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Fiqh of Taharah:  Class Forty-Six
الحمد لله و الصلاة و السلام على رسول الله و بعد:
These classes are based upon the commentary of the eminent Shaikh Atiyya Muhammad Saalam, given in Masjid an-Nabawi, in Madinah al-Munawwrah.  

The Hadith:

وَعَنْ جَابِرِ بْنِ سَمُرَةَ رَضِيَ اَللَّهُ عَنْهُمَا; { أَنَّ رَجُلاً سَأَلَ اَلنَّبِيَّ ( أَتَوَضَّأُ مِنْ لُحُومِ اَلْغَنَمِ? قَالَ: إِنْ شِئْتَ قَالَ: أَتَوَضَّأُ مِنْ لُحُومِ اَلْإِبِلِ ? قَالَ: نَعَمْ } أَخْرَجَهُ مُسْلِم
Narrated Jabir bin Samura:  A man asked the Prophet alayhi salam, “Should I perform  wudu after eating lamb?”  He replied, “If you wish.”  

He then asked, “Should I perform ablution after eating camel meat?”  The Prophet alayhi salam said, “Yes.”  [Narrated by Muslim]

The Explanation:

My honored brothers, at the end of the Chapter of Nullifiers of Wudu, and before the Author speaks about rulings pertaining to those who do not have wudu, the Author brings this subject, and it is one of the most contentious issues in the Chapter of Nullifiers of Wudu, it is the Subject of Wudu from Eating Camel Meat.

Jabir said, ‘a person’ asked the Prophet alayhi salam,…
‘A person’ is unspecified, and his name is not mentioned.  However, this does not harm the chain of narration of the hadith, since this unspecified person asked the Messenger of Allah alayhi as salam, which means:  He was a Muslim who saw the Messenger of Allah alayhi salam.

Therefore, he was a Sahabi.

And a Sahabi is not investigated (in terms of hadith narration) since the Sahabah, all of them are upright in character. 

For this reason, a hadith which is Mursal, if the name of the Sahabi only is not mentioned, then it is acted upon.

A person asked the Prophet alayhi salam, and the fact that he asked indicates that something was bothering him about this issue, is there a difference between the meat of sheep and the meat of camels, or not?

Should I make wudu from eating the flesh of camels, or from that of sheep?

So when he asked the Prophet alayhi salam about the meat of Sheep, the Prophet alayhi salam responded, “If you wish.”

From this response, the Ulema derived the ruling that:  It is permissible for a person who already has wudu to perform wudu afresh.

Because if the person in question did not have wudu, he would not have been left to chose whether to perform wudu or not in accordance to his will.
Rather, it would be obligatory upon him to perform wudu, since he is not in the state of Wudu.

However, what can be asked is:  A person is in a state of Wudu and eats the meat of a sheep, does he have to perform Wudu because of that or not?

The response was, in the case of the meat of sheep:  “If you wish,” i.e. if you wish, you can perform wudu.  And if you wish, you can suffice with the wudu that you had before you ate the meat of the sheep.

Therefore, the eating of the meat of sheep does not nullify the wudu.

“And should I perform wudu for eating the meat of camel?”

He said, “Yes.”

And the difference between saying “Yes” and the first response.

Here, find the difference between eating the flesh of sheep, and the eat the meat of a camel, in that the former does not nullify the Wudu, whereas the latter does.

And there is another hadith that was mentioned in a different context than this one:  “Perform wudu from (eating) the meat of camels.”

“Pray in the stables of sheep, but do not pray in the stables of camels.”

In these two ahadith, is a command of the Prophet alayhi salam:  There are two types of animals, sheep and camel, and they are both permissible to eat.

But the Prophet alayhi salam commands to make wudu from the meat of camel, and gives the choice with regards to the flesh of sheep.

The result is that sheep do not break the wudu, but camels do.

But before we enter into details amongst the Imams, we must say:

There are people who have been affected by doubts, and they wanted to cause others to doubt about the Shariah of Islam, and enemies of Islam love to pursue the doubtful things, and they say:

How is it that the religion Islam differentiates between two equal things, in their view.

This is meat and that is meat.  But this breaks Wudu and that does not break Wudu.

This, in their view, is a contradiction.

And they said this about another hadith, that of Abu Samh:  The urine of a girl must be washed, but the urine of a boy is sprinkled over.

How is it that you have differentiated between the urine of a girl and a boy?

The urine of a boy and girl, before eating food?

They are the same, how is it that you differentiate between them.

Before we talk about the details between the Ulema, we first say before anything else:  That we first and before everything else, adhere to the following of the Messenger of Allah, just as we adhere to the Oneness of Allah.

And the Islam of a person is not complete until they adhere to these things.  And a person does not enter into Islam unless they announce:  There is no god but Allah, and if they believe in the divinity of anything other than Allah, they nullify La illaha illa Allah.
And likewise Muhammad rasoolullah.  If they follow anyone other than Muhammad alayhi salam, they have nullified Muhammadur Rasoolullah.

And if they adhere to Muhammad is the Messenger of Allah, the One who they recognize His Unity, they are obliged to follow everything the Messenger alayhi salam taught, and if they do not follow him, they have nullified Muhammadur Rasoolullah.
And we say now, in the age of secularism, that if a person was in front of the Messenger of Allah, alayhi as salam, and he distinguished and differentiated between two similar things, is it right for a person to say:  “Why, O Messenger of Allah, did you do that?”

If the Messenger of Allah alayhi salam came to a person, and took two dates that were identical, and said:  “This is halal for you, and this one is forbidden for you to eat.”

Is it right for him to question, “Why should I not eat it, O Messenger of Allah?”

Or must he personally adhere to it that it is not permissible?

And if he ate it, and it is ripe and plump, he will have committed a sin.  

And the scholars of Usool (Islamic Law Derivation) agree that a command of the Messenger, alayhi salam, regarding a permissible matter, if directed towards an particular individual, becomes obligatory upon him.

And nothing will remove its obligation except what he commanded.

And they say:  If the Messenger alayhi salam climbed a camel, and a whip fell from his hands, and there are ten people with him, and he said:  “O so-and-so, give me the whip.”

It is not right for anyone else, other than the person specified, to give the whip to the Messenger of Allah.
And it is not right for him to say to some else, give the whip to the Messenger of Allah, or “You are closer, give it to the Messenger of Allah.”

Because the command is directed to him personally.

Therefore it is not possible for a person who is Muslim, to give authority to his intellect and logic with regard to the commands that have come to us from the Prophet alayhi salam.

But if it is established that the command is from the Prophet alayhi salam, and what is considered here is if the matter is established that indeed it is from the Messenger of Allah.

If the Messenger of Allah came to you with two glasses of water, and said:  “Drink this one, and do not drink that one.”

Do you have the right to drink the one that he said, “Do not drink it?”  No.

My brothers, I would like to say at this juncture, and I extended my talk regarding this particular point, because of what is in it of doubtfulness, and what it entails of withholding logic and one’s reason.  

It took place in front of one of the Kings of the Arabs on the Arabian Penninsula, a king of an Arab country on the Arabian peninsula, he had a minister, and he used to be cautious of him.
And the king had a younger sister who was younger than him, but possessed intellect.

And she used to sit with him, and when the king reached sixty years old, he would bring his sister to sit in his court.  Out of fear that he would make a mistake, or slip, or something like it.

And from another angle, it was a protection for him from the ploys of the minister.

And the cupbearer of the court brought a number of glasses to drink for the courtiers, let us say 10 of them.

In each of them was a drink, and one of them was empty, and sealed.  He brought it in front of the King, unsealed it, and poured the drink and presented it to the king.
But his wise sister, when the cupbearer put forward the cup, she took it from him.

“Don’t take it.”

All the courtiers drank.  Then she called for a physician.  Look at this drink, in this cup.

He took it, and he was shocked.  There was poison inside.  They courtiers where amazed.

They said, take our glasses, and check them.

He said, “There is nothing in them.”

Here the intellect says:  The glass has nothing in it.  It was unsealed, and drink was poured into the empty cup.  But the drink inside became poisonous.  Where did the poison come from?

Here, the intellect would say:  No, the glass is empty, and the drink was poured in, so drink it, and then he would die.

And this is the result of giving authority to the intellect.

But if he trusted the doctor, he lives.

But if he does not trust the physician, and obeys the intellect, he would die.

Here, the courtiers were amazed.

The king said to his sister:  How did you know there was poison, how did you realize that?
She said, Yes, in the past, they used to bring the cups, and all the cups were sealed, and the King would take one of the cups.

But this time, there was only one cup that was sent specifically for the King.

And inside of the cup was coated with poison, that is highly potent.  

If you look at it, it appears to be clear clean glass with nothing inside, but when the person came to pour the drink, and it melted the poison that was coated on the inside of the glass, and it become fatal.

Thus, I tell you my brothers, this really happened.  I do not want to mention the name of the King or the country, but it is a well known event.

Here:  The intellect say:  this cup is clean and pure, and the drink is clean with no poison in it.
The person is in between two matters:  Either he can go by intellect which says:  The cup in clean and pure, nothing in it, and drink.
Or he can trust the physician, and be saved.

And likewise, dear Muslims, if a Muslim hears from the Messenger of Allah, a hadith that is authentic, and this hadith is narrated by Muslim, and no one has indicated ambiguity about it, then he is between two choices:

He can say:  I hear and I obey, and follow the command, even if he does not know what will be the outcome.  Or he can give authority to his intellect, and it will lead him to destruction.

And we have found in the Wise Shariah, and in the text of the Noble Qur’an, that a single thing might have different rulings, as a test and tribulation.

Allah says:  “Do not kill the hunted animals while you are in Ihram.”

And he says, “If you come out of the State of Ihram, you may hunt.”

While in Ihram, hunting is forbidden, and after exiting Ihram, hunting is allowed.

Has hunting changed?  Has the person changed? 

How is it that hunting has become forbidden, when it is one of the most permissible things, when the pilgrim turns to Allah and says:  “Labaayk”?

It is permissible for a Beduoin who is driving camels, he hunts and eats, but the pilgrim cannot hunt it.

But Allah explains, “Allah will test you with the hunting animals, that you seize with your hands and spears…”  Why?  “To know who fears Him Unseen.”
So the prohibition of hunting is not due to restraining hunting, or harming the pilgrim, but as a test.

Is he sincere in his Ihram, truthful in his Imaan, or no?

And the test could be in other than that.

Like the story of Talut and his army, Allah says, “Inallaha mubtaleekum bi nahr”  

“Allah shall test you with a river”  A running river… “Whoever drinks from it is not from me, except one who takes a handful.”

Why, because Allah wants to test those, because they object to Talut being the king over them.  “Why is he given kingdom and he has not been given great wealth.”

But Allah responds that he gave him the necessary things of ‘Mulk’ “ilm and jism”.

Knowledge to think and reflect, and strength in body.  But nowadays women are presiding over countries.

Thus, the Shariah might come with matters that are logical, and the intellect can understand the wisdom behind it, or it may be a matter that is beyond the intellect, the mind is to weak to understand the wisdom behind it.

And the true believer submits, saying:  We here and we obey.

That is the introduction to this topic, make wudu from eating sheep?  If you like.  Make wudu from camel?  Yes.

A person should not stop and ask, why is there a difference between this and that.  And if the wisdom is not clear to use, we keep quiet and know that we are on the truth.  

And if the wisdom is apparent to us, we increase in our Iman and Yaqeen.  As Ibrahim said:  “Yes, but so that my heart is at ease.”

And next time, we shall speak about what may be the wisdom behind this ruling.

And Allah knows best.

End of Class 46.  
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