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ALBĀNĪ &  HIS  FRIENdS

Al-Albānī & His Friends
A concise Alphabetical Guide

(1) ‘Abd al-Kh¥liq, ‘Abd al-Ra^m¥n
(2) ‘Abd al-Sal¥m, Mu^ammad A^mad

(3) Ab‰ Zayd, Bakr ibn ‘Abd All¥h
(4) Al-Alb¥nÏ, N¥|ir

(5) Al-An|¥rÏ, ¤amm¥d
(6) Dimashqiyya, ‘Abd al-Ra^m¥n

(7) Harr¥s, Mu^ammad KhalÏl
(8) Al-Hil¥lÏ, SalÏm

(9) Ibn B¥z, ‘Abd al-‘AzÏz
(10) Al-Jaz¥’irÏ, Ab‰ Bakr 

(11) Al-Khumayyis, Mu^ammad ibn ‘Abd al-Ra^m¥n
(12) Al-MadkhalÏ, Ma^m‰d

(13) Al-MadkhalÏ, RabÏ‘
(14) Al-Qa^t¥nÏ, Mu^ammad
(15) Salm¥n, Mashh‰r ¤asan
(16) Al-ShuqayrÏ, Mu^ammad

(17) Al-TuwayjirÏ, ¤amd
(18) Al-‘UthaymÏn, Mu^ammad ß¥li^

(19) Al-W¥di‘Ï, Muqbil 
(20) <¥hir, I^s¥n Il¥hÏ 

(21) Zayn‰, Mu^ammad JamÏl & al-Fawz¥n, ß¥li^

Ab‰ Dharr told me: “I was walking with the Messenger of All¥h 

 when he said: ‘I swear I fear for my Umma other than the Anti-

Christ far more than I fear him!’ He repeated it three times.  I said: 

‘Messenger of All¥h! What is it you fear more than the Dajj¥l for 

your Umma?’ He replied: ‘Misguiding leaders.’” 
 

(Narrated from Ab‰ TamÏm al-Jaysh¥nÏ and also from ‘Umar, Shadd¥d, Thawb¥n, 
and Ab‰ al-Dard¥’ by A^mad (cf. al-Arna’‰~  35:222 §21296 |a^Ï^)
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was revealed, due to its majesty and the fear caused in them by the 
invocation of punishment pronounced towards its end. One needs 
only to imagine them gathered together with the Muslims before 
the Ka‘ba as the Prophet  himself recited this newly-revealed 
S‰ra to them from beginning to end. Similar examples are the 
reactions of the unbelievers at the invocations of punishment they 
heard from the believers. For example, ‘Utba ibn RabÏ‘a’s reaction 
when he heard the verse {If they turn away, tell them: I have warned 
you of a destruction similar to that of ‘®d and Tham‰d} (Fu||ilat 
13). Upon hear ing this, ‘Utba placed his hand on the mouth of the 
Prophet  so that the threat of punishment would be averted. And 
when Khubayb ibn ‘AdÏ pronounced a similar threat, Ab‰ Sufy¥n 
lied down on the ground together with his son Mu‘¥wiya to deflect 
its harm.

10. The late Sayyid ‘Abd All¥h Sir¥j al-DÏn al-¤alabÏ (d. 1422/2002 
ra^imahull¥h) also has a long, extremely detailed treatment of the 
story of the cranes in his masterful book HadÏ al-Qur’¥n al-KarÏm 
il¥  al-¤ujjati wal-Burh¥n (2nd edition, 1994, p. 155-182). He too 
concludes that it is a forgery.

11: MUḤAMMAD IBN ‘ABD AL-RAḤMᾹN AL-KHUMAYYIS
 
One of the latest Wahh¥bÏ popelets of misguided auto-da-fés against 
Ahl al-Sunna wal-Jam¥¢a, Mu^ammad al-Khumayyis authored a 
doctoral thesis at the University of Mu^ammad ibn Sa‘‰d entitled 
U|‰l al-DÏn ‘ind al-Im¥m AbÏ ¤anÏfa then turned it into a 650-page 
brick he published in the same town, at Riyadh’s D¥r al-ßumay‘Ï. 
This work perpetuates the usual NajdÏ misrepresentation of the early 
Muslims, the Sacred Law, and the Religion as a whole to make them 
say the contrary of what they said. In predictable betrayal of the 
title, the book is only another self-absorbed, complacent manifesto 
of Wahh¥bism by a Wahh¥bÏ promoted by Wahh¥bis for the 
consumption of Wahh¥bis. Among its aberra tions:
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- Al-Khumayyis claims that the seventeen Musnads of Im¥m Ab‰ 
¤anÏfa, All¥h be well-pleased with him, were compiled after his time 
and are therefore attributed to him unreliably. This is like the claim 
of the non-Muslims and their ignorant acolytes that the ^adÏth was 
compiled after the time of the Prophet r: what matters is not the time of 
the final compilation but the veracity of transmission and attribution, 
while it is established that setting pen to paper took place at the earliest 
stages of ^adÏth transmission from the Prophet r himself, let alone 
from the Im¥ms of later generations such as Sufy¥n al-ThawrÏ, Ibn 
Jurayj, al-Awz¥‘Ï, or Ab‰ ¤anÏfa, All¥h be well-pleased with them.
 The attack against Ab‰ ¤anÏfa the Musnid is enshrined in two 
lines of the TankÏl (1:214) originally written in refutation of Im¥m al-
KawtharÏ’s Ta’nÏb al-Kha~Ïb by the L¥-MadhhabÏ Wahh¥bÏ ‘Abd al-
Ra^m¥n al-Mu‘allimÏ then rehashed by Mu^ammad ‘Abd al-Razz¥q 
¤amza, Mu^ammad Na|Ïf,205 and N¥|ir al-Alb¥nÏ in which al-Mu‘allimÏ’s 
confused pen (and/or others) wrote of the Mas¥nÏd of Im¥m Ab‰ ¤anÏfa: 
“Most of the compilers of those Mas¥nÏd came late, a group of them are 
accused of lying, and whoever among them is not accused has in his chains 
to Ab‰ ¤anÏfa, for the most part, narrators of undependable rank.” Such 
a statement is itself a litotic exercise in vagueness and unreli ability since 
it backs its assertions with nothing, and the assertions themselves are so 
vague as to be meaningless. One should also beware of the pronouce-
ments of Wahh¥bÏs against early ¤anafÏ narrators from Ab‰ ¤anÏfa, 
since their business is to discredit such narrations on principle according 
to their lusts and not on a scientific basis. This fact becomes abundantly 
clear when critics are faced with the inevitable question: What compilers 
do you mean exactly? The Mas¥nÏd of Ab‰ ¤anÏfa, as listed by the ̂ adÏth 
masters Ab‰ al-Mu’ayyad Mu^ammad ibn Ma^m‰d al-Khw¥rizmÏ (d. 

205 As stated by Im¥m al-KawtharÏ himself in the introduction to his counter-

refutation, al-Tar^Ïb bil-TankÏl and as indicated to me by Dr. N‰r al-DÏn ‘Itr when I 

asked him about the TankÏl: “Which of the TankÏls do you mean? For several hands 

mixed their stamp to that of al-Mu‘allimÏ.” I was also told by W¥’il al-¤anbalÏ in 

Damascus that ‘Abd al-Ra^m¥n ibn N¥|ir al-Alb¥nÏ told him that the reason al-Alb¥nÏ 

fell out with Zuhayr al-Sh¥wÏsh was over the royalties from the publication of the 

TankÏl which contained the (uncredited) alterations and additions of al-Alb¥nÏ.
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655) in his Man¥qib AbÏ ¤anÏfa, Mu^ammad ibn Y‰suf al-ß¥li^Ï (d. 
942) in ‘Uqud al-Jum¥n, and Ibn >‰l‰n (d. 953) in al-Fihrist al-Awsa~, 
are narrated with their chains by the following:

(1) al-¤¥fi· Ab‰ Mu^ammad ‘Abd All¥h ibn Mu^ammad ibn 
Ya‘q‰b al-¤¥rithÏ al-Bukh¥rÏ.206

(2) al-¤¥fi· Ab‰ al-Q¥sim >al^a ibn Mu^ammad ibn Ja‘far al-
Sh¥hid.

(3) Ab‰ al-¤asan Mu^ammad ibn al-Mu·affar ibn M‰s¥.

(4) al-¤¥fi· Ab‰ Nu‘aym A^mad ibn ‘Abd All¥h ibn A^mad al-
A|bah¥nÏ al-Sh¥fi‘Ï.

(5) Ab‰ Bakr Mu^ammad ibn ‘Abd al-B¥qÏ al-An|¥rÏ Q¥\Ï 
M¥rist¥n.

(6) al-¤¥fi· Ab‰ A^mad ‘Abd All¥h ibn ‘AdÏ al-Jurj¥nÏ al-Sh¥fi‘Ï 
the author of al-K¥mil fÏl-™u‘af¥’.

(7) Ab‰ al-¤asan Mu^ammad ibn Ibr¥hÏm ibn ¤ubaysh from al-
¤asan ibn Ziy¥d al-Lu’lu’Ï.

(8) Q¥\Ï Ab‰ al-¤asan ‘Umar ibn al-¤asan al-Ashn¥nÏ.

(9) Ab‰ Bakr A^mad ibn Mu^ammad ibn Kh¥lid al-Kal¥‘Ï.

(10) al-¤¥fi· Ab‰ ‘Abd All¥h al-¤usayn ibn Mu^ammad ibn 
Khusr‰ al-BalkhÏ.

(11) al-¤¥fi· Q¥\Ï Ab‰ Y‰suf’s ®th¥r.

(12) Mu^ammad ibn al-¤asan al-Shayb¥nÏ’s sam¥’.

(13) ¤amm¥d ibn AbÏ ¤anÏfa.

(14) Mu^ammad ibn al-¤asan al-Shayb¥nÏ’s ®th¥r.

(15) Q¥\Ï Ab‰ al-Q¥sim ‘Abd All¥h ibn Mu^ammad ibn AbÏ al-
‘Aww¥m.

(16) al-¤¥fi· Ab‰ Bakr ibn al-Muqri’.

(17) al-¤¥fi· Ab‰ ‘AlÏ al-BakrÏ.

206 Ab‰ Zur‘a said he was weak.
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Each one of the narrators between each of the above scholars and 
Im¥m Ab‰ ¤anÏfa is mentioned by name though not documented by 
al-Khw¥rizmÏ, al-ß¥li^Ï, and Ibn >‰l‰n. Yet anti-¤anafÏs muqallids 
cling to the ijm¥lÏ disparage ment they find in the TankÏl without 
firsthand knowledge of the narrators. In addition, Im¥m al-KawtharÏ 
and his editor in the Ta’nÏb, A^mad KhayrÏ, also mention five more 
Mas¥nÏd which, unlike the fore going ones, are no longer extant except 
for Zufar’s, narrated by the following:

(18) al-¤¥fi· al-D¥raqu~nÏ, which al-Kha~Ïb said he had in his 
possession in Sh¥m.

(19) al-¤¥fi· Ibn Sh¥hÏn, which al-Kha~Ïb said he had in his 
possession in Sh¥m.

(20) al-¤¥fi· Ibn ‘Uqda, mentioned by al-Badr al-‘AynÏ in his 
T¥rÏkh al-KabÏr and containing 1,000+ ^adÏths.

(21) Mu^ammad ibn Makhlad al-D‰rÏ al-Bazz¥z, mentioned in 
al-Kha~Ïb’s T¥rÏkh Baghd¥d.

(22) al-¤¥fi· Ab‰ al-Hudhayl Zufar ibn al-Hudhayl al-‘AnbarÏ’s 
®th¥r.

- Al-Khumayyis claims that none of the doctrinal texts attributed 
to Ab‰ ¤anÏfa are authentically his except the ‘AqÏda of Im¥m al-
>a^¥wÏ. This is originally an orientalist speculation which Wahh¥bÏs 
are only glad to endorse since it suits their haw¥. Al-Khumayyis 
himself shows that early ¤anafÏ doctrinal works all have well-known 
chains of transmission but he chooses to discard them on the basis of 
his own specious discreditation of the narrators:

I. Al-Fiqh al-Akbar. It is narrated by Na|r or Nus.ayr ibn Ya^y¥ 
al-BalkhÏ (d. 268), from Mu^ammad ibn Muq¥til al-R¥zÏ, from 
‘I|¥m ibn Y‰suf ibn Maym‰n al-BalkhÏ, from ¤amm¥d ibn AbÏ 
¤anÏfa, from his father.

The above narrators are all truthful. Al-Bukh¥rÏ alone declared 
Ibn Muq¥til weak – as mentioned by al-KhalÏlÏ in al-Irsh¥d – but 
without explanation, hence Ibn ¤ajar dismisses this weakening as 
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based on a difference in Madhhab and the fact that Ibn Muq¥til, 
like all ¤anafÏs, was considered a Murji’.207 Ibn Sa‘d declared 
‘I|¥m weak but this is also rejected as unconfirmed since Ibn Sa‘d’s 
severity against the Kufans is known, and Ibn ¤ibb¥n, although 
a rabid enemy of ¤anafÏs, declared him “highly reliable despite 
occasional errors” while al-KhalÏlÏ graded him “truthful” (|ad‰q). 
As for ¤¥mm¥d, al-‘UqaylÏ declared him weak then Ibn ‘AdÏ 
but their case is the same as Ibn ¤ibb¥n and Ibn Sa‘d regarding 
¤anafÏs. Hence, Ab‰ al-Muz.affar al-Isfar¥yÏnÏ declared this chain 
sound in al-Tab|ira fÏl-DÏn.

II. Al-Fiqh al-Absa~. Its text is in catechetical format and differs 
from the first in content as well. Its chain contains al-¤usayn ibn 
‘AlÏ al-Alma‘Ï al-K¥shgharÏ and Ab‰ Mut.Ï‘ al-¤akam ibn ‘Abd 
All¥h ibn Muslim al-BalkhÏ who are both weak although their 
religion is beyond reproach according to al-Sim‘¥nÏ and Ibn al-
Mub¥rak respectively. Al-Khumayyis confuses Ab‰ Mu~Ï‘ with 
Ab‰ Salama al-¤akam ibn ‘Abd All¥h ibn Kha~~¥f, whom Ab‰ 
¤¥tim accused of lying, while he only declared Ab‰ Mu~Ï‘ weak.208

III. Al-‘®lim wal-Muta‘allim. Its text contains a noted emphasis 
on the necessity of learning kal¥m for the protection of one’s faith 
and the defense of religion, identical to Isti^s¥n al-Khaw\ fÏ ‘Ilm 
al-Kal¥m, which Im¥m al-Ash‘arÏ wrote after the ¤anbalÏ Ab‰ 
Mu^ammad al-Barbah¥rÏ slighted his Ib¥na. It is at the very least 
a work by the student of Im¥m Ab‰ ¤anÏfa, Ab‰ Muq¥til ¤af| ibn 
Salm al-SamarqandÏ, and the first of its two chains adduced by al-
Khumayyis is impeccable and formed of Im¥ms of fiqh up to Ab‰ 
Muq¥til who is upright but weak as a narrator.

207 See our documentation of Sunni versus non-Sunni irj¥’ in our Four Im¥ms and 

Their Schools.
208 Al-DhahabÏ in al-‘Ul‰w attributes al-Fiqh al-Akbar to Ab‰ Mu~Ï‘ al-BalkhÏ as 

mentioned by Shaykh Shu‘ayb al-Arna’‰~ in his edition of Aq¥wÏl al-Thiq¥t (p. 63) but 

he means the version known as al-Fiqh al-Absa~. The orientalists name the two versions 

respectively Fiqh al-Akbar I and Fiqh al-Akbar II cf. Watt’s Islamic Creeds.
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IV. Ris¥la il¥ ‘Uthm¥n al-BattÏ.209 Undoubtedly written by the 
Im¥m and narrated from Ab‰ Y‰suf, its chain is impeccable and 
comes through al-MarghÏn¥nÏ the author of the Hid¥ya (misspelled 
as “Marghiy¥nÏ”), Ab‰ al-Mu‘Ïn al-NasafÏ the Mutakallim, and 
other Im¥ms.

V. Al-Wa|iyya. The chain adduced by al-Khummayis is similar to 
the previous one but he shows no knowledge that there are several 
Wa|iyyas attributed to the Im¥m, not just one.

The same Khumayyis also produced two books against the Ash‘arÏs 
and the M¥turÏdÏs, respectively entitled Manhaj al-Ash‘ariyya fÏl-
‘Aq¥’id and Manhaj al-M¥turÏdiyya fÏl-‘Aq¥’id, which the Jordanian 
researcher Ustadh Sa‘Ïd Fawda in his al-Naqd wal-TaqwÏm said were 
characterized by the following flaws:

- deep ignorance of the doctrines of Ahl al-Sunna wal-Jam¥‘a;

- inability to probe the issues in the way of the great mujtahid    
  Im¥ms of kal¥m;

- confinement to taqlÏd without real understanding of Sunni ‘aqÏda;

- sanctification of Ibn Taymiyya and his followers as part of the               
  said taqlÏd.

The same Khumayyis also produced a thirty-five page libel he named 
al-TanbÏh¥t al-Saniyya ‘al¥ al-Hafaw¥t fÏ Kit¥b al-Maw¥hib al-
L¥duniyya published by the same house, which he begins with an 
epigraph from another zealot of Wahh¥bism, Ma^m‰d ShukrÏ al-
Al‰sÏ’s (d. 1342) Gh¥yat al-Am¥nÏ (2:14): “Al-Qas~all¥nÏ was among 
the extremists of the tomb lovers (al-qub‰riyya) [!]. He affirms the 
intermediary of the polytheistic type (al-w¥si~at al-shirkiyya) [!!] by 
making an analogy between All¥h Most High and the kings of this 
world.” In addition to heinous envy of the Friends of All¥h, such a 
charge exhibits a Mu‘tazilÏ type of disavowal of inter cession and, what 
is worse, materialist disbelief in the realities of Barzakh established 

209 We translated this letter in full in our Four Im¥ms and Their Schools.
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from the Prophetic reports through mass trans mission.210 {And you 
will find them greediest of mankind for life and greedier than the 
idolaters} (2:96).
 Khumayyis then proceeds to list what he claims are mistakes 
Im¥m al-Qas~all¥nÏ, All¥h be well-pleased with him, committed, in 
which list he himself reveals his ignorance of Qur’¥n, Sunna, and 
Consensus. For example:

- He takes al-Qas~all¥nÏ to task for mentioning the ^adÏths in support 
of the desirability of visiting the Prophet  in MadÏna and the 
ruling that it is among the acts most pleasing to All¥h (min a‘·am 
al-qurub¥t). We have do cumented the former in our Four Im¥ms 
(Muslim Academic Trust) and our introduction to Im¥m Ibn Jahbal’s 
refutation of A^mad ibn Taymiyya (AQSA Publications). As for the 
latter, al-Qas~all¥nÏ is only expressing the Consensus of Ahl al-Sunna, 
in addition to his remark that some M¥likÏs held the ziy¥ra to be 
obligatory, whether the materialists and intercession-deniers like it 
or not!

- He says that Im¥m al-Qast.all¥nÏ, All¥h be well-pleased with him, 
said l¥ ya|i^^ of the h.adÏth “Whoever makes pilgrimage and does 
not visit me, has been rude to me” then, “despite this admission, he 
builds on this h.adÏth his claim that the visit of the Prophet’s  grave 
is obligatory... how can they build their minor and major analogies 
and its results on a ^adÏth they admit to be a falsehood (b¥~il)??” 
This criticism shows ignorance of the difference between the fiqhÏ 
application to a h.adÏth of the expression “it is not |a^Ï^” – such as the 
identical expression of Im¥m A^mad concerning the Basmala before 
wu\‰’ whose ^adÏths are only ^asan – and its preclusion from being 
used in absolute terms as if it were forged and “a falsehood”! As for 
the h.adÏth “Whoever makes pilgrimage and does not visit me, has 
been rude to me,” al-D¥raqu~nÏ narrated it in his Sunan and Im¥m 

210 See our translation of Shaykh al-Isl¥m fÏl-Balad al-¤ar¥m Sayyid Mu^ammad 

ibn ‘AlawÏ al-M¥likÏ’s writings on the topic entitled The Life of the Prophets in Their 

Graves.
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al-LacknawÏ in his marginalia on Im¥m Muh.ammad’s Muwa~~a’ 
(chapter 49: On the Prophet’s  grave) said: “It is not forged as Ibn 
al-JawzÏ and Ibn Taymiyya said, rather, a number of scholars consider 
its chain fair, and a number con sider it weak.”

- He takes to task Im¥m al-Qas~all¥nÏ, All¥h be well-pleased with him, 
for adducing the saying of All¥h Most High {If they had only, when 
they wronged themselves, come unto you and asked the forgiveness of 
All¥h, and the Messenger had asked forgiveness for them, they would 

have found All¥h indeed Oft-Returning, Most Merciful} (4:64) as a 
proof for the obliga toriness of visiting the grave of the Prophet  and 
not only in his lifetime the way the advocates of ta‘~Ïl would have it. 
Yet the ruling cited by al-Qas~all¥nÏ is the established understanding 
of the noble verse and found in the recognized sources for the Four 
Schools, among them:

Sh¥fi‘Ïs:

Al-NawawÏ, al-Adhk¥r (Makka 1992 ed. p. 253-254), Majm‰‘ (8:217),  
 and al-¬\¥^, chapter on visiting the grave of the Prophet .
Ibn ‘As¥kir, Mukhta|ar T¥rÏkh Dimashq (2:408).
Ibn KathÏr, TafsÏr (2:306) and al-Bid¥ya wal-Nih¥ya (Ma‘¥rif ed.   
 1:180).
Ibn Jam¥‘a, Hid¥yat al-S¥lik (3:1384).
Al-Samh‰dÏ, Khul¥sat al-Waf¥ (p. 121, from al-NawawÏ).
TaqÏ al-DÏn al-SubkÏ, Shif¥’ al-Siq¥m (p. 52) and al-Sayf al-ßaqÏl fÏl-  
 Radd ‘al¥ Ibn ZafÏl [= Ibn al-Qayyim];
Al-HaytamÏ, al-Jawhar al-Muna··am fÏ Ziy¥rat al-Qabr al-Mukarram.
Da^l¥n, Khul¥|at al-Kal¥m (year 1204).

¤anafÏs:

Al-NasafÏ’s TafsÏr and al-Al‰sÏ’s TafsÏr (6:124-128).
Al-Shurunbul¥lÏ’s N‰r al-¬\¥^.
Ibn al-Hum¥m’s Shar^ Fat^ al-QadÏr (2:337, 3:179-180).
Anwar Sh¥h KashmÏrÏ’s Fay\ al-B¥rÏ (2:433).
Ibn ‘®bidÏn, ¤¥shiya (2:257).
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M¥likÏs:

Q¥\Ï ‘Iy¥\ in al-Shif¥’.
Al-Qur~ubÏ, TafsÏr of verse 4:64 in A^k¥m al-Qur’¥n (5:265).
Al-Nu‘m¥n ibn Mu^ammad al-Tilims¥nÏ’s (d. 683) Mi|b¥^ al-<al¥m  
 fÏl-MustaghÏthÏna bi-Khayr al-An¥m ‘Alayhi al-ßal¥t wal-Sal¥m.
Al-Zurq¥nÏ in Shar^ al-Maw¥hib and al-Burh¥n fÏ ‘Ul‰m al-Qur’¥n.
Ibn Qunfudh al-Qusan~ÏnÏ in WasÏlat al-Isl¥m bil-NabÏ ‘Alayhi 
 al-ßal¥t wal-Sal¥m.

¤anbalÏs:

Ibn ‘AqÏl, al-Tadhkira.
Ibn Qud¥ma, al-MughnÏ (3:556-557=3:298=5:465).
Ibn Mufli^, Mubdi‘ (3:259).
Shams al-DÏn Ibn Qud¥ma, al-Shar^ al-KabÏr (3:494-495).
Al-Buh‰tÏ, Kashsh¥f al-Qin¥‘ (2:515=5:30).
Ibn al-JawzÏ, MuthÏr al-Ghar¥m al-S¥kin il¥ Ashraf al-Am¥kin (p.   
 490) and his TafsÏr.
Ibn al-Najj¥r, Akhb¥r al-MadÏna (p. 147).

- Al-Khumayyis overtly lies about the commentary of the ̂ adÏth master 
al-Zurq¥nÏ – whom he calls a ¤anafÏ! – on Im¥m al-Qas~all¥nÏ’s 
denunciation of Ibn Taymiyya’s innovation in forbidding travel to 
visit the graves of the Prophet . He cites al-Zurq¥nÏ’s citation of Ibn 
‘Abd al-H¥dÏ’s defense of his teacher but leaves out al-Zurq¥nÏ’s own 
words directly following Ibn ‘Abd al-H¥dÏ’s citation in utter rejection 
of the latter’s excuses and in confirmation of the condemnation of 
Ibn Taymiyya as an innovator in the matter, per the Jumh‰r of the 
Ulema of the Three Schools and many ¤anbalÏs including  the Sha~~¥s 
of Damascus. This is the very ta^rÏf the Qur’¥n and Sunna attribute 
to the Israelites who changed the meanings of the Book, leaving out 
what runs counter to their haw¥. 

- Al-Khumayyis quotes from al-®l‰sÏ’s Qur’¥nic commentary that 
the latter supposedly criticized “al-T¥j al-SubkÏ for rebuking al-
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Majd [Majd al-DÏn Ibn Taymiyya the grandfather], as is his habit” 
but [1] this is not T¥j al-DÏn but his father TaqÏ al-DÏn in Shif¥’ al-
Siq¥m, and [2] such a mistake is not from the hand of al-®l‰sÏ the 
Commentator but from his Wahh¥bÏ successors who tampered with 
his book as exposed by Im¥m al-KawtharÏ in his Maq¥l¥t, since the 
original author distinguishes effortlessly between al-SubkÏ father and 
son in over three dozen passages of his TafsÏr, and he calls the father 
“Mawl¥n¥”! No doubt he would curse anyone who so offends Ahl al-
Sunna as to call one of their foremost authorities a qub‰rÏ since such 
disparagement is the unmistakable mark of heresy.
 At any rate, the passage in question regards Im¥m al-SubkÏ’s 
rejection of Im¥m Majd al-DÏn Ibn Taymiyya’s endorsement of the 
position attributed to Im¥m Ab‰ ¤anÏfa in prohibition of tawassul 
through the person of the Holy Prophet . We addressed this 
misunderstanding in our Four im¥ms and Their Schools where we 
said:
 Im¥m Ab‰ ¤anÏfa nowhere objected to tawassul but only – as 
narrated from Ab‰ Y‰suf in Kit¥b al-®th¥r – to the use of specific 
wordings in supplication, namely, “by the right You owe to So-and-
so” (bi-^aqqi ful¥ni ‘alayk) and “by the joints of power and glory 
in Your Throne” (bi-ma‘¥qid al-‘izz min ‘arshik).211 The reason for 
this is that, on the one hand, All¥h owes no-one any right whatso-
ever except what He Himself conde scends to state on His part as in 
the verse {To help be lievers is incumbent upon Us (^aqqun ‘alayn¥)} 
(30:47). On the other hand, “by the right owed so-and-so” is an oath 
and is therefore a formula restricted to All¥h Himself on pains of 
shirk. Im¥m Ab‰ ¤anÏfa said: “Let one not swear any oath except by 
All¥h alone, with a pure affirma tion of tawh.Ïd and sincerity.”212 A 
third reason is that the expression “the joints of power and glory in 
Your Throne” is a lone-narrator report and is therefore not retained 

211 Cf. al-ZabÏdÏ, It^¥f (2:285), Ibn AbÏ al-‘Izz, Shar^ al-‘AqÏda al->a^¥wiyya (1988 

9th ed. p. 237), Durr (2:630), Fat¥w¥ Hindiyya (5:280), al-Qud‰rÏ, Shar^ Mukhta|ar 

al-KarkhÏ, chapter on detested matters.
212 Cf. al-K¥s¥nÏ, Bad¥’i‘ al-ßan¥’i‘ (3:8).
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nor put into practice, in accordance with the rule for any such reports 
that might suggest anthropo morphism.
 Those that claim213 that the Im¥m objected to tawassul altogether 
are unable to adduce any thing to sup port such a claim other than the 
above caveat, which is not against tawassul but against a specific, 
prohibitive wor ding in tawassul. A proof of this is that it is permissi-
ble in the ¤anafÏ School to say “by the sanctity/honor of so-and-so in 
Your presence” (bi-^urmati/bi-j¥hi ful¥n). This is stated in the Fat¥w¥ 
Bazz¥ziyya (6:351 in the margin of the Fat¥w¥ Hindiyya) and is also 
the position of Ab‰ al-Layth al-SamarqandÏ and Ibn ‘®bidÏn.
 Even so, there is authentic evidence in [1] the ^adÏth of F¥~ima 
bint Asad,214 [2] the ^adÏth “O All¥h, I ask You by the right of those 

213 Cf. Ibn Taymiyya, Majm‰‘ al-Fat¥w¥ (1:202-203) and his imitators.
214 Narrated from Anas by al->abar¥nÏ in al-KabÏr (24:351) and al-Awsa~ (1:152) 

and Ab‰ Nu‘aym in his ¤ilya (1985 ed. 3:121) with a chain contain ing Raw^ ibn ßal¥^ 
concerning whom there is difference of opinion among the authori ties. He is unknown 

according to Ibn al-JawzÏ in al-‘Ilal al-Mutan¥hiya (1:260-270), Ibn ‘AdÏ in al-K¥mil 

(3:146 §667), and al-D¥raqu~nÏ in al-Mu’talif wal-Mukhtalif (3:1377); Ibn M¥k‰l¥ in 

al-Ikm¥l (5:15) declared him weak while al-¤¥kim asserted he was trustwor thy and 

highly dependable (thiqa ma’m‰n) – as men tioned by Ibn ¤ajar in Lis¥n al-MÏz¥n 

(2:465 §1876), Ibn ¤ibb¥n in cluded him in al-Thiq¥t (8:244), and al-FasawÏ considered 

him trustworthy (cf. Mamd‰^, Raf‘ [p. 148]). Al-HaythamÏ(9:257) said: “Al->abar¥nÏ 

narrated it in al-KabÏrand al-Awsa~, its chain contains Raw^ ibn ßal¥^ whom Ibn 

¤ibb¥n and al-¤¥kim declared trustworthy although there is some weak ness in him, 
and the rest of its sub-narrators are the men of sound ^adÏth.” I was unable to find Ab‰ 
¤¥tim’s dec laration of Raw^ as trustworthy cited by Shaykh Mu^ammad ibn ‘AlawÏ cf. 

Maf¥hÏm (10th ed. p. 145 n. 1). Nor does Shaykh Ma^m‰d Mamd‰^ in his discussion 
of this ̂ adÏth in Raf‘ al-Min¥ra li-TakhrÏj A^¥dÏth al-Tawassul wal-Ziy¥ra (p. 147-155) 
mention such a grading on the part of Ab‰ ¤¥tim although he con sid ers Raw^ “truth-

ful” (|ad‰q) and not “weak” (\a‘Ïf), according to the rules of ^adÏth science when no 
reason is given with regard to a nar rator’s purported discredi tation (jar^  mubham ghayr 

mufassar). Mamd‰^ (p. 149-150) noted that al though Alb¥nÏ in his Silsila ™a‘Ïfa (1:32-

33) claims it is a case of explicated dis cre di tation (jar^  mufassar) yet he himself de clares 
identi cally-formulated dis credi ta tion cases as unexpli cated and therefore unaccept able 

in two dif ferent contexts! Al-M¥likÏ adds that the ^adÏth is also narrated from Ibn 

‘Abb¥s by Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr – without specifying where – and from J¥bir by Ibn AbÏ 

Shayba, but without the du‘¥. Im¥m al-KawtharÏ said of this ^adÏth in his Maq¥l¥t (p. 

410): “It provides textual evidence whereby there is no dif ference between the living 
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who ask You (bi-^aqqi al-s¥’ilÏna ‘alayk),”215 [3] the ^adÏth: “O 
All¥h, I ask You by the joints of power in the Throne,”216 and [4] the 
^adÏth: “Do you know the right owed to All¥h by His slaves and the 
right owed by All¥h to his slaves?”217 to support the per missibility of 
such a wording. If the above objection is authen tically reported from 
Ab‰ ¤anÏfa then either he did not deem these ^adÏths authen tic by his 
standards, or they did not reach him. An illustration of this is that Ab‰ 

and the dead in the context of using a means (tawassul), and this is explicit tawassul 
through the Proph ets, while the ^adÏth of the Prophet  from Ab‰ Sa‘Ïd al-KhudrÏ [see 
next note] consti tutes tawassul through the generality of the Muslims, both the living 

and the dead.”
215 A ̂ asan ̂ adÏth of the Prophet  ac cording to Shaykh Ma^m‰d Mamd‰^ in his 

mono graph Mub¥^athat al-S¥’irÏn bi-¤adÏth All¥humma InnÏ As’aluka bi-¤aqqi al-

S¥’ilÏn narrated from Ab‰ Sa‘Ïd al-KhudrÏ by A^mad in his Musnad with a fair chain 

ac cording to ¤amza al-Zayn (10:68 §11099) – a weak chain ac cording to al-Arna’‰~ 

(17:247-248 §11156) who considers it, like Ab‰ ¤¥tim in al-‘Ilal (2:184), more like-

ly a mawq‰f saying of Ab‰ Sa‘Ïd himself; Ibn M¥jah with a chain he de clared weak, 

Ibn al-SunnÏ in ‘Amal al-Yawm wal-Layla (p. 40 §83-84), al-BayhaqÏ in al-Da‘aw¥t 

al-KabÏr (p. 47=1:47 §65), Ibn Khuzayma in al-Taw^Ïd (p. 17-18=1:41) [and his ßa^Ï^ 
per al-B‰|ÏrÏ, Zaw¥’id (1:98-99)], al->abar¥nÏ in al-Du‘a (p. 149=2:990), Ibn Ja‘d in 

his Musnad (p. 299), al-BaghawÏ in al-Ja‘diyy¥t (§2118-2119) and – mawq‰f – by Ibn 
AbÏ Shayba (6:25=10:211-212) and Ibn AbÏ ¤¥tim, ‘Ilal (2:184). Al-‘Ir¥qÏ in TakhrÏj 

A^¥dÏth al-I^y¥’ (1:291) graded it ^asan as a marf‰‘ ^adÏth as did the ̂ adÏth Masters 
al-Dimy¥~Ï in al-Muttajir al-R¥bi^ fÏ Thaw¥b al-‘Amal al-ß¥li^ (p. 471-472), Ibn ¤ajar in 
Am¥lÏ al-Adhk¥r (1:272-273) and al-MundhirÏ’s Shaykh the ^adÏth Master Ab‰ al-¤asan 
al-MaqdisÏ in al-TarghÏb (1994 ed. 2:367 §2422=1997 ed. 2:304-305) and as indi cated 
by Ibn Qud¥ma, MughnÏ (1985 D¥r al-Fikr ed. 1:271). Mamd‰^ in his mono graph re-

jected the weakening of this ^adÏth by N¥|ir Alb¥nÏ and ¤amm¥d al-An|¥rÏ.
216 Nar rated from [1] the Companion Qayla bint Makhrama by al->abar¥nÏ in al-

KabÏr (25:12) with a fair chain according to al-HaythamÏ (10:124-125); [2] Ibn Mas‘‰d 

by al-BayhaqÏ in al-Da‘aw¥t al-KabÏr (2:157 §392) – Ibn al-JawzÏ in al-Maw\‰‘¥t 

(2:142) claimed that it was forged as cited by al-Zayla‘Ï in Na|b al-R¥ya (4:272-273) 
but this ruling was rejected by al-Suy‰~Ï in al-La’¥li’ (2:68); [3] maq~‰‘ from Wuhayb 
by Ab‰ Nu‘aym in the ¤ilya (1985 ed. 8:158-159); [4] Ab‰ Hurayra by Ibn ‘As¥kir 
with a very weak chain cf. Ibn ‘Arr¥q, TanzÏh al-SharÏ‘a (1:228); and [5] Ab‰ Bakr in 
al-TadwÏn and al-Firdaws.

217 Narrated from Mu‘¥dh in the Sunan and A^mad save al-Nas¥’Ï.
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Y‰suf permitted the formula “By the joints of power…”.218 Further, 
the oppo site is also reported from Ab‰ ¤anÏfa, namely, that he per-
mitted tawassul using those very expres sions. Ibn ‘®bidÏn said: “In 
the Tat¥rkh¥niyya: The ®th¥r also report what shows per mis si bility.” 
Then he cites – from al-Q¥rÏ’s Shar^ al-Nuq¥ya, al-Mun¥wÏ quoting 
Ibn ‘Abd al-Sal¥m (cf. the very first of his Fat¥w¥ in the printed Ris¥la 
edition), and al-SubkÏ – fur ther ex pla nations that it is permitted, then 
he cites the fatwa by Ibn AmÏr al-¤ajj in the thir teenth chapter of 
Shar^ al-Munya that permissibility is not limited to tawassul through 
the Prophet  but extends to the ß¥li^Ïn.219

- Al-Khumayyis rages at Im¥m al-Qas~all¥nÏ for stating that one faces 
the Noble Grave when making du‘¥ during ziy¥ra although this, too, 
is a matter of the Jumh‰r approving and condoning this as we have 
shown in our documentations of the exchange to that effect between 
Im¥m M¥lik and the Caliph al-Man|‰r and the ensuing positions of 
the Four Schools in our Four Im¥ms and Their Schools where we 
said:

The position is held by some of the ¤anafÏ Masters such as Ab‰ 
al-Layth al-SamarqandÏ and those that fol lowed him such as al-
Kirm¥nÏ and al-Sarr‰jÏ as well as al-Kamushkh¥nawÏ in J¥mi‘ 
al-Man¥sik, his commentary on Ra^mat All¥h al-SindÏ’s JamÏ‘ al-
Man¥sik, that Ab‰ ¤anÏfa forbade the facing of the Noble Grave 
during sup pli cation. However, al-Q¥rÏ in al-Maslak al-Mutaqassi~ – 
his large commen tary on the same work by al-SindÏ – said: (1) Ibn 
al-Hum¥m said that it is belied by Ab‰ ¤anÏfa’s own narra tion in 
his Musnad from Ibn ‘Umar that it is part of the Sunna to face the 
Noble Grave and turn one’s back to the Qibla; (2) Ibn al-Hum¥m 
also said, “This [narration of Ibn ‘Umar] is the sound position (al-
|a^Ï^) in the madhhab of Ab‰ ¤anÏfa, and Ab‰ al-Layth’s claim that 
his madhhab is the contrary, is untenable be cause the Messenger 
of All¥h  is alive, and who ever comes to someone who is alive, 

218 Cf. al-K¥s¥nÏ, Bad¥’i‘ al-ßan¥’i‘ (5:126).
219 Ibn ‘®bidÏn, ¤¥shiya (6:396-397).
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faces him”; (3) al-Q¥rÏ added, this is con firmed by al-Fayr‰z¥b¥dÏ’s 
narration [in Sifr al-Sa‘¥da?] from Ibn al-Mub¥rak that Ab‰ ¤anÏfa 
observed al-Sakhtiy¥nÏ do the same during the latter’s visita tion.220 
All¥h knows best.

The same Khumayyis produced another 600-page brick entitled al-
Majm‰‘ al-MufÏd fÏ Naqd al-Qub‰riyyati wa-Nus.rati al-Taw^Ïd 
which he published in 1997 at Riyadh’s D¥r A~las221 and where he 
hurls insults and anathema at the Sunnis who visit graves and believe 
in the intercession of the righteous. He also wrote against TafsÏr al-
Jal¥layn, al-Shawk¥nÏ's TafsÏr Fat^ al-QadÏr, collective dhikr, and al-
Sah¥ranfurÏ's  .

12: MAḤMŪD ‘ABD AL-RA’ŪF AL-QĀSIM AL-MADKHALĪ

Al-MadkhalÏ, Ma^m‰d ‘Abd al-Ra'‰f al-Q¥sim. Like Dimashqiyya, 
an unknown whose claim to fame is a 1993 book written against 
ß‰fÏs which he titled al Kashf ‘an ¤aqÏqat al-ß‰fiyya ("Unveiling the 
Reality of the ßufÏs"). The book was refuted by the late Dr. ‘Abd al-
Q¥dir ‘¬s¥ in his 700-page ¤aq¥’iq ‘an al-Ta|awwuf.

13: RABῙ’ IBN HᾹDῙ AL-MADKHALῙ

Al-MadkhalÏ, RabÏ‘ ibn H¥dÏ. Another graduate of the universities 
of MadÏna and Umm al-Qur¥ where he studied under Alb¥nÏ and 
Bin B¥z among others and acquired pretensions of hadith scholarship 
earning him the obeisance of schoolless L¥-Madhhabiyya all the way 
to Benares, India. He burgeoned into a govern ment “SalafÏ” whose 
role seems principally to depoliticize Wahh¥bism, writing against the 
Ikhw¥n al-Muslim‰n and Sayyid Qutb. Among his several critiques of 

220 Al-Q¥rÏ, al-Maslak al-Mutaqassi~ (p. 282), Ibn al-Hum¥m, Fat^ al-QadÏr 

(3:180).
221 The name “Atlas” originates in Greco-Roman mythology and refers to a Titan 

or giant, son of Iapetus and brother of Prometheus and Epimetheus, condemned to sup-

port the sky on his shoulders and identified by the ancients with the Atlas Mountains.
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the latter is the illuminating Ma~¥‘in Sayyid Qu~b fÏ A|^¥bi Ras‰lill¥h 
 (“Sayyid Qutb’s Disparagements of the Prophetic Com panions”). 
A Moroccan Qutbian by the name of ‘Azz¥bÏ lashed back with a book 
entitled al-Kashf al-JalÏ ‘an <ulum¥t RabÏ‘ al-MadkhalÏ. After al-
TuwayjirÏ and al-W¥di‘Ï, al-MadkhalÏ was the third of three to write 
against Jam¥‘at al-TablÏgh. He tar gets the AzharÏ Shaykh Mu^ammad 
al-Ghaz¥lÏ with a passion and even dis parages fellow “SalafÏs” such 
as his nemesis F¥li^ al-¤arbÏ as well as N¥|ir al-Alb¥nÏ, Bakr Ab‰ 
Zayd, ¤amza al-M¥lÏb¥rÏ, and ‘Adn¥n al-KhalÏfa. Against the latter 
three he wrote al-¤add al-F¥|il, al-TankÏl bi-m¥ lil-M¥lÏb¥rÏ min al-
Ab¥~Ïl, and the cataclysmically titled Inqi\¥\ al-Shuhab al-Salafiyya 
‘al¥ Awk¥r ‘Adn¥n al-Kh¥lÏfa (“The Slamming of the Salaphitical 
Firebrands into ‘Adn¥n al-KhalÏfa’s Lairs”). In the latter book he had 
the unmitigated gall to rank Mu^ammad ibn ‘Abd al-Wahh¥b, Bin 
B¥z, Alb¥nÏ, KhalÏl Harr¥s, and Mu^ammad al-FiqqÏ among “the 
true Im¥ms of Isl¥m and Sunna” alongside al-Awz¥‘Ï and the Four 
Im¥ms (less Ab‰ ¤anÏfa!). Like most Wahh¥bÏs, he distills his worst 
venom for Sayyid A^mad ZaynÏ Da^l¥n, Im¥m Mu^ammad Z¥hid 
al-KawtharÏ, and the Sufis in general, the latter in his Kashf Zayf 
al-Ta|awwuf. Like al-Qa^~¥nÏ he authored a book entitled al-Wal¥’ 
wal-Bar¥’. In his book Jam¥‘atun W¥^idatun L¥ Jam¥‘¥t al-MadkhalÏ 
denies the truth of the landing of a man on the moon.

In Shawwal 1416 during his “Second Spring Camp” in Kuwait he 
relatedly said:  “The Ikhwan al-Muslimin are more harmful to Isl¥m 
than the clear kuff¥r, as the Muslims are not deceived by the kuff¥r; 
but they are deceived by these astray innovators.” When asked if the 
Ikhwan and Jamaat at-Tabligh were among the 72 sects destined for 
Hell, he replied “Yes.” 

Al-Madkhali edited and published Ibn Taymiyya’s Q¥‘ida JalÏla 
fÏl-Tawassul wal-WasÏla, prompting his fellow “Salafi” SamÏr ibn 
KhalÏl al-M¥likÏ to list his mistakes in ¤adÏth documentation along 
with those made by al-Qa^~¥nÏ in his edition of al-Sunna (attributed 
to ‘Abd Allah ibn Ahmed’) in a book entitled Bay¥n al-Wahm wal-
¬h¥m al-W¥qi‘ayn fÏ Ta‘lÏq¥t al-Shaykhayn.
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14: MUḤAMMAD AL-QAḤTĀNĪ

Al-Qa^t¥nÏ is an Umm al-Qur¥ Uni versity graduate and author of the 
deviant book al-Wal¥’ wal-Bar¥’. An English version of this book 
was widely disseminated in the US and Europe in which the Mu‘tazilÏ 
state ment can be read that among the “ten actions that ne gate Isl¥m” 
is “[2] Relying on an intermediary be tween oneself and All¥h when 
seeking inter ces sion.” This is contradicted by the literal meaning of 
intercession, the SunnÏ creed in the shaf¥‘a of the Prophet , and the 
advice of all the great Prophets to humanity to seek out our Prophet’s 
 intercession with All¥h  followed by the response of the Prophet 
 “I am the one that can undertake it” (an¥ lah¥) in the ^adÏth of 
the Great Intercession (al-shaf¥‘at al-kubr¥).222 Al-Qa^~¥nÏ is also 
responsible for the re-edition and recirculation of a compilation of 
anthropo morphist forgeries attributed to ‘Abd All¥h ibn A^mad ibn 
¤anbal under the title Kit¥b al-Sunna.223

15: MASHHŪR ḤASAN SALMĀN

One of the most industrious and skillful of the list, Mashh‰r Salm¥n 
au thored a book against Im¥m al-NawawÏ pom pously titled, “The 
Refutations and Critiques of the Figurative Interpre tations of the 
Divine Attributes Committed by Im¥m al-NawawÏ in Shar^ ßa^Ï^ 
Muslim and Other Important Matters” (al-Rud‰d wal-Ta‘aqqub¥t 
‘al¥ M¥ Waqa‘a lÏl-Im¥m al-NawawÏ fÏ Shar^ ßa^Ï^ Muslim min al-
Ta’wÏl fÏl-ßif¥t wa-Ghayrih¥ min al-Mas¥’il al-Muhimm¥t) which he 
begins with the words:

He [al-NawawÏ] has committed [!] in his book certain lapses and 
a host of mistakes re lated to the Names and Attributes of All¥h, 
among other important matters, which are over looked by his com-
men tators, not to mention his readers, without any reference back 

222 Narrated by al-Bukh¥rÏ in his ßa^Ï^ from al-¤asan al Ba|rÏ, from Anas.
223 See the analysis of this book in the chapter on Im¥m A^mad in our Four Im¥ms. 

See also section on RabÏ‘ al-MadkhalÏ in this book.
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to the school of the pious Salaf in those all-encompassing matters, 
which ought to be made as clear as the sun.224

Mashh‰r Salm¥n then proceeds with three hundred pages in which he 
casts aspersions on Im¥m al-NawawÏ’s explanations of the ^adÏths of 
ßa^Ï^ Muslim per taining to the at tributes as wrong, rejected, unsound, 
and deviant according to himself and to Mu^ammad Harr¥s – in his 
commentary on Ibn Taymiyya’s ‘AqÏda W¥si~iyya –, at the same time 
spe ci fying that al-NawawÏ’s views are founded on al-Q¥\Ï ‘Iy¥\’s 
previous com mentary on ßa^Ï^ Muslim, and that the “refutations and 
critiques” apply to ‘Iy¥\ also, as well as Ibn F‰r¥k, al-Kha~~¥bÏ, Ibn 
MahdÏ al->abarÏ, al-BayhaqÏ, al-M¥zarÏ, al-Qur~ubÏ, and Ibn ¤ajar!225

One of the main reasons for Salm¥n’s attack against Im¥m al-
NawawÏ is in order to dis pute the latter’s Sunni definition of tafwÏd. . 
In many passages of Shar^ ßa^Ï^ Muslim, al-NawawÏ defines tafwÏ\ 
as “committal of the meaning” (tafwÏ\ al-ma‘n¥) by which, according 
to him, we speak of “the Hand of All¥h” but we commit the meaning 
of this expression to All¥h Most High. Mashh‰r Salm¥n, copying Ibn 
Taymiyya, defines tafwÏd as “commit tal of the modality” (tafwÏ\ al-
kayf) and not that of meaning, thus asserting that when we speak 
of “the Hand of All¥h” we do understand its meaning but commit its 
modality to All¥h Most High, and that to say that we commit its 
meaning “is the way of nullification of the Divine Attributes (ta‘~Ïl)!”226 
In other words, according to the “SalafÏs,” (1) those who commit 
the meaning to All¥h are like Mu‘tazilÏs and JahmÏs who deny the 
reality of the Attributes of All¥h and (2) they – the “SalafÏs”– know the 
meaning of the Divine Attributes but do not know the “how” of this 
meaning.

One can only surmise that the reason Mashh‰r Salm¥n insists so 
much on such an ab erration is because he is such an ardent lover of 

224 Mashh‰r ¤asan Salm¥n, al-Rud‰d wal-Ta‘aqqub¥t (Ryad: D¥r al-Hijra, 1993) 

p. 8.
225 Cf. sec tion titled “Dwarves on the Shoulders of Giants” in the Encyclopedia of 

Islamic Doctrine (1:174-177) = Islamic Beliefs and Doctrine (p. 204-208).
226 Salm¥n, al-Rud‰d wal-Ta‘aqqub¥t (p. 67-84).
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Ibn Taymiyya and another one of his bum bling literalist imitators. In 
his attempt to force a particular error of the latter through the wall 
of correct doctrine, na mely his claim that “M¥lik did not say that the 
modality was inexistent but only that it was unknown,”227 Salm¥n 
des perately tries to prove that com mit tal must there fore consist only 
in the com mittal of modality (kayfiyya) and not that of meaning 
(ma‘n¥).

But the premise itself of the argument is en tirely based on an 
inauthen tic version of Im¥m M¥lik’s statement on istiw¥’! For the 
authentic narra tions of Im¥m M¥lik’s famous statement all have, “The 
modality is altogether inconceivable” (al-kayfu ghayru ma‘q‰l), not 
“unknown” as claimed by “SalafÏs.” Therefore, as held by al-NawawÏ 
in the Ash‘arÏ School and by Im¥m al-PazdawÏ in the M¥turÏdÏ – as the 
latter explained in the pas sage on the mutash¥bih of his monumental 
work on u|‰l – the meaning itself is the problem.228 

•	 From Ja‘far ibn ‘Abd All¥h: “We were with M¥lik when a man 
came and asked him: ‘Ab‰ ‘Abd All¥h! {The Merciful estab lished 
Himself over the Throne} (20:5): how is He estab lished?’ Nothing 
affected M¥lik so much as that man’s ques tion. He looked at the 
ground and started prodding it with a twig he held in his hand 
until he was com pletely soaked in sweat. Then he lifted his head 
and said: ‘The “how” of it is inconceiv able; the ‘estab lishment’ 
part of it is not un known; be lief in it is obliga tory; ask ing about 
it is an innovation; and I believe that you are a man of innovation.’ 
Then he gave an order and the man was led out.”229

•	 From Ibn Wahb: “We were with M¥lik when a man asked him: 
‘Ab‰ ‘Abd All¥h! {The Merciful established Himself over the 
Throne} (20:5): how is His estab lish ment?’ M¥lik lowered his head 

227 Ibn Taymiyya, al-IklÏl fÏl-Mutash¥bih wal-Ta’wÏl in his Majm‰‘at al-Ras¥’il 

(13:309-310).
228 Al-NawawÏ, Shar^ ßa^Ï^ Muslim (Tur¥th ed. 3:19-20; 5:24-25; 6:36-37; 12:211-

212; 16:166; 16:204; 17:3; 17:36; 17:129-132; 17:182-183); PazdawÏ (d. 482), U|‰l 

al-PazdawÏ and Kashf al-Asr¥r (1:55-60).
229 Al-DhahabÏ, Siyar (7:415).
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and began to sweat profusely. Then he lifted up his head and said: 
‘{The Merciful established Himself over the Throne} just as He 
de scribed Himself. One cannot ask “how.” “How” does not apply 
to Him. And you are an evil man, a man of innovation. Take him 
out!’ The man was led out.”230

•	 From Ya^y¥ ibn Ya^y¥ al-TamÏmÏ and M¥lik’s Shaykh RabÏ‘a ibn 
AbÏ ‘Abd al-Ra^m¥n: “We were with M¥lik when a man came and 
asked him: ‘Ab‰ ‘Abd All¥h! {The Merciful established Himself 
over the Throne} (20:5): how is He estab lished?’ M¥lik lowered 
his head and remained thus until he was completely soaked in 
sweat. Then he said: ‘The establish ment is not un known; the 
“how” is in con ceivable; belief in it is obliga tory; ask ing about it 
is an innovation; and I do not think that you are anything but an 
innovator.’ Then he ordered that the man be led out.”231 Shaykh al-
Isl¥m TaqÏ al-DÏn al-SubkÏ pointed out that the incon ceiv ability 
of the modality of istiw¥’ proved that it pre cluded the meaning of 
sitting.232

Before Salm¥n, Nu‘m¥n al-Al‰sÏ – the “SalafÏ” son of the famous 
commentator of Qur’¥n– took the side of Ibn Taymiyya in an epistle 
titled Jal¥’ al-‘Aynayn fÏ Mu^¥kamat al-A^madayn and was refuted 

230 Narrated by al-BayhaqÏ with a sound chain in al-Asm¥’ wal-ßif¥t (2:304-305 

§866), al-DhahabÏ in the Siyar (7:416), and Ibn ¤ajar in Fat^ al-B¥rÏ (1959 ed. 13:406-

407; 1989 ed. 13:501).
231 Narrated by al-BayhaqÏ with a sound chain in al-Asm¥’ wal-ßif¥t (2:305-

306 §867), al-BaghawÏ in Shar^ al-Sunna (1:171), al-L¥lik¥’Ï in Shar^ U|‰l al-I‘tiq¥d 

(2:398), Ibn AbÏ Zayd al-Qayraw¥nÏ in al-J¥mi‘ fÏl-Sunan (p. 123), Ab‰ Nu‘aym in 

the ¤ilya (6:325-326), cf. Ibn ‘Abd al-Barr in al-TamhÏd (7:151) and Ibn ¤ajar in the 

Fat^ (13:407). The wording that says: “The ‘how’ is unknown” (al-kayfu majh‰l) is 

falsely attributed to Im¥m M¥lik, although also cited from RabÏ‘a with a sound chain 

by al-BayhaqÏ in al-Asm¥’ wal-ßif¥t (2:306 §868) and without chain by Ibn al-‘ArabÏ in 

‘®ri\at al-AhwadhÏ (2:235), but is an aberrant narration (riw¥ya sh¥dhdha). Yet it is 

the pre ferred wording of Ibn Taymiyya in D¥r’ Ta‘aru\ al-‘Aql wal-Naql (1:278) and 

Majm‰‘ al-Fat¥w¥ (17:373), as he infers from it sup port for his positions although he 

reports it as “The ‘how’ is inconceivable” in his ¤amawiyya (p. 307).
232 In al-Sayf al-ßaqÏl (p. 128).
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by Q¥\Ï Y‰suf al-Nabh¥nÏ who pointed out in his Shaw¥hid al-¤aqq 
(p. 251) that “if the mean ing of such verses were known it could not 
be other than in the sense in which the attributes of created entites are 
known, as in istiw¥’ in the sense of sitting (al-jul‰s) which we know 
in relation to ourselves, and this applies to the rest of the ambiguous 
terms.”

Salm¥n also defends Ibn Taymiyya against the charge of “brazen 
apostasy in the open daylight of the Muslim world” as leveled against 
him by al-KawtharÏ for saying the follow ing:

You [Ash‘arÏs] say that [All¥h ] is neither a body, nor an atom 
(jawhar), nor spa tially boun ded (muta^ayyiz), and that He has no 
di rection, and that He can not be pointed to as an object of sen sory 
per ception, and that nothing of Him can be consid ered distinct 
from Him. You have as serted this on the grounds that All¥h is 
neither di visible nor made of parts and that He has neither limit 
(^add) nor end (gh¥ya), with your view thereby to forbid one to 
say that He has any limit or mea sure (qadr), or that He even has a 
dimension that is unlim ited. But how do you allow your selves to 
do this without evidence from the Book and the Sunna?233

Al-KawtharÏ commented the above lines with the words: “The reader’s 
intelligence suffices to comment on these he retical state ments. Can 
you ima gine for an apostate to be more brazen than this, right in the 
midst of a Muslim society?”234

Salm¥n indirectly acknowledges the heresy of the Taymiyyan 
position by claiming that “he was merely paraphrasing the position 
of those who affirm the Attributes among the mutakal limÏn.”235 Yet, 
as he un doubt edly knows, this particular argument of Ibn Taymiyya 
comes up too frequently and too fa vora bly under his pen not to be 
unreserv edly attributed to him!236 Further more the apology is entirely 

233 Ibn Taymiyya, al-Ta’sÏs (1:101) = Bay¥n TalbÏs al-Jahmiyya (1:444).
234 Al-KawtharÏ, Maq¥l¥t (p. 350-353).
235 Salm¥n, al-Rud‰d (p. 21-22).
236 Cf. Ibn Taymiyya, Bay¥n TalbÏs (1:548, 1:600, 2:169); Shar^ ¤adÏth al-Nuzul 
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inaccurate, as the position that All¥h  has no limit (^add) pre-dates 
the Ash‘arÏs and was held by ‘AlÏ ibn AbÏ >¥lib  and the Salaf as 
well, such as al-TustarÏ, A^mad ibn ¤anbal, Sufy¥n al-ThawrÏ, Shu‘ba,  
¤amm¥d ibn Zayd, ¤amm¥d ibn Salama, SharÏk, Ab‰ ‘Aw¥na, Ibn 
al-M¥jish‰n, Ab‰ D¥w‰d al->ay¥lisÏ, Ibn Kull¥b, Ab‰ ¤¥tim, al-
Ash‘arÏ, Ja‘far al-ß¥diq, M¥lik, al->a^¥wÏ, Ibn KhafÏf, Ibn F‰r¥k, Ibn 
¤ibb¥n, al-Kha~~¥bÏ, al-QushayrÏ, and al-BayhaqÏ.237

As mentioned before, Mashh‰r Salm¥n is responsible for 
recirculating al-Q¥rÏ’s de nounced book titled Mu‘taqad al-Im¥m AbÏ 
¤anÏfa claiming that the parents of the Prophet  are in Hellfire. 
He is also responsible for reviving al-BayhaqÏ’s al-Khilafiyy¥t (“The 
Diver gences” [between al-Sh¥fi‘Ï and Ab‰ ¤anÏfa]),238 essentially a 
refutation of the ¤anafÏ school on fiqh divergences and a brilliant 
work but one which Ibn al-SubkÏ said “is appreci ated only by experts 
in both fiqh and ^adÏth.” Undoubtedly, Mashh‰r Salm¥n edited and 
printed such a book as part of the anti-¤anafÏ campaign being waged 
in the Indo-Pakistani subcontinent and elsewhere and not because it 
is a classic of khil¥f lit erature, as the man is neither a ¤anafÏ nor a 
Sh¥fi‘Ï spe cialist.239

Salm¥n published a work titled Kutubun  ¤adhdhara al-‘Ulam¥’u 
minh¥ (“Books the Ulema Warned Against”), the “SalafÏ” equivalent 
of the Vatican’s Index Librorum Prohibito rum (a guide listing books 
that the Roman Catholic Church forbade its members to read – except 
by special per mission – because they were judged dangerous to faith 
or morals). A proof that this is in part an indirect guide to SunnÏ 
books deemed undesirable only by the support ers of innovation and 

(69-76); Majm‰‘ al-Fat¥w¥ (3:306-310, 13:304-305); Minh¥j (2:134-135, 192, 198-

200, 527).
237 See the chapter on Im¥m A^mad in our Four Im¥ms and Their Schools.
238 Riyad: D¥r al-ßumay‘Ï, 1994.
239 Al-BayhaqÏ’s Khilafiyy¥t was counter-refuted by Im¥m ‘AlÏ ibn ‘Uthm¥n ibn 

Ibr¥hÏm ‘Ala’ al-DÏn al-M¥rdÏnÏ – known as Ibn al-Turkum¥nÏ – (d. 750) with his two-

volume al-Jawhar al-NaqÏ fÏl-Radd ‘al¥ al-BayhaqÏ which exists in print in the margins 

of al-BayhaqÏ’s Sunan al-Kubr¥ (Hyderabad 1316/1898) and awaits reissue. On Ibn al-

Turkum¥nÏ see al-Faw¥’id al-Bahiyya (p. 207) and al-Durar al-K¥mina (3:156-157).
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misguidance is the fact that Salm¥n includes in it Sulaym¥n ibn ‘Abd al-
Wahh¥b’s (d. 1210/1795) classic refutation of his younger brother 
Mu^ammad titled Fa|l al-Khi~¥b min Kit¥bill¥h wa-¤adÏthi al-
Ras‰l  wa-Kal¥mi UlÏ al-Alb¥b fÏ Madhhabi Ibni ‘Abd al-Wahh¥b 
(“The Final Word from the Qur’¥n, the ¤adÏth, and the Sayings 
of the Scholars Concerning the School of Ibn ‘Abd al-Wahh¥b”), 
also known as al-ßaw¥‘iq al-Il¥hiyya fÏ Madhhab al-Wahh¥biyya 
(“The Divine Thunder bolts Concern ing the Wahh¥bÏ School”). This 
valuable book is the first and earliest refuta tion of the Wahh¥bÏ sect 
in print, consisting in over forty-five concise chapters spanning 120 
pages that show beyond doubt the fundamental di ver gence of the 
Wahh¥bÏ school, not only from the Consensus and u|‰l of Ahl al-
Sunna wal-Jam¥‘a and the fiqh of the ¤anbalÏ madhhab, but also from 
their putative Im¥ms, Ibn Taymiyya and Ibn al-Qayyim on most or all 
the issues reviewed. The Fa|l/ßaw¥‘iq received the follow ing editions:

1st edition: Bombay: Ma~ba‘at Nukhbat al-Akhb¥r, 

1306/1889.

2nd edition: Cairo.

3rd edition: Istanbul: Ishik reprints at Wakf Ihlas, 1399/1979.

4th edition: (Unannotated) Damascus, 1418/1997

(al-ßaw¥‘iq).

5th edition: (Annotated) Damascus, 1420/1999 (Fa|l). 

Even in his own edition of Im¥m Ab‰ Sh¥ma’s al-B¥‘ith ‘al¥ Ink¥r 
al-Bida‘ wal-¤aw¥dith (“Assault on All Innovations”), Mashh‰r 
Salm¥n ex plodes in a footnote of disap proval because, when it comes 
to Mawlid, Ab‰ Sh¥ma instead of censoring it dares to say: “Truly it is 
a praiseworthy in novation and a blessed one”! Similarly, Mu^ammad 
¤¥mid al-FiqqÏ, an Egyptian Wahh¥bÏ, objects apoplecti cally to Ibn 
Tay miyya in his edition of the lat ter’s Iqti\¥’ al-Sir¥~ al-MustaqÏm in 
the section en titled: “In no vated festivities of time and place” for his 
say ing that “some people innovate a celebra tion out of love for the 
Prophet  and to exalt him, and Allah  may reward them for this 
love and striving,” with a two-page foot note ex claiming: “How can 
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they possibly obtain a reward for this?! What striving is in this?!” Not 
content to tamper with the motherbooks of Ahl al-Sunna, Wahh¥bÏs 
object even to their own putative sources. This phenomenon illustrates 
the principle that each new generation of innovators rejects the previ-
ous one as too moderate.
 Mashh‰r Salm¥n was accused of plagiarizing a book on ßa^Ï^ 
Muslim written by a professor of ^adÏth at the university of Yarm‰k 
in Jordan, Mu^ammad al->aw¥liba, for his own book Manhaj al-
Im¥m Muslim fÏl-ßa^Ï^.

16: MUḤAMMAD AL-SHUQAYRĪ

He wrote a book titled al-Sunna wal-Mubtada‘¥t in which he vio-
lated the most elementary rules of the Arabic language and displayed 
thorough ignorance of the meanings of “Sunna” and bid‘a. He showed 
blind fanaticism and at tacked the scholars of the Commu nity as in-
no vators on the misconceived basis of the ^adÏth of the Prophet  on 
bid‘a.240 He was refuted by Sayyid ‘Abd All¥h Ma^f‰· al-¤add¥d in 
his book al-Sunna wal-Bid‘a in which the latter addu ces more than 
three hundred and fifty narra tions of the Prophet  and the Compan-
ions  illustrating the SunnÏ understanding of “Sunna” and bid‘a.241

17: ḤAMD IBN ‘ABD AL-MUḤSIN AL-TUWAYJIRĪ

He is the mufti who demanded that women caught driv ing in Saudi 
Arabia be la beled as prostitutes in the lawcourts. In his introduc tion 
to his edition of Ibn Tay miyya’s an thro po morphist manifesto – the 
Fatw¥ ¤ama wiyya – he states: “The propo nents of the Ash‘arÏ school 
have named it, falsely and slanderously, the school of Ahl al-Sunna wal-
Jam¥‘a.” He mutters similar aspersions in his introduction to al-HarawÏ’s 
Dhamm ‘Ilm al-Kal¥m. This man also wrote a separate book declaring 
M¥turÏdÏs here tics, and in his ‘AqÏdat Ahl al-¬m¥n fÏ Khalqi ®dama 

240 Cf. Sayyid Y‰suf al-Rif¥‘i, Na|Ï^a, Advice §4, “Calling the Muslims: ‘Innovators’.”
241 See our Sunna Notes II: The Excellent Innovation.
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Al-W¥di‘Ï: We do not have the time and the facilities for Jihad.
Q. What about the British student who was murdered recently [in 
your school]?
Al-W¥di‘Ï: I understood they were cleaning or playing with the gun... 
a bullet came out of the gun towards his chest leading to his death... 
Guns, as I said, are prohibited for the use of unqualified students.

Unable to have himself treated in Yemen for a liver disease, al-W¥di‘Ï 
was taken to Saudi Arabia for care and, on his Saudi hospital deathbed, 
recanted the edict of apostasy he had pronounced against the Saudi 
government. He enshrined his final kowtow in a 32-page tract entitled 
with fanfare Mush¥had¥tÏ fÏl-Mamlakati al-‘Arabiyyati al-Sa‘‰diyya 
(“My Witnessings in the Arab Kingdom of Saudi Arabia”). Among 
his successors are Muh.ammad and A^mad al-Wa|¥bÏ and the foul-
mouthed Ya^y¥ al-¤aj‰rÏ.

20: <ĀHIR, IḤSĀN ILĀHĪ

<¥hir272 is a rabid anti-Sufi from Pakistan who wrote a pernicious book 
titled al-Barelwiyya in collaboration with the publishers of Ma~ba‘at 
al-RashÏd, a Saudi publishing house based in Madina. The book is 
prefaced by another Wahh¥bÏ, a certain A~iyya Mu^ammad S¥lim 
from Saudi Arabia (student of ¤amm¥d al-An|¥rÏ). In the beginning, 
some Deobandis were happy to see this book as it condemned the 
great Im¥m A^mad Ri\¥. Later, however, the Wahhabis of Pakistan 
brought out a second book titled al-Deobandiyya, in which the 
Deobandis are uncere mo niously labeled “the hypocritical little 
brothers of the Barelwis” and are also condemned as “mushrik” and 
“bid‘atÏ.” <¥hir was killed in a terrorist bombing in Pakistan. From 
his Barelwiyya:

272 Quotations have been diacritically modified to standardize transliteration.
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(1) The claim that the name ‘Abd al-Mu|~af¥ is shirk.

“[Im¥m] A^mad Ri\¥ Kh¥n al-BarelwÏ [All¥h have mercy on 
him] would refer to himself in many of his works as ‘Abd al-
Mu|~afa (Slave of al-Mu|~af¥ – a name of the Prophet ). Such a 
name, obviously, is not allowed. However, this was not his  only 
expression of shirk...”

 Our liege-lord ‘Umar  said on the pulpit, “I was with the Messenger 
of All¥h  and I was his slave and his servant (kuntu ‘abdahu wa-
kh¥dimahu).”273

 Furthermore, to say that the name ‘Abd al-Mu|~af¥ is an expression 
of shirk shows a very bad opinion of Muslims – an unislamic trait, 
especially if one means rejection of the yoke of allegiance to the 
Messenger of All¥h , wal-‘iy¥dhu bill¥h!
 “Slave of the Prophet” is an unusual but not a forbidden name 
to bear. It does not signify worship, nor is it an expression of shirk. It 
refers to a bond of alle giance and respect which is required of every 
Muslim.
 Im¥m A^mad Ri\¥ did name himself ‘Abd al-Mu|~af¥ and would 
sign all his fatwas with that name. In a na‘at verse in Urdu, he said:

Khauf Na Rakh Raza    Tu To Hai Abdul Mustafa

Teray Liyay Aman Hai  Teray Liyay Aman Hai

Do Not have Fear O Raza  You are the Slave of the Mustafa

For You There is Safety  For You There is Safety !

There are several examples of such names for Sunni Ulema in Islamic 
history:

- Al-Sayyid ‘Abd al-NabÏ ibn al-Sayyid al->ayyib al-Bilkr¥mÏ in the 
book of al-Sayyid ®z¥d al-BakrÏ titled Ma’¥thir al-Kir¥m T¥rÏkh 
Bilkr¥m as cited in Shaykh ßiddÏq ¤asan Kh¥n al-QinnawjÏ’s Abjad 
al-‘Ul‰m in his notice on Shaykh Y¥sÏn al-QinnawjÏ.

273 Narrated by al-¤¥kim (|a^Ï^ with a strong chain), al-BayhaqÏ in al-I‘tiq¥d, Ibn 

Bishr¥n in his Faw¥’id (cf. Kanz al-‘Umm¥l), and Ibn ‘As¥kir (44:264).
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- “Al-Im¥m al-‘All¥mat al-¤ujjat al-Qudwat al-Fahh¥ma MuftÏ al-
S¥dat al-M¥likiyya bi-Dimashq” ‘Abd al-NabÏ ibn Jam¥‘a al-M¥likÏ 
al-MaghribÏ the student of the Moroccan Sufi Muj¥hid and WalÏ 
al-Sayyid Ab‰ al-¤asan ‘AlÏ ibn Maym‰n al-H¥shimÏ al-QurashÏ al-
Tabb¥sÏ (d. 917), teacher of Q¥\Ï al-Qu\¥t Ab‰l-Khayr Mu^ammad 
ibn ‘Abd al-Q¥dir ibn GibrÏl al-GhazzÏ al-M¥likÏ, and son of the Sh¥fi‘Ï 
Im¥m of Masjid al-Aq|¥ Shaykh Mu^yÏ al-DÏn ‘Abd al-Q¥dir ibn 
Jam¥‘a al-MaqdisÏ al-Q¥dirÏ (d. 931) as mentioned in their respective 
biographies in Shadhar¥t al-Dhahab while the author of ‘Al¥’ al-DÏn 
al-Bu|rawÏ in his T¥rÏkh describes Shaykh ‘Abd al-NabÏ ibn Jam¥‘a 
as “one of people of learning and Religion who is trusted” and the 
author of al-D¥ris fÏ T¥rÏkh al-Mad¥ris names him “Shaykh al-Isl¥m 
‘Abd al-NabÏ al-MaghribÏ al-M¥likÏ.”

- The true shahÏd and learned Im¥m “al-‘All¥mat al-Mutafannin al-
ß¥li^ al-Shaykh” ‘Abd al-NabÏ al-ßadr Shayda (d. 990) who died 
strangled in the Sultan’s jail on the night of 12 Rabi` al-Awwal – as 
cited in al-‘Aydar‰sÏ’s al-N‰r al-S¥fir.

- The Mufassir, Mu^addith and U|‰lÏ Sayyid Mu^ammad ibn ‘Abd 
al-Ras‰l ibn ‘Abd al-Sayyid ibn Qalandar al-¤usaynÏ al-Sh¥fi‘Ï al-
Shahraz‰rÏ al-MadanÏ (d. 1103/1691)274 the author of (1) Sad¥d al-
DÏn wa-Sid¥d al-Dayn on the proofs that the parents of the Prophet 
 are in Paradise; (2) al-Ish¥‘a li-Ashr¥~ al-S¥‘a (on the preconditions 
of the Final Hour) in which he stated, “All¥h taught the knowledge 
of the Hour to the Prophet  and forbade him to divulge it due to its 
terrible nature and enormous importance.” Im¥m A^mad Ri\¥ quotes 
this passage of the Ish¥‘a in the Breilly edition of his masterpiece al-
Dawlat al-Makkiyya fil-M¥ddat al-Ghaybiyya (Breilly p. 378-380).

Q¥\Ï Y‰suf al-Nabh¥nÏ (d. 1350/1931) described himself as the slave of 
the slaves of the Prophet  in the following poem from his great volume 
of poetry in praise of the Best of creation  entitled Sa‘¥dat al-D¥rayn:

274 Cf. Mu‘jam al-Mu’allifÏn (3:409 §14044).



198

ALBĀNĪ &  HIS  FRIENdS  Ẓāhir, Iḥsān Ilāhī

199

 an¥ ‘abdun li-sayyid al-anbiy¥’i
 wa-wal¥’Ï lahu al-qadÏmu wal¥’Ï

 I am the slave of the Master of Prophets
 And my fealty to him has no beginning.

 an¥ ‘abdun li-‘abdihi wa-li-‘abdi al-‘abdi
 ‘abdun kadh¥ bi-ghayri intih¥’i

 I am slave to his slave, and to his slave’s slave,
 And so forth endlessly,

 an¥ l¥ antahÏ ‘anil-qurbi min
 b¥bi ri\¥hu fÏ jumlati al-dukhal¥’i

 For I do not cease to approach the door
 Of his good pleasure among the guests.

 anshuru al-‘ilma fÏ ma‘¥lÏhi lil-n¥s
 wa-ashd‰ bihi ma‘a al-shu‘ar¥’i

 I proclaim among people the teaching of his high attributes,
 And sing his praises among the poets.

 fa-‘as¥hu yaq‰lu lÏ anta salm¥nu
 wal¥’Ï ^ass¥nu ^usni than¥’Ï

 Perhaps he will tell me: “You are the Salman
 Of my allegiance, the Hassan of my excellent homage!”

 wa-bir‰^Ï afdÏ tur¥ba ^im¥hu
 wa-lahu al-fa\lu fÏ qab‰li fid¥’Ï

 Yes, I would sacrifice my soul for the dust of his sanctuary.
 His favor should be that he accept my sacrifice.

 f¥za man yantamÏ ilayhi wa-l¥
  ^¥jata fÏhi bi-dh¥lika al-intim¥’i

 He has triumphed who ascribes himself to him
 – Not that he needs such following,
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 huwa fÏ ghunyatin ‘ani al-khalqi ~urran
 wa-hum al-kullu ‘anhu d‰na ghin¥’i

 For he is not in need of creation at all,
 While they all need him without exception.

 wa-huwa lill¥hi wa^dahu ‘abduhu
 al-kh¥li|u mujall¥ al-|if¥ti wal-asm¥’i

 He belongs to All¥h alone, Whose purified servant he is,
 As his attributes and names have made manifest;

 kullu fa\lin fil-khalqi fa-huwa
 min All¥hi ilayhi wa-minhu lil-ashy¥’i

 And every single favor in creation comes from All¥h
 To him, and from him to everything else.

Apparently, our liege-lord ‘Umar ibn al-Kha~~¥b  did not think 
that it was shirk to call himself ‘Abd al-NabÏ. Nor did Ibn Maym‰n, 
nor the Im¥m of Masjid al-Aq|¥, nor Q¥\Ï al-Qu\¥t Abul-Khayr al-
GhazzÏ, nor Ibn ‘Im¥d al-¤anbalÏ, nor al-Bu|rawÏ, nor the author 
of al-D¥ris think that Im¥m ‘Abd al-NabÏ al-M¥likÏ should have 
changed his name before being allowed to be a Qudwa for Muslims. 
Apparently, the entire BarzanjÏ family of “Sayyid” Ulema thought 
well of the name “Slave of the Prophet ” and used it from father 
to son. If only all those supposedly stray souls, ‘Abd al-NabÏ Shayda, 
al-‘Aydar‰sÏ, and the Q¥\Ï Y‰suf al-Nabh¥nÏ (ra^imahum All¥h) 
could have met Ism¥‘Ïl DihlawÏ and I^s¥n Il¥hÏ <¥hir, who could have 
taught them about shirk and real taw^Ïd! Instead, alas, they and all 
the Sunni Muslims associated with them all over the world died in 
complete ignorance that they were committing or abetting the gravest 
of all possible sins.
 Sub^¥n All¥h ‘amm¥ ya|if‰n! All¥h Most High said: {And speak 
not, concern ing that which your own tongues qualify (as clean or 
unclean), the false hood: “This is lawful, and this is forbidden,” so 
that ye invent a lie against All¥h. Lo! those who invent a lie against 
All¥h will not succeed} (16:116). And All¥h knows best. All¥h send 
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blessings and peace on the Master of creation, his Family, and his 
Companions. Praise be to All¥h, Lord of the worlds.

(2) The claim that “Seeking Help from Other Than All¥h” is “an un-
Islamic belief” and “words of kufr”

“The BarelwÏs call upon other than All¥h in times of need,  this is 
clear in their books, [Im¥m] A^mad Ri\¥  Kh¥n al-BarelwÏ said: 
“There are servants of All¥h whom He has singled for  ful filling the 
needs of the people who flee to them with their  needs.” [Al-Amn 
wal-Ul¥ p. 29] He also said: “Seeking help and aid from anyone 
besides All¥h is lawful and desired. No one denies it except one 
arrogant and obstinate.” [¤ay¥t al-Maw¥t, included in al-Fat¥w¥ 
al-Ri\¥wiyya, Pakistan edition 4:300] He also says in al-Amn wal-
Ul¥ (p. 10): “The Messenger of All¥h  is the remover of calamity 
and bestower of the donation.” And he also says in Malf‰·¥t (p. 
99): “GibrÏl  is the supplier of needs and the Messenger of 
All¥h  is the supplier of needs, for the Prophet  fulfils the needs 
of GibrÏl too.” He also said the following words of kufr in the 
Malf‰·¥t (p. 307): “During my life I did not seek help from anyone 
and I did not ask for aid except Shaykh ‘Abd al-Q¥dir. Whenever 
I seek help, I seek it only from him. Whenever I ask for aid, I ask 
him alone. Once I tried to ask for aid and seek help from another 
saint, ¤a\rat Ma^b‰b Il¥hÏ. When I intended to utter his name for 
seek ing help, I did not utter the words but ‘Y¥ Ghawthan’ (O one 
whose help is sought)! My tongue refused to utter the words for 
seeking help from anyone except him.” [Im¥m] A^mad Ri\¥ Kh¥n 
also said in al-Amn wal-Ul¥ (p. 44): “When you are confused and 
helpless in matters, seek help  from the inmates of the graves.” All 
this is refuted by Isl¥m. We say many times in our prayer: “{You 
alone do we worship and You alone do we ask for help}  [1:5].”
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Those who make such objections do not understand the meaning of 
{You alone do we worship} because none of the contested statements 
pertains to wor ship; nor do they un derstand the meaning of {You 
alone do we ask for help} if they consider that it contradicts tawassul, 
because then it would con tradict {the path of those whom You have 
shown favor} which is tawassul!
 Assuming the above quotes from the Im¥m are accurate, their 
meaning is as follows:

(a) Concerning the statement “There are servants of All¥h whom He 
has singled for fulfilling the needs of the people who flee to them 
with their needs”: If this were not true then it would be shirk to visit 
a doctor’s clinic, ask for a loan, or ask someone for a glass of water. 
All¥h Most High mentioned {the ships which run upon the sea with 
that which is of use to men} (2:164) because it is allowed or rather 
obligatory to use normal material means and seek one another’s help 
to fulfill one’s needs. This is a patent truth in the Religion and the 
underlying wisdom of the Pillar of zak¥t (cf. 6:165, 16:71) al though it 
is All¥h alone Who gives and withholds, as illustrated by the narra tion, 
“Crea tures are all the dependents (‘iy¥l) of All¥h, those among them 
most be loved to All¥h are those most helpful to His dependents.”275

275 Narrated [1] from Ibn Mas‘‰d by al->abar¥nÏ in the KabÏr (10:105 §10033) 

and Awsa~ [cf. al-HaythamÏ (5:210)], al-Sh¥shÏ in his Musnad (1:419 §435), Ab‰ 

Nu‘aym (4:237, 2:102 gharÏb), and Ibn ‘AdÏ (5:1810, 6:2340, 7:2610-2611) with a 

chain al-HaythamÏ said contains ‘Umayr Ab‰ H¥r‰n al-QurashÏ whose narra tions 

are not retained; [2] from Anas by Ab‰ Ya‘l¥ (6:65 §3315), al-Bazz¥r (2:398 §1949), 

Ab‰ Nu‘aym, al->abar¥nÏ, Ibn AbÏ al-Duny¥ in Qa\¥’ al-¤aw¥’ij (p. 35-36 §24), al-

¤¥rith ibn AbÏ Us¥ma (p. 278 §914=2:857 §911), al-Qu\¥‘Ï in Musnad al-Shih¥b 

(2:255 §1306) cf. al-Ghum¥rÏ, Fat^ al-Wahh¥b (2:313-314 §799) [see also his Mud¥wÏ 

§4135], and al-MundhirÏ in his Arba‘‰n with a chain which al-HaythamÏ (8:191) 

said con tains Y‰suf ibn ‘A~iyya al-ßaff¥r who is discarded and who al-NawawÏ in his 

Fat¥w¥ said was unanimously considered weak by the Im¥ms of ^adÏth; [3] from Ibn 

‘Abb¥s by al-Kha~Ïb in T¥rÏkh Baghd¥d (6:333-334) and through him Ibn al-JawzÏ in 

al-‘Ilal al-Mutan¥hiya (2:28-29 l¥ ya|i^^) cf. A^dab, Zaw¥’id T¥rÏkh Baghd¥d (5:323-

326 §950 isn¥duhu \a‘Ïf jiddan); [4] from Ab‰ Hurayra by Ibn al-DaylamÏ in Musnad 

al-Firdaws cf. Fat^ al-Wahh¥b; and [5] al-¤asan al-Ba|rÏ in mursal mode by ‘Abd 

All¥h ibn A^mad in Zaw¥’id al-Zuhd cf. Fat^ al-Wahh¥b. Al-BayhaqÏ in the Shu‘ab 
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(b) Concerning the statement, “Seeking help and aid from anyone 
besides All¥h is lawful and  desired. No one denies it except one 
arrogant and obstinate.” This is true and actually more than lawful 
and desirable, it is obligatory to follow causes and means in this world 
of causes and means and it is prohibited to refrain from them on the 
pretext that All¥h has no need of them or by invoking the foreordained 
Decree (qadar) like the Jabriyya sect. To ignore or pretend to ignore 
this rule is not part of the Religion. However, most relevant here 
is the truth that All¥h has also singled out some wretched servants 
for creating diffi culties in the path of Muslims, spreading doubts, 
levelling accusations of shirk and kufr at them, calling Awliy¥’ bad 
names, etc.

(c) Concerning the statement, “The Messenger of All¥h  is the 
remover of calamities and bestower of donations.” This is proven 
by his being a God sent mercy and his saying in the ßa^Ï^ayn: “I am 
the Eraser (al-m¥^Ï) by whom disbelief is erased,” this erasure being 
the greatest mercy and gift for which He was sent, hence he said – in 
al-Bazzar’s Musnad and others through trustworthy narrators: “I am 
nothing but a mercy bestowed,” and in the ßa^Ï^ayn: “I distribute 
(aqsimu) what comes to you.”

(d) Concerning the statement, “GibrÏl  is the supplier of needs and the 
Mes senger of All¥h  is the supplier of needs, for the Prophet  fulfils 
the needs of GibrÏl too.” This is proven by the ^adÏth in ß¥^Ï^ Muslim 
in which All¥h Most High said: “O GibrÏl, go to Mu^ammad and tell 
him: Verily We shall satisfy you fully concerning your Community and 
We shall never displease you.” GibrÏl  is part of the Community of 
the Prophet  as are all the angels by Consensus. There are also reports 
in the Shif¥, the Maw¥hib, its Shar^, and elsewhere to the effect that 
the angels said they obtained security and learned thankfulness to their 
Lord only because of the Holy Prophet .

(6:42-44 §7444-7449 isn¥duhu \a‘Ïf) narrates it through all but the last two chains. 

Al-HaytamÏ, Fat¥w¥ HadÏthiyya says the chains of the ^adÏth are all weak. Ab‰ ‘Abd 

All¥h Mu^ammad al-SulamÏ said its chains streng then each other. Al-‘AskarÏ said its 

meaning is metaphori cal. All¥h knows best.
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 So it is as the Im¥m of Hind and Sind said; as Im¥m al-B‰|ÏrÏ said, 
“How could need attract towards this world such a one had it not 
been for whom this world would not have come out of inexistence?”; 
as Q¥\Ï Y‰suf al-Nabh¥nÏ said, “Every single favor in creation comes 
from All¥h to the Prophet, and from him to everything else”; as 
Shaykh al-Isl¥m al-TaqÏ al-SubkÏ said in his Fat¥w¥: “Truly All¥h 
knows that every goodness in my life which He has bestowed upon 
me is on account of the Prophet and that my recourse is to him, and 
my reliance is upon him in seeking a means to All¥h in every matter 
of mine, in this world and the next, and the gifts of All¥h I owe to 
him are too many to count, both the hidden and the visible”; and as 
the Caliph and Commander of the Believers, the WalÏ and Mujaddid, 
Sul~¥n ‘Abd al-¤amÏd said, “You [Sayyidin¥ Mu^ammad] are in truth 
the helper of all creation!” All¥h have mercy on them and on all the 
Ahl al-¤aqq. None can withhold the gift made by All¥h Most High 
to the Prophet  with regard to all creation, despite every envier of 
mankind and jinn.

(e) Concerning the words, “During my life I did not seek help from 
anyone, and I did not ask for aid except Shaykh ‘Abd al-Q¥dir, 
whenever I seek help I  seek it only from him; whenever I ask for 
aid, I ask him alone.” This concerns not one iota more than what 
Shaykh ‘Abd al-Q¥dir is entitled to provide by the grace of All¥h and 
according to the criteria already mentioned in the previous answers. 
As mentioned elsewhere in this book, the NajdÏ leader Mu^am-
mad ibn ‘Abd al-Wahh¥b himself conceded: “We do not deny nor 
reject the invocation of help from the creature insofar as the creature 
can help.” Knowledge of the capacity of Shaykh ‘Abd al-Q¥dir to 
help, even from his position in Barzakh, is established through mass 
transmission.

(f)  Concerning the statement, “When you are confused and helpless 
in matters, then seek help  from the inmates of the graves.” This 
is a forged ^adÏth cited in some late Sufi works. Its meaning (as a 
non-Prophetic saying) illustrates the Pro phetic command to visit the 
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grave to remember the hereafter and the Pro phetic command to Ibn 
‘Umar to consider himself one of the dwellers of the graves. Meaning: 
Seek lessons, by visiting the dead whom you will very soon join, in 
remembering All¥h Most High and submitting to His will so as to 
extract yourselves from the confusion and helplessness created by 
your attach ments to this fleeting world. So its meaning is true.

(3) The claim that “The BarelwÏs believe that the Prophets and the 
righteous slaves and saints know the unseen” and that “All this 
[is] kufr refuted by the Qur’¥n and the Sunnah”

The above claim shows reckless proclivity to takfÏr and ignorance of 
the Qur’an and Sunna.

“In al-Dawlat al-Makkiyya (p. 58) of [Im¥m] A^mad Ri\¥ Kh¥n 
it is written:  ‘The Prophets know, rather they see and watch over 
all that which happened and all that which will happen from the 
first day to the last.’”

The Dawla al-Makkiyya is extremely clear in stating that the Prophetic 
knowl edge of ghayb is God-given (‘a~¥’Ï), not inherent (dh¥tÏ), and 
that it is partial (juz’Ï), not all-encompassing (mu^Ï~). Im¥m A^mad 
Ri\¥ was very clear in saying that it is established that the Prophet’s 
 knowledge, in relation to the Divine knowledge, was like a drop 
in the ocean or less, but that such a drop was an ocean in relation to 
the knowledge of the rest of creation. His sole critique against the 
Wahh¥bÏs is directed at their practice of reducing the impor tance of 
the Prophet’s  knowledge: instead of proclaiming ta‘·Ïm like the 
Muslim Umma, they promote tanqÏ|, which is kufr.
 This said, the fact that the Prophet  knows “all that which 
happened and all that which will happen from the first day to the 
last” is proven by the ^adÏth of Ab‰ Kabsha al-Anm¥rÏ which we 
cite further down as well as by the verse: {But how (will it be with 
them) when we bring of every people a witness, and We bring you (O 
Mu^ammad) a witness against these} (4:41). Thus, each Prophet is 
the witness of his people, which means that he sees everything in 
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connection with those people from beginning to end – which is the 
precondition of witnessing – and our Prophet  is a witness over all 
of them put together. The claim that he can be witness over what he 
neither saw nor knows is too absurd to need refutation.

“In the book of Ahmad Y¥r, Maw¥‘i· Na‘Ïmiyya (p. 192) it is 
written: ‘The Prophets know the unseen from their birth.’”

Assuming this quote is accurate, this is established by the doctrine of 
[the real] Ahl al-¤adÏth that Prophets are Prophets from birth, and 
the meaning of nabÏ is one who informs others about the unseen, 
conditional upon the meaning of ghayb defined in the Dawla 
Makkiyya which we already mentioned.

“[Im¥m] A^mad Ri\¥  Kh¥n al-BarelwÏ said in Kh¥li| al-I‘tiq¥d (p. 
38): ‘The knowledge of the Guarded Tablet, the knowledge of the 
Pen, and the knowledge of whatever existed and of whatever will  
exist are part of the knowledge of the Prophet .’”

Assuming the accuracy of the above quote, this is proven by the fact 
that all of the above concern whats takes place until the Rising of 
the Hour, and al-Bukh¥rÏ and Muslim narrated from ¤udhayfa, Ab‰ 
Zayd al-An|¥rÏ, and other ßa^¥ba that “The Prophet  stood among 
us [speaking] for a long time and did not leave out one thing from 
that time until the rising of the Final Hour except he told us about it. 
Whoever re members it remembers it and whoever forgot it forgot it. 
All those who are present know this.”

“[Im¥m] A^mad Ri\¥ Kh¥n al-BarelwÏ also said in Maw¥‘i· 
Na‘Ïmiyya (p. 364-365): ‘If the Prophet  places his foot on an 
animal, it will have knowledge of the seen and the unseen. How 
then can a saint on whom the Prophet  put his hand not know 
the seen and  the unseen?’”

Shaykh KhalÏl Ah.mad al-Sah¥ranf‰ri in al-Muhannad drew the 
hyperbole that “it would be praiseworthy even to celebrate the 
Mawlid of the Prophet’s  donkey and even its urine.” Similarly, 
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assuming it is accurately quoted, the first sentence above is a hyperbole 
to stress the point illustrated by the ^adÏth that the Knowers of All¥h 
are the inheritors of Prophets. Since knowl edge of the unseen is a 
mu‘jiza of the Prophet , it follows naturally that it is also a kar¥ma 
of the Awliy¥’ of his Umma, both of them by the gift of All¥h Most 
High which none can prevent. Something to this effect was stated by 
Shaykh Ashraf ‘AlÏ al-Tah¥nawÏ himself in his chapter on the benefits 
of the shoe of the Prophet  and by Shaykh Mu^ammad Zakariyy¥ 
al-K¥ndihlawÏ in his praise of that chap ter in his translation of Im¥m 
al-TirmidhÏ’s Sham¥’il.

“All this kufr is again refuted by the Qur’¥n and the Sunna:  {Say 
(O Mu^ammad): none in the heavens and the earth knows the 
unseen except All¥h,  nor can they perceive when they shall be 
resurrected} [27:65] {And they say: ‘How is it that not a sign is sent 
down on him from his Lord?’ Say (O Mu^ammad): The unseen 
belongs to All¥h Alone, so wait you, verily I am with you among 
those who wait (for All¥h’s Judge ment)} [10:20]. The Messenger 
 once heard a young girl say: ‘Among us is a Prophet who knows 
what will happen tomor row.’ So he said to her: ‘Leave this and 
return to that which you were say ing before’ [Bukh¥rÏ].”

‘All¥ma al-ß¥wÏ al-M¥likÏ wrote in his ¤¥shiyat TafsÏr al-Jal¥layn, in 
his commentary on S‰rat al-A‘r¥f: {They question you (about the Day 
of Judgment) as if you could be well informed thereof. Say: Knowledge 
thereof is with All¥h only, but most of mankind know not. Say: For 
myself I have no power to benefit, nor power to hurt, save that which 
All¥h wills. Had I knowledge of the unseen, I should have abundance of 
wealth, and adversity would not touch me} (7:187-188):  “Its knowledge 
being with All¥h only is an emphasis for what precedes, namely, that 
it is part of hidden matters, knowledge of which All¥h Most High has 
reserved for Himself exclusively, so that He does not show it to anyone 
except those whom He pleases among the Messengers. What is required 
of us is to believe that the Messenger of All¥h, upon him blessings and 
peace, did not leave this earth until All¥h Most High informed him of all 
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that the hidden and unseen matters of this world and the next so that he 
knows them with the certitude of seeing them, according to what was 
narrated that he said: ‘The whole world was brought up before my eyes 
and I can see it [and all that shall exist in it until the Day of Resurrection] 
as if I were look ing at the palm of my hand,’276 and according to what the 
narration that he saw Paradise and what was in it and he saw Hellfire and 
what was in it, among other revelations in the mass-transmitted reports. 
However, he was ordered to conceal some of it.... If you say that {Had I 
knowledge of the unseen etc.} clashes with what we just said concerning 
his acquaintance with all the unseen matters of this world and the next, 
the reply is that he said out of humbleness, or that his knowledge of the 
unseen is as zero knowledge since he is unable to change whatever All¥h 
Most High decrees to pass. The meaning, then, would be: ‘If I had real 
knowledge in the sense that I can cause what I want to happen, I would 
have had abundance etc.’”

We clarify elsewhere in this book the meaning of the Prophet’s  
admonition in the ̂ adÏth of the young girl’s poetry. It is the characteristic 
of the Yah‰d to {believe in part of the Book and disbelieve in another} 
(2:85). Ahl al-Sunna believe in all of the above and also believe that 
All¥h Most High shows His ghayb to whomever He pleases, just as He 
said: {The Knower of the Unseen, and He reveals unto none His secret 
save unto every messenger whom He has chosen} (72:26-27). This is the 
meaning of nabÏ, “speaker of the Unseen.” Have you not read that the 
Prophet  described himself as “a man from among yourselves who 
announce to you of what took place before your times and what shall 
take place in the future?”277 Have you not read the poetry of the great 

276 A very weak report narrated from Ibn ‘Umar by Nu‘aym ibn ¤amm¥d in the 

Fitan (1:27) and, through the latter, Ab‰ Nu‘aym in the ¤ilya (1985 ed. 6:101) both 

through Ab‰ MahdÏ Sa‘Ïd ibn Sin¥n al-KindÏ who is dis carded as a nar rator and ac-

cused of forgery cf. al-HaythamÏ (8:287, 2:189, 4:272). Cited by al-Suy‰~Ï in Ziy¥dat 

al-J¥mi‘ al-ßaghÏr (§1312) and the Kha|¥’i| (2:185) as well as al-Qas~all¥nÏ in the 

Maw¥hib (3:559) cf. Kanz (§31810, §31971). In addition, “Nu‘aym is disclaimed in 

his narrations (munkar al-^adÏth) despite his standing as an Im¥m.” Ibn ¤ajar, al-

Am¥lÏ al-¤alabiyya (p. 40).
277 Narrated from Ab‰ Kabsha al-Anm¥rÏ by A^mad with two sound chains, al-
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makes it different from everything else, as the Throne is the best of all 
things and the most elevated of them. All¥h therefore praised Himself 
by saying that He {estab lished Him self over the Throne}, that is, He 
exalted Himself over it (‘alayhi ‘al¥). It is im per missible to say that 
He established Him self with a con tact or a meeting with it. Exalted 
is All¥h beyond that! All¥h is not subject to change, substitu tion, nor 
limits, whether before or after the creation of the Throne.”318

 The creed “All¥h existed eternally without a place, and He is 
now as He ever was” is related from [1] our liege-lord ‘AlÏ  by 
‘Abd al-Q¥hir al-Baghd¥dÏ in al-Farq bayn al-Firaq (p. 321=p.256); 
[2] Ibn Kull¥b by al-Ash‘arÏ in Maq¥l¥t al-Isl¥miyyÏn (p. 298); [3] 
Im¥m al-M¥turÏdÏ in al-Taw^Ïd (p. 69, 75, 105-106); [4] Im¥m al-
Ash‘arÏ himself by Ab‰ al-Q¥sim Ibn ‘As¥kir in the TabyÏn (Saqq¥ 
ed. p. 150); [5] Ibn F‰rak as per al-QushayrÏ in his Ris¥la (beginning, 
“Doctrine of the Sufis”); [6] Ibn al-B¥qill¥nÏ in al-In|¥f (p. 37) cf. also 
his TamhÏd al-Aw¥’il (p. 300); [7] al-QushayrÏ himself in al-Mi‘r¥j (p. 
70); [8] Im¥m al-¤aramayn Ibn al-JuwaynÏ in his entries in T. abaq¥t 
al-Sh¥fi‘iyya al-Kubr¥, TabyÏn Kadhib al-MuftarÏ, and Siyar A‘l¥m 
al-Nubal¥’; [9] Ab‰ Is^¥q al-ShÏr¥zÏ in al-Ish¥ra il¥ Madhhab Ahl al-
¤aqq (p. 236); [10] Ibn ‘A~¥’ All¥h in his ¤ikam (§34); [11] Al-‘Izz 
Ibn ‘Abd al-Sal¥m in al-Mul^a; [12] Badr al-DÏn Ibn Jam¥‘a in ¬\¥^ 
al-DalÏl (p. 104); [13] Ibn Jahbal al-Kil¥bÏ in his Refutation of Ibn 
Taymiyya’s Jihawiyya. Wal-¤amdu lil-L¥hi Rabbi al-‘AlamÏn.

21: MUḤAMMAD JAMĀL ZAYNŪ & ṢĀLIḤ AL-FAWZĀN 

Mu^ammad Jam¥l Zayn‰ is sometimes identified as ZÏn‰ or ZÏno, 
an O-level equivalency holder who taught elementary school in Syria 
and evolved into a collector of tidbits from here and there out of 
which he devised books he attributed to himself. He is responsible for 
works published by D¥r al-ßumay‘Ï and Darussal¥m out of Riyadh, 
among them a book titled Get your belief from the Quran and the 
Authentic Prophetic Tradition, which would be more aptly titled Get 

318 Ibn AbÏ Ya‘l¥, >abaq¥t al-¤an¥bila (2:296-297).
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your belief from Zayn‰ and Wahhabism reinterpreting the Qur’¥n 
and the Prophetic Tradition.

Zayn‰ attacked one of the living Scholars of Ahl al-Sunna, Dr. 
Mu^ammad ‘AlÏ al-ß¥b‰nÏ and his TafsÏr with a tract replete with 
risible mistakes entitled Akh~¥’ Mu^ammad ‘AlÏ al-ß¥b‰nÏ and re-
edited under the revised title TanbÏh¥t H¥mma ‘al¥ Kit¥b ßafwat 
al-Taf¥sÏr (“Important Warnings about the Book ‘The Quintessence 
of Qur’anic Commentaries’”) which he co-authored with a Saudi 
government cleric by the name of ß¥li^ al-Fawz¥n, the proud author 
of Saudi religious-curriculum books in which he advocates the 
legaliza tion of slavery.319  He is one of those who wrote a foreword in 
recommendation of ‘AlÏ al-Shibl’s al-Mukh¥laf¥t al-‘Aqdiyya fÏ Fat^ 
al-B¥rÏ along with Bin B¥z, ‘Abd All¥h ibn ‘AqÏl, ‘Abd All¥h ibn ManÏ‘, 
and ‘Abd All¥h al-Ghunaym¥n. He also wrote an angry rebuttal tot he 
Na|Ïha of al-Rif¥‘Ï and al-B‰~i editions of Wahh¥bÏ source-texts and 
various attacks on sunni authors and books, including even the Saudi 
Minister Mu^ammad ‘Abduh Yam¥nÏ's book “Teach Your Children 
Love of the Prophet  and His family”.

In their TanbÏh¥t Zayn‰ and Fawz¥n commit the following 
blunders:

1. They claim that al-ß¥b‰nÏ violated the view of the Jumh‰r by 
“interpreting figuratively” the “shin” in the verse, {The Day that 
the shin shall be bared} (68:42) whereas it is precisely the view of 
the mas sive majority that the baring of the shin is a metaphor for 
hardship, which al->abarÏ references to Ibn ‘Abb¥s, Ibn Mas‘‰d, Ab‰ 
M‰s¥ al-Ash‘arÏ, Muj¥hid, ‘Ikrima, al-™a^^¥k, Qat¥da, and Ibr¥hÏm 
al-Nakha‘Ï. Ibn ‘Abb¥s explained: “This is a day of af fliction and 
hardship” and in another version: “It means the Day of Resurrec tion 
due to its hardship.”320

319 Saudi Information Agency, “Author of Saudi Curriculums Advo cates Slavery”.
320 Narrated by al->abarÏ in his TafsÏr (28:38-42), al-¤¥kim (2:499-500 isn¥d |a^Ï^ 

=1990 ed. 2:542), al-BayhaqÏ in al-Asm¥’ wal-ßif¥t (KawtharÏ ed. p. 345-346=¤¥shidÏ 

ed. 2:183-185 §746-748) with two fair chains and one sound chain according to Ibn 

¤ajar in Fat^ al-B¥rÏ (1959 ed. 13:428), Ibn ¤ibb¥n (16:382) with a fair chain accord-
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Ibn Qutayba in Mukh talif al-¤adÏth states that the baring of 
the shin is a metonymy for travails in which one hitches up one’s 
lower gar ments, baring the legs. Ibn al-JawzÏ cites him and relates 
from Ibn ‘Abb¥s, Muj¥hid, Ibr¥hÏm al-Nakha‘Ï, Qat¥da, “and the 
vast majority of the scholars,” the same meaning321 as do al-QushayrÏ 
in his TafsÏr, Ibn F‰rak in Mushkal al-¤adÏth, al-Kha~~¥bÏ, Ibn Ba~~¥l, 
al-R¥zÏ, Ibn ¤azm in the Fi|al, Ab‰ al-Su‘‰d in his TafsÏr, al-Bay\¥wÏ 
in his, Ibn KathÏr in his, al-W¥^idÏ in his, the Jal¥layn, al-Suy‰~Ï in 
al-Durr al-Manth‰r, al-KarmÏ al-¤anbalÏ in Aq¥wÏl al-Thiq¥t, al-
ZarkashÏ in al-Burh¥n who cites it as an example of a meta phor 
which it is extremely offensive to interpret literally, and others such as 
Ibn ‘A~iyya, Ab‰ ¤ayy¥n in the Ba^r, al-Fakhr al-R¥zÏ, al-NasafÏ, al-
®l‰sÏ, al-Q¥simÏ....322

This explanation applies to the ^adÏth of Ab‰ Hurayra and Ab‰ 
Sa‘Ïd al-KhudrÏ on the sight of All¥h in al-Bukh¥rÏ and Muslim. When 
Sa‘Ïd ibn Jubayr (d. 94) was asked about it he became very angry and 
said: “Some people claim that ‘All¥h un cov ers His Shin’!! Rather, He 
but uncovers afflic tion and hardship.”323 As Im¥m al-‘Izz Ibn ‘Abd 
al-Sal¥m said in al-Ish¥ra il¥ al-¬j¥z fi Ba‘\ Anw¥‘ al-Maj¥z: “It is a 
metaphor for His aggrava tion of the judg ment of His ene mies and 
their humiliation, defeat, and pun ish ment. The Arabs say of one that 
acts ear nestly and intensely that he has bared his shin.”

By objecting to the Jumh‰r, Zayn‰ and al-Fawz¥n revealed their 
affiliation to other than Ahl al-Sunna as did the anthropomorphist 

ing to al-Arna’‰~, al-Qur~ubÏ (18:248-249), al-ßan‘¥nÏ (3:310) and al-Shawk¥nÏ (5:275-

278) and other TafsÏrs. Cf. Pickthall’s ad sensum translation: “On the day when afflic-

tion befalls them in earnest.”
321 In Daf‘ Shubah al-TashbÏh (p. 15) and Z¥d al-MasÏr (8:341).
322 Al-QushayrÏ in La~¥’if al-Ish¥r¥t (6:189), Ibn F‰rak in Mushkal al-¤adÏth (p. 

442), al-Kha~~¥bÏ, Ibn Ba~~¥l, al-R¥zÏ, Ibn ¤azm in al-Fi|al (2:129), Ab‰ al-Su‘‰d in 

his TafsÏr (9:18), al-Bay\¥wÏ in his, Ibn KathÏr in his (4:408-409), al-W¥^idÏ in his 

(2:1124), Jal¥layn (p. 760), al-Suy‰~Ï in al-Durr al-Manth‰r (8:254-256), al-KarmÏ al-

¤anbalÏ in Aq¥wÏl al-Thiq¥t (p. 174), al-ZarkashÏ in al-Burh¥n (2:84, 2:179).
323 Narrated by ‘Abd ibn ¤umayd in his Musnad and Ibn al-Mundhir as cited by 

al-Suy‰~Ï in al-Durr al-Manth‰r (8:255).
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<¥hirÏ Ab‰ ‘®mir Mu^ammad ibn Sa‘d‰n al-‘AbdarÏ (d. 524) about 
whom Ibn ‘As¥kir said:

He held deviant views and believed that the ^adÏths of the 
Divine Attributes were meant in their external sense. I have 
heard that he once said in the souk of B¥b al-Azaj: “{The Day 
that the shin shall be bared} (68:42)” then he slapped his shin 
and said: “A shin just like this shin of mine!” I also heard that 
he said: “The people of in no vation claim as a proof the verse 
{There is noth ing what soever like unto Him} (42:11), but it 
means in Godhood. As for image (al-|‰ra), He is like me and 
you!”324

2. They do not know that the authorities of TafsÏr allow the adducing 
of non-canonical (sh¥dhdh) read ings for certain verses within the 
discussion of their meaning and are oblivious to the well-known fact 
that the Ulema of Isl¥m make a difference between the sh¥dhdh and 
baseless falsehood.

3. They accuse Im¥m al-ß¥wÏ of shirk for saying in his TafsÏr that 
the Prophet  “became the well spring of mercies and the wellspring 
of bestowals” (manba‘ al-ra^am¥t wa-manba‘ al-tajalliy¥t) but omit 
the rest of his text which al-ß¥b‰nÏ had quoted and which shows that 
what is meant by those expressions is that the Prophet  is the place 
par excellence where the Divine mercies descend, not that he is their 
ultimate origin. Al-ß¥wÏ said:

In this verse [{Lo! All¥h and His angels shower blessings on the 
Prophet} (33:56)] is the great est proof that the Prophet  is the 
locus (mahba~) of mercies and the best of the first and the last 
without exception, for the |al¥t from All¥h on His Prophet is His 
Mercy coupled with His magnification, while the |al¥t from All¥h 
on other than the Prophet is His Mercy in absolute terms, as in 
the saying of the Most High, {He it is Who blesses you and His 

324 In al-DhahabÏ, Siyar (Fikr ed. 14:469).
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angels (bless you)} (33:43). Observe the difference between the two 
kinds of |al¥t and the difference in merit between the two levels. 
Thus has he become the well spring of mercies and the wellspring 
of bestowals.

As Dr. al-ß¥b‰nÏ said in his rebuttal, “His claim that this is exaggeration 
and shirk is a strange, laugh able claim! For the matter of shirk is a 
very grave matter, and to impute it to one of the expert Ulema among 
the Qur’anic commentators, such as Im¥m al-ß¥wÏ in his marginalia 
on the Jal¥layn, calls for doubting the orthodoxy of all the Ulema of 
TafsÏr and ¤adÏth in the Community of the Prophet Mu^ammad  – 
the inheritors of the Prophets!”325

4. They call the attribution of the verses {that he (my lord) may know 
that I betrayed him not in se cret, and that surely All¥h guides not the 
snare of the betrayers. I do not exculpate myself. Lo! the (human) 
soul enjoins unto evil, save that whereon my Lord has mercy} (12:52-
53) to Y‰suf  “a gross mistake” (kha~a’ f¥^ish) although it is the 
sound position and that of the overwhelming majority of the Scholars 
according to al->abarÏ, al-Ja||¥|, al-Shawk¥nÏ, and others!

5. They deny the existence of metaphors in the Qur’¥n on the pretense 
that “the words of All¥h in the Qur’¥n must be understood literally”! 
This is one of the strangest claims ever to pass for knowledge since 
it is a pre-requisite of exegesis (tafsÏr) to know the language of the 
Arabs, in which metaphor holds such a pre-eminent place that it 
could be said to form most of its beauty. Hence the emphasis of 
the people of TafsÏr on knowledge of rhetoric and style (al-badÏ‘), 
metaphors (isti‘¥ra), and figures of speech (kin¥ya) which abound in 
the Qur’¥n and are an integral part of its stunning inimitability (i‘j¥z). 
Even would-be deniers of Qur’anic metaphor such as Ibn Taymiyya 
and Ibn al-Qayyim admitted it, as demonstrated by Shaykh ‘¬s¥ al-

325 Al-ß¥b‰nÏ, Kashf al-Iftir¥’¥t fÏ Ris¥lat al-TanbÏh¥t ¤awla ßafwat al-Taf¥sÏr (p. 23).
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¤imyarÏ in his four hundred-page book al-Ijh¥z liman Ankara al-
Maj¥z (“Preparation for Those Who Deny Figura tive Meanings”).

Instead, as al-ß¥b‰nÏ quipped, the Zayn‰s and Fawz¥ns of this 
Umma want us to understand {They are raiment (lib¥sun) for you and 
you are raiment for them} (2:187) to mean that “women are shirts and 
trousers for men and men are shirts and trousers for them”! It is fair 
to say that the reason for this obscurantism is banal ignorance and 
unintelligence. Al-¤abÏb ‘AlawÏ ibn A^mad ibn al-¤asan al-¤add¥d 
– the author of Shar^ R¥tib al-¤add¥d – in his book Mi|b¥^ al-An¥m 
challenged the Wahh¥bÏs of his time to find the following figures of 
speech in S‰rat al-‘®diy¥t (100). The challenge still stands:

− Legal literalism (^aqÏqa shar‘iyya)326

− Lexical literalism (^aqÏqa lughawiyya)327

− Customary literalism (^aqÏqa ‘urfiyya)328

− Figure of speech and synecdoche (maj¥z mursal)

− Hypallage and conceit, or figure of thought (maj¥z 
murakkab)329

− Literalistic metaphor (isti‘¥ra ^aqÏqiyya)

− Metaphor showing conformity of tenor and vehicle (isti‘¥ra 
with¥qiyya)330

− Metaphor showing disparity of tenor and vehicle (isti‘¥ra 
‘in¥diyya)331

− Generalized metaphor (isti‘¥ra ‘¥mmiyya)

− Particularized metaphor (isti‘¥ra kh¥||a)

− Concretive metaphor (isti‘¥ra a|liyya)

326 Al-ZarkashÏ, al-Burh¥n fÏ ‘Ul‰m al-Qur’¥n (2:167).
327 Burh¥n (2:167).
328 Burh¥n (2:167); al-Mun¥wÏ, al-TawqÏf ‘al¥ Muhimm¥t al-Ta‘¥rÏf (p. 680); al-

Jurj¥nÏ, Ta‘rÏf¥t (p. 302).
329 Al-Suy‰~Ï, al-Itq¥n fÏ ‘Ul‰m al-Qur’¥n (2:753).
330 Itq¥n (2:779).
331 Itq¥n (2:785).
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− Continuous metaphor (isti‘¥ra taba‘iyya)332

− Absolute metaphor i.e. a continuous meta phor where neither 
vehicle nor tenor are con nected to the metaphor itself (isti‘¥ra 
mu~laqa)

− Simple metaphor i.e. a continuous meta phor connected to the 
tenor (isti‘¥ra mu jarrada)

− Applied metaphor i.e. a continuous meta phor connected to the 
vehicle (isti‘¥ra mu rashsha^a)333

− The point where the “simple” and the “ap plied” metaphors 
meet (maw\i‘ ijtim¥‘ al-tarshÏ^ wal-tajrÏd)334

− The point where metonymy takes place (maw\i‘ al-isti‘¥ra bil-
kin¥ya)335

− Allusive metonymy (al-isti‘¥ra al-takhyÏ liyya)336

− Alternate and chiasmic simile (al-tashbÏh al-malf‰f wal-
mafr‰q)337

− Single and two-tiered simile (al-tashbÏh al-mufrad wal-
murakkab)338

− Generalized and detailed simile (al-tashbÏh al-mujmal wal-
mufa||al)

− Brachylogy (al-Ïj¥z) [concision, ellip sis]339

− Circumlocution and periphrasis (al-i~n¥b)340

− Equivoque (al-mus¥w¥t)341

332 Itq¥n (2:783-784); Ta‘rÏf¥t (p. 35-36).
333 Ta‘rÏf¥t (p. 36).
334 Itq¥n (2:917-918); TawqÏf (p. 160, 172); Burh¥n (2:437, 449); Ta‘rÏf¥t (p. 73).
335 Burh¥n (3:434, 3:438, 3:441); Ta‘rÏf¥t (p. 35); >¥sh Kubr¥ Z¥dah (d. 968), al-

‘In¥ya fÏ Ta^qÏq al-Isti‘¥ra bil-Kin¥ya, cf. ¤ajjÏ KhalÏfa, Kashf al-<un‰n (2:1173).
336 Itq¥n (2:784-789); Burh¥n (3:434); TafsÏr AbÏ al-Su‘‰d (5:72).
337 Itq¥n (2:929-930); TawqÏf (p. 623); Ta‘rÏf¥t (p. 247).
338 Itq¥n (2:775); TafsÏr AbÏ al-Su‘‰d (2:75; 4:137; 6:106); Ibn al-Qayyim, al-

Amth¥l (p. 49).
339 Burh¥n (3:55, 3:102, 3:105, 3:220, 3:225); TawqÏf (p. 105); Ta‘rÏf¥t (p. 59).
340 TawqÏf (p. 72-73); Ta‘rÏf¥t (p. 46).
341 Itq¥n (2:808); Burh¥n (4:357).
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− Literal predicate (isn¥d ^aqÏqÏ)

− Figurative predicate (isnad maj¥zÏ) also cal led an aphoristic 
figure of speech (ma j¥z ^ikmÏ)

− Syllepsis or zeugmatic construction (al-mu\mar) instead of 
expressed [repetition] (al-mu·har) and vice versa342

− The point where the personal pronoun of pres tige is used 
(maw\i‘ \amÏr al-sha’n)

− The point of sudden transition (iltif¥t)343

− The point of connection and disconnection [between a final 
consonant and the initial consonant of the following word] 
(maw\i‘ al-wa|l wal-fa|l)344

− Completely related subordination and com pletely unrelated 
subor dination (kam¥l al-itti|¥l wa-kam¥l al-inqi~¥‘)345

− Co-ordination and apposition (al-jam‘ bayna jumlatayn 
muta‘¥~ifatayn)346

− Proportion between sentences and its types (ma^all tan¥sub al-
jumal wa-wajh al-tan¥sub)347

−  Aspects of the perfection of beauty and elo quence in that 
proportion (wajh kam¥lih fÏl-^usn wal-bal¥gha)

−  Conciseness (Ïj¥z taq|Ïr) and ellipsis (Ïj¥z ^adhf)348

−  Precautionary overstatement (i^tir¥s) and con trastive emphasis 
(tatmÏm).349

342 Itq¥n (2:864); Ta‘rÏf¥t (p. 46); MakkÏ, Mushkil I‘r¥b al-Qur’¥n (1:221, 2:726); 

Ibn al-JawzÏ, Z¥d al-MasÏr (4:433).
343 Itq¥n (2:902); TawqÏf (p. 87); Ta‘rÏf¥t (p. 51); Burh¥n (3:318, 3:331, 3:334); 

Y¥q‰t, Mu‘jam al-Buld¥n (5:147).
344 Al-Mu^¥sibÏ, Fahm al-Qur’¥n (p. 260); Itq¥n (2:1175); Burh¥n (p. 344); TafsÏr 

AbÏ al-Su‘‰d (4:201).
345 Burh¥n (1:51); al->abarÏ, TafsÏr (4:50); al-Shawk¥nÏ, Fat^ al-QadÏr 4:567).
346 Itq¥n (2:860f.).
347 Burh¥n (1:60); TafsÏr AbÏ al-Su‘‰d (2:107); al-Suy‰~Ï, Asr¥r TartÏb al-Qur’¥n 

(p. 95)
348 Itq¥n (2:809, 2:829).
349 Itq¥n (2:871); Burh¥n (3:67, 3:70); TawqÏf (p. 39, 159); Ta‘rÏf¥t (p. 25, 72); al-

Qur~ubÏ, TafsÏr (2:242); al-Mub¥ rakfurÏ, Tu^fat al-A^wadhÏ (8:150).
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6. They take issue with the claim that the Prophet  saw his Lord 
with his eyes on the night of Isr¥’ and Mi‘r¥j when it has long been 
considered an issue of divergence after which it is poor adab and igno-
rance to fault the view of others. As al-ß¥b‰nÏ wrote in his rebuttal: 
the view that the Prophet  saw his Lord literally is that of Ibn ‘Abb¥s, 
Anas, ‘Urwa ibn al-Zubayr, and all the students of Ibn ‘Abb¥s among 
the T¥bi‘Ïn as well as that of Im¥m A^mad; while the view that the 
Prophet  did not see his Lord literally is that of ‘®’isha and Ibn 
Mas‘‰d – All¥h be well-pleased with all of them and with whoever 
knows his limit and takes care not to trespass it.

7. They object to al-ß¥b‰nÏ’s calling the Prophet  Sayyid al-K¥’in¥t 
– the Master of all creatures – as outlandish exaggeration (ghul‰ wa-
i~r¥’) and claim that he is the Master of human beings only. How-
ever, the Prophet  himself said, “wa-an¥ akramu al-awwalÏna wal-
¥khirÏna ‘al¥ rabbÏ wal¥ fakhr – and I am the most honorable of the 
first and the last before my Lord, and this is not to boast!” as narrated 
in al-TirmidhÏ and al-D¥rimÏ. Furthermore, it is the agreement of Ahl 
al-Sunna that the Seal of Prophets  was not sent to human beings 
only – the Qur’¥n names him a Mercy to the worlds – and whosoever 
he was sent to besides human beings, he is surely superior to them also! 
This is a typical objection in which no-one preceded the Wahh¥bÏs in 
Isl¥m other than some Mu‘tazilÏs as mentioned in the commentaries 
on Jawharat al-Taw^Ïd.

8. They object to the interpretation of the Divine wajh in the verse 
{Everything will perish save His coun tenance} (28:88) to mean the 
Divine Essence as an invalidation of the attribute of Face when this 
interpretation is authentically transmitted from both the Salaf (Ab‰ 
al-‘®liya, al->abarÏ) and the Khalaf (Ibn Taymiyya, Ibn KathÏr, al-
Shawk¥nÏ). The Salaf also interpreted the “Face” to mean the Divine 
do minion or sover eignty (mulk) as shown by al-Bukh¥rÏ’s statement 
in the book of TafsÏr in his ßa^Ï^: “Except His wajh means except 
His mulk, and it is also said: Except whatever was for the sake of His 


