āwīyah. Allama Saeedī then says: the 
effect of the du`ā of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم was such that Ḥaḍrat Alī the lion of God could not even 
defeat Mu`āwīyah. 

            It is not strange that the shi`ān-e-mu`āwīyah would utilize fabricated reports to justify their 
point of view. About the above narration, for example, here is what al-Zarqānī al-Mālikī says in his 
commentary on al-Mawāhib: 

                           
As you know, this ḥadīth is mu`ḍal (with consecutive missing chain) and  it is said 
that it is a fabrication and the indications of concoction are obvious. Alī never 
retracted from his view but rather he had definite intentions to fight Mu`āwīyah and 
then he was occupied with fighting the khawārij as it is clear in the books of history. 

            Even if we entertain the idea and overlook the fabrication aspect, it would still not render it 
sufficient because Mu`āwīyah did not wrestle Imam Alī. However, interestingly Mu`āwīyah was 
scared to face Imam Alī.  Ibn Kathīr states in al-Bidāyah wa’l-Nihāyah that it is related by many 
historians and other `Ulamā that at Ṣiffīn Imam Alī challenged Mu`āwīyah to a dual and said that O 
Mu`āwīyah! Why are you having people killed, come and fight me yourself? At this point, `Amr ibn 
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al-`Āṣ said to Mu`āwīyah, this is an opportunity for you as Alī has fought many people already and 
he must be tired so finish him off today, to which Mu`āwīyah replied: 
 

                             
...By God! indeed you know that Alī has never been defeated and you just 
want me to  be killed so after me, you attain the rule. You go and fight him, 
you cannot fool me. 

 
 
                                          Peace Treaty of Imam Ḥasan al-Mujtabā 
 

            The Noble Messenger صلى الله عليه وسلم had foretold as mentioned in an earlier section above that Khilāfah 
after Me صلى الله عليه وسلم will be for thirty years and then there will be ‘biting-kingship’. Imam Ḥasan al-Mujtabā 
was elected by the ṣaḥābah after the martyrdom of Imam Alī and remained as khalīfah Rāshid for six 
months and exactly after thirty years, he handed over the rule to Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān. Of the 
various reasons, one was that Imam Ḥasan did not want to be an oppressive ruler as the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم 
had stated. However, Imam Ḥasan’s handing over the power also exposed the pretext of demanding 
the qiṣāṣ for Uthmān ibn `Affan because once acquiring the total control, he did not pursue the case 
for qiṣāṣ as he himself had demanded from Imam Alī; which demonstrates that all along it was the 
quest for power. This latter point has also been addressed in a previous section. 

            Furthermore, Imam Ḥasan handed over the reign because to protect the lives of Muslims and 
not because Mu`āwīyah was more deserving. He was bent upon shedding more blood and Imam 
Ḥasan did not want the blood to be spilled. Otherwise, if it was due to capacity then there were other 
prominent senior Ṣaḥābah such as Sa`d ibn Abī Waqqāṣ, Sa`īd ibn Zayd, both from asharah 
mubashirah, who were more deserving than Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān but since Mu`āwīyah had 
military force hence to prevent further bloodshed, Imam Ḥasan abdicated upon some conditions. The 
motivation of Imam Ḥasan according to Ṣaḥīḥ Ḥadīth upon the conditions of al-Bukhārī and Muslim 
as vouched for by al-Dhahabī in his Talkhīs.  al-Ḥākim reports in his al-Mustadrak: 
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Jubayr ibn Nafīr says that I asked al-Ḥasan ibn Alī that people say that you desire 
the caliphate? He replied: I had the necks of the arabs in  my control and they would 
have fought whomever I fought and made peace with whomever I made peace.  I 
only left the power for the pleasure of Allah and to prevent the bloodshed of the 
Ummah of Moḥammed صلى الله عليه وسلم. 

          It is obvious that Imam Ḥasan had the larger interest of the Ummah at hand and not because 
Mu`āwīyah was more deserving. He was adamant upon fighting, had the peace treaty was not 
accepted. Had the rule been handed over to someone who did not have an army and a threat of 
bloodshed of Muslims then one can say that such a person was deserving. Furthermore, al-Dhahabī 
in his Sīyar, for example, reports that when a man questioned Imam Ḥasan’s judgement: 

                                           

You humiliated the Mu`minīn! He replied: No, but I did 
not want to fight over kingship. 

        Imam Hasan did not prefer kingship over Khilāfah Rāshidah but rather desired to prevent 
bloodshed of Muslims. He preferred the lesser of two evils. When faced with two calamities, it is 
wise to choose the lesser one.  Ibn al-Wazīr in his al-`Awāṣim wa’l-Qawāṣim states: 

                                                       

         The wise always prefer the lesser of two evils 

           Hence, Imam Ḥasan had the option of bloodshed of Muslims or handing over power to 
Mu`āwīyah and he preferred the latter though both were not the ideal options. `Izz al-Dīn ibn `Abd 
al-Salām in his al-Qawā`id al-kubrā has a heading to a section: 

                                    

To appoint rebels and tyrannical rulers for the greater good of people 

            It is obvious that unjust people and rebels are disliked but for the greater good, one has to put 
up with the smaller calamity. And the person to whom Imam Ḥasan handed over the reign has been 
explicitly declared as unjust and rebel by the great Imams of ahl al-Sunnah as you will see towards 
the end of this document. However,  Ibn al-‘Athīr al-Jazarī in Usud al-Ghābah relates a lengthy 
statement of Imam Hasan in which He says: 

                                        

Mu`āwīyah has invited us to a matter in which there is neither 
honour nor justice. 

            Thus, on one side it was shedding the blood of Muslims and on the other signing a peace 
treaty with Mu`āwīyah on conditions and handing over the rule of Muslims. Imam Ḥasan preferred 
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the latter because of it being the lesser of two calamities, which He himself admitted. The love and 
care of ahl al-Bayt for the Ummah can be illustrated from the following example of the Prophet 
Ḥaḍrat Sulaymān ع as reported in al-Bukhārī and Muslim: 

                                 

        Did you reflect, why the younger lady was prepared to give the child to the other lady? Because 
it was her child and the life of the child was more important than the custody. Similalry,  Mu`āwīyah 
ibn Abī Sufyān did not have a greater right to the rule of the Ummah but rather Imam Ḥasan could 
not see the further destruction and bloodshed of the Ummah of His Grandfather صلى الله عليه وسلم so agreed to 
abdicate that at least it will survive. His intention was the protection of the Ummah of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم. 

       Various sources detail many conditions of this treaty but here two are mentioned to make a 
relevant point. Abū al-Fidā, Ibn Kathīr, al-Dhahabī, Ibn al-Wardī, Ibn Asakir state these conditions 
and here from Imam Ibn al-‘Athīr al-Jazrī’s al-Kāmil: 

                      

                      

Al-Ḥasan demanded from Mu`āwīyah that he should give five hundred thousand from the 
treasury of Kufā (1).... and that they would not abuse Alī but they did not agree to stop cursing 
Alī and so He demanded that at least not abuse Alī in our presence and they accepted this 
condition but later they did not fulfil this. 

(1) The researcher comments: al-Ḥasan (raḍī Allah anhu) did not demand the money for 
himself but he knew that Umayyads would make it difficult for those who had helped Alī 
(raḍī Allah anhu) and this was to help them.... 

108



 
 

          More could be said on this matter of cursing Imam Alī and ahl al-bayt as our books ḥadīth and 
history are full of these details but it is sufficient to state that Umayyad rulers as a state policy 
continued the tradition of cursing Imam Alī from the pulpits with the exception of Umar ibn `Abd al-
Azīz. However, Imam Ḥasan was content about the agreement of conditions such as the rule would 
not remain with Umayyads after Mu`awīyah and so on but after the agreement, `Amr ibn al-`Āṣ 
devised a plan to humiliate Imam Ḥasan. Here from Sīyar of al-Dhahabī with an authentic chain of 
transmission: 

                               

`Amr ibn al-`Āṣ said to Mu`āwīyah due to his closeness to Rasūl 
Allahصلى الله عليه وسلم he has an elevated status amongst people but he is young and 
hesitates in speech, ask him to address the people and he will hesitate so 
people will look down upon him.... 

Then Mu`āwīyah asked Imam Ḥasan to stand up and speak to people and during his speech, Imam 
Ḥasan said: 

                                   

Imam Ḥasan read the verse of the Qur’ān “I know not, perhaps it is a 
fitna for you and enjoyment for a while” and whilst reading  the verse 
Ḥasan pointed at Mu`āwīyah which angered him. After that 
Mu`āwīyah delivered a speech but he was under pressure and when he 
came off the pulpit and asked Ḥasan: what did you mean by fitna and 
enjoyment? He replied: I meant what Allah meant by it. 

          In this speech, Imam Ḥasan recited the verses of the Qur’ān to criticise Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī 
Sufyān and bring to mind when Imam Ḥasan  pointed at him whilst reciting the verses. In the version 
of this incident in Ibn `Asākir, Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān got so angry that asked Imam Ḥasan to 
stop his speech and then kept being angry at Amr ibn al-Āṣ.  al-Qāḍī Thanāullah Pānī Patī al-Ḥanafī 
in his al-Sayf al-Maslūl says: 

                                                                                                             الضرورات تبیح المحظورات انعقاد اجماع بر خلافت معاویھ براه دفع فتنھ شده است                             

Necessities makes the prohibited lawful and the agreement on the caliphate of 
Mu`āwīyah was due to elimination of fitna. 
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          Furthermore, It is reported in Musnad of Aḥmed, al-Nasā`ī, Ibn Abī Shaybah and here the 
relevant part from Sunan of Abū Dā`ūd with an authentic chain of transmission: 

                  

                         

Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم said: there will be a bitter illusory truce and there will be bitterness in 
the unity. Hudhayfah said: what is the meaning of an illusory truce: He صلى الله عليه وسلم said: the 
state in which  the people were in before, their hearts will not return to it... 

         What truce is meant in this Ḥadīth? There are many opinions about it. Shah Walī Allah Dehlavī 
says in his Ḥujjah Allah al-Bālighā: 

                        

  A bitter illusory truce is the peace treaty between Mu`āwīyah and Ḥasan ibn Alī 
(radi Allah anhuma) 

           It is obvious that the person who desired power was happy with the truce therefore the other 
person was not happy about it but only agreed to it to safeguard the bloodshed of the Ummah of His 
Grandfather صلى الله عليه وسلم. He abdicated upon some conditions for the person, even though there were Ṣaḥābah 
better than him and more worthy of the caliphate. Badr al-Dīn al-`Aynī relates the Ḥanafī position on 
truce and peace treaty: 

                                         

                                                                                         

Our Ḥanafī Imams have said that it permitted to enter into a 
peace treaty with non-muslims either giving them some 
money or taking some money as long as such a truce is 
beneficial for the Muslims. 

     

    

           In the matter under discussion, both parties were Muslims though there were great ṣaḥābah 
present who could have become caliphs but Mu`awīyah ibn Abī Sufyānhad brought an army so to 
protect the blood of Muslims, Imam Ḥasan deemed it better to enter into a peace treaty. The attitude 
of Imam Ḥasan al-Mujtabā can be illustrated from an incident to serve as a metaphor for the entire 
discussion. After the peace treaty when Imam Ḥasan intended to travel to Medina, Mu`āwīyah 
devised a plan to send him to fight the Khawārij but Imam Ḥasan replied that it is better to fight you 
than the khawārij. Amongst the earliest grammarians and historian, al-Mubarrad (d. 285) in his 
famous work al-Kāmil relates: 
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After the treaty, when al-Ḥasan was on his way to Medina, Mu`āwīyah followed 
him and asked him to lead the fight against the khawārij. Al-Ḥasan replied: By  
God! I only stopped fighting you to prevent the bloodshed of Muslims and I do not 
consider it appropriate, should I fight a people because of you? By God! it is better 
to fight you than the khawārij. 

      This epitomises the attitude of Imam Ḥasan al-Mujtabā about Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān and 
Imam Ḥasan’s motivation in abdication. 
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                        Why did Imam Ḥasan accept stipends from Mu`āwīyah 

          This is an oft quoted argument of the Shī`ān-e-Mu`āwīyah that if Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān 
was a bāghī and unjust then why did Imam Ḥasan receive money from Mu`āwīyah?  First of all, the 
treasury was not the property of Mu`āwīyah Ibn Abī Sufyān nor belonged to his father’s inheritance, 
it belonged to the Muslims and ought to be spent on them. Due to being an insignificant point in the 
larger scheme, a short reply is provided in the words of the prolific classical Ḥanafī Imam,  Abū Bakr 
al-Jaṣṣāṣ (d. 370). He explains why the Ṣaḥāba, Tābi`īn and Imam Ḥasan and Imam Ḥusayn received 
allowances from oppressors. In his `Aḥkām al-Qur’ān,  al-Jaṣṣāṣ says: 

 

                                              

al-Ḥasan al-Baṣrī, Sa`īd ibn Jubayr, al-Sha`abī and the tabi`īn received 
allowances from tyrants but not due to their friendliness towards them nor 
considering them as legitimate rulers. They accepted the stipends because it 
was their right, which at the time was in the possession of the oppressors and 
the wicked. How could it be based on affection whilst they were faced with 
the sword of Ḥajjāj; four thousand qurrā’from tābi`īn and among them jurists 
fought alongside abd al-Raḥmān ibn Moḥammed ibn al-‘Ash`ath at al-Ahwāz 
then at Baṣrah and then Dīr al-Jamājam near Euphrates at Kufa. They broke 
their allegiance to abd al-Malik ibn Marwān, and they cursed and did tabarra 
from them. Similarly, before them people had a similar attitude towards 
Mu`āwīyah when he acquired the reign after the murder of Alī (alayhi al-
salām) and al-Ḥasan and al-Ḥusayn and other ṣaḥābah received stipends from 
him whilst they were not friendly towards him rather they did tabarra 
(disassociated themselves from him) in the same manner as Alī (alayhi al-
salām) did before He was taken to paradise and to the pleasure of Allah. 
Hence, becoming judges under them and receiving allowances does not mean 
that they were affectionate towards them or accepted their reign as legitimate. 

 

     The explanation by Abū Bakr al-Jaṣṣāṣ al-Ḥanafī is self-explanatory and provides sufficient 
response to the argument from stipends. 
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                                                        The phrase Mawlā Alī 

             The level of knowledge and study of Muftī Abū Layth is such that he says that the phrase 
‘Mawlā Alī’ is Shiī`āh and has no basis in the Qur’ān and Sunnah. With this preposterous claim even 
his fellow Wahābīs will disagree. However, Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم in a mutawātir Ḥadīth had explicitly 
stated that “Whoever’s Mawlā I am, Alī is his Mawlā” so this term Mawlā for Imam Alī was 
sanctioned by the Blessed Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم Himself. Amīr al-Mu’minīn Umar ibn al-Khaṭṭāb was present at 
the time and said that Alī my mawla and the mawlā of all believers. Since this is a relatively 
insignificant point, so I will just provide evidence for the authentication of this Ḥadīth. Two authors, 
for example, wrote on mutawātir Ḥadīth, namely, al-Suyūṭī and al-Kattānī. Their works respectively 
are: qaṭf al-azhār al-mutanāthirah fī al-akhbār al-mutawātira and naẓm al-mutanāthir min al-ḥadīth 
al-mutawātir. In both books, they have decalared the Ḥadīth mutawātir as well as referring to earlier 
muhaddithūn. Here, I will just cite one reference from al-Kattānī which should be adequate for Muftī 
Abū Layth to begin calling Alī  ibn Abī Ṭālib as Mawlā Alī: 

                       

          It says that the ḥadīth ‘man kunto mawlāhu fa Alī mawlahū’ whoever’s mawlā I am, Alī is their 
Mawlā is reported by twenty-five ṣaḥābah. This is the strongest ḥadīth in terms of transmission upon 
the standards of ḥadīth classification. It amazes me that someone claiming to be a Muftī does not 
know about it.  Strange.  
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                                                   Historiographical Framework  

             This section ought to have been addressed at the inception of this document but in the 
interest of a direct response at the outset, it had to be postponed towards the end. It is a common 
ailment that people rather than responding to the argument are quick to dismiss a reporter as shī`āh. I 
have consciously attempted herein not to include a report in which a reporter is accused of being 
shī`ah to the best of my knowledge or from a source other than ahl al-Sunnah. Mostly, we have relied 
upon Salafist Wahābī favourite pro-Umayyad scholars such as Ibn Kathīr, al-Dhahabī in order to 
counter the accusation of shī`ah reports. The arguments advanced by Muftī Abū Layth as 
substantiated are typical Nāṣibī arguments fashioned in the mould of Ibn Taymīyah’s school of 
thought hence an effort was made to only justify, where possible, from his clique. 

      In an attempt to discredit the narrative presented by the great earlier muḥaddithūn and  historians, 
the wahābīs label certain reporters as shī`ah and then outrightly reject everything. Not with standing 
the fact that even if those reporters were shī`ah, it does not prove that they were liars. One has to 
only study the narrators in the six books and you would discover that a huge number were stated as 
shī`ah narrators but judged to be truthful. Not only that but there is a significant number of nawāṣib 
and khawārij transmitters considered to be pristine, just see Ṣaḥīh al-Bukhārī. However, I  have 
attempted not to present any shī`ah reporter to justify a point. But the insight into Muftī Abū Layth 
mindset here is that these same people would have you feel sad for the imprisonment of Aḥmed ibn 
Ḥanbal, and Ibn Taymīyah, and maltreatment of Mālik ibn Anas by the Abbasids but when one 
relates the trials and tribulations of Imam Ḥusayn ibn Alī, for example, they criticise the narrative 
and portray it as insignificant in terms of an Islamic outlook. Unfortunately, there is a tiny minority 
amongst the Ḥanbalī and Mālikī school of thought who were nawāṣib. 

     Prior to specific details, it is important to distinguish that the terms shī`āh and rāfiḍī are used 
interchangably nowadays but in their classical usage those who cursed and abused Amīr al-
Mu’minīn Abū Bakr al-Ṣiddīq and Amīr al-Mu’minīn Umar al-Fārūq were called rāfiḍī and those 
who loved the ahl al-Bayt dearly were considered shī`āh. Hence, those on the side of Imam Alī were 
called Shī`āh of Alī and those on the side of Mu`āwīyah were called Shī`āh of Mu`āwīyah. However, 
In Ṭabaqāt al-Ḥanābilah by Imam Abū Ya`la it states that  Imam Aḥmed Ibn Ḥanbal was asked who 
is a rāfiḍī: 

                            

Abdullah ibn Ahmed Ibn Ḥanbal said: I asked my father about who is a 
rāfiḍī? He replied: a rāfiḍī is the one who curses/reviles Abū Bakr and Umar 
(raḍi Allah anhumā). 

          So, a rāfiḍī is defined by Imam Aḥmed ibn Ḥanbal as the one who curses and reviles the 
Shaykhayn Karīmayn and Imam al-Shāfi`ī had also stated the same, see Sīyar Ālām al-Nubalā. The 
term shī‘āh on the other hand in the understanding of the mutaqddimūn, the early scholars, had a 
different meaning.  Ibn Ḥajr al-`Asqalānī states in his Tahdhīb al-Tahdhīb: 
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Being a shī`ah in the connotation of early scholars meant those who 
consider Alī superior to Uthmān and that Alī was right in his campaigns 
and those who opposed him were mistaken whilst believing that 
Shaykhayn were the rightful Caliphs and superior to Alī and sometimes, 
some believed that Alī was the most superior after Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم. If one 
has such a belief and is truthful and pious, his reports are accepted... 

            

               This is clear that unless a reporter was a rāfiḍī as the term shī`ah was equated with it later 
then his report is not accepted but if he was a shī`ī in the sense as stated by al-`Asqalānī then there is 
no prohibition. Even some eminent ḥadīth scholars used the term lightly and were reprimanded by 
other senior `Ulamā. To illustrate this point, let us cite an example, from the above list provided by 
al-`Asqalānī.  al-Bayhaqi in his Manāqib al-Shāfi`ī and al-Rāzī in his Manāqib al-Shāfi`ī relate the 
bias of Ibn Ma`īn against Imam al-Shāfi`ī in which he called him a Shī`āh because he considered 
Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān as a bagḥī/rebel. Here quoted from al-Bayhaqī: 
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Abū Dā’ūd reports from Aḥmed ibn Ḥanbal that Yaḥya ibn Ma`īn called  al-
Shāfi`ī a shī`ah. So Ibn Ḥanbal replied: you are saying this about an Imam 
of Muslims? Ibn Ma`īn replied: I have read the chapter of bāghīs/rebels in 
his book and from begining to end and he takes Alī Ibn Abī Ṭālib as a 
proof. Ibn Ḥanbal replied: I am surprised at you; who else would al-Shāfi`ī 
justify his rulings against the bāghīs/rebels other than Alī? He was the first 
to have encountered  the bāghīs. Alī is the one whose Sunnah we have about 
the rules of engagement with rebels. It is neither reported from Rasūl Allah 
 nor from the example of earlier Khulafāh. After hearing this Yaḥyā ibnصلى الله عليه وسلم
Ma`īn became ashamed. 

         The term was an arbitrary one according to hadīth scholars and the jurists corrected them. 
Imam Shāfi`ī was called a shī`ah for declaring those who fought Imam Alī as rebels and Imam 
Aḥmed had to correct Ibn Ma`īn for his erroneous judgement and instead also agreed  with al-Shāf`ī. 
This also seems to be the attitude in today’s world where the nawāṣib are declaring the ahl al-Sunnah 
as shī`ī. The trigger happy attitude of labelling ḥadīth reporters as ṣḥī`ī without an understanding of 
the actual nature of their association and then rejecting their reports is unfair. It seems that whoever 
was associated with ahl al-Bayt had a greater scrutiny than others. The name of Ṣaḥābah is only 
employed when it means personalities other than the ahl al-bayt. For example, Abū al-Ṭufayl Āmir 
ibn al-Wāthilah was a Ṣaḥābī who accompanied Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم for eight years and he was the last 
Ṣaḥābī who lived upon this earth as he was last of them to die.  See what they say about a ṣaḥābī. Ibn 
Ḥajr al-`Asqalānī in his Tahdhīb al-Tahdhīb: 

                                            

 al-Bukhārī in his al-Tārīkh al-Ṣaghīr said that most 
authentic position is that (Abū Ṭufayl) accompanied the 
Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم for eight years. 

         There is no dispute that Abū Ṭufayl was much more senior than the Ṭulaqā category and higher 
in status. But this is what they say about him: 

                                                

                                        Abū Ṭufayl was authentic in transmission of ḥadīth and he was a shī`ī 

          Never mind Imam al-Shāfi`ī, here we have a senior companion of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم being 
labelled as a shī`ah. Strange how these people treat those who love the ahl al-Bayt. What about all 
ṣaḥābah are `udūl/just in Ḥadīth transmission? There is no discussion on their authenticity but we 
have these scholars entertaining this discussion and saying he was thiqah...and labeled him as shī`ī.  
Imagine, if a person had labelled Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān as a Nāṣibī? But, because when it 
comes to association with ahl al-Bayt then it seems that scholars seem to have a licence.  

        It seems to me that being a shī`ī is arbitrary and people have vented their anger at those who 
loved the ahl al-bayt dearly to the extent of accusing them. The truth is that in the earlier ages those 
who loved the ahl al-bayt were called a shī`ī in the sense of shī`ān of Alī and shī`ān of Muāwīyah. 
Imam Shāfi`ī was called a shī`ah for declaring those who fought Imam Alī as bāghīs whereas it is ahl 
al-sunnah. A Ṣaḥābī is accused of being a shī`ī for his love of ahl al-Bayt. On the other hand, we 
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have them reporting from those who sent curses upon Imam Alī such as ḥarīz ibn uthmān, imrān ibn 
khaṭṭān, etc. However, their issue with Abū al-Ṭufayl, who accompanied Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم for eight 
years, perhaps, was his belief in tafḍīl that Imam Alī Abī Ṭalib was the most excellent of all the 
Ṣaḥābah. He spent eight years with Rāsūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم and then lived through the Rāshidūn Caliphate and 
was the last Ṣaḥābī to have lived on this Earth. It is stated in all major works of biographies of 
Ṣaḥābah such al-Isti`āb of Ibn Abd al-Barr, al-Iṣābah of al-`Asqalānī and here from Usud al-Ghābah 
of Ibn al-`Athīr: 

                                         

Abū al-Ṭufayl was from the lovers of Alī and participated 
in all his campaigns and he was trustworthy and reliable, 
he acknowledged the excellences of Abū Bakr and Umar 
and other Ṣaḥābah but considered Alī to be the most 
excellent. He died in the 100th year after Hijrah...and he 
was the last Ṣaḥābī to die. 

     Nevertheless, In the subcontinent, the Wahābīs such as Iḥsān Ilahī Ẓahīr wrote a book called al-
Baraylawīyah in which he declared Alaḥazrat Aḥmed Riḍā Khan as shī`ī; which is far from the truth. 
For example, prior to a list of reasons for being a shī`ah, he writes: 

                          

 His opponents say that he is from a Shī`ī family and only displaying being Sunnī  
under taqīyah and here are the reasons which demonstrate that he was a shī`ah... 

 

         It seems as if whoever does not fit in someone’s home-made definition of ahl al-Sunnah then 
the easy route is to label them as shī`ah; which in our context means rafiḍī. It is usually nawāṣib who 
have infiltrated ahl al-Sunnah and are now busy in expelling Sunnis, out of ahl al-Sunnah.  
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                                            Dishonest Accusations of being Shī`ī 

         In the contemporary world, we have dishonest scholarship. In the past, scholars levelled 
accusations of being a shī`ah on erroneous interpretations but today we have scholars who out rightly 
and unashamedly deceive the innocent Muslims. For example, There is a book called Mizān al-
Kutub by “Shaykh al-Hadīth” Moḥammed Ali Lahorī (father of Qārī Ṭayyab Naqshbandī) who in his 
book has declared the unanimously agreed upon great Imams of ahl al-Sunnah as Shī`ah. Allamah 
Moḥammed Ali Lahorī is supposed to belong to  ahl al-Sunnah but surprisingly in the introduction 
prints a recommendation for his book by the sipah-e-ṣaḥābah; the prominent Nāṣibī Wahābī Takfīrī 
group:    

                                        

          However, concisely, I will just cite an example from Mizān al-kutub of the dishonesty of the 
author. Imam Ibn Jarīr al-Ṭabarī (d. 310) is the author of first tafsīr available to us and one of the 
earliest comprehensive works of history. He was a great Imam of ahl al-sunnah yet Allama Lahorī 
deliberately hacks the full quote and declares him a shī`ah just because he has related the faḍā’il of 
ahl al-Bayt. Here it is from mizān al-kutub: 

                                    

                                       

  It is stated in Lisān al-Mizān and Mizān al-`Itidāl that Aḥmed 
ibn Alī al-Sulaymānī al-ḥāfiẓ said that Ibn Jarīr used to fabricate 
ḥadīth for the rawāfiḍ. 
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           The author clearly gives the impression by quoting Lisān al-Mizān of Ibn Ḥajr al-`Asqalānī 
and Mizān al-`Itidāl by al-Dhahabī that Imam Ibn Jarīr al-Ṭabarī was a rāfiḍī and fabricated Ḥadīth 
for them. But here is the actual quote from Lisān al-Mizān: 

                           

 

Moḥammed ibn Jarīr al-Ṭabarī was the Imām and author of many works, he 
died in 310 AH. He was trustworthy and truthful and dearly loved (mild 
tashayyu) the ahl al-bayt and there is no harm in loving the ahl al-bayt. Aḥmed 
ibn Alī al-Sulaymanī al-ḥāfiẓ slandered him and said he fabricated hadīth for 
rawafiḍ...and this accusation is based on falsehood.  But rather Ibn Jarīr is from 
the great trustworthy Imāms of Muslims. We do not claim he was infallible but 
it is not permissible for us to offend with falsehood and whims.....perhaps, it is 
possible that al-sulaymānī meant a different person with the identical name who 
was a rāfiḍī, discussed next under number 6580. 

        Similarly, the other reference Molvī Moḥammed Alī Lahorī quotes from al-Dhahabī’s mizān al-
`Itidāl is identical to the one above by al-`Asqalānī: 

                              

         On one side we have the dishonest Allama Lahorī hacking the quote with his hand and 
presenting it as if al-Asqlānī and al-Dhahabī declared Imam al-Ṭabarī as a rāfiḍī. But the matter is 
contrary to what Lahorī says. They condemned al-Sulaymānī for slandering and instead refuted him 
and said that al-Ṭabarī was truthful, trustworthy and from the great Imāms of Muslims and also said 
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that al-Sulaymānī, perhaps, was commenting about a rāfiḍī scholar with exactly the same name 
Moḥammed Ibn Jarīr al-Ṭabarī whose biographical details are presented immediately after Imam al-
Ṭabarī. It is obvious for anyone to see that how dishonestly Moḥammed Alī Lahorī changed the 
quote and tried to deceive the masses as if Imam al-Ṭabarī was a rāfiḍī. In lisān al-mizān and mizān 
al-`Itidal they defended Imam al-Ṭabarī from the allegation and slander levelled against him but we 
have the nawāṣib just stating the accusation and trying to create a false impression. Unfortunately, 
this methodology continues in their quarters. Imagine if he could doctor such a huge accusation then 
what about all else that he has written. 

                                                      A note on Abū Mikhnaf 

          

          The tragedy of Karbalā is a momentous event in the history of Islam and the historiographical 
accounts based on earlier monographs and sources were incorporated in the famous annalistic history 
books available to us, authored by classical Sunni historians and writers.  Some nawāṣib actively 
question,  one of the early sources about Karbalā by accusing the narrator Abū Mikhnaf (d. 157) of 
being a shī`ah. Who was a contemporary of Imam Abū Ḥanifah in Kufa.  Usually, the Taymī`ite 
school in order to question the parts of the narrative of Karbalā and Ṣiffīn criticise Abū Mikhnaf. 
Though, I have deliberately not utilized in this document any historical reports of Abū Mikhnaf 
about Ṣiffīn but briefly it is appropriate to provide an argument for his reliability in matters related to 
history.  

          The prominent early historians of Islam unanimously have agreed and reported from Abū 
Mikhnaf such as al-Madā’inī, Ibn Sa`d, al-Balādhurī, al-Ṭabarī, al-Khara’iṭī, Ibn Shabbah, al-Ḥākim, 
Abū Nu`aym, Ibn Abd al-Barr and others. Abū Mikhnaf was a specialist historian and not a 
muḥaddith. In other words, in history he was more learned than al-Bukhārī and al-Bukhārī was better 
than him in ḥadīth. His great great grandfather was from Ṣaḥābah whose name was Mikhnaf ibn 
Sulaym and took part in the campaigns with Imam Alī. He was appointed the governor of al-Iṣfahān 
by Imam Alī.  Abū Mikhnaf  died in 157 AH  and lived close to the times of ṣaḥābah. The accusation 
of being a shī`ah due to his love of ahl al-bayt and not because he was a rāfiḍī.  He also wrote about 
the martyrdom of Uthmān ibn Affān in a positive and sympathetic manner, for example, refer to Ibn 
Shabbah’s reports.  

         This subject, again,  requires a separate study but I will just provide two references of his 
reliability. Ibn Ḥajr al-`Asqalānī  in Fatḥ al-Bārī, whilst deciding upon the correct date of demise of 
Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم  rejects all other dates including that stated by  al-Bukhārī (d. 256)and argues that the 
relied upon date is that which is given by Abū Mikhnaf (d. 157): 

                  

        Indeed, the narration of Abū Mikhnaf is preferred by al-`Asqalānī because he was a historian 
and not because he was a muḥaddith and this is the point. It is the matters of history and not ḥadīth 
that the eminent historians unannimously relied upon him. Furthermore,  he was a contemporary of 
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the Ḥanafī Imams such as Imam Abū Ḥanīfah and Imam Moḥammed ibn al-Ḥasan al-Shaybānī; who 
also lived in Kufa.  One of the pillars of Ḥanafī school, Imam Moḥmmed al-Shaybānī and student of 
Imam Abū Ḥanīfah, for example, has no qualms about reporting a matter of history regarding the 
murder of Ḥaḍrat Ḥujr ibn Addī from Abū Mikhnaf. Imam al-Ḥākim in his al-Mustadrak reports: 

                           

          Moḥammed ibn al-Ḥasan al-Shaybānī reports from Abū Mikhnaf.... 

     Thus, it stands to reason that prominent classical Sunnī historians and jurists have deemed him 
reliable in the matters related to reporting of history. The objection on Abū Mikhnaf was raised by 
Muftī Abū Layth and even though I have not cited any report from him in this document but this is to 
point out that matters are not as simple as the mutawakkalī contention.  

                                                     The Mutawakkalī Naṣibīs 

      There is a tiny minority in the Ḥanbalī and Mālikī scholarship, for instance, who glorify the 
enemies of ahl al-bayt and downplay their excellences and side with their opponents. For instance, It 
is unanimous amongst the historians that al-Mutawakkil was a nāṣibī of the highest order yet we 
have the Ḥanbalīs singing his praises. It is stated by Ibn al-Jawzī al-Ḥanbalī in his al-Muntaẓam, al-
Dhahabī in his Sīyar, Ibn Kathīr in his al-Bidāyah, al-Suyūṭī in his Tārīkh al-Khulafā’ that al-
Mutawakkil was a hater of ahl al-bayt and he demolished the blessed grave of Imam al-Ḥusayn, 
razed it flat and cultivated land for farming upon it. Here it is quoted from Imam Ibn al-Athīr al-
Jazarī’s al-Kāmil: 
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In the year 236 AH, al-Mutawakkil ordered the demolition of the 
grave of al-Ḥusayn ibn Alī (alayhi al-salāma) and also the houses and 
buildings surrounding it. He ordered that seeds should be sown there 
and water to be run upon it, and that the people should be refrained 
from visiting his grave. In that district it was announced that, If we 
find anyone around his grave after three days, we shall throw him into 
an underground dungeon. 

People dispersed and avoided the ziyārah, and then it was destroyed 
and ploughed. Mutawakkil bore intense enmity with Imam Ali bin Abi 
Talib (a.s.) and his family, then whoever reached him, who was from 
among the lovers of Ali (alayhi al-salām) and that of his family, he 
would confiscate his wealth and kill him. One of his attendants named 
Ubadah, the eunuch (al-Mukhannath), would tie a pillow upon his 
stomach below his clothes and bare his bald pate and come to 
Mutawakkil and dance, while the callers would say “Here is the pot-
bellied one, the caliph of the Muslims”. 

They meant imitating Alī (alayhi al-salām) while Mutawakkil would 
be consuming wine and laughing. 

       There is no dispute about al-Mutawakkil being a heinous nāṣibī and demolisher of the grave of 
Imam Ḥusayn. Yet, we have prominent Ḥanbalīs eulogising him through Imam Aḥmed Ibn Ḥanbal. 
For example, see from al-Khallāl’s al-Sunnah: 

          

          
... Imam Aḥmed Ibn Ḥanbal said about al-Mutawakkil: he revived 
and publicly proclaimed the Sunnah and abolished heresies, May     
Allah be pleased with him. 

       It is most likely an attribution to Imam Aḥmed ibn Ḥanbal but nāṣibī strand echoes this attitude 
towards him and Ibn Taymīyah says in his majmū al-Fatāwā: 

                         
Then Allah (swt) removed affliction upon the Ummah with the caliphate of al-
Mutawakkil. 

          al-Mutawakkil’s animosity towards ahl al-bayt can also be gauged from the famous incident, 
reported by prominent Sunnī authorities, in which he asks the tutor of his children Ibn al-Sikkīt: who 
is more beloved to you, my two children or Ḥasan and Ḥusayn? Ibn al-Ṣikkīt replied that never mind 
Ḥasan and Ḥusayn, the slave of Alī, Qanbar is dearer to me than your two sons. al-Mutawakkil had 
Ya`qūb ibn al-Sikkīt killed on the spot. The point here is that just because al-Mutawakkil brought an 
end to the inquisition of Imam Aḥmed ibn Ḥanbal, there is a tendency among some Ḥanbalīs to 
glorify this nāsibī by declaring him the reviver of the Sunnah whilst ignoring his abhorrent attitude 
towards the ahl al-Bayt.  
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          It is this mindset that excuses the enemies of ahl al-bayt and impugns those who love them 
under the pretext of calling them shī`ah. Whereas the term shī`ī in the classical connotation largely 
means those who deeply love the family of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم and not used as meaning rāfiḍī; which 
some nowadays suggest to reject a ḥadīth reporter.  We have dealt with this point in a previous 
section. For now, the purpose here is to demonstrate Ibn Taymīyah al-Ḥanbalī’s attitude towards 
Imam Alī though he has been refuted earlier about his argument on the participants from Ṣahābah in 
the battle of  Jamal and Ṣiffīn.  

     In his work minhāj al-sunnah, Ibn Taymīyah in his refutation of rawāfiḍ, crossed the boundary 
and not only rejected pristinely authentic aḥādīth in praise of ahl al-bayt but also criticised the ahl al-
bayt. For an objective analysis, Ibn Ḥajr al-Asqalanī says in his Lisān al-Mīzān that al-Subkī refuted 
Ibn Taymīyah for his aqīdah and when I read his book, I also found it as al-Subkī had said. Towards 
the end of the passage, he says: 

                           

 

                                 
      In his exaggeration in the refutation of the rāfiḍī, at times, he disparaged 
Alī and this is not the place for those details. 

          In his other work, al-Durar al-Kāminah; where he writes a small biography of Ibn Taymīyah, 
al-`Asqalānī says: 

                                                     

                   

                                                     He said that Alī made seventeen mistakes 

                                        

And amongst the Ulamā are those who called him a munāfiq/hypocrite because he 
said that Alī was power hungary and tried to get the Caliphate repeatedly but 
could not get it and he only fought for power and not for Religion. 

                     

  They (Ulamā) accused him of hypocrisy because Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم 
said that only a hypocrite will hate Alī.        

            In his refutation of the rāfiḍī scholar, Ibn Taymīyah had crossed all limits of decency.  At one 
point whilst responding to the rāfiḍī accusation of Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān poisoning Imam 
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Ḥasan, he provides many reasons to argue that Mu`āwīyah did not poison him. But he says, if he did 
poison him then it was based on interpretation to kill the enemy like you do in war!  

        However, a contemporary Sunnī scholar from Egypt Dr  Maḥmūd al-Sayyed Ṣabīḥ  in his book 
akhtā ibn Taymīyah  provides detailed refutation of the blasphemous statements made by Ibn 
Taymīyah. Here is one of the headings by Dr Ṣabīḥ of that book: 

                                  

A huge mistake by Ibn Taymīyah that is unforgivable, unless he 
repented prior to death, was his likening the anger of Lady 
Fatima al-Zahrā (may Allah be pleased with her) towards al-
Ṣiddīq   (may Allah be pleased with her) with the anger of 
hypocrites. 

       These are self-explanatory concerns for a believer to comprehend and provide a glimpse into the 
Muftī Abū Layth-type of mindset. This brazen mentality has filtered from the school of Ibn 
Taymīyah.  

 

                                                        The bias of Ibn Kathīr 

         The notable students of Ibn Taymīyah were al-Mizzī, Ibn al-Qayyim al-Jawzīyah, al-Dhahabī 
and Ibn Kathīr. They were prolific scholars indeed but belonged to the right wing fraternity and 
biased in their judgements with regards to the enemies of ahl al-bayt. A lengthy discussion could be 
presented on various issues but given the context and limited space in this document, a relevant point 
will be explored. We have consciously attempted to cite from Ibn Kathir and al-Dhahabī in particular 
in this document, when possible, in order to appeal to the wahābī psyche. Of the above mentioned 
students of Ibn Taymīyah, Ibn Kathīr is considered to be the most objective and moderate in his 
opinions and judgements. Hence, briefly a snapshot of his attitude will be presented to demonstrate 
his pro-Umayyad partisan approach so those who accuse reliable reporters of being a shī`ī, should 
study the attitude of their own reliable scholars. 

         Ibn Kathīr was, at times,  heavily influenced by his teacher Ibn Taymīyah and adopted some of 
his erroneous opinions such as three-ṭalāq issue, classifying ḥadīth radd al-shams, madīnat al-ilm as 
fabrications, etc. Imam Ibn Ḥajr al-`Asqalānī in his al-durrar al-kāminah states: 

                                      

                                                    

He took knowledge from Ibn Taymīyah and 
was captivated by him and  tested due to it. 
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            Ibn Kathīr was a Shāmī and Dimashqī and perhaps, it is also another reason why he on 
occasions praises  and defends the nawaṣib and Umayyads. Consider the following passage from his 
al-bidāyah wa’l-nihāyah, Dār Hijr, 1997: 

                               

                                               

Imām Aḥmed reported...Abū Hurayrah said that Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم  said in the near 
future an oppressor from Ummayads will have a nosebleed on this mimbar of 
Mine صلى الله عليه وسلم...and `Amr ibn Sa`īd was seen to have nosebleed flowing on the 
Mimbar of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم. 

I (Ibn Kathīr) say that:  the reporter Alī Ibn Zayd ibn Jud`ān’s report is strange 
and unknown and he had shī`ah inclination. And this `Amr ibn Sa`īd was 
known as al-Ashdaq (big-mouth). He was from the leaders of Muslims and 
from their nobles, he saw the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم and reported from a group of Ṣaḥābah. 

        Ibn Kathīr declares `Amr ibn Sa`īd a ṣaḥābī as well as a noble leader of Muslims. On both 
counts, it is preposterous. al-Qasṭallānī in his Irshād al-Sārī, the commentry on Ṣaḥīḥ al-Bukhārī, al-
Suyūṭī in al-Tawshīḥ, al-Aynī in Umdah al-Qārī and here from Fatḥ al-Bārī of al-`Asqalānī state: 

                            

                                   

                                                                                                                                              

And `Amr ibn Sa`īd who is son of al-`Aṣ ibn Sa`īd ibn Umayyah al-Qarashī al-Umawī 
known as al-Ashdaq was not a Ṣaḥābī nor was he their follower in good deeds. 

       How can he be a Ṣaḥābī when his father was only eight years old when Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم passed 
away? See his biography, for exmaple, in Tahdhib al-Tahdhīb. It also states there that his nick name 
was laṭīm al-shayṭān meaning he was touched by Satan, to point to his evil character.  Furthermore, 
Ibn al-Mulaqqin, al-Qasṭallānī and al-Aynī provide more details. Here from Badr al-Dīn al-`Aynī’s 
Umdah al-Qārī: 
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`Amr ibn Sa`īd is Amr ibn Sa`īd ibn al-`Āṣ  known as the big-mouth tocuhed  by 
Satan, he was not a ṣaḥābī and he was called al-ashdaq (large mouthed) because 
he sat on  the mimbar  and heavily revliled Alī (raḍi Allah Ta`ālā anhu) and as 
result had facial paralysis. He was appointed the governor of Medina by Yazīd ibn 
Mu`awīyah and he was loved by the Shāmīs and they listened and obeyed him... 

          It obvious that he was neither a noble leader of muslims and nor a Ṣaḥābī as the prominent 
ḥadīth masters have unequviocally confirmed. It is an opposite picture to that which was painted by 
Ibn Kathīr.  At times, Ibn Kathīr follows the path of moderation but somehow, it seems to me, that in 
his exoneration of the Umayyad atrocities and personlities, he is  sometimes injudicious in his 
assessment.  In conclusion, to cement the bias of Ibn Kathīr, an example from the prolific Ḥadīth 
master of the Deobandī school Allamah Anwar Shah al-Kashmīrī is provided from his commentry on 
Ṣaḥīḥ al-Bukhārī known as Fayḍ al-Bārī: 

                                                

 

`Amr ibn Sa`īd was the governor of Medina appointed by Yazīd, the muḥaddithūn did not 
address his wicked character but I have read an incident with a chain of transmission which 
demonstrates his nastiness to the extent that I feel that he had lost his Imān. I could not 
understand why the muḥaddithūn remained quiet? Was it because they did not know or was it 
some other reason?      

    

            This was an observation by Allama Kashmīrī and we have already quoted from the prominent 
muḥaddithūn that they did not remain quiet but said a great deal in few words. Ibn Kathīr on one side 
criticises a reporter for his love of ahl al-Bayt and on the other side he exagerates in the defence of 
the enemy of ahl al-Bayt. What are we to deduce from such an attitude? At least,  for our purposes in 
this article, it adds value to quote from the clique of Ibn Taymīyah when they also support our point 
of view.          
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                             The Judgement of ahl al-Sunnah Imāms on Ṣiffīn 

            

            Muftī Abū Layth’s Nāṣbī argument that somehow Imam Alī was responsible is categorically 
not the opinion of ahl al-Sunnah. In the following, I will provide the judgements of a wide range of 
Sunnī Imams and  Sunnī`Ulamā from all stripes, throughout the centuries on the issue: 

                                             Imām al-A`ẓam Abū Ḥanīfah (d. 150) 

        It is stated in many works of Ḥanafī Imams such as kitāb al-`Itiqād of al-Nisāburi (d. 432), Badr 
al-Dīn al-`Aynī, al-Kurdarī and others. Here it is quoted from one of the most authoritative Ḥanafī 
biographical works manāqib al-Imām al-`Aẓam by al-Muwaffiq al-Dīn al-Makkī al-Khwārzmī al-
Ḥanafī (d. 568): 

          

Imam Abū Ḥanīfah asked his people, do you know why the Shāmīs hate us? We said: No! He replied: 
Because if we were during the times of Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib (raḍi Allah `anhu) and Mu`āwiyah, we would have 
fought on the side of Alī! And he said: Do you know why ahl al-ḥadīth hate us? We said: No! He replied: 
because we love the ahl al-Bayt and acknowledge their excellences. 

                                   

                                   Imām Moḥammed ibn al-Ḥasan al-Shaybānī (d. 189) 

         Abū Mohammed `Abd al-Qādir al-Qarashī al-Ḥanafī (d. 775) in his famous Ḥanafī Ṭabaqāt 
work al-Jawāhir al-Muḍīyah fī Ṭabaqāt al-Ḥanafīyah states from one of the two most prominent 
students of Imam al-A`ẓam Abū Ḥanifah, Imam Moḥammed al-Shaybānī (d. 189): 
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If Mu`āwīyah had not fought with Alī whilst being a Ẓālim/unjust and a 
bāghī/rebel who transgressed then we would not have known the rulings 
for fighting against rebels.   

           The earliest Sunnī Imāms and the two main pillars of the Ḥanafī school explicitly declared Ḥ 
Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān as an unjust rebel and Imām Moḥammed al-Shaybānī states that our 
judgements of law regarding the bāghīs/rebels depend on the practice of Imam Alī against 
Mu`āwīyah. 

                                                         Imām al-Shāfi`ī  (d. 204)  

          Imam al-Shāfi`ī’s opinion is stated by  al-Bayhaqī in his al-`Itiqād that whoever fought Imam 
Alī during his caliphate was a rebel/bāghī: 

                               

                              

Whoever fought  Amīr al-Muminīn Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib during his Caliphate was 
a rebel and our teachers committed us to this and it is the position of Ibn Idrīs 
al-Shāfi`ī. 

          Furthermore, as mentioned earlier about Imam al-Shafi`ī,  al-Bayhaqi in his Manāqib al-Shāfi`ī 
and  al-Rāzī in his Manāqib al-Shāfi`ī relate the bias of Ibn Ma`īn against Imam al-Shāfi`ī in which 
he called him a Shī`āh because he considered Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān as a bāgḥī/rebel. Here 
quoted from al-Bayhaqī: 
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Abū Dā’ūd reports from Aḥmed ibn Ḥanbal that Yaḥya ibn Ma`īn 
called Imam al-Shāfi`ī a shī`ah. So Ibn Ḥanbal replied: you are saying 
this about an Imam of Muslims? Ibn Ma`īn replied: I have read the 
chapter of bāghīs/rebels in his book and from begining to end and he 
takes Alī Ibn Abī Ṭālib as a proof. Ibn Ḥanbal replied: I am surprised at 
you; who else would al-Shāfi`ī justify his rulings against the 
bāghīs/rebels other than Alī? He was the first to have encountered by 
the bāghīs. Alī is the one whose Sunnah we have about the rules of 
engagement against rebels. It is neither reported from Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم 
nor from the example of earlier Khulafāh. After hearing this Yaḥyā ibn 
Ma`īn became ashamed. 

 

As you can see, to class the Ṣiffīnī Shāmīs as bāghīs is not only the position of Imam al-Shaf`ī but 
also confirmed by Imam Aḥmed Ibn Ḥanbal as he corrected Ibn Ma`īn. al-Bayhaqī further explains 
from other discussion by Imam al-Shāfi`ī on the matter:    

             

All this proves that al-Shāfi`ī (raḥimahullah) believed that Alī (raḍī Allah 
anhu) was upon ḥaqq in his campaign and Mu`awīyah and others do not 
leave the fold of Imān due to their rebellion because Allah (swt) has 
called both groups as Muslims and the verse is upon its general import 
and Alī’s (raḍī Allah anhu)  fight was that of the Just Imām fighting 
those who disobeyed him and his intention was to bring them to 
obedience as Allah (swt) has said in Qur’ān that fight them until they 
return to the ordinance of God. 

          It is clear from the opinion of Imām al-Shāfi`ī like it was the opinion of Imām al-Shaybānī al-
Ḥanafī before him that Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān and his party were rebels but their rebellion does 
not take them out of the fold of Islam; this  means that their rebellion was fisq because he only 
negates the serious charge of leaving the Dīn. 
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 al-Bayhaqī again explains the view of Imām al-Shafi`ī: 

                                            

It is inevitable that those who believe that Alī was upon ḥaqq in his fight 
also hold that those who rebelled against him were at fault but this 
rebellion does not take them out of the fold of Islam as we have reported 
from al-Shāfi`ī (raḥimahullah) in his derivation of the rulings against the 
rebels from his sīrah and considering both groups as Muslims. 

            It is evident that only their kufr is negated but their transgression and sinfulness has been 
retained in the understanding of the statements of al-Shāf`ī.  Moreover, an apologist of the  
Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān,  Ibn Ḥajr al-Ḥaythamī  also admits to al-Shāfi`ī’s  source of juridical 
opinion in his Fatḥ al-Jawād:                     

                                         

al-Shāfi`ī said: I derived the rulings about bāghīs from the example of 
Alī fighting Mu`āwīyah. 

 

                                            Imām Abū Manṣūr al-Māturidī (d. 324) 

 

       al-Zarqānī in his commentary on al-Mawāhib states: 

                 

                           

al-Imām Abū Manṣūr al-Māturidī said: there is consensus of scholars that Alī was in 
the right his fight at Jamal with Ṭalḥa, al-Zubayr and `Āishah at Baṣra and against 
Mu`āwīyah and his army at Ṣiffīn. 

        Since the protagonists at Jamal had repented for their campaign against Imam Alī as detailed 
earlier so this leaves Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān and his army who remained upon their rebellion. 
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                                              Imām Abū al-Ḥasan al-`Asharī5 (d. 332) 

  

 

 Ahmed ibn Alī al-Maqirīzī (d. 845) in his al-Khiṭaṭ quotes the opinion of Imam al-`Asharī: 

                       

                 

                                                                                                      

 

al-Asharī said: and I do not say about `Āishah, Ṭalḥa and al-Zubayr (raḍi Allah 
anhum) other than that they retracted their stance at Jamal and I say that Ṭalḥa and al-
Zubayr are from the ten who were promised paradise and I say about Mu`āwīyah and 
`Amr ibn al-Āṣ that they rebelled against the Imam on ḥaqq Ali ibn Abī Ṭālib (raḍī 
Allah anhu) and He fought with them the fight against bāghīs and I say about 
Khawārij of Nahrawan that they were the worst of people who left the Dīn like an 
arrow leaves the bow and that Alī (raḍī Allah anhu) was upon the truth on all his 
campaigns  and whatever step he took, he was upon the ḥaqq. 

 

 

         Furthermore, prolific heresiographer al-Sharastānī (d. 548) in his celebrated work al-Milal 
wa’l-Niḥal states the opinion of Imām al-`Asharī: 

                      

 

Al-Asharī said: I do not say anything about `Aishah, Ṭalḥa and al-Zubayr other than that 
they retracted from their error and Ṭalḥa and al-Zubayr are from the ten promised paradise 
and I do not say about Mu`āwīyah and `Amr ibn al-Āṣ other than that they were rebels 
and rebelled against the Imam upon ḥaqq and He fought against them because they were 
bāghīs. 

                                                 
5 Some have erroneously attributed Risālah ilā ahl al-Thaghr to Imam Al-`Asharī but Ibn Khayr al-Ishbilī (d. 575)  in al-
Fihrist and al-Qāḍī al-`Iyāḍ (d. 545)  in tartīb al-madārik attribute it to Ibn Mujāhid. Internally the risālah attributes a 
direction to God being above the `Arsh; which is not the position of Ashā`irah.  
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                                           Imām Abū Bakr al-Jaṣṣāṣ al-Ḥanafī (d. 370) 

          The great classical Ḥanafī Uṣūlī Imām declares his position in his momentous work Aḥkām al-
Qur’ān: 

                      

Also, Alī Ibn Abī Ṭālib (raḍī Allah anhu) fought the bāgḥī party with the sword and with 
him were senior ṣaḥābah and ṣaḥabah of Badr whose lofty status is known. He was upon 
ḥaqq against the rebels and none opposed him other than the bāghīs and their supporters  
and the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم said that Ammār will be killed by the bāghīs and this ḥadīth is 
mutawātir so much so that even Mu`āwīyah could not deny it. And Abdullah ibn Amr 
reminded them of this ḥadīth, Mu`āwīyah said that Ammār was killed by those who 
brought him in front of our spears. This ḥadīth is reported from the people of Baṣra, 
Kūfa, Ḥijāz and Shām and it is from the proofs of the Prophet hood because it informs of 
the future event which cannot be known but by the knowledge provided by God. 

        Imām al-Jaṣṣāṣ is unequivocal about the judgement of rebellion about Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī 
Sufyān and explicitly lables him with the import of the Ḥadīth about Ammār ibn Yāsir that he will be 
killed by the bāgḥī party. 

 

                                             Imām Abū Manṣūr al-Baghdādī (d. 429) 

       

        In his Uṣūl al-Dīn he states that at Jamal, Ṭalḥa, al-Zubayr and Umm al-Mu’minīn had retracted 
from their initial position but about others partaking in Jamal and Ṣiffīn, he has the following to say: 
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These three (Ṭalḥa, Zubayr and Umm al-Mu’minīn) are absolved from fisq but the 
others who fought Alī at Jamal were Fāsiqs and as for the party of Mu`āwīyah, 
they were also bāghī and the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم defined them as such in the ḥadīth about 
Ammār that he will be killed by the bāghīs but they did not commit kufr due to 
this rebellion.  

          It is clear that Imām Abū Manṣūr only exonorates the latter group of commiting kufr and states 
that they were Muslims but he does not absolve them of fisq. Such an opinion echoes the 
authentically reported opinion of Ammār ibn Yāsir as reported by Ibn Abī Shaybah in his al-
Muṣannaf and al-Bayhaqī in his al-Sunan. Here from the latter: 

                         

                       

Ammār (raḍī Allah anhu) said: Do not say that the shāmīs (Siffīnīs) are kāfir but say that 
they have committed fisq or ẓulm. 

                                  

 

                                        Imām Moḥammed al-Bazdawī al-Ḥanafī (d. 482)  

 

Also from the classical times, Imam al-Bazdawī states in his Uṣūl al-Dīn: 
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Ahl al-Sunnah wa’l-Jamah say that Mu`awīyah during the life of Alī (raḍī 
Allah anhuma) was not an Imām but the Imām and Khalīfah was Alī and 
Alī was upon ḥaqq and Mu`āwīyah was upon Bāṭil/falsehood though he 
was interpreting what he was doing due to which he had not left the faith 
but he was a Muslim and similarly those with him were not kafirs due to 
their fight with Alī. and the proof that Mu`awīyah was not upon ḥaqq is 
what the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم said that Ammār ibn Yāsir will be killed by bāghīs 
and he was killed by Mu`āwīyah’s people. 

The Karrāmīyah sect say that Mu`āwīyah was Imām of ḥaqq and and 
similarly Ali (raḍī Allah anhu) was Imām of ḥaqq. And this is contrary to 
the saying of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم because He صلى الله عليه وسلم declared them bāghīs and it is 
also against the Ijmā of Ṣaḥābah who agreed upon the Caliphate of Alī, 
after Uthmān. 

   Again we find that an Imām is explicitly calling Mu`awīyah and those with him as Bāghī because 
of the Ḥadīth about Ammār ibn Yāsir and as well as the Ijmā` of Ṣaḥābah upon the Caliphate of 
Imām Alī and only absolving them kufr. 

                                                   

                                               Imām al-Bayhaqī al-Shāfi`ī (d. 458) 

 In his book al-`Itiqād, al-Bayhaqī delivers his judgement: 

                 

                        

And those who rebelled against Amīr al-Mu`minīn Alī (raḍī Allah anhu) from the 
Shāmīs in order to demand qiṣāṣ for Uthmān and then fought Him for power, they 
were in the wrong in what they did. 

      

Those who rebelled against Alī and fought him were bāgḥī and Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم  had 
said that Ammār ibn Yāsir will be killed by the bāghī party and those who killed him 
are the ones who fought Alī at the battle of Ṣiffīn. 

   

       According Imām al-Bayhaqī, there is no ambiguity that Imām Alī was on ḥaqq and those who 
fought him at Ṣiffīn were Bāghīs and indeed the leader of the pack is the first one to be included.  
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                                                        al-Qāḍī `Iyāḍ al-Mālikī (d. 544) 

   He states in his commentary on ṣaḥīḥ Muslim, Ikmāl al-Mu`lim: 

                        

   In this ḥadīth ‘Ammār will be killed by bāghīs’ there is proof that Alī and 
those with him were on ḥaqq and the excuse for the opposition is that of  
ijtihād. The original meaning of al-baghyī is jealously then it came to be used 
as oppression/ẓulm and this was understood by Abdullah ibn Amr ibn al-Āṣ 
when Ammār was killed but Mu`āwīyah said that it means seeking and we are 
seeking the blood of Utmān so we are the bāghī of seeking the blood of 
Uthmān, i.e., seekers for him. And al-Bughā with ḍamma means to to seek had 
the word bāghīyah was from it but prior to that Mu`āwīyah said that Ammār 
was killed by those who brought him, he did this to absolve himself from the 
meaning of rebellion but later he turned to this interpretation. 

           Even a right wing scholar applied the Ḥadīth about Ammār ibn Yāsir upon Mu`āwīyah ibn 
Abī Sufyān and indicated that he could not deny the ḥadīth, and developed different excuses to get 
away from its actual import. The ḥadīth is in the praise of Ammār ibn Yāsir and not in praise of those 
who killed him hence the unrealistic flip-flop interpretations being developed were a just a pretext to 
save face. This has been discussed in a section earlier, where we have detailed the far-fetched 
interpretation.  

                                       Imām Burhān al-Dīn al-Marghinānī al-Ḥanafī (d. 593) 

 His famous classic Ḥanafī text of fiqh,  al-Hidāyah taught in darsi niẓāmī: 

            

                      

                                                                                                 
It is permissible to be appointed as  a judge under a tyrant ruler as it is allowed under a just 
ruler because ṣaḥābah became judges under Mu`āwīyah whilst the truth was with Alī (raḍi 
Allah anhu) and the tābi`īn were appointed  judges under al-Ḥajjāj... 

        This is an explicit statement by the prominent Ḥanafī Imām in the unanimous Darsi Niẓāmī 
Ḥanafī text about the oppression of Mu`āwīyah Ibn Abī Sufyān. He has even drawn a direct 
comparison about the appointment of judges by Mu`āwīyah to that of tyrant  Ḥajjāj ibn Yūsuf. 
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                                         Imām Abū al-Qāsim al-Rāfi`ī al-Shāfi`ī (d. 623) 

  In his Talkhīṣ al-Ḥabīr on al-Sharḥ al-Kabīr by Imām al-Rāfi`ī, Imām al-`Asqalānī states: 

           

                           

 

His (al-Rāfi`ī’s) statement: It is established that people of Jamal, Ṣiffīn and 
Nahrawān were Bāghīs...and the evidence for that is the ḥadīth of Alī ‘I have been 
commanded to fight the oath breakers, the transgressors and the leavers from Dīn. 
This ḥadīth is reported by al-Nasā’ī, al-Bazzār and  al-Ṭibrānī. Oath breakers are 
the people of Jamal who broke their oath of allegiance and transgressors are the 
Shāmīṣ; who transgressed from ḥaqq by not taking the oath and the leavers are the 
people of Nahrawān by the evidence of established hadīth that they will leave the 
Dīn as an arrow leaves the bow and the it is proven about the Shāmīs that Ammār 
will be killed by the rebels..... 

 

                                          Imām Sayf al-Dīn al-Āmidī al-Shāfi`ī (d. 630) 

           al-Subkī in his al-Ṭabaqāt said that al-Āmidī was al-Usūlī al-Mutakallim and one of the 
geniuses of the World. In his systematic treatise on `Ilm al-Kalām Abkār al-Afkār, Imām al-Āmidī 
states the opinion of the majority of Sunnī scholars about the judgment on those who killed Uthmān 
ibn Affān and those who fought Imām Alī: 

                      
The opinion of those who determined that one of the two groups is at fault: they said that 
there is no disagreement about the error of those who killed Uthmān and those who fought 
Alī  (alayhi al-salām)...all have agreed that they were upon error but disagreed whether this 
error reached fisq. Of those who said it did not reach fisq like al-Qāḍī Abū Bakr and those 
who said it reached fisq are Shī`ah and Most of our school (Ashā`irah). 
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This is also the reading of al-Ẓarkashī  of Imam al-Āmidī in his tashnīf al-masāmiḥ: 
                     

                      

                      

                                                                       
It is with certainty that those who fought Alī were at fault and those who fought 
against an Imām whose caliphate is agreed upon. But this error does not reach fisq 
according to al-Qāḍī Abī Bakr but shī`ah considered it fisq and al-Āmidī said that 
majority of our school (Ashā`irah) consider it fisq. 

 

                                    

 

                                       Imām Abū al-Abbās al-Qurṭubī al-Mālikī (d. 656) 

  

 In his commentary al-Mufhim on ṣaḥīḥ Muslim, he states: 

                   

                             
 

The Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم said to Ammār ibn Yāsir (raḍī Allah anhu): you will be killed by 
the rebels and this is the proof from the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم that Mu`āwīyah’s group were 
rebels because they killed him whilst he was fighting from the side of Alī at 
Ṣiffīn. Ammār suffered greatly in the battle and he roused the companions of 
Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم to fight Mu`awīyah and his party. Abū Abd al-Raḥmān al-Sulamī 
said: I participated in Ṣiffīn with Alī. I saw that wherever in the valley of Ṣiffīn 
Ammār went, the Ṣaḥābah of Moḥammed صلى الله عليه وسلم followed him as if he was a symbol 
of truth for them... 
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When it has been proven that the party of Mu`āwīyah killed Ammār then the 
statement of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم applies to them that they are bāghīs and Alī (raḍī 
Allah anhu) is upon Ḥaqq. It is obvious that Alī (raḍī Allah anhu) was more 
rightful at the time than Mu`āwīyah or anyone else on Earth to be the Caliph.  
The allegiance to him had been taken by ahl al-ḥall wa’l-`aqd from the ṣaḥābah 
of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم and the  people of Dār al-Hijrah thus it was wājib upon the 
people of Shām, Ḥijāz, Iraq and others to pay allegiance to him and it was 
ḥarām for them to oppose his allegiance but instead they opposed him and 
became ẓālim towards Alī and obstructers from the path of ḥaqq. They deserve 
the title of bāghī because Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم declared them as such and their foul 
interpretations cannot save them from being rebels and their distortions preclude 
them from ḥaqq. 

 

              

                   Imām Abū al-Abbās al-Qurtubī al-Malikī emphatically passes his judgement that 
Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān along with his supporters was bāghī. Furthermore, al-Qurṭubī refutes the 
two invalid interpretations that Ammār was killed by those who brought him and that we are seekers 
of the blood of Uthmān. He says that Ammār was not coerced to take part in the battle but he wanted 
to participate in the jihad to be on the path of Allah and also that if one says it means seeking the 
blood then the statement of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم becomes meaningless as it was addressed in praise of 
Ammār and not in praise of his killers. However, Imam al-Qurṭubī doubts that those interpretations 
are that of Mu`āwīyah due to being irrational and far-fecthed, and thinks that they are reported by 
historians and instead provides another with ḥukīya ‘it has been reported’ that instead he said that the 
killers of Ammār will go to hellfire. Al-Qurṭubī indicated with the passive statement that ‘it has been 
reported’ which means that this is a weak attribution.  

                 

                   We have discussed this in a preceding section that those interpretations of  Mu`āwīyah 
ibn Abī Sufyān are not spurious historical narrations but rather authentically transmitted by various 
muḥaddithūn. In addition to those interpretations, we have in Ṭabaqāt Ibn Sa`d, we have an additional 
statement of `Amr ibn al-Āṣ. As you have seen earlier that his son Abdullah ibn `Amr did not 
participate with his father and abstained due to Ammār ibn Yasir.  
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After the killing of Ammār Ibn Yāsir two people quarrelled with each other to 
claim the credit and said that I killed him. `Amr ibn al-Āṣ said to them you are 
fighting over hellfire. Mu`āwīyah heard this and when they left, he said to `Amr 
ibn al-Āṣ I have not see what you are doing, they are fighting for us and you are 
sending them to hellfire... 

         The interpretations of Mu`awīyah which Abū ‘l-Abbās al-Qurṭubī refuted as false due to their 
unintelligible nature,  and then he said that they have been reported by akhbārīs and casts doubt over 
them actually have been reported with sound chains of transmission as mentioned in a preceding 
section from Imam Aḥmed, Imam al-Nasā`ī, Imam al-Ṭibrānī, Imam Ḥākim, Imam Abū Ya`lā, Imam 
al-Ḥaythamī, Imam al-`Asqalānī and that they have been graded Ṣaḥīḥ and Ḥasan by eminent 
muḥaddithūn. One cannot negate these farfetched interpretations by Mu`āwīyah ibn Abī Sufyān and 
perhaps, they were overlooked by al-Qurṭubī. However, it also proves by the arguments of al-Qurṭubī 
that how invalid and irrational they actually are and he also emphatically in his judgement declares 
him and his party as bāghī. 

       

                                 Imām Moḥammed ibn Aḥmed al-Qurṭubī al-Mālikī (d. 671) 

  

            The mufassir, muḥaddith and faqīh unequivocally states and assents to the view in his al-
Tadhkirah that there is consensus that Imam Ali ع was on the ḥaqq in his battles. He says:       

                         

                              

  Ijma` has been established that the party of al-Imām  was just and   the opposing  
party were rebels. And Alī was the truthful Imām. 

 

          Imam Moḥammed al-Qurṭubī al-Mālikī explicitly confirms as a rule and consensus that Imam 
Alī ع was in the right in all his battles and those fighting him were bāghī. 
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                                           Ibn Taymīyah al-Ḥarrānī al-Ḥanbalī (d. 728) 

               The most significant figure in the Salafist Wahābī school of thought, whose pro-Umayyad 
bias is known, could not deny the force of the Ḥadīth about Ammār ibn Yāsir that he would be killed 
by the bāghīs. Here he comments in his Fatāwa: 

                   

                       

This hadīth also proves the legitimacy of the Caliphate of Alī and necessity of obedience 
to him and the one who invites to his obedience is calling to paradise and the caller to 
fight him is a caller to hell fire. Whether, it was based on interpretation, it is a proof that it 
is not permissible to fight against Alī and those who fought him were upon error whether 
bāghī based on interpretation or bāghī without interpretation.  The latter view of the two is 
the most correct one according to our Ḥanbalī school that those who fought Alī were upon 
error and that is the opinion of jurists and they further derived the rulings from this about 
those who fought based on interpretation. 

          Ibn Taymīyah clearly states that those who fought for Alī were calling to paradise and those 
who fought against him were calling to hellfire, as the ḥadīth of  Ammār ib Yāsir states. 

                                                      

                                                                

                                                           al-Dhahabī (d. 748): 

         

 He is one of the students of Ibn Taymīyah and has a similar attitude. Imam al-Subkī and al-Kawthari 
have censured him for his bias on matters such as tashbīh and fadā’il of ahl al-Bayt. However, al-
Dhahabī says in Sīyar Ālām al-Nubalā, about the Ḥadīth of  Ammār’s killing: 

                                

And we say that they are the party of believers who rebelled against 
al-Imām Alī and this is proven from the explicit statement of al-
Muṣtafā صلى الله عليه وسلم where He صلى الله عليه وسلم said to Ammār: you will be killed by the rebel 
party. 
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                                                       Imām al-Zayla`ī al-Ḥanafī (d. 743) 

 In his Naṣb al-Rāyah states: 

                                      

The ḥaqq was with Alī during his reign and the proof for that is the saying of the 
Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم that Ammār will be killed by the rebels. And there is no disagreement 
that he was with Alī and was killed by the party of Mu`āwīyah. Imam al-
Ḥaramayn said in his book kitāb al-irshād: Alī (raḍī Allah anhu) was the rightful 
Imām and those who fought him were bāghīs and according to ḥusn al-ẓann their 
intentions were good though they erred. There is consensus that Alī was upon 
truth against the people of Jamal, that is Ṭalḥa, al-Zubayr and `Ayesha and those 
with them and against people of Ṣiffīn that is Mu`awīyah and his troops and 
`Ayesha regretted about her actions. 

 

                                                 Imām Ibn Rajab al-Ḥanbalī (d. 795) 

 In his commentary on Ṣaḥīḥ al-Bukhārī, Fatḥ al-Bārī states: 

                               

al-Ḥasan al-Baṣrī explained that the rebel party in ḥadīth are the shāmīs: 
Mu`āwīyah and his party. 

 

                                                             Ibn Kathīr (d. 774) 

  In his al-Bidāyah wa’l-Nihāyah says: 

                           

 

Ammār ibn Yāsir was killed by the shāmīs and the Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم foretold that he 
will be killed by the bāghīs hence Alī was upon truth and Mu`awīyah was a bāghī 
and this ḥadīth is from the proofs of the Prophethood 
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                                             Imām al-Sharīf al-Jurjānī al-Ḥanafī (d. 816)  

           Imam al-Jurjānī empathically states the position of the majority of ahl -Sunnah in Sharḥ al-
Mawāqif; which is the last book on the `aqīdah of ahl al-Sunnah taught in Darsi Niẓāmī: 

                          

 

The majority of the Ummah say that those who killed Uthmān and fought with Alī 
were upon error because they were both rightful imāms and it is certainly ḥaram to 
kill and oppose them. Some like al-qāḍi abū bakr considered their error as not 
reaching fisq but those who considered this as fisq are the shī`ah and MOST of our 
ahl al-sunnah scholars. 

           Again, like other uṣūlī īmāms such as Imām al-Āmidī before him, al-Jurjānī states that most of 
ahl al-Sunnah consider that those who fought Imām Alī were not only upon error but their error 
amounted to Fisq. 

 

                                               

                                               Imām Ibn Hajr al-`Asqalānī (d. 852) 

 

 

 In his Fatḥ al-Bārī says: 

            

  The ḥadith about Ammār ibn Yasir is a proof of Prophethood صلى الله عليه وسلم and expresses an excellence of 
Alī and Ammār and refutes the nawāṣib who erroneously think that Alī was not in the right in his 
battles. 
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Moreover al-`Asqalānī says: 

                  

The ḥadīth that Ammār will be killed by the rebels proves that Alī was in the right in his fight 
against  the party of Mu`āwīyah who fought him and al-Bazzār has reported with a strong chain of 
transmission that Zayd ibn Wahb said that I was with Ḥudhayfah and he said: How would you 
behave when the people of your religion would fight each other?  We said: Tell us what  to do? 
He replied:  Hold steadfast to those who call you to Alī because he will be on Ḥaqq... 

                                                

                                            Imām Badr al-Dīn al-`Aynī al-Hanafī (d. 855) 

  In his commentary on Ṣaḥīḥ al-Bukhārī, al-`Aynī says: 

                                     

In this ḥadīth, the excellence of Alī and Ammār is manifest and a 
refutation of nawaṣib who erroneously think that Alī was not in the 
right in his battles. 

         al-`Aynī further comments towards the end of his book in the kitab al-fitan and seems to have 
developed clarity in his position and rescinded the ijtihādī mistake theory: 

                        

al-Kirmānī said that, both,  Alī (radī Allah anhu) and Mu`awīyah were mujtahids and 
Mu`āwīyah’s error was that of ijtihād. I say: How can he say that Mu`āwīyah erred in 
ijtihād, where is the evidence for his ijtihād? He  indeed knew about the Ḥadīth that 
Ammār will be killed by the rebels and he was killed by the party of Mu`āwīyah... 

        Imām al-Aynī correctly and jurisprudentially argues that ijtihād is only in the absence of a text 
from the Qur’ān and Sunnah. Whereas in this case there is a clear text from Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم that those 
who will kill Ammār will be Bāghīs and in the wrong so how can it be an ijtihād when there is a 
naṣṣ? So al-`Aynī argued that Mu`āwīyah and party were rebels without making an ijtihādī mistake. 
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                                             Imām Zakarīyah al-Anṣārī al-Shāfi`ī (d. 926) 

 In his commentary on Ṣaḥīḥ al-Bukhārī, miḥah al-Bārī says: 

                          

In the ḥadīth, Ammār will be killed by the rebels; Bāghī in the technical 
meaning of jurisprudence means a powerful group who oppose the Imām with 
their false interpretation and in this ḥadīth, they are the party of Mu`āwīyah 
who killed Ammār at Ṣiffīn... 

 

                                             al-Mullā Alī al-Qārī al-Ḥanafī (d. 1014) 

 

 In his Sharḥ al-Shifā’ states: 

         

As for Mu`āwīyah and his supporters, it is permissible to attribute error, rebellion and 
wickedness to them but cursing them is not permissible... 

                                 

                                     Imām Abd al-Ra’ūf al-Munāwī al-Shafi`ī (d. 1031) 

 

  In his book al-Taysīr says: 

              

 

Mercy be on you Ammār! You will be killed by the rebel party. al-Bayḍāwī said: It means 
Mu`āwīyah and his people, and Ammār will call them to paradise means towards the cause of 
paradise and that is the obedience to the rightful Imām and they will call you to hellfire means 
towards the cause of disobedience and fight, and this occurred at Ṣiffīn in which he called them to 
the Imām and they called him to hellfire and killed him.  

144



 
 

Moreover, he states in his Fayḍ al-Qadīr: 

               

Ammār will be killed by the rebels, about this Ḥadīth al-Qāḍī says in Sharḥ al-Maṣābīh that it means 
Mu`awīyah and his party.  And this  is explicit about the rebellion of Mu`āwīyah’s party who killed 
Ammār at Ṣiffīn and the Ḥaqq is with Alī and this ḥadīth is from the news of the future. To call them 
to paradise means that Ammār called Mu`āwīyah and his party towards it; who killed him at the battle 
of Ṣiffīn, in the future. To call towards paradise means to call to the obedience of the Imām on Ḥaqq 
and their call to hellfire means disobedience to the truthful Imām and they killed Ammār. This is from 
the miracles of al-Muṣtafā صلى الله عليه وسلم and amongst  proofs of His صلى الله عليه وسلم Prophethood.... 

 

           Imām al-Munāwī not only provides his own opinion clearly but also that of al-Qāḍī al-
Bayḍāwī (d. 685) that the rebels in the ḥadīth who will call to hellfire are Mu`āwīyah and His party. 
The erudite scholars of ahl al-Sunnah emphatically explained the import of the mutawātir Ḥadīth 
about the bāghīs and their falsehood in fighting Imam Alī. Since, the text mentions paradise and 
hellfire, though not entirely related in the discussion at hand, nevertheless, Imam Aḥmed Ibn Ḥanbal 
was once asked if Imam Alī is the distributor of paradise and hell. In Ṭabaqāt al-Ḥanābilah by al-
Qāḍī Abū Ya`lā al-Hanbalī (d. 458) reports: 

                           

 

One of the students of Imam Aḥmed ibn Ḥanbal, Moḥammed ibn Manṣūr said: 
we were with Aḥmed Ibn Ḥanbal and a man asked him: what do you say about 
the ḥadīth in which Alī says that I am the distributor of hell? Imam Ahmed 
replied: how can you deny this? Has it not been reported to us that the Prophet 
 said to Alī that only a believer will love you and only a hypocrite will detest صلى الله عليه وسلم
you. We said: Yes. He replied: Where would the believer end up? We said: In 
paradise. He said: Where will the hypocrite end up? We said: Hellfire. He 
replied: Thus Alī is the distributor of hellfire! 
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                                     Imām Abd al-Ḥaqq al-Dehlavī al-Ḥanafī (d. 1052) 

  In Takmīl al-Imān, the first book of `aqīdah of ahl al-Sunah written in the subcontinent: 

                                 

...it is the position of ahl al-sunnah that Mu`āwīyah’s fight with Alī is 
considered as baghāwah and rebellion against the rightful Imām and 
Khalīfah; Alī Murtaḍā, and this is according to the mutāwatir ḥadīth about 
Ammār Yāsir... 

                                                         Ibn al-`Imād al-Ḥanablī (d. 1089) 

  In his Shadhrāt al-Dhahab, comments: 

              

                          

On the side of Alī, there was a large group of Badrī Ṣaḥābah and Riḍwānī 
Ṣaḥābah and the flags of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم and the ijmā` had been established 
upon his Caliphate and the others  who fought were bāghīs but it is not 
permissible to call them kāfirs like other bāghīs and ahl al-Sunnah wa’l-
jamā`ah prefer the side of Alī with proofs and the most strong of those is the 
Ḥadīth of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم that Ammār will be killed by the rebels and this is an 
established Ḥadīth and when Mu`āwīyah heard this he said that Ammār was 
killed by those who brought him. Alī replied that, that means Ḥamzah was 
killed by Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم because He صلى الله عليه وسلم brought him to the battle. This is such a 
response which has no answer and such a solid proof that cannot be 
criticised... 
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                                                       al-Zarqānī al-Mālikī (d. 1122) 

 In his Sharḥ al-Mawāhib, he states: 

                 

The Ḥadith that `Ammār will be killed by the rebels means that Ammār was killed on the 
side of Alī at Ṣiffīn.... and the rebels are the Shāmīs, the party of Mu`āwīyah... 

 

                                        Imām Moḥammed ibn Ismā`īl al-Ṣan`ānī (d. 1182) 

 In his commentary Subul al-Salām on Bulūgh al-Marām of al-`Asqalānī: 

                       

The Ḥadīth is a proof that the rebel party is Mu`āwīyah and his group, and the 
Truthful are Alī  (raḍī Allah anhu) and his party and there is Ijmā` of ahl al-Sunnah 
upon it as it has been reported by a group of ahl al-Sunnah Imāms, amongst them al-
Āmirī and others. We have explicated the matter in our book al-rawḍah al-nadīyah. 

 

                                                         al-Qāḍī al-Shawkānī (d. 1250) 

          The Salafī favourite al-Shawkānī clearly states in many of his works such as al-Fatḥ al-
Rabbāni. Here it is from his work on jurisprudence Nayl al-Awṭār: 

                                         

...In it there is proof that Alī and those with him were upon 
ḥaqq and Mu`awīyah and those with him were on falsehood 
and this is such a matter that no just person can deny it but only 
the prejudiced will deny it. The ḥadīth of `Ammār Yāsir being 
killed by  the rebels is sufficient for this and that is Ṣaḥīḥ. 
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                                                     al-Shaykh Rashīd Ridā (d. 1354) 

  The famous Salafist scholar and admittedly the ideal of al-Albānī, in his Majallah al-Manār states: 

                          

                           

Anyone investigating the truth objectively without sectarian bias and emotion will ascertain 
that Mu`āwīyah was a rebel, who transgressed against the rightful Imām like Khawārij did 
and he sought power for himself and this is supported by his forcing of people to transfer 
the throne to his son Yazīd; who was known for his fisq. 

 

Allamah Rashīd Riḍā further says elsewhere in his Majallah al-Manār: 

                          

We are the supporters of Alī (alayhi al-Salām wa’l-Riḍwān) and not the supporters of  
Mu`āwīyah and the rebels; upon them be what they deserve but we do not curse and 
revile them because it is not from the qualities of a believer. 

Since he was from Ḥusaynī Ashrāf, he says: 

                                                   

  How can we love who rebelled against our forefather. 

        

            Rashīd Riḍā at various places in his journal al-Manār explicated his reasoning and where he 
has also refuted Ibn Ḥajr al-Ḥaythamī for being biased in his assessment. Even though he was Salafī, 
he also extensively written on political philosophy of Islam and the exemplary high moral and ethical 
standards of al-Khulafāh al-Rāshidūn. Hence, his criticisms of the Umayyad rule. He explicates their 
injustices, rebellion and then imposition of Yazīd ibn Mu`awīyah upon the Ummah as a dynastic 
principle; which gripped the Ummah to this day. After writing on it, he relates the comments of a 
Nationalist German scholar in order to explain the reasoning behind the predicament, the Ummah 
finds itself: 
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Due to these reasons (which Rashīd Riḍā stated prior to this example) a racist German scholar 
said we ought to have a golden statue of Mu`āwīyah in our Capital City Berlin and all Nations 
should have one because if it was not for him, all Nations would have become Muslim. 

                                           

                                                              al-Uthaymīn (d. 2001 CE) 

 Another   staunch Salafī-Wahābī scholar says in his commentary on Bulūgh al-Marām: 

                            

By virtue of this ḥadīth we know that the party of Mu`āwīyah is the rebel party and 
the party of Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib is the just party because scholars have said that bāghī 
is the opposite of just thus the Imām and those with him are just and thos who 
fought him are bāghī and since Ammār (raḍī Allah anhu) was killed by the army of 
Mu`āwīyah therefore they deserve the title of bāghī. 

 

                                                                  Ṣāliḥ al-Fawzān 

  A contemporary popular Salafī-Wahābī scholar in his Tashīl al-Ilmām states: 

                       

                         

 

  This proves that the rebel party are the Shāmīs because they rebelled against the 
Amīr al-Mu’minīn. The Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم said Ammār will be killed by the rebels and he 
was killed by the Shāmīs whilst he was fighting on the side of Alī (raḍī Allah 
anhu) and Mu`āwīyah and his party were upon error and were bāghīs. 
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                                        Allamah Ṣiddīq Ḥasan al-Qunūjī (d. 1890 CE) 

  The famous ahl al-Ḥadīth scholar from the subcontinent says in his al-Sirāj al-Wahhāj: 

                    

I say: the Ḥadīth in this chapter is from the strongest proof against rebellion of those who 
opposed Alī  but rather this Ḥadīth resolves the debate on the issue.  But such a bāghī does 
not go out of the fold of Islam. 

                                       Shah `Abd al-`Azīz Muḥaddith Dehlawī (d. 1239) 

         The fierce critic of rawāfiḍ and the author of the momentous refutation of Shī`ah ‘Tuḥfah Ithnā 
Asharī’. He is a common scholar of Barelwīs and Deobandīs. In response to a Shī`ah objection, he 
states in Tuḥfah Ithnā Asharī: 

                     

Now only this doubt remains that when Ḥazrat Mu`āwīyah’s (raḍī Allah anhu) character 
was those of bāghīs and he unjustifiably sought power then why we do not send la’nah upon 
him? The answer according to ahl al-Sunnah is that it is not permissible to send la’nah upon 
a person who has committed a kabīrah/major sin and since rebellion is a major sin hence 
la’nah is not allowed and it is prohibited. 

Furthermore, he says in the same work towards the end: 

                   

The explanation of the point of view of ahl al-Sunnah is according to their established 
principles, it is their agreement that only the denier of the necessaries is out of the fold 
of Islam and the exalted status of Janāb-e-Amīr raḍī Allah anhu (meaning Imam Alī) 
and being Jannatī and possessing the ability of the Khilfah of Rasūl Allah صلى الله عليه وسلم is not only 
proven from aḥādīth but also from the verses of the Qur’ān, therefore, the denier of 
those is a kāfir.  But the one who fights him for the reasons of being a mean person, 
hungary for power and wealth, utilizing a false interpretation, misunderstanding or 
being led astray and instigated by someone then it is not kufr but it is fisq of actions or 
aqīdah. 
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                                            Mu`āwīyah ibn Yazīd ibn Mu`āwīyah (d. 64) 

 

          The person considered to be the first ḥadīth teacher of students who took the systematic 
knowledge of ḥadīth to the subcontinent; Allamah Ibn Ḥajr al-Haythamī al-Makkī (d. 976) authored 
the famous book al-Ṣawā`iq al-Muḥriqah in refution of the Shī`ah. About his weakening of some 
ḥadīth in the fadā’il of ahl al-Bayt in that book, al-Shaykh `abd al-Ḥaq Muhaddith Dehlavī said in 
Sharḥ Sifr al-Sa`ādah and also indicated in Takmīl al-Imān that Ibn Ḥajr Makki was biased towards 
weakening the faḍā’il of ahl al-Bayt. However, in al-Ṣawā`iq, strangely, without criticism, he cites a 
sermon by the son of Yazīd whose name was Mu`āwīya; which he delivered when he refused to 
accept the bloodstained Caliphate. In that sermon, Mu`āwīyah, the son of Yazīd is very critical of his 
father and grandfather. Among other things, the following is what he said about his grandfather and 
father. The member of the immediate family says: 

        

My grandfather Mu`āwīya fought unjustly with the rightful Caliph Alī ibn Abī Tālib and for that 
he is burning in his grave for his sins, and my father Yazīd seized the government for which he 
was not suited and he persecuted the Family of the Noble Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم for which he is burning in 
his grave for his sins. 

This is indeed a damning verdict by the grandson about his grandfather. Mu`āwīyah ibn Yazīd did 
not live long after his abdication. 

                                

                                            al-Mullā Alī al-Qārī al-Ḥanafī (d. 1014) 

     

          Already the conclusions of al-Mullā Alī al-Qārī have been presented at a chronologically 
appropriate place in this document from his work Sharḥ al-Shifā’. In his voluminous work, namely, 
Mirqāt al-Mafātīḥ; which is a commentry on Mishkāt al-Maṣābīḥ, he sums up the entire discussion 
about ‘Ammār will be killed by the rebels’ and provides an unequivocal judgement of his opinion. 
The Ḥanafīs, atleast, consider him the mujaddid of the tenth century and in my view, if one does not 
study the entire article and just reads the view of al-Mullā Alī Alī al-Qārī al-Ḥanafī, it would be 
sufficient for a clarity on the issue. He states in Mirqāt al-Mafātīḥ: 
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Ammār will be killed by the rebels means that the group will rebel against the 
Imām and khalīfah of the times. al-Ṭībī said: The Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم sent mercy upon him 
due to the intensity with which he was killed by rebel party and He صلى الله عليه وسلم meant 
Mu`āwīyah and his party because they killed him at Ṣiffīn. Ibn al-Malik said: Know 
that Ammār was killed by Mu`āwīyah and his party whilst they were tyrannical 
rebels as this ḥadīth states because Ammār was in the army of Alī; who was the 
rightful Caliph and they rejected to pay allegiance to him. It has been related that 
Mu`awīyah interpreted  the meaning of this ḥadīth by saying that we are bāghī party 
because we seek the retaliation for the blood of Utmān and this response as you can 
see is a distortion/taḥrīf of the meaning and improper here because the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم 
stated this to express the excellence of Ammār and disparage his killers as it is 
addressed with the word ‘wayḥ’. I say: Wayḥ is a word applied to the one who is 
put in destruction which he does not deserve, and mercy and lamentation is sent 
upon by him by this word. On the other hand, the word wayl is a punitive word and 
said to one who deserves punishment and does not merit mercy. And in  al-Jāmi` al-
Ṣaghīr from the report of Imām Aḥmed and al-Bukhārī from  the elevated narration 
of Abū Sa`īd states: Mercy be on you! You will be killed by the rebels whilst you 
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will call them to paradise and they will call you to hellfire.  This is an explicit text 
expressing the true meaning of al-baghyī in the absolute sense as in the Qur’ān 
16:90: Allah forbids immorality, bad conduct and oppression (al-baghyī). And also 
in Qur’ān 49:9: But if one of them oppresses (baghat) the other. The distortion of 
the application of the Islamic shar`ī term to its linguistic meaning is transgression 
because it is applying a meaning that is not its place. Thus, al-baghyī in its Islamic 
connotation means oppressive rebels and it is not right to transfer the meaning and 
to apply it to seeking the blood of Uthmān (raḍī Allah anhu) from the Khalīfah of 
the times. Another interpretation has also been reported from Mu`āwīyah; which is 
uglier than the previous one that Ammār was killed by Alī and his party because He 
brought him to our weapons. It was replied to him: In this case then Ḥamzah was 
killed by the Prophetصلى الله عليه وسلم because he took him to the battle. (it is also false) because 
how then can God al-Mighty command the believers to fight the mushriks, if that is 
the case?  Therefore, in this ḥadīth there are three miracles. First, he will be killed. 
Second, he will be wronged/oppressed. Third, he will be killed by rebels and each 
one is right and truth...  

  I say (Conclusion of al-Mullā Alī al-Qārī):  when it was wājib for Mu`awīyah 
to repent from his rebellion by paying allegiance to the Caliph and abandon 
his opposition...it became evident that inwardly he was a rebel and outwardly 
hiding behind the demand for the blood of Uthmān. This hadith deplores him 
and his actions... 

              In the preceding section, you have witnessed the views and opinions of great Imāms of ahl 
al-Sunnah, as well as Wahābīs, on the issue. The common feature to which I have specifically  
focussed and quoted is the judgement that it is unanimously agreed by all that those who fought 
Imām Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib at Ṣiffīn were Bāghīs. They were rebels and unjustified in their fight against 
Mawlā Alī. On this point all have agreed though some have stated that they were bāghīs indeed but 
this rebellion was based on ijtihād. Others  have said that they were tyrannical, oppressors and 
ẓālims. The point was to provide an insight that Ḥaqq was with Alī in all his campaigns and it is 
agreed upon by all. Finally, it is appropriate to end with the conclusions of our great mujtahid 
Imāms. It is stated and assented by Imām Abū al-Khaṭṭāb Ibn Diḥya al-Mālikī in his Ā`lām al-Naṣr 
al-Mubīn, Imām Moḥammed ibn Aḥmed al-Qurṭubī al-Mālikī in his al-Tadhkirah, Imām Moḥammed 
ibn `Abd al-Bāqī al-Ẓarqānī al-Mālikī in Sharḥ al-Mawāhib and Imām `Abd al-Ra`ūf al-Munāwī al-
Shāfi`ī in his Fayḍ al-Qadīr. Here it is from Imām al-Munāwī: 

                

Imām Abdul Qāhir al-Jurjānī states in his book al-Imāmah that jurisconsults of Ḥijāz and Iraq from ahl 
al-ḥadīth and Rayy have unanimously agreed, among them were Mālik, Shāfi`ī, Abū Ḥanīfah, al-
Awzā`i and the great majority of theologians and Muslims that Alī was in the right at Ṣiffīn as he 
was right at Jamal and those who fought him were unjust/ẓālim  rebels/bāghīs but they were not kafirs 
on account of their rebellion. 

         

           Therefore, in light of this entire discussion and judgements of prominent Imāms and scholars, 
it clear for an objective minded person to see that Imām Alī ibn Abī Ṭālib was upon Ḥaqq and those 
who fought him were bāghīs. Since, Ṭalḥā, al-Zubayr and Umm al-Mu’minīn had retracted from 
their position and repented, hence they cannot be called unjust-rebels but all others at Jamal and 
Ṣiffīn were Bughāt Ẓālimūn. 
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NOTE:  The quoted extracts attached in the document are to support a specific point under 
discussion. I have tried to simplify the technical discussions and also endeavoured to provide an 
idiomatic translation for the benefit of all, where possible. I have only reviewed it once after writing 
it so naturally there may be errors. I suggest that you print it and then read it. This is a work in 
progress and will be a larger book, in-shā-AllahPlease keep me in your Du`ās. 

 

 Syed Hasnain Bukhari 

       27-AUG-2017 

       London, UK      

 SyedHbukhari@outlook.com 
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