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A Rejoinder on Contextualizing the Hadiths Quoted by Shaykh Nuh 

in Iman, Kufr and Takfir 
 

All praise is for Allah, the Most Gracious and Merciful. May eternal peace and blessings 

be upon the Final Prophet Muhammad and upon his Family and Companions.  

 

To proceed:  

 

I was recently approached by some students of Islamic law to offer a short rejoinder to the 

Hadiths Shaykh Nuh Ha Mim Keller quoted in his “Iman, Kufr and Takfir” illustrating 

some Companions offended the Noble Prophet of Islam (Allah give him peace and 

blessings) but were not charged with infidelity (kufr). Shaykh Nuh’s objective was to 

prove that offending the Noble Prophet (Allah give him peace and blessings) did not incur 

any consequence had the offender made no intention of giving offence. It is with this 

premise he argued that the hundred year old fatwa of Imam Ahmad Rida Khan, that was 

endorsed by the prominent religious authorities of Makkah and Madinah (in 1323H) 

against certain Deobandi scholars for their irresponsible blasphemous writings, was 

lacking legitimacy according to the Islamic criteria of takfir since the Deobandi writers 

claimed to have had no intention of offending the Noble Prophet (Allah give him peace 

and blessings).  

 

I have previously shown in my article “Explaining the Correct Methodology of Imam 

Subki in Takfir”1 that giving credence to a principle that legitimizes withdrawing the 

consequences of giving offence to Noble Prophet (Allah give him peace and blessings) on 

the basis of the offender’s intention, in all cases, was to regrettably open an 

unprecedented pathway to a new-fangled heresy in Islam, one that contravenes the norm 

of the Islamic law and wholly stands at odds with the consensus of mainstream Muslim 

scholarship from as early as the era of the Companions. Fulfilling the student’s request, I 

therefore attempt to highlight some major points concerning the Hadiths quoted by 

Shaykh Nuh in his article so that we may understand them in the way that conforms to the 

consensus of Islamic scholarship and bars the pathway to heresy. To ensure better 

thematic understanding of the replies below, I advise the reader to return to my initial 

aforementioned article and read it a few times for thorough understanding, as some of the 

answers I provide below can be found in the article itself with explanatory quotes. Below 

are a few concise replies: 

 

1) The hadith of Usamah ibn Zayd (May Allah be pleased with him) which Shaykh Nuh 

presents disproves his argument on the acceptability of the intention. The principle (asl) it 

establishes is that Islamic rulings apply to the outward state of a person and not the 

inward intention, as the hadith wording explicitly puts it “why didn’t you split him open 

to see if his heart really said it or not?” I have shown in my initial article this was the 

view of Imam Subki on the basis of which he issued fatwas among which is his fatwa on 

the infidelity of a rafidhi in his Fatawa collection (see my article p. 5 & 6).  

 

2) The words of the repenting servant who says in joy “O Allah, You are my slave, and I am 

Your lord” do not establish infidelity because they are uttered in a state of overwhelming 

joy and are a slip as the hadith itself says “so overjoyed that he cries…”, hence iltizam is 

not established and I have mentioned in my initial article that iltizam is required for 
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establishing kufr according to the scholars of Kalam. This hadith cannot therefore be used 

to exonerate irresponsible Deobandi passages containing blasphemy unless one can prove 

a) the writers wrote them in a state that hinders proper understanding of the purport of 

one’s own speech and b) that the writers did not stick to them after knowing their 

implication.   

 

3) The Noble Prophet (Allah give him peace and blessings) sometimes issued rulings 

according to the inward states (batin) of people and this was his unique specialty and not 

something that any other person can do. It is for this reason that he did not issue any 

charge of offence on certain people who offended him. This reply Imam Subki gave 

discussing the offences of Dhul Khuwaysarah and Ibn Abi Sarh in his al-Sayf al-Maslul. I 

mentioned in my article “Explaining the Correct Methodology of Imam Subki in Takfir” 

that Imam Jalaluddin Suyuti (Allah have mercy on him) penned an epistle discussing how 

the Prophet (Allah give him peace and blessings) issued rulings according to the inward 

states whilst others were obliged to follow the apparent. Hence, the apparent state is what 

the rulings are placed upon and not the inward intention in our case. I showed that Anwar 

Shah Kashmiri, a prominent Deobandi scholar, also supported this in Ikfar al-Mulhidin 

and Imam Subki in several places of the aforementioned work too. It is worthy of notice 

that this was also the view of Murtaza Hasan Darbhangi in Ashadd al-Adhab, Rasheed 

Ahmad Gangohi in his Fatawa and Ismail Dihlawi in Taqwiyat al-Iman.  

 

This answer can be provided to the statement of Sayyidah Aisha (may Allah be pleased with 

her) quoted by Shaykh Nuh since her outward comments of “reproach” did not emanate from 

infidelity in her heart and the Noble Prophet (Allah give him blessings and peace) excused 

her determining her inner state. I disagree however that her words were said in utter reproach 

as Shaykh Badr al-Din al-Ayni explained in Umdat al-Qari and others including Imam 

Qurtubi and Imam Ibn Hajar (may Allah have mercy on them) that they can equally be words 

of praise and hawaaka can mean ridaaka hence we can translate them as “I don’t see but that 

your Lord rushes to fulfill your pleasure” instead of “whims”. When there is the possibility 

(ihtimal) that these comments be words of honour instead of reproach, how can they be used 

as evidence (istidlal) to suggest the honorable Sayyidah used offensive language against the 

Best of Creation (Allah give him peace and blessings) [idha jaa al-ihtimal batala al-istidlal]? 

This is my second reply to the words of the Sayyidah. Her particular case cannot therefore be 

used to exonerate Deobandi comments as the ruling is placed on the outward in our case and 

not the inward. A third reply to her narration follows shortly. 

  

4)   The Honorable Prophet (Allah give him peace and blessings) did not charge the Bedouins 

who offended him with infidelity or execution for a number of reasons; 1. They were new 

to Islam, 2. They lacked basic knowledge of the Islamic laws and thus did not have proper 

understanding of the necessity of venerating the Prophets and about their perfection and 

infallibility, 3. They were harsh by nature and did not understand the implications of their 

speech hence in light of these reasons the Noble Prophet (Allah give him peace and 

blessings) excused them. These reasons Qadi Iyad detailed in his Kitab al-Shifa and Imam 

Subki provided them too. This is the answer to the narration of the Bedouin who inflicted 

physical harm to the Noble Prophet (Allah give him peace and blessings). How can this 

particular case save the blasphemous Deobandi statements from kufr that emanated from 

men who claimed to possess lofty titles of knowledge2 and were born Muslims living in 
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Muslim lands? Applying exceptional criteria set for naïve and unaware Bedouins to such 

people is simply illogical and deplorable.  

  

5)   The Beloved Prophet (Allah give him peace and blessings) sometimes forsook the 

punishment due to greater-interest (maslaha) and for subtle reasons which he was made 

aware of by Allah Most High, and this again was his unique specialty. Imam Subki 

presented hadiths on this showing a) how the Noble Prophet (Allah give him peace and 

blessings) did not want people to think that he was severe with his followers and punished 

them as they would have been repulsed by his propagation and b) he did not want to 

provoke retaliation from non-Muslim offenders due to the primitive-stage of Islamic 

propagation and therefore excused them. Various other reasons are unknown to us.  For 

the former reason the Prophet (Allah give him peace and blessings) stopped Sayyiduna 

Umar (may Allah be pleased with him) from executing the hypocrite at Hunayn for his 

offensive comments, before his nifaq was known. Therefore, it is not lawful for any 

person after the Noble Prophet (Allah give him peace and blessings) to avert the 

punishment if explicit offence is caused to him. 

  

6)   The Respected Prophet (Allah give him peace and blessings) is the lawmaker and he had 

the right to avert the consequences (haq al-afw) out of his forbearance and mercy and 

time and time again he exercised his authority in this respect. A student of knowledge 

studying Kitab al-Shifa of Qadi Iyad and al-Sayf al-Malsul of Imam Subki shall observe 

the various cases where the Noble Prophet (Allah give him peace and blessings) 

illustrated forbearance over the offences of people and forsook any penalty whereas in 

other instances he instructed the offenders be penalised. Both of these scholars mentioned 

that the cases of forbearance did not form any precedent in law and Imam Subki 

particularly asserted, several times, that the scholars after the Prophet (Allah give him 

peace and blessings) did not inherit this right and hence there is no leniency with the 

offender in our times. This is another reply to the case of Sayyidah Aisha (May Allah be 

pleased with her), if we were to descend to our opponents view (ala sabeel al-tanazzul) to 

disprove him who claims she caused verbal offence, and similar cases where offence to 

the Prophet (Allah give him peace and blessings) was excused by his personal and private 

authority which did not pass on to others to be exercised on his behalf. 

   

7)   The Illustrious Prophet (Allah give him peace and blessings) forsook the consequences of 

offence in cases where the entailment of offence was unobvious. The Companions who 

sat till late at the walimah of Sayyidah Zaynab (may Allah be pleased with her and them) 

did not make an explicit offence, rather it was unobvious. Likewise Mistah and others 

who joined him (may Allah be pleased with them) in the case of Sayyidah Aishah (may 

Allah be pleased with her) thought the Noble Prophet was going to leave her and said 

what they did, before knowing she was the Noble Prophet’s wife in this world and in the 

hereafter and before knowing of her innocence revealed in the Qur’an. Their offence was 

unobvious to them and this is what Imam Subki himself explained in their particular cases 

in al-Sayf al-Maslul. Additionally, they did not persist on their unobvious offence after 

they learnt what it entailed.  

 

I invite the critical reader to carefully observe the point where Imam Subki presents their 

cases and then explains that the offence was unobvious in these instances. It is at this point of 

discussion that he provides the “intention rule” that was erroneously presented by Shaykh 
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Nuh. The great Imam explains that the luzum idha was ghayr bayyin3 in the offences of the 

late sitters at the walimah of Sayyidah Zaynab and in the words of Mistah, therefore they 

were excused and they were not charged with infidelity. Clearly, Imam Subki used this rule 

restricting it to a single scenario and never stipulated general and absolute application of it. 

He in fact explained how the rule did not save the rafidhi who insulted the excellent 

Companions of the Prophet from takfir in his Fatawa collection which we mentioned in our 

article (p. 5 & 6)!  

 

It is appallingly unscholarly of Shaykh Nuh and his supporters to be using the “intention 

rule” whilst overlooking its exact purport and place of application. Shaykh Nuh's supporters 

have used this rule, terribly, in the universal and unconditional sense so that average Muslims 

are made to  believe that insulting Allah’s Messenger (Allah give him peace and blessings) is 

always excused when one claims not to give offence “because their shaykh says so”, that is 

regardless of how explicit it may be! One of them boasted:   

 

“When I discussed with some knowledgeable brothers, Shaykh Nuh's rejection of 

the charge of Takfir against certain subcontinent scholars, the crux of the Shaykh's 

argument was not able to be addressed by them, nor by subsequent perusals on 

various internet forums committed to that task. To present an informal syllogism, 

the core argument as I see it is: 1) Haskafi argues that a fatwa may not be given of 

the unbelief of a Muslim whose words are interpretable as having a valid meaning, 

or about the unbelief of which there is a difference of scholarly opinion, even if 

weak (weak being clarified by Ibn Abidin as a ruling from another school), 2)  The 

position of the Shafi`i Imam Subki that one must give "due consideration to the 

intention behind that which gives offense" (al-Sayf al-maslul) even when offense is 

given = 3) Conclusion: Said ulama cannot be declared out of the fold of Islam 

unless you can establish their intentions”. 

 

Look at how this person ascertains unconditional approval of the intention to be the madhab 

of the great Imam Subki! Do these people know what their unconditional approval of the 

intention in offences entails? Do they in actuality believe that any and all insults against 

Allah Almighty and His Messenger, regardless of their degree of obviousness (zuhur) and 

explicitness (sarahah), are not disbelief and that intentions are the basis for judgment in all 

cases? If they do, they oppose the consensus (Ijma) of the entire Companions and the 

Successors and Muslims over history, including Imam Subki who plainly disassociates 

himself from such a view exactly there at the very point he presents the intention rule! If this 

is their firm view4 it is one of the greatest doctrinal innovations of our age; nothing in the 

Shari’ah remains safe from the tongues of people if it is followed since perpetrators would 

simply claim innocence despite making explicit offences on the grounds of having no 

intention to give offence!  

 

Dear reader, lets put our affiliations to one side, and for the sake of our attachment to this 

honorable Deen and compassion for the Beloved Messenger of Allah (Allah give him peace 

and blessings), ponder carefully on the seriousness of this disadvantageous endeavor to 

excuse people on their lack of intent to disparage even when explicit offences are caused and 

lets not take this lightheartedly! Do we expect a father to excuse his child for calling him 

walad al-haram on the grounds that he meant by this “an honorable son of his father” and not 

an “illegitimate child”5? Think, then how could a mu’min loyal to his Lord forsake explicit 
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blasphemy of Allah’s Beloved Messenger about which Shakh Nuh agrees is something 

Muslims in the entire world would not accept for their own fathers?6  

 

It baffles me how the exceptional cases of the Companions are being used to excuse the 

irresponsible statements made by the so-called akabir (major heads) of Deoband, venerated 

with lofty titles in Islamic knowledge, who were not ignorant Bedouins of the desert that did 

not understand the nuances, degrees, places and implications of speech. Their comments 

contain explicit insults (sabb) and not “unobvious” offence hence how is their offence similar 

to the unobvious offence caused by the Companions who sat till late at the walimah of 

Sayyidah Zaynab? The blasphemous comments of the scholars of Deoband include 

comparing the Beloved Prophet’s knowledge with that of animals and beasts and ugly words 

that the Satan’s knowledge was greater the Noble Prophet’s (Allah give him peace and 

blessings),7 and that the mawlid was like the Hindu festival of Kunhya Janam, and that the 

Prophet was a brother to people etc. (in Hifz Iman & Baraheen Qaatiah)! These were not one 

or two but several insults from some of them, upon which they based their madhhab, 

audaciously and unyieldingly supported one another and persisted upon for years without 

showing any distaste against the apparent words that emanated from their shoddy pens and 

despite the resulting fragmentation and discord their writings engendered among masses of 

Muslims but they flatly ignored warnings issued by the righteous scholars and attempts to 

have them retract from their blasphemous views. Which Muslim in the world does not 

consider likening the knowledge of our Prophet (Allah give him peace and blessings) to 

animals an explicit insult, or in fact the knowledge of any Prophet of God? Which Muslim 

would not be obviously offended by someone belittling the Prophet’s knowledge before the 

Satans? Shaykh Nuh’s distaste8 towards these comments in various parts of his article is one 

of the greatest proofs that these offences are obvious and explicit and not unobvious thus the 

rule of giving the intention consideration in the case of luzum ghayr bayyin does not apply to 

these statements and therefore considering these offences, that are verbal insults (sabb), equal 

to the offences of those that sat at the walimah till late (idha fi’ili) is a severe error on Shaykh 

Nuh’s part. I have previously shown from Imam Subki and Qadi Iyad that they considered 

comparisons made by Khaleel Anbethwi and Asharf Ali Thanawi kufr and quoted Muslim 

consensus on this.9  

 

By the grace of Allah, I believe the spine of Shaykh Nuh’s article, or in his supporter’s words 

the “crux of his argument” which rested upon the “intention rule” misrepresented from the 

writings of Imam Subki is now broken. I am still waiting for a serious and scholarly response 

though I am confident, with the hidden aid of Allah Most Sublime, they have no reply to my 

analysis of the intention rule and rebuttal except to withdraw their misguided analysis driven 

by a misplaced sense to unify Muslims even at the expense of the Noble Prophet’s honour 

(Allah give him peace and blessings)!  What will they say to my analysis when the illustrious 

Imam and Mujtahid, al-Subki, is refuting their unconditional acceptance of the intention rule 

himself in al-Sayf al-Maslul at the very point he discusses this issue and in his shining fatwas 

in his Fatawa collection some of which I produced in my initial article? 

 

Finally, Allah Almighty is our judge and to Him we are responsible on the day of reckoning 

therefore I would like to declare that my sole aim in writing this rejoinder as well as the 

article before this is to support the honour of the Noble Prophet of Islam (Allah give him, his 

wives, kin and companions immense peace and blessings) and to disprove what is heresy in 

particular that which violates his esteemed rights. I pray to Allah Most High for our guidance 
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and steadfastness on Iman and Ihsan and that He keeps us among those who observe 

excellent adab with the Noble Prophet (Allah give him peace and blessings) in all our states, 

in word, action and haal, and forgives our shortcomings, those we know and those we do not 

know, and that He does not take our souls except that we are among His beloved and chosen 

people, ameen bi jah al-Nabiy al-Kareem alayhi alfu salat wa taslim. If what I have written 

is true and correct, it is from the guidance of Allah Most High and if it is incorrect it is a flaw 

on my part and I beg Allah’s forgiveness. 

 

And Allah is the Most Knowledgeable.  

 

Worthless servant of the ulama of Iman & Ihsan, 

 

M. Monawwar Ateeq 

14th Muharram 1432H 

 

Endnotes 

                                                 
1
 See: http://scholarsink.files.wordpress.com/2010/08/explaining-the-correct-methodology-

of-imam-subki-in-takfir.pdf  
2
 Such as Imam Rabbani for Rasheeed Gangohi and Hakeem al-Ummah for Ashraf Ali 

Thanawi. 
3
 In his words “Wa la-Kaana Luzumuhu Lahu bayyina” (transliterated) in al-Sayf al-Maslul p. 

135. 
4
It seems Shaykh Nuh firmly holds this view and that it was not a slip on his part as he has 

not altered his paper since it first appeared in 2007. His supporters who read his paper have 

taken this view and if he believes the rule is conditional as I have proven, it is his 

responsibility to write another paper a) explaining to his followers that it is incorrect of them 

to use the “intention rule” unconditionally and b) retracting from his misuse of this rule in 

order to exonerate the Deobandi insults. 
5
 Note the word haram in Arabic means honorable such as in al-Balad al-Haram as well as 

unlawful.  
6
 “Few Muslims would suffer such a comparison to be made with their own father, let alone 

the Emissary of God (Allah bless him and give him peace)” in Shaykh Nuh’s Iman, Kufr and 

Takfir, p. 28. 
7
 Shaykh Nuh openly agreed that both Ashraf Ali Thanawi and Khaleel Anbethwi compared 

the Noble Prophet’s knowledge with lowly creatures and stressed his humanness at the 

expense of his dignity! 
8
 Refer to my article “Explaining the Correct Methodology of Imam Subki in Takfir”, p. 10 

and footnotes 5 & 6. 
9
 See p. 4 of my article “Explaining the Correct Methodology of Imam Subki in Takfir” for 

the passage of Qadi Iyad. 
 


