
A discussion on that which those who permit fleeing from a plague have used as an 

evidence and an answer to it 

They have used several evidences: 

1. After presenting the Ḥadῑth from the narration of Zuhrῑ from Abū Salamah from Abū 

Hurayrah (Allah be pleased with him) from the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص  ‘Do not bring a diseased 

animal in close proximity to a healthy animal,’ Imām al-Ṭaḥāwῑ states, ‘So a group 

went towards this Ḥadῑth and they said, “Indeed, he disliked that due to fear of it 

spreading,” and this group commanded that one should refrain from an ill person 

and flee from him. They used as evidence the returning of ‘Umar (Allah be pleased 

with him) from Sargh due to the plague. He (al-Ṭaḥāwῑ) then presented that Ḥadῑth 

and said, “So, they said, ‘Indeed, we have been commanded in these narrations to 

avoid coming to a city in which there is a plague, and that is due to fear of it and for 

fear of it spreading to whoever enters it.’ 

 

He (al-Ṭaḥāwῑ) then refuted them by stating that if the order to refrain from entering 

it had been due to fear of it (the illness), it would have been permissible for the 

people of that place in which the illness has occurred to leave it as well, due to the 

same reason. Hence, considering that the people of that place in which the plague 

had occurred have been prohibited from leaving it, it is established that the reason 

for which it has been prohibited to enter it is not the reason that they have 

mentioned. The actual reason according to us, and Allah knows best, for not entering 

that city is that he may enter the city, and the illness may afflict him through the 

destiny destined by Allah, and so he would say, “If I had not entered this land, it 

would not have afflicted me,” and it is possible that if he had stayed in the place that 

he was originally in, it would still afflict him. Accordingly, he was commanded to 

avoid entering it, to completely avoid the possibility [of endangering his belief]. And 

similarly, he commanded that the one residing in the place in which it has occurred 

does not leave it, thus claiming if he is not afflicted, “If I had stayed in that place, that 

which afflicted them would have afflicted me,” whereas it is possible that if he had 

stayed where he was, it may not have afflicted him. Hence, he commanded that one 

avoids entering a city which has been afflicted by a plague due to the reason we have 

described. 

 

I (Ibn Ḥajar) say: this which al-Ṭaḥāwῑ has mentioned is apparent in the statement of 

Abū Mūsā (Allah be pleased with him) that has passed before. However, those 

prohibiting [the leaving] has expanded the prohibition for the one who believes that 

[the illness caused it] as well as the one who does not believe that [the illness caused 

it], this is in order to close the means to this possibility. And the one who permits [for 



one to leave] only considered the meaning due to which one has been prohibited 

from leaving and thus he specified the prohibition with that meaning. And the first 

approach is more in-line with the Ḥadῑth. 

 

And that which becomes apparent to me from the action of ‘Umar (Allah be pleased 

with him) of not entering a city in which a plague has occurred, is not that he fled 

from anything, rather, it is similar to the one who thinks of entering a house but sees 

a fire burning inside which is difficult to extinguish, so he decides against entering it 

so that the fire does not afflict him. Hence, it is from the avenue of refraining from 

destructive things, and this is recommended. 

 

This is what becomes apparent that ‘Umar (Allah be pleased with him) and those who 

agreed with him were inclined to, before the Pophetic Ḥadῑth reached them. Then 

when the Prophetic Ḥadῑth reached them, it conformed to what they had decided, so 

due to this some said, “‘Umar (Allah be pleased with him) returned because of the 

Ḥadῑth of ‘Abd al-Raḥmān (Allah be pleased with him), not because of what his own 

opinion was.” 

 

The truth is that he had decided to return, then when the Ḥadῑth reached him, he 

continued with his decision as we have discussed. 

 

As for those who contradicted ‘Umar’s (Allah be pleased with him) decision in that 

matter, before the Ḥadῑth reached them, they had adopted the path of complete 

reliance in Allah, without focusing on the apparent means. That is a very noble 

position which suits the choices of the Ṣaḥābah (Allah be pleased with them). Due to 

this, many migrants and helpers (املهاجرين واألنصار) (Allah be pleased with them) were of 

this view, whereas none of the elders of Quraysh were of this opinion. ‘Umar (Allah 

be pleased with him) agreed with the latter, as, although he was from amongst the 

most prestigious of migrants, looking at the overall wellbeing of the Muslims had 

overpowered his view, and the overall wellbeing of the Muslims cannot be attained 

except by looking at the apparent means and acting according to them, whilst having 

conviction that all matters are with the predestination of Allah. Indeed, a Ḥadῑth has 

come in this regard, “Tie it (the camel) and then have reliance,” narrated by al-

Tirmidhῑ and others. 

 

Then al-Ṭaḥāwῑ has presented from the narration of Zayd ibn Aslam from his father 

that ‘Umar (Allah be pleased with him) said, “Oh Allah, indeed, the people have 

attacked me with regards to three issues, and I pledge my innocence to you from 



them, they accuse me of fleeing from a plague and I pledge my innocence to you 

from that…”  

 

He (al-Ṭaḥāwῑ) said, “So this shows that his returning was not for the purpose of 

fleeing, and similarly his letter to Abū ‘Ubaydah (Allah be pleased with him) in which 

he commanded him and those from the army with him to leave that place, was 

indeed in the meaning of medication by moving from a polluted land to a suitable 

land.” He (al-Ṭaḥāwῑ) then presented the story of the ‘Uraniyyῑn and said, “Their 

leaving from Madῑnah was for medication, not for the purpose of fleeing, and this is 

apparent in their story.” This is the end of al-Ṭaḥāwῑ’s quote summarised. 

 

This is the interpretation of that which has been narrated from ‘Umar (Allah be 

pleased with him) that he regretted returning from Sargh. This appears in the 

narration of Ibn Abῑ Shaybah in his Muṣannaf, who said Muḥammad ibn Bishr 

narrated to us and Isḥāq mentioned in his Musnad that Abū ‘Āmir al-Aqadῑ narrated 

to us, both of them said Hishām ibn Sa‛d narrated to us that ‘Urwah ibn Ruwaym 

narrated to us from al-Qāsim from ‘Abdullah ibn ‘Umar that he said, “I came to ‘Umar 

when he came to Syria and I found him sleeping in his tent, so I waited for him in the 

shadow of his tent and heard him saying whilst turning in his sleep, ‘Oh Allah! Forgive 

me for my returning from Sargh.’” This narration is sound. 

 

Al-Zarkashῑ has mentioned in the book which he gathered with regards to the plague, 

following that which has been mentioned by Tāj al-Dῑn al-Subkῑ who has quoted from 

al-Qurṭubῑ in Al-Mufhim, “The regret of ‘Umar over his return is not established, and 

how can he be regretful over that which the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص had commanded? And retract 

his opinion therein and make repentance from it?! 

 

I (Ibn Ḥajar) state that Tāj [al-Dῑn al-Subkῑ] has accepted this [statement of al-

Qurṭubῑ]. As for al-Zarkashῑ, he rejected it and said, “This is an authentic chain of 

narration.” In my opinion, I am surprised by al-Qurṭūbῑ, how does he reject strong 

narrations such as this when it is possible to combine the two! 

 

Then al-Zarkashῑ said, “It is possible that his regret was for fear of having fled from 

predestiny, whilst he felt that the narration merely proves a concession for not going 

to that place. Thus, we find al-Baghawῑ reporting in his Sharḥ al-Sunnah from a group 

of scholars that fleeing from a plague is forbidden whilst entering a city in which 

there is a plague is slightly detestable, hence there is a leeway for entering it for a 

person who has been has overpowered by reliance on Allah, and to turn away from 

the city is also permissible for whoever wishes”. This is the end of al-Zarkashῑ’s quote. 



 

There is nothing in ‘Umar’s (Allah be pleased with him) statement that restricts the 

matter to that which he has mentioned. Rather, it is possible that his regret and 

repentance was because he had left to carry out an important matter from the 

matters of the Muslims and when he reached close to the city that he needed to get 

into, he returned from it back to Madῑnah, due to the Ḥadῑth that reached him on the 

prohibition of entering a city in which a plague has occurred. It was possible for him 

to have avoided both by him not entering the city acting upon the Ḥadῑth and not 

returning to Madῑnah without completing the need due to which he had left 

Madῑnah. Rather, a third option was available for him that he resides somewhere 

close to the city until the plague is lifted and then enter [after the plague is lifted] in 

order to complete his need. This is especially true when the plague was lifted after 

only a short while of his return to Madῑnah, which was the equivalence of the 

duration it took his letter to reach to Abū ‘Ubaydah, Abū ‘Ubaydah’s response, then 

his second letter to him commanding him to return with his army, with Abū ‘Ubaydah 

obeying, and as soon as he began returning, the plague was lifted. So, it is possible 

that he (‘Umar may Allah be pleased with him) felt that if he had waited for the 

plague to be lifted, it would have been better than returning in consideration of the 

difficulty that was caused upon him and the army that was with him in returning to 

Madῑnah. The Ḥadῑth does not command one to return, rather, it is a prohibition of 

entering a city in which a plague has occurred, based upon the words that have been 

mentioned in the Ḥadῑth; ‘Do not enter’. So, it is possible that his regret was due to 

this.   

 

Qāḍῑ ‘Ῑyāḍ said when discussing the difference of opinion that occurred between the 

migrants and the helpers (املهاجرين واألنصار) (Allah be pleased with them) over the issue of 

returning that the evidence of both groups was evident; as both were based upon a 

principle from the principles of Sharῑ‛ah: 

 

1) Reliance in Allah and submission to predestination 

2) To protect oneself by avoiding throwing oneself into destruction 

These are two sub-branches from the original principle of predestination. It has been 

said that indeed ‘Umar (Allah be pleased with him) returned due to the Ḥadῑth as it is 

not possible for him to have preferred one opinion over the other without an 

indicator of preference. I have discussed this earlier. 

Yes, it has been explicitly expressed that others besides ‘Umar (may Allah be pleased 

with him), at times, acted upon complete reliance [in Allah]. Ibn Khuzaymah has 

narrated with an authentic chain of narration to Hishām ibn ‘Urwah from his father 



that al-Zubayr ibn al-‘Awwām (Allah be pleased with him) set off for Egypt in order to 

launch a war. The leaders of Egypt wrote to him that a plague has occurred in this 

land, so do not enter it. Al-Zubayr (Allah be pleased with him) said, “I left for the sting 

of the plague,” and so he entered it and was affected by the plague on his forehead 

but got better.  

It would be noted that this narration of al-Zubayr (Allah be pleased with him) may be 

contradicted by that which al-Bayhaqῑ has narrated with a sound chain of narration 

from Hishām ibn ‘Urwah from his father that ‘I came to al-Zubayr (Allah be pleased 

with him) one day whilst I was a child, and next to him was a leper. I wanted to touch 

him so al-Zubayr (Allah be pleased with him) pointed to me and commanded that I 

leave the room for fear of me touching him.’ 

In my opinion there is no contradiction between these two narration as has passed, 

rather, al-Zubayr’s (Allah be pleased with him) entering [the city] was due to the 

strength of his own belief and conviction, and he commanded his young son from 

touching a leper for fear that Allah may predestine that he be afflicted with leprosy, 

and due to the child’s lack of knowledge, he would think that the affliction was due to 

his touching and he would believe in the prohibited superstitious belief. This will be 

explained in the third point. 

2. Tāj al-Subkῑ has said, “They (those who permit one to flee) have also applied an 

analogical deduction of fleeing from a lion and an enemy whom one does not have 

the capability of repelling. For indeed, if the disbelievers and highway robbers target 

a person who has no capability to repel them, it is permissible for the person to flee 

from their hands. Abu’l Ḥasan Ilkiyā al-Ḥarrāsῑ from the Shāfi‛ῑ scholars has recorded 

a consensus on this issue and said, “We know of no difference of opinion in its 

permissibility, even though the limitations of life set by Allah do not increase or 

decrease.” 

 

The answer to this is that analogical deduction upon a lion or enemy is weak because 

it is rare that a person is able to survive from them, and dying in those scenarios is 

almost certain, hence [not running away] is akin to a human throwing himself into a 

fire. This is contrary to fleeing from a city in which a plague has occurred, for indeed 

many - if not most - survive from it. 

 

I would say that even if we were to accept the analogical deduction, then it is an 

analogical deduction in which there is a difference which is that remaining in front of 

a lion until it attacks you falls under the general prohibition of throwing oneself into 



destruction, whereas in the issue of fleeing from a plague, an explicit prohibition 

from it is found. So how can they be the same? 

 

3. Analogical deduction upon leaving a polluted environment as evidenced in the story 

of the ‘Uraniyyῑn 

 

The answer to this is that this incident was similar to medication such as an ill person 

avoids eating certain foods, as there is no difference in the effect foods and the 

environment have upon an ill person, hence leaving a land which is polluted is a form 

of medication for an ill person. Qāḍῑ Tāj al-Dῑn has said, “I have a problem with this 

answer.” I would assume the reason [for his problem] is that it is possible for 

someone to say, “A plague also occurs due to a pollution within the environment, 

thus  leaving the city in which a plague has occurred should generally be permissible 

just as it was permissible for the ‘Uraniyyῑn,” but this is not applicable based upon 

what has been discussed earlier that a plague is caused by the Jinn [not the 

environment]. 

 

But the real truth is that the ‘Uraniyyῑn leaving Madῑnah was not at all related to 

fleeing, rather, it was completely a form of medication. Hence, their leaving was due 

to the need of the situation – as mentioned by [Imām] al-Ṭaḥāwῑ, as their medication 

was to be through the consumption and smell of the urine and milk of the camels, 

and camels do not easily stay in a city, rather, they stay in the desert.  Accordingly, 

their leaving was secondary, due to a matter of certainty which was to acquire 

medication. This is contrary to fleeing from a city in which a plague has occurred to 

another city, for indeed it involves primarily leaving over a speculative matter, 

because avoiding the plague in that city is not certain. 

 

The separation of these two issues is also supported by the fact that from amongst 

the principles of medication is to revert to one’s habitual and naturally conducive 

state, and this nation (the ‘Uraniyyῑn) were people from rural areas - as it has been 

explicitly mentioned in some versions of these narrations – and so, the urban 

environment was not in compliance with their nature. So, the Prophet, peace and 

salutations be upon him, guided them to a medication which would suit them such as 

being in a rural area. And it is from here that the explanation of ‘Umar (Allah be 

pleased with him) commanding Abū ‘Ubaydah (Allah be pleased with him) to move 

his army to another place more conducive to their nature than the place they had 

settled in may be taken. The following Ḥadῑth falls into this explanation which has 

been narrated by Abū Dāwūd and al-Ḥākim from the Ḥadῑth of Farwah ibn Musayk 

(Allah be pleased with him) that he said, “Oh Prophet of Allah, we have a land where 



we live called Abyan, it is a rural farming land and it is generally afflicted by disease,” 

he replied, “leave it, for indeed in coming close to disease is destruction.” Al-Khatṭābῑ 

has stated that this is not from contagiousness, rather, it is from the perspective of 

medication, for indeed choosing an uncontaminated environment is from amongst 

the most helpful measures in healing the body, whilst a polluted environment is from 

amongst the most harmful factors in creating a sickness, according to the doctors. 

Indeed, all of this is with the permission and will of Allah the Almighty.  

 

4. [Imām] al-Zarkashῑ writes, “They have also used as evidence an analogical deduction 

on the narration of fleeing away from a leper. That is what al-Bukhārῑ narrates from 

Sa‛ῑd ibn Mῑnā who says, ‘I heard Abū Ḥurayrah (Allah be pleased with him) saying, 

“Rasoolullah ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص said, ‘There is no (truth to the superstitions of) contagiousness [of 

diseases], bad luck, owls or Safar. And flee from a leper as you would flee from a 

lion’. 

 

And in Ṣaḥῑḥ Muslim it is narrated via ‘Amr ibn al-Sharῑd al-Thaqafῑ, that his father 

said, “In the delegation of Thaqῑf there was a leper, so the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص sent him a 

message, ‘We have taken your allegiance, so return.’” 

 

And in Sunan Abū Dāwūd comes the narration of Ibn ‘Abbās (Allah be pleased with 

them) that the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص said: “Do not stare for long at lepers,” and Ibn Khuzaymah 

has deemed this authentic. 

 

The response to this is in two ways: 

 

The first way has been mentioned by [Imām] Ibn al-Ṣalāḥ, which he has taken from 

others. It reconciles between the aḥādῑth of Abū Hurayrah (Allah be pleased with 

him) on one hand, namely: “A diseased animal should not be brought near one who 

is healthy” and “Flee from a leper as you flee from a lion”; and on the other hand, the 

ḥadῑth saying “There is no contagiousness.”  

 

He (Ibn al-Ṣalāḥ) says:  

 

“They are reconciled as follows: These diseases do not move to others through their 

own accord. Rather, Allah has made the close contact of one who has the disease a 

cause to transmit the disease. Then, as is the case with all causes, it may sometimes 

be reprieved from taking effect.  

 



So, in the ḥadῑth: ‘There is no contagion’ the belief of the era of jahiliyyah, that 

diseases themselves are contagious, is being refuted. This is why the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص also 

asked: ‘Then who transmitted [the disease] to the very first sufferer (of this 

disease)?’. 

 

Whilst in the second ḥadῑth the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص is letting us know that Allah has made one 

(close contact) a means for the other (the disease) and he ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص is warning from the 

harm that often does occur – through Allah’s doing whenever it does.” Here ends his 

(Ibn al-Ṣalāḥ’s) quote. 

 

Our scholars have accepted this in their treatises, though [Imām] al-Bulqῑnῑ has said: 

“The correct wording is to say ‘Allah sometimes makes (close contact a means…)’, 

instead of ‘has made’.” This is a good specification, so the impression is not given 

that it occurs all or most of the time, whereas the reality is that it does get reprieved.  

 

The basis of this is the statement of al-Shafi‛ῑ. [Imām] al-Bayhaqῑ says in al-Ma‛rifah - 

Chapter on Marriage, during the discussion on defects – Abu Sa‛ῑd al-Ṣayrafῑ 

informed us: Abu’l-‘Abbas al-Aṣamm said: al-Rabῑ‛ ibn Sulayman said: al-Shāfi‛ῑ said: 

“Leprosy and vitiligo, according to those who are knowledgeable in medicine and its 

practice, is frequently transmitted between spouses and it is a disease which 

prevents from intercourse. It is near impossible for a man to enjoy intercourse with a 

woman who has it and for a woman to with a man who has it. As for the offspring, it 

is clear - and Allah knows best – that if he is birthed by a man or woman with leprosy 

or vitiligo, then it is rare for the child to be free of it, and if he is, then it is likely that it 

will pass to his progeny. We ask Allah for well-being through His favour and grace.” 

 

[Imām] al-Bayhaqῑ continues: “It has been established that the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص said: 

‘There is no contagiousness [of diseases]’, but he was referring to the people’s belief 

during jahiliyyah of attributing the act to other than Allah. He does, sometimes, make 

the close contact of a healthy person with somebody who has one of these 

sicknesses into a cause for the occurrence of transmission. This is why the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص 

said: ‘A diseased animal should not be brought in contact with a healthy one” and he 

said about the plague: ‘Whoever hears of it being in an area, he must not go there’ – 

as well as other [Aḥādῑth] portraying this meaning. All of this is through the destiny of 

Allah.” Here ends al-Bayhaqῑ’s quote. 

 

And it seems to me that al-Shafi‛ῑ never narrated the ḥadῑth negating transmission, 

which will soon be explained, and this is why he relied on the opinions of the experts 

of medicinal practice without directing attention to explain the ḥadῑth. 



 

[Imām] Ibn Khuzaymah mentions in Kitāb al-Tawakkul the ḥadῑth, “There is no 

contagiousness” from the narration of Abū Hurayrah and Ibn ‘Umar, and also from 

Sa‛d ibn Abῑ Waqqās. He also brings the ḥadῑth “A diseased animal should not be 

brought in contact with a healthy one”. For the first, he titled the chapter “Having 

reliance on Allah in negating contagion”. He titled the second “Mention of a 

narration that some scholars have misunderstood by affirming contagion which was 

negated by the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص”.  

 

Then he brought a chapter titled, “The proof to show that the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص did not 

affirm contagion in that statement” and therein he brought the ḥadῑth narrated by 

Abū Salamah, from Abū Hurayrah that the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص said: “There is no (truth to the 

superstitions of) contagiousness, owls nor Safar”, so a Bedouin asked, “Then how is it 

that a camel in the desert [is healthy] like a deer, then comes into contact with a 

mangy camel which also makes it mangy?” So, the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص said: “So who 

transmitted [the disease] to the very first sufferer?” 

 

This ḥadῑth has been narrated by al-Bukhārῑ and Muslim from this chain, and also 

from the chain of Abū Zur‛ah from Abū Hurayrah (Allah be pleased with him), that a 

Bedouin came to the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص and asked: “Oh Prophet of Allah, sometimes there is 

a patch of mange on the lip of a camel, but then it spreads to the rest of the camels?” 

So, the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص said: “So who transmitted [the disease] to the very first sufferer?”. 

 

And the ḥadῑth of Ibn Mas‛ūd (Allah be pleased with him) that the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص said: 

“No transmission takes place between things”; so, a Bedouin asked: “Oh Prophet of 

Allah, sometimes there is a patch of mange on the lip – or he said: tail – of a huge 

camel and then it spreads to the rest of the camels?” So, the Prophet of Allah ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص said: 

“There is no (truth to the superstitions) of contagion, owls nor Safar. Allah created 

every soul and decreed its life, sustenance and afflictions.” 

 

Then he titles a chapter: “Mention of the narration from the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص about the 

command to flee from a leper – I am fearful that it may cross some people’s mind 

that this affirms contagion, and it is not such in my opinion, and all praise is for 

Allah.” Then he narrates the narration of Abū Hurayrah (Allah be pleased with him) 

from Sa‛ῑd ibn Mῑnā which he also narrates from A’ishah (Allah be pleased with her) 

that the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص said, “There is no contagion, and when you see a leper, then flee 

from him as you flee from a lion.” He then brings (1) the ḥadῑth of Ibn ‘Abbās (Allah 

be pleased with them) that Rasoolullah ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص said: “Do not stare for long at lepers”; (2) 

the ḥadῑth of ‘Amr ibn al-Sharῑd, from his father, that in the delegation of Thaqeef 



there was a leper…; and (3) the ḥadῑth of Jābir (Allah be pleased with him) that the 

Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص took the hand of a leper and put it in the plate with him, and then said: “In 

the name of Allah, trusting in Allah and relying on Him”. The wording of another 

variant of this narration is: As the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص was eating, a leper came, so he told him 

“Come closer and eat, trusting in Allah and relying on Him.” 

 

[Imām] Ibn Khuzaymah thereafter states, “the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص, out of his compassion and 

mercy to his ummah, commanded them to flee from a leper; just as he forbade for a 

sick animal to be brought into contact with a healthy animal. This is out of 

consideration and the concern that a person who is close to a leper may [incidentally] 

get leprosy, or a healthy animal maybe affected by a sickness that is present in sick 

animals, and this in turn may  cause some Muslims’ minds to think that the 

leprosy/mange that has appeared in the second case was transmitted by the initial 

leper/diseased animal - causing them to believe in contagion which the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص 

has negated and said, “No transmission takes place between things”.  So, he 

commanded to refrain from such a scenario to ensure the safety of Muslims’ belief in 

affirming such a thing. The Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص has informed that “superstitions” are things 

which people may find in their hearts, then informed that tawakkul (reliance on 

Allah) removes it. So, similar is the case with leprosy and mange – when someone 

whose tawakkul is weak sees a person gets leprosy who was in proximity to a leper, 

he will begin to believe in contagion and superstition due to his weak tawakkul, 

because the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص [seemingly] affirmed the existence of contagion through his 

command to flee from lepers and his message to the leper [in the Thaqῑf delegation] 

to return. This reconciliation is strengthened by his eating with a leper; trusting and 

relying on Allah. As for his command not to stare at lepers, then that is also to be 

interpreted as the above, though it could also mean that a leper would be offended 

and would dislike that a healthy person stares at him, because it is rare for intelligent 

people to have an affliction without wanting to hide it. Here ends [Imām Ibn 

Khuzaymah’s] quote summarised.  

 

This is an extremely well researched and refined stance, and is a better reconciliation, 

in my opinion, than the one of [Imām] al-Bayhaqῑ, which was followed by Ibn al-Ṣalāh 

and others after him. This is because it [Ibn Khuzaymah’s stance] negates contagion 

entirely as the authentic narrations have explicitly stated and interprets the 

contradicting reports as being to prevent the potential misunderstanding, whereas 

their [al-Bayhaqῑ’s etc] reconciliation affirms the existence of contagion. 

 

Imām Mālik, upon being asked about the ḥadῑth on staring at lepers, said, “I have not 

heard [from anyone] of the opinion that it is disliked and I believe the narrations 



forbidding that are merely as a precaution that a believer’s heart is not affected by 

it”, i.e. by the belief of contagion.  

 

[Imām] al-Ṭaḥāwῑ, in Ma‛āni’l Āthār, has adopted the same stance as Ibn Khuzaymah 

and so he brings the ḥadῑth: “A diseased animal should not be brought close to a 

health animal” and then said: “This means that the healthy animal may get that 

disease, causing the person who brought it close to think: ‘If I had not brought it 

close it would not have been afflicted.’ - whereas the reality is that even if he had not 

brought it close, the disease would still have afflicted him through Allah’s fate. So, he 

 forbade to bring the diseased animal close for this reason as most people will not [ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص]

be safe from believing in this misconception.” 

 

Then he brought the ḥadῑth “There is no contagion” from the narration of Sa‛d ibn 

Abῑ Waqqās, Ibn Mas‛ūd, Ibn ‘Umar, Abū Hurayrah, Jābir and Anas (Allah be pleased 

with them). He then brings the ḥadῑth of ‘Alῑ (Allah be pleased with him) that the 

Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص said: “An ill person does not transmit to a healthy person”. Then the 

ḥadῑth of Ibn ‘Abbās (Allah be pleased with them) that the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص said: “There is 

no contagion, omens, or owl [superstitions]”, upon which a man asked, “I put a 

mangy sheep in a herd and it makes them all mangy”. The Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص said: “So the 

first one, who transmitted the mange to that?” 

 

He follows this with the ḥadῑth of Abū Umāmah (Allah be pleased with him) that the 

Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص said: “There is no contagion” and “So, who transmitted it to the first?”. 

The ḥadῑth of Ibn Mas‛ūd (Allah be pleased with him) which Ibn Khuzaymah 

mentioned is also mentioned, and thereafter many chains are narrated for the ḥadῑth 

of Abū Hurayrah (Allah be pleased with him) which all contain the words: “So, who 

transmitted it to the first?” He finished this with the ḥadῑth mentioned previously 

from Jābir (Allah be pleased with him) about eating with a leper and the ḥadῑth of 

Abū Dharr (Allah be pleased with him) that the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص said: “Eat with the afflicted 

person, out of humility for your Lord and believing in Him.” 

 

[Imām] al-Ṭaḥāwῑ then says: “So the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص negated transmission by saying “So, 

who transmitted it to the first?” This means that if the second was afflicted with the 

disease due to it being transmitted from the first, then the first could not have gotten 

afflicted initially as there was nothing to transmit to him. So, just as the first was 

afflicted due to the destiny of Allah, so was the second. 

 

He then says that the ḥadῑth “There is no contagion” refers to negating contagion in 

an absolute sense. Whereas the ḥadῑth of not bringing a diseased animal in proximity 



of a healthy one refers to the risk that people’s belief may wrongly be influenced 

that, if another does get the disease, then it was due to contagion. And Allah knows 

best. 

 

[Imām] Abū Bakr al-Rāzῑ follows what [Imām] al-Ṭaḥāwῑ has said in his Aḥkām al-

Qur’ān. 

 

[Imām] al-Bayhaqῑ reconciles between the ḥadῑth of the leper of Thaqῑf and the 

ḥadῑth of the leper whose hand the Prophet ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص placed in the plate. He says that the 

latter is for the person able to be patient in the face of difficulties and abandon 

choice in matters of destiny while the former is for the one who will not be able to be 

patient in the face of such difficulty, so is allowed to take precautions that the 

sharῑ‛ah has permitted. 

 

[Imām] al-Qurṭubῑ, in al-Mufhim, responds to this issue saying, “He [ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص] forbade to 

bring a diseased animal in proximity to a healthy one out of the concern that the 

belief of the people of jahiliyyah may occur [in some people’s hearts] or to prevent 

confusion in people’s minds. This is like his [ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص] commanding to run from a leper, 

because, though we know that leprosy does not get transmitted, but we do find 

some qualms in our minds due to it. So, if a person was to force himself to come into 

close contact with a leper, he will feel uncomfortable or distressed. Therefore, it is 

best for a person to not put himself in positions where this struggle will be needed, 

by avoiding situations of doubt and abstaining from causes of distress – all the while 

knowing that no amount of caution can save one from fate.” 

 

Then, I found the precursor for all of them to be Abū ‘Ubayd al-Qāsim ibn Salām. He 

explains ‘not bringing a diseased animal in proximity of a healthy one’ as not 

affirming contagion, but rather, that if the healthy are afflicted – through Allah’s 

decree – then the owner could feel that it was due to contagion, causing him to fall 

into doubt. So, he [ملسو هيلع هللا ىلص] has commanded abstinence in this regard. Abū ‘Ubayd also 

says that some people have interpreted this to mean that it is a precaution for the 

healthy from [catching the disease] from the diseased. This, he says, is the “worst 

interpretation for this ḥadῑth, since it allows being superstitious, which is forbidden. 

So, the correct explanation is what I have just given.” 


