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In a comprehensive and original study of the early history of Islam, Wilferd
Madelung describes the conflict that developed after the death of the
Prophet Muhammad, between his family, Hashim, and his tribe, Quraysh,
for the leadership of the Muslim commurity. He pursues the history of this
conflict through the reign of the four 'Rightly Guided' caliphs to its climax
in the first Inter -Muslim War. The outcome of the war, which marked the
demise of the reign of the Early Companions, led to the establishmenf
dynastic despotism under the Umayyad caliphate and to the lasting schism
between Sunnite and Shi'ite Islam. In contrast to recent scholarly trends,
Professor Madelung brings out 'All's early claim to legitimate succession,
which gained support from the Shi‘'a, and offers a radical and convincing
reinterpretation of early Islamic history after the death of Muhammad.
This important and original study will make a major contribution to the
scholarship of the period and rekindle the debate over the successitm
Muhammad.
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Preface

This book was at first planned as a monograph on the nature of the caliphate at its
foundation and during its earliest phase, before the establishment of Umayyad
dynastic rule, with only a minimal discussion of the events andopgrs
determining its evolution. The extreme distrust of most western historians with
regard to the Muslim literary sources for the early age of Islam seemed to suggest
a restriction of the inquiry to a few salient events whose reality, if not their
interpreation, is not seriously disputed. As the research progressed, it became
evident that such an approach would not do justice to the subject. The question of
the caliphate is too intricately tied to much of the internal history of the early
Muslim communityto be discussed without a solid understanding of that history
based on more than abstract speculation. Work with the narrative sources, both
those that have been available to historians for a long time and others which have
been published recently, madelain that their wholesale rejection as late fiction

is unjustified and that with a judicious use of them a much more reliable and
accurate portrait of the period can be drawn than has so far been realized.

The introduction of large narrative sectionsoirthe presentation has, apart
from substantially expanding the volume, inevitably changed the character of the
book and produced a certain dichotomy which may at times obscure its basic
purpose. Especially the detailed description of fitre, the InterMuslim War
opening with the revolt against the third caliph and outlasting the reign of the
fourth, may appear to have marginalized the discussion of the caliphate itself.
Narrative history carries its own momentum and dictates its appropriate ways of
presatation. Persons, their motivation, action and reaction move to the
foreground and confine the interpretation of ideas and documentary texts. The
book, especially its latter parts, can now be read as a partial history of the period.
The reader should, hower, be aware of its selective perspective. The 4nter
Muslim War was the climax of the conflict about the caliphate and as such a
proper understanding of its nature was vital.

Selective narration from the large pool of narrative source material






imposed compromises for the sake of readablity. | have tried to strike a proper
balance between abridgement and faithful rendering of reports and texts.
Colourful detail which the early reporters thought worditording, and their
personal comments, may convey to the late observer living in a very different
environment a sense of the times which the abstract factual data largely fail to
convey. In general those reports that seemed most reliable were chosen for
presentation. Significant divergent reports are often briefly summarized in the
notes without full argumentation for my preference. In narrative reporting there is
obviously a wide range of shades of reliability between outright fraudulent fiction
aneaesate factual testimony. It would have served no good purpose to weigh
and assess every statement and expression of the narrators as might be
appropriate in more narrowly focused studies.

The book stands in a scholatisadition on which it builds and to which it
reacts. Much of the basic western research on the history of the early succession
to Muhammad was carried out and published by a few scholars in the early
decades of this century. Later research has generbpted the substance of
their conclusions while modifying some detail. The revision proposed here is
more radical. The discussion naturally puts the differences into sharp relief and
brings out aspects passed over or distorted in the earlier studiepnmmiaently
than if the book had been written in a vacuum of scholarship. Severe criticism,
however, should not obscure its indebtedness to the tradition.

My special thanks are due to my wife who patiently read and reread through an
unfamiliar subject anchade valuable suggestions to improve the presentation.
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23/644
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Introduction

No event in history has divided Islam more profoundly and durably than the
succession to Muhammad. The right to occupy the Prophet's place at the head of
the Muslim communy after his death became a question of great religious
weight which has separated Sunnites and Shi‘ites until the present. The issue of
right and wrong in the matter has long since been settled in their minds. For
Sunnites, the first caliph, Abu Bakr, wt® only rightful successor since he was

the most excellent of men after the Prophet. Although Muhammad had not
explicitly appointed him as his successor, his preference for him was indicated by
his order for Abu Bakr to lead the Muslims in the prayenmsnduhis final illness.

The consensus reached by the Muslims in favour of Abu Bakr merely confirmed
what was ultimately God's choice. For Shi'ites it was Muhammad's cousin and
sontin-law 'AlT who, on account of his early merits in Islam as well as higclos
kinship, had been appointed by the Prophet as his successor. His rightful position
was then usurped by Abu Bakr with the backing of the majority of Muhammad's
Companions.

In spite of the fundamental importance of this conflict for the history of Islam,
modern historians have devoted relatively little effort to the study of the
background and circumstances surrounding the succession. This general lack of
interest is evidently grounded in the view that the conflict between Sunna and
Shl'a, although revolvin around the question of the succession, in reality arose
only in a later age. Such a view is well supported by early Sunnite tendentious
historiography, represented most blatantly by Sayf b. 'Umar (d. 180/796).
According to his account, 'All, on being armed of Abu Bakr's election, was in
such a hurry to offer his pledge of allegiance that he arrived dressed merely in his
shirt and had to send for his clotHeBerfect concord then prevailed among the
Muslims until ‘Abd Allah b. Saba’, a converted Jew from San'a’, began to agitate
against the third caliph, 'Uthman, and, after the murder

1 Al-TabarT, Ta'rtkh atrusul wa muluk, ed. M.J. de Goejet al. (Leiden, 18791901; hencefd
TabarT), |, 1825.



2 The succession to Muhammad

of the latter, spread extremist views about 'AlIT hawegn thevast,the legatee

or the executor of the will, of Muhammadbn Saba' thus became the founder of
the Shl'a who retrospectively turned 'AIT into the legitimate successor of
Muhammad.

While few if any moderrhistorians would accept Sayf's legend of lbn Saba’,
the underlying view that the succession of Abu Bakr to Muhammad was in-itself
aside from the abortive attempt of the Medinan Ansar to seize the caliphate
unproblematic and that the conflict aboutvas artificially created by the Shl'a
after the death of 'All and against his own lifelong attitude is widely taken for
granted. It is fully reflected in the most recent discussions of the origins of the
'Alid and the 'Abbasid, or Hashimite, ShT'a by Ma8in. According to Sharon,
the very concept of the 'Family of the Prophet', later expressed in the teaims of
al-bayt, Al Muhammad,al al-nabtand Banu Hashim, did not exist in the time of
Muhammad and under the early caliphs. Although the teaygthad sometimes
been used in prislamic Arabia for the noble families of famous chiefs and
prominent men, this was not the case with respect to Muhammad. In Islam the
termahl al-baytfirst came to be applied to the families of the caliphs. The Shi'ite
supportes of 'All, according to Sharon, then developed the idea ddlthal-bayt
of the Prophet and of Al Muhammad in order to establish hereditary rights of
their man and his descendants to the caliphate. In the later Umayyad age the
'‘Abbasids appropriated thdea and still later, from the caliphate ofMahdl,
propagated the concept of the Banu Hashim as the Family of the Prophet to
bolster their own claim to legitimate successlo¥iet 'All himself had still
accepted the caliphate on the terms laid dowi\by Bakr and 'Umar without
pretence to any special title based on his personal blood relationship with
Muhammad'

If concord prevailed among the Muslims until the caliphate of '‘Uthman and the
controversy between Sunna and ShT'a arose only after the talgdHalT, there
is obviously not much incentive to study in depth the circumstances of the
succession and the establishment of the caliphate. Abu Bakr's and 'Umar's success
during their reigns was decisive and spectacular, and recent historical research
has tended to concentrate mostly on their activity in suppressing the dangerous
movement of the Apostasyidda) of the Arab tribes and initiating the great

Muslim conquests outside Arabia.

2 |bid., 2941-2.

3 M. Sharon,Black Banners from the Eagleruslem, 1983), 78 85; M. Sharon, 'Ahl aBayt &
People of theHouse', Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Isl&1(1986), 16984; M. Sharon, 'The
Umayyads as Ahl aBayt', JSAI,14 (1992), 1152, esp. 13449.

4 M. Sharon, 'Notes on the Question of LegitimatyGovernment in Islamisrael Oriental Studies
10 (1980), 116 23, at 121.
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The few earlier studies dealing specifically with the succession as such,
however, suggest that it was certainly not as unproblematic as implied in the
prevalent view of the ogins of the schism between Sunna and ShT'a. In 1910 H.
Lammens published his article on the Triumvirate of Abu Bakr, 'Umar, and Abu
‘Ubayda’ in which he argued that it was the common purpose and close co
operation of these three men, initiated in theiliie of Muhammad, that enabled
them to found the successive caliphates of Abu Bakr and 'Umar. The latter would
have appointed Abu 'Ubayda as his successor if Abu 'Ubayda had not died during
his caliphaté. Although Lammens did not speak of a conspiracysétre the
succession, his presentation of the activity of the triumvirate suggests this term.
In particular through Abu Bakr's and 'Umar's daughters 'A'isha and Hafsa, who
kept their fathers informed about every move and secret thought of their husband
Muhammad, these two men came to exert great influence on the Prophet's actions
and thus prepared the stage for their seizure of power. This conspirational aspect
of Lammens' theory has probably provoked the common warnings of more recent
western scholars thais study is unreliabl& Lammens noted that the purpose of
the triumvirate was to exclude the Hashimites, in particular 'AlT, as the kin of
Muhammad from the succession, although 'AIT, in Lammens' view, was hardly a
serious rival for them. Dullitted, incapable, and married to the pitiful figure of
the Prophet's daughter Fatima, who was easily outmanoeuvred by the clever and
headstrong daughter of Abu Bakr in their competition for Muhammad's favour,
'AIT could not have been an attractive choice for Mulmaa as his successor.
Having experienced mostly disappointment in respect of his blood relations, the
Prophet naturally turned away from them. Hisl al-bayt, Lammens affirmed
with reference to Qur'an XXXIIl 33, consisted exclusively of his wivElse ory
comprehensive and thorough investigation of the establishment, nature and
development of the caliphate until 'All's reign has been offered by L. Caetani in
his monumentalAnnali dell' Islam.In his initial discussion, Caetani noted the
gravity of the caflict between Abu Bakr and the Banu Hashim following his
surprise claim to the succession during the assembly of the Ansar in the Hall

(saqifg of the Banu Sa'ida

5 H. Lammens, 'Le triumvirat Abou Bakr, ‘Omar et Abou '‘Obaibiglanges de la Facult®rientale
de I'Universite St Joseph de Beyrout{(1910), 11344.

5 See, for instance, J. Sauvaget and C. Cahlrgduction to the History of the Muslim Eask
Bibliographical Guide(Berkeley, CA and London, 1965), 126.

” H. LammensFatima et les Filles de Mahom@®ome, 1912), 99. Lammens' portrayal of Fatima was
taken up by L. Caetani, who suggested that Muhammad married off Fatima to 'AIT because she, of
suspect legitimacy and lacking any physical and moral attractions, wassiredddey anyone, and
the union was for him a means to liberate himself from the annoyance of a daughter for whom he did
not feel any sympathyAfinali dell'lslam(Milan, 190525; henceforttAnnali), X, 470).
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just hours after the death of Muhammad. The Bidaghim refused to recognize
Abu Bakr and buried their illustrious kinsman privately, depriving the new caliph
and 'A'isha of the honour of attendance. Caetani indirectly acknowledged the
potential seriousness of 'All's claim to the succession by rejettngommon
accounts that Abu Bakr based his claim before the assembly of Ansar on the prior
rights of Quraysh as Muhammad's tribe, since this argument would have
strengthened the case of 'All as the closest relative of the Pfoftsther,
Caetani suggested, Abu Bakr argued the need to elect a successor to Muhammad
who would most closely follow in his footsteps, propagate his teachings and
maintain the unity of tb Muslim Community. He was chosen solely for his
superior qualities as a statesman and his personal rhigritsew of these merits,
Caetani judged the opposition of the Hashimites and other Companions to Abu
Bakr to be motivated merely by personal anaitand rancout.lf Muhammad

had been able to choose his successor, he would presumably Haveegrabu

Bakr to anyone els#n a later volume of thé&nnali, however, Caetani opted for
Lammens' theory of the triumvirate of Abu Bakr, 'Umar and Abu 'UbZydathe

most likely explanation fortie origins of the caliphate. The inspirer of their joint
action had been 'Umar, 'the greatest statesman after the Prophet and in some
respects even greater than the master hinf$éffiar had the practical dn
political intelligence to foresee the demise of Muhammad and to prepare the
agreements for resolving the problem of the succession with energy and in the
best way possible, thus saving the Muslim Community from disdstére true
founder of the calipha thus was '‘Umar who merely put forward Abu Bakr as the
first caliph in recognition of his righteousness and his high standing with the
Prophet.

As a result of the reaction of later scholars against the conspiracy theory,
Caetani's earlier view that Muhamad, had he made a choice, would most likely
have preferred Abu Bakr as his successor and that, in any case, Abu Bakr was the
natural choice for the Muslims on account of his merits in Islam has become the
prevalent opinion among neviuslim

2 Annali, 11/1,5186. Itis to be noted here that in Caetani's view Muhammad was not in fact a

taken into the family of Abu Talib b. 'Abd -Muttalib. The fake genealogy making him a
descendant of Hashim and Qu~?avy (Hashim's grandfather) was invented by 'Abd Aligkbbasal
and Hisham b. aalbl. (See in particulafnnali, I, 58-75). On this basis Caetani referred to 'All as
‘the (alleged) nephew of Muhammadhgali, VII, 15) and to alAbbas as 'the alleged uncle of the
Prophet' Annali, II/I, 407).

" Annali, II/1, 523, 528.2° Ibid., 542." Ibid., 523.

® Ibid., Ill, 123.*Ibid.-, ibid., Vv, 477-81.
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historians of $lam. It is expressed, for instance, by W. M. Watt in his standard
biography of Muhammad in the words: 'Certainly before Muhammad left Mecca
for Medina Abu Bakr had established himself as his chief lieutenant and adviser;
and this position he maintainedMuhammad's death, so that he was the obvious
choice for successdivet the critical observemay well question here whether

the choice was really so obvious. It is true that in modern life the choice of a chief
lieutenant and adviser to succeed, for instance, the head of a corporation or the
leader of a political party must seem reasonable endBigihthe succession to a

ruler or king in traditional society was normally based on dynastic kinship and
inheritance, and the succession of a lieutenant and adviser, however close to the
ruler, would have been considered highly irregular. It has, of epoften been
argued that the succession to tribal leadership among the Arabs was not based on
heredity, and Lammens went so far as to assert that hereditary power and the
dynastic principle were among the concepts most repugnant to the Aral mind.
This assertion has, however, rightly been challenged by E. Tyan, who pointed out
that hereditary succession was not unknown among the Arab tribes, as was
consistat with the importance of noble lineageasab,among them and that
among the Quraysh in particular hereditary succession was th&lruteay be
countered that the succession to Muhammad cannot be compared to that of a ruler
or king and that the classical Sunnite theory of the caliphate indeed sharply
distinguishes between it and kingshimulk, which it condemns in part for its
principle of hereditary succession. But the classical theory is obviously posterior
to the succession and its opposition nwlk and the principle of heredity
presumably reflects ingut its essential purpose of justifying the early historical
caliphate.

There is thugprima faciegood reason to suspect that the common view of
western scholars of Islam about the succession to Muhammad may not be entirely
sound and to propose a freshKaat the sources for a proper reassessment. The
starting point for establishing what Muhammad may have thought in general
about his succession and what his contemporary

5 W.M. Watt, Muhammad: Prophet and Statesm{@xford, 1961), 36 6.

7 H. Lanmmens,Le Berceau de I'lslam: I'Arabie occidentale a la veille de I'HegReme, 1914),
314.

8 E. Tyan, Institutions du droit public Musulma(Paris, 195%), I, 979, 11416. In hislslamic
Political Thought(Edinburgh, 1968), W.M. Watt likewise affirms that it was Arab practice to select
the chief of a tribe from a certain family. He suggests that, had Muhammad's adoptive son Zayd b.
Haritha been alive at the time of the Prophet's death, he might have succébded difficulty
(although Qur'an XXXIIl 40 had expressly denied that Muljammad was a father in relation to Zayd).
'AIT, though extolled by the Shi'ites, must have been unacceptable to many Muslims (p. 31). Watt
praises the restoration of dynastic rulethy Umayyads as an achievement in accordance with Arab
tribal practice (p. 39).
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followers could have seen as basic guidelines after his death must certainly be a
studyof the Qur'an. The Qur'an, as is well known, does not make any provisions
for, or even allude to, the succession of Muhammad, and for this reasen non
Muslim historians have virtually ignored it in this regard. It contains, however,
specific instructionslzout the maintenance of kinship ties and inheritance as well

as stories and statements about the succession of the past prophets and their
families, matters which could not be irrelevant to the succession to Muhammad.

The obligations of kinship and the families of the
prophets in the Qur'an

The Qur'an places great emphasis on the duty of all Muslims to maintain the
bonds of blood relationship. In numerous passages the faithful are enjoined to act
kindly (ihsan towards their close kin, to assist them, and to provide for their
sustenance: 'Surely, God commands justice, doing of good, and providing for the
close kin(ita' dhi I-qurba), and forbids the abominable, the reprehensible, and
transgression' (XVI 90). Most oftetime relatives are mentioned in this context
together with the orphans, the poor and the wayfater élsabfl) as those
entitled to the generosity of the faithful. The fact, however, that they are regularly
enumerated in the first place seems to indid¢h&r primary right before any
other beneficiaries: 'And give to the close kin his due, to the indigent, and the
wayfarer. That is best for those who seek the Countenance of God and they will
be the prosperous' (XVII 26). Righteousné@sisr) consistsanmong other things,

in giving money for the love of God to the kidh@wil-qurba),the orphans, the
poor, the wayfarer, those begging, and for the manumission of slaves (Il 177).
When the faithful ask Muhammad what they shosjebnd (in charity), he is
charged to tell them: 'Whatever good you spend, it is for the parealisldyr)

and for the close relativeBaqgrabtn), the orphans, the poor, and the wayfarer.
Whatever good you do, God has knowledge of it' (Il 215).

In a wider sense, it is obligatory to treat relatives kindly: 'And remember, We
took the covenant of the Banu Isra'll: Do not worship anyone but God, treat with
kindness ihsan parents, kin, orphans, and the poor, speak gently to the people,
perform the prayer,ral give alms' (Il 83). The Muslims are likewise ordered:
'Worship God and do not join partners with Him, treat with kindness parents, kin,
orphans, the needy, the client who is a relafiaedhi I-qurba), the client who is
a stranger, the companion bywoside, the wayfarer, and your slaves' (IV 36).
Relatives, orphans and the poor are also entitled to be provided for and to be
received with kindness when they present themselves at the time of the
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division of the inheritance of a deceased person (B). t is evidently relatives
without a right to a share of the inheritance who are meant here.

Kindness to relatives and material support of them are thus recognized as a
cardinal religious obligation in the Qur'an. This obligation, however, is not
unconditonal. It applies only to kin who have become Muslims. In the Sura of
Repentance the faithful are warned: 'O you who believe, do not take your fathers
and your brothers as friendawliya) if they prefer infidelity to the faith. Those
of you who take thenas friends, they are thgrongdoers. If your fathers, your
sons, your spouses, your claastiira), [if] riches you have acquired, or a trade
whose decline you fear, and dwellings which please you, are dearer to you than
God, His Messenger, and striving His path, then wait until God will bring
about His order. God does not guide the people who offend' (1%).28 is not
even permitted to pray for forgiveness for relatives who have failed to join Islam:
"It is not proper for the Prophet and for thodgovbelieve to pray for forgiveness
for those who set up partners with God, even though they be of close kin, after it
has become clear to them that they are inmates of thdireelAnd Abraham
prayed for his father's forgiveness only because of a prdmisead made to him.

But when it became clear to him that he was an enemy of God, he dissociated
himself from him' (IX 11314). Furthermore, the faithful must not deviate from
honesty and fairness even if it were for the benefit of parents or close kiou'O

who believe, stand firmly for justice, as witnesses to God, even though it be
against yourselves, your parents, or close kin, whether rich or poor, for God is
closest to them both. Do not follow passion in place of justice' (IV 135). Quite in
generalthe faithful are admonished: 'And whenever you speak, be just, even
though it concern a close relative' (VI 152).

Within these limitations, however, the right of the kindred to kindness, care
and material support is absolute and clearly takes precedeacamywoluntary
ties of friendship and alliance: '‘Blood relationgu(l-arham) have closer ties
(awla) to each other in the Book of God than believers and Emigrants
(muhajirun). You may, however, do kindness to your [unrelated] friends
(awliya'ikum). Tha is recorded in the Book' (XXXIII 6). It is known that after
their emigration to Medina many Muslims, in the 'brotheringi'@kha} arranged
by Muhammad, established formal alliances with Medinan and other foreign
Muslims in order to compensate for thesance of their blood relations who still
remained polytheists. The Qur'an states in that regard: 'Surely, those who
believed and have emigrated and have fought with their property and their
persons in the path of God, and those who sheltered and aiéed,[they are
the allies(awliyff) of each other. As for those who believed but did not emigrate,
you have no ties of alliance whatsoever
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with them until they emigrate; but if they ask for your aid in religion, it is your
duty to aid them, except againspeople with whom you have a compact. And
God sees whatever you do. The infidels are allies of each other. Unless you do
this [aid other Muslims], there would be temptation [to apostatize] on earth and
much corruption. Those who believed and have emigmtedfought in the path

of God and those who sheltered and aided [them], they are the faithful truly. For
them, there will be forgiveness and generous sustenance' (\dIK¥Y.2These
verses established a close solidarity among the Muslims, Mekkan Emigrahts
Medinan Helpersgnsai) assembled in the Community at Medina. Yet verse 75,
which follows the passage and was evidently added later, modified the meaning
in favour of the blood relations even if they joined the Medinan Community at a
later date: 'Thosevho believed afterwards and emigrated and fought together
with you, they are of you. And blood relations have closer ties with each other in
the Book of God.' The latter sentence, according to the commentators of the
Qur'an, specifically restored the rigbf inheritance of the relatives in disregard

of the alliances earlier concluded with stranders.

The obligation to povide for the needy kin must not be suspended because of
personal grudges: 'Let not those among you who are [materially] favoured and
have ample means commit themselves by oath not to help theinlklrg(rba)
and the needy and the Emigrants in thehpaft God. Let them forgive and
overlook. Do you not desire that God shall forgive you? And God is forgiving,
merciful' (XXIV 22). According to the commentators, this verse referred to Abu
Bakr and his nephew Mistah. The latter had been among those witmohsbn
the fidelity of'A'isha during the affair of her absence from the camp of the
Muslims. Abu Bakr, deeply offended by the conduct of his nephew, vowed that
he would no longer provide for him as he had done in the past, even after Mistah
formally regented of his mistake. The Qur'an, however, commanded him not to
neglect his duty towards his needy nephew and to pardof him.

In the story of the pagirophets, as it is related in the Qur'an, their families
play a prominent role. The families generally provide vital

® Al-Tabarl, Jami' atbayan ft tafsiratQuran, ed. Malimud Muhammad Shakir and Ahmad
Muhammad Shakir (Cairo, 13%88B/195569), XIV, 89.
10 Al-Tabarl, Jam? atbayan ft tafsir alQurian (Cairo, 1321/1903), XVIII, 7. Mistah is'Awf b.
Uthatha b. 'Abbad b. #futtalib (Ibn Hajar al'Asgalani, al-Isaba fi tamyizal-$ahaba (Cairo,
1323 5/[190% 7]), VI, 88; atZubayri, Kitab Nasab Qurayshed. E. LeviProvengal (Cairo,
1953), 95). As a Muttalibid he was also entitled to support from the Prophet's fifth of boday'and
He is mentioned among the recipients of the produce from Muhammad's share of Khaybar (see W.
Madelung, The Hashimiyyat of-&lumayt and Hashiml ShiisnStudia Islamicay0 (1989), 526,
at 12 and n. 36).
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assistance to the prophets against the adversaries among their people. After the
death of the prophets, their descendants become thefuaband material heirs.

The prophets ask God to grant them the help of members of their family and they
pray for divine favour for their kin and their offspring. The prophets of the Banu
IsraH were in fact all descendants of a single family from AdadhNoah down

to Jesus: 'T ruly, God chose Adam, Noah, the family of Abraham, and the family
of 'Imran above all the worlds, as €pring one of the other' (lll 38). After
narrating the story of Moses, Ishmael and Idris, the Qur'an adds: 'Those were the
prophets on whom God bestowed his blessings of thepifig of Adam and of
those whom We carried [in the ark] with Noah, and of thespffng of Abraham

and Israel, of those whom We guided and chose' (XIX 58).

The chain of the prophets and their familisslescribed with more detail in
the following verses: 'And We gave him [Abraham] Isaac and Jacob, all of whom
We guided. And before him We guided Noah, and of hisspfing, David,
Solomon, Job, Joseph, Moses, and Aaron. Thus We recompense those who do
good. And Zachariah, and John, and Jesus, and Elias, all of them among the
righteous, and Ishmael, and Elisha, Jonah, and Lot: Each of them We preferred
above the worlds, and [some] of their fathers, their descendants, and their
brothers: We chose them alde guided them to the straight path. That is the
guidance of God with which He guides whomever He wishes of His worshippers.
But if they had set up partners [with Him], whatever they have been doing would
have been in vain for them. They are the oneshiiorwWe have given the Book,
the rule bukm) and prophethood' (VI &4 9).

Noah was saved together with his family while the rest, or the great majority,
of his people were drowned in the Flood because of their sins: 'And [remember]
Noah when he implored [Ush former time, and We responded to him and
rescued him and his family from the great disaster. We aided him against the
people who treated Our signs as lies. They were an evil people, so We drowned
them all together' (XXI 7&). 'We rescued him and hiarhily from the great
disaster and made his descendants the survivors' (XXXVH7)76God
commanded Noah: 'Place in it [the ark] pairs of every [species] and your family
(ahl) except for those of them against whom the sentence has already gone forth.
Do notaddress Me concerning those who were unjust. They shall be drowned'
(XXIII 27; see also XI 40). The wife and one of the sons of Noah were in fact
excluded from the rescue, even though Noah pleaded for his son: 'And Noah
called to his Lord and said: O mytd, surely my son is of my family, and Your
promise is the truth, and You are the justest of judges. [God] said: O Noah, he is
not of your family. Surely, it is not
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righteous action. Do not ask of Me that of which you have no knowledge' (XI 45
6).

Likewise, the family of the prophet Lot was saved together with him while the
remainder of the people of his town were annihilated: 'The people of Lot treated
the warnings as lies. We sent against them a shower of stones, except for the
family of Lot. We escued them at dawn, as a favour from Us. Thus We
recompense those who give thanks' (LIV33The family of Lot had acquired a
state of purity which distinguished them from the ordinary people. When Lot
reproached his people for having surrendered fattude, 'the only answer of his
people was to say: Expel the family of Lot from your town. They are indeed
people who purify themselvggatatahharui. But We saved him and his family,
except his wife. We desired that she be of those who stayed behindll (X6
7). Lot's wife, like Noah's, was punished because of her betrayal of her husband.
'‘God has set as an example for the unbelievers the wife of Noah and the wife of
Lot. They were married to two of Our righteous servants but betrayed them. Thus
they wee of no avail at all for them before God, and they were told: Enter the fire
together with those who will enter it' (LXVI 10).

Abraham was the patriarch of the prophets of the Banu Isra'Tl. All later
prophets and transmitters of the scripture among thene wf his descendants:
'And We sent Noah and Abraham and placed among thespafig prophethood
and the Book' (LVI126). The father of Abraham, however, was an obstinate
idolater and a persecutor of the confessors of the unity of God. As mentioned
above Abraham at first prayed for him, on account of a promise made to him, but
later dissociated himself from him. When God chose Abraham as imam for his
people, Abraham prayed to his Lord that He grant this honour also to his
descendants: 'And remember whiloraham was tried by his Lord with certain
commananents which he fulfilled, [God] said: | shall make you an imam for the
people. He said: And also of my efpring? [God] said: My compact will not
comprise the evitloers' (Il 124). God's compact thus cadthe just among the
descendants of Abraham. God gave him his son Isaac and his grandson Jacob
who became prophets: 'When [Abraham] had turned away from them [the
idolaters of his people] and from what they worshipped besides God, We granted
him Isaac ad Jacob, and each one We made a prophet. We bestowed of Our
mercy on them, and We accorded them a high truthful repute’ (X430%9And
We gave him Isaac and Jacob and placed among his progeny prophethood and the
Book. We gave him his reward in this wabdnd surely he will be of the righteous
in the hereafter' (XXIX 27).

When the angels announced to Abraham the imminence of the birth of
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his son Isaac and, after him, of his grandson Jacob, his wife Sarah doubted the
good news in view of their advanced adeit the angels reminded her of her
elevated rank as the spouse of Abraham: 'And his [Abraham's] wife was standing,
and she laughed. Then We gave her good tidings of Isaac and, after Isaac, Jacob.
She said: Alas for me, shall | bear child, as | am anwmdian and this my
husband is an old man? This is indeed a wonderful thing. They said: Do you
wonder at God's order? The mercy and the blessings of God are upon you [m. pi.],
0 people of the hous@hl al-bayt). He is indeed worthy of praise and full of
glory' (XI 71-3). The 'people of the house' are here certainly the family of the
prophet Abraham to whom Sarah belonged through marriage, not the adherents of
the cult of the House, i.e. the Ka'ba, as has been suggested by R' Pheet.
miraculous birth of Isaac is justified by God's supreme favour for the familig of h
chosen prophet. Those distinguished by such favour of God must not be envied
their elevated rank: 'Or do they envy the people for what God has given them of
His favour? We had already given the family of Abraham the Book and wisdom
(hikmg), and bestowedpon them a mighty kingshipnulky(IV 54).

Isaac and Jacob are also described as imams who direct the people by the order
of God: 'And We gave him Isaac and Jacob as an additional gift, and We made all
of them righteous men. We made them imams who dwyd®ur command, and
We inspired them to do good things, to perform the prayer, and to give alms.
They constantly served Us' (XXI 7. But there were also renegades among the
descendants of Abraham and Isaac: 'We blessed him [Abraham] and Isaac, but of
their progeny there are some who do good and some who manifestly wrong
themselves' (XXXVII 113; see also LVII 26).

In the face of the opposition of the Banu IsraH, Moses implored his Lord to
grant him the help of his brother Aaron: 'Give me an assistant fitgrfamily,

Aaron, my brother, increase my strength through him and make him share my
task' (XX 29 32). God responded to his prayer: 'We indeed gave Moses the
Book and appointed his brother Aaron with him as an assistant' (XXV 35; see
also XX 36). Aaron ths was chosen as the associate of Moses in the revelation:
'‘Certainly We gave Moses and Aaron the salvaffongan) and a light and a
reminder for the pious who fear their Lord in the unseen and are frightened of the
hour [of the Judgment]' (XXI 48). A mysterious reliclfaqiyya)of the family of
Moses and the family of Aaron became one of the signs of the divine investiture
with the royalty of the Banu IsraH: 'Their prophet [Samuel]

11 R. Paret, 'Der Plan eineeuen, leicht koramentierten Koraniibersetzung'Oifentalis tische
Studien Enno Littmann zu seinem 60. GeburtstdgR. Paret (Leiden, 1935), 130, at 12730.
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said to them: The sign of his [Saul's] rule is that the Ark of the Goweshall
come to you, carried by angels, containing a divine immangse&tng from
your Lord and a relic of what the family of Moses and the family of Aaron left. T
ruly, in that is a sign for you if you have faith' (11248).

To David, prophet and vicegent khalifa) on earth, God gave his son
Solomon as his assistant and successor: 'We gave to David Solomon, how
excellent a servant' (XXXVIII 30). Solomon inherited from David both his
kingship and his prophetic wisdom and judgement: 'And Solomon became
David's heir yva-waritha Sulaymanu Dawudand said: O people, we have been
taught the speech of the birds and have been given of every thing' (XXVII 16).
Jointly David and Solomon gave judgment, witnessed by God, in a case of
damage to the fields (XXI 78)

Zachariah, the father of John the Baptist, said in his prayer: 'Indeed, | fear the
mawall after my death. My wife is barren, so grant me a descendatityyan)
from you who will inherit from me and inherit from the family of Jacob, and
make him, o my Lal, pleasing [to You]' (XIX 5). The commentators generally
take the ternmawalito mean relative¥. As R. Blachere has observétwever,
it seems that there is here rather an allusion to the hostility of the other priests
towards Zachariah, who had no offspring, as narrated in the Gospel of THomas.
In any case, John became the heir of the family of Jacob.

In the story of the noifsraelite prophets, their families likewise play a vital
part as their disciples and protectors. The sinful people of Madyan answered their
prophet Shu'ayb: 'O Shu'ayb, we do not understand much of what you say, and
surely we see you weak among us. livére not for your clanrght) we would
certainly have stoned you, for you are not powerful over us' (X191). A group of
Thamud, the people of the prophet Salih, said to each other: 'Swear a mutual oath
by God that we attack him and his family by night. Thenshall say to the one
entitled to his vengeance: We did not witness the destruction of his family, and
we are surely telling the truth' (XXVII 49). God prevented their plot and
annihilated the guilty and all the people of Thamud.

The eminent position dhe families and the descendants of the past prophets
and the parallelism often observed between the history of the former prophets in
the Qur'an and that of Muhammad must raise expectations of a distinguished
place reserved for his family. The kin of Mathmad are mentioned in various
contexts, sometimes probably in a wider sense than that of his family. This order
is addressed to the Prophet: 'Warn your nearest dshir@itaka taqrabiri), and
lower your wing to the faithful who follow you' (XXVI 2145). The 'nearest
clan’'

2 TabarT Jami', XVI 32. 22 R. Blacherele Coran(Paris, 1957), 329, n. 5.
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refers most likely to the Quraysh, although a narrower interpretation does not
seem impossible.

Shi'ites frequently quote as evidence verse XLII23 where Muhammad is
commanded to address the faithful: 'Say: | do not ask you for aompemse for
this [the communication of the revelation] except the love for near kir{ghip
mawadda fi dqurba).' They interpret it as asking the Muslims to love & al-
bayt, the family of the Prophet. This interpretation, however, does not agree with
the wording of the text. ATabarT in his commentary on the véfaaffers three
interpretations and prefers the first one, according to which the demand is for
love of the faithful for the Prophet to whom they are related by blood ties. This
explanation wuld be the most plausible if the verse were Mekkan and addressed
to the Quraysh. The verse is, however, usually considered Medinan, pronounced
at a time when many Muslims were not related to Muhammad by blood ties.
Preference might thus be given to thidfinterpretation of alrabari (the second
is rather improbable), that love towards relatives in general is meant. However, an
interpretation close to that preferred byTabarl seems to suggest itself by
reference to another verse which affirms that &amad is nearer to all Muslims
than they are to each other: 'The Prophet has closeatids) to the faithful than
they themselves have to each other, and his wives are their mothers' (XXXIII 6).

There are, in any case, other references to the kin ofPtbphet which
certainly refer to his family and blood relations. The Qur'an reserves a part of the
fifth (khum$ of booty (ghammé and a part of théay\ that is property of the
infidels taken by the Muslims without combat, to the kin of Muhammad in
assoa@tion with himself: 'Know that whatever you capture as booty, the fifth of it
belongs to God, to the Messenger, to the neardtinl{qurba), the orphans, the
poor, and the wayfarer, if you believe in God and in what He has sent down on
His servant on th day of salvation, the day of the meeting of the two groups'
(VIII41). 'What God has granted &sy' to His Messenger from the people of the
towns belongs to God, the Messenger, the close kin, and the orphans, the poor,
and the wayfarer, in order thatritay not circulate among the rich among you'
(LIX 7). The Sunnite and Shi'ite sources agree that by the 'near kin' in these
verses were meant the descendants of Hashim b. 'Abd Manaf, the great

grandfather of Muhammad, and of Hashim's brothdvattalib,*

% TabarT Jami', XXV, 13-15. _

24 According to a report of the "Alid 'Isa b. 'Abd Allah, Muhammad also gave portiche kfiumsto
the the Banu 'Abd Yaghuth (Ibn Shabbajrikh akFMadina atmunawwaraed. FahTm Muhammad
Shaltut (Qumm, 1410/[1989/90]), 645). The descendants of Muhammad's maternal uncle 'Abd
Yaghuth b. Wahb b. 'Abd Manaf of the clan of Zuhra are meant.
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to the exclusion of the descendants of the other two brothers of Hashim, *Abd
Shams (the ancestor of the Umaygpdnd Nawfal. The association of the Banu
1-Muttalib with the Banu Hashim dated from the qsamic hilf al-fudul, a pact
grouping these two families and some other clans of Quraysh in an alliance
opposed to the other two and their alf@ghis alliane@ was confirmed at the
time of the boycott of Muhammad by the Quraysh when the Baklutfialib
joined the Hashim in extending protection to Kfhecause of their association
with the Banu Hashim, a number of the BanMdttalib received portions of the
produce of Khaybar belonging to the Prophet.

The portion of the booty anthy' reserved to the kin of the Prophet was,
according to numerous reports in the sources, a recompense for them for their
exclusion from the almssédaqa, zakat)The relatives of Muhammad were, like
himself, forbidden to receive any part of the alms. The reason usually given for
this exclusion was that the alms accrued from the defilemeantsakh)of the
people, almgyiving being considered an act of purificatidbn account of their
state of purity, it was improper for the close kin of the Prophet to receive or to
handle the alms. The schools of religious law, Sunnite and Shi'ite alike, have
preserved this prohibition for the Banu Hashim to partake of the alntiseof
ordinary Muslims>’

This state of purity, which distinguished the family of Muhammad from the
common Muslims, agreed with the elevated rank of the families of the earlier
prophets. As mentioned above, the Qur'an described the family of Lot as people
who kept themselves pu(gatatahharu). The same state of purity is evidently
referred to in the verse addressed to the wives of the Prophet: 'Stay in your
houses, and do not show yourselves in spectacular fashion like that of the former
time of ignorance.Perform the prayer, give alms, and obey God and His
Messenger. God desires only to remove defilement from you, o people of the
house &hl al-bayt), and to purify you(yutahhirakum completely’ (XXXIII 33).

Who are the '‘people of the house' here? The prmomeferring to them is in the
masculine plural, while the preceding part of the verse is in the feminine plural.

This change of gender has evidently contributed to the birth of

% W.M. Watt, Muhammad at MeccgOxford, 1953), €3.

26 |bid., 8, 1261. In his Muhammedanische Studi@ralle, 1889 90), |. Goldziher suggested that the
hadith of Jubayr b. Mut'im about the Prophet's preference of Hashim -&mdttalib over 'Abd
Shams and Nawfal was an 'Abbasid dhtiayyad partisan invention. This judgementtsesn a
complete disregard of the facts of Muhammad's career and his conflict with his Mekkan opponents.

2" see Madelung, ‘The Hashimiyyat',-84Caetani mistranslated the phraakl paytih)man hurrima
|-sadaga ba'dafin the hadith about Ghad®humm attributed to Zayd b. Arqam as 'people of his
house are those who are excluded from the obligation of paying the legal alms after the death of the
Prophet' Annali, X, 455). There was no such exclusion.
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various accounts of a legendary characteéachtng the latter part of the verse to
the five People of the Mantlalfl alkisa): Muhammad, 'AlT, Fatima, Hasan and
Husayn. In spite of the obvious Shi'ite significance, the great majority of the
reports quoted by dalabari in his commentary on this ree support this
interpretation'?

It seems quite unlikely, however, that this part of the verse could have been in
effect a separate revelation which was later attached to the rest, as these reports
imply. Just as in respect to the similar verse addressed to the wife of Abraham, R.
Paret has argued thatil al-baytmay here rather refer to the adherents of the cult
of the Ka'ba"* This interpretation, however, is incompatible with the clear aim of
the verse to elevate the rank of the wives of the Prophet above all other Muslim
women. The previous verse begins with the declaration: 'O women of the
Prophet, you @ not like any other women' (XXXIIl 32). The women are
addressed here as members of the purified family of the Prophet through
marriage. It is known that Muhammad on other occasions addressed his wives
individually asahl al-bayt,evidently with the intention of honouring théftHere
they are admonished in clearly critical terms to conform to their elevated state in
their conduct. Thahl al-bayt of Muhammad meant, asas consistent with the
general usage of the term at the time, primarily his blood relations, the same Banu
Hashim who were forbidden to receive alms in order that their state of purity not
be soiled and, in second place, the wives.

There is still the versef the 'mutual imprecatiom{ubahalaYwhose religious
significance is, in view of the uncertainty about the circumstances surrounding its
revelation, difficult to evaluat&.-Muhammad is addressed:

'3 Tabari,Jami', XX, 5-7. % Paret, 'Der Plan’, 1230.

%0 |bn Hanbal Musnad([Cairo] 1313/1895), Ill, 246. In hiatima et &sfilles de Mahomet,
99, Lammens asserted thettl al-bayt, as understood in Arabic, basically means a man's wives
assembled under the same roof. Yet the references given by him in n. 4 as evidence for the use of the
term with espect to families other than Muljammad's clearly show that the primary meaning was
close kin, blood relations.
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'If anyone dispute with you in this matter [concerningu3 after the knowledge
which has come to you, say: Come let us call our sons and your sons, our women
and your women, ourselves and yourselves, then let us swear an oath and place
the curse of God on those who lie' (Ill 61). The commentators are ayaetia

verse was occasioned by the visit of a delegation of Christians from Najran in the
year 10/6312 who did not accept the Islamic doctrine about Jesus. Modern
scholars have critically noted a certain tendency of the commentators to relate
many Qurait passages concerning Christians to this Visiho is meant by

‘our sons' and 'our women' on the part of Muhammad2iuteahala,according

to the reports, did not tak®ace, since the Christians excused themselves from it,
and the majority of the Sunnite reports quoted byabarT do not identify the
members of the family of Muhammad who were expected to participate. Other
Sunnite reports mention Fatima, Hasan &hdayn, and some agree with the
Shi'ite tradition that theahl alkisa including 'All, were assembled for the
occasion. Irrespective of the circumstances, there does not seem to be a plausible
alternative to the identification of the 'sons' in the verse thightwo grandsons of
Muhammad and, in that case, the inclusion of their parents, 'AIT and Fatima,
would be reasonable. The term 'our women', in place of 'our wives', does not
exclude the daughter of the Prophet. The participation of the family was perhaps
traditional in the ritual of thenubahala.Yet the proposal itself of this ritual by

the Prophet under circumstances of an intense religious significance and its
sanction by the Qur'an could not have failed to raise the religious rank of his
family.

The Qur'an thus accorded trahl al-bayt of Muhammad an elevated position
above the rest of the faithful, similar to the position of the families of the earlier
prophets. God desired to purify them from all defilement. Certainly the renegades
of the Prophet'saimily who opposed his mission were excluded from the divine
grace, just like the renegades among the families of the past prophets. Abu Lahab,
the uncle of Muhammad, and his wife were even singled out for divine curse in a
Sura of the Qur'an. But such eptiens did not affect the divine favour for the
ahl albaytin general.

Insofar as the Qur'an expresses the thoughts of Muhammad, it is evident that
he could not have considered Abu Bakr his natural successor or have been
pleased by his succession. The ‘@ur certainly does not fully reflect
Muhammad's views about the men and women surrounding him and his attitude
towards them. Yet he could not have seen his succession essentially other than in
the light of the narrations of the

6T, Noldeke and F. Schwalleschichte des Qoraftiseipzig, 190938), I, 177, n. 2.
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Qur'an about the successionmh the earlier prophets, just as he saw his own
mission as a prophet, the resistance of his people with which he met, and his
ultimate success by divine grace in the light of the experience of the former
prophets as related in the Qur'an. These earlagghats considered it a supreme
divine favour to be succeeded by their offspring or close kin for which they
implored their Lord. Modern Sunnite apologists argue against this on the basis of
Qur'an XXXIII 40 which describes Muhammad as the Seal of the Btephhey
maintain that, as the last of the prophets, Muhammad was not to be succeeded by
any of his family according to God's design. In order to reveal this design, God
also let all of Muhammad's sons die in infaitfor the same reason Muhammad

did not appoint a successor, since he wished to leave the succession to be settled
by the Muslim Community on the basis of tQer'anic principle of consultation
(shura).

The argument rests, however, otiaacifully wide interpretation of the term
'Seal of the Prophets'. For even if its meaning in the Qur'an is accepted to be the
'last of the prophets', which is itself not entirely certiitere is no reason why it
should imply that Muhammad as the spiritual and worldly leader of the Muslim
Community, aside from his prophethood, should not be succeeded by his family.
In the Qur'an, the descendants and close kin ofiyghets are their heirs also in
respect to kingshipnfulk, rule (ukn), wisdom hikmg, the book and the
imamate. The Sunnite concept of the true caliphate itself defines it as a
succession of the Prophet in every respect except his prophethood. Why shoul
Muhammad not be succeeded in it by any of his family like the earlier prophets?
If God really wanted to indicate that he should not be succeeded by any of them,
why did He not let his grandsons and other kin die like his sons? There is thus
good reasonat doubt that Muhammad failed to appoint a successor because he
realized that the divine design excluded hereditary succession of his family and
that he wanted the Muslims to choose their heashioya. The Qur'an advises the
faithful to settle some matteby consultation, but not the succession to prophets.
That, according to the Qur'an, is settled by divine election, and God usually
chooses their successors, whether they become prophets or not, from their own
kin.

" The argument has a basis in hadifttcording to statements ascribed to several Companions,
Muhammad's son Ibrahim did not survive because he would have become a prophet. See Goldziher,
Muhammedanische Studjel, 1055 6; Y. Friedmann, 'Finality of Prophethood in Sunni Islam’,
JSAI7 (1989, 177215, at 187.

'8 Friedmann, 'Finalityof Prophethood; G. G. Stroumsa, 'Seal of the Prophets: The Nature of a
Manichaean Metaphor]SAIl, 7 (1986), 6174; C. Colpe, 'Das Siegel d&ropheten'Orientalia
Suecana33-5 (1984 6), 7183, revised version in C. ColpBas Siegel der Propheter{Berlin,

1990), 227713.
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Why then did Muhammad fail to make proggrangements for his succession,
even though he presumably hoped for a successor from his family? Any answer
must remain speculative. A simple Islamic explanation would be that in an
important decision of this nature he expected a Qur'anic revelatibmlidbuot
receive one. NoiMuslim historians may be more inclined to speculate that
Muhammad hesitated because he was aware of the difficulties a Hashimite
succession might face given the intense rivalry for leadership among the clans of
Quraysh and the lative weakness of the BanuHashim. In the year 10/631
Muhammad sent 'Alias his representative to the Yemen, where his conduct seems
to have provoked some criticism. Upon his return, just three months before the
Prophet's death, Muhammad found it necestamake a strong public statement
in support of his cousift. It was evidently not a suitable occasion to appoint him
successor. Muhammad might also have delayed a decision hoping to live long
enough to be able to appoint one of his grandsons. His deahgeveerally
unexpected among his followers even during his mortal illness. He himself may
also have been unaware of the approaching end until it was too late.

Two witnesses: 'A'isha and 'Abd Allah b. al'Abbas

Among the extant reportabout the succession and the early caliphate those
attributed to Abu Bakr's daughter 'A'isha and to 'Abd Allah HAlabas, cousin
of Muhammad and of 'AIT, are of primary importance. Both were in a position to
observe closely the events in which theyevemotionally deeply involved and in
some of which they played a direct part, although in opposite camps. 'A'isha, as is
well known, championed her father's right to the succession of Muhammad and
backed thecaliphate of his appointed successor, 'Umarthia election of the
shura after the murder of'Umar, she clearly preferred 'Uthman to her personal
enemy 'AIT. She soon became, however, a vocal critic of 'Uthman's conduct as
caliph and her agitation against him contributed to the outbreak of open mebellio
When 'Uthman was murdered by the rebels and they raised 'AIT to the caliphate,
she immediately turned against the latter, claiming revenge for the dead caliph.
After the defeat of her alliance in the battle of the Camel, she withdrew from
active politis. Her relations with the Umayyad Mu'awiya, under whose reign she
died in 58/678, were codf.

'‘Abd Allah b. at'/Abbas, born in 619, three years beforehilje,

% L. Veccia Vaglieri, Ghadlr Khumm',El (2nd edn) and below, 253.
3% On the life of ‘A'ihia see especially N. Abbafiishah the Beloved of Mohammg@@hicago, 1942).
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appeared first in public life under the caliph 'Umar. The latter seems to have tried
to draw him into his company as a representative of the Banu Hashim, who
mostly avoided himDuring the siege of 'Uthman's residence in Medina by the
rebels from Egypt and Kufa, he was among the group of sons of prominent
Companions who protected the palace of the caliph. 'Uthman then appointed him
leader of the pilgrimage to Mekka and entrustéd with an open letter to the
pilgrims, from whom he hoped for relief. 'AIT initially relied extensively on his
advice and appointed him governor of Basra. IbfhAbBbas, however, later
defected temporarily and was evidently critical of some aspectssafduisin's
reign. After 'All's murder he wrote a letter to his soiHakan encouraging him to
continue his father's war against Mu'awiya and to fight for his rights. He did not
back the revolt of aHasan's brother 4lusayn under the caliph Yazld. Togeth
with 'All's other son Muhammad b.-Blanafiyya, he refused to recognize the
caliphate of 'Abd Allah b. afubayr, who imprisoned both of them. They were
freed by Kufan horsemen sent by the Shi‘ite rebel leadbtukhtar. Ibn al
'Abbas died soon afternds in 68/6878."°

Caetani considered the attribution of historical reports to these two
Companions as mostly fictitious. He argué¢hat the use of the chain of
transmittersiénad became customary only long after their time and it was then
often traced back to Companions in order to raise the authority of anonymous
traditions® 'A'isha in particular was chosen because it was assumed that she
must have had firdtand knowledge of the everitReports thus could be o&thd
reliable except for their attribution. In practice, however, Caetani tended to reject
these reports as apocryphal or to express serious reservations about them while
preferring, wherever possible, accounts reported withswmad by the early
compilersof history such as Ibn Ishag. Somewhat inconsistently, he described Ibn
al-'Abbas as an arch liar and fabricator on account of the fictitious biblical stories
and cosmological myths which he spread in his exegesis of the $uranif
this exegesis cameliably be attributed to Ibn afbbas, why should the
attribution of historical reports to him be regularly fictitious? A further problem
regarding Caetani's view is that many of the reports ascribed to 'A'isha and lbn al
'‘Abbas quote them speaking imetfirst person. It is evident that these can never
have been anonymous traditions and that only the foisnad could be a later
addition. If the attribution is rejected the reports themselves must be presumed to
be later fabrications.

1 For a short summary of the career of ‘Abd Allah BABbas see L. Veccia Vaglieri, "Abd Allah b.
al‘Abbas'El (2nd edn).

2 see in general his discussiondnnali, I, 38ff. *° Ibid., 11/1, 691-2.

“©bid., 1, 47-51.
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The date of thenitroduction of the formabknadis thus of little relevance to the
question of correct attribution. This must be judged largely on the basis of the
mutual consistency of the reports attributed to the same witness and their
consistency with what is known diis or her life and political attitude® 'isha
and Ibn al'Abbas were, as noted, deeply involved in the events, though in
opposite camps. Their testimony can be expected to be partisan in both what they
reported and how they presented it, rather thartrakand disinterested. Since
the tendentious aspect of the reports often agrees with later Sunnite or Shi'ite
partisan positions, there has been a common tendency among western scholars to
regard them as later fabrications, in particular those favo@iige views. Yet
tendentiousness alone is no evidence for late origin. If some reports, because of
particular circumstances, can be seen to be almost certainly correctly attributed,
the burden of the proof with regard to similar ones, where matters @re m
ambiguous, is on those who wish to consider them as late forgeries.

The historical reports attributed té'isha and Ibn alAbbas in the major
sources such as Ibn Hisham;Talbarl, Ibn Sa'd and -&aladhurl fulfil this
condition of consistency to dadih degree. They reflect sharply defined personal
views and political attitudes. There are variant versions in which some of their
outspoken statements, which must have seemed objectionable to the later
transmitters, appear toned down or are omitted. @nligw reports must be
definitely rejected as at variance with their political attitudes.

'A'isha’s reports are highly laudatory and apologetic for Abu Bakr, whom she
presents as a kindly father figure full of thiém, gentleness and prudence, valued
so hghly among the Arabs as a leadership quality, quite in contrast to the coarse
and rude 'Umar who was feared by everybody in spite of his undeniable
righteousness. At the beginning of his mortal illness, Muhammad told the
assembled Muslims that he knew narmmore excellent in his actiorfaftjlal
yadan among the Companions than Abu Bakr and ordered that all (private) doors
leading to the mosque (and his living quarters) be blocked except for Abu
Bakr's®® He insisted, in

2 Tabarl, I, 1808. As againtte numerous reports of 'Alisha and others about the last public prayer led
by Muhammad, according to which he primarily manifested his preference for Abu Bakr, '‘Abd Allah
b. aF'Abbas is quoted as having given a completely different account on theityuttidris elder
brother alFadl. According to this account, the Prophet did not mention, or allude to, Abu Bakr at all.
He confessed his repentance for any offences he had committed against others and asked those
present to confess their wrongdoings sattihe could pray for them. When one of them
acknowledged being a liar, hypocrite and guilty of every offence, 'Umarigliéously told him:

"You have disgraced yourself.' But the Prophet said: 'The disgrace of this world is lighter than the
disgrace othe hereafter. O God, grant him truthfulness and faith and bring his matters to a good
end.' 'Umar insisted: 'Speak to him.' The Prophet laughed and said (to the man): "Umar is with me
and | am with 'Umar. After me, stick to 'Umar, wherever he shall b&g(T, |, 18013).
2 'Abd alRazzaq,Musannaf,V, 4389; alBukhari, $ahihi (Cairo, 1312/[1894])Marda, 17; lbn
Sa'd,Tabagat,ll/2, 37-8; Annali, 11/l, 508.
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spite of'A'isha’s protests, that Abu Bakr, and no one else, should take leisnplac
leading the prayers. It is evident that in 'A'isha’s view her father was the rightful
successor of Muhammad on the basis of the latter's implicit choice of him, not the
events at the Saglfat Ban! Sa'ida. Abu Bakr's greatest concern was to treat the
family of his deceased friend kindly and fairly, a duty which he placed even
higher than his obligation towards his own kin. 'A'isha spared no effort to portray
her husband's kin in general, and 'All in particular, in the most negative light;
their incompetace was matched only by their arrogance. Muhammad's uncle al
'‘Abbas greatly upset the ill Prophet when he, in the company of several pro
Hashimite women, infused medicine through the side of his m@lattiddahu)
without his permission and then explainedttthey thought he had pleuri@hat
al-janb), a suggestion angrily rejected by Muhammad, for God would not have
afflicted him with 'this devil's diseas®’'Not even to the dead body of the Prophet
would his kin have shown due respect had it not beerdifane intervention.

'AlT, encouraged by his wife Fatima and'Abbas, who falsely pretended to the
inheritance of Muhammad's worldly possessions, imagined that he was entitled to
the caliphate as Muhammad's cousin andisdaw. But as everybody desedt

him after the death of Fatima, he was forced to offer Abu Bakr his allegiance. His
condition for meeting him was that the rude 'Umar should not be present. After he
recognized that Abu Bakr had been right all along, people began to speak to him
again.

'‘Abd Allah b. al'Abbas presented the views of the Banu Hashim about their
own right much more cautiously. He recognized that ‘the pe@Ggénvrriy,
meaning Quraysh, had decided against what the former firmly considered as their
legitimate claim as the Prbpt's kin. His attitude to 'AIT was not without
reservations. He mentioned having repeatedly
42 |bn Hisham Sirat sayyidina Muhammad rasul Allagd. F. Wiistenfeld aBas LeberMuhammeds

nach Muhammed Ibn IshaGottingen, 185%0), 1007; TabarT, I, 1809he women named as

present by 'A'isha were Umm Salama and Maymuna, wives of Muhammad, and Asma' bt 'Umays.

All three were preHashimite and therefore odious to ‘A'isha. On Asma’' see Alfisttah,113-15.

'A'isha added with satisfaction that Maymuna @a&n an infusion of medicine through her mouth

while she was fasting because of the curse of the Prophet and as a punishment for what they did. In

other versionsA‘isha is quoted as saying that she was also present (Tabari, 19)18A8ne of

them, teansmitted by her nephew-@asim b. Muhammad, she tells the assembled women not to

give the medicine to the Prophet, but she is nevertheless also affected by his curse and forced to

swallow medicine (BaladhurBnsab alashraf,vol. |, ed. Muhammad Hamld Ilah (Cairo, 1959),

546). Other versions, not attributed to 'A'isha, mostly blame Asma’, rather tWdobas, for giving

Muhammad the medicine (Tabari, 1,1810; Ibn S&ithb al-Tabagat alKabtr, ed. E. Sachaet al.

(Leiden, 190540), 11/2, 3t2, whereone version is attributed to 'Abd Allah b-'Abbas). Caetani

misunderstood the tendency'éf'isha's account as implying that Muljammad distrusted everybody

except his uncle ahbbas Annali, I1I/l, 499). The impression conveyed is rather that Muljammad
was strict with the women but unduly lenient with his kinsmaalabas, who was the main culprit.
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criticized his cousin's actions and warned him of their consequences. He rejected
the belief of some of 'All's partisans that the Prophet actuage a will &wsg

in his favour. Yet this, he suggested, was probably only becausha and
Hafsa prevented Muhammad from seeing him alone when he asked for him
during his illness and they insisted on calling their fathers. Wihen ill
Muhammad proposed to write a letter of guidance for his Companions, '‘Umar
intervened, asserting that he was raving. 'Abd Allah's fathiébdlas recognized

the approaching death in the face of Muhammad and tried to persuade 'All to
approach him ancerning the succession. He told 'AIT that the Prophet would
either give the rule to them or, if not, would at least comn{anda)them to the

good care of 'the people'. 'AIT refused, however, expressing fear that if the
Prophet denied them the successithe people' would never give it to them.

The presentation of Ibn-é\bbas, however, leaves no doubt that he considered
'AIT as entitled to the succession, although not formally appointed, and held that
he was arbitrarily deprived by Abu Bakr with tbennivance of'the people'. The
Banu Hashim expressed their distrust and then their disapproval of their conduct
by excluding virtually all outsiders from the preparation of the funeral and the
burial of the Prophet, thus depriving the new caliph of theobowf paying his
final tribute to his predecessor. Abu Bakr denied them illegally their inheritance
and the share of thiay to which they were entitled according to the Qur'an.
'‘Umar later tried to meet their grievance by offering them partial restitutiut
this was rejected by the Banu Hashim as insufficient. 'Umar's views evidently
interested Ibn alAbbas in particular. 'Umar admitted in public that the decision
taken at the SaqTfat BanT Sa'ida constitutedalta, a precipitate and Hl
consideredieal. He nevertheless insisted that Abu Bakr's caliphate, in view of its
manifest success, was determined by God's choice and legitimate. He expressed
his regret to Ibn alAbbas that 'AIT continued to shun him and would not join
him in a journey. Yet whéd he sought to treat 'AIT as a distinguished early
Companion, he was greatly worried about the possibility of 'AlT's succession to
the caliphate since he and his clan would turn it into a hereditary reign depriving
'the people' of their right to it. Privaly he explained to Ibn &Abbas that 'the
people' would not countenance the rule of the Banu Hashim out of jealousy, since
these would then enjoy the monopoly of both prophethood and caliphate.

The authenticity of the reports attributed 'f0isha and Ib al'Abbas is no
guarantee of their reliability. It will be seen that both of them were prepared to
invent stories to bolster their claims and to discredit their opponents. The
temptation was obviously great. Their authority as the Prophet's favouriée wif
and as his cousin was beyond challenge and no one would question their veracity
openly. They could say what others
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could not, but what many wanted to hear. For their partisan distortions merely
reflected the passions that were tearing the Muslim Comsnapirt. Yet they

were also generally better informed than others, and even distorted and dressed
up reports may be expected to reflect their knowledge of the facts, in particular
for events they personally witnessed. The later narrators relied heaviheion
accounts in their own summaries of events. For the historian, their conflicting
points of view and bias must be of as much interest as the facts they report.

Some of the narrations either &'isha or of Ibn alAbbas were clearly
intended to countethe stories of the other. 'Ubayd Allah b. 'Abd Allah b. 'Utba b.
Mas'ud heardA'isha tell that the ill Prophet asked leave from his wives to be
nursed in 'A'isha's apartment and that he walked there supported by two men of
his family, one of them dFad b. al'Abbas and 'another man'. Later he presented
the report to Ibn alAbbas, who asked him if he knew who the other man was
and, on his reply in the negative, told him: "AIT b. AbT Talib, but she could not
bring herself to mention anything good of hawen if she would have been in a
position to do sd”Ibn aF'Abbas could not have had fissand knowledge of the
event. Given 'A'isha's weHknown hostility towards ‘AlIT, however, the
assumption that he was the man whom she would not name was reasonabl
enough. Ibn alAbbas disputedA'isha's account that the Prophet died in her
arms* When Abu Ghatafan told him that he had heard 'Urwa {Zubhyr
transmitting'A 'isha's claim, he countered: 'Are you in your right mimda{gilu)?

By God, the Messemy of God died reclining on the chest of 'AIT. He was the
one who washed him together with my brotheFatll b. al'Abbas. My father
refused to attend saying: The Messenger of God used to order us to stay behind a
curtain [when he washed himself]. Thusreenained behind the curtaffi."

Ibn al'Abbas narrated that the Prophet before his death expressed the

Tabari, 1, 18061, quoting Ibn Ishag; Ibn HisharBjrat sayyidina,1005; ‘Abd alRazzagalSan‘'anl,
al-Musannaf,ed. Hablb aRahman aA’zaml [Beiru, 13962/197@], V, 42930 and lbn Hanbal,
Musnad,VI, 34 (Ma'mar‘an al-ZuhrT). Ibn Hisham suppressed the comment of IbAlatbas on
'Alisha’s unwillingness to mention anything positive about 'All.

4 ForAlisha's account see Ibn HishaBirat sayyidia, 1011; Ibn Sa'dTabagat, 11/2,50. There

'Alisha is quoted as stating that it happened during her turn for Muhammad's company and that she
did not wrong anyone in relation to him. She apologizes that it was only due to her foolishness and
extreme youththat the Prophet died in her arms. This is in conflict with her other reports that
Muhammad had ceased to circulate among his wives, having taken leave to stay with her during his
illness.

Ibn Sa'd,Tabaqat,11/2, 51. The latter padf the report about the washing of Muljammad's body by

'All in the absence of dAbbas is paralleled by a report of '‘Ubayd Allah b. 'Abd Allah b. 'Utba from

Ibn ak'Abbas{ibid., 62). That Muhammad died with his head in the lap of 'AIT and that his body
was washed by 'AIT singly is also affirmed in a speech that the latter is reported to have addressed
to his followers at 8iffTn. Nasr b. Muzahim-BlinqarT, Wag'at Siffin,ed. 'Abd alSalam
Muhammad Hartin (Cairo, 1382/[1962]), 224).

43
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wish to write a letter for those present 'after which you will not go astray'. 'Umar
said: 'The Messenger of God is overcome by pain. You have the Qur'an, the Book
of God is sufficient for us." The people present started to quarrel, some
demanding that th@rophet should be given the chance to write, others siding
with 'Umar. As their noise pained Muhammad, he told them to leave him.-lbn al
'‘Abbas, according to the report, used to comment that the greatest calamity was
thus caused by their disagreement aoige which prevented the Prophet from
writing his will.*® Although Ibn al'Abbas refrained from suggesting what the
Prophet wanted to write, it was assumed that he hinted at Muhammad's intention
to name 'AIT his successor, and Shi'ites have always ietepthe report in this
sense. 'A'isha countered the story with one of her own: 'The Messenger of God
told me during his illness: Call your father Abu Bakr and your brother ['Abd al
Rahman] to me so that | may write a letter. For | fear that someoneawv#l h
wishful fancies(yatamanna mutamannirdnd someone will say: | am more
worthy, but God and the faithful refuse anyone but Abu Baki6 one could
doubt that the wishful man was 'AlIT.

As further illustration of the reporting of'A'isha and IbR'Abbas and their
opposite bias, two examples relating to Muhammad's actions during his last
illness and to his funeral may be briefly analysed here. The KufAngaim b.
ShurahbTl alAwdT, a companion of'Abd Allah b. Mas'dthsked Ibn alAbbas
whether the Prophet had made a wédwgg. lbn al'’Abbas denied this and
explained that (during his last illness) Muhammad had demanded: 'Send for 'AIT.
'‘A'isha, however, suggested: 'Would you sémdAbu Bakr?', and Hafsa joined
her, proposing: 'Would you send for 'Umar?' When all three men assembled,
Muhammad dismissed them, saying that he would ask for them when he had a
need. As the time of prayer came he said: 'Give order to Abu Bakr to fifray w
the people’, but 'A'isha replied: 'Abu Bakr is fraibdig), so order 'Umar.'
Muhammad gave order for 'Umar to lead the prayer, but 'Umar refused, saying: 'l
would not precede when Abu Bakr is present.' Then Abu Bakr went forward. The
Prophet, feelinga temporary recovery, went out after him, and when Abu Bakr
heard his movement, he drew back. Muhammad dragged him forward by his
clothes and stood him in his place. Then he himself sat down and recited the
Qur'an from where Abu Bakr had left 8fCaetani considered this report to be
apocryphal and invented by the Muslim traditionists in order to explain why
Muhammad had not left a

% |bn Hajar,TahdhTb atahdhib(Hyderabad, 1325/(19079]), I, 1989.
% Tabat, I, 181011.



Introduction 25

testament’ The attribution to Ibn alAbbas is, however, entirely reasonable. The
Kufan Shi‘ites hadéen claiming since the time of 'All's caliphate that the Prophet
had made 'AIT the executor of his will. The question of the Kufafirghm b.
ShurahbTl thus had a motive. The position of IbtAdbas on the question is the
same as in other reports attribd to him. Muhammad did not actually make a
will in favour of 'AIT, but would probably have done so if he had not been
prevented. The first part of the story was presumably invented by iblzhs
who, in any case, could not have had firahd knowlede. The second part is
based on the account&fisha quoted below. Muhammad gave the order for Abu
Bakr to lead the prayer of the Muslims bAtisha objected that her father was
too frail. Then Ibn alAbbas deviates. Muhammad gave order that 'Umarttead
prayer, and only when 'Umar refused to precede Abu Bakr, the latter went ahead.
The message is clear: in the eyes of Muhammad the leadership of the prayer had
no significance for the succession. He did not care whether Abu Bakr or 'Umar
performed thedask. When Abu Bakr still hesitated, the Prophet rudely grasped
him by his clothes, pushing him into his place and then, apparently not quite
satisfied with his performance, continued Abu Bakr's recitation of the Qur'an.
'A'isha reported the event as follswwhen the prayer was called, the Prophet
said: 'Order Abu Bakr to pray with the peopla.isha countered: '‘Abu Bakr is a
frail man, and if he were to take your place, he could not bear it." Muhammad
repeated: 'Order Abu Bakr to pray with the peopled ‘A 'isha made the same
objection. Now the Prophet grew angry and said: 'You [women] are consorts of
Joseph gawahib Yusuf)A third time he commanded: 'Order Abu Bakr to pray
with the people." As he was led out into the mosque, Abu Bakr stood back.
Muhammad made a sign to him to stand in his place. 'A'isha added: 'Abu Bakr
thus followed the prayer of the Prophet, and the people followed the prayer of
Abu Bakr.” Three times the Prophet had thus insisted that Abu Bakr, and only
he, should lead the prayef the Muslims in his place. This was shortly after he,
according to'A'isha, had told them that Abu Bakr was in his view the most
excellent of his Companions and had ordered all private doors of the mosque to
be closed except for Abu Bakr's. The messags equally clear: Muhammad

wished to indicate that Abu Bakr was his choice for the succession.

%0 Annali, II/1, 508.

51 Tabari, I, 181112. Accordingto the version related by-&uhri, ‘Aisha explained that her objection
to Muhammad's order was motivated by her fear that the people would not like anyone occupying
the place of Muhammad and would blame him for any misfortune that occurred: Ibn H&ihe&tm,
sayyidina,1008; Ibn Sa'dTabagat,ll/2, 18; BaladhurlAnsab,l, 559.
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There is, however, a second account by 'A'isha which may have induced Ibn
al-'Abbas to mention 'Umar. According to it, Muhammad, while ill in the
apartmenbf his wife Maymuna, asked her nephew 'Abd Allah b. Zam'a to order
the people to pray. 'Abd Allah met 'Umar and told him to lead the prayer. The
Prophet recognized 'Umar's stentorian voice and asked: 'Is this not the voice of
‘Umar?' Upon receiving confiratory answer, he said: 'God refuses this as do the
faithful. Order Abu Bakr, let him pray with the people.' It was now that 'A'isha
entreated Muhammad twice to excuse Abu Bakr until he put an end to the
argument by calling her and the women ‘consortsépgh® This may well be
‘A'isha’s initial versioff which she then revised because of the unflattering part
given in it to 'Umar. It would thus appear that 'Umar did lead the prayer at first
during Muhammad's illness and that 'A'isha, in order to miaintlaat the
appointment to the leadership of the prayer by Muhammad was meant to signify
appointment to the succession, had to create the impression that 'Umar's
leadership occurred against the will of Muhammad and was disapproved of by
him.>*

About the wahing of Muhammad's body for the funerakTalbarl relates, on
the authority of Ibn Ishag, an account that differs from the one quoted Zbove.
Both Ibn Hisham and d&Baladhurl quote Ibn Ishaqg's account without the
attribution to Ibn alAbbas>® There cald thus be some doubt about the
correctness of the attribution. The reliability ofTalbarT in his quotations is
generally high, however, and the attribution of the account to H#baks is
confirmed by Ahmad b. Hanbal.Thus it seems likely that Ibal-'Abbas gave
two different accounts about the same event on different occasions. The account
related by Ibn Ishagq is, in any case, distinctly-piashimite and provoked 'A'isha
to give a
52" |bn HanbalMusnad VI, 24.

%3 The report continues the naicm of 'Ubayd Allah b. ‘Abd Allah, afuhri's main source for the
events, about the beginning of Muhammad's illness. Ibn Ishaq and most later sources preferred the
toned down version which-&@uhri related on the authority of Hamza b. 'Abd Allah, grandsahe

caliph 'Umar. ‘Alisha may have hesitated to tell him the unflattering story about his grandfather. Al
Tabari'sisnadis independent of &uhri.

'Abd Allah b. Zam'a is himself quoted as narrating the story. According to his account, Abu Bakr
was absent at the time and 'Umar led the complete prayer. 'Umar afterwards reproached him and
insisted that he, 'Umar, had thought that the Prophet had actually named him and that otherwise he
would not have led the prayer. 'Abd Allah b. Zam'a excused Hisagihg that, in the absence of

Abu Bakr, he had considered 'Umar timest worthy of leading it: Ibn Hishangirat sayyidina,

10089; Ibn HanbalMusnad,IV, 322.% Tabari, |, 1836L.

Ibn Hisham Sirat sayyidina,18189; Baladhuri Ansab,l, 569.

IbnKathlr, al-Bidayawa #nihaya (Cairo, 1351/1932), V, 260. Theisnddis Ibn Ishag Husayn b.

'‘Abd Allah - 'lkrima - Ibn al'Abbas. Caetani strangely asserted that this report of Ibn Ishaq was

withoutisnadand thus was a genuine and authentic traddfdbn Ishaq. He considered it therefore
as particularly authoritativeAnnali, Il/l, 519).
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counterreport. Ibn al'Abbas related that 'All, @Abbas and his sons-&hdl and
Qutham, Usama b. Zayd and Shugran, both clients of Muhammad, undertook to
wash his body. Aws b. KhawalT, a Medinan veteran of the battle of Badr,
implored 'All to let him join for the sake of the stake of the Ansar in the Prophet
and was let in by him. 'AIT drew the body to his chest, afdldas, alFadl and
Qutham helped him ttwrn it. Usama and Shugran proceeded to pour water on the
dead body without removing his shirt. 'AIT washed him, rubbing the shirt from
the outside without his hand touching the body. He said: 'You are dearer to me
than my father and mother, how sweet yare alive and dead.' Nothing of the
body of the Prophet thus was seen, contrary to the case with ordinary men.

The report stresses that only Muhammad's close kin and two of his clients were
present. The women, includirgy'isha, in whose apartment Muhamntzat died
and was buried, were excluded. Only one of the Ansar, but none of the Mekkan
Emigrants, was exceptionally admitted. Out of reverence for the Prophet, great
care was taken, against the common practice, not to uncover his body.

'A'isha did not takéer exclusion with good grace. She reported that when the
men wanted to wash the Prophet, they disagreed, saying: 'By God, we do not
know whether we should bare the Prophet of his clothes as we bare our dead or
whether we should wash him with his clotlees' As they were thus quarrelling,

a slumber was cast upon them and every one of them fell asleep with his chin on
his chest. Then a speaker, known to no one, addressed them from the direction of
the house: 'Wash the Prophet with his clothes on.' Muhararkemen obeyed

the command. The transmitter of the report addktisha used to say that with
hindsight {aw istagbaltu min amrima istadbantshe thought that only his wives
should have washed hithThe listeners were thusft in no doubt that the wives,
under'A’isha’s guidance, would not have needed a divine reprimand to stop them
from committing an act of disrespect to the Prophet's body, unlike Muhammad's

insensitive and quarrelsome kin.
58 Tabari, 1,1831. Ibn HisharSijrat sayyidina(1019) omitted the venomous comment of
'Alisha.



1 Abu Bakr: the Successor of the Messenger of God
and the caliphate of Quraysh

The fundamental account about the assembly at the Saqglfat Banl Sa'ida, in which
the succession of Abu Bakr to Muhammad was decided, goes back to 'Abd Allah
b. at'‘Abbas. All other reports make use of information drawn from it or are later
elaborations of it Slightly variant versionsvith different chains of transmission

are provided by Ibn Hisham,-@kbari, 'Abd alRazzaq b. Hammam,-8lukharl

and Ibn Hanbal. Thésnadsmeet in aZuhrl, who related the report of lbn-al
'Abbas on the authority of 'Ubayd Allah b. ‘Abd Allah b. 'UthaVlas'ud’® The
account clearly reflects the characteristic point of view of IbAlibas, and there

is no reason to doubt the reliability of the chain of transmitfers.

Ibn al'Abbas narrated that on the occasion of thé pégrimage led by the
caliph 'Umar, that is in Dhu-Hijja 23/October 644, he, Ibn -&\bbas, was
visited at his campsiteranzi) at Mina by 'Abd aRahmanb. 'Awf,?® whom he
used to assist in the recitation of the Quriaariluhu [-Qur'an).'Abd aFRahman
reported that he had witnessed the caliph on that day being approached by a man
who addresseditm: "What are you going to do about a man who says: By God, if
'‘Umar b. alKhattab were to die, | would swear allegiance teasd-so (fulan).

By God, the oath of

The account that Abu Mikhnaf received from the Khazrajite 'Abd Allah b. 'AliReAman b. Abi
'Amra, quoted at length by-@labarl (I, 183744), has ben briefly analysed by M. Muranyi ('Ein
neuer Bericht fiber die Wahl des ersten Kalifen Abu Balaabica, 25 (1978),238 60, at 233 4).

It was composed in the late Umayyad age and reflects clear awareness of the account of 'Abd Allah b.
al-'‘Abbas. The legthy account discussed and partly edited by Murgibydl., 234-60) is later and
filled with fictitious speeches and poetry.

% |bn Hisham,Sirat sayyidina,101316; Tabari, I, 182¢8; 'Abd atRazzaq,Musannaf,V, 439-45;

Bukhari, Sahih, hudud 31; Ibn Hanbal,Musnad, |, 55-6. The transmitters from -&@uhrl are
respectively: Ibn Isljag, Ma'mar, Ma'mar, $alih b. Kayddalik b. Anas.

27 Caetani recognized theasic importance of the report. He ignored, however, the vital introductory
section and considered the fact that the caliph 'Umar is quoted in direct speech to be 'suspicious'
éAnnaIi, 11/, 511-14).

ZThat 'Abd alRahman b. 'Awf accompanied '‘Umar during the pilgrimage in 23/644 iséndeptB/
confirmed (Ibn Sa'dTabagat,ll/l, 95; Annali, VII, 549). 8
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allegiance for Abu Bakr was merely a precipitate deal which then was carried out
(ma kanat bg'at AbiBakr ilia falta fatammat)."Umar grew angry and said: 'God
willing, | shall stand up tonight among the people and shall warn them about this
clan who want to usurp the rule from tpeople fa-muhadhdhiruhum ha'ula't |

rahta lladhinayuriduna anyghsubul-nasa amrahum).Umar's answer referring

to the ambitions of 'this clan' leaves no room for doubt that the unidentified
candidate for the caliphate was 'AIT. It was IbAAddbas' consistent contention
that 'Umar was greatly worried about the Batashim arrogating the reign to
themselves and depriving 'the people', Quraysh, of their collective rigHf'to it.

‘Abd atRahman b. 'Awf advised the caliph against speaking out immediately,
since the pilgrimage season brought together theaiffand the rabble of the
pegle who might misinterpret his words and cause serious trouble. ‘Umar should
wait until his return to Medina where he would be among the Companions of the
Prophet, Muhajirun and Ansar, who could be trusted to understand his speech
properly and to act acadingly. The caliph took the advice.

On the Friday after 'Umar's return to Medina, IbAAddbas hastened to the
mosque and sat down next to the pulpit, eager to hear what the caliph would have
to say. He confided to 'Umar's brothiedaw, Said b. Zayd bAmr b. Nufayl®
who sat there already before him, that today the Commander of the Faithful
would make a revelation he had never made before, a suggestion angtilgdru
aside by the other. After stressing the special importance of his speech, the caliph
first reminded the community that the punishment of stoning for adultery had
been part of the Qur'an and was practised by the Prophet; let no one go astray
thereforeby neglecting a religious dutffarfda) and saying: 'We do not find
stoning in the Book of God!" 'Umar went on: 'We also used to recite in the Book
of God: Do not desire fathers other than your own, for it is

2 That 'All was alluded to in the report of Ibn‘Abbas was generally assumed. In a version quoted by
al-Baladhuri(Ansab,l, 583) he is exmssly named. According to lIbn AbHadld Shark nahj al
balagha, ed. Muhammad Abu -Fadl Ibrahim ([Cairo] 195%4), I, 25), alJahiz identified the
person making the statement as 'Ammar b. Yasir and the man intesdetil. In another version
quoted by aBaladhuri(Ansab,l, 581), atZubayr is identified as the one who said: 'If 'Umar were to
die, we would pledgellegiance to 'AlT." According to Ibn Abi-ladTd(Sharh,ll, 25) some of the
ahl al-hadith rather assted that Talha was the unnamed candidate for the succession. If that were
the case, however, Ibn-@&bbas would hardly have suppressed his name, and Talha was not backed
by a clan trying to deprive Quraysh of their collective right. 'AIT is also coyrébtintified by E.
Shoufani,Al-Riddah and the Muslim Conquest of Arafiaoronto, 1972), 57.

" Said b. Zayd, of the Qurayshite clan of 'Adl, is counted among the ten of whom Muhammad had
testified that they would enter paradise. He was converted to Islam before 'Umar, whose grandfather,
Nufayl, was his greagrandfather and to whessister Fatima he was married. 'Umar's conversion
took place in his house (Ibn Hajésaba,lll, 96-7).
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infidelity for you' Surely the Messenger of God also said: Do not extol me
[excessively] as Jesus, son of Mary, has been extolled, but say: the servant of God
and His messenger.'

Then 'Umar turned to theain subject. 'It has reached me that one of you has
said: By God, ifUmar b. aéhattab were to die, | would swear allegiance te so
andso. Let no one be seduced to saying: The oath of allegiance for Abu Bakr was
afalta, yet it succeeded. It was indeed, but God has warded off its evildqa
sharrahd.* Towards no one among you have necks been stretched out as for
Abu Bakr. Whoever were to swear allegiance to any man without consultation
(mashwara among the Muslims, his oath of allegiance would be invalid and both
of them would be subject to beingdlé&d.'

‘Umar then gave an account of the events after the death of Muhammad. While
the Ansar with their noble memghraf) assembled in the SaqTfat Banl Sa'ida,
'AlIT, al-Zubayr and 'those with them' gathered in Fatima's house. 'The Muhajirun’
joined Abu B&r, and 'Umar suggested that they go to 'our brethren' the Ansar.
On the way there they met two ‘upright' men of them who told them about the
plotting of the Ansar and advised them to turn back and settle their own affairs,
but 'Umar insisted on proceedifijThey found the Ansar and in their midst Sa'd
b. 'Ubada, distinguished Companion and chief of the Banu Sa'ida and of all of
Khazraj, a sick man wrapped in a mantle. One of the Ansar stood up and
addressed the Muhajirun: 'We atetHelpers and the legiokatiba) of Islam,
and you, company of Quraysh, are the clan of our Prophet, and a gaeg)mof{
your people have madheir way to us.' 'Umar realized that they intended 'to cut
us off from our root [i.e. the Quraysh of Mekka] and to usurp the rule from us'.
He wanted to give a speech which he had prepared in his mind, but Abu Bakr
stopped him and spoke himself. He saigat '‘Umar had ready in his mind, only
better than he could have done. Abu Bakr stated: 'O group of Ansar, every virtue
you mention of yourselves you are worthy of, yet the Arabs will not recognize the
rule of

31 See Noldeke and Schwallgeschichte des Qoranis 248.

%2'Umar's admission that the election of Abu Bakr at the SaqTfat BanT Sa’ida had fatarwas
obviously hard to accept for Sunnite supporters of the caliphate. In the version of Afnas'
accoun reported by aBaladhuri @Ansab,l, 584), 'Umar is quoted as saying: 'By God, the oath of
allegiance for Abu Bakr was rfalta. Rather, the Messenger of God set him up in his own place and
chose him for his religion over anyone else stating: God antetlevers refuse anyone but Abu
Bakr.' This is quite remote from 'Umar's real views. Likewise in a report quotedBslaalhuri
(ibid., 581), the statement that the election of Abu Bakr wéadta is ascribed to afubayr and is
rejected by 'Umar as ali

%The later tradition rather suggests that the two men, 'Uwaym b. Sa‘ida and Man b. 'AdT, were
opponents of Sa'd b. 'Ubada and friends of Abu Bakr. They went to urge Abu Bakr and ‘Umar to take
action, and Ma'n b. 'AdT led them to the SaqTfa. See IbriiAtadTd,Shark,VI, 19.
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anyone but this tribe of Quraysh. They are thest central [ = noble] of the
Arabs in lineage and abode. | am satisfied with either of these two men for you,
so swear allegiance to whichever you want', and he took both 'Umar and Abu
‘Ubayda b. alDarrah by the hand. 'Umar commented that this wasrtlyematter

in his speech that he found loathsome, since it was inconceivable for himself to
command a people that included Abu Bakr.

Al-Hubab b. aMundhir of the An8ar, a veteran of Badr, now proposed to
settle the dispute fairly by agreeing that the @mand the Quraysh should each
choose an amir. As tempers flared and voices were raised, 'Umar told Abu Bakr:
'Stretch out your hand', and gave him the handshake of the pledge of allegiance
(bay'a). The Muhajirun and the Ansar followed suit. 'Then we juchppon Sa'd
until one of them called out: "You have killed Sa'd b. 'Ubada.' | said: '"May God
kill Sa'd!" 'Umar concluded: 'By God, we did not find any case stronger than for
the oath of allegiance to Abu Bakr. We feared that if we left the people without a
pledge of allegiance they might after our departure suddenly make a pledge. We
would then have had either to follow them in [a choice] with which we were not
pleased, or to oppose them, and éeisad)would have resulted.’

Several aspects of the repddserve closer attention. 'Umar accused the Ansar
of plotting to seize the reign in succession to Muhammad and to deprive the
Muhajirun of their right. Modern historians generally understand the initiative of
the Ansar in the same sense. This interpretatust, however, be questioned.
The idea of the caliphate, the succession of Muhammad in all but his prophetic
mission, had not yet been born. It is difficult to see how the Ansar, meeting alone
among themselves, coultave aspired to it. Like so many dfet Arab tribes
involved in theridda, the Ansar, while firm in their Muslim faith, no doubt
considered their allegiance to Muhammad as lapsing on his death. Expecting the
political community founded by Muhammad to fall apart, they met to restore their
contol over their own city. This is why they met without consulting the
Muhajirun. They assumed that these, having no longer any good reason to remain
in Medina, would return home to Mekka. Those who might wish to remain in
Medina would presumably accept thée of the Ansar. The suggestion that the
Ansar and the Muhajirun should each choose a leader for themselves was
evidently meant as a fair compromise proposal rather than a devious ploy to split
the Muslim community, as it was seen by later Muslim traditit was only Abu
Bakr and 'Umatr, if his claim of having intended to give much the same speech as
the former can be trusted, who were thinking in terms of a succession to
Muhammad entailing rule over all the Arabs. Such a succession, Abu Bakr
argued,
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coud be provided only by Quraysh since the Arab tribes would not submit to
anyone else.

By those who assembled together with 'All aneZabayr in the house of
Fatima, 'Umar evidently meant-@&bbas and the Banu Hashim. Of other
prominent Companions, onlyalha is mentioned, probably erroneously, by lbn
Ishaq as having joined the Hashimitéghat 'the Muhajirun' at that time joined
Abu Bakr was, on the other hand, an apologetic obscuration on 'Umar's part.
Aside from Abu Bakr, 'Umar and his friend Abu 'Woa certainly none of the
prominent Mekkan Companions was present at the Saglfa meeting. It is
reasonable to assume that the three men were accompanied by a few personal
attendants, family members and clients. Yet not even a middléng or lowly
Mekkan Companion is recorded as having later claimed the honour of
participating in this so crucial event for the future of Islam. Various later sources
report the presence of Salim, the cliena(lg of Abu Hudhayfa, among the first
who pledged allegiance to ABakr at the SaqTfd. Although his attendance is
not confirmed by any of the early standard sources, the reports may well be
reliable. Salim, a Persian client first of a Medinan woman and then of her
husband, the Mekkan Companion Abu Hudhayfa, who kdepted him, became
himself a Companion at an early date. He was counted among both the Ansar and
the Muhajirun and had close relations to both Abu 'Ubayda, with whom he was
associated as a brother by the Prophet duringitiiekhatand to 'Umar? 'Umar
is known to have held him in high esteem. Thus he could either have been present
at the meeting as a member of the Ansar or have come along with Abu 'Ubayda
and 'Umar as a close associate. The absence of the great majority of the
Muhajirun, in any case, glains the lack of reports independent of '‘Umar's own
about the meeting and Ibn-d@lbbas’ excited eagerness to hear it first hand. The
Ansar present were evidently reluctant to report about an ignominious defeat in a
cause that soon came to be consideedantilslamic even by most of them.

After the early deaths of Abu Bakr,

9 |bn Hisham,Sirat sayyidina,1013. Ibn Ishag's mention of Talha among those joining ‘Al is not
corroborated by other sources. It may well be a case of mistaken associatidmofiflalatZubayr
which is common in later sources because of their joint action in the Mekkan revolt against "All.

" Al-Mufid, al-Jamal wa inusra lisayyid alitra fi harb al-Basra, ed. 'All Mir Sharif! (Qumm,
1413/(1993)), p.91; aWlawardl,al-Ahkam alsultaniyya,ed. R. Enger (Bonn, 1853);® lbn Abi
Hadld, Shark, VI, 18. According to aMufld, the Mu'tazilite Abu 'All alJubba'T held that Salim
was among the five men whose initial pledge of allegiance to Abu Bakr was binding for the rest of
the Community. Ibn Abi FHadld expresses his convictiothgbata ‘indi)that Salim was the third
man after 'Umar and Abu 'Ubayda to swear allegiance to Abu Bakr before any of the leaders of the
Ansar. In this case, his master Abu Hudhayfa was presumably nottprizseas amawla and
adoptive son Salim would hardly have preceded him.

20n Salim see especially Ibn Saldbagat,il/l, 60-2.
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Abu 'Ubayda and Salim, who was killed atAdjraba’ during theidda war, there
was only 'Umateft to tell the true story.

'Umar judged the outcome of the SagTfa assembly tofakazbecause of the
absence of most of the prominent Muhajirun, including the Prophet's own family
and clan, whose participation he considered vital for any legitintatsudtation
(shiira, mashwara)lt was, he warned the community, to be no precedent for the
future. Yet he also defended the outcome, claiming that the Muslims were
longing for Abu Bakr as for no one else. He apologized, moreover, that the
Muhajirun presenwere forced to press for an immediate oath of allegiance since
the Ansar could not have been trusted to wait for a legitimate consultation and
might have proceeded to elect one of their own after the departure of the
Mekkans.

Another reason for 'Umar toensure the SaqTfa meeting agalia was no
doubt its turbulent and undignified end, as he and his followers jumped upon the
sick Khazrajl leader Sa'd b. 'Ubada in order to teach him a lesson, if not to Kkill
him, for daring to challenge the sole right@firaysh to rule. This violent break
up of the meeting indicates, moreover, that the Ansar cannot all have been
swayed by the wisdom and eloquence of Abu Bakr's speech and have accepted
him as the best choice for the succession, as suggested by G4eteme would
have been no sense in beating up the KhazrajT chief if everybody had come
around to swearing allegiance to 'Umar's candidate. A substantial number of the
Ansar, presumably of Khazraj in particular, mustédasfused to follow the lead
of the Muhajirun.

The question must arise as to the identity of the supporters of Abu Bakr and
‘Umar who enabled them to impose their will on the assembly by force, given that
there was only a handful of Mekkan Muhajirun présamd the Khazraj
presumably made up the majority of the Ansar. Caetani accepted the statement of
Ibn Ishag that the AnsarT Usayd b. Hudayr and his clan, the 'Abdghddal of
Aws, had already joined Abu Bakr together with the Muhajirun before the
meetingand suggested that in fact all of the Aws opposed the initiative of the
Khazraj from the beginnint. This is clearly at variance with 'Umar's account and
quite unlikely. It would obviously not have been reasonable for the Khazraj,
whatever their majorityto meet alone to decide the future government of the
town. Usayd, however, appears to have decided soon after the arrival of the
Muhajirun to back Abu Bakr, carrying with him the 'AbdAshhal and perhaps
the majority of the Aws. Among the Khazraj, Bashl Sa'd, rival of Sa'd b.
'Ubada for the chieftainship, is said to have

34 Annali, 111, 528. " Ibid., 510-11.
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been the first to break ranks with him and to support Abu Bakis, however,
most unlikely that he or the Aws, whatever their lack of enthusiasm for Sa'd,
would have followed 'thar in physically attacking him.

Decisive for the developments probably was, as duly noted by Caetani, the
arrival, during the meeting, of the Banu Aslam. They came forward, according to
a report, 'in full number such that the streets became narrow thtioaigh They
then swore allegiance to Abu Bakr, and 'Umar used to say: It was only when |
saw the Aslam that | was certain of victofyThe Banu Aslam, a branch of
Khuza'a, were known as enthusiastic supporters of Muhammad who had
rewarded them for theifoyalty by granting them the status of Muhajirun
irrespective of whether they had performed hijea to Medina or stayed in their
own territory. A sizeable number of them had come to dwell near Medina, ever
ready to back the Prophet. They were known termmies of the Ansar and thus
could be counted upon to oppose Sa'd's aspiration to pbwenas evidently
they who, by their large number, provided momentum tobthga of Abu Bakr
and who readily responded to the signal of 'Umar to give the reaalc®a'd b.
'‘Ubada a mauling.

After the general pledge of allegiance, Abu Bakr sent to Sa'd b. 'Ubada
demanding that he do homage. Sa'd answered defiantly: 'No, by God, | shall not
pledge allegiance until | have shot every arrow in my quiver at you [pid] a
fought you with those of my people and tribe who will follow me." Bashlr b. Sa'd
advised Abu Bakr not to press him since all of Khazraj and Aws would stand in
solidarity with him before he be killed. When 'Umar succeeded to the caliphate,
he met Sa'd bghance and asked him whether he still held on to his position. His
answer was: 'Yes, | do so, since 'this matter' [the r&idnals devolved on you.
Your companion, by God, was preferable in our eyes to you, and | have come to

loathe your

5 Tabari, 1,182-3. According to aZubayr b. Bakkar (quoted by Ibn AbHadld, Shark,VI, 18), Ibn

Ishaq reported that the Aws asserted that Bashir b. Sa'd was the first of the Ansar to swear
allegiance to Abu Bakr while the Khazraj claimed that it was Usayd b. HuBtagh side thus
blamed the other for breaking ranks first. The later standard view was that Bashir b. Sa'd was the
first of the Ansar to back the supremacy of Quraysh taatlhe pledged allegiance to Abu Bakr
even before 'Umar. See the account inKitab alSaqifaof Abu Bakr atJawharl, a pupil of ‘Umar

b. Shabba (SezgiGeschichte dearabischen Schriftumd.eiden, 1963 84), I, 322), in Ibn AbiA
Hadld,Sharh,VI, 98 10, 40; see also Mufldamal,91, 115.

Tabari, 1, 1843;Annali, 11/1, 514. Didthe Aslam appear on the scene entirely by chance or were
they warned of the threatening conduct of the Ansar by Abu Bakr or ‘Umar? There is no information
to answer the question.

7 On the Banu Aslam see J. Wellhausglshammed in Medina: Das istakidis Kitab alMaghazi in
verkiirzter deutscher Wiedergal§Berlin, 1882), 3734; atWagqidl, Kitab al-Maghazi,edM. Jones
(London, 1966), 9390; Annali, 11/1,94-5,180; M. J. KisterKhuza'a'El (2nd edn).

The expressiohadha tamr, this matter, was often used in early texts in the meaning of the reign or
the caliphate. When used in this sense, it will be placed in quotation marks.
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neighbourhood.' 'Umar suggested that he leave, and Sa'd went to Syria, where he
died in Hawran, probdgin the year 15/636. His grandson 'AbdAtiz b. Said
reported that the jinn were heard chanting from a well that they had killed the
lord of Khazraj*® 'Abd at'AzTz did notspeculate whether the jinn were acting at

the behest of God or of 'Umar. Sa'd b. 'Ubada's son Qays was to become one of
the most loyal supporters of 'All.

That many of the Ansar failed to pledge allegiance to Abu Bakr at the Saglfa
meeting is affirmed athe end of an account of it by the Kufan Ibrahim al
Nakha'T (d. 96/7145). After mentioning that, following '‘Umar's example, the
people swore allegiance to Abu Bakr, he added: 'But the Ansar, or some of them,
said: We will not swear allegiance to anyone Bul."*® Caetani dismissed this
notice as 'of tendentious Shi‘ite charactethrahim atNakha'i is, however, not
known for Shi'ite sympathiegnd the tenor of the whole account is distinctly
Sunnite. Whether the Ansar raised the name of 'Ali during the Sagifa meeting in
response to Abu Bakr's bid for power must remain uncertain, though it is not
unlikely.® That they did so soon after Abu Bakr's succession is proven by some
of the elegiac poetry of the Khagr Ansari Hassan b. Thabit on the Prophet's
death preserved by Ibn Ishagq.

In one of his elegies Hassan bitterly complained about the fate of the Ansar
and of the Prophet's kin after his death:

Woe to the Helpers(ansar)of the Prophet and his kin ¢aht) after his
absence in the midst of the grave.

The land has become narrow for the Ansar and their faces have turned
black like the colour of antimony.

We have given birth to him and among us is his tomb, we have not denied
the overflow of his bounty to us.

God has honoured us through him and through him has guided his Ansar
at every moment of witness?

% |bn Sa'dTabagat/Il/2, 144-5; Annali, Ill, 623-4.%° TabarT, |, 181718.

2L Annali, 11, 513.

2 Al-Zubayr b. Bakkar in hial-Akhbar atMuioaffagiyyat(ed. Saml MakkT alAnT (Baghdad, 1972))
quoted Ibrahim b. Sa'd b. IbrahTm (d. 183/799), ggeahdson of 'Abd a@Rahman b. 'Awf, as
stating that many of the Ansar after thay'afor Abu Bakr regretted their oath of allegiance. They
blamed each other, mentioned 'AIT, and called out
his name. This led to a renewed dispwith the Quraysh (Ibn Abi-Hadld, Shark, VI, 18). Al-

Zubayr b. Bakkar's detailed story about the conflict between the Ansar and Muligjulurl7-38)
does not inspire confidence, however, and the poetry quoted in the context generally gives the
impression of late fabrication. See further the discussion of the attitude of the Ansar during and after
the meeting at thsaqgifaby I. Hasson, 'Contributions a l'etude des Aws et des HaZnadpica, 36
(1989), 135, at 2932. Hasson takes a more positivewigith respect to the reliability of sources
such as theMuviaffagiyyatof alZubayr b. Bakkar and thKitab alSagifaof alFJawhari than is
taken here.
% 1bn Hisham Sirat sayyidina,1025; A. GuillaumeThe Life of Muhammad: A Translatiof ! Ibn!
Ishaq's Sirat Rasul AllafLondon, 1955), 79B.
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The claimof the Ansar to have given birth to Muhammad was based on the fact
that the wife of Hashim, mother of'Abd-Kluttalib, was Salma bt 'Amr of the
Banu :Naj jar of Khazraj. They viewed the Prophet and his kin, the Banu 'Abd
al-Muttalib, as belonging to theras much as to Quraysh. They had provided
shelter to Muhammad on that basis at a time when few of them had become
Muslims and when they could not be considered under any other obligation to
protect him. The other Qurayshite Muhajirun, who had no bloodaigsthem,

were given shelter merely as followers of Muhammad. Yet now they claimed the
right to rule their former protectors while pushing aside the Prophet's kin. It was
only natural that the Ansar, in particular the Khazraj, should turn to 'AIT as soon
as a succession to Muhammad was proposed. The faces of the Ansar and of the
Prophet's kin were thus, in Hassan's view, blackened by the usurpation of their
title to the succession.

In another elegy for Muhammad, Hassan attacked Abu Bakr and the Quraysh
more openly:

Would that on the day they covered him in the grave, removed him and cast
earth on him
God had not left a single one of us, and neither man nor woman had
survived him.
The Banu L:Najjar altogether have been humiliated, but it was a matter
ordained by God:
The booty (fay') has been divided up to the exclusion of all the people and
they have openly and wantonly squandered it among themselvés.
The last line clearly alludes to Abu Bakr's deprival of the Banu Hashim of the
Prophet's inheritance and of the Prophet's and their Qur'anic sharesfay' the
Yet there was resignation in Hassan's caustic charge. The usurpation had been
decreed by God. The resistance of the Ansar did not last long.

The Banu Hashim themselves did not remain silent. According to Ibn Ishaq,
one of the descendants of Abu Lahab responded to the boasting of Abu Bakr's
clan Taym b. Murra about the success of their kinsman with the following lines of
poetry:

| did not think t hat 'this matter' would turn away from Hashim, and then
among them from Abu Hasan ['All].

Is he not the first who prayed towards yourgibla and the most learned of
men about the Qur'an and the norms gunan)?

The last of men in touch with the Prophet and tle one whose helper was
Gabiriel in washing and shrouding him. Whatever is in them is in him,

they have no doubts about him, but what there is of good in him is not in
the people.

0 |bn Hisham Sirat sayyidina1025; Guillaumel.ife of Mthammad§90.
1 Guillaume,Life of Muhammad(690 n. 1) evidently dighot understand the significance of the line
when suggesting that its connection with the preceding was obscure.
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What is it that has turned them away from him? Let us know! Surely, we
have been cheated in the most monstrous way.

The poem is probably by-8\bbas b. 'Utba b. AbT Lahab, who was married to
Amina, daughter of @Abbas b. '‘Abd aMuttalib,*> and seems to have been a
poet of no mean talent. Because of his close relationship to Muhammad's uncle
cursed in the Qur'an, however, most of his poetry was forgotten, and what is left
is attributed to others, in particular hisnsatFadl*®'All sent to him and forbade

him to recite this and similar poetry, commenting that the welfare of the faith was
dearer to him than anything ef§e.

‘Umar's justificion of the quick election of Abu Bakr, in what amounted to a
falta, because of the danger that the Ansar might otherwise have sworn allegiance
to someone with whom the Muhajirun would not have been pleased, thus raises
another question. Was it perhaps aoly the possibility that the Medinans would
have elected one of their own, but also that they might have put forward 'AlT,
that worried the Muhajirun present and induced them to act without proposing a
broadshuraof all concerned? If 'Umar's summary agaot can be trusted on this
point, Abu Bakr in his speech did everything to avoid the case of 'AIT being
raised. He based the right of Quraysh to rule solely on the claim that only they
would be obeyed by all the Arabs, not on their relationship to Muhamninahe
later elaborations of the events at the SaqTfa, Abu Bakr is, in contrast, described
as basing the case of Quraysh primarily on their being Muhammad's kin. Such an
argument, however, would have been an invitation to raise the question of the
right of the Banu Hashim as the closest kin of Muhammad, a line ever pursued by
Shi‘ite polemicists

42 Zubayrl,Nasab,28; BaladhurlAnsab alashraf,ed. Muhammad Bagir #lahmudI(Beirut, 1974),
I, 22.

3 The present lines were attributed byval'qubl (Ta'rikh, ed. M. T. Houtsma (Leideri883), I, 138)
to 'Utba b. Abi Lahab; by the Mu'tazilite Abu Ja'farlsitafl in his Kitab al-'Uthmaniyyato the
Umayyad Abu Sufyan b. Harb (Ibn AbHadld, Sharif, XIll, 232); by the Shaykh dVufld in his
al-Irshad (ed. Kazim alMusawl atMiyamawl! (Tehran, 1377/[19%7 8])), 1415, on the authority
of the Basran lbn 'A'isha, d. 228/843 to Khuzayma b. Thatfn&hri; in hisal-Jamal (p. 118) to
'‘Abd Allah b. Abi Sufyan b. aliarith b. 'Abd atMujtalib; and in hisal-Uyun wa tmahasin(see al
Murta<Ja,al-Fusiil al-mukhtara min alUyiin wa Fmahasin(Najaf, 1365/[1964]), II, 61) to Rabl'a
b. atHarith b. 'Abd alMuttalib; in theKitdb al-Sagtfa(Dar atKutub allslamiyya, n.d.) ascribed to
Sulaym b. Qays dfilall (p. 78) to al'Abbas b. 'Abd aMuttalib; and by Ibn aAthlr (Usd alghaba
ftmaWifat at8ahaba[Cairo, 12857/186971], 1V, 40) to alFadl b. al'/Abbas b. 'Utba b. Abi Lahab
(who can hardly haveden born at this time). | am obliged to Prof. H. Modarressi for providing
some of these references. Ibn Hajar's note eéAbddas b. 'Utba b. Abi Lahab$dba, IV, 30-1) is
ambiguous as to whether he attributed the poetry-fibhlas b. 'Utba or to his satFadl. For other
examples of alAbbas b. 'Utba's poetry being attributed to his seaall see below, pp. 186, 221
with n.312.

* |bn Abi I-Hadld, Shark,VI, 21, quoting theMuwaffaqgiyyatof alZubayr b. Bakkar. See-dubayr,
Muwaffaqiyyatp81.



38 The succession to Muhammad

against the Sunnite doctrine that the caliphs must be of Quraysh, the Prophet's
broader kin. It is thus likely that Abu Bakr avoided the argument of blood
relationship?®

Did the three Muhajirun at the SaqTfa meeting act spontaneously or according
to a concerted plan? More specifically, had they discussed the question of the
succession among themselves even before Muhammad's death and perhaps even
agreed on puttiop forward Abu Bakr as the most reasonable choice, as Lammens'
thesis of the 'triumvirate' seems to imply? Good arguments can be raised against
such an assumption. An immediate one is provided by '‘Umar's stand right after
Muhammad's death in which he vigasly denied it and harangued the
assembled Muslims with warnings against accepting the false rumours spread by
some hypocrites. According to Abu Hurayra, 'Umar asserted that Muhammad had
gone to his Lord as Moses had done, leaving his people for forty ates
returning after he had been pronounced dead. Muhammad would do likewise and
would cut off the hands and feet of those who claimed that he wad’déttere
had been previous agreement, it would have to be assumed that 'Umar's action
was calculatedand planned in order to gain time. Abu Bakr's immediate
repudiation of'Umar's position shows that this was not the case. It rather seems
that 'Umar was partly sincere in his apology on the next day to the Muslims
assembled for the genelzdy a that he hd believed the Prophetould 'manage
our affairs until he would be the last one of wsyudabbiruamrana hatta
yakuna akhiranaY®* Even later, during his caliphate, he confided to 'Abd Allah
b. at'Abbas that he had been misled by Sura Il 143: 'Thubave made them a
community in the middle that you may be a witness about the people and the
Messenger may be a witness about you' into thinking that the Prophet would
remain among his community so that he would be the witness about their last
acts™ 'Umar, to be sure, can hardly have not thought at all of the possibility that
Muhammad would die. It was a thought, however, that he, an impetuous and
ardent champion of the cause of Islam, strove to keep off his mind. His reaction
denying the Prophet's deattasvcertainly spontaneous; he did not want to believe

it.*3'Umar thus had scarcely envisaged the consequences of
Caetani went further to deny that Abu Bakr argued for the right of Quraysh at all. Hbdtefdbu
Bakr was not elected for his kinship, buledy for his moral qualitiesAnnali, 1l/1, 540). That the
exclusive right of Quraysh to the caliphate was instituted by Abu Bakr is, however, hardly
questionable® Tabari, I, 181516. " Ibid., 1828.

% |bid., 1829:30; BaladhuriAnsdbl, 568.

33 |bn Abi I-Hadld (Shark,ll, 42-3) found it incredible that a man of 'Umar's rank could have failed to
realize that the Prophet was dead and suggests that he tried to conceal it on his own initiative,
fearing anarchy and rebellion and trying to calm thepfgeoThat 'Umar's public action was
motivated by such fear and concern is obvious, but this does not mean that he personally must have
been convinced that Muhammad was dead. If that
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Muhammad's death, not to mention having agreed on plans for the sutcessio

Quite different was the case of Abu Bakr. Although he did not expect the death
of Muhammad when it happened, as is evident from his being away in his family
home in alSunh® he cannot have had any doubts that Muhammad would some
time die. As a consumate, coolly calculating Mekkan businessman and
politician, closely involved in managing and planning the affairs of the Muslim
community as the Prophet's trusted adviser, he must have carefully contemplated
what would happen if the latter should die befbi@. Deeply committed to the
commonwealth founded by Muhammad in the name of Islam, he was most eager
to see it continue to grow and expand its authority over all the Arabs and, as far
as possible, beyond. If it was not to fall apart, the Prophet must dawlitical
successor, khalifa. But who should he be? Abu Bakr had decided, no doubt well
before Muhammad's death, that he was the man. He also recognized that, without
a nomination by the Prophet, he would have to neutralize potentially strong
oppositon in order to realize his ambition. Most obviously Muhammad's ak¥n
al-bayt, who had been accorded a rank above the rest of the Muslims by the
Qur'an, would have to be prevented from putting forward their claim.

The initiative of the Ansar gave Abu Bathe opportunity for which he was
looking. It was he who provoked thalta by proposing two candidates for
election in a manoeuvre to have himself proposed. That his own proposal was not
meant seriously was plain enough from his offering two nominatfonghe
assembly to quarrel about. Abu Bakr was well aware that neither of the two
candidates stood a chance of being accepted. Abu 'Ubayda, although a respected
early Companion, did not have the prominence and stature to be seriously
considered. He was gsent primarily as a close friend of 'Umar. 'Umar, although
most closely associated with the Prophet, prominent in the community, and used
to command, had just discredited himself by publicly denying the death of
Muhammad. Abu Bakr was sure that 'Umar,tsrad by the loss of the Prophet
and having since twice allowed himself to be pushed around by

had been the case, there would have been no reason for him to conceal it afterwards and to admit

that he had been mistaken. It is evident that his honest adméamaged his political standing, at

least temporarily, whereas a claim that he had in fact been acting in the interest of the community

would have raised it. For later Muslims, no longer aware of the intense religious feeling of the

approaching end ohe world and of the closeness of the Hour created by the Prophet's message, it
was naturally difficult to believe that ‘Umar had been so 'naive'.

34 Abu Bakr's home in aBunh was located among the houses of the BaHarith of Khazraj (Ibn
ShabbaTa'rfkh akMadina, 243; M. Lecker,Muslims, Jews and PaganStudies in early Islamic

Medina(Leiden, 1995), 6). He had also an apartment opening into the Prophet's mosque where he
could have stayed if he had expected Muhammad's death.
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Abu Bakr, would agin defer to him. 'Umar took the hint and offered Abu Bakr
the handshake of allegiance. Abu Bakr did not hesitate a moment to accept. He
had what he wanted.

The precipitate move of the Ansar to choose a leader among themselves was
thus a true stroke of liucfor Abu Bakr. It gave him the chance to make himself
the spokesman for the continued unity of the Muslim community under a single
leader which was threatened by the action of the Ansar. Equally important from
his point of view, it gave him the chance ¢ecure an oath of allegiance to
himself before there could be a general discussion about candidates for the
succession. Abu Bakr was well aware thastara of those most directly
involved, Quraysh and the Ansar, would not have been in his interest. Id wou
have almost inevitably led either to failure or to the choice of 'All as the closest
relative of Muhammad. The great majority of the Ansar would have backed 'AlT,
if he had been proposed as a candidate for the succession, since they considered
him, like Muhammad, as partly belonging to them. Among Quraysh, the situation
was evidently less clear cut. 'Umar's later assessment of it, as reported by lbn al
'‘Abbas, that the Quraysh were not willing to countenance the hereditary reign of
one clan which had aady been privileged by having been divinely chosen for
prophethood, carries some weight. There were certainly many who would not
have liked the prospect of dynastic rule of the Prophet's family and who were
flattered by Abu Bakr's initial claim that Quitywas collectively entitled to the
rule and that he was acting in their name. Once this claim had been made and
Abu Bakr had secured the backing of a few dedicated men, it was apt to swing the
majority support among Quraysh quickly behind him. But ishara on the
succession, the purely negative principle of avoiding dynastic rule and therefore
excluding Muhammad's kin from consideration would have been difficult to
promote. Once the name of AIT had come up, the 'Abd Shams, one of the two
most powerful @ns of Quraysh, would have been honour bound by the tribal
code of ethics to back him. For although the conflict between the Banu Hashim
and the Banu 'Abd Shams was older than Islam and the majority of the latter
under Abu Sufyan had played a leading jrathe opposition to Muhammad, the
two clans were nevertheless closely related. So long as the 'Abd Shams could not
hope to put forward a candidate of their own, it would have been shameful for
Abu Sufyan, the chief of 'Abd Shams, not to back 'AIT, esfigc&nce the
Prophet had treated him and his clan most generously after the conquest of
Mekka.

There is indeed good evidence that Abu Sufyan, immediately after the election
of Abu Bakr, offered 'AIT his support in order to counter the decision. In & lette
'AIT later reminded Mu'awiya of his father's offer,



Abu Bakr: the Successor of the Messenger of God 41

explaining that he, *All, had not accepted it because Abu Sufyan and his people
had only recently been infidels and their involvement might have provoked
division among the Muslim& Western scholars have usually treated reports that
Abu Sufyan in fact offered 'AlT support against Abu Bakr, but was dismissed by
him as a mere troublemaker, as sheer-ldniayyad fiction® Yet even if such
reports reflect a bias against the father & tbunder of the Umayyad dynasty
and regardless of whethlee actually made such an offer under the circumstances
of Abu Bakr'sfait accomplj they clearly show what was generally considered as
reasonable on Abu Sufyan's part. The refusal of the Umayyatdtn Sa'Td b.
al-'As, one of the earliest converts to Islam and a prominent Companion, to swear
allegiance to Abu Bakr when he returned from the Yemen to Medina a month
after the latter's succession and his insistence on the rights of the Banu 'Abd
Mand (including both Hashim and 'Abd Shams) are signifi¢arikhalid's
brother Aban bSa'Td is also reported to have refused to swear allegiance to Abu
Bakr in solidarity with the Banu Hashim and to have done so only when these
decided to swear allegian®The joint backing of the Ansar and 'Abd Shams for
'AIT would no doubt have persuadl otherwise uncommitted clans and
individuals to support his candidacy. The other powerful clan of Quraysh,
Makhzum, although certainly opposed to hereditary rule by the Banu Hashim,
would have found it extremely difficult to unite the opposition behimdwnter
candidate.

The plain logic of dynastic succession would thus almost certainly have
asserted itself in a general consultation. For the principle of heredity clearly
provides the most natural, simple and uncontentious basis for

% Nasr b. Muzahim aMinqari, Wag'at Siffin, ed. 'Abd alSalam Muhammad Harun (Cairo,
1382/[1962]), 91; BaladhurAnsdb alashraf,ed. Muhammad Bagir @lahmudl (Beirut, 1974), II,

281. Concerning the question of the authenticity of the letter see below, p. 210 n. 280.

“6 Tabari, I, 207980; H. Loucel, Khalid b. Said'El (2nd edn) In the case of Khalid b. Said, too,
Sunnite tradition presents 'All as a loyal supporter of Abu Bakr unable to understand how Khalid
could have considered him as overpowered by Abu Bakr. He is quoted as stating: ‘This is the order
of God which He places wherever He wants' (BaladiAursdb |, 588). Yet this was at a time when
'All himself still refused to swear
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succession to powett is because of this that it has been so widely accepted
throughout human history. The common argument of Sunnite Muslims and
western scholars that 'All could not have been a serious candidate because of his
youth and lack of experience compared to Camgres such as Abu Bakr and
‘Umar is quite beside the point. It would be valid only after an initial agreement to
exclude the principle of hereditary succession. But such an agreement, as Abu
Bakr well realizedyould have been virtually impossible to reactashura.

Abu Bakr's clear determination to seek the succession and to prevent the
election of' AIT requires further explanation. Abu Bakr was at the time amaid
who could not expect to enjoy his reign for long. He had apparently no sons or
close relatives suited to succeed Hirould it not have been more reasonable
for him to back thewccession of the Prophet's cousin and father of his grandsons
in the expectation that 'AlT, lacking political experience, would have continued to
rely on Abu Bakr's counsel as Muhammad had done? It was evidently the poor
relationship, distrust and hostjlibetween the two men that stood in the way of
such a course. 'AlT's stand in the affair '8fisha’'s lost necklace and her
unnoticed absence from the Muslim campsite, his advice to Muhammad to
divorce her and his attempt to press a confession of guitifé\lisha's maid had
brought upon him the lifdong hatred of the Prophet's favourite wife which she
never made an effort to conceal. Abu Bakr must have shared much of her ill
feeling, although he was too refined a politician ever to vent it in publie. Th
disgrace dA 'isha would not only have stained the honour of his family but would
also most likely have affected his own position of trusted friend of the Prophet.
Rightly or wrongly, he no doubt assumed that 'AIT was motivated by jealousy of
his influerce on Muhammad and was trying to undermine it by accusing his
daughter. Abu Bakr thenceforth saw in him a rival and an enemy. He could expect
nothing

47 Neither of Abu Bakr's two growap sons joined him at the time of Hi§ra to Medina. 'Abd al
Rahman, the eldest son and full iweat of ‘A'isha, was present at the battle of Badr on the side of the
Mekkan enemies of Islam. He is said to have become a Muslim shortly before the conquest of
Mekka. It is possible that he stood by Abu Bakr's father Abu Quhafa, who did not accept f8lam un
after the conquest. 'Abd-Blahman’s relations with his father appear to have been strained, but he
had later good relations with his sister. 'Abd Allah b. AbTBakr, borne by a different mother, is said
to have supplied his father and the Prophet witvisions and news while they were hiding in a
cave before theihijra. Still later he used to visit Medina secretly bringing information about the
Mekkans and was concealed by 'A'isha. It is unknown when he definitely joined the Muslims. While
fighting onthe Muslim side at the siege of B'if, he was seriously wounded by an arrow. He died
of the wound two years later at the beginning of his father's reign. Abu Bakr's third son, Muhammad,
was borne by Asma' bt 'Umays, the widow of 'All's brother Jdéas, than a year before Abu Bakr's
accession. After Abu Bakr's death, Asma' married 'AlT. Muljammad b. Abi Bakr thus grew up in
'All's household and became an ardent partisan of hidattegr.
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good for himself or forA'isha if the succession fell to 'AIT. 'AIT would

presumably have relied rather on his uncléAbbas for political advice and
would have reduced theasion of 'A'isha. Abu Bakr thus had sound reason for
seeking to prevent 'AlT's succession, aside from his personal ambition. Whatever
'‘AlT's motivation, his youthful folly in trying to interfere in the Prophet's marital
relations thus cost him dearly. A8d by the precipitate move of the Ansar, Abu
Bakr could realize the designs which he must have been harbouring ever since the
unfortunate affair.
In spite of 'Umar's claim that ‘the necks of all Muslims were stretched out for
Abu Bakr', the situation of thcaliph was at first highly precarious, and not only
because of theidda of numerous tribes. In Medina 'Umar took charge of
securing the pledge of allegiance of all residents. He dominated the streets with
the help first of the Aslam and then the 'AbéAshhal of Aws who, in contrast to
the majority of Khazraj, quickly became vigorous champions of the new regime.
The sources mention the actual use of force only with respect to the Companion
al-Zubayr who had been together with some others of the Muhajirthe house
of Fatima. 'Umar threatened to set the house on fire unless they came out and
swore allegiance to Abu Bakr. Aubayr came out with his sword drawn, but
stumbled and lost it, whereupon 'Umar's men jumped upon him and carried him
off.”” Thereis some evidence that the house of Fatima was seafirtésha).
'All is reported to have later repeatedly said that had there been forty men with
him he would have resistétiTo what extent force was used in other cases must
remain uncertain. In geredrthe threat of it was probably sufficient to induce the
reluctant to conform. Isolated reports about the use of force against 'All and the
Banu Hashirff who, according to aZuhri, unanimously refused to swear
allegiance for six month$,are probably tce discounted. Abu Bakr no doubt
was wise enough to restrain 'Umar from any violence against them, well realizing
that this would inevitably provoke the sense of solidarity of the majority of 'Abd
Manaf whose acquiescence he needed. His policy was tatleolate the Banu
Hashim as far as possiblA.isha's comment that the prominent people ceased to
4% Or: seized his sword. See TabarT, I, 1818.
4 MingarT, Wag'at SiffTti,163. According to th&itab al-Safinaof Abu Bakr alJawhari, 'AlTwas
led by 'Umar before Abu Bakr. He refused to pledge allegiance to him, arguing that he had a better
title to the rule. Abu 'Ubayda tried to persuade him to change his mind on the basis that Abu Bakr
was older and more experienced than he and thAfTifSurvived him, he would certainly be most
worthy to succeed because of his close kinship with the Prophet and his early merits. 'AlT insisted,
however, that the authority of Muhammad should not be removed from his house and did not pledge
allegiance uritafter the death of Fatima (Ibn AbiHadTd,Shark,VI, 11-12).

See, for instance, TabarT, I, 1820 where it is claimed that-gubayr and 'AIT were both forced
by 'Umar to pledge allegianc¥.Ibid., 1825.

42
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speak to 'AIT until he acknowledged histake and pledged allegiance to Abu
Bakr is significant. The Banu Hashim thus found themselves in a situation
strangely reminiscent of the boycott that the pagan Mekkans organized against
them in order to force them to withdraw their protection from Btumad. This

time, however, it was the Muslims putting pressure on them to abandon their
support of 'AlIT who, in contrast to Muhammad, gave in, surrendering his claim
after the death of Fatima.

Crucial for Abu Bakr, however, was gaining the allegiance ef Mekkan
Quraysh. With the loyalty of the Ansar in doubt and many of the Arab tribes
deserting, only Mekka, the former enemy city which had submitted to
Muhammad just two years before, could now save the Islamic commonwealth. In
Mekka Abu Bakr could not g on the use or threat of force. It was solely his
diplomatic skills that counted. The Mekkans had since their surrender done very
well under the rule of Islam. Muhammad had treated them most generously and
had appointed a number of their leading mennetheugh they had been among
his most vigorous opponents, to powerful and lucrative positions as army leaders,
governors and almtax collectors. The Mekkans had thus little reason to question
the continuation of Islamic government in principle or to Idagtheir former
state of independené&But Abu Bakr had more to offer them than Muhammad
could, orwould, ever have done. The Islamic state was henceforth to be based on
the rule of Quraysh over all Arabs. Their right to rule in the name of Islam
derived from the claim that the Arabs would not obey anyone else. Abu Bakr had
safeguarded their innate hig by thwarting the ambitions of the Ansar. The
Ansar, with whose backing Muhammad had been able to humiliate them, would
be put in their proper place and become, like the rest of the Arabs, subjects of
Quraysh. Without a family or clan who could seriousdpire

“8 Not much is known about the events in Mekka at this time. According to MusZitbayri, the
Mekkans, when learning of the death of .Muhamnhetame agitated and were ready to apostatize
from Islam. Then Suhayl b. 'Amr of the Banu 'Amir stood up and delivered among them 'the like of
Abu Bakr alSiddig's speech in Medina, as if he had heard it'. The people calmed down and accepted
his guidanceTheir governor at the time was, according teZabayri, 'Attab b. AsTd of 'Abd
Shams (ZubayriNasal 418). Suhayl b. 'Amr, well known as an orator, had been one of the most
vigorous enemies of Muhammad and Islam until the Muslim conquest of Mekka. H&away
persuaded the Mekkans that now, after Muhammad's death, Quraysh was destined to rule the Arabs
in the name of Islam, just as Abu Bakr persuaded the Muslims in Medina. Suhayl and his family
then joined the conquest of Syria where he and all of his same killed. The Banu 'Amir (b.
Lu'ayy) of Quraysh were, it may be noted, traditionally closely allied to '‘Abd Shams and opposed to
Hashim. See further M.J. Kister, . ilia bi-haqgqihi, A Study of an EarljHadith', JSAI,5 (1984),

3352, at 345. Kister quotes reports to the effect that Suhayl urged the Mekkans to payetketir
to their governor and promised to compensate them for zahwat payment if Abu Bakr's
government were to collapse.
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to hereditary rule, Abu Bakr was truly their man, the caliph of Quraysh.

Abu Bakr's heavy reliance on the old Mekkan aristocracy for the leadership of
the Muslim armies in the suppression of ttigda and the beginning of the
conquests outside Arabia has been duly noted by E. Sh&tdani F. Donnef®
In particular the two most powerful clans of Quraysh, Makhzum and 'Abd Shams,
were given preference. Among Abu Bakr's commanders imidde wars were
'Ikrima b. AbT Jahl of Mkhzum and YazTd b. AbT Sufyan of Umayya, sons of
the two former leaders of the Mekkan opposition to Muhammad. Of Makhzum
were also Khalid b. alValid and aMuhajir b. AbT Umayya; of 'Abd Shams,
Khalid b. AsTd b. Abi{Ts, Khalid b. Sa'Td b. alAs and,by clientage, alAla’'

b. atHadraml. Most of these Mekkan leaders had, to be sure, already been
employed by Muhammad in various functions. Yet their dominant position under
Abu Bakr is put into proper relief by the complete exclusion of the Ansar from
leadership and the greatly reduced role of the early Muhajirun. Among the
Muslim army leaders during theédda there was only one early Companion of
Muhammad, ShurahbTl b. Hasana, a confederate of the Banu Zuhra of Quraysh
of South Arabian (Kinda) origin.

When Abu Bakr later laid the plans for the conquest of Syria, he appointed as
the first commander Khalid b. SaTd b-'As, who had previously refused to
swear allegiance for some time. The reason for this choice was certainly not that
he was one of the eat Companions, but rather that he was an Umayyad. When
he was dismissed because of strong representations by 'Umar against him, Abu
Bakr replaced him by the Umayyad YazTd b. AbT Sufyan. It is evident that the
caliph intended to give the 'Abd Shams a stakéhe conquest of Syria. Abu
Sufyan is known to have owned some land near Damascus before'ISlam.
aim of gratifying the powerful Mekkan clan evidently outweighed in Abu Bakr's
eyes the slight he had been dealt by Khalid b. SaTd. On the other hamd|et
given to Abu 'Ubayda b. dlarrah, who, as one of the two prominent Companions
backing Abu Bakr at the Sagifa assembly, could have expected a leading part,
was quite limited. He was evidently not among the leaders of the three armies
initially dispatched and in some accounts is not mentioned at all before the
caliphate of 'Umaf® Most likely he was sent secondarily with some auxiliary
troops to aid the first invading armi€s'Umar later appointed him general

commander in

5 Shoufanial-Riddah,58-64.

6 F. DonnerThe Early Islamic ConquestBrinceton, 1981), 86 8.

47 al-Baladhuri,Futuh atbuldan,ed. MJ. de Goeje dsber expugnationis regionuiieiden, 1866),
129; Donner, 96.

8 Shoufanial-Riddah,140-3; DonnerConquests] 14-15.

49 M.J. de GoejeMemoire sur la conquete de la Sytieiden, 1900), 25.
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Syria. In initially sending Khalid b. alValld to invade Iraq, Abu Bakr may have
similarly had it in mind to give Makhzum a stake in the conquest of that country.

With the Muslim armies mostly under the command of members of the old
Mekkan aristocracy, Medina was virtually at the mercy of Muhammad's recent
enemies, especially during thiglda. If the leaders of Quraysh had chosen to
conspire, they could have done awwwith the caliphate at a stroke. Abu Bakr's
resolute rejection of 'Umar's demands for the dismissal, or at least censure, of
Khalid b. atWalid for his unlslamic conduct may have been motivated by more
than just the recognition of his superior qualiteesa military leader. Yet Abu
Bakr could also be generally confident that the Mekkan leaders wouwlderate,
realizing that they would profit more than anyone else from the Qurayshite
caliphate in the name of Islam.

It was the declared intention of Algakr to follow as caliph the policies and
practices of Muhammad in every respect. He adopted the officiaktiiéfat
rasul Allah Successor or Vicegerent of the Messenger of @ndorder to
comply with the Prophet's wishes, he immediately ordered the planned campaign
towards the Syrian borderea to go ahead, although the absence of the army
would expose the caliphate, before it had been firmly established, to considerable
danger. He insisted on retaining Usama b. Zayd, son of Muhammad's freedman,
as the commander despite the unpopularitthig choice because of Usama's
youth and lack of experience. Breaking ranks with the Banu Hashim, Usama had
evidently pledged allegiance to the caliph. Abu Bakr must have appreciated his
stand at this time.

Abu Bakr also justified his immediate demand thHdtArab tribes pay the
Islamic almstax to him by his duty as Muhammad's successor to follow the
Prophet's path. The obligation of Muslims to pay a regular annual tax, rather than
giving voluntary alms, seems to have been initiated in the year $é30Sa'd
gives a list of the first tax collectors sent out by Muhammad in Muharram {April
May) to some tribes in the Hijaz and noeghst of Medina. The impression is
created that initially only a few loyal tribes were asked to pay the tax. A number
of the tax

4% The Muslim sources may be trusted in this respect; Abu Bakr wished $edn as acting the
name of the Prophet. The assumption of P. Crone and M. HBwtBy Caliph:Religious authority
in the First Centuries of IslarfCambridge, 1986), I8 22) that the title okhalifa meant from the
beginningkhalifat Allah, vicegerentof God, takes no account of the historical situation and the
different circumstances that induced 'Uthman to atiaptitlekhalifat Allah.

%0 see for the following especially Shoufaai:-Riddah,44-7. Shoufani's assumption that the first tax
collectors were not sent out before the beginning of the year 10 H. and that no taxes were returned to
Medina before Muhammad's death seems untenable.
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collectors were members of the tribes to whom they were sent, and it is unclear to

what extent the rates of taxation were fixé®uring the pilgrimage season at the
end of the year (February 631) the proclamation of the Sura of Renundation
Bara'a) was made that polytheists in general would no longer be granted
protection and would be subject to Muslim attack unless they repented. Excepted
were, however, those who had concluded pacts with Muhammad and had kept
them. These pacts were to be fulfillegtiuitheir expiration. While the pressure on

the Arab pagans to submit to Islam and the Prophet was thus increased, the
exception for treaty allies shows that Muhammad was not yet prepared simply to
impose Islam on all of them. The enforcement of the d@hrsvas probably also
handled with caution and discretion on the part of Muhammad during the
following, last, year of his life. There are no reports of any force used against
tribes failing to pay, of which there must have been more than a few.

The signiftance of the almgx for the Arab tribes was indeed different from
that of any other obligation previously imposed by Islam. Unlike the duty to pray,
to fast, to join collectively in th jihad and to give voluntary alms as the Qur'an
and Muhammad had dem#ed in the early days of Islam, the altax
potentially meant the surrender of tribal autonomy, the acceptance of tax officials
with the right to inspect and assess private property, of governors with the right to
force recalcitrant subjects. It meantetisubjection of the tribes to a ruler or
government, something the tribes had ever most vigorously resisted. Their fear of
subjection no doubt contributed to the spread of opposition movements to Islam
in the last year of Muhammad's life.

At the beginningof Muharram 11 /end of March 632, two months before his
death, Muhammad again sent out tax collectors to the tribes for the new year. The
tribes named in the report were mostly the same as in the year 9/630, those
relatively close to Medina and to Mekkaln the outlying regions, it was
evidently the Muslim governors who were generally responsible for the collection
of the tax, but payment was probably largely voluntary and p&ichye latent
resentment against the levy came out into the open on théd®sopeath, as
many of the loyal tribes offered to recognize Abu Bakr as his successor but
refused payment of the ala@x. Despite his precarious position, Abu Bakr

immediately took a hard line in the matter. '‘Umar, Abu 'Ubayda and

52 There is evidencénat the detailed rates pékatstipulated by Islamic law were not introduced before
Abu Bakr. See J. Schacht, 'ZakatEncyclopaedia of Islar(Leiden, 191338).51 Annali, Il/l, 575-
6.

54 For a list of the governorat the time of Muhammad's death according to Sayf b. 'Umaibiske
56970, where a separate tax official is mentioned for Najran. Thetabria these outlying regions
may have been spent locally rather than being delivered to Medina.
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Salim, the cliat of Abu Hudhayfa, urged him to rescind the tax for the year and

to treat the tribes loyal to Islam leniently in order to enlist their support for
fighting those who had abandoned IslEmbu Bakr rejected angompromise on

the tax, making it the yardstick for the loyalty of the tribes to Islam itself. Going
well beyond any precedent set by Muhammad, he insisted that those refusing
payment of the tax were to be treated and fought as apostates, just like llvose w
had abandoned Islam and those who had never accepted it. Abu Bakr's attitude
was well summarized in the statement widely attributed to him in the sources: 'If
they withheld only a hobblingord of what they gave the Prophet, | would fight
them for it.'

Later Muslim scholars found it difficult to explain and justify Abu Bakr's
conduct. 'Umar was quoted questioning the caliph as to his right to fight the tribes
since the Prophet had said: 'l was ordered to fight people until they say that there
is no god ot God. If they say this, they safeguard themselves and their property
from me.*> Some speculated that Abu Bakr must have been acting on the basis of
a hadith quotip Muhammad as telling a tax collector who had been sent back
emptyhanded to him by a bedouin: 'Return to him, and if he does not give you
the tax, cut his head offf' Others argued that the Cpamions were calling the
withholders of the tax apostates merely metaphorically. In reality they were
Muslim rebels and as such deserved to be fought. Yet while later lawyers such as
al-Shafi'l might be prepared to consider peaceable Muslims refusindfitoafu
previously accepted religious obligation as rebels whose blood could legitimately
be shed, such a notion of 'rebellion' had in reality no basis in the Swtahe
practice of the Prophet but arose out of the caliphate as conceived by Abu Bakr.
Although the impact of Muhammad's authority on the lives of the Muslims had
stealily widened, it had remained essentially a moral authority. The Qur'an
frequently admonished them to obey God, the Prophet and those in command
among them, and threatened the disobedient with severe divine punishment. The
problem of nominal or lukewarm Milims who resisted and contravened many of
his orders and decisions was a serious one for Muhammad, as is evident from the
numerous denunciations of hypocritasupafiqun in the Qur'an. Yet the Qur'an
did not sanction the

*1 |bid., 572:3.
%2 shoufanial-Riddah,102. See further the detailed study of the dispute about Abu Bakr's
conduct by Kister, .ilia bi-haqgihV.%” Annali, Il/l, 572.
%4 The Qurianic proof text for the treatment of Muslim rebeigyha) was Sura XLIX 9: 'ltwo groups
of the believers fight, conciliat@glihu) between them, but if one of them transgressagh(@ upon
the other, fight the one which transgresses until it returns to the order of God. Then if it returns,
conciliate between them with justice aact fairly.' It is evident that the verse could not be applied
to the 'rebel tribes.
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sheddlng of their blood or physictcoercion of them. By Qur'anic standards, Abu

Bakr might at most have castigated the tribes withholding the-@bnss
hypocrites. He could not make war on them either as apostates or as rebels.

Behind the front of merely claiming his due as the vicegeof the Prophet,

Abu Bakr thus brought about a radical change of policy. The full significance of
his affirmation that the caliph must be of Quraysh because the Arabs would obey
none but them now became apparent. The caliph was to be not so much the
religious leader of theemma,the community of Islam, as Muhammad had been,

but the ruler of all Arabs, commanding their obedience in the name of Islam. For
this reason peacealiéuslims withholding the almgax from the caliph, genuine
renegades and other Arabs who had never become Muslims were all to be classed
as apostates and to be fought until they would submit to both Islam and the rule
of the caliph of Quraysh.

Among the dficial titles of the later caliphsamir al-mu'minin,Commander of
the Faithful, was the preferred and most commonly employed®@xeeording to
historical tradition, it was 'Umar who first adopted it. It reflected most closely the
concept of the caliphatestablished by Abu Bakr. The caliph was primarily the
ruler of the faithful. Quraysh provided the ruling class, his aides, and the other
Arab tribes were to be his subjects. Abu Bakr set out with unbending
determination to subdue them.

The early Companits including even 'Umar, a man deeply committed to the
expansion of the authority of Islam by force, initially had misgivings, especially
about the flagrant aggression against fellow Muslims. Had not the Qur'an
admonished the Muslims that they were brathemd should strive to settle their
conflicts by conciliation? Abu Bakr could again count on the backing of the
Quraysh, who readily saw the benefits that the subjugation of the Arabs would
bring for them. In order to secure their caravan trade, Qurayttohg relied on
alliances with some Arab tribes. Yet such alliances with autonomous tribes were
by nature unstable and often meant sharing of material benefits and the enmity of
other tribes. The subjugation of all Arabs proposed by the caliph offered the
safe and unimpeded trade relations and opened up new sources of material gain as
leaders of Muslim armies and future governors and tax officials in the subjugated
lands. Quraysh pursued the war against the 'apostates' with enthusiasm. The spirit
with which it was waged is clearly reflected in the ebldoded execution of
Malik b. Nuwayra and others of the Banu Yarbu' after their surrender and
confession of Islam and in

' Crone and HindsGod's Caliph, 11.
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the appropriation of hiwife by Khalid b. alwalld. Earlier in the year Malik had

been entrusted by Muhammad with the collection of the-tdmsmong his tribe.
When he learned of the Prophet's death he returned the camels gathered by him to
his fellow tribesmen or, according &another report, raided and drove off the
camels collected from various tribes as alms. According to both major accounts,
Abu Bakr himself, infuriated by Malik's evident refusal to recognize him as the
legitimate successor of Muhammad, instructed Khali&ill him if he could lay

his hands on hirr,

Abu Bakr's front of meticulously following the practice and precedents set by
the Prophet in every spect was most difficult to maintain in his treatment of his
predecessor's kin, the Banu Hashim. It was evident that the primary purpose of
establishing caliphal rule on a sound basis imasnsistent with maintaining the
privileged status of Muhammadil al-bayt, of applying the Qur'anic rules of
inheritance to them, and of continuing to pay their Qur'anic shares of the war
booty and the/ay. Abu Bakr's solution was both radical and ingenious. According
to 'A'isha’s account, he told Fatima andAdibas vhen they came to claim their
inheritance from Muhammad, and in particular his land in Fadak and his share of
the land of Khaybar: 'As for me, | have heard the Messenger of God say: "We
[the prophets] do not have hefta nurith). Whatever we leave is alnfsadaga).

The family of Muhammadal Muhammad)can eat from that property.” Surely,

by God, | would not leave any matter undone which | have seen the Messenger of
God do™ Abu Bakr's reply solved the problem of thkl al-baytin one stroke
without his losing face. Not only had Muhammad disinherited his family, he had
also specifically affirmed that after his death his family should, if in need, accept
alms which he had strictly forbidden them during his life because of their status
of purity. As recipients of alms like ordinary Muslims, there was also no longer
any justification for paying them their Qur'anic share of booty fagt All this

the Prophet had confided to Abu Bakr, and no one else, thus confirming that he
was his chosen successoharged with implementing his instructions. The
daughter of the Prophet must have

% See E. LandalTasseron, 'Malik b. Nuwayr&! (2nd edn). The account of the fiction writer Sayf b.
‘Umar, according to which Malik backed the prophetess Sajah, can be discounted, in spite of
Caetani's accepteaae of it Annali, 1l/l, 654). 'Umar and other Muslims would hardly have protested
against Khalid's treatment of someone ‘who had become a true apostate'.

56 Tabari, 1, 1825; Ibn Shabb&a'rikh akMadina,196-7. The report transmitted Bgn Lahl'a claiming
that Abu Bakr granted Fatima the palm grove eA&laf out of the property of the Prophet in
Medina (Ibn Shabbd,a'rikh al-Madina, 211) is certainly unreliable.



Abu Bakr: the Successor of the Messenger of God
been dumbfounded. Not even she could openly question the word of her father's

chosen successor. According'Adisha, she henceforth kept aw@yajaraf) from
Abu Bakr and di not speak to him again about the matter until she died six
months later. 'All buried her at night and did not inform the caliph of her death.
While the Prophet's daughtand kin were thus disinherited and demoted from
their rank of religious purity, his widows were treated comparatively better. They
obviously also could not be given an inheritance from Muhammad's land in
Fadak and Khaybar, which Abu Bakr claimed as pupfigperty. 'Urwa b. al
Zubayr reported, on the authority of 'A'isha, that the widows intended to send
‘Uthman to Abu Bakr to ask for their share of inheritance from Fadak and
Khaybar, but 'A'isha reproached them: 'Don't you fear God? Have you not heard
the Messenger of God say: "We do not have heirs; whatever we leave is alms.
This money is for the Family of Muhammad, [to provide] for them [in case of]
misfortune and for their hospitalitffi-na'ibatinim wadayfihim). When 1 die it
will belong to the rulefwall I-amr) after me." * The women desist&€dThey no
doubt understood that they would fare better if they admitted having heard the
Prophet say so. Abu Bakr decided that they could keep diagliings. In order
to protect him against a possible charge that he acted arbitrarily with what
Muhammad had left for the public treasury, later tradition asserted that the
Prophet had made a bequest of the houses to his Witksike the status of
purity of the Prophet's kin, that of his wives was not to lapse after his death. No
man was allowed to marry them. The highest respect was due to the 'Mothers of
the Faithful'. They were now truly thenly ahl albayt of Muhammad whose
purification from all filth was guaranteed by Sura XXXIII 33. Abu Bakr
recognized his obligation to provide generously for the wid8W® 'A'isha, as
Muhammad's favourite wife and daughter of his chosen successor, belonged the
first place. Abu Bakr granted her some lands in the 'Aliya quarters of Medina and
in al-Bahray. The property in Medina was said to have been part of the land of
the Banu{NadIr which Abu Bakr had been given by Muhamnfiad.

" TabarT, I, 1825; Ibn Shabb&a'rikh a-Madina,197.

%8 Baladhurl,Futuh,30; Ibn HanbalMusnad VI, 262.

%9 |bn Sa'd;Tabagat,ll, 87, VIII, 120;Annali, Il/l, 521.

" Abu Hurayra remembered that Muhammad, while leaving all his property as almst fcanpletely
forgotten his wives. He reported hearing the Prophet say: 'My (verathatt)shall not divide up a
single dinar or dirham among themselves. Whatever | leave, after sustamafacg) for my wives
and provision for my agent [executor of mjll, mu'nat ‘amilt], shall be alms' (lbn Sa'dabaqgat,
1112, 86).

®Ibid., Ill/1, 138; Abbott,Aishah,85.
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From a political point of view, the confiscation of the Prophet's extensive land
holdings, from which he himself had partly financed the Muslim military efforts,
was certainly a necessity. The diplomatic skill with which Abu Bakr carried out
the measure, asserting that the Prophet himself had left all his property to the
public treasury, ratched his clever political manoeuvre at the Saglfa assembly.
Hassan b. Thabit's protest against the usurpation of the Profayettpuickly
ceased and was forgotten. The prominent Companions would soon be vying with
each other in attesting that they, tbad heard Muhammad say that prophets have
no heirs and that, on their death, their belongings become alms. Abu Bakr's policy
of isolating the Banu Hashim without the use of force proved a full success. After
six months, by the time of Fatima's death, Aakr's victory seemed complete.

Yet the news of it and of her clandestine burial at night, in order to prevent the
caliph's attendance, must have shocked him. Whatever his satisfaction about the
humiliation of his personal enemy 'AIT, the realization leé teep offence that

his political machinations and treachery had caused the daughter of the man
whose best and most sincere friend he was acclaimed to be by the public, the
awareness of her death in a state of embitterment, perhaps hastened by his
conduct could not easily be brushed off his consciefice.

'‘A'isha reported: after Fatima's death, the few prominent men who had
continued to see 'AIT while she was alive turned away from him. 'AIT humbly
sued(dara'a) for reconciliation with Abu Bakr, sendingrhiword: '‘Come to us,
but let no one be with you." Knowing '‘Umar's toughnes$sd(lg, 'AlT did not
want him to come along. 'Umar advised Abu Bakr not to go alone, but the latter
insisted: 'By God, | shall go to them alone, what could they do to me?’ Tiple ca
thus came alone to 'AIT, who had assembled the Banu Hashim in his house. 'AIT
rose and,

5 The Kufan loyalist ‘Amir aShabl, evidently stung by the Shi‘ite contentions that the Prophet's
daughter died in anger at Abu Bakr, countered with the faflgveitory, when Fatima fell ill Abu

Bakr came to visit her and asked for permission to enter. 'AIT told Fatima: 'There is Abu Bakr at the

door, will you not permit him to enter?" She answered: 'And you prefer this?' He said: 'Yes.' Abu

Bakr entered, apologgd to her, and talked with her. She was satisfied with him (Ibn Bdgat

VIII, 17). Yet what was there to apologize for if he had simply said the truth? The same tendency is

also apparent in another report ofSila’bltransmitted by ‘Umar b. Shabba-8habT narrated that

‘Umar and Khalid b. aWalld, on Abu Bakr's order, went to Fatima's house in order to gettelyr

and 'All to pledge allegiance to Abu Bakr. '‘Umar used force against both men, who were then led

before Abu Bakr. Fatima loudly protested against the violence committed on the Family of the

Messenger of God. After @ubayr and 'AIT pledged allegiance, Abu Bakr visited her and

interceded on behalf of 'Umar. She accepted his apologies and expressédfaeti@a with '‘Umar
(Ibn Abi 1-HadTd,Shark,ll, 57, VI, 489).
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after giving due praise to God, said: 'What has prevented us from pledglng

allegiance to you, Abu Bakr, was neither denial of your excellence, nor
consideration of you as unworthy of any bounty which God has conveyed to you.
Rather we held that we had a right in "this matter" which you [pi.] have arbitrarily
seized istabdadtur from us.' 'All then mentioned his kinshigafabg with the
Messenger oGod and the right of kin and continued until Abu Bakr wept. When
he finished, the caliph pronounced the confession of faliaada and in turn

gave due praise to God. Then he said: '‘By God, my link to the kinship of the
Messenger of God is dearer t@ than my own kinship. Surely, | have not sought

in these chattels which have come between me and you anything but the good.
But | have heard the Messenger of God say: We have no heirs, whatever we leave
is alms. The family of Muhammad may only eat froris thoney. | seek refuge

with God lest | remember anything which Muhammad, the Messenger of God,
did in respect to it, yet fail to do it." 'AIT promised his public pledge of allegiance
for the evening. When the afternoon prayer was over, Abu Bakr turngée to
assembled people and offered some excuses for 'AIT. Then 'AIT rose and
extolled the right of Abu Bakr, mentioning his excellence and prior merit
(sabigd. He went forward to the caliph and pledged allegiance to him. The
people hastened towards 'AlT,myratdating him: "You have hit the mark, well
done.' 'A'isha added: 'The people thus drew near to 'AlIT when he drew near to the
truth and what is prope¥:

'AlT's public act of submission put an end to the isolation of the Banu tdashi
and, on the surface, closed the ranks of the Muslims in support of Abu Bakr. Yet
reconciliation there was none and could not be. Each of the two men looked
through the other's motives and thoughts all too well to believe his reassuring
words and gesturesUnder the circustances, 'AlT could see nothing but
hypocrisy in Abu Bakr's tears and protestations of his love for the Prophet's kin.
He knew that the caliph would continue doing all he could to keep the Banu
Hashim away from power and influence and\aball to prevent him, 'AlT, from
ever succeeding to the caliphate. Abu Bakr likewise understood the insincerity of
the younger man's recognition of his prior title to the succession of Muhammad
and knew that 'AlT, if ever given the opportunity, wouldagisw the legitimacy
of his caliphate of Quraysh and establish his own based on the rights of
Muhammad'sahl al-bayt. There could be no relationship of trust between them.
'AIT continued to keep away from

52 Tabari, |, 18267.



54 The succession to Muhammad

the caliph, and the latter was hardly eager to drawinto his company’ While
predominant Sunnite doctrine has come to affirm that the Prophet died without
having named a successor and that Abu Bakr was elected by the Muslim
community at the Saglfa, a minority of prominent scholars, among théfasan
al-Basri, Ibn Hazm and Ibn Taymiyya, have always held that Abu Bakr was
chosen as successor by Muhammad. There is strong evidence that the latter view
was officially backed during Abu Bakr's caliphate and that it was 'Umar who
insisted that the Prophet haied without naming a successor. This is clearly
implied in a comment of Abu Bakr's grandsorQasim b. Muhammad on the
hadith of his aunt 'A'isha, according to which the Prophet just before his death,
when hearing 'Umar pronounce tiabir in the puble prayer, had said: 'Where is
Abu Bakr? God refuses this as do the Muslims:Qakim commented: 'If it were
not for something 'Umar said at the time of his death, the Muslims would not
doubt that the Messenger of God appointed Abu Bakr as his successor
(istakhlafg. But he ['Umar] said at his death: If | appoint a successor, someone
better than myself [Abu Bakr] has appointed a successor. And if | leave them [i.e.
the Muslims to choose the successor], someone better than myself left them [to
choose]. Thushe people knew that the Messenger of God did not appoint anyone
his successor, and 'Umar cannot be accused [of bias] against AbU°Bdkr.’
Rafi' atTa'T, who had been converted to Islam by Abu Bakr and accompanied
him during the raid of Dhat €alasilin the year 8/629, is quoted as reporting that
he asked Abu Bakr later about thay' a for him at the SaqTfa. Abu Bakr told
him that it was 'Umar's reminder to the people that the Prophet had ordered Abu
Bakr to lead the prayer during his illness thaaged them to swear allegiance to
him.”* The oath of allegiance thus merely confirmed Muhammed's previous
choice. 'A'isha,
5 Later Sunnite sources on Abu Bakr's caliphate, especially Sayf b. 'Umar, mention 'AIT on various
occasions as giving advice to tbaliph (seeAnnali, Il/l, 584, 5945, 597, 11/2, 1116, 1150, 1197).
The unreliability of these reports is evident especially since most of the occasions mentioned were
during the six months before 'All's pledge of allegiance. 'AlT is thus describedgat)eiowith
'Umar, urging the caliph not to lead the Muslim army in person at BQaska(ibid., Il/l, 594-5)
and as being put in charge, togethéth alZubayr, Talha and 'Abd Allah b. Mas'ud, of the the
defences of Medinébid., 597). The traditionadt Sunnite historian Ibn KathTr insisted on the basis
of such reports that 'AIT swore allegiance to Abu Bakr immediately after the SaqTfa assembly and
that his pledge of allegiance after Fatima's death was merely an act of confirmbaigta (
mu'akkida),necessitated by the disloyalty of Fatima whose anger at Abu Bakr Ibn KathTr found
incomprehensible and inexcusal@é-Bidaya,V, 24950, 2867). But then, Ibn KathTr commented
with an antiShi'ite edge, Fatima was merely a woman who could not hope fdithififst ( hiya
imra'a min atbashar laysat brajiyat al-isma,V, 249). 'Alisha’s account, however, is incompatible
with such an interpretation.
" |bn Hisham Sirat sayyidina1010.
™ |bn HanbalMusnad,l, 8. Abu Bakr added that he accepted outeair fthat there might be discord
(fitna) leading to apostasy.
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as has been seen, consistently maintained that Abu Bakr was chosen by

Muhammad for the succession and apparently never mentioned the events at the
SaqTfa. Only when asked pointedly whom #r@phet would have appointed if

he had made an appointment she replied: 'Abu Bakr'; adding, upon further
qguestioning: 'After him 'Umar and then Abu 'Ubayda bJatah." There she
stopped?

Since Abu Bakr did not view the caliphate as an elective office, it was only
natural that he appointed, without prior consultation, his succeksoar b. al
Khattab. Only after he had made up his mind is he reported to have confidentially
asked 'Abd aRahman b. 'Awf and 'Uthman for their opinions. The former
expressed some reservations on account of 'Umar'skm@in harshness
(ghilza). 'Uthmananswered more dipioatically that 'Umar's inside was better
than his outside and that, in any case, 'there is no one like him am&hgaisa
is reported, after the official announcement, to have protested dt dadipgh's
bedside against the choice ofUmar because of the latter's ill treatment of the
people even during Abu Bakr's reign. Abu Bakr, however, angrily rejected this
criticism, declaring 'Umar the best of God's pedple.

While some of the details may be unreliable, the tenor of these reports
probably reflects the situation correctly, and the fact that Abu Bakr appointed his
successor rather than leaving the choice to the Muslim commuaitpot
seriously be doubted. In spite of the prominent part played by 'Umar in Abu
Bakr's reign, he could not have simply taken over and been universally
recognized asle factocaliph as suggested by Caetani and Levi della Vidar
while the choice ofUmar certainly must have appealed to many strict Muslims
who appreciated his uncompromising loyalty to Islam and his vigorous insistence
on enforcing its norms on everybody, he was far from popular. It was not only
some of the early Companions, whom Caetaccused of petty jealousy,
incompetence and unjustifiable personal ambition, who had misgivings about
‘Umar. More importantly, the Qurayshite aristocracy, on whose support Abu Bakr
had built the caliphate and who were now firmly in control of the Mualimies,
would hardly have accepted their old opponent ‘Umar without formal
appointment by Abu Bakr, whom they had come to respect. KhalidWakdl, in
particular, must have been aware that his days in powerful leadership would now
be numbered.

Abu Bakr, on the other hand, realized that he could not afford to leave the
succession open at a time when the Muslim armies were engaged in the decisive
battles for the conquest of Syria. Despite the stunning

% Muslim, Sahih, Fada'il alsahdba9. " Tabari, I, 2137Annali, I1l, 88.
" TabarT, I, 2143; Annalilll, 85.
s Annali, 1Il, 128; G. Levi dela Vida, "Omar b. aKhattab'El.
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success of his policies, the caliphate was, only teary after its foundation, far

from being safely established and a divisive election for a successor might have
been fatal. He recognized that above all he must prevent any discussion of the
rights of the family of the Prophet just as he had done befarewhile now,

given the vested interest of all of Quraysh in the caliphate, an easy election of
'‘AlIT was much less likely, his name could still have served as the rallying point
of the opposition in the absence of an obvious candidate.

From Abu Bakr's poinof view, the choice of 'Umar almost imposed itself,
despite their substantial differences of opinion in political questions. Among the
early Companions, only 'Umar was really closely associated with him and
involved in the daily running of the governmeribu Bakr owed him a
considerable debt. 'Umar had made the coup at the SaqTfa in his favour possible
and had brought Medina firmly under control for him. Having backed Abu Bakr's
concept of the caliphate of Quraysh from the outset with enthusiasm, ldebeoul
trusted not to jolt its foundations, whatever change of direction he might
introduce. 'Umar continued to be in effective control of Medina and was
presumably not the man to cede his power to any of the other early Companions.
The only serious alternge would perhaps have been Khalid bWl Td, now at
the peak of his popularity after his recent victories. Khalid would have clearly
been preferred by the Mekkan aristocracy and would have had the backing of the
Muslim armies. 'Umar, his personal enemmguld have been unable to put up
any resistance to him. Whether Abu Bakr ever seriously considered the
alternative must remain a speculative question. When the time for the decision
came, Khalid was in command in Syria and apparently indispensable feathe
effort. The choice of 'Umar was the most reasonable.



2 'Umar: Commander of the Faithful, Islamic
meritocracy, consultation, and Arab empire

The privileged position of ruling the Islamic state which Abu Bakr had allotted
Quraysh had no foundation in the Qur'an. In the early Mekkan Sura (CVI)
addressd to them, the Quraysh were pointedly admonished to serve the Lord of
the Ka'ba in gratitude for the prosperity and safety He had granted them. During
most of Muhammad's mission, the majority of Quraysh in Mekka were his
staunchest opponents, the unbedisv kuffar) and polytheists nqushrikur)
unequivocally condemned by the Holy Book. The Muhajirun, those who left their
homes to join Muhammad in Medina in support of the cause of Islam, were
greatly praised in the Qur'an, given hope for God's mercy (l), 2t® promised
reward on earth and in the hereafter (XVI 41). By Muhajirun the Qur'an,
however, meant not only the Mekkan, Qurayshite emigrants, but equally bedouin
tribesmen and others who joined the Prophet from all over Arabia. Although
more often memvned in the Qur'an than the Ansar, the Muhajirun were put
strictly on a par with them (VIII 72, IX 100, 117) and nowhere were they given

a preferred rank above them. The poor of the Muhajirun were granted a share of
the estates of the BantNiadIr on tle grounds that they had been expelled from
their homes and property, not because they stood higher in merit than the Ansar
(LIX 8-9). The Qur'an, however, clearly accorded a higher religious merit on the
basis of early conversion to Islam, a principle faog the early Mekkan, mostly
Qurayshite, Companions of Muhammad. The Muslims joining Islam after the
early Muhajirun and the Ansar, who had sheltered them, were lower in religious
rank (VIII 748 5, LIX 8-10). 'Those whreceded [in faith] are the ones avh
precedeg(wa l-sabiquna isabiqun).They are the ones brought close [to God] in
the Gardens of Bliss' (LVI 102)°° Specifically were those who joined Islam
only after the conquest of Mekka sharply reminded that they were not equal to
those who had earlier spent of their property and fought for Islam, and who were
thus

% The precedence was here widely understood in a temporal sense, although varsead® (o
some extent contradict this interpretation.
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greater in rankgzam darajatanL VIl 10). It was generally held that the duty of
hijra ended with the conquest of Mekka, so that even those Muslims who still
came to join Muhammad in Medina did not acquire the title and merit of
Muhajirun.

‘Umar b. alKhattab, Abu Bakr's successor, had always stoodafagorous,
unconditional backing of the cause and principles of Islam. In the time of
Muhammad, he had repeatedly, but unsuccessfully, opposed diplomatic overtures
to the Mekkan enemies of the Muslims. Thus he had demanded that the Mekkan
captives in thebattle of Badr should be killed rather than freed for ransom. He
had protested against the compromise agreement-léfidgdybiyya and, at the
time of the conquest of Mekka, objected to the amnesty granted to the Umayyad
chief Abu Sufyan whom he wanted tovieaexecuted for his leading part in the
opposition to Islani’ Under Abu Bakr he had objected to the war against the
Muslim tribes withholding theakattax and to the leading position given to some
members of the Mekkan aristocracy such as Khalid -bValld, whose conduct
he considered to be inconsistent with the ethics of Islam, and Khalid b. Sa'Td,
whose loyalty to Abu Bakr seemed doubtful. Aaligh, 'Umar, while not
guestioning the exclusive right of Quraysh to rule established by his predecessor,
undertook to strengthen the Islamic character of the state by implementing
Qur'anic principles and to curb the excessive power of thésfamic Mekkan
aristocracy. He relied in particular on two Qur'anic principles, thatabiga,
early merit in Islam, which, given the established prerogative of Quraysh,
benefited primarily the early Qurayshite Companions of Muhammad, and that of
shura,consultatiorin the government of the Muslim community.

‘Umar's concept ofabigawas reflected in his institution of th#twan, the
army register, for the distribution of the revenue from the conquered territories
among the Muslims. Abu Bakr is reported to have ga#tMuslims equal shares
of any sums of money delivered to Medina which, in any case, cannot have been
very substantial. Against this practice, 'Umar is said to have insisted that he could
not put those who had fought together with the Prophet on thelsaelas those
who had fought against hifnThe highest stipends were thus awarded to the
Muslims who had fought in the battle of Badr, and those who had joined, and
fought for, Islam at later stages were given progressively smaller amounts.
Exceptions wee made for the Family of the Prophet. His widows received
pensions more than double those of the veterans of Badr, -afbbals, as the
surviving heir of Muhammad, was granted the same amount as the widows. The
share of Muhammad's grandsondalsan

67 Shoufani,al-Riddah 55.* Annali, IV, 3856, 391.

67Ibid., 388 127; G. Puin,Der Dtwan von 'Umar ibn aHattab: Ein Beitragzurfriihislamischen
Verwaltungsgeschichi@onn, 1970). Caetanitgjection of the reports about the preference given on
the basis of kinship to the Prophet as Shi'ite and 'Abbasid fabrications (pp. 382, 388, 393) is
baseless.
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and al-Husayn was also raised, evidently in recognition of the rights of Fatima.
They were allotted the same stipend as their father 'AIT, whose award was that of
the other veterans of Badr.

‘Umar's reliance on consultation is well illustrated by a repolod Allah b.
al-'‘Abbas on the caliph's voyage to Syria in the year 187%688.the caliph and
his escort reacheslargh, they were met by the commanders of the Muslim armies
in Syria who informed him of the seriousness of the plague there. 'Umar ordered
Ibn at'Abbas to assemble the early Emigraré$-njuhajirin atawwalm) for
consultation. When they disagreed amdihgmselves as to whether to continue
the voyage or to return to Medina, 'Umar ordered the Ansar to be assembled for
consultation. They, too, were divided in their opinion, and the caliph finally had
Ibn at'Abbas gather the leaders of Quraysh converteer dfte conquest of
Mekka. They unanimously recommended retreat to Medina, and the caliph
followed their advicé?

Usually 'Umar confined himself to consulting with the prominent early
Mekkan Companions. Numerous reports describe him as seeking their opinion on
important politichand legal questions. Caetani was evidently right in suggesting
that 'Umar retained them generally in Medina to assist and counsel him while he
sent others of less standing in Islam to lead the military campaigns dBiiad.
resolve to leave the election of his successor to an electoral conclave of early
Companions aftenis death was an extension of his general procedure in reaching
important decisions. It differed only insofar as the final word during his caliphate
had always remained his.

Various reports suggeshhat '‘Umar, immediately on his accession, moved to
reduce the power of the old Mekkan aristocracy and to rectify some of the wrongs
that, in his view, had been done to Muslims in the

%8 Tabari | 25113. Al-Tabarl, relying on Ibn Ishaq and-alagidl, erroneously places the expedition
under the year 17/638. SAanali, IV, 18.

%9 See also the similar procedure of ‘Umar with regard to the introduction of the pgasifsystem
as described by dalubayr b. Bakkar Jamharat nasab Quraysh wakhbariha, ed. Mahmud
Muhammad Shakir (Cairo, 1381/1961), |, 373).

0 Annali, IV, 140, V, 43 1, 503. G@etani(ibid., IV, 139) stresses that 'Umar kept the Companions in
Medina for this reason, 'not so much out of suspicion and jealousy'. He contradicts this assessment,
however, in other passages where he suggests that 'Umar suspected the prominent @oofpanio
disloyalty and treachery and kept them under close surveillance while denying them any share in the
government (V, 45). See also 1V, 453 where he maintains that 'Umar consistently excluded the
early Muhajirun from any share in the power, considethem his personal enemies and perhaps as
men dangerous to the integrity of the Islamic state.

"0'Abd atRazzagMusannafyV, 483. "Annali, IIl, 131-3.
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ridda. They mention as the first act of the second caliph the disnufg&dlalid b.
al-Walld and the appointment of Abu 'Ubayda as supreme commander of the
Muslim armies in Syria. Khalid was certainly not deposed until much later, and
there is uncertainty about the date of the appointment of Abu '‘Ubayda to the high
command. Acording to alZuhri, 'Umar's order giving Abu ‘Ubayda the supreme
command in place of Khalid arrived at the time of the battle on the Yarmuk. Abu
'‘Ubayda, however, did not inform Khalid for two months out of a feeling of
shame towards hithYet it seemsikely that ‘Umar from the beginning relied
more on his personal friend Abu 'Ubayda. According to further reports he also
ordered the immediate release of Arab prisoners made durimglttzewars and
lifted the restriction on the participants in théda to join the Muslim armies of
conquest.

In the long run, 'Umar's efforts to curb the power of the Mekkan aristocracy in
favour of the early Companions were only partially successful. Khalid\Wast
was reduced to insignificance in Syria and was nlaweld to return to Iraq.
There 'Umar first commissioned Abu 'Ubayd b. Mas'ud, a Thaqafite who could
not aspire to build a personal power base in the territories he might conquer, with
the general command. A year after Abu 'Ubayd was killed in battle,alighc
planning a major offensive in Iraq, appointed the early Mekkan Companion Sa'd
b. Abi Waqgqas supreme commander. Under Sa'd, the decisive battle of al
Qadisiyya was won, Mesopotamia was completely subdued, Kufa was founded
and Iran invaded. When Saldhs recalled to Medina after six years, Muslim rule
in Irag was already solidly established. 'Umar's other governors of Kufa, Basra
and alBahrayn and the leaders of the conquests in Iran were mostly of relatively
humble, norQurayshite origin, such as h# b. Ghazwan of Qays 'Aylan, early
Companion and confederathallf) of the Banu Nawfal of Quraysh, the
Thagafites aMughlra b. Shu'ba, 'Uthman b. AbiAs and his brother dllakam,
the Yamanite Abu Musa -@#sh'arl, 'Ammar b. Yasir, son of mawla of the
Makhzumite Abu Hudhayfa, the MuzaniteMli'man b. 'Amr b. Muqarrin. The
members of the Qurayshite aristocracy, so prominent in the leadership of the
Muslim armies under Abu Bakr, were conspicuously absent.

In Syria 'Umar promoted the early Companion Ablbayda b. alarrah to the
high command chiefly with the aim of reducing the power of Khalid-WalTd,
but also in the hope of keeping the Sufyanids under control. When Abu 'Ubayda,
who resided in Hims, died in the plague of the year 18/639, thencatipointed
Yazid b. AbT Sufyan, who had been
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in control of Damascus as deputy of Abu 'Ubayda since 16/637, governor of
Damascus, aUrdunn and Palestine and 'lyad b. Ghanm governor of Hims,
QinnasrTn and Upper Mesopotamia-JalzTra)-’ Shortly afterward¥’azTd, too,

fell victim to the plague, and 'Umar appointed his brother Mu'awiya b. Abi
Sufyan successor and governor of Damascus. Caetani saw this appointment as
proof for 'Umar's high esteem of the Umayyads, to whom he particularly wanted
to give a leadig part in the government of Isldth.This interpretation is,
however, hardly reasonable in the light of '‘Umar's elssgied aversion towards

the Mekkan aristocracy and former opponents of Muhammad. 'Umar probably
did not have much of a choice at the timibe only serious rival to Mu'awiya for

the leadership in Syria after the death of so many other commanders was
probably, as noted by Caetdfi’Amr b. at'As. 'Amr, however, had probably
already received 'Umar's approval for the invasion of Egypt. Itala®usly not

the time to send a Companion of high standing from Medina before it was certain
that the plague had run its course.

Another consideration in 'Umar's choice of the Sufyanid Mu'awiya may have
been the strength and high ambitions of the Yarmeargspecially Himyarite,
element among the Arab conquerors. These Yamanites had joined the Muslim
army making no secret of their aspiration to establish a Himyarite kingdom under
their leader Dhu “Kala' Samayfa' b. Nakur, whom they called 'king of Himyar'
in defiance of the claim of Quraysh to rule the empire of Islam. DKalad' had
hoped to gain control of Damascus, where he acquired much property, but he was
instead forced to settle together with his followers in Hims, while the Umayyads
entrenched tmselves in DamascUs.'Umar probably realized that the
Sufyanids, who in opposition to Himyar formed an alliance with the tribe of
Kalb, were in the best position to thwart such Himyarite designs, which he must
have viewed as a threat to Abu Bakr's arsdown concept of the caliphate.

The invasion of Egypt was undertaken by '‘Amr BAal who had old

10 According to alZuhrt, Abu ‘Ubayda had appointed Khalid bVélld and his own cousin ‘lyad b.
Ghanm as his successors. 'Umar confirmed only 'lyachbnf@. See 'Abd @RazzagMusannafV,

455,

"t Annali, IV, 30-1; V, 496. Caetani suggested that the plebeian Mekkan ‘Umar might have favoured the
Umayyads, Qurayshite aristocrats, out of snobbishness, but that he certainly recognized in them
qualities thabthers did not have and found them useful for fortifying the Muslim comm(ihid,

VII, 5). Less convinced of'Umar's farsightedness, Lammens commented on this interpretation that
'Umar was probably forced to give the Umayyads some positions in ordectioe the internal

peace and to disarm the opposition. There might indeed have been a secret accord between 'Umar
and Abu Sufyan which would explain why 'Umar never tried to depose Mu'awiya from his
governorship Annali, VII, Corregioni ed aggiunteliii). ** Annali, V, 496.® See Madelung,
'Apocalyptic Prophecies in Him? in the Umayyad Adelrnal ofSemitic Studies30 (1986), 141

85, at 1412, 1834.
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trading interests there, perhaps primarily on his own initiative. It is hardly
conceivable, howevethat he could have proceeded without permission from the
caliph, as some sources suggest. Informed of'Amr's successful advance, 'Umar
expedited a strong auxiliary force under the early Companietuladyr. His
choice of a man of such high standing cheadflected his intention to curb the
independence of'Amlt- Later 'Umar confiscated part of the riches that 'Amr had
amassed in the conquest in a manner humiliating to the conqueror of Etjgpt.

left him, however, as governor until the end of his caliphate. It was to be
Mu'awiya, aided by 'Amr b. aAs, who put a definite end to the reign of the
early Companions, as conceived by '‘Umar, and who established the dynastic rule
of the old Mekkan aristocracy in its place.

Vital for 'Umar's design of a collective authority of the early Companions was
at least a token patrticipation by 'All. 'Umar made every effort to bring about a
reconciliation with the Banu Hashim without compromising the essential right of
all Quraysh to the caliphate. He thus treated 'AIT basically like the other early
Companions. He didayed his favour for the Prophet's kin rather in courting al
'‘Abbas who now, after the death of Fatima, was the closest relative of
Muhammad but posed no political threat since he did not belong to the early
Companions and had no personal ambitions. 'Uatso drew 'Abd Allah b. al
'Abbas, who was too young to pose a political threat, near to himself. -lbn al
'‘Abbas was closely associated with 'Umar from the beginning to the end of his
caliphate and has left the most revealing reports about the caliphatepri
thoughts.

With regard to the inheritance of Muhammad, 'Umar made a cautious
concession to the Banu Hashim. AccordingAdsha, he turned Muhammad's
estates in Medina over to-@bbas and 'AlT as endowment to be administered by
them, while withholdig the Prophet's portion of Khaybar and Fadak. He
maintained that the latter two properties, evidently in contrast to the former, were
merely assigned to the use of the Prophet for his personal needs and for
emergencies and that they were after him atitsgosal of the ruler of the tint8.

'AlIT, according to'A'isha, soon usurped the rights of'A&bbas with regard to
Muhammad's estates in MediHa.

Malik b. Aws b. Hadathan of the Banu Nasr of Hawazin reported about a
session attended by himself in whittte quarrel between-&bbas and 'AlIT was
brought before the caliph. At first the early Companions

™ Annali, IV, 105.% Ibid., 618-23.
'8 BukharT,Sahth Khums 2;lbn HanbalMusnady, 6-7. See also this volume, excursus 2.
" bid., 11-12.%% Annali, IV, 14-17, V, 123 % Seeibid., Ill, 250, 253.
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'Uthman, 'Abd aRahman b. 'Awf, afubayr and Sa'd b. Abi Waqd&svere
admitted, then abbas and 'AIT. AlAbbas asked the caliph to judge between
him and his nephew in the dispute about the Prophet's property from the-Banu |
Nadlr, and the two began to curse each othEgged on by the group of early
Companions to render judgment, 'Umar turned first to them asking whether they
all knew that the Prophdad said: 'We do not have heirs, whatever we leave is
alms', meaning by ‘'we' himself. Acknowledgement of Muhammad's statement
denying his family the right of inheritance had evidently become a kind of loyalty
oath to the caliphate, and all answered aifitively. 'Umar now asked 'All and
al-'Abbas the same question, and they also confessed that the Prophet had said so.

‘Umar then quoted Sura LIX 6, pointing out that God had giverfa\@f the
Banu FNadir to the Messenger alone, who had distributedet®nue at his
discretion. He had provided his family with their annual expenditure and had
used the remainder in the cause of God. Abu Bakr after his succession had
retained the property and faithfully followed the conduct of the Prophet, and
'‘Umar had dne likewise during the first two years of his reign. ThetAbbas
and 'AIT had come to him, the former asking for his share of the inheritance of
his nephew and the latter asking for his wife's share of the inheritance of her
father. 'Umar had remindatiem of the Prophet's word: 'We do not have heirs,
whatever we leave is alnf8.Then, however, he consented to hand the estates
over to them on the condition that they would manage them in exactly the same
way as the Prophet, Abu Bakr and he himself hawled Now they were asking
him for a different decision concerning them, but he would never agree to
anytzhling else. If they were unable to carry it out, they should return them to
him.

The report, portraying ahbbas and 'AIT in the most negative lightstinctly
reflects the amtHashimite sentiments of Umayyad Sunnism and may not be
entirely reliable in detail. In substance, however, it probably describes 'Umar's
attitude correctly. The caliph recognized the danger of even partly disavowing
the decisio of Abu Bakr concerning Muhammad's inheritance and made sure

that everybody 'knew' the

18 According to another version, Talha was also present. See Ibn Hafhratbari (Cairo, 1319
29/[19021]), VI, 125. ' '

19 |pid. According to one versioal-'Abbas called 'All 'this liar, sinner, traitor, and ch@adha }
kadhib atdthim atghadir atkha'in)'.

% |n the version quoted by Muslim,'Umaccused 'AIT and a@Rbbas of holding both Abu Bakr and
'Umar for their actions to be ‘a liar, sinner, traitor, and cheat'. 'Umar insisted that Abu Bakr was in
every respect the opposite of this description.

2 BukharT,Sahih, Khumd; Muslim, $ahtTh, Jhad 49; ‘Abd alRazzaqMusannaf,V, 469-71. For
further references see A. J. WensinCloncordance et indices de la traditiomusulmaneLeiden,
1936:88), index s.v. Malik b. Aws.



64 The succession to Muhammad

Prophet's word. His own decision about Muhammad's estates in Medinatdid no
mean that he surrendered them toA&lbas and 'AIT as private property. Rather,
they were to administer them for the benefit of the Muslim Community as
Muhammad had done. In support of his position he quoted Sura LIX 6 which
mentioned the Prophet as thae recipient of tHeayfrom the Banu ANadTr. He

did not quote the later verse LIX 7 concerning fing of the 'people of the towns
(ahl al-qurafwhich specified a portion for the kin of the Prophet. That portion, he
evidently held, referred only to ¢hyield ofthe fay'of Khaybar and Fadak while

the land itself became state property after Muhammad's death.

About the fay'land of Khaybar, Jubayr b. Mut'im is quoted as reporting that
Muhammad had distributed a portion of it (meaning of its yield) toBheu
Hashim and the Banu-Muttalib to the exclusion of the Banu 'Abd Shams and
the Banu Nawfal, to whom Jubayr himself belonged. Abu Bakr used to distribute
the yield? as the Prophet had done but did not give the kin of the Prophet a share.
'Umar and tbse after him, however, allotted them a porfibdubayr b. Mut'im
evidently meant here the preference given to the Banu Hashim in the stipends of
the army registe¢diwan). 'Umar constituted much of the land conquered during
his reign agay', now in themeaning of communal property, and used the revenue
for paying the stipends and pensions of the Muslim warriors. Since the Banu
Hashim were placed first in thdiwan, they could be seen as being restored to
their proper rank as kin of the Prophet entitledh special portion of thiay". In
fact, however, only Muhammad's wives;'Abbas, the two grandsons of the
Prophet and Usama, son of Muhammad's client and adoptive son Zayd b.
Haritha® were granted larger shares than they otherwise deservedfayhe
stipends were thus used to make up for the loss of the right of inheritance. 'AlT,
not being considered a primary heir, received only the stipend to which he was
entitled as a veteran of Badr, and the other Banu Hashim and Blslutialib
were, no doubtgealt with in the same way. While the supporters of the caliphate
could thus feel, as suggested by the report of Jubayr b. Mut'im, that the kin of the
Prophet had been fairly treated in accordance with their Qur'anic title to a portion
of the fay', most ofthese still saw themselves deprived of the benefits they had
enjoyed under Muhammad.

In respect to the fifth of movable war booty, 'Abd Allah b:Addbas reported

that the Qur'anic portion of the Prophet's kin was no longer

2 The term used throughotitet report iskhums From the context it is evident that the yield of thg*
land is meant.

2 Abu Dawug Sunan(Cairo, 1292/[1875]), XIX, 20; aMagrlzi, al-Nizd wa Fakhasum fima bayn
Bam Umayya waant Hashim>ed. G. Vos,Die Kampfe und Streitigkeitezzvischen den Banu
Umajja und den Banu Hasitheiden, 1888), 22.

2 see Abu YusufKitdb al-Khardj (Cairo, 1352/[1933]), 25.
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distributed to them after the death of Muhammad. 'Umar then prdpmsthe
Banu Hashim to pay for their marriages, debts and servants from the fifth. The
Banu Hashim, however, rejected this proposal unless the full amount of their
share was turned over to them. To this the caliph would not agree. In reply to a
letter ofthe Kharijite leader Najda b. 'Amir, Ibn-#@bbas left no doubt that he

still held the Banu Hashim to be entitled to this portion of the fifth of bBoty.

By his overtures to the Banu Hashim 'Umar evidently hoped to reconcile them
with the Muslim commurty and its new caliphal order without giving them
excessive economic and political power. Courting the favour-@ftddas and his
son 'Abd Allah, neither of whom could pose a serious political threat because of
their relatively low standing in regard sabiqa, seemed to serve this purpose
well. Al-'Abbas was thus granted the largest pension aside from the wives of
Muhammad. During the drought of the year 18/639 'Umar honoured him by
putting him forward in the ritual prayer for raiist{sqd), thus seekig God's
favour through the blessing of the Prophet's uffchd-'Abbas seems to have had
the ear of the caliph as a counsellor, not among the early Companions, but among
the leaders of Quraysfi.Sayf b. Umar's assessment that under ‘Umar people
wishing to discover the intentions of the caliph would first turn to 'Abd al
Rahman b. 'Awf or 'Uthman and after them tgAdibas® may be correct. Al
'Abbaswas in a position to protest against 'Umar's order to demolish several
houses, including his own, against the will of their owners for the enlargement of
the sanctuary of Mekk&.In Medina, he successfully resisted 'Umar's wish to
include his house in thenlargement of the mosque, but then surrendered it
voluntarily to the Muslim community.

Al-Mas'udT relates a report attributed to '‘Abd Allah b'Ahbas according to
which 'Umar once offered the latter the governorship of Hims after the death of
the pevious governor. The caliph expressed at the same time some uncertainty
and apprehension as to the propriety of this appointment and asked Al as
about his own views regarding such an office. As the latter demanded to be first
informed about the nate of the caliph's reservations, 'Umar explained that he
was afraid that people might protest to him that the office should be given to
others than the kin of Muhammad since the latter had regularly chosen his
officials among others and had avoided apti@his kin. ‘Umar continued that
he did not know whether Muhammad had done so because

2 ya'qubl, Ta'rikh, Il, 170; Annali, lll, 961-2.
%0 |bn Sa'd,Tabagat,V/1, 13-14; Annali, lll, 966-7.



66 The succession to Muhammad

he held them to be above holding officana bikum 'an alamal) - and they,
'Umar addedwere worthy of that esteemor whether the Prophet feared that
they might abuse their rank so that they would be subject to reproach, since
reproach was inevitable (in public office). Upon this reply IbtABbas declined

to hold any office for ‘Umar ahadvised him t@mploy someone ‘who can trust
you and whom you can tru@gsta’'mil sah.Th.an minka sahihan |a¥a)

Despite the literary formulatioof the report, the substance may well be
reliable and reflect 'Umar's ambiguous position correctly. 'Umar would have liked
to integrate the Banu Hashim fully in the Muslim community, more particularly
among Quraysh, the ruling class. In view of the camthreluctance of 'AlT, the
appointment of 'Abd Allah b. @hbbas to a governorship could, in one respect,
have been seen by 'Umar as a political success. For the same reaséAbbbasl
may basically have been hesitant to accept in order to avoiditgeaks with
'‘AlT and the Banu Hashim. Yet 'Umar's fear that there might be objections to the
appointment of a Hashimite to high office may have been well founded. His
mention of Muhammad's failure to appoint his kin to offices and his questioning
the mdives behind it may indicate that he in fact was hoping that HAbdlas
would decline®

'Umar's relations with 'AlIT were more difficult. Ion AbT Tahir Tayfur quoted
in hisTa'rTkh Baghdadh report of '‘Abd Allah b. aAbbas about a conversation
he hadwith the caliph early in his reign. 'Umar asked him about his cousin and
whether he was still harbouring ambitions for the caliphate. On Hbahs'
affirmative answer, he asked whether he claimed that the Prophet had designated
him (hassa'alayh Ibn d-'Abbas replied yes, adding that he had asked his father
about the truth of this claim, and-'"Albbas had confirmed it. 'Umar commented
that there had been some words of the Prophet in respect to 'AIT which were not
decisive evidence. The Prophet had loiated(yarba'u) about this matter for
some time, and during his illness he intended to name him expressly, but he,
‘Umar, had restrained him out of concern for, and in order to protect, the cause of
Islam. Quraysh would never have agreed to this arraegenif 'AlIT were to
assume the caliphate, the Arabs everywhere would revolt against him. The
Prophet, 'Umar added, had understood what his

" Al-Mas'udT Muruj al-dhahabed. C. Pellat (Beirut, 19689), Ill, 65-6; Annali, V, 158.
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motives were and had therefore kept silent. God had refused everything but His
decree”?

Although aware that 'AIT had not entirely renounced his ambitions to rule as
the chief of Muhammad's kin, thus threatening the caliphate of Qurdymar
sought to draw the Prophet's cousin closer to himself within the council of early
Companions. He regularly consulted him together with the other early
Companions and insisted on marrying ‘All's daughter Umm Kulthum,
granddaughter of the Propheéfhe latter, a mere child at the time, resisted,
presumably aware of 'Umar's harsh treatment of women. 'AIT himself was
reluctant, but eventually gave in after the caliph enlisted public support of the
Emigrants and Helpers for his demdAdAIT did, however, turn to ‘Umar to ask
for a land concession at Yanbu' near Jabal Radwa. The caliph granted it to
him,”®and it later remained in the hands of the descendantsHafszin®®

In spite of 'Umar's overtures, there remained a distance between the two men.
'‘Abd Allah b. al'Abbas reported that 'Umar questioned him on onehisf
journeys as to why 'AIT would not join thefhiWhen Ibn al'Abbas pretended not
to know, the caliph pursued: 'O Ibr'Abbas, your father is the paternal uncle of
the Messenger of God, and you are his cousin. What has turned your people
[gawmakm, i.e. Quraysh] away from you [pi.)?' Ibn-'Albbas again denied
knowing the answer. 'Umar then explained that Quraysh did not want
Muhammad's kin to rule, since they were loath to see prophethood and caliphate
combined in a single family, lest they beaverbearing. 'Perhaps you [pi.] say
that Abu Bakr fixed that. No, by God, Abu Bakr rather did the most prudent that
was possible for him. If he had rendered the caliphate to you, it would have been
of no avail to you in view of your closeness [to thepPret].*°

’® |bn Abi I-Hadld, Shark,XIl, 20-1. Ibn Abi FHadld does not quote the fusinddwhich, according
to him, was provided by Ibn Abi Tahir.

" |bn Sa'd,Tabadt, VIII, 339/0; Annali, Ill, 968-9.

!5 yahya b. Adamal-Kharaj, ed. T. W. JuynbollLe livre de | ‘impot fancier de Yahya Itfdam
(Leiden, 1895), 57; BaladhurFutuh,14.

® See alsd\ghani,IX, 146 (Annali,V, 142-3) where 'Umar is quoted as complaining to 'Abd Allah b.
al-'Abbas about 'All's absence when he set out fdablya. Ibn alAbbas assurethe caliph that the
excuses offered by 'AIT were real.

8 TabarT, I, 2768. The second account quoted byrabarl(ibid., 276971), which is transmitted by
Ibn Ishaq and describes Ibn'Abbas as a bold and boastful defender of the rights of his family in
front of Umar, is probably based on the firsthardly goes back to either Ibn'Abbas or 'lkrima,
who is named as the transmitter from him. (See also the report of-IBbbas quoted by al
Jawharl Kitab al-Saqifa,on the authority of 'Umar b. Shabba in Ibn Ablddid, Sharh,Il, 57-8.)
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'Umar's words were obviously meant as a lesson for 'AIT as much as for Ibn al
'‘Abbas. 'AIT could not hope to gain the caliphate on the basis of his kinship with
Muhammad since Quraysh would not countenance the accumulation of
prophethood and caliphate ihet same clan. It was not Abu Bakr's and ‘Umar's
coup at the SagTfat Barn Sa'ida that had prevented 'AlT's succession, but the deep
jealousy of Quraysh. The only chance for 'AIT to share in the rule of the Muslim
community was to coperate fully in the coultative assembly of early
Qurayshite Companions which 'Umar had set up. On another occasion; lbn al
'‘Abbas narrated, 'Umar remarked to him that his comparsahifukg, 'AlT,
was indeed the most worthgwla) of the people to rule after the Messenger of
God, 'but we feared him for two reasons'. When Ib#labas asked him eagerly
what the reasons were, he mentioned his youth and his love for the Banu-'Abd al
Muttalib.®*

‘Umar's hopes of being able to contain the aspirations of 'AIT and his
supporters were, towards the end of his reign, rudely disappointed by the incident
reported by Ibn alAbbas which led to the caliph's address about the events at the
SaqgTat BanT Sa'ida. In the address he reaffirmed his faith in the principle of
consultation as the basis for the succession to the caliphate and denounced any
future attempt to settle it withoumashwaraamong the Muslims. The caliphate
belonged to all of Qaysh and could not be monopolized by any particular
family. 'Umar was struck by his assassin less than two weeks later.

The caliph's resolve to leave the choice of his successostiaraamong the
most eminent early Companions was no doubt firm longrbdie was mortally
wounded by Abu Lu'lu'a, the Persian slave eMalghTra b. Shu'ba, even if he,
as commonly affirmed by the historical tradition, chose its members and defined
their task only on his deathb&/arious reports quoting 'Umaas affirming that
he would have appointed Abu 'Ubayda bJafrah, or Salim, the client of Abu
Hudhayfa, or the Medinan Companion Mu'adh b. Jabal of Khazraj if one of them
had been aliv&’ must be taken with caution. Even if he ever made statements to
that effect, they were presumably no more than a hyperbolic homage to his dead
friends. Abu 'Ubayda would certainly have been included inshiya.Salim, as
noted by Caetarif, would not have been accepted by Quraysh since he was their
client and was clearly excluded from the

8L Al-Jawharl Kitab al-Sagifa,quoting 'Umar b. Shabba (Ibn AbiHadTd,Sharh,ll, 57, VI, 50-1).

8 There are reports, however, that 'Umar néithe electoral committee of six in a Friday sermon. See
Ibn Sa'd,Tabagat,lll/1, 242-3; Ibn ShabbaTa'rikh atMadina, 889; Annali, V, 38; alBaladhurl,
Ansab alashraf,V, ed. S. D. F. Goitein (Jerusalem, 1936);15; 18.

8 Annali, IV, 134, V, 64, 80; Ibn Shabb&a'rikh aFMadina,881, 86-7.

84 Annali,V, 86.
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caliphate as conceived by Abu Bakr. Mu'adh b. Jabal would likewise have been
unacceptable as a n@yurayshite. '‘Umar never considered any of his ¢ for

the succession. There are reports that he angrily rejected suggestions that he
appoint his eldest son, 'Abd Allah, commenting that the latter was not even
capable of divorcing his wif&.

Caetani maintained that 'Umar did not appoint the fansbusaat all, but that
the electoral council rather constituted itself after the caliph's death, presumably
on the basiof their earlier activity in advising him. Holding that several of its
members, in particular 'AlT, &ubayr and Talha, were in fact the instigators of
‘Umar's murder and that 'Umar most likely was aware of their complicity, he
argued that the caliph clob not have chosen thefh.The fact that the
assassination occurred so soon after 'Umar's warning against 'the clan who want
to usurp the rule from the pgle' may strengthen the impression of a conspiracy
in which 'AIT was involved.

Yet Caetani's hypothesis of a conspiracy among the early Companions to
murder 'Umar has no sound basis in the sources. The blind acts of vengeance
perpetrated by 'Umar's son ‘&jul Allah, which were taken as evidence by
Caetani, resembled those of a lunatic, not of someone with inside knowledge.
That 'Ubayd Allah is said to have been encouraged by 'Umar's daughte} Hafsa
does not lend credibility to the soundnegsis motives. Abu Lu'lu‘a having been
killed, or committed suicide, immediately after his crime, 'Ubayd Allah murdered
not only atHurmuzan, the Persian army leader who had converted to Islam and
become a counsellor of 'Umar on Persian affairs, butthbs€hristian Jufayria
and the assassin's young daughter. The murder of Jufayna-Endvalzan was
provoked solely by a claim by either 'AbdRé&hman b. 'Awf or 'Abd @Rahman
b. AbT Bakr of having seen them together with the murder weapon in their
possession. When 'Ubayd Allah was apprehended, he threatened to kill all foreign
captives in Medina and some unnamed Emigrants and Helpers. That he had in
mind 'AlIT in particular is not unlikely, given 'Umar's recent warning against his
and his clan's ambitits. In spite of the report about Abu Lu'lu‘a’s knife, however,
‘Ubayd Allah's action was generally recognized as murder and was not defended
as an act of legitimate revenge. He was granted clemency by the caliph 'Uthman
on the basis that it would be undugrshness to spill his blood just after his father
had been murdered. 'AIT, among others, strongly protested against this act of
clemency and threatened that he would carry out the legal punishment of 'Ubayd
Allah for murder if he were ever in a positiando so.

There is no evidence for any ties between Abu Lu'lu'a and the Companions

% Ibn Sa'd, Tabagat, Ill/l, 248; Baladhuri, Ansab,V, 17; Ibn ShabbaTa'tikh aFMadina, 923;
Tabari, |, 2777.

8 Annali, V, 40-51. G. Levi della Vida, who in hisil article on 'Umar generally followed Caetani's
interpretations closely, rejected his theory of a plot of the Muhajirun to murder the caliph. He
inclined, however, to the beliefiat ‘Umar did not appoint the electoral council for his succession
and that he would have made his own choice if he had lived.

87 Annali, V, 70.
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suspected by Caetani of having conspired to murder 'Umar. If there had been
serious suspicions of any complicity on the part of 'AIT, later Umayyad
propaganda would certainhave made use of them, just as it accused him of the
murder of 'Uthmar’ In addition to 'AIT, Talha and &ubayr, Caetani named
Muhammad, the son of Abu Bakr, among the plotters and suggested that perhaps
al-'‘Abbas and his son 'Abd Allah were also irweal*® They were, he suggested,
probably the same clique that was later behind the murder of 'UttinTare
theory of a conspiracy of early Companions to murder both 'Umar and '‘Uthman is
in accord with Caetani's basic view that 'Umar, as the effentilee ever since
the death of Muhammad, had given free rein to the old Mekkan aristocracy and,
as caliph, favoured the rise to power of the Umayyads whose political acumen he
admired in contrast to the petty jealousy and sinister ambitions of most of the
early Companions.

The accounts of the meetings and proceedings of the electoral council that
elected 'Uthman are partly contradictory and legend2pme

“TIn one of his letters, alahiz answered a man who had asked him about the accusations of some
people that 'AIT had poisoned Abu Bakr, instigated the murder of 'Umar by Abu Lu'lu'a and openly
spoken out against 'Uthman until he was killed-Jahiz characteristically claimed that this was
what the radical Shi'itesgwafid) who praised 'AIT for this &d reported and counted as one of his
virtues (Ibn Bakr, Muhammad b. Yahyal-Tamhid wa 4bayan fi maqtal ashahld 'Uthmangd.
Mahmud Yusuf Zayid (Beirut, 1963), 1781). This claim is probably mereaighi'ite slander. The
accusation against 'AlT mugtpwever, have come from obscure phmayyad circles and did not
reflect the official Umayyad propaganda lif€ Annali, v, 44. Ibid., 42.°° The main eyewitness
report was that of élliswar b. Makhrama afuhri, maternal nephew of ‘Abd-Blahman b. ‘Af,
who was involved in the proceedings through his uncle. His original report is not extdtha#T
(I, 27226, 278897) quotes the version of it transmitted by '‘AbdAattz b. AbT Thabit (d.
179/795), a descendant of '‘AbdRéhman, who is described a specialist in genealogy and poetry,
unreliable in hadith. According to 'Umar b. Shabba his books were burned, and he transmitted from
memory (Ibn HajarTahdhtb,VI, 350-1). This may account for some legendary elements and the
literary air of the repu. In substance, however, it seems sound.

The Kufan reports quoted by Ibn Ishag which were edited by N. Abbott from a papyrus and
described by her as unbiag@tudies in Arabic Literary Papyr{Chicago, 1957), 1,809) have for
good reason been judgedl be antiUmayyad fiction by H. A. R. Gibb (reviewlournal of Near
Eastern Studiesl7 (1958), 214) and M. J. Kister ('Notes on an Account of the Shura appointed by
‘Umar b. alKhattab',JSS9 (1964), 3265). According to these and related reports, 'Ubedore his
death expressed regret that he had appointed Mu'awiya governor and accused 'Avs bf al
encouraging Mu'awiya's hopes to gain the caliphate to which he, as a freed captive at the time of the
Muslim conquest of Mekké&allg), could not asp&. While such reports were clearly invented with
hindsight in the light of the later developments, the claim expressed in them that
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aspects, however, can lestablished with reasonable certainty. The council
consisted in fact of five members, 'AbdRéhman b. 'Awf, Sa'd b. AbT Waqqgas,
'Uthman, 'AIT and aZubayr. The sixth, Talha, returned to Medina only after the
election of 'Uthman. Sa'd formally acted lds proxy. An important part in the
decision in favour of'Uthman fell to the latter's brotiretaw ‘Abd alRahman b.
'Awf.>! 'Abd akRahman had been the Companion closest to ‘Umar after the death
of Abu 'Ubayda, and the caliph often relied on his viésa report ofUmar's
grandson Salim b. 'Abd Allah is reliable, 'Umar considered 'AbRaiiman,
‘Uthman and 'AlIT as serious candidates for the caliphate and warned each one of
them in turn not to give free rein to his kin if electd®y mentioning 'All ak
Rahman as the one addressed first by 'Umar, the report may be meant to indicate
that the caliph would have preferred him as his successor. It is indeed not unlikely
that 'Umar trusted 'Abd d&ahman the most among the three, and 'AlT the least.
'‘Abd d-Rahman, however, did not aspire to supreme power and took himself out
of the competition in return for being recognized as the arbitrator between the
candidates. Since-alubayr and Sa'd equally did not press their own or Talha's
claim?® only 'Uthman ad 'AIT were left. 'AIT pleaded his own case as the
closest kin of the Prophet with consistent vigour, while 'Uthman maintained his
candidacy passively. Besides interviewing each of the electors separately, 'Abd
al-Rahman consulted with the leaders of Qshawt night and received strong
support for 'Uthman. With the latter a candidate, the Banu 'Abd Shams could no
longer feel any obligation to back their more remote relative, 'AIT. Makhzum
also backed 'Uthman against the Prophet's cousin. The Makhzundéz |18ad

Allah b. AbT RabT'a, governor of-danad, warned 'Abd -&ahman b. 'Awf: 'If

you pledge allegiance to 'AIT, we shall hear and disobey, but if you pledge
allegiance to 'Uthman we shall hear and obey. So fear God, Ibn°Awf.'

'Umar considered afbrmer enemies of Islam including Mu‘awiya and 'Amr b'Aal as ineligible
for the caliphate was nonetheless well founded in view of their complete exclusion from his
electoral council.

51 'Abd atRahman was married to ‘Uthman's keititer Umm Kulthum b'Ugba b. AbT Mu'ayt
(BaladhurT Ansdb,V, 19).

52 Caetani's assertion, on the basis of the report-irabéri, |, 2746 11.-83, that 'Abd aRaliman b.
'Awf was one of the most bitter adversaries ofUmann@li, V, 486; see also Ill, 702) is
incomprénensible. The report rather indicates that the people sought 'Adahaban's intercession
with the caliph because they knew that he had considerable influence on him.

53 |bn Sa'dTabagat,lll/l, 2498 50; Annali,V, 65; 'Abd aiRazzagMusannafyV, 480-1.

54 Al-Zubayr does not seem to have withdrawn immediately, unlike Sa'd who followed the lead of ‘Abd
al-Rahman b. 'Awf (Tabari, I, 2792).

5% BaladhurT,Ansab,V, 19; Tabari, 1,2785; Abbotfrabic Literary Papyri,1,81, 85. 'Abd Allah b.
AbT Rabi'a was governor of-danad under 'Umar and was reappointed by 'Uthighani,|, 32).
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In the electoral council 'AIT had virtually no support. 'Uthman and 'AIT are
each said to have indicated a preference for the other if not elected. According to
some reports 'AlT succeeded in persuading Sa'd to switch his backing from
‘Uthman to himself. This was, however, soft support at best. More indicative of
the strength of sentiment for 'Uthman was thaZwabayr, maternal cousin of
'AlT, who had backed himfr the death of Muhammad, now opted for ‘Uthman.
'‘Abd alRahman thus had a convincing mandate for deciding in favour of the
latter. He announced his decision, however, only during the public meeting in the
mosque in the presence of the two candidates, plutting heavy pressure on the
loser, 'AlT, to pledge allegiance immediately. 'AIT complied reluctantly.

Although 'Umar must have been worried about the possibility of 'AIT
becoming caliph, there is no evidence that he tried directly to influence the
electoral process against him. His recent warning, in the presence of 'Abd al
Rahman b. 'Awf, against the ambitions of the Banu Hashim to assert their sole
right to the caliphate certainly contributed to 'AlT's overwhelming defeat.
Although apparently not re@ted in his public address, the warning no doubt
became common knowledge and, together with the assassination of the caliph
shortly afterwards, ruled out any compromise between the supporters of the
caliphate of Quraysh and 'AIT, which might otherwiseehbeen possible. '‘Abd
al-Rahman b. 'Awf was fully aware of '‘Umar's feelings. He may have withdrawn
his own name in order to gain the decisive vote and thus be in a position to block
'AlT's ambitions. But this seems to have been his own spontaneousviejtiadi
a prearranged manoeuvre suggested by the liph.

'‘Abd Allah b. at'/Abbas narrated the story of a conversation reeviigh 'Umar
in which the latter expressed his concern about a suitable succession- Ibn al
'‘Abbas questioned him about his views on each of the six men who were to
become members of the electoral council, but the caliph expressed grave
reservation with regrd to each of them. The story is certainly a literary fiction
and the answers ascribed to 'Umar reflect to some extent the hindsight of a later
age. They nevertheless may not be far

8 A substantially different account of tisurawas provided by the early Kufan authorityStia'bl.
According to him, 'Umar had no doubts that the election would be between 'AIT and 'Uthman.
Before he died, he in fact excluded Sa'd b. AbT Waqqgas, recommending that he be reappointed
governor of Kufa. Talha was absent in Syria. Concerning the remaining four he ordered that if three
of them agreed against one, their choice should be decisive. Ifttevas hung, 'Abd dkahman b.

'‘Awf's choice should prevail. 'AIT recognized this as a stratagem to keep him from the succession,
since 'Abd aRahman would inevitably prefer his brotheraw, 'Uthman (Ibn Abi iHadTd,
Shark,IX, 29-54, quoting ‘Awana‘&itab alshura zuamagqtal 'Uthmarand alJawharT'Kitab al-
Sagifa). Al-Sha'bT's account gives the distinct impression of a secondary reconstruction based on
little first-hand information.
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from 'Umar's personal view$ About 'All 'Umar said that he was wortlfghl) of

the caliphate but that there was some foolishf@gaba)in him and that he, in
'‘Umar's opinion, 'would lead you on a path, in respect to what is right, which you
know', an allusion perhaps to the likelihood that 'All would restrict the tittheo
caliphate to the Prophet's FamifyAbout 'Uthman he said that he would give the
Banu AbT Mu'ayt’ power over the people; the Arabs would certainly disobey
him then and 'strike his neck' (i.e. cut off his head). The formulation reflects
hindsight, yetmay also express some of'Umar's real worries with respect to the
possible succession of 'Uthman. Talha, the caliph stated, was a vainglorious
(zahw)man, and God would not allow him to rule the Muslim community in view
of his welkknown arrogance. AZubayr was a battle hero, but occupied himself
with haggling in the markets in Medina. How could he take charge of the affairs
of the Muslims? Sa'd, too, was a valiant fighter on horseback, but inapt to
command. 'Abd aRahman was an excellent man, but un&lgtdecause of his
weakness. For this office, 'Umar continued, only someone strong without
roughness was suited, someone flexible without weakness, thrifty without
miserliness, generous without extravagance.

During the ten years of 'Umar's reign, the nataf the caliphate, the Muslim
state, had been transformed. The great conquests outside Arabia had turned the
mass of the Arabs, deprived of their former freedom and reduced-payang
subjects by Quraysh during thidda, into a military caste sustaideby a
numerically much larger neArab and norMuslim subject population. It may be
guestioned whether the caliphate of Quraysh would have lasted very long without
this imperial expansion. The memory of a free, though economically meagre and
harsh, life vas too recent not to have aroused widespread resentment and
rebellion against the subjection to Quraysh. The successful diversion of all energy
into vast military conquests, in the name of Islam, kept any longing for a
restoration of the past at bay. Sabwere remained only the sentimental literary
attachment to the piislamic poetry and tales of the Arab batlleys ayyam al
'Arab). Quraysh remained, to be sure, the
57 Al-Mawardl, al-Ahkam, 1516, with theisnadlbn Ishagan al-Zuhri'an 'Abd Allah b al-‘Abbas. A
different version given by a&fa'qubl, Ta'rikh, Il, 181-3, withoutisnadappears to be revised with a
Shi'ite bias. Some of the characterizations mentioned by H#bbhs were ascribed to 'Umar also
in other reports.

. . . hamalakum 'aid tariga min Wlaqq ta'rifunaha.The phrase may be understood in a negative
sense in contrast with the initial affirmation that 'AIT was worthy of the caliphatgher versions

of the statement the end appears unambiguouséjeagariqat) al-haqq he would lead you on (the
path of) what is right (see Tabari, I, 2777).

9 Abu Mu'ayt b. AbT ‘Amr b. Umayya was the grandfather of 'Uthman's uterine brottéalad b.

‘Ugba. 'Ugba b. Abi Mu'ayt, a stubborn enemy of Muhammad, killed by the latter after the battle
of Badr.
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ruling class. The Arab warriorsnluqatilg were subjected to strict, sometimes
brutal, military discipline. But in return they were provided with generous
stipends and pensions apart from their sharénbooty gained in battle. They
thus had a stake in the imperial policies of Quraysh. The caliphate, still in a
precarious state throughout Abu Bakr's reign, was now firmly established.

The task of organizing the government and administration of the ecedju
territories fell to 'Umar. He did this on the basis of largely identifying Islam and
the Arabs. At this time Islam came close to becoming a national religion for the
Arabs. Most of the remaining neéMuslim Arabs, also outside Arabia, quickly
followed the summons to Islam, while the number of #oab converts was
initially insignificant. The tolerance that the Qur'an offered to the 'People of the
Book', mostly Christians and Jews, was extended to all other religious
communities in the conquered terrigs. The Arabs of the tribe of Taghlib in
northern Mesopotamia, who refused to give up their Christian faith, were
nevertheless incorporated into the Muslim army and were given a special tax
status under which they paid double the titeshr) imposed onMuslims as
zakatbut not the humiliating head tafizya) and land tax,kharaj) levied on
other noaMuslim subject$? 'Umar no doubt expected that they would soon
become Muslims. When the Chreti Arab tribe of lyad sought refuge in
Byzantine territory, 'Umar wrote to the emperor demanding that he expel them
and threatened to drive ndwab Christians into Byzantine lands. Under
Byzantine pressure some 4,000 of the tribesmen returned to Musiitorse™ It
is evident that the caliph regarded all Arabs, whether Muslims or Christians, as
his primary subjects.

In contrast to the conquered territories, Asalvas to be, as far as feasible,
purely Muslim and Arab. The relatively large Christian and Jewish communities
in Najran and Khaybar were summarily expelled by 'Umar to the conquered
territories® Non-Muslims were generallyiot to be allowed to settle in the Hijaz
or to stay in any place there for more than three &aysnar was also anxious to
keep most nomrab Muslims out of Arabia, in particular Medina. There was a
general restriction on

8 Annali, IV, 226-32." Tabari, I, 25089; Annali, IV, 58.

52 Caetani tried to shift the blame for the expulsion of both groups to the early Companions
opposed to 'Umar whose economic interests, Caetani asseeredat stakeAnnali, IV, 350-60). 'In
order to dampen the opposition and mute hostility of these powerful intriguers, he saw himself
sometimes constrained to acts of weakness of whickexpelsion of the Jews of Khaybar is the
most dolorous and reprehsible examplébid., IV, 353).' Caetani had to admit, however, that these
measures ultimately agreed with the 'exclusivist' political aims of 'iwdr, IV, 3534, V, 506).

92 Mawardl,al-Ahkam291; Annali, V/, 506.

92 Annali, V, 57,103. According to afuhri, 'Umar did not allow any neArabs (‘ajam) to enter
Medina. AFMughlra b.Shu'ba therefore had to seek special permission for his Persian slave Abu
Lu'lu'a to live and work in the town (‘Abd-BlazzaqMusannaf,V, 494). AtZuhri's reportof the
story of Abu Lu'lua and the assassination of 'Umar is the sourceMasalidl's accountMuriij, I,
paras. 1553 60).
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bringing captives gaby to the capital’ This restriction was certainly not
confined to norMuslims, since captives in particular tended to convert to Islam.

It was obviously more difficult, however, to keep Arabjmeaking Muslims out
of Arabia. After haing been struck by Abu Lu'lu‘a, 'Umar is reported to have
addressed the accusation to IbAAdlbas that he and his father were eager to
multiply the norArabs (Uluj) in Medina. Ibn aflAbbas answered, assuring the
caliph that alAbbas and he would doith them whatever the caliph wished.
‘Umar then questioned how anything could be done now that theskrabs had
learned to speak the language of their masters, prayed their prayers with them,
and shared their acts of devotidrin contrast, 'Umar ordered before his death
that all Arab slaves held by the state be ff&kthe strong bias against néwabs
in 'Umar's policies evidently contributed to creating the atmosphere in wiéch
Persian captive Abu Lu'lu'a Fayrtfmutragedby a perceived slight on the part of
the caliph, was prepared to assassinate him in a suicidal attack and in which the
caliph's son 'Ubayd Allah was equally prepared to murder amAnaos whom
he could reach.

'Umar's deep commitment to Qurayshite andbAsalidarity was balanced by
an even deeper commitment to Islam. He was fully aware that it was only Islam
that had raised him to the top and was turning the Arabs into the masters of a vast
empire. Like other men of great power he saw in his stupendogsessua clear
sign of divine favour which he could only attribute to Islam. He might be inclined
at times to bend the rules of

% |bn Sa'dTabagat,111/1, 244;Annali,V, 55, 1785 Annali,V, 63, 68.
saghira),who was murdered by 'Ubayd Allah b. 'Umar, is described as 'having pretended to being
Muslim' (tadda'i FHislam: ibid.,V, 479; Ibn Sa'dTabadgat,lll/1, 258, V, 8). According to '‘Abd Allah
b. a'‘Abbas, 'Unar, on being informed of the identity of his assassin, expressed satisfaction that he
was not killed by an Arab (‘Abd -&azzagMu”annaf,V, 476; Ibn Sa'dTabaqdt,111/1,251). The
assertions in other sources that Abu Lu'lu'a was a Christian are halidhla. They seem to go
back to a report of alliswar b. Makhrama who did not mention Abu Lu'lua's Persian origin
(Tabari, 1, 2722). The legendary story reported by Sayf b. 'Umar on the authoritySb&'al
(Tabari, 1,2632Annali, IV, 500) accordingd which Abu Lu'lu‘a, originally from Nihawand, had
been captured by the Greeks, converted to Christianity, and then was seized from them by the
Muslims, is obviously invented to explain why he would have been a Christian convert. His master,
al-Mughlra b.Shu'ba, was a prominent leader of the Arab army in the battle of Nihawand, and there
can be little doubt that Abu Lu'lu'a became his slave then as part of the booty. This is expressly
affirmed in a report quoted by IB8a'd (Tabaqdt]11/1,252).
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Islam, as in the case of the Christian Arabs of Taghlib; yet when he perceived a
conflict between his Arab bias and his loyatity Islamic principles, he did not
hesitate to obey the latter. This is well illustrated by an anecdotal, but perhaps
true, story reported by-#zragl. When Nafi' b. 'Abd aHarith atKhuzal, ‘Umar's
governor of Mekka, left the town to meet him, the caligked him whom he had
appointed his deputy there. On being informed that it was his client 'Abd al
Rahman b. Abza, 'Umar flew into a rage and reproached Nafi: 'You have
appointed one of the clients over the people of God.' Nafi' told him, however, that
he had found Ibn Abza the one who knew best how to recite the Book of God and
the one most informed about the Law of God. 'Umar calmed down and
remembered a saying of the Prophet that God raises some in this religion and
abases othef§.

Modern historians, both Muslim and western, have not been sparing in their
admiration for the second successor of Muhammad. His caliphate is seen as
embodying most perfectly the ideal of that institution. Modern Sunnite Muslims
in particular have often weed his application of the Qur'anic principlestfura
and his efforts to base leadership in the community on religious merit and priority
in serving the cause of Islam as an exemplary basis for restoring a proper
democratic form of the caliphate or otHelamic government. Western scholars
have commonly stressed the sheer power of his personality by which he
succeeded in imposing his will on the Muslim community and in directing the
Arab armies in their extensive conquests without the means of coeraibn an
repression available to later despotic rulers. His great impact on the formation of
Islam, seen as second only to that of Muhammmad, has also been appféciated.

It is probably true that only a man such as 'Umar, with both a sincere and deep
devotion tolslam and a strong sense of group solidariagabiyyain Ibn
Khaldun's terminology, with Quraysh and the Arabs, could safeguard the long
term unity of the Arab and Muslim commonwealth at this stage. The conquests,
initiated under Abu Bakr, could certajnhave been continued, and perhaps been
better ceordinated, under the leadership of a Khalid bWalld. It may,
however, be doubted that the unity of the conquered empire would have lasted.
Most likely powerful factions within Quraysh would soon haveaklished their

reign in various regions on an independent basis. Credit for having established

68 Al-Azragl, Akhbar Makkagd. F. Wiistenfeld, itChroniken der Stadt Mekkh(Leipzig, 1858), 380;
Annali,V, 162. 'Abd alRahman bAbza, client of Nafi' b. 'Abd aHarith, was considered a reliable
transmitter from Muhammad and the early caliphs. He was later appointed governor of Khurasan by
‘AIT (Ibn Hajar, Tahdhib,VI, 132-3).

 See H. Lazaru¥afeh, "Umar b. aKhattab- Paul d Islam?' inSome Religious Aspeai$ Islam
(Leiden, 1981), 416.
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the caliphate firmly as the sole and undivided leadership of the Muslims must go
to 'Umar.

Yet it was in reality the caliphate of Quraysh conceived and founded by Abu
Bakr that, in spite foits lack of Qur'anic legitimization, now became an essential
institution of Islam upheld by the Sunnite creed. 'Umar's attempt to Islamicize
this institution by basing it on the Qur'anic principlessbfira and sabigawas
doomed to failure almost immedédy after his death. Not much later, dynastic
succession came to prevail, a development dreaded by 'Umar. Whereas the
condition that the caliphs must be descended from Quraysh became a firm legal
requirement and retained wide support even after the atisggdpearance of the
Qurayshite caliphateshuraand sabigahad at most sentimental appeal for those
who looked back from the later caliphate of mere kingship to the ideal caliphate
of the Rightly Guided patriarchs of Islam. Not until modeimes have
suwggestions been made to institutionalseira.

The reason for the failure of 'Umar's reform is easily discernible. The principle
of merit in Islam was in latent conflict with the privileged status of Quraysh. This
was concealed at the time wheabigacould be identified with early conversion
and backing of Muhammad in Mekka. The early Companions were now growing
old. In order to institutionalize the principles of merit astdura, ' Umar would
have had to repeal the supreme status of Quraysh, a step heandbsihm a
position to take, even if he had ever contemplated it, and to open the ranks of the
ruling elite to other Muslims. He would have had to set a clear precedent of
choosing a noiQurayshite for his consultative council or to encourage the
council b coopt nonQurayshites.

The Arab empire that 'Umar established was to last longer, though modified
since Mu'awiya's reign by Syrian Arab hegemony. The domination of Arabs over
non-Arabs on an ethnic basis was also in essential conflict with the unicatkal
of Islam. This, however, became patent only in the later Umayyad age when
masses of noeArabs converted to Islam and loudly demanded equality in its
name. The caliphate of Quraysh was by that time so deeply rooted in Islam that it
survived the decli@ and disappearance of the Arab military ruling class in the
course of the 'Abbasid age.



3 'Uthman: the Vicegerent of God and the reign of
(Abd Shams

'‘Uthman's rule ended after twelve years amid rebellion and with the violent death
of the caliph. The grievances against his arbitrary acts were substantiaé
standards of the time and widely felt. The historical sources contain lengthy
accounts of the wrongdoingahdath) of which he was accused. Towards the end
of his reign dissatisfaction and opposition to his conduct appear to have been
almost univesal except among his kin and close associates. It was only his
violent death that, having been turned into a political tool, came to absolve him in
Sunnite ideology from anghdathand make him a martyr and the third Rightly
Guided Caliph.

'‘Uthman's wrongdings, it should be emphasized, must seem trivial from the
perspective of later generations. Not a single Muslim was killed on his orders,
except in punishment for murder or adultery. The arbitrary acts of violence of
which he was accused were confined beatings, imprisonment and
deportations® The sanctity of Muslim life eojned by Muhammad was still
respected. Abu Bakr had been forced to declare those refusing to pay thexalms
to him apostates in order to make war on them. '‘Umar had to call on God and rely
on the help of the jinn to get rid of his political enemy Sa'tJbada. 'Uthman,
by nature averse to bloodshed, found it easy to comply with the Prophet's
injunction.

As a wealthy member of the Qurayshite aristocracy, son of the Mekkan
merchant 'Affan and grandson of Muhammad's aunt Umm Hakim bt 'Abd al
Muttalib,%® 'Uthman had occupied a special place among the early

%Only Dabi' b. aHarith aFTamiml atBurjum! is reported to have died in ‘Uthman's prison. He was
first imprisoned for lampooning the Banu Jarwal b. Nahshal, who had taken away from him a hunting
dog which they hé previously given him at his request. They complained to '‘Uthman. When Dabi'
was released he planned to attack and hurt the caliph in revenge, but was apprehended. This time he
was left to die in prison. His son 'Umayr is said to have jumped upon 'Uthimadly in revenge
when he was carried to his burial. Much later, in 85/704, the Umayyad govefHaijal killed
‘Umayr in retaliation (Baladhurnsdb,V, 84-5; Ibn ShabbaTa'rikh atMadma ,10247; Tabari, I,
86972).
%Umm Hakim atBayda' was the twin sister of Muhammad's father ‘Abd Allah and’%other
of'Uthman's mother Arwa bt Kurayz (Baladhwisdb,V, 1).
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Companions of the Proph&tluhammad deeply appreciated his adherence to, and
loyal support of, Islam at a time when the great majority of 'Abd Shams
vigorously strove to eradicate the new religion, and treated him with a kind of
politeness and deference not shown to any of ther dileenpanions. He is
decribed as covering his bare legs as soon as 'Uthman entered the room, which he
did not do in the presence of Abu Bakr and 'UmaAt. the time of 'Uthman's
conversion to Islam Muhammad gave him his daughter Rugayya in marriage, and
sheemigrated to Abyssinia with her husband. When she died in Medina after the
battle of Badr, the Prophet married his other daughter, Umm Kulthum, to him. In
terms of the prevailing standards of social equakfd'a), this placed 'Uthman
distinctly aboveAbu Bakr and 'Umar, whose daughters Muhammad married but
to whom he would not give any of his own daughters in marriage. 'Umar's
demand, during his caliphate, to marry Muhammad's granddaughter Umm
Kulthum, 'All's daughter, was an assertion of his haviaghed a social status he
had not enjoyed during Muhammad's lifetifne.

Muhammad also humoured 'Uthman's glaring lack of military prowess. He
excused him from participating in the battle of Badr in order to take care of
Rugayya in her illness, yet grantedrha share in the booty. 'Uthman's flight at
the battle of Uhud was said to be forgiven by a Qur'anic revelation. Whenever
justifiable, the Prophet exempted him from fighting in battle and assigned other
tasks to him. Prominent among the virt{ésda'il) credited to him were rather
his acts of generous support of Muhammad and the Muslim community from his
personal fortuné.This liberality, however, hardly dented his great wealth, as is
evident from his grand lifestyle in Medina and the royal dowries hereay to
pay for his marriages throughout his cafeele carried on his caravan trade in
Medina as he had done in Mekka and Abyssinia. For Muhammad he was also
most useful as a diplomatic negotiator accepted by the Mekkan aristocracy,

especially in theritical situation of alHudaybiyya.

3 Annali, VIII, 296; Ibn 'Asakir, Ta'rikh Madinat Dimashg: 'Uthman b. 'Affaed. Sukayna ebhihabT
(Damascus, 1984), 788; see also AbbotAishah,103-4.

4 "Umar had previously proposed to 'Alisha that he marry Bhkr's still minor daughter Umm
Kulthum. In spite of 'Alisha’s pleading on behalf of the Commander of the Faithful, Umm Kulthum
resisted because of'Umar's reputation for rudeness towards his wives. ‘A'isha then enlisted the help of
'‘Amr b. at'As, who ponted out to 'Umar that Umm Kulthum had been brought up under the mild
regime of the Mother of the Faithful 'A'isha and that 'Umar might offend her by his harshness and
thus fail in his duty of rendering due respect to his deceased predecessor. 'Amgtestesuithat
‘Umar marry 'All's daughter Umm Kulthum and thus establish ties with the Messenger of God
(Tabari, I, 2732)° Ibn ‘Asakir, Uthman,463 70.

® It is certainly not the case that 'Uthman 'had given his whole fortune for Islasuggssted by H.

Djai't, La Grande Discorde: religion et politique dans I'lslam des origifiregis, 1989), 227.
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While 'Uthman was a distinguished, highly successful merchant, he had at no
time before his electionigplayed any qualities of public leadership. Among the
six members of the electoral council, he was the only one who had never been
entrusted by Muhammad or the first two caliphs with leading a raid or an army.
Before the election he had no political ariyis and can hardly even have
thought of himself as a potential candidate for the supreme reign. Yet he was not
chosen by the electors for his weakness and insignificance which they hoped to
manipulate, as Wellhausen suggest&hther, he was put forwams the only
strong countecandidate to 'All. As an intimate and favourite of Muhammad,
twice the Prophet's sen-law, he could better rival 'Ali's close kinship ties with
the latter than could the rest. More importantly, he could count on the solid
backing of the Mekkan aristocracy. Against any of the other council members,
none of whom belonged to 'Abd Manaf, 'Abd Shams would still have been
honour bound to offer 'AIT their support. The opinion of the Ansar, excluded by
Abu Bakr from the ruling class, rdonger had any weight. ‘Uthman was no doubt
aware of the situation and of the massive backing of Quraysh for him. He
remained entirely passive and made no plea on his own behalf. Quite unprepared
for his office, he ascended the pulpit after his electiwh @&pologized: 'O people,
we have not been oratorkhitabdf we live, the oration will come to you in
proper shapéaid wajhiha),God willing.?

Muhammad's exceptional favour towards him and the overwhelming
endorsement of his election by Quraysh fosteire 'Uthman a sense that his
personal title to the reign in succession to Muhammad was more firmly grounded
than that of either of his predecessors. Having been raised to the supreme position
without any effort on his own part evidently strengthened bigebthat he had
been chosen and invested by God. Doing away with the cumbersome tradition
that had made 'Umar the 'Vicegerent of the Vicegerent of the Messenger of God',
he adopted the official title of 'Vicegerent of G¢idhalifat Allah)? The new tite
7 J. WellhauserDas arabische Reich und sein St(Berlin, 1902), 26.

8 BaladhurT Ansdb,V, 24; Ibn Sa'dTabagat,lll/l, 43; Ibn ShabbaTa'rikh aFMadina,957-8; Annali,

VII, 14. Al-TabarT preferred to suppress the reports about this embarrassiagion and quoted

only the pious sermon ascribed to 'Uthman in Sayf b. 'Umar's account (TabarT, 41)2800

equally fictitious inaugural sermon by 'Uthman which Sayf evidently reported elsewhere with a

differentisnadis quoted by alfabarT, 1,3058.

° See the documentation in Crone and Hin@sd's Caliph,6, to which TabarT, 1,3044:. .an
atabarra’ min ‘amal Allah whilafatih may be added. The change of titulature is reflected in the
letters exchanged between Mu'awiya and 'All (Baladhargah I, 277-82; Mingarl, Wag'at $iffin,

86-91, where Abu Bakr appears askhalifa min ba'd(rasul Allah)and 'Umar aghalifat khalifatih

(MingarT, Wagq'at Siffin87, in 'All's letteral-khalifa andkhalifat atkhalifa). 'Uthman then is simply

namedal-khdifa al-mazlumby Mu'awiya while 'AIT abstains from giving him the titlhalifa.

Following the practice under 'Umar, 'Uthman was commonly addressed as Commander of the
Faithful, a title hardly suitable for him.
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became standard under the Umayy&dEhe caliph reigned now by the grace of

God and as His representative on earth, no longer as a deputy of the Messenger of
God. On this basis, there could be no question of 'Uthman resigning when he lost
the trust of those who had backed his election.

The grievances against the caliph

‘Uthman thus deemed it within his right to dispose freely of the powers and riches
of the caliphate at his own discretion and deeply resented any criticism or
interference in his conduct by anyori@®uring the election, he had twice pledged
without hesitation that he would follow the Book of God, the Sunna of His
Prophet, and the practi¢@) of Abu Bakr and 'Umar, while 'AlT had cautiously
stated that he would do so to the limit of his abi@glajuhdimin dhalik)*® The
unabashed favouritism towards his close kin that he showed from the beginning
of his reign stood in marked contrast to this commitment. The impression-of self
assured highhandedness on his part among the public is well reflecteel in th
following anecdote. When the people criticized 'Uthman for making a gift of
100,000 dirhams to his nephew SaTd b'A&l, the members of thehura,'AlT,
al-Zubayr, Talha, Sa'd and 'AbdRhhman, came to make representations to him.
He told them that hbad kin and maternal relations to take care of. When they
asked: 'Did not Abu Bakr and 'Umar have kin and maternal relations?' he
answered: 'Abu Bakr and 'Umar sought reward in the herggfibtasiban by
withholding from their kin, and | seek reward giying to my kin.' They said: 'By
God, their guidance then is preferable to us to your guidance.' He merely replied:
'There is no power and strength but in GédUthman could perhaps appear
motivated mostly by an almost childlike pleasure to be insitipa to gratify his
family and to rehabilitate those of them disgraced by Muhammad for their
opposition to Islam. In fact, however, he acted, backed by his close kin, with
great determination and the conviction that the house of Umayya, as the core clan
of Quraysh, was uniquely qualified to rule in the name of Islam.

Al-ZuhrT explained that ‘Uthman, in granting his cousin Marwan-blakbm
the khums(of the war booty) of Ifrigiya and giving his close relatives money
(from the treasury), was interpretitige Qur'anic
10 Crone and HindGod's Caliphs-11.* See Tabari, I, 30484.
12 Caetani suggested that 'Uthman rightly considered himself the first caliph elected according to all the

proper rules and with popular assent, in contrast to the-qaapi(falta) by which Abu Bakr and

'‘Umar had attained power. 'Uthman's attitude to the powers of government differed therefore from

that of his predecessors, and he acted arbitrarily in administering the public treasury, which he

considered to be entirely at hisposal(Annali, VIII, 9). ** Tabari, I, 2798 4. * BaladhurT,
Ansab,V, 28.
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injunctions to provide for relativesalawwala fi dhalika isilata llatT amara
lla.hu bih).'He took the sums of money and borrowsstiaglafa)money from the
treasury sayingAbu Bakr and 'Umar left what belonged to them of this money,
but | take it and distribute to my kin from it. The people criticized him for that.’
This implies that 'Uthmarased his generosity to his family on the Qur'anic
passages assigning a portion of the fifth of the bootyfapdo the kin of the
Prophet. While Abu Bakr and 'Umar had denied the Banu Hashim their Qur'anic
share after Muhammad's death, they had nad itser the benefit of their own
kin but left it to the public treasury. Arrogating the integral rights of the Prophet
to himself as his legitimate successor, 'Uthman held that he was entitled and
obligated to give the Qur'anic shares to his own closeHénalso seems to have
granted the oasis of Fadak and an estate in the Mahzur valley of Medina, which
had belonged to Muhammad and had been treated by Abu Bakr and 'Umar as a
sadaga an endowment for the benefit of the Muslim community, as land
concessios to Marwan b. aHakam and Marwan's brother -ldhrith
respectively”®

Even graver were the implications of 'Uthman's policy concerningadtafi,
the extensive formercrown lands and domanial estates in the conquered
territories. This land, left ownerless by the Muslim conquest and the death or
flight of the Persian king and fidfolders, was, according to the rulings and
practice of Muhammad, unquestionably subjeditsion among the conquering
Muslim warriors with ondifth to be retained for the imam. Under the caliph
‘Umar, however, it had been decided, after some hesitation, to keep the land
undivided and to constitute it, together with the conquered land vdvasers or
fief-holders had stayed, as permaniyt, communal property for the benefit of
the garrison towns in whose territories they were located. 'Uthman viewed this
land in the old royal tradition as crown property to be used at the discretion of the
Vicegerent of God. According to-&lwzal, Mu'awiya asked 'Uthman for control
over thesawafiin Syria, complaining that he was unable to pay his soldiers
adequately, and 'Uthman acceded to his redéest.

7 bid., 25; Ibn Sa'dTabagatll/1, 44; Annali, VII, 420.

% |bn Qutaybaal-Ma'arif, ed. Tharwat 'Ukasha (Cairo, 1960), 195. On Mahzur see YBgidan,
IV, 701, and M. Lecker, 'Muhammad at Medina: A Geographical Approd8Al, VI, (1985), 29
62, at 32 n. 32,36. The sources generally state that it was Mu'awiya who gave Fadak as a fief to
Marwan (BaladhurTFutuh, 29-33; VecciaVaglieri, 'Fadak'El (2nd edn)). There was, however,
not much love lost between Mu'awiya and Marwan. It seemsaiyltkat Mu'awiya would have
given Marwan Fadak without the precedent set by 'Uthman.

% BaladhurT Futuh, 2734. '"Ammar b. Yasir is mentioned in one refdsid., 273) as the recipient of
IstTniya. In another repo(ibid., 274), however, IstTniyés mentioned as anta’ of Khabbab b. al
Aratt. The latter is also named as the recipient of IstTniya in a reportNdgd'in! (YaqutBuldan,
|, 2445).
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In Irag 'Uthman began to grant land concessidg&’ from the former
domanial land of the Persian kings to prominent Companions of Muhammad.
Most of the reports about these grants go back to Musa, son of the Companion T
alha who was a major beneficiary of this policy. Musa emphasized that ‘Uthman
was tte first to make such grants. Among the recipients named by him were 'Abd
Allah b. Mas'ud, Sa'd b. AbT Waqqgas, Khabbab Aralt, Usama b. Zayd, who
sold his land, akubayr, Talha, and perhaps 'Ammar b. Yasir, besides tribal
leaders who had distinguish#temselves during the conque¥ts.

When this alienation diy land provoked protests in Kufa, 'Uthman sought to
justify his policy, if a report of Sayf b. ‘Unidrcan be trusted, by allowing the
exchange of privately owned land in Arabia for domanial land in Irag. This
manoeuvre allowed him to turn land in Arabia into cragevoperty of which he
could freely dispose without interference by the enraged tribal warriors in the
garrison towns. Thus Talha is reported to have acquired his estatBadlahstaj
near Kufa for his land at Khaybar and elsewhere in Ar&biehile the Kufan
chief of Kinda alAsh'ath b. Qays bought his estate of TTzanabadh from 'Uthman
for his land in Hadramawt. Marwan b-ldakam bought his estate, later known as
Nahr Marwan, from 'Uthman with money or property (mal, waunlk) which the
caliph had premusly given him. Some of the land in Arabia was then, according
to Sayf's report, granted to residents of Medina who had patrticipated in the battles
of al-Qadisiyya and aMada'in. By recognizing their claim as a claim to land
rather than a share of rewen from thefay' 'Uthman thus undid 'Umar's
immobilization of

% TabarT, |, 285%. A detailed analysis of this text has recently been presented by A (it
Standortbestimmung der Expansi@futuh) unter den ersten Kalifen (Analyse von Tabari |, 2854
2846)', Asiatische Studierg3 (1989), 12e85). Noth is inclined to accept this report as early and
reliable on the grounds that it stands apart from rtfeén tradition which he considers to be
transformed by secondary distortion. Evidently failing to notice its pervasive 'Uthmanid bias, he
states that he did not discover any motive for partisan forgery. Noth does not commerisoad$ie
which attribute he basic report to 'Ubayd Allah b. 'Umar b. Hafd ahari, one of the 'seven jurists
of Medina’, who died in 147/764 (Ibn Hajdrahdhib,VII, 38-40). If this attributionis reliable, the
report was composed in the late Umayyad age and is unlikely to reflect views of the contemporaries
around the year 650, as Noth suggests. As a jurist, rather than a mere transmitter, '‘Ubayd Allah b.
‘Umar would seem to be a prime suspectthat kind of secondary distortion that in Noth's view
characterizes the main tradition.
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the/ay land and justified his own seizure of immobilized land as part of the legal
share of the imarfi.

'‘Uthman's alienation of the commuriay’ and its reconversion into crown land
aroused disontent in the garrison towns and provokedusations that the caliph
and his governors were misappropriatimgl atmuslimih,money belonging to
the Muslims collectively, amal Allah,money at the discretionary disposal of the
Vicegerent of God. In Syai the Early Companion Abu Dharr-@hifarl made
himself the mouthpiece of the disconfértnd criticized Mu'awiya's extravagant
spending on his palace, -hadra’, in Damascu. At Mu'awiya's request
‘Uthman ordered him to be sent back to Medina. Asonéirtued his agitation, he
was exiled to aRabadha in the desert, where he died in 317652.

In Kufa the unguarded boast of 'Uthman's governor Sa'ld-Bsathat the
sawad,the fertile cultivated land of Iraq, was the garden of Quraysh provoked a
riot among a group of Qur'an readers led by MalikAahtar aiNakhal. The
governor complained to 'Uthman, who ordered the group to be deported first to
Mu'awiya in Damascus and later to 'AbdRdhman b. Khalid b. alvalld,
governor of Hims. The discontent inet town did not subside, however, and open
rebellion erupted in 34/658, when Said was away in Medina. As the rebels, led

by

2L sayf b. 'Umar is obviously trying in his account to obfuscate the facts and to show 'Uthman acting

quite legitimately in the dce of the arrogance and rebelliousness of the Kufans. Caetani thus

describes the account as 'singularly obscémndli, VII, 361) and Noth stresses that he is far from
certain to have understood and interpreted the text correctly in all its detaike ('Ein

Standortsbestimmung', 120). Yet the fraud underlying 'Uthman's procedure is plain enough in Sayf's

affirmation that Talha, Marwan and-Akh'ath b. Qays were buying their estates from 'Uthman and

from land that 'Uthman owned in Irag. 'Uthman could netehawned any private land in Iraq nor

could he even have claimed a personal share of the conquered domanial estates since he had not

participated in the conquests. He was in fact giving away or selling communal land as crown
property.

Sayf b. 'Umar describes him as being duped by the Shiite heretic 'Abd Allah b. Saba' with the

argument aboutmal atmusliminand mal Allah (TabarT, I, 285). Abu Dharr had begun his

agitation in Medina after '‘Uthman had given 500,000 dirhams to MarwakHakam, 300,000 to
al-Harith b. alHakam and 100,000 to the Medinan Zayd b. Thabit fromkthensof the booty

seized in Ifrigiya in 27/647. He then quoted relevant Quranic passages threatening the horders of

riches with helifire. Marwan complainedot'Uthman, who sent his servant Natil to warn Abu Dharr,

but to no avail. 'Uthman displayed patience for some time until, in the presence of the caliph, Abu

Dharr launched an angry verbal attack on Ka'Hbar, who had backed 'Uthman's free use of

public money. 'Uthman now chided Abu Dharr and sent him to Damascus, where he had previously

been registered on the public payroll (Baladhuxisdb,V, 52).

2 Baladhurl,Ansab)V, 53.

24 |pid., 52-6; Ibn ShabbaTa'ikh a-Madina, 103341. Whereas the Kufaand Basran tradition
mostly affirmed that Abu Dharr was exiled by 'Uthman against his will, the Medinan tradition was
divided, orthodox Sunnite scholars such as Sa"Td-Muaslyyab insisting that Abu Dharr went
voluntarily into exile. The Shi‘ite Sharif-Murtada quoted in hiKitab al-Shdfitraditions of al
WagqidT proving that Abu Dharr was exiled by 'Uthman against his will (Ibn AdadTd, Shark,

111, 55-8; further traditions of alWaqidT concerning Abu Dharr are quotedhid., VI, 359-61).

22
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al-Ashtar, prevented Said from-sntering Kufa, 'Uthman was forced to agree to
their choice of Abu Musa @sh'arT as their governor.

Modern historians have often maintained that 'Uthman's policy with respect to
the conquered land was essentially the sambraar's. Wellhausen first argued
that it was 'Umar who had provoked the conflict with the warriors of the
conquests by withholding the seized land from division among them against the
traditional Arab right of booty sanctioned by the Qur'an with little rication.

The revolt erupted under 'Uthman merely because of his weakness in contrast to
'Umar's overpowering authorify.Caetani developed this interpretation further,
suggesting that 'Uthman became the victim of 'Umar's administrative mistakes.
‘Umar hal not prohibited the acquisition of land by Muslims outside Arabia and
had himself made grants from domanial land in ffakhis view was endorsed by

G. Levi della Vida in his article on 'Uthman in tRacyclopaedia of Islarand is
upheld also irsome recent studié5.n reality, there is no sound evidence that
‘Umar granted concessions from domanial land under cultivation which would
have been in breach of his declared policy of keeping such land undivided for the
benefit of future generatiorfs:Uthman's attempt to reconvert the communal land
into crown property was a major step towards turning the caliphate into a
traditional kingship. His aim was fully realized by Mu'awiya during his caliphate
as he brought aBawaftland throughout the ermai under his direct control and
discretionary disposal in granting and withdrawing fféfShe narrators critical
of'Uthman's conduct commonly divide his reign into two distinct periods. During
the first six years his rule was said to have been unexcepi®, while in the
latter six his offences mounted.-&uhrl elaborates that in the former period the
people had nothing to hold against him, and he was better liked than 'Umar
because of the latter's sternness and 'Uthman's mildness towards them. In the
second period he began to neglect their affairs; he employed his kin and family
and heaped money on them. The people now censured him fd? AhaZuhri
further quotes aMiswar b. Makhrama afuhri, 'Abd alRahman b. 'Awf's
nephew and initially a frien@f 'Uthman, as stating that '‘Uthman followed the
conduct of his two predecessors for six years

25 3. WellhausenSkizzen und VorarbeitefBerlin, 1889) VI, 118 n. 3; WellhauseBas arabische

Reich,289, where he adds that Muhammad had already setrcemecedents for 'Umar's fiscal

practice?® See excursus 4: Domanial land in Iraq under 'Umar.

% E.g. W. Schmuckerntersuchungen zu einigen wichtigen bodenrechtlichen Konsequenzen de
islamischen Eroberungsbeweguigpnn, 1972), esp. 18451; D jai't,La Grande Discordeg4.

% Annali, V, 304, VII, 376.

2 Mu'awiya thus confiscated the estate called Zurara near Kufa from Zurara b. Yazid of the Banu

Bakkar and claimed it as crown propertysfiya). Zurara b. Yazld had been chief of the police

(shurfg under 'Uthman's governor Sa'Td b-'Ad (Yaqut, Buldan, Il, 921) and as such had

presumably been granted the estate. The diftal% had generally been treated as permanent
personal property° BaladhurT Ansab )V, 25.
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without infraction, but thenhe old man grew soft and feeble, and came to be
dominated [by his kinf*

In reality 'Uthman's policy of establishing members of his clan as governors
throughout the empire was fully evident even during the early years of his reign.
In 24/644 5, shortly dter his accession, he appointed 'AlT b. 'Adl b. RabT'a of
'Abd Shams governor of MekRa.In the following year he deposed the sick
‘Umayr b. Sa'd aAnsarl, governor of Hims, Qinnasrin and Upper Mesopotamia,
at his request and turned these provinceshich since the death of Abu 'Ubayda
had been kept by 'Umar under separate governors independent of the Umayyad
governors of Damascus, over to Mu'awiya. Given the great strength of the
garrison of Hims at that time, this meant a substantial increase ewia's
power which enabled him later to challenge and defy the calipfi*talthe same
year 'Uthman dismissed 'Amr b.-'Als as governor of Egypt and appointed his
own fosterbrother 'Abd Allah b. Sa'd b. AbT Sarh of 'Amir Quraysh in his place.
Most likely also in 25/64% he replaced Sa'd b. AbT Waqqgas, whom he had
appointed the previous year, as governor of Kufa with the Umayyatfid b.
‘Ugba b. AbT Mu'ayt,

31'Abd atRazzagMusannafyV, 478.%% Annali, VII, 45.

% Trying to prove that all governors deposed by 'Uthman except his Umayyad kin were dishonest or
incapable, Caetani mistranslated in Sayf b. 'Umar's account the expredsiarfaadna (he was

smitten and came close to death) as 'he was [the] object efesesiticism [on the part of his
subjects]. He went on to assert that the parallel report then quoted by Sayf (TabarT, I, 2867) tries to
conceal 'Umayr's dishonesty by describing him agih@li, VII, 67).

Hims still had a separate governor durthg later part of 'Uthman's reign. The Kufans exiled as
troublemakers under Sa'Td b:'As were sent first to Mu'awiya in Damascus and then to 'Abd al
Rahman b. Khalid b. alvalTd, governor of Hims (TabarT, I, 2913,2921). 'Abd aRahman was,
howeverappointed by Mu'awiyéibid., 2913) and evidently his subordinate.

This date seems preferable to the year 26/646cepted by Wellhause8kjizzenyI, 115). Caetani

left the question of the correct date opanrali, VI, 64). Al-TabarT reports the apintment of al

WalTd under the year 26, following the account ofA&qidT, while mentioning that Sayf b.
'Umar's account places it in the year 25 (TabarT, |, 2811 and 286Bal@dhuri, however, quotes

both Abu Mikhnaf and aWWaqidT, the latter on thauthority of Ibn Sa'd, as stating that '‘Uthman, in
accordance with a recommendation of ‘Umar, after his accession confirmed all governors for a year
except for aMughlra b. Shu'ba whom he, following ‘Umar's wish, replaced with Sambb.
Wagqqgas. After gear he dismissed Sa'd and appointedalTd in his placeAnsdb,V, 29). Sayf's
account (TabarT, I, 2962) agrees with this. The Kufan campaign to Armenia and Adharbayjan
(Annali, VII, 98-103, 15963), which took place at the beginning ofVdhITd's goernorship, is

more likely to date from the year 25 than 26. The governorship-@faiTd moreover lasted,
according to Kufan tradition (BaladhurAnsdb,V, 31; TabarT, I, 2813), five years. According to

the more reliable reports he was deposed in the $@afAnnali, VII, 256, 31060). Caetani's
argument that 'Umar could not have ordered his successor to nominate Sa'd governor of Kufa since
he included him in the electoral counfibbid., 26) is tenuous. The composition of the council had
been establishesbme time before 'Umar's murder. The recommendation would obviously not have
excluded Sa'd from being elected. In this case he could have appointed some other governor.

34
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his uterine brothet” In 29/64950 he removed Bu Musa alAsh'arf*'from the
governorship of Basra and gave it to his maternal cousin 'Abd Allah b. 'Amir b.
Kurayz of 'Abd Shams, who was only tweiitye years old He added
substantially to Ibn 'Amir's power by joining the governorship of ‘Uman and al
Bahrayn to that of Basra and putting their garri§and) under his commantf?

Five years after his accessiall major governorships were thus solidly in the
hands of the caliph's relatives. When/glld b.'Ugba had to be deposed because
of misconduct in the year 30/680Q 'Uthman replaced him with another
Umayyad, Said b. dAs b. AbT Uhayha. He systematigaitrengthened his ties
with these favourites by giving them his daughters in marri&ige.

There is thus no evidence for a fundamental break in 'Uthman's policies-at mid
term in his caliphate. Hisepotism was apparent from the beginning. It did not,
however, provoke serious opposition during the first half of his reign. He was
able to keep the prominent Companions and Quraysh well disposed by his
general leniency, which contrasted sharply with ddsmroughness, and through
his extravagant presents. He also permitted the Qurayshites to move freely in the
conquered provinces, whereas 'Umar had forbidden them to leave the Hijaz
except by special permissiolf.Some of them grew immensely wealthy under
him.** It was from the year 30/65D on that dissatisfaction and resistance openly
manifesed themselves throughout most of the empire. 'Uthman’'s generosity was
now restricted to his kin, who seemed to dominate him. The prominent
Companions of theshuramore and more lost their influence over him. At the
same time his arrogant mistreatment ofesal of the earliest Companions of
lowly origin, Abu Dharr aiGhifari, 'Abd Allah b. Mas'ud and 'Ammar b. Yasir,
provoked outrage among the

10Arguing that the nomination of 4Valld b. ‘Ugba by 'Uthman wasot an act of personal
favouritism, Caetani interpreted the statement by Sayf b. 'Umar thalld had beeriamil of
'Umar over the RabT'a in-@zlra (Tabari, I, 2812) as meaning that 'Uthman merely transferred him
from one governorship to anothémpali, VII, 154). In fact alWalld had been appointed by 'Umar
almstax collector among the Banu Taghlib (Baladharisab,V, 31) and then had been deposed by
him because of a line of poetry threatening Tagtigh@ni 1V, 183).

101 Caetani argued, on the basis of a report-dfafia‘inl (Tabarl, 1,2832) about a Basran
delegation to 'Uthman asking for Abu Musa's replacement, that the latter was depesese fméc
administrative abuses and the accusation that he enriched himself at the expense of the treasury
(Annali, VII, 238-9). The words of Ghaylan b. KharashaDalbbl reported by allada'inl do not
imply, however, that Abu Musa improperly enriched hifis@haylan rather is described as
successfully appealing to the caliph's Umayyad greed by suggesting that he give a dashing young
Qurayshite the chance to enrich himself instead of the old man of lowly origin. Ghaylan b. Kharasha
was a prominent supportef the prophetess Sajah during tidda (Tabari, I, 1919). He was thus
probably one of the disadvantaged latecomers to BisFabari, |, 2833.

103 5ee excursus 3: The marriages of 'Uthman.

1% Tabari, I, 30286; M. Hinds, The Murdeof the Caliph 'Uthmaninternational
Journal of Middle East Studie3,(1972), 45659, at 466! SeeAnnaliVIll, 69-71.
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pious, as well as among their tribes and the clans of Quraysh to whom they were
affiliated and who were liable fdheir protection.

Driven by his unbounded family pride, 'Uthman must early on have sought a
way to secure a hereditary succession to his caliphate. The principleuct
among the Early Companions, so vigorously upheld by ‘Umar, stood in his way.
There isevidence that 'Uthman attempted to get around it as early as the first year
of his reign. According to a tradition quoted byBalkharl, Marwan b. aHakam,
‘Uthman'’s first cousin anldter caliph, reported that in the 'year of the nosebleed
(sanat atru'df)\ that is in 24/648 5'°° Uthman was afflicted by violent
nosebleeding so that he was unable to perform the pilgrimage, and made his
testament. An unidentified Qurayshite and Marwaisther alHarith'®’ came
successely to him, suggesting that he appoint a successor. 'Uthman asked each
one of them whethehé people had someone in mind, but both remained silent.
Then he suggested that the people were mentionizgikayr, and aHarith
confirmed this. 'Uthman commented thaZabayr was indeed the best man and
the one dearest to the PropHét.

In his report, Marwan did not mention whether 'Uthman actually made a
testament in favour of &ubayr, a matter which he could hardly have been
interested in publicizing. The family of-Zlubayr, lowever, preserved a claim
that 'Uthman had appointed their ancestor as his successor. Mu&lahagt! (d.
236/851) reported: "Uthman madéestament in favour of &ubayr until his son
'‘Amr would grow up gwsa 'Uthman . . . ila-Fubayr b. al'Awwam hita yakbur
ibnuh 'Amr)!%Although no further information about the circumstances is
provided, it seems most likely that the report refers to the same occasion. 'Amr b.
'Uthman, the caliph's eldest surviving s8hhad been born during the caliphate
ofUmar*® At the beginning of'Uthman's reign he thus had not

1% That the year 24/648 was known asanat(or 'am) atru'af is confirmed by allabari (1,2799) and
other sources. In his commentary on the Bukharl text, Ibn Kiagh albari, VII, 58) identifies it
as the year 31/652, refering to theKitab al-Madinaof 'Umar b. Shabba. The account of the latter
seems entirely unreliable (see below, pp98). The year 24 was the only one before the siege of
‘Uthman's residence in which he did not lead the pilgrimage in person durireggnisout deputed
'Abd atRahman b. 'Awf to lead it (BaladhuAnsab,V, 233 4; Annali, VII, 41).

197 The atHarith named in the tradition is certainly correctly identified as Marwan's brother by Ibn
Hajar, Fath akbari, VII, 58.

108 Bkharl, $ahih, Fada'il aFsahabal3; Ibn ShabbaJa'rikh a-Madina 1055;Annali, VI, 42. In
another version of the tradition an unidentified man nam&siladyr as the one mentioned by the
people, and 'Uthman confirms thatZalbayrwas 'by three times the best of yoth(ali, VII, 42).

109 Al-Zubayri,Nasab,106, quoted by aBaladhuri,Ansab,V, 103.

10 |bn Hajar,Isaba,l, 261, quoting aZubayr b. BakkarKitab al-Nasab.See further excursus 3.
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yet reached maturity. I unlikely that 'Uthman would have appointeeZabayr

as his successor at any later stage. At the beginning of his reign he evidently felt

particularly grateful to aZubayr for having backed him in the recent election

against 'All in spite of his closklood relationship with the latter and was thus
prepared to testify that he had been the Companion dearest to the Prophet.
‘Uthman's testament appointingZlbayr as his successor to be followed by
his son 'Amr was probably not published at the timeoiild no doubt have been
challenged and opposed by some of the other early Companions. Since 'Uthman
soon recovered his health, it was best to forget the matter. Later during his
caliphate, he and his kin viewed 'Amr as his heir app&ralthough no forral
appointment was made. Marwan still later, evidently before his own election as
caliph, invited 'Amr to come to Syria in order that 'he be given the oath of
allegiance'. This was at the time when Marwan needed to challenge the
prerogative of the Sufyarid the descendants of Mu'awiya, which was widely
backed in Syria, and when he wanted to remind the Syrians that '‘Uthman, not

Mu'awiya, was the real founder of the Umayyad caliphate. 'Amr, no doubt

wisely, declined, and died in Mirfa.

Reports that 'Uthmaat some stage of his caliphate appointed 'Abdaiman

b. 'Awf as his successor are unreliable. Ibn Shabba quoted an account transmitted

by 'Abd Allah b. Lahl'a that 'Uthman, afflicted by nosebleeding, ordered his

client Humran b. Aban to write a testarhdior the succession of 'Abd -al

Rahman, but the latter prayed that God would let him die before 'Uthman. He

died six months late’ From this story

8 According to a report of the Umayyad Said b. ‘Amr b. Said-Aatelated by 'Umar b. Shabba; al
Walld b. 'Ugba before his nomination as governor of Kufa expressed in a poem his hope that
'Uthman's sons 'Amr and Khalid would grow up quickly so that they could honour him as their
uncle. Clearly implied is the expectation that they would succeed 'Uthmanastarding to the
poetry, was showing preference for his unclélakam over his hafbrother alwalid. 'Uthman was
moved by aWalld's complaint and appointed him governagltani IV, 177;Annali, VII, 156). If
the occasion is reliably reported;\&hlld expected 'Uthman to be succeeded by one of his sons as
early as the second year of his reign. According to Sayf b. 'Umar, there was persistent enmity
between the houses of\Alalld b. 'Ugba and Sa'Td b-4&ls (Tabari, |, 2849).

4 Baladhuri,Ansdb,V, 106. According to aBaladhuri, 'Amr had fought on the side of the Medinans
against the Umayyad army at-tdarra and was therefore insulted and flogged by the Syrian
commander Muslim b. 'Ugba. That he did not leave Medina before the battle togetheewiteth
Umayyads and was insulted and punished is also reported by ‘Awana (TabarT, Il, 421). According
to Abu Mikhnaf, he did leave Medina with the Umayyads, but refused to give Muslim b. ‘Ugba
information about the situation in the to\{ibid., 410). In a anecdote quoted by Mus'abZalbayri
(Nasab,109-10), Marwan is described as encouraging 'Amr b. 'Uthman to claim the caliphate
during the reign of Mu'awiya.

50 |bn ShabbaTa'rikh aFMadina, 1028 9; atDhahabl, Ta'rikh akislam (Cairo, 1369 9/ [1948
50]), 1,107. 'Uthman expelled Humran for his breach of trust. Another version of the story, going

back to Ibn Lahl'a's pupil dlayth b. Sa'd, specified that 'Uthman banished Humran to Iraq (Ibn
ShabbaTa'rikh atMadina,1029-30).
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Ibn Hajar al'Asqalaniderived the date of the 'year of the nosebleed' as being in
31/6512, since 'Abd aRahman b. 'Awf died in 32/652°" Freely embellishing

the tale, alya'qubl narrated that 'Uthman had Humran write the letter of
appointment but added the name of 'Abd&Rahman with his own hand. When he
sent Humran to take the letter to Umm Hablba bt AbT Sufyan, Humran read it
and informed 'Abd aRahman. The latter complained that he had sought
‘Uthman's government openly, while the caliph now nominated him secretly. As
the matter became public in Medina, the Umayyads were infuriated. 'Uthman
punished Humran and sent him off to Ba&rén reality 'Uthman had banished
Humran b. Aban to Basra at an earlier date and for a different r€ason.

The dissatisfaction wittJthman's higkhanded regime and with the governors
appointed by him was not confined to the provinces outside Arabia. In Medina
his cousin aHarith b. altHakam, whom he put in charge of the market, provoked
outrage and protest when he used his offideuyp up imported goods and to sell
them at a large profit, imposed fees on the stalls of small trégkgis maqd'id
al-mutasawwigin),and committed other reprehensible acts. 'Uthman refused
popular demands for his dismis§aand further inflamed the féegs of the
people by making aHarith a gift of camels which had been collected as part of
the almstax and brought to Medirfa.The great majority of the Ansar turned
openly against 'Uthman.

Among the Quraysh 'Amr b.-8As of the clan of Sahm seemstiave been the
first to agitate in Medina against the caliph after his removal from the
governorship of Egypt. He vented his anger and resentment by divorcing his wife
Umm Kulthum, 'Uthman's uterine sistérAs he began to criticize the caliph
openly, 'Utiman confronted him with insults, which he returned. Rivalry between

their fathers, both leading

*1bn Hajar,Falh akbari, VII, 58. * Va'qubT,Ta'nkh,ll, 195-6; AnnalsVII, 42-3.

%3 According to alBaladhuri(Ansdb,V, 57-8), 'Uthman had sent Humran Kaifa to investigate the
truth about the complaints againstVealld b. 'Ugba. AlWalld bribed Humran, and when he
returned to the caliph he lied about his conduct and praised him. Then he met Marwan who asked
him about aWalld, and he confessed to himaththe matter was serious. Marwan informed
'Uthman, who was furious about Humran lying to him. He exiled him to Basra, assigning a house
there in fief to him. A different version is given by Sayf b. 'Umar (Tabari, I, 2923).

54 Baladhurl,Ansdb,V, 47; Kigter, Additional Notes to his article (IX) 'The Market of the Prophet’, in
Studies in Jahiliyya and Early Isla@wariorum Reprints; London, 1980). The policy of taxing the
markets in Medina was later resumed by Mu'awiya (Kister, ‘Market of the Prophet,®275
Baladhuri,Ansab V, 28.

56 Tabari, 1, 2968. Umm Kulthum was the full sister oMvealld b. 'Ugba whom 'Uthman at the same
time appointed governor of Kufa. If the report is reliable, she must have been divorced by 'Abd al
Rahman b. 'Awf. This is natonfirmed, however, by &ubayri (Nasab,145). She had first been
married to Zayd b. Haritha, who was killed at Mu'ta, then {Buddayr, who divorced her, and then
to 'Abd atRahman b. 'Awf. Her marriage to 'Amr b-'AB was presumably brief.
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mercharg in Mekka before Islam, was involved in the exchange. 'Amr left,
incensed, and began to incite 'AlT;Albayr and Talha against 'Uthman, and
stirred up trouble among the Mekka pilgrims, accusing the caliph of
innovations®’ His agitation may well haveontributed more to the rebellion in
Egypt against '‘Abd Allah b. Sa'd b. AbT Sarh than is explicitly stated in the
sources® When the Egyptian rebels were encamped at Dhu Khushub outside
Medina before the siege of the caliph's palace and 'Uthman vi&iisa to seek

her advice, she demanded that he reappoint 'Amr governor of Egypt since his
soldiers(jund) there were satisfied with him. This was mentioned by 'Uthman in a
letter to the Syriansabl al-Sham written on 1 Dhu dHijja 35/31 May 656 at the
beginning of the final siege of his palace and in his largely identical message to
the Mekka pilgrims read to them by 'Abd Allah b-'Adbbas on 7 Dhu-Hijja/6

June. 'Uthman stated that he had agreed to the demand, but then '‘Amr had
offended him and had gone beyond what was fightmr's offensive act, to
which 'Uthman probably referred, occurred shortly after the Egyptian rebels left
Dhu Khushub, having been promised that the caliph would redress all their
grievances.

57 Tabari, |, 29667. The report goes back to information frorMiiswar b. Makhrama transmitted by

his client Abu 'Awn.

8 This has been suspected by WellhausskizgenVI, 127). AFWalTd b. 'Ugba in a poem accused
'Amr, together with 'Dulaym’ (‘Ammar lasir) and the Egyptian rebel Sudan b. Humraklatadl,

of causing trouble and encouraging others to revile 'Uthman (Ibn 'Adatkiman 306). This was

at the time when 'Ammar was sent to Egypt by 'Uthman to investigate the complaints of the people
andto pacify them, shortly before the Egyptian rebel group set out for Medina (see below, p. 117).
Tabari, 1,3043; Ibn 'Asakirlythman, 'ill. In the letter to the Syrians it is not mentioned that the
warriors in Egypt were satisfied with 'Amr. 'Uthmar diot name 'A'ishpersonally in his letters

but spoke of his visit to the Mothers of the Faithfulhfmahatal-mu'mintn).This was partly out of
politeness, partly because the letters inciting the Muslims in the provinces against 'Uthman were, as
will be seen, sent in the name of the Mothers of the Faithful collectively. It is clear, however, that
'A'isha played the active part and this was generally recognized by the public. Of the other widows
of Muhammad only Umm Salama is known to have been involvedmimor scale.

The two letters of Uthman are certainly authentic and were independently preserved. The letter to
the Syrians, written by 'Uthman's secretary Unays b. AbT Fatima, was transmitted by IsmaTl b.
‘Ubayd Allah b. Abi ¥Mubhajir, client of Makhzumyho was a tutor of the sons of the caliph ‘Abd
al-Malik and governor of the Maghrib in the time of 'Umar Il. He was born during the reign of
Mu'awiya (Ibn Hajar;Tahdhib,l, 317-18) and must have had access to the letter either from a copy
kept in his fanly or from the palace archives. The message to the Mekka pilgrims was evidently
preserved by Ibn @Rbbas, who read it to them, and was transmitted by his disciple ‘'lkrima
(TabarT, I, 3040). It was also transmitted by Muhammad b. Isljag from the 'Alidb'AalHusayn
who presumably obtained the text from Ibfifddbas (Ibn Shabb&,a'rikh atMadma,11626).

Unays b. AbT Fatima was most likely a brother of Mu'ayqTh b. AbT FatinbaaisT of Azd,
confederate among the Banu 'Abd Shams (Ibn $aldaqat,IV/1, 86-7). Mu'ayqTh was in charge
of the treasuryl{ayt atmal) for some time under 'Umar and keeper of the seal of'Uthman, during
whose caliphate he died (Ibn Hajdsaba, VI, 130). Unays presumably succeeded him in that
position.
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When 'Uthman, pressdry Marwan, announced in the mosque of Medina that the
Egyptians were returning to their country satisfied that all they had heard about
the wrongdoings of their imam was untrue, 'Amr called out from a side of the
mosque: 'Fear God, 'Uthman, for you hadglen over abyssesakibta nahabij

and we have ridden over them with you. So repent to God, that we may repent.’
'Uthman at first reacted with scorn: 'So you are here, son-Kakighaf® By

God, your jubbah has become licdested since | relieved yoof your office.'
When another voice, however, was raised warning the caliph to repent, he lifted
his hands facing theibla and proclaimed his repentance. 'Amr left for his estate
in Palestine, where he anxiously awaited ‘Uthman's®eAd.'Uthman's kinin
particular Marwan, gained more and more control over his political conduct, the
Early Companions of the electoral council, seeing their influence eroded, turned
against him. They were still widely recognized as the guardians of the principles
of Islam the informal leaders of the Muslim community collectively responsible
for its right guidance. Now each one of them, in varying degrees, withdrew his
support from the caliph whom they had elected. Most significant was the
defection of 'Abd aRahman b. '&f, the kingmaker and former brothén-law
of'Uthman. Since he died in 32/632 three years before the murder of 'Uthman,

it is evident that the deep disaffection had reached dangerous levels long before
the actual crisis. 'Abd @&ahman's nephew-8iswar b. Makhrama reported that
when 'Uthman had made a present of camels from the-takmarriving in
Medina to one of the sons ofldakam® his uncle had sent for him and 'Abd al
Rahman b. ahswad b. 'Abd Yaghuth, grandson of Muhammad's maternal uncle

and a man of rank among the Banu Zuhra. They had seized the camels,

50 "Al-Nabigha' refers to 'Amr's mother who was a slave girl of the tribe of Anaza bought on the market
of 'Ukaz by the Qurayshite 'Abd Allah b. Jud'aATaymT, who kept her as a prostié and later
manumitted her (lbn AbiHadld, Sharh,l, 100).

Tabari, I, 2972. The account goes back to 'All's grandson Muhammad b. 'Umar who died at the
beginning of the 'Abbasid age. That 'Amr left for his land in Palestine is confirmed by theafepo

Abu 'Awn maivla a-Miswar (ibid., 2967). For the location of 'Amr's estate, called ‘Ajlan, in
Palestine see M. Lecker, 'The Estates of Amr $Asilin Palestine: Notes on a New Negev Arabic
Inscription’,Bulletin of the School of Orientahd African Studies52 (1989), 28 37, at 317.

In a piece of poetry attributed to 'Amr, the latter expressed the expectation that the Egyptians, in
the face of'Uthman's intransigence, would inevitably rise in revolt. If they killed him there would be
strife (fitna) bearing hard upon Yathrib (Medina). If they left him alive there would be affliction
(ghumma and pernicious repression for them. The safe course thus was to escape to Syria and await
the decision of fate which never lies (Ibn 'Asakithman,307-8). Whether authentic or not, the
piece probably expresses 'Amr's expectations correctly.

Ba'd bani Hjaka>n. l'ataarl, 1, 2980. Most likely aHarith is meant and the report refers to the
previously mentioned incident.
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and 'Abd alRahman (bal-Aswad, or b. 'Awf?) had distributed them among the

people®

When ‘'Uthman during the pilgrimage of 29/650 performed foak'as
(bowings from the waist) in the ritual prayer at Mina instead of the traditional
two, 'Abd alRahman performed only two withis companions and afterwards
reproached 'Uthman privately. 'Abd Allah b. Mas'ud, however, suggested to him
that contravening the practice of the imam was worse than following him in an
unsound one, and ‘Abd-Rlahman decided to pray fowak'asin the fuure®
According to a report by his grandson Sa'd b. Ibrahim, 'AbRafdiman was
deeply upset about the death of Abu Dharr in exile-&addadha, which occurred
not long before his own death. He defended himself against a charge by "All that
he bore respnsibility for 'Uthman's conduct, stating that the latter had broken his
commitments (made at the time of his election) to him, and offered to wield his
own sword in solidarity with 'Alf° Before his death he expressed a wish that
‘Uthman should not pragver him, and aZubayr or Sa'd b. Abi Waqgqgas led the
funeral prayef?

Another prominent Zuhrite who fell out with 'Uthman much earlier was 'Abd
Allah b. Argam b. 'Abd Yaghuth, a further grandson of Muhammad's uncle, and
former secretary of the Prophetimar had put him in charge of the public
treasury Bayt atmal) and thought highly of him. According to Hafsa, her father
had even thought of appointing him his succe8sbinder ‘Uthman he continued
in his office until 'Abd Allah b. Khalid b. Asld, thealiph's nephew and brother
in-law,”® arrived from Mekka with a group of men volunteering to fight for the
faith (ghuzata). 'Uthman ordered that 'Abd Allah be given 300,000 dirhams and
each of the other men 100,000 and sent a draft on the public treaslby t
Argam. The latter found the amount excessive and returned the draft. When the
caliph reprimanded him, calling him ‘treasurer for us', he answered that he had
considered himself treasurer for the Muslims and resigned, suspending the
treasury
* Ibid. " Ibid., 28345.

% BaladhurT Ansdb,V, 57.

% Ibid. Caetani dismissed a report that ‘AbeRaljman refused to see '‘Uthman before his death as
‘'naturally untrustworthy'Annali, VII, 556-7). He argued thahe orthodox traditionists because of
their pre'Alid bias could not countenance the fact that 'Ab&ahman b. 'Awf preferred 'Uthman.

Yet the reports coming from his own family and the Banu Zuhra cannot leave any doubt that '‘Abd

al-Rahman broke with thman before his deatf(.Ibn Hajar Isaba, IV, 32-3.

% See excursus 3 on the marriages of 'Uthman, pp636his was presumably before 'Uthman gave
'Abd Allah b. Khalid his daughter Umm Sa'Td in marriage (see there pgr)366



94 The succession to Muhammad

keys on the pulpi® 'Uthman sent Zayd b. Thabit to him with a present of
300,000 dirhams, but he refused to accefft it.

A further incident involving a Zuhrite occurred late during SaidabBAs'
governorship of Kufa, probably after 'AbdRahman b. 'Aws death. At the end
of the fasting month of Ramadan, Sa'ld asked the Kufans if anybody had seen the
new moon. All denied seeing it except Hashim b. 'Utba b. AbT Waqqas, nephew
of Sa'd b. AbT Waqqas. The governor ridiculed him and referred to his being
oneeyed. Hashim answetdahat he had lost his eye in the cause of God (he had
been hit in the battle on the Yarmuk) and went on to break his fast. In punishment
for his insubordination the governor ordered him to be beaten and his house
burned. His sister Umm d&lakam, one of ta Muhajirat women, and his brother
Nafi’* left for Medina and informed Sa'd b. AbT Wagqgas of the incident. When
Sa'd complained to 'Uthman, the caliph conceded the right of retaliation, telling
him: 'Sa'Td belongs to you [pi.] for Hashim, beat him in return, and the house of
Sa'Td belongs to you, burn it as he burned his.' Sa'd's son 'Umar, still a boy, went
to SaTd's house in Medina and attempted to set fire to it. When the news reached
'Alisha? she intervened with Sa'd, who stopped his S08a'Td b. alAs,
overthrown shortly afterwards by the Kufans, was evidently also spared the
humiliation of a beating. Hashim b. 'Utba became an active supporter of'AIT in
Kufa. Sa'd b. AbT Wagqgqas, the sed Zuhrité* among the electors, maintained

% This happened before the dismissal of Abu MusAshiari from the governorship of Basra. For

'Uthman gave 'Abd Allah b. Khalid b. AsTd the money despite Ibn Argam's protest, and he was later

accused of hamg made the gift fronflay’' money sent by aAsh'ari (see the line of poetry of '‘Abd

al-Rahman b. Hanbal b. Mulayl quotedAghani, VI, 60). According to Ibn 'Abd aBarr @l-Istfab

ft marifat atashab(Hyderabad, 1336/[1918]), I, 336), 'Abd Allah b. Arqavas treasurer for only

two years under 'Uthman. &lubayri (Nasab,262) is evidently mistaken in claiming that he

remained treasurer until the eakhir) ofUthman's caliphate. According to most sources he died

during 'Uthman's reign. 'Uthman now appethZayd b. Thabit treasurer (BaladhuAhsab,V, 58,

88; Ibn Abi XHadTd, Sharh,lll, 36, quoting alWagqidl), on whom he bestowed a gift of 100,000

dirhams in 27/648 from thkhumsof the campaign to IfrTgiya. The variant report (BaladhurT,

Ansab,V, 58)that 'Uthman appointed Mu'ayqTb b. AbT Fajima treasurer is probably unreliable.

BaladhurT Ansab,V, 58-9, 88; Ibn Abi XHadid, Shark,lIl, 36.

Nafi' b. Abi Waqqgas can probabie identified as Nafi' b. 'Utba b. AbT Waqqas (see the annotation

to the text in Ibn Sa'dlabagat,V, 21).

SaTd b. alAs' house in Medina seems to have been close to the Prophet's mosdAeisirals

apartment. He had asked the caliph 'Umar for fesion to enlarge it, and 'Umar had, somewhat

grudgingly, agreed to a small extension which was considered insufficient by SaTd. 'Uthman had

then satisfied his wishes (Ibn S&dtab, V, 20-1).

% Ibid., 21.

™ There were claims that the sons of Abuddyas were false pretenders to Qurayshite lineage and
belonged rather to 'Udhra (Quda‘a). Hassan b. Thabit is quoted as calling Sa'd's pagan brother 'Utba
a slave of 'Udhra in a poem after he had broken one of Muhammad's teeth and wounded him in the
face inthe battle of Uhud (Ibn Abi-HadTd,Sharh,VI, 55-6). According to a gloss in one of the
MSS of Hassan'®iwan (ed. W. N. 'Arafat (London, 1971), Il, 137), the mother of Abu Waqga?
was a woman of'Udhra.
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a certain distance towards 'Uthman after he hadoskd him from the
governorship of Kufa. He does not seem to have joined or actively encouraged
the opposition movement, but he also did little to back the embattled caliph. He
severely rebuked 'Ammar b. Yasir, however, when the latter returned from Egypt
after having incited the people there to rebellion against the caligia'd was

not among the delegates of Quraysh led by 'AIT who heetBgyptian rebels at

Dhu Khushub to persuade them to return hothat ‘Uthman's request, however,

he urged 'Ammar b. Yasir to joithe delegation. 'Ammar was influential among
the Egyptians, and the caliph probably hoped that his presence would help to
calm down the hostility of the rebels. 'Ammar, however, categorically refused to
join after discovering that 'Uthman had secretlyt @gre of his henchmen, KathTr

b. atSalt atKindT, to spy on hint*®When a handful of the rebels came to
Medina, Sa'd and 'Ammar @perated with them in the presentation of their
grievances to the caliptJthman initially did not receive them, and it is uncertain
whetlhmer Sa'd was still among them when the caliph did speak to them a few days
later:

When the main body of the rebels evenjuahtered Medina and approached
Sa'd, asking that he speak for them to 'Uthman, he declined to intervene, as did
Sa'Td b. Zayd b. 'Amr b. Nufayl.After seeing the leaders of the rebel groups
from Kufa, Basra and Egypt, he is said to have commentedutiyatause led by
these men could only be evif Abu

1 1bn ShabbaTa'rikh a-Madina 1122 4.7® Tabari, I, 2971.

™ Ibid., 296970; Ibn ShabbaTa'rikh aFMadina,1125. Kathlr b. aBalt, a descendant of
the kings of Kinda, was captured as a child duringitida and became a confederdeltf) of the
Banu Jumah of Quraysh. 'Uthman employed him as an arbiter indab#licts (M. Lecker,Kinda
on the Eve of Islam and during tRédda’, Journal of th&oyal Asiatic Societf1994), 338 56, at
3549 5). He appears as a close attendant of 'Uthman during the siege of the palace (Ibn Shabba,
Ta'rikh aFMadina, 1178,1227) and was suspected by ynahbeing the killer of Niyar b. 'lyad al
Aslaml and thus to have provoked the attack on the palace (Tabari, I, 3004). He is also known as a
transmitter ofhadith and became a secretary of the caliph 'Aldadik (Ibn Hajar, Tahdhib, VIII,
419-20; Ibn Marzur, Mukhtasar Ta'rikh Madinat Dimashg-Ibn 'Asakir,ed. Ruhiyya aNahhas et
al. (Damascus, 19840), XXI, 1401).

114 Baladhurl, Ansdb,V, 51-2, 95; Ibn ShabbaTa'rikh aFMadina, 1101. The tenor of the report is
‘Uthmanid andanti-'Alid. The transmitter, Husayn b. Numayr\Wlasitl, of Kufan origin, was known
as a harsh critic of 'Allyahmilu 'aid 'Ali: Ibn Hajar, Tahdhib, Il, 291-2). His source, Juhaym-al
Fihrl, is otherwise unknown.

115 Baladhurl, Ansdb,V, 97; Ibn Sa'd,Tabagat,lll/l, 50. The report goes back to Malik's staunchly
‘Uthmanid grandfather Malik b. AbT 'Amir -#sbahl, who is omitted in d@aladhuri'sisnad.
‘Uthman gave him pension(farada lah: Ibn Hajar, Tahdhib,X, 19) and he was, or claimed to be,
among the men who carried 'Uthman's corpse to his burial (Tabari, k91 ®adhurT Ansdb,V,
96). Sa'd's visit to 'Uthman mentioned in Ibn Sa'd's version of the reporefidye the same as the
one described in Abu Hablba's account quoted below.

U5 Tabari, I, 29989. Reports that Sa'd made 'Uthman an offer to fight for him and tHaftiéedina
for Mekka before the murder in order to guard his faith (Ibn Shabdekh al-Madina, 11301,
12745) are 'Uthmanid legend.
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Hablba, a client of afubayr, reported that he saw Sa'd b. Abi Waqgas visiting
the caliph on the day that 'Uthman was killed. As he left the besieged palace, he
expressed anxiety at the Btgof the enemies in front of the gate. Marwan
reprimanded him: 'Now you regret, before you denigrated bsh'4rtahi).' Sa'd
apologized that he had not thought the people would go so far in their boldness or
would seek his blood. 'Uthman, he said, hat jenewed his repentance. Marwan
urged him to seek 'All who was hiding and was the one whose word would not be
contravened (by the rebels). Sa'd found 'All in the mosque and pleaded with him
that he help his kinsman 'Uthman once more. Then Muhammad ibBa\p
arrived and confided to 'All that 'Uthman had been kiffe@aetani saw the revolt
against 'Uthman as essentially driven by tribal resentment at the hegemony of
Quraysh. The Early Companions 'AlT, Talha andalbayr, although themselves

of Quraysh had insidiously encouraged these -#iraysh sentiments in the
provinces out of their personal ambition. The interest of Quraysh, Caetani held,
was virtually identical with the interest of the Banu Uma¥jaret while thee

was certainly some tribal resentment against the domination of Quraysh in
general, the defection of the Banu Zuhra, a major clan of Quraysh, clearly shows
that antiUmayyad sentiment was spreading among the Quraysh themselves.
None of the Zuhrite leaderwas motivated by personal ambition. It was the
conduct of 'Uthman that eventually cost him the support of the majority of
Quraysh who had so solidly backed his election.

Ismail b. Yahya alfayml, a descendant of the caliph Abu Bakr who after
158/775 compsed an account of the murder ofUthni&hexplained the
widespread disaffection by pointing to 'Uthman's offences against Ibn Mas'ud,
Abu Dharr and 'Ammar b. Yasir. Ibn &8'ud's mistreatment provoked his tribe,
Hudhayl, and the Banu Zuhra, whose client he was; Abu Dharr's grievance was
shared by his tribe, Ghifar, and the Makhzware incensed by the case of
'Ammar, their confederatdlif).**®

‘Ammar had joined a public protest by 'AIT in the mosque against 'Uthman's
assertion of his right arbitrarily to appropridég’ property. The caliph, unable to
punish 'All, reviled 'Ammar and had him beaten until he lost consoi&ss. He
was carried to Umm Salama, Makhzumite

18 See in particulaAnnali, VIII, 278 31. H. Djat is certainly correct in rejecting the view of 'A. Duri,
H. A. R. Gibb, and others that the motivation of the rebellion against 'Uthwaanbasically
‘bedouin, Arab, nomadic', and in stressing its Islamic ngtaré&randeDiscorde,88).

17 See excursus 5 on the sources for the crisis of the caliphate of 'Uthman,-8p. 377

118 Baladhuri,Ansab )V, 26; Ibn'Asakir,'Uthman,421.
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widow of Muhammad. Her cousin Hisham b-Véalld, brother of Khalid b. al
Walid, protested to 'Uthman about the mistreatment of 'our brother' and
threatened to kill an Umayyad in retaliation if '"Ammar shodilel, but ‘Uthman
insulted him too, and ordered his removal. 'A'isha took up their case and made a
scene in the mosque, infuriating 'UthmahMakhzum thus also withdrew their
support from him.

‘Uthman'sbrother alWalid b. 'Ugba later inflamed the ill feelings of Makhzum
further when he, in addition to attacking 'Dulaym' (‘Ammar) for his disloyal
activity in Egypt, lampooned, apparently slanderously, the Makhzumite 'Umar b.
Sufyan b. 'Abd aAsad, asseirig that he, encouraged by Dulaym, was faulting
‘Uthman 'like a goat's fart in the desert plains of | dam'. The vulgar language was
not out of character for a former governor remembered in history chiefly for
having vomited in his drunkenness on the pulgitKufa. The Makhzumite
answered in a more dignified manner, warning 'Abd Shams thalabdl was
sapping their rock with his sland&f.

While under siege in hipalace, 'Uthman called 'Abd Allah b-"Abbas and
gave him a message to be read to the pilgrims in Mekka. He told him that he had
just appointed Khalid b. &hs b. Hisham governor of Mekka. Khalid was a chief
of Makhzum in Mekka and had been governodem'Umar*' The previous
governor, still in power, was 'Abd Allah b. 'Amir-Bladraml, an Umayyad
confederaté” whose father had been kifleas a pagan at Badr after having slain
Mihja' a-'Akkl, a client of 'Umar and one of the earliest Companiéhiithman
evidently hoped to prop up his authority in Mekka by replacing the Umayyad
confederate by a distingghed Makhzumite. He told Ibn-8bbas, however, that
he was afraid that the people of Mekka, having learned of the rebellion in
Medina, might resist Khalid, who might thus be impelled to fight them in the
Sanctuary of God. Khalid, he suggested, wouldopbly not agree to lead the
pilgrimage. 'Uthman therefore appointed I|bn-'Adbas as leader of the
pilgrimage’® When Ibn al'Abbas conveyed 'Uthman's instructions to Khalid, the
latter, as expected, declined to act as leader of the pilgrimage and to read
‘Uthman's message to the pilgrims. Pointing to the ominous hostility of the crowd
towards the caliph, heged lbn

119 BaladhurT Ansdb,V, 485 9. See further below p. 101.

120 |bn 'Asakir, 'Uthman, 306:7. The text there hagmr instead ofUmar. Sufyan b. ‘Abd-Asad,
however, is not known to have had a son 'Amr. 'Umar b. Sufyan was an early Muslim who
emigrated to Abyssinia (ZubayrNasab,338).

21 |bn Hajar,Isaba, I, 92-3.

122 is grandfather 'Abd Allah gfladramThad been a confederate of Harb b. Uméigich,

IV, 259).% Annali,1, 510, 512. '
124 Tabari, |, 303940. The two reports of Ibn -4\bbas quoted here differ slightly about ‘Uthman's
instructions to him but can be properly redtet:
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al-'Abbas, as cousin of the man to whom the reign would probably fall, to act as
the leadef?® The account throws light on the total erosion of 'Uthman's authority
among the Mekkan Quraysh. Discontent and unrest were not confiadewoof

the conquered provinces, but pervaded the holy cities in Arabia.

Among the electors, the most active and outspoken in the opposition
movement was Talha of the clan of Taym. A man of strong personal ambition,
Talha, although formally a member oktlelectoral council, had not been present
at the election of 'Uthman. When he arrived in Medina after the election, he made
clear his displeasure. He is reported to have stayed in his house at first, stating
that he was not someone whose opinion coulditegtely be ignorednqithIT la
yuftatu ‘alayh).Abd atRahman b. 'Awf went to see him and implored him for the
sake of Islam not to break rank¥8 When he went to see 'Uthman, he asked the
caliph whether he would agree to have another election if he, Talha, rejected the
result of the first one. 'Uthman assured him that he would agree, @hd T
offered his pledge of allegianc¥.

'‘Uthman thenceforth made special efforts to secure Talha's backing by
honouring him and makingim extravagant presents. According to Talha's son
Musa, 'Uthman during his caliphate bestowed gifts upon Talha to the amount of
200,000 dinar§?® Yet Talha soon became a sharp critic of 'Uthman's conduct and
is descried as personally reproaching the caliph on various occaSions.
According to Khalid, client of' Uthman's son Aban, he intervened when Marwan
used the name of the caliph to gain personal advantage on the market in buying
date pits as fodder for his camelsh&#h 'Uthman apologized that he had not
ordered this, Talha blamed him even more, pointing to the stern scrupulosity
of'Umar on a similar occasiofi.

Talha wrote letters to the provinces inciting revolt and made common cause
with the Egyptian rebels durinthe siege of 'Uthman's palace. When he later
came to Basra calling for revenge for the blood of 'Uthman, 'Abd Allah b. Hakim
al-Tamiml of Mujashi' showed him his earlier letters to them, and he
acknowledged having written thetiiAbd Allah b. Sa'd b. AbBarh commented
that, in spite of the caliph's generosity towards him, Talha was the one toughest
against him during the sie§®&This was equally the impression of later historians
such as

125 |hid., 3039.
126 Baladhuri, Ansdb,V, 19-20. Talha and 'Uthman are reported to have quarrelled and exchanged
insults even dumg 'Umar's reign (Ibn Shabbaa'rikh aFMadina,33-4.)

127 Baladhuri,Ansab,V, 19, 20.** Ibid., 7. Ibid., 42, 44.% Ibid., 29.

lpid., I, 229-30.%® Ibid., V, 20.
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Abu Mikhnaf as well as Ibn STrin (d. 110/728) and 'AwAalabT, representing
Kufan Shiite and Basran 'Uthmanid tradition respectively." Abu Mikhnaf
reported that it was Talha who prevented the delivery of drinking water to the
besieged calipf?’ Looking down from his balcony 'Uthman greeted a group of
the rebels among whom he saw Talha. As they failed to return the greeting, he
addressed him: 'Talha, | did not think | would live to see the day when | should
greet you and you do nottuen the greeting™® According to a report by the
Kufan 'Uthmanid Qays b. Abi Hazim-8ajalT, a man who visited Talha during
the siege in order to ask him to prevent the deatbJthfman was told by him:
'‘No, by God, not until the Banu Umayya surrender the right on their own
accord

The Medinan Companion ar@ur'an collector Mujammi' b. Jariya-AWwsT,
evidently one of the few Medinan supporters of 'Uthman, narrated that he passed
by Talha, who asked him mockingly what his master was doing. When Mujammi’
replied: 'l suspect that you [pi.] shall kill him', Tial commented: 'If he should be
killed, he is neither an angel brought close [to God] nor a prophet sent [by
Him]."** The Makhzumite Companion 'Abd Allah b. '‘Ayyash b. AbT RabT'a
reported that he visited 'Uthman during the siege and the caliph let him listen to
the talk of those outside the door. He heard them debating whether they should
attack or wadi for the caliph to retract. Then Talha arrived and asked for Ibn
‘Udays, the chief of the Egyptian rebels. He whispered something to lbn 'Udays,
who then ordered his companions not to let anyone enter or leave the palace.
‘Uthman told Ibn 'Ayyash that iwas Talha who gave this order and he prayed
that God protect him from Talha and grant that Talha's blood be spilled. Talha, he
affirmed, had committed illicit offence against him, and he quoted the Prophet's
hadith that the shedding of a Muslim's blood viléisit except for apostasy,
adultery and manslaughter. Ibn 'Ayyash wanted to depart, but was prevented by
the rebels untii Muhammad b. AbT Bakr passed by and ordered that he be
allowed to leavé® 'Abd alRahman b. Abza later remembdr seeing the
Egyptian rebel leader Sudan b. Humran coming out of 'Uthman's palace on the
day of the murder and hearing him say: 'Where is Talha b. 'Ubayd Allah? We
have killed the son of 'Affan® Talha had no motive for hating ‘Uthman, by
whom he was reated with particular generosity, and acted out of personal
ambition. He must have been confident that he would become his successor.
'‘Uthman presumably alluded to him in his message to the Mekka pilgrims
conveyed by Ibn alAbbas in stating that 'some meeseeking to take their right by
unrightful means for whom my life has lasted excessively. Their hope for the
reign (intra) has been delayed too long for them, so they have sought to hasten

29 Baladhurl,Ansab,V, 71. This is indirectly confirmed by the report ofd\aF-Rahman
b. atAswad b. 'Abd Yaghuth (Tabari, 1, 29795* Baladhuri,Ansdb,V, 76.
131 |bn 'Asakir,'Uthman,407. Qays b. Abi Hazim @Bajall a-Ahmasl (d. 84/703) was
known to put 'Uthman above 'All. Kufan traditionists inclined to Shi'ism therefore shunned him
(Ibn 1Jajar,TahdhibVIII, 386-7). *®BaladhurT, Ansdb,V, 74.
04 Tabari, 1, 3000.
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fate."® It was Abu Bakr's daughtéh 'isha who stood behirttie ambitions of her
kinsman Talha.

'A'isha apparently held a grudge against 'Uthman from the beginning of his
reign because, if a report of-dh'qubl may be trusted, he had reduced her
pension to the level of that of the other widows of the Proffh&he was
probably the first one to speak out against ‘Uthman at the mosque of Medina. As
a widow of Muhammad and daughter of the founder of the caliphate she was in
the best position to do so. When the Early Companion 'Abd Allah b. Mas'ud,
accused by aWalTd b. 'Ugba of fomenting trouble in Kufa, was deported to
Medina and 'Uthman abused him from the pulgitisha shouted: "Uthman, do
you say this to the Companion of the Messenger of &8@Mortly afterwards
four witnesses arrived from Kufa to chargevdalTd with drunkenness. When
‘Uthman threatened them, they complainedAt@sha, who exclaimed: "Uthman
has obstructed the Quranic legal punishmefsdud) and threatened
witnesses-*® According to the account of-luhrl, ‘Uthman heard the commotion
in 'A'isha's room and angrily commented: 'Can the rebels and scoundrels of the
people of Iraq find no other refuge than the homéeAdisha?' Hearing this,
'‘A'isha raised one of Muhammad's sandals and shouted at him: 'You have

forsaken the Sunna of the

195 |bid., 30001. If the report is accepted as going back to him, it should be noted that ‘Ratimn

b. Abza is a préAlid source. AlBaladhuri quotes another report by him, with the same Kufan and
Qummanisnad, in which he describes 'AIT as being yeated by his son Muljammad b.-al
Hanafiyya from going to protect 'Uthman (Baladhufhsdb,V, 94). Both reports must be viewed

with reserve.

TabarT, 1,3042. The 'Uthmanid ‘AbdRahman b. AbT Layla reported that Talha took over the
command of the §yptians during the siege of the palace. Muhammad b. Abi Bakr was with them,
but when he left them in the evenings he, 'AIT and 'Ammar assured the people that the Egyptian
rebels were acting under the order of 'AIT (Ibn Shabbaikh aFMadina,1171). ‘AT is described

in other 'Uthmanid accounts as greatly concerned that Talha was seizing control (see, for instance,
ibid., 11979).

See AbbottAishah,105. The report of a¥a'qubT,generally not a reliable source for early Islamic
history, was accepted by Wellhaus&kigzenVl, 126 n. 2). For 'A'isha's relations with ‘Uthman

see in general Abbotfishah,100-31.

BaladhurT Ansdb,V, 36. Ordering Ibn Mas'ud's deportation fréfafa, 'Uthman also deprived him

of his pension for three years (Ibn Shabbalrikh aMadina,1049), presumably until his death.

“® BaladhurT Ansdb.V, 34.
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Messenger of God, the owner of this sandal.' The people heard of the incident and
filled the masque, where they quarrelled about the propriety of the interference of
'A'isha, as a woman, in the dispute. A group of Companions went to see 'Uthman,
and he was forced to depose his brotfier.

In the case of 'Ammar b. Yasit'isha, in solidarity with thm Salama,
created a similar scene in the mosque. She brought out a hair, a garment and a
sandal of the Prophet and called out: 'How quickly have you [pi.] abandoned the
Sunna of your Prophet when his hair, his dress, and his sandal have not yet
decayed.'Uthman was left speechless with rage, while the crowd, egged on by
'Amr b. al'As, burst into turmoil and exclamations of bewilderm&t.

'‘A'isha most likely alsownrote letters to the provinces stirring up rebellion,
although, after the murder of 'Uthman, she denied it. The letters were written in
the name of the Mothers of the Faithful collectively, but it was generally assumed
at the time that she was behind thatthen she, at the time of the siege, told the
Kufan rebel leader a\shtar with raised voice: 'God forbid that | would order the
spilling of the blood of Muslims, the murder of their imam, the violating of their
inviolability', he could point out to hefYou [f. pi.] have written to us, but now
when the war has been set ablaze by your action you forbitf Masruq b. al
Ajda’ alHamdani, a prominent disciple of Ibn Mas'ud, narrated th&tha
chided the people for slaughtering 'Uthman like a ram.rivkpsold her: 'This is
your work. You [sg.] wrote to the people ordering them to march against him.'
She denied that she had ever written them a line. The Kufan traditionist al
A'mash commented that the letters were therefore generally held to have been
written in her namé'® Letters of the Mothers of the Faithful were used by
Muhammad b. AbTHudhayfa to incite the revolt in Egypt. The 'Uthmanid
Egyptian 'Abd alKarim b. atHarith atHadraml (d. 136/753)""* asserted that
these letters were
10 aAghani,IV, 180-1.

111 Baladhuri,Ansab V, 489, 889. The report goes back tozlihrl. The incident concerning 'Ammar
cannot be definitely dated. Abbott placed it before the incident concerning Ibn Mas'ud. It seems
more likely, however, that it occurred sontetlater.

Ibid., 102; Ibn Shabba a'rikh akMadina,12245.

BaladhurT,Ansdb,V, 103; KhalTfa, Ta'rikh, ed. Akram Diva' alUmari (Damascus, 1977), 176.
Masrug was among the Kufans who brought 'Uthmahsatar's letter in which he demanded the
dismissal of Sa'Td b. @As and the appointment of Abu MusaAgh'ari and Hudhayfa b. -al
Yaman as governors of Kufa (Baladhutinsdb,V, 46). After the murder of 'Uthman, Masruq
reproached ahshtar and 'Ammar for having killed a man who fasted andgeureconstantly
(gataltumuhu sawwaman gawwamahhe ‘Uthmanid Kufan abha'bT praised him, saying that the
women of Hamdan had not given birth to the like of Masruq (Ibn ‘Asékiiman,502-3). Masruq

was known to have access' #'isha and transmittedadith from her.
14 |bn Hajar, Tahdhib,VI, 371-2.
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forged by the rebel lead&¥. His testimony carries little weight, since such letters
were also known in Kufa, and reflects the later Sunnite consensus that 'A'isha
could not have written letters against the thiigtfily Guided Caliph.

'‘A'isha’s increasing hostility towards 'Uthman was certainly not solely
personally motivated. As the revered Mother of the Faithful and daughter of the
first caliph she also felt a responsibility for guarding the basic principlelseof t
caliphate founded by her father. She could see that under 'Uthman the caliphate
of Quraysh was quickly being turned into a hereditary kingship for the benefit of
the Umayyad house. When 'Uthman came to see her and sought the advice of 'the
Mothers of tle Faithful' in the crisis, he was told, according to his letters to the
Syrians and the Mekka pilgrims, that he must give governorships to 'Amr b. al
'‘As and 'Abd Allah b. Qays (Abu Musa-Akh'arT) and retain Mu'awiya and
(‘Abd Allah b. 'Amir) b. KurayzMu'awiya had been appointed by a ruler before
‘Uthman, he was governing his territory well, and his soldiers were satisfied with
him. 'Uthman should restore 'Amr to his governorship, for his soldiers were also
satisfied with him, and he would govern hisintry well *°

The mention of Mu'awa here may seem surprising. It could indicate that
there were suspicions, most likely unjustified, that 'Uthman might replace even
Mu'awiya, with whom his relations were relatively cool, by one of his favourites.
'Uthman certainly also mentioned him atfbd Allah b. 'Amir in order to
demonstrate that he was faithfully complying with 'A'isha’s wishes as well as he
could. Abu Musa aAsh'arT, too, had been reappointed governor by him under
pressure from the Kufans before his visit to 'A'isha. The thruseoddemands,
however, was to break the Umayyad monopoly in the government of the
conquered provinces, which could clearly be seen as ensuring and safeguarding
an Umayyad succession to the caliphate. In particular the reappointment of a
tenacious critic ah formidable opponent of '‘Uthman such as 'Amr B'Aal
would have acted as a powerful check to Umayyad aspirations.

During the final siege 'A'isha decided to leave, together with Umm Salama, for
the pilgrimage. In the hope that her presence in Medinatnhigld back the
rebels from violence, '‘Uthman sent Marwan and

134 Al-KindT, Kitab akWulat waKitab a-Qudat,ed. R. Guest (London, 1912). On the basis of this
report Abbott inclined to the opinion that the letters attributed to 'A'isha were all fohgshlq,
124). Ibn Lahl'a also transmitted a highly fictitious Egyptian report in which Ibn Abi Hudhayfa is
accused of forging letters tfe Mothers of the Faithful (Ibn Shab@a'rikh aFMadina,11534).

135 |bn 'Asakir,'Uthman,377; TabarT, 1,3043. 'Abd Allah b. 'Amir is mentioned only in the letter to
the Syrians where it is he, rather than Mu'awiya, who is described as governing well and being
popular among his soldiers.
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another cousin, 'Abd @®ahman b. 'Attab b. Asltd/ to persuade her to stay for

the sake of his safety. Having completed her preparations for the trip, she rejected

all entreaties. When Marwdinally suggested, with a sarcastic poetical quote,

that she was running away after having set the country ablaze, she told him
angrily that she wished his man were in one of her travel sacks so she could take
it along and cast him into the sE8As shereached aBulsul, ‘Abd Allah b. al

'‘Abbas, sent by the caliph to deliver his message in Mekka, caught up with her.

Worried about the impact it might make on the assembled pilgrims, she told him,

according to 'Abd Allah's own report: 'Ibn '‘Abbas, | beseguhby God, for you

are endowed with an agile tongue, that you turn [the people] away from this man

and stir up their misgivings. For their sights have become clear and acute, the

light signals have been raised for them, and they have streamed togathei! fr
countries for a momentous matter. | have seen Talha b. 'Ubayd Allah take
possession of the keys of the treasure houses and storerooms. If he takes over the
rule, he will follow the conduct of his cousin Abu Bakr.' ‘Abd Allah suggested:

'My Mother, i anything should happen to the man, the people would seek refuge

only with our fellow."A'isha drew back: 'Leave this, | do not wish to engage

with you in a boasting match or disput€.'When the news of 'Uthman's
miserable end, but not yet of 'All'session, arrived in Mekka, she ordered her
pavilion to be pitched in the Sanctuary and announced: 'l believe that ‘Uthman

will bring ill luck upon his people [the Umayyads] just as Abu Sufyan brought ill

luck on his people on the day of Badf.Talha, fie fancied, would now put the

clock back to the time of the Prophet.
The animosity of Talha an@\'isha towards 'Uthman was not shared by al

Zubayr of the clan of Asalf’ Later sources tended to associate

117 According to the version of Ibn Sa'@abaqdf V, 25), Zayd b. Thabit, treasurer and loyalist

supporter of' Uthman, was sent along with them. Ibn AblatiTd (Shark,lll, 7) quotes a report

from atWagqidT'sKitab atDar according to which Marwan asked Zayd b. Thabit to accompany

him. 'A'isha discredéd Zayd by enumerating all the gifts of land and money he had received from

'Uthman, and he said no word in return.

Baladhuri,Ansab,V, 75. For the various versions of the incident and 'A'isha's words see Abbott,

Aishah,124. According to one dhem she included Marwan himself together with 'Uthman in her

wish. Caetani expressed doubts about the authenticity of the story since he knew only the version

of the Shi‘ite alya'qubl, but commented that 'with its cynical crudeness it is well invewathy

of a woman of the Jahiliyya, which the terrible widow of the Prophet, implacable in her hatred,

inflexible in her ambitious designs, had remained to a large e¢@emiali, VI, 197).

19 Tabari, I, 3040*?° Baladhurl,Ansdb,V, 91 (Wahb b. Jarir).

121 with respect to aZubayr, too, there were claims that his lineage among Asad was false. Al
Haytham b. 'Adl stated in hisitab Mathalib al'Arab that atZubayr's grandfather Khuwaylid had
visited Egypt and had come back withZaibayr's father, aAwwam, a Copt whom he adopted. As
evidence he referred to a lampoon of the Al Khuwaylid by Hassan b. Thabit who mentioned their

longing for the Copts and the adoption ofAavwam (Ibn Abi *HadTd, Sharh Xl 68; Hassan,
Diwan, |, 374).
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al-Zubayr closely with Talha because of their joint stand, togethervfitha, in
opposition to 'AlT and in the battle of the Camel. The Basran historian Wahb b.
Jarir even mentioned-@ubayr together with Talha as having been in control of
matters dring the siege of the palat®.This is, however, far from the facts.
During the election aZubayr had, as noted, broken his earlier alliance with 'AIT
to back 'Uthman. The latter soon afterwards had shown his appreciation and
gratitude by proposing alZubayr as regent until his son 'Amr should reach
maturity. Although this arrangement soon became irrelevant as '‘Amr grew up, al
Zubayr never broke completely with the caliph. He also had, however, close ties
to 'A'isha whose elder sister, Asma’', was hiewAmr b. al'As may to some
extent have succeeded in inciting him against 'UthtfiaAl-Zubayr certainly
joined the other Early Companions in collective action in putting pressure on the
caliph to mend his ways and reduce the influence of his assediiv He
refrained, however, from personal confrontation with the cafibland it is
unlikely that he wrote letters to the provinces encouraging rebellion. 'Abd Allah
b. Mas'ud, disgraced by 'Uthman, appointeeZbayr executor of his will,
recommendig that the caliph should not lead his funeral prayer. After his death
al-Zubayr was able to persuade 'Uthman to restore Ibn Mas'ud's pension rights, of
which he had been deprived, to his childfénwhen Talha and atubayr later
came to Basra to seek enge for the murder of 'Uthman, the Basrans reminded
Talha that his letters had come to them with other conteniBulddyr then asked
them whether they had received from him any letter concerning 'Uttfhan.

It was probably early during the siege thaZabayr went to see 'Uthman and
told him there was a group of men assembled in the Prophet's mosque who were
ready to prevent violence against him and were seeking a just settlement. He
urged him to go out and together with them submit the dispute to tevaiof
Muhammad. When 'Uthman
122 BaladhurT,Ansdb,V, 90: kana tZubayr waTalha gad istawlayd 'ala-amr. The lengthy narration
of Wahb b. Jarir about the murder of' Uthm@pid., 88-92) was attributed by him to-guhrl.

While it does contain some mét# from akZuhri, it is largely Wahb's own compositiof?®
TabarT, |, 2967, see above, p. 91.

The unreliable Abu Sa'TchawlaAbT Usayd mentions an incideint which atZubayr beat some
Umayyad clients who were breaking ‘Uthman's prohibition on hoarding gba#isg), 'Uthman
scolded aZubayr, who apologized to the caliph and was forgiven (Ibn Shaltrikh alFMadina,
10056).

Ibid., 1050; BaladhurTAnsdb,V, 37. Al-Zubayr's quotation of the line by 'AbTd b-Adbras
mentioned in this report as referring to 'Abd Allah b. Mas'ud is mentioned in another report as
referring to alMigdadb. alAswad (‘Amr). 'Uthman is said to have l#ue funeral prayer ah
praised aMiqdad after his death in 33/68B(lbn Sa'd,Tabaqgat,lll/1, 115-16). The report may
imply that altMigdad's pension, too, was cancelled by 'Uthman because of his strong stand on

behalf of 'AIT.
126 TaparT, I, 3127Annali, IX, 57.
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went out with him the peopleished towards him with their arms. 'Uthman turned
back and told aZubayr that he did not see anyone seeking justice or preventing
violence'?” Al-Zubayr's attempt to mediate was thus thwarted.

Later during the siege, -@lubayr sent his client Abu HabTha 'Uthman in
order to inform him that the Banu 'Amr b. 'Awf, a major clan of Aws, had offered
him their backing in whatever he would order them. It was a hot summer day, and
Abu HabTba found the caliph with leather vesselar@kin)filled with water and
napkins (iyat) spread out in front of him. Abu HabTba told him of the Banu
'‘Amr and that aZubayr's obedience to the caliph had not changed. If the latter
wished, he would come immediately to join the defenders of the palace or he
would wait for the Ban 'Amr to arrive and would protect him with their help.
‘Uthman praised afubayr for his loyalty and indicated that he would prefer him
to wait for the Banu 'Amr to protect him, God willing, more effectively. The
caliph was killed before the Banu 'Amr iged 2

Al-Zubayr's son ‘Abd Allah had been honoured by 'Uthman for his outstanding
part in the campaign of 'Abd Allah b. Sa'd to Ifrigiya in 27/647, where he had
observed a weak spot in the array of the enemy army and killed the Greek prefect
Gregory (JgTr). The caliph exceptionally let him report his battle account from
the pulpit in Medind?® Later 'Uthman made him a member of the commission
entrusted with establishing the official recension of the Qui’aRrobably
influenced by his aunt 'A'ishae harboured an intense dislike of 'AIT and tried to
incite his father against him. According to his own report, he and his father met
'AIT at the time of the advance of the Egyptian rebels on Medina. 'AIT asked al
Zubayr for his opinion as to how he shdukact. AlZubayr suggested
27 BaladhurT Ansdb,V, 76, quoting Abu Mikhnaf; Ibn Shabb&a'rikh aFMadina, 1193.

128 see the two slightly variant versions of the report in Ibn ‘Asaliihan,374-5. After 'Uthman's
murder the poet Hanzala b-R&bT al-TamimT, himselfUthmanid, praised the ‘Amr b. 'Awf for
keeping their commitment while lampooning the BarNdjjar for soiling themselves with treason
(ibid,, 553-4). Muhammad b. alunkadir named two clans of Aws, the Banu 'Amr b. 'Awf and the
Banu Haritha, as backing 'Uthman (Ibn Shabbaikh atMadina,1280).

'‘Abd Allah b. atZubayr's battle account, preserved by Zubayrid family tradition, is quoted in
Aghdni, VI, 59-60. Ibn alZubayr was asked by 'Abd Allah b. Sa'd to take the victory rgessa
Medina with the words that no one merited more to convey them than he-dbbajr added that
Marwan arrived later and laid claim to 500,000 dirhams which 'Uthman took out kfitimesof

the booty. The honour thus went to 'Abd Allah bZabayr ad the spoils to Marwan, who does

not seem to have distinguished himself in the campaign. That 'Uthman asked 'Abd Allah b. al
Zubayr to narrate his battle account from the pulpit was reported by 'Abd Allah's nephew Hisham b.
‘Urwa (Ibn 'Abd alHakam,Futuh Misr wa-akhbaruhaed. C. C. Torrey (New Haven, 1922), 185

6). There is no reason to suspect tendentious fiction byZyoayrid Egyptian tradition, as

suggested by Caetaffinnali, VII, 189-90).
130 Noldeke and SchwallyGeschichte des Qoraris, 48.
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that he confine himself to his house, neither trying to stop them nor guiding them.
'AIT commended this view and left. 'Abd Allah then commented to his father: '‘By
God, he surely will aid and guide them, and seek support against the Commander
of the Faithéil.***

At the time of the siege Ibn -@ubayr was, according to Zubayrid family
tradition, given by 'Uthman the general command of the defenders of the
palace*** He is said to have been wounded in the fightfhand always remained
anadmirer of Uthman and a defender of his condtfat a late stage in the siege
‘Uthman ordered him to read a letter to the besiegers in which the caliph promised
full redress of all their grievances. 'Uthman would, the letter continued, obey
whatever te wives of the Prophet and those of sound opinion among his critics
agreed upon, but he would not 'take off a dress in which God had dressed him'.
The besiegers tried to prevent lbrrZalbayr from reading the letter and shot
arrows at him, but he read ih ihis strongest voice. Abu Mikhnaf added that
according to some it was ratherZalbayr himself who read the letter, but that the
former account was sound@f.According to Salih b. Kaysan, -dubayr was
among twelve men who buried 'Uthm&h This is notconfirmed, however, by
the other, more reliable reports quoted by\aqidT**’

Caetani was firmly convinced that the main instigator of the revolt and chief
culprit in the murder of the caliph was 'AIT. Since the Islamic historical tradition
generally des not bear out this thesis, he accused the orthodox Sunnite sources of
inveterate 'Alid, if not Shi'ite, bias and systematical -&htiayyad distortion.

'‘AlT, he argued, could clearly be expected to be the prime beneficiary of the
overthrow of 'Uthman. Ifiact, 'AlT, much younger than the caliph, would almost
certainly have succeeded him on a legitimate basis if he had patiently awaited
‘Uthman's natural death. Yet he was driven by his inordinate ambition, which was
quite incommensurate with his actual lawfkpolitical responsibility and acumen.
Thus he conspired for the quick removal of 'Uthman as he had conspired before
for the murder of 'Umar. 'AIT, Caetani conceded, probably did not incite the
masses to murder 'Uthman, but he secretly created numefficidties for him

in order to make him unpopular and

131 |pn ShabbaTa'rikh aFMadina, 11267. According to other versions 'Abd Allah, intervening before
his father could answer, sternly told 'All that he ought to obey his imazuBéyr rebuked him fo
lack of respect towards his maternal uncle (‘Af)d., 1197).**2BaladhurT Ansab.V, 74.

133 1bid., 79, quoting Abu Mikhnaf; TabarT, I, 300%* See BaladhurTAnsab,V, 9. ** Ibid., 66,

quoting Abu Mikhnaf, andbid., 90, quoting Wahb b. JarThh Shabba,
Ta'rikh a-Madina,11934. ** TabarT, |, 3047.

137 The anecdote quoted byMada’inT on the authority of Ibn Ju'duba according to which 'AIT heard a
Sufyanid woman recite a poem accusingabayr and Talha in the murder of 'Uthman (BaladhurT,
Ansdb,V, 105) obviously lacks historical foundation.
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to put himself in a favourable light, ultimately in order to force 'Uthman's
abdication>

The premise of Caetani's argument was mistaken. The election of 'Uthman had
demonstratethat Quraysh, as 'Umar had told IbrAdbbas, would not consent to
a caliphate of the Prophet's cousin. 'AlT had strongly pleaded his case and had
been decisively rejected. Neither he nor his opponents could be under any illusion
that the result might beifferent in another election. It was confidence that 'AIT
was no longer a valid candidate that encouragédha and Talha to undermine
‘Uthman's reign. If 'AIT had been the prime mover in the rebellion and its
prospective beneficiaryA 'isha would have had no part in it. For whatever her
dislike of 'Uthman's Umayyad arrogance, her hatred of 'AlIT was seated more
deeply. The sam@ 'isha who just before the murder of ‘Uthman told Marwan she
would like to toss the caliph into the sea onlgeks later was to assure the
assembled Quraysh in Mekka that 'AIT had killed 'Uthman, and that a mere
fingertip of 'Uthman was better than the whole of 'AfT.

'AlT, however, had not entirely given up his aspirations. Rejected by the ruling
class of Quraysh, he became the natural focal point of tribal discontent in the
provinces. In Kufa, in particular, adtithman agitation during the governorship
of al-WalTd b. 'Ugba was leaning in favour of 'AIT. As early as the beginning of
'‘Uthman's reign, Jundab b. 'Abd Allah b. DabtAatll, who had been present in
Medina during the election and had met 'AIT, began to extol his virtues in his
home town Kufa, buat first met mostly opposition. According to his own
account, he was denounced to the governeWallTd, and imprisoned, but soon
released upon the intercession of friefsAccording to Abu Mikhnaf, 'Amr b.
Zurara alNakhaT and Kumayl b. Ziyad-&lakha'T were the first to call in public
for the removal of 'Uthman and for homage to 'Alifformed of 'Amr b. Zurara's
activity, aFWalTd wanted to ride forth against him and his supporters, but he was
warned that the people were assembled around 'Amr in strength. MAlskhr,
also of the Banu-Nakha' of Madhhij, offered to intervene atalvouch for the
good conduct of his tribesmen. WhervdhlTd reported the situation to ‘Uthman,
the latter ordered that 'Amr, whom he described as a boorish bedbali jilf),
be exiled to Damascus. Ashtar, alAswad b. YazTd b. Qays and his uncle
‘Algama b. Qays

136 Annali, VIII, 160.
3> Baladhuri,Ansab,V, 91, variant: a single night of 'Uthman was better than 'AIT the whole of
eternity.
138 |bn Abi 1-HadTd,Sharh,IX, 56-8. In Medina Jundab made 'AIT an offer to ievihe Kufans to
his support, but 'AIT declined, stating that it was not the time for that.
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al-NakhaT accompanied him and then returned to Kiifa.

Under the governorship of Sa'Td b-'A$, al-Ashtar and several others were
exiled from Kufa to Damascus. There they stayed initially in thesh of 'Amr b.
Zurara. These men, known as Kufan Qur'an reafgtsraclearly inclined to
'‘AIT. Al-Ashtar led the uprising of the Kufans against the governor Sa'Td b. al
'‘As and the Kufan rebel force entering Medina at the time of the siege. During
'‘AlT's caliphate they were among his most steadfast supporters and some of those
surviving, such as Kumayl b. Ziyad, remained important figures in the early
ShT'a. This Kufan backing for 'AIT was probably spontaneous initially and
remained loose until the murderf ‘Uthman. There is no evidence that 'AlT
entertained close relations with them at this time or directed their actions. But he
was certainly aware of them.

'AIT clashed with 'Uthman in particular on questions of the religious law. As
Muhammad's paternatousin and fosteson, he evidently saw himself as
responsible for the preservation and execution of the norms of the Qur'an and the
Prophet's practice. At the beginning of 'Uthman's reign he protested against the
pardon of 'Ubayd Allah b. 'Umar for the naer of altHurmuzan and threatened
to carry out the legal punishmeffitadd)when he could lay his hands on hiffi.

He insisted that theaddpunishment for winrinking be applied to alvalTd b.
'Ugba, and when others hesitated to flog the caliph'shinather, he either did so
himself or had his nephew 'Abd Allah b. Ja'far carry out the flogfftdis stand

in these two cases brought down upon him the lasting hattédag® Allah and
al-WalTd. During the pilgrimage 0f29/650 he, like 'AbdRdhman b. 'Awf,
confronted 'Uthman with reproaches for his change of the prayer ritual, which had
provoked murmuring among the publié.He pointedly contravenetthman's
prohibition of performing the extraeasonal pilgrimageugnra) during the season

of the regular pilgrimagénhajj) or combining the two, insisting that he would not
deviate from the Sunna of the PropHéiWhen 'Uthman defiantly declared in the
mosque of Medina that he would take whatever he needed frofaythia spite

of the grumblingof some people, 'AlT exclaimed that in that case the caliph
would be prevented by ford& 'AIT expressed his disapproval of Umayyad
largesse froray money to the elite when SaTd b-'ak sent him gifts

139 BaladhurT, Ansdh V, 30. AFAswad b. YazTd aNakhaT was a disciple of Ibn Mas'ud and
eventually turned against 'AlT in contrast to his (younger) uncle 'AlgaQays (aiThagafT, Abu
Ishaq Ibrahimal-Gharat,ed. Jalal aDTn atMuhaddith (Tehran, 1395/[ 1975]), 55%).

140 BaladhurT Ansdb)V, 338 5; Annali, VI, 3358 55. Al-Hasan is said to have refused to

41 |bn ShabbaJa'tikh a-Madina, 10434. ¢ BaladhurT Ansab,V, 48.

141 aghani, X1, 31; Annali, VIII, 88-9. Said b. alA? is said to have written to 'AIT that he
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from Kufa and vowed that he, if he were ever ipasition to rule, would freely
hand out 'the inheritance of Muhammad' to the peBplé#. was one of the
grievances of the Kufans against Sa'Td BAalthat he had reduced the pensions
of their women from 200 to 100 dirharh$.

'‘AlIT also endeavoured to protect men whom he considered meritorious
Muslims from maltreatment by the caliph. Thus he intervened on behalf of the
Companion Jundab b. Ka'b-AkdT, who had killed a neMuslim sorcerer
protected by aWalld b. 'Ugba. The governor, whom the sorcerer had been
entertaining with his tricks, wanted to execute Jundab for murder, but his tribe,
Azd, protected him. He escaped from prison and sought refuge in Medina. On
'‘AlT's interession 'Uthman sent-&/alTd an order to refrain from action against
Jundab, who returned to Kuf&. 'AIT also protested against ‘Uthman's brutal
treatment of Ibn Mas'ud, reminding the caliph of his early merits as a Companion
of the Prophet, and took him to his own house for prote¢foHe stopped
‘Uthman from punishing a Kufan messenger who refused to reveal the names of
those who had written a letter sevgreriticizing the caliph:*When 'Uthman
exiled Abu Dharr, 'AIT made a show of solidarity with the deportee by
accompanying him with several members of his family and 'Ammar, although
Marwan, on the order of 'Uthman, tried to prevent him.sTled to an angry
exchange with 'Uthmalt’ After the death of Abu Dharr, he intervened to
forestall the banishment of 'Amm&?.

The relationship between 'AIT and 'Uthman was, however, not entirely
antagoniic. Among the members of the electoral council, 'AIT was 'Uthman's
closest kin. Common descent from 'Abd Manaf, the fathdyoofi ‘Abd Shams
and Hashim, still was seen as an effective bagrd-vis the rest of Quraysh.
‘Uthman is reported to have honedral’Abbas b. 'Abd aMuttalib on a par with
the Umayyads Abu Sufyan b. Harb-Hékam b. Abi fAs and alWalTd b.
'Ugba by allowing each one to sit with him on his thrbfiéAbd Allah b. at
'‘Abbas narrated that 'Uthman had complained to his fathtelong before the
latter's death in 32/652

was sending no one such gemes gifts as to him. SaTd's grandson Sa‘'Td b. 'Amr

described 'AIT rather as driven by personal greed. According to his account 'AIT accepted Sa'Td's
gifts, charging that the Banu Umayya were merely giving thitsiof the inheritance of Muhammad

and affirming that if he lived he would surely stop them from that (Ibn $abagat,V, 21). In

view of AIT's later conduct, this must be viewed as Umayyad misrepresent&tiaghani,XI, 31.

4% BaladhurT Ansdb,V, 21-2.

Ibid., 36-7. According to aWagidl,'AIT was also said to have protested against the flogging of

the Kufan witnesses againstWhalTd on 'Uthman's orddibid., 34).

45 hid., 41-2.

146 BaladhurT Ansab)V, 54-5. % Aghani,IV, 177.

144
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about 'All, charging that he, 'AlIT, had cut his kinship ties to him and was stirring
up the people against him. Wherabbas suggested that mutual accommodation
was required, 'Uthman requested him to act asriliator. After the meeting,
however, 'Uthman, under the influence of Marwan, changed his mind and sent for
al-'Abbas to ask him to defer any action.-‘Abbas remarked to his son that
'Uthman was not master of his own affdifsPerhaps referring to the same
occasion, Suhayb, the client of'Abbas, reported that the latter had addressed
‘Uthman, beseeching him to treat his kinsman 'AIT with consideration, for he had
heard that 'Uthman intended to act against 'AlIT andalssociates aghal).
‘Uthman answered that he was ready to accept his intercession, and that if * AIT
only wished it, no one would be above him in the caliph's consideration. Yet 'AIT
had rejected all overtures and stuck to his own point of view. Wh&kbbhs
talked to 'AlT, the latter commented that if ‘Uthman ordered him to leave his own
house, he would do so, but he would not be coaxed into disregarding the
injunctions of the Book of Gotf®

According to a report of &ha'bT, 'Uthman's displeasure lwiAIT reached
such a point that he complained about him to every Companion of the Prophet
visiting him. Zayd b. Thabit then offered to see 'AIT and inform him of the
caliph's anger. 'Uthman consented, and Zayd went together with 'Uthman's cousin
al-MughTra b. alAkhnas*® and seveal others to visit 'AIT. Zayd told him that
‘Uthman had two rightful claims on him, that of close kin and that of caliph, and
that his complaint was that 'AIT was turning away from him and was throwing
his orders back at him. 'AIT assured him that hendilwish to object or answer
back to the caliph, but he could not keep silent when 'Uthman overturned a right
that was God's due. He would, he promised, refrain from whatever he could. Al
MughTra now intervened, warning him: '‘By God, you shall refrain

147 Baladhuri,Ansdb,V, 13; in theisnadread Husayn b. 'Abd Allah b. 'Ubayd Allah b. 'Abbas for
Husayn b. 'Abd Allah b. 'Abd Allah b. 'Abbas; 1. ib®ukamust be reathlayyaas in the edition of

I. 'Abbas (alBaladhuri, Ansab alashraf, 4/1, ed. Ihsan 'Abbas (Wiesbaden, 197998; Ibn
ShabbaTa'rikh atMadina, 10457. For another report about an exchange of accusations between
‘Uthman and 'All attributed to Ibal-'Abbas and quoted by-#Vaqidl in hisKitab al-Shiird see lbn

Abi |-Hadld, Sharh,IX, 15-17. Here 'AIT isdescribed as telling 'Uthman, after defending his own
conduct, that he must prevent 'the insolesufgha’) of the Banu Umayya' from harming the
Muslims and dismiss corrupt officials. 'Uthman promised to follow his advice, but Marwan
persuaded him to igme it.

Al-MughTra was the son of -dlkhnas (Ubayy) b. Shariq dlhaqafT, confederate of the Banu
Zuhra and one of the most vigorous opponents of Muhammad. His mother was 'Uthman's paternal
aunt Khalda bt Abi-IAs (Zubayri,Nasab,101).
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from troubling him or you shall be made to refrain. Surely he has more power
over you than you have over him. He sent these Muslim men only as a show of
strength and in order to get their evidence against you.' "AIT angrily cursed him
and alluded to his family base origin and record of hostility to Islam. Zayd b.
Thabit calmed him down, assuring him that they had not come as witnesses or to
seek evidence against him, but to reconcile him and the caliph. Then he invoked
God's blessings on him and 'Uthman, &ftitogether with his companiori®

His kinship ties made 'All a natural mediator between the opposition and
‘Uthman. When the general discontent reached dangerous levels in the year
34/6545, a group of Mekkan and other Companions asked 'All to speandb
admonish, 'Uthman. 'AIT thus addressed him as spokesman of the people, but
'Uthman was not yet prepared to heed his warnitiga. year later, when the
Egyptian rebels camped at Dhu Khushub, 'Uthman asked 'AIT to meet them at
the head of a delegationf Muhajirun while also sending the Medinan
Companion Muhammad b. Maslama at the head of a group of Ansar. 'AIT and
Muhammad b. Maslama persuaded the rebels to turn back by promising them, in
the name of the caliph, redress for all their grievances arekiag to act as
guarantors®

In his first sermon after their return, 'Uthman, pressed by Marwan, announced
that the Egyptians had returned to their country realizing that the charges raised
against their imam had been false. As this prodo&epublic outburst in the
mosque, 'AIT impressed upon the caliph the need to own up in public to his past
misdeeds and to show remorse. 'Uthman did so in a sermon in which he invited
advice from the spokesmen of the people regarding his future condwet. Th
speech was well received, but Marwan soon succeeded in persuading the caliph
that his show of humility was a political mistake. 'Uthman allowed him to insult
and threaten the men assembled in front of the palace ready to offer their advice.
'‘AlT in a rage warned 'Uthman that Marwan was out to ruin him and that he,
'AIT, would not visit him henceforth. 'Uthman now visited him in person but
failed to placate him. He left, charging that 'AIT had cut his kinship ties to him
and deserted him, thus emboldenitige people against hifit Shortly
afterwards, during 'Uthman's Friday sermon, public discontent vented itself in a
volley of pebbles. 'Uthman fell from the pulpit and was carried unconscious to
his palace. When 'AIT visited him and inquired about his itmm] 'Uthman's
kin blamed him for what had happened and defiantly warned
%8 |bn Abi 1-Hadid,Sharh,Vill, 302-3.

159 Tabari, I, 29378; Baladhuri Ansab,V, 60-1.
180 TabarT, 1, 296971; BaladhuriAnsdb,V, 62. % Tabari, I, 29719.
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him of dire cmsequences if he should realize his ambitions; 'AIT left in aliger.

He was to see 'Uthman once more as the Egyptian rebels returned to Medina,
outraged by the official letter ordering the punishment of their leaders, which they
had intercepted. 'AIT an#luhammad b. Maslama as guarantors of'Uthman's
promises to the Egyptians evidently felt obliged to intervene and came jointly to
see 'Uthman. When 'AIT informed the caliph of the rebels' new grievance,
‘Uthman swore that he had no knowledge of the lettdrileAMMuhammad b.
Maslama accepted his word, adding that this was the work of Marwan, 'AlIT
insisted that 'Uthman receive the Egyptians himself and put his excuse to them.
Reminding him of his kinship ties, the caliph pleaded with him to go out to speak
to them, but 'AIT declined. The Egyptians were admitted and stated their
grievances. 'Uthman again denied any knowledge of the letter and both 'AIT and
Muhammad b. Maslama attested that he was speaking the truth. The Egyptians
now demanded that he resign if afficial letter with his seal could be sent
without his knowledge, but the caliph affirmed that he would not take off a
garment with which God had clad him. As turmoil broke out, 'AIT stood up and
left, followed by Muhammad b. Maslama. The Egyptians #cand continued
their siege of the palace until they killed hifi.'AIT intervened only when
informed by Jubayr b. Mut'im that the rebels were preventing the delivery of
water to the besieged caliph. He talked to Talha and saw to it that water was

delivered™® As

182 |bid., 2979. According to the report of Abu HudhayfaQairashl, 'Uthman's Umayyad kin sent al
'‘Abbas b. aibrigan b. Zayd, brothein-law of atHarith b.al-Hakam, after 'AIT as he left in anger

to question him about his attitude towards his cousin. 'AlIT reacted angrily, protesting that 'Uthman
committed the offences he did, and that now he, 'AIT, was being questioned and accused with
regard to him. Weret inot for his, 'AlT's, position, 'Uthman's eye sockets would have been pulled
out (MufTd,Jamal,143-4, readinga’jtarra for la-ajtazzu).

TabarT, |, 299%5. Muhammad b. Maslama was of the Banadakith of Aws and a confederate of

the Banu (‘Abd) ahshhal. An early convert to Islam, he was higiilysted by Muhammad. '‘Umar
employed him to investigate 'sensitive mattemshyr mu'dila) in the provinces. He was thus
commissioned by the caliph to confiscate part of the riches amassed by 'AmfA\Slin his
governorship of Egypt and to destroy the gate of the palace built by Sa'd b. AbT Waqga? in Kufa
by means of which the governor hoped to keep the public away. Wellhausen characterized him as
'the old brave and honest Ansar¥kizzenVI, 128). Caetaniin order to discredit his account,
called him 'a friend of 'AIT'Annali, VIII, 158). Yet Ibn Maslama was among the few Ansar who
either refused to pledge allegiance to "AIT or failed to back him in his campaign ag@\istha,

Talha and aZubayr; seebelow, pp. 145%. He went to live in voluntary exile in-Babadha after

the murder of 'Uthman, evidently in order to avoid harassment from the stronghMigrAnsar in
Medina. The Umayyads, however, did not forgive him his withdrawal of support frdmman

caused by his despair over the caliph's refusal to remove Marwan, who had made his position as
guarantor to the Egyptians impossible. Under Mu'awiya, in 45/666, a Synianahl atSham)

from alUrdunn broke into his house in Medina and murdered (tfim Hajar, Isaba, VI, 63-4).

There can be little doubt that this was a political revenge killing instigated by the Umayyads.

164 TabarT, |, 2979; BaladhurBnsabV, 77.
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noted, Sa'd b. AbT Wagqgas on the final day of the siege urged 'AIT once more to
intervene to protect his beleaguered kin, but it was too fa#iT, so much is
evident, was torn for a long time between two loyalties, his traditional obligation
to a close kinsman and his commitment to his Islamic principles. Towards the end
he seemso have broken with 'Uthman in despair over his own inability to break
the disastrous influence of Marwan on the caliph. It can, of course, be argued that
he would have been spared the painful decision and the lasting enmity of the
Umayyads had he abandahéhis political ambitions completely after the
humiliating rejection by Quraysh he had suffered in the election. This would,
however, hardly have saved 'Uthman from his calamitous end. Caetani's portrait
of an incompetent and unscrupulous schemer whoemlidy inordinate ambition

and rancour, plotted to overthrow, if not to murder, a swehning but weak
caliph is utterly incongruous.

Crisis and revolt

The chronological development of the crisis may be retraced approximately as
follows. In the year 34/65%5 agitation against 'Uthman reached a peak as
Companions wrote to each other calling jibad against the caliph. The people

in Medina openly reviled him while the Companions listened without defending
him except for a few Medinans such as Zayd b. Thau Usayd alSa'idT,

Ka'b b. Malik and Hassan b. Thabit.AIT was asked to speak to 'Uthman in the
name of the people. He admonished the caliph, mainly criticizing the appointment
of his kin as governors and his lack of control over their actionsiribh rejected

the criticism and told 'AIT that if he, 'AlT, were in his position he would not
indulge in such reproaches. In his speech to the people in the mosque he chided
his denigrators and faultfinders. He suggested that they blamed him for what they
had accepted from 'Umar because of the toughness of the latter and his own
gentleness; they should restrain their tongues from defaming him and their
governors and appreciate that he had in fact shielded them from men against
whom they would not dare speakit; he was materially providing for them as
well as his predecessors had done; if there remained

165 Tabari, 1,2998. There are other reports, some of them Kufan, that 'All was prevented by his son
Muhammad b. aHanafiyya or others from going to tpalace to protect 'Uthman in the final stage

of the siege. According to one of them IbrHanafiyya told 'All that Marwan and his kin wanted

to use him as a hostage (BaladhArsdb,V, 94).

Tabari, |, 29367. The Medinan Jabala b. '"Amr&&'idl s variously described as the first one to use
offensive language towards 'Uthman and to castigate him in public. The scenes described by al
Baladhuri,Ansdb,V, 47, 11. 717 and afTabarl, I, 2980, 11. ¥3981,1. 14 may have occurred

about this time. Thenformant 'Uthman b. ébharid is perhaps the Makhzumite 'Uthman b. 'Abd

al-Rahman b. aHarith b. Hisham. 'Abd aRahman b. aHarith was known as &harid (Zubayri,
Nasab,303). He had a son 'Uthmébid., 304).
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some surplus money, why should not he tlzeir imam, do with it whatever he
wished? Marwan then stood up and challenged the troublemakers: 'If you want
we igall, by God, make the sword judge between us', but 'Uthman silenced
him.

The revolt in Kufa against the governor SaTd BAalis plaed by the sources
in the year 34/65%. There is no circumstantial evidence that would allow a
closer dating. Most likely, however, it took place late in the year, presumably
after 'All's futile intervention. Wellhausen assumed that the meeting of the
provincial governors in Medina with 'Uthman, during which the revolt occurred,
was connected with the annual pilgrimd&feThis is not confirmed by the
account of aBaladhurl which states only that 'Uthman summoned his governors
Mu'awiya, 'Abd Allah b. Sa'dAbd Allah b. 'Amir and Sa'id b. &lAs because of
the clamour and complaints of the peofffeThe assumption, however, is
attractive since it would explain why Sa'Td b.Ad stayed so long before setting
out on his return. For the Kufans decided teoleonly when informed by one of
their men, 'llba’ b. aHaytham aiSadusl, that '‘Uthman was sending Sa'Td back in
spite of their complaints about hitff.

The revolt, as described by-Baladhuri most likely on the basis of Abu
Mikhnaf's account, was a fjoa explosion. AlAshtar was called from Hims; he
took control, had the deputy governor Thabit b. Qays &haltTm atAnsari’
expelled, and sent odtoops in several directions in order to secure all access
routes to the town. All this must obviously have taken a few wEéidnly then
did the governor, SaTd b.-#ls, appear, and he was prevented from reaching the
Euphrates by Malik b. Sa'Td-arhabT. AlAshtar had the governor's palace
looted and asked Abu Musa-Ash'arT to lead the prayers in the town and
Hudhayfa b. alvaman to take charge of tlskawadand the land tax. 'Uthman then
sent Abu Bakr's son 'Abd-&ahman and alliswar b. Makhramaa summon the
rebels back to obedience.

187 Tapari, I, 2937.

168 \WellhausenSkizzeny|, 126; WellhausenDas arabische Reict29.

169 Baladhuri,Ansab,V, 43-4.

170 bid., 44. In the account of @uhri (AghanT XI, 30-1) the name 'llbds erroneously given as "All.

'llba’ b. alHaytham of the Banu Tha'laba b. Sadus of RabT'a is described byKlatbahs a lord

(sayyid)in Kufa and as the first one there to summon to the allegiance of 'All (Ibn Hammharat

ansab al'Arab, ed. E. Lei-Proven<;al (Cairo, 1948), 299).

1 sayf b. 'Umar erroneously speaks of 'Amr b. Hurayth as the deputy governor (Tabari, |, 2928).
172 This account stands in sharp contrast to the farcical report of Sayf b. 'Umar quote@alaral
[ibid., 292731; Annali, VIII, 81-4) which portrays the revolt as a coup by a handful of villains

taking advantage of the absence of all responsible leaders in the Kufan provinZesriAl
summary accour({\ghant,XI, 30-1) also conceals the magnitude of the outburst.
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Al-Ashtar's reply was couched in insolent language. He demanded that the
deviant caliph recant, repent, and appoint Abu Musa and Hudhayfa. The letter
was conveyed to Medina by several distinguished Kufan Qur'an ref@gerf)

and legal experts. 'Uthman inedliately declared his repentance and confirmed
Abu Musa and Hudhayfd® Al-Ashtar was evidently in firm control, and the
caliph gave way under dure¥8.

The governors of the other three provinces at the same governors' meeting
counselled tough repressiodbd Allah b. 'Amir sincerely advised 'Uthman in
verse to 'put a grip on the people with exile which will divide their gathering and
to meet them with the sword'. This was, he asserted, plainly right and what they
deserved. Mu'awiya proudly promised 'Otan to take care of his province for
him and asked him to tell Ibn 'Amir and 'the lord of Egypt' to take care of theirs.
The caliph's perdition at the hands of the rebels, he realized, would mean his own
perdition. 'Abd Allah b. Sa'd admitted that he fewsonly worsening of the
situation, but then he addressed the opponents, threatening to match them with
the lances and swords of his clan, the Banu 'Amir of Quraysh, and to trample
them in their country (Egypt)?>

According to Abu Mikhnafrepresentatives of the discontent in Kufa, Basra
and Egypt met in the mosque of Mekka during the pilgrimage season of 34/655
and decided to return, evidently in larger numbers, the following year to press
their demands on 'Uthman. Whether this detailegiin an account that otherwise

reflects a poor knowledge of the events

73 BaladhurT Ansdb,V, 44-7.

174 'Uthmanid historical tradition rather portrayed the caliph as pleased and eager to satisfy public
opinion. Sayf thus describes Sa'Td b:"#\S aSidiculing atAshtar and the Kufan rebels who

met him in force and as telling them that it would have been sufficient for them to send a single
man to the Commander of the Faithful or to him to achieve their purpose rather than bringing out a
thousand menT@barT, I, 2950). The 'Uthmanid JuhayrdFétri claimed that he was present when
'Uthman made the provincial delegates the offer of choosing their own governors. Only the Kufans
stood up and asked that he depose Sa'Td-bARS and appoint Abu Musa. 'Uthmecomplied
immediately(Aghani Xl, 31). In another version of his report, the Egyptians, too, asked that he
depose their governor, 'Abd Allah b. Sa'd, and appoint 'Amr-8 AIS . 'Uthman did so, but the
Egyptian rebels Abu 'Amr b. Budayl, {BlajawT] andal-TanukhT(sic, perhaps for [Ibn 'Udays] al
BalawT and [Kinana b. Bishr] dlujTbT) came and murdered him nonetheless (Ibn ‘Asakir,
'Uthman,403-4).

Ibn 'Asakir, Uthman,308-9. Later, when the Egyptian rebels set out for Medina, 'Abd Allah b.
Sa'd'sprognosis was much more gloomy. See the lines of poetry relating to that time quoted by Ibn
Bakr, Tamhid, 195, evidently a revised version of his earlier lines. The details of the governors'
meeting with 'Uthman given by Abu Mikhnaf (?, BaladhuAnsdb,V, 43-4), Sayf b. 'Umar
(TabarT, |, 29445; Ibn 'Asakir,'Uthman, 303-5; Annali, VIIl, 11-12), and Ja'far éluhammadl
(;I'Ae:bari, I, 29324; Annali, VIII, 105-7) are legendary, especially the part ascribed to 'Anal-b.
'‘AS.
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in Medina, is reliable, must Heft open.” The Egyptians, in any case, were the
first to move. In Egypt two Qurayshites, Muhammad b. Abi Hudhayfa and
Muhammad b. Abi Bakr, had been agitating against 'Uthman and the governor
‘Abd Allah b. Sa'd b. Abi Sarh for some time. The former b@® a Muslim, son

of the distinguished Early Companion Abu Hudhayfa b. 'Utba of 'Abd Shams.

After his father was killed in the battle of-‘Alqraba’, he was brought up by

'Uthman'”” His grudge against his fostéather was most likely motivated by

resemment of 'Uthman's preference over him, son of an Early Companion and
martyr of Islam, for kinsmen who were either sons of enemies of the Prophet such
as atHakam and 'Ugba b. Abi Mu'ayt or outlaws such as 'Abd Allah b.'8a'd.
Muhammad b. Abi Bakr, fornknown reasons, shared his sister's intense dislike
of 'Uthman'" but not her hatred of 'All. He had been brought up in the household
of 'All since his mother, Asma’ bt 'Umays, married him after Abu Bakr's d®ath.

176 BaladhurT, Ansab, V, 59. The leade of the Kufans and Basrans in 34/955 named by Abu
Mikhnaf, Ka'b b. 'Abda (Dhi ‘Habaka) aNahdT and aMuthanna (b. Bashir) b. Maljraba-al
'Abdl, were not identical with their leaders in 35/956. This may speak for the accuracy of the report.
Al-Ashtar,the leader of the Kufans in 35/956, was evidently occupied in Kufa in 34/955.
Born in Abyssinia, Ibn AbT Hudhayfa must have been above ten years old when he joined
'Uthman's household.
'Abd Allah b. Sa'd had beenscribe of Muhammad at an early stage of his preaching. He changed
the wording of some passages in the Quran and, when Muhammad failed to notice the changes
immediately, apostatized and mockingly assured the Prophet's Qurayshite opponents that he
himsef was a recipient of divine revelation as much as was Muhammad. At the time of the
conquest of Mekka, he was among those whom the Prophet would not pardon. 'Uthman, however,
then persuaded Muhammad to forgive Ibn Sa'd, his foster brother. Muhammad budbdyfa in
Egypt criticized 'Uthman for appointing a man whose blood the Prophet had declared licit and
concerning whom Qur'an VI 93 had been revealed: 'And who is a greater wrongdoer than he who
forges lies about God, or says: "I have received a [divieeglation" when nothing has been
revealed to him, and who says: "I shall send down the like of what God has sent down?"
(Baladhurl, Ansdb, II, 387). The verse was held by some early Sunnite commentators to have
referred to ‘Abd Allah b. Sa'd. Others ntained that it referred to the false prophet Musaylima
(Tabari,Jami',VIl, 165-7).

Vague charges that Ibn AbT Hudhayfa had a grudge against 'Uthman because he had been
flogged for drinking wine (Baladhurhnsdb,ll, 387, V, 50; Ibn alAthlr, al-Kamil fi I-ta'rikh, ed.
C.J. Tornberg (Leiden, 18526), lll, 219) are presumably 'Uthmanid. IbrAdhlr adds that Ibn
AbT Hudhayfa now became an ascetic engaging in worship and asked ‘Uthman to appoint him to a
governorship. 'Uthman answered that he would dd #miAbi Hudhayfa were worthy of it. Ibn
Abi Hudhayfa then asked to be sent on a sea raid, and was sent to Egypt.
Just as in the case of Ibn AbT Hudhayfa, 'Uthmanid tradition represented by Sayf b. ‘Umar tried to
explain his hatred of 'Uthman by ay&# punishment which 'Uthman inflicted on him without mercy
(Ibn "Asakir,'Uthman,302). The story is certainly fiction.
180 Muhammad was only three years of age then. See further the article by G. Hawting orEhim in

(2nd edn).
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'‘Abd Allah b. Sa'd hadanplained to 'Uthman about the two men, but the
caliph wrote that he was not to touch them since Muhammad b. AbT Bakr was
the brother ofA'isha, Mother of the Faithful, and Muhammad b. AbT Hudhayfa
was his kin and fosteson, the ‘fledgling of Quraysh? 'Uthman tried to appease
Ibn AbT Hudhayfa with a present of 30,000 dirhams and a litter covered with a
precious cloth. Ibn AbT Hudhayfa exhibitélde gift in the mosque of -&ustat,
inviting the people to see for themselves how 'Uthman tried to bribe him and to
coax him to betray his religion. 'Uthman now called '"Ammar b. Yasir, apologized
to him for what he had done before, and sent him to Egypivestigate the
activity of Ibn AbT Hudhayfa and to defend the conduct of the caliph while
guaranteeing redress of grievances to those who would come to him. Once in
Egypt, however, 'Ammar backed lbn AbT Hudhayfa, calling for the removal of
'Uthman andx march to Medina. From a poem byVehITd b. 'Ugb&® it appears
that 'Uthman at the same time sent agents to the other provincial towns to
investigate the activity of 'the traitors'. Adif them, according to aNalTd,
carried out their task with fear of God and nobility except for Dulaym (‘(Ammar).
'‘Abd Allah b. Sa'd reported to 'Uthman asking for permission to punish 'Ammar,
but the caliph rejected his advice and ordered him to send 'Amgergerously
equipped back to Medina. Others, according t@BahdhurT, reported that
'Ammar was deported by forcesuyyirg and that lbn AbT Hudhayfa now
succeeded in persuading his followers to march to Medina.

In Shawwal 35/April 656, between 400 and 700 Egyptians set out for
Medina;®* ostensibly to perform an extseasonal pilgrimageugnra). They were
led by four men, 'Abd a@Rahman b. 'Udays #BalawT** who had the overall
command, Sudan (STdan) b. HumraiMalradT, 'Amr b.

149 BaladhurT Ansab V, 50, 11, 388.1%? Ibn ‘Asakir, Uthman 306.

183 BaladhurT Ansdb)V, 51; Ibn ShabbaTa'rikh aF-Madtna, 1122 3.

18 The date given by Muhammad b. 'UmarAdT, Rajab 35/Jan. 656 (TabarT, |, 2968;

152 'Abd aFRahman b. 'Udays was a Companion of rank, one of those who had given the Pledge under
the Tree at aHudaybiyya, and was among the first conqueroiSgyfpt (Ibn Hajar)saba,lV, 171-
2). He is said to have occupied the laikthtatta) of the WhitePalace &l-dar albayda'),located in
front of the mosque and the palace of 'Amr BAs| after the conquest. Others claimed, according
to Ibn 'Abd alHakam, that the space of the White Palace was empty and used as a place for the
horses of the Muslimbefore Marwan b. aHakam built it when he visited -&lustat as caliph in
65/684 5. Marwan said at the time that it was not proper for the caliph to be in a town where he
did not have a palace. The White Palace was then built for him in two months (tbatdakam,
Futuh Misr,107). Most likely he confiscated the property of his old enemy.
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al-Hamiq atKhuzaT and 'Urwa b. Shiyaym b.-Hiba’ atKinani aFLaythT.*®

The presence of 'Amr b.-&8lamiq among the leaders of tBgyptians deserves
special attention. He had been one of the Kifarra' who wrote the letter to
'Uthman protesting against the opgsive government of Sa'Td b.-'ab."**
Perhaps for this reason he was exiled by 'Uthman to Dam&sdteen he went

to Egypt, and after the murder of 'Uthman became a close associate of 'All in
Kufa. He must have played a major part in spreading Kufan revolutionary
sentiment in Egypt®

Muhammad b. AbT Bakr hagone to Medina before the rebels, and Ibn AbT
Hudhayfa accompanied them as far as 'Ajrud before returningRiossat™>’ The
rebels arrived at Dhu Khushub, a night's journey mat Medina, the night
before 1 Dhu dQa'da/l May*® In the sources that count the beginning of'the
siege' from that day, it lasted formyne days, until the murder of Uthmai.
Other sources speak of two sieges, or two ‘arriv@@sirhd’, interrupted by the
temporary depanre of the rebels. Only during the second stay was the palace
of'Uthman under siege. The first 'siege’, the stay at Dhu Khushub, lasted,
according to Ibn alAbbas, twelve days’

After their arrival at Dhu Khushub, the rebels sent a few men to Medina in
order to size up the situation atmlconsult the prominent Companions on how to
proceed. One of them, 'Amr b. (‘Abd Allah)}A&tamm, reported later that the
Companions urged them to enter

153 These are the foueaders named in the account of Muhammad b. Maslama (Tabari, 1,
2991). Abu Mikhnaf named, instead of Sudan and 'Amr-blaahiq, Abu 'Amr b.
Budayl b. Warga' aKhuza'T and Kinana b. Bishr alujlbl. The latter was, according to Abu
Mikhnaf, also the leader of the Egyptians in 23/655 (Baladi#un$db,V, 59). Bishr b. Kinana is
often mentioned as the murderer of' Uthman. Abu 'Amr b. Budayl was a Companion and son of a
Companion of rank. He is also said to have struck 'Uthfitzd., 98). Their prominence in the
final act may be the reason why they are sometimes included among the leaders of the Egyptians. It
is possible that they joined the rebels in a second gf8lfhid., 41. *® Ibn Manzur,Mukhtasar,
XIX, 201.

%6 On 'Amr b. alHamiq sedbn Hajar,Isaba, |V, 294. He performed thiijra after atHudaybiyya and
was counted among the Companions of Muhammad. After the conquests he stayed first in Syria
and then in Kufa. In Egypt he related a hadith in which the Prophet had mentioned d time o
tribulation (fitha) when the soundest or best people would be the western gafaisond at
gharbi). For this reason, Ibn-&lamiq said, he
had come to Egypt (Ibn ‘Abd-&lakam,Futuh Misr,305).'* TabarT, I, 2968.

158 Khallifa, Ta'rikh, 168. The weekday given there, Wednesday, is incorrect.

159 Sothe early Egyptian report of AbuKhayr (= Marthad b. 'Abd Allah atazanl,mufti of Egypt, d.
90/7089; Ibn Hajar,Tahdhib,X, 83) in Tabari, I, 2998000.

160 Tabari, 1,3088. Wellhausen erroneously assumed that the Medinans bestagesh's) palace for
some time before the second arrival of the Egyptians and that the first siege of twelve days referred
to this(SkizzenyI, 128-9). The report in alabarl, I, 2975 quoted by him as evidence does not say
that the crowds assembled in ftoof the palace ‘would not listen to any demands that they
disperse', but rather that they left after being threatened and intimidated by Marwan.
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Medina, except for 'AlIT,whom they asked last. He warned them of evil
consequences if they should advance; they should rather send a delegation to
'Uthman to ask him to mend his way5This tallies with the account of AlT's
grandson Muhammad b. 'Umar according to whom a messenger from the rebels
came at night to see 'AIT, Talha and 'Ammar b. Yasir. The latter two may safely
be assumed to have encouraged the rebels to proceed to MEditfeT the
messenger delivered a letter from Muhammad b. AbT Hudhayfa, but 'AIT refused
to take cognizance of its contents.

‘Uthman, who had been informed of the intentions of the rebels by a speedy
courier sent by 'Abd Allah b. Sa'd and had first reacted with forebodings of
doom!® now went to see 'AIT and asked him to meet the rebels and to induce
them to turnback since he, 'Uthman, did not want to receive them as this might
encourage others to similar boldness. He gave 'AIT a free hand to negotiate,
committing himself to act henceforth in accordance with 'AlT's advice. When
'‘AlIT reminded him that he had prevsly talked to him but 'Uthman had
preferred to obey Marwan and his Umayyad kin, the caliph affirmed that he
would now disobey them and obey him. 'Uthman then ordered other Muhajirun
and Ansar to ride out with 'AIT>’ He wanted 'Ammar in particular to joithe
delegation, but 'Ammar decline®.

According to the contemporary Medinan Mahmud b. LabTd b. 'Ugba al
AwsT,**’the group of Muhajirun includedaside from 'AIT- Sa'Td b. Zayd, Abu
Jahm al'AdawT, Jubayr b. Mut'im, HakTm b. Hizam and the Umayyads Marwan
b. alHakam, Sa'Td b. @As and 'Abd alRahman b. 'Attab b. AsTd. The Ansar,
led by Muhammad b. Maslama, included Abu Usay8&aldT, Abu Humayd al
Sa'idT, Zaydb. Thabit and Ka'b b. Malik. With them were the Arabs Niyar b.
Mikraz (or Mukram) of Aslam and others, in all some thirty rfi€n.

The composition of this highowered delegation reveals the dire straits in
which 'Uthman found himself. The four nddmayyadMuhajirun named, Sa'Td
b. Zayd b. 'Amr b. Nufayl, Abu Jahm b. Hudhayfa (or HudhaféhadawT, both
of 'AdT and closely associated with '‘Umar,

181 |bn ShabbaJa'rikh a-Madina,1126: The 'Amr b. 'Abd Allah named in the second
report is evidently the same as 'Amr bBA&amm in the first; Baladhuridnsab,V, 71; lbn Sa'd,
Tabaqat,lll/1, 45. > Tabari, | 2969.

163 |bid., 29689. According to the Egyptian Abu-Khayr, 'Uthman, after receiving ‘Abd At b.
Sa'd's warning, spoke (in public) and sent warnings to Mekka about the rebels who were claiming
to perform théumrabut had been denigrating their imdibid., 2999).

%9 He died in 96/714.5 or 99/71718 and is considered a highly reliable transmitter from



120The succession to Muhammad

Jubayr b. Mut'im of Nawfal b. 'Abd Manaf, the clan traditionally associated with
'Abd Shams as were the Muttalwith Hashim, and Hakim b. Hizam of Asad,
were firm supporters of 'Uthman, although Said b. Zayd deserted him in the
end® The latter three were among the few who buried 'Uthman, as was Niyar b.
Mikraz alAslaml. The four Ansar, aside from Muhammad badiama, were
among the few Medinan loyalist supporters of the ca&fiphll these men,
closely associated with 'Uthman and his regime, could not have cut much ice with
the rebels. In the absence of any other surviving member of the electoral council,
‘Uthman needed 'AIT to speak to the rebels and needed 'Ammar, if he could
persuade him to go along. He needed Muhammad b. Maslama, a highly respected
Companion with a politically independent stance, as spokesman for the Ansar.
The double delegation clearly kefted the political situation. The Muhajirun,
Quraysh, were the ruling class, but the Ansar, as the majority in Medina, were for
the moment militarily more important for the fate of the cafith.

201 on Sa'ld b. Zayd see aboye,29 n. 6 and below, p. 125. AbwJahm b. Hudhayfa converted to
Islam at the time of the conquest of Mekka (Ibn Hasaiba, VII, 345). He had married, before
Islam, the mother of'Ubayd Allah b. 'Umar when 'Umar divorced her (Tabari, I, 1554; Ibmtisha
Sirat sayyidina,755). Hakim b. Hizam, nephew of Muhammad's first wife Khadlja, was an early
friend of Muliammad but did not convert to Islam before the conquest of Mekka. At that time the
Prophet promised safety to all those seeking refuge in Hakou&geh

202 Concerning Abu Usayd, Zayd b. Thabit and Ka'b b. Malik see above, p. 113. Zayd b. Thabit is in

various reports described as urging the An8ar to defend 'Uthman against the rebels. He was chided,

however, that he did so merely because of' Uthnraatsificence to him. Abu Humayd-8a'idT is

quoted as stating after 'Uthman's murder: 'By God, we did not think that he would be killed', and as

vowing to abstain from some unspecifiact and from laughing until his own death (BaladhurT,

Ansab,V, 100; Ibn Sa'dTabaqat,lll/l, 56).

Wellhausen suggested that it was Muhammad b. Maslama whom ‘Uthman sent to negotiate with the

rebels and that 'All was tendentiously associated with him, or was substituted in his place, by the

historical traditon with the evident aim of demonstrating that he had done everything he could to
avert the disasteiSkizzenyI, 128 n. 2). Caetani further developed this thesis, turning it finally
upside down with the argument that 'All was not mentioned in some asdauaitder to remove

him even further from any suspicion of responsibiliyigali, VIII, 158 n. 1). In reality there is no

inconsistency in the accounts assembled bWadjidT. The 'Alid Muhammad b. 'Umar was

naturally interested primarily in the part péal by his grandfather 'All, while the Medinan Jabir b.

'Abd Allah, who was personally among the delegation of Ansar (Baladkmsib,V, 62, 66; Ibn

Sa'd,Tabagat,111 /1, 44; Jabir was evidently not yet prominent enough to be named by Mahmud

b. Labld) ad the HijazT Arab Sufyan b. Abi'Awja’ al-Sulaml (Ibn Hajar,Tahdhib, 1V, 117)

describe the part of Muhammad b. Maslama, giving the number of Ansar riding out with him as

fifty (TabarT, 1, 2995; Ibn Shabbda'rikh aFMadina, 1134). From the accounts bfaljmud b.

LabTd and Muhammad b. Maslama himself it is evident, however, that the two, 'AIT and lbn

Maslama, met the rebels separately as leaders of the Muhajirun and An8ar respectively.

203
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Muhammad b. Maslama, who is now quoted directly by Mahmud b. LabTd,
was thus probably right in describing his own words to'Uxhays that the imam
'has promised us to turn back and retrarji' wayan?')' as decisive in
inducing the Egyptian rebel leader to order his men to réfteBiis happened, if
Ibn at'Abbas dating of the ‘first siege' is correct, about 12 Di@alda/12 May.
The negotiations presumably lasted some days. In Medina 'Uthman had in the
meantime, against his own wishes, agreed to speak to a few of the rebels after
first deferring their visit®® ‘Ammar, who put pressure on the caliph to see them
by staying in front of the palace gate although told to leave, was once more
manhandled by a servant, but 'Uthman was able to satisfy the rebels that he had
not ordered thi*® Most likely 'Uthman's vigito the Mothers of the Faithful,
when 'A'isha told him that he must restore 'Amr BA&l to the governorship of
Egypt because the army there was satisfied with him, also took place at this time.

The 'second siege' began, after the return of the refel$, Dhu {Hijja/31
May.?’ There was thus a span of about eighteen days when the immediate threat
to 'Uthman seemed lifted. The sources report about three appearances and
sermons by 'Uthman in the mosque during this period, under very different
circumstages. After 'All and Muhammad b. Maslama returned from their
mission, each of them warned 'Uthman of the seriousness of the sififation,
doubt impressing on him the need to redress the grievances of the Egyptians in
particular. Marwan, worried that apncession would be understood as a sign of
weakness and would encourage further mutiny in the provinces, advised the
caliph to state in his sermon that the Egyptians had left convinced that the
accusations against him were baseless. AccordingZatai he insinuated that
'AlIT was behind the rebellion, was controlling the actions of the Egyptians and
others and, finding their number insufficient, had sent them back, telling them to
prepare while he would send for an army from Iraq to put an end to the
oppressive regime of Marwan and his kin. '‘Uthman was persuaded by
204Tabari, 1, 2971%%° See above p. 95°% Baladhurl Ansab,V, 518 2, 95.
207 Tabari, I, 3060. Caetani preferred another report according to which the siege had begun before the

return ofthe Egyptians who arrived on a Friday and killed 'Uthman on the next Frdealf,

VI, 141). The report, although going back to the grandson-Muaghlra b. alAkhnas who was

killed together with 'Uthman, is certainly unreliable. 'Uthman was undge $ig the Egyptian

rebels when 'A'isha and 'Abd Allah b-'Abbas left for the pilgrimage early in DhuHijja. It is

possible, however, that some more radical Egyptian elements joined the main body a week before

the murder. Kinana b. Bishr, the murdeséfUthman, may have been among them.
208 Tabari, I, 29712, 2991.
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him™® and, after some delay, followed his advice in his sermon. This was the
occasion when 'Amr b. ahs, frustrated in his hope that 'Uthman would
reappoint him governor of Egypt @@manded byA 'isha, made his memorable

call for repentance from 'the ride over abysses'. The caliph mocked him, but after
another call made a first gesture of repentaffce.

While 'Amr left Medina in anger, 'AlIT now urged 'Uthman to make a clear
public statement of retraction and repentance which would convince the people of
his change of heart. In his next sem 'Uthman confessed his wredging,
declared his repentance to God, and invited the n@isleraf)among the people
to visit him and present their views. Swallowing his arrogance, he stated that if
God were to turn him back into a slave, he would hunfibllpw the path of a
slave who is patient when owned and gives thanks when freed. According to the
report of 'Abd aRahman b. aAswad, he specifically promised to remove
Marwan and his kif®” The people were touched and wept, and SaTdalyd Z
went up to the caliph, assuring him that everyone was with him and encouraging
him to carry out what he had promisgd.

Caetani introduced his rendering of the report about 'Uthman's public speech of
repentance with this comment:

165 BaladhurT,Ansdh V, 62, 89. While aZuhri recognized Marwan's accusation of 'AlT as malicious
slander, other representatives of the Medinan orthodox Sunnitdigtstemt accepted it as fact.
Muhammad b. aMunkadir of Taym Quraysh, a leading Medinan scholar of the later Umayyad
age, reported that 'Uthman sent a 'man of the Muhafiruné preferred not to name 'Alkto meet
the Egyptians at Dhu Khushub and to concedéhem whatever they demanded. Then a man of
Makhzum asked the caliph to allow him to follow his envoy, since he did not trust him. 'Uthman
gave him permission, and the spy heard the envoy tell the rebels that they had come in a poor state
and would nobe a match for 'Uthman's men. The spy informed 'Uthman, who commented that this
man (*AlT), 'may God not bless him', was driven by greed in pursuit of his hopes, but that he,
'Uthman, had heard the Prophet say that he would never obtain it (the caliptiatedllah b. at
Fadl atHashiml, a Medinan contemporary ofzlhri (Ibn Hajar, Tahdhib,V, 357-8), similarly
narrated that 'AIT told the Egyptians that they had come to him insufficiently prepared to meet
'‘Uthman's defenders. They should turn back, seleltional strength, and then return (Ibn Shabba,
Ta'rikh a-Madina,1128).

186 The account of Muhammad b. 'Umar b. ‘AT (TabarT, I, 2972) is substantiallyroeufioy that of
Abu HabTba, the client of @ubayr(ibid., 2982).

187 1pid., 2977.
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There is no need to insist on the absurd tenor of 'Uthman's speech, an inconceivable
speech, equivalent to the basest renunciation of the duties of a caliph, and in open
contrast with the stern and almost intractable attitude with which 'Uthman resisted

all demands for his abdication. AtWagidT wants to make the caliph appear as a
dotard in the vest of an ascetic, a hater of the world. The picture is entirely false. False
is the portrait of 'Uthman, a man of refined tastes, zestful, and a lover of young
women although above seventy years of age. False is, moreover, that he had no will of
his own, no firmness. His dignified death is an indication of a proud character which
has nothing to do with the Wagjidian literary fiction of the following speecH®

Did he think the penance of Henry IV, emperor of the Holy Roman Empire,
before Pope Gregory VIl at Canossa was fiction?

Marwan, Said b. alAs and other Umayyads boycotted the sermon and waited
for the caliph as he returned to the palace. When allowed to speak, Marwan told
him that his speech would have been agreeable, and he, Marwan, would be the
first to be pleased with it, ifUthman were irsafe and impregnable position; yet
at this time, as the flood water was overflowing the hilltops, a humble speech was
nothing but a sign of weakness: 'By God, to persist in wrongdoing for which you
can ask God's forgiveness is preferable to penitencédichwou are compelled
by fear. If you so wished, you could curry favour with repentance without
confessing to any wrongdoing, when crowds like mountains are gathered in front
of your gate’®

According to 'Abd aRahman b. aAswad, 'Uthman for three days was too
ashamed to go out and meet the pedpieho were coming to offer their advice.
Finally he asked Marwan to go out and talk to them, since he was ashamed to do
so. Marwan went out and shouted: 'What is the matter with yoydlaassemble
as if you came for plunder? May your faces be disfigured! . . . You have come
coveting to wrest our propertynulk from our hands. Be off from us. By God, if
that is what you want, something from us will fall upon you which will not please
you, and you will not praise the outcome of your fancy. Go back to your houses,
for, by God, we shall not be overwhelmed and deprived of what we have in our
hands.' The people I 'AIT now broke with 'Uthman, telling him that he
would not visit him agia.”*’

‘Uthman's third sermon mentioned in the sources, his last, was interrupted,
according to the report of Sa'd b. AbT Waqgas' grandson IsmaTl b. Muhammad,
three times by angry shouts of'Act in accordance with the Book of God', and
ended with the calipbeing carried

188 Apnali, VIII, 155. 24 Tabari, 1, 29852%° Ibid., 2977.2° Ibid., 2975.
27See above, p. 111.
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unconscious to his palaé&.In other accounts the chief troublemaker is identified
as Jahjah b. Sa'Td-&hifari, a veteran warrior of Islam and one of those who had
given the Pledge under the Tréé.The Ghifar had evidently not forgiven
‘Uthman for his deportation of their kinsman Abu Dharr. Jahjah is described by
the eyewitness Abu HabTba as shouting: 'Look, we have brought this decrepit
shecamel 6harif) with a striped woollen cloak and an iron collar on it. Get down
[from the pulpit] so that we can wrap you with the cloak, throw the collar on you,
carry you on theeamel, and then dump you on the Mount of Smabal al-
dukhdri).?® Muhammad b. Maslama, according to his own account, had been
upset by 'Uthman's public declaration tthlae Egyptians had left satisfied that
their charges against 'Uthman were mistaken and had intended to reproach him,
but then had kept silent. Next he learned that the Egyptians were back at al
Suwayda’, two night journeys north of Medffa:Uthman senfor him as the
rebels reached Dhu Khushub and asked him what he thought about their
intentions. Ibn Maslama answered that he did not know them, but he did not think
they were returning for anything good. 'Uthman asked him to meet them again
and turn themback. Ibn Maslama refused, however, stating that he had
guaranteed to them 'Uthman's retraction in a number of matters, but the caliph
had failed to retract a single letter of them. The Egyptians now alighted in al
Aswaf in the sacred distrigharam) of Medin&®* and laid siege to 'Uthman's
palace’”®

'‘Abd akRahman b. 'Udays and the other three leaders of the rebels
218 Tabari, |, 2979. This occasion and the volley of pebbles thrown by the crowd were also mentioned

by atHasan al liasrT, who evidently wasesent. His age at the time was, as stated by him,

fourteen or fifteen years. As an 'UthmanidHalsan called the measking 'Uthman for the rule of

the Book of God 'reprobatéfasaqq’ (Baladhuri,Ansdb,V, 71, 92; Ibn Abi tHadTd,Sharh,IX,

17-18). 2*° Ibn Hajar, Isdba, I, 265. ?° Tabari, I, 2982; BaladhuriAnsdb,V, 47; Ibn Shabba,

Ta'rikh akMadina, 111012, 121819. Jabal aDukhan was said to have been the place to which

another deportee, Ka'b b. 'AbdaNahdl, was exiled by 'Uthman (Baladhukinsdb,V, 42). It is

mentioned by aHamdanl(Sifat Jazirat alArab, ed. D. H. Miiller (Leiden, 18841), 52) as a

mountain near 'Adan in the Yemen, but may here be simply an allusion to hell. Similar threats to

fetter and deport 'Uthman, this time tellHire, are ascribed to Jabala b. 'AmiSalidT.** Yaqut,

Buldan, lll, 197 .?*?Ibid., 269.
223 Wellhausen accepted a report that the prominent Medinan 'Amr b. Hazm of the Beajjarlof

Khazraj went to meet the rebels at Dhu Khushub leddthem to MedingSkizzenVI, 129;

TabarT, I, 2989). This is not unreasonable. The whole account from which this detail is taken,

however, is highly unreliable. It is ascribed to Muhammad b. Ishaq and related by Ja'far al

Muhammadl. The family of Amr.lHazm, neighbours of 'Uthman, were evidently strongly opposed

to 'Uthman. Muhammad b. '‘Amr b. Hazm is described as opening a passaderazvkha from

their house to the side of 'Uthman's palace for the rebels on the battle day and is named, together

with Ibn AbT Bakr and Ibn AbT Hudhayfa, as one of the three Muhammads who were particularly

tough against 'Uthman (lbn ShabBa'rikh atMadina, 1278, 1307). In prdJthman poetry of al
Ahwas the 'HazmT" is mentioned as doing great Héoiah., 1279).
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next went to see lbn Maslama, reminding him of his guarantee. They then

produced a small sheet which they said they had found with a(glhutan) of

'Uthman riding on a camel from the aktas*** The sheet contained instructions

to the governor of Egypt tpunish the four rebel leaders immediately upon their

arrival with a hundred lashes, shaving their heads and beards, and imprisoning

them until further instructio” When Ibn Maslama put their presumption in
doubt that 'Uthman had written this letter, thebel leaders answered: 'Then

Marwan is able to decide this for 'Uthman without consulting him. This is worse,

he excludes himself from "this matter." They asked Ibn Maslama to accompany

them to the caliph, informing him that 'All had already promisedoime, while

Sa'd b. AbT Waqqgas and SaTd b. Zayd had declined. The latter was evidently

appalled by 'Uthman's apparent tainout after his public penance. Ibn Maslama

and 'AlT, as related above, then came to 'Uthman and asked him to admit the

Egyptians wiing at the gate. Marwan was sitting with the caliph and asked leave

to speak to them. This time 'Uthman brushed him off and sent him away.

Eventually allowed to enter, the Egyptians omitted the caliph's title in their

greeting, and Ibn Maslama recogniztitat evil was in the offing. They put

forward Ibn 'Udays as their spokesman, who mentioned first the conduct of'Abd

Allah b. Sa'd in Egypt, his maltreatmeriai{famu) of Muslims and protected

people éhl al-dhimma)and his arbitrary arrogation in regaalthe war booty of

the Muslims. Whenever his actions were questioned, he would say: 'Here is the

letter of the Commander of the Faithful to me." Then he mentiBhed

reprehensible innovations which the caliph had made in Medina, contravening the
acts of hs two predecessors. He continued: 'Thus we travelled from Egypt to seek
either your blood or that you recant. Then 'AIT and Muhammad b. Maslama

turned us back, and Muhammad guaranteed to us your retraction in everything
about which we complained.' Theymed to Ilbn Maslama,

224 The camel had the brand marktéan) with which camels gathered as aag were marked
(BaladhurT Ansab V, 67).

225 TabarT, I, 29942. The general reliability of Ibn Maslama's account is underlined by this
description of the aaents of the letter. In most other accounts 'Abd Allah b. Sa'd is ordered to put
the rebel leaders to death. The execution of rebels was not yet accepted practice of government.

Attempting to discredit Ibn Maslama's account, Caetani asserted ¥é&tqidT, in composing
it, put together two mutually contradictory versions. While the former presented the return of the
Egyptians as the result of 'Uthman's reneging orctiicessions to them, the latter contained ‘the
old story' about the false letteAr{nali, VIIl, 177). In reality Ibn Maslama's account nowhere
suggested that the Egyptians returned because 'Uthman reneged on his promises. Ibn Maslama
rather told the caliph that he did not know why they were returning. He himself blamed 'Uthman for

reneging ad thus undermining his position as the guarantor.
226 Readingdhakarafor dhakaru'.TabarT, |, 2994.
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and he confirmed what they had said. Now they recounted their interception of
the official letter ordering their punishment as they had described ibrto |
Maslama™

The story of the official letter intercepted by the Egyptian rebels has intrigued
and puzzled modern historians. Wellhausen cautiously wrote: 'Glagped to
have intercepted a letter of the caliph’, without noting the accusations against
Marwan in the sourcé®’ This noncommittal attitude to the question has
generally prevailed amongadern authors. H. Djai't describes the whole episode
as highly doubtful and questions whether the letter itself existed. If it did exist, it
could have been produced by the most virulent of the Egyptians in order to create
a pretext for their attack on thaliph. Alternatively 'Uthman and his Umayyad
entourage might have had a change of heart in relation to the rebels. 'Uthman, in
any case, was not a mere plaything in the hands of Maf%&maetani argued at
length that the whole story of the letter must be late fiction since 'Abd Allah b.
Sa'd, to whom it was addressed, was not in Egypt at the time. In the end, however,
he was convinced that he had found the solution: 'The tenepas not by the
Umayyads to the detriment of the Egyptians, but rather by the friends of 'AIT to
the detriment of the calipAt’ G. Levi della Vidal® although less serabout the
facts, thought that he had found evidence supporting Caetani's intuition in a report
of the 'Uthmanid Juhaym -&ihri quoted by aBaladhuri. According to Juhaym,
‘Uthman, in Juhaym's presence, told 'AlIT when the latter questioned him about
whom he suspected in regard to the letter: 'l suspect my secretary, and | suspect
you, 'AlT, because you are obeyed among the people [the Egyptian rebels] and
you do not turn them back from nf&"

Whether 'Uthman really made such a sarcastic remark to ¥Ahisatime when
he must have been aware of his dependence on 'AlT's good will may be open to
doubt. He could, however, have been carried away momentarily by anger at being
pressed about the part of Marwan who, as he well knew, was suspected by 'AIT
and eerybody else. The report is obviously no evidence for any actual
involvement of AIT. The theory that 'AlT could have conspired with the personal
secretary of the caliph right under the nose of a suspicious Marwan stretches the
imagination.

170 |bid., 29934; see further above, p. 112.
71 skizzenyl, 129; slightly differentDas arabische Reict31.
172 | a Grande Discordel47 .2%° Annali, VIII, 159 . 21"Othman b.Aflan’, ElI.
some secondary versions containing 'Uthman'’s accusation of AITq13,54168,1206).
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In reality it is plain that Marwan, as suspected by the tradition, was behind the
letter. Marwan believed all along that the rebellion must be met head on. After
the agreement with the rebels at Dhu Khushub, he put about the rumour that 'AIT
had conspired with them, adimg them to go back to Egypt in order to gather
reinforcements. It was, from his point of view, entirely logical to order 'Abd
Allah b. Sa'd to prevent this by punishing and imprisoning the leaders. Whether
he believed his own conspiracy theory is immateHe had at least to play the
game and sent the letter as soon as he had returned from Dhu Khushub to
Medina.

'‘Abd Allah b. Sa'd, it is true, probably had just left Egypt or was about to
depart. According to the early Egyptian authority AbiKHayr, hehad been
given leave to go to Medina at his own reqi&skarwan need not have known
whether he was still in Egypt. The courier would, in any case, have met him, and
'‘Abd Allah could have passed the order on to his deputy. As it happened, 'Abd
Allah on reaching Ay la learned that the rebels were moving back to Medina. He
now turned back to Egypt in order, no doubt, to forestall trouble there, but it was
too late. Muhammad b. AbT Hudhayfa, also having learned that his men were
returning to Medina, had takecontrol of Egypt>* '‘Abd Allah b. Sa'd sought
refuge in Palestin&®

One may perhaps question, with Djait, whether 'Uthman was in fact unaware
of the letter being sent in his name. It has ever been a-ohefshed privilege of
rulers to plead ignoraecof the actions of their underlings when matters go awry.
‘Uthman's failure to punish his young cousin may be seen to point to his own
complicity. Yet 'AIT and Muhammad b. Maslama seem to have been sincerely
convinced of his innocence. His wavering betwg@eiblic penance and arrogant
intractability seems to reveal a deeply troubled man no longer in command of his
proper judgement.

The siege of the palace was maintained by the Egyptians, who had the
213 TabarT, 1,2999. Caetani's argument that 'Abd Allaiad had left Egypt much earlier, because the

testimony of aKindT as an Egyptian must be considered more authoritative tRefagibl's

(Annali, VIII, 159), is mistaken. AWagqidT preserved the earlier Egyptian tradition with the

excellentisnadShurahbTl b. AbT ‘Awn YazTd b. AbT HabTb Abu 1-Khayr. It is quite out of the

question that 'Abd Allah b. Sa'd could have been absent from Egypt before the rebels left.

24 1bn AbT Hudhayfa was, no doulafyickly informed, and perhaps consulted, by the rebels about the
interception while they were still in Buwayb. This explains the relatively long span of time before
they were back in Medina. According to a report of the Syrian Makhul, the rebels, eiitey tee
courier, wrote to the Egyptians, presumably Muhammad b. AbT Hudhayfa, informing them of what
had happened and that they intended to return to Medina. At their suggestion the Egyptians expelled

Ibn AbT Sarh to Palestine (Ibn Shabbajrikh akMadna, 11523.)
25TabarT, I, 2999.
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most serious grievance against 'Uthman, although a few Medinan locals joined it
at times. The exact date of the arrival of the Kufan and Basran rebel forces is
uncertain. They were led by-Akhtar and Hukaym b. Jabalk'Abd|,*** and are

said to have numbered about two hundred and one hundred men respé&ttively.
Their arrival was definitely later than the return of the delegations from Dhu
Khushub, most likely about the same time as the second arrival of the
Egyptians’*® They may have left their towns under the guise of Mekka pilgrims
and then have stayed in Medina. In any case, they did not join the’Siage.
Ashtar evidently heedeth'isha's and 'All's opposition to the use of violence.
According to his own reparhe went to see Muhammad's Umayyad widow Umm
HabTba bt AbT Sufyan and offered to carry 'Uthman safely out of the besieged
palace in her litterfawda). The Umayyads, however, rejected the offer, insisting
that they would have nothing to do with hiffi.

28 The only local grievance in Basra mentioned bBaladhuri, quoting Abu Mikhnaf ‘and others',
was the deportation of 'Amir b. 'Abd Qays/ahbar! of TamTm, a worshipper and ascetic who had
criticized 'Uthman's conduct. On the caliph's order, he easte Medina by 'Abd Allah b. 'Amir.
As this provoked an outcry among the people, 'Uthman treated him kindly and sent him back to
Basra (BaladhurTAnsdb,V, 57). Ibn Shabba quotes an early Basran report mentioning a clash
between Hukaym b. Jabala and dABllah b. ‘Amir, after which the governor seized some horses
belonging to Hukaym in Fars. Hukaym vented his anger, blaming 'Uthman. The Basrans also
complained to 'Uthman that 'Abd Allah b. 'Amir distributed grain spoiled by rain among them.
When the caph ignored their complaint, their attitude towards him changed and they reproached
him for replacing Abu Musa dsh'ari with Ibn ‘Amir (Ibn Shabb&a'rikh akMadina,1147-8).
Baladhurl,Ansdb,V, 97. Abu Mikhnaf speaks of another fifty Basrans jogithem late(ibid., 59).
In a piece of poetry evidently composed in the last stage of the cri¥iglad b. 'Ugba names as
the leaders of treason Hukaym,-Jakhtar, (Amr) b. aHamiq and Haritha (Ibn 'Asakitthman
307). Haritha, most likely onef the Ansar making common cause with the rebels, cannot be
identified with certainty. The name may refer to the Banu Haritha of Aws, to whom Muhammad b.
Maslama belonged, even though they were described by the 'Uthmanid Muhammisfdibkadir
as backingUthman (Ibn Shabb&a'rikh akFMadina,1280). The meaning of 'Haritha today peddles
the complain{yashri kshakatg' could well apply to Muhammad b. Maslama, who now sided with
the rebels in their complaint against ‘Uthman. Less likely to be meantithddbr alNu'man b.
Nufay' of the Banu Najjar, a prominent Companion and veteran of Badr (Ibn Hiaba, 1,312
13). The Banu Najjar, as noted, were accused of having betrayed 'Uthman. The Medinan 'Abd
Allah b. Rabah aAnsari reported in 'UthmaniBasra that Haritha b. &u‘man offered ‘Uthman
‘our' support. This could be an attempt to clear him of accusations.
The account of Sufyan b. AbiAwja' (TabarT, 1,2995) seems to imply that they were in Medina
during the absence of the Fgians. The details of this account, however, inspire no confidence in
its reliability.
29 This is categorically stated by the Egyptian AbHayr (ibid., 2999).
240 Al-QadT atNu'man,Sharh atakhbar fi fadd'il ata'imma atafhar, ed. Muhammad aHusanT a+
JalalT (Qumm, n. d.), I, 297; Ibn Shab@arikh atMadina, 1313. 'Uthmanid tradition, trying to
incriminate alAshtar in the murder of 'Uthman, reported that he hit the mule of Muhammad's
widow $afiyya bt Huyayy in the face with his whip in order stop her when she wanted to
persuade the rebels to raise the siege (Ibn Sh@bbkh atMadina,1311-12).
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The 'siege’ was initially peaceful. Visitors, official and unofficial, were allowed
to enter and leave the palace freely. Even Marwan andahBahman b. 'Attab
were able to go about their business in town and in the palace (perhaps by the use
of a side door?). In his letters to the Syrians and the Mekka pilgrims written at the
beginning of the siege, 'Uthman complained that his enéfthiesre preventing
him from leading the prayer and from entering the aques they also had taken
possession of whatever they could put their hand¥°cfhe latter statement
probably refers to the seizure of the treasury keys by Talha. The communal
prayers were first led, on 'All'mstructions, by the Medinan Abu Ayyub-al
Ansarl, and then, from Friday and the Feast of Immolation on, by 'AIT hiff&elf.
‘Ubayd Allah b. 'Adl b. aKhiyar of Nawfal b. '"Abd Manaf visited 'Uthman and
told him he had scruples about praying behind an ‘imam ofia@dimamfitng.

The caliph advised him to pray with the people since prayer was their best action,
and to abstain from their evil actd.The rebels were evidenthtill hoping that
‘Uthman would capitulate. According to 'Uthman's letters, they had written to the
Muslims that they were satisfied with the commitments the caliph had made to
them!”® ‘Uthman obviously had no interest ievealing the real cause of their
sudden return to Medina, the intercepted letter, and implied that they had returned
to seek fulfilment of the caliph's promises.

‘Uthman continued that he did not know of anything he had promised them
which he had failedo keep. They had demanded the application of the Qur'an
and the Qur'anic punishments and he had told them: 'Carry them out on anyone,
close or remote, who has incurred one of them; apply them to anyone who has
wronged you." They had asked that the BodékGod be recited and he had
replied: 'Let any reciter recite it without adding anything which God has not sent
down in it." They had demanded that the exiled be returned to their homes, the
deprived be providedsustenance, money be spent abundantly so dbat
practice §unnahasana)e followed in it, that (the rules) regarding #tteumsand
the almstax not be transgressed, that men of strength and integrity be appointed
as governors, that grievances of the people be redressed. He

174 'Uthman speaks of 'my companions who pretend to leadership in this matter and are trying to hasten
fate'. The major Early Companions, in particular Talha and 'All, are presumably meant.

175 TabarT, I, 3043; Ibn 'Asakitthman,377.

176 TabarT, |, 305%0. Reports that the AnsarT Sahl b. Hunayf or his son Abu Umiatieer than
Abu Ayyub, led the prayer before 'AITgg also Ibn Shabb@a'rikh al-Madina, 121D 19) seem
less reliable. Sahl b. Hunayf later led the prayer as 'AlT's
governor of Medina®** Ibn ShabbaTa'rikh aFMadina, 121617.

178 The text in Ibn 'Asakir,Uthman,376, hasannahum gad radii bi' lladha'taytuhum.This seems
preferable to the text in dlabarT, |, 3042annahum raja'u bi 'lladhia‘taytuhunMinor textual
differences between the two letters will not be noted in the following rendering of the contents.
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had been satisfied witall this and accepted it patientlgtabartu lah)."Uthman
then mentioned his visit to the 'Mothers of the Faithful', asserting that he had
fulfilled all their wishes, but that 'Amr b.-#s then had transgress&4.

As he was writing, 'Uthman went ohjs enemies were giving him three
choices: either they would apply tlex talionisto the caliph for every man he
had punished, rightly or wrongly, executing it to the letter without any
remission*’ or he must ransom himself by surrendering his reigthab they
would appoint someone else; or they would send to those who obeyed them in the
provincial garrisongajnad) and in Medina and they would renounce their duty of
'hearing and obeying' imposed upon them by God. 'Uthman answered that the
caliphs bebre him had punished rightly and wrongly, but no one had demanded
retaliation against them; his enemies, he knew, were out to get him in person; as
for abdication, that they would beat Hithwas preferable to his renouncing the
reign, the officeCarnal) and vicegerency of GAd® Their threat of calling on the
garrisons and the people of Medina to renounce their obedience he dismissed
haughtily. They had at first offered him their obedience voluntarily, seeking the
pleasure of God and concord among tkelves; he had not forced them. Those
who were merely seeking worldly benefit would not obtain more of it than God
had decreed; those, however, who sought only the face of God, the hereafter, the
well-being of the community, the pleasure of God, the goodn& which had
been laid down by the Messenger of God and the two caliphs after him, would be
rewarded by God for it. Their reward was not in 'Uthman's hands; even if he were
to give them the whole world, it would be of no benefit to their religion and
would avail them nothing.

‘Uthman then warned the Muslims against a breach of their covenant,

246 Tabari, 1,2943; Ibn 'Asakiftthman,377. The letters attempt to create the impression that 'Uthman
had in fact reappointed '‘Amr before his transgression. i§to®viously quite out of the question.

'‘Amr would hardly have attacked 'Uthman in public if his hopes for the governorship had not been
thwarted. Marwan, who wanted to see the Egyptian rebel leaders punished, must have blocked the
appointment if 'Uthmaseriously considered it.

%7 This is evidently a misrepresentation of the demands of the rebels. They were not demanding
retaliation for those rightfully punished, but they insisted that they, not the caliph, should decide
who was rightly or wrongfully poished.

248 Tabari, |, 3044, readingalka'umiot yaklubunas suggested in the footnote. The text in Ibn "Asakir,
'Uthman 377 hag/agtuluni,'that they would kill me".

2% The sources describe 'Abd Allah b. 'Umar in particular as advising 'Uthman abtlitate. The
caliph's enemies, he told him, could not do more than kill him, and it would be wrong to establish a
sunna in Islam that whenever some people were angry at their commander they could depose him.
'‘Uthman's cousin é{lughlra b. alAkhnas alThagaft, who was killed together with him, is said to
have advised him to resign since the rebels were threatening to kill him otherwise (Ibn Sad,
Tabaqdt|lll/l, 45; BaladhurT,Ansab,V, 76; Ibn ‘Asakir,Uthman,259).
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affirming that neitheihe nor God would condone it; the choices offered by the
rebels amounted to nothing but abdicationad) and choosing another
commander (ta'wfr); in the face of this affront, he controlled himself and those
with him for the sake of averting discord anadddshed. The letters concluded
with an appeal to justice and mutual support, a confession of repentance for
everything the caliph had done, and a request for God's forgiveness for himself
and the faithful.”®

The letters, surely approved by Marwan, made no mention of the rebels'
grievance against him, the message he had sent in the caliph's name ordering their
punishment. They were firm in tone, excluding the possibility of any further
concessions, all reasonable demands already having been met. But they also
stressed the calipht®mmitment to peace and concord in the community. There
was no call to arms to help subdue the troublemdR&fEhe crisis was to be
resolved without violence. Any threat that the caliph and 'those with him' might
perhaps lose their setbntrol in the face of the provocation was muted.

The numerous reports stressing 'Uthmampposition to armed initiative and
violence even in defence against the besiegers are basically reliable. Fully
conscious and respectful of the stilcognized sanctity of the life of Muslims, he
wished that no blood be shed in the resistance to the relpelthat these should
not be provoked to violence. Later Muslim tradition after the civil war, used to
bloody government repression and violence among Muslims, offered stories that
‘Uthman wrote to Mu'awiya and 'Abd Allah b. 'Amir requesting them to send
troops to Medina and that they responded to his requests. Mu'awiya's great
grandson Harb b. Khalid b. YazTd was perhaps the first one to spread the claim
that Mu'awiya sent HabTb b. MaslamaFahrT with 4,000 Syrians to aid
‘Uthman. The vanguard, 1,00emunder YazTd b. Asad-BlajalT, had reached
Wadi 1-Qura or Dhu Khushub when they learned of the murder of'Uthman and
turned back. The story was taken up by thepneayyad

1 Tabari, I, 30435; Ibn ‘Asakir,'Uthman, 377-9. According to Salih b. Kaysan (quoted by the
unreliable Ibn Da'b), 'Uthman also sent a brief note to the pilgrims which was read to them by Nafi'
b. Zurayb of Nawfal Quraysh on the day of 'Arafa, presumably after bkbhhs had read the

main message. lit the caliph complained that, as he was writing, he was under siege and was
eating only the minimum to sustain himself in fear that his provisions would run out. He was
neither being asked to repent nor was any argument on his part listened to. Hedatoptraise
hearing the letter to come to him and establish justice and prevent-doonyg Ibn al'Abbas did

not pay attention to Nafi"s action (Ibn Shabba'rikh a-Madina, 1166).

The letter to the Syrians, however, contained an appeal to turn back transgbessiby of
anyone depriving the caliph of his right with aotation of Qur'an XLIX 9: 'If two parties of the
faithful fight, conciliate between them; but if one transgresses on the other, fight the one that
transgresses until it returns to the order of God . . ." The message to the Mekka pilgrims was
perhaps inteionally somewhat more conciliatory.

180
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Maslama b. Muharib in Basra and bySha'bl in Kufa>® There were similar
stories about 'Abd Allah b. 'Amir sending Mujashi' b. Mas'u&alami and Zufar
b. atHarith atKilab! with a Basran arm§”® The 'Uthmanid, but antimayyad,
Basran Juwayriya b. Asma’' (d. 173/789) reported that Mu'awiya dispatched
YazTd b. Asad with firm instructions not to move beyond Dhu Khushub. When
asked why Mu'awiya would give this order, Juwayriya explained that he wanted
'Uthman to be killed in ordeto claim the caliphate for himséff All such tales
are fictitious. Even a report of the generally reliable contemporary Abu 'Awn,
client of atMiswar, that troops moving from the provinces provoked the rebels to
attack, reflects at best rumours in Nteaf>®

The primary responsibility to defend 'Uthman and the palace fell, under tribal

norms, on his Umayyad kin, their clients and confederates.
%2 pn ShabbaTa'rikh aFMadina, 1289. Yazld b. Asad was the grandfather of Khalid b. ‘Abd Allah
al-Qasri,governor of Iraq in the late Umayyad age.

Maslama b. Muharib, an informant of-Mlada’inl, was closely associated with the Umayyad
regime, as is evident from his reports. E. L. Petersen has suggested thay lrave been an
Umayyad, specifically of the Sufyanid branchAf and Mu'awiya inEarly Arabic Tradition
(Copenhagen, 1964), 112,128). It seems more likely that he was a client or confederate of the
Umayyad house.

23 TabarT, I, 2988 (Muhammad aKalbl) and BaladhuriAnsab,V, 71-2. The detailed account in

the latter (71, 1. 19 to 72, 1. 8) is most likely taken from Abu Mikhnaf (see Baladhnstb,V,

87). Jubayr b. Mut'im, who is named there as 'Uthman's messenger to 'Abd Allah b. 'Amir, is
known to have been in Medina i¢hg the siege and at the burial of '‘Uthman.

Ibn ShabbaTa'rikh atMadina, 12889. The same anMu'awiya bias is reflected in an Egyptian
report transmitted by the unreliable Ibn LahT'a according to which 'Abd Allah b. Sa'd b. AbT Sarh
after his esqgae to 'Asgalan refused to pledge allegiance to the Umayyad, affirming that he would
not do homage to someone who desired the murder of 'Utfibidn 1152). The report is also in
other respects highly fictitious.

There is also a late fake report whichesrito explain why Mu'awiya, in spite of ‘Uthman's
appeals, did not send troops. According to it, 'Uthman sedisalar b. Makhrama during the first
'siege’ to Mu'awiya, ordering him to dispatch an army speedily. Mu'awiya immediately rode in
person, toge#r with Mu'awiya b. Hudayj and Muslim b. 'Ugba, to Medina, where he arrived in the
middle of the night. 'Uthman severely reprimanded him for failing to send an army, but Mu'awiya
pointed out that had he done so and the rebels had heard about it thepawauldlled the caliph
before its arrival. He invited ‘Uthman to ride with him to Syria but the caliph declined. During the
second siege 'Uthman again seAmMawar with the same order. This time Mu'awiya blamed first
'Uthman himself for his troubles atiten atiMiswar and his friends for forsaking him. He confined
al-Miswar in a room and released him only after the murder of 'Uthman (Ibn 'A&ttkiman,379
80). The report is ascribed Muhammmad b. Sa'd on the authority oMéhqidT with four good
Wagdian isnadsgoing back to contemporaries. It was ne¥\aqidl's practice, however, to bundle
his isnads,and none of the early works quoting\VelaqidT offer any parallel. The report is a
forgery presumably posterior to Ibn Sa'd.

Tabari, |, 3023. Acording to the report, supporters of the Egyptian rebels arrived from Basra, Kufa
and Syria and encouraged the besiegers to action with information about troops coming from Iraq
and from 'Abd Allah b. Sa'd in Egypt. As the narrator notes, 'Abd Allah b.h&d'greviously fled

to Syria. The newcomers would thus have spread false rumours that he had regained control of

Egypt.
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The caliph, however, trying to avert bloodshed, was reluctant at this stage to rely
heavily on them and thus to turn the conflict iatbattle between Umayyads and
their opponents. Rather, he sought the moral support of the Islamic elite and the
widows of the Prophet whose prestige, he hoped, would restrain the rebels from
attack. For this reason he did everything to persuade 'A'ishearioel her
pilgrimage. During the early stages of the siegéylaghTra b. Shu'ba is said to
have advised him to make a show of strength by ordering his clients and his kin
to arm so as to intimidate the besiegers. 'Uthman did so, but then ordered them to
depart without fighting. As they went away, the Egyptian rebel leader Sudan b.
Humran followed them. Marwan turned around, and they exchanged blows with
their swords without hurting each other. '‘Uthman immediately sent his servant
Natil to order Marwan toetreat with his companions into the paldte.

Qatan b. 'Abd Allah b. Husayn DhiGhussa, chief of the BanuHarith b.

Ka'b in Kufa, is said to have made 'Uthman &erato come with his men to the
defence of the caliph. If the report is reliable, he would presumably have come to
Medina in connection with the pilgrimage. 'Uthman sent him away, affirming that
he did not wish to fight the rebef&.'Uthman b. Abi fAs al-ThagafT, former
governor of aBahrayn, is also reported to have offered to fight for 'Uthman
during the siege. ThaqTf had pisdamic ties with the Umayyad house. 'Uthman
declined his offer and permitted him, at his request, to leave for Basra.

At the same time 'thman surrounded himself with members of the Islamic
elite. He delegated command over the defenders gathered in the palace to 'Abd
Allah b. atZubayr rather than to an Umayyad. Abu HabTba, visiting the besieged
‘Uthman, found him with aHasan b. 'AIT, AbuHurayra, 'Abd Allah b. 'Umar
and 'Abd Allah b. aZubayr, besides the Umayyads Sa'Td BAaland Marwan.
Abu Hurayra boosted the morale of the besieged by narrating a hadith. The
Prophet had predicted: 'There shall be trials and calamities after us-iuayra
had asked him: 'Where will be the escape from them?' He answered: 'To the
AmTn [the Trustworthy] and his party’, and Abu Hurayra pointed at 'UtHfitan.

That 'AlT's son aHasan was among the defiems is too well attested to

8l BaladhurT Ansdb,V, 72-3. The poetry attributed there to\atalTd b. 'Ugba is quoted
widely and attributed lso to atMughTra b. alAkhnas (lbn Bakr, TamhTd, 215; Ibn
'‘Asakir,Uthmdn 548 (Sayf b. 'Umar)), to Hassan b. Thaliwan, I, 511), to Ka'b b. Malik
(Aghani,XV, 30; Ibn ‘Asakir,Uthmdn,547 (atSha'bl)), or to an anonymous man
of the Ansar (lbn 'Asakir,Uthmdn,547). Either of the last two attributions would seem to be the
most reliable. AWalTd b. 'Ugba was hardly the man to praise his brother for his pacifist §tand.
BaladhurT Ansdb,V, 73 .2 Ibid., 74.

184 bn 'Asakir,'Uthman,374-5; ZubayrT Nasab,103.
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be doubtfuf®® He is described, in contrast to his brother Muhammad b. al

Hanafiyya, as fond of 'Uthman and as later critical of his father for failing to

defend hinf® Al-Husayn b. 'AIT, according to the ptalid Ibn Abza,also came

to offer his backing to 'Uthman at the beginning of the siege. He was sent by 'AlT,

for whom 'Uthman had asked. The caliph asked him if he thought he would be

able to defend him against the rebels. WheHwayn denied this, 'Uthman told
him tha he was absolved from his pledge of allegiance and that he should tell his
father to come. AHusayn reported to 'AIT, but Ibn-alanafiyya stopped 'AIT
from going to the palac®” Among the defenders of the palace was also ‘Abd

Allah b. 'Amir b. RabT'aal-'AnazT, a confederate of 'Umar's clan, 'AGT,

probably as an associate of 'Abd Allah b. '‘Umar. Even Talha's son Muhammad is

mentioned in some late accoufitsbut these are untrustworthy.

The rebels on their part were, as 'Uthman’s letters alscatedicnot eager to
shed blood. It is true that their demands now amounted simply to abdication and
the appointment of another ruler. The alternative of strict retaliation for all the
beatings, deportations and imprisonment for which they blamed 'Uthmamotvas
a realistic one. They were not talking, it seems, about a possible compromise of
removing the real source of the ill, Marwan, who held no formal office. Nor was
the caliph, still protecting his cousin unconditionally, prepared to offer such
compromise He was equally adamant that he would not abdicate. Yet the last
alternative proposed by the rebel leaders was merely a call for general
renunciation of obedience. Their private talk about seeking the caliph's blood did
not match their real intention, force him out of office. Their number, moreover,
for the time being, hardly exceeded the number of the defenders in the palace,
given by Ibn STrin, perhaps with some exaggeration, a$®700.

With no compromise in sight, time was running out quickly. The
20 Caetani dismissed a relevant report of the later Basran Ibn Slrin as invented to demonstrate the

innocence of 'AIT 'who defended the caliph with a proper son of his'. He suggestedHhasial

according to another report was not in Med{Aanali, VIII, 1901). The alHasan mentioned in

this other reporfibid., 193) is alHasan aBasri.

%1 See the report of the Basran 'Uthmanid Qatada, whetasan is quoted as telling ‘AlT: 'You have
killed a man who used to perform the ablution fiidy every prayer.' 'All is said to have answered:
"Your grief for 'Uthman is lasting long' (BaladhuAnsab,V, 81).

262 |pjd., 94. Abu Mikhnaf narratethat Marwan, seeing-#lusayn, said to him: ‘Leave us, your father
incites the people against us, and you are here with us.' 'Uthman thethesaid; | do not want
fighting and do not order igibid., 73).

263 |bn 'Asakir,'Ulhman,402-3; BaladhurT Ansab,V, 73.

24 see BaladhurTAnsdb,V, 69-70 (Isma'Tl b. Yahya) where Talha is said to have reluctantly sent
him to 'Uthman; TabarT, I, 3013 (Sayf b. 'Umar); Mas'uiyritj, Ill, paras. 1603, 1605. Al

Mas'udT's account is based on Isma'Tl b. Yahyaisaction.
%% BaladhurT Ansdb,V, 74.
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behaviour of the frustrated rebels, perhaps incited by the arrival of more radical
elements and rumours of loyalist armies closing in from the provinces, became
nastier. They tried at times to cut the water supplghe palace and to hinder the
free access of visitors. Even Umm Hablba, daughter of Abu Sufyan and one of
the Mothers of the Faithful, had some difficulty in getting access to 'Uthman
when she came bringing a leather bag with wattaw@).’® The rebels shot
arrows at 'Abd Allah b. aZubayr as he read 'Uthman's message which they
thought would contain nothing new. Had they listened carefully they might have
recognized a tss for genuine compromise. 'Uthman was offering to govern
henceforth only on the basis of the advice of the Mothers of the Faithful and the
men of sound opinion among them. This would have meant the end of Marwan's
pernicious influence.

On Thursday, 17 Dhu-Hijja/16 June, the peace was broken. The act of
aggression, opening the civil war, came from the paf&&mong the rebels on
that day was Niyar b. 'lyad of the Banu Aslam, an aged Companion of
Muhammad, who called for 'Uthman amnehen the caliph looked down from his
balcony, lectured him, demanding his abdicatféAbu Hafsa alYamanl, an
Arab freedman of Marwali® dropped a rock on hinkjlling him instantly. In his
own account he boasted: 'l, by God, ignited the fighting between the people.' The
rebels sent to 'Uthman demanding the surrender of the murderer. The caliph once
more protected Marwan, asserting that he did not know the.Kille next day,
Friday 18 Dhu {Hijja/17 June, was the 'batitfay of the Palacéyawm aildar)’,
and 'Uthman was slain.

Marwan had his way; it was he who wanted the war. The safety of his old
cousin, to whom he owed everything, did not seriously concienn He could
see 'our property', the Umayyad reign, slip away from him if 'Uthman was to
govern according to the advice of the Mothers of the Faithful and the 'people of
sound opinion’, 'Umar's Islamic meritocracy. He loathed and despised them, these
Early Companions who stood in the way of his own ambitions. 'Uthman's hope
that he might hold on to the caliphate while keeping his hands clean of Muslim
blood was nothing but pious delusion. Marwan understood well that domination
throughout human history coulit established and maintained only by

18 TabarT, 1,3010; BaladhurTAnsah V, 77; Ibn Shabbala'rikh aFMadtna 131213.

18 This was properly recognized by Wellhaus&ki¢zen VI, 130, Das arabische Reict81), who
failed to note, however, the vitct that the murderer, Abu Hafsa, was a client of Marwan.
Caetani judged the relevant reports to be unggiedli, VIIl, 140).

187 50 the account of JafarsluhammadT (TabarT, |, 3004).

26» According to Abu Hafsa's own report, Marwan had bought himwwife and offspringrom a
bedouin Arab and had manumitted thgbid., 3001; Ibn Shabbda'rikh al-Madina,1281).

18 |bn ShabbaTa'rikh aFMadina, 1280, where the name of Natil is omitted.
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terror, intimidation, violence, or the threat of it. Why should it be different in
Islam?

While the murderer under the Umayyad reign would openly boast of his
crime, his victim was nicknamed by '‘Uthmanid tradition &tishe Evil (Niyar al
sharr), in order to distinguish him from the other Niyar of Aslam, Niyar b.
Mikraz, the loyalist who participated in the burial of '‘Uthman and was therefore
named Niyar the Good (Niyar-khayr). In order to substantiate the charge of
evil, Niyar b. 'lyad was then accused of having been the first to cause 'Uthman to
bleed by striking him in the face with a bladd®For the moment, however, the
rebels, outraged by the caliph's latest refusal to take responsibility for the
offences of Is servants, held the moral edge. During the night they assembled in
strength, lighting fires around the palace. In the morning the attack began. Some
came over the roof of the house of the Al '"Amr b. Hazm next to the palace.
According to Abu Hafsa, Kinana. Bishr was the first to arrive with a torch in his
hand. Naphtha was poured on the flames, and the wood ceiling as well as the
outside doors were quickly set on fire in spite of some resistance by the defenders
on the roof.

'Uthman gave orders teveryone obeying him not to fight but to look after
their own houses. He assured them that the rebels wanted only him and would
leave them alone once they had laid hands on®Himost of the defenders,
including 'Abd Allah b. aZubayr?"*respected hisish and laid down their arms.

Abu Hurayra later narrated that he threw away his sword and did not know who
took it>”* Marwan, Sa'Td b. d@As and a handful of men disobeyed 'Uthman's
order. They pushed the intruders out of the one gate that was natgband
attacked the rebels outside the palace. The first to be killed was, according to Abu
Mikhnaf's account, aMughTra b. al

20 |bn Shabbaja'rikh a-Madina, 1308; BaladhuriAnsab,V, 83. The accusation against Niyar was
transmitted by the prmayyad 'Awana on the authority of-8ha'bl. The Banu Aslam, who had
played such a vital part in the foundation of the caliphate of Quraysh, had evidently become divided
over 'Uthman's reign. Muhammad b:-Milinkadirdescribed Khuza'a and Aslam as hostile tolsa
‘Uthman (lbn Shabbala'rikh al-Madina, 1280 1). When Mu'awiya later came to Medina on a
pilgrimage and saw the houses of the quarter of Aslam leading to the market, he ordered: '‘Darken
their houses on them, may God darken their graves on them, joarthéhe killers of 'Uthman.’

Niyar b. Mikraz (the Good) said to him: 'Are you going to darken my house on me when | am one
out of four who carried and buried 'Uthman?' Mu'awiya recognized him and gave order not to wall
up the front of his house (BaladAurnsdb,V, 86; Ibn ‘Asakir;Uthman,540).2* TabarT, I, 3001

3.

In a line of poetry ascribed to-BlughTra b. alAkhnas, '‘Abd Allah b. aPubayr is criticized for

not fighting (Ibn Bakr,Tamhid,195).
273 Baladhurl,Ansdb,V, 73; Ibn ShabbaTa'rikh a-Madina,1110.
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Akhnas, slain by Rifa'a b. Rafi'-@n8arl of the Banu Zurayq of Khazraj, a

veteran of Badf’*

Marwan went out, followed by his client Abu Hafsa, and shouted a challenge
for anyone to duel with him. When he lifted the loose pendérti helmet
(rafraf) to fasten it in his belt, the rebel leader IbrNEba' (‘"Urwa b. Shiyaym),
sent forward by '‘Abd aRahman b. 'Udays to deal with him, struck him on the
neck, felling him. As he turned around on the ground, 'Ubayd, Rifa'a b. Rafi"s
son, went up to him to finish him off. But Fatima bt Aws, Marwan's-matse,
threw herself on him and told 'Ubayd: 'If you want to kill this man, he is dead, but
if you want to play with his flesh, that would be abominable." He left off, and
Fatima, with tle help of Abu Hafsa, carried the wounded Marwan to her house.
'‘Abd aFMalik b. Marwan was to reward her son lbrahim b. 'ArabKiani with
the governorship of a&famama’® Sa'Td b. alAs also went out, and fought until
he received a severe head wodffdccording to Abu Mikhnaf's account, he was
struck by 'Amir b. Bukayr aKinani, a veteran of Badr, and was rescued by
'Uthman's wife Na'il&”’

Three other Qurayshites were killed defending 'Uthman: 'Abd Allah b. Wahb
b. Zam'a and aZubayr's nephew Bd Allah b. 'Abd alRahman b. alAwwam,
both of Asad, and 'Abd Allah b. AbT Maysara b. 'Awf b-Salbbaq of 'Abd al
Dar. 'Abd Allah b. 'Abd aRahman, aFubayr's nephew, proposed to the
opponents that they settle the conflict on the basis of the BoGodf but was
nevertheless attacked and killed by 'AbeRahman b. 'Abd Allah alumahl, a
Qurayshite. The other two were attacked and killed by a group of men near the
palace’”® Also killed
274 BaladhurT,Ansdb,V, 78-9. On Rifa'a b. Raféee Ibn Hajarlsaba, Il, 209. According to another

report, Abu Mikhnaf added, -dllughTra was killed by one of the common peopled(‘al-nds).

Probably unreliable is the report of JafaiMalhammadT that '‘Abd Allah b. Budayl-Ehuza'T

killed aFMughTra(TabarT, |, 3005). The Banu Zurayq collectively are accused of having shared in

the murder ofUthman in a line of poetry by Marwan's brother 'AbRadjman b. aHakam

(BaladhurT Ansdb,V, 105).

278 TabarT, |, 3003\1; Ibn ShabbaTa'rikh aFMadina,1281; BaladhurTAnsdb,V, 79. For the correct
family names of Fatima and Ibrahim see the notes to the BaladhurT text.

"8 |bn Sa'd;Tabagat,V, 23 .%”" Baladhurl Ansab,V, 79-80.

278 |bid., 80; Ibn 'Asakir,'Uthman,532. In alBaladhuri's report b. AbT Bysara is missing in the
genealogy of the lastamed. AlZubayri{Nasab, 256pives b. Abi Masarra, but most other sources
have b. AbT Maysara. ‘Abd -Bahman b. 'Abd Allah alumah! does not seem to be otherwise
known. Ibn ‘AsakitCUthman 554) quotes aefw lines of poetry by 'Abd Allah b. Wahb b. Zam'a in
which he vows that he will not swear allegiance to any other imam after 'Uthman and, defending
him, will not leave 'the two gates'. Ibn-Munkadir enumerates the three Qurayshites killed as
supporters ©'Uthman. Henames also 'Abd d#ahman b. Hatib b. AbT Balta'a of Lakhm (lbn

ShabbaTa'rikh al-Madina, 1280), whose father was a confederate of the family-@libhyr (on
'Abd atRahman b. Hatib see Ibn Haj@ahdhib,VI, 158-9).
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was 'Uthman's clieritatil.?”*'Abd Allah b. atZubayr, alHasan b. 'AIT and 'Abd
Allah b. Hatib alJumahT are said to have been wounded. If the relevant reports
are reliable these wounds were most likely not received in fighiting.

‘Uthman thus was deserted by his Qurayshite defenders, including his
Umayyad kin, at his own wish. His personal servants and guards presumably still
protected the gates. But at the time of the afternoon pt¥yehen the fate he
expected struck, he was alone with his wife Na'ila in her room, reading the
Qur'an. Had his cousin Marwan, after wantdmiinging down the catastrophy on
him, been serious about preventing the enemy from reaching the old man, as he
claimed in two lines of poetr/* he would have been sitting with him, as
'Uthmanhad asked him to dS? instead of engaging in vainglorious bragging
outside the palacdJthman's brother alvalTd b. 'Ugba was not even in Medina,
but received the news of the caliph's death in the safety of neaktiyaal, where
he now sanctimoniously professed to the world that he wished he had perished
before it arrived® Nothing is known about the whereabouts of 'Uthman's grown
up sons.

According to the family tradition of the Al 'Amr b.a&2m, Muhammad b. AbT
Bakr scaled the roof of'Uthman's palace from that of their house together with
Kinana b. Bishr, Sudan b. Humran and 'Amr bHammiq and burst into Na'ila's
room. Muhammad grabbed the caliph by his beard and said: 'May God disgrace
you, Na'thal** 'Uthman answered: 'l amot Na'thal, but the Servant of God
[Abd Allah] and Commander of the Faithful." Muhammad: 'Mu'awiyaasgso,
and seandso are of no avail to you now.' 'Uthman: 'Son of my brother, leave my
beard. Your father would not have held what you are holdifighammad: 'If

189 Baladhurl,Ansdb,V, 79, 80,95. In theseeports the three men are vaguely described as fighting for
'Uthman. Against this stands the unambiguous testimony of other reports that they laid down their
arms, obeying the order of 'Uthman. On 'Abd Allah b. Hatib, a Qurayshite of Jumah borne by a
slave mother §mm walad)see ZubayriNasab,395.

190 For the time see @aladhuri,Ansab,V, 856, 98.

1 TabarT, I, 3022; BaladhurBnsdb,V, 81.%*Tabari, I, 3002.

24 BaladhurT Ansdb,V, 102-3. Al-WalTd's brother Khalid b. 'Ugba was also absent at the time.
According to Sayf b. 'Umar (?) he had the audacity to reproach in verse

Azhar b. Slhan laMuharibl, one of the defenders of the palace, for not fighting. Azhar answered

him, appropriately pointing out that 'Khalid fled from him [Uthman] in his armour' (Ibn Bakr,

Tamhid,214). According to Mus'ab -@ubayri, however, the exchange of this pgatas rather

between Khalid b. 'Ugba and 'Abd-R&hman b. Artah b. Slhan-Bluharibl, confederate of the

Banu Harb b. Umayya, on the

occasion of the murder of 'Uthman's son Sa'ld by his Soghdian hostages (2Jasabi, 111, 141;

BaladhurT Ansdb,V, 117-19). The latter version is no doubt more reliaBif&Na'thal, besotted old

man, was the nickname of 'Uthman.

That Kinana was generally held to be 'Uthman's killer is well attested in contemporary poetry,

especially by aWalTd b. 'Ugba, where he is called by his tribal affiliationrajTbT (TabarT, I,

3064; BaladhurTAnsdb,V, 98).

=
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my father had seen you do these acts he would have censured you for them. |
want stronger medicine for you than holding your beard.' 'Uthman: 'l seek God's
support and help against you.' Muhammad b. AbT Bakr now pierced his forehead
with a bHade. Kinana joined in with other blades, striking him behind the ear so
that the points entered his throat. Then he killed him with his s#bAdvariant
report by Abu 'Awn, the client of @iswar, has it that Kinana hit ‘Uthman on the
forehead with anron rod, causing him to fall to the ground and that Sudan b.
Humran killed him. In any case, 'Amr b:-ldamiq is then described as sitting on
the caliph's chest and piercing his body nine tifies.

The palace was now pillaged. Na'ila protected 'Uthman's body, but it was not
possible to bury him before the following eveniiyThe rebels prevented his
burial in the cemetery of BaqT-&lhargad, and he was interred nearby ast$h
Kawkab, which was later incorporated into the cemetery. Present at his funeral
were, according to Niyar d#islamT (the Good), HakTm b. Hizam, Jubayr b.
Mut'im, Abu Jahm b. Hudhayfa and himself. Jubayr led the pf&YyErom other
reports it is ceria that his wives Na'ila and Umm-BlanTn bt 'Uyayna were with
them™’ Others

195 TabarT, I, 302@ 2; BaladhurT Ansdb,V, 82-3; Ibn 'Asakir ' Uthmdn,4135 14. An eyewitness

account is transmitted from Rayta, client of Usama b. Zayd. She claimed to have been sent by her

master to see 'Uthman and to have been present at his murder. In her account Muhammad b. AbT

Bakr is described as pulling Bafrom violence afteseizing 'Uthman's beard, and trying vainly to

stop the others (Ibn 'Asakitthman,4115 12). The authenticity of the report is doubtful. The

well-known story about Na'ila's finger being cut off while she defended 'Uthman is probably

legend. It appears only in the Kufan accountsSB&'bT may have been the first to repofihiid.,

412).

This is suggested by most accounts. A report of Abd Allah b. Farrukh, a client of'A'isha (Ibn Hajar,

Tahdhib,V, 356), seems to suggest that he was buried in the night after his death, since Talha is

described as still being in control. According to itbdAAllah b. Farrukh was in the presence of

Talha in Medina at Hashsh Talha when the latter asked him and Talha's nephewRabhdah b.

'Uthman to see what had become of 'Uthman. They found his body in the palace covered with a

white cloth. When they imifmed Talha he instructed them to bury him. They dressed him in his

clothes and took the body out of the palace. The Egyptian rebels tried to prevent the holding of

funeral prayers for him, but AbuJdahm b. Hudhayfa rebuked them. '‘Uthman had asked 'Adsha

a burial place next to the Prophet's tomb, and she had conceded it to him. The Egyptians, however,

would not allow his burial there, protesting that he had not followed the conduct of the Prophet and

the first two caliphs buried with him. 'Uthman widrerefore buried at Hashsh Kawkab which he

had bought as an extension to the cemetery of Bag@hatqad (Ibn Shabbda'rikh aFMadina,

1145 15, 13067).

205ee in particular the report of Muhammad b. Yusuf in Ibn Sablagat,111/1, 545; Ibn ‘Asakir,
‘Uthmdn,541; ZubayrTNasab,102.
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are mentioned elsewhere, but their preseiscdoubtful or unlikely?* None of
'‘Uthman's Umayyad kin were there. They had sought refuge with Umm Hablba bt
AbT Sufyan, widow of Muhammad, who put most of them in a granaryif)

and the rest in another place. Mu'awiya later seems to have jbked teir
indecorous shelter?

Sunnite tradition and modern western textbooks remember ‘Uthman chiefly as
the pious old caliph who was killed while quietly reading the Qur'an. The picture
does not entirely misrepresent him. To the very end he remaitbéLf to his
religious commitment not to spill Muslim blood. In the morning of the Day of the
Palace he once more affirmed to Sa'd b. AbT Waqqas his repentance of all his
wrongdoings and ordered his defenders to lay down their weapons. Deserted by
all but his wife, he faced the inevitable end at peace with himself. Yet he must
have felt that he himself had to bear a large share of the blame for the disaster.
The cancer in the body of the caliphate which he had nurtured and proved unable
to excise becausef his doting love for a corrupt and rapacious kin destroyed
him. It was to continue to grow and to sweep away 'Umar's caliphate of the
Islamic meritocracy. 'Uthman's successor, Mu'awiya, turned it, as predicted by a

well-known prophecy ascribed to Muhamaénto traditional despotic kingship.

21 The family tradition transmitted by Malik b. Anas, whose grandfather Malik b. Abi 'Amir claimed to
have carried 'Uthman's body on a door, is definitely faulty in several points and must be considered
generally uneliable. Malik speaks of twelve men taking part in the funeral, among_them Huwayfib
b. 'Abd at'Uzza, 'Abd Allah b. aZubayr and 'Uthman's daughter ‘A'isha (Ibn ‘Asakithman,

542.3).
22Baladhuri, Ansab,V, 80.
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Succession dispute and the battle of the Camel

The reign of 'AIT bore the marks of a countatiphate. By the norms of the
early caliphate it lacked legitimacy. 'AlIT was not chosen Isharaof the most
eminent Early Companions which 'Umar had stipulated as a condition for valid
succession. Nor hacdehthe backing of the majority of Quraysh who under Abu
Bakr's constitution had been recognized as the ruling class solely entitled to
decide on the caliphate.

Y et 'AIT himself was firmlyconvinced of the legitimacy of his own claim
based on his close kinship with the Prophet, his intimate association with, and
knowledge of, Islam from the outset, and his merits in serving its cause. The
criteria for legitimate rule laid down by Abu Bakmch'Umar were irrelevant from
his perspective. He had told Abu Bakr that his delay in pledging allegiance to him
as successor to Muhammad was based on his belief in his own prior title. He had
not changed his mind when he finally gave his pledge to Abu Badt then to
‘Umar and to 'Uthman. He had done so for the sake of the unity of Islam when it
was clear that the Muslims had turned away from him, the rightful successor of
Muhammad. Whenever the Muslim community, or a substantial part of it, would
turn tohim, it was not only his legitimate right, but his duty, to take upon himself
its leadership.

The murder of 'Uthman left the rebels and their Medinan allies in control of the
capital with Talha and 'AIT as potential candidates for the succession. There
seems to have been some support among the Egyptians for Talha, who had acted
as their adviser and had the treasury keys in his possession. The Kufans and
Basrans, however, who had heeded 'AlT's opposition to the use of violence, and
most of the Ansar eviddgtinclined to the Prophet's cousin. They soon gained
the upper hand, and the Kufan leadeAshtar in particular seems to have played
a major part in securing the election for 'AlT.

The reports about the events and 'AlT's movements leading up pulblis
recognition as successor are partly confused and contradictory.
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The developments can thus be retraced only with a substantial margin of
uncertainty. A report of Algama b. Wagqqaslalythl of Kinana:*®a close adviser

of Talha®® implies that there was an initial abortive attempt to convesieusa

of prominent Qurayshites to discuss thecassion. 'Algama described a meeting

in the house of Makhrama b. Nawfal;Miswar's father. Abu Jahm b. Hudhayfa
demanded: 'Whoever wadedge allegiance to among you must not interfere with
retaliation(la yahulu bayna gisas) Ammar b. Yasir objectedin regard to the

blood of 'Uthman, no." Abu Jahm answered: 'lbn Sumayya, do you ask for
retaliation for some lashes you were given and deny retaliation for the blood of
'Uthman?' The meeting then broke ApNone of the other participants are
named. The presence of'Algama b. Waggas may indicate that Talha was there,
but it is unlikely that 'AlIT was present. ‘Ammar probably veaihto block the
election of Talha, who now was evidently willing to allow retaliation for the
death of 'Uthman in order to gain the caliphate after he had been the most active
in inciting the rebels to action.

'‘AlT was, together witthis son Muhammad (Ibn-&lanafiyya), in the mosque
when he received the news of'Uthman's murder. He soon left for home where he
was, according to Muhammad's report, pressed by Companions visiting him to
accept the pledge of allegiance. At first he refuset then insisted that any
pledge should be made in public in the mosgti@he next morning, Saturday,

'AIT went to the mosque. 'Atiyya b. SufyanEagafT>*> who went with him,
reported that he found a group of people gathered who were united in support of
Talha. Abu Jahm b. Hudhayfa came up to 'AIT and said to him: 'The people have
agreed on Talha while you were heedless.' 'AIT answered: 'Doesusinget

killed and | get deprived of his reign?' He went to the treasury and opened it.
When the people heard this, they left Talha and turned to*AThe latter part

of the report is probably unreliable. It is unlikely that

198 Ibn Sa'dTabaqat,V, 43; Ibn Hajar;Tahdhib,VII, 280.
199 See T abari, 1,3104 where T alha is described as preferring his advice to that of his own son
Muhammad.

200 Ibn *Asakir, Ta'rikh MadlInat Dimashgq: Tarjamail-imam "All b. Abi Talibed. Muhammad
Bagir atMahmudl (Beirut, 1975), llI, 96.

201 Tabari, I, 3066, 3069; BaladhuAnsdb I, 209-10.

202 Regarding him see Ibn Hajafahdhib,VII, 226-7.

208 Baladhurl, Ansab, Il, 2148 15. Chronologically flawed and less reliable is the parallel

report of alMiswar b. Makhram4ibid., 210). According to this account 'AIT left the mosque after
the arrival of the news of'Uthman's murder because the people seemed to be leaning towards Talha.
On his way home he met a man of Quraysh who mocked him: 'Look at amoae wousin has been
killed and who is being robbed of his reign.' 'AIT turned back and ascended the pulpit. The people
immediately left Talha in order to join 'AIT and then pledged allegiance to him.

Abu Jahm b. Hudhayfa clearly favoured Talha and cdytaid not wish 'AIT to stand against
him.
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'AIT opened the treasury at this time. Rather, he went to the market followed by
his supporters who again urged him to accept the pledgéegiance. Then he
visited the house of Amr b. Mihsan-Ahsari of the Banu 'Amr b. Madhbul of-al
Najjar where he received the first pledges. Kufan tradition maintained that al
Ashtar was the first one to give K8t is likely that Talha and aubayr also

gave their first reluctant pledges of allegiance at this stage -Bmdd'inT
narrated on the authority of the Basran Abdllh b. Usama aHudhalT?®® This

is implied in a statement by-blasan aBasrT that he remembered seeing al
Zubayr as he gave his pledge to 'AIT in a walled gartieshsh)in Medina®®

Talha, too, is quoted as telling the Banu RabT'a in Basra that he gave his pledge
in an enclosed garden with the sword raised over his #&sdT, according to

the report of Zayd b. Aslam, then insisted again that the pledge should be given
in public in the mosqu&? There, in any case, the official ceremony took place
on Saturday, 1®hu 1-Hijja 35/18 June 656.

According to the main general account of they/'a going back to the Kufan
moderate 'Uthmanid &8ha'bT and transmitted by Abu Mikhnaf, Talha was the
first of the prominent Companions to give his pledge. The homage of 'AlTrs mai
rival was evidently crucial to lend his election credibility and to get it started.
Talha did not come voluntarily. Ashtar, according to €ha'bT, dragged him
along roughly while he demanded: 'Leave me until | see what the peopfe do.'
Later, as nad, Talha claimed that he had given his pledge with the sword over
his head. Sa'd b. AbT Waggas commented on the claim stating that he did not
know about the sword, but that Talha certainly pledged allegiance against his

204 TabarT, 1,3075. Abu ‘Amra (Bashlr) Bmr b. Mihsan, a veteran of Badr, became a major
supporter of'All and was killed at SiffTn (Ibn Hajdahdhib,XIl, 186). Abu 'Amra’s grandson 'Abd
Allah b. 'Abd alRahman b. AbT 'Amra was an important informant of ABikhnaf (U. Sezgin,
Abu Mihnaf: en Beitrag zur Historiographie der umaiyadischen Zgieiden, 1971), 190). Some
reports suggest that'/AlT's visit to the home of Amr b. Mihsan had taken place on Friday (see Ibn
'Asakir, 'Ali, 1ll, 97). This could also be implied by ‘Umar b. Shabba's s&terfTabarT, |, 3068)
that it was on Saturday, 18 DheHijja, which would mean Friday night. Since 'Uthman was killed
on Friday afternoon, this would leave very little time for developments. The public pledge of
allegiance took place, in any case, on By The report of the Medinan Salilj b. Kaysan
according to which 'AIT visited the mosque of the Banu 'Amr b. Madhbul after the pledge of
allegiance in the mosque of the Prophet and received the homage of the An8ar there is probably
unreliable (Baladhur;TAnsdb I, 205).

TabarT, I, 3068. See also the report chBanmawlaal-AslamiyyTn in BaladhurTAnsdb,

I, 215-16.

* TabarT, I, 3068. The statement may be reliable, however, sinceldhsan was only fourteen years
of age at the time, and there is the question of how he could have returned to Medina so quickly, as
he was said to have been abroad when he heard of'Uthman's death (IBatSedd},ll/1, 58; see
above, p. 134 n.260).

27 pn AbT Shaybaal-Musannafed. SaTd Muhammad-akhham (Beirut, 1409/1989),
VIII, 709. * MufTd, Jamal,130. BaladhurT Ansabll, 206.
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will (karihan)."* The mood of the gblic in the mosque was, no doubt, sufficiently
intimidating for Talha to give his pledge without being openly threatened. 'AIT
and his supporters could claim that he had done so voluntarily. 'AIT now sent
someone to take the keys of the treasury from & alttZubayr was brought by
the leader of the Basran rebels, Hukaym b. JabalAbdll, and pledged
allegiance. He later complained that he had been driven by 'one of the thieves
(liss min lusii§ of 'Abd atQays' and had given his pledge under dutesd-
Zubayr cannot have been pleased to do homage to 'AIT. The two men had
become deeply estranged since their common stand after the Prophet's death, and
al-Zubayr could see himself with some justification as the Early Companion most
entitled to claim the gacy of the murdered caliph. The Zubayrid family tradition
transmitted a report by -@ubayr's client Abu HabTba which asserted that al
Zubayr did not pledge allegiance at all. The story, however, has a legendary air
and cannot invalidate the widespreapaes about aZubayr's pledgé®

With Medina dominated by the rebels from the provinces and those Ansar who
were still smarting from their humiliation by Abu Bakr and 'Umar, the
Qurayshites present felt under severe pressure to accept their choice 'dbAlT.
Allah b. Tha'laba b. Su'ayr-dldhrT, a confederatef the Banu Zuhra present in
Medina, claimed that the chief of thay'awas alAshtar, who said: 'Whoever
does not pledge allegiance, | will strike his neck’, and that he was aided by
Hukaym b. Jeaala and his followers. What constraint, he commented, could be
greater? This was no doubt a distortion. There is less evidence for actual use of
violence than in Abu Bakr'bay'a. Yet there were evidently quite a few aside
from Talha and akubayr who ater claimed that they had pledged allegiance
" Tabari, I, 2082.
4 Baladhuri,Ansdb,ll, 207. Out of alZubayr's arrogant Qurayshite gibe Sayf b. 'Umar, or his source,
spun a tale about the thief Hukaym b. Jabelakana . . . rajulan lissahwho regulaly absented
himself from the Muslim army in Fars, attacking #td al-dhimmaand stealing whatever he could
carry off, and then acted as host to the Shilite agitator 'Abd Allah b. Saba' in Basra (Tabari, 1,2922).
In reality Hukaym was a highly respecteluief of' Abd atQays in Ba$ra. He was sent by 'Uthman to
Sind to investigate the country for its suitability for conquest and returned with a negative report.
Later he complained about the conduct of 'Abd Allah b. 'Amir (Khali&ikh, 180; lbn 'Abd al
Barr, Istfab, I, 121-2). There is no sound evidence that 'Uthman ordered his imprisonment as
narrated by Sayf.
Tabari, 1, 30723. Abu HabTbaeported that 'All came to seeZlbayr after the people had sworn
allegiance. When informed of his arrivakzbayr hid his sword under his bed in such a way that it
could be seen by his visitor. 'AIT entered and left without askitubayr to pledg allegiance. He
then told the people that everything had been well between the two of them so that it was thought
that atZubayr had pledged allegiance. If there was any visit of 'All {oudlayr it was presumably

before the public ceremony when 'AIT wdunot have asked him for his pledge.
1 MufTd, Jamal,111.

15
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under duress. When Said b-Mlsayyab asked Said b. Zayd b. 'Amr b. Nufayl
whether he gave his pledge to 'All, he answered: 'What could | have done? If |
had not done so, -#shtar and his pagans would have killed m¥.'Hakim b.
Hizam, another close associate of 'Uthman, also swore allegiance but apparently
soon left for Mekka where he gave moral support to those seeking revenge for
‘Uthman against 'AlT.
'AIT personally seems to have abstdrfrom putting pressure upon anyone to
do homage. When Sa'd b. AbT Waqgas was brought and asked to pledge
allegiance, he answered that he would not do so before the people had given their
pledge, but assured 'AIT that he had nothing to fear from(lirtalayka minni
bo's).'AIT gave orders to let him g8.Then 'Abd Allah b. 'Umar was brought. He
also said that he would pledge allegiance to 'AIT only after the people were
united behind him. 'AIT asked him to provide a guarantor that he would not
abscondjbn 'Umar refused. Now &shtar said to 'AlT: 'This man is safe from
your whip and sword. Let me deal with him." 'AIT answered: ‘Leave him, | will be
his guarantor. By God, | have never known him other thamaiilired, as a child
and as an adult.' Ibn folar's stand was, in contrast to Sa'd's, hostile towards "'AlT.
After the election he came to him and told him: "AIT, fear God and do not jump
upon the rule of the Community without a consultatforushawara).Then he
left for Mekka to join the oppositioli.Al-Sha'bT added in his account that 'AlT
sent for Muhammad b. Maslama to pledge allegiance, but the latter excused
himself, stating that the Prophet had ordered him, if there was conflict among the
people, to break his sword and stay at home. 'AlT let 0. He did the same
with an otherwise unknown Wahb b. SayffAaisari, who gave a similar answer.
'‘AIT further invited Usama b. Zayd to pledge allegiance, but Usama, while
assuring 'AIT that he was the dearest person to him, excused himself on grounds
of the commitment he had made to the Prophet never to fight anyone confessing:
'There is no god but Gotf."
The arguments ascribed by@ha'bT to these men can hardly have been made
at the time of the initial pledge of allegiance before it was eviden#hatvould
face armed opposition. They must have been put
7 bid., 111-12.
18 Tabari, 1, 3068. AlShabT mentioned the refusal ofAbd Allah b. 'Umar before that of Sa'd
(Baladhurl,Ansdb,ll, 207). His account is here evidently basedSa'd's own report transmitted by
his son Muhammad and grandson Isma’H b. Muhammad (Miafidal,131).
" Baladhurl,Ansdb,ll, 208. Certainly unreliablés the report of Khalid b. Shumayr-8hdusl, a Basran
transmitter from 'Abd Allah b. '‘Umar, according to whom 'AIT came to Ibn 'Umar the morning after
‘Uthman's murder and asked him to go to Syria as governor to replace Mu'awiya; when lbn 'Umar

declinedthe offer, 'All threatened him; lbn 'Umar therefore left for Mekikad., I, 208-9). The
report reflects the general hostility of Ibn 'Umar and his followers to Ribid., 207-8.
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forward when 'AIT mobilized for the war against 'A'isha and the Mekkéels.
According to another report transmitted by Abu Mikhnaf and others, 'AIT at that
time questioned Sa'd b. AbT Waggas, Muhammad b. Maslama, Usama b. Zayd
and 'Abd Allah b. 'Umar about their attitude. He told them that he would not force
them to joinhis campaign, but asked whether they stood by their pledge of
allegiance. They all answered him that they did so, but did not wish to fight
against Muslims. Usama b. Zayd's answer on that occasion is quoted in the same
terms as in aBha'bT's account ohébay'a®® It is thus not unlikely that at least
Usama and Ibn Maslama had initially pledged allegiance to 'AlITWAgidT's

pupil Ibn Sa'd indeed counte®a'd b. AbT Waggas, Usama, Ibn Maslama and
Zayd b. Thabit among those pledging allegiafi€Ehat 'Abd Allah b. ‘Umar also

gave his pledge, as the report implies, may be discodHted.

‘Abd Allah b. alHasan b. aHasan, 'AlT's greagrandson, enumerated several
more prominent Ansar, describing them as 'Uthmaniyya who did not pledge
allegiance: the poets Hassan b. Thabit and Ka'b &likM'Uthman's treasurer
Zayd b. Thabit, Maslama b. Mukhallad of Khazraj, later governor of Egypt under
Mu'awiya and YazTd" the close Companions Abu Sa'TdKdludrP*® and al
Nu'man b. BashTr, both of Khazraj, Rafi' b. KhadTj of the Banu Haritha of Aws,
Fadala b. 'Ubayd awsT, probablygadiof Damascus at the tinf&* and Ka'b b.

'Ujra atBalawT, confederate of the Ansar.The great majority othe Ansar,
however, eagerly pledged allegiarite.

The irregular election of 'AIT, supported by the rebels from the provinces and
the Ansar disfranchised by Abu Bakr, left the Community deeply divided into
three factions. Besides the party supporting the

29 Mufid, Jamal,95-6. 22 Ibn Sa'dTabaqdt I/, 20; Annali, X, 50.

2 The Shifite aMuffd maintained that all of these Companions, including Ibn 'Umar, initially pledged
allegiancgJamal,94-6). The gist of the tradition quotéy alMufid is also contained in the account
of 'All's bay'ataken by 'Abd allabbaral-Mughm,XX/2, ed. 'Abd alHalTm Mahmud and Sulayman
Dunya (Cairo, n.d.), 68, from theKitab al-Magamatof Abu Ja'far alskafl. That account clearly
implied that Ibn'Umar, Sa'd and Ibn Maslama (Usama is not mentioned) did not initially pledge
allegiance. 'AlT is,
however, described as asking them whether they were 'departingnfydray'a.' They denied this,
but affirmed that they would not fight Muslims. According to Ibn ABH&adTd, the (later) Mu'tazila
also affirmed in their books that the neutralist Companions at first all pledged allegiance to 'AIT and
put forward their exces only when he set out for the battle of the Caf@kbrk,IV, 9-10). The
same view is expressed by the ortho&mnnite traditionist Abu Bakr b.-&rabT (d. 543/1148) in
his al-'Azvasim miral-qawasim fi tahqiq mawqif edahdba ba'd wafat atabx,ed. Muhibb atDTn
al-KhatTb (Cairo, 1387/1968), 147. !

212 |bn Hajar,Isaba,VI, 97-8. He was probably in Egypt at the time, not in Medina.

213 Abu Sa'Td aKhudri, it should be noted, later supported ‘AIT.
24bid., 210. Mu'awiya appointed hingd4i of Damascus after Abu-Rarda’, who died around
32/652. It is thus unlikely that he was present in Medina.

213 |bid., V, 3045. 8 TabarT, |, 306970.
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caliphate of 'AIT, there were the Umayyads and their partisans who believed that
the caliphate had through 'Uthman become 'their property’, and the party of the
majority of Quraysh who hoped to restore the caliphate of Quraysh on the
principles laid down byAbu Bakr and 'Umar. As each party was prepared to fight
for its presumed right, Islam became engulfed in a brutal internal war outlasting
‘All's caliphate. The evil ofhe faltawhich, 'Umar thought, had been averted by
God now erupted with a vengeance.

Mekka became the natural centre of the Qurayshite opposition. Here 'A'isha
raised the flag of revenge for 'Uthman. According to the Medinans, she had left
Mekka after her pilgrimage happy in the belief that Talha had succeeded
'Uthman. When she reached $asix or twelve miles north of Mekd,she met
'‘Ubayd b. Maslama dlaythT, known as Ibn Umm Kilab, a supporter of 'AlT,
who informed her of the succession of her cousitaw. She immediately turned
back, curtained herself in the Sanctuary, and detlai&e have reproached
‘Uthman for some matters which we stated and pointed out to him. He recanted
and asked his Lord for forgiveness. The Muslims accepted his repentance, as they
had no other choice." Then she accused 'AIT of jumping upon and murdering
'‘Uthman, a single finger of whom was better than the whole of ¥AIT.

There was now an exodus of prominent Qurayshites from Medina to Mekka.
Talha and aFubayr, seeing that others had successfully resisted pledging
allegiance to 'AlT, quickly broke theirn oaths and left without leave. 'Abd
Allah b. al'Abbas, who returned from Mekka to Medina and arrived five days
after the murder, saw them on the way aNalasif in the company of the
Makhzumite Abu SaTd (b. 'Abd-&ahman) b. aHarith b. Hishar anda group
of other Qurayshite¥. The Umayyads must also have quickly come out of their

shelter in the granary of Umm

29 yaqut,Bulddn,lll, 77-8.

30 BaladhurT Ansdbll, 2178 18, V, 91. Abu Yusuf ahnsarT, Abu Mikhnaf's source for the story, is
Muhammadb. Thabit alAnsarT alKhazrajl, a major, otherwise unknown, informant of his (see
Sezgin,Abu Mihnaf,212-13). Abu Yusuf Muhammad b. Thabit is the same as Muhammad b. Yusuf
(b. Thabit). In the indices of dlabarl, Abu Yusuf aAnsari is misidentified a¥a'qub b. Ibrahim al
AnsarT alQadl.

31 Abu Said is enumerated among the sons of ‘Ab@aiman b. aHarith b. Hisham by afubayr!
(Nasab,306). The father, 'Abd @&ahman, participated in the battle of the Camel on 'A’isha’s side.
See below, n. 153.

2 TabarT, |, 3080. AZuhri's statements that Talha aneZabayr left Medina after four months and
that they asked 'AIT for the governorships of Kufa and Basra but were disapp@ideB0689;
BaladhurT,Ansab,ll, 218-19) are unreliable. The two meertainly participated in the planning of
the Mekkan campaign against ‘AT from the beginning rather than joining at the last moment. This is
confirmed by a report of the Mother of the Faithful Umm Salama that Talha ahbayr sent a
messenger to hewhile she was still in Mekka at the beginning of Muh. 36/July 656, urging her to
participate together withA'isha in their campaign against 'All (MufTdamal, 232-3, quoting al
WagqidT).
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HabTba, and soon Marwand many others of them were assembled in Mekka.
Al-WalTd b. 'Ugba, however, made his way to Syria to join Mu'awiya. The
‘Uthmanid Ansar, Hassan b. Thabit, Ka'b b. Malik antlainman b. BashTr also
preferred to go to Damasctf§ Zayd b. Thabit and Sa'd b. AbT Waqgas stayed in
Medina, while Muhammad.tMaslama went into voluntary exile in-Babadha.
Whereas 'A'isha remained in Mekka, Umm Salama, Muhammad's Makhzumite
widow who had performed the pilgrimage with her, after vainly warning her
against joining the rebel campaign returned to Medina and {siie her
backing?’

When 'Abd Allah b. alAbbas arrived in Medina four days after 'AlT's
accession and went to see him, he found, according to his own account, the
Thaqafite aMughTra b. ®u'ba?® renownedfor his political cleverness, with
'‘AIT. After al-MughTra had left, he asked 'AIT what he had said. 'AIT told him
that atMughTra had visited him before and at that time had advised him to
confirm 'Abd Allah b. 'Amir, Mu'awiya and other governors appointad
'‘Uthman in their offices and to entrust them with receiving the pledge of
allegiance for him in their provinces so as to calm the people. 'AlIT had rejected
that, maintaining that the likes of those men should not be appointed to any
office. Now alMughTra had come back and told him that he had changed his
opinion and thought that 'AIT should depose these men who were no longer as
powerful as before and should employ those whom he trusted. {#blas
commented that the first time-Blughlra had giverhim sincere advice, whereas
now he was deceiving him. 'You know that Mu'awiya and his companions are
people of this world. If you confirm them they will not care who is reigning, but
if you depose them they will say: He has seized the rule without caisulta
(.shurg and has killed our companion, and they will stir up opposition against
you. The people of Syria and Irag will then mutiny against you, while I am not
sure that Talha and-alubayr will not turn around to attack you.' 'AlT admitted
that confiming 'Uthman's governors would without doubt be better in the-short
term, worldly interest so as to restore

218 The story about their discussion with 'All and reception by Mu'awiyagimant, XV, 29 is poorly
attested and legendary.-Alu'man b. BashTr, in any case, was not appointed governor of Hims by
Mu'awiya at that time, as asserted in the story. The two ‘altidvpoets Hassan and Ka'b returned to
Medina before the battle of the Camel but maintained their hostile attitude to 'AlT. Ka'b's daughter
Kabsha reported of her father that he was deeply grieved about the murder of 'Uthman and was
prevented from joininghe revolt against 'AIT only by the loss of his eyesight. He did not pledge
allegiance to 'All and kept away from him because of his loathing and disgust for him (MufTd,
Jamal,378).

14 BaladhurT AnsabV, 91; TabarT, I, 3101; MufTdJamal,232-3.

218 according to alZuhri, akMughlra b. Shu'ba was among those who did not pledge allegiance to 'AIT
(TabarT, I, 3070). He seems to have left Medina soon after his second visit to 'AlT, presumably
expecting the failure of 'All's caliphate.
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order; he, 'AlT, was obliged, however, to act according to what was right and
what he knew of these people; he would never appoint any of thdmyifurned
away, he would meet them with the sword.

Ibn at'Abbas now urged him to leave for his estate in Yanbu' and lock his
door. The Arabs would, he predicted, after much turbulence find no one to turn to
but him; if he were to make a stand today with present supporters, the people
would certainly tomorrow saddle him with the guilt for the blood of 'Uthman.
*AL1T refused and suggested that Ibr'Abbas go to Syria as governor. lbn al
'‘Abbas objected that this was not sound judgement. 'Mu'awiyariaraof the
Banu Umayya, the cousin of'Uthman, and his governor of Syria. | am not sure
that he would not strike my neck in retaliation for 'Uthman. The least he would
do would be to imprison me so as to rule arbitrarily over me." In reply to 'AlT's
questio as to why he would do so, Ibn'Abbas said: 'Because of the kinship
between me and you. Everything imputed to you will be imputed to me. Rather,
write to Mu'awiya, appeal to his greed, and make promises to him.' 'AIT declared
and swore: 'By God, this il never be*°The account seems on the whole
reliable. There may be some suspicion that it is influenced by hindsight with
respect to Ibn alAbbas' claim to have couelded 'AIT to leave Medina and
withdraw to Yanbu* in order to escape the accusation of having connived in the
murder of'Uthman. In a tradition presumably going back to Usama b. Zayd, the
latter is reported to have given this very advice to 'AlIT beforentheler, and
Ibn al'Abbas is described as having rebuked Usama for suggesting that 'AIT
withdraw after having been pushed aside by three men of Quidy3he
account, in any case, brings out well the different character of the two cousins:
Ibn at'Abbas, a keen observer of the political scene, experiesined his close
association with 'Umar, looking through the motivations and opportunism of the
powerful and ambitious, with no unrealistic aspirations of his own; 'AlT, deeply
convinced of his right and his religious mission, unwilling to compromise his
principles for the sake of political expediency, ready to fight against
overwhelming oddé** 'AIT's political naivete, his lack of prudence and
calculation, gave rise to the charge of 'foolishnds&dpa)' with which ‘Umar is
said to have characterized him. These qualities became patent at the beginning of
his reign in acts such as

2191hid., 30835. The parallel accounibid., 30856, displays more literary dressing.
220BaladhurT,Ansdb,V, 77; theisnadis omitted. In the version quoted by Ibn Shalfbarik h aF
Madina, 12118 12) on the authority of the Basran ‘AwfAtabT, the intervention of Ibn dAbbas
is not mentioned. Usama is then described as visiting '‘Uthman and offering him the support of his
people of Kalb to convey him safely to Syria. 'Uthman refusedelier, to leave Medina.
ZLDjai't rightly characterizes 'AIT as essentially a fightea Grande Discordep97). Caetani's
description of him as passive and indolent is entirely mistaken.
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his opening théreasury and handing out the money to the common people, as he
had promised and as he was to continue doing throughout his caliphate, and in his
insistence on deposing all of' Uthman's governors except Abu Musshairl,

who had been chosen by the Kufabels.

In his first sermon, as related by the Basran Abu 'Ubayda Ma'mar- b. al
Muthanna, 'All bluntly rebuked the faithful, hinting at instances in which they had
inclined against him since the Prophet's death. He said that God had laid down
two cures for his community, the sword and the whip, and it was not for the
imam to display clemency regarding them; he might, if he saw fit, ask God to
forgive their past acts; two men had gone before, then a third one had stood up
like a raven whose only care was bally; it would have been better for him if
his wings had been clipped and his head cut off; if after their failures matters
were to revert for them (to their state during the Prophet's life), they would be
fortunate, yet he feared that they were now itinge of religious slackness
(fatra); all he and they could do was to strive together.

Abu 'Ubayda reported further that, according to 'All's descendant Ja*far (al
Sadiq) b. Muhammad, he had reminded the faithful in this sermon of the elevated
rank of the vwrtuous of his kin who belonged to a family which partook of the
knowledge of God and rendered judgment according to His judgment; if the
faithful were to follow them, they would be rightly guided by their insight; but if
they failed to do so, God wouldiruthem through their hands.

The exact wording and date of this sermon are open to question. The tenor and
contents, however, clearly reflect the style of 'All's speeches and public
statements throughout his reign. It is likely that he set the tone right from the
beginning. Blunt rebukes and harsh charges of disloyalty, lack of sincere
devotion, failure to respond to the summons to the evident just cause, and
occasional warm praiseorf acts of loyalty, were characteristic of his
pronouncements. They tended to alienate many of his lukewarm supporters, but
also to arouse the enthusiastic backing and fervour of a minority of pious
followers. He left them in no doubt that they could finde religious guidance
only through him and the Family of the Prophet and reproached them for having
turned away from them. While blaming the Community collectively, he refrained

from criticizing the first two caliphs whose general conduct he at times

39 Al-Jahiz,al-Bayanwa {tabym,ed. 'Abd alSalam Muhammad Harun (Cairo, 1367/1948), 1;250
According to alMufid, the sermon was quoted, aside from Abu 'Ubayda, also-klad&'inl in his
books(Jamal 125). A longer version of the sermon is quoted bgi@aNu'man GShark alakhbar,
1, 3699 73) who states that it was delivered two days after the oath of allegiance. According to this
version 'All declared all land concessions made by 'Uthman null and void. This is not confirmed by
other sources.
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praised fghly. In particular he seems to have admired the austere and stern rule
of 'Umar and sought generally not to contravene the precedents set by him. He
adopted 'Umar's official designation, Commander of the Faithful, but spurned the
titte caliph which in h$ eyes had evidently been depreciated by 'Uthman's
pretentious claim to be the Vicegerent of God rather than the deputy of the
Prophet. Only under 'Uthman had it become patent that the Community had gone
astray. 'AIT severely censured 'Uthman's deviatimmf the straight path of
Islam. Generally he neither justified his violent death nor condemned his killers.
‘Uthman had provoked the uprising of the people by his unjust acts and was killed
in an act of war. Only when Talha and 'A'isha and their followersised him
directly of having been behind the murder did he turn the accusation back against
them.

‘All's desire for a radical break with 'Uthman's nepotist regime was reflected in
his determination to replace all of his governors. Only in Kufa did hgposat
Abu Musa alAsh'arT, apparently on -@shtar's recommendation, even though
Abu Musa's attitude towards the new caliph appears to have been rééerved.
When the news of'AlT's accession first spread in Kufa, the governor counselled
the people to wait for further developments. Sa'd b. AbT Wagugshew
Hashim b. 'Utba, who at the time eagerly proclaimed his allegiance to 'AIT in
verse, stated defiantly that he did so without fearing his Ash'arite’&nainly
when YazTd b. 'Asim aMuharibT** arrived with the ader to receive the pledge
of allegiance of the Kufans on behalf of 'AIT did Abu Musa, too, give his.
'Ammar b. Yasir is said to have predicted that he would certainly bré3k it.

For the government of Basra 'AIT appointed 'Uthman b. HunaghabrT of
the Banu Aws, a prominent Companion whom 'Umar had entrusted with the land
survey of thesawad.When he arrived in the town, 'Uthman's governor 'Abd
Allah b. 'Amir b. Kurayz had already departed for Mekka leaving 'Abd Allah b.
‘Amir al-HadramT, confederate of the

222 5alih b. Kaysan's statement to this effect (BaladhanBdb,ll, 230) seems reliable. Akshtar fad
forced Abu Musa's appointment on 'Uthman and was generalyerenite. See also the report of
Ibn AbT Layla (Tabari, I, 3172) according to which 'AIT told Hashim b. 'Utba that he had intended
to depose Abu Musa but had been asked #\shtar to confim him.
223 Hashim b. 'Utba probably left soon afterwards for Medina to join 'All. He was with AT teen
latter set out to fight Talha andalbayr in Basra.
24 yazld b. 'Asim later became a leader of the Kharijites and was struck down with three of his
brothers at aNahrawan (Tabari, I, 33612).
25BaladhurT,Ansdb,Il, 213. Sayf b. 'Umar's story about 'All appointing ‘UrbaShihab governor of
Kufa, who then was prevented from entering the town (TabarT, 1-8)83 fiction.
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Banu 'Abd Shams, as his deputy. 'Uthman b. Hunayf arrested dadahml
without difficulty and took control of the towf?®

For Egypt 'ATl chose Qays b. Sa'd b. 'Ubada, son of the unfortunate Khazrajl
leader with whom 'Umar had dealt so roughly at the Sagifa and whom he had
later driven out of his home town of Medina. It was an act of reparation towards
the Ansar and must have been seerthey Qurayshite opposition in Mekka as
confirmation of their fear that 'AlT intended to abolish their privileged status as
the ruling class in Islam. 'AIT ignored Muhammad b. AbT Hudhayfa, to whom
the Egyptian rebels looked as their leader and who was noweritrol of al
Fustat. He evidently did not feel indebted to the Egyptian rebels, who had
returned home, as he did teAdhtar and the Kufans, and wished to keep at a
distance from them. He also ignored 'Amr b.As, whose restoration had been
demandedy 'A'isha on the grounds of his popularity among the army in Egypt.
'‘Amr's leading role in the agitation against 'Uthman, based on motives of self
interest rather than Islamic principles, could hardly have appealed to 'AlT. In
general 'Amr representedethilype of unscrupulous opportunist with whom 'AIT
did not want to burden his reign.

According to Sahl b. Sa'd-8la'idT of Khazraf?’ 'AlT proposed to Qays.
Sa'd that he choose a military guard in Medina to accompany him, but Qays
declined, stating that if he could enter Egypt only with a military escort he would
rather never enter the country. He departed with only seven companions and
reached aFustat vithout trouble’®He had 'AlT's letter informinghe Egyptian
Muslims of his appointment read in the mosque. As in his sermon in Medina, the
caliph mentioned that the Prophet had first been succeeded by two righteous
amirs who had acted in accordance with the Book and the Sunna. After them a
ruler had &aken charge who introduced innovatiorshdat) such that the
community had found occasion to protest and reproach him. Now the faithful had
turned to him, 'AIT, and had pledged allegiance to him. There was no mention of
‘Uthman's violent death and of thmart played by the Egyptian rebels. 'AlIT
evidently did not wish to touch the divisive matter. The letter was written in Safar
36/August

226 BaladhurT Ansdb,lI, 222. 'Abd Allah b. 'Amir (b.) aHadramT was a maternal cousin of 'Abd Allah
b. 'Amir b. Kurayz. His mother was Umm Talha Amal bt Kurayz (Zubaldsab 147).

2270n Sahl b. Sa'd see Ibn Hajdighdhib,IV, 252. He died in 88/707 or 91/710 and was fifteen years
old when Muhammad diedHe may well have accompanied Qays to Egypt, where he is known to
have lived for some time and to have transmitted hadith (see Ibn ‘Atekam,Futuh Misr,275

6).
28TabarT, |, 323%. Sayf's story about Qays' deceiving a Syrian horse troop at Ayla by posing as a
refugee from Medindibid., 3087) is probably fiction.
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656, about two months after 'All's accession, by his secretary 'Ubayd Allah b.
AbT Rafi', son of a client of Muhamm&@dQays then praised 'All as the best man
after Muhammad and received the pledge of allegiance for him.

A group of partisans of 'Uthman who had seceded to the village of Kharbita
near Alexandria after the revolt of Ibn Abi Hudhayfa held out against Qays b.
Sa'd under their leader Yazid b-trith aFMudlij! of Kinana.*® They informed
Qays that they did not want to fight against him and would not interfere with his
tax collectors, but they wished to wait and see how matters would develop. The
governor agreedot to force them to pledge allegiance. Qays b. Sa'd's kinsman
Maslama b. Mukhallad #a'idl also rose, calling for retaliation for the blood of
'‘Uthman. Qays assured him that he would not wish to kill him under any
circumstances, and Maslama committéadelf not to oppose him so long as he
remained governor of Egypt. With these agreements Qays was able to collect the
land tax throughout Egypt.

Muhammad b. AbT Hudhayfa and the Egyptian rebels against 'Uthman are not
mentioned in the account of Sahl®a'd. According to the Egyptian-Bhyth b.

Sa'd, Ibn AbT Hudhayfa left Egypt for Medina in order to join 'AIT when Qays b.
Sa'd was appointed governor. Mu'awiya, however, was informed of his departure
and set up watches. He was apprehended and broughMu'twiya, who
imprisoned him. Later he escaped from prison but was pursued and killed by a
Yemenite’® Also according to alayth, he and 'Abd a@Rahman b. 'Udays were
killed in Dhu XHijja 36/May-June 657"

These are the most reasonable reports abowrthef Ibon AbT Hudhayfa. He
was accompanied by a group of rebels, among them certainly 'Abahahan b.
'Udays, Abu Shamir b. Abraha b-%hbbah, and probably Abu 'Amr b. Budayl
al-Khuza'T. They were kept by
47 Ibid., 3237.The date of the appointmeptoves that the anecdote narrated by Muhammad b. Yusuf
al-Ansar! on the authority of '‘Abbas, the son of Sahl b. Sa8a4dl (on him see lbn Hajar,
Tahdhib,V, 11819), about 'Abd Allah b. Sa'd b. Abi Sarh's reaction to the appointment of Qays
(Tabari, | 32335) is anachronistic fiction.

Nothing else is known about Yazid b-Hdrith. In the Egyptian sources Mu'awiya b. Hudayj, Busr
b. AbT Artah and Maslama b. Mukhallad appear as the leaders of the seceders.

Tabari, 1,3239. Maslamab. Mukhallad appears in the account as rising independently of the
seceders at Kharbita. He may have joined them later.

%0 Baladhurl,Ansab,ll, 408. Nasr b. Muzahim identifies the killer of Muhammad b. Abi Hudhayfa as

Malik b. Hubayra aKindl (al-Sakurl) (MingarT, Waq'at Siffin,44). He was a chief of Kinda in

Hims under Mu'awiya and a prominent military leader during his caliphate (see the references in

Tabari, indices s.v. Malik b. Hubayra&akunl; Ibn Manzurviukhtasar XXIV, 74-6).

Kind!, Wulat, 20. Al-Layth's mention here of Kinana b. Bishr among those killed at that time is
erroneous.
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Mu'awiya at Jabal alalll near Him§, escaped, and were kilféddnly Abu
Shamir, proud scion of the Himyarite royal house of Dhu Asbah, disdained
breaking oti of prison. Mu'awiya released him, and he went along with the
Syrians to Siffin, where he soon joined 'All's army and was killed in the Bhttle.
Egyptian 'Uthmanid tradition narrated on the authority of Ibn 'Udays this hadith
of the Prophet: 'Some peop¥ll revolt straying from the faith as the arrow
strays from the game animal. God will kill them in Mount Lebanon asJcldl®*

Ibn 'Udays was thus made the transmitter of his own condemnation by the
Prophet.

52 Yaqut, Buldan, I, 110; Kind!, Wulat, 18-20. In atKindl's otherwise highly unreliable report Ibn
'Udays, Kinana b. Bishr and Abu Shamir b. Abraha b. (Shurahbll b. Abraha-®abbhh 'and
others' are named together with Ibn Abi Hudhayfa. Kinana b. Bishr was certainly not with them
since he wa killed later together with Muhammad b. Abi Bakr. On Abu Shamir see Ibn Hajar,
Isdba,VII, 99; aFHamdanlal-Iklil, ed. Muhammad b. 'AIT aAkwa' alHiwal! (Baghdad, 1980), II,
1534; Ibn ManzurMukhtasar XXIX, 12. Yaqut erroneously names Abu Shantirsther Kurayb
b. Abraha. Kurayb later made courtesy visits to Mu'awiya and 'Aldaék, and died in 75/69%
or 78/6978 (Ibn ManzurMukhtasar XXI, 1663 8).

The Banu Abraha were, according to Ibn ‘AbdHakam(Futuh Misr,113) four brothers: Kurayb,
Abu RishdTn, Abu Shamir, and Ma'dT Karib, who settled irG&ka under 'Umar. A sister,
Kurayba, was married to Dhifala’ Samayfa' b. Nakur, the chief of Himyar in Hims (HamdanT,
IKlil, 1, 158). There is no mention whether Abu Shamir personally paatiipin the expedition of
the Egyptian rebels to Medina. It is, however, not unlikely. His house was next to that of Shiyaym
al-Laythl, father of one of the four leaders of the rebels.

The presence of Abu 'Amr b. Budayl among those captured and killedniglg suggested by the
fact that his brother 'Abd Allah was calling for revenge for his brother 'Uthmakytty@aAbu ‘Amr
was frequently associated with the name 'Uthman) in the battle of Siffin (MiWfad,at Siffin,
245). Ibn Hajai(lsdba, 1V, 40) quotes a report according to which 'Abd Allah b. Budayl went to see
'Ubayd Allah b. 'Umar when the latter came to Kufa and warned him not to shed his blood in this
fitna. 'Ubayd Allah returned the warning, and Ibn Budayl answered: 'l seek revenge ftodtieb
my brother who was unjustly killed.' 'Ubayd Allah countered: 'And | seek revenge for the blood of
the wronged caliph.' If this meeting indeed took place in Kufa, it would mean that Abu 'Amr b.
Budayl was killed earlier than the others. It may, hesvehave rather occurred on the occasion of
'Ubayd Allah's visit to the camp of 'All before the battle of Siffin (Ming@rgq'at SiffTn186). The
mention of Abu 'Amr by aKind! (Wulat 27) as destroying the houses of the seceders on the order
of Muhamnad b. Abi Bakr is, in any case, anachronistic.
See below, p. 232. According to a report of the Egyptian Harmala b. 'Imran quoted@dbadl (11,
21011), it was Abraha b. @abbah who did not break out of Mu'awiya's prison. Abraha-b. al
Sabbah b. Ataha seems to have been the cousin of Abu Shamir's father Abraha b. Shurahbll b.
Abraha and the senior member of the Himyarite royal family emigrating from the Yemen (Hamdanl,
Iklil, 11, 158-60). Abraha b. Shurahbll stayed in the Yemen in Wad! Qiaft., 154). The mother of
their grandfather Abraha b.-8abbah was Rayhana, daughter of the Abyssinian ruler of the Yemen
Abraha (alAshram), and he, Abraha b-S&bbah, ruled over Tihama, the coastal land of the Yemen.
His grandson Abraha b.-8abbah is meioned in connection with the conquest ofFalrama in
Egypt (Tabari, I, 258&), but is otherwise not known to have settled in Egypt. It is thus unlikely,
though not impossible, that he was imprisoned by Mu'awiya. He was in his army at Siffin (see
below,p. 235).
54 |bn 'Abd atHakam,Futuh Misr,304; Ibn ManzurMukhtasar XIV, 305-6.
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In the Yemen 'AIT appointed the Hashimite 'Ubayd Allah b:Abbas
governor of San'a’ and Said b. Sa'd b. 'Ubada, the brother of Qays, governor of al
Janad” 'Uthman's governors, Ya'la b. Umayya (MunyaHainzall aiTamTml,
confederate of the Banu Nawfal of Quray8hn San‘a’, and the Makhzumite
'‘Abd Allah b. AbT Rabl'a in alanad, had already left, some reports suggest,
during the siege of 'Uthman's pataevith the intention of aiding the caliph. '‘Abd
Allah b. AbT RabT'a fell from his mount and broke his thigh before reaching
Mekka®’ Both men arrived there with much money, and Ya'la brought a large
number of camels which he had gathered in the Yefhéthen Ibn AbT RabT'a
arrived in Mekka he fountA'isha summoning the people to revolt in order to
seek revenge for the blood of 'Uthman. He ordered a seat to be placed for him in
the mosque and proclaimed that he would equip whoever came forth to avenge
the caliph's murder. Hearing of his call, Ya'la b. Munya, who had arrived earlier
for the pilgrimage, joined him in the offet.

'‘AlT's attempt to gain control of Mekka failed. According to Salih b. Kaysan,
he wrote to the Makhzumite Khalid b.-'&ls, whom 'Uthman during the siege
had vainly tried to appoint governor as a popular candidate, naming him governor
and asking him to receive the pledge of allegiance for him. The Mekkans refused,
however, to swear allegiance to 'AlT; a young Qurayshite, 'Abd Allaal-b.
WalTd of 'Abd Shams, seized 'AlT's letter, chewed it up and threw it away. 'Abd
Allah b. alwalTd would be among the Qurayshites killed while fighting for
'A'isha in the battle of the Canfél.

The town was now in open rebellion against MediAdsha faving given the
lead, the Mekkan Quraysh pinned the guilt for the murder of 'Uthman on "AIT

and called for revenge in fiery war poetry. Safwan b.

" Ibn SamuraTabagat fugaha' a¥amaned. Fu'ad Sayyid (Cairo, 1957),-82Forfurther references

see A. M.M. al-Mad'aj, The Yemen in Early Islam283/630847: A Political History (London,

1988), 150 n. 2.

He was also known as Ya'la b. Munya after his mother (Ibn Haga, VI, 353).

5" MufTd, Jamal,231-2, quoting reports of aVagidT. It is to be nied that ‘Abd Allah b. AbT RabT'a
is here described as governor of San'a’ and Ya'la b. Munya as governdaddl Ibn AbT RabT'a
was riding on a mule outside Mekka when he met Safwan b. UmayjarehT on a horse. The
mule bolted, throwing Ibn AbT Rata off. Reports that Ibn AbT RabT'a died before reaching
Mekka (Ibn Hajar)saba,|V, 648 5) seem to be mistakel.TabarT, I, 3102.

> MufTd, Jamal,231-3. Ibn AbT RabT'a was prevented by his broken thigh from joining the
campaign to Basra. Ya'la Munya participated, and fled when the battle was f88aladhurT,
Ansab,ll, 210-11. Salih b. Kaysan's further statement that ‘All b. 'AdT of 'Abd Shams was at the
time of 'Uthman's murder governor of Mekka is mistaken. 'Uthman's last governokké Mas
'Abd Allah b. 'Amir alHadramT who, according to Sayf b. 'Umar, was still in control of the town
(TabarT, I, 3098). He was, however, at this time called to Basra by his cousin '‘Abd Allah b. 'Amir b.
Kurayz to govern that town in his absence.
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Umayya b. Khalaf alJumahl, one of the grand old aristocrats of Quraysh and a
leading enemy of Muhammad who had fled at the time of the conquest of Mekka
rather than accept Islam and eventually had been given permission by
Muhammad to stay in Mekka rather thaove to Medind? addressed 'AIT:
Surely your kinsmen, the 'Abdal-Muttalib, are the ones who killed
‘Uthman in incontrovertible truth,
Out of wrongdoing and aggression, without a claim of blood revenge, and
you are the most worthy of the people to be jumped upon, so junfs’
Accusing all of Hashim, he evidently saw a chance of getting back at the old
enemy allied with the Medinans who had humiliated Mekka in the time of
Muhammad.

Marwan b. alHakam, the man who had intentionally provoked the calamity in

Medina, accused 'AlT:

If you, 'AIT, have not struck the murdered man openly, you surely struck

him in secret.

He went on to assert that '"Ammar, who had killed the old man, and Muhammad
(b. AbT Bakp had both confessed to the crime, which made retaliation incumbent
upon the peopl&!'AIT had therefore cut off his own nose and left behind great
evil; they had killed the man closest to goodness in Medina and furthest from
evil; if he himself, so Marwan threatened, or Mu'awiya were to live out the year,
'AIT would get to taste the bitterness of the crime they had comrfiltted.

HakTm b. Hizam asked whmould give him an excuse for 'Ali, who had turned
his face away as 'Uthman lay dead, struck by numerous swords in turn while but
few supported him from among all the trifésdakTm had, however, pledged
allegiance to 'AIT in Medina and decided not totgavar against him. His son
'‘Abd Allah joined the rebel campaign and was killed in the battle of the Camel.
When "AIT found his body among the dead on the battlefield, he commented that
he had deviated from his father's conduct. HakTm, who failed to suip{brout
stayed at home after pledging allegiance, was not blamewSrtiegs convinced
of

229 |bn Hajar,Isaba, lll, 246-7. ‘Al is reported to have been particularly hurt by the hostility of some of
Jumah and to have, after the battle of the Camel, expressed regret that they escaped just revenge
(BaladhurT Ansdbll, 261). One 6the few norHashimite Qurayshites backing 'AIT, however, was
Muhammad b. Hatib alumahl (Ibn AbT Shayb&lusannafVIll, 705; BaladhurT Ansdb,ll, 250),
born in Abyssinia as the son of an Early Companion.

230 |bn Bakr, Tamhtd,181. Safwan b. Umayya ISafwan is to be corrected to Safwarlimayya b.
Khalaf; foryutlabreadtulib.
23L'Ammar is not known to have participated in the kiling of 'Uthman or in the fighting. His
‘confession’ may refer to his rejection of any clafmetaliation for 'Uthman.

22 |hid., 180-1. ® Ibid., 179 .°° MufTd, Jamal,393.
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‘All's complicity than the others was Sa'ld b.Ad who spoke in his poetry only
of three gangsréht), evidently the Egyptians, Kufans and Basrans, who would
get to drink the cup of colocynth for killing an imaim Medina in the state of
ritual consecrationnfuhrim)?*®

To place the full responsibility for the murder of'Uthman squarelyAdm,
although he, in the words of Marwan, had 'not struck him openly’, served the
political ends of the Mekkan rebels best. For the real aim was not to avenge the
death of the wronged caliph but to remove his successor from office and to
exclude him fromthe shura.to be convened for the choice of the next caliph.
Moreover, if 'AIT was the chief culprit, anyone backing him could, and should,
be fought and punished as an accomplice in the offence which Caetani
characteristically defined as 'the terriblemei of regicide'.

In the war council which was, according tezalhrl, held in 'A'isha's home, it
was first suggested that they attack 'AIT in Medina. The proposal was quickly
abandoned as it was realized that the Medinans were militarily more than their
match. The idea of joining Mu'awiya in Syria was also discarded, mostly, no
doubt, because Mu'awiya might have been able to impose his own will upon the
projectedshura. The decision to move to Basra and to mobilize Basran support
for the claim of revenge wvgainfluenced by the argument of 'Abd Allah b. 'Amir
that he could count on strong support there and by the material means he was
willing to provide?* Ya'la b. Munya contributed from the funds he had carried
off from the Yemen. He is said to have giver0O4®O0 dirhams and provided
riding animals for seventy men of Quraysh. He paid eighty dinars for 'A'isha's
famous camel after which the battle was to be céffed.

Talha and aZubayr now appealed to 'A'isha to join the campaign. When she
asked them whether they were ordering her to fight, they said: 'No, but you will
inform the people that 'Uthman has been wrongfully killed and summon them to
restore ahuraamong the Muslims so that they will be in the same state as 'Umar
left them, and you will conciliate between théffi"A'isha's presence was needed
both because of her immense prestige as Mother of the Faithful and as a mediator
between the two men who were rivals for the caliphdA'isha had clearly
favoured Talha before 'Uthman's death, but now she was presumably prepared to

233 |bn Bakr, Tamhid,180. Baladhurl,Ansab)ll, 219, 2212; TabarT, |, 3102.

% TabarT, I, 3102. According to Salih b. Kaysan, Ya'la provided 400 camels for the campaign
(Baladhurl,Ansab,ll, 222). The lengthy story attributed to a man of the Banu 'Urayna, who narrated
how he sold the camel to a follower of 'Aisha and accompanied
first '‘Alisha toalHaw'ab and then 'AIT to Dhu Qar (TabarT, 1,308, is entirely fictitious.

26 BaladhurT, Ansab, Il, 223. Al-Ashtar held that it was 'Abd Allah b.-Zlbayr who forced
(iakraha) 'A'isha to go along to Basra (TabalT3200).
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back atZubayr if Talha, because of his involvement with the murderers, were to
be excluded.

Probably late in Rabl' Il 36/October 656 the Mekkan rebelsse between six
hundred® and nine hundred men according to differing reports. On the way to
Basra they were joined by others, increasing their number to three thousand. At
Bi'r Maymun, Marwan, who was chosen to make the call to prayer, approached
al-Zubayr and Talha and asked whom he should greet as amir. '‘Abd Allah b. al
Zubayr and Muhammad b. Talha each named his own fathésha sent to
Marwan: 'Are you trying to split our cause? Let my sister's son lead the prayer.'
'Abd Allah b. atZubayr led tle prayers until their arrival in Basfa.

While they were staying at Dhat 'lrq, serious discord occurred among the
Umayyads present. According to 'Utba bMalghTra b. alAkhnas!®Sa'Td b. al
'‘As went to see Marwan and his companions and questioned gbetm where
they were going. This had presumably been kept secret in order to keep 'AlT in
the dark about their intentions. The ones subject to their revenge, Sa'Td said, were
right here on the camels' backs. They ought to kill them and return home. Marwan
and his companions suggested that they were going in the hope of killing all the
murderers of 'Uthman. Sa'Td now questioned Talha aixdilzhyr as to whom
they intended to give the rule if they were victorious. When they answered: 'To
one of us, whoever M be chosen by the people’, he objected: 'Rather give it to
the sons of 'Uthman since you are going out to seek revenge for his blood." But
they answered: 'Shall we pass over the chiefs of the Emigrants and hand it to their

sons?' Sa'id declared thatweuld not

™ This number is given by 'Abd Allah b.-#lbbas (TabarT, 1,3105), who mentions among them 'Abd

al-Rahman, son of Abu Bakr (read thus for Abu Bakra) and 'Abd Allah, son of Safwan b. Umayya

alJumahT. Safwan himself was evidently too old toja@ind died shortly afterwards. His son ‘Abd

Allah later became a staunch supporter of'Abd Allah &Zudlayr. Ibn Abi 1HadTd enumerates of

the Banu Jumah participating in the battle of the Camel and surviving, aside from 'Abd Allah b.

Safwan: his nephewahya b. HakTm b. Safwan, ‘Amir b. Mas'ud b. Umayya b. Khalaf and Ayyub

b. HabTb b. 'Algama b. RabT{8hark,XI, 125). "A\'isha's brother ‘Abd @&ahman evidently went

along for her sake, but did not play a prominent part. '‘Abd Allah b. 'Umar did natippesteti

According to Abu Mikhnafibid., VI, 225) and Sayf b. ‘Umar (TabarT, I, 3101) he also persuaded

his sister Haf?a not to joinAl'isha as she had at first intended. Although politically opposed to

'AIT, Ibn 'Umar consistently defended him againstusetions that he was behind the murder of

'Uthman (see e.g. BaladhurAnsab)ll, 99).

TabarT, |, 3105, according to Ibn dAbbas. According to Salih b. Kaysan and Abu Mikhnaf,

'A'isha rather decided that-Zubayr as the older man should lead theeypr (BaladhurTAnsab,ll,

225).

73 'Utba and his brother 'Abd Allah were present no doubt in order to avenge their father. ‘Abd Allah
was killed in the battle of the Camel (MufTdamal,393"1). Also killed was their nephew 'Abd
Allah b. AbT 'Uthman (s the name in MufTdlrshad, 122) b. alAkhnas b. SharTq. 'AlT is said to
have commented on his death that he had tried tolsavess he saw him running away, but his
order not to harm him was not heditid.-, MufTd, Jamal,394).
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strive to take the reign away from the Banu 'Abd Manaf and turned’batk.

had, as noted, not joined the chorus condemning 'AIT and evidently saw no good

in depriving him of the caliphate in favour of either Talha ezabayr. Together

with SaTd b. alAs there left 'Abd Allah b. Khalid b. Asld;-&llughTra b. Shu'ba,

approving his view, invited the members of Thaglf present to turn back with him.

The other Umayyads, among them ‘Uthman's sons Aban ahdalad,’®

continued on together with Marwan, who wasidently concealing sinister

intentions’®

If 'Utba b. alMughTra's report is reliable, there was after this setback a
disagreement on where to turn and whose support they should segkbar
consulted his son 'Abd Allah who favoured going to SyriailevTalha consulted
his intimate 'Algama b. Wagqgas-lahythl who preferred Basra. They agreed,
however, on Basr4.

That alZubayr and his son would have liked to make common cause with
Mu'awiya is not unlikely. Talha and 'isha were, no doubt, oppostrany such
thought. Mu'awiya in fact seems to have made overturesZatayr. According
to Abu Mikhnaf's father, Yahya b. SaTd b. Mikhnaf, he wrote t@wddayr,
probably when the Mekkan rebels were already in Basra, inviting him to join him
in Syria and promising him recognition as caliph by himself and his supporters.
Al-Zubayr tried to keep the invitation secret, but Talha 'Aridha learned about
it and were seriously dismayed 'isha talked to 'Abd Allah b. &ubayr, who
then asked his father ifie intended to go to Mu'awiya. &ubayr at first
confirmed that he wanted to do so since Talha was opposed to him. Then he
changed his mind; but, having sworn an oath that he would defect, he liberated a
slave as atonement for breaking it and summonedautmy to battlé®

When the rebel army approached Basra, 'AlT's governor 'Uthman b. Hunayf
sent Abu Nujayd ‘Imran b. Husayn-lhuzaT and Abu Aswad alDu'alT as
envoys to enquire about their intentions. They met
™ TabarT, I, 3103.

S 'Amr, 'Uthman'seldest son, is not mentioned. He does not seem to have participated in the battle of
the Camel. Sa'Td b. 'Uthman, however, is known to have also been present J&tufi| 382).

8 In the parallel report of Ibn Sa'‘TdbaqatV, 235 4) Sa'Td b. at' ASis describeda S addressing
the assembled men in public and then returning to Mekka, where he remained during the battles of
the Camel and Siffin. 'Abd Allah b. Khalid's cousin ‘AbeRalhman b. 'Attab b. AsTd was among
those who proceeded to BastaTabarT,|, 3104.

"8 BaladhurT,Ansab,ll, 257-8. Al-Zubayr is said to have been greatly upset when his son, backed by
Talha, opposed his proposal to distribute the money in the treasury of Basra to the Basrans in order
to gain their support and A'isha took theirside reproaching him. He then threatened to join
Mu'awiya (Mufld,Jamal,287).

4 A Companion joining Islam early or in the year of Khaybar, 'Imran b. Husayn had carried the banner

of Khuza'a at the conquest of Mekka. 'Umar $emt to Basra to teach the people Islam (Ibn Hajar,
Isdba,V, 26).



160The succession to Muhammad

'‘A'isha and her companions at Hafar Abi Musa, a watering station on the road
from Mekka to Basrd®’ and were told that thelyad come to claim revenge for

the blood of 'Uthman and to see that an electoral council was set up to decide on
the successiofi® Abu 1-Aswad, known for his devotion to "All, reported that he
asked 'A'isha whether she had come on an instruction left by the Prophet or on her
own opinion. She answered that she had made up her mind when 'Uthman was
killed. 'We were angry at him for his beatings with the whip, his setting aside rain
land enclosuresnfawd' al-sahaba amuhmai),and appointing Sa'ld and-al
Walld governors. But you assaulted him and desecrated three sacred rights, the
sanctity of the town [Mediq], the sanctity of the caliphate, and the sanctity of the
holy month, after we had washed him as a vessel is washed and he had come
clean® Thus you perpetrated this offence on him wrongfully. Should we get
angry on your behalf at the whip of 'Uthman and not get angry on behalf of
‘Uthman at your sword?' AbuAswad rejoined: 'Why should you care about our
sword and the whpi of 'Uthman when you have been confined for protection
(habis)by the Messenger of God? He ordered you to stay in your house, and now
you come knocking the people against each other.' She said: 'Is there anyone then
who would fight me or say anything diffent from this?" Abu -Aswad and

'Imran answered: 'Yes.' 'A'isha: 'And who would do that, perhaps the bastard of
the Banu 'Amir anim Bam 'Amir)}'She meant 'Ammét. who had gone on
record opposing retaliation for 'Uthman. Evidently worried that she had perhaps
gone too far, she asketWill you inform on me, 'Imran?' ‘Imran reassured her:
'‘No, | would not inform on you in either good or bad.' AbAdwad challenged

her: 'But | will inform about you, so let us hear whatever you wish.' She hit back
with the curse: 'O God, kill Mudhammarhngr brother Muhammad] in retaliation

for 'Uthman, hit alAshtar with one of Your arrows which do

%7yaqut,Buldan, I, 294.

238 Baladhuri,Ansdb, I, 225. According to the account of Abu Mikhnaf (quotingKallbl), Talha and
al-Zubayr wrote to 'Uthman.bHunayf from Hafar Abi Musa demanding that he relinquish the
governor's palace to them. Ibn Hunayf consultedradaf b. Qays and Hukaym b. Jabala, who both
advised him to call the Basrans to arms and to move against the rebels before they reached the tow
The governor, however, wanted to avoid war and decided to send -Aswdd and ‘Imran b.
Husayn to ascertain their motives. That Ibn Hunayf at this time received a letter from 'All warning
him of the rebels, as the account claims, is unlikely (Ibn AadiTd,Sharh,IX, 311-13).

239The three charges against ‘Uthman and the three offences of his opponents mentioned here seem to
have been 'A'istis standard arguments. Musa b. Talha, according-¥aajidT, reported that he
witnessed her making the same argument 'in most eloquent language' just before the battle of the
Camel when asked by the people about 'Uthman (Muladhal, 309 10; BaladhurT Ansdb, I,

239 40).
240:Ammar was a grandson of ‘Amir b. Malik of the Banu 'AmiAlbar b. Yam b. 'Ans andient of
the Banu AbT RabT'a of Makhzum.

240 according to Abu 1Yaqzan, the two armies merely faced each other (Khalifsikh, 183).



'AlIT: the counter -caliphate of Hashim 161

not miss, and confine '‘Ammar in his pit for the sake of 'Uthfffan.’

'‘A'isha’s curse of ashtarrevealed most strikingly the fraudulence of her call
to revenge for 'Uthman. For-Alshtar, as noted, had heeded her and 'All's
warning against violence and was on public record for having been opposed to
the murdef® He was now anathema to 'A'isha besmihe had vigorously
promoted 'All's election and had dragged her favourite against his will to swear
allegiance to him. 'A'isha's fraudulent claim was next used to justify a flagrant
aggression shattering the internal peace of Basra.

On returning to theown Abu tAswad advised 'Uthman b. Hunayf to resist
the rebel army, and the governor agreed and called on the people to arm. 'Imran
b. Husayn was evidently in favour of accommodating the Mother of the Faithful
and stayed neutral in the battle of the Caffiéis the rebel army arrived at the
Mirbad, the market place outside Basra, and stopped next to the quarter of the
Banu Sulaym, the governor and the Basrans moved out to face them. Talha first
addressed them, repeating the case made by 'A'isha that 'Utiathaommitted
some reprehensible acts, had been asked to recant, and had done so. 'Then a man
assaulted him who has robbed this Community of itsdetiérmination without
any agreement or consultation and killed him." Some men who were neither pious
nor God-fearing had aided him. 'Therefore we summon you to seek revenge for
his blood, for he is the wronged caliph.-2libayr spoke in a similar vein, and
then 'A'isha joined in with #orceful voice, stressing the need fostaura.

The Basrans were left dded by this rhetoric, some saying that they were
speaking the truth, others calling them liars. They began hitting each other with
their sandals and then separated, one group joining 'A'isha. Hukaym b. Jabala, in
charge of Ibn Hunayf's cavalry, gave ttadl ¢o fight Quraysh, who would perish
by their indulgence in comfort and frivolity. They were preparing to fight, but the
night separated them.

84 Jahiz, Bayan, I, 2958 6. Mudhammam, blameworhy, was a pun on the name Muhammad,
praiseworthy. AISha'bl gae a toneedown version of Abu JAswad's report, suppressing 'A'isha’s
curses. According to him she asked AbAswad to tell 'Uthman b. Hunayf, whom she called the
freedmantaliq) of Ibn AbT ‘Amir, that she had heard he wanted to fight her (Mdéidhal,273-4).

Why ‘Uthman b. Hunayf would be calléaliq of Ibn Abi ‘Amir is not evident.

See Tabari, I, 3200, where 'Algama is quoted as tellifgshtar: "You disapproved of the killing
of'Uthman, what then made you go out to Basra [fighting for ‘AB]®lilarly Ibn ShabbaTa'rikh
al-Madina,1313 and aNu'man,Shark atakhbar,|, 397.

‘Imran visited 'A'isha in Basra and criticized her for having left her home against the order of Qur'an
XXXIII 33. 'A'isha apologized, suggesting that what had hapgecould not be undone, and asked
him either to assist her or to hold his tongue. He affirmed that he would abstain from backing either
her or 'AIT. She answered that she was satisfi¢dl that from him (MufTdJamal,310-11). 'Imran

was, probably lategppointedjadi of Basra under 'Abd Allah b. ‘Amir or Ziyad b. Ablh (Ibn Hajar,
Isdba,V, 26-7).

85

86



162 The succession to Muhammad

The intruders used the opportunity to move to a better locatiarZatbuga, near
the storehouse for provision&ar alkrizg).

Next morning the governamoved to attack them, and there was fierce, but
inconclusive, fighting in which many were killé8Then a truce was agreed until
'AIT should arrive. 'Uthman b. Hunayf was to retain the governor's palace, the
treasury and control of the mosque, while theuders were allowed to stay
wherever they wished in the town and were to have free access to the markets
and watering place¥! 'A‘isha, Talha and &ubayr now decided to stay among
the Banu Tahiya of Az&?The agreement to wait for 'AlT's arrival was clearly
unfavourable to the rebels, and Talha persuadiellzayr to break it and take
Ibn Hunayf by surprise. On a windy and dark night they attacked and seized him
as he was leading the evening prayer in the mo¥duiccording to the
Khazrajite Sahl b. Sa'd, they then sent Aban b. 'Uthm&i'isha to consult her
on what to do. Sherkt advised them to kill Ion Hunayf, but a woman interceded,
reminding her of Ibn Hunayf's companionship with the Prophet. She recalled
Aban and told him: 'Imprison him, do not kill him." Aban answered that had he
known why she had recalled him, he wouldt have come back. Mujashi' b.
Mas'ud, a Basran of the Banu Sula§finow advised the captors: '‘Beat him and
pluck his beard.' So they gave him forty lashes, pluckedheubair on his head,
his eyebrows and eyelashes, and put him in pfi§on.

On the next morning there was disagreement between Talha -autar
about who should now leatthe prayer. AlZubayr as the older man was then
given precedence, and thereafter the leadership was alternated between them day
by day?*® At dawn on this morning, ‘Abd

241 5ayf s story about Ka'b b. Sur being sent to Medina at this time in order to enquire whether Talha
and alZubayr were forcetb pledge allegiance to 'All and his return confirming their claim (Tabari,

1, 31245) is fiction designed to cover up the treacherbreach of the accord by Talha and al
Zubayr. There was, as noted by Caetaminali, IX, 85), hardly enough time for suehmission.

242 Khalifa, Ta'rikh, 183; Ibn Abi ShaybaylusannafIil, 719.

243 Baladhurl,Ansab, Il, 22-8. According to Abu Mikhnaf's account, it was rather the dawn prayer
Slbn Abi I-Hadld, Sharh,IX, 330).

244 Ibn Hajar,Isaba,VI, 42; M. Lecker,The Banu Sulaym: A Contribution to the Study of
Early Islam(Jerusalem, 1989), index s.v. Mujashi' was a Companion of the Prophet and played a
prominent part in the early conquests in Iraq and Iran. The report quoted by Ibrhidajever, that
he took part in a raid of Kabul and plucked a gem from the eye of an idol there is legend. Under
‘Umar he was briefly deputy governor of Basra. In the accounts of Jafarh@mmad| and Sayf b.
‘Umar, he is described as leader of the Bagcdumteer force moving as far asRébadha to bring
relief to the besieged caliph 'Uthman (Tabari, I, 2986, 3083gbari, I, 3126.

246 BaladhurT,Ansab, I, 228. According to the report of AbuMallh (TabarT, |, 3134), 'Alisha
ordered 'Abd Allah bal-Zubayr to lead the prayer. Alubayr b. Bakkar reported in hisnsdb
Qurayshthat 'Abd Allah b. aZubayr led the prayers on the order of Talha asicLiblayr (Ibn Abi ¢
Hadld,Sharh, XX, 114).



























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































