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Suggestions & Criticisms: PLEASE E-MAIL 
It is in such a manner that We make plain our signs so that the course of the

criminals may become clear.


Bismillah Ar-Rahmaan Ar-Raheem. 

Alhamdulillah. Peace and blessings on Muhammad, his Noble Companions and Family. 

Brothers and Sisters, Muslims whose intentions become the will of Allah....
audio on http://www.islamiccenterdc.com/khutbassermons.htm?archived=1&page=6 (5-12-2006)
 

CONSOLIDATING THE MUSLIM RANK AND FILE PART 33
MAJOR CONSIDERATIONS FROM KHILAFAH TO MONARCHY
In light of the incessant interference of those who have been as a matter of character and history at war with Allah, His Prophet (sallalahu alaihi wa sallam) and the committed Muslims and due to the fact that, today, we are living yet another chapter of the dirty hands that are trying to destabilize not only our thoughts and emotions but our countries and societies. They're trying to do this in large part today, relying on our failure, inability or unwillingness to look at each other with open minds and hearts instead of looking at each other through the prejudice of time and the inaccuracy of some historical versions of events. We will continue to press on and say what has to be said, even though sometimes it is uncomfortable to say it as it may be uncomfortable to hear it- but if we don't express the truth, as much as we understand to do so, and as long as we don't listen to the truth, as much as our capacity for listening is, then we will continue to have what we having been having all along- but we don't want a continuation of the status quo. Brothers and sisters- committed Muslims- we have been taught by Allah and His Messenger to state the facts and not be bothered by what other people may say and not to react to the presumptions of others and not to be reactive in our ownselves. Part of this meaning is included in the ayah 

And don't let the dislike of a people distance you from justice- try your best to be just- this is an expression of Taqwa and a proximity to (Surah Al-Maaidah verse 8)

Brothers and sisters- Committed Muslims- we will try to go slow motion back to the time when Islamic political participation began to disintegrate- a time when equality was eased away by inequality; a time when justice was being substituted with injustice and when the free Muslim mind and conscience were being trimmed or sliced into silence. I know that some of us have scant information and we've been trying for many months to fill in this void, and we'll continue to do so in a manner that only is conscious of the truth and the facts.

Those who communicate Allahs messages and stand in awe of Him and fear no-one besides Allah (Surah Al-Ahzaab verse 39)
This has to be the character that describes our psychology, state of mind and our interpersonal relations when it comes to this area in our past and in our present. 
When the 3rd successor to Allahs Prophet was assassinated, (we hope you can conjure the information that we mentioned pertaining to this event), but as a matter of a reminder, he didn't have any security guards, he didn't have a military that he would unleash against the people and he refused any type of protection because he thought that what he was doing was right. We said that some of what he was doing was wrong. When he was assassinated, whether you look at it as a day of the assassination of the leader of the Muslims, with the mistakes that he had, or whether you look at it as a day when the Muslims 1st expressed their 1st popular uprising against a ruler who mistepped As-Siraat Al-Mustaqim- whichever way you want to look at it, it's not one of these days that is built into our memories. Why? Because none of these events are located in our mind. There's a lot of emotions, stereotypes and prejudice about them, but the element that is lacking is "a lot of thinking" about them. We don't need the other elements, we just need our calculated thoughts about what happened. That was the 18th of Dhil Hijjah, the last month of the year and the year was the 35th year of the hijrah. When he was assassinated, (as we said, we'll just look at it with our minds in slow motion), we ask ourselves with all the legitimacy to remove a ruler who has committed serious errors, the movement to unseat a ruler who has stepped out of the Sunnah of Allahs Prophet, like Uthman (radi Allahu anhu) did, that type of popular movement can be accommodated by understanding Allah and His Prophet. There's nothing that says that Muslims cannot correct a ruler when he goes wrong. To the contrary, there's every meaning and encouragement to do exactly that, ie. to correct a ruler when he goes wrong. The Prophet of Allah says "For sure, you will take his hand and lead an offensive ruler in the right direction, you will place him in the context of or you will make his reference the elements of truth and justice, because if you don't do that, Allahs going to jam your hearts." The Prophet also says "One of the expressions of jihad is to speak truth to delinquent powers." We enumerated Uthmans mistakes- when he committed these mistakes, he was subject to popular correction- to the Muslim rank and file telling him "you are wrong and you have to correct yourself." What happened though is that we didn't have a "thought out" popular movement to correct a ruler when he no longer in the footsteps of Allah Prophet. This is an area that still needs the scrutiny of your mind and my mind- what we had was a couple of thousand people coming from distances and it appears to some that they took the law into their own hand. This type of social conduct has no precedent or foundation in the Qur'an and Sunnah and has no justification. The Masjid was an open place- this was before we had the closed Masajid that we have today. These Masajid are only physically open, but they are mentally and socially closed. At that time, the doors of the Masaajid were far flung for those who wanted to come to the Masjid with their social and ideological issues. So- if they could do that in the Masjid, the 1st question that needs to be asked is "Why did they storm the place that Uthman was living in… This doesn't indicate a calculated expression of the Qur'an and the Prophet, but we had this happen. Even though it happened, it's one of the least deliberated areas in our history- no one wants to speak about it. This is where we are wrong. It's very easy to criticize someone else, especially when that someone else was 1,400 years away, but look at ourselves today. No-one wants to speak about this issue with their minds. Uthmans wife had told him "I think you better get rid of Marwan ibn Al-Hakm because he's going to kill you!" He didn't take the advice of his wife. Why did he not take the advice of the Muslims nor of the closest person to him- his own wife? Her name was Naailah. We're saying this- brothers and sisters- as a matter of honest and sincere reading. It doesn't appear that we know why he was resistant to advice. This is not the behavior of a Muslim ruler. A Muslim ruler is very much open to the process of Shura, consultation, advice, counsel, feedback- this is all part and parcel of a person who is in the position of Uthman. As some people said, was it a matter of senility or dementia? - we mean- some people get old and this person, by all accounts, was a very old man- in his eighties. So, in the absence of accurate information here, what are we going to do? Are we going to create information for ourselves and say "we know for sure that he was this way or that"?! We can't do that. In the absence of accurate verifiable and reliable information, this area- why he did what he did- is going to remain a grey area. But the fact that after he did what he did we cannot evaluate that- that is wrong. This is not a person who is Ma'soom, he's not a person who is beyond making mistakes. He made these mistakes, but he wasn't a tyrant who would call in the military to kill the Muslims public to defend his errant ways. He died and what happened after that was that a person takes the shirt of Uthman that was stained with his blood from Al-Medinah to Damascus and the shirt was in what we say today "on public display". Everyone could see it- "see what happened- a person, not an average or regular person, but the leader of the Muslims was assassinated by some (this is the way the news was presented in Damascus at that time) criminals." At this point, we don't know whether there was or there was not a criminal element in those who assassinated Uthman. If anyone comes to you and says, for sure, "there was a criminal element in it", or anyone else on the other side comes and tells you, emphatically, "there was no criminal element in it"- both of them are wrong because we simply just do not know. But if we don't know this detail of history, this doesn't mean that you or we or anyone else has the right to fill in the blanks with our own prejudicial inclination. We can't do that, but unfortunately, this is what happens. So, they placed this on the Mimbar, in the Masjid is Damascus, where people come. After the demise of Uthman, remember, Uthman was assassinated in Dhil Hijjah year 35 and , when Ali (radi Allahu anhu), became the legitimate leader and ruler of the Muslims, the following month, Muharram, the 36th year of the hijrah, which was a month later, Ali relieves Muawiya ibn Abi Sufyan of his position in Damascus, but this person refuses to budge. Ali is the legitimately elected leader. He gained the bai'ah of the majority of the Muslims. Even books that tend to be critical of Ali (in a historical sense) only count between 17 and 20 people who refused to give him bai'ah from among tens of thousands of people in Arabia and beyond who whole-heartedly agreed to his leadership. There's only between 17 and 20 individuals that refused to give him the bai'ah- according to these books that are critical. Muawiya, who's in Damascus, says "I'm not going to accept it. I'm out to seek revenge from those who killed Uthman." So, Ali sends him an emissary. Before he does that, Ali tries to appoint a person, Sunbul ibn Hanif, to replace Muawiya. As he was on his way to from Al-Medinah to Damascus, he was intercepted at Tabuk, an area roughly in the Southern Jordanian/Northern Arabian area, by a dispatch of individuals who were armed by Muawiya and they told him "it's better for you to go back and not proceed." Seeing that he himself did not have the power to finish his journey to Damascus, he returns to Al-Medinah. Thereafter, Muawiya sends a person to Al-Medinah to communicate what's on his mind. When he arrives in Al-Medinah and after he has a session with Ali, Ali asks him "What is it? What are the goals and the objectives of those who are ruling in Damascus?" He says "They are concerned with getting even." Getting even is in reference to the assassination of Uthman. "I left behind me 60,000 shaikh, seniors, who were crying beneath the shirt of Uthman at the Mimbar, in the Masjid in Damascus." So, Ali said "Ok. Who do they want to get even with?" And he said, these are his words, which means something like "From the fibres of your own self." So, you realize that these are no longer an issue of people in Damascus who feel they are out to do justice. They are out to target a particular person at that early time. This was before Al-Jamal, As-Siffin- before all of that. One of the elements that has to be well established in our mind when we begin to look at these issues with a calculating mind is that when Ali assumed the responsibilities of the highest office amongst the Muslims, the Muslim public was roughly split along three counter blocks or factions concerning Ali. One of them was the element that was responsible for the assassination of Uthman. These elements were distracting society. There was a time lag. Off course, if there was a normal functioning of state and no opposition in Damascus and no other governors thinking about grabbing power for themselves, the Islamic state, stable as it is, would immediately put its social, political, military and security resources to pursue those who were responsible for (what we call today) pulling the trigger. But we're not speaking about normal circumstances- we're speaking about a time period in which there was a suspension of the normal day-to-day functioning of government and state. So, one portion of the Muslim public was concerned with the individuals who were personally responsible for the shedding of the Muslim ruler who was in office. This does not mean they were taking sides. This was a socials concern- "We want those individuals." There were 2,000 of them who scaled or went into the residence of Uthman, but obviously, 2,000 people were not the ones who actually stabbed or killed Uthman and his wife." By the way, this was another element. Uthmans wifes fingers were also cut-off and they were also eventually taken to Damascus and displayed in public for a passion play in the service of Muawiya. Another segment in society- we're talking about immediately when Ali assumed his ultimate responsibility, felt somewhat neutral or indifferent to what was happening. They just saw the polarization of forces and they just felt that they just did not want anything to do with any of this. The 3rd element that occupied public opinion was the opposition that was expressed by Aa'isha, Az-Zubair and Talha (radi Allahu anhum) to Ali. These are three significant blocks of society or public opinion that did not belong- at all- to Muawiya, what he was doing and the overall scheme that he had for literally nationalizing power. With these dynamics at work and with Ali trying to communicate he also sent another person by the name of Al-Bajali to Damascus to try to communicate and just speak to Muawiya. Look who's sending who… Muawiya is not very much interested in communication. Even though there was that one person who went to Al-Medinah, but he was speaking in tones of threats and intimidation. On the other side, this is where the departure or the fraying happened between the successors to the Prophet and those who were becoming kings, beginning with Muawiya. We're looking at the disintegrating area. Ali sends this person by the name of Al-Bajali. Ali was trying to increase the level of communication, unlike Muawiya who really doesn't want to speak about these issues and wants to keep on going or working, almost in the dark on his own plans. Then, Muawiya, says "I don't want to see him", he procrastinates, so this person remains in Damascus and tries to communicate with other "influential" people in society and Muawiya realizes that this person is beginning to gain some popularity. What this person was trying to tell the people that he met was "Ali was not responsible for the assassination of Uthman." – because the media machine of Muawiya was trying to place the blame on Ali and this person was in Damascus trying to set the record straight. So, what Muawiya did was after summoning people to a public meeting, he called five witnesses and these five witnesses, we don't even know their names, testified that "they bear witness to (what they said was) the fact that Ali was responsible for the assassination of Uthman." So, what happened after this type of attempt of communicating and solving this through discussions or meetings, and Muawiya was the obstructing party, Ali began to put together an army that would go to Damascus because Muawiyas responses were along the lines "The only thing that exists between us and you is the sword or the use of arms". But then, something occurred that distracted not only that initial campaign of Ali from going to Muawiya and settling that affair with him once and for all. He got "distracted" by Aa'isha, Az-Zubair and Talha and instead of going to Dimashq, he had to go to the area of Al-Basrah and Al-Kufa and then we had the details of Waq'at Al-Jamal that we spoke about previously- the details of which (if you may recall), Az-Zubair refused to participate in the clash of the two armies when they got engaged. He was there before that and up until that moment, but when the two armies met in the battlefield at Al-Jamal, Az-Zubair, of course, he was killed after that, but he did not go into the flair of the battle. Some people would probably ask- "Why would that be", and he answered, he said "When I saw Ammaar (radi Allahu anhu) on the side of the opposing army and I remembered the Prophets hadith in which the Prophet says regarding Ammaar ibn Yaasar "You will be killed by the transgressing party", I refused to be part of that military clash." From the previous year up until that moment, he was part of it, which brings us to the other sensitive issue- that is when the Muslims of both sides met at Siffin- Brothers and sisters- we have to be frank with you, trying to locate exactly where Siffin is, is no easy task. The closest geographical pin-pointing of Siffin is (listen to this) somewhere west of the Euphrates. Well!- there's a lot of territory west of the Euphrates. Probably its not tens of miles west of the Euphrates, it's probably within a mile or two, but the Euphrates runs from North to South and we're talking about at least a couple of hundred of miles- so where in these couple of hundred of miles is Siffin exactly? It doesn't seem like Muslims know much about this. Once again, it indicates how this whole issue has been removed from our active thinking. You would think that Muslims would identify Siffin exactly the same way they would identify exactly where Karbala is- well- it doesn't seem like they want to do that! Another one of these strong indicators of how the Muslims were going from a successorship to Allahs Prophet, a Khalifah, to a form of government that is a monarchy, a king, is that no-one disputes the hadith of Allahs Prophet concerning Ammaar ibn Yaasar. In the battle of Siffin, Ammaar ibn Yaaser was in the army of Ali and the army of king Muawiya was the army that was responsible for killing Ammaar. So the issue, in a consensual matter, should be settled here- it's obvious. The ayah in the Qur'an says
And if there are two camps of Muslims fighting or warring against each other, then your 1st  effort is to reconcile them. (Surah Al-Hujurat verse 9)

In the years leading up to Siffin, Ali was involved in the attempt to reconcile what was to become a future Siffin. Then Allah says

And if one of these two warring camps transgresses, and pursues its offensive policies, then you fight it until it refers itself to the affair or conclusion of Allah. (Surah Al-Hujurat verse 9)

So, when Ammaar was killed in Siffin, and everyone understood who Al-Baaghi was- Muawiya- and who Al-Fi'ah Al-Baaghiyah, the army that was with him was, so they came to this king and they said "Wait a minute-we all know the Prophets hadith, how do you explain this?" How did Muawiya explain this? His response to this was, these are Muawiyas words to those who have serious questions and doubts about his side of things- "Did we kill him?! The ones who killed him were the ones who brought him or made him come to war." Of course, this is a lame excuse and a round about way of trying to explain away the obvious, but when people listened to this and took this statement to Ali and said "this is how Muawiyah interpreted or explained the Prophets hadith in regard to Ammaar." These are Alis words, "If what Muawiya is saying is true, then the Prophet of Allah was the one who is responsible for killing Humza (radi Allahu anhu)!" It's obvious that Muawiyas explanation didn't hold any water because obviously the Prophet didn't kill Humza the same way Ali didn't kill Ammaar. So what is Muawiya trying to do? How is he trying to explain this away? Then, ever since then, the Muslim mind fell silent. No-one wants to reopen this issue calmly- the facts will speak for themselves. We don't have to divide ourselves as Muslims and then take it out on each other- none of that. Just look at these unfolding events and they will speak volumes by themselves. 
Among other things, these are some of the main issues that tipped Islamic governance from a system in the model of An-Nubuwwa to a system that had nothing to do with An-Nubuwwa. In times of arrogance, dictators speak their mind, and in this particular instance, even Muawiya confessed and is reported to have said that "he is the 1st king". Because, there's another hadith pertaining to Allahs Prophet who says "The administration of those who are going to succeed me, more or less the way I was responsible for the Muslim flock, congregation, citizens and constituents will continue for 30 years and then after that it's going to be a monarchy." But once again, if we don't think and refresh these hadiths and this area of our own experience (which belongs to us) in our public mind, then we're going to have Zionists and imperialists fertilizing our ignorance with their bombs. 
When Muawiya became king and he wanted to substantiate and reinforce an institutionalization of his monarchy, he sought to have a crown prince. This was unheard of- in Islam, there's no crown prince, but he wanted that for Yazid. So, what does he do? He tells Marwan "to try to obtain the acquiescence of Ahl Al-Medinah to this affair." Remember Marwan ibn Hakm, the drunkard- he becomes the ruler or governor of Medinah. Muawiya spent 17 years in Damascus. Those 17 years convinced his ego that he is no longer a governor and now he wants to become a king. Those others who were relieved of some responsibilities in some areas began coming back into other areas. So, Marwan ibn Al-Hakm goes up to the Muslims in the Masjid in Al-Medinah and tries to obtain the approval of the Muslim public for Yazid becoming the successor or the next in line after Muawiya. And who stands up to him? After Marwan gives this speech about how Yazid is qualified to become the next ruler of the Muslims- remember, this is in violation of the Qur'an and the Sunnah and it was being propagated in the Prophets Masjid in Al-Medinah just a couple of generations after that 1st generation of Muslims- Abdur Rahman ibn Abi Bakr (radi Allahu anhu) stands up to him and he says "You are lying." And he goes on and says "You don't want what if for the advantage and benefit of Muhammeds Ummah. What you want is to make it a monarchy the same way the Byzantines have their monarchy." In his words, "Every time a Byzantine king dies, another Byzantine king replaces him." Then, he's threatened.  Brothers and sisters- this is the way some minds work- because there is this prejudicial bulked up of hundreds of years, they think there was a conspiracy by the majority of Muslims against Ali. This is where they are wrong! The conspiracy was by a pocket of power grabbers who were in Damascus and in Makkah who wanted to bring Islam into a nationalist mode. If there was a conspiracy against Ali by the average Muslim, which we believe, strongly, is not the case, then Abu Bakr's son wouldn’t have stood up to Marwan. Then, he had to run away from the Masjid- this is unheard of in Islamic history. You run away from a Masjid?! But that' was the beginning of nationalizing these Masajid and this is what we had today. When Abu Bakrs son runs away from the Prophets Masjid at that time, it's no wonder that after this 14 century deviation that we have chained Masajid today. He goes to Aa'isha and he seeks some type of refuge there and she says that, these are her words, "The Prophet of Allah used to curse Marwans father, Al-Hakm, when Marwan was still in his groins!" What?! Was there a master conspiracy against Ali?! When you look at the way the sentiments were- even when Muawiya had secured by way of placing his clients governors around the Muslim world and he only had Al-Medinah and Makkah to worry about, he himself went to Al-Medinah and he would not talk to Al-Husian the son of Ali, Abdullah the son of Az-Zubair, the son of Abu Bakr (radi allahu anhum) and a couple of other individuals who wanted to speak to him in Al-Medinah. Then, when he went to Makkah, Muawiya had a meeting with the sons of Abi Bakr, Ali, Umar (radi Allahu anhum) and a few others of the prominent sons of these 1st generation Muslims and what does he say? Muawiya tells them "Ok- speak. Who wants to speak to me?" So, Abdullah ibn Az-Zubair volunteers and says "I'll speak." Muawiyah says "Ok. What do you have to say?" He says "We know that you are going around trying to secure public opinion for your son as the next king of Muslims. We say to you, do one of three things. Do as the Prophet did in which he did not specifically place this issue as a matter of being a personal responsibility of one individual after him. He didn't pronounce this to be a family affair. Or, do as Aba Bakr did- he gave this responsibility to a person who comes from the fringes of Quraish." In todays language- brothers who don't understand this- he gave this responsibility of ruling the Muslims to a person who is free of the taints of nationalism. "Or, do as Umar did- select a group of people who don't belong to your family because none of the others placed this affair in their family like you want to do." This was in Makkah. 1st he refused to see them in Al-Medinah and when he finally caught up with them and thought that he had to speak to them and he heard these strong words coming his way, what did Muawiya say? He said, "If after I say my statement in public, any of you express any opposition to me, I'm going to have two men trail you with their swords, and before anyone can respond to one word, in answering your opposition, your head is going to be chopped off!" We ask you- brothers and sisters, Committed Muslims- are these words and this deterioration that is represented by this person Qur'anic, Prophetic or Sunnatic? It is not in league with Allah, nor His Prophet nor the committed Muslims. If we can understand this much, with our thinking minds instead of leaving this area open for trouble makers, we will have satisfied much of what we need to learn from our previous experiences. 

Brothers and sisters, Committed Muslims…

Just living the unprecedented freedoms that were guaranteed to the Muslims before the political deviation set in, and comparing that with the world today... Imagine, at that time, Muslims were vocal as much as they could, also, due to the type of developments that are traced back to those early days, they developed this opposition throughout history which continues up until now. It all began with the majority of Muslims disagreeing that Muslims should have families that rule. Just one individual or a couple of individuals in a family was enough to stir popular opposition among the Muslims. Look at today- you have a ruling family in Arabia with 50,000 or 60,000 members who are ruling and there is a deafening silence among the Muslims of today. This is a difference of quality, character, behavior, understanding and relating the truth. Something that it some people live with as if nothing really changed. We have an ocean separating us from that vital and active generation of Muslims and we've been placed in a cocoon of inactivity and a passive mind that refuses to look at these issues as they are. Some of us who should know better are right now, trying to play politics with a Muawiya who has added 1,300 years to his life. Do you want to play politics with him in Saudi Arabia and his masters all around? We don't understand how some people have lost sight of a 1,400 year old Muawiya. We can understand that Ali got side tracked because of Aa'isha, Az-Zubair and Talha for a while, but what happened to these other long centuries that have passed? Are we still side tracked and what is our excuse for doing so? 
