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     The Judgement of ahl al-Sunnah   

              On Jamal and iffƩn 

 

                        

 

 

                      

 

A group of people came to visit ImƑm Amed Ibn anbal and 

began to discuss, in detail, the Caliphate of AbȊ Bakr, `Umar and 
UthmǕn (rai Allah anhum). Then they mentioned the Caliphate of 

Alǭ Ibn Abǭ Ǖlib and prolonged their insolent conversation. ImǕm 
A med ibn Hanbal raised his head and said: O People! You have 

have spoken a great deal about Alǭ and the Caliphate. (I say) The 
Caliphate did not beautify Alǭ but Alǭ beautified the Caliphate. 

                                    (ManƑqib al-ImƑm Amed: Ibn al-Jawzǭ al-Hanbalǭ)                            

                                             
                          Syed Hasnain Bukhari 
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                                                                   Introduction  

 

          On 23rd of January, 2017;  Muftǭ AbȊ Layth in a reply to the question, about the battle between 

Imam Alǭ ibn Abǭ Ǖlib  and Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn, launched a scathing attack on Imam Alǭ ibn 
Ǖlib И by exonerating Mu`Ǖwǭyah and criticising Imam Alǭ.  AbȊ Layth explicitly laid the blame at 

the doorstep of Imam Alǭ И.  To blame Imam Alǭ in his campaigns in response to the battles of Jamal 
and iffǭn is a trademark belief of NawǕib.  

         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 a Ǖbah and we ought to be careful in 

discussing about their disagreements. However, al-Bayhaqǭ in his ManǕqib al-ShǕfi`ǭ after discussing 
the same issue, states: 

                       

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

         In what follows, a refutation of this NǕibǭ contention will be furnished in light of the 

judgement of the prominent ImǕms of ahl al-Sunnah. All ahl al-Sunnah believe that Imam Alǭ ibn 
Abǭ Ǖlib И was on aqq and upon truth in his battles: Jamal and iffǭn. The majority Sunnǭ view is 
that not only He was upon the truth but those fighting him were unjust rebels. The minority Sunnǭ 

view is that Imam Alǭ ibn Abǭ Ǖlib was indeed in the right and the opposition were rebels and upon 
error but their mistake was that of ijtihǕd. In any case, all agree that the aqq was with Alǭ ibn Abǭ 

Ǖlib И and at no point He was upon error, contrary to that which was argued by muftǭ abȊ layth; 
who first criticises aydar al-KarrǕr И and then says we should not criticise a abah. These are 
mutually exclusive claims.   

        The unacademic and unjustified verbiage by Muftǭ AbȊ Layth 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 Sunnǭ scholars who at the slightest criticism of Mu`awǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn reach the 
boiling point. Yet, I have waited months for them to respond to the criticism by AbȊ Layth but not a 

word uttered. By the grace of God, ImǕm Alǭ ibn Abǭ Ǖlib is our ImǕm and we will defend him. 

         However, I have endeavoured to reply to the main points in the NǕbǭ 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 iffǭn are 

explicated in detail including the inaccurate objection about the lack of participants from a Ǖbah at 
iffǭn. Thirdly, a discussion on the faǕôil of Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn is advanced and other 

matters relating to it. Fourthly, some observations about the historiographical framework are 
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explored. Fifthly, a detailed study of the views of the ImǕms of ahl al-Sunnah from various stripes 
and different times is presented in light of the objection raised by AbȊ Layth. Finally, a conclusion of 

the arguments in the article is drawn.   

          At the start, let us cite some a ǭ a adǭth to provide a wider framework of the struggle of 
MawlǕ Alǭ И. The Noble Messenger said: Ali will fight wars upon the interpretation of the QurôǕn 
as I  fought wars upon the revelation of the QurôǕn. This is a a ǭh adǭth reported by al-Sunan al-

KubrǕ of al-NasǕôǭ, Musnad of Imam Amed, al-Mu annaf of Ibn Abǭ Shaybah, ahǭ of Ibn 
ibbǕn, Musnad of AbȊ Ya`lǕ, DalǕôil al-NubȊwwah of al-Bayhaqǭ and by a host of other adǭth 

masters. Indeed, what matters is the sanad and there are prominent adǭth scholars grading it a ǭh. 
From the contemporary Salafist-WahǕbǭ scholars to earlier Sunnǭ ImǕms. For example, Shùayb al-
ArnaôȊ says in his comments on al-I sǕn bi-taqrǭb a ǭ ibn ibbǕn that   бЯЃв АϽІ пЯК иϸϝзЂϜ  its chain 

of transmission is upon the conditions of a ǭ Muslim. Another Salafǭ scholar Wa ǭ Allah ibn 
Mo ammed `AbbǕs says in his marginalia on the book Fa Ǖôil al- a Ǖbah of Imam Amed Ibn 

anbal that ϱуϳЊ иϸϝзЂϜ its chain of reporters is a ǭh. Here it is cited from Majma` al-ZawǕôid of al-
Haythamǭ: 

                                            

AbȊ Sa`ǭd al-Khudrǭ says that I heard the Messenger of Allah  say that 

amongst you is the one who will fight wars upon the interpretation of the 

QurôǕn as I  fought wars upon the revelation of the QurôǕn. So AbȊ 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  had given Alǭ his shoes, who was repairing them. 

        In al-MawsȊôah al-fiqhǭyah published by the religious ministry of Kuwait, for example, the 
meaning of taôwǭl in the adǭth is the following:       

                                                   

                                  To fight based upon interpretation means fighting against the rebels.   

 

          Hence, it is obvious that the wars which Imam Alǭ fought were foretold by the Blessed Prophet 

 and we also know that his fight was according to the QurôǕn and upon its true meaning as vouched 
for by RasȊl Allah   Himself. 
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                                                          The battle of Jamal 

       

          During  al-KhilǕfah al-RǕshidah of MawlǕ Alǭ, he encountered three challenges of war: Jamal, 

iffǭn and NahrawǕn. After, `UthmǕn ibn AffǕn  was martyred at his house in Medina.  al a, al-
Zubayr and Umm al-Muôminǭn `Ayesha al- iddǭqǕ demanded an expeditious Qi Ǖ. al a and al-
Zubayr brought Umm al-Muminǭn Ayesha al- iddiqǕ on a camel from Mecca to Bara for this 

purpose. Hence, it is called the battle of the Camel. However, their misunderstandings with Imam Alǭ 
were dispelled and all three blessed personalities regretted their decision to fight Imam Alǭ and this is 

well documented and agreed upon. See their their biographies and adǭth literature for details. For 
example, you can see abaqǕt of Ibn Sa`d, al-IstǭǕb of Ibn `abd al-Barr, Usud al-GhǕbǕh of  Ibn al-
óAthǭr,  al-I Ǖbah of al-`AsqalǕnǭ and al-BidǕyah waôl-NihǕhayah of Ibn Kathǭr-to name but a few. 

          In particular, the Mother of believers `Ayesha al- iddiqǕ1  regretted her decision all her life, in 

Fat  al-BǕrǭ of Ibn ajr al-`AsqalǕnǭ and Majma` al-ZawǕôid of al-Haythamǭ, 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 RasȊl Allah . Furthermore, the following a ǭ report would be sufficient in this matter. 
It is reported in a ǭh Ibn ibbǕn, Musnad of Amed, al-Mu annaf of Ibn Abǭ Shaybah, Musnad of 

AbȊ Ya`lǕ, al-Fitan of Ibn ammǕd and others. al-`Asqalanǭ says in Fat al-BǕrǭ with regards to Ibn 
ibbǕnôs narration that ϱуϳЋЮϜ АϽІ пЯК иϹзЂ  its chain of transmission is upon the condition of a ǭh.  

al-Haythamǭ says in Majma` al-ZawǕôid in relation to the report from Musnad of Imam Amed that  

ϱуϳЋЮϜ ЬϝϮϼ ϹгϲϜ ЬϝϮϼ the chain of transmitters of Ahmed are a ǭh. From contemporary adǭth 
scholars, Shùayb al-ArnaôȊ in his comments on a ǭh ǭbn ibbǕn says  еуϷуЇЮϜ АϽІ пЯК иϸϝзЂϜ  its 

chain of transmitters is upon the condition of al-Bukharǭ and Muslim. Here it is quoted from al-
BidǕyah waôl-NihǕyah of Ibn Kathǭr in which he states that it is reported upon the conditions of al-
Bukhari and Muslim: 

         

 

When `Ayesha reached a place called awôab 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 have 

the dogs of awôab bark upon her. al-Zubayr said: Are you returning? When 

people see you perhaps, they will reconcile. 

        This also proves that it happened as the Noble Prophet  foretold and they realised their error 
of judgement. None has rejected this adǭth except for a prominent nǕibǭ scholar al-QǕǭ  ibn al-

                                                 
1
 After realisation, she was escorted back to Medina from Bara with respect and dignity by her own brother, one of the 

commanders of Imam A li, Moammed ibn Abǭ Bakr al- iddǭq. 
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Arabǭ al-MǕlikǭ and he has been refuted by other great masters of Islamic scholarship. For example, 
the great Mufassir of the QurôǕn, al-Qur Ȋbǭ al-MǕlikǭ refutes him in his al-Tadhkirah: 

                                  

It is strange that al-Qa ǭ AbȊ Bakr ibn al-Arabǭ denied this adǭth in his 

books, such as in his al-`awǕim min al-qawǕim. He said that this adǭth 

has no basis. By reject ing it, he has manifested his stupidity and ignorance 

upon scholars of adǭth and this adǭth in its authenticity is as clear as the 

bright day light.   

          NawǕib usually rely on al-QǕǭ Ibn al-Arabǭ2 for their arguments and denials. He has been 

refuted for his antagonism towards Imam usayn И by  thè UlamǕ, even by Ibn KhaldȊn in his 
Muqaddima. However, Shah ̀ Abd al-`Azǭz  Muaddith al-Dehlavǭ, common scholar of Deobandǭs 
and Barelwǭs in the subcontinent, the author of Tufah IthnǕ `Asharǭyyah, the momentous refutation 

of RawǕfi, says in his FatǕwa Azǭzǭ about NawǕib: 

         

 

NawǕib are a separate sect from KhawǕrij, they were in large numbers in al-ShǕm and 

Maghreb. Caliph al-Mutawakkil Abbasǭ and his wazǭr Ali ibn Jahm were from NawǕib. 

KhawǕrij considered the a Ǖbah who fought each other as kǕfirs. According to them 

al a, Zubayr, Amǭr al-Mu`minǭn Ali al-Murta Ǖ and Mu`Ǖwǭyah and `Amr ibn al-ǔs were 

kafirs. But NawǕib only made their trademark to hate `Amǭr al-Mu`minǭn Alǭ al-Murta Ǖ 

karram Allahu wajhahu and his descendents. From the later scholars Ǖfi Maghrebǭ (qǕǭ 

abu bakr ibn al-arabǭ) was a NǕibǭ. 

 

              al-QǕǭ AbȊ Bakr Ibn al-Arabǭ also held the opinion that Yazǭd ibn Mu`Ǖwǭyah was right 
and al- usayn ibn Ali И deserved to be killed. Na`ȊỈhubillah! 

 

                                                 
2
 Ibn al-Arabǭ is not to be confused with al-Shaykh al-Akbar who is called Ibn Arabǭ without the particle óalô to 

differentiate between the two. 
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             However,  thus far it has been established that MawlǕ Alǭ  was indeed on aqq in fighting at 
the battle of Jamal from the perspective of a ǭ A Ǖdǭth and also by the admission of the blessed 

companions al a, al-Zubayr and Umm al-Muôminǭn `Ayesha al- iddǭqa that they were mistaken to 
launch the campaign of Jamal in opposition to Alǭ ibn Abǭ Ǖlib. 

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

                                                                  anafǭ Opinion 

          al-Imam al-A` am AbȊ anǭfah unequivocally passes his judgement as reported by AbȊ al-
`UlǕ a`d ibn Mohammed al- anafǭ in his kitǕb al-`ItiqǕd, al-BiyǕǭ in his al-U Ȋl al-MȊnǭfah, al-

Nasafǭ in his Tabirah, al-Kurdarǭ in his ManǕqib Abǭ anǭfah. Here it is quoted from al-Muwaffiq 
al-Makkǭ al- anafǭ in his ManǕqǭb Abǭ anǭfah: 

                    

          

  

AbȊ Hanǭfah said: Alǭ was on aqq in all his battles against whomever he fought and had we 

not the practice of Alǭ we would not have known the rulings for battles between Muslims. 

 

al-QǕǭ AbȊ al-`UlǕ al- anafǭ further states in KitǕb al-`ItiqǕd: 

         ЬϝЦ йжϒ   йгϲϼ СЂнт с̴Ϡϒ еК : ϣУузϲ ϝϠϒ ϥЛгЂ-  йзК  сЎϼ- ЬнЧт : сϠϒ еϠ ΗсЯК

 СуЪ мϒ ̪сПϡЮϜ ̴Экϒ ̳ЬϝϧЦ СуЪ ϝз̶г̴Я̲К ϝв сЯК ънЮм ̪ϣвϝуЧЮϜ ант  ϹзК ϝз̳ϧΖϯ̳ϲ йлϮм  аϽЪ ϟЮϝА 

ϣЯϡЧЮϜ ̲Экϒ ЭϦϝЧж        

 Imam al-QǕǭ AbȊ YȊsuf says that Imam AbȊ anǭfah said: Alǭ Ibn Abǭ Ǖlib is our 

proof/ ujjah on the day of judgement; had it not been for Alǭ, we would not have known 
the ruling for fighting against rebels or people of Qiblah. 

            

 

           Furthermore, Imam al-A` am AbȊ anǭfah says as stated by al-Muwaffiq al-Makkǭ al- anafǭ 

in ManǕqib and al-Kurdarǭ in his ManǕqib of AbȊ anǭfah: 

                             

 

Imam AbȊ anǭfah was asked about the battle of Jamal, He replied: Alǭ was upon justice and it 

is Alǭ who taught Muslims the Sunnah of how to derive ru lings for battles with Muslim rebels. 
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al-Zayla`ǭ al- anafǭ in Nab al-RǕyah states: 

     

 

There is consensus of opinion/IjmǕ` that Alǭ was in the right in his battle with al a, al-

Zubayr, `ǔyeshǕ and those with them, and against the opposition at iffǭn that is Mu`Ǖwǭyah 
and his army and `ǔyeshǕ had expressed her remorse for partic ipation. 

 

        Therefore, the anafǭ position from their eponymous founder to later scholars is that aqq 

was with Imam Alǭ ibn Abǭ Ǖlib И in his campaign at the battle of Jamal. 

                        

                                                                  MǕlikǭ Opinion 

         Mo ammed ibn Amed al-Qurubǭ al-MǕlikǭ, the mufassir, muaddith and faqǭh 
unequivocally states and assents to the view in his al-Tadhkirah that there is consensus that Imam 

Ali И was on the aqq in his battles. He says: 

                        

                                  

 IjmǕ` has been established that the party of al-ImǕm  was just and   the opposing  
party were rebels. And Alǭ was the truthful ImǕm. 

Imam Al-Qurubǭ al-MǕlikǭ explicitly confirms the MǕlikǭ position as a general rule that Imam Alǭ И 

was in the right in all his battles. More on MǕlikǭ opinions in the section on iffǭn. 

                                                              

                                                                    ShǕfi`ǭ  Opinion 

          Imam al-ShǕfi`ǭôs opinion is stated by al-Bayhaqǭ in his al-`ItiqǕd that whoever fought Imam 
Alǭ during his caliphate was a rebel/bǕghǭ: 

                                    

                                  



9 

 

 

Whoever fought  Amǭr al-Muminǭn Alǭ ibn Abǭ Ǖlib during his Caliphate was a rebel 
and  our teachers committed us to this position and it is the position of Ibn Idrǭs al-ShǕfi`ǭ 

 

AbȊ ManȊr al-BaghdǕdǭ  al-ShǕfi`ǭ in his U Ȋl al-Dǭn decisively states: 

                              

                                                                               

There is agreement of our school (AshǕôira) that Alǭ (rai Allah anhu) was in the 

right in h is fight with people of Jamal and right in h is fight with party of 
Mu`Ǖwǭyah at iffǭn. 

                                     

                                                             

                                                                     anbalǭ Opinion 

              The prominent anbalǭ Imams, namely, Muwaffiq al-Dǭn al-Maqdisǭ al- anbalǭ and Ibn 
QudǕmah al-Maqdisǭ al- anbalǭ, identically state in al-Mughnǭ and Its al-Shar  al-Kabǭr: 

                        

                              

 

The a Ǖbah  (raǭ Allah anhum) had unanimous agreement about fighting against the 

rebels. AbȊ Bakr (raǭ Allah anhu) fought against the rejecters of zakǕh and Alǭ fought 

against the people of Jamal, iffǭn and NahrawǕn. 

 

         Towards concluding this section, here is a a ǭ adǭth from al-Mustadrak of Imam al- Ǖkim. 
It is presented from the famous abridged version by al-Dhahabǭ; who was a fierce critic of al- Ǖkim, 
comments in his Talkhǭs al-Mustadrak that this adǭth is a ǭh upon the conditions of al-Bukharǭ and 

Muslim: 
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Alǭ was on his way to Bara, 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 aqq 

and aqq is with you. Rasul Allah  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 QurôǕn and Sunnah by Umm al-Muôminǭn Umm Salamah is also 
echoed by Mother of believers `ǔyesha al- iddǭqa. She had regretted her decision to participate at 
Jamal as aforementioned from a ǭ adǭth from her, during the campaign. Later, also there are 

various reports of this remorse and amongst them, the following mentioned by AbȊ ayyǕn in al-
Ba r al-Mu ǭt, al-Qurubǭ in his Tafsǭr and here from al-Dhahabǭ in his Sǭyar: 

                                

al-Dhahabǭ comments: There is no doubt at all  that `ǔyesha regretted 

completely at her travel to Bara and participation at Jamal...when she 

heard the recitation of the Ǖyah addressed to the Wives of the Prophet   

ñabide in your housesò She wept so profusely that her veil covering 
became wet. 

           In conclusion to this section, it has been justified that Imam Alǭ ibn Abǭ ǕlibИ was on aqq in 

his campaign at the battle of Jamal and those who fought him were unjust-rebels. It must be noted 
that al a, al-Zubayr and Umm al-Muminǭn `ǔyeshǕ had recognised their error and retracted from it. 

They were of the opinion of an expeditious qiǕ but eventually realised that the opinion of Imam Alǭ 
in this matter was the correct one. Hence, they cannot be called bǕghǭs. Had there been space, I 
would have detailed unfortunate murders of alha that he was killed by MarwǕn mal`Ȋn and al-

Zubayr was killed by Ibn JurmȊz. However, for our purposes, it is sufficient to conclude that aqq at 
the battle of Jamal was with Mawla Alǭ as vouched for by the a ǭh aadǭth 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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                                                   AmmǕr ibn YǕsir and iffǭn 

   

            The battle of iffǭn was fought between Imam Alǭ  ibn Abǭ Ǖlib and Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn 

Abǭ SufyǕn after Jamal. Amongst the prominent personalities to be martyred at this battle was 
AmmǕr ibn YǕsir, about whom the Noble Prophet said that `AmmǕr will be killed by the 
rebels. Hence, providing a normative standard for a clear judgement on the issue. `AmmǕr ibn 

YǕsir was from al-SǕbiqȊn al-AwwalȊn category of a Ǖbah 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 YǕsir was the second person 
to have been martyred in Islam. `AmmǕr was also a Badrǭ a Ǖbǭ. His excellences are many. 
For example in a ǭh al-BukhǕrǭ AbȊ DardǕô says:  

                                                   

 

                                                                      

                              Allah (swt) gave AmmǕr refuge from Satan by the invocation of the Prophet  

 

It is reported in Sunan of Ibn MǕja and al-Tirma hǭ: 

                                                                                            

                                                                                                                                                               

                                                                                           

 RasȊl Allah  said that when `AmmǕr is presented with two      
options, he takes the most correct one. 

             However, one of the most authentic and MutawǕtir adǭth in adǭth literature is the one in 

which the Blessed Prophet  foretold that `AmmǕr will be killed by the rebels. In the following, a 
detailed study of this adǭth is presented as `AmmǕr ibn YǕsir was martyred in the battle of iffǭn 

and it proves that Imam Alǭ ibn Ǖlib was on aqq 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 adǭth about AmmǕr will be killed by 

bǕghǭs. 

     

The adǭth is reported by a large number of muaddithȊn.  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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                                                                  a ǭ al-BukhǕrǭ 

                    

                                                           Musnad A med Ibn anbal 

                          

                             Shùayb al-ArnaôȊ says it is a ǭh adǭth                

      

                                                              a ǭh Ibn ibbǕn 

                                        

                                

  al-ArnaôȊ grades it is a ǭ upon the conditions of al-Bukhari:     
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                                a ǭh al-JǕmi` al- aghǭr by al-AlbǕnǭ with a ǭh grading 

                                             

 

  

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

 

                              

 

         In a ǭ Muslim, for example, we have the condensed version of the adǭth from three different 
chains of transmission to Umm al-Muôminǭn Umm Salama: 

                                                

                                             RasȊl Allah said: AmmǕr will be killed by the rebels. 
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           This is sufficient to demonstrate that AmmǕr ibn YǕsir will be killed by the rebels who will be  
unjust, wrong and inviting to hellfire.  Now, we demonstrate from the explicit statements of the adǭth 

masters that this adǭth is graded MutawǕtir; which means it is certain and cannot be doubted. 

 

   

 

   Ibn Abd al-Barr al-Maliki in his al-Istǭ`Ǖb comments: 

                                

  There are massively transmitted reports from the Prophet  that AmmǕr will 

be killed by the rebels. This is from the news of the future and from the proofs 
of His  Prophethood and it is from most authentic a Ǖdǭth. 

 

 al-Dhahabǭ in his TǕrǭkh al-Islam states: 

                              

                                 

 This adǭth has been reported from Ibn AbbǕs, Ibn Mas`Ȋd, udhayfah, AbȊ 

RǕfi`, Ibn Abǭ AwfǕ, JǕbir ibn Samurah, AbȊ al-Yasr al-Sulamǭ, Ka`b ibn 
MǕlik, Anas, JǕbir and other ahǕbah and it is mutawǕtir from the Prophet ... 
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al- afadǭ in his al-WǕfǭ biôl-wafayǕt says: 

                                               

 

                                 

This is reported by tawǕtur (massive transmission) that RasȊl Allah said that `AmmǕr 

will be killed by rebels and this adǭth is from the proofs of the Prophethood, from the 

news of the future and it is from most authentic aǕdǭth. 

 

 

 

 

 

al-Mizzǭ in his Tahdhǭb al-KamǕl confirms: 

 

                                

  It is massively reported from RasȊl Allah  that He said to AmmǕr:   You will 

be killed by the rebels. It has been reported from AmmǕr Ibn YǕsir, UthmǕn ibn 
AffǕn, Ibn Mas`Ȋd, udhayfah ibn al-YamǕn, Ibn AbbǕs and others... 
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                                                Meaning of BǕghǭ in the adǭth 

         The meaning is clear that al-fiôah al-bǕghǭyah means the rebel party and it has a negative 

connotation. The word bǕghǭ with its many variations has been used in the QurôǕn as unjust 
transgression. However, here as an example, it is quoted from Ibn al-óAthǭrôs famous work on the 
meanings of the words used in adǭth literature:  

 

                         

  In the adǭth of AmmǕr ñ He will be killed by rebelsò it means the party that is unjust/Ǖlim 

who have rebelled from the obedience of the Imam. The basis of al-baghyǭ  are t ransgression 

of limits.  

 

Majd al-Dǭn al-FǭrȊzabǕdǭ in al-QǕmȊs al-Mu ǭ explains: 

                                                                                                       

   

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

 

AbȊ Ubayd al-Harawǭ in his classic al-Gharǭbayn fiôl-QurôǕn waôl- adǭth says: 

                               

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

 

 

al-QǕǭ al-`IyǕ al-MǕlikǭ in his MashǕriq al-anwǕr explains: 

                                          

 

  He will be killed by a bǕghǭ group: bǕghǭyah is from al-baghyǭ 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 MutawǕtir adǭth from the KhǕtam al-Nabǭyǭn  
those who fought Imam Alǭ ibn Abǭ Ǖlib at iffǭn were unjust rebels. The killing of ̀ AmmǕr ibn 

YǕsir at iffǭn is agreed upon. All biographers of `AmmǕr agree upon it. For example, Ibn ajr al-
`AsqalǕnǭ in his al-I Ǖbah confirms: 

                                  

                                                                                           

The mutawǕtir aǕdǭth from the Prophet  state that AmmǕr will be killed 

by the rebels and there is unanimous agreement of scholars that he was 
killed at iffǭn fighting on the side of Alǭ 

            Furthermore, even Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn could not deny the adǭth and tried to provide 

a farfetched interpretation to his troops. 

                        

                                     Interpretation of Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn 

            It is authentically reported by a number of muaddithȊn that`AmmǕr ibn YǕsir was killed by 
the troops led by Mu`Ǖwǭyah at iffǭn and when Mu`Ǖwǭyah was informed about it, he said we did 

not kill him but Alǭ killed him because he brought him here to fight us.  However, prior to a 
discussion on this, let us provide evidence from a ǭ reports of this distortion. It is reported by 

various adǭth sources and authenticated by adǭth scholars; after which a translation of the text will 
be provided.  

             Imam A med Ibn anbal at three places in his Musnad with varying chains and the 
researcher Shùayb al-Arna`Ȋ grades all as a ǭ: 
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Second report in Musnad of A med with decalaration of authenticity: 

                                  

                                                                                                                                        

 

Third authentic report in Musnad of A med: 
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AbȊ Ya`lǕ in his Musnad with its researcher Hussain Salǭm Asad grading it a ǭh: 
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Second report in Musnad of AbȊ Ya`lǕ with a strong chain: 

                                       

                                                                                                          

        al-Dhahabǭ in his TǕrikh al-Islam reports it and its researcher Dr. BishǕr M`arȊf grades it a ǭh. 

al-Dhahabǭ also reports it in his sǭyar `ǕlǕm al-NubalǕ and its researchers grade it a ǭh: 
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al-Haythamǭ in his Majmà  al-ZawǕôid authenticates it from al- ibrǕnǭ: 

                               

                                    

 

   

              There are other prominent adǭth Imams who have related this report authentically such as 
al-NasǕôǭ, `abd al-RazǕq, 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 adǭth of AmmǕr ibn YǕsir being killed by the rebels was known to the killers. Here is the 

translation:  

 

  When `AmmǕr ibn YǕsir was killed by the troops of Mu`Ǖwǭyah, `Amr ibn al-`ǔ 

told Mu`Ǖwǭyah that the Prophet  said that AmmǕr will be killed by the rebels. 

Mu`Ǖwǭyah  replied: You have slipped in your own urine. We did not kill him but Alǭ 

killed him because he brought him in front of our spears and swords!              

 

            Prior to a response by Imam Alǭ of this absurd interpretation, here is what an Umayyad 
apologist Ibn Kathǭr says in his al-BidǕyah waôl-NihǕyah about this interpretation: 

                                           

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

 

Ibn Kathǭr  further comments: 

                                           

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

                

 

Mu`Ǖwǭyahôs  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 WahǕbǭ favourite Ibn Kathǭr, the explanation of Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn 
Abǭ SufyǕn is extremely unrealistic and farfetched but may we ask, what is it farfetched from? The 

answer is that it is farfetched from QurôǕn, 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 NawǕib Ibn Taymǭyah al- arrǕnǭ in his MinhǕj al-Sunnah 

considers such an interpretation as MarwǕnǭ: 

                                   

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 MawǕnǭôs and their ilk.  

   

            Though, he is a staunch supporter of Umayyads and antagonistic towards Imam Alǭ as we 
have discussed elsewhere, yet he had to declare that those who present such an interpretation 

proffered by Mu`Ǖwǭyah as MarwǕnǭ and those who refute such an idea, he declares them ahl al-
Sunnah. 
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                                              Response of Imam Alǭ ibn Abǭ Ǖlib 

       

 

  When the explanation of the martyrdom of  `AmmǕr ibn YǕsir by Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn 

reached aydar al-KarrǕr, he replied that if AmmǕr was killed by those who brought him then Amǭr 
amzah and other a Ǖbah were killed by RasȊl Allah  because He  took them to the battles!  

        al- Ǖfi AbȊ al-Kha Ǖb ibn Diyah al-MǕlikǭ,  Mo ammed ibn Amed al-Qur ubǭ al-MǕlikǭ, 

Ibn al- `ImǕd al- anbalǭ, `Abd al-RaôȊf al-MunǕwǭ al-ShǕfi`ǭ and others have mentioned the response 
of Imam Alǭ ibn Abǭ alib:  

         

al-Qur ubǭ al-MǕlikǭ in his al-Tadhkirah states: 

                              

                                                                                            

Due to the indubitability of the adǭth, Mu`Ǖwǭyah could not reject it hence  he said that  

he was killed by the one who brought him to be killed. Ali (raǭ Allah anhu) refuted the 

interpretation of Mu`Ǖwǭyah that if that is the case then RasȊl Allah  would be considered 

as the killer of amzah because He  took him to the battle of Uud. 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-ImǕm al- Ǖfi AbȊ al-Kha Ǖb al-MǕlikǭ has said.    
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Ibn al-`ImǕd al- anbalǭ in his ShadhrǕt al-Dhahab says: 

                                          

 

    On the side Alǭ, there were Badrǭ a Ǖbah and a Ǖbah of bayat al-Ri wǕn and they 

had the flags of RasȊl Allah  and the ijmǕ` had been established upon the ImǕmah of 

Alǭ and the rebels were  the other group. It is not persmissble to declare them kǕfirs like 

other rebels. Ahl al-Sunnah waôl-JamǕ`ah have proven with evidences the preference 

for the side of Alǭ. Of the most obvious and strong proof is the saying of the Prophet  

for AmmǕr ibn YǕsir: You will be killed by the rebels and this is a solidly established 

adǭth even when  it reached Mu`Ǖwǭyah, he said that AmmǕr was killed by those who 

brought him and Alǭ replied: In that case amzah was killed by RasȊl Allah  because 

He  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 WahǕbǭ favourite and closest student of Ibn Taymǭyah, Ibn al-
Qayyim al-Jawzǭyah explicitly states in his al- awǕ`iq al-MursalǕ on the issue: 

                                    

                                    

  Indeed,  the interpretation of the ShǕmǭs is falsehood. The 

Prophet  said that AmmǕr will be killed by the rebels and the 

ShǕmǭs said we did not kill him but those who brought him to our 

spears killed h im. This is a bǕil interpretation, contrary to the 

explicit unequivocal words of the text. Indeed, the killers of 

AmmǕr were those who killed him and not those whom he was 

fighting for. Th is is the refutation of those who were on aqq, 

when they replied: In that case the Messnger of Allah   and His 

companions were the killers of amzah and other martyrs with  

him because they brought them to the swords of the MushrikȊn! 

  

             Therefore, it is manifestly clear that the interpretation of Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn leads to 
absurd consequences for those martyred during the times of the Noble Prophet  and al-KhulǕfah al-

RǕshidȊn and it is contrary to QurôǕn, Sunnah and sound reasoning. Some ardent supporters of the 
Umayyad dynasty have attempted to defend unrealistic interpretation of the martyrdom of AmmǕr 
ibn YǕsir. For example, al-Muhallab al-Andalusǭ said that in the adǭth, it says that AmmǕr will call 

them to paradise and they will call him to hellfire; this means that he was sent to the KhawǕrij to call 
them to Islam. Badr al-Dǭn al-Aynǭ al- anafǭ  in Umdah al-QǕrǭ and others have refuted such 

preposterous claims: 
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     I say that Ibn BaǕl followed al-Muhallab in this opinion and then a group followed 

Ibn Ba Ǖl in this notion but this is incorrect because KhawǕrij did KhurȊj upon Alǭ (raǭ 

Allah anhu) after the  killing of AmmǕr and there is no difference of opinion amonsgt 
the people of knowledge on this point. The issue of KhawǕrij occurred after the 

arbitration between Alǭ and Mu`Ǖwǭyah and the arbitration happened after the battle of 

iffǭn and AmmǕr had definitely been killed prior to that. 

          Though after this passage al-`Aynǭ suggests that the mistake of Mu`Ǖwǭyah was based on 
ijtihǕd but later towards the end of the book in kitǕb 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 iffin. Furthermore, this strange far fecthed thesis has also been refuted by Ibn ajr al-

`AsqalǕnǭ in his Fat al-BǕri with a similar refutation and then he says: 

                                                          

                                     How is it possible that Alǭ sent AmmǕr to KhawǕrij after his death? 

       

           The prespostrous suggestion by al-Muhallab is refuted with the unanimous agreement that 

AmmǕr ibn YǕsir was killed prior to the fitna of khawǕrij hence it was impossible for him to be sent 
to them.  The point here is that it has been  authentically demonstrated that `AmmǕr will be killed by 

the Rebels and that He was killed at iffǭn and  that Mu`Ǖwǭyah  knew about the adǭth 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.  

                                              

 

 

 

                                                     `AmmǕrôs call to Paradise 

            As you have seen from a ǭ A Ǖdǭth, from various prominent muaddithȊn that RasȊl Allah 
 said that `AmmǕr will call the rebels to paradise and they will call him to hell fire. By virtue of 

being on the side of aqq meant his call was to paradise. There are also lengthy exhortations in the 
books of history where `AmmǕr ibn YǕsir at iffǭn delivers speeches and tells the ShǕmǭs that they 
are upon falsehood. Imagine a ninety three old man with trembling hands urging others to join the 

aqq. 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 KarbalǕ. However, there are lengthy 

admonitions in the books of history but here is an of example of `AmmǕrôs call from authentic 
adǭth.  al-Haythamǭ, the teacher of al-`AsqalǕnǭ, in his Majmà  al-ZawǕôid authenticates from 

Musnad of A med and al- ibrǕnǭ: 
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            The same adǭth is also reported by Ibn ibbǕn in his a ǭh and here it is cited from Musnad 

of AbȊ Ya`lǕ and graded authentic by its researcher Hussain Salǭm Asad and also by al- afi  al-
AsqalǕnǭ in his Fat al-BǕrǭ: 

                                    

                                    

On the day of iffǭn, AmmǕr ibn YǕsir, 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 RasȊl Allah  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 aqq and they are 
upon misguidance ỈalǕlah! 

 

 

 

             

      Furthermore,  `AmmǕr ibn YǕsir at iffǭn  was a symbol of aqq and salvation for the a Ǖbah 

of RasȊl Allah . It is authentically reported in al-Istǭ`Ǖb of Ibn `Abd al-Barr, Talkhǭs of al-
Mustadrak by al-Dhahabǭ, Majma` al-ZawǕôid of al-Haythamǭ, Usud al-GhǕbah of Ibn al-óAthǭr al-
Jazarǭ and others. Here the relevant point is cited from AbȊ ól-AbbǕs al-Qurubǭ al-MǕlikǭôs al-

Mufhim commentry on a ǭh Muslim:  

 



28 

 

 

                                                               

                                                                                                        

                                                                                      

AbȊ `Abd al-Ra mǕn al-Sulamǭ said: We participated in iffǭn with Alǭ and witnessed 

that where ever AmmǕr ibn YǕsir went at iffǭn, the a Ǖbah of Moammed  
followed him as if he was the symbol of t ruth for them. 

 

al-NawǕwǭ in his Tahdhǭb al-óAsmǕô waôl-lughǕt further confirms: 

 

                                    

 It is proven in BukhǕrǭ and Muslim that RasȊl Allah  said May Allah have mercy upon 

`AmmǕr he will be killed by the rebels and the a Ǖbah on the day of iffǭn followed him 

wherever he went because they knew they were with the party on truth. 

 

Ibn al-`ImǕd al- anbalǭ in his ShadhrǕt al-Dhahab says: 

                                           

 

 Amonsgt those who were killed on the side of Alǭ at iffǭn included  
`AmmǕr ibn YǕsir; who was the standard of justice in these battles. 

 

 

              It is evident that ̀ AmmǕr was the symbol of aqq as foretold by the Prophet  and the 

ahǕbah understood and recognised that and followed him in his call to paradise. Though, there is a 
considerable other authentic material about various aspects of iffǭn, in conclusion to this section, 
here is what Umm al-Muôminǭn MaymȊna bint al- Ǖrith said echoing the call of `ǔmmǕr. It is 

declared a ǭh upon the conditions of al-BukhǕrǭ and Muslim, not only by al- Ǖkim in his al-
Mustadrak but by the centre right Mu addith and Ibn Taymǭyah loyalist, al-Dhahabǭ in his Talkhǭs of 

al-Mustadrak: 
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Ibn Kulayb al-`ǔmirǭ says that when `Alǭ  travelled to iffǭn, I went to Medina to see 

MaymȊna bint al- Ǖrith and she enquired about the purpose of my visit. I said: `Alǭ has 

gone to iffǭn 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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                                 istoriography of iffǭn and Badrǭ a Ǖbah 

     

            At iffǭn, the only two active participants among the ahǕbah in the battle from the side of 

Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn were himself and `Amr ibn al-`ǔ and both were from ἱulaqǕ  category 
of converts.3Abdullah the son of `Amr ibn al-`ǔ, according to a ǭh reports, did not take part in the 
battle and abstained from picking up any weapons. He told them to their faces after ǔmmǕrôs 

martyrdom that they were the group on falsehood. However, on the side of Imam Alǭ there were 
ahǕbah from MuhǕjirȊn and AnǕr, the a Ǖbah of bayah of al-RidwǕn and prominently, the Badrǭ 

ahǕbah. 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- abarǭ, al-BalǕdhurǭ, Ibn S`ad, al-Dǭnawarǭ-to name but a few. Even if we did not have 
the historical narrative, the overwhelming and MutawǕtir adǭth evidence furnishes a definite basis 

for the value judgement that Imam Alǭ was on aqq and those who fought him were unjust bǕghǭs. 
The NawǕib in the tradition of Ibn Taymǭyah, 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 ahǕbah abstained from the battles, hence, attempting to create doubt and rescue their 
elders from the unjust rebellion at iffǭn. Yet, at the sametime specific works of history written only 

on iffǭn are ruthlessly discredited by labelling the earliest historians of those monographs as Shǭ`ah. 
Prior to a detailed positive justification of the Badrǭ participants, in particular,  with Imam Alǭ from 
sources  that cannot be labelled Shǭ`ah. let us, first,  examine the NǕibǭ argument. Here is what Ibn 

Taymǭyah states in his MinhǕj al-Sunnah: 

                     

                                   

                                     

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

- Ibn Taymǭyah says:  this is from the best of chains of transmission on Earth! And 

Mohammed Ibn Sǭrǭn 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 Sǭrǭn said that there were around thirty a Ǖbah in the 
battle of iffǭn. However, there is no mention of iffǭn in the text of the words attributed to Ibn Sǭrǭn. 

How do we know he was talking about iffǭn? Those who came later tried to interpret it as iffǭn. If 
we were to be puritanical, the Battle of Siffǭn took place in 37AH and Ibn Sǭrǭn 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 `UthmǕn ibn `AffǕn.  Consider the following reported by Ibn`AsǕkir in his TǕrǭkh 

Dimashq, Ibn `abd Rabihǭ in al-`Iqd al-Farǭd, al-Suyuǭ in his TǕrǭkh al-Khulafah and here it is 
quoted from al-AkhbǕr al-MuwaffiqǭyǕt by al-Zubayr ibn BakkǕr: 

                                  

                                  

                                 

        The companion AbȊ al- ufayl `ǔmir ibn WǕthilah came to Mu`Ǖwǭyah and 

Mu`Ǖwǭyah said: are you not from the slayers of UthmǕn? 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 MuhǕjirȊn and AnsǕr did not aid him. Mu`Ǖwǭyah said: it was 

imperative upon them to assist him. AbȊ al- ufayl said: Amǭr al-muôminǭn what hindered 

you from assisting him whilst you had the support of the people of al-shǕm? Mu`Ǖwǭyah 

replied:  but my seeking of vengence for his blood is helping him. AbȊ al- ufayl laughed 

and then exclaimed: your attitude towards UthmǕn 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 UthmǕn al-Ghanǭ lasted for over fifty days and Imam Alǭ had his sons asan and 
usayn guard the gates of UthmǕn al-Ghanǭôs house. However, Ibn Sǭrǭnôs statement about lack of  

participation of a Ǖbah in the fitna could be a reference to this. As will be discussed later, even the 
best of all the a abah, the majority of Badrǭ companions were with Imam Alǭ at iffǭn and there 

were none on the side of mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn abǭ sufyǕn.  

          Furthermore, If one was to insist upon the vague statement of Ibn Sǭrǭn then consider his other 

unequivocal opinions. Here it is quoted from al-Mu annaf of Ibn Abǭ Shaybah with an authentic 
chain of transmitters as vouched for by its researcher Mohammed `AwwǕmah: 
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 Mo ammed ibn Sǭrǭn said:  There will be a khalǭfah in this Ummah who 

will be superior to AbȊ Bakr and `Umar 

           The text from Ibn Sǭrǭn is authentically reported and in the words of Ibn Tamǭyah ñthis is from 

the best of chains of transmission on Earth...and his mursal report is among the authentic interrupted 
reports.ò  Ibn Sirǭn believed that there will be a Caliph in this Ummah over whom we cannot even 

give preference to AbȊ Bakr al- iddǭq nor Umar al-FǕrȊq. Indeed, the same people will now attempt 
to interpret this unambiguous statement, authentically reported by suggesting the reasoning for this 
taf il. Fitna in his other statement is also interpreted by us in a similar spirit.  

          Nu`aym ibn ammǕd, one of the teachers of al-BukhǕrǭ, in his famous book al-Fitan provides 

another opinion of Ibn Sǭrǭn: 

                                 

Mo ammed Ibn Sǭrǭn said: By God! I see that,  Mu`Ǖwǭyah in his 

mannerisms was vying for Caliphate even during the times of AbȊ Bakr 

and Umar (rai Allah anhuma). 

           So here you have Ibn Sǭrǭn suggest that Mu`wǭyahôs quest for power was evident even in the 

times of al- iddǭq and al-FǕrȊq. And this statement of Ibn Sǭrǭn is further corroborated by the  first 
hand observation of a a Ǖbǭ and the brother of UthmǕn al-Ghanǭ from ra Ǖ`a;  `Abdullah ibn Sa`d 
as assented by al-Dhahabǭ in his sǭyar Ǖ`lam al-nubalǕ, Ibn `AsǕkir in his TǕrǭkh and here it is cited 

from  al-Fasawǭôs al-M`arifah waôl-TǕrikh: 

                       

After the murder of UthmǕn, Abdullah ibn Sa`d moved to `AsqalǕn and disliked 

to be with Mu`Ǖwǭyah and said: I will not be with Mu`Ǖwǭyah about whom I 

know that he wanted UthmǕn to be killed.. 

 

           The point here is that the argument of participation of a Ǖbah from Ibn Sǭrinôs statement is 
textually vague in the first place to apply it to iffǭn 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 UthmǕn al-Ghanǭ and this is supported from the lack of 

participation of a Ǖbah. And if one is adamant in their unjustified application of the term fitna to 
iffǭn alone then what about the other opinions of Ibn Sǭrǭn about tafǭl and Mu`Ǖwǭyahôs quest for 

power long before the Caliphate of Imam Alǭ? 

          

  Furthermore, Ibn Taymǭyah in his campaign cites another reference with a chain to al-Sha`abǭ: 
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al-Sha`abǭ said about the battle of Jamal that none of the a Ǖbah took part in the the battle 

except Alǭ, AmmǕr, TalǕ and al-Zubayr and if there is a fifth a Ǖbǭ then I am liar!  

            

          This seems to be falsely attributed to al-Sha`abǭ otherwise he would be proven a liar in his own 
words. If one was to be subjective, it could be said that al-Sha`abǭ 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 MarwǕn; who was anti-Alǭ and al-Zubayr. His praise for ̀abd al-Malik ibn 

MarwǕn, for example, can be cited. In Tahdhǭb Tahdhǭb al-KamǕl, al-Dhahabǭ states the praise: 

                                

                               

 

   al-Sha`abǭ said: I never associated with anyone but I found myself to be 

superior over them except for `abd al-Malik ibn MarwǕn. When I related a adǭth 

to him but he added to it and never a verse of poetry, he capped me in on it. 

                 However, Ibn Taymǭyahôs student al-Dhahabǭ falsifies the claim of al-Sha`abǭ in his 
TǕrǭkh al-Islam: 

                                     

al-Sha`abǭ exagerated when he said that there were only Alǭ, `AmmǕr, 

al a and al- Zubayr from ahǕbah at Jamal. 

   

              Even al-Dhahabǭ4 rejects the claim of al-Sha`abi  in mild words and he also deliberately 
omits the  text óthen I will be a liarô stated by al-Sha`abǭ. However, one of the ealiest books of 

history by the teacher of al-Bukharǭ, TǕrǭkh of Khalǭfah ibn Khayya relates from an authentic chain 
from Sa`ǭd ibn Jubayr; who was brutally killed by the Marwanid governor ajjaj ibn YȊsuf, that 
there were eight hundred a Ǖbah from AnsǕr and four hundred from bayat al-Ri wǕn with Imam 

Alǭ at Jamal: 

                                                 
4
 His student Imam Taj al-Dǭn al-Subki in h is al- abaqǕt has accused Al-Dhahabǭ of bias. Imam al-Kawthari al- anafǭ 

accuses al-Dhahabǭ of bias towards weakening of the excellences of ahl al-bayt in his commentary on al-Sayf al- aqǭl of 

Imam Taqi al-Dǭn al-Subkǭ. 
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   Sa`ǭd ibn Jubayr said: at Jamal there were eight hundred a Ǖbah from 

AnsǕr and four hundred from bayah of RiwǕn. 

           al-Dhababǭ confirms the reports contrary to the supposed claim of al-Shaàbǭ. In his TǕrikh al-

Islam he provides the basis upon which he rejected the claim of al-Sha`abǭ: 

                                

        Sa`ǭd Ibn Jubayr said: with Alǭ at the battle of Jamal there were 
eight hundred AnsǕrǭ a Ǖbah and four hundred from those who did 

bayah of RidwǕn. 

  Mu alib ibn ZǭyǕd relates from al-Sudaǭ: at the battle of Jamal there 

were one hundred and thirty Badrǭ a Ǖbah and seven hundred other 

a Ǖbah... 

   So here you have it from two separate indepedent reliable sources stating contrary to the claims of 

Ibn Taymǭyah. The point to be noted is that there was only a small number of Badrǭ SaǕbah 
remaining. Their total was 313 and fourteen were martyred at Badr, seventy were martyred at Uud 

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 Alǭ and those who lived 
were again at iffǭn with ayder al-KarrǕr. The Badrǭ ahǕbah were by far the best of all the 

companions, guaranteed paradise and were the earliest Muslims. 

     

           Furthermore, Ibn Taymǭyah 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 Ba ah has reported from Bukayr ibn al-óAshaj that indeed the men of Badr remained 

in their houses after the murder of UthmǕn 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 
Taymǭyah has accepted that Alǭ, AmmǕr, al Ǖ and al-Zubayr, at odds, were all Badrǭ a Ǖbah. 

Nonetheless, it is evident that the Na ibǭ argument from participation of a Ǖbah and in particular 
the Badrǭ a Ǖbah is inadmissible for a justification of their exagerated claims. 
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                     Participation of Badrǭ a Ǖbah at iffin  

        

          The Badrǭ a Ǖbah are the earliest and the most excellent category of a Ǖbah; 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 Uud in 3 AH. In the course of time and many 
campaigns later until the martyrdom of Uthman al-Ghanǭ, 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 Alǭôs election as Khalǭfah RǕshid. Among others, here it is 

from Ibn al-óAthǭr al-Jazarǭôs biography of a Ǖbah, Usud al-GhǕbah:  

                                              

After the murder of UthmǕn, people came in haste to Alǭ, both 

a Ǖbah and others, all said: Amǭr al-Muôminǭn Alǭ until they 

entered his house and they said: We give allegiance to you, give 

us your hand you are the most deserving. Alǭ said: It is not up to 

you, it is upon the a Ǖbah of Badr, whoever they agree to, that 

person would become the Khalǭfah,  thus none of the Badrǭ 

a Ǖbah remained behind and said we do not think anyone is 

more deserving than you.... 

          

             The idea here is that Badrǭ ahǕbah due to their seniority and hardships in early Islam have a 

significant status. Ibn Kathǭr in al-BidǕyah waôl-NihǕyah relates without criticism of the narration, a 
dialogue that occurred between some Iraqǭ tribes and Imam Alǭ  at iffǭn. This group of people went 

back and forth to seek explanation from both sides to ascertain their point of view.  Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn 
Abǭ SufyǕn even accuses Imam Alǭ of killing UthmǕn al-Ghanǭ 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 Alǭ. In this exchange at one point 
Imam Alǭ says: 

                             

There is not a Badrǭ on Earth but he is with me and has done my bayah 

and is satisfied with me, thus, be careful lest he (mu`Ǖwǭyah) deceives you 

in your Dǭn and yourselves.. 
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           MawlǕ Alǭ is reported to have argued that Badrǭ a Ǖbah in particular are with him. There 
were a couple of Badrǭ a Ǖbah such as Sa`d ibn Abǭ WaqqǕ that abstained from the  battle  but ЬтЯЧЮϜ   

 амϸЛвЯЪ  an insignificant  number does not affect the general import. Moreover, from one of the 
earliest Sunni historical sources Khalǭfah ibn KhayyǕt with a reliable chain of transmitters going 

back to a contemporaneous source, the ahǕbǭ `abd al-Ra mǕn ibn óAbzǭ states: 

                           

                            

`abd al-Ra mǕn ibn óAbzǭ said: With Alǭ there were eight hundred a Ǖbah of 

baỳ ah al-Ri wǕn and sixty-three were killed from Sa Ǖbah, amongst them 

was `AmmǕr ibn YǕsir. 

               In the year 6 AH during the expedition of udaybǭyah in the Medinan period, prior to the 
treaty, the pledge of Ri wǕn was taken from the a Ǖbah because Muslims had gone to Mecca to 

perform `Umrah and had no intention to fight. RasȊl Allah  sent UthmǕn ibn AffǕn as his 
representitive to negotiate an entry for Muslims to peform `Umrah but the delay in UthmǕnôs return 

and Meccanôs refusal to inform Muslims of his whereabouts, led the Muslims to believe that UthmǕn 
ibn Affan had been murdered by the Quraysh. To avenge the death of UthmǕn, RasȊl Allah  took 
the pledge of RiwǕn from fourteen hundred a abah; which also included all the Badrǭ ahǕbah. 

After seeing the determination of Muslims, they returned UthmǕn al-Ghanǭ, and agreed to the terms 
of the treaty of udaybǭyah. 

    

            It is poetic that at iffǭn those who were considered as the murderers of UthmǕn at the pledge 
of Ri wǕn were now fighting under the pretext of UthmǕnôs murder and those a Ǖbah of RiwǕn 
who gave their pledge to avenge the perceived murder of UthmǕn were now defending the aqq with 

Imam Alǭ. Had there been any truth in their claim, these a Ǖbah of Ri wǕn and Badr would have 
been on the other side but they were with Imam Alǭ. This  report is above the standards usually 

required for the genre of maghǕzǭ, sǭyar and futȊ.  

    

           Moreover, another report in this regard oft cited by NawǕib such as Ibn Taymǭyah and his 

camp is the following reported by Imam Amed Ibn anbalôs son from his father. It is in his al-`Ilal 
wa ma`rifah al-rijǕl and here it is from Ibn Taymǭyahôs MinhǕj al-Sunnah: 

                                      

Abdullah ibn A med said My father reported  from Umayyah ibn 

KhǕlid that It was said to Shu`bah that AbȊ Shaybah reported from 

al- akam who reported from `Abd al-Ra mǕn ibn Abǭ LaylǕ: seventy 
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a Ǖbah of Badr participated in iffǭn. Shu`bah said that by God, AbȊ 

Shaybah has lied. I had a discussion with al-ởakam in his house and 

we could not find Badrǭ ἨaỠabah other than Khuzaymah ibn ThǕbit  

           ̀Abd al-Ra mǕn ibn Abǭ LaylǕ and his father was a a Ǖbǭ and participated in all campaigns 

of Imam Alǭ from his side. Prior to an analysis of the text, let us establish this point from 
authoritative biographies of a Ǖbah; al-Istǭ`Ǖb of  Ibn `abd al-Barr al-MǕlikǭ: 

                                          

AbȊ LaylǕ al-An Ǖrǭ, father of `Abd al-Ra mǕn ibn Abǭ LaylǕ was a companion of the 

Prophet  and participated in Uud and the campaigns thereafter...he and his son `Abd al-

Ra mǕn participated in all the campaigns with Alǭ ibn Abǭ Ǖlib. 

                

 

 

                 It is established that Abd al-Ra mǕn ibn Abǭ LaylǕ  and his father were participants at 
iffǭn from the side of Imam Alǭ and the report from Amed ibn anbal says that al- akam reports 

from Ibn Abǭ LaylǕ that there were seventy Badrǭ a Ǖbah who participated at iffin. 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- akam-the principal reporter-that the one and only Badrǭ participant was Khuzaymah ibn 

ThǕbit. 

                This latter contention attributed to Shu`bah is designed to negate the widespread report of 

al- akam 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-QǕdǭ AbȊ Shaybah and as reasoning says that 

there was only one Badrǭ a Ǖbǭ at iffǭn. The justification to reject the Seventy Badrǭ a Ǖbǭs is 
given as factually incorrect because there was only one Badrǭ a Ǖbǭ who took part in iffǭn. As a 
matter of fact the reasoning to reject the seventy Badrǭs is itself a lie. It is known through mutǕwǕtir 

testimony that `AmmǕr ibn YǕsir participated at iffǭn and this disproves the very justification of 
rejection. Moreover, Imam Amed ibn anbal did not assent to this claim himself. For example, see 

Musnad of Imam Amed and his FaǕôil al- a Ǖbah: 
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            Imam A med ibn anbal in his book Fa Ǖôil al- a Ǖbah narrates and it is classed as 
authentic by its Salafǭ researcher Wai Allah ibn Mo ammed AbbǕs that AbȊ FuǕlah al-AnsǕrǭ was 

a Badrǭ a Ǖbǭ and  participated in iffǭn on the side of Alǭ. This internal evidence by Imam Amed 
himself negates the claim attributed to Shu`bah that one and only Badrǭ a Ǖbǭ to take part at iffin 

was Khuzayma ibn ThǕbit. If the difference is in the larger numbers as it is frequent in Sǭrah, FutȊ 
and MaghǕzǭ literature, and reports of expeditions by al-Khulafah al-RǕshidȊn 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, AbȊ Shaybah is not the only one to report from al- akam ibn `Utaybah, rather 

there are various other individuals confirming  more or less a similar narrative. Consider the 
following examples: 

 

 

             al- Ǖkim in his al-Mustadrak reports: 
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al- akam said: with Alǭ at iffǭn there were eighty Badrǭ a Ǖbah and two hundred and 

fifty a Ǖbah from those who swore an oath under the tree. 

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

 

 

 

 

         al-Khaǭb al-BaghǕdǭ in his Talkhǭ al-MutashǕbih with a different chain to al- akam ibn 
Utaybah reports: 

                        

 al- akam ibn Utaybah said: There were eighty Badrǭ a Ǖbah with Alǭ at iffǭn 

and one hundred and fifty a Ǖbah from those who pledged an oath to the 

Prophet  under the tree. 

 

 

Ibn al-`Adǭm in his Bughyah al- alab fǭ TǕrǭkh al- alab with  different chain states: 

                         

      Ibn KhabǕb said: There were eighty Badrǭ a Ǖbah with Alǭ at iffǭn 
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Again from al- akam ibn `Utaybah, Ibn al-`Adǭm reports with a different chain: 

                      

al- akam ibn Utaybah said: There were eighty Badrǭ a Ǖbah with Alǭ at iffǭn 

and one hundred and fifty a Ǖbah from those who pledged an oath to the Prophet 

 under the tree. 

 

 

Ibn Kathǭr in his al-BidǕyah waôl-NihǕyah states: 

                 

                       

al- akam said:  on the side of Alǭ there were eighty Badrǭ  a Ǖbah and hundred and 

fifty of those who pledged an oath under the tree. 

 

 

 

`Abd al-Karǭm al-RǕfa`ǭ al-Qazwǭnǭ in his al-Tadwǭn fǭ akhbǕr Qazwǭn reports with his chain: 

                        

                           

al- akam said: there were eighty Badrǭ a Ǖbah with Alǭ and two hundred and fifty 

a Ǖbah who swore an oath under the tree. 
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       Mohammed al-TubǕnǭ, a WahǕbǭ scholar, who goes an extra mile to defend  Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ 
SufyǕn says in his IfǕdah al-akhyǕr bi baraôah al-abrǕr: 

 

                                   

                                                

 

 It is stated by YayǕ ibn SulaymǕn al-Ju`fi, one of the 

Shaykhs of al-Imam al-BukhǕrǭ in his book on iffǭn with a 

strong chain....there were ninety Badrǭ a Ǖbah, seven 

hundred a Ǖbah of riwǕn and four hundred from MuhǕjirȊn 

and AnsǕr (were with Alǭ)...and with Mu`Ǖwǭyah there were 

none from AnsǕr except al-Nu`mǕn ibn Bashǭr and Muslima 

ibn Makhlad... 

 

  Ibn `AsǕkir in his TǕrǭkh Dimashq narrates: 

                   

                       

Mo ammed Ibn Alǭ (Imam al-BǕqir), Moammed ibn al-Mu alib and Zayd ibn  

asan said: there were ninety a Ǖbah of Badr, seven hundred of a Ǖbah of riwǕn 

and amongt them were other innumerable a Ǖbah of RasȊl Allah  and  it  has 

reached us that three from the TǕbi`ǭn who were given the glad tiding of jannah were 

Uways al-Qaranǭ,  Zayd ibn Ȋan and Jundub al-Khayr. Uways al-Qaranǭ was 

martyred at iffǭn from the foot soldiers and Zayd ibn u Ǖn was martyred at Jamal. 
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Ibn `Asakir further reports that ahl al-Bayt had preserved the names of all a Ǖbah and others who 
participated in the campaigns with Imam Alǭ: 

                

            

 Ibn Abdullah al-Kindǭ says that I heard  Zayd ibn Alǭ, Abdullah ibn al- asan, Ja`far al- Ǖdiq, 

Mo ammed Ibn Abdullah ibn al- asan mention the names of a Ǖbah who participated in the  

battles on the side of Alǭ Ibn Abǭ Ǖlib and they all related it from their ancestors...and I heard 

the names from other sources too who mentioned a group of a abah.... 

 

 

             It is evident that Imams of ahl al-Bayt and other supporters of ahl al-Bayt specifically 

preserved the names and contributions of a Ǖbah who participated in the campaigns in support of 
Imam Alǭ.  Ubayd Ibn Abǭ RǕf`i who was the son of the client/servant of RasȊl Allah  and authored 

a book of all the participants from a Ǖbah with Imam Alǭ in his campaigns, narrating from his 
father and others. The book has been lost, thus far, though in earlier centuries `UlamǕ have quoted 
from it. There are many instances of it in TǕrǭkh BaghdǕd of al-Kha ǭb. For the sake of a couple  

examples from that book, here it is quoted from al- ibrǕnǭôs al-Kabǭr: 

                                      

Ibn Abǭ RǕf`i from his father mentioned the names of the a Ǖbah who were 

with Alǭ in  his campaigns and amongst them is KhǕlid ibn Abǭ DujǕna. 
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Ibn Abǭ RǕf`i from his father mentioned the names of the  a Ǖbah who were 

with Alǭ in his campaigns and amongst them is Khuwaylid ibn `Amr al-AnsǕri 

who was a Badrǭ a Ǖbǭ. 

             

              From list of  the above Sunni references, it is evident that a Ǖbah and in particular the most 

senior and elevated a Ǖhbah of Badr were with Imam Alǭ. The number of martyrs at iffǭn was 
around fifty. For example, Ibn Kathǭr in his al-BidǕyah waôl-NihǕyah whilst discussing those who 

died at iffǭn states that according to AbȊ al- asan ibn al-BarǕô: 

                                             

Ibn al-BarǕô from ahl al-Iraq  (the side of Alǭ) said that there were fifty (martyrs) 

from Badrǭ a Ǖbah. 

            

             In the tradition of the accepted norms in the literature of MaghǕzǭ, Sǭyar and FutȊ, 

collectively various narrations together, as above, sufficiently make a historiographically sound case 
that not only a great number of a Ǖbah but more importantly the Badrǭ a Ǖbah were at the 

forefront of the campaigns led by the Badrǭ a Ǖbǭ himself, Imam Alǭ  and those opposing him at 
iffǭn from the a Ǖbah were only three or four at most, and their leader Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn 

was a a Ǖbǭ of the ulaqǕ category. The above references are from ahl al-sunnah works and 

reporters. An attempt has been made to only cite the accepted Sunnǭs. For any historian, since the 
matter of numbers pertains to history and not akǕm, a sound historical justification has been 

provided. 

            However, it is the habit of nawǕib to cast doubt on an historical narrative by claiming that it 

is reported from shǭ`ǭ reporters. Whereas to justify their own claims, they resort to nǕibǭs. In an 
attempt to discredit the narrative presented by the great earlier historians, they label certain reporters 
as shǭ`ah and then outrightly reject everything. Notwithstanding the fact that even if those reporters 

were shǭ`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 shǭ`ah narrators but judged to 

be truthful. Not only that but there is a considerable number of nawǕib and khawǕrij transmitters 
considered to be pristine, just see a ǭh al-BukhǕrǭ. There are people who wrote peoms in praise of  
Ibn Muljim, the murderer of Imam Alǭ, and there are those who cursed Imam Alǭ seventy times prior 

to their prayers. See, for instance, ImrǕn ibn a Ǖn or arǭz ibn UthmǕn  in a ǭ BukhǕrǭ. 

          Moreover, the prolific MǕlikǭ ImǕm, al- Ǖfi AbȊ al-Kha Ǖb Ibn Diya al-Malikǭ  also refutes 
the criticism in the report mentioned earlier about only one Badrǭ a Ǖbǭ Khuzayma ibn ThǕbit at 
iffǭn, and this was long before Ibn Taymǭyah was born. Al- Ǖfi AbȊ al-Kha Ǖb says In his ǔ`lǕm 

al-Na r al-Mubǭn: 
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  From those who were killed from the companions of Alǭ (raǭ Allah 

anhu) were fifty Badrǭ a Ǖbah about whom Allah had promised 

paradise as informed by RasȊl Allah  and Allah praised them in h is 

Noble Book and exalted them for their early acceptance of Islam and 

granted them with a great purification. And with Alǭ (alayhi al-salǕm) 

were seventy Badrǭ a Ǖbah and also seven hundred from the RiwǕnǭ 

a Ǖbah who participated with him and also innumerable from the 

companions of RasȊl Allah  and from the best of tǕbi`ǭn and also with 

Alǭ were the flags of RasȊl Allah  with which He  fought the enemies 

of God. This has been mentioned by AbȊ IsǕq al-KasǕôǭ in his work on 

iffǭn and I have presented  my chain of transmission to him, from AbȊ 

Ja`far Mo ammed ibn Alǭ ibn al- usayn and Moammed ibn al-Mu alib 

and Zayd ibn al- asan. They said: with Alǭ (alayhi al-salǕm) participated 

the Badrǭ a Ǖbah...( similar statement as above). And Moammed ibn 

Amr ibn MusǕ al-Uqaylǭ mentioned in his book al-jar  wa-ól t`adǭl under 

the names Ibrahǭm ibn UthmǕn AbȊ Shaybah al-`Absǭ, he said Ubayy 

reported to me that Abdullah the son of Amed ibn anbal said that my 

father said that Umayyah ibn Khalid said that I said to Shu`bah that AbȊ 

Shaybah reported that al- akam reported from Abd al-Ra mǕn ibn Abǭ 

LaylǕ that seventy men from Badrǭ a abah participated at iffǭn. So he 

said: By God! He has lied. I had a d iscussion with him in his house about 

it and we could not find anyone from Badrǭ a Ǖbah except for 

Khuzaymah ibn ThǕbit. 

Imam Ibn Di yah al-MǕlikǭ 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  AmmǕr ibn YǕsir participated at iffǭn and 

the `UlamǕ have consensus that also Sahl ibn unayf partic ipated at 

iffǭn and he also participated in all the campaigns led by RasȊl Allah  

and remained firm on Uud and his bayah on that day was to fight until 

death...Alǭ (raǭ Allah anhu) deputised him in his place when He went 

from Medina to Ba ra and he participated with Alǭ (raǭ Allah anhu) at 

iffǭn and He appointed him as governor of fǕris and Sahl ibn unayf 

died in KȊfa in the year thirty eight. Alǭ led his funeral prayer and said he 

was a Badrǭ and all who wrote about a Ǖbah, wrote about him. 

 

 

 

               

              Finally, let us cite just one more reference as corroborating evidence about participation of 
Badrǭ a Ǖbah. Ibn al-Jawzǭ al- anbalǭ who is known to be extremely stringent in his views about 

adǭth and he has even declared many a ǭ a Ǖdǭth as fabrications. The muaddithȊn have refuted 
him in many works such as Ta`aqqubǕt al-SuyȊǭ  which is a refutation of Ibn al-Jawzǭôs al-

Maw Ȋ`Ǖt. In his book kitǕb al- u`ǕfǕô, Ibn al-Jawzǭ comments on a report abbah ibn Juwayn al-
`Uranǭ: 
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abbah al-`Uranǭ reports from Alǭ and lies in what he reports. He has reported 

that with Alǭ at iffǭn there were eighty Badrǭ a Ǖbah. He has lied because    

there was none with Alǭ at iffǭn from Badrǭ a Ǖbah except Khuzaymah! 

         

           This is extreme and factually incorrect on two counts. Firstly, the claim with which Ibn al-
Jawzǭ accuses  al-`Uranǭ is false and contradicts with the unanimous agreement. His categoric denial 

that there was no one else but Khuzaymah from Badrǭs at iffǭn is false which makes his accusation 
of al-`Uranǭ as a liar also false. For example, there is definitive evidence that `AmmǕr ibn YǕsir 

participated at iffǭn and was martyred at iffǭn. Here is what al-`Asqalanǭ says in the biography of 
AmmǕr ibn YǕsir in his book al-I Ǖbah: 
                                

                               

                                                                                        

There is unanimous agreement that AmmǕr was killed at iffǭn whilst fighting for Alǭ 

  

 

          It is common knowledge that `AmmǕr ibn YǕsir was a Badrǭ a Ǖbǭ so Ibn al-Jawzǭôs claim 
that al-Uranǭ is a liar because only Khuzaymah from the Badrǭs took part in iffǭn would make the 

one making this claim a liar. Secondly,  al-`Uranǭ cannot be declared a liar according to the standards 
of adǭth reporters. In the Tahdhǭb al-KamǕl, al-Mizzǭ states: 

                                            

abbah  al-`Uranǭ was from the party of Alǭ and he 

participated with Him in all his campaigns.  

         al-Uranǭ was a companion of Imam Alǭ and an eyewitness to his battles. This makes him a 

valuable source for the information. Furthermore, al- ibrǕnǭ is quoted by al-Mizzǭ: 

                                             

                      al- ibrǕnǭ said: It has been said that he had seen the Prophet  

       Given the close proximity in time, some even thought that abbah al-Uranǭ was a a Ǖbǭ though 

it is incorrect as al- ibrǕnǭ has stated this passively. Moreover, we know that abbah al-`Uranǭ took 
part in iffǭn from the above biographical detail. Now, let us examine the opinion of the prominent 

Imams of impugnement and justification have said about al-`Uranǭ. al-Mizzǭ in Tahdhǭb al-KamǕl 
states: 

                                        

           Imam al-`Ijlǭ said: He was a TǕb`ǭ and  an authentic reporter and belonged to 

Kufa. 
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In Tahdhǭb al-Tahdhǭb of al-AsqalǕnǭ under the details about Ǖrithah ibn Muarrab al-`Abdǭ:    

                                         

                  AbȊ Ja`far al-BaghdǕdǭ says that I asked AbȊ Abdillah (Imam Ahmed Ibn 

anbal) about the trustworthy reporters from Alǭ. He said: Ubaydah, AbȊ abd al-Ra mǕn, 

Ǖrithah, abbah ibn Juwayn and `Abd Khayr. 

 

al-Mizzǭ in T. al-Kamal states: 

                                       

 

 

 Ya yǕ ibn Salamah ibn Kuhayl reports from his Father: whenever 

I met abbah al-Uranǭ he was either reciting SubǕnAllah, waôl-

amdulillah wa LǕ IlǕha illǕ Allah wa-Allahu akbar or praying or 

relating adǭth to us. 

 

al-Mizzǭ further says: 

                                    

al-NasǕôǭ has reported a adǭth from him in his musnad from 

Alǭ thatô I was the first one to pray with RasȊl Allah ó and it 

has also been reported to us from an elevated route. 

           al-NasǕôǭ reported a adǭth from him and the same hadǭth has also been reported from a 

different route. Indeed, some have criticised al-`Uranǭ as narrator of the adǭth in order to render it 
weak but al-Mizzǭ says that it has also been reported through a better chain of transmission. 
However, if you look at the chain of transmission from al-`Uranǭ downwords, it demonstrates that 

Shu`bah reports from al-`Uranǭ. 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 abbah through Salamah ibn Kuhayl... 

 

  Here is another example from Shu`bah reporting from al-`Urani, it is reported in AkhbǕr al-Qu Ǖh 
of  Wakǭ`: 

                                             

                                       

           The two reports above are both from Shu`bah relying upon abbah al-`Urani which translates 
that he considered him authentic. The latter report is a Naǭa in the form of a letter from Umar al-
FǕrȊq to the people of Kufa about which al-Uranǭ reports. However, al-NasǕôǭ reports from him in 

his KhaǕi as above but he is also reported in al-Mizzǭ and elswhere to comment about al-`Uranǭ: 

                                                             

                                                                     Laysa bil-qawǭ 

 

 

al-Dhahabǭ explains al-NasǕôǭôs term  in his al-MȊqiah: 
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For many reporters al-NasǕôǭ says laysa bil-qawi but also reports from 

them in h is book. al-NasǕôǭ explains that this is not a strong criticism that 

would discard a transmitter. 

            al-Mizzǭ also relates the opinion of  Ya yǕ  ibn Ma`ǭn but upon investigation it was 

discovered that al-Mizzǭ presents it as it was reported in al-Kha ǭb al-BaghdǕdǭ. It is not  a damning 
opinion but in our quest for an accurate view, the earliest source for his view of al-`Uranǭ  is  traced  

in al-Jar  waôl-Ta`dǭl by Ibn Abǭ Ǖtim al-RǕzǭ; which is one of the earliest works on impugnment 
and justification of narrators. Here is the view of Ibn Ma`ǭn: 

                                 

 

            al-AbbǕs from YayǕ ibn Ma`ǭn: abbah al-`Uranǭ is laysa bi-shay 

 

     

               So the question is what does Ibn Ma`ǭn 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 

Ỡadǭthuhu  which then indicates a different type of criticism of the reporter. However, in the case at 
hand of abbah al-`Uranǭ what does it mean when Ibn Ma`ǭn says laysa bi-shay only. This is 
explained by al-`Asqalanǭ in his Muqaddimah of fat al-BǕrǭ. Here it is from  al-SakhǕwǭ as stated in 

his Fa  al-Mughǭth:  

                       

When someone is categorised with laysa bi-shay, he is trusted reporter. Ibn al-

Qa Ǖn said that   when Ya yǕ ibn Ma`ǭn says laysa bi-shay about a reporter 

then he means that this reporter is not a narrator of a large number of adǭth. 

           This makes it clear that in the connotation of the term laysa bi-shay acocording to Ibn Ma`ǭn, 

it means not a reporter of a large quantity of adǭth. 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,  AbȊ DǕôȊd suggests the import of laysa bi-shay by Ibn Ma`ǭn in SȊwǕlǕt al-ǔjurrǭ: 

                       

I asked AbȊ DǕôȊd that Ibn Ma`ǭn said laysa bi-shay for al-`awǕm ibn amza? He 

said: ( it means) we do not know of a denounced adǭth from him. 
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           Ya yǕ ibn Ma`ǭnôs opinion of abbah al-`Uranǭ is that of an acceptable narrator be it with a 
mild criticism. In any case, it is far from Ibn al-Jawzǭôs extreme view. Moreover, al-Mizzǭ provides 

the opinion of another adǭth scholar: 

                                      

 Ǖli ibn Mo ammed al-BaghdǕdǭ said: abbah al-`Uranǭ is from 

the companions of Alǭ, a shaykh, and he was Shi`ǭ but not a discarded 

reporter. He is niether strong nor weak reporter but in the middle. 

             According to the categorisation of al-BaghdǕdǭ, al-`Uranǭ is a reliable narrator of the 

wasa/medium grade. He has also called him a shǭ`ǭ which in the classical usage means a person who 
loves the ahl al-bayt intensely. Some amongst the muaddithȊn, unfortunately, are extreme in their 
judgement of labeling narrators as shǭ`ǭ in order to impugn them. More on this later. However,  from 

those who outrightly rejected al-`Uranǭôs authenticity is Ibrahǭm ibn Ya`qȊb al-JȊzjǕnǭ: 

                                                   

                              IbrǕhǭm ibn Ya`qȊb al-JȊzjǕnǭ said: he is not reliable. 

            

            Eventhough al-JȊzjǕnǭ was an earlier adǭth critic and among the shaykhs of Imam Amed 

ibn anbal, Ibn Ma`ǭn and others but he is a well known nǕibǭ; who had an extreme antagonism 
towards Imam Alǭ and ahl al-bayt. The scholars of adǭth have pointed out explicitly that al-JȊzjǕnǭôs 
criticism of the companions of Imam Alǭ and other lovers of Imam Alǭ from Kufa, must be ignored 

as he was biased.  al-`AsqalǕnǭ, for example, states in Tahdhǭb al-Tahdhǭb: 

                                       

 I (al-asqalǕnǭ) say that bias of al-JȊzjǕnǭ towards the 

companions of Alǭ is well known. 

         al-`Uranǭ was a companion of Imam Alǭ and had an immense love for him and since al-JȊzjǕnǭ 
is prejudiced in his criticism hence his impugnment is rejected. Furthermore, al-`AsqalǕnǭ states in 

his Muqaddima of Fat al-BǕrǭ: 

                          

                                                                            

                            

 About al-JȊzjǕnǭ we have stated on numerous occasions that his critic ism of the 

people of KȊfah is not accepted because of his extreme  animosity towards ahl 

al-bayt and his antagonism towards Alǭ. 

         It is sufficient to make the point that al-JȊzjǕnǭôs rejection of al-`Uranǭ is due to his bias and 

hatred for Imam Alǭ and  not for an objective rationale. There are other critics of adǭth narrators 
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who have weakened al-`Uranǭ such as al-DǕraqunǭ, Ibn ibbǕn and others. al-DǕraqunǭ is known 
for his severity in narrator critique and he has even weakened around two hundred reporters in a ǭh 

al-BukhǕrǭ and a ǭh Muslim. As for Ibn ibbǕn, he has in his book KitǕb al-ThiqǕt authenticated 
al-`Uranǭ and in his book KitǕb al-majru ǭn has weakened him. However, as you have seen that 

prominent scholars of adǭth have authenticated al-`Uranǭ and others have weakened him. Ibn al-
Jawzǭ accepts that al-`Uranǭ has reported that eighty Badrǭ a Ǖbah participated in iffǭn on the side 
of Imam Alǭ ibn Abǭ Ǖlib 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 a ǭ yet Ibn 

ibban declares him a fabricator; which is the strongest and worse criticism for a narrator. See 

Tahdhǭb al-Tahdhǭb for Afla ibn Sa`ǭd: 

                                      

Ibn ibbǕn said that he narrates fabrications and attributes them 

to authentic reporters and it is not permitted to narrate from h im. 

       Eventhough Ibn ibbǕn had judged a narrator to be a fabricator but  Muslim has considered him 
worthy of transmitting from him. In the case, of al-`Uranǭ 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 Salafǭ commentator A med Mohammed ShǕkir 
on Musnad of Imam Ahmed: 

 

                                      

                                     

 A med ShǕkir comments: abbah al-`Uranǭ: he is abbah ibn 

Juwayn: TǕb`ǭ Trustworthy, Amed and al-`Ijlǭ have authenticated 

him and others have weakened him and al-Bukharǭ and al-NasǕ`ǭ did 

not mention him amongt weak narrators...In the adǭth by him in 

majma al-ZawǕôid, al-Haythamǭ said that it is reported by Amed, 

AbȊ Ya`lǕ, al-BazzǕr, and al- ibrǕnǭ and its chain of transmission is 

authentic. At number 1190, It is partially related with a a ǭh   chain. 

                A med Mo ammed ShǕkir and al- aythamǭ also confirm our argument that abbah al-
`Uranǭ is a trustworthy reporter of hadǭth. It is evident from the entire precdeing discussion in this 
section that there is reliable collective evidence from reports that range from a ǭh to mursal, 

emanating from eyewitnesses that at iffǭn on the side of Imam Alǭ there were around seventy to 
ninety Badrǭ a Ǖbah. Their total number at the time was, perhaps, less than a hundred and their 

majority supported Imam Alǭ in his campaigns and there were none on the side of Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn 
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Abǭ SufyǕn. It is unanimous amongst Muslims that the best of all a Ǖbah are the Badrǭ a Ǖbah and 
qualitatively their opinion outweighs all others.   

             Moreover, the prominent `UlamǕ from classical times to this day, from different schools of 

ahl al-Sunnah have endorsed the historical fact that Badrǭ a Ǖbah as well as others from MuǕjirȊn 
and AnǕr participated alongside Imam Alǭ in his campaigns. Consider the following wide range of 
examples: 

          Mo ammed al-TubǕnǭ, a WahǕbǭ scholar, who goes an extra mile to defend  Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn 
Abǭ SufyǕn admits in his IfǕdah al-akhyǕr bi baraôah al-abrǕr: 

 

                                

                                  

            

 

 

 

 

 It is stated by YayǕ ibn SulaymǕn al-Ju`fi, one of the Shaykhs of 

al-Imam al-BukhǕrǭ in his book on iffǭn with a strong 

chain....there were ninety Badrǭ a Ǖbah, seven hundred a Ǖbah of 

Ri wǕn and four hundred from MuhǕjirȊn and AnsǕr (were with 

Alǭ)...and with Mu`Ǖwǭyah there were none from AnsǕr except al-

Nu`mǕn ibn Bashǭr and Muslima ibn Makhlad... 
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Ibn al-`ImǕd al- anablǭ, In his shadhrǕt al-dhahab comments on the participants: 

              

                          

 

 

On the side of Alǭ there were a large group of Badrǭ a Ǖbah and Ri wǕnǭ 

a Ǖbah and the flags of RasȊl Allah  and the ijmǕ` had been established 

upon his caliphate and those who fought him were bǕghǭs but it is not 

permissible to call them kǕfirs like other bǕghǭs and ahl al-sunnah waôl-

jamǕ`h prefer the side of Alǭ with proofs and the most strong of those is the 

adǭth of the Prophet  that AmmǕr will be killed by the rebels and this is an 

established adǭth and when Mu`Ǖwǭyah heard this he said that AmmǕr was 

killed by those who brought him. Alǭ replied that, that means amzah was  

killed by RasȊl Allah  because He  brought him to the battle. This is such a 

response which has no answer and such a solid proof that cannot be 
critic ised... 
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 al- Ǖfi AbȊ al-Kha Ǖb Ibn Diya al-Malikǭ,  states the fact in his ǔ`lǕm al-Na r: 

 

                                              

  From those who were killed from the companions of Alǭ (raǭ Allah 

anhu) were fifty Badrǭ a Ǖbah about whom Allah had promised 

paradise as informed by RasȊl Allah  and Allah praised them in h is 

Noble Book and exalted them for their early acceptance of Islam and 

granted them with a great purification. And with Alǭ (alayhi al-salǕm) 

were seventy Badrǭ a Ǖbah and also seven hundred from the Ri wǕnǭ 

a Ǖbah participated with him and also innumerable from the 

companions of RasȊl Allah  and from the best of tǕbi`ǭn and with Alǭ 

were the flags of RasȊl Allah  with which He  fought the enemies of 

God. 

      

 ImǕm AbȊ Bakr al-Ja Ǖ al- anafǭ (d. 370) the great classical anafǭ UȊlǭ ImǕm in his 
momentous work AkǕm al-QurôǕn confirms the fact:  

                       

Alǭ Ibn Abǭ Ǖlib (raǭ Allah anhu) fought the bǕgǭ party with the sword and with 
him were senior a Ǖbah and a abah of Badr whose lofty status is known.  
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    al-ZarqǕnǭ al-MǕlikǭ in his shar al- arqǕnǭ `alǕ MuwaǕ al-ImǕm MǕlik states: 

                          

                             

Those qualified to elect paid their allegiance to Alǭ after  the murder of 

UthmǕn and Alǭ wrote to Mu`Ǖwǭyah to pay allegiance but he refused...then 

Alǭ went to fight him with an army of seventy thousand from the people of 

Iraq and with him were ninety Badrǭ a Ǖbah, seven hundred  Ri wǕnǭ 

a Ǖbah and four hundred from all MuhǕjirȊn and AnsǕr. Mu`Ǖwǭyah came 

with eighty five thousand from people of ShǕm and there were none with him 

from AnsǕr except al-Nu`mǕn ibn Bashǭr and Muslimah ibn Makhlad. 

         From the above representative sample of a wide range of scholarsô opinion within the ahl al-
Sunnah of the participation of Badrǭ a Ǖbah on the side of Imam Alǭ; further strengthens and 

demonstrates that we are not advancing a historical position strange  to ahl al-Sunnah. But rather the 
NǕibǭ position is the strange one.   

         However, When we count the number of MuhǕjirȊn, we find that there were around eighty 
three Badrǭs who were also MuhǕjirȊn and around ninety five MuhǕjirȊn who travelled to Abyssinia. 

This makes them around two hundred MuhǕjirȊn in total. There were fourteen hundred RiwǕnǭ 
a Ǖbah and three hundred and thirteen Badrǭ a Ǖbah. The battle of iffǭn 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 
KhǕlǭfah RǕshid `UthmǕn ibn `AffǕn. It requires a separate study but for our purposes here, it stands 

to reason that approximately a hundred Badrǭ a Ǖbah remained, of the Ri wǕnǭ a abah around 
half were alive and similarly a half from MuhǕjirun were alive.  

          It seems from the various independent Sunnǭ sources provided in the preceding discussion that 
the majority from each group of eminent a Ǖbah were with Imam Alǭ ibn Abǭ Ǖlib. In particular, 

the Badrǭ a Ǖbah. On the side of Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn the maximum number we have is 
about five and only two are said to be from `AnsǕr and the other three including himself were from 
ἱulaqǕ; they will be discussed in a subsequent section. However, had there been none with Imam 

Alǭ, RasȊl Allah  foretold that `AmmǕr will be killed by the bǕghǭs and `AmmǕr ibn YǕsir was 
martyred on the side of ayder al-KarrǕr. 
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                                                         Remorse of Abstainers 

 

            Those  among the a Ǖbah and tǕbi`ǭn 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-
Istǭ`Ǖb,  Ibn Sa`d in his al- abaqat al-KubrǕ, Ibn Athǭr al-Jazarǭ in his Usud al-GhǕbah and al-
Dhahabǭ in his Sǭyar óǔlǕm al-NubalǕ. Here it is cited from Majma` al-ZawǕôid of al-Haythamǭ: 

                            

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

rebels with Alǭ 

         

            al-Haythamǭ says that al- ibrǕnǭ has reported it with many chains of transmission and one of 

those has a ǭ chain of reporters. Moreover,  Ibn Umarôs remorse prior to his demise was based on 
the fact that to fight on the side of Imam Alǭ was better than sitting at home. He further explains as 
reported in al-Istǭ`Ǖb: 

                                    

 A man enquired Ibn Umar about the battles. He said: I restrained 

myself and did not participate whilst fighting on the side of aqq 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 Alǭ because aqq was with Imam Alǭ. Abdullah Ibn Umar also states being 

pressurised to accept Yazǭd ibn Mu`Ǖwǭyahôs ascension to the throne.  Ibn ajr al-`AsqalǕnǭ in his 
commentry on a ǭ al-BukhǕrǭ states: 

                      

                     

                                                                                      

 Mu`Ǖwǭyah asked Ibn Umar to give bayah to Yazǭd but Ibn Umar refused and said I cannot pay 

alleg iance to two rulers. So Mu`Ǖwǭyah sent one hundred thousand dirham to him, which he took. 

Mu`Ǖwǭyah 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 Dǭn 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`Ǖwǭyah was better and it was the aqq to aid Imam Alǭ. Moreover, MasrȊq also did tawbah for 

not helping Imam Alǭ. It is reported in Usud al-GhǕbah by Ibn al-Athǭr al-Jazarǭ and here it is cited 
from Ibn Abd al-Barr al-MǕlikǭ in his al-Istǭ`ab:  

                                   

al-Sha`abǭ said: Prior to his death MasrȊq had done tawbah for 

abstaining and  not participating in the fights in support of Alǭ. 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 a abah and tǕbi`ǭn who refrained from 
taking sides, later realised, regretted and declared that Imam Ali was on aqq and they should have 

participated. One more example of this recognition that the aqq was with MawlǕ Alǭ can be 
furnished from  Sa`d ibn  Abǭ WaqqǕ. It is reported by al-BazzǕr and al-Haythamǭ cites it in Kashf 

al-AstǕr an ZawǕôid al-BazzǕr: 

                                       

                                        

On his ajj trip a man came to Medina and Sa`d and others came to give him salǕm. The 

man addressed those present and criticised Sa`d. He said: this man did not help us against 

falsehood. a`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 QurôǕn 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 RasȊl Allah   say that aqq is with Alǭ and Alǭ is 

with aqq, wherever he is. The man said that who else has heard this from the Prophet  ?  

Sa`d replied: RasȊl Allah  said this in the house of Umm Salamah. Then it was 

confirmed from Umm Salamah that the Prophet  actually said those words. Then this 

man said that you are more blameworthy to me then before, had I heard that from the 

Prophet  I would have been a servant of Alǭ. 
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al-Haythamǭ comments about the adǭth: 

                                         

 al-Haythamǭ said: it is reported by al-BazzǕr amongt it 

reporters if sa`d ibn shuayb whom I do not know but other 

reporters are all a ǭ. 

al-Haythamǭôs student al-`AsqalǕnǭ says in Mukhtaar ZawǕôid Musnad al-BazzǕr: 

                                                                        

                                                            Sa`d is not a discarded narrator 

           This adǭth about Imam Alǭ is on aqq and aqq is with Alǭ without this dialogue is reported 

in al-Khaǭb al-BaghdǕdǭ,  al- ibranǭ and we have also cited it with a a ǭh sanad in the first section 
from al- Ǖkim. However, the point here is that Sa`d ibn Abǭ WaqqǕ was questioned by a rude and 
disrespectful man, who did not care that he was addressing a a Ǖbǭ from ashrah mubashshirah. 

When Sa`d ibn abǭ WaqqǕ expresses his remorse that actually Alǭ was on aqq as he heard it from 
the Prophet , the rude man then sends someone to double check from Umm al-muôminǭn Umm 

Salamah. When confirmed,  this cunning politician tries to further humiliate Sa`d ibn Abǭ WaqqǕ 
and deceptively tries to gain a moral high ground over Sa`d ibn Abǭ WaqqǕ. The point here is that 
Sa`d  in front of everyone expressed his opinion that Alǭ was on aqq instead of trying to justify his 

abstention. 

           In conclusion to this section, it has been established from classical sunnǭ sources that 
prominent amongst a Ǖbah, namely, Badrǭ ahǕbah were on the side of Imam Alǭ and others from 
bayah al-ri wǕn, muhǕjirȊn and AnsǕr were also with Imam Alǭ 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 Alǭ, it would not have 

altered  the judgement of aqq in favour of Imam Alǭ. The single example of `AmmǕr ibn YǕsir 
being killed by rebels is sufficient to arrive at the definitive judgement that Imam Alǭ was on truth 
and those fighting him were on falsehood. On a  general outlook of supporters during the reigns of 

Imam Alǭ and mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn abǭ sufyǕn, the famous TǕbi`ǭ al-`Amash comments as reported by al-
BukhǕrǭ in his al-TǕrǭkh al-Saghǭr with an authentic sanad: 

         

                               

                                    

                                          

al-`Amash said: I am pleasantly amazed at Alǭ and his companions. With Alǭ were the 

companions of the Prophet  and with Mu`Ǖwǭyah were the tribes of lakhm and jidhǕm 

from Yemeni bedouins and others from d ifferent tribes... 
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                                                                     al- ulaqǕô 

         

                 The earliest a Ǖbah in Islamic sources are termed as al-SǕbiqȊn al-AwwalȊn and 

considered the most excellent. al- ulaqǕô 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`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn 

and `Amr ibn al-ǔs were from ulaqǕô. About the relationship between earlier Muslims and ulaqǕô, 
it is reported in numerous sources such as al- ibranǭ, Ibn ibban, here it is quoted from Musnad of 
Imam A med Ibn anbal with two different chains and graded a ǭh even by the salafǭ scholar 

Shu`ayb al-ArnaôȊ: 

                               

                                                                                                          

RasȊl Allah  said: muhǕjirȊn and anǕr are friends and helpers of each 

other and ulaqǕô of Quraysh and `utaqǕ from thaqǭf are friends and helpers 

of each other until the day of judgement. 

    It is evident that in case of disputes ulaqǕô and muhǕjirȊn would not find each other on the same 
side. Some modern day nawǕib have attempted to prove that Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn 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-Asqalanǭ in his final analysis, and al-Aynǭ and al-NawǕwǭ have 
refuted such a notion. Since, al-NawǕwǭ is an ardent defender of  Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn 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 a ǭh muslim, he says: 

                                                   

                                                   

 Mu`Ǖwǭyah became a Muslim at the conquest of Mecca 

in the 8
th

 After Hijrah, and this is authentic and famous. 

Also the Salafǭ scholar Ibn Qayyim al-Jawzǭyah in ZǕd al-Ma`Ǖd confirms: 
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There is no difference of opinion that AbȊ SufyǕn and Mu`Ǖwǭyah 
accepted Islam at the conquest of Mecca in the year 8

th
 after Hijrah. 

 

                 Imam Alǭ was the leader of one group and Mu`Ǖwǭyah was the leader of the other group 

and RasȊl Allah  had informed us that people from these two categories would find help and 
friends from their categories. Furthermore, when RasȊl Allah   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. RasȊl Allah  said that go, you are free!  This is reported by the earliest book of 

Sǭrah in the history of Islam and it is also reported by numerous other sources such as Ibn HishǕm, 
AbȊ DǕôȊd, Ibn MǕjah, Musnad Amed and Ibn Qayyim al-Jawzǭyahôs ZǕd al-M`Ǖd: 

                                                                 

                                                               Go you are ulaqǕô/free 

            It was the norm in those days that prisoners of war were enslaved but Noble Prophet  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 IzǕlah al-KhifǕô of Shah Walǭ 
Allah Dehlavǭ,  the translator Allama Abd al-ShakȊr FarȊqǭ Mujaddadǭ explains the term ulaqǕ: 

                   

ulaqǕô is the plural of alǭq which means freed slaves, those who accepted Islam at the 

conquest of Mecca are also called ulaqǕô because Muslims out of kindness spared them 

otherwise they would have been enlaved.  

Ibn al-óAthǭr explains in his famous work al-NihǕyah fǭ gharǭb al- adǭth: 

                        

                               

In the adǭth about the battle of unayn ñRasȊl Allah  went and also 

with him were al- ulaqǕôò they are those who were spared at the conquest 

of Mecca. 

Ibn ManzȊr in LisǕn al-Arab and al-Zabǭdǭ in TǕj al-UrȊs, with refernce to the classical grammarian 
Tha`lab, further shed light on the term. al-Zabǭdǭ states: 

                                      

                                            

               Tha`lab said: al- ulaqǕô are those who entered Islam reluctantly. 
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              The great classical anafǭ Imam, AbȊ Bakr al-Ja Ǖ states in his momentous work AkǕm 
al-QurôǕn: 

                          

...and Mu`Ǖwǭyah is not amongst them because this attribute is for MuhǕjirȊn who 

left their homes. Mu`Ǖwǭyah is not from MuhǕjirun but rather from  al- ulaqǕô 

 Furthermore, Shah Walǭ Allah Muaddith al-Dehlavǭ, the common scholar of Barelwis and 
Deobandis in IzǕlah al-KhifǕh states: 

                               

a rat AbȊ al-DardǕô and  a rat AbȊ Hurayrah took the message of 

a rat Mu`Ǖwǭyah to a rat Alǭ that he should abdicate from khilǕfah 

and pass the decision for khilǕfah to shȊrah of muslims. On their way 

back after delievering the message when they reached oms; where 

a rat `Abd al-Ra mǕn ibn Ghanam resided. So Abd al-Ra man 

amongst other things said to them: I am surprised that how could you 

take the message to Alǭ? You asked Alǭ to pass the matter of khilǕfah to 

shȊrah whilst you know that MuhǕjirȊn, AnǕr, ahl al- ijǕz, ahl al-IrǕq 

paid their allegiance to Alǭ for KhilǕfah and indeed those who assented 

to the caliphate of Alǭ are greater than those who raise objections. Those 

who did bayah of Alǭ are superior to those who did not. What would 

mu`awǭyha gain from appointing a shȊrah? Becaue KhilǕfah can only be 

given to MuhǕjirȊn and Mu`Ǖwǭyah is not from MuhǕjirȊn but from 

ulǕqǕô and it is not allowed that ulaqǕô should be made  the caliphs. 

Mu`Ǖwǭyah and his father were the leaders of the army at the battle of 

al-A zǕb who came to fight Muslims. After hearing these words of the 
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Abd al-Ra mǕn, both, AbȊ Hurayrah and AbȊ DardǕô did tawbah in 

front of Abd al-Ra mǕn. It is reported by AbȊ Umar in al-Istǭ`Ǖb.. 

 

 

Furthermore, ShǕh Walǭ Allah al-Dihlawǭ comments: 

                               

                               

Abd al-Ra mǕn ibn Ghanam Ash`arǭ told a rat AbȊ Hurayrah and 

Ha rat abȊ ardaôthat why did you take the message to a rat Alǭ 

about shȊrah. What has mu`awǭyah got anything to do with shȊrah? 

Mu`awǭyah is from ulaqǕô who are absolutely not eligible for 

khilǕfah, mu`Ǖwǭyah and his father were the leaders of the oppostion 

at the battle of al-A zǕb against the Muslims. After hearing this 

Ha rat AbȊ Hurayrah and a rat AbȊ al-DardǕô regretted  their 

actions and did tawbah in front of a rat Abd al-Ra mǕn. It is evident 

that both retracted from their position. And the adǭth MarfȊ`of Jarǭr 

ibn Abdullah that MuhajirȊn and An Ǖr are friends and helpers of each 

other and ulaqǕô of Quraysh and `UtaqǕô of  Thaqǭf  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 a rat Murta Ǖô 

Alǭ which he wrote to the shǕmǭs that the matter of caliphate is for 

MuhǕjirȊn and AnǕr and others do not have anything to do with it. 

Whomever the MuhǕjirȊn and An Ǖr 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 Alǭ ibn Abǭ alib and 
Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn as if they were equals whereas there are galaxies between the status of 

Imam Alǭ and Mu`Ǖwǭyah.  Umar al-FǕrȊq explains the matter of khilǕfah and ulǕqǕô towards the 



63 

 

 

end of his life. It is stated by al-Ubayǭ al-MǕlikǭôs commentry on a ǭh Muslim IkmǕl IkmǕl al-
Mu`lim and by al-SanȊsǭ al-MǕlikǭôs Mukammal IkmǕl al-IkmǕl and Shabbǭr Amed Usmanǭôs Fat  

al-Mulhim. Here from al-Ubayǭ al al-MǕlikǭ: 

                             

                                                                                                                          

 ̀ Amr ibn al-ǔ  wished to be included in the shȊrǕô 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 RasȊl Allah  and he also said 

that ulaqǕô and the children of ulaqǕô do not deserve to rule and had it become 

clear to me before, I would never have given the governorship of shǕm to 

Yazǭd ibn Abǭ SufyǕn and Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn.    

 

          Umar ibn al-Kha ab had repeatedly emphasised this idea that ulaqǕô are not allowed to 
participate in the affairs of Khilafah. Moreover, here are a couple of other reports from Umar al-
FarȊq.  Ibn ajr al-`AsqalǕnǭ states in Fat al-Barǭ and al-I Ǖbah, respectively: 

                          

                                                                       

Umar said that this matter of caliphate is for badrǭ a Ǖbah and then those from 

u ud and so on, and not for ulaqǕô and those who became muslims at conquest of 

Mecca.  

                                    

 

Umar said to the people of shȊrǕ: do not disgaree among your selves and if you 

disagree and mu`Ǖwǭyah comes to you from shǕm and Abdullah ibn abǭ rabǭ`ah 

from Yemen, those two will not respect you for being early Muslims and this matter 

of caliphate is neither for ulaqǕô nor for their offspring. 

 

             It is evident that Umar al-FǕrȊq towards the end of his life regretted his decision of handing 
the governorship to ulaqǕô. Had he not been killed prematurely by Abu LȊôlȊ, the slave of al-

Mughǭrah ibn Shu`bah, he would have enacted upon his realisation by deposing Mu`awǭyah. Imam 
Alǭôs order of dismissing Mu`Ǖwǭyah was in line with the realisation of Umar al-FǕrȊq. The point 
here is that it is inconsiderate, unfair and bias to somehow treat Imam Alǭ and Mu`Ǖwǭyah as having 

equal say in the matter of Muslims.  It is also mutǕwǕtir from RasȊl Allah  that Alǭôs status in 
relation to the Noble Prophet  is like the status of ǕrȊn  И to MȊsǕ И except that there will no be 
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no prophet after RasȊl Allah . Furthermore,  Ibn ala  in his ǭyǕnah a ǭh Muslim, al- Ǖkim in 
his Ma`rifah ̀ulȊm al- adǭth and al-SakhǕwǭ in his al-MaqǕid, authenticate the following adǭth: 

                                              

                                                   

                     RasȊl Allah  commanded us to give people their due status. 

         Yet here we have NawǕib equating Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn abǭ sufyǕn with ayder al-KarrǕr by 

characterising their difference as if it was amongst equals. In the preceding discussion it has become 
clear that Mu`Ǖwǭyha belonged to the last category of a Ǖbah and was absolutely in the wrong in 

his claims in opposition to Imam Alǭ. It is a common erroneous practice of some zealots that they 
apply the verses of the QurôǕn and statements of RasȊl Allah  addressed to the ealier a Ǖbah to the 
ulaqǕô. Consider the attitude of the Blessed Prophet  about those who became Muslims later. It is 

reported, for example, in a ǭ Muslim: 

                                              

                             

             KhǕlid ibn Walǭd became a Muslim after the treaty of udaybǭyah which is earlier than the 

ulaqǕô yet observe the attitude of RasȊl Allah   Who  addresses KhǕlid ibn Walǭd that do not 
revile My  a Ǖbah, making a clear distinction between the earlier Muslims and those who 

accepted Islam later.  In his commentry on Musnad of Imam Amed,  Shu`ayb al-ArnaȊ states: 
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 al-Shaykh TǕqǭ al-Dǭn al-Subkǭ said that it is apparent that My a Ǖbǭ here 

means  those who accepted Islam prior to th conquest of Mecca and RasȊl 

Allah  is addressing those who accpted Islam after the conquest of Mecca. 

 

 

Ibn ajr al-`AsqalǕnǭ in Fat  al-BǕrǭ says: 

                                 

The meaning of óMy a Ǖbahô here are the special a Ǖbah otherwise 
what does it mean to address other a Ǖbah about a Ǖbah.. 

 

The Salafǭ  WahǕbǭ favourite Ibn Qayyim al-Jawzǭyah says: 

                       

                                                              

RasȊl Allah  said that do not rev ile my a Ǖbah, by God in  whose control is my life, 

even if you spend Uud mountainôs 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 

KhǕlid ibn al-Walǭd and his contemporaries from Muslims of conquest of Mecca and 

udaybǭyah. And the value of  a mudd (kilo) or its half is greater in the sight of God 
than U ud mountainôs weight spent by Khalid and his like from other a Ǖbah. 

           Imam Alǭ is greater than `abd al-Ra mǕn ibn Awf by all counts and KhǕlid ibn al-Walǭd is 
greater than Mu`Ǖwǭyh ibn Abǭ SufyǕn by all counts then imagine the distance between Imam Alǭ 

and Mu`Ǖwǭyah, and what would have been the ruling of RasȊl Allah  about Mu`Ǖwǭyah. Fighting 
is worse than reviling. The word My a Ǖbah as in the a ǭh adǭth used in its absolute meaning of 

the word and its connotation as expressed by RasȊl Allah  was applied to the earlier a Ǖbah. Yet 
we have the mullah-brigade in our times who apply the same texts about earlier a Ǖbah to also 

suggest that as if it was also applied to Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn! Furthermore,  Ibn Abǭ al-`Izz al-
anafǭ (d. 792) explains the ranks amongst a Ǖbah with respect to aforementioned adǭth in his 

Shar  al- a Ǖwǭyah: 
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From the address of the Prophet  here are meant Abd al-Ra mǕn and 

those like him because Abd al-Ra mǕn and those like him are from the 

category of al-SǕbiqȊn al-AwwalȊn 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 a abah of bayah of al-Ri wǕn and they 

have special companionship compared to those who accepted Islam after 

bayah of al-Ri wǕn; and they are the ones who accepted Islam after the 

treaty of udaybǭyah between RasȊl Allah  and the people of Mecca 

and amongst them are Khalid ibn al-Walǭd, they are earlier than those 

who accepted Islam at the conquest of Mecca, who are known as al-

ulaqǕô such as AbȊ SufyǕn and his sons Yazǭd and Mu`Ǖwǭyah. The 

import here is that those who became a Ǖbǭ later are reprimanded  not 

to object to and revile those who are early a Ǖbah due to their 

distinction of being special a Ǖbah for which there is an impossibility    
for the later ones to attain such  acompanionship. 

            The ardent supporters of ulaqǕô at the expense of the early a Ǖbah should take heed from 
this that they defend the crimes and mistakes of ulaqǕô and render them as if they were on equal 

footing with Imam Alǭ. By justifying the injustices of ulaqǕô about whom there is not a single a ǭh 
adǭth in their praise, they assign the excellences of al-SǕbiqȊn al-AwwalȊn in the QurôǕn and 

adǭth, by a sleight of hand,  to al- ulaqǕô. It is clear that even KhǕlid ibn al-Walǭd was reprimanded 
and told by the Noble Prophet  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 ahǕbah. By all 
counts, Khalid ibn al-Walǭd is much superior to Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ Sufyan so imagine Mu`Ǖwǭyah 
ibn abǭ sufyǕnôs comparison with Imam Alǭ who is the best of early Muslims.  

          The prominent Deobandi scholar Allamah QǕsim Nanotvǭ was asked a question about  

Mu`Ǖwǭyah, he replied in his anwǕr al-nujȊm: 

                                             

An we do not consider Amǭr Mu`Ǖwǭyah radǭ Allah   
anhu among  jalǭl al-qadr a Ǖbah. 

          So, he says we do not think he was a a Ǖbǭ 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  

do not revile My a Ǖbah to the ulaqǕô?  If those who became Muslims after udaybǭyah are not 
even worth half a kilo of the deeds of earlier ones then what about those who became Muslims later 

at Fat  Mecca? They would be, perhaps, not worth half a kilo of the deeds of those who became 
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Muslims after udaybǭyah let alone dealing with their differences on parity with Imam Alǭ. 
However, this is about the ranks among a Ǖbah, i.e., there were special a Ǖbah and there are 

a Ǖbah from ulaqǕô. 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 Alǭ and Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn.                          

           In conlcusion to this section, it has been established from sound evidences that Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn 

Abǭ SufyǕn belonged to the last category of a Ǖbah known as al- ulaqǕô and it is factually incorrect 
to ascribe the excellences and qualities of the early a Ǖbah upon the ulaqǕô as the nawǕib project. 

                

                                

                    

                                         Fa Ǖôil of Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn 

     

              It is also a trend to enumerate and state the specific qualities and excellences of Mu`Ǖwǭyah 
ibn Abǭ SufyǕn from the sayings of RasȊl Allah  in order to give an impression of his lofty status 
amongst the a Ǖbah. The masters of adǭth sciences have unequivocally explicated in their works 

that there is not a single a ǭh adǭth in praise of Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn. The prolific author 
Allama Shiblǭ N`umǕnǭ, the teacher of Sayyid Salman Nadvǭ, in his scholarly book Sǭrat al-Nabǭ  

truthfully explains: 

                             

                             

                                         

The process of recording the adǭth began in the times of Umayyads who for ninety 

years, from Sindh to Turkey, to Spain in their Mosques reviled the children of FǕimah 

and on Fridays,  upon their pulpits cursed a rat Alǭ and fabricated hundreds and 

thousands of adǭth in praise of amǭr mu`Ǖwǭyah and others. 

           It was the methodology of the propagandists that in order to glorify themselves, they operated 
in two ways: fabricate adǭth in praise of Mu`Ǖwǭyah and disparage Imam Alǭ. This fraudulent 

scheme was designed to compensate for the lack of mu`Ǖwǭyahôs significance among a Ǖbah and 
raise his religious standing to belittle Imam Alǭ. The idea here is that if Alǭ has these excellences  
then look here Mu`awǭyah also has those merits. The tradition of cursing by Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ 

SufyǕn requires a separate study, in-shǕô-Allah, but in this limited space, we will only utilize 
sufficient material to support a particular point.  It is reported in a ǭh Muslim that mu`Ǖwǭyah 
ordered  S`ad ibn Abǭ WaqqǕ to revile Imam Alǭ, here is another example authentically stated by  

Ibn Abǭ `ǔim (d.287) in his kitǕb al-sunnah: 
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People were gathered in the court of Mu`Ǖwǭyah and a man stood up and 

started to revile Alǭ ibn Abǭ Ǖlib (ra ǭ Allah anhu) and he cursed and he 

cursed then Sa`ǭd ibn Zayd ibn `Amr ibn Nufayl stood up and said: O 

Mu`Ǖwǭyah! Do I not see that in front of you Alǭ is being cursed and you are 

not stopping it. I have heard RasȊl Allah  say that the status of Alǭ to Me 
is like that of  HarȊn to MȊsa. 

The practice of cursing Imam Alǭ was instituitionalised to demean his eminence and status for the 

aforementioned reasons. Furthermore, a snapshot of the Umayyad policies can be gauged from the 
following. Among the famous uȊl al- adǭth books is tadrǭb al-rǕwǭ by JalǕl al-Dǭn al-SuyȊǭ in 

which he states: 

                      

AbȊ `abd al-Ra mǕn al-Muqrǭ 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 Alǭ ibn Abǭ Ǖlib can 
be further highlighted by the actual change of name from Alǭ to its diminutive. al-Dhahabǭ in his 
sǭyar Ǖ`lǕm al-nubalǕô states: 

                                              

`Ulayǭ ibn RibǕ ibn Qu ayr..the trustworthy scholar, 

his name is `ulayǭ which is diminutive noun of Alǭ. al-

Muqrǭ said that when Umayyads discovered a baby 

named Alǭ, they used to kill him. This reached  RibǕ, 

the father of Ulayǭ, so he changed the name of his son 

to `Ulayǭ. Dhahabǭ says: Ulayǭ ibn RibǕ was born 

during early days of UthmǕnôs caliphate and perhaps 

this name change was done when he was a youngster. 

He was a guest of Mu`Ǖwǭyah and from the noblemen 
of arabs. 
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               Even during ajj the tremors of such anti-Alǭ policies were felt.  Abdullah Ibn AbbǕs 
during ajj witnessed the following. It is reported by al-NasǕôǭ in his Sunan with a a ǭh chain as 

vouched for by the WahǕbǭ scholar al-AlbǕnǭ: 

 

                                      

Sa`ǭd ibn Jubayr said that I was with Ibn AbbǕs at `ArafǕt and 

He said to me: why can't I hear people doing Talbǭyah? I said: 

they are scared of Mu`Ǖwǭyah. Then Ibn AbbǕs went out and 

said: óI respond to your call, Oh Allah, I respond to your call, 

they abandon the Sunnah for their hatred of Alǭ. 

 

 

                 In a ǭh al-BukhǕri, we find Abdullah Ibn Umar had to remain quiet out of fear whilst his 
father, Umar al-FǕrȊq, was being insulted by Mu`Ǖwǭyah. Though, Ibn Umar expresses his opinion, 

privately, afterwards: 
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                 It is obvious that Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn considered himself better than`Umar al-
FǕrȊq and out of fear Ibn Umar kept quiet though expressed his response privately, later. Badr al-Dǭn 

al-Aynǭ al- anafǭ in his Umdah al-QǕrǭ commentary on a ǭh al-BukhǕrǭ explains: 

                      

Mu`Ǖwǭyahôs statement that I am more deserving of caliphate then you and your 

father means Abdullah ibn Umar and his Father Umar ibn al-Kha Ǖb. 

Badr al-Dǭn al-Aynǭ al- anafǭ further explains the adǭth: 

                    

 

When Ibn Umar said he who fought you and your father is more deserving of the caliphate, he means 

Alǭ who fought Mu`Ǖwǭyah and his father AbȊ SufyǕn at Uud and al-Khandaq whilst they were 

kǕfirs because both became Muslims at the conquest of Mecca.. 

 

           Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn also considered himself greater for the role of caliphate then  

Umar ibn al-Kha Ǖb and Ibn Umar could not respond to him due to fear. To speak the truth in front 
of Mu`Ǖwǭyah was difficult for prominent a Ǖbah and TǕbi`ǭn. Once Umar al-FǕrȊq said something 
negative about the tribe of Banu Tamǭm and A naf ibn Qays stood up and corrected Umar al-FǕrȊq, 

to which the great Umar ibn al-Kha Ǖb apologised. See abaqǕt of Ibn Sa`d, TǕrǭkh of Ibn `AsǕkir,  
TǕrǭkh and Sǭyar of al-Dhahabǭ with respect to A naf ibn Qaysôs biography. But what about the 

same A naf ibn Qays in the company of Mu`Ǖwǭyah. See abaqǕt of Ibn Sa`d, al-Munta am of Ibn 
al-Jawzǭ, Tahdhǭb al-KamǕl of al-Mizzǭ and three books Tarǭkh, Sǭyar and Tadhhǭb Tahdhǭb al-
KamǕl of al-Dhahabǭ. Here from the latter: 
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al- asan al-Ba rǭ said: people talked about a certain matter in front of 

Mu`Ǖwǭyah but Anaf remained silent. Mu`Ǖwǭyah said: Speak O AbȊ 

Ba r. He replied: I fear A llah if I lie and I fear you if I speak the truth! 

 

 

          This sentiment of unjust rule by Mu`Ǖwǭyah is echoed explicitly by the famous classic anafǭ 
text of fiqh al-HidǕyah taught in darsi Ni Ǖmǭ: 

            

                       

                                                                                                  

It is permissible to be appointed as  a judge under a tyrant ruler as it is allowed under a just 

ruler because a Ǖbah became judges under Mu`Ǖwǭyah whilst the truth was with Alǭ (ra i 

Allah anhu) and the tǕbi`ǭn were appointed  judges under al- ajjǕj... 

     

           Therefore, the anafǭ juridical view is explicit about the oppression of Mu`Ǖwǭyah to the 

extent that al-MarghinǕnǭ al- anafǭ equates it with, the abhorrent, al- ajjǕj ibn Yusufôs 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 adǭth which says that upon you is 
My  way and the way of Rightly Guided/al-KhulafǕô al-RǕshidȊn.  The question is,  how do we 
know who are the KhulafǕô RashidȊn? Why do ahl al-Sunnah believe that from AbȊ Bakr al- iddǭq 

to Imam asan al-MujtabǕô are the RashidȊn Caliphs? There are many indications for this being the 
case but at first instance, it is restricted to these five noble personalities by another a ǭ adǭth. We 

will cite it here from one of the prominent apologists for the Umayyad camp, namely, Ibn Kathǭr. In 
this article, by design, al-Dhahabǭ and Ibn Kathǭr, the taymǭôites, are quoted as they at times go to 
great lengths in the defence of the Umayyads. Moreover, the limit of thirty years for RǕshidȊn 

Caliphate is from the following a ǭ adǭth. Ibn Kathǭr states in his al-BidǕyah waôl-NihǕyah: 

                                    

                                       

                                                             

I say: it is Sunnah to call Mu`Ǖwǭyah a king and not to call him 

a Caliph because the adǭth of Safǭnah states: Caliphate after 

Me  will be for thirty years then there will be b iting kings. 
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          The meaning of the term `aȊ in the adǭth is explained by Ibn al-`Athǭr in his famous book 
about meanin of  words used in aǕdǭth. He says in al-NihǕyah fǭ gharǭb al- adǭth: 

 

                                            

      In the adǭth óthen there will be biting kingshipô 

means that the citizens will suffer from tyranny and 

oppression as if they were bitten by the teeth...in another 

report it says óthen there will be biting kingsô `uȊ is a 

plural o f `i  wh ich means ill-tempered wicked... 

 

           ShǕh Walǭ Allah al-Dehlavǭ in his ujjatullah al-BǕlighǕ comments about the rule of 

Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn: 

                                     

...because he (Mu`Ǖwǭyah) was upon the path of kings and not 

upon the path of khulafǕô 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 Alǭ was itself inviting the wrath of  the  
rulers so much so that the great pious personalities omitted the name of Imam Alǭ in their aǕdǭth 

reports to protect themselves. For example, take the example of al- asan al-Basrǭ who is among the 
best of tǕbi`ǭn. al-MullǕ Alǭ al-QǕrǭ al- anafǭ in his commentary on Nukhbat al-Fikr Shar  Shar  

Nukhbat al-Fikr states: 

                      

                             

He ( asan Barǭ) also especially used to omit the name of Alǭ for fear of fitna. 

    

              Ibn Rajab al- anbalǭ in his shar `ilal al-Tirmadhǭ and JalǕl al-Dǭn al-SuyȊǭ in his Tadrǭb 
al-RǕwǭ explain the predicament of al- asan al-Ba rǭ. Here cited from Tadrǭb al-RǕwǭ: 
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Ibn `Ubayd says that I enquired from al- asan, why do you say that RasȊl 

Allah  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- ajjǕj and every adǭth that you have heard 

from me in which I say I heard it from RasȊl Allah  that is actually   from   

Alǭ Ibn Abǭ Ǖlib, in these times I am not able to mention Alǭ. 

             How unfortunate! Imam Alǭ about whom RasȊl Allah  said in a mutǕwǕtir adǭth that 
whoeverôs MawlǕ I am, Alǭ is his MawlǕ; about whom in a ǭh Muslim and elsewhere, we find a 
pristinely authentic adǭth that O Alǭ! your love is ImǕn and your hatred is hypocrisy. The 

continuous state policy, from the inception of the Umayyad dynasty to silence the supporters of 
Imam Alǭ 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 Alǭ is confessed by MarwǕn. It is reported by Ibn AsǕkir and 

others. Here it is cited from al-Dhahabǭôs sǭyar óǕlǕm al-nubalǕô: 

                             

                                

Umar ibn Alǭ ibn al- usayn reports from his father that he said that 

MarwǕn said: None amongst the people defended UthmǕn more than 

Alǭ. I said: Then why do you curse Alǭ upon the pulpits? He said: 
without it, we cannot strengthen our rule.  

              

 

                     al-Dhahabǭ comments that chain of its report is strong. The truth, for once, was uttered 

by MarwǕn mal`Ȋn, the special agent and governor of Mu`Ǖwǭyah in Medina. Imam Alǭ was a 
defender of UthmǕn ibn `AffǕn and to curse Imam Alǭ was their policy to lengthen their oppressive 

rule.  To disparage Imam Alǭ 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 Mu addithȊn in the course of time, exposed the reality of such aǕdǭth. AbȊ TǕhir al-
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Silafǭ al- anbalǭ in his al- uyȊrǭyǕ, al-SuyȊǭ in his TǕrǭkh and here from Ibn ajr al-`AsqalǕnǭ in 
Fat  al-BǕrǭ: 

                        

                      

Ibn al-Jawzǭ also reports  this from the route of Abdullah ibn Amed ibn anbal: I asked my 

father, what is your opinion about Alǭ and Mu`Ǖwǭyah? He bowed his head in silence then said: 

know this that Alǭ 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 Alǭ and built up praises for him. By 

this,  A med ibn anbal  is pointing  to the baseless excellences of Mu`Ǖwǭyah. There are 

many aǕdǭth reported in praise of Mu`Ǖwǭyah but none are authentic. This is definitively  

expressed by Is Ǖq ibn RǕhwayh, al-NasǕôǭ and other Mu addithȊn. 

 

 

      In his commentary `Umdah al-QǕrǭ on  a ǭh al-BukhǕri, Badr al-Dǭn al-`Aynǭ al- anafǭ says: 

                    

                          

The heading of this chapter by Imam BukhǕrǭ states dhikr of Mu`Ǖwǭyah and this 

does not indicate his excellence. If you say that there are numerous aǕdǭth about 

his excellence then I will reply that, yes, there are but none of the adǭth in 

Mu`Ǖwǭyahôs excellence are authentic and it is explicitly stated by IsǕq ibn 

RǕhwayh, al-Nasaǭ and other MuaddithȊn. This is why BukhǕrǭ said mention of 
Mu`Ǖwǭyah rather than virtue or excellence of Mu`Ǖwǭyah. 

 

 

 

              There is a considerable discussion on this topic of the lack of faǕôil of Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ 
SufyǕn from various ahl al-sunnah sources but in the interest of brevity, here are comments of the 

earliest and most promeinent ahl al- adǭth ghayr muqallid muaddith from the subcontinent Allamah 
Wa ǭd al-ZamǕn from his commentary Taysǭr al-BǕrǭ on a ǭh al-BukhǕrǭ: 
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Imam BukhǕri like other chapters did not say excellences of Mu`Ǖwǭyah because there are none 

authentic aǕdǭth in his praise, Imam NasǕôǭ and IsǕq ibn Rahawayh have stated as such. I the 

translator say that his being a a Ǖbǭ 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 . When Imam asan died, he said 

that he was a burning coal which has been put out by God. His father AbȊ SufyǕn, all his life fought 

with the Blessed Prophet , he himself fought with a rat Alǭ and his impure son Yazǭd crossed all 
limits and had Imam usayn (alayhi al-salǕm) brutally murdered  along with most of his ahl al-Bayt. 

 

 

 

Allamah Wa ǭd al-ZamǕn further says: 

                

 

             

...perhaps Mu`Ǖwǭyah did not see the Prophet  pray the two units in such a way, Imam BukhǕrǭ did 

not even report a single marfȊ` adǭth in the excellence of Mu`Ǖwǭyah and just mentioned things from 

here and there. Imam NasǕôǭ authored a specific book khaǕôi kubrǕ in the excellences of a rat Alǭ 

so the khǕrijǭs surrounded him and said have you written any book in praise of Mu`Ǖwǭyah? He 

replied: Where is his excellence or there is no a ǭh adǭth in his praise though there is a adǭth 

which states that May Allah never fill his belly, after that the khǕrijǭ men martyred him with kicks and 
punches. 

          Even from unexpected ahl al- adǭth WahǕbǭ quarters, a prominent muaddith objectively 
states the reality in his commentary on a ǭh al-BukhǕrǭ. 
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          However, this is the standard ahl al-Sunnah opinion concerning the authenticity of the fa Ǖôil 
of Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn though there are weak and fabricated reports.  Of the popularised 

ones, we find that there are two different comments of the a Ǖbǭ Abdullah Ibn AbbǕs about 
Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn in a ǭh al-BukhǕrǭ  reported from the identical  source but most anafǭ 

scholars dispute its actual implication. The saying is from the route of Ibn Abǭ Mulaykah  that 
Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn   offered only one unit of witr prayers in the presence of Ibn AbbǕs.  
Abdullah Ibn AbbǕs was asked about it, Ibn Abbas replied:  Leave him he was in the company of the 

Prophet  and in another variation also from the identical source Ibn Abǭ Mulaykah, he said he is a 
Faqǭh.  Allamah Anwar ShǕh al-Kashmirǭ al- anafǭ from the Deobandǭ school says in his Fay  al-

BǕrǭ, his commentary on a ǭ al-BukhǕrǭ: 

      

 

About his statement that Mu`Ǖwǭyah performed one unit of witr after `Ishaô...and he 

said leave him he was in the company of RasȊl Allah  and in another report he said, 

he is right because he is a faqǭh. I say: in this there is no appreciation but rather 

turning a blind eye and overlooking his error. The report according to al- a Ǖwǭ 

states ; Mu`Ǖwǭyah stood up and only read one unit so Ibn AbbǕs said: where has the 
donkey got that from?... 

 

 

 

AbȊ Ja`far al- a Ǖwǭ al- anafǭ, the author of `aqǭdah al- ahǕwǭyah,  in his Shar Ma`Ǖnǭ al-ǔthǕr 
states: 
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1718: ̀ A Ǖô says that a man said to Ibn AbbǕs do you object to Mu`Ǖwǭyah for offering 

only one rak`at of wit r? The man asked to denounce Mu`Ǖwǭyah so Ibn Abbas said he is 

right... 

1719: Ikrimah said that I was with Ibn Abbas by  Mu`Ǖwǭyah who discussed matters 

until a port ion of the night passed  so Mu`Ǖwǭyah stood up and offered one rak`at. Ibn 
AbbǕs said:  where did the donkey get that from? 

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

al- a Ǖwǭ comments: it is permissible that when Ibn AbbǕs said Mu`Ǖwǭyah was correct, 

it was based upon fear  of Mu`Ǖwǭyah as it was during his reign and Ibn AbbǕs 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  which he knows to be correct.  It has been 

reported from Ibn AbbǕs that witr rak`Ǖt are three in number. 

 

 

 

 

 

                      The great defender of ahl al-sunnah in response to wahǕbǭyah, ZǕhid al-Kawtharǭ al-
anafǭ states in his al-Nukat al- arǭfah: 

                                 

 

About what is reported from Ibn AbbǕs when he said óhe is correctô 

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 

BakkǕr upwards in which he says where has he got that from? Perhaps, 

BakkǕr refrained from mentioning the word donkey in his report...In the 

other report where Ibn AbbǕs  says ócorrectô is only found in one of the 

reports of al- a Ǖwǭ and al-Bayhaqǭ and if it is authentic then he said this 
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out of fear because Ibn AbbǕs fought Mu`Ǖwǭyah under the banner of Alǭ 

(karram A llaha 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 ócorrectô and this does not 
preclude that he meant Mu`Ǖwǭyah was correct in some other matter..... 

   

     

 

             It is evident that the saying of Ibn AbbǕs as reported in al-BukhǕrǭ is disputed in words and 
comprehended in a diametrically opposed fashion by the prominent Sunnǭ anafǭ scholars including 
Imam al- a Ǖwǭ. There are two different authentically reported narrations about the same incident by 

Abdullah Ibn AbbǕs 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 AbbǕs, namely,  
Ubaydullah ibn AbbǕs. It is reported by a number of sources including Ǖrǭkh of al-Bukharǭ,  Ibn 
Abd al-Barr, al-Dhahabǭ and Ibn al-óAthǭr. Busr ibn ArǕ was one of the commaders of Mu`Ǖwǭyah 

and it is disputed whether he was a a Ǖbǭ. Here is the relevant and fuller part from the renowned 
biographical work about a Ǖbah Usud al-GhǕbah by Ibn al-óAthǭr al-Jazarǭ: 
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He was on the side of Mu`Ǖwǭyah at iffǭn and 

severe in animosity against Alǭ and his 

companions. AbȊ Umar said that Yaya ibn 

Ma`ǭn said that Busr was not a a Ǖbǭ 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 MuhaddthȊn 

alike is that he slit the throats of the little 

children of Uabydullah ibn Abbas, namely, Abd 

al-Ra mǕn and QuthȊm in front of their mother. 

Mu`Ǖwǭyah sent him to ijǕz and Yemen to kill 

the supporters of Alǭ and take allegiance for 

Mu`Ǖwǭyah hence he went to Medina and 

committed atrocities and went to Yemen; at the 

time Ubaydullah ibn Abbas was the 

administrator there for Alǭ. Ubaydullah ibn 

AbbǕs 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. AbȊ Umar said that al-

Daraqunǭ said that he was a a Ǖbǭ but after the 

Prophet  he did not remain on the straight 

path. When he killed the children of Ubaydullah 

ibn Abbas, their mother ̀Ayesha bint ̀abd al-

MidǕn 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 

ajj season, she used to stand in front of the 
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people and recite these verses and hit herself in  

the face.  This was related by al-Anbarǭ, al-

Mubarrad, al- abarǭ, Ibn al-Kalabǭ and others. 

Busr then turned towards Medina and many 

distinguished personalities escaped among them 

were JǕbir ibn Abdullah, AbȊ AyȊb al-An Ǖrǭ 

and others. He killed many people there and 

then attacked the tribe of HamadǕn 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? I t is so heart wrenching that one feels the pain of 

the grief stricken mother of the nephews of Ibn AbbǕs. Indeed, al- a Ǖwǭ is right that Ibn AbbǕs was 
in Mu`Ǖwǭyahôs time and he may have said this out of fear given  that he fought against him at iffǭn. 

The discussion thus far, has explicated with authentic references only that the two pronged approach 
of the Umayyad dynasty, of disparagement of Imam Alǭ and glorification of  Mu`Ǖwǭyah 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 RasȊl 
Allah  foretold us that AmmǕr ibn YǕsir will be killed by al-fiôa al-bǕghǭyah. When the word BǕghǭ 

is used in an unqualified sense then it only means ulm. 

               Furthermore, since there are no authentic excellences reported from RasȊl Allah  about 
Mu`Ǖwǭyah ibn Abǭ SufyǕn hence we have the titles KǕtib al-wa ǭ and khǕl al-muôminǭn in 
circulation. The scribe of revelation and Uncle of believers is exclusively used for Mu`Ǖwǭyah. This 

in itself is an indication of the lack of  faǕôil. The revelation of the QurôǕn al-Karǭm had been in 
process for twenty one years prior to  his acceptance of  Islam and the prominent scribes of it were 

Imam Alǭ, UthmǕn al-Ghanǭ,  Ubayǭ ibn Ka`b and Zayd ibn ThǕbit but none find it necessary to 
attach kǕtib al-wa ǭ to their titles because there are authentic excellences about them. Similarly, ̀ Abd 
al-Ra mǕn ibn Abǭ Bakr, Moammed ibn Abǭ Bakr, Abdullah ibn Umar and others are not 

mentioned as Uncles of Believers whilst their sisters were also  married to RasȊl Allah     

                                                                 KǕtib al-Wa ǭ 

      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 Nadvǭ scholar Dr Sayyid RizwǕn Alǭ Nadvǭ on the issue of kǕtib al-wa ǭ in which he 
refutes a nǕibǭ leader of ipǕh a Ǖbahôs article in a national news paper: 
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...similarly, his reference from al-I Ǖbah is also incorrect that a rat mu`Ǖwǭyah 

was a scribe of revelation. Whoever wants to ascertain it can check it in the 

biographical note on a rat mu`Ǖwǭyah in al-I Ǖbah, it does not state that he was 

a kǕtib e waǭ in al-I Ǖbah. People have popularised it and  unfortunately even 

Ibn Kathǭr fell for it. As far as afi  Ibn ajr is concerned who is more 

knowledgable in adǭth and history than Ibn Kathǭr, has stated like all other 

books of history that йЮ ϟϧЪ mu`Ǖwǭyah wrote for the Prophet  and see that it 

does not say scribe of revelation. Ibn ajr further writes in al-I Ǖbah with 
reference to the earliest historian al-MadǕôinǭ (d. 225): 

 ϞϽЛЮϜ еуϠ м йзуϠ ϝгуТ сϡзЯЮ ϟϧЫт ϣтмϝЛв дϝЪ м сϲнЮϜ ϟϧЫт ϥϠϝϪ еϠ ϹтϾ дϝЪ Zayd ibn ThǕbit 

used to write revelation and mu`Ǖwǭyah wrote correspondence between the 

Prophet  and the Arabs.  This means he wrote letters and agreements. The 

same was stated by al-Dhahabǭ,  a century earlier to Ibn ajr, in his detailed 

biography in his book sǭyar al-ǕlǕm al-nubalǕô. He explains the frequency of this 

writing by a rat mu`Ǖwǭyah ϢϽуЃт ϤϜϽв йЮ ϟϧЪ he only wrote a few times for the 

Prophet . The earliest historian AbȊ al- asan al-MadǕôinǭôs book on the 

scribes of the Prophet  is extinct now but another early historian Ibn `AbdȊs 

al-JuhshǭyǕrǭôs specific work on the ministers and secretaries  in Islam is 

published and extant by the name of KitǕb al-WuzarǕô wal-KuttǕb and in it he 

details the the scribes of the Prophet  and their special duties. It  is about the 

permanent secretaries and office staff of the Prophet  in which he states: the 

scribes of revelation were a rat Alǭ, a rat UthmǕn, a rat Ubayǭ ibn Ka`b 

and a rat Zayd ibn ThǕbit, and he also states: Zayd ibn ThǕbit along with 

writing wa ǭ, also wrote correspondence of the Prophet  with Kings and rulers 

whilst a rat KhǕlid ibn Sa`ǭd ibn al-ǔs and a rat mu`Ǖwǭyah wrote the daily 

needs of the Prophet . It  is to be noted that Moammed ibn `AbdȊs al-

JuhshǭyǕrǭ 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. 

afi  Ibn ajr al-AsqalǕnǭ in his famous commentary Fat  al-BǕrǭ on a ǭ 

BukhǕrǭ only states: йЮ ϟϧЪ м сϡзЮϜ ϟϳЊ he had the company of the Prophet  and 
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wrote for Him . He absolutely did not state that a rat mu`Ǖwǭyah wrote waǭ. 

Ibn ajrôs statements in al-I Ǖbah and Fat al-BǕrǭ is the same, there is mention 

of writ ing only and no mention of being a scribe of revelation. 

Al-Dhahabǭ who is an authentic adǭth scholar and historian of immense 

information also in his TǕrǭkh al-Islam and Sǭyar ǕlǕm al-nubalǕ did not say 
that he was a scribe of revelation but rather to the contrary, he states: 

ϞϽЛЮϜ еуϠ м сϡзЮϜ еуϠ ϝгуТ  ϝϡϦϝЪ ϣтмϝЛв дϝЪ м сϲнЮϜ ϟϦϝЪ ϥϠϝϪ еϠ ϹтϾ дϝЪ Zayd ibn thǕbit 

was the scribe of revelation and Mu`Ǖwǭyah was a scribe of that was between 

the Prophet  and the Arabs. This is identical to what was said by al-JuhshǭyǕrǭ 

four centuries prior to al-Dhahabǭ... and prior to him the famous exegete, 

mu addith and historian Imam al- abarǭ (d. 310) also stated that еуϠ ϟϧЫт ϣтмϝЛв м 

йϯϚϜнϲ сТ йтϹт  and Mu`Ǖwǭyah wrote the daily needs of the Prophet  for him. 

After al- abarǭ history, the historian al-Mas`Ȋdǭ (d. 345) records in fuller detail 

in his book al-Tanbǭh waôl-AshrǕf  about the Prophet ôs ten permanent 

scribes; who were responsible for various duties. Of those were five who 

occasionally wrote for Him  and about a rat mu`Ǖwǭyah he explicitly states 

that ϽлІϝϠ йϦϝТм ЭϡЦ ϣтмϝЛв ϟϧЪм and mu`Ǖwǭyah wrote for Him  only a few 

months prior to the passing away of the Prophet .  

...in contemporary times, Dr MutafǕ al-`Azamǭ authored a work on the subject 

by the name of KuttǕb al-Nabǭ  in which he wrote about sixty-one scribes and 
he did not mention Mu`Ǖwǭyah as a scribe of revelation in it. 

Dr Syed RizwǕn Nadvǭ at the end of this particular point about kǕtib e waǭ says in his article: 

                             

 


