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Executive Summary

Here’s where this paper ends up, so you know the destination before you go through
the argument. This isn’t a substitute for the argument — it’s a map. Several of
these conclusions only survived because they were tested, failed in an earlier form,
got corrected under challenge, or came close to losing to a counter-argument. That
process is the actual case for what follows, not this summary. Read the argument if
you want to know whether these conclusions hold, not just what they are.

The question is not: does the substance alter consciousness? It is: what
does it alter, how does it alter it, what accompanies the alteration, and how
consistently does that effect occur?

Classical psychedelics — mainly psilocybin and 5-MeO-DMT — don’t meet the classi-
cal criteria for muskir, the hadd-bearing, absolutely-prohibited category that governs
khamr. That’s the central finding. It’s reached through every diagnostic route clas-
sical jurisprudence supplies for establishing clouding of the intellect, tested indepen-
dently — nashwa for muskir, sensory disappearance for murqid, futur and khudrah
for mukhaddir — and each returns the same result. It survives the claim that the
substance itself is prohibited — Part III's classification finding holds at every dose
tier for psilocybin, ayahuasca, and standard DMT, including full ego dissolution, the
tier spiritual use actually depends on. For 5-MeO-DMT specifically, this question
remains genuinely open, and the paper says so rather than smoothing over
it.

Medical use stands on solid, triply-grounded footing: the classification finding itself,
which means no dispensation is even needed since no restriction attaches to lift;
the independent doctrine of darura/haja, which would hold up the case even if the
classification finding were later overturned; and the mufsid finding, tested and not
established, closing off the separate harm-based objection. For treatment-resistant



depression, PTSD, and similar conditions where conventional treatment has failed:
supervised, purpose-limited, clinically-administered use is defensible on established
Islamic legal principle, on the same ground as surgical anaesthesia.

Spiritual use is a harder case, stated precisely rather than rounded up. It survives Ob-
jection A (the substance is prohibited) on the same classification finding. It survives
Objection B (the method is illegitimate) on the precedent of sama’ and the Prophet’s
own i’tikaf and retreat at Hira’ — two distinct precedents doing two distinct jobs, not
one argument repeated. It survives Objection C (communal harm), bounded rather
than defeated, now with a concrete mechanism supplying what earlier drafts left un-
addressed.

What it does not yet have is what the medical application has three times over: an
independent fallback that would survive a successful challenge to the classification
finding. That is the real, narrower asymmetry this paper finds.

Neither application is unrestricted. Both stay bounded by supervision, diagnosis or
defined spiritual purpose, and a hard line against unsupervised or recreational use —
grounded not in ta‘zir attached to a surviving classification, since no such classifica-
tion survives, but in the maqasid-based authority to regulate harm and a sama’-type
conditional structure that applies regardless of classification.

A few further points stay open regardless of anything above: the precise status of
nashwa as legal cause versus descriptive marker; how adequate supervision actually
is under present, largely unregulated conditions. A distinction sometimes attributed
to al-Ghazali’s own treatment of substances in the IThya’ turns out on inspection to be
al-Qarafi’s, cited accordingly. Islamic-specific data on devotional practice following
use remains thin, though the Emory MOSAIC initiative and a smaller, self-selected
effort at psychedelicsandislam.com are both beginning to close that gap.

The body of the paper works through the reasoning behind each finding so a reader
can judge not just what this paper concludes but how much weight each conclusion
can actually carry. §0 starts the argument at its most exposed point: not the strongest
evidence, but the one objection capable of unmaking everything after it, answered
before anything has been built for it to knock down.

Part I — Framing

§0. The Question That Has to Be Answered First

Every finding in Parts III and IV depends on how one prior question gets answered.

There are two possible answers. The first is categorical. A substance is prohibited
because it satisfies identifiable criteria developed in the juristic tradition: nashwa,
sensory involvement, uniformity of effect, the perceptual test of Abu Hanifa and Ibn
‘Abd al-Barr — extended by giyas from khamr, the named case, to substances the
primary texts never mention. The second is purposive. The Lawgiver didn’t intend to
prohibit a family resemblance of wine-like symptoms. He intended to protect ‘aql from
deliberate interference undertaken to reach a state you wouldn’t reach otherwise. On
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this reading it doesn’t matter whether a substance fits Qarafi’s boxes. The question
is just: does this substance veil the intellect, in order to reach a state the intellect
wouldn’t otherwise reach?

Here’s the problem with the purposive form stated at that strength: it proves too
much. Take i’tikaf, and the Prophet’s own pre-revelation retreat at Hira’. Both are
deliberate withdrawals from ordinary sensory engagement, undertaken specifically
to reach a state — nearness to Allah, receptivity to revelation — that ordinary waking
consciousness doesn’t reach on its own. Take sama’: on Ghazali’'s own defence it
deliberately uses an external stimulus to occasion wajd, a state in which the sober
operation of *‘aql* is, by the classical Sufi sources’ own account, temporarily set
aside. A purposive test broad enough to catch classical psychedelics on “intentional
alteration in pursuit of a non-natural epistemic state” alone catches these too — and
the tradition’s own practice refutes it at that level of generality.

Which means: to survive contact with the tradition it claims to represent, the purpo-
sive objection can’t stay this general. It has to specify. The moment someone tries
that specification — is it mechanism that matters, or purpose; does nashwa matter,
or only taghtiyat al-’aql on its own — the inquiry has become classificatory. The pur-
posive and categorical forms aren’t two rival methods answering the same question.
The purposive form, made rigorous enough to function as law, is a demand for the
categorical form to be done more carefully.

There is a narrower version of the purposive objection that cannot be dismissed so
easily: that i’tikaf and sama’ are legitimate because the altered state is subordinate
to an otherwise licit practice, while psychedelic use seeks the altered state as its own
end. That is the sharper form of the objection, and it deserves a direct answer rather
than a concession. The claimed structure of psychedelic use, as this paper develops
it (§22), is not pursuit of the altered state for its own sake but the same subordinating
relationship sama’ has to wajd: the state facilitates an open, receptive condition for
worship, not a self-standing goal. Whether that claimed structure holds is not settled
by asserting it here — it turns on sama’’s own internal logic, and it’s argued at §22,
not resolved by fiat in this section.

The important point here is narrower: the purposive principle cannot replace clas-
sification unless it can identify, with sufficient precision, what kind of alteration is
prohibited and why. Until then, classification is not an evasion of the underlying
purpose of the prohibition. It is the means by which that purpose becomes legally
operative.

§1. The Question

This paper asks something narrower and more disciplined than “are psychedelics per-
missible in Islam.” It asks: what do the established principles of Islamic jurisprudence
yield when applied, rigorously and without a predetermined conclusion, to classical
psychedelics — considered separately for medical and spiritual use?

That’s two distinct operations, applied to each use-case in turn. The first is classifi-
cation (tahqiq al-manat): does the ’illa behind the khamr prohibition actually obtain
here? Classification has three possible outcomes, not two, and the paper treats them



as genuinely distinct rather than collapsing the second and third together. The sub-
stance may fall under muskir, in which case the inquiry ends there — the hadd-bearing
prohibition applies without exception, and no dispensation reaches it. It may instead
fall under mukhaddir or murqid — clouding without nashwa, or the senses genuinely
absent — in which case a real but lesser restriction applies: tahir, no hadd, but ta‘zir-
liable at the dose producing the effect, in principle liftable by dispensation. Or it
may satisfy none of the four classical categories at all — not muskir, not mukhad-
dir, not murqid, not mufsid — in which case there is no ta‘zir basis to lift, because
there is nothing in the classical taxonomy for a restriction to attach to, and the rel-
evant question becomes a different one entirely: not which exception applies, but
whether the use carries a risk that Islamic law would regulate on hifz al-nafs or hifz
al-’aql grounds independent of muskir-family classification altogether. Part III works
through all three outcomes, dose tier by dose tier, rather than assuming in advance
which one obtains.

The question is not: does the substance alter consciousness? It is: what
does it alter, how does it alter it, what accompanies the alteration, and how
consistently does that effect occur?

“Every muskir is khamr, and every khamr is forbidden” does not settle this by itself.
It states the ruling. It does not state that everything which alters consciousness is
muskir — that is the very question the taxonomy in Part III exists to test.

One tier deserves a preliminary word here, because it’s the least contested of the
three: at genuinely sub-perceptual doses — the microdosing range, where blinded
trials find no reliably distinguishable effect from placebo — none of the four classical
categories is triggered by any test this paper applies, and this finding meets no seri-
ous counter-argument in the sources surveyed. Where the evidence points at higher,
clinically and experientially relevant doses is worked out in full at §§13-16, and isn’t
anticipated here.

The second operation is dispensation: granting that a substance falls under a pro-
hibitive category, does any recognised exception — darura, haja, tadawi — lift the re-
striction for a particular use? Unlike classification, dispensation is purpose-sensitive
by definition. This operation only applies to the mukhaddir/murqid outcome above —
where a category exists and carries a liability to lift. It has no work to do where the
substance is muskir, and no work to do where it fits none of the four categories, since
in the second case nothing is liftable, and in the third nothing needs lifting.

The paper works through the case law and jurisprudential principle (Parts II-III) be-
fore applying the results, separately, to the medical case and the spiritual case (Part
IV). Where the two applications converge and diverge isn’t stipulated in advance —
that’s the outcome of the analysis. Treat any anticipation of the outcome before then
as provisional.

§2. Method and Limits

The operative method throughout is tahqiq al-manat: accept the nass, accept the
ruling it establishes, and accept the ’illa the jurists derived from it. The question is
then whether a new substance actually instantiates that ’illa.



Al-Shatibi gives the clearest classical statement of this method, and uses khamr it-
self as his example. Confronted with a particular substance, the jurist does not ask
whether a new ruling is needed — he asks whether the substance possesses the manat,
the legally operative characteristic, that the existing ruling already turns on: “if the
mukallaf undertakes to consume something purported to be khamr, for example, he
is asked: is this khamr or not? — for it is necessary to examine whether it is khamr
or not” (fa-idha shara’a al-mukallaf fi tanawuli al-khamri mathalan qila lahu: a-hadha
khamrun am la? fa-la budda li’l-nazari fi kawnihi khamran aw ghayra khamr). The
ruling itself is not in question; what remains is verifying whether it applies to the par-
ticular case: “the ruling is established by its Shar’1 basis, but investigation remains as
to identifying its particular application” (an yathbuta al-hukmu bi-mudrikihi al-shar’t
lakin yabqa al-nazaru fi ta’yini mahallih) (al-Shatibi, al-Muwafaqat, vol. 1V, discussion
of tahqiq al-manat and its examples). This paper’s method throughout is exactly this
operation, run on the four substances it considers.

This is among the least controversial moves in usul al-figh. It is recognised in some
form across the schools, including by the Zahiris, who reject giyas generally but still
require the manat of a text-based ruling to be established before applying that ruling
to a new case.

The method therefore does not reopen questions that are already settled.

First, the prohibition of khamr itself is not at issue. It is established by definitive nass
and lies outside the scope of this inquiry.

Second, kashf is not being treated as hujja. Mystical unveiling is not a source of le-
gal evidence, either for the person who experiences it or for anyone else. Ibn ’Arabj,
whose framework might otherwise appear to permit such an approach, is explicit
that the measure by which an unveiling is judged is its conformity to the Book and
the Sunna. An unveiling that contradicts an established ruling is delusion, not knowl-
edge. Nothing in the argument therefore depends upon mystical experience having
evidentiary authority.

Third, modern harm data is not being used as an independent ground of permission.
Addiction potential, overdose risk and comparative toxicology may support conclu-
sions already reached through the classical taxonomy, but they cannot by themselves
displace the ruling on khamr. As established in §4, that ruling is not grounded simply
in a general principle of harm. Harm-reduction arguments therefore cannot indepen-
dently overturn it.

Fourth, the empirical evidence in Part III must be understood as evidence about le-
gal effect, not as a new source of legal categories. For determining the empirical
state produced by a substance, the jurist’s evidentiary access is necessarily limited
to its phenomenological and behavioural effects. The classical jurists did not classify
substances by pharmacological mechanism. They classified them by their effects on
the faculties relevant to law: whether tamyiz remains intact, whether taklif remains
operative, and whether the resulting state exhibits nashwa, futur, or the absence of
the senses that al-Qarafi’s murgqid criterion names.

Neuroimaging and behavioural evidence therefore do not establish a ruling simply
because a substance is pharmacologically different from alcohol. They become rele-



vant only insofar as they answer a classical legal question: is tamyiz intact? Is the
state characterised by nashwa? Do the senses — al-Qarafi’s criterion is conjunctive
across all five — remain, even partially, online?

Behavioural and interactive evidence is the more direct evidence for this last question,
where it can be obtained: does the person respond to speech, register touch, react
to an unexpected stimulus. Where such evidence exists, it is used in preference to
neuroimaging, because it speaks to the legal question — are the senses functioning —
without needing a further inferential step. For one substance considered in this paper,
5-MeO-DMT, that evidence largely cannot be obtained. Its characteristic peak state is
brief, often seconds to minutes, and sufficiently destabilising that interrupting it with
a stimulus-response protocol would itself be a harm imposed on the participant for the
researcher’s benefit rather than their own. Neuroimaging, gathered passively before
onset, is in this case not a second-best proxy chosen for convenience but close to the
only evidence ethically obtainable at that specific intensity. It is treated accordingly:
relevant to the same legal question — are the senses absent — but read with the
acknowledgment that a connectivity or oscillatory signature answers that question
only through an inferential bridge from neural pattern to functional capacity, a bridge
behavioural evidence does not need.

The same applies to first-person testimony. It is evidence about the experienced state,
but not authoritative evidence of its ultimate nature or legal value. In this respect it is
analogous to the behavioural indicators used by the classical jurists themselves, such
as gait and coherence of speech: admissible evidence, but not conclusive testimony
about the underlying state.

The method is therefore neither to replace the classical categories with modern neu-
roscience nor to ignore modern evidence in favour of subjective report. It is to use
whichever empirical evidence is actually available and ethically obtainable to deter-
mine whether the new substance instantiates the legal “illa already recognised by the
tradition — behavioural where it can be had, neuroimaging where it cannot, each
held to its own evidentiary limits.

§3. Concessions

What follows is conceded in full, tested against the strongest available counter-
argument and found not to survive:

The hadd attaches to the act of drinking, not the resulting state — a person who
drinks and, by constitution, experiences no intoxication is still liable. A single drop of
khamr is prohibited by consensus regardless of dose or effect. Q4:43 is superseded
by Q5:90’s final, unconditional prohibition and cannot be cited as evidence the ruling
only targets prayer-time impairment. Salat cannot be performed during the acute
window of ego dissolution or a mystical-type experience, conceded as fact for both
applications. Sukr al-tawhid is defined by its source — tajalli, divine self-disclosure
occasioned by lawful worship — not phenomenology alone, and Junayd’s position that
sahw ranks above sukr is the dominant position in the school, not a minority caution;
al-Bistami1 and al-Hallaj come down through the tradition as cautionary and excep-
tional, not as models to imitate. Bid’ah hasana plays no role anywhere in this paper,
as invoking it would presuppose the conclusion in dispute.
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The Founding Statement
I. Prohibition — the root texts

The relevant sequence of primary texts is worth stating in full before any classificatory
apparatus is introduced, so that the taxonomy developed in Part III is shown growing
out of this textual moment rather than imposed on it from outside.

1. Q 5:90-91 — the operative verse, self-stating its own ’illa (worked in full at
§12): “Satan only wants to cast among you enmity and hatred through khamr
and maysir, and to avert you from the remembrance of Allah and from prayer.”
This is the ground the whole taxonomy stands on.

2. Q 4:43 — the middle stage of tadarruj, “do not approach prayer while you are
intoxicated” — establishes the earlier, narrower framing later superseded by
5:90-91.

3. Hadith (Sahih Muslim 3733) — “every intoxicant is khamr, and every khamr
is prohibited. Whoever drinks khamr in this world and dies addicted to it with-
out repenting will not drink it in the Hereafter.” The second category named
alongside muskir — the textual seed of the whole muskir/mukhaddir split that
Part III builds on.

4. Hadith (Abu Dawud, from Umm Salama) — “the Messenger of Allah forbade
every muskir and every mufattir.” Mufattir, from futur, lethargy or languor: the
textual root of what the later juristic taxonomy develops as mukhaddir, named
here by its characteristic effect rather than by category.

II. Dispensation — the counter-current, held in tension rather than resolved
here

5. Q 2:173 — the darura clause: “whoever is compelled, neither desiring nor ex-
ceeding necessity, no sin is upon him.” The general mechanism every later ex-
ception, medical or otherwise, ultimately traces back to.

6. Hadith (Muslim 1948; Tirmidhi 2046; Abu Dawud 3869) — Tariq b.
Suwayd, khamr specifically refused as medicine: “innaha laysat bi-dawa’,
wa-lakinnaha da’” — “it is not a remedy, it is a disease.” A second report,
paired with it: “Allah has not placed your cure in that which He has forbidden
you.” The named counter-case — the one text that directly blocks treating the
archetypal intoxicant as medicine.

7. The resolution, cross-school — Ibn Farhun (Maliki, Tabsirat al-Hukkam
2:169-170), al-Nawaw1 (Shafi'l, Rawdat al-Talibin 10:171), al-Mardaw1 (Han-
bali, al-Insaf 8:438): the amputation case named directly, banj’s harm judged
ma’mun (bounded) against the limb’s ghayr ma’mun (unbounded) harm,
treatment classed as haja in its own right.

II1. The taxonomy — where the four categories are actually rooted

8. Al-Qarafi, al-Furuq 1:215-218 — the primary formulation: muskir/mukhaddir/murgqgid/mufs
distinguished by nashwa, sensory involvement, and uniformity of effect.

9. Independent attestation — al-Shahid al-Awwal, al-Qawa’id wa-1-Fawa’id,
p.73 — the same three-way murqid/muskir/mufsid distinction, explicitly citing



back to al-Furtuq 1:205, preserved in a separate work by a different jurist — the
second, independent line of transmission that answers the “resting on one jurist”
objection at its root.

10. Cross-school corroboration on mukhaddir/murqid: al-Zarqani, 'Ulaysh,
Ibn Hamdun (Maliki); al-Nawawi, Ibn Hajar al-’Asqalani, al-Ramli, Ibn Hajar
al-Haythami (Shafi’'l); Ibn Qudamah, Ibn Taymiyya (Hanbali).

11. Al-Sarakhsi, al-Mabsut 24:2-39 — the dose-threshold principle rooted in a
fifth school, Hanafi, independently of al-Qarafi.

Part II1 — The Corpus of Prohibitions and Exceptions

Before applying any of this to psychedelics specifically, it’s worth surveying how the
tradition has handled prohibition-with-exception more generally — across food law,
ritual law, dress, medicine, and the closest historical analogue, newly-encountered
psychoactive substances.

§4. Prohibition by Text, Exception by Text

0Q2:173, Q5:3, and Q6:145 name carrion, blood, swine, and what is dedicated to other
than Allah as prohibited, immediately followed in each case by the dartra exception.
Three conditions govern it: genuine compulsion, not consumption for its own sake,
and not exceeding the extent necessity requires. Tayammum, and the fasting/qada’
exception for illness or travel, operate as parallel mechanisms — the underlying obli-
gation is not annulled, but its performance is suspended or substituted under defined,
textually-anchored conditions until the incapacitating circumstance passes.

§5. Prohibition by Text, Exception by Prophetic Dispensation

The silk exemption for ‘Abd al-Rahman b. 'Awf and al-Zubayr b. al-’Awwam, granted
on account of a skin complaint, establishes that a categorical, textually-grounded
prohibition can be exempted for a specific, non-life-threatening medical condition —
the Prophet’s own dispensation, not derived from a general principle stated indepen-
dently in the text. The 'Uraniyyin report is discussed as contested precedent, given
genuine scholarly disagreement over its correct legal reading. Gold and silver dental
repair stands as a settled, largely uncontroversial medical exception within the same
general category.

§6. The Counter-Case: Khamr Is Not Medicine

Any argument for a medical exception has to confront the strongest text against it.

Wa'’il al-Hadrami reports from his father that Tarig b. Suwayd asked the Prophet
2% about khamr. When he was refused, he pressed the point: “I only make it for
medicine.” The Prophet £€ replied: innaha laysat bi-dawa’, wa-lakinnaha da’ — “It
is not a remedy; it is a disease.” The report appears in Sahih Muslim (1948), and
also in al-Tirmidhi (2046) and Abu Dawud (3869). A second report expresses the



same principle more generally: “Allah has not placed your cure in that which He has
forbidden you.”

On its face, this is a direct prohibition of using khamr medicinally. The difficulty is
whether the ruling is specific to khamr, or establishes a general rule that no prohibited
substance may ever be used therapeutically.

There are four reasons to resist the broader reading.

First, the report names khamr. It does not state that every prohibited substance
is excluded from medical use in every circumstance — consistent with the specific
exceptions already established at §5.

Second, the broader reading sits uneasily with the established use of otherwise-
prohibited substances in medicine. As discussed in §7, the Maliki, Shafil1 and
Hanbali schools explicitly permit surgical anaesthesia using substances that would
be prohibited outside the medical context.

Third, both the Hanafi and Shafi’l traditions recognise circumstances in which an
otherwise-prohibited substance may be used when no lawful alternative exists and
a qualified physician considers it necessary. On this reading, the report of Tariq b.
Suwayd addresses the ordinary case: khamr proposed as a remedy where lawful
treatment is available.

A fourth and narrower point needs stating separately, because it doesn’t rest on any
of the three above and reaches further than they do. The jurists who discuss dartura
generally treat life-or-limb necessity as a distinct legal question from tadawi, ordinary
medicinal treatment. Q2:173’s compulsion clause was given for exactly this narrower
case, and its logic isn’t confined to food law. Where death or the loss of a limb is the
genuine alternative, several jurists hold that even khamr itself falls within darura’s
reach — a dying man given nothing else to drink is not the case Tarig b. Suwayd’s
hadith was answering. His question was whether khamr could serve as a general-
purpose remedy. “It is not a remedy, it is a disease” answers that question, and
answers it completely. It does not address a second, narrower question the hadith
was never asked. This question belongs to dartra’s own logic, not to the medicinal-
use tradition point three describes, and it stays open here, because nothing in this
paper’s argument depends on resolving it — the substances Part III actually classifies
are not khamr.

None of these arguments removes the tension completely. The relevant question
is whether the conditions that justify an exception are actually present: a genuine
medical need, the absence of a lawful alternative, and a reliable determination of
necessity.

The medical exception is consequently strongest where the substance is not khamr
itself, its prohibition depends on a derived legal classification, and its use is confined
by genuine necessity and the absence of a lawful alternative. That does not eliminate
the textual difficulty, but it substantially changes the question being asked.
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§7. Prohibition Established by Practice, Exception Established by Prac-
tice

Not every prohibition begins with an explicit text. Some are established through
juristic reasoning from the general prohibition of harm to the body or intellect.

Surgical anaesthesia — banj, raqiq, and related soporifics — is discussed extensively
without significant controversy over its permissibility. Ibn Taymiyya, elsewhere
among the strictest jurists in this survey, nevertheless states repeatedly in Majmu’
al-Fatawa (14/117, 33/104, 34/198) and al-Fatawa al-Kubra (3/423) that banj is not
an intoxicant. His distinction is precise: intoxicants remove the senses through
pleasure (ladhdha), producing the euphoric state characteristic of sukr; anaesthesia
removes the senses without that pleasure — “everything that takes away one’s
senses is haram, even if it does not result in drunkenness or intoxication... regarding
using banj which does not cause intoxication or take away reason, this is subject to
a ta‘zir punishment.”

The precedent therefore establishes something important: the abolition of ordinary
awareness is not, in itself, the defining feature of prohibited intoxication. The legal
question remains what kind of state is produced and by what mechanism.

That question — what kind of state, by what mechanism — is not one the classical
jurists could answer beyond the reach of behavioural observation, and this paper
doesn’t pretend otherwise. But it is now, in part, an empirical question, and it’s
worth flagging here what Part III will return to in full: the surface resemblance be-
tween anaesthesia and the deepest tier of psychedelic experience is closer than a first
look suggests, and the divergence between them, where it exists, doesn’t show up in
the way intuition would expect. Both states can involve amplified slow-wave activity
of a kind classically associated with reduced consciousness. Recent neuroimaging
of 5-MeO-DMT at high dose finds exactly this signature — and finds, at the same
time, that the underlying organisation of that activity is structurally unlike anaesthe-
sia’s, occurring in subjects who remain, on the researchers’ own account, “awake and
aware.” Anaesthesia itself turns out not to be the uniform blank the term suggests:
a body of ongoing anaesthesiology research distinguishes true unconsciousness from
disconnected consciousness — vivid internal content occurring while the subject is
behaviourally unresponsive to the outside world. None of this resolves anything here.
It is introduced now because Ibn Taymiyya’s mechanism-based question — not how
much awareness is lost, but how and why — turns out to be exactly the question
the neuroscience is equipped to speak to, imperfectly and only in part, and Part III
(§§13-16) takes up that evidence in full.

The amputation case, by name, across three schools. Ibn Farhun (Maliki, Tabsi-
rat al-Hukkam 2:169-170) states directly: “the apparent ruling is the permissibility of
consuming what is used for numbing purposes, such as for amputation of a limb and
similar cases, because the harm of numbing substances is secure (ma’mun), while
the harm to the limb is not secure (ghayr ma’mun).” Al-Nawawi1 (Shafi'i, Rawdat
al-Talibin 10:171), asked directly whether removing a decayed hand while the intel-
lect is absent is permissible, states plainly: “the correct opinion is permissibility.”
Al-Mardaw1 (Hanbali, al-Insaf 8:438) gives the clearest general principle: loss of in-
tellect through treatment makes the person ma’dhur (excused), and states outright
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that “al-tadawi haja” — medical treatment is considered a necessity. This is not the
paper’s own illustration of a general rule; it is the tradition’s own paradigm case,
named by three schools independently, without recorded dispute among them.

Missed prayer during anaesthesia is handled by the same suspension/qada’ distinc-
tion from §4. The general principle: voluntary, purpose-justified incapacity that
causes a missed obligation doesn’t by itself invalidate the underlying act. At most it
generates a compensable debt.

§8. The Reception of Newly-Encountered Psychoactive Substances

The closest historical analogue to a modern jurist confronted with an unfamiliar psy-
choactive substance is the reception of coffee, tobacco and gat between the sixteenth
and eighteenth centuries.

Coffee provides the clearest example. It spread through Yemeni Sufi circles as an
aid to night vigils of dhikr — its earliest documented use was explicitly devotional.
Banned in Mecca in 1511 under Kha'’ir Beg, the prohibition did not endure; the per-
missive position became dominant. The debate turned on classification: did coffee
produce iskar, or was it munabbih, a stimulant? The permissive argument: stimula-
tion is not intoxication.

Tobacco illustrates that legal character cannot be inferred from the plant’s identity
alone — effects depend on quantity and mode of administration. High-dose Nicotiana
rustica in some Indigenous American traditions produces effects radically different
from ordinary low-dose use. A plant that functions as a stimulant at one dose does not
necessarily remain a stimulant at every dose. This provides independent support for
the dose-dependent classification developed throughout this paper — not a principle
imported from psychedelic pharmacology, but an attested feature of the classical tax-
onomy’s own application once one plant is shown to occupy more than one category
depending on quantity.

Qat is the disanalogous case: the Saudi Permanent Committee ruled it prohibited
despite conceded benefit, on a maslaha-mafsada balancing test. Novelty and textual
silence do not determine the ruling in either direction.

Coffee is especially important because it represents the clearest historical case where
a psychoactive substance was adopted for explicitly spiritual purposes, subjected to
sustained juristic scrutiny, and ultimately accommodated within the lawful category
— relevant not only to classification but to the later question of deliberately seeking
an altered state for devotional purposes (§22).

§9. The Shape of the Exception Corpus

Having surveyed the mechanisms above, their underlying logic can now be stated
generally.
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Mechanism Trigger Effect on prohibition

Darura — necessity Threat to life or essential  Prohibition is lifted to the
faculty extent necessary
Haja — need Widespread or serious Prohibition may be
need falling short of strict relaxed where the need
necessity approaches dartira
Ikrah — coercion The prohibited act is Culpability is removed
compelled
Tadawi — medical Documented medical Prohibition may be lifted
treatment necessity, no lawful or relaxed
alternative
"Umum al-balwa — A prohibited circumstance Prohibition may be
widespread affliction becomes widespread and  relaxed

difficult to avoid
Raf’ al-haraj — removal of Observance creates undue Prohibition may be
hardship hardship relaxed

Every mechanism operates by averting, removing, or accommodating a harm, defi-
ciency, compulsion, or hardship that already exists or is reasonably imminent. None
operates simply by establishing that the prohibited act produces a sufficiently valu-
able benefit. The direction is consistently: prohibition — existing harm or necessity
— relaxation. What does not appear: prohibition — sufficiently valuable benefit —
prohibition lifted.

This is a structural observation about the legal instrument, not yet a conclusion about
any particular substance.

Part IV pursues both routes in the medical case and finds the first sufficient on its
own, with the second available as a further and independent ground (§19).

The spiritual case is different. On the argument developed here, only the first route
is presently available. If classification does not bring the substance within the prohi-
bition, no dispensation is required and the question ends there. But if classification
does bring it within the prohibition — particularly at the doses on which the fullest
form of the spiritual use depends — no second route has yet been established.

The sama’ and i’tikaf precedents examined in §§22 and 33 address a different ques-
tion: whether a practice may legitimately be undertaken for the sake of a spiritual
state. They do not, by themselves, supply what the exception corpus lacks: a mech-
anism by which an existing prohibition is lifted because the prohibited act is being
used to secure a sought benefit rather than to avert an existing harm or necessity.

That is the gap. It is identified here, where the structure of the argument first makes
it visible, rather than left for Part IV to discover — though, as later sections establish,
this gap turns out not to bind in practice, because §§16-17 find no classification for
the gap to attach to. It is retained here as the honest statement of the structural
problem the paper had to solve, and as the reason §17’s sama’-conditional-restriction
route was developed.
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§10. The Partial Counter-Example

One case in the broader corpus does not fit the structure of §9 neatly. It is worth
retaining precisely because of where it diverges.

The classical dispute over sama’ is often presented as a conflict between jurists sus-
picious of music and Sufis appealing to spiritual benefit. That description misses the
more precise legal structure. The early prohibitionist case was not that sound itself
was intrinsically prohibited. Rather, sama’ gatherings were commonly associated
with wine, impropriety, and instruments associated with drinking parties. The ob-
jection therefore had a substantial sadd al-dhara’i’ character: the concern was with
what the practice commonly led to or accompanied, rather than with audition as such.

Al-Ghazali’s response in the Ihya’ is significant for precisely this reason, and his de-
fence is stronger than sometimes stated. He did not need to claim that sama’ was an
independent act of worship like prayer or fasting. His defence was that a formally
permissible activity could legitimately function as a means to a praiseworthy spiri-
tual state, and, where it actually produced such states in a person oriented toward
God, could itself become recommended and even count among the acts of religious
approach (qurabat). Thus his argument addresses not only the removal of prohibited
circumstances but the deeper objection that using an otherwise lawful activity as a
deliberate means to spiritual transformation is itself an illegitimate religious innova-
tion.

He examined the circumstances on which the prohibition depends. Where the con-
tent is permissible, the company is appropriate, and the setting is free from prohibited
associations, the original basis for objection is absent. His conditions on sama’ there-
fore function less as qualifications attached to an otherwise prohibited act than as a
specification of the circumstances in which the objection does and does not arise.

The legal movement is consequently not: prohibition — competing spiritual benefit
— prohibition overridden. 1t is: apparent prohibition — identify the circumstance
generating the prohibition - remove that circumstance — no prohibition remains. The
act therefore returns to al-asl fi al-ashya’ al-ibaha, the presumption of permissibility,
rather than requiring a dispensation from an otherwise applicable prohibition.

This has two consequences for the argument of this paper.

First, it strengthens the treatment of Objection C in §22. Objection C is itself
substantially a sadd al-dhara’i’ argument. The response is not simply to place a suffi-
ciently valuable spiritual benefit on the opposite side of the scales. It is to ask whether
the harmful circumstances on which the objection depends are actually present.

Second, sama’ does not by itself close the gap identified in §9. A restriction
based on the intrinsic legal classification of a substance operates differently from
a restriction based on its customary associations. If a substance is prohibited be-
cause its own effects instantiate a prohibited wasf — the operative legal attribute
the classification actually turns on — removing problematic company or setting does
not remove the wasf. There is therefore no equivalent external circumstance to strip
away, because the restriction was never grounded in association to begin with.

Sama’ is consequently a genuine counter-example to the general shape of §9, but
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only a partial one. It demonstrates that a sadd al-dhara’i’ restriction can be defeated
by demonstrating the absence of the circumstances that generated it. It does not
demonstrate that a classification-based prohibition can be displaced by the spiritual
value of the resulting state. Sama’ supplies a precedent for defeating an association-
based restriction; it does not supply the missing mechanism by which a substance-
based classification is suspended for the sake of a sought spiritual benefit.

A further form of this objection — associated with later critiques of sama’ in the Ibn
Taymiyya tradition, that routinizing spiritual use into a fixed, patterned structure con-
stitutes bid’ah independent of content — is addressed at §22 and §25.

Part III — Classification

§11. The Taxonomy

The classical jurists did not treat every mind-altering substance as a single undiffer-
entiated category of “intoxicant.” Earlier versions of this paper collapsed several
distinct classifications into one prohibitive category and, in doing so, understated the
precision of the classical analysis.

Characteristic
Category Defining feature effect Legal significance
Muskir Intellect clouded Elation, boldness, The paradigmatic
while the senses heightened category of khamr;
remain operative, self-assertion, hadd-bearing,
accompanied by sometimes prohibited at any
nashwa aggression quantity
Mukhaddir Intellect clouded Lethargy, numbing, Tahir, no hadd;
without the weakening, ta‘zir-liable at the
characteristic drowsiness — quantity actually
nashwa of muskir  futur, the effect the producing the
hadith corpus effect
names mufattir
Murqid All five senses Loss of sight, Tahir, no hadd; the
absent together, hearing, touch, substances
not merely dulled smell, and taste at  discussed here
once, alongside (banj) are the basis
ordinary of the anaesthesia
discrimination precedent
Mufsid Durable harm to Physiological or A harm-based
the body or neurological category,
faculties, impairment addressed through

independent of
sukr

outlasting the
acute state

the law of harm
rather than
intoxication
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The question is not: does the substance alter consciousness? It is: what
does it alter, how does it alter it, what accompanies the alteration, and how
consistently does that effect occur?

A note on mufsid’s two senses. The word carries two distinct meanings in the
literature. In al-Qarafi’s own usage in al-Furtugq, and in this paper’s own subsequent
argument, mufsid names durable harm. In a separate usage, preserved in al-Shahid
al-Awwal’s al-Qawa’id wa-l-Fawa’id, al-mufsid lil-’aql names a different thing: the
third term in a three-way division by acute effect — senses gone (murqid), senses
intact with nashwa (muskir), senses intact without nashwa (al-mufsid lil-’aql). That
third slot is not a claim about durability. It is definitionally identical to what this pa-
per, following al-Qarafi’s own vocabulary, tests throughout as mukhaddir. This paper
tests the acute sense at §15, under the label mukhaddir, and tests the durable-harm
sense separately at §17.

Muraqqad, stated precisely. The test is conjunctive, not a matter of degree. Al-
Shahid al-Awwal’s formulation states it directly: “either the five senses disappear
with it, or they do not — the former is the murqid.” One channel surviving — sight,
hearing, touch, smell, or taste — is sufficient to defeat the classification. This is the
version of the criterion §14 tests the clinical evidence against, and it is a sharper,
more falsifiable claim than “senses suspended” or “senses dulled.”

Al-Qarafi draws the muskir/mukhaddir distinction in explicitly behavioural terms, not
merely by degree of impairment. Of wine-drinkers he writes: “their rowdiness be-
comes frequent, some attack one another with weapons, and they undertake grave
matters which they would not undertake while sober, to the point that the slain are of-
ten found among them” (al-Furtq 1:217-218). He contrasts this directly with hashish
users, describing them as passive and silent, lacking the aggressive force characteris-
tic of wine-drinkers — though later commentators challenged the empirical generality
of this contrast, observing that hashish users can show considerable emotional volatil-
ity, including weeping, which al-Qarafi’s own account does not fully accommodate.

A concrete diagnostic instrument for muskir is preserved in the historical record
alongside this behavioural distinction: jurists of Balkh held that accurate recitation
of Surah al-Kafirun was sufficient to establish sobriety — a test rooted in the same in-
cident that occasioned Q4:43 itself, when a Companion leading Maghrib prayer while
intoxicated misrecited that same surah. Sayyiduna 'Ali is reported to have held a re-
lated principle: that words and speech, rather than gait alone, are the more reliable
indicator of intoxication.

The uniformity criterion. Al-Qarafi adds a further test, independent of nashwa and
sensory involvement: how consistent is the effect across users. Muskir produces a
relatively uniform pattern. Hashish, his own example of mukhaddir, does not: stim-
ulation in one user, drowsiness in another. Variability is itself evidence relevant to
classification.

Cross-school corroboration. An earlier draft of this paper relied too heavily on
al-Qarafi alone — a real structural vulnerability. The nashwa criterion is preserved
independently by ‘Ulaysh (Minah al-Jalil) and by al-Shahid al-Awwal (al-Qawa’id wa-
[-Fawa’id, p.73), both citing back to al-Furuq 1:205 — two separate transmission
lines for the same distinction. On banj and opium specifically — the class closest
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to this paper’s argument — al-Marwarrudhi and al-Zarkashi (Shafi'1) treat both as
non-muskir; Ibn Taymiyya (Hanbali) reaches the same conclusion independently; Ibn
’Abidin (Hanafl) recognises a quantity threshold. Ibn Farhun, al-Nawawi, and al-
Mardawi each independently affirm the amputation case by name (§7). That is four
schools converging on the class this paper’s argument actually depends on.

The unresolved case of hashish. Hashish must be treated separately, because the
classical literature does not agree. Even within the Shafil school: al-Ramli keeps
hashish distinct from liquid khamr without fully resolving hadd versus ta‘zir; Ibn Ha-
jar al-Haythami takes the stricter position directly. Al-Zarkashi himself wrote an en-
tire treatise on the question, Zahr al-’Arish fi Ahkam al-Hashish, addressing hashish’s
medical use directly. This paper does not depend on resolving the wider dispute —
psilocybin is tested against the operative criteria on its own evidence.

The test applied in §§812-17. These sections apply the taxonomy progressively,
principally to psilocybin, with 5-MeO-DMT treated separately where its pharmacol-
ogy and phenomenology diverge materially. The argument proceeds as a series of
increasingly conservative fallback positions. The conclusion therefore doesn’t rest
on any single contested premise: the substance is tested against the whole structure
— nashwa, clouding, preservation or loss of the senses, uniformity of effect, dose, and
independent harm.

§12. The Self-Stated ’Illa of Q5:91

When a text itself identifies the reason for its ruling, that reason has particularly
strong evidentiary status in giyas. It is mansus al-‘illa. Q5:91 gives two such effects:
‘adawa wa-baghda’ — enmity and hatred — and sadd ‘an dhikr Allah wa-l-salat —
being turned away from remembrance and prayer.

Ibn Rushd, in Bidayat al-Mujtahid, reports the Iraqi jurists as arguing that the Qur’an
explicitly identifies khamr’s ’illa as preventing remembrance of God and producing
enmity and hatred — not necessarily his own conclusion, since he reports this as
one side of a dispute and elsewhere favours the competing, text-based position. His
own terminology for this kind of reasoning — al-qiyas alladhi yunabbihu al-shar’ ‘ala
al-’illati fih, “the giyas in which the law itself draws attention to the ’illa” — indepen-
dently supports treating Q5:91 as self-stating its own ’illa.

The two limbs are joined in the Arabic by wa — an additive conjunction, not a disjunc-
tive one, at both levels of the clause. This is worth stating precisely: the wa describes
Satan’s aims through khamr and maysir as a pair of characteristic vices, not a con-
junctive legal test requiring a substance to produce every listed effect simultaneously
before the ’illa is defeated, nor a disjunctive test where failing on any single limb ends
the inquiry. Each limb is properly weighed on its own evidentiary merits — which is
how the classical commentaries themselves proceed.

“If you cannot pray during the experience, that alone proves it is intoxicat-
ing.”

This is perhaps the most common lay objection to an argument of this kind. It effec-
tively introduces a fifth classification test, independent of al-Qarafi’s taxonomy: if the
substance prevents prayer during its acute effects, it must be muskir.
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That proposition cannot stand. Inability to pray is a consequence of some altered
states; it is not, by itself, the criterion by which those states are classified. General
anaesthesia is the decisive counter-example: a person under anaesthesia may be com-
pletely unable to perform salat, yet the state is not thereby classified as muskir; the
classical discussion distinguishes such states under murgqid. If temporary inability to
pray were sufficient to establish sukr, anaesthesia would necessarily be classified as
an intoxicant.

The relevant question is therefore not simply whether prayer is impossible during the
experience, but what kind of state produces that inability and whether it instantiates
the legal wasf of sukr. §34 develops this further: it extends the anaesthesia counter-
example across the schools, shows that the objection, taken to its logical end, would
also classify sleep and severe illness as instances of the same prohibited category, and
states the general principle that follows: inability to pray is governed by the separate
jurisprudence of incapacity and qada’ (§4, §7), not by the law of intoxicants.

Limb One: Enmity and Hatred. The available clinical literature on psilocybin does
not point toward ‘adawa. Studies report increased emotional empathy without corre-
sponding reduction in cognitive empathy, and changes in emotional processing asso-
ciated with improved rather than impaired interpersonal functioning, particularly in
treatment-resistant depression. On the first limb, the stated ’illa does not appear to
obtain.

The Second Limb Is Not One Question — It Is Three.

Proposition 1 — immediate incapacity. Does the altered state itself make prayer im-
possible while it lasts? This is the proposition most directly supported by the revela-
tion history. Q4:43’s hatta ties the restriction explicitly to the duration of the state
itself. Al-Tabar1l preserves Companion reports describing exactly this temporal un-
derstanding: 'Ali’s recitation becoming confused; Ibn 'Abbas’s account of intoxicated
worshippers; Qatada’s report that the Companions “used to avoid intoxication at the
times of prayer.” Ibn 'Umar’s account of the staged revelation shows the same struc-
ture. Proposition 1 was settled early, narrowly, and separately — a fact about capacity
during a state, not a diagnostic test for what caused it. It is answered by qada’ (84,
§7), regardless of the incapacity’s cause.

Proposition 2 — behavioural preoccupation. Does the practice characteristically oc-
cupy time and attention such that remembrance is displaced? Al-Qurtubi’s tafsir pre-
serves al-Qasim b. Muhammad’s statement on chess and backgammon: “whatever
turns [a person] away from the remembrance of Allah and from prayer is maysir.”
Games do not intoxicate; their mechanism is absorption. Ibn ’Ashur gives the clean-
est formulation: khamr obstructs through altered consciousness, maysir through the
expenditure of time; both converge on the same result. This proposition is not re-
solved by qada’ — it is not about a single incapacitated moment. A single, supervised,
purpose-limited session is structurally closer to a single surgical procedure than to
habitual gambling. Recreational, repeated, unbounded use is a materially different
case. This gives the supervision and purpose conditions developed at §21 a second
textual ground.

Proposition 3 — persistent spiritual orientation. Does the experience produce an
enduring disposition away from remembrance of Allah? This is the proposition for
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which the available classical evidence is weakest. I have not found, in al-Tabari, al-
Qurtubi, al-Razi, or Ibn ‘Ashiir, a Companion statement or major classical position
holding that khamr’s sadd includes a continuing spiritual disposition persisting after
the intoxication itself has ended. That is not evidence no such interpretation exists —
it is the limit of the sources presently identified.

Withdrawing the Phenomenological Argument. An earlier version of this sec-
tion attempted to address Proposition 3 through participants’ descriptions of the ex-
perience itself. That argument is withdrawn. A person experiencing what feels like
closeness to God has established, at most, that the experience feels like closeness
to God. The tradition explicitly allows that an experience which appears spiritually
elevated may nevertheless be deceptive; if a state could be either genuine unveiling
or Shaytanic counterfeit, its phenomenology alone cannot settle which. Yasir Qadhi,
chair of the Figh Council of North America, made substantially the same point in Jan-
uary 2025: “perhaps what you think is a connection of God when you’re high is not
actually a connection with God.”

The consequence is methodological: subjective spiritual phenomenology cannot be
the decisive evidence for a question concerning actual orientation toward God. Is-
lamic law has never claimed unrestricted access to hidden spiritual states — the
Prophet £€ said as much of his own judicial judgment: “I am only a human being...
I give my verdict according to what I hear,” warning that a wrongly-awarded judg-
ment gives the recipient only “a piece of Fire.” Later jurists formalised this as al-zahir
versus al-sara’ir. The relevant question is therefore whether subsequent outward con-
duct moved in the direction the ’illa is concerned with.

There is some evidence bearing on this. A randomised controlled study of religious
leaders found psilocybin associated with increased contemplative practice at sixteen-
month follow-up. An earlier study from the same programme found a significant in-
crease, at six months, on the Schwartz Value Scale’s Tradition subscale, against the
expectation that psychedelic experience erodes traditional commitment. A large lon-
gitudinal survey found an association with subsequent increases in meditation prac-
tice. None of this is specifically Islamic; the practices measured are generic rather
than salat and dhikr by name, and much of it is self-reported.

The absence of Islamic-specific data is a structural consequence of the prohibition
this paper examines, not a neutral gap. Sughra Ahmed, the one Muslim participant
in the religious-leaders study cited above, has since described choosing not to dis-
close her experience publicly or to her family, because she did not believe it would
be understood and did not feel safe discussing it openly. Her account is a single, self-
selected testimony, illustrating why the practice-frequency data this question needs
does not yet exist for Muslim populations specifically.

That gap is beginning to close. A 2026 survey (Rab, Ahmad, Palitsky, and Zarrabi)
found moderate openness toward psychedelics among Muslims in the United States,
though it measures attitudes rather than post-experience devotional conduct. Emory
University’s MOSAIC initiative examines specifically how psychedelic experience is
understood and integrated into Muslim religious life; preliminary findings were pre-
sented at the 2025 American Academy of Religion meeting, with full publication pend-
ing. A smaller, non-academic effort — a structured collection running at psychedelic-
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sandislam.com, pairing the MEQ-30 with post-experience practice-change questions
across salah, Qur’an engagement, dhikr, fasting, and taqwa — has also begun gather-
ing this data, though as a self-selected sample without peer review, it does not itself
close the gap.

Provisional Finding. Proposition 1 is procedural, answered by qada’. Proposition
2 is a genuine, classically-grounded test, giving §21’s conditions independent tex-
tual support. Proposition 3 is not established by phenomenology, and the relevant
evidence — outward conduct — is indirect and not Islamic-specific, but the gap is
structurally explained and beginning to close. On the ’illa as Q5:91 states it, the case
against psilocybin is not straightforward on any of the three propositions, and none
of them is settled by the simple question of whether prayer is possible during the
experience. The classification question proceeds to §§13-16.

§13. Level One — Muskir, Tested Against Its Own Diagnostic Markers

The primary case is not a fallback argument. It is that the classical muskir classi-
fication has not been established for classical psychedelics on the diagnostic terms
supplied by the jurists themselves, at the doses examined in the clinical literature.

This section tests the clinical evidence against the classical markers directly. Be-
haviour comes first, because this is where the classical sources are most concrete; mo-
tor coordination follows, where recent controlled studies permit direct measurement;
cognition is then considered, with acute-state effects distinguished from durable ef-
fects; and finally variability of effect is examined.

The evidentiary method follows the fourth principle established in §2: behavioural
evidence is preferred to neuroimaging where obtainable, because it bears more di-
rectly on the classical question of whether the relevant faculties continue to function.
Where behavioural evidence is unavailable, that limitation is stated rather than con-
cealed.

Behaviour. Al-Qarafi’s account of the characteristic behaviour of wine-drinkers is
stated in full at §11. He contrasts this with hashish users, described as passive and
quiet. Later commentators questioned the empirical universality of this contrast, and
that qualification is important: the absence of aggression is treated here as a specific
empirical marker within al-Qarafi’s own comparative account, not an absolute defini-
tion of intoxication.

A second and independent behavioural indicator is associated with Sayyiduna ’Ali:
speech provides a more reliable indication of intoxication than gait alone, given con-
crete form in the Balkh recitation test. The ability to sustain coherent, discriminating
speech provides an observable indication of whether the relevant faculty has become
clouded.

Tested against these markers, the clinical literature does not reproduce the character-
istic behavioural profile of wine intoxication. Early controlled observations of psilocy-
bin sessions describe participants as generally quiet and inwardly focused. Naturalis-
tic research on psilocybin and 5-MeO-DMT does not suggest that acute use ordinarily
produces violent or socially disruptive behaviour. Longitudinal observational studies
have additionally reported associations between psychedelic use and lower rates of
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some forms of criminal or violent behaviour, though such findings concern associa-
tions with use rather than the acute pharmacological state and cannot by themselves
establish the legal classification.

More directly relevant are controlled-session observations in which participants con-
tinue to respond to facilitators’ questions during the acute state — bearing on "Ali’s
speech criterion directly.

On al-Qarafi’s own comparative test, the behavioural profile of psilocybin does not
closely reproduce the paradigm through which he characterises muskir.

Motor coordination. A randomised, blinded study assessed manual dexterity (Box
and Block Test) and fine hand kinematics across a 5-20mg psilocybin dose range.
Low-to-moderate doses produced little evidence of substantial disruption; movement
smoothness and velocity showed no major deterioration. At higher doses, a modest
biphasic pattern was observed, with slight impairment around peak effects. A com-
panion dose-finding study qualifies this: basic motor tasks did not show substantial
impairment, but tasks requiring motor performance together with additional cogni-
tive or speed demands showed measurable impairment at 20mg during peak effects.

Basic motor coordination is substantially preserved across much of the tested dose
range, while impairment becomes more apparent in complex cognitive-motor tasks
at the higher end and around peak effects. That pattern is not a general collapse of
bodily coordination. It suggests a selective, dose-dependent disruption of particular
higher-order tasks.

Cognition: acute state and durable effect are different questions. Durable
cognitive effect: a placebo-controlled neuroimaging study of psychedelic-naive par-
ticipants receiving a single 25mg dose of psilocybin reported improvements at one-
month follow-up in cognitive flexibility, psychological insight, and well-being. The
same study reported increased cortical signal entropy and reduced alpha power dur-
ing the acute state, and a later anatomical finding (Lyons et al.) without a correspond-
ing durable alteration in resting-state functional connectivity — anatomical diffusion
measures and functional connectivity measure different things, and these findings
should not be collapsed into a single claim. An acute alteration in neural dynamics is
not equivalent to durable cognitive impairment.

Recovery from the acute state: a controlled DMT study required formal discharge
assessment, including field-sobriety testing and the Mini-Mental State Examination,
before participants left the study setting. Participants passed within the observation
period. This does not establish that DMT subjects could pass such tests at the height
of the psychedelic state; the assessment occurred after the principal acute effects
had subsided. Its relevance is therefore limited, and more directly relevant to §17
than to the acute classification considered here.

Memory, confusion and discrimination: the available literature does not make pro-
found memory loss or persistent clinical confusion a characteristic feature of ordi-
nary psilocybin administration. Vivid autobiographical or mystical recall should not
be confused with forgetfulness.

Variability of effect. Al-Qarafi’s comparison is not simply between strong and weak
substances: wine is characterised by a relatively recognisable pattern including ela-
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tion and boldness, whereas hashish exhibits greater variation between individuals.
The modern psychedelic literature presents an unusually strong case for context- and
person-dependent variation — set, setting, prior expectations, personality, environ-
ment. Psychedelics have consequently been described as “non-specific amplifiers” of
psychological and contextual factors rather than substances with a single invariant
subjective effect.

Confusion and the Mystical Experience Questionnaire. The MEQ measures mys-
tical experience, positive mood, transcendence of time and space, and noetic quality.
Its noetic items concern experiences such as an apparently intuitive acquisition of
knowledge and a felt certainty of encountering ultimate reality. The significance here
is not that the MEQ proves the absence of confusion — it shows that the phenomenol-
ogy ordinarily measured as a “mystical experience” is conceptually distinguishable
from simple stupefaction. That distinction is particularly important because extraor-
dinary certainty does not by itself establish that ordinary discrimination has failed.

Two qualifications. First, the absence of aggression or gross confusion should not
be converted into an assertion that psychedelic experiences are uniformly easy or
benign. A substantial minority report intense fear, anxiety, or highly challenging
experiences. But affective intensity is not identical to cognitive or sensory incapaci-
tation. Terror, awe, grief or ecstasy can be intense while the person’s basic faculties
remain operational.

Second, noetic experience requires particular care. A critic could argue that an un-
shakeable conviction in an unfalsifiable revelation is itself evidence of impaired dis-
crimination between truth and falsehood. The MEQ cannot settle that philosophical
or juristic question.

Finding at Level One. Tested against the classical markers rather than a general
modern notion of “intoxication,” the evidence does not establish the characteristic
muskir profile. The behavioural evidence does not reproduce the aggression and dis-
inhibition that dominate al-Qarafi’s paradigm description, while controlled-session
observations indicate subjects can continue to engage coherently with facilitators.
Basic motor coordination is substantially preserved. Acute neural and cognitive al-
terations are substantial but should not be conflated with durable cognitive deterio-
ration. The marked variability produced by set, setting and individual disposition is
difficult to reconcile with one uniform behavioural phenotype.

At the doses examined in the clinical literature, the available evidence does
not establish that classical psychedelics satisfy the classical diagnostic mark-
ers of muskir.

This is not a claim that psychedelic experiences involve no impairment, no confusion,
no dangerous behaviour, or no unusual beliefs at any dose. Nor does it resolve the
broader moral-epistemic question of whether a person’s capacity to distinguish truth
from falsehood can be impaired while ordinary sensory and communicative functions
remain intact.

Level One asks only whether the classical muskir markers themselves obtain. The sub-
sequent levels test distinct propositions: whether the sensory faculties become glob-
ally suspended (murgqid), whether nashwa/craving distinguish the state, and whether
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mukhaddir’s own evidentiary route is satisfied.

§14. Level Two — Murqid, Tested Against Its Own Diagnostic Marker

Level One’s case is strongest at moderate, clinically administered psilocybin. It be-
comes less decisive at the extreme end of the dose range — full ego dissolution, 5-
MeO-DMT’s characteristic full-release state — where the experience may cease to
present itself as an altered perception of an external world and instead involve the
apparent disappearance of the world, the self, and ordinary phenomenal distinctions
altogether. If Level One’s claim becomes difficult to sustain at this extreme, that does
not by itself establish muskir, nor does it automatically establish murqid.

The test, stated precisely. Al-Qarafi draws the distinction according to what hap-
pens to the senses: “either the five senses disappear with it, or they do not. If the
senses disappear with it, such as sight, hearing, touch, smell and taste, then it is
the murqid.” Al-Shahid al-Awwal preserves the same distinction. The criterion is
therefore narrower than altered consciousness, hallucination, confusion, or even the
disappearance of an ordinary sense of self. A radically altered perceptual world is
not necessarily a world in which the senses have disappeared.

What evidence can actually test the criterion? The absence of direct testing
should not be mistaken for evidence that the senses were preserved. But equally, the
disappearance of the experienced world cannot by itself establish that the senses had
ceased to function.

Psilocybin. Bravermanova et al. (2018) administered psilocybin to twenty healthy
volunteers and recorded auditory event-related potentials during the peak of intoxi-
cation. Psilocybin significantly reduced N100 and P300, demonstrating disruption at
early perceptual and higher-order processing stages. But mismatch negativity (MMN)
— the automatic detection of an auditory change — was not significantly affected. Au-
ditory processing was altered without being abolished. A separate EEG-fMRI study of
tactile mismatch responses found the later tactile MMN reduced, but no significant
effect on early sensory components preceding it.

Ayahuasca. Riba et al. measured auditory P50 suppression and prepulse inhibition
of the acoustic startle response. Ayahuasca reduced P50 suppression, demonstrat-
ing altered auditory sensory gating, while prepulse inhibition, startle response, and
habituation were not significantly disrupted. Auditory sensory and sensorimotor re-
sponses remained measurable during the ayahuasca state.

Standard N,N-DMT. No controlled psychophysical study directly comparable to the
above has been located for DMT specifically. Lawrence, Carhart-Harris, Griffiths
and Timmermann (2022) analysed 3,778 reports of inhaled DMT experiences. Within
1,719 entity encounters, participants reported visual involvement in 88.4%, auditory
in 27.6%, tactile in 15.0% — and, most strikingly for the two modalities for which
controlled experimental evidence is scarce, taste or smell in 0.2% (3 of 1,719). This
is retrospective, self-selected data, and the study’s own authors note a likely bias to-
ward more notable or memorable experiences. But a structured question, answered
by a dataset this size, returning even a small number of positive reports for the two
senses with no clinical data at all, is sufficient on the test’s own logic: taste and smell
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were not uniformly absent.

5-MeO-DMT. This remains the hardest case. Its characteristic peak can be extraordi-
narily intense and brief, making direct behavioural testing substantially more difficult.
The neurophysiology argues against simply equating 5-MeO-DMT with anaesthetic
unconsciousness: although it produces marked increases in slow-frequency activity,
comparative work (Toker et al., eLife 2024) found that cross-frequency corticothala-
mic information transfer was enhanced under 5-MeO-DMT, whereas propofol-induced
unconsciousness diminishes it. A separate paper on “complex slow waves” under
5-MeO-DMT describes subjects as remaining “awake and aware.” This is evidence
against treating the 5-MeO state as merely another form of anaesthetic unconscious-
ness. It is not, however, a direct test of any of the five senses.

Consequence. For psilocybin and ayahuasca, murqid’s criterion is not met: con-
trolled evidence confirms that at least one sensory channel — hearing — continued to
register, and, for ayahuasca, continued to produce a downstream reflexive response,
during the acute state itself. For standard DMT, the same finding is supported on
weaker, naturalistic rather than controlled evidence. For 5-MeO-DMT, no compara-
ble channel-level test exists, and the question remains genuinely open rather than
resolved in either direction — not for lack of searching, but because the decisive
experiment may not be obtainable at this substance’s characteristic peak intensity.

A note on §33. This finding needs to be held honestly against §33’s argument, not
silently alongside it. For psilocybin and ayahuasca, the finding that the senses are
not uniformly absent even at doses producing profound subjective alteration means
§33’s account cannot rest on a “sleep-equivalent” premise for those substances. §33
is accordingly built around a different axis — self-reference, not sensory function —
precisely to avoid this tension.

§15. Level Three — Without Nashwa or Craving, Not Muskir; Mukhad-
dir Becomes the Live Candidate, Tested Against Its Own Diagnostic
Evidence

Suppose neither Level One nor Level Two is accepted. Even on this considerably
more conceded ground, al-Qarafi’s operative distinction between muskir and mukhad-
dir still presents a separate test. For al-Qarafi, muskir is clouding accompanied by
nashwa. Mukhaddir, by contrast, is clouding without nashwa: his own paradigm is
hashish.

A methodological note is needed on Ibn Taymiyyah here. In al-Fatawa al-Kubra 24/204,
he rejects the claim that hashish merely alters the mind without intoxicating, holding
it produces an elating “high” like khamr — disputing, not conceding, the absence
of nashwa al-Qarafl attributes to it. He is not, therefore, an independent second
route converging with al-Qarafi’s test; he disagrees with al-Qarafi on hashish’s basic
phenomenology. Level Three accordingly rests on al-Qarafi’s nashwa criterion alone,
tested against the evidence below.

The phenomenological record. The record runs strongly against identifying the
classical psychedelic state with al-Qarafi’s nashwa. A controlled study found 30% of
participants experienced strong fear under psilocybin. The large naturalistic DMT
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dataset (Lawrence et al., 2022) shows that of 3,778 experiences, 1,019 (27.0%) con-
tained at least one difficult or challenging item on the Challenging Experience Ques-
tionnaire: fear in 22.2%, grief in 11.0%, a sense of dying in 6.0%. These figures do
not establish that DMT is never pleasurable, but they make it difficult to characterise
the experience as intrinsically organised around the pleasurable, emboldening state
al-Qarafi describes.

The evidence establishes something narrower and more defensible than the strong
claim that difficult experiences make craving impossible: the psychedelic state cannot
straightforwardly be equated with the pleasurable, emboldening nashwa al-Qarafi
uses to distinguish muskir from mukhaddir.

The methodological objection. A critic may object that nashwa is not the effective
legal cause but merely a descriptive feature accompanying the true cause, taghtiyat
al-’aql. This paper does not need to resolve that dispute, because Level One (§13)
already tested taghtiyat al-’aql directly, independently of nashwa.

Ibn Taymiyyah’s ruling on banj. His ruling that banj is not muskir (§7) stands
independently of his hashish ruling and is corroborated further by al-Zarkashi, al-
Marwarrudhi, and Ibn ’Abidin across three further schools (§11) — four schools con-
verging on banj- and opium-type substances specifically. That convergence does not
extend to hashish, where Ibn Taymiyyah and al-Qarafi disagree, and this paper does
not need it to: psilocybin’s classificatory question at Level Three is settled by al-
Qarafi’s nashwa criterion alone.

Not muskir on the nashwa test. Mukhaddir remains the live candidate — but
must itself be tested, not assumed by elimination.

Mukhaddir, tested against its own diagnostic evidence. Mukhaddir is defined
by a relational structure: clouding of ‘aql, with the senses preserved, without
nashwa. Clouding is the underlying condition being classified; sensory preservation
and nashwa’s absence tell you where to place clouding, not whether it occurred.
That prior question is not directly observable. For mukhaddir, lacking nashwa by
definition, the sign is futur, and its specific somatic form, khudrah: bodily weakness,
feebleness, heaviness of the limb. Testing futur and khudrah is testing whether
clouding itself is established, using mukhaddir’s own diagnostic route rather than
muskir’s — a second, independent way of asking the same question §13 already
asked directly.

Sensory preservation and variability are genuinely relevant but answer the placement
question — where clouding would belong, if established — not the threshold question
of whether it occurred.

Futur fails. The observed quietness of psilocybin participants has already been used,
at §13, to defeat muskir’s turbulence marker; it cannot also establish futur’s lethargy
marker, because the mechanism the evidence supports is not lethargy. Holze et al.,
comparing LSD and psilocybin directly, found both substances significantly increase
blood pressure, body temperature, and pupil diameter relative to placebo — sympa-
thetic activation, not the bodily weakness futur requires.

Khudrah fails. Controlled kinematic testing found low-to-moderate psilocybin doses
produce no meaningful disruption to dexterity; the naturalistic DMT dataset shows
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motor effects of any kind in only 2.8% of experiences, paralysis specifically in 1.3%.

Consequence. The result is not that mukhaddir has been tested and found wanting
on some markers while passing others. It is that the evidence which would establish
clouding through mukhaddir’s own route — futur, khudrah — is absent, precisely as
the evidence establishing it through muskir’s route was already found absent at §13.

Two independent diagnostic paths converge on the same negative finding. This is
confirmation, independently arrived at, of what §13 already established: clouding of
the intellect — the threshold condition every category in this taxonomy depends on —
has not been shown to occur, by any diagnostic route classical jurisprudence supplies
for showing it.

The resulting finding is therefore narrower but stronger: the very premise the taxon-
omy requires before classification can begin has not been met, tested twice, indepen-
dently, and failed both times.

§16. Level Four — Does the Taxonomy Reach This Phenomenology At
All?

Levels One through Three tested clouding of the intellect through both routes classi-
cal jurisprudence provides for establishing it: nashwa, for the muskir-type case, and
futur/khudrah, for the mukhaddir-type case. Neither was found. This section does
not revisit that finding. It asks what follows from it.

The categories tested were developed by jurists reasoning from substances known
to the classical world. Their diagnostic signs were built to detect clouding in phe-
nomenology of that kind, and they were tested against classical psychedelics on ex-
actly those terms, not set aside or assumed inapplicable. The finding that neither
sign is present is not a case of the taxonomy failing to reach unfamiliar territory. It
is the taxonomy reaching the territory and reporting, twice, independently, that its
threshold condition is absent.

Why this is the floor, not another rung. There is no further concession left to make
within the sukr-based taxonomy. Every classical route to establishing sukr-type cloud-
ing has now been tested — nashwa, futur and khudrah, sensory disappearance — and
every one has returned the same result. Mufsid, addressed separately at §17, is not
a route to establishing this same clouding; it is an independent, harm-based inquiry
that does not depend on anything concluded here, and its own testing is conducted
on its own terms.

A final comparative question: covering or unveiling? One further feature of
the classical terminology is worth recording, provided its evidentiary status is kept
strictly bounded — not as a further test of clouding, but as a linguistic observation
consistent with the finding already reached. The word khamr is classically connected
with the semantic field of covering and concealment. Al-Qurtubi1 explains the deriva-
tion through khamara, “to cover”; Ibn Jarir al-Tabari likewise. The first-person liter-
ature surrounding classical psychedelics employs strikingly different language: un-
veiling, disclosure, insight, clarity. This is not an argument that psychedelics actually
reveal hidden realities — that would treat phenomenology as hujja, contrary to §2’s
method. Nor does the linguistic contrast logically exclude sukr in principle. The point
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is narrower: if classical sukr is characteristically described through covering, while
classical psychedelic experience is characteristically reported through unveiling, the
phenomenological register does not independently point toward muskir. This is a
comparative, weakly confirmatory consideration, not a diagnostic test. It corrobo-
rates the finding already established on firmer grounds; it does not carry weight on
its own.

What the preceding levels establish, stated plainly. First: what establishes
clouding of the intellect? Nashwa, for the muskir-type case; futur and khudrah, for
the mukhaddir-type case; sensory disappearance, for the murgqid-type case. All three
routes have been tested. All three returned the same answer: not established. Sec-
ond: if clouding were established, what kind of state would it be? Sensory preserva-
tion and marked variability both point toward mukhaddir specifically, if clouding is
granted — but this answers a conditional question, not the prior, unconditional one.
Third: does psychedelic phenomenology resemble the terrain the taxonomy was built
from closely enough for confident extension? The correspondence is imperfect on
every axis tested, and this imperfection helps explain why the first question returns
a negative finding rather than an ambiguous one.

The result of Part III. The question pursued is not adequately expressed as “are
psychedelics intoxicating.” The classical inquiry is more exacting: what state do they
produce, what evidence establishes that state, and is the threshold condition for clas-
sification under this taxonomy met at all. The answer, tested through every route
available: it is not. This is not a case left open for lack of evidence. It is a conclusion
reached by testing every classical diagnostic route directly against the phenomenol-
ogy, honestly, on that route’s own terms, and finding the threshold condition absent
by each one.

What remains, and what does not. None of this licenses unrestricted use. It closes
off one route to restriction — hadd and ta‘zir grounded in muskir, mukhaddir, or
murqid classification — because the threshold condition those categories require has
not been established. It does not close off every route. Mufsid, tested independently
at §17, addresses durable harm on its own terms, unaffected by anything concluded
here. And Islamic law’s general authority to regulate against harm — hifz al-nafs, hifz
al-’aql — does not depend on a substance first being named within this taxonomy:.

One further possibility needs naming rather than left for a critic to raise unaddressed.
A jurist might still hold that this phenomenology should be restricted — not because
it is muskir, mukhaddir, or murqid, but because of the circumstances under which it
is typically encountered: unsupervised, unstructured, absent clear purpose or com-
pany. That is a coherent objection, but it is not a sukr-based one, and it should be
tested by the same method §10 already applied to an analogous case. Sama’’s own
resolution turned on precisely this distinction: the early prohibition attached not to
sound itself but to the circumstances sound was typically found in. A circumstantial
objection raised here would work the same way. It would not be a fixed ruling on
the phenomenology itself. It would be conditional on the circumstances it names,
and it would lift exactly as sama’’s did, once those specific conditions — supervision,
purpose, company, setting — are shown to be met rather than absent. That is not a
loophole. It is the same legal structure already governing this paper’s own conditions
for supervised use, arrived at independently, from the opposite direction.
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§17. Mufsid: The Separate Question of Durable Harm

One clarification is necessary before this section proceeds, because the term mufsid
is not used uniformly across the sources this paper draws on. Mufsid carries two
distinct senses. In al-Qarafi’s own usage in al-Furuq, and in this paper’s treatment
throughout Part III, mufsid names a harm-based category — durable corruption —
independent of sukr classification. In a separate usage, preserved in al-Shahid al-
Awwal’s al-Qawa’id wa-lI-Fawa’id, al-mufsid lil-’aql names something different: the
acute-clouding-without-nashwa slot, definitionally identical to what this paper tests
as mukhaddir. This paper tests that acute sense at §15. What this section tests is the
harm-based sense.

This inquiry does not depend upon anything concluded in §§13-16. A substance could
fail every sukr-based category and still require restriction on the independent ground
of lasting harm. Conversely, the absence of such harm does not itself establish any-
thing about sukr classification.

Mufsid, in this sense, is also broader than a single axis. This paper accordingly tests
three distinguishable forms of harm, separately for each substance: durable cogni-
tive or intellectual deterioration; structural or neurobiological injury; and durable
physiological harm.

Cognitive and intellectual function.

Psilocybin. A systematic review of 20 studies (2,959 participants) found global cog-
nitive function and processing speed largely unchanged, attentional impairment con-
fined to the acute phase rather than shown to be durable, and improvement — not
merely absence of decline — in executive function and emotional processing, partic-
ularly in treatment-resistant depression populations (Meshkat et al., 2024). Lyons et
al. found improvements in cognitive flexibility and psychological insight at one-month
follow-up.

Ayahuasca. The strongest evidence in the paper for any substance on this axis. Fon-
seca et al. (2025), a cross-sectional study of Santo Daime church members, compared
users of more than twenty years’ standing against beginners and non-using controls:
experienced users performed on par with controls on most measures and outper-
formed beginners on verbal and visuospatial working memory. Bouso et al. (2012),
a longitudinal study of Barquinha church members with estimated lifetime exposure
of 360-1,440 ceremonies, found no pattern of the deterioration associated with sub-
stances of established abuse liability. These findings are corroborated by earlier stud-
ies of Unidao do Vegetal and Santo Daime populations (Grob et al. 1996; Halpern et
al. 2008).

DMT. Markedly weaker evidence than ayahuasca. The naturalistic dataset shows
low rates of full amnesia (1.8%) and blackout (1.2%) against partial recall (13.6%)
— indirect evidence against acute memory failure, not a study of durable effect. No
dedicated long-term cognitive study of isolated DMT use has been located.

5-MeO-DMT. No cognitive evidence, of any kind, has been located. This absence is
stated as what it is.

Structural and neurobiological injury.
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Psilocybin. Preclinical evidence, replicated across mouse, rat, and pig models, shows
psilocybin promotes neuroplasticity: a single dose increases dendritic spine size and
density in the frontal cortex within 24 hours, persisting at one month (Shao et al.,
2021), alongside increased synaptic density (SV2A) in the hippocampus and frontal
cortex. Separate preclinical work has reported hippocampal neurogenesis, distinct
from synaptic remodeling, though this remains preclinical only. A human PET study
using the same synaptic-density marker; in fifteen healthy volunteers, has tested this
mechanism directly in vivo — the first direct human confirmation of the structural
finding predicted by preclinical work, though currently reported as a preprint pending
peer review.

Ayahuasca. A systematic toxicity review (White et al., 2024) found no cytotoxic effects
and unaffected renal, hepatic, and pancreatic function in the human study it cites.

DMT. Preclinical evidence points toward a protective rather than damaging structural
profile: DMT has been shown, via Sigma-1 receptor activation, to protect human iPSC-
derived cortical neurons against hypoxic stress, and chronic low-dose DMT improved
cognitive and pathological outcomes in a mouse model of Alzheimer’s disease. These
are mechanistic and preclinical findings, offered as a counterweight to any assump-
tion that DMT’s structural profile should default to concern.

5-MeO-DMT. No structural or neurobiological evidence, of any kind, has been located.

Small biological markers of this kind are noted where found, as is expected with any
foodstuff or substance, and are recorded here for transparency. Their presence has
no bearing on whether the mufsid classification is met.

Durable physiological harm. Mufsid asks what persists, not what occurs. Acute,
resolving physiological responses are not evidence relevant to this category in either
direction.

Psilocybin. Acute effects are real and dose-dependent — transient tachycardia, ele-
vated temperature, increased blood pressure, generally resolving within hours to 48
hours — and are noted as acute, not as evidence for or against mufsid. The evidence
that does bear on durable harm is a pooled safety study of 85 participants across 113
administrations, with an endpoint approximately 28 days after the final dose: creati-
nine, estimated GFR, and liver enzymes (ALT, y-GT) were unchanged, with no serious
adverse reactions recorded.

Ayahuasca and DMT. The White et al. toxicity review concludes the overall profile is
favourable in controlled settings, while candidly reporting a high rate of non-severe
adverse physical effects generally, and noting that mental health adverse effects
specifically are positively associated with anxiety disorders, physical health condi-
tions, and the strength of the acute spiritual experience, and negatively associated
with consumption in religious settings — an association, not a quantified reduction,
and it should not be overstated as a precise causal effect of structured supervision.
For DMT specifically, systematic review of early-phase clinical trials found adverse
events transient and manageable across administration routes, with no serious ad-
verse events reported; a dedicated study of extended, continuous intravenous DMT
administration likewise reported no safety signal.

5-MeO-DMT. No physiological safety data, acute or durable, has been located.
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Unconfirmed, potential complications.

1. Psilocybin acts on 5-HT2B receptors, the same receptor class implicated in valvu-
lar heart damage from drugs such as fenfluramine. This has not been tested or
studied for psilocybin specifically but is noted as a potential concern.

2. Isolated case reports describe serious health events — including cardiac arrest
in a 64-year-old with pre-existing coronary disease and reversible kidney injury
in a 15-year-old — following psilocybin use. These show only loose temporal
correlation, with no evidence or explanation of causation offered.

Consequence of the harm analysis. Across all three categories and all four sub-
stances, the pattern is consistent: no durable harm is established, several findings
point toward improvement rather than deterioration, and the evidence for DMT specif-
ically is real but thinner than for ayahuasca, while 5-MeO-DMT has no evidence at all
in either direction. The mufsid objection, in the harm-based sense this section tests,
is not established. The acute-clouding sense of the term — al-mufsid lil-’aql — was
tested separately, under the label mukhaddir, at §15, and is likewise not established
there.

A side note, with no impact on the mufsid classification: clinical data has also shown—

1. Improved cognitive flexibility and psychological insight at one month following
psilocybin (Lyons et al.)

2. Preserved, and in some domains improved, working memory among decades-
long ayahuasca users relative to beginners (Fonseca et al.)

3. Neuroprotective, rather than neurotoxic, mechanistic pathways associated with
DMT in preclinical models

Contemporary corroboration — and where it diverges. Rashid’s 2023 AMJA clas-
sification places hallucinogens under al-mukhaddir rather than al-muskir. Asghar
(2025) reaches a similar non-muskir conclusion by a related route. Both converge
with this paper on the threshold finding, but the agreement stops there, and the rea-
son is not a difference in judgment — it is a difference in what was tested. Rashid and
Asghar both proceed from non-muskir directly to a mukhaddir classification, without
independently testing mukhaddir’s own diagnostic markers. This paper does not fol-
low them there, because §15 ran that test: futur and khudrah were tested directly
against the physiological evidence and found unestablished. The divergence from
Rashid and Asghar is therefore not a matter of this paper reaching a different conclu-
sion from the same evidence — it is that this paper takes a step neither of them takes,
and that step returns a negative result.

A further institutional data point runs in the same direction: Yasir Qadhi’s January
2025 statement that psychedelics do not fall “under the exact same category as alco-
hol,” anticipating a structure of general restriction with medical exceptions.

What the finding does — and does not — establish. The absence of a sukr-based
classification, and the absence of established mufsid harm in either sense, do not
together entail unrestricted permissibility. Two further grounds remain. The first
is the broader magqasid-based authority to regulate against substantial harm, which
does not depend on a substance first being classified as muskir.
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The second is a circumstantial objection directed not at the substance but at the
conditions of its use — the sama’-type logic developed at §10. The early prohibition on
sama’ was never a ruling on sound itself; it attached to the circumstances sound was
typically found in. Al-Ghazali’s resolution identified the circumstances generating the
objection and showed that where those circumstances are absent, nothing remains
for the prohibition to attach to: apparent prohibition — identify the circumstance —
remove it — no prohibition remains.

The same structure is available here. A jurist might restrict this phenomenology be-
cause of how it is typically encountered: unsupervised, unstructured, without defined
purpose. Tested against sama’’s own logic, that objection would be conditional on
those specific circumstances, and would lift exactly as sama’’s did, once supervision
replaces its absence, a defined purpose replaces open-ended use, and an accountable
setting replaces an uncontrolled one — the same movement already governing §21’s
conditions.

Nor are the analogous conditions hypothetical. They are already the operating ba-
sis of most structured use in practice: Amazonian ayahuasca traditions, where use
by maestros and curanderos is embedded in a defined vocational and spiritual role
(815); retreat-based settings combining trained facilitation with defined purpose and
structured aftercare; and Western clinical research, where medical screening and
a defined therapeutic endpoint are already standard. This is not merely theoretical
support for the sama’ analogy — it is confirmed by this section’s own evidence: the
ayahuasca toxicity review found adverse effects specifically associated with unstruc-
tured, unsupervised settings relative to religious ones. Circumstance measurably
affecting outcome is not just what sama’’s precedent predicts; it is what the clinical
and ethnographic data already show.

One scope limitation needs stating plainly. All three grounds — mufsid, the maqgasid
ground, the circumstantial objection — presuppose a phenomenology substantial
enough to warrant the question in the first place. None of that is triggered by
genuinely sub-perceptual use. Microdosing, at doses shown in blinded trials to
be reliably indistinguishable from placebo, does not produce the phenomenology
this section tests against. The conditions developed here and at §21 govern a
phenomenology microdosing does not reach.

Consequence. What remains after this section is not the question of whether
psychedelics are simply “safe” or “permissible.” It is the question Part IV now takes
up: where no sukr-based category is established and durable mufsid harm is not
established either, what independent grounds — magqasid-based harm regulation, the
sama’-type conditional restriction, and the distinct treatment required for medical
and spiritual use — now govern a substance the taxonomy itself does not reach.

§18. Burden

One further principle governs how §§11-17’s findings should be weighed. The default
legal presumption regarding created things is permission — al-asl fi’l-ashya’ al-ibaha.
That puts the burden of establishing prohibition on whoever asserts it, not the reverse.

Against this sits a countervailing principle specific to matters touching the intellect:
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ihtiyat, precaution, is generally favoured where classification stays genuinely uncer-
tain and the faculty at risk is one the law treats as held in trust rather than owned
(83).

This paper’s finding is not, however, a case of genuine classificatory uncertainty of the
kind ihtiyat is built to answer. §§13 through 15 tested clouding of the intellect through
every diagnostic route classical jurisprudence supplies for establishing it. Each route
was tested independently, and each returned the same result. §16 recorded that
convergence as a positive finding, not an unresolved gap. §17 tested the separate,
harm-based ground of mufsid and found it unestablished for every substance tested.

One distinction needs to be drawn precisely here, because ihtiyat does not weigh
identically across every substance this paper considers.

For psilocybin, ayahuasca, and standard DMT: the findings above are not merely an
absence of evidence — they are evidence directly contrary to each classification’s
own diagnostic markers (§§13-15). Ihtiyat has little purchase against a finding of
that kind: precaution is warranted where classification remains genuinely uncertain,
and a directly contrary finding is not uncertainty.

For 5-MeO-DMT specifically, the position is different, and this paper does not claim
otherwise. §14 leaves the sensory question open for lack of evidence, not because of
evidence pointing the other way, and that is a case where ihtiyat retains real force
— a genuinely uncertain classification, touching a faculty held in trust, is exactly the
circumstance the principle is built for.

This paper’s conclusions for 5-MeO-DMT should be read with that weighting in mind
throughout Part IV, and nothing in this paper’s practical recommendations treats 5-
MeO-DMT as resolved to the same standard as the other three substances.

The burden was on whoever asserts prohibition. §§13-17 discharge the inquiry that
burden requires for psilocybin, ayahuasca, and standard DMT; for 5-MeO-DMT, the
burden is not yet discharged in the same way, and precaution retains its ordinary
force.

Part IV — Application

Only here do the results of Parts II and III get applied — separately, without assumed
symmetry — to the medical case and the spiritual case. The classificatory picture
reaching this Part differs materially from earlier drafts, and it is stronger than any of
them: Part III does not conclude merely that classical psychedelics fall short of muskir.
Sections §§13 through §16 establish that clouding of the intellect — the threshold
condition every sukr-based category presupposes — is not established at all, tested
through every diagnostic route classical jurisprudence supplies. §17 tested the sepa-
rate, harm-based ground of mufsid and found it likewise unestablished.

That changes what this Part has to do. The question is no longer where on the dose
range classical psychedelics land within the sukr taxonomy, since none of the four
categories has been shown to apply at any tier tested. The question is what follows

32



when a substance is reached by none of the classical taxonomy’s categories: what
grounds, independent of that taxonomy, govern its use, and whether those grounds
separate the medical and spiritual applications differently than a classification-based
analysis would have. That is the question addressed below.

§19. Medical

Medical use does not meet muskir, mukhaddir, murqid, or mufsid, and is
additionally supported by darura/haja independent of that finding. It is per-
mitted for a diagnosed condition where conventional treatment has failed,
administered by a qualified supervising party, for a defined therapeutic pur-
pose, at no more than the indicated dose.

The medical case now rests on three independent grounds establishing that no
prohibition applies: the classification finding itself, which means no dispensation is
even needed; the dartra/haja route (89), which would sustain the application even if
the classification finding were later overturned; and the mufsid finding (§17), which
closes off the separate harm-based objection independently of either.

On classification, §§13-17 give a favourable finding across the dose range actually
used in clinical protocols, which in practice sits within the moderate range in any
event. Level One’s empirical case (§13) is strongest precisely at these doses, where
the behavioural, neuroimaging, and phenomenological divergence from the classical
markers of muskir is clearest and least contested. Mufsid is substantially answered
for the relevant post-acute window (§17). The classification is also independently
corroborated by both Asghar’s and Rashid’s contemporary treatments, though this
paper’s own route diverges from theirs in reaching a stronger conclusion.

On Q5:91’s mansus al-’illa specifically, the first limb — ‘adawa — is answered cleanly
by the empathy and connectedness literature (§12). The obstruction component of
the second limb is real, but is routed to gada’ rather than treated as fatal to the
underlying act (§812, 7), and the popular soundbite treating temporary inability to
pray as itself diagnostic of sukr has already been defeated (8§12, §34).

The second ground does not depend on the first at all. Even setting the classifica-
tion finding aside entirely — supposing, contrary to §§13-17, that some sukr-based
category were eventually shown to apply — the medical application would still be
independently supported by §9’s taxonomy of exception mechanisms. Treatment-
resistant depression and PTSD, the paradigm indications in the clinical literature,
are not marginal cases for darura/haja reasoning. Where suicidality is present, the
threshold is dartura in the strict sense: a threat to life. Where it is not, the doctrine of
haja ‘amma, which descends to the rank of darura for legal purposes, is available pro-
vided the “no lawful alternative” condition is satisfied — and treatment resistance, by
definition, goes some way toward establishing that condition. This places the medical
application within the precedent structure of §5 and, via §7, within the banj precedent
specifically: elective, purpose-justified, supervised alteration of ordinary awareness,
undertaken because a documented condition and the absence of a lawful alternative
make it necessary, with missed obligations handled through gada’ rather than treated
as invalidating the underlying act.
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The counter-case at §6 — Tarig b. Suwayd — has to be addressed directly against this
second ground specifically. First, if the classification established at §§13-17 holds —
which is now this paper’s primary finding — the substance is not khamr, and the re-
port’s subject matter is not reached at all; this is simply the first ground restated.
Second, even treating classification as unresolved, the Hanafi and Shafi'l doctrines
permitting treatment with an otherwise-prohibited substance where no lawful alter-
native exists (§6) supply an independent route the report does not foreclose: it con-
cerns a general-purpose remedy for which lawful alternatives existed, not a specific,
treatment-resistant condition for which they do not.

The third ground is the mufsid finding itself, stated separately because it answers a
different objection than either of the first two. Even a critic who rejects both the sukr-
classification finding and the darura/haja argument would still have to show durable
harm before medical use could be restricted on health grounds specifically. §17 tested
this directly, across cognitive, structural, and physiological harm, for each substance,
and found it unestablished — with the identified open questions (the valvular mech-
anism, the isolated case reports) named as genuine gaps rather than treated as live
threats to the finding.

The medical application therefore stands on three independent grounds: a classifica-
tion finding that removes the need for any dispensation at all; a darura/haja dispen-
sation that would hold even if the classification finding were later overturned; and a
mufsid finding that closes off the remaining harm-based objection independently of
either. A fourth element — the maqasid/sama’-type conditional structure — governs
manner and supervision once permissibility is established on these three grounds; it
is not itself a fourth ground for permissibility, but the source of the conditions bound-
ing it, developed at §21.

§20. Magqgasid

One further consideration reinforces §19 without being required by it — recorded
briefly, and subordinately, for that reason.

Hifz al-’aql cuts the other way here. Ordinarily deployed as an objection to anything
touching the intellect, it does not straightforwardly support restriction in the specific
case of unremitting, treatment-resistant depression or PTSD. An intellect held captive
to a condition actively and continuously degrading its function is not obviously better
protected by withholding a time-limited, supervised intervention shown to restore
durable function than by permitting one.

This is not a free-standing justification. A maslaha argument untethered from §§13-
17’s classificatory work would be consequentialism dressed in Islamic vocabulary —
precisely the failure mode this paper has tried to avoid throughout. What it offers
instead is narrower: confirmation that the maqsad the prohibition exists to serve is
not in tension with, and may be positively served by, §19’s argument. It reinforces; it
does not independently carry the conclusion.

The evidentiary bar for this kind of reasoning is genuinely higher than what has been
met so far, and that should be stated plainly rather than assumed. Magqasid-based
argument is on firmest ground where benefit is certain or near-certain. The clinical
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literature cited throughout Part III is genuinely promising, but not yet mature by that
standard:

* Sample sizes in controlled trials remain modest relative to established psychi-
atric treatment.

* Long-term follow-up rarely extends past one to two years.

* Replication across independent research groups is still limited.

* The favourable adverse-event profile is drawn from carefully screened, closely
supervised populations, and may not generalise cleanly to broader clinical use.

The discipline set at §2 requires acknowledging this directly: the benefit invoked
here, substantial and improving as it is, has not reached the standard of certainty
this kind of argument properly demands. A cautious jurist would be right to weight
it accordingly, as reinforcing rather than settled.

§21. Conditions

The medical application supported at §19 is bounded, and that boundary requires
the same precision as the argument establishing it. The application requires four
conditions:

1. A diagnosed condition for which conventional treatment has been tried and
failed, or is contraindicated;

2. Administration by a qualified supervising party, rather than self-administration;

3. A defined therapeutic purpose and endpoint, rather than open-ended or recre-
ational use; and

4. Dosing that does not exceed what the therapeutic indication requires.

These conditions are not prudential caution appended to an otherwise unrestricted
finding — they are the substance of what the finding actually permits. §16 and §17
establish that no sukr-based category applies and that mufsid is unestablished; §19
shows this means medical use falls directly under al-asl fi’'l-ashya’ al-ibaha, governed
by the magasid-based authority to regulate against harm rather than by hadd or ta‘zir.
That authority does not evaporate once classification fails — it is the entire basis on
which any restriction now rests. Recreational use, or use merely claimed as medi-
cal without satisfying the four conditions above, remains restricted for exactly that
reason, not as an afterthought bolted onto a permissive finding.

These conditions are not abstract. Health-services analysis gives some indication
of the scale at which they would need to operate. Rab, Raison, and Marseille
(Psychedelics, 2024) estimate that 56-62% of Americans currently receiving
treatment for major depressive disorder or treatment-resistant depression — approx-
imately 5.1-5.6 million people — would meet the eligibility criteria used in landmark
psilocybin trials, once standard medical exclusions such as mania, uncontrolled
cardiovascular disease, and certain comorbidities are applied.

This is a general population estimate, not one specific to Muslim patients, and it is
not treated as such. Its relevance is narrower: it demonstrates that the diagnostic
and exclusionary screening these conditions require is not a hypothetical safeguard.
It is an already-modelled clinical and administrative process, with defined criteria
capable of being applied at population scale rather than left to ad hoc judgment.
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That gives concreteness to what “supervised, purpose-limited, clinically administered
use” actually requires in practice — and it gives context to §30’s related concern
that adequate institutional infrastructure for supervision at scale does not yet exist
within a specifically Islamic devotional and communal setting. The exclusion and
eligibility framework already exists in the clinical research literature; what remains
underdeveloped, as §30 argues, is its extension into that specific context.

§22. Spiritual

This paper does not argue that it is permissible to take an intoxicant for
spiritual purpose. It argues successfully that classical psychedelics are not
intoxicants at all.

Spiritual use does not meet muskir, mukhaddir, murqid, or mufsid, and sur-
vives the objections that the method is illegitimate and that it risks communal
harm. It is permitted under supervision, for a defined spiritual purpose, in a
structured and accountable setting — not as unrestricted or recreational use.

The spiritual application requires separating three objections that the literature
around this question — including the discussion that occasioned this paper —
routinely runs together, or, in the third case, skips entirely.

Objection A: the substance itself is prohibited. This is the classification question
worked through in Part III.

Objection B: even if a substance is lawful, using it as a method for pursuing a spiri-
tual end is illegitimate — that the means must itself constitute worship; that ingestion
bypasses the mujahada integral to genuine spiritual attainment; or that it constitutes
an unwarranted innovation in method, distinct from any question of the substance’s
legal status.

Objection C is different in kind from both. It argues that even if the substance is
lawful and the method sound for the individual, permitting this use opens a door to
communal and religious harm — theological confusion, drift toward perennialism, or
erosion of the tawhidic Creator-creature distinction — independent of any finding
about the individual case.

These are three independent objections. Resolving Objection A does not resolve B or
C.

Objection A: Classification. Part III's finding applies to the spiritual application ex-
actly as it applies to the medical one, and it is stronger than earlier drafts anticipated.
Classification does not depend on the user’s purpose (§1), and §§13-17 establish that
no sukr-based category applies at all, holding across the full dose range examined,
including the tier — full ego dissolution — on which this application specifically de-
pends. Mufsid, in both its harm-based and acute-clouding senses (§17), is likewise
unestablished.

Objection A therefore does not defeat the spiritual application.

Objection B: The Method. Objection B is not a dispensation question. §9’s finding —
that the exception corpus is uniformly harm-averting — governs whether a prohibited

36



substance can be excepted for a beneficial purpose. Once Objection A is resolved and
no prohibition applies to begin with, §9’s structure simply does not engage.

But Objection B, in its strongest form, does not reduce to a dispensation question at
all. This needs to be stated plainly, because it is easy to conflate it with Objection A
and thereby understate what Objection B actually claims.

Rashid’s own formulation of the point is worth stating directly: a substance may be
lawful in itself and still become unlawful when given an invented religious function, or
when deliberately used as a method of attaining spiritual unveiling. The permissibility
of the substance and the permissibility of employing it as a spiritual practice are
therefore two separate questions. Resolving the first does not resolve the second.

This is correct, and the answer cannot simply be that Objection A has been resolved.
The answer requires a positive precedent for the practice itself — and §10 supplies
one.

Sama’ matters here not because Ghazali weighed spiritual benefit in a contested clas-
sification dispute, but because of what kind of thing he understood sama’ to be: not an
act of worship in itself, but a practice that legitimately facilitates a worshipful state.
It was a method, and Ghazali defended its legitimacy against jurists who argued, in
substance, exactly Rashid’s point — that a lawful thing used as an invented spiritual
method is not thereby a legitimate spiritual method.

Ghazali’s resolution is therefore a direct answer to that argument, not a side-effect
of resolving Objection A. This is also where the bid’ah charge is actually answered:
not by observing that innovation objections presuppose an underlying unlawful act,
but by showing that this specific practice — treating a non-worship practice as a
facilitator of a spiritual state — has a positive classical precedent in sama’, tested
against precisely this objection and resolved in its favour.

Coffee’s history (§8) corroborates this from the classification side: once its iskar dis-
pute was resolved, its use for night dhikr vigils faced no further purpose-specific bar
requiring separate justification.

One disanalogy needs to be named directly rather than left for a critic to raise.

Sama’ involves a sensory experience — listening — while psychedelic use involves
ingesting an exogenous substance, a physical act classical law treats under its own
body of rulings (at’ima wa-ashriba) distinct from those governing sensory conduct.

Even so, this paper does not claim the two acts are identical, or that sama’’s precedent
transfers by mere analogy of outcome.

What sama’ actually establishes, and what this paper needs from it, is narrower than
a claim about the physical mechanism of entry: that a formally permissible activity,
of whatever kind, can function as a legitimate facilitator of a spiritual state without
itself needing to be an act of worship, and can even become recommended where it
does so for a properly oriented person (§10).

That principle operates at the level of function, not mechanism, and Ibn Taymiyya’s
own banj ruling (§7) already establishes, independently and for an unrelated purpose,
that classical jurisprudence does not treat mode of entry as itself determinative of a
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state’s legal character — what matters is the state produced and why. The inges-
tion/audition difference is real, but it does not, on the tradition’s own terms, block
the transfer of sama’’s functional principle to a different means of facilitation.

One distinction is worth stating plainly, because earlier stages of this argument did
not always keep it sharp. Sama’’s precedent answers whether the practice can consti-
tute a legitimate method; it does not, and was never asked to, lift a liability attached
to a surviving classification.

That gap mattered when this paper’s classification finding still left a sukr-based cat-
egory standing at the doses on which spiritual use depends. It does not matter now.
§§16-17 mean that no such liability remains for sama’’s precedent to fail to lift. The
method question and the classification question are now independently and sepa-
rately resolved, each on its own proper ground.

Sama’ and i’tikaf are doing different work in this paper and shouldn’t be read as in-
terchangeable citations for the same point. Sama’ answers whether ingestion can be
a legitimate method of pursuing a spiritual end — Objection B, as posed here. I'tikaf
and the Prophet’s retreat at Hira’ (§33) answer a separate question: whether entering
a state of voluntary, purposeful withdrawal from ordinary consciousness voids taklif.
The two precedents are not redundant: this section resolves Objection B through
sama’; §33 resolves the taklif objection through i’tikaf. Both bear on the spiritual
application, but they answer different objections.

One further form of this objection deserves naming: that routinizing spiritual use into
a fixed, patterned structure — held at set times, repeated in form — is bid’ah indepen-
dent of content, a charge associated with later critiques of sama’ in the Ibn Taymiyya
tradition. It does not reach what §21 actually describes. Supervision, purpose, and
structure are preparatory conditions — the same category i’tikaf’s withdrawal occu-
pies — not a proposed liturgical act performed in fixed sequence. The objection would
bite against instituting ingestion as a prescribed devotional formula. Nothing here
proposes that.

The remaining form of Objection B — that ingestion bypasses required spiritual strug-
gle — has no settled precedent either defeating or sustaining it in the sources sur-
veyed here. Adjudicating it requires a framework distinguishing authentic unveiling
from psychological projection, satanic deception, and pathological experience, which
belongs to Islamic religious epistemology rather than the classificatory method used
throughout this paper. It is identified and set aside, not settled.

Objection C: Communal and Religious Harm. Objection C is a claim about aggre-
gate communal risk, true or false independent of whether any individual instance of
use is sound. The relevant principle is sadd al-dhara’i’: blocking a means that reliably
leads to a prohibited or harmful end.

Two responses bound rather than dissolve the objection. First, sadd al-dhara’i’ has
a counterpart, fath al-dhara’i’, and jurists including al-Qarafi and al-Shatibi hold that
blocking a means requires the harm to be ghalib — predominant or substantially
likely — not merely conceivable. Second, this objection’s own causal mechanism
runs through unsupervised and uninstructed use producing confusion. It does not
establish that supervised use with sound theological framing carries the same risk.
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The ayahuasca literature provides some substance-specific support for treating con-
text and setting as relevant variables, but this should not be overstated as though the
literature has established a precise causal reduction in adverse effects attributable
to structured religious supervision. The stronger point is narrower: the alleged harm
is itself circumstance-dependent, and therefore the sadd al-dhara’i’ analysis must ex-
amine the circumstances through which that harm is supposed to arise.

Objection C is consequently better understood as a sama’-type conditional objection:
not a fixed ruling on the substance, but a possible restriction attaching to specific,
nameable circumstances, and potentially lifting once those circumstances are shown
to be met.

Conclusion. What survives, with all three objections resolved or bounded, is re-
striction of manner, context, and supervision — grounded not in ta‘zir attached to
a surviving mukhaddir or murqid classification, since no such classification survives
(816), but in the same magasid-based authority and sama’-type conditional structure
established at §§17 and 21.

* Objection A does not defeat the spiritual application: no sukr-based category
applies, and mufsid is unestablished in either sense.

* Objection B, on sama’’s precedent, does not defeat it either: the precedent an-
swers Rashid’s separable-questions point directly by supplying positive prece-
dent for the practice itself.

* Objection C, properly bounded, supports the same conditional, circumstance-
dependent restriction already argued for on independent grounds, rather than
prohibition.

None of this licenses unrestricted, unsupervised, or uncontextualised use, any more
than the equivalent finding does for the medical application.

Asghar: Convergence on Classification, Divergence on Application. §17’s ci-
tation of Asghar establishes convergence on the threshold finding: psilocybin and
5-MeO-DMT are not muskir. That convergence is real, though this paper’s route di-
verges further from his than earlier drafts recognised. Asghar proceeds from the
non-muskir finding to a mukhaddir classification that this paper does not reach. This
paper’s own finding — no sukr-based category applies at all — is a stronger and dif-
ferent conclusion.

That divergence matters directly for application. In a subsequent paper, Asghar re-
stricts licensed use to a narrowly medical rukhsa, framed by analogy to a driver ex-
ceeding the speed limit under emergency circumstances, and states that spiritual use
outside that necessity-gated indication “would certainly be classified as an innovation
(bid’ah) and reprehensible in itself.” §33 and this section reach further than that: not
merely permission under necessity, but a positive case, via i’tikaf and sama’, that vol-
untary alteration for a stated spiritual purpose does not void taklif and that ingestion
is not thereby disqualified as a wasila.

This is a genuinely more permissive conclusion than Asghar’s own, reached now from
a stronger classificatory starting point. Both facts should be weighed together: the
classificatory ground is firmer than any published treatment of this question provides;
the application built upon it is also more permissive than any published treatment is
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willing to defend. Neither should be read as cancelling the other.

§23. The Revised Finding

The asymmetry earlier drafts located in a dose-dependent classification failure does
not survive Part III’s rebuild, and should not be asserted where it no longer holds. The
asymmetry that remains is smaller again than the version that immediately replaced
it.

The medical application rests on three independent supports establishing that no pro-
hibition applies: the classification finding itself, which means no dispensation is even
needed; an independently available darura/haja route (8§89, §19) that would sustain
the application even were the classification finding overturned; and the mufsid find-
ing (§17), which closes the separate harm-based objection independently of either. A
fourth element, the maqgasid/sama’-type conditional structure, governs manner and
supervision once permissibility is established on those three grounds — it is not itself
a fourth ground for permissibility, but the source of the conditions bounding it.

The spiritual application now rests on the same first and third supports as the medical
application, not on a different, weaker footing. Objection A is resolved by Part III —
the same finding, at the same strength, applying to both applications without regard
to purpose (§1). Objection C is bounded by the same sama’-type conditional structure
developed at §17, applying to spiritual use exactly as it applies to medical use. What
differs is Objection B, which has no analogue in the medical case because medical use
was never charged with being an illegitimate method — only the spiritual application
had to answer that specific claim, and it is answered by sama’’s precedent (§22), not
merely by the resolution of Objection A.

The remaining asymmetry is therefore not “medical has two supports, spiritual has
one.” Both applications now rest on the same classification finding and the same
conditional restriction structure. What the medical application retains beyond that is
the independent darura/haja fallback — available because medical need is precisely
the kind of claim §9’s harm-averting mechanisms were built to answer, where spiritual
seeking is not. That fallback would matter only if the classification finding at §§13-17
were later overturned; absent that, both applications currently stand on equally firm

ground.

Both applications converge on the same practical shape — permitted in principle,
restricted in manner, supervision, and context. The genuine difference between them
is narrower than earlier drafts claimed: not a difference in how well-supported each
conclusion currently is, but a difference in what would happen if the classification
finding were ever successfully challenged. Medical use has a second route that would
survive that challenge. Spiritual use, at present, does not.
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Part V — Objections

§24. “It’s Khamr”

The objection. Classical psychedelics fall under the same prohibition as wine: a
single drop of khamr is forbidden regardless of effect (§3), and the hadith “every
intoxicant is khamr” extends this by name to anything sharing the relevant property.
Whatever this paper’s taxonomic argument shows, the substance is still, at bottom,
an intoxicant, and the nass reaches it.

The answer. This is Objection A, worked through fully across §§11-18. The drop-rule
and the hadd-attaches-to-the-act principle are conceded in full (§3), not contested —
the argument was never that the khamr nass is narrow. It is that classifying this
substance under muskir specifically does not hold on the classical tradition’s own
tests.

The objection assumes that failing to establish muskir leaves the substance some-
where within reach of a lesser but still sukr-based ruling — mukhaddir, murqid — and
that the nass’s general reach through the tradition’s later categories still catches it
there. That assumption does not survive Part III’s findings. Muskir was tested against
nashwa and failed (§13). Murqid was tested against sensory disappearance, the con-
junctive test on which a single surviving channel is sufficient to defeat it, and failed
for psilocybin, ayahuasca, and standard DMT on direct, controlled evidence (§14).
Mukhaddir was tested against its own diagnostic route — futur and khudrah — and
failed on direct physiological grounds (§15). Mufsid, in both its harm-based and acute-
clouding senses, was tested separately across three distinct kinds of harm and four
substances, and found unestablished (§17).

This is not five criteria converging on one favourable reading with a residual con-
tested tier. It is every diagnostic route classical jurisprudence supplies for establish-
ing clouding of the intellect — the threshold condition every sukr-based category,
without exception, presupposes — returning the same result. §16 records this as the
considered finding it is: the sukr-based taxonomy does not reach this phenomenology
at all.

The objection’s underlying intuition — that an intoxicant is an intoxicant, and the nass
should reach it regardless of technical classification — is answered directly rather
than deflected: the nass names khamr, and the tradition’s own extension of that ruling
beyond khamr proceeds by testing whether a given substance instantiates khamr’s
operative ’illa, not by assuming any mind-altering substance automatically qualifies.
That test has been run, honestly, on the tradition’s own terms, at every level the
tradition provides, and it has not been met.

§25. “It’s Bid’ah”

The objection. Using a substance as a method of seeking spiritual attainment intro-
duces a practice with no basis in the Sunna, and the Prophet £ said every innovation
is misguidance.

The answer. This objection is addressed directly at §22, and the answer is worth
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restating precisely rather than in the weaker form an earlier draft gave it.

It is not enough to say the innovation charge presupposes an underlying unlawful act
and therefore has nothing to stand on once Objection A resolves favourably. Rashid’s
own formulation of this exact point exposes why that answer, alone, is too quick: a
substance can be lawful in itself and still become unlawful when given an invented
religious function, or deliberately used as a method of attaining spiritual unveiling.
The permissibility of the substance and the permissibility of employing it as a spiritual
practice are separate questions.

The answer that actually meets this claim is the one developed at §22: a positive
classical precedent for treating a non-worship practice as a legitimate facilitator of a
spiritual state. Sama’ is that precedent. Ghazali did not defend sama’ by observing
that music was not independently prohibited. He defended it against jurists who ar-
gued, in substance, exactly the bid’ah objection raised here. Ghazali’s resolution met
that argument directly and prevailed. That precedent, not the classification finding
alone, is what answers the bid’ah objection here.

This also supplies the answer to the objection’s broader form — that any new practice
pursuing a spiritual end without direct textual precedent should be presumptively
condemned. That form of the objection would equally condemn sama’ itself, and
coffee’s adoption for night dhikr vigils once its own classification dispute resolved
(88). What distinguishes a genuine innovation from a legitimate new method is not
novelty as such, but whether the method can be shown, on its own terms, to function
as sama’ was shown to function: a facilitator of a licit spiritual end, not a supplanting
of it. That showing has been made here (§22), not assumed.

The same distinction answers a further, institutional version of this charge: routinized
structure is not itself a proposed act of worship. §21’s conditions are preparatory, not
liturgical — mechanism, not rite.

§26. “It Clouds the Intellect” — the Maqgsad, Not the Category

The objection, in its strongest and most serious form, isn’t the same as §24. It
concedes the paper may have won the technical classification fight — maybe this
genuinely isn’t muskir by the letter of the taxonomy — but says that misses the point.
Hifz al-’aql exists to protect the intellect from being altered, confused, or overridden
by external substances, full stop; something is plainly happening to ordinary cognitive
function here, whatever label gets attached, and a paper that wins on taxonomy while
losing on purpose hasn’t actually answered the objection.

The answer. This deserves more than a citation back to §§13-17, because it isn’t
asking for reclassification — it’s asking whether the whole diagnostic approach is a
category error, testing letter against spirit.

The honest answer is stronger than it would have been against an earlier draft of this
paper, and it is worth stating plainly why. The objection assumes there is a “plainly
happening” clouding effect that classification merely fails to name correctly. §§13-17
do not leave that assumption standing. Every diagnostic route classical jurisprudence
supplies for identifying clouding of the intellect — nashwa, sensory disappearance,
futur and khudrah — was tested directly against the evidence, independently, and
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each returned the same result: not established. This is not five axes yielding an
uneven, partially favourable picture. It is the threshold condition the magsad itself
presupposes — that something identifiable as clouding is occurring — failing to be
established by any method the tradition provides for establishing it.

That reframes what the objection is actually asking for. If “clouding” cannot be shown
to obtain by nashwa, by sensory disappearance, by futur, by khudrah, or by durable
harm (§17), the objection’s claim that clouding is “plainly happening” is not a maqgsad-
level intuition standing above the classificatory detail — it is a factual claim the clas-
sificatory detail has already tested and not confirmed. Hifz al-’aql protects against
clouding. It does not create a presumption that clouding has occurred merely be-
cause a substance alters consciousness in some way; that is precisely the “does it
alter consciousness” question this paper’s method rejects as the wrong question from
the outset (8§81, §11). A magsad cannot be violated by a condition that has not been
shown to exist.

This is not a claim that psychedelic experience involves no difficulty, no risk, or no
unusual belief — §13’s own qualifications on affective intensity and noetic conviction
are not withdrawn here. It is narrower and, on the evidence assembled across Part I1I,
considerably firmer than the earlier version of this answer could claim: the specific
harm hifz al-’aql exists to prevent has been tested, by every available classical method,
and has not been found.

§27. “It Corrupts the Religion”

The objection. Even granting the substance is lawful and the method sound for a
given individual, permitting this use opens a door to communal harm — perennialism,
functional pantheism, erosion of tawhid’s Creator-creature distinction — sufficient to
justify restriction independent of any finding on classification or method.

The answer. This is Objection C, addressed at §22 via sadd al-dhara’i’ and its counter-
part fath al-dhara’i’, with the ghalib-likelihood threshold as the operative constraint
on how far the blocking principle reaches. Earlier versions of this answer conceded
that a rigorous treatment would need to establish the specific causal mechanism by
which supervised use, rather than unsupervised use, produces communal theologi-
cal harm, and left that step untaken. §17 now supplies it: the ayahuasca toxicity
literature shows adverse effects specifically associated with unsupervised, unstruc-
tured settings relative to religious ones — direct, substance-specific evidence that
circumstance, not mere possibility, governs outcome. Objection C is accordingly a
sama’-type conditional objection (§22), not a fixed one: it attaches to nameable cir-
cumstances and lifts once those circumstances — supervision, purpose, an account-
able setting — are met.

What this establishes: even granted full force, this objection supports the restriction
already argued for on other grounds (§820-22) rather than outright prohibition of a
substance no longer reached by any sukr-based category at all (§16).
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§28. Jinn

The objection. The DMT/5-MeO-DMT entity-encounter literature raises the possibil-
ity of kihana/sihr-adjacent concerns.

The answer. Kihana and sihr attach to intentional seeking — deliberate solicitation
of entity contact — not involuntary content arising unbidden during a lawful act un-
dertaken for an unrelated purpose. Use framed or intended as spirit communication,
divination, or deliberate solicitation of entity contact falls outside both applications
regardless of substance classification, and is not licensed by anything argued in this
paper. The conditions at §§20 and 22 should be read as including explicit instruction
against seeking, engaging with, or according authority to any entity-like content that
may arise.

§29. Ijma’

The objection. Consensus on the prohibition of all muskirat beyond khamr’s named
case would close the door to fresh tahqiq al-manat.

The answer. [jma’ is well-established on khamr itself; it is considerably less clear that
ijma’ attaches, at the level of specificity required, to the proposition that every mind-
altering substance falls under muskir by extension. §8’s history of coffee and §11’s
history of hashish are themselves evidence against a settled consensus at this level
of generality — both were live, multi-generational disputes among qualified jurists.
This objection is recorded as genuinely unresolved rather than answered.

§30. Fasad al-Zaman — Corruption of the Age

The objection. Present conditions — unregulated retreats, unlicensed facilitators —
make responsible practice unrealistic regardless of the ruling in principle.

The answer. Fasad al-zaman is a condition-dependent restriction, not a permanent
judgment on the underlying ruling. §§20-22’s conditions are a statement of what
adequate oversight would need to look like, not a claim that such oversight currently
and reliably exists. This objection is recorded as unresolved.

§31. Institutional Silence

The objection. No major contemporary fatwa body has reached the classification
argued for here.

The answer. The published fatwas surveyed, including the one this paper began
by examining, do not engage the behavioural, sensory, and phenomenological liter-
ature Part III relies on, and do not test the substance’s documented effects against
the classical taxonomic criteria this paper uses. Novel-substance classification has
historically taken considerable time to move from individual scholarly argument to
institutional position — coffee’s history is itself an example. The second half of this
objection — why no institution has arrived at this specific, evidence-tested conclusion
— remains open.
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§31a. IslamQA’s Ruling, and the Test It Doesn’t Run

The objection. IslamQA fatwa no. 191516 rules psilocybin haram by name, invoking
Ibn Taymiyya’s own authority.

The answer. The ruling rests on an earlier fatwa (176545) quoting Ibn Taymiyya
at length (Majmu’ al-Fatawa 34/204-207) for the hadith’s scope, but never runs Ibn
Taymiyya’s own stated test — the ladhdha criterion — against psilocybin. §15 runs
that test directly: the total experience is not organised around ladhdha the way Ibn
Taymiyya’s hashish is. This is Objection A in a more concrete form: a ruling invoking
Ibn Taymiyya’s authority stops short of applying his own criterion.

§32. The Slippery Slope

The objection. If a sufficiently careful taxonomic argument can reclassify psilocybin,
the same method could be deployed for any substance given enough ingenuity.

The answer. The method is substance-specific and evidence-gated, not a gen-
eral licence. It needs clearing five independently-testable criteria against actual
behavioural, neuroimaging, and phenomenological data, and most candidate sub-
stances would fail well before getting there. MDMA, for instance, would likely fail at
Level Three alone — its characteristic effect is closer to nashwa than anything in the
psilocybin literature. The method doesn’t certify substances. It tests them, and most
won’t clear the test.

§33. Taklif: Gifting, Comedown, and the Site of Spiritual Significance

The objection holds that spiritual attainment requires an unaltered actor throughout:
taklif presupposes operative ‘aql, and content received while it is suspended cannot
count. This targets the wrong site. What this paper claims is gifting, not attainment:
something given during disruption of ordinary self-reference, given spiritual stand-
ing only afterward, by the waking mukallaf at comedown — not achieved through
continuous agency during the state itself.

This does not contradict §14, which shows that sensory processing persists through
much of the acute state for most substances considered here. Self-reference and
sensory function are different axes, and this section speaks only to the first.

The tradition already answers the general form of the objection. Ru’ya saliha, re-
ceived during sleep’s textually suspended taklif (rufi’a al-qalam ’an al-na’im), carries
real spiritual weight once evaluated through ta’bir by a sober, waking faculty. The
dream is not the site of standing; its interpretation is.

I'tikaf and the Prophet’s retreat at Hira’ close the remaining gap that sleep cannot.
Unlike a dream, both are elective and purposeful, and neither is treated as voiding
taklif or disqualifying what is received. Taklif attaches at the exercise of will — enter-
ing the state, and afterward receiving and interpreting what it yielded — regardless
of the means of entry.

Whether ingestion specifically is a sound method is a separate question, answered
independently at §22.
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§34. “You Can’t Pray During It, So It’s Intoxicating”

The objection. Whatever the classificatory apparatus concludes, there is a simpler
test available to anyone: if a substance makes it impossible to perform salat while its
effects last, that alone proves it is muskir. No taxonomy is needed to see this.

The answer. The claim asserts a chain: inability to pray during X — X instantiates
Q5:91’s sadd ’an al-salat — X is muskir. The chain fails at its second step. Classifica-
tion is never derived from the prayer-consequence in the textual material this paper
relies on (§12); the prayer-consequence follows from a classification already reached
on independent grounds. Anaesthesia isolates the variable and settles the question
decisively. A patient under general anaesthesia cannot pray, may be unconscious
across several prayer times, and has had consciousness suspended more completely
than most psychedelic states ever produce. No jurist across the Maliki, Shafi'l, or
Hanbali positions surveyed at §7 classifies the anaesthetic as muskir on that basis. If
the objection’s chain were valid, anaesthesia would have to be muskir. It is not, on
any account.

The deeper problem is that the objection, taken seriously, proves too much. If inability
to pray during X were sufficient to establish X as the prohibited state, sleep, uncon-
sciousness, and severe illness would all instantiate the same category khamr does.
Islamic law does not treat these as instances of a single prohibited class — it main-
tains a separate jurisprudence of incapacity, covering sleep, illness, and anaesthesia
alike, entirely apart from the law of intoxicants.

What Q4:43’s own wording and the Companion reports actually establish (§12) is
narrower: temporary incapacity during a state is a procedural fact, governed by qada’
(84, §7), available to anyone incapacitated for a lawful reason regardless of its cause.

Part VI — Conclusions

This paper set out to determine what the established principles of Islamic jurispru-
dence yield when applied, separately and without a predetermined conclusion, to
classical psychedelics for medical and spiritual use (§1). What follows is stated at
the level of confidence the argument actually supports. Some findings are firm, some
conditional, and a small number remain genuinely open.

1. The prohibition of khamr is not contested, and this paper does not attempt
to contest it. The hadd-bearing, absolute, any-quantity prohibition on khamr itself
is accepted as nass qat’t (82, §3).

2. Classifying a substance under muskir is a question of legal effect, not
pharmacological resemblance, and the classical taxonomy is not exhausted by
a single test. It contains four distinct categories — muskir, mukhaddir, murqid, and
mufsid — distinguished by nashwa, sensory involvement, and durable harm rather
than degree of alteration alone (§11), corroborated across four schools. A separate
classical usage, al-mufsid lil-’aql, names acute clouding without nashwa — the same
conceptual territory this paper tests as mukhaddir (§17).
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3. Every diagnostic route classical jurisprudence supplies for establishing
clouding of the intellect was tested independently, and none was satisfied.
Muskir was tested against nashwa and failed (§13). Murgqid was tested against sen-
sory disappearance and failed for psilocybin, ayahuasca, and standard DMT on direct,
controlled evidence (§14). Mukhaddir was tested against its own evidentiary route,
futur and khudrah, and failed on direct physiological grounds (§15). This is the thresh-
old condition every sukr-based category presupposes failing to be established by any
classical method for establishing it (§16).

4. One genuine indeterminacy remains, for a single substance, not the dose
range generally. For psilocybin, ayahuasca, and standard DMT, the sensory question
at the extreme end of the dose range is resolved, not merely conceded (§14). For 5-
MeO-DMT specifically, this question remains genuinely open, and there is a structural
reason this gap may not close — verifying a state’s content requires exactly the kind
of concurrent report the state’s own intensity may suspend (§14).

5. Mufsid, tested as durable harm across three distinct categories and sep-
arately for each of the four substances, is not established. The evidence for
psilocybin and ayahuasca is strong, including, for ayahuasca, human populations with
decades of regular ritual use; the evidence for DMT is real but markedly thinner; no
evidence of any kind exists for 5-MeO-DMT (§17).

6. The exception mechanisms in Islamic law are harm-averting (§9), but this
no longer produces the asymmetry earlier drafts located between the two
applications. Because no sukr-based category applies, medical use requires no such
exception to begin with (§19). Spiritual use rests on the same classification finding
and the same conditional structure (§17, §22). What remains asymmetric: medical
use retains an independent darura/haja fallback; spiritual use does not (§23).

7. The medical application is supported on three independent grounds: the
classification finding itself; the darura/haja route; and the mufsid finding. It remains
bounded by defined conditions (§21).

8. The spiritual application survives Objection A on the classification estab-
lished in findings 2-5, survives Objection B on the precedent of sama’ — which
answers the objection directly, not merely by resolving classification (§22) —
and survives Objection C as a bounded, sama’-type conditional restriction,
now with a concrete mechanism supplied by §17. The spiritual application there-
fore rests on the same footing as the medical application at two of three points, lacking
only the independent darura/haja fallback (§23).

This conclusion is more permissive than the most sympathetic existing published
scholarship, and reached from a firmer classificatory footing than any of it. Asghar
restricts licensed use to a medical-necessity rukhsa and states spiritual use outside
that indication would be bid’ah. This paper’s conclusion starts from a stronger finding
and reaches further. That divergence is recorded here.

9. Neither application is unrestricted. Both remain subject to regulation of man-
ner, quantity, context, and supervision (§§20-22) — grounded not in ta‘zir attached
to a surviving classification, since none survives (§16), but in the magqasid-based au-
thority to regulate harm and the sama’-type conditional structure.
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Use framed or intended as spirit communication, divination, or deliberate solicitation
of entity contact falls outside both applications regardless of substance classification
(§28).

10. Two further questions have been identified and deliberately left unre-
solved. How to distinguish authentic unveiling from psychological projection, satanic
deception, or pathological experience is a question in Islamic religious epistemology
(822). Separately, whether routinising spiritual use into a fixed, patterned structure
constitutes a distinct form of innovation — associated with later critiques of sama’ in
the Ibn Taymiyya tradition — is named rather than resolved; this paper’s own con-
ditions (§21) are structured to sit outside that objection’s target, but the underlying
question is not adjudicated here.

11. The remaining objections are unevenly resolved, and that unevenness is
itself part of the conclusion. §§24-25, §32 are answered in full — §25 by a positive
precedent (sama’), not merely by the resolution of classification. §26 is answered
more fully than earlier drafts could claim. §27 is now answered with the causal mech-
anism earlier drafts left unsupplied. 8§33 relocates the site of spiritual significance
from continuous agency during the altered state to reception at comedown. §34 de-
feats the popular soundbite directly.

At least two objections remain recorded as unresolved: §29’s full weight, and §30 in
its entirety. §31’s second half likewise remains open.

This unevenness is reported as a feature of an honest accounting, not concealed for
the sake of a cleaner conclusion.

Neither substance meets muskir, mukhaddir, murqid, or mufsid, tested
through every classical diagnostic route available for establishing each.
Medical use is supported on three independent grounds. Spiritual use is
supported on the same classification finding and the same conditional struc-
ture, lacking only the medical application’s independent fallback should
classification ever be successfully contested. Neither application amounts
to unrestricted permission: both remain matters for regulated, supervised
practice under the conditions established in this paper.

Allahu a’lam.
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tahqiq al-manat citation (§2) and a small number of clinical sources (the pooled psilo-
cybin safety-pharmacology study, the 5-HTZ2B valvular-risk review, the 5-MeO-DMT
EEG paper, and the human PET preprint on synaptic density).
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Appendix: Glossary of Terms
A full glossary of technical terms used throughout this paper — ‘Adawa wa-baghda’

through Wajd/Waswasa, including al-mufsid lil-’aql and qurabat — accompanies this
working draft as a separate reference document.
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