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THE KHUFF IN MUSLIM RITUAL THOUGHT: 

THE CURIOUS CASE OF A BOOT’S RELIGIOUS 
IDENTITY 

Hamza A. Dudgeon1 
 
Abstract 

Typically, Islamic footwear is not casual conversation that one might 
have in the elevator, even amongst Islamic Studies academics. 
Slippers, leather socks, boots, moccasins, or whatever one may want 
to call them, the “khuffayn” are generally regarded as no more than a 
footnote by academics. Often, it is merely gleamed over as a mundane 
snippet of Ṭahāra (purity), and not deeply investigated. The reality is 
that the issue of footwear in medieval and contemporary Islam is 
surrounded by nuanced discussion and debate. Investigating the 
Qurʾān, medieval Ḥadīth literature, various books of Islamic law, and 
theological treatises, the researcher discovered that not only do the 
khuffayn have legal ramifications, but also creedal. Some of the 
books examined are the Ṣaḥīḥayn, Shamāʾil Tirmidhi, Kitāb al-Āthār 
of Abū Ḥanīfa, The Muwaṭṭāʾ, The Musnad of Imam Shāfiʿī, Al-
ʿAqīda aṭ-Ṭaḥāwīya, Abū Ḥanīfa’s al-Fiqh al-Akbar, and so on. The 
mass mention of the khuffayn indicates that it was an important topic 
to the authors writing it down. The researcher wanted to know what 
exactly the physical khuff was? And how Sunni Muslims 
conceptualized footwear’s legal and theological implications from the 
medieval period until now? This adds to the ongoing debate between 
the supremacy of ritual vs. theology. Through analyzing the medieval 
passages that the researcher used, it became apparent that in the early 
period, the khuffayn were never physically described. They were so 
common that the reader was assumed to be quite familiar with the 
footwear. In the stipulations of the jurists as to what components the 
khuffayn may consist of, or what basic elements constitutes a khuff, 
we are able to paint a partial picture as to what they might’ve been. 
Furthermore, in the later medieval period (11th - 17th centuries) we 
start to see more of a physical description of the khuffayn. The 

                                                           
1 Doctoral student at Emory University's Islamic Civilizations Studies (ICIVS) 
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descriptions indicate that the khuffayn were probably a type of leather 
moccasin-boots, which had some universality in the Near East, and 
even East Africa. It is not until the 19th century that footwear besides 
the khuffayn and Jarmūq (galosh) are mentioned. Shoes appear in the 
Ḥanafī encyclopedic text Ḥāshiya Ibn ʿĀbidīn. Contemporary Sunnis 
think about footwear and purity in a very different way. The 
researcher demonstrate textually how late Sunni traditionalists, and 
different revisionist groups conceive of modern footwear, both legally 
and theologically, which often diverges significantly from medieval 
conceptualizations. However, in the medieval period up until our 
contemporary time, wiping over the khuff has been a ritual that marks 
sectarian identity so much so that it is considered a part of Islamic 
creed to affirm or reject the practice. So, is wiping over the khuff a 
ritual or theologizing? Perhaps, both.  

Key words: Khuffayn, Ritual Studies, Islamic Law, Fiqh, Shia Studies, 
Ibadi Studies, Islamic Theology, Islamic Footwear.  

 

INTRODUCTION 

Little known to Western Academia is just how nuanced and deep a 

discussion medieval, and modern Muslims have had about footwear. 

While many academics write articles or books on the history of 

Islamic Law as a whole or Islamic legal theory, rarely do they ever 

give the khuffayn the credence they deserve.2 It is typically merely 

glossed over as a snippet of Ṭahāra (ritual purification), and not 

deeply investigated.3 Conventionally, the khuffayn are translated as 

‘leather socks,’ sometimes as ‘slippers,’ and more rarely as ‘shoes.’ 

Through the medieval passages that the researcher has investigated 

regarding the khuffayn, that the stronger position is that they are more 

like boots than the aforementioned options. It also becomes quite 

clear that the khuffayn has much more significance to Muslim 

thought than perhaps previously understood, even having theological 

ramifications. Nearly every Islamic ritual law book mentions them, 

and often with more rigor and detail then other topics. As Islamic 

                                                           
2  Pun intended. 
3  Just take a look at Goldziher, Schacht, Hallaq, and the likes. 
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ritual law becomes more codified and enriched by generations of 

Muslim scholars, we get to see very detailed conditions as to what 

footwear can be considered a khuff. In the modern period, we see 

debates over the permissibility of wiping over the khuffayn, socks, 

shoes, and other footwear. But where do the khuffayn originate, both 

physically and conceptually? 

 

The Khuffayn in Early Islamic Sources 

All Muslims believe the Qur’an to be the divine speech of God, and 

the ultimate source of Islamic law. However, the Qur’an is not a 

detailed manual on Islamic ritual law. Muslims, at varying degrees, 

have affirmed the teachings of the Prophet Muhammad صلى الله عليه وسلم as a 

source of Islamic ritual law. As for the khuffayn, they are not 

mentioned or alluded to in the Qur’an whatsoever. On the contrary, 

and not then surprisingly, we find the khuffayn in the ḥadīth 

collections. One of the alleged very early collections of aḥādīth, Kitāb 

al-Āthār of Abū Ḥanīfa4, has a chapter on the khuffayn entitled, “Al-

masḥ ‘alā al-khuffayn.” What is striking about this chapter is the 

placement of within Kitāb al-Āthār. Unlike later ḥadīth collections 

and fiqh mukhtaṣars, the chapter on the khuffayn is very early in the 

book preceded only by ablution and water left over by animals, 

making the chapter on the khuffayn the third bāb of the book. This is 

a strikingly straightforward indication that this book was written 

before the codification of ḥadīth and fiqh manuals and its attribution 

the 8th-century Kufan Jurist Abū Ḥanīfa more plausible. Similarly, in 

the Muwaṭṭāʾ5 of the Medinan Jurist Mālik ibn Anas, also from the 8th 

                                                           
4
 Abū Ḥanīfa and Muḥammad Shaybānī,  The Kitāb al-Āthār Of Imam Abū Ḥanīfah: 

The Narration of Imam Muhammad Ibn al-Hasan ash-Shaybani, ed. ‘Abdur Rahman 
Ibn Yusuf, Shaykh Muhammad Akram, Hafiz Riyad Ahmad al-Multani and Safira 
Batha, trans. Abdussamad Clarke (London, UK: Turath Publishing, 2008). 
5
 Mālik ibn Anas, Al-Muwaṭṭaʾ of ImāmMālik ibn Anas: Arabic & English, ed. And 

trans. Aisha Abdurrahman Bewley (Norwich, UK: Diwan Press Ltd., 2014);  Mālik 
ibn Anas and Muhammad Bin al-Hasan Ash-Shaybani, The Muwatta of Imam 
Muhammad: The Muwatta of Imam Malik ibn Anas in the narration of Imam 
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century, has an unusual chapter order, or placement of the chapter 

regarding the khuffayn. The Muwaṭṭāʾstarts with the times of prayer, 

and then goes into ablution. Early in the book the Khuffayn appear. In 

Bewley’s edition, it is the 8th chapter, and in Muḥammad Shaybānī’s 

version it is the 13th. This is also contrary to ḥadīth collections and 

both late-medieval and contemporary fiqh books that contain the 

chapter on the khuffayn, which usually contains the chapter of the 

khuffayn near the end of the chapter on ablution by the chapter on 

major ablution (ghusl) and/or dry ablution (tayammum). This 

appearance of disorganization, suggests these three aforementioned 

books predate the 10th and 11th century codification of law manuals. 

The Musnad of Imam Shāfiʿī6 places the chapter “fī masḥ ‘alā al-

khuffayn” just before tayammum indicating that Shāfiʿī probably had 

a major impact on the organization of the fiqh genre and ḥadīth 

collections, as Dr. Ahmed el-Shamsy suggests,7 or that it was the ahl 

al-ḥadīth who originated this sequence, and influenced Shāfiʿī. 

Regardless, Shāfiʿī’s Musnad still contains what appears to be an 

archaic sequence of chapters and archaic chapter names, which makes 

it probable to have originated in the 8th- 9th century.  Al-Umm, 

likewise, does not follow the chapter sequence of later ḥadīth 

collections and fiqh mukhtaṣars.8 In all the aforementioned books, 

there is one main ḥadīth that is reported. This ḥadīth is the same in 

                                                                                                                            
Muhammad ibn al-Hasan ash-Shaybani, ed. Yahya Batha, Mufti Zubair Ismail Bayat, 
Uthman Ibrahim-Morisson, Shaykh Sulaiman Gani, Abdassamad Clarke, and Safira 
Batha, trans. Mohammad Abdurrahman and Abdassamad Clarke, and Dr. Asadullah 
Yate (London, UK: Turath Publishing, 2010), which I will refer to as The Muwatta of 
Shaybani. 
6  Muḥammad ibn Idrīs al-Shāfiʿī and Majid ud-Dīn Ibn Athīr, ash-Shāfīfī Musnad al-
Shāfiʿī, ed. Aḥmad Bin Sulaymān and Yasir Bin Ibrāhīm Abu Tumaym (Riyadh, 
Saudi Arabia: Maktabatar-Rushd, 2005), Vol 1. 
7 Ahmed El-Shamsy, the Canonization of Islamic Law: A Social and Intellectual 
History (New York City: Cambridge University Press, 2015). 
8 Muḥammad ibn Idrīs al-Shāfiʿī, Al-Umm, ed. Dr. Muḥammad Ibrāhīm al-Ḥafnāwī 
(Cairo: Dār al-Ḥadīth, 2008), Vol 1; for a detailed description on al-Umm’s 
attribution to Imam al-Shāfiʿī, see: Ahmed el-Shamsy, “al-Shāfiʿī’s Written Corpus: 
A Source-Critical Study,” accessed November 20, 2017, 
https://www.academia.edu/2058064/Al-
Sh%C4%81fi%CA%BF%C4%AB_s_Written_Corpus_A_Source-Critical_Study. 
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meaning. The particular wording in Kitāb al-Āthār9 differs from the 

narration found in both versions of the Muwaṭṭāʾ10 and the particular 

wording in the Musnad11 differs from the both the Muwaṭṭāʾand Kitāb 

al-Āthār. Moreover, the particular wording found in al-Umm is also 

different in wording, but the same in meaning.12 Below is the ḥadīth 

from Kitāb al-Āthār: 

م����سفر�فانطلق�رسول�
ّ
��الله�عليھ�وسل

ّ
ھ�خرج�مع�رسول�الله�ص�

ّ
عن�المغ��ة�بن�شعبة�ر����الله�عنھ�أن

م�فق����حاجتھ�ثمّ�رجع�وعليھ�جبّة�روميّة�ضيقة�الكمّ�ن�فرفع�ا�رسول�الله�
ّ
��الله�عليھ�وسل

ّ
الله�ص�

�المغ��ة �قال �كمّ��ا �ضيق �مِن م
ّ
�وسل �عليھ �الله �

ّ
�أ: ص� �فتوضّأ�فجعلتُ �م�� �إداوة �مِن �الماء �عليھ صبّ

�
ّ

 13.وُضوءَه�للصلاة�وم���ع���خفّيھ�ولم�ي��عْ�ما�ثمّ�تقدّم�وص�

From Al-Mughīra Bin Shuʿba, may God be pleased with him, that he left 

with the Messenger of God صلى الله عليه وسلم on a journey and the Messenger of God 

 departed to answer the call of nature. Then he returned and upon صلى الله عليه وسلم
him was a roman jubba with two tight sleeves. The Messenger of God 

 raised its tight sleeves, and Al-Mughīra said, ‘I put the water-skin صلى الله عليه وسلم
with me at an incline [pouring] over him water. He made his ablution for 
prayer and wiped over his two boots. He did not take them off, and then 
he stepped forth and prayed.’14 

The Muwaṭṭāʾalso informs us that the journey was the battle of 
Tabūk. The narration in Musnad Shāfiʿī tells us that Al-Mughīra went 
down to take off the khuffayn from the feet of Muḥammad, but 
Muḥammad repudiated him saying, “Leave the khuffayn, because, 
verily, I put them on my two feet and they are ritually pure.”15 In Al-
Umm, Muḥammad’s ablution and the subsequent prayer are 
elucidated in detail. The abovementioned ḥadīth is also in Ṣaḥīḥ al-
Bukhārī in many other versions and in Ṣaḥīḥ Muslim over seven 

                                                           
9 Abū Ḥanīfa, Kitāb al-Āthār, 7. 
10 Mālik ibn Anas,  al-Muwaṭṭaʾ of Imām Mālik ibn Anas, 27;  Mālik ibn Anas and 
Muhammad Shaybani,  The Muwatta of Shaybani, 63-64 
11 Al-Shāfiʿī, ash-ShāfīfīMusnad al-Shāfiʿī, 1:268. 
12 Al-Shāfiʿī, Al-Umm, 1:205-206. This wording is also found in AbūDawūd under 
Kitābaṭ-Ṭahāra: bābal-masḥ ‘alā al-khuffayn; ImâmHâfiz Abu Dawud Sulaiman bin 
Ash'ath, English Translation of Sunan Abu Dawud, ed. Hâfiz Abu Tâhir Zubair 'All 
Za'I and Abü Khaliyl, trans. Yaser Qadhi (Riyadh, Saudi Arabia: Maktaba Dar-us-
Salam, 2008), 103. 
13  The researcher has left out the full chain of narrators for the sake of brevity. 
14  All translations are researcher’s own unless otherwise indicated. 
ْ�نِ "و���لفظ�البخاري�. دع�ا��فّ�ن�فإ�ي�أدخلت�القدم�ن�ا��فّ�ن�و�ما�طا�رتان  15

َ
اِ�رَت

َ
ُ�ُ�مَا�ط

ْ
ل

َ
دْخ

َ
ي�أ ِ

ّ
إِ�

َ
"دَعُْ�مَا،�ف  
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times.16 The Khuff is also mentioned in the other four canonical 
ḥadīth collections.17 It is said there are over 70 narrations regarding 
the khuffayn. This informs us that the khuffayn remained an integral 
tradition (Sunna) to the early Muslim community between the 8th and 
late 10th century.  

 

Creedal Significance: The Khuffayn as a Theological 
Marker 

The next question is naturally, “How did the Muslim community 
receive these reports?”, and “What did they think about them?” 
Undoubtedly, the most widespread and widely accepted book of early 
Islamic creed is that of the 9th-10th century Islamic scholar Abū Jaʿfar 
Aḥmad aṭ-Ṭaḥāwī entitled Al-ʿAqīdaaṭ-Ṭaḥāwīya.18 In one line, 
Ṭaḥāwī states, “We see the wiping upon the khuffayn in the journey 
and the residency like what came in the report.”19 What is striking 
here is that Ṭaḥāwī made the issue of wiping over the khuffayn as a 
matter of creed. In the introduction of Ṭaḥāwī’s book, he declares his 
creedal formulations as originating from Abū Ḥanīfa and his students. 
One notable work of Abū Ḥanīfa that mentions this issue is Al-Fiqh 
al-Akbar.20 Just before a very serious creedal line regarding 
excommunication (takfīr), Abū Ḥanīfa says, “The wiping over the 
khuffayn is a sunna.”21 Abū Ḥanīfa goes on to say in his book Al-
Waṣiyya, “We declare that wiping over leather socks is permissible 
for one day and night for the resident and three days and three nights 
for the traveler, as the ḥadīth elucidates. Unbelief is feared for the one 
who denies this because its status is close to that of the uninterrupted 

                                                           
16 Al-Bukhārī, notably ḥadīth #363, 1:245; Al-Imām Muslim Ben al-Ḥajāj Al- 
Naysābūri, Ṣaḥīḥ Muslim: The authentic hadiths of Muslim With full arabic text, 2nd 
ed., trans. Muḥammad Mahdi Al-Sharif (Beirut, Lebanon: Dar Al-Kotob Al-Ilmiyah, 
2012), 1:324-326. 
17 Namely, Abū Dawūd, Tirmidhi, An-Nisāʾī, and Ibn Māja.   
18 Abū Jaʿfar Aḥmad aṭ-Ṭaḥāwī, The Creed of Imam al-Ṭaḥāwī, ed., & trans. Hamza 
Yusuf (Berkeley, CA: Zaytuna Institute, 2007). 
.نرى�الم���ع���ا��فّ�ن����السّفر�وا��ضر�كما�جاء�����ثر   19  
20 Abū Ḥanīfa, Al-Fiqh al-Akbar Explained, ed. & trans. Abdur-Rahman Ibn Yusuf 
Mangera (London/Santa Barbara: White Thread Press, 2014); for a detailed analysis 
of the attribution of Al-Fiqh al-Akbar to Abū Ḥanīfa, see 24-31. 
  والم���ع���ا��فّ�ن�سنّة   21
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narration (mutawātir).”22 Abū Ḥasan al-Karkhī (d. 951) is known to 
have said, “I fear a state of disbelief for the one who rejects wiping 
over the foot-coverings.”23 Regarding theological creedal 
formulations, Hamza Yusuf says, “One is the necessity of belief in 
multiply-transmitted hadith, which have the status of the Qur’an in 
their legal and creedal consideration.”24 He then goes on to say, “To 
reject a multiply-transmitted hadith is akin to rejecting a verse in the 
Qur’an and hence is a type of disbelief threatening one’s faith.”25 
Abdur-Rahman, explaining Abū Ḥanīfa’s passages on the khuffayn, 
says that they were mentioned as a rebuttal of the “Rāfiḍī Shīʿa who 
deny the wiping over the leather socks.”26 From the very early period 
of Sunni Islam until contemporary times, the khuffayn seem to have a 
very special place in the ḥadīth collections and creedal formulations 
of Sunni Islamic scholars. But what physically are the khuffayn and 
how were they understood by classical Sunni jurists?  

 

Materiality and Form: What Were the Khuffayn? 

Linguistically the word “khuff” comes from the root kh-f-f such as 
the word khafīf meaning “light” (in regards to weight) or “thin,” 
“nimble,” “agile,” “to reduce,” “to alleviate,” “to make easier,” “to 
make less,” etc. Although the word “khuff” itself is not found in the 
Qur’an, its root is in many places.27 One narration in Kitāb al-Āthār28 
mentions that Ibrāhīm an-Nakhaʿī “used to wipe over his galoshes 

                                                           
22 Abū Ḥanīfa, Al-ʿālim wa’l-Mutaʿallim, Al-Fiqh al-Absaṭ, Al-Fiqh al-Akbar, Risāla 
Abī Ḥanīfa, Al-Waṣiyya [a collection of the five books of Abū Ḥanīfa] ed. 
Muḥammad Zāhid al-Kawtharī, 1st Ed (Cairo: Al-Maktaba al-Azhariyyali’l-Turāth, 
2001), 2:184. Quoted in Abū Ḥanīfa, Al-Fiqh al-Akbar Explained, 155. Translation is 
from Abdur-Rahman Ibn Yusuf; Mutawātir is a technical term of ḥadīth criticism 
from within the tradition. It means that there are at least 10 or more fully different 
narrations of the particular ḥadīth in question from different places. In other words, as 
Muslims see it, it would be impossible for people to have gathered and conspired to 
fabricate the tradition/narration.     
23 Akmal al-Dīn Muḥammad b. Muḥammad al-Bābartī, SharḥʿAqīda Ahl al-Sunna wa 
al-Jamāʿa (Kuwait: Wizārat al-Awqāf, 1989), 123. Quoted in Aṭ-Ṭaḥāwī, 120n61; 
Translation is by Hamza Yusuf. 
24 Aṭ-Ṭaḥāwī, 119n61. 
25 Ibid, 199n61-120n61. 
26 Abū Ḥanīfa, Al-Fiqh al-Akbar Explained, 155n161. 
27 Notably, [101:8], [43:54], [30:60], and [16:80]. 
28 Abū Ḥanīfa, Kitāb al-Āthār, 9. 
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(jurmūq, pl. jarāmīq).”29 What this indicates through induction is that 
the kuffayn were probably a lighter footwear in which a heavier 
galosh could be worn over. Whether the word “khuff” refers to a 
specific particular set of footwear or a certain genre or style of 
footwear remains unclear. There appears to be no pre-Islamic 
reference to them. In Kitāb al-Āthār and Shaybānī’s Muwaṭṭā, we 
find the formulation “Muḥammad [Shaybānī] said, ‘It is the saying of 
Abū Ḥanīfa, and we adhere to it.”30 After certain narrations, I appear 
after nearly every narration regarding the khuffayn, and I suspect that 
this formulation appears after a narration where there is difference of 
opinion between famous jurists. It appears after a narration reporting 
that the khuffayn can only be wiped over one day and one night for 
the resident and three days and three nights for the traveler,31 which 
was not the opinion of Mālik ibn Anas, who allowed the wiping over 
the khuff indefinitely for both the traveler and resident.32 At the end 
of the chapter regarding the khuffayn in the Muwaṭṭāʾ, Shaybānī 
affirms the position that wiping may only last for one day and night 
for the resident, and three days and nights for the traveler.33 Omitted 
from Shaybānī’s version is the chapter “The Praxis Regarding Wiping 
over the Khuffayn,”34 which has the method of wiping that Mālik 
preferred. One-narration states: 

ھ�س: وحدّث���عن�مالك
ّ
أل�ابن�ش�اب�عن�الم���ع���ا��فّ�ن�كيف��و؟�فأدْخل�ابن�ش�اب�إحدى�أن

خرى�فوْقھ�ثمّ�أمرّ�ما
ُ
�و�

ّ
 .يديھ�تحت�ا��ف

����ذلك َّ�
َ
وْلُ�ابن�ش�اب�أحبّ�ما�سَمِعْتُ�إِ�

َ
 35.قال�يَحَْ���قال�مالك�وق

“It was narrated to me from Mālik that he asked Ibn 

Shihāb about the wiping over the khuffayn, how is it 

                                                           
     أنّھ��ان�يم���ع���ا��رموق�ن   29
و�و�قوْل�أ�ي�حنيفة�و�ھ�نأخذ: قال�محمدٌ    30   
31 Abū Ḥanīfa, Kitāb al-Āthār, 6-7. 
32 Mālik ibn Anas and Saḥnun Muḥammad ibn Saʿīd, al-Mudawwana al-Kubrā, ed. 
al-Sheikh Zakariyya Oumayrat (Beirut: Dar al-Kotob al-Ilmiyah, 2012), 1:144; Umar 
F. Abd-Allah Wymann-Landgraf, Mālik and Medina: Islamic Legal Reasoning in the 
Formative Period (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 401. 
33 Mālik ibn Anas and Muhammad Bin al-Hasan ash-Shaybani, The Muwatta of 
Imam Muhammad: The Muwatta of Imam Malik ibn Anas in the narration of Imam 
Muhammad ibn al-Hasan ash-Shaybani, 65. 
34

���الم���ع���ا��فّ�ن�العمل: باب      
35 Mālik ibn Anas, Al-Muwaṭṭaʾ of Imām Mālik ibn Anas: Arabic & English, 30. 
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done? Ibn Shihāb placed one of his hands under the khuff, 

and the other on top of it, and then passed over them. 

 

Yaḥyā said that Mālik said, ‘Out of what I have heard 

about that, I prefer the statement of Ibn Shihāb.’”   

This ran contrary to the opinions of many early companions and 

jurists such as ʿAlī, Al-Ḥasan al-Baṣrī, Abū Ḥanīfa, Sufyān al-

Thawrī, Shāfiʿī and Aḥmed Ibn Ḥanbal.36 The early Ḥanafī jurist, 

Aḥmed Ibn Muḥammad al-Qudūrī (10th century), who wrote one of 

the early Ḥanafī mukhtaṣars, and surely the most influential one, says 

in his mukhtaṣar37 regarding the method of khuff wiping, “The wiping 

of the khuffayn is upon the tops of them, making lines with the 

fingers.”38 The author of the first Ḥanbalī mukhtaṣar,39 Abū al-Qāsim 

al-Khiraqī (10th century), said in his Mukhtaṣarfī al-Fiqh40, “He wipes 

upon the top of the foot. If he wipes the bottom of it, other than the 

aforementioned, it is not accepted of him.”41 Shāfiʿī has a pretty 

detailed section on the khuffayn in Al-Umm that give us some insights 

as to how he thought of the khuffayn legally and the physical make up 

of the khuff. He begins his section42 on the khuffayn with the 

Qur’anic verse enjoining ablution, “Wash your faces and your 

forearms to the elbows and wipe over your heads and wash your feet 

to the ankles.”[5:6] In a later page, he says “The wiping is a 

                                                           
36 Umar F. Abd-Allah Wymann-Landgraf, 401. 
37 Aḥmed Ibn Muḥammad al-Qudūrī, The Mukhtaṣar al-Qudūrī: A Manual of Islamic 
Law According to The Ḥanafī School, ed and trans. Ṭāhir Maḥmood Kiānī (London: 
Ta-Ha Publishers Ltd., 2012), 16. 
38

�بالأصا�ع   
ً
  والم���ع���ا��فّ�ن�ع���ظا�ر�ما�خطوطا

39 Nimrod Hurvitz, “the Mukhtaṣar of al-Khiraqī and its place in the formation of 
Ḥanbalī legal doctrine” in Law, Custom, and Statute in the Muslim World. Studies in 
Honor of Aharon Layish, ed. Ron Shaham (Leiden: Brill, 2006). 
40 Abū al-Qāsim al-Khiraqī, Mukhtaṣar al-Khiraqī, ed. Qāsim Darwīsh Fakhrū and 
Muḥammad Zahīr al-Shāwushī (Damascus: Manshūrāt al-Maktab al-Islāmībidmishq, 
1978), 12. 
41

.فإنْ�م���أسفلھ�دون�علاه�لم�يجزه. و�م���ع���ظا�ر�القدم   
42 Al-Shāfiʿī, Al-Umm, 1:205. 
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dispensation (rukhṣa)43 for he who covers his two legs with 

khuffayn.”44 He then goes on to say, “If there was a tear in the khuff, 

and a sock is covering the foot, it is not our verdict that for him is the 

wiping upon it (i.e. kuff). Because the kuff is not a sock (jawrab). 

Because if it is abandoned, that wearing other than the kuff, a sock, 

some of his two legs have been mired.”45 Shāfiʿī then says, “For if 

you adorn the khuffayn by one thing different than it, but was in its 

meaning, wipe over it and those are all of them made from cow hide, 

camel hide, wood, but most are made from goat hide.”46  

 

Classical Juristic Debates: Conditions and Controversies 

In the Mudawwana, there is a small passage which says, “Mālik used 

to say regarding the two socks that on the sole of them there is leather 

stitching and the tops of them leather stitching that they may be wiped 

upon. [Ibn al-Qāsim] said, ‘then he retracted’ and said, ‘they are not 

wiped upon.”47 Shāfiʿī’s and the Mudawwana’s passage tells us a 

great deal about how the khuffayn were thought about and what 

materials they were made out of. The khuffayn appear to be of a more 

general meaning perhaps being translated as moccasin boots, because 

                                                           
43 The rukhṣa is a legal term referring to the replacement of a commandment of 
Islamic law in its original force. It is a “replacement with a less onerous alternative in 
cases of need or duress. Literally, rukhṣa means ‘facilitation’ or ‘alleviation.’ As a 
technical term in the discipline of uṣūl al-fiqh, it refers to a special dispensation from 
performing an obligatory act or from submitting to a prohibition, as a result of a 
mitigating circumstance (ʿudhr).” Quoted from Katz, Marion H., “ʿAzīma and 
rukhṣa,” in: Encyclopaedia of Islam, Three, Edited by: Kate Fleet, Gudrun Krämer, 
Denis Matringe, John Nawas, and Everett Rowson. Consulted online on 23 
November 2017 <http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/1573-3912_ei3_SIM_0261> first 
published online: 2007, First print edition: 9789004161641, 2007, 2007-3. 
44

ت�رِجلاهُ�با��فّ�ن
َّ
ط

َ
غ

َ
�لمن��

ٌ
.الم���رخصة  

45
�خرقٌ�وجوربٌ�يُوارىَ�القدمَ�فلا�نرى�لھ�الم���عليھ

ّ
�ل�س�. وإن��ان����ا��ف

ّ
رك�أن�يل�سَ�دون�. بجوربٍ لأنّ�ا��ف

ُ
ولأنّھ�لوْ�ت

�رُ�ي��عضُ�رِجليھ
ً
�جور�ا

ّ
.ا��ف  

46
رٍ�أو�إبلٍ�أو�خشبٍ�ف�ذا�أك���من�أن�

َ
ھُ�من�جلود�بَق

َّ
�غ��هُ�ف�ان����معناه�مََ�َ��عليھ�وذلك�أن�ي�ون��ل

ً
�واحدا

َ
ف فَّ

َ
خ

َ
فإن�ت

.ي�ونَ�من�جلود�الغنم  
47 Mālik ibn Anas, Al-Mudawwana al-Kubrā, 1:143 lines 18-20; Umar F. Abd-Allah 
Wymann-Landgraf, 401. 
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they might not have been limited to the Arabs. There is one report, 

found in Shamāʾil Muḥammadiyya by AbūʿĪsā Muḥammad ibn ʿĪsā 

at-Tirmidhī (9th century) showing, perhaps, that the Abyssinians also 

knew this footwear. Tirmidhī says: 

�ص���الله�عل �أ�دى�للنّ��َّ مّ�توضّأ�عن�بر�دة�أنّ�النجا���َّ
ُ
م�خفّ�ن�أسودين�ساذج�ن�فل�س�ما�ث

ّ
يھ�وسل

 .وم���عل��ما

Reported from Burayda that the Negus gifted the Prophet  

 two simple black boots. He wore them; then, made صلى الله عليه وسلم

ablution and wiped upon them. 

This narration shows us that the khuff was perhaps known in 

Abyssinia and that they differed in construction and color. The topic 

of the moccasin boots remained an important one from the early 

period onward as it facilitated ease of travel and daily life. Water is a 

precious commodity, so conserving it, and making ease in ablution 

appeared to have kept the topic of the moccasin boots a lively one.  

 

Late Medieval Codification: The Khuffayn’s Legal Rigidity 

In the latter period from the 11th century on wards, the legal 

discussions of the khuff become more intricate and detailed getting 

into the finer nuances of what materials can or cannot be used and 

what shape or length the moccasin boots must be. The khuffayn are 

even mentioned in the smallest of treatises, such as Matn al-Ghāyawa 

al-Taqrīb48 by the 11th century Persian Shāfiʿī jurist Abū Shujāʿ, 

showcasing their importance in early Islamic ritual law. It is also 

notable that the 12th century Central Asian Ḥanafī jurist, Burhānudīn 

al-Marghīnānī, informs us that Shāfiʿī did not accept wiping over 

galoshes saying, “There is no substitute for a substitute.”49 

                                                           
48 Abū Shujāʿ al-Aṣfahānī, The Ultimate Conspectus: Matn al-Ghāyawa al-Taqrīb, 
ed. & trans. Steven Musa Woodward Furber (Islamosaic, 2012), 11-12.   
.البدل�لا�ي�ون�لھ�بدل 49  
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Burhānudīn al-Marghīnānī then goes on to say, “It [the galosh] is a 

substitute for the foot, not for the khuff.” Al-Marghīnānī also tells us 

about what material is acceptable for the galoshes stating, “If the 

galoshes were made of cotton (kirbās), it is not acceptable to wipe 

upon them.”50 He says that Abū Ḥanīfa’s position is that socks 

(jawrabayn) cannot be wiped upon unless they are leather (mujalad) 

or soled with leather (munaʿal).51 The 13th century Ḥanbalī jurist Ibn 

Qudāma wrote a series of books to take students from the very 

beginning of Islamic jurisprudence to the very end. He wrote five 

books each more advanced than its predecessor did. For the very 

beginner he wrote ʿUmdatul-Fiqh, which contains a notable section 

on the khuffayn and jarmūqayn even including within it wiping over 

the turban and cast/splint.52 The fifth and most advanced book, that 

Ibn Qudāma wrote is the comparative fiqh work Al-Mughnī. The 

Mughnī, a commentary on Khiraqī’s Mukhtaṣarfī al-Fiqh, has an 

interesting passage referring to the maqṭūʿ or ‘cut-one.’ Khiraqī says, 

“Do not wipe except upon the khuffayn or what takes the place of 

them such as the maqṭūʿor what is similar to it that which exceeds the 

two ankles.”53 Ibn Qudāma then goes on to explain the commentary 

that the maqṭūʿ“is the shortened shinned khuff.”54 He then goes on to 

have a detailed discussion about what different jurists of the past have 

said about the maqṭūʿ, but what the researcher find significant here is 

that this unequivocally means that they understood the khuffayn to be 

boots, and that the standard khuff included a full shin to it. The 14th 

century jurist ʿAbdullah an-Nasafī also has a section on the khuffayn 

in his treatise Kanz ad-Daqāʾiq, where he mentions also the 

jarmūqayn, the leather socks, and soled socks, the thick socks, the 

impermissibility of wiping over turbans, and wiping over 

                                                           
50 Ibid. 
51 Ibid. 
52 ʿAbdullah Ibn Qudāma, ʿUmdatul-Fiqh, ed. Aḥmad MuḥammadʿAjawz (Beirut: al-
Maktaba al-ʿAṣrīya, 2003), 16. 
53 .ولا�يم���إلا�ع���خفّ�ن�أو�ما�يقوم�مقام�ما�من�مقطوع�أو�ما�أش��ھ�ممّا�يجاوز�الكعب�ن  
54 �القص���السّاق

ّ
.والمقطوع��و�ا��ف  
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splints/casts.55 The 14th century book ʿUmda as-Sālik by Aḥmad an-

Naqīb al-Miṣrī states that one of the conditions of the khuff is that it 

is “preventing penetration of water.”56 Khalīl Ibn Isḥāq al-Jundī, a 

14th century Mālikī jurist, writes in his Mukhtaṣar Khalīl that the 

khuffayn must be “made of leather on the dorsal (top) of it, and sole 

of it.”57 One notable phenomenon is that any book of Mālikī 

jurisprudence smaller than Mukhtaṣar Khalīl is devoid of any mention 

of the khuffayn such as Mukhtaṣar al-Akhḍarī58 or Murshid al-

Muʿīn,59 unlike that the other three schools of jurisprudence that 

usually included a section on the khuffayn. In later Ḥanbalī treatises, 

wiping over the thick sock begins to be more prominent such as in the 

mukhtaṣar Zād al-Mustaqniʿ by the 16th century jurist Mūsā al-

Ḥajjāwī al-Ḥanbalī, where he says, “From the khuff and thick sock 

and what is like them.”60 The conditions of wiping over the khuff start 

to be come more codified and elucidated in books during and after the 

14th century. One of the most detailed discussions on this was found 

in Marāqī al-Falāḥ by the 16th century Egyptian jurist Ḥasan ash-

Shurunbulālī. He says, “Stipulating on the validity of wiping upon the 

khuffayn is seven conditions. First, they are worn after washing the 

two feet. They are worn before the perfect ablution if he completes it 

before reaching a nullifier for ablution. Secondly, they cover the two 

ankles.”61 He then goes on to say, “Thirdly, The possibility of 

walking continuously in them, i.e. the khuffayn, so the dispensation is 

rendered lost because the non-existence of its condition, and it is 

continuous walking. So it is not accepted to wipe over a khuff made 

                                                           
55 ʿAbdullah an-Nasafī, Kanz ad-Daqāʾiq, ed. Rāshid Muṣṭafā Al-Khalīlī (Beirut: al-
Maktaba al-ʿAṣrīya, 2010), 7-8. 
56

.لنفوذ�الماء   
57

دَ�ظا�ره�و�اطنھ  
ّ
 جُلِ

58 ʿAbdur-Raḥīm al-Akhḍarī, Mukhtasar Al-Akhdari: The Fiqh of The Acts of 
Worship According to The Maliki School of Islamic Law, trans. Sidi Baye (Atlanta, 
GA: Fayda Books, 2014).   
59 Abū MuḥammadʿAbdul-Wāḥid Ibn ʿAshir, Al-Murshid al-Muʿeen: The Concise 
Guide to the Basics of the Deen, trans. Dr. Asadullah Yate (Norwich, UK: Diwan 
Press, 2013). 
60

�وجورب�صفيق�ونحو�ما
ّ

 من�خف
61 Ḥasan ash-Shurunbulālī, Marāqī al-Falāḥ Sharḥ Matn Nūr al-Iḍāḥ, ed. Naʿīm 
Zarzawr (Beirut: al-Maktaba al-ʿAṣrīya, 2005), 56 lines 2-4. 
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from glass, wood, or iron.”62 This is a divergence from the Shāfiʿīs 

who allowed the use of wood as previously noted. He continues, 

“Fourth, are both of them being free from a tear the size of three toes 

from the smallest of toes. Fifth, they must adhere to the legs without 

being tied up. Sixth, they prevent water from reaching the body. 

Seventh that the forefoot remains being the size of at least three 

fingers from the smallest fingers. If he is missing the forefoot, he does 

not wipe over his khuff even if the heel [of his foot] was present.”63 

The 17th century responsa collection commonly known as Al-Fatāwā 

al-Hindiyya, which was commissioned by the Mughal Empire, also 

adds more detail to previous literature regarding the khuffayn. It says, 

regarding the conditions of the khuff, that “He must be able to walk 

continuously in it, that it covers the two ankles, and covering what is 

above them is not a condition unless if wearing a khuff without a 

shin. It is accepted to wipe if the ankle was covered. He wipes on the 

leather sock (Al-jawrab al-mujalad) and it is that which is affixed 

with leather as aforementioned and the bottom of it [affixed with 

leather].”64 Sounding humorous to the modern ear, the responsa 

collection then goes on to state, “If two khuffs are worn, and one of 

the two galoshes are worn, it is acceptable for him to wipe over the 

khuff which has no galosh upon it and upon the galosh. And wearing 

a khuff on top of another khuff is like the two galoshes.”65 In what 

looks like a pejorative responsum to possibly an Mālikī inquirer, it 

states, “It is not accepted to wipe on the bottom (sole) of the khuff or 

its heel or its shin, or its sides or its ankles.”66 Moreover, it says, “If 

there was a wide galosh and he could enter his hand in it, wiping over 

the khuff is still not accepted.”67 As humorous as they may seem 

today these were the important legal questions of their day regarding 

purification and footwear. The 19th century Ḥanbalī jurist Mūsā al-

                                                           
62 Ibid, lines 22-24. 
63 Ibid, 56 lines 5-6, 57 lines 1-4. 
64 Muḥammad Bak al-Ḥusaynī, ed., al-Fatāwā al-Hindiyya aw al-Fatāwā al-
ʿĀlimkarīya (Beirut: Dār an-Nawādir, 2013), 32. 
65 Ibid. 
66 Ibid. 
67 Ibid. 
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Qudūmī an-Nābilusī gives us seven conditions for wiping over the 

khuffayn in his small treatise Al-Ajūba al-Jalīya fī al-Aḥkām al-

Ḥanbalīya (The Obvious Questions Regarding The Verdicts of the 

Ḥanbalīs) where he states, “Wearing them after the perfect 

purification (ṭahāra) with water, they cover the obligatory area, it is 

possible to walk in them according to custom, they remain firmly in 

place by themselves, they are permissible (mubāḥ), they are made 

from a pure material, and that they cover skin (i.e. not transparent).68 

The largest and most encyclopedic book in the Ḥanafī madhhab to 

date is commonly known as Ḥāshīyat Ibn ʿĀbidīn written by the 19th 

century Damascene Ottoman Jurist Muḥammad Amīn Ibn ʿĀbidīn 

and within the book there is over thirty pages regarding the khuffayn, 

but one passage right in the beginning of the chapter struck me as a 

modern reader. He mentions the modern shoe! He says, “The Legal 

definition of the khuff is that it covers the two ankles and most of it is 

made from leather or the likes of it. The condition of wiping on it is 

three matters. First that is was made to cover the obligatory area of 

washing the food and ankle, or there is a decrease of it (i.e. the khuff) 

smaller than the preventing tear (i.e. smaller than the three smallest 

toes), so it is acceptable [to wipe] upon the shoe (zurbūl) if it is tied, 

unless the space of three toes are apparent. The jurists of Samarkand 

allowed covering the two ankles with a bandage [if the shoes did not 

cover the ankles, they could be augmented with bandages].”69 This 

clearly demonstrates that foot-gear not only was changing but that 

jurists were still reexamining their own tradition to fit new scenarios.  

 

Modernity and Adaptation: From Boots to Socks 

 As modernity characterized by industrialization and globalization 

swept the world, the traditional khuff lost practical prominence, and 

                                                           
68 Mūsā al-Qudūmī an-Nābilusī, Qaddūmi’s Elementary Ḥanbali Primer, ed. & trans. 
Joe Bradford (Origem Publishing, 2013), 29-30. 
69 Muḥammad Amīn Ibn ʿĀbidīn, Ḥāshīya Radd al-Muḥtārʿalā ad-Durr al-
MukhtārSharḥTanwīr al-Abṣār, ed. AbūBilāl Jamāl Bin ʿAbdul-ʿĀl (Cairo: ad-Dār 
al-ʿĀlimīya Li-an-Nashr wa at-Tawzīʿ, 2014), 1:433.           
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the modern shoe became the predominant footwear people were 

concerned with.    

 

Contemporary Divisions: Traditionalists vs. Salafists 

 We find four distinct movements amongst Sunnis in our 

contemporary time. Dr Brown calls them the Islamic Modernists, the 

Modernist Salafists, the Traditionalist Salafists, and the Late Sunni 

Traditionalists.70 These for categorizations are not perfect, but help us 

to understand, generally, Islamic thought in our time. The Islamic 

Modernists were most notably Qur’anists accepting the criticism of 

hadiths by Orientalists like Muir and Goldziher. Most of them 

rejected all hadiths, except for a minority that held mutawātir hadiths 

would be considered.71 Islamic Modernists, therefore, most likely 

would not concern themselves with wiping on the khuffayn since it is 

based in a hadith, except for those who considered mutawātir hadiths. 

The khuffayn, as mentioned previously, is established by a mass 

transmission (mutawātir hadith). One of the notable features of the 

Salafist Modernists is that they did not hold aḥād hadith transmissions 

(i.e. not mutawātir) to be theologically binding. “Whoever feels 

comfortable with them can believe in them. But none can be forced to 

believe in them or be declared an unbeliever for rejecting them.”72 

Thus, the Salafist Modernists most likely would have taken into 

consideration the theological and legal implications of the mass 

transmitted hadith regarding the khuffayn. Myself coming out of a 

Traditionalist Salafist seminary school, the researcher was taught that 

khuffayn were not only theologically important, but legally relevant. 

Despite usually rejecting weak (ḍaʿīf) hadiths for any matter, 

breaking with the practice of pre-modern Muslim scholars, the 

Traditionalist Salafists are most known for their elevation of hadiths 

with their most illustrative example being Muḥammad Nāṣir al-Dīn 

                                                           
70  Jonathan A.C. Brown, Hadith: Muhammad’s Legacy in the Medieval and Modern 
World (London: Oneworld Publications, 2016), 243. 
71 Ibid, 244; I am using the transliteration of حدیث used by Dr. Brown. 
72 Ibid, 253. 
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al-Albānī (d. 1999).73 They are known for casting away the 

institutions of classical Islam and relying on hadiths as their ultimate 

source for interpreting the religion. Of their mainstays is using the 

aḥād hadith transmissions for both theology and law, and 

emphasizing the spirit of Ijtihād (the application of legal theory and 

legal reevaluation).74 When it comes to wiping over the khuff in the 

modern context, Traditionalist Salafists and Modernist Salafists are 

most known for allowing the wiping over modern cotton socks. As 

noted earlier, the Muslim scholars of pre-modernity never allowed 

this, saying, to the effect, that wiping over the boots was a 

dispensation for washing the feet as ordained in the Qur’an. A 

substitute (i.e. the khuff) cannot have another substitute, nor a 

dispensation (rukhṣa) have another dispensation, was their legal 

reasoning. The fashion in which the Modernist and Traditionalist 

Salafists finagle their way around this legal precept is by saying that 

the aṣl (original) is the matn (text/hadith) of the khuffayn and the 

substitute is the wiping over cotton socks. In America, just from what 

the researcher has personally witnessed, this type of legal reasoning 

has had a huge impact. People like ease and wiping over the sock is a 

lot easier than washing your foot in a sink at work/school/the mall, 

etc, especially when you are a Muslim minority in a Muslim majority 

country. Nobody likes to be the weird person caught with his foot in 

the sink. It’s not merely the feeling of being caught with your foot in 

the sink, but in 2016 it even became a debate on public radio in St. 

Cloud, Minnesota, because parents were concerned with sanitation at 

their local high school complaining the Muslim ablution ritual was 

contaminating the high school sinks. It has become a stigma and a 

taboo that American Muslims are quick to avoid if possible. Late 

Sunni Traditionalists, on the other hand, more or less, maintain all of 

the components rejected by the three previous groups mentioned 

above. Brown says, “Late Sunni Traditionalists subordinate hadiths to 

the interpretive traditions of the Sunni schools of law and Sunni legal 

theory. Late Sunni Traditionalists affirm their total confidence in the 

                                                           
73 Ibid, 256-257. 
74 Ibid, 258. 
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classical method of hadith criticism; as Al-Ghazālī says, ‘I do not 

know its equal in the history of human culture in terms of establishing 

principles for verification.’ They also, however, entrust jurists, not 

hadith scholars, with the ultimate authority in determining the 

authenticity and implication of a hadith.”75 Late Sunni Traditionalism, 

the school to which I now adhere, is famously known for not allowing 

the wiping over modern socks, but only the khuffayn as they were 

classically understood (as boots or leather socks). This is sometimes 

even explicitly mentioned like in Nuh Keller’s translation of ʿUmda 

as-Sālikwhere he says, “Not modern dress socks, which are not valid 

to wipe in any school, even if many are worn in layers.”76 This is 

because many Late Sunni Traditionalist jurists stipulate that one must 

be able to walk one farsakh77 without it tearing more than the size of 

the three smallest toes, and certainly modern socks to not fulfill this 

condition. Nuh Keller also says, “The footgear Muslims generally use 

for this (i.e. khuff) are ankle-high leather socks that zip up and are 

worn inside the shoes.”78 Dr. Imran Ahsan Khan Nyazee also 

translated the khuff as ‘boots’ every single time in his translation of 

Al-Hidāya.79 To contrast this with a Somali Traditionalist Salafist, 

Cusmaan Cali Faarax, in his book FahamkaKitaabka Iyo Sunnada, 

where he reveals to us quite succinctly the Traditionalist Salafist 

approach. The Somali Jurist’s section in the book regarding the khuff 

is titled as, “The wiping [on] the two khuffs, shoes, and socks.” He 

explains in this chapter that if one wears a sock, shoe, or khuff, that 

he may wipe over them instead of washing his feet. He quotes a 

hadith evincing the practice of wiping over the khuff, and a second 

hadith evincing the practice of wiping over socks and sandals. He 

goes on to state that the some of the ʿUlamāʾ stipulated the condition 

of the khuff being water proof or reaching the ankles unlike sandals, 

                                                           
75 Ibid, 262. 
76 Aḥmad an-Naqīb al-Miṣrī, 69. 
77 ~3 miles or 6km in modern measurements. 
78 Aḥmad an-Naqīb al-Miṣrī, 68. 
79 Burhānudīn al-Marghīnānī, Al-Hidāya: The Guidance, ed. & trans. Dr. 
Imran Ahsan Khan Nyazee (Islamabad: Center For Excellence in Research, 
2016), 1:79. 
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but he goes on to patronizingly say that the previous Muslim scholars 

were wrong, that there is no evidence in Qur’an or the hadith for such 

stipulations, and the stronger opinion is to ignore those stipulations 

thus allowing the wiping over shoes and socks.80 These two examples 

perfectly highlight the current dichotomy on the khuffayn between the 

Late Sunni Traditionalists and Traditionalist Salafists.  

 

CONCLUSION 

Whether or not you wipe on your socks, or wipe on your boots, no 

one can deny the importance that the khuffayn has had on, not only 

theology, but also Islamic ritual law. However, it does seem clear that 

in the medieval period the khuff resembled more a moccasin boot 

than any other type of footwear. Classical Muslim Scholars strongly 

emphasized the khuffayn for their creedal implications, and for the 

legal dispensation they represented. Undoubtedly, it is much easier to 

wipe over your boots or leather socks while traveling trying to 

conserve your water in the desert. Classical Jurists seemed much 

more concerned with the materials the khuff was made out of, or what 

the method of wiping may be. On the contrary, modern Jurists were 

more concerned with whether shoes or socks counted as khuffs or not. 

Ultimately, this is merely scratching the surface of Sunni Islamic 

thought regarding the khuffayn, and there is a lot of more work to be 

done by future researchers.   
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