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Abstract

Ibn Taymiyyah’s positions toward the Ahl al-Bayt (peace be upon them)
have long been a subject of controversy. This study aims to
methodologically distinguish “rijal-based criticism” from ‘“behavioral
disparagement” and, through the application of directed qualitative content
analysis, examines passages concerning the Ahl al-Bayt in four key volumes
of Minhaj al-Sunnah (Volumes 3, 4, 6, and 8). The theoretical framework
was developed on the basis of definitions of Nasibism found in early Sunni
and Shi‘i sources, with particular emphasis on distinguishing between its
“behavioral” and “doctrinal” dimensions. Of the 452 extracted passages,
128 were coded as instances of disparagement, with importance coefficients
of 2 and 3. Validity was established through threefold triangulation (the
primary text, intra-Sunni critiques, and external Shi‘i critiques) as well as
double coding, which yielded an inter-coder agreement rate of 87%. The
findings indicate that Ibn Taymiyyah fully corresponds to four behavioral
criteria of Nasibism: disparagement of Fatimah (peace be upon her) in
relation to the Fadak dispute; disparagement of Ali (peace be upon him)
through improper attributions and comparison with Pharaoh; denial of the
legitimacy of Ali’s wars; and a dualistic defense of his assassin.
Accordingly, he constitutes a clear instance of “behavioral Nasibism.” A
fivefold typology of scholarly responses demonstrates that the existence of
“behavioral excess” constitutes a point of convergence across a broad
spectrum of Sunni and Shi‘i scholars, although disagreement remains
regarding its underlying cause—whether it arose from theological polemics
or from an internalized animosity. The study recommends a critical
reassessment of the use of Ibn Taymiyyah’s theological-historical works in
educational curricula, while distinguishing their content from his
jurisprudential and legal-theoretical views.

Keywords: Ibn Taymiyyah; Minhaj al-Sunnah; Nasibism; disparagement;
typology of scholarly views; directed qualitative content analysis.
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EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Ibn Taymiyyah (Ahmad ibn Abd al-Halim, d.

1328) remains one of the most influential and
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controversial figures in the history of Islamic

thought, and his writings have generated enduring
debates among both Sunni and Shi‘i scholars.
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Among the most contested dimensions of his
intellectual legacy are his positions toward the Ahl
al-Bayt, particularly those expressed in Minhaj al-
Sunnah al-Nabawiyyah, a polemical work
composed in response to Allamah al-Hilli’s Minhaj
al-Karamah fi  Ma'rifat  al-lmamah.  The
controversy surrounding Ibn Taymiyyah is
especially significant because of the persistent
tension between two competing representations of
him: on the one hand, he has been regarded by
many of his followers as “Shaykh al-Islam,” a
major jurist and theologian; on the other hand, a
number of critics have identified elements of his
discourse as exhibiting forms of hostility or
disparagement toward the Ahl al-Bayt. Earlier
studies have frequently examined his theological
positions, his critiques of Shi‘i doctrines, or his
broader intellectual methodology, yet an important
methodological gap remains in the systematic
differentiation between rijal-based or hadith
criticism and behavioral disparagement. The
former belongs to the domain of scholarly
evaluation and may legitimately involve
questioning  transmission,  authenticity, or
interpretive validity, whereas the latter entails
derogatory attribution, humiliating comparison,
imputation of base motives, or language that
diminishes the moral or religious standing of
particular figures. This distinction becomes
especially important in evaluating whether Ibn
Taymiyyah’s positions can be classified under the
concept of Nasibism. The present study therefore
distinguishes between “behavioral Nasibism,”
understood as observable forms of disparagement
or hostility, and “doctrinal Nasibism,” understood
as inward hatred or consciously held animosity,
which cannot be established with methodological
certainty solely from textual evidence. This
distinction is consistent with the broader range of
meanings associated with Nasibism in classical
Islamic literature and enables a more analytically
controlled assessment of Ibn Taymiyyah’s
discourse rather than relying on purely confessional
labeling or polemical accusation (Milan Noorani &
Keyhanfar, 2023; Milani, 1998; Subhani, 2010).

The study employs a descriptive-analytical design
based on directed qualitative content analysis. The
“directed” character of the analysis means that
coding categories were not generated exclusively
through inductive reading but were constructed on
the basis of a prior conceptual framework derived
from classical definitions of Nasibism and from
later Sunni and Shi‘i discussions of hostility toward
the Ahl al-Bayt. On this basis, five principal criteria
were formulated: four behavioral criteria and one
doctrinal criterion. The behavioral criteria included
disparagement of the Ahl al-Bayt, derogatory
representations of Ali ibn Abi Talib, denial or
delegitimation of Ali’s military actions combined
with condemnatory analogies, and ambivalent or
apologetic treatment of his assassin, Ibn Muljam.
The fifth criterion concerned inner hatred, which
was treated as epistemically distinct because
internal intention is not directly accessible to
historical analysis. The corpus consisted of
passages concerning the Ahl al-Bayt in four major
volumes of Minhaj al-Sunnah—Volumes 3, 4, 6,
and 8—which were selected because the
overwhelming majority of polemical discussions
regarding Imamate, virtues, and Ali’s conflicts are
concentrated in these sections. From 452 extracted
passages, 128 were ultimately classified as
containing disparaging content with medium or
high levels of significance. Coding was
operationalized through categories such as explicit
disparagement, humiliating analogy, implicit
takfir, and practical denial of moral integrity. Each
passage was assigned an importance coefficient
ranging from 1 to 3 on the basis of lexical
explicitness, recurrence, and the presence of
derogatory attribution. Coefficient 1 referred
primarily to ordinary hadith criticism without
disparaging additions and was excluded from the
final analysis; coefficient 2 indicated humiliating
comparison or attribution of inferior motives; and
coefficient 3 denoted combined patterns such as
implicit takfir, analogy with morally condemned
figures, and attribution of worldly or corrupt
motives. Two coders independently classified the
materials, producing an agreement rate of 87%,
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while source triangulation was conducted through
comparison of the primary text with intra-Sunni
criticism and Shi‘i external criticism (Al-Dhahabi,
1984; Amini, 1995; Ibn Hajar al-Asqalani, 1995;
Ibn Taymiyyah, 1985; Milani, 2000).

The quantitative and qualitative findings indicate
that the disputed passages are not distributed
randomly but cluster around recurrent forms of
rhetorical and doctrinal disparagement. Of the 452
passages initially extracted, 128, or approximately
28.3%, met the criteria for medium- or high-
intensity disparagement. Among these, explicit
disparagement constituted the largest category,
followed by humiliating analogy, implicit takfir,
and forms of practical denial of moral integrity.
More importantly, these instances correspond to
four behavioral indicators of Nasibism established
in the theoretical framework. The first concerns Ibn
Taymiyyah’s treatment of Fatimah in the dispute
over Fadak, where her anger is framed in relation
to worldly property and linked through Qur’anic
analogy to verses concerning blameworthy
attitudes toward charitable distribution. The
interpretive significance of such usage lies not
merely in disagreement over the legal status of
Fadak but in the rhetorical relocation of Fatimah’s
grievance into a moral frame that can be read as
diminishing her standing. The second criterion
concerns Ibn Taymiyyah’s treatment of Alj,
particularly where rejection of reports concerning
his virtues is accompanied by broader claims
regarding ambition, political motivation, or conflict
over authority. This distinction is methodologically
decisive because rejecting the authenticity of a
hadith, in itself, does not constitute disparagement;
it becomes disparaging when the hadith critique is
conjoined with attribution of corrupt, worldly, or
morally questionable motives. Ibn Taymiyyah’s
rejection of reports such as Sadd al-Abwab and Bab
Madinat al- ‘7/m is therefore analytically separated
from the additional language surrounding Ali’s
political conduct. This differentiation is
particularly significant when compared with Sunni
hadith scholars such as al-Dhahabi, whose
evaluations could diverge sharply from Ibn

Taymiyyah while remaining within a conventional
rijal framework. Such contrasts demonstrate that
disagreement over hadith authenticity cannot by
itself explain the broader polemical rhetoric found
in Minhaj al-Sunnah (Al-Dhahabi, 1984; Bani
Asadi & Ghoweh Nadooshan, 2023; Ibn Hajar al-
Asqalani, 1986; Ibn Taymiyyah, 1985).

The third and fourth behavioral criteria further
strengthen the distinction between hadith criticism
and systematic disparagement. In several passages,
Ibn Taymiyyah questions the legitimacy or
religious justification of Ali’s wars against the
Nakithin, Qasitin, and Marigin and advances
arguments that critics have understood as placing
Ali’s conduct within morally or religiously
condemnatory categories. Particularly significant is
the use of comparisons with Pharaoh or the
suggestion that certain actions, if characterized in
the manner under discussion, could imply unbelief.
Such language moves beyond disagreement over
political judgment and enters the domain of
humiliating analogy, which carries a substantially
greater rhetorical burden. The fourth criterion
concerns Ibn Taymiyyah’s treatment of Ibn
Muljam, Ali’s assassin. His description combines
acknowledgment of Ibn Muljam’s religiosity and
learning with condemnation of his act as misguided
and innovative. The study interprets this rhetorical
structure as a dual strategy: positive
characterization attenuates the absolute moral
condemnation of the assassin, while the
designation of his action as deviant prevents full
apologetic  endorsement. The  comparative
significance of this treatment becomes more visible
when contrasted with Ibn Taymiyyah’s harsher
characterizations of other politically motivated
killers, which appear to lack similar mitigating
description. From the perspective of the sociology
of knowledge, such asymmetry may be understood
as an effect of confessional polemics and the
oppositional logic of medieval Sunni-Shi‘i
controversy. Nonetheless, the study deliberately
avoids inferring inward hatred solely from this
asymmetry. The evidence is sufficient to establish
a pattern of behavioral excess and polemical
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disparagement, but not to demonstrate internal
psychological animosity as a historically verifiable
fact. This methodological restraint is important
because classical and modern criticism of Ibn
Taymiyyah ranges from charges of explicit
Nasibism to more limited claims that his language
reflects ~ argumentative  excess,  sectarian
polarization, or polemical overreaction rather than
deliberate hatred of the Ahl al-Bayt (Ibn Hajar al-
Haytami, 1993; Ibn Taymiyyah, 1985; Milani,
1998; Subhani, 2010; Tabasi, 2012).

The comparative typology developed in this study
identifies five principal scholarly approaches to Ibn
Taymiyyah’s contested discourse. The first group
consists of methodological critics, including
scholars who regarded Ibn Taymiyyah as an
important intellectual figure but criticized his
argumentative excesses, polemical harshness, or
departures from accepted hadith methodology
without necessarily attributing inward hatred to
him. The second group consists of Sunni doctrinal
critics who interpreted his positions as evidence of
Nasibism, hypocrisy, or hostility toward the Ahl al-
Bayt. The third group is composed of Shi‘i
doctrinal critics, among them scholars who sought
to demonstrate systematic hostility through
theological,  hadith-based, and historical
arguments, often by relying on Sunni sources as
well as Shi‘i polemical literature. The fourth group
comprises minimalist defenders who acknowledge
occasional excesses but interpret them as secondary
to Ibn Taymiyyah’s broader theological project and
reject the classification of Nasibism. The fifth
group consists of maximalist defenders who
present him as fundamentally devoted to the Ahl al-
Bayt and either reinterpret, minimize, or disregard
the derogatory passages identified by his critics.
Particularly important is the intermediate position
represented by al-Dhahabi, who was personally and
intellectually close to Ibn Taymiyyah but did not
always follow his hadith judgments, thereby
illustrating that adherence to Sunni traditionalism
did not require agreement with Ibn Taymiyyah’s
most polemical assessments. The typology also
shows that there is a significant degree of

\n

convergence among otherwise divergent scholars
regarding the existence of rhetorical excess, even
though they disagree sharply over its cause. Some
interpret it as an effect of sectarian controversy and
the intense political-theological context of the
Ilkhanid period, while others regard it as evidence
of deeper hostility. Modern studies similarly
emphasize the importance of contextualizing Ibn
Taymiyyah within an environment marked by
doctrinal contestation, political instability, and
intensified Sunni-Shi‘i debate, all of which
contributed to the confrontational character of his
writings (Amini, 1995; Hoover, 2007; Ibn Hajar
al-Asqalani, 1972; Michot, 2012; Milan Noorani
& Keyhanfar, 2023).

The study concludes that a methodologically
defensible evaluation of Ibn Taymiyyah requires a
clear separation between textual behavior and
unverifiable internal intention. On the basis of the
coded evidence, his discourse in the selected
volumes of Minhaj al-Sunnah corresponds to four
behavioral criteria of Nasibism: disparagement of
Fatimah in connection with the Fadak dispute,
disparagement of Ali through morally charged
attributions, delegitimation of Ali’s military
actions together with condemnatory analogies, and
a dual or mitigating treatment of Ibn Muljam.
These findings justify the classification of Ibn
Taymiyyah as exhibiting “behavioral Nasibism”
within the operational framework adopted in this
research. At the same time, the study does not claim
to establish doctrinal or psychological hatred as an
objectively provable fact, since historical textual
analysis cannot provide direct access to inward
intention.  The  principal  methodological
contribution of the research lies in distinguishing
legitimate hadith or rijal criticism from personal or
behavioral disparagement and in offering an
operational model that can be reproduced in future
comparative studies of sectarian polemics. The
fivefold typology further demonstrates that
scholars across Sunni and Shi‘i traditions may
converge in identifying argumentative excess while
diverging significantly owver its theological
interpretation. The study therefore recommends
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that Ibn Taymiyyah’s theological-historical
writings be approached critically in educational
contexts and differentiated from his juristic and
legal-theoretical contributions, so that scholarly
engagement with his legacy is based on analytical
distinction rather than either wholesale rejection or
unqualified defense.
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