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KLASIK SONRASI DONEM KELAM iLMINDE EPISTEMOLOJi VE
SA‘DUDDIN ET-TEFTAZANI'NIN ESERLERINDE DELIL KAVRAMI

Chizari, Navid
Temel Islam Bilimleri Doktora Programi
Ogrenci Numaras1: 187052006
Open Researcher and Contributor ID (ORC-1D): 0000-0002-3002-4754
Ulusal Tez Merkezi Referans Numarasi: 10516505

Tez Damgmant: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Ahmet Siiruri
ikinci Tez Danismani: Prof. Peter Adamson
Temmuz 2023, 150 sayfa

Sa‘diiddin et-Teftazani’nin (6. 792/1390) eserleri, Islam diisiince tarihinde bir déniim
noktasi olusturmus ve son yillara kadar Islami egitimin merkezinde yer almistir. islam
diinyasindaki geleneksel miifredattan kopus ve 5/11. yiizyildan sonra teolojideki
felsefi arastirmalarin sunacak onemli bir seyi olmadig1 seklindeki aksiyomatik onciil
nedeniyle, Taftazani'nin eserlerinin merkezi konumu ortadan kalkti. Neyse ki, ¢cagdas
bilim bu onciilleri sorgulamis ve Teftazani gibi alimlerin ortaya ¢iktigi Klasik Sonrasi
Doneme ilgi gostermeye baslamistir. Bununla birlikte, serh gelenegi ve son derece
teorik metinler konusundaki anlayis eksikliginden dolayr simdiye kadar c¢ok az

ilerleme kaydedilmistir.

Bu arastirma, kelam ilminin en etkili alimlerinden biri tarafindan yazilan en temel
konulardan bazilarina 151k tutmaktadir. Birinci amag, serh geleneginin 6nemli
ozelliklerini acikliga kavusturmak ve ayni yazarin farkli eserlerde aldigi karsit
goriislere iliskin kafa karisikligin1 ortadan kaldirmaya yardimer olmaktir. Ikinci amag,
miiteahhirun donemi alimlerinin kelam ilmini nasil tarif ettiklerini, epistemoloji ve
kelam ilmi arasindaki iliski ile ilgili goriislerini ve kelam ilminin en temel kavramsal
araglarini nasil sunduklarmi gostermektir. Nihai amag, bahsi gegen alimlerin delil

kavrammi ve akli ve nakli delilin roliinii nasil tartistiklarin1 arastirmaktir. Ornek



caligmalar, muhtelif kelami konularin daha once tartisilan epistemoloji ve delil

konulariyla nasil iligkili oldugunu gosterecektir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Delil, epistemoloji, kelam, klasik sonras1 donem, Teftazani.



ABSTRACT

EPISTEMOLOGY IN ISLAMIC THEOLOGY IN THE POST-CLASSICAL
PERIOD: THE CONCEPT OF EVIDENCE IN THE WORKS OF
SA'D AL-DIN AL-TAFTAZANI

Chizari, Navid
PhD in Islamic Studies
Student ID: 187052006
Open Researcher and Contributor ID (ORC-1D): 0000-0002-3002-4754
National Thesis Center Reference Number: 10516505

Thesis Supervisor: Asst. Dr. Ahmet Siiruri
Thesis Co-Advisor: Prof. Peter Adamson
July 2023, 150 pages

The works of Sa‘d al-Din al-Taftazani (d. 792/1390) marked a pivotal point in Islamic
intellectual history and were central to Islamic education until recent years. Due to the
break with the traditional curriculum in the Islamic world and the axiomatic premise
that philosophical inquiries in theology after the 5./11. century had nothing substantial
to offer, the central position of Taftazan’is works vanished. Fortunately, contemporary
scholarship questions these premises and shows interest in the Post-classical period in
which scholars like Taftazant appeared. However, little advancement has been made
so far due to the lack of understanding regarding the commentary tradition and highly

technical texts.

The present research throws light on some of the most fundamental topics of theology
written by one of its most influential scholars. The first aim is to clarify important
features of the commentary tradition, which will help eliminate confusion regarding
the opposing positions the same author took in different works. The second aim is to
show how later theologians defined theology, its connection to epistemology, and how
they presented their most fundamental conceptual tools. The final aim is to investigate

their definition of evidence and its twofold division into rational and textual evidence.

Vi



Case studies will illustrate how different theological issues relate to the previously
discussed topics of epistemology and evidence.

Keywords: al-Taftazani, epistemology, evidence, kalam, post-classical period.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The title of the present thesis can be read as an abridgment (mukhtasar), the
introduction as its commentary (shar), and the three main chapters as its gloss
(hashiyya). The title “Epistemology in Islamic Theology of the Post-classical Period
and the Concept of Evidence in the Works of Sa‘d al-Din al-Taftazani ” gives a very

general conceptualization of what the upcoming chapters will be about. An important
part is to determine what the thesis is not about. So before providing an overview of
the rest of the content, we will start with a foreword (tamhid) to limit the scope. The
present work will not focus on the historical development of conceptual tools. It means
that there will be no attempt to find out who introduced certain conceptual tools or
how and when they changed. The main focus is to throw some light on specific topics
discussed by a specific author in specific works. Just as a photo camera is limited and
can only capture one area at a time, similarly, this thesis is a snapshot of a moment in
the intellectual history of Sunni theology. The two main topics are the relation between
epistemology and kalam and the concept of evidence, as discussed by Sa‘d al-Din al-
Taftazani in his relevant works. The historical development until his time will barely
be touched upon, and given that there is little research about the Post-classical period,
characterized by the commentary tradition, it is necessary to limit the scope to the
understanding of Taftazani and the intellectual current of his time. This shall be
achieved by a very careful reading of his works with the aid of the commentaries to
his work, which have barely been researched. The aim is to get an idea of what the
commentaries contain and understand the fundamentals upon which Taftazani builds
his theological program. Now, after clarifying the scope of the present thesis, we will

turn to an overview of the following chapters.

The study is divided into three chapters, each focusing on one aspect of the title. The
first chapter is about Sa‘d al-Din al-Taftazani, his works, and the commentary tradition

of the Post-classical period. After the biography and a chronological overview of his



works, the main task is to clarify some features of the commentary tradition to
understand how Taftazant and other scholars approached their writings. This will be
the basis to address the confusion regarding Taftazan’is madhhab in kalam and figh,

which arises due to a lack of understanding of the commentary tradition.

The second chapter begins the close reading of Taftazan’1s works and focuses on the
topic of epistemology and its relation to kalam. The first subchapter is an analysis of
a brief history of kalam, which Taftazani mentions in two of his works. The second
subchapter looks at his Shar/ al-Magasid to elucidate the structure of his discourse.
An important aspect of the discourse is the distinction between objectives (magasid)
and principles (mabadi’). This distinction and a brief history of kalam will help to
answer the question regarding the relation between epistemology and kalam. The
following chapter on the introductions (mugaddimar) shows how Taftazani discusses
the definition of kalam, the subject matter, and the debate about it. Again, all of these
relate to situating epistemology within the kalam discourse. These discussions became
more widespread in the Post-classical period in which Taftazani played an important
role. The last subchapter deals with epistemological questions. The first half revolves
around three common questions about the definition of knowledge. The second half
focuses on self-evident knowledge (daririyyat) since they are the most fundamental
building blocks of the theological program. In this context, the objections of skeptics

become important and will be touched upon.

The last chapter will be about the concept of evidence (dali/). The first part deals with
the definition of evidence and its conditions. Then, an analysis of the twofold division
into rational (‘agli) and textual evidence (naqlz) will follow. Since the concept of
evidence is discussed rather briefly in the books of kalam, several case studies will
follow to show how the theory manifests itself in practice.

To situate the present research within the contemporary literature, we will now look at

the state of the research.



1.1. State of Research

Contemporary research on Islamic theology differs greatly depending on language and
region. It is no exaggeration to describe them as separate discourses, although they
investigate the same topics. One of the main reasons for that is the language barrier,
especially in the case of Turkish academia, which is more advanced in its research on
the Post-classical period. Another reason is the different objectives that authors in

different regions have.

Instead of enumerating the works that have been written thus far, it is more beneficial
to suggest a classification of the different trends, which will help to give an overview
of the available literature and to situate the present thesis. The trends in the relevant
literature can be separated into two categories regarding their engagement with
contemporary questions related to philosophy, theology, and epistemology. The first
trend is an academic endeavor that is descriptive. The main goal is to understand and
situate different works and authors. This trend shall be called non-engaging since the
authors are not engaging and answering contemporary questions. Most works in
English, German, and Turkish fall under this category. The literature in English and
German is still in its infant state when it comes to the Post-classical period. This
sometimes leads to questionable conclusions since the overall picture of this still
comes together.! An example that relates to the present thesis is Thomas Wiirtz’s book
on Taftazani,? which will be discussed in the first chapter. Furthermore, the research
regarding the commentary tradition is also developing slowly. Walid Saleh describes

this unfortunate situation by saying:

! The earliest work on the topic of epistemology is: Josef van Ess, Die Erkenntnislehre des ‘Adudaddin
al-Ict. Ubersetzung und Kommentar des Ersten Buches seiner Mawagif, (Wieshaden 1966). He was
operating under the orientalist paradigm, which was mainly concerned with finding parallels between
the Islamic, Jewish, and Christian traditions.

The most insightful work in recent years in German has been written by Jens Bakker, Normative
Grundstrukturen der Theologie des sunnitischen Islam im 12./18. Jahrhundert (Berlin: EB-Verlag,
2012). Unfortunately, it has not reached a lot of attention.

An influential and insightful work in English is the following: Khaled El-Rouayheb, Islamic Intellectual
History in the Seventeenth Century. Scholarly Currents in the Ottoman Empire and the Maghreb (New
York: Cambridge University Press 2015).

2 See: Thomas Wiirtz, Islamische Theologie im 14. Jahrhundert: Auferstehungslehre, Handlungstheorie

und Schopfungsvorstellungen im Werk von Sa‘'d ad-Din at-Taftazani (Berlin, Boston: De Gruyter,
2016).



Nevertheless, realizing that we need to integrate the gloss in the intellectual history
of medieval Islam is easier said than done. In the case of tafsir, we lack any
meaningful knowledge about the zashiyah beyond a confounding list of authors’
names and titles of works, works that are now never read.3s

Although he is speaking about the research in tafsir, his observation applies across the
board. On the other hand, Turkish academia is in a better situation concerning the
research on the commentary tradition in general and Post-classical kalam in
particular.* Unfortunately, Western academia, by which | am mainly referring to works
written in English and German, barely, if ever, pays closer attention to the research in
Turkey. The works on Taftazani in English and German are also very scarce.® Again,
the research in Turkey is much more advanced in this regard. In recent years there
have been studies on his Shars al-‘aga’id,® the glosses for Shark al-‘aqa’id,” Shark

al-Magasid,® various topics in these works,® and other research relating to his other

3 Walid Salih, “The Gloss as Intellectual History: The Hashiyahs on al-Kashshaf,” in: Oriens (2013).
41, 219.

470 give one salient example: In 2020, a three-volume edition of Tasdid al-gawa‘id by Mahmiid b.
‘Abd al-Rahman al-Isfahani (d. 749/1349) with the gloss by Jurjani was published. One of the volumes
is a bilingual (Turkish-Arabic) introduction that covers many aspects of the two works and offers
insights into the commentary tradition, which will be mentioned in an upcoming chapter. (See: Mahmud
b. ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Isfahani, Tasdid al-gawa‘id (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islam Arastirmalari
Merkezi, 2020).

Another example is the Islam Diisiince Atlasi an “intellectual historiography project” which offers an
open-access website with interactive maps. See: https://islamdusunceatlasi.org/ [last access: 07.01.23]
They have recently released a six-volume work in which they propose a different periodization of
Islamic intellectual history. See: Ibrahim Halil Uger (ed.), /slam Diisiince Atlas: (Konya: Konya
Biiyliksehir Belediyesi Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 2022).

Finally, the entries on shar/ and hashiyya in the Islam Ansiklopedisi, offer more insights than the EI2
entry, which is outdated. (See: https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/serh [last access: 07.01.23] and
https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/hasiye [last access: 07.01.23])

5 The most comprehensive work is Wiirtz’s book mentioned earlier.

See also: Thomas Wiirtz, “Der frithe Sa‘d ad-Din at-Taftazani als maturiditischer Autor,” in Rationalitct
in der Islamischen Theologie. Band I: Die klassische Phase, ed. Maha El Kaisy-Friemuth, Reza
Hajatpour and Mohammed Abdel Rahem (Berlin: De Gruyter 2019); Zafar Ansari, “Taftazani’s Views
on Taklif, Gabr and Qadar: A Note of the Development of Islamic Theological Doctrines,” in: Arabica.
Revue d’études Arabes, 16 (1969), 65-78; Madelung, Wilferd, “At-Taftazani und die Philosophie”,
in: Logik und Theologie, (Leiden, The Netherlands: Brill, 2005); Wilfred Madelung, “al-Taftazant”,
in: Encyclopaedia of Islam, Second Edition, Edited by: P. Bearman, Th. Bianquis, C.E. Bosworth, E.
van Donzel, W.P. Heinrichs.

® Harun Caglayan, “Serhu’l-Akaid ve Kelami Degeri Uzerine Bir Deneme,” in: Bozok Universitesi
Ilahiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi 14 / 14 (Aralik 2018): 15-43.

" Fatih Ibis, “Bir Ciimlenin izini Siirmek: Serhu'l-Akaid Hasiyelerinde Kelam-Felsefe Iliskisi,” in:
Pamukkale Universitesi /lahiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi 4 (2017 ): 134-152.

8 Fatih Ibis, “Bir Felsefi Kelam Klasigi Olarak Serhu’l-Makasid,” in: Tiirkiye Arastirmalar: Literatiir
Dergisi 14 (2018): 383-400.

% Mustafa Aykag, “Osmanh Kelaminda Matiiridilik Vurgusu: Serhu’l-<Akaid Hasiyelerindeki Tekvin
Tartismalar1 Baglaminda Bir Inceleme,” in: Kader 18 (2020): 1-30.

Ummiigiilsiim Dakkak, “Sa'duddin et-Teftazani’nin Ahiret Hayatina Dair Gériisleri,” in: Tokat /lmiyat
Dergisi 10 / 1 (Haziran 2022): 277-297



books.1? The closest research in scope to the present paper is the Ph.D. thesis from
2019 by Ziya Erding about “Taftazan’is Theory of Knowledge.”'* However, he
emphasizes epistemology and the historical development of the topics, whereas the

present research focuses on the relationship between epistemology and kalam.

The second trend engages current discussions and can be further separated into three
subgroups. The first subgroup is a classical or traditional approach grounded in the
classical discourse. The works in Arabic try to engage modern philosophical questions
and show how Muslim theologians thought about these issues.!? Another trend is
an academic approach showing very little grounding in the traditional Islamic sciences
but which engages contemporary issues with marginal positions found in the past.'®
The last trend resembles the previous academic approach but is more apologetic. The
point of departure is in the Islamization of Knowledge theory articulated in the 1980s

and has been very influential in Malaysia.*

The present research falls under the first category, that is, the non-engaging academic
approach. It is too early to put the different traditions into a conversation as it demands
a deep understanding of the Islamic theological tradition, which is only possible by

grasping the Post-classical period as it is the matured state as far as its conceptual tools.

Bilal Taskin, Islam Diisiincesinde Varlik Tartismalar:: Sadeddin et-Tefiazani Merkezli Bir Inceleme
(Istanbul: iz Yayincilik, 2020)

10 buran Ekizer, “Sa‘duddin et-Teftazan’inin (6.792/1390) Serhu Dibaceti’l-Misbah Adh Risalesinin
Tahkiki ve Nahiv Acisindan Degerlendirilmesi,” in: Ankara Universitesi /lahiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi 62
(2021): 345-416.

Necmettin Oztiirk, “Nahiv Ilminde Ihtisar Gelenegi, Teftazani’nin el-irsad Ornegi,” in: Universal
Journal of Theology 7 / 1 (Haziran 2022): 207-226.

Recep Duran, “Teftazani, Risaletu’l-Hudud,” in: Yakin Dogu Universitesi /lahiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi 5
/ 2 (Aralik 2019): 287-316.

Ziya Erding, “Teftazani’nin Bilginin Tanimlanmas: Problemine Yaklasimi,” in: Harran Universitesi
[lahiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi / 42 (Aralik 2019): 257-286.

1 Ziya Erding, Teftdzdni’de bilgi teorisi (Sakarya Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, 2019)
https://tez.yok.gov.tr/UlusalTezMerkezi/TezGoster?key=jNRDC1RLfVd4_T7x7ZXmmZHTR_u6lHj
YNDGAbJtv7ul2_WT605dwQ9fufcw2UDua [last access 08.01.23]

12 some examples for that are: Saeed Foudeh, al-adilla al-‘agliyya ‘ala wujud Allah bayna al-
mutakallimm wal-falasifa (Cairo: al-Aslayn, 2016) or Ali al-Omari, Falsafa al-kalam (Trabzon: Dar al-
Qalam, 2020).

13 See for example: Jamie B. Turner, “An Islamic Account of Reformed Epistemology,” in: Philosophy
East and West. Published electronically December 13, 2019. doi:10.1353/pew.0.0193 or Ramon
Harvey, Transcendent God, Rational World: A Maturidi Theology (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University
Press, 2021).

14 See for example: Naquib al-Attas, Prolegomena to the metaphysics of Islam (Kuala Lumpur: ISTAC,
2015).


http://doi.org/10.1353/pew.0.0193

So the present thesis will provide insights into the Sunni theological system by
analyzing one of its central figures.



CHAPTER 11l

SA'D AL-DIN AL-TAFTAZANI

2.1. Biography

The biographical data about Sa'd al-Din Masad b. "Umar al-Taftazani al-Khorasant
is scarce, as is the case with the majority of the scholars from Transoxiana. Given this
scarcity, we will suffice with the key data and address two issues in his biography: His
relationship to ‘Adud al-Din al-Iji (d. 756/1356) and Taftazan’ts madhhab in kalam
and figh.

Fortunately, Taftazant mentions at the end of his works when and where he finished
his writings, giving us hints about his travels and places he resided. So we have a
chronological order of his books, which will be enumerated in a later chapter.
Taftazani was born in the year 722/1322 in Taftazan, a village near Nasa in Khurasan.'®
Some biographers mention the year 712/1312, but this seems incorrect given that his
grandson, Ahmad b. Yahya Hafid al-Sa'd al-Taftazani (916/1510), mentions the year
722/1322 AH.1

Taftazani comes from a scholarly household as he refers to himself as “Mas ‘ad the son
of the judge” (Mastd b. al-Qadi) in his first commentary Shar/ Tasrif al-"1zzi which
he wrote at the age of 16.17 This book is still used to this day and has been reprinted
many times by different publishing houses, which shows that Taftazani, from a young

age, showed the skills of clarity in writing. The point about the scholarly household

15 see:  Sikri Ozen,  “Teftazani,”  in:  TDV  islam  Ansiklopedisi,
https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/teftazani [last access 07.01.2023]; Wilfred Madelung, “al-Taftazani”,
in: Encyclopaedia of Islam, Second Edition, Edited by: P. Bearman, Th. Bianquis, C.E. Bosworth, E.
van Donzel, W.P. Heinrichs. [last access 07.01.2023]

16 Sa“d al-Din al-Taftazani, Ni‘am al-sawabigh f sharf al-Nawabigh (Istanbul: Dar al-Lubab, 2018).
From here onwards abbreviated with: Ni‘am.

17 5a°d al-Din al-Taftazani, Shark Tasrif al-'Izzi (Jeddah: Dar al-Minhaj 2011), 69.



and his first book leads us to the first issue of his biography. Almost all biographers
mention that Taftazani was a student of ‘Adud al-Din al-Ij1, and some even add a rather
anecdotal detail that Taftazani was apparently “very slow to learn” in his youth and
that he was the “most dull-witted” student in the circle of Tji.*® However, there are
issues with the story and Taftazani being his student. The first biography that mentions
the story seems to be Ibn al-‘Imad al-Hanbali (d. 1089/1679) in his Shadharat al-
dhahab. He introduces the story with: “Some virtuous men tell ...” (haka ba‘'d al-
afadil), which is more reminiscent of a story than an actual event. Adding the fact that
Taftazani grew up in a scholarly household and that he wrote his first book at the age
of 16 makes it very likely that the story is made up.

Taftazani does not mention any of his teachers by name in the books that have reached
us.® However, five scholars that Taftazani apparently studied with are: ‘Adud al-Din
al-Ij1 (d. 756/1355), Qutb al-Din al-Razi (d. 766/1346), Diya’ al-Din ‘Abd Allah b.
Sa‘d Allah al-*Afifi (d. 780/1379), Baha’ al-Din al-Samargandi (unknown), and ‘Ala
al-Din al-Sighnangt (unknown).?’ Probably the most famous of these scholars is Iji,
but there are no indications that Taftazani was his student, so it seems questionable
that he studied with him.?! Of the rest of the scholars, the closest to Taftazani in his
scientific output is Diya’ al-Din al-‘Afift. It is mentioned that he was among the
students of IjT and well-versed in the Hanafi and Shafi‘1 school of law. Ibn Hajar
mentions that he used to issue fatwas in both madhhabs and used to say about himself:
“I am Hanaft in the foundations (usiz/) and Shafi‘1 in the branches (firi).”? He is
probably referring to his method in usal al-figh, which is according to the jurists
(fugaha’), that is, the Hanaft scholars. This piece of information about Diya’ al-Din

al-*Afif will be important in the following chapter regarding Taftazan’is madhhab.

From the entries at the end of Taftazan’1s books, we can see that he traveled frequently

and did not reside for too long in one city. However, he does not discuss details

18 gee: Ibn al-'Imad, Shadharat al-dhahab f7 akhbar min dhahab (Beirut: Dar Ibn Kathir, 2008), vol 8,
548-549.

19 See: Diya’ al-Din Qalish, Taftazant wa ara’uhu al-balaghiyya (Damascus: Dar al-Nawadir, 2010),
36.

20 gee: Ni‘am, 44. The number of scholars that are mentioned varies.

21 See: Madelung (2005), 228.

22 Ni‘am, 51.



regarding his travels or reasons for them.? Although students flocked around him
whenever he traveled into a city, some take his frequent travels as a reason for the lack
of close students who studied with Taftazani for an extended period.?* Taftazani was
invited by order of Timur (d. 808/1405) to Samargand, where he spent the last years
of his life.> Some sources mention an event that apparently led to his death. He and
Sayyid al-Sharif al-Jurjani were invited to have a debate in which Taftazani lost.® He
was struck by “intense grief” to the point that he soon after died. Just like the story
about the young “dull-witted” Taftazani, it is questionable that a lost debate was a
cause for his death, given that he lived a tumultuous life indicated in his introduction
to his Shar/ al-Magasid. He describes how his time tossed him around, how different
events tested him, and how the circumstances changed without safety but only with
the hope for the better.?” One could argue that a man who experienced hardship would
not die due to grief because of a debate. However, it is also not far-fetched to argue
that Taftazani was about 70 years of age when the debate took place. His opponent
was 29 years younger than him, and Taftazani might have felt public humiliation,
which can have psychological implications on a man his age, especially when he knew
he was right but still lost the debate. This line of reasoning is also possible. At least
the last point about him being right can be substantiated by the fact that some of the
scholars after Taftazani took sides with him and mentioned that he actually held the
correct position.?® This does not mean that the debate itself or the outcome did not
occur as mentioned, but to make it the reason for the end of Taftazan’1s life sounds
very far-fetched.

23 See: Ni‘am, 44; Qalish, 31.

24 Qalish, 38.

25 Madelung (2005), 228; Qalish, 34; Ni‘am, 48.

For an investigation into the relationship between Timur and Muslim scholars, see: Mustafa Akkus and
Izzetullah Zeki, “Timur’un alimlerle iliskileri” in: Selcuk Universitesi Selcuklu Arastirmalar: Dergisi
(2019): 227-244.

26 For a collection about the differences of opinion regarding grammar and rhetoric between the two
scholars see: ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Uthman Mastjizadeh, ljzima® al-bahrayn fi bayan al-ikhtilaf al-sa‘dayn
(Cairo: Dar al-Ihsan, 2019).

27 See: Sa‘d al-Din al-Taftazani, Shark al-Maqdsid 7 ‘ilm al-kalam (Cairo: Dar Mirath al-Nubawa,
2022), vol. 1, 10. The whole introduction is written in very eloquent and high-level Arabic which makes
it extremely different to capture in translation.

28 For an investigation of the debate and its impact on later scholarship, see: Yiiksel Celik, Sa diiddin
Teftdzani Ile Seyyid Serif Ciircani’nin Ilmi Miinazaralar: ve Yankilar:, Necmettin Erbakan Universitesi
Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, vol. 1, no. 1, 170-183, 2015.



Taftazant died in Samargand in 792/1390 and was taken to Sarakhs due to his wish
mentioned in his testament.?® Some biographers mention 791/1389 or 793/1391 as the
date of his death, but these are incorrect for two reasons. First, his grandson, who
should be taken as a reliable source given the ancestral and timely closeness, mentions
the year 792/1390. Second, Taftazan’1s grave, which was visited by Tashkoprizade (d.
968/1561), also mentions the year 792/1390.%°

2.2. Works

We are in a fortunate situation because many of Taftazan’1s works have been published
or republished with critical editions in the last couple of years.3! The present chapter
will briefly enumerate the books written by Taftazani in chronological order.®? His
first book, as mentioned earlier, is Shar/ Tasrif al-‘1zzi, a commentary on a work of
morphology, which he finished at the age of 16 in the year 738 AH in Tirmidh. Eleven

years later, he finished his Shark Talkhis al-miftah (also called al-Mugawwal) in the

29 Ni‘am, 48.

30 Ni‘am, 48.

81 To avoid too many footnotes in the chronological enumeration of his works, we will mention

the published works in this footnote according to their genre. In case there are multiple editions for one
work, we will suffice with one of the critical editions.

Morphology, grammar, rhetoric, and tafsir

Sharh Tasrif al-‘1zzi (Jeddah: Dar al-Minhaj, 2011)

al-Mukhtasar: Sharh Talkhis al-miftah (Damascus: Dar al-Taqwa, 2021)

Sharh Talkhis al-miftah (Istanbul: Dar al-Lubab, 2022)

Sharh Miftah al-‘ulim (Damascus: Dar al-Taqwa, 2022)

Irshad al-hadr (Jeedah: Dar al-Bayan al-‘Arabiyya, 1985)

Hashiya Taftazant ‘ala al-Kashshaf (Halab: Markaz Jaylani lil-Buhiith, 2021)

Ni‘am al-sawabigh 7 sharf al-Nawabigh (Istanbul: Dar al-Lubab, 2018).

Logic

Sharh al-Risala al-Shamsiyya fi takrir qawa‘id al-manyigiyya (Kuwait: Dar al-Diya’, 2022)

Tahdhib al-mangiq wal-kalam (Kuwait: Dar al-Diya’, 2017)

Figh and usal al-figh

al-Fatawa al-hanafiyya (Karachi: Dar al-Kutub, 2020)

Sharh al-talwih ‘ala al-Tawdih (Beirut: al-Maktaba al-*Asriyya, 2009)

Mukhtasar al-Muntaha al-usali wa ‘alayhi majmii‘a hawashin (Amman: Dar al-Nar, 2020)

Kalam

Shar} al-‘aqa’id al-nasafiyya (Damascus: Dar al-Tagqwa, 2020)

Tahdhib al-mantiq wal-kalam (Kuwait: Dar al-Diya’, 2017)

Sharh al-Magasid f7 “ilm al-kala@m (Cairo: Dar Mirath al-Nubawwa, 2022) or Shar/ al-Magasid (Beirut:
‘Alam al-Kutub, 1998). Unfortunately, both have their shortcomings. The first is not a critical edition
but has fewer mistakes than the second, in which sometimes whole sentences and passages are missing.
32 The list follows the list mentioned in the biographical section in Ni‘am, 46-47. The reason for
choosing this contemporary author is that he cites Tashkoprizade and evaluates the list he mentions with
useful additions. For the sake of brevity, we will suffice with the hijrz dates in the main text as mentioned
by Taftazani.
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month of Safar 748 in the city of Herat. Tashkoprizade adds that Taftazant started
writing it in the year 742 AH. It is a commentary on the famous work on rhetoric
Talkhis al-miftah by Muhammad ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Qazwini (d. 793/1338).
Taftazani wrote an abridged version of his commentary known as al-Mukhtasar, which
he finished in 756 AH in Bagdad. A year later, in the month of Jumada al-Akhar 757
AH, he finished his Shar’ al-Risala al-Shamsiyya in Mizarjam, which is a commentary
on a logic textbook by Najm al-Din al-Katibi (d. 675/1276).% The following year in
758 AH, he finished his commentary on the Hanafi uszl al-figh text al-Talwih sharh
al-Tawdih li-matn al-Tangih by Sadr al-Shari‘a (d. 747/1346). His first work on kalam
was Shar/ al-"aga’id, which he finished in 768 AH in Khuwarizm. The main text was
written by Najm al-Din Aba Hafs ‘Umar al-Nasafi (d. 508/1108), in which he follows
Abt Mu'mn al-Nasaf’is (d. 508/1114) Tabsira al-adilla. Haji Khalifa (10671657)
described the relationship between the two texts with the following words: “Whoever
looks into it realizes that the text of al-‘Aga’id by ‘Umar al-Nasafi is like an index to
this book.”* Both texts are obviously from the Maturidi school, which caused
confusion about Taftazan’1s adherence. This topic will be discussed in the following
chapter. In the month of Dhu al-Hijja 770 AH in the city Khuwarizm, Taftazant
finished his gloss to Ij’is commentary on Ibn al-Hajibs Mukhtasar al-Muntaha al-
usulz, a text on usul al-figh according to the method of the theologians (rarigat al-
mutakallimin). Three years later, in Herat, he finished his Hanaft fatwa collection in
773 AH.® In 778AH, again in Khuwarizm, he finished a book on grammar called al-
Irshad. He started writing his first independent and most comprehensive work on
kalam called Shar} al-Magasid, probably around 770 AH in Khuwarizm and finished
it 14 years later in 784 AH in Samargand.® Five years later, in Rajab 789 AH, he
finished his concise work on logic and kalam called Tahdhib al-mantiq wal-kalam. It
is important to note that, unlike Shari al-‘aga’id, these two works are not
commentaries but independent works. This distinction will become crucial in the

following chapters to identify Taftazan’is madhhab in kalam. His commentary on the

33 See for a brief biography and overview to his works: Khaled El-Rouayheb, The Development of
Arabic Logic (1200-1800) (Basel: Schwabe Verlage, 2019), 56-59

34 Sa‘d al-Din al-Taftazani, Shark al-‘Aqa’id al-nasafiyya (Damascus: Dar al-Taqwa, 2020), 50.

35 There is a difference of opinion when he started writing it. Some mentioned the year 769 AH and
others 759 AH. (See: Ni‘am, 47).

36 1n one of his ijazat from the year 775 AH, he mentions that the student read “parts from Shark
Magasid al-kalam for which | beseech Allah—the Exalted—to aid me in completing it.” (See: Ni‘am, 63).
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third part of Miftah al-‘ulim, a work on rhetoric, was finished in 789 AH in
Samargand. Then, he wrote two works in Sarakhs on figh according to the Shafi‘t
school: Miftah al-figh, an independent work, which he finished in 782 AH, and three
years later, in 785 AH, he finished Shark Talkhis al-Jami‘. Finally, he started a gloss
on the famous Quran commentary by Jar Allah Mahmud al-Zamakhshari (d.
538/1144), which he did not finish.

2.3. Commentary Tradition in the Post-Classical Period

Taftazani wrote several independent works and commentaries to varying schools of
thought. The distinction between these two broad categories is a means to differentiate
between works in which the author is primarily voicing his own opinion or acting as
a sharih (explainer) of a text regardless of his ascription to the position found in the
main text. So broadly defined, the meaning of commentary in the current usage refers
to a work written on a text from a different author regardless of the text being
a matn (main text), shars (commentary), or hashiyya (gloss). The term independent

work refers to every work that is not a commentary on a text by a different author.®’

The twofold distinction between independent work and commentary is crucial to avoid
confusion  regarding  Taftazan’is madhhab in figh and kalam, which traditional
Muslim scholars and academics differed about. Some claim that he follows
the Hanafi madhhab, while others say that he is a Shafi‘1. Similarly, there is a debate
regarding his school of thought in kalam. Some claim he is a Maturidi while others say
that he is an Ash‘ari.® There is even the opinion that he changed his kalam position
throughout his life.*° Although some of the views were due to the inaccessibility of his
works, the issue was not simplified after more of his books were published. One could
even argue that the accessibility of his works added to the confusion. Due to this
circumstance, it is necessary to clarify an essential feature of the commentary tradition

starting around the 7th/14th century first. Only then will we get a better understanding

3" The point of this distinction is to aid the investigation on the madhhab of a scholar. It is not a precise
conceptual tool but a means to make a broad distinction of the author’s work.

38 See for a concise summary of all the different positions: Ni‘am, 48-50.

39 See: Thomas Wirtz, “Der friihe Sa‘d ad-Din at-Taftazani als maturiditischer Autor,” in Rationalitt
in der Islamischen Theologie. Band I: Die klassische Phase, ed. Maha El Kaisy-Friemuth, Reza

Hajatpour and Mohammed Abdel Rahem (Berlin: De Gruyter 2019), 351-372.
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of Muslim scholarship of the Post-classical Period in general and of Taftazan’1s works
and position regarding figh and kalam in particular.

The following investigation will first give a brief overview of how and why
commentaries and glosses were written. Second, the concept of taqrir and other
notions that relate to it will be analyzed. Then, the crucial change of this concept,
which started around the 7th/14th century, will be highlighted. Lastly, the conceptual
tool with its changes will be pointed out in some of Taftazan’is works to show the
importance of evaluating an intellectual tradition according to its own standards. As a
result, two problems will be resolved. First, the problem of the axiomatic position,
which states that the commentary tradition is a sign of stagnation of a tradition.
Second, the issue of determining Taftazan’is madhhab in figh and kalam. Due to this
circumstance, it is necessary to clarify an essential feature of the commentary tradition
starting around the 7th/14th century first. Only then will we get a better understanding
of Muslim scholarship of the Post-classical Period in general and of Taftazan’is works

and position regarding figh and kalam in particular.

2.3.1. Commentaries and Glosses: An Overview?°

Contemporary Western academics have begun to pay more attention to the
commentary tradition in its different forms and have abandoned a categorical dismissal
of abridgments (mukhtasar) and glosses (hashiya).** With that, they concluded that
commentaries and glosses are more demanding as they presuppose knowledge of the

auxiliary sciences and their terminologies.*? The following investigation focuses on

40 For a comprehensive overview on this topic see: Kamal ‘Arafat Nabhan, ‘Abqgariyatu al-‘arab f7 al-
ta’lif (Kuwait: Wizarat al-Awqaf wal-Shu’an al-Islamiyya 2015). For a concise but useful entries see:
Tevfik Riistii Topuzoglu, “Hasiye”, TDV islam Ansiklopedisi, https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/hasiye
[last access 07.01.2023]; Sedat Sensoy, “Serh”, TDV  Islam  Ansiklopedisi,
https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/serh#1 [last access 07.01.2023]. See also: Ismail Kara, ilim Bilmez
Tarih Hatirlamaz Serh ve Hagsiye Meselesine Dair Birkag¢ Not (Istanbul: Dergah Yaynlari, 2022).

41 see for example: Asad Q. Ahmed and Margaret Larkin. “The Hashiya and Islamic Intellectual
History”, Oriens 41, 3-4 (2013): 213-216 and Wisnovsky, Robert. "Towards a Genealogy of
Avicennism", Oriens 42, 3-4 (2014): 323-363.

424 [W]e have lost the skills required to read and understand the gloss tradition. We simply have no way
handling the gloss in tafsir, and therefore we have been incapable of advancing our knowledge (...) of
the entire scholastic Qur’an commentary tradition that was written mainly in the form of the gloss. (...)
We simply are not equipped to read glosses now.” (Walid A. Saleh, “The Hashiya of Ibn al-Munayyir
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some of the features of the commentary tradition and will give a general overview of
what Muslim scholars mentioned regarding the motivation for writing a book,

commentary, or gloss and their criteria.

Islamic scholarship has its parameters of what constitutes originality. It is not always
about producing something unprecedented and completely new but also about
improving or advancing a written work.*® This notion can be illustrated by the seven
reasons a new work is written. The following points are a list that can be found in lbn
Khaldiin’s al-Mugaddima:

1. Bringing forth something new [that includes new sciences as al-

Shafi‘1 did with his al-Risala for usal al-figh]

Correcting what is deficient

Pointing out different mistakes

Explaining what is difficult to understand due to exercise brevity.

Shortening tedious and long passages without making the work

more complicated and leaving out passages necessary for

comprehension.

6. Restructuring what is poorly structured in a way that the original
structure is not disturbed

7. The proper arrangement of materials which were badly arranged in
the work of a predecessor in an intelligent manner which would
make the new work more suitable for didactic purposes.*

aokrwn

It is noteworthy that almost all of the reasons presuppose a work or tradition that a new
book relates to and departs from. Even something novel, like the science of usal al-
figh or “ilm al-wad", is not detached from the other sciences but embedded in them. In
other words, the notion of originality and novelty does not manifest itself only in
something completely new, which detaches itself from everything that has preceded
it. In this context, it makes sense that a well-written and well-

structured mukhtasar (abridgment) is desirable even if it does not add something

(d. 683/1284) on al-Kashshaf of al-Zamakhshart”. In Books and Written Culture of the Islamic World,
(Leiden, The Netherlands: Brill, 2015), 87-88.)

Saleh’s observation applies to the commentary tradition as a whole not only to tafsir.

43 See: Franz Rosenthal: The Technique and Approach of Muslim Scholarship. In: Analecta Orientalia,
(Rom: Pontificium Institutum Biblicum, 1947), 64.

4 See Rosenthal (1947), 64. For a more comprehensive presentation with similar points see: lbn
Khaldin: Al-Mugaddima (2005), vol 3, 206-208; Ibn Khaldtn: The Mugaddima (New Jersey 2006),
413-414.

The difference between points two and three is that the latter can happen through an appendix which
leaves the mistake and points it out, whereas the first happens, for example, by revising the next after
which the mistake is not there anymore.
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“new ” in the modern sense. Scholars have observed the following criteria to consider

a book a successful mukhtasar.

1. Brevity of Expressions (ikhtisar al-lafz)

2. The presence of the same meanings as in the main text (tamzl al-
ma‘ani al-mawgida bi al-nass)

3. Removing things like
(a.) filler words and prolixity, (b.) examples, evidence, reasons, and
similes unless there is a need to mention them, (c.) some chapters,
(d.) obscure definitions, and (e.) repetitions

4. Carefulness in style (al-idtimam bil-uslizb), which includes:
Good mode of expression and taking into account the reading level
for which the abridgment is written.

5. Explanation (tawdih) such as:
(a.) using clearer definitions, (b.) making it easier to understand,
and (c.) clarifying what is important.

6. Criticism and comparison (al-nagd wal-muqaranah), i.e.:
(a.) presenting one’s own opinion and discussing that of the main
text, (b.) commenting and comparing, (c.) weighing up between the
opinions and choosing the better and more obvious one.

7. Correction and vocalization of difficult words (al-tashii wa dabg
al-mushkil)

8. Verification, specification, and scrutiny (al-takqiq wal-tadgig wa
al-tagassr)

9. Checking the structure of the main text (i‘adat al-tartib)

10. Being guided by the example of previous abridgments of the same
work.*

Once a mukhtasar is accepted by the scientific community, which manifests itself by
being taught and commented on, it has the potential to become a new pivotal point for
later generations and replace the original work(s) it was based on. A prime example of
that is Taftazani.*® Even within his lifetime, scholars recognized and acknowledged
the value and benefits of his books. Ibn Khaldin, who was a contemporary of

Taftazani, says about him:

In Egypt, | have come across several writings by a man from the greats of Herat
who is known as Sa‘d al-Din al-Taftazani. [His works] include kalam, usal al-
figh, and balagha, attesting that he has a firm mastery of these sciences. In them,
there is evidence that he has knowledge of the ‘ulum hikmiyyaand a deep
understanding of the rational sciences.*’

45 Nabhan, 209-212.

The observations of the author are mainly based on classical scholars that have written encyclopedic
works in which they also touch upon the way scholars write and evaluate the works.

46 Another great example is the text Tajrid al-‘aga’id by Nasr al-Din al-Tast, which became a central
text for Sunni and Shia scholars. For a detailed analysis of this work, its commentaries, glosses, and its
influence on the intellectual tradition, see: Mahmud b. ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Isfahani, Tasdid al-gqawa'id
(Istanbul: Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islam Arastirmalar1 Merkezi, 2020), vol. 1.

47 1bn Khaldan, vol 3, 1091.
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Contrary to Ibn Khaldiin’s assessment, some modern academics say that “his
originality as a thinker was limited.”*® This view is based on the notion that works of
the later period, especially commentaries, are perceived as a sign or reason for
intellectual stagnation and decadence.*® However, once this axiomatic position is
questioned and one starts to read and analyze commentaries in their different forms, it
becomes clear that they are, on the one hand, the place where many subtle discussions
are taking place and, on the other hand, the means to understand the discussions and
issues the author of the main text is reacting to. Commentaries clarify and disclose the
implicit questions lurking between the lines that the main text’s author
or mukhtasar does not mention explicitly. Generally speaking, there are three things a
sharih (explainer) does: He explains the meanings of the main text, discusses the

different views on the subject, and presents objections.>°

Glosses can serve a similar function depending on the author’s goal. They can be very
brief annotations about the main text or the commentary,® and at other times they
become the ground for detailed discussions.>? Scholars observed the following features

of the glosses.

1.  Explanation and clarification of difficult-to-understand parts of
the text

Valid verifications and close examinations of the text
Explanation of parts that are kept short

References to sources

Derivation and highlighting of valuable things in the text
Correction of the text, correction of errors or criticism, and
refutations of the author.

oukwn

Another important observation is that the “matn-shari-hdashiya string” is a “tradition
of understanding” that explain each other and move from concise to detailed and from

ambiguous to clarified. Short texts, like the ‘Aga’id nasafiyya, become clearer and

48 Madelung (2005), 227.

49 See: Walid A. Saleh, “Marginalia and Peripheries: A Tunisian Historian and the History of Qur’anic
Exegesis,” in Numen 58 (2011), 304-305; Asad Q. Ahmed and Margaret Larkin (2013), 213-216.

50 gee: Tasdid al-gawa‘id, vol. 1, 124. For a general overview see: Sedat Sensoy, “Serh”, TDV Islam
Ansiklopedisi, https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/serh

%1 See: Siikrii Ozen, “Teftazani”, TDV Islam Ansiklopedisi, https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/hasiye

2 A prime example of that are the various glosses on Shar. al-‘aga’id. For an overview of them, see:
ibis (2017), 134-152; Caglayan (2018), 15-43.
53 Nabhan, 334-335.
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more understandable with the commentary, and his commentary also becomes more
accessible through the glosses. This is a general observation, so it does not mean that
every gloss only aims at explaining the text.>* All of the features and criteria for
the mukhtasar, sharh, and hashiya show that, in many cases, an author advances the
discourse with his contribution. As mentioned earlier, notions of novelty
or advancement must be understood within a framework other than the predominating
modern understanding. After this brief overview, we will examine a concept central to

the commentary tradition.

2.3.2. The Concept of taqrir

In the context of the commentary tradition, the notion of tagrir needs to be
investigated. It is essential to clarify this concept as it was a widespread practice among
later scholars, especially from the 7th/13th century onwards. First, we will look at the
linguistic meaning, other concepts that relate to it, and how this notion was understood
in the early period. Second, we will focus on changes around the 7th/13th century
concerning the idea of taqrir and how it relates to the commentaries. After these
investigations, the aim is to see how the findings apply to Taftazan’is works and how

they help to resolve the issue about his madhhab in figh and kalam.

2.3.3. Linguistic and Technical Meaning of taqgrir and Similar Concepts

The linguistic meaning of taqrir is takqiq and tathbiz. As the following analysis will
show, the term tathbiz is also used to explain takqiq and tadqig.>® So linguistically, the
three terms (tagrir, takqiq, and tadgiq) can be used as synonyms. In their technical
usage, however, they are more distinct but still close in meaning. Tagrir, in the
technical sense, means “a pure clarification insofar as the addressee and anyone who
is listening can understand it with ease.”®® The technical term of ta/qiq can be used

synonymously for taqrir but also more specific with the following meaning:

54 See: Ibis (2017), 148.

% This chapter is based on the following paper: Hamzeh al-Bakri, Uslib al-tagrir f7 rasa’il Ibn Kamal
Basha, in Kemalpasazade Felsefe-Din-Edebiyat Arastirmalar:, ed. Murat Demirkol, Yusuf Sen,
Hayriye Ozlem Siirer, Ahmet Sehit Tuna (Ankara: Fecr, 2022), vol 2, 250-265.

56 al-Bakri, 251.
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“Establishing an issue (tathbit al-mas’ala) with its evidence or cause and repelling its
criticism.”®’ Now, tadqzq is even more specific: “It means precisely establishing (al-
tathabbut bi digga). So it is establishing something through evidence with precision.
Hence, it is more specific than takqig.”®® Here is another important term which
is takrir. To do takrir of something means “to abstract it from that which is attached
to it and to free it from its accidents (a‘rad).”>® A common usage in the classical texts
is the expression taZrir mahall al-niza“ which, if translated literally, means: to isolate
the point of contention. This phrase is used when scholars investigate the exact matter
of debate without all the other propositions that branch off of it.°

The following section will focus on the usage of the term taqri» among the early
scholars and then show how it slightly changed from the 7th/14th century onwards in
the commentary tradition.

2.3.4. Taqgrir Before and After the 7!-13™ Century

The term tagrir can be found in works as early as the 5th/11th century. Scholars like
Juwayni (d. 478/1085 AH), Ghazali (d. 505/1111 AH), Shahristani (d. 548/1153 AH),
Razi (d. 606/1210 AH), Amidi (d. 631/1233 AH), and others used it in their works.®*
The context in which they used it differs, but all of them have the meaning
of tathabbut (establishing). Taqri» is used in different expressions, like tagrir al-
hukm, taqrir al-madhhab, or taqrir al-dalzl. The common point between all of them is
the meaning of establishing the judgment (zukm), position in the school (madhhab),
or the evidence (dalzl) irrespective of the opinion of the author insofar as he agrees
with it or not. So when, for example, Amidi says: “According to what has been earlier
established of the school (tagrir al-madhhab) from Abu al-Hasan al-Ash‘ari and his

57 al-Bakri, 251.

%8 al-Bakri, 251-252. An alternative meaning is: “Establishing a topic with its evidence is takqiq and
establishing it with a different evidence is tadqiq. ” See: Ibid.

%9 al-Bakri, 251-252.

60 A good example for that is the difference of opinion between the Ash‘ar’is and Maturid’is regarding
the attribute of takwin. The actual point of contention starts from the attribute of qudra (power). See,
for example, how the arguments regarding takwin between the two schools keep coming back to the
attribute of qudra: Shaykhzadeh ‘Abd al-Rahim b. ‘Alf, Nazm al-fara’id wa jam" al-fawa’id (Egypt,
1317 AH) 17-21.

61 al-Bakri, 252.
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followers.”%2 he is pointing to what he has clarified and explained based on Ash‘ar’is
madhhab which does not tell us if Amidt agrees or not. This is not stating the obvious

since Amidi is an Ash‘arT but is not necessarily following him regarding this matter.

From the 7th/13th century onwards, the term taqrir got a new meaning in the
commentary tradition. Explaining a text according to the author’s opinion without
intervening became a goal of writing an explanation (shark). In other words, the
primary purpose of the commentator was to clarify and explain the intention of the
author, no matter if he agreed with the judgment, school, or evidence. If the
commentator chose to discuss and argue against the main text, he was free to do so,
but only after fulfilling his duty of explaining the text. So the discussion became
secondary, whereas the explaining ortaqrir was the primary purpose of the
commentary (shar#). To illustrate this point: Nasr al-Din al-Tast criticized Fakhr al-
Din al-Raz’is commentary of Ibn Sin’as al-Tanbih wal-isharat for neglecting his duty
as a commentator and exaggerating in his critic. In his introduction, al-Tasi, after

praising Razi for his “utmost level of investigation,” says

(...) except that during his writing, he went too far in refuting its author, and in
contradicting its fundamental precepts, he transgressed the bounds of fairness.
With these efforts, he did nothing more than undermine. For this reason, a certain
wag labeled his commentary a “calumny” (...) It is a prerequisite for the
commentators that they expend every effort, to the extent possible, for the sake of
what they have committed themselves to comment on and to defend, by means of
whichever defenses the founder of that discipline uses, what they have burdened
themselves with elucidating, in order that they be commentators and not
contradictors, interpreters and not objectors.%

Tust speaking of the “prerequisite of the commentators” clearly shows that the duty in
a commentary is first and foremost “elucidating” the main text. Haji Khalifa even used
Raz’is commentary as a case study when he talked about “the etiquettes of the
commentator and his prerequisites” (min adab al-sharih wa shartihi).%* It does not
mean that criticism and discussion are not a part of the commentary. As mentioned
earlier, it is up to the commentator if he chooses to argue against the author of the main
text. Still, he does so only after establishing (taqrir) the author’s position with the most

charitable reading. Hence, there are two distinct approaches: taqri» without objection

62 al-Bakri, 253.
83 Wisnovsky, 370.
64 See: al-Bakri, 255.
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or with objection. Later scholars clearly distinguished between these two positions
(magam). That is why we find scholars like al-Isfahani, who is a Hanafi, explain
an usul al-figh text of lbn Hajib, which is according to the Maliki madhhab without
arguing for or defending the Hanafi position.®® So the distinction between the two
approaches has to be considered, especially when it comes to identifying the madhhab
of a scholar like Taftazant about whom there is a debate. The investigation prepared
the ground to take a closer look at Taftazan’is works to identify

his madhhab in figh and kalam.

2.4. Taftazan’1s School of Thought

There is no doubt that social circumstances influence scholarship to a certain extent,
but it would be shortsighted to assume that these circumstances always explain Muslim
scholars ’position. Unfortunately, it is quite common that academics in the field of
Islamic Studies sometimes overemphasize societal factors to explain theological
discourses. This overemphasis, combined with disregarding the commentary tradition,

will inevitably produce insufficient, if not misleading, results.

The recent and most comprehensive work on Taftazani in Western academia by
Thomas Wiirtz is an example of the issues mentioned above. In his book on Taftazani,
he did not consult a single commentary or gloss on Taftazan’is works.®® Additionally,
he assumes that Taftazani changed his stance toward the Maturidi school from a
commentator of the al-‘Aga’id al-nasafiyya to a critic in his Shar’ al-Magdsid.®” In an
article, he even suggests that Taftazani used to be a Maturidi but later in his life became
an Ash‘ari.®® Wiirtz, in his book and paper, neither consults the commentaries nor
glosses on Taftazan’is works but tries to find an explanation in the societal
circumstance, which, as he implicitly admits, does not solve the issue.®® Considering
the earlier findings regarding the commentary tradition and the concept of tagrir, it

becomes easier to put forth a convincing explanation for Taftazan’1s affiliation.

65 al-Bakri, 255.

%6 Wiirtz (2016).

67 Wiirtz (2016), 279-280.
68 Wiirtz (2019)

69 Wiirtz (2016), 279.
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The previous investigation argued that there are two types oftaqririn the
commentaries: Those that are limited to establishing the author’s position without
intervening and those that do taqgrir (establish) and then add their own critique and
discussion later. A careful reading of Shar al-‘aqa’id carefully will reveal that his

commentary is from the second type. Taftazani says in his introduction:

I tried to explain it in a way that puts forth in detail its generalities, clarifies its
puzzles, opens up its folded, and discloses its concealed meanings while directing
the statements with clarification, verifying the topics after establishing (takqiq lil-
masa'il ghibba taqrir), explicating the evidences after freeing them up (tadqzq lil-
dala’il ithra takrir), revealing the objectives after introducing (tafsir lil-Maqgasid
ba‘da tamhid), and increasing the benefits after isolating.”

Taftazani explicitly states what he sets out to do. Due to the brevity of Nasaf’is text,
which he compares to jewels and precious stones, Taftazan’is first aim is to explain
(shark) the meanings embedded in the text by clarifying, opening up, and exposing
them. The following keywords include the concepts discussed earlier. Taftazant says
that he first does tagrir (establish) and then takqiq (verify). In other words, he first
establishes the topics as the author, Aba Hafs al-Nasafi, intended because Taftazani is
first and foremost a sharih (explainer). After finishing this task, he moves on and
does takqiq (verify). Similarly, he says that he will first free up (takrir) a topic, that is,
from that which is not part of it, and then do tadqiq (explicate). Lastly, he mentions
how he starts paving the way to the objectives (maqasid) after he starts with an
introduction (tamhid), which relates to the crucial distinction between the topics which
are objectives (magasid) of a science and those that are introductions (mabadi’).

Chapter 2.2. will discuss this distinction in detail.

The first preliminary conclusion from Taftazan’is introduction in Shar/ al-‘aga’id
tells us that he is following the second type of taqri» approach in which a commentator
of a text first establishes the position of the author and then adds his opinion or
position. That is why the Shar/ al-‘aga’id is first and foremost according to Maturidi
madhhab but includes, at least in some instances, the objections and opinions of
Taftazani. To substantiate this claim further, a brief but very important statement from

one of the glossers will be mentioned. Muslih al-Din Mustafa al- Kastalt (d. 910) says

0 Shark al-‘aga’id, 98.
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in his gloss on Shar’ al-‘aga’id: “The sharih (explainer) based many of his statements
on their madhhab following the author. So beware of that.”’! Kastali refers to the
Maturidi madhhab, which is Abt Hafs al-Nasaf’is school of thought. Kastal’is
statement shows that scholars were aware of the distinction between an independent

work, a commentary, and the responsibility of a commentator.

In conclusion, Wiirtz observed that Taftazani has Ash‘ari leanings in his commentary
but could not provide a sufficient explanation. Considering the second taqrir approach
makes it possible to make a strong case. Taftazani first establishes
the Maturidi position, and whenever he feels the need to offer his opinion or level a
critique, he will do so. As a sharih (explainer), his primary aim and duty are to do the
first, that is, to explain the main text. His critique and opinion are secondary.
Therefore, it is misleading to assume that all of Taftazan’1s works are equal insofar as
they reveal his position. This applies to all scholars from the 7th/13th century onwards.
That is why the distinction between the independent works and commentaries
(shark and hashiyya) is necessary for identifying Taftazan’is madhhab
in kalam and figh by allocating his works correctly, which is the topic of the next
chapter.

2.4.1. Ash‘ari or Maturidi?

Based on the findings in the previous chapters, the books by Taftazani will be divided
into independent works and commentaries. A detailed analysis of the ka/am books will
help identify his madhhab. To achieve this goal, various topics of dispute (masa'il
khilafiyya)’® will be highlighted to see what position Taftazani took. Additionally,
specific statements in the Shar/ al-‘aga’id will be highlighted to substantiate the claim
that he is first and foremost acting as a sharih (explainer) for a Maturidi text.

Taftazani has three works of kalam: Sharh al-‘aga’id, Shark al-Maqasid and Tahdhib
al-kalam. The first is a commentary on the Maturidi text by Abu Hafz al-Nasafi. The

" sa‘d al-Din al-Taftazani, al-Majmu'a al-saniyya (Lebanon: Dar Nar al-Sabah, 2012), 543. From here
on abbreviated with: al-Majmi‘a.

72 See for example: Ibn Kamal Basha, Masa'il al-ikhtilaf bayna al-asha‘ira wal-maturidiyya (Amman:;
Dar al-Fath, 2009) and Shaykhzadeh ‘Abd al-Rahim b. ‘Ali, Nazm al-fara’id wa jam" al-fawa’id.
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previous chapter showed that Taftazant explicitly mentions in the introduction that he
sets out to explain the text first and to do takqiq afterward. So this work is obviously
a commentary in the sense that it is not an independent work. Shar. al-Maqasid is
actually two works: The main text and a commentary. According to our terminology,
both are independent works since he is not commenting on another author’s text.”
Lastly, his Tahdhib al-kalam is also an independent work similar in length to his al-

Maqasid.

The claim here is that if we want to identify Taftazan’1s adherence, the primary sources
should be his independent works. It does not negate that he might voice his opinion
even in his commentaries, but, as discussed earlier, the primary task of a sharih is
explaining the main text regardless if he agrees with the author or not. Voicing his
opinion is only secondary and an option he might choose to do throughout the work,

never do, or sometimes do.

Reading Shar# al-‘aqa’id carefully reveals that Taftazani only voiced his opinion in
some cases and not throughout the work. Two examples will substantiate this claim.
The first example will use Taftazan’1s discussion on the attribute of takwin (bring into
existence), which is one of the main topics that Ash ‘ar’1s and Maturid’1s differ about.”
In al-‘Aqa’id al-nasafiyya, Nasafi affirms that “takwin is an eternal attribute of God.”"
In the commentary, Taftazani explains the Maturidi position and mentions the
arguments. He points out the position of the muhkaqqiqan (verifiers) and their
objections.’ In this case, the term mu/kaqgiqiin refers to the Ash‘ar position. He then
continues with detailed discussions on some objections and the answers to them.”” At
the end of the section on takwin, Taftazani concludes with the tazqgiq and affirms the
Ash‘ar1 position, which states that takwin is not an attribute (sifa) but a connection
(nisba) between the attribute of power and the created thing (maqdiir).”

& Although in its form Sharj al-Magasid is a commentary there should be no confusion in terminology.
As mentioned earlier, the word commentary, according to our usage here, is in opposition to an
independent work. This is a different usage of the term commentary which is in opposition to a main
text (matn).

4 See for example: Ibn Kamal Basha, 20.
8 Sharf al-‘aqa’id, 82.

76 Sharp al-‘aga’id, 191-193.

77 Sharf al-‘aqa’id, 193-198.

8 Sharf al-‘aga’id, 198.
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The structure of his discussion follows the template mentioned in the previous chapter:
Establishing and explaining the author’s position (tagrir), mentioning the difference
of opinion, followed by a critical discussion and his position. Taftazan’1s investigation
of takwin in his Shar/ al-‘aga’id is a prime example of a typical procedure in a

commentary (shar/) according to the second taqri» approach.

The second example illustrates that Taftazant sometimes suffices with the primary task
as a sharih (explainer), that is, establishing and explaining the text without adding his
own opinion. In his discussion on the topic of taklif ma la yutaq (unbearable
obligation), he again clarifies and expands the brief statement in the main text and
mentions the point of contention and the position of the Mu‘tazila and the Ash‘aris.
The rest of the section investigates the validity of certain inferences.” Taftazani does
not mention his position at any point. So based on this commentary, it is not possible
to know whose opinion he affirms. But in his Tahdhib al-kalam, his independent work,
he explicitly states: “Our position is that taklif [ma la yuraq] is possible because of the
negation of that which is evil by the intellect (gabi% ‘aglz). However, it does not
occur.”® In al-Magasid, he says: “The unbearable obligation is not impossible,” and
in the commentary, he aligns himself with the Ash‘art position in which he calls them

“our peers” (ashabuna).t*

Regarding this matter, the two independent works show a clear affiliation with the
Ash‘aris, whereas his commentary does not. To substantiate this point further, the topic
of taklif'is also discussed in the works of usul al-figh. In the gloss on the Hanafi
book al-Tawdih li-matn al-tangih by Sadr al-Shari‘ya, one of the most important
Hanafi/Maturidi figures of the later scholars, Taftazani aligns with the Hanafi/Maturidi
position and affirms it as “our position” (‘indana) contrary to “his position” by which

he means Ash ‘ari.??

9 Sharp al-‘aga’id, 229-331.

80 sa‘d al-Din al-Taftazani, Tahdhib al-manyiq wal-kalam (Kuwait: Dar al-Diya’, 2017), 346. From
here on abbreviated with: al-Tahdhib.

81 Sharj al-Maqasid, vol 2, 1502.

82 54°d al-Din al-Taftazani, Sharh al-talwik “ala al-Tawdih (Beirut: al-Maktaba al-* Asriyya, 2009), vol.
1, 412. In Taftazan’Ts gloss on Ij’1s Shark al-Mukhtasar al-usi/i, he discusses detailed questions with
regards to what unbearable responsibility means and does not go into a difference of opinion with the
Maturidi position. See: Sa‘d al-Din al-Taftazani, Mukhtasar al-Muntaha al-usalt wa ‘alayhi majmi‘a
hawashin (Amman: Dar al-Nar, 2020), vol 2, 567-583.
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Thus far, we have reached two conclusions. First, Taftazani does not always disclose
his position in the Shar/ al-‘aga’id since he is first and foremost a sharih. Second, his
position can primarily be found in his independent works. If we consider his
independent works only, then it is clear that generally speaking, he should be counted

among the Ash‘ari scholars.

2.4.2. Hanafi or Shafi 178

The difference of opinion regarding Taftazan’is madhhab reaches back to the Post-
classical period and has continued to this day.®* This chapter will briefly analyze and
evaluate the different positions to show which conclusion is most convincing.
Taftazani commented on Hanafi and Shafi‘T usal al-figh works, has a Hanafi fatwa
collection, a commentary on a Shafi‘1 textbook, and an independent work according
to the Shaf‘t madhhab.®

In his commentary on the uszl al-figh text, he follows the method of taqri» mentioned
in the previous chapter. So he refers to himself as a Shafi‘1 in the Shafi‘1 usa/ work
and as a Hanafi in the Hanaft usiz/ book.2® Ibn Hajar al-Haytami (d. 974/1567) points
out that one cannot assume that Taftazani is either on due to the nature of being a

commentator (sharih) in those works.

It should not be judged that some of the positions a scholar speaks about in an
investigative manner are his madhhab,even if he exaggerates in his support for
it, because the concern of the author is only speaking about the evidence and what
it leads to without looking at his own belief.8”

Taftazani is considered to be a verifier (mukaqqiq) in the usz/ of both schools of law,
and he was able to give fatwa according to both. He resembles his teacher Diya’ al-

Din, who was also a verifier of both schools.® However, the question about

8 The present chapter is based on the findings of Hamzeh al-Bakri’s comprehensive investigation on
this topic in his introduction to Ni‘am. He evaluated all the positions and reached a convincing
conclusion, which will be discussed here.

84 gee: Ni‘am, 48-50.
8 See: Ni‘am, 52-59.
86 gee: Ni‘am, 53-54.
87 Ni‘am, 55.

8 Ni‘am, 55-56.
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Taftazan’1s personal madhhab remains. As we saw earlier, it is one thing to be able to
do takqiq and investigate both schools of kalam, but it does not tell us about his
personal adherence. So the commentaries (in the sense that they are not independent)
do not solve this question. Just as we saw in the previous chapter, it is helpful to look
at independent works. As mentioned earlier, Taftazani wrote a textbook according to
the Shafi‘T madhhab and a fatwa collection according to the Hanafi madhhab. The
latter contains answers to questions he received while staying in Herat, which was
predominantly Hanafi. So the farwa collection is according to the madhhab of the
people in the area.?® The Shafi‘T textbook, on the other hand, is an independent work
in the sense of not being motivated by specific circumstances, like the fatwa collection,

and not based on another text in the sense of being a commentary.

In conclusion, Taftazant mastered both schools in Sunni ka/a@m and two schools in usi/
figh. His commentaries follow the method of taqrir, which first and foremost clarify
the text according to the author’s madhhab. Keeping these two factors in mind and
making his independent works the criterion to determine his personal adherence leads

to the conclusion that he is an Ash‘ari in kalam and Shafi‘T in figh.

89 Ni‘am, 50.
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CHAPTER 111

EPISTEMOLOGY AND KALAM

The present chapter begins with a brief history of kalam as presented by Taftazani.
After the discussion on the historical development of kalam, the following chapter will
present an overview of how the kalam discourse at the time of Taftazani was
structured. The distinction between principles (mabadi’) and objectives (magasid) will
be highlighted as it helps to draw a line between philosophical and creedal matters.
The following chapter will take a closer look at the discussion about the subject matter
of kalam and the debates surrounding it. The last chapter will focus on epistemological

questions discussed by Taftazani in his different works.

3.1. A Brief History of Kalam

The focus of this chapter is the brief historical account of the development of the
Islamic sciences in general and kalam in particular, which Taftazani mentions in his
two works Shar/ al-‘aga’id and Shar/ al-Maqasid. It is noteworthy that he talks about
history while investigating the introductions of this science. Later theologians
(muta’akhkhiran) usually sufficed with the definition, rank, and aim of a science or
mentioned all the eight headings (al-ru’is al-thamaniya).

The hypothesis in this chapter is that Taftazan’1s historical account gives us insights
that relate to the subject matter of kal/am and how it shifted over time. This shift relates
to epistemology insofar as some scholars suggested that the epistemological
introductions are part of kalam, especially logic. Taftazani disagreed. The chapter
shows that Taftazan’1s historical account includes implicit arguments, one of which is
a part of and leads to his position about the subject matter of kalam. Although he writes
chronologically and mentions a few key figures, his narrative is so general that the
focus is not primarily on individuals, times, and places, as we would expect from a

historical account. Nonetheless, it is a concise historical map that includes the most
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important data points that glossers could elaborate on. It is also noteworthy that
Taftazani places his narrative into the introductory part of his two works which deal
with topics like the name of a science, its definition, subject matter, aim, and rank. It
is not farfetched to consider it a novelty to expand the introductory part of a science

with the historical development of the science.

The following investigation includes a translation and comments on Taftazan’is
historical account in his Shark al-‘aga’id. Since the narrative in his Shar/ al-Magasid
Is almost the same, there will be no in-depth comparison between the two. Another
reason for choosing the account in Shar/ al-‘aqa’id is the glosses which facilitate the
text and unfold the implicit meanings and pointers. They also show that the hypothesis

of this chapter is in line with the commentary of the glossers.

Taftazan’ts Sharh al-‘aqa’id starts with a brief introduction, i.e., praise of God,
blessings for the Prophet, his approach in the commentary, and praises for the author.

He then presents a twofold division of the sciences similar to philosophy.

Know that of religious rulings (al-azkam al-shar‘iyya), there are some which are
connected to practice and are called branches (far‘iyya) and practical (‘amaliyya),
and there are others that are related to belief (al-i‘tigad) and are called fundamental
(al-asliyya) and creedal (al-i ‘tiqadiyya).

The science connected with the first is called the science of laws and judgments
(‘ilm al-shara’i* wal-akkam) because these things are not acquired except through
the revelation (al-shar ‘), and understanding without further conditions turns to this
[meaning] only when the [term] judgment (al-akkam) is mentioned.

[The science connected with] the second is the science of unity and attributes (‘ilm
al-tawhid wal-sifar) since this is the widely known investigation and its noblest
objective.®

In Shark al-Magasid, he gives a more detailed analysis of the twofold distinction,
which will follow in an upcoming chapter. His commentary on the al-‘Aga’id al-
Nasafiyya is supposed to be brief, so he contents himself with this general introduction

and moves right into his historical account.

The earliest of the Companions (al-sakaba) and their Followers (al-tabiT n)-May
Allah be pleased with them all-because the articles of their belief were pure
through the blessing of the association with the Prophet—on him be peace; because
the period in which they lived was near to his time; because there were few
occasions of attack and disagreement and because they were able to go back to

% Shark al-‘aga’id, 99. For the English translation see: Earl Edgar Elder, A commentary on the creed
of Islam (New York: Columbia University Press, 1950), 5-6.
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authorities (thigar); well, because of all these things they dispensed with putting
down in writing the material of the two sciences and with dividing it into divisions
and sections, and they also dispensed with the statement of their investigations in
these two sciences both as to developments and fundamentals.®*
Shams al-Din Ahmad b. Musa al-Khayali (d. 871/1467) says that the following

account starts with the companions to refute a typical argument raised against kalam:

[The first sentence] is a preface to explain the nobility of the science and its aim
with a pointer (ishara) to those who say that this science was neither written down
in his time—peace and blessings upon him-nor at the time of the companions and
the following generation (al-zabi‘an). They would not have neglected it if it was
noble and its goal praiseworthy.%

Another gloss from al-Jundi mentions similar pointers and adds:

His statement: {Because the articles of their belief were pure} is a pointer to the

reason for not putting ‘ilm al-kala@m to writing.

His statement: {Because there were few occasions ...} is a pointer to the reason

for not putting ‘ilm al-figh to writing. From it, one knows the reason for not putting

uszl al-figh into writing.®®
This argument is in line with what Taftazani mentions at the end of this introduction.®*
Furthermore, both glosses affirm the thesis of the present chapter that Taftazan’is

account is not just for historical benefit but includes implicit arguments.

In terms of epistemology, Taftazan’is statement includes the idea that as long as
knowledgeable authorities (thigar) were present, there was no need to develop any
sciences or to write books about the correct way of religious beliefs and practice.
Epistemological certainty was protected by the presence of the companions and their
followers. But with time, the situation changed, and the scientific approach became

necessary to safeguard a correct understanding.

% Shark al-‘aqa’id, 99; Elder, 6.

In the Shark al-Magasid he mentions the same account with minor variations that do not change the
meanings significantly (see Shark al-Maqasid, 5).

%2 al-Majmii‘a, 64 (Khayali).

9 Majmii‘a al-Hawashi ‘ala sharh al-‘agaid, vol. 1, 15 [Molla Ahmad al-Jandi]. From here onwards
abbreviated with: al-Hawashi.
This collection of glosses has been published with different names and can be found online:
https://archive.org/details/7wachibahia/hbahia0/mode/1lup

9 gee: Shar al-‘aqa’id, 105.
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This condition continued until dissensions arose among the Muslims, pride
prevailed among the leaders of the religion (al-dix), and there appeared a clashing
of opinions and a tendency to innovations (al-bida‘) and desires. There was a
multiplicity of legal decisions (al-fatawa) and occasions from which the cases
arose, and much referring to the scholars (‘ulama’) in important matters. So they
busied themselves with reflection (nazar), reasoning (istidlal), ijithad, deduction
(instinbayt), with laying down the foundations (gawa‘id), and principles (usi/),
with the arrangement of [the material related to them in] chapters (abwab) and
sections (fusi/), with multiplying of topics (masa’il) and their proofs, with stating
spurious arguments (shubah) and giving the answers, determining the
conventional usage of terms (awda‘) and technical terms (istilahat) and with the
expositions of different schools (madhahib) and the differences (ikhtilafar).%®

Taftazani gives an overview of the processes, conceptual tools, and forms that shaped
the Islamic sciences in the course of putting them into writing. Putting this passage in
the introductions has a pedagogical benefit as the reader gets an overview of key

conceptual tools in all Islamic sciences.

Next, he explains the twofold division of theoretical and practical sciences, contrasting
them to philosophy. In his Shar/ al-maqasid, he relates this division to the two human

potentials of thinking and acting, as we will see later.

They gave the name of al-figh to that which pertained to the science of the practical
judgments derived from their detailed evidence, and uszl al-figh to the science of
the terms of the evidence taken together as a whole in proving the judgments, and
the science of the articles of belief as they come straight from their proofs they
called al-kalam.%

He then lists eight explanations for why this science came to be called al-kalam. It is
noteworthy how Taftazant patches together a historical account with the introductory
section of a science in which—-among other things—the name of the science is explained.
For the present investigation, two reasons for the name will be highlighted as they are

significant regarding the structure of the kalam discourse.

The reason for [naming] this [science kalam] is [1] because of the subject of its
investigation was their saying: “the discourse (al-kalam) about such-and-such”;
[2] because the problem of [the meaning of the term] Speech [predicated of Allah]
was the most famous of its investigations, the most strongly disputed, and the
subject of the most controversy, so much so that, some of the leaders killed many
of the People of Truth (ahl al-kaqq) because they failed to admit the creation of
the Quran; [3] because it imparts ability in speech in verifying religious matters
(shar‘iyyar) and in compelling adversaries to submit just as logic for philosophy;
[4] because it is the first of the sciences which can be taught and learned by speech
only, so this term [speech] was applied to this science, and then it was exclusively

% Shark al-‘aqa’id, 99-100; Elder, 6-7.
% Sharh al-‘aga’id, 100; Elder, 7.
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used for it and not applied to any other science for the sake of distinction; [5]
because it can be verified only by discussion and interchange of speech from two
sides, whereas others are sometimes verified by reflection and the perusal of
books; [6] because it is the most disputatious and controversial of the sciences, so
speech was greatly needed for conversing with those of opposite view and for
refuting them; [7] because of the strength of its arguments it has become, so to
speak, ‘the speech ’to the exclusion of all other sciences, just as is said of the
stronger of two statements, “This is the right statement!”; [8] and because it is
based on decisive proofs (adilla ga¢‘iyya), most of which are supported by proofs
from revelation (al-sam‘iyya), it is consequently the strongest in its influence on
and penetration into the heart. So it is called al-kalam, derived from al-kalm, that
is, “the wound.” This is the [the science of] kalam according to the early
theologians (al-qudama’).*’

In terms of epistemology, explanations three and eight are of interest. Both relate to
the method of the early (mutagaddimiiz) and later theologians (muta’ akhkhiran). This
comparison between kalam and logic leads to investigations on the subject matter of
kalam and the relationship between it and epistemology, which will be discussed in an

upcoming chapter.

Back to the two explanations for naming this science kalam. The first relates to the
method of the early theologians (mutagaddimiin):

(...) Since it [kalam] is based on decisive proofs (adilla gas‘iyya), most of which
are supported by revelation (sam‘iyyar), it is consequently the strongest in its
influence on and the penetration into the heart. So it is called al-kalam as though
derived from al-kalm, that is, “the wound.”

This is the kalam of the Early Theologians (al-qudama’).

According to the glossers, the kalam of the early theologians refers to the last
explanation he gave.% In other words, the kalam of the early scholars was based on

decisive proofs and supported mainly by revelation.

Khayalt (d. 871) says: “{This is the kalam of the Early Theologians} That is: What
conveys the knowledge of the creeds without mixing it with the philosophical issues.

This is the kalam of the predecessors (salaf).”%

% Sharh al-‘aga’id, 101; Elder, 7-8.

% Abi ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Farhari, al-Nibras shark Shar al-‘aga’id (Istanbul: Mizan Basim Yayin,
no date) 32; al-Majmii'a, 77.

% al-Majmii‘, 77 (Khayali).
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Mustafa ibn Muhammad al-Kastali (d. 901/1496) adds: “In their books [i. e. Early
Theologians] the religious creeds are mentioned and that which their explanations

are based upon without mentioning more than that.”%

A more detailed explanation comes from Biga‘1 (d. 885/1481):

This refers to the science of tawhid and the attributes which were mentioned earlier
in his statement: {Secondly: The science of tawhid and the attributes} this means
that the science of kalam, according to the Early Theologians, is the topics about
the essence and attributes only. When the books of philosophy were translated into
Avrabic, they dealt with many of them, including the topics about prophethood and
eschatology-as it is going to be mentioned in the commentary [by Taftazani]. 0!

It becomes clear from the glosses that for the Early Theologians, philosophical topics,
epistemology included, were not part of the subject matter of kalam. According to
Biqa 1, even topics about prophethood and eschatology were added later since the main
topics were about the essence and attributes of the Creator. So major shifts started to

happen with the influence of philosophy.

In Taftazan’is account, the phase of the philosophers has not been reached yet, so we
need to take a step back. The first group he discusses is the Mu‘tazila. He argues that
their importance is due to their comprehensive theological foundations that other

Islamic groups (islamiyyun) did not have.

Most of the differences of opinion about kalam occurred among the Islamic sects
(al-firaq al-islamiyya), especially the Mu‘tazila because they were the first sect
that laid the foundation for both: That which contradicts the outward meaning of
the sunna (tahir al-sunna) and that which the community of the companions—may
Allah be content with them—followed in the matter of belief 1%

The term islamiyyan will reappear a few times in his account, so it is useful to give it
some attention. The glosser al-Nibras gives a few examples and mentions al-rawafid,
al-khawarij, and al-mu‘tazila as being from the Islamic sects and gives three
explanations for the usage of the words. He says that attributing them to Islam by

calling them Islamic sects is obvious, according to those who do not declare them non-

10 al-Majmii‘, 77 (Kastalf).

101 Burhan al-Din Ibrahim al-Biga 1, al-Nukat wal-fawa’id ‘ala shark al-‘aqga’id (Beirut: al-Maktaba al-
‘asriyya, 2012), 189.

192 Sharp al-‘aqga’id, 102; Elder, 9.
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Muslims. But according to those who do not consider certain sects Muslims, the name
islamiyyin refers to the groups attributing themselves to Islam or because only a few
of them are declared non-Muslims.1% Sayf al-Din al-Amidi (d. 631) has a very detailed
investigation of this topic and connects it to the narration about the splitting of the
Muslim community into 73 sects. He takes the number literally and splits the Islamic
sects into eight broad groups, each of which has a number of subgroups to reach the
number 73.1%4 For the present purpose, al-Amid’is investigation is relevant as his main
concern is to identify, as the title of the chapter indicates, if the one contradicting the
truth is considered to be from the Muslim community (ahl al-gibla) or not. Now, as
the following chapter will show, theologians distinguished between fundamental
beliefs and secondary principles that lead to these beliefs. Al-Amidi summarizes this
in a concise statement: “The ignorance of that which is not a condition for belief and
upon which belief does not rest is not disbelief.”1% He gives plenty of examples, one
of which should suffice at this point to explain al-Amid’is principle. Some of the
Mu tazila believed that the non-existent is a thing (al-ma‘dim shay’). This belief,
according to al-Amidi, does not make them unbelievers but rather: “Unbelief is the
conviction that substances and accidents exist eternally. It does not follow from their
eternal subsistence (gidam thubzruha) their eternal existence (gidam wujidiha) since

subsistence is broader than existence.”1%

The point of this example is to show the important distinction between primary and
secondary matters of belief. The following section will get into more detail about the

principle al-Amidi mentioned.

Returning to Taftazan’1s account, from the Islamic sects, only the Mu‘tazila receive
special attention. He says that the importance of the Mu tazila is due to their
comprehensive theological foundations, which others did not have. An example is their

position on the distinction between subsistence and existence. Another glosser, Molla

103 a1-Nibras, 32.

104 Sayf al-Din al-Amidi, Abkar al-afkar fr usil al-din (Cairo: Dar al-Kutub al-Watha'iq al-Qawmiyya,
2019), vol 5, 37-111.

195 Abkar al-afkar, vol 5, 100.

106 Abkar al-afkar, vol 5, 101.
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Ahmad al-Jandi, gives a reason why most of the differences of opinion occurred

among Muslims and not among non-Muslims:

It means the differences about the topics of kalam—before mixing the philosophical
issues with it-were among the Islamic groups (al-islamiyyan). They are the ones
who turn to the gibla and hold steadfast to the Quran and the Sunna.

Early theologians rarely attempted to refute [the positions] of other than the
Islamic groups. They [i. e. the early theologians] did not occupy themselves
debating and discussing with them. They did not deem them significant since their
evidences were not supported by the revelation (shar®). Unlike the Islamic groups
since most of their evidences are supported by transmissions and revelation.%”

Taftazani then reconstructs the beginning of the Mu‘tazila and the incident between
al-Hasan al-Basr1 (110/728) and Wasil ibn “Ata (131/748), the details of which will be
skipped here.1%

Next, Taftazani briefly describes the name of the Mu‘tazila and some of their central

beliefs, which he interestingly connects to the philosophers.

They called themselves People of Justice and Divine Unity (ashab al-"adl wal-
tawhid) because they said that the reward of the obedient and the punishment of
the disobedient are incumbent on Allah, and they denied that He has eternal
attributes.

Then they went deeper and deeper into the science of kalam and hung on the
fringes of the philosophers in many principles.1%

The famous Shafi‘T jurist and theologian Zakariyya al-Ansari (926/1520) gives three
examples of how the Mu‘tazila resembled the philosophers and mentions the negation
of God’s attributes, the obligation of humane welfare upon God (wujiib al-aslak) and
the negation of the vision of God in the hereafter.!'® The editor provides helpful
footnotes in which he investigates this claim in more detail. About the second example,

he says:

How the philosophers influenced them is the following: From the principles of the
philosophers (gawaid al-falasifa) is that “influence is by causation (al-ta’thir bil-
ta‘/il) and the negation of choice is by affirming necessity (nafiy al-ikhtiyar bi-
ithbat al-luzazm).” Farabi says regarding this: “Things only appeared through Him

107 al-Hawashi ‘ala shark al-"aqaid, vol. 4, 20 [Jandi].

198 Sharp al-‘aga’id, 102-103.

199 Sharp al-‘aqga’id, 103; Elder, 9.

110 Zakariyya al-Ansari, Fath al-ilah al-majid bi-idah sharh al-‘aqa’id (Kuwait: Dar al-Diya’, 2013),
151. From here onwards abbreviated with: Fath.

34



because He knows by His essence and because He is the origin of the best order
in existence as it has to be (‘ala ma yajib an yakiina ‘alayhi).”*'!

This is another good example of how Taftazan’is brief commentary includes
indications proving the historical awareness of his field. Another glosser, Biqa'T,
explains the historical background of the influence, why Taftazani connects the
Mu ‘tazila to the Muslim philosophers, and how it relates to the following stages of

kalam:

The reason for it [i.e., the influence of the Ancient Philosophers on the Mu‘tazila]
is that the translation of [the books of] Philosophy from Greek to Arabic took place
at the time of the Abbasid Caliphate who loved them [i.e., the books of
Philosophy], especially al-Ma'man. And in their time, the regime used to be
Mu‘tazilite.

These words [by Taftazani] are a preface to the reason why Philosophy was mixed

with the science of kalam. The commentator [Taftazani] mentioned two
perspectives in this regard: First, the Mu‘tazila [used] it [i.e., philosophy] to infer
their principles. Second, they [i.e., the books of philosophy] were translated, and
the people occupied themselves with philosophy, although there were things that
contradicted the revelation (al-sharz a).!*?

Biga“’is gloss supports the hypothesis that Taftazani is using the historical

development to investigate the shift in the subject matter of kalam and why it occurred.

After talking about the emergence and positions of the Mutazila, Taftazani turns to
the incident between Abt ‘Alf al-Juba’'t (d. 303/916) and Abu al-Hasan al-Ash‘ari
(324/935) and the story of the three brothers which made Ash‘ari abandon the
Mutazila and establish a different school. This marks the beginning of ahl al-sunna
wal-jama‘a.!*® It is noteworthy that Taftazani does not mention Aba Mansir al-
Maturidi (d. 333/944) in his historical account, although he is commenting on a text
from the Hanafi/Maturidi tradition. There could be several reasons for that: First, the
historical data on the history and scholarship of the Transoxiana region (bilad ma

wara’ al-nahr) were not as widespread as those from the central Muslim lands in the

111 Fath, footnote 3. The editor affirms the first two claims but says that the third seems not to be in line
with what the philosophers believe. He quotes a statement by al-Farabi in which he allows the possibility
for the vision of God (see: Fath, footnote 4). This does not necessarily negate Zakariyya al-Ansari’s
view since he might have had someone else in mind.

112 3l-Biga ‘1, 36.

113 5ee Sharh al-‘aqa’id, 103; Elder, 9.
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Middle East.!** Second, Abii Mansiir al-Maturidi was still not established as a pivotal
point of the Transoxiana tradition. Although Abt Hafz al-Nasafi started to move
Maturidi into the spotlight and make him a central reference point in his works in the
6th century, it would take about one or two more centuries until scholars started to
refer to themselves as Maturid’1s.!*® Third, from the perspective of the Ash‘ari scholars
in the central Muslim lands in the east, the Hanafi/Maturidi tradition was not perceived
as a distinct theological school of the ahl al-sunna. Taftazani played a vital role in
widening the term ahl al-sunna to integrate the Transoxanian tradition. His Shar, al-
‘aga’id was a key text in this regard. When glossers of his text reach the section quoted
above, they mention the Hanafi/Maturidi school. Khayali, in his very influential gloss,

says:

{They are called ahl al-sunna wal-jama‘a} They are the Ash‘aris. This is the
widespread [usage of the term] in the lands of Khorasan, Irag, Sham, and most of
the regions. In the lands of Transoxania, ahl al-sunna are the Maturid’Ts, the
followers of Abi Mansar al-Maturidi. Maturid is one of the cities of Samargand.
There is a difference of opinion between the two groups regarding some topics,
like takwin and other matters.*6

Kastali quotes Khayali and adds further details. When he reaches the section about
Maturidi, he adds the student-teacher chain of him back to Aba Hanifa.!'” This can be
seen as a strategy to show that Maturidi is a continuation of a tradition reaching back
to Abt Hanifa. Furthermore, it solidifies Maturid’1s position within the tradition.

The next paragraph in Taftazan’is commentary is central to the present investigation
and lays the basis for the following chapters. In it, Taftazani mentions the translation

movement and its impact on the science of kalam:

Then, when philosophy was translated into Arabic, and the followers of Islam
(islamiyyun) plunged into it, they attempted to refute the Philosophers on the
points in which they contradicted the revelation (al-shari‘a). So they mixed kalam

114 ee: Muhammad b. Abi Bakr Imam Zade, ‘Uqud al-‘aqa’id 7 funan al-fawa’id (Amman: Dar al-
Fath, 2018), 7.

115 70 substantiate these claims it is necessary to survey the development of the books in the
Hanafi/Maturidi tradition, which is a project in work.

116 al-Majmii‘a, 81-82 (Khayali).

117« And in the lands of Transoxiana [the ahl al-sunna are] the Maturidis, the followers of Aba Mansar
al-Maturidi, student of Aba Nasr al-‘Tyad, the student of Aba Bakr al-Jurjani, the student of Salman al-
Jurjani, the student of Muhammad b. al-Hasan al-Shaybani from the followers of the Imam Abu
Hanifa.” See: al-Majmii‘a, 82 (Kastali).
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with much of philosophy in order to explore the goals of it thoroughly and to be
in a position to refute it. This went on until they included in kalam most of physics
(tabi'iyyar) and metaphysics (ilahiyyar) and delved into mathematics (riyadiyyat)
until kalam was hardly distinguishable from philosophy had it not been that it
included revealed knowledge (sam‘iyyaf). This is the kalam of the Later
Theologians (muta’ akhkhiriin). 18

Two topics the glossers mention regarding this paragraph are the shift of the subject

matter in kalam and the difference between philosophy and kalam. Biga‘1 says:

“Every generation of Sharia scholars (‘ulama’ al-shari‘a) kept adding something from

falsafa to ‘ilm kalam. They kept mixing it bit by bit until everything they needed was

accomplished.”!®

Kastalt comments along the same lines and adds how the addition of philosophical

topics relates to spurious arguments:

Since the foundations of ‘ilm al-kalam are based on the inference from the
existence of contingent things and their states to the existence of the Creator and
his states, surely, metaphysics and natural philosophy share many fields of
investigation. But since the thinking process of the mind (nazar al-‘aql) in kalam
is according to the path of its guidance and in philosophy contend with what it
inclines to, a difference between the two sciences occurred when [the thinking
process of the mind] went astray in the deserts of his whims, and his feet slipped
in the first steps. Thus, those delusions became spurious arguments against the
foundations of kalam, so the theologians mentioned them to clarify their flaws and
to fortify the deficient intellects from slipping. Since they [i. e. spurious
arguments] were connected to some others, it led to their inclusion. This went on
until they plunged into mathematics. The science to which most natural
philosophy and mathematics were added is the discipline called al-kalam. It was
a gradual transformation from the early to the later theologians. Just as a difference
of opinion occurred about the writing of its topics [a difference of opinion]
occurred in specifying its subject matter. 12

According to Kastali, including different topics relates to spurious arguments against
the foundations the theologians addressed by mentioning them in their books. This
process of integration and widening the scope led to the point that the subject matter
of kalam became a point of discussion among the later theologians. Another gloss with

more details regarding the topics and authors of the later period comes from Farharf:

{They attempted} i.e., sought {to refute the Philosophers on the points in
which they contradict the revelation} such as the eternity of the Universe, the

118 Sharh al-‘aqa’id, 104; Elder, 9-10.
119 al-Biga ‘T, 191.
120 al-Majma‘, 83.
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necessity of creation, the negation of the bodily resurrection, and the negation of
Allah’s knowledge of the particulars—Exalted is He. (...) {So they mixed kalam
with much of philosophy to explore its goals thoroughly} the pronoun refers to
philosophy. (...) {and to be in a position to refute it} i.e., to be capable of it
since the refutation of the schools of thought (madhahib) is not possible without
knowing its essence first. (...)

In summary: The Islamic groups (islamiyyun) kept adding topics to kalam from
philosophy bit by bit {until they included in kalam most of physics and
metaphysics} i.e., most of it {fand delved into mathematics} indicating that what
they mentioned from mathematics are just a few investigations. (...)

{Until} at the pinnacle of the integration, kal/am {was hardly distinguishable
from philosophy had it not been that it included revealed knowledge.} These
are the investigations in which most of the topics revolve around transmitted
evidence, like the investigations about prophethood, angels, the grave, paradise,
hellfire, bodily resurrection, the path (sirar), the scale, imama, and so on.

{This} i.e., what is mixed with philosophy {is the kalam of the later
theologians}, like Sayf al-Din al-Amidi, al-Imam al-Razi, the author of al-
Mawaqif, [the author of] al-Saka’if, the commentator of al-Magasid and al-
Tahdhib and al-Baydawi in al-Tawali‘. Hence, their philosophical investigations
are more than the religious investigations (al-mabarith al-shar ‘iyya).'?

The last sentence contains the same idea mentioned earlier: The books of kalam,
especially in the later period, include topics that are not religious in the sense that one
has to believe in them but are philosophical investigations upon which the main topics
rest. It is also noteworthy that the later theologians are not necessarily indicated by a
specific period but by their writings. In other words, it is obvious that all of the authors
in the quote above are from the 6th century onwards, but what connects them is that
the philosophical investigations in them prevail. So the distinction between earlier and

later theologians has to be handled with care.

Another key notion that relates to the difference between kalam and philosophy is
ganun islam or qaniin shart‘a (principles of Islam or revelation). According to Jandi,
the philosophers contradicted the revelation insofar as their approach was not
“according to the principles of the revelation (qanin al-shari‘a).”*??> A detailed
discussion about this notion and the subject matter will be the topic of the coming
chapter. Taftazan’is historical account ends with a statement about the later

theologians.

121 al-Nibras, 41.
122 al-Hawashi, vol 4, 21 (Jandi)
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On the basis that he is writing a brief commentary and therefore chooses his word
very carefully, it is telling that right after his historical account, he speaks about the

rank, subject, and aim of kalam:

In general: Kalam is the noblest of sciences. First, because it is the foundation of
the legal judgments and the chief of the religious sciences. Second, because its
subject matter is the articles of belief of Islam. Third, its aim is to attain happiness
in this life and the next. Fourth, because its proofs are the decisive arguments,
most of which are aided by evidence based on revelation (adilla sam‘iyya).1?®

The transition from history to rank and subject matter does not appear accidental.
Taftazani seems to suggest that the discussion about the subject matter of kalam and
its relationship to philosophy has to consider the historical development. Given that it
is a dynamic science insofar as the spurious arguments (shubah) are countless and
change over time, a practitioner of kalam has to adapt to the circumstances. Saeed

Foudeh, a contemporary theologian, summarized it this way:

The spurious arguments (shubah) in the science of kalam increase daily, so every
spurious argument can become a topic in itself to be investigated, critiqued, and
refuted. (...) This is a fundamental feature of ‘ilm al-kalam, which Muslims need
in every era.1?

What Foudeh mentions as a positive feature was not and is not perceived that way by
others. It is well known that kalam was repeatedly put in an uncomfortable position,

so Taftazani, after his historical account, explains this phenomenon.

As to what has been reported from some of the predecessors (salaf) concerning
their opposition against kalam and the prohibition of it, that was only directed
against [1.] the religious zealot, [2.] the one who failed to attain certainty, [3.]
against the one who intended to corrupt the beliefs of Muslims and [4.] the one
who plunged needlessly into the obscurities of the pseudo-philosophers.
Otherwise, how can one conceive the prohibition of the foundation of what is
obligatory (asl al-wajibar) and the basis of the religious rulings (asas al-
mashri‘at) upon which other obligation rest??

Although Taftazant speaks about the predecessors, there are many instances
throughout history, especially in present times, in which Muslim scholars and thinkers
criticized kalam. This paragraph is not directly related to the topic of this chapter, so

mentioning it is for the sake of completeness of Taftazanis account.

123 Sharp al-‘aqga’id, 104-105; Elder, 10.
124 Jalal al-Din al-Dawwani, Ta'rif ‘ilm al-kal@m (Kuwait: Dar al-Diya’, 2018), 6.
125 Sharp al-‘aqga’id, 105; Elder, 10.
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The present chapter tried to show that Taftazanis historical account can be read as an
argument about the subject matter of kalam. He showed how the scope of kalam was
influenced by philosophy bit by bit until the lines blurred to a point where both
sciences were barely distinguishable if it was not for the sam‘iyyat section. This
widening of the scope also relates to epistemological discussions insofar as they were
incorporated in the books of kalam. The following chapters will show how Taftazani
differed with some theologians, especially ‘Adud al-Din al-Ij1 (d. 756), in making
epistemology part of kalam. To understand the discussion, especially Taftazan’is
position, it is crucial to get an idea of the overall structure of kalam at the time of
Taftazani and how epistemology was situated in it. He discusses these topics in detail
in his extensive work Shari al-Magasid, which will be the basis for the next chapter

and complimented by his other works.

3.2. Structure of the Discourse

The present chapter examines the structure of the Post-classical kalam discourse by
analyzing Taftazan’is most extensive work called Shar/ al-maqasid. The aim is to get
a better understanding of the arrangement and the rationale behind it to situate
epistemology in the overall kalam program, explain the conceptual tools used in the

introductory parts, and prepare the discussion about the subject matter of kalam.

In his introduction, Taftazani explains the structure of Shar/ al-Magasid and relates

it to philosophy.

I arranged it [this book] into six objectives.

Know that the human being has a theoretical faculty (quwwa nazariyya), its
perfection being the knowledge of the reality of things. Similarly, [he has a]
practical [faculty] (quwwa ‘amaliyya), its perfection being the [ability] to do
things in a proper manner in order to attain happiness in the two abodes.

Religion (al-milla) and philosophy correspond in their concern of perfecting the
human soul by virtue of the two faculties, and [they correspond] in facilitating the
way to attain the two objectives [of perfecting the theoretical and practical faculty]
with the exception that the reflection of the mind in religion follows its guidance
and in philosophy its whims.

The philosophers (hukama’ al-falsafa) put into writing theoretical and practical
philosophy assisting the common people in obtaining the perfections relating to
the two faculties. Similarly, the greats of the religion and scholars of the
community wrote down the science of kalam as well as the science of the norms
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of action. Thus, kalam is for religion, what theoretical philosophy is for
philosophy.1%6

Taftazani explicitly contrasts the theological system with philosophy which, according
to Bakker, shows that he and other theologians before him based theology on the
epistemological standards of philosophy. Bakker argues that Muslim theologians
understood their discipline and, with it, all the other Islamic sciences as a “scientific

theology” and demanded that it is addressed as such.?’

A main difference between theology and philosophy, as stated by Taftazani, is the fact
that theologians took the revelation as their guide. In this context, the notion of Islamic
principles (qanan al-1slam) is important and will be discussed later. The philosophers,
on the other hand, tried to explain reality without recourse to any revelation. This led
them, as Taftazani expresses it, to follow their whims and therefore reach false
conclusions. He continues to give more details about theoretical philosophy and kalam
to then talk about the structure of his discourse. The following passage will not be
interrupted by any analysis to fully appreciate his line of thought and how he moves

from the classification of the sciences to the structure of his discourse.

[1]

According to them [philosophers], it [theoretical philosophy] is divided into things
(umair) that can dispense of matter in being and conceptualization; this is
metaphysics. Or they [are not in need of matter but] only in conceptualization; this
is mathematics. Or they cannot be without [both of them], and that is physics. For
each one of them, there are many divisions and branches.

However, according to the testimony of the intellect and revelation, the knowledge
of the origin and the end [of all things]-which [the notion of] believe in God, the
Exalted, and the resurrection refer to-take precedence.

[2

The means to it [knowledge] is reflecting upon the possible things (al-mumkinaz),
which are the substances and accidents, as pointed out in different places in the
Book of God-the Exalted.

‘Alf, the leader of the believers—may God bless his countenance-summarized it
beautifully, saying that regarding the perfection of the practical faculty, the
important factor is that by which order in livelihood and salvation in the afterlife
is [achieved] and [as far as the perfection of] the theoretical [faculty] is concerned
it is the knowledge of the origin, the end and what is in—between the two. He said,
“May God have mercy on a person who takes himself to account, prepares for his
grave, and knows where he is from, where he is, and where he is going.”

(3]

126 Sharp al-Magasid, vol. 1, 11.
127 jens Bakker, Normative Grundstrukturen der Theologie des sunnitischen Islam im 12./18.
Jahrhundert (Berlin: EB-Verlag, 2012), 627.
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That is why the scholars of religion (al-milliyyin) limited themselves to that which
relates to the knowledge of the Creator, His attributes, His actions, and that which
branches off of it regarding prophethood, afterlife, and everything else to which
there is no path for the intellect to reach independently. [It also relates to] that
which [the aforementioned] is built upon as far as specific states of the substances
and accidents or [it relates to] most of what encompasses existent things.
Therefore, the chapters of kalam are five in number:

General matters (al-umiar al-‘amma), accidents (al-a‘rad), substances (al-
Jjawahir), metaphysics (al-ilahiyyat), and revealed knowledge (al-sam‘iyyat).

[4]
It has become a common practice [in the books of kalam] to begin them with
discussions that function as precursors (sawabiq) to them [the five chapters],
which are called “preliminaries” (mabadi’). Thus, we ordered the book according
to six objectives.

The account of this division (wajh al-daby) is that if the topic at hand is part of the
objectives of kalam, then it relates to the revealed (sam‘iyyat), this is the sixth
objective; or to the rational (‘agliyyat) in relation to the necessary being
specifically, this is the fifth [objective]; or the possible (mumkinat) [which divide
into] the substance (al-jawhar), this is the fourth [objective]; or the accident (al-
‘arad), this is the third [objective]; or it is not related to any [of the two], this is
the second [objective]. If it is not from the objectives of this discipline, then it is
the first objective of the book.1?8

Taftazant argues in paragraph [1] the precedence of kalam over theoretical philosophy
by referring to the intellect and revelation. This is a continuation of his earlier
statement that the theologians followed the guidance of revelation, unlike the
philosophers who followed their whims. Obviously, it does not mean that in kalam,
there are no rational inquiries involved but that the theologians have a commitment to
the revelation insofar as it guides them to the truth in this and the next world. The

falasifa, on the other hand, claim that the intellect is enough to achieve this goal.

In the next part [2], he briefly mentions the method of attaining the theoretical
knowledge on which kalam is based and which starts by reflecting upon the possible
world to reach conclusions about its Creator. This method is at the center of the
theological discourse and also pointed out at the beginning of the Sharj al-‘aqa’id
when Taftazani transitions from the introduction to the discussion about the possibility

of attaining knowledge by reflection.'?°

128 Sharp al-Magasid, 4.

129 | his Shark al-‘aga’id he says: “Since the foundation of kalam is based upon the deduction from
the existence of the originated things (wujizd al-mumkingr) the existence of the Creator (sani’), His
unity, attributes and actions and from these things to the rest of the revealed knowledge (sam‘iyyar) it
was suitable to begin the treatise by calling to attention the existence of that which is observed of the
substances and accidents and to verify the knowledge concerning both of them that thereby one might
attain the knowledge of that which is the most important objective.” (Sharh al-‘aga’id, 106; Elder, 10.)
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In paragraph [3], he mentions the limits of the theological discourse, which are six and
make up his book. The first five chapters are the basis for the sixth chapter on the
sam‘iyyat. This reflects the description Taftazani gave about the characteristic of the
later theologians, which is almost indistinguishable from philosophy if it was not for

the sam‘iyyat, which is the last objective.

Lastly, he mentions in the last paragraph [4] that it has become a standard practice to
start the books of theology with preliminaries (mabdadi’) which precede the main
objectives of the science. The following chapter will show that the word mabadi’ can
refer to two different things and relates to the discussion about the subject matter of

kalam and what is or is not considered part of a science.

Taftazani ends his introduction by explaining the rationale behind the division of his
work. The point of division (magsim) is the question of whether a chapter is part of
the objective or not. Taftazan’is wording here is quite dense. Ibn Ya‘qab al-Wallali (d.

1128/1716), one of the commentators, will help untangle the division:

The account of dividing the book into six objectives is the following: What is
mentioned is either from the objectives of the science or not. The former is either
revealed knowledge (sam‘iyyar), which is the sixth objective, or rational matters
(‘aqliyyat) relating to the Eternal (exalted is He), which is the fifth objective; or
rational matters relating to substances, which is the fourth objective; or rational
matters relating to accidents, which is the third [objective]; or rational matters
relating to that which encompasses the three [aforementioned], which is the
second [objective]; or what is not from the objectives of kalam, which is the first
[objective] and that is the mabadi’.**°

Taftazani follows the same structure as Iji, who, on the other hand, followed Amid’1s
Abkar al-afkar fr usal al-din with a slight difference since Ij’is al-Mawaqif was

intended to be a textbook (kitab madrasz).t3

After a general overview of the discourse and the important distinction between
mabadi’ and maqgasid, it is necessary to be aware of the three meanings the word
mabadi’ can have. The following chapter will offer a closer look at this twofold
distinction and investigate the issues related to the three usages of the word mabadi’.

130 Ahmad ibn Ya'qib al-Wallali al-Maknasi, Ashraf al-Maqasid fi sharh al-Maqgasid (Matba‘a al-
Khayriyya), vol. 1, 9.
131 For a detailed comparison see: al-Abkar, vol. 1, 43-44.
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3.2.1. Distinction Between mabadi’ and magasid

In the last 100 years, the call for a New Islamic Theology (‘ilm al-kalam al-jadid)
surfaced in different circles. Although the expression of this call varies from time to
time, a common feature is a demand to broaden the scope of kalam as far as its topics
(masa’il) are concerned. New Islamic Theology proponents argue that areas such as
ethics and sociology should be included. Furthermore, they see a necessity to change
the core principles and methods upon which kalam is built.®*> The reason for
mentioning this phenomenon is to show the importance of a distinction that Muslim
theologians always had in mind, which proponents of the New Islamic Theology

movement overlook. It is the distinction between the mabadi” and maqgasid.

In the chapter on the history of kalam, we saw how scholars up to the present time
acknowledge the fact that this science has to be up-to-date in every era. So the question
is not if theologians should or should not deal with new topics but how to maintain the
fundamental principles of this science, which relate to the mabadi’ and maqgasid, which
in turn affect the subject matter of kalam. The present chapter will start out with a
general overview. This shall be achieved by looking at some contemporary Sunni
scholars who started pointing to and discussing the problem mentioned above. After

the overview, a more detailed investigation will follow.

In a recent book called Falsafa ‘ilm al-kalam, the author, Ali al-Omari, says the

following:

The scholars explicitly mentioned that the topics (masa’il) of this science have to
be dealt with according to three degrees as far as belief is concerned.

The first degree: The topics that are mentioned in this science insofar as they are
beliefs sought for their own sake (‘aqa’id bi-dhatiha) and obligatory to believe in.
Opposing them is not permitted. Whoever opposes them will probably step out of
the fold of Islam, as is the case in some topics [like the existence of God, as
mentioned in the footnote by the author].

This degree is called objectives (magasid) or the objectives of kalam (magdasid
kalamiyya)

The second degree: The topics that are mentioned in the books of kalam but are
not objectives in themselves. Rather, they are means or introductions of evidences
(mugaddimat adilla) through which the objectives are established. In other words,
they are the topics upon which the objective is established. They are called

132 Eor an overview on this topic, see: Ali al-Omari, Falsafa al-kalam (Trabzon: Dar al-Qalam, 2020),
47-63 and Mehmet Sait Ozervarli, “Yeni Ilm-i Kelam,” TDV Islam Ansiklopedisi,
https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/yeni-ilm-i-kelam [last access 04.01.2023].
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principles of kalam (mabadi’ kalamiyya) since they are the basis of the
theologian’s reflection in establishing the objectives.

The third degree: The topics that are neither objectives nor principles of the
objectives. Instead, they are mentioned to increase the benefits that the reader of
the books of this science acquires.'*®

Al-Omari gives a concise overview of how theologians think about the topics of kalam
as far as belief (i‘tigad) is concerned. Theologians seek to establish the correctness of
certain propositions a person has to believe in order to be considered a Muslim. These
are the objectives—the first degree. The objectives are preceded by other investigations,
which are twofold. If they are the means by which the objectives are reached and upon
which the objectives are built, then they are called principles (mabadi’)-the second
degree. Lastly, there are matters of general benefit mentioned in the books which are

not part of the science itself. These are called introductions (mugaddimat).

In another passage, al-Omari discusses more details regarding the principles and

introductions and says:

The principles of a science (mabadi’ al-‘ilm): They are the conceptions and assents
(al-tasawwurat wal-tasdiqar) upon which the science itself rests. These principles
are considered part of a science and, therefore, internal to it (dakhil fihi).

The basis before the beginning (mabadi’ al-shuri’): They are introductions
(mugaddimar) mentioned in the books, like the definition of the science, its subject
matter, and its aim. These mabadi’ are external to the science (kharij “an nafs al-
‘ilm).134

The following investigation will show that the terminology for the distinction between
introductions and principles can vary. Sometimes the word mabadi’ is qualified with
‘ilm and shuri‘, as is the case in the quote above. Other times the word is not qualified
and simply carries a different meaning. Taftazani mentions in his Tahdhib al-mantiq

two ways the term mabadi’ is used.

Mabadi’: They are the definitions of the subject matters, its parts, its accidents,
the obvious premises, or accepted premises upon which the analogies of the
science are based.

It could be said that mabadi’ is that which begins before the objective (magasid),
or [it could also be said that] mugaddimar are that which the beginning [of a
scientific investigation] is based upon in a manner [which conveys] insight and

133 3]-Omari, 65-66.
134 3l-Omari, 87.
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unbridled desire, like the definition of a science (ta'#if al-‘ilm), elucidation of its
aim (ghayatihi) and its subject matter (mawdi ihi).*®

In the first usage, the term mabadi’ refers to one of the integral parts of a science as it
describes the concepts and assents upon which a science is based. The conceptions
(tasawwurat) divide into the definitions of the subject matter, its parts, and its
accidents. The assents (tasdiqar) are also twofold: obvious premises and accepted

premises.

Regarding the second usage of mabadi’, the gloss by Muhammad b. ‘Arafa al-Dasuqi
(d. 1230/1815) offers the following insight:

{1t could be said that ...} “The term mabad:’ is more general than mugaddimat
in this usage” end of the quote by Yasin.

{... that which is started with before the objective} no matter if its an integral
[part of a science] and therefore from the previous terminology of mabadi’. Or it
is external, so the beginning rests upon it in the sense that it provides insight; or it
does not, like the foreword of a book (khutba al-kitab).

{al-Mugaddimaz...} meaning: Just as mugaddimat is used for that which precedes
the objective, it is also used for that which the beginning of a science is based upon
in the sense that it provides insight. The first is called mugaddima al-kita@b, and
the second mugaddimat al-‘ilm.**

According to Dasuqi, the term mabadi’ is used for three meanings: That which is
integral to a science and precedes the objective, that which is external to a science but
upon which the beginning rests by providing insight, or that which is external and upon
which the beginning does not rest. Regarding the term mugaddimar there are two
usages: That which precedes the objectives and is integral to the science or that which

is external to a science but upon which the beginning rests by providing insight.t3’

The investigation above shows the importance of knowing which definition a scholar
is using, especially in regard to the question about the relationship between kalam and
epistemology. If we look at Taftazan’1s usage, we will get the following picture: The
introductions (mugaddimar) are not part of a science, unlike the principles (mabadr’)

135 al-Tahdhib, 216-217.

1% 5a°d al-Din al-Taftazani, al-Majmi“ al-manyigiyya (Beirut: Dar Ibn Hazm 2022), 907.

137 The wording by al-Dasuqi is not clear that is why ‘Abd al-Majid al-Sharnabi added his marginal
notes paraphrased above: “The correct thing to say is: Just as al-mugaddimar is used for the obvious or
accepted premises (...) it is also used for that upon which the beginning in the sense of insight rests.”
(al-Majmi* al-manyigiyya, 907)
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in the sense of conceptions and assents upon which the objectives (magasid) are built.
In the previous chapter, the term mabadi” appeared in Taftazan’is Shark al-Magasid
(under the section [4]) and was translated as preliminaries, which tries to indicate that
mabadi’ can sometimes refer to everything that precedes the objectives without
distinguishing if the preceding topic is part of the science or not. It is a more general
use of the term. So mabadi’ in the sense of general preliminaries, encompasses both:

the principles (mabadi’) and the introductions (mugaddimaz).

As the following passages and translations will show, distinguishing between these
meanings was a fruit of the scrutiny applied by commentators and glossers like
Taftazani. A clear example of this is Taftazan’1s gloss on Ij’Ts commentary on the usiil
al-figh text by the famous Maliki scholar Ibn al-Hajib (d. 646/1249). The main text
(indicated by the bold font) by Ibn al-Hajib and the commentary by Ij1 state the
following:

The foundations of usal (al-mabadi” al-usiliyya)

The abridgment or the science [of usal al-figh] is limited to four things: First,
mabadi’ namely that which is not sought for its own sake but upon which [other
things] rest. Considering it as part of the science in general (taghliban) is not
farfetched, 38

The word mabadi” was not translated since it is not clear which one of the meanings

Ij1 intended, as the following gloss by Taftazani argues:

The common practice in the books of usa/ [al-figh] is to start with investigations
external to the mentioned objectives. They call them mabadi . They are part of the
book but not the science. (...) It is also possible that the linguistic meaning [is
intended] since he started with them before beginning with the objectives.**

The notion of something becoming a common practice reminds us of the previous
chapter in which Taftazani was talking about kalam. Here he is commenting on a usil
al-figh text, so the common practice of distinguishing between mabadi’ and maqasid
is not limited to a particular science. It might seem obvious, but when we try to situate

epistemology, it will become clear why highlighting this observation is important.

138 1bn al-Hajib, Mukhtasar al-Muntaha al-Usali (Amman: Dar al-Nar, 2020), vol. 1, 50. From here
onwards abbreviated with: al-Muntaha.
139 al-Muntaha, vol. 1, 51 and 54.
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Investigations, especially epistemology, could either be part of the book or the science.

So including them in a book of kalam does not necessarily make it part of the science.

Regarding the term mabadi’, Taftazani offers two explanations for what IjT might have

intended. He either used it in the sense of introductions (mugaddimatr), which would

make it part of a book but not part of the science, or he intended the linguistic meaning,

which encompasses both: introductions and principles. The editor of the Mukhtasar

al-muntaha al-usu/z, a contemporary scholar of usal al-figh, adds more details about

the linguistic use of the term mabadi’ and says:

Linguistically mabadi’ is taken from “beginning with something” (al-bad’ bil-
shay’ wal-ibtida’ bihi), and “beginning with something” is putting something
before something else and to start out with it. Therefore, [the word] mabadi’ and
its linguistic concept encompass everything that one begins with before starting
with the objective itself. So in its linguistic sense, it includes the introductions
(mugaddimar) and the principles (mabadi’).*4

This substantiates the statement above that it is important to know which of the two

meanings an author intends. The following quotes show that Taftazani understands

Ij’1s usage in the general sense, which encompasses introductions and principles.

{First, al-mabadi’ is that which is not intended in itself but upon which it
rests} i.e., the objective in itself. This means that it benefits the increase of
discernment to obtain it [the objective] and to master it. It does not mean that the
obtainment is not possible without it [mabadi’] since it is sure that [knowing] the
definition of a science, its benefits, and its branching-off [from another science]
does not [lead to obtaining the objective].}4

He continues and says:

{What the book encompasses is either the objective itself or not. The latter
are the mabadi’ since the objective itself rests upon them. If it was not the
case, then there is no need for it in the first place.} Meaning that it does not
benefit something that relates to the objective. Thus, it would not befit to start with
it since you have learned that the objective rests upon these mabadi’. The need for
them does not mean that it is impossible to obtain it [objective] without them. That
is why in the clarification about the need of them, he said: In order [for the student]
to have insight in his pursuit, to increase his diligence, etc.'#?

140

Niir, 2020), 52-53.
141 al-Muntaha, vol. 1, 55.
192 al-Muntaha, vol. 1, 56.

al-Muntaha, vol. 1, 54; Ahmad Hilmi Harb, al-Sila bayna uszl al-figh wal-kalam (Amman: Dar al-
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So the term mabadi’ here refers to the introductions (mugadimmar). Knowing them is
not a prerequisite to practicing a science, but it benefits the learner to have a clearer

discernment.

In the following passage, Taftazani goes on to distinguish between the mabadi’ in the

sense of introductions and principles. Ibn Hajib’s main text and Ij’1s commentary state:

{The introductions (al-mabadi’) are its definition, its benefit, and its
branching off from another science (istimdad).}
I [1ji] say: He mentioned three things from the mabadi’ of a science.*

Taftazan’1s gloss states:

Meaning what is started out prior to the beginning with the objectives of the
science regardless if it is external to it (kharij ‘anhu) and called introductions
(mugaddimar), like the knowledge of the definition, the purpose, clarification of
the subject matter or the branching off; or if it is integral (dakhil fihi) and called
principles (mabadi’), like the conception of the subject matter, the intrinsic
accidents, the assents from which the syllogism of the science are composed of.

If the mabadi’ in the technical sense is intended, then, in general, it would not be
correct to make the definition, benefit, and branching off part of them. If the
intention is what the author called mabadi’, then the word “from” is redundant
because the things mentioned are the mabadi’ themselves and not part of them.44

Taftazan’is commentary offers the following insights: The term mabadi’ in the
linguistic sense encompasses the introduction and principles. In the technical sense, it
refers to the principles which are part of a science and broken down into conceptions
and assents, as mentioned earlier. Unlike the principles, the introductions are not part
of a science, even though they might be part of a book. The difference between the
two relates to the ability to practice a science or not. In other words, it is possible to

practice kalam without knowing its definition but not without knowing its principles.

Another important section in Taftazan’1s gloss on Ij’1s commentary is the discussion
about how ugsal al-figh branches off (istimdad) from kalam. His comment includes
clear statements about his position on the relationship between kalam and

epistemology.

143 al-Muntaha, vol. 1, 57.
144 al-Muntaha, vol. 1, 57.
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In the [section about] the principles of kalam (mabadi’ kalamiyya), he did not
mention anything regarding the knowledge of the Creator, the truthfulness of the
messenger, and the indicator in the miracle (dalala al-mu'jiza) since [all of] these
are perceived as self-evident (badihi) from the usal/i's point of view. Rather, he
limited himself to what could be from the principles (mabadi’) or even
introductions (mugaddimar) of kalam. [It could be said that he limited himself to
that which] is not even specific to kalam, like investigations on inquiry (mabahith
al-nazar) in regards to which all the other sciences are equal. Since there is no
other science among the Islamic sciences that suits the investigations on

epistemology (mabahith al-nazar wal-istidlal) except kalam, they added them to
it.145

According to Taftazani, the scholars included epistemology in the books of kalam
since it is the most appropriate science to deal with it, not because it is part of kalam

and its subject matter. The same position is found in his own work Shar} al-Magasid.

{The first objective on the principles consists of three chapters. The first:
Introductions.}

I say: | arranged it [the first objective] according to three chapters since a part of
the preliminaries (mabadi’) is that which they [the scholars] considered important
to preface every science with, such as the knowledge of a science’s definition, its
subject matter, its aims, and so on. So they named them “introductions”
(mugaddimar) and placed them in one chapter.

From them [the preliminaries] is what they prefaced the science of kalam in
particular, such as the discussions about epistemology (mabahith al-‘ilm wal-
nazar) since the attainment of beliefs is by reflection and reasoning; the refutation
of those who deny the possibility of attaining knowledge in the first place and
those who deny that inquiry leads to knowledge in general or in metaphysics in
particular. Kalam is based on all of this.

Among the Islamic sciences, it is the most appropriate [science] to elucidate it
[the aforementioned] so he [i.e.. Taftazani] placed them in two chapters.'4®

In an earlier quote from this work, we saw how Taftazani divided his book into six
objectives. About the first objective, he said that it is actually not an objective but a
preliminary. The quote above says that this first objective is divided into three chapters
(fusal): Introductions (mugaddimar), investigations about knowledge (mabarith al-
‘ilm) and reflection (maba#ith al-nazar). We refer to the last two as epistemology. The
introductions are part of a book but not part of a science. Hence, all of the sciences can
have introductions about the definition, benefits, and so on. According to Taftazani,

the other two chapters on knowledge and reflection are usually in the books of kalam

18 al-Muntaha, vol, 1, 103.

The terms mabarith al-nazar and mabahith al-nazar wal-istidlal can be translated as epistemology,
although they are just part of what epistemology refers to today. Bakker uses the German word
Erkenntnistheorie (see: Bakker, 634).

146 Sharp al-Maqdsid, 4.
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as it is the most appropriate science to deal with it. As the earlier quote from Ibn al-
Hajibs work showed, some books of usal al-figh also share the epistemological

investigations with kalam.

Taftazan’is statement that kalam is more appropriate to discuss epistemology is
plausible as it is the science that establishes the revelation (Quran and Sunna) as a
source of knowledge. Unlike uszl al-figh, which, as mentioned earlier, takes the
existence of God and the truthfulness of the Prophet as self-evident since it branches
off from kalam.**” Furthermore, kalam discusses a more fundamental issue which is
the possibility of attaining knowledge by reflection in general and in metaphysical
matters in particular. This obviously relates to the problem of skepticism, which

Muslim scholars took very serious.4®

Ibn Ya“qub summarizes and explains the first chapter of al-Maqasid about the

mabadi’ very neatly:

They [mabadi’] are two categories: [First,] what every discipline starts out with,
like the knowledge of the definition, its subject matter, aim, name, nobility, and
topics. [Second,] what only ‘ilm al-kalam begins with for the specific benefit of it,
like the investigations of reflection and inference (mabahith al-nazar wal-istidlal),
even if it aids the engagement with other things as well. [This is the case] since
the wish to engage with [kalam] is not accomplished until one knows that inquiry
is beneficial even in metaphysics and that it leads to certain knowledge and not
general presumption, as it is claimed.4

It is noteworthy to highlight 1bn Ya‘qab’s statement that epistemology also “aids the
engagement with other things as well,” which makes it not specific to kalam, although
it is more specific to it than any other science.

3.2.2. Example for mabadi’ and maqgasid

Before moving on to the next chapter, a concrete example shall demonstrate the

difference between the principles (mabdadi’) and objectives (magasid). In the following

147 See for brief overview: Saeed Foudah, Mawqif al-Imam al-Ghazali min ‘ilm al-kalam (Amman; al-
Aslein Studies & Publication 2021) 33-34. For a detailed investigation about the relationship between
kalam and uszl al-figh see: Ahmad Hilmi Harb, al-Sila bayna usal al-figh wal-kalam.

148 5ee Abdurrahman Ali Mihirig, Typologies of Scepticism in the Philosophical Tradition of Kalam,
in: Theoria, 88 (2022): 13-48.

149 1bn Ya‘qab, vol. 1, 11-12.
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comment by Ibn Ya‘qub, he explains the structure of the book of al-Maqgasid and the
benefit of certain topics preceding others. He offers an important insight into the

distinction between principles and objectives.

The reason for putting [some objectives] first and delaying [others] is the
appropriateness in that one takes full or partial recourse to [what precedes] for
what follows after it. In a [discussion about an] objective, there might even be
things mentioned due to its relevance although they are not part of it [i.e., the
objective], like mentioning the possibility for the nonexistent to return (i‘ada al-
ma‘'dim) in the [objective of] the revealed knowledge (sam‘iyyar) or the
occurrence of the beatific vision of Allah [mentioned in] the rational matters.>°

Ibn Ya‘qub explains that the principles serve as a basis to which the author takes
recourse throughout the work. Although the main task of an author is to discuss the
objectives of his science, he has to structure his discourse in a way that becomes

comprehensible for the reader.

Another point about the mabadi’, or what relates to them, is the idea that even if a
chapter or topic is dealing with an objective, it does not necessarily mean that
everything in that chapter is an objective. As an example, he mentions the connection
between the possibility of a non-existent thing return and life after death. The belief in
the resurrection is an objective in itself, whereas the topic of the possibility of a non-
existing thing to return is a principle. The soundness of belief does not hinge upon a
detailed knowledge about the philosophical question if a non-existing thing can return
or not. Rather, it is sufficient to have a general belief that human beings will be
resurrected. In other words, the belief in the resurrection is something a person has to
believe to be considered a Muslim, but he does not have to know the principle itself
nor the details about the possibility for a non-existent thing to return, as it is not an
objective. This distinction is also referred to as general evidence (dalil ijmali) and
detailed evidence (dalil tafsi/z), which will be discussed in the last chapter. The
following quote from the sixth objective (sam‘iyyat) in Taftazan’1s Shark al-Magasid
mentions this insight. Right at the beginning of the chapter on the resurrection (ma‘ad)

in the first investigation (ba/kth), he says:

Outwardly, many investigations of the theologians appear foreign to the science
of religious beliefs (al-‘ilm bil-‘aga’id al-diniyya). However, when scrutinizing

150 1bn Ya‘qab, 11.
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(takgig) the main objectives, one understands that they [i.e., foreign
investigations] are useful in providing evidences for them or in dispelling spurious
arguments. As it is the case of topics like the returning of the non-existent,
establishing [the existence of the indivisible] substance and void, the correctness
of the world vanishing, the possibility of traversing the celestial spheres, that life
does not require a physical constitution, that it is not necessary for physical force
to end and similar things in establishing the resurrection and punishment in the
grave, infinite duration in paradise and hell as well as other issues based on the
different positions.

The investigation about the return of the non-existent was postponed to this point
specifically due to its specific connection to the resurrection insofar as it is not
needed except in establishing resurrection by [proving the possibility for
something] to exist after it vanished.*"!

Taftazan’1s insight and examples help us to get a clearer view of how some topics are
not religious beliefs but are needed insofar as they are principles to establish a doctrine
(i'tigad) and to dispel objections.'® Hence, there are investigations that are not
objectives but principles on which the theologian bases his line of reasoning. So these
principles, like the possibility for the non-existent to return or the existence of an
indivisible substance, are not doctrines a person has to believe to become a Muslim.

Scholars before Taftazani also pointed out this distinction. The following quotes will
show that theologians were very aware of the difference between principles and
objectives, even if the conceptual tools were not as refined as is the case with later
theologians. A brief look at the chapter on resurrection in books written before

Taftazani will substantiate this claim.

After mentioning a number of introductory notes on the topic of resurrection, Abt
Hamid al-Ghazali mentions in his al-Iqgtisad fil-i‘tiqad a possible question about the

details related to the resurrection and gives the following answer:

It might be said: “What do you say: Are the substances and accidents annihilated
and then all returned? Or are the accidents annihilated but not the substances, and
it is the accidents that are returned?”

We say that all of this is possible, and there is no conclusive evidence in the
revelation that specifies one of these possibilities.'5®

151 Sharp al-Magdsid, vol 2, 153.

152 The usefulness or benefit here is not in the sense that they provide insight into the science in general,
as is the case with the introductions.

153 Abii Hamid al-Ghazali, al-Iqtisad fil-i tigad (Beirut: Dar al-Minhaj, 2019), 368; Aladdin M. Yaqub,
Al-Ghazali's Moderation in Belief (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2013), 212.
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After a brief discussion about this question and related issues, he says:

Giving a theoretical verification of this chapter [about resurrection] would lead us
to an investigation of the spirit (rizh), the soul (nafs), life, and their realities. The
[fundamental] beliefs (mu‘tagadar) do not permit an immersion into these extreme
limits of the intelligible. What we have mentioned is sufficient for explaining the
moderation in belief for what has to be confirmed regarding that which revelation
came with, >

Ghazali clearly states that there are limits to this discussion and what suffices to have
a valid belief, i. e. affirming the resurrection mentioned in the revelation in a general

sense without delving into the fine details.

Unlike Ghazali, we see Fakhr al-Din al-Razi going into the details, for example, in his
Kitab al-arba’in fi usal al-din. Before discussing resurrection (ma‘ad), he sees the

necessity to prepare his discussion with two foundations (aslayn).

Know that before delving into the topic of resurrection, we are in need to establish
two foundations (ithbar aslayn):

First, knowledge about the soul (ma‘rifa al-nafs). The knowledge about the soul,
in turn, is in need of knowledge about the individual substance (jawhar fard).
The second foundation: Affirming the void. So before plunging into the topic of
resurrection, we will mention these three topics.*

In the recent edition, Raz’Ts discussion spans over fifty pages in which he talks about
the soul, individual substance, and void before finally reaching the main discussion
about resurrection. Although we do not see the words mabadi’ and magasid, it should
be clear now that these discussions are all philosophical in nature and not part of the
magasid in the sense of having to know them for sound belief. It is noteworthy that
Ghazali, Razi, and Taftazani (in his historical account) paint a similar picture when
they speak of “penetrating” (taghalghul) or “delving/plunging into” (khawd) the
philosophical issues. It conveys the idea of a topic being clear on a surface level but is

actually built on many other topics, one leading to another.

To drive the point home: Even Non-Muslim scholars were aware of the twofold

distinction between mabadi’ and magasid. Maimonides, for example, deems it

154 al-Iqgtisad fil-i ‘tigad, 371; Moderation in Belief, 213.
155 Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, Kitab al-arba’in fi usal al-din (Cairo: Dar al-Kutub wal-watha’iq al-
Qawmiyya, 2020), vol 2, 752.
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necessary to mention the principles (mugaddimar) which Muslim theologians use to
substantiate their four objectives (mabahith arba‘a):

The general principles (mugaddimar ‘amma) that are necessary regarding what the
theologians—irrespective of their differences and many different approaches—seek
to establish for these four investigations (mabakith) are twelve premises.5

According to Maimonides, the four investigations are the contingency of the world,
the existence of God, His unity, and the negation of corporeality.*>” Among the twelve
premises are the affirmation of the individual substance and the existence of void. The
point here is not to analyze the details of his discussion but to show that the distinction
made by Muslim theologians was even obvious to Non-Muslim scholars who studied
their texts. The content and examples in his discussion make it very clear that he is
talking about principles when he says mugaddimar and objectives when he says
mabahith. It would be wrong to understand his usage of the words according to the
later theologians, a point made earlier that the usage of any given scholar has to be

considered in its own context.

Being aware of the distinction between mabadi’ and maqasid helps to explain why,
for instance, Razi and Taftazani were able to stay reserved about the arguments for
and against the existence of the indivisible substance (juz’ la yatajazza’)*® since the
existence of it is not an objective in itself. After mentioning the evidences for the
existence of the indivisible substance in the Shari al-‘aga’id, Taftazani says that all
of the arguments “are weak (wal-kull da‘7).”*>° He then goes on to mention the
objections against them and concludes: “The evidences against them are also not free
from weakness. That is why Imam Razi inclined to abstention (tawaqquf) regarding
this topic.”%% By concluding in this manner, Taftazani seems to indicate that he agrees
with Razi. Again, the aim is not to investigate the details of this particular issue, which
we partially turn to in the last chapter, but to demonstrate that theologians
differentiated between principles and objectives.

196 Misa b. Mayman al-Qurtubi al-Andalisi, Dalala al-Ha' irin (Makthaba al-Thagafa al-Diniyya, no
date), 195.

157 Miisa b. Maymin, 185.

158 Sharp al-‘aga’id, 134-135.

159 Sharj al-‘aqa’id, 136.

160 Sharf al-‘aga’id, 136.

55



The following quote by al-Omari shall summarize this chapter and highlight the
benefit of a clear understanding of this twofold distinction.

Beliefs qua beliefs (al-‘aga’id kal-‘aqa’id) are taken from the objectives. These
are the foundation in which there is no difference of opinion. (...) But in regards
to the principles, the theologians have found room, a higher degree of freedom in
individual effort (ijtihad), pure philosophical inquiry, and a diversity of premises
and inferences. Therefore, you will find some of them build the topic of the
contingency of the world on the affirmation of the individual substance. Others do
not deal with its affirmation or negation but build their evidence of contingency
on accidents residing in substances, regardless of what the body is made up of.
That is why there is an increase in differences of opinion among theologians
regarding these principles while staying in the same school of theology (madrasa
kalamiyya).'!

This insight explains how a scholar like Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, who had his own
approach in many instances, was still considered a scholar of the Ash‘ar school. It is
not that he differed with the final conclusions in the sense of core beliefs but the
approaches he chose which relate to the mabadi’. The citation also sheds light on the
following investigations about the difference of opinion regarding the definition and

subject matter of kalam.

3.3. Introductions (al-mugaddimar)

3.3.1. Definition of Kalam

Defining kalam was not a common practice among the early theologians. Even less
common was a detailed investigation of the own definitions and critical analysis of
other suggestions. Suppose we take Taftazan’is narrative and the idea that even the
companions were doing figh and kalam without the sciences having specific names
and being written down. In such a case, it is reasonable that the theoretical reflections

followed after the practice and scientification.

This does not mean that early theologians did not offer rudimentary definitions
for kalam. An early—probably the earliest—definition comes from Abt Hanifa (d.
150/767), in which he says that theology is: “The knowledge of the soul (ma‘rifa al-

nafs) about what benefits and what harms her.” Later theologians from the Maturidi

161 3]-Omari, 94-95.
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tradition, such as Ibn al-Humam (d. 861/1457) and Kamal al-Din Bayadi Zadeh (d.
1098/1687), explained and refined this definition.162

Another early suggestion comes from al-Farabi (d. 339/950) in his lasa’ al- ‘uliim.

The art of kalam (sina‘at al-kalam) enables the human being to support the
praiseworthy notions and actions that the creator declared and to falsify statements
that contradict them. 63

In this descriptive definition, the science of kalam becomes a skill or art a person

practices. As we shall see below, Iji chooses a similar description for kalam.

A few centuries later, we find definitions offered by Ash‘ari scholars like Juwayni.
According to him, kalam is

knowledge (ma‘rifa) about the universe, its parts, its contingency; the knowledge
(‘ilm) of its Creator, what attributes are necessary for Him, what is inconceivable,
what is possible for Him; the knowledge (‘ilm) about prophethood, differentiating
it by virtue of the mu‘jizar from claims of liars, judgments regarding prophethood,
and propositions about what is possible or impossible in regards to the universal
principles of the Sharia (kulliyyat al-shara'i).*6

Juwayn’is accumulative description enumerates the scope of kalam rather than
defining its essence. His student, Ghazali, also defined it in his al-Mustasfa: “‘l1lm al-
kalam is what its reality can be conceived by rational inquiry before revelation
arrives.”'®® Here, the scope of kalam seems to become much more narrow since the
definition excludes investigations dealing with the sam‘iyyat. It could be argued that
it does not exclude them since the main task of the theologian is to argue the possibility

of everything mentioned in the revelation and that it does not contradict reason.

162 1bn al-Humam: “al-Kalam is the knowledge of the self about what it is obliged to [know] as far as

beliefs that relate to the religion of Islam based on certain evidence and presumptive evidence in some
cases.“ (See: al-Omari, 20)

163 3l-Omari, 21.

164 1hn al-Hasan al-Yafrini, al-Mabakith al-‘aqliyya /i shark ma‘anr al-‘aqida al-burhaniyya, vol. 1
339-340.

185 Aba Hamid al-Ghazali, al-Mustasfa (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘l1Imiyya, 1993), 348.

57



It is noteworthy that Ghazalt mentions this definition in al-Mustasfa but not in his
work on kalam, al-Iqtisad fil-i‘tigad. He wrote al-lgtisad as an intermediate book!®®
focusing on the main objectives without philosophical curiosities (fudiif).'®” Although
he begins it with four introductions (mugaddimar) stating explicitly that they are not
part of the main inquiry of kalam, he does not spend any time on its definition. He
focuses on the objections against kalam and shows its necessity and place within the
Islamic sciences. We can find Maturidi scholars in the same century, like Nir al-Din

al-Sabiin (d. 580/1184), having a similar approach.'6®

It is safe to say that in the 6th century, theologians still needed to defend the legitimacy
of kalam and argue for its nobility (sharaf) against objections. Hence, they were not
yet involved in inquiries about secondary topics, like defining their sciences. Although
a defense of kalam was still present in later periods, they appear more as a standard
practice rather than a genuine concern about kalam being accepted within the Islamic

sciences.

It took two more centuries until the theoretical reflections about kalam got into full
swing. ‘Adud al-Din al-Ij1 seems to be the first scholar who started these discussions.
In the foreword of his al-Mawaqif, he explicitly states his motivation for writing his

work which he then connects to the reason for providing a definition.

In our time, it [kalam] has become forgotten, and seeking it has become something
rare for most people. Not much of it is left among the people except very little,
and the desire of those barely occupying themselves with it is just hearsay.
Therefore, it has become obligatory upon us to awaken a desire in the students of
our time to seek precision (ralab al-tadqzq) and to take them down the path of
verification in this science.

I have read what is in the books of this science (al-fann), but I did not find in them
the cure for the disease and what quenches the thirst. Especially not for the weak
determinations [of students], the feeble ambitions, little motivation, and many
distractions. The abridgments (mukhtasarar) have shortcomings in instilling
aspiration, and the comprehensive works (mutawwalatr) with the weariness
perplexes the minds.1%°

166 Apa Hamid al-Ghazali, Ihya ‘ulim al-Din (Cairo: Dar al-Salam, 2007), vol. 1, 53.

167 al-1qtisad f7 al-i‘tigad, 104.

168 Nr al-Din al-Sabuni, al-Kifaya fi al-hidaya (Beirut: Dar Ibn Hazm, 2014), 48-52. He suffices with
a brief epistemological discussion.

169 “ Adud al-Din al-Iji, al-Mawagif (Beirut: ‘Alam al-Kutub, no date), 4.
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He continues summarizing the approaches and shortcomings of the books on kalam up
until his time. Then, he briefly mentions how he reflected on the order of his book until
it turned out as he intended.*’® This notion continues in the first chapter (mawqjif) about
the introductions (mugaddimar), which he starts by saying: “The first objective is its
[kalam] definition, so the student has hindsight since whoever goes down the path of

the blind will proceed recklessly.”!"*

Considering Ij’1s foreword and explanation for providing a definition, it becomes clear
that pedagogical considerations were one of the motivations. This applies to the work

in general and to the structure in particular.

In Taftazan’is Shark al-Maqasid, we find the same concern for a logical and
pedagogical structure. Given that Taftazani commented on his own work, there are
more insights regarding the benefits of the structure. After mentioning his definition
in the main text, Taftazani explains how a mental state (kayfiyya nafsaniyya) comes
about, how every science has a reality and how the definition serves the general

conception of a science in order to bring about a mental state.

He [Taftazani] said: {Kalam is the science of religious beliefs based on decisive
evidence.}

| say: obtaining mental states (kayfiyyat nafsaniyya) in oneself is either by being
attributed with them or by their concepts, that is, conceptualizing them, like the
generous person being attributed with generosity although he is not
conceptualizing it or someone who is not generous but conceptualizes generosity
although he is not attributed with it.

There is no doubt that the essence (kagiqa) of every science—kalam or any other—
consists of many concepts and assents (tasawwurat wa tasdiqat). Obtaining them
is sought by reflection and inference (bi-fariq al-nazar wal-istidla/). Thus,
something that provides a general conception of them [the conceptions and
assents] is needed. [This general conception] is equivalent to them in order to
prevent the omission of something that is from them and to prevent the occupation
with something that is not from them while pursuing and reflecting [on the
conceptions and assents]. This is the idea behind the definition of a science. Thus,
it is part of its introductions.'"

According to Taftazani, the idea behind a definition is to convey a general conception

(sura ijmaliyya) of a science that consists of concepts and assents. The definition helps

170 gee al-Mawaqif, 4-5
171 al-Mawagif, 7.
172 sharh al-Maqdsid, 4-5. Mentions the same definition in Tahdhib al-kalam, see: al-Tahdhib, 221.
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the student to know the limits of any given science so he does not leave out what is
from it and does not include what is not. Ibn Ya‘qab summarizes the same ideas with
more clarity and adds how it relates to the mental state (kayfiyya nafsaniyya) with

which Taftazani started:

The definition [of kalam] is put first so the student can understand its topics.
Through its definition, he knows what is and what is not from its topics. [If the
student does not have this insight], he is not safe to busy himself with that which
is not part of them. That is why the conception of a science (tasawwur al-‘ilm) is
a means to obtain [the knowledge of a science] as an attribute (al-ittisaf bihi). The
difference between obtaining [something as a] mental state (husiz/ al-kayfiyya),
like the conception of a science, and obtaining it as an attribute is obvious.
Someone can obtain the property of belief (zman) without obtaining the conception
of its reality through a definition (kadd) or description (rasm). Likewise, someone
can conceptualize [belief] without obtaining it, like the unbeliever who
conceptualizes it without being described with it [as an attribute].*"

His comments show that the utility of a definition for kalam puts the pedagogical
aspects at the forefront.

Coming back to Taftazani. He mentions an important insight regarding the lack of
definitions in earlier books:
Omitting [the definition] increased especially in the sciences of the shari‘a and
adabiyyat (literature) due to the spread of writings of the sciences with their topics
(masa’il), evidences and explanations of what relates to them as far as

conceptions. [Omitting the definition was] also due to the acquisition of them by
learning from a teacher or comprehending it from the books.

This suggests that the scholars did not feel the need to write the definition of a science
in their works as they communicated them orally in the learning setting. It reminds us
of the distinction between the principles and objectives, which were not explicitly

mentioned in the books but were obvious to scholars.

Next, Taftazani highlights the distinction between the types of Sharia judgments:

After establishing this [point], we say: Some of the judgments pertaining to the
Sharia relate to action and are called “branches” (far‘iyya) and “practices”
(‘amaliyya). Others relate to belief and are called “foundations” (asliyya) or
“peliefs” (i ‘tigadiyyar).*™

173 bn Ya‘qab, 13.
174 Sharh al-Maqdsid, 5.
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He then transitions to the history and emergence of the Islamic sciences, which was
discussed in the previous chapter. The statement above seems to prepare the contrast

between the definition of figh and kalam that he then offers.

For creedal matters (al-i'tigadiyyar), they only considered certainty in the
evidences as there is no regard for presumption, unlike in [human] actions (al-
‘amaliyyat). So it becomes clear that kalam is: “The science of the principles of
the religious creeds that are acquired from their certain evidences” (al-‘ilm bil-
gawa‘id al-shar‘iyya al-i‘tiqadiyya al-muktasaba min adillatiha al-yaqiniyya).
This is the meaning of “religious beliefs, ”” i. e. which are attributed to the religion
of Muhammad-peace and blessings upon him—irrespective if they are based on
revelation (shar®) or not; also irrespective if it is from the religion in reality, like
the kalam of the people of the truth, or like the kalam of the opponent.1’

Taftazani presents a similar definition in his Tahdhib al-kalam: “The science of the
religious creeds based on certain evidences (al-‘ilm bil-‘aga’id al-diniyya ‘an al-adilla
al-yaqiniyya).”*’® An even shorter definition is in his Shark al-‘aqa’id: in which kalam
is: “Knowledge of the creeds based on their evidences (ma‘rifa al-‘aga’id ‘an
adillatihd@).”*"" According to Kastali, the last definition corresponds with the definition
in Shark al-Magasid,'”® for which Taftazani himself gives an explanation. After
mentioning the definition of kalam, Taftazani highlights how it corresponds with the

definition of figh:

Our statement, “The science of religious beliefs [based] on decisive evidences,”
corresponds with their statement that figh is “the science of the judgments relating
to the branches of the Sharia based on their detailed evidences” (al-‘ilm bil-akkam
al-shar‘iyya al-far‘iyya ‘an adillatiha al-tafsiliyya). It also corresponds with what
has been transmitted from some of the great scholars of the community that “figh
is the knowledge of the self pertaining to what is for it and against it.”

Everything of the creedal matters is from al-figh al-akbar this excludes that which
relates to the non-religious matters (ghayr al-shar‘iyyar), legal issues of the
religion (shari‘iyyat far‘iyya), the knowledge of Allah-exalted is He—, the
knowledge of the Messenger—peace and blessings upon him-regarding creedal
matters and the belief of the muqallid, according to those who call [his belief]
knowledge.*™®

It seems that Taftazani is suggesting that Abt Hanifa’s definition, which we saw at the

beginning of this chapter, encompasses figh and kalam. Similar to other scholars, like

175 Sharh al-Magdsid, 5.
176 al-Tahdpib, 221.

1o Sharf al-‘aga’id, 100.
178 al-Majmii‘a, 70.

179 Sharh al-Maqdsid, 5.
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Ibn al-Humam, who explained and specified it, Taftazani seems to rephrase and refine
Abi Hanifa’s very dense definition to demarcate both sciences.

Next, he mentions what his own definition includes:

It includes the knowledge of the scholars from the companions. [Their theoretical
knowledge] was kalam, even if the name was not used at that time. Similarly, their

knowledge about the practice was figh even if the type of writing and ordering was

not there. 18

This last sentence shows that the contrasting of figh and kalam serves more than one
purpose. On the one hand, it relates to the comparison with theoretical and practical
philosophy to show that the Islamic sciences follow the same epistemological
standards; on the other hand, it relates to the objection against kalam insofar as it was
not practiced at the time of the predecessors (salaf). Since the critics who raise this
argument usually do not object to the science of figh, Taftazani seems to imply that
just as the understanding of the predecessors regarding the practical judgments is
referred to as figh, similarly, their knowledge about the theoretical judgments is called
kalam and in both cases, their understanding was not written down. The most notable
difference between the two definitions lies in the evidences. In the science of kalam,
certain evidences (yaqiniyyat) are considered, whereas jurists allowed presumptive
evidences (zanniyyat) as well. This statement needs some further conditions since it
does not mean that theologians did not consider presumptive evidences at all. The

details of this issue will be discussed in the third chapter.

Regarding what the definition excludes, Taftazani explains that the condition
“acquired” (muktasab) excludes the knowledge of God as it is eternal (gadzm) and
therefore neither necessary (darirt) nor theoretical (nazari). God’s knowledge is also
not preceded by ignorance (jahl), as the term “acquired” might suggest. It excludes the
knowledge of the Messengers for the same reason of not being preceded by ignorance,
although their knowledge is obviously contingent and not eternal. Lastly, it excludes
the muqallid according to the position that his belief is called knowledge. This is based

on the division in which knowledge divides into conceptions and assents and, from

180 Sharp al-Magdsid, 5.
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there, divides assents into assent that is certain (tasdiq jazim) and assent that is
uncertain (tasdig ghayr jazim) under which taglid falls.8!

Ibn Ya“quab adds another aspect to the condition of “detailed evidences” and explains

that the term evidence

means that one is able to expound them and solve spurious arguments (shubuhat).
So they [the evidences] are detailed since certainty is more deserving [of them].
Therefore, knowledge that is acquired through general evidences (adilla
ijmaliyya) is excluded as it is incapable of solving spurious arguments and
doubts.*®?

The discussion about ability or capacity leads to an important question: What does the
term “ilm in Taftazan’is definition mean? This question relates to the discussion about

the parts and essence (hagiga) of every science.

According to Taftazani, in his Tahdhib al-mantig, every science is made up of three

parts:

Sciences have three parts:
The subject matters (mawdii'af): They are that which investigate the intrinsic
accidents (a‘raduha al-dhatiyya) of a science.

The principles (mabadi’): They are the definitions of the subject matters, its parts,
its accidents, the obvious premises, or accepted [premises] upon which the
analogies of the science are based.

The topics (masa’il): They are the propositions investigated in a science by
demonstration. Their subjects are either the subject matter of the science, a species
of it, an intrinsic accident of it, or a compound of the two. Their predicates
(mahmalatuha) are things that are extrinsic yet accidental due to their essences.'83

It is important to mention that this chapter appears at the end of the first half of the
Tahdhib al-manyiq. The investigation of the sciences is neither part of logic nor of
kalam. In his gloss, Hasan al-*Attar (d. 1250/1834) explicitly says that this and similar
investigations are “the task of the philosophical sciences” (‘ulim hikmiyya).'8*

Introducing this section, he also says:

181 gee for example: Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, Ma‘alim usal al-din (Kuwait: Dar al-Diya’, 2012), 24.
182 1bn Ya‘qab, 13.

183 al-Tahdhib, 217

184 a-Majmi’ al-manyigiyya, 897.
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The chapter about the parts of the sciences

They are three: The subject matter, the topics, and the principles. In reality, the
essence of a science (kagigat al-‘ilm) is its topics. Counting the subject matters
(mawdii‘ar) and principles (mabadi’) as parts of it is laxity in expression due to
the strong connection [between the three]. That is why you hear them say: The
essence of every science is the topics of that science. Furthermore, what is
intended here are the written sciences (‘ulam mudawwana), like the science of
logic. That is why this does not contradict that ‘ilm is used for the ability (malaka)
and understating (idrak) as well. In the usage of the latter, it is the literal meaning
and a widespread metaphor (majaz mashhir) for the topics and ability. So the
discussion is on two different levels. Reflect on it, so you do not confuse the
two.18

In this passage, ‘Attar explains that the term “ilm can refer to science in the sense of a

systematic study of something which is recorded in writing, or it can also refer to

knowledge. The present discussions revolve around the first meaning. The verified

position, according to ‘Attar, is that written sciences are their topics, so the subject

matter and principles are not a part but so closely connected to the science that they

become counted as parts of it.

Coming back to the term ‘ilm in Taftazan’is definition, Zakariyya al-Ansari (d.

926/1520) briefly explains the three usages with examples and then specifies which

one of them is intended in the definition mentioned in Shar/ al-‘aqa’id:

Know that the name of every science (ism al-‘ilm) is used to signify its specific
topics (masa’ilihi al-makhsisa), like saying: So and so knows grammar, i. e. he
knows its topics. It is also used for the understanding (idrak) of its theoretical
judgments. From this usage is the statement: figh is the knowledge of the
judgments (al-‘ilm bil-akkam). Lastly, it is also used for the ability to infer that
understanding and calling it to mind (al-idrak wa istihdaruhu). Therefore, the term
science is either those topics (masa’'il), understanding (idrak), or ability
(malakatu).

If you understand this, then the meaning of the definition here is: The topics
connected to the indications of their judgments (al-masa’il al-mugtarina bi-
amarat ahkamiha). So whoever—from those people that have the ability to infer
[judgments] from the indications—studies the indications and understands them,
knows the judgments from its evidences.

The purpose of defining the sciences is to distinguish the defined from everything
else as far as its existence (bi-#asab al-wujid) and not to give it its reality (i'7a’
haqiqatihi) because that is its topics. So they are not known without studying
them. 186

Ansari is in agreement with “Attar’s statement that the term ‘ilm, in general, and in

Taftazan’1s definition, in particular, is referring to the topics.

185

al-Majmi‘ al-manyigiyya, 897.

186 Fath, 140-141.

64



Other scholars, like Jalal al-Din al-Dawwani (d. 908/1502), suggest that the term “ilm
in the definition could also mean ability (malaka).’®” Since the main concern of the
investigation is not a detailed discussion about the meaning of written sciences (" uliim
mudawwana) and how Taftazani uses the term ‘ilm in his definition, we shall suffice
with the summary of this issue mentioned by Ahmad b. Yahya Hafid al-Sa'd (d.
916/1510), Taftazan'ts grandson, who said:

Know that the widespread position among the majority is that the essence of the
written sciences is their specific topics (masa’il makhsusa), the assent of them
(tasdig biha) or the obtained ability (malaka hasila) by understanding them over
and over again and by which a person is able to call them to mind whenever he
wants, 18

3.3.2. The Subject Matter of Kalam

The previous chapter about Taftazan’is historical account mentioned how kalam and
philosophy were mixed to the point of becoming almost indistinguishable from each
other. Considering this development, it seems obvious that theologians started to see
the need to investigate the demarcation between the two sciences. A key figure
regarding the debate about the subject matter of philosophy and kalam is Siraj al-Din
al-Urmawi (d. 682/1283). He wrote an influential epistle titled “The difference
between the sciences of metaphysics and ‘ilm al-kalam™ (al-farq bayna ilmay al-ilaht
wal-kalam).'®® Based on the attention he received, we can assume that he was the first
scholar to treat the subject matter of ka/am and philosophy independently. The mark
Urmawi left can be seen in many later books, like al-Mawagqif and Shark al-Magasid,

in which his position is almost always mentioned alongside other scholars.

The present chapter aims to outline some of the main points and positions regarding
this debate without delving into the subtle philosophical issues.'®® The discussion
about the subject matter is the longest part of Taftazan’1s Shar al-Magasid and would

need an independent work to encompass the details he discusses.

187 13'f “ilm al-kalam (Kuwait: Dar al-Diya’ 2018), 66-67.

188 |pn al-Hafid al-Taftazani, al-Durr al-nadid (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-‘ Arabi 1980), 24.

189 Siraj al-Din al-Urmawi, Risala f7 al-farq bayna iimay al-ilaht wal-kalam (Amman: Dar al-Nr,
2013). See also: Eichner, 286-288.

190 Heidrun Eichner in her unpublished Habilitationsschrift investigated the discussions around this
topic until the 8th/14th century. See: Eichner, 275-316.
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Therefore, the present investigation will be limited to (1) Taftazan’is general
introduction to the notion of a subject matter and his position with regard to kalam, (2)
a brief overview of other positions before Taftazani, and (3) how this debate relates to

the demarcation between kalam and epistemology.

In Shark al-Magasid, Taftazani begins his discussion on the subject matter of kalam

with an investigation of the subject matter of the sciences in general and says:

The scholars have agreed that the distinction between the sciences is according to
the distinction between the subject matters. Hence, it is proper to begin a science
with the clarification about the subject matter as it benefits that which is
distinguished according to its essence (yatamayyaz bi-kasab al-dhar) after the
definition benefited the distinction according to the concept (al-tamyiz bi-hasab
al-mafhiim).1%

In the previous chapter, Taftazani explained that the definition benefits a general
conception of the concepts and assents of a science which help the student to properly
limit his study. The subject matter serves a similar purpose and helps the student who
“intends to obtain the details about it not to turn his investigation from that which is

part of it to that which is not a part of it.””1%?

Taftazani offers an explanation of how the distinction between the sciences came

about:

When they [philosophers] attempted to know the states of the things as far as
humanly possible-which is the intent behind philosophy; when they arranged the
realities of things (al-kaqa’iq) in species, genera and so on, like “human,”
“animal” and “existence”; and when they investigated their specific states and
established them with evidences, they arrived at acquired propositions (qadaya
kasbiyya) of which the predicates were natural properties (al-a‘rad al-dhatiyya)
of those realities. So they named them topics (al-masa’il).

They traced each group of them [topics] back to one of those things [i. e. realities]
so that their subject matters become that thing itself, part of it, a type of it, or a
natural property of it. Then, they turned them into a specific science isolated to be
written down, named, and taught (...).1%

Taftazani continues and describes how the subject matter unifies the topics and

demarcates a science from others:

191 See Sharh al-Magqasid, vol. 1, 167.
192 Sharh al-Magasid, vol. 1, 167.
193 Sharp al-Maqdsid, vol. 1, 167-168.
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It has become clear that the subject matter is the unifying perspective of the topics
in a science (jiha al-wahda masa’il al-‘ilm al-wahid) with regards to their essence.
(...) To say that “this is a science” and “that is another science” means that this
science investigates the states of a thing (ahwal al-shay’) and that other science
the states of a thing different from the first by its essence or point of view
(i‘tibar) 1%

Three notions are crucial to the discussion: the subject matter, topics, and natural

properties. In al-Talwih, Taftazani explains these three and offers some examples:

What is intended by the "subject matter of a science” is that in which the intrinsic
properties are investigated. What is intended by “properties” (‘arad) here is
something extrinsic predicated on a thing. The meaning of “natural properties”
(‘awarid dhatiyya) is that whose origin is the essence (mansha’uhiu al-dhar)
insofar as it follows from a thing by its essence, like understanding in relation to
the human being; or by a means of something that is equal to it, like laughing in
relation to the human being by virtue of his ability to be amazed; or by means of
something more generally which is intrinsic to it, like movement in relation to the
human being by virtue of him being an animal.%

The example shows the three ways in which properties!®® accrue from a subject. First,
what results directly from the essence, like understanding in relation to the human
being by virtue of him being rational or like speech by virtue of him being rational and
living. Second, something that is extrinsic to the subject but co-extensional, like
laughing in relation to the human being by virtue of him being rational. Third,
something that is more general, as it is also found in other subjects, but part of the

essence, like moving by virtue of him being an animal.*®’

The condition “natural properties” excludes “foreign properties” (a‘rad ghariba) since
a science does not explore them. Hence, the investigation of a science consists of
predicating the natural properties, its general, or parts of it on the subject matter that

make up a proposition which then becomes the topic of a science.%®

194 Sharh al-Magasid, vol. 1, 168.

195 3I-Talwih, 49-50.

19 The term ‘arad in this context is more general than the usage in the books of theology. It
encompasses the properties of an essence whether it is from a created thing or a property of God.

The term a‘rad dhatiyya could be translated as intrinsic accidents, as Khaled EI-Rouayheb does. See:
Khaled EI-Rouayheb, “Post-Avicennan Logicians on the subject matter of logic: Some Thirteenth- and
fourteenth-century discussions,” in: Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 22, no. 1 (2012): 69-90.

197 See, Harb, 35; EI-Rouayheb (2012), 72.

198 gee: Harb, 35.
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After an overview of the subject matter in general, the present section will investigate
the subject matter of kalam in particular. In his Shark al-Maqasid, Taftazani says:

The subject matter of ‘ilm al-kalam is the knowable (ma‘/im) insofar as
establishing the religious beliefs relates to it.
Because it investigates the states of the Creator as far as eternality, oneness, power,
will, etc., and the states of the body and accident as far as contingency,
dependency, composition from parts, receptivity to vanish, and similar things
which are Islamic creeds or a means to them.

All of this is the investigation of the states of the knowable.1%

Ibn Ya“qub elaborates on the aforementioned and gives some examples for further

clarification:

{Its subject matter} that is the subject matter of ‘ilm al-kalam is {the knowable}
meaning that which is perceived and conceptualized in general because it is that
which encompasses the existent, non-existent and state (kal). All of them are
investigated in this science. The subject matter of this science is that which
investigates the natural properties or that which is traced back to them. Therefore,
one investigates in it the existent insofar it is, for example, eternal or contingent;
the non-existent as far as it could possibly exist or it being impossible; the state
insofar it is contingent or eternal and insofar the evidence is established that it is a
degree between existence and non-existence. (...)

{Insofar establishing the religious beliefs relates to it} meaning that the
knowable is the subject matter as long as the investigation relates to establishing
the religious beliefs, like our investigation of the knowable, which is the world
(‘alam) insofar as it relates to establishing its contingency which one has to belief—
or let it be a means by which the existence of the Creator is established. Or like
our investigation of the knowable, which is the Creator insofar as establishing that
He is eternal, endless, independent, powerful, has a will, and so on. Or like our
investigation of the knowable, i. e., what is conceptualized, which is Allah’s
partner insofar as establishing its impossibility which is obligatory to believe.?%®

The following passage from a contemporary work gives a few examples that show

how the subject matter of kalam encompasses the topics:

The topics of it are propositions (qadaya) composed of subject matters and what
is predicated on them by which they become religious creeds or principles
(mabadi’). So if it is said: “The Creator (exalted is He) is eternal,” “The Creator is
one, knowing, etc.”; or “Bodies are contingent,”or “The return of them after
vanishing is a reality” then something is predicated on the knowable by which it
becomes a religious creed. For example, if it is said: “Bodies are made up of single
substances,” then something is predicated on the knowable (ma'/izm) by which it
becomes a principle for the religious beliefs since the compositeness is evidence
for its neediness of the Creator (mijid), and so on. This is why Sayyid Sharif said:

199 Sharp al-Maqgdsid, 173.
200 Ipn Ya‘qab, 13-14.
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The topics of this science are either religious beliefs or propositions upon which
those beliefs are based.?*

The distinction between topics that are religious beliefs and topics that are principles
relates to the previous chapter on the distinction between the objectives and principles
of kalam. The topics are divided into objectives—which have to be affirmed—or not.
Those that are not objectives are either means to them insofar as they are principles
(mabadi’), or they are not means but introductions (mugaddimar) mentioned to benefit

the student in his pursuit of learning the science. All of these three are gathered under

the subject matter, which is the knowable.?%

Regarding the topics of kalam, Taftazani says:

{Its topics are theoretical religious propositions of belief}

(...) He conditioned propositions with theoretical since there is no contention that
first principles (badihi) and practical issues (mazalib ‘amaliyya) are not from the
topics. In fact, a topic is only that which one inquires about and seeks with
evidence. Yes, within the topics, there are instances in which the judgment of a
first principle is mentioned to clarify its causal explanation (limmiyya). So from
this perspective, it is acquired (kashiyya) and not a first principle.?%3

Ibn Ya“qub offers a more detailed and structured analysis of the conditions with

examples:

{Theoretical} means that which is taken from reflection and inference. It excludes
first principle propositions. Hence, they are not from the topics of this science
since they are not inquired about and not sought by learning. If a first principle
topic is mentioned in a science due to a benefit, like the clarification of its causality
(bayan ‘illatihg), it becomes—insofar as it clarifies the causality—acquired.
Otherwise, it is not from its topics.

{Religious} means what relates to the Muhammadan revelation (shar
muizammadi) (...). It excludes the empirical (‘adiyyat), like the topics of medicine,
and the conventional, like grammar.

{Belief} means that which is obligatory to belief. It excludes the practical, like the

topics of figh.?%4

In summary, the subject matter is that which unifies the topics of a science. In the case

of kalam, according to Taftazani and later theologians, the subject matter is the

201 Harb, 87.

202 al-Omari, 67.

203 sharh al-Magasid, vol. 1, 8.
204 1hn Ya'qiib, 16.
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knowable (ma'/izm) and its topics (masa’il) theoretical religious propositions of belief.
The knowable encompasses the existent (mawjid), non-existent (ma‘diim), and state
(hal). Some of the topics are objectives (maqasid) of kalam, meaning that they are
propositions that have to be affirmed to obtain belief (iman). Other topics are
principles (mabadi’) upon which the objectives are based. Lastly, there are topics that
are neither objectives nor principles but introductions (mugaddimar) that have

pedagogical benefits.

3.3.3. Debates About the Subject Matter of Kalam

The aim of this section is to give an overview of the different positions theologians
held in regard to the subject matter of kalam. It is noteworthy that in his Shar#. al-
Maqasid, Taftazani postpones the detailed discussion of other positions to the end of
the first introduction, which makes the subject matter the longest topic. It is necessary
to narrow the scope since Taftazan’is investigation includes many subtle philosophical
issues, objections, and answers to those objections.?® Thus, the focus will be the
subject matter insofar as it relates to the relationship between kalam and epistemology.
In this regard, one position will be discussed in detail as the discussion surrounding it

are directly related to epistemology.

Before moving to a detailed discussion, it will be useful to get a summary of the
different positions. Taha b. Shaykh al-Sanandjt (d. 1300/1883), in his commentary on
Tahdhib al-kalam, neatly summarizes the investigation from Shar/ al-Magasid. He

presents four positions, objections against them, and answers to those objections.

{Its subject matter} They disagreed about it. Qadi UrmawT said: The subject
matter is Allah’s essence (dhat Allah) because it investigates His positive and
negating attributes and His acts relating to the world and the hereafter.

[Shams al-Din al-Samargandi], the author of al-Saka’if, added the essence of the
possible beings insofar as they depend on Him since in it [kalam] the states of the
possible beings are investigated insofar as they are in need of Allah—exalted is He.
The unifying perspective is existence. (...)

Early theologians made its subject matter the existences insofar as it is connected
to the investigations according to the principles of Islam (qanin al-Islam) since

205 Thjs relates to what Eichner observed insofar as Taftazant represents “a stage where many earlier
conventions are synthesized.” (See: Eichner, 324.) To do so he has to evaluate what has come before
him.
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the investigations of kalam go back to it. The theologian looks at the most general
thing, which is existence. He divides it into eternal and contingent, the contingent
into substance and accident, and so on. Then, he starts with the accidents and
substances, investigates the Eternal insofar as He is not composed of parts and
does not multiply, and so on. (...)

Later theologians said that its subject matter is {the knowable} but not without
the viewpoint of obtaining knowledge about the religious beliefs as it is broader,
rather, {insofar it relates to that}.2%

The first position comes from Urmawi, who started the debate with independent
treaties on the subject matter of metaphysics and kalam. According to him, the subject
matter of metaphysics is existence qua existence (al-mawjid bi-ma huwa mawyjid),
and that of kalam* the specific existence (al-mawyjid al-khass) which is Allah—exalted

is He—, so He is the subject matter of kalam which is called usil al-Din.”?%

The second position, represented by Shams al-Din al-Samargandi (d. 690/1291), added
the possible beings to the subject matter insofar as they are dependent upon God. In
both of these positions, epistemology would not be part of ka/am and thus considered
part of the preliminaries. The last position by the later theologians was discussed

earlier.

The third position by earlier theologians had a bearing on epistemology and shall be

discussed in more detail. In the main text of al-Maqasid, Taftazani says:

The early theologians are of the opinion that its subject matter is existence qua
existence and distinguishes itself from metaphysics insofar as the investigation in
it is according to the Tenet of Islam (qanan al-Islam)-meaning that which is
known decisively from the religion, like the origination of multitude from the One,
the ascension of the angle from heaven, that the world is surrounded by
nothingness and evanescent, etc. which the religious community (milla) is certain
of, unlike the philosophers.%®

In his commentary, Taftazani mentions Ghazali as an example of this position and
quotes a long passage from al-Mustasfa in which Ghazali illustrates how the
investigation of a theologian begins with the most general of things which is

206 Taha b. Shaykh al-Sanandji, Huda al-Nazirin fi sharh tahdhib al-kalam (Beirut: Dar Ibn Hazm,
2019), 188-189. See also: Shar} al-Magasid, vol. 1, 176-186. From here onwards abbreviated with: al-
Huda.

207 a)-Urmawi, 74-75.
208 Shar/ al-Magasid, vol. 1, 176.
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existence.?®® The qualifier “according to the Tenet of Islam” differentiates kalam from
metaphysics as they share the same subject matter. Taftazani says:

He [i.e., Taftazani himself] differentiated ka/am from metaphysics by stating that
the investigation in it is according to the Tenet of Islam, i. e. the well-known
method referred to as religion (din) or religious community (milla) and the known
and decisive principles from the Quran, Sunna, and consensus, like the One being
the creator of the multitude, the angle ascending from heaven, the world being
preceded by nonexistence and perishing after existence and other things from the
principles that are affirmed with certainty in Islam, unlike Philosophy. (...)

In summary: It [Tenet of Islam] means observing the sharia principles in all of the
investigations and not contradicting that which is certain (qaz iyyat), as is the case
with the inquiry of deficient intellects in the manner of the Tenet of Philosophy
(ganiin al-falsafa).*

We saw earlier how the sciences are distinguished from each other by their subject
matters. Two science can share a subject matter, but they have to investigate it from at
least one different perspective; otherwise, it is not possible to speak of two distinct
sciences. Since kalam, according to the earlier theologians, and metaphysics have
existence as their subject matter, there needs to be a difference in perspective. In the
case of kalam, it is the notion of the “Tenet of Islam” or “Tenet of the Sharia.”?!!
Taftazan’s last sentence calls to mind what he mentioned in his introduction: “The
reflection of the mind in religion follows its guidance and in philosophy its whims.”
This concise statement summarizes the idea behind the two types of Tenets. Due to the
importance of this notion, it is worth looking at some descriptions of it.

Besides the meaning above, Taftazani gives another explanation for the Tenet of Islam:
“What is intended with “the Tenet of Islam” is the foundation from the Quran, Sunna,

consensus, and the intelligible (ma‘qiz/), which does not contradict them.”?*2

The same notion has been mentioned by Ij1 in his al-Mawagqif, which Jurjani comments

on by saying: “{According to the Tenet of Islam} contrary to the investigation in

209 al-Mustasfa, 6.

210 shar/ al-Magasid, vol. 1, 177.
211 Molla Ahmad al-Jand uses this variation of the term in his gloss. See: al-Hawashr, vol. 1, 21 [Jandi].
212 shar al-Magasid, vol. 1, 177.
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metaphysics, which is according to the Tenet of their intellects no matter if it is in

accordance with Islam or not.”?13

Ibn Ya“qub gives a detailed explanation and says:

{The Tenet of Islam} meaning: according to the principle of Islam (qa'ida al-
Islam), and that is what Islam affirms as far as universal judgments (hukm kulli)
which have to be observed. Contrary to the investigation of the philosophical
metaphysician (ilahi faylasufi) in his science in which he is not bound by the
principles of Islam. That is why they affirmed matters coming from their deficient
minds, which Islam does not affirm (...). According to this, the subject matter of
kalam—even if it is existence-is, in reality, the state of existence corresponding to
the principles of Islam, and the subject matter of metaphysics is existence qua
existence.?*

From these statements, we can conclude that the notion Tenet of Islam refers to general
principles derived from decisive rational and textual evidence. Now this calls to mind
Taftazan’1s statement mentioned earlier that philosophy was mixed with kalam until it
“was hardly distinguishable from philosophy had it not been that it included revealed
knowledge (sam‘iyyat).”?*® As simple as the statement might sound, it has far-reaching
implications, as we can see in the discussion about the subject matter. Ibn Ya‘quab
manages to highlight this implication and articulates it clearly when he says that the
subject matter, according to this position, is actually the state of existence insofar as it
corresponds with the Tenet of Islam. The examples Taftazani mentions show that the
statements that fall under the umbrella of this notion are more general than
propositions that are subject to differences of opinion. That is why they are agreed
upon by Muslim Theologians, including non-Sunni theologians and demarcate the
difference to the Tenet of Philosophy. Ibn Ya‘qab highlights this important aspect in

his commentary on Taftazan’1s text:

{And other things} like the Eternal causing volitionally, Him encompassing all
the particulars and universals with His knowledge. These [principles] and that
which is similar are beliefs (‘aga’id) {which the} Islamic {religious community
affirms with certainty} be it the ones who are correct, like the Sunnis, or the ones
who are wrong, like the other groups, for example, the Mu'tazila.

213 al-Sayyid al-Sharif al-Jurjani, Shark al-mawagif, vol. 1, 31. A reliable print with two glosses can be

found online:
https://archive.org/details/sohaibhassan33_yahoo_1 20170714
214 1bn Ya‘qib, vol. 1, 17.

215 Sharf al-‘aqa’id, 104; Elder, 9-10.
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{Unlike the philosophers} since their followers do not assert these beliefs. On the
contrary, they negate the effect of the Eternal on the universe due to the
impossibility (‘adam al-sizka) of multiplicity emerging from the One. They
negated the dispatchment due to the impossibility of an angle ascending from the
heave. They also negated the contingency of the hyle (hudiith al-hayili) and its
evanescence. 6

In summary, according to the scholars who opined that the subject matter of kalam is
existence qua existence, it is necessary to qualify the investigation to demarcate kalam
from metaphysics. This qualifier is the Tenet of Islam (ganan al-Islam), which
includes all Muslim theologians and excludes the philosophers. So, according to this
position, what qualifies someone as a theologian (mutakallim) is not the correct beliefs
in all their details but the general principles that are affirmed even if there are

differences of opinion on other topics.?’

An objection raised against this position that the subject matter of kalam is existence
is the following: It follows from this position that epistemology is not part of kalam as
its existence is not considered (/@ yu‘tabar wujiduhu). However, it is the norm that
chapters on epistemology are found in the books of kalam and often investigated in
great detail. Therefore, the subject matter of kalam has to be broader to encompass
epistemology. This objection was raised by Iji in his al-Mawdgif?'® Taftazani

mentions his objection in the main text of al-Magasid and says:

If it is said: Although mental existence (wujiid dhihni) is denied, the states of
matters whose existence is not considered are still investigated, like epistemology
(al-nazar wal-dalil), and that which has no existence, like nothingness and states.

We say: They are appendages (lawakiq). Even if it is conceded [that epistemology

is investigated in kalam], the rejection of mental existence is only the opinion of
some.?%?

After pointing out in the commentary that this position belongs to Iji, Taftazani

deflects his argument by saying:

We do not concede that these are investigations from the topics of kalam.
Investigations in epistemology are from its mabadi’, as we already established.

216 1hn Ya‘qib, vol. 1, 18.
217 There are other issues relating to this qualification that are not related to the thesis at hand so we
suffice with what has been mentioned. For more details see: Ibn Ya'qab, vol. 1, 17-18.

218 al-Mawagif, 7-8.
219 Sharf al-Magasid, vol. 1, 178.
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And the investigation about nothingness and states are from the appendages of the
topic of existence (lawahiq mas’alat al-wujid) to clarify and complete the
objective by dealing with that which is contrary to it.?2°

Based on this statement, epistemology is from the mabadi’ and investigations on
nothingness and states from the appendages as they are the opposites of existence by
which one obtains more clarity, based on the principle that things are known by their

opposites.

To know what Taftazani is referring to when he uses the word mabadi’, it is important
to recall how he divided the investigations in his Shark al-Maqgasid. He says at the

beginning:

It has become a common practice [in the books of kalam] to begin the chapters
with discussions that function as precursors (sawabiq) to them [the five chapters],
which are called “preliminaries” (mabadi’). Thus, we ordered the book according
to six objectives.??!

He then divided the first chapter into three subchapters. The first is the introductions
(mugaddimar) which include investigations which every science is prefaced with, like
the definition of a science, its subject matter, and so on, and two subchapters that kalam

in particular is prefaced with, i.e., epistemology (mabakith al-‘ilm wal-nazar).?%2

In his gloss on the Muntaha al-usili, he also mentioned the possibility of considering

epistemology as part of the introductions:

Rather, he limited himself to what could be from the principles (mabadi’) or even
introductions (mugaddimar) of kalam. [It could be said that he limited himself to
that which] is not even specific to kalam, like investigations on inquiry (mabahith
al-nazar) in regards to which all the other sciences are equal. Since there is no
other science among the Islamic sciences that suits the investigations on
epistemology (mabahith al-nazar wal-istidlal) except kalam, they added it to it.?%

Although he seems to prefer the epistemological investigations to be from the
principles, he leaves the possibility open that it could even be part of the introductions

220 Sharp al-Magadsid, vol. 1, 178-179.
221 sharh al-Magasid, vol. 1, 4.

222 gee: Sharj al-Maqasid, vol. 1, 4.
223 gl-Muntaha, vol. 1, 103.
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(mugaddimar).?®* What is clear from both statements is that he does not consider
epistemology as a part of kalam.?®

Coming back to Ij’1s objection: Another part of his argument was that if existence was
the subject matter, it would lead to affirming mental existence (wujid dhihni) to
explain why some investigations are included that are not part of existence.

Taftazani replies to this argument by saying:

The investigations on epistemology are from the states of the external existence
(ahwal al-wujud al-“ayni) even if its existence is not considered. The rest is from
the states of mental existence, and many theologians affirm it according to their
explicit statements. Whoever does not has to turn to the knowable [as the subject
matter].??

In summary: The central point here is not about the way Taftazani deflects the
arguments against the different positions regarding the subject matter but how they
reveal his position regarding the relationship between kalam and epistemology.
Although epistemology has been included in most of the works of kalam, including
Taftazan’1s books, he explicitly states that it is not a part of kalam. However, he still
agrees with TjT and other later theologians that the subject matter of kalam is the
knowable. But Taftazani taking this position is not related to the attempt to include
epistemology. Furthermore, unlike scholars before him, Taftazani tries to offer
different explanations for earlier scholars who chose existence as the subject matter. It
seems that he is trying to defuse the tension between the different positions by giving
each position a charitable reading without compromising his position regarding the

relationship between kalam and epistemology.

3.4. Epistemology (mabahith al-‘ilm wal-nazar)

After the discussion about the relationship between epistemology and kalam, the

following chapters will focus on the conceptual tools that are discussed in the chapters

224 | one of the commentaries on Tahdhib al-kalam, the author gives the same answer as Taftazani but
specifies that epistemology is from the introductions. See: al-Huda, vol. 1, 189.

225 This lines up with earlier theologians who held this position, like Ghazali. In his al-1qtisad fil-i‘tiqad,
Ghazali puts his epistemological discussions into the last of the four introductions (tamhidar). See
Ghazali, al-Iqtisad fil-i‘tigad, 114-125.

226 Sharp al-Magasid, vol. 1, 179.
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on epistemology. The first part deals with three common questions with regard to
knowledge. The second part will look at the two different ways knowledge was
divided. Lastly, we will look at the different kinds of self-evident knowledge
(darariyyat), which are the most fundamental building blocks for attaining new

knowledge.

3.4.1. Knowledge (‘ilm)

“Know that the investigations on knowledge cannot be encompassed unless with at
least one volume (mujallad). Hence, we shall mention some of them concisely.”%?’
This is how Farhari begins the discussion in his gloss on Shar/ al-‘aga’id on the two
words: “The means to knowledge (asbab al-‘ilm).” He then spends two pages in the
modern print going through five different topics very briefly. Farhar’is gloss is a
simple example to illustrate how epistemological investigations were perceived by
Muslim scholars. For this reason, the scope of the present chapter will be narrowed
down to discuss three topics that are commonly found in the books on kalam regarding

knowledge:

1. Can knowledge be defined?
2. Is the concept of knowledge self-evident (dariri) or theoretical (nazari)?

3. What is the definition or description Taftazant offered for knowledge?

3.4.2. Can Knowledge Be Defined?

In Tahdhib al-kalam, Taftazani says: “Knowledge cannot be defined due to its clarity
(li-wudizhihi). It is also said that it is due to its obscurity (li-khafa’ihi).”2? The structure
and wording in this statement disclose the opinion Taftazani prefers. In the beginning,
he mentions the position he chooses. Then, he presents the second position by
preceding it with the words: “It is said” (qila). It indicates that he considers it to be the

weaker position.

227 al-Nibras, 74.
228 a|-Tahdhib, 222.
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The main text of al-Magasid substantiates this reading. He says, again briefly: “Most
of the definitions for knowledge are faulty (madkhiila). 1t is said due to its obscurity
while the verifiers say due to its clarity.”??° Again, he introduces the position saying it
is due to its obscurity with “it is said”” and ascribes the second position to the verifiers
(mufkaqqiqgan). From both texts, Tahdhib and Maqgasid, it is safe to say that he believes

that knowledge cannot be defined due to its clarity.

In his commentary on the Maqasid, he identifies two scholars that took differing
positions. Amongst the verifiers is Fakhr al-Din al-Razi (d. 606/1210), whom

Taftazani paraphrases:

Imam al-Razi said: The definitions for knowledge are not free from deficiency
(khalal) because its essence reaches such a point of lucidness that it is not possible
to define it with something more evident than it (¢jla minhu). Many verifiers took
this position. Some of them said: The difference of opinion that occurred was
because of its intense clarity, not obscurity.?%

A representative of the position that knowledge cannot be defined due to its obscurity

is Ghazali. Taftazani cites and paraphrases from al-Mustasfa saying:

It is probably difficult to define it according to its reality with an encompassing
formulation of its genus and differentia. This is difficult for most things; in fact, it
is difficult for most of what is perceived with the senses. So how will it be with
that which is perceived [mentally]? Hence, its meaning is clarified by division
(tagszm) and example (mithaf). 23!

Although Ghazali, Razi, and Taftazani agree that knowledge cannot be defined, they
disagree when it comes to the reason. For Ghazali, the definition for most of the
tangibles is difficult and more so intangible concepts. So his default position suggests
that defining something is difficult, and so is defining knowledge. The solution is to
describe (rasm) it using division and examples. About the first, he says, as paraphrased

by Taftazani:

As for the division: It is you differentiating it from that which it is confused with,
and that is beliefs (i‘tiqadar). It is obvious how it differentiates itself from doubt
(shakk), from presumption (zann) by certainty (jazm), and ignorance (jahl) by

229 Sharh al-Maqasid, vol. 1, 46.

230 Sharh al-Magasid, 47. See also: Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, Ma‘alim usil al-din (Beirut: Dar al-Diya’
2012), 24-25.

231 al-Mustasfd, 21.
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being congruent [with reality]. So there is nothing else left than the belief of
the mugallid. It [knowledge] differentiates itself from it since belief might remain,
although that which it is connected to might change like someone believing that
Zayd is in the house, but he then exists. The belief is as it was [i.e., that Zayd is
still in the house]. Whereas knowledge changes with the known (ma‘/izm) and does
not remain when one believes that the thing to which it is connected has ceased
since it is an uncovering (inkishaf) and separation (inkilal) from the conviction
(‘aqgida) while belief (i‘tigad) is a knotting of the heart (‘aqd ‘a/a al-qalb). That is
why it ceases by a doubter when he causes doubt, unlike knowledge. (...) So the
division mentioned separates knowledge from the situation of resembling
[belief].?*?

Ghazali argues that knowledge is easily differentiated from doubt, presumption, and
ignorance. There is no judgment in a state of doubt and no certainty in a state of
presumption, whereas, in knowledge, they are. The distinction between ignorance and
knowledge is obvious, as they are opposites. However, knowledge can be confused
with belief. So the way to differentiate between them is that knowledge follows the
known (al-‘ilm tabi‘ lil-ma‘/am), meaning that they are concomitant, unlike belief
which can remain although the subject of belief has changed its state. So the division
helps to grasp the difference between knowledge and belief by highlighting the

differences between them.

The second way of clarifying the meaning of knowledge is by giving an example.
Ghazali, as quoted by Taftazani, says:

As for the example: Visual perception (idrak al-basar) is similar to mental
perception (idrak al-basira). So just as the meaning of seeing (ibsar) is the
impression of the image from the seen object—that its likeness in the visual faculty
is like the impression of an image in the mirror—the intellect resembles the mirror
in which the images of the intelligible is impressed—that is their realities and their
essence as they are. Knowledge is an expression of the intellect, capturing the
images of the intelligible, imprinting, and obtaining them.

(...) This example makes you understand the reality of knowledge.?%

Taftazani then concludes and says:

This is what he said. So it becomes apparent that he intends the difficulty of
defining with a real definition (ta'rif haqigi) and not what conveys its
differentiation and inducing understanding of its reality, and [he intends] that this
is not far-fetched.?**

232 Sharh al-Magqasid, vol. 1, 47. Taftazani quotes and summarizes simultaneously. For the original
wording see: al-Mustasfa, 22.

233 Sharp al-Magasid, 47; al-Mustasfa, 22.

234 Sharh al-Magasid, 47.
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In Taftazan’1s conclusion, there is an implicit response to Ij’1s judgment regarding
Ghazal’1s position. IjT says: “Ghazal’s position that it can only be known by division
and example is farfetched.”?® So Taftazani is more lenient towards Ghazali and
Juwayni, just as he was with Urmawi. Yet, this does not prevent him from having a
clear stance and disagreeing with them insofar as he agrees with the conclusion that
knowledge cannot be defined but disagrees with the reason and sides with Razi and

the verified position.

3.4.3. Definitions for Knowledge

The following question is linked to the issue of the definition of knowledge: Is the
concept of knowledge self-evident (dariiri/badihi) or theoretical (nazari)?%®
Summarizing the topic, we find the glossators of Shars al-‘aga’id mention three

positions concerning this question:

1. The concept of knowledge is self-evident, therefore, not in need of a definition. This
Is Raz’1s position.

2. It is theoretical but difficult to define. This position is ascribed to Ghazali and
Juwayni.

3. It is theoretical and can be defined.?%”

Taftazani mentions two arguments for the first position in his Shar/ al-Magasid, which

were put forward by Razi:

It is said that conceptualizing it is immediate (dariri) because it is already
obtained (hasil), and everything else is known by it. So if it [knowledge] is known
by something else, it would lead to a vicious circle (dawr). Moreover, because the
knowledge of one’s existence is self-evident, that, in turn, is preceded by
unqualified knowledge (mulag al-‘ilm). Therefore, it is more so self-evident.?%®

235 < Adud al-Din al-Tjt, Jawhar al-kalam (Cairo: Dar al-Salah 2022), 22-23.

236 The distinction between dariir and badihi knowledge will be the topic of chapter “Self-Evident and
Theoretical Knowledge”. For now these two terms will be used interchangeably.
For an overview on this matter, see: Ahmet Siiruri, “Tagkoprizade’nin el-Mealim fi IImi’l-Kelam’inda
“Bilginin Tanim1” Problemi,” in: XVII. Tiirk Tarih Kongresi (Eylil 2014): 2329-2337.

237 see: al-Nibras, 75; Sharj al-‘aqa’id, 110-111 (Ramadan).

238 Sharh al-Magasid, vol. 1, 43.
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The first point argues that knowledge is already obtained (kasil) and cannot be
acquired (iktisab). As one of the principles states, it is impossible to obtain what is
already present (tahsil al-hasil muhal). The way knowledge is obtained is through
intuition (wijdan), and everything else is known by knowledge. Hence, it is impossible
that knowledge is known through something else or by virtue of itself, as it would lead
to a vicious circle (dawr). Therefore, it has to be a priori (badihi).?*

The second argument starts with the premise that the knowledge of oneself is self-
evident, which is a specific knowledge: “I have knowledge of my existence.” This
specific knowledge is preceded by unrestricted knowledge, i. e. just the notion of
knowledge, not the more specific “knowledge of” something. So if the specific
knowledge is self-evident and a compound of unrestricted knowledge and its
specificity (“my existence”), then the unrestricted knowledge has to be a priori as well
since that which precedes the a priori is also a priori.2*

Taftazani then mentions a long discussion with objections and answers. The gist of it
revolves around the objection that the two arguments do not differentiate between
conceptualizing knowledge (tasawwur al-‘ilm) and obtaining knowledge (husa! al-
‘ilm). Briefly put, there is a difference between, for example, conceptualizing iman
and obtaining iman insofar as a person becomes described as being a believer
(mu‘min). It is conceivable that someone has a conception of iman without obtaining
it and thus be described as a believer (mu’min). Similarly, it is conceivable that
someone obtains iman and becomes described as a believer without any knowledge of
the reality of iman itself. Applying this to the earlier argument regarding the
proposition “I have knowledge of my existence” shows that a person can obtain self-
knowledge without conceptualizing the reality of knowledge itself. Therefore, it does
not follow that the conception of unqualified knowledge (‘ilm murlaq) is a priori
because the more specific self-knowledge is a priori since the second is obtaining
knowledge, whereas the first is conceptualizing knowledge.?** Taftazani goes through

a number of arguments and counter-arguments without fully resolving the issue.

239 gpe Shar} al-Magasid, vol. 1, 43-44.
240 gee Sharj al-Magqasid, vol. 1, 44,
241 See Shar al-Magasid, vol. 1, 44-45; 1bn Ya'‘qib, vol. 1, 25-28.
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Altogether, he seems to leave the discussion open by showing that neither of the

arguments is conclusive.

The second position regarding knowledge states that it is theoretical (nazari) but
difficult to define with a real definition (ta'rif haqiqi), that is, a genus and differentia.
The details of this position were discussed earlier in the passage from Ghazal’is al-
Mustasfa. Taftazani concluded that Ghazal’is main argument is about the difficulty of
finding a definition that meets the conditions required in logic; however, it is still
possible to distinguish the notion of knowledge from belief with a division (tagsim)
and grasp its reality with an example (mithal).?*?

The third position states that knowledge is theoretical and can therefore be defined.
Early theologians suggested different definitions, which later theologians found to be
flawed.?*® Taftazani, for example, states that “most of the definitions for knowledge

are deficient (madkhila).”?** He mentions the following as examples:

The knowledge (marifa) of the known (ma‘lim) as it is; the perception (idrak) of
the known as it is; affirmation (ithbar) of the known as it is; believing something
as it is; that by which something is known; that which makes the one possessing
it a knower, etc. The reason for the shortcoming (khalal) is apparent.?*°

Ibn Ya‘qub explains what the shortcoming is:

The shortcoming in these definitions is apparent: the implication of a vicious circle
(dawr) since they are a derivation (mushtaq) from the word ‘ilm. The derivation is
only known after knowing ‘ilm with the addition of “as it is,” which is dispensable
because being acquainted with a thing requires it to be as it is for the knower.
Otherwise, the connection would be ignorance, not knowledge.?*6

Taftazan’1s criticism of the definitions relates to circularity in them as they contain a
derivation from the definition. In the definitions above, it is the word
“known” (ma‘lizm), which is a derivation from “knowledge” (‘ilm). To understand the

definition, one has to be familiar with the word ‘ilmas it is the root from

242 see Sharh al-Magqasid, vol. 1, 47.

243 Eor an extensive overview of the definitions see: Frank Rosenthal, Knowledge Triumphant (Leiden:
Brill 2007), 46-69.

244 Sharh al-Maqasid, vol. 1, 46.

245 Sharh al-Magasid, vol. 1, 46.

246 1bn Ya‘qib, vol. 1, 28.
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which ma‘/am is derived. So grasping the definition for ‘ilm presupposes
understanding the word ma‘/izm, which requires understanding the word ‘ilm, which
leads to a vicious circle. An important observation from lbn Ya‘qab is that Taftazani
says most of the definitions are deficient and not all of them “because a number of the
verifiers did choose some of the definitions claiming that one cannot object to

them 99247

The following section will look at one definition in particular, which some of the

theologians, amongst them Taftazani, did consider beneficial and valid.

3.4.4. The Best Definition of Knowledge

In his two independent works on theology Shar/ al-Magasid and Tahdhib al-kalam,
Taftazani clearly states that knowledge cannot be defined. In his commentary of al-
‘Aqa’id al-nasafiyya, however, he discusses two definitions without going into the
details about the possibilities of a definition. This relates to the general approach of

him being the commentator of a specific school. In this case, a Maturidi text.

Taftazan’1s discussion on knowledge in Shari al-‘aqa’id begins when he reaches the
statement: “The means to knowledge.” As it is his method in the commentary, he
begins by clarifying the words first: “Knowledge is an attribute (sifa) through which
what is mentioned (madhkiir) becomes revealed in whom it subsists.”?*® Before we
look at his analysis, it is worth noticing to whom this definition is ascribed. Abu al-
Mu‘in al-Nasafi (d. 508/1115), in his Tabsira al-adilla, says that this is a definition
that can be understood from Abt Manstir al-Maturidi (d. 333/944) although he did not
formulate it verbatim. Aba al-Mu‘in says:

During his discussion, the Shaykh and Imam, Abt Manstir al-Maturidi-May Allah
have mercy on him—, points out that knowledge is an attribute through which what
is mentioned becomes revealed in whom it subsists. However, he did not use these
words in this order and arrangement. (...) By reflection, one knows that [this
definition] is not subject to any false objection.?*

247 1bn Ya'qub, vol. 1, 28.
248 Shar al-‘aqa’id, 112; Rosenthal (2007), 59.

249 Aba al-Mu‘n al-Nasafi, Tabsira al-adilla (Damascus: al-Ma‘had al-‘Tlmi al-Faransi li-dirasat al-
‘Arabiyya, 1990), vol. 1, 11.
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Later theologians, like Jurjani, considered it to be “the best definition,” and most of
the later verifiers, especially from the Maturidis, mentioned this definition as the most

accurate.?*°

With regard to the analysis of this definition, Taftazani says:

Knowledge is an attribute by which what is mentioned becomes revealed in whom
it subsists (sifa yatajalla biha al-madhkar li-man gamat hiya bihi). Meaning that
whatever is mentioned becomes clear and obvious and can be expressed, whether
it is existent or nonexistent. It includes sense perception and the perception of the
intellect regarding conceptions and assents, which are certain and not certain. (...)

Nevertheless, it is more appropriate to interpret “revealing” (fajallz) as a complete
uncovering (inkishaf tamm) which does not include presumption because
knowledge is in opposition to presumption, according to them [the theologians].?>*

In the Shar/ al-Magasid, Taftazani informs us that the word ‘ilm is equivocal (lafz
mushtarak) and depending on the terminological definition, an attribute (sifa), a
perception (idrak), the obtaining of an image (husil al-siira) or a belief (i‘tigad).?>?
The definition he mentions is based on the position that knowledge is an attribute (sifa)
of the knower (‘alim) which connects to the object of knowledge. Others considered
knowledge to be the connection (ta‘allug) between the knower and object of

knowledge, which reveals and uncovers what is mentioned.?%3

A similar discussion is about the accident (magi/a) to which knowledge belongs.
Summarizing the discussion, Farhari says: There are three positions. Knowledge is

either a relation (idafa), quality (kayf), or an affect (infi‘al).

The verifiers say: If we know something, then there are three things:

(1) the relation between the knower and the known,

(2) the obtaining of a form in the knower or

(3) the receptiveness of the soul (gabul al-nafs) for that form.
So whoever went for the first said it is a relation. If one goes for the second, then
it is a quality, and whoever goes for the third says it is an affect.>*

250 geq: al-Nibras, 75; Sabunt, 47; Abt al-Barakat al-Nasafi, al-1"#imad 7 al-i‘tigad (Beirut: Maktabat
Dar al-Fajr, 2020), 86; al-Hawashr, vol. 1, 39 (Jandi);

21 shar al-‘aqa’id, 112-113. The statement “knowledge is in opposition to presumption” is based on
the usage in which zann means everything but certainty (ma laysa bi-yagini). So it encompasses
presumption, ignorance and belief, all of which are not certainty. See: Shar# al-Magasid, vol. 1, 654.

252 Sharj al-Maqasid, vol. 1, 48; al-Huda, 192-194.
253 gee: al-Hawashi, vol. 1, 39 (Jandi); al-Huda, 194.
254 al-Nibras, 75.
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According to Farhari, the difference of opinion regarding the accident of knowledge
arises from the varying perspectives of the theologians. Five things are necessary here:
The knower, the subject of knowledge, the relationship between the two, the knower’s
receptiveness to the form, and the obtaining of the form. Theologians who said the
accident of knowledge is a relation (idafa) looked at the knower and the known. Those
who said it is a quality (kayf) looked at the obtaining of the form, and those who said

it is an affect (infi‘al/) looked at the receptiveness of the form in the knower.

Next, we will look closely at the conditions mentioned in the definition above to see
what they include and exclude. The term tajalli (revealed or manifest), according to
Taftazani, describes “a complete uncovering” (inkishaf tamm) which excludes
presumption (zann), ignorance (jahl) and the belief of a mugallid since the primary
concern of a theologian is reaching certainty.?> The condition madhkir (what is
mentioned) is used instead of the termshay’ (thing) to include the existent and
nonexistent, which can potentially and actually be expressed mentally or linguistically.
Among the glossators, there is a discussion about the root of the word madhkir. If its
root is the word dhikr—which is more probable—then it would refer to that which is
expressed linguistically, and if it is dhukr, then that which is in the mind.2*®

Taftazani explicitly states that the definition includes sense perception, which clarifies
his position regarding the difference of opinion. Theologians discussed if sense
perception is part of knowledge or essentially different and, therefore, another kind of
perception. According to Abu al-Hasan al-Ash‘ari (d. 324/935) and some later
theologians, like Taftazani, sense perception is from the category of knowledge. In
contrast, the majority (jumhir) holds that it is a type of perception (naw‘ min al-idrak)
essentially different from knowledge which is more appropriate terminologically and
linguistically.®” One objection regarding this position is that if sense perception is
knowledge, then animals would be described as possessing it (u/il al-‘ilm).2%8

Glossators, like Jandi, deflected this objection saying:

255 gpe Shar al-Magasid, vol. 1, 49; Sharh al-‘aga’id, 113.
256 gee: al-Majmii‘a, 109-110 (Khayali).

257 see: al-Majmii' @, 111 (Kastali).

258 See: al-Majmii‘a, 111 (Khayali).
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It does not necessitate that animals become described as possessing knowledge
since their perception is with the senses directly and not the soul (nafs) by means
of the senses. That is why it is said: “In whom it subsists.” It is as if he says: “An
attribute through which what is mentioned becomes revealed to the soul.”?%

According to the theologians, the locus of knowledge is the soul (nafs). In contrast,
the sense faculties (Qquwwa hassasa) are the means of perception (ala al-idrak). In
other words, the sense faculties are not the place of perception but means by which
enable the soul to perceive. Animals, however, perceive through their senses since they

are the locus of perception, not the means for the soul. As Kastali says:

As far as what animals perceive by their imagination (awhamihim), like the sheep
perceiving a meaning forcing (ma‘nan mijiban) it to flee when it sees a wolf, (...)
it does not necessitate that it is through the intellect (‘aqgl). It is conceivable that
Allah creates it [the meaning] without a means, or it [is also conceivable] that they
have some other means.2%

The gloss by Farhari gives further insights. After mentioning the objection that the
linguistic, terminological, and religious (shar‘7) usage negates that animals have

knowledge, he offers three counterarguments and says:

Firstly, what is negated from animals is knowledge by the intellect and not the
senses.

Secondly, the word “whom” (man) [in the definition] is for those that have
intellect, so the sensation (izsas) in animals is excluded from the definition.

Thirdly, the meaning of “perception of the senses” (idrak al-hawdas) is the
perception of the rational soul through the senses (idrak al-nafs al-nariga bil-
hawas) and not the sensation itself because the senses are only the means of
perception.?*

Both glossators do not specify the faculty of animals, which, for example, instills the
meaning of fear, as is the case with a sheep when it sees a wolf. They argue that this
example does not necessitate that animals have an intellect since the meaning can be
obtained through other means. As Kastali suggests, the meaning obtained is either by
a direct creation in a sheep or some other means, which he, as a theologian, is not
compelled to clarify. As long as the possibility for some means is there, it is enough

to deflect the argument, which is the following: If sense perception yields knowledge,

29 al-Hawashi, vol. 1, 39 (Jandi).
260 See: al-Majmii‘a, 123 (Kastali).
261 al-Nibras, 77.
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then animals have to be described as possessing knowledge and, by extension, having
an intellect. As both theologians explain, there is a difference between the human being
with a rational soul, which obtains knowledge through the senses insofar as they are

means, and animals obtaining perception directly in their senses.

FarharT goes a step further and clarifies that even the intellect is just a means. When

Taftazani says: “The perception of the intellect,” Farhari comments:

Meaning: Perception of the soul through the intellect. From the words of the
scholars, it becomes evident that connecting the perception to the intellect is meant
in a real sense (hagiqi). Moreover, to the perspicacious, it is also clear that it is
metaphorical (majazi), like the perception of the senses. Nevertheless, since the
intellect is the immediate cause (sabab qgarib), they made it the one perceiving
(mudrik). Keep that in mind so it saves you from confusion.?6?

Farhari says that the human soul is ultimately the locus of knowledge. Its most specific
attribute is the intellect. That is why scholars mention that the terms soul and intellect
are sometimes used synonymously. So the statement “perception of the intellect” is
meant literally in the sense that it is referring to the soul but using its most specific
attribute, the intellect. Alternatively, it is used metaphorically, meaning that the soul

perceives through the intellect.

In summary, we saw earlier that Taftazani, in his independent works, agrees with Razi
insofar as knowledge cannot be defined. He also says that the varying definitions, or
rather descriptions and calling-to-attention (¢zanbih), are a result of the different
terminologies with regard to the essence of knowledge. Finally, in his Shark al-
‘aga’id, he is first and foremost operating as a commentator for a Maturidi text, so his
aim is to clarify it according to the Maturidi understanding. Based on these insights,
there is no contradiction in mentioning a definition for knowledge in the Shar/ al-
‘aga’id and saying that knowledge cannot be defined in his independent works.
Kastal’1s statement can be taken as a pointer when he says: “He defined it based on
the position that it is obtainable (kasbi) and possible to be defined and not as the Imam

[al-Razi] said that it is self-evident.”?%® Considering all of his works and mode of

%62 al-Nibras, 78.
263 al-Majmii‘a, 109 (Kastal).
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writing shows that there is no contradiction between his statements in the different
works, which leads to confusion regarding his positions.

3.4.5. Conception (tasawwur) and Assent (tasdiq)

The present chapter analysis four central concepts used in the discussions on
epistemology which serve as a basis for further theological investigations. The first
subchapter looks at the first division of knowledge into concepts (tasawwurat) and
assents (tasdigat). The second subchapter deals with the next layer, in which concepts
and assents are divided into self-evident (dariri) and theoretical (nazari). The last
subchapter looks at six types of self-evident assents that serve as building blocks of
every inference (giyas). In the books of kalam, this is where debates about skepticism
occur. Although some of the above topics relate to logic, it is difficult to find a book
of kalam authored by later theologians that do not include them.

Taftazan’1s concise text in the Tahdhib al-mansiq will serve as a point of departure for
the present and the following subchapters. He begins the investigation on logic with a
twofold division:

“In knowledge, if there is an affirmation (idh‘an) regarding a relation (nisba), then
it is an assent (tasdiq); if not, then it is a conception (tasawwur). Both divide
necessarily into that which is self-evident (dariir?) and acquired (iktisabi).”?%*

With very few words, Taftazani encapsulates four discussions regarding assent,
conception, their further division, and the topics of self-evident and acquired
knowledge. Before we look at the different investigations, it is important to highlight

a novelty in Taftazan’is expression.

Commentators and glossators of this text point out how Taftazani turned away from
the commonly used term idrak (perception) by using the word idh‘an (affirmation).
He introduced a more concise expression with various benefits. Dawwani, in his

commentary on Tahdhib al-manyiq, says:

264 al-Tahdhib, 163.
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The author-may Allah be pleased with him-turned away from the famous
expression which is: “The perception (idrak) that the relation holds or does not
hold” because imagination (¢takhyl) is included since it is a perception of a relation
that holds or does not hold. Similarly, doubt (shakk) and assumption (wahm) [are
excluded].?®

Khabisi (d. 1050/1641), who wrote a famous commentary on Tahdhib al-mantig, adds:

The author used “affirmation” (idh‘an) to shorten the expression and to establish
the difference most clearly and concisely between perceiving the relation (idrak
al-nisba), which is from conception, and between affirming the relation (idh‘an
al-nisha), which is from assent.26¢

Dasuqi, in his gloss on Khabisi, says further:

“Affirming the relation” implies its perception but not vice versa because the
connection of the affirmed either holds or does not. So it is more specific than the
connection from the perception of the relation (muta‘alliq idrak al-nisba), which
asserts the subject’s predicate, i.e., its connection to it.

In summary, every affirmation is a perception, but not every perception is an
affirmation. Reflect on it.2%

The commentators and glossators agree that Taftazan’is choice of “affirming the
relation” instead of “perceiving the relation” has multiple benefits. It is concise and
precise as it is more specific than perception. Additionally, it conveys the meaning of
assertion, and by that, it excludes imagination, assumption, and doubt.

Describing the meaning of this novel term, Khabisi says:

The meaning of “affirming the relation” (idh‘an al-nisba) is perceiving it insofar
as the words submission (taslim) and acceptance (qabu!) are used for it.

According to this manner, as mentioned above, perception is called judgment
(hukm). So assent, based on his definition, is the judgment only, which is the
position of the hukama’. Thus, it is simple (basit).?8

According to Taftazan’is definition of assent (tasdiq), which is “affirming the

relation,” there is no difference between it and a judgment (zukm). Furthermore, assent

265 sa°d al-Din al-Taftazani, Sharka al-mukaqqiq al-Dawwani wa Mulla ‘Abd Allah al-Yazdi ‘ala
Tahdhib al-manyiq (Kuwait: Dar al-Diya’, 2014), 102.

266 al-Majma* al-manrigiyya, 110.

257 al-Majmii‘a al-manyigiyya, 110 (Dasaq).

268 al-Majmi‘a al-manzigiyya, 105 (Khabis).
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or judgment is simple as it is not a compound of various conceptions and something
additional. This is the position of the hukama  and contrary to the position of some
later scholars, Fakhr al-Din al-Razi in particular. Taftazani, explaining his position,

says:

The majority (jumhir) is of the opinion that it [assent] is the judgment (Aukm) and
that it is a type of knowledge essentially different from conception (tasawwur) as
it only connects to relations. Unlike conceptions as they connect to it [relation]
and other things. Do not you see that if you doubt the world’s contingency, you
conceptualize “the world,” “contingent,” and the relation between the two without
judgment and assent? But when a proof (burhan) is established, you will grasp the
relation differently, called judgment and assent. Its reality is the affirmation in
one’s self and one’s acceptance of [the relations] occurrence or its non-occurrence
(li-wuga* al-nisba aw /@ wugi* al-nisba).?°

Taftazani illustration explains the following: The proposition “The world is
contingent” has three conceptions: “The world,” “contingent,” and the relation
between the two. In a state of doubt, the last conception (i.e., the relation) is
conceptualized without affirming or denying its occurrence. One only conceptualizes
the relation between the two concepts without any judgment. So in this sense, the
relationship is not a judgment but only a conception. Once there is evidence that the
relation holds, the assent and judgment set in. Hence, conceptualizing the relation and
affirming it is essentially different. That is why the judgment is simple, not a
compound of the conceptions.

Other scholars, like Razi, believed that the assent is a compound of four conceptions

while the judgment is an act (fi‘l) or an affect (infi‘a/).2"° The four conceptions are:

The conception of what is judged (tasawwur al-makkizm “alayhi)
The conception of what is judged by (tasawwur al-makkim bihi)

The conception of the relation (tasawwur al-nisba al-zukmiyya)

A w0 np e

The conception which is the judgment (al-tasawwur alladhi huwa al-Aukm)?"

269 Sharp al-Magasid, vol. 1, 53.

270 gee: al-Majmii‘a al-manyiqiyya, 112-122; Sharh al-Magasid, vol. 1, 52-53.

2711 gee: al-Majmii‘a al-manrigiyya, 118; Najm al-Din al-Khinaji, Sharh kitab Ma'alim usal al-din
(Beirut, Dar al-Rayhan, 2019) 90.
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Irrespective of whether the judgment is an affect or an act, assent occurs whenever the
four parts come together. Taftazant mentions that Raz’1s position is not entirely clear
as he sometimes puts the judgment in the category of acts (af‘a/) and other times refers
to it as “inner speech” (kalam nafsi).’? However, in his commentary on the Shamsiyya,
Taftazant explicitly dismisses the position that the judgment is an act and says that it

is an affirmation.

(...) The truth is that the judgment is not an act but an affirmation (idh‘ar) and
acceptance (gabal) of the relations occurrence or non-occurrence and the
perception of it. (...) According to the sukama', it is called assent (tasdiq).?”®

The second term Taftazani mentions in Tahdhib al-mantiq is conception (tasawwur).
He says that conception is knowledge that has no judgment. This encompasses
qualified subjects, like “rational animal” or “Zayd’s servant.” Both examples have a
relation, but it does not convey a complete meaning. A relation can also convey a
complete meaning without having a judgment, like a proposition in which there is
doubt about the relation between the subject and the predicate, as we saw in the

example above about the contingency of the world.?™

The most controversial issue regarding conceptions was started by none other than
Razi. That is why Taftazant dedicates most of the second subchapter of the Shar/ al-
Maqasid to the discussion regarding Raz’is position that conceptions are always

immediate (dariri). The main text of al-Maqgasid says:

Imam [Razi] chose the position that what is obtained from conceptions is
immediate (dariri) since acquiring them is impossible. As far as from the
perspective of seeking them [it is impossible] because they are either
unconditionally known (ma‘lizm muflaq), so they cannot be sought; they are
unconditionally unknown (majhil muglag), so it is impossible to turn one’s
attention to them; or they are known from one perspective without another, so it
is not possible to seek something from two perspectives, unlike assents as they are
sought by obtaining their conceptions.?”®

272 gee: Sharj al-Maqasid, vol. 1, 53.

213 Sa‘d al-Din al-Taftazani, Shark al-Shamsiyya (Amman: Dar al-Nir, 2016), 103.
274 al-Majma“ al-manyigiyya, 125-126.

215 Sharh al-Magasid, vol. 1, 56.
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Raz’1s position is mentioned in his al-Mu/assal.2’® But there are works in which Razi
does not take this position, as is the case in his Ma‘alim fi usil al-din. However, since
this opinion had such an impact, commentators on the Ma‘alim still opened the
investigation on this topic. Sharaf al-Din Tilmisani (d. 658/1260), for example, in his

commentary on this work, explains:

Fakhr [al-Din al-Razi] claimed in his al-Mu/kassal that all conceptions are known
immediately (dariiratan). He [Razi] said: We do not mean that we necessarily (bil-
darira) know all the concepts since reality opposes this. We only mean that
everything we know as far as conceptions have been obtained immediately (fasil
bil-darira) either through sense perception (hZiss), intuition (wijdan), or pure
reason (makd al-‘aqgl). And a person may be favored with the conception of
realities, but by Allah-Exalted is He—through an immediate knowledge of them.?”

When Razi says that all concepts are necessary, he, according to Tilmisani, does not
mean to say that they are all already obtained in the mind since our experience
contradicts this claim. However, one of the main consequences of this position is that
definitions do not lead to the acquisition of new conceptions since they are already

present in the mind.

Discussing this topic in detail would go beyond the scope of the present work as it
needs a thorough and careful reading of Raz’is books and their commentaries. Our
primary concern is Taftazan’is position. He follows the majority position and one of
the arguments he and others mention is the following:

We do not concede that when something is known from one perspective (min
wajh), it is impossible to direct one’s attention to the unknown perspective. It is
only impossible if the known perspective—from its overall perspectives and mental
conceptions (i‘tibaratihi)—is in a way that it does not take [the object of reflection]
out from an unconditionally unknown (majhilan muglagan) state.?’®

Deflecting Raz’1s position happens by not conceding to one of the premises mentioned
earlier in his quote. The point of contention is not about what is unconditionally

unknown, as it is not possible to reflect upon what is not known at all, as Taftazani

276 gee: Najm al-Din al-Katibi, al-Muffasal fi shark al-mullakhkhas (Amman: al-Aslayn, 2018), vol. 1,
58-59.

277 Sharh ma'alim usil al-din, 56.

278 Sharh al-Magasid, vol. 1, 58.
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admits. However, it is enough to know about the object of reflection from some
perspective (min wajhin ma) to acquire knowledge about the unknown perspectives.?”
Throughout his discussion, Taftazani refers to Ij’1s al-Mawaqif by sometimes quoting
and other times correcting some of his expressions.?®® This is again an example of how

later scholars continuously evaluated and refined earlier works.

After discussing assent and conception, we will now turn to the third discussion about
the way we know the twofold division of knowledge. When Taftazani states that the
division is self-evident (dariri), it follows that one can only call to attention (tanbih)
that this division holds. Although Taftazant offers lengthy arguments in his Shar/ al-
Shamsiyya, he concludes that our intuition (wijdan) is sufficient to come to this
conclusion since the evidence is more obscure (akhfa) than the result which is being
proven.?8! This probably explains why he does not bother to present an inference for
the division in his Shar/ al-Magasid in which he suffices with the following:

Both conception and assent divide into theoretical (nazari) and self-evident
(darart) since we find in ourselves that some conceptions and some assents need
reflection (nazar), like conceptualizing angels and jinn, or the assent that the world
is contingent. At the same time, some do not need reflection, like conceptualizing
existence and nothingness or assent to the law of excluded middle.??

Later scholars, like Husayn b. Mu‘1n al-Din al-Yazdi (d. 910/1505), in his commentary
on Tahdhib al-mantig, says about the statement that the division is self-evident: “It is
a pointer (ishara) that this division is a priori (badihi) not in need of undergoing the
hardship of inference, as some of the scholars did.”?®® Dawwani mentions in his
commentary that it is “safer” (aslam) to refer to the a priori approach instead of

burdening oneself with an inference.?®*

279 For more detailed discussion see: Sharh al-Magasid, vol. 1, 56-64; al-Mufassal fi shark al-muhassal,
vol. 1, 58-68; Khiinaji, 94-99; Sharaf al-Din al-Tilmisani, Shars Ma‘alim usal al-Din (Amman: Dar al-
Fath, no date), 56-60

280 gee for example: Sharf al-mawaqif, vol. 1, 58-59 and 61.

281 Shar/ al-Shamsiyya, 109-110.

282 Shar al-Magasid, vol. 1, 54.

283 Sharpa al-tahdhib, 218.

284 Sharha al-tahdhib, 205.
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3.4.6. Self-Evident Knowledge (darariyyat)

After discussing knowledge, its twofold division, and how this division comes about,
the following discussion turns to the subsequent twofold division of self-evident
(darart) and theoretical (nazari) knowledge, found in the earliest Sunni-kalam
books.?® The aim is to show what conceptual tools later scholars use to discuss this
division. Taftazani is noteworthy in this regard as his Shar/ al-‘aga’id reveals a salient
difference between two approaches among Sunni theologians, especially the Ash‘aris
and Maturidis, which we will discuss in the following subchapter. One can be called
objective-driven, in which discussions about epistemology focus on the main
objectives of theology, substantiating the religious creeds. The second approach can
be called scrutiny-driven, in which the epistemological discussions are more detailed

and influenced by philosophy.

Before we delve into the main discussions, it is crucial to highlight that Taftazani,
generally speaking, uses the words dariri and badihi as well as nazari and kasbi
interchangeably. If there is a more specific usage, he will point it out, or it becomes
clear from the context. The following four examples illustrate this before moving on
to a closer analysis. Since the next discussions revolve around the conceptual tools,
which are very close in meaning, we will suffice with the Arabic terminology for the

sake of clarity.

In a quote mentioned earlier from Shar/ al-Maqasid, he says: “Both conception and
assent divide into nazari and dariri”?® In a later passage, when he talks about the
types of darirt knowledge he says: “Darirt knowledge is limited to six badihiyyat.”?®
In this context, the word badihi is more specific than darirr.

In his commentary on the Shamsiyya, he says:

“Nazari is that which needs acquisition (kasb) and thinking (fikr). Badihi is that
which does not need it. (...) And darirt is synonymous with it. It could also be

285 gee: Muhammad b. al-Hasan al-Farak, Mujarrad magalat al-Ash‘ar7 (Amman: Dar al-Nar, 2022),
59-60 and Abfi Mansiir al-Maturidi, Kitab al-tawhid (Istanbul: ISAM, 2019), 86-87.

286 Sharh al-Maqasid, vol. 1, 54.

287 Sharh al-Maqasid, vol. 1, 65.
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intended by it [badihi]: That which does not need anything else after the mind has
turned its attention to it. Hence, it is more specific than dariri.”%

The usage here is the same as in Shar al-Magasid. In his Tahdhib al-mantiq, he says:
“Both [conception and assent] divide by necessity into dariira and iktisab (...).”%° In
his Shark al-‘aqa’id, he says: “Darari might be said in contrast to ikzisabi (...). It could
also be said in contrast to istidlali.’*® A few sentences earlier, in the same context, he
says: “So iktisabi is more general than istidlali (...). So every istidlalr is iktisabt and
not vice versa.”?®! Here he clarifies the usage and difference between istidlali and
iktisabr. Both can be said in contrast to daruri, although there is a more specific usage

for istidlalr.

Here is a brief overview of the above quotes, which shows the various usages in the

different works:

In Sharh al-Magqasid: nazart is contrary to darirt
In Tahdhib al-manyiq: iktisabr is contrary to darirt
In Shar/ al-Shamsiyya: nazari is contrary to badihi

In Sharh al- ‘aga’id: iktisabi is contrary to darirt

These examples illustrate that Taftazani generally uses the terms dariri—badihi and
nazari-iktisabr interchangeably. The following investigation will show that more
specific usages will help map out the conceptual tools he and other theologians use.
After this brief overview, we will now discuss the Maturidi approach mentioned above
and then turn to a detailed investigation of the terms.

3.4.7. The Maturidi Approach
The point of departure for this chapter will be Shar/ al-‘aqa’id, as Taftazani discusses

epistemological issues concisely in the introduction. In his other works, the same

topics are discussed in different chapters. We will start with the main text by Aba Hafz

288 Sharp al-Shamsiyya, 108.
289 al-Tahdhib, 166.

290 Sharj al-‘aga’id, 127.
291 Sharf al-‘aga’id, 127.
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al-Nasaft and then look at Taftazan’is commentary. Further explanations and details

will come from his other works and glosses.

Following a typical structure in the Maturidi tradition, Nasafi begins with a famous
and concise statement: “The people of reality say: The reality of things is verifiable,
and the knowledge of them is certain, in contradiction to the Sophists.”?%? These few
words set the stage for the rest of the text as Nasafi moves from broad epistemological
discussions (mabadi’) to rational arguments for the existence of a creator (ilahiyyat)
and truthfulness of the Messengers (nubuwwat) to creedal matters based on
transmission (sam‘iyyar). From an epistemological perspective, the structure is
significant as it moves from general questions about knowledge to the reliability of
textual evidence that yields certainty or high probability.

Nasafi begins the section on epistemology by saying:

The means to knowledge for created beings are three: Sound sense perception, true
report, and reason. The senses are five: hearing, seeing, smelling, taste, and touch.
By each of these senses, one is informed concerning that for which it is appointed.

The true report (al-khabar al-sadiq) is of two kinds. One of the two is the
successively transmitted report (al-khabar al-mutawatir) established upon the
tongues of people of whom it is inconceivable that they would agree on falsehood.
It brings about immediate knowledge (‘ilm dariir?), like the knowledge of former
kings in past times and distant countries.

The second is the report of a Messenger aided by an evidentiary miracle (mu‘jiza).
It brings about deductive knowledge (‘ilm istidiali), and the knowledge established
by it resembles the knowledge established by necessity in certainty and reliability.

As for the intellect (‘aql): It is also a means to knowledge. Whatever of it, if it is
established a priori (badiha), is necessary (dariri), like the knowledge that the
whole of a thing is greater than its part. And whatever is established by deduction
(istidlal) is acquired (iktisabi).?®

Nasaf’1s account is, at least on a surface level, self-explanatory and easy to map out.
Taftazan’is explanation begins with the definitions for knowledge, which were

discussed in an earlier chapter. He then mentions that limiting the means of knowledge

292 Sharh al-‘aga’id, 85.
Attas: “The People of Reality—may Allah honor them forever!-say: The realities of things are
established in their existence, and the knowledge of them is certain in contradiction to the Sophists.”
65.

Elder: “The People of Reality say that the real essences of things exist in reality and that the knowledge
of them is verifiable as real in contradiction to the Sophists.” 5.

293 Sharh al-‘aqa’id, 87. Alternative translation: Elder, 15.
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to three is by istigra’” (induction). Glossators explain that the induction is as follows:
“If there were other categories, then it would have been found by investigation. But
this is invalid, and so is the antecedent.”?®* Scholars also agree that a division based
on induction only yields presumptive knowledge (zanni) since different categories are

rationally possible.?*®

Next, Taftazani explains the account for the threefold classification (wajh al-dabt): “If
the means to knowledge is external, then it is the true report; if not, it is an organ (alah)
distinct from the perceptive faculty (mudrik), which is sense perception; if not, then it

is the intellect.””?%

As discussed earlier, the senses are only a means for the perception of particulars
(juz’iyyat), the intellect is the means to perceive universals (kullzyyat), and the self is
the locus of perception (mudrik).

After explaining the text, Taftazani mentions a possible objection, which states that
the means to knowledge are more than three, like the internal perception (wijdan),
intuition (kads), experience (tajriba), the reflection of the mind (nazar al-‘aql).?’
Taftazan’1s answer is significant as it relates to two different approaches theologians

took:

We say: This is according to the method (‘adah) of the mashaykh, who limited
themselves to the objections and avoided the minute [investigations] of the
falasifa. When they [mashaykh] found that some of the things perceived were
obtained after using the external senses about which there is no doubt-whether in
rational beings or non-rational beings—they, therefore, made the senses one of the
means.

Since most of the things known about religion are derived from true reports, they
made it another means. And since they were not positive about the internal senses
called common sense (hiss mushtarak), the estimative faculty (wahm), or others.
Because there was no aim for them in the details about intuition, experience, the
self-evident, and reflection since all of these go back to reason, they made it a third
means. [Reflection] leads to knowledge merely by directing one’s attention,
combining it with intuition or experience, or arranging the premises. So they made
reason—even if in some instances it is aided by sense perception-the means to

294 al-Hawasht, vol. 1, 45 (Jundi).

295 gee: Sharh al-Shamsiyya, 372.
2% Sharp al-‘aqa’id, 113. Elder, 17.
297 gee: Sharj al-‘aqa’id, 114; Elder, 17.
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knowledge in that we have hunger and thirst, that the whole is greater than the
part, that the light of the moon is derived from the sun, that scammony is laxative,
and that the world is originated.?%®

Some glossers say that Taftazani is referring to the early scholars whenever he uses
the term mashaykh in his commentary.?®® But it is more convincing that Taftazan is
actually referring to the Hanafis/Maturidis, as Biga‘1 in his gloss points out.3®
Taftazan’is commentary has enough indicators that solidify this claim. For example,
in the discussion on takwin, Taftazani refers to the scholars who affirmed the attribute
of takwin as mashaykh.®® After finishing his discussion on the tanzikiyyat, he very
briefly mentions the arguments the Hanafi scholars usually use and refers to them as
mashaykh.®* Therefore, it is more convincing that Taftazani in the Shar# al-‘aqa’id is

using this word specifically for the Hanafi/Maturidi scholars.

Let us return to Taftazan’is observation about the method of some scholars. It shows
that theologians did have the distinction of mabadi’ and magasid in mind and that they
put different emphasis on the mabadi’, even among Ash‘ari scholars, like Ghazali,
who delved deeply into the works of philosophy. Still, he put limits on himself when
writing his Iqgtisad fil-i‘tigad. One of his statements reads as a general principle for the
book: “Everything that does not negate our objective, we do to occupy ourselves with

it.”30% Regarding epistemological investigations, he says in the introduction:

“Know that the methods of proof ramify. We mentioned some of them in the book
The Touchstone of Theorization (Mikakk al-nazar) and discussed them elaborately
in The Standard of Knowledge (Mi‘yar al-‘ilm). In this book, however, we stay
away from dead-end paths and obscure trails, aiming at clarity, inclining towards
brevity, and avoiding long-windedness. We confine ourselves to three
methods. %%

So when Taftazani says that the mashaykh avoid the minute scrutiny of the falasifa, he

highlights a feature in the Maturidi tradition in particular, but also an approach that

2% Sharf al-‘aqa’id, 114; Elders, 17-18.

299 Elders in his translation used the word early theologians for the term mashaykh which is closer to
an interpretation than translation since scholars would be more appropriate. (See: Elders, 17.)

300 Biga'y, 211.

301 gee: Sharj al-‘aqa’id, 195.

302 sharp al-‘aga’id, 158

303 al-1qtisad f7 al-i‘tigad, 134.

304 al-1gtisad f7 al-i‘tigad, 115; Moderation of Belief, 14-15;
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can be found among theologians in general. We can refer to it as the objective-driven
approach. Later works by Maturidi scholars affirm Taftazan’1s claim as they remained
with the threefold distinction instead of investigating and dividing them further.3%
Later Ash‘ar1 scholars, on the other hand, included many philosophical discussions to
the point that Taftazani said that kalam and philosophy became indistinguishable, as
he mentioned in his historical account. This can be referred to as the scrutiny approach.
The following chapters will investigate this approach since Taftazani is part of the later

Ash‘ari tradition and delved into the deeper philosophical questions.

3.4.8. Darariyyat in the Books of Logic and Kalam

Taftazan’is commentary above shows how the other means of knowledge are included
in the threefold division. He only points to them by giving examples but does not
investigate them further. For more details, it is necessary to look into his books on
logic and kalam. But before we move on to the details, it is important to highlight the
difference between the ways he discusses the same topic in two different sciences.

In Shar/ al-Magasid, he mentions the following: “Darart knowledge is limited to six
badihiyyat.”*% After enumerating and defining them, he begins a lengthy discussion
on skepticism,*” which we will turn to later. The six badihiyyat are also mentioned
concisely at the end of his Tahdhib al-mantiqg, and a detailed investigation is found in
his Shark al-Shamsiyya.3® A significant difference between the two detailed
discussions in Shar/ al-Magasid and Shark al-Shamsiyya is that in the latter, he does
not take skeptics as the interlocutor as he does in the former. His logic book only
discusses how fallacies (mughalatat) occur: “The reasons for fallacies are many. Some
relate to the words (lafz), and some relate to the meaning (ma‘an).”*% In al-Maqdsid,
he does not speak about the reasons for fallacies but about “the deniers (munkirin),”
some of which reject sense perception, first principles, or both.31° The beginning of his

commentary on al-Maqasid clarifies the reason for discussing darariyyat: “Since

305 gee for example: Tabsira al-adilla, al-i‘timad fil-i‘tiqad, and al-Kifaya fil-hidava.
306 Sharh al-Maqasid, vol. 1, 65.

307 Sharp al-Magdsid, vol. 1, 70-78.

308 aI-Tahdhib, 215; Sharh al-Shamsiyya, 372-377.

309 Shar#h al-Shamsiyya, 382.

310 gee: Sharj al-Magasid, vol. 1, 70; 73 and 76.
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theoretical knowledge (‘ul/zm nazariyya) goes back to self-evident knowledge
(darariyyat), they made establishing it and answering the deniers part of the principles

of theology (mabadi’ al-kalam).”'*

The brief comparison shows that although the same topic, that is, the six daririyyat,
are discussed, the objective of the science dictates the manner of discussion and need
of them. Kalam aims to establish religious beliefs based on certain evidence. So
Taftazani, insofar he is a Sunni theologian, has the objective of proofing his religious
beliefs by showing that they go back to daririyyat. The first interlocutor he has are the
skeptics who partially or fully deny the possibility of attaining certainty.3!2 In the
books on logic, Taftazani is a logician insofar as he is investigating the sound method
of reflection. One of the commentators on Tahdhib al-mantiq introduces the section

on inference (giyas) in which the daririyyat are discussed with the following:

Since the aim of logic is to distinguish sound reflection from the wrong one, and
since this distinction revolves around knowing both the forms of reflection (sirat
al-fikr) and its matter (mawadduhu), he dedicated a chapter to the clarification of
the matters of the inferences.’®

The objective of Taftazan’is discussion on the daririyyat as a logician is different from
his discussion of the same topic as a Sunni theologian. This solidifies the finding in
the chapter about the commentary tradition. Just as Taftazani as a sharih of a Maturidi
text is concerned with explaining the main text on its own terms, he describes a
science, in this case, logic, according to its aims and method (‘adah) of its scholars
and tradition. Similarly, the perspective he is writing differs insofar as he is a
theologian arguing against skeptics and interlocutors who have contrary positions to
Sunni beliefs. As a logician, he is concerned with sound reflection, so he has no
interlocutor as he does in kalam. Although this observation might appear obvious, it
needs to be highlighted as it explains some of the statements Taftazani makes in the

811 Sharh al-Magdsid, vol. 1, 65.

312 At this stage most of the theological schools are in agreement about the most basic premises that
achieving certasingy is possible. The next question is what means yield certainty which already leads
to a difference of opinion even among Muslim scholars. The Shi‘a, for example, would add an infallible
imam to the list which others do not accept.

313 Ahmad al-Mahalli, Tanwir al-mashriq shark Tahdhib al-manfiq (Istanbul: Dar al-Shamiyya, 2022),
446.
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introduction of the Shar/ al-Shamsiyya in which he mentions the ten intellects and
appears to be affirming them, at least on a surface level.3'* However, in his Tahdhib
al-kalam, he explicitly argues against them.3™® It shows that the position of a scholar

should be taken from the relevant book and context.

Knowing that Taftazani deals with the same topic differently depending on the
objective of a science, we can now turn to the types of dariri knowledge in the manner

in which it is relevant to the kalam discourse.

3.4.9. Types of darart Knowledge

Epistemological discussions, especially on dariri knowledge, should be analyzed in
the context of skepticism. Although there are internal debates between Muslim
scholars about the validity or degree of some of the channels of knowledge, the main
interlocutors are always different types of skeptics. Taftazani approaches this topic
from different angles in his books. Still, the typical structure is that he first establishes
the position of Sunni theologians and then deals with the objections. So this will be

the first aim of this chapter.

In the Shar’ al-‘aqa’id, after discussing the three different forms of skepticism, he
says: “We have a verified position (lana tahqiq).”®!® Glossers explain that this
statement aims to establish the thing in itself (fi nafs al-amr) and not to refute or
convince the skeptic, which is impossible anyway, as Taftazani acknowledges later in

the text. Jandt says in this context:

His statement: {We have a verified position.} means that we have real evidence
and true premises in accordance with reality itself, even if it is not real and true,
according to and contested by the opponent. Thus, the objective of it is to disclose
the truth and not to coerce the opponent.3”

314 Shar al-Shamsiyya, 94-95

315 al-Tahdhib, 309-311.

316 Sharf al-‘aqa’id, 110.

817 (Dalilan haqgan sadiq al-mugaddimar bi-hasab nafs al-amr). Hawashz, vol. 1, 36. A similar
comment comes from ‘Isam al-Din al-Isfara’ini. (See: Hawashi, vol 4, 51.)
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The skepticism in its different forms either does not affirm or negate anything about
reality or denies the possibility of knowing reality as it is. The famous glosser Khayali
explains that the objectives of the skeptics, especially the Agnostics (la-adriyya), is
not to affirm or negate anything but to cause doubt.3'® Theologians, on the other hand,
have a claim about reality and affirm the possibility of attaining certain knowledge,
which is what the famous statement in Nasaf’1s text says: “The people of reality say:
The reality of things is verifiable, and the knowledge of them is certain in contradiction
to the Sophists.”®!® So Taftazan’1s following statement in the Shar# al-Magdsid should
be read in light of the most fundamental premise of Muslim theologians (and other
non-skeptics) that knowledge of the realities is possible. “Since theoretical knowledge
(‘ulim nazariyya) goes back to self-evident knowledge (daririyyat), they made
establishing it and answering the deniers part of the principles of theology (mabadi’
al-kalam).”®?° He continues to enumerate the badihiyyat and to define them before
moving on to discuss the objections by the skeptics.

Taftazani says that darari knowledge is limited to six badihiyyat, which are:
awwaliyyat, mushahadat, fitriyyat, mujarrabat, mutawatirat and hadsiyyat.®?* The
following translation is from his Shar/ al-Maqgasid, in which he explains them.

Badihiyyat—called awwaliyyat®?>~are propositions in which the mind (‘agl) judges
just by conceptualizing the two terms, like the judgment that one is the half of two
or that a body cannot be at two places at the same time. The mind might hesitate
[to judge] due to the lack of conception of the two terms, like our statement: equal
things to one thing are equal, or hesitate due to a deficiency by nature, as it is the
case with children and feebleminded, or due to the pollution of the natural state
(firra) by contradicting beliefs, as is the case with the ignorant or because Allah
does not create it [knowledge in the person], based on the opinion of the school .3

Mushahadat are propositions in which the mind judges by means of the external
senses, which are called fZissiyyat, like “the sun is radiating” or “fire is hot.” [Or
the intellect judges by means of] the internal senses and is called wijdaniyyat, like

318 See: al-Majma‘, 106 (Khayali).

319 Sharf al-‘aqa’id, 85.

320 sharh al-Magasid, vol. 1, 65.

321 Sharn al-Magasid, vol. 1, 65. In Shar/ al-Shamsiyya and Tahdhib al-mangiq, he uses slightly
different terminology which do not have any effect on the meaning. In Shar/ al-Shamsiyya: awwaliyyat,
mushahadat, hadsiyyat, qadaya allatr giyasatahuha ma'ha, mutawatirat, and mujarrabat (see Sharf al-
Shamsiyya, 373). In Tahdhib al-mantiq: awwaliyyat, mushahadat, tajribiyyat, hadsiyyat, mutawatirat,
and nazariyyat (see: al-Tahdhib, 215).

322 Note that awwaliyyat are also called badihiyyat. There is general meaning for badihiyyat in the sense
that darart knowledge has six badihiyyat, and a specific meaning that it is one of the six badihiyyat
called awwaliyya.

323 He is referring to the ahl al-Sunna position.
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the judgment that we have fear or are angry. From them are also what we find in
ourselves without bodily organs, like the sense of ourselves or our states. The
judgment through the senses is particular because it only vyields that this
[particular] fire is hot. In contrast, the judgment that every fire is hot is a judgment
of the mind obtained with the aid of the senses through the particular instances of
that judgment and understanding its cause.

Fitriyyat are propositions in which the mind judges by an intermediary (wasitah)
that does not slip [the mind] throughout the conception of the two terms. And that
meaning [which does not slip the mind throughout the conception] is a
concomitant matter included in the proposition. That is why it is called
“propositions that contain their syllogisms” (qadaya giyasatuha ma‘aha), like the
judgment that four is an even number because it divides into two equal parts.

Mujarrabat are propositions in which the mind judges by adding repeated
observation to it and adding the hidden syllogism leading to certainty, which is
that the repeated observation, in the same manner, has to have a cause even if its
essence is not known. So every time the cause’s existence is known, its effect is
known with certainty, like the judgment that scammony purges bile.

Mutawatirat are propositions in which the intellect judges by means of a high
number of witnesses so high that collusion on a lie becomes impossible, and what
they witnessed is something possible based on visual perception. So the reports
are added to the mind, and a hidden syllogism is added to the proposition: “if this
judgment was not true, then this group of people would not have reported it.”

Hadsiyyat are propositions in which the intellect judges with a strong intuition
from the soul through which doubt ceases, and certainty is attained by observing
indicators (gara’in), like the judgment that the light of the moon is coming from
the sun due to what we see as far as different shapes of its light depending on its
position to the sun. (...) It resembles the mujarrabat in its repeated observation
and its accompanying the hidden syllogism. However, the cause of the mujarrabatr
is known, unlike its essence. In the hadsiyyat, both are known, but their attainment
is by intuition and not thinking (fikr). If it were the case [that it was through
thinking], it would have been from the acquired knowledge.®?*

The division is based on the idea that the mind (‘aql) can either judge independently
(awwaliyyat) or require additional means. This addition is either an external sense
perception (mushahadat), a hidden inference (figriyyat and hadsiyyat), or both

(mujarrabat and mutawatirat).>?°

Taftazani mentions another twofold division which goes back to Razi, who suffices
with the badihiyyat and hissiyyat as they encompass all the others. Although Razi
mentions the wijdaniyyat as a third category, he does not consider them because of the
little benefit they bring in the context of scientific investigation and the requirement to
be intersubjective.3?® According to lbn Ya“qiib, the six-fold division is the position of

324 sharh al-Magasid, vol. 1, 66-67.
325 see: 1bn Ya‘qib, vol. 1, 42.
326 gee: Sharh al-Maqasid, vol. 1, 68.
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the majority of scholars (jumhiir).3?" Taftazani discusses the difference between the
twofold and sixfold division and concludes that it is a terminological difference (niza“
lafzi) resulting from the varying interpretations of the term dariri as something that
does not depend on means (wasitah) at all, or that which we are compelled to know
(mudtarrin ‘alayh).3? Note that there is a difference between the difference of opinion
just mentioned and the Maturidi approach in limiting the means to knowledge. The
discussion among Ash‘ari scholars falls under the category of minute philosophical
investigations, which the Maturidi scholars avoid. So even if scholars like Razi reach
a lesser number of badihiyyat, it is a result of their philosophical inquiry. Maturidis,
on the other hand, suffice with a lesser number without the minute inquiry and the
attempt to reach a verified position in the matter. In other words, there is a difference
between limiting the numbers of badihiyyat due to philosophical inquiry and limiting

the numbers because one suffices with that which serves the objective.

To get a deeper understanding of the badihiyyat above, it is helpful to investigate how
the skeptics ’objections are answered. The glossators of Shari al-‘aqa’id offer
insightful explanations to Taftazan’is answers against the skeptic’s objections. So the
following paragraph will look at the skeptic’s account presented by Taftazani,

followed by his answer and additional statements from the glosses.

There are several instances in Shar/ al-‘aga’id in which objections from the Sophists
are mentioned. The first instance is at the beginning of the text, in which Nasafi affirms

the reality of things “contrary to the sophists.” Taftazani presents this objection:

They say: From the types of immediate knowledge (daruriyyar) are sense
perceptions (hissiyyat), but sense perception might err a lot, like the cross-eyed
who sees one to be two, and of the bilious who finds the sweet bitter. And some
of them are first principles (badihiyyat), but these might be subject to differences
of opinion and are susceptible to uncertainties for the solving of which there is a
need for subtle reflections. The reflections (nazariyyar) branch off from the
immediate knowledge (daririyyat), and the corruption of [the immediate
knowledge] is the corruption of [the knowledge by reflection]. That is why many
differences occurred among the right-minded people (ikatilaf al-"ugala’).®?°

327 see: 1bn Ya'qub, vol. 1, 44.
328 gee: Sharh al-Maqasid, vol. 1, 69.
329 Sharp al-‘aqa’id, 110; Elders, 13-14.
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Two arguments in this passage are directed at daruariyyat and two at the nazariyyat.
Before we discuss them, it is noteworthy to highlight which of the six badihiyyat are

targeted. In the gloss by ‘Isam al-Din, he says:

He only presented the sense perceptions (hissiyyar) and first principles
(badrhiyyar) from the foundations of reflection (mabadi’ al-nazariyyat) as they are
the most obvious of them. So to nullify confidence (irtifa‘ al-aman) in them
necessitates nullifying confidence in the rest of them even more s0.3%

We saw earlier how the six badikiyyat are either the intellect independent of anything
else or with the addition of the senses. So if the skeptics successfully eliminate
confidence in the intellect and sense perception, all the other badihiyyat will also be
affected.

We return to the analysis of the skeptic’s arguments. Farhari, in his gloss, summarizes
them and highlights their main points. About the first, which is directed at sense

perception (hissiyyat), he says:

This spurious argument (shubha) results in the senses making mistakes in some
circumstances, known by agreement from both parties. So the confidence in the
senses has been nullified, and there is no certainty in that which is perceived by
the senses anymore since the senses can make a mistake. %

The second argument relates to the difference that occurs in the sense perception:

The result of this spurious argument is that one of the two parties does not know
the first principle (badihi), so this revokes the confidence in first principles
(badihiyyat) due to the possible mistake in claiming that it is the first principle.3%?

The third argument is that the need for subtle reflections to affirm that something is
immediate knowledge is self-defeating. “The result is that the need for subtle

reflections (nazariyyat khafiyya) contradicts something self-evident. Furthermore, a

330 al-Hawash, vol 4, 55 (‘lsam).
331 al-Nibras, 68.
332 al-Nibras, 68.
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mistake may happen in solving the issue, so confidence in first principles is

eliminated.”®%3

The last objection relates to reflection, which the following chapter will deal with in
more detail. Briefly stated: If reflection leads to the truth (aqq), then there would not
be any difference of opinion. However, the reflection of the different sects led them to
various conclusions. Therefore, reflection does not lead to the truth. Hence, it cannot

convey certainty about the conclusion.®3*

Taftazani answers the objections with the following:

We say: The error that may occur in the sense perception (ghalaz al-Aiss) because
of particular causes does not negate the certainty (jazm) in them in other instances.
The difference of opinion concerning immediate knowledge (badihi) due to lack
of acquaintance or subtlety of the conception does not negate the immediacy
(badaha). The many differences of opinion due to unsound reflections (li-fasad
al-anzar) do not negate the validity of some reflections.3%

Taftazani acknowledges the possibility of error regarding sense perception and
immediate knowledge, but he does not generalize particular instances to the point that
both are entirely nullified. Although Taftazani offers these answers, he acknowledges
that they will not convince the skeptic. So he says: “The truth is that there is no way
to have a debate with them, especially with the agnostics (/@-adriyya), since they do
not acknowledge anything known (ma‘/izm) to establish something unknown
(majhiil).”3%

Jandi comments and says: “His statement {The truth} is a pointer that what has been
mentioned before as far as verification (takgiq) and implication (ilzam) are not
complete (/@ yatimm).”®3" At the beginning of this chapter, the position of the
Theologians was presented in the manner Taftazani formulated it. He referred to it as

the “verified position” (lana tahqiq). Next, he mentioned the implication of the

333 al-Nibras, 69.

334 See: al-Nibras, 70.

335 Sharf al-‘aqa’id, 110-111.

336 Sharp al-‘aga’id, 111.

337 al-Hawashi, vol. 1, 39 (Jandi).
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skeptics *position. As Jandi says, the point is that neither the verified position nor the
implications of what the skeptics say will bear fruits in a debate with them, especially
not with the agnostics. The idea that the evidence is not complete in their case (la
yatimmu ‘alayhim)®® relates to the possibility of bringing an argument back to the
self-evident knowledge (daririyyat), which is not possible in the case of the skeptics
since the point of contention is the self-evident knowledge. Based on objective reality
(fi nafs al-amr), the evidence is complete, but since they deny it is incomplete in their
case. That is why Taftazani concludes that it is not possible to debate with them as
they do not affirm anything that is known from the self-evident knowledge to affirm

something that is unknown.

Taftazani discusses another objection by the skeptics in a later passage in the context

of certain knowledge imparted by mutawatir reports.

If it is said: In the case of self-evident knowledge (dariiriyyat), there is no
discrepancy or difference of opinion. However, we find that the knowledge of one
being half of two is stronger than the knowledge that Alexandria exists. And as far
as mutawatir: Some of the sound-minded (‘ugala’) have denied that it does not
impart knowledge, like the Sumaniyya and the Brahmans.3%

The objection argues that if there are various categories of self-evident knowledge,
there should not be any discrepancy in its strength of imparting certain knowledge. In
other words, if something is self-evident, then there should not be varying degrees

between them or between people. Taftazani answers with the following:

We say: This is not conceded (mamnui‘). Instead, there is a discrepancy between
the various types of self-evident knowledge (daririyyat) due to the discrepancy
[between people] in acquaintance (ilf), habits (‘ada), practice (mumarasa), calling
to mind (ikhzar bil-bal), and conceptualizing the terms of judgments (tasawwurat
atraf al-hukm). The difference might even occur due to arrogance (mukabara) and
stubbornness (‘inad), as is the case with the sophists regarding all the self-evident
knowledge.34

Taftazani rejects the argument’s main premise, acknowledges the discrepancy between

the types of self-evident knowledge, and gives several reasons for their occurrence.

338 gee: Sharj al-‘aqa’id, 110.
339 Sharf al-‘aqa’id, 120.
%40 Sharp al-‘aqa’id, 120.
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Muhammad b. Hamid al-Kafawi (d. 1175/1762), in his gloss, mentions an insightful

comment and discloses an important aspect:

We do not concede the impossibility of difference and discrepancy
unconditionally between what is self-evident (dariri). [No discrepancy] is only
the case in self-evident knowledge that has no means (la sabab laha), like the
whole being bigger than its part. The immediacy of that which has a means is only
perceived by someone who has a share in its means (man sharaka fi sababihi),
like the sweetness of this food. So its immediacy is only perceived by one who has
a share in its means which is its taste.3*

Kafawi explains that the discrepancy between the different types of self-evident
knowledge is due to their means (sabab) added to the intellect. Only the first principles
(awwaliyyat or badihiyyat) are judgments from the intellect independent from any
other means. The others, however, presuppose the existence of the means in the
knower. In the case of sense perception, for example, one only has immediate
knowledge of sweetness when the means to it exist, which is the ability to taste. The
same is the case for experience (tajribiyyat). For example, the immediate knowledge
of the sun rising in the east only sets in with the repeated experience of the sun rising
through the means of eyesight. That is why Taftazani acknowledges the discrepancy
between the types of self-evident knowledge and points out that they occur due to

different reasons.

The last two reasons, arrogance (mukabara) and stubbornness (‘irnad) are attitudes that

some glossators define.

Mukabara is debating a scientific topic without the intention to show what is
correct but to coerce the opponent and to show one’s own virtue.

‘Inad is a debate without knowledge of what one says and what the opponent says
to coerce the opponent into leaving his opinion.3+

Taftazani mentions the skeptics as an example of these two attitudes, which is why he

ultimately says that debating them is not fruitful.

341 Fath, 241-242 (footnote 6).
342 al-Hawasht, vol. 1, 53 (Jandi); al-Majmii‘a, 138 (Ramadan).
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CHAPTER IV

THE CONCEPT OF EVIDENCE (DALIL)

From the 5th/11th century onwards, Islamic Theology was based on the
epistemological standard of philosophy. Muslim scholars understood the Islamic creed
and its entirety of classical theology as a scientific theology.3*® Within this theological
system, there is a division of labor in which the science of kalam lays the foundation
for all the other Islamic sciences. In light of the concept of evidence, this division helps
us to situate the present investigation. Ghazali, in his famous work al-Mustasfa,

presents how theology (kalam) is located within the hierarchy of the Islamic sciences.

Know that the sciences are divided into natural sciences, such as medicine,
mathematics, and geometry—which for our purposes are not included here-and
religious sciences, such as kalam, figh, and its principles; the sciences of hadith
and tafsir, and the science of inner matters, by which | mean the science of the
heart and its purification from vile conduct. The natural and religious sciences are
further divided into universal and particular [sciences].

The universal science from among the religious disciplines is theology. But other
sciences, such as jurisprudence, its principles, kadith, and tafsir, are particular. For
a mufassir concentrates only on the meaning of the Book specifically; a mukaddith
focuses only on the ways of establishing hadith in particular; a fagiz looks
exclusively at the rules about the acts of the loci of obligation; an usa/7 is attentive
to only the principles of the Shari‘a rules in particular. Now, the mutakallim is the
one who inquires into the most general of things, namely existence.>*

Ghazali then explains how the theologians divide existence into the eternal and the
originated, prove the existence of God, what is necessary, impossible, and possible
concerning Him and His attributes, the rational possibility for Him to send messengers,
and demonstrate their truthfulness through miracles (mu‘jizar).3*> He continues and

says:

343 See: Bakker, 627.

344 Ahmad Zaki Mansiir Hammad, Aba Hamid al-Ghazal s Juristic Doctrine in al-Mustasfa min ‘ilm
al-usz/ (Chicago, P.h. D. Thesis, 1987), vol 2, 311.

https://www.ghazali.org/books/azhmd-p1.pdf

See original: al-Mustasfa, 6.

345 Hammad, 311; al-Mustasa, 6.
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Here, the discussion of the mutakallim ends, and the influence of reason stops.
Thus, reason can lead one to the truthfulness of the Prophet but then abdicates
itself, acknowledging that it receives with acceptance from the Prophet what he
says concerning Allah, the Last Day, and other things that reason cannot
independently comprehend nor determine its impossibility. For the Sharz'a may
come with that which reason falls short of knowing independently because reason
does not independently know that obedience is a cause for bliss in the Hereafter
and that disobedience is a cause for misery. Yet it cannot decide upon its
impossibility either.

Furthermore, it necessarily concludes the truth of him [the Prophet], whose
truthfulness has been demonstrated by miracles. So when the Prophet speaks on
His behalf, reason attests to it this way. This, then, is the content of the science of
kalam.

Now you know from this that the inquiry of the theologian begins with the most
general of subjects, namely existence. He then gradually descends into the details
we have mentioned and establishes the principles of the other religious sciences,
such as the Book and the Sunna, and the truth of the Prophet.

Thus, a mufassir takes a particular subject from the totality of the mutakallim’s
inquiry, namely the Book, and looks into its commentary. Similarly, the
mujaddith takes on a particular [subject], the Sunna, and discusses the manners of
its establishment. The fagiz takes one particular subject, the aft of the locus of
obligation, and then examines its relation to the Shari'a address as far as
obligation, prohibition, and lawfulness [are concerned]. The usili takes one
particular aspect, which is the statements of the Prophet—whose truthfulness has
been demonstrated by the mutakallim—then inquires into how it conveys the rules,
either through their explicit, implicit, or logical meanings and extractions. The
inquiry of the jurist does not go beyond the utterances of the Messenger—peace be
upon him-and his actions, for even the Book of Allah he hears only by his word.
Iima‘, too, is established based on his words.

Now, the sources are only the Book, the Sunna, and ijma°. The truthfulness and
validity of the statements of the Prophet are established in the science of kalam,
which undertakes to establish the principles of all the religious science, which are
therefore particular relative to kalam. Therefore, kalam is the highest-ranking
science, so to arrive at these details, one must start with it.34

Analyzing Ghazal’is explanation in light of evidence leads to the following:
Theologians rationally prove the existence of God and the truthfulness of His
Messenger. Both have to be based on rational evidence without recourse to textual
evidence (Quran, Sunnah, and ijma"); otherwise, one would end up in a vicious circle.
After the truthfulness of the Messenger is proven, the religious texts become additional
sources of knowledge and are analyzed and used in other Islamic sciences. In other
words, the theologian’s task is to lift the textual evidence for the other Islamic sciences
to the degree of self-evident knowledge. That is why Taftazani, in his gloss on Ij’1s
commentary on Mukhtasar al-muntaha al-usali, says in the discussion on the

theological foundations (al-mabadi’ al-kalamiyya):

%46 Hammad, 311-313; al-Mustasfa, 7-8.
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In the section on the theological foundations, he did not mention anything that
relates to the knowledge of Allah, the truthfulness of the Messenger, and the
evidence in the miracle since all of it is on the level of self-evident knowledge
(badrhi) from the perspective of the usiali.3*’

This outlook is not limited to the usili. What Taftazani says applies to all Muslim
scholars. For example, when the scholar of tafsir investigates the meanings of the
Quran, he does not ask if the Quran is a valid source of knowledge because it is taken
for granted since it is proven by the theologian. So looking from the perspective of
evidence and epistemology in general, the questions a theologian asks are more general
than those in other sciences. For example, a theologian might ask: What are the means
to knowledge? What proves the truthfulness of the Messenger? Do his statements

impart certain knowledge?

These are not questions scholars of other Islamic sciences deal with. For them, it is not
a matter of debate if the Quran and the statements of the Messenger impart knowledge.
It is a given that they do. So their concern with textual evidence is principles that help
to govern, for example, chains of narrations going back to the Messenger, as with
scholars of hadith. If a chain of narration is traced back, a jurist will investigate what
ruling could be extracted from that particular report. Just as Ghazali describes, the task
of a theologian concerning religion in general and evidence, in particular, is much

broader than that of scholars in other Islamic sciences.

There is another crucial task theologians have to deal with. It relates to the following

statement of Ghazal:

Because the Shari‘a may come with that, which reason falls short of knowing
independently because reason does not independently know that obedience is a
cause for bliss in the Hereafter and that disobedience is a cause for misery. Yet it
cannot decide upon its impossibility either.34

Another task of theologians is to investigate if something is rationally necessary,
impossible, or possible to make room for textual evidence. Ghazali gives an example

that shows that when the mind deems something possible, further evidence becomes

847 al-Muntaha, vol. 1, 103.
%48 Hammad, 312, al-Mustasfa, 7.
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necessary. So the mind can not independently know how acts are being judged in
relation to the hereafter. It cannot say that it is necessary nor impossible that obedience
in the form of observing prayer, for example, will be rewarded in the afterlife. This
applies to all human acts, according to Sunni theology.3*® That is why textual evidence
Is needed even with regard to belief. That is what Taftazani points out at the beginning
of his Shar# al-‘aga’id:

Know that of the religious judgments (akkam shar‘iyya), there are some which
relate to practice and are called branches (far‘iyya) and practical (‘amaliyya), and
there are others that relate to belief and are called foundational (asliyya) and
creedal (i ‘tigadiyya).>°

Jandi says about the division:

His statement {Know that of the religious judgments} meaning that which is
taken from the Sharia, like the Quran, Sunnah, and consensus, regardless if it is
assumed to be observed without the affirmation of it relying on [the Sharia] and
in which the intellect is independent, like most of the theological topics (masa’il
kalamiyya). Or to be affirmed insofar as the mind is not independent in affirming
it and for which it has no way to establish except through the revelation (shar"),
like the topics clarified in figh.

We only said “like most of the theological topics” because some of them, like the
topic of the beatific vision (ru’ya Allah), bodily resurrection and what relates to it,
the topic of the attributes of seeing and hearing, and the attribute of speech,
according to some, are those topics for which there is no way of knowing them
except by revelation (shar*).%!

Based on Taftazan’is statement and the gloss, we can see that there are theological
topics in which the intellect is independent, i.e., not in need of textual evidence.
However, there are matters of belief in which rational evidence is not conclusive and
textual evidence is necessary, like the topic of bodily resurrection. This relates to the
second crucial task of the theologian, which is not to prove the necessity or
impossibility of the belief but to show that the intellect cannot judge independently. In
other words, the topic at hand is rationally possible. Once this task is achieved, the
next step is to investigate if any textual evidence affirms or negates this belief.

349 Unlike the Mu‘tazila for whom the intellect is capable to judge certain acts. The discussion about
this topic is called al-tassin wal-tagbih.

30 Sharr al-‘aga’id, 99.

1 al-Hawashi, vol. 1, 12 (Jandi).
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The following chapters will investigate the details of the theologian’s task mentioned
above. The investigation will start with the term dali/, its definitions, conditions, and

the twofold distinction between rational and textual evidence.

4.1. Definitions for Evidence

Taftazani’s Sharh al-‘aqa’id will be the starting point for the present investigation.
He defines dalil in the context of the meaning of istidlal and says: “Dalil is that by
which sound reflection of can lead to knowledge of a propositional conclusion. It has
also been said to be a statement composed of propositions that necessitate another

proposition.”3*

Glossators point out that the second definition is how dalil is used in Logic.®?
However, in the books of Logic, the term giyas (syllogism) is used. Taftazani in Tahdib
al-mantig and Shark al-Shamsiyya says: “Qiyas is a statement composed of
propositions which necessitate in itself another proposition.”®>* On the other hand, the
first definition is used in his Tahdhib al-kalam, which indicates its usage in
theology.®® This point will be further investigated. Based on this brief overview, we
can see that the term dali/ is equivocal, and depending on its definition, it can be

ascribed to logic or kalam.

In the Shar/ al-Maqasid, Taftazani investigates the term dali/ in the broader context
of reflection (nazar). He says that the purpose of reflection is to either reach a
conception or assent. For each one of the sought conclusions (mazliib), there is a means
(misil): For the conception, it is the definition (kadd) and description (rasm) called
mu‘arrif, and for the assent, it is the syllogism, induction, or example. The means
(masil) for the assent is either called dali/ due to its directing (irshad) or hujja because

%2 Sharh al-‘aqa’id, 121. The following passages will explain why the word ‘ilm is translated to
certainty.

393 al-Nibras, 113.

354 gawl mu’allaf min gadaya yalzamuhu li-dhatihi gawl akhar.

Tahdhib al-mantiq, 207. The wording in Shark al-Shamsiyya is slightly different but does not lead to a
different meaning (See: Sharj al-Shamsiyya, 317).

35 al-Tahdhib, 224.
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it gives a person the predominance (ghalaba) over the opponent.®*® Since our focus is
the concept of dali/, we will not investigate what relates to conceptions.

In a later passage, he says about dalil:

In the terminology of logic, it is the ordered premises leading to the conclusion. It
is also used for the thing that one can reflect upon and infer from it the ordered
premises, like “the world” for “the Creator.” So it is interpreted as that by which
sound reflection of one can attain a certain or presumptive judgment. (...)%’

The genus in the definition of dali/ in logic, according to Taftazani, is the ordering of
premises (mugaddimat murattaba), and in the kalam definition, it is “a thing” (amr).
In other words, the term dali/ can be used for the form of reasoning, that is, the
syllogism or the object of reflection. So dali/ either refers to the form (sira) or the
matter (madda). That is why we find the word giyas instead of dali/ in the logic books

as it investigates the form.

With this distinction in mind, the examples Taftazani gives for each definition in Shari
al-‘aga’id become clearer: “According to the first [definition]: The dali/ for the
existence of the Creator is the world. According to the second [definition], it is our

statement: “The world is contingent, and every contingent has a creator.””3%®

The examples show that the first usage of dali/ is an object of reflection, in this case,
the world, which can lead to the sought knowledge by using a valid reflection. The
details about the reflection will follow. The example for the second usage is a
syllogism with two premises that necessarily leads to another proposition Taftazani

did not spell out: The world has a creator.

After these two examples in Shar/ al-‘aqa’id, Taftazani mentions a third definition
which is: “As far as their statement: Dalil is that whose knowledge necessitates the
knowledge of something else.”*® Based on the indicators and wordings he uses in the
text, it becomes clear that this definition does not convince him. One of the glossators

356 gee: Sharj al-Maqasid, vol. 1, 126-127.
37 shar al-Magasid, vol. 1, 131.

%8 Sharp al-Magasid, vol. 1, 121.

359 sharn al-‘aga’id, 121.
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describes it as the opposing view.*® They also say that it is mentioned in the books of
logic.®%! That is why Taftazani says that it is closer to the second definition, as both of
them include the condition of necessity (luzizm). This information about the third

definition should suffice since Taftazani does not pay much attention to it.

In his gloss on al-Muntaha, we find further insights as Taftazani mentions other

sciences that use dali/ according to the first definition:

Itis also used for that which has an indicator (dalala) and guidance (irshad) which
is called dali/, whether it leads to certainty (‘ilm) or presumption (zann), according
to the terminology of the jurists.

The usaliyyan distinguish: They use dali/ specifically for that which leads to
knowledge (‘ilm) and amara for that which leads to presumption (zann). So,
according to the jurists, its definition is that by which sound reflection of can lead
to a propositional conclusion.

And according to the usa/iyyin: that by which sound reflection of can lead to
knowledge of a propositional conclusion.3%?

Two aspects of this statement are noteworthy: The word usaliyyian and the subtle
difference in the definition. Taftazani uses the word usili in a broader sense which
refers to scholars of usal al-figh and usal al-din (kalam). There are several reasons for
this claim. First, the discussion in which TaftazanT makes this statement is about the
theological foundations (mabadi’ kalamiyya) of usul al-figh. So the context of
Taftazan’1s gloss is about the foundations that scholars of kalam lay for scholars of
uszl al-figh to begin their investigations. Second, we saw earlier that Taftazani
mentioned the usa/r definition in his Tahdhib al-kalam, which indicates that this is
how kalam scholars primarily understand dalil. So the word usa/i can be used for
scholars of usul al-figh and kalam. For the sake of clarity, we will distinguish between

the two and use uslz or usi/ scholar only for uszl al-figh.

The second aspect regarding the quote above relates to the subtle difference in the
definition of dali/ in figh: That by which sound reflection of can lead to a propositional

conclusion. The conclusion is not specified so that it can be certain knowledge or

360 gee: al-Majmii‘a, 144 (Ramadan).
361 gee: al-Nibras, 115.
362 al-Muntaha, vol. 1, 104.
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presumption. However, in the second definition, the term dali/ refers to that which

leads to certain knowledge and amara to presumptive knowledge.

In conclusion, the term dali/ (evidence) is used differently in logic and figh, while usz!/
al-figh and kalam share a common usage. The present research concerns the second
usage, so the focus in the following chapters will be accordingly.®®® The next chapter

will analyze the conditions of the definition in detail.

4.1.1. Conditions in the Definition

The present chapter will investigate the conditions of the kalam and us/ definition in
detail: “Evidence is that by which sound reflection of can lead to certainty (‘ilm) of a

propositional conclusion.”3%*

The first term in the definition, as we saw earlier, is sometimes ma (what), alladhz (that

which), or amr (matter). Taftazani explains that these refer to

a concrete existence (wujid ‘ayni), like the world, by which the attainment occurs,
so it is not a proposition and assent. If that was meant, it has to be considered
independent of an arrangement (tartib) as there is no meaning to “reflection about”
and “movement of the soul in the intelligibles” that are already arranged.3¢®

The evidence one takes as an object of reflection, according to Taftazani, has to be
something that exists in the outside world, hence, concrete existence. Another point he
makes is that it only makes sense to consider the evidence to be a proposition or assent
in the case in which it is without a form. In other words, it is not a syllogism already
structured so that it necessarily leads to a conclusion. This relates to the notion of
reflection, which is “the movement of the soul in the intelligible,” which is composed
of two movements: The first relating to the matter (madda) and the second to the form

(siira).%® Based on this, the notion of “reflecting upon evidence” makes only sense if

363 For an insightful study on the meaning of dali/ in usil al-figh and its historical development see:
‘Abd al-Hamid al-Raqi, Tazawwur mafham al-dalil ‘inda al-usuliyyin (Cairo: Dar al-Khaza'ina al-
Azhariyya 2019).

364 Sharj al-‘aqa’id, 121.

%2 al-Muntaha, vol. 1, 105.

366 Shary al-Magdsid, vol. 1, 81-82.
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the premises are not already placed in an argumentative structure. So the first condition
in the definition refers to every concrete thing that can be taken as an object of

reflection.

The next condition is “possibility” (imkan). As Taftazani explains, the property of
something being evidence does not hinge upon it being reflected upon. Even if an
object is evidence for something but is never reflected upon, it stays potentially
evidence (bil-quwwa).*®’ Farhari gives an example and says “’He sufficed with [the
condition of] possibility because the actual obtaining is not considered for the evidence
to be evidence. Because a pomegranate or apple, for example, is evidence for its

Originator even if no one ever reflects upon it.”>368

The majority of glossators®*® seem to understand possibility in its specific sense (imkan
khass).3"® The famous glosser Khayali, however, suggested that possibility can be

understood in both ways:

This possibility is the specific possibility (imkan khass). So the meaning of the
definition is: Evidence is that which there is no necessity (dariira) in the two sides
of the obtaining, meaning it is possible to obtain or not to obtain. You can also
understand it as a general possibility (imkan khass) from the perspective of
existence, i.e., there is no necessity in the absence of obtaining.3"

To unpack this very dense statement, we will take a look at Siyalkait’is comprehensive

explanation of Khayal’1s gloss:

His statement {It is a specific possibility} means that this possibility is limited to
the specific possibility. Meaning: Obtaining knowledge by valid reflection is not
necessary, and not obtaining it is also not necessary, meaning it is possible to

367 Sharj al-Magasid, vol. 1, 131.

%8 al-Nibras, 113.

369 See: al-Majmii‘a, 142 (Ramadan; Kastali); Fath, 225, al-Hawashi, vol. 1, 55.

370 Possibility (imkan) can be used in two ways: General and specific.

Specific possibility (imkan khass) is the negation of the necessity from both sides. The necessity to exist
and the necessity to not exist are both negated from the perspective of existence. So something can
either possibly exist (mumkin al-wujiid) or possibly not exist (mumkin al-"adam).

General possibility (imkan ‘amm) from the perspective of existence is the negation of the necessity from
one side. Based on this, the negation of the necessity to not exist (salb darira al-‘adam) is a necessary
existence (wajib al-wujith), and the negation of the necessity to exist is the specific possibility, which
encompasses the possible existence and possible not existence. (See: Shams al-Din al-Isfahani, Tasdid
al-qawa‘id fz shari Tajrid al-‘aga’id wa ma‘ahu Hashiya al-tajrid (Istanbul: Tirkiye Diyanet Vakfi
Yaylari, 2020) vol 2, 143-144; Huda, vol. 1, 296-297.

871 al-Majmii‘a, 142 (Khayali).
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obtain knowledge by valid reflection and not to obtain it. Because the followers of
this definition are ahl al-Sunna, who say that the emanation (faydan) of the
conclusion after the valid reflection is only nomological and not necessary, so the
honorable glosser [Khayali] saying that it is “possible to obtain and not to obtain”
is with regards to the evidence itself, like the world. Because through it, it is
possible to obtain knowledge about the existence of the Creator or not to obtain it.
However, the necessary obtaining through the valid reflection does not contradict
the possibility in itself. The general possibility here is, obviously, the apparent
meaning that occurs to the mind. So, the invalidity [of the specific possibility] is
unmistakable.

As for his statement {you can understand the general possibility} means that you
can understand “possibility” as a general possibility conditioned from the
perspective of existence. Its meaning is that the absence of obtaining knowledge
with the valid reflection is not necessary, irrespective of the obtaining being
necessary either by preparation (i'dad), as it is the position of the hukama’, or by
generation (tawalludi), as it is the position of the Mu‘tazila; or it is not necessary
but nomological, as it is the position of ahl al-Sunna. So the definition is correct
according to all three positions.

The master of the verifiers said—may his soul be purified—in his gloss on the
Mukhtasar of ‘Adud: “It is said: ‘It is possible to obtain 'to call to attention that
insofar an evidence is evidence the actual obtaining is not considered, rather, its
possibility is sufficient. Its evidential quality is not nullified by not reflecting upon
it ever. If the existence [of reflection] were [considered], then everything that
someone never reflected upon would be exempted from the definition.”372

Siyalkiitt seems convinced that understanding possibility in the specific sense is invalid
because the apparent meaning is the general possibility that includes all three
positions. But glossators after him had objections against his arguments, especially
that the apparent meaning is the general possibility.®”® The point here is not to settle
the dispute but to show how the debates about subtle issues continued in the glosses.

In conclusion, the second condition of possibility says that a piece of evidence has the
potential to lead to knowledge through valid reflection. The evidential quality of
something exists irrespective of whether someone ever took it as an object of

reflection.

The next condition in the definition of evidence is “valid reflection” (nazar sahih). It
excludes invalid reflection (nazar fasid) as it is not possible to obtain the sought
conclusion with it. Glosses of Shar/ al-‘aga’id explain what both entail and how they

are different from each other:

872 al-Hawashi, vol 2, 173.
373 gee: al-Hawashi, vol 3, 173.
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He conditioned it with “valid reflection,” which encompasses its prerequisites as
far as form (sira) and matter (madda) because obtaining is not possible with an
invalid reflection. It means that it is not a means (wasila) to knowledge in itself (i
nafsihi), even if it might lead to it by chance (yufdr ilayhi ba-tariq al-ittifag).3

Kastalt points out an important distinction between obtaining knowledge through a
means (wasila) and stumbling upon a conclusion by chance (bi-iztifaq). The first,
which applies to the valid reflection, is achieved by considering the requirements
regarding matter and form. If any of the two or both are missing, the reflection
becomes invalid even if the right conclusion is reached. That is why Kastalt
distinguishes between obtaining through a means and stumbling upon the conclusion

by chance.

Another way an invalid reflection occurs is when one believes that something is
evidence, although it is not in objective reality (fi nafs al-amr). Ansari gives the

following example:

It is not possible to obtain the conclusion with it due to the absence of the signifier
(wajh al-dalala). Even if it leads to it through belief (bi-wasira al-i‘tigad), like
reflection about the world from the perspective of simplicity (basara), it has no
basis (laysa min sha’nihi) to move from it to the existence of the Creator. But it
leads to the existence of the reflection of someone who believes that “the world is
simple” and “everything simple has a Creator.”3"

Based on this, even if the form and conclusion are correct, the reflection is invalid due
to the incorrect matter. So the person using this inference might believe it is valid, but

in reality (nafs al-amr), it is not.

The concept of the signifier (wajh al-dalala) is central and will be investigated further

below, so a general understanding of it will suffice. Taftazani says about this concept:

It is not possible to obtain a conclusion with an invalid reflection. This is obvious
as far as its form (siara) is concerned. As far as the matter (madda), like our
statement: "The world is simple, and everything simple has a Creator," [the
invalidity] is due to the absence of the signifier (wajh al-dalala) since the
simplicity is not something from which one passes on to the affirmation of the
Creator even if it leads to it in general.

874 al-Majmii‘a, 142 (Kastali).
375 Fath, 227.
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If it is said: the leading to the conclusion necessitates the possibility of arriving at
it.

We say: [This is] not conceded (mamnii‘). The meaning of obtaining (tawassul)
necessitates a signifier (wajh al-dalala), unlike leading (ifda’).3"

We saw earlier how a conclusion reached by chance (bi-ittifaq) is not considered.
Taftazani argues along the same lines. If something is viewed as evidence, it has to
have a signifier that always leads to the conclusion, provided a valid reflection is
applied. As Taftazani explains in another passage that being a signifier is an accident
of the evidence (al-dali/ ma‘rid al-dalala).®”” And being a signifier means that
“something is in such a manner that it yields knowledge when reflected upon, and this
is obtained regardless of someone reflecting upon it or not.”’® To illustrate the
transition from the world to the Creator using the signifier: The world is the evidence
for the existence of the Creator insofar as the signifier in the world is contingency by
which it is possible to conclude that the world has a creator.®”® So it is insufficient to
believe that a signifier is present although it is not, as is the case with simplicity. Based
on this, Muslim theologians would argue that contingency, unlike simplicity, is a self-
evident property of the world and hence intersubjective. Simplicity, on the other hand,
is neither self-evident nor a property of the world in objective reality. So if someone
reflects upon the world from the perspective that it is simple, it would be considered

an invalid reflection as far as the matter (madda) of the reflection is concerned.

Regarding the final condition, there are minor differences within the works of
Taftazani. In Shark al-‘aqa’id, he says that valid reflection leads to “knowledge of the
propositional conclusion (matlib khabar?).”*®° In his two independent works on
kalam, he says it leads to “a judgment” (Aukm) and adds that the qualifier “certain”
(jazim) is often used.®8! First, we will look at the two words khabar and zukm. In his
Talwih, Taftazani enumerates and explains several terms that are used for a complete

statement (murakkab tamm):

378 al-Muntaha, vol. 1, 105.

377 al-Muntaha, vol. 1, 104.

378 al-Muntaha, vol. 1, 104.

379 See: 1bn Ya‘qib, vol. 1, 92.

380 Sharj al-‘aga’id, 121.

381 See: al-Tahdhib, 224; Sharh al-Magasid, vol. 1, 131.
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Know that the complete statement (murakkab zamm) which can be true or false is
called:

gadiyya (proposition) insofar it encompasses a judgment (al-Zukm),
khabar (report) insofar there is a probability that it is true or false,
ikhbar (communicate) insofar it yields a judgment,
mugaddima  (premise) insofar it is part of an evidence,
magliab  (thesis) insofar it is sought by the  evidence,
natjja  (conclusion) insofar it follows from the evidence and
mas’ala (topic) insofar it falls under a science and is asked about.
So the essence is one, and the different expressions are due to the different points
of view (al-i‘tibarar) %%

Based on this overview, it becomes clear that there is no essential difference between
khabar and Aukm.

Regarding the additional qualifier of knowledge (‘ilm) or decisive (jazim), Taftazani
says that “often evidence is specific for that which yields knowledge and indicator
(amara) for that which leads to presumption.”®® In his gloss on Mukhtasar al-muntaha

he says:

That which has a signifier (dalala) or guide (irshad) in it, regardless if it leads to
knowledge or presumption, is called evidence, according to the terminology of the
jurists.

The usili scholars differentiate and use evidence specifically for that which leads
to knowledge and indicator (amara) for that which leads to presumption.38*

Based on this, the term judgment without any qualifier encompasses presumptive and
certain knowledge. If it is conditioned with knowledge (‘ilm) or certain (jazim), then

it excludes the indicator (amara), which leads to presumption.

After analyzing the conditions of the definition of evidence, we will take a closer look
at four critical terms in the discussion about evidence. The four terms are dali/, dala/a,

wajh al-dalil, and jiha al-dalala. Taftazani explains in the following manner:

The valid reflection requires to be a reflection upon an evidence and not a spurious
argument (shubha). It also has to be a reflection from the perspective of the
signifier (jiha al-dalala). It is that through which the mind (dhihn) transitions from
the evidence to the signified (madlil). So if we infer the Creator from the world
by reflecting upon it, we obtain two propositions. One of them is: “the world is

382 gl-Talwi, vol. 1, 46.
383 Sharh al-Magasid, vol. 1, 131.
384 al-Muntaha, vol. 1, 104.
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contingent,” and the other is “every contingent has a Creator.” From this
arrangement (tartzb), it is understood that the world has a Creator.

So the world is the evidence (dali/) for the theologians, not the arranged premises
since it is the terminology of the logicians. The existence of the Creator is the
signified (madlil). The world, insofar as the reflection upon it yields the
knowledge of the Creator’s existence, is the signifier (dala/a). And the possibility
or contingency of the world, which is the reason for its need for a Creator, is the
perspective of the signifier (jiha al-dalala). These four matters are distinct,
meaning that each concept (mafham) is distinct from the others. So the knowledge
of each is different depending on the relation [to each of them].38®

The backdrop of this investigation is the following question: Is the knowledge of the
signifier (wajh al-dalala) distinct from the knowledge of the signified (madlil)?
Taftazani points out that there is a difference of opinion regarding the answer but adds

that the correct position is the distinction between them.&

The Taftazan’is example illustrates the difference between these four terms: The world
is the evidence (dali/), the Creator is the signified (madlil), the world insofar as a valid
reflection of it leads to the Creator is the signifier (wajh al-dalala), and the world
insofar as it is contingent or possible and in need of a Creator is the perspective of the
signifier (jiha al-dalala). At the end of the passage above, Taftazani points out that
each concept is different. Therefore, the knowledge of the signifier is not the same as
that of the evidence, as some have wrongfully suggested.3” One of the reasons for it
is that being a signifier (wajh al-dalala) is an attribute (sifa) of the evidence, like
possibility or contingency, which are attributes with regards to the world, unlike the
perspective of the signifier (jiha al-dalala) which is just a mental concept (amr

i“tibart). 38

The present chapter discussed the conditions for the definition of evidence and
prepared the ground to investigate the twofold division of evidence into rational and
textual evidence related to the matter (mdadda) of evidence.

385 Shar/ al-Magasid, vol. 1, 109.

386 gee: Sharh al-Maqasid, vol. 1, 110.
387 See: Sharh al-Maqasid, vol. 1, 110.
388 gee: Sharh al-Maqasid, vol. 1, 111.
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4.2. Rational and Textual Evidence (dalil ‘aglr and naqli)

Taftazan’1s discussion about the rationale and textual evidence focuses on three topics.

He mentions them very concisely in Tahdhib al-kalam:

When [evidence] is based on a text, then it is textual [evidence]. If not, then it is
rational. Decisiveness by it is achieved with the aid of indications. [The judgment
in which] the two sides are equal is only affirmed by a text. What the text is based
upon can only be affirmed by the intellect.°

The three topics in this very dense text are the following: The first is dividing evidence
according to its matter (madda) into rational and textual. The second is about whether
or not textual evidence provides certain knowledge. The last topic investigates when

the conclusion necessitates textual evidence and when rational evidence.

Before we move on to the first topic, it is important to highlight the exact meaning of
the term textual evidence in the theological context. The term textual is not used in a
general sense insofar as it encompasses any kind of historical text or evidence. It is a
very specific usage in that it only refers to that which is traced back to the
Messenger.>®® So, the term dalil nagli should be understood as an evidence by

revelation.

The first discussion in Taftazan’1s Tahdhib is about the twofold division. In Shar# al-
Maqasid, he presents an additional threefold division and says:

If the evidence is not based upon a text at all, then it is rational evidence. If not
[and it is based on a text], it is textual evidence, regardless of all of its approximate
premises being based on a text or not.

The first might be specifically used for the textual, and the second would be called
compound (murakkab). However, purely textual evidence is invalid because it is
necessary to affirm the truthfulness of the messenger rationally.3%

389 al-Tahdhib, 224.

390 Notice that the statement is not limited to that words of the Messenger and kept general to include
the Quran, hadith, and ijma".
%1 Sharp al-Magasid, vol. 1, 132.
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The earlier quote from his Tahdhib and the wording in magasid indicates that he
prefers the twofold division. In the explanation of magasid he explains the issue with

the threefold division.

[Evidence] might be divided into rational and textual, and it also might be divided
into the two and the compound of rational and textual evidence. However, this
suggests that the intended meaning of textual evidence is that which has no rational
premises at all, and this is invalid. Because if the truthfulness of the reporters does
not go back to someone whose truthfulness is known rationally, then it necessitates
a vicious circle or an infinite regress.3%

The vicious circle occurs when, for example, the truthfulness of the Messenger is based
on the affirmation of his truthfulness by the revelation. The infinite regress comes
about when the truthfulness of the Messenger is proven by the truthfulness of others,
whose truthfulness then goes to another source and so on. To avoid the vicious circle
and infinite regress, the existence of God, the possibility for Him to send messengers,
and proof of their trustworthiness by an evidentiary miracle all have to be based on

rational evidence.3%®

Taftazani then explains how the problem in the threefold division can be deflected and
mentions that the definition of textual evidence is different than in the twofold

division.

Deflecting this happens by saying that whoever limits [the categories] into two
intends by textual evidence that which some of his approximate and far premises
is based upon transmission and hearing from the truthful [Messenger]. And he
intended by rational evidence that which is not like that.

Whoever makes a threefold division intends by textual evidence that all of its
approximate premises are transmitted, like: “Hajj is obligatory and abstaining from
doing the obligatory deserves punishment.” And he intends by compound evidence
that which some of its approximate premises are rational and some of them textual,
like: “Wudiz’ is an act, and the validity of every shar‘iyya act is by the intention
(niyyah).” And like the statement: “Hajj is obligatory and whoever abstains from
the obligatory is disobedient.” There is no other meaning to disobedience except
abstaining from obeying the command and prohibition. He conditioned the term
premises with approximate (qarzba) since some of the far premises (ba‘ida) of the
textual evidence are rational, as mentioned earlier. So it is not contrary to the
compound but included under it.3%

%92 Sharp al-Magasid, vol. 1, 132.
393 gee: Shar} al-Maqasid, vol. 1, 133; Ibn Ya‘qab, vol. 1, 93.
3% Sharp al-Magadsid, vol. 1, 132-133.
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Based on Taftazan’is explanation, we see that the threefold division first divides into
two parts: rational and compound. Then, the compound further divides into rational
and textual, and textual with approximate premises. As he pointed out in the quote
earlier, there is no such thing as purely textual evidence since it has to go back to
rational evidence to cut the vicious circle and infinite regress. So the meaning of
textual evidence is that whose approximate premises are all textual evidence, which
he illustrated with the example of kajj. On the other hand, the compound of rational

and textual evidence has premises solely based on the intellect.

After his explanation, Taftazani points out that the threefold division only applies
when the term dali/ is meant in the sense of being a premise and not the source from
which the premise is taken (ma’khadh). In other words, the rational evidence for the
Creator is the world, and the textual evidence for religious acts are the Quran, Sunnah,
and ijma’. These are the sources from which the premises are taken, and they are either
rational or textual. So a threefold division with a compound would not make any

sense.3%

The second topic Taftazani discusses is the question if textual knowledge yields
certainty or not. This topic was brought up very explicitly by none other than Fakhr
al-Din al-Razi.>*® As we saw in the concise text from Tahdhib al-kalam, Taftazani
summarizes his position by saying: “Decisiveness by it is achieved with the aid of
indications (gara’in).”%" In his Sharh al-Magasid, he mentions more details about the

topic and says:

There is no doubt that textual evidence yields presumptive knowledge. However,
certainty from it is based on the knowledge of semantics (wad')® and the
intention [of the speaker]. This [can only be achieved] with the infallibility of the
transmitters of the Arabic language. [Furthermore, it is based on the knowledge
of] the absence of a new usage [of the expression], the absence of synonym, the

39 gee: Sharh al-Maqasid, vol. 1, 133.

3% Eor an investigation about this topic see: Bilal Ibrahim, “Reason and Revelation in Fakhr al-Din al-
Razi and the Ash‘ari Tradition,” in: Philosophy and Language in the Islamic World edited by Nadja
Germann and Mostafa Najafi (Boston: De Gruyter, 2021), vol 2, 129-182.

397 al-Tahdhib, 224.

39 Bernard G. Weiss points out that ‘ilm al-wad*““ has no apparent counterpart among the branches of
Western philology or linguistics” which makes it very difficult to translate. See: Bernard G. Weiss, “A
Theory of the Parts of Speech in Arabic (Noun, Verb and Particle): A Study in “‘ilm al-Wad',”” in:
Arabica 23, no. 1 (1976): 23-36.
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absence of figurative speech, the absence of ellipsis, and the absence of
contradiction of the rational evidence.®%

In the beginning, he points out that there is no difference of opinion that textual
evidence imparts presumptive knowledge. So the point of contention is about certainty,
which is put into question by the requirements he mentions. Razi famously put forth
ten conditions. Taftazani mentions eight, but they encompass the ten conditions since
he put some of them under one category. For instance, Razi mentions grammar and

morphology separately, which fall under the category of wad* in Taftazan’1s list.*®

After presenting the opponent’s argument, Taftazani deflects it by saying: “Indicators
(gara’in) might be added to the [textual evidence] which rule out this possibility.
Hence, it yields decisiveness (qaz‘) regarding the conclusion.”*®! In the explanation,

he says:

The truth is that textual evidence might yield decisiveness because there are coined
terms (awda") that are known by mass transmission (tawatur), like the word sama’
and ard, and like most of the rules of morphology and grammar regarding the form
of the singulars and the form of the compounds (tarkibat). And the knowledge of
the intended meaning obtains by the aid of indications (gara’in) insofar as these
leave no room for doubt, like the texts regarding the obligation of prayer, zakat
and what resembles them, the unity of God, and the resurrection. [There is no room
for doubt] if we suffice with simply hearing them, like the words of the Exalted:
“Say He is one,” “Know that He there is no deity save Him,” and “Say: He who
brought them into being in the first instance will give them life, seeing that He has
full knowledge of every act of creation.”*%

Ibn Ya'qab summarizes Taftazan'ts argument concisely with the following statement:

The need for indications (gara’in) in imparting knowledge is only in relation to
the intention of the truthful transmitter. Whereas the knowledge regarding the
designated meaning of [the signified] is obtained through mass transmission
(tawatur) *®

%99 sharp al-Magasid, vol. 1, 94.

400 since a detailed analysis of the difference does not serve the main purpose of the investigation, we
will suffice with this one example. One could claim that Taftazani refined the list insofar as he was able
to encapsulate the ten conditions more comprehensively, which was a desirable goal of many later
writings as we saw in an earlier chapter.

401 Sharj al-Magasid, vol. 1, 134.
402 Sharh al-Magqasid, vol. 1, 136.
403 Ipn Ya'qiib, vol. 1, 95.
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Both theologians point out that the ways to obtain certain knowledge about the
meaning of the words and the intention of the speaker are different. The intention of a
speaker relies upon indications (gara’in) that help us to know what he intended when
using a certain word. Certainty about the meaning of the words, on the other hand, is
achieved by mass transmission. We know what Arabic words like sama’ or ard signify
by virtue of the way Arabs have been using them ever since.

The last topic Taftazani investigates is the situations in which rational and textual
evidence becomes necessary. He says that the judgment in which “the two sides are
equal is only affirmed by a text” and “what the text is based upon can only be affirmed

by the intellect.”*%* He explains this statement and says:

When the side of affirmation and negation for a sought judgment is equal in the
mind insofar as it does not independently find any way to specify one of them,
then the way to affirm it is by textual evidence and nothing else, like the judgment
that 4ajj is obligatory and that Zayd is in the house.

But if the affirmation of textual evidence is based on it, like the knowledge of the
truthfulness of the messenger, and what is further based upon that, like the
affirmation of the Creator, sending of the Messenger, the signification of the
evidentiary miracle, and what resembles it, then the proof for it is only reason
nothing else. This is in order to avoid a vicious circle.4%

The instance in which textual evidence is the only way to reach a conclusion is when
the two sides of a conclusion, that is, its affirmation and negation are equally possible.
Taftazani gives a religious and secular example. The religious example is the judgment
“hajj is obligatory.” Affirming or negating the obligation of the %ajj are both equally
possible, and there is no evidence for the preponderance of one of the sides if we rely
on the mind alone. Hence, another type of evidence is needed to tip the scale to one of
the two sides. This tipping of the scale happens by textual evidence. The same applies
to profane judgments such as Zayd being in the house. In the mind, the presence and
absence of Zayd are both equally possible insofar as neither of the two judgments leads
to a rational impossibility. Therefore, further evidence is needed to affirm one side and

reject the other.

404 al-Tahdhib, 224; Sharh al-Magasid, vol. 1, 132.
405 sharp al-Magasid, vol. 1, 133.
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The situation in which rational evidence becomes necessary is when the two sides of
the judgment are not equal insofar as the mind can make a judgment independently
and in situations in which the textual evidence is based on it, like the truthfulness of
the Messenger. In other words, the truthfulness of the Messenger is based on the
existence of a Creator, His capability to send messengers and an evidentiary miracle
that proves the truthfulness of the Messenger’s statement. All of these judgments are
rational insofar as they cannot be proven by textual evidence, as it would lead to a

vicious circle.%

On a theoretical level, the aforementioned principle about the necessity of rational and
textual evidence is rather uncomplicated. However, in practice, one of the main issues
becomes the question if something is rationally possible or not. Based on this, the
interpretation of the religious text will differ. This connects back to an earlier claim
about the task of the theologian in which he demarcates the realm of the rationally
possible. Especially the debates with the Mu‘tazila and falasifa offer many examples.
The task regarding anthropomorphism, on the other hand, is to demonstrate that
reading the textual evidence literally in every case leads to rational impossibilities.
Some later theologians recognized the importance of distinguishing between rational
judgments and put them at the beginning of their works. At the forefront of this is
Muhammad b. Yasuf al-Sanasi (d. 895), who started all of his books with an
investigation of rational judgments and explicitly mentioned that one of the reasons
for wrong belief is “the ignorance regarding rational principles, which is the
knowledge about the necessity of the necessary, the possibility of the possible, and the

impossibility of the impossible.”*%

The following chapter focuses on a number of case studies that relate to the concept
of evidence. The first case relates to the task of demarcating the realm of the rationally
possible, while the other examples discuss topics that shed some more light on various

issues that relate to the concept of evidence.

406 gee- Sharj al-Maqasid, vol. 1, 133; Ibn Ya‘qab, vol. 1, 93.
407 Muhammad b. Yasuf al-Sanisi, Shar/ al-mugaddimar (Damascus: Dar al-Tagwa, 2019), 194.
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4.3. Case Studies for Evidence

The aim of this last chapter is to discuss some cases and tie them back to the previously
investigated topics. Every case has many detailed discussions attached to it, so it is not
possible to present them comprehensively. Therefore, we will suffice with a focus on
specific aspects that relate to the concept of evidence. Every case offers enough

material, which we will leave for further research.

4.3.1. Beatific Vision (ru’ya) Is Rationally Possible

The possibility of seeing God in the hereafter is one of the main topics that Sunni
theologians and Mu ‘tazila differ about. Abt Hafs Nasafi in ‘Aqga’id nasafiyya indicates
the different positions with the following statement: “Seeing Allah-the Exalted—is
rationally possible and necessary by textual evidence.”*%® As we saw in the previous
chapter, textual evidence is needed when the affirmation or negation of a judgment is
equal to the mind. So the difference of opinion regarding this topic does not start with
the textual evidence but with the question: Is seeing God rationally possible? If it is
possible, is there any textual evidence that affirms or negates it? These are the guiding

questions of this topic.

Taftazani begins his discussion with the following:

When the mind is emptied and by itself, then it does not judge that seeing Him is
impossible as long as there is no proof for that, and the basis is the absence of
proof for [the impossibility]. This much is self-evident, so whoever claims that it
is impossible has to bring up the argument.*%®

This passage illustrates how Taftazani puts the burden of proof on the opponents who
claim that the beatific vision is rationally impossible. He continues and gives rational
and textual evidence for the Sunni position and then presents the Mu ‘tazila position,
which claims that it is rationally impossible to see God since seeing necessitates

specific conditions. Taftazani summarizes their strongest argument and says:

408 Sharf al-‘aga’id, 87.
409 Sharp al-‘aqa’id, 201-202.
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Their strongest spurious argument is the following: Seeing is conditioned by the
seen entity to be in a place, to be at an angle, situated opposite to the one seeing,
the distance between the two insofar as it is not too close and too far away, and
that light rays of light from the eye connect to the seen.*!® All of this is impossible
in relation to God-the Exalted.*!

After deeming the beatific vision of God rationally impossible, the next logical step
with regard to textual evidence is to interpret it accordingly. That is what the Mu ‘tazila

do, especially in cases that suggest that God is going to be seen.

So the first task for the Sunni theologian is to bring this topic into the realm of the
rationally possible in order to make room for the textual evidence to become necessary.
The Mu 'tazila, on the other hand, do not need any textual evidence since they reach
the conclusion that it is rationally impossible without the need for textual evidence.

Taftazan'ts response is the following:

The answer is to not concede to the condition. He pointed to it by saying: {He is
seen not in a place or in a direction so far as being confronted, nor by the
conjunction of the rays of light, nor by a certain definite distance between the
one who sees and Allah.} And to draw an analogy from the seen to the unseen is
invalid.4*2

Farhari commenting on this passage says:

The verification of this (takqiquhu): According to us, seeing is by the creation of
Allah-the Exalted. That is why the scholars deemed it possible that a blind person
in China could see a bug flying in Andalusia in the West. The nomological habit
(‘ada ilahiyya) is that seeing is created whenever the means mentioned above are
realized and that it is not created when they are not. It is possible that He violates
the norm (yakhriq al-"ada) for whomever He wants. Verily, the Messenger—peace
and blessings upon him and his family—used to see what was behind him just as
he saw what was in front of him without being confronted with what he saw.**3

Farhar’is gloss shows some of the theological implications when Sunni theologians
make the conditions the Mu tazila mention for seeing nomological. Once they move
the topic of the beatific vision of God to the realm of the rationally possible, they have

to commit to all of its implications, one of which Farhari mentions in the example

410 This is based on the emission theory.
411 Sharp al-‘aqa’id, 206.

412 Sharp al-‘aqa’id, 206.

13 al-Nibras, 352.
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about the blind man. Simultaneously, it makes it possible to understand religious texts
literally, as is the case with the narration of the Messenger, seeing what is behind him.

Farhari also points out that Taftazan’1s statement includes another argument:

{And to draw an analogy from the seen to the unseen is invalid.} This is a
second answer based on accepting their hypothesis.

Its clarification: If we submit to these conditions, then they are only conditions in
this world or for seeing substances and accidents only. It is possible that the state
in the afterlife and of seeing Allah—the Exalted—is different.*

Even if one were to submit to the conditions and the impossibility that a violation of
the norm occurs in the world, it is invalid to draw an analogy from the unseen to the

seen.

This case study illustrates how one of the most important tasks of theologians is to
demarcate the realm of the rationally possible. Once a topic is moved to this realm,

textual evidence is needed.

4.3.2. The Common Denominator of the Textual Evidence

In the chapter on Prophethood in his Shar/ al-‘aqa’id, Taftazani discusses a twofold
distinction between the evidentiary miracles. The first is the inimitability of the Quran,
and the second is other norm violations that occurred throughout the life of the
Messenger. The focus of this chapter is the second category. Taftazani says about

them:

Matters of norm violations have been narrated about him-peace and blessings
upon him-to the point that the common denominator in them-by that, | mean the
manifestation of the evidentiary miracle—has reached tawatur. Even if their details
are solitary (ahad), like the bravery of ‘Ali-may Allah be pleased with him-and
the generosity of Hatim. These are mentioned in the books of sira.**

Besides the Quran, there are many other instances in which a norm violation (khariq

al-‘ada) has occurred at the hands of the Messenger. However, their accounts are

414 3]-Nibras, 352.
15 Sharp al-‘aqa’id, 294.
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transmitted through solitary reports. In other words, there were various kinds of norm
violations in the life of the Messenger, like water gushing out from between his fingers
hand or the splitting of the moon, but each of the instances was transmitted by solitary
reports which do not impart certain knowledge. Yet, Taftazani argues that the common
denominator in all of these narrations is the same: They are reports about some kind
of norm violation. Irrespective of the specific kind of norm violation, the number of
narrations leads to the certainty that a norm violation occurred. So the details are
presumptive, but the occurrence of norm violations which are evidentiary miracles is
certain. The significance of the notion Taftazani presents is that it broadens the

spectrum of what tawatur is.

Taftazani is not the first to highlight this idea. Qadi ‘Iyad (d. 445 AH), in his Shifa
mentions the same distinction that evidentiary miracles can be of two kinds. Farhari,

in his gloss, summarizes Qadi ‘Iy’ads statement about the second kind and says:

Many of the evidentiary miracles reached the level of tawarur and prominence.
The judgment that they are solitary reports arises from the lack of investigation of
the narrations. There are many judgments that are tawarur for some people and
not for others. Some people know about the existence of Baghdad by rawatur,
while others do not even know its name.*6

In the previous chapter, we saw how self-evident knowledge sometimes relies on
additional means. In the case of tawatur, the means is the multiplicity of reports one
has to be exposed to for certainty to be obtained. So the argument here is that even
some of the second type of evidentiary miracles are actually mutawatir, but due to the
lack of being exposed to the reports mentioned in the books of hadith, they remain

presumptive for the majority of people.

Farhar then mentions some examples, the many companions that narrated the different

events, and continues:

This is the truth. According to this, the judgment of the commentator [Taftazani]
that the details are solitary is due to the lack of pursuit in the narrations or based
on the assumption and abandoning the state of tawatur from all of them to the
tawatur of the meaning of the sum. This is because the first [position that they are
mutawatir] is something that the interlocutor might deny, unlike the second
[position that they are solitary but tawarur in meaning].

416 al-Nibras, 592; Qadi ‘Tyad, al-Shifa bi-ta‘rif huqiq al-Mustafa (Amman: Dar al-Nir, 2015), 164.
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If you say: The mutawatir is what some people hear. So where is the hearing of
these narrations?

I say: Looking into what is written and hearing are equal in imparting knowledge.
If letters from people reach you in which the content is the same, then knowledge
is obtained without hearing. So similarly, the books of kadith spread throughout
the earth from the East to the West, yielding decisive knowledge for whoever
studies them. Remember this great insight!41’

This shows at least two noteworthy features regarding tawatur, which is part of self-
evident knowledge. First, narrations, which have a common denominator but vary in
some of their details, can become tawatur from the perspective of their common
denominator and presumptive from the perspective of the details. Second, certainty
through tawatur can only be achieved when one is exposed to the means that lead to
the tawatur. In the present case, this would occur by investigating the relevant textual
sources in the books of hadith. Once a sufficient number of authentic narrations about
a specific instance of a norm violation are found, certainty regarding that instance will

be obtained.

4.3.3. Incomplete Evidence (dalil ghayr tamm)

The present case study will illustrate how later scholars evaluate some of the most
common evidences they and previous scholars use. The point of the example is to show
that one of the main objectives of the later scholars is to reach conclusive arguments.
This presupposes that they are very critical of their own arguments and take the
opponents ’objections very seriously, to the point that the theologians not only read
the objections charitably but also refine the opposing views.**® So the case study aims
at highlighting this feature of the Post-classical period and not to discuss the example
itself, which is going to be the indivisible part (juz’ /a yatajazza’). We will first look
at the texts from the relevant sources and then analyze them.

Abu Hafs al-Nasafi, in the investigation about the origination of the world, says:

417 al-Nibras, 592.

418 This phenomenon needs an independent study as it demands a thorough historical assessment of a
case study in which the development of an opposing argument is analyzed throughout the different
historical stages.
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The world in the totality of its parts is originated since it consists of
substances and accidents. A substance is that which has self-
subsistence, and it is either a compound, which is a body; or not a

compound, like an atom (jawhar), which is the indivisible part.4°

Taftazani explaining this passage says:

{It is the indivisible part} He did not say: “It is the atom,” guarding against an
objection because that which is not a compound is rationally not limited to the
atom, that is, the indivisible part. Rather, it is necessary to nullify the prime matter
(hayila), the form (sara), the intellects (‘uqal), and the incorporeal souls until [the
evidence] is complete (li-yatimma dhalika).*?°

He continues by mentioning that the falasifa negate the atom’s existence, presents
three evidences for its existence, and concludes with a noteworthy statement: “All of
them are weak.”*?! He proceeds to show the objections against the three arguments
and concludes: “The evidences negating [the existence of the single substance] are also
not free from weakness. That is why Imam Razi inclined towards abstention
(tawaqquf).”*?? Lastly, he answers the question if the difference of opinion between
the theologians and falasifa yields any benefit and answers:

We say: Yes, establishing the existence of the atom is an escape from many
obscurities of the falasifa, like the affirmation of the prime matter and form which
leads to the eternity of the world and the denial of bodily resurrection, and many
of the principles of geometry upon which the continual motion of the heavenly
spheres is built, and also the impossibility of them being torn apart and mended.**

In the Tahdhib al-kalam, Taftazani mentions a similar statement without saying that
the arguments for or against the atom are weak. He says: “Know that affirming the
atom wards off many principles from the falasifa, and it is also an easy way to establish

many Islamic principles (gawa‘id islamiyya).”*** The discussion in Shark al-Magasid

419 Sharp al-‘aqa’id, 86.

420 Sharp al-‘aqa’id, 134; Elder, 31-32.
421 Sharf al-‘aqa’id, 135; Elder, 32.
422 Sharf al-‘aga’id, 136; Elder, 32.
423 Sharp al-‘aqa’id, 137; Elder, 32.
424 al-Tahdhib, 286.
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is very comprehensive, but here does not explicitly speak of weaknesses regarding the

arguments.*?°

As mentioned earlier, the point is not the topic of the atom but how discussions about
evidences looked like and what the Later Theologians were focusing on. The central
idea here is the notion of an incomplete evidence (dali/ ghayr tamm). Taftazani says
that it is rationally possible that there is more than one category under the genus of
non-compound substances. So in order to limit the non-compound to the atom, it is
necessary to have evidence against the existence of the prime matter, form, intellects,
and incorporeal souls. However, the arguments against them, according to Taftazant,

are incomplete, which means that they are not conclusive proofs (burhan).

‘Isam al-Din points out that Taftazani is a response to Ij1.*?® Kafaw1 explains that this
response is an objection since Iji speaks of “proofs” (sab‘a hujaj), and his wording
suggests that only some of them are weaokayk. Taftazan’is point of contention is that
the word proof implies conclusiveness. Wali al-Din (d. 1119), in his gloss on ‘Isam al-

Din’s gloss, says:

You know that this is only an objection if the judgment is about all of what has
been mentioned in al-Mawaqif as far as the seven perspectives. However, this is
not the case. The commentator [Taftazani] mentioned three of them only in this
book, and the judgment of the three does not necessitate the judgment on all of the
seven. There is no doubt that the intention in his statement: “All of them are weak.”

is only that which he mentioned in this book.*?’

Wali al-Din limits Taftazan’1s result of the evidences being weak to what he has
mentioned in Shari al-‘aqga’id, which suggests that the other ones are strong enough.

Kafawi, in his gloss, opposes this view and says:

The following should not be said: The author of al-Mawaqif mentioned seven
proofs and then said, “some of them are weak,” and what the commentator
[Taftazani] mentioned here are three of them. The judgment that all three are weak
does not contradict the strength of some of the seven. So how does the objection
make sense?

425 sharp al-Magasid, vol. 1, 830-876.
426 gee: al-Hawashi, vol 4, 118 (‘lsam al-Din).
427 al-Hawashi, vol 4, 118 (Wali al-Din)
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We say: When the commentator [Taftazani] said that the strongest is one and the
well-known of them are two, followed by the statement: “All of them are weak.”
then it is a judgment that all of the seven are weak.*?®

Reading the glosses side by side, it seems very likely that Kafawi has Walt al-Din’s

position in mind.

Interestingly, ‘Isam al-Din does not pose the question if Taftazant meant all of the
evidences or just the ones he mentioned in Shar/ al-‘aqa’id. He takes a different
approach altogether and says that it is easier to not concede that the prime matter is
eternal and to demonstrate that they are contingent instead of proving that the atom

exists. 42

In conclusion, this case study shows that theologians in the Post-classical period
evaluate the works of their predecessors and try to refine their arguments as much as
possible. These very subtle discussions and debates usually take place in the
comprehensive works (mustawwalat), whereas shorter textbooks and even
commentaries, such as Shark al-‘agqa’id, suffice with the topics and pointers to the

deeper discussions.

4.3.4. Iman Without Evidence

The last case study is about the relationship between iman and evidence. There is no
difference of opinion that zman is obligatory for the moral agent (mukallaf). However,
there is a discussion about the first obligation. Is it knowledge of God (ma‘rifa) or the

reflection that leads to it? Taftazani says:

They differed about the first obligation. It is said it is the knowledge of Allah-the
Exalted—because that is the foundation (asl). It is also said it is a reflection about
it or turning towards [reflection] because [knowledge of Allah] is based oniit. (...)

The obligation of the mugallid and the ignorant whose ignorance is compounded
(jahl murakkab) is the reflection about the signifier (wajh al-dalaia) in order for it
to lead him to knowledge.*°

428 al-Hawashi, vol 4, 118 (Kafawi).
429 al-Hawashi, vol 4, 121 (‘1sam al-Din).
430 see: Sharh al-Magasid, vol. 1, 123.
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Theologians distinction between two types of evidence: general (dalzl ijmalz) and
detailed evidence (dalil tafsilz). General evidence is compulsory for every individual
(fard “ayn), whereas detailed evidence is only necessary for some individuals in every
Muslim community who have to ward off spurious arguments and establish the
truthfulness of the religion against opponents.*! In the later books of kalam, the

discussion about the first obligation usually takes place in the chapter on reflection.

Another difference of opinion, which is discussed in the chapter on sam‘iyyat, is about
the validity of the zman of the muqallid, that is, someone who has no evidence. In

Shar# al-Magasid, Taftazani clarifies the exact point of contention:

The difference of opinion is not about those people who grew up in Muslim lands
(...) and whom reached by tawatur the state of the Messenger—peace be upon him-
and the evidentiary miracles that were given to him. It is also not about those that
think about the creation of the heavens and the earth, the difference between night
and day. All of them are from the people of reflection and inference (ahl al-nazar
wal-istidlal). [The difference of opinion] is rather about someone who, for
example, grew up on the top of the mountains and did not think about the heavens
and the earth but then got informed by a person about that which is obligatory
upon him to believe after which he affirmed him regarding that which he was
informed about without thinking.*3?

The example Taftazani mentions illustrates that the kind of muqallid the discussion
revolves around is very specific. It is someone who is not among Muslims, who does
not know anything about the revelation, and who has not reflected upon creation in a
manner that makes him think of the Creator. If such a person was informed about the
obligations regarding belief and affirmed them just by the authority of the one
informing him without any reflection, is his iman valid? This is the exact point of

discussion.

Taftazani explicitly states that according to the majority position, the belief of the
mugallid is valid.**® Note that this does not negate the obligation of having at least a

general evidence because the obligation of having iman, the obligations to reflect or

431 gee: Sharh al-Maqasid, vol. 1, 117.
432 Sharh al-Magqasid, vol 2, 1833.
433 gee: Sharh al-Magasid, vol 2, 1827.
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having evidence in order to reach iman, and the validity of the muqallid’s iman are all
different topics.

One of the objections agains the validity of the iman of the mugallid is the following:

It is not possible to conceptualize assent (tasdiq) without knowledge because it is
either inherent to knowledge or a condition for it (...). So the mugallid has no
knowledge because it is a decisive congruent belief (i ‘tigad jazim muzabiq) linked
with a means which is either self-evident or an inference.*3

The point of the objection is the following: /man is essentially an assent, and assent is
either self-evident or theoretical. There is no difference of opinion that the knowledge
of God is not self-evident, so iman is an assent in need of reflection, which is in need
of a means, that is, evidence. Therefore, the mugallid has no knowledge, so his iman

is not valid. Taftazant answers with the following:

We say: What is considered in the assent is certainty (yaqgin). By that, | mean the
decisive congruent belief. It is even possible to suffice with congruence and treat
the predominant probability (zann ghalib)—for which no occurrence of the
opposite occurs in the mind-as certainty.*%

Know that those scholars that said the iman of the mugallid is valid and those that
negated it [both] say that responsibility (zak/if) is fulfilled by acquiring and choice
(iktisabr ikhtiyari) except that the majority (jumhiir)-when they understood that
acquiring (kasbi) in this meaning is more general than the acquiring by inference
(kasbi istitdlalr), which is the well-known meaning among the logicians, and when
they saw that this more general meaning suffices for responsibility to be fulfilled—
did not make the evidence a condition for the validity of iman and, therefore, said
that the rman of the mugallid is valid.

Those that negated the validity of his ziman—when they thought that acquiring by
choice (kasbi ikhtiyari) is the same as acquiring in logic (kasbi manyiqz) insofar as
everything by volition is acquired by reflection and inference, and vice verse—
made 7man that which is based on evidence.*®

Sanandji explains that the difference of opinion regarding the mugallid can be
explained based on the different understandings of the term kasbiz, which has two
meanings. First, the acquiring in the context of logic refers to that which is obtained
by reflection and arranging the premises (tartib al-mugaddimat). This is called nazar

(reflection) and istidlal (inference). The second meaning is used in figh and means that

434 Sharh al-Magqasid, vol 2, 1827.
435 Sharp al-Magasid, vol 2, 1827.
436 < Abd al-Qadir al-Sanandaji, Taqrib al-maram (Beirut: Dar al-Kutub al-1imiyyah, 2017), vol 2, 339.

138



which is obtained by capability (qudra) and choice (ikhtiyar). The second usage is
more general as it encompasses the first. In other words, everything acquired by
reflection and inference is from being capable (qudra) but not vice versa.**” Now, if
iman is acquired and by choice (kasbi ikhtiyari), depending on the understanding of
the word acquired (kasbi), evidence becomes necessary or not. If acquired is used in
the more general sense, then the evidence is not a condition because someone can
choose to affirm what he has been told about the religion and acquire zman by authority
without reflection, hence, without evidence. But when acquired is used in the more
specific sense, then the evidence becomes necessary because acquiring and inference

are concomitant with each other.

At the end of his discussion, Sanandji says that his investigation is “the pinnacle of the
position’s verification and utmost exactness” and advises the reader: “Remember it!
Because it is from the subtle points which are only reached by the noble ones with
understanding.”*® His remark is significant because he died in 1304/1886, which

shows that tadqiq and ta/qiq were and still are an open door for scholars to come.

437 gee: Tagrib al-maram, vol 2, 338.
438 Tagrib al-maram, vol 2, 339.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

Diving into the commentary tradition of the Post-classical period is an extremely
humbling experience. The present thesis dealt with only a few pages of Taftazan’is
comprehensive Shar/ al-Magasid. Although a decent amount of commentaries and
glosses were consulted, it is in no shape or form an exaggeration to say that the
previous investigations only scratched the surface. Many discussions were not even
mentioned due to the fear of going down a rabbit hole since the concepts and topics
are interconnected. Because of this interconnectedness, this thesis tried to shed some
light on three topics to help navigate through the theological discourse of the Post-

classical period.

Before the detailed investigations of the three topics, it was important to situate the
thesis within the different trends in contemporary academia. First and foremost, there
is a noteworthy difference between the academic output and the state of research in
different countries and languages. While the relevant literature in English and German
has made advancements in recent years, it has yet to catch up with the massive output
in Turkey, which covers critical editions and secondary literature. Contemporary
academics are aware of this situation. However, this discrepancy will not disappear as
long the academic output in Turkey becomes available in English or Western
academics start to read the secondary literature in Turkish. The available relevant
literature was divided into two major trends: Non-engaging (descriptive) and engaging
with contemporary issues. The present thesis falls under the first trend as it does not
try to engage contemporary issues since it is still too early to put different traditions

into a conversation.
The first chapter substantiated this claim by not only presenting Sa‘d al-Din al-

Taftazan’1s biography and works but also discussing several issues relating to the

commentary tradition. We saw the importance of knowing the role of a scholar in a
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commentary and how it differs from his independent works. Keeping this simple
distinction in mind facilitates determining the school of a scholar and avoiding wrong
conclusions. In the case of Taftazani, the most convincing position is that he is an
Ash‘ar in kalam and Shafi‘Tin figh.

The second topic was epistemology and its relation to kalam. It was shown how the
distinction between principles (mabdadi’) and objectives (maqgasid) in the works of
kalam is not only helpful with creedal matters but also helps to situate epistemological
discussions in the kalam discourse. However, the line between the principles and
objectives is not always clear-cut. As the brief history of kalam showed, philosophical
topics were integrated into the works of kalam to the point that the two sciences
became almost indistinguishable, which ultimately led to debates about the subject
matter of both sciences. Irrespective of this discussion, there is no debate about the
fact that the subject matter of kal/am also became broader with time. This begs the
question of how the line between principles and objectives is determined. So a deeper

investigation into this topic would be very fruitful.

One could argue that discussing the history of a science in the introductory section
(mugaddimar) was a novelty introduced by Taftazani. His brief history of kalam,
which he presents in the Shar/ al-‘aga’id and Shariz al-Magasid, was quoted by later
scholars in their commentaries and glosses. It is not far-fetched to claim that he was
trying to make the history of a science part of the introductory section, which is mainly
a pedagogical tool to give the students of any given science more insights. Again, this

has to be treated as a claim and needs to be studied in more detail.

Another important part of the second topic was the discussions about knowledge and
the difference in how it is discussed in books of kalam and logic. While books of logic
focus on the right form (sira) of an inference, books of kalam mainly engage with
skeptics against whom they defend the possibility that the senses and reflection can
lead to certain knowledge. That is where the discussions about the types of self-evident
knowledge (daruriyyat) become crucial because they form the fundamental building

blocks for the rest of the theological investigations.
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The third topic dealt with the concept of evidence. Compared to other topics in the
introduction section (mugaddimar) in the classical texts, the concept of evidence is
discussed rather briefly with a focus on the distinction between rational and textual
evidence and various questions relating to prerequisites for textual evidence to impair
certainty. Ghazal’is treatment of the different Islamic sciences in his al-Mustasfa was
analyzed in light of evidence and showed how the task of a theologian is to lift the
textual evidence to the degree of self-evident knowledge for the other Islamic sciences.
This shows how different sciences deal with textual evidence. From the perspective of
epistemology and evidence, a theologian asks the most general questions, whereas
scholars in the other sciences (especially jurists) are mainly concerned with
establishing principles that govern the textual evidence to put them into a coherent

system.

By analyzing the definitions for the term dali/ (evidence), the study showed the
difference between the usage of this term in the different sciences. Scholars of kalam
and usaul al-figh use the term dali/ as “that by which sound reflection of can lead to
knowledge of a propositional conclusion,” whereas logicians use the term for “the
ordered premises leading to the conclusion.” So evidence in the first usage, which was
the focus of this thesis, is an objective of reflection, which can lead to knowledge. This
means that a piece of evidence has a signifier that always leads to the conclusion,
provided a valid reflection is applied. Now, having a signifier means that the object of
reflection is in such a manner that it yields knowledge when reflected upon,

irrespective if someone reflects upon it or not.

Finally, the thesis also showed the important task of the theologian in the discussion
about the realm of the rationally possible to make room for textual evidence.
Especially the case study on the beatific vision showed that some differences of
opinion about the revelation do not relate primarily to the interpretation of them but
begin with the rational possibility of a matter. This opens up the question of how
theologians, especially in the Post-classical period, determine the limits of the mind,

which is another topic that deserves a closer investigation.
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