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NARRATION FROM MALIK ALNARRATION FROM MALIK ALNARRATION FROM MALIK ALNARRATION FROM MALIK AL----DARDARDARDAR    
    

 

 

Praise be to Allah that is due from all grateful believers, a fullness of praise 
for all his favours: a praise that is abundantly sincere and blessed.  May the 
blessings of Allah be upon our beloved Master Muhammad, the chosen one, 
the Apostle of mercy and the seal of all Prophets (peace and blessings of 
Allah be upon them all); and upon his descendants who are upright and pure: 
a blessing lasting to the Day of Judgment, like the blessing bestowed upon 
the Prophet Ibrahim (alaihis salam) and his descendants.  May Allah be 
pleased with all of the Prophetic Companions (Ashab al-Kiram).  Indeed, 
Allah is most worthy of praise and supreme glorification! 
 
In this reply the following narration will be analysed in refutation of a 
pseudo-Salafi’s claims that it is weak and contains an unknown narrator 
(majhûl) by the name of Malik al-Dar in its chain of transmission (isnâd).  
The following has been presented here (sunniforum.com) by one of the 
brothers in documenting the evidences used to endorse the validity of 
Tawassul. 
 
Imam al-Bayhaqi related with a sound (sahih) chain the following: 
 
It is related from Malik al-Dar, `Umar's treasurer, that the people suffered a 
drought during the successorship of `Umar, whereupon a man came to the 
grave of the Prophet and said:  
 
"O Messenger of Allah, ask for rain for your Community, for verily 
they have but perished," after which the Prophet appeared to him in a 
dream and told him: "Go to `Umar and give him my greeting, then tell him 
that they will be watered. Tell him: You must be clever, you must be clever!"  
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The man went and told `Umar. The latter said: "O my Lord, I spare no effort 
except in what escapes my power!"" 
 
 
Ibn Kathir cites it thus from Bayhaqi in al-Bidaya wa al-nihaya and says: 
isnaduhu sahih; Ibn Abi Shayba cites it in his Musannaf with a sound (sahih) 
chain as confirmed by Ibn Hajar who says: rawa Ibn Abi Shayba bi isnadin 
sahih and cites the hadith in Fath al-bari.  He identifies Malik al-Dar as 
`Umar's treasurer (khazin `umar) and says that the man who visited and saw 
the Prophet in his dream is identified as the Companion Bilal ibn al-Harith, 
and he counts this hadith among the reasons for Bukhari's naming of the 
chapter "The people's request to their leader for rain if they suffer drought." He 
also mentions it in al-Isaba, where he says that Ibn Abi Khaythama cited it." 
 
 

 

 

Who is “Abu Alqama”? 
 

 
“Abu Alqama” is a majhûl in terms of hadith scholarship and he is fanatically 
attached to the Way of al-Albani, Bin Baz, ibn Uthaymin and their likes.  He 
is most likely the one known as Hassan Ali Khan from France.  He has 
posted here before under multiple identities and is one of those who believe 
that Allah is literally above the Arsh with settling (istiqrar)!  On top of that, 
he has never denied that Allah literally has two eyes, and a literal Shin.  He is 
also a colleague of Abdoullah al-Ghuzayli’s – the one who dropped shin 
deep in mistakes and claims with regard to his article on affirming a Saaq for 
Allah.   
 
Abu Alqama is a product of the Indo-Pak "Ahl-e-hadith" - so he writes and 
behaves like many of them in his vilification and vehemence against Ahnaf, 
and any grading of a narration to be authentic that opposes them is usually 
cut down to shreds - albeit unjustly by going against what major Ulama have 
said.  So his likes approach these types of narrations with the preconceived 
bias that it is either shirk in essence or leads to it - though he knows very well 
that not a single one of those earlier Imams who recorded this narration via 
an Isnad:   
 
Ibn Abi Shayba in his Musannaf 
Ibn Abi Khaythama 
Ibn Abdal Barr (partial isnâd) in his al-Isti’ab 
Al-Bayhaqi in al-Dala’il al-Nubuwwa 
Al-Khalili in al-Irshad 
Ibn Asakir in his Ta’rikh Dimashq 
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 - Ever declared it to be a narration that is consistent with Shirk al-Akbar!  
On top of that, this person has challenged and opposed the Huffaz who 
graded the Malik al-Dar narration to be Sahih.  If his likes could quote a 
Hafiz of hadith from the past that held any valid objections to this 
narration’s Isnad, then there would be less need to address these people.   
 
In days gone by, the grading of a Hafiz of hadith was given priority over the 
saying of a lesser Muhaddith.  This being even greater when we consider that 
those who are attempting to weaken the Isnad of this narration are not well 
known Hadith scholars, but they themselves usually rely on the arguments of 
al-Albani and his acolytes.  Not one of these contemporaries from that 
pathless sect is agreed upon to be a Hafiz of Hadith.  Hence, little attention 
or due consideration is given to these claimants to Hadith Mastership; 
especially so when they oppose the Huffaz of Hadith with flimsy excuses.   
 
What follows is a reply to his claims found on the ahya.org forum. 
 
 
[quote=Abu Alqama]salam aleykum  
 
Abul Hassan seems not to know anything about ilmul Hadeeth or seems to 
ignore following his hawa.  
 
Making Someone treasurer does not mean you are thiqah, nut only 'adil, how 
many good treasurers do forget and have ikhtilat.  
 
Abul Hassan should make a new diciionnaries of jarh and ta'deel and put in it 
: being Thiqah is being a treassurer.  
 
And being a muhadith of Madeenah is not tawtheeq as well, as many 
Muhadith bad mad memeories and ikhtilat.  
 
So Abul Hassan should add to his dictionnaris of Jarh and Ta'deel : being a 
muhadith means being Thiqqah. [/quote] 
 
 
First of all Ya Abu Alqama, it appears that you feel confident enough in your 
broken, spelling mistake ridden and hard to decipher English - that you 
know Hadith better than the likes of Huffaz of Hadith who authenticated the 
Malik al-Dar narration, originally recorded by Ibn Abi Shayba in al-
Musannaf.  Rather, it is you and your ilk that follow their hawa on this issue 
of Tawassul.  On top of that, you and your ilk affirm for Allah points that he 
did not affirm for himself from his kalam or from the Sahih Ahadith!  Who 
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is guiltier in inventing things other than your miniscule sect?!  What right do 
his likes have in talking about what is Shirk and Bid’a when they endorse and 
affirm Bid’a in beliefs about the attributes of Allah in their anthropomorphic 
aspersions?! 
 
As for your broken English quote above: “or seems to ignore following his 
hawâ.” 
 
Then yes, we try to ignore following our desires and rather quote the 
principles and gradings of established Huffaz of Hadith, unlike you and your 
paltry pseudo-Salafi sect that only has the likes of al-Albani to weaken what 
the Huffaz authenticated centuries ago!   Who has ever weakened the Malik 
al-Dar narration before al-Albani hit the scene? 
 
Specifically, this issue of Tawassul was to do with fiqh and not aqeeda, but 
these Ahlul Ahwa of ahya.org and their so-called Ulama of today think it is 
an issue of aqeeda!  An issue that leads to Muslims being declared Mushrikin 
to some of these individuals.  Strangely, this majhûl from pseudo-Salafism 
posted his reply under their section in attacking Deobandi’s/Tablighi’s – as 
though this is just a narration specific to them.  This in itself is highly 
deceptive from his likes, for he knows very well that the Malik al-Dar 
narration was spoken about and mentioned hundreds of years before any 
contemporary Hanafi subgroups appeared in India. 
 
So this one who used to post on the Sunni Forum under various disguises is 
the real pretender to the Ilmul-Hadith as he merely followed a similar  line of 
argumentation that his favoured Shuyukh: Al-Albani, Bin Baz, Hammad al-
Ansari, al-Jaza’iri etc – did in weakening the narration of Malik al-Dar which 
was authenticated by earlier Ulama either explicitly or accepted by them 
without attacking its contents. 
 
So the likes of this pretender to Ilmul-Hadith – has challenged the likes of al-
Hafiz Ibn Hajar al-Asqalani and Hafiz ibn Kathir who both explicitly 
authenticated this narration under scrutiny!  Let the reader now see and 
decide who these juniors are and what status if any they have in the world of 
Hadith scholarship.  This is the essence of the matter; his likes are saying that 
they know Hadith better than those earlier agreed upon Hadith masters.  
One of the signs of Qiyama is that the Asaghir (little one’s) and juhala 
(ignoramuses) will be looked upto as being the Ulama of the time, but in 
reality these are the false claimants to Hadith scholarship and other branches 
of the Shari’a. 
 
On this issue, we have only tried to base our assertions on authentic quotes 
to validate our arguments, but his likes usually fail to produce any substantial 
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validation from a textual basis to augment their claims in opposition to the 
likes of Ibn Kathir, Ibn Hajar and all those who accepted the narration 
without attacking its isnâd or matn in any form. 
 
Hence, what this individual was attempting to reply to was not in the main 
the primary dala’il but merely secondary quotes, which add more strength to 
the claim of the earlier Ulama that this narration is sound.  Those secondary 
quotes included quotes from Ibn Asakir’s Ta’rikh, Ibn Hanbal’s al-I’lal etc. 
 
Indeed, Abu Alqama has not been able to name a single Hafiz of Hadith 
who said that this narration is da’eef, batil or opposes ijma in any form!  
Rather these types of narrations, like that from al-Utbi where recorded by 
well known Ulama such as al-Nawawi, Ibn Kathir, Ibn Qudama, al-Qurtubi  
and others – but we never read from previous scholars that these Imams 
were spreading shirk!  This only goes to show that these are the followers of 
hawa – for they oppose the Huffaz of hadith and other Ulama who 
mentioned this narration from Malik al-Dar and other similar narrations. 
 
May be Abu Alqama can tell us if these Ulama are Mushrikin and people of 
Hawa based on the following references.  If he is bold enough let him and 
his likes clarify it in the clearest words if these Ulama spread Shirk al-Akbar 
in their works or not: 
 

Al-`Utbi said: "As I was sitting by the grave of the Prophet, a 
Bedouin Arab came and said: "Peace be upon you, O Messenger 
of Allah! I have heard Allah saying: "If they had only, when they 
were unjust to themselves, come unto thee and asked 
Allah's forgiveness, and the Messenger had asked 
forgiveness for them, they would have found Allah indeed 
Oft-returning, Most Merciful" (4:64), So I have come to you 
asking forgiveness for my sin, seeking your intercession with my 
Lord." 

Then he began to recite poetry: O best of those whose bones are 
buried in the deep earth, and from whose fragrance the depth 
and the height have become sweet, May I be the ransom for a 
grave which thou inhabit, And in which are found purity, bounty 
and munificence! Then he left, and I dozed and saw the Prophet 
in my sleep. He said to me: "O `Utbi, run after the Beduin and 
give him glad tidings that Allah has forgiven him.""1 

 
 
 
                                                 
1
  Trans by GF Haddad 
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This report was mentioned by:  
 
1.Al-Nawawi in al-Adhkar, al-Majmu  8:217 and al-Idah fi manasik al-hajj, 
chapters on visiting the grave of the Prophet  
2. Ibn Jama`a, in Hidayat al-salik 3:1384  
3. Ibn `Aqil in al-Tadhkira  
4. Ibn Qudama in al-Mughni 
 5. al-Qurtubi in his Tafsir of Sura 4:64 in his Ahkam al-Qur'an (5:265 ) 
6. Al-Samhudi in his Khulasat al-Wafa  
7. Ibn Kathir in his Tafsir 2:306  
8.Taqi al-Din al-Subki in Shifa al-Siqam 
9. Ibn al-Jawzi as in Muthir al-gharam al-sakin ila ashraf al-amakin p. 490 
10.Ibn Hajar al-Haytami in al-Jawhar al-munazzam (commentary on Nawawi's 
Idah) and others.  
 
Or how about the following narration from the Hanbali Hafiz of Hadith, ibn 
al Jawzi (d. 597 AH) and the actions of some well known Huffaz of hadith: 
 

Al-Hafiz Ibn al-Jawzi relates in Kitab al-Wafa (p. 818 #1536): (Al-Hafiz) Abu Bakr al-

Minqari
2
 said: "I was with (al-Hafiz) al-Tabarani and (al-Hafiz) Abu al-Shaykh in the 

Mosque of the Prophet and we were in a predicament. We became very hungry. That 

day and the next we didn't eat. When it was time for `isha, I came to the Prophet's 

grave and I said: "O Messenger of Allah, we are hungry, we are hungry!" (ya 

rasullallah al-ju` al-ju`) Then I left. Abu al-Shaykh said to me: "Sit. Either there will 

be food for us, or death." I slept and Abu al-Shaykh slept. Al-Tabarani stayed awake, 

researching something. Then an `Alawi (descendant of `Ali) came knocking at the 

door with two boys, each one carrying a palm-leaf basket filled with food. We sat up 

and ate. We thought that the children would take back the remainder but they left 

everything behind. When we finished the `Alawi said: "O people, did you complain to 

the Prophet? I saw him in my sleep and he ordered me to bring something to you.""
3
  

 

The last narration is also found in similar wording in the Siyar a’lam al-

Nubala (16/400-401) of Hafiz Shamsud-Din al-Dhahabi as follows: 
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  According to al-Dhahabi it is al-Muqri and not al-Minqari 

3
  Trans by GF Haddad 
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Or how will Abu Alqama treat al-Dhahabi for saying that Tabarruk is gained 
from the Qabr of Abul Hasan al-Dhuhli?  In his Siyar a’lam (18/100) he said: 

 

 

Will Abu Alqama step forward and say that these Ulama are all Quburiyya, 
nay Mushrikin?  Or will he say that these narrations are fabrications and 
make up more excuses without a valid source to back his claims? 

Or will you say that the likes of Imam al-Dhahabi were spreaders of 
Khurafat?  See how your Ulama dealt with al-Dhahabi: 

 

http://www.sunniforum.com/forum/showthread.php?t=6401 

 

Or may be you wish to attack al-Shawkani for permitting Tawassul – when 
you probably know that your Ulama like Nawab Siddiq Hasan and others 
admired him and spread his Asanid in Hadith! 

 

Al-Shawkani on Tawassul: 

http://www.sunniforum.com/forum/showthread.php?t=11906 
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Or may be we should dig deeper and show what earlier Indian “Ahl-e-
hadith” said about Tawassul?! 

Tell us if this is Shirk al-Akbar from the words of those your Pathless 
Madhhab adores when it suits them – 

http://www.sunniforum.com/forum/showthread.php?t=14815 

 
Continuing: 
 
It has already been mentioned above those Imams who mentioned this 
narration from Malik al-Dar with their Asanid (chains of transmission). 
 
It was explicitly authenticated by: 
 
Al-Hafiz Ibn Kathir in al-Bidaya wal Nihaya and his Jami al-Masanid 
And al-Hafiz Ibn Hajar in his Fath al-Bari 
 
It was mentioned without criticism of its isnâd or matn by: 
 
Imam Taqi al-Subki in his Shifa al-Siqam (p. 174) – and may be Abu Alqama 
can see if Ibn Abdal Hadi weakened it in his Sarim al-Munki? 
 
Imam Nurud-Din al-Samhudi in Wafa al-Wafa (p. 1374) 
Imam Al-Qastallani in al-Mawahib al-Laduniyya (8/77) 
Imam Ibn Hajar al-Haytami in al-Jawhar al-Munazzam (p. 62) 
 
 
O those who follow their hawa – did any of those named Ulama say that this 
narration opposes Ijma, is da’eef, batil, mawdu or leads to Shirk al-Akbar?!  
Did Ibn Taymiyya say this narration is full of shirk in his al-Iqtida al-Sirat al-
Mustaqim? 
 
As for his attacks regarding the making up of new dictionaries of Jarh wa 
Ta’dil then there is no need for that unbefitting piece of sarcastic advice – 
since all that we mentioned was based on Imam Ibn Asakir mentioning that 
Imam Ibn Ma’een said that Malik al-Dar was from the Muhaddithin of 
Madina and the established fact that Malik was the treasurer of Umar (ra) 
from the words of other experts.  
 
We did not say that these two points lead to the automatic declaration that 
Malik al-Dar must then be absolutely Thiqa (trustworthy).  But I did say that 
such a wise man like Umar ibn al-Khattab (ra) would probably have 
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appointed Malik as his treasurer based on the premise that he must have 
been a sâlih and adil man in his affairs; and if one was the keeper of the 
Baytul Mal – one would expect that Malik would have the skill to record the 
incoming and outgoing funds of the Bayt al-Mal with meticulous precision.  
This becomes even more conclusive when we know that no one from the 
Salaf attacked Malik al-Dar in a negative way, let alone saying that he is 
absolutely majhul.  Rather, it is known that some have listed Malik as being a 
Sahabi!  If the latter is the case then Malik’s veracity is no longer questioned 
for Ahlus Sunna hold all the Sahaba to be adil in the riwâya of Ahadith. 
 
Thus, Abu Alqama, the one who looks to seek out the worst possible 
misinterpretation had no basis to attack us on mentioning these points from 
the Ta’rikh al-Dimashq of al-Hafiz ibn Asakir.   
 
Can he prove that Umar (ra) appointed a treasurer who in Abu Alqama’s 
broken English may have been: 
 
“how many good treasurers do forget and have ikhtilat.”?!  Name your 
sources that affirm such a claim. 
 
Indeed, al-Hafiz ibn Hajar mentioned in his al-Isaba fi-Tamyiz al-Sahaba, under 
the entry on Malik al-Dar the following point on how he served under two 
rightly guided Caliphs: 
 
“Abu `Ubayda said of him: ‘Umar put him in charge of the dependents in his household. 
When `Uthman succeeded him, he put him in charge of financial allotments and he was 
then named Malik of the House.” 
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Points of benefit for Abu Alqama – according to his 
own Muhaddith al-Asr:  
Nasir al-Albani 

 
 
A look at how al-Albani declared a sanad to be Hasan due to one man being 
called a Muhaddith by Khatib al-Baghdadi alone: 
 
 
Now, Abu Alqama - Your Imam, al-Albani in his Silsila al-Sahiha (1/49) 
mentioned the following: 
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The coloured part shows that al-Harawi had no Jarh or Ta’dil on him except 
that he was known as a Muhaddith to Khatib al-Baghdadi.  With this in mind 
– Al-Albani still went ahead and declared a sanad to be Hasan! 
 
This is what al-Khatib mentioned about the narrator Yahya ibn al-Uryan al-
Harawi in his Ta’rikh: 
 

  '
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This quote shows as al-Albani mentioned – there is no Jarh or Ta’dil on 
Yahya al-Harawi – but al-Khatib mentioned that he was only known as the 
Muhaddith of Baghdad and just one narrator took from him (al-Jarrah ibn 
Makhlad al-Basri). 
 
So how is it O Abu Alqama that your Shaykh al-Albani declared a sanad to 
be Hasan when it contains a man with no Jarh or Ta’dil on him – but just 
that he was known as the Muhaddith of Baghdad?!  On top of that – al-
Jarrah ibn Makhlad was declared Thiqa by Ibn Hajar (al-Taqreeb, no. 907) – 
and according to al-Khatib’s claim, he is the only one who took from Yahya 
al-Harawi. 
 
What is now stopping your likes from taking al-Albani’s own principle that if 
a man has no Jarh or Ta’dil on him, but is known as a Muhaddith of a City 
the sanad can be declared Hasan if all the others in the sanad are Thiqa?! 
 
What is stopping you or us for that matter from taking this Albani’ite 
principle and applying the same to Malik al-Dar?!  If your likes believed that 
Malik is majhûl and there is no Jarh or Ta’dil on him then why don’t you 
now accept this qa’ida that as long as a man is a Muhaddith of a well known 
city – like Malik al-Dar was said to be in Madina by Imam Yahya ibn Ma’een 
– then as long as the rest of the narrators are sound the whole isnad can be 
declared at least Hasan?!  Or will you dare to attack and mock al-Albani for 
his tahsin of a sanad due to a man being known as a Muhaddith when no 
further Jarh or Ta’dil is mentioned about him? 
 
For the readers benefit, the above example shows conclusively that al-Albani 
declared a sanad to be Hasan because: 
 
 A man known as Yahya al-Harawi had no praise or dispraise on him except 
that he was known as a Muhaddith of Baghdad! 
 
The same principle should be followed by the die hard Albani’ites; for Malik 
al-Dar has no Jarh on him but he has been called a Muhaddith by Yahya ibn 
Ma’een as mentioned by Ibn Asakir in his al-Ta’rikh.  
 
 



 12 

The reason why Malik should be deemed thiqa is due to relying on the fact 
that earlier Huffaz like Ibn Sa’d, Ibn Hibban, and al-Khalili had strongly 
indicated praiseworthy remarks (tawthiq) are present for Malik al-Dar’s 
veracity as a Rawi of authentic narrations, and on this basis we can clearly see 
that the likes of Ibn Kathir and ibn Hajar must have declared Malik to be at 
least saduq if not thiqa in Hadith.  In the case of ibn Hajar it seems clear that 
he thought Malik al-Dar to be a Sahabi in his al-Isaba fi Tamyiz al-Sahaba.  
Indeed, this will be examined further with clear examples from the books of 
al-Jarh wa Ta’dil. 
 
On top of that, there are at least 4 Ulama from the Huffaz who went to the 
level of suggesting that Malik was a Sahabi.  These Imams were: 
 
Al-Dhahabi (d. 748 AH) in his Tajrid Asma al-Sahaba (2/51, no. 529) 
 
Ibn Hajar (d. 852 AH) in al-Isaba fi Tamyiz al-Sahaba 
 
Ibn Fahd al-Makki (d. 871 AH) in his Mukhtasar Asma al-Sahaba 4 
 
Al-Zarqani in his Sharh Mawahib al-Laduniyya (8/77) 
 
 
Here are the quotes in Ta’dil of Malik al-Dar that Abu Alqama and his 
likes rejected with no shred of evidence from any earlier source: 
 
 
Ibn Sa’d in his Tabaqat mentioned: 
 
Malik al-Dar: `Umar ibn al-Khattab's freedman. He narrated from Abu Bakr and 
`Umar. He was known (ka’na ma’rufan) 
 
Ibn Hibbān has attested to the trustworthiness of Mālik ad-Dār by listing 
him in his Kitāb-uth-thiqāt (5:384). 
 
Abu Yala al-Khalīlī in his al-Irshad: 
  
Malik al-Dar: muttafaq alayhi athna alayhi al-tabi’un -- He is agreed upon, the 
Successors have praised him.. 
 
 

                                                 
4
 See http://i51.photobucket.com/albums/f378/faqir/w6w_200601172019092be35d4c.jpg 
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Meaning:  That he is agreed upon to be Thiqa since his adala has been 
established and the Tabi’in have praised him for his rank and status. 
 
In due course it will be shown what the term Ma’ruf and Muttafaq alayhi 
meant to the likes of al-Hafiz ibn Hajar al-Asqalani as well as al-Khalili 
clarifying what he meant by Muttafaq alaihi. 
 
Ibn Hajar ‘Asqalānī in al-Isaba fi-Tamyiz al-Sahaba mentioned: 
 
 
"Malik ibn `Iyad: `Umar's freedman. He is the one named Malik al-Dar. He has 
seen the Prophet and has heard narrations from Abu Bakr al-Siddiq. He has 
narrated from Abu Bakr and `Umar, Mu`adh, and Abu `Ubayda. From him narrated 
Abu Salih al-Saman and his (Malik's) two sons `Awn and `Abd Allah...Bukhari in 
his Tarikh narrated through Abu Salih Dhakwan from Malik al-Dar that `Umar said 
during the period of drought: "O my Lord, I spare no effort except in what escapes my 
power!" Ibn Abi Khaythama also narrated it in those words but in a longer hadith:The 
people suffered a drought during the time of `Umar, whereupon a man came to the grave of 
the Prophet and said: "O Messenger of Allah, ask Allah for rain for your Community." 
The Prophet appeared to him in a dream and told him: "Go, see `Umar and tell him: 
You will be watered, and: You must put your nose to the grindstone (`alayk al-kaffayn)!" 
(The man went and told `Umar.) Then `Umar wept and exclaimed: "O my Lord, I spare 
no effort except in what escapes my power!"We have also narrated in the Fawa'id of 
Dawud ibn `Amr and al-Dabbi compiled by al-Baghawi in the narration of `Abd al-
Rahman ibn Sa`id ibn Yarbu` al-Makhzumi from Malik al-Dar: he said: "`Umar ibn 
al-Khattab summoned me one day. He had with him a purse of gold containing four 
hundred dinars. He said: "Take this to Abu `Ubayda," and he mentioned the rest of the 
story. Ibn Sa`d mentioned him (Malik al-Dar) in the first layer of the Successors among 
the people of Madina and said: "He narrated from Abu Bakr and `Umar, and he was 
known." Abu `Ubayda said of him: "`Umar put him in charge of the dependents in his 
household. When `Uthman succeeded him, he put him in charge of financial allotments 
and he was then named Malik of the House." Isma`il al-Qadi related from `Ali ibn al-
Madini: "Malik al-Dar was `Umar's treasurer."" 
 
As for Malik al-Dar being the treasurer of Umar (ra), then naturally he was 
working under the direct command of a rightly guided Caliph.  As for Abu 
Alqama saying: 
 
“Abul Hassan should make a new diciionnaries of jarh and ta'deel and put in 
it : being Thiqah is being a treassurer.” 
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Our reliance is on the way of the earlier Ulama of al-Jarh wa Ta’dil and their 
true successors and explainers like the recognised Amir al-Mu’min fil hadith 
in his age:  Ibn Hajar al-Asqalani. 
 
Being a treasurer of Umar (ra) is not an ultimate mode of tawthiq for any 
narrator unless some authoritative Ulama mentioned that based on some 
form of recognised terminology. 
 
Indeed, see how Ibn Kathir whom the pseudo-Salafiyya claim as one of their 
respected Ulama said the following about another pious Caliph, Umar ibn 
Abdal Aziz in his al-Bidaya wal Nihaya (9/105) 
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Anyhow, Abu Alqama needs to show why being a Muhaddith of a city is a 
form of tawthiq that al-Albani utilised to make tahsin of a sanad!  Will he say 
that al-Albani invented his own terminology and introduced it into his own 
“dictionary”?! 
 

 
[quote=Abu Alqama] 
 
"Imam Ibn Asakir did not attack the narration in any way" :  
 
So all muhadith who narrates from people and do no0t weaken them, then 
its narrators are thiqqa, so all majhool in books of hadeeth and muhadith 
narrating them not saying they are majhool, then it is taqtheeq  
 
 
Abul Hassan should add thrid rule to his book of Jarh and Ta'deel : A 
Muhadith narrating from someone and not weakening it will make its 
narrator thiqqah.  
 
 
Abul hassan said : "In the I’lal wa Ma’rifat al-Rijal (vol. 1) of Imam Ibn 
Hanbal – there is an indication that Malik al-Dar was not majhûl to Imam 
Ibn Hanbal"  
 
Where did Imam Ahmad declared AMlik dar to be thiqah ?  
 
Fourth rule of Abul Hassan : If a muhadith mentions that this man did hear 
of someone else, then it is an indication of him to be thiqah. [/quote] 
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What was mentioned about Ibn Asakir not weakening the narration was not 
to deduce that he authenticated the narration but to show that he did not 
consider the narration to be batil, opposing ijma or a narration leading to 
Shirk al-Akbar as the likes of the Ahlul Ahwa decipher with no quotes from 
the earlier Huffaz of Hadith!  Then again, let the likes of Abu Alqama apply 
this line of argument from his last quote to al-Albani who declared a sanad to 
be Hasan on the mere basis that just one trustworthy narrator took from 
Yahya al-Harawi, and on the basis that he was known as a Muhaddith of 
Baghdad! 
 
As for the quote from the I’lal of ibn Hanbal – it was never used to suggest 
that Ibn Hanbal made tawthiq on Malik, hence Abu Alqama asks rhetorical 
questions based on twisted mis-readings of what I merely quoted from Ibn 
Hanbal which was introduced to show that no where did Ibn Hanbal 
consider Malik to be da’eef, but it went to show that Ibn Hanbal affirmed 
that Malik did hear from Umar (ra) and that Abu Salih al-Samman did hear 
from Malik.  It is as simple as that. 
 
The problem with Abu Alqama is his biased and fanatical sarcasm, which 
leads to reading too much into a quote and deciphering a completely unjust 
conclusion(s)! 
 
Point of benefit:   
 
There is no break in the sanad between Abu Salih al-Samman and 
Malik al-Dar 
 
 
Note,  the likes of the Ahlul Ahwa went to the level of claiming that there is 
a break in the chain between Abu Salih al-Samman and Malik al-Dar – and 
they said this without any proof from the earlier Huffaz.  Some of these 
Huffaz who explicitly affirmed this hearing of Abu Salih from Malik include 
the following six authorities: 
 
i) Ibn Sa’d’ in his al-Tabaqat (5/12) mentioned: 
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ii) Ibn Hanbal in his al-I’lal wa Ma’rifat al-rijal (vol. 1, no. 464) affirmed: 
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iii) Ibn Abi Hatim in al-Jarh wa Ta’dil (8/213) mentioned: 
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iv) Ibn Hibban in al-Thiqat (5/384) mentioned: 
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v) Al-Khalili in al-Irshad (1/313) mentioned under the Malik al-Dar narration: 
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vi) Ibn Asakir in his Ta’rikh Dimashq (no. 7180) mentioned: 
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Hence, the likes of Abu Alqama merely misread and make out their own 
crooked conclusions due to over enthusiastic rhetorical insinuations! 
 
As for the issue of accepting or rejecting narrations from those who are 
allegedly majhûl al-ayn or majhûl al-haal/mastur – what relevance has this to 
Malik al-Dar?  Who said he was majhûl from the Salafus-Salihin who 
specialised in al-Jarh wa Ta’dil?  If he were majhûl then why would the likes 
of Ibn Kathir declare the sanad back to him to be Sahih?   
 
As for Hafiz al-Mundhiri in his al-Targhib wal-Tarhib and Hafiz al-Haythami in 
his Majma al-Zawa’id saying that they didn’t know who Malik al-Dar was, then 
this is not a proof that he was majhûl.  It only shows that these two later 
Huffaz, one of whom was the Shaykh of al-Hafiz ibn Hajar, did not find any 
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biographical information on Malik.  The one who is in the know about the 
facts behind Malik al-Dar is a proof over the claims of the one who did not 
know. 
 
Indeed, Malik al-Dar is not majhûl and his status is not determined merely 
on the reliance of Ibn Hibban’s tawthiq, but also on what Ibn Sa’d and al-
Khalili mentioned.  On top of this it has been mentioned that 4 known 
Ulama of Hadith regarded Malik al-Dar to be a Sahabi.  These Ulama don’t 
just pull out these claims from thin air; rather they must have had an earlier 
reference from the early Muslims to arrive at such a declaration.  Just because 
we may not know precisely what those early sources were that mentioned or 
listed Malik from the Sahaba, it is not an absolute reason to deny him the 
rank of Sahabi.  Granted, we know that some earlier Ulama have made 
clarification that Malik was from the Tabi’in.  All this demonstrates is that 
there is a difference of opinion on whether he was a Sahabi or a Tabi’i. 
 
Let us look at an example of a narrator known as Sharik ibn Hanbal whose 
status is disputed in terms of whether he was a Sahabi or a Tabi’i.  Al-Hafiz 
Ibn Hajar al-Asqalani mentioned in his Tahdhib al-Tahdhib (vol. 4) 
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This narrator had two students who took from him – Abu Ishaq al-Sabi’i and 
Umayr ibn Tamim al-Tha’labi 
 
Ibn Hibban listed him in his Thiqat 
 
The author of al-Mizan (al-Dhahabi) said that he didn’t know who Sharik 
was (Looking at the Mizan this is what al-Dhahabi mentioned:  
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This shows that al-Dhahabi only knew that Ibn Hibban listed him in his 
Thiqat – but since al-Dhahabi didn’t know him – it was an indication to him 
that Sharik was majhûl al-haal.  Al-Dhahabi didn’t know of ibn Sa’ds grading 
to mention) 
 
 
Ibn Sa’d listed him as being from the Tabi’in and he explicitly said about 
Sharik:  Kana Ma’rufan – “He was Known” – though he had few hadiths 
 
Ibn Abi Hatim mentioned no Jarh or Ta’dil on Sharik as well as mentioning 
that he was not a Sahabi as his father mentioned 
  
 

Also, it is noted that al-Bukhari mentioned no Jarh or Ta’dil on Sharik in his 
Ta’rikh al-Kabir: 
 

  

 ] 2648
�� � � � 
 H � G � � � � � 6 � # � � + � � � * + � 
 , � - . / � � & 0 � � 	 
 � � � ' � � �  ! � � � � � � � � � � " # � �� 
 
 � 
 
 � � � � � � � � � � � � �

   
 
Al-Bukhari’s silence on a narrator’s adala is taken by some Ulama to mean 
that this is a form of tawthiq on the narrator by al-Bukhari.  See later for the 
quote form al-Hafiz al-Ishbili from the Ta’rikh of al-Bukhari that was in his 
possession in Andalusia in the 5th Islamic century.  

 
 

Aِ contrast of the above points with Malik al-Dar: 
 
 
i) Malik al-Dar is also listed in Kitab al-Thiqat of ibn Hibban – where he 
mentioned that only Abu Salih al-Samman took from him –  (though it is 
also known that Abdur Rahman ibn Sa’eed ibn Yarbu also took form him – 
and this narrator is also Thiqa) 
 
ii) Ibn Sa’d said the same phrase again with Malik as he did with Sharik:  
“Ka’na Ma’rufan” (Note, this is what he said about Malik in his Tabaqat 
under the first category of the Tabi’in from Madina: 
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iii) There is also Ikhtilaf on whether Malik is a Tabi’i or a Sahabi, just as with 
Sharik 
 
iv) Ibn Abi Hatim mentioned no Jarh or Ta’dil on Malik in his Kitab al-Jarh 
wa Ta’dil 
 
v) The last point also applies to al-Bukhari’s Ta’rikh al-Kabir where he noted 
no Jarh or Ta’dil on Malik 
 
The two most important points above are that Ibn Hibban accepted Sharik 
to be Thiqa as he did with Malik and Ibn Sa’d declared both Sharik and 
Malik to be known (ka’na ma’rufan) 
 
The question now is if this is enough to say that Sharik is at least Saduq or 
Thiqa to skilled validators of the status of narrators like al-Hafiz ibn Hajar al-
Asqalani or not?! 
 
The answer is found by looking into his Taqreeb al-Tahdhib.  Under Sharik ibn 
Hanbal, al-Hafiz ibn Hajar said: 
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Here, al-Hafiz declared Sharik to be Thiqa (trustworthy) – and this 
conclusion was derived by him with just specifically mentioning that Ibn Sa’d 
had said that Sharik was known and that Ibn Hibban had listed him in al-
Thiqat.  This shows that what Ibn Sa’d said (Ka’na Ma’rufan - He was 
known) about Sharik and Malik is a positive expression of Ta’dil 
(praiseworthy accreditation) on a narrator according to al-Hafiz al-Waqt – 
Ibn Hajar al-Asqalani. 
 
On top of this, let us see what al-Dhahabi declared in his final grading on 
Sharik in his al-Kashif: 
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Al-Dhahabi said that Sharik was Wathiqa – meaning reliable, which is also a 
form of ta’dil to him. 
 
This example shows that if Sharik is Thiqa to ibn Hajar based on just two 
verdicts from Ibn Hibban and Ibn Sa’d, then all the more likely is it that 
Malik al-Dar is Thiqa – since he has also been positively accredited by al-
Hafiz Abu Ya’la al-Khalili (see below). 
 
Let us see how al-Albani graded a narration from this same Sharik ibn 
Hanbal.   
 
In his editing of Jami al-Tirmidhi (no. 1808), under the following narration: 
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Al-Albani declared this narration to be Sahih!  Abu Alqama needs to explain 
why his own “Muhaddith al-Asr” graded this narration to be Sahih when 
Sharik has virtually the same form of Ta’dil as Malik al-Dar, who was 
declared majhûl by Abu Alqama and al-Albani in his work on Tawassul! 
 
 
 

A look at the meaning of al-Khalili’s words – 
“Muttafaq alaihi”- “Agreed upon”  

 
 
Al-Hafiz ibn Hajar al-Asqalani in his Tahdhib al-Tahdhib relied on the words 
of Jarh and Ta’dil expressed by Imam Abu Ya’la al-Khalili on several 
occasions.  This shows that al-Hafiz Ibn Hajar regarded al-Khalili to be an 
authoritative figure in validating the status of narrators prior to his time.  
There is no valid reason known to us why al-Khalili cannot be utilised to 
clarify the final status of narrators from the earliest times.  To reject the 
grading's of the likes of al-Khalili one needs to provide some valid 
statements from the Masters of Hadith to invalidate the status or grading of 
al-Khalili on specific examples from his Kitab al-Irshad. 
 
Al-Hafiz Abu Ya’la Al-Khalili said the following about Malik al-Dar in his al-
Irshad 
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The underlined part is crucial to determine if al-Khalili made tawthiq 
on Malik.  He said:   
 
Tabi’i qadeem, Muttafaq alayhi, athna alayhi al-tabi-un – An old standing 
successor (Tabi’i), He is agreed upon, the Successors have praised him.. 
 
Let us look at what this term Muttafaq alayhi – (He is agreed upon) means to 
those who know best the language and expressions linked to al-Jarh wa 
Ta’dil.  In general Muttafaq Alayhi is linked to the agreement of Imam al-
Bukhari and Imam Muslim on the authenticity and recording of a Hadith in 
their respective Sahih collections. 
 
Ibn Hajar in his Tahdhib al-Tahdhib (vol. 5) mentioned the following on a well 
known Muhaddith of early times, whose name was Abbas al-Duri: 
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This narrator had no Jarh against him according to the above quote and 
tawthiq was made on him by: 
 
Ibn Abi Hatim and his father 
Al-Nasa’i 
Ibn Ma’een said he was our truthful friend and companion 
Maslama 
Ibn Hibban 
 
While al-Khalili said in al-Irshad about Abbas: 
 
 

“Muttafaq Alaihi ya’ni ala adalatihi” – 
 “Agreed upon, meaning upon his probity” 

 
 
This is a clear cut clarification from the words of Imam al-Khalili that when 
he declared a narrator to be “Agreed upon-Muttafaq alaihi” – It means that 
the earlier Huffaz have generally agreed that such a narrator had mainly 
words of Ta’dil on his status as a veritable narrator of sound narrations.  This 
is a clarification that such a narrator is no doubt thiqa or at least saduq to al-
Khalili, and Ta’dil was generally mentioned on such a narrator.  This type of 
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decision made by al-Khalili would have been derived on what he knew from 
the statements of earlier experts in Jarh wa Ta’dil. 
 
Ibn Hajar graded Abbas al-Duri to be a Thiqa Hafiz (trustworthy preserver 
of narrations) in al-Taqreeb (no. 3189) 
 
Other examples from Ibn Hajar’s Tahdhib al-Tahdhib: 
 

 

From vol. 10, the narrator Ma’n ibn Isa whose narrations are found in the 
Sihah Sitta: 
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Al-Khalili declared this narrator to be “Qadeem Muttafaq alaihi”:  “Of old 
standing, agreed upon” 
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Ibn Hajar declared Ma’n ibn Isa to be Thiqa Thabat – Trustworthy and 
firmly established in al-Taqreeb (no. 6820). 
 
Under the biography of Abdur Rahman ibn al Qasim (the one who took the 
Muwatta of Imam Malik to Egypt) in al-Tahdhib al-Tahdhib (vol. 6) 
 '
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Ibn al Qasim was declared to be a Zahid Muttafaq alaihi – Ascetic, 
agreed upon. 
 
Ibn Hajar declared him to be a Faqih, a companion of Imam Malik’s and 
Thiqa (in hadith) in his Taqreeb (no. 3980) 
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[quote=Abu Alqama] 
 
Then Abul Hassan said two thiqah narrators narrated from Malik Dar, and it 
is well known, one can see in Tayseer mustalah al hadeeth of Tahan AL 
Hanafi that if two or more thiqqah narrates from a majhool then this 
narrator is Mastoor of Majhool of Hal, and it is not declaring him thiqqah.  
 
So Abul Hassan has a fifth rule : two thiqqa narrators narrating from a 
majhool make this majhool thiqah.  
 
 
Abul Hassan said : Hence, since at least 2 trustworthy narrators took from 
Malik al-Dar one may state that he is not Majhul in anyway as some claimed  
 
This is a rejected rule by minority of scholars, so Abul Hassan is following 
rules of minority of scholars, and he admitted it to justify his creed, he 
follows rejected rules, accepted only by ibn Hibban, Ib Khuzaymah and few 
others. [/quote] 
 
I say:  What evidence does he have to say that al-Tahhan is a Hanafi?  None 
as far as I know – for I have seen his work on Mustalah being pushed by 
some pseudo-Salafi’s.  On top of that, has Abu Alqama not seen spubs.com 
saying under the section of “Callers and Individuals” the following on al-
Tahhan: 
 
“One of the people who is ignorant of the affairs of Tawheed and 
Innovation, and confuses between what is Shirk and what is Innovation.”?! 
 
Why is it that Abu Alqama takes reference to this late work by a 
contemporary then fails to bring any evidence for his claim that Malik’s 
narration must be da’eef because the earlier Huffaz declared him to be 
majhûl or at least da’eef?! 
 
Abu Alqama knows very well that Ibn Kathir – a student of ibn Taymiyya 
authenticated this narration in 2 works – and he must have believed that 
Malik is not majhûl but at least a saduq narrator.  Indeed, both Ibn Kathir 
and ibn Hajar left works on Mustalah al-Hadith and knew the science of 
Hadith better than al-Tahhan or most of these pseudo-Salafiyya of this age.  
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I did suggest that at least two people took from Malik – and these two thiqa 
men were:  Abu Salih al-Samman and Abdur Rahman ibn Sa’eed.  On top of 
that the two sons of Malik:  Awn and Abdullah took from him, but one 
needs to see if the latter have any tawthiq on them 
 
Besides, Abu Alqama has indicated that even if 2 thiqa men take from Malik 
then this is still leading to Malik being majhûl al-haal, and no adala is 
established, as well as claiming that a minority of scholars accept what we are 
suggesting about the uplifting of the “un-knowness” of Malik.  The fact is 
that no one from early times declared Malik  to be majhûl al-Haal or majhûl 
al-Ain, let alone made any Jarh on him.   
 
On the contrary there is strong indication that Ibn Sa’d and al-Khalili knew 
who Malik was and they did not question his veracity as a transmitter of 
narrations.  Their words are taken as proof that Malik is a sound narrator as 
we have shown above from practical examples using Ibn Hajar’s Tahdhib al-
Tahdhib. 
 
What we surmised is based on the claims of Huffaz and not the minor 
contemporaries of this time.  Abu Alqama stated that the likes of Ibn Hibban 
and Ibn Khuzayma accepted this principle we suggested and he considers it 
to be a minor position that is of no significance. 
 
We have already shown that Ibn Hibban’s tawthiq is not the only factor to 
show that Malik al-Dar has tawthiq on him.  Ibn Sa’d and al-Khalili’s 
statements are crucial in bolstering the overall status of Malik al-Dar to be 
thiqa or saduq.  This has already been demonstrated, and I have not seen 
how Abu Alqama can reject Ibn Sa’d’s words:  “Ka’na Ma’rufan” and al-
Khalili saying: “Muttafaq alaihi” – by quoting from earlier Ulama that these 
are not valid expressions of Ta’dil! 
 
Anyway, let us see what well-known Muhaddithin say about Majhul al-Ayn, 
Majhul al-Haal/Mastur. 
 
Shaykh Abdal Hayy al-Laknawi said the following in his well-recognised 
work on Mustalah al-hadith, known as al-Raf wa Takmil: 
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Shaykh al-Laknawi mentioned above the following useful points: 
 
Hafiz al-Sakhawi the student of al-Hafiz Ibn Hajar mentioned from al-
Daraqutni the following point in his Fath al-Mugith (Sharh on al-Iraqi’s al-
Alfiyya in Hadith): 
 
 
Al-Daraqutni said: “One from whom two trustworthy narrators take Hadith, 
his state of “un-knowness” is lifted and his credibility is established.” 
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Also, Ibn Abdal Barr said similarly that if 2 or 3 narrate from an individual he 
is no longer majhûl, but he did not mention if the narrator’s adala is 
established. 
 
So how about Malik al-Dar – who had 4 people narrating from him?!  See 
how al-Dhahabi also mentioned about Usama ibn Hafs al-Madini that he was 
not majhul – since he had 4 people narrating from him. 
 
So those who lifted the condition of majhul from a narrator when 2 or more 
narrate from a Shaykh include al-Daraqutni and ibn Abdal Barr.  There is 
Ikhtilaf on whether the one who is mastur/majhûl al-haal can have his 
narrations accepted and whether or not his adala is firmly established. This 
latter point is subject to clarification below.   
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  Dickinson and Fareed translation 
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8. Concerning the relation of an unknown transmitter (majhûl): for our 
present purposes, there are several types of unknown people: 
 
a) The transmitter whose apparent integrity and real integrity are both 
unknown: in the view of the majority, his transmissions may not be accepted.  
This is in accordance with the opinion to which we earlier drew attention. 
 
b) The unknown transmitter whose real integrity is unknown, although he is 
apparently upright and outwardly acceptable (mastur): one of our authorities 
has said: ‘The outwardly acceptable transmitter is someone who is apparently 
upright but whose real integrity is not known.  Some of those who reject the 
transmission of the first type of unknown person, adduce as proofs the 
transmission of this type.  This is the doctrine of some of the Shafi’ites.  One 
of them who stated it plainly is the authority Sulaym bin Ayyub al-Razi:  
 
‘Because the question of reports is based on giving the transmitter the 
benefit of the doubt and because the transmission of reports is in the hands 
of those who are incapable of gaining knowledge of a transmitter’s real 
integrity, limit yourself in regard to reports to knowledge of the transmitter’s 
apparent integrity.  Reports differ from testimony in court, for the latter is 
before the judges and they are not incapable of (discovering a witness’s real 
integrity), so for testimony in court analyze a witness’s apparent and real 
integrity.’ 
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It seems that this view was acted upon in many of the famous books of 
hadith in regard to a number of transmitters who lived before the authors of 
the books and about whom it was impossible to obtain real first-hand 
knowledge.  God knows best. 
 
c) The transmitter whose identity is unknown6:   Those who do not accept 
the relation of a transmitter whose identity is unknown do sometimes accept the 
relation of a transmitter whose integrity is unknown.  Someone whom two upright 
narrators relate Hadith from and identify (that is, name) is not considered 
"unknown" in this sense. 
  
In response to some questions he was asked, Abu Bakr al-Khatib al-
Baghdadi said, ‘In the view of the scholars of Hadith an unknown 
transmitter is everyone whom the scholars do not know and whose Hadith 
are only from the line of a single student.  Examples are Amr Dhu Murr, 
Jabbar al-Ta'i and Sa'id bin Huddan, from whom only Abu Ishaq al-Sabi'i 
transmitted; al-Hazhaz bin Mayzan, from whom Sha'bi is the sole 
transmitter, and Jurayy bin Kulayb, from whom only Qatada transmitted.’  
  
In reality Sufyan al-Thawri also transmitted from al-Hazhaz.  Al-Khatib went 
on, "Infrequently it does happen that the label of 'unknown' is lifted from a 
transmitter by two scholars famous in Hadith transmitting from him.  
However, the verdict that he is upright is not established by their relation 
from him.’  This is something which we explained above.” (God knows 
best). 
 
Bukhari included in his Sahih the hadith of a number of people from whom 
only one student related, including Mirdas al-Aslami, from whom only Qays 
bin Abi Hazim transmitted.  Likewise, Muslim included the hadith of a 
number of people from whom only a single student transmitted, including 
Rabi’a bin Ka’b al-Aslami, from whom only Abu Salama bin Abdar Rahman 
transmitted.  When Bukhari or Muslim includes the hadith of a transmitter, 
he may leave the state he was in of being unknown and rejected because only 
a single student related from him.  The opposing view on that follows the 
previously cited line of argumentation known to have been made against the 
view that the statement of a single critic is enough to accredit a transmitter.  
God knows best.”  
 
Did Imam ibn al-Salah accept the riwâya of the one who is mastur if at least 
two well known narrators took from him?   
 

                                                 
6
   Meaning Majhul al-Ain 
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Imam al-Qastallani said in his Irshad al-Sari (Sharh on Sahih al-Bukhari, 
1/16): 
 � � � 0 � � � � � / 
 � � . � � � � � ' � � 
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This quote shows that Ibn al-Salah did accept the rule that the one who is 
mastur may have his narration accepted if two well known narrators take 
from him.  This position seems similar in line with what al-Daraqutni said 
according to al-Sakhawi’s quote.  
 

 

Imam al-Nawawi accepted the utilisation of the narrations of one who is 
mastur in his al-Majmu Sharh al-Muhadhdhab (9/34): 
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This type of acceptance of narrations related by those who are majhûl al-haal 
is also accepted by most of the Hanafi Ulama.  Indeed, Imam al-Zarkashi in 
his follow up points on Ibn al-Salah’s above mentioned al-Muqaddima, known 
as Nuqat ala Ibn al Salah (3/375) quoted al-Hafiz Abu Abdullah ibn al-
Mawwaq affirming that the Ahnaf accept the narrations of those who are 
majhûl narrators (see below for Imam Ali al-Qari’s analysis).   
 
Secondly, he claimed that the majority of the people of Hadith (akhthar ahlul 
hadith ila qabul riwayatihum wal Ihtijaj biha) accepted the narrations of one 
who is Majhul al-Haal, and he named al-Daraqutni and al-Bazzar from them.  
Ibn al-Mawwaq said: � ! � ) & � � � � � � � � � 0 0 � � ! � � � � ) � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � 
 � � � � � 0 0 � � ! � � � � � � � � � � 0 � � � � � - 
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This appears to be slightly at odds with what al-Hafiz ibn Hajar mentioned in 
his Nuzhat al-Nazr (Sharh on Nukhbatul Fikr), where he said: 
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This quote mentions that a group accepted the narration of the mastur 
without restriction though the majority rejected it.  These quotes from al-
Zarkashi and ibn Hajar shows that there is no absolute agreement if the 
narration of one who is majhûl al-haal is totally rejected or absolutely 
accepted in all cases.  One needs to see the practical reality of how some of 
the Huffaz and Fuqaha applied the rules of accepting the narrations of those 
who are majhûl al-haal on an individual basis, as well as an analysis of 
specific chains of transmission. 
 
Ibn Hajar’s student:  Hafiz al-Sakhawi mentioned the following in his Fath al-
Mugith13 (where he also commented on the last point from his Shaykh): 
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The Hanafi Imam of his time, Mulla Ali al-Qari (d. 1014 AH) in his Sharh on 
al-Hafiz ibn Hajar’s above work (Nuzhat al-Nazr), known as Sharh Sharh 
Nukhbatul Fikr (p. 154) mentioned: 
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The last quote mentioned that a group, including Imam Abu Hanifa accept 
the riwâya of the mastur without restriction, more so if it linked to narrators 
form the Salaf al-Salihin. 
 
Having mentioned above that there is no agreement on utilising all narrators 
who are majhûl al-haal, the converse can also be shown – that some Shafi’i 
Ulama and the great ones like Imam Abu Hanifa do accept their narrations.  
So how can the likes of Abu Alqama brag in their claim above: 
 
“This is a rejected rule by minority of scholars, so Abul Hassan is following 
rules of minority of scholars, and he admitted it to justify his creed, he 
follows rejected rules, accepted only by ibn Hibban, Ib Khuzaymah and few 
others.” 
 
?! 
 
One may ask his likes – were the likes of Ibn Kathir and Ibn Hajar also those 
who authenticated the Malik al-Dar narration to justify their creed O Abu 
Alqama?  Who said there is Ijma that it is a minority rule to accept the 
narration of one who is majhûl al-haal?!  Who said there is Ijma that it is a 
rejected rule?  Clearly there is Ikhtilaf on this issue and some flexibility has 
been seen. 
 
Hence, with Malik al-Dar, what is known is that some 4 students took from 
him and with the utilisation of the appraisal (tawthiq) of Ibn Sa’d, Ibn 
Hibban and al-Khalili his adala as a trustworthy narrator is also established 
Insha’allah.  
 
If someone was to state that Malik al-Dar is still Majhul al-Haal and his 
narrations are not utilisable from that perspective alone, we may say let us 
look at the practical realities of those who accepted the narrations of one 
who is Majhul al-Haal on specific occasions when only ibn Hibban made 
tawthiq on a narrator. 
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Demonstrating the fact that al-Hafiz ibn Hajar 
declared some narrators to be saduq or thiqa when  

only Ibn Hibban made tawthiq  
On that specific narrator 

 
 

 
Examples: 
 
 
i) Under the narrator known as Ishaq ibn Ibrahim ibn Nasr al-

Bukhari, al-Hafiz Ibn Hajar mentioned the following in his 
Tahdhib (vol. 1): 
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This narrator was listed in ibn Hibban’s Thiqat only.  On top of that, only al-
Bukhari narrated from him.   
 

Imam al-Bukhari listed him in his Ta’rikh al-Kabir (vol. 1) as follows: '
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It is clear from the above quote that al-Bukhari made no jarh or explicit 
Ta’dil on Ishaq ibn Ibrahim but still he narrated from him in his Sahih 
numerous times. 
 
This brings us on to the point that some Ulama have mentioned that if 
Imam al-Bukhari made no Jarh or Ta’dil on specific narrators in his Ta’rikh, 
then this silence on his part is an indication that such a narrator is carried 
forward in the utilisation of his narrations.  Hence, this is held to be a form 
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of Tawthiq. 
 
Indeed, Imam al-Mizzi mentioned the following in his Tahdhib al-Kamal 
(18/265, Awwad edn) from al-Hafiz Abu Muhammad al-Ishbili (d. 522 AH) 
who quoted from the Ta’rikh of al-Bukhari that he had in his possession: 
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NOTE – If the above quote from al-Ishbili is sound then this shows that 
generally if al-Bukhari remained silent on a narrator by not making any form 
of Jarh, then his narrations are carried forward and tawthiq is admissible.  If 
this be the case then this can be extended to what al-Bukhari mentioned 
about Malik al-Dar in his Ta’rikh al-Kabir (vol. 7) as follows: �
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Here, al-Bukhari made no Jarh or explicit Ta’dil on Malik al-Dar, and if one 
accepts the quote ascribed to the Ta’rikh in the possession of al-Ishbili, then 
this indicates that Imam al-Bukhari would have permitted Malik al-Dar’s 
narrations to be utilised.  Also, the above quote from al-Bukhari shows that 
al-Bukhari knew of Malik’s narration under discussion though he mentioned 
an abridged version of it.  This does not mean that al-Bukhari thought the 
narration to be da’eef or that it has an inconsistent matn (mudtarib). 
 
Technically this narrator (Ishaq ibn Ibrahim) is Majhul al-Ain but his 
narrations were acceptable to al-Bukhari, and so Ibn Hajar declared him to 
be Saduq in al-Taqreeb (no. 333).    While Shaykh Shu’ayb al-Arna’ut and Dr 
Bashhar Awwad Ma’ruf claimed that Ishaq is Thiqa in their Tahrir al-Taqreeb 
(no. 333) 
 
 
ii) Under Iyyas ibn al-Harith al-Dawsi Hijazi, Ibn Hajar mentioned in 

his Tahdhib (vol. 1): 
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Only Ibn Hibban listed him in al-Thiqat and just one student took from 
Iyyas, hence being majhûl al-Ain.  Ibn Hajar declared him Saduq in al-Taqreeb 
(no. 584) 
 
 
iii) Under Iyyas ibn Khalifa al-Bakri Hijazi, Ibn Hajar mentioned in his 

Tahdhib (vol. 1): 
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Here Ibn Hibban listed him in his Thiqat, al-Uqayli said he had mistakes in 
his Hadith, Ibn Sa’d listed him in the second grade of the Tabi’in in Makka 
and he had few hadiths.  Ibn Hajar declared him to be Saduq in al-Taqreeb 
(no. 585) 
 
 
iv) Under Ayyub ibn Ibrahim al-Thaqafi, Ibn Hajar mentioned in his 

Tahdhib (vol. 1): 
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Here, only one student took from Ayyub and only Ibn Hibban listed him in 
al-Thiqat, but still Ibn Hajar declared him to be Saduq in al-Taqreeb (no. 600) 
 
v) Under Ayyub ibn Bashir al-Ijli al-Shami, Ibn Hajar in his Tahdhib 

(vol. 1) mentioned: 
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Here only one person took from Ayyub, Ibn Hibban listed him in al-Thiqat 
while al-Dhahabi said he was majhûl in al-Mizan, but still, Ibn Hajar declared 
him Saduq in al-Taqreeb (no. 603) 
 
 
vi) Under Bishr ibn Qurra, Ibn Hajar mentioned in al-Tahdhib (vol. 1) 
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Here, Ibn Hibban listed him in al-Thiqat while Ibn al Qattan declared him 
Majhul al-Haal, but still, Ibn Hajar declared him to be Saduq in al-Taqreeb 
(no. 699) 
 
 
vii) Under Khalifa ibn Saa’id al-Ashja’i ibn Hajar mentioned the 

following in al-Tahdhib (vol. 3) 
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Khalifa took from three Sahaba while only Khalf took from him.  Ibn 
Hibban listed him in al-Thiqat alone.  Despite being majhûl al-ain, Ibn Hajar 
still declared him to be Saduq in al-Taqreeb (no. 1745). 
 
 
viii) Under Rifa’a ibn Rafi al-Ansari, Ibn Hajar said in al-Tahdhib (vol. 

3): 
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Al-Bukhari and others recorded his narration and Ibn Hibban listed him in 
al-Thiqat, while ibn Hajar declared him Thiqa in al-Taqreeb (no. 1946) 
 
The question for Abu Alqama is does he accept the technically majhûl 
narrators found in Sahih al-Bukhari or not?  If he does then on what basis?! 
 
Finally, 
 
ix) Under Ziyad ibn Sayfi ibn Suhaib, Ibn Hajar said in al-Tahdhib (vol. 

3) 
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Here, only one narrator took from him, Ibn Hibban listed him in al-Thiqat, 
and no Jarh was recorded against him by Ibn Abi Hatim or al-Bukhari.  Ibn 
Hajar declared him to be Saduq in al-Taqreeb (no. 2084). 
 
Note – Some Ulama have also made the claim that if Ibn Abi Hatim al-Razi 
mentioned no Jarh or Ta’dil explicitly in his book of narrators then these 
narrators may be carried forward.  This rule was not accepted by Abul Hasan 
Ibn al-Qattan from earlier times, and pseudo-Salafi contemporaries like al-
Albani, Hammad al-Ansari and their likes in general. 
 
These examples are all to do with technically majhûl narrators but still they 
were accepted for their probity as narrators by the Amir al-Mu’minin of 
Hadith, the Hafiz al-Waqt bila Shak – Ibn Hajar al-Asqalani. 
 
If this is the way Ibn Hajar dealt with some majhûl narrators then what is 
stopping us from declaring Malik al-Dar to be at least Saduq if not Thiqa?! 
Especially since Malik al-Dar has tawthiq on him from Ibn Sa’d and al-
Khalili. 
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Al-Albani and his authentication of some chains containing 
the technically majhûl narrators 

 
 
 
Once again, let us look at how Abu Alqama’s own Muhaddith al-Asr, al-
Albani accepted an isnâd to be Jayyid (good) where a narrator known as Abu 
Sa’eed al-Ghifari who was declared - 
 
i) Thiqa by Ibn Hibban 
ii) Was a Tabi’i 
iii) Had no Jarh or Ta’dil mentioned about him by Ibn Abi Hatim and had 
two students narrate from him (Abu Hani al-Khawlani and Khallad ibn 
Sulayman) 
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Al-Albani mentioned that this transmitter’s narration was declared good by a 
number of Huffaz, including Hafiz al-Iraqi.  This example from al-Albani 
shows that on occasions he accepted tawthiq on a narrator who was Majhul 
al-Haal with just the tawthiq of ibn Hibban alone! 
 
More examples from al-Albani: 
 
 
In his Silsila al-Sahiha (2/392) he said: 

 � * � � 
 : � � ��0 � � � � � �	 �
20



2�� � � � � � ��� � 0 , 
 � � � � #	 �

13



95� 6 � � � � 	 7� � 2 � � � � � 
 	 
 � � � �T
 � � 4 �T� " � 0 %	 
 � ( � 	 
 1 � 0 
 � 	 
 � � 

 0 
 �- � - ' � �� � � � ( � 	 
 � 	 � � ) �  	 � � ( � 	 
 - � - ' � � 0 
 � � � � ��� � � ) � 7 � � � � );� � 	 
 � 
 " � # � � � ! 1 � 0 
 � 	 
 � � 
 � 	 # � � � 
 � � : � � ! � �	 7 / � � " 
 " � 
 � � � 	 � � � � � 0 ' # % � � % � : 
 � ) � � � � & � � 361 


1


1

	 � � %; � # � � � � � � 
 
 � � � � 
 � ' � ) � � � 
 % 	 
 � � � � � � � � ! � � # � � � � �� ( � 	 
 - � - ' � � 0 
 � ��
 � ) � � � # 0 � ) � � � � � � � � : � 	 7 
  � � � 7�� ! � � � � � � � � )



 44 

��& � � ' $ � ��� � � �� �/ � ��� � � 7 � 
 � 
 � ' �; �� � ) � 0 � � � � ��� � � � � � �� � �& � � � . � 0 -; �� � � � � � � � � � - � � � 0 0 � ��� 7 � 5 ��� . � ) � 0 % � � � � � � ��
 

 
 
So how is it O Abu Alqama that once again we see your Shaykh declaring a 
sanad to be Hasan where we have a narrator known as Bishr ibn Abdullah 
who: 
 
i) Has been declared Thiqa only by Ibn Hibban, but – 
ii) Has no Jarh or Ta’dil recorded on him by Ibn Abi Hatim 
 
?! 
 
Al-Albani said that a group of Thiqat took from Bishr and this is on the shart 
of ibn Hibban, even so, al-Albani still went ahead and declared the sanad to 
be Hasan! 
 
This is what is in Ibn Abi Hatim’s al-Jarh wa Ta’dil: 
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The above mentions that 4 students narrated from Bishr: 
 
a) Isma’il ibn Ayyash 
b) Yahya ibn Yayha 
c) Ma’la ibn Mansur al-Razi 
d) Nu’aym ibn Maysara al-Razi 
 
 
While ibn Hibban said in his al-Thiqat: 
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Here, Ibn Hibban mentioned two more students who took from Bishr: 
 
a) Abu Badr Shuja ibn al Walid 
b) Zakariyya ibn Yahya Zahmawaih 
 
Hence, six students took from Bishr and Ibn Abi Hatim explicitly mentioned 
no Jarh or Ta’dil, except that Ibn Hibban listed Bishr in his book of Thiqat. 
 
 
Al-Albani said in his Irwa al-Ghalil (1/242): 
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Here, al-Albani declared a sanad to be Hasan based on the chain containing 
trustworthy narrators with the exception of al-Hasan ibn Muhammad al-Abdi 
who was: 
 
i) A Tabi’i 
ii) Declared thiqa by Ibn Hibban alone 
iii) Mentioned in ibn Abi Hatim’s al-Jarh wa Ta’dil where he said that Ali ibn 
al-Mubarak narrated from al-Hasan, while al-Albani said that Isma’il ibn 
Muslim also narrated from al-Hasan, thus lifting the state of being majhûl al-
ain for al-Hasan 
 
How is it that with the tawthiq of just Ibn Hibban, al-Albani still declared the 
sanad to be Hasan O Abu Alqama?! 
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Imam al-Dhahabi mentioned in his early work known as Kitab al-Uluw the 
following narration: 
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Al-Albani in his editing of the abridged version of this work known as 
Mukhtasar al-Uluw (p. 173, note 170) said the following to this last narration: 
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Here, al-Albani declared the sanad to have no harm with it and he based this 
claim on mentioning that the narrator Salih bin al-Durays had no Jarh or 
Ta’dil on him according to ibn Abi Hatim.  Additionally Salih is majhûl al-
haal since al-Albani mentioned that only al-Dhuhli and Muhammad ibn 
Ayyub narrated from Salih. 

 
Ya Abu Alqama! 
 
Why is it that al-Albani used to reject and weaken some Asanid with those 
who were Majhul al-Haal and only listed in Kitab al-Thiqat of ibn Hibban, but 
at other times he accepted their narrations and declared their Isnads to be 
Hasan and so on?!  How about the last example where no one made a single 
remark of tawthiq on Salih, but still al-Albani declared the sanad to have no 
problem with it; hence indicating a level of authenticity?! 
 
So how do the likes of Abu Alqama and for that matter, al-Albani stand now 
with Malik al-Dar who was also listed by Ibn Hibban and had 4 students 
narrating form him, with the fact that Ibn Sa’d and al-Khalili knew only of 
Ta’dil for Malik? 
 
May be the following from the Shaykh al-Hadith of the Deobandi’s in his 
time will show what some contemporary Ahnaf think of majhûl narrators. 



 47 

 
On page 78 of the English translation by White thread Press of the book 
"The Differences of the Imams", Shaykh Muhammad Zakariyya Kandhalawi 
said: 
  
"If the narrator of any hadith is unknown in the field of hadith, but the other 
narrators who are narrating from him are reliable, then he will also be 
considered as a known narrator and his narration will be accepted...." 
 
 
These quotes show that there is khilaf on this issue but what it demonstrates 
is that although there is no absolute agreement that if two trustworthy 
narrators take from a narrator he automatically has his adala established as al-
Daraqutni held (based on al-Sakhawi’s quote in Fath al-Mugith), but it does 
lift his state from being an absolute majhûl to others from another 
perspective as Khatib al-Baghdadi mentioned.  Besides, there are at least 4 
people who took from Malik al-Dar. 
 
On top of this, no one is known to have weakened Malik al-Dar, so Shaykh 
Abdal Fattah Abu Ghudda in his marginalia to Imam al-Laknawi’s al-Raf wa 
Takmil (p. 232-248) mentioned that the following earlier and contemporary 
authors accept the narration of someone who has not been explicitly 
weakened or listed in the books of  weak and rejected narrators (al-Du’afa 
wal Matrukin): 
 
 
Al-Haythami 
Ibn Daqiq al-‘Id 
Al-Mundhiri 
 Al-Zayla’i 
 Majd al-Din Ibn Taymiyya (the grandfather) 
 Al-Dhahabi 
 Ibn ‘Abd al-Hadi 
Ibn al-Qayyim 
Ibn Kathir 
 al-Zarkashi 
Ibn Hajar al-‘Asqalani, 
Al-Sakhawi   
Al-Shawkani 
 
 
Among contemporaries who have all passed away (with the exception of 
Shaykh Taqi) we have:  
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Ahmad Shakir (“Salafi”) 
Zafar Ahmad al-Thanawi 
Habib al-Rahman al-A’zami 
Muhammad `Abd al-Rashid al-Nu’mani 
Muhammad Taqi al-`Uthmani  
Isma`il al-Ansari (“Salafi” who opposed al-Albani),  
and Abd Allah ibn al-Siddiq al-Ghumari. 
 
May be Abu Alqama will oppose all of these authors by quoting the likes of 
al-Mu’allimi, al-Albani or Badi al-Sindi – who seem to be the minority in 
comparison to those listed above. 
 
The likes of Abu Alqama will probably now say that Abdal Fattah is 
unreliable etc.  We can say the same for his Imam al-Albani.  The same 
applies to Bakr Abu Zayd – who was attacked even by al-Albani in his 
Tamam al-Minna.  Bakr was also refuted for his own tahrifat by others.  This 
is what al-Albani thought of Bakr Abu Zayd in his Tamam al-Minna (p. 32): 
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Hence, the broken and grammatically flawed sentence by Abu Alqama 
above: 
 
[quote=Abu Alqama] So all muhadith who narrates from people and do no0t 
weaken them, then its narrators are thiqqa, so all majhool in books of 
hadeeth and muhadith narrating them not saying they are majhool, then it is 
taqtheeq [/quote] 
 
Is another example of his ta’assub, hastiness and his demonstration of the 
lack of knowledge he has in this noble Science of hadith that has been 
hijacked all too readily and easily by these upstarts from the Asaghir.  Will his 
likes say that all those Ulama listed above who endorsed the point that if a 
narrator has no jarh recorded against him in any books of Jarh wa Ta’dil, or 
is not listed in the books of weak narrators – is regarded to be an acceptable 
narrator – should also be called Quburiyya?! 
 
 
 
 

 



 49 

Answering the claim that al-A’mash al-Kufi committed 
Tadlis in his narration from Abu Salih al-Samman 

 
 
 
On top of the claim that Malik al-Dar is majhul and the alleged 
disconnection in the Isnad between Abu Salih al-Samman and Malik al-Dar, 
some of the claimants to the Ahlul-Hadith have also raised the baseless claim 
that al-A’mash may have committed Tadlis when he used the term ‘an’ 
(from) in his narration from Abu Salih in the sanad back to Malik al-Dar! 
 
Their own Imam – al-Albani, did not raise this objection of possible Tadlis 
from al-A’mash nor did he claim that there is a break in the sanad between 
Abu Salih and Malik.  Al-Albani’s principal objection was that Malik al-Dar 
was majhul.  It seems that the likes of Abu Alqama have apparently 
discovered more than al-Albani did on this narration! 
 
The version recorded in the Musannaf of ibn Abi Shayba mentions the 
following sanad and text: 
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Ibn Abi Shayba narrated it initially from Abu Mu’awiya.  Abu Mu’awiya is 
known as:  Muhammad ibn Khazim and his narrations are found in the Sihah 
Sitta.  In the Tahdhib al-Tahdhib of al-Hafiz ibn Hajar (vol. 9) it mentioned the 
following on him: 
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Ibn Hajr said the following about Abu Mu’awiya in summary to the above in 
al-Taqreeb 
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This last point from Ibn Hajar mentions that Abu Mu’awiya was Thiqa and 
the best preserver of narrations from al-A’mash amongst the people. 
 
Secondly, Ibn Hajar mentioned the following about al-A’mash in al-Taqreeb: 
 �
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Al-A’mash was declared to be a Thiqa hafiz (a trustworthy hafiz of hadith) 
though he did commit tadlis at times his narrations are also found in the 
Sihah Sitta. 
 
 
One of the brothers has already shown briefly that al-A’mash did not 
commit Tadlis from scholars like Abu Salih.  This is what he mentioned 
based on al-Dhahabi’s Mizan al-I’tidal (no. 3517):14 
 
Imam Dhahabī comments: “When A‘mash begins a tradition with the word ‘an 
(from) there is a possibility of imposture and deception. But if he relates it 
from his elders like Ibrāhīm, Ibn Abū Wā’il, � � � � � � � 	 � 
 � � � � , etc., then it 
is presumed to possess sound linkage (ittisāl).[27] In addition, Imam Dhahabī 
has also described him as trustworthy (thiqah). 

 
Hence, there is continuity between al-A’mash and Abu Salih as al-Dhahabi 
indicated.  This will be shown from the agreement of the two Shaykhs - al-
Bukhari and Muslim from the Sahihayn below. 

 

                                                 
14

 http://hadithproofsfortawassul.blogspot.com/2005/11/hadith-3-response-to-al-albanis.html 
 
The arabic quote from al-Dhahabi being: 
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As for Abu Salih, then he is known as Dhakwan Abu Salih al-Samman.  Al-
Hafiz ibn Hajar mentioned in his al-Taqreeb the following on Abu Salih’s 
status: '

1841
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The last quote shows that Abu Salih was from Madina, he was Thiqa thabt 
(trustworthy and firmly established) and his narrations are found in the Sihah 
Sitta. 
 
Since he was from Madina he would have been in an ideal situation to hear 
from Malik al-Dar who was the treasurer in Madina as is known. 
 
Examples from Sahih al-Bukhari and Sahih Muslim with the isnâd link:  Abu 
Mua’wiya – al-A’mash – Abu Salih: 
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From Sahih Muslim 
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Al-Hafiz ibn Hajar mentioned in the introduction to Fath al-Bari, known as 
Hadi al-Sari (p. 303) the following point about this connected link: 
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This last quote shows that al-Hafiz regarded the chain:  Abu Mu’awiya – al-
A’mash – Abu Salih to be the most authentic of chains of transmission (min 
assahh al-asanid) and it is repeated often in Sahih al-Bukhari.  There are more 
examples in Sahih Muslim than Sahih al-Bukhari for this common link. 
 
In those examples from Sahih al-Bukhari and Sahih Muslim there is an’ana 
utilised by al-A’mash from Abu Salih, but the two Shaykhs did not consider 
there to be tadlis in this type of link where al-A’mash used the term “an” 
(from) when narrating from Abu Salih.  This is conclusive to show that 
Imam al-Dhahabi was correct in his claim mentioned above regarding al-
A’mash not making tadlis from Shuyukh like Abu Salih. 
 
Indeed, the likes of al-Hafiz ibn Hajar and before him, Imam ibn Kathir did 
not identify this claim of a hidden defect (illa) if al-A’mash used an-ana to 
link his narration from Abu Salih al-Samman.  In conclusion, there is no 
problem or tadlis in the above common link, thus the isnâd going back to 
Malik al-Dar via that common link is also Sahih. 
 
 
The likes of Abu Alqama need to show conclusively why they are at odds 
with al-Bukhari, Muslim, al-Dhahabi, Ibn Kathir, Ibn Hajar and it appears 
also al-Albani – none of whom mentioned this claim that al-A’mash may 
have committed tadlis when reporting from Abu Salih al-Samman. 
 
 
[quote=Abu Alqama] 
Abul Hassan said : The Malik al-Dar narration was also known to al-Hafiz 
ibn Abdal Barr in his al-Isti’ab (2/464, under the biography of Umar ibn al 
Khattab)  
 
So here he used the same fabricated rule, saying  
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Ibn Abdal Barr did not criticise this narration in any way, just as Abu Ya’la 
al-Khalili did not in his Kitab al-Irshad after narrating it with his isnâd and 
the similar matn  
 
So here all narrations a muhadith quote and do not weaken are saheeh and its 
narrator thiqqah for them  
 
These are thje rules of Qubooriyah [/quote] 
 
I say:  This is not a rule or an evidence, nor have we fabricated anything to 
date to establish our claims Insha’allah.  Rather, the reason why I mentioned 
that Ibn Abdal Barr and al-Khalili mentioned it was to demonstrate to your 
ilk that the narration was not deemed to be a wasila to Shirk al-Akbar by 
these Ulama!  If it was the case then why did these earlier Huffaz not rule it 
to be a Khabar, which leads to Shirk? That was the reason for mentioning 
that – not as this misinterpreter and slanderer thinks by calling people 
Quburiyya!  May Allah guide this Hashwi who believes that Allah is literally 
settled (istiqrar) on the Arsh! 
 
Did al-Albani fabricate a principle in Hadith Ya Abu Alqama when he 
declared a sanad to be Hasan on the mere basis that a man is known as a 
Muhaddith of Baghdad alone?!   Or may be you should admit that al-Albani 
is a contradicter on the issue of accepting the narrations of those who are 
majhûl al-haal at times and rejecting them on other occasions?!  Just as he 
contradicted himself by declaring another sanad recorded by al-Tabarani 
going back to Malik al-Dar again, to be Hasan, in his tahqiq to al-Mundhiri’s 
Targhib al-tarhib!  Your likes are quick to save the contradictory faces of 
your own Ulama but harsh and hasty in ridiculing those whom you malign as 
“Quburiyya”!  Let the reader take note of the games of these asaghir min al-
Hashwiyya.  
 
Does he think that Ibn Kathir – student of ibn Taymiyya was encouraging 
Shirk when he authenticated that narration under discussion?!  Would he like 
to say clearly that Ibn Kathir was a Quburi for promoting this narration with 
its Tashih in two separate books?!  Or how about those Ulama, including Ibn 
Kathir, who spread the story attributed to al-Utbi.  Will he dare call them all 
Mushrikin?!  Or will he jump around with his sarcastic deductions?!  His 
deductions are flip-flops, which are irrelevant and incoherent to the specific 
topic of the Malik al-Dar narration as well. 
 
[quote=Abu Alqama] 
 
If Ibn Abdil Barr was to quote any hadeeth agianmst AHnaf and being quiet 
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and it had a majhool narrator, then these people would never accept it. 
[/quote] 
 
This has nothing to do with the Malik al-Dar narration – so his sidetracking 
is useless.  Every narration needs to be dealt on its own merits with an 
investigation of who said what on it.  This is the way of the Ulama unlike the 
Ahlul Ahwa.  I am convinced that Abu Alqama himself would not accept 
everything that Ibn Abdal Barr claimed.  An example is the fact that Ibn 
Abdal Barr preferred 20 Rak’ats of Taraweeh and he answered some of those 
narrations regarding 8 Rak’ats in his al-Istidhkar.  Abu Alqama is one of those 
who oppose 20 Rak’ats of Taraweeh inline with al-Albani and others. 
 
[quote=Abu Alqama] 
 
Sarfrza Khan ansered in his books to brawliyah, and wekened some 
narratrions from Mustadrak and others, saying narrators are majhool, Hakim 
is mutasahil.  
 
And Sarfraz Khan clearly said that muhadith also quote fabricated ahadeeth, 
so their quoting fabrications and lies does not mean these hadeeth and 
narrators are saheeh.  
 
So here, Abul Hassan is using rules of Bralwi, this Muhadith quoted this 
hadeeth, so it is saheeh, while the narrator has been declared thiqqah by 
nobody.  
 
Abul Hassan is a real brwlai in his treracheries and forgeries on ilmul 
Hadeeth. [/quote] 
 
What on earth has Sarfraz Khan got to do with this narration from Malik al-
Dar? Nothing as far as I can see.  So this Kadhhab who called me a Barelwi 
has got his facts twisted, just as he had when he thought of me as a 
“Deobandi” or a “Kawthari” or whatever falsity he threw as mud slinging 
words to demean me.  This writer had said more than a year ago the 
following: 
 
“Continuing on the last name, let it be known to the bare faced liars 

amongst the Asaghir who visit this forum that I do not acknowledge or 

personally endorse the views of anyone who contradicts soundly 

established fundamentals in aqeeda, be it from:  Abdullah al-Habashi, 

M.S.R. al-Bouti, Hasan al-Saqqaf, Hisham Kabbani, GF Haddad, Nuh 

Keller, Hamza Yusuf or before them all:  Muhammad Zahid al-Kawthari, 

Ahmad al-Ghumari etc etc.  These are recent contemporaries and are not 

our major Imams in aqeeda, and they are men who can make mistakes and 
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may hold Shadh views that we need not follow, endorse, let alone 

acknowledge.  Patently, we do not recognise them as Imams whose words 

establish the Hujja of a creedal doctrine on us.  Rather, those named 

usually quote those before them in their personal aqa’id.” 

 

Also, I said:  

 

“Where the Haqq is found, that should be the priority.  The Haqq is known 

by the soundness of its evidence and its detailed explanation by the Imams 

of Huda whose status is esteemed and uncontroversial to the bulk of the 

major Ulama.  Our major Imams are from the earlier part of Islamic 

history, and their remnants in status, knowledge or similar rank have 

appeared amongst the Mujaddidin, Mufassirin, Muhaddithin and Fuqaha 

via the centuries, as Allah has willed.  The Ta’ifatul Mansura is a reality, 

and it’s the group known as al-Sawad al-A’zam in other Ahadith.  This 

group and its men are known and their aqeeda is closest to the way of the 

Qur’an and Sunna.  Those who lack Muttasil Asanid back to these higher 

authorities are not genuine defenders of sound Islamic creed, but are 

usually the exponents of batil and on other occasions they mix the Haqq 

with Batil to spread their claims further to the unwitting masses. 

 

Our aqeeda is not something that is new or formulated afresh - but it is 

what has reached us from al-Salaf al-Salih via Mutawatir and Muttasil 

Asanid.  We need not make Taqleed in aqeeda like the Asaghir do in 

many positions fanatically from the likes of ibn Taymiyya.  The Asaghir 

claim the way of the Salaf, but in many issues they contradict the Salaf 

and it is rare to find one amongst them who took aqeeda with a Sanad 

back to the Aimmatus-Salaf.  Even the likes of al-Albani had little 

authority when it came to possessing the Isnad like the great Ulama of the 

past did.  The Asaghir today are mere parrot fashioned callers to the 

findings of their so-called Kibar Ulama like:  Ibn Baz, ibn Uthaymin, al-

Albani et al...  In Aqeeda, fiqh and even the grading of Ahadith into sound 

and false...  They are the worst example of Taqleed, something they warn 

most people to avoid.  With them, this maxim holds most true: 

 

"Do as I say not as I do!" 

 

Take note O Asaghir, that the Shaykh who gave al-Albani an Ijaza Aama 

(a general Ijaza for the sake of Baraka alone) was Shaykh Muhammad 

Raghib al-Tabbakh al-Halabi.  O Asaghir - do you know who he was?  

Have you seen his Thabat in Hadith and what he transmitted?  He was 

Hanafi in Madhhab, Ash'ari in Aqeeda according to his surviving student 

from Halab:  Dr Ibrahim al-Salqini, as Allah is my witness.  Shaykh 
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Raghib al-Tabbakh was a friend to your enemy:  Shaykh al-Kawthari.  

The latter wrote a brief and praiseworthy article on the death of Shaykh al-

Tabbakh in his Maqalat.  Shaykh Raghib called Shaykh al-Kawthari:  "Al-

Alim al-Fadil" in his notes to Hafiz al-Iraqi's Sharh on ibn al Salah's 

Muqaddima.  Shaykh Raghib's true successors are his late student, the 

fellow Halabi:  Abdal Fattah Abu Ghudda (d. 1997) and the currently 

alive:  Dr Nurud-Din Itr al-Halabi then Dimashqi.  These men are also 

Hanafi and have no problem with the way of Asha'ira and Maturidiyya.  

Hence, when these Asaghir attack, they should not forget that there own 

"Muhaddith al-Asr" also took from a Hanafi/Ash'ari! 

 

AR Qadri was also devastatingly humiliated when his own Imam:  Ahmad 

al-Ghumari and his aqeeda plus manhaj were shown up as indicated 

above.  This individual also failed to respond adequately when Shaykh 

Shu'ayb al-Arna'ut was attacked by a pseudo-Salafi called:  Khalid al-

Shaya from Riyadh.  Most surprisingly, his pseudo-Salafi associates at the 

forum he posts at (and who visit here and post crass comments after 

departing from here) failed to challenge the Karachi based one on the 

allegations that Shaykh Shu’ayb made Ta’wil on the Sifat narrations.  

Now, if it weren't for one calling himself "Salafist" - I wouldn't have 

hesitated to label them all with hypocrisy for their shrieking silence on this 

affair alone!  Hiding the truth is their manhaj and shouting with snipped 

quotes is their way today.  May Allah save us from their Fitna and guide 

them to their senses, for they are also notorious for attacking each other 

with slanderous slurs and refutations, to the extent of physical fisticuffs on 

the streets and Masjids of all places.” 
 
 
Hence, Abu Alqama accusing us of treachery and forgery is his self-invention 
created out of his desperation to oppose the grading of earlier Huffaz like 
Ibn Kathir and Ibn Hajar and many other contemporaries who all agreed on 
the authenticity of the Malik al-Dar narration!  It is also bewildering to see 
how this Hashwi – Abu Alqama attempted to use the work of Ahmed al-
Ghumari in radd to al-Kawthari, but also failed to mention that Abdullah al-
Talidi – one of the surviving students of Ahmed al-Ghumari mentioned that 
his Shaykh took back his earlier radd on al-Kawthari.  Then how is it that al-
Ghumari is a witness for the likes of Abu Alqama when the same Ahmed al-
Ghumari also defended Tawassul and his work has recently been printed?!  
On top of that, Ahmed al-Ghumari was anti-Mua’wiya, anti-Ibn Taymiyya 
and declared the Wahhabiyya to be the Khawarij of the time!  Let the reader 
see how desperate this Hashwi really is in the low depths he has tripped into, 
in order to blacken the names of anyone he thinks is a “Quburi” or 
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“Madhhabi” or “Ash’ari”!  O Hashwi isn’t Ahmed al-Ghumari a Quburi to 
you? 
 
Abu Alqama failed to admit the fact that his colleagues: Abu Khuzayma and 
Abu Hibban tampered with quotes, as did al-Albani.  He failed so miserably 
to defend them let alone admit that they tampered!  Indeed, these two who 
call themselves Abu Khuzayma and Abu Hibban also lied against Imam 
Ahmed ibn Hanbal by claiming that the Imam used to place his hands upon 
the chest in Salah! 
 
See here: 
 

How al-Albani cut of the words of Qadi Iyad: 
 
http://www.sunniforum.com/forum/showthread.php?t=7010 
 

Distortions of Abu Alqama’s friends: 
 
http://www.sunniforum.com/forum/showthread.php?t=7104 
 
 
In the last link one can also see things that this Hashwi would probably deem 
to be the acts of the “Quburiyya” – but he has failed to admit what he 
personally thinks about the following mentioned in the link: 
 
Dawud ibn Salih said: "[The governor of Madina] Marwan [ibn al-Hakam] 
one day saw a man placing his face on top of the grave of the Prophet. He 
said: "Do you know what you are doing?" When he came near him, he 
realized it was Abu Ayyub al-Ansari. The latter said: "Yes; I came to the 
Prophet, not to a stone." Ibn Hibban in his Sahih, Ahmad (5:422), Al-
Tabarani in his Mu`jam al-Kabir (4:189) and his Awsat according to 
Haythami in al-Zawa'id (5:245 and 5:441 #5845 Book of Hajj, "Section on 
the honoring of the dwellers of Madina, chapter on placing one's face against 
the grave of our Master the Prophet saws" and #9252 Book of Khilafa, 
"Chapter on the leadership of those unworthy of it"), al-Hakim in his 
Mustadrak (4:515); both the latter and al-Dhahabi said it was sahih. It is also 
cited by al-Subki in Shifa' al-siqam (p. 126) and Ibn Taymiyya in al-Muntaqa 
(2:261f.). 
 
 
May be the likes of Abu Alqama and his colleagues can talk about these 
positions attributed to Ibn Hibban in his Kitab al-Thiqat: 
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Ibn Hajar in his Tahdhib al-Tahdhib mentioned the following about Ibn 
Khuzayma: 
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Also, from Imam al-Dhahabi’s Mu’jam al-Shuyukh (1:73, no. 58): 
 
 
Ahmad ibn al-Mun`im related to us... [with his chain of transmission] from 
Ibn `Umar that the latter disliked to touch the Prophet's -- Allah bless and 
greet him -- grave. I say: He disliked it because he considered it disrespect. 
Ahmad ibn Hanbal was asked about touching the Prophet's -- Allah bless 
and greet him -- grave and kissing it and he saw nothing wrong with it. His 
son `Abd Allah related this from him. If it is asked: "Why did the 
Companions not do this?" We reply: "Because they saw him with their very 
eyes when he was alive, enjoyed his presence directly, kissed his very hand, 
nearly fought each other over the remnants of his ablution water, shared his 
purified hair on the day of the greater Pilgrimage, and even if he spat it 
would virtually not fall except in someone's hand so that he could pass it 
over his face. Since we have not had the tremendous fortune of sharing in 
this, we throw ourselves on his grave as a mark of commitment, reverence, 
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and acceptance, even to kiss it. Do you not see what Thabit al-Bunani did 
when he kissed the hand of Anas ibn Malik and placed it on his face saying: 
"This is the hand that touched the hand of Allah's Messenger"? Muslims are 
not moved to these matters except by their excessive love for the Prophet -- 
Allah bless and greet him --, as they are ordered to love Allah and the 
Prophet -- Allah bless and greet him -- more than their own lives, their 
children, all human beings, their property, and Paradise and its maidens. 
There are even some believers that love Abu Bakr and `Umar more than 
themselves... 
 
Do you not you see that the Companions, in the excess of their love for the 
Prophet -- Allah bless and greet him --, asked him: "Should we not prostrate 
to you?" and he replied no, and if he had allowed them, they would have 
prostrated to him as a mark of utter veneration and respect, not as a mark of 
worship, just as the brothers of the Prophet Yusuf prostrated to him. 
Similarly the prostration of the Muslim to the grave of the Prophet -- Allah 
bless and greet him -- is for the intention of magnification and reverence. 
One is not to be accused of disbelief because of it whatsoever (la yukaffaru 
aslan), but he is being disobedient [to the Prophet's injunction to the 
Companions]. Let him, therefore, be informed that this is forbidden. It is 
likewise in the case of one who prays towards the grave." 
 
Do you not you see that the Companions, in the excess of their love for the 
Prophet -- Allah bless and greet him --, asked him: "Should we not prostrate 
to you?" and he replied no, and if he had allowed them, they would have 
prostrated to him as a mark of utter veneration and respect, not as a mark of 
worship, just as the brothers of the Prophet Yusuf prostrated to him. 
Similarly the prostration of the Muslim to the grave of the Prophet -- Allah 
bless and greet him -- is for the intention of magnification and reverence. 
One is not to be accused of disbelief because of it whatsoever (la yukaffaru 
aslan), but he is being disobedient [to the Prophet's injunction to the 
Companions]. Let him, therefore, be informed that this is forbidden. It is 
likewise in the case of one who prays towards the grave." 
 
Ya Hashwiyya answer these Ulama like al-Dhahabi and Imam Ahmed if you 
can and call them “Quburiyya” if you dare. 
 
See here for a reply to Abu Alqama who posted under the name “Abu 
Taymiya” here: 
 
http://www.sunniforum.com/forum/showthread.php?t=6114 
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[quote=Abu Alqama] 
 
He did not find any Imam declaring malik dar tro be thiqah, so he just said 
this one and this one quoted and quotin g means it is saheeh.  
 
So all fabrications in books of hadeeth, Bazar, Tabarani and Darimi, and 
others and they did not weaken them would mean all these mawdoo'at are 
saheeh.  
 
Abul Hassan is just trying to deceive people with his seprate rules of hadeeth, 
and his forcing a majhool man to be thiqah.  
 
Rather if people like ALi ibn Madeeni and Ahmad mentionned Malik Dar 
and did not say he was thiqqah, then it would rather show he is majhool.  
 
But he turns rules like Zahid Kawthari, follows weak sayings of muhadith 
about Majhool.  
 
And Malik Dar is Sahabi for very little some, you can see yourself, he is a 
tabii fro majority, but why Abul Hassan bases on Thann do justify his creed.  
 
Because he has nothing saheeh or agreed upon by the Ummah about Istishfa, 
and if ever it was mashroo, there should be at learst one saheeh hadeeth with 
all thiqah narrators for all muhadith, while Ahnaf do require Muataweatir or 
mashoor for things that cannot remain hidden. [/quote] 
 
So here, Abu Alqama lied by saying that no one declared Malik al-Dar to be 
Thiqa.  Why did he forget to mention that Ibn Hibban did declare him in his 
Thiqat, then the words of Ibn Sa’d and al-Khalili are strong enough to show 
that Malik is not majhul and his narrations were sound enough to be declared 
Sahih by Ibn Kathir and ibn Hajar; on top of that his own Imam – al-Albani 
did declare a narration from Malik al-Dar as recorded by al-Tabarani to be 
Hasan! 
 
Now, Abu Alqama knows this very well about al-Albani – but he just can’t 
explain why al-Albani did declare another narration from Malik al-Dar to be 
Hasan!  Or is it a contradiction?!  He has no proof to show why al-Albani 
came to the decision that the following narration is Hasan as he did in his 
Tahqiq to al-Targhib wal-Tarhib of al-Mundhiri: 
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The real deceiver of the masses here is this person who in the past posted 
under at least 2 different screen names on Sunni Forum!  May be he can tell 
us what he posts under at “Sunnipress” as well. 
 
Al-Kawthari did say that the Malik al-Dar narration is Sahih and he based 
that not on his hawa but he quoted Ibn Hajar from his Fath al-Bari.  Hence, 
al-Kawthari was not the ultimate reference for any Sunni in this time – but 
those who came centuries earlier.  Sayyid Abdullah al-Ghumari also 
authenticated it as did his students like Mahmud Mamduh in agreement with 
the earlier and established Huffaz of Hadith:  Ibn Kathir and ibn Hajar al-
Asqalani. 
 
As for this issue of Tawassul – then he needs to answer all the other 
narrations and their analysis that has been presented to date with precise 
quotes from Ulama, rather than his futile guess work. 
 
Let him look at this for more: 
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http://hadithproofsfortawassul.blogspot.com/2005/11/hadith-proofs-for-
tawassul.html 
 
 
[quote=Abu Alqama] 
They required tawatur for Raful ydayn as Kashmiri in urf Shazee and 
Sarkhasi in Mabsoot, but here they have only one hadeeth, with no muhadith 
saying Malik Dar was thiqah. [/quote] 
 
Another lie!  Malik was declared thiqa by ibn Hibban and words of Ta’dil 
have come from Ibn Sa’d, and al-Khalili, while Ibn Kathir, Ibn Hajar and 
many contemporaries accepted his narration, as did al-Albani on one 
occasion!  Using the rule of lifting the state of being majhûl according to al-
Daraqutni and others would also lead to the point that these Ulama would 
also have no problem if someone was to deem Malik al-Dar to be known 
(ma’ruf), while al-Daraqutni’s statement leads to the declaration of adala for 
Malik al-Dar.  I can’t see what raful yadayn and al-Kashmiri has to do with 
this narration from Malik al-Dar.  That is just more digression from the 
ranting inconsistencies of the likes of Abu Alqama. 
 
 
[quote= Abu Alqama] 
Abul Hassan is only deceiving ignorants, and Allah's Shareeha is based on 
yaqeen, and not this one was tresasurer, he might be a Sahabi, and some 
muhadith made rules of majhool being thiqah with two thiqah narrating from 
him.  
 
And Ahnaf are last to accept Ibn Hajar and others ibn Katheer when it 
against his madhab. Ibn Hajar said Zul Yadayn and Zu Shymalayn to be two 
people, yet Nimawi and Kashmiri said they are same, and tried to prove by 
this way that narration of ABu Hurayrah about Zul Yadayn was mursal 
Sahabi and abrogated...  
 
So ABul Hassan is desperatly try to antheticate this weak and ma'lool 
hadeeth, opposing Ijma of Sahabah.  
 
Note : In hadeeth it is told that the Man who saw in dream the Prophet saw 
went to Umar and told him, but there is no mention that he told Umar as 
well that he asked Prophet saw to do Istishfa, rather the context tells he told 
his dread and the Prophet's order, and Umar cried saying he was defectious 
and late in this action.  
 
So nowere it is told this man told Umar his istishfa, and Umar said : You 
reached the SUnnah, whenever you have a problem then go to the Grave of 
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the Prophet saw,  
 
And Sahabah and Tbii had many problems, and this solution should have 
come in a mutawatir way from Salaf, not from a majhool man, with in 
narrators a majhool Tabii.....  
 
Majhool and liras, that is all they can narrate from....  
 
While intelligence asks muatawatir from this, Aloosi said in his tafseer, if it 
was true it would come from Ahle Bayt, Sahabi Tabieen, Aimah...  
 
But we have nothing saheeh from them about that.  
 
What greater daleel for normal intelligence to reject that.  
 
But yet Abul Hassan has destryed his intellegence, corrupted it with 
tasawwuf and in this majnoon state, he is trying to misguide the Ummah and 
alter the Noble SHaree'ah  
 
MAy Allah protect us from Qubooriyah[/quote] 
 
This is all ignorant talk in very poor English grammar.  This person has not 
been able to prove anything siginificant so he thinks he can now try winning 
an argument by accusing people of treachery, fabrication, inventing Hadith 
rules, bringing in irrelevant side issues, claiming that Malik is majhul, that no 
one did tawthiq on him and declaring people Quburiyyah! 
 
Rather, the Ilm of Hadith is taken from the earlier Huffaz and not from 
Asaghir who live in France or his references from the so-called “Ahl-e-
Hadith” of his original land! 
 
 
Ya Abu Alqama, your saying: 
 
“But yet Abul Hassan has destryed his intellegence, corrupted it with 
tasawwuf and in this majnoon state, he is trying to misguide the Ummah and 
alter the Noble SHaree'ah” 
 
Should have been directed first to Ibn Kathir and Ibn Hajr who 
authenticated this narration O Muta’assib!  Then we know that your Imam 
al-Albani contradicted himself by admitting once that another of Malik al-
Dar’s narrations is Hasan in his “Sahih” Targhib wal tarhib, and your excuses 
for him are useless to our debate. 
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The incoherent and inconsistent nature of Abu Alqama’s last quote shows 
that he is only one that knows how to rant and rave and not establish 
anything he says with any substantial and authoritative quotes from the 
Ulama al-Salihin. 
 
The conclusion of all his baseless claims should have been primarily directed 
to those masters of hadith like Ibn Kathir and Ibn Hajar who authenticated 
and knew the meaning of that narration better than these unknown asaghir 
like “Abu Alqama”. 
 
As for his “interpretations” of the matn of the Malik al-Dar narration – then 
what relevance is it to hear this unknown one’s claims when he has no 
reference to support his claim?  It is clear that Abu Alqama is merely 
guessing at and surmising the meaning to the Malik al-Dar narration from his 
own bias.  Rather, he should leave his hawâ and claims and bring in the 
verified comments to this narration from those who knew this narration well, 
like Nurud-Din al-Samhudi in Wafa al-Wafa, Taqi al-Subki’s Shifa al-Siqam, al-
Qastallani in Mawahib al-Laduniyya, or its Sharh by al-Zarqani, or Jawhar al-
Munazzam by Ibn Hajar al-Makki etc. 
 
As for al-Hafiz Ibn Hajar al-Asqalani O Hashwi – He was a Shafi’i, Ash’ari 
(as has come down to us via a Musalsal isnâd), had Hanafi students like Ibn 
al-Humam and Qasim ibn Qutlubugha, but now this same al-Hafiz ibn Hajar 
al-Asqalani has become the target of criticism for his explanations of 
narrations primarily linked to the Sifat of Allah by these Hashwiyya of the 
age.  Let us see how ibn Hajar al-Asqalani made Tawassul O Hashwi. 
 
AH Murad of Cambridge mentioned: 
 
 

Shaykh al-Islam Ibn Hajar departed this life 
in 852. His funeral was attended by 'fifty thousand 
people', including the sultan and the caliph; 'even 
the Christians grieved.' He was remembered as a gentle 
man, short, slender, and white-bearded, a lover of 
chess and calligraphy, much inclined to charity; 'good 
to those who wronged him, and forgiving to those he 
was able to punish.' A lifetime's proximity to the 
hadith had imbued him with a deep love of the 
Messenger (may Allah bless him and grant him peace), 
as is shown nowhere more clearly than in the poetry 
assembled in his Diwan, an original manuscript of 
which has been preserved at the Egyptian National 
Library. A few lines will suffice to show this well: 
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By the gate of your generosity stands a sinner, who isBy the gate of your generosity stands a sinner, who isBy the gate of your generosity stands a sinner, who isBy the gate of your generosity stands a sinner, who is    
mad with love,mad with love,mad with love,mad with love,    
    
O best of mankind in radiance of face and countenance!O best of mankind in radiance of face and countenance!O best of mankind in radiance of face and countenance!O best of mankind in radiance of face and countenance!    
    
Through you he seeks a means [tawassaThrough you he seeks a means [tawassaThrough you he seeks a means [tawassaThrough you he seeks a means [tawassala], hoping forla], hoping forla], hoping forla], hoping for    
Allah's forgiveness of slips; Allah's forgiveness of slips; Allah's forgiveness of slips; Allah's forgiveness of slips;     
    
From fear of Him, his eyelid is wet with pouringFrom fear of Him, his eyelid is wet with pouringFrom fear of Him, his eyelid is wet with pouringFrom fear of Him, his eyelid is wet with pouring    
tears.tears.tears.tears.    
    
Although his genealogy attributes him to a stoneAlthough his genealogy attributes him to a stoneAlthough his genealogy attributes him to a stoneAlthough his genealogy attributes him to a stone    
[hajar],[hajar],[hajar],[hajar],    
    
How often tears have flowed, sweet, pure and fresh!How often tears have flowed, sweet, pure and fresh!How often tears have flowed, sweet, pure and fresh!How often tears have flowed, sweet, pure and fresh!    
    
Praise of you does not do you justice, Praise of you does not do you justice, Praise of you does not do you justice, Praise of you does not do you justice, but perhaps,but perhaps,but perhaps,but perhaps,    
    
In eternity, its verses will be transformed intoIn eternity, its verses will be transformed intoIn eternity, its verses will be transformed intoIn eternity, its verses will be transformed into    
mansions.mansions.mansions.mansions.    
    
My praise of you shall continue for as long as I live,My praise of you shall continue for as long as I live,My praise of you shall continue for as long as I live,My praise of you shall continue for as long as I live,    
    
For I see nothing that could ever deflect me from yourFor I see nothing that could ever deflect me from yourFor I see nothing that could ever deflect me from yourFor I see nothing that could ever deflect me from your    
praise.praise.praise.praise.    

 

 

Is the above ode from the pen of al-Hafiz ibn Hajar a Wasilla ila’l shirk O 
Abu Alqama? 
 

 
[Quote=Abu Alqama] 
So here are some rules of Abul Hassan AL Kawthari  
 
A Muhadith mentionning a narration and not weakening it means that it is 
saheeh for him and narrators are thiqqah.  
 
Being a treasurer is tawtheeq, so all governors of Umar and Uthman were 
thiqqah...Some being accused of drinking wine...  
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A favored rejetced rule of Ibn Hibban and ibn Khuzaymah about Majhool ul 
Hal and mastoor.  
 
Being a Muhadith means being thiqqah....  
 
 
Ya ABal Hassan, do you have other bateel rules like whatever is reported 
without isnad in hanafi books is saheeh if a faqeeh acted on it.  
 
Or Whatever comes from Deobandi Imam is saheeh, as they have kashf and 
their kashf tells that these hadeeth are saheeh like ibn Arabi...  
 
Abul Hassan, are ibn Hajar, Dhahabi and other sayings hujjah for you, so 
their weakening hadeeth of raful ydayn is hujjah for you ?  
 
Abul Hassan, write a book of you own Mustalah ul Hadeeth...  
 
Ilmul Hadeeth inda Abil Hassan AL Kawthari Al Majhool...  
 
Like Sa'eed Mamdooh who autenticated fabricated juzz Mafqood....  
 
It is sure if you learn hadeeth from their book, there can be a lot of damage 
to muslim creed...  
 
Or maybe Hassan Saqqaf, or Alawi Maliki and other revilers of Sahabah...  
 
Your own Imam Abu Haneefah rejected Istishfa from graves...[/quote] 
 
All this is mere slander and speculation from the broken pen and twisted 
tongue of “Abu Alqama” – the one who posted in the past with different 
screen names to deceive the masses with much distortion against mainly the 
Ahnaf! 
 
Those names listed above (Saqqaf, Alawi Maliki, Mamduh) are not our 
Imams who reached the level of Ijtihad, nor are they Ahnaf or Huffaz of 
Hadith.  Nor is al-Kawthari our Imam or hujja unlike al-Albani is to your 
likes – the one who made enormous mistakes in Hadith! 
 
These names all agreed with Ibn Kathir and ibn Hajar that Malik al-Dar’s 
narration is Sahih, as did others from this age.   
 
Your claim that al-Dhahabi and Ibn Hajar weakened narrations on raful 
yadayn – I ask where and which narrations?!  I have seen Ibn Hajar 
authenticate some non-raful yadayn narrations in al-Diraya. 
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What has this got to do with Malik al-Dar anyway?!  In fact, al-Dhahabi and 
Ibn Hajar listed Malik al-Dar as being a Sahabi – so he was adil to them and 
not majhul like you claimed with no significant dalil O abased one who 
writes with hawa, ta’assub, poor English, nay undecipherable words at times 
by over relying on your own pre-conceived bias and false notions derived 
from your own biased Ulama like al-Albani, Bin Baz, Ibn Uthaymin, 
Hammad al-Ansari, al-Jaza’iri etc – who were all men of this time and none 
of them were agreed upon to be Huffaz of Hadith let alone totally sound in 
aqeeda! 
 
As for Mamduh and that Juz see here for what we think and we are not 
fanatically attached to him as you are to the likes of al-Albani: 
 
http://www.sunniforum.com/forum/showpost.php?p=119176&postcount
=18 
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A challenge to Abu Alqama and his Imams in Aqeeda: 
 
 
Ya Abu Alqama, O bold braggart -  tell us where the following narration that 
ibn al-Qayyim said was reported by Imam Ahmad and blindly affirmed by 
Ibn Uthaymin is actually found.  Ibn Uthaymin claimed in his Fatawa (vol. 1, 
no. 57): 
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The last point from Ibn Uthaymin that julus is found in a narration reported 
by Imam Ahmed as a Marfu narration from Ibn Abbas (ra) is found in the 
words of ibn al-Qayyim in his al-Ijtima al-Juyush al-Islamiyya (p. 70) as follows: 
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I ask you to show me where it is in the Musnad of Ahmed if you can.  If you 
can’t find it – then where did Ibn Qayyim get it from?!  Tell us what is the 
status of ibn al-Qayyim and ibn Uthaymin for mentioning that Istiwa means 
Julus?!!    Tell us why Ibn al-Qayyim and ibn Uthaymin both quote Kharija 
ibn Mus’ab as their reference to say that Istiwa is by julus – when Kharija is 
Matruk to Ibn Hajar and accused of lying also?! 
 
Then, if you can’t show us that the above narration is not in the Musnad 
with those specific words and it has been forged – tell us who is worse? 
Mamduh/Himyari did not forge any narration, unlike ibn al-Qayyim who 
went further to establish a point of aqeeda that istiwa is Julus – on top of 
their belief that istiwa is bi-dhatihi and istiqrar!!  We do know who the 
Mushabbiha are and how that comes to be linked with Shirk, rather than 
Tawhid as you and your ilk shout about so constantly.   
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Lâ hawla wala quwwata Illa billah! 
 
The reader can compare and contrast how we have tried our utmost best to 
quote authoritative statements – but the likes of Abu Alqama can only rant 
and rave in the main and not produce hardly any genuine quote to prove the 
veracity of their claims.  On top of that, can the average reader follow the 
incoherent and garbled sentences that this Hashwi known as “Abu Alqama” 
has been spurting out from his vile and broken mindset?! 
 
He thinks he knows the Hanafi Madhhab better than our own Ulama, so let 
him look into these quotes before he attempts to reply with further futility, 
distortions, unwarranted digressions, puerile abuse and declaring people to 
be “Quburiyya” regarding Tawassul: 
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Finally, tell us what you think of this quote mentioned by the Hanafi Imam 
of his time, that some declared as a Mujtahid, Imam Kamal ibn al-Humam 
(d. 861 AH), mentioning from Imam Abu Hanifa in his Fath al-Qadir (Sharh 
al-Hidaya) saying: 
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The crucial bit was translated by someone as follows: 
 
 
"When Imam Abu Hanifa visited Medina, he stood in front of the 
honorable grave (of the Prophet) and said,  
 
"O, most honorable of the Two Weighty Ones (humankind and 
jinn)!  
 
O, treasure of mankind, shower your generosity upon me and 
please me with your pleasure.  
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I am aspiring for your generosity, and there is no one for Abu 
Hanifa in the world but you." 
 
 
Will the likes of Abu Alqama be bold and blatant enough to shout shirk for 
all the above Ulama and the quotes from the books of the earlier Ahnaf?  Or 
will they deny the fact that Imam Ahmed ibn Hanbal allowed the Tawassul 
they call shirk today as reported in al-Mansak of al-Marwazi?! 
 
 
In closing Ya Abu Alqama – If you hope to reply to this article then do so if 
you care with quotes from the earlier Ulama of Hadith, and not less 
acknowledged contemporaries who are not recognised as being the Ahlul 
Istiqra in matters related to Ulum al-Hadith.  If you can not admit to this 
style and manner of consistent replying with verifiable references, then we 
see no valid reason to waste precious time and energy to address your broken 
and hard to decrypt grammatical farce, illogical insinuations, wilful 
digressions from the subject matter at hand, not to forget your flip-flopping 
inconsistencies and hilarious ranting and raving.  May Allah guide you and 
me to the haqq alone.  Amin. 
 
Our last word being all praise is to Allah and peace and blessings upon 
Sayyidina Muhammad. 
 
 
Abul Hasan Hussain Ahmed 
London 
June 2006/Jumada al-Awwal 1427 AH 
 
 
 


